XENOPHON ON SOCRATES’ POLITICAL ATTITUDES"

As he emerges from Xenophon’s writings, Socrates prima facie seems to be little more
than a projection of certain autobiographic traits and views of the author on the genera-
lized abstract image of a virtuous person. The effect of this, rather superficial, impres-
sion is that scholars who write histories of Greek philosophy or books offering a com-
prehensive view of Socrates’ thought tend to find an explanation for this peculiar nature
of Xenophon’s Socrates in Xenophon’s own character and views' and to describe him
as a simplified version, just a shadow of Plato’s Socrates with Spartan colours added,
what actually amounts to Xenophon’s idealized self-portrait. Considerations of relative
chronology” and the general assumption of an ‘unphilosophic turn’ of mind in Xeno-
phon® prompt the scholars trying to extricate the ‘real Socrates’ from the mass of con-
fused historical and literary evidence either to regard Xenophon'’s testimony with skep-
ticism or to distrust it altogether.

* This paper has greatly benefited from the criticism and advice given to me by Martin
Hose, Andrei Rossius, Anthony Price, Andrei Seregin and the Editor of this journal Michael
Erler. Professor Price also kindly agreed to correct the English of the final draft.

' Russell’s scandalous dictum that Xenophon is “a stupid man” (B. Russell, History of
Western Philosophy, New York 1945, 83) reappears fifty years later in Figal’s less radical
claim that for us, Socrates as a philosopher is exclusively Plato’s Socrates, if for no other rea-
son than the fact that Plato is undoubtedly a much more successful writer than Xenophon (G.
Figal, Sokrates, Miinchen 1995, 15). Stone seems to share the same opinion when he says that
“it was Plato who created the Socrates of our imagination”, whereas Xenophon’s Socrates “is
rather platitudinous and banal, sometimes a downright philistine” (I.F. Stone, The Trial of So-
crates, Boston/Toronto 1988, 3; subsequently referred to as Stone, The Trial of Socrates).
Among the more moderate critics one can number Marchant who describes Xenophon as “a
plain man” (E.C. Marchant, Memorabilia and Oeconomicus [introduction, text and transla-
tion], Loeb Classical Library, London 1923, xxi).

% So Ferguson distrusts Xenophon on the ground that “he himself was young at the time
and his judgment immature™ (Socrates. A source book, compiled and in part translated by J.
Ferguson, London et al., Macmillan for the Open University Press 1970, 137). Vlastos among
his other reasons mentions that “Xenophon’s acquaintance with Socrates is of unknown dura-
tion and probably no better than casual” (G. Vlastos, Socrates. Ironist and Moral Philosopher,
Cambridge 1991, 298; subsequently referred to as Vlastos, Socrates).

3 So Zeller (E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, Leipzig 1844-1852), Grote (G.
Grote, Plato and the Other Companions of Sokrates, vols. i-iii, London 1865 [repr. 1992]),
Guthrie (W.K.C. Guthrie, Socrates, Cambridge 1971; subsequently referred to as Guthrie, So-
crates), Vlastos (Vlastos, Socrates), to mention but a few, agree in opinion that Xenophon was
a gifted man of letters, but a practical person with no particular interest in philosophy.
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On the other hand, before one is in a position to discuss Socrates ‘as such’ and ei-
ther to continue, in the words of Robin Waterfield, “the struggle towards the re-
establishment of Xenophon as a valid source for Socratic ideas and attitudes™ or, on
the contrary, to take sides with his fierce critics, it is necessary to understand, with the
greatest possible accuracy, what exactly is the Socrates of Xenophon. In order to avoid
the resulting picture being blurred by unintentionally confusing the two kinds of data,
fictional representation and historical depiction, I propose to follow O. Gigon’s advice’
and to treat, for once, all the traits of Xenophon’s Socrates as purely literary facts, i.e.,
to regard them in abstraction from any possible connection with what one assumes to
be Plato’s Socrates or the historical Socrates, thus avoiding the vicious circle where the
historical interpretation depends on fiction which in turn ends up being interpreted from
a quasi-historical point of view. This will allow us to see in an unbiased way the fic-
tional image of Socrates as it emerges from Xenophon’s works. If one proceeds, for the
time being, as if the only surviving evidence for Socrates were that of Xenophon, this
will help to keep one’s judgment in this respect impartial.

It is my intention here to concentrate on the political views of Xenophon’s So-
crates, leaving for the future another major constituent of this character, viz., his ethical
views, despite the tradition of allotting to Socrates’ ethics the very central place in any
description of his cast of mind. My starting point is the basic assumption of the holistic
nature of Xenophon’s Socrates, so that one can legitimately speak of a fundamental
unity of his thought in which it is almost impossible to separate certain ideas from the
rest, just as it is impossible to separate his views from his way of life. If, on the other
hand, one is called upon to point out the single dominant motive of Xenophon’s reflec-
tions in nearly all his works, that will certainly be the theme of power®, the fascination
with which is fully shared by his Socrates.

* R. Waterfield, Xenophon’s Socratic Mission: Xenophon and his World. Papers from a
conference held in Liverpool in July 1999, Stuttgart 2004, 79; subsequently referred to as Wa-
terfield, Socratic Mission.

20) Gigon, Sokrates. Sein Bild in Dichtung und Geschichte, Tiibingen/Basel 1947. Wa-
terfield comes to the similar conclusion, i.e., that we are dealing with a literary tradition:
“What we can do, however, is look at the interaction of Plato and Xenophon™ (Waterfield, So-
cratic Mission 89).

rens e.g., B. Zimmermann, Macht und Charakter. Theorie und Praxis von Herrschaft bei
Xenophon, in: Prometheus 18, 1992, 233 (subsequently referred to as Zimmermann, Macht
und Charakter); or Ch. Nadon, Xenophon’s Prince: Republic and Empire in the ‘Cyropaedia’,
Berkeley et al., University of California Press 2001, 6 (subsequently referred to as Nadon, Xe-
nophon’s Prince). B. Due seems to be overlooking this important feature when she insists that
“although Xenophon chooses a king as his ideal, his main concern is with the individual per-
son and his education, not with the constitution ... His main concern is the individual, not the
system” (B. Due, The Cyropaedia. Xenophon’s Aims and Methods, Aarhus, Aarhus Universi-
ty Press 1989, 25; subsequently referred to as Due, Cyropaedia).
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Xenophon’s Socrates regards the art of ruling (téxvn to0 dpyelv, or Baciiikn
éyvn) as the greatest of all the arts (neylotn téyvn) and the goodness of a perfect
chief (&petn dyaBob mMyepovog) as the noblest of all excellences (kaAAictn
apetn)’. It is the aim of every leader to benefit his subordinates and to make them hap-
py®. BaciAikn téxvn has two sides about it: an ethical, and a practical one. The for-
mer is the self-control of the leader (8ykpdteio — &petiig kpnmida)’. It is of para-
mount importance, because it is on the presence or absence of this virtue that every
deed depends first and foremost, whereas its opposite, dxpacic, makes a man forget
everything that concerns the practical part of the art of ruling, that specific knowledge
which is indispensable to anyone whose task is to control something, be it a chorus, an
estate, an army, or a citylo.

As in all undertakings, in controlling a city only he who possesses knowledge will
achieve success. Moreover, because the aim of every chief is to lead, the greater suc-
cess will fall upon to those whom their subordinates will obey sooner. In every enter-
prise people show the greatest readiness to obey the one whom they trust to possess the
relevant knowledge: thus in sickness they obey most willingly someone whom they
think to be an experienced doctor, when on a ship they obey someone whom they think
to be the best helmsman, in farming someone whom they believe to be a skilled far-
mer''. Only those who have knowledge can win true fame, while an ignorant impostor,
even if his deception at first may pass unnoticed, will soon be unmasked or even worse,
will do harm and even cause death not only to his subordinates, but to himself as well'%.
To attain to such knowledge, it is necessary to learn. And since to control a city is pe-
yloTn TéYVM, it requires a more enduring and intense study than learning to play the
harp or the flute or to ride'.

" Mem. 4,2,11.

¥ Mem. 3,2,4; 2,6,25; 3,2,2 (méh1v edepyeteiv).

 Mem. 1,5,4; éykpdreta is the central concept of Xenophon's ethical views, and I will
discuss it accordingly elsewhere.

' In Xenophon, Socrates says repeatedly that the difference between political and do-
mestic administration is only quantitative: Mem. 3,4,6-12; 3,6,14; 4.2,11. Cf. Oec. 21,11. The
point is that all leaders, whether it be a ruler, a general, a farmer or a herdsman, have one and
the same task, to make their subordinates happy. This is what makes the art of ruling univer-
sal. On Xenophon’s concept of political oikovopia cf, e.g., R. Brock, Xenophon’s Political
Imagery: Xenophon and his World. Papers from a conference held in Liverpool in July 1999,
Stuttgart 2004, 247 f. (subsequently referred to as Brock, Xenophon’s Political Imagery).

"' Mem. 3,3,9;3,9,11.

'2 A phoney flute-player will cover himself with shame; a man who at first seems to be a
pilot but actually is ignorant of the art of navigation will destroy the ship, the passengers and
himself: Mem. 1,7,2-3; 2,6,36; 2,6,38; 3.6,18; Symp. 8,43.

' Mem. 4,1,2; 4,2,2; 4,2,7.
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Xenophon’s Socrates says that kings and rulers are those who know how to rule
(Boo1relg 8& kol dpyoviac Epn TOUC émiaTauévoug dpyetv)': there is a specif-
ic knowledge necessary for a man to become a ruler, just as the helmsman, the farmer
or the doctor each has his own proper knowledge'’. And just like as the doctor is some-
one who possesses the appropriate knowledge and by no means someone elected by the
multitude or chosen by lot, so only he should be a ruler who is experienced in these
matters and not the one on whom the lot has fallen. Just like as it will occur to no one to
choose a doctor among all the citizens by lot, since not everyone possesses the know-
ledge of the medical art, so one should not make one’s choice of a leader in such a way,
since not all the citizens have the knowledge of the art of ruling'®. Those practicing the
so-called Bavowcikal téyval cannot at the same time have the knowledge of Boc -
Atkn téxvn and other qualities proper of the ruler of a city'’. In the first place, the
craftsman’s way of life weakens his strength, and this, in turn, makes his soul sick.
Craftsmen, therefore, are lacking in self-control. Also, the life of a manual worker
leaves him no spare time, depriving him of the chance to learn the BaciAikn tey V.

Now it will be useful to take a closer look at one statement Xenophon’s Socrates
makes to this effect, which on the first glance seems quite appalling. Wishing to per-
suade Charmides not to shun speaking before the Assembly, Socrates says this:

oUTe  TOLg (ppovm(m:citoug aiSoép.svog oura T00¢ loxupomtoug
woBouuavog gv 10ig a(ppovectm:mg e Kal acSavscrarmg aioyvvet
keyaw nétEpOV  Yap roug yvogeag adtdv 1 roug cmuraag M toog
tswcrovou; N tovg xahkéag 1 tovg yawpyoug 1 roog EUTOPOLE M roog év 1M
cyopd usmBaMopsvoug KOLI (ppovnQovmg (Rt alarrovog nptapsvox
nletovog AmoddVTal aicyVVEl; &K yap TOLTOV GIAVIOV 1 EKKANGLa
cuvictatar'®.

I find unpersuasive the understanding of this passage proposed by Gregory Vlastos who
thinks that the lower classes of Athens are condemned here by Xenophon’s Socrates as

" Mem. 3,9,10.

5 Mem. 3,1.4; 4,2,2; 4,2,5. Dodds arrives at similar conclusions when commenting on
Plato’s Socrates in Gorg. 514a— (E.R. Dodds, Plato’s Gorgias, a revised text with
introduction and commentary, Oxford 1959, 351-355; subsequently referred to as Dodds,
Plato’s Gorgias).

® Mem. 1,2,9; 3,9,10; 3,5,21. It is probably these passages that Vlastos has in mind
when saying that to find, with H. Maier (Sokrates: sein Werk und seine geschichtliche Stel-
lung, Tiibingen 1913), “cruel scorn for the whole of Athenian democracy” in Pl. Pr. 319¢—d, is
to confer on Plato’s Socrates Xenophon’s animus (G. Vlastos, Socratic Studies, ed. by Myles
Burnyeat, Cambridge 1994, 96; subsequently referred to as Vlastos, Socratic Studies).

17 Oec. 4,2.

'* Mem. 3,7,5-6.
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“the feeblest and most stupid members of the civic body”"’. It is important to consider
the context in which Socrates says these words. Charmides is ashamed of speaking in
the presence of a multitude, and Socrates tries to convince him that there is nothing for
him to be afraid of because, in Socrates’ opinion, Charmides is far more capable than
the politicians of the day (3,7,1). This is to say that Charmides seems to Socrates to
have more knowledge of political affairs than most of his fellow citizens taking part in
public life. This conclusion has been drawn from witnessing the conversations between
Charmides and public men: his advice proved to be good and his criticism right (3,7,3).
Socrates opposes Charmides as an expert in politics to the majority of the Assembly
who are merely political laymen: You behave like a man who can beat trained athletes
and is afraid of amateurs (3,7,7)! Those who are no professional athletes but mere dilet-
tantes in sport can be outstanding experts in other things. The artisans and other manual
workers are amateurs in politics (that is why an expert must not fear them), whereas
they can be good experts in their own pursuit®. It is with this distinction in mind that
one should read the whole passage: aristocratic Charmides is opposed to “fullers and
cobblers” on the ground of his superior knowledge, not their social inferiority. Some-
one who, like Charmides, rivals professionals of politics need not feel diffident in the
face of the amateurish multitude. Only in their claim for political expertise do the
craftspeople appear as “dunces and weaklings” and are called accordingly®'.

It is true, of course, that Xenophon’s Socrates does use the adjective Boavavcoc
which, as Vlastos notes, is “a highly emotive term which no one would apply to them
[who work at Bavawstikal téxvati] to their face, unless one wanted to insult them™?.
Vlastos is not, however, quite right in saying that Xenophon’s Socrates calls “that larg-
est single segment of the working population banausoi”: he speaks in fact only of ai
Bavavcikal kakovpeval, ie., t€yval, and he does not say oi Bavavsikol, i.e.,
avdpec. In the very passage containing this word Socrates once again affirms that the
art of ruling” (here represented in the form of estate management) is the peyiotn

" Vlastos, Socratic Studies 99. It is to be noted that Guthrie’s sentence on Socrates’
“antidemocratic bias” rests almost entirely on this passage. Guthrie is convinced of Socrates’
contempt for craftsmen (Guthrie, Socrates 91).

* Mem. 2,7,7: anyone who is usefully employed in a work which he understands lives a
happier life. 1,2,57; 2,7,8; 2,1,20: every employment is useful and good, because labour
makes men more prudent and just. 3,9,15: those men are dearest to the gods who do their work
well, be it medicine, farming, or public affairs, whereas an idle man is neither useful nor dear
to the gods.

T (Here and elsewhere Xenophon is quoted in Marchant’s translation: Xenophon in Sev-
en Volumes, Loeb Classical Library, v. 4, London 1923). I cannot agree with Stone that “this
is the kind of social prejudice — and of mere ranting — one would not expect from a philoso-
pher” (Stone, The Trial of Socrates 118).

2z Vlastos, Socratic Studies 99.

3 Cf. n. 10; here it can only be mentioned briefly that throughout the Oeconomicus it is
the art of ruling in general that is being discussed, rather than just the art of keeping a house-
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6y vn topping the hierarchy of all téxvat. He confronts and evaluates the arts, not the
men who practise them”*.

Despite these reservations, it would still be fair to describe Socrates’ political
views as, in a sense, ‘oligarchic’, precisely because of his insistence on the role of
knowledge in handling political affairs, which implies that not every citizen can be a
political man. This claim plainly contradicts the values adopted by the democratic state,
and Xenophon, when approaching, among the charges brought against Socrates, the one
of having reviled the practice of choosing officials by lot, does not refute it directly. He
prefers instead to prove that Socrates’ remarks would not make a rebel of any of his in-
terlocutors and that in fact Socrates invariably obeyed the laws of Athens and the orders
of his commanders, thus offering an outstanding and well-known example of the civic

hold. The conclusion of Sabine Follinger is even more wide-ranging: ,,.Denn es geht im ,Oiko-
nomikos® ... nicht allein um die Lehre der richtigen Hausverwaltung, sondern um das Lehren
einer Techne als solches™ (S. Follinger, Sokrates als Okonom? Eine Analyse der didaktischen
Gestaltung von Xenophons ,Oikonomikos‘, in: WJ 30, 2006, 10).

** It may be useful to recapitulate Vlastos’ argument here. Vlastos opposes Plato’s So-
crates who, in his opinion, is supportive of Athenian democracy to the Socrates of Xenophon
who allegedly is in favour of an oligarchic regime. To prove the latter thesis, Vlastos quotes
the two passages from Xenophon discussed above and comes to the conclusion that Xeno-
phon’s Socrates regards the majority of the Athenian citizenry as worthless blockheads and
would gladly see them deprived of their civic rights to prevent them from being appointed to
magistracies by lot. I already gave some considerations observed that, in Xenophon, Socrates
in fact does not at all treat craftsmen as “the feeblest and most stupid members of the civic
body”. He only calls them worthless in the art of ruling the city — he could quite as well call an
expert statesman worthless in medicine. Once this is taken into account, one clearly discerns a
rhetorical purpose behind Socrates’ ‘scandalous’ statement: he has to persuade his interlocutor
that to feel intimidated by the ignorant multitude is absurd. Even so, these words contain no
trace of contempt toward the working population as such. Contrary to what Vlastos believes,
Xenophon’s Socrates never says or means that people belonging to the lower classes are
second-rate. When speaking of (Xenophon’s) Socrates’ alleged desire to deprive the majority
of Athenians of their civic rights, Vlastos uses Aristotle to reconstruct what Xenophon
thought. He concentrates on the subjects of the procedure of appointing the magistrates by lot,
while what arouses protest in Xenophon’s Socrates is the system of random appointment it-
self. One can recall another interpretation which is opposite to Vlastos’ one but seems to be
equally mistaken. A. Morkel (Der politische Sokrates, Wiirzburg 2006, 71), following K. von
Fritz and K. Popper, contends that Socrates does not mean to supplant democracy with the
Regierung von Fachleuten, but simply urges anyone to acquire the necessary knowledge be-
fore attending the Assembly. The facts indicated above make one rather think that Xenophon’s
Socrates condemns the existing political order under which most people play roles they are not
suited for. But it is the order, not any particular social group that he castigates. Cf. Mem.
3,14,6: here Socrates blames those who, while having no knowledge of the art, try to alter
what has been made by a skilled cook. Cf. the conclusions concerning the background of Pla-
to’s principle ‘one man — one skill’ (to abtod mpattely — for example, Rep. 433d7-434c7;
370a) made by T.C. Brickhouse and N.D. Smith (Plato’s Socrates, Oxford 1994, 166; subse-
quently referred to as Brickhouse/Smith, Plato’s Socrates).
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virtues. Explanation of the reasons for such strictly law-abiding conduct Xenophon en-
trusts to Socrates himself when the latter, in a conversation with Hippias, asserts that
what is lawful is just. Lawful, according to what Hippias says, and Socrates approves,
are, in the first place, agreements among the citizens on what is to be done and what to
be avoided, and, in the second place, unwritten laws established by the gods. The man
who obeys the laws is just, the one who neglects them unjust®. In this way, Xeno-
phon’s Socrates urges his interlocutors to obey the laws of democratic Athens. Besides
that, his bold claim that he has never committed an injustice implies that he himself has
always obeyed the existent laws.

The reader is confronted with a striking contradiction: on the one hand, Xeno-
phon’s Socrates savages the contemporary constitution, on the other hand, not only
does he obey all its laws, thereby reconciling himself with it*, but he openly declares it
to be just. However, if one takes a closer look at the examples which, in Xenophon’s
design, bear witness to the latter, it soon becomes clear that the testimony they give is
fairly awkward.

So on the first such occasion Xenophon relates that Socrates, being a member of
the mputavetg and having sworn to act in accordance with the laws of Athens, blocked
the illegitimate motion to pass by a single vote the sentence on the six generals who had
taken part at the battle of Arginusae in 406. Thus he kept his oath in defiance of public
opinion and despite the personal risk he was running®’. In the second instance, Socrates
neglected the order of the Thirty to arrest Leon of Salamis and publicly disobeyed them
when they banished him from conversing with the young?. The third example displays
Socrates preferring to remain faithful to the laws even at the cost of his life after he re-
fused to implore the tribunal for mercy or to flatter them, something one would expect
from a man in a similar situation®.

If these examples are to prove that Socrates always obeyed the Athenian laws and
was a just and a worthy citizen, they hardly serve their purpose. Not only was it unlaw-
ful to sentence the six generals to death, but it would be outright unjust (and later was

» Mem. 4.4; 1,1,18. This dialogue (Mem. 4,4) and, in particular, the definition of justice
it operates with (10 vopipov dikaiov eivat) certainly deserve a detailed analysis. For the
time being, I only indicate the two interpretations offered by Donald Morrison (D. Morrison,
Xenophon’s Socrates on the Just and the Lawful, in: Ancient Philosophy 15, 1995, 329-347)
and David M. Johnson (D.M. Johnson, Xenophon’s Socrates on Law and Justice, in: Ancient
Philosophy 23, 2003, 255-281; subsequently referred to as Johnson, Xenophon’s Socrates on
Law and Justice) who, respectively, describe the Socrates of this episode either as a ‘legal po-
sitivist’ or a ‘legal idealist’.

% Vlastos arrives at a similar conclusion in his discussion of Plato’s Socrates: since So-
crates obeys the Athenian laws, he thereby welcomes the democratic political structure
(Vlastos, Socratic Studies 87-108).

” Mem. 1,1,18.

% Mem. 1,2,31; 4,4,3.

» Mem. 4,4,4.
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in fact universally recognized to be s0)*’. To flatter the jury and to attempt to propitiate
them is an act of humiliation of the sort that implies tacit acknowledgement of one’s
guilt and of the right of certain people to exercise power over the others.

All this so plainly contradicts the views of Socrates as he is familiar to the reader
of Xenophon’s own writings that his choice in each case is better explained in terms of
the standards of admissible and inadmissible conduct, rather than obedience and dis-
obedience to the laws. Further on, the orders of the Thirty, issued without the general
accord of the citizens, fail to conform to the definition of law as understood by Xeno-
phon’s Socrates. The very regime established by the Thirty, moreover, is a priori illegi-
timate. None of their orders, therefore, is a law, and one is free to neglect them. In other
words, in all three instances Socrates would act exactly as he did even if there were no
laws at all: not a single example shows us Socrates facing an alternative between the
real laws adopted in conformity with the rules of the democratic system of the city of
Athens, and his personal convictions. Nowhere do the instructions of the law come in
conflict with Socrates’ standards and his judgment on how one ought to act’'.

Thus Xenophon’s examples of Socrates acting in situations of a difficult moral
choice do not at all prove that his conduct is one of strict conformity with whatever the
law happens to be; if anything, they add a new touch to the familiar portrait of a moral
intellectualist. Without these illustrations, Xenophon’s Socrates might seem a cowardly
hypocrite who scourges his political opponents behind their back but slavishly obeys
their orders and, if forced to speak out loud, is ready to give his assent to whatever they
demand. It is not by chance that he pronounces his notorious dictum that whatever is

% If one can still feel uncertain whether mapd tovc vépoug and mapa 1O Sikalov
have different meanings in Mem. 1,1,18, the passage describing the same event in another
work by Xenophon (Hell. 1,7,16-35) leaves no place for doubt that, in the Athenian society at
the time described by Xenophon, this whole incident was recognized as being not only unlaw-
ful, but unjust as well (one cannot discuss here why the sentence of death was nonetheless
passed on the generals). This understanding is further corroborated by a passage in Plato’s
Apology (32a4-32el), where peta tob vOpov kol oL dikaiov could be seen as hen-
diadys if the notions of ‘unlawful’ and ‘unjust’ were not manifestly distinguished in the for-
mula pndev adikov pund’ dvociov.

3! Socrates’ attitude to the death sentence pronounced upon him deserves a separate ex-
amination, but in short, the position of Xenophon’s Socrates can be described as follows. He
declares his condemnation to be unjust (Ap. 24. 26. 28), thus disapproving of the resolution of
the Assembly. Still, he chooses to die, but only because it is his firm conviction that, for
someone of his age, to die is better than to live on. So in this case, yet again, rather than obey-
ing the law he acts in consent with his own judgment on how he ought to act (Ap. 6-9. 27.
33). As always, here Xenophon’s Socrates remains faithful to the rational standards of moral
choice between the right and the wrong. He uses the verdict of the jury to accomplish his own
goal and it is not his sense of civic duty that moves him to submit to it. (Cf Bl Ap 39b: kal
VOV EY UEV anstpl 0o’ upmv Savatov Smnv ocplwv 00101 & l)TCO s OO\.T]SSLOLQ
w(anKorsg poxSnplav Kol ddikiay. Kol £Y0 e rco npnpan aupavw kal odbrot.
TadTo. HEV TOL 16MG 0VTOE Kol ESe1 GYELV, KOl OOl odTO HETPL®G EXELV.)
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lawful is just, in a conversation with Hippias, when it is not Socrates who is putting
questions, as it is usually the case, but, on the contrary, he himself is interrogated by
Hippias. This short dialogue is, of course, especially contrived by Xenophon so as to
prove Socrates’ political reliability. When the latter is constrained to answer a provoca-
tive question, his words sound more self-assured and peremptory than it is typical for
him™.

This is exactly what Xenophon needs here. Yet the examples he gives to demon-
strate Socrates’ alleged loyalty let transpire the features of quite a different man and
help us resolve the apparent contradiction between Socrates’ claim that the laws must
be laid down only by experts and his admission of the fact that laws are resolutions
adopted with consent of all the citizens. It becomes evident that Socrates would never
perform an unlawful deed, as he would never commit a crime®, simply because it
would contradict his own moral convictions; he does not, however, consider ‘lawful’
every existing law, but only such a one as would be in harmony with the basic premises
of his moral beliefs**. Xenophon’s Socrates, therefore, is not blindly law-abiding, and
his position in this respect is not at all contradictory. The very nature of his exceptional
integrity is his uncompromising adherence to his judgments and rational beliefs. He
acts in accordance with the rational principles of choice between the right and the
wrong, and obeys the command of the laws whenever the latter do not contradict the
former. The dialogue with Hippias, which seems to fall outside this pattern, betrays the
author’s expressly apologetic intention, and this explains his inconsistency™.

But does Xenophon’s Socrates regard himself as a good citizen, and who is, gen-
erally speaking, a good citizen in his opinion? He says that the duty of a good citizen is
to benefit the city through the art he practises and of which, accordingly, he possesses a

32 As Johnson rightly remarks, “Xenophon, like Plato, was at pains to distance Socrates
from such sophists — and what better way to distance oneself than to refute a sophist with what
appears to be an entirely conventional position?”” (Johnson, Xenophon’s Socrates on Law and
Justice 272).

P Mem. 1,2,62-63; 4,4,1.

** 1 believe, therefore, that the paradox of a “puzzling combination of conformity and
nonconformity”, as conceived by Thomas L. Pangle, is an imaginary one, and no less so is the
proposed solution: “The Socratic respect for law is a direct result of the Socratic conception of
justice ... It may seem paradoxical that an intense concern for justice, and respect for law,
could contribute to a philosopher’s getting into trouble with the law. The paradox diminishes
when we remind ourselves that men of principled justice are sometimes found to be severely
at odds with conventionally respectable opinion and even with the positive law.” (T.L. Pangle,
Socrates in the Context of Xenophon’s Political Writings, in: The Socratic Movement, ed. by
Paul A. Vander Waerdt, Ithaca/London 1994, 132. 135; subsequently referred to as Pangle,
Socra}es).

35 Cf. the analysis of a similar contradiction in Plato’s dialogues (Cr. 50a—53a and Ap.
29d) in Brickhouse/Smith (Plato’s Socrates 141-155) and in G. Young (Socrates and
Obedience, in: Phronesis 19, 1974, 1-29).



44 OLGA CHERNYAKHOVSKAYA

knowledge. If, for example, someone is engaged in financial affairs, he ought to make
the city wealthier; in military operations, a good citizen’s duty is to conquer the enemy;
in an embassy, to turn the city’s enemies into her friends; in speaking before the As-
sembly, to put an end to civic discord®. Xenophon’s Socrates, of course, does not prac-
tise any such business himself. But elsewhere we find his requirements for a worthy ci-
tizenship formulated in a slightly different way: the one who teaches his interlocutors
whatever good he knows is a kalog kaya30c moOAlTNG, Whereas KaKOC TPOGTATNG
(and moAitnc) is someone who makes his fellow citizens worse. Xenophon’s Socrates
maintains that he makes his friends and interlocutors better, promoting in that way the
welfare of the city and therefore putting himself as a koahog kaya80¢ moAitng’ .

The question discussed above is closely related to another one, whether one should
necessarily to be involved in politics at all. Speaking with Charmides, Socrates says
that he who is able to benefit the city and the citizens ought to take part in political
life*®. But in what sense, if at all, does Socrates himself practise ta. moA1tika? Asked
by Antiphon why he avoids politics despite possessing the required knowledge as
someone who undertakes to teach the others, Socrates says: ITotépag & dv, @
AVTLO®V, LOALOV TO MOALTIKG TPOTTOLUL, €1 HOVOC oOTO TPATTOLUL M €l
EMLUEAOLUNY TOD ¢ TAEIGTOLG 1KOVOLG gival mpdrtelv adtd;” This remark
serves, however, as a banal justification against a reproach. Socrates’ meaning is barely
perceptible in these words, which are trivial enough to coincide with the typical offer
made by the teachers of oratory. It is not by chance that with these words the conversa-
tion comes to an end: Antiphon has heard what is familiar to him.

But the thought of Xenophon’s Socrates, as it can be reconstituted from several
contexts beside this one, is not that shallow. In Athens in the fifth century B.C.
TPATTELV TO. TOALTIKG meant TPATTELY T dMUOG1a, i.e. to take an active part in
public assemblies, to take up a state post, or to indict someone for proposing a new law
which contradicts an old one according to the so-called ypagn mapoavépmv?®, etc. In
this sense, Xenophon’s Socrates is absolutely non-political: all the dialogues in his So-
cratic works, with no exception, are private conversations. Socrates nonetheless main-
tains that he is engaged in political affairs because he takes care that there be as many
men able to engage in political activity as possible, in other words, those who alone, in

3 Mem. 4,6,14.

7 Mem. 1,2,61; 1,6,13; 4,8,10-11. In 1,2,32 a statesman is compared to a herdsman: v.
n. 45.

¥ Mem. 3,7,2 (dvdykn); 3,7.9.

% Mem. 1,6,15. Cf. 1,2,17.

* He did not act so even at the trial of the generals of Arginusae, as Darrel D. Colson
rightly points out (D.D. Colson, On Appealing to Athenian Law to Justify Socrates’ Disobe-
dience, in: Apeiron 19, 1985, 133-151).
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Socrates’ opinion, can be true rulers*'. And, as we know, these are, first, men who pos-
sess self-control and are virtuous in general, secondly, those who have a certain specific
knowledge. It is hard to suppose that Socrates is making others capable politicians in
the practical sense of the word, i.e., that he teaches them knowledge of financial, mili-
tary, diplomatic and other affairs. The fact that he investigates with his interlocutors t1
néiic, Tl moAlTIKOG, Ti GpxM AvOpdTmV, Ti ApY1KOC AvEpdnv*? means that
more likely he only makes their ignorance clear to them and convinces them of the ne-
cessity to acquire such knowledge, never taking the liberty of teaching it himself. This
is confirmed by the very subjects of the dialogues in the Memorabilia, and even more
so by direct indications that Socrates, in order to make them acquire the knowledge ne-
cessary to become able to rule, entrusted his pupils to those who seemed to him experts
in this or that pursuit®’. Hence Socrates turns out to be a teacher of the art of ruling in
its ethical aspect. The entire text of the Memorabilia serves the purpose of demonstrat-
ing that Socrates made his associates éykpateic, kalol kayadoi, Bertiovg. So Xe-
nophon’s Socrates is still engaged in political affairs, if not by taking part in assemblies
himself, then by training others to be true politicians.

By helping his friends and pupils to become better than they are, Socrates serves
the duty of a good citizen: he benefits the city*’. But is it really this that he sees as his
purpose? In this connection, the episode with the Thirty deserves notice once again. Af-
ter Socrates’ sharp censorious remark about the Thirty*’ was reported to them, he was

19GH Bl Gorg. 521d and Dodds’ commentary ad locum: “Socrates takes no part in poli-
tics, but in speaking always mpoc 10 BeAtictov he is performing the statesman’s task so far
as a private citizen can.” (Dodds, Plato’s Gorgias 369).

*“ Mem. 1,1,16.

4 Mem. 1,6,14; 3,1; 3,6,18. There are, however, two instances on which Xenophon’s
Socrates appears as a political expert and even offers his own project of defending the city.
These are his conversations with Pericles and Glaucon (Mem. 3,5-6). These passages rank
with others whose aim is to represent Socrates as helpful to his friends: cf., for example, his
deliberations on where and how a house should be built (3,8,8-10), or the advice he gives on
how to bear a long journey (3,13,5). Even in the Memorabilia, however, conversations of this
kind are of minor importance, whereas the overwhelming majority of the episodes concern the
ethical questions.

* Socrates calls his art pandering (] poaotponeia — Symp. 3,10). 'Aya80g pootponog
teaches his pupils to become agreeable not just to the majority, but to the city as a whole
(4,60). In order to achieve this, it is necessary to strive for virtue because, as stated above,
false fame is disclosed in experience (Symp. 8,43); that is why 10 &pyov 00 dyoSob po-
oTpomoL is to lead others towards virtue. But everybody must be one’s own panderer (pa-
GTPOMOC £LTOV), i.e. everyone must first seek virtue on one’s own, which will eventually
make him agreeable to the others as well. Such is Xenophon’s Socrates (Mem. 2,6,28. Cf.
2,6,13).

> Mem. 1,2,32: einé mov 6 ZcoKpqu St SOLUplaoto'v ol 801(0{11 givat, &l g
YeVOUEVOC Bou)v GyEANG vopaog Kol rou; Bolg akattoug 1€ Kal YE1pOvg now)v un
opokoyoln kakog Bovkorog eivatl, €T 8 YaLPACTOTEPOV, €1 TIG MPOCTATNG Ye-
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summoned before Critias and Charicles. His habitual display of indifference to politics
in its traditional understanding, even in the moment of danger menacing the city, pro-
voked the indignation of Isidor F. Stone. Stone writes that “Socrates had a chance to
show himself a more outspoken critic of the regime”, he had a chance to point out to
them their illegality and he had a chance to “use his influence with his old friend and
pupil Critias to bring him back to the paths of virtue”, which he fails to do, to Stone’s
disappointment. That was “less than heroic confrontation”, because “amid so many in-
stances of injustice [of the Thirty], all that seems to concern Socrates is his familiar
search for absolute definitions of his favorite topics”*.

It is worth taking a closer look at the way the brief dialogue between Socrates and
the representatives of the Thirty proceeds (1,2,33-37). Critias and Charicles announce
to Socrates that he is discouraged against engaging in conversation with the young. In
order to understand the prohibition rightly, Socrates asks whether it concerns sound or
unsound reasoning. To “put the order into language easier to understand”, Charicles
says that it is forbidden to Socrates to hold whatever conversation with the young. But
Socrates wants to know exactly how long a young has to be treated as young. The an-
swer is that those who are under thirty should be regarded young. Then Socrates asks if
he could inquire about the price if the seller is under thirty. This permission is granted,
together with the prohibition to ask questions to which he knows the answer. Socrates
seemingly fails to understand again and asks if it means that he is not allowed to give
an answer when a young man asks him, for example, where Charicles lives or some
other question to which he knows the answer. This move compels Critias to give his
thought a more exact formulation: You will have to avoid your favorite topic, — the
cobblers, builders and metal workers. Seemingly surprised, Socrates asks whether it
means that he is obliged to avoid also the things that usually follow from that, such as
Justice, Holiness, etc.

I cannot share the view of David M. Johnson that Xenophon’s Socrates here re-
futes his interlocutors “simply to humiliate them”, because they are reprehensible and
“fully deserve this treatment™*’. In my opinion, we are dealing with an evident example
of Socratic irony. Socrates pretends that he does not understand what Critias and Cha-
ricles have in mind, he feigns that he does not perceive the difference between the sit-
uations under consideration. And by means of elenchus, in this case taking the form of
a reductio ad absurdum, he proves the ineptitude of the ban imposed on him. As al-
ways, Socrates remains true to himself. Had not Charicles interrupted the dialogue, So-
crates most likely would go on trying to find answers to questions like what Justice,

VOUEVOC TOAEMG KAl TOL®V TOVG TOAITAS EAGTTOUC TE Kol XELPOLG U GGy VVETOL
und’ oleTal KakKOC £1val TPOGTATNG THG TOAEWMS.

* Stone, The Trial of Socrates 158-160.

47 D.M. Johnson, Xenophon at His Most Socratic (Mem. 4,2), in: Oxford Studies in
Ancient Philosophy 29, 2005, 44.
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Holiness, etc. is, i.e., exactly the ones he has been ordered to avoid. Stone is disap-
pointed with Socrates who was “only lukewarm in his opposition to the Thirty” and did
not even try to bring Critias back to the paths of virtue, and in the case of Leon of Sa-
lamis “resisted, but minimally, not so much as a political, but as a private act”; from
this he concludes that “as a teacher of virtue Socrates was a failure.”

In Stone’s opinion, his inference is by no means arbitrary and finds confirmation
in Mem. 1,2,12 f£.** I think he is mistaken. When in the Apology Xenophon’s Socrates
says that he does not admit being guilty because all his life he has benefited the city, as
it will be universally recognized in the future, he means that this is what he actually did
and does not at all claim that he was acting with anything like a patriotic intention.
Thus I cannot accept Pangle’s thesis that “the Socratic capacity to reform the republi-
can life was very limited”*. Socrates does not set himself the task of reforming the
state, he cares neither for the well-being of his interlocutor nor for the welfare of the
citizens, but only for the truth. Those who have joined him in the pursuit of truth would
improve and become better, and for them Socrates is indeed of benefit, but this is only a
consequence of his search for the truth and not in the least his purpose. His dialogue
with Critias and Charicles, therefore, is elliptical, it implies that they only harm them-
selves when trying to ban the search for the truth. If Socrates has never been a political
man in the traditional sense of the word and remains inactive as far as the political af-
fairs of the city are concerned, this is so because he is concerned with other things (and
that is why it is wrong to call a man a failure in the occupation he has never practised);
indirectly, however, he is indeed engaged in politics all the time through his workings
on others™. Pangle is right in another of his assertions, that Xenophon’s Socrates “lived
a life that, however lawful, was highly unorthodox™'. Thus, to run a few steps forward,
we can say that in the most important respect Xenophon’s Socrates is the same as Pla-
to’s Socrates: it is his intellectualism that determines all his words and deeds, and not
an open heart bleeding for the destiny of his nation.

The political views of Xenophon’s Socrates can be recapitulated as follows. The
art of ruling, in his opinion, heads the list in the hierarchy of all téyvat. The leader
must exceed in virtue and possess specific knowledge; so the BaciAikn t€xvn turns
out to be opposed to handicraft, because occupation with the latter excludes any know-
ledge of the former. The purpose of any ruler or citizen is to benefit the city and to
make other citizens happy by means of knowledge. The question of what is happiness

** Stone, The Trial of Socrates 62. 115. 160.

v Pangle, Socrates 147.

%% This contradiction is no less evident in Plato’s dialogues (Ap. 31c4-32a3 and Gorg.
521d6-8); Vlastos gives it the name of complex irony’ (Vlastos Socrates 237 242) There is
an echo of this i irony in Mem. 3,11,16: ka1 0 kapamg EMIOKAOTIOV TV oOTOD ompow-
uocuvnv AN, © @aoSom, gon, o0 MAVL pol PAdLOV E6TL CYOAACOL KOl Yap
810 mpaypato moAla kol SNUOCLo TAPEXEL MOl GOYOMLAV.

*! Pangle, Socrates 135.
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for the citizens is not a simple one, and Xenophon’s Socrates expounds two different
views regarding it. On the one hand, it is the prosperous and peaceful life in the city. To
accomplish this, the ruler, as well as every citizen, must have the knowledge of finan-
cial and military affairs and to be capable of efficient action in diplomatic and rhetori-
cal arts. On the other hand, ebdatppovia consists in self-perfection and striving for vir-
tue, so in this case the good ruler and the good citizen is he who takes care of himself
and helps others in search for the truth, making them thereby better™”. It seems that in
fact only Xenophon’s Socrates himself is such a citizen.

I consider the most important result of the above analysis to be the conclusion that
all the actions of Xenophon’s Socrates and all his advice given to others are a direct
consequence of certain intellectual and logical procedures dominated by the fundamen-
tal ethical premises which, in their traditional formulation and as derived from other
sources, are known as the so-called ‘Socratic paradoxes’. (It must be stressed here yet
again that in fact the political views of Xenophon’s Socrates are inseparable from his
ethical judgments, and it is only a matter of convenience that I treat them in a se-
quence). The key to understanding Socrates as a character in Xenophon, therefore, is
the analysis of the mode of his thought alone. In a slightly simplified form, this means
that a certain trait in Socrates’ conduct as portrayed by Xenophon (and, in fact, by any
other contemporary of Socrates) can be accepted as genuinely ‘Socratic’ only in case it
is derived by a given author directly from the rational ethical premises which he as-
cribes to the philosopher (and which are, of course, mostly the same as are known to us
from independent sources). At the core of Xenophon’s ‘Socrates’ there lies, all the dif-
ferences of purpose, outlook and ideology between the two authors notwithstanding, an
ethical intellectualism of the kind unexpectedly similar to the one we find in the So-
crates of Plato.

But Xenophon’s case presents us with an additional complication: when reading
Xenophon’s non-Socratic writings, one cannot help having the impression that some-
how Socrates is present there, too. Some characters of Xenophon’s works where So-
crates’ name is never mentioned share certain substantial features with him>. Before

52 Contra Vlastos, in whose opinion the royal art, for Xenophon’s Socrates, is only “mas-
tery of the great instrumentalities of civic happiness: wealth, military supremacy, good exter-
nal relations, harmonious internal relations™ (Socratic Studies 102).

%3 This has been observed, if not systematically treated, many times. See, e.g., Due’s re-
mark that “throughout the Memorabilia we meet the same virtues as in the Cyropaedia, partly
as virtues pertaining to Socrates, partly as topics discussed and explained by Socrates to vari-
ous Athenians” (Cyropaedia 199); also, cf. Tatum: Xenophon “turns the problems that his So-
cratic and historical writings had disclosed into the theme of his new work [i.e. Cyropaedia]”
(J. Tatum, Xenophon’s Imperial Fiction. On the Education of Cyrus, Princeton 1989, 57; sub-
sequently referred to as Tatum, Xenophon’s Imperial Fiction); Gera: “Socrates, Xenophon’s
Socrates, is a real presence in the Cyropaedia. ... For a start, Cyrus the Great has several cha-
racter traits in common with Socrates...” (D.L. Gera, Xenophon’s Cyropaedia: Style, Genre,
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making any definitive statement about Xenophon’s Socrates, therefore, it is necessary
to examine the entire corpus of Xenophon’s writings for this peculiar trait. For the time
being, however, it will suffice to illustrate the suggestion made above with a few exam-
ples drawn from the Cyropaedia so as to show that this hypothesis is neither arbitrary
nor fantastical but, on the contrary, is based on the things that can hardly be accounted

for otherwise™.

In the first lines of the Cyropaedia, Xenophon indicates the three facts which
compelled him to meditate on the nature of power. First, that all known political re-
gimes (he mentions democracy, monarchy, oligarchy and tyranny) are in the highest
degree unstable, second, that only in rare cases is one successful in keeping one’s
household slaves in obedience, and, finally, that cattle, on the contrary, are fully sub-
missive towards their herdsmen. These observations led Xenophon to concluding that
the art of ruling the people is superior to the art of controlling cattle. Judging from ex-
perience, the former is hardly attainable at all**. As he got familiar with the story of Cy-

and Literary Technique, Oxford 1993, 26; subsequently referred to as Gera, Cyropaedia);
Mueller-Goldingen: ,.Die Kyrupédie fithrt dem Leser mittels einer Projektion sokratischer Tu-
gendvorstellungen auf eine historische Person vor Augen, wie der ideale Herrscher beschaffen
sein muf...” (Ch. Mueller-Goldingen, Untersuchungen zu Xenophons Kyrupédie, Stutt-
gart/Leipzig 1995, 273; subsequently referred to as Mueller-Goldingen, Kyrupadie).

3% For the moment, I set aside the dialogue Hiero. The many parallels it has with Xeno-
phon’s Socratic works are obvious, moreover, a typically Socratic question constitutes its sub-
ject. It is tempting, of course, to treat this dialogue as precisely Socratic, with Simonides seen
as a substitute figure for Socrates. There is, however, an intrinsic difficulty underlying such a
straightforward interpretation: in the Hiero, the ideas of Socrates seem to be presented from
the opposite side. Whereas in all other political works the Socratic traits in various characters
are the ultimate source of their potential happiness, in this dialogue a system (though not a
flawless one) of Socratic ideas is offered to the unhappy tyrant as a remedy against his misfor-
tunes: only in case he accepts it, may Hiero hope to attain happiness as promised to him, the
happiness typical of all Xenophon’s ‘Socratic’ characters.

%3 S0 in the first two paragraphs we find the two analogies: a ruler is compared to a man-
ager of household and to a herdsman. The opposition between Cyrus’ capacity to exercise
power over a great number of peoples, some of which dwell at great distances from each oth-
er, and the inability of the majority to control just a few slaves in one house implies the idea
that ruling the city differs from keeping one’s household only in the number of subordinates.
The same simile occurring in the Oecorzomicus and the Memorabilia (Té TAGALG KOLVOV
tatg npac‘;am KOl YEWPYLK] Kal TMOALTIKY] Kol OLKOVOULK] Kou no}»suucn, 10
apxmov gival — Oec. 21,2. Cf. 1,23; 5,15; 13,5; 20,5-6. 'Aya80¢ av &in mpootatng,
elte xopod &lte 01KOL £1Te MOAEMC £1T€ CTPATEVHATOG TPOGTATEVOL — Mem. 3,4,6. Cf.
2.8,3-4; 3,6,14; 4,2,11) has been mentioned above. The analogy between a house and a city,
drawn in the beginning of the Cyropaedia, gives Xenophon ground for yet another simile in
the end of the text: a good ruler is likened to a good father (Cyr. 8,1,1; cf. Ages. 1,38; 7,3).
Both endeavour to bring someone happiness: the latter to his children, the former to his sub-
jects. This is the familiar tertium comparationis from the comparison of a ruler or a general to
a herdsman (Cyr. 1,1,1-2; 8,2,14; cf. Mem. 1,2,32; 3,2,1; Oec. 3,11 and n. 37). Brock calls
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rus, however, he changed his mind and now, with this work, he intends to find an an-
swer to the question what is the way to attain to mastery in the affairs that concern the
administration of a city, and thus how one can possibly acquire the art of ruling, the
TEY VN TOD GPYELV.

In the Memorabilia, Socrates calls the art of ruling Bac1Aikn téyvn, the noblest
and the greatest excellence®®. There is no doubt that it is exactly the Bactiiikn téxvn
that Xenophon speaks about in the introductory paragraphs of the Cyropaedia, too. His
purpose is to write about Cyrus’ perfection in this art. It is remarkable that in this con-
text the word Bac A1k does not occur at all, although it would only be reasonable to
expect it in a story about the Persian king. In the Memorabilia, on the contrary, it ap-
pears twice (the second time in 2,1,17), in a manner that confuses not only the reader,
but also Socrates’ interlocutors as well: Aristippus and Euthydemus desire to become
TOALTIKOL Gvdpec, but not at all BactAeic, hence the words of Socrates seem to them
quite absurd. It can be explained by the fact that Socrates’ identification of Tolitikn
and Bac1A1kn tEY VN is not to be understood in a literal sense, that is why its meaning
is not obvious for others. In the introduction to the Cyropaedia, Xenophon avoids using
the word Bac1A1kn, and announces the subject of his work indirectly lest the reader,
misguided by the traditional lexicon and phrasing, be put on the wrong track. It is not
the grandeur of a Persian king that Xenophon admires above all in Cyrus, but the ‘king-
ly art’ of his Socrates. What kind of art this is becomes clear as one proceeds with read-
ing the Cyropaedia’’.

these similes “images of monarchy” (Xenophon’s Political Imagery 249 f.). For the origins of
these and other similes in the Cyropaedia, see, e.g., Mueller-Goldingen, Kyrupédie, and Gera,
Cyropaedia.

% Mem. 4,2,11: mg Kakhcmg ozpemg Km psytcmg scptscsm 'csxvng Bv nv
avSpmnot TOALTIKOL ywvovrat Kol oucovopmm Kol GPYELV 1KavOl Kol u)(psklpot
101¢ 1& GAAOLC AvEPOTOLg Kol £aLTOIC] £0T1 Yap TOV Baciiémv aldtn kol Kolel-
Tl BaotAikn.

*7 Nadon notices parenthetically that Cyrus “perhaps possesses the art or science of rule
spoken of by Socrates” (Xenophon’s Prince 26), but he never develops his observation. I can-
not, however, share this scholar’s view that “the Cyropaedia resembles nothing so much as a
biography, from which one would as little expect to learn a science as to master modern phys-
ics from an account of the life and times of Albert Einstein™ (ibidem 27). It is not my aim here
to discuss the problem of genre in the Cyropaedia, but I believe that it is exactly the texvn
100 apyetv that Xenophon bears in mind when describing his ideal ruler, in such a way that
the reader of the Cyropaedia can make it out what kind of art this is. Cf. H. Wilms: ,, Xeno-
phon stellt in der Kyrupddie die téyvn 100 dvSpanmv apyetv dar (Techne und Paideia bei
Xenophon und Isokrates, Stuttgart/Leipzig 1995, 103; subsequently referred to as Wilms,
Techne und Paideia).
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The purpose of the Bac1Aikn téyvn is to bring happiness and welfare; hence
dpymv Gyaddc is an edepyétne’’. The idea, once expressed in the proem, that the art
of ruling is a great and a difficult one is later repeated by Cyrus himself: bnepuéyeSec
eivatl épyov 10 kaA®dg dpyetv™. The story of Cyrus explains why this art is so diffi-
cult, and why it was Cyrus and not anyone else who managed to succeed in ruling. The
leader must surpass all others in any situation: he ought to bear heat and cold with ease
and to toil with ardent zeal®’; it is not, therefore, an idle life in luxury (podrovpyeiv)
that distinguishes him from his subjects but, quite the contrary, his excellence in bear-
ing hardship which he voluntarily undertakes (¢1Aonoveiv). One main thing, however,
that makes one a good leader is knowledge. Thanks to possessing the necessary know-
ledge, Cyrus managed to set up a great empire and to keep it®'. People obey willingly
the man whom they think to be the most able to lead them to welfare. When instructing
his son in the affairs of administration and demonstrating him the necessity of learning,
Cambyses backs his thought up with the same arguments which Xenophon’s Socrates
used; he draws the same analogy with a doctor, a helmsman and a flute-player, for
whom knowledge is equally important®?. In the Cyropaedia, just as in the Memorabilia,

% Cyr. 1,1,1-2; 8,2,14. Cf. Wilms: ..So zeichnet sich der texvitng in jeder belicbigen
téxvn dadurch aus, daB er die im Bereich seiner téxvn anfallenden Aufgaben meisterhaft,
d.h. besser als andere Menschen, die nicht Fachleute sind, bewiltigt, auf diese Weise mit sei-
nem Handeln Erfolg hat und durch das erfolgreiche, richtige Verhalten und Handeln anderen
Menschen, die nicht Fachleute sind, niitzt und Vorteile verschafft” (Techne und Paideia 107).

* Cyr. 1,6.8.

50 Cyr. 1,6,25.

' Cyr. 1,1,3 (¢miotapévag). In general, scholars write about just the same virtues ne-
cessary for a good ruler (cf., e.g., Zimmermann, Macht und Charakter; Due, Cyropaedia; B.
Schiffmann, Untersuchungen zu Xenophon: Tugend, Eigenschaft, Verhalten, Folgen. Disser-
tation, Gottingen 1991; subsequently referred to as Schiffmann, Untersuchungen zu Xeno-
phon), the difference usually lies in which of them tops the list. All these belong to the realm
of moral values, so I leave their systematic analysis for the future. I would like to remark,
however, that I find it quite astonishing that the only one who mentions the governing role of
gniotnun is Mueller-Goldingen (Kyrupadie 276). The latter is certainly right in placing the
emphasis on the fact that the voluntary obedience of the subjects depends on the ruler’s
knowledge which thus is an essential condition for the stability of the regime (ibidem 57). But
the task of a good ruler is to bring happiness, and it is the successful fulfilment of this task that
leads to stability, because when everybody is satisfied and happy, the regime is in no danger.
It is necessary, therefore, to understand what is happiness and what knowledge the good ruler
ought to have in order to be able to bring happiness to his subordinates.

82 Cyr. 1,6,21-22: people obey voluntarily whom they believe to be capable of leading
them to a good end. In sickness all people willingly obey doctors, on board the ship everybody
obeys the helmsman, in a journey nobody wants to fall behind those who know the way. That
is why someone who has earned the reputation of a good general will succeed in his deeds.
But he must also possess the true knowledge attained by learning. He cannot only look like a
good general. A phony general, just like a phony farmer, horseman, doctor or flute-player, will
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one is struck by the same radical way of reasoning: nobody voluntary causes himself
harm, so everyone willingly obeys the man whom he believes able to lead him to a
good end. On the other hand, in the Cyropaedia the voluntary obedience that was men-
tioned by Xenophon already in the preamble® becomes one of the dominating motifs of
the whole work as one of the crucial characteristics of a good ruler: his knowledge and
his ability to benefit his subjects make violence and constraint unnecessary®; people
follow the good leader as willingly as bees invariably follow the queen-bee®’.

In addition to winning unanimous and voluntary obedience from his subjects
(which is the péyistov aya8ov for success in anything, be it a victory over an enemy,
a happy end of a sea journey or exercising control over the city)“, the ruler’s duty is to
provide his subordinates with all the necessities of life, just as a good general’s duty is
first of all to supply his army with victuals. A good ruler takes care of all who are under
his command like as a good oikovopoc looks after his oixetat. The task of a good ru-
ler, however, is not only to supply all his subjects with everything they need, but also to
govern them in such a way that they might become what they should be®’. In the first
place, what is meant here is that a commander has the task of bringing up brave war-
riors. In order to accomplish this, the commander’s duty is not only to train his soldiers
and to stage contests, but also to reward those who excel and to punish those who are

eventually be unmasked as a vain boaster. Mueller-Goldingen explains this and other textual
similarities between the Memorabilia and the Cyropaedia by ,.Xenophons Vorliebe flir die
Ubertragung von Gedankenblocken in einen neuen Zusammenhang™ (Kyrupadie 123). But
when Xenophon implants in a new context not only a certain idea, but also the very way of
thinking and intellectual procedures which lead to this idea, it would be wrong to regard it as a
merely mechanical borrowing of a certain topos from one work to another. It has been shown
above that the key to understanding Socrates as a character in Xenophon is the analysis of the
mode of his thought, and it seems safe to assume that in this and similar cases Xenophon pur-
posefully moves the very Socratic features into a non-Socratic work.

&iCyr.alnliB:

i Voluntary obedience, in Ischomachus’ opinion, is a gift of the gods: o0 yap mavv
pot Sokel GAov TOLTL 1O dyadov Gv8pdmivov eival, dAla Seiov, 10 £9eldviov
apyetv. Topdg Se §idotat 10ig aAndivae coepocvvy teterespevorg (Oec. 21,12). 1
do not agree with Due that what matters most in achieving the voluntary obedience is the ru-
ler’s generosity. It does indeed “win for him the affection and gratitude of people” (Cyropae-
dia 217), but they obey willingly first and foremost whom they believe to have the knowledge
and the ability to lead them to a good end. In the Anabasis, everyone obeyed Clearchos be-
cause they saw that he alone knew the cause (An. 2,2,5). And Agesilaus became the king
thanks to his apetn (Ages. 1,5).

8 Cyr. 5,1,24. Cf. Oec. 7,17; Ages. 1,38; An. 1,9.,9.

e L),

o Cyr. 1,6,7: omog gcovTal &navrsg o'{oog 5¢e1. Contra Nadon, who thus understands
this passage: “among the things he [the good ruler] toils for is to provide those under him with
the necessities of life in abundance so that they will all be as they should” (Xenophon’s Prince
165).
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left behind. When only the valiant are awarded, an emulative spirit reigns in the army®:
everybody strives to excel in their commander’s opinion in order to receive the reward
and to win his praise. There is no place for inglorious deeds in Cyrus’ army®. And as
the commander surpasses all others in everything, so more precious is his praise and so
greater is the desire to get it. That is why the ruler must become a model of conduct for
his subjects’’. Already in the beginning of his work, Xenophon speaks about the impor-
tance of personal example in upbringing of the young, when he describes the Persian
school where the boys learn co@poc\vn by looking at the conduct of their masters’'.
The ruler’s task, therefore, is to make others better, because he who considers himself
good is but half good”.

The entire text of the Cyropaedia reveals that what is in question here is not just
military valour but virtue in general, because a true warrior is not only brave but also
virtuous. Thus Socrates’ thought about the unity of virtues is embodied in the picture of
an ideal military education. Another manifestation of the same idea one finds elsewhere
in the works of Xenophon. Xenophon’s Agesilaus managed to accomplish all his feats
thanks to possessing the necessary virtues: Agesilaus was not only courageous but also
pious, self-controlled, just, generous, grateful, and sound of mind”. Xenophon’s first
aim in the Cyropaedia was to portray an ideal ruler, an educator of his subjects in moral
perfection, the one who leads them towards virtue. That is why Xenophon puts in Cy-
rus’ mouth the same tale of the alternative paths of Virtue and Vice as we hear from
Socrates in the Memorabilia when he relates Prodicus’ essay on Heracles™®. Cyrus says
that vice has much the larger following because it promises immediate pleasure (ol
napavtike ndoval) and leads along the sloping path, whereas virtue leads along the
steep road and does not promise any momentary pleasure. But it is impossible for
someone who follows the example of a pious man to become impious, and for someone

8% Ischomachus says that the leader who is capable of arousing in his subordinates of the
desire to excel and to win the reward, has Tt 190oug Bao A tkoD about him (Oec. 21,10).

 Cyr. 5,3,48; 7,2,7; 8,4,4. Cf. An. 1,9,18.

70 Cyr. 8,1,12; 8.1,38. Cf. Mueller-Goldingen, Kyrupédie xiii f.

N Eyr1:2:8:

20yn8;3,38

3 Cf. Schiffmann’s remark, though she makes no mention of Socratres: ,,Aufgabe der
Reihen von Tugenden ist, die Personlichkeit, der diese Tugenden beigelegt sind, als ideale
Verkorperung von Tugendhaftigkeit vorzustellen, wobei gleichzeitig die Interdependenz der
Tugenden insgesamt deutlich wird* (Untersuchungen zu Xenophon 144).

15 Cyr. 2,2,23; Mem. 2,1,21. For a more detailed account of the notion that nmovol are a
necessary condition of happy life, see Mueller-Goldingen, Kyrupadie 106 f. 221. But I cannot
quite agree with him that the question of what happy life is remains open. From Socrates’ re-
telling of Prodicus’ tale one can understand that only the virtuous are happy. The story told by
Cyrus seems to share that same idea.
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who takes as his model a just man to become unjust. The ruler, therefore, must serve an
example to his subordinates and lead them along the path of Virtue”.

In the Cyropaedia, the Agesilaus and some chapters of the Anabasis (the enco-
mium of Cyrus the Younger in An. 1,9, where the characteristics of Cyrus the Great
and Agesilaus are taken over almost verbatim), Xenophon draws the portrait of an ideal
ruler, the one whose presence at the head of the state determines its well-being. Some
of the qualities required from such a figure can be summarized as follows. The ruler
excels all others in dpetn. In the list of his virtues the first place is taken by éniotnun,
and this is in conformity with the Socratic principle identity of virtue with knowledge.
Next comes his @iAav3ponic which, owing to a superior knowledge, makes it
possible for the ruler to benefit all his subjects and to receive in return the favour of his
people who obey him voluntarily and willingly. Of no lesser importance for the good
ruler is to possess Stkatocvn, eDGERELa, and &ykpdteta, and Xenophon never tires
of stressing the importance of these and other &petai for him, because the conduct of
the people is that of the one who governs them’®, and a good ruler is a moral teacher of
his subjects; moreover, he is a vopog BAémmv’’ whose task is to direct his people to-
wards perfection.

In the character of Cyrus the Great Xenophon brings into a harmonious unity the
two concepts of the duties of a ruler and a citizen which have been shown to be preva-
lent in Xenophon’s Socratic writings. Cyrus cares not only for the material well-being
of his subjects and for their superiority over the enemy, but also for their individual per-
fection: just like Socrates, he exhorts them to virtue with homilies and with his own ex-
ample. The words of Gobryas, who says that Persians do not long for wealth but take
care to become as good as possible78, show the extent to which Cyrus proved to be suc-
cessful. His unique accomplishment as a ruler was grounded in a particular kind of co-
@1l that he possessed. This implies, in the first place, a supreme knowledge of all prac-
tical affairs, necessary for controlling both an army and a city. That knowledge furnish-
es the ruler with one of his virtues, Tpdvota. Another part of Cyrus’ cogla is the phi-
losophic wisdom which is evident in his reflections on the nature of virtue and vice, the
necessity of knowledge and exercise, on happiness and immortality of the soul, as de-
veloped in the speech he gave on his last day””. Thus Xenophon’s ideal ruler has philo-
sophic traits. It is not by chance that Xenophon from the very start indicates the pres-

> Ages. 10,2.

(S EyriigiRis)

lieyri8ul 208

" Cyr. 5,2,20: Vpeic 8¢ por Sokeite emipéresSar Smmg avtol GO¢ PEATIGTOL
£6e09e.

7 Cyr. 8,7. Pace Mueller-Goldingen (Kyrupidie xiii) and contra Due in whose opinion
“the most conspicuous of Cyrus’ qualities and those most emphasized by Xenophon do not
include ... wisdom” (Cyropaedia 183 f.; cf. 223).
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ence of this quality of mind in Cyrus even in childhood, as implied by his other merits,
and the one which he names @1lopd9eia.

It would be fair, therefore, to speak of a remarkable similarity between the politi-
cal views expounded by the characters of Xenophon’s Socratic and non-Socratic writ-
ings. Baciiikn téxvn is the greatest of all arts because the task of any leader is to
make the people he governs happy®. First, a good ruler ought to promote the material
well-being of all the citizens, their peaceful life in the city and their superiority over the
enemy. In order to accomplish this, the ruler must possess the necessary knowledge that
is only acquired through learning the art of ruling, as is also the case with all other arts.
This knowledge grants him success in everything he undertakes; in particular, it ensures
that he has voluntary and obedient subjects.

The other part of the ruler’s task in Xenophon’s Socratic works concerns only So-
crates: since happiness lies in moral perfection, a good ruler (or a good citizen) can on-
ly be the one who is able to lead his subjects (or, respectively, friends) to virtue. In Xe-
nophon’s non-Socratic writings, however, qualities of both kinds concur in the figure of
the ideal ruler. Beside knowledge of practical affairs, a good ruler possesses virtue,
which allows him to bring others to moral perfection by means of moralizing conversa-
tions and his own example. He is the educator of his subjects. Hence the BaciAixn
téyvn is, on the one hand, a practical art of administration which presupposes as its
conditio sine qua non a certain kind of émiotnun, whereas, on the other hand, it is an
ability to make one’s associates as good as possible; so its second indispensable condi-
tion is the &petn of the ruler. The ideas of Xenophon’s Socrates are embodied in the
character of Cyrus the Great, king of Persia, as it is presented by Xenophon. Even if the
real Socrates had no political programme, Xenophon conducts an experiment on his
behalf: in the figure of Cyrus, he attempts to combine Socrates’ purely speculative
thought with practical theory®'.

% The task of every tey,v1Tng is to benefit all others by means of his specific knowledge.
The task of the one who practises téxvn 100 apyetv is the most difficult one because he is to
make all the others happy, and the source of the true happiness are not the shoes made by a
cobbler but the moral perfection (cf. Cyr. 3,3,53).

8! Zimmermann is not, however, quite right in saying that ,.das Ideal des Herrschers, das
Xenophon in der Kyrupddie am ausfiihrlichsten entwirft ..., ist nach-dem Vorbild des Sokrates
gestaltet, wie Xenophon ihn sieht” (Macht und Charakter 235). Xenophon would not wish his
Socrates to be a ruler, he understood very well that Socrates would be unable to cope with the
task, since he did not possess the necessary knowledge of the téxvn. I strongly disagree,
therefore, with Tatum who comes to believe that “if Socrates were given the role of Cyrus the
Younger, or Agesilaus, or Teleutias to play, but in disguise ..., he would succeed where Cyrus
the Younger and the Spartans had failed” (Xenophon’s Imperial Fiction 58). Mueller-
Goldingen has found a more exact, if still somewhat one-sided, expression: ,,Xenophon ent-
wickelt in der Kyrupddie das Bild eines sokratischen Herrschers® (Kyrupadie 275). Xeno-
phon’s ideal ruler is indeed a personification of Socrates’ ideas about the good ruler (as they
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It has not been my aim to show every relevant parallel between the ‘Socratic’ and
‘non-Socratic’ writings of Xenophon. Such coincidences can be pointed out exhaustive-
ly only in a commentary on this or that work. But even the few examples I have dis-
cussed demonstrate clearly enough that Socratic patterns of thought are present in some
of Xenophon’s ‘non-Socratic’ writings. Xenophon deliberately adds a Socratic nuance
to his picture of the ideal ruler. Since the motives that govern the guiding lines of the
ruler’s conduct are not explicitly stated by Xenophon in any of his political writings,
not even in the most systematic and detailed of them, the Cyropaedia, there is no way
out but to look for the explanations scattered through his Socratic works®. After one
has reconstructed Xenophon’s Socrates as a literary character and thoroughly analyzed
the Socratic traits that can be found in Xenophon’s non-Socratic writings, it will be-
come possible to make reasonable assumptions about the genesis of these features®.

Bamberg Olga Chernyakhovskaya

were understood by Xenophon himself), but beside that he has other qualities, of which Xeno-
phon’s Socrates has none.

82 Cf. Mueller-Goldingen’s conclusion in his Kyrupédie 279, though the author puts here
a different emphasis in accordance with his particular aim.

% On the other hand, the Cyropaedia gives as many examples of the features that are ob-
viously incompatible with Socratic morality, let alone its rather paradoxical ending. It has not
been my task here to undertake a detailed analysis of this work as a whole.



