SUBORDINATE OFFICERS IN XENOPHON’S ANABASIS

Abstract: This chapter focuses on Xenophon’s treatment of divisions within the command structure
presented in the Anabasis, and in particular on three military positions that are briefly mentioned —
the taxiarch, hupostrategos, and hupolochagos. Arguing against the prescriptive military hierarchies
proposed in earlier scholarship, it suggests that “taxiarch’ should be understood fluidly and that the
appearance of both the hupostrategos and the hupolochagos may be due to interpolation. The
chapter also includes discussion of two types of comparative material: procedures for replacing
dead, absent, or deposed generals at Athens and Sparta in the classical period, and the lexical
development of subordinate positions with the prefix vmo-.
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Xenophon’s Anabasis has more often been broadly eulogized for its supposed depiction of the
democratic spirit of the Greek mercenaries whose adventures are recounted than analysed closely
for the details it offers about the command structure of this “wandering republic’.! When
Xenophon’s presentation of the command structure is discussed in its own right, it tends to be in
relation either to the apologetic strains found in the Anabasis or to the broader theory of leadership
that runs through his diverse corpus and that is sometimes historicized as a prototype of Hellenistic
models.? The aim of this article is to focus instead on Xenophon’s treatment of the divisions within
the command structure presented in the Anabasis, and in particular the difficulties raised by three
military positions that make fleeting appearances in the Anabasis — ta&iapyoc, dmootpdtnyog, and

vroAoyaryoc. The first of these nouns appears in Xenophon’s account twice (3.1.37, 4.1.28), while

! Kriiger (1826) 154 (“civitatem peregrinantem’). On the command structure, see Nussbaum (1967)
22-48; Roy (1967) 287-96; Lee (2007) 44-59, 92-5. We are grateful to Peter Rhodes for advice and
to Simon Hornblower, David Thomas, the editor, and the anonymous referee for comments on the
whole article.

2 Durrbach (1893) remains the most detailed and hostile discussion of the Anabasis as apology; on
the leadership theory, see most recently Gray (2011); for the Hellenistic link, see e.g. Dillery

(2004) 259-76.



the two vro- forms are found just once (3.1.32 and respectively® — bmostpdrnyog for the first, and
vroAdyaryog for the only, time in extant Greek literature (there is also a single use of the verb
vrootpotnyeiv (5.6.36)).

Despite the lack of attention paid to these positions by Xenophon, the very fact that they
are mentioned at all might seem a pointer to the growing professionalization in Greek military
practice that is often seen as a distinctive feature of the fourth century B.C.* But what are their
functions? In the case of the ta&iapyog, its second appearance, as we shall see, has frequently led
scholars to assume that it was a formal term for light-armed officers in the Ten Thousand. As for
the vmootpdtnyog, the contexts in which the noun and the cognate verb are used have been taken
to suggest that the word denotes an officer who replaces a dead or absent otpatnydg; and by
extension, in the absence of other contextual clues, the same model has been applied to the
vroAdyaryoc. In this article, we will point to various problems in current scholarly views about the
functions of these positions, propose a new interpretation of the ta&iapyoc, and raise the
possibility that the appearances of the vrootpdrtnyog and vroAdyayoc are due to interpolation.
Before offering a detailed analysis of the internal evidence provided by the Anabasis, however, we
will look briefly at two types of comparative material relevant to dmootpdrnyor and vordyoyor in
particular: firstly, procedures for replacing dead, absent, or deposed generals at Athens and Sparta
in the classical period; secondly, the lexical development of subordinate positions with the prefix
vmo-. Even if the specific textual suggestions that are here proposed are rejected, these subordinate

positions deserve more extensive analysis than they have so far received.

Suffect Officer

3 References are to Xenophon’s Anabasis unless otherwise specified; translations are adapted from
the revised Loeb edition by J. Dillery.

4 See e.g. Hornblower (2011) 195-203.



At Athens there is little evidence for procedures when officers were absent or died, even though
[Aristotle] Ath. Pol. 61 offers an account of how different military offices were elected. This
account does mention that otpatnyoi and inmapyor faced an Enyeipotovia each prytany, but while
[Aristotle] specifies that if put on trial they are reappointed if acquitted, he does not state who is
appointed in their place if they are found guilty (61.2). Nor does he offer evidence for replacement
procedure for the lesser officers he mentions, whether they be directly elected, like the tribal
ta&iapyot or pvAapyot, or chosen by a superior, like the Aoyayoi.®

Striking evidence for the lack of a formal system in the case of a general’s temporary
absence is provided by X.’s account of the prelude to the battle of Notium (406 B.C.).® Alcibiades
is described by X. leaving his pilot (tov abtod kvPepviTnv) Antiochus in charge of the Athenian
navy (Hell. 1.5.11) — an appointment described by Krentz as ‘exceptional’ and explained by the fact
that ‘no generals were available’.” Even in the absence of other generals, it is remarkable that
Alcibiades gave the command to his pilot — a professional, unelected position.

As for the death or deposition of a general, the first clear evidence for Athenian procedures
comes a few years before Notium.® In 414/413 B.C., Nicias, the only remaining general of the
Athenian force in Sicily after the deposition of Alcibiades and the death of Lamachus, sent to
Athens ask to be replaced himself. The Athenians instead chose two men on the spot, Menander and

Euthydemus, as additional otpatnyoi (rpoceitovto, 7.16.1), until Nicias’ new colleagues

% Rhodes (1993) 676-88 on the details of the discussion of “elective military officials’.

® For the rest of this article, “X.” stands for the author Xenophon, ‘Xenophon’ for the character.

" Krentz (1989) 138. See also Jordan (1975) 138-43, esp. 141.

8 ML 33, a casualty list with two generals from one tribe in the same year, is possible evidence for
replacement, but it is also possible that two generals from that tribe were elected initially (Fornara

(1971) 46).



Demosthenes and Eurymedon (who were already otpatnyoi) should arrive. It seems likely that
Menander and Euthydemus were made otpotnyoi in addition to the regular ten, having previously
served as subordinate officers (perhaps ta&iapyot).® Whatever the earlier status of the replacement
generals, the example of the Athenian force in Sicily reveals clearly that there was no automatic
system for replacing missing otpatnyoi.'® This procedure seems to be confirmed, moreover, by the
aftermath of the battle of Arginusae (406 B.C.): after two otpatnyoi had died and seven had been
deposed, the Athenians chose in addition to the single remaining otpotnydc (mpog 8¢ tovT® gidovto,
X. Hell. 1.7.1) two new otpatnyoi — evidently leaving a board of only three for the rest of the
year. !

In classical Greece, it is Sparta that provides the best evidence for procedures on the deaths
of military leaders. Some of this evidence concerns the navy. Diodorus (13.98.1) presents the
vavapyog Callicratidas learning from a seer before the battle of Arginusae that he will die in the
battle. That he proceeds in a speech to proclaim Clearchus as his successor implies that there was
no fixed replacement. But Diodorus’ narrative is evidently suspect (Callicratidas’ foreknowledge

matches the dream attributed to one of the Athenian generals (13.97.6)).12 From the evidence of X.’s

% Develin (1989) 152, 154; Alcibiades had been deposed the previous year (415/14), so the new
otpatnyoi are not a straight replacement. For a different view of the Sicilian command, see Hamel
(1998) 196-200.

19 The expedition was distinctive in that the three initial generals were sent aytokpéropec (Thuc.
6.8.2, 26.1), but this point does not undermine the broader argument.

11 There is further evidence for the remaining years of the Peloponnesian War: for 406/405 B.C.
Lysias was probably suffect for Archestratus (Rhodes (1993) 423); in 405/404 B.C. Eucrates was
chosen after the Battle of Aegospotami (Lys. 18.4). For fatalities among generals in the classical
period, see Pritchett (1994) 127-38; Hamel (1998) 204-9.

12 Bleckmann (1998) 98 n. 219, suggests that Diodorus’ source deliberately blended into one
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Hellenica and the lexicographer Pollux, however, it has generally been assumed that there was in
fact a “vice-admiral’, the émiotoAevg, who would take over in the event of the admiral’s death (the
only other occurrence of the Spartan position is at Plut. Lys. 7.2, evidently drawing from X.). The
first evidence for this position is when Hippocrates, émiotolevg for Mindarus, sends a letter to the
Spartans explaining that Mindarus is dead (X. Hell. 1.1.23). The next is when, owing to the rule that
a vavapyog could not serve twice in succession, Lysander is sent as émiotoAeng instead (X. Hell.
2.1.7). The Hellenica subsequently offers further evidence of an émictoAevg taking over on the
death of the vavapyog (4.8.11); of an officer called by the hapax émiotohMagopog acting in the same
way (6.2.25); and also of an émctoAevg being left in charge of a separate contingent by the

vawapyog (5.1.5-6). This idea of the position is also presented by Pollux (Onom. 1.96), though with

the support of a false etymology: obtm yop ExaAeito 0 £ni oD 6TOAOL 1400Y0¢ TOD vowdpyov (‘this
was the name for the nauarch’s successor in charge of the expedition’).

The evidence of the Hellenica does nonetheless suggest that the translation “vice-admiral’*3
presents too simple a picture of the position of émotoleng. The point of the Lysander story — that
his appointment is a cunning ruse on the Spartans’ part — is spoiled if he was actually given the
regular post of deputy. The primary sense ‘secretary’ corresponds better with the noun’s

etymological link with the verb émiotéAAw and also with the role Hippocrates performs in

long speech several short speeches delivered by Callicratidas in X.’s Hellenica. Roisman (1987)

32, by contrast, speaks of Clearchus as Callicratidas’ émotoievg. X. Hell. 1.6.35-38, 2.1.1-5
implies rather that Eteonicus took over the command.

131.SJs.v. 1l. Compare and contrast Kagan (1987) 380: ‘Normally the epistoleus was the navarch’s
secretary, as the word implies, and vice-admiral’; Lazenby (2012) 27-8, who first uses the term
‘vice- admiral’, then glosses émiotoAeng as “secretary’; and Rusch (2014), who refers to Hippocrates

as ‘secretary and second-in-command’.



communicating with Sparta.** It is still possible that the responsibilities involved in the position
changed over time from ‘secretary’ to ‘vice-admiral’; if so, it is still worth noting that this is a
development that X. leaves to be inferred rather than commenting on it directly. But even this
assumption is slightly complicated by the fact that the émiotoAevg left in charge of a separate
contingent at 5.1.5 was evidently not in a position to take over straightaway if needed.®®

While the evidence for the Spartan navy is complicated, there is one very clear reference to
replacement officers in the Spartan army. This reference comes in Thucydides’ account of the

fighting on Sphacteria in 425 B.C.:

209wV 0 DApakog, TV TPOTEPOV APYOVI®MV TOD UEV TPMTOL TedvNKITOG 'EmMttddov, 10D
0¢ pet’ awtov Tamaypétov Epnpnuévov &v 1ol vekpoic €Tt {AVTOC KEWEVOL MG TEOVEDTOC,

avTOG TPITOC EPNPNUEVOS APYEWY KaTd VOOV, €1 Tt ékgivol Taoyotev. (Thuc. 4.38.1)

From the generals appointed earlier the first in command, Epitadas, was dead, while his

chosen successor, Hippagretus, was lying among the corpses taken for dead (though he

14 Michell (1952) 279-80 — though he makes Hippocrates act as ‘vice-admiral’ (plausibly enough if
he is to be identified with the Hippocrates of Thuc. 8.35.1, see Hornblower (1991-2008) 3.847); he
further argues from Thuc. 8.99, Diod. 13.97-8, and X. Hell. 4.8.11 that there were junior and senior
gmotoAgic, but (though it fits with the triple command attested in the Spartan army, see below) this
seems unwarranted. The development of the role may also be linked with changes in the nauarchy,
which probably became an annual office only in the last decade of the Peloponnesian War (Sealey
(1976).

15 Green (2010) 279 n. 12, rightly complains that LSJ s.v. 11 “wrongly rationalizes’ (LSJ also gives
the sense ‘secretary’, citing an inscription and a Persian position mentioned in Suda s.v.

EMGTEAEL).



was actually alive). Styphon had therefore been selected as third in succession, to take

command, according to Spartan law, should anything befall the others. (trans. Mynott)

Here we find a word for ‘chosen successor’, épnpnuévov, whose derivation is clear but which was
also rare enough to attract a comment from a scholiast (évti tod pet’ ékgivov Npnuévov Kol
yelpotovnBévoc).t® But ‘we do not know how extensive were the circumstances in which the law
required or allowed the appointment of reserve commanders’;” indeed, as Hornblower suggests,
kot vopov may refer to custom rather than a formal law, so that Thucydides ‘may just be saying
that the arrangement described in the present passage was typically Spartan and orderly’ (he aptly
compares Thucydides’ detailed description of the chain of command in the Spartan army at 5.66,
which seems to imply that this type of hierarchy is distinctively Spartan).'® One point at least that
is clear from this passage is that the choice of two possible replacement leaders was made before
the battle (unlike in the Roman examples in Cassius Dio, where replacements are chosen only
when needed). This procedure may be paralleled from a campaign earlier in the Peloponnesian
War where the Spartan leader Eurylochus is described as accompanied by two Spartiates
(E&vvnkolovbovv, Thuc. 3.100.2), one of whom takes over command after the deaths of both
Eurylochus and the other officer (3.109.1).%°

Given that Spartan influence is often seen in some other aspects of the army’s organization,

16 The verb is found also at Cass. Dio 36.4.1, 49.43.7, who perhaps borrowed it from Thucydides;
cf. 6 éparpebdeic (of a successor in the event of death) in an inscription from Delphi (SGDI ii.1832,
second century B.C.).

17 Rhodes (1998) 232.

18 Hornblower (1991-2008) 2.193.

19 This link was made by Arnold (1840) 1.479. At Hell. 4.8.19-21, Diphridas takes over after the

death of Thibron, but X. does not dwell on the technicalities.
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the Spartan parallel may be important for understanding the command structure adopted by the
Ten Thousand. As we shall see, however, the clearest Spartan link lies in the titles used for lesser
officers; in view of this, it should be stressed that there is no evidence for the use of vmo-

terminology used in the Spartan army.

Subordinate officers

Since the Anabasis offers the first attested use of bmootpdrnyog and the only instance of
vroAdyaryog, it will be helpful at this stage, before turning to the Anabasis itself, to gather evidence
for other military and civic offices with a vmo-prefix indicating subordination. In order to show
the development of this terminology, we present in an Appendix a list, ordered chronologically, of
all such positions that are attested by the third century A.D.

Three features of the positions gathered in this list cast some light on X.’s use of
vrootpatnyoc and vroddyayog. Firstly, there is the distribution of evidence: many of the positions
are attested not in literary texts but in inscriptions and documentary papyri. This distribution
points to the comparative lack of detailed attention paid by ancient historians to administrative
structures, whether within the polis or within armies, and so adds to the unusualness of the two
vmo-prefixes in the Anabasis. Secondly, the list shows that a number of other vmo-positions are
attested by X.’s time; indeed, there is even evidence from X. himself of scholarly exegesis of the
Homeric hapax vepnvioyoc (see Appendix). The list also shows, as we might expect, a marked
increase in the number of terms used over time; while part of this increase is due to the accidents
of survival, the evidence does seem to situate the vo-prefixes attested in the Anabasis in a pattern
of growing professionalization in the Greek world. Finally, the bmo-positions gathered in the list

display (again as we might expect) a marked lack of uniformity: at times a single vmo-officer, at



times several with the same title, serve a higher officer.?® Whatever the proportion of subordinates
to superiors, however, we have very little evidence in any of these cases for the distribution of
responsibilities or for procedures in the event of death or deposition of superiors.

What of the vrootpdnyoc itself? As we have noted, Anabasis 3.1.32 is the earliest
occurrence of the word in extant Greek. After X., the word is next found in the Hellenistic period
as the title of an officer in the Achaean League (Polyb. 4.59.2, 5.94.1, 38.18.2), though “the scope
and duties of this office are obscure; nor is it clear whether there were several or only one’.?! It is
also found in inscriptions (for instance from Tenos, Magnesia, and Egypt) from the second
century B.C. In historiography it is used by Dionysius of Halicarnassus of a position offered by
Pyrrhus to a Roman envoy (19.14.6). It is then used more frequently in Josephus, Plutarch, and
Appian, before becoming particularly common in Cassius Dio and Byzantine writers. In Roman
contexts, it is generally applied, during the Republic, to a high-ranking man such as an ex-consul
or ex-praetor sent to offer counsel to a consul, and, after Augustus’ reforms, to the legatus
legionis, the general in command of a legion.?? Two common features can at least be noted.
Firstly, it is often plural rather than singular: Roman consuls would typically have more than one
vrootpatnyoc; the word is also used by Appian (BC 1.116) of two gladiators used by Spartacus as
his seconds-in-command. Secondly, there is no expectation of succession: when Josephus has
Moses speak of himself as vmootpdrnyog of God (AJ 4.317, cf. 297), he is not presenting him as a

Nietzschean avant la lettre.

20 Contrast e.g. the Ymootpatopvraé (Strabo 12.5.1: ctpatopviaxa Eve VIO TG TETPAPYN
TETAYUEVOLS, VTooTpaToPOAKAS 6& d00) and the vroyvuvaciopyoc, which regularly on inscriptions
matches a single youvaciopyoc.

2L Walbank (1957-79) 1.514 (n. on Polyb. 4.59.4); also 2.323-4.

22 Cf. Lyd. Mag. (p. 90 Bandy) &’ dmootpariyev, tdv mapd Popaiog Aeyopuévov Anydrov. See

further Vrind (1923) 72-80.



A similar pattern is shown by the verb vmootpatnyeiv, which is less common than the
noun. As noted above, this verb is used once in the Anabasis. It is next found in Plutarch (Per.
13.15), who uses it of an individual, Menippus, who is said to have been exploited by Pericles.
But Plutarch is evidently not using it in a technical sense, given that there was no position of
vrootpatnyog in classical Athens; it is quite possible that Menippus was not formally a
otpatnyoc. >

This section suggests, then, that there is no reason to suppose that the rank of
vrootpatnyoc — let alone that of dmoldyayog - would have been in any way familiar to X.’s
original audience, but that the dmootpdrnyog, at least, was much more familiar from the imperial
period onwards, during the centuries in which the Anabasis, along with X.’s other writings, was
being transmitted and used as a school text. At the same time, it must be acknowledged that the
relative lack of attention paid by Herodotus and Thucydides to replacement positions could result
from the limits of their interests rather than from the lack of more formal systems. With this
proviso in mind, it is time now to turn to the evidence for subordinate positions that can be
inferred from the Anabasis itself. We will first survey the various types of leader mentioned by
X.; then we will focus on the ta&iapyot in particular; finally we will explore the problems that

result from the inclusion of the vmootpdrnyog and vVwoAdyayoC.

The command structure of the Ten Thousand

X.’s account of Cyrus’ gathering of his army at the start of Book 1 stresses his personal ties of

Eevio with the men who form and lead each separate contingent. After that, the narrative of the

23 Menippus is also named as Pericles’ accomplice by Plutarch at Mor. 812¢ (ITepwAfic Mevinme
pev gypiito mpog tag otpatnyiag), without any hint of a formal office. Develin (1989) 103, doubts

that Menippus was a otpatnydc at all; contrast Fornara (1971) 50. See also Stadter (1989) 178-9.
10



march upcountry in Book 1 focuses especially on Cyrus’ dealings with two of the otpatmyot,
Clearchus and Meno, as well as the rivalry between these two men. The only officers apart from
the otpatnyoi mentioned in Book 1 are the Aoyayoi, leaders of sub-units called Adyou: they are
mentioned once as part of the audience for a speech by Cyrus (1.7.2), once in a flashback in Cyrus’
obituary (1.9.17), both times alongside the otpatnyoi.?

There is a shift in the narrative following Cyrus’ death at the battle of Cunaxa. When the
leaders of the various contingents meet, Clearchus takes the role of leader and spokesman from the
outset (2.1.4); X. subsequently makes it clear that his authority rests on his perceived personal
experience and wisdom rather than on formal election (2.2.5). The Aoyayoi as a group also start to
become more prominent, though they still always act in concert with the otpatyoi (2.2.3, 5, 8;
3.29; 5.25, 29, 36) — except insofar as the twenty Loyayoi who accompany five otpatnyoi on their
visit to Tissaphernes are killed outside his tent while the otpatnyoi are seized within (2.5.30-2).

A new clarity in the Greeks’ command structure emerges at the start of Book 3, when
replacements for the five otpatnyoi are elected (3.1.47, see below) and the army votes that the
Spartan Chirisophus should lead the front of the new square formation while the distribution of
otpatnyoi to the sides and rear should be determined by age (3.2.37). Further complications
emerge later in the retreat, notably when the army briefly elects a single commander. The only
salient detail worth noting here is that in the context of negotiations with the Thracian despot
Seuthes X. brings out a pay differential: otpatnyoi receive twice the pay of Loyayoi, who receive
twice the pay of ordinary soldiers (7.2.36, 6.1, 6.7); this ratio is said to be customary (7.3.10), and
so presumably operated as well when the army was in Cyrus’ pay.

Further precision about the role of the Aoyayoi is added piecemeal in the course of the

retreat. At one point X. mentions that the Loyayot in the rear have a system of leadership that

24 Also, two Adyot (dis)appear at 1.2.25 while Meno holds up the promise of future Aoyayiot in a

speech to his men at 1.4.15.
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rotates on a daily basis (4.7.8: tovtov yap 1 Nyepovia v v dmicopuAdkov Aoxaydv ékeivn Ti
nuépq, explaining why a Parrhasian Aoyoyoc acts together with Chirisophus and Xenophon).
Besides this, for exceptional tasks, X. notes that officers sometimes command more than one
company: at 5.1.17 Cleaenetus leads out his own and another Adyoc, conceivably a private
mission, while at 6.5.11 units of 200 soldiers in reserve on the left and right and in the centre
each have their own leader (Zapoiog Ayardg TadTne fpxe tiig Tatewmc ... [Tuppiac Apkac TanTng
NPYE ... Ppoociog AOnvoiog TanTn EPEIGTAKEL).

Two types of hoplite officer below the Loyayoi are instituted when Xenophon modifies the
army’s march formation: nevimkovrijpeg and évoudtapyot. These terms denote the leaders of two
smaller units (probably of 50 and 25 men respectively) introduced in six special mobile Aoyot,
three at the front, three to the rear (3.4.21). They are both terms found in the Spartan army (Thuc.
5.66.3, 68.3; X. Lac. 11.4), though it is not clear exactly how the positions introduced in the Ten
Thousand correspond with the Spartan system.?®

In addition to these hoplite officers, specific commands are mentioned for the non-
hoplites. The cavalry leader, Lycius, is called izmapyog when the post is instituted (3.3.20) and
later 6 v Ta&wv Exov TV innéwv (4.3.22). The leaders of the light-armed units, on the other
hand, are referenced with the verb fipye (1.10.7: Episthenes the peltast leader; 4.2.28: Stratocles
the leader of the Cretan archers); with the same periphrasis used for Lycius the cavalry-
commander (4.3.22: Aeschines ¢ v té&w [sc. &xov] T@V TeATacTdY TOV AUEl Xepicopov); or
again with the phrases Aoyayouc . . . meAtaotdg (4.1.26) and tdv yopvitov taéiapyov (4.1.28).

This survey has suggested that X. provides enough detail over the course of the work to
enable us to reconstruct a range of different positions in the army, but that he is much more
sparing with information on how these positions actually operated. Before turning to

vrootpatnyol and vroldyayot, however, we need to consider in more detail the light-armed

25 See Gomme, Andrewes, and Dover (1945-91) 4.110-17.
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ta&iapyor mentioned at 4.1.28 in relation to the ta&iopyot to whom (along with the otpatnyoi and

Loyayoi) Xenophon appeals in his speech to the assembled officers at 3.1.37.

toclopyol

Given that youvfitov ta&iapywv at 4.1.28 is the only other use of the word in the Anabasis, it is
most commonly assumed that the ta&iapyot at 3.1.37 are also the light-armed commanders.?® This
assumption is, however, problematic. A ta&iapyog is simply a leader of a &g — a term used in the
Anabasis (and elsewhere) of military units (both temporary and permanent) of cavalry (see above)
and hoplites (e.g. 1.5.14: té&ic . . . 1@V omMrdv, of a unit following Proxenus, one of the otpatnyoi)
as well as of light-armed troops.?” Unsurprisingly, then, a range of possible applications is
suggested for ta&iapyog in lexicographers (e.g. Suda s.v.: fiyeudv, otpatonedapync), inscriptions,
and literary texts. The word is first attested in a fragment of Aeschylus describing ranks established
by Palamedes: kai ta&iapyog koi ékatoviapyog <otpoatdr>/ Erata (TGrF fr. 182: ‘1 appointed
taxiarchs and leaders of hundreds for the army’). This fragment is evidently set in the time of the
Trojan War, but it may nonetheless be a first hint of the official Athenian rank of ta&iapyog -
commander of one of the ten tribal regiments. Herodotus, by contrast, uses the word three times for
subordinate commanders in the Persian army (7.99.1, 8.67, 9.42.1) and once for Spartan officers

(9.53.2); the looseness of his use is suggested by the fact that the latter include Loyayoi. Outside

26 E.g. Roy (1967) 295; Lee (2007) 65. The possible objection that yopvitov at 4.1.28 is on this
view otiose has no force if ta&iapyor denoted leaders of non-hoplite units (a cavalry unit has been
formed in the meantime).

21 Cf. Lee (2007) 95-6. X.’s fluidity militates against the otherwise reasonable assumption that ‘the
presence of taxeis on the anabasis would suggest that taxis commanders (taxiarchoi) might also be

present with the army’ (Trundle (2004) 136).
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Athens, Xenophon in the Hellenica combines it with Aoyayoi to describe the officers in Spartan
armies that include mercenary contingents (including the remnants of the Ten Thousand: 3.1.28,
2.16, 4.1.26; also 6.2.18), while in the Cyropaedia it is the most common general term for
‘commander’, but also inserted in hierarchical lists between y\iopyot and Aoyayoi (2.1.23, 3.3.11);28
in neither work is the word used to distinguish between commanders of hoplites and light-armed
troops.?°

The identification of the ta&iapyot to whom Xenophon appeals at 3.1.37 with light-armed
officers is made difficult not just by the vagueness of the term itself but also by the immediate
context, where X. has mentioned the summoning only of otpatnyoi, vmootpdtnyor and Aoyayoi
(3.1.32). The explicit summoning of Aoyoryovg ... tedtaotdg (4.1.26) to a later meeting tells,
moreover, against the possibility that light-armed troops are subsumed in the narrative within the
Loyayoi whenever they hold meetings with the otpatnyoi. It also shows that X.’s terminology is
inconsistent, since these men must be the same as the youvrtov ta&iapymv mentioned soon

afterwards (4.1.28).%° A further objection to the identification of the ta&iopyot with light-armed

28 But note its absence from other lists, such as 8.1.14 or the sequence of numerical denominations
at Hdt. 7.81. Attempts to map the Persian system attested in the Cyropaedia against Spartan
practice equate ta&iapyotr with Spartan moiéuapyor (for references see Tuplin (1994) 170 n. 34).

29 Michell (1952) 258 tentatively suggests on the basis of Hell. that ta&iapyot may have been a
formal term in Spartan mercenary armies; even if this thesis were true, the later evidence of Hell.
does not bear on terminology used in the Ten Thousand, despite the Spartan influence on the army.
30 Cobet (1873) 116 audaciously normalized X.’s usage by printing ta€idpyou¢ t®v neAtaot®v at 4.1.26.
That there was some confusion about the position in the process of transmission may be suggested by the
presence of the disjunctive fj before taglapyx®v in the f MSS — one of the two main traditions: the ¢ MSS
have often been thought superior, but analysis of papyri and citations in antiquity does not show a

preference for c over f readings (see Pearson (1915); there are numerous substantial differences between
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officers lies in the rhetorical weight which it gives to the light-armed troops, who are otherwise
entirely ignored in the speeches X. records from the meetings of the officers and of the whole army.
Any focus on the light-armed troops (many of whom were non-Greek in origin3!) would detract
from the general image that these speeches present of the mercenaries as a collection of Greek
hoplites.

Two further possibilities are worth mentioning briefly. One is that the ta&iopyot are leaders
of two Adyot.* This identification can be supported by the wording at 6.5.11 (cited above; note
npxe ... TaEemq); it also provides a slightly closer fit with usage at Athens and elsewhere.® The
problem with this proposal, however, is that all attested combinations of Adyot among the Ten
Thousand are merely temporary expedients. Another suggestion is that the ta&iapyot are
commanders of the front Adyog in each unit and the same as the brootpdnyor who were invited to
the meeting at 3.1.37.34 The dmootparnyor themselves we analyse in detail below: for now it is
enough to note that there is no evidence in the Anabasis for a distinct position of leader of the first
Loyog (corresponding with the Roman primipilus).

Given the difficulties with these various suggestions, we propose instead that Xenophon’s
appeal vpueic ta&iapyot kai Aoyayoi is not in fact directed at two distinct ranks. Rather, it should be

understood as an effective rhetorical amplification after vpusic ... otpotnyoi® and also in the

the two traditions).

31| ee (2007) 65.

32 Kriiger (1826) 149.

33 As Anderson (1970) 97 notes, ‘where both words are used, the lochos is always a subdivision of
the taxis’.

3 Zeune (1785) 168 (“primi ordinis centurio’); similarly (but with no specification of the function of
the position) Buzzetti (2014) 126 n. 44.

3 Cf. Arist. Rhet. 1365a10-15 on division into parts. Xenophon balances the social need to name the
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context of the exhortation that follows: ‘while peace lasted, you had the advantage of them alike in
pay and in standing; now, therefore, when a state of war exists, it is right to expect that you should
be superior to the common soldiers, and that you should plan for them and toil for them whenever
there be need’ (3.1.37). Xenophon, that is, is not appealing to formal ranks in the Ten Thousand, but
using general and flattering terms to evoke an officer class’s sense of entitlement and
responsibilities. This interpretation has the advantage of making good sense of Xenophon’s rhetoric
while also explaining why ta&iapyot are not mentioned at any of the other meetings in the

Anabasis. The combination of positions especially prominent at Athens (ta&iopyot) and Sparta
(Aoyayoti) can even be seen as a subtle piece of self- positioning on Xenophon’s part in his first
speech to the assembled officers (the Spartan Chirisophus goes on to comment that all he knew of

Xenophon previously was that he was an Athenian (3.1.45)).3¢

generals before the captains with the stylistic need to make the second colon more impressive;
contrast how the tripartite structure found in the imitation of our passage at Arr. Anab. 7.9.8, bueic
ocatpamat, VUEC oTpatnyoi, vueic ta&idpyot, makes for an impressive effect even though there is
only a single term in each limb.

% Two provisos should be made. Firstly, Aoyoyoi are attested in Athens (Crowley (2012) 36-9) both
in fourth-century literary sources (Xen. Mem. 3.1.5, 4.1, Isae. 9.14, Isoc. 15.116, [Arist.] Ath. Pol.
61.3, which specifies that they were appointed by ta&iopyotr (with Rhodes (1993) ad loc.)) and also
as a cadet position for ephebic inscriptions; but in the fifth century at any rate the term (as the use
of the Doric form —ayog rather than —nyog itself suggests) certainly has strong Spartan connotations
(despite the fifth-century context of the two Mem. passages; also, Ar. Ach. 575 and Xen. Hell. 1.2.3
are both very uncertain evidence for a formal fifth-century Athenian system of Adyot). Secondly, it
has been argued that ta&iapyotr were a position at Sparta at the time of the Persian Wars (van Wees
(2004) 244), on the basis of Hdt. 9.53.2 and the mention of a ta&iapyoc in the Oath of Plataea (RO

88 1. 25); but it is better to see the presence of the term as a sign of Herodotus’ loose terminology
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Our analysis of ta&iapyot suggests, then, that X. is not only sparing in providing details on
the functioning of leadership positions but also flexible in his use of terminology. In particular, the
common scholarly usage “taxiarchs’ as a technical term for the light-armed officers of the Ten
Thousand is not warranted by the single passage 4.1.28 (especially as 4.1.26 could just as equally
justify calling them “peltast captains’). With these results in mind we now turn to the two vmo-

positions and to X.’s treatment of the methods used for replacing officers.

DITOTTPATHYOL

The mention of bmootpdtnyor occurs in X.’s description of the night of despair among the Ten
Thousand after the loss of five otpatnyoi and 20 doyayoi. It will be helpful here to outline its
broader context. Xenophon, who is said to have joined the expedition at the invitation of Proxenus,
one of the otpartnyoi, but not as a otpatnyde, Aoyxayog, or otpatimtng (3.1.4), calls together the
surviving Aoyaryoi in Proxenus’ contingent. He concludes his speech with a proposal to call a
meeting of the surviving officers, at the same time exhorting Proxenus’ Aoyayoi to show themselves
‘the best of captains and more worthy to be generals than the generals themselves’ (3.1.24: pdvnte
TOV Aoyay®dv dprotol kai Tdv otpatny®dv aélootpatnyodtepot). After a defeatist objection has been

dismissed, this proposal is put into effect:

o1 8¢ dALol Topd TG TAEELS 1OVTEG, OOV HEV GTPATNYOS GMOG €1, TOV GTPATYOV
napekdlovv, 6mddev 8¢ oiyorto, TOV VosTPATNYOV, OOV & A AoYAYOS GHOG 1N, TOV

Aoyoyov. (3.1.32)

The others proceeded to visit the various divisions of the army. Wherever a strategos was

(see above) and the oath’s inauthenticity.
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left alive, they would invite the strategos; where he was gone, [sc. they would invite] the
hupostrategos; and, again, where a lochagos was left alive, [sc. they would invite] the

lochagos.

The steps that are then taken to replace the dead men are as follows:

1. 3.1.33: gathering of about 100 otpatnyoi kai Aoyayoi.

2. 3.1.34: the eldest Loyayoc in Proxenus’ contingent speaks, addressing o évdpeg otpatnyoi

Kol Aoyoryol.

3.1.37-44: Xenophon speaks, at one point offering the exhortation vugic yap éote otpatnyoi,
vueic taiapyot kai Aoyayoi (37); and then suggegsting that ‘generals and captains are
appointed as speedily as possible to take the places of those who are lost’ (38: avti t@v
ATOAMAOTOV MG TAYLOTA OTPATYOL Kai Aoyayoi dvtikatactafdotv) and that they summon
all the soldiers after appointing “all the leaders that are necessary’ (39: tovg dpyovtag dcovg
Ogl).

3.1.45-6: Chirisophus speaks, instructing ‘those of you who need them to go off and choose
leaders’ (46: anehOovieg §joM aipeiche oi deduevol pyoviog).

3.1.47: Five replacement &pyovteg, ‘leaders’, are chosen. As the men they replace were all
otpatnyoi, the new dpyovteg must all be otparnyoi. No mention is made of replacement
Lloyayoi, though Chirisophus’ instruction aipeic6e . . .&pyovtag could be taken to cover

Loyayoi too. The use of Gpyovrteg at 46-7 picks up Xenophon’s speech.

From 3.1.32 alone—and leaving aside for the moment the injunctions of Xenophon and

Chirisophus to elect replacements—it would seem that the vrootpdnyoc takes the place of an

absent otpatnyéc.®’ But the sequence as a whole leaves it unclear why, if that is the case, the

3T E.g. Kriiger (1826) 148. See above against the interpretation ‘primi ordinis centurio’; the further
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vrootpdTnyoc is not mentioned again (see further below). Confirmation of the function of the
vrootpatnyoc has, however, been sought in the position’s only other possible mention in
Anabasis. This possible mention occurs when the army is at Cotyora on the Black Sea coast and
the Spartan otpatnyog Chirisophus has left to try to get ships from the Spartans in the Hellespont:
‘They therefore took with them the other generals to whom they had communicated their earlier
doings — namely, all the generals except Neon the Asinaean, who was hupostrategos
(omeotpatnyet) for Chirisophus because Chirisophus had not yet returned’ (5.6.36). Neon (who
was presumably not a Spartiate but a nepiowcog, i.e. from one of the outlying regions under Spartan
control) is here initially classed among the otpatnyoti, but it is at once clarified that he is deputy
(Omeotpatnyet) of Chirisophus. X. could presumably have offered the same explanation of Neon’s
role at his first appearance, when the tithe to be dedicated to Artemis and Apollo is distributed
among the otpatnyoi, and Neon receives a portion in Chirisophus’ place (5.3.4: avrti 6¢
Xeprodpov Néwv 0 Actwvaioc Elafe). At any rate, that Neon is classed as a otpatnydg in
Chirisophus’ absence seems to confirm the implication of 3.1.32, namely that the bYmootpdtnyog
discharges the duties of a otpatnyog in his absence. And this assumption is thought to be further
confirmed by the fact that Neon takes over from Chirisophus after his death (6.4.11, cf. 6.4.23).

The problem with using Neon as evidence is that his position as subordinate to Chirisophus
is exceptional in a number of ways. While the other otpatnyoi were selected by Cyrus to raise
troops on his behalf, Chirisophus was acting to some extent in co-operation with the Spartan state
(cf. Diod. 14.19.5, 21.2). Though Cyrus’ formal dealings with the Spartans are stressed in the
Anabasis much less than in the summary of the background at Hellenica 3.1.1, X. does at least
state that Chirisophus came on board 35 ships from the Peloponnese which were under the

command of a Spartan vavapyoc (1.4.2). X. does nonetheless allow for some personal interaction

suggestion of Boucher (1913) 147 that only large units had a vrootpdrnyog also lacks any

supporting evidence.
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between Cyrus and Chirisophus that goes beyond his dealings with the Spartan government:

noapfv 6¢ kol Xepicopog Aakedaltoviog Ent tdv vedv, petdmeuntog vo Kvpov (‘Chirisophus a

Spartan was also present on the ships, summoned by Cyrus’). Moreover, if Neon was Chirisophus’
officially designated second-in-command, it is odd, as Roy has also acutely noted, that he does not
more actively co-operate with the Spartan officials in the Hellespont after Chirisophus’ death:
even though Neon always acts in the Spartan interest and then stays with the Spartans at 7.3.7
rather than joining Seuthes, he is not presented as having special relations with those officials at
6.6.5-37 or 6.7.1.%8

Two further differences in Neon’s position are more clear-cut. Firstly, while Chirisophus at
5.6.36 was absent on a distant mission, the vmootpdtnyolr mentioned at 3.1.32 appear in a context
where their superior officers have left only for a short visit to Tissaphernes’ tent. Secondly, while it
is true that Neon takes over from Chirisophus after his death (6.4.11), X. does not indicate whether
a vote was held. The new generals who replace the men seized by Tissaphernes, by contrast, are
explicitly said to be elected (3.1.47).

The use of the verb vreotparryet in the case of Neon, then, leaves open three possibilities
that prevent extrapolation from his case: like Plutarch’s use of the same verb, it might not
correspond with a formal title bmootpdrnyog; if it does, that might be an ad hoc appointment to
cover Chirisophus’ unexpected absence; and if Neon has from the start been Chirisophus’
vmootpatnyoc, that might reflect the sort of distinctively Spartan command structure seen in
Thucydides’ account of the fighting on Sphacteria.

To leave aside the problem of Neon, the necessity of elections for vacant places, despite the
survival of some vrootpdatnyot, seems to support the claim that there was no automatic right of

succession for the vmootpdrnyog on the death of his otpatnyoc. Lee suggests that when

% Roy (1967) 300, concluding that ‘Xenophon has probably again suppressed evidence.” The

referee also notes that Neon does not act as subordinate for the absent Chirisophus at 2.5.37.

20



Chirisophus instructs ‘those of you who need leaders’ (oi deduevor) to choose them’ (3.1.46,
quoted above), he refers to those units that did not have a vmootpdtnyoc.®® The problem with this
suggestion is that X. implies that each contingent that had lost a otpatnyog would have a
vmootpdtnyoc.*C oi Sedpevor, then, should be taken as referring not to those units which had lost
both otpatnydc and vmootpdrnyog, but to all units which had lost a otpatnydc.

While the function of the position is unclear, the main problem with the mention of the
vrootpaTnyog is its uneasy fit with the rest of the narrative. X. has just depicted the Greeks’
despair after the seizure of the five otpatnyoi, portraying the army in a state of disintegration
(3.1.2-3). Now, however, it emerges that there have all along been subordinates able to stand in for
the missing otpatnyoi. This contradiction exposes, and arguably detracts from, some of the literary
artistry of X.’s depiction of the Greeks’ despondency. While the vrootpdtnyog does not sit easily

with the immediate context, the problem is increased by its omission from the rest of the narrative

39 Lee (2007) 53 n. 14. Lee’s treatment of the Ymootpdtyog is confusing. He writes that ‘it is not
clear from this passage [3.1.32] whether every contingent originally possessed a hupostrategos’
(53 n. 64), and later that ‘not all contingents had surviving hupostrategoi’ (83 n. 26). He further
argues that “where a designated second-in-command (hupostrategos) survived, the choice was
probably straightforward’, while ‘in other cases, a contingent’s senior lochagos may have held the
post of hupostrategos’ and also been among the 20 Loyayoi killed outside Tissaphernes’ tent; he
then qualifies this rather unclear distinction by claiming (53 n. 65) that the vmootpdtnyoc might be
the senior in service rather than age, given that Hieronymus, explicitly called the oldest of
Proxenus’ Aoyayoi, ‘was apparently not hupostrategos and was not chosen as Proxenus’
successor’. But this reasoning is circular: Lee infers his not being vmootpdtnyoc from the fact that
he was not chosen.

40 Against the interpretation that 3.1.32 implies that a Aoyoryog was invited only if both otpatnyog

and vrootpdrnyoc were missing see below (n. 50).
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of the retreat (with the possible exception noted above). Elsewhere, X. operates with a basic
dichotomy of otpatnyoi and Aoyayoi in his descriptions of the army both in action and in council
(notably in the ensuing council when the otpatnyoi and Loyayoi gather (3.1.33) and new otpatnyoi
are chosen (3.1.47)). It might be thought, then, that the dmootpdrnyor are simply subsumed in the
narrative within the otpatnyoi*! or, more plausibly, the Aoyayoi (especially if vmootpdtyor were
always also Aoyayoi).*? But there are still passages where the absence of any mention of
vrootpaTnyot is notable: X. stresses competition among some of the Aoyaryoi but not with the
vrootpatnyot, and if the vmootpdtnyor are also Loyayoti, their existence sits uneasily with the
rotation system among the Aoyoayoti in the rear (4.7.8), which seems predicated on the idea of
equality.

Evidence that the omission of the vmootpatnyoc in the rest of the narrative reflects X.’s
indifference might be seen in a number of hints of the position that have been detected. We have
already seen that some scholars have identified the vmoostpdtnyotr with the ta&iopyor mentioned at
3.1.37. More often, the position of vmootpdrnyog has been used as a way to explain apparent
anomalies in X.’s presentation of individual commanders. It has been suggested, for instance, that
Pasion of Megara — who arrives with the smallest force of any leader (300 hoplites and 300
peltasts: 1.2.3) — was vrnootpdatnyog of Xenias, with whom he is grouped when men from their
contingent(s) go over to Clearchus (1.3.7) and when they desert together (1.4.7).*® Another
candidate for the post of vmootpdtnyog is Cleanor. Cleanor speaks as eldest (2.1.10) at a meeting

of ‘the Greeks’ leaders’ (2.1.8: tovg t@v ‘EAMvev dpyovtac), is then directly called a otpotnydc

1 Thus Kriiger (1826) 149 suggested vmootpdrnyor were to be understood as included in the
address to the otpatnyoi at 3.1.37 (where Xenophon also addresses ta&iopyot and Aoyayoi).
42 Either way, this would explain why they are not mentioned when differential pay levels are
described (see above).

%3 ee (2007) 45.
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at 2.5.37, but is subsequently elected otpatnyoc to replace Agias at 3.1.47. To solve this difficulty,
it has been suggested that Cleanor was Agias’ vmootpdrnyog and that X. was speaking loosely in
calling him otpatnyog before his formal election.** In both of these cases, however, alternative
explanations are possible: thus Roy treats Pasion as one of the original otpatnyoi, and suggests
that Cleanor first took over from either Pasion or Xenias, and that later he also received command
of Agias’ contingent, which was then combined with his own (i.e. either Pasion’s or Xenias’ old
unit).*

Two other proposals for the position involve characters who have not (or not yet) been
presented as formal commanders at all. Parke claims on the basis of 5.6.25 (@dpa& 6 Boudtiog, d¢
nepl otpatnyiog Eevopavtt Epdyeto (“Thorax the Boeotian, who was always at odds with
Xenophon over the generalship’)) that Thorax was Xenophon’s vmootpdtnyoc.*6 More startlingly
Lee has speculated that the introduction of Xenophon at 3.1.4 (Eevoe®dv ABnvaiog, 6¢ ovte
oTpatnyog obte Loyayog obte otpatidtng v (“Xenophon, an Athenian, who was neither general
nor captain nor common soldier’)) conceals the fact that Xenophon himself was vrootpdrnyog of
Proxenus.*’ Lee’s suggestion, if true, would make even more audaciously false two aspects of X.’s
presentation of Xenophon: rather than suggesting that Xenophon was serving for pay, X.
incorporates him in a network of elite ties of @i and Eevia;*® and rather than suggesting that

Xenophon was doing no more than his duty as Proxenus’ subordinate, X. presents him as suddenly

4 Lee (2007) 51 n. 52; Flower (2012) 95. If right, this view would be further evidence of X.’s
comparative indifference to the technicalities of the command structure.

45 Roy (1967) 287, 289; Lee (2007) 45 n. 16, 51 n. 52 misrepresents Roy as being compatible with
his own view. On Roy’s view, too, we may note how much work X. leaves to the reader.

%6 Parke (1933) 35. On the same page Timasion seems to be a slip for Neon.

47 Lee (2007) 54 n. 66.

48 Azoulay (2004) 289-304.
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summoned to greatness by a dream from Zeus (3.1.11-12). These two speculations present a
picture of the leadership of the Ten Thousand that is satisfyingly dense — but much denser than
X.’s account warrants.

A different approach would be to see the rare appearance of the vmootpdtnyoc as an
indication of special circumstances rather than as the result of X.’s indifference. It could have been
a temporary position held by a Loyayog covering the absence of a otpatnydg from the rest of his
contingent, whether for a long trip, as with Chirisophus, or for the visit to Tissaphernes (when
dinner and perhaps an overnight stay might have been envisaged). Even on this view, however, it
is still hard to see why the position needed to be mentioned at all at 3.1.32 — given that all the
surviving Aoyaryoi are summoned to the meeting at the same time as the vmootpdtnyor of the dead
generals. At most one might speculate that the vrootpdtnyoc based himself in the tent of his
otpatnyos when the otpatnydc was absent, while each Loyayog would be with his own Adyoc.

Rather than finding more examples of the vrootpdtnyoc between the lines of X.’s text or
explaining the position away as merely temporary, we propose that the difficulties created by the

vmootpdrnyoc at 3.1.32 point instead to its being an interpolation.*® This proposal can be supported

49 Editors agree that there are numerous interpolations in the MSS of the Anabasis, including whole
sentences (1.7.15, 1.8.6, 2.2.6, 5.5.4, and 7.8.25-6, in addition to the book summaries at 2.1.1, 3.1.1,
4.1.1-4,5.1.1., 7.1.1, which are mentioned by Diog. Laert. 2.57, and so must pre-date the second
century AD). Not surprisingly there is much disagreement at the level of clauses and individual
words, but several clarifying glosses have been suspected; cf. e.g. 1.7.8 where Weiske (followed by
Hude and Dillery) suggested that of e otpatnyoi originated as a clarification of the following words
kai TV GAov EAAqvov tveg; 1.7.12, where Weiske (followed by Hude, Masqueray, and Dillery)
rejected kol otpotnyoi kai yeudveg as a gloss on dpyovreg (kai otpatnyoi om. E). Such suspicions
are reinforced by the fact that some differences between the MSS must be due to interpolations that

aim at giving more complete and clearer information; cf. e.g. 5.3.3, where the f MSS add éx tav
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not just by the lack of attention to the position elsewhere in the Anabasis, but also by a number of

lexical, stylistic, and textual problems at 3.1.32. Let us here repeat the relevant sentence:

o1 0¢ Aot Tapd Tag TAEELS 10VTEG, OOV PEV oTPATNYOS GMOG £, TOV GTPATYOV
TaPEKIAOVY, OTODEY 82 olyo1T0, TOV VTOGTPATHYOV, ETOV & o AoYoyOS GHOC £, TOV

Aoyaryov.

The following points, taken together, may indicate that the words 6n60ev 6¢ ... dmooTpdTnyOV
were inserted by an interpolator:

1. The fact that the middle limb of the tricolon émov pév ... 6nd0ev 8¢ ... dmov & av ... does
not express the subject of otyotro, (0) otpatnydc, unhinges the strict parallel structure found
in other 6mov pev ... émov 6¢ ... (... dmov 8¢ ...) clauses in X. (Mem. 4.6.12, Cyr. 6.3.2-3,
8.4.4, Ages. 2.24, and Eq. 8.10 bis); and such parallelism is a typical feature of X.’s style
more generally. The second limb is therefore better analysed as a parenthetical (‘wherever a
strategos was left alive, they would invite the strategos (and where he was gone, the
hupostrategos) and, again, where a lochagos was left alive, the lochagos’), with the whole
sentence effectively being a bicolon. The insertion could of course be X.’s own, but
parentheticals do not disturb the carefully achieved verbal balance in the other passages
cited above and its inelegance is untypical of X.

2. The introduction of the final limb with 8mov §° av, the reading of the ¢ MSS (the f MSS
read 8mov &%) is unusual. Elsewhere X. uses pév ... 8 av structures where there exists an

opposition between the two clauses pronounced enough to warrant additional marking

auei Todg pupiovg, presumably to clarify odtol éswbnoav; and, involving officers, 3.5.14: oi 5¢
oTpatnyol C, oi 8¢ otpatnyoi kai ot Aoyayoi f. This kind of early, ‘technical’ interpolation is

discussed for the text of Plato by Jachmann (1942).
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through av, either because the contrasted entities are in themselves diametrically opposed
(e.g. opponents in war) (cf. An. 1.10.5, Hell. 4.3.16, 18 (=Ages. 2.9, 11), 5.1.29, 4.19-20,
6.4.6, 24, Cyr. 4.5.25, 5.4.5, 8.1.43; Hier. 2.18-3.1) or because they are marked as such
through their involvement in very different actions (cf. An. 6.1.21, Hell. 5.4.29, 6.4.33-4,
Mem. 1.2.24-6, Cyr. 2.4.24,5.5.23, 7.1.18-19, 8.1.13, 47, 8.3.48); the figurative meaning
‘in turn” may also mark temporal progression (a nuance which dominates at Cyr. 1.5.5,
8.5.4). In the present case, however, the parallelisms between both the officers (who are not
natural opposites) and the actions expressed in the mov pév ... dmov §” av ... limbs are
much greater than the contrasts. And while &> o0 has been taken to imply that the Loyayég
was summoned only if there was no surviving otpatnyog or vmootpdrnyog,® this reading is
belied by what follows, where it is clear (as we would expect) that all surviving Aoyayoi
meet; and it makes no sense in itself, since it does not allow for the possibility (which must
have been true in most if not all cases) that there was more than one surviving Loyayog in
contingents with no surviving otpatnyog or vmootpdtnyoc. The sentence effectively
means, then, ‘they summoned all the surviving officers’, and §° a0 seems incompatible
with such a sense; it is perhaps possible, then, that when the interpolation was made, ov
was inserted into one branch of the tradition to give relief to what was wrongly interpreted
asa three-way opposition, or to make explicit the equally wrong idea that the three actions
occur in succession.

3. It may be added that the second o@®og €in is omitted in E, one of the ¢ MSS. If in E’s source

omdev o¢ ... vmootpatnyov still had the status of a marginal gloss, the omission is easily

%0 E.g. the Loeb (“or, again, where only a captain was left, the captain’) and Ambler (less clearly:
‘where, in turn, the captain had survived, they summoned the captain’). Cf. Trundle (2004) 135,
citing 3.1.32 to show that ‘the lochagos as next in line for the generalship after the

hupostratégos’.
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explained and possibly correct, yielding 6mov pév otpatnyog o®og €in, TOV 6TpaTnYOV
napexdrovv, dmov 6 (although E, being a ¢ MS, reads &° av) Aoyoydc, Tov Aoyaydv — a
close parallel to Mem. 4.6.12, where the cola following the first are also significantly
reduced: kol 6mov pev €k T@v TO vouua EMTELOVVIOV al apyol kabiotavtatl, TadTny pev
Vv moMtelay dprotokportiov dvoulev eivat, dmov §” &k Tiunpdtov, Thovtokpatioy, Tov
8’ £k mavtov, dnpokpatioy. !

ofyotro is variously interpreted by modern translators (‘dead’ (Watson), ‘missing’
(Waterfield), ‘gone’ (Loeb), ‘n’était plus l1a” (Masqueray)); Sturz’ lexicon lists it (along
with three passages from the Cyropaedia) under ‘mori’, ‘die’>? — a sense that is more
common in (but not restricted to) poetry. The antithesis with c®oc does suggest ‘dead’ as
the most likely meaning (the same antithesis is found at Cyr. 5.4.11 as well as Soph. Aj.
1128, Tr. 83-5). But the Cyropaedia passages and other contemporary prose usages (e.g.
Andoc. 1.146) seem more emotionally charged than 3.1.32. If, on the other hand, the sense
is ‘go” or ‘be gone’ (as with all other uses of oiygofau in the Anabasis), the spatial
treatment of the generals’ departure is unusual: the verb is normally used of characters who
are the centre of the narrative focus as they leave the scene with a definite goal (if the goal
is uncertain, it is often accompanied by a participle such as amwv). Furthermore, on neither

analysis does oiyotro sit easily with 6m60ev. It presumably means ‘from those ta&eig from

which’, and so ill fits the absolute sense ‘was dead’ (especially since there is no

51 If the omission of the second c@oc €in is the result of haplography, this too would be easier to

explain if E’s exemplar did not have 6m66gv 8¢ ... dmootpdtnyov in the text.

52 Sturz (1801-4) 3.265, citing Cyr. 3.1.13 (oi 8¢ yvvoikeg dvaBorcacal E5pHmToVTo, (S olyoEVO

100 atpog), 5.4.11 (1o pev €n’ €uoi ofyopon, 0 8’ £mi ool cécwaopat), and 7.3.8 (£ddkpvoé ¢ mt

¢ ma0et kai eime: Ded, ® Gyodn kol moTh Yyoyn, otyn oM dmolmav Hudg;). The word is not used

in this sense in Herodotus or Thucydides, according to the lexica of Powell and Bétant.
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accompanying idea of departing for the land of the dead (as at e.g. Hom. 1. 22.213, 23.101,
Pl. Phd. 115d4)). As a verb of movement, on the other hand, oiyeo0ou is a strongly goal-
oriented verb rather than a source-oriented one; that is, when it is used on its own (without
a participle expressing the mode of movement), the destination may be specified (e.g.
1.4.8: oida yap 6mn oiyovron ‘1 know where they have gone’), but the place from which the
subject departs usually is not. This syntactic selection restriction is absolute in Homer,>
and is only rarely violated in the classical period;>* X. adds a participle in the relevant
cases.>® Our sentence is closest in meaning and structure to the much later passages [Hipp.]
Epist. 27.1.276 (i un movtayddev ofyeton 10 ypnotovg dvOpmdmovg &t eivar ‘unless their
still being good people has altogether disappeared’) and Plut. Mor. 413a (kai tpovota Osdv .
.. Tavtoayo0ev oiyetar “‘even the providence of the gods has altogether disappeared’) — though
both cases involve very figurative language hardly comparable to the dry report at An.

3.1.32.

None of these linguistic, stylistic, and textual arguments is decisive in itself, but collectively they

lend considerable weight to the possibility that a later editor, familiar with the common use of the

53 _étoublon (1985) 98; Kolligan (2007) 151. Thus, in a case like ofyet’ diotog dmvotog (Od. 1.242,
said by Telemachus of Odysseus) ‘“from here’ is implied, but not lexically expressed.

54 Cf. Eur. IT 1314-5 (8w yBovoc / obv T0ig Eévototy ofyetar), Phoen. 1744 (d¢ éx 6pmv vékug
d0antog otyetan); Hdt. 2.140.1 (g &’ dpa. olyecbon tov Aibiona € Aiydmrov). Two passages
specify both the destination and the source: Thuc. 1.116.3 (¢yeto yap kol €k ThH¢ Zauov mévte vovoi
Ytnoaydpag kai dAlot €mi tag Powiooag); X. Hell. 1.1.8 (éviebbev mAny tettapdkovta vedv GAlot
aAAn dyovto €n’ apyvporoyiov EEm tod EAAncmovTon).

5 An. 5.1.15: dmodpag dyeto EEm tod ITovTov; 5.7.15: Stevevonto 8¢ . . . amomiémv oiyecba EEm

oD ITovtov.
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term in Roman contexts, inserted the vmootpdtnyog clause through a mistaken inference from the
position of Neon at 5.6.36. The clause with the verb at 5.6.36 is also open to suspicion as an
explanatory gloss on Neon’s position,®® but defensible as long as it is interpreted loosely. If the
clauses are retained, our discussion does at least point to the wider interpretative problems created
by X.”s decision to focus on the vmootpdtnyog only in these two contexts — unless, we have
suggested, the position is very narrowly conceived as a temporary expedient. As we shall now see,
similar problems are created by X.’s apparent indifference in the case of the other subordinate role

with which we are here concerned.

OvmoAdyoyol

vroAdyaryor make their only appearance in X.’s account after the army’s arrival on the Black Sea
coast. With half of the Greek army left to guard the camp near Trapezus, Xenophon leads the other
half in an attack on a stronghold where a local tribe, the Drilae, has gathered. The site is difficult to
approach, surrounded as it is by a deep gully on all sides and a man-made embankment with
palisade and wooden towers. The Greek peltasts launch an attack on the site but are unable either
to take the fort or to retreat in safety. Xenophon then inspects the gully, decides that the place can

be taken, and plans the attack:

dnel 8 Ncov oi OmATTaL, kédevoe TOV AOYoV EKAGTOV TTotcal TdV Aoyoy®dv (¢ dv KkpdTiota
oimtar dyovieichor- ooy yap oi Aoyayol TAnciov GAAMA®V o1 TévTa TOV ¥povov GAMAOLS

nepl avopayadiog dvremolodvro. (5.2.11)

% The fact that this explanation is postponed from 5.3.4 tells neither for nor against the possibility

of interpolation.
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When the hoplites arrived, Xenophon told every captain to form his company in the way
he thought it would compete best; for near one another were the captains who had all the

time been vying with one another in valour.

He then gives orders to the peltasts, archers, and slingers to have their missiles ready to fire. Then:

€mel 08 TAVTO TOPECKELAGTO Kol 01 AoYaryol Kol o1 DITOAdYayol Kol ol A&10dvTeg TOOTMOV UN)

yelpovg etvar mavteg mapoTeTaypévol Noay, Koi GAAMAoVG pv 81 Evvedpov (UNVOEdnc Yop

310 10 ywpiov 1 ééic ) (5.2.13)

When all preparations had been made and the captains, the hupolochagoi, and those who
considered themselves not inferior to these men in bravery were all grouped together in the
line, and, moreover, watching one another (for the line was crescent-shaped to conform with

the position they were attacking) ...

The Greeks attack, with Agasias picked out for particular daring. They then find, however, that
there is a strongly held acropolis within the stronghold, and get away with difficulty.

This is a difficult sequence to follow, and, as we shall see, some at least of the difficulties
are probably due to the state of the manuscripts. Before considering the role of the vmoAdyayor, we
need to understand what the Aoyayoi are doing and who ‘those who considered themselves not
inferior ... in bravery’ might be.

In relation to the Aoyayoi, X. distinguishes between the group as a whole and a subset of
particularly competitive members. In picking out this subset, X. is looking back to two earlier
scenes. Firstly at 4.1.27, in a meeting of hoplite and peltast commanders, Aristonymus and Agasias
are named as the first hoplite volunteers for a dangerous mission, and then Callimachus, ‘in rivalry

with them’ (avtiotacialwv), said that he was willing to take volunteers from the whole army, ‘for
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I know that many of the young men will follow if 1 am in the lead’. Secondly, in the attack on the
citadel of the Taochians (4.7.11-12), Agasias, here identified explicitly as one of the rearguard
Loyayot, sees Callimachus run forward from a clump of trees and then rush back for cover so that

the defenders waste their stones:

When Agasias saw what Callimachus was doing, and with the whole army for spectators,
he became fearful that he would not be the first to make the run across to the stronghold; so
without asking Aristonymus or Eurylochus of Lusi (though the former was close by and
both were his friends) or anyone else to join him, he dashed forward himself and proceeded
to go past everybody. Callimachus, however, when he saw him going past, seized the rim
of his shield; and at the moment Aristonymus of Methydrium ran past both of them, and
upon his heels Eurylochus of Lusi. For all these four were rivals in valour and continually
striving with one another (évteg yap ovtot dvtemorodvio dpetiic kai Siymvilovto mpog

arAniovg); and in thus contending they captured the stronghold.

Here the three volunteers from the earlier scene are joined by a fourth, Eurylochus.

But why does the fact that these four Aoyayoi are close to each other explain why
Xenophon tells all the captains to form their units as they see fit? In terms of numbers, X. reports
soon after the attack on the Drilan stronghold that 8,600 men were counted at Cerasus (5.3.3). And
in their final military engagement before reaching Trapezus the hoplites had been formed into 80
Loyot, each of almost 100, together with three groups of about 600 light-armed troops (4.8.15). So,
given that half the army went out on the campaign against the Drilae, there should have been over
30 Adoyot. It seems, then, that Xenophon expected the competitive spirit shown by the four Aoyoryoi
to impress itself on their peers.

This expectation seems in turn to be confirmed by the following narrative. Helped by the
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visual opportunities allowed by the terrain,®’ the agonistic spirit spreads to include the men who
are drawn up alongside the Aoyayoi and vrordyayot — that is to say, ‘the men who considered
themselves not inferior to these men in bravery’. The phrase itself tellingly echoes Xenophon’s
earlier speech to the officers, where he claims that “you should consider yourselves superior to the
common soldiers’ (3.1.37: 4&odv d&i vpdc adTovg dpeivoug te Tod TA0ovg eivar; cf. dEodvreg ...
un xeipovg at 5.2.13). But it still comes as something of a surprise, given that no clue has been
given as to the identity of these men — or as to how their own self-evaluation relates to the way in
which the Aoyayoi arrange their companies.

While the sequence of events involving the dmoLoyayou is difficult, the men themselves
seem to be subordinate officers who enjoy enough prestige at least to rouse the competitive
instincts of those beneath them; it also seems that it is precisely the concern with status that
explains why they are mentioned at this point. But what is their formal function in the army? As
we have noted, it is generally supposed, by analogy with the supposed role of the vmootpdtnyor,
that they would take over on the death of a Aoyoyoc (though it is notable that they are not
mentioned after the seizure of the otpatnyoi and the killing of 20 Loyayoi at 2.5.32, unlike the
vmootpdrnyot, who do appear in our texts in this context®®). Parke further suggests that X.’s silence
does not preclude vmoAdyayor having been present at the meeting of the otpatnyol kai Aoyayoi
(3.1.33), given that X. does not specify that vmootpdrnyor were present either, even though they
were expressly summoned (3.1.32).%°

Another possibility is that there is some overlap with other named officers: Lendle argues

that the vmoAdyaryor are probably to be identified with the nevinkovtijpeg — leaders of a sub-unit

5" For the role of vision here see Harman (2013) 84.
58 This omission could be explained by the fact that X. focuses only on the replacement of the
otpatnyoi, not on that of the Loyayoi.

% Parke (1933) 27 n. 2.
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introduced in the six special Loyot at 3.4.21 (see above) — while Lee suggests that the bmoloyayor
included both the mevinkovtijpec and the évopdtapyor, leaders of the further sub-division.®® X.’s
account seems to imply, however, that there were nevinkovrtijpeg and Evoudtapyot only in the six
special Aoyot; this would allow for a total of either 6 or 18 vmoAdyaryor, depending on whether we
follow Lendle or Lee. These proposals also yield either two or six vmoAdyayot for each Aoyayog -
thereby leaving the chain of succession uncertain. Another possibility, then, is that the dmoAdyaryor
are to be seen as holding a separate office in their own right, with one vVmoAdyayog in each Adyoc;
in this case the mevinkovtijpec and évopdtopyot might be oi aodvteg TovToV pn xeipovg etvor.®t
If so, their total omission from the rest of the narrative is odd (it would be strange if both
vroAdyayor and vootpdrnyot were normally assimilated in the Aoyayot). A further possibility that
can also probably be ruled out is that the vmoAdyayor were not formally officers: the clause ot
agodvteg TovTmV PN Xeipoug sivar presupposes some level of public recognition.®?

The problem of the vmoAdyayor — like that of the vmootpdtnyor — can be solved by
assuming textual corruption. They appear in a section that is particularly beset by textual problems.
At 5.2.11, the ¢ MSS miss out the whole section énei ... dyovieicBou (17 words in all). There is

another major difference between the main manuscript traditions at 5.2.15: in the string Ayoaociog

Zropeaiog kol P1AdEevog TTednvede, kol P1adEevog TTedinvedg dropped out of the ¢ tradition,

%0 Lendle (1995) 304; Lee (2007) 94 n. 94. Lee earlier, in (2004) 297-8, proposed that when two
Loyxotr combined because of depleted numbers, if their two Aoyayoi were both still alive, one of

them would become vVmoAdyayoc.

61 Thus Watson (1864) 149 n. 1.

62 As assumed e.g. by Rehdantz (1867) xii: ‘Die sonst noch vorkommenden Offiziere
[brootpatnyor, ta&iapyot] scheinen von den Strategen, die Unteroffiziere [vmoloyayor,
TEVINKOVTTpES, Evouodtapyot] von den Lochagen ernannt zu sein; sie  standen nur zu diesen in

einem personlichen Verhaltnis und hatten, so zu sagen, eine nur taktische Bedeutung.’
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and the following plural participle and verb were changed to singulars.5® There are further textual
problems within the key clause of 5.2.13: oi Aoyayoi koi ol VoAdyoyoL Kol 01 GE0DVTEG TOVTMV Un)
Yelpovg elvan mavteg mapatetaypévot foov. Two main textual variants concern us here:%* oi before
vmoAdyaryou is omitted in f, while the ¢ MSS read not vmoAdyayot but vVrdéAoyor. Given that
vmoLoyot is unattested and hard to construe in this context,®® the reading of ¢ is probably not in
itself an objection to vmoloyayor. More to the point is whether oi should be included or excluded
before vmoAOyaryor. If it is included, it is unclear whether the comparative genitive tovtwv goes
with both the preceding nouns or just with vmoAdyayot. This ambiguity can be avoided by omitting
ot (and thereby binding the two nouns that follow together), but this move is equally

unsatisfactory: in a passage where there is so much stress on competition within and between

83 Thus f has Ayaociog Zropeditog kai PAdEevog TTeAnvede kotadépevor o dmha &v 1Tdvi pdvov
avéPnoav, kod dAloc dAlov eilke, and ¢ Ayaciog ZTop@aMoc Katadipevog Té Ao &v YTV HOVoV
GvéP, koi dAlov ethke. It is easier to suppose that Philoxenus was omitted from ¢ than inserted in f,
but the sequence in f is hard to follow: &AAkoc &Alov eihke is perhaps intended to mean ‘the one
pulled up the other’ (Loeb), but should really mean ‘some pulled up some, others pulled up others’;
this, however, is difficult to square with the continuation xai dALog dveBepnket.

%4 Note also that for mévteg CE have mévtag; that M has tovtov; that pmvosidic is an emendation

for povoedn|c (c) or évedng (f); and that for ta&ic, the reading of E, CBA have tapa&ig and f
napdraic. There is also disagreement among editors over the structure and punctuation of the
whole sentence (e.g. Marchant suspects «ai or else a lacuna after either névtec or fioav), but this
problem does not concern us here.

%5 Buzzetti (2014) 86-7 n. 19, accepts vméloyot as a ‘playful neologism’, interpreting it as ‘the
under-troops’, ‘the troops that hide’. But the former meaning is impossible and the latter (while it
could be supported by the verb vmoroydw, ‘lie in ambush’, which is used twice by Josephus) makes

no sense here.
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ranks, it elides the difference between the status of a Aoyaydc and that of a vmoldyayoc.®

The problems can be solved by suggesting that vmoAdyoyor entered the text as a gloss on ot
agodvteg TovToV pn xeipovg etvar.t” Though there is no Roman use of bmoldyayog to explain the
interpolation, as with vmootpdtnyoc, it is still possible that the coinage of the word was due to the
same sort of interest in ranks and formal procedures that may have prompted the earlier
interpolation; if bmoAoyayoc is genuinely Xenophontic, on the other hand, its disappearance from
(what survives of) subsequent Greek literature and lexicography is perhaps unexpected. It is also
worth speculating that the clause kai ot vmoAdyayot has replaced a clause qualifying ot Aoyayoi
and specifying the particularly competitive Aoyoyoi mentioned in the earlier narrative; if this were
right, oi 4&odvrec TovTOV PN Yeipoug eivar would be much clearer, as it would be a second clause
qualifying oi Loyayoti, parallel to the missing clause about the competitive men. With this solution,
X. would be pointing to rivalry amongst the Aoyayoi rather than between ranks. This solution
would also support the reading of mévrag for navteg in CE (a corruption otherwise hard to
explain), which can be understood as the object of mapatetaypévor foav, interpreted as an indirect-
reflexive middle.®® The overall sense would then be: ‘when . . . the captains, <those who competed

with each other> and those who considered themselves not inferior to these men in bravery, had

% For a single article with two nouns producing ‘the effect of a single notion’, while the repetition of
the article “lays stress on each word’, see Smyth (1956) 291.

67 When this paper was almost complete, we found this suggestion was already made in the
‘Kritischer Anhang’ at the end of the school edition of Matthia (1852) 435; it does not seem to have
attracted any attention since. It might be thought that navteg is more emphatic with three preceding
terms, but this is not a strong objection.

%8 For indirect-reflexive mapatértewy, cf. Hell. 7.5.23; Thuc. 1.52.2 (of ships). In our passage the
verb would express the idea that the captains arrange their Aoyot as they see fit, and in the interest

of their rivalry.
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drawn everyone up’. This reconstruction also gives much more point to mopotetoyuévor, which
with the MSS reading does not adequately express the required idea that the Aoyayoi and their
rivals within their company were drawn up together at the front (hence Hug’s attractive emendation

TPOTETAYIEVOL).

Conclusion

Our exploration of subordinate commanders in the Anabasis has suggested that scholars have been
overconfident in the granularity with which they have attempted to reconstruct the command
structure of the Ten Thousand. The treatment of the ta&iapyot pointed to X.’s flexibility and the
need to understand terminology in its wider rhetorical contexts. And with regard to the
vrootparnyol and vVoAdyayot in particular, our analysis has opened up three main possibilities. One
possibility is that their presence in the text is a reflection of increasing professionalization after the
Peloponnesian War; on this view, we might see the Ten Thousand placed somewhere in between
Athens and Sparta in terms of their adherence to a specialized military hierarchy. Another possibility
is that the accidents of evidence explain why the bmootpdtnyor and vroAdyaryou first appear in our
sources in the Anabasis. If this is right, then the increased visibility of military professionalization
results from the narrative choices of Xenophon, who shows more interest in the phenomenon than
his predecessors, but still leaves much obscure (as do many of his successors, who similarly show
much more interest in the psychological effects of the loss of leaders than in the formalities of
replacement). As far as X.’s ideas about leadership are concerned, the muted presence of these
subordinate roles suggests that he is more concerned in the Anabasis with the relation of individual
leaders and the soldiers they led, and again with competition and interaction within the army’s
leadership, than with presenting a granular picture of the workings of the army’s command
structure in practice. A third option is to see the position of bmootpdrnyog as temporary rather than

permanent; on this view, the silence about the position apart from its two appearances could be
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explained by assuming that it existed only at exceptional times. Finally, we have proposed that their
presence resulted from interpolator(s) displaying the sort of concern for military minutiae typical of
the imperial or Byzantine eras. The arguments about the two positions are in many ways distinct,
but it would still be fair to claim that the stronger the case against one of the positions, the more
likely are the chances that the other position too is interpolated. Even if the specific arguments for
interpolation are dismissed, our analysis has at least highlighted some of the textual and

interpretative difficulties that, for all its deceptive ease, are all too typical of the Anabasis.

APPENDIX: SUBORDINATE POSTS WITH THE "YITIO-PREFIX

We exclude cases where the vro-prefix does not indicate subordination to a distinct higher office,

as in the two Homeric hapaxes vrodumg (Od. 4.386) and vrmodpnotiipeg (Od. 15.330), which mean
‘servant under’ and ‘labourers under’, rather than ‘under-servant’ and ‘under-labourers’.®® By the
same token, since there is no attested class of peiovec (a word which itself denotes inferiors), we
exclude vroueioveg, which is first attested at Xen. Hell. 3.3.6, where it seems to refers to a class of
people at Sparta rather than to an office; subsequently it is found only in Cassius Dio, who uses it of

a military office (LSJ: “subaltern officers’).

Homer

vonvioyog is a Homeric hapax (Il. 6.18-19: avtov kai Oepanovio Kainotov, 6¢ pa 100’ innwv /

% Thus we exclude vracmothc (found in Herodotus and X. in the sense ‘squire’, ‘shield-bearer”)
since domotnc is exclusively an epic word for ‘warrior’; and also vrmoypagevg (attested on a
papyrus in the third century B.C. and then in literary authors) even though there is also a word
YPOQELS, ‘Secretary’, since vmoypapsdc seems to mean ‘one who writes under another’s orders’

rather than “vice-ypagedc’.
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gokev veNVioyog). The word attracted attention from lexicographers and commentators, who were
evidently perplexed by the coinage, given that the fyvioyog is itself presented in epic as subordinate
to the warrior who rides on the chariot. The solutions proposed in antiquity were to see the position
as either the same as the fvioyoc (Z II. 6.19 bT, citing vmoducg as parallel;® Hesychius v.898
vonvioyog: fvioyog; Eustathius 2.235 van der Valk tov fvioyov depnvioyov Aéyet  mieovalovong kai
évtavba tig Tpobicewc) or as a second fvioyog (Eustathius continues: iocmg 8¢ Kol ToHTOV £0TL TO
VeENVioyog T@ devTEPOG Vioyog); Or else to cite the use of fvioyoc of Hector (1. 8.89) as explaining
why the charioteer should receive the vro-prefix (X 1l. 6.19 bT, cf. Z Il. 8.89 A: 611 1OV mapaPdrny
"Extopa fyvioyov einev). After Homer, the only literary author to use the word is X., in Cyropaedia
of a servant who hands over the reins of a chariot to Abradatas (6.4.4: Aapov 6& Tapd T0D
VeENVIOYOoL TaC Nviag), shuts the carriage after him (6.4.10), and later receives the reins back (7.1.15:
Tapadovs T@ LENVIOY® TOG viag). X.’s use is presumably evidence for scholarly exegesis of the
word by the fourth century B.C.: Abradatas and his servant hold the reins at different times, but one

is superior to the other,

Fifth Century BC

vmapyog is frequently used in historiography in Persian contexts, either for the satrap (who is
subordinate to the king) or for a subordinate of the satrap (e.g. Thuc. 8.16); it is used by X. at Anab.
4.4.4 (where it is not certain whether Tizibazus is satrap or subordinate to Orontas). The same word
is also found twice in extant tragedy, firstly of Menelaus, i.e. in a Spartan context (Soph. Aj. 1105-
6: bmapyog GAlwv debp’ Emlevoag, ovy dlwv / otpatnydc), though most editors reject these lines as
an interpolation; secondly of the subordinates of Theoclymenus, ruler of Egypt (Eur. Hel. 1432),

where the word is presumably modelled on the use of the term in Persian settings. tmapyog is not

0 The same parallel is used by Stoevesandt (2008) ad loc.; if right, then venvioyog should be

excluded from this list.
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strictly analogous to vrootpdatnyoc and vmoroyayog in that there is no corresponding position épyoc
(at least until the Byzantine period).
vmoldxopog is used at Hdt. 6.134-5 of a temple attendant. Though in literary texts {akopog is

attested first in Menander (and earlier as a personal name at Lys. 6.54), it is found in an early fifth-

century inscription (IG 13.4).

vroypoppatedg (found at Antiph. 6.35, and restored at Ar. Ra.1084) is the term for a professional,
paid under-secretary, an assistant to the elected ypaupatevg of the council or assembly or of a
board of officials. References to the position in comedy and oratory are generally derogatory, and
sometimes there seems to be a deliberate blurring of ypaupatedg and vroypappotede. There is no

supposition that a vmoypoppatedg would succeed to the position of ypapparede.

Fourth Century B.C.

vmoddaokaiog is attested first in Plato: domep ék tiig AMBov ékeivng 0ppuafoc mhpmoivg
EENptntar yopevTtd®Vv T€ Kai didackdrwv Kol vrodidackdiwy (lon 536a5). Subsequently it is found
only in lexicographers, who were probably guessing as to its function.’? The appearance of the
word in Plato is explained by his use of the image of a magnetic chain for the spread of the power
of poetry. The placement of vrodidackdAwv after didackdiwv serves a lexical enactment of this
image, as the power of poetry extends from diddokarog to dnodiddokarog (the presumed function
of the vrodddokarog would more naturally lead to its being placed between yopevtig and
O1046K0AOC).

vroyvpvaciopyog, first attested at I1G 4.753, from Troizen.

"L For discussion, see Rhodes (1972) 134-41; MacDowell (2000) 307-8.
2 Hesychius v.609: yopodiddokaiog; Photius v.195 Theodoridis: 6 ¢ yop® kataréywv-
d1ddokaAog Yop avTog O Ton TS, ¢ Aptotoeavng (Ach. 628). For speculation as to the

position’s function, see Wilson (2000) 83-4, 341 n. 144,
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vrapTEKTOY, attested on an Attic inscription (IG 22.1678) as well as inscriptions from Delos

and Delphi.

For positions attested after the fourth century B.C., we simply present a chronological list without
further references (which can be gathered from LSJ, including the 1996 supplement, and the
Hewlett-Packard database of Greek inscriptions), but using | for those words attested in
inscriptions, P for those attested in documentary papyri:

Third Century B.C.: vnemotang (I, P); vrotpiipapyog (P); veiépeta (1); dmodiownrnc (P);
vrodidkovog (Posidippus, Philo, common in Christian authors).

Second Century B.C.: vropyrpvraxitg (P); vmoomhoudyog (1); dmonpotavic (I).

First Century B.C.: vmormaidotpifng (1); vmoypriotg (1); dmootpatopviaé (Strabo); vmovakopog
(.

First Century A.D.: Ymoyewpyodg (P); douwrapyng (1); vmoxopveaiog (P); vmoyeiprotig (P).
Second Century A.D.: bmopeOmtg (P); dmokoopuntg (I; not in LSJ); dYmocwepoviotig (1);
vroPiproeorag (P); vmoxfpué (1, restored); vmokiBapiotc (P); vrdtpopog (1).

Third Century A.D.: bmotyuntig (= Latin subcensor; Cassius Dio); vraymvobetém (1).

‘Roman era’: vmoevAa (1); vmoepyemiotag (1); drodnovpyog (1); dmokarabneopog (1);

vroyopavopog (1); vmeotiovyog (1).
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