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PREFACE

Although Xenophon of Athens wrote in a dizzying array of
genres, recent scholarship has done much to highlight
model leadership as a recurrent object of enquiry that
unifies the author’s various philosophical, historiographic
and didactic explorations. Much of this work, culminating
in Vivienne Gray’s recent monograph, Xenophon’s Mirror of
Princes (Oxford 2011), has sought to abstract Xenophon’s
unique portrait of the ideal leader, isolating the particular
set of virtues that he associates with this figure. What has
emerged is a consistent image of the model leader as one
who wins the willing obedience of his followers through
displaying a selfless devotion to cultivating their material
and ethical prosperity. Gray and others have shown how
Xenophon advocates such leadership throughout the many
contexts that his works inhabit, from the expected political-
military realm to such unlikely venues as the Greek wife
managing domestic slaves or a groom tending his master’s
horse.

The purpose of the present volume, which grew out of a
panel on the same theme at the 2014 meeting of the
American Philological Association in Chicago, is to build on
Gray’s foundation and advance research on Xenophontic
leadership beyond her definitional project. The six papers
here represent a cross-section of approaches grounded in
the close reading of different areas of Xenophon’s corpus.
Topics addressed include how the author understood ‘bad’
historical leaders (Pownall) and the degree of nuance that he
allowed in their depiction (Tamiolaki); neglected
dimensions of Xenophon’s leadership model, in particular
piety (Flower) and practices of honouring (Keim); and
historical questions pertaining to the exercise of leadership
over the Cyreans, whether seeking clarity about the army’s
more shadowy sub-commanders (Huitink and Rood) or the
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influence of its historical novelty as a mercenary force on
Xenophon’s leadership theory (Buxton).

In the spirit of Gray’s monograph, the collection’s papers
range freely across Xenophon’s output, with several tackling
his entire oeuvre (Flower, Keim) and others focusing on
particular Socratic (Tamiolaki for the Memorabilia) or
historiographic works (Buxton, Huitink and Rood for the
Anabasis; Pownall for the Hellenica). Readers will note that
multiple authors often treat the same figures and passages,
for example the polyvalent Jason of Pherae (Buxton,
Flower, Keim, Pownall) or the performative role of sacrifice
in the leader’s establishment of his authority (Flower, Keim,
Pownall). The complementary and conflicting readings on
offer suggest the richness of Xenophon’s treatment of
leadership and historical leaders: the same scene can impart
multiple and mutually reinforcing lessons about successful
management, or serve to add nuance to the author’s
presentation of his theory’s most prestigious exemplars.

John Dillery, author of Xenophon and the History of His
Times (London and New York 1995), a fundamental
contribution to the study of Xenophon’s political-didactic
aims and methods, concludes the collection with a response
to the six papers. Dillery is ideally suited both to evaluate
the merits and shortcomings of new work on leadership in
Xenophon, and to synthesise and expand the most
important themes suggested by the authors. It is the editor’s
hope that these papers, taken both individually and as
counterpoints to one another, will stimulate further
rewarding work on an area of Xenophon’s enquiry that the
author himself famously deemed aétodoywrarov (HG 5.1.4).

R.F.B.
Colorado College September, 2016
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ATHENIAN LEADERS IN
XENOPHON’S MEMORABILIA

Melina Tamiolaki

Abstract: This paper studies three categories of Athenian leaders in
Xenophon’s  Memorabilia: Socrates’ notorious pupils, Critias and
Alcibiades; Pericles and Themistocles, illustrious democrats; and
potential future leaders. Against the common view that Xenophon was
hostile towards Critias and Alcibiades, we show how Xenophon’s
account mitigates their initially negative characterisations. Xenophon’s
treatment of Pericles and Themistocles reveals subtle criticism of their
policies and assimilates their positive qualities to Spartan or Persian
models. Finally, prospective leaders seem insufficient compared with
their renowned ancestors or Socrates, but possess important dialectical
skills that allow them to highlight both the benefits and limitations of
Socratic political teaching.

Keywords: Athenian leaders, Memorabilia, Critias, Alcibiades, Pericles,
Themistocles, Xenophon’s political thought.

enophon’s relationship to Athens is rather a
neglected topic. His admiration for Spartan
institutions, his friendship with Agesilaus, and his
participation in the expedition of Cyrus the Younger have
directed scholarly attention to his affinities with Sparta and

* T would like to thank Richard Fernando Buxton and John
Marincola for inviting me to the APA panel on Xenophon and
leadership, as well as to contribute to the present volume. The
anonymous referees for Histos and the editor provided helpful
comments and suggestions for the improvement of this article. Finally, I
would like to acknowledge the financial support for my research by the
Foundation for Education and European Culture, IPEP (Athens,
Greece). Translations of Xenophon’s Socratic works are from the Loeb
edition of Marchant, Todd and Henderson, often with modifications;
translations of Thucydides are from Lattimore; translations of
Herodotus are from Greene; translations of Plutarch are from the Loeb
edition of Perrin.
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Persia; his exile further complicates the task of tracing more
precisely his bonds with his native city. In his study about
the image of Athens in the Hellenica, Exrnst Badian observed:

Xenophon never portrays the Athenians (except for the
Thirty) in an unfavourable light. Their commanders,
on the whole, are skilful, patriotic and honest, and even
demagogues are not charged with accepting bribes."

This investigation deserves to be expanded and qualified.
The Memorabilia constitutes an apt place for further
exploration: it stands out among Xenophon’s works not
only because it promotes a specific image of Socrates, but
also because of its Athenian setting. Other Xenophontic
works, such as the Revenues and the rest of the Socratic
corpus (namely the Symposiwum, the Apology, and the
Oeconomicus) are also associated with Athens, but the
Memorabiha gives a more eloquent picture of Athenian life
and sets forth with great acuity thorny political and social
issues of Xenophon’s time.?

The Memorabilia 1s admittedly a complex work, which,
like all of Xenophon’s works, has undergone a period of
underestimation and rehabilitation.” Xenophon’s apparent
aim in this work is to defend his beloved master, Socrates,
against the accusations of impiety and corruption of the
youth that led to his trial and condemnation. At the same
time, however, the Memorabilia 1s pervaded by themes that

! Badian (2004) 51.

2 The Memorabilia has been mostly approached from a philosophical
perspective. For recent studies that focus on social and political issues,
see Tamiolaki (2013), Bevilacqua (forthcoming).

* For a summary of the fate of Xenophon’s works, see Flower (2012)
10-12 (with previous bibliography). Concerning the Memorabilia, its main
critics maintained that it does not meet the (Platonic) standards of
philosophical sophistication and therefore presents a predictable and
conventional Socrates. On the contrary, the rehabilitation of this work,
mainly undertaken by Louis-André Dorion and followed recently by
several other scholars, relies on an appreciation of Xenophon’s
originality both on a philosophical and on a political level. See Dorion
(2000) XX—CXVIII cf. Johnson (2005).
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preoccupied Xenophon himself: virtue and knowledge, self-
mastery, willing obedience, order, friendship, piety,
gratitude, and ambition belong to the agenda of topics that
Socrates discussed and are also recurrent in all
Xenophontic works. Instead of trying to resolve the
insoluble dilemma of ‘the first influence’ (e.g. is Socrates the
main source of inspiration for Xenophon’s political thought
or does Xenophon project his own political ideas onto
Socrates?),* it would be more fruitful, in my opinion, to
admit that Xenophon pursues two agendas in the
Memorabiha: an apologetic/defensive one and a political one.
He 1s interested both in defending his master and in
promoting his own political ideas (regardless of whether
they are Socratic or not). Sometimes these two agendas
seem inseparable and blurred, but in certain instances the
political aspect prevails and the reader tends to forget the
apologetic purpose of the work.”

Leadership occupies a central position in the Memorabilia.
Not least, Socrates himself is portrayed as a sort of ideal
leader: he does not actively engage in politics, but he
constantly gives advice to his fellow-citizens, politicians or
not, about several political issues.® This study will focus on
the Athenian leaders (except Socrates) who appear in the
Memorabilia. It will analyse their role, place and function in
this work. It will attempt to answer the following questions:
How are Athenian leaders inscribed into Xenophon’s
double agenda? Is Xenophon consistent in his presentation
of them? Why does Xenophon choose specific Athenian
leaders as Socrates’ interlocutors? My analysis will fall into

* For example, Gray (2011) 724 believes that Xenophon is inspired
by the Socratic theory of leadership. Dorion (2000) LXX-XCIX discusses
in more detail the issue of Xenophontic ‘projections’ and explains why
this dilemma is rather insoluble.

> In this latter case, we can speak with greater certainty about
‘projection’. I have analysed some examples in Tamiolaki (2014) and
(forthcoming, a).

® For Socrates as a political teacher, see Pangle (1994); Morrison
(1994); Chernyakhovskaya (2008); Tamiolaki (2010) 37194, (2012) 580~
6.
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three parts devoted respectively to the different categories of
Athenian leaders detected in the Memorabilia: the first part
will treat Socrates’ notorious disciples, Critias and
Alcibiades; the second part will deal with the illustrious
leaders of the Athenian past, Themistocles and Pericles; the
third part will focus on future and prospective Athenian
leaders (anonymous and named) with whom Socrates
converses in the third book of the Memorabilia (3.1—7).”

1. Critias and Alcibiades: Negative or not so
Positive Models of Leaders?

Critias and Alcibiades figure prominently in the first book of
the Memorabilia (1.2.12—46). Xenophon takes pains to refute
the charge formulated by Socrates’ accuser, according to
which Socrates, as a teacher of Critias and Alcibiades,
should be (indirectly) held responsible for the suffering those
two individuals caused to the city of Athens.® The section
devoted to Critias and Alcibiades can be divided into two
parts: in the first (1.2.12-28) Xenophon attempts to defend
Socrates on a theoretical level. His line of defence relies on
two elements: (a) Critias and Alcibiades approached
Socrates in order to profit from his political teaching, but
were not at all attracted by his moral premises or his way of
life (1.2.15-16); (b) as long as the two pupils stayed with their
teacher, they remained prudent; their vicious actions took
place after they abandoned Socrates’ company.

7 In this paper I focus on the Athenian leaders of the third book,
because their conversations with Socrates provide a more coherent
picture of the political concerns of Xenophon’s time and Socrates’
impact on them. I leave out Critobulus and Euthydemus. Both these
individuals have political ambitions, but the former’s discussion with
Socrates concentrates on friendship (2.6.37-8), while Socrates’ political
advice to the latter (4.2.11: definition of BagtAeky Téxvy; 4.2.37-9:
definition of the demos) is part of a broader concern on behalf of Socrates to
prove Euthydemus’ ignorance on many topics (politics included).

% The accuser to whom Xenophon responds in the first book of the
Memorabilia (1.2.9-61) is Polycrates, who published a pamphlet around
392. For attempts to reconstruct the content of this pamphlet through
the text of Xenophon, see Dorion (2000) 79-81, Waterfield (2012) 284—7.
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Consequently, Socrates should be credited with restraining
them while they were under his influence (1.2.24; cf. 1.2.39).
The second part (1.2.29-46) 1s intended to offer a
confirmation of the theoretical defence through specific
examples from the lives of Critias and Alcibiades. In this
part Xenophon stages two conversations: the first revolves
around the decision of the Thirty to forbid Socrates from
teaching the youth; the second focuses on Alcibiades, who 1s
presented discussing the nature of law with the well-known
Athenian leader Pericles.

In what follows I will examine the portraits of Critias and
Alcibiades as they are depicted in the first book of the
Memorabiha. According to scholarly consensus, Xenophon
wished to convey an absolutely negative image of these
leaders.” However, upon closer inspection a more nuanced
picture emerges. I will argue that Xenophon operates at
two levels in this section of the Memorabilia: The first part is
more clearly apologetic and focuses on moral matters;
Xenophon gives a rather unified portrait of the two
individuals, by concealing the negative traits of their
personalities. The second part, on the contrary, deals with
political issues, some of which go beyond the defence of
Socrates.

1.1 Memorabilia 1.2.12—28

I begin my analysis with the first part of the section, the
theoretical defence of Socrates. This part 1s marked by a
strong apologetic zeal. Xenophon builds his argument by
taking into account an imaginary opposition, represented
either by the accuser or by other people who may not be
convinced by his thesis. His authorial ‘I’ appears more
emphatically here than in any other section of the
Memorabilia:"

9 See Gray (1998) 46 and Dorion (2000) 85.

10 Tn the second part, Xenophon’s authorial ‘I’ intervenes only twice:
1.2.31 and 39.
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But, his accuser argued (G,,)\)\’ gcﬁn Ve 0 Ka'rﬁ'yopos),
having become associates of Socrates, Critias and
Alcibiades did a great deal of harm to the city ... Now
if these two individuals did harm to the city, I have no
intention of apologising for them (éyw 8¢ ... ovk
amoloymoopad); but I will explain how they came to be
with Socrates. (1.2.12-13)

Seeing this and being such men as I have indicated, 1s it
to be supposed that these two wanted to adopt the
simple life of Socrates, and with this object in view
sought his company? Did they not rather think that by
associating with him they would attain the utmost
proficiency in deeds and words? For my part I believe
(eyw pev yap myotpad) that, had heaven granted them
the choice between the life they saw Socrates leading
and death, they would rather prefer to die. (1.2.15-16)

But somebody could object ({ows ovv elmor Tis av mpos
TavTa): Socrates should have taught his companions
self-control before politics. I do not deny this (eya de
prg TOUTO ;Lév ovK o’wn)\é'yw); but I find that all teachers
show their disciples how they themselves practise what
they teach, and persuade them by argument. And I
know that it was so with Socrates ... (1.2.17)

But many among those who pretend to exercise
phﬂOSOphy Could I‘eply <Z’O'(,U§ Ol’;V €Z’7TOL€V aV WO)\)\Ol ’T(;)V
packovTwv ¢Pulogopetv) that a just man can never
become unjust; a prudent man can never become
wanton; in fact no one having learned any kind of
knowledge can become ignorant of it. But I do not hold
this view concerning these issues (€yw 8e mepl TovTwWY

oV 0UT®W YLYVwoK). (1.2.19)

My testimony agrees with theirs [1.e. the testimonies of
the poets] (kayw 8e papTupd TovTows); for I see that (opd
yap), just as poetry is forgotten unless it is often
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repeated, so instruction, when no longer heeded, fades
from the mind. (1.2.21)

Xenophon’s apologetic ardour signals the difficulty of the
task he has undertaken; it may also indicate that he is not
very confident in the defence he proposes. It is this
apologetic ardour that accounts for the image of Critias and
Alcibiades in this part of the Memorabilia. In fact, although
Xenophon states that he does not intend to apologise for
their actions, he offers a rather sympathetic portrait of the
two individuals, which could potentially serve as an apology
for their actions as well.

At first sight a striking contrast can be observed between
the characterisations of Critias and Alcibiades, on the one
hand, and Xenophon’s subsequent presentation, on the
other hand. Critias is initially labelled as ‘the greediest and
most violent among those in oligarchy’, while Alcibiades 1is
‘the most licentious and hubristic among those in

democracy’.'!' However, Xenophon’s ensuing account

mitigates these negative judgements and thus runs counter
to the popular opinion about these two individuals. First of
all, Xenophon employs negative superlatives only once,

"' The passage in the Memorabilia (1.2.12-13) goes as follows: aAX’ €py
Y€ (; KCLT’T}'}/OPOg, Z(JJKP(iTSL 6}LL)\’T]T(‘1 '}/EVO}LE’V(U KPLTlfag TE KCL;, A)\KLBLC’LSTIS
mheloTa kaka THv wohv émowpodrnv. Kpitlas pev yap tév év T
(;)\L'}/(IPXZ(EL W(iVTwV WAEOVSKTZUTGTég TE K(ll BLGLéTGTOS €"}/€’V€TO,
AcBradys 8¢ ad Tav év ) dnpokparia mAvTWY AKkpaTésTaTos TE Kal
l;ﬁpLUTéTaTOg. é'y(b 8,, €l,, ‘U/éV TL KGKbV éKEZV{U T’)"]V WO’)\LV éWOLnUdT’T]V, Ol’)K
amodoynoopac. The crucial point is how we interpret the phrase
introduced by the particle ydp. Either we take ydp to expand the point
of the accuser (or Xenophon to transmit and share the point of view of
the accuser, by means of embedded focalisation) or we consider the
second phrase to be Xenophon’s own addition and explanation.
Although both possibilities seem plausible, I think that the former
option is preferable, because Xenophon’s view appears emphatically
immediately afterwards (éyw 8¢ ...). If this interpretation is accepted, the
whole section appears more coherent, since it is divided into two parts:
in the first part Xenophon reports the accusation (@GN &gy
vPproToTatos) and in the second part (éyw 8€) he expresses his own
opinion. Danzig (2014b) 1415 makes a similar point and also concludes
that the superlatives are more likely to belong to the accuser.
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when he refers to the period of youth of Critias and
Alcibiades (1.2.26): ‘And does he [i.e. Socrates] deserve no
word of praise for having controlled them in the days of
their youth, when they would be, as expected, most reckless
and licentious (ayvopovesratw kal akpareotatwm)?’ It is
implied that, since Critias and Alcibiades did not commit
serious Injustices during their youth, Socrates should be
credited with restraining them. Regardless of whether this
line of apology is effective,' it is important that Xenophon
presents the negative qualities of the two individuals as
incidental and deriving from their young age.

Furthermore, again  contrary to the initial
characterisations, the quality on which Xenophon chooses
to insist is ambition. He underlines the ambitious nature of
Critias and Alcibiades in the following way (1.2.14): ‘Both of
them had a most ambitious nature (qﬁéoa qSL)\OTL,U,OTO'LTw): no
Athenian was ever like them. They were eager to get
control of everything and to outstrip every rival in
celebrity.” Philotimia, however, is not conceived of as a
negative quality in the works of Xenophon. It is the quality
par excellence, which leaders should possess, a significant
prerequisite for success and distinction. Cyrus the Great
and Agesilaus are characterised as ‘most ambitious’
(ptromiporaros: Cyr. 1.2.1, Ages. 10.4)."* The same goes for the
Athenians collectively, as a people (Mem. 3.3.13, 5.3). The
works of Xenophon also attest to a theoretical defence of
philotimia: 1t 1s viewed as a noble quality that distinguishes
men from animals (Hier. 7.3, Oec. 13.9)."* The emphasis on

2 In my opinion, Xenophon’s apology is flawed in many respects in
this section, but analysing this is beyond the scope of this paper.

% The concept of philotimia is recurrent in all Xenophontic works
(see Keim in this volume), but the Cyropaedia has attracted more
scholarly attention. See Reisert (2009); Sandridge (2012) 2144, who
analyses it in conjunction with Cyrus’ philanthropia; Vandiver (2014), who
stresses its positive character.

" On the contrary, philotimia is employed by Thucydides with
negative connotations. See, for instance, his comment on the causes of
the stasis in Corcyra (3.82.8): mavrwv & avTdv altiov dpxn 7 dia

mheove€lav kal grdoTipiav.
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the ambitious nature of Critias and Alcibiades thus
corresponds to an acknowledgement on Xenophon’s part
that these two individuals were intrinsically inclined to
become successful leaders. This implication has an
apologetic dimension (since it could prove that Socrates
chose individuals of noble nature as his students), but it also
serves Xenophon’s political agenda: the two leaders are
placed side by side with the ambitious leaders whom
Xenophon admires.

Finally, it 1s noteworthy that Xenophon does not give
details about the reproachable political actions of Ciritias
and Alcibiades. Gabriel Danzig aptly observes that the
hypothetical el at 1.2.13 (e"y(}) 5, €l ‘u,év TL KAKOV €KELVW 7'7\71/
TOANY €TOLTOATTV, OUK dmoloynoopat; see n. 11) potentially
casts doubts on the criminal actions of Critias and
Alcibiades.” Moreover, we hear nothing about Ciritias’
initiative and leading role in the assassinations during the
reign of the Thirty at Athens. Xenophon states generally
that the Thurty Tyrants assassinated good people (1.2.32: ot
TpLakovTa ... o0 Tovs yetploTous améktewwov).'® Nor are we
informed about Alcibiades’ treasonous attitude towards his
native city. Instead, Xenophon relates laconically Critias’
activities in  Thessaly, comments with indulgence on
Alcibiades’ personality and offers a generalising conclusion
about both (1.2.24-75):

But when they parted from him [sc. Socrates], Critias
fled to Thessaly and began to associate with men who
put lawlessness before justice; while Alcibiades, on
account of his beauty, was hunted by many great
ladies, and because of his influence at Athens and
among her allies he was spoiled by many powerful

' See Danzig (2014a) 514.

' On the contrary, Xenophon highlights Critias’ leading role in the
Hellenica (2.3.15): émel 8¢ adTos pév mpomerns fv éml 70 moAods
amoxtelverv. In an excellent discussion of the divergent portraits of
Ciritias in Plato and Xenophon, Danzig (2014a) argues that Xenophon’s
negative depiction of Critias in the Hellenica could be a response to
Plato’s overall mild portrait of the tyrant.
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men: and as athletes who gain an easy victory in the
games are apt to neglect their training, so Alcibiades
neglected himself (womep ol T@v yopvikdv ayovev
abfAnral padiws mpwTevovTes apelobol THs AOKTOEWS,
oUTw kakelvos MeAnoev avTod). Such was their fortune:
and when to pride of birth, confidence in wealth,
vainglory and much yielding to temptation were added
degeneration because of all this and long separation
from Socrates, what wonder if they grew overbearing?

This presentation again implicitly qualifies the initial
characterisations: ~ Xenophon  acknowledges  positive
qualities in Critias and Alcibiades (noble birth, wealth,
power, popularity). These traits are not of course
incompatible with historical reality;'” but they represent
values that Xenophon himself and his Socrates also
cherish.'® Xenophon further attributes the moral failure of
Critias and Alcibiades to their arrogance, which 1s supposed
to have grown affer they abandoned Socrates. In this way,
the actions of the two individuals are inscribed into the well-
known pattern of the fall following hubristic behaviour.
This scheme, however, does not only concern vicious
people, but can also accommodate sympathetic figures, as
Greek tragedy and Herodotus amply show.' The recourse
to this pattern concerning Critias and Alcibiades can thus
potentially arouse pity rather than indignation for their
actions. Moreover, Xenophon’s generalising comment on

7 For the aristocratic origins and connections of Critias and
Alcibiades, see Davies (1971) and Nails (2002) s.vv.

'8 The conversation between Socrates and Aristippus in the second
book of the Memorabilia (2.1.1-34) clearly illustrates the importance
Xenophon’s Socrates attributes to the combination of all these factors as
constituents of happiness. See for this conversation Dorion (2011) ad loc.,
with further bibliography.

' For the scheme of pride going before a fall in Xenophon, see Hau
(2012), who shows the ambivalent meaning of the terms deriving from
phron-compounds (such as mega phronein, kataphronesis, etc.). Hau does not
include in her analysis the term dmepijpavos, which is used only twice by
Xenophon (for Critias and Alcibiades in the passage quoted above and
at Qyr. 5.2.27: Omepndaviav).
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the shared philotimia of the two individuals and his unifying
conclusion about their destructive pride creates a
misleading assimilation between them and distracts
attention from Critias’ atrocious actions.

Concerning Alcibiades, more specifically, it would not be
far-fetched to concede that he is shown in a rather positive
light: the comparison with an excellent athlete, who,
nevertheless, precisely because of his excellence, neglects his
training, suggests that Alcibiades ceased to be excellent (and
therefore risked losing his superiority over others), not
necessarily that he became bad. It is also telling that
Socrates himself employs the same comparison with regards
to Athens (3.5.13):

My own view is that as a consequence of their great
superiority the Athenians grew careless of themselves
and have thus fallen into decline (apeAfjoar eavrdv kal
Sta TobTO Xe[povg 'yeyovéval,), much as athletes who are
in a class by themselves and easily win the
championship are apt to grow slack and fall behind
their rivals.

This comparison is not derogatory either for Alcibiades or
for the Athenians, nor does it in any way hint at the harm
Alcibiades inflicted on his native city. It conveys a belief in
change: 1if they train again, they will recover their
excellence.”

1.2 Memorabilia 1.2.29—46

We can now turn to the second part of the section, the
conversations in which Critias and Alcibiades participated,
which are meant to confirm the theoretical part of the
defence: the first one takes place under the reign of the

? Although Alcibiades does not meet Socratic moral standards (see
Tamiolaki (2012) 568 for his classification with regards to his virtue), it is
interesting that Xenophon seems to be sympathetic towards him in the
Hellenica as well: he describes in detail the positive sentiments of the
Athenians towards him (1.4.13-16), while he devotes only one phrase to

those who criticise him (1.4.17).
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Thirty and involves Socrates, Critias, and Charicles, while
the second one, between Pericles and Alcibiades, is placed
during the period of the former’s rule in Athens, a little
before the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War.?! This part
of the Memorabilia raises some intriguing questions: Do these
conversations eventually confirm the characterisations
about Critias and Alcibiades? Why is Socrates present only
in the first conversation? Why does Xenophon choose
Pericles as Alcibiades’ interlocutor?

To begin with, these conversations could be viewed as an
elaboration on the expressions ‘among those in oligarchy’
(Tédv ev oAvyapyie) and ‘among those in democracy’ (rav ev
dmuokparia). But, again, they do not provide sufficient
evidence for Critias’ violence and greediness or Alcibiades’
intemperance and Apbris. Through these conversations
Xenophon  implicitly ~comments on  constitutions:
respectively, the oligarchy of the Thirty and the connection
between law and constitutions. The first issue also has an
apologetic dimension, while the second is predominantly
political.

Concerning Critias, it 13 interesting that Xenophon
insists on his relation to law, commenting on his legislative
activity during his leadership of the Thirty as follows: ‘when
he was one of the Thirty and was drafting laws (vopoferys)
with Charicles ... he inserted a clause which made it illegal
to teach the art of words’ (1.2.31; cf. 1.2.33: wvopov
edewkvirny). This account gives the impression that Critias’
authority was recognised and creates no doubts about the
legality of the regime of the Thirty.” Not even Socrates
challenges Critias’ authority to draft laws; he is only
interested in ridiculing the law he issued against him. This

2l Xenophon states that Alcibiades was less than twenty years old
when this conversation took place. Given that Alcibiades was born
around 450 and Pericles died in 429, the dramatic date of this
conversation should be placed a little between 435 and 431.

2 For the legislative actions of the Thirty, see Krentz (1982) 57-68;
Nails (2002) 111-13; Shear (2011) 166-87 for the plan of the Thirty to
reform the laws of Athens. Cf. also Németh (2006) for Ciritias’
theoretical entanglements.
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presentation is compatible with Xenophon’s account in the
Hellenica: Xenophon states that the Thirty were elected in
order to draft new laws (2.3.11).

The second trait of Critias on which Xenophon chooses
to insist 1s his irascible character. He traces the beginning of
the tension between Socrates and his pupil to an emotional
incident: Socrates had once urged Critias not to adopt a
servile attitude towards his potential eromenos, Euthydemus
(1.2.29—31). Because of this advice Critias hated Socrates
(1.2.31: €éutoer) and hence decided to issue the law that
would forbid him to teach. Similarly, in the subsequent
conversation between Socrates and the two tyrants Critias
and Charicles, when Socrates starts posing a series of
bewildering questions which show his disrespect and even
mockery of them, Xenophon stresses twice that he thus
provoked their wrath (1.2.35: Kal o XapikAns 6p'yL00€‘Lg aﬁ'r({");
1.2.38: &évfa kal S8Hdov éyévero ot ... apyllovto TO
Ywkpared). In brief, Critias is depicted as a legitimate leader
who, however, suffers from an irritable character.

This presentation also has an apologetic dimension. By
emphasising Critias’ bad temper, Xenophon minimises an
important political issue, Socrates’ intellectual affinity with
the oligarchy, and thus leaves aside more pressing
questions: Why did Socrates stay in Athens under the
Thirty? Since he did not follow the orders of the Thirty,
why was he not punished or at least forced to obey?® It
would be tempting to compare this section with
Thucydides’ digression on the fall of tyranny in Athens
(6.54—9): Thucydides had also privileged the emotional over
the political motive in his version of the events by
emphatically claiming that the love affair between
Harmodius and Aristogeiton (31,’ e’prLK’l\]V ufUVTUXl:aV) rather
than the Athenians’ alleged love of freedom was the decisive

2 Tt is possible that Socrates was initially among those who believed
that the Thirty would install the kaAdiory moAirela, a reformed
aristocratic constitution (HG 2.3.34). For the problems posed by
Socrates’ stay in Athens during the reign of the Thirty, see Waterfield
(2012). Cf. also Ober (2005), who ingeniously explains why the legal
system in Athens allowed Socrates to disobey the law of the Thirty.
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factor which led to the overthrow of tyranny in Athens.*
Xenophon may have adapted the technique of his
predecessor to serve his apologetic agenda.

Concerning Alcibiades, his conversation with Pericles
contains some peculiar features. Leo Strauss has rightly
observed an asymmetry in Xenophon’s treatment of Critias
and Alcibiades: ‘He gives no example of Socrates rebuking
Alkibiades, to say nothing of a conflict between Socrates
and Alkibiades.”” Moreover, Xenophon does not comment
on Alcibiades’ notorious sexual license;?® nor does he inform
us about his close association with Socrates. The dialogue
between Pericles and Alcibiades has often been taken to
indicate that Alcibiades employs in a perverted way the
dialectical skills that he has learned from Socrates.?”” Kirk
Sanders has recently suggested a different interpretation:
according to his view, the phrase mpiv elkoow érav elvac
(1.2.40) shows that Alcibiades displayed these dialectical
qualities before becoming the pupel of the famous master and
therefore serves to exonerate Socrates.”® This interpretation
1s attractive, but disregards the context of this conversation:
Xenophon’s emphasis is not on when exactly Alcibiades began
his relationship to Socrates, but on the fact that Alcibiades, from
a very early age, was strongly preoccupied with political
matters. Now the question that arises is why Xenophon
does not present Alcibiades conversing with Socrates on

#* Thucydides’ digression is a complex and controversial topic. For a
recent assessment and bibliography, see Tamiolaki (2015a).

» Strauss (1972) 14.

% See Dorion (2000) 98 n. 116, who comments on the paradox that
we hear about Ciritias’ license instead. According to Bevilacqua (2010)
298 n. 6o, Xenophon’s comment on Critias’ sexual license is a hint at
his tyrannical profile, since tyrants are usually described in ancient
sources as sexually intemperate.

7 Gigon (1953) 65; Gray (1998) 115-16; Dorion (2000) CLVIII-CLXIX.
This use of dialectics has been also seen as a confirmation of the
characterisation vfptoréraros, but I doubt that Alcibiades displays Apbris
in his discussion with Pericles. See below. Cf. also Danzig (2014a) who
concludes, on the contrary, that Xenophon does not intend to convey a
negative image of Alcibiades.

2 Sanders (2011) 3514.
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these matters: a possible explanation could indeed be that
he had not yet become a pupil of Socrates. But still some
questions remain open: Why does Xenophon choose
Pericles as Alcibiades’ interlocutor? Is Pericles associated
with the apology for Socrates? I would like to suggest that
this conversation mainly reflects Xenophon’s political
agenda and interests, and is thus only loosely connected
with the apologetic purpose of the Memorabilia.

It is remarkable that the connections of Pericles and
Alcibiades with democracy are not emphasised. The
expression mpooTarys Ths modews (1.2.40), which is used for
Pericles, is the only hint at a democratic background.” Yet
the conversation revolves around an important political
issue, the association of law with constitutions. Alcibiades
asks Pericles to give a definition of the law. As a democratic
leader, Pericles answers based on what a democratic law is
(1.2.42): ‘Laws are all the rules approved and enacted by the
people in assembly, whereby they declare what ought and
what ought not be done.” The choice of Pericles as a
representative of democratic law is not surprising: in the
funeral oration (Epitaphios) reported by Thucydides, Pericles
praises the obedience of the Athenians to the laws, written
and unwritten (2.37.3). Moreover, democracy, more than
any other constitution, took pride in its laws.*” What seems
peculiar (if not paradoxical) is the fact that, although
Pericles i1s a democratic leader, through Alcibiades’
questions he is led to contest even the nature of democratic
law: he admits very readily that oligarchs or tyrants are
equally entitled to write laws (1.2.43). While this would not
be an astonishing observation concerning oligarchy, as we
saw before, the idea of a law-abiding tyrant runs counter to
a prevalent tradition in Greek thought, according to which
the tyrant incarnates the violation of law.”’ More

# The most usual expression is mpoararys &rjpov. For the
connotations of this term, see Connor (1971) 111-15, Ober (1989) 316—17.
% See Ostwald (1969); de Romilly (1971) 9—24.
31 See, for instance, Otanes’ description of the tyrant in Herodotus

\ \ \ ’ ” [ ’ ’ ’ ’ \
(3805) TQ 86 87’] HEYLOTA EPXOLAL EPEWV- VOLALA TE KLVEEL TTATPLA KOl
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alarmingly, when, in the course of the conversation,
Alcibiades comes to identify lawlessness with violence,
Pericles again appears prompt to admit that, if the laws of
democracy do not receive the consent of everybody, they
are also violent (a precursor perhaps of the Tocquevillian
tyrannie de la maporité?). This thesis 1s not only anti-
democratic; it also challenges the very concept of the law,
which can accommodate constraint as an inherent part of
itself.** Of course the two interlocutors admit in the end that
their conversation has resulted in intellectual acrobatics
(1.2.46: €oopilopeda). Yet the interpretation according to
which this conversation is only meant to show Alcibiades’
inclination to sophistry does not seem sufficient.

In fact, neither the choice of Pericles and Alcibiades as
interlocutors nor the topics discussed seem accidental.
Besides the family connections of the two individuals, which
could add more credibility to their conversation, the two
men share some important features: both were influential
leaders under the democracy and both were accused of
tyrannical aspirations. Thucydides had described Pericles’
rule rather elegantly by characterising it as the ‘rule of the
first man’ (0mo To0 mpwTov avdpos apyn, 2.65.9), but the
comic poets openly compared Pericles with tyrants.*’
Similarly, it is well known that Alcibiades’ presumptuous
character and extravagant way of life had triggered an anti-
tyrannical hysteria in Athens at the beginning of the Sicilian
expedition (Thuc. 6.15).** If we take into consideration these
common traits, it becomes evident that Xenophon, in this
conversation, elaborates on the tyrannical associations of
the two individuals: building on Pericles’ reputation as a
tyrant, he presents the Athenian leader conceding that the
laws of the tyrants can potentially be just and, conversely,

~ ~ ’ s ’ .
BLCLTCLL YUVALKAS KTELVEL TE QAKPLTOUS. FOI‘ tyranny m Herodotus, see

Dewald (2003).

52 Cf. Dorion (2000) 105-6. For the inherent connection of the law
with violence, see also Pindar, fr. 169.

% See in detail Christodoulou (2013), who suggests that Thucydides’
portrait of Pericles can be seen as a response to these charges.

% Rhodes (2011) 39—54.
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that the laws of democracy can be violent. And, of course, it
is no surprise that he discusses these issues with Alcibiades,
a man who, despite his democratic background, did not
show loyalty to a specific constitution, but was ready to
accept any of them if it served his own interests.”> The
choice of the specific individuals in this particular setting
further gives Xenophon the opportunity to raise some
important political issues. For instance, the idea of a law-
abiding tyrant is a topic that preoccupies Xenophon
himself: in his work Hiero the possibility is envisaged that a
tyrant could be transformed into a benevolent and lawful
king. Even Critias is presented as drafting (oligarchic) laws.
The Cyropaedia also often attests to a blurring of boundaries
between kingship and tyranny.”* Finally, if there is a
connection with Socrates in this conversation, this does not
concern the period during which Alcibiades started
conversing with him, but rather Socrates’ attitude towards
the law: Socrates had made fun of the law of the Thirty, just
as Pericles and Alcibiades question the law of all
constitutions. Taken together, these conversations highlight
the fluid nature of the law or at least the necessity for its
better circumspection.’’

To sum up, our analysis has shown that the initial
negative characterisations of Critias and Alcibiades are not
fully supported by Xenophon’s ensuing account. In our

% In fact, the image of Alcibiades in the conversation of the
Memorabilia is compatible with the image offered by Thucydides: in the
speeches of Alcibiades reported by Thucydides, the Athenian leader
shows off his sophistic skills. For instance, he presents his treason as an
act of love for his polis (6.92.2—5). Moreover, he does not hesitate to
express his loose faith in democracy, which he characterises as an
acknowledged folly (6.89.6). And, of course, his overall career, the siding
with the Spartans and the assistance he offered later to the Persian king,
amply prove that he was far from committed to the Athenian
democracy.

% For the blurring of kingship and tyranny in Xenophon, see
Tamiolaki (2015b).

%7 For legal relativism in Xenophon, see Danzig (2009) and Johnson
(2012), who focus on the problem of whether the lawful is (or should be)
identified with the just.
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opinion, this is due to Xenophon’s double focus (moral and
political) in the Memorabilia. It seems that the two parts of
the section devoted to Critias and Alcibiades correspond to
the different agendas pursued by Xenophon. The first part
1s more in tune with the apologetic agenda: it concentrates
on moral issues and gives a sympathetic portrait of the two
individuals by stressing their ambitious nature and their fall
as a result of their pride. In the second part, Xenophon’s
political interests appear more prominent, while the
apologetic ardour recedes. On the one hand, Critias is
presented as a legitimate tyrant, while his problems with
Socrates are ascribed to his irascible character. Xenophon
refrains from stating whether there were also ideological
disagreements between Socrates and the Thirty. The
conversation between Pericles and Alcibiades, on the other
hand, reflects more openly Xenophon’s political agenda.
Pericles and Alcibiades, two individuals who were accused
of tyrannical aspirations, are presented as open to discussing
tyranny and law. This conversation promotes a more open
attitude towards the relationship between law and
constitutions. Pericles and Alcibiades convey a relativist
message regarding this issue: like the art of ruling (the so-
called BaotAwkn Téxvn), which is not specifically attributed
only to one constitution,*® the law is not (and should not be)
the privilege or the possession of democracy. Alcibiades’
sophistry thus results in provoking reflection on a topic that
interests Xenophon himself.*

2, Leaders of the Athenian Past: Pericles and
Themistocles

Pericles and Themistocles were eminent leaders of the
Athenian past. They occupied an important position in the

% For the definition of Bactleky Téxvy, see Mem. 4.2.11. See Dorion
(2013) and some qualifications in Tamiolaki (2015b).

% Danzig (2014a) focuses more on the apologetic dimension of this
conversation, but he also characterises the discussion as ‘a triumph of
Socratic political thought’ (22).
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collective memory because of their (democratic) ideas about
the importance of naval power and also because of their
intelligent decisions during the wars in which they
participated. It is thus no coincidence that they have
inspired Xenophon: the two leaders are mentioned in
several instances in the Memorabilia. It is also interesting that
contrary to Plato, who mentions in his works other
Athenian leaders as well, even of aristocratic background,
such as Cimon or Miltiades (Grg. 515b—17a, 519a; Men. ggc—
e, 9gb), Xenophon chooses to focus on the most illustrious
democratic leaders. More specifically, Pericles appears three
times in the Memorabilia: as a character of a dialogue in the
conversation with Alcibiades that we saw above (1.2.40-6);
as a leader of the Athenian past mentioned by Socrates in
his conversation with Critobulus in the second book (2.6.13);
and as the father of Pericles II, who is Socrates’ interlocutor
in a lengthy conversation in the third book (3.5.1-28).
Themistocles, by contrast, does not appear among the
characters of the Memorabilia, but Socrates does refer to him
three times: together with Pericles in the conversation with
Critobulus (2.6.13); in the conversation with Glaucon (5.6.2);
and in the advice he gives to Euthydemus (4.2.2).
Xenophon’s attitude towards Pericles and Themistocles
has sparked some controversy: while Xenophon is usually
taken to adopt a positive stance towards Themistocles,
scholars are divided as to his evaluation of Pericles.*
Furthermore, Bernhard Huss has suggested that Aeschines
was Xenophon’s model for his positive assessment of
Pericles and Themistocles.*' In what follows I will analyse
closely the references to Pericles and Themistocles and
argue that Xenophon expresses a subtle criticism of
Pericles, while he offers a no less ambivalent portrait of
Themistocles. In order to complete my analysis, I will also
take into account another joint reference to the two
Athenian leaders that we find in Xenophon’s Symposium

* See Dorion (2011) 204—8 for an overview of the relevant
bibliography, and also below. Dorion subscribes to the thesis that
Xenophon’s evaluation of Pericles is positive.

1 Huss (1999) 430—2.
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(4.37). It will emerge, I hope, from my analysis that
Xenophon has his own agenda and proceeds to his own
adaptations of the Athenian past, which is why it is rather
unlikely that he followed Aeschines (or any other model) in
his depiction of the Athenian leaders.

2.1 Pericles

I start with references to either of the two leaders
individually. Pericles is introduced for the first time in the
conversation with Alcibiades about law and constitutions.
As we saw above, Xenophon avoids the Thucydidean
superlatives and simply characterises the Athenian
politician as ‘leader of the city’ (mpoorary de Tijs modews), an
expression which points to his democratic affiliations.
Regardless of the political implications of Pericles’
conversation with Alcibiades that we analysed above, the
image of a mature leader being carried away by a young
man in perverting (and even denying) the democratic
principles about the law is admittedly not very flattering for
the famous Athenian. In this conversation Xenophon
reduces the leader Pericles to a passive recipient of
Alcibiades’ views and sophisms.

The second individual reference to Pericles does not
contribute to the correction of his image. Pericles is
mentioned alone for the second time in the third book of
the Memorabiha. Xenophon introduces the conversation
between Pericles II (the son of Pericles) and Socrates by
stating that Pericles II was the son of the ‘great Pericles’
(IepikAet 8¢ mote 7@ Tob mavv [lepikéovs vid Sraleyopevos,
3.5.1). Scholars usually comment on the weakness and
ignorance of Pericles II, who is presented as a shadow of his
famous father, soliciting Socrates’ advice on how to lead
Athens to its past glory.* This interpretation, however,
overlooks the ironical dimension of the expression rod mavv
[Mepixdéovs. Despite the apparent contrast between the ‘big’
and ‘small’ Pericles, the fact that Xenophon again avoids

2 McNamara (2009) 233: “The younger Pericles is a decent man, but
he clearly lacks the talent and rhetorical skill of his great father.’
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giving a more precise and detailed positive characterisation
for Pericles creates some doubts as to the sincerity of praise
implied in the expression 700 mavv IleptkAéovs.
Furthermore, Pericles i3 never mentioned again in the
conversation that follows between Socrates and his son.
More alarmingly, Pericles II is led to question the policies of
his father and praise Spartan institutions and practices
instead (3.5.14-16). These Sparto-centric ideas add
important nuances and qualifications to the expression 100
mavv [lepikAéovs. It is thus more probable that Xenophon
wished to express a subtle criticism of the democratic
leader, who after all exemplifies the destructive imperialist
impulse of Athens.*” It would also be tempting to see
Xenophon here engaging again with Plato: in the Meno
Plato had reflected on the fact that illustrious fathers usually
produce less illustrious children, because they do not take
care of their education (Men. g3c—e; ct. Ale. I 118d—e, Prot.
g19e—20a; cf. Plu. Per. 6.1, who comments on Pericles’
incompetence in domestic affairs). Xenophon seems to
agree with Plato regarding the insignificance of Pericles’ son
and his lack of education, which is why he presents Socrates
as an ideal educator for him. But he goes even further than
Plato by illustrating more radically, through the words of
Pericles’ son, that the ‘great’ Pericles may not have been in
the final analysis so great.*

Xenophon’s critical stance towards the famous Pericles
can be further confirmed by the content and orientation of
the conversation between Socrates and Pericles II. Scholars

# See also McNamara (2009) 233—7. Cf. Azoulay (2010) 15863, who
places Xenophon with Plato as criticising Pericles; Bevilacqua (2010) 523
n. 38, who traces other ironical references to Pericles in the
conversations of the third book of the Memorabilia.

* The adverb mdvv is usually accompanied by verbs or adverbs,
while the expression o wavv + noun is rare; see LS7., s.v. For mavv as
meaning ‘actual, real’ in Thucydides (8.1.1, 8.89.2), see Gomme—
Andrewes—Dover (1945-81), ad loc. In modern Greek the adjective o
moAvs (the very) + proper name, e.g. o mods IlepixAis, is very often
used with ironical connotations. The expression 7ot mavv IeptkAéovs in
the Memorabilia is not, I think, entirely unrelated to its modern
equivalent.
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have already noted some connections between this
conversation and Pericles’ funeral oration.” I would like to
complete this analysis and pursue this line of argument
further: Xenophon seems in fact to propose an anti-
Epitaphios, a rewriting of Athenian history based on un-
Periclean principles.

The background of the conversation in the Memorabilia
bears some resemblances to the context of the Periclean
Epitaphios: both take place in a period of war. In the
Epitaphios Pericles praised the Athenians who had died
during the first battles of the Peloponnesian War; in the
Memorabiha Pericles II deplores the defeats of the Athenians
in their fighting with the Thebans. Moreover, like his father,
Pericles II praises the ancestors of the Athenians (3.5.9):
‘none have inherited a past more replete with great deeds
than the Athenians (Ka;, ‘un\yv 'n'poyévwv Ve KaAa gp'ya ovK
éorwv ols pellw kal mAelw Omdpyer ) Abnvalows); and many
are heartened by such a heritage and encouraged to care
for excellence and prove their gallantry.’” Again like his
father, he establishes a threefold distinction between distant
ancestors, more immediate predecessors and the present-
day Athenians (Thuc. 2.36.1*3: 'n'poyévwv, 7T(17'ép€§, ﬁ‘u,efg;
Mgm. 359 TOl‘)g Wa)\aLTdTOUg 7Tp0’)/O’VOU§, 3.5.11: 02 éKG[V{DV
‘lLG‘V G’/TTO")/OVOL, Ol; 7TO)\£) 8é 7Tp6 ﬁ‘lL(Ji\)V ')/6')/OVO’TE§>.

However, important differences also emerge. The
Athenians of the era of Pericles II do not take pride in their
(contemporary) achievements like the Athenians of Pericles’
time. Xenophon illustrates this juxtaposition by adapting
themes that Pericles had commented on in his Epitaphios.
For instance, the use of the word émrndevpara in the
Memorabilia alludes to the word émrndevocs of the Epitaphios.
But whereas Pericles had talked about the eémrndevos of
contemporary Athenians (Thuc. 2.36.4), his son comments
on the émmndedpara of Athenian ancestors (3.5.14): ‘If they
find out the practices of their ancestors and practise them as

® Bevilacqua (2010) 519 n. 27 points out that this conversation can
be seen as an ‘ironic (and ferocious) palinody of the famous funeral
oration’; cf. also Strauss (1972) 66-8.
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well as they did (G,,)\)\’ €l ‘u,e‘V e’feupév*reg T4 TOV Wpoyévwv
E”]TLT'I]SEI;I.LG/TG I.L778é]/ XépoV éKG[V(JJV €,7TL’T778€ISOL€V>, they Wﬂl
come to be as good as they were.” Moreover, the strong
presence of envy in the life of the Athenians, as it is
described by Pericles II (3.5.16: kai ¢lovotoww eavTols
pdAdov 1) Tots dAdots avBpwmois), contrasts with the Periclean
description of Athenian relationships as ‘deprived of
negative feelings’ (Thuc. 2.37.3: avemayfids 8¢ ta (dia
mpoooptdovvtes). Overall, then, while Pericles had valorised
his contemporary Athenians, his son denigrates them and
praises either his ancestors or even the Lacedaemonians!
One could claim that these elements do not reflect a
critical attitude towards Pericles, but simply highlight the
opposition between the defeated Athenians of the fourth
century and the glorious Athenians of Pericles’ time.*
However, this interpretation does not grasp the whole
picture. First of all it is in my opinion telling that although
Pericles II constantly praises his ancestors, he avoids
praising his father’s generation: he begins his praise of
Athens from Theseus’ time and ends with the ‘war of the
Athenians and Peloponnesians’ (i.e. against the Persians).
Pericles” generation is completely omitted (8.5.9-12).
Furthermore, Socrates, in line with Isocrates, openly praises
the Council of the Areopagos (3.5.20), whose role, however,
had been drastically reduced by Pericles.”” In this way, he
tacitly criticises Periclean policy. Finally, the conversation
between Socrates and Pericles II testifies to a transformation
or even denial of Periclean principles. For example, in the
conversation in the Memorabilia, fear is considered a positive
sentiment (3.5.5): ‘Confidence brings carelessness, slackness,
disobedience; fear makes men more attentive, more
obedient, more amenable to discipline.” This assertion
contradicts the Periclean statement in the FEpitaphios that
‘ignorance 1s boldness, but calculation brings hesitance’

* See, for example, Dorion (2011) 293.

¥ Delatte (1933) 54—74 argued long ago that Memorabilia 3.5 is
inspired by Isocrates’ Areopagiticus, a view, however, rightly criticised by
Bevilacqua (2010) 522 n. 34.
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()\O'yl,ap,bg 8¢ oxvov qﬁépet,, Thuc. 2.40.3).48 Simﬂarly,

Socrates’ observation that the Athenians should imitate
those who excel in Greece, namely the Lacedaemonians
(3.5.14), clashes with the Periclean conviction according to
which the Athenians, because of their excellent constitution,
do not need to imitate anybody (Thuc. 2.37.1: mapaderypa
8¢ paldov adrol ovtes Tioly ) ppodpevor erépovs). Further,
the suggestion of Pericles II that the Athenians should fall in
love with their ancient virtue (3.5.7: avepaocfijvar Tijs apxaias
apetijs) constitutes a transformation of the Periclean advice
that the Athenians should become lovers of their (present)
City (Thuc. 2.43.1: moNews ... e’pa(rr(ig).

In sum, if we take into account that Xenophon presents
both interlocutors in Memorabilia 3.5 as critical of Pericles,
the allusions to the Epitaphios could be seen in a new light:
by reworking themes of the Epitaphios, Xenophon does not
only mean to suggest a contrast between the glorious
Periclean Athens and the defeated Athens of Pericles’ son;
more radically, he intends to show that the elder Pericles’
conception of his Athens was problematic and bound to fail.

2.2 Themistocles

We can now examine the individual references to
Themistocles. Socrates mentions him twice in the
Memorabiha as a model of high reputation and wisdom.
Although these references seem at first sight positive, the
close examination of their context reveals some ambiguity.
The first one belongs to the testing to which Socrates
submits Glaucon, an extremely ambitious young Athenian,
who desires to enter politics before becoming twenty years
old. Socrates, who eventually manages to restrain Glaucon,
begins his conversation with him as follows (5.6.2):

8 Pericles also states that because of fear the Athenians abide by
their laws (Thuc. 2.37.3: 8ta 8éos paAiora od mapavopotpev). However,
this passing reference does not amount to a positive (theoretical)
evaluation of fear, like that found in the Memorabilia.



Athenian Leaders in Xenophon’s Memorabilia 25

Glaucon, have you made up your mind to be the leader
of our city? ... Well, there is certainly no more
honourable ambition in the world; for obviously if you
succeed, you will be able to get whatever you want, and
you will have the means of helping your friends: you
will lift up your father’s house and exalt your
fatherland; and you will make a name for yourself first
at home, later on in Greece, and possibly, like
Themistocles, among the barbarians as well (ovopaoros
8’ Eoer TpOTOV ,u,e‘V év TN TONeL, EmeLTa €V T EAaGSe,
lows &, (BO"TTGp OepioTokAs, Kal €v Tols Bap/g(ipow);
wherever you go, you will be a celebrity.

Themistocles is here mentioned at the end of an
enumeration of the merits of political life and is hence
considered to be a successful incarnation of it. However,
this presentation is not free from some ambiguity. First of
all, the phrase ovopasros €év Tois PapBapors recalls
Themistocles” ambivalent political career: Themistocles did
not gain a reputation among the barbarians only for his
victorious deeds, but also because he stayed in Persia after
his exile from Athens and even became a counsellor of the
Persian king (Plut. Them. 27—9). More importantly, Socrates
in this passage enumerates the mdividual benefits Glaucon
would acquire if he obtained a high office in Athens.
Socrates’ opinion, however, as it will emerge in the course
of the conversation (and in other conversations in the
Memorabiha) 1s that a good leader should be interested not
only in his individual profit, but also (and above all) in
benefiting his community. Consequently, the reference to
Themistocles at the summit of an argument centred on
individual profit eventually undermines the portrait of the
Athenian leader: Themistocles ends up representing the
problematic and self-interested preoccupation with politics
that Socrates rejects.

* This presentation is not wholly incompatible with the image of
Themistocles that we have from Herodotus. Themistocles used his
victory for his personal profit (Hdt. 8.112.1, 3). See in detail Blosel 2004;
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The second reference to Themistocles occurs in the
fourth book of the Memorabilia. Xenophon describes in this
section how Socrates dealt with Euthydemus, a young man
who took pride in his wisdom and education. Socrates went
to Euthydemus’ shop with his companions and the
following conversation took place (4.2.2):

At the first wvisit, one of them [i1.e. Socrates’
companions| asked: ‘Was it by constantly being with
some wise man or by natural ability that Themistocles
stood out among his fellow citizens as the man to
whom the city naturally looked when it felt the want of
a great leader (@eutoToks)s S ovvovalav Twos ToV
o ’;i (;5150& TOGOUTOV SLﬁVE'yKe TOV TONTOV, WoTeE
prg E’KéZVOV C’L’iTOB)\é’TTéLV 77\7]/ 7TO’)\LV, 67TO’T€ O'7TOU8CL£OU
avdpos Senbein)?’ In order to set Euthydemus thinking
(BovAopevos kwetv Tov Evfbdnpov), Socrates said: ‘if in
the minor arts great achievement is impossible without
competent masters, surely it is absurd to imagine that
the art of statesmanship, the greatest of all
accomplishments, comes to a man of its own accord
<€l’)’776€§ g(ﬁn EZVGL Tb OZEO'@G,L ’T(‘IS‘ I.LéV O’)\lf')/OU (ifl:ag TéXVGS
‘lL'I\] y[')/VEGeCLL O'7TOU8CLI:OU§ C’[VEU 8L8CLO'KC’L)\(DV ltKCLV(I)V, Tb 86‘
7TpO€O'TG,,VCLL 7TO’)\€(,U§, 7TG,,V’T(,UV gp'y(,UV ILE,'}/LO"TOV 6’]/, (i’iTé
TGI}’TOI.LG,,TOU WGPG)/ZVVEGGQL TOZ; &V@paﬁ’ﬂom).’

This conversation contains no hint of negativity towards
Themistocles. However, it should be noted that it is not
Socrates who praises the Athenian leader, but one of his
companions. More interestingly, Socrates’ view of
Themistocles runs counter to a whole tradition about the
Athenian leader, according to which his success was due to
his exceptional innate abilities. This tradition is eloquently
transmitted by Thucydides, who stresses Themistocles’
natural talent (1.138.3):

cf. also Ferrario (2014) 100, who considers Herodotus’ presentation of
Themistocles a model of ‘problematic Greek leadership’.
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For Themistocles, displaying the very surest signs of
natural abﬂity (ﬁeﬁaLéTm’a Sﬁ qﬁéaews l’,O‘Xl\)V 817)\(1’)0(19),
was far and away more worthy of admiration for this
quality. By native intelligence, without preparing or
supplementing it by study (olkela yap fvvécer kal olTe
mpopaboy €s avTny obdev ovT’ empabov), he was with
the briefest deliberation the most effective in decisions
about immediate situations and the best at conjecturing
what would happen farthest into the future. ... To sum
up, this man by natural abﬂity ((;51506(»9 ,u,e‘V SUV(i,u,eL)
with rapid deliberation, was certainly supreme in his
immediate grasp of what was necessary.”

Socrates, on the contrary, emphatically attributes
Themistocles” success not to his intelligence, but to his
association with competent masters. Xenophon seems
aware of the radicalness (even paradox) of this suggestion;
that is why he notes that Socrates said this ‘in order to set
Euthydemus thinking’. But is Themistocles’ paradigm
compelling? There was no tradition in antiquity about him
having received an excellent education or having associated
with famous teachers, such as was the case, for instance,
with Pericles.”’ What, then, is Xenophon’s purpose in
making this comment?

I would like to suggest that Xenophon contributes to the
biographical tradition concerning Themistocles by
redefining his relation to sophia. In the ancient sources
Themistocles 1s praised for his sopiia. The most
characteristic references are in Herodotus (8.110.1; 8.124.1):

" Cf. Hornblower (1991) ad loc.

! Interestingly, Plutarch questions the tradition according to which
Anaxagoras was Themistocles’ teacher and sides with another version
concerning his education, which made him a disciple of Mnesiphilus,
for whom, however, the biographer does not give a very flattering
description (Them. 2.4): ‘a man who was neither a rhetorician nor one of
the so-called physical philosophers, but a cultivator of what was then
called sophia or wisdom, although it was really nothing more than
cleverness in politics and practical sagacity.” On the contrary, Plutarch
relates in detail Pericles’ famous teachers (Plut. Per. 4—6).
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They [1.e. the Athenians] had judged him before to be
a clever man, but now he came out as the cleverest and
best counsellor possible (emedy yap kal mporepov,
SeSoypévos elvar godds, épavr éwv dAnbéws oodds Te Kkal
evBovlos) and they were ready to listen to anything he
said.

Themistocles was proclaimed and thought to be far the
cleverest of the Greeks through all the land
<®€I.LLO"TOK}\€’779 6,/8(1’)0'677 TE Ka;, 6’8060’)677 €ZVCLL C’LV’;]p WO)\)\bV

QE)\)\’I?V(,UV o‘oqsal)TaTog ava maoay T’l\7V (E)\)\(iaa).

The Greek word sophia covers a wide range of meanings:
it usually refers to intelligence, dexterity, or even technical
skill, while in Plato it acquires the metaphysical meaning of
(superior) philosophical wisdom that is related to the
knowledge of the good. In the Memorabilia the term
encompasses all of these different nuances. It is no wonder
that Socrates knows the meaning of the true sophia, which
he characterises as the most important good (uéyiorov
ayabov, 4.5.6). More importantly, Socrates is presented as
knowing how to dispose of his sophia: not by receiving
money from anyone, like the sophists, but by choosing the
most gifted natures as his students (1.6.13).> Consequently,
if Socrates’ sophia 1s related to his teaching and is thus
superior to conventional cleverness, it becomes more
intelligible why Themistocles’ sop/za is not emphasised in the
Memorabilia. His alleged association with wise men (Sca
ouvovalav ... copav) constitutes a disguised hint at his well-
known sophia (cleverness), which is thus transformed from
innate talent to acquired (Socratic) knowledge. Xenophon

2 For the concept of sophia in the Memorabilia, see Dorion (2012), who
rightly stresses that this virtue does not occupy a central place in the
philosophical system of Xenophon, as in Plato. My student, Sofia
Stavroulaki (2015), has offered an extensive treatment of the different
meanings and nuances of the term sophia in the Memorabilia and its
connections with other Socratic virtues, such as temperance and self-
mastery.



Athenian Leaders in Xenophon’s Memorabilia 29

seems to recognise Themistocles’ skills, but rather timidly:
he does not hesitate to propose an additional biographical
detail regarding the Athenian leader, thus making him a
(missed) student of Socrates. In this way, Themistocles, like
all leaders in the Memorabilia, is ultimately placed in the
shadow of Socrates.

2.3 Pericles and Themistocles

We can now turn to the most intriguing reference to the
two Athenian leaders, which we find in the discussion of
friendship (philia) in the second book of the Memorabilia (2.6).
The discussion revolves around the techniques of acquiring
good (in the sense of moral) friends. Socrates explains that a
good friend cannot be acquired through force, like animals,
but of his own free will. He then proposes an efficient
means of acquiring friends: the use of spells and drugs
(e’m{)&ig ... Kal (;5[)\7‘;)(1, 2.6.10), like those with which the
Sirens attempted to attract Odysseus. It becomes clear from
the rest of the conversation that spells are a metaphor for
praise; hence Socrates’ suggestion amounts to the use of
praise as a means to attract friends. Critobulus reacts to this
by observing that if praises are exaggerated and untruthful,
the praised person is ridiculed. The conversation then
proceeds as follows (2.6.12-14):

‘You mean, I take it, that the spell must be fitted to the
listener, so that he won’t take the praise for mockery.’

‘Yes; for to praise for beauty, stature and strength
one who is aware that he is short, ugly and puny, is the
way to repel him and make him dislike you more.’

‘Do you know any other spells?’ (dAas 8¢ Twas
olaba emdas;)

‘No, but I have heard that Pericles knew many and
cast them on the city, and so made her lve him
<H€pLK}\'ﬁS WO)\)\\GS E’7T[UTCLLTO, as e"mliawv T'ﬁ Wé)\EL E”iTOleL
adTyY PLletv avtov).’

‘And how did Themistocles make the city love him

(Tv moAw PuAety avTov)?’
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‘Not by spells: no, no (pa Al ook €madwv); but by
hanging some good amulet about her.’

Based on the emphatic expression pa Al” ook €madwv, which
suggests a contrast between Pericles and Themistocles with
regards to their technique of acquiring the benevolence of
the people, Olof Gigon maintained that Socrates’ view of
Pericles in this passage is negative.”® Gigon’s opinion has
been questioned by Huss and more recently by Dorion.™
According to these scholars, Xenophon’s evaluation of both
Pericles and Themistocles is positive. In order to contribute
to the interpretation of this controversial passage, it would
be worth examining more closely these references, their
context and implications. At least two issues are raised:
firstly, why is Pericles (and not Themistocles) presented as
having recourse to spells? Secondly, why does Xenophon
have recourse to the image of love for the leader?
Concerning our first question, it has already been
observed that Socrates’ assertion about Pericles knowing
spells points generally to Pericles’ speeches to his fellow-
citizens and to the rhetorical ability which enabled him to
charm his audience.” However, if spells are a metaphor for
praise, this passage could allude more specifically to the
Epitaphios. In this speech Pericles promises to praise the
dead of the first battles of the Peloponnesian War, but his
speech turns out to be a comprehensive praise of the
Athenians and their constitution.”® Like Socrates, Pericles
seems aware of the risks of praise, but for different reasons:
he notes that if praise is exaggerated, it may not seem
credible, not because it is unworthy, but because envious
people will not tolerate it (Thuc. 2.35.2). Pericles is
considered a master of the art of praise, and that is why he
promises to speak with moderation (uerpiws eimeiv).

% Gigon (1956) 136—9.

> Huss (1999) 4301, Dorion (2011) 203-8.

% Dorion (2011) 2034.

% Occurrences of terms related to émawos in the Epitaphios: Thuc.
2.34.6; 2.35.1 and 2; 2.36.2 and 4; 2.41.4; 2.43.2; 2.45.1.



Athenian Leaders in Xenophon’s Memorabilia 31

However, it is not clear whether Socrates shares
Thucydides’ view of Pericles. When Critobulus asks him
whether he knows other (i.e. positive) spells, Socrates replies
that he does not. He then qualifies his answer by adding the
vague assertion that Pericles knew many spells with which
he made the city love him. This means that Pericles might
have known both deceptive and good spells. Consequently,
Pericles’ connection with spells in this passage is rather
ambiguous.”’

We can now examine the second central idea of this
passage, the love for the leader. Socrates and Critobulus
agree that both Pericles and Themistocles managed to
obtain the love of their city, the former through spells, the
latter through benefaction. Strikingly, however, the image
of love of the Athenians for either Pericles or Themistocles
1s not corroborated by ancient sources. Thucydides recounts
in detail the ambivalent attitude of the Athenians towards
Pericles and eloquently describes their turbulent
relationship as follows (2.65.8):

The reason [for his success] was that he, influential
through both reputation and judgement and notable
for being most resistant to bribery, exercised free
control over the people and was not led by them
instead of leading them (kartetye TO mAnfos e’)\ev@épws,
Kal oUK TyeTo paAlov 0T avTob 1) ADTOS ﬁye), because he
did not speak to please in order to acquire power by
improper means but, since he had this through his
prestige, even contradicted them in their anger.”®

In a similar vein, Plutarch also comments on Themistocles’
relationship with the Athenians (7hem. 18.3):

" For another ambiguous use of spells, see also the conversation
between Socrates and the courtesan Theodote (Mem. 3.1.16-17):
Socrates seems to comically appropriate the technique of using spells,
but this is not entirely compatible with his ideal of acquiring friends.

% See now Ferrario (2014) 10620, for an analysis of Pericles’
relationship to the Athenian demos.
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He used to say of the Athenians that they did not really
honour and admire him for himself, but treated him for
all the world like a plane-tree, running under his
branches for shelter when it stormed, but when they
had fair weather all about them, plucking and docking
him.

It 1s obvious then that Xenophon’s image of love for the
leader is not inspired by the historical reality or the literary
tradition regarding these Athenian leaders. It would be
tempting to interpret the Xenophontic image of the love for
the leader as another transformation of the metaphor of the
lovers of the city (épaorat modews) used by Pericles in the
Epitaphios. Pericles urges the Athenians to become lovers of
their city and of its power (aAAa pdaddov v Tis molews
Svvapy kal) nuépav epyw Bewpevous kal €paocTas yLyvopevovs
avtijs, Thuc. 2.43.1). This metaphor, as Victoria Wohl has
masterfully demonstrated, occupied a central position in the
democracy’s ideology and united all citizens through a
powerful image of male dominion.”” Interestingly,
Xenophon eliminates political (democratic) eros and replaces
it with political philia. This adaptation has further
implications: the leader (and not the polis) becomes the
object of love. In this way, the fusion between the polis and
the politar implied in Pericles’ metaphor is denied: an
asymmetry is established between the leader (the object of
love) and the people (who are loving). We never hear of a
leader loving his followers or subjects.®” Finally, and more
importantly perhaps, political philia (contrary to the
Periclean eros) 13 no longer associated with democracy.
Indeed, Xenophon’s most compelling paradigms of leaders
who acquired political philia are the two Persian kings,
Cyrus the Great and Cyrus the Younger, who are described
as the most beloved leaders (Cyr. 1.1.9, 1.6.24, 5.1.24; An.

% Wohl (2002) 30-—72.

% Cyrus is characterised as ¢idavBpwmos, but this quality describes
more his offers to his subordinates than the emotions he experiences
towards them; cf. Eq. Mag. 6.2.
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1.9.28). From this perspective, Socrates’ description of
Pericles and Themistocles as leaders who acquired the love
of the city corresponds to a kind of Persianisation of the
Athenian leaders.

A relevant passage from the Symposium can complete
Xenophon’s vision of the Athenian democratic leaders. In
this passage Socrates advises Callias how to gain the
benevolence of Autolycos, his potential eromenos (8.38—9):

In your case, Callias, I think the gods deserve your
thanks for inspiring you with love for Autolycos. ... So if
you want to be in his good graces (el oov Bovder TovTw
apéakewv), you must try to find out what sort of
knowledge it was that enabled Themistocles to liberate
Greece (OepiotokAi)s (kavos eyeévero tiv Ellada
elevfepotv); you must try to find out what kind of
knowledge it was that made Pericles gamn a reputation for
being his country’s best counsellor (IlepikAfjs kparioTos
€dokeL T 7TanL’8L 015‘11,,301))\09 ezvaL); you must reflect
further, how it was that Solon by deep thought
established in his city the best laws (ZoAwv ¢rAocodroas
Vvopovs kpatioTovs i) molel katebnker); you must search
out what kind of practices there are that give the
Spartans the reputation of being preeminent military
Commanders (AGKES(ZL‘LLO,VLOL (:’LO‘KOGVTGS KPG,,TLO"TOL

~ < ’ 3
SOKOUO'LV 77’)/6’,LOV€§ ELVGL).

The political relationships between leaders and their people
are presented as models for private relationships. The
implication is again that those leaders managed to gain the
love of their followers; consequently, their paradigm should
function as a model for Callias: just as the leaders’ superior
knowledge led them to success and persuaded their
followers, Callias should persuade Autolycos that he
possesses superior knowledge in order to attract him.
Leaving aside the oddity of the proposition that political
models should inspire the private sphere, the selection of
these four models is intriguing. Although it is difficult to find
common features among all of them, it is possible to discern
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two pairs: Themistocles—Pericles, Solon—Lacedaemonians.®!
For the first member of each pair (Themistocles, Solon),
Xenophon reserves a positive evaluation, while he seems to
offer a qualified judgement concerning the second member
(Pericles, Lacedaemonians), by the use of the verb Soxetv,
which points to how these leaders are perceived by others.®
We can thus surmise that Pericles and the Lacedaemonians
are praised more timidly than Themistocles and Solon. This
is no surprise, if we consider that both Pericles and the
Lacedaemonians are leaders of empires who were met with
much contestation and criticism in Xenophon’s time.
Consequently, if Themistocles and Solon appear in a better
light, it is because they have not been directly linked with
imperialist practices.*®

To sum up, our analysis has shown that the portraits of
Pericles and Themistocles in the Memorabilia are more
complex than is usually assumed. Xenophon does not
openly criticise the two leaders, but he presents some
ambivalent features of them and he avoids explicit praise of
them. This is certainly telling, given that he does not
hesitate to praise openly leaders whom he really admires.
Athenian democratic leaders are viewed positively only to the
extent that they can be potentially assimilated with the
Persian monarchs, who have gained Xenophon’s
appreciation, or fo the extent that they possess Socratic
qualities. In this way, Xenophon rewrites the history of
Athens by proposing a Persianisation and Socratisation of
its leaders: Pericles is no longer the representative of

1 The enumeration of these four models creates a misleading
assimilation among them: Pericles and Themistocles indeed managed to
acquire (at least temporarily) the benevolence of their people, but it is
difficult to imagine an erastes—eromenos relationship for Solon and the
Athenians, let alone for the Lacedaemonians and their allies or the rest
of Greece!

2 T cannot follow Gray (2011) 100-5, who does not discern a
difference between the verbs elvac and Soketv in Xenophon. See further
Tamiolaki (forthcoming, b).

% The work of Herodotus and Thucydides shows that Themistocles

could be viewed as the representative of a proto-empire. Xenophon, on
the contrary, does not dwell on this aspect of his career.
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powerful imperialist Athens and Themistocles is not the
cunning saviour of Greece who paved the way to Athens’
rise to power. Xenophon establishes a new (and rather
questionable) connection between them, not as democratic
leaders, but as leaders who, like Cyrus, have gained the love
of their ‘followers’.

3. Prospective Athenian Leaders: Socrates’
Interlocutors in the Third Book of
the Memorabilia (3.1—7)

Xenophon introduces the conversations of the third book of
the Memorabilia as follows (3.1.1): ‘I will now explain how he
helped those who were eager to win noble things by making
them qualify themselves for what they aimed for.” This
introduction, which seems only loosely connected with the
defence of Socrates, is broad enough to accommodate a
variety of topics. Indeed, the conversations of the third book
cover many themes: politics, virtue, courage, wisdom,
leisure, friendship, arts, the body, and social relationships.
The first seven conversations (3.1—7) present Socrates giving
political advice to Athenian individuals who have the
ambition to enter into politics and hence can be examined
as a coherent whole. Socrates’ political advice is of course
dispersed throughout the Memorabilia, but this section of the
third book enables us to form a clearer picture of the
Athenian leaders who constitute Socrates’ interlocutors and
their role in this work.

It is noteworthy that Socrates is not presented conversing
with successful military leaders of Xenophon’s time, such as
Iphicrates, whom Xenophon praises in the Hellenica (6.2.32),
Conon, or Timotheus. Of the seven Socratic interlocutors
of the third book, the first three are anonymous; the fourth
1s Nicomachides, a rather obscure figure not attested
elsewhere;® then follows Pericles II, the son of Pericles I, an
unfortunate leader who was among the generals
condemned to death after the battle of Arginusae; while the

64 Nails (2002), s.v.
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last two interlocutors are individuals of aristocratic
background, known also from Plato’s dialogues: Glaucon
and Charmides. The group of Socrates’ interlocutors is thus
far from homogeneous: it contains anonymous and named
individuals, democrats and oligarchs. However, the
common feature that unites all these individuals is an
ambition to rule. Xenophon highlights this element by
introducing in the same way Socrates’ anonymous
interlocutors as people who had obtained or wished to
obtain a high office in Athens (5.1.1, §.2.1, 3.3.1):

...one of his companions wished to obtain the office of
general from the state.

...one day he met a man who had been elected a
general.

Again I know that he conversed with someone who had
been elected leader of the cavalry in this way.

The named interlocutors also express similar concerns:
Nicomachides complains to Socrates because he failed to be
elected general; Socrates then gives detailed advice to
Pericles II about how he will lead Athens to its past glory;
he further tries to restrain Glaucon’s extreme political
ambition; conversely, he encourages Charmides to cease to
be shy and enter into politics.

All these individuals stand to profit from Socrates’ advice
and hence serve to underline Socrates’ authority. It has
already been observed by commentators that Socrates
attempts to prove to all of them that their knowledge of
politics is insufficient or problematic.”” In my opinion,
Xenophon’s aim in these conversations is not limited to the
demonstration of Socrates’ (superior) knowledge in political
matters. By showing Socrates conversing with a variety of
Athenian leaders, of different fame and background,
Xenophon might have wished to hinder a hasty

% McNamara (2009).
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classification of Socrates as ‘democratic’ or ‘oligarchic’,
based solely on the background of his interlocutors.®® These
conversations highlight, on the contrary, the universal and
paradigmatic dimension of Socrates’ teaching. At the same
time, however, they can be seen as an occasion to put to the
test important Socratic ideas: Socrates’ interlocutors
question some of these and it is not certain that they are
convinced by the whole Socratic edifice. In what follows I
would like to suggest that the Athenian leaders who appear
in the third book of the AMemorabilia, despite their
insufliciency, eventually contribute to the disclosure of some
limitations of Socratic teaching and of its application in a
democratic context. I will focus on this in two areas: (a)
benefaction as a prerequisite to rule; and (b) Socratic
analogies regarding leadership.

A pervasive element of Socrates’ teaching is that
benefaction constitutes the most important prerequisite for
rule. This assertion is repeated with variations in all the
conversations of the third book of the Memorabilia: the aim
of the military leader should be to care for the well-being of
his soldiers (3.2); the aim of the leader of the cavalry should
be to make his subordinates (men and horses) better (3.3);
the aim of the politician should be to benefit his city (3.6);
efficient people should participate in politics because this
will entail profit both for themselves and for the city (5.7).
Xenophon elaborates on this idea in the Cyropaedia as well:
in the conversation between Cambyses and the young
Cyrus, Cambyses advises his son that the only way to gain
the love of his followers is benefaction (1.6.24). And, of
course, all the model leaders that Xenophon admires, such
as Cyrus or Agesilaus, possess this quality.

This idea is certainly compelling and Xenophon takes
pains to develop it at length in various of his works. Some
questions arise, however, when Socrates attempts to apply it
to democratic leaders. In his discussion with the anonymous

% For instance, Gray (2004) considers Socrates democratic because
he converses with Athenian democratic leaders.
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Athenian who desired to be a general, Socrates states (3.2.2—
4):

Why do you think Homer dubs Agamemnon ‘shepherd
of the people’? Is it because a shepherd should care that
his sheep are safe and have what they need, and that
the purpose for which they are kept is achieved, and a
general should take care that his men are safe and have
what they need, and that the purpose for which they
fight is achieved? ... A king is elected (Baotlevs
atpeiTar) not to take good care of himself, but for the
good of those who have elected him ({va kat ot €éAopevor
8. adrov eb mparrwat); and all men fight in order that
they may get the best life possible, and choose generals
to guide them to it. Therefore it is the commander’s
duty to deliver this for those who have elected him as a
general (TOZg é)\Ol,LéVOLg CLl;’TbV GTPCLT'IT}/O’V).

The comparison of a democratic general with a king blurs
constitutional boundaries. Socrates seems here to suggest
that the qualities of a good leader may not be dependent on
constitutions. However, in order to defend this idea, he has
recourse to a paradox: he states that the king is elected
(ﬁa(n)\ebs azpeZTaL, é)\é;LeVOL). Yet election is a democratic
procedure par excellence, while royalty 1s based on hereditary
rights. This paradox obscures the fundamental differences
between a king and a democratic general and points to a
fusion between constitutions: the democratic leader should
resemble the king regarding benefaction, while the king is
supposed to resemble (?) the military leader in that he 1s
elected. This image obviously serves Socrates’ paradigm,
but at the same time reveals its limitations: to what extent
are kings and military leaders really comparable? This
conversation is very short and we never hear whether
Socrates’ interlocutor was convinced by this comparison.
We can now turn to the analogies that we find in
Socrates’ conversations with Nicomachides, Glaucon and
Charmides: between chorus—polis, okos—polis, and the
public—private spheres. It is remarkable that these analogies
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are met with contestation from Socrates’ interlocutors. First,
Nicomachides complains that Antisthenes was elected
general instead of himself and questions the criteria of this
election: the Athenians elected Antisthenes not on the basis
of his military competence, but because he was a good
chorus-trainer (choregos).” Socrates tries to convince him that
the qualities needed to be a good chorégos or a good
household manager do not essentially differ from the
qualities of a good general (3.4.6): ‘If a man controls
something, if he knows what he wants and can get it, he will
be a good leader, be it of a chorus, an estate, a city, or an
army.” Nicomachides is not persuaded by this assertion, so
Socrates undertakes to convince him by urging him to a
joint inquiry on the convergences between the art of
household management (olkovopikn) and the art of politics
(moAuTikm). Socrates starts enumerating some similarities
between the two spheres, but Nicomachides responds that
fighting is not a shared feature in them. When Socrates
replies that the household manager also has enemies,
Nicomachides is again not convinced (3.4.11): ‘But you don’t
say how business capacity will help when it comes to
fighting.” Socrates rebukes his point in detail (§.4.11-12):

The good household leader, through his knowledge
that nothing profits or pays like a victory in the field,
and nothing is so utterly unprofitable and entails such
heavy loss as a defeat, will be eager to seek and furnish
all aids to victory, careful to consider and avoid what
leads to defeat, prompt to engage the enemy if he sees
they are strong enough to win, and, above all, will
avoid an engagement when he is not ready. Don’t look
down on businessmen, Nicomachides. For the
management of private concerns differs only in
quantity from that of public affairs. In other respects
they are much alike, and particularly in this, that
neither can be carried on without people, and the

57 For the chorus as a model of government, see Athanassaki (2015),
who rightly observes that the paradigm of the chorus is not a viable
political model.
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people employed in public and private transactions are
the same.

Socrates’ argumentation at this point has prompted scholars
to stress the interdependence of public and private spheres
in Xenophon’s thought.®® However, Socrates’ reply is far
from satisfactory. The image Socrates employs to support
his thesis 1s much more suitable for a general than for a
household manager. He does not clarify who are the
enemies of a household manager and what kind of victory
he is supposed to fight and win. It seems that Socrates
‘politicises’ the household manager rather than shows his
similarities with the political leader. Furthermore, it should
be noted that Socrates’ conclusion about the quasi-
identification of the private with the public sphere leads him
eventually to justify the election of a good choregos as a
general. This justification, however, contradicts Socrates’
conviction, amply expressed throughout the Memorabilia,
according to which episteme, in the sense of competence in a
specific field, is the most essential prerequisite for successful
leadership.® From this perspective, the knowledge of a good
choregos 13 indeed essential for his occupation, but not
necessarily transferrable to the field of politics. It is thus
perhaps no coincidence that we do not hear whether
Nicomachides was eventually persuaded by Socrates’
lengthy argumentation, which turns out to be fragile.

The analogy between the oikos and the polis appears also
in the conversation with Glaucon. After having uncovered
Glaucon’s ignorance about matters of the city, thus proving
him unworthy of ruling it, Socrates proceeds to the
following argument (5.6.14-16):

‘But you know, no one will ever manage even his own
household successfully, unless he knows all its needs
and sees that they are all supplied. Seeing that our city
contains more than ten thousand houses, and it is

%% See Dorion (2011) 288—92, Azoulay-Pontier (2012).

%9 See Dorion (2011) 286—9.
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difficult to look after so many families at once, you
must have tried to make a start by doing something for
one, I mean your uncle’s? It needs it; and if you
succeed with that one, you can set to work on a larger
number. But if you can’t do anything for one, how are
you going to succeed with many? If a man can’t carry
one talent it’s absurd for him to try to carry more than
one, isn’t it?’

‘Well, I could do something for uncle’s household if
only he would listen to me.’

‘What? You can’t persuade your uncle, and yet you
suppose you will be able to persuade all the Athenians,
including your uncle, to listen to you? Do take care,
Glaucon, your desire for reputation may lead you to an
opposite result!’

Socrates here again establishes an analogy between
persuading one person and persuading a multitude:
according to his view, if somebody can persuade one
person, this entails that he can also persuade many. This
analogy is again questionable. Masses usually function in a
very different way from individuals, and it is often easier to
persuade a multitude than a single individual. Herodotus
expressed this most clearly concerning Aristagoras’ request
for help at the beginning of the Ionian revolution. The
historian succinctly comments on the fact that the multitude
of the Athenians was convinced, whereas the Spartan
Cleomenes was not (Hdt. 5.97): ‘It seems that it is easier to
fool many men than one; Cleomenes the Lacedaemonian
was only one, but Aristagoras could not fool him, though he
managed to do so with thirty thousand Athenians.” As in the
case of Nicomachides, Xenophon does not inform us
whether Glaucon was eventually convinced by Socrates.
Finally, we turn to the shy Charmides. Contrary to
Glaucon, Charmides is reluctant to appear in public,
whereas he does not hesitate to display his qualities in
private. Socrates appreciates his qualities; that is why he
encourages him to enter into politics. It is interesting that in
the course of this conversation, Socrates twice asserts that
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Charmides’ competence in private affairs can help him with
his career in public, while Charmides twice contests this
assertion. Socrates offers an empirical and a theoretical
explanation of his point of view (3.7.9 and 4):

Empirical: In your (private) associations with public men
(I appreciated your qualities). Whenever they take
counsel with you, I find that you give excellent advice,
and whenever they make a mistake, your criticism 1s
sound.

Theoretical: A man who is good at figures counts as well
in a crowd as in solitude; and those who play the harp
best in private excel no less in a crowd.

Charmides challenges both these assertions: ‘A private
conversation is a very different thing from a crowded
debate, Socrates’ (3.7.4); ‘But don’t you see that bashfulness
and timidity come naturally to a man and affect him far
more powerfully in the presence of a multitude than in
private society?’ (3.7.5). More importantly, Socrates ends up
qualifying his belief in the absolute convergence between
the private and the public sphere. He proceeds to a
description of the Athenian multitude, explaining to
Charmides that the Athenian assembly consists of fullers,
cobblers, builders, smiths and farmers, all of whom have
never thought about politics (3.7.6—7). His aim is to show
that in reality the people with whom Charmides converses
in private are more difficult to persuade than the multitude
of the Athenians who are members of the Assembly.
Consequently, he should not be afraid of their criticism,
since he is evidently superior to them. In this way, however,
Socrates considerably nuances his conception of the
analogy between the private and the public sphere:
somebody who is successful in the private sphere is not
automatically successful in the public sphere, as he had
suggested before, in his conversation with Nicomachides; he
can be successtul, to the extent that the public sphere 1s
composed of ignorant and intellectually inferior people.
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According to some commentators, Charmides’ subsequent
career as a member of the Thirty proves the destructive
consequences of following Socrates’ advice.”” However,
Socrates’ advice concerned democracy and Charmides did
not literally follow it. On the contrary, he participated in a
government that considerably restrained the number of the
citizens in the Assembly.”! So Charmides eventually was not
convinced by Socrates’ arguments and remained faithful to
his principle not to interfere with the mass of the Athenians.
In brief, the Athenian leaders who converse with
Socrates in the third book of the Memorabilia may not be so
famous, but their function is to bring to light Socrates’
political teaching. More specifically, the fact that these
leaders are not passive interlocutors, but react often with
intelligent arguments and questions to Socrates’ ideas shows
that Socrates’ teaching contained some ambivalent features
that could not be easily digested. The reason for this may be
that Socrates’ advice was not as easily applicable in every
context as he wished to present it. For example, a tension
can be observed between Socrates’ effort to advertise his
ideas as universal and applicable to all constitutions and the
limitations posed by democracy: the assimilation of a
democratic leader with a king is subject to ambiguity, while
his most cherished analogy, that between the public and the
private spheres, does not immediately gain the approval of
his fellow citizens and Socrates has to try hard, even with
strained arguments, in order to convince them. Overall,
then, the Athenian leaders, despite their insufficiencies,
reveal, through their questioning of Socrates and their
hesitant admission (or even denial) of his ideas, the
limitations of Socratic teaching, and also highlight the
difficulty of imposing these ideas in a democratic context.

70 See the discussion in Dorion (2011) g22—4.

! For the restriction of citizens in the Assembly under the Thirty,
see Krentz (1982) 64-8.
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Conclusion

This study has treated the Athenian leaders who appear in
Xenophon’s Memorabilia. These leaders cover a great span
of time (from Themistocles to Xenophon’s contemporaries)
and are of various reputations, backgrounds, and moral
standards: they are named or anonymous, democrats or
oligarchs, morally good, bad or indifferent. It is time now to
return to Badian’s assertion about Xenophon’s positive
evaluation of Athenian leaders in the Hellenica and inquire
whether our investigation can confirm or qualify it. Our
analysis has shown that Xenophon does not adopt a hostile
attitude towards any of the Athenian leaders. Even his
account of the notorious Critias and Alcibiades does not
fully support the negative characterisations with which he
had introduced the two individuals. This could place the
Memorabilia in line with the Hellenica. Unlike the Hellenica,
however, Xenophon avoids explicit praise of Athenian
leaders. On the contrary, we are acquainted with their
weaknesses: Critias and Alcibiades failed to exploit the
potential of their nature and origin; Pericles and
Themistocles are subtly criticised or very timidly praised;
the political skills of the Athenian leaders of the third book
are either absent or dubious, or in the best case latent.
Furthermore, despite their weak achievement in politics,
Athenian leaders in the Memorabilia are presented as skilled
in dialectic, since they actively participate in conversations
about important and debated political issues (e.g. about law
and constitutions, democratic leadership and kingship,
public and private spheres). In sum, then, Xenophon
recognises some qualities in Athenian leaders, although he
does not seem to particularly admire them.

The reason for Xenophon’s presentation is related to the
nature and purpose of the Memorabilia. In this paper 1 have
argued that Xenophon pursues two agendas in the
Memorabiha: an apologetic one and a political one. The
apologetic agenda is related to his defence of Socrates, while
the political agenda concerns the elaboration of political
matters that preoccupied him and his contemporaries.
Xenophon’s treatment of Athenian leaders reflects these
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two agendas: on the one hand, the avoidance of explicit
praise for them or the insistence on their insufficiency serves
the apologetic agenda, since it underlines a contrario
Socrates’ superiority in both moral and political matters.
On the other hand, the active participation of Athenian
leaders in theoretical discussions enables Xenophon to
respond to contemporary political debates. These
discussions are more loosely connected with the apologetic
purpose of the Memorabilia. The fact that most of the time
they are left pending illustrates Xenophon’s wish to provoke
reflection on political matters of his times.

University of Crete tamiolaki@uoc.gr
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Frances Pownall

Abstract: Recent scholarship has drawn attention to the consistent focus
throughout Xenophon’s large and disparate body of work upon
articulating a very specific set of virtues that define a good leader. I
examine the reverse side of this trend in scholarship by identifying the
characteristics that Xenophon employs to define bad leaders. I argue
that Xenophon deliberately shaped his narrative in the Hellenica to
portray egregiously bad leaders as tyrants, focusing in particular upon
their impiety, which he presents as the crucial explanatory factor in
their downfalls. Appropriating the figure of the evil tyrant from
Athenian democratic ideology, he bequeaths to the later Greek
historiographical tradition the topos of the impious tyrant.

Keywords: Xenophon, tyranny, impiety, the Thirty, Jason of Pherae,
Euphron of Sicyon.

ecent scholarship has drawn attention to the
consistent focus throughout Xenophon’s large and
disparate body of work upon identifying and
articulating a very specific set of virtues that define a good
leader.! I intend to examine the reverse side of this recent

* T have benefitted from the generous comments and advice of
audiences at the 2014 APA meeting in Chicago, at the Department of
Classics and Religion at the University of Calgary, and at Philipps
Universitat in Marburg, as well as from the anonymous reviewers for
Histos and the editor.

"' While Xenophon’s theory of leadership has been a topic of interest
for scholars since the middle of the twentieth century, beginning with
the seminal work of Breitenbach (1950) and Wood (1964), and much of
it focusing upon how his own military experience influenced his
conception of the ideal leader (e.g. Hutchinson (2000), Buzzetti (2014),
Buxton in this volume), recently there has been a more integrated
approach, emphasising the unity of Xenophon’s moral and political
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trend in scholarship that is, to identify the characteristics
that Xenophon employs to define bad leaders. Because this
1s potentially a vast topic, I will confine my observations
here to the Hellenica. The purpose of the Hellenica is
proscriptive, in that Xenophon employs contemporary
political and military events to illustrate how to behave and,
more to the point perhaps, how not to behave in political
and military life.? For that reason, it offers a useful vehicle
through which to examine an important but understudied
facet of Xenophon’s conception of ideal leadership, his
definition of the bad leader, for the isolation of the vices
that constitute the bad leader offers a mirror image of the
virtues that define the good leader and therefore serves to
crystallise his views. Michael Flower demonstrates in this
volume that the under-appreciated virtue of piety is central
to Xenophon’s definition of the ideal leader.” As I shall
argue, the converse is also true, that impiety is central to
Xenophon’s conception of the bad leader; more specifically,
when he singles out Greek leaders as egregiously bad, he
does so by portraying them as tyrants (the stereotypical bad
leaders of the contemporary Greek world), and by focusing
in particular upon their impiety, which he presents as the
crucial explanatory factor in their downfalls.

In the Hellenica, it i3 noteworthy that Xenophon has
carefully and skilfully drawn even his villains as fully
fleshed-out characters in order to illustrate how their bad
leadership results in disastrous consequences, particularly
on a personal level.* Furthermore, as scholarship of the last
generation has increasingly recognised, his narrative is
nuanced and sophisticated, not least in his portrayals of
leaders. Melina Tamiolaki has recently argued that

thought across a wide variety of genres; see esp. Gray (2011); cf. Azoulay
(2004), Tamiolaki (2012), Lu (2015).

? Pownall (2004) 65-112.

3 Flower, below, esp. pp. 91—4; cf. Hutchinson (2000) 45-51; Parker
(2004); Pownall (2004) 83 (with g4—5); Azoulay (2008) 151—2; Flower
(2012) 190.

* On characterisation in Xenophon’s Hellenica, see Gray (1989);
Tuplin (1993); Dillery (1995), esp. 164-76; Pownall (2004) 65-112.
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Xenophon’s portrayal of leaders is ambiguous, in that even
virtuous leaders are not always successful, because no
political or military leader in the real world can measure up
to the ideal virtue of Socrates.” Her observation is
convincing, in that even the better, more ideal leaders in the
Hellenica have their flaws (as, for example, in Agesilaus’
scheming and ambitious path to the Spartan throne),’ for
Xenophon does not see the world in black and white, but in
shades of grey. Again, it is constructive to look at the reverse
side of this observation, that is, at how Xenophon’s
portrayal of bad leaders sometimes shades into the grey
spectrum as well.

This ambiguity applies even to his portrayal of what the
fourth-century Greeks of Xenophon’s day considered the
worst type of ruler, the tyrant, for tyranny was a form of
government that was by this time usually associated with
barbarians (particularly Persians) and Greeks on the
periphery (particularly in Sicily), and represented in general
as absolute and unconstitutional rule of the most decadent
and corrupt type.” But on the other hand, absolute rule, of
the enlightened kind naturally, also exercised a sort of
appeal to Xenophon who, along with Plato, Aristotle, and
other members of the intellectual elite, was opposed to
democracy on the grounds that it pandered to the lowest
common denominator and offered opportunities for
unscrupulous demagogues to sway the crowd, resulting in at
best popular sovereignty (as proponents of democracy put
it) and at worst mob rule, as characterised by those who
opposed democracy, whether we call them ‘dissenters’

> Tamiolaki (2012).

® Compare Xenophon’s account of Agesilaus’ accession in the
Hellenica (3.3.1—4) with that in his encomiastic biography of the Spartan
king (Agesilaus 1.5).

7 Tyranny was a slippery and therefore usefully malleable concept
for the Greeks by this time. Recent scholarship has demonstrated how
the term, once applied positively or at least with relative neutrality to
the one-man rulers of the Archaic Age, after the Persian Wars
underwent a semantic shift and began to designate oppression,
unconstitutionality, and the abuse of power for selfish material gain; see
esp. Anderson (2005), Lewis (2009), Mitchell (2013).
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(along with Josiah Ober) or ‘discontents’ (along with
Kathryn Morgan).® Hence, it is no coincidence that
Xenophon’s most sustained treatise on leadership was his
Cyropaedia, where he articulated the qualities of the ideal
leader through the figure of Cyrus the Great,” the founder
of the Achaemenid dynasty and first of a long line of Great
Kings of Persia, who symbolised the absolute ruler par
excellence as far as the Greeks were concerned and had done
so since the Persian Wars.!” Similarly, Xenophon gives
voice to some of the positive aspects of absolute rule in the
dialogue between the poet Simonides and his patron, the
Deinomenid tyrant Hiero in Syracuse, whose portrayal is
somewhat ambiguous, as noted by Roberta Sevieri in her
analysis of the dialogue:'

It could be said that Hiero starts as a kind of imperfect
hero, one who retains only the negative aspects of this
always ambiguous figure (both to be admired and to be
avoided), and ends up as the perfect hero, one who uses
his somewhat dangerous power to the benefit of the
community.'?

This ever-present ambiguity of both the hero and the tyrant
1s equally present in Xenophon’s cautionary portrayal of
bad leaders in the Hellenica.

It 13 quite remarkable (and once again no coincidence)
that some of the most detailed and vivid episodes in the
Hellenica centre around Greek leaders whom Xenophon

% Ober (1998); Morgan (2003).

? On Xenophon’s portrayal of leadership in the Gyropaedia, see the
very different readings offered by Tatum (1989), Due (1989), Gera
(1993), Nadon (2001), Sandridge (2012).

10Cf, e.g., Dewald (2003) 32-5.

' Sevieri (2004); cf. Gray (1986).

12 Sevieri (2004) 279. Cf. Gray (2011) 2: ‘Xenophon believed also that
leaders were fundamental to the success of any organisation, but he also
knew the risk of the drift toward autocracy.” It is worth noting in this
connection that the virtue of piety (unusually for Xenophon) is
conspicuous by its absence in the Hiero; cf. Lu (2015) 107.
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deliberately identifies as tyrants:'® Critias and the Thirty in
Athens (2.3.11-2.4.43), the Corinthian rulers during the
short-lived Argive-Corinthian sympolity (4.4.1-5.1.34, esp.
4.41-6), the Theban polemarchs who occupy the Cadmea
on the Spartans’ behalf (5.4.1-13), Jason of Pherae (6.1.2-19
and 6.4.20—42), and Euphron of Sicyon (7.1.44-6 and 7.3.1-
12). In Xenophon’s narrative, all these leaders serve as what
Sian Lewis has called ‘textbook’ examples of tyrants,'* in
that they seize autocratic power unlawfully, motivated solely
by personal aggrandisement, and maintain that illegitimate
rule by force, particularly through the removal of actual or
potential political opponents and the appropriation of
private or sacred funds for their own selfish ends. With this
use of force, often bolstered by bodyguards or mercenaries,
the tyrant by definition rules over an unwilling populace;
thus, by the criterion which Vivienne Gray has so brilliantly
demonstrated to lie at the heart of Xenophon’s theory of
leadership, that s, the ability to obtain the willing obedience
of the ruled,” a tyrant is the ultimate bad leader.
Presumably this is precisely why Xenophon chooses to
portray all of these regimes as tyrannical (I shall return to
this question at the end), although it appears as we shall see
that technically they do not necessarily wield unconstitu-
tional rule by force, and Xenophon attempts to obscure the
constitutional basis to their governments in his narrative.
Whatever may have happened in the later stages of their
regime, the Thirty were elected to power legally (as even
Xenophon concedes at 2.3.11), and so technically they did
not in fact usurp power in a tyrannical fashion. Further-
more, although Xenophon tries very hard in the Hellenica to
obscure any actual political or ideological basis for their

% As observed by, e.g., Higgins (1977), esp. 103-11; Tuplin (1993),
esp. 434 and 120—4; Dillery (1995) 146—63 and 174—5; Pownall (2004) 99
and 108. For a complete list of Xenophon’s usage of the Tvpavv- root in
the Hellenica, see the Appendix, below, ad fin.; Lewis (2004) also discusses
Xenophon’s ‘theory of tyranny’ in the Hellenica, but reaches somewhat
different conclusions.

! Lewis (2004) 66.
15 Gray (2011) 15-18 and passim.
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government,'® the Thirty were seriously engaged in the
process of political reform, remodelling the constitution of
Athens into an oligarchy on the Spartan model."”
Nevertheless, Xenophon portrays the rule of the Thirty as
arbitrary (2.3.13), motivated only by personal advantage
(2.3.16), and explicitly equates their government with
tyranny, putting into the mouth of their leader Critias the
following statement addressed to his erstwhile friend turned
political opponent Theramenes (2.5.16): ‘And if, because we
are thirty and not one, you think it is necessary to take any
less care of this government than as if it were a tyranny
(womep Tupavvidos), you are simple-minded.” Although
Xenophon does not endorse i propria persona this equation
of the Thirty with tyranny (a statement reminiscent of the
Thucydidean Pericles’ and Cleon’s descriptions of the fifth-
century Athenian empire),'® his narrative of the rule of the
Thirty emphasises their stereotypically tyrannical behav-
lour, focusing upon their disarming of the population (a
standard device of tyrants to pre-empt any attempts to
remove them from power), their absolute power giving
them license to act arbitrarily in whatever way they wished,
and their intimidation of the Council into endorsing their
measures by stationing young men armed with daggers who
serve as the equivalent of the tyrant’s bodyguard. Xeno-
phon’s narrative of the reign of terror of the Thirty is
bookended by a second conversation between Critias and
Theramenes, in which this time the latter refers twice to the
government of the Thirty as a tyranny (2.5.48 and 49).

" For a detailed examination of the tendentious nature of
Xenophon’s narrative of the Thirty in the Hellenica, see Pownall (2012);
see also Danzig (2014) 514—16.

17 This so-called ‘revisionist’ view was developed by Krentz (1982)
5768 and Whitehead (1982/3), and has more recently been
demonstrated by Osborne (2003); Shear (2011) 166—87; Pownall (2012).

8 Thuc. 2.63.2 and 3.37.2; cf. Tuplin (1993) 44 and Dillery (1995)
149. Note the distinction between Pericles’ statement that it is necessary
for the Athenians to hold their empire ‘like a tyranny’ (ws Tupavvida)
and Cleon’s blunt reference to the empire as a tyranny.
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Xenophon’s portrayal of Critias and the Thirty serves an
important programmatic function in the Hellenica, supplying
models of typical tyrants (whose rule is destined by
definition to fail), as convincingly demonstrated by Peter
Krentz, Christopher Tuplin, and John Dillery." But I
would argue that Xenophon’s goal is not just to exemplify
the failure of Sparta’s imperialism (for his narrative is
certainly complex enough to have multiple messages), but
also to illustrate the stereotypical features of tyranny (which
simultaneously serve as an explanation for its inevitable fall).
In particular, I would like to draw attention to one facet of
Xenophon’s portrayal of the rise and the fall of all the
leaders or regimes whom he explicitly identifies as tyrants
(and singles out for special treatment in his narrative), which
has received little attention, his allegation that each of them
acted impiously.

One of the most dramatic scenes in Xenophon’s
narrative of the Thirty occurs in the final showdown
between Critias and Theramenes, when Critias violates the
traditional rules of supplication by ordering Theramenes
forcibly dragged away from the altar where he had taken
refuge. Xenophon wuses the character of Theramenes
himself to underline this act of transgression against
religious norms (2.3.53):

And by the gods, he said, I am not unaware of the fact
that this altar will not help me at all, but I wish to make
this point clear too, that these men are not only very
unjust towards humans but also very impious towards
the gods (obTor o0 pévov elol wepl avbpwmovs

(iSLK(i’)TCl,TOL, C’l,)\)\d Kal 7T€p;, 6601\)9 &GGBéG’TCLTOL).

And Theramenes is absolutely correct in this assumption,
for immediately after he denounces the Thirty for their
impiety, he is dragged away to his death by the Eleven led
by Satyrus, whom Xenophon characterises as ‘the boldest

1 Krentz (1982) 145 and (1995) 122; Tuplin (1993) 43-7; Dillery (1995)
138-63.
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and most lacking in reverence’ (rob Opacvrarov Te kal
avadeoraTov, 2.3.54). Xenophon further highlights the
injustice and impiety of Theramenes’ death by hemlock by
attributing to him, with a somewhat self-conscious apology
for the inclusion of this material that is not appropriate to a
work of history,” two quips of gallows humour worthy of
Socrates himself, one directed at Satyrus and the other
directed at Critias (2.9.50).

Furthermore, it is surely no coincidence that Xenophon
concludes his narrative of Theramenes’ death with the only
explicit statement in his own voice that the Thirty were
tyrants (2.4.1): “Theramenes died in this way. And it now
seemed to the Thirty that they could act as tyrants without
fear (rupavveiv adeds).” Perhaps even more significantly, in
the military campaign of Thrasybulus and the democratic
resistance against the Thirty which immediately follows in
Xenophon’s narrative, the hand of the gods is prominent.
When the Thirty attempt to blockade Thrasybulus and his
forces in the border fortress which they have occupied, an
unexpected snowstorm arrives and prevents them (2.4.2—3).
Xenophon emphasises the providential nature of this
snowstorm by remarking first that it appeared on a clear
day and second that it was the storm alone that prevented
the Thirty from carrying out their goal of laying siege to
Thrasybulus and his forces.

This failure to dislodge Thrasybulus represents the
beginning of the end for the Thirty, and the climactic
battle, which results in the death of Critias and the decisive
defeat of the Thirty, soon ensues. In his speech before the
battle, Thrasybulus encourages his troops by saying that the
gods are clearly on their side, for they sent a storm in fair
weather to help them and arranged it so that the location of
the upcoming battle was favourable to them (2.4.14—15). He
concludes his speech with another reference to the help his
troops can expect from the gods, and promises to follow the
normal battle conventions of singing the paean and chanting

% On the significance of Xenophon’s comments on his selection of
material, see Rahn (1971) 498—9 and Pownall (2004) 8o—2.
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the war cry to the war god Enyalius (2.4.17). Thrasybulus’
own piety is reinforced by his obedience to the instructions
of the seer to refrain from battle until one of his own men is
either killed or wounded (2.4.18). The unnamed seer then
duly sacrifices himself to save his fellow soldiers, an action
which Xenophon suggests was divinely inspired, for he falls
in battle ‘as if guided by some fate’ ((ﬁowep OO p,o[pag TLVos
ayopevos, 2.4.19). Xenophon once again juxtaposes the piety
of Thrasybulus and the forces from Phyle to the impiety of
the Thirty in a speech by Cleocritus, the herald of the
initiates of the Eleusinian Mysteries, who makes a battlefield
plea for reconciliation after the victory of the democratic
resistance over the Thirty (2.4.21—2):

By the gods of our fathers and mothers ... have
reverence for both the gods and human beings
<(1l’,8015‘lL€VOL Ka;, Beobg K(lz G’J/@p(l’)’iTOUg) and cease fI‘OIn
committing wrongs against your country. Do not obey
the most impious Thirty (uy metbeabe Tols avooiwrartots
Tptakovta), who for their own private gain almost killed
more Athenians in eight months than all the
Peloponnesians did in ten years of war. Even though it
1s possible for us to govern our city in peace, these men
bring us to a war against each other that is most
shameful, oppressive, impious and hateful to both gods
and human beings (rov mavrewv aloxiorov Te Kal
XG)\GW(;)TCLTOV Ka;, G,,VOO'L(,!’)TCLTOV KCL;, EXBLO'TOV KCL}, 660?9 Ka;,

&V@pa’m’ms 7TO,)\€’,LOV>.

This unusually large number of references to the impiety
of the Thirty is surely not accidental, coming as it does just
after Xenophon’s denunciation of their regime as a tyranny
and Critias’ refusal of sanctuary to Theramenes, which
Xenophon has highlighted in his narrative with
Theramenes’ outburst in direct speech and his own
apologetic authorial comments on Theramenes’ self-
possession in the face of death. The conclusion 1is
inescapable that Xenophon intends the reader to view
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Critias’ death, and by extension the downfall of the Thirty,
as divine retribution.”'

I think, however, that we can go further than this fairly
obvious conclusion, for this episode contains an important,
but until now overlooked, dimension to Xenophon’s
portrayal of tyranny in the Hellenica, and that is the manner
of Critias’ death. For the stereotypical fate of a tyrant is to
be assassinated, all the more so to an Athenian audience,
for whom, according to the ‘master narrative’ of the
Athenian  democratic  tradition,”” the ‘tyrannicides’
Harmodius and Aristogeiton liberated Athens from the
Peisistratid tyranny by their assassination of Hipparchus,
and in doing so ushered in democracy. This strongly held, if
utterly erroneous,” founding narrative of the Athenian
democracy was continually reinforced, for Xenophon’s
contemporaries were accustomed to gazing upon the
famous statues of the tyrannicides which were given pride of
place in the Agora, singing the drinking songs celebrating
the tyrannicides’ deed, and were well aware of the privileges
granted to the descendants of Harmodius and Aris-
togeiton.”* Moreover, the Athenians had even (in the
aftermath of the oligarchic rule of the Four Hundred)
enacted the decree of Demophantus, which explicitly
authorised the violent assassination of tyrants by individuals
in order to protect the restored democracy.”

2 Pownall (1998) 259—60.

2 The term is that of Forsdyke (2005) 242; cf. Steinbock (2013) 20
and n. 86.

% As demonstrated by Herodotus (5.55 and 62-5); Thucydides
(6.53.359); [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 18—19.

# On the Athenian foundation narrative of their democracy and the
very visible memorials commemorating the so-called tyrannicides, see
Pownall (2013) and Azoulay (2014), both with earlier bibliography. On
the renewed public interest in the tyrannicides at the close of the fifth
century in the wake of the defeat of the Thirty, see Teegarden (2014)
43—7; cf. Raaflaub (2003); Shear (2012), esp. 51—2; Azoulay (2014) 97—120.

% On the decree of Demophantus and the role of other tyrant-killing
legislation in support of democratic ideology, see Teegarden (2014); he
discusses the late fifth-century historical context at 15-53.



Tyrants as Impious Leaders in Xenophon’s Hellenica 61

But the manner of Critias’ death does not match the
stereotypical fate of tyrants, in that he was not assassinated
but died in battle, if anything, an honourable death by the
standards of his day (as in the advice of Solon to Croesus at
Hdt. 1.90.4—5, for example), which is underlined by
Xenophon’s observation that the victorious democrats did
not fully strip the corpses of their citizen opponents
(2.4.19).% The nature of Critias’ death in battle poses a
problem for Xenophon (which is probably why he skates
over it in his narrative) if, as it seems, Critias and the Thirty
serve as paradigmatic examples of bad leaders, whose
downfall is intended to provide a moral lesson.?” It is likely
that the desire to provide an explanation for Critias’
‘unusual’ death is precisely why Xenophon places so great
an emphasis on divine retribution in this section of his
narrative. Instead of being assassinated by an individual or
a small group of conspirators, Critias 13 punished for his
crimes by the gods. But in order for the gods to intervene,
an act of impiety has to have occurred, which is why
Critias’ violation of sanctuary in particular, and the rather
more vague allegations of the impiety of the Thirty in
general, are given such emphasis in Xenophon’s narrative.

Furthermore, Xenophon’s highlighting of impiety as an
explanatory factor in the downfall of Critias and the Thirty
leads us to expect it in his narrative of other Greek leaders
whom he singles out as tyrants: the Corinthian rulers during
the Argive-Corinthian political union, the Theban pole-
marchs (and their Spartan allies) who seized the Cadmea,
Jason of Pherae, and Euphron of Sicyon. Xenophon further
draws attention to what he suggests is the singular nature of
the regimes in the cases of the Corinthian and Theban
rulers by engaging in rare first person denunciation, and in
the cases of Jason and Euphron by devoting not only one,
but two carefully demarcated digressions from his narrative

% Pace Krentz (1995) 145, who views this observation as ‘another
indication of the moral superiority of the democrats’.

7 Cf. Dillery (1995) 162: ‘The paradigm gives Xenophon the
opportunity to set out not just his understanding of why the Thirty fell
but also how any regime falls.’
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to each of them, notably for both sets of cases the only
places in the Hellenica where he does so.*

After his programmatic narrative of the tyranny of
Critias and the Thirty, the next Greek leaders whom
Xenophon identifies as tyrants in the Hellenica are the
Corinthian democrats. These men, having received bribes
from the Persian king to eflect the continuation of the
Corinthian War, conspire with the aid of the Argives,
Athenians, and Boeotians to massacre the Corinthian
oligarchs, who advocate making peace with Sparta. In his
narrative of this episode, Xenophon employs unusually
strong language to denounce the Corinthian conspirators,
condemning the timing of the massacre during a religious
festival as ‘the most sacrilegious plan of all’ (ro mavrwv
avootwratov, 4.4.2), and referring to them as ‘utterly
sacrilegious’ (avootwraror) when they continued to slaughter
their victims even when they took refuge at the statues of
the gods in the marketplace and at the altars of the gods, an
action which he explicitly characterises as impiety (aoéBeta)
in the eyes of the law-abiding citizens who witnessed these
atrocities (4.4.3). The survivors of the massacre piously obey
a portent and remain in the city, which has by now
undergone a full political union with Argos (4.4.4-6), but
when they see that those in power are ruling as tyrants
(rupavvevovras, 4.4.6), they summon the Spartans to
liberate the city. The Spartans are successful, and in a scene
replete with divine retribution (4.4.8: 7oym; cf. 4.4.7:
etvyxave, 4.4.12: o feos, Betov) wreak terrible vengeance
upon the perpetrators of the massacre.”

Although the Corinthian democrats certainly obtained
power through violent means, their rule appears to be less a
‘tyranny’ in the usual sense of the word than a victory of the

% On the uniqueness of Xenophon’s vehement denunciations of the
Corinthian rulers and the Theban polemarchs, see Pownall (1998) 2535
and (2004) 85; of the double digressions on both Jason and Euphron, see
Pownall (2004) 99—105.

? For discussion of this episode, see Gray (1989) 1547, Tuplin (1993)
69—70, Pownall (1998) 284—5 and ead. (2004) 85 and 88—9; none of these
scholars, however, draws the connection between impiety and tyranny.
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stronger side in an episode of civil strife (a phenomenon
endemic to the cities of Archaic and Classical Greece),
which is presumably why Xenophon distances himself by
placing the explicit identification of their government as a
tyranny in the mouth of their political enemies and does not
endorse it i propria persona. That said, however, through the
narrative strategy of ‘focalisation’, that is, presenting what
the characters subjectively perceive (or, in this case, say) on
the basis of their own frame of reference, Xenophon
privileges, and in fact reinforces, the negative portrayal of
the regime of the Corinthian democrats.”® For what it is
worth, our other source for the Argive-Corinth political
union, Diodorus (14.86), presents this episode straight-
forwardly as the result of civil strife,” and it seems that the
reference to the Corinthian democrats as ‘tyrants’ and the
focus upon their impiety as the explanatory factor of their
downfall are elements unique to Xenophon.

Similarly, in the only other episode in the Hellenica where
Xenophon resorts to explicit condemnation in the first
person, he identifies the Theban polemarchs who handed
over the Cadmea to the Spartans as tyrants, and further
justifies their assassination by linking them to the Spartans’
impiety in seizing the Cadmea in contravention of the oaths
they had sworn in the King’s Peace (oaths, of course, are
guaranteed by the gods). The episode begins with a
vehement denunciation of the Spartans for their oath
breaking (5.4.1), which Xenophon identifies as the historical
explanation for Sparta’s ultimate failure to achieve lasting
hegemony of Greece.”> Xenophon stresses that divine

% On the application of the techniques of narratological analysis to
Thucydides, see Rood (1998), esp. his discussion of the term ‘focalisa-
tion’ (1114 and 20-1), and some of the problems inherent in its
application (294-6). As he observes (296): ‘the narrator selects from the
information that is within the character’s field of knowledge (or ‘vision’)
what is relevant for the story.’

31 Cf. Cawkwell (1979) 209, who observes that ‘the plan to unite
Corinth and Argos was perhaps popular enough (cf. 5.1.34)’.

52 On Xenophon’s use of the divine as a historical agent, see Dillery

(1995) 179—237; esp. his observation (22g3—5) that in Diodorus’ account
(15.1.1-5), by contrast, the gods are absent and the Spartans’ failure is
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vengeance for the Spartans’ act of impiety came about
through the agency of the very people whom they had
wronged (i.e. the Thebans at Leuctra), and states that the
Thebans who had collaborated with the Spartans in the
seizure of the Cadmea were included in the Spartans’ divine
punishment. Then he proceeds to narrate another of the
most colourful episodes in the Hellenica, in which seven
political exiles from Thebes conspire against the pro-
Spartan government, gain entry to a symposium disguised
as women and assassinate the Theban polemarchs once
they have been plied with sufficient wine.*® The political
supporters of the polemarchs, whom Xenophon explicitly
associates with their tyranny in a later context (7.3.7), are
assassinated (although they have been granted safe conduct)
by the Thebans, who even kill their children (5.4.11-12).
What 1is particularly interesting for our purposes,
however, is the juxtaposition between the Theban leaders’
impiety (by association with their collusion with the
Spartans) and Xenophon’s portrayal of them as tyrants.
Although as polemarchs, and therefore legally elected
rulers, the Theban collaborators are surely not technically
tyrants by any definition,* Xenophon refers to them three
times unambiguously as tyrants in his narrative of this
episode, and a fourth time later on. In his introduction to
the episode, in which he denounces with such vehemence
the impiety of the Spartans, Xenophon comments that the
Theban collaborators handed over the acropolis to the
Spartans out of a desire to enslave the city so that they
themselves might rule as tyrants (5.4.1: wore avTOl
Tupavvety). In the course of the narrative of this episode, he
reinforces this portrayal of the collaborationist government
as tyrants by employing once again the technique of
focalisation, putting references to their ‘tyranny’ into the

attributed to their own human folly. For the scattered references to the
Spartans’ ‘tyranny’ in the Hellenica, see Appendix.

% On Xenophon’s narrative of this episode, see Gray (1989g) 6570
and Pownall (2004) 68—q.

3 Cf. Lewis (2004) 68—9.
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mouth of the Theban conspirators (5.4.2 and ¢) and
Agesilaus (5.4.13), whose real motivation (according to
Xenophon) in refraining from the recovery of the Cadmea
was not to incur the ill-will of his fellow citizens for
providing military assistance to tyrants (as the expulsion of
tyrants was a long-held pillar of Spartan propaganda,
probably dating from the time of their expulsion of the
Peisistratids from Athens). In a later context, the assassins of
Euphron justify their action by referring to the death
sentence meted out to the supporters of the Theban
polemarchs for attempting to become tyrants (7.5.7). Once
again we find impiety serving as the historical explanation
for the downfall of bad rulers, whom Xenophon
deliberately tarnishes with the label of tyrant.

The two other portrayals of Greek leaders as tyrants in
the Hellenica occur in Xenophon’s two sets of paired
digressions on Jason and Euphron. In the digressions on
Jason (6.1.2-19 and 6.4.20-92), Xenophon provides a
detailed and vivid portrayal of the Thessalian leader, to the
point that the figure of Jason virtually leaps off the pages of
the Hellenica, and he is clearly intended to represent a
paradigmatic type of individual.® Interestingly, for the
whole of the first digression on Jason and for much of the
second, Xenophon portrays him as a moral leader by the
criteria that he has established for good leadership
expressed in the Hellenica and elsewhere.”® But, as noted
previously, Xenophon’s conception of good leadership is
deliberately ambiguous, and even idealised leaders, such as
Jason, are not wholly virtuous.

In the case of Jason, the idealising portrait of his
leadership continues almost until the end of the second
digression, where Xenophon takes the opportunity to
portray him at the summit of his career, concluding with
the memorable phrase (6.4.28): ‘He was in fact the greatest
man of his time.” The phrasing suggests that a perpeteia 1s

% So Dillery (1995) 171-6; cf. Tuplin (1993) 117—21; Pownall (2004)
99-108.

% See, e.g., Higgins (1977) 110; Gray (1989) 185-6; Dillery (1995) 171;
Pownall (2004) 100—1; Buxton in this volume.
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about to follow, and indeed one does. Xenophon now
jumps ahead a year to Jason’s preparations for the Pythian
festival at Delphi, employing the technique of prolepsis, the
anticipation of an event before its chronological spot in the
narrative, in order to establish more emphatically cause and
effect in his upcoming narrative of Jason’s downfall.’’
Xenophon states that Jason intended, or so people said, to
preside over the festival himself, but his real intentions
regarding the sacred treasures remained unclear to his own
day, and concludes (6.4.30): ‘It is said that when the people
of Delphi asked the oracle what they should do if Jason
were to seize any of the sacred funds, the god replied that
he would see to it himself.” Thus Xenophon implies that
Apollo will punish Jason for his intended appropriation of
the sacred treasures at Delphi, but does not vouch for the
veracity of this rumour on his own authority.

Nevertheless, in the very next sentence after this
speculation on Jason’s prospective impiety, Xenophon turns
immediately to a dramatic description of his assassination at
the hands of seven young men (6.4.31—2). The juxtaposition
of Jason’s assassination with his alleged sacrilege and
Apollo’s vaguely ominous reply certainly suggests that
Xenophon intends us to view his fate as divine retribution.
Furthermore, it is important to observe that while
Xenophon makes no authorial comment either on Jason’s
intended impiety or his assassination, he does conclude his
narrative of this episode with the remark (6.4.32): “These
men (that is, Jason’s assassins) were honoured in most of the
Greek cities to which they came, and it was clear from this
that the Greeks were greatly afraid that Jason would have
become a tyrant.’

Although previously Xenophon has carefully portrayed
Jason as the legally-elected tagos (executive officer of the four
Thessalian tribal territories),” it is now after speculation
upon his impiety that he labels him as a tyrant, although

% Cf. the discussion of the narrative purposes of temporal
manipulation in Thucydides in Rood (1998) 109—30.

% On the legitimate and possibly hereditary basis to Jason’s position
in Thessaly, see Sprawski (1999), esp. 58—62, and (2004).
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not, it should be noted, in his own voice. The impression
that we are left with at the end of the Jason episode, that
despite his previous good leadership, he was in fact a tyrant,
1s confirmed by Xenophon’s subsequent summary of the
messy aftermath of Jason’s assassination (6.4.33—7), when he
1s succeeded to the office of tagos by his brothers Polydorus
and Polyphron. Polydorus’ sudden death led to speculation
that he was assassinated at the hands of his brother (the
murder of family members is a fopos of tyranny both in
Herodotus and in Attic drama). Polyphron then, as
Xenophon says, conducted himself in the office of tagos as if
it were a tyranny (6.4.34: KATEOKEVATATO O€ T’;]V Ta'ye[av
TUpaVV[SL (3;L0[av), and exiled and put to death the most
powerful men in the city, that is, he eliminated his political
opponents, another stereotypical feature of tyranny, as
demonstrated perhaps most vividly in the Herodotean
anecdote of the advice given to the Cypselid tyrant
Periander at Corinth (5.92(). Polyphron too is assassinated,
the proper fate of the stereotypical tyrant, as his assassin (a
certain Alexander, who according to Plutarch was
Polyphron’s nephew)* claims (6.4.34), justifying his deed as
avenging Polydorus’ death and destroying the tyranny (rv
Tupavvida katalvovros), apparently fancying himself a
Thessalian Harmodius or Aristogeiton. But his murder of a
family member brands him as a tyrant too, as do his
ensuing lack of justice, harsh rule, and appropriation of
funds for his own selfish ends (6.4.95)—or so Xenophon
presents him, at least, for his political and military success
and reputation outside of Thessaly suggest rather that he
enjoyed widespread support.” In Xenophon’s narrative,
however, Alexander is employed as ‘a tyrannical cautionary
tale’,*! and meets the appropriate fate of a tyrant, murdered
in his bed by his wife and her brothers in a dramatic scene
very reminiscent of Herodotus’ narration of the accession to
power of Gyges of Lydia (1.8-12), the very first ruler (and, it

% Plut. Pel. 29.4.
10 Sprawski (2006); cf. Lewis (2009) 67-6.
1 Lewis (2009) 67.
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should be noted, an eastern foreign despot) whose rule is
described as a tyranny (Archilochus F 1gW), with the as-
sassination of the reigning monarch at the instigation of a
similarly nameless queen.* The emphasis on tyranny in this
section of Xenophon’s narrative suggests that if all of
Jason’s successors as flagos were tyrants, then he too must
have been one by definition, although he does stop short of
referring to Jason as a tyrant explicitly in his own voice.

It seems that for Xenophon Jason’s intended crime
against the gods is what constitutes the justification for
abruptly transforming him from an ideal leader into a
tyrant, and it is interesting that in this section of his
narrative, immediately before Jason’s assassination, we find
an emphasis upon Jason’s use of mercenaries (6.4.21, 22, 28)
and a personal bodyguard (6.4.21 and 28), both stereo-
typical features of tyrannies, for they lend force to the
tyrant’s regime. In the Hellenica, it one looks carefully
enough, the downfall of every leader, even those portrayed
as good leaders up to that point, comes as the result of some
sort of moral vice.* Jason’s impiety, therefore, represents the
crucial explanatory factor in his downfall and makes the
parallel with the other Greek leaders depicted as tyrants in
the Hellenica even more pronounced.

The final example of a Greek leader whom Xenophon
portrays as a tyrant is Euphron of Sicyon, the only other
historical figure to be singled out in two separate digressions
from his narrative (7.1.44-6 and 7.3.1-12).** As in the
previous examples of ‘tyrannical’ Greek leaders, Xenophon
appears to be obscuring the legal basis of Euphron’s power
in order to portray him as a tyrant. After gaining the
support of the Argives and Arcadians, Euphron establishes
an anti-Spartan democracy in Sicyon, and summoning his
fellow citizens into the marketplace, orders them to elect
generals (7.1.44—5). After his own (unsurprising) election as

2 On the Herodotean echoes in this episode in Xenophon, see Gray
(1989) 70—2.
* Pownall (2004) 65-112.

* On Xenophon’s narrative of Euphron, see Gray (1989) 1346;
Tuplin (1993) 121—4; Pownall (2004) 103—5; Lewis (2004).
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one of the generals, Euphron creates what Xenophon
characterises as a private mercenary army, which he then
employs in characteristic tyrannical fashion to seize
autocratic power for himself; as Xenophon concludes
(7.1.46): ‘in this way he brought everything under his own
control and was clearly a tyrant’ (kai oagds Topavvos 7v).
But as Sian Lewis has observed,* Xenophon also states that
Euphron was legally elected by the demos of Sicyon and
implies that he never lost favour with his fellow citizens,
who honoured him after his assassination with a public
burial ‘as if he were the founder of the city’ (7.5.12). Thus,
by definition at least, Euphron is not technically a tyrant,
and Xenophon has to engage in special pleading,
highlighted by his use of the adverb cagas (‘clearly’) to
transform him into one, just as he does with the previous
Greek rulers whom he portrayed as tyrants.

It is important to notice that one of the ‘tyrannical’
activities in which Euphron engages at the beginning of his
regime is his appropriation of sacred money to pay the
mercenaries on which Xenophon implies his power rested
(7.1.46). Now Xenophon does not emphasise Euphron’s
impiety here, but I do not believe that it is coincidental that
the intervening narrative between this digression on
Euphron and the following one is devoted to a lengthy
account of the virtue of the Phliasians (7.2.1-3.1), the
Sicyonians’ Peloponnesian neighbours, who receive special
praise from Xenophon for their continued loyalty to Sparta
in the aftermath of the battle of Leuctra.* Not only are the
Phliasians loyal, but Xenophon is careful to underline their
piety as well. The Phliasians approach their ally, the
Athenian commander Chares, and persuade him to help
them attack a fort that Euphron and the Sicyonians are
building on their border. Xenophon quotes a short speech
in direct discourse that the Phliasians make to Chares, in
which they encourage him to consult the gods with
sacrifices as to whether or not to assist them, suggesting that

® Lewis (2004), esp. 70—2.

¥ Cf. Pownall (2004) 1034.
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the gods are on their side and will encourage him to do so
(7.2.20). Chares duly sacrifices, and he and an unnamed seer
announce to the Phliasians that the sacrifices were
favourable; then and only then do Chares’ troops join the
Phliasians and rush out into battle, as Xenophon says, ‘in a
kind of divine enthusiasm’ (Peia 7wt mpobupig, 7.2.21). Not
surprisingly, in light of these explicit references to the
support of the gods, the Sicyonian defenders of the fort flee
in panic, leaving behind their provisions for the Phliasian
troops to feast upon. Xenophon is careful to report the
plous behaviour of the Phliasians after their victory: they
pour libations for their good fortune and sing the paean
(7.2.23). The clear mmplication is that the victory of the
Phliasians is a reward from the gods for their piety. In fact,
this section of Xenophon’s narrative, with its emphasis on
the piety of the Phliasians, the battlefield role of the
unnamed seer, and the role of the gods in the military
success of the Phliasians over the Sicyonian troops, is very
reminiscent of the victory of Thrasybulus and the
democratic resistance over Critias and the Thirty in the
battle of Munychia.

Xenophon returns to his narrative of Euphron
immediately after this section on the pious behaviour of the
Phliasians, Euphron’s opponents, and it will therefore come
as no surprise to the careful reader that Euphron receives
his just deserts for his impiety and tyrannical behaviour.
When Euphron returns home after his defeat by the
Phliasians, he is removed from power by an aristocratic
faction, whom he succeeds in dislodging with the help of yet
another mercenary army (this time from Athens), but
remains unable to gain control of the acropolis, which was
held by a Theban garrison. When he goes to Thebes to
persuade the authorities there to hand back control of the
city to him, he is assassinated by a group of aristocratic
exiles (7.3.175). In his defence speech, one of the unnamed
killers justifies the assassination to the Thebans by
emphasising Euphron’s tyranny. He begins by associating
Euphron with the supporters of the Theban polemarchs
who collaborated with the Spartans in the seizure of the
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Cadmea (7.3.7), whom the Thebans themselves justifiably
condemned to death, a euphemism for the massacre that
actually occurred (5.4.11-12), on the grounds that they had
committed unholy acts (avooiwv), were traitors, and were
attempting to rule as tyrants (trvpavvetv emyetpovvtwv). He
then proceeds to enumerate Euphron’s crimes, which are
essentially the standard vices of a tyrant, including the
liberation of slaves,*” the arbitrary killing and exiling of his
political opponents, and the seizure of their property for
himself (7.4.8). It is notable, however, that the unnamed
killer also expresses strong moral indignation for Euphron’s
pillaging of the sanctuaries in Sicyon. The assassin
concludes his defence speech by stating that Euphron ‘was
unquestionably a tyrant’ (dmpodasiorws tipavvos 7v), a
verbal echo that seems designed to recall the similar
statement with its special pleading at the end of the first
digression (7.1.46). In Xenophon’s digressions on Euphron,
there 1s once again an explicit and emphatic connection
between tyranny and impiety, and the suggestion of divine
punishment for an act of sacrilege, particularly when his
assassination 1s juxtaposed with the string of military
successes experienced by his exceptionally pious opponents,
the Phliasians.

The final leader whom  Xenophon explicitly
characterises as a tyrant is not a Greek, but a foreigner,
Mania, who became sub-satrap of the province of Aeolis in
northwest Asia Minor after the death of her husband. She is
the subject of a lengthy and dramatic anecdote at the
beginning of Book g of the Hellenica (3.1.10-28),* and the
placement of her story in Xenophon’s narrative is
significant, for it comes immediately after the fall of the
Thirty in Athens, when the Spartans are campaigning
against the Persians in Asia Minor in order to restore their
reputation among their fellow Greeks after accepting
Persian gold during the final stages of the Peloponnesian

7 A hallmark of tyranny, according to Aristotle (Pol. 5.1313bg2—4).

* On the dramatic qualities of Xenophon’s narrative of Mania, see
Gray (1989) 2935 and Pownall (2004) 105-8.



72 Frances Pownall

War. Mania is a good example of the ambiguity of
leadership for Xenophon; although she proves herself to be
an effective leader, she is nonetheless a tyrant,* as indeed
she must be, as an eastern despot ruling over Greek subjects
for the Persian king. After the death of her husband who
served as sub-satrap in the region, Mania pays a visit in
person to the Persian satrap Pharnabazus, bringing gifts for
him and his court, and she requests him politely to allow
her a trial period as her husband’s replacement to prove her
worth. When he agrees, she turns out to be more loyal and
energetic than her husband had been. Nevertheless,
although Mania’s leadership 1s well received by
Pharnabazus, she does fit the Greek stereotype of an
intriguing and manipulative oriental woman, and it is telling
that Aristotle, in the Politics (1313b32), comments upon the
dominance of women (as well as slaves) in the tyrant’s
household. Furthermore, Mania conquers the coastal Greek
cities of Larisa, Hamaxitus, and Colonae, adding them to
Pharnabazus’ territory, but Xenophon subtly comments
that she does so using a Greek mercenary force and looking
on from a covered carriage (appapaéa), a form of transport
that he usually associates with Persian women (3.1.13).”" The
scene of Greek mercenaries conquering other Greeks on the
Persians’ behalf with Mania looking on in a carriage must
have been morally repugnant. It is therefore no surprise
perhaps when Mania is assassinated by her own son-in-law
Meidias, who strangles her and slaughters her teenage son
as well. Xenophon concludes his narrative of Mania’s
murder with the comment that Meidias took advantage of
his family connection to gain access to her presence, for
Mania guarded herself against others, as is fitting in a
tyranny (3.1.14: @omep €v Tupavvide mpoonkev). Thus, Xeno-
phon explicitly refers to Mania’s rule as a tyranny and
draws attention to one of the stereotypical features of a
tyrant, the personal bodyguard.

* Tuplin (1993) 49; Krentz (1995) 163—4; Pownall (2004) 108.

% Cyr. 3.1.40 and 6.4.11; cf. Hdt. 7.83.2; cf. also Hdt. 7.41.1 and Ar.
Ach. 70, where the emphasis is on Persians rather than women. See
Krentz (1995) 164.



Tyrants as Impious Leaders in Xenophon’s Hellenica 73

Now if Mania herself is a tyrant, as one would expect in
a Persian environment, by definition Meidias, who has
killed his own mother-in-law and usurped her position, is
even more tyrannical, that is, he represents a substantively
tyrannical figure as opposed to a situationally tyrannical
one.”! Not surprisingly, retribution is swift and comes in the
form of the Spartan commander in the region, Dercylidas,
who arrives on the scene and retakes in a single day the
Greek cities of Larisa, Hamaxitus, and Colonae; they came
over to him willingly, as Xenophon tellingly observes
(3.1.16). He immediately proceeds to a detailed description
of a series of unfavourable sacrifices that delayed Dercylidas
from undertaking any subsequent military action for a
number of days (3.1.17). Xenophon makes it very clear that
we are intended to view Dercylidas’ heeding of the
inauspicious sacrifices as properly pious behaviour, for he
observes that one of the allied commanders, impatient at
the continued delay, attempted to cut off the water supply
of Cebren, another Greek city that the Spartan army was
attempting to recover from the Persians, but was
immediately repulsed, suffering a wound in the process and
losing two of his men (3.1.18). It is then that the inhabitants
of Cebren voluntarily offer to surrender the city to
Dercylidas, on the grounds that they would rather be on the
Greek side than the barbarian one and, not coincidentally it
seems, the sacrifices finally turn out favourably for
Dercylidas and the city opens its gates (3.1.18-19).

It is only then that Dercylidas finally approaches the city
of Scepsis, Meidias’ headquarters. Meidias immediately
surrenders, because he does not trust his own subjects to
defend him (ruling over unwilling subjects is of course
Xenophon’s definition of a tyrant). Dercylidas then
sacrifices to Athena twice in three chapters (3.1.21 and 23),
which Xenophon emphasises in his narrative by including
in direct discourse his conversation with Meidias about the
sacrifices. Afterwards, Dercylidas dismisses Meidias’
garrison and personal bodyguard (once again, the

1T thank the editor and one of the anonymous referees for Histos for
clarifying my thinking on this point.
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stereotypical attributes of a tyrant) and magnanimously
spares his life, in sharp contrast to the perfidy with which
Meidias murdered his own predecessor in the tyranny.
While strictly speaking neither Mania nor Meidias (unlike
the Greek leaders portrayed as tyrants) actually commits
impiety, Xenophon’s emphasis upon the ostentatious piety
of Dercylidas is clearly intended to highlight his opponents’
corresponding lack of this crucial (and particularly Greek?)
virtue. It seems likely that Xenophon very deliberately
dwells upon the Mania and Meidias episode just after his
narrative of the fall of the Thirty in order to underline the
impiety of tyranny, a form of government fit only for
barbarians and unworthy of Greek leaders.

To conclude, I have argued that not only does
Xenophon single out certain Greek leaders as egregiously
bad by portraying them as tyrants and narrating their
downfalls in particularly colourful and detailed passages,
but he also emphasises their alleged crimes against the gods
as the crucial explanatory factor in their downfalls. This
appears to be a new development in the Greek
historiographical tradition, as impiety is an aspect that is
curiously underplayed in Herodotus’ depiction of the Greek
tyrants. As Carolyn Dewald has recently demonstrated, the
Greek tyrants in Herodotus are generally portrayed as
harsh and violent, and increasingly as what she describes as
‘potential wicks drawing foreign domination and real,
systemic autocracy . . . down into Greece’.”? But instances of
impiety associated with Greek tyrants in Herodotus’
narrative are few, isolated and generally contain no whiff of
divine retribution, such as Pheidon’s usurpation of the
presidency of the Olympic Games from the Eleans (which
Herodotus characterises at 6.127.3 as ‘the greatest act of
hybris’), Periander’s necrophilia and violation of nomos in
stripping the women of Corinth of their clothing at a festival
as an offering to the ghost of his dead wife (5.927), and
perhaps Peisistratus’ ruse of dressing up a tall and striking
woman as Athena in order to establish himself as tyrant for

%2 Dewald (2003) 40.
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the second time, which leads Herodotus to comment upon
the gullibility of the Athenians, rather than offering any
explicit denunciation of Peisistratus’ action in and of itself
(1.60.9-5). And Thucydides, as Simon Hornblower has
observed, generally neglects to inform us on the religious
dimension to the Peloponnesian War,”® and so it is not
surprising that he comments only on the desire for personal
aggrandisement of both the Greek and Sicilian tyrants (1.17).
He does not mention impiety as a characteristic of tyranny,
but instead mentions in passing the concern for cult and
ritual by both Peisistratus and Polycrates (3.104.1—2; cf.
1.13.0). Perhaps most famously Thucydides dismisses the
popular conception that the mutilation of the Herms and
the profanation of the Eleusinian Mysteries on the eve of
the Athenian departure for Sicily in 415 were an oligarchical
or tyrannical conspiracy designed to sabotage the
expedition, using the example of the Peisistratid tyranny to
show how little the general population in Athens knew
about its own history, for as he demonstrates it was not
actually oppressive at all until the assassination of the tyrant
Hippias’ brother Hipparchus (6.53.3-60.1; cf. 1.20.1-2).

It is only with Xenophon that impiety becomes one of
the standard topo: of tyranny, and serves as the crucial
explanatory factor for the downfall of the tyrant. The
association of tyranny and impiety is not particularly
surprising, for condemnation of the impious is certainly one
of the organising principles of the Hellenica.>* What is
perhaps more surprising, however, is Xenophon’s deliberate
portrayal of bad leaders as tyrants. As noted above, hatred
of tyranny was a particular concern of Athenian democratic

** Hornblower (1992).

* Pownall (1998). That is perhaps why the link of tyranny with
impiety (curiously) seldom appears elsewhere in Xenophon, even in the
Hiero, where one might expect it (apart from the reference to the
tendency of tyrants to rob temples to satisfy their desire for money at
4.11; a point not made, however, in a similar context at Smp. 4.36);
generally Xenophon associates tyranny with unwilling subjects; see, e.g.,
Mem. 4.6.12 and Oec. 21.12, as well as implicitly throughout the Heero. Cf.
n. 12.
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ideology, according to which the tyrant-slayers Harmodius
and Aristogeiton were credited with the expulsion of the
tyrants and the foundation of Athenian democracy.
Furthermore, Athenians of all social classes regularly
witnessed tyrants being brought to life on the tragic and the
comic stage.” It is interesting, therefore, that Xenophon,
who was writing for the educated elite, deliberately shaped
his narrative to portray bad leaders as tyrants, thereby
employing the ideology of the Athenian democracy (which
generally comes off in a very bad light in the Hellenica). It
may be, as Kurt Raaflaub simply puts it, that ‘tyranny was
good to think with’.”® For someone who was as interested in
leadership as Xenophon was and who was thoroughly
imbued with the ideology of Athenian democratic culture
(even if he did not necessarily agree with it), the paradigm of
the tyrant offered the very best negative exemplum for the
bad leader, and was a useful as well as a familiar tool for his
aim of preparing the elite to play a more socially responsible
and constructive role in contemporary political leadership.’’
Furthermore, the desire to dissociate oligarchy from
tyranny, to which the concept had become inextricably
linked by the end of the fifth century, as Thucydides’
misguided Athenians illustrate, was at the forefront for
Xenophon.” By portraying those individuals whom he
considered the worst possible leaders as tyrants who
exemplified impiety, the worst of the vices as far as

»® Tragedy: Seaford (2003); Comedy: Henderson (2003) and
McGlew (2006). Rosenbloom (2012) has recently argued that late fifth-
century Athenian drama was intended to subvert the democracy and
restore the oligarchic elite to political power, a goal shared, not
coincidentally, by Xenophon himself (Pownall (2004) 111-12 and (2012)
13715)-

% Raaflaub (2003) 83; cf. Mitchell (2006) 1856 and (2013) 153-63.
Parker (1998) argues that the concept of tyranny as a whole arose in
Athens.

" On Xenophon’s concern to rehabilitate aristocratic ideology, see
Pownall (2004) 110-12 and (2012) 14-15; see also Johnstone (1994) and
Balot (2001) 230—3.

% On the conceptual link between tyranny and oligarchy in Greek
popular thought, see Mitchell (2006).
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Xenophon was concerned, he could provide a clear
separation between the two constitutional forms of
oligarchy and tyranny, and open the door to a
rehabilitation of government by the educated elite. In so
doing, Xenophon appropriates the figure of the evil tyrant,
central to democratic ideology, for his own subversive
purposes, and introduces the topos of the tyrant’s impiety,
one that becomes especially useful to later fourth-century
and Hellenistic historians.

Unaversity of Alberta frances.pownall@ualberta.ca
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Appendix:

Xenophon’s Usage of the tvpavv-root in the Hellenica

(compiled with the 7LG)

lepcwvog

1. Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse (2.3.5, but section is an
interpolation).

2. Theban exiles announce death of Theban
polemarchs (5.4.9).

3. Agesilaus on the Theban polemarchs (5.4.13).

4. The Greeks feared that Jason would become a
tyrant (6.4.32).

5. The Spartans appeal to Athens in §70 on grounds
that they had helped expel the Peisistratid tyrants
(6.5-33)-

6. ‘Euphron was clearly a tyrant’ (7.1.46).

7. The assassin of Euphron: ‘Euphron was
unquestionably a tyrant’ (7.9.8).

8. The assassin of Euphron, more generally (7.3.10).

TUPAVVELY

1. Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse (2.2.25, but section 1s
an interpolation).”

2. Theramenes on Critias and the Thirty (2.5.48).

3. The Thirty (2.4.1).

4. Theban speech to Athenians at beginning of
Corinthian War; Greek cities ‘tyrannised’ by
harmosts and decarchies established by Lysander
(3-5-13).

5. Opponents on the Corinthian rulers during the
Argive-Corinthian sympolity (4.4.6).

6. The Theban polemarchs who occupy the Cadmea
on the Spartans’ behalf (5.4.1).

7. 'The assassins of Euphron in reference to Euphron

himself as well as the supporters of the Theban
polemarchs (7.3.7).

9 Cf. Lewis (2004) 67-8.
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TUpaVVl:g.

1. Critias to Theramenes on the Thirty (2.3.16).

2. Mania (3.1.14).

3. Theban exile on the Theban polemarchs occupying
the Cadmea (5.4.2).

4. Autocles accuses the Spartans of imposing
decarchies and boards of thirty (6.5.8).

5. Polyphron, successor to Jason (6.4.34).

6. Alexander of Pherae on Polyphron (6.4.34).

TUpCLVVLKéS
1. Theramenes to Critias (in opposition to dnuoTikos),
referring to oligarchy (the Thirty? the Four
Hundred?) (2.5.49).
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PIETY IN XENOPHON’S THEORY
OF LEADERSHIP®

Michael A. Flower

Abstract: The central theme in Xenophon’s writings is to isolate and
articulate the qualities of the ideal leader. His ideal leader secures
consent to his leadership, treats his followers as friends, and works for
their mutual success as a group with shared interests. An additional
essential aspect, however, has escaped the attention of most modern
scholars. This aspect is Xenophon’s emphasis on the leader’s piety and
on his ability to maintain a proper relationship with the gods. He
principally does this by securing their advice and goodwill through
sacrifice, divination, and the avoidance of impious actions. In this article
the stress on the leader’s piety as the sine qua non of effective leadership is
traced through Xenophon’s corpus.

Keywords: Xenophon, piety, leadership, divination, seer, sacrifice.

he December 15, 2013 issue of the New York Times

Sunday Book Review contains a review the likes of

which no scholar would ever wish to receive. It is of
a book by Alain de Botton and John Armstrong called A
As Therapy (2013) and begins:

Who’s afraid of Alain de Botton? At 43, he’s already an
elder in the church of self-help, the master of spinning
sugary ‘secular sermons’ out of literature (‘How Proust
Can Change Your Life’), philosophy (“The
Consolations of Philosophy’), architecture (“The
Architecture of Happiness’). He has a remarkably
guileless face and a friendly, populist vision of art. Why
then do I keep checking my pockets? And why the

* T would like to thank Harriet Flower and John Marincola for their
help and suggestions, and especially Richard Fernando Buxton for his
exemplary editing of this paper.
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grumbles that he condescends to his subjects and
regards his readers .... as ‘ants™'

This review immediately brought to mind Xenophon,
whom one might call the Alain de Botton of his time. And it
especially brought to mind his Memorabilia and Cyropaedia,
which are chock full of ‘sugary sermons’. But not all of those
sermons are secular, and that may help to explain why so
many modern readers, and especially Anglo-American
philosophers, are afraid of Xenophon.

1. The Centrality of Piety

Xenophon spent his literary career pursuing a number of
main ideas, or key themes, that thread their way through
his large and varied corpus of writings. One of those themes
was to 1solate and articulate the qualities of the ideal leader.
Xenophon’s ‘theory’ of leadership has, of course, been the
subject of considerable scrutiny, most recently and most
thoroughly by Vivienne Gray (2011). She and others have
isolated the principal criteria for effective leadership in
Xenophon’s corpus.? His ideal leader secures consent to his
leadership, deals decisively with insubordination, treats his
followers as friends, knows what is best for them, and works
for their mutual success as a group with shared interests. He
also exhibits self-control on all occasions, and shares the
toils of those under his command. One essential aspect,
however, 1s missing from this list, and, in our secular age,
has naturally escaped the attention of many modern
scholars.” That missing item is Xenophon’s emphasis on the
leader’s piety and on his ability to maintain a proper
relationship with the gods. He principally does this by

! Sehgal (2013).

2 In addition to Gray, some important studies are Breitenbach (1950)
47-104 and (1967), Wood (1964), Due (1989), Hutchinson (2000),
Azoulay (2004), Tamiolaki (2012a). On Xenophon’s treatment of
individuals generally, see Tuplin (2003) and Due (1989) 147—206.

® An important exception, however, is Dillery (1995) 179—242, a
ground-breaking study of Xenophon’s Hellenica.
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securing the advice and goodwill of these gods through
sacrifice, divination, and the avoidance of impious actions.
The proper modes of human-divine interaction, which
would have been self-evident to Xenophon’s readers in
general terms, are strategically elucidated throughout his
corpus: sacrifice 1s principally animal sacrifice, divination is
asking the gods for advice, and impious actions are doing
things unpleasing to the gods (like breaking oaths, defiling
temples, or committing heinous crimes).* Xenophon
sometimes refers to consultations of Delphi, and
occasionally reports god-sent dreams and bird omens (owno,
often translated as ‘auspices’). But the primary means of
getting advice from the gods is by a method that just about
anyone can do at home or in the field, although usually and
most authoritatively with the assistance of a professional
seer (mantis). That 1s by killing a victim, usually a sheep, and
then examining the shape, colour, and texture of its liver.”
The Greek word that Xenophon employs to refer to the
results of this type of divinatory sacrifice is fa hiera, usually
translated as ‘signs’ or ‘omens’. This can be confusing since
in a sacrificial context fa hiera may denote the sacrificial rite,
the particular parts of the sacrificial victim that are
examined for signs, or the signs themselves that emerge
from examination (the difference between the last two
meanings is often blurred).® The fhuera are either favourable

* On religion in Xenophon, see Dirrbach (1893), who accuses
Xenophon of manipulating religion in the Anabasis as part of his self-
defence; Anderson (1974) 34—40; Dillery (1995) 179-94, 236—7; Bowden
(2004); Parker (2004), who gives an especially sophisticated treatment of
the Anabasis; Pownall (1998) and (2004); Flower (2012) 203-16; Bruit-
Zaidman (2013). Zucker (1900), still an important study, focuses on the
role of divination in the Anabasis.

> The bibliography on divination in Greek religion is vast. For
Xenophon in particular, see Parker (2004) and Flower (2012). For the
role of divination in Greek society, see Johnston (2008) and, especially
for the role of the seer, Flower (2008). The techniques of liver divination
(hepatoscopy) are well described by Collins (2008).

6 See Jameson (1991) 200-1. I will not be discussing the battle-line

sacrifice (called sphagia), in which the seer slit the victim’s throat (a goat
or ram) while observing its movements and the flow of blood.
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or unfavourable, depending on the appearance of the
victim’s liver.

The standard procedure was to sacrifice a single victim,
and then, if the omens were unfavourable, to sacrifice a
second one. If the omens were still unfavourable, one could
sacrifice yet a third victim on that day, but no more. On
two occasions in the Anabasis, however, Xenophon sacrifices
two victims 1n a row as part of the same consultation. This
1s not because one of them is merely held in reserve in case
the answer is either unclear or unfavourable during the first
sacrifice; for the wording indicates that Xenophon has
sacrificed both victims (6.1.22—4; 7.6.43—4). Rather, we need
to infer that Xenophon asked different questions of each
victim as a type of checking: while sacrificing one victim he
must have asked ‘s it better to do x?°, and while sacrificing
the other, ‘is it better to do y?” Only the sequence ‘yes-no’
or ‘no-yes’ would count as a reliable answer.’

Before proceeding any further it is necessary to raise a
difficult question. To what degree are Xenophon’s views on
leadership and piety essentially those of his social class, his
own original contribution to political thought and
leadership theory, or predominantly based on his
recollections (such as they were) of Socratic teaching? This
1s not an easy question to answer with certainty; but surely
Xenophon’s views emerged from a combination of all three
elements. Socrates is in many ways the perfect leader, and
Xenophon opens his Memorabilia with a demonstration that
Socrates’ religious attitudes, including his use of divination,
were completely traditional, even if strongly held (1.1.6—9).?
Nonetheless, as far as we can tell, Xenophon’s account of
Socratic religion contains novel ideas and emphases (such as
the insistence that the gods are both omnipresent and

7 See Parker (2004) 150—1 who cites the Azande poison oracle as a
parallel. The use of the poison oracle by the Azande (a people of the
southern Sudan), administered to chickens in a type of checking, is
remarkably similar to what is implied in Xenophon’s account.

8 For attempts to reconstruct the historical Socrates’ religious views,
see McPherran (1996) and (2011), Calvo-Martinez (2008), Powers (2009).



Prety in Xenophon’s Theory of Leadership 89

omniscient),” and some of these may well be Xenophon’s
own attempt to harmonise traditional Greek beliefs about
the gods."” One should also leave space for the impact on
Xenophon’s theories of his own personal experience as a
general in command of mercenaries and as a soldier serving
under the command of others (principally Cyrus the
Younger and Agesilaus)."

So given Xenophon’s unusual life experiences and
Socratic education, the religious dimension of the
leadership theory articulated in his writings, although in
some respects traditional and normative, is unlikely to map
directly onto the beliefs and practices of his contemporaries.
In other words, Xenophon appears to be offering something
distinctively new. Yet even if one is not willing to ascribe as
much originality to Xenophon’s views as I would like, it has
recently been demonstrated in impressive detail that he no
longer can be perceived as the naive and unthinking
purveyor of popular beliefs; rather, across his large corpus
of writings Xenophon has constructed a theologically
consistent and philosophically sophisticated account of the
relationship between gods and mortals as mediated through
divination. "

However that may be, the importance of piety as a
primary characteristic of Xenophon’s ideal leader is actually
not very difficult to demonstrate. Piety, or eusebeia, as Jon
Mikalson has recently pointed out, means ‘proper respect’
towards both gods and other people (whereas the adjective
eusebes means ‘properly respectful’).’® Since ‘piety’ is the
standard and convenient translation, I will continue to

9 See Dillery (1995) 1845, with Mem. 1.1.19 and 1.4.18, Smp. 4.48,
Cyr. 8.7.22.

1% Bruit-Zaidman (2013) stresses the influence of Socrates on
Xenophon’s religious views. Dorion (2000) LXX, however, suggests the
possibility (which I find attractive) that Xenophon, in a process of
transposition, has attributed to Socrates the virtues, values, ideas, and
interests that were dear to himself.

' Cf. Buxton in this volume.
12 Labadie (2014).
13 Mikalson (2010) 9.
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deploy 1it, while keeping in mind its culturally specific
connotations, when wused in a religious context, for
Xenophon and his contemporary audience.

The concept of showing proper respect towards the gods
(which encompasses serving them and honouring them as
well as consulting them and obeying them) runs throughout
Xenophon’s corpus and always receives special emphasis. A
good place to start is with the ‘sugary sermons’ of the
Memorabiha. Right at the beginning we are told that
Socrates advised his close friends, ‘that if an action was
unavoidable, to carry it out as they thought best, but where
the result of an action was uncertain, he sent them to use
divination to see if the action should be taken.'* He said that
anyone who proposed to run a household or a city
efficiently needed the help of divination’ (1.1.6). Obviously,
consultation of the gods is going to be especially important
for anyone who manages not only their own affairs, but also
those of others. According to Xenophon, the ideal leader 1s
the one who can make his followers ‘happy’ or eudaimones
(Mem. 3.2.4-5). This is not ‘happiness’ (eudaimonia) in the
modern emotional sense of feeling good, but in the material
sense of ‘living well’ or ‘faring well.'”> Making one’s
followers and subjects happy, as the history of humankind
sadly demonstrates, is much easier to accomplish in theory
than in practice. And that is why, in Xenophon’s view, the
role of divine guidance becomes indispensable.

It has been well pointed out that the three fundamental
and enduring beliefs of Greek polis religion are that the
gods exist, that the gods pay attention to the affairs of men,
and that there is reciprocity between men and gods.'

'* “To use divination’ is often misleadingly translated in this passage
as ‘to consult the oracle’ (although that is a possible rendering, it is
unlikely that Socrates is recommending repeated trips to oracular
sanctuaries such as Delphi). Xenophon employs the future participle
manteusomenous from the Greek verb manteuesthai, which also can mean
either ‘to practise divination’ or ‘to consult seers’, as at Aristophanes,
Birds 599 and 596.

'» Mikalson (2010) 7—9.
1% Yunis (1988) 38—58.
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Xenophon’s Socrates takes these beliefs to a new level. Near
the beginning of the Memorabilia and once again near its end
(1.4 and 4.3), Xenophon gives the first ever account of a
theory that engendered a theological and philosophical
debate that is still raging today. I am referring to the theory
now called Intelligent Design. One of Xenophon’s proofs
that the gods have designed the universe for the benefit of
humankind is the fact that they are willing to act as our
advisors. He claims: ‘In so far as we are unable to foresee
what is advantageous for the future, the gods themselves
work with us, indicating through divination to those who
consult them what is going to happen and teaching them
how to obtain the best results’ (4.3.12; cf. 1.4.15-18).
Intelligent Design is likely to be Xenophon’s own novel
contribution to philosophical and theological thought.'” Its
relevance to leadership theory 1is that it provides an
objectively valid basis for the programme of religious and
ethical behaviour that Xenophon advocates."

It is essential to emphasise that for Xenophon piety is not
a secondary, second-class, or peripheral characteristic of the
successful leader. Thus How to Be a Good Cavalry Commander
opens with this exhortation (1): “Your first duty is to sacrifice
and to ask that the gods grant you to think and do and say
those things that might make your exercise of command
most pleasing to them, as well as being most acceptable,
most reputable, and most useful for yourself, your friends,
and your city.” In today’s world, despite the invocations of
‘God’ in political rhetoric, no military handbook would
begin with an appeal to prayer and sacrifice. The centrality
of piety in the list of a leader’s virtues is made explicit at the
end of Xenophon’s Agesilaus, where he summarises the
king’s virtues in order that they may be easier for the reader
to remember. Piety is placed first. He starts with specific
examples of Agesilaus’ piety and then notes (11.2): ‘He never
stopped repeating that he believed the gods took no less

17 See especially McPherran (1996) 279-g1 and Sedley (2007) 75-92,
who, however, attribute the theory to the historical Socrates rather than
to Xenophon himself. Note also Powers (2009).

'8 Note, in particular, Mem. 1.4.2 and 19; 4.3.2 and 16-18.
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pleasure in pious deeds than in unblemished sacrificial
offerings. Whenever he was successful, he did not look
down upon his fellow men, but gave thanks to the gods.
And he offered more sacrifices when confident than prayers
when in doubt.’

A specific example of the king’s piety in action is
repeated in both the Agesilaus and in the Hellenica (Ages. 1.27;
HG 5.4.18). Xenophon has just described Agesilaus’ method
of training his army at Ephesus in 395 and then adds: ‘And
one would have been heartened by also seeing this, first
Agesilaus, and then the other soldiers, proceeding from the
gymnasia with garlands on their heads and dedicating their
crowns to Artemis. For wherever men reverence the gods,
practise the craft of war, and practise obedience to their
commanders, how is it not likely that there all things are full
of good hopes?’

Agesilaus must have done more than merely leave a
wreath for the goddess; he even seems to have dedicated a
column in her famous temple. For an inscription has been
found on the fragment of a column base from the temple of
Artemis at Ephesus that bears the name ‘Agesilaus’.'? So we
can easily imagine the king, who always had a keen sense of
how to project an image of himself, doing just what
Xenophon describes him as doing. Other passages in the
Agesilaus (2.13; 3.2; 11.1-2) also testify to the image that the
king wished to project of himself as a person of exceptional
and consistent piety. And image-making aside, Agesilaus,
like Xenophon himself, surely believed that he could win
not only the goodwill of men, but also of the goddess
herself, by this act of devotion.

¥ See Borker (1980). The inscription was later partially erased.
Wesenberg (1981) suggests that it was intentionally mutilated after the
conclusion of the King’s Peace in 387/6 as an expression of resentment
after Sparta had abandoned the Greeks of Asia.
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2. Seeking the Gods’ Advice

Xenophon’s emphasis on Agesilaus’ piety as a central virtue
1s in keeping with his overall theological view of the
reciprocal relationship between gods and mortals. This
reciprocal relationship i3 made especially manifest in the
rites of divination, and in several of his works Xenophon
states explicitly that the gods give signs specifically to ‘those
whom they favour’. In the Cyropaedia (1.6.2 and 46) Cyrus’
father Cambyses says to the young prince that he had him
instructed in the art of divination in order that he should
not be dependent on seers and so that he should always be
able to seek advice from the gods, since they know all
things. The strongest statement of this position is when
Cambyses asserts to his son at the very end of their long
conversation (1.6.46):

Human wisdom does not know how to choose what is
best any more than if someone were to draw lots and
do as the lot fell. But the gods, my son, who always
exist, know all things, both the things that have taken
place, the things that are, and whatever shall come to
pass as a result of each past and present event. And
when men consult them, they indicate in advance to
those whom they favour both what they ought to do
and what they ought not to do. But if the gods do not
wish to advise everyone, that is not surprising. For
there is no necessity for them to care for those whom
they do not wish to.

Yet who 1s it that ‘the gods favour’? It is those who serve
them (through prayer and sacrifice) in good fortune as well
as in bad (Cyr. 1.6.3—4) and who do not pray for things that
are ‘unlawful’ (ta athemita, Cyr. 1.6.6). Moreover, Xenophon’s
conception of the proper relationship between gods and
mortals serves to model the kinds of interactions that ideally
underpin mutually beneficial relationships in the human
realm (the young Cyrus was instructed to treat his friends in
the very same way he did the gods: 1.6.3—4 and 6). The
programmatic nature of these passages about the necessity
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of cultivating divine favour and guidance is clearly marked.
It 1s not just that they are emphatically placed at both the
beginning and end of Cambyses’ advice to his son. Their
importance 1s also underscored by the fact that virtually the
same advice 1s given by Socrates in the Oeconomicus (5.19—20)
and by Xenophon himself at the end of How to Be a Good
Cavalry Commander (9.8—9):

If someone 1s surprised that I have frequently
mentioned working with god, let him recognise that if
he should often find himself in danger, this will be less
surprising, and if he considers that in time of war
enemies plot against one another but seldom know
whether these plots are well-laid. It is impossible to find
any other advisers in such matters except the gods.
They know everything and they give signs in advance
to whomever they wish through sacrifices, birds of
omen, voices, and dreams. And it is likely that they are
more ready to give advice to those who not only ask
what they should do when they happen to be in need,
but even in good fortune serve (therapeuein) the gods in
whatever way they are able.

The message, therefore, for current and future leaders is
crystal clear. If you want the gods to look out for you and to
communicate their advice to you, then you need to attend
to them, as did Cyrus the Great, both in good fortune and
in bad. Moreover, one must not expect the gods to assist
one in committing acts that are unjust or wicked. The
efficacy of this message is reaffirmed at the end of the
Cyropaedia in a nice example of thematic ring-composition:
at the end of his life Cyrus gives thanks to the gods for his
many successes, the guidance that they gave him through
divine signs and omens, and their care (¢pumeleia) for him
(8.7.9). His father’s instructions on how to interact with the
gods, delivered at the start of his military career, have been
completely validated.

Now all of this is fine in theory (and, in the case of the
Cyropaedia, in fiction); but how does it work out in practice?
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In the modern world, those leaders who appeal to divine
guidance most often and who display the most conspicuous
plety are not necessarily the most effective and successful at
making their constituents ‘happy’. I am thinking, in
particular, of two Presidents of the United States who would
appear to be on opposite poles of the political spectrum
(Jimmy Carter and George W. Bush), both of whom left
office deeply unpopular. So should we conclude that piety 1s
a characteristic of the successful leader only in self-help
books (Memorabilia), eulogies (Agesilaus), and historical fiction
(Cyropaedia)?

To answer that question we should turn to Xenophon’s
more concretely historical works, the Anabasis and Hellenica.
In the Anabasis, Xenophon has constructed his own role as
the exemplary type of the wise, resourceful, pious, honest,
and selfless leader, who constantly refers important
decisions to divination.”” Although Xenophon was not
himself a seer (mantis), he claims that he sacrificed frequently
and knew a good deal about how to interpret the results
(5.6.29). We also see him deciding by himself on the
meaning of dreams (3.1.11-12; 4.9.8) and signs (the sneeze at
3.2.9). Diogenes Laertius, who composed a short biography
of Xenophon, describes him as pious, fond of sacrificing,
and competent to interpret the omens from sacrifice (2.56).
Even if this is merely an inference from Xenophon’s own
writings, it sums up very well the image that the author
Xenophon has constructed of Xenophon the character. The
opinion of a professional seer, however, was always more
authoritative than Xenophon’s own interpretation of god-
sent signs. For that reason he frequently employed the
services of the seers present on the expedition concerning
both military operations and personal matters.

As depicted in the Anabasis, when Xenophon was
deciding issues that affected his own future, and by
association that of the entire army as well, he made these
difficult and perplexing decisions by sacrificing a victim to
the gods and then examining its entrails. These decisions

2 See Flower (2012) 11740, 203-16.
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included whether to discuss with the soldiers the founding of
a colony (5.6.16-17), whether to accept sole command of the
army (6.1.19-24), whether to return home to Athens (6.2.15),
whether to lead the army to the Thracian prince Seuthes
(7.2.14-15), and whether to remain with Seuthes in Thrace
or to move on with the Ten Thousand (7.6.43—~4). Even
though divination is a means whereby the gods give advice,
not orders, the constant referral of these important decisions
to divine arbitration tends to legitimatise and validate
Xenophon’s decisions.?!

At the same time, however, the appeal to divination
tends to mitigate Xenophon’s personal responsibility for the
consequences of his choices. An especially egregious
example appears at the very end of the Anabasis where
Xenophon, trusting in favourable omens from sacrifice,
leads a nearly catastrophic raid on the fortress of the
Persian grandee Asidates (7.8.8—23). But, due to
considerable luck, Asidates is eventually captured and the
narrative concludes with the simple words: ‘And this is how
the earlier omens turned out.” Appealing to god-sent
instructions can be useful both in narrative and in real life,
and 13 a much more effective face-saving device than merely
asserting that ‘mistakes have been made’.

Thus Xenophon can and does use piety to gloss over his
own bad decisions and questionable actions. And he can do
the same for his heroes as well. Agesilaus is called ‘a
perfectly good man’ (A4ges. 1.1), and his piety is stressed in
Xenophon’s eulogy. But besides the fact that he actually
oversaw the collapse of the Spartan hegemony, his personal
life was not spotless. Greek leaders did not need to worry
about being caught sending salacious emails to admirers of
either sex; nonetheless, there were socially prescribed limits
on behaviour. In Agesilaus’ case, his involvement with a
handsome Persian boy seems to have caused him some
embarrassment. In Xenophon’s Agesilaus (5.4—7) we are told
that Agesilaus was passionately in love with Megabates, the
son of Spithradates; yet he displayed remarkable self-control

2! Park (1963) is a classic study of the social function of divination.
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and refused to be kissed by him.?? The length (a whole page
in the Oxford Classical Text) and tone of Xenophon’s
treatment suggests that this relationship was a cause célebre.
The Hellenica Oxyrhynchia merely states rather matter-of-
factly that ‘Agesilaus was said to be extremely infatuated
with him’ (21.4).

Now, one major feature of Xenophon’s theory of
leadership is that the leader should be the master of his
desires and passions, including that for sex (Memorabilia 2.1).
I suspect that Xenophon lingers on this incident because he
1s trying very hard to prove that Agesilaus had not had a
physical relationship with Megabates, despite rumours to
the contrary. He makes a point of emphasising that
Agesilaus could not possibly have acted improperly because
when abroad he always slept in temples, where it 1is
impossible to do such things, or in public places. Readers of
Herodotus (9.116—21) will remember, of course, that the
Persian Artayctes, a very bad man indeed, did have sex with
women in the shrine of Protesilaus and suffered crucifixion
as his punishment. Thus Xenophon’s proof of the king’s
self-control 1s based on a rather circular argument:
Agesilaus did not have sex with Megabates because he slept
in temples and pious people, like Agesilaus, would never do
anything impious in a temple.

3. Divine Intervention in Human Affairs

Apart from providing advice and guidance, the Greeks also
believed that the gods could take a more active hand in
human affairs, especially by punishing the wicked and
assisting the pious. In other words, winning the goodwill of
the gods meant much more than simply securing favourable

2 On this passage see Hindley (1994) and Pontier (2012). Hindley
(2004) 126 and n. 8, argues that Agesilaus’ ‘caution arose from political,
not moral grounds’; but this assessment is decisively refuted by Pontier
(2012) 618 n. 25, who observes (pointing to Ages. 5.4 and 11.10) that the
episode is meant to demonstrate the enkrateia (self-mastery) of Agesilaus.
I would add that moral and political considerations are not easily
separated.
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omens from them before undertaking a battle or some other
venture. Both in the Agesilaus and in the Anabasis, Xenophon
speaks of making the gods one’s allies through proper
conduct (such as not breaking one’s oaths, plundering
temples, or using force on suppliants). This is essential
because ‘the gods are capable of quickly making the great
small and of easily preserving the small, even if they are in
difficulties, whenever they wish to do so’ (4n. .2.10).

Xenophon repeatedly asserts in his own speeches in
Book g of the Anabasis that the gods will be hostile to the
Persians as oath-breakers but be allies of the Greeks since
they kept their oaths (3.1.21-2; 3.2.10). In some incidents we
can glimpse divine agency at work, such as in the dream
that roused Xenophon to action after the arrest of the
generals by Tissaphernes (5.1.11-13) and in the spontaneous
house-fire that saved the Greeks when they were trying to
escape from the Drilae, a tribe dwelling near to the Black
Sea (5.2.24). One of the most explicit acknowledgements of
divine intervention in the Anabasis occurs when Xenophon
rallies his men to save the Arcadians (who have detached
themselves from the rest of the army) when these are
surrounded by Thracians and on the verge of annihilation.
Xenophon tells his troops that ‘Perhaps it is the god who 1s
bringing this about, in his wish to humble those who
boasted of their superior wisdom, and to give us the position
of greater honour, since we begin with the gods’ (6.5.18).
The meaning seems to be that the Arcadians found
themselves in this dangerous predicament precisely because
they had acted without first consulting the gods.

The idea that omitting to consult the gods can by itself
contribute to failure appears also in the Hellenica. In 567
representatives from the warring Greek cities (Thebes,
Theban allies, and Sparta) convene in Delphi for a peace
conference, but fail to reach an agreement (7.1.27): ‘When
they arrived they did not at all consult the god as to how
peace might come about, but they took counsel amongst
themselves.” People who begin with the gods, who make the
gods their starting point by consulting them through the
rites of divination, are those who trust in divine guidance
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rather than in their own mere human wisdom. This is true
even in private life: Ischomachus, who owns and manages a
sizeable estate, 1s successful in all of his pursuits because he
always ‘begins by serving (therapeuon) the gods’ (Oec. 11.8).

Xenophon is depicting himself in these passages from the
Anabasis as a leader who has been specially selected, and
continually aided, by the gods. Moreover, he is mindful that
one needs actively to solicit the support of the gods. The
example of good leadership that he exhibits in the Anabasis
1s matched by his presentation not only of Agesilaus (whose
various personal faults—principally anger and partiality—
are not concealed in the Hellenica),”” but especially of Cyrus
the Great. This Cyrus is very much Xenophon’s own
creation (even if he drew on various sources, Greek and
Persian*!), and this means that he illustrates the virtues that
Xenophon considered most important in a leader while
lacking any conspicuous faults.” Like Xenophon himself,
Cyrus too always begins an enterprise by consulting the
gods.

In a very remarkable and unprecedented passage in
Greek literature, Cyrus performs an elaborate set of rituals
before invading Assyria (Cyr. 3.3.21-2), which go far beyond
the border-crossing sacrifices performed by Spartan kings
(which were made to Zeus and Athena)®® or Agesilaus’
attentions to Artemis at Ephesus:

Cyrus first sacrificed to Zeus the King and then to the
other gods, asking them that they, being propitious and

2 For the characterisation of Agesilaus, see Ferrario (2012) 34453
and (2014) 240—54; Flower (2015). On his anger, also note Tamiolaki
(2012b) 22-3.

?* For Persian elements in the Gyropaedia (which seem to be minimal),
see Tuplin (1990), (1997) and (2013).

» Dorion (2009) 105 points out that Cyrus the Great, Agesilaus, and
Socrates share the same ‘characteristics, virtues, and doctrines’.
Tamiolaki (2012a), however, maintains that the virtue of other leaders is
often ambiguous while that of Socrates alone is uncontested and
unambiguous.

% Lac. 13.2-3.
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well disposed, be leaders for the army, good defenders,
and allies and advisors for good things. And he also
called upon the heroes who lived in Media and were its
guardians. When he had obtained favourable omens
from his sacrifices and his army was assembled at the
borders of Assyria, then amid favourable auspices he
invaded the enemy’s country. And as soon as he had
crossed the border, there again he propitiated the
Earth with libations and the gods with sacrifices, and
appeased the heroes who dwell in Assyria. After this, he
again sacrificed to Zeus, the god of his fathers, and if
other gods were made known, he neglected none of
them.

Elsewhere Xenophon points to the efficacy of winning
the goodwill of the gods before the enemy do. For instance,
in the Constitution of the Spartans, he says that when a Spartan
king is on campaign he always begins his sacrifice before
dawn, ‘wishing to seize in advance the good will of the god’
(13.3). But this passage from the Cyropaedia i1s his fullest
llustration of how a model leader might go about doing it.
There 1s some Persian colouring here, and that might
explain why the prayers and sacrifices are so luxuriantly
extensive. Yet given that no one ever ruled a greater empire
of willing subjects, as Xenophon emphasises at the
beginning of the Cyropaedia (1.1.9), there must also be a
lesson here that Xenophon is imparting to his readers. It is
not possible, it seems, to pay too much respect to the gods:
as Socrates tells Euthydemus in the Memorabilia, it is by
honouring the gods to the fullest extent of one’s power that
one can expect the greatest benefactions in return (4.9.17).

Quite apart from winning and maintaining the good will
of the gods, the successful leader also employs religion to
boost the morale of his troops. This may seem like cynical
manipulation only if we divorce belief in the existence of the
gods, and their interest in human affairs, from the leader’s
need to employ effective rhetoric. Here the speeches that
Xenophon puts in the mouths of his leaders are strikingly
different from those composed by Thucydides. As
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mentioned above, in his speeches in Book g of the Anabasis,
Xenophon rallies the dispirited troops by repeatedly
asserting that the Greeks will have the gods on their side
because of their piety in abiding by their oaths in contrast
with the Persians’ impiety in breaking theirs. By
comparison, Nicias’ speech to his troops in their pathetic
flight from Syracuse in 414 1s of a much different tenor than
Xenophon’s. Whereas Xenophon 1is full of optimism that
the gods will help them despite their seemingly hopeless
predicament, Nicias can merely say that the gods have
punished them enough for what they did wrong and that
they have become ‘fitter objects for their pity than their
jealousy’ (Th. 7.77.4).

It is not only Xenophon himself who knows how to
deploy divine assistance as an effective rhetorical device.
The elder Cyrus actually highlights the morale-boosting
effects of winning divine approval in his very first speech as
a military leader (Cyr. 1.5.14): “This too, moreover, I think
makes you more confidant—the fact that I have not
neglected the gods as we depart on this expedition. For you
have been with me enough to know that not only in great
things but also in small, I always try to begin with the gods.’
The nature of the gods’ approval is made explicit in the first
sentence of Cyrus’ speech to the Persian peers before
engaging the Assyrians (3.3.34): ‘Men, the gods, as both the
seers say and as it also seems to me, are announcing that
there will be a battle, are granting victory, and are
promising safety, as revealed in the omens from sacrifice.’
By contrast, the king of the Assyrians makes no mention at
all of the gods in his own pre-battle harangue (3.5.43), and
that hardly seems coincidental.

Later on in the story, before the major battle with
Croesus, Cyrus addresses his generals, beginning and
ending his speech with predictions of divine support:
‘Friends and allies, the gods are revealing the very same
omens from sacrifice as when they gave us our previous
victory’ (6.4.12). Then at the speech’s close, he says to them,
‘If you think that we still need anything more, tell me. For
with the assistance of the gods, we shall lack nothing’
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(6.4.19). This may seem like a fagon de parler, but appeals to
divine assistance before battle had a powerful valence, as is
demonstrated both in fictional narratives such as the
Cyropaedia, in instructional tracts such as How to Be a Good
Cavalry Commander, and in more distinctly historical
accounts, such as the Hellenica and Anabasts.

4. The Fate of Impious Leaders

Piety then is a powerful weapon as well as being an essential
virtue. It allows leaders to get expert advice from the gods,
who know everything, as well as to defer blame, at least by
implication, onto the gods when things go wrong. It is also a
means for rallying the troops under one’s command and
boosting their confidence. Yet the implications of how we
should assess leaders who seemingly lack piety are
sometimes left implicit, apart from the obvious case of those
who perjure themselves or ignore unfavourable omens.?”
Cyrus the Younger, as portrayed in the Anabasis, 1s an
interesting case study. I have elsewhere argued that
although he is almost always taken by modern scholars to
be a latter day version of Cyrus the Great, he lacks certain
of his namesake’s virtues, such as self-control, humanity
(philanthropia) and, most noteworthy of all, piety.® He is
caught unprepared on the day of the battle of Cunaxa in
401 and throws away his victory, as well as his life, when he
‘loses control of himself’ and rashly charges his brother with
only a few followers (1.8.26). There are even some cues in
the following laudatory obituary that might raise a red flag
for members of the original Greek readership.? For
instance, Xenophon says of Cyrus, ‘Nor would anyone be
able to say this, that he permitted criminals and the unjust
to laugh at him, but he punished them most unsparingly of

?7 Note Pownall (1998) and (2004). Dillery (1995) and Bowden (2004)
offer opposing interpretations of the importance of divine punishment
in Xenophon’s account of historical causation.

% See Flower (2012) 188—94.
¥ Higgins (1977) 83 is astute on this point.
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all. Along the well-travelled roads it was often possible to
see people who had been deprived of their feet, hands, and
eyes’ (1.9.11-13). That kind of mutilation (whether of a
corpse or of a living person) was considered barbaric by
Greeks:™ it is noteworthy that Cyrus the Great never does
anything like this in the Cyropaedia. Did Xenophon intend
his readers to notice the difference between the two men
and to reach the conclusion that the younger Cyrus was a
greatly inferior version of his namesake?*' In what follows I
give a fuller explication of this controversial reading of the
text.

It has been argued that Xenophon’s theory of leadership,
as exemplified by Cyrus the Great, can be reduced to three
fundamental character traits: the love of humanity
(philanthropia), the love of learning (philomatheia), and the love
of being honoured (philotimia).” It is significant, therefore,
that only one of these traits is attributed to Cyrus the
Younger, either in his lengthy obituary or anywhere else in
the Anabasis. This 1s his ‘love of learning’; and even that is
conspicuously limited to his training in archery and javelin
throwing (1.9.5). Piety should be added to this list as a fourth
fundamental trait of Xenophon’s successful leader.

As we have seen, Xenophon often stresses that every
successful leader needs to possess the virtue of being pious.
The elder Cyrus, like Xenophon himself, is depicted as
someone who puts the reverence due to the gods above all
other considerations and who seeks their counsel through
constant sacrifice (Cyr. 1.5.14). Although the younger Cyrus
had his Greek seer perform the customary sacrifices before
battle (1.7.18; 1.8.15), there is no indication of his personal
piety. Indeed, as has been well pointed out, Xenophon
never mentions that Cyrus had been able to benefit from

% When the Spartan general Pausanias is urged to mutilate
Mardonius’ corpse following the battle of Plataca, he responds, “These
things are more fitting for barbarians to do than for Greeks, and we
begrudge this even to them’ (Hdt. g9.79.1). For Greek attitudes, see Hall
(1989) 158-9.

31 So Flower (2012) 188—94 and Higgins (1977) 82—6.

52 Sandridge (2012).
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the least sign sent by the gods.” In other words, he is the
only one among Xenophon’s ‘paradigmatic’ leaders (Cyrus
the Great, Socrates, Agesilaus, and Xenophon himself) who
1s unable to profit from divine favour and assistance. Given
the repeated emphasis that Xenophon gives to a leader’s
ability both to receive divine signs (the gods send them to
those whom they favour) and to interpret them correctly,™
it is not to the younger Cyrus’ credit that he grossly
misinterprets his seer Silanus’ divinatory sacrifice in the lead
up to the battle of Cunaxa (1.7.18-20). Silanus had predicted
that the King would not fight within ten days. Cyrus
incorrectly inferred from this that the King would not fight
at all. As a consequence, he marched ‘rather carelessly’ on
the day before the battle and was caught with his army out
of formation on the day of the battle itself.

Leaving aside his mistake and his negligence (which are
bad enough in themselves), it is also implied that the failure
of his expedition was due to his impiety in attempting
fratricide. Cyrus plots against his elder brother, King
Artaxerxes, because he feels dishonoured by him (1.1.4).
Any reader who was familiar with Xenophon’s other works
would see this motive as being deeply problematic. In
Memorabilia 2.3 Socrates argues at length that nothing in life
is more useful or more beneficial to a person than a brother;
and he encourages a younger brother to take the initiative
in seeking reconciliation with his elder sibling by doing him
a good turn. The Cyropaedia ends with the elder Cyrus, on
his deathbed, enjoining his own two sons, in the strongest
possible terms and at considerable length, to honour and
love each other (8.7.8—24).

In my ‘ironic’ interpretation we are meant to infer that
the gods did not give their support to Cyrus when he most
needed it because he was not worthy of their care. I believe
that contemporary readers of the Anabasis would have
noticed that the younger Cyrus was lacking the virtues of
the elder Cyrus; for it seems likely that the Anabasis and

3 Boéldieu-Trevet (2006) 43—4.

3 See below.
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Cyropaedia were written very close to each other in time (the
360s). To be sure, there are more straightforward cases in
which neglect of the gods, impious actions, and even the
mere intent to act impiously, contribute to a leader’s
undoing. However, in what follows, I am for the most part
going to pass over all of those many references to the
impiety of Persian leaders in breaking their oaths, and
concentrate on Greek leaders.

First of all, one of the most reckless things that a leader
can do, even though it does not involve an unjust act per se,
1s to ignore omens sent by the gods. This i1s made absolutely
clear in the programmatic advice that Cambyses delivers to
Cyrus the Great (Cyr. 1.6.44): ‘Learn this too from me, my
son, which is the most important thing—never run any risk
either to yourself or to your army contrary to the sacrificial
omens (hera) and the auspices (ownous).” This lesson is so
important not just because the gods know in advance what
1s going to take place, but also because they actually punish
those who do not follow their advice. Thus Hermogenes
asserts in Xenophon’s Symposium that he has never regretted
obeying signs and omens sent by the gods, but that there
were occasions when he was punished for disobeying them
(4.48). Here too one can cite Socrates’ advice to
Euthydemus that there is no better way to please the gods
than by obeying them as fully as possible (Mem. 4.5.17).

In his more historical works, Xenophon provides several
apparently unambiguous examples of where disregarding a
seer’s advice leads to disaster. In the Hellenica (3.1.17-19) we
are told that in gg99 the Spartan commander Dercylidas was
forced to delay his assault on the city of Cebren for four
days due to unfavourable sacrifices (fzera), even though he
was in a great hurry. Nevertheless, one of his subordinate
officers, thinking that the delay was stupid, rushed into
action and found his company defeated and himself
wounded. Later in the Hellenica the Spartan Anaxibius
contemptuously ignores unfavourable sacrifices (hiera), and
then falls into an ambush in which he and many of his men
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are killed (4.8.35-9).> In the Anabasis (6.4.23—4), the general
Neon leads out 2,000 men on his own initiative despite
sacrifices that were unfavourable for leaving camp. Five
hundred of them were then cut down by a cavalry force
that, unbeknown to the Greeks, had been sent by the
Persian satrap Pharnabazus.™

On the other hand, in the Anabasis we are given a
conspicuous example of the Greek generals collectively
obeying divine guidance even contrary to the army’s self-
interest (5.5.14). They desired to attack the fortresses of the
Tibarenians, which were relatively weak, in order to ‘get
some profit for the army’, even though the Tibarenians
were offering them gifts of hospitality. Nonetheless, ‘After
many victims had been sacrificed, all of the seers finally
declared the opinion that the gods in no way permitted
war.” The generals then accepted gifts of hospitality and the
army proceeded through the territory of the Tibarenians
without plundering it. This passage may serve various
narrative functions (such as demonstrating that the Ten
Thousand were not mere brigands);”” but one of its
purposes is surely to provide a paradigmatic example of
plous obedience to the gods.

Let us now turn from errors of omission (failing to take
signs and omens seriously) to those of commission
(committing impious acts). It goes without saying that the
most impious rulers in the whole of Xenophon’s corpus are
the Thirty at Athens, and especially their de facto leader
Critias, since their crimes involved the wholesale execution
and banishment of their fellow citizens for the sake of
private gain. As Theramenes proclaimed as he vainly clung
to the altar of the public hearth for safety, the Thirty were
both most unjust towards men and most impious towards
the gods (HG 2.9.52-4). Their subsequent overthrow is due
to a combination of divine intervention and human

% Gray (2007) 342—4 offers a close reading of the sequence.
% On these and similar incidents, see Flower (2008) 1434, 170—2.

37 So Flower (2008) 170—1. For other explanations, see Parker (2004)
146.
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resistance, as the democratic leader Thrasybulus makes
explicit in his speech before the battle in which Critias is
killed and the Thirty are routed (2.4.14-15). Thrasybulus
can point to two tangible interventions: the gods previously
caused a snow storm in fair weather, thus disrupting the
Thirty’s plan to besiege the democratic exiles in the fortress
of Phyle (2.4.2-3), and now the gods have placed his forces
in an extraordinarily favourable location for the battle that
1s about to take place.

At several points in the Hellenica the narrative touches
upon the despoiling of sacred funds. Xenophon reports
speculation that in 370 the dynast Jason of Pherae was
planning to take control of the Pythian games at Delphi,
and adds that ‘his intention concerning the sacred treasures
1s unclear even today. It is said that when the people of
Delphi inquired what they ought to do if Jason should seize
the treasures belonging to the god [i.e., Apollo], the god
answered that he would take care of it’ (6.4.30). The very
next sentence reports Jason’s assassination, a man whose
grand designs and outstanding personal qualities as a leader
of men, Xenophon had just narrated at considerable
length.?™ What is particularly interesting here is that Jason is
punished by Apollo for the impiety that he was merely
thinking of committing rather than for something that he
had actually done. A few years later (in 368-6) Euphron of
Sicyon seized the sacred treasures of his city in order to pay
mercenaries (7.1.46; 7.3.8).%? Like Jason, he was the victim of
assassination. The implication is that the gods punish all
those who break oaths and rob temples, and that leaders
who do such things cannot be successful themselves or
benefit their followers.*

On the level of collective piety, Xenophon’s most explicit
statement about divine punishment comes in a much-
discussed passage of the Hellenica (5.4.1). He there gives a
theological explanation for the failure of the Spartan

% See Tuplin (1993) 117—21; Dillery (1995) 174; Flower (2015) 125-.
%9 See Tuplin (1993) 1214 and Lewis (2004).

40 Of. Pownall in this volume.
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hegemony in the early fourth century," claiming that the

Spartans were punished by the gods for their hubristic act of
seizing the acropolis of Thebesin 382. For this illegal seizure
was in contravention of the terms of the King’s Peace of
380, which guaranteed the autonomy of the cities of
mainland Greece:

One might be able to mention many other examples,
both Greek and barbarian, where the gods do not
overlook those who are impious or who do unholy
things. But now I shall speak of the example that lies
before us. Even though the Spartans swore that they
would permit the cities to be autonomous, they
occupied the acropolis in Thebes and were punished by
the very men who had been wronged, although they
had not previously been conquered by anyone.

What Xenophon does not say explicitly, but which the
previous narrative had revealed, is that king Agesilaus, who
appears as a model of the pious leader in Xenophon’s
encomium, was implicated in this impiety. He had
decisively intervened on behalf of Phoebidas, the Spartan
commander who had seized the Theban acropolis, when
Phoebidas was charged with acting without orders.
Although the ephors and most Spartans were angry with
Phoebidas, Agesilaus argued that the main consideration
should be whether Phoebidas’ actions were ‘good’ or ‘bad’
for Sparta (5.2.32).

To make matters worse, the contrast with Agesilaus’
earlier behaviour is remarkable and could hardly have
escaped Xenophon’s notice when he narrated these events.
Upon arriving in Asia in 396 on his campaign to liberate
the Greeks of Asia, he made a truce with the Persian satrap
Tissaphernes.* Tissaphernes, for his part, immediately
violated the truce and used it as a breathing space in which

1 So Dillery (1995) 179-94, 221-37; contra Bowden (2004).
2 Ages. 1.9-18; HG 3.4.5-6 and 11. Overlapping accounts in these

two works are nearly identical.
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to request additional troops from the King of Persia.
Agesilaus, on the other hand, abided by it, proclaiming that
Tissaphernes had acquired the gods as enemies by
committing perjury, while making them allies to the Greeks.
In the subsequent narrative this prediction indeed comes to
pass: Agesilaus defeats Tissaphernes in a battle near Sardis,
and the King then has him beheaded.”” When back in
Greece, however, Agesilaus seems to have sacrificed his
convictions for what he perceived as Sparta’s self-interest,
and the result was the near total collapse of Spartan
hegemony at the battle of Leuctra in g71.** It was obvious to
Xenophon, as it should have been to Agesilaus, that as soon
as leaders begin to violate sworn agreements and to define
justice in terms of what is most expedient for themselves
and their communities, disaster is bound to follow. In the
type of belief system in which Xenophon participated, the
gods are indeed mindful of impious acts.

5. The Leader and the Seer

One surprising result of this discussion is the light that it
sheds on Xenophon’s conception of who was the best and
most effective mediator between divine and human
knowledge. For him it was not so much the priest (hzereus) or
the professional seer (mantis) as it was the kind of leader who
knew how to make the gods’ advice profitable both for
himself and his followers. Any leader who lacks proper
respect for the gods, quite apart from incurring divine
punishment, is also one who is hardly likely to respect his
followers. For this reason, piety was not a secondary or
derivative aspect of effective leadership, but was actually a
litmus test for success in Xenophon’s theory of leadership.
Nonetheless, it has been understandably easy for modern

3 Ages. 1.29-35; HG 3.4.20—25.

* For the history of this period, see Cartledge (1987), Hamilton
(1991), Jehne (1994).

® For the traditional role of seers in warfare, see Pritchett (1979) 47—
90; Parker (2000); Flower (2008) 153-87.
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scholars to overlook or underemphasise the importance of
plety to Xenophon, because we tend to be suspicious of
politicians and others who make a display of their
religiosity.

Xenophon, however, clearly believed that divination is a
teachable craft that any intelligent person can learn.
Xenophon himself knew how to read the entrails of a
sacrificial victim, as he claims in the Anabasis (5.6.29). And in
the Cyropaedia he has Cyrus’ father say to the young prince
that he had him instructed in the art of divination in order
that he should not be dependent on seers, who might wish
to deceive him, and in order that he should not be at a loss
how to read the divine signs if he ever found himself
without a seer (1.6.2). Nonetheless, Xenophon is not saying
that professional seers are unnecessary. Rather, he is
asserting that a commander needs to be able, if the
circumstances should require it, to act without one. Even
Cyrus the Great, after all, never seems to have dismissed his
seers, as one of the passages quoted above reveals (Cyr.
3.3.34: ‘as both the seers say and as it also seems to me’).

Why then did Xenophon put so much emphasis on the
ability of the commander to interpret the omens from
sacrifice without having to rely on a professional seer?
Might this have been related to his own experiences when
acting as one of the generals of the Greek mercenaries in
the Anabasis? His interactions with the seer Silanus, who
slandered him to the army, were fraught (5.6.15-34).
Additionally, might he have been influenced by his
knowledge of one of the most tragic incidents in Greek
history?

Every Athenian of Xenophon’s generation would have
known something about the disastrous attempt of Athens to
conquer Sicily in 415-15. Xenophon in particular must have
been familiar with the detailed account of these events in
Books 67 of Thucydides’ history; for the first part of the
Hellenica 1s a continuation of Thucydides’ unfinished
account of the Peloponnesian War. In 415 the Athenians
and their allies set sail for Sicily with a huge armada,
eventually comprising 207 warships (triremes) and some 50—
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60,000 men, only a very few of whom returned home alive.
When the siege of Syracuse was going badly, the Athenian
generals Nicias and Demosthenes finally decided to return
home. Their plan was to do so as secretly as possible and at
a given signal, obviously in order to escape the notice of the
Syracusans. But just as the Athenians were on the point of
embarking on their ships, there was a total eclipse of the
moon. The date was August 27, 413. The historian
Thucydides, in his terse account, primarily lays the blame
for the Athenian reaction on Nicias (7.50.4):

When everything was ready and they were on the point
of sailing away, the moon, which happened to be full,
was eclipsed. Most of the Athenians, taking it to heart,
urged the generals to wait, and Nicias (who indeed was
somewhat too much given to divination and the like)
said that he would not even still discuss how the move
should be made until they had waited thrice nine days,
as the seers were prescribing. For this reason the delay
came about for the Athenians who had been about to
depart.

Needless to say, the Athenian decision to delay their
departure proved fatal. This famous passage, perhaps more
than any other in Greek literature, reveals the influence that
seers could have, for good or ill, on the outcome of events.*
Nevertheless, although a general might turn to a seer for
advice, it was up to him to decide when and how often the
seer would sacrifice. And no matter what the results of those
sacrifices were, the ultimate decision of when and where to
attack resided with the general. In the words of Plato (Laches
199a): ‘the law enjoins that the general rules the seer and
not the seer the general.” For that reason it was necessary
for Greek leaders, both in theory as well as in practice, to be
able to read the signs from sacrifice and to determine the
meaning of unsolicited omens, even if the professional seer

* A full treatment of this episode is in Flower (2009a) and (2008)
114-19; Stephenson and Fatoohi (2001) describe what the eclipse would
have looked like.
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was a highly paid and indispensable religious specialist. The
Athenian polymath Philochorus (c. g40—260), who was
himself a seer, believed that Nicias’ seers had misinterpreted
the meaning of the eclipse, and we may well imagine that
Xenophon would have agreed.*’

6. Them and Us

Xenophon might seem to be urging a much more
comprehensive, consistent, and (one might even say)
intimate relationship between gods and mortals than was
the norm in Classical Greece. But I suspect that he was
merely at one end of a spectrum that could be found in all
Greek communities during the Classical period. He was
certainly not reflecting a particularly Spartan religious
mentality, even if the majority of leaders who perform
divinatory sacrifices in the Hellenica happen to be Spartans.*
It 1s simply the case that the focus of his Hellenica is largely
on the rise and fall of the Spartan hegemony, and for that
reason Spartan commanders appear more often than those
from other cities.* Very few Greeks would have openly
ridiculed the efficacy of prayer and sacrifice, and those who
did so were not likely to be chosen as leaders in Athens,
Sparta, or any other Greek polis. Alcibiades mocked
religious ritual in private and paid a heavy price. Other
Athenian generals, including Tolmides, Cimon, Nicias, and

Y7 FGrHist 328 F 135, quoted by Plutarch, Nicias 23.5-6: ‘And indeed
the sign, as Philochorus says, was not obnoxious to fugitives, but indeed
very favourable: for deeds done in fear are in need of concealment,
whereas light is an enemy to such deeds.’

* For Spartan religion, see Flower (2009b) and Richer (2012). Every
form of divination practised by Spartans is found in other Greek cities:
the only exception is a border-crossing sacrifice called diabatéria,
although elsewhere it simply may have been called by a different name;
see Naiden (2013) 106, 342, 345. For the diabateria, see Richer (2012) 209—
12.

* As Tuplin (1993) 41 points out, only about 25% of the Hellenica
from 2.3.11-7.5.27 concerns events which did not directly involve
Spartan citizens.
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even Pericles, are known to have formed wvirtual
partnerships with seers whom they especially trusted. A
close working relationship with a particular seer can also be
documented for Greek commanders from many other cities,
such as Dion from Syracuse, Timoleon from Corinth, the
Theban Pelopidas, and the Macedonians Philip and
Alexander.” It was standard practice throughout the Greek
world for generals to consult the gods before leaving camp
and before beginning battle, and it would have been highly
anomalous not to do so.

Ever since Marx called religion the opium of the people,
it 1s not uncommon to be suspicious of political leaders who
use religion to justify or validate their decisions or policies.
One need only think of a very recent US president.
According to some British and American news agencies,
George W. Bush allegedly told Palestinian leaders in June
2004 that he was told or inspired by God to invade Iraq in
order to bring peace to the Middle East.”! Even if this
report 1s false, it is interesting that anyone could have
thought it credible. Xenophon’s leaders are never
vouchsafed instructions that are so far reaching: in the case
of sacrificial divination, the markings on a liver normally
indicate only ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to specific questions.
Furthermore, for most Greeks the answer is ‘advice’ rather
than a ‘directive’, in the sense that the gods were not
guaranteeing success should their recommendations be
followed.”* And that may be the reason why divine guidance
generally worked better for the Greeks than it does for us.
Sometimes, as in the case of Nicias and the lunar eclipse of
418, or of Cyrus and Silanus’ prediction, divine messages

 The evidence for these relationships and further discussion can be
found in Flower (2008) 176-83.

! For example, The Independent (7 October 2005); The Guardian (7
October 2005); The Washington Post (9 and 14 October 2005). See further
Wood (2012) 147-8.

2 For instance, Xenophon claims that before the battle of Cunaxa
he was told by Cyrus himself that ‘both the camp-ground sacrifice (fiera)
and the battle-line sacrifice (sphagia) were favourable’ (4n. 1.8.15). See
further Jameson (1991) 205 and Flower (2008) 165—9.
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could be disastrously misinterpreted. But for the most part
leaders could use the arts of divination to boost morale,
avoid indecision, and validate plans of action. Perhaps this
could be the topic of Alain de Botton’s next best-selling self-
help book for all of us ‘ants’: Divination and the Art of
Leadership.

Princeton Unaversity mflower@princeton.edu
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HONOUR AND THE ART OF
XENOPHONTIC LEADERSHIP®

Benjamin D. Keim

Abstract: Throughout his wide-ranging corpus Xenophon portrays the
desire for honour as a fundamentally human characteristic, one
commonly attributed to rulers and commanders and yet also found
among other individuals, regardless of their sex or social status. Here I
explore how the motivations of honour, and the award of instantiated
honours, are to be negotiated by Xenophon’s ideal leader. Every leader
is in a position of honour: in order to be successful the good leader must
first establish, by properly honouring the gods and his followers, the
context within which he may then distribute honours effectively,
thereby helping train his followers and achieve their mutual flourishing.

Keywords: Xenophon, honour, leadership, philotimia, awards, incentives.
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But if they have caught sight of their master and
are invigorated—with strength welling up within
each worker, and rivalry with one another, and
the ambition to be the very best—then I would
say that this man has a rather kingly character.
Xenophon, Oeconomicus 21.10'

I am indebted to Richard Fernando Buxton both for his invitation
to contribute and his editorial guidance. Critiques by Richard, Robin
Osborne, and Histos’ readers helped clarify my ecarlier thoughts; all
remaining infelicities are my own. My research was supported in part
by the Loeb Classical Library Foundation. Finally, I would like to
acknowledge my long-standing gratitude to the respondent, John
Dillery, whose lectures on Greek Civilisation led me to major in
Classics. All translations are my own.

! Compare Socrates’ remarks on dper7 ... Bagtdexy (Mem. 4.2.11).
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he following surveys Xenophon’s thoughts on the

nature and functions of honour, in order that we

might better understand the importance, for anyone
practising the art of Xenophontic leadership, of properly
negotiating honour in its myriad material and non-material
guises. I begin by unpacking Ischomachus’ arguments
within the final chapter of Oeconomicus, an unfortunately
neglected passage that preaches good Xenophontic
orthodoxy while emphasising the psychological aspects of
leadership.? Ischomachus’ review of successful coxswains,
generals, and overseers will help us chart our own study of
honour, as it is negotiated within communities of leaders
and led, and of honours, as they are used to incentivise
desirable behaviours and dispositions.

Ischomachus embarks on his final voyage by conjuring
up triremes sailing across the open sea (Oec. 21.3). These
triremes are distinguished not by their build or by their
rowers, but by the practical intelligence (yvapn) of their
coxswains.” Some coxswains have the ability, through their
own words and actions, to hone the spirits of their men and
prepare them for the efforts at hand, while others lack this
intelligence (ayvapoves) and are unable to inspire their
rowers. There are practical implications that arise
immediately from these officers’ differing abilities: drenched
in sweat as they eagerly pull upon their oars, the motivated
rowers reach their destination in half the time of their
unmotivated colleagues. Ischomachus’ vocabulary and
syntax also attest implications for the continuing
relationships between these officers and those they are
leading. Whereas the successful coxswains and their rowers

2 The brief discussion of the Oeconomicus in Caster (1937) 51—2 was
rightly praised by Breitenbach (1950) 88 n. 143, and his remarks remain
the most perceptive consideration of Ischomachus’ peroration. Arguing
that the treatise’s ‘véritable sujet’ is ‘qu’est-ce qu’un chef?”’, Caster
claborates how ‘[I]e chapitre final du dialogue montre bien sa pensée’.

® As Pomeroy (1994) ad loc. notes, the kelevorrjs served as the
conduit between the commands of the xvBeprrys and the rowers’
exertions. On the use of subordinate officers for the assessment and
distribution of honour, see at n. 63 below.
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disembark and immediately begin praising one another
(émawobvtes aAAndovs), their celebrations reinforcing their
small communities of leader and led,* the unsuccessful
coxswains and their rowers are estranged from one another
by their mutual hatred (utoodvres Tov emoraryy kal
peoovpevor). While Ischomachus merely notes the character
(rocatTa) and not the content of the words with which able
coxswains motivate their men, this naval illustration
portrays the intelligent leader rousing his men’s spirits and
enabling their success, while the ignorant officer
simultaneously destroys his men’s morale, productivity, and
relationship with their leader.

As he turns from coxswains to generals, Ischomachus
elaborates on the ramifications of this practical intelligence
(Oec. 21.4-8). Bad generals do not merely destroy their
followers’ willingness to work hard and to obey orders, but
inadvertently encourage mutinous challenges to their own
command. That their leadership yields shameless troops is
unsurprising, since communal ties have been undermined
and there are no restraints upon the individual. Under the
watchful command of the good leader, however, these
relationships and the obedience they engender may be
rapidly restored, for under such leadership the ends of
individual and community are aligned, and everyone
recognises that obedience 1is superior to disgraceful
behaviour.’ Just as the able coxswain rouses the spirits of his
rowers, so the able general ensures ready obedience and
spirited (o0k afipws) pursuit of his troops’ objectives. But
what 1s 1it, exactly, that so rouses men’s spirits and directs
their energies? Good commanders (ayafloi dpyovres) are
able to inspire a love of work and, more importantly, ‘an
ambition to be seen by their commander when they are
doing something good’ (to ¢troripetofar odbnvar kalov 1o

* Compare the relieved celebrations, pointedly shared by the officers
and their men, as the Ten Thousand finally caught sight of the sea (4n.
4.7.25).

> On the necessity of this alignment, see Bruit-Zaidman (2005). The
best Xenophontic example of an individual leader quickly rehabilitating
the character of those he leads occurs with Dercylidas’ troops (HG 3.2.7).
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motodvTas vmo Tob dpyovros). Within this compact phrase we
find the essence of Xenophontic leadership. Indeed,
Ischomachus continues, ‘when followers have this sort of
relationship with their commander, it is indeed these men
who become the strongest commanders’ (21.7). In this way
practical intelligence (yvapn) is shown to be more important
than bodily strength (papn), as Ischomachus puns (21.8; cf.
Mem. 3.3.13).

Ischomachus’ final illustration considers those private
endeavours pursued on the farm or within the workshop
(Oec. 21.9-12). While the master (Seomorrns) whose men
disregard his presence—and (dis)incentives—cannot be
envied, the master possessing ‘a rather kingly character’
inspires competitiveness and love of honour within each of
hiS servants ((ﬁL}\OVLK[CL prg &)\)\ﬁ)\ovg KCL;, ¢L)\OTL‘LLéCL
kpatioTeboar exaote).” Although Xenophon does not cite
Hesiod here, this kingly master may be seen as instilling
(and thereafter inspiring) the good ZErs that, by setting
‘potter against potter and carpenter against carpenter’,
increases productivity and thereby wealth (Op. 20-6).
Xenophon does not elaborate on the rewards that such
followers might receive, but simply explains the manner in
which the ideal leader, within the context of a good
relationship with his men, ought to cultivate, and then
employ, their desires for recognition.

Inspired by the rivalries and ambitions fostered by these
good leaders, I will now trace the interwoven paths of
honour and leadership across the entire Xenophontic

% Compare Cyr. 8.1.39, with comments by Gray (2011) 322.

7 Compare Lycurgus’ use of eris at Sparta discussed below at n. 74.
Examination of the vocabulary of competition (e.g. &pts, ¢rdovikia,
¢Ldoverkia, ¢uloripia) within the Xenophontic corpus reveals an
overwhelming emphasis on the positive, beneficial aspects of
competition. Xenophon is not unaware of the potential downsides of
competition—consider poor Marysas, flayed after daring to compete
with Apollo (4An. 1.2.8)—but his own authorial intentions lead him to
focus on, and teach about, the positive.
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corpus.® Throughout his works Xenophon portrays honour
as an integral feature of human psychology and politics,
with individual and community flourishing rooted in good
leaders’ careful nurturing and cultivation of honour.
Although the Greek vocabulary of 7wy features
prominently throughout this chapter, study of Xenophontic
honour must be sensitive to a far wider range of Greek
expression and activity, as well as the many diverse,
simultaneous resonances of 7ur. Three particularly
important, overlapping  resonances—of  psychology,
position, and practice—may be noted briefly here. First, the
psychological aspect of honour, the desire—natural for
Xenophon’s humans and yet also able to be nurtured—to
receive recognition and reward for achievements. Thus the
men chosen for the front ranks of the Athenian cavalry were
those ‘ambitious both to do and to hear something good’
<¢L}\OTLI.LO’TC’L’T(,UV KQ)\O’V TL WOLEZV K(lz, (iKOleLV, Eq. Mag. 22)
Second, honour as it relates to leadership and positions of
authority. Such positions and political offices were
themselves considered honours,” and were usually
accompanied by subsidiary honours and privileges. Thus
the Spartans bestowed double rations upon their kings, as a
means both of honouring their leaders and enabling those
men to honour others as they saw fit.'"” Third, the regular
practice of honouring individuals for their efforts, whether
with non-material honours such as praise or material,
instantiated prizes. As with those ambitious Athenian
cavalrymen, here internal motivations may be linked with
external incentives in order to encourage the satisfaction of

8 On the methodological importance of reading the Xenophontic
corpus as a whole, see (e.g.) Dillery (1995) 7—8, and Tamiolaki (2012)
564. Hobden and Tuplin (2012a) 16 remark on the ‘dialogic’ nature of
Xenophon’s various presentations of leadership, a reality that again
encourages reading broadly and comprehensively across the corpus.

 As Aristotle suggests (Pol. 1281a32): Tyias yap Aéyopev elvar Tas
apxas.

' On these double portions see Lac. 15.4 and Hdt. 6.57; Agesilaus
felt that his duty to honour others required the distribution of both
portions (Ages. 5.1).
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such  individual desires for recognition through
accomplishments benefiting both individual and commu-
nity. Bearing this tripartite division in mind, I will first
survey Xenophon’s remarks on honour and human
psychology, then assess the negotiation of honour within the
relationships that provide the context for leadership, and
finally examine Xenophon’s lessons on honorific practice
within these relationships.

Although scholars have commented previously on
particular honour-related passages or themes, the broader
landscapes of Xenophontic honour have been neither
surveyed nor explored sufficiently.!! My exploration of the
tripartite manner in which the psychologies, positions, and
practices of honour shape good leadership has been written
as a prolegomenon encouraging additional scrutiny of these
themes throughout Xenophontic thought and practice.

1. The Psychology of Honour

Fifty years after Neal Wood’s essay on Xenophontic
leadership sought ‘to indicate something of the intellectual
originality of the ancient Greek soldier and country squire’,
we are no longer surprised by the image of an imaginative
and innovative Xenophon."” Fifteen years earlier H. R.
Breitenbach had already suggested that Xenophon should

" Particularly notable is the treatment in Breitenbach (1950) 827 of
the ‘Wettkampf-Preis-Prinzip’ and “Topos dyaves-afAa’ (to which may
be added Wilms (1995) 186—9), and the summary remarks on ‘les
distinctions honourifiques’ by Azoulay (2004) 99—107. The remarks of
Gauthier (1976) 83 on Vect. § are in many ways typical, inasmuch as they
recognise the importance of honour(s) to Xenophon’s thoughts yet do
not explore its broader ramifications and resonances. Straussian
readings, such as Higgins (1977), regularly acknowledge individuals’ love
of honour (phulotimia), yet rarely set this ambitiousness in conversation
with other aspects of individual and institutional honour. Although
Gray (2007) comments compellingly on honour within Hiero, the
concept is regularly mentioned but rarely discussed in her magisterial
study of Xenophontic leadership (2011).

2 Wood (1964).
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be acknowledged as the ‘first military psychologist’;"® more
recently, and with greater sensitivity to the breadth of our
author’s observations, Emily Baragwanath has chronicled
Xenophon’s early emphasis on the ‘leader’s expertise in
human relations’.!* Xenophon’s status as an innovative
observer of human relations should be connected to his
complementary interest in honour as a fundamental(ly)
human motivation. While leaders are especially sensitive to
honour’s appeals, he suggests, every human may be
motivated by honour; since humans are the building blocks
of every endeavour,” good leadership requires not merely
awareness of this reality, but proper attention to its
negotiation.

Xenophon regularly acknowledges leaders’ sensitivity to
honour: many are explicitly noted as philotimoi or as
motivated by philotimia, while others are clearly sensitive to
honour’s allure.'® His two greatest heroes were innately
¢udoTporaros, the elder Cyrus with regard to his soul (Cyr.
1.2.1: puxnr)'’ and Agesilaus naturally (Ages. 10.4: medvkas);
two of his greatest villains, Alcibiades and Critias, were
singled out amongst their countrymen as particularly
desirous for honour (Mem. 1.2.14: ¢roTiporatew mavrTwv

'3 Breitenbach (1950) 87: ‘So haben wir zweifellow das Recht,
Xenophon den ersten Militarpsychologen zu nennen...’

'* Baragwanath (2012) 647 n. 55, with citations of earlier

bibliography. For additional support of this broader ‘political’ focus, see
Tamiolaki (2012) 567 n. 13, rejecting earlier arguments that emphasised
the military roots of Xenophon’s theory of leadership (especially those of
Wood (1964), but see also Dillery (1995) 94).

15 Gray (2011) 234, with reference to Mem. 3.4.12 and Eg. Mag. 6.1.
Y 374 34 q g

1% Azoulay (2004) 99 n. 84 is more emphatic: “Tous les héros de
Xénophon sont épris de gloire, philotimotator.’

7 Due (1989) 182 notes that ‘Cyrus’ whole life, his career and his
success bears witness to his ¢udoripla’. On ¢urorpla within the
Cyropaedia, see now the extended discussion by Sandridge (2012), who
prefers an understanding of the concept that emphasises Cyrus’ ‘desire
for [his followers’] fondness’ (32) and ‘desire to fit in, to win the approval
and gratitude of one’s peers, those in authority, and those who are good
people...” (120).
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Abnvaiov).'® Within Hellenica Peisander (3.4.29), Lycomedes
(7.1.23) and Epaminondas (7.5.19) are noted for their love of
honour,"” while Pharnabazus’ refusal to ally with the
advancing Agesilaus—so long as the King retains the satrap
in his current station—is explicitly attributed to his
philotimia, an explanation readily accepted by his Spartan
adversary (HG 4.1.97-8). Although no philotimor are
identified within the Anabasis, we learn that ‘most people’
attributed the sudden departure of Xenias and Pasion, after
their troops defected to Clearchus and Cyrus refused to
intervene, to these officers’ aggrieved sense of honour (1.4.7—
9: ¢uroriunlevtes). Little may be said about Chaerophon,
whose status as a philotimos 1s merely suggested in passing by
Socrates (Mem. 2.3.16), but the celebration of the successful
pancratist Autolycus portrays an accomplished athlete
willing and able to bestow honours on anyone who
encourages his own pursuit of honours (Smp. 8.57). Athenian
phylarchs are very sensitive to the force of honour, we are
told, since it was their own desire for glory and honour that
originally encouraged them to become cavalry officers (£g.
Mag. 1.23: ol ye ¢vlapxetv emebounoav 8oéns kal Tiuijs
opeyopevor; cf. Hier. 7.1); thereafter, they are keener than
regular soldiers to distinguish themselves by some notable
action, for example, and they handle commands more
quickly (Eg. Mag. 2.6). If the Xenophontic leader is likely
marked by a philotimos nature, for good or for ill, we have
already encountered within Ischomachus’ peroration the
suggestion that the ideal leader is he—whether Cyrus the
Great or an individual farmer—who is able to inspire
phalotimia within the souls of his charges.

Against this backdrop let us consider Xenophon’s
remarks about the nature and attractions of honour.
Located at the very heart of a treatise that aims at

8 On the Athenians as inherently philotimoi, see Mem. 3.3 and 3.5,
discussed at n. 56 below.

19 On Lycomedes see Pownall (2004) 72, go—1. On the negative side
of Epaminondas’ philotimia, see Pownall (2004) 109—10 and Higgins (1977)
11620, as well as Gray (2011) 96— on the greater significance of his
ability to cultivate his followers’ obedience.
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understanding and pursuing true honour,” Simonides’

celebration of ruun within the Hiero offers the most exclusive
limits on philotimia (7.3):

I think that the real man differs in the following way
from other animals (Suagpépery avnp Tédv dAwv {wav),”!
in his yearning for honour (ré Tiutjs opeyeotar). While
all creatures seem to derive similar enjoyment from
food and drink and slumber and sex, the love of
honour (5 8¢ ¢tdoripia) occurs naturally neither within
dumb beasts nor within every human (év amaow
avfpamocs). But those in whom the lust for honour and
praise (tuufjs Te kai €maivov épws) takes root,” these are
the ones who differ most from cattle, these are judged
to be real men and not merely humans (dvdpes d¢ kal

K ’ ” ’ ’
ovkett avlpwmor povov vouilopevor).

Here the motivations of honour are said not merely to
separate humans from animals, but to mark out ‘real men’
from mere ‘humans’.?® Despite this traditional association of
honour with ‘real men’, evidence from elsewhere
throughout the corpus indicates that all humans may fall
under honour’s sway. Declining the troops’ invitation to
serve as the sole leader of the Ten Thousand, “Xenophon’
describes his pleasure, as an anthropos, at being so honoured
by his men (An. 6.1.26: Rdopar pev v’ VpOY TLpWREVOS, ElTEP

% As Gray (2007) ad Hier. 9.1—11 rightly suggests, the transformation
from tyrant to good ruler occurs when Hiero recognises that if he ‘wants
his share of honour, he must arrange for others to secure theirs’.

2! Xenophon is consistent in never ascribing honour to animals: thus
at Oec. 13.6 animals learn by being ‘corrected’ (kodaleofar) and ‘treated
well’ (ed mdoyew), and at FEg. 8.13 one should ‘show kindness’
(avrixapiop) to horses when they are well-behaved and ‘correct’
(koAalps) them when disobedient.

22 Compare Agesilaus as éx mai80s épactels Tod edrAerjs (Ages. 10.4).

¥ Note the Arcadians’ belief that the boastful Lycomedes alone was
a real man (HG 7.1.24: pévov dvdpa), as well as—albeit without similar
rhetorical force—Ischomachus’ use of avip ¢tAdripos (Oec. 14.10).
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avbpwmos eipe).?* Within the Cyropaedia, young Cyrus
repeatedly acknowledges the importance of fostering
philotimia within all of his troops (1.6.26), even the lowliest
foot soldier ({8carrys, 2.1.22).

Understanding a broader human sensitivity to honour is
further encouraged by the recognition that, as anthropor,
women may also worry about their honour, not merely in
the reductive sense of chastity but with regard to their own
standing in the eyes of their communities. Ischomachus
acknowledges his wife’s fears that she might over time
become less honoured by him, and thus encourages her by
describing the ways through which she might become even
more honoured (Oec. 7.42: atyrotépa ... Tipiotépa). As a
leader within the ozkos, Ischomachus’ wife must be able to
manage the administration of honours and corrections
within the domestic sphere (Oec. 9.14), a responsibility that
attests to not merely her own sensitivity to honour but also
that of their servants and slaves, whether male or (as with
their carefully-recruited ftamias) female (Oec. 9.11-13).
Xenophon’s other significant consideration of feminine
honour occurs within the Cyropaedia’s ill-fated romance of
Panthea and Abradatas. As their story unfolds, Panthea
thanks Cyrus for not keeping her as a slave under a
‘dishonourable name’ (aripw ovopare, 6.4.7); later, after
Abradatas’ death, Cyrus promises that his fallen officer will
never be without honour (7.5.11: drupos) and that he will
also, in recognition of her many virtues, always honour his
wife (7.3.12: mypnow). Although their activity within the
broader political community was limited, Xenophon
nonetheless shows women as very capable of recognising
and negotiating honour.”

# On the continuing negotiations of honour between Xenophon
and the Ten Thousand, see at n. 48.

% Although there are other queens mentioned by Xenophon, and
Ischomachus suggests that his wife’s distribution of honours and
corrections is a regal task (Oec. 9.14), perhaps the clearest example of a
woman’s political authority occurs with Mania, the wife of Zenis, who
briefly succeeded her husband as an official under Pharnabazus (HG
3.1.11). As Xenophon recognises, there is much more to honour than
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One additional note may be provided on the basis of
Xenophon’s remarks regarding the eunuchs whom Cyrus
employed as his personal staff (Cyr. 7.5.60—5). Cyrus chose
these eunuchs because he believed that they, bereft of other
ties of philia and in need of a master, would be especially
loyal; moreover, his consideration of parallels within the
animal kingdom suggested that the eunuchs’ castration
would not impact their usefulness. Indeed, we learn that
neither the eunuchs’ military efficiency nor their status as
philotimor was impacted: both on campaign and on the hunt
they revealed the rivalrous fervour they retained within
their souls (7.5.64: 70 ¢pLAovikov ev Tals fuyals).

Thus, despite Simonides’ rhetorical emphasis on ‘real
men’, the distinction emerging across the Xenophontic
corpus 1s that human beings are distinguished from other
animals by their potential sense of honour.?® This sensitivity
to honour extends across men and women, young and old,
regardless of social and political status: Xenophon regularly
comments on metics’ awareness of honour (Vect. 2, Eq. Mag.
9), while Ischomachus readily identifies some of his slaves as
‘lovers of honour’, others as ‘lovers of profit’ (Oe. 13.9,
14.10). This two-fold categorisation reminds us that while
every human may theoretically be moved by honour, in
practice not everyone will be motivated by the same desires.
The good leader will be aware of these possibilities as he
works alongside and encourages those under his command,
always striving to help his followers improve themselves and
their communities, thereby securing honour for himself and
for them all.”

political status or office, and both the ability and the desire of women to
negotiate honour must be acknowledged. On the literary and
epigraphic evidence for Athenian women’s engagement with 7uy and
regular negotiation of honour(s), see Keim (forthcoming).

% And from the gods, who have their own allotted honour(s): see n.
36 below.

# Throughout this chapter I refer to the generic Xenophontic leader
and his followers as ‘he’; this usage is not meant to occlude Xenophon’s
remarkable, if less frequent, perspectives on female leadership.
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2. The Honour of Leading

Every leader occupies a position of honour, and the quality
of his leadership relies on his careful negotiation of honour.
This negotiation involves both positional and practical
elements, the former concerning the ongoing relationships
between the gods, the leader, and the community, the latter
comprising that adjudication of honour and distribution of
honours by which the leader trains and encourages his
followers. Here I explore four ways in which honour shapes
the contexts of leadership, and discuss (a) the honours
associated with leadership, the manner in which honour
shapes the leader’s relationships with (b) the gods and (c)
those whom he 1s leading, and (d) the subsequent
importance, within this context, of his distribution of
honours.

(a) The Honour of Leadership

Leadership is an honour that, by resituating the leader
within one (or more) communities, transforms his
relationships with other individuals and with other honours.
Cambyses prepares the young Cyrus for campaign by
acknowledging that while the leader must show himself able
to endure every sort of toil and discomfort, both the honour
(repn) of his position and the public scrutiny of his every
action lessen the weight of these burdens (Cyr. 1.6.25). The
non-material honour of office and its attendant prestige
(rpn) are usually accompanied by privileges and material
honours (rwpad): thus the Spartan kings received double
rations, as we saw above, and officers promoted under
Cyrus’ meritocratic scheme are promised honours (rpac)
befitting their rank (Cyr. 2.1.23; cf. 3.9.7). As we shall see
below, Polydamas’ lengthy remarks on Jason of Pherae
suggest that the measure of a leader may be taken by

assessing whom he honours, and why and how he honours
them (HG 6.1).%*

% On Polydamas’ remarks see at n. 66 below; the obituaries in
Anabasis (1.9, 2.6) are additional texts in which leaders’ honorific
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Although Xenophon often acknowledges leaders’
philotimia, such eager pursuit of honour is not necessarily
good: some individuals may pursue authority and honour
simply to advance their own desires (Mem. 2.6.24).”
Xenophon’s obituary for the fallen general Meno of
Thessaly warns that he was eager ‘to lead so that he might
obtain more wealth, and to be honoured (ripaosbac) so that
he might profit (kepSaivor) even more’ (An. 2.6.21).° While
Agesilaus’ character was reportedly unaffected by the
honour, power, and sovereignty that he enjoyed (Ages. 8.1),
Alcibiades, like a wayward athlete, neglected his training
after he was honoured by the Athenians (Mem. 1.2.24; cf.
3.5.15). Not every leader responds, in the manner of
Xenophon’s Cyrus the Great, by redoubling their own
pursuit of excellence.”

There 1s also a supernatural aspect to the honour of
leadership. Within his peroration Ischomachus twice
invokes the gods, first suggesting that the ideal leader must
have a touch of the divine about himself (Oec. 21.11: fetov),
then opining that the leadership of those who willingly obey
has a similarly divine aspect (21.12: 00 ... dvbpdrmvov elva
aAda Oetov, 1o ebedovrav dpyew).” On the grounds that
goods bestowed by leaders are always valued more highly
by their recipients, Simonides argues that leaders are

practices are used as a means of expressing their character. On Jason as
a paradigmatic individual, see Dillery (1995) 171-6.

? On the ambiguities of philotimia and their management at Athens,
see Whitehead (1983).

3% On the rhetoric and (in)accuracy of this assessment of Meno, see
Brown (1986).

3! Xenophon also recognises that the desire for recognition is not
itself’ sufficient for success: thus the unprepared philotimos Peisander
accomplishes nothing when he is put in charge of the Spartan fleet (HG
3-4.29), while Coeratadas of Thebes, ‘afflicted with a desire to serve as
general’, failed to provide provisions and soon faded away (4n. 7.1.33).

52 Dillery (1995) 242 considers Ischomachus’ tripartite foundation of
leadership in Oec. 21.11-12 to be education (mai8eia), a noble right
nature ($vots ayafy), and this touch of the divine (fetov). The sole
mention of this chapter by Gray (2011) 186 examines 21.10 as an
example of ‘the topos of willing obedience’ within a non-military context.
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accompanied by ‘a certain honour and grace from the gods’
<€’K 66(}37/ ’TL‘LLﬁ TLS KCLL XC’LPLS UU’LW(IPE”]TEO’G(IL, Hl.gr. 85)33 The
very appointment of leaders (émraxtijpas) over other men
1s, according to Cyrus, a divine means of ameliorating the
inability of some men to seek the(ir) good (Cyr. 2.5.4).

(b) Honouring the Gods

Besides possessing a certain divine tincture, good leaders
maintain good relationships with the gods through their
regular bestowal of the appropriate honour(s) upon them,
and also ensure that these relationships are recognised by
those under their command.* ‘For Xenophon’, as Robert
Parker argues, ‘it makes sense to honour the gods: it is the
reasonable, the natural thing to do’.* Thus his Socrates
repeatedly affirms the importance of honouring the gods,
and even acknowledges that ‘honouring the gods’ is the first
unwritten law among all peoples (Mem. 4.4.19—20; cf. 1.4.10,
4.3.14-17). If everyone ought to honour the gods on the
grounds that they are ‘men’s greatest friends’, leaders ought
to be especially scrupulous, out of gratitude for their
honoured status and their desire to lead successfully.*

The primacy and character of the good leader’s relations
with the supernatural are reiterated throughout Hipparchicus,
a treatise that begins by prescribing sacrifice and ends by
encouraging enthusiastic worship of the gods (9.9:
fepamevwory 6 TL av Svvwrtar Tovs Beovs).’” As Xenophon
advises his countrymen (1.1):

% For a similar point on the value added to a gift by the exalted
identity of the giver, see Cyr. 2.1.13.

% T am not concerned here with Xenophon’s personal beliefs,
although I incline towards the view of Parker (2004) over Bowden
(2004). Among the key Xenophontic principles enumerated by Dillery
(1995) 15 is ‘divine providence’.

% Parker (2004) 133 4.

% Gray (2011) 304. On the reciprocity of honour (rew) between
humans and gods, see Mikalson (1991) 183—202.

%7 For a recent overview of this treatise, see Stoll (2012).
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First it is necessary to sacrifice to the gods (Bvovra xp7
... Beovs) and pray that you might think, speak, and do
those things by which you may lead most acceptably
before the gods (feots ... keyapiopevorara),”® and also
most pleasingly, gloriously, and advantageously
(mpoodiréaraTa kal evkAe€oTata kal molvwdeléaTaTa)
for yourself, your friends, and your city.

This sacrifice marks a continuing relationship of reciprocity
with the gods, a relationship that is necessary for the pursuit
of those material and non-material goods that denote
success. Such piety is necessary yet not sufficient for good
leadership, since these gods help those who help themselves:
only after the gods are propitious (fedv 8¢ (Aewv ovrwv),
however, should the commander turn his mind towards his
men and their horses (1.2).

Leaders’ attentiveness to ritual extended well beyond
sacrifices.” As he records the splendour of Agesilaus’
‘workshop of war’ at Ephesus, Xenophon offers the
following endorsement (HG 3.4.18; cf. Ages. 1.27): ‘For
wherever men reverence (c€fowro) the gods, train
themselves in the ways of war, and carefully obey their
leaders, their every endeavour is full of good hope.” The
catalyst for this celebratory remark was the procession of
Agesilaus and his army from their training ground to the
sanctuary of Artemis, where they dedicated their garlands
in honour of the goddess. A similar example occurs within
Hipparchicus’ discussion of overseeing festival processions
‘worthy of being beheld’ (aétofedarouvs, g.1).** Staged within a
religious context, these processions within the Agora should
begin from the Herms and feature the cavalry ‘honouring
the gods’ (rup@vres Tovs Beovs) by riding in a circuit around

%8 Cf. on Hier. 8.5 at n. 33 above.

% For additional discussion of Xenophon on sacrifice, see Parker
(2004).

* On Xenophontic processions and their relation to their Hellenistic
descendants, see Dillery (2004).
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their shrines and statues (g.2)."' Such piety embellishes
performance and reinforces community spirit.

The practical significance of piety is elaborated on within
Anabasis. In his initial address to the Cyrean officers,
Xenophon twice acknowledges their dispiritedness (A4n.
3.1.40: afvpws ... abipws), then encourages the officers to
turn their soldiers’ minds (yvepas) and thereby enhance
their morale (3.1.41: ebfupoTepor):

For you understand that neither the multitude nor
strength of soldiers secure victories on the battlefield,
but rather whichever of the two opposing sides, aided
by the gods, march with more vigorous spirits (rats
(ﬁuxafg e’ppw‘u,evéaTepOL) against the enemy, for their
opponents will rarely stand still and face these troops.
(3-1:42)

Just as enthused spirits enabled the success of Ischomachus’
rowers, so also with the Ten Thousand. Although there are
various, complementary ways of enhancing morale—such
as diligent provisioning, rigorous training, and collegial
competition—we  should not discount Xenophon’s
subsequent exhortation as his hoplites march out to rescue
the stranded Arcadians. Perhaps some god has arranged
matters this way, he muses, so that ‘we, who always begin
with the gods, should enjoy greater honour than those men’
(nuads 8¢ Tovs amo T@v Bedv apyopévovs EVTLOTEPOUS EKELVWY
kataorioar, An. 6.3.18). These remarks should not be read
as cynically manipulative, but rather as an honest statement
revealing our author’s—and perhaps a great many of his
troops’—understanding of a rightly-ordered existence (cf.
Oec. 8.3, Eq. Mag. 1.24).* They suggest ‘spiritedness’ and
morale may result from the soldiers’ recognition of their
leaders’ proper tending to the honour of the gods through

*1" At Dracontius’ games an altar serves as the start/finish for the
horse race (An. 4.8.28).

*2 On the relation between leaders’ piety and followers’ morale, see
also Flower in this volume.
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rituals, observances, and general piety. Indeed, besides
merely inspiring his troops, such piety offers the leader—
whether he i1s a Persian monarch or a democratically-
elected Athenian hipparch—the opportunity to reveal his
awareness of the honour due towards others, and thus the
limits of his own privileges. All Xenophontic leaders are also
being led, and the good leader must be capable both of
leading and of being led well.*

(c) Honouring Leaders and Led

Xenophon considers the relationship between the leader
and those whom he leads as ‘the secret of success in any
community’.** This relationship is often described in terms
of friendship: thus the daring, spontaneous rescue of Cyrus
by an aide-de-camp reveals ‘how valuable it is for the leader
to be loved (puAetabfar) by those around him’ (Cyr. 7.1.88; cf.
An. 1.9.28, 4.2.21), while Hipparchicus asserts that no leader
can accomplish anything with his men unless they regard
him affectionately and good-naturedly (6.1-2: ¢iAikiys,
evvoikas; cf. Cyr. 2.4.10). We must also acknowledge the
frequency with which these critical relationships are
denominated and negotiated in terms of honour. Reflecting
on the occasion when Socrates encourages the
impoverished Archedemus to undertake the anti-
sycophantic efforts that would elicit both friendship and
honour from Crito’s circle (Mem. 2.9.8: vmo 7év dAwy
Kpitwvos ¢pidwv eriparo), Vivienne Gray concludes that
‘friends receive honour from each other in the usual
operation of the dynamics of friendship’.*

Friends and family comprise an immediate and
important community within which honours (civic, familial,
and otherwise) may be displayed and recognised, and their

* See, e.g., the remarks of Clearchus (4n. 1.3.15) and of Chrysantas
(Cyr. 4.1.24, 8.1.14).

* Gray (2011) 4.

® Gray (2011) g10-11. The entirety of her Chapter 6 explores the

dynamics of friendship, with her characteristic emphasis on rebutting
more negative, ‘manipulative’ interpretations of the text.
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significance as such for individuals’ honour is regularly
attested. Pondering the possibility of leading the Ten
Thousand, Xenophon notes that accepting this
appointment would bring him ‘greater honour amongst his
friends’ (rqv Tpuny peillo ovTws €avtd ylyveofar mpos Tovs
¢idovs, An. 6.1.20). Hiero’s laments that he has been cut off
from friends and other well-minded individuals (Heer. 6.9—4)
are followed almost immediately by his claims that he
receives no real honour, since the fear of his subjects means
that their services and recognition cannot truly be
accounted as honours (repal, 7.5-8). The rivalry between
Agesilaus and the now-eclipsed Lysander, who smarts from
the dishonour (v arpuiq) shown him, reaches its climax
with the king’s rebuttal that he does, in fact, know how to
honour his friends, or, at least, those who intend his
advancement (HG 3.4.9: ToUs &€ Ve aﬁ§ov7ag €l ,un\y
E”]TLO"T(IZI.L??V G’J/TL’TL,,L&V, GZO'XUVOI:FL/?]V C’[V) NOI‘ are the I‘al’lks Of
friends and family closed: Xenophon’s proposal for material
and non-material commercial incentives in Poroi are
proffered in the hopes that merchants will not merely
hasten to Athens, but come ‘as if to friends’ (ws mpos $idovs,
3-4).

Let us now examine how honour was reciprocated and
negotiated between leaders and followers by considering
four lengthier passages. Clearchus’ tearful address to his
men at Tarsus reveals not only the ‘reciprocal relationship
between commander and commanded’, as John Dillery has
rightly argued, but also emphasises, in its framing and
vocabulary, the centrality of honour to that relationship (4n.
3.9-6).* After Clearchus’ men pelt him with stones, on the
grounds that they are being lied to and are being led out on
campaign against the King of Persia, he addresses them
with tears in his eyes. Clearchus explains his actions and his
resolve in terms of honour, for he finds himself caught
between his obligations to Cyrus and to his men. On the
one hand, Cyrus befriended (§évos) the exiled Clearchus,
not only honouring him (er{unoe) but also bestowing 10,000

* Dillery (1995) 66.
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darics for his troops’ support. After campaigning in Thrace
and the Chersonese, Clearchus marched out in support of
Cyrus in order to reciprocate these benefits. The troops’
refusal to march forces him to choose between Cyrus’
friendship and his position of leadership. Clearchus suggests
he will abandon his Persian friend and remain with the
troops: since they are unwilling (odx €fledere) to follow or
obey him, he will instead follow along with them, in the
belief that with them he will be honoured (r¢ptos) wherever
they are. The success of this initial stage of Clearchus’
address, utilising the shared vocabulary of honour and
reciprocity to explain his actions and restore his own
relationship with his agitated soldiers, cannot be separated
from the negotiation of honours with which he frames and
structures his remarks. His soldiers understood the claims
made by such ties, and were appeased once they were
persuaded that Clearchus valued his relations with them
more than his ties to Cyrus.*

Ariaeus reveals these ties of honour through their
breach. After the death of Cyrus and the assassination of
the leading Cyrean officers, Cleanor rebukes Ariaeus for
disregarding the gods, failing to reverence Cyrus’ memory,
and trying to harm Cyrus’ surviving friends, despite the fact
that he had been greatly honoured by the living Cyrus (4n.
3.2.5: ovte Kipov rebvmrora aideolels, Tipopevos paliora
vmo Kuvpov {@vros). Ariaecus’ response stands in stark
contrast to that of Artapates, Cyrus’ most faithful
chamberlain, who died over his master’s body while
wearing all sorts of gold ornaments, tokens with which he
had earlier ‘been honoured by Cyrus for his good-
naturedness and faithfulness’ (éreripnro ... 8¢ ebvorav Te
kal moTornTa, 1.8.29); indeed, the obituary of Cyrus
suggests that ‘all his friends and companions’ except Ariaeus
died at his side. Unlike these other retainers, bound to
Cyrus by their reciprocal ties of honour and affection,

# Note the later authorial remark that it was shame before their
peers (8¢ aloydvyy) that led the Cyreans to carry onwards towards
Cunaxa (4n. 3.1.10).
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Ariaeus trampled upon those ties and was found wanting by
his former colleagues.

Later in the Anabasis Xenophon repeatedly comments on
the honour uniting leader and led. He encourages the
Cyreans to remain together by emphasising the honour
(évriypor) and provisions they may secure en masse,
advantages that will be lost should they divide (5.6.32).*
Subsequent morale-sapping rumours are attributed to rivals
who are jealous of Xenophon because he is honoured by
the troops (5.7.10: 0" vpdv Tpdpar). Forced to address
accusations of hpbris, Xenophon concludes his successful
defence by invoking the many benefits he had provided for
his men, including praising (empvesa) them for a deed well
done, and honouring good men (rwa dvdpa ovra ayabov
eriunoa) as much as he was able (5.8.25). When he
eventually declines sole command of the army, Xenophon,
as we have seen, admits his delight at being so honoured by
the soldiers (6.1.26: 7upwpevos). Finally, throughout his
negotiations with the deceitful Seuthes, Xenophon refuses
to ignore or abandon his men, on the grounds that he is
honoured by them (7.7.41: TL[L(,!I)‘U,EVOV o e’Ke[V{uv; cf. 7.7.50—
2). If the apologetic aspect of Xenophon’s self-presentation
within Anabasis can never be fully untangled, any idealising
aspects of that self-presentation simply underscore such
negotiations of honour as a hallmark of good leadership.

Finally, we may observe how the elder Cyrus once
persuaded his officers to remain willingly (éfedovras) at his
side and campaign with him (Gyr. 5.1.19—29). After the
jealous Cyaxares suddenly recalls his forces, Cyrus argues
that these officers went on campaign neither for gain nor to
assist Cyaxares, but because they wished to do Cyrus a
favour (BovAdpevor TotTo yapileofar) and honour him (epe
Tipavtes). Because Cyrus cannot currently repay their
efforts, nor offer more than empty promises about future

* Compare An. 6.6.16, where Xenophon encourages the soldiers to
acknowledge Spartan hegemony (and obey Cleander’s orders), and to
avoid jeopardising the praise and honour (émaivov xai Tuudjs) they
anticipated on their return home.



Honour and the Art of Xenophontic Leadership 141

returns, he simply says that he shall continue, with or
without these officers, in such a way that they would praise
him (dpas epe emaweiv). After Artabazus, Tigranes, and
then the Hyrcanians and the Medes express their continued
willingness to remain under his command, Cyrus prays to
Zeus 1n a very cryptic fashion, asking that the god ‘grant
that I, doing well by them, may surpass the honour they
have shown me’ (8os ToUs éue Tpdvras vikijoal pe €v
mocovvTa). While the good leader need not honour his
followers exactly as he would like them to honour him, he
must nonetheless ensure that they are honoured and cared
for appropriately.

(d) Managing Honours and Punishments

Socrates, consoling the would-be general Nicomachides,
notes that one responsibility of every leader is ‘correcting
bad men and honouring good men’ (16 Tovs kakovs koAalewv
kal Tovs ayabovs Tipdv, Mem. 3.4.8).* Similar remarks occur
throughout the corpus: Ischomachus charges his wife to
maintain the order of their household by praising and
honouring (émawetv 8¢ kat Twpdv) those who are worthy and
scolding those who need correction (Oec. 9.14-15), while
Cyrus, within the vwa concluding his childhood education,
suggests that ‘in every endeavour the best prescription for
obedience is: praise and honour the obedient, punish and
dishonour the disobedient’ (o 7ov melfopevor emawvetv Te
kal Tyuav, Tov e ametfovvra arwpalew Te kal koalew, Cyr.
1.6.20).°° While more might be said elsewhere about
Xenophon’s rhetoric of honour and correction, in the
remainder of this chapter I will focus on the positive portion

* On Mem. 3.4 and the universality of Xenophontic leadership, see
Gray (2011) 22—4.

% A similar contrast between honouring and dishonouring—rather
than the more common honour and punishment/correction—is found
within the description of Persian education at An. 1.9.4. Elsewhere, as he
overhauls the Persian army, Cyrus remarks on the utility of weeding out
bad soldiers: witnessing their dishonour (indeed, expulsion from the
community: dripacfévras) will make those soldiers who are already
noble even more spirited seekers of excellence (Cyr. 2.2.27).
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of these remarks, as we move from the relational context of
leaders-led (a positional question) to the content of how the
good leader goes about honouring those under his
command (an issue of practice).

3. Honouring Successfully

Although the adjudication and distribution of honours was
a responsibility for every leader, within the household or
within the infantry ranks, Xenophon rarely specifies the
exact honours that might be awarded.” While we
occasionally learn about Ischomachus rewarding his better
slaves with superior cloaks and shoes (Oec. 13.10) or Jason
offering a golden crown for the finest bull at the Pythian
festival (HG 6.4.29), more typical of our author is the
suggestion that his proposed Guardians of the Metics would
be suitably incentivised by the award of ‘some honour or
another’ (reun Tis, Vect. 2.7).°? Rather clearer are five lessons
that Xenophon teaches about the effective bestowal of such
rewards. In order to honour successfully the good leader
should (a) know those whom he leads, (b) regularly use their
names, (c) rely on his subordinates’ knowledge and
assistance, (d) ensure that everyone is aware both of his
desired standards and of the available rewards, and (e)
bestow these rewards fairly.

! This lack of detail should be unsurprising, and recalls his authorial
characterisation of Hipparchicus not as a treatise but as a collection of tips
and reminders (9.2: vmopvyuarwy; cf. 1.9, 3.1). Throughout his writings
Xenophon sketches the outlines of a theory of leadership and
occasionally fills in some of the broader details, but almost always the
specifics, should his lessons be employed, are left up to the abilities and
circumstances of the individual leader.

°2 Similarly, while there were certain golden gifts that only the King
could bestow (Cyr. 8.2.8), Cyrus regularly encourages the pursuit of
excellence by awarding ‘all sorts of honours’, including ‘gifts and offices
and seats of honour’ (kal daypocs kal apyais kal €dpais kal waoats TLLals

éyéparpev, Cyr. 8.1.39; cf. Oec. 4.8).
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(a) Know Your Followers

Leaders should know the individuals under their command
personally, and should also familiarise themselves with the
history and shared values of their community.”® The
importance of knowing individuals, and thus their
particular motivations, is emphasised in Ischomachus’
account of how he trains his own slaves to lead others.
Those who are drunkards, lazy, or ‘love-sick’ are incapable
of leading, while individuals who desire either profit or
recognition may be taught (Oec. 12.11-14; cf. Cyr. 8.1.43).
Prompted by Socrates, Ischomachus explains that lovers-of-
profit may be made useful foremen simply by showing them
the material gain they will enjoy by carrying out their
responsibilities diligently; those desiring recognition may be
trained by offering correction for their errors, and by
honouring and praising them when they are attentive
(12.15-16: kal émawd kal Typdv mepdpar adtovs). While
some slaves are best incentivised with material rewards of
food, those who are lovers-of-honour (at 8¢ ¢eAoripor Tév
¢pvoewv) are better motivated by praise (13.9), and so in
addition to bestowing material rewards Ischomachus
honours them ‘as if they were kalotkagatho® (14.9).°* Although
such familiarity may be achieved only within smaller
communities such as the otos or the infantry company,
every leader may enhance their position by striving to
recognise, and respond to, their charges’ particular
personalities and motivations.”

Although there is a strong cross-cultural element to
Xenophon’s instruction, with the practices of the Spartans
and Persians held in particularly high esteem, the leader

% Compare Xenophon’s praise for Hermocrates of Syracuse, who
daily gathered together and consulted with the best men under his
command (HG 1.1.30).

> Tschomachus’ description of the distinguishing characteristics of
the philotimos slave echoes Socrates’ description of the philotimos
pancratist Autolycus (Smp. 8.97), and stands in stark contrast to the
common contemporary view of slaves as ‘mere bellies’.

 On the necessity of subordinates, see below. On the dynamics of
the lochos and syskenia within the Cyrean army, see Lee (2007) 80—108.
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may also benefit from consideration of his own community’s
history and values. The significance of recognising a
common cultural mulieu appears on several poignant
occasions within Memorabilia and Hipparchicus, as Xenophon
encourages would-be Athenian leaders to remember,
resuscitate, and rely on their countrymen’s innate love of
honour. After encouraging one recently-elected hipparch to
excite his men’s spirits so that they will be more courageous
(@ﬁ'yew S¢ Tas Lﬁuxo’tg &)\KL;LwTépovg), Socrates explains the
splendour of the Athenian choruses sent to Delos, a
splendour that he attributes not to his countrymen’s
mellifluous singing nor to their imposing stature but to their
love of honour (fudoripia). Led by this hipparch, the
Athenian cavalry could be just as successful as these
choruses if, by drawing their attention to the praise and
honour (émaivov kat Tepds) on offer, their new leader roused
the cavalrymen’s competitive desires (Mem. 3.9.7-15).°°
Later, encouraging the younger Pericles to try and restore
Athenian greatness, Socrates flatly states that the Athenians
are ‘more ambitious and more high-minded than everyone
else’ <¢L}\OTLI.LO”TCLTO£ V43 KCL}, ‘u,e'ya)\o-()bpove’o"ra'TOL 7TC’LVT(DV,
following Cobet’s emendation), and recounts the glories
achieved by their ancestors. This ancestral excellence, he
says, may be restored by recovering the ancestral ways and
thereby restoring order and glory (Mem. 3.5.3). Within
Hipparchicus Xenophon regularly invokes Athenian love of
honour, whether with regard to cavalry officers (1.22-6),
hoplites (so long as they are well-trained, 7.9—4), and
cavalrymen, whether citizens (9.3) or metics (9.6).
Recognising the nature, traditions, and values of those
whom one is leading—on the individual and on the
communal levels—may help enable individual and
corporate success.’’

% Compare, in a manner echoed by Demosthenes (4.36—40), Mem.
3.5.18—19 on the disorder of the infantry and cavalry, contrasted with
the orderliness of athletic, choral, trierarchic, and Areopagite matters.

37 Spartan or Persian (or other) leaders could benefit from similar
knowledge of their own community’s mores, while the many ‘Persian
paideid’ passages suggest that (Xenophon’s presentation of) Persian
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(b) Use their Names

Xenophon encourages leaders to learn and employ the
names of those under their command. Such acknowledge-
ment can be an easy and effective means of bestowing
recognition: the younger Cyrus regularly summoned his
companions for conversations so that he might publically
acknowledge those whom he honoured (4An. 1.9.28: Tobs
$pidovs ... ws dnloiny ovs mpd). Calling out individuals’
names also serves as a means of encouragement, as when
soldiers simultaneously remind their comrades of their
physical presence and mutual watchfulness. Later in
Anabasis, as his troops attempt to cross a treacherous ravine
amidst Bithynian attacks, Xenophon encourages them to
‘Follow Heracles the Leader and encourage one another by
name’ (ovopaoti, 6.5.24).°° Here, as with Cyrus’ Persians
marching into battle against the Assyrians, the soldiers’
invocation of each other’s names enhances their courage
and steadfastness, just as their joint invocation of the god or
recitation of the paean reminds them of their shared ties with
the gods (Cyr. 3.3.59).

The elder Cyrus makes ideal use of this lesson. Within
his paideia we see the future king engaging with his friends as
they go out hunting together, kidding one companion and
praising another, urging each of them on by their own
names ((yr. 1.4.15: mapakadodvTt ovopaotl €kaarov). Later,
as the allies march out in support of Gadatas, Xenophon
elaborates on the theory and practice of Cyrus’ use of
names (5.9.46—51).”" As the allied officers return from their
meeting they marvel at Cyrus’ familiarity as he announced
their positions for the march, specifically his ability to call
each of them by name (ovopalwv). Xenophon suggests that
Cyrus paid particular attention (empedecla) to this matter,

mores could be of use to all leaders. Aristotle’s lengthiest definition of
Tupn) (Rhet. 1361228-b2) explicitly acknowledges such variatio, albeit with
a more euergetistic focus.

%8 Lee (2007) 92 considers the ties of bravery within the lochos.

 Another understudied passage: see along rather different lines Due
(1989) 233; Tatum (1989) 176—7; Gray (2011) 280, 282.
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on the grounds that it would be foolish not to know the
names of those whom he was commanding (rév v¢’ eavrd
nNyepovav Ta ovopara), since these same men were the
instruments (opyavocs) by which he might capture or defend
a position. Three particular functions are mentioned: first,
and most significantly, whenever Cyrus wished to honour
(repqoad) someone, he thought it proper to address the
individual by name (6vopaort). Second, his regular use of his
officers’ names made his subordinates more sensitive to his
presence, and thus even more eager to be seen doing
something good. Third, Cyrus wused specific names
(@vopalev) whenever he issued commands, as those
individuals’ fear and shame of failure meant that such
targeted orders were more effective.*

Once the troops began their nocturnal advance against
the Assyrians, Cyrus mounted his horse and rode along
reviewing the ranks. When he saw troops marching in good
order, he would ask who they were and then praise (empver)
them; when he encountered others making a commotion,
he would try to correct it quietly (5.3.55). His focus on these
latter occasions is not on those individuals who are failing,
but rather on discerning the causes of their failure and
correcting them. From this particular celebration of Cyrus
we learn that the good leader will strive to know the names
and temperaments of those under his command, will
personalise his praise of the worthy, and may choose to
anonymise correction.’'

(c) Use Subordinates

Since no one, not even the idealised Cyrus,* is capable of
knowing every man within an entire army or of observing

0 Amidst Cyrus’ praise for Chrysantas (Cyr. 4.1.9) is the detail that
when the King called out by name for Chrysantas to stop fighting, he did

so immediately.

81 Elsewhere public correction may be viewed positively: see n. 50.

62 As the previous passage subtly indicates, there were limitations on
Cyrus’ familiarity with troops other than the officers immediately under
his command. While he could easily rattle off his officers’ names and the
desired dispositions of their troops within the staff meeting, he had to
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them constantly and carefully, Xenophontic leaders must
rely on their subordinates to help them identify and
encourage those worthy of honour. Ischomachus’ estate-
management becomes much easier once he has trained his
wife (Oec. 9.14) and foremen (13.2), and allows them to
shoulder the responsibilities of motivating the household.”
Within military contexts subordinate officers should
encourage and manage competitiveness amongst their own
charges (e.g. Athenian phylarchs, Eq. Mag. 1.21; Abradatas’
charioteers, Cyr. 7.1.18) in order to enhance troops’
performance and assess other potential officers (£q. Mag.
2.2-6, An. 5.2.11). Although born out of human limitations,
such delegations of honorific practice are themselves part of
the honour, both crown of recognition and spur of
encouragement, associated with leadership positions.

After Cyrus returned to Media (Cyr. 9.9.6—7), he
distributed funds to each of his taxiarchs so that they might
themselves honour (ripav) those of their men who pleased
them, and thereby ensure that the entire army, comprised
of units worthy of praise (uépos aéiémarvor), would fare well.
Addressing as friends (pcdor) those officers and notables
whom he himself wishes to honour (eriua), Cyrus
acknowledges their present good fortune, which allows
them both to honour (ripav) those whom they wish and to
be honoured (ryudofac) as each is worthy (€xaaros d€ios 7).
Later (8.4.29—30), Cyrus divides the spoils of Sardis among
his soldiers, giving the choicest bits to his myriadarchs and
aides-de-camp, then dividing the remainder and instructing
those myriadarchs to distribute it to their men just as he
had, according to merit. Thus they scrutinised (Soxtpalwv)
their subordinates and conveyed similar instructions, until
finally the ‘six-man-men’ had examined and rewarded their
handful of private soldiers as they deserved (mpos myv aéiav

rely on these subordinates in order to learn the names of those whom he
wished to praise for their good marching.

% There are limitations to such delegation: while Xenophon
encourages the surviving Cyreans to join with their officers and help
‘correct’ any of their colleagues who err, he does not mention any
positive bestowal of honour(s) by the soldiers (4n. §.2.31).
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ekaotw; cf. 7.3.1-2). Within these distributions of campaign
spoils, as within his orders to the newly-minted satraps that
they adopt his methods of honouring and incentivising their
subordinates (8.6.10-14), Cyrus remains the central fount of
honour, but as he distributes honour he relies heavily on
subordinate officers as assessors and distributors of that
honour to those whom they know are worthy.**

(d) Publicise the Honours Offered and Awarded

Leaders must ensure that other individuals know about the
honours on offer, so that they may be properly encouraged
to act accordingly. Three examples of such publicity will
suffice. First, immediately after Cyrus’ meritocratic reform
of the Persian honour system, we encounter a series of
stories portraying the King as both judge and able
administrator of honours. Pleased by both the ‘clods vs.
cudgels’ war games and the ‘careful practice’ routines
employed by certain junior officers, Cyrus expressed his
approval by publicly honouring these officers and their men
with invitations to dinner (Cyr. 2.8.17—21).% This gesture of
approval led immediately, if indirectly, to the adoption of
these practices by other companies. Cyrus’ careful
management of honours yields his troops’ mimesis of
desirable activities.

Second, Polydamas of Pharsalus’ address at Sparta
introducing Jason of Pherae contains an elaborate
description of that leader’s engagement with those under his
command (G 6.1.6). Jason tests his troops on a daily basis,
discharging those who are unfit and honouring (rep@) those
who serve well with double or triple pay. He provides for

6% Simonides (Hier. 9.3) would be displeased by this arrangement,
since he encouraged Hiero to monopolise the distribution of honours
and other goods, and to deputise the administration of punishments and
corrections.

% Compare Cyrus’ explicit instructions to his satraps regarding
mimesis (Cyr. 8.6.12). As Tatum (1989) 208 argues: “The text of the
Cyropaedia dissolves in mimetic replication of Cyrus, with his lieutenants
and satraps doing what Xenophon’s readers may now do in turn:
imitate Cyrus.’
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their care when they are ill, and for their funerals when they
die. As a result of such actions, Polydamas emphasises, all of
Jason’s mercenaries know (dore mavres ioacw) that their
continued displays of martial skill will bring them a very
honoured (évriporaror) and plentiful existence.”® Finally,
Simonides, encouraging Hiero to reinvent himself as the
fount of Syracusan honour and to distribute all manner of
awards for all sorts of activities on behalf of the civic good,
insists that if these incentive structures are made clear (el 8¢
¢avepbv 'yéuom‘o, e’p,qﬁavég), and thus it i1s revealed that the
man introducing any good thing will not be without honour
(o0k aripmros), then many individuals will be encouraged
(eboppmoecev) to act on behalf of the community (Hier. 3.9~
10). It is not enough simply to offer incentives for good
performance; the standards, and thereafter the fair
distribution of the rewards earned, must be announced to,
and accepted by, those whom the leader wishes to
incentivise.

(e) Award Honours Fairly

Xenophon regularly emphasises the importance of fairly
distributing honours.” While this usually refers to the
meritocratic distribution of goods, democratising extensions
of this principle may be seen in Ischomachus’ recognition of
certain honour-loving slaves, or in the elder Cyrus’ allowing
his quartermasters an equal share in everything ({oopoipovs
mavtov), since he thought it was fair to show equal regard
(repav) for the purveyors of the army’s stores as for heralds
or envoys (Cyr. 2.1.31).%

% Dillery (1995) 172 emphasises that Jason’s excellence is presented
‘very much in Socratic terms’. For the elder Cyrus’ refusal to leave the
side of casualties after the Cadusian prince’s ill-advised sortie, see Cyr.
5.4.18; on rewards for martial skill compare the presentation of the
younger Cyrus at An. 1.9.14-15.

57 A related Xenophontic theme is that the would-be honorand must

have benefitted the source of honour, be it the community (Mem. 2.1.28,
3.6.3; HG 6.1.13) or family members (Mem. 1.2.55).

%% A similarly democratising tone is struck by Cyrus when he urges
Gobyras to stop undervaluing (aripale) his camp followers and
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Incentive structures work only when ends and means are
properly aligned: the failure to wield either carrots or sticks
appropriately simultaneously undermines the structure and
obstructs the pursuit of desired ends. The elder Cyrus’
reform of the Persian honours system 1is the ideal
embodiment of the meritocratic principle, with its formulaic
proclamation that each would be honoured as Cyrus—and
his delegates—deemed him worthy (Cyr. 2.9.16: €dofe kata
T'I\]V C’Lgl:CLV TL,L&O'GCLL gKCLO'TOV, KGPOV Sé TbV KplfVOV’TCL GZVCLL; Cf.
3.3.67, 7.2.11). If means and ends fall out of alignment,
discouragement and diffidence will result. While
Ischomachus uses superior garments to reward and
encourage good  workers, he acknowledges the
dispiritedness (afupia) that results when the same rewards
are given both to those workers enduring toils and dangers
and to those who avoid them (Oe. 14.11). Chrysantas,
speaking in support of the Persian reform, self-deprecatingly
acknowledges his own shortcomings as he worries that
undesirable outcomes may ensue if the noble and able
members of the community become dispirited (afopws
efovai) by others sharing unjustly in the rewards (Cyr. 2.3.6).
Because individuals are sensitive to honour in both its
material and non-material forms, such fairness is necessary
not merely for success, but for maintenance of the
community.

The distribution of rewards must not only be done fairly,
but also be known to be done so. Within his eulogy for the
younger Cyrus, Xenophon points out that he was widely
acknowledged for honouring the ‘noble in battle’ especially
((i'ya@obs‘ 629 7TO’)\€‘LLOV 03#0)\0"}/7770 8La¢€pév7'w§ TL’L&V). NOt
only were the noble thus the most fortunate, but they were
seen to be so, while the cowardly appeared worthy to be
their slaves (4n. 1.9.14-15). Here we learn both about what
values and actions Cyrus honoured, and that he was known
to honour such behaviour as it deserved. This attentiveness
to honour may not provide the entire explanation for

recognise the tactical contributions made by their sheer numbers (Cyr.

5.2.36).
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Cyrus’ good leadership, yet such sensitivity explains its
character.

4. What To Do With Honours

Once the leader has established a suitable rapport with
those he 1s leading, he may cultivate his followers’ desire for
recognition (and reward) in order to accomplish desired
ends. Xenophon suggests three broad categories of
accomplishments: (a) completing specific tasks, (b) acquiring
necessary skills and, most importantly, (c) honing
appropriate dispositions.

(a) Accomplish Specific Tasks

Leaders may offer awards in order to achieve or expedite
specific tasks. As the Ten Thousand completed a
complicated series of fording manoeuvres in Carduchia,
Xenophon encouraged his soldiers by reminding them that
‘he who reached to the other side first would be the best
man’ (dptaros ... mparos, An. 4.9.29; cf. Cyr. 3.9.62). Material
rewards may also be offered, as when the Spartan
commander Dercylidas ordered his troops to build a
defensive wall across the Chersonese. After dividing the 37-
stade course into sections and assigning each section to a
group of soldiers, Dercylidas ‘promised them he would give
prizes (@0Aa) to the first men to complete their sections (rots
mpwtots exteryioast) and also to the others, to each
according to his merits (ws éxaoror d€ro elev). Although
they only began in the spring, much to Xenophon’s
amazement these suitably incentivised troops completed the
wall before late summer (HG g.2.10).

Other commercial and military endeavours might be
similarly encouraged by more widely broadcasting the
available honours. Xenophon envisioned the promise of
honours as well as profits attracting merchants to a
revitalised Athens, and suggested that wealthy foreigners
would readily invest in Athens, should their names be
inscribed on a public memorial (Vect. §.9, 11; cf. Hier. 9.9).
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Cyrus offered similar awards for those merchants
accompanying his army with the largest stock of goods (Cyr.
6.2.38: wpwv kat Tipts Tevéerar). When the outbreak of the
Corinthian War led the Spartans to recall Agesilaus from
his Asian campaign, he resolved to return home with the
most useful army (HG 4.2.2-8).% Thus Agesilaus,

wanting to take back with him as many of the best
soldiers as he could, set out prizes for whichever city
would send the best army, and for whichever
mercenary commander would supply the best-prepared
company of hoplites, archers and peltasts. He also told
the cavalry commanders that he would give a prize
(vikmrrpov) to whomever should provide the best-
horsed and best-prepared company.

What is unusual about this passage is not Agesilaus’
methods but rather Xenophon’s detailed description of
these prizes, consisting ‘for the most part of exquisitely
crafted hoplite and cavalry arms, as well as golden crowns.
The cost of all the prizes was not less than four talents’.
Elsewhere—from Hermogenes’ acknowledgement that
‘praising the gods costs nothing’ (Smp. 4.49) and Simonides’
remarks on the cheapness of prizes (Hier. g9.11) to the
impoverished Athenians employing various honours as a
thrifty way of jumpstarting their economy (Vect. 2—g)—
Xenophon stresses the affordability of prizes. The apparent
discrepancy may be resolved by his suggestion that in this
fashion ‘arms worth a vast sum of money were provided for
the army’; if not cheap, these prizes still provided a sound
return on Agesilaus’ investment. Rather than simply
encouraging excellence amongst a standing army, these
prizes recruited and mobilised a new army in a manner

% By obeying these orders Agesilaus, as we would expect the ideal
leader to do, set aside his personal aspirations and thoughts of honour
(HG 4.2.3: kai olwy TLpudv kal olwy ENTiSwy dmeoTepelTo).
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reminiscent of the crowns awarded to Athenian trierarchs
for the speedy and thorough preparing of their triremes.”

(b) Develop Skills

Another, broader use of honours was modelled by Agesilaus
earlier in his Asiatic campaign within the ‘workshop of war’
he inspired at Ephesus (HG §.4.16; cf. Ages. 1.25; also cf. Cyr.
2.1.22):

At the very beginning of the spring he gathered his
entire army together at Ephesus. Wanting to train
(Gokfoar) the army, he set out prizes (@Aa) for the fittest
company of hoplites and best company of cavalry. He
also set out prizes (a6Aa) for those peltasts and archers
who were best at their respective tasks. As a result, one
could see the gymnasia full of men exercising, the track
full of men galloping on horseback, and the javelin-
men and archers practising carefully.

Although Xenophon does not detail the specific prizes
offered, Agesilaus’ expectations were readily apparent and
soon accomplished. The good leader should deploy prizes,
as appropriate, to encourage not merely particular
achievements but also the development of skills that will, in
turn, enable those particular achievements.”! Agesilaus’
careful motivation of his troops at Ephesus worked: when
this army subsequently marched against the Persians, they
were a most formidable opponent (3.4.24).

Similarly instructional is Iphicrates’ command of the
Athenian fleet (HG 6.2.27-30). As the triremes embarked on
their campaign around the Peloponnese, Iphicrates
offloaded their main sails so that his men would be forced to

" Compare Cyrus’ announcement to his new satraps that he will
‘honour (ripjow) as a valuable ally and fellow-guardian of Persia’
whoever has the highest per capita number of chariots and of very fine
cavalry (dploTous imrméas, Cyr. 8.6.10-11).

' On this passage see Gray (2011) 99, and on the ‘Topos dydves-
éAa’, see n. 11.
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row more and improve their fitness. He also staged regular
morning or evening races among his fleet, with the winners
(the first to reach shore) enjoying easier provisioning and an
earlier meal, while the losers were penalised both by their
defeat and by their subsequent scarcity of provisions and
time to recuperate. As they rowed onwards Iphicrates also
had them training en route by altering formations. Xenophon
explicitly praises Iphicrates for this swift, and yet
educational, transit that did not require significant outlay
yet harnessed the sailors’ own competitiveness to help them
train for their present and future toils (6.2.32).72

The broadest endorsement of offering incentives for
training comes from Simonides, who suggests that the
appropriate offer and distribution of prizes may enhance
every human endeavour (Hier. 9.5-6). Noting that all
communities (molecs) are divided into sub-communities that
may be posed as rivals, one against the other, Simonides
suggests that

If someone should offer prizes (@fAa) to these groups for
displays of well-maintained equipment, good discipline,
horsemanship, courage in battle and fair business
dealings, then all of these things would, on account of
rivalry, be keenly pursued (eikos kai TadTa mavra Sia

’ ) ’ > ~
(ﬁL}\OVLKLCLV EVTOVWS CLO'KELO'@GL).

Even agriculture, the endeavour least marked by rivalry,
would be enhanced if prizes (a6Aa) were offered to those
farms and villages that produced the finest harvests (9.7).
Simonides’ emphasis on the universality of this process,
rather than its applicability to any particular skill or
endeavour, brings the underlying aspects of its character,
the stoking of (good) competitiveness and rivalry, to the
fore. Whether tending vines, plundering enemies, or rowing

2 While the setting of this Iphicrates narrative recalls Ischomachus’
ideal coxswain (Oe. 21.3, discussed above), it stands in immediate
juxtaposition (and contrast) with Xenophon’s negative portrait of
Mnesippus of Sparta (HG 6.2.17—26). On this leaderly diptych see

Dillery (1995) 164—71.
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across the wine-dark sea, leaders may lay the foundations
for success by carefully suggesting incentives, thereby
stoking first their followers’ individual desires for honour(s)
and thus a competitiveness with one another that will be
fairly rewarded for achievements benefitting the
community.

(c) Foster Rivalry, Carefully

Thus, as Ischomachus originally suggested, the most
fundamental reason for a leader to distribute honour(s) is to
encourage the rivalrous ambitions of those whom he is
leading. Within Hipparchicus Xenophon suggests that prizes
(@Aa) be awarded, by illustrious judges, for all of the
manoeuvres that would be performed publicly; these prizes
would stoke the competitiveness (ptlovikia) of every
Athenian cavalryman and ensure their excellence (1.26).”
Agesilaus, amongst his many preparations before Coronea,
inspired his troops’ competitiveness (ptlovikia) so that each
wished to appear the best (4ges. 2.8: dpioTor paivoivro). And
Lycurgus, as he completely reformed Spartan society, noted
that where ¢udovekia is strongest, ‘there the choruses are
most worth hearing and the athletic contests afford the
finest spectacle’. If he could manoeuvre the ephebes into
rivalrous competition for excellence (eis épwv mepl apetis),
they would reach the heights of manliness (avdpayafia).
This is the ‘most divinely-pleasing and most citizenly strife’
<7} 6€O¢L)\€O-’TC’L’T77 TE KCL}, 7TO)\LTLK(D’TC’L’T77 gpLs), WhiCh keeps
every member at his best and all ready to support the polis
(LP 4.2-6).*

7 The exalted identity of the judges adds to the honour of victory.
Compare the meritocratic reforms of Gyr. 2.3, with Cyrus established as
the judge; Xenophon’s suggestion to the Ten Thousand that their
current campaign was a contest, with the gods as agonothetai (An. g.1.21);
and Plutarch’s account of Sophocles’ first dramatic victory, when
Cimon and the nine other generals were pressed into service as tragic
judges (Cim. 8).

™ Compare Socrates’ similar remarks on Athenian choruses and
innate philotimia at n. 56 supra.
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An excellent example of such rivalry in practice occurs
amongst the Ten Thousand shortly before they glimpse the
Black Sea (An. 4.7.2—12).”” Xenophon and several lochagoi
were contemplating the road ahead, their path obstructed
by the boulders tumbling down from the Taochian
stronghold. Callimachus, the head lochdgos that day, decided
to draw the Taochians’ fire by darting out from the tree line
before quickly retreating to safety. Suddenly rivalrous
emotions take hold of Agasias, another lochagos, who fears
that Callimachus will be the first to run across the
stronghold. Thus, Agasias ‘dashed forward himself and
proceeded to go past everybody’, at least until Callimachus
seized the rim of his shield and allowed Aristonymus of
Methydrium to move ahead, followed by Eurylochus of
Lusi. Xenophon explains by noting that ‘these four men
were contending rivalrously for valour (avremotodvro
apersjs) and continually striving with one another
Benpyavilovro mpos arAnlovs); and by contending (épilovres)
in this manner they captured the stronghold, for once they
had rushed in not a stone came down more from above’. As
their leaders ponder what course of action would be best,
these soldiers—individually motivated by their desire to
surpass the excellence of their colleagues, yes, but also
acting within a context in which they know their actions will
be evaluated and rewarded accordingly by their superiors—
expose themselves to dangers and, by storming the
stronghold, secure the provisions and security that ranked
foremost amongst their traveling community’s goods.

Yet the fostering of such ambitions had a downside, and
not simply because sudden, rivalry-fuelled sorties might be
unsuccessful and potentially disastrous.”® On three occasions
Xenophon records commanders’ desires to achieve ‘some

” Most of these men were recorded, shortly before, as participating
in a similarly rivalrous volunteer mission (4n. 4.1.26—7). Lee (2007) 934
emphasises the importance leaders’ examples had on their men (and
thus the broader army). See also Dillery (1995) 75.

7 Compare Dercylidas’ fears, after Athenadas of Sicyon’s ill-fated

raid outside Cebren in the Troad, that his troops’ efforts would be ‘less
spirited’ (aBvporépav, HG 3.1.18).
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brilliant deed’ (Aapmpov 7¢), and on each occasion the
subsequent  sorties—Herippidas’ antagonism of the
Paphlagonian allies (/G 4.1.21-8), Phoebidas’ seizure of the
Theban Cadmea (HG 7.2.28), and the Cadusian prince’s
attack on the Assyrians (Cyr. 5.4.1522)—end badly. The
Herippidas affair in particular reveals the complexity of
honour-related challenges that leaders might be forced to
negotiate. Eager to distinguish himself, Herippidas
marshalled the several thousand troops allotted by Agesilaus
and successfully attacked Pharnabazus’ camp; when he
arrogantly seized the allies’ share of the booty, however, the
Paphlagonians defected to Ariaecus. The subordinate’s
arrogant ambition and the allies’ resultant dishonour
(aripacbevres) precipitated, Xenophon reports, the worst
moment of Agesilaus’ impressive campaign.

Just as the philotimia of individual leaders could destroy
companies or tear communities apart, the competitiveness
of enlisted soldiers could be similarly ruinous. In the build-
up to the battle against the Assyrians, Xenophon has Cyrus
issue an executive summary of his troops’ condition and
urge them into battle (Cyr. 3.9.9-10; cf. 1.6.26).”” They are
physically fit, they have contempt for the enemy, they are
skilled in the tactics for their armour, and they are trained
to obey their leaders (776[6606(11, ... TOLS éfpxovaw). Another
reason for attacking, however, is that they are so rivalrous
(¢proTipws) that they were beginning to be jealous
(émdbovws) of one another. Engagement with common
dangers would extinguish any jealousy towards those
wearing decorations on their armour or striving for glory
(Tots 80éms  edrepevors); soldiers would then praise
(emawotal) and adore their fellow soldiers even more,
because they see one another as fellow workers (cuvepyol)
for the common good (ayafov). Thereafter Cyrus’ army
marches into battle against the Assyrians rapidly and in
good order, following on courageously (éppwpévws) in no
small part because of their rivalries with one another (8ca 7o
PLdovikws Exewv mpos allnlovs); once they are underway,

77 Gray (2011) 320 compares Cyr. 3.3.10 and LP 4.
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their love of honour once again becomes positive (3.3.57,
59). This passage reveals the potentially deleterious aspects of
ginning up rivalries amongst the troops, which leaders are
called on to do and which even the lowest-level soldier is
called on to embrace (Cyr. 2.1.22). The good leader must use
his relation to, and knowledge of, his men to motivate them,
so that by ensuring both the proper spirit and the proper
skills they may, individually and collectively, achieve their
common ends.

Conclusion

Xenophon viewed honour as a fundamental aspect of
human psychology and therefore of every human
relationship. The successes enjoyed by good leaders—
whether or not they were themselves particular lovers of
honour, whether they were leading an army or a handful of
fieldworkers—were built on the foundations of relationships
denominated in honour and were reinforced by incentives
for honourable actions and comportment. I conclude by
considering the symposium convened by Cyrus after the fall
of Babylon (Cyr. 8.4), an occasion that offers Xenophon’s
idealised leader the opportunity to stage, and to explain, a
dynamic display of honour that may serve as a microcosm
of the broader picture explored above.”

On this occasion Cyrus invited a handful of his leading
associates, all of them friends (4idod) distinguished by their
desire for their leader’s advancement (avéewv) and for their
continued honouring of him in a good-natured manner
(rpdvres edvoikawrara, 8.4.1).° This symposium thus marks
and encourages the reciprocation of honour within this
small community: as these Persians and allies have

® Gera (1993) 13291 considers ‘The Symposia of the Cyropaedia’,
with 132-5 and 183-9o focusing on this passage; although sensitive to
the ‘theme of rivalry or competition’ (133), she says little about the
dynamics of honour discussed here.

% Clompare Agesilaus’ presentation of his friends’ actions, for which
he reciprocates honour (HG 3.4.9).
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honoured Cyrus, so they are repeatedly honoured here by
Cyrus’ invitation and subsequent rewards.

The King and his companions are not entirely alone on
this occasion: as the very first word of the chapter (Bvoas)
suggests, Cyrus has begun once again by remembering the
gods and offering them the appropriate honours. As the
guests arrive they are not allowed to sit wherever they wish,
but are carefully seated in accordance with their relative
standing.®® The significance of this visual display is twice
stressed as Cyrus’ theory and practice 1s related: by clearly
revealing how much he honoured each guest (cagqvilestac
8¢ ws éxaorov eripa) Cyrus reiterated his own status as the
adjudicator of honours, reminded these honorands that he
was attentive both to their motivations and their actions,
and thereby both warded off the diffidence that undermines
good competitive rivalries (013 qSL)\OVL’ng 'n'pbg &)\)\ﬁ)\ovg) and
stoked their individual desires to continue striving for
Superiority (WPOGU‘LLO,TG’TCL ¢aV€p0[ EZGLV G,,')/(JJVLCO"LbéVOL 7TC’LVT€§,
8.4.4). Whether they were mingling before dinner, being
seated, or being recognised thereafter, at every moment
Cyrus was able to make a display of those whom he felt
were most deserving (8.4.5: ovTws €écagdnvile pev Tovs
kpatioTevovtas map €avtd).” In order to keep the flames of
his guests’ ambitions burning keenly, there was no fixed
seating: those who accomplished noble deeds between
symposia might be moved to a more honourable seat (eis
v TyuwTépav €dpav), while those who were lazy or
dissolute would find themselves dishonourably demoted (ets

\ s ’ 32
TN CLTL’,LOTEPCLV).

% Although honour was the main factor in determining the seating
arrangements, Cyrus’ protection from treacherous attacks was also
considered (Cyr. 8.4.3). Gera (1993) 133 cites Xerxes’ similarly
hierarchical seating arrangements for his commanders before Salamis
(Hdt. 8.67), while Xenophon’s presence alongside Seuthes forms part of
another significant negotiation of honour (4n. 7.3.19, 29).

81 Compare Cyrus the Younger (4n. 1.9.29).

8 Gray (2011) 258 n. 17 cites Cyr. 8.4.5 (pace Nadon (2001) 184) as
proving that Cyrus ‘honoured only good deeds’.
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Cyrus’ position as the fount of honour is undisputed, and
is defensible not merely on grounds of justice,”® but also
beneficence. Besides assessing his guests and assigning their
seats, Cyrus bestows additional gifts on each in accordance
with that seat, these additional honours further confirming
the honour already afforded by their placement. Moreover,
any guests who are dismayed by their appointed position
may appeal to the King for an explanation.** Midway
through the symposium Cyrus, prompted by Hystaspas’
dissatisfaction at the preference shown for Chrysantas (eis
TywTépay enod xwpav), is allowed to explain—in his
characteristically winsome, persuasive, and inspirational
way—how this dynamic system of honours works (8.4.10—
11).* Chrysantas was preferred because his service was even
better than the good service provided by Hystaspas; Cyrus’
careful recounting of Chrysantas’ several merits not only
provides support for his earlier decision, but also endorses
the sorts of behaviours Cyrus wished to honour and
encourages those, such as Hystaspas, who would like to
receive greater honour. As this system of honour 1is
challenged and defended, Cyrus reveals the continued
dynamics of honour within this specific honour-group, with
the intention of spurring each of these leaders on in their
pursuit of excellence. Within his dinner-parties, as within
his more vigorous contests, Cyrus, as we would expect of
the ideal Xenophontic leader, does not merely elicit good
eris, but also smoothly, rationally, persuasively, and
productively channels such competitiveness and desire for
honour towards the good of his community.

Pomona College benjamin.keim@pomona.edu

 Besides the legal grounds of the meritocratic reform (2.3.16), there
is his explanation of why Hystaspas is not being treated unjustly (8.4.11:
ovk adikodpad).

8 Compare Cyrus’ availability as adjudicator of the Babylonian
spoils (Cyr. 7.5.35).

® Tatum (1989) 205 notes Cyrus’ emphasis on Chrysantas’
intellectual abilities.
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NOVEL LEADERS FOR NOVEL ARMIES:
XENOPHON’S FOCUS ON WILLING
OBEDIENCE IN CONTEXT"

Richard Fernando Buxton

Abstract: Although the universalising bent of Xenophon’s leadership
theory shows Socratic influence, its prioritisation of the general and the
author’s fame for leading the Cyreans suggests an equal foundation in
his battlefield experiences. In particular, the theory’s focus on securing
willing obedience can be understood as a response to the novel fourth-
century challenge of uniting ethnically disparate forces of free-agent
mercenaries as an army, an issue central to Anabasis 5—7. Not only was
Xenophon familiar with such a force, but he also shows an interest
throughout his works in the advantages of mercenary professionalisation
and specialisation, particularly with Jason of Pherae.

Keywords: Xenophon, leadership, mercenaries, Anabasis, xenia,
Jason of Pherae.

ecent work on Xenophon’s theory of moral
leadership, culminating with Vivienne Gray’s 2011
monograph, has succeeded admirably in
establishing both the core tenets of the author’s theory and
the universalising scope that he sets for its application
throughout his polygeneric opus.! Described succinctly, the
Xenophontic leader is one who can inspire the willing and

* I would like to than John Marincola for suggesting this volume and
his generosity and patience throughout its realisation. Similarly, John
Dillery has been selfless with his time and enthusiasm. Their comments,
those of the anonymous readers for Histos and of my colleague Sanjaya
Thakur have been invaluable for improving this study. I would also like
to thank Emily Baragwanath for participating in the APA panel from
which this collection grew.

! See especially Gray (2011) 5-24. Important carlier studies are Due
(1989) 147—206; Wood (1964); Breitenbach (1950) 47-104.
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enthusiastic obedience of his followers through presenting
himself to them as, on the one hand, a competent and
nurturing champion of their prosperity and, on the other, a
visible partner in the labours needed to secure this
prosperity. The Hipparchicus contains one of Xenophon’s
most concise formulations (6.1—4):

One would be unable to fashion anything as one
wished it, unless the materials from which it were to be
fashioned should be disposed to obey the will of the
craftsman. Nor especially in the case of men, unless
they, with god’s help, will be willing in this same way
both to be disposed in a friendly manner ($iAikds)
towards the one commanding and to consider him
more sensible than themselves as regards trials against
their enemies. It 1s thus likely that those being ruled will
display goodwill (evvoikds) from the following: when he
behaves in a friendly-minded fashion (ptrodpovws)
towards them and appears to display foresight. ... And
in short they would least scorn a commander if he
himself should appear to perform however many things
he enjoins upon these men better than they.

Although the battlefield commander is the most frequent
manifestation of the Xenophontic leader, the author
advocates a similarly benevolent approach to management
in all fields of group endeavour, from politics to oversight of
household domestics, as the analogy with the craftsman
hints at already.’

Despite the ubiquity of the model leader in Xenophon’s
writings, only tentative steps have been taken towards
identifying the sources informing his paradigm, particularly
those that shaped the author’s distinctive and moralising
focus on securing willing obedience through beneficial acts.
Older critics, such as George Cawkwell and Hans
Breitenbach, disposed of the question by focusing on the

% See especially Mem. 3.4; cf. Gray (2011) 204, Johnstone (1994) 230
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traditional character of the moral sentiment animating
Xenophon’s model, which they lumped with his piety as
ever so much Hellenic boilerplate.’ Breitenbach also posited
a strong Socratic influence, as have to varying degrees
Roger Brock, John Dillery and Eric Buzzetti; a position that
has seemed increasingly plausible as the theory’s
universalising bent has been elucidated.* But Xenophon’s
Socratic expansion of model leadership beyond the
battlefield does not alter the fact of the military general’s
conspicuous priority in the author’s investigations of the
topic.” This, in turn, implies that his paradigm must have to
some significant degree been forged in that context.

The elephant in the room, then, i1s Xenophon’s own
experience as the general who led the remnants of the Ten
Thousand—the Cyreans—safely to Pergamum, and Neal
Wood long ago drew attention to the consistent coincidence
between the author’s paradigmatic leaders and his own self-
portrait in the Anabasis.® Despite the ancient reception of

5 Cawkwell (1979) 43-6; Breitenbach (1950) 144 and 147, who
nonctheless attributes the author’s pronounced militdrpsychologische
Interesse to his personal experience of command.

* Breitenbach (1950) 144; Brock (2004) 256—7; Dillery (1995) 56, who
adds Cyrus the Younger and Agesilaus as the two other figures key to
understanding the development of Xenophon’s thought; Buzzetti (2014).

> This priority naturally reflects a generic bias in the political-
military works and Hipparchicus, which is, however, not insignificant in
itself. At the same time, the military commander remains not just a
common analogy for other forms of leadership in Xenophon’s Socratic
corpus, but rather the default reference point in discussing the larger art
of command; e.g. Mem. 3.1.4, cited above, and, most striking,
Ischomachus’ frequent parallel between a good otkonomos—both male
and female—and the Xenophontic general (4.12, 5.15-16, 8.4-8, 9.15,
20.5-10, 21.2—).

® Wood (1964) 59—60, who nevertheless attributes Xenophon’s
universalisation of this leadership figure to Socratic influence; cf.
Luccioni (1947) 44—56, who places equal emphasis on military and
Socratic influences. Gray (2011) 7-8 advances the alternative hypothesis
that it was Xenophon’s experience running his estate at Scyllus and his
ability to draw lessons for it from his first-hand observations of the
political-military leadership of Cyrus, himself and Agesilaus that led the
author to formulate a universalising theory of management; but cf. 12,
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Xenophon as a philosopher first and foremost (D.L. 2.48—
59), his achievements as a general in safely delivering the
army were also a key aspect of his reputation, as Arrian’s
Alexander (4n. 2.7.8-9), Plutarch’s Marc Antony (Ant. 45),
Polybius (3.6.10), Maximus of Tyre (15.9; 22.5; 36.6) and the
Emperor Julian (264C) all attest.” Xenophon too indicates
an awareness of the fame that the Cyreans’ return had
already won him (4n. 7.6.33; HG 3.4.2 and 6.1.12). This
suggests that a strong experiential foundation to the
author’s leadership-model would have been attractive to
both him and his audience. Moreover, critics are fond of
pointing out the author’s habit of warping his material to
stay within his personal experiences and hobbies, regardless
of genre: horsemanship, an idealised Persian monarchy,
quality  hunting  grounds, beautiful boys, estate
management, clever stratagems, Socrates and incessant
sacrifice all join battlefield commanders as staples across the
Socratic, historical and technical works.? Similarly,
Xenophon’s coverage of Greek affairs is notorious for
concentrating on areas and sources near where the author
happened to have been.”

I would like to take Wood’s argument a step further and
suggest that the specific character of Xenophon’s model
leader—mamely, his concern to gain willing obedience—is
decisively informed by the particular and, in the fourth
century, novel form of generalship that the author had
practised: command over a mercenary army rather than a
civic militia. Although Greek mercenaries already played a

where Socrates’ influence on Xenophon’s command of the Cyreans is
also emphasised.

7 Tuplin (1993) 27: ‘For most people Xenophon was a general or a
philosopher’, with relevant ancient testimonia in n. 55. Cicero, in fact,
describes Scipio Africanus as an admirer of the Cyropaedia primarily for
its insights on military leadership (7usc. 2.62).

8 As Tuplin puts it in his OCD entry on the author: “The clearest

common features [of his works] are (1) intimate relationship with
Xenophon’s personal experiences and (2) taste for didactic discourse.’

9 See Krentz (1989) 47, Cawkwell (1979) 22-8, Anderson (1974) 170~
1, Breitenbach (1967) 1699—1700.
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supporting role in Greco-Persian affairs by the late fifth
century, ancient and modern authors agree that a sharp
increase in their use and importance was a hallmark of the
fourth-century Mediterranean.'” The Cyreans, in fact,
represent a watershed moment, setting a precedent for
hired forces of over ten thousand.'" However, mercenary
service 1s a complex phenomenon: the sources alternately
view 1t as an honourable and lucrative occupation to be
pursued freely (X. An. 6.4.8; Isae. 2.6), and as an ignoble
refuge for those economically and politically displaced by
the period’s incessant mainland conflicts and their collateral
staseis (Isoc. 4.146 and 167-8; X. An. 2.6.13)."2

Further, as Matthew Trundle has usefully pointed out,
military service for hire in Classical Greece was actually of
three distinct types.' First, there were mainland hoplites,
recruited mostly from Arcadia, and primarily providing
garrison or infantry forces to potentates in the Persian
sphere and Sicily. In the course of the fourth century,
mainland Greek poleis—including Athens (Isoc. 8.44-8;
Aeschin. 2.168; D. 4.24) and Sparta (X. HG 5.2.21)—also
began hiring such men (Aen. Tact. 13), culminating with the
massive force assembled by the Phocian Philomelus in the
Third Sacred War (D.S. 16.30.1-3). Hired hoplites were
organised as separate contingents, each under its own
strategos and subdivided into companies (lockoz) under lochagor.
These strategor and lochagor represent a mercenary officer-
class that provided well-connected adventurers an
opportunity to exploit their aristocratic networks of xenia in
recruiting fighters and connecting them to ambitious

10 The following discussion is deeply indebted to Trundle (2004) and
Roy (2004), the two best recent surveys of mercenary service in Classical
Greece, which supersede Parke (1933) and synthesise each author’s
carlier articles.

" Trundle (2004) 7 and 45.

2 Bonner (1915) provides a still useful survey of the diverse economic
and political backgrounds among the individual Cyreans discussed in
the Anabasis, even if Xenophon privileges the army’s more affluent
members and their less desperate motives; see Dillery (1995) 73—7.

' Trundle (2004) 40 and 47-54.
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paymasters.'* Second, there were auxiliary peltast, cavalry
and light-armed contingents, hired mostly by mainland
poleis to supplement their citizen hoplites from regions
along the peripheries of Greece that were noted for each
type of fighting, particularly Thracian peltasts and Rhodian
slingers. Such contingents were rarely recruited for service
in the east where, unlike hoplites, native contingents were
already available. Finally, there were rowers for fleets in the
Aegean, which were hired mainly from the islands and
Ionia.

A final complication is that states like Sparta regulated
the supply of mercenaries from surrounding territory (D.S.
14.44.2 and 58.1) and effectively leveraged them as an
extension of their foreign policy, for instance coordinating
the activity of the Cyreans with the Spartan navy (X. HG
3.1.1, D.S. 14.19, X. An.1.4.2-3). Nevertheless, ancient
authors, including Xenophon, possess a largely unified, if
reductive, vision of the contemporary mercenary. First,
despite their frequent role as an extension of state foreign
policy, ancient authors tend to caricature all mercenaries as
destabilising free agents ‘who, whenever someone gives
them a greater wage, will serve with them against us’ (Isoc.
8.44); there also never seems to have been a shortage of
supply for well-funded employers."” Second, despite their
different areas of specialisation and origin, ancient writers
grouped mercenaries together by virtue of the unique
degree of professionalisation that their paid fulltime service
allowed, often obscuring whether hoplites or auxiliaries are
meant in individual passages. Thus Aristotle juxtaposes the
superior experience, equipment and training of the
mercenary with the citizen soldier (N 116b.10-20): ‘they
fight as if trained athletes against amateurs’ although ‘they
are the first to flee, whereas citizen forces die holding their
place.” It is precisely this environment of a professionalised
force that otherwise lacks any natural ties or developed

* Lee (2004); Trundle (2004) 10417 and 159-63; Roy (2004) 286-7;
Nussbaum (1959) 16—29.
1 Trundle (2004) 104.
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sense of shared purpose, which, I will argue, Xenophon
consistently portrays as placing a premium on the leader’s
ability to inspire unity and obedience.

Model Generals and Technical Innovation

Suggesting a direct connection between the mercenary
warfare of the fourth century and Xenophon’s ideal of the
selfless commander is complicated by what one must admit,
with Cawkwell, is the highly conventional nature of many of
this paradigm’s core elements. Greek literature, after all,
effectively begins with Achilles criticising Agamemnon as a
bad leader for not setting an example of superior or even
equal effort (Hom. I 1.225-91)."° Similarly, Cicero’s
description from three centuries after Xenophon of what a
typical candidate for office with a military record should
hope that his men have to say about his command makes
clear the uncontroversial character of Xenophon’s model
(Mur. 38):

He nursed me back to health when I was injured, he
provided me with plunder; when this man was general
we captured the camp, we joined battle; this man never
imposed more labour on a soldier than he undertook
himself, he was not only brave but also fortunate.

At the same time, an emphasis on cultivating the good will
(edvowa) of followers was a staple of fourth-century thought
about relations between a hegemon and its allies,
particularly in Isocrates.!” These ideas, in turn, map
comfortably onto Xenophon’s applications of his leadership
theory to the realm of interstate relations.'® Nevertheless,

16 Cf. Anderson (1974) 124, who compares Xenophon’s leadership
advice at An. .1.36—7 to Sarpedon’s at Hom. /. 12.307—30.

7 de Romilly (1977) 63—9. Gray (2000) 146—51 traces similarities
between the political thought of the two authors without speculating
about crosspollination or a common origin in the teachings of Socrates.

" TLendon (2006), who seces Xenophon’s political theory as

systematising Greek conventional wisdom.
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Xenophon’s leadership theory is, in military contexts,
frequently paired with a pronounced interest in technically
innovative war-making, which quite often involves what the
author highlights as novel uses of mercenaries. This
repeated association suggests that the former may have
been, in his mind, a particularly effective catalyst for the
latter.

The intersection of Xenophon’s interests in model
leaders and the growing importance of mercenary warfare
can best be seen in the Hellenica. Although there is a
frustrating scarcity in this work of direct authorial
commentary or generalising reflection, most of the author’s
few remarks work to focus the audience’s attention on
instances of model leadership that appear in contexts devoid
of larger political-military significance.'” The most explicit
and programmatic example occurs when the author
defends including his loving description of the heartfelt
farewell that the soldiers of the Spartan nauarch Teleutias
spontaneously provide him at the end of his rather routine
tour (5.1.4). Xenophon admits that the event seems trivial in
political-military terms, but claims it is important to
consider ‘what exactly it was that Teleutias had done to
dispose the men he commanded to act in such a way,’
foregrounding his didactic interest in voluntary obedience.
Such interventions, as Vivienne Gray well argues, train the
reader to detect important lessons about benevolent
leadership even in low-key contexts (cf. Smp. 1.1), justifying
thereby the many similar digressions throughout the work,
even when these lack explicit signposting.*

Less remarked upon are Xenophon’s fewer but equally
significant historiographical summations that direct the
reader’s focus to technical innovations in combat. As with
the Teleutias apologia, these serve to bring attention to his

19 Pownall (2004) 76—82; Tuplin (1993) 36—41; Rahn (1971).

% Gray (2003), especially 112—14, who agrees correctly with Tuplin
against Pownall and Rahn (see previous note) that this does not
represent a new moralising focus in historiography so much as a self-
consciously broader and more nuanced appreciation for what elements
of history can prove useful for political-military didaxis.
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commentary on such issues throughout the Hellenica, for
example in describing the decisively deeper Theban left at
Leuctra (6.4.12).' In addition to novel tactics, much of
Xenophon’s coverage in this area focuses on leaders who
create and deploy specialised contingents of mercenaries.
The most important example serves as the introduction to
two successful peltast campaigns during the Corinthian War
helmed by the Athenian Iphicrates, which culminate with
his mercenaries defeating a regiment of previously
unassailable Spartan hoplites at Lechaeum (4.4.14):

The large armies of each ceased, and sending garrisons
instead, one side’s to Corinth and the other’s to Sicyon,
the cities were guarding their walls. However, each
side, possessing mercenaries, waged war vigorously
through these.

The passage and the episodes it introduces are perhaps the
locus classicus for tracing the growing use of hired peltasts
from sporadic but important appearances in the
Peloponnesian War to a mainstay of Greek warfare in the
fourth century.? Similarly, Xenophon notes that a turning
point for the Spartan king Agesilaus in his Asian campaign
is the recruitment of a mercenary cavalry to match the
superior horse of the satrap Pharnabazus (3.4.15).
Xenophon himself in the Anabasis likewise creates slinger
and cavalry units to combat native analogues (5.3.16-20)

2 For Xenophon’s recurrent focus on strategic acumen and clever
stratagems, see Breitenbach (1950) 57-60 and 88-101; Wood (1964) 47—
9.

22 See the commentary of Crawford and Whitehead (1983) 489—9o.
The watershed significance of Iphicrates’ peltast victory at Lechacum is
axiomatic in the ancient sources (Plu. Ages. 22; D. 4.24), perhaps even
leading Diodorus (15.44.3) and Nepos (Iph. 11.1.3—4) to misunderstand it
as the point when peltasts supposedly replaced hoplites entirely; see Best
(1969) 102-10. Xenophon’s unmarked transition from discussing
mercenaries in general to Iphicrates’ peltasts in particular demonstrates
well the degree to which ancient authors thought of different types of
hired soldiers as representing a single phenomenon.
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and proves highly astute in exploiting preexisting peltasts
(see below).

All three of these figures—Iphicrates, Agesilaus and
Xenophon—are held wup elsewhere in Xenophon’s
historiography as prime examples of model leaders who
inspire the willing devotion of their soldiers and match their
efforts on the battlefield. That all of them are also singled
out for the successful incorporation of novel and specialised
mercenary units suggests a close association between the
cultivation of willing obedience and the ability to exploit the
battlefield potential of such auxiliaries.” Nevertheless, it is
not yet clear whether the two factors are complementary
tools available to the Xenophontic commander or directly
interrelated elements. In either case, however, the
importance that Xenophon attaches to a model leader’s
capacity to exploit new forms of combat suggests a strong
contemporary dimension in this figure’s formulation, rather
than a slavish traditional moralising.**

Model Generals and Professionalisation

The Cyreans, of course, not only contained specialised
mercenary contingents formed by Xenophon, but were also
themselves already an army made up entirely of
mercenaries. Such forces, as noted, became a staple of
mainland, Persian-sphere and Sicilian warfare in the fourth
century, representing a transitional stage in Greece between
the dominance of citizen militias and that of the
professional armies of Philip II and his successors. Although
Xenophon i1s largely unconcerned with the activities of such
armies outside of the mainland apart from the Cyreans, he
nevertheless displays a keen awareness of the disruptive

% In a similar vein, Xenophon notes how Thrasybulus, another
model commander, exploits the high ground of Munychia so as to allow
his light-armed troops to effectively neutralise the enemy’s superior
number of hoplites (HG 2.4.10-19, esp. 12 and 15-16).

# There is a nice parallel in the contrast between the apparently
traditionalising content of Xenophon’s works and the innovative generic
forms in which they appear.
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power of this military novelty in his depiction of the
Thessalian strongman Jason of Pherae. Jason is a complex
figure in the Hellenica, appearing as both a model general to
his men and a distrusted potential tyrant to his Greek
neighbours (6.4.92).* On the eve of his assassination in 370,
Xenophon deems him ‘the greatest man of his age’ due to
an unparalleled military strength based on a combination of
allies and, especially, mercenaries ‘thoroughly trained to be
the best possible’ (6.4.28).

The Hellenica contains a long digression on Jason, in
which Polydamas of Pharsalus describes to the Spartan
assembly the nature of his hired force and the existential
threat that it presents to both the rest of Thessaly and, in
the medium term, Greece itself. The centrepiece of
Polydamas’ speech is his retelling of a recent conversation
with Jason, in which the latter extolled the virtues of his
mercenaries (6.1.5):

You know that I possess around six thousand
mercenaries, against which, as I see it, no polis would
be able easily to do battle. For even if from somewhere
else no smaller a number of men might set out, the
armies from poleis contain those already advanced in
years and no longer at their peak. Moreover, a very few
in each polis train their bodies (cwpaokotod), while in
my company no one earns a wage who is not capable
of working to a degree equal to me.

Polydamas goes on to describe how Jason inspires his men
to put up with his demanding training routine, drawing
attention to a host of devices associated throughout the
Xenophontic corpus with model leadership and its
cultivation of enthusiastic obedience (6.1.6 and 15): Jason
drills his men incessantly; he incentivises physical excellence
by conspicuously rewarding outstanding effort with higher
pay and other honours so that ‘they have all learned that

% On Xenophon’s ambivalent presentation of Jason, see Pownall
(2004) 99—109 and in this volume; Tuplin (1993) 171-6; Gray (1989) 16—
5.
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from toils are also born the finer things’; his complete self-
control prevents him from making careless mistakes; and,
just as Xenophon recommends in the Hipparchicus, Jason not
only displays superior strategic foresight, but also can best
his men in physical performance in order to both earn his
superior position in their eyes and create solidarity with
them.?

Such moves are hallmarks of Xenophon’s various model
commanders, recommended across his works as, for
example, in the programmatic dialogue between Cyrus the
Great and his father about generalship. Here, both embrace
setting prizes for the soldiers in contests over their various
military skills as a way of keeping the army ‘especially well
trained (udAeor’ ... €0 dokelofar) in each’ so that the
commander can ‘make use of men who are prepared,
whenever he might need them’ (Cyr. 1.6.18). But in the
Hellenica, Jason’s arsenal of leadership practices are
associated particularly with mercenary environments and
exercised most frequently by those commanders shown as
adept in exploiting specialised mercenary contingents.
Thus, on being ordered home from Asia to fight in Greece,
Agesilaus offers prizes to the lochagor able to raise the best
quality companies of hoplites, archers and peltasts to
accompany him (4.2.5). Xenophon provides Teleutias with
a speech to his men, in which he details the leadership
qualities that had so endeared them to him, especially his
commitment to set an example of hard work that 1s always
clearly linked to a specific longer-term benefit (5.1.15).%
These men, rowers in the Spartan fleet, are of course
mercenaries, as were increasingly the majority of rowers in
the Athenian navy, a type of service that had in any case
always been tied to quasi-mercenary specialised training
and remuneration.®® Accordingly, in a long digression on a

% On Jason as a model Xenophontic general, see Breitenbach (1950)
60, 62, 73, 75-6; cf. Pownall (2004) 100-1.

? For Xenophon’s remarks at 5.1.4 as pointing forwards
proleptically to this sequence, see Gray (2007) 344—7; Tuplin (1993) 82;

Pownall (2004) 79 and 81.
% Hunt (2007) 136—7 and 141; Trundle (2004) 40.
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later naval command of Iphicrates (6.2.27-32), Xenophon
carefully details and explicitly praises (6.2.92 and 39) the
rigorous training programme that the commander institutes
for his rowers, including the use of prizes to build their
efficiency and speed (6.2.28). Iphicrates thereby insures men
‘trained (nokmkores) and knowledgeable about all things
relating to naval warfare’ (6.2.30).

Jason’s form of leadership is thus not different in kind
because he commands mercenaries. Instead, Xenophon
emphasises the unique level of professionalism that
mercenary forces can achieve, but he also stresses a
correspondingly elevated degree to which success in such a
context depends on the commander’s ability to inspire
willing obedience. Willing obedience within a mercenary
army has, in fact, a twofold importance. Explicitly, it is the
necessary precondition for unlocking the professional skill
that can make mercenary forces qualitatively superior on
the battlefield. Implicitly, the commander’s benevolence, in
large part because of the results that this delivers, is the only
glue holding the mercenaries together, since its members
are otherwise free agents without an obligation or incentive
to fight, unlike a citizen militia. Agesilaus, for instance,
marching back to Greece with his Asian-Greek
mercenaries, feels compelled to lie to them about the
outcome of the battle of Cnidus, aware that these troops are
only fair-weather companions (HG 4.5.13). Similarly, in the
Anabasis, the harsh mercenary commander Clearchus has
trouble holding on to men, since, unless they are serving
with him under orders from their polis, there is nothing to
stop his soldiers from abandoning him for any number of
alternative employers (2.6.12-13). Xenophon portrays this
same problem as preoccupying naval commanders, who
know that a better or steadier wage on the other side can
easily peel off their rowers (HG 1.5.4-7), hence Iphicrates’
stratagem of hiring out his rowers as farm labourers when
no lucrative naval operations are available to finance their
employment (6.2.97; cf. 2.1.1). In Weberian terms, Jason’s
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authority is characterised as charismatic by necessity, since
it has no institutional foundation.*

The Xenophon of the Anabasis displays a similar
appreciation for the distinctive professionalism of the
Cyreans upon their arrival on the Greek fringe of the Black
Sea’s southern coast, ‘observing the many hoplites of the
Greeks, and observing the many peltasts and archers and
slingers and horsemen, and that these were already
especially capable on account of constant practice (rpcfnv)’
(5.6.15)."" It is a professionalism, moreover, which the
author has been careful to show his younger self building up
through a Jason-like programme of setting a personal
example of selflessness and superior effort (3.4.44-8, 4.4.11—
12; cf. 3.1.97), demonstrating exceptional strategic skill
(3.9.16-18, discussed above; 4.8.9-12; cf. 3.1.36), recognising
the value of fostering competitions for martial excellence
(4.7.12, 4.8.27; cf. 4.1.27-8), and conspicuously rewarding
valour (4.8.29, the retrospective 5.8.25; cf. 7.8.11).°! At the
same time, the last three books of the Anabasis dramatise the
difficulty in keeping such a force united and the outsize role
played by a charismatic general in doing so, creating a
negative complement to the portrait of Jason that again
foregrounds the indispensability of willing obedience.

Willing Obedience and the Problem of Unity
in Anabasis 57

The arrival of the Cyreans at Trapezus (4.8.22), the first of
the Greek poleis along the Black Sea, marks a new phase, in
which the army’s focus shifts from the goal of simple
survival to the procurement of a lucrative reward for each

# Weber (1994) [1919].

%0 Although the Cyreans’ professionalism is a product of their long
experience in the katabasis from Cunaxa, Cyrus already had insisted on
recruiting distinguished men (1.1.6), allowing him to dispense with
training; see Roy (2004) 270-1.

31 Anderson (1974) 123-33.
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soldier’s homecoming (6.1.17-18; cf. 5.6.30 and 6.6.38).%
This, in fact, represents a return to the original objective of
the mercenaries, which had been sidelined by more
existential concerns after the death of the younger Cyrus. If
a less desperate situation, it is nevertheless a more complex
one, where the generals of the Cyreans and the various
contingents that they head have available multiple and
mutually exclusive paths to achieving separately their
common ambition.” Much of the action consequently
revolves around Xenophon’s struggle to maintain the
army’s unity as, he argues, the most effective means to
achieving its purpose: not merely the immediate acquisition
of wealth, but the possibility of possessing it safely.** In this
environment the lessons of Xenophontic leadership
continue to appear. However, there is a new emphasis on
the commander cultivating the army’s loyalty through
conspicuous displays of his selflessness to insure both the
leader’s position and the leverage of a united army in
securing benefits. It 1s therefore in this most
characteristically mercenary of environments—in the sense
that the Cyreans, like Jason’s men, can again act as largely

32 Dillery (1995) 77-81. Xenophon seems to project the desire of the
officer class to return to the mainland with a substantial reward onto the
Cyreans as a whole, most of whom were content with the more modest
outcome of finding steady employment serving in or around the Greek
world; see Roy (2004) 280-8. Still, the potential for realising either
possibility upon reaching the Black Sea represents a significant shift in
circumstances.

% Waterfield (2006) 160—-1: “Their arrival at the sea was meant to
change the focus of the army. Their worst dangers seemed to be past;
there was no longer the unrelenting psychological pressure on each man
of fearing imminent death. They expected to be safe, and as a result
unity no longer seemed as essential as before.’

3 In this way Xenophon fulfils the Xenophontic leader’s primary
function of securing evdatpovia: a maximum degree, given present
circumstances, of sustainable flourishing for himself and his
subordinates as defined by their mutual goals; see Gray (2011) 11-15.
The able generalship that Xenophon displays on the march to the Black
Sea is therefore only one element in meeting the larger challenge of
successful mercenary command, namely monetary reward and a safe
return.
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free agents—that Xenophon dramatises himself most fully
embodying and exploiting the distinctive core of his
leadership model. It is an environment, moreover, where
Xenophon’s model is put under tremendous strain, but in
which he depicts it emerging from these challenges as the
only plausible path to success.

A recurrent motif in the closing books is the threat of
faction.” In four separate episodes, Xenophon’s long-term
plans are undermined by a rival’s disastrous appeal to
shorter-term gains that threaten to undercut the Cyreans’
collective strength. Through invoking his record of
benevolent foresight or further displays of it in action,
Xenophon manages on each occasion to reunite a willing
army under his leadership in a manner that better secures
its survival and its capacity to exact lucrative booty.*

Almost programmatic is the first episode set at Cotyora
and involving Neon, the lieutenant left in charge of the
Spartan contingent while Chirisophus—eflectively the
senior partner to Xenophon in leading the Cyreans to the
Black Sea (4.6.3)—1s away negotiating with the nauarch
Anaxibius (5.7). Attempting to bolster his authority, Neon
incites a mob against Xenophon with the rumour that he
and several other generals are secretly planning to settle the
army along the river Phasis rather than return to Greece.
As the army begins breaking up into smaller groups ready
to take matters into their own hands (5.7.2), Xenophon
heads off its disintegration by quickly calling an assembly.
He there refutes Neon’s charge on the grounds of its
impracticability, before lecturing the soldiers on the danger
of factionalism and the breakdown of order it entails.
Memorably, Xenophon pictures this process as a rabies-like
frenzy (5.7.26: Avrra) that threatens to undercut the force’s
collective leverage in exacting concessions from those who

% Flower (2012) 198—201.

% In a similar manner, Flower (2012) 141 highlights how the last
three books are organised around a repeated narrative pattern of an
accusation against Xenophon followed by his lengthy and successful
apologia, which together serve to focus attention on the quality of his
leadership.



Novel Leaders_for Novel Armies 179

can aid or harm its progress.”” Xenophon then submits to a
public review of his leadership (5.8), which allows him the
chance to emphasise the disinterested nature of his actions
as a general, inspiring spontaneous affirmations from the
ranks that represent the reestablishment of trust.*

Afterwards, when the army decides at Sinope to elect a
single overarching general to bolster its effectiveness in
collecting booty (6.1.17-18), Xenophon sidesteps a potential
stasis (6.1.29) between himself and the supporters of
Chirisophus by deferring publicly and without reservation
to the latter. Defending his decision, Xenophon points out
that all paths out of the Black Sea are controlled by
Spartans. Thus cultivating their goodwill will prove critical,
which appointing the Spartan as leader could achieve,
whereas selecting him, an Athenian, would doubtless
provoke mistrust (6.1.26-8). His speech serves to placate his
own followers, refocus the assembly on the importance of
prudent collective action, and bolster his reputation as a
disinterested leader in the assembly, even if it involves the
concession of battlefield deference to Chirisophus. There is,
again, an emphasis on both the practical benefits of
consensus and the effectiveness of appeals to it as a
rhetorical strategy for winning willing support.”® Indeed, as
regards the latter, the support for Xenophon’s candidacy
actually grows after his speech (6.1.30).

Xenophon’s exploitation of rhetorical theatre before a
sovereign assembly and the metaphor of stasis play into the
frequent modern interpretation of the Cyreans as a sort of

37 Xenophon’s speeches have already touched on this theme, if more
briefly, at 3.1.38, 2.29; 5.6.32.

% Rood (2004) 324: ‘The positive qualities of his leadership (his
maintenance of discipline and morale, for instance) are not left to be
inferred from the narrative, but are presented as such in a speech, and
acknowledged by his internal audience.” Cf. especially 5.8.12, where
Xenophon’s apologia for beating an insubordinate soldier is depicted as
not only gaining acceptance, but also resulting in the assembly
spontaneously crying out that he should have thrashed the man even
more than he had.

% Rood (2004) 326.
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quasi-polis.*” Doubtless, the highly political dimension of
Xenophon’s experience and success as a general helped
suggest the universal scope of his leadership ideas. But the
Cyreans are not a polis, as Xenophon’s fantastic failure to
found a new community with them on the Black Sea makes
clear (5.6.17-19; cf. 5.6.36-7.2; 6.4.1—7 and 14). Instead, their
concern is not the protection of a territory and its resources,
but the effective appropriation of these from that of others
with a view towards an eventual reintegration into their
own home communities (6.4.8). Simon Hornblower has also
drawn attention to the fact that the Cyreans’ deliberative
assemblies are only the most developed example of what is a
recurrent feature in depictions of Greek armies, particularly
those that involve coalitions.* The latter, I will argue below,
are another favourite area for Xenophon to explore model
leadership. The political dimension of Xenophon’s
leadership and its prioritisation of winning willing
obedience, therefore, develop in the Anabasis—and thus, I
would argue, historically—within a specifically military
context. Moreover, it i1s one that is heightened due to the
prevalence of centrifugal forces affecting the Cyreans once
they reach the Black Sea. Before this assembly, meetings are
less common, and it is only now, when the means and ends
of the army as both parts and whole are no longer
straightforward, that the problem of unity and the
negotiation of it in assemblies become frequent.*?

Despite the move towards greater unity at Sinope, the
most serious and prolonged division within the army occurs
shortly afterwards at Heracleia, when the Achaean general
Lycon persuades the Arcadian and Achaean hoplites to
break off as a separate force (6.2). Lycon, complaining of
the army’s shortage of provisions and revenues, persuades
the assembly to send him into Heracleia in order to extort
money by threatening it, which results only in the

* Nussbaum (1967) and, with modifications, Dalby (1992).
1 Hornblower (2004).

*# Lee (2007) g—11, who offers a penetrating critique of the Cyreans
as a polis.
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inhabitants shutting their gates and market to the Cyreans.
Chirisophus and Xenophon, characteristically taking a
longer-term view, had opposed the move on the grounds
that alienating a friendly Greek community would prove
unwise (6.2.6). Attempting to save both face and influence,
Lycon accuses Chirisophus and Xenophon of sabotaging his
embassy. He then appeals to the numerical superiority of
the Arcadians and Achaeans—combined, they form more
than half the Cyreans (6.2.10 and 16)—to argue that they
should take orders from no one except their own generals,
who, moreover, are willing to set out immediately to find
booty (6.2.11 and 17).* Matters deteriorate further when
Neon convinces Chirisophus to detach his loyalists and seek
their own deal with the Spartans, leaving Xenophon with
the leftover forces.

However, the Arcadian-Achaean army quickly runs into
trouble while pillaging the nearby Bithynian Thracians. It is
left to Xenophon to convince his men to go to their rescue,
which he does by arguing that the dire straits of the
Arcadian-Achaeans demonstrate that it is only as a united
force that any may hope to escape Bithynia (6.3.12-18).
Xenophon’s pragmatic generosity towards the Arcadians
and Achaeans produces the desired effect, leading to a
warm reunion at Calpe Harbour where the two sides
‘welcome each other as brothers’ (6.3.24) and join an
expedition under Xenophon to bury the Arcadian-Achaean
dead (6.4.9). Chirisophus’ forces re-join the army for the
latter, having failed to make contact with the Spartan
authorities and lost their general to disease. Moreover, at a
subsequent assembly influential Achaean lochagoi and older
Arcadians initiate a measure to return to the status quo and
punish with death any future suggestions of division (6.4.10—
II).

The message of the scene is clear: not only has Lycon
been discredited, but also the Arcadians and Achaeans

* For the number of Arcadians (greater) and Achaeans (lesser) in the
Cyreans, see Roy (1967) 308—9. For the centrality of Arcadians in
Classical mercenary armies, see X. HG 7.1.23; Hermippus fr. 63 (Kassel-
Austin); Roy (2004) 271-6; Trundle (2004) 53—4 and 58—q.
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themselves recognise the superior strategy helmed by
Xenophon, to which they commit eagerly.* At the same
time, the sequence as a whole emphasises the degree to
which ethnic loyalties represent a unique challenge for the
mercenary commander, which he can best overcome
through displays of conspicuous benevolence.” It also
combines this contextually conditioned strategy with an
equally mercenary-appropriate focus on the advantages of
specialised contingents: the author is careful to make clear
in this episode that the Cyreans’ united strength is not a
question of numbers alone, but also of combining different
types of forces. Thus the Arcadian-Achaean army, made up
only of hoplites, is too slow to prevent the Thracian peltasts
and cavalry from escaping and reforming to harass them
effectively with sorties (6.3.4 and 7%).* Meanwhile,
Xenophon’s rescue depends on deploying his own cavalry
and peltasts at night to set fires quickly over a great distance
in order to simulate a larger army, thereby scaring off the
Thracians (6.9.19).

The closing chapters of the Anabasis find Xenophon once
again using his record of selfless leadership to head off a

* For this narrative strategy of the validating internal audience, see
the note on 5.8 above.

® Ethnic identity proves powerful enough that even Arcadians and
Achaeans serving in the contingents of Xenophon and Chirisophus
abandon them (6.2.12). Lee (2004) 67—71 downplays the strength of
cthnic loyalties among the Cyreans, but even he admits that ‘open
cthnic faction occurred late in the expedition, at a point when the
soldiers faced little external threat, had plenty of time on their hands,
and were disposed to question their existing leadership’. Disunity thus
becomes an issue as the Cyreans’ circumstances come more closely to
approximate those of the stereotypical mercenaries of Aristotle and
Isocrates (see above). Such divisions had already plagued coalition
forces of the fifth century, memorably before the battle of Lade, when
the other Ionians rebelled against the demanding training regime of the
Phocaean general Dionysius (Hdt. 6.12), arguing that the small number
of ships supplied by his polis for the allied navy meant he was not
entitled to give orders to everyone else.

* This is the exact same strategy that Xenophon depicts Iphicrates
as employing in his famous peltast victory at Lechaecum over an
unaccompanied regiment of Spartan hoplites (HG 4.5.13 and 15).
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destabilising challenge to his authority and furthering the
army’s interests by doing so. Ambassadors from the Spartan
general Thibron arrive to recruit the Cyreans for Sparta’s
incipient war in Jonia against the satrap Tissaphernes
(7.6.1), encountering an army that has spent the winter
fighting for the Thracian warlord Seuthes, who now refuses
to pay them. Xenophon had hired the army out to Seuthes
after the Spartan harmost of Byzantium, Aristarchus,
conspired with the satrap Pharnabazus to keep the Cyreans
out of Asia Minor and made them only a vague offer of
employment helping Sparta in its war in Thrace (7.1-2).
The offer had involved travelling to the Chersonese, where
the army could be easily isolated (7.2.15), and followed
Aristarchus’ enslavement of four hundred stray Cyreans
found lingering in Byzantium (7.2.6) and an unsuccessful
attempt to have Xenophon arrested (7.2.14). Seuthes, by
contrast, offered ready pay on set terms in the face of
impending winter and only withdrew his generosity as the
Cyreans’ 1initial victories attracted enough new followers
that the hired army became dispensable (7.5.15-16).

Seuthes brings the ambassadors before the army without
introducing them to Xenophon or the other generals,
hoping thereby that the impoverished soldiers will
immediately accept the Spartan offer and depart,
abandoning their leadership before it can organise them to
exact back pay (7.6.2-3). Not only does the army accept
Sparta’s terms, but revanchist Arcadian elements also take
the opportunity to suggest that Xenophon be stoned for
turning down the earlier occasion to serve with Sparta in
Thrace and involving them instead with the duplicitous
Seuthes (7.6.8-10). Xenophon then makes yet another long
speech (7.6.11-48), in which he puts the decision to follow
Seuthes in context, emphasises that he has suffered as much
as 1f not more than the army, and reminds them how they
had once recognised him as both a father and a euergetes
(7.6.98). Whereas Seuthes had told the Spartan ambassadors
that Xenophon was a ¢idoorpariarys (‘friend to the soldier’)
and ‘because of this things are worse for him’ (7.6.4), his
ability to demonstrate this very quality wins him the respect
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of not only the army but also the Spartans.” Emphasising
the point through ring composition, the author has the
ambassadors repeat Seuthes’ remark about Xenophon as
pLloorpaTierys to the army, recasting it as a compliment
(7.6.39)." Xenophon is then able to use his influence with
the Spartans to have them keep the Cyreans in Thrace and
send him as an ambassador to Seuthes until he
simultaneously shames and threatens him into providing the
owed balance in booty (7.7.13-50).

This final sequence is interesting for providing three key
insights into Xenophon’s leadership strategy. The first is the
emphasis on philia as a defining element of Xenophon’s
generalship that inspires loyalty beyond simple strategic
effectiveness, which nicely dovetails with the author’s
insistence on reciprocal philia between leader and followers
in the Hiyparchicus passage. Second, when Xenophon
convinces the Spartans to allow the Cyreans to remain in
Thrace until he can cajole Seuthes into paying them,
Xenophon hints at the pragmatic as opposed to altruistic
motives for doing so (7.7.14): ‘I think ... that you might
recover for the army the pay that is due if you should say ...
that the troops say that they would follow you
enthusiastically in case they should obtain it.”* The Cyreans
were already happy to abandon Seuthes for Thibron, but
Xenophon points to this extra benevolence as a shrewd
investment in fostering a positive connection between army
and employers in the long term, even if it involves a
temporary delay.

This squares nicely with the third important insight,
from Xenophon’s subsequent speech to Seuthes, where he
reproaches the warlord’s broken word not just on moral
grounds, but also as a pragmatic miscalculation in his role
as a leader. The danger of duplicity is that it undermines
the foundations of trust that allow a leader to persuade

* This is the culminating virtue of the ‘Socratic king’ in Buzzetti
(2014) 259-94-

* Flower (2012) 1634, who notes the use of another validating
internal audience.

# Xenophon repeats the idea to Seuthes at 7.7.31.
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followers to carry out his wishes without resort to coercion
(7.7.23—4). Trust 1s both more economical, as coercion ties
up military resources (7.7.33), and allows a leader to request
help from his followers on faith, as Seuthes’ initial goodwill
had convinced the Cyreans to begin campaigning for him
on credit (7.7.25). Moreover, a united and loyal army is
critical when one is occupying hostile territory, since
unwilling subjects are constantly seeking to exploit
weaknesses and gain confidence from perceived divisions
(7.7.29-92); an analysis as apt for the expansionist Seuthes as
for the troubles of the Arcadian-Achaean army in Bithynia.
Together, the climactic confrontations of Xenophon
with the Cyreans and Seuthes make a point about
leadership very similar to what Xenophon puts into the
mouth of Cyrus the Great when describing the king’s
strategy to make the conquered warrior-aristocrats of his
empire friends rather than subjects: Cyrus confidently
claims that ‘by making men wealthy and doing them
favours, I get from them loyalty and friendship (philia), and
from these I reap security’ (Cyr. 8.2.22; cf. Mem. 1.2.10). The
leader’s kindness, then, is ultimately a form of self-interested
insurance,” which if it cannot avoid dissension entirely can
at least mitigate it effectively.”’ It is a lesson with wide
application, as Xenophon’s speech to Seuthes demonstrates,
but one that the Anabasis suggests the author first and most
fully developed in the context of his experiences keeping the
Cyreans together along the Black Sea. Moreover, this was
an environment that simultaneously placed a premium on
the technical aspects of professionalisation and speciali-
sation, which are the complementary prescriptive focus of

" See Wood (1964) 60—5; Gray (2011) g15-17; Hirsch (1985) 1438,
who reads the Anabasis as a study in the negative individual and social
consequences of false conduct. The pragmatic benefits of benevolence
over coercion are also a major theme in Simonides’ advice in the Hiero.

°! Xenophon is everywhere clear that virtuous leadership raises the
chances of an enterprise’s success, although it does not guarantee them,
explicitly in the case of Epaminondas (HG 7.5.8-10), and implicitly with
Jason and Cyrus the Younger (but cf. Flower in this volume).
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Xenophon’s leadership thought to his insistence on willing
obedience.

From Cyrus the Younger to Xenophon:
Generalship as Xenia

If the experience of the Cyreans along the Black Sea was an
ideal environment for Xenophon to develop his ideas about
the importance of fostering philia between leader and
follower, the practice had already been modelled for him by
the younger Cyrus. In his eulogy of the expedition’s original
leader, the author draws attention to how Cyrus cultivated
mutually beneficial partnerships with both his Persian and
Greek allies through conspicuous generosity in order to
leverage combined strength (1.9.20-1):

As for friends (philoz), however many he made and knew
to be good-willed (edvovs) and judged to be capable
partners for whatever he happened to wish to
accomplish, it is agreed by all that he was in fact the
greatest at looking after them. And in fact this same
thing for the sake of which he himself considered that
there was need of friends, namely so that he might have
partners—he himself also undertook to be the greatest
partner to his friends in whatever he perceived that
each desired.

Friendship here is, of course, the term of art for the ties
binding the prince’s network of Persian and Greek
aristocrats, the latter containing those influential xenoi—
Clearchus, Aristippus, Proxenus, Sophaenetus and Socrates
the Achaean—who could recruit large numbers of quality
mercenaries for his expedition (1.1.9-11).°% It is this elite
circle on which Cyrus explicitly concentrates his generosity,
‘for the strategor and lochagoi, who sailed to him for the sake of
money, came to know that to obey Cyrus in a noble

2 Trundle (2004) 159-63. On xenia generally, see Mitchell (1997)
and Herman (1987).
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manner produced more gain than their wage each month’
(1.9.17). The equivalence between philia and xenia comes
across most clearly when the author explains his own
reasons for being among the Cyreans: although Xenophon
was not himself a strategos or lochagos, Proxenus, ‘who was an
old xenos of his,” had promised great benefit by making him
a philos of Cyrus (3.4.1). Only when the army discovers the
true purpose of its expedition and is on the point of mutiny
does Cyrus turn his attention to the rank and file, bribing
them to continue on with promises of pay and a half (1.3.21)
and, later, a bonus upon victory (1.5.11-13).%

Xenophon’s innovation, therefore, seems to have been to
expand the scope of aristocratic friendship from the army’s
leadership to its entire complement, adapting the logic of
enlightened self-interest to the general-soldier relationship
that he had observed operate in the euergetism between a
dominant aristocrat and his network.”* Thus, like Jason, but
unlike Cyrus, Xenophon’s rhetorical self-presentation
positions him as a first among equals vis-a-vis the entire
soldiery. For example, during the blizzard in Western
Armenia he forces himself to get up before the rest and set
to making a fire, motivating his peers by example to escape
succumbing to the numbing cold (4.4.11-12), just as Jason
takes the lead in the exercises he demands of his hoplites.
Cyrus, by contrast, builds a reputation for channelling his
vast wealth to those aristocrats who are proactive in
advancing his interests as a means to motivate Greeks and
Persians alike to perform spontaneous services in his
presence (1.4.13-17 and 1.5.7-8, respectively). He is here an
observer rather than a partner. Very different is
Xenophon’s cultivated air of openness, allowing any

% Roy (2004) 277-80.

>t Here one might detect a first—and applied—instance of Socratic
universalising in Xenophon’s thinking about leadership. Portraying the
Cyreans as philot may also be another instance of the author attempting
to recast his mercenary activity for aristocratic peers as something more
elevated than warrior banausia, which Azoulay (2004) 295-304 has
argued is a central purpose of the Anabasis (cf. the poor view of the
expedition at Isoc. 4.146 and 5.90).
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subordinate to offer advice or opinion useful to the army
(4.3.10); a quality that he shares with Teleutias (HG 5.1.14).”
This creates a striking contrast not just to Cyrus, but also to
the strong division between officer and soldier first seen in
Ihiad 2.212—77. Here, during an assembly, Odysseus is
cheered after beating the vagabond Thersites for daring to
offer advice, even though it is substantively similar to earlier
remarks of Achilles. Xenophon, meanwhile, must justify at
length his beating of a mule driver to an angry assembly as
being punishment for his trying to murder a sick comrade
(5.8.1-12).

The gulf between Xenophon and Cyrus, however,
represents more than anything else the former’s adaptation
of the latter’s model to the poorer economic condition and
more egalitarian Hellenism of the independent Cyreans.
Nevertheless, it was an adaptation that by accident or
design proved better suited to the particular circumstances
of Greek mercenary warfare. Indeed, to the degree that he
can, Xenophon still positions himself as a new Cyrus to the
army’s surviving officer class: he directs Seuthes to re-
channel any personal gifts to his stratégor and lochagor (7.5.2—
4); on the way to turning the Cyreans over to Thibron he
organises a lucrative pillaging raid for those lochagor and
other philoi who had most helped him (7.8.11); and the
Anabasis ends when Xenophon is finally enriched ‘with the
result that he was now able even to do kindness to another’
(7.8.23). Revealingly, Xenophon portrays his ideal
mercenary commander, Jason, as both a Xenophon-like
hands-on leader and one whose wealth allows him to inspire
martial excellence by offering Cyrus-like honours for
conspicuous displays of devotion. These, however, are now
targeted at the rank and file instead of only the officers (HG
6.1.6). Nevertheless, all three men are linked by the use of
patronage to unify a potentially heterogeneous community
through defining a common interest for its members that is

» Cf. Hermocrates of Syracuse at HG 1.1.30 and Cyrus the Great at
Cyr. 7.5.46.
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best achieved in concert through the leader’s material and
intellectual resources.

Anabasis: Apologetic or Didactic?

Any attempt to trace the evolution of Xenophon’s
leadership ideal from the details of his experiences in the
Anabasis must take into account the work’s clearly
constructed nature or risk plunging into unsophisticated
biographical criticism. In particular, the last three books,
with their recurrent foregrounding of Xenophon’s elaborate
and successful speeches defending his conduct as general,
have been seen as serving an apologetic function meant
either to amplify or justify the author’s role in events.”® The
persuasiveness of such readings is often influenced by the
assumption that the Cyreans’ period along the Black Sea
represents a sordid devolution into rapine from the
inspirational Panhellenic unity of the journey back from
Babylonia, from which Xenophon wished to disassociate
himself.””  Without discounting such interpretations or
necessarily contradicting them, there is also a case to be
made for distortions resulting from the work’s didactic
agenda insofar as the Anabasis 1s, at least in part, a
prescriptive essay on leadership.”®

From extant parallels to episodes narrated in the
Hellenica, one can observe Xenophon’s tendency to simplify
historical events in order to create more effective and
elegant didactic schemata. Xenophon’s account of the
Thirty at Athens, for instance, is organised into two sections
tracing, respectively, the consolidation of the regime’s
power (2.3) and its overthrow by Thrasybulus’ democratic
insurgency (2.4). The hinge between the two is the trial and
execution of Theramenes, whose defence speech casts him

% Azoulay (2004), incisively critiqued by Flower (2012) 157-9;
Cawkwell (2004) 59-67; Erbse (2010) [1966]; Diirrbach (1893) 343-86.

> Dillery (1995) 59—98.

% So Rood (2004) 322-5; cf. Flower (2012) 28-30, Waterfield (2006)
143-50.
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as a moderate member of the Thirty seeking to curb the
despotic abuses that he claims will forfeit the regime’s
legitimacy and create opportunities for successful rebellion
(2.9.9549, especially g7-44). The juxtaposition of
Theramenes’ dubiously legal execution and the
immediately following start of Thrasybulus’ insurgency
serves to position the former’s defence as a programmatic
explanation for the latter’s success. However, the account in
the Aristotelian Constitution of the Athenmians claims that
Thrasybulus’ campaigns actually preceded the execution of
Theramenes (37), while Lysias provides an entirely different
and less sympathetic account of Theramenes’ speech
(12.77).”Y The relative merits of each author as against
Xenophon’s account are open to debate, but the Hellenica’s
discrepancies suspiciously align to make the narrative more
amenable to a central Xenophontic leadership lesson: the
need for political regimes, like effective generals, to win the
willing obedience of their followers through selfless
actions.”

On analogy, the character Xenophon in the Anabasis
doubtless represents a simplified and more schematically
elegant version of the author’s leadership ideal than his
historical self, as do the other model leaders in the text. One
indication of this is Xenophon’s emergence as a convenient
synthesis of the contrasting leadership styles that he sketches
out in the obituaries of his most important predecessors (An.
2.6): the disciplined but overly harsh Clearchus (2.6.13: ‘he
possessed no followers due to friendship (¢udia) and
goodwill (evvoiq)’), and the generous but indulgent
Proxenus.”! Here, as in the example from the Hellenica, there

% Krentz (1995) 132 and 140.

% Gray (1979) makes a similar argument about the Hellenica’s version
of the battle of Sardis in contrast to that in the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia and
Diodorus.

%! Flower (2012) 166; cf. Wood (1967) 51—2. Similarly, his focus in the
third obituary on Meno’s obsession with quick gain (‘the shortest path’
of 2.6.22) and contempt for genuine friendship foreshadows the
shortsighted plans from which Xenophon portrays himself as constantly
rescuing the army.
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1s a careful juxtaposition of types, although the parallel
tradition about Clearchus in Diodorus (14.12.9: ‘Clearchus
possessed daring and a prompt boldness’) confirms that
Xenophon’s modus operandi 1s heightening for didactic effect
rather than drastic revision.

It is reasonable to assume a kind of virtuous circle or
feedback loop in Xenophon’s depiction of himself as a
model leader. The particular conditions of service with the
Cyreans, both under Cyrus and in their journey to
Pergamum, presented the author with situations in which
technical specialisation and willing obedience proved
particularly fruitful. These were qualities that Xenophon
observed other leaders exploit, most especially individuals
like Jason and Iphicrates, whose innovative mercenary
forces in important ways resembled the diversified and
potentially fractious Cyreans of the Black Sea journey. In
depicting these leaders across a series of works that shared a
universalising theory of leadership, Xenophon—whether
consciously or not—emphasised the common features of
each that fit into his paradigm to strengthen its apparent
didactic authority. But this didactic force also depended on
the perception of Xenophon himself as an authority on the
style of leadership that he advocated. The congruity of his
model’s most distinctive features with the circumstances in
which his own strongest claim to outstanding leadership
emerged thus argues for the paradigm’s strong biographical
foundation, regardless of the undeniable narrative
manipulations of the Anabasis. This is all the more so given
the author’s predilection, mentioned at the beginning, to
dwell on material that was proximate to his own
experiences.

Xenophontic Generalship in
Non-Mercenary Contexts

Above I have tried to argue that Xenophon depicts his
suasion-based leadership theory as best suited to the novel
context of professionalised mercenary warfare, as one might
expect given that this is where his fame as a leader was
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rooted. The association is, of course, not exclusive, since the
Xenophontic general also appears in plenty of non-
mercenary environments and the author, as seen, saw a
universal field of application for his management precepts,
suggesting a fusion of his battlefield and Socratic
backgrounds. But it i1s worth considering the degree to
which even non-mercenary model generals are concerned
with cultivating willing obedience to achieve the same kind
of military professionalisation most easily obtained, in the
opinion of Xenophon’s Jason, using a hired force.

An illuminating case study involves that quintessential
device for encouraging enthusiastic and able followers: the
use of contests and prizes to incentivise training. As seen,
Cyrus the Great recommends these, and although hardly a
mercenary general, he nevertheless becomes a monarch
with a standing army composed of heterogeneous allies
rather than a polis militia. They are also a centrepiece of
Agesilaus’ ‘workshop of war’ at Ephesus, a training camp
set up for his Asian campaign of g95 and celebrated in an
encomiastic passage featured in both the Hellenica and the
Spartan king’s eponymous biography (HG 3.4.16-19, Ages.
1.25-8). Ephesus 1is the rendezvous point for an
extraordinary force of mainland and Asian Greeks
assembled to take on a satrapal army, of which two key
components were explicitly mercenary: the remnants of the
Cyreans (3.4.20) and the new cavalry raised by Agesilaus
(3.4.15, discussed above), the latter providing the lynchpin of
the king’s strategy. The integration of ethnically diverse
forces, the fostering of specialised units (prizes are offered
for hoplites, cavalry, peltasts and archers), the challenge of
finding provisions, and the lure of pillaging lucrative enemy
territory all create an environment well suited to
Xenophon’s mercenary-inflected leadership.®?

52 Further suggesting the quasi-mercenary nature of Agesilaus’ force,
his predecessor in Asia Minor, Dercylidas, uses plunder to raise pay for
8,000 men (3.1.28), which clearly includes a significant number of
mercenaries beyond the 5,000 remaining Cyreans (D.S. 14.97.1), 300
Athenian horsemen to whom he promised pwofds (3.1.4), and the former
bodyguards of Meidias that he had taken on (g.1.23). For the similar
problems faced by coalition and mercenary forces, see n. 45 above.
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Such contests are also a key element of the reforms that
Xenophon advocates for the Athenian cavalry in
Hipparchicus, a work concerned with recreating these
auxiliaries as a quasi-professional force through a
regularised training programme. In a revealing passage
Xenophon discusses the salutary effect of pairing citizen
and mercenary cavalry together so that the former can
learn from the latter’s more advanced skills (£q. Mag. 9.3—4):

But I say that the whole cavalry would be filled up to a
thousand very much more quickly and much more
easily for the citizens, if they should establish two
hundred mercenary horsemen. For the addition of
these men, it seems to me, would make the cavalry
both more obedient and more competitive among its
ranks in terms of bravery. And I know that even with
the Spartans their cavalry began to be held in esteem
after they added mercenary horsemen. And in the
other poleis I everywhere observe that mercenary
elements are held in esteem, for employment is
conducive to great enthusiasm.

Xenophon, accordingly, seems concerned with exporting
the strengths of mercenary warfare back into traditional
civic forces.” This is true both of technical innovations,
such as the exploitation of peltasts and cavalry, and
management strategies that reached maturity only in the
context of professionalised service, even if these draw on
traditional elements dating back to Homer.

Finally, if one accepts that Xenophon’s theory of
leadership represents an innovative adaptation of
conventional tropes to contemporary conditions of warfare,
the central element of the author’s supposed conservatism,

% Cf. 6.4.10, where Xenophon praises the professionalism of the
Theban cavalry, which, like the Cyreans, has achieved this due to
continuous fighting rather than a programme of formal training.
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his philolaconism, can be read in a new light.®* There is, of
course, Xenophon’s personal connection to Agesilaus and
his estimation of him as a model leader. But beyond this,
Xenophon’s celebration of Lycurgan ideals in the
Constitution of the Spartans in large part revolves around that
society’s unique organisation towards the goal of military
professionalisation.” The Spartiates, as fulltime hoplites
subject to a regular training regime, resembled in-house
mercenaries with the added advantage of common
citizenship much more than they did the amateur
militiamen of neighbouring poleis. In the context of the
fourth century, in which professional armies were becoming
prevalent, Sparta’s ‘archaic’ constitution may therefore
have seemed to the author to offer—paradoxically—the
best solution for dealing with a rapidly evolving present.
This was a present, however, that after the author’s return
from Asia Minor with Agesilaus in 395 (4n. 5.3.6) mattered
for him only to the degree that it involved mainland affairs,
as noted earlier. Despite his repeated interest in mercenary
and mercenary-like practices within Greece, Xenophon
largely ignores the true successor armies of the Cyreans: the
huge Greek forces hired in the west by Dionysius (D.S.
14.44.2), and in the east by Artaxerxes (D.S. 15.41.1) and the
Pharaoh Tachos (D.S. 15.92.2; but cf. X. Ages. 2.28-31),
despite Iphicrates’ command of the former and Agesilaus’
of the latter.

Colorado College richard.buxton@coloradocollege.edu

5 Tuplin (1993) 163—4 provides an excellent and nuanced assessment
of Xenophon’s fond but far from uncritical attitude towards Agesilaus
and contemporary Sparta.

% Thus willing obedience and self-mastery are goals of Spartan
paideia (2.14), and Lycurgus fosters courage through formal competitions

(4-2).
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SUBORDINATE OFFICERS IN
XENOPHON’S ANABASIS®

Luuk Huitink and Tim Rood

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, OmooTparyyos, and OmoAdyayos. 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 vmoorpdryyos and the dmoAdyayos 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-.

Keywords: Xenophon, Anabasis, subordinate commanders, taxiarch,
UTOOTPATIYOS, UTOAGXAYOS.

enophon’s Anabasis has more often been broadly
eulogised 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

" References are to Xenophon’s Anabasis unless otherwise specified.
Translations are adapted from the Loeb edition of Brownson and
Dillery. We are grateful to Peter Rhodes for advice and to Simon
Hornblower, Nick Stylianou, David Thomas, the editor, and the
anonymous referee of Histos for comments on the whole article. Luuk
Huitink’s work on this paper was made possible by ERC Grant
Agreement n. §12321 (AncNar).

! Kriiger (1826) 154 (‘civitatem peregrinantem’). On the command
structure see Nussbaum (1967) 22—48; Roy (1967) 287—96; Lee (2007) 44—

59, 9275.
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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
historicised as a prototype of Hellenistic models.? The aim
of this article 1s 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
Anabasi&—'rafiapxog, l()7TOO-’Tp(i’T77'yO§, and l()7TOAO’XG'yO§. The
first of these nouns appears in Xenophon’s account twice
(3.1.37, 4.1.28), while the two vmo- forms are found just once
(3.1.32 and 5.2.13 respectively—vmoorparyyos for the first,
and vmoloyayos for the only, time in extant Greek
literature; there is also a single use of the verb
vmoatpatnyety (5.6.360)).

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 professionalisation in
Greek military practice that is often seen as a distinctive
feature of the fourth century.® But what are their functions?
In the case of the raéiapyos, 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 vmoorparnyos, 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 orpatnyos; and by extension, in the absence of other
contextual clues, the same model has been applied to the
vmoAoyayos. 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 raéiapyos,
and raise the possibility that the appearances of the
vmooTpariyyos and vmodoyayos are due to interpolation.

? Diirrbach (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.

3 See, e.g., Hornblower (2011) 195-203.
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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 vmoorparyyou
and vUmoAdyayor 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.

1. Suffect Officers

At Athens there is little evidence for procedures when
officers were absent or died, even though [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 61
offers an account of how different military offices were
elected. This account does mention that orparyyor and
{mmapyor faced an émuyetporovia 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. Nor does he offer evidence for
replacement procedures for the lesser officers he mentions,
whether they be directly elected, like the tribal raéiapyot or
¢vAapyor, or chosen by a superior, like the Aoyayoc.*
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 in 406.
Alcibiades is described by X. as leaving his pilot (rov avTod
kvPepvyrnv) Antiochus in charge of the Athenian navy (HG
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

* See 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) 13843, esp. 141.
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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 414/19 Nicias, the only remaining general of
the Athenian force in Sicily after the deposition of
Alcibiades and the death of Lamachus, sent to Athens to ask
to be replaced himself. The Athenians instead chose two
men on the spot, Menander and Euthydemus, as additional
orparyyol (Th. 7.16.1: mpogeidovro), until Nicias’ new
colleagues Demosthenes and Eurymedon (who were already
arparnyol) should arrive. It seems likely that Menander and
Euthydemus were made orparpyol in addition to the
regular ten, having previously served as subordinate officers
(perhaps Taéiapyoi).® 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 orparyyoc.” This procedure seems to be
confirmed, moreover, by the aftermath of the battle of
Arginusae in 406: after two orparnyol had died and seven
had been deposed, the Athenians chose in addition to the
single remaining orparnyos (mpos 8¢ TouTw etdovro, X. HG
1.7.1) two new orparyyol, 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.

7ML 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; see Fornara (1971) 46.

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

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

10 There is further evidence for the remaining years of the Pelopon-
nesian War: for 406/5 Lysias was probably suffect for Archestratus
(Rhodes (1993) 423); in 405/4 Eucrates was chosen after the battle of
Aegospotami (Lys. 18.4). For fatalities among generals in the Classical
period, see Pritchett (1994) 12738, Hamel (1998) 204—9.
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Some of this evidence concerns the navy. Diodorus presents
the vavapyos Callicratidas learning from a seer before the
battle of Arginusae that he will die in the battle (13.98.1).
That he proceeds in a speech to proclaim Clearchus as his
successor implies that there was no fixed replacement. But
Diodorus’ narrative 1s evidently suspect (Callicratidas’
foreknowledge matches the dream attributed to one of the
Athenian generals (13.97.6))."" From the evidence of X.’s
Hellenica and the lexicographer Pollux, however, it has
generally been assumed that there was in fact a ‘vice-
admiral’, the émorolevs, who would take over in the event
of the admiral’s death (the only other occurrence of the
Spartan position is at Plu. Lys. 7.2, evidently drawing from
X.). The first evidence for this position is when Hippocrates,
emorolevs for Mindarus, sends a letter to the Spartans
explaining that Mindarus i1s dead (HG 1.1.23). The next is
when, owing to the rule that a vadapyos could not serve
twice in succession, Lysander is sent as eémorolevs instead
(HG 2.17). The Hellenica subsequently offers further
evidence of an emorolevs taking over on the death of the
vavapxos (4.8.11); of an officer called by the #hapax
emoTolagopos acting in the same way (6.2.25); and also of
an émoTolevs being left in charge of a separate contingent
by the vadapyos (5.1.5-6). This idea of the position is also
presented by Pollux (1.96), though with the support of a

false etymology: oUTW 'y(‘lp ékalelTo O €mL ToD oToMAov

Stadoyos Tob vavapyov (‘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’ presents too simple a
picture of the position of émorolevs.”” The point of the

""" Bleckmann (1998) 98 n. 219 suggests that Diodorus’ source
deliberately blended into one long speech several short speeches
delivered by Callicratidas in X.’s Hellenica. Roisman (1987) 32, by
contrast, speaks of Clearchus as Callicratidas’ émorodeds. X. HG
1.6.35-8 and 2.1.1—5 implies rather that Eteonicus took over the
command.

12 .87, s.v. II. Compare and contrast Kagan (1987) 380: ‘Normally
the epistoleus was the navarch’s secretary, as the word implies, and vice-
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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 émorélew and also with the role Hippocrates
performs in 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
emorolevs 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 (4.38.1):

’ < ’ ~ ’ 2 ’ ~ \
Xrogwv o Papakos, TGV TpoTepov apxovTwy TOU eV
’ ’ 2 ’ ~ \ 9 2 \
mpwrtov Tebvnkoros Emiradov, Tob Oe per’ avrov

¢ ’ b ’ 2 ~ ~ ” ~

Irmayperov edmpnuevov ev Tols vekpots erv {@vros
’ ¢ ~ 2 \ ’ 2 ’ ”

keLpevov ws TebvedTos, avTos TPLTOS EPTPTLEVOS ApYELY

\ ’ ” b ~ ’
KAQTa VOOV, €L TL EKELVOL TTATXOLEV.

admiral’; Lazenby (2012) 27-8, who first uses the term ‘vice-admiral’,
then glosses émorodevs as ‘secretary’; and Rusch (2014), who refers to
Hippocrates as ‘secretary and second-in-command’.

13 Michell (1952) 27980, though he makes Hippocrates act as ‘vice-
admiral’ (plausibly enough if he is to be identified with the Hippocrates
of Th. 8.35.1, see Hornblower (1991—2008) 3.847); he further argues
from Th. 8.99, D.S. 13.97-8 and X. HG 4.8.11 that there were junior
and senior émorolels, 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; see Sealey (1976).

'* Green (2010) 279 n. 12 rightly complains that L§7, s.v. IT ‘wrongly
rationalizes’. LS7 also gives the sense ‘secretary’, citing an inscription
and a Persian position mentioned in Suda, s.v. émoréler.
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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 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’, eégnpmuévov,
whose derivation is clear but which was also rare enough to
attract a comment from a scholiast (avri 700 per’ exetvov
npmievov kal yelpotovnievtos).”” 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, kara 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
(vvmrodovbovr, Th. g.100.2), one of whom takes over

5 The verb is found also at D.C. 36.4.1, 49.43.7, who perhaps
borrowed it from Thucydides; cf. 6 éparpebeis (of a successor in the
event of death) in an inscription from Delphi (SGDI 1i.1832, second
century BC).

16 Rhodes (1998) 232.
17 Hornblower (1991-2008) 2.193.
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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 organisation, 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 in the Spartan
army.

2. Subordinate Officers

Since the Anabasis offers the first attested wuse of
vmoatpatyos and the only instance of vmoAsyayos, 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 AD.

Three features of the positions gathered in this list cast
some light on X.’s use of vmooTparyyos and vmodoyayos.
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 fapax vpmvioyos (see
Appendix). The list also shows, as we might expect, a
marked increase in the number of terms used over time;

'8 This link was made by Arnold (1840) 1.479. At HG 4.8.19—21,
Diphridas takes over after the death of Thibron, but X. does not dwell
on the technicalities.
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while part of this increase is due to the accidents of survival,
the evidence does seem to situate the vmo-prefixes attested
in the Anabasis in a pattern of growing professionalisation in
the Greek world. Finally, the vmo-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 dmoorparyyos itself? As we have noted,
Anabasis 9.1.92 1s 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 (Pol. 4.59.2, 5.94.1, §8.18.2), 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 BC. 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-practor 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
vmooTparyyos; the word is also used by Appian (BC 1.116) of

1 Contrast, e.g., the dmoaTparodddaé (Strabo 12.5.1: oTparodvlaka
€va UTO T TeTpdpyy TeTaypévovs, vmooTpaTopvAakas 8¢ Svo) and the
vmoyvpvaciapyos, which regularly on inscriptions matches a single
yupvaciapyos.

2 Walbank (195779) 1.514 (n. on Pol. 4.59.4); also 2.3234.

2 Cf. Lyd. Mag. (p. 9o Bandy): 8.” dmoorpariywv, Tév mapa Popalos
Aeyopévawv Anyarwv. See further Vrind (1923) 72—8o0.
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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 vmoarparyyos
of God (47 4.317; cf. 297), he is not presenting him as a
Nietzschean avant la lettre.

A similar pattern is shown by the verb vmoorparnyeiv,
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 1s
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 vmoorpdryyos in Classical Athens; it is
quite possible that Menippus was not formally a
O-’TPGT'IT}/O’g.QQ

This section suggests, then, that there is no reason to
suppose that the rank of vmoorparnyos—Iet alone that of
vmodoyayos—would have been in any way familiar to X.’s
original audience, but that the vmoorparyyos, 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 taélapyor in particular; finally, we will explore the
problems that result from the inclusion of the vmoorparnyos
and l()7TOAO’XG’)/O§.

2 Menippus is also named as Pericles’ accomplice by Plutarch at
Mor. 812¢ (Iepixdijs Mevimme pev éxpiiro mpos Tas arparyylas), without
any hint of a formal office. Develin (1989) 103 doubts that Menippus
was a orparyyos at all; contrast Fornara (1971) 50. See also Stadter

(1989) 178-9.
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3. 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 xenia with the men who
form and lead each separate contingent. After that, the
narrative of the march upcountry in Book 1 focuses
especially on Cyrus’ dealings with two of the orparyyol,
Clearchus and Meno, as well as the rivalry between these
two men. The only officers apart from the orparyyoc
mentioned in Book 1 are the Aoyayol (‘captains’), leaders of
subunits called Aoyoc: they are mentioned once as part of
the audience for a speech by Cyrus (1.7.2) and once in a
flashback in Cyrus’ obituary (1.9.17), both times alongside
the 07',0(17'77')/0[.23

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 Aoyayol as a group also start to become more
prominent, though they still always act in concert with the
atparnyol (2.2.3, 5, 8; 3.29; 5.25, 29, 36)—except insofar as
the twenty Aoyayot who accompany five orparyyol on their
visit to Tissaphernes are killed outside his tent while the
atparnyol 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
atpatnyol 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 arparnyot 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: orparyyol receive twice the pay of

B Also, two Adyor (dis)appear at 1.2.25, while Meno holds up the
promise of future Aoyayiar in a speech to his men at 1.4.15.
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Aoyayol, who receive twice the pay of ordinary soldiers
(7.2.6, 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 Aoyayol is added
plecemeal in the course of the retreat. At one point X.
mentions that the Aoyayol in the rear have a system of
leadership that rotates on a daily basis (4.7.8: TovTov yap 7
nyepovia Qv 1av dmaboduldkav loyaydv éxelvy T Muépa,
explaining why a Parrhasian loyayos 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 Aoyos, 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 (Zapodas Axacos
TAUTYS ﬁpxe t7s Taéews ... [lvpplas Apkas TavTns ﬁpxe
Dpacias Abyratos TavTy edeLoTrkel).

Two types of hoplite officer below the Aoyayol are
instituted when Xenophon modifies the army’s march
formation: mevrykovrijpes and evwporapyor. These terms
denote the leaders of two smaller units (probably of fifty and
twenty-five men respectively) introduced in six special
mobile Adyoe, three at the front, three to the rear (3.4.21).
They are both terms found in the Spartan army (Th. 5.66.3,
68.g; 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 {mmapyos when the post is instituted (3.8.20)
and later o ’T’;]V Tdfw gxwv TOV LTTéWY (4.3.22). The leaders
of the light-armed units, on the other hand, are referenced
with the verb 7pye (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 o v Taéw [sc. éxwv]| T7év meATaoTdY THY

? See Gomme—Andrewes—Dover (1945-81) IV.110-17.
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(i,u,(]bl Xap[ooqﬁov); or with the phrases )\oxa'yobs
We)\TaoT(ig (4.1.26) and Tov 'yv‘u,vﬁ'rwv 'ra&(ipxwv (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 1s much
more sparing with information on how these positions
actually operated. Before turning to vmoorparnyor and
vmoloyayor, however, we need to consider in more detail
the light-armed raéiapyor mentioned at 4.1.28 in relation to
the Taélapyor to whom (along with the orparnyol and
Aoyayol) Xenophon appeals in his speech to the assembled
officers at 3.1.97: vpels yap €ote oTparyyol, vpets Taélapyot

\ ’
Kkat Aoyayol.

3.1 TaélapyoL

Given that ‘}/U‘lLVﬁ’T(,UV TafLo’prwV at 4_.1.28 is the only other
use of the word in the Anabasis, it is most commonly
assumed that the raélapyor at g.1.37 are also the light-armed
commanders.” This assumption is, however, problematic.
A taélapyos is simply a leader of a Tais—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: Taéts ... Tov omAutdv, of a unit following Proxenus,
one of the orparyyol) as well as of light-armed troops.*
Unsurprisingly, then, a range of possible applications 1is
suggested for raélapyos in lexicographers (e.g. Suda, s.v.
nyepwv, orpatomedapyms), inscriptions, and literary texts.
The word 1s first attested in a fragment of Aeschylus
describing ranks established by Palamedes (7GrF fr. 182):

Kal Tafm’tpxas Kal éKaTOVpoxag <oTpaTdL> / érafa (‘1

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

% 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 faxis commanders (faxiarchor) might also be present with the
army’ (Trundle (2004) 136).
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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 raélapyos: 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 Aoyayoc. Outside Athens, Xenophon in
the Hellenica combines it with Aoyayol 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 1s
the most common general term for ‘commander’, but also
inserted in hierarchical lists between ytAiapyor and Aoyayol
(2.1.23, 9.3.11);” in neither work is the word used to
distinguish between commanders of hoplites and light-
armed troops.”®

The identification of the raéiapyor to whom Xenophon
appeals at g.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 orparyyot, vmooTparyyor and Aoyayol
(3.1.32). The explicit summoning of doyayois ... meAtaoTas
to a later meeting (4.1.26: ovykaléoavTas )\oxa'yobs Kal
meATaoTas kal Tov omAutawv) tells, moreover, against the
possibility that light-armed troops are subsumed in the
narrative within the Aoyayot whenever they hold meetings
with the orparyyol. It also shows that X.’s terminology is

7 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 GCyropaedia against Spartan practice equate
Taélapyor with Spartan modépapyor (for references see Tuplin (1994) 170
n. 34).

% Michell (1952) 258 tentatively suggests on the basis of HG that
Taélapyot may have been a formal term in Spartan mercenary armies;
even if this thesis were true, the later evidence of HG does not bear on
terminology used in the Ten Thousand, despite the Spartan influence
on the army.
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inconsistent, since these men must be the same as the
‘}/U‘lLVﬁ’T(,UV Tafuipxwv mentioned soon afterwards (4_.1.28).29 A
further objection to the identification of the Taélapyor with
light-armed officers lies in the rhetorical weight that 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 origin®)
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 Taélapyor are leaders of two Aoyoc.’’ This
identification can be supported by the wording at 6.5.11
(cited above; note fpye Tijs Tafews); 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 Aoyot among the Ten Thousand are merely
temporary expedients. Another suggestion is that the
Taélapyor are commanders of the front Agyos in each unit
and the same as the vmooTparyyor who were invited to the
meeting at 3.1.37.°* The dmoorparnpyor themselves we
analyse in detail below: for now it is enough to note that
there 1s no evidence in the Anabasis for a distinct position of
leader of the first Adyos (corresponding with the Roman
primypilus).

? Cobet (1873) 116 audaciously normalised X.’s usage by printing
Talidpyovs T@v melraordv 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 4 before Taéiapyav 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 ¢ over f readings (see Persson (1915)); there are numerous
substantial differences between the two traditions).

%0 Lee (2007) 65.

3 Kriiger (1826) 149.

32 As Anderson (1970) 97 notes, ‘where both words are used, the
lochos 1s always a subdivision of the taxus’.

3 Zeune (1785) 168 (‘primi ordinis centurio’); similarly (but with no
specification of the function of the position) Buzzetti (2014) 126 n. 44.
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Given the difficulties with these various suggestions, we
propose instead that Xenophon’s appeal vpets Taéiapyot kat
Aoyayol is not in fact directed at two distinct ranks. Rather,
it should be wunderstood as an effective rhetorical

* and also in the

amplification after vpets ... orparyyol’
context of the exhortation that follows (3.1.37): ‘while peace
lasted, you had the advantage of them alike in pay and in
standing; now, therefore, when a state of war exists, it 1is
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.” Xenophon, that is, is not
appealing to formal ranks in the Ten Thousand, but using
general and flattering terms to evoke the sense of
entitlement and responsibilities of an officer class. This
interpretation has the advantage of making good sense of
Xenophon’s rhetoric while also explaining why 7aiapyot
are not mentioned at any of the other meetings in the
Anabasis. The combination of positions especially prominent
at Athens (ralapyot) and Sparta (Aoyayol) 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)).%

 Cf. Arist. Rh. 1365a10-15 on division into parts. Xenophon
balances the social need to name the 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.
An. 7.9.8, vpels satpamac, vpels oTpatyyol, vpels Taiapyat, makes for
an impressive effect even though there is only a single term in each
limb.

% Two provisos should be made. Firstly, Aoyayol are attested in
Athens (Crowley (2012) 36—9) both in fourth-century literary sources (X.
Mem. 3.1.5, 4.1; Is. 9.14; Isoc. 15.116; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 61.3, which specifies
that they were appointed by raélapyor (with Rhodes (1993) ad loc.)) and
also as a cadet position in ephebic inscriptions; but in the fifth century at
any rate the term (as the use of the Doric form —ayds rather than —yyds
itself suggests) certainly has strong Spartan connotations (despite the
fifth-century context of the two Mem. passages; also, Ar. Ach. 575 and X.
HG 1.2.9 are both very uncertain evidence for a formal fifth-century
Athenian system of Adyot). Secondly, it has been argued that Taélapyot
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Our analysis of Tafiapyor 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.

3.2 UTooTPATYYOL

The mention of vmoarparyyor occurs in X.’s description of
the night of despair among the Ten Thousand after the loss
of five arparyyol and twenty Aoyayol. 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 orparyyol, but not as a orparyyos, Aoyayos, or
orpatiaTys (3.1.4), calls together the surviving Aoyayol in
Proxenus’ contingent. He concludes his speech with a
proposal to call a meeting of the surviving officers, at the
same time exhorting Proxenus’ doyayol to show themselves
‘the best of captains and more worthy to be generals than
the generals themselves’ (3.1.24: ¢pavyre Tdv Aoyaydv dpioTol
kal T&v orpatnydv aéioorpatiyyorepor). After a defeatist
objection has been dismissed, this proposal is put into effect

(3.1.32):

3 [ \ \ ’ L3 1% \ \

oL 86 CL)\)\OL 7Tapa TAS Tafet,g LOovTES, OTTOL ’,LEV O"rpaﬂ]'yog
~ 7/ \ \ ’ [ A

o‘oluog €L’I7, TOV O'TpCLT’IT}/OV 7TCLp€KCL)\OUV, O7T06€V 86 OLXOLTO,
\ ¢ ’ [ 3 \ ~ £ \

TOV U’TTOO"TPCLT’IT}/OV, OoTTov 8, av )\oxa'yog 0({)09 €L77, TOV

)\OXG’)/O’V .

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 Taélapyos
in the Oath of Plataca (RO 88 1. 25); but it is better to see the presence
of the term as a sign of Herodotus’ loose terminology (see above) and
the oath’s inauthenticity.
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The others proceeded to visit the various divisions of
the army. Wherever a orparnyss was left alive, they
would invite the orparyyos; where he was gone, [sc.
they would invite| the dmooTparnyos; and, again, where
a Aoyayos was left alive, [sc. they would invite] the
Aoxayos.

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

1) 3.1.33: gathering of about 100 orparnyol kat Aoyayoc.

2) 3.1.34: the eldest Aoyayos in Proxenus’ contingent
speaks, addressing @ dvSpes orpariyol kal Aoyayol.

3) 3-1.3744: Xenophon speaks, at one point offering the
exhortation vpels yap éore oTparnyol, vuets Taélapyor kKal
Aoyayol (37, discussed above); and then suggesting that
‘generals and captains are appointed as speedily as possible
to take the places of those who are lost’ (avri 7év
(i’iTO)\(,U)\O”T(,UV (;)g ’TC’LXLO"TCL O'TPCL’T’?T)/OE, KCL}, )\OXCL')/O},
avtikataorabdow, §8) and that they summon all the soldiers
after appointing ‘all the leaders that are necessary’ (tovs
dpxovtas ooovs Set, 39).

4) 8.1.45-6: Chirisophus speaks, instructing ‘those of you
who need them to go off and choose leaders’ (ameAfovres
707 atpetabe ot deopevol dpyovTas, 46).

5) 3.1.47: Five replacement dpyovres, ‘leaders’, are
chosen. As the men they replace were all arparyyol, the
new dpyovres must all be orparyyol. No mention is made of
replacement Aoyayot, though Chirisophus’ instruction
atpetabe ... dpyovras could be taken to cover Aoyayol too.
The use of apyovres at 467 picks up Xenophon'’s speech.

From g.1.92 alone—and leaving aside for the moment
the injunctions of Xenophon and Chirisophus to elect
replacements—it would seem that the vmooTparyyos takes
the place of an absent orparyyos.™ But the sequence as a
whole leaves it unclear why, if that is the case, the

% E.g. Kriiger (1826) 148. See above against the interpretation ‘primi
ordinis centurio’; the further suggestion of Boucher (1913) 147 that only
large units had a dmoorparyyos also lacks any supporting evidence.
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vmoaTpaTyos is not mentioned again (see further below).
Confirmation of the function of the vmoorpdryyos has,
however, been sought in the position’s only other possible
mention in Anabasis. This possible mention occurs when the
army 1is at Cotyora on the Black Sea coast and the Spartan
arparnyos Chirisophus has left to try to get ships from the
Spartans in the Hellespont (5.6.36):

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 vmoatparyyos (Umearpariyet) for Chirisophus
because Chirisophus had not yet returned.

Neon (who was presumably not a Spartiate but a weplotkos,
1.e. from one of the outlying regions under Spartan control)
is here initially classed among the orparnyocr, but it is at
once clarified that he 1is deputy (Vmeorparnyer) 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 orparyyol, and Neon receives a portion in
Chirisophus’ place (5.9.4: avti de Xetpioogov Newv o
Aowalos €lafe). At any rate, that Neon is classed as a
orparyyos in Chirisophus’ absence seems to confirm the
implication of g.1.92, namely that the vmoarparyyos
discharges the duties of a arparyyos in his absence. And this
assumption 1is thought to be further confirmed by the fact
that Neon takes over from Chirisophus after his death
(6.4.11; cf. 6.4.29).

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 orparyyor were selected
by Cyrus to raise troops on his behalf, Chirisophus was
acting to some extent in cooperation with the Spartan state
(cf. D.S. 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 with thirty-five ships from
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the Peloponnese which were under the command of a
Spartan vavapyos (1.4.2). That said, he does allow for some
personal interaction between Cyrus and Chirisophus that
goes beyond his dealings with the Spartan government
(1.4.): mapiv 8¢ kat Xeiploopos Aakedaijovios €ml 7@V vedv,
peramepmros vmo Kvpov (‘Chirisophus a Spartan was also
present on the ships, summoned by Cyrus’). Moreover, if
Neon was Chirisophus’ officially designated second-in-
command, it 1s odd, as Roy has also acutely noted, that he
does not more actively cooperate 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 7.4.7 rather than joining Seuthes, he is not
presented as having special relations with those officials at
6.6.5-97 or 6.7.1.%

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 dmooTparyyor 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 vmearparnyer 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
vmooTparyyos; if it does, that might be an ad hoc
appointment to cover Chirisophus’ unexpected absence;
and if Neon has from the start been Chirisophus’
vmooTparyyos, that might reflect the sort of distinctively
Spartan command structure seen in Thucydides’ account of
the fighting on Sphacteria.

7 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.
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To leave aside the problem of Neon, the necessity of
elections for vacant places, despite the survival of some
vmoaTpaTyyoL, seems to support the claim that there was no
automatic right of succession for the vmoorparyyos on the
death of his orparnyds. Lee suggests that when Chirisophus
instructs ‘those of you who need leaders’ (oi Seopevol) to
choose them (3.1.46, quoted above), he refers to those units
that did not have a dmoorparyyos.”® The problem with this
suggestion 13 that X. implies that each contingent that had
lost a orparnyos would have a vmoorparyyos.*® ot dedpevor,
then, should be taken as referring not to those units which
had lost both orparyyos and vmoorparyyos, but to all units
which had lost a oTpaTn'yég.

While the function of the position is unclear, the main
problem with the mention of the vmooTpdryyos is its uneasy
fit with the rest of the narrative. X. has just depicted the
Greeks’ despair after the seizure of the five orparyyor,
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 orparnyol.
This contradiction exposes, and arguably detracts from,
some of the literary artistry of X.’s depiction of the Greeks’
despondency. While the vmoarparnyos does not sit easily

% Lee (2007) 53 n. 64. Lee’s treatment of the vmoorparyyos is con-
fusing. He writes that ‘it is not clear from this passage [4.1.32] whether
every contingent originally possessed a Aupostrategos’ (53 n. 64), and later
that ‘not all contingents had surviving Aupostratego’ (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 twenty Aoyayol killed outside
Tissaphernes’ tent; he then qualifies this rather unclear distinction by
claiming that the vmoorparyyos might be the senior in service rather
than age, given that Hieronymus, explicitly called the oldest of
Proxenus’ Aoyayot, ‘was apparently not Aupostrategos and was not chosen
as Proxenus’ successor’ (53 n. 65). But this reasoning is circular: Lee
infers his not being vmoorpdryyos from the fact that he was not chosen.

% Against the interpretation that g.1.32 implies that a loyayds was
invited only if both orparyyds and vmoorparyyos were missing, see at n.
49 below.
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with the immediate context, the problem is increased by its
omission from the rest of the narrative of the retreat (with
the possible exception noted above). Elsewhere, X. operates
with a basic dichotomy of orparnyol and Aoyayol in his
descriptions of the army both in action and in council
(notably in the ensuing council when the orparnyor and
Aoyayol gather (3.1.33) and new orparyyol are chosen
(3.1.47)). It might be thought, then, that the vmoorparyyor
are simply subsumed in the narrative within the orparyyol*
or, more plausibly, the Aoyayol (especially if vmoorparyyor
were always also Aoyayol).!! But there are still passages
where the absence of any mention of vmooTparyyor is
notable: X. stresses competition among some of the Aoyayol
but not with the vmoarparyyor; and if the vmoorparyyor are
also Aoyayol, their existence sits uneasily with the rotation
system among the doyayol in the rear (4.7.8), which seems
predicated on the idea of equality.

Evidence that the omission of the vmoorparyyos 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 vmooTparyyor with the raélapyor mentioned at
3.1.37. More often, the position of vmoorparyyos 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 vmooTparnyos of Xenias, with whom he
1s 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 dmoorparnyos is Cleanor.
Cleanor speaks as eldest (2.1.10) at a meeting of ‘the Greeks’

* Thus Kriiger (1826) 149 suggested dmoorpdryyor were to be
understood as included in the address to the orparyyol at 3.1.37 (where
Xenophon also addresses Taéiapyot and Aoyayoc).

* Either way, this would explain why they are not mentioned when
differential pay levels are described (see above).

2 Lee (2007) 45.
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leaders’ (Tobs TV QE)\)\ﬁva (’ipXOVTag, 2.1.8), is then directly
called a orparnyos at 2.5.97, but is subsequently elected
atpatnyos to replace Agias at 3.1.47. To solve this difficulty,
it has been suggested that Cleanor was Agias’ vmoorparnyos
and that X. was speaking loosely in calling him orparyyos
before his formal election.*® In both of these cases, however,
alternative explanations are possible: thus Roy treats Pasion
as one of the original arparnyol, 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
(Bapaé o Bowarios, os mepl arpatnyias EevopavT éudayeto
(‘Thorax the Boeotian, who was always at odds with
Xenophon over the generalship’)) that Thorax was
Xenophon’s vmooTparyyos.” More startlingly Lee has
speculated that the introduction of Xenophon at 3.1.4
<E€VO¢(JT)V A@nvafog, 8§ Ol’)”TG O-’TPGT'IT}/bg Ol’)”TG )\Oxaybg Ol’)’Té
orpatiarys wv (‘Xenophon, an Athenian, who was neither
general nor captain nor common soldier’)) conceals the fact
that Xenophon himself was vmoorparyyos 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 philia and xenia;*’ and rather than suggesting that

# Lee (2007) 51 n. 52; Flower (2012) g5. If right, this view would be
further evidence of X.’s comparative indifference to the technicalities of
the command structure.

* Roy (1967) 287, 289; Lee (2007) 45 n. 16 and 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.

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

* Lee (2007) 54 n. 66.
7 Azoulay (2004) 289—304.
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Xenophon was doing no more than his duty as Proxenus’
subordinate, X. presents him as suddenly summoned to
greatness by a dream from Zeus (g.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 vmooTparyyos 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 Aoyayos
covering the absence of a orparnyos 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 §.1.92—given that all the surviving
Aoyayol are summoned to the meeting at the same time as
the vmooTparyyor of the dead generals. At most one might
speculate that the vmoarparnyos based himself in the tent of
his orparnyos when the orparnycs was absent, while each
Aoyayos would be with his own Aoyos.

Rather than finding more examples of the vmoarparyyos
between the lines of X.’s text or explaining the position
away as merely temporary, we propose that the difficulties
created by the vmooTparyyos at 3.1.32 point instead to its
being an interpolation.*® This proposal can be supported

* 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, §.1.1, 4.1.14, 5.1.1,
and 7.1.1, which are mentioned by D.L. 2.57, and so must predate 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 Te orparnyol originated as a clarification of the
following words: xal 7év dAwv ‘EAdpvav Twes; 1.7.12, where Weiske
(followed by Hude, Masqueray, and Dillery) rejected xat orparyyol kai
nyepdves as a gloss on dpyovres (kal orparnyol 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 tév dupi Tods
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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:

3 [ \ \ ’ L3 1% \ \

oL 86 CL)\)\OL 7Tapa TS Tafet,g LOvVTES, OTTOUL ’,LEV O"rpaﬂ]'yog
~ 1 \ \ ’ [ A

o‘oluog €L’I7, TOV O'TpCLT’IT}/OV 7TCLp€KCL)\OUV, O7T06€V 86 OLXOLTO,
\ ¢ ’ [ 3 \ ~ o \

TOV U’TTOO"TPCLT’IT}/OV, OoTTov 8, av )\oxa'yog 0({)09 €L77, TOV

)\OXG’)/O’V .

The following points, taken together, may indicate that the
words omoflev Se ... vmooTparmyov were inserted by an
interpolator:

1) The fact that the middle limb of the tricolon omov pev
... om6lev 8¢ ... dmov & ad ... does not express the subject of
olxotTo, (0) arpatnyos, unhinges the strict parallel structure
found in other omov pev ... omov 8¢ ... (... omov S€ ...)
clauses in X. (Mem. 4.6.12; Cyr. 6.3.2-3, 8.4.4; Ages. 2.24; Eq.
8.10 bus); 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 orparyyos was left
alive, they would invite the orparnyos (and where he was
gone, the vmooTparyyos) and, again, where a Aoyayds was
left alive, the Aoyayos’), with the whole sentence eflectively
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 &mov 8’ ad, the
reading of the ¢ MSS (the { MSS read omov 8¢) is unusual.
Elsewhere X. uses pév ... 8 ad structures where there exists
an opposition between the two clauses pronounced enough
to warrant additional marking through ad, either because
the contrasted entities are in themselves diametrically

puplovs, presumably to clarify odrow éoafnoav; and, involving officers,
3.5.14: ol 8¢ oTpatnyol C, ol & aTparnyol kal ol Aoyayol f. This kind of
early, ‘technical’ interpolation is discussed for the text of Plato by
Jachmann (1942).
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opposed (e.g. opponents in war) (cf. An. 1.10.5; HG 4.5.16, 18
(=Ages. 2.9, 11); 5.1.29, 4.10-20; 6.4.6, 24; Cyr. 4.5.25; 5.4.5;
8.1.48; Hier. 2.18-3.1) or because they are marked as such
through their involvement in very different actions (cf. An.
6.1.21; HG 5.4.29; 6.4.334; Mem. 1.2.24-6; Cyr. 2.4.24;
5.5.23; 7.1.18-19; 8.1.13, 47; 8.5.48); the figurative meaning
‘in turn’ may also mark temporal progression (a nuance
which dominates at Cyr. 1.5.5 and 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
omov pév ... dmov 8 ad ... limbs are much greater than the
contrasts. And while 8 a0 has been taken to imply that the
Aoyayos was summoned only if there was no surviving
oTpaTyyos or vmoaTparnyyos,* this reading is belied by what
follows, where it is clear (as we would expect) that all
surviving Aoyayol 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 Aoyayos In contingents with no surviving
aTpaTyos or vmooTparyyos. The sentence effectively means,
then, ‘they summoned all the surviving officers’, and §” ad
seems incompatible with such a sense; it is perhaps possible,
then, that when the interpolation was made, ad was inserted
into one branch of the tradition to give relief to what was
wrongly interpreted as a 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@os ey is omitted in
E, one of the ¢ MSS. If in E’s source omofev 8¢
vmoatpatyyov still had the status of a marginal gloss, the
omission 18 easily explained and possibly correct, yielding
OTTOU L€V OTPATIYOS GQPOS €L7), TOV OTPATIYOV TAPEKAAOUV,
dmov 8¢ (although E, being a ¢ MS, reads 8’ ad) Aoyayos, Tov

* 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 was next in line for the generalship after
the hupostratégos’.
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Aoyayov—a close parallel to Mem. 4.6.12, where the cola
following the first are also significantly reduced: kai omov
‘lL€‘V €,K ’T(;)V ’Ta VO"LLL,,LCL €,7TLTE)\013VT(DV az C’LPXCL;, KCLBI:O'TCLVT(IL,
TGI}’T??V I.LéV ’T’;?V WO)\LTE[CLV G,,pLO-TOKpCLT[CLV E’VO’,,LLZEV EZVGL, 37TOU
8’ €,K TLI.L?”.L(i’T(,UV, W)\OUTOKPGT[GV, 37TOU 8’ E’K 7TG,,VT(JJV,
SnILOKpa’T[CLV.:)U

4) otxotto is variously interpreted by modern translators
(‘dead’” (Watson), ‘missing’ (Waterfield), ‘gone’ (Loeb),
‘n’était plus la’ (Masqueray)); Sturz’ lexicon lists it (along
with three passages from the Cyropaedia) under ‘mort’,
‘die”'—a sense that is more common in (but not restricted
to) poetry. The antithesis with odos does suggest ‘dead’ as
the most likely meaning (the same antithesis is found at Cyr.
5.4.11 as well as S. 4j. 1128, Tr. 83—5). But the Cyropaedia
passages and other contemporary prose usages (e.g. And.
1.146) seem more emotionally charged than g.1.42. If, on the
other hand, the sense i3 ‘go’ or ‘be gone’ (as with all other
uses of otyeablacr 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 1s uncertain,
it is often accompanied by a participle such as amawv).
Furthermore, on neither analysis does olyouTo sit easily with
omofev. It presumably means ‘from those rafers from
which’, and so 1ill fits the absolute sense ‘was dead’
(especially since there is no accompanying idea of departing
Jor the land of the dead, as at, e.g., Hom. /. 22.213, 23.101;
Pl. Phd. 115d4). As a verb of movement, on the other hand,
olxeofar is a strongly goal-oriented verb rather than a
source-oriented one; that is, when it is used on its own

If the omission of the second ogos el is the result of haplography,

this too would be easier to explain if E’s source did not have omdfev d¢
.. éwoarpdTnyov in the text.

3 Sturz (1801—4) §.265, citing Cyr. §.1.13 (at 8¢ yvvaikes dvaBoroacat
E,BPl;ﬂ'TOVTO, (;)g OZXO‘U/Q’VOU TOG Wanbg), 5.4.11 (Tb }LéV E"]T’ E"U/Ol OZ’XO;L(LL, Tb
8’ éml ool oéowopatr), and 7.3.8 (éddkpuoé Te émi 1o mdber kal elme- Pev, @
ayabn kal mory puyn, olxn 81 amodumav fuds;). The word is not used in
this sense in Herodotus or Thucydides, according to the lexica of Powell
and Bétant.
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(without a participle expressing the mode of movement), the
destination may be specified (e.g. 1.4.8: olda yap &mp
olxyovrar (‘I 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 [Hp.] Ep. 27.1.276
(el pn mavraydfev olyerar 10 xpmoTovs dvBpamovs ért elvar
‘unless their still being good people has altogether
disappeared’) and Plu. Mor. 413a (kat mpovoia Oedv
mavrayofev olyerar ‘even the providence of the gods has
altogether disappeared’)—though both cases involve very
figurative language hardly comparable to the dry report at
An. g.1.92.

None of these linguistic, stylistic, and textual arguments
1s decisive in itself, but collectively they lend considerable
weight to the possibility that a later editor, familiar with the
common use of the term in Roman contexts, inserted the
vmooTparyyos clause through a mistaken inference from the
position of Neon at 5.6.36. The clause with the verb at
5.6.36 1s 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

2 Létoublon (1985) 98; Kélligan (2007) 151. Thus, in a case like
olxer’ dioTos dmuartos (Od. 1.242, said by Telemachus of Odysseus) ‘from
here’ 1s implied, but not lexically expressed.

3 Cf. E. IT 13145 (é€w xBovos / avv Tols Eévorowy olyerar), Ph. 1744
(0s éx 8dpwv vékvs dfamros otyerar); Hdt. 2.140.1 (s 8’ dpa olyestar Tov
Albioma é€ Alybmrov). Two passages specify both the destination and
the source: Th. 1.116.3 (dyero yap kal éx Tfs Zapov mévre vavol
Yrnoaydpas kal dAdot émi Tas Powiooas); X. HG 1.1.8 (évretbev mAny
TeTTapdkovTa vedv dAar dAAy gxovro ém dpyvpoloylav Ew Tob
‘EAApamovTov).

M An. 5.1.15: amodpas dyeto Ew Tob IvTov; 5.7.15: Sievevonro 8¢ ...
amomAéav olyeadar ééw Tod [ovTov.

% The fact that this explanation is postponed from 5.3.4 tells neither
for nor against the possibility of interpolation.
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X.’s decision to focus on the vmooTpdryyos 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.

3.3 vToASyayoL

vmodoyayor 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 manmade 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 (5.2.11):

) \ sy T [N ~ 7 \ ’ 193

emeL O’ KoV oL OTALTAL, EKEAEVTE TOV AOXOV E€KUTTOV
~ ~ ~ ¢ bAY ’ ” 2 ~

moLToaL TOV Aoxaydv s AV KpATLoTa otnTal aywvietabal-

3 \ 3 \ ’ > ’ ) ’ \

noav yap ot Aoxayol mwAnoLov aAAfAwv oL mavTa TOV

’ 2 ’ \ 2 ’ 2 ~
Xxpovov adAnlois mept avdpayabias avremoLotvTo.

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 (5.2.13):

b \ \ ’ ’ \ < \ \ <
ETTEL 86 TavTa WGPEGKEU(IO"TO Kat ot )\OXG’)/OL Kat ot
< ’ \ (3 ~ ’ \ ’ 3
U’iTO)\OX(l‘}/OL Kat oL afLOUV’TGg TOUTWV l.L‘I] XELpOU§ ELvat
’ ’ 3 \ > ’ \ \
TTAVTES WGPGTGTG)/‘lLéVOL 770'CLV, Kat a)\)\n)\ovg ’,L€V 8’17

fvvea')pwv (‘LL’I7VO€L8’I\7§ ')/&Lp SL&L Tb X(,Upl:OV ’I} TC’L§L§ ’l’;V) e
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When all preparations had been made and the
captains, the vmoAsyayor, 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 1s 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
vmoloyayor, we need to understand what the Aoyayol are
doing and who ‘those who considered themselves not
inferior ... in bravery’ might be.

In relation to the Aoyayot, 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’
(avTioraoialwy), said that he was willing to take volunteers
from the whole army, ‘“for I know that many of the young
men will follow if I 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 loyayol, 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
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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 <7T(iV’T€§ 'y(‘lp OSTOL G,,VTG’TTOLOGVTO
(ipe’rﬁs Ka;, 8L77')/(1)Vé€0]/7'0 7pr§ C’L)\)\ﬁ)\ovg), 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 Aoyayot 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 eighty Aoyoc, 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
thirty Aoyoc. It seems, then, that Xenophon expected the
competitive spirit shown by the four Aoyayol to impress
itself on their peers.

This expectation seems in turn to be confirmed by the
following narrative. Helped by the visual opportunities
allowed by the terrain,”® the agonistic spirit spreads to
include the men who are drawn up alongside the Aoyayol
and vmoloyayor—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’ (a€wodv et vpds
adTovS c;,p,eévous T€E TOD 'n'Aﬁ@oug €ZVCLL, 3.1.37; cf. 5.2.193:
aéiobvTes ... u7 xelpovs). But it still comes as something of a
surprise, given that no clue has been given as to the identity

% For the role of vision here, see Harman (2013) 84.
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of these men—or as to how their own self-evaluation relates
to the way in which the doyayol arrange their companies.

While the sequence of events involving the dmoloyayor is
difficult, the men themselves seem to be subordinate officers
who enjoy enough prestige at least to rouse the competitive
mnstincts 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 i1s generally supposed, by
analogy with the supposed role of the vmooTparyyor, that
they would take over on the death of a doyayos (though it is
notable that they are not mentioned after the seizure of the
arparnyot and the killing of twenty Aoyayol at 2.5.32, unlike
the vmoorparyyor, who do appear in our texts in this
context”). Parke further suggests that X.’s silence does not
preclude vmodoyayor having been present at the meeting of
the orparyyol kat Aoyayot (3.1.33), given that X. does not
specify that vmoorparyyor were present either, even though
they were expressly summoned (3.1.32).”*

Another possibility 1s that there is some overlap with
other named officers: Lendle argues that the vmodoyayor are
probably to be identified with the mevrnrovrijpes—Ileaders
of a subunit introduced in the six special Aoyor at g.4.21 (see
above)—while Lee suggests that the vmoddyayor included
both the TEVTKOVTTIPES and the E’V(JJlLéTG,pXOL, leaders of the
further subdivision.”” X.’s account seems to imply, however,
that there were mevrnkovripes and e,V(u,u,éTapXOL Only in the
six special Aoyoc; this would allow for a total of either six or
eighteen vmoAoyayor, depending on whether we follow
Lendle or Lee. These proposals also yield either two or six
ﬁwo)\éxa'ym for each )\oxa'yég, thereby leaving the chain of

3" This omission could be explained by the fact that X. focuses only
on the replacement of the arparyyol, not on that of the Aoyayoc.

%% Parke (1933) 27 n. 2.

% Lendle (1995) 304; Lee (2007) 94 n. 94. Lee earlier, in (2004) 297-8,
proposed that when two Adyor combined because of depleted numbers,
if their two Aoyayol were both still alive, one of them would become
vmoAdxayos.
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succession uncertain. Another possibility, then, is that the
vmoAoyayor are to be seen as holding a separate office in
their own right, with one vmoAdyayos in each Aoyos; in this
case the TEVTKOVTTIPES and E’V(JJlLéTapXOL might be ot
afiodvTes TOUTWV pﬁy XeL’povg elvac. If so, their total
omission from the rest of the narrative is odd (it would be
strange if both vmodoyayor and vmroaTparyyor were normally
assimilated in the Aoyayot). A further possibility that can
also probably be ruled out is that the 0modoyayor were not
formally officers:®! the clause ot aéiotvres TovTwWY pu7 yeipovs
elvar presupposes some level of public recognition.

The problem of the vmoloyayor—Ilike that of the
vmoaTpatyyor—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 emel ... aywvietobar (seventeen words in all).
There is another major difference between the main
manuscript traditions at 5.2.15: in the string Ayaoias
ETU[L(ﬁO’,)\Log Kaz (DL)\éfevog HE}\)\?]VEl\)g, Kaz (I)L)\éfevos
[MeAnvevs dropped out of the ¢ tradition, and the following
plural participle and verb were changed to singulars.®
There are further textual problems within the key clause of
5.2.13: oL Aoxayol kal ol vToAoxayor Kal ol a§LobvTes TovTWY

%0 Thus Watson (1864) 149 n. 1.

o1 As assumed e.g. by Rehdantz (1867) xii: ‘Die sonst noch
vorkommenden Offiziere (Vmoorparnyor, Taélapyot) scheinen von den
Strategen, die Unteroffiziere (dmoAdyayor, mevryrovtijpes, évwporapyot)
von den Lochagen ernannt zu sein; sie standen nur zu diesen in einem
personlichen Verhiltnis und hatten, so zu sagen, eine nur taktische
Bedeutung.’

%2 Thus { has Ayaclas Zropdddios kal Pidééevos Tedprevs
karabépevor & SmAa év yurdve povov dvéfmoav, kai dAos dAov etlke,
and ¢ Ayaoias Zrvpdalios katabépevos Ta 6mla év yitdve povov avéfy,
Kkai d\ov etdke. It is easier to suppose that Philoxenus was omitted from
¢ than inserted in f, but the sequence in f is hard to follow: dAdos dAdov
elAke 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 kai dAMos

avePefnket.
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‘lL'I\] XGL’povg EZVGL 7TC’LVTE§ 7TCLPCLT€TCL')/’LE’VOL ﬁUCLV. TWO main
textual variants concern us here: ot before vmoAoyayor is
omitted in f, while the ¢ MSS read not vmolsyayor but
vmodoyou.” Given that vmodoyor is unattested and hard to
construe in this context, the reading of c is probably not in
itself an objection to vmoAoyayor.®* More to the point is
whether oc should be included or excluded before
vmodoyayor. If it is included, it is unclear whether the
comparative genitive ToTwv goes with both the preceding
nouns or just with vmoAdyayor. This ambiguity can be
avoided by omitting o¢ (and thereby binding the two nouns
together), but this move is equally unsatisfactory: in a
passage where there is so much stress on competition within
and between ranks, it elides the difference between the
status of a doyayos and that of a vmoAsyayos.*”

The problems can be solved by suggesting that
vmodoyayor entered the text as a gloss on ol afotvres
TovTwv i) xelpous elvar.”® Though there is no Roman use of
vmodoyayos to explain the interpolation, as with
vmooTpaTyyos, it is still possible that the coinage of the word
was due to the same sort of interest in ranks and formal

% Note also that for mdvres CE have mdvras; that M has rovrov; that
pnroerdys is an emendation for povoedns (c) or éveldys (f); and that for
taées, the reading of E; CBA have rdpaéis and { maparaées. There is also
disagreement among editors over the structure and punctuation of the
whole sentence (e.g. Marchant suspects kal or else a lacuna after cither
mdvres or noav), but this problem does not concern us here.

% Buzzetti (2014) 86—7 n. 19 accepts dmédoyor as a ‘playful neol-
ogism’, 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 vmodoydw, ‘lie in ambush’, which is used twice by
Josephus) makes no sense here.

% 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.

% 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 wavres is more emphatic with
three preceding terms, but this is not a strong objection.
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procedures that may have prompted the earlier
interpolation; if vmoAoyayos 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 xat
ot vmodoyayor has replaced a clause qualifying ot Aoyayol
and specifying the particularly competitive Aoyayol
mentioned in the earlier narrative; if this were right, o
afrobvres TovTwv w1y xelpovs elvar would be much clearer, as
it would be a second clause qualifying ot Aoyayoc, parallel to
the missing clause about the competitive men. With this
solution, X. would be pointing to rivalry amongst the
Aoyayol rather than between ranks. This solution would also
support the reading of mavtas for mavres in CE (a
corruption otherwise hard to explain), which can be
understood as the object of 7Tap(lT€’T(1‘y'lL€’VOL 1;0(11/,
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 drawn
everyone up’. This reconstruction also gives much more
point to 7Tap(lT€’T(1‘y'u,€,VOL, which with the MSS reading does
not adequately express the required idea that the Aoyayol
and their rivals within their company were drawn up
together at the front (hence Hug’s attractive emendation

TPOTETAYILEVOL).

4. 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 raétapyor pointed to X.’s flexibility and the

7 For indirect-reflexive mapardrrew, cf. HG 7.5.2g; Th. 1.52.2 (of
ships). In our passage the verb would express the idea that the captains
arrange their Adyoe as they see fit, and in the interest of their rivalry.
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need to understand terminology in its wider rhetorical
contexts. And with regard to the vmoorparyyor and
vmoAoyayou in particular, our analysis has opened up four
main possibilities. One possibility is that their presence in
the text is a reflection of increasing professionalisation 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 specialised military
hierarchy. Another possibility is that the accidents of
evidence explain why the vmoorparyyor and vmodoyayor first
appear in our sources in the Anabasis. If this 1s right, then the
increased visibility of military professionalisation results
from the narrative choices of X., 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 1s 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 at least vmoorparnyos as temporary
rather than permanent; on this view, the silence about the
position apart from its two appearances could be explained
by assuming that it existed only at exceptional times.
Finally, we have proposed that the presence of both terms
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
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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.

Unwersity of Heidelberg  luuk.huitink@skph.uni-heidelberg.de
Unwersity of Oxford timothy.rood@st-hughs.ox.ac.uk
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Appendix: Subordinate Posts with the vmo-Prefix

We exclude cases where the vmo-prefix does not indicate
subordination to a distinct higher office, as in the two
Homeric hapaxes vmodpas (Od. 4.386) and vmodpnoripes (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 peloves (a
word which itself denotes inferiors), we exclude vmopecloves,
which is first attested at X. HG 3.5.6, where it seems to refer
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 (LS}, s.v.: ‘subaltern officers’).

Homer

vénioxos is a Homeric hapax (Il 6.18-19: avTov kai
Bepamovra KaAowov, os pa 100’ (mmav / éokev vdmyioyos).
The word attracted attention from lexicographers and
commentators, who were evidently perplexed by the
coinage, given that the nvioyos 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 nvioyos (X 1. 6.19 bT, citing vmodpds
as parallel;* Hesychius v.898 v¢nvioyos- qvioyos; Eustathius
2.235 van der Valk Tov ﬁv[oxov ﬁ(ﬁnvioxov )\é'yeL
mAeovalovons kal evrabba Ths mpobéoews) or as a second
nioyos (Eustathius continues: {ows 8¢ kal TavTov €oTi TO
ﬁcﬁnvioxog 7'({3 SeﬁTepog ﬁw’oxog); or else to cite the use of
nvioyos of Hector (/I. 8.89) as explaining why the charioteer
should receive the vmo-prefix (X Il. 6.19 bT, cf. £ 1. 8.89 A:

% Thus we exclude dmasmoryis (found in Herodotus and X. in the
sense ‘squire’, ‘shield bearer’) since domorys is exclusively an epic word
for ‘warrior’; and also dmoypagevs (attested on a papyrus in the third
century BC and then in literary authors) even though there is also a
word ypagevs, ‘secretary’, since vmoypadevs seems to mean ‘one who
writes under another’s orders’ rather than ‘vice-ypageuvs’.

%9 The same parallel is used by Stoevesandt (2008) ad loc.; if right,
then vgnrioyos should be excluded from this list.
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gTL TbV WGPQLBG,,T'I]V UEKTOPCL ﬁVlfOXOV EzﬂeV). 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: AaPav 8¢ mapa Tob vPnyioyov Tas yrias),
shuts the carriage after him (6.4.10), and later receives the
reins back (7.1.15: mapadovs 76 vpmrioxw Tas qrias). X.’s use
1s presumably evidence for scholarly exegesis of the word by
the fourth century BC: Abradatas and his servant hold the
reins at different times, but one is superior to the other.

Fifth Century BC

vmapyos 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. Th. 8.16); it 1is
used by X. at An. 4.4.4 (where it is not certain whether
Tizibazus is satrap or subordinate to Orontas). The same
word 1s also found twice in extant tragedy, firstly of
Menelaus, i.e. in a Spartan context (S. 4j. 1105-6: Umapyos
Ay Sevp’ émlevaas, 013X odav / (rrpa”m]'yég, though most
editors reject these lines as an interpolation); secondly of the
subordinates of Theoclymenus, ruler of Egypt (E. Hel. 1432),
where the word 1s presumably modelled on the use of the
term in Persian settings. vmapyos is not strictly analogous to
vmoatpatyyos and vmoloyayos in that there is no
corresponding position dpyos (at least until the Byzantine
period).

vmoypappatevs (found at Antiphon 6.35, and restored at
Ar. Ra. 1084) is the term for a professional, paid under-
secretary, an assistant to the elected ypappareds 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 ypapparevs and vmoypapparevs. There is no
supposition that a vmoypapparevs would succeed to the
position of 'ypa,u,;LaTelSs.m

70 For discussion, see Rhodes (1972) 134—41; MacDowell (2000) 307-8.
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vmolakopos is used at Hdt. 6.134—5 of a temple attendant.
Though in literary texts {akopos is attested first in
Menander (and earlier as a personal name at Lys. 6.54), it 1s
found in an early fifth-century inscription (/G 13.4).

Fourth Century BC

vmapyLTéxTov, attested on an Attic inscription (/G 22.1678) as
well as inscriptions from Delos and Delphi.

vmoyvpvaoiapyos, first attested at IG 4.753, from Troizen.

vmodidaokados is attested first in Plato (lon 536a5): eomep
ek Tis Albov éxeltvns oppallos mapmolvs eénpryTaL yopevTdy
Te kal dtdaogkalwy kal vmodidackadwv. 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
vmodidackalwy after 8tdaockalwv serves a lexical enactment
of this image, as the power of poetry extends from
Sidaokalos to vmodiddokalos (the presumed function of the
vmodidagkalos would more naturally lead to its being placed
between XopeUTﬁg and SLSdGKa)\og).

*

For positions attested after the fourth century BC, we simply
present a chronological list without further references
(which can be gathered from LS7, including the 1996
supplement, and the Hewlett-Packard database of Greek
inscriptions), but using ‘I’ for those words attested in
inscriptions, ‘P’ for those attested in documentary papyri:

! Hesychius v.609: xopodi8daakados; Photius v.195 Theodoridis: 6 74
XOP(;I) K(IT(I)\Q"}/UJV' SLSdO'KCL)\Og 'y(‘lp al;T(‘)S 6 7TOLT]TT}§, (;)g ApLUTO¢an§ (AC}[.
628). For speculation as to the position’s function, see Wilson (2000) 83—
45 341 N. 144.
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Third Cem‘u@/ BC: 1377677L070’LT17§ (I, P); UTTOdLAKOVOS
(Posidippus, Philo, common in Christian authors);
ﬁwoSLOLKnTﬁg (P); 137TOTpLﬁpapxog (P); ﬁcﬁLépeLa D).

Second Century BC: vmapyipvdakitns (P); vmoomdopayos (I);

vmompuTaves (I).

First  Century  BC:  dmovakopos (I);  vmomaidorpifns  (1);
vmoatpatopuraé (Strabo); vmroxpnorys (I).

First - Century  AD:  Omoyewpyos (P);  vmokopupatos  (P);
vmoyetpiatis (P); vpummapyns (I).

Second Century AD: vmofiBArogvraé (P); vmoxnpvé (I, restored);
l‘)’]TOKL@apLO"TﬁS (P), l‘)7TOKOO‘I.Lﬁ’T779 (I, not in LSﬁ, lB’iTO,lLLO‘@(U’Tﬁg
<P>, l‘)’]TOO‘(JJ(ﬁpOVLO‘TﬁS (I), l()7TO,’TpO¢O§ <I>

Third Century AD: vmaywvoberéw (I); vmoriunrys (= Latin
subcensor; Cassius Dio).

‘Roman  era ovmayopavopos (I);  Omeoriotyos  (I);
vmodnuovpyos (I); vmoepyemararys (I); vrokalabnpopos (1);
vmogvAaé (I).
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RESPONSE AND FURTHER THOUGHTS

John Dillery

1. Introduction

enophon and leadership. It seems a natural

pairing, but why? A quick glance at the Internet

shows that Xenophon is a popular author for
students of leadership, both in the business world and in the
military." Dr Johnson well observed that Xenophon showed
an interest in the ‘delineation’ of the commanders at the
end of Book 2 of the Anabasis that was literally without
precedent.? Within the ranks of professional Classicists,
leadership has long been recognised as an important
Xenophontine topic,” perhaps most articulately and
influentially in the recent publication by the distinguished
scholar of Xenophon, Vivienne Gray, Xenophon’s Mirror of
Princes: Reading the Reflections (2011).

* I would like to thank Richard Fernando Buxton and John
Marincola for their invitation to respond to this excellent collection of
papers, both at the 2014 American Philological Association meeting in
Chicago and here in their final form. Let me also apologise here for my
frequent references to my own work; these are tiresome, but I hope that
they will be taken mostly as suggestions for further discussion and not as
proofs that I am invariably correct in my interpretations of Xenophon
and other matters.

! Thus, e.g., Holiday (2012) and Sears (2007). Note the first sentence
of Holiday’s piece from Forbes, alluding to Xenophon’s Cyropaedia:
‘Forget 1-800-CEO Read. The greatest book on business and leadership
was written in the 4th Century BC by a Greek about a Persian king.
Yeah, that’s right.’

2 Womersley (2008) 780.

3 See esp. Breitenbach (1950) 47104, a section entitled ‘Der gute
Feldherr als Paradeigma’.
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I would like to start by asking why it is so easy to think of
leadership in connection with Xenophon? If ‘the ideal
leader’—to use the brief of the panel that this collection
grew out of as it was originally posted—*1s one who wins the
willing obedience of his followers through displaying a
selfless devotion to cultivating their material and ethical
prosperity’, what is it about Xenophon’s writing that makes
this way of thinking about human interaction such a fertile
issue? Can’t we do this kind of analysis also with Herodotus,
or Thucydides, or even Homer? Well, obviously, we can
and we do, but I would like to begin by supplying part of an
answer to the question why Xenophon and leadership seem
such a natural pairing, and then move on to the papers
proper. I will conclude with a few thoughts of my own.

I believe that we are drawn to the issue of Xenophon
and leadership because Xenophon is so explicit himself
about his interest in the topic. Consider the following
passage, well known, but a useful starting point nonetheless.
At the beginning of his longest work, the Cyropaedia,
Xenophon writes as follows (1.1.3):

When we thought about these things [namely how herd
animals are much more cooperative than humans], we
were forming the following thoughts about them: that it
1s easier for a human as he is constituted by nature to
rule over all other living things than humans. But when
we called to mind that Cyrus was a Persian who gained
possession of an enormous number of men obedient to
him, an enormous number of cities and an enormous
number of nations, from this fact we were compelled to
change our view: that ruling over men was not an
impossible nor even a difficult task, so long as a person
was doing this [that is, ruling] knowledgably.

Leadership is ruling over willing subjects and is an object of
knowledge—an episteme. It can be learned. Evidently, to take
Xenophon at his word, the realisation that fo archemn was
actually a fairly graspable skill came to him when he was
forced from an earlier position—that humans were in fact
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ungovernable—by the example of Cyrus the Great (and
think here too of that remarkable and similar passage from
the Oeconomicus, where the Persian king is the model
householder (4.4-15), to which I will return below). Indeed,
in addition to the explicitness of his lessons in leadership,
Xenophon can also offer a personal component to account
for his acquisition of the lessons. His is real knowledge,
tested and reformulated by a thoughtful man—or this is the
impression: that he has thought long and hard about
leadership and has in fact even changed his mind. Thus,
similarly, the Anabasis can be read precisely as Xenophon’s
education in leadership.

So Xenophon is explicit about learning to lead and he
invites us to view his own discovery of its laws. He preaches,
but seemingly from experience and reflection, not in the
abstract. Both of these features of Xenophon’s treatment
seem positively to invite our participation with him in
considering the nature of leadership. And yet, not
infrequently, we seem to want to make our analyses of
Xenophon and leadership about something else. Why? Are
we troubled by his explicitness—are his interests too
obvious? Or 1is it shallow of us to be satisfied with
Xenophon and leadership?*

2. The Papers

Luuk Huitink and Tim Rood focus on subordinate officers
in the Anabasis. 1 think that by and large they succeed in
establishing their main points: (1) Modern scholars tend to
overestimate the ‘granularity’ of Xenophon’s description of
the lower or ‘junior’ officers of the Ten Thousand; that it is

* T am encouraged by the conclusions of Waterfield (2011) 150, who
suggests that in the Anabasis Xenophon writes about leaders ‘in such a
way that his readers are expected to learn the theory’, whereas when he
imagines the Ten Thousand as a pols, it 1s a way for him ‘to explain or
understand the destructive power of greed on poleis’. That 1s, leadership
is explicitly theorised, whereas the political aspects of the Anabasis are
inherent in Xenophon’s view of the actions of the Ten Thousand and its
leadership.
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not so much the ‘command structure’ that he is interested
in showing us, rather, it is ‘the relation of individual leaders
and the soldiers they led’. This overestimation takes the
form of seeing consistency in Xenophon’s use of terms for
lower-rank commanders, when in fact he seems to be fairly
loose in deploying terms such as taxiarch. (2) Two terms in
particular look troubling: vmooTparyyos and vmoloyayos.
They are both used only once by Xenophon in the Anabasis
(indeed the second is a fapax for all Greek literature), and
Huitink and Rood make a compelling case (slightly stronger
for Omoorparyyos) for viewing the terms as interpolations.

Two larger points came into my mind connected to their
main findings. I suspect they may well be right about the
focus of Xenophon’s attention in the Anabasis. While we do
see several instances where the activities or words of
subordinate officers (often Xenophon’s) are privileged in the
narrative, we do not see a consistent presentation of the
command structure between the lead commander and the
rank and file. This is an important finding and will no doubt
need to be taken account of by those who are eager to see in
Xenophon early evidence for the growing professionalisa-
tion and sophistication of Greek theorising about the
command of armies, especially in combined arms, in the
fourth century.

But I think there is also another issue that needs to be
stressed. That the intermediary levels of command should
receive any attention at all in the Anabasis 1s worth thinking
about a little more. More typical in Xenophon, to say
nothing of Herodotus and Thucydides, is for military action
to be told very much either from a ‘top-down’, commander-
centred perspective, or from a collective one.” Even for
actions that make most sense as ones that would have been
conveyed down a chain of command, perhaps an extensive
one, it is the commander who performs them. Thus, at the
second battle of Mantinea, it is Epaminondas who 1s the

> T have dealt with this mode of narrative discourse in a couple of
places: Dillery (1995) 75 and 266 n. 70; Dillery (2001) 14, citing Connor
(1984) 54—5 on ‘commander narrative’; see now also Ferrario (2014) 197—

8.
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one who issues the command for his troops to whiten their
helmets and paint their shields (G 7.5.20); it 1s he who 1s
credited with deploying the troops (21); he the one who
leads them into battle; he who grounds the soldiers’ arms
(22); and crucially, it is Epaminondas who brings the lochor up
one after another into a dense formation. No mention here
at all of any subordinates receiving Epaminondas’ orders
and then implementing them in action with their troops,
which is surely what must have happened.

Or, alternatively, unit types identified by ethnics, and
sometimes just the ethnics themselves, move about the
battlefield or march with no commanders specified as
ordering them to do so, and no sub-commanders either.
Thus at the end of the same battle narrative, context tells us
that cavalry and hoplites are moving about on both sides
(HG 7.5.25), and in one area (the left wing), ‘most were killed
by the Athenians’. But no one, either supreme commander
or sub-commander, 13 telling the soldiers to do these things.
Now some may object that inasmuch as Epaminondas was
mnovative precisely in his deployment of troops at Leuctra
and Mantinea, Xenophon wishes to portray him as an
especially ‘hands-on’ commander; there is no doubt that
Xenophon singles him out for special treatment before his
account of Mantinea.® But in fact Agesilaus comes in for
similar treatment at Coronea. For the most part ethnics are
used both in the lead-up to that battle and the combat itself
(HG 4.3.15—21). In a few, important moments, however, we
see Agesilaus and one subordinate officer at Coronea
performing specific actions: Herippidas, commander of the
xenikos lochos, leads a charge from the phalanx of Agesilaus

% Note esp. HG 7.5.19: Epaminondas is made a member of a whole
class of ‘ambitious men’ (phulotimor andres), whose training of his army is
carefully observed (a favourite Xenophontine topic of course, most
clearly at HG 3.4.16-19 = Ages. 1.25-8); Epaminondas’ dispositions of his
army before battle are ‘worth paying attention to’ (HG 7.5.21: d€wov ad
katavofjoar a4 émoinoe—axion being a key term for Xenophon, most
memorably at HG 5.1.4; Breitenbach 1950: 20-3). The characterisation
of Xenophon’s praise of Epaminondas for Mantinea as grudging at
Cawkwell (1979) 35-6 I think mischaracterises the notice the general
receives at G 7.5, or at least grossly misrepresents it.
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(17), and in the same section, the Argives fail to withstand
the assault of ‘Agesilaus and his men’ (Tobs wepl A'y’q(n’)\aov)
and flee towards Mt. Helicon.” Then, perhaps most
memorably, Xenophon takes note of a courageous but also
rash assault that Agesilaus himself undertook, apparently,
on the basis of what Xenophon says, all by himself (19 =
Ages. 2.12: ‘he fought face-to-face with the Thebans’
(avTipeéTwmos ovveppale Tots OnPalois)), the vividness and
rarity of the vocabulary occluding the participation of the
troops under his direct command (cf. 4.5.15), who were
presumably also there.? The charges of Herippidas and of
Agesilaus—the latter crucially as a unit commander and not
overall general—remind me of the stubborn refusal of
Amompharetus before Plataca to move from his position
(Hdt. 9.53ff)): independent action by a subordinate officer
that has a profound consequence on the outcome of the
battle, sometimes good (as at Plataea), but not infrequently
bad.

All this is to say that Xenophon’s focus on subordinate
officers in the Anabasis is remarkable, whether understood as
showing an interest in chain-of-command or simply because
that link was the one that best showed the mutual bond of
leader and led. Commander-centred narrative and
identification of troops and their actions by collective terms
such as ‘Athenians’ or ‘the cavalry’” work best when your
focus is on explaining strategically and tactically what
happens in combat and on campaign. However, something
else 18 required when you wish to talk about cultivating
loyalty: for that, at least in the Anabasis and occasionally
elsewhere in Xenophon, a focus on the actions of the
intermediate commander, or on the overall commander
when functioning as a unit commander, is what is needed.
Perhaps this should not come as a surprise given that the

7 For the periphrasis ol wep Twva, cf. Dillery (2015) viii-ix n. 7 with
bibliography.

% The adjective avripérwmos is especially noteworthy and very rare;
also found at Eg. Mag. g.11 and (much later) Cassius Dio: see Gautier
(1911) 169 sv.
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Anabasis 1s in fact told by an intermediate, unit commander
who specifically turned down the overall command.

The second point I would like to bring up in connection
with the detailed study of Huitink and Rood is the problem
of technical vocabulary in Xenophon. I have said that on
balance I think they are right to worry about vmoorparnyos
and vmoAoyayos. But the fact of those terms being hapax
legomena does not bother so much as the conclusion one is
encouraged to form on the basis of their acute contextual
analysis of both cases, in particular the rhetoric of the
passages in question, which seems disturbed by leaving the
words in. Indeed, I think we ought to remember the
implication one can draw from the judgment of Herbert
Richards, who was keen to rein in excessive doubt
regarding rare, indeed once-occurring terms in the minor
works of Xenophon: there are often times when this author
wishes to use either rare technical or poetic words, even
only once, and as such ‘[a]ll these words, therefore, though
not used by X[enophon] elsewhere, tell really rather for
than against X[enophontea|n authorship’.”

Xenophon likes technical terms that he employs very
rarely or even one time only. To think of one especially well
known case from the Hellenica, recall that in the remarkable
digression on the conspiracy of Cinadon (the whole passage
being something of a one-off), we harvest from a single
narrative two important descriptions of Spartan society and
governance nowhere else attested in all ancient literature:
‘lower-grade Spartans’ (0mopeioot, 3.3.6) and ‘the so-called
“Little  Assembly™ (’T‘;]V lLLKp(‘lV Ka)\oup,émyv éKK)\’I]O'éCLV,
3.3.8)."" Relatedly, Xenophon is also in this same section the
first author to use opowor in the technical sense of Spartan
‘peers’ (3.3.5)."" As Cawkwell well observes, ‘[w]ithout this

? Richards (1907) 117.

10 See, e.g., Gilbert (1895) 40 and n. 1 and 50 n. 2, who points out in
the second case that éxxAnoila is not a Spartan term, and that the
insertion of kalovpévn suggests that Xenophon is being approximate.
Cf. Andrewes (1967) 18 n. 7. See, in general, Gautier (1911) 1535, a
section entitled ‘mots attestés chez Xénophon seulement’.

' Cf. Finley (1990) [1968] 239 n. 7.
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chapter the obscurity surrounding ancient Sparta would be
> 12

ten times more opaque’.
The papers of Michael Flower and Frances Pownall form a
logical pair and I will take them up together. I am in
fundamental agreement with both, but that will surely not
come as a surprise.'” From these essays one learns that for
Xenophon good leadership and piety are very much
thought of as interconnected, or, in the case of impiety, it is
a sure marker of bad leadership or tyranny. For me, the
critical questions are two and are interrelated: how
representative is Xenophon in taking this view, and is such
a view a remarkable one to hold?

Taking up the second question first, it is stressed at
several points in Flower’s essay that for us the answer is
essentially ‘yes’. Itemising the qualities of the effective leader
identified by Gray and others towards the start of his essay,
Flower notes one big absence: ‘[o]ne essential aspect,
however, is missing from this list, and in our secular age, has
naturally escaped the attention of many modern scholars.’
‘In today’s world ... no military handbook would begin
with an appeal to prayer and sacrifice’, such as Xenophon’s
Hipparchicus does. Modern leaders such as Jimmy Carter
and George W. Bush, ‘who appeal to divine guidance’,
excite our scepticism. Some, at least in the US, might well
respond that in fact displays of religiosity by politicians seem
positively required by a significant block of the electorate;
that both Houses of Congress still employ chaplains; and
that public devotion is to some extent expected of presidents
(I am thinking, for instance, of the considerable national
interest in the choice of denomination by Eisenhower in
1952)."*  Flower, though, anticipates these potential
objections at the end of his discussion. Yes, President Bush
could assert that he was inspired ‘by God to invade Iraq in

12 Cawkwell (1979) 161 n. Cf. Andrewes (1967) 1 on our reliance on
Xenophon for information about Sparta.

% Dillery (1995) 18294 and 252.

" E.g. New York Times Dec. 19, 1952, a story entitled ‘Eisenhowers
Select Church’.
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order to bring peace to the Middle East’, but Greek leaders
according to Xenophon are never given such detailed and
prescriptive instructions; ‘for most Greeks the answer [from
the divine] is “advice” rather than a “directive”. This
strikes me as basically correct.

But was Xenophon unusual in seeing piety, and in
particular a reliance on divination, as central to leadership?
Here the answer is essentially ‘no’. Leaders who make
decisions on the basis of divine communication go back to
Homer, and are very much in evidence in Herodotus and
Thucydides. What is perhaps unusual in Xenophon from a
Greek perspective is the theorising he does in explaining the
efficacy of relying on information from the gods."” An
omniscient and omnipotent divine that is also scrupulous
about reciprocity is one worth consulting and being
solicitous towards. Now Greeks had long felt that
divination, especially by those in positions of authority, was
a good thing; but it is Xenophon who explains clearly why
that was the case, and in so doing precisely is innovative.
Much of this theorising is found in connection with
Cambyses in the Cyropaedia and Socrates in the Memorabila.
In the case of the latter, I might suggest a modification to
Flower (and also Tamiolaki, who makes the identical point
in her paper). Flower asserts that ‘Socrates is in many ways
the perfect leader’. This observation comes as something of
a shock I think. I don’t believe Xenophon thought of
Socrates as a leader fumself, though he reports on a Socrates
who did have a lot to say about leadership. Remember that
this 1s the man who, according to Plato, was proud to claim
in his defence speech that he had been an obedient soldier,
following the orders of those chosen to command him
(@pxewr pov) and not leaving his post ‘at Potidaea and
Amphipolis and Delium’ (Pl. A4p. 28e). To be sure, in
Xenophon’s conception, Socrates is a model for his
followers (e.g. Mem. 1.2.111.); but does that make him a leader?
That I am not so sure about.

1 Cf. Dillery (1995) 182-94.
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While impious leaders form an important subsection of
Flower’s essay, they are the main focus of Pownall’s
treatment. Her discussion fairly sparkles with wonderful
observations en passant, especially in connection with the
morality of the figures so acutely observed by Xenophon.
Thus she is right to stress that Xenophon is careful to
present villains who are, for all that, still ‘fully fleshed-out
characters’, not cardboard cut-outs. Or, conversely, that
men who are otherwise presented as ideal leaders can also
be ‘not wholly virtuous’, such as Jason of Pherae. I am not
sure if in the end we can style these men as morally
ambiguous—and if I have read Pownall correctly, I do not
in fact think she is urging this view. Hence, a portrait like
that of Jason makes what Xenophon writes seem all the
more remarkable. Are we to conclude that a fundamentally
bad man, capable of plundering arguably the most
important sacred site of the Greeks, could also be a good
leader? It is a puzzle—and one to which I will return below.

If T have reservations about Pownall’s contribution it is in
connection with her assertions that Xenophon appropriated
the idea of the evil tyrant specifically from Athenian
democratic ideology, and also that [iJt i1s only with
Xenophon that impiety becomes one of the standard topoz of
tyranny’. As to the first matter, as Pownall herself notes, the
word #yranns first occurs in Archilochus, where it 1s used of a
Lydian king, Gyges (F 19.3 West?);'® and let’s not forget
many other cases from around the Greek world, e.g.,
Alcaeus F 348.9 LP; or Theognis 829 and 39—40, where the
word ‘tyrant’” does not occur, but the man who will correct
Megara’s problems clearly is one and is finally classed with
‘monarchs’ at line 52; or Xenophanes I 3.2, in a context
where Lydia is also important. And so forth. Pownall in
particular believes that ‘the stereotypical fate of a tyrant is
to be assassinated, all the more so to an Athenian audience’.
But I, for one, am hard pressed to think of many Greek
tyrants who were assassinated sensu stricto, though perhaps

16 Cf. Forrest (1982) 256: ‘Archilochus may not want a tyranny for
himself, but he knows what a tyranny is and he can envisage wanting it.’
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we need to be careful about what we mean by
‘assassination’ targeted killing by a close associate or
someone posing as one, by a fellow citizen, or perhaps by
an agent of one’s enemy sent precisely for that purpose?
Candaules was clearly assassinated, but was he a tyrant?
Polycrates of Samos was clearly a tyrant, but was he
assassinated? Myrsilus was clearly a tyrant too, but while we
are famously invited by Alcaeus to celebrate his death (I
332), we don’t know how it was engineered, or even if it was
violent."” We must be on guard not to fall into the error so
well observed by Thucydides of the Athenians (1.20.2,
6.54.2): making a man a tyrant when he was not one.
Examples could be multiplied to suggest that assassination 1s
not the typical end of the Greek tyrant, though some
manifestly were assassinated; these cases are often found in
areas on the fringe of the Greek world and involve leaders
who were at least nominally kings, though they perhaps also
ruled tyrannically (thus, e.g., Jason and the other dynastic
murders in his family;'® Mania; Philip II). It is maybe more
accurate to say that tyrants are routinely thought of as
Jearing assassination, thus providing us with innumerable
stories both about their fateful request for a bodyguard
while still ordinary citizens, as well as those moralising tales
about how tyrants are in fact pitiable creatures who have to
live every day in fear of their own shadow (see esp. X. Haer.
6.4, Pl. R. 579b). Indeed, sometimes the two topics are even
connected, with the tyrant so fearful of his fellow citizens
that he must keep a foreign bodyguard (e.g. Pl. R. 567¢, X.
Hier. 5.9)."

Speaking of fopoi leads me to my second point. Pownall’s
commendable advocacy of Xenophon’s literary originality
may have led her astray in asserting that he was the pioneer
of the theme that impiety is an identifying marker of the
bad leader—to use her words, that ‘[it 1s only with
Xenophon that impiety becomes one of the standard topoz of

17 Cf. Andrewes (1956) 93.

'8 Cf. Dillery (1995) 1745.
19 Cf. Gray (2007) 215, from an appendix entitled ‘7opoi of tyranny’.
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tyranny’. Surely the famous lines from the second stasimon
of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus are predicated on the idea
that impiety leads to tyranny: ‘4ybris breeds the tyrant’ (S.
0T 873f1);*° in commenting on these lines, Jebb adduces A.
A. 7571, the ‘impious act’ (0 Svaoefes ... €pyov) begets like
ones afterwards, in anticipation of the arrival of the
tyrannical Agamemnon.?! Even if we confine ourselves to
prose antecedents, Herodotus produces multiple examples,
but perhaps none more useful for me in this context than
Otanes in the Constitutional Debate. He tells his fellow
conspirators that they know the lengths to which the Aybrs
of both Cambyses and the magus went (Hdt. 3.80.2); he
asserts that the tyrannical man, glutted with Aybris, performs
‘impious’ (araoflada) acts (4).”* Unless I have misread
Herodotus here, it seems to me that Otanes is most
definitely connecting impiety with the tyrant. Moreover, if
Jacoby is correct in characterising the Debate as essentially
a theoretical or generalised one, that would make Otanes’
remarks illustrative of views that were very likely widely
held or at least acknowledged.”” However, I appreciate
Pownall’s larger point that emerges from her discussion,
and with which I have a great deal of sympathy: Xenophon
seems like he 1s making a new point about the connection
between tyranny and impiety because he is so consistently
more explicit about it than other authors—with I think the
exception of Plato.

Richard Fernando Buxton’s essay and that of Benjamin
Keim also form a logical pair—at least in my mind. Both
papers are very good at pointing out novel features of
Xenophon’s understanding of leadership and how it works.
Specifically, both are interested in how Xenophon
redeploys elite ways of negotiating aristocratic interrelation

2 Cf. Kamerbeek (1967) 175: “... UBpts means disregard for [divine
laws]. Such a disregard leads to tyranny.’

% Jebb (1893) 118.

22 ‘Impious’ is Powell’s translation of drdafados: Powell (1938) 50 s.v.

 Jacoby (1913) 358.
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to the larger world of the relations between the commander
and his men. For Keim the key concept is honour; he
claims that Xenophon asserts that all classes of people are
motivated by honour, even slaves. I would argue that
Xenophon does not make so sweeping a claim; rather, that
the human desire for honour is in fact limited to only some
people, and furthermore that the notion 1s still
fundamentally an aristocratic one for Xenophon. Buxton’s
view 1s broader and takes up more issues; he asserts that
Xenophon very deliberately appropriated the idea of
aristocratic philia and refashioned it into a major component
of his theory of successful leadership.

I will begin with Buxton. The central argument of his
essay, it seems to me, emerges in the section of his paper
entitted ‘From Cyrus the Younger to Xenophon:
Generalship as Xenia’. Buxton argues that the social reach
of Xenophon’s (and Jason of Pherae’s) bonds of friendship
and solidarity-building activity (i.e. taking the lead in
strenuous public action and exercise) go much further than
Cyrus’. To be sure, Cyrus also aims to build loyalty and
willing obedience by undertaking actions that narrow the
societal distance between him and his subordinates, so that
they become 1n essence his ‘friends’, but a close look at who
these people are reveals that they are themselves elites. By
contrast, according to Buxton, Xenophon very visibly
undertakes actions that put him on a par with the common
rank-and-file; for Buxton, Cyrus is an ‘observer’ of these
activities, whereas Xenophon is a ‘partner’. I think that
Buxton is on to something here. It is I think true that good,
which is to say, successful leaders in Xenophon often seem
to be conspicuous performing the same sort of actions that
even the lowest members of their armies perform. But is this
xenia?

As seems frequently the case with Xenophon, matters
are not as straightforward when it comes to illustrating what
seem to be episodes of good leadership. Consider the all-
important crossing of the Euphrates by Cyrus and his army
(An. 1.4.11f1). Cyrus informs his Greek generals of his real
intention to march to Babylon against the Great King, and
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they are instructed to report the plan to their soldiers; upon
being told Cyrus’ real intentions, the troops refuse to go
further without pay. At this point Menon sees an
opportunity: he encourages his men to be the first Greek
contingent to cross the river, for either they will be the first
to follow the prince, or, if the Greek army decides not to
follow Cyrus, they will be seen at least to have been
obedient where others were not; thus Cyrus will feel
gratitude towards them (yaptv eloerac) in the first scenario,
and will be their philos in the second (4n. 1.4.15).** When the
soldiers cross, Cyrus is pleased, and he sends gifts to Menon,
and then crosses the Euphrates himself in spectacular,
indeed miraculous fashion (as with Alexander and the
Pamphylian Sea, the waters of the Euphrates seem to retire
before Cyrus),” with his entire army then following his
example.

There is a lot to unpack here. In some details Buxton’s
analysis 1s confirmed: Cyrus is indeed an observer, and most
crucially he delegates, he does not lead directly himself—at
least initially. He tells the Greek generals to relay his plans
to their men; and he rewards Menon with gifts for
engineering the crossing of the FEuphrates, thereby
acknowledging and reinforcing the bond of obligation he
has with his unit commander who has managed to bring off
this crucial stage of the inland march against Artaxerxes.
Cyrus 1s generous, but typically he is generous only with his
subordinate officers, not the ordinary mercenary soldier.”
But there are also complications to Buxton’s view. Menon
describes for his men a reciprocal relationship that they will
have directly with Cyrus of charis or philia. Real authority
seems to rest with Menon’s men who clearly have to be
persuaded to take the action Menon has in mind. If anyone
1s actually showing initiative in this passage, it seems to be

T am duty bound to report that the text in the second case is
problematic: the MSS read ¢idoc, emended by Bisschop to ¢idov, which
is followed by Gemoll and Hude and Peters.

» Cf. Arr. Anab. 1.26.2 and Callisthenes FGrH 124 F g1 = Schol T.
Eust. Hom. 7l 13.29; Dillery (2001) g1 n. 49.

% Cf. Roy (2004) 278.
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Menon’s unit who perform the exemplary action, and then
Cyrus himself. Indeed, it is Cyrus who shows the sort of
personal initiative and participation that Buxton seems to
want to deny him; while he is an observer in the passage, he
1s also a partner—he fords the Euphrates, and the army
follows. And quite apart from these questions, there looms
the even larger issue of Menon as leader. It is abundantly
clear from elsewhere in the Anabasis that Xenophon thought
Menon to be a bad man,?”” a point he makes particularly
obvious in his obituary of him (indeed, see Buxton’s n. 57).
We learn there, in relation to matters concerning friendship
and being a leader, that Menon ‘wished to be a philos to the
very powerful in order that doing wrong he not be paying
the penalty’ (4n. 2.6.21); that he ‘contrived the making of his
soldiers obedient by participating with them in acting
unjustly’ (27). While it is clear that self-interest motivates
Menon in the crossing of the Euphrates (and he alone is
rewarded by Cyrus), and further that he persuades his men
to be self-interested as well (1.4.15: as obedient men Cyrus
will make them sentries (easy service) and will even make
some unit commanders—I/ochago?),”® there is nothing in the
actual crossing to suggest that Menon and his contingent
have acted wrongly*—unless perhaps it is that they acted
independently of the rest of the army. In Xenophon, as we
have already seen, you can evidently be a bad man but a
good leader. The obituary of Menon suggests that he
manipulated leadership to advance his own interests: ‘eager
to command in order to be taking more, eager to be
honoured in order to be profiting more’ (embupdv Se
(’z'pxew, omws TAElw )\a;LBdVOL, e")nev‘u,(fw Se Tipdobac, tva
mhelw kepdaivor, 2.6.21).°° This strikes me as a perversion of
successful leadership.

7 Cf. Lane Fox (2004a) 198—9, who discusses Menon’s sexual
deviance as observed by Xenophon.

% Cf. Roy (2004) 287.
2 Cf. Lee (200%) 49.

% The rhetorical structuring of these clauses should be noted: not
just the anaphora of émbBupdv and mAelw, but also parison (seven
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Another intriguing line of inquiry that Buxton follows
has to do with the problems that attend command of
mercenary armies made up of different Greek ethnicities.
He argues quite forcefully that the innovative structures of
command that Xenophon seems to promote across his
corpus and especially in the Anabasis form a response to the
challenges faced by a leader of armies that are made up of
mercenaries drawn from different Greek states and regions,
rather than comprised of citizen armies. The development
of personal bonds of philia and charis between the unit
commander and his men is an appealing suggestion for this
world, where other ways of achieving unity of purpose and
respect for chains of command may not have been
available. While Buxton nowhere states this explicitly, he
implies that commanders of ‘traditional’ Greek armies
relied on regional and ethnic loyalty to keep their forces
together, as well as social status. This must be true—one
does not have to look very hard to find evidence that shared
identity keeps units together in the Classical Greek world,
and that commanders were often higher status persons. Yet,
I am not so sure that the problems faced by multi-ethnic
mercenary armies were particularly new in the period of
Xenophon, hence necessitating the innovative response
imagined by Buxton.

Consider the grumbling against Dionysius of Phocaea,
which Buxton briefly mentions, that took place in the
Ionian fleet before the battle of Lade as reported by
Herodotus (6.12.3):

Having offended which one of the gods do we endure
these evils? We who in our madness took leave of our
senses continue to entrust ourselves to a Phocaean
braggart (avdpt Pwkacér aralove) who provides three
ships!

syllables in each, with the exception of eight in émfupdv 8¢ Tipdodar), as
well as homoioteleuton and homoioptoton. Cf. Bigalke (1933) 2.



Response and Further Thoughts 259

Whatever else is going on in this passage (and there is a lot:
proof of Ionian softness and insufficient appreciation of
what freedom means), that an ethnic slur is being directed
toward Dionysius by the sailors of the Ionian fleet who are
not Phocaean seems to me to be unmistakable. Even if the
story i1s a later fabrication, intended to explain the later
Samian defection to the Persians, the imagined scenario
relies on the basic assumption that there would have been
grumbling at an upstart outsider who provided many fewer
ships than others.”’ And other potential fissures in Greek
armies may also have been felt, if not along ethnic lines,
then, dare I say, more along those of social standing or
class. Not only Thersites, whom Buxton does acknowledge,
but also, e.g., Archilochus F 114 West and Tyrtaeus F 12.1—9
West: men who possess the outward trappings of physical
and hence social excellence are nonetheless counted as
worthless next to the man who possesses stalwart courage,
though he is not so endowed with aristocratic virtues.” And
in general it is arresting, if also disturbing, that Kendrick
Pritchett can look at the Anabasis and arrive at the following
conclusion: ‘[l]imiting our research to the Anabasis of
Xenophon, we gain the impression that discipline was very
lax even in a mercenary army’ (my emphasis).”® Pritchett seems
to assume that mercenary armies would have been more
disciplined than the citizen-based army, and thus
presumably whatever aspects of command that fostered
discipline in mercenary armies were normally even more
effective than those in citizen armies—not less so and thus
in need of augmentation.

Keim’s essay argues a similar case. The core of his paper
treats the transactional or reciprocal nature of leadership in
the specific form of honour and honouring. In a sense, for

! Murray (1988) 488; cf. Burn (1962) 212-13.

32 Cf. van Wees (2004) 80 on Archilochus F 114: ‘[a] poem by
Archilochus also came down on the side of the ordinary soldier in
preferring a commander with the plain looks of a commoner to one
with the well-groomed appearance of an aristocrat.” Also e.g. Dover
(1963) 196; Forrest (1982) 255-6.

3 Pritchett (1974) 244.
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Keim, honour is the coin of successful leadership; it is the
currency whereby the bonds of willing obedience and
enlightened leadership are forged. In arguably the most
important section of the paper, Keim analyses the
‘Psychology of Honour’ in Xenophon. He latches on to a
most important passage in the Hiero (7.3), in which
Simonides observes that out of all the classes of animals
(z0a), humans are distinguished by their desire for honour
(timé); he goes on to state that ‘phulotimia is neither found in
irrational beasts nor in all humans; in whomever there is
rooted a love of honour and praise’, these are not only the
most different from beasts, ‘they are considered men and no
longer only humans’. In other words, not even all humans
possess a craving for honour; only some do. Keim
acknowledges that this is the claim in the Hiero, and yet he
goes on to argue that ‘evidence from elsewhere throughout
[Xenophon’s] corpus indicates that all humans may fall
under honour’s sway’; notably women even, as well as some
slaves. I think it 1s difficult to follow Keim in his analysis on
this point. Rather than contradicting himself, which is what
Keim must ultimately argue, I believe that what we must
understand as Xenophon’s claim is (1) that humans do
uniquely possess the desire for honour, but (2) that not all
humans have this desire, and (3) that this desire can be felt
by all classes of humans: men, women, slaves, etc. In her
commentary on the Hiero passage, Gray compares Oec.
13.6—12: ‘... creatures have none [that is, philotimia], nor all
human beings either, but ... it does occur among some
slaves.”™ This is I think correct. Just because some women
and some slaves possess the desire for honour, that does not
make it a universal human quality, especially when it is
remembered that Xenophon has stated the opposite to be
the case. Thus at Oec. 14.8-9 some of Ischomachus’ slaves
show a propensity towards pleonexia, whereas others are
honest and are treated like ‘free men’, even ‘gentlemen’
(kalot te kagathoi) by Ischomachus (more on this passage
below)! Philotimia i3 obviously an elastic term in Greek and

#* Gray (2007) 133 ad loc.
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Xenophon is no exception.”” In many passages, it seems as
though it is a thoroughly positive concept for him; but at
other points, it 1s at least neutral, if not negative. Thus, as
will be seen below, when I turn to a consideration of
Tamiolaki’s paper, Critias and Alcibiades could be
characterised as ‘most ambitious in nature’ (pioer
pLdoTiporaTw, Mem. 1.2.14); Tamiolaki’s discussion is very
nuanced, but, at a minimum, this passage shows that
philotumia 1s not invariably a quality associated with positive
human achievement in Xenophon’s eyes. Philotimia can
even be ‘foolish’, and citizens engage in activities clearly
related to it that are ruinous to their private fortunes (Oec.
1.22 and 2.5-8 respectively).”

I do, however, believe that Keim makes a strong case for
seeing honour as a, if not the, major incentive for
generating willing obedience and hence successful
leadership. Keim is at his most persuasive when he is able to
break down in detail how best the leader should use honour
in the management of his army. In ‘Honouring
Successfully’, he itemises five ‘lessons’ that Xenophon offers
that the good leader should follow. In ‘What to Do with
Honours’, Keim 1solates three ‘broad categories’ related to
the distribution of honours: rewards for ‘completing specific
tasks, acquiring necessary skills, and honing appropriate
dispositions’. These are wonderful analyses, for they show
detarl how successtul leadership worked in Xenophon’s eyes.
If T have criticisms in connection with these two sections,
they stem precisely from some of the details. Thus, it is
sometimes difficult for me always to see the connection
between the five ‘lessons’ and honour specifically; and in
relation to the ‘broad categories’, there seems to me to be a
problem with the term ‘skills’—‘abilities’ I think is closer to
what Xenophon had in mind—Fskills’ seeming to me to be
too narrow. Also, on my reading, there seems to be
significant overlap between developing ‘appropriate

% Dillery (2015) 284 n. 249 for bibliography.
% T am indebted to Sarah Herbert for my awareness of these
passages.
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dispositions’ and acquiring the necessary skills. Keim’s
precision in advancing his views, however, is noteworthy.

Melina Tamiolaki’s essay, ‘Athenian Leaders in
Xenophon’s Memorabilia’, is productively specific and treats
material that is not always found in discussions of
Xenophon and leadership. On both counts she is to be
congratulated. While she takes up matters that are handled
elsewhere in this volume, she manages to discuss the issue of
Xenophon and leadership in ways that yield important
results, in fact ones that will provide me with a way to wrap
things up in my conclusion.

As I indicated above in my treatment of Flower’s paper,
I do not think that Xenophon saw Socrates as a leader.
Thus I have difficulty accepting Tamiolaki’s claim early on
in her discussion, where she observes that ‘Socrates himself
is portrayed as a sort of ideal leader: he does not actively
engage in politics, but he constantly gives advice to his
fellow-citizens, politicians or not, about several political
issues’. As I argued above, I think there is a big difference
between giving advice and having things to say about
leadership, and being a leader omeself. 1 do mnot think that
Xenophon elides the distinction. Indeed, if we were to press
the issue in relation to, say, the Hiero for example, we would
have to argue that Simonides and Hiero were both tyrants
or quasi-tyrants, since they both hold forth on the question
of tyranny, but this is obviously not true. With Keim,
Tamiolaki, too, takes note of Xenophon’s characterisations
of philotimia, and cites the same passages he does that
demonstrate his belief that desiring honour is a uniquely
human quality.

The core of Tamiolaki’s project, however, is devoted to
two pairs of leaders treated by Xenophon in the Memorabila:
Critias and Alcibiades, and Pericles and Themistocles.
Somewhat provocatively she asks us to see the first pair as
not so negatively drawn by Xenophon as is commonly
thought, and the second as more critical than one might
have expected. As regards the first pair, Tamiolaki argues
that Xenophon approached the leaders with two different
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purposes in mind: a moral analysis that is subtly positive
and attributes their respective falls to their prideful natures,
and a political one that admits that Critias was a ‘Tawful
tyrant’ (!), while the even-more positively presented
Alcibiades becomes a mouthpiece for Xenophon’s own
views. There is much to admire in her discussion of
Xenophon’s view of Critias and Alcibiades, but there are
points when I sense her argumentation becomes a little
tendentious. For example, in discussing the analogy of an
Alcibiades who neglects himself being like an athlete who
gains an easy victory and then neglects his training (Mem.
1.2.24), she argues ‘that Alcibiades ceased to be excellent
(and therefore risked losing his superiority over others), not
necessarily that he became bad’. Tamiolaki astutely notes
that precisely the same point i3 made by Socrates in
connection with the Athenians at Mem. g.5.13.

While there is an internal logic to what she says, and
furthermore Socrates, after being prompted by the Younger
Pericles, does offer ways that the Athenians could reclaim
their earlier excellence, even fairly quickly (3.5.14, 18), we
need to bear two points in mind. First, there 1s the historical
and dramatic contexts to consider of the two passages in
question: the dramatic date of Mem. 3.5 is some time after
the battle of Delion in 424 (cf. Mem. 3.5.4) and before
Pericles the Younger’s death in 406 (post Arginusae); the
date of the actual composition of the chapter is put late in
Xenophon’s career, almost certainly after Leuctra in g71,
probably in the decade 360—50."” Socrates envisions real
solutions to Athens’ decline in military standing.*® But when

% The circumstances that so trouble Pericles, namely the rise of
Boeotian, and specifically Theban power, are truer of a Greek world
that is post-Leuctra than the last quarter of the fifth century: Delatte
(1933) 578 and 73; Dorion (2011) 292 n. § and 2945 n. 7.

% Cf. Dillery (2002) 46970 and n. 44. Indeed, at one point (Mem.
3.5.18) Socrates even observes ‘no no, Pericles, don’t think the
wickedness of the Athenians so utterly past remedy. Don’t you see what
good discipline they maintain in their fleets, how well they obey the
umpires in athletic contests, how they take orders from the chorus
trainers as readily as any?’ To this Pericles responds (19): ‘Ah yes, and
it’s strange that such groups submit themselves to their masters, and yet
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we turn to the passage regarding Alcibiades from Mem. 1.2,
Xenophon offers us no possibility of a corresponding
recuperation of Alcibiades’ character and abilities. Indeed,
since Xenophon’s larger point there is that Socrates was not
responsible for the awful things that both Critias and
Alcibiades did in their careers, it is hard to see how any
subsequent rehabilitation of Alcibiades would have been
possible in Xenophon’s line of thinking. What was done was
done, and Alcibiades was probably long dead when
Xenophon wrote up Mem. 1.2. Athens at the mid-point of
the Fourth Century was a very different matter: Xenophon
held out hope that the city, perhaps linked in some way
with Sparta, might regain its political ascendance.” Thus
Mem. 1.2 and 3.5, while both featuring the image of the
successful but complacent athlete, are in the end not really
comparable. The second point to keep in mind is the larger
issue of Xenophon’s views on the potential for good not
realised. While complete consistency on the matter is
probably not to be found in Xenophon, he does tend to
view entities (states, armies, choruses, households) that have
the potential for good which has not been realised (due
typically to disorder) not as situations that can be made
right, but as ones that are to be regretted.* Thus, as
Socrates says in the Memorabilia to one of his interlocutors

(2.6.17):

It confuses you [literally: disorders your thinking—
raparted] that you often see men who both do good
and keep away from shameful things, instead of being

the infantry and cavalry, who are supposed to be the pick of the citizens
for good character (kadokdyafiq), are the most insubordinate’
(translation from the Marchant and Henderson Loeb). Cf. Wankel
(1961) 107-8. I am reminded of the point I was making above in
connection with Archilochus and Tyrtaeus: the lower status combatants
turn out to be better than the higher status ones.

* Dillery (1993) and (1995) 24154
1A very large question, but cf. Dillery (1995) g1-5.



Response and Further Thoughts 265

friends, fight with one another and treat each other
more cruelly than men of no worth.*!

For Tamiolaki, Critias and the Thirty are lawful
essentially because Xenophon presents them as a board
lawfully empowered as nomothetai. With all due respect for
her wonderfully close readings, this point seems a little like
special pleading. All our main sources for the history of the
Thirty (D.S. 14.3.7; Just. 5.8.8; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 35.1; X. HG
2.9.11) make clear that they were lawfully appointed. What
1s interesting is that Xenophon alone does not make the
‘reestablishment’ of the patrios politeta one of the conditions
of the Peace imposed by Sparta, which led naturally to the
appointment of a board to review the laws.* Instead of
being imposed on the Athenians by the Spartans, in
Xenophon the Thirty are chosen by the Athenian people to
write down their ‘ancestral laws’ (/4G 2.3.2 and 11), arguably
making their later violent regime an internally motivated
action for which the Athenians are themselves to some
extent ultimately responsible.”” But the larger point to
register is that all our ancient sources are uniform in
characterising the Thirty as an initially legal board of
nomothetar that devolved into a band of bloodthirsty
murderers. Xenophon was no exception. To minimise the
tyrannical status of Critias and the Thirty risks obscuring
the larger message Xenophon is trying to lodge with his
portrait of them, especially in the Hellenica.**

In my view, Tamiolaki 1s more successful with her
treatment of Pericles and Themistocles. As with Buxton, she
sees the development of philia as the hallmark of successful
leadership. Contrasting it with ‘Periclean eros’, she claims
that both Themistocles and Pericles are most successful
when they are shown encouraging political philia in their

" Dillery (1995) 249.

*2 This is all admirably laid out in Rhodes’ table at Rhodes (1981)
416-17.

* Dillery (1995) 147.

* Cf. Dillery (1995) 158.
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fellow citizens towards themselves, when ‘the leader (and
not the polis) becomes the object of love’. There 1s great
merit to this observation, and I will return to it in my own
conclusion. Here, though, I would like to examine
Tamiolaki’s further assertion that this fostering of philia in
one’s followers 1is a specifically Persian concept in
Xenophon’s way of thinking. While it is certainly true that
two Persians happen to display particularly clearly the
quality of fostering devotion in their followers (Cyrus the
Great and Cyrus the Younger), I believe that Tamiolaki errs
in thinking that this makes the ability specifically Persian in
Xenophon’s eyes. Tamiolaki writes:

Xenophon’s most compelling paradigms of leaders who
acquired political philia are the two Persian Kings,
Cyrus the Great and Cyrus the Younger, who are
described as the most beloved leaders (Cyr. 1.1.9, 1.6.24,
5.1.24; An. 1.9.28).

I should first point out that, while he certainly craved the
title, Cyrus the Younger was never king of Persia. However,
even Xenophon himself could connect the Cyruses
(famously at An. 1.9.1), and occasionally even appears
capable of conflating them (notoriously at Oec. 4.18),* thus
making the younger Cyrus into a quasi-king—indeed at An.
1.9.1 he is even called ‘the most kingly after Cyrus the Great’
(pera Kopov tov apyatov ... BaotAikararos). Secondly, and
more importantly, it is not clear to me why these paradigms
and not others are the ‘most compelling paradigms of
leaders who acquired political plia’, though compelling
they surely are. To cite a very conspicuous counterexample,
consider the much-discussed scene at the start of Book 5 of
the Hellenica, Teleutias’ departure from his men (5.1.3—4):

[Hierax] took over the navy, and Teleutias sailed

homeward in a most blessed fashion (pakaptwrara 87).
For when he was going down to the sea setting out for

® Cf. Pelletier (1944); Pomeroy (1994) 248-50 ad loc. with bibliography.
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home, there was no one of his soldiers who did not take
him by the right hand; one crowned him, another put a
fillet on him, and those who came late nevertheless
threw their crowns into the water as he was pulling out,
heaping abundant prayers on him. Now I know that in
these matters I treat no memorable (atodoyor) expense
or danger or stratagem. But by god the following thing
does seem to me worthwhile for a man to take to heart
(évvoetv): by doing what on earth (r{ more moidv) did
Teleutias so dispose his men? For this achievement of a
man is surely worth much more attention (rotTo yap
7’7’817 o’LfLo)\oya')TaTov o’wSp(‘)g gp'yov) than a lot of
things—money or dangers.

If we are to take Xenophon at his word and respect the
rhetorical staging of this passage, one would have to say that
Teleutias was one of the most compelling examples of a
commander who inspired devotion in his men. Indeed,
given that the passage is conceived of, and written in, a
Herodotean and Thucydidean register while simultaneously
challenging the primacy of their criteria for historiographic
importance,® it could be (and indeed has been) reasonably
argued that Xenophon offered no more ‘higher profile’
example of leadership than Teleutias.*’

* At a detailed level, there are linguistic signals indicating both
Thucydidean and Herodotean imitation, as well as locutions that are
idiomatically Xenophontine. Thus, in the case of pakaptérara 87,
Denniston observes that 87 ‘[w]ith superlative adjectives and adverbs ...
is a favourite use of Thucydides’, while noting other authors as well,
including our passage (Denniston (1954) 207). On 567 + détodoywraTov,
compare Hdt. 2.148.1, 7ov [sc. AaBipvbov] éyw 7187 €ldov Adyov pélw, a
similarly programmatic and polemical passage, and consult Kithner and
Gerth (1966) 2.2.122, connecting HG 5.1.4 and Hdt. 2.148. Of course
épyov as a historical object is both Herodotean and Thucydidean. On
the other hand, Breitenbach (1950) 20 notes that 7{ more mowdv is a
‘Xenophontine question-form’; indeed, see, e.g., Mem. 1.1.1. Also,
évvoetv is a favourite term of his as well, especially in important,
programmatic passages: see Dillery (forthcoming).

* Breitenbach (1950) 19—23; Rahn (1971) 499-501.
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Tamiolaki asserts at one point that ‘Athenian democratic
leaders are viewed positively only fo the extent that they can
be potentially assimilated with the Persian monarchs ... or
lo the extent that they possess Socratic qualities’ (emphasis
original). I am in much sympathy with this view, though I
think it needs to be worded slightly differently. It is one
thing to say that Persian rulers and Socrates seem invariably
to embody Xenophontine virtues of leadership, but quite
another to say that those virtues are necessarily identified
with those individuals to the exclusion of others—that
excellent leadership is at its root either uniquely Persian or
Socratic. For one thing, there are morally suspect and
unsuccessful Persian commanders in Xenophon. I think it 1s
more accurate to say that Xenophon developed a set of
virtues regarding leadership that are embodied to a
significant, indeed remarkable degree by Socrates and men
who happen to be Persian—though with the caveat that
Socrates was not really a leader, and not all Persian
commanders were also morally good and militarily
successful (Tissaphernes in the Anabasis and Hellenica
especially comes to mind as a counterexample). And having
said that, I think that Tamiolaki has usefully forced a
revisiting of Xenophon’s views: why is it the case that
successful leaders in Xenophon seem so very ‘Persian’ and
‘Socratic’?

3. Conclusions

For Gray, at the centre of Xenophon’s ‘leadership theory’ is
‘the acquisition of “willing obedience” to secure success’ for
both leaders and the led.® Thus at the conclusion of
Xenophon’s Marror of Princes (2011) she observes (373):

Ideally [Xenophon’s] leaders treat their followers as
friends, and followers make the choice of free men to
follow because of the leader’s knowledge of how to
develop their talents and achieve their success as a

* See esp. Gray (2011) 15-18.
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group, while retaining the right of choosing not to
follow if their expectations are not met.

This is a very important insight and a good way into what I
want to discuss here in my concluding remarks. Gray is
quite right, but I think we need also to see Xenophon’s ideal
as fundamentally paradoxical. For followers to be followers
they really shouldn’t have a choice—no army could really
function if its rank and file had the choice not to follow.
Cyrus the Great’s endorsement of ‘geometric’ as opposed to
‘arithmetic’ equality (Cyr. 2.2.20; cf. Oe. 19.11) should be
seen in precisely this context: while Cyrus can claim that
‘even to the worst it will seem that the good should have the
larger share’ (Trans. Miller), I think F. D. Harvey was
correct: ‘Democratic arithmetical proportion’, where no
distinctions are made between citizens, ‘is ... a concept
introduced by anti-democrats’; no real Greek citizen of a
democracy would have ever proposed such a thing; it was a
straw man that permitted the veneer of societal equality to
obscure societal difference and vertical hierarchies.” In
several different places Xenophon shows himself to have
been a proponent of aristocratic, geometric equality, which
1s really no equality at all. Thus it is I think vitally important
that we recognise that at a basic level Xenophon’s
theorising about what makes good leaders is utopian (that’s
‘ou’-topian); if anything like what he describes in the
Anabasis really happened, Xenophon must have known this
was true. We ought not be too distressed though; many
have noted the utopian streak in Xenophon’s thinking more
generally.”

To me, a productive way to proceed is to look for points
of similarity throughout Xenophon’s corpus on ideal
leadership and ask whether we can see a unified theory
emerge and what constitutes it. Obviously, it is impossible
for me to be comprehensive here. Rather, I will try to

¥ Harvey (1965) 128-9. See also Dodds (1959) 339—40 on PL Grg.
508a6; Gera (1993) 163—4. Cf. Gray (2011) 2845,

0 Cf. Dillery (1995) 4158 with bibliography; see also Wankel (1961)
55-8.
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gather some of the strings of thought in my foregoing
analyses of the papers in this volume and venture a few of
my own no doubt hasty and half-baked observations.

First, let me be clear: Gray I think is right in identifying
the generation of willing obedience as an essential element
of successful leadership in Xenophon’s mind. But I wish to
return to Tamiolaki’s line of inquiry and the odd
predicament that we find ourselves in when reading
Xenophon’s thoughts on the matter—namely that his
models for this quality seem often to be either Persian or
Socratic, or in fact both. One passage that especially comes
to mind is Oec. 4.4. In answer to Critobulus’ question about
what sort of technai ought Athenian citizens practice, other
than the banausic (which have been ruled out), we learn the
following:

We shall not be ashamed, shall we, said Socrates (apa,
gqﬁ’q 0 ZprdTng, ‘u,ﬁ aZO"XUVG(D‘ueV), to imitate the king of
the Persians? For they say that that man, believing
farming and the military fechne to be among the best
and most necessary occupations, pays especially close
attention to both.

Regarding the phrase dpa ... p7, Denniston explains that
‘[1]t does not necessarily imply the expectation of a negative
reply, but merely that the suggestion made is difficult of
acceptance ... It expresses, in fact, an antinomy, a dilemma,
an impasse of thought, or, at the least, a certain hesitancy’.”!
I take it, then, that the phrasing of Socrates’ question
suggests that there was in fact something odd, even counter-
intuitive, about finding in the Persian king a model of the
best occupations to follow, and that Socrates was pre-
empting that reaction. Similarly, later in the same dialogue,
Ischomachus explains to Socrates that in educating his
slaves he employs the law codes of Draco and Solon, but

! Denniston (1954) 47; see also p. 48 and n. 1. My translation is
based on Goodwin (1890) 99 § 287, referred to by Denniston. The
subjunctive aloxvvf@pev is explained as deliberative. But note the
difficulties of Richards (1907) 3—4.
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also ‘royal laws’ (basilikor nomor)—that is, the laws of the
Persian king (Oec. 14.6—7). Ischomachus makes use of all of
these because, while Athenian law is good insofar as there
are punishments for wrongdoers (éxetvot ... ot vopor ... etal
Tots apapravovawy), the king’s laws both punish wrong
behaviour and also benefit the just (wpelodor Tovs Sikaiovs).
What is more, we learn that, with his slaves thus
‘incentivised’ by the positive inducement of Persian royal
law, Ischomachus observes those among his slaves who are
inclined to be honest and rewards them—Oec. 14.9: ‘now
these just as freemen I treat (rovTois domep €élevbepois 707
xpopad), not only by making them wealthy, but even by
honouring them as gentlemen (ws kadovs Te kayabois).”?

The Socratic householder and his slaves, and the Persian
king and his subjects are Xenophon’s ideal leaders.”> Why?
In both locations—the private estate of the Athenian farmer
and the Persian Empire—there is no public space. There
are no Institutional or true governmental structures in these
imagined worlds.”* Essentially, this idealised view permits
Xenophon to deploy concepts that were more familiar from
private relations between aristocratic Greeks into the public,
non-elite sphere. The leader treats his inferiors as friends,
even as fellow elites. To my eyes, Xenophon’s theorising
about leadership involves a reworking of the private world
of the aristocrat into the larger world of the political
community. Thus honour and philia become central to his
thinking about the ideal leader (think again of the papers of
Buxton and Keim).

2 Wankel (1961) 57-8 and 64.

» T realise here that I have therefore made Ischomachus into
Xenophon’s mouthpiece, and have also somewhat flattened out the
distinction between Ischomachus and Socrates. My student Sarah
Herbert is currently engaged in a doctoral dissertation that shows,
among other things, that this is problematic.

** Here I am encouraged by the similar findings of Vincent Azoulay:
see esp. Azoulay (2004) and (2006). My thinking is to some extent
anticipated by Scharr (1919), esp. 169—70 and 221—9, whose views both
Momigliano (1966) [1935] 351 and Carlier (2010) [1978] positively note
but with cautions.
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In some ways, Plato was attempting something similar in
the Laws. At Lg. 693d—701e, Plato not only very deliberately
seems to take on Xenophon’s Cyropaedia,” he even
formulates an ideal view of leadership with the help of both
Persian kings and Athenian laws: when the Persian king
(either Cyrus or Darius I) treated his subjects not as chattel
but as friends, and when the free Athenians bound
themselves in servitude to their laws, then an equilibrium
was found that enabled them to achieve great things. Thus
the ideal freedom for Plato in the Laws can be arrived at if
Persian authoritarian rule is tempered with the collegiality
of friendship, or Athenian license controlled by subservience
to law. But either case produces a kind of Xenophontine
willing obedience, whether you start from the un-free or the
free extreme.™

But to return to Xenophon, this making public of the
relations found in the private world of the Greek aristocrat
had far-reaching consequences for him. Thus the
relationship that Procles of Phlius imagines for Athens and
Sparta towards the end of the Hellenica is, in essence, a
relationship defined by the virtues of aristocratic philoz:
Athenian support for Sparta would be ‘noble’ (HG 6.5.48:
gennaia).”” Perhaps most radically, Xenophon’s vision in the
Poror involved the transformation of all of Athens’ citizenry
into, essentially, aristocrats—people who did not have to
work, but who would be supported by revenue generated by
silver mines worked by public slaves. As van Wees has
eloquently put it: ‘Xenophon’s pamphlet Ways and Means
proposed a radical scheme to liberate the Athenians from

 When the ‘Athenian’ says at 694c6 that Cyrus the Great, though a
good general, had no experience of ‘correct education’ (wadeias ...
0pBis), many have detected a dig at Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (let’s not
forget what the title means: the ‘education of Cyrus’), beginning with
Athenaecus 11.5052. See English (1921) 1.3934 ad loc. Also, e.g.,
Pomeroy (1993) 10, 26. Cf. Gray (2011) 260-1; I do not think that Plato
‘misunderstood Xenophon’s argument’, but was deliberately attacking
1t.

% T am very much indebted here to Stalley (1998) 1545,
%7 Dillery (1995) 247-8. See now also Baragwanath (2012).
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the need to work without resorting to imperialism (1.1).”* So
it should not come as a surprise that, for Xenophon, the
ideal leader is one at the head of a community (or army) of
willingly obedient followers. The resulting picture looks an
awful lot like a Greek aristocrat leading a group of similarly
minded kaloi kagathoi, but with ‘geometric equality’ quietly
and tactfully observed. I am beginning to catch glimpses of
the Hellenistic agora or gymnasium.

Unaversity of Virginia jddgn@pvirginia.edu

%% van Wees (2004) 36. Cf. Finley (1983) [1959] 106.
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