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CHAPTER 4

Proleptic Moves in Xenophon’s Narrative of

Mantinea (Hellenica 7.5)
The Fog of War

1

Luuk Huitink

Introduction: History in Search of a Plot

Xenophon famously ends the Hellenica after the inconclusive Battle of Man-
tinea, fought in 362 BCE between on the one hand Thebes and its allies, led by
Epaminondas, and on the other hand Sparta, led by Agesilaus, with support of
Elea, Athens, and Mantinea itself:

©

ToUtwy 3¢ TpayBévtwy Todvavtiov éyeyéwnto o0 évéuioay mdvtes dvBpwrot
gaeabat. auveAnivbuiog yap oxedov amdays ths ‘EMAdog xal dvtitetaypévmy,
o0dels Av 8oTi olx Peto, el udyy Eootto, Tovg Mév xpathoavtas dpkety, Todg
3¢ xpatnOévtag Omxdoug Egeadar 6 3¢ Bedg oltwg émolnoey WaTe AppdTEPOL
KEY TPOTTATOV (G VEVIXYXOTEG ETTYTAVTO, TOUG 3¢ laTauéVoug 00SETEPOL EXtIAVOV,
vexpovg 0¢ GUPOTEPOL PEV WG VEVIXNXTES UTToaTévdoug dmédoaa, augoTepoL
3¢ wg NTTMuévol bToomévdoug dmeEAdpUBavoV, VEViXnKéval 8E pATroVTES EXATE-
pot oUte xwpa olte AL olT’ dipxi) o0dETEPOL 0VIEV TTAEOY EXOVTES EQAVYTOY T)
Ttplv TV pdiymv yevéaBar dxplaio 8 xal Tapaym €Tt TAEIWY LETA TNV HdyV EYE-
veto 1) mpdabev &v T ‘EANASL. epol uév 3v) uéypt Toltov Ypagéabuw: td 8¢ netd
tadta lowg &M peAnoel. (7.5.26—27)

When the battle was over, the result was the opposite of what everyone
had expected. Given that nearly all of Greece was gathered there and
had stood with one side or the other, everyone thought that if a battle
occurred, the victor would rule over the defeated and the defeated would
be subject to the victor. But the god so arranged it that each side set up
a trophy as if victorious, and each was not prevented by the enemy; each
gave back the dead under truce as if victorious, and both received back
their dead under truce as if defeated. And although each side claimed
the victory, neither side was seen to have gained anything—no city, ter-
ritory or increased rule—that they did not have prior to the battle. In
Greece as a whole there was more uncertainty and disorder after the bat-
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PROLEPTIC MOVES IN XENOPHON’S NARRATIVE OF MANTINEA 69

tle than there had been before. To this point, then, let it be written by

me. Perhaps someone else will be concerned with what happened after
this.!

Although all people (mdvteg dvBpwmot) thought that Mantinea would be an
epoch-making battle, which would definitively establish or abolish Theban
hegemony, it turned out to be nothing of the sort, and Xenophon turns the
task of writing about subsequent events to another, future historian, with an
‘almost personal sense of frustration and anxiety’? But there is more to it than
that. Xenophon appears to have chosen the Battle of Mantinea to conclude his
work in order to articulate a specific view of history.> More specifically, the epi-
logue to the Hellenica appears to weigh up two conceptualisations of history,
and to reject one in favour of the other.

The people who thought that Mantinea would be a decisive battle bought
into a common conceptualisation of history, according to which historical
events—and perhaps especially wars and military campaigns—are essentially
stories, that is, imbued with a plot and explicable in terms of a trajectory of
causally and temporally linked events, with a clear beginning (‘the first shot
rang out’) and end (‘the cannons fell silent’), and containing a satisfactory reso-
lution in the shape of hopes fulfilled (in the case of the victors) or dashed (in the
case of the defeated).* This view deals with the fact that history obviously does
not actually come to an end by dividing it up into successive epochs or periods
(effectively a series of complete narrative arcs of variable size); for Thucydides,
for instance, there was a clear xpioig (‘decisive resolution’) of the Persian Wars,
which separated that epoch from the period which he himself treated.5 This is
a view of history which Xenophon rejects, nowhere more forcefully than in his

1 All references are to Xenophon'’s Hellenica, unless indicated otherwise. Translations follow

Marincola’s rendering in The Landmark Hellenica (Strassler 2009), with adaptations.

Dillery 1995: 19—20.

The fourth-century BCE historian Anaximes of Lampsacus (BNJ 72 T 14) also brought down
his history to Mantinea and the death of Epaminondas—with what closural effect we do not
know. Diodorus Siculus (15.89.1) states that the battle was indecisive, but provides closure by
reporting that a general truce was established soon after. Demosthenes in On the Crown from
330BCE (19.18) shares Xenophon’s view of this time as marked by ‘indiscriminate strife and
confusion’ (dxptrog ... Eptg xal Tapaym).

4 See Faust 2011: 7-8 on the human tendency to talk about war in such narrative terms.

5 Thuc. 1.23.1. One feature which reinforces the sense of a clean break is that Thucydides (at
least in his first seven books) gets rid almost completely of one of the main protagonists of
the Persian Wars, namely the Persians—even though modern historians agree that they con-
tinued to exert an important influence on the course of events during the Peloponnesian
Wars; cf. Munson 2012.
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account of Mantinea. He denies that historical events neatly congeal into dis-
crete narratives: he started his work medias in res, with the words peta 8¢ tadta
(11.1), and now he ends it by pointing to a lack of closure.® His use of the term
dxpiaia (the word occurs here first in classical Greek) can be seen as a direct
response to Thucydides’ notion of xpiaig.”

Since the meaning and purpose of history often cannot be found in the
human sphere, Xenophon appears to have turned instead to an alternative con-
ceptualisation of historical processes and to have looked at the realm of the
divine ‘as the last place to situate order’8 Thus, in the epilogue to the Hellenica
he ultimately holds ‘the god’ (6 0¢é¢) responsible for the indecisive outcome of
Mantinea. Now, the questions of whether this view amounts to an actual the-
ory of historical causation and, if so, what that theory looks like, are not easy to
answer: Xenophon at times appears to suggest that ‘the god’ actively interferes
in history by punishing the impious and the wicked (especially in his descrip-
tion of the fall of Sparta in Book 5), but at other times he seems to maintain
a more abstract conceptualization of the divine as vaguely upholding a cer-
tain balance of power among rivalling individuals and states.® So, appeals to
‘the god’ or ‘the divine’ do not necessarily bring easy transparency. In fact, it
seems that divine order will often manifest itself on the human plane as disor-
der, such as the widely experienced tapayy after Mantinea—perhaps a nod to
the Herodotean Solon’s understanding of 1o Olov as mav @Bovepdv Te xal Tapa-
x®3¢s (‘entirely grudging and given to sowing confusion’, 1.32.1).19 I do not think
that Xenophon subscribes to the view that history, once it is contemplated from
a divine instead of a human perspective, suddenly does amount to a coherent
story and bring closure: divine logic, that is, is not necessarily the same as nar-
rative logic.

These considerations are relevant, I think, in assessing scholarly claims
about the ‘disjointed nature of the narrative’ of the Hellenica and about the way

6 See Rood 2004: 349, with further bibliography. Note that the (no doubt deliberately dis-
orienting) start of the Hellenica is not a good fit with the end of Thucydides’ History,
increasing the sense of randomness (one could start anywhere); cf. Krentz 1989: 86.
For Xenophon'’s continuing ‘destabilization’ of temporal boundaries in the Hellenica, see
Dillery 1995: 22—27.

7 Tsakmakis 2013: 107.

Dillery 1995: 180.

See Dillery 1995: 179—237; for the role of the divine in the decline of Sparta, see also Tuplin

1993:125-146. An excellent account of Xenophon'’s views of divine justice and human phi-

lanthropy as central forces in the historical process (at least in the Cyropaedia) can be

found in Ellis 2016.

© @

10  Tsakmakis 2013: 107.
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in which the work ‘weaves together a set of seemingly disparate events into a
labyrinthine’ structure.!! In my view, such perceptions of the texture of the Hel-
lenica can at least in part be explained on the assumption that Xenophon, one
of the most avid experimenters of new narrative forms in antiquity, consciously
floats different explanatory models for how and why things happen (‘history in
search of a plot’) and plays those off against each other, whilst leaving it largely
up to the readers to draw their own conclusions.'? In my contribution, I wish to
demonstrate this by considering (mostly in the form of a running commentary)
the final section of the Hellenica, which leads up to the epilogue cited above,
namely the final incursion of the Theban general Epaminondas into the Pelo-
ponnese and the Battle of Mantinea which ensued (7.5.4—25). In particular, I
intend to show how Xenophon continually raises certain possibilities for how
the Mantinea narrative might develop in a logical and explicable fashion—
only to make clear that these possibilities were not (or at best only partially)
realized. In this way he carefully prepares readers for the epilogue and its inti-
mation of divine intervention.

2 Prolepsis and Anticipation

My reading of Xenophon’s Mantinea narrative is informed by cognitively in-
flected reinterpretations of the narratological concept of ‘prolepsis’. As de-
scribed in the Introduction to this volume, such reinterpretations focus not
so much on objective disruptions of the chronology of the story by narratorial
announcements or actorial predictions of what is to come, as on how readers
infer from the text the likely trajectory of the narrative, gradually supplement-
ing, narrowing, and if necessary modifying their mental model of the plot.!3
For example, Kukkonen has recently described the reading process as involv-
ing probabilistic weightings of narrative possibilities and as being especially
attentive to shifts of ‘probability transformations’ in the plot; according to her,
readers’ emotional investment in the story crucially depends on such shifts.}#
Similarly, Ryan suggests that one of the main ways by which narratives engage

11 Pownall 2018: 348 n. 5 (specifically on 1.1.1-1.2.3) and Gish 2009: 341 (specifically on 3.11—
4.28), respectively. See also in general Rood 2007.

12 ForXenophon's awareness of different ‘genres’ of historiographical prose, see Bradley 2001,
Harman 2021, Huitink 2022.

13 See Schomber and Tagliabue’s Introduction to this volume, especially Section 4. For a good
narratological introduction on standard forms of prolepsis, see De Jong 2007.

14  Kukkonen 2014; 2020.
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readers is by intimating alternative developments of the plot (which she calls
‘virtual’ or ‘embedded narratives’) and making readers consider ‘side-branches’
of possibility (‘roads not taken’) embedded into the narrative of events which
actually transpire: [S]Jome events make better stories than others because they
project a wider variety of forking paths on the narrative map. Even though
the story can follow only one path, the understanding of these events involves
a consideration of the “virtual narratives” of the unrealised sequences that
branch out of the event.™ For Bridgeman, we can speak about ‘prolepsis’, when
the text somehow triggers (by what I will in this chapter call a ‘proleptic move’)
‘anticipatory and speculative activities’ on the part of the reader about what
will happen in the story.6

An emphasis on the inferences of readers and their developing discernment
of what is likely to happen in a narrative necessitates a somewhat broader
formal definition of prolepsis than is usually maintained in narratological stud-
ies. Ryan considers all ‘strategic points’ where the reader’s anticipation is trig-
gered and expectations are manipulated.'” In practice, those strategic points
are actually often embedded within characters’ future-directed thoughts and
intentions (and therefore essentially standard-issue actorial prolepsis); as we
will see, in Xenophon’s Mantinea narrative, character focalization, especially
centred on Epaminondas’ calculations and plans, is particularly important.!8
However, also relevant are techniques of what Grethlein, following Morson,
has called ‘sideshadowing’, which entice readers to contemplate alternative,
but ultimately unrealized scenarios, for example the explicit statement of what
did not happen or would have happened, if only ...1° As we shall see, such tech-
niques also play an important role in Xenophon’s narrative.

Grethlein applies the notion of ‘sideshadowing’ to historiographical narra-
tives, arguing that they are one way that historians can counter the reader’s

15  Ryan 2005: 590; for a more elaborate account, see Ryan 1991: 148-174.

16  Bridgeman 2005: 130 (also cited in the Introduction of Schomber and Tagliabue in this
volume).

17 Ryan 1991:153.

18  See also the more general analysis of selected passages of the Hellenica by Baragwanath
2016, which convincingly shows that the work’s narrative energy derives in no small part
from how ‘by depicting people’s perceptions and expectations in tension with outcomes
Xenophon generates irony, irony that is not empty, but a productive irony that invites his
readers to engage in deeper interpretation’ (p. 33).

19  Grethlein 2013:14—24, following Morson 1994; cf. Ryan’s ‘side-branches’. Cf. Hau 2013: 77-82
on three types of ‘sideshadowing’ in Thucydides and Xenophon: counterfactual state-
ment, i.e. explicit mention of a potentially different outcome; the expression of unfulfilled
expectations; and the reporting of advice that was ignored.
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knowledge of the outcome of a specific episode and mentally transport the
reader back to a moment when the past lay wide open and everything was still
to play for (prompting readers to ask, for instance, ‘what if Epaminondas had
attacked then?’). This reminds us of the fact that in the case of historiography,
readers are not reliant on the narrative alone for forming a mental model of the
plot as it moves forward, but also bring to bear their knowledge of history. Some
of this knowledge is quite generic: we know, for example, that in a proper work
of history, battles will likely be decided by tactics, numbers or superb general-
ship and not by—say—flying unicorns suddenly arriving on the scene to save
the day (though ancient Greek audiences will have been more prepared than
many modern audiences to countenance things like divine intervention in the
course of events). Other knowledge is more specific. While it is impossible to
know exactly how much knowledge first-time readers of Xenophon'’s Hellenica
possessed (and different readers may well have had different levels of knowl-
edge, of course), I take it to be plausible that they at least knew that the Battle of
Mantinea had taken place and that the famous Theban general Epaminondas
had lost his life on that occasion.2° I also take it to be plausible, however, that
many readers may have been less sure exactly when and how the final show-
down there came about—ancient historiographical narratives vary widely in
such matters—and how to analyse the result (which was clearly disputed and
subject to partisan interpretations).?! As we shall see, taking the (partial) prior
knowledge of the reader into account can give rise to the postulation of further
‘proleptic moves), that is, moments at which the reader is made to contemplate
the probabilities of certain events taking place.

Before I present my running commentary on Xenophon’s Mantinea narra-
tive, however, it will be useful to set that episode in its wider context.

20  An interesting indication of the fact that Xenophon counted on his readers being famil-
iar with Epaminondas’ death at Mantinea is the perfunctory way in which Epaminondas’
death is described: émel ye pnv éxelvog émeaey ... (7.5.25: ‘when that man had fallen, ...").
A subordinate clause headed by érel does not usually introduce new information, but is
a so-called presupposition-trigger: it indicates that Epaminondas’ death belongs to the
common ground (generally known information) between Xenophon and his readers; cf.
Rijksbaron 1976: 74—75; Buijs 2005: 17-21.

21 There were no doubt other historiographical versions in circulation (see n. 3 above); in
addition, Athenians may have known Euphranor’s famous painting of the battle in the
Stoa of Zeus Eleutherios (for which see Humble 2008), which probably made the battle
seem a resounding victory for Athens. On the tension between Wie- and Was-Spannung in
ancient historiography in general, see the sensible remarks of Pausch 2018: 235236 (also
citing psycholinguistic studies which indicate that temporary uncertainty about the out-
come of a story is induced even in readers who in principle know how it ends).
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3 Setting up the Narrative

The wider historical context of Epaminondas’ expedition is one of precarious
instability. In 371BCE Thebes scored a surprise victory over Sparta on the bat-
tlefield at Leuctra and became the dominant power in Greece. As Xenophon
tells the story in the Hellenica, however, the years of the so-called ‘Theban hege-
mony’ are hardly a stable period.?2 Immediately after Leuctra the Thebans wish
to follow up on their victory and call on the Athenians and Jason of Pherae to
join them in a coalition to deal the Spartans a final and fatal blow (6.4.19-24).
The Athenians, however, demur, and Jason has the following words of wisdom
for the Thebans:

dmétpeney avtods 6 Tdowy, diddaxnwy &g xahod Epyou yeyewpévou odx d&lov
adtols el Staxtvduvedoat, Gate # €Tt peilw xarampd&at 1) otepnBivat xal thg
YEYEWEWNS Vixng. oy opdte, €pn, STt xal Ve, Emel v dvdyxy éyéveab,
éxpatnoote; oleabat odv ypv) xol Aoxedatpoviovs &v, el dvoryxdlowro, [€xye-
véahat]?3 tob v dmovonfevrag Stapdyeatat. xal 6 Bedg 8¢, tg Eotxe, TOMAKIS
XUPEL TOUG MEV UiXpoL§ HEYAAOUS TOLGY, TOUG BE MeYdAoug ixpols. (6.4.22—
23)

Jason sought to dissuade them, pointing out that since they had done a
good work, it was not worthwhile for them to venture a decisive engage-
ment in which they would either accomplish yet greater things or would
be deprived of the victory already gained. ‘Do you not see, he said, ‘that
you were victorious because you were in desperate straits? So you should
think that the Spartans, too, if they were in such straits, would fight it out
with utter disregard for their lives. And the god, it seems, often delights in
making the small great, and the great small.

As Christopher Tuplin remarks, we are given to understand that ‘[t]he victory
at Leuctra was devastating, but Thebes needed outside help to make it total,
and the Thebans'’ failure to obtain such help at once takes the wind out of their
sails.2* One of the questions raised by the whole sequence is what attitude
Athens and Pherae—two major power blocks—will now adopt towards the
Theban search for dpyn at the cost of Sparta. The question of remaining Athe-
nian influence will indeed continue to hang over the narrative till the end, and

22 Tuplin 1993: 149.
23 I follow the punctuation and deletion of Underhill 1900: ad loc.
24  Tuplin 1993: 150.
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we will return to it below. Jason, however, is about to be murdered by his fellow
citizens soon after the events described above (6.4.27-34). Still, if anything, his
imminent death lends his warning to the Thebans more weight; even though he
spoke in his own political interest, as Xenophon makes clear (6.4.25), men who
are about to die do tend to speak important truths. Xenophon highlights the
main points of Jason’s speech through a shift from indirect to direct speech.?®
In ringing, memorable phrases, the ruler of Pherae invokes human psychology
and divine will as possible factors which may yet prove to be Thebes’ undoing.26
As we shall see, Jason’s words will come back to haunt Epaminondas—and the
narrative.

4 The Mantinea Campaign: A Running Commentary

The final sequence of events narrated in the Hellenica starts when Thebes inter-
venes in the Peloponnese in support of certain Arcadians who—impiously—
have been plundering the sacred funds of Olympia. To protect themselves
against the Theban threat, several members of the Arcadian Federation call
upon Athens and Sparta to come to the rescue.??

From the preparations made by the Peloponnesian opponents of Thebes,
Xenophon now ‘cuts’ to the other side. With only two significant exceptions (at
10 and 15-17; see below), he will keep the focus firmly on the Theban army and
especially on their general, Epaminondas, as he lays his plans and makes his
preparations. The one-sidedness of the narrative on the one hand means that
much information is withheld, for example about the plans and preparations of
the Spartans and Athenians; as we shall see below, the actions of the latter will
for that reason assume an uncanny, ominous complexion. On the other hand,
it means that readers get a wealth of information about Epaminondas; they are
given privileged access to his mind through many instances of embedded focal-

25  Acharacteristic feature of Xenophon’s handling of speech representation, ‘typically mark-
ing a turning-point in a speech or a climactic rhetorical move’ (Huitink and Rood 2022:
255).

26  The sententia about the divine is of course reminiscent of Herodotus (1.5.4). Huitink and
Rood 2019: ad An. 3.2.10 list further parallels from Xenophon’s own works, adding that
Xenophon often explicitly states that it is a lack of human piety which makes the gods
turn what is great into something small—he does not do so here, allowing for a wider
range of interpretations.

27  7.4.38-7.51-3, with Tuplin 1993: 155. From now on, all references to the Hellenica will be
to Chapter 7.5, unless stated otherwise.
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ization (printed in red throughout).?8 If, as I stated above, the account of the
Mantinea campaign refuses to become an entirely coherent story, it above all
refuses to become the story which Epaminondas wants it to become.

(4) While these preparations were being made, Epaminondas started out
with all Boeotians, Euboeans and many Thessalians, both from Alexander
and from Alexander’s opponents. The Phocians, however, did not accom-
pany him (®Pwxels pévrol odx NxorovBovv), saying that their treaty with
Thebes called for them to assist if someone attacked the Thebans, but
there was no provision to assist in a campaign against other cities. (5)
Epaminondas, however, calculated (€Aoyileto) that he would receive sup-
port in the Peloponnese, too, from the Argives, the Messenians and those
Arcadians who favoured the Theban cause (Apyeiovg te xat Meaavvioug xal
AprdSwv Todg T apétepa ppovodvtag) (these were the Tegeans, the Mega-
lopolitans, the Aseans and the Pallantians (Teyedtat xat MeyadomoAttat xol
Ageqror xat ToMavtiels)), as well as any others that would be forced to
take his side because they were small towns and were located between
the cities just mentioned. (7.5.4-5)

The first thing which Xenophon reports is that, from among Thebes’ allies in
northern Greece, the Phocians did not join Epaminondas’ expedition to the
Peloponnese. This explicit denial of expectation (reinforced by pévtot)2? first
and foremost targets the idea, which readers may well have formed on the basis
of 6.5.23, that the newly subjected Phocians will certainly join any expedition
which Thebes may wish to start; in that sense, the statement is retrospective
rather than prospective. Still, it does briefly prompt the reader to ponder a sce-
nario in which Thebes would be accompanied by the Phocians. Even if that
scenario cannot be worked out with any great precision, it does raise the ques-
tion of unity among Thebes and its allies. That question becomes more urgent
in the next proleptic move, the first of what will turn out to be four instances
in which Epaminondas’ ‘calculations’ about the campaign are given using the
verb Aoyilopat: regardless of the Phocians, Epaminondas thinks that he can
count on massive support in the Peloponnese itself; two elaborate, polysynde-
tic phrases of three and four limbs, respectively, underline the strength of the
support which Epaminondas believes he will be able to muster. Will strength
really lie in numbers?

28  See now Harman 2023: 63—-65 on readers’ potential identification with Epaminondas (up
to a point).
29 See CGCG 59.27.
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(6) Now Epaminondas had departed quickly from Thebes, but when he
arrived in Nemea, he delayed there, fancying that he would catch (éAmi-
{wv ... Mppeabat) the Athenians as they came by and calculating that this
would be a great achievement (Aoy1{dpevog péya &v todto yevéobal), one
that would both encourage his own allies and bring despair to his oppo-
nents: in short, defeating the Athenians would be altogether beneficial to
the Thebans. (7) But as he was delaying there, all the coalition forces were
concentrating at Mantinea. When Epaminondas heard that the Atheni-
ans had abandoned their decision to march by land (¥jxovce ... dmeyvwsé-
vat) and were instead preparing to go by sea and march through Spartan
territory to aid the Arcadians, he left Nemea and reached (&gucveitar)
Tegea.

We next come to a brief interlude (a mini-episode of sorts), which is entirely
structured around Epaminondas’ hope to catch the Athenian forces off-guard
and the dashing of that hope soon after. The verb éAni{w, which introduces
Epaminondas’ plan, denotes a very different sort of assumption than the ratio-
nal and in itself reasonable calculation denoted by Aoyiopat. In my view, éamidw
denotes a speculative, wishful thinking, and is even a so-called contrafactive
verb, which presupposes that the complement (‘that he would catch the Athe-
nians’) is false: the choice of verb alerts the reader to the fact that Epaminondas
will not in fact catch the Athenians when they come by.3? It is therefore all the
more remarkable—ironical even—that Xenophon goes on to spell out what,
in Epaminondas’ calculation (Aoy1{éuevos, the second occurrence of Aoyilopat
in connection with the Theban general), would be the great benefit of a vic-
tory over the Athenians. It is not clear whether Epaminondas acts on the basis
of reliable information: the verb dxodw (‘be told’) with infinitive leaves unclear
whether the complement (that the Athenians would not come by land, but by
sea) is true or false.3! One possibility is that Epaminondas may be mistaken—
perhaps leading readers to think that, if only he had waited a little longer, he
could have caught the Athenians before they would be able to join their allies.
But it all remains to be seen: the reader is left wondering whether the Atheni-
ans will enter the Peloponnese and, if so, how they will do so and what role they
will play in the denouement.

30  Thope to show this more clearly in a future publication. Cf. Powell 1938 s.v. éAmilw: ‘imply-
ing error’ (correctly, in my view); for contrafactive verbs, see Dik 1997: 11.108-109. English
verbs which belong to that class of predicates are ‘fancy’ (with which I translated é\migw
here), ‘imagine’ or ‘dream’ (in John fancies/imagines/dreams that he is rich, it is presup-
posed that John is not in fact rich).

31 CGCG 51a9.
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There is one other way in which this (in itself nicely rounded off) little
episode increases suspense: it is the first time that the name of ‘Mantinea’
(printed bold, here and in the following passages) is mentioned. If, as I sug-
gested in Section 2 above, readers knew that at some point Epaminondas’ expe-
dition to the Peloponnese will culminate in the Battle of Mantinea, the mention
of the name of the town here may elicit the expectation that the battle will
in fact be imminent (it will not be). It may also raise the question whether
Epaminondas, by not heading there directly and so allowing his enemies to
gather there unopposed, has not forfeited his numerical advantage when the
battle does come. In any case, in the next sentence the narrative takes a dif-
ferent turn as Epaminondas heads to Tegea (a move highlighted as potentially
decisive by the historical present, dpucvettar).32

(8) Now I'would not claim that this campaign of Epaminondas was fortu-
nate, but in terms of forethought and boldness, the man seems to me to
have left nothing undone (gdtuyf pév 0dv odx &v Eywye eYigapt T oTpaTy-
yiow a0t yevéaBau oo uévtot povolag Epya xai ToAuNG Eativ, 003Ev pot Soxel
avip EMumely). I praise (émav®) him first of all for making his camp inside
the wall of Tegea: here he had greater security than if he had camped
outside the walls, and his enemies were less certain of what his plans
might be. In addition, if he needed to make any preparations, there was a
greater supply of provisions within the city walls. Finally, when the enemy
camped outside the city, it was possible to see whether they were doing
things correctly or making mistakes. Moreover (xat pnv), although he
thought (oidpevog) that his forces were superior over those of the enemy,
he nonetheless refused to lead his army out from the city when he saw his
opponents taking superior positions.

Xenophon now interrupts the narrative to deliver a heavy-handed narratorial
comment (printed in blue throughout)—a rarity in the Hellenica as a whole,
but the first of several in this episode leading up to the epilogue (the most
explicit narratorial comment in the entire work).33 The claim that Epaminon-
das’ expedition was not ‘fortunate’ (edtuyf)) clearly points to the end of the
story; to an audience aware of the fact that Epaminondas lost his life at Man-
tinea, the insertion of the comment about Epaminondas’ bad luck will come

32 For the historical present and the notion of ‘decisiveness’ see Rijksbaron 2007: 22—24.

33  Baragwanath 2016: 33, remarking on the Hellenica’s ‘great reduction in authorial com-
mentary, whereas his predecessors allowed readers a far greater sense of security in their
author’s interpretative assistance and authorial reliability’.
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naturally after the mention of the name ‘Mantinea’ in the immediately preced-
ing context. However, as Xenophon emphasizes, Epaminondas’ ‘foresight’ (mpé-
volar) and ‘guts’ (téAuy ) were not to blame for his misfortune—a first indication
that readers should weigh human factors influencing the outcome of military
expeditions against ‘higher’ explanations. Meanwhile, the scope of Xenophon'’s
praise seems oddly limited. To be sure, Xenophon regards the ability to choose
and arrange a good camp as one of the main duties of a good general, and in
that sense his praise is certainly not empty.3* But the very fact that Epaminon-
das has to lock himself up in Tegea whilst waiting to see whether any of the
many expected allies will turn up hardly seems to be a hallmark of ‘foresight’
and ‘guts’ Furthermore, it is only now, apparently, that Epaminondas starts to
realise that numbers alone will not be enough, but that the terrain also mat-
ters.

(9) Finally, however, when he saw that no city was coming over to him
(0p&v 8¢ olite AW bt Tpooywpodaay ovdepiav) and that time was pass-
ing on, he believed that he had to take some action (évéuioe mpaxtéov Tt
ebvat); otherwise he would utterly lose his reputation, which previously
had been so glorious. Therefore, when he learned that his opponents had
occupied a strong fortified position around Mantinea and had sent for
Agesilaus and the entire Spartan force (xatepdvlave ... TeQUAAYHEVOLS ...
uetamepmopévoug 3¢ ...), and also that Agesilaus was on the march and
already at Pellana, he ordered dinner and then gave marching orders and
led his army straight to Sparta.

This section leads the narrative in new thematic and geographical directions.
Theban expectations that they would be joined by many allies are now defini-
tively disappointed, and the reason for the expedition no longer seems to
involve them and their interests to any great extent. Its purpose narrows (omi-
nously, as it will turn out) to Epaminondas’ private concerns to safeguard his
reputation.3® Having allowed his opponents to unite at Mantinea and occupy
a strong position there (now a reason not to fight), Epaminondas, this time
relying on solid information (the construction of xateudvéave with the par-
ticiple presupposed the truth of the complement)3® turns his attention to
Sparta.

34 Cfeg Cyr.1.6.46.

35  Anincreased focus on individuals and their ambitions is a hallmark of Xenophontic his-
toriography; see Dillery 1995: 236. Here the shift is gradual and salient.

36 CGCG 52.10.
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(10) And if a Cretan had not by some divine chance met up with Agesilaus
and informed him that the Theban army was on the march, Epaminondas
would have taken the city like a nest empty of defenders (xai i 1 Kpng
Belo Tvi poipa TpooeAfiv EENYyetle TQ AynoiAdw Tpoaidy TO GTPATEVUA, EAa-
Bev &v ™V TOAY WOTTEP VEOTTIAY TAVTATIATWY EPY)IOV TAV GuuVOopévwY). But
since he was informed in advance, Agesilaus managed to return to Sparta
first and to deploy the Spartans at their positions of defense, even if his
numbers were very small indeed (xat pudda dAtyot 8vteg). For all of his cav-
alry, his entire force of mercenaries and three of the twelve battalions
were away in Arcadia.

The narrator intervenes again and, turning his ‘camera’ on Sparta and Agesilaus,
presents readers with an explicit counterfactual, in the form of a so-called if
not-situation (one of Grethlein’s ‘sideshadowing’ devices):37 but for the appear-
ance of an unnamed ‘Cretan’, Epaminondas would have taken Sparta there and
then, like a predator descending on an undefended nest. The use of the device
in itself highlights the danger of the present crisis; indeed, as the sequence will
make clear, Xenophon seems to have found this moment at least as important
as the battle of Mantinea itself.

As Pelling has recently argued, such explicitly mentioned counterfactual
scenarios in historiography can receive two conflicting interpretations.3® On
the one hand, they may emphasize the openness of the past, the moment in
which history might easily have gone the other way; in the present case, the
striking image of Sparta as an unprotected ‘nest’ ready for the taking does, at
least for a moment, vividly conjure up the clear and present danger in which
Sparta found itself.3% On the other hand, if not-situations can emphasize, not
so much the openness of the past, as its inevitability: after all, a Cretan did fore-
warn Agesilaus and Sparta was not like an unprotected nest. The inevitability of
Epaminondas’ failure ultimately to take Sparta is suggested by the mention of
‘divine chance’ (8eia Tvi poipar), which after the earlier reference to toyy (by way
of ebtuydj at 8) is a more concrete indication that history here follows a ‘higher’

37  See Grethlein 2010: 248-252; 2013: 242—243.

38  Pelling 2013.

39 It is difficult not to think of that earlier Spartan, Menelaus, who according to Aeschylus
(Ag. 48-52) together with his brother Agamemnon, ‘cried out with all their hearts for War’
(peydd’ éx Bupod wAddovtes "Apy) after Helen’s abduction, ‘like vultures that out of mad-
dening distress for their children wheel eddying around high above their nest’ (tpdmov
atyvmév oit’ éxmariols / dAyeat maidwvy Hmatot Aeyéwv / atpogodvodvrar). If this is indeed an
intertext we are meant to think of, it may help underline that it is dangerous to try and
plunder a Spartan’s ‘nest’.
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plan which is not easily accessible to the historical actors themselves.*? The
sense of uncanniness is reinforced by Xenophon'’s refusal to give more infor-
mation about the mysterious ‘Cretan’.#!

After the if not-statement, which intimates alternative scenarios to the read-
er (‘roads not taken’), Xenophon proceeds to unfold the actual course of events,
starting with an emphasis on Agesilaus’ small numbers, renewing the question
whether strength will prove to lie in numbers or in something else (e.g. the ter-
rain).

(11) When Epaminondas arrived at the city of Sparta, he did not enter
at the place where they would have to fight on level ground and would
be pelted from the houses nor at any place where they would find no
advantage fighting few men with great numbers (8mov pév éueAhov &v te igo-
TéSew parxeladat xat dmo Tév obwidv PAnONnaeadal, 008’ émov ye undev fmAéoveg
poryeiabat tév 6Alywv oMol Svteg). Rather, after taking up a position where
he thought he would have the advantage (mheovextelv dv évopile) he made
so as to descend rather than go up into the city. (12) For what happened
next, one can say that the divinity was responsible, and one can say that
no one can withstand desperate men (6 ye piv évtedfev yevéuevov €eatt
uev 6 Oelov aitidodal, EEeatt 8¢ Aéyetv wg Tolg dmovevonuévols oddeig &v bro-
gtain). For when Archidamus, with not even a hundred men (003¢ éxatév
gxwv dvdpag), led the way from the city and crossed over difficult ground
which gave the impression that it would give him trouble, he marched
straight against the adversaries. And then those men—those breathers
of fire (ot p mvéovtes), those soldiers who had been victorious over the
Spartans, who had a vast superiority in forces and in addition occupied
the higher ground—those men did not withstand Archidamus and his
troops, but gave way. (13) Those in the first ranks of Epaminondas’ army
were killed (&mofvyjoxovaty), but when the Spartans from the city, elated
at their victory, pursued the enemy further than was appropriate, they in
turn were killed (ad dmofvyjoxovat). For it had been foreordained, it seems,
by the god to what extent victory would be granted to them (mepieyéypa-

40 De Jong 2004: 68-81 discusses comparable if not-situations in the Iliad, in which refer-
ences to fate also figure (e.g. 2.155 Uméppopa, 20.302 uéptpov). See also Grethlein 2013: 69,
contrasting a Xenophontic counterfactual (An. 4.1.11) involving a conditional (‘a force-
ful reminder that history did not take the alternative course’) with the more experiential
Beinahe-episodes one finds in Thucydides.

41 By contrast, Diodorus Siculus (15.82.6) speaks of ‘Cretan runners’ in the plural; cf. Tuplin
1979: 350.
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TT0 YAip, W¢ Eotxev, Uo Tod Belov uéypt Saou viny edédoto adtols). Archidamus
set up a trophy where he had won and gave back the enemy dead under
truce.

Epaminondas plans his attack on Sparta meticulously, and he is especially care-
ful to try and exploit his superior numbers on suitable terrain—as we have
seen, this is a running motif throughout this part of the Hellenica, which here
receives its most elaborate articulation. But Epaminondas’ strategizing is all in
vain: here, if anywhere, is the moment when the Theban general’s ‘virtual nar-
rative’ (his plans, intentions and thoughts, pointing to a different plot shape)
runs into the harsh reality of history’s conformity to higher truths: although
Archidamus (Agesilaus’ son) has fewer men and occupies a worse tactical posi-
tion than his adversary, he beats off the Thebans. To underline the futility of
the Theban effort, Xenophon uses a startlingly poetic expression to designate
the Thebans (‘those breathers of fire’), which is both bitterly ironic and eerily
uncanny:*2 are the gods no longer on Epaminondas’ side?

The moment is further marked by narratorial comments, which (no doubt
deliberately) recall Jason of Pherae’s words, with which the entire strand of the
story of Thebes’ uncertain search for pre-eminence (and a plot that would lead
to that pre-eminence) started. The first narratorial comment echoes Jason’s
statements that desperate men are not to be underestimated (dmovevoyuévorg ~
100 Gijv dmovondévtag) and that god interferes to keep things balanced (o 8elov
~ 6 0edg). The second comment suggests that ‘the divine’ gave very concrete
shape to that balance, namely by ensuring that the Spartans could not exploit
their victory and deal Epaminondas’ army a final and fatal blow. Xenophon
even suggests (tentatively: wg gowev) that the divine keeps a written document
(mepieyéypamto) in which the outcome had already been recorded. Incidentally,
the present tenses, drobvyjoxouaw ... ad dnobvyoxovat, reinforce the idea that
we are dealing with a ‘scenario’ to which the historical events are made to con-
form.*3

42 The phrase mip mvéw and variants are used of abhorrent creatures like the Erinyes (Eur. IT
288), the Chimaera (Hom. 1. 6.182; Hes. Theog. 319, fr. 43a.87; Pind. OL. 13.91; Eur. Ion 203),
Helios’ horses (Pind. OL 7.71; cf. Eur. Alc. 493, of Diomedes’ horses, more or less in jest) and
Aietes’ oxen (Pind. Pyth. 4.225), or of the uncanny phenomenon of lightning (Pind. fr. 146.2
Snell-Maehler; Soph. Ant. 1146). (As for prose, Aen. Tact. 32.1 seems to use the expression
of fires that ‘fan the flame up high'vel sim., but the text is uncertain and the use obviously
not parallel to that of Xenophon).

43  SeeNijk 2022:162 n. 22 on how the use of what he calls ‘registering’ presents ‘depends upon
the assumption that the future is somehow “scheduled”’
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(14) Epaminondas, calculating that the Arcadians would soon be coming
to assist the Spartans (Aoy1léuevog 81t Bondootev ...), had no wish to fight
against a united Lacedaemonian force, especially as they had just won
a victory, while his own troops had been defeated. He marched back to
Tegea as quickly as he could, and there rested his hoplites, while he sent
his cavalry to Mantinea, entreating them to make a special effort and
pointing out that it was likely (3i8doxwv &g ... ixds ...) that Mantinea’s
livestock, and all its people, were outside the walls, particularly because
it was harvest time. (15) So they set out.

This section moves forward the narrative, by focussing on Epaminondas’ new
plans. He will soon turn out to be right about Mantinea’s livestock and people
being outside the walls, while the narrative does not explicitly confirm nor deny
that he was right in ‘calculating’ (the third instance of embedded focalization
introduced by the verb Aoyi{opat) that the Arcadians would come to assist the
Spartans.** Readers are also left to wonder whether it is or is not wise to with-
draw his battle-weary troops away from Sparta and back to Tegea. However that
may be, Epaminondas seeks to exploit the fact that Arcadian eyes are in all like-
lihood focused on Sparta by sending cavalry to Mantinea (the mention of the
name raises the expectation that the battle is now close at hand) to score an
easy victory.

However, the Athenian cavalry, having set out from Eleusis, took their din-
ner at the Isthmus and, having passed through Kleonai, happened to be
arriving at Mantinea (étdyyavov mpoatévteg eig v Mavtivelav) and to have
taken up quarters in the houses inside the wall. When it was clear that
the enemy was approaching, the Mantineans asked the Athenian cavalry
to help them if they could. For, they said, all their cattle and their slaves
and a good many children and old men from among the free citizens were
outside the walls. The Athenians listened and came to the rescue (éxfo-
nobaw) even though their horses and they themselves had not yet had
anything to eat that morning. (16) Who could fail to admire their bravery
at that moment (évrtada & toltwy ad Ty dpetiy Tig 0dx &v dyacbein;)? For
though they saw that the enemy were much more numerous, and though
the cavalry had suffered a misfortune in Corinth, they gave no thought

44  Cf. Tuplin1993: 157, claiming that, in contrast to Epaminondas’ two previous ‘calculations),
this one ‘is evidently correct’, though also calling it ‘ironic’ that ‘his attempted exploitation
of it to create mayhem among Mantinean agricultural workers is thwarted by the arrival
of Athenian cavalry’.
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to this, nor to the fact that they were about to fight Thebans and Thes-
salians, men who had the highest reputation for horsemanship. Instead,
they felt a sense of shame at the thought of being on the spot but failing to
assist their allies. As soon as they caught sight of the enemy, they charged
at them, feeling a deep desire to win back their ancestral reputation. (17)
And engaging the enemy they became responsible for saving everything
that the Mantineans had outside their walls. Brave were the men among
them who died, and, clearly, so were the men they killed. For no one had
a weapon so short that he did not reach the enemy with it. And the Athe-
nians did not abandon the corpses of their own men, and they returned
some of the enemy dead under truce.

The focus of the narrative abruptly turns from the Thebans to the Athenians.
In itself, the skirmish described here hardly seems to matter much; and it is
not implausible, also given the laudatory narratorial comments, that Xenophon
devoted so much attention to it as an implicit tribute to his son, Gryllus, who
died during this fight on the side of the Athenians.*5 Yet, that is not all there is to
it. Near the start of the expedition, Epaminondas received information that the
Athenians would enter the Peloponnese by sea from the South, while it was left
uncertain whether that information was correct or not. Now it is revealed that it
was not. All of a sudden, the Athenian cavalry appears at Mantinea, arriving by
land from the North, having crossed the Isthmus. Xenophon’s deadpan, matter-
of-fact assertion of their arrival, without any reference to Epaminondas’ earlier
misapprehension (was the information he was fed part of a deliberate ruse on
the part of the Athenians?) makes the event appear all the more shocking; the
statement that just at that moment Athenian cavalry ‘happened’ (étiyyavov)
to be arriving at Mantinea even makes it seem a little uncanny, as if fortune or
god had a hand in it.#6 Their intervention wins the day (note the decisive his-
torical present €xfovdodaw). In close succession, Thebes suffers defeat at the
hands of the Spartans and of the Athenians—though neither defeat is decisive
(the comment that both the Athenians and Thebans who fell were ‘brave’ can
perhaps be taken as another expression of the balance of things).4

45  Cf Dillery 1995: 20, 253.

46 To get a ‘feel’ for how sudden the Athenian arrival is, one may compare the arrival of
Aragorn with the Army of the Dead at the Battle of Minas Tirith in Peter Jackson’s 2003
Tolkien adaptation The Return of the King—though even that event has been better pre-
pared for, because we already know that Aragorn persuaded the Dead to follow him. By
contrast, we do not even know whether the Athenians set out for the Peloponnese or not
(see above, at 6-7).

47  Incidentally, the Athenians help the Mantineans, ‘even though the cavalry had suffered
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(18) Epaminondas now considered (évbupodpevog) that within a few days
he would be forced to depart because the time for the campaign was run-
ning out, and that if he were to abandon those to whom he had come as
an ally, they would be left under siege from their enemies and his reputa-
tion would be completely destroyed: he had been defeated at Sparta with
a large force by a few men, and defeated in a cavalry engagement at Man-
tinea, and become responsible by invading the Peloponnese for uniting
the Spartans, Arcadians, Achaeans, Elians and Athenians (Aaxedatpovioug
xal Apxadag xal Ayoodg xat "HAeglovg xal Abnvaiovs). So it seemed impos-
sible to him (o0x &3éxeL adt® Suvatdv elvat) to withdraw without a battle,
calculating (Aoyilopévw) that, if he won, he would make up for all those
things, and if he died, he deemed (¥y®oato) such a death glorious inas-
much as he was attempting to win dominion over the Peloponnese for
his own country.

Epaminondas’ worries about his personal reputation, which were introduced
earlier, now come to dominate the narrative, and they come completely to coin-
cide with the interests of the polis of Thebes—at least in Epaminondas’ own
perception. His earlier plans have largely failed and have even had the opposite
effect from what he intended: the earlier, long and polysyndetic list of allies on
which he thought he could count (5) contrasts sharply with the equally impres-
sive and polysyndetic list of allies on which his opponents can actually count.*8
Epaminondas’ final ‘calculation’ (Aoyt{ouévw) no longer deals with practical and
strategic issues, but is concerned chiefly with his own future reputation.

(19) And it does not seem unusual to me that he should have calculated in
this way; for such are the thoughts of ambitious men. But the fact that he
prepared his army in such a way that they shrank from no labour night or
day, did not flinch from any danger, and, although provisions were in short
supply, still willingly obeyed him—that I find more remarkable (tadtd pot
Soxel Bavpaotétepa elvat). (20) When he at last gave the order to his men to
get ready in the conviction that battle was imminent (&g pdyng €égopévng),

a misfortune at Corinth’—nothing is known about this misfortune, and this seems one
of those moments where Xenophon’s narrative borders on incoherence. But I think that
readers are at least intended to contrast Epaminondas, who just a few paragraphs ago
refused to fight the Spartans, ‘after his own troops had been defeated..

48  Epaminondas’ professed hesitation ‘to abandon those to whom he had come as an ally’
near the beginning of the passage (18) is wearing thin: they rather seem to have aban-
doned Aim.
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the cavalry were eagerly whitening their helmets—ashe had commanded
them to do—and the Arcadian hoplites were painting the Theban clubs
on their shields, just as if they were Thebans, and all were sharpening their
spears and swords and polishing their shields.

A final narratorial comment introduces a common Xenophontic theme, name-
ly that of ‘willing obedience’ a successful commander, Xenophon maintains
at several points throughout his oeuvre, inspires his troops in such a way that
they wish to imitate him and loyally follow him in every situation.*® But here
Xenophon gives an interesting twist to a favourite motif: whereas earlier the
goal of the expedition had already narrowed from a desire to expand Theban
power and defend Thebes’ Peloponnesian allies to Epaminondas’ private con-
cerns about his personal reputation, here the fate of the army (those numerous
‘breathers of fire'—one recalls) also becomes closely linked with the fate of
Epaminondas himself, and this final proleptic move raises the disquieting ques-
tion of how the army will fare if Epaminondas is no longer there to inspire it,
especially (once more) for readers who know that Epaminondas will not sur-
vive the Battle of Mantinea.

5 Inconclusive Conclusions

There is no need to go into the final preparations for battle, except to note that
Epaminondas’ planning is again meticulous and seemingly sensible. His strat-
egy aims to break through the enemy line with his infantry and cavalry, in the
conviction that that would be sufficient to turn the enemy to flight. Xenophon
describes the result as follows:

And so he made his charge, and he was not disappointed in his expecta-
tion (xal oVx &edabdy Tig éAmidog). For by defeating the troops where he
had concentrated his attack, he put the entire enemy force to flight. (25)
But when he had fallen (énei ye uvv éxelvog €negev), the rest of his forces
could not properly exploit their victory. Although the enemy phalanx was
in flight, the hoplites killed no one and did not advance one step from
where they had fought the battle. And while the cavalry was also put to
flight, the horsemen did not pursue and kill any cavalrists or hoplites, but
as if they had been defeated (&omep 8¢ Yryuévor), they timidly slipped

49  On ‘willing obedience’ as a recurring preoccupation of Xenophon, see Gray 2011: 15-18.
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away through the lines of the fleeing enemy. Both the hoplites and the
infantry that had been stationed among the cavalry shared in the cavalry’s
victory, and hit upon the left wing in the belief they were winning (g xpa-
todvteg). There, most of them were slain by the Athenians.

Epaminondas’ hopes and expectations (the ‘virtual narratives’ which he has
built for himself) have continually clashed with reality, which seems to be gov-
erned by some sort of vaguely adumbrated principle (most precisely articulated
by Jason of Pherae) that no single major power can have the upper hand for
too long or be put in a position in which it can deliver a fatal blow to another
one. If neither Thebes nor Sparta can deal such a blow, Xenophon can, and
does, deliver a coup de grdce to the idea that the course of history can be con-
trolled by human agency. It is not just the plans that did not work which stand
in the way, but also the plans that did work: for once, Epaminondas ‘was not
deceived in his hope’ (o0x &edady tic EAntidos), but it did not matter. It turns out
that the (in itself positive) leadership trait of a close symbiosis between a gen-
eral and his troops in this case did have detrimental consequences: just as the
Spartans had failed to exploit their victory after they pushed the Thebans back
from Sparta, now the death of Epaminondas leaves the Thebans so rudderless
that they do the same. In the earlier incident, the hand of god was explicitly
mentioned as a possible explanation for Spartan failures, but in the present
instance the reader is left to ponder the paradoxical question of whether the
divine made Epaminondas too good a general to ... succeed.

The shape of the narrative and its proleptic moves (those moments where
the reader is made to ponder alternative trajectories for Epaminondas and
the Thebans) has carefully led readers to this moment. The narrative has pro-
gressed from suggesting a certain ‘openness’ of events to an increasing narrow-
ing of that openness, when the past is made to conform to a (not altogether
transparent) divine scheme characterized by a sense of inevitability. Perhaps
this conclusion sounds too pessimistic to some, and seems to stand in oppo-
sition to Xenophon'’s evident praise of Epaminondas’ qualities as a leader and
general in these sections. But I would say that one way of reading the Hellenica
is as a work showing how some people managed to lead a worthwhile life and
do noteworthy things on a historical stage where chaos (or a badly understood
divine order) reigned supreme. That, however, is a different story, to be explored
somewhere else.>°

50 I warmly thank the editors of this volume and the participants of the 2022 workshop at
the Universitét Gief3en for their useful comments and suggestions on a first version of this
chapter.
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