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Erōs Goes to War 234

II. The Political Power of the Erōmenos 239
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FOREWORD

Published in 2004, the original French version of this book grew out of
the thesis that I defended at the Université Paris-1 Panthéon-Sorbonne in
December 2002 – a long time ago in terms of academic research. The
current revised English edition therefore bears some obvious limitations.
In the original French version, it was possible to take into account
publications dating up until 2002 and even some that appeared in 2003.
For this edition, however, it would have been impossible to read and
comment on everything that has been published in the years since then, so
great was the volume of books and articles about Xenophon that were
being released – even if many of these new books are in fact textbooks or
‘companions’ of various sorts. I have thus been very selective in
introducing recent scholarship into the footnotes.

This decision – primarily dictated by time constraints – inevitably dates
this book, which could cast doubt over whether or not it is still worth
publishing in English. However, I consider this publication justified
because language was what largely prohibited it from being read outside of
France. After all, asking a reader with some but not complete knowledge of
French to read five hundred pages is quite a demand!1

In a nutshell, this book has a number of aims. First of all, it seeks to
offer a general interpretation of Xenophon’s corpus rather than adopting
an approach divided according to specific works or genres. In particular,
I have tried to combat the sterile distinction between ‘Socratic works’ and
‘historical works’ and the way it splits the research among historians,
philologists, and philosophers.

Nonetheless, this global approach does not mean that it is not possible
to pay specific attention to the context in which each work was produced

ix

1 While the book was well received in France, it has not been cited much in the
Anglophone world. Indeed, the only review devoted to it in English was also the
only unfavorable review the book happened to receive. See AC, 76, 2007, 264–6
(Odile De Bruyn); Anabases, 4 2006, 299–300 (Marie-Laurence Desclos);
Athenaeum 94, 1, 317–21 (Cinzia Bearzot); CR n.s. 56, 1 2006, 43–5 (Vivienne J.
Gray); REA 108, 2, 2006, 756–60 (Pascal Payen); REG 119, 1, 2006, 460–2
(Paul Demont); RH 130 (1) 2006, 146–8 (Pierre Pontier); RPh 3e sér. 78 (2) 2004,
375–6 (Claude Mossé); Gnomon 81 (8), 2009, 676-9 (Christian Mueller-Goldingen);
Mouseion (Canada) 6 (1) 2006, 42–5 (Louis L’Allier); Annales HSS 63, 5, 2008,
1037–8 (Patrice Brun).



(be it rhetorical, political, or historical). This subtle recontextualization has
allowed me to reveal not only the complexity of Xenophon’s thinking, with
all its variations and even evolutions, but also the political coherence of
his message. The book sheds light on the underlying mechanisms of his
conception of power, the originality of which emerges when it is examined
alongside the positions of other thinkers in the Athenian intellectual field
(Ober 1998; Azoulay 2007b).

This study reveals how Xenophon’s political thinking was shaped by
charis – a notion that covers an immaterial and impalpable form of power
composed of services rendered, acknowledged loyalty, respect, and
dependency. This charismatic conception ultimately means examining
power ‘at ground level’, not as a fixed object but as something that
circulates. It encounters the tendency in modern historiography to consider
power beyond strictly institutional paths, trying to escape the ‘constitutional-
law trap’ (Finley) that characterizes most of Greek political studies.

Beyond its political content, this study is based on two methodological
biases. It distances itself from Leo Strauss’s theses, which carry so much
weight in the Anglophone world and which tend to make Xenophon a
master of irony, disguising his real intentions ‘between the lines’ of his
books (see, most recently, Burns 2015). If Xenophon is to be taken
seriously, nothing proves that he encrypted his message for a chosen few.
This book also seeks to feed the dialogue between antiquity and the social
sciences. This study is part of a broader reflection on the way in which
historians can appropriate a notion taken from the social sciences – in this
case, charism, which Max Weber conceptualized in his time, and also gift-
exchange, as Marcel Mauss theorized it. It examines how to ensure the
translatability of notions across all disciplines (sociology, anthropology,
history, philosophy, and political science: Azoulay 2014b).

Last but not least, I am pleased to acknowledge the numerous
intellectual and amicable debts that I have contracted all along the way.

I would first like to express my gratitude to Pauline Schmitt, who so
warmly communicated the joy of research and has continually guided me
in my reflections since I first came knocking on her door in 1996 with the
still embryonic idea of working on Xenophon. As this project developed,
a lecture given by Catherine Darbo-Peschanski helped me to formulate my
first working hypotheses. My thoughts equally extend to the prematurely
departed Yvon Thébert, who never stopped encouraging me with his
characteristically communicative enthusiasm. I cannot forget the comments
of my dissertation committee, which helped me avoid numerous errors
and inaccuracies. I am pleased to thank Jean-Marie Bertrand, Patrice Brun,
Paul Cartledge, and François Hartog for their equally thoughtful and
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precise reading of my work. Paul Cartledge, in particular, deserves special
recognition for the wonderful help he offered when the time came to revise
the English manuscript. I owe Anton Powell a great deal of gratitude for
agreeing to publish the English version of the book at the Classical Press
of Wales and for his invaluable suggestions concerning the manuscript.
The reader for the Press, J. M. Trappes-Lomax, has also done an extra-
ordinary job verifying the accuracy of my manuscript, which has allowed
me to substantially improve the final text.

I have also been lucky to have enjoyed exceptional working conditions
for several years. I owe them to my colleagues and students at the
Université de Paris I and the Université Marne-la-Vallée, whom I am happy
to thank. A few other institutions have provided precious support. The
Centre Gustave Glotz and the Centre Louis Gernet as well as the
“Phéacie” group to which I belong offered favorable places for engaging
in stimulating intellectual exchange. The École française d’Athènes offered
a pleasant and fruitful working environment thanks to two study grants.

My research has additionally benefitted from a generous group of
friends. Numerous people have followed the development of this work in
varying degrees, subjecting themselves to my moods and kindly spending
time rereading and discussing drafts. I would like to express my appreciation
to Raphaëlle Branche, Christophe Brun, John Dillery, Pierre Fröhlich,
Sophie Lalanne, Bernard Legras, and Yann Potin. Two people in particular
deserve special recognition: Patrick Boucheron, whose critical rigour was
always useful, and Jean-Baptiste Bonnard, whose availability and relevant
opinions never ceased to surprise me. Their critical readings allowed me to
make the manuscript of this study less imperfect.

I could not conclude these acknowledgements without thanking my
brother Pierre and especially my parents, Jacques and Danièle Azoulay,
whose unconditional support has taught me the real meaning of charis.
There is also one last person who alone knows how much this work owes
her, having gently accompanied it, rigorously transformed it, and imbued
it with such grace.

I dedicate this work to Cécile Chainais.
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INTRODUCTION

As early as the Hellenistic period, Xenophon was celebrated for his
remarkable talent as a writer. The gentleness of his style earned him the
nickname ‘Attic Muse.’1 In one of the earliest known stylistic treatises, the
rhetorician Ps.-Demetrius of Phaleron repeatedly praised him for the
‘grandeur, forcefulness, and grace (χάρις)’ of his writing.2 Athenaeus even
deemed him ‘the most graceful Xenophon (ὁ χαριέστατος Ξενοφῶν),’3 an
epithet that was still applied to him in the third century AD by the
rhetorician Menander of Laodicea.4

However, the notion of grace – or charis – is not only relevant when it
comes to describing Xenophon’s style of writing. It constitutes a favorable
means of understanding and characterizing how Xenophon thought about
power.5 The concept of charis recurs throughout his corpus, in which he
mentions the term and its derivatives no fewer than three hundred times.
Analyzing charis therefore makes it possible to remain faithful to both the
letter and the spirit of the text.
At the same time, Xenophon did not theorize charis and its effects as

such. He did not linger over it like a philosopher, in the manner of Aristotle
or Plato. Rather, his remarks were scattered across various literary and
historical contexts. The consequent challenge facing the research presented
in this book is to show that, in spite of and beyond this apparent
fragmentation, Xenophon elaborated a coherent system of thought
(at once undeniably theoretical and practical) around the concept of charis,
thus reflecting transversally on authority and the mechanisms behind it.
Xenophon’s writings also reveal a pivotal period in Greek history, a

transitional era between the world of the cities and that of the Hellenistic
kingdoms. In fact, Xenophon’s works form an appropriate prism for
tackling not the supposed ‘crisis of the city’ during the fourth century, but
the various tensions traversing the Greek world at the time: political and
military tensions between the various hegemonies of Athens, Sparta, and
Thebes; tensions between the Greeks and the Persians, whose relations
oscillated between rejection and fascination; social and political tensions
between oligarchs and democrats within the cities and, in particular,
Athens; and the tensions within the elite itself, which had been upset by
monetarization and haunted by the specter of corruption. Such was the
era that is revealed and in which Xenophon was not a mere witness, but a
melancholic actor.
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Xenophon, or the itinerary of a traitor?

Truly, no state has ever expelled a more degenerate citizen than Xenophon.
Neither was Plato a good citizen; he was not worthy of Athens, adopted
incomprehensible positions, and was like a sinner before the saints that were
Thucydides and Demosthenes, but nonetheless so different from this old
madman! Niebuhr 1826/8, 467.

Retracing Xenophon’s life is rather difficult. To do so, the historian must
make do with late sources (a chapter by Diogenes Laertius and a brief note
in the Souda), which must be combined with the sparse indications that
Xenophon himself provided in his corpus.6 Every aspect of his complex
life can be debated, stimulating the imaginations and speculations of the
scholars interpreting his work and rousing insoluble quarrels among them.
Academic disputes have centered on the date of his birth, the date and cause
of his exile from Athens, the date when his banishment was lifted and he
eventually returned to his homeland, and, of course, the date of his death.7

Out of this accumulation of controversies, a few certainties have
nonetheless emerged. Born around 428, near the start of the Peloponnesian
War, Xenophon was registered in the Athenian deme of Erchia.8 He most
probably descended from a well-to-do family, since he presented himself
in the Anabasis as a horseman (only the rich were able to possess and
maintain horses).9 As a hunting enthusiast (the supreme aristocratic
pastime), the young Xenophon was therefore part of the Athenian
horsemen, who were easily identified by their long hair10 and conservative
political opinions. The hippeis largely supported the oligarchic revolution of
411 and were eventually subjected to intense discrimination after the
democratic regime was restored.11 Following the military collapse of
Athens in 404, they naturally sided with the oligarchs, although some were
reluctant to do so (Bugh 1988, 120–53). It is difficult to say what
Xenophon’s precise role during this bloody period was exactly. There is a
good reason for this, since he carefully eliminated all traces of
autobiography in his account of the civil war in the Hellenica, making
relatively fanciful speculations possible.12 The fact remains that he seems
to have been involuntarily compromised in the exactions of the Thirty.13

Despite the amnesty imposed in 403, horsemen could not feel entirely
at ease under the restored Athenian democracy. Many of them seem to
have left Athens to escape the hostile atmosphere that reigned there.14 This
heavy ambiance became even more oppressive when the last oligarchic
bastion at Eleusis fell despite the renewal of the amnesty (401/0). Tensions
culminated in 399, when the Athenians sent three hundred horsemen
to support the Spartan Thibron in Asia Minor, hoping they would die in
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the process (Hell. 3.1.4). That same year, Socrates was prosecuted and
condemned to death (Anab. 3.1.5–7;Mem. 1.3.9–13).15

However, the young horseman was no longer in Athens when the
philosopher was forced to drink hemlock. In 401, Xenophon had placed
himself in the service of Cyrus the Younger, who, as recounted in the
Anabasis, aspired to the Persian throne. This is the only period of his life
for which a great deal of information is available – though it is not
objective. Following Cyrus’s death in Cunaxa (near present-day Babylon)
and the assassination of the Greek army’s chiefs, Xenophon seems to have
played an important role in the mercenaries’ retreat from Armenia to
Trapezous on the Black Sea during the winter of 401/0 and then toward
Greece and Thrace during the winter of 400/399.
Back in Asia Minor, it seems that Xenophon continued to manage what

remained of the Ten Thousand’s army until 395, serving various Spartan
commanders sent overseas. There he became attached to a new patron:
Agesilaus, King of Sparta.16 Xenophon accompanied him during his Asian
campaign in 394 and also followed him when the sovereign had to return
quickly to Greece to quell the revolt in the cities provoked by Persian gold.
In 394, Xenophon undoubtedy fought against his own compatriots at
Coronea (Hell. 4.3.15–23), definitively burning all bridges with his
homeland – even if some historians estimate that his banishment really
dated back to a few years earlier.17

The fact remains that Xenophon stayed away from Athens for over
thirty years. He hardly suffered materially. Thanks to Agesilaus’s patronage,
he enjoyed a comfortable retirement in Scillus, in the Peloponnese, on
territory Sparta had snatched from Elis (Anab. 5.3.5–7).18 There he married
Philesia, with whom he had two children: Gryllus and Diodorus (DL
2.52).19 However, political vicissitudes put an end to this peaceful period.
He was expelled from his property in 371, following the Spartan defeat at
Leuctra and the major comeback of the Eleans (DL 2.53).20 Nonetheless,
this difficult period coincided with the rapprochement between Athens
and Sparta, now united against the increasing danger represented by
Thebes. Thanks to this reconciliation, Xenophon’s native country seems
to have restored his civic rights, perhaps as early as 369.21

Historians are divided into two camps regarding whether or not he
returned to live in his native city. According to some, he settled in Corinth,
perhaps definitively (Pausanias 5.6.6).22 Others take it for granted that
Xenophon came back to Athens, probably following a stay in Corinth.
Although the latter thesis is based on a questionable isolated account
(Istros, FGrHist 334 F 32), numerous clues suggest that it is true.23 His son
Gryllus served in the Athenian cavalry and died courageously during the
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Battle of Mantinea in 362 (Ephorus, FGrHist 70 F 85).24 Furthermore,
Xenophon’s final works, On the Cavalry Commander and the Poroi, were
explicitly aimed at reforming Athens’ military and financial system.25 It is
therefore probable that he later returned to his native country. Perhaps he
even had a certain air of prestige in Athenian intellectual circles at the time,
since many authors, including Isocrates and Aristotle, seem to have written
eulogies for Gryllus after his death with the avowed goal of honoring the
father through the son (DL 2.55 and Quint., Inst. 2.17.14).26

Xenophon wrote the better part of his works during this very period, in
the calm climate of Athens under Eubulus.27 With the exception of the
Lakedaimonion Politeia (drafted between 394 and 371), nearly all of his works
seem to have been written after 370 (even if the debates surrounding the
dating of the Apology of Socrates and the Anabasis are far from over). After
many years of exile, he finally found a suitable setting for his works and a
broader readership before dying in 355 or shortly after.28

A corpus in all its fragmentary splendor
Despite the gaps in the available sources, Xenophon’s trajectory offers a
glimpse of a complex figure who committed multiple transgressions.
A disciple of Socrates, this young elite-member began his career in Asia
among the troops of the barbarian prince Cyrus the Younger, thus crossing
the frontiers between the Greeks and the Persians. He equally crossed the
boundaries separating Athens and Sparta, long living in exile with his city’s
worst military and political enemies. In his writings, he fought democracy
both within and outside Athens. Xenophon cannot be easily reduced to a
specific political position or a stereotyped system of thought. He was in
turn a member of a troop of mercenaries and a rich landowner, at once
Athenian by birth and Lacedaemonian at heart, exiled and then reintegrated
in his city at the end of his life, and fascinated by the noble Cyrus’s Persia
while simultaneously a fervent advocate of Panhellenism.
These perpetual oscillations are expressed in the vast fragmentation of

his work. There is the plurality of the ‘literary’ genres he explored, for
Xenophon – ever the polymorphous writer – left an imposing and varied
body of work. He devoted as much time to history (Hellenica) as to the
works of praise (Agesilaus), advice (Hiero), and defense (Apology of Socrates).
He wrote his war memoirs (Anabasis) as well as numerous technical
treatises (On the Art of Horsemanship, On the Cavalry Commander, the Poroi,
andOn Hunting), Socratic dialogues (Oeconomicus,Memorabilia), a Symposium,
and even a form of ‘historical novel’ (Cyropaedia). Then there is the plasticity
and variety of his style. Unlike many of the writers who were his
contemporaries, Xenophon deftly handled different forms of eloquence,
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thus earning the admiration of rhetoricians during the imperial period (e.g.
Dio Chrysost., 18.14–17).29

The diversity of subjects and forms leads to the variety of geographical
spaces in Xenophon’s corpus, between the Athens of the Oeconomicus and
the Sparta of theLakedaimonion Politeia, between the Persia of theCyropaedia
and the Sicily of theHiero. Responding to this spatial diversity is a certain
temporal fragmentation. While the Hellenica and the Anabasis resemble
logbooks based on the current events of his day, Xenophon also enjoyed
meditating on Cyrus the Elder’s bygone Persia or conjuring up the vanished
Sparta of Lycurgus. Finally, there is the fragmentation of the points of view
employed for the same topic. What do Agesilaus’s praise of frugality have
in common with the celebration of Cyrus the Elder’s sumptuous lifestyle?
How is it possible to reconcile Xenophon’s proclaimed admiration for
certain Persian royal practices and the Panhellenic rhetoric found in the
Agesilaus?30 How should the critique of democratic functioning (as it is
emphasized in the Memorabilia and the Hellenica) be articulated alongside
the proposals for democratic reform formulated in the Poroi?
In order to compensate for this disparate impression, some interpreters

have tried to trace the chronological evolution of Xenophon’s thinking,
speaking of his conversion to ‘monarchist ideas’ following a period of
real laconophilia and his much later rallying to the democratic regime.31

Nonetheless, these efforts to recreate a coherent chronological timeline
seem bound to fail, if only because of the uncertainty involving the dating
of the works. The Cyropaedia – which was unquestionably monarchist in its
inspiration – was composed at the end of the 360s, during the same period
when it seems that Xenophon wrote the Cavalry Commander in the hope of
gently reforming the army in democratic Athens.32 These contradictions
again do not only arise when different works are placed alongside each
other. Xenophon did not hesitate to abruptly shift perspective within a
given work, as attested by the disillusioned chapters in the Lakedaimonion
Politeia and the Cyropaedia or the changing viewpoints proposed by the
protagonists of theHellenica.33

Other ways of reading Xenophon have been proposed in order to
eliminate this disparate impression. The American philosopher Leo Strauss
developed an original approach to Xenophon’s corpus by identifying an
underlying organizing principle: irony. Wishing to ‘reconsider the
traditional view of Xenophon,’ which was almost ‘an insult to this truly
royal soul,’ Strauss claimed that ‘such a man was he that he preferred to go
through the centuries in the disguise of a beggar rather than to sell the
precious secrets of Socrates’ quiet and sober wisdom to a multitude.’34

To put it differently, Xenophon apparently concealed precious teachings



6

Introduction

‘between the lines’35 of his text so that a scholar of Strauss’s caliber might
unearth such priceless nuggets. The idea was emulated by many, with
numerous commentators pursuing the irony and double meanings in
Xenophon’s texts.36

Such an approach sometimes seems debatable, since it relies on the
heavy presupposition that the author was a persecuted man whose work
was marked by this status.37 The fear of criticism and insults allegedly led
Xenophon to disguise his intentions ‘between the lines.’ Yet nothing
supports such an interpretation. It is difficult to see what threat would have
restricted the author from writing to the point that he would encrypt his
message for a chosen few, since Athenian writers never hesitated to drag
the democratic regime through the mud. Far from being representative,
Socrates’s trial was something of an exception in this respect.38 Supposing
that he wrote part of his work in Scillus, Xenophon would not have needed
to conceal his intentions. If he wrote it in Athens, again, nothing forced
him to disguise his thinking in order to criticize the regime. Provided that
they were kept a distance from the political arena and its struggles, every
opinion could in fact circulate freely, as the very existence of the Academy
attested. While the pressures of Xenophon’s political and social context
were undeniable (he never attacked the democratic regime directly),39 they
were never strong enough to justify the hypothesis supporting an esoteric
art of writing.
Furthermore, Strauss’s interpretation is accompanied by a highly

debatable method of reading. Despite basing his interpretation of the texts
on Xenophon’s supposed persecution, Strauss paradoxically refuses to
take into account the ‘historical situation’ in which the author lived,40

subsequently sinking into a hermeneutical confinement that leads to a form
of interpretive delirium.41 For him, each of the Athenian writer’s phrases
becomes enigmatic and even ironic, and the whole body of work is
transformed into something that needs to be deciphered. In the end, the
Straussian way of reading reveals far more about Strauss’s own subtlety
than Xenophon’s.42 Worst of all is that such an approach continues to take
the writer for a fool. ‘Straussian’ interpreters desperately want to find
hidden meaning in Xenophon’s work because they consider his explicit
statements exceedingly vulgar and clumsy. Despite reaching diametrically
opposed conclusions, they ultimately take up the same premises as the
writer’s staunch detractors.
But does abandoning this sort of reading not precisely present the

risk of returning to the usual hypothesis, which stresses the author’s
fundamental incoherence? According to a fashionable opinion during the
nineteenth century, Xenophon had exhausted himself with projects that



7

Introduction

were too great for his weak intellectual caliber.43 That would explain the
disparate nature of his corpus, since he dissipated himself in multiple
activities, fluttering from one topic to the next without ever mastering any
of them.44 As a pale imitator of Thucydides, he was said to be of limited
interest to historians;45 as a mediocre copy of Plato, he only deserved
disdain from philosophers.46 From this perspective, Xenophon has often
been considered with condescension, viewed as a stale old military man
who wrote his memoirs in order to edify his contemporaries47 when he
was not being taken for both a traitor and an officially acknowledged fool.48

Nonetheless, his reputation for incoherence only dates back to the
nineteenth century.49 It owes much to the disciplinary categorizations of
the time, which distanced philosophers from historians and literary critics.
It would be wrong to forget that, up until the eighteenth century, Xenophon
was universally admired for his didacticism as well as for his political
observations and remarkable style. During the Renaissance, he was
appreciated precisely for his eclecticism. In 1581, Henri Estienne reedited
Xenophon’s works by adding a discourse entitled Sur le Devoir de joindre Mars
aux Muses: l’exemple de Xénophon (De coniungendis cum Marte Musis, exemplo
Xenophontis). In this opuscule dedicated to James VI, King of Scotland,
Estienne delimits the best education for leader and prince, advocating a
happy symbiosis between military education and philosophical and literary
learning. In this ‘mirror for princes,’ Xenophon embodies the model to be
followed for his dual position as disciple of Socrates and improvised leader
of the Ten Thousand, since he symbolized the happy alliance between the
pen and the sword, or beautiful style and military art.50

The variety of Xenophon’s talents was appreciated in antiquity. His
Cyropaedia was a lauded and imitated model, considered one of the
precursors of the Greek novel that emerged in the imperial period.51 There
is endless proof of the favor Xenophon enjoyed. Other than Xenophon of
Ephesus, the Souda claimed that two other novelists adopted his name
when they wrote: Xenophon of Antioch, author of the Babyloniaca; and
Xenophon of Cyprus, author of the Cypriaca.52 When writers were not
directly borrowing his name during the imperial period, they paid homage
to the titles of his works. Arrian, for example, recounted Alexander’s
conquest in an Anabasis that was destined to rival Xenophon’s work
(Arrian, Anab. 1.12.3).53 Far from being appreciated solely for his style,
Xenophon was simultaneously admired for his political and moral
teachings. During the Hellenistic and Roman periods, his reflections served
as a useful vade-mecum for all politicians. Alexander probably read him,
Cato the Elder admired him, Scipio procured his books as soon as he
could, Caesar knew him well, and Cicero even translated him.54 Thus,
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Xenophon was unanimously esteemed for his diverse qualities, which were
at once literary, political, and philosophical.

The masks of a multifaceted man
Without pleading for a return to blissful admiration, I would like to
propose a few reading guidelines that respect the variety of the corpus,
take into account what is explicitly said in Xenophon’s texts (which in no
way excludes the existence of irony), and strive to link this back to the
context of rhetorical, political, and historical production. With this in mind,
Xenophon’s corpus seems marked less by irony than by a plurality of
points of view. Depending on the context, Xenophon summoned different
facets of his character without making it necessary for the reader to seek
out the inner irony or incoherence at all costs. This study calls for a way
of reading that, according to a perspective first explored by Maurice
Halbwachs,55 remains sensitive to the individual actors’ many affiliations,
their successive or simultaneous socialization in various groups, and the
many points of view they can raise. In fact, the multiple contexts for action
invoke the dispositions of individuals (themselves plastic) differently.
Xenophon was not an incoherent human being, but a multifaceted man.
This plurality first emerges in the multiple disguises Xenophon adopted

as a writer. He wrote part of his work using disguises for the occasion and
skillfully handled the art of ‘feigning not to write.’56 In his historical work
the Hellenica, he thus voluntarily concealed himself behind his illustrious
elder Thucydides. Not only did he not seek to appropriate his predecessor’s
work (of which he was perhaps the editor),57 but he inscribed his own
account within the absolute continuity of theHistory of the Peloponnesian War.
TheHellenica begins almost exactly where Thucydides’s work ends, without
Xenophon deeming it necessary to insert a preface claiming his role as
author.58 Similarly, he chose to attribute the paternity of the Anabasis, his
best-known work, to someone else: Themistogenes of Syracuse.59 As for
the Memorabilia, his major Socratic work, it also perhaps corresponded to
a certain denial of his role as author. According to Luciano Canfora, the
work may have first circulated not under Xenophon’s name, but as a
collection of accounts emanating from Socrates himself. Once again, the
writer apparently concealed himself behind one of his mentors, leaving a
work with no signature or auctor.60

Xenophon did not only like to conceal himself as an author. In his
corpus, he sometimes effaced all traces of his presence as a direct participant
in the events he recounted. In the Hellenica, he thus continually hides
himself, making abundant use of periphrasis that, while still making his
presence felt, never openly admits to it. He is undoubtedly speaking of
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himself in veiled terms when he evokes ‘the leader of Cyrus’ former
troops,’ and he is also probably including himself implicitly among ‘the
men who had made the march up country with Cyrus’ or ‘the very stalwart
horsemen who were about’ the king of Sparta (respectively Hell. 3.2.7;
3.1.6; 4.3.6; Ages. 2.2–3).61 But nothing explicitly proves this. When he
suddenly makes an explicit appearance, he does not always do so in a
favorable light. In theMemorabilia, he depicts himself as a thoughtless man,
reprimanded by Socrates who even goes as far as calling him a fool (Mem.
1.3.13).62 In the Anabasis, he portrays himself as a reckless young man,
incapable of understanding the precious advice that Socrates shares with
him (Anab. 3.1.5–7).63

Xenophon’s difficulty assuming his roles as author and actor was
probably not the sign of an uneasiness specific to him alone. In some ways,
all of this hiding behind another character was a way for him to make
himself known to a specific group of readers and to plead his own case
mezza voce.64 Like a hunter hiding his tracks, he could indulge in a subtle
apology for his behavior, whether this be during the delicate period of the
Thirty or his enlistment with the Spartans in Asia Minor. These various
masks left him more free to respond to the implicit or explicit accusations
that both democrats and his elite peers aimed at him (see infra, chapters 3
and 4). Concealing himself also offered another advantage. It allowed him
to make a grand entrance in a story when he eventually decided to appear
in it. In this respect, the Anabasis represents a real tour de force, with
Xenophon deliberately delaying his appearance as a protagonist in the
account until Book 3 in order suddenly to emerge heaven-sent when all
seems lost.65

Thus, the changing political contexts contribute to explaining
Xenophon’s use of masks. Yet it in no way implies that there are messages
hidden between the lines. On the contrary, Xenophon did not adopt
pseudonyms to travesty what he was saying. Rather, he did so in order to
lend an even greater power of conviction to his words (Plutarch, On the
Fame of the Athenians 345e). This apologetic – and not ironic – desire is
omnipresent in his writings, often justifying the many points of view he
adopts. Through his journey in Asia and his friendships, Xenophon was
under a great deal of pressure, and he constructed his corpus according to
the accusations made against him and his friends by responding to these
attacks. For instance, the Anabasis was intended as an act of retaliation
against those who accused him of participating in Cyrus the Younger’s
questionable campaign. There was also an apologetic goal in theApology of
Socrates (of course) as well as in the Memorabilia and the Symposium, works
offering all sorts of opportunities to clear Socrates of the accusations aimed
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against him.66 Similarly, his posthumous praise for Agesilaus sought to
respond to the criticisms that the Spartan king’s behavior had generated
(see infra, chapters 3 and 4).
These pleas were in no way an expression of disinterested concern. By

thus defending his intellectual and political patrons, Xenophon indirectly
pursued his own apology, since he implicitly replied to those who might
have reproached him for associating with unsavory men. Nonetheless, his
position was not purely defensive. In fact, he was convinced that he had
found true models of authority in Socrates, Agesilaus, both Cyruses, and
himself. Having lived according to alternating hegemonies and having been
disappointed by the civic institutions of his time, Xenophon was in search
of exceptional men whose power could resist the onslaught of time and
ensure the serenity of the ‘best’ – or, it might as well be said, prominent
citizens. This quest for an ideal leader, which was often a melancholic and
sometimes disillusioned one, was one of the guiding threads behind his
writings. In order to respond to the crumbling of the old principles of
authority, Xenophon conceived a complex intellectual construction around
the figure of an ideal and charismatic leader.

From charisma to charis
In his works, Xenophon described many forms of power built on legal,
dynastic, and traditional foundations. When he revealed the things he truly
admired, however, he never highlighted such aspects. When writing the
Lakedaimonion Politeia, he emphasized that laws and institutions were not
what made the Spartan regime so unique but, rather, the Spartan way
of living (ἐπιτηδεύµατα: Lak. Pol. 1.1). For the Greeks and especially
Xenophon, a politeia could not be reduced to an abstract governmental
structure. It also encompassed the attitudes, traditions and customs specific
to a particular regime.67

In any case, Xenophon distrusted institutional rules whenever they were
not guaranteed by the presence of a competent guardian. As he strongly
recalls in the Cyropaedia (8.1.8): ‘whenever the person in charge (ὁ ἐπιστάτης) is
better, the established institutions (τὰ νόµιµα) are purer; but when he is worse,
norms are more corrupt.’68 While this assertion, which Xenophon
continually repeated, is by no means original,69 it is nonetheless symbolic
of his views. Focusing his attention on the ruler simultaneously did away
with the institutions, or at least marginalized their role. The leader became
the repository for a heroic mission, on the condition that he garnered the
support of his subordinates without outside help and without relying on
civic loyalty or the prestige of dynastic continuity.70 According to Weber,71

that was the very definition of charismatic authority, a definition that the
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German sociologist applied (no doubt incorrectly) to the relationships
established between Athenian demagogues and the dēmos.72

Concrete content for this charismatic domination needs to be given.
The notion is all too often reduced to an undefinable form of political
seduction – one that resists a set definition and concerns the ineffable and
the mystical.73 Xenophon’s corpus provides much more concrete content,
or at least that is my hypothesis. In his view, charisma is constructed
through specific procedures and techniques that can be grasped across the
multifaceted concept of charis (‘grace’, ‘favor’) in all its forms.

Charis in all its forms
The semantic field of charis has been delineated by philologists over a
century. They all agree on the fundamental signification of the term,
whereby charis first refers to everything that produces joy and pleasure.74

The noun has subsequently evolved based on this central signification.75 As
early as the Homeric epics, the word had already assumed various meanings
that can roughly be separated into two groups. Firstly, charis designated an
individual’s or an object’s power to seduce. It thus included the ‘celestial
grace’ that Athena bestowed upon Odysseus as well as the ‘radiance’ of a
pair of earrings, or the ‘charm’ of a certain discourse (Od. 6.229–35;
23.156–7; Il. 14.182–3; Od. 8.167). The value of the noun, which was
common to all eras, originated in the idea of ‘grace’ and ‘beauty,’ which
could bring delight and joy.76

Charis could also refer to a gift or a favor.77 In fact, it sometimes assumed
the concrete signification of ‘benefaction’ and applied to the service
granted to someone in order to delight or please. Here, the link to the
original signification – that which produces joy – remains quite clear. Yet,
gift and countergift are etymologically linked in Indo-European languages,
which is why charis quickly came to designate the payment in return, or the
countergift destined to respond to the initial benefit.78 Finally, much later
on (after Homer), the term again evolved, assuming the abstract meaning
of ‘gratefulness’ and ‘gratitude.’79

Charis thus appears to have covered all aspects of relationships of
reciprocity, defining the range of reciprocal social pleasures.80 In fact, if
the term’s various connotations are analyzed, it becomes clear that charis
indicated either the subject’s state (joy or pleasure), the object’s attribute
(radiance, charm, or beauty), an act of generosity (benefit, good deed), or
an attitude resulting from it (gratitude).81

Xenophon’s writings do not put all of these meanings into equal practice.
Nearly all of the occurrences in fact refer to the realm of reciprocity and
the exchange of benefits, at the expense of the register of charm and
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radiance.82 Nonetheless, such a general observation does not suffice. The
plasticity of charis cannot be confined to its capacity to designate the back-
and-forth nature of exchange, and a philological study alone cannot reveal
the large gamut of exchanges that the term can cover. Depending on the
situation, charis corresponded to material or symbolic transactions, capable
of describing at once an exchange (political or sexual), an economic
or philosophical transaction, and a familial or religious tie. A purely
philological approach to this notion also encounters another uncertainty.
Depending on the context, charis assumed either a positive or a negative
meaning and could designate both ‘good’ and ‘bad’ gifts, misdeeds as well
as good deeds. Only a close study of the texts and their contexts can reveal
these normative connotations.
But it would be illusory to remain limited to a strictly philological

approach, which would inevitably lead to a reification of the term by
transforming it into some sort of magical formula. In order to understand
how the notion of charis works in Xenophon’s corpus historically, the
methodological approach must be broadened in three ways.
The first approach remains philological.Charis provides a guiding thread

and a solid mooring for this study because it articulates a whole series of
complex notions that have to be taken into account in order to grasp how
the exchange generally functions. Without professing to be exhaustive, the
verbs eu poiein and euergetein (to do good deeds or, in the passive voice, to
receive good deeds) should be cited, along with their derivatives euergesia
and euergetēs; vocabulary surrounding the gift also comes to mind,
implementing nouns such as dōron and dōrea, verbs such as lambanein,
didonai, and dōreisthai, and closely-related notions such as philanthrōpia, all
occurrences that equally deserve to be considered.83 By thus broadening the
philological field of investigation, I intend to access the social phenomenon
behind the words.
The second opening is more directly historical, since charis not only

carried multiple connotations. In Xenophon’s time, the term was already
similar to a concept that had been distorted by historical evolution, and
the writer was in some ways a recipient of underlying intellectual and
political traditions that, fromHomer to Herodotus, informed his thinking.
Being a member of the aristoi, he called upon certain archaic resonances of
the concept, referring to a time when the notion was still intimately
associated with the lifestyle of the social and cultural elite of the Greek
world:84 ‘Grace (χάρις) was the highest virtue of aristocratic style, denoting
the perfection of bodily form and movement, the numinous value
bestowed on agalmata, the radiant circuit of gift exchange, and the pleasures
of festivity.’85 Added to the weight of this heritage was the immediate
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impact that the society of his time had on Xenophon’s work. Through the
reciprocity it implied, charis harmoniously blended into the Athenian
ideological panorama.86 It thus played a central role in tragedy, which often
played on the ambiguities surrounding the notion.87 It also occupied a
privileged place in orators’ arguments88 and honorific decrees,89 two other
types of sources that specifically dealt with democratic practices and
imaginary.
Xenophon’s conceptions can only be understood in the light of this

overall context, since he maintained an ambivalent relationship to the
democratic political culture of his time. While he often virulently criticized
the practices of his native land Athens, he was no less a recipient of the
realm of references that constitute the indispensable framework for
understanding his positions. The ideas Xenophon advocated should also
be related to those held by other Athenian dissenters who were writing
during the same period. By situating the author halfway between those
who would in some ways end up reconciling themselves with democracy
(such as Isocrates and Aristotle) and those who, like Plato, were radically
opposed to it, the originality of his positions can be gauged.90 A historical
reading thus implies shedding more light on and multiplying the number
of external references to which his work is compared. Here more than
anywhere else, an understanding of what made him unique has to be
refracted through an understanding of the general.91

No reading would be satisfying without one final attempt at broadening
the approach. Inasmuch as charis largely refers to the sphere of exchange
in Xenophon’s works, no analysis can dispense with the anthropology of
the gift that was elaborated following Marcel Mauss’s study.92 While the
question of the exchange, as it appeared in Mauss, was forged across distant
areas of investigation (the Maori and some Indian tribes in northwestern
America), it found a relevant sphere of application in Greece. With its
implied reciprocity, charis corresponds perfectly to a system of reciprocal
services and the continuous exchange of gifts and countergifts that were
foundational for the Maussian theory of the exchange. According to Denis
Vidal, charis shaped Mauss’s thinking, perhaps without his awareness of it,
for there is no explicit allusion to it in his corpus.93

In return, the anthropology of the gift makes it possible to clarify how
the charis functions. From Mauss, the fundamental idea of a system of
services, at once free and mandatory, is retained. While it is crucial that the
appearances of freedom in the exchange be respected, transactions are
rigorously obligatory at heart. In this respect, the gift is always a vector of
authority, even if it is not explicitly asserted as such. Mauss’s work also
teaches that the exchange is not restricted to material and substantial gifts.
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Far from exclusively involving ‘property and wealth, movable and
immovable goods, and things economically useful,’ the exchange is above
all expressed by ‘acts of politeness: banquets, rituals, military services,
women, children, dances, festivals, and fairs.’94 Once again, this is a way of
uniquely echoing the concept of charis, which can precisely include rather
diverse types of transactions.
Without delving into the debates that Mauss’s work has raised,95

numerous critical rereadings have provided useful clarifications to help
investigate further the functioning of charis and exchange in Greece and,
especially, in Xenophon’s writings. Moving away from the structuralist
vision that turns the theory of the gift into a scientific and mechanical type
of law,96 Claude Lefort has thus stressed the conflictual aspects of the
exchange, whereby all services are to some degree agonistic, marking men’s
and women’s struggle for mutual acknowledgement.97 In opposition to the
concept of ‘pure gift’ developed by British and American anthropologists,
Pierre Bourdieu has emphasized the way in which the exchange, beneath
its altruistic façade, is always the founding act of a moral debt, which is
itself a principle of personal domination. Benefits often seem gratuitous
because ‘the lapse of time between the gift and the countergift makes it
possible to mask the contradiction between the experienced (or desired)
truth of the gift as a generous, gratuitous, unrequited act, and the truth that
emerges from the model, which makes it a stage in a relationship of
exchange that transcends singular acts of exchange.’98

These rereadings encourage sensitivity to the social differentiations and
political struggles that are played out in the exchange. They highlight the
fundamental heterogeneity of reciprocity according to the respective places
that the diverse partners occupy within it. Gifts can be hierarchical – for
example, aiming to create or symbolize differences in status – or, on the
contrary, they can be redistributive and egalitarian, destined to reestablish
an equality that has been lost. This perspective encourages the develop-
ment of a typological approach capable of taking these differences into
account. I will speak of ‘balanced reciprocity’ when the gift and the
countergift are relatively equivalent and the partners in the exchange enjoy
a similar status and of ‘unbalanced’ or ‘asymmetrical reciprocity’ when
transactions do not compensate for each other and involve individuals
whose statuses are too different from each other.99

But a study of charis that only adopts a social and political approach to
the exchange is hardly satisfactory. Anglo-Saxon anthropologists have
challenged the very use of the concept of the gift as a univeral key valid for
all times and places. According to them, the very idea of the ‘gift’ must be
historicized. It is not enough to highlight the role of time within the
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exchange; the way in which time and historical processes transform the
actual structure of the gift, which is all too often conceived as atemporal,
must also be understood. All things considered, the ‘gift’, as Mauss theorized
it, seems to be a mythical construction or by-product of Occidentalism.100

Its emergence in the works of anthropologists paradoxically owes much to
the imaginary capitalist order. The ideology of the ‘gift’ has been constructed
as the mirror of the market relations that have blossomed throughout the
Western world with the capitalist revolution of the nineteenth century: ‘the
question arises of whether the postulated gift is anything other than the
inversion of the commodity’; as Nicholas Thomas puts it, ‘the older
anthropological construct of the gift depended more upon an inversion of
the category of the commodity than upon anything which really existed in
indigenous Oceanic societies.’101

While the critique is strong, it in no way challenges the use of the
anthropology of the gift within the context of the Greek world. In fact,
Greece was the place where the first monetarized economy in history
emerged. In this respect, Greek society is distinct from most of the
societies studied by anthropologists. Feeling the threat represented by the
irruption of coinage and the development of market exchange, the elite of
the archaic and early classical periods constructed their own ideology of the
gift in a way that was diametrically opposed to the ideology of commerce.
Greece therefore represents a privileged field of study when it comes to
noticing the overlapping redefinitions of ‘gift’ and ‘market,’ charis and
misthos, without one being able to challenge the relevance of such a
distinction, since Greece was the very birthplace of this opposition.102

Using this philological and anthropological basis, I would like to weave
together strands that, despite being disjointed, are no less complementary,
all within a properly historical perspective. A solid philological foundation
– the notion of charis – should make it possible to ask questions in the very
terms in which the Ancients formulated them: in short, ‘to think Greek
about what is Greek’.103 At the same time, the anthropological perspective
is likely to provoke a decentering and establish a circulation between
modern and ancient concepts in what I hope will be a fruitful exchange.104

The limits of analysis and methodological gains
Bymaking charis the cornerstone of this study, I am deliberately renouncing
the task of exhaustively describing the manifestations of power in
Xenophon’s corpus. Such an undertaking has already been more or less
positively attempted using the handy divisions passed down through the
classical political tradition.105 Furthermore, my study does not shed light on
another important pillar of authority alongside charis: phobos, or fear. Fear
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conceals a singular power over men. It is, as Xenophon himself said, what
‘cast[s] down the soul more than all other passions’ (Cyr. 3.1.25) and ‘makes
men more attentive, more obedient, and more amenable to discipline’.
(Mem. 3.5.5) As a military chief, he himself did not hesitate to resort to
terror when the circumstances demanded it (Anab. 5.8.18 and 20).106 As for
the Spartan political system, a great deal of its effectiveness resided in the
fear that the magistrates inspired in the rest of the Lacedaemonians.107

However, fear was not enough to guarantee lasting authority in the long
term. Clearchus’s misadventures in the Anabasis each demonstrate the
limits of a strict policy based on terror. As soon as the Greek soldiers were
able to, ‘many would desert him [Clearchus]; for he was not gracious
(ἐπίχαρι), but always severe and rough, so that the soldiers had the same
feeling toward him that boys have toward a schoolmaster.’ (Anab. 2.6.12)108

In order to establish his power in a lasting way, the charismatic leader had
to know how to to handle deftly both the carrot and the stick, benefits and
fear, charis and phobos, all according to the model embodied by Cyrus the
Elder and celebrated as soon as theCyropaedia begins (1.1.5): ‘He ruled over
these nations, even though they did not speak the same language as he,
nor one nation the same as another; for all that, he was able to cover so vast
a region with the fear which he inspired (τῷ ἑαυτοῦ φόβῳ), that he struck all men
with terror and no one tried to withstand him; and he was able to awaken
in all so lively a desire to please (χαρίζεσθαι) him, that they always wished to
be guided by his will.’109

Nonetheless, while fear occupies a certain place in the ideology of power
displayed by Xenophon, its place remains marginal in his corpus. Despite
this first assertion at the beginning of theCyropaedia, fear tends to disappear
from the narrative (with a few rare exceptions) and gives way to an analysis
of the sovereign’s magnanimity, which radiates from charis.110 The same
observation holds for Cyrus the Younger, Agesilaus, and especially Socrates.
On the condition that it is granted its rightful place in Xenophon’s

corpus (in other words, that of a concept which, while central, hardly sums
up all of Xenophon’s conceptions), charis presents a number of metho-
dological advantages. Through the reciprocity it implies, charis makes it
possible to tackle the question of power in terms of relationship and not
institution. It encourages the identification of authority with a constantly
mobile relational network often not guaranteed by any political or social
institution. Charis covers an immaterial and impalpable form of power
composed of services rendered, acknowledged loyalty, respect, and
dependency. Examining authority based on the concept of charis ultimately
means looking at power ‘at ground level,’ as something that circulates and
not as a fixed object.111
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In this respect, the study of such a concept encounters the tendency in
modern historiography to consider power beyond strictly institutional
paths.112 The study of such a notion therefore urges us to transcend the
habitual divisions and think about power outside of the traditional political
realm. It authorizes an oblique approach to authority, in which the power
of someone like Socrates, for example, can be usefully compared to the
authority of the head of an oikos or even a powerful king. In Xenophon’s
view, the power the philosopher wielded over his followers rested on the
same charismatic foundations as the authority deployed by political and
military leaders. We can thus hope to escape the ‘constitutional-law trap’113

and adopt a perspective in which the political, far from being confined to
abstract principles, is refracted through cultural and social practices such
as the exchange of gifts and the play on appearance.
Thus, the analysis of charis implies the study of all of Xenophon’s works.

From the moment the political is not limited to a rigid system of
institutional rules, no text can presumably be dismissed, since the play on
domination can be hidden in the most unexpected places. This study is of
course chiefly based on the works that best reflect the author’s political
imagination. I am thinking in particular of the speculative texts devoid of
precise historical referents and the works of praise which are political by
nature. Numerous writings fit these criteria, including: theHiero, in which
the poet Simonides and the tyrant Hiero conduct a dialogue about the
inconveniences of tyranny and the means of remedying them; theAgesilaus,
which praises the Spartan king’s conduct without always caring about
historical truth; the Cavalry Commander, which drafts the portrait of a good
Athenian cavalry leader; and the Cyropaedia, which gives a romanticized
account of the life of the great Cyrus, king of kings and founder of the
Persian empire. Special emphasis will be placed on this latter work,
Xenophon’s longest, since in it he expresses his conceptions so rigorously.
Nonetheless, the perspective adopted in this study will not be limited

to the strictly political works. My research will make much use of
Xenophon’s ‘journalistic’114 and historical accounts, such as the Anabasis
(which includes praise for both Cyrus the Younger and Xenophon himself
as exemplary leaders of troops) and the Hellenica (which teems with good
and bad commanders). By tackling the question of charis and charisma,
even the so-called ‘Socratic’ works – the Symposium, the Apology of Socrates,
and the Memorabilia – become particularly attractive. By displaying the
power Socrates wielded over his followers, they encourage a close
comparison of the philosopher’s charisma and the authority of political
and military leaders. Similarly, by defining the qualities of a good leader of
a household, the Oeconomicus makes it possible to further enrich this
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comparison. Within the private sphere, power was exerted based on the
same foundations as in an institutional framework. Finally, the more
specialized works, such as On Hunting, On the Art of Horsemanship, and the
Poroi, constitute remarkable counterpoints to the conceptions of authority
advocated throughout the rest of Xenophon’s works.
The corpus’s fragmentation no longer represents an enigma to solve

but, rather, an opportunity to seize. The apparent dispersion makes it
possible to observe an ideology of power that functions in different
contexts and in various settings – whether it be an oikos, a philosophical
circle, an army, a city, and even an empire – in order to make something
relatively coherent emerge from it.

* * *

My study will begin with an observation. Xenophon’s thinking was part of
a Greek society shaped by exchange and face-to-face culture. According to
the common norm, citizens – who were intimately convinced that ‘it is
always charis that begets charis (χάρις χάριν γάρ ἐστιν ἡ τίκτουσ’ ἀεί)’115 – were
supposed to mutually assist each other. Xenophon himself took up and
amplified this principle to the point of making it a universal invariable.116

Does this mean that he emphasized an abstract and ethereal conception of
charis? Absolutely not. My analysis will show how, behind these great
principles, Xenophon effected certain fundamental manipulations that
were aimed at adapting the norms of exchange to the demands of power.
As an elite member who cared about hierarchy, he did not conceive of
charis in a balanced way but instead viewed it through the distorting prism
of power. In his view, the giver was fundamentally superior to the receiver,
who was condemned to remain passive and submissive – in a position
similar to women in the oikos. Power could be established and reproduced
thanks to favors, by maintaining a strictly asymmetrical position (chapter
1).
A close reading of Xenophon’s corpus reveals that, far frommaking the

overall law of the gift and the countergift a stereotype set in stone, he never
ceased to clarify and specify this norm. He crafted a positive definition of
charis and examined the types of conduct likely to lead to maximum
gratitude by taking into account at once the contexts within which such
behaviors unfolded and the statuses of the people who bestowed these
favors. This allowed him to define a complex hierarchy of benefits while
also lending the notion of charis its full social and historical depth (chapter 2).
Even so, it would be wrong to conclude that Xenophon’s vision of charis

was unequivocal and positive. Two risks weighed on the exchange of
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favors. Charis had a dark side inasmuch as, for most of the Greeks, certain
gifts belonged more to the realm of corruption than to the sphere of
virtuous reciprocity, and the term charis sometimes indifferently evoked
one or the other. The city feared the perverse effects in which the
circulation of charites could result for its elite and notably the betrayal that
it could create. Elite members like Xenophon instead dreaded the
corruption of the crowd itself, for demagogy was nothing more than the
perverse gratification (charis) of the dēmos. The dividing line separating good
deeds from misdeeds was therefore at stake in the ideological struggle
between mass and elite – and even within the elite itself – to define the
legitimate meaning of exchange (chapter 3).
The second danger threatening charis was linked less to the floating

signification of the concept than to the confrontation with an opposite
logic of exchange – notably commercial. For Xenophon, market relation-
ships seemed to challenge the very foundation of charismatic exchange
that was gratuity (chapter 4). He thus defined – sometimes in the negative
– legitimate forms of charis that were supposed to respect a certain number
of conditions, such as the asymmetry of the relationship, the hierarchy
between benefits, the virtue of the giver and the recipient, and the apparent
gratuity of the exchange.
Yet these rules were not the fruit of strict moralism but of a rational

calculation that pursued properly political ends. Charismade it possible to
reach a dual objective that was either defensive or offensive, depending
on whether it concerned protecting or reinforcing authority and the
existing hierarchy. Resorting to benefits first aimed to curb the phthonos, or
envy, that every man was quick to feel. Prodigality pursued a redistributive
goal and resolutely shared in the perspective of defending authority.
Xenophon was conscious of these demands born out of civic pressure,
and his political thinking heavily depended on this (chapter 5).
Xenophon simultaneously developed an offensive conception of charis.

By giving freely, the ideal leader was likely to take control of social relations
according to a distinctive and hierarchical logic. The favors he bestowed
allowed him to create or attract philia by surrounding himself with vast
networks of friendship (chapter 6). Yet philia sometimes included particularly
intense forms of attachment that a deft leader could seek to create by
expertly handling charis. Sometimes he strove to create a pseudo-familial
bond, whether it be fraternal or, above all, paternal. By transforming
himself into a benevolent father, he hoped to monopolize the affection
and respect of those who depended on him (chapter 7). Sometimes, from
a father, he became a lover. The subtle use of charis provoked an erotization
of power in such a way that leaders became the object of desire for their
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supporters. This aspect will lead me to broaden the concept of charis in a
new way: the man who possessed authority aroused the love of those who
surrounded him as much for the benefits he lavished upon them (the first
meaning of charis) as for the radiance that surrounded him (the second
meaning of charis). In order to be seductive, he was not only supposed to
prove his munificence, but was also supposed to know how to appear
correctly before the crowd, radiating with a beauty that was further
increased by an imposing and wisely calculated sense of ceremony.
Xenophon thus elaborated a complex model of ‘charismatic authority,’ for
which the relationships between mankind and the divinities provided a
vanishing point. The gods established a resolutely unequal type of
relationship that utilized every aspect of charis. In Xenophon’s writings, the
charismatic logic that was at work in the political world reached its peak
with the divine paradigm (chapter 8).
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CHARIS AND ITS CHALLENGES

I. THE LAW OF CHARIS

In the Memorabilia (4.4.19), Xenophon attributes a speech to Socrates in
which the philosopher defines justice as the scrupulous respect for civic
legislation.117 Beyond this necessary obedience to the laws of the city,
Socrates claims that mankind is also expected to respect a system of
unwritten norms: the agraphoi nomoi ‘that are uniformly observed in every
country.’ Established by a divine legislator, these laws in turn bear their
own sanctions, with any deviation from them being systematically punished
by the gods. Among these transcendent principles to which everyone is
supposed to submit (such as revering the gods, respecting one’s parents,
and refraining from incestuous relationships),118 Socrates formulates what
could be called the law of charis (Mem. 4.4.24, transl. E. C. Marchant and
O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified): ‘is not the duty of requiting benefactors
universally recognised as an obligatory norm? (τοὺς εὖ ποιοῦντας

ἀντευεργετεῖν οὐ πανταχοῦ νόµιµόν ἐστι;)’119

A social norm
Socrates theoretically elaborates and establishes an anthropological
invariant, defined by the sequence of giving, receiving, and reciprocating.120

In some ways, Xenophon can be seen as a precursor to Marcel Mauss in
that he strongly emphasized the quasi-automatic reciprocity presiding over
the circulation of benefits. Reciprocal exchange occupied such an
important place in Xenophon’s value system that, according to Socrates’s
son Lamprocles, it should even blur the commonly held distinction
between friend and enemy (Mem. 2.2.2): ‘I think that it is always unjust not
to show gratitude (χάριν ἀποδιδόναι) for a favour from whomsoever it is
received, be he friend or enemy.’
However, this seemingly compelling norm remained fragile, since it

could not rely on any lasting and permanent legal system. The fact that it
was unwritten meant that it could not be brought to justice by a precise
legal procedure.121 Transgression of the norm was consequently just as
universal as the norm itself, making ingratitude the inevitable flipside of
the transcendent law of charis (Mem. 4.4.24). In lamenting this, Xenophon
joined the disenchanted conclusions of Anaxandrides, a fourth-century
comic author: to the certainty naively expressed in Sophocles’s Ajax,
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whereby charis unfailingly led to charis, Anaxandrides responded that such
a principle had hardly been verified.122

Regardless, the ungrateful figure represented the ultimate foil in
Xenophon’s work.123 Celebrating the title character’s virtues in theAgesilaus
(11.3), he specifies that the Spartan king ‘hated not the man who defended
himself when injured, but such as showed no gratitude for a favour (ἀλλ᾿

εἴ τις εὐεργετούµενος ἀχάριστος φαίνοιτο),’ for ingratitude constituted an even
graver danger than the violence committed between sworn enemies. It
undermined human relationships and corroded the proper functioning of
society by preventing the relationship of trust established by an initial
benefit from receiving its rightful retribution.
Throughout his life, Xenophon himself seems to have been careful to

stigmatize ungrateful behavior. According to Diogenes Laertius (2.52), he
notably took legal action against a freedman named Aeschylus, whom he
deemed guilty of ‘disloyalty’ (apostasia).124 The former slave had apparently
not fulfilled his duties toward his patron – perhaps by attaching himself to
another protector, which showed his profound ingratitude toward the man
who had granted him one of the greatest graces of all: freedom.
Athenian laws punished only a small share of the ungrateful acts that

continually undermined relationships of reciprocity (Mem. 2.2.13).
Xenophon reminded readers that there is no ‘legal action against those
who leave unpaid debts of gratitude (οὐκ εἰσὶ δίκαι πρὸς τὸν µὴ ἀποδιδόντα)’
(Ages. 4.2. Cf.Mem. 2.6.19). Only the Persian politeia – at least as he imagined
it at the beginning of the Cyropaedia125 – seemed to follow a consistent set
of politics by explicitly ensuring that all forms of ungrateful behavior were
punished by law. In this work recounting the education and conquests of
Cyrus the Elder, who founded the Achaemenid empire in the sixth century,
Xenophon waxes enthusiastic over the singularly strict education that
Persian children received (Cyr. 1.2.7):

[The masters of the Persian children] bring them to trial also charged with
an offence for which people hate one another most but go to law least,
namely, that of ingratitude (ἀχαριστίας); and if they know that any one is able
to return a favour (χάριν ἀποδιδόναι) and fails to do so, they punish him also
severely. For they think that the ungrateful are likely to be most neglectful
of their duty toward their gods, their parents, their country, and their friends.

In the Cyropaedia, the repression of ingratitude is therefore a legal
obligation. But it should be remembered that these judgments for acharistia
were only in place during the time of paideia and no longer applied once
adulthood was reached. In Xenophon’s corpus, the law of charis thus
remained a transcendent principle that did not necessarily rely on juridical
sanctions. For the punishment of any eventual transgressions, Xenophon
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generally trusted in the inevitable sanction of the gods, who were always
capable of finding the appropriate punishment (Mem. 4.4.24).
Such a position can be easily understood if we take into account the fact

that the reciprocity presiding over the exchange of benefits could not be
based on an institutional system that, by making it obligatory, would
pervert the very foundations. A benefit only had meaning if it was
voluntary – just like a countergift, which, while having a socially binding
power, could not be legally required.126

A universal form of anthropology
This law of gift and countergift is linked to an underlying anthropology,
which is illuminated in the Cyropaedia, through a certain Pheraulas, one of
Cyrus’s most faithful Persian lieutenants (Cyr. 8.3.49):

For [Pheraulas] held man to be the best and most grateful (εὐχαριστότατον) of
all creatures, since he saw that when people are praised by any one they
are very glad to praise him in turn; and when any one does them a favour
(χαριζοµένοις), they try to do him one in return (ἀντιχαρίζεσθαι); when they
recognize that any one is kindly disposed toward them they return his good-
will; [...] whereas all other creatures, he knew, were both more thankless
(ἀχαριστότερα) and more unfeeling than man.

In defining man by his ability to show his gratitude, Pheraulas anthro-
pologically founded a norm that was valid in all countries, thus seemingly
confirming the universality of the law of charis.
Yet this is not such an obvious generalization. This statement should

be considered with caution, since it is made in a work of fiction (the
Cyropaedia), in which Spartans seem to appear loosely disguised as Persians.127

After all, it seems to imply that certain peoples were more predisposed to
transgress this universal law and that ingratitude was a curse that primarily
afflicted the Persian world. In theHellenica and theAnabasis, the Persians are
therefore quick to betray and always ready to abuse the Greeks’ good faith.
The figure of the satrap Tissaphernes is a further example of this

questioning. In Xenophon’s corpus, he appears to be ingratitude personified.
He treacherously captures the Greek chiefs after the battle of Cunaxa and
has them put to death despite having sworn he would bring the Ten
Thousand back to Greece (Anab. 2.5.31–2). Similarly, after agreeing to a
truce with Agesilaus during the Asian campaign led by the Spartan king in
396, he breaks his promise as soon as he thinks he has the military upper
hand.128 Agesilaus paradoxically displays his satisfaction on this occasion
(Ages. 1.13; cf. Hell. 3.4.11): ‘But Agesilaus with a beaming face bade the
envoys of Tissaphernes inform their master that he was profoundly grateful to
him (ὡς πολλὴν χάριν αὐτῷ ἔχοι) for his perjury, by which he had gained the
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hostility of the gods for himself and had made them allies of the Greeks.’
In an ironic contrast, the charis the Lacedaemonian Agesilaus feels toward
the Persian Tissaphernes emphasizes the latter’s ingratitude and impiety.
Tissaphernes banishes himself from common humanity by disrupting the
normal circuits of reciprocity. Punished by fate, he ultimately reaps the fruits
of his behavior andmeets the tragic end reserved for schemers (Hell. 3.4.25).
Nonetheless, it would be wrong to see in these adventures the mark of

a structural misunderstanding between the Greeks and the barbarians, who
supposedly did not share the same presuppositions surrounding the
exchange and the necessity of reciprocity.129 According to Xenophon,
the logic of charis was transversal and constituted a code of aristocratic
acknowledgement that went beyond the most frequently emphasized
‘vertical’ divisions, notably ethnic separations.130 This appears most clearly
in another episode from the life of Agesilaus, the (allegedly) ideal Spartan
king. Depicting a dialogue between him and the Persian satrap
Pharnabazus in 394, Xenophon shows how both aristocrats agreed upon
the same logic of charis despite their ethnic differences (Hell. 4.1.29–38).131

Pharnabazus and Agesilaus meet in a context that initially appears to
accentuate the opposition between them, the former surrounding himself
with luxury and the latter demonstrating austerity. The comparison places
the Persian satrap in an unfavorable postion (Hell. 4.1.30).

[...] Agesilaus and the thirty [Spartans] with him were lying on the ground
in a grassy spot awaiting them. Pharnabazus, however, came in a dress which
was worth much gold. But when his attendants were proceeding to spread
rugs beneath him, upon which the Persians sit softly, he was ashamed to indulge
in luxury (ᾐσχύνθη ἐντρυφῆσαι), seeing as he did the simplicity of Agesilaus;
so he too lay down on the ground without further ado.

Facing the simplicity of the Spartan Agesilaus’s royal equipment, the
Persian Pharnabazus initially feels ashamed of his own luxury (truphē).132

Nonetheless, Xenophon immediately strives to diffuse any temptation to
see in this an outward sign of moral perversion. Pharnabazus is not
ungrateful and in no way resembles Tissaphernes, openly proclaiming (Hell.
4.1.32): ‘And you cannot accuse me, as you accused Tissaphernes, of any
double-dealing toward you at any time, either in deed or word.’ On the
contrary, Pharnazabus is the one who is offended by the Spartans’
behavior: he rightly complains about his former allies, who have indeed
plundered his possessions and reduced his paternal inheritance to dust –
which attests to their share of considerable ingratitude (4.1.33–4).

If it is I that do not understand either what is righteous or what is just, do
you teach me how these are the deeds of men who know how to repay favors
(χάριτας ἀποδιδόναι).
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This vibrant speech represents the Greeks as ashamed for their previous
conduct: ‘And all the thirty [Spartans] were filled with shame (ἐπῃσχύνθησαν)
before him and fell silent.’ In this respect, the logic of charis is good at
defining the legitimate types of behavior that the Greeks and the Persians
were supposed to adopt. It even constitutes a real criterion for evaluating
forms of behavior beyond semblance and appearance. The whole
encounter is constructed along a dialectical play on appearance and reality.
Each of the protagonists ends up embarrassed for extremely different
reasons. Pharnabazus is ashamed of his pompous appearance but is beyond
any moral reproach, while the Thirty and Agesilaus repent for their real
ingratitude despite their rustic and crude appearance. Pharnabazus
ultimately appears in a favorable light, since he manages to make the
Spartans admit to the illegitimacy of their behavior – implying that both
parties share the same presuppositions surrounding the exchange and its
meaning. Far from making it a factor of misunderstanding, Xenophon
depicts the tremendous coherence induced by charis, a unifying norm and
principle of complicity between members of the social elite, one that
transcended ethnic and cultural differences.133 In Xenophon’s mind, the
ungrateful are represented by the Athenian dēmos, who shamelessly
condemned the victorious stratēgoi at Arginusae to death (Hell. 1.7.18), as
much as by perfidious barbarians.

An immanent model
This universal and transcendent principle – the law of charis – rests also on
an immanent model lying between nature and culture: farm labour. In
Xenophon’s writings, the notion of charis and reciprocity is deeply rooted
in cultivated nature, notably in the way in which agriculture granted people
benefits under the gods’ patronage.
In theOeconomicus, a short Socratic treatise on the best way to manage an

oikos, Xenophon vibrantly praises the art of agriculture. If agriculture is so
valuable for him, that is because it teaches the virtues of a balanced
exchange without resorting to any sort of institutional or even social
mediation, concealing a moral and immanent justice. Agricultural work
requires effort, or ponos (Oec. 5.4):134 ‘Although the earth offers her goods
most generously, she does not allow men to take them without toil (οὐκ ἐᾷ ταῦτα µετὰ

µαλακίας λαµβάνειν), but she makes them accustomed to enduring winter’s
cold and summer’s heat.’ Nonetheless, such pains are not fruitless.
Xenophon conceives them as a gift that calls for a corresponding countergift
(Oec. 5.8–10): ‘And what occupation provides greater benefactions in return (ἀντι-

χαρίζεται) to those who work at it? What occupation welcomes the man
who is concerned with it more graciously, inviting him to come and take
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what he needs? What occupation welcomes friends more generously ? [...]
What other occupation [...] is more popular with slaves, or sweeter to a
wife, or more attractive to children, or more beneficent (εὐχαριστοτέρα) to
friends?’ In a veiled echo of the Hesiodic golden age, nature seems to bear
freely the fruits and to give them to the hard-working cultivator (Oec.
5.3–4). Agriculture follows the model of reciprocity and even seems so
pleasant that the farmer’s difficult toil gradually disappears from Socrates’s
discourse (cf. Oec. 15.4 and 19.17;Mem. 2.1.28, with Frazier 1997).
This charis of agriculture, displayed by generous gifts, has an educational

virtue. Indeed, ‘because the earth is divine, she teaches justice (δικαιοσύνην

διδάσκει) to those who have the ability to learn from her. She gives the greatest
benefits in return to those who cultivate her best (τοὺς γὰρ ἄριστα θεραπεύοντας αὐτὴν

πλεῖστα ἀγαθὰ ἀντιποιεῖ).’ (Oec. 5.12) The earth thus establishes the norm
and provides a natural means by which to measure reciprocity. It incarnates
the regulated alternation between gifts and countergifts and in this respect
proposes an immanent and ideal paideia which teaches the correct balance
necessary for all human exchanges.
In the Cyropaedia, Pheraulas is the protagonist who best symbolizes this

ideal of reciprocity, defining humankind itself by its ability to receive and
repay benefits. Xenophon rightly recounts that the Persian personally
undertook difficult agricultural toil. Evoking his education, Xenophon
reminds the reader that Pheraulas had ‘supported [his father] by digging
and planting a very little plot of ground. It was really not such a very bad
plot of ground, but, on the contrary, the most just (ἀλλὰ πάντων δικαιότατον);
for all the seed that it received it returned fairly and rightly (καλῶς καὶ δικαίως

ἀπεδίδου αὐτό), and yet with no very great amount of interest.’ (Cyr. 8.3.38)135

As a poor peasant, Pheraulas differs from the rich Athenian Critobulus,
who, in the Oeconomicus, only thinks of agricultural work in terms of
aristocratic ponos – i.e. an effort without an immediate goal. Pheraulas works
(ἐργάζεσθαι)136 as a poor man, following a strictly utilitarian logic. In both
cases, the art of agriculture is nonetheless considered to be the best
propaedeutic to reciprocity, hard labor being rewarded by just return.
In his writings, Xenophon developed a global approach to the notion of

exchange. Presented as a universal requirement, charis was the foundation
not only for all human relations, but, more broadly, for the ties uniting
men with nature and the gods beyond. But this model was also deeply
reactionary. Xenophon gradually transformed a simple social norm – the
exchange of benefits – into an unwritten law, the aristocratic connotations
of which are well known.137 He made a final shift by grounding charis in
cultivated nature and anchoring it in the earth, which always ‘speaks the
truth.’ (Oec. 20.13) Xenophon did not end his approach there. In his works,
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this process of universalization was even more misleading, since, under
the guise of generalization, he advocated a conception of exchange and
reciprocity not necessarily shared by all.

II. CHARIS AND AUTHORITY

The interest in charis – and, more broadly, in the notion of exchange in
Greek society – was not Xenophon’s prerogative. A certain number of
recent historical analyses have legitimately recalled the place and
permanence of reciprocity within the polis during the classical period.138

They are generally based on the study of Aristotle’s texts, which favor a
certain vision of charis whereby the hierarchy between benefactor and
recipient does not always clearly appear.

Horizontal exchanges and vertical links
Aristotle establishes a direct link between the erection of the sanctuary of
the Charites (in Athens and elsewhere) and the necessary union of all citizens
on a level that, while not strictly egalitarian, was nonetheless proportionate
in a way that could be qualified as horizontal (EN 5.8.1132b32–1133a5).

But in the interchange of services Justice in the form of Reciprocity (τὸ
ἀντιπεπονθὸς) is the bond that maintains the association: reciprocity, that is,
on the basis of proportion, not on the basis of equality. The very existence
of the city depends on proportionate reciprocity; for men demand that they
shall be able to requite evil with evil – if they cannot, they feel they are in
the position of slaves – and to repay good with good, failing which, no
exchange takes place, and it is exchange that binds them together. This is
why they set up a shrine of the Graces in a public place (∆ιὸ καὶ Χαρίτων ἱερὸν
ἐµποδὼν ποιοῦνται), to remind men to return a kindness; for that is a special
characteristic of grace (χάριτος), since it is a duty not only to repay a service done
one, but another time to take the initiative in doing a service oneself (Ἀνθυπηρετῆσαι
γὰρ δεῖ τῷ χαρισαµένῳ, καὶ πάλιν αὐτὸν ἄρξαι χαριζόµενον).

For the purposes of his argument, Aristotle offers an interpretation that
limits the meaning of the cult of the Charites to the sphere of reciprocity
and exchange. He then added another dimension. By emphasizing the
absolute openness of this place of worship, Aristotle proposes a vision of
reciprocity that clearly conveys Athenian democratic appropriation of the
notion of charis.139 The existence of the shrine encouraged citizens to
respond to benefits in a potentially infinite exchange.
Even so, was Aristotle’s ‘horizontal’ conception of charis the only one

conceivable in fourth-century Greece?140 While a number of recent studies
have attached a great deal of importance to this irenic and egalitarian vision
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of reciprocity, some doubt still remains. By establishing this passage from
Aristotle as the communis opinio,141 these studies minimize the intellectual
and political struggle to express the legitimate functioning of the social
world within Greek cities. They do not sufficiently consider the ideological
confrontations that swept across Greek communities – and its elite. These
studies tend to construct a falsely homogeneous ideology of charis by
attempting to recreate a specifically Greek repertory of exchange.142 Yet it
seems illusory to posit the existence of a fundamental consensus among
Greeks on the nature of charis and the forms it was supposed to assume.
Defining the obligations of the giver and the receiver, specifying the syntax
of the exchange, and determining the hierarchy between benefactor and
recipient, all constitute ideological challenges that are heavily loaded with
meaning.
In Aristotle’s corpus itself, one can detect a very different conception of

reciprocity, much more hierarchical. His vision of charis often seems
reduced to an ethical and political virtue monopolized by the elite. This
tendency can primarily be detected in the original terminology Aristotle
adopted for designating members of the civic elite, sometimes calling them
χαρίεντες143 (literally, the ‘Gracious’) according to a custom that only
emerged in the second half of the fourth century.144 The appearance of
such a designation should be interpreted within the context of renewed
strategies of distinction specific to the Athenian elite. Like the designation
kaloi kagathoi, which had been forged slightly earlier during the second half
of the fifth century,145 the charientes claimed specific cultural and social
virtues – brilliance, elegance, and generosity – that could symbolically
distinguish them from the indistinct crowd.146

This terminological definition matched the existence in Athens of a
group composed of rich men – usually well-educated147 – that was
superimposed on the former standing elite. In that elitist reappropriation,
charis is no longer the symbol of a harmonious exchange between all
citizens, but the emblem of a fundamentally unbalanced form of
reciprocity. Aristotle offers an opportunity to take stock of this evolution
in Book 4 of hisNicomachean Ethics (4.2.1120a15–23):

Again, gratitude (ἡ χάρις) is bestowed on a giver, not on one who refrains
from taking; and still more is this true of praise. [...] Again, it is those who
give whom we call liberal (ἐλευθέριοι); those who refrain from taking are not
praised for Liberality (εἰς ἐλευθεριότητα) but rather for Justice (εἰς δικαιοσύνην),
and those who take are not praised at all. And of all virtuous people the
liberal are perhaps the most beloved, because they are beneficial to others;
and they are so in that they give.148
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In his analysis of liberality, the philosopher adopts a normative perspective
whereby giving is better than receiving, and virtuous people – meaning the
elite – must conform as much as possible to this ideal behavior if they want
to be loved (Guizzi 1998, 92–4). Balanced reciprocity is therefore not the
only ideal of exchange that Aristotle promotes.
Xenophon’s corpus initially presents a definition of charis oscillating

between a fundamentally asymmetrical approach – to which I shall frequently
return – and a more balanced vision. I would first like to look at the rather
rare cases in which the author promotes a horizontal conception of
exchange. In these instances, Socrates usually acts as his flamboyant
spokesman. After all, this was the very philosopher who formulated the
universal law of charis by emphasizing the horizontal exchange of benefits.
In the Symposium (7.5), he was the one who appealed to the patronage of the
Charites, the divinities who embodied both the grace of appearance and the
regulated universe of reciprocity.
This isolated reference to the Charites deserves to be fully analyzed

inasmuch as it implicitly embodies an ideology of balanced exchange.
Socrates evokes the Charites through a discussion of dance and its approp-
riate practice. In his view, the troupe hired to entertain the symposion should
choose a more distinguished type of spectacle over a degrading perfor-
mance:149 ‘but if the young people were to have an aulos accompaniment
and dance the figures in which the Graces, the Horai, and the Nymphs are depicted
(ἐν οἷς Χάριτές τε καὶ ῟Ωραι καὶ Νύµφαι γράφονται), I believe that they would
be far less wearied themselves and that the banquet would be a lot more
gracious (πολὺ ἐπιχαριτώτερον).’150 Socrates therefore closely associates the
Graces (Χάριτες) and grace (ἐπιχαριτώτερον), which easily and pleasantly echo
each other (Huss 1999a, 354).
At the risk of over-interpreting the text, it seems that this word-play

does not only allude to the elegance of the dancers’ gestures. According to
Theognis (1.491–6), the charis circulating in the banquet exceeded the realm
of pure aesthetics and the invocation of the Graces could also refer to the
measured way in which wine circulated throughout the symposion and
contributed to creating a harmonious atmosphere. The same observation
must be made when studying the rich iconographic tradition that emerged
out of the dance of the Charites.151 Far from being the simple incarnation
of beauty, the dance of the three Graces became an allegory of gift-giving
under the influence of Aristotle (in the passage of the Politics already
quoted) and especially Seneca’s gloss.152 In the works of painters and
sculptors, each of the divinities represents one of the fundamental gestures
of the exchange: giving, receiving, and reciprocating.
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In this process of allegorization, Socrates seems to represent a crucial
figure. It is highly possible that, by evoking the dance of the Charites in this
passage,153 the philosopher was making an allusion to his previous career:
as son of the sculptor Sophroniscus154 and claiming to belong to the
prestigious genos of Daedalus,155 Socrates was said to have initially embraced
his father’s profession. Some later traditions even maintained that he was
the sculptor of the statues representing the Charites erected near the
prestigious Propylaea of the Acropolis.156 Regardless of its veracity, the
anecdote nonetheless reveals the ties that seemed to associate Socrates
with the Graces and their endless circle in the Greek imagination.157 Within
this broader symbolic context, the Charites invoked in the Symposium not
only end up falling under the aesthetic register, but should also be
considered as the emblems of a joyous and irenic form of reciprocity that
blossomed during the private banquet, with its shared pleasures.
Nonetheless, Xenophon – like Aristotle after him – did not confine

himself to this horizontal vision of charis, symbolized by the Graces’
harmonious dance. Such a conception only prevailed within the narrow
community of the banquet. Outside the symposion, the issue of authority
ended up overturning well-established patterns and the almost mechanical
exchange in which a benefit responded to a favor. As an oligarch fascinated
by power, Xenophon first viewed charis through an asymmetrical lens, in
such a way that authority could easily seize hold of it.
Within the context of the Persian monarchy, this conception was

expressed in a way that was both logical and expected.158 In the Cyropaedia,
Cyrus the Elder strives to become the most generous man of all after
conquering the Assyrian empire. As Xenophon recalls (Cyr. 8.2.7), ‘Though
he far exceeded all other men in the amount of the revenues (προσόδους)
he received, yet he excelled still more, in the quantity of presents he made (πολὺ ἔτι

πλέον διήνεγκε τῷ πλεῖστα ἀνθρώπων δωρεῖσθαι).’159 But what was the real
extent of this conception beyond the strict Achaemenid context? Was it a
formula that in this case was only valid in Persia – with Xenophon insisting
on the distinctness of such a choice? Or did it correspond also to a relevant
model in Greece during the first half of the fourth century?
A careful reading of Xenophon’s corpus shows that he also advocated

an unbalanced policy of charis in the Greek world. The relationship between
citizens in the same poliswas viewed through an inegalitarian lens. In order
to make friends, Critobulus had to be convinced – according to Socrates
– ‘that a man’s excellence consists in outdoing his friends in kindness and
his enemies in mischief (νικᾶν τοὺς µὲν φίλους εὖ ποιοῦντα, τοὺς δ᾿ ἐχθροὺς

κακῶς).’ (Mem. 2.6.35) Using Xenophon’s vocabulary, a virtuous individual
therefore had the right to expect to ‘capture’ friends in a hunt that did not
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seem to leave much freedom for the prey, who was the passive recipient
of benefits (see infra, chapter 6).
If charis sometimes circulated unevenly within the private sphere, it was

even more the case in the public space of the Greek cities. In Xenophon’s
corpus, the Hellenic leaders – just like the Persian sovereigns – have to
appear as the victors of a ‘war of gifts.’ In theHiero, Simonides’s last words
of advice to the tyrant of Syracuse are revealing. In order to succeed in
transforming the despot’s fragile archē into lasting authority, the poet
recommends that his host establish a relationship of asymmetrical charis in
the form of a competition (Hiero 11.14, transl. E.C. Marchant, Loeb,
modified): ‘And try to surpass (νικᾶν) all these in deeds of kindness. For if you
outdo your friends in bestowing benefits (ἐὰν γὰρ τοὺς φίλους κρατῇς εὖ ποιῶν), it is
certain that your enemies will not be able to resist you.’ Applied to the
exchange of benefits, the vocabulary of war and victory metaphorically
implies an agōn, from which only a single person can emerge victorious.
For a leader, only the position of benefactor was therefore fully legitimate.
In Thrace, on the edge of the Greek world and the Persian empire, the

same law of exchange prevailed.160 In the Anabasis (7.7.41), Xenophon
persuades Seuthes, anOdrysian ruler, that ‘no possession is more honourable
for a man, especially a commander, or more splendid than valour and justice and
generosity (ἀρετῆς καὶ δικαιοσύνης καὶ γενναιότητος).’ According to the Athenian,
a position of authority presupposes particular responsibilities concerning
benefactions (Anab. 7.7.21–2): ‘for I believed that it was no less to your
advantage to pay them than it was to theirs to get their pay. For, in the first
place, I know that next to the gods it was these men who set you in a
conspicuous position (εἰς τὸ φανερόν), since they made you king over a large
territory and many people; hence it is not possible for you to escape notice,
whether you perform an honourable deed (καλὸν) or a base one (αἰσχρὸν).’
Having power thus implies a specific amount of visibility and consequently
continual supervision by the subjects. Seuthes is supposed to make sure
that he appears kind and not ungrateful precisely because he is king and not
because he is Thracian. According to Xenophon, shame, gratitude, and
generosity are unifying norms intended to guide the behavior of leaders,
regardless of where they come from.
Xenophon’s continual examination of the foundation of authority led

him to envisage charis as a resolutely unequal form of reciprocity – within
every sphere of public and even private life. A leader was supposed to
establish a relationship of unambiguous debt with his subjects, in order to
create and assert his position as well as to signify it socially. Ideally,
obedience was the only possible countergift available to subjects and
friends.
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Such a conception of the exchange does not engage a positive vision of
the recipient’s position. In his corpus, Xenophon explored the challenges
linked to the act of receiving by defining the political and symbolic
implications that such a position entailed.

The delicate position of the recipient
The art of receiving
By favoring the position of giver, Xenophonwas not proposing to completely
demean the recipient’s position. Prevailing through gifts in no way signified
abstaining from receiving anything; it just meant giving more than one had
received. It was normal and legitimate for a leader to be on the receiving
end of numerous benefits. That was even how he could assert his power,
by relying on the services he was offered. It was simply imperative that he
respect certain conditions in return.
In exchange for gifts, services and favors, a good leader was supposed

to express his charis, or gratitude, toward those who had helped him, and
he was supposed to care genuinely about reciprocity. The Spartan Teleutias,
one of the rare Greek leaders in the Hellenica to be depicted in an entirely
positive light (cf. e.g. Hell. 5.1.3–4), knew how to show his gratitude and
reap its political rewards. When Agesilaus’s half-brother was put in charge
of leading an expedition in Chalcidice in 382 (Hell. 5.2.37), Xenophon
assures that ‘he was regarded as a man not ungrateful (οὐκ ἀχάριστος) to those
who performed any service.’ The good leader fit harmoniously within the
system of reciprocity and responded to a favor with a favor.
Nonetheless, according to Xenophon, it was the duty of the man in a

position of power to display a superior level of responsibility. Not only
was he supposed to return benefits in a balanced way, but he had to reassert
his authority with a superior countergift. On this condition, he was able to
receive the favors addressed to him without any ambiguity or danger. Cyrus
the Elder’s principle of action was ‘to do large favours in return for small
ones.’ (Cyr. 8.2.12)161 As for Cyrus the Younger, he never failed to reward
the men who served him well – except in extraordinary circumstances
(Anab. 1.2.11). By placing themselves under the Persian leader’s orders,
Greek mercenaries knew they could legitimately count on being
recompensed. This definitely aided their conviction when they were
confronted with the terrible dilemma of either crossing the Euphrates,162

thus irrevocably siding with the ‘renegade’ Cyrus the Younger against the
King, or turning back. To convince his men, Menon reminded them of
the generosity characterizing the aspirant to the Persian throne (Anab.
1.4.15): ‘Cyrus will not only feel grateful to you, regarding you as the most
zealous in his cause (ὡς προθυµοτάτοις οὖσιν ὑµῖν χάριν εἴσεται Κῦρος καὶ
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ἀποδώσει), but he will return the favour – and he knows how to do that if
any man does.’163

Through this practical knowledge, which was also about being capable
of giving, Cyrus managed to recruit excellent men to serve him (Anab.
1.9.18): ‘Again, so surely as a man performed with credit any service that
he assigned him, Cyrus never let his zeal go unrequited (οὐδενὶ πώποτε ἀχάριστον

εἴασε τὴν προθυµίαν). In consequence, he was said to have gained the very
best supporters for every undertaking.’164 Like Teleutias, Cyrus made his
ability to deftly handle reciprocity the foundation of his power.
A good leader’s behavior was therefore supposed to be guided by a

principle that King Agesilaus held dear (Ages. 4.2): ‘And Agesilaus held it
wrong not only to repudiate a debt of gratitude (τὸ µὴ ἀποδιδόναι χάριτας), but,
having greater means, not to render in return a much greater kindness.’165

According to Xenophon, a ‘reactive’ form of reciprocity could not be
enough for a political leader. Not only was he supposed to return benefits,
but he has also to give back more and better than anyone else, according
to the rank he took pride in occupying.
In reality, Xenophon was condemning not the position of recipient, but

the guilty complacency that kept people in such a comfortable situation.
The Cyropaedia offers numerous examples didactically illustrating this
crucial principle. A man who wielded power could not remain in the
position of debtor for long without running the risk of his authority being
undermined. According to Xenophon, a leader had to resume quickly the
position of generously doling out benefits, thus making everyone forget
that he had passively received favors.166

Cyrus made this precept a behavioral norm. This was the case, for
example, when he subjugated the province of Armenia on behalf of his
uncle Cyaxares, King of the Medes, at the beginning of his campaign
against the Assyrian kingdom. The Armenians, who no longer wanted to
pay their tribute, were thus obliged to do so.167 Cyrus took advantage of this
to ask the king of the province to lend him 100 talents, promising that he
‘will in return for [his] loan either do [him] other favours worth more than
that amount or at least pay [him] back the money (ἢ ἄλλα πλείονος ἄξια

εὐεργετήσειν ἢ τὰ χρήµατα ἀπαριθµήσειν).’ (Cyr. 3.1.34) Rather revealingly,
Cyrus set about quickly repaying this debt by immediately returning charis.168

He subsequently subjugated the Chaldaeans, the Armenians’ hereditary
adversaries, allowing him to regain his position of superiority with regard
to benefits. As the King of Armenia himself asserts (Cyr. 3.2.16): ‘“And
believe me, Cyrus,” said he, “when I say that to have driven the Chaldaeans
from these heights I would have given many times as much money as you
now have from me; and the benefit that you promised to do us, when you
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received the money, you have already conferred so fully that we obviously
now owe you a new debt of gratitude (ἄλλας χάριτας) besides; and we on our
part, if we have not lost all self-respect, should be ashamed if we did not repay it
to you (αἰσχυνοίµεθ᾿ ἄν σοι µὴ ἀποδιδόντες)”.’ Cyrus managed not only to
reimburse his debt symbolically, but also to generate further gratitude
toward him by initiating a new exchange of charis.

From passivity to feminization: the gendered aspect of the gift
An ideal leader was supposed to avoid remaining in the position of
recipient because of the extremely negative connotations of such an
attitude. The system of protagonists presented in the Cyropaedia thus
provides a didactic illustration of Xenophon’s unfavorable judgement of
impenitent recipients. In this work, the political and symbolic geography
of the exchange takes shape around three dialogues (since an exchange of
charis needed a set of partners) confronting Croesus and Cyrus, Pheraulas
and a Sacian, and Cyrus and Cyaxares. Each dialogue highlights the political
dangers of a prolonged debt of charis.
Just as Xenophon expressed the superiority of the benefactor in war-

related terms, so the recipient symmetrically symbolized the position of
the defeated party. Sometimes the debtor even ended up in the losing
position, in the military sense of the word. This clearly comes across in the
dialogue between Croesus and Cyrus.
Once his defeat is finalized, Croesus bitterly observes before the victor

that he was mistaken about Apollo’s oracle predicting that he would have
a happy life (βίος εὐδαίµων)169 if he knew himself. This prophecy announced
not military glory, but a whole other kind of happiness, to which Cyrus
graciously condemns him. Ever quick to display clemency and generosity,
the young Persian spares him at the end of the war, during which he was
led astray (Cyr. 7.2.26): ‘for when I think of your happiness hitherto, I am
sorry for you, and I now restore to you your wife, whom you once had,
your daughters (for I understand you have daughters), your friends, your
servants, and the table that you and yours used to enjoy. But wars and battles
I deprive you of (µάχας δέ σοι καὶ πολέµους ἀφαιρῶ).’ Despite his defeat, Croesus
receives many favors from his vanquisher and ends up delighting in this
new existence ‘which others have always considered most blissful.’ (Cyr.
7.2.27, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified)
But the model he invokes is deeply ambivalent. The Lydian commends

himself for having to adopt the same lifestyle as his wife, whose carefree
years he envies (Cyr. 7.2.28): ‘For she always shared equally with me my
wealth and the luxuries and all the good cheer that it brought (ἐκείνη γὰρ τῶν

µὲν ἀγαθῶν καὶ τῶν µαλακῶν καὶ εὐφροσυνῶν πασῶν ἐµοὶ τὸ ἴσον µετεῖχε), but she
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had no share in the anxieties of securing it neither in war nor in battle
(φροντίδων δὲ ὅπως ταῦτα ἔσται καὶ πολέµου καὶ µάχης οὐ µετῆν αὐτῇ).’ Croesus
dreams of an existence confined to the private realm, like that of a woman,
one in which he can enjoy Cyrus’s gifts without having to risk his life
again.170 He chooses the path Kakia perfidiously proposed to Heracles
in Prodicus’s well-known speech,171 recounted by Xenophon in the
Memorabilia (2.1.22–33). Kakia, an allegory of mollifying pleasure, offered
the half-god the possibility of leading a life without ponos and hard labor,
promising him he would have to ‘give no thought to wars and business (οὐ

πολέµων οὐδὲ πραγµάτων φροντιεῖς).’ (Mem. 2.1.24)172 But such a position only
befitted someone who had been defeated, like Croesus in theCyropaedia.173

A man who decided to hold a political position was, on the contrary,
supposed to renounce this type of mollifying existence, as Heracles
demonstrated by declining such an attractive offer.174

The satisfaction Croesus feels thus symbolizes the servitude in which
he wallows. Symptomatically, the defeated Lydian depicts himself in the
debtor’s position, once more invoking the figure of his wife (Cyr. 7.2.28):
‘So, then, you seem to be putting me in the same position as I did her
whom I loved more than all the world, so that I feel that I shall owe Apollo
a new debt of gratitude (χαριστήρια).’175 By showing his gratitude toward the
oracular god, Croesus implicitly acknowledges that he owes Cyrus charis
for having saved his life, while still putting him in the feminine position of
the eternal recipient.176

The lasting position of recipient implied a certain passivity that
Xenophon associated with feminine behavior, which befitted the defeated
party alone. However, even on the winning side, some did not always
assume their role. Unable to govern or participate in leadership activities,
they adopted an ambiguous attitude toward gifts and benefits. In the
Cyropaedia, Xenophon proposes some enlightening examples of this on
two particularly different levels of responsibility, borrowed from the
entourage of Cyrus himself. In the first case, he depicts the behavior of a
simple soldier who worked his way up the ranks; in the second case, he
harshly criticizes the behavior of the Persian leader’s main ally: his uncle
Cyaxares.
To celebrate his victory against the Assyrian empire, Cyrus organized

celebrations and competitions featuring some of his allies who had
participated in the conquest. Having won a horse race thanks to his
remarkable stallion, a Sacian soldier earned the new emperor’s approval
(Cyr. 8.3.26): ‘Thereupon Cyrus is said to have asked the young man if he
would take a kingdom for his horse. “No,” answered he; “I would not take
a kingdom for him, but I would take the chance of laying up a store of
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gratitude (χάριν) with a brave man”.’ Cyrus introduced him to one of his
most loyal lieutenants, Pheraulas, to whom the Sacian gave his extraordinary
horse. Pheraulas, the man Xenophon attributed with an anthropological
conception of charis (supra, p. 23), accepted the present, promising his
benefactor that he would not regret it (Cyr. 8.3.32).
Welcoming the Sacian in his home shortly thereafter, Pheraulas ends up

making him an attractive offer that relieves him from being in the position
of debtor. Pheraulas graciously offers him the fortune he amassed thanks
to military conquest. Just like Kakia before Heracles, the Sacian procures
from his new friend not only material well-being, but also a carefree
existence (Cyr. 8.3.47): ‘And I will get you other favours besides from
Cyrus, my Sacian – exemption from attending at court and from serving in the
field (µήτε στρατεύεσθαι); you may just stay at home (οἴκοι) with your wealth.
I will attend to those other duties for you as well as for myself.’
While the Sacian and Pheraulas were both soldiers who worked their

way up the ranks (and were thus deprived of any aristocratic paideia), only
the Persian proves capable of continuing to serve Cyrus and holding a
political position. Sensitive and attentive to relationships of charis, he wants
to respond to the royal benefits, thus avoiding the position of passive
recipient accepted by his companion (Cyr. 8.3.50): ‘And the Sacian loved
Pheraulas because he was always bringing him something more; and
Pheraulas loved the Sacian because he was willing to take charge of
everything.’ Like Ischomachus handing questions of superintendence over
to his wife, Pheraulas uses the Sacian as the guardian of his oikos and is
thus able to devote his time to more noble activities, such as serving Cyrus.
The asymmetry in positions is strongly pronounced, and the Sacian never
appears again in theCyropaedia, returning to the silent universe occupied by
women at the head of households.177 Just like the crowd, happy people
have no history.
The pairing of Pheraulas and the Sacian evokes the pairing of Cyrus and

Cyaxares at the top of the pyramid of power, albeit at a lower level of
authority. Xenophon carefully shows that both the Median king and the
Sacian soldier prefer to remain in the comfortable position of recipient.
Reluctantly leaving his nephew to pursue the conquest of the Assyrian
empire alone, Cyaxares sees his position of authority on the brink of falling
apart178 as Cyrus meets with success. In a final burst of resentment, he
complains about the treatment he experienced under the young conqueror,
suggesting that receiving benefits brings dishonor to whoever lays claim to
supreme power (5.5.33–4, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

And I, it seems, having no share in securing this good fortune, must submit
like a woman (ὥσπερ γυνὴ) to receive favours, and you are a real man (ἀνὴρ),
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in the eyes of all the world and especially of my subjects here, while I am
not considered worthy to rule. Do you think that these are benefactions
(εὐεργετήµατα), Cyrus?179

The position of recipient thus increases the Median sovereign’s affinities
with the feminine world, which are already palpable in his pompous display
of luxury and his richly adorned clothing. Conscious that he risks being
relegated for this passive attitude, Cyaxares reveals how the ‘charismatic’
system, in which the recipient is always placed in a position of weakness,
really functions (cf. Cyr. 5.5.26–7).
Cyrus’s response to this latent conflict is perhaps evenmore enlightening.

To win his uncle’s favor, he has many gifts sent to him (Cyr. 5.5.39): ‘some
of them came of their own accord, but most of themwent at the suggestion
of Cyrus, taking presents with them (δῶρα ἄγοντες) – the one a handsome cup-
bearer, another a fine cook, another a baker, another a musician, another
a cup, another fine raiment.’ Cyrus settles his dispute with Cyaxares by
definitively putting him in the position of recipient, emphasizing the
benefits he doled out and reinforcing his passive status as a ‘woman’.180

The position Cyrus adopts is diametrically opposed to that of Cyaxares.
In his desire to be didactic, Xenophon was led to establish marked
contrasts in the Cyropaedia. Unlike the Mede, the young Persian seeks to
be able always to return what he is given. This desire is already apparent in
the Armenian episode, during which Cyrus remains indebted for the
shortest possible period of time. Even more revealing is the way in which
he refuses certain gifts from ‘ambiguous’ allies. When the eunuch Gadatas,
a wealthy Assyrian defector, brings him splendid gifts in order to win his
trust, Cyrus ends up only accepting the horses and distributing them among
his generals. He refuses the other presents, justifying his action in the
following way (Cyr. 5.4.32):

But do you take these other things away and keep them until you see me in
possession of wealth enough so that I shall not be outdone in requiting you.
For if, as we part, you should give me larger gifts than you receive from
me, by the gods, I do not see how I could possibly help being ashamed
(αἰσχύνεσθαι).181

The hypothetical shame that Cyrus might have felt echoes Agesilaus’s
blushing when he is caught being ungrateful toward Pharnabazus. The
conqueror does not want to risk passing for an ungrateful person, or
acharistos, before the gods and his fellow men. Above all, he was not
supposed to remain in the position of passive recipient, especially toward
a eunuch who has strong connection with the feminine world. The gifts
offered by this ‘man who is not a man’182 could only implicitly stress the
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feminine position incarnated by someone who, in Xenophon’s view, was
in the second term of the exchange, in a passive position, and ultimately
dominated.
However, it would be wrong to extrapolate a strict polarity between men

and women from these diverse examples of existence in Xenophon’s
works, since the opposition between masculine and feminine only had a
symbolic meaning and did not prejudge the real position of women in his
corpus. In the Oeconomicus (7.26), Xenophon clearly asserts that, just like
men, women should also be capable of granting favors: ‘But because both
[the man and the woman] must give and take, he granted to both
impartially memory and attention (τὴν µνήµην καὶ τὴν ἐπιµέλειαν).’ Xenophon
therefore proposes a truly universal anthropology of charis that transcends
ethnic and even sexual differences, the human species as a whole being
gifted with the necessary capacity for remembering benefits and the
indispensable concern for other people’s well-being.183

In Xenophon’s corpus, the person who concretely embodies the ability
to give and the desire to escape confinement to a passive and submissive
role is a woman. In the Hellenica (3.1.10–15), Mania excels in the deft
handling of favors in order to become accepted as governor (hyparch)184

of the cities of Aeolis. Yet she initially appears to be hampered by a number
of major handicaps – at least in the eyes of the Greek public. Of Greek
descent, this woman bears the stigma of ideological relegation down to her
very name (mania, or madness), and nothing seemed to prepare her to
assume such an important political role.185 Despite all these obstacles, both
real and symbolic, she manages to obtain from Pharnabazus command of
the cities of Aeolis left vacant after the death of her husband Zenis of
Dardanus. In order to achieve her goal, she organizes a meeting with the
satrap and leads a charm offensive in which gifts occupy a crucial place
(Hell. 3.1.10):

Mania, the wife of Zenis, who was also a Dardanian, fitted out a great
retinue, took presents (δῶρα) with her to give to Pharnabazus himself and to
use for winning the favor of his concubines (παλλακίσιν αὐτοῦ χαρίσασθαι) and the
men who had the greatest influence at the court of Pharnabazus.

Seduced by these benefits, Pharnabazus agrees to grant her the leadership
responsibility she seeks. This proves to be a wise decision, since Mania
quickly demonstrates her ability to effectively manage the region both
economically and militarily, never forgetting to pay the tribute and even
making the territory of Aeolis bigger thanks to audacious military
campaigns (Hell. 3.1.12–13). She maintains her charismatic relationship
with the satrap over the long term by perpetually reviving the memory of



39

Charis and its challenges

his past benefits with new gifts (Hell. 3.1.12): ‘whenever she went to the
court of Pharnabazus she always carried him gifts (δῶρα), and whenever he
came down to her province she received him with far more magnificence
and courtesy than any of his other governors.’
To charm the Persian, Mania uses her specifically female talents by

manipulating anything linked to the private sphere, knowing how to secure
the favors of the satrap’s hetairai and pleasantly receiving him in places
where she can demonstrate her supposed savoir-faire as mistress of the
house. Even so, she is not reduced to a passive and submissive position,
since she is the one who takes the initiative in convincing Pharnabazus and
multiplying the sumptuous gifts. In this way, she is able to entrap the
Persian in a network of mutual obligations, granting him so many favors
that ‘in return for these services Pharnabazus paid her magnificent honors
(ἀντετίµα αὐτὴν µεγαλοπρεπῶς ὁ Φαρνάβαζος).’ (Hell. 3.1.13) Being particularly
attentive to the logic of charis,186 the satrap promotes her to the rank of
respected advisor.
Mania thus demonstrates her ability to make political use of gift toward

her hierarchical superior. She also knows how to wield it with those directly
under her command. She leads the Greek troops remarkably well, knowing
how to add bounteous gifts (δῶρα ἀµέµπτως) to her praise (3.1.13). Mania
therefore appears as an essentially positive figure – rather close to
Herodotus’s Artemisia (7.99.1), who was provocatively praised for her
ἀνδρείη, or virile courage.187 Capable of behaving like a man in a man’s
world, Mania overturns the usual division between gendered roles.
However, this subversion is short-lived, for Mania soon dies, strangled

by her son-in-law Meidias, who ‘was disturbed by certain people saying
that it was a disgraceful thing for a woman to be the ruler while he was in
private station.’ (Hell. 3.1.14)188 Mania is assassinated in the name of the
ordinary representation of gender roles. She is also killed because of her
deep dependency on a vision of existence in which the private sphere
assumes a considerable degree of importance (Hell. 3.1.14): ‘although she
guarded herself carefully against all other people, as was proper for an
absolute ruler (ἐν τυραννίδι), she trusted [Meidias], and gave him her affection,
as a woman naturally would to a son-in-law.’ Despite understanding the political
– and virile – use of the gift, in Xenophon’s view, Mania remains a woman
imprisoned by her method of action.
The charis Mania generated is intense enough to lead to her murderer’s

ruin. By assassinating his mother-in-law, Meidias condemns himself to a
negative and tragic form of reciprocity: Pharnabazus’s revenge. He tries to
appease the satrap with gifts, which are abruptly rejected (Hell. 3.1.15):189
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Then Meidias sent gifts (δῶρα) to Pharnabazus and claimed the right to be
ruler of the province, even as Mania had been. And Pharnabazus in reply
told him to take good care of his gifts (τὰ δῶρα) until he came in person and
took possession of them and of him too; for he said that he would not wish
to live if he failed to avenge Mania.

Despite this nuanced portrait,190 Xenophon depicts a female donor in a
position of authority who knows how to handle benefits and reap the
political rewards even beyond her own death.
The gender division therefore does not entirely intersect the opposition

between donor and recipient, for it would be impossible to subscribe to a
clear-cut, mechanical division opposing male donors and female recipients.
Nonetheless, a symbolic asymmetry in the circulation of charis remains at
the heart of Xenophon’s thinking.

On the strangeness of Thracian customs?
According to Xenophon, a leader was supposed to be a donor more than
a recipient, both materially and symbolically. In his corpus, there is
nonetheless one well-known counterexample of this principle, which
Marcel Mauss studied in his time.191 Over the course of his adventure with
the Ten Thousand, Xenophon ended up encountering other ways of giving
and receiving. In the Anabasis, he keenly describes a custom whereby the
position of recipient was favored as the person wielding authority.
According to this, Thracian leaders received far more than they gave and
even based their power on this imbalance, through which they accumulated
and monopolized wealth and services.
Following Xenophon’s advice, Greek mercenaries contracted a military

alliance with Seuthes, a Thracian dynast who wanted to reconquer part of
the Odrysian kingdom (over which his father had once been the
sovereign).192 To seal the deal, Seuthes invited the leaders of the Ten
Thousand, generals and captains, to a great banquet, the strange rules of
which are expressed by a Greek,193 Heracleides, who was at the service of
the Thracian (Anab. 7.3.18): ‘it was customary when Seuthes invited people
to dinner, for those who were thus invited to give him presents (δωρεῖσθαι

αὐτῷ).’
Since Mauss, this Thracian custom has been compared with

Thucydides’s analysis of Odrysian royalty in the Peloponnesian War (2.97.4):
‘For these [Odrysian] kings had established a custom which was just the
opposite of that prevailing in the kingdom of the Persians, namely, to take
rather than to give (λαµβάνειν µᾶλλον ἢ διδόναι).’194 At first glance, the comparison
seems fully legitimate, but it nonetheless risks obscuring the specific way
in which Xenophon approaches the exchange of gifts and services between
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Seuthes and the Greeks. Contrary to Thucydides, Xenophon does not turn
the Thracian into a barbarian whose customs represented a radical form of
otherness. Rather, as he always does in his works, he insists on the
reciprocity presiding over the exchange of charis. The Thracian receives in
order to give back in return. In the Anabasis, Heracleides takes Xenophon
aside in order to demonstrate the great profit he should be able to reap
from his gifts to Seuthes (Anab. 7.3.19–20):

You are a citizen of a very great city and your name is a very great one with
Seuthes; perhaps you will expect to obtain fortresses in this land, as others
among your countrymen have done, and territory; it is proper, therefore,
for you to honor Seuthes in the most magnificent way. It is out of good-will
to you that I give this advice for I am quite sure that the greater the gifts you
bestow upon this man, the greater the favors that you will receive at his hands.195

The strangeness of Thracian uses is hardly radical, since Seuthes absolutely
never counts on receiving without giving back in return and even without
returning more than he had received. According to Xenophon, the Thracian
nomos only inverted the usual terms of the exchange. Rather than giving in
the first instance, the leader received before subsequently giving back.
Some might nonetheless see in this a deep perversion of the exchange,

which was responsible for a structural misunderstanding between the
Thracians and the Greeks not sharing the same repertory of reciprocity.196

The type of relationship that was established noticeably differed from the
norm Xenophon expressed elsewhere. Not only was the relationship
between donor and recipient reversed, but Seuthes’s countergift remained
hypothetical, projected into a relatively distant future.197 It was only a
promise, which would most likely not be honored by the person holding
power. The contracted bond would therefore be particularly fragile, as
attested by the grave difficulties the Athenian encountered in having his
mercenaries’ wages paid. By being the first recipient, the Thracian leader
became the master of a relationship he could choose to break off at any
moment, whether or not it was balanced out by a countergift.
Thereafter, the great speech in which Xenophon reminds Seuthes of his

past commitments is apparently only a harangue imbued with inopportune
Greek morality that should not fool the attentive reader (Anab. 7.7.47):
‘But truly I have confidence, not only that time will teach you that you
must resolve to pay what is due, but also that you will not yourself endure
to see those men who have freely given you good service (εὐεργεσίαν), accusing
you.’ The Athenian only seems to employ meaningless terms for a Thracian
whose assumptions about exchange are fundamentally different.
Such an argument seems invalid for one obvious reason: Seuthes ends

up giving the Greek army its due. When Xenophon reprimands him, he
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employs a discourse based on the logic of reciprocity (Anab. 7.7.48–9,
transl. C. L. Brownson, Loeb, modified): ‘Upon hearing these words
Seuthes cursed the man who was to blame for the fact that the soldiers’
wages had not been paid long ago; and everybody suspected that
Heracleides was that man; “for I,” said Seuthes, “never intended to defraud
them, and I will compensate (ἀποδώσω)”.’ The Thracian, who is sensitive to the
Athenian’s argument of reciprocity, ends up giving in return, thus attesting
to the universality of the law of charis. Ingratitude was not a specifically
Thracian practice. Furthermore, if a misunderstanding briefly obscured the
relationship between Xenophon and Seuthes, it was due not to the
strangeness of Thracian customs, but precisely to one Greek’s perversity.
In Xenophon’s view (Anab. 7.7.41), there was a sole person responsible
for the Ten Thousand’s misfortunes: the ungrateful Greek Heracleides,
who thought that ‘everything is but nonsense in comparison with
possessing money, by every means’.
The alterity of Thracian customs should therefore be put into

perspective, especially since Xenophon draws a parallel between their way
of giving and receiving on the one hand and a tradition he knew well on the
other – gift-giving in Athenian democracy. On the occasion of the great
banquet given by Seuthes, the Athenian Gnesippus – one of the Ten
Thousand – gives a speech that might initially seem enigmatic (Anab.
7.3.28): ‘[He] said that it was an ancient and most excellent custom (ἀρχαῖος εἴη

νόµος κάλλιστος) that those who had possessions should give to the king
for honor’s sake, and that to those who had nothing the king should give.’198

Evelyne Scheid has convincingly shown that Gnesippus interpreted the
Thracian custom from an Athenian point of view: ‘the behavior of the king
is equated with the action of the democratic city, which taxes the rich,
through eisphorai and liturgies, to support the poor and allow them to fulfill
their duties of citizens.’199 What matters the most here is not so much the
real historical content of this custom, but the way an Athenian citizen
reconstructs it by likening it to a democratic logic of redistribution –
which was itself conceived in a biased and tendentious manner. There is no
real distinction whatsoever: Xenophon reappropriates the Odrysian
practice through Gnesippus by interpreting it through a deeply familiar
ideological lens.
In this description of Thracian uses, proximity competes with

strangeness. Athens appears as an underlying countermodel making it
possible to consider the norms of different behaviors. For Xenophon,
Athenian practice upsets established hierarchies and dangerously channels
the expression of aristocratic superiority. The author always criticizes the
democratic uses of charis. All of Xenophon’s proposals on the subject
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should therefore be understood as a polemical way of taking sides, which
I shall further address by examining the complex charismatic system put in
place by Athens.

III. CHARIS IN DEMOCRACY

Throughout the classical period, Athens did not conform to a monolithic
ideal of reciprocity. Two distinct ideologies of charis coexisted within it.
Thus, the relationships that Athenian democracy maintained with its allies
were tied to a mode that was radically different from the reciprocal ties
uniting citizens within the city.

Athens and its allies: imperial charis
The logic of exchange, as it unfolded in Athens, was not fundamentally
incompatible with the asymmetrical conceptions Xenophon promoted.
Contrary to what a simplistic approach might suggest, inegalitarian charis
was present in the democratic universe. In its relationship with the outside
world, especially with its empire, the city was often portrayed as being in
the noble position of the open and welcoming benefactor.200 Pericles
continually repeats it in a well-known passage from the funeral oration
(Thuc. 2.40.4–5): ‘Again, in nobility of spirit, we stand in sharp contrast to
most men; for it is not by receiving kindness, but by conferring it, that we
acquire our friends. Now he who confers the favor is a firmer friend (βεβαιότερος

δὲ ὁ δράσας τὴν χάριν), in that he is disposed, by continued goodwill toward
the recipient, to keep the feeling of obligation alive in him; but he who
owes it is more listless (ἀµβλύτερος) in his friendship, knowing that when he
repays the kindness it will count, not as a favor bestowed (οὐκ ἐς χάριν), but as
a debt repaid.’201 As Nicole Loraux has shown, Pericles in this way
appropriated the aristocratic ideology of charis in the name of Athens in
order to better justify the city’s hegemonic position within the Delian
league.202

It is remarkable that this asymmetrical conception did not come to an
end with the Athenian empire. It lasted until the mid-fourth century, even
after the Social War put an end to the Second Athenian Confederacy. As
long as Athens continued to conduct an autonomous external policy, it
ensured that it was represented under the guise of a generous polis that
other cities were supposed to thank. Demosthenes evoked a particularly
significant decree that the inhabitants of the cities of the Chersonese (acting
as a koinon) voted in honor of Athens in 342 (On the Crown 18.92):
‘The peoples of the Chersonese inhabiting Sestus, Elaeus, Madytus, and
Alopeconnesus, do crown the Council and People of Athens with a golden
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crown of sixty talents’ value, and erect an altar to Charis and to the People of
Athens (καὶ Χάριτος βωµὸν ἱδρύονται καὶ ∆ήµου Ἀθηναίων), because they have
been a contributory cause of all the greatest blessings to the peoples of the
Chersonese [...]; also in all time to come they will not fail to be grateful
(εὐχαριστῶν) and to do them every service in their power.’ In the
Chersonese, the erection of a bōmos devoted to Charis hardly symbolized
the ‘horizontal’ reciprocity that harmoniously linked the citizens to each
other, as the sanctuary of the Charites situated on the agora of Athens did
– at least if credit is given to Aristotle’s interpretation. Through the detour
of ritual, the decree instead evoked a deeply asymmetrical relationship of
charis, announcing the change in meaning affecting the Athenian cult of
the Charites over the course of the Hellenistic period.203

During the fifth and fourth centuries, democratic thought on benefits
therefore seems to have grown noticeably closer to the inegalitarian ideals
defended by Xenophon. This should not come as a surprise in a democracy
that, over the course of the fifth century, collectively appropriated a certain
number of aristocratic values, of which charis was naturally a part.
According to certain authors, such as Andrea Cozzo (1991, 76–7), the act
of giving even became the only form of exchange that was valued during
the classical period, receiving being nothing other than the mark of a
shameful form of social subordination.

Within the city: charis placed under supervision?
However, the reality in Athens was much more complex. If an unbalanced
conception of charis did indeed exist in Athens, it was only relevant within
a precisely delimited field. Within the very heart of the city, a whole other
logic relying on the strict surveillance of asymmetrical charis was deployed.
The power to give was reined in, for people were highly conscious that
giving conferred power. The relationship between recipient and donor was
regulated, rebalanced, and even reversed thanks to the voluntaristic
intervention of public power.
First of all, in order to handle the free play of the gift and the countergift,

the democratic city made itself a benefactor. Over the course of the fifth
and early fourth centuries, the institution of the misthoi legitimized the
position of recipient – on the condition that the city, and not a simple
individual, be the one to grant this monetary remuneration.204 Obviously,
a number of rich Athenians led a systematic critique of these measures,
which sought to limit the influence they might exert over the poor. More
broadly, internal forms of patronage were carefully monitored by democracy
– at least in terms of ideology, if not practice.205

Athenian democracy equally limited the power of benefits by another
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means: liturgies. Gifts from the elite were no longer voluntary, but
obligatory. In Athens, the wealthiest people were required to provide
benefits for the well-being of the whole city, which distinctly limited their
scope and symbolic effectiveness.
These now compulsory redistributions have been interpreted as the

symbol of the progressive alienation of the rich within the democracy.206

Modern scholars have sometimes taken at face value the biased analysis of
ancient aristocratic authors, including Xenophon, on the matter. In the
same vein as the Old Oligarch’s Constitution of the Athenians, Socrates
deplores the situation of the wealthy Critobulus in the Oeconomicus by
detailing the obligations he was required to fulfill (Oec. 2.5–6):

I notice that you are bound to offer many large sacrifices; otherwise, I
suppose, you would get into trouble with gods and men alike. Secondly, it
is your duty to entertain many foreign guests, on a generous scale
(µεγαλοπρεπῶς) too. Thirdly, you have to give dinners and play the benefactor to the
citizens, or you have no supporters (ἔπειτα δὲ πολίτας δειπνίζειν καὶ εὖ ποιεῖν, ἢ
ἔρηµον συµµάχων εἶναι). Moreover, I observe that already the city is exacting
heavy contributions from you: you must keep horses, pay for choruses and
gymnasiarchiai, and accept presidencies (ἱπποτροφίας τε καὶ χορηγίας καὶ
γυµνασιαρχίας καὶ προστατείας); and if war breaks out, I know they will
require you to maintain a ship and pay a level of taxes (τριηραρχίας [µισθοὺς] καὶ
εἰσφορὰς) that you won’t easily afford.207

The philosopher meticulously drafts the list of obligations that a wealthy
Athenian was supposed to assume by deftly blending the fees linked to
maintenance and the assertion of a certain status (xenia, sacrifices) and
legally binding redistributions – particularly liturgies.208 Socrates deliberately
emphasizes Critobulus’s alienation and shows the ‘charismatic’ ineffective-
ness of such contributions. Obliged to give, Critobulus should not expect
any charis from the beneficiaries in return for his forced generosity.
Far from generating the gratitude of others, wealth was a factor of acute

dependency in democratic Athens – at least if we believe Xenophon. The
egalitarian pressure was such that it led the hierarchical relationships
between rich and poor astray by reversing traditional hierarchies. Xenophon
frequently echoes the grievances of certain rich Athenians, notably the
wealthy Callias who complains about his own situation to Antisthenes, the
proverbially poor Cynic (Symp. 4.45): ‘ “So help me Hera,” commented
Callias, “among my reasons for envying (ζηλῶ) you on your wealth is that
the city doesn’t order you around and treat you like a slave, another is that
people don’t get angry if you don’t make them a loan”.’209 According to
him, Athenians considered loans, like liturgies, to be connected to the
normal and binding duty of any elite member. These were in no way felt
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to be gracious favors210 – or at least that is what Xenophon wants his
readers to believe.
The compulsory nature of liturgies also affected the way in which freely

granted benefits were understood in Athens. According to Xenophon, the
democratic regime led to such perversion that the act of refusing to give –
even when a person was not legally obliged to do so – was perceived as a
misdemeanor. The city of Athens thus created a type of ‘spendthrift who is
not self-sufficient (µὴ αὐτάρκης ἐστίν), is always appealing to his neighbors for
help, does not repay what he receives, and is resentful if he receives
nothing.’ (Mem. 2.6.2, transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified)211

For Xenophon, the obligation for the rich to give or, conversely, the
obligatory gifts the people made to the tyrant212 corresponded to a
complete deviation in relationships of charis. In it, he saw two symmetrical
types of tyranny that ruined the foundations of the exchange by trampling
the principle of free reciprocity. Within the democratic city, the
asymmetrical circulation of charis appears to have ceased to hold a
legitimate place.

The emergence of a democratic form of charis
The institutionalization of the gift ethic
Such an interpretation is nonetheless deeply tendentious. Liturgies cannot
be exclusively conceived as having alienated the rich from the city, since
they also constituted the democratic adaptation of the aristocratic system
of the gift and the countergift213 – or, to borrow Louis Gernet’s expression,
the ‘etatization of the gift ethic.’214 Contrary to what Xenophon contro-
versially suggested, a wealthy Athenian could expect a certain amount of
gratitude (charis) for the liturgies he assumed in at least two ways.
Taking a closer look at the concrete way in which liturgies functioned,

it seems that they offered a favorable breeding ground for the growth of
different bonds of dependency. This phenomenon has been much
analyzed within the context of the chorēgiai.215 In the guise of an obligatory
responsibility, this liturgy made it possible to establish what Peter Wilson
has called ‘a more intimate relation of generosity’216 between the choregus
and the chorus’ members. The liturgist had a certain power over the various
people involved, since he directly took care of them over the course of a
few months each year. Clientelist bonds could be established within an
institution reviled by opponents of democracy. These remarks could
legitimately be extended to other liturgies – such as the hestiasis, which
obliged the rich to feast a substantial part of the civic population,217 or the
trierarchy – since the repositories of these charges sometimes had to recruit
their own crew and contribute to caring for the rowers.218
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Beyond the bonds established with those directly implicated in the
liturgical process, rich Athenians could also expect charis to be returned by
the entire city over the long run. Through the meticulous study of lawcourt
speeches by fourth-century Attic orators, Josiah Ober has clearly shown
that recalling past liturgies constituted one of the key arguments that rich
defendants raised before popular juries.219 These defendants did not
hesitate to demand and invoke the charis of the dēmos in memory of their
contributions, thus hoping to be acquitted and escape punishment.220 While
the gratitude expected was smaller than it would have been within the
context of a relationship freely contracted between a donor and a recipient,
the bond of reciprocity established through liturgies between the masses
and the elite was hardly insignificant.
During trials, defendants thus used oratorical strategies that tried to play

cunningly on these nonetheless required contributions. Since liturgies were
compulsory, litigants sought to demonstrate that they had given more than
what was legally required or, on the contrary, were sharply reproached for
having been too stingy with their contributions, given their resources.221

Chariswas therefore closely correlated with the liturgist’s additional spending.
Nonetheless, another means of garnering increased charis for contributions
was available to wealthy Athenians. Beginning in 350, it seems that they
focused not only on the amount of money spent, but also on the type of
liturgies performed.

The civic repertory of gratitude
From the mid-fourth century, litigants began to emphasize certain forms
of redistribution over others before popular juries. Military liturgies now
constituted the best contributions for generating charis,222 as the orator
Lycurgus suggested (1.139–40):

Some of them indeed are no longer using arguments to try to deceive you;
they will even cite their own public services in favour of the defendants.
These I particularly resent. For having performed the services for the
advancement of their own families, they are now asking you for public token
of thanks.Horsebreeding (ἱπποτρόφηκεν), a handsome payment for a chorus,
and other expensive gestures, do not entitle a man to any such gratitude
(χάριτος) from you, since for these acts he alone is crowned, conferring no
benefit on others. To earn your gratitude he must, instead, have been
distinguished as a trierarch, or built walls to protect his city, or subscribed
generously from his own property for the public safety.223

Although this hypothesis was partially contested,224 a hierarchy of benefits
in which military spending was primarily valued was put in place at the end
of the fourth century.225
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Other than military liturgies, voluntary participation in public
subscriptions (generally with the goal of responding to the war effort)226

gained a new significance. The epidoseis, which it seems were voluntary,
were added to the obligatory taxations (liturgies and eisphorai) in the second
half of the fourth century,227 while voluntary gifts made by rich Athenians
multiplied, notably in the military domain.228 The gratitude that the rich
might hope to generate was now less hampered by a binding legal
framework. The call for generosity tended to be substituted for imposition.
The evolution of Athenian democracy seems to have partially joined the
elitist conceptions of the gift developed by Xenophon and subsequently
prefigured Hellenistic euergetic practices. The strength of the clientelist
bond was hardly ignored during the classical period, and a strict opposition
between Greek legalism and (Roman) ‘clientelist ideology’ should be
avoided.229

In some ways, Aristotle prefigured this evolution in the Politics.
Throughout his study of how the oligarchic regime functioned, the
philosopher formulates a proposition that reveals an important shift in
perspective. While he still mentions liturgies, he does so not to complain
about their excessive and binding weight, but to show that, when used well,
they could become a powerful governmental tool in the hands of the
wealthy. In order to safeguard an oligarchic polis, it seemed necessary to
him to ‘attach the liturgies (προσκεῖσθαι λειτουργίας)’ to the principal
magistracies ‘in order that the common people may be willing to be
excluded from them.’ (Pol. 6.7.1321a31–2)230 Aristotle characteristically
inventories the spending a magistrate was supposed to carry out, doing so
in a way that closely evokes the passage in theOeconomicus in which Socrates
deplores the many charges with which the wealthy Athenian was burdened.
This time, however, giving his wealth was about prolonging a regime inwhich
the dēmos no longer held any real political power (Pol. 6.7.1321a35–40):

[The magistrates] should offer splendid sacrifices and build up some public
monument on entering upon office, so that the common people sharing in
the festivities and seeing the city decorated both with votive offerings and
with buildings may be glad to see the constitution enduring; and an
additional result will be that the notables will have memorials of their outlay.

Far from being the mark of any sort of servitude, the benefits offered by
a magistrate could, if Aristotle’s advice was followed, guarantee the
continuity of oligarchic power. Granted voluntarily, these favors in turn
generated the gratitude and passivity of the dēmos, which was placed in the
position of debtor in a way that the author of theCyropaediawould not deny.
In mid-fourth century Athens, the distinction between magistracies and

liturgies was still, of course, maintained. Public offices did not yet lead
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necessarily to costly spending. Nonetheless, an evolution had begun
inasmuch as certain magistracies became the framework for an institu-
tionalized form of emulation, following the example of the liturgies. Prizes
ranked first, second, and third were known to have been proposed to
liturgists in order to boost their generosity: ‘The competition between
liturgists lay at the very heart of the institution, since liturgies originally fell
within the framework of festivals and competitions.’231 Similarly, the
magistracies were increasingly turned into veritable contests ‘in political
excellence’ (Aeschines 3.180) sanctioned by prizes given to themost deserving
– and not to the entire group of magistrates, as was formerly the case.
With the Poroi in 355, Xenophon himself provided the oldest literary

testimony of this process – even if it remained at the level of aspiration
rather than reality. In it, he proposes to award prizes (ἄθλα) to the
magistrates in the commercial port who could resolve the disputes between
merchants in the quickest, most equitable way.232 The approach was not
that of an isolated prophet, but shared in a broader movement. During the
same period, the Council and the Assembly began to award praise and
crowns to the ‘best’ among the Bouleutai.233 Without going as far as
speaking of a veritable ‘liturgization’ of the magistracies,234 the Athenians
nonetheless established a system of individualized and hierarchized honors to
encourage both their magistrates and their liturgists to display all their zeal.
In fact, the new hierarchy of benefits that seems to have been established

over the course of the fourth century corresponded to a clarification of
the range of gifts that the city granted in return. More than simple rewards,
the dōreai that the polis gave its benefactors should be considered as veritable
countergifts participating in the circulation of reciprocal charis.235 In this
respect, the middle of the fourth century constituted a pivotal period. In
355, Demosthenes evoked the necessary hierarchization of civic honors
when he opposed Leptines, who was planning to abolish the ateleia,
meaning the exemption of ordinary liturgies from which benefactors of
the city could sometimes benefit (Against Leptines 20.121–2): ‘I cannot think
that it is well to bring the city into this dilemma, that it must either put all
citizens on an equality with its greatest benefactors, or to avoid this must
treat some with ingratitude (χάριν τισὶν οὐκ ἀποδώσει). [...]Grants (τὰ τῶν δωρειῶν)
ought, therefore, to be so apportioned that each man may receive from
the people the exact reward that he deserves.’236

The list of dōreai that the city could use to thank its best citizens was
indeed varied. The Athenians could, for example, award ‘routine honors,’
such as public praise or a crown. They could also grant ateleia, a distinction
that played on the connection between liturgy and charis in a complex way.
While rich citizens could expect some gratitude in return for the liturgies
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performed, the city sometimes granted its benefactors a partial exemption
from their obligatory contributions. Finally, exceptional honors (megistai
timai) were sometimes awarded as a countergift for services that were
deemed exceptional, such as proedria,237 sitēsis at the prytaneum,238 and, since
the beginning of the fourth century, the erection of a bronze statue on the
Agora,239 which inscribed the benefactor in the topographical memory of
the city for a long time.
These megistai timai should be seen as echoing the new hierarchy of

benefits that seems to have been put in place in the mid-fourth century.
Just as military liturgies became the best way of generating the charis of the
dēmos during Xenophon’s time, the greatest honors awarded by the city
were in fact reserved for the victorious stratēgoi.240 To the new hierarchy of
charites that citizens could give their city, there was a corresponding scale
of countergifts that the city could grant them in return as a sign of gratitude.
While the ‘euergetic’ evolution of Athens was partly capable of satisfying

Xenophon at the end of his life, he could only deplore the restrictions that
continued to hinder the effectiveness of the gift and the symbolic weakness
of the compensations granted by the city. On his list of the many charges
weighing on the wealthy Critobulus, Socrates does not mention the epidoseis,
those voluntary gifts that, at least since 425, could generate increased
gratitude from the dēmos.241 Similarly, he never references these exemptions
from liturgies sometimes granted by the city and, more broadly, the megistai
timai that it awarded. This supervised reciprocity seemed insufficiently
‘gratifying’ to him to be taken into account, the charis it created only being
good for ensuring that a rich man in a difficult position before a popular
court was acquitted but not being strong enough to support the creation
of a stable political authority.
Yet Xenophon, deliberately going against democratic ideology, was

dreaming precisely of a society in which the power of charis could be freely
used. In order to escape the democratic equalizing pressure, Xenophon
imagined a considerably different scale of benefits. Through his corpus,
he constructed an alternative imaginary order that, while indeed endowed
with its own autonomous hierarchization, could only be explained in
reaction to the practices of his native city. To be more than a pure fantasy,
his reflection had to take into account the limits Athens imposed on the
power to give. While still seeking to free himself from this binding
framework, Xenophon nonetheless remained dependent on the lines of
force which were carved out by the democratic universe and which
delimited his intellectual horizons.
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LEGITIMATE FAVORS

‘But I should divide a ruler’s activities into two classes, those that lead
inevitably to hostility (πρὸς ἔχθραν), and those that are greeted with gratitude (διὰ

χαρίτων),’ said Simonides, recommending that Hiero change the way he
governed by delegating certain thankless tasks to his subordinates (Hiero
9.1). Determining which types of practices and behaviors could generate
the most intense feeling of gratitude became subsequently an important
political issue, since a powerful man was supposed to use the most
charismatic benefits to consolidate his authority.
In his writings, Xenophon provides a number of elements for establishing

such a typology, in addition to a similar hierarchy of benefits. Three major
forms of charismatic exchange can thus be identified: extravagant spending,
the distribution of distinctive honors, and the display of special attention
or care. However, Xenophon does not always analyze these specific
categories, which share similar characteristics, thus making it occasionally
difficult to distinguish between them. Within this triad, the hierarchy is not
clearly established. A good leader was supposed to use simultaneously all
of these strategies of exchange in order to figure as the central focus of charis.
To attempt to lend order and meaning to this trilogy, the munificent gift

constitutes a legitimate mooring and a precious stand-point. Indeed, the
various categories of benefits presented in Xenophon’s work are all related
to the notion of a material gift, sometimes summed up by it and sometimes
distinguished from it to different degrees. Spending (dapanai ) was the most
obvious way of generating gratitude. Honor (timē), on the other hand, could
assume both a material and a symbolic form. As for attention (epimeleia),
while falling under the symbolic register (since it concerned not what was
being exchanged, but the way in which it was exchanged), it could sometimes
be embodied by concrete material practices, such as medical treatment.
While there was no obvious hierarchy between these various forms of

exchange, two practices clearly identified by Xenophon should be granted
a special place. One – the gift of food – was material, while the other – the
transmission of knowledge – was spiritual. The banquets given by both
Cyruses and the knowledge lavished by Socrates were endowed with a
specific efficacy that clearly distinguished them from other forms of
benefits.
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I. XENOPHON’S THREE GRACES

Euergetic spending
The material gift obviously corresponded to an essential category of
benefits.Chariswas almost naturally linked to euergetic behavior. Xenophon
celebrated his heroes for their dapanē, or aristocratic capacity for extravagant
spending,242 and sometimes even praised their poludōria (Cyr. 8.2.7), meaning
their ability to give lavishly (the supreme royal virtue).243 Far from being
dōrophagoi, or ‘gift-devouring’ (like Hesiod’s unjust kings),244 Xenophon’s
ideal leaders were always generous and munificent. Unsurprisingly, the
Achaemenid king displayed exceptionally lavish generosity. In Xenophon’s
view, his unequaled wealth and the way he used it made him the model for
all benefactors.245 In Xenophon’s corpus, both Cyruses continually offered
their many companions magnificent presents, such as ornate bracelets,
splendid necklaces, embellished gowns and clothing, precious scimitars,
and the most beautiful horses with golden bridles (Cyr. 8.2.8; 8.3.3; 8.3.23;
Anab. 1.2.27 and 1.8.29).246

This aptitude for gracious, festive, and lavish spending was both Greek
and Persian. When Socrates wants to define the art of leadership in the
Memorabilia (3.1.6), he elaborates a series of opposites in which generosity
and extravagant giving occupy a select place: ‘For a general must also be
capable of furnishing military equipment and providing supplies for the
men; he must be resourceful, active, careful, hardy and quick-witted; he
must be both gentle and brutal, at once straightforward and designing,
capable of both caution and surprise, lavish and rapacious, generous and grasping
(καὶ προετικὸν καὶ ἅρπαγα καὶ φιλόδωρον καὶ πλεονέκτην), skillful in defense
and attack; and there are many other qualifications, some natural, some
acquired, that are necessary to one who would succeed as a general.’247

In Xenophon’s works, a number of Greek leaders embodied this
predilection for generosity and extravagance. In 393, when the strategist
Conon rebuilt the Long Walls of Athens, Xenophon recounts that he
‘erected a large part of the wall, giving his own crews for the work, paying
the wages of carpenters and masons, and meeting whatever other expense
(δαπανῶν) was necessary.’248 Far from opposing the Greek and the Persian
worlds, the ideology of spending constituted a mark of political distinction,
without regard for traditional ethnic division. In this respect, he was the
worthy representative not only of his social class, but of an elite current
within it, since dapanē was only explicitly exalted within antidemocratic
political thought.249

Dapanē nonetheless remained an ambivalent virtue, even in Xenophon’s
writings.250 TheMemorabilia offers the portrait of the ‘spendthrift’ (δαπανηρός),
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who, instead of proving sensitive to the ideology of charis, hates his fellow
citizens (Mem. 2.6.2).251 Not all types of spending were equally virtuous. In
the Oeconomicus (1.22), Xenophon says many of them are the mark of
‘foolish and costly ambitions’ (φιλοτιµιῶν τινων µώρων καὶ δαπανηρῶν).252

Furthermore, spending could be counterproductive, causing the spender
to be disliked. Thus, Hiero complains that ‘despots are not seldom forced
into the crime of robbing sanctuary and their fellow men through chronic
want of cash to meet their necessary expenses (δαπάνας).’ (Hiero 4.9–11)253

Only certain types of spending involved charis.
In the Greek world, the division between legitimate and illegitimate

spending was distinguished according to its usefulness for the community.
No gratitude could be expected for a gift that was not given for the
common good, such an expense passing for an extravagant and useless
private luxury.254 The city therefore clearly dictated the context and the
limits of aristocratic spending according to a distinction between private
interest and collective profit.
Just as Conon used his money for the city’s benefit, Ischomachus is

ready to make large expenditures to contribute to the well-being of others
(Oec. 11.9): ‘For it is a pleasure to honor the gods in grand fashion, Socrates,
to help friends if they need anything, and see to it that the city lacks no
adornment that my means can supply (µηδὲν <τὸ> κατ’ ἐµὲ χρήµασιν ἀκόσµητον

εἶναι).’255 Elitist pleasure was thus combined with respect for collective
norms.
Even a tyrant could not be entirely freed of civic pressure. In the Hiero

(11.1), Simonides thus tells the tyrant how he should use his wealth: ‘Nor
should you hesitate to draw on your private property and to spend for the
common good (δαπανᾶν εἰς τὸ κοινὸν ἀγαθόν).’ The forms of legitimation the
tyrant is supposed to seek out are primarily architectural and monumental
(Hiero 11.2, transl. E. C. Marchant, Loeb, modified): ‘First, which do you
suppose is likely to bring you more credit, to own a palace adorned with
excessive expenses (ὑπερβαλλούσῃ δαπάνῃ), or to have the whole city garnished
with walls and temples and colonnades and market-places and harbors?’256

Indeed, large construction projects favored the maintenance and growth of
political power.257 A tyrant’s prestige could be enhanced if he consented to
embellish the city with monuments and to make it radiant with beauty – as
was the case of Pericles, who, according to Plutarch (Per. 13.8), benefitted
politically from Athens’s splendor by implementing a public works
policy.258

In this respect, it is hard to agree with Diego Lanza’s interpretation of
the Hiero, which sees in it the ‘suppression of the contradiction between
public and private’ and ‘the disappearance of the polis.’259 If it is true that
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the dialogue plays on the opposition between the tyrant and the simple
individual, it seems difficult to support the idea that the dialectic between
the tyrant and the city disappears in the second part of the dialogue.260 On
the contrary, in this extract, Simonides dissuades Hiero from remaining in
his palace and reveling solely in the pleasures of the senses. Instead, he
should invest in the public domain and renew his mutual ties to the
community through monumental euergetism. By spending for the good
of the polis as a whole, Hiero can aspire to an acceptable and legitimate
form of power.
Partially agreeing with civic ideology, Xenophon was therefore nuanced

in his celebration of the charismatic virtues of lavish spending.Dapanē was
meant to be a grace bestowed upon the community in a spirit of reciprocity.
Unlike what was produced in the potlatch, legitimate spending did not
consist of the exhibition and destruction of wealth with the goal of
humiliating one’s rivals by immediately squandering accumulated goods.261

For the giver, the common denominator between all euergetic practices
was supposed to be the search for civic gain. During the classical period,
the polis defined the aristocratic norms of social superiority.
In return, the generous donor could expect the establishment of a

beneficial relationship of charis, for one benefit always led to another. By
using the money Pharnabazus gave him, Conon easily gained a fair share
of prestige and the gratitude of the whole city. He promised this charis to
the generous Pharnabazus in the following terms: ‘“And by this act,
therefore,” he said, “you will have conferred a favor upon the Athenians (σὺ τοῖς µὲν

Ἀθηναίοις κεχαρισµένος ἔσει) and have taken vengeance upon the
Lacedaemonians.’262 Knowing how to spend for the polis, notably when it
came to the military domain,263 was one of the most reliable ways of earning
the dēmos’s gratitude.264

Spending for the common good therefore benefitted both the donor
and the city, according to a principle Xenophon formulates in the
Oeconomicus (11.8). Ischomachus reveals that his distinctly aristocratic
pleasure in giving is not the only motivation behind his acts of kindness.
Indeed, under the aegis of the gods, he also intends to enjoy the ‘honour
in the city and the goodwill of my friends (καὶ τιµῆς ἐν πόλει καὶ εὐνοίας ἐν

φίλοις)’ – eunoia being the only other way of designating the relationship of
charis connecting donor and recipient.265

In reality, Xenophon only respected the civic imperative of ‘common
good’ inasmuch as it ensured that the euergetēs received the maximum
amount of charis in return. Civic norms as such mattered even less to him,
since he partially redefined them. Thus, the concept of ‘common good,’
which was theoretically supposed to guide and regulate munificent
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spending, does not always have the same semantic extension in
Xenophon’s corpus. According to a significant opposition, aristocratic
extravagance could legitimately be addressed to two very different
recipients. Ischomachus intended to gratify at once his limited circle of
friends and the whole city.
Yet this opposition communicates an even deeper ambivalence.

Depending on the rhetorical context, Xenophon sometimes favored
spending for the sole benefit of ‘friends’266 and sometimes strove to include
the polis in his reflection on euergetism. The civic context therefore remains
fundamental at the end of the Hiero, as well as in the Memorabilia and the
Oeconomicus.267 In the Cyropaedia and the Anabasis, the world of the polis
blurs, with gifts being reserved first for the philoi surrounding the leader.
Xenophon seems tempted to fall back on a more narrow political sphere
in which the search for common good no longer appeared to be anything
other than a meaningless slogan. Once again, he develops a vision that in
some ways seems to prefigure the Hellenistic world.268

Indeed, the Achaemenid world Xenophon imagined did not escape the
logic associating extravagant spending and collective good. In theCyropaedia,
Cyrus justifies his immense wealth like a Greek, emphasizing that he is not
using it for personal purposes (8.4.36):

For I have been collecting it, not that I might spend it all myself (ὅπως αὐτὸς
καταδαπανήσω) or use it up all alone (for I could not), but that I might on
every occasion be able to reward any one of you who does something
meritorious.

Also like a Greek, he hopes his munificent presents will lend him a
spectacular aura (Cyr. 3.3.6): ‘And whenever he himself saw anywhere
anything calculated to improve his army, he always procured it and
distributed it in presents (διεδωρεῖτο) from time to time among the most
deserving; for he thought that everything that his army had that was
beautiful and fine was an adornment to himself (τούτοις ἅπασιν αὐτὸς

κεκοσµῆσθαι).’269 The relationship that is established recalls the one that
Hiero and Ischomachus strove to create in the broader context of the
Greek city. Gifts not only generated a strong feeling of gratitude toward
Cyrus (charis), they also gave him a certain radiance (also charis).
Nonetheless, by deciding not to adorn the whole city – as in theHiero – but
to gratify only his closest friends, the Persian decidedly shifted the
perspective, altering the very nature of the relationship of reciprocity.
By occasionally ignoring the civic reference, Xenophon partially redefined

the norms of extravagant spending. Nonetheless, the gifts given by both
Cyruses cannot be reduced to a simple material expense reserved for a few
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chosen friends, since they could not be dissociated from the expression of
an honor bestowed upon the lucky recipients. Indeed, the dōra rewarded the
most loyal auxiliaries by using a countergift to sanction a relationship of
reciprocity in which the leader did not want to remain indebted.270 Another
form of charismatic benefits must therefore be taken into account, one
that, while connected to the previous form, was fundamentally different
from it. Whether or not it was associated with material gifts, the granting
of honors occupied an important place in the repertory of benefits that
powerful people had at their disposal for asserting and securing their
domination.

Honorific distinctions
Xenophon gave honor, or timē, a crucial role in the charismatic economy
he proposed. He even called for a timocratic system in which honor and
distinction would be the driving force helping society function,271 valid as
much for leaders as for subjects and citizens. Indeed, timē was originally the
prerogative of the royal condition and the monopoly of the powerful,
notably in the Homeric epics.272 In the Hiero, the tyrant receives great
honors that, according to Simonides, justify all the risks and difficulties he
could face when wielding power (Hiero 7.4): ‘you have good reason for
bearing all those burdens that despotism lays on you, in that you are
honoured above all other men.’
Nonetheless, in Xenophon’s writings, honors were favors granted to

citizens or deserving subjects more than something the king received. The
perspective was therefore reversed, in accordance with the intrinsically
circular and reciprocal nature of charis. Understanding the fundamental role
of timē in Xenophon’s works therefore means abandoning the perspective
of elite members seeking honors (such as Ischomachus and Conon) and
adopting the position of the city – which has the monopoly on the
legitimate bestowal of distinction.
By granting honors, the polis offered its benefactors a symbolic counter-

gift. Honors publicly distinguished the virtuous donor and proclaimed his
civic devotion in front of the whole community.273 Furthermore, they
encouraged people to outdo each other’s generosity toward the city, as
desired in the hortative clause of honorific decrees.274 Xenophon and many
of his contemporaries saw these meritocratic practices as offering nothing
but advantages for the person or the group who initiated them. Being
morally grounded, honors constituted a powerful instrument for governing.
By encouraging philotimia, meaning the sense and love of honors,275 such
distinctions encouraged virtuous behavior from which the leader and the
city could profit (Hiero 7.1): ‘A great thing, surely, Hiero, is the honour for



57

Legitimate favors

which men strive so earnestly that they undergo any toil and endure any
danger to win it!’276

The culture of honors therefore involved a form of reciprocity – of
charis. An honor gratified the person who had a right to it, being a benefit
in itself. In this respect, the anthropological definition Simonides proposes
in the Hiero (7.2) completes the definition formulated by Pheraulas in the
Cyropaedia:277

For indeed it seems to me, Hiero, that, in this, man differs from other
animals – I mean, in this craving for honour (τῷ τιµῆς ὀρέγεσθαι). [...] But love of
honour (ἡ δὲ φιλοτιµία) is rooted neither in the brute beasts nor in every
human being. But they in whom is implanted a passion for honor and praise (οἷς δ’
ἂν ἐµφύῃ τιµῆς τε καὶ ἐπαίνου ἔρως), these are they who differ most from the
beasts of the field, these are accounted men and not mere human beings.

Charis and timē were two sides of the same process. Whoever granted an
honor (timē) simultaneously granted a favor (charis), which itself rewarded
a past service. At once morally grounded and politically lucrative, the
distibution of honors was consequently a technē politikē that good governors
were supposed to master.
In Xenophon’s corpus, charismatic honors assume two different forms,

revealing the profound ambiguity surrounding the term timē.278 Sometimes
they are expressed in mere words or prizes (athla) of low value, in which
cases only a small material investment is necessary. Sometimes, however,
they are materialized in precious gifts and imply a considerable expense
for the person wanting to award them.
Many munificent gifts made by Xenophon’s heroes can be interpreted

within such a timocratic context.279 As Aristotle clearly demonstrates in
the following passage, the same gift can be perceived in very different ways
depending on the recipients, sometimes as a simple material present and
sometimes as a primarily symbolic honor (Rhet. 1.5.1361a37-b2):

For a gift is at once a giving of a possession and a token of honor (Καὶ γὰρ τὸ δῶρόν
ἐστι κτήµατος δόσις καὶ τιµῆς σηµεῖον); wherefore gifts are desired by the
ambitious (οἱ φιλότιµοι) and by those who are fond of money, since they are
an acquisition for the latter and an honor for the former; so that they furnish
both with what they want.

By giving out munificent presents, both Cyruses honored their most loyal
subjects while simultaneously maintaining their gratitude. Timē was
therefore attached to gifts and was expressed by the granting of material
benefits. Many episodes expressed this timocratic aspect of the gift. In the
Cyropaedia, Xenophon recounts (Cyr. 3.3.6): ‘Now when he came back to
Media he gave to each of his captains as much of the money as he thought
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sufficient, so that they in turn might be able to honour (τιµᾶν) any of the
men under them with whose conduct they were pleased.’280 Cyrus the
Younger proceeded no differently (Anab. 1.9.14): ‘and whomsoever in his
army he found willing to meet dangers, these men he would not only
appoint as rulers of the territory he was subduing, but would honour thereafter
with other gifts also (ἔπειτα δὲ καὶ ἄλλοις δώροις ἐτίµα).’281

Xenophon – and others – dreamed of a perfect timocratic system in
which the importance of gifts would vary according to the honor the leader
wanted to grant, this honor being indexed according to the magnitude of
the services rendered. The Cyropaedia once again didactically presents the
changes a leader could introduce in this area. At the beginning of the
campaign, the young conqueror wishes ‘that the best should have the
preference both in honors and gifts (ἀλλὰ τοὺς κρατίστους καὶ τιµαῖς καὶ

δώροις πλεονεκτεῖν).’ (Cyr. 2.2.20) Thanks to the war against the Assyrian
empire, he profoundly transformed the Persian system. Up until then it
had been based on the strict separation of the noble class, which received
an equal share of honor (the well-named homotimoi ), and the rest of the
population, which was generally excluded from the share. Now the honor
was no longer reserved for a closed caste and constituted the driving force
behind a renewed social dynamic, the paragon of which was the poor and
virtuous Pheraulas.
Beyond these munificent honors, Xenophon emphasized the forms of

charismatic distinction which do not entail excessive spending. Praise
(epainos) figured at the top of his list, in some way expressing the first level
of the distribution of honor. Indeed, while laudatory words did not cost a
single obol, they still represented a form of charis that pleased the receiver.
Cyrus the Elder had the chance to lead virtuous men who ‘enjoy (χαίρετε)
praise more than anything else.’282

Praise, which generated pleasure, could be accompanied by more
institutionalized honors. When Simonides teaches Hiero about the kinds
of attentions that inevitably attract gratitude, he recommends instituting a
number of competitions in order to allow him to award prizes (athla). In
this way, Xenophon highlights the agonistic background feeding the
culture of honors.283 By giving out these gifts, the tyrant – like the archon
during the chorēgiai – reserved for himself ‘the pleasant part (τὸ µὲν ἐπίχαρι),’
the one that aroused both joy and gratitude in those who were honored
(Hiero 9.4). In fact, such competitions were beneficial in many areas of
social life, such as the maintenance of agricultural properties, business
growth,284 and military training (Hiero 9.6).285 The emulation it generated
had two advantages, not only encouraging virtue but also costing next to
nothing. Simonides clearly states this in the following passage:
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In case you fear, Hiero, that offering prizes for many subjects may lead to
a lot of expenses (πολλαὶ δαπάναι), you should reflect that no commodities are
cheaper than those that are bought for a prize. Think of the large expenses that
men are induced to incur on horse-races, gymnastic and choral competitions, and the long
course of training and practice they undergo for the sake of a paltry prize (ὁρᾷς ἐν
ἱππικοῖς καὶ γυµνικοῖς καὶ χορηγικοῖς ἀγῶσιν ὡς µικρὰ ἆθλα µεγάλας
δαπάνας καὶ πολλοὺς πόνους καὶ πολλὰς ἐπιµελείας ἐξάγεται ἀνθρώπων;)286

These honorific distinctions therefore responded to a deep economic
rationality, which was pleasing to a utilitarian like Xenophon. Men liked
winning prizes of insignificant economic value and even, in a spectacular
reversal of roles, were willing to spend a lot in order to receive a share of
timē. In this way, the leader received gratitude for the honors he bestowed,
while still managing to make others spend in his place.
Agesilaus mastered this art of the low-cost benefit and honorific

distinction. Forced to return to Europe after being called home in the
middle of his Asian campaign in 394, he establishes a competition not only
between cities (‘offering prizes [...] to the one which should send the best
force’), but also between companies of mercenaries, hoplites, archers,
peltasts, and, of course, horsemen in order to gratify the company with the
most beautiful accoutrements (Hell. 4.2.5). Xenophon’s description
perfectly displays how the concern for generating fervor in battle was
combined with economic interest (4.2.7): ‘As for the prizes, most of them
were beautifully wrought arms, both for hoplites and for horsemen; there
were also wreaths of gold, and the prizes all told cost not less than four
talents. As a result, however, of the expending of this sum, arms worth a vast sum of
money were provided for the army.’287

Even so, such a conception recalls the way in which the poleis awarded
their dōreai to the most deserving citizens.288 Indeed, what clearly emerges
from both the inscriptions and the literary sources is that civic honors in
themselves were only of small material value. Distinctions such as military
aristeia,289 tax exemption, proedria, sitēsis, laurel or gold crowns, statues, and
praise290 did not entail excessive costs for the city – at least with regard to
the benefits these honors rewarded.291 In the Poroi, Xenophon offers a
more radical version of the principle and even proposes to use civic honors
as an economic and financial weapon serving the city. In this later work,
which appears to mark a certain aggiornamento for civic values,292 he
imagines Athens earning money from the honors that the city will grant to
foreigners. Far from corresponding to a reaction to past euergetic acts, timē
would be awarded to encourage and generate gifts.
This solution only appeared to offer advantages (Poroi 3.6): ‘Now such

additions to our revenues as these need cost us nothing whatever beyond
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benevolent decrees and attentions (οὐδὲ προδαπανῆσαι δεῖ οὐδὲν ἀλλ’ ἢ

ψηφίσµατά τε φιλάνθρωπα καὶ ἐπιµελείας).’293 Xenophon even details the
practical methods that would preside over this unequal exchange (Poroi
3.11): Names of subscribers would ‘be recorded in the roll of benefactors
for all time (ἀναγραφήσεσθαι εὐεργέται εἰς τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον).’294 By granting
its timē, Athens would substantially increase its revenues,295 since many
cities, kings, and satraps searching for symbolic legitimation ‘would desire
to share in this token of gratitude (ἐπιθυµῆσαι µετασχεῖν ταύτης τῆς χάριτος).’
(Poroi 3.11)
Xenophon imagined a rational economy of honor, the goal of which

was to create relationships of charis without necessarily resorting to
expensive gifts and even continuing to receive money. According to him,
honors assumed two distinctly different forms, which in turn expressed
two different ideologies: the ideology of the Achaemenid world on the one
hand, of which the honors were generally substantial, munificent gifts; and
the ideology of the city on the other hand, which was based on the granting
of ‘illusory’ honors. Far from simply replicating the polis’s institutions,
Xenophon’s meritocratic thinking resonated with certain royal behaviors
specific to the Persians.296 The gap between theGreeks and the Persians once
again does not seem as wide as a certain historiographical approach has
sometimes portrayed it,297 and Xenophon creates an aristocratic link
between both worlds.
The handling of all forms of honors, both material and symbolic, was

intended to arouse a feeling of gratitude. However, there was one last way
to generate gratitude by handling the repertory of timē. This time the
process was indirect, since it consisted not of granting honors, but of
avoiding the counterproductive humiliation of subjects who were useful to
the community. This is notably the case in the Poroi, in which Xenophon
speaks out against the Athenians’ contemptuous behavior toward metics.
These foreigners residing in the city were indeed one of its very best
sources of income (Poroi 2.1), ‘inasmuch as they are self-supporting and, so
far from receiving payment for the many services they render to cities (πολλὰ ὠφελοῦντες

τὰς πόλεις οὐ λαµβάνουσι µισθόν), they contribute by paying a special tax
(µετοίκιον).’ Yet not only did Athens not give them anything in return
(notably no trophē), but the polis made them pay a disadvantageous tax in
money.298 In such a context, Xenophon thought it was essential not to add
dishonorable practices (atimiai )299 – to which metics were subjected in
Athens – to their already difficult living conditions. Furthermore, it was
important to associate metics with certain honorific responsibilities, such
as enrolment in the cavalry. Thus, while still continuing to take in the
metoikion and without spending any money, the city would easily earn
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the metics’ gratitude – or ‘their goodwill,’300 to employ Xenophon’s exact
vocabulary.
According to him, the adoption of these measures would constitute an

expression of epimeleia toward the metics.301 This frequently used term in
Xenophon’s corpus is essential, signifying at once care – in the sense of
‘taking care of something or someone’ – and attention or supervision.302

Yet in the Poroi, epimeleia is not limited to the ‘negative’ protection of
metics.303 The end of degrading practices (atimiai) was supposed to be
reached with the establishment of long-lasting and well-meaning attention,304

for which Athens could legitimately expect gratitude (Poroi 2.7). The
repertory of timē and epimeleiawas therefore closely linked, sharing the same
goal of earning money while ensuring the metics’ loyalty. Alongside
spending and honor, a new category of benefits loomed. Care and
attentions constituted favors for the people who received them. Xenophon
supported the idea that it was sometimes desirable to offer nothing more
than attentive concern, or epimeleia.

Charismatic attentions
Charis not only emerged from the amount of what was given (as in the case
of dapanē) or the quality attached to the benefits (as with timē). It also arose
from the manner in which one gave something. Munificence was by no
means a necessary condition for generating gratitude. According to
Xenophon, delicate attentions could lead to gratefulness as much as the
most sumptuous gifts. Thus emerged a new category of benefits, which
was often designated by the generic term epimeleia.
Far from being an unequivocal concept, epimeleia covered a large

spectrum of meanings, ranging from active concern and sustained vigilance
to the ability to lead.305 In all instances, however, the term implied a
hierarchical relationship, which made it undoubtedly one of the essential
attributes for an ideal leader.306 Indeed, this virtue generated the love and
gratitude of those who were governed, such as the soldiers who celebrated
Hermocrates of Syracuse (Hell. 1.1.30) for his fervor (προθυµίαν), his
approachability (κοινότητα), and his attentive care (ἐπιµέλειαν).307

Epimeleiawas of strategic interest, particularly due to the fact that it made
it possible to compensate for the material difficulties that power-hungry
elite-members could encounter. Thus, an intelligent leader without great
wealth could find initial contentment by simply displaying a benevolent
interest in his followers, as Cyrus did before completing his conquest of the
Assyrian empire and gaining countless treasures (Cyr. 8.2.2):

During the time, therefore, when he was not yet able to do favors through gifts of
money (῞Εως µὲν οὖν χρήµασιν ἀδυνατώτερος ἦν εὐεργετεῖν), he tried to win
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the love of those about him by taking forethought for them and laboring for
them and showing that he rejoiced with them in their good fortune and
sympathized with them in their mishaps.

Such practices were not simply a last resort, even if it is true that Cyrus
subsequently chose to reap the benefits of a vast amount of prodigality.
At the end of the Cyropaedia, Xenophon directly expresses his own admir-
ation for these ongoing attentions, which, beyond mere demonstrations
of generosity, displayed the leader’s concern (Cyr. 8.2.13):

That he, the richest man of all, should excel in the munificence of his presents
(δώρων) is not surprising; but for him, the king, to exceed all others in
thoughtful attention to his friends and in care for them (τῇ θεραπείᾳ καὶ τῇ ἐπιµελείᾳ),
that is more remarkable; and it is said to have been no secret that there was
nothing wherein he would have been so much ashamed of being outdone
as in attention to his friends (ὡς φίλων θεραπείᾳ).308

Xenophon did not give unconditional praise for gifts in themselves. Just as
written laws had to be supported and maintained by the sovereign’s
permanent presence (Cyr. 8.1.22), euergetic practices had to be overseen by
the leader’s constant attention. Charis could decidedly not be measured
against material wealth. Far from developing a mechanical way of thinking
about charis, Xenophon highlighted the differential effectiveness of the gift
depending on the contexts and ways in which euergetism was displayed.309

Thus, Cyrus offered his friends his epimeleia, or attentive concern.
Xenophon also added that Cyrus displayed therapeia toward them. Yet this
term covers a variety of meanings. In the literal sense, it assumes either a
negative connotation (designating low flattery and degrading servitude) or
a positive one (referring to attentive care and concern that could create
charis), depending on the context.310

According to the first definition, therapeia designates ‘care,’ and more
specifically ‘medical cure.’311 Therapeia therefore illustrates an epimeleia that
is no longer abstract but one that is concretely communicated: medicine.312

Xenophon showed how care for the body represented a privileged means
of displaying concern, one for which gratitude could legitimately be
expected in return.313 The concern for health was a vital issue at all levels
of authority. In the Oeconomicus (7.32-4), Ischomachus teaches his wife to
take care of the interior of the oikos as a queen bee reigns over her hive.314

She is entrusted with giving certain orders, even though the power
ultimately remained in the hands of her husband. Yet, at her level, the
mistress of the house was supposed to be particularly attentive to her
servants’ health (Oec. 7.37–8, transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, Loeb,
modified):
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– ‘One of your proper concerns, however, will perhaps seem to you rather thankless
(ἐπιµεληµάτων ἴσως ἀχαριστότερον δόξει εἶναι): you will have to see that any
slave who falls ill is cared for (ἐπιµελητέον).’ – ‘Oh no,’ cried my wife, ‘it will
be charming (ἐπιχαριτώτατον) if those who are well cared for prove to feel
grateful (χάριν εἴσεσθαι) and better-disposed (εὐνούστεροι) than before.’315

This passage centers around a play on words that draws on the many
meanings of the word charis. Ischomachus first speaks of an ‘ungrateful’
task, indicating that medical care was neither relaxing nor enjoyable. But
Xenophon deftly shifts from the semantic field of pleasure to that of
gratitude. For Ischomachus’s wife, caring for someone is in fact a pleasing
task (ἐπιχαριτώτατον) in that the sick person incurs a debt of gratitude (χάριν)
implying that this could be used for leading with greater ease.
In a more strictly political realm, Cyrus reaches the same conclusion

when, at the end of the Cyropaedia, he decides to make provisions for
medicinal remedies for his most loyal subjects, should they fall ill.316 Having
observed the negligence (ameleia) of army leaders who were not worried
about their own troops’ health, he decides to create a medical stock at his
own expense (Cyr. 8.2.24–5): ‘And whenever any one fell sick in whose
recovery he was interested, he would visit him and provide for him
whatever was needed.And he was grateful to the physicians also (καὶ τοῖς ἰατροῖς

δὲ χάριν ᾔδει), whenever any of them took any of his medical stores and
with them effected a cure.’317 Cyrus’s gratitude toward his doctors functions
like a smokescreen. In fact, Xenophon implicitly emphasizes the gratitude
the sick subsequently owed Cyrus. Healed thanks to his medical care and
remedies, they incurred an immeasurable debt toward him.318 In fact, this
extract appears just before the passage in which Xenophon recalls the
immense love people felt for Cyrus (Cyr. 8.2.26) – which translated
politically as unfailing obedience.
Epimeleia and therapeia occupied a special place among the range of

‘graces’ proposed by Xenophon, notably when they were accompanied by
useful expenses, such as the establishment of a pharmaceutical stock. It is
nonetheless difficult to establish a hierarchy that would, for example, set
care and medicine above material spending and honors. In Xenophon’s
view, euergetic spending, honorific distinctions, and charismatic attentions
should in no way be compared. On the contrary, the ideal leader was
supposed to know how to combine complementary elements in order to
distinguish himself from the masses and thus have charis repaid to him.
In Xenophon’s corpus, there is one man who understood the virtues of this
combination: the Thessalian Jason of Pherae.319 In theHellenica, the author
specifies that, in order to earn the loyalty of his mercenaries, he rewarded
them with large sums of money, and with ‘gifts besides, as well as with care in
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sickness and magnificence in burial (καὶ ἄλλοις δώροις, καὶ νόσων γε θεραπείαις καὶ

περὶ ταφὰς κόσµῳ).’ (Hell. 6.1.6)320 The Thessalian leader’s unfailing authority
was based on the juxtaposition of these three charismatic techniques.
Above all, Xenophon generally highlighted the existence of one type of

benefit that combined all three virtues. Since the gift of food corresponded
to a propitious alliance of spending, honor, and care, he granted it a
separate place at the summit of an implicit hierarchy of charismatic
behaviors.321 The charis linked to it seems unparalleled, even if the gift of
knowledge – incarnated by the exceptional figure of Socrates – came to
lend nuance to this supremacy.

II. SUPREME BENEFITS: FEEDING BODIES AND MINDS

At the beginning of theCyropaedia, Cyrus the Younger wants to become the
cupbearer of his grandfather, the Median king Astyages. He nonetheless
categorically refuses one of the inherent obligations of his new role by
refusing to taste the wine he so deftly serves. Cyrus tells his astonished
grandfather (Cyr. 1.3.10, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified) that he fears
‘that [Sacas, the cupbearer on duty] had poured drugs into the crater (ἐν τῷ

κρατῆρι φάρµακα µεµιγµένα εἴη).’322 Indeed, he was the horrified witness of a
scene involving drinking the very day of Astyages’s birthday. He tells his
grandfather that, drunk on wine, ‘all of you quite forgot – you, that you
were king; and the rest, that you were their sovereign. It was then that I also
for my part discovered, and for the first time, that what you were practising
was your boasted “equal freedom of speech” (ἰσηγορία); at any rate, never were
any of you silent.’ (1.3.10) By sinking the participants in the banquet into
isēgoria, drunkenness created a democratic leveling.323 The scene was all the
more shocking since it occurred during a particularly solemn moment: the
king’s birthday. While circumstances should have called for a certain
deference toward Astyages, the sharing of wine and the equal circulation
of drinking vessels blurred all of the instituted hierarchies. Despite the
solidarity it induced, wine was visibly not enough to express and mark
authority.324

When Cyrus imagines the means that would allow him to maintain his
power at the end of the Cyropaedia, he opts to proceed in a very different
way. Unlike his grandfather, it is not wine that he primarily strives to
share, but more substantial foodstuffs (Cyr. 8.2.2, transl. W. Miller, Loeb,
modified):

And after he found himself in a position to do favors with substantial goods (ὥστε
χρήµασιν εὐεργετεῖν), he seems to us to have recognized from the start that
there is no favor which men can show one another, with the same amount of expenditure,
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more pleasing than sharing meat and drink with them (ὡς εὐεργέτηµα ἀνθρώποις
πρὸς ἀλλήλους οὐδέν ἐστιν ἀπὸ τῆς αὐτῆς δαπάνης ἐπιχαριτώτερον ἢ σίτων καὶ
ποτῶν µετάδοσις).325

Within the repertory of benefits, the gift of food was effective in its own
specific way and not correlated with a purely economic value. The intense
grace (to epichari) attached to alimentary euergetism evoked pleasure and
joy as much as gratitude. Xenophon plays on the ambiguity of the term to
suggest that the gift of food led to rejoicing (charis), the extraordinary force
of which was capable of generating the most intense gratitude (charis).
Inextricably linked by alimentary euergetism, both aspects of charis –
pleasure and gratitude – were eventually combined to form the prerogative
of what can be called alimentary charis.

An economy of alimentary charis
In the Persian empire imagined by Xenophon, gifts of food were not
limited to a few subjects. In reality, the Persian king was gastronomically
generous toward two distinct circles: the sundeipnoi, or those who had
the distinguished honor of dining with the king himself; and those subjects
to whom Cyrus wanted to show his epimeleia, or gracious attention. It was
specified (Cyr. 8.2.3) that he used to send food ‘around to those also
whose services on garrison duty or in attendance upon him or in any
other way met with his approval; in this way he let them see that he did
not fail to observe their wish to satisfy him (χαρίζεσθαι).’326 According to the
logic of reciprocity and distinction, one display of charis was met with
another.
Distributing food outside of the royal banquet allowed the leader to

extend the relationship of charis beyond his intimate circle. Cyrus the
Younger behaved in the exact same way.327 When Xenophon praises him
for distinguishing himself from his subjects ‘in his eagerness to do favors (τῷ
προθυµεῖσθαι χαρίζεσθαι),’ he specifies that these benefactions assumed the
form of gastronomical presents (Anab. 1.9.24–6):

For example, when Cyrus got some particularly good wine, he would often
send the half-emptied jar to a friend with the message: ‘Cyrus says that he
has not chanced upon better wine than this for a long time; so he sends it
to you, and asks you to drink it up today in company with the friends you
love best.’ So he would often send halves of geese and of loaves and so
forth, instructing the bearer to add the message: ‘Cyrus enjoyed this, and
therefore wants you also to take a taste of it.’

Attached to this generosity was charis, a joy that regaled the body and soul
of the receiver. In the form of food or drink, this trophē allowed the young
Persian to create bonds of commensality at a distance. In offering partially
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consumed portions, he gave recipients the illusion of sharing in the prince’s
table, at least symbolically. According to Xenophon, the model for such a
practice was again Cyrus the Elder (Cyr. 8.4.6), who used to ‘send to some
of his friends who were not there some delicacies that he happened to like
very much himself.’ For Persians, gifts of food were not reserved for a
small elite. Every day, Cyrus ‘placed upon his own table a quantity of food,
like that of which he himself regularly partook, sufficient for a very large
number of people’ (Cyr. 8.2.3).328

Such alimentary generosity, which was widely distributed, relied on
extensive economic planning and made it necessary to spend large amounts
of money.329 The logic of alimentary charis was based on a veritable economy
of benefits. Indeed, royal cuisine was handled extremely rationally, requiring
a large staff devoted to a series of specialized tasks. In one of the best-
known passages from the Cyropaedia, Xenophon praises the division of
labor in Persia in order to evoke the refinement of the dishes proposed at
the imperial table (Cyr. 8.2.5). According to him, the specialization of each
activity explains the exceptional quality of royal cuisine (Cyr. 8.2.6): ‘in any
establishment where one and the same man arranges the dining couches,
lays the table, bakes the bread, prepares now one sort of dish and now
another, he must necessarily have things go as they may; but where it is all
one man can do to stew meats and another to roast them, for one man to
boil fish and another to bake them, for another to make bread and not
every sort at that, but where it suffices if he makes one kind that has a high
reputation – everything that is prepared in such a kitchen will, I think,
necessarily be worked out with superior excellence.’
Yet this division of roles is worth interpreting in terms of charis. Since

this passage has not been sufficiently placed in the context of alimentary
euergetism, its real significance has often been misunderstood. In
particular, people have often wanted to see in it the premises of modern-
day economic rationality – whether this be, like Karl Marx, to denigrate
the ‘characteristic bourgeois instinct’330 driving the writer or to celebrate a
model of ‘economic analysis,’ as Moses Finley did.331

Two major obstacles hinder making ‘modern-day’ connections. On the
one hand, according to Xenophon’s version of the Persian empire, the
division of activities did not follow an abstract logic of segmented,
interchangeable work. On the contrary, the making of royal food came
with ponos, meaning distinctive aristocratic effort (Cyr. 8.2.5, transl. Loeb
modified): ‘[...] the food at the king’s palace is also elaborately prepared
(ἐκπεπόνηται) with superior excellence.’332 On the other hand, far from
corresponding to a purely economic goal, the division of labor was only a
means of generating charis, at once the pleasure and gratitude of those to
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whom generous amounts of food were distributed. The imperial economy
primarily had an ‘oikonomic’ purpose in the strict sense of the word. It
sought to make the food distributed in the royal palace (Cyrus’s oikos) as
good as possible. If one insists upon using modern-day economic
vocabulary to speak about it, it could be said that, by putting in place a
functional division of labor, Cyrus sought to increase the use value and
not the exchange value of imperial goods and food. It was not about
‘producing more, but producing better.’333

The rational specialization of culinary activities therefore aimed to create
a unique form of pleasure (hēdonē)334 and that is how ‘Cyrus far surpassed
all others in the art of making much of his friends by bestowing food upon
them (τῇ τῶν σίτων θεραπείᾳ).’ (Cyr. 8.2.7, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified)
The economic functioning of the Persian empire depended on a precise
goal: the spread of royal alimentary charis. This well-known passage can
ultimately be interpreted as the very symbol of the embeddedness of
ancient economy in the society itself.
In the Cyropaedia and the Anabasis, the distribution of food occupied a

separate place, in terms of both quantity and quality. It constituted a gift
adorned with the most intense form of grace (epicharitōtaton).335 From then
on, the use of the ‘alimentary arm’ formed one of the most fundamental
forces that those in power could and were supposed to put into practice.
To be loved, a leader was not supposed to behave like a dōrophagos, or
‘devourer of presents’ (like Hesiod’s unjust kings), but was instead
supposed to distribute gifts to be devoured.336

Three partially linked objections can nonetheless be invoked to refuse
alimentary charis complete legitimacy in Xenophon’s corpus. Two are based
on the author’s opposition to rich and delicate food in certain works, and
the other refers to the larger question of the relationship of his ‘Persian’
writings to historical reality.

Dangerous foodstuffs?
Was gastronomy unique to Persia?
Both Cyruses’ alimentary euergetism echo realia that Xenophon could have
either directly observed in the Achaemenid kingdom or indirectly
overheard. It is therefore uncertain if he also saw a relevant model for the
Greek world in this. By mentioning both Cyruses’ alimentary munificence,
was Xenophon simply recording a Persian reality, without necessarily
wanting to magnify or generate the desire to imitate it? Was he abandoning
the barbarians to their radical otherness, thus excluding the Persian regime
from the realm of political reflection in the name of its incomparable
uniqueness?
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These important hypotheses are worth discussing. By drawing many
convincing parellels, Pierre Briant has shown that, in historical reality,
alimentary euergetism corresponded to an essential component of Persian
imperial power, to which even aulic hierarchy was subordinate.337 Further-
more, it seems difficult to compare such gastronomic practices to the
experience of the Greek banquet – whether it be in the form of private
symposion or the public Spartan syssition – as Xenophon describes it
elsewhere in his corpus. Beyond the differences between public and private
Greek banquets, one constant emerges. In the sharing of food and drink,
Greek guests felt how closely they resembled each other. As either a
moment during which civic norms were reproduced or one during which
a poetic process of self-definition took place,338 the Greek banquet always
created the horizontal cohesion of a relatively large group, sometimes
extended to the whole city. Yet if the banquets at the beginning of the
Cyropaedia (2.2.1) were indeed based on such a model, in which the charis
that circulated was egalitarian and grew out of the ‘very pleasing
conversations (εὐχαριστότατοι λόγοι)’339 between guests, the situation radically
changed after the end of the military conquest. Banquets subsequently
marked the great divide separating the all-powerful sovereign from the
subjects he invited to partake passively in the royal meal.
Indeed, the strangeness of the alimentary euergetism in the Cyropaedia

must be put into perspective. Persian practices have long been likened to
the Spartan dimoiria. This double helping of food granted to both kings of
the Laconian city could echo the Achaemenid use, since Xenophon
described both in his corpus.340 In the Lakedaimonion Politeia (15(14).4), he
asserts that Lycurgus ‘honored [the kings] with a double portion at the
meal, not that they might eat enough for two, but that they might have the
wherewithal to honour anyone whom they chose.’341 Like Cyrus the
Younger sending partially consumed portions to his most loyal followers,
the Spartan kings could also cede half of their rations to whomever they
chose.342

However, the comparison between both systems ends there, for the
dimoiria was above all an honor that the city granted to the sovereign and
not a timē that the king lavished on his subjects – as in the Cyropaedia or the
Anabasis. The Spartan kings could indeed redistribute their additional share
and thus arouse a certain feeling of gratitude,343 but such a gift cannot
seriously be compared to Persian custom. The difference between the
unappetizing Spartan broth and the delightful Persian foodstuffs indeed
seems irreducible.344

Furthermore, for a Greek elite-member, the legitimacy of such alimentary
distributions was far from obvious. Praise for Persian culinary practices in
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the Cyropaedia could therefore be largely ironic. From this perspective,345

Xenophon was implicitly telling his Greek readers that all Persians had
a slave mentality, submitting to their sovereign for mere gastronomic
gratification. Alimentary charis, then, was a bad form of charis and its use
considered questionable.346 It should be said that such a perspective seems
wrong but is nonetheless worth studying in detail before being rejected,
since many arguments initially seem to substantiate it.

Alimentary ambiguity
For Xenophon, food unquestionably harbored a great deal of ambiguity.
In the Cyropaedia (5.2.16–19), the Persians are praised for their frugal
behavior and a rejection of over-rich food during the conquest. In a well-
known passage of theOeconomicus (13.9), he shows that food constituted an
ambiguous means for earning obedience, being fit only for certain
particularly ‘bestial’ natures:

But in dealing with slaves the training considered suitable for wild animals
is also a very effective way of teaching obedience, for you will get a lot out
of them by filling their stomachs with the food they hanker for (τῇ γὰρ γαστρὶ αὐτῶν
ἐπὶ ταῖς ἐπιθυµίαις προσχαριζόµενος). Those of an ambitious disposition (Αἱ δὲ
φιλότιµοι τῶν φύσεων) are also spurred on by praise, some natures being as
hungry for praise as others for food and drink.347

For a Greek, it seemed difficult to consider such governance through
alimentary charis as an ideal. Many members of the elite would in any case
have rejected this ‘stomach-centered politics,’ which instead evoked the
detestable practices of radical democracy. In this respect, Aristophanes’
satire of a gluttonous Athens was exemplary.348 More broadly, he resorted
to the metaphor of the banquet and alimentary distributions to criticize
the Athenian orators’ complacent politics.349 According to him, culinary
gratifications and demagogy went together, transforming the Athenians
into unscrupulous swine.350

Satisfying stomachs therefore seemed to be a policy that inevitably
reduced men to the level of slaves or beasts.351 That is what Xenophon
himself suggests in the Cyropaedia. The delicious meal that Cyrus served a
large number of people was also distributed to guards and servants (τῶν

οἰκετῶν) with the goal of earning their affection, in the same way as dogs or
horses (Cyr. 8.2.3–4).352 It can thus be rightly maintained that ‘there is no
discontinuity between the dogs and the leading personages from the court:
for each and everyone of them, good food is a powerful incentive to
obey.’353 As slaves of their gastēr, the Persians were doomed to serve
sordidly their passions.354

However, such an interpretation encounters obstacles.355 In the
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Cyropaedia, food functions as a share of timē granted by the king. In Persia,
one way of complimenting and honoring deserving subjects consisted
precisely of giving them food.356 At the end of the Cyropaedia, Xenophon
uses the participation in banquets to describe a struggle for rank and
position overseen and commanded by the king (Cyr. 8.4.1–3, transl.
W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

When Cyrus had sacrificed and was celebrating his victory with a banquet,
he invited in those of his friends who showed that they were most desirous
of magnifying his rule and of honoring him most loyally (φανεροὶ ἦσαν καὶ
τιµῶντες εὐνοϊκώτατα) [...]; So when invited guests came to dinner, he did
not assign them their seats at random, but he seated on Cyrus’ left the one he
honored the most (ἀλλ᾿ ὃν µὲν µάλιστα ἐτίµα), for the left side was more readily
exposed to treacherous designs than the right.357

Alimentary shares and the hierarchical order in which the king distributed
them were not only at stake in a fight aimed at sordidly satisfying appetites,
but were also used to gratify spirits full of philotimia.
On the other hand, if the gift of food was considered to be at worst

intrinsically bad and at best as being reserved for subservient natures, the
interpretation of the Cyropaedia as a whole becomes risky.358 Indeed, in a
passage from the very beginning of the work that all modern-day interpreters
agree to consider as an implicit praise of Spartan politeia,359 Xenophon
asserts that it was a good leader’s duty to honor virtuous men and mere
servants (hupēretai ) equally. Yet, in both cases, these marks of honor
correspond to alimentary gratifications (Cyr. 2.1.30–1):

And he also used to invite individuals in order to honor them (ἐτίµα), whenever
he saw that they had done what he himself wished everybody to do. And the
same dishes were always placed before those whom he invited to dinner as
before himself. The quartermasters in the army he always allowed an equal
share of everything (ἰσοµοίρους); for he thought that it was fair to show no less
honour (τιµᾶν) for the purveyors of the army stores than for heralds or
ambassadors.360

Food therefore did not constitute a dividing line between men occupying
high positions and those who were more subservient.361 Unless
Xenophon’s entire corpus is considered ironic, no conclusion can be drawn
from this passage in theOeconomicus with any certainty. The alimentary gift
functioned symbolically on a number of levels, as a form of material
satisfaction on the one hand and a symbolic honor on the other.
Furthermore, in a fourth-century Greek context, there is nothing new

about the vision of alimentary distribution Xenophon adopts here. Indeed,
in a specifically Athenian context, the granting of trophē corresponded to
one of the greatest honors the city could award. In Athens, the city
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celebrated its most loyal citizens by offering sitēsis at the prytaneum,
meaning allowing them to eat at the expense of the community. This
alimentary countergift even constituted one of the three supreme honors
(megistai timai ) in which a citizen could take pride.362 The hypothesis of a
form of servitude that was inevitably attached to the distribution of food
– or at least the sharing of it – should therefore be, if not dismissed, at least
put into perspective.

Praising frugality
An evenmore serious objection to alimentary luxury and its use in an euergetic
framework can be raised. Xenophon himself in his corpus continually
proclaimed the dangers of food. Excessive eating was the sign of moral
and corporal decadence and, on a deeper level, politically disqualified the
person indulging in it. Xenophon’s master, Socrates – just like his friend,
the wise king Agesilaus – adopted a frugal alimentary regime, unlike the
tyrant Hiero and the King of Persia.363 As Pauline Schmitt has shown, ways
of eating often served as political allegory in Greece.364

In the Hiero, Xenophon proposes a lengthy reflection on the tyrant’s
food. Hiero himself denounces the vanity of culinary refinements, as
corrupting as they were laughable. Despite his cooks’ best efforts, the
despot says he takes no pleasure in his meals, which even nauseate him
(Hiero 1.21: ἀγλευκέστερον). In the various seasonings (µηχανήµατα) used on
his dishes, he sees ‘mere whims of a jaded and pampered appetite.’365 He
even envies the person who refrains from eating excessively (Hiero 1.25):
‘Offer a man a dish that he seldom tastes, and he eats a bellyful with joy
(µετὰ χαρᾶς).’
In wanting to solicit his subjects’ gratitude (charis), the tyrant or the Great

King therefore voluntarily deprived himself of another form of charis:
taking pleasure in meals.366 In the Agesilaus (9.3), Xenophon shows the
superiority of the Spartan’s morals over those of the Achaemenid king by
elaborating a similar point of view: ‘the Persian king has vintners scouring
every land to find some drink that will tickle his palate; an army of cooks
contrives dishes for his delight.’367 This passage echoes the one found in the
Cyropaedia, but by reversing the point of view. The division of labor created
by the king’s table and monopolizing the energy of many people is here
interpreted as the mark of the Great King’s hubris, as he vainly seeks to
satisfy an insatiable appetite.368 In a characteristic reversal of roles,
Agesilaus is the one who, ‘thanks to his love of toil (διὰ τὸ φιλόπονος είναι),
enjoyed any drink that was at hand and any food that came his way.’369

Xenophon uses the double helping of food the Spartan receives as king
to proclaim the extraordinary alimentary enkrateia displayed by his hero
(Ages. 5.1):
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Moreover, he received a double ration (διµοιρίαν) at the public meals, but
instead of consuming both portions himself, he distributed both and left
neither for himself, holding that the purpose of this double allowance to
the king was not to provide him with a heavy meal, but to give him the
opportunity of honoring whomsoever he would (ἀλλ‘ ὅπως ἔχοι καὶ τούτῳ τιµᾶν εἴ
τινα βούλοιτο).

Agesilaus’s continence is such that he no longer seems to have to eat –
much like Socrates, for whom ‘appetite was the best food,’ as Xenophon
reminds readers (Mem. 1.3.5).370 More than any other man, a leader was
supposed to abstain from an alimentary truphē that turned men into swine,
as Socrates proclaims in theMemorabilia: ‘and it was partly by the prompting
of Hermes partly through his own self-restraint and avoidance of
overindulgence in such things, that Odysseus was not turned into a pig.’371

The leaders Xenophon admired all displayed this aptitude for alimentary
continence.372

Delicate foodstuffs were thus abruptly dismissed by the Athenian
polygraph, who followed the Socratic model as much as he did the Spartan
example. According to Xenophon, the whole Lacedaemonian city rejected
pleasant food and its distribution even more so since Lycurgus. In a civic
context in which each Spartan citizen was supposed to contribute his share
to the syssitia or else face exclusion from the group of homoioi,373 receiving
food implied civic degradation. Gastronomic benefits subsequently
became the incarnation of a bad form of charis, to which only a detestable
reputation could be attached (Lak. Pol. 7.4):

Nor yet is there any reason for amassing money in order to spend it on one’s
messmates; for he made it more respectable to help one’s fellows by toiling
with the body (τῷ σώµατι πονοῦντα) than by spending money (δαπανῶντα),
pointing out that toil is an employment of the soul, spending an
employment of wealth.374

In no case was a Spartan supposed to gratify his dining companions, or
suskēnoi, with whom he nonetheless had a privileged relationship. That
would mean deviating from the rules set by Lycurgus, who, according to
Xenophon, sought to put an end to hēdupatheia, or alimentary enjoyment.375

Lycurgus contrasted this bad form of gastronomic charis with the logic of
labor, a virtuous ponos that alone could generate the gratitude that was
deserved. Generally speaking, all forms of spending (dapanai ) seemed
disqualified in favor of the free services ensured by sheer effort.
However, this celebration of alimentary austerity should not be taken

for granted. After all, it should not be forgotten that Xenophon’s
description is partially idealized.376 Indeed, a number of clues attest to the
fact that the syssitia were far from being as egalitarian as he maintained.



73

Legitimate favors

He himself suggests this in theLakedaimonion Politeia (5.3): ‘But many extras
are supplied from the spoils of the chase; and rich men (οἱ δὲ πλούσιοι)
sometimes substitute wheaten bread.’377 Yet these gifts, however modest
(οὔτε πολυδάπανος: 5.4), echo what is known about the generosity displayed
during the syssitia. During the Hellenistic and perhaps the classical periods,
the most well-to-do Spartans regularly offered their dining companions
substantial alimentary supplements: epaïkla.378 While the dishes circulated,
the names of donors were called out379 in a way that the identity of the
generous purveyor could not be ignored. While such liberalities were
intended to reassert the solidarity and cohesion of the Spartan civic body,380

it nonetheless seems that, beyond the agreed-upon celebrations, they
constituted one of the privileged means of indirectly establishing clientelist
relationships.381

Whatever the case may be, even if the idealized description in the
Lakedaimonion Politeia is accepted, the Spartan alimentary model was not
the only one to be explicitly celebrated by Xenophon. While he praised the
continence of Agesilaus or Socrates, he nonetheless exalted the lavish meals
prepared by both Cyruses. In order to take stock of this apparent contra-
diction, it is necessary to keep in mind Socrates’s assertion in theMemorabilia
that food is not detestable in itself. Rather, everything depends on its
destination and the way in which it is consumed (Mem. 3.8.1–7).382 In order
to appreciate the real merits of alimentary charis, the question has to be
asked on another level. Instead of examining the ambiguous status of food
itself, the legitimate ways of consuming and enjoying it must be analyzed.

The art of dining
In Xenophon’s view, Spartan alimentary austerity was just one solution
among others. He did not always look at food from such a ‘puritan’
perspective.383 A certain gastronomic ambition was therefore legitimate in
his case, as long as it was not a symptom of a generalized slacking. In this
respect, the case of Cyrus the Elder offers many lessons. While he
organized and participated in large banquets, he hardly reveled in guilty
gluttony, unlike the Great King of Agesilaus’s time (Cyr. 8.4.6):

Now, when they were at dinner, it struck Gobryas as not at all surprising that
there was a great abundance of everything upon the table of a man who
ruled over wide domains; but what did excite his wonder was that Cyrus,
who enjoyed so great good fortune, should never consume by himself any delicacy
that he might receive (εἴ τι ἡδὺ δόξειε λαβεῖν, µηδὲν τούτων µόνον καταδαπανᾶν),
but took pains to ask his guests to share it, and that he often saw him send
even to some of his friends who were not there something that he happened
to like very much himself.384
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Cyrus was not seeking to satisfy his stomach. On the contrary, like his
namesake who sent half of his best dishes to his most loyal followers, he
made a point of sharing this enjoyable food with his friends. Far from
consuming the fruits of his prosperity by himself, he chose to respect the
logic of redistribution, whereby alimentary spending was done for the
common good – meaning for the commensals.
Legitimized by this ideology of sharing, royal feasts were also justified by

Xenophon in another way. Gastronomic consideration was part of a larger
reflection on the complex relationships linking charis, truphē, ponos, gratitude,
luxury, and labor. In Xenophon’s view, a certain amount of alimentary
luxury was legitimate if it did not serve as a pretext for stuffing oneself like
a pig and especially if it was simultaneously accompanied by a sustained
virile effort. In the Cyropaedia, ponos and truphē are inseparable – except in
the epilogue, in which Xenophon criticizes the decadence of Persian
morals in his time. Just before tackling the sumptuous distributions of
food, Xenophon recalls the extent to which Cyrus cared about the effort
the men in his entourage put into their bodies and desires – one implicitly
justifying the other (Cyr. 8.1.36): ‘By this same exercise [hunting], too, he
was best able to accustom his associates (τοὺς κοινῶνας) to temperance and the
endurance of hardship, to heat and cold, to hunger and thirst.’ The
beneficiaries of royal alimentary generosity were the very ones who were
continually subjected to this tiresome exercise. As for the sovereign,
Xenophon reassures the reader (Cyr. 8.1.38): ‘And he never dined without
first having got himself into a sweat.’385

Such physical efforts put a stop to the physical weakening that food
could bring about for the king and his followers. For Xenophon, this
notably increased the pleasure one took in eating. Indeed, ponos amplified
the charis attached to the feast, as Cyrus asserts when he moves into his
palace (Cyr. 7.5.80, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified): ‘good things bring
the greater pleasure, in proportion to the toil one undergoes beforehand to
attain them; for toil is a main dish for good people (οἱ γὰρ πόνοι ὄψον τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς);
and nothing, however sumptuously prepared, could give pleasure unless a
man get it when he needs it.’386 Cyrus adopts the same type of reasoning as
Socrates in front of the courtesan Theodote (Mem. 3.11.13): ‘The most
delicious foods, you see, if served before they are wanted, seem unpleasant,
and to those who have had enough they are positively nauseating; but even
poor fare is very welcome when offered to a hungry man.’387 Labor did not
contradict good food. Rather, by stimulating the appetite, it constituted a
political weapon that made it possible to lend full intensity to royal
alimentary charis.
Furthermore, the alliance between luxury and ponos was in no way
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specific to the Persians. The Athenian general Iphicrates also associated
alimentary gratification and physical effort in order to be a more effective
leader. Tasked with coming to the aid of Corcyra as it was being attacked
by the Spartans in 373, he not only manages to recruit a fleet in record
time, but above all succeeds in training the crews of his triremes on their
way to the island. To this end, he organizes races between the ships in his
squadron before meals. The first to reach land are the first to be served
(Hell. 6.2.29): ‘It was counted a great prize of victory (µέγα δὴ νικητήριον) to be
the first to get water or anything else they needed, and the first to get their
meal. On the other hand, those who reached the shore last incurred a great
penalty (µεγάλη ζηµία) in that they came off worse in all these points, and in
the fact that they had to put to sea again at the same time as the rest when
the signal was given.’ Iphicrates effectively trains his men in a way that is
‘worthy of praise.’ (Hell. 6.2.32) As in the Cyropaedia, ponos precedes
alimentary consumption, which is considered to be all the more gratifying
since it associates pleasure and distinction, or charis and timē.
For the author of the Oeconomicus, the fortunate conjunction between

virtuous ponos and alimentary truphē characterized also the art of agriculture,
which was the supreme aristocratic attribute and great passion of the Persian
kings (Oec. 5.4–25). Indeed, this activity provided ‘many delicate dishes’
(ὄψα πολλὰ: 5.3) and brought pleasure to those who consumed its products
(5.4): ‘And though the earth supplies good things in abundance, she does
not allow them to be won without toil (οὐκ ἐᾷ ταῦτα µετὰ µαλακίας λαµβάνειν).’
Socrates concisely sums up this dialectic: ‘For the pursuit of [farming] is in
some sense a source of pleasure (ἡδυπάθεια) as well as a means of increasing
one’s estate and of training the body (σωµάτων ἄσκησις) in all that a free man
should be able to do.’388 The free man, meaning the elite member, should
enjoy the culinary refinements that his activities and position allow him to
claim, without ever forgetting the virtuous labor that is their source.
The originality of Xenophon’s positions subsequently stands out more

clearly. Through his clear interest in food and its pleasures, he was part of
a major sociocultural evolution. In the fourth century, food and its
refinements met with renewed interest in Greece, under the dual influence
of the East and the West – Persia and Sicily.389 Knowing these two worlds
from inside,390 Xenophon directly participated in a broader shift and in this
respect seemed to realign with his native city in a common celebration of
the joys of dining.391 Pursuing a complex and contradictory debate with
Athens, however, Xenophon condemned the way in which the democratic
city extended to everyone the access to feasts and public meals. His
reaction was even sharper, since this democratization symbolized a larger
movement, whereby the masses were transformed into a self-proclaimed
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elite of parvenus. Thanks to the myth of autochthony, the dēmos could now
boast a pedigree; thanks to the festivals, it could enjoy feasts as well as the
increased number of cultural edifices and what were once specifically elitist
pastimes.392 Staunchly opposed to the leveling of conditions, Xenophon
thought that displays of alimentary charis should be reserved for aristocrats,
who were the only ones capable of enjoying them without succumbing to
concupiscence. In reaction to the slow formation of a specifically democratic
culture,393 the author of theCyropaedia imagined a world in which alimentary
luxury would continue to trace symbolic distinctions and social hierarchies.
In his corpus, Xenophon ultimately proposes two opposite and comple-

mentary strategies for alimentary distinction, which he does not prioritize.
Either the leader fed himself frugally and completely redistributed his
surplus portions, according to the Lacedaemonian mode, or he feasted
lavishly on the (triple) condition that he avoided overindulging, shared his
meal with his chosen guests, and displayed virtuous ponos in return,
according to the Persian approach.394 Food – even delicious food – no
longer constituted the mark of subservience to the all-consuming passions
of the body. On the contrary, it could legitimately awaken the enjoyment
of the person in a position of authority and of those he wanted to gratify.395

In a certain way, the Cyropaedia didactically embodies this polarity, since
Cyrus shifts from one mode of alimentary consumption to the other
between the beginning and the end of this work, in such a way that the
reader is led to believe that gastronomic charis was particularly effective.
Beyond their differences, both modes of alimentary consumption

translate the same concern. Austerity and munificence came together in
their shared opposition to the prevailing democratic ethos in Athens,396 a
gluttonous city enjoying earthly pleasures without any distinction. Through
foodstuffs, Xenophon could therefore continue to express his political
dissent in a non-institutional perspective.

From alimentary prodigality to philosophical euergetism
Philosophers’ bellies: Socrates and sitēsis
Within the repertory of benefits elaborated by Xenophon, distributions of
food in the Persianmanner therefore occupied a legitimately privileged place.
Resonating with the culture of honors so dear to him, they were all the more
favorably welcomed since they echoed Greek practices such as the Spartan
dimoiria and the Athenian sitēsis. Whether a gift or a countergift, food in the
Greek world constituted one of the best ways of arousing intense gratitude
and solemnly marking honor. At both ends of the chain of reciprocity,
food displayed specifically charismatic effects. In celebrating the way in
which the Persian royal table functioned, Xenophon was reacting less as an
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ethnologist fascinated by a totally foreign way of using food than as an elite
member preoccupied with proper governance and capable of likening these
‘barbarian’ practices to Greek ways of gaining gratitude.397

In this mirroring of Persian and Greek practices, sitēsis occupied a special
place. Although it was awarded by the democratic city during the fifth and
fourth centuries, it hearkened back to another mode of political functioning
that was much older and more ‘charismatic.’ As Schmitt Pantel has shown,
it refers back to the city’s aristocratic past. Granted with great parsimony
during Xenophon’s time, this form of alimentary gratification was
diametrically opposed to the distribution of money, through which the city
then wanted to take care of its citizens.398 Between the monetary misthoi
automatically granted to active citizens399 and sitēsis, the lifelong privilege
given in kind to a small number of deserving Athenians, the divide was
immense and reveals two considerably different approaches to the civic
community and its functioning.
In this ideological context, sitēsis constituted a particularly desirable

honor for Athenian elite members, even those at odds with their native
city. Xenophon’s master Socrates allegedly accorded a particular place to
sitēsis by ironically demanding it of his accusers. If Plato is to be believed
(Apology 36d), he demanded to be honored for his action as ‘poor
benefactor (ἀνδρὶ πένητι εὐεργέτῃ).’ Of all the honors awarded by the city,
sitēsis was the only one that seemed to him capable of appropriately
expressing the gratitude Athens owed him. According to Plato (Apology
37a), the philosopher considered that he had done his city ‘the greatest
service (τὴν µεγίστην εὐεργεσίαν).’
In this defiant statement, Socrates is not happy to simply say just how

much he thinks sitēsis is worth, as someone who always refused to accept
the least misthos for his philosophical interventions. By claiming ‘the highest
honor that the city can give,’400 he also highlights his own euergetism.
Through the knowledge he shared without counting, it seems to him that
he made the Athenian polis his eternal debtor. At the summit of the
charismatic hierarchy, Xenophon places the transmission of knowledge
alongside and even above terrestrial foodstuffs.

The treasury of knowledge
Socrates unsettled the harmonious order and hierarchy of charismatic
practices, which, in Xenophon’s works, placed the gift of food at the
pinnacle. He even shed doubt on just how effective all types of euergetic
practices really were in comparison with the generous gift of knowledge.401

In theMemorabilia (1.2.61), Xenophon compares the respective merits of
alimentary euergetism and the gift of knowledge:
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But Socrates did far more to win respect for the city in the world at large
than Lichas, whose services to Sparta have made his name immortal. For
Lichas used to entertain at dinner (ἐδείπνιζε) the foreigners staying at Sparta
during the Gymnopaidiai; but Socrates spent his life in lavishing his gifts
(τὰ ἑαυτοῦ δαπανῶν) and rendering the greatest services to all who cared to
receive them.402

The author bases his comparison on the radiance Socrates and Lichas403

respectively lent their cities. Just as the erection of monuments made the
polis resplendent, the organization of sumptuous feasts created a brilliant
charis that reflected on the polis as a whole. The civic context once again
made legitimate the munificent gift given by an individual. Nonetheless,
despite his wealth and generosity, Lichas could not rival Socrates – at least
relative to the egalitarian austerity that was usually attributed to Lycurgus’s
city. Without spending an obol, Socrates brought Athens great renown
through the knowledge he generously spread. Unlike Lichas, who was only
able to make use of certain ritual occasions to demonstrate his munificence
toward foreigners, Socratic euergetism was limited neither in time nor in
the potential public it could reach.
The very structure of both Plato’s and Xenophon’s Symposium displays

the philosopher’s superiority over his wealthy hosts. As Plutarch rightly
asserts, ‘at banquets, though Callias or Alcibiades pay the bill, it is Socrates
to whom they listen.’404 The charis generated by the symposion’s offerings
was therefore not strong enough to eclipse the influence of the philosopher,
who systematically stole the spotlight from his hosts.405

On numerous occasions, Xenophon highlights Socrates’s specific
euergetism, which earned him unparalleled gratitude in return. The philo-
sopher’s soul concealed riches that he could freely distribute. In the
Symposium (4.43), Antisthenes speaks metaphorically of the treasury that
belonged exclusively to Socrates:

And it’s worth noting that wealth of this kind makes people act free, too. For
example Socrates here, from whom I acquired this wealth, never supplied me
by number or weight (οὔτ’ ἀριθµῷ οὔτε σταθµῷ) but kept on handing me
however much I could manage to carry; on my side, I now begrudge no one (ἐγώ
τε νῦν οὐδενὶ φθονῶ) but display my abundance (τὴν ἀφθονίαν) to all my
friends and share the wealth of my soul (τοῦ ἐν τῇ ἐµῇ ψυχῇ πλούτου) with
whoever wants it.

By metaphorically considering his soul and that of his master as being full
of riches,406 Antisthenes makes it possible to consider the connection
between knowledge and other euergetic practices. In this passage, the
expressions οὐδενὶ φθονῶ (I grudge nobody) and ἀφθονία (abundance) echo
each other.407 By neither weighing nor counting, Socrates shows that the
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logic of charis opposed all forms of countable thinking. The philosopher’s
generosity was infinite and his wisdom boundless, far from the limitations
that inevitably weighed on a benefactor who dispensed his material wealth.408

Themain difference separating Plato’s Socrates fromXenophon’s Socrates
should be understood in that euergetic context. For the author of the
Memorabilia, ‘there is nothing to expect from ignorance, not even the very
special ignorance that Plato assigned to Socrates.’409 According to a very
precise goal, Xenophon rejects the Platonic conception likening knowledge
to the consciousness of one’s own ignorance. It is about presenting knowledge
as a treasure to give out and from which gratitude can be drawn. On the
contrary, ignorance cannot be distributed, and no charis should be expected
from it.410

In his corpus, Xenophon does not only parallel material and philo-
sophical forms of euergetism.411 He clearly alludes to the Sophists, whose
lessons had to be paid for and who calculated their knowledge in order to
transform it into the rawmaterial of a degrading misthos. As he asserts in the
following passage of theMemorabilia, the Sophists were directly opposed to
the virtuous logic of charis:

He marveled that anyone who professed to teach virtue should charge a
fee, failing to reflect that his highest reward would be the gain of a good
friend but fearing that he who became a true gentleman would not feel deep
gratitude for a benefit so great (τὰ µέγιστα εὐεργετήσαντι µὴ τὴν µεγίστην χάριν
ἕξοι).412

Monetary logic and charismatic practices were therefore initially contra-
dictory. Xenophon does not forget to denounce the bad calculation made
by Socrates’s rivals. For Xenophon, knowledge graciously given and not
monetized like a vulgar commodity produced the most intense charismatic
effect.
Socrates appears as a noble φιλάνθρωπος, a description he is the only one

to receive in theMemorabilia (1.2.60–1) – except for the gods:413 ‘he showed
himself to be one of the people and a friend of mankind (δηµοτικὸς καὶ

φιλάνθρωπος ὤν). For although he had many eager disciples among citizens
and foreigners, he never exacted a fee (µισθὸν) for his company from anyone,
but of his own resources he gave unsparingly to everyone (ἀλλὰ πᾶσιν ἀφθόνως ἐπήρκει

τῶν ἑαυτοῦ).’414 The term dēmotikos should not fool the reader. While
Socrates demonstrates an entirely democratic form of accessibility,
Xenophon cannot conceal the fact that this unequaled openness earned
him a profoundly uneven amount of gratitude. Socrates himself describes
this fundamental inequality (Apology 17, transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd,
Loeb, modified):
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And what shall we say is the reason for this fact, that although everybody
knows I am the least able to make any return (ἀντιδιδόναι), many are eager to
make me some gift (ἐπιθυµεῖν ἐµοί τι δωρεῖσθαι;)? Or for this, that no demands
are made on me by a single person to repay kindnesses (εὐεργεσίας), while
many confess that they owe me for favors received (χάριτας ὀφείλειν;)?

Despite his poverty and all the gifts he could have received in return,415

Socrates maintains his listeners in a state of infinite symbolic debt and
establishes a completely asymmetrical relationship of reciprocity. In this
respect, he seems 416 to represent a relevant model for the political reflection
led by Xenophon.
Not all favors produced the same charismatic effect. A hierarchy can be

established, in which alimentary generosity and especially the gift of
knowledge clearly stand out. Nonetheless, the strength of benefits resided
not only in the things that were dispensed, but also in the way in which
they were given. Food and drink did not automatically guarantee the
gratitude of the receiver, despite their intense charismatic effects. On this
subject, Athenaeus relays a significant anecdote in which Dionysius of
Syracuse and Xenophon himself confront each other. The tyrant’s
cupbearer having forced him to drink, the Athenian strongly stresses his
disapproval by directly addressing his host: ‘Why is it, Dionysius, that your
chef, who’s talented and inventive, doesn’t force us to eat when we’re at a
feast and don’t want anything, but instead keeps quiet and calmly sets the
table beside us?’417 The cupbearer’s singular behavior ruined all the
gratitude the tyrant could have earned from offering drinks. Dionysius
inadequately used wine in a symposion, in which elite members in theory
freely shared both food and enjoyment.
In Xenophon’s view, the context in which the exchange took place was

worth as much as the benefit itself. The conditions under which charis was
politically effective and at the maximum level of intensity were as follows:
it was necessary to vary the types of graces according to the recipients, to
be able to choose the right moment for dispensing favors, and to use one’s
rank and status to increase the impact of gifts.

III. CONTEXTUALIZING FAVORS: THE DIFFERENTIAL
EFFECTIVENESS OF GIFTS

Xenophon’s works did not put into practice a Newtonian mechanics of
charis, whereby a countergift would correspond to a gift and thus determine
causes and effects outside of time and space. Favors did not only depend
on their intrinsic content. Their power rested on the environment in which
they were granted. This ‘law of charismatic relativity’ applied to all areas of
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exchange and primarily governed the relationships between men and gods
(Mem. 1.3.3):

Though his sacrifices were humble, according to his means, [Socrates] thought
himself not a whit inferior to those who made frequent and magnificent
sacrifices out of great possessions. The gods, he said, could not well delight
(ἔχαιρον) more in great offerings than in small – for in that case must the
gifts of the wicked often have found more favor (µᾶλλον...κεχαρισµένα) in their
sight than the gifts of the upright – and people would not find life worth
living if the gifts of the wicked were received with more favor (µᾶλλον ἦν
κεχαρισµένα) by the gods than the gifts of the upright. No, the greater the
piety of the giver, the greater, he thought, was the delight (µάλιστα χαίρειν) of
the gods in the gift.418

Despite being part of the Athenian elite, Xenophon’s Socrates was not a
plutocrat. He did not see the effectiveness of benefits as mechanically
stemming from their mere economic value. The offerings made to the gods
functioned like a paradigm for exchange in general and served as a
convenient reminder that the intensity of charis was not linked solely to a
gift’s munificence.419

The spirit of the gift
Xenophon showed himself to be attentive to the spirit in which a gift was
given, perhaps in part under the influence of the democratic tradition in
which he was steeped – and against which he fought. By institutionalizing
relationships of charis, the system of liturgies had a profound effect on the
various ways of giving in Athens. Since liturgies were compulsory, they
alone were not enough to earn the people’s gratitude. A gift given out of
obligation lost a great deal of its ‘charismatic power.’ Furthermore, orators
did not refrain from reminding jurors that they were supposed to grant
their gratitude according to criteria outside of the gift itself. The type of
liturgies accomplished (notably after 350) as well as the quantity given on
top of the legally required amount were among the elements that counted
most when evaluating an euergetic gesture.420

As virtual recipients, Athenian jurors also judged the spirit in which these
imposed gifts were given.421 Not only were the type and the amount of
benefits important, but the way in which these favors were granted was
equally key. In order to be fully appreciated, these obligatory contributions
were paradoxically supposed to be voluntarily given by the donor. Thus, in
Against Meidias (21.156), Demosthenes directly opposes two types of
liturgical conduct: ‘Moreover my service [as chorēgos] is voluntary; his was
only undertaken after a challenge to exchange property. Therefore no one
could justly allow him any gratitude for it (χάριν οὐδεµίαν).’422 In Athens,
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liturgies – even the compulsory ones – had to be carried out with good grace.
This spirit of the gift was essential to the proper functioning of the
euergetic exchange between mass and elite. Without this fiction, the crude
reality involving relationships of power would be revealed.
Jurors evaluated the spirit in which all euergetic processes were accom-

plished, judging not only the good grace with which these contributions
were granted but also the way in which the donor subsequently took stock
of his euergetism in order to obtain civic gratitude in return. In Against
Meidias, Demosthenes outlines a charismatic code of ethics by delineating
the legitimate ways of invoking liturgies before the people. According to
him, a benefit no longer aroused gratitude from the point in time when it
was too transparently instrumentalized (21.153):

If, men of Athens, public service [liturgies] consists in saying to you at all the
meetings of the Assembly and on every possible occasion, ‘We are the men who
perform the public services; we are those who advance your tax-money; we are the rich
people (ἡµεῖς οἱ λῃτουργοῦντες, ἡµεῖς οἱ προεισφέροντες ὑµῖν, ἡµεῖς οἱ
πλούσιοί ἐσµεν)’ – if that is all it means, then I confess that Meidias has
shown himself the most distinguished citizen of Athens; for he bores us at
every Assembly by these tasteless and tactless boasts.423

A gift – especially an obligatory one – could not be referred to in all
circumstances. It was important not to diminish its impact by constantly
invoking it. The mere memory of benefits fell under the strict control of
the city and its representatives.424 Under popular and democratic pressure,
euergetic strategies were therefore supposed to be further refined, an
evolution that Xenophon acknowledges in his writings.

Xenophon and the transmutation of benefits
The author of theCyropaedia cared about the spirit in which gifts and favors
were dispensed, adopting a very different perspective from the one proposed
by Athenian democracy. The voluntary nature of benefits was obvious and
could therefore not constitute a valid criterion for distinguishing between
legitimate and improper favors. Indeed, Xenophon bore in mind the idea
of the ‘spirit of the gift,’ but, taking an oligarchic angle, he deeply modified
the content by emphasizing a constellation of factors outside of benefits
that tended to exalt or nuance their effectiveness.
Favors were supposed to take into account the recipient’s personality.

Not all men required the same kind of attention. A leader was supposed to
be conscious of his companions’ inevitably heterogenous desires and adapt
his charismatic policy to their diverse wishes. According to Xenophon, this
sensitivity was one of Cyrus the Younger’s great virtues (Anab. 1.9.22,
transl. C. L. Brownson, Loeb, modified): ‘Again, he received more gifts



83

Legitimate favors

(δῶρα), I presume, than any other one man, and for many reasons; and
surely he of all men distributed gifts most generously among his friends,
with an eye to the character of each one and to whatever particular need he noted in each
case.’ Not only did the Persian redistribute the gifts he received (most likely
in order not to remain in a passive position), but he did not give them
indiscriminately.425

Cyrus the Elder behaves the same way in the Cyropaedia. Once the
empire was established, he created a system of exchange that took into
account each person’s specific needs (Cyr. 8.6.23): ‘For Cyrus would always
accept that of which the givers had an abundance, and he would give in
return that of which he saw that they were in want.’ Unlike the strict,
stereotypical grid of Athenian benefits, the Persian king adapted his offers
to a diverse set of demands and desires. In this way, he broke away from
the rigid conception of justice he had been taught in Persia. As a child, he
had been beaten for considering the needs of each person, not the strict
legality of the situation (Cyr. 1.3.16–17).426 After conquering Babylon, there
was no longer anything stopping him from trying to be as charismatically
effective as possible by adapting his favors to their recipients’ expectations.
In theMemorabilia (2.3.16), Socrates lends this principle an ethical twist,

specifying that the repertory of favors should be adapted to the recipients’
virtue: ‘You will most readily catch the low types, it is true, by giving them
something, but kindness is the weapon most likely to prevail with the
honourable men.’ He therefore makes the distinction between substantial
gifts and symbolic attentions based on moral and political grounds.
In order to be fully effective, favors were not only supposed to vary

according to the recipients, but were also supposed to be granted at the
right time. The occasion chosen by the donor for granting graces was
indeed crucial. In the Memorabilia (3.11.13), Socrates theorizes about the
temporal economy meant to guide the offering of benefits, by giving the
courtesan Theodote his advice: ‘And they will appreciate your favors most
highly if you wait till they ask for them (χαρίζοιο δ’ ἂν µάλιστα, εἰ δεοµένοις

δωροῖο τὰ παρὰ σεαυτῆς).’ This attention to time could not be disassociated
from an economy of desire, since it involved the courtesan giving her body
only once her partner’s desire had reached its climax.427 Socrates highlights
the importance of this rational calculation of affects, which aroused a much
more intense form of enjoyment and consequently greater gratitude by
delaying pleasure: ‘for then the same gifts mean muchmore to the recipient
than when they are offered before they are desired (τηνικαῦτα γὰρ πολὺ

διαφέρει τὰ αὐτὰ δῶρα ἢ πρὶν ἐπιθυµῆσαι διδόναι).’428 The effectiveness of
benefits therefore depended on the art of kairos, or the right timing.429

On the contrary, favors – regardless of how munificent they were – could
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not create charis when they were granted in circumstances that were
damaging for the recipient. The last recommendations Cyrus’s father made
to his sons highlights the limitations that weighed on a gift’s efficacy
(Cyr. 1.6.21): ‘when people think that they are going to get into trouble if
they obey, they will neither yield very much for punishment nor will they be
moved by gifts (οὔτε δώροις ἐπαίρεσθαι); for no one willingly accepts even a gift
at the cost of trouble to himself.’ The relationship between charis and time
should therefore not be tackled in a purely internal way – with the interval
separating the gift from the countergift.430 It should also take into account
the moment and the circumstances in which the relationship assumed
meaning.
While the effectiveness of benefits can be closely correlated with the

moment and the way in which they were dispensed, another variable further
complicates this exchange. The intensity of charis depended considerably on
its relationship to the giver’s identity. According to Xenophon, favors were
experienced in profoundly different ways, depending on the donor’s
political and social status. In the Hiero, Simonides wonders about who
would be the most capable of arousing the most intense form of gratitude.
Opposing the man of power and the mere individual, the poet’s reasoning
first mentions a governor’s material advantages over his rivals (Hiero 8.2):
‘let us for the time being pass over the question whether the ruler, because
of his greater power, is able to confer more favors (χαρίζεσθαι πλείω).’ This
quantitative and cumulative angle does not, however, address the gift’s
intrinsic value. Simonides continues his demonstration by emphasizing the
important role of the donor’s personality in the exchange (8.2): ‘Assume
that the citizen and the despot act alike, and consider which of the two
wins the greater measure of gratitude (χάριν) from the same actions.’
To support his statement, Simonides compares the range of benefits

that both leaders and ordinary citizens could dispense (8.2–4):

You shall have the most trifling examples to begin with. First, suppose that
twomen greet someone with a friendly remark on seeing him. One is a ruler,
the other a citizen. In this case which greeting, do you think, is the more
delightful to the hearer? Or again, both commend the same man. Which
commendation, do you think, is the more welcome? Suppose that each give
an honorific portion (τιµὴν) when he offers sacrifice. Which honorific portion
(τιµὴν), think you, will be accepted with the more sincere gratitude (χάριτος)?
Suppose they are equally attentive to a sick man. Is it not obvious that the
attentions (θεραπεῖαι) of the mightiest bring most joy (χαρὰν) to the patient?
Suppose they give presents of equal value. Is it not clear in this case too that
half the number of favours (ἡµίσειαι χάριτες) bestowed by the mightiest count
for more than the whole of the plain citizen’s gift?431
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Simonides classifies benefits according to a progression placing honorific
distinctions at the bottom of the scale, medical care in the middle, and gifts
at the top of the hierarchy. While this gradation confirms the relevance of
the tripartition I am adopting here, it cannot be considered definitive and
acceptable as it is. Simonides was not intending to rationally evaluate the
prestige attached to the various forms of benefits but, rather, to highlight
the crucial role of the person dispensing them. When equal gifts were
involved, it was always the person holding the power who aroused the
most intense form of gratitude.432

In the Cyropaedia, one of Cyrus the Elder’s Persian companions makes
the same observation, drawing a parallel between discourse and benefits
(Cyr. 2.1.13): ‘But I venture the suggestion, for I know that when men have
most power to do both good and ill, then their words also are the most
likely to sink deep into the hearts of the hearers. And if such persons give
presents, even though the gifts be of less worth than those given by equals, still the recipients
value them more highly. And now,” said he, “our Persian comrades will be
more highly pleased to be exhorted by Cyrus than by us”.’ Simonides’s
observation is not the only one of its kind in Xenophon’s corpus and can
be applied to all types of authority, be it civic, tyrannical, or monarchical.
Beyond theoretical discourses alone, Xenophon concretely illustrated

the connection subordinating the effectiveness of gifts to the status of the
person dispensing them. When Cyrus the Younger has half of the geese
and bread sent to those he wanted to honor (Anab. 1.9.25–26), he generates
a certain type of pleasure that depends not only on the quality of the food,
but on the donor’s status. Similarly, in the Cyropaedia (8.2.4), Xenophon
reminds readers that people pay a particular attention to ‘things sent from
the royal table,’ as much for material reasons (the division of labor and the
refinement of the dishes that follows) as for symbolic motives. Royal
cuisine was particularly favored because it was given by the sovereign in
person. Servants proved to be just as sensitive to this type of attention as
courtiers. As Xenophon specifies (Cyr. 8.2.4), Cyrus ‘had all of his servants’
food served from his own table, for he thought that this would implant in
them a certain amount of good-will, just as it does in dogs.’ When it came
into contact with the king’s table, food abruptly changed in significance,
assuming a new level of value and prestige.
Power therefore had a transmutational effect on favors,433 one that

conferred a value that was not correlated with their intrinsic worth.
Authority made its mark and attached a specific charis to the objects that
were given out. In some respect, the reciprocal act was just as true. While
the status of the givers affected the value of the gifts, certain presents were
in themselves the symbols and vectors of authority. This was notably the



86

Chapter 2

case in Persia, where Xenophon identified a panoply of gifts that seemed
to be the king’s prerogative. Someone aspiring to royalty, like Cyrus the
Younger, could subsequently use this range of distinctive benefits to
become more like the King of Kings. Arriving in Cilicia with his army,
Cyrus gained the support of the governor of the province, the Syennesis,434

by using the euergetic repertory usually reserved only for the sovereign
(Anab. 1.2.27, transl. C. L. Brownson, Loeb, modified): ‘When the twomen
finally met one another, Syennesis gave Cyrus a large sum of money for his
army, while Cyrus gave him gifts which are regarded as tokens of honor when given by
the King (Κῦρος δὲ ἐκείνῳ δῶρα ἃ νοµίζεται παρὰ βασιλεῖ τίµια) – a horse with a
gold-mounted bridle, a gold necklace and bracelets, a gold dagger and a
Persian robe.’ While the young Persian had not yet fully disclosed his
intentions, these gifts revealed par avance his desire to become the supreme
leader of the Persian empire.435

In the Achaemenid world, the specificity of royal gifts was accompanied
by a signature that definitively distinguished them from ordinary presents:
Imperial gifts were immediately recognizable. As Xenophon stresses in the
Cyropaedia (Cyr. 8.2.8), bracelets, necklaces, and horses with gold bridles
were signed (γιγνώσκεται), ‘for, as everybody knows, no one over there is
allowed to have such things except those towhom the king has given them.’436

This detail is worth further attention, since it has been corroborated by
numerous archaeological parallels. The Treasury of Persepolis contained a
series of stone receptacles marked with the name of Xerxes and the royal
title in four languages (old Persian, Elamite, Babylonian, and Egyptian
hieroglyphics). Elsewhere, gold and silver goblets signed with the name
Darius and Xerxes in trilingual cuneiform were found.437

The meaning of these signatures has been debated by historians and
archaeologists. According to some, these marks are simply proprietary
inscriptions for the royal table service.438 According to other interpretations,
this practice had an economic and even an almost monetary vocation.439

The Persian kings only monetized a small part of the metal collected
through the tributary system440 and were thought to have kept the rest in
the form of ornate products bearing their inscription. This distinctive mark
would have guaranteed the silver content and certified the articles’
provenance in a way that distinguished them from any eventual ‘fakes’ in
circulation. It would therefore have served a purpose similar to the insignia
stamped on Achaemenid coins.441 Another interpretation emphasizes a
more symbolic approach behind the phenomenon: these inscriptions
increased the prestige of the objects that Achaemenid sovereigns certainly
sent abroad as royal gifts.442 More broadly, they were thought to have
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distinguished the presents the king gave the noblemen in the empire as a
reward for their service or in recognition of praise.443

Whatever the true meaning of these marks, Xenophon seemed to
consider them from the latter perspective. For him, a transmutation took
place through the royal redistribution. In passing through the sovereign’s
hands, the gift acquired a strong symbolic value thanks to the prestige and
glory with which it was imbued.444 Nonetheless, in being exchanged, these
distinctive presents in turn became markers of authority. By giving royal
presents, Cyrus the Younger wanted to appropriate their legitimizing power
and thus position himself as a credible pretender to the imperial throne.
The charismatic power of favors closely depended on where, when,

how, what, and who they involved. In order to profit fully from the grace
of benefits, the person in the position of authority was supposed to take
into account a variety of contexts in which prodigality was expressed.
Presents that were given out at an inopportune time and by inappropriate
people or, even worse, in an inadequate manner could not claim any sort
of political effectiveness. Furthermore, if the exchange of benefits was
examined within a broader framework, another danger arose. It was no
longer linked to the reactions of the partners directly involved in the
transaction, but to the judgements of those who witnessed it as spectators.
The social representations of the exchange entailed a suspicion of
corruption, which challenged the very legitimacy of charis and constituted
an essential fact concerning civic ideology in the fourth century, which
Xenophon addressed when elaborating his political thinking.
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FROM GOOD DEEDS TO MISDEEDS:
THE CORRUPTING POWER OF CHARIS

While Xenophon celebrated the power of benefits, he also knew their limits
and dangers. Indeed, charis had a dark side. The ‘good deeds’ of benefits
could at any moment turn into ‘misdeeds.’445 Although the vocabulary used
to describe them was not always that of charis, these perverted forms of
exchange constitute an indispensable angle for tackling the logic of
transactions in Xenophon’s writings and for understanding how charis fitted
into this, be it good or bad.
It would not be possible to understand this dark side of the exchange

without taking into account the many points of view surrounding it. From
a collective community perspective, the circulation of gifts and favors
between individuals led to suspicion. While the people involved could
subjectively consider these relationships as being legitimate, outside
observers perceived them as being blatant attempts at corruption –
especially when one of the partners was foreign to the city or the army.
The so-called benefits boiled down to guilty favors, bribes with no other
purpose than to corrupt the recipient by making him betray his native
community. Born out of popular and democratic pressure, this suspicion
permeated the corpus of Xenophon, who never ceased to exonerate his
heroes – beginning with himself in the Anabasis.
But Xenophon usually preferred to assume the elitist point of view

rather than the democratic one. From an oligarchic perspective, corruption
– far from being the prerogative of elitist alliances – further characterized
the democratic regime and the questionable relationships it created
between demagogues and the masses. Like Plato, Xenophon made a
fundamental ideological shift, the result of which was that bad charis
primarily involved the moral and economic corruption of the dēmos, which
was always ready to sell itself for the least misthos.
For Xenophon, misthos and, more broadly, the commercial world were

both problematic when it came to charis. Monetary and commercial
transactions established a disenchanted environment, symbolic of the
democratic leveling that Xenophon saw as opposing the aristocratic spirit
of the ‘free gift’ (chapter 4). Legitimate charis was therefore defined in
contrast to the antimodels formed by corruption and misthos. Under
popular pressure on the one hand, it was important that benefits could not
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be denounced for their corrupting power; in accordance with certain elitist
currents on the other hand, chariteswere supposed to assume non-monetary
forms, thus distinguishing themselves from the egalitarian, democratic
spirit.

I. THE AMBIGUITIES OF XENIA

Parallel to the increase in community demands, social relationships within
the elite were progressively supervised within Athens during the classical
period. Pericles’s trajectory conveniently condenses this evolution, at least
according to the biographies written about him. His political career offers
a glimpse of how the masses were able to pressure the elite into conforming
to the political and social behavior they deemed appropriate.446 Before
entering political life, Pericles severed the ties of philia he had established
within the city and abruptly cut himself off from the elite circles with which
he used to associate.447 When the Peloponnesian War broke out, he had to
put an end to certain relationships he had outside the polis – notably as
guest-friend (xenos) of the Spartan king Archidamus (Thuc. 2.13.1).448

This clear-cut evolution is certainly a bit of a caricature.449 It is still no less
true that, in the fourth century, elite networks were increasingly monitored,
both within and outside of the polis. They were only admitted as long as
they served the interests of Athens.450 At the same time, in a dialectical
movement explored by Nicole Loraux, the Athenians collectively
appropriated aristocratic practices and ideology by imagining themselves as
a civic community of philoi, and even symbolic parents – using the myth of
autochthony or the cult of phratries.451 Pericles once again played a key
role in this evolution. Voted in 451, the law on citizenship went along with
the Athenian myth of autochthony by restricting the number of citizens
who could boast of their common origin.452 Through this endogamous
measure, the city put a stop to the supreme gift formed by exchanging non-
citizen women, which cemented elite alliances beyond a strictly Athenian
realm.453

Over the course of the fifth century, the ideological supervision of the
community was extended not only to exchanges between mass and elite
(through liturgies), but also to the circulation of benefits within the elite
sphere. The gifts connecting the powerful were subsequently no longer
valued as such,454 and their merit was challenged even beyond Athens. The
best representation of this ideological split with the ‘charismatic’ practices
of the archaic world can be found in the work of the undemocratic Plato:

we must not let our men be takers of bribes (δωροδόκους) or moneygrubbing
[...] nor must we sing to them: “Gifts [bribes] persuade gods, gifts [bribes]
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persuade revered kings.”455 Nor must we approve of Achilles’ tutor Phoenix
as speaking reasonably in advising him to accept the gifts and defend the
Achaeans, but not to relinquish his wrath without them. Nor shall we judge
or admit that Achilles himself was so mercenary as to accept gifts from
Agamemnon, and ransom the corpse when he got paid for it, but otherwise
to refuse.456

He condemned Homeric ideology and the corrupting value system it
celebrated. As a sacral order, only the polis – with the notable exception of
the gods – was in a legitimate position to establish ties of dependency and
obligation, resulting from the exchange of benefits.457 From then on, it was
the city that distinguished between appropriate gifts and sordid bribes.458

At the end of the fifth century, an abrupt change in circumstances
combined with this long-term evolution, multiplying its effects. Upsetting
the old strategic and military order, the massive intrusion of Persian gold459

made citizens more sharply attuned to the dangers of elite exchange. While
the king’s gold played a certain role in financing the war,460 it was primarily
destined to corrupt the Greek elite.461 Thanks to his wealth, Artaxerxes
attempted, for example, to provoke the debacle of the Ten Thousand
following the battle at Cunaxa and the massacre of the Greek generals
(Anab. 3.3.5). Far from confining himself to circumstantial arrangements,
the Achaemenid king pursued more systematic goals thanks to his gold.
His most memorable moment certainly remains when he managed to end
Agesilaus’s expedition in 394, just as the Spartan king was about to plunge
into the heart of the Persian empire.462 Through the intervention of
Tithraustes, the new satrap of Sardis, Artaxerxes succeeded where his
weapons had failed (Hell. 3.5.1):

[...] Being perplexed to know how to deal with the situation, [Tithraustes]
sent Timocrates the Rhodian to Greece, giving him gold to the value of fifty
talents of silver, and bade him undertake, on receipt of the surest pledges,
to give this money to the leaders in the various states on condition that they
should make war upon the Lacedaemonians. So Timocrates went and gave
his money, at Thebes to Androcleidas, Ismenias, and Galaxidorus; at
Corinth to Timolaus and Polyanthes; and at Argos to Cylon and his
followers.463

A vast anti-Lacedaemonian coalition was quickly established, and Sparta
had to recall Agesilaus’s army to confront it. Persian wealth therefore
served to establish bonds of complicity with the elite Greek locals. Their
devastating effects quickly led to the discrediting of all the relationships
established between Greeks and Persians, especially when they were
accompanied by an exchange of gifts.464

Xenia (‘guest-friendhip’), notably characterized by the reciprocal offering
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of gifts of hospitality (which metonymically also designated the whole
relationship), in this respect crystallized every misunderstanding and
ambiguity.465 Presupposing a certain equality between partners, xenia at first
glance implied a ‘balanced’ form of reciprocity.466 In reality, this apparently
egalitarian bond was flexible enough to allow for the expression of
differences of status. As far back as Homer, xenia set up unequal exchanges,
for which the encounter between Glaucus and Diomedes served as the
model (Il. 6.212–36).467 The asymmetry between both guests was marked
by an absurd exchange of gifts – at least in Homer’s view. Glaucus
acknowledged Diomedes’s superiority by giving him gifts that exceeded
the quantity and quality of those he received in return.468

Also during the classical period, xenia sometimes dissimulated unequal
services. The logic of reciprocity was nonetheless different, since the most
munificent gifts were always the work of the most powerful partners. This
asymmetry was precisely what aroused the city’s suspicion. Certain citizens
were thought to have risked submitting to partners with ambiguous
statuses, like the Persian or the Macedonian kings.469 That explains why it
was important for the Greeks engaged in ritualized transactions to be able
to identify consciously the moment when a licit gift became illicit. Pelopidas
offers an illuminating example on the matter. After a mission before the
Great King, he regains the road to Thebes ‘without accepting any gifts [of
xenia] except such as were mere tokens of kindness (τῶν δὲ δώρων οὐδὲν ὅ

τι µὴ χάριτος ἦν σύµβολον καὶ φιλοφροσύνης δεξάµενος).’470 Significantly in this
text, charis serves as a criterion for distinguishing an acceptable gift from a
corruption attempt, delimiting the questionable from the legitimate.471

In Xenophon’s corpus, certain protagonists are not burdened by these
subtle distinctions in the relationships they establishedwith Persians and other
barbarians. Xenia and corruption were frequently confused, and punish-
ment for such confusion was sometimes dramatic. After the Cadmea was
taken by the Spartans in 382, the Theban Ismenias was convicted and
executed for having received money in the ambiguous context of xenia
(Hell. 5.2.35):

And it was not until the court held its sitting that charges were brought
against Ismenias, – that he was a supporter of the barbarians, that he had
become a guest-friend of the Persian satrap (ὡς ξένος τῷ Πέρσῃ...γεγενηµένος
εἴη) to the hurt of Greece, that he had received a share of the money which
came from the King, and that he and Androcleidas were chiefly responsible
for all the trouble and disorder (ταραχῆς) in Greece.

This indictment, which notably echoed the bribes generously distributed by
Tithraustes in 394, juxtaposed xenia and corruption only to simultaneously
distinguish them.472
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Moreover, the very existence of a bond of xenia was sometimes enough
to arouse heavy suspicions of corruption. The Anabasis shows the extent
to which both phenomena overlapped and were even identified with each
other in the minds of the Greeks. When Hecatonymus, a deputy from the
city of Sinope, recommended to the Ten Thousand that they go by sea
instead of passing through Paphlagonian territory, he immediately became
the object of distrust (Anab. 5.6.11):

Some of his hearers were suspicious that he spoke as he did out of
friendship for Corylas, for he was his official representative at Sinope; others
imagined that he even had the idea of obtaining bribes (δῶρα) on account of
this advice; while still others suspected that the real purpose of his speech
was to prevent the Greeks from going by land and so doing some harm to
the territory of the Sinopeans.473

II. AGESILAUS AND XENOPHON: THE INCORRUPTIBLES?

The radical distrust of gifts offered by barbarians led some of Xenophon’s
heroes to reject the whole relationship of xenia altogether.474 Antiochus,
seeing the Arcadian cause wronged at the congress in Susa in 367, ‘did not
accept the gifts (τὰ δῶρα)’ offered by the Great King (Hell. 7.1.38).475 This
was also the case of Agesilaus in Xenophon’s praise of him (Ages. 8.4–5):

In this contempt for the king’s hospitality (τὴν βασιλέως ξενίαν), as nothing in
comparison with the approval of the Greeks, I find one more reason for
praising Agesilaus. [...] Believing it to be good for Greece that as many
satraps as possible should revolt from the king, he was not prevailed on
either by gifts (ὑπὸ δώρων) or by the king’s power to accept his hospitality,
but was careful not to give cause to those who wanted to revolt for mistrusting
(ἄπιστος γενέσθαι) him.

In a logic of one-upmanship, the Spartan refused the establishment of all
bonds of xenia with the barbarian. The king’s hospitality in itself became
an attempt at corruption, without there being any possibility of separating
legitimate gifts from dubious bribes.
Xenophon carefully portrays Agesilaus as someone insensitive to riches,

using terms evoking another famous ‘incorruptible’: Pericles.476 Did this
mean that Xenophon supported a democratic way of thinking about
charis477 by drastically limiting the sphere of legitimate exchanges? In the
Agesilaus (7.7), the staunch rejection of the Great King and his creatures is
in no way conceived in a civic perspective. The Spartan rejects the Persian’s
gifts because the Great King ‘makes gifts (δωρεῖται) to those who, as he
believes, will injure the Greeks most in return.’ Agesilaus justifies his refusal
of royal gifts in a Panhellenic perspective, deliberately evacuating the civic
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level. This shift was not ideologically neutral, since Panhellenism was also
an aristocratic concept, advocating the alliance of the best of the Greeks.478

If Xenophon points out the dangers of corruption, he does so within a
perspective largely foreign to the democratic realm.
Moreover, this call to Panhellenism should be taken with the most

extreme caution. Agesilaus’s motivations – to please the Greeks and avoid
attracting suspicion – were part of a defensive strategy, of which the logic
needs to be understood. Behind the grandiloquent rejection of Persian
gifts, attacks aimed at the Spartan king can be indirectly detected. Indeed,
the Agesilaus is a deeply apologetic work,479 in which Xenophon seeks to
defend the reputation of his old friend after his death in 360, during a
period when his life and actions were being scrutinized and criticized.480

Xenophon depicted Agesilaus as a mortal enemy of the Great King and his
agents precisely because he was accused of having been complicit with the
Persians.481 This makes it easier to understand the two-sided discourse he
was able to maintain depending on the context, oscillating between the
celebration of Achaemenid euergetism and denunciation of corrupting
Persian gold.482 The civic pressure associated with an occasional Panhellenist
stance sometimes led Xenophon to denounce the corrupting power of gifts.
This defense and eulogizing of Agesilaus was sometimes pushed to the

limits of credibility. Xenophon did not hesitate to make xenia a weapon
the Spartan used to his benefit, transforming the person who was
presumed to be corrupt into the skilled corruptor. During the Revolt of the
Satraps in 366,483 Agesilaus led a mission in Asia that met with unexpected
success, at least according to Xenophon. The Spartan’s presence and his
talent for negotiating seem to have been enough to make the enemies flee.
Mausolus, the satrap from Caria, was in the front line (Ages. 2.26–7):

Again, Mausolus, laying siege to both these places [Assos and Sestos] with
a fleet of a hundred vessels, was induced, not indeed by fear, but by persuasion
(πεισθεὶς), to sail for home. In this affair too his success was admirable; for
those who considered that they were under an obligation to him and those
who fled before him, both produced money. Yet again, Tachos and
Mausolus – another of those who contributed money to Sparta, owing to his
old ties of hospitality with Agesilaus (διὰ τὴν πρόσθεν Ἀγησιλάου ξενίαν) –, sent
him home with a magnificent escort.484

This account is nothing short of astonishing, so absurd is the logic of the
exchange that is depicted. The model of the rich corruptor/corrupted
pauper is reversed. The wealthy Mausolus is the one to betray his legitimate
suzerain, the King of Persia, to benefit the impoverished Spartan.485

Xenophon specifies that Mausolus, not happy about abandoning his camp,
gave Agesilaus a large sum of money with no apparent compensation.486
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The Spartan was thus described as a corruptor who not only did not give
gifts, but received them.
Once again, this tendentious presentation should be interpreted in the

light of the suspicions weighing on Agesilaus. Xenophon strove to justify
his friend’s conduct by reversing the obvious conclusions that spectators
could not avoid drawing. In a fourth-century Greek context, a man who
departed on a mission to opulent Asia and returned to his city bearing silver
and gold was unmistakably considered the worst kind of corrupted person.
Xenophon’s concern for his friend Agesilaus can be further explained by

the fact that, as an historical actor, the Athenian found himself accused of
bribery at the end of theAnabasis. Trapped by the relationship of xenia that
connected him to Seuthes, he was suspected of having manipulated the
army with the sole aim of receiving gifts from the Thracian leader.487 Book
4 of the Anabasis can therefore be read as a response to these charges. In
a balancing act, Xenophon alternates between the demands of elitist
friendship and the necessities linked to popular pressure. Before the first
meeting with Seuthes even occurs in the story, Xenophon the author is
careful to depict the perfect incorruptibility of Xenophon the actor. When
one of Seuthes’s envoys asks him to have the Ten Thousand serve his
master (Anab. 7.1.5), Xenophon virtuously replies (7.1.6): ‘Why, the army
is going to cross over; so far as that is concerned, let not Seuthes pay anything
either to me or to any one else.’ By this speech, Xenophon implicitly defends
himself from having gotten his men into Europe in exchange for bribes.
Similarly, barely reintegrated in the troop of mercenaries, he once more
declines Seuthes’s offers, attractive as they might seem (7.2.10): ‘[Seuthes]
begged him to bring the army to him, offering any promise whereby he
imagined he could persuade him.’ The rhetorical strategy is easily
detectable. Xenophon intends to dispel any suspicion of shady dealings
between the Thracian dynast and himself, even before their first encounter.
In this context, the way in which Xenophon describes his first meeting

with Seuthes might come as a surprise. Taking place covertly at night, the
scene is marked by aristocratic complicity. Following reciprocal greetings
as the wine flowed according to Thracian custom (Anab. 7.2.23), both men
invoke the kinship (suggeneia) linking Athenians and Thracians, proclaiming
the philia uniting them (7.2.31). This atmosphere of entente cordiale might
suggest that more dubious connections were established. However,
Xenophon once again takes a variety of precautions, both rhetorical and
practical, to placate any eventual suspicions. He begins by recalling
Seuthes’s promises to lead him astray and his virtuous refusal (7.2.24–8).
Xenophon only came to meet him as a last resort, one into which he was
practically forced (7.2.15).488 He therefore did not succumb to the
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temptation of corruption, unlike other generals who had sought to bring
the Ten Thousand to the Thracian well before it became necessary. Indeed,
a few pages earlier, Xenophon mentions (7.2.2) that Cleanor and
Phryniscus ‘wanted to lead the army to Seuthes, for he had been trying to
persuade them to this course (ἔπειθε γὰρ αὐτούς) and had given one of them a
horse and the other a woman.’ At the same time, he stresses his own
incorruptibility. In order to lend more luster to his refusal, he recalls the
munificence of the gifts Seuthes dangled before him. Not content to simply
promise him a horse or even a woman, the Thracian had proposed to give
him ‘the places on the seacoast of which [he] holds possession.’ (7.2.25)
After these initial clarifications, Xenophon takes care to create a practical

set-up to dissipate any remaining misunderstandings and to ensure absolute
transparency. Before beginning the negotiation, he entered with men
chosen from every regiment ‘in whom each had confidence.’ (7.2.17; cf.
7.2.29) The troop therefore participated in the negotiation, and simple
soldiers – the military equivalent of the dēmos – could attest to the Athenian’s
good intentions. Far from the clandestine framework of guilty relations,
the negotiation ended in a collective agreement that concerned the army as
a whole.489 Seuthes promised to grant ‘to each soldier a cyzicene, to the
captains twice as much, and to the generals four times as much; further-
more, as much land as they might wish, yokes of oxen, and a fortified place
upon the seacoast.’ (7.2.36) For leaders, there were gifts in addition to the
misthoi. 490 But these rich presents only represented a particular type of
retribution negotiated for the whole troop and were in no way proof of
prevarication or betrayal. Worried about his reputation, Xenophon recounts
his final initiative to make the whole procedure transparent. When Seuthes
met the army, he invited him to ride up to the troops ‘in order that he might
tell himwithin hearing of the greatest possible number what they had decided
upon as advantageous.’ (7.3.7) The Thracian then voiced his propositions,
which were eventually ratified by a unanimous vote (7.3.10–14).491

These multiple precautions assume their full retrospective meaning at
the end of theAnabasis. Following many adventures and despite a number
of services rendered, Seuthes, manipulated by his Greek advisor
Heracleides, refuses to pay the promised amount. The troop then turns
against Xenophon to accuse him (κατηγορήσων: 7.6.8). Much like Homer’s
Thersites, an Arcadian was the one to pronounce the indictment, calling for
the Athenian to be stoned.492 According to him, Seuthes personally
enriched him while depriving the soldiers of their salary. Xenophon had to
justify himself over the course of an improvised trial, in which his life hung
in the balance. Claiming his good intentions, he attempts to include the
presumed corruptor in the debate (Anab. 7.6.16–17):
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For it is clear that, if I have received anything from Seuthes, he will demand
it back from me, and, moreover, he will demand it back with justice if I am
failing to fulfil to him the undertaking for which I was accepting his bribes
(ἐδωροδόκουν).493

The charge is precise, and Xenophon himself stresses the extreme gravity
of the accusation. Dōrodokia was usually punishable by death.494 Empha-
sizing the Thracian’s deceit, his sense of self-sacrifice and the army’s
ingratitude toward him, the Athenian general finally succeeds in gaining
the Ten Thousand’s support by the end of his plea.
The final encounter between Xenophon and Seuthes nonetheless

sheds a unique light on the nature of the relations connecting them (Anab.
7.7.39–47). While the Athenian first recalls his stubborn refusal of the gifts
Seuthes offered (7.7.39), the argument changes as the discourse continues
(7.7.44–6):

[The Ten Thousand] accused me before the Lacedaemonians of regarding
you more highly than I did the Lacedaemonians, while on their own account
they charged me with being more concerned that your affairs should be well
than that their own should be; and they also said that I had received gifts
(δῶρα) from you. And yet, touching these gifts (τὰ δῶρα), do you imagine it
was because they had observed in me some ill-will toward you that they
charged me with having received them from you, or because they perceived
in me abundant good-will for you? For my part, I presume that everybody
believes he ought to show good-will to the man from whom he receives
gifts. You, however, before I had rendered you any service, welcomed me
with a pleasure which you showed by your eyes, your voice, and your gifts of
hospitality (ξενίοις), and you could not make promises enough about all that
should be done for me.495

In a spectacular reversal, Xenophon ends up admitting that he received
many gifts of hospitality from the Thracian on numerous occasions.
Thanks to a series of imperceptible slips, Xenophon completely reverses
the angle he had adopted up until that point. His tortuous reasoning can
be summed up as follows: he never received any presents; the soldiers still
thought he had received them; they thought so because he had behaved
toward the Thracian like someone who had accepted his gifts; in fact,
Seuthes had never stopped offering gifts; and so on.
In just a few lines, Xenophon makes a major and extremely clever

rhetorical shift based on the ambiguity surrounding bonds of xenia. His
apparent duplicity rests on an implicit distinction – shared with many other
Greeks – between the gifts of hospitality (ξένια) that legitimately accompanied
xenia and the sneaky attempts at bribery (δῶρα) that should be avoided at
all costs. This distinction, which was suspicious in the eyes of someone
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witnessing the exchange, allowed him to enjoy both the prestige of
incorruptibility (before the soldiers) and the consequences of his devotion
as a recipient (before Seuthes).
The alliances between individuals who did not belong to the same

community entered the era of suspicion in the fifth century. Even within
the city, transactions between elite members were strictly monitored.496

There was, however, a zone of exchange that partially escaped the city’s
surveillance: the circulation of philosophical knowledge. Oscillating
between supreme benefit and absolute corruption (depending on the point
of view), it was the object of an ideological and political struggle culminating
in the trial of Socrates.

III. FROM MATERIAL CORRUPTION TO
SPIRITUAL CORRUPTION

The analysis of corruption should not only be limited to the exchange of
material gifts. Just as good charis circulated under many forms, its dark side
was also expressed across a variety of façades. Corruption sometimes
assumed a moral, spoken, and sexual dimension. It constituted a global
phenomenon, the limits of which were not reached with the economic
sphere. From a semantic point of view, beside the deeply polysemic and
ambiguous derivatives of χάρις497 and πειθώ,498 the verb διαφθείρειν499 – like
the verb ‘to corrupt’ in English or French – best embodies the many facets
of the perverted exchange.500 Xenophon himself emphasizes the flexibility
of this term when describing Critias and Alcibiades as men at once corrupt
(διεφθαρµένοι) by their birth and wealth as well as by their power and sexual
pleasure (Mem. 1.2.25).501 In order to restore the moving frontiers of this
protean phenomenon, the analysis must therefore address exchanges that
are varied in nature, in order to connect several domains that are usually
examined separately.
In this respect, the corruption of which Socrates was accused is crucial.502

It would benefit from being resituated in a broader context – the circulation
of benefactions within the elite and how that raised suspicion outside this
closed circle. It appears that the democratic city wanted to put under
control not only material transactions but also the transmission of
knowledge, because philosophical activity was likely to create alternative
networks of power. The city was particularly alarmed to see young listeners
prefer Socrates over their native land and parents.503

Philosophical exchange can thus be seen as the object of diverging
interpretations. Totally legitimate within the private realm of the symposion,
it became synonymous with corruption as soon as it left this strict circle.
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This floating definition allowed Socrates to sincerely refute the accusations
made against him (Apology 26): ‘[...] far from ever doing anyone wrong or
making him more wicked (οὐδὲ πονηρότερον ἐποίησα), I have instead tried to
benefit (εὐηργέτουν) those who conversed with me by teaching them, without
charge, every good thing that I could.’ In this way, he cleared himself of any
moral corruption by pretending to forget that the city precisely reproached
him for the euergetism he glorified in himself. Athens at the time was still
affected by the oligarchic episodes of the end of the fifth century in which
some of his disciples had participated:504 the city could not handle the dual
allegiance and political betrayal to which the Socratic charis was likely to
lead. Beyond this purely defensive attitude, Socrates strove to shift the
embarrassing question he was asked by redefining the shape of corruption.
For him, bad charis in no way characterized his education of Athens’ affluent
young people. Rather, it resided in the hazy relationship certain members
of the elite maintained with the dēmos. In his view, corruption was no longer
situated at the edge of the system, in the ambiguous realm of elite relation-
ships, but was instead institutionalized at the very heart of the democratic
regime. In this respect, the philosopher participated in an ideological
movement that considered charis an essential element of demagogy. For
instance, Plato’s Socrates enjoyed defining democratic rhetoric as a
corrupting form of gratification.505 More broadly, a number of authors
vigorously criticized the Athenian political leaders and their wild desire to
please (χαρίζεσθαι) the dēmos.506

Nonetheless, by identifying bad chariswith the people’s guilty gratification,
Xenophon’s Socrates not only articulated a commonplace upheld by all
adherents of the antidemocratic tradition. His accusation also echoed a
dialectic highlighted by Josiah Ober,507 whereby the fourth-century orators
oscillated between grandiloquent celebration of the people and unequivocal
condemnation of demagogy depending on the context. Demosthenes
adopted the ambiguous vocabulary of charis when he wanted to blame the
orators for their excessive indulgence of the dēmos while simultaneously
criticizing the masses that allowed themselves to be corrupted to the
detriment of their real interests.508

The Socratic discourse nonetheless presents one radical specificity in
that it only favored the criticism of demagogy. During his trial, Socrates
refused to alternate flattery (kolakeia) and outspoken truthfulness (parrhēsia),
abstaining from participating in the fool’s game on which relations between
the people and the elite were based and which he saw as resulting from
vile indulgence (Mem. 4.4.4): ‘Again, when he was tried on the charge
brought by Meletus, whereas it is the custom of defendants to curry favor
(πρὸς χάριν ... διαλέγεσθαί) with the jury and to indulge in flattery and illegal
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appeals (παρὰ τοὺς νόµους), and many by such means have been known to
gain a verdict of acquittal, he rejected utterly the familiar chicanery of the
courts.’509 By making the charis invoked by the accused a practice contrary
to the law, the philosopher and his friends opposed the democratic
tradition, which did not disqualify this behavior as such but only criticized
certain ways of inappropriately invoking it.510

In Xenophon’s view, the bad charis that circulated within the democratic
system led to the undermining of the city’s institutional foundations. The
role Socrates played in the well-known Arginusae affair of 406 – when the
victorious Athenian generals, having failed to collect the corpses of the
drowned sailors, were put on trial before the dēmos – should be interpreted
from this angle.511 In an advance rehearsal of his own trial, Socrates refused
to comply with the desire for revenge expressed by the crowd (Mem. 1.1.18,
transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified): ‘It was more to him
that he should keep his oath than that he should gratify the people contrary to
justice (χαρίσασθαι τῷ δήµῳ παρὰ τὸ δίκαιον) and shield himself from threats.’512

As a prytanis,513 Socrates stood up against the generals’ collective condem-
nation. Adopted under pernicious persuasion,514 this procedure symbolized
the transgression of all legal norms. In the philosopher’s eyes, it only aimed
to immediately satisfy popular passions to the detriment of obedience to
the law.515

Xenophon’s ‘legalist’ argument should nonetheless be put into
perspective. In 406, the accusation by means of eisangelia seems to have
been conducted according to the usual legal forms – with a preliminary
accusation against the generals, the Council’s establishment of a probouleuma,
and a final vote by the Assembly.516 Furthermore, the choice of a collective
judgement was not initially illegal inasmuch as Xenophon himself established
that the Council had the authority to ‘draft and bring in a proposal
regarding the manner in which the men should be tried.’517 The presentation
of the episode was thus sidestepped and was deliberately polemical.
Overstating the matter, he tried to convince his readers that flattery and
indulgence were not only immoral, but also illegal – which was far from
certain.518 By accusing the democrats of strongly seeking popular favor to
the detriment of the law, Socrates could challenge the Athenian legal system
while still appearing to defend the scrupulous respect of civic legality.
For Xenophon, bad charis therefore characterized the demagogic relations

that connected orators and the crowd. In this polemical redefinition of
charis, he was far from being the only one. Demagogy and material
corruption were closely linked by most of the authors opposed to radical
democracy.519 Thucydides (2.65.10) contrasted the ‘patently uncorruptible’
Pericles with the demagogues, who, after his death ‘were inclined to indulge
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popular whim (ἐτράποντο καθ’ ἡδονὰς τῷ δήµῳ) even in matters of state
policy.’ As for Pericles, ‘he controlled the mass of the people with a free
hand, leading them rather then letting them lead him. He had no need to
seek improper means of influence by telling them what they were pleased to
hear (πρὸς ἡδονήν), seeking power by dishonest means.’ (2.65.8, transl.
Hammond 2009, modified) Through this parallel, Thucydides suggested
that his successors were corrupt and condemned to perpetual demagogic
exaggeration in order to clear themselves of the suspicion of wrongdoing.
In the eyes of many Athenian elite members, these demagogues were

dangerous corruptors. The corruption they brought was all the more
harmful since it was protean. Not content to pervert the masses with their
seductive words, they bribed them materially. The author of the Athenian
Constitution simultaneously criticized the rhetorical indulgence and the
economic favors dispensed by the leaders of the democratic party after the
death of Pericles.520 According to him, the misthoi transformed the whole
dēmos into a corrupt recipient,521 according to a process that involved a
perverted form of charis (Politics 2.12.1274a5–10): ‘For as the law-court grew
strong, men courted favour with the people as with a tyrant (ὥσπερ τυράννῳ τῷ δήµῳ

χαριζόµενοι), and so brought the constitution to the present democracy;
and Ephialtes and Pericles docked the power of the Council on the
Areopagus, while Pericles instituted payment (µισθοφορά) for serving in the
law-courts, and in this manner finally the successive leaders of the people
led them on by growing stages to the present democracy.’522 The ideological
benefits of such a challenge are obvious. Reduced to a mere clientelist
operation,523 the misthoi made it possible to conceal the elitist side of
corruption.Charis and misthoswere therefore confused as the same disgrace.
Nonetheless, in Xenophon’s corpus, the terms charis and misthos are

rarely interchangeable. Indeed, bad charis occupies a relatively limited place
in his works, with Xenophon readily favoring the perspective of the giver
and relegating the issue of corruption to the background. Bathed in a
flattering light, charis was diametrically opposed to the world of misthos.
Moreover, Xenophon strongly criticized salarial and commercial exchanges
in the very name of the aristocratic ideology of benefits.
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BETWEEN CHARIS AND MISTHOS:
XENOPHON AGAINST THE MERCHANTS?

Even a creative life has to be conducted in a businesslike way, but the
language in which it is done is traditionally idealistic.

R. Musil524

In the archaic Greek world, the rapid spread of coinage can initially be
explained by the economy’s pragmatic needs. As early as the sixth century,
the use of minted coins became more widespread across large expanses of
society, facilitating trade and contact.525 Even so, coinage did not have a
stable meaning (Le Rider 2001, 79 and 139–41). The history of its diffusion
in archaic and classical Greece has associated it with both civic culture and
commercial exchange. Coinage harmoniously fits into an egalitarian political
context and a democratic ethic – even if the two phenomena are not
intrinsically linked (Wallace 1987). In Athens, for example, the mathematical
abstraction guiding the distribution of the Athenian civic body since
Cleisthenes’ reforms seemed to function alongside the development of
coinage (Seaford 1994, 199). Just as the lottery system tended to replace
the role of birth and charisma when it came to determining political
participation, coinage was gradually substituted for the old hierarchy of
metals that was valid in the aristocratic culture of the gift (Morris 1986, 8–9
and Kurke 1995).
Symbolizing the equality of all things before the same standard,526 money

was therefore opposed to the aristocratic culture of charis, which implied
hierarchy and distinction.527 Faced with the massive irruption of coinage,
however, the old ruling elite itself did not present a united front.528 The
debates surrounding coinage in fact expressed the tensions and ideological
struggles within the elite, between a ‘middling tradition’ – ready to conform
to the dominant civic values – and an ‘elitist tradition’ – eager to reassert
its superiority by displaying its wealth and the privileged relations it
maintained with gods and heroes as well as with the East and its luxury
(Morris 1996, 28–36). Only the latter group felt that the rise of
monetarization and commercial exchange was a threat.529 My thesis is that
the way in which Xenophon conceived the relationship between charis and
misthos was marked precisely by a fundamental ambivalence that rather
broadly reflected this tension internal to the Greek elite.
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On the one hand, Xenophon partially inherited his conception of
exchange from the current of elitist thinking opposed to coinage. Indeed,
the importance he accorded to benefits and gifts attests to a recurring elitist
reaction to monetary and commercial logic. Added to this initial hostility
was the weight of a philosophical and political tradition marked by a radical
opposition to money and trade in all its forms, that of Socratism and
Laconism.530

It should be said that the historical evolution of Greek cities did not do
much to quell the existing tensions surrounding coinage. During the first
half of the fourth century, in a world that – except for Sparta – was deeply
monetarized and traversed by intense commercial circulation,531 commercial
exchange and especially coinage seemed to be the very symbol of political
and moral decline. In Athens, the emergence of misthoi, or monetary pay for
office, again reinforced the association of coinage with radical democracy.
Besides the growing influence of silver coinage, many people deplored the
destructive effects of Persian gold. Not only did the darics of the Great
King corrupt the Greek elite, but they were also used to pay lawless soldiers
ready to sell themselves to the highest bidder. In such a context, it is
possible to understand the vehemence with which Xenophon, as an elite
member who cared about favoring relations based on charis, strove to deny
his mercenary status during the Anabasis.
On the other hand, however, Xenophon was able to imagine a certain

aggiornamento with regard to the monetary and commercial demands of his
time based on this very experience as a soldier. He knew how important it
was to pay wages and displayed a keen interest in the material aspects of
leadership. More broadly, in the Poroi, he portrayed himself at the end of
his life as a defender of money and trade in a (finally) peaceful Athens.
If a certain number of conditions were respected, a leader could use the
monetary logic of misthos to his advantage and enjoy the benefits that
commercial exchange presented.Charis thus found a precious ally in misthos.
Therefore, Xenophon’s writings encourage a nuanced analysis.

I. ‘THE HOSTILE WORLD’ OF GOODS532

Buying gratitude and selling favors?
In Xenophon’s corpus, relationships of power do not seem to sit well with
monetarization and its sociopolitical consequences. Whether it was about
giving money or receiving it, a monetary relationship perverted the
exchange by making impossible the charis, or gratitude, that was so crucial
to the establishment of authority and its maintenance. The gift of money
was therefore not enough to create an obligation toward the person who
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distributed his or her fortune, as the tyrant Hiero painfully observes (Hiero
6.11): ‘But it is far harder to find one faithful (πιστόν) guard than hundreds
of workmen for any kind of work, especially when money (χρηµάτων ἕνεκα)
supplies the guards, and they have it in their power to get far more in a
moment by assassinating the despot than they receive from him for years
of service among his guards.’ Money could not guarantee the commitment
of soldiers, who were solely preoccupied by their remuneration. Void of
any symbolic effectiveness, money did not make the recipient feel
indebted.533

Furthermore, money could paradoxically generate hatred toward the
generous donor. In the Symposium, the wealthy Callias boasts about making
people more honest by giving them money.534 Astonished, Antisthenes
asks him if he made their souls more just by putting money in their hands,
before going on to ask the following questions (Symp. 4.2–4):

– ‘And do they repay you,’ he asked, ‘what they get?’ – ‘Heavens no!’ he
replied. – ‘Well, do they give gratitude instead of money (ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀργυρίου
χάριτας;)?’ – ‘No indeed, not that either,’ he said. ‘On the contrary, some of
them dislike me even more than before they got the money.’535

Despite his gifts, Callias encountered the dēmos’s ingratitude. This almost
ritual deploration constituted an elite commonplace and expressed the
general frustration of wealthy Athenians, who were forced to redistribute
a share of their fortune without gaining any clear political advantages. In
this passage, however, Callias does not refer to the obligatory liturgies he
so munificently accomplished,536 but a voluntary distribution to which he
was not legally bound, making the people’s acharistia all the more
shocking.537 Not only was Callias not reimbursed, but he did not receive
any gratitude for his money.
Money therefore did not correspond to an effective euergetic mode

likely to lead to legitimate gratitude and obedience. Once again, Xenophon’s
positions were informed by the political and historical situation of Athens,
where, due to the generalization of the civic misthoi, the dēmos never received
money as a gift but as something that was due – if the oligarchic clichés are
to be believed. The fact remains that, in Xenophon’s eyes, it was not
advantageous for an intelligent leader to favor a strictly monetary exchange
with his subordinates.
If the person who sought to buy gratitude was excessively naive, the

man who wanted to sell his favors committed a real crime against the
ideology of charis. Indeed, he trampled the founding principle of the
gracious exchange: its apparent gratuity. Xenophon vigorously asserts the
following in his praise of Agesilaus (Ages. 4.4–5):
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For had he been in the habit of selling his favors or taking payment for his benefactions
(Εἰ γὰρ ἐπώλει τὰς χάριτας ἢ µισθοῦ εὐεργέτει), no one would have felt that
he owed him anything. It is the recipient of unbought, gratuitous (προῖκα)
benefits who is always glad to oblige his benefactor (τῷ εὐεργέτῃ) in return for
the kindness (χάριτος) he has received and in acknowledgment of the trust
reposed in him as a worthy and faithful guardian of a favor.538

In his usual utilitarian manner, Xenophon rationally theorizes the benefit
of selflessness that should guide all political leaders. Gratuity was the
essential condition of the charismatic effectiveness of the gift. Monetizing
benefits diluted the very force of mutual obligation.539

There was no room therefore for a sensible donor to speculate openly
about the gratitude he generated. Charis only truly blossomed outside a
strictly accounting perspective. Xenophon shows this in his didactic,
fictional Cyropaedia. Upon leaving Armenia, Cyrus ostensibly refuses the
money offered by the Armenians, who wanted to thank him for both
pardoning their rebellion and disciplining their bellicose neighbors, the
Chaldaeans. The future king was openly offended by the idea that people
could believe he dispensed benefits in his own self-interest (Cyr. 3.3.3):
‘You shall not make me go about doing good for pay! (῾Υµεῖς ἐµὲ οὐ ποιήσετε

µισθοῦ περιιόντα εὐεργετεῖν).’ Not only did Cyrus not want to be in the
position of debtor with regard to his new allies, but, in the same terms as
Agesilaus, he strongly wanted to refuse all monetary compensation in order
to avoid giving the impression that he had to be paid for his benefits.
Xenophon, however, immediately reassures the reader who might be
frightened by this altruistic behavior, specifying that Cyrus ‘departed, not
only enriched with the ready money that he had received, but also having
secured by his conduct far larger funds in reserve, to draw upon in time of
need.’ (Cyr. 3.3.5) The benefit of selflessness corresponded to a reasoned
calculation on the Persian’s part. He thus reached his main goal, in other
words gaining new troops and the money to maintain them without
seeming to levy a disguised tax or have his services remunerated.
For Xenophon, selling one’s graces therefore constituted both a moral

crime and political mistake. He could support his reflections based on a
familiar antimodel: the Athenian empire. By receiving a tribute in money
for services that it was supposed to deliver (defence against the Persians),
Athens had finally destroyed all of its allies’ gratitude, provoking unhappiness
and dangerous revolts.540 Once again, the Athenian example perhaps
provided a paradigm from which Xenophon distinguished himself in order
to elaborate his own thoughts on the gift and charis. Indeed, the democratic
city served as a reference, allowing him both to attack the charismatic
effectiveness of monetary gifts (through the figure of Callias, whom the
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ungrateful people hated because of his generosity) and to denounce the
forced retribution of favors (by focusing on the tribute imposed by
democratic and imperial Athens).

Enslaved by misthos: democratic prostitution
Xenophon stigmatized the conduct of leaders who salaried their benefits
because, in his view, such a practice was both ineffective and immoral.
This condemnation was also supported by his observation that misthos
established an excessively transparent relationship of subjection, contrary
to the exchange of gifts, which established relationships between people
according to a fictitious gratuity.541 As we have seen (supra, chapter 1,
p. 21–2), Xenophon bitterly observed that the obligation of the gracious
return was only derived from a social code that was not necessarily respected,
since there was no legal sanction against the ungrateful. The monetary
relationship, however, was instantaneous and had an executory power.
While it did not establish permanent links between people,542 it did exert an
extraordinary constraint on the objects and services that were exchanged,
on a legal basis. Impersonal dependency, legally guaranteed by money, thus
responded to the personal and noncoercive subjection of the gift.543

Monetary exchange presented two flaws, according to Xenophon. On
the donor’s side, payment did not create a feeling of gratitude. For the
recipient,misthoswas extremely binding, creating a real form of enslavement
for the whole length of the contract. In this respect, Xenophon did not
distinguish himself either from Greek ideology in general or from the
democratic ideology in particular, which seemed to view misthos as an
‘unequal relationships, and a lack of self-sufficiency or autarky in the
recipient’544 – at least when such a contract was concluded between roughly
equal partners. In theMemorabilia (1.5.6), he recounts that Socrates believed
‘that he who takes money from any casual giver puts himself under a master
and endures the basest form of slavery (δουλεύειν δουλείαν οὐδεµιᾶς ἧττον

αἰσχράν).’545 Monetary exchange blindly imposed a constraint, without any
regard or consideration for the person who benefitted from it (Mem. 1.6.5):

Is it that those who take money (ἀργύριον) are bound to carry out the work
for which they get a fee (µισθὸν), while I, because I refuse to take it, am not
obliged to talk with anyone against my will?546

Socrates sheds light on the enslavement to which monetary relationships
led. Misthos denied the importance of the pleasure, choice, and mutual
consent that was supposed to preside over the aristocratic dialogue.
In Xenophon’s view, it was crucial that not everyone could ‘afford’
Socrates.547
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Misthos, which Xenophon had accused of generating too little gratitude
toward the donor and of making the recipient a shameful subject, thus
seemed doomed to be forever neglected in his thinking. Another figure
came on top of this already negative ideological construction, one who was
the most despised among ‘paid workers’ (misthōtoi)–the male prostitute
(Mem. 1.6.13, transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified):548

Antiphon, it is common opinion among us in regard to beauty and wisdom
that there is an honorable and a shameful way of bestowing them. For to
offer one’s beauty for money (τήν τε γὰρ ὥραν ἐὰν µέν τις ἀργυρίου πωλῇ) to all
comers is to be a male prostitute (πόρνον), but we consider it virtuous to
become friendly with a lover who is known to be a virtuous man (σώφρονα).
So it is with wisdom: those who offer it to all comers for money are known
as sophists, but we think that someone who befriends anyone he finds to be
gifted by nature, and teaches him all the good he can, fulfills the duty of a
citizen and a gentleman.549

By bartering his knowledge, the Sophist was making himself like a pornos.550

The term derives from πέρνηµι, or ‘to sell,’ since the prostitute traded his
body for payment. The Sophist sold his knowledge without considering
the personalities of those who benefitted from it. Strangely enough, he
resembled the man who, according to a later anecdote recounted by
Stobaeus, freely dispensed his favors and whom Socrates reproached for
‘having transformed the virgin Charites into prostitutes.’551 On the contrary,
the philosopher – similar to the non-mercenary erōmenos – established ties
with others according to a completely different model: free exchange and
voluntary choice.
The opposition between monetary logic and free services was not the

only thing implied in the previous passage. Comparing Sophists with pornoi
constituted a particularly serious political attack. While the pornē, the female
slave of the brothels, was harmoniously integrated in the democratic
ideological landscape,552 the figure of the pornos selling his charms for misthos
remained equivocal – at least when a member of the civic community was
involved. The citizen’s corporal integrity, which had been guaranteed since
Solon’s time with the abolition of debt slavery, became a right that
simultaneously implied a duty to keep his body intact and unpenetrated.
That explains why the prostitute was subject to atimia (civic degradation)
in Athens, due to his supposed submission and passivity.553 This discursive
opposition between charis (Socrates/erōmenos) andmisthos (Sophist/prostitute)
had therefore a stong political dimension. What Socrates was implicitly
challenging was the Sophists’ very belonging to the city.
Resorting to misthos therefore endangered aristocratic relations, which

were supposed to take place in a context of gratuity. On numerous
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occasions, Xenophon’s Socrates draws attention to this danger by
defending, though not without a certain irony, theses that were provocative
to say the least. In the Symposium, the philosopher replays the scandalous
image of prostitution in an unexpected context, since he uses the vocabulary
of porneia to describe not the Sophists’ teachings, but the work of real
philosophers. When Socrates, ‘jokingly pretending to play hard to get (ὡς δὴ

θρυπτόµενος),’ dismisses him under the pretext that he is busy, Antisthenes
does not hesitate to compare his master to a seasoned prostitute (Symp.
8.4–6): ‘ “How transparent you are, you procurer of your own charms
(µαστροπὲ σαυτοῦ),” Antisthenes rejoined, “in always doing something like
this; sometimes you refuse to speak with me on the pretext of your divine
sign, other times because you have some other purpose in mind”.’554

Far from seriously attacking the philosopher, Antisthenes in fact
emphasizes Socrates’ sexual continence. In the passage following this quip,
Xenophon carefully specifies howmuch his master was opposed to carnal
love between males (Symp. 8.9–36, with Hindley 1999). Furthermore, the
very content of his discourse contradicts this ironic description of
Antisthenes, since the wait imposed by Socrates in no way corresponded
to the commercial logic presiding over prostitution. The pornos was unable
to choose the moment and the person with whom he spoke or slept.
In another passage of the Symposium, Socrates himself boasts that he is

an accomplished pimp. When asked what he is proud of, ‘Socrates made
a very solemn face and answered, “Procuring (᾿Επὶ µαστροπείᾳ).” After the
rest had laughed at him, he said, “Go ahead and laugh, but I know that I
could make a lot of money (πολλὰ χρήµατα) if I cared to follow that trade.” ’
(Symp. 3.10) While he proclaims he is a pimp, however, Socrates also admits
that he is only a potential one, as demonstrated by the use of the
conditional. With a sense of humour, Xenophon imagined a complex play
on prostitution that is sometimes upheld, sometimes set at a distance.
This provocative game continues throughout the rest of the work. The

philosopher claims to pursue the ‘disreputable profession’ (4.56: ἀδόξῳ

τέχνῃ) of prostitute, which he defines as the art of knowing how to please
one’s friends, and even the whole city.555 As far as sexual commerce was
concerned, it was only about favoring the meeting of virtuous men!556

According to him, Antisthenes was better than he when it came to this art.
Far from being a vile peddler of pleasure, his disciple was ‘someone able
to recognize people who are equipped to be mutually helpful and can make
them desire one another’s acquaintance.’ (4.64) In order to make stock of
the nobility of this occupation, Socrates paradoxically even takes the
vocabulary of prostitution further. While he only boasts about being a
mastropos, a profession that was tolerated in Athens, he elevates his disciple
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to the equivocal level of proagōgos, or clandestine purveyor of sex (Symp.
4.61). By attributing to Antisthenes a forbidden profession in Athens,
punishable by death,557 the philosopher assimilates licit and illegal forms of
prostitution in the same paradoxical breath and thus rejects the distinction
the city had established between practices that, for him, were as shameful
and mercantilist.
These variations on prostitution should be related to the context in

which this provocative discourse takes place: the symposion. In this realm,
which was in many respects an ‘anti-city,’558 civic norms were undermined
and subverted. Prostitution – tolerated by the city – was evoked in order
to better praise free and gracious relations a contrario. Antisthenes, an expert
in the art of finding people who could harmoniously agree, displayed his
talents by appealing to charis (and not misthos) in a number of ways. First,
he favored the birth and development of disinterested elitist relations,
marked by genuine reciprocity. Second, he generated gratitude toward
himself, as Socrates congratulated him (Symp. 4.63): ‘And just recently, you
remember, you were commending your visitor from Heraclea to me, and
after arousing my keen interest in him you sat him next to me. And of
course I’m grateful (καὶ χάριν µέντοι σοι ἔχω), for he seems a real honourable
man (καλὸς κἀγαθὸς).’ Finally, the gratitude he aroused was all the more
intense since it was specifically articulated around the refusal of the
commercial exchange. By arguing that they could legitimately ‘receive good
pay (πολὺν µισθὸν λαµβάνοι)’ (Symp. 4.60) in exchange for their services,
Socrates and Antisthenes implied that gratitude was due for both the
services they provided and the renunciation they displayed by not
monetizing their precious talent.559

Far from prostitution and its contractual logic, Socrates therefore
celebrated the art of establishing ties through pleasant aristocratic exchange.
Only those types of relations were at once likely to create gratitude and
bring the elite together around common values. Refusing the commercial
exchange was a mark of distinction that separated the kaloi kagathoi from
the rest of the city. Revealingly, the relationships that Antisthenes
contributed to establishing were between men coming from different poleis:
Prodicus of Ceos and Callias, Callias and Hippias of Elis, Socrates and the
stranger from Heraclea, and Aeschylus of Phleious and Socrates (Symp.
4.63).560 Such ties of philia exceeded the strict framework of the polis and,
like the bonds of xenia, these alliancesmade it possible to get rid of democratic
constraints in order to create a world of shared pleasure and enjoyment.
Beyond the circle of the symposion and the so-called Socratic works, this

depreciation of commercial exchange seems deeply rooted in Xenophon’s
discourse.561 In his view, those who held both intellectual and political
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power were supposed to refrain from resorting to such expedients. Out
of concern for effectiveness and morality, a good leader was supposed to
favor the register of free and gracious exchange if he did not want to openly
establish relationships based on the sordid model of prostitution.

Refusing coinage, rejecting merchants
Xenophon’s association between sexual commerce and monetary exchange
was already drawn by one of his glorious predecessors: Herodotus,
according to whom the Lydians – the first to have coined gold and silver
money and to have practiced retail trade (kapēleia) – prostitute their own
daughters in order to collect their dowries (Herodotus 1.93–4).562 In
Herodotus’s work, the association between prostitution, commerce, and
monetarization attests to the influence of elitist traditions that made
coinage and retail trade the symbol of moral decay and the equalization of
statuses.563

The ideological and textual filiation with Xenophon’s Cyropaedia is
patent. By celebrating Cyrus the Elder, Xenophon exalted the culture of the
gracious gift and refused the dangerous misthos. In Herodotus’sHistories, the
founder of the Persian empire was already contrasted with Croesus, but
also with his successor Darius, precisely on that matter.564 According to
Herodotus, Darius was the first to impose a tribute on the empire’s
populations (Herodotus 3.89): ‘It is by reason of this fixing of tribute, and
other like ordinances, that the Persians called Darius the huckster (κάπηλος),
Cambyses the master, and Cyrus the father; for Darius made petty profit
out of everything, Cambyses was harsh and arrogant, Cyrus was merciful
and ever wrought for their well-being.’565

Unlike Darius, inventor of the well-known darics,566 Cyrus embodied
the radical rejection of the commercial logic, or kapēleia. When a Spartan
envoy came to ask the Persian to refrain from ravaging the territories of the
Greek cities, Herodotus’s Cyrus made fun of them by ridiculing the
commercial practices that took place in the agora of the poleis (Herodotus
1.153.2): ‘I never yet feared men who have a place set apart in the midst of
their city where they perjure themselves and deceive each other.’567

In theCyropaedia, Xenophon explicitly refers to this tradition not only by
choosing Cyrus as his hero, but by assuring that, in Persia (Cyr. 1.2.3–4),
‘the hucksters with their wares, their cries, and their vulgarities are excluded
from [the agora] and relegated to another part of the city, in order that
their tumult may not intrude upon the orderly life of the cultured.’568

Merchants embodied the baseness and democratic vileness that it was
absolute necessary to avoid, for contamination and corruption always
lurked around the corner. Other than their bad manners, they proved



112

Chapter 4

cowardly and set a bad example. In theAnabasis (1.2.18), when the Greeks
set out to charge during a military review ordered by Cyrus, the barbarian
troops were undoubtedly terrorized, but the merchants were the only ones
to run away: ‘the Cilician queen took to flight in her carriage, and the market-
traders (οἱ ἐκ τῆς ἀγορᾶς) left their wares behind and took to their heels.’ This
panicked reaction likened the kapēloi to cowardly women fleeing at the least
sign of danger.569

In Xenophon’s view, the merchant – just like the recipient of a gift –
was in the dangerous position of being feminized. Here, Xenophon follows
in the path of Herodotus’s Histories (1.155), a text in which Croesus, in
order to save the people of Sardis from Cyrus’ wrath, recommends that
the Persian oblige them to undertake trade (καπηλεύειν): ‘Then, O king, you
will soon see them turned to women instead of men; and thus you need not
fear lest they revolt.’ The intellectual filiation is apparent. Assimilating
his own behavior to that of his wife,570 the Lydian king embodies the
sovereign-merchant in theCyropaedia, the man with short-term calculations
frightened by Cyrus’s costly euergetic strategies.571 Incapable of grasping
the political power of charis, Croesus remains slightly confined to the sphere
of commercial exchange, thus being condemned to political subjection.572

In Xenophon’s view, Cyrus’s munificent generosity was in some way a
response par avance to democratic and commercial acculturation. This
opposition was nonetheless fed by a symmetrical paradigm: Spartan
austerity. The city of Agesilaus proposed the ideal of a merchant-free
society, at least in Xenophon’s depiction in the Lakedaimonion Politeia (7.2):
‘But at Sparta Lycurgus forbade freeborn citizens to have anything to do
with business affairs (χρηµατισµόν). He insisted on their regarding as their own
concern only those activities that make for civic freedom.’573 The ban on
minted coins completed this austere description (Lak. Pol. 7.5–6, with
Ollier 1933, vol. 1, 95). Regardless of how effectively this measure was
applied,574 the fact remains that Xenophon celebrated a Spartan society
based on the refusal of monetary and commercial exchange. This rejection
appears to have been entirely legitimate inasmuch as the disillusioned
chapter concluding the Lakedaimonion Politeia (15.3) points to the abrupt
appearance of money in Sparta as being one of the major causes of the
city’s decline.575 In the idealized Sparta of the past, the outlawing of money
and all forms of munificent spending (dapanai ) supposedly ensured the
city’s stability and strength (cf. Lak. Pol. 7.4). Clearly, Xenophon’s analysis
appears here to be rather tendentious. Just as alimentary gifts were hardly
prohibited during the syssitia, commercial exchange occupied a considerable
place among the real practices of the Lacedaemonian community,576 and
Xenophon’s work itself can be used to highlight the role of merchants in
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Sparta. In his description of the Spartan agora in the Hellenica (3.3.5),
alongside the kings, the five ephors, some of the twenty-eight gerontes, and
around forty other homoioiwere involved in civic affairs, Cinadon mentions
the presence of four thousand non-citizens who were most probably
engaged in commercial activity.577

In any case, Spartan austerity was only distinguished from Persian
munificence on a superficial level in theCyropaedia. In both cases, the logic
of exchange was fundamentally identical, since it involved the opposition
to the shameful and servile implications of monetary exchange. Only the
nature of the charites that were dispensed varied, sometimes taking the form
of material gifts (in the case of Cyrus) and sometimes of corporal services
(in the case of the Lacedaemonians). Instead of fruitlessly contrasting
Laconian austerity and Persian prodigality, it is necessary to highlight what
closely binds them, notably their shared opposition to the democratic ēthos
and the symbolic universe it presupposed. For an oligarch like Xenophon,
laconism and praise for the archaic East – which could be qualified as
cultural medism – therefore constituted two parallel strategies of distinction
(supra, chapter 2, p. 76).
Xenophon once again opposes the Athenian ideology of gift-giving

(with the city as the ultimate donor)578 and which simultaneously favored
the development of trade and the minting of silver coinage. Coinage was
one of the privileged vectors Athens used to display its strength to the
outside world (thanks to monetary imperialism and the tributary levy) and
to maintain its own social cohesion (through the redistribution of monetary
misthoi).579 Commercial exchange dominated in Athens, and Xenophon was
consistently concerned about the consequences of such an ideological
hegemony. From his perspective, the city found itself plagued by a
populace made up of artisans and merchants who bullied the best citizens
and inhibited their political virtues. Socrates made that point clear, when
he sharply reprimanded Charmides for his lack of civic commitment and
his inopportune reserve580 (Mem. 3.7.5–6): ‘yet you are ashamed to address
an audience of mere dunces and weaklings. Who are they that make you
ashamed? The fullers or the cobblers or the builders or the smiths or the
farmers or the merchants, or the traffickers in the marketplace (ἢ τοὺς

ἐµπόρους ἢ τοὺς ἐν τῇ ἀγορᾷ µεταβαλλοµένους) who think of nothing but
buying cheap and selling dear?’581 Once again, Athens formed the ideological
backdrop for Xenophon’s praise of charis and his refusal of trade.
However, it is misleading to establish a strict opposition between an

elitist logic associated with the realm of charis and a democratic tradition
making coinage and trade a universal instrument for equalizing and leveling
conditions. The confrontation once again takes place within the very heart
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of Greek elitist thinking. Aristotle maintains a positive vision of money –
even if he is conscious of its disruptive power.582 Instead of considering
money as being incompatible with charis, he makes it the privileged vector
of harmonious reciprocity between citizens in a well-known passage from
theNicomachean Ethics (5.5.1132b31–1133b28).583 This clearly differs from
Xenophon’s propositions, which defend a fundamentally antimonetary
perspective based on aristocratic immeasurability and distinction.
The debate surrounding legitimate forms of exchange took an even

livelier turn in the late fifth and early fourth centuries. The radicality of
Xenophon’s position was heavily influenced by the socio-historical context
in which he evolved. His praise of antique Spartan behavior was especially
fervent, since his adopted city was now confronted with the harmful
influence of coinage (Lak. Pol. 14(15).3). In the Lakedaimonion Politeia,
he implicitly alludes to the extraordinary influx of money created by
Lysander’s victorious imperialism,584 which upset the balance of the Spartan
system.585 His rejection of commercial exchange during this period was
marked by the heated debate about the monetarization of Lacedaemonian
society that occurred during the early fourth century.586 Similarly, the views
attributed to Socrates should be interpreted in the light of the polemic and
controversy surrounding his behavior, which emerged in his lifetime and
continued after his death. By highlighting the refusal of all misthoi and,
consequently, all monetary corruption, Xenophon perhaps hoped to clear
his master of any suspicion of moral corruption.587 There is one final and
more personal reason that puts into perspective the anathema that
Xenophon sometimes violently expresses in his corpus. Perhaps his fierce
opposition to the logic of misthos was a compensation for his participation
in the Anabasis as Cyrus the Younger’s mercenary.

The aristocrat and the mercenary
Despite sharing terminology and certain characteristics,588 citizens and
mercenaries did not receive the same wages on a moral level.589 The citizen-
soldier’s misthos was only destined to ensure his support while he loyally
fought for his own city and in no way symbolized a pernicious desire for
enrichment, seeming legitimate even for the most staunch aristocrats.590

As for the mercenary, who fought for money and responded to the logic
of supply and demand, he maintained a contractual relationship with his
employer, just like the prostitute who sold his body to his client. While
resorting to soldiers of fortune was sometimes viewed as a necessary evil
for the person who hired them,591 mercenary service seems to have been
difficult to valorize as such – at least in the light of the distinterested
ideology of charis. While the person who received presents ended up in a
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dangerous situation,592 the mercenary not only assumed the delicate position
of the recipient but embodied the figure of a man ready to sell himself to
the highest bidder.593

Xenophon nonetheless owes a great deal of his renown to the tale
of his adventures as part of a troop of Greek mercenaries during the
expedition of the Ten Thousand. One aggravating factor was that this
makeshift army was recruited by, and received a stipend from, two
barbarians: first a Persian (the virtuous Cyrus the Younger) and then a
Thracian (the ambiguous Seuthes).594 For a Greek eager to demonstrate
his selflessness, this risky position could hardly leave anyone indifferent.
In this respect, Xenophon carries out two stylistic exercises in theAnabasis.
On the one hand, he sought to clear himself of any accusations of corruption.
On the other hand, for his fellow elite members and primarily his reader,
he had to dispel anything that could contribute to portraying him as a
soldier who enlisted for financial reasons and received a monetary wage.
Xenophon had to defend himself against any attacks stigmatizing his

role as a mercenary during the expedition.595 Among his relatively declared
adversaries, Isocrates was clearly the person with whom he had the most
ambivalent relationship. Both came from the same deme (Erchia), shared
a number of ideas, and their relationship was courteous enough for the
rhetorician to praise Xenophon’s son Gryllus, who had died gloriously in
the first skirmishes of the Battle of Mantinea.596

However, other than a few brief disagreements,597 they did not share the
same view of the odyssey of the Ten Thousand. According to Isocrates
(Panegyricus 4.145–6), Cyrus had ‘to deal with only six thousand Hellenes –
not chosen on merit (οὐκ ἀριστίνδην), but men who, owing to their low quality
(διὰ φαυλότητα), were unable to live in their own cities.’598 In order to
encourage the conquest of the Persian empire, the orator chooses to
denigrate the troop of mercenaries of which Xenophon was a part.599

The Anabasis deserves to be analyzed in the light of these accusations.
This work subsequently appears to be an apologetic piece carefully
composed. In order to defend himself, Xenophon employs three parallel
strategies. He first reminds readers that the corps of mercenaries was far
from homogeneous and that not everyone followed Cyrus for ignominous
reasons. Next, he celebrates the generous spirit of the recruiter, the
virtuous Cyrus the Younger. Finally, he stresses his own lack of interest in
mercenary misthos.
On the coast of the Black Sea, in a particularly suitable place for

founding a Greek colony, the author establishes a typology of reasons
behind the mercenaries’ enlistment (Anab. 6.4.8):
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For most of the soldiers had sailed away fromGreece to undertake this service
for pay (ἐπὶ ταύτην τὴν µισθοφοράν), not because their means were scanty, but
because they knew by report of the noble character of Cyrus (τὴν Κύρου ἀρετὴν);
some brought other men with them, some had even spent money of their
own on the enterprise, while still another class had abandoned fathers and
mothers, or had left children behind with the idea of getting money (χρήµατα)
to bring back to them, all because they heard that the other people who
served with Cyrus enjoyed abundant good fortune. Being men of this sort,
therefore, they longed to return in safety to Greece.600

Xenophon makes a clear distinction between two categories of Greeks.
While some sided with Cyrus for noble reasons, even paying other
men’s wages,601 many enlisted entirely out of necessity. The Ten Thousand
therefore cannot be considered as a homogeneous group. While the men
who followed Cyrus for his aretē 602 were ready to settle on this welcoming
coast and thus gloriously extendGreek territory into Asia,603 the footsoldiers
– as well as some leaders – balked at the idea of founding a city, preferring
to return to Greece bearing gold and silver.604 Symptomatically, the soldiers
refused the colonizing project so ardently defended by Xenophon, instead
supporting the attractive financial proposals of another Greek commander,
Timasion, who promised them a wage if they joined him (Anab. 5.6.23).605

The troop was therefore racked with tensions that not only opposed the
elite to the mass of soldiers, but also caused inner divisions between
individual members of the elite.606

Analysis of the Cyropaedia makes it possible to identify the rifts that
Xenophon saw as running through any army. This work also depicts men
leaving their native land under a promising young foreign leader. When,
after his early victories, Cyrus the Elder decided to continue the war against
the Assyrian empire, many Medes chose to join the conquerer. Just as in
the Anabasis, some sided with Cyrus because they admired ‘his character
(τρόπον).’ (Cyr. 4.2.10) Many also enlisted out of gratitude toward the
Persian, ‘grateful (διὰ τὸ...χάριν εἰδέναι) to him for freeing them, as they
thought, from great impending danger,’ by diminishing the Assyrian threat
menacing Media, while others wanted ‘to requite him for some service he
had done for them while he was growing up in Media.’ Not everyone,
however, was sensitive to this logic of charismatic reciprocity. ‘Many
(πολλοί) [...] came out (apart from other motives) for the sake of getting
some gain.’ (4.2.10)
Just as in the Anabasis, Xenophon is careful to distinguish between two

groups within the Median army: on the one hand, the multitude of troops
enticed by misthoi and the perspective of profiting from the conquest;607

and the good men, on the other hand, who temporarily suspended their
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loyalty to their legitimate sovereign out of gratitude toward Cyrus. The
Median military elite defined itself according to a logic whereby the
dynamic of social ties prevailed over calculated interest. Cyrus continually
repeats this in a harangue addressed to ‘all his staff-officers’ (Cyr. 5.1.20–1):
‘Men of Media and all here present, I am very sure that you came out with
me, not because you desired to get money (οὔτε χρηµάτων δεόµενοι) by it nor because
you thought that in this you were doing Cyaxares a service; but it was to me
that you wished to do this favor (χαρίζεσθαι), and it was out of regard for me
that youwere willing tomake the night-march and to brave dangers withme.’
In theCyropaedia, the most virtuous Medes join Cyrus’s army in order to

honor a relationship in which mutual gratitude and aristocratic distinction
– in other words, charis – played a major role. Xenophon justifies his own
commitment to the army of the Ten Thousand in the same spirit (Anab.
3.1.4): ‘There was a man in the army named Xenophon, an Athenian, who
was neither general nor captain nor common soldier, but had accompanied the
expedition because Proxenus, an old guest-friend of his (ξένος ὢν ἀρχαῖος), had
sent him at his home an invitation to go with him.’608 This way of negatively
defining the reason of his commitment, without giving himself a clearly
defined status, allows Xenophon to evade a number of embarrassing
questions. Xenophon the protagonist only appears in Book 3 – after Cyrus’s
expedition is already over – because Xenophon the author did not want to
assume the fact that he actively participated in an army composed of
mercenaries. According to him, his presence was only driven by aristocratic
motivations. Far from being a mercenary who received a stipend, he joined
in this risky adventure because he wanted to respect the ties of xenia he
had established with Proxenus of Boeotia. Similarly, Cyrus, who sought to
keep him at all costs, personally asked him to remain by his side (Anab.
3.1.9). Just like the Medes in the Cyropaedia, who left Cyaxares without
necessarily betraying him, Xenophon apparently put his civic allegiance on
hold609 in order to respect the relationship of philia that connected him first
to Proxenus and then to Cyrus.
In a context in which interpersonal connections prevailed, the portrait

of Cyrus serves as another key element of Xenophon’s justification for his
behavior. As a last resort, the Persian’s extraordinary qualities explain and
legitimize Xenophon’s own support. The dithyrambic posthumous portrait
of Cyrus therefore goes hand in hand with Xenophon’s justification.610

And Cyrus’ virtues seem endless. The barbarian prince obviously knew
how to elicit gratitude and, consequently, the undying political attachment
of both the Hellenes and the Persians.611 He entrapped the good Greeks in
a network of mutual relations for his own benefit. When he explains the
reasons for their support, Xenophon highlights the close bonds uniting
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Greeks on the one hand and their shared obligation toward Cyrus on the
other hand (Anab. 3.1.10): ‘Then, although the Greeks were fearful of the
journey and unwilling to go on, most of them did, nevertheless, out of shame
(δι᾿ αἰσχύνην) before one another and before Cyrus, continue the march.
And Xenophon was one of this number.’ He does not evoke the role
played by the increase in wages, as he had previously argued in order to
explain why the multitude of Greeks offered their support.612 He only
mentions reasons linked to reciprocity. Abandoning Cyrus would have
been seen as a shameful display of ingratitude in one of those dangerous
moments in which, according to him, true friendship is revealed and is
distinguished from false pretenses (cf. e.g. Mem. 2.4.6).
Presenting himself as an honest aristocrat caught up in bonds of philia

and xenia, Xenophon specifies on a number of occasions that he did not
profit from his role as a mercenary during the expedition. The ‘Scillus
digression,’ as interpreters of the Anabasis have often awkwardly called it,
should be understood in this perspective (5.3.4–7):

There [at Cerasus], also, they divided the money (ἀργύριον) received from the
sale of the captives. And the tithe, which they set apart for Apollo and for
Artemis of the Ephesians, was distributed among the generals, each taking
his portion to keep safely for the gods; and the portion that fell to
Cheirisophus was given to Neon the Asinaean. As for Xenophon, he caused
a votive offering (ἀνάθηµα) to be made out of Apollo’s share of his portion and
dedicated it in the treasury of the Athenians at Delphi, inscribing upon it his
own name and that of Proxenus, who was killed with Clearchus; for
Proxenus was his guest-friend (ξένος γὰρ ἦν αὐτοῦ). The share which belonged
to Artemis of the Ephesians he left behind, at the time when he was
returning from Asia with Agesilaus to take part in the campaign against
Boeotia [in the spring 394], in charge of Megabyzus, the sacristan of
Artemis, for the reason that his own journey seemed likely to be a dangerous
one; and his instructions were that in case he should escape with his life,
the money was to be returned to him, but in case anything should befall
him, Megabyzus was to cause to be made and dedicated to Artemis whatever
offering he thought would please (χαριεῖσθαι) the goddess. In the time of
Xenophon’s exile and while he was living at Scillus, near Olympia, where he
had been established as a colonist by the Lacedaemonians, Megabyzus came
to Olympia to attend the games and returned to him (ἀποδίδωσι) his deposit.
Upon receiving it Xenophon bought a plot of ground for the goddess in a
place which Apollo’s oracle appointed.

Rather than figuring as an excursus with no relationship to the main plot,613

this so-called ‘digression’ contributes to forging a selfless image of
Xenophon. In a context in which receiving money automatically raised
suspicions, he was careful to justify the use of the riches acquired during
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the expedition. First of all, the money received came from booty plundered
from the enemy and not a misthos solicited from a more powerful leader.
This was a share of timē that Xenophon legitimately received as commander
of the expedition. Next, these riches were not used for personal purposes
but were immediately converted into offerings to the gods and frozen in a
‘treasury.’614 Finally, part of the booty was used to celebrate the relationship
of xenia the Athenian had established with Proxenus, who died after the
Battle of Cunaxa. His gains were used to enter into a relationship of
harmonious reciprocity with both men and gods.615

Xenophon the aristocrat virtuously refused the monetary relationship
that mercenary service implied, only to keep the gloriously acquired shares
of booty. Furthermore, he rejected all forms of compensation for his
services as leader of the expedition.616 When Seuthes, after having long
deferred paying the mercenaries’ salary, finally decided to settle it,
Xenophon chose not to demand his share (7.7.56–7): ‘[when seeing
Charminus and Polynicus] “This property has been saved for the army
through you, and to you I turn it over; do you, then, dispose of it and make
the distribution to the army.” They, accordingly, took it over, appointed
booty-vendors, and proceeded to sell it; and they incurred a great deal of
blame. As for Xenophon, he would not go near them, but it was plain that
he was making preparations for his homeward journey; [...] His friends (οἱ

ἐπιτήδειοι) in the camp, however, came to him and begged him not to depart
until he should lead the army away and turn it over to Thibron.’617 In this
way, he distinguished his faithful companions from the multitude of
soldiers, who, like the dēmos of Athens, only cared about being paid. The
changeable and ungrateful Ten Thousand constituted a corps ofmercenaries
ready to show disloyalty for a few drachmas.
Refusing the misthos that was rightfully his, Xenophon left the army in a

precarious financial situation: he was barely rich enough to sacrifice or
exchange gifts of xeniawith his guests Bion andNausicleides (Anab. 7.8.5–6).
To the soothsayer Euclides of Phleious’s question about the amount of
gold he brought with him, Xenophon swore under oath (7.8.2) ‘that he
would not have even enough money to pay his travelling expenses on the
way home unless he should sell his horse and what he had about his
person.’ Thanks to one last raid, however, Xenophon extricated himself
from this destitution in extremis. For this final expedition, he was
accompanied by ‘the captains who were his closest friends and others who
had proved themselves trustworthy (πιστούς) throughout, in order that he might
do them a good turn (ὅπως εὖ ποιήσαι).’ (7.8.11) He conceived his last project
within a logic of reciprocity and distinction, contrasting with the purely
contractual obligations binding him to the rest of the Ten Thousand.
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Once the assault had been accomplished (7.8.23), ‘Xenophon paid his
greeting to the god; for the Laconians, the captains, the other generals, and
the soldiers joined in arranging matters so that he got the pick of horses and
teams of oxen and all the rest; the result was, that he was now able even to do
a kindness to another (ὥστε ἱκανὸν εἶναι καὶ ἄλλον ἤδη εὖ ποιεῖν).’ By concluding
the Anabasis in this way, Xenophon was able to paint a portrait of himself
as pure and unstained. Unlike payment for services, booty represented an
approved method of appropriating wealth618 – at least when it was not the
product of pillaging an ally. Furthermore, this sudden acquisition of wealth
was doubly legitimate, since, by granting Xenophon the right to use the
booty as he saw fit, the Spartans displayed an exceptional amount of
reverence toward him.619 In this way, Xenophon managed to increase his
fortune without receiving the least misthos. He thus avoided having to
assume the delicate position of recipient, regaining the symbolic superiority
of someone who could give and therefore initiate the exchange of charis.
Dragged into a military campaign out of loyalty to a virtuous xenos, never

explicitly receiving any wages, and ultimately growing rich in an honorable
manner, Xenophon described his trajectory in Asia as that of an aristocrat
who always favored ties of philia over the wage logic of misthos. Such a self-
portrait certainly owed much to the criticisms he received upon his return
to Greece. Xenophon, however, was not the only one to have been
subjected to this type of attack. His friend Agesilaus was also severely
criticized for his conduct during his final expedition in Egypt, during a
period when Sparta desperately needed money (Ages. 2.25). Unfavorable
accounts, notably those given by Plutarch (Ages. 36.2),620 said ‘it was
thought unworthy that a man who had been judged noblest and best in
Hellas, and who had filled the world with his fame, should furnish a rebel
against the Great King, a mere Barbarian, with his person, his name, and
his fame, and take money for him, rendering the service of a hired captain of
mercenaries (ἔργα µισθοφόρου καὶ ξεναγοῦ διαπραττόµενον).’621

Xenophon’s version of the expedition in the Agesilaus should be
interpreted within this controversial context.622 Indeed, he tried to clear
the Spartan sovereign of any suspicions, carefully describing how the
Egyptian campaign began from the valorizing perspective of charis (Ages.
2.29): ‘He was delighted when a summons for help reached him from the
Egyptian king, who actually promised him the chief command. For he
believed that at one stroke he would repay the Egyptian for his good offices to Sparta
(ἐνόµιζε γὰρ τῇ αὐτῇ ὁρµῇ τῷ µὲν Αἰγυπτίῳ χάριν ἀποδώσειν ἀνθ’ ὧν εὐεργετήκει

τὴν Λακεδαίµονα).’ By aligning himself with the pharaoh Tachos, Agesilaus
was only respecting a virtuous ideal of reciprocity.
However, Xenophon remained evasive about how the military
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operations unfolded. The causes of his embarrassment are easily understood,
since Agesilaus betrayed his former ally over the course of the campaign.
With the Egyptians having elected two pharaohs and the old Spartan king
having seen himself deprived of the leadership to which he aspired (Ages.
2.30), Agesilaus abruptly decided to change sides – a shift that the writer
hid by being deliberately imprecise (Ages. 2.31): ‘Agesilaus now realised
that if he helped neither king, neither of them would pay the Greeks their
wages (µισθόν), neither would provide a market, and the conqueror,
whichever he proved to be, would be hostile, but if he co-operated with
one of them, that one, being under an obligation to him, would in
all probability adopt a friendly attitude (φίλος ἔσοιτο). Accordingly, having
decided which of them showed stronger signs of being a friend of the Greeks
(φιλέλλην), he took the field with him.’
In Xenophon’s view, dashed hopes and material needs came together to

justify the Spartan king’s betrayal, which nonetheless remained implicit.
Xenophon had an unavoidable argument for anyone who still doubted the
relevance of Agesilaus’s choice: philhellenism. To seal his argument, he
cloaked his protagonist’s possibly mercenary motivations in a veil of
smoke. In an extraordinary reversal of the situation, the Spartan’s betrayal
was legitimized by his desire to arouse his new ally’s gratitude, which he
converted into hard cash. The king whomXenophon celebrated for never
having been paid for his benefits, the Spartan who was insensitive to all
forms of corruption and venality,623 sailed home with ‘a great sum of
money (χρήµατα πολλά),’ (Ages. 2.31) which was once again used to allow the
polis to act against its enemies.624

At the expense of verisimilitude, Xenophonworked to separate drastically
the despicable salaried exchange from the relationships established according
to the aristocratic mode of charis. This clear-cut position, however, owed
much to the attacks to which he attempted to respond in his writings. It
only represents one aspect of the vision he proposed. As the Oeconomicus
(1.12–14) reminds readers, money could not have an unequivocal definition
or meaning, since everything depended on the way it was used. The massive
monetarization due to the PeloponnesianWar, the requirements of military
supply, and the need for civic misthoi upset the opposition between the
realm of the gift and the commercial world. More precisely, Xenophon’s
judgement varied according to the position that the leader occupied in the
exchange. While those in charge – such as Agesilaus and Xenophon – had
to refrain from receiving the least personal misthos at all costs, they could
reconcile monetary and commercial ties according to certain specific
conditions and even rely on them to reinforce their own power.
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II. THE AMBIGUOUS VIRTUES OF COMMERCIAL EXCHANGE

In 432 BC, King Archidamus stressed the crucial importance of wealth, and
specifically money, in the conduct of war,625 arguing for delay in the
following terms (Thuc 1.83.2): ‘war is a matter not so much of arms as of
money.’626 Money and trade formed the crux of all conflict because they
made it possible to supply the army and provide the troops with wages –
needs to which Xenophon was especially sensitive.

Small deals with the market
The necessities of war led to a more nuanced vision of the rejection of
commercial activities. Xenophon set aside his ideological reservations
when it came to supplying an army in the field.627 A good leader was
supposed to care about providing his troops with a well-stocked market
offering reasonable prices. As a trained soldier and commander, Xenophon
was able to observe this absolute necessity during the Anabasis, when his
companions in misfortune were held hostage by the extortionate prices of
the markets on the barbarians’ side (Anab. 1.5.6).628 Supply problems grew
even more acute after the Battle of Cunaxa, and, tellingly, the truce
concluded with the satrap Tissaphernes planned for the opening of a
market (Anab. 2.3.24–7). Furthermore, when the split from the Persian
side was accomplished, the army’s dejection was due both to the
assassination of its leaders and also to the perspective of no longer being
supplied (Anab. 3.1.2): ‘the Greeks were naturally in great perplexity,
reflecting that they were at the King’s gates, that round about them on
every side were many hostile tribes and cities, that no one would provide them
a market any longer.’629 Despite the disgrace associated with trade, Xenophon
saw the kapēloi as being vital, especially in times of war.630

This requirement surfaces in a more didactic form in the Cyropaedia.
Supply questions figure prominently among the last piece of political advice
Cambyses offers his son Cyrus (Cyr. 1.6.9):

‘But let me tell you, my boy,’ said the other, ‘there are some instances in
which we must wrestle not against men but against actual facts, and it is not
so easy to get the better of these without trouble. For instance, you
doubtless know that if your army does not receive its rations (τὰ ἐπιτήδεια),
your authority will soon come to naught’.

In a distant parallel with Archidamus’s discourse, the father reveals to his
son the ties closely connecting war, provisions, and the wielding of
authority. Merchants, who were marginalized in the Persian politeia at the
beginning of the work, assumed a key role when war was declared against
the Assyrian enemy. Throughout the campaign, Cyrus authorized the
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opening of a market in order to allow troops easy access to provisions. He
was nonetheless careful to supervise this strictly, in order to prevent the
kapēloi from abusing it (Cyr. 4.5.42):

‘Further,’ he added, ‘let the herald proclaim that no one shall wrong anyone (µὴ
ἀδικεῖν µηδένα) with the market in the camp, but that the hucksters (τοὺς
καπήλους) may sell what each of them has for sale and, when they have
disposed of that, get in a new stock, that our camp may be supplied.’

The young conqueror was keen to set clear limits on commercial activity,
partially echoing the Herodotean Cyrus’s discourse on Greek agorai.631 In
order to monitor the disruptive power of the market, he wanted to issue a
certain number of additional rules (Cyr. 6.2.39):

And any merchant who wishes to accompany us, seeking a market for his
wares, may do so; but if he is caught trying to sell anything within the
number of days for which the troops are ordered to furnish their own
provisions, he shall have all his goods confiscated. [...] And the man who
seems to offer the largest stock of goods shall receive gifts and honour (δώρων
καὶ τιµῆς) both from the allies and from myself.

Cyrus punished and rewarded the kapēloi by both strictly controlling their
activities and partially integrating them into the logic of honors and
benefits.
Merchants, considered to be a necessary evil during the wars, could also

be useful within the city in times of peace. Toward the end of his life,
Xenophon integrated merchants into his general plan for reforming Athens
in the Poroi. In order to attract them (Poroi 3.12), he proposed to create
inns for shipowners (nauklēroi ) and long-distance traders (emporoi ).632

Beyond these opulent markets, he suggested the city should also care about
the smaller merchants who were so disparaged (Poroi 3.13): ‘Again, if
houses and shops were put up both in the Peiraeus and in the city for retail
traders (agoraioi ), they would be an ornament to the city, and at the same
time the source of a considerable revenue.’633 Symbolic measures had to be
added to such attention to material needs (Poroi 3.4, transl. E. C. Marchant,
G. W. Bowersock. Loeb, modified):

It would also be an excellent plan to honor with front seats (προεδρίαις τιµᾶσθαι)
long-distance traders and shipowners [in the theater], and to offer them
hospitality occasionally, when the high quality of their ships and
merchandise entitles them to be considered benefactors of the city. With the
prospect of these honors before them they would look on us as friends and
hasten to visit us to win honor as well as the profit.

This strategy of emulation should be interpreted according to two points
of view. While it first aimed to develop trade, it also made it possible – as
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in theCyropaedia – to contain and integrate merchants and traders in a logic
that was not strictly commercial and which was even largely opposed to it:
that of honors.634

In the Poroi, there was nonetheless a considerable obstacle to the accept-
ance of merchants. The commercial activities that Xenophon dreamed of
developing were indeed strictly allotted to foreigners.635 The conditional
integration of the kapēloi went hand in hand with their relegation outside
the civic realm. The world of merchants was an evil that was tolerated and
its development could even be encouraged provided that it was confined
to a well-defined role, space, and logic.
Beyond the detailed reforms suggested in the Poroi, the issue of trade

was raised with particular clarity in the military sphere. Such an existing
fact should come as no surprise. In Xenophon’s view, commercial exchange
was vital throughout military expeditions, not only because of the markets
that had to be opened but also due to the wages the leader was supposed
to pay his men – if only to give them access to provisions. In times of war,
charis could not completely replace the monetary logic of misthos.

On the art of giving a salary
As early as the fifth century, when military campaigns were long and carried
out in faraway places, cities like Athens allotted a sum of money –
indifferently referred to as misthos or trophē – to cover financially the
citizens who served their country.636 This salary seems to have been the
only aspect of commercial exchange of which the legitimacy was not
disputed by Athenian elite members. Furthermore, this monetary stipend
constituted a requirement that a leader could not avoid without neglecting
his basic duties. Subsequently, the problem did not concern giving a
salary as much is it did obtaining it in legimate, and even valorizing,
circumstances.
When money came from the city, the exchange seems to have been

accepted without reserve. Wanting to ensure a salary at all costs, however,
could create a tense social climate within the city. By focusing on the
situation in Athens in 374-373, the author of the Hellenica highlighted the
fiscal pressure facing the polis because of the war (Hell. 6.2.1): ‘[...] while
they were themselves being worn out by extraordinary taxes (χρηµάτων

εἰσφοραῖς), by plundering expeditions from Aegina, and by guarding their
territory, [the Athenians] conceived a desire to cease from the war [...].’637

But peace with Sparta was immediately broken, and the city had to rearm
its ships in order to help the besieged Corcyra. Elected as general (6.2.14),
Iphicrates ‘proceeded to man his ships expeditiously, and compelled his
captains (τριηράρχους) to do their duty.’ He behaved in a brutal way that



125

Between charis and misthos: Xenophon against the merchants?

could only harm the harmonious relations that theoretically presided over
the trierarchies.638

A military salary could be provided at the expense of the bonds of charis
within the city. Misthos, however, posed considerably more delicate
problems when the city was no longer able to pay its soldiers once they
were in the field. The lack of money, fields of operation increasingly distant,
and the frequency of battles led army leaders to adopt relatively desperate
strategies to continue to wage war and even feed their troops.639 The
Hellenica presented two major risks facing leaders in such a position who
were in a hurry to pay and take care of their men. They either had to resort
to pillaging and running the risk of alienating others, or they could receive
money and run the risk of alienating themselves.640 In Xenophon’s view, a
leader had to respect a certain number of conditions in order to acquire this
much needed misthoswith dignity and thus ensure that power continued to
function properly.

How to pillage
While booty generally formed a valued means of acquiring wealth,641 the
unrestrained quest for it sometimes endangered the gracious and reciprocal
relationships established with friends and allies.642 In theHellenica, Xenophon
opposes Thibron and Dercylidas, two Spartan generals who each led
campaigns in Asia using the money that remained from the Ten Thousand’s
army. While Thibron was exiled in 399 for failing to stop troops from
pillaging the Lacedaemonians’ allied territories, Dercylidas led a harmless
campaign for the summachoi of Sparta (Hell. 3.1.9–10).643 Never short of
expedients,644 Dercylidas provided his men with what they needed during
the whole time he led them by ravaging enemy territory. Thanks to an
exceptional feat, he even got hold of the treasures belonging to Mania, who
had been put in charge of governing Aeolis and was killed by her son-in-
law in an act of betrayal. This gain allowed Dercylidas to pay his men for
several months of service all at once (Hell. 3.1.28):

‘Gentlemen, we have earned pay (µισθός) for the army – eight thousand men
– for almost a year; and if we earn anything more, that, too, shall be added.’
He said this because he knew that upon hearing it the soldiers would be far
more orderly and obedient (πολὺ εὐτακτότεροι καὶ θεραπευτικώτεροι).645

Appropriating such a sum of money made it possible to give the troops
their due while still influencing the soldiers’ and mercenaries’ moral
qualities. The supplement that Dercylidas proposed to add acted as a
distinction gratifying soldiers and encouraging emulation. When used well
and honestly acquired, monetary stipend provided the same political
services as benefits in Xenophon’s writings.
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In case of distress or the city’s financial collapse, pillaging offered
another considerable advantage. It made it possible to avoid begging for
gold and silver in order to pay the troops from powerful dynasties to whom
the Greek military leaders subsequently felt indebted. For this very reason,
Xenophon praised the conduct of Agesilaus’s half-brother Teleutias, who
was able to lead his men to victory despite having no money to pay them
and without wanting to ‘sell his favours.’646 When he arrived in 382, the
Lacedaemonian fleet’s military and financial situation was still precarious,
since the Spartans were no longer paid following an ambush laid by
Chabrias (Hell. 5.1.13). One man’s charisma thus replaced misthos. Teleutias,
who had autonomous leadership and was ‘regarded as a man not ungrateful
(οὐκ ἀχάριστος) to those who performed any service’ (5.2.37), was joyously
welcomed by the fleet. Despite arriving empty-handed, he dazzled his men
with promises that they would grow gloriously rich (5.1.17):

For what greater gladness can there be than to have to flatter (κολακεύειν) no
one in the world, Greek or barbarian, for the sake of pay (µισθοῦ), but to be
able to provide supplies for oneself, and what is more, from the most
honourable source? For be well assured that abundance gained in war from
the enemy yields not merely sustenance (τροφήν), but at the same time fair
fame (εὔκλειαν) among all men.647

Booty made it possible to avoid servile flattery, notably with regard to the
Persians whose munificence simultaneously fascinated and repulsed the
Greeks.648 In the Hellenica, the picture was still hardly idyllic. Faced with
the need to pay the troops, Xenophon even seems to have weighed the
possibility of receiving money from the Persians under extremely strict
conditions.

Receiving in order to give back
In the Hellenica, the relationships maintained by Callicratidas, Lysander,
and Cyrus reveal both the absolute need for misthos and the methods
according to which a Greek military leader could receive money without
infringement. In 406 BC, Persian gold was presented in an unfavorable light.
Like Teleutias, Callicratidas dreamed of freeing himself from the
barbarians’ financial supervision, which he considered degrading (Laforse
1998). Not even the money offered by Cyrus the Younger could find favor
in his eyes. It should be said that, like Cyaxares in the Cyropaedia (6.1.1–6),
the Persian made the navarch wait a few days before receiving him (Hell.
1.6.6–7): ‘But Callicratidas, indignant at being thus put off and driven to
anger by having to dance attendance at his gates, declaring that the Greeks
were in a sorry plight, toadying to barbarians for the sake of money (ὅτι βαρβάρους

κολακεύουσιν ἕνεκα ἀργυρίου), and saying that if he reached home in safety he



127

Between charis and misthos: Xenophon against the merchants?

would do his best to reconcile the Athenians and the Lacedaemonians,
sailed away toMiletus.’ The abject figure of the flatterer, or kolax, reappears
here, symbolizing the asymmetrical position in which the receiver is placed,
begging for the donor’s money.
Xenophon’s judgement of this event, however, was not unequivocal.

Despite the Panhellenic posturing displayed in the Agesilaus and the
Anabasis, the author’s positions evolved according to the contexts in which
they were expressed. In this respect, it seems that Callicratidas was a far
more ambiguous character than the traditional image of him as a
Panhellenic hero suggested.649 The Spartan’s anger toward Cyrus was not
so much provoked by the content of the affair (demanding money) as it
was by the humiliating form the demand assumed. The best proof is that
the navarch ultimately accepted the wages Cyrus had sent him (Hell.
1.6.18).650 On the other hand, the Persian’s pompous blunder was not the
only thing called into question in this latent conflict. By refusing the
aristocratic conventions of the alliance, Callicratidas also bore some of the
responsibility that should be evaluated in the light of his predecessor
Lysander’s conduct.651

Prior to this, Cyrus had given Lysander a considerable amount of money,
without considering the interests of his own kingdom (Hell. 1.5.1–9). He
had established a relationship of mutual trust and esteem with the Spartan,
one in which monetary logic yielded to aristocratic agreement.652 Cyrus had
initially refused to raise the misthoi of Lysander’s crews, citing previous
conventions (τὰς συνθήκας:Hell. 1.5.5).653 But this contractual logic fell apart
during a symposion, with wine and talk circulating in a community of shared
pleasures: ‘but after dinner, when Cyrus drank his health and asked him
by what act he could gratify him most, Lysander replied (Hell. 1.5.6): “By
adding an obol to the pay of each sailor.” And from this time forth the
wage was four obols, whereas it had previously been three.’654

Deftly handling relationships of charis and the needs of misthos,
Lysander655 managed to persuade the Persian to increase his troops’ wages,
displaying one of the great qualities Xenophon demanded ofmilitary leaders:
concern that the soldier was being cared for.656 When Sparta replaced
Lysander with Callicratidas, this gentleman’s agreement was abruptly called
into question. The civic principle of interchangeability and the annual
rotation of leadership came to oppose the free choice that the aristocratic
relationship presupposed, especially since Callicratidas grossly despised the
barbarians.657 Cyrus is thus not alone to blame for endangering the military
agreement with Sparta. By wanting to preserve the strictly financial and
contractual relationship with Cyrus at all costs, the new Spartan navarch
contravened the charismatic logic of the aristocratic alliance.658
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While it was obviously preferable to receive money by other means,
using the Persian windfall was not something Xenophon initially
condemned.659 It was even legitimate, on the condition that three require-
ments were satisfied. First, far from being presented as a token of
corruption, this monetary distribution was supposed to be entirely allotted
for the footsoldiers and, in short, used to serve the interests of the city.
Second, it was supposed to be part of the aristocratic program of selfless
relations that oversaw it and to which it was subordinated. Third, the donor
was supposed to show that he was clearly virtuous and notably demonstrate
a level of generosity that flouted commercial logic. Cyrus the Younger
expressed this implicit requirement during his meeting with Lysander in
spring 407. Arriving with 500 talents given by the king, Cyrus exclaims that
‘if this too should prove inadequate, he would go so far as to break up the
throne whereon he sat, which was of silver and gold.’ (Hell. 1.5.3)660 Ready
to dilapidate his own property and symbol of power, Cyrus conforms to
the ideal advocated by Agesilaus (Ages. 11.8) and ideologically justifies the
choice of the Persian alliance made by Lysander and, in fact, Sparta.
In his historical works, Xenophon shows that it was conceivable to make

a virtue of necessity and to accept money in order to redistribute it
immediately by dissimulating this financial dependency with the repertory
of gracious exchange.661 No leader worthy of the name, however, could
receive a salary within the context of a mercenary relationship without
infringement. However, this ideological reluctance in no way concerned
the person who resorted to using recruits receiving a stipend. For reasons
of political andmilitary effectiveness, Xenophon suspended his reservations
in order to justify the recruitment of soldiers of fortune.

The proper use of mercenary service
It seems unrealistic to expect the slightest gratitude from a mercenary who
hired himself out to a payer for the length of his contract but who was
ready to desert as soon as wages became scarce. Xenophon experienced
this to his own disadvantage during theAnabasis. The multitude of soldiers
did not express any gratitude toward him for his key role during the
retreat.662 Just like those who guarded the tyrant Hiero, mercenaries were
only truly faithful to their love for money. No one expressed this
disillusioned point of view better than Heracleides, the deceitful advisor to
the Thracian king Seuthes, when he sought to get rid of the Ten Thousand
by giving them over to the Lacedaemonians. He maintained that the
mercenaries, inclined to sell themselves to the highest bidder, were ready
to leave Xenophon for a few drachmas (Anab. 7.6.5): ‘ “Why,” said
Heracleides, “if you gather the men together and promise them their pay
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(τὸν µισθόν), they will hurry after you, paying scant heed to him.”’ While the
Athenian liked the soldiers placed under his command (7.6.4), the opposite
position does not seem to have applied.663 But this radical rejection is
sometimes replaced by a more nuanced vision. Under certain conditions,
military men who were difficult to oversee could still be effectively
employed by a wise leader.

The ideal mercenary
While Xenophon grants the civic army a major role in the Poroi, he does not
develop a negative vision of mercenary service.664 The Athenian author
simply proposes that metics, who were in no way rootless mercenaries,
fight in a separate contingent of the cavalry (Poroi 2.3).665 In the Cavalry
Commander, he suggests integrating mercenaries in the Athenian army –
even if the task of defending the city should not be entirely abandoned to
them.666 Xenophon proposes creating a corps of two hundred mercenary
horsemen (Cavalry Commander 9.3–4): ‘The presence of these men would
improve the discipline of the whole force and would foster rivalry in the
display of efficiency. [...] For need helps to produce great eagerness.’667

Attracted by the wages, these foreigners would provide precious military
assistance and would contribute to the city’s prestige. Such a situation was
not specific to Athens, since this was echoed in Sparta. Beginning in the
second third of the fourth century, resorting to the use of mercenaries had
become so common that Xenophon could, almost in passing, mention
their leaders (xenōn stratiarchoi) among the participants in the sacrifices
offered by the Spartan king leaving for combat (Lak. Pol. 13.4 and 12.3).668

Used to support the civic troops, mercenaries were vital recruits for a city
perpetually at war or a leader thirsty for conquest.
Xenophon most clearly points out the advantages and inconveniences

of troops who received a stipend in the broadly utopian context of the
Cyropaedia. In this work, the mountain-dwelling Chaldaeans stand as
emblems of mercenary service,669 as people ‘who lived by plundering and
would not know how to farm and could not, for they were used to making
their living by the business of war; for they were always making raids or
serving as mercenaries; they were often in the service of the Indian king
(and he paid well, they said, for he was a very wealthy man) and often in
the service of Astyages.’ (Cyr. 3.2.25) After subjugating them, Cyrus
exclaims (3.2.26): ‘“Then why do they not enter my service now?” asked
Cyrus; “I will pay as much as any one ever did”.’ The Persian takes
advantage of contractual logic to reinforce his still rather small army by
hiring these men who were used to changing sides for purely monetary
considerations.
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Proud of their military knowledge (Cyr. 3.3.1), the Chaldaeans participated
in the conquest but are only named once more in the Cyropaedia and that
is during the taking of Sardis, the opulent city governed by Croesus.
Revealingly, these mercenaries were the only ones to indulge in pillaging,
disregarding the conqueror’s instructions (7.2.5): ‘for Cyrus saw that the
Persians were holding guard over it, as it was their duty to do, but that the
quarters of the Chaldaeans were deserted, for they had run down into the
city to get plunder from the houses. He at once called their officers
together and told them to leave his army with all speed.’ Thanks to this
anecdote, Xenophon highlights the mercenaries’ primary greed, which
rendered them capable of endangering the whole army in order to amass
booty.670 Consequently, a good leader was supposed to know how to control
such men strictly if he wanted to take advantage of their military talent.
Unlike the Chaldaeans, the Egyptians play the role of the good

mercenaries in the Cyropaedia. Xenophon didactically mentions them just
before stigmatizing the Chaldaeans’ greedy behavior. Enlisted thanks to
the Assyrian’s incredible wealth (Cyr. 6.2.10), they distinguished themselves
in combat, killing one of Cyrus’s bravest lieutenants and even upsetting
the Persian army (7.1.30 ff ). The conqueror, who was seized with
admiration for these heroic warriors, offered to spare them by proposing
they become friends (φίλοι) by ‘an exchange of good deeds (εὖ ποιεῖν καὶ εὖ

πάσχειν)’. He made the following offer (7.1.43): ‘ “As long as the war
continues,” Cyrus made answer to this, “I would give you larger pay (µισθόν)
than you were now receiving; and when peace is made, to those of you
who care to stay with me I will give (δώσω) lands and cities and wives and
servants”.’671 Before accepting the Persian’s proposition, the Egyptians
proposed one condition that was to their credit. They asked to be exempt
from the campaign against Croesus in order to avoid showing ingratitude
toward their previous employer (7.1.44). Cyrus willingly gave in to their
request, and Xenophon writes that ‘the Egyptians who then stayed in the
country have continued loyal (πιστοί) subjects to the king even unto this
day.’ (7.1.45)672 In order to convince the Egyptians, the Persian added the
register of monetary misthos to the repertory of the gift. As for the
mercenaries, they showed that they were not just obedient to a contractual
logic whereby only the amount of money took precedent. In Xenophon’s
view, their concern for not appearing ungrateful, along with their ongoing
loyalty toward the Achaemenid kings, stood as proof of their virtue.
Such skillful conduct toward mercenaries was not specific to men,

as Mania – a woman and an expert in the art of giving – continually
demonstrated in the Hellenica.673 Thanks to a clever political stategy (Hell.
3.1.13), she managed to ‘gain possession of cities on the coast which had



131

Between charis and misthos: Xenophon against the merchants?

not been subject to him, Larisa, Hamaxitus, and Colonae – attacking their
walls with a Greek mercenary force, while she herself looked on from a
carriage; and when a man won her praise she would bestow bounteous gifts upon him,
so that she equipped her mercenary force in the most splendid fashion (ὃν δ’ ἐπαινέσειε,

τούτῳ δῶρα ἀµέµπτως ἐδίδου, ὥστε λαµπρότατα τὸ ξενικὸν κατεσκευάσατο).’674

Significantly, Larisa – one of the places Cyrus the Elder promised to give
the courageous Egyptian mercenaries in the Cyropaedia675 – fell under the
attack of other mercenary troops whose enthusiasm for war was sparked
by munificent gifts.676 Once again, the mercenaries proved to be a key asset,
provided that they were kept within a non-contractual logic.

The leader, charis, and misthos
Xenophon’s aggiornamentowas sometimes pushed even further: under certain
conditions, pure misthoi could generate gratitude. It was subsequently no
longer a question of containing the mercenary pay – considered to be
fundamentally foreign to the logic of the alliance – using a system of gifts
that oversaw and legitimized it. It was the very handling of the misthoi that
produced charis and alliance. As the young Cyrus maintains in theCyropaedia
(Cyr. 1.6.11, transl. Miller, Loeb, modified): ‘[...] not one of my soldiers will
be grateful to me (χάριν εἴσεται) for that which according to the agreement he
is to receive; for they know on what terms Cyaxares is having them brought
as his allies (συµµάχους). But whatever any one receives in addition to what
has been agreed upon, that he will consider as an honour (τιµὴν), and he will
probably be grateful (χάριν ... εἰδέναι) to the giver.’ When given generously,
misthos underwent a transmutation that likened it to honor, producing charis
and reinforcing the leader’s authority.677

In Xenophon’s historical works, certain especially wise leaders – such as
Jason of Pherae – also resorted to this alliance between charis and misthos
that upset the usual boundary between these two categories. In a speech
destined to convince the Spartans to intervene against Jason, Polydamas of
Pharsalus stressed the skillful political strategy of his powerful enemy.678

By paying soldiers a stipend, he recruited the most suitable population for
combat, without becoming weighed down by young people, old people,
and those who were physically unfit, as ‘in armies made up of citizens (Hell.
6.1.5: ἐκ τῶν πόλεων στρατεύµατα).’ Acting as a model for his mercenaries,
upon whom he imposed a difficult and demanding training,679 he was free
to dismiss those with whom he was not completely satisfied and to gratify
those who demonstrated manly behavior (Hell. 6.1.6):

And whomsoever among his mercenaries he finds to be weaklings he casts
out, but whomsoever he sees to be fond of toil and fond of the dangers of war
(φιλοπόνως καὶ φιλοκινδύνως ἔχοντας) he rewards, some with double pay, others
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with triple pay, others even with quadruple pay, and with gifts besides, as well as with care
in sickness and magnificence in burial (τιµᾷ τοὺς µὲν διµοιρίαις, τοὺς δὲ
τριµοιρίαις, τοὺς δὲ καὶ τετραµοιρίαις, καὶ ἄλλοις δώροις, καὶ νόσων γε
θεραπείαις καὶ περὶ ταφὰς κόσµῳ); so that all the mercenaries in his service
know that martial prowess assures to them a life of the greatest honor
(ἐντιµότατον) and abundance (ἀφθονώτατον).’680

Like Cyrus the Elder and Cyrus the Younger (Anab. 1.7.7–8), Jason handled
wages as an honor, by adjusting them according to each person’s merits.
Deviating from a strictly monetary relationship with his mercenaries, the
Thessalian tagos blended misthoi and benefits.681 The charismatic effects of
munificent presents, distinctive honors, and medical care combined to
make these professional fighters totally devoted to their leader.682 Jason
managed to create a first-rate military force that, along with the army of the
Thessalian koinon, hovered over Greece like a threatening cloud in the 370s.
In contrast, the Hellenica depicts the ambiguous figure of the navarch

Mnasippus, who led his army of mercenaries to their ruin (Hell. 6.2.5).683

After the breach of peace in 373, the Spartan led an expedition against
Corcyra, during which he revealed his incompetence as a leader. He
appears even more pathetic, since his pitiful behavior is described just a
few pages after the description of Jason’s masterful leadership. As soon as
he arrived on the island, he went about pillaging the ‘country, laid waste the
land, which was most beautifully cultivated and planted, and destroyed
magnificent dwellings and wine-cellars with which the farms were
furnished; the result was, it was said, that his soldiers became so luxurious
(εἰς τοῦτο τρυφῆς ἐλθεῖν) that they would not drink any wine unless it had a
fine bouquet.’ (Hell. 6.2.6) Unlike Jason, Mnasippus let his mercenaries
relax before they had made any effort at all.
The Spartan’s mistakes were not limited to this initial blunder. While the

siege starved the people of Corcyra, ‘NowMnasippus, seeing these things,
and believing that he all but had possession of the city already, was trying
innovations with his mercenaries. He had before this dismissed some of
them from his service, and he now owed those who remained as much as
two months’ pay. This was not, so it was said, because he lacked money,
for most of the cities had sent him money instead of men, because it was
an overseas expedition.’ (Hell. 6.2.16) Unlike Jason, the navarch chose to
maintain a precarious relationship with his mercenaries, whereby the
contract could be broken at any time, even when the city’s coffers were
full. These measures created an uncertain situation that the besieged used
to their advantage to launch a successful sortie. To respond to the attack,
Mnasippus ordered the mercenaries to be sent into battle (Hell. 6.2.19):
‘And when some captains replied that it was not easy to keep men obedient
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unless they were given provisions, he struck one of them with a staff and
another with the spike of his spear. So it was, then, that when his forces
issued from the city with him they were all dispirited and hostile to him –
a situation that is by no means conducive to fighting.’684 Not content to
have deprived his mercenaries of their wages and to have unilaterally
broken their contract, Mnasippus indiscriminately resorted to violence and
brutal punishment, ruining the remaining foundations of his authority and
sealing his fate.685 His death during the final skirmish was the ultimate result
of his overall ineffectiveness as a leader.
The navarch’s failure indirectly paints the idealized image of a leader

who made intelligent use of mercenaries, as Cyrus, Jason, and Mania were
able to do.686 In order to manage efficiently these professionals of war,
Xenophon emphasized the need to surpass pure contractual relationships
and create charismatic bonds. To this end, two specific options were
available to men (and women) in power, which were not mutually
exclusive. They could either pay wages in such a way that they generated
gratitude, or they could complete them with gifts and benefits that
legitimized the whole exchange in return.
In Xenophon’s corpus, it seems that the taboos that apparently affected

commercial exchange could be relaxed, tempered, and even simply
removed. Adapting to the demands of war and effective leadership, the
writer displayed such an ideological flexibility that it has been suggested
that he did the unthinkable and ended up accepting – and even encouraging
– the distribution of civic misthoi lavished by Athenian democracy.

The Poroi: a conversion to civic misthos?
In his final work written toward the end of his life,687 Xenophon questioned
‘whether by any means the citizens might ensure their sustenance (διατρέφεσθαι)
entirely from their own city.’ (Poroi 1.1) In order to reach this goal, he wanted
to see a pacified Athens adopt economic and financial reforms destined
to significantly increase tax revenues.688 Once this program was put into
place, the city could envisage allocating a triobol to each citizen every day
for the whole year (Poroi 3.9 and 4.7). To remedy mass poverty, Xenophon
advocated the generalized distribution of money, once again revealing his
capacity for ideological adaptation.689 However, the exact extent of his
aggiornamento remains a controversial subject. By resorting to the ambiguous
vocabulary of trophē to describe his redistributive project, the account
offered in the Poroi raises two questions. What was the exact nature of this
‘food’ which takes the form of a distribution of money (a few obols) and
has therefore an abstract nature? Consequently, why did Xenophon feel
the need to cloak this gift of money in the vocabulary of trophē? 690
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The former question has led to a rich historiographical debate and can
be articulated in the form of a harsh dilemma. In the Poroi, was Xenophon
talking about instituting a new misthos that would compensate the civic duty
of Athenians (as Philippe Gauthier has proposed), or was he talking about
handing out an allocation allowing citizens to subsist which was detached
from political participation (as Eckart Schütrumpf has argued)?691 This first
alternative leads to a second one. Under the guise of ‘food,’ did the
institution of a daily allocation result in an improved democratic system
by expanding the system of civic indemnities, or did it seek to replace the
misthoi by challenging the political balance of the Athenian regime?692

The interpretation of Gauthier presupposes a complete ideological
capitulation. It seems difficult to justify his support of democratic ideals,
especially in the distribution of the civic misthoi – of which he, as others,
criticized the sordid wage logic.693 That is why the second hypothesis in
many ways appears to be more satisfying, especially since it is supported by
the treatise’s explicit content. Not only did Xenophon refrain frommaking
the slightest allusion to democracy, but he was in no way preoccupied by
any sort of political ‘participation’ from the citizens.694 In accordance with
his conservative political orientation, the Poroi definitely echoes a monetary
gift given without any service being offered in exchange and perhaps
aiming to encourage the political passivity of the dēmos.695

If this interpretation is accepted, Xenophon’s rhetorical strategy emerges
more clearly. By resorting to the ambiguous term trophē, the author pursues
a number of rather precise objectives. It allows him to make readers forget
the purely monetary and contractual nature of the distributions he suggests.
As Gauthier (1976, 24) has rightly noted, there is ‘an affective link between
the person (or the group) who “feeds” and the one who “is fed”.’ The
concern displayed by the actions of the person who ‘feeds’ is met with the
gratitude of the person who benefits from it.696 ‘Feeding’ the citizens also
meant maintaining their gratitude and subjection, in line with Xenophon’s
thinking (supra, chapter 2, pp. 64–76). In fact, far from evoking the citizens’
political participation, Xenophon is distinctly speaking about obedience
when he depicts the expected benefits of his program (Poroi 4.51): ‘If the
plans that I have put forward are carried out, I agree that, apart from the
improvement in our financial position, we shall become a city more obedient,
better disciplined, and more efficient in war (ἀλλὰ καὶ εὐπειθεστέραν καὶ εὐτακτοτέραν

καὶ εὐπολεµωτέραν γενέσθαι).’ The Poroi aims at the maintenance of the dēmos
as a useful and docile subject.
In his final work, Xenophon elaborated a conception of trophē-

assistance697 that echoed his own reflections on the charismatic power of
alimentary distributions while simultaneously evoking certain measures
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adopted by Athenian democracy in the fourth century.698 The city therefore
fully maintained its role. Real changes only occurred during the late
Hellenistic period, when the euergetēs replaced the polis in the role of tropheus,
much as in theAnabasis and theCyropaedia.699 While late Hellenistic Athens
appeared to continue in its fostering role, however, it was in no way to
encourage the participation of citizens but instead to favor the emergence
of a depoliticized civic community – as in Hellenistic Samos.700

Xenophon was not only concerned about the maintenance of the dēmos
(in the sociological sense of the ‘poor people’).701 His project also – and
perhaps primarily – sought to restore and reinforce the elite’s position in
the city (Poroi 6.1): ‘Well now, surely, none of these proposals is impossible
or even difficult, if by carrying them into effect we shall be regarded with
more affection by the Greeks, shall live in greater security, and be more
glorious; the people will have trophē in abundance (ὁ µὲν δῆµος τροφῆς εὐπορήσει)
and the rich will be no more burdened with the expenses of war [...].’
Xenophon promised that there would be fewer financial charges for the
well-off Athenians. Thanks to peace, the general increase in revenues, and
the daily payment of a triobol, the wealthy will not be any more under
strong financial pressure to provide supplies for the people.702 Besides these
indirect advantages, he suggested that measures destined only for the elite
be put into place (Poroi 6.1):

With a large surplus in hand, we shall celebrate our festivals with even more
splendor than at present, shall restore the sanctuaries, and repair the walls
and docks, and shall give back to priests, councillors, magistrates, knights their ancestral
rewards (ἱερεῦσι δὲ καὶ βουλῇ καὶ ἀρχαῖς καὶ ἱππεῦσι τὰ πάτρια ἀποδώσοµεν).

Mentioned separately, these indemnities were well targeted socially and
meant to be distinguished from the triobol given to the masses.703 Destined
for the city’s economic, political, and religious elite, they functioned
according to a fundamentally different model from the trophē-assistance.
These payments in money and in kind, which were cloaked in the prestige
of tradition and ancestrality (ta patria), corresponded to the shares in honor
traditionally attributed to a given person for fulfilling his or her duties (Gauthier
1976, 218). These were the only indemnities that could subsequently be
interpreted as veritable civic misthoi 704 sanctioning the political participation
of those who were provided with it.
Perhaps Xenophon wanted here to bring back the payment of

magistrates (such as the archons), which was eliminated during the
oligarchic episode of 411 and, according to certain historians, never
reestablished.705 If so, the Poroi outlines a coherent program. On the one
hand, Xenophon envisages the generalized payment of the triobol, with
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no political compensation and perhaps replacing the other civic misthoi; on
the other hand, he proposes to pay only for the civic participation of
distinguished Athenians, by cloaking it in an honorific vocabulary stripped
of the negative connotations of a wage-related exchange. In this respect,
the measures he advocates seem like revenge on the radical democracy
which had granted people increasingly considerable misthoi – with the
creation of misthos ekklēsiastikos after 400 – without reestablishing the
perquisites reserved for magistrates and the city’s dignitaries.
Xenophon seems to advise drastically restricting the spectrum of

payments linked to civic activity while generalizing a triobol stripped of all
civic meaning. This hypothesis seems all the more plausible, since it falls
within the ideological continuity of Xenophon’s works.706 It is corroborated
by the conclusions of a well-known passage in the Oeconomicus (13.9)
devoted to managing slaves in the oikos: ‘some natures [are] as hungry for
praise as others for food and drink.’ (see supra, chapter 2, pp. 69–70) Just
as Xenophon distinguishes between two categories of servants needing
different types of treatment in the Oeconomicus, he anticipates in the Poroi
measures adapted to the mass on the one hand and to a narrow civic elite
on the other hand. While trophē-assistance alone could sufficiently satisfy
the people, dignitaries received shares of honor conducive to satisfying
their noble character.
Xenophon suggests one final measure furthering his overall redefinition

of civic distributions. This proposition concerns specifically the ephebes
(Poroi 4.52): ‘those undergoing physical training will take more pains if,
when receiving their [indemnity of ] subsistence (τὴν τροφήν) in the gymnasium,
they received more than what the gymnasiarchs gave to them during the
torch races; and those staying on garrison duty in a fortress, serving as
targeteers, and patrolling the country will show greater alacrity in carrying
out all these duties when the [indemnity of] subsistence is duly supplied for the work
done (ἐφ’ ἑκάστοις τῶν ἔργων τῆς τροφῆς ἀποδιδοµένης).’707 The author calls
here for a major change, since, up until then, ‘the upkeep of the ephebes
was only financed inasmuch as their activity fell within the scope of a
liturgy [...]. The rest of the time, whether in Athens or in the chōra, the
ephebes did not receive any indemnity.’708 Xenophon thought that a
notable honor should be granted to a particularly useful category of the
population, unjustly forgotten by a city that upheld a legal definition of
citizenship.
Despite a shared terminology, these measures – which Xenophon was

careful to specify separately – were radically different from the triobol
granted to the dēmos. Contrary to the trophē indiscriminately handed out to
all of the people, these indemnities did not concern all ephebes. As Gauthier
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(1976, 195) has pointed out, ‘Xenophon proposed to grant the trophē only
to those who trained themselves and to those who patrolled, and therefore
not to all and not all the time. This is why, according to me, he did not
speak of “ephebes,” but of “those who... etc”.’ Far from generalized, these
distributions were therefore dependent on the military activity of young
Athenians.709 In this respect, this trophē resembled the misthos of citizen-
soldiers who were fed as long as they fulfilled a civic duty by defending
their homeland.
This ‘nourishment’ of the ephebes echoed Xenophon’s reflections on

the powers and dangers of alimentary gifts. In his view, such generosity
created a particularly intense but sometimes ambiguous amount of
gratitude (supra, chapter 2). In order to be legitimate, these alimentary
gratifications were supposed to be addressed to recipients capable of
demonstrating their merit by simultaneoulsy displaying their love of labor,
or ponos. Resorting to the register of trophē therefore assumed a particular
meaning for ephebes. Xenophon emphasized the harmonious balance
between ponos and trophē that would preside over these distributions, in
turn justifying their extension to a category that was usually excluded from
it. The gift of foodstuffs could subsequently generate enthusiastic gratitude
without running the risk of leading to passivity and laziness. According to
Xenophon (Poroi 4.51), the young guardians’ devotion, stimulated by this
appropriate payment, would make the city as a whole ‘more obedient,
better disciplined, and more efficient in war (εὐπειθεστέραν καὶ εὐτακτοτέραν

καὶ εὐπολεµωτέραν).’
By calling for certain categories of the Athenian population to receive

different treatment, Xenophon displayed a particular concern for the
citizens he deemed truly useful.710 The civic elite, which handled most
political duties, and the ephebes entrusted with defending the territory
deserved a regime that distinguished them from the dēmos and its uniform
payment of the triobol, which placed it in the position of a political subject.
In no way did Xenophon renounce his elitist position, and he hardly seems
to have supported the participatory principles of democracy.
This resistance is visible in both the form and content of his work. In the

Poroi, all of the distributions of money are paradoxically depicted in a non-
monetary register. Xenophon decides to adopt the ambiguous terminology
of trophē in the case of allocations to the dēmos or ephebes, and he employs
an honorific vocabulary (ta patria) when discussing the indemnities
promised to the elite. In his work, this choice responds to a profound
ideological need revealing the limits of his acculturation regarding
monetary exchanges. To some extent, trophē in the Poroi serves as a
metaphor for the ambiguous position of commercial exchange in
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Xenophon’s writings. The political effectiveness of commercial exchange
was undeniable, and it was supposed to distract from its true nature by
assuming the form of charis and benefits.
Through this complex dialectic between misthos and charis, it is possible

to analyze the way in which the gift-giving ideology was partially
redefined in reaction against the rise of monetary and commercial
relationships during the fifth and fourth centuries. This distinct polarization,
which emerged at the end of the archaic period, should be nuanced, as
encouraged by the systematic analysis of Xenophon’s corpus. Behind the
Socratic (or Lacedaemonian-inspired) principles, the needs of war and the
demands of social peace prevailed. Xenophon subsequently envisaged
resorting to commercial logic under certain conditions. However, this
adjustment to circumstances was in no way a capitulation. Xenophon
sought to redefine the vocabulary and the democratic categories of exchange
in order to propose an happy medium whereby the effects of the gift and
the power of money could be harmoniously combined for the maximum
benefit of the leader or the city. Charis could emerge from misthos.
In Xenophon’s works, benefactions could assume many forms, the

relevance of which depended on the historical and rhetorical context. On
condition that they did not appear as tokens of corruption or contractual
obligations, favors could be fully charismatic. Defining the sphere of
legitimate exchange constituted an even more important political challenge
in that Xenophon saw the politics of charis as making two goals possible to
achieve. Gratitude appeased the envy of the recipients (whether they be
the masses or the elite) while making the donor a paternal and even
divine figure.



139

Chapter 5

CHARIS AND ENVY

InXenophon’s writings, exchange fulfills an ambivalent goal. While making
it possible to gain or maintain a superior place in the social hierarchy, it
had the virtue of appeasing the envy of gods and men.711 These two goals
can be interpreted in the light of the Hellenistic euergetic system. The
Greek world after Alexander has been the subject of two types of analysis
depending on whether scholars emphasize the key role that community
continued to play (as Philippe Gauthier has done) or the unfettered power
of a small ruling elite (following Paul Veyne’s conclusions).712 According to
the former approach, community continued to define the norms of elite
superiority during the early Hellenistic period. Left with no other choice
but to conform to an imposed civic model, the elite maintained a policy of
redistribution that was conducive to legitimizing its power in return.
According to the latter case, euergetism embodied a form of domination
that, far from adjusting to the demands of the crowd, created an enchanted
world in which ‘notables’ could enjoy their superiority in peace from high
up on the pedestal erected by their munificence.713

Without having to choose between these two perspectives on the
Hellenistic period, they both appear to offer relevant conceptual models
for exploring the goals of exchange in Xenophon’s works, some centuries
earlier. Xenophon closely linked them in his corpus in order to outline his
own imaginary conception of power. He advocated the use of a form of
liberality that can be qualified as ‘offensive,’ aiming to create and express
unlimited domination. Veyne’s analysis provides a framework for a relevant
interpretation of this, as I shall demonstrate in the following chapters.
Xenophon’s thinking about exchange, however, remains also dependent on
the norms dictated by the polis. Euergetism and, more broadly, charis were
supposed to serve a ‘defensive’ purpose, meaning legitimizing and ensuring
the leader’s power by ceding to the pressure exerted by the community. In
this respect, Xenophon’s ideals lend themselves to an interpretation similar
to Gauthier’s theories.
This chapter examines these ‘defensive’ aspects by focusing on an

emotion that forms their touchstone: phthonos. More than any other, this
feeling of envy or jealousy expresses the constraints that the civic universe
imposed on men who sought power. Experienced as an absolute evil, envy
challenged the most established positions and contaminated all forms of
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distinction, be it material or intellectual.714 In this respect, phthonos constituted
some sort of negative equivalent of charis, sharing in its flexibility and
versatility.
Xenophon imagined different types of solutions deployed against the

omnipresent threat of phthonos. The most obvious one consisted of
eradicating the very roots of evil. Since envy primarily thrives on economic
and social inequalities, it should be literally wiped out in the regimes that
place all citizens on an equal footing. Sparta and its homoioi provide the
archetype of such a configuration or would do, were it not for the real
differences in wealth between citizens. Such a drastic remedy, however,
had its inconveniences. The charis generated by gifts and honors was
reduced to the smallest share, and the leader’s powers, regardless of how
exceptional he was, were limited accordingly. Xenophon saw a second and
perhaps more satisfying solution in prodigality. Under certain conditions,
it was a powerful antidote to phthonos. Through his generosity, the leader
made a material and symbolic sacrifice that calmed the demands of both
the masses and the elite. It is in the Cyropaedia, a text in which Xenophon
takes advantage of the immense freedom that fiction allows, that this
regulatory ideal is the most successfully expressed – despite suffering from
an exception that confirms the rule through the extraordinary figure of
Socrates.

I. THE OMNIPRESENCE OF PHTHONOS :
THE SOCIAL GENESIS OF A FEELING715

The envy of the people
In Athens at the end of the fifth and in the early fourth centuries, the dēmos
was not indifferent to gulfs in wealth and status.716 When faced with a
prosperous man, people experienced ambivalent emotions dominated by
envy.717 Many elite members saw this fundamentally destructive feeling as
being specific to the crowd and opposed to the emulation that possessed
the kaloi kagathoi in search of honor.718 On this point, Xenophon prefigures
Aristotle’s position (Rhet. 2.11.1388a35), according to which ‘emulation
(zēlos) is virtuous and characteristic of virtuous men, whereas envy ( phthonos)
is base and characteristic of base men.’719 While emulation is a productive
rivalry between peers,720 phthonos implies an economic and social hierarchy
between the envious and the envied and is rooted in the unequal
distribution of wealth and status (cf. Rhet. 2.9.1387a6–15).
Phthonos also has a history that can be traced. Kindled by the democratic

evolution of Athens, it seems to have spread at the end of the fifth century
and throughout the fourth century.721 It nonetheless seems that its progress
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was linked less to the increase in economic inequalities in the city than to
specifically political factors. That is at least what the oligarchs who
criticized the egalitarian dynamic of Athenian society thought.722 In the
fourth century, envy seemed to have developed according to the progress
of democratic ideology, the increasingly pronounced coherence of which
made the slightest distinction intolerable. As the reactionary writer Alexis
de Tocqueville wrote, ‘When inequality is the common law of a society,
the greatest inequalities do not strike the eye. When all is nearly level, the
least inequalities offend it. This is why the desire for equality always
becomes more insatiable as equality is greater.’723 To citizens who had
grown similar to each other, persistent inequalities proved unbearable.
In this context, the meaning of euergetism changed slightly, and it became
a means for the rich to be forgiven for their fortune.724

While envy is a feeling that has always been part of history and has
evolved over time, Xenophon reveals its anthropological and therefore
atemporal side. Like many of his predecessors, he was convinced that envy
was inherent in man in general and the Greeks in particular.725 According
to Socrates (Mem. 2.6.21), if nature imbued the human soul with the feeling
of friendship (which explains the strength of the bonds of mutual charis),
it also unfortunately gave it the feeling of hostility, primarily displayed by
all-consuming envy.’726 The anthropology of charis formulated by Pheraulas
in the Cyropaedia (supra, chapter 1, p. 23) can therefore be completed by a
darker and more threatening side that, beneath a timeless appearance, must
be related to the evolution of civic ideology in the fourth century.
While envy is initially generated by differences in wealth, Xenophon also

imagined that the damage caused by phthonos could be explained by other
reasons. In a context in which the community increasingly exerted its
pressure over people, the dēmos was exasperated by all distinctions from
the average, beyond simple inequalities in wealth. In this respect, the claim
of divine favor or exceptional knowledge also generated envy, as Socrates
experienced.727 On a specifically political level, inequalities in status or
honors created jealousy that was expressed in Athens on an institutional
level. Certain procedures – such as ostracism in the fifth century or, more
broadly, the dēmos’s multifaceted and increased control of orators and
magistrates – can be interpreted in this way.
Institutionally channeled within democracy, however, phthonos lost all

sense of limits outside the framework of the polis. Heading the Ten Thousand
after the army leaders were assassinated, Xenophon was abruptly exposed
to the envy of his companions in misfortune, as he deplored in one of his
many harangues (Anab. 5.7.10): ‘these are the stories of foolish men, jealous
of me (φθονούντων) because I enjoy honor (τιµῶµαι) at your hands.’ Drawing
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his legitimacy only from the precarious and revocable honors granted by
the troop, Xenophon encountered envy. Military successes almost
inevitably generated phthonos since it simultaneously implied a quick change
in status and often the acquiring of immense wealth – in other words, two
of the main causes of envy.728

In Xenophon’s view, however, the issue of phthonos could not be reduced
to the envy felt by people of modest means. It was logical that the poor
envied the powerful. No gratitude could emanate from the ponēroi (Mem.
2.6.27), who were not only jealous of prosperous men but who were
incapable of displaying benevolence toward each other (Mem. 2.6.19): ‘For
I see on the one hand that good-for-nothings (τοὺς πονηροὺς) cannot be
friends with one another – for how could the ungrateful (ἀχάριστοι), the
careless, the selfish, the faithless, the incontinent, form friendships?’729

Based on this observation, Xenophon makes a significant shift. The envy
he describes (and criticizes) is less the kind that consumed the poor than
that which often divided the elite.

‘Intra-elite’ rivalries
In Xenophon’s view, envy above all corrupted social relationships between
kaloi kagathoi, stirring up conflict within the sanior et melior pars of the city.
He gave Socrates the task of redefining ‘envy,’ and the philosopher
ultimately retained a more limited definition (Mem. 3.9.8):

Considering the nature of envy (φθόνον), he found it to be a kind of grief (λύπην),
not, however, at a friend’s misfortune nor at an enemy’s good fortune, but
the envious are those only who are annoyed at their friends’ successes. [...]
many stand in this relation toward others, that they cannot disregard them
in time of trouble but aid them in their misfortune, and yet they are pained
to see them prospering.730

Xenophon considered phthonos between friends to be the most scandalous
of all.731 Jealousy destroyed the bonds of charis that were supposed to unite
the elite around the shared vision of the city’s good (Mem. 2.6.20, transl.
E. C. Marchant and O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified):

And if [...] the practitioners of virtue strive with one another for leadership
(στασιάζουσί τε περὶ τοῦ πρωτεύειν) in cities, and envy and hate one another
(φθονοῦντες ἑαυτοῖς µισοῦσιν ἀλλήλους), who then will be friends and where
will good-will and trust (εὔνοια καὶ πίστις) be found?

This lament reveals yet again Xenophon’s oligarchic leanings. By focusing
on ‘intra-elite’ phthonos and not the envy felt by the poor, he emphasizes the
need to create a close-knit group that could successfully handle common
affairs.
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Unfortunately, the elite was always ready to quarrel when it came to
mere issues of honor.732 When pushed to its limit, the love of honors, or
philotimia, could turn into destructive phthonos and transform aristocratic
relations into sterile and merciless disagreements.733 Such rivalries often
played out during the hunt, with tragic outcomes.734 An anecdote recounted
in Book 5 of theCyropaedia sheds light on the inherent risks of such a form
of agōn. It involves a hunting party that took place at the Assyrian court,
during which the prince made sure that the son of the powerful nobleman
Gobryas perished for having killed the prey reserved for the heir to the
throne. Thus, a simple pastime became the absurd context for a murder
between friends.735

Xenophon traces the genealogy of this shift from philotimia to phthonos.
Gobryas’s son first killed a bear the Assyrian prince had just missed. Little
more was needed to awaken the wrath of the future sovereign, who
‘was vexed, to be sure, as it proved, but covered his jealousy (τὸν φθόνον) in
darkness.’ Oblivious and not content with just one exploit, Gobryas’s son
went on to slay a lion, the supreme emblem of royalty.736 His father
painfully recalled the tragic consequences of his son’s action (Cyr. 4.6.4):
‘Then that impious man no longer restrained his jealousy (τὸν φθόνον) but,
snatching a spear from one of the attendants, smote him in the breast – my
son, my only, well-loved son – and took away his life.’ Punishment was
the inevitable sanction for a direct affront to royal timē, which, in theory,
gave the sovereign the right to kill the first animal during the hunt or at least
choose the person to whom he would grant this distinguished honor
(cf. Cyr. 1.4.14).737

The significance of this episode fully emerges when read in the light of
another anecdote previously recounted in Book 1 of theCyropaedia. Placed
in identical circumstances, Cyrus displayed his native generosity. During
the first royal hunt to which he was invited along with other children his
own age, his grandfather Astyages forbade anyone to throw a spear before
Cyrus had his fill of hunting (Cyr. 1.4.14–15):

But Cyrus would not permit him to interfere, but said: ‘If you wish me to
enjoy the hunt, grandfather, let all my comrades give chase and strive to outdo
(διαγωνίζεσθαι) one another, and each do his very best’. Thereupon,
Astyages gave his consent and from his position he watched them rushing
in rivalry upon the beasts and vying eagerly (φιλονικοῦντας) with one
another in giving chase and in throwing the spear. [...] And the king was
delighted to see [Cyrus] laugh at one and praise another without the least bit of
jealousy (οὐδ’ ὁπωστιοῦν φθονερῶς).738

When compared with each other, both episodes emphasize at once the
omnipresence of envy within the elite and the diversity of potential
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reactions when confronted with it. While the Assyrian prince displayed an
outrageous concern for precedence, Cyrus was able to accept and respect
the free play of emulation. Unable to control the phthonos gnawing away at
him, the Assyrian made many of his subordinates turn away from him and
thus weakened his own power, ultimately becoming an easy prey for the
virtuous Cyrus who was free from all forms of jealousy.739

But in the Cyropaedia, there is no need to cross over to the enemy’s side
to discover the tensions running through the elite. While Cyrus was
personally free of all feelings of phthonos, the same could not be said for
the leaders who were on an equal footing with him. His uncle Cyaxares,
King of the Medes, was jealous of his success.740 The causes of his envy are
quite understandable. While he was initially much more powerful than his
nephew, the Mede saw his subjects gradually break away from him to side
with Cyrus (Cyr. 4.1.13). To quell his phthonos, Cyrus would have to lead a
clever euergetic campaign on his behalf (Cyr. 5.5.6–10 and 25–34).
But envy also divided the men placed under his command. These

rivalries culminated when Cyrus completely reorganized the elite during
the conquest of Assyria, sparking jealousy among the older members of
the Persian nobility and the men who used courage and prowess to
transcend their earlier (lower) status. The story of Pheraulas, one of Cyrus’s
close companions, is a good example. The Persian Pheraulas, who was
previously excluded from the closed circle of homotimoi, was granted royal
favor in return for his devotion (Cyr. 8.3.5), becoming one of the empire’s
most important dignitaries. Fully benefitting from the timocratic system
he had helped to establish, he nonetheless had to face the irony and envy
of his former superiors, who were subsequently placed under his control.
As the main organizer of the procession celebrating the final victory (8.3.6),
he was in charge of distributing ceremonial garments to members of the
elite, which earned him some caustic remarks (8.3.7): ‘– “You must be a
great man, Pheraulas, seeing that you are to command even us what we
must do.” – “No, by Zeus,” Pheraulas would answer; “not only not that,
so it seems, but I am even to be one of the porters”.’ Carrying a number
of Persian robes, Pheraulas likened himself to a laborer, pretending to
return to his former status as man of the people. He thus used wit to disarm
the leaders’ phthonos (Cyr. 8.3.8): ‘With that, of course, the man who was
receiving the mantle would at once forget about his jealousy (τοῦ φθόνου).’
Beyond this final rhetorical leap, the anecdote shows howmere frictions

always run the risk of festering to the point of pushing the powerful to
destroy each other in their perpetual struggle to gain gratitude and royal
honors.741 From the imaginary elite in the Cyropaedia to the turbulent
crowd of the Athenian city, every layer of society from the top down was
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afflicted by envy. It constituted a major risk, endangering the best-
established powers and capable of plunging communities both large and
small into stasis.
How then was it possible to escape the jealousy that inevitably led to

discord? From an elitist point of view, a number of responses could be
envisaged. The first was based on an idealized vision of the Spartan regime.
Displaying a strong sense of irony, Xenophon chose the son of the great
Pericles, one of the Athenian generals executed by the dēmos after the
Arginusae battle, to praise Lacedaemonian virtues (Mem. 3.5.16): ‘when will
they [i.e. the Athenians] attain that harmony, [...] instead of working
together for the general good they are more bitter and envious against one
another (φθονοῦσιν ἑαυτοῖς) than against the rest of the world [...]?’742 Unlike
the envy-ridden Athenian city, the Spartan system seemed capable of
appeasing the rivalries that divided the masses and the elite, affecting even
the most virtuous of citizens.

II. LEVELING FROM THE BOTTOM OR
REDISTRIBUTING FROM THE TOP?

Spartan standardization
In Xenophon’s view, Sparta represented a model in which envy was
controlled – if not in practice, at least in theory,743 thanks to a leveling of
all social and economic differentiations within the civic body.744 Even
the kings themselves did not have an exceptional amount of wealth at
their disposal, if a quick reading of the Agesilaus is to be believed.745

In Sparta, this apparent equalization of fortunes was politically and
symbolically completed by the quasi-alignment of royal honors with those
that could be claimed by mere citizens. Xenophon concludes his
description of Spartan royal prerogatives during his lifetime by proclaiming
(Lak. Pol. 15(14).8) that these honors ‘do not greatly exceed those of
private persons. For it was not the wish of Lycurgus to put into the Kings’
hearts despotic pride, nor to implant in the mind of the citizens envy of
their power (οὔτε τοῖς πολίταις φθόνον ἐµποιῆσαι τῆς δυνάµεως).’746 In Sparta,
the established balance of the superiority of some and the envy of others
tended to bring together and standardize the conditions of all citizens.747

Nonetheless, such behavior toward wealth and honors was not always
enough to curb ambition and envy. Xenophon himself described a Spartan
society tormented by phthonos and a political regime in which those who
broke away from the average homoioi inevitably aroused the wrath of their
peers.748 Even the Spartan king experienced envy when crossing paths with
a renowned subordinate who threatened to overshadow him (Hell. 3.4.8):
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[at Ephesus in 396 BC] since the people all knew Lysander, they beset him
with requests that he should obtain from Agesilaus the granting of their
petitions; and for this reason a very great crowd was continually courting and following
him (ἀεὶ παµπλήθης ὄχλος θεραπεύων αὐτὸν ἠκολούθει), so that Agesilaus
appeared to be a man in private station and Lysander king. Now Agesilaus
showed afterwards that he also was enraged by these things; but the thirty
Spartiatae with him were so jealous (ὑπὸ τοῦ φθόνου) that they could not keep
silence, but said to Agesilaus that Lysander was doing a wrongful thing
(παράνοµα) in conducting himself more pompously than royalty.749

Lysander violated the norms of his society by inappropriately surrounding
himself with pompous decorum and numerous clients whose large numbers
displayed his rich ‘social capital’ and consequently aroused royal phthonos.
If jealousy in this case emanated from a superior toward his inferior,750

the opposite situation was the most common in Sparta and elsewhere.
Agesilaus was the preferred target of this type of attack. Antalcidas
criticized him for having taught the Thebans to fight and especially for
having transgressed the rhētrai of Lycurgus (Plutarch,Ages. 26.3–5).751 Such
accusations obviously bore traces of the hostility and envy that certain
traditionalist Spartans felt toward the king, while still explaining why
Xenophon insisted on describing Agesilaus’s demonstrations of civic
respect. It was possible to alleviate phthonos and the damage it caused by
unconditionally obeying what were believed to be the laws of Lycurgus.
InXenophon’s writings, however, complete submissionwas not necessarily

an ideal that should be followed. It could imply sacrifices that were difficult
to accept for an author in search of a powerful leader, capable of successfully
completing large-scale political and military projects. The excessive desire
to restrict and limit envy carried the risk of destroying all forms of political
andmilitary ambition. In 394 for example, Agesilaus was abruptly called back
to the city while he was preparing to enter the weakened and disorganized
Persian empire. Xenophon, who witnessed the scene directly, did not
conceal the sovereign’s irritation (Hell. 4.2.3, transl. C. L. Brownson, Loeb,
modified): ‘Now when Agesilaus heard this, he was angered, considering what
honors and what hopes (οἵων τιµῶν καὶ οἵων ἐλπίδων) he was deprived of.’752

Agesilaus’s ambitions, or philotimia, were hampered by Spartan conceptions
of community. By recalling him, the city sought to ensure its safety inGreece,
which was rising up against Spartan domination. However, the same
decision can be interpreted as a call to order for a leader who was ready to
cross the Halys (Hell. 4.1.41), if not the Rubicon. Much to Xenophon’s
annoyance, the politeia of Sparta could not tolerate an over-powerful leader
who, strengthened by his dynastic legitimacy, was about to acquire extra-
ordinary honors, considerable wealth, and immense power through conquest.
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Agesilaus’s irritation becomes clear in the light of Polybius’s comments
on the comparative merits of the Spartan and Roman systems. According
to the historian, while it was true that the Lacedaemonian regime solidly
guaranteed the city’s security, ‘if anyone is ambitious of greater things, and
esteems it finer and more glorious than that to be the leader of many men and
to rule (πολλῶν δ’ ἐπικρατεῖν καὶ δεσπόζειν) and lord it over many and have
the eyes of all the world turned to him, it must be admitted that from this
point of view the Spartan constitution is defective, while that of Rome is
superior and more effective, as is indeed evident from the actual course of
events.’753 Tyrannized by its own traditions, the Spartan system did not
authorize a peaceful extension of power and the establishment of lasting
domination on a large scale. In some ways, Polybius was only formulating
the silent reproach Xenophon was implicitly making against Sparta, which
was tied up in its norms and uselessly restricted its most capable leaders.
Channelling envy could not justify all sacrifices.
These reservations seemed even more justified since, by celebrating the

virtues of Cyrus the Elder, Xenophon pointed out the existence of an
alternative that was capable of satisfying an exceptional individual’s thirst
for conquest without provoking the envy of his native community. The
Persian’s extraordinary trajectory is worth comparing to Agesilaus’s thwarted
destiny. The two stories present striking similarities.754 Just as the Spartan
left his city to go to fight the Great King, Cyrus progressively freed himself
from Persian supervision to go and attack the Assyrian empire. Contrary
to the Spartan king, however, he managed successfully to carry out his
major project. The young conqueror was not required to renounce his
ambitions under the pretext that he was obeying the city’s higher interests.755

In the Cyropaedia, the issue of the relationship between Cyrus and his
homeland is explicitly raised only after the completion of the conquest.
Like an athlete returning to the city after a spectacular victory (Fontenrose
1968), the conqueror returns as a near-stranger to his native community.
While, as king, his father Cambyses solemnly received him in the presence
of the highest Persian authorities, he nonetheless emphasized the threats
that now weighed on the future of their relationship (Cyr. 8.5.24):

‘But, Cyrus, if you on your part become puffed up by your present successes
and attempt to govern the Persians as you do those other nations, with a
view to self-aggrandizement (ἐπὶ πλεονεξίᾳ), or if you, fellow-citizens, become
jealous of his power and attempt to depose him from his sovereignty (φθονήσαντες τούτῳ
τῆς δυνάµεως καταλύειν πειράσεσθε τοῦτον τῆς ἀρχῆς), be sure that you will
hinder one another from receiving much good.’

After these apparently agreed-upon admonitions, Cyrus’s father engages
with the topoi of praise poetry, positioning himself as a third party capable
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of taking into account the divergent points of view of the hero and the
community. Like a poet using his verse and advice to help reintegrate the
victorious athlete, Cambyses teaches his son and fellow citizens the ways
and means of not being envious.756

Beyond this parallel with the tradition of victory ode, Cambyses’s speech
also provides a somewhat distorted evocation of the relationship linking
the Spartan kings to their city, as described in the Agesilaus (1.4):

On one account his fatherland and his family are worthy to be praised
together, for never at any time has the city been moved by jealousy of their pre-eminence
to attempt the overthrow of their sovereignty (ἥ τε γὰρ πόλις οὐδεπώποτε φθονήσασα
τοῦ προτετιµῆσθαι αὐτοὺς ἐπεχείρησε καταλῦσαι τὴν ἀρχὴν αὐτῶν), and never
at any time have the kings striven to obtain greater powers than were
conferred on them originally at their succession to the throne.

Other elements reinforce this parallel between Spartan politeia and the
Persian empire. In the Cyropaedia (8.5.27), Cyrus’s return is sanctioned by
a convention, the form and frequency of which recalled the monthly oaths
exchanged between the ephors and the Lacedaemonian kings.757 Taking
the gods as his witnesses, Cyrus vows to respect the Persians’ nomoi, while
his compatriots promise to defend the empire in case of need.
However, there are still some considerable differences between

Agesilaus’s Sparta and the Persia depicted in theCyropaedia. First of all, the
conqueror’s return to his homeland was just a trick and trompe l’oeil. Once
the oath was made, Cyrus went back to Babylon and the other imperial
capitals (Cyr. 8.6.22). Unlike Agesilaus, the conqueror did not regain his
previous status: he was no longer just the putative heir to the hereditary
Persian throne but the sovereign of an unparalleled empire, reigning over
countless peoples and controlling a vast territory. In this respect, the
agreement with the Persian authorities should be put into perspective.
Cyrus only granted a few privileges to his native homeland, a marginal
country in which a now meaningless egalitarian paideia and culture
continued to prevail. If he promised to obey the laws, he promised to do
so not in the same way as Agesilaus, but instead through a residual form
of loyalty toward his own people. Throughout the rest of the empire,
governmental practices were based on a completely different logic. At the
end of theCyropaedia, Xenophon imagines a means of curbing phthonos that,
rather than resorting to a leveling from below (as in Sparta), consisted of
redistributing from above. In this respect, euergetism appeared to be the
most suitable political weapon for appeasing envy. By establishing a distinct
balance between leader and community, it made it possible to respond to
the demands born out of civic pressure without falling into the sad
standardization that shrank the Lacedaemonian political horizon.758
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The benefits of charis
In the Hiero, Xenophon draws out the close bond uniting charis and
phthonos. Ceaselessly accumulating riches and honors, the tyrant was the
main target of his fellow citizens’ envy.559 As Simonides proclaims (Hiero 1.9),
‘all the world envies despots.’760 From a resolutely defensive perspective,
the poet asks his host to establish a system of redistribution, which alone
can guarantee him a happy life (Hiero 11.3–15):

Take heart then, Hiero; enrich your friends, for so you will enrich yourself.
Exalt the state, for so you will deck yourself with power. [...] For if you
outdo your friends in good deeds (εὖ ποιῶν), it is certain that your enemies
will not be able to resist you. And if you do all these things, rest assured
that you will be possessed of the fairest and most blessed possession in the
world; for none will be jealous of your happiness (εὐδαιµονῶν γὰρ οὐ φθονηθήσῃ).761

If theHiero concludes with a few slightly abstract and theoretical words of
encouragment, Xenophon explores in theCyropaedia the concrete methods
that should be used to establish such an ideal.762 The end of this work can
be read as a meditation on the various ways of using wealth and easing the
envy brought on by success.

The dangers of hoarding
Xenophon begins his reflections with a particularly significant anecdote.763

During a public debate opposing him to the rich, but defeated king
Croesus, Cyrus demonstrates the superiority of generosity (which brings
about charis) over hoarding (which only creates envy). Presented byXenophon
as a true lesson in leadership,764 the discussion makes it possible to identify
two diametrically opposed visions of the exchange using the protagonists’
characteristics. While the Persian argues for the distinterested redistribution
of his property, the Lydian advocates an accounting logic, whereby the
maximum amount of hoarding seems to be a goal in itself. The scene opens
with a worried Croesus, who fears ‘that by giving so much away [Cyrus]
would make himself poor, whereas he was in a position to lay up in his house
(ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ) more treasures of gold than any other man.’ (Cyr. 8.2.15) In
response to the Lydian’s anxiety, the new emperor chooses a unique angle,
sending an officer with a letter signed by him to request financial aid from
his friends. Each person is supposed to write down the amount he can
provide by affixing his seal to the missive (8.2.16). After completing this
mission, Cyrus asks Croesus to estimate the available amount in case of
need (8.2.18): ‘Then Croesus is said to have added it up and to have found
that there was many times as much subscribed as he had told Cyrus he
should have in his treasury by this time, if he had been amassing it.’ Once
again demonstrating that a person can profit from behaving generously,
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Cyrus defends a disinterested position by paradoxically resorting to the logic
of calculation765 – a register towhich aman likeCroesus is particularly sensitive.
In some way, Xenophon highlights the coextensive nature of the gift and
its donor. As anthropologists sinceMarcel Mauss have observed, once given,
a gift is never really alienated or detached from the person who gives it.766

To be fully appreciated, the anecdote should be interpreted within a
broader historical context. Indeed, the episode is part of an important
social and ideological shift that originated at the end of the archaic period.
While, in Hesiod’s time, hoarding could still appear as an ideal within a
largely self-sufficient rural society,767 as early as the end of the sixth century
the emergence of a complex and differentiated economy led to the
progressive condemnation of unproductive forms of accumulation and the
simultaneous celebration of the circulation of wealth.768 More than strictly
to economic reasons, Cyrus’s choice should also be linked to the social and
political pressure that subsequently made having a fortune suspicious.769

Far from emphasizing only the material gains from his generous behavior,
Cyrus stresses the political and social inconveniences that could be remedied
thanks to his prodigality (Cyr. 8.2.19, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

‘Do you observe, Croesus, that I, too, have my treasures? But you are
proposing to me to get them together and hoard them in my palace, to put
hired watchmen in charge of everything and to trust them, and on account
of those hoards to be envied and hated (φθονεῖσθαί...καὶ µισεῖσθαι). I, on the
other hand, believe that if I make my friends rich I shall have treasures in
them and at the same time more trusty (πιστοτέρους) guardians both of my
person and of our common fortunes than any hired mercenaries (µισθοφόρους).’

In the Persian king’s view, the capitalization of wealth led to an accumulation
of problems and disappointments. It was necessary to establish a system of
protection that called upon the faulty logic of misthos. But, unlike the bonds
established through gifts, monetary exchange was not characterized by
pistis, or mutual trust, meaning that an avaricious person could never
enjoy his property in a carefree way.770 Even worse, hoarding exposed the
hoarder to the destructive envy of those around him. Munificence
therefore seemed the only weapon capable of effectively warding off
phthonos by circulating wealth and property.
Gifts and phthonos functioned as a pair. According to certain meanings

of the word, phthonos evokes not jealousy, but the desire to keep everything
for oneself and the reluctance to give.771 As early as the Odyssey, the term
evoked the idea of ‘refusal’ and ‘restraint.’ According to Patricia Bulman,772

this meaning underlay and even unified many facets of this protean
concept. Combatting phthonos thus meant fighting against the refusal to share,
the profound selfishness that was dormant in all men.
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Cyrus participates in this logic when he concludes his meeting with
Croesus (Cyr. 8.2.20–2, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

‘I, too, am as insatiate of wealth as other people are. However, I think I am different
from most people, in that others, when they have acquired some surplus
(περιττὰ), bury some of their treasure and allow some to decay (τὰ δὲ κατασήπουσι),
and some they weary themselves with counting, measuring, weighing, airing,
and watching; and though they have so much at home, they never eat more
than they can hold, for they would burst if they did, and they never wear
more than they can carry, for they would be suffocated if they did; they only
find this surplus money (τὰ περιττὰ χρήµατα) a burden. But I follow the leading
of the gods and am always grasping after more. But when I have obtained
what I see is more than enough for my needs, I use it to satisfy the wants
of my friends; and by enriching men and doing them favors I win with my superfluous
wealth their friendship and goodwill (καὶ πλουτίζων καὶ εὐεργετῶν ἀνθρώπους
εὔνοιαν ἐξ αὐτῶν κτῶµαι καὶ φιλίαν), and from that I reap as my reward
security (ἀσφάλειαν) and good fame – possessions that never decay or do
injury from overloading the recipient.’

While the desire to accumulate is universal, it nonetheless had to be
channeled in the name of a political ideal of distribution. Benefits made it
possible to generate gratitude (charis or eunoia) and avert the many dangers
tied to hoarding, such as decay,773 avarice, and envy.
In Xenophon’s corpus, however, there is a flagrant counterexample of

this euergetic and redistributive tradition. According to a diametrically
opposed perspective, the Poroi seems to recommend that Athenian citizens
conceal their wealth. In it, Xenophon specifies (4.7–8): ‘No one ever yet
possessed so much silver as to want no more; if men find themselves with
a huge amount of it, they take as much pleasure in burying the surplus (τὸ
περιττεῦον κατορύττοντες) as in using it.’ Nonetheless, many nuances need to
be added to what could appear to be the naive praise of hoarding. On the
one hand, this ‘surplus’ (τὸ περιττεῦον) only appears as a last resort, once the
other guaranteed expenses and all of the productive investments have been
made.774 On the other hand, according to Philippe Gauthier (1976, 128),
‘this “pleasure in burying” mentioned by Xenophon comes less from
philochrēmatia or philarguria than from the fear of the future.’ Concealment
was initially aimed at warding off any eventual fateful blows. Such a
precaution was supposed to allow wealthy citizens to respond to the urgent
appeals of their city in case of a shortage.775

The apparent contradiction with the euergetic ideal celebrated in the
Cyropaedia progressively disappears if the singular origins of hoarding in
the Poroi are taken into consideration. The ‘surplus money’ that is concealed
comes from the exploitation of silver ore. And yet, according to Xenophon,
this is the only venture not to awaken phthonos (Poroi 4.4):
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The fact is, I imagine, that when there are few diggers and searchers, the
amount of metal recovered is small, and when there are many, the total of
ore discovered is multiplied. Hence of all the industries with which I am
acquainted this is the only one in which expansion of business excites no
jealousy (οὐδὲ φθονεῖ οὐδεὶς).776

As the direct product of mining production, hoarding in the Poroi
represents a particular case and is specified as such. Apart from this well-
defined exception, Xenophon suggests that the general law of envy is
applied to other forms of the accumulation of wealth.
If the Poroi cannot be cited to challenge the validity of generosity and

redistribution as countermeasures against envy, munificence alone still did
not represent an effective remedy in all places and times. In fact, prodigality
sometimes had paradoxical effects. How could a person give without
suggesting that he or she kept even greater riches for himself or herself?

Hidden wealth: fantasy and reality
Once again in the Cyropaedia, Xenophon demonstrates the inherent
contradictions involved in extravagant redistributions. After the great
procession and Cyrus’s definitive move to his Babylonian palace, the young
conqueror gave out an exceedingly generous amount of presents, putting
into practice the charismatic ideal celebrated before Croesus. Not content
to simply honor his intimate circle with gifts during a grand banquet (Cyr.
8.4.24), he granted his allies who wanted to settle in the area ‘lands and
houses (χώραν καὶ οἴκους),’ while ‘he gave many presents’ to those who
chose to leave (8.4.28). To his own army he distributed all of the booty
from Sardis. This sharing, which was proportional to each person’s merits,
began with the generals and ended with the most modest soldiers (8.4.30).
Yet, despite this generosity, a persistent rumor disrupted the perfect

organization of this euergetic ceremony (Cyr. 8.4.31):

And when they had received what was then given them, some spoke
concerning Cyrus in this vein: ‘He must be keeping an abundance himself,
one would think, seeing that he has given so much to each one of us.’
‘Abundance, indeed!’ some others would say; ‘Cyrus is not of the sort to
make money for himself; he takes more pleasure in giving than in keeping (ἀλλὰ
διδοὺς µᾶλλον ἢ κτώµενος ἥδεται)’.

This episode clearly emphasizes the characteristic ambiguity of munificence.
While being meant to appease envy, redistributions could also encourage
it considerably through the fantasies and calculations they created.
In response to these allegations, Cyrus elaborated a system in which the

play on the visible and the invisible, revelation and dissimulation, occupied
a central place. In front of his friends and the main army leaders, he
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stigmatized the attitude of anyone who would mislead his friends by either
overestimating or underevaluating his wealth (Cyr. 8.4.32–3). This
declaration led him to take a radical decision (8.4.34–6):

‘And so I wish to show you all that I have, as far as it is possible for you to
see, and to give you an account of it, in so far as it is impossible for you to
see it.’ With these words, he showed them many splendid possessions and
gave them an account of those that were so stored away as not to be easily
viewed.

This search for transparency was perfectly coherent when it came to the
rejection of hoarding Xenophon advocated elsewhere.777 The Athenian’s
position on the matter was part of a broader elitist current, first attested by
Pindar’s poems.778 The ideas expressed in the Cyropaedia cannot, however,
be reduced to this agreed-upon ideal with a bright future ahead of it.779 For
Xenophon, redistributions, no matter how lavish, were not enough to
guarantee the gratitude of those who received them. In order to be
effective, they had to be coupled with measures destined to make the
wealth that was still in the donor’s possession transparent.
The special attention paid to the visibility of property refers back to a

well-known distinction in Athenian law between visible and invisible
property (οὐσία φανερά/οὐσία ἀφανής).780 Used most frequently in a legal
context,781 this pair of terms refers not to qualities inherent in the object
described, but instead addresses the owners’ attitude toward their
possessions.782 While phanera ousia designates all of the property known and
legally acknowledged by their possessor (usually immovable property that
cannot be concealed), aphanēs ousia cannot be directly associated with its
real owner (as a form of movable property capable of being concealed).
By thus hiding all or part of their fortune, some bad citizens denounced by
the orators could escape their civic obligations, notably the heavy burden
of liturgies.783

While criticism of these concealment strategies was already common at
the end of the fifth century,784 it became truly a topos in the fourth century,785

as part of a context in which Athens sought to diminish fiscal evasion in
order to make up collectively for the downward trend in revenues derived
from the empire and the continuous increase in military spending.786 In
this respect, Cyrus’s acts assume a new meaning. The way in which
Xenophon criticized aphanēs ousia shows how much his position owed to
the time and the Athenian civic space that he usually claimed to oppose.787

While theCyropaedia is deliberately situated outside of the polis context and
takes place in a distant past, the reflection on euergetism that unfolds in it
cannot be separated from its implicit reference point: democratic Athens.
As an indispensable key for understanding theCyropaedia, the city indirectly
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defines a social and historical configuration that an oligarch like Xenophon
paradoxically embodies. Without this implicit framework, it would not be
possible to understand why Cyrus felt obligated to make his wealth visible
by putting it before the community in plain sight (ἐν τῷ φανερῷ)788 when
nothing in his status or position obliged him to do so.
The circulation of benefits was therefore part of a broader defensive

structure, thanks to which the leader hoped to control phthonos by giving in
to community pressure. Cyrus, however, was hardly the passive plaything
of outside constraints. He made a point of showing others the property
he still possessed. However, it can still be argued that he managed to make
most of his wealth invisible by giving it away and distributing it to those
around him. In short, he continued to own it practically, if not legally.
Upon receiving a mere written request, the recipients retroceded what had
previously been granted to them, with interest. The Persian thus
accomplished an act of concealment by fictionally dissociating the real
owner and the person who held only the usufruct.
Cyrus’s self-imposed requirement to be transparent was not without a

return. Far from forming a means of monitoring the leader and his fortune,
the process also applied to the riches held by all the subjects. In the
Cyropaedia, the Persian king strove to make all of the property in the
territory he controlled visible, whether or not this property exclusively
belonged to him.789

By concealing and hoarding their wealth, subjects legitimately aroused
the leader’s fears and envy. Xenophon celebrated the defiance Cyrus the
Younger displayed toward those who concealed their wealth (Anab. 1.9.19):

Furthermore, whenever he saw (ὁρῴη) that a man was a skillful and just
administrator, not only organizing well the country over which he ruled,
but producing revenues, he would never deprive such a man of territory, but
would always give him more besides. The result was that they toiled with
pleasure and grew wealthy with confidence, and, likewise no one would
conceal from Cyrus the store which he had acquired; for it was clear that he did
not envy those who were frankly and openly rich (οὐ γὰρ φθονῶν τοῖς φανερῶς
πλουτοῦσιν ἐφαίνετο), but strove to make use of the possessions of such as
tried to conceal their wealth.

Unlike landed property and earth – which never lied –,790 it was not
possible to ‘situate’ socially or politically the people who controlled
property in the form of cash and loans easy to conceal.791 This made it
impossible to register them in a network of gifts and debts guaranteeing
their loyalty and preventing their eventual betrayal.
Xenophon constructed his reflection based on the appropriate use of

wealth and honors, which owed much to Athens and the ideological
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pressure it exerted. His position, however, does not only reveal that
his thinking was dependent upon, and even a prisoner of, this heavy
supervision. He twisted the ideas borrowed from democracy by radicalizing
their content for a specifically oligarchic goal.

Common property and sharing between friends
Envy due to differences in wealth led Xenophon to propose forms of
distribution that unsettled the very idea of legitimate ownership. After
making visible the assets he still held, Cyrus assured those closest to him
that these riches were destined to be redistributed (Cyr. 8.4.36):

‘All this, my friends, you must consider mine no more than your own; for
I have been collecting it, not that I might spend it all myself or use it up all
alone (for I could not), but that I might on every occasion be able to reward
any one of you who does something meritorious [...].’792

Since all the Persian’s resources were distributed, the conditions of phthonos
and phthonos itself vanished.793

If Xenophon’s Cyrus is animated by a passion for redistribution that
echoes the practices of Athenian democracy, the gap between the two
models should not be underestimated. Unlike the Persian sovereign who
gave consciously and freely, Athens acted through constraints, thus
opposing the free play of aristocratic alliances. The city imposed forced
redistributions, which brought it closer to the tyrant794 who was ever ready
to monopolize his subjects’ property (Oec. 2.6): ‘Whenever you seem to
fall short of what is expected of you [i.e. paying liturgies or eisphorai ],
the Athenians will certainly punish you as though they had caught you
robbing them.’795

Beyond these differences, however, the democratic sphere and the
idealized world of the Cyropaedia agreed on one point. In both cases, the
very notion of private property was demolished to the point of becoming
evanescent.796 By celebrating the virtues of redistribution, even when it was
voluntary and selfless, Xenophon took responsibility for the ‘egalitarian’
constraints of the democratic sphere. Athens’ ideological hegemony seems
to have operated as a force-field modeling the mental universe of its fiercest
opponents, even when they tried to escape it.
Xenophon’s thinking cannot, however, be considered a simple sounding

board for democratic pressure. He distorted the patrimonial conceptions
of his native city in order to make them even more radical. On the one
hand, what he writes about Athens is excessive. While it is true that the
city monitored and taxed private property, it did not, in theory, resort to
confiscatory measures. At the very most, there might be an exchange of
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property carried out within the specific context of a process of antidosis.797

On the other hand, the solution Xenophon advocated in terms of
patrimonial organization led to a community of shared property, a system
that Athenian democracy had never gone as far as envisaging.
This radicalization went hand in hand with a partial redefinition of the

beneficiaries of generosity. Xenophon often advocated a policy of
redistribution that was simultaneously intended for two rather distinct
recipients: the philoi and the city.798 In his view, however, friends deserved
particular treatment, on the same level as the envy that could potentially
divide them and lead to their downfall.799 Moreover, redistribution could
only take place between philoi, delimiting a space in which all private
property was shared (Mem. 2.6.23): ‘but jealousy they [i.e. the kaloi kagathoi ]
abolish entirely (τὸν δὲ φθόνον παντάπασιν ἀφαιροῦσι), regarding their own good
things as belonging to their friends, and thinking their friends’ good things
to be their own.’800

A similar process of distinction is depicted at the end of the Cyropaedia.
While the conqueror redistributed a large share of his fortune to the
multitude of soldiers and overwhelmed all of his subjects with numerous
benefits (Cyr. 8.2.9), he reserved specific distributions for his friends.
Cyrus’s move to his palace coincided with the establishment of a court that
was distinctly different from the rest of the empire, subjected to the
sovereign’s benevolent and faraway supervision.801 A face-to-face society
was created around the king, a space where property and honors constantly
circulated in order to attract the gratitude of royal philoi.802 In front of an
audience exclusively composed of courtiers, Cyrus proclaimed that his
whole fortune, including the best-concealed share, was supposed to be
given out in order to reward the most deserving (Cyr. 8.2.9).
In his characteristically oligarchic way, Xenophon advocated an ideal of

redistribution that, in its most complete formulation, was only valid within
a restricted sphere of chosen friends. In this context, the circulation of
benefits abolished the economic and social distinctions that could serve as
an excuse for envy, while generating the lucky recipients’ intense gratitude.
This ideal could nonetheless materialize in two rather distinct methods. At
the city level, Xenophon elaborated a ‘horizontal’ conception of redistribution:
benefits were to be exchanged between roughly equal kaloi kagathoi, thus
neutralizing their mutual envy. At the level of the imagined empire of the
Cyropaedia, however, favors circulated vertically. The leader was the only
person to bestow property and wealth, curbing envy for his sole benefit. In
this latter configuration, members of the elite, collectively placed in the
position of recipient, were envious of each other and clashed in order to
gain the slightest favor from the sovereign.
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Far from being completely obliterated, envy was therefore deliberately
created among courtiers. Creating phthonos in this way initially seems
paradoxical in relation to the irenic ideas advocated throughout the rest of
this work. This unique position is worth further study according to a
perspective in which charis and phthonos once again occupy a central place.

III. PHTHONOS AND CHARIS : DANGEROUS LIAISONS

It is necessary to take a detour in order to understand the complex logic
Xenophon follows in the Cyropaedia, whereby Cyrus appeases envy for his
own benefit and creates jealousy between the kingdom’s most powerful
people. The fate of Socrates provides the most useful case for putting this
apparent paradox into perspective.

Socrates and envy
Plato’s Socrates undoubtedly saw in phthonos a huge obstacle to the
circulation of knowledge: ‘Jealousy ( phthonos) was held responsible for the
withholding of real or supposed information. The person who possessed
information could refuse to communicate it [...] because he felt worried
about sharing an advantage and even making someone more knowledge-
able than him.’803 Like the gods,804 the philosopher was supposed to be free
from all forms of jealousy and to strive to make his disciples more like
himself.805

Such an ideal was inseparable from the ethic celebrating the sharing of
knowledge, which has already been highlighted.806 Xenophon’s Socrates
was a benefactor who ‘never exacted a fee for his company from anyone,
but of his own resources he gave unsparingly (ἀφθόνως) to everyone.’807 The
philosopher’s generosity was implicitly opposed to the reluctance to give
and the act of witholding, of which the term ἀφθόνωςmaintained a trace.808

This perspective was even more coherent with Xenophon’s ideas, since,
unlike Plato,809 he considered knowledge in positive and almost material
terms as property that could be acquired and passed on.
This philosophical utopia, however, had a dark side. As a supreme form

of cultural and social distinction, knowledge could inevitably attract the
envy of the ignorant. As early as the end of the fifth century, this sad
observation was commonplace in Socratic circles810 and beyond, among
the cultivated elite.811 Xenophon’s Socrates broadly echoes this in a
dialogue with Euthydemus, a young ambitious Athenian (Mem. 4.2.33):812

‘But wisdom (σοφία) now, Socrates – that at any rate is indisputably a good
thing; for what is there that a wise man would not do better than a fool?’
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‘Really! Have you not heard how Daedalus was seized by Minos because
of his wisdom and forced to be his slave, and was robbed of his country
and his liberty [...]’
‘That is the story, of course.’
‘And haven’t you heard the story of Palamedes? Of course, for all the

poets sing of him: how he was envied for his wisdom (διὰ σοφίαν φθονηθεὶς) and
destroyed by Odysseus.’813

Using mythical figures, his lucid analysis depicts the conflictual relationship
betweenwisdom (conceived as knowledge) and power. Allusions toDaedalus
(the mythical model of the craftsman)814 and especially Palamedes (the
tutelary figure of merchants at the end of the fifth century) could come as
a legitimate surprise, involving disdained professions that in no way
could be qualified as intellectual.815 This nonetheless overlooks Socrates’s
ideological work in his habitual role as a staunch opponent of received
ideas. In this respect, the treatment to which the figure of Palamedes is
subjected is exemplary. Using repeated allusions to the myth,816 Xenophon
ends up creating a character that breaks away from the usual depictions of
Palamedes. Studying this sheds light on the complex relationship between
knowledge and envy.
The starting point of the myth is well known.817 Palamedes, one of the

leaders of the army besieging Troy, was renowned for his unparalleled
ingenuity, having found a means of supporting the starving Greek troops.
Despite playing such a crucial role, he was stoned to death, a victim of
Odysseus’s and Diomedes’s malicious actions. Throughout the classical
period, the legend was the subject of renewed interest, which should be
placed in the context of the many attempts to appropriate it at the end of
the fifth century.818 As the subject of countless allusions, forming the
material for a number of tragic plays, and constituting the argument for
many sophistic debates,819 Palamedes became one of the cultural heroes
to whom people liked to attribute relatively lengthy lists of inventions.820

He ended up embodying cunning, games-playing, and commercial
shrewdness. Like a number of other authors, Gorgias made him ‘a great
benefactor [...] both for the Greeks and for all humans (µέγας εὐεργέτης [...]

τῶν ῾Ελλήνων καὶ τῶν ἁπάντων ἀνθρώπων),’ the inventor of money, weights
and measures (which were ‘so convenient for exchanges’), arithmetic,
certain games, and even written laws.821 As Luca Soverini has convincingly
shown, along with praise of Palamedes, ‘all the emerging trading class in
Athens tried to assert its new role inside the community, by the means and
the propagandist power of myth.’822

The most conservative layers of Athenian society were hardly indifferent
to such a reading of the myth. They reacted in two radically different ways.
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The first attitude consisted of attacking the figure of Palamedes by failing
to credit him with a certain number of laudable inventions823 and criticizing
the developments that people still attributed to him. Besides the games
that were likely to lead to quarrels, this so-called hero was said to have only
invented fraudulent methods destined to fool others, such as the weights
and measures used by retail traders (Alcidamas, Odysseus 27). The second
position, adopted by Xenophon, favored those aspects of the myth that
closely conformed to the most traditionalist aristocratic ideology. As in
Gorgias’s writings, Palamedes appears as a just man stoned by jealous
people.824 However, instead of figuring as the hero of the increasingly
successful trading classes, Xenophon makes him the perfect kalos kagathos,
pupil of the centaur Chiron ‘in venery and in other noble pursuits.’825 In the
same treatise, he attributes Palamedes’s murder not to Odysseus, in
accordance with tradition, but to the vile, unranked kakoi (OnHunting 1.11).
Intentionally employing a term that was loaded with political connotations,
he implicitly suggests that Palamedes’s death lay with the ungrateful dēmos,
consumed by envy. The Socrates depicted in the Apology offers the final
touch to this reinterpretation of the myth by paralleling his own fate to
Palamedes’s unjust death (Apology 26):826

‘And I take further comfort from the case of Palamedes, who died in
circumstances similar to mine; for even now he affords us a far finer theme
for songs than does Odysseus, the man who unjustly caused his death. And
I know that time to come as well as time past will attest that I, too, far from
ever doing anyone wrong or making him more wicked, have instead tried to
benefit (εὐηργέτουν) those who conversed with me by teaching them, without
charge (προῖκα), every good thing that I could.’

Bringing together his teaching with that of Palamedes, Socrates implies
that, just like him, the hero was a possessor of a form of aristocratic
knowledge that excluded all accounting logic.827 Voluntarily misusing a
figure associated with the democracy of merchants and traders, the
philosopher ironically toys with the Athenian imagination – or at least with
one of its components – by upending its usual categories and references.
Using Palamedes, Socrates therefore achieves a strange tour de force.

Not only does he use this exemplary figure to illustrate the envy generated
by knowledge, but the way in which he invokes it could only have
aroused the Athenians’ jealousy. Socrates describes a phenomenon that he
simultaneously created and maintained. It did not matter if the jurors could
perceive the irony behind his words. Beyond its content, such a literate
play on words was, in its very form, capable of irritating ordinary citizens,
whowere already naturally suspicious of cultivatedmen displaying exceptional
abilities. Although Athenian democracy took pride in being the model of
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paideia for all of Greece,828 it found it hard to accept individual cultural
distinctions.
This popular pressure explains why the most important orators refrained

from boasting about their training and oratorical abilities in the fourth
century. On the contrary, they strove to present themselves as ordinary
citizens while still being quick to criticize their adversaries’ education and
over sophisticated rhetoric.829 Josiah Ober has shown that these oratorical
commonplaces reveal the wide gap that existed between the elite’s cultural
claims and the sensibility of popular audiences:

This tension was, to some degree, mediated by the elaborate ‘dramatic
fictions’ that orator and audience conspired to maintain: the private
individual who delivered an ornate speech that he had purchased from a
logographer presented himself in the guise of a simple man who begged the
jury to forgive his lack of eloquence. The expert political orator, who had
painstakingly prepared his speech down to the last nuance, was a concerned
citizen who spoke spontaneously out of conviction and the passion of the
moment. The orator who had spent considerable time and money acquiring
rhetorical training professed to be no more familiar with poetry and history
than the average citizens of his audience; [...] These fictions are quite
transparent to us, and we need not assume that the Athenians were ‘fooled’
by them either. Rather, the members of the mass audience suspended their
disbelief in order to smooth over the ideological dissonance.830

Socrates’s provocation assumes its full meaning in such a context. In the
Apology, the philosopher challenges the modus vivendi tacitly linking the dēmos
and the elite by refusing to play the role usually reserved for cultivated
orators. Far from depicting himself as someone with little education or
praising the dēmos’s collective wisdom, Socrates provocatively asserts his
cultural superiority in front of jurors who were used to another type of
language altogether.

Self-praise and the jealousy of others
If the relationships between phthonos and praise are complex, they become
clearer when charis enters the picture. Many authors considered praise as a
benefaction destined to combat envy.831 Poets used it to express gratitude
toward the people they celebrated, thanking them for past and future
favors. As the grateful author of the Agesilaus and an Apology of Socrates,
Xenophon shared in this tradition. And yet, since Pindar, such an undertaking
could not be dissociated from the battle against phthonos. Offered in a ‘spirit
devoid of envy,’832 the avowed goal of praise was to quell the all-consuming
jealousy that could destroy honors and reputations.833

The poetry of praise therefore tried to curb envy in a different way.
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While celebrating the victor, it simultaneously sought to teach him how to
avoid phthonos by mastering his passions and desires. With the Hiero,
Xenophon shared in this tradition of advice and admonition, depicting
Simonides (who was supposed to have invented the very tradition of
victory ode) in an important conversation with a tyrant who was renowned
for having been the patron of poets such as Pindar, Bacchylides, and
Simonides himself. Freely adapting the fundamental ideas behind the
poetry of praise, the work strove to teach the tyrant moderation and
generosity, all means of easing the political and social tensions between
the community and the exceptional individual (Sevieri 2004).
Nonetheless, civic pressure made it difficult to tolerate pompous

praises.834 In a revealing shift, praise ran the risk of creating the specter it
was meant to fight. Pericles attests to this very risk when, in his Funeral
Oration, he fears that his elegy for the dead may make his auditors envious:
‘[...] he who is not so informed, whenever he hears of an exploit which
goes beyond his own capacity, will be led by envy (διὰ φθόνον) to think there
is some exaggeration. And indeed eulogies of other men are tolerable only
in so far as each hearer thinks that he too has the ability to perform any of
the exploits of which he hears; but whatever goes beyond that at once
excites envy and disbelief.’835 Envy, which is already awoken when another
person is praised, is unleashed when the orator chooses to glorify
himself.836 It is decidedly ‘better to be praised by another than by oneself,’
as Democritus (fr. 68 B 114 D.-K.) puts it. Self-praise is inevitably
interpreted as a mark of hubris, and orators only indulge in it by surrounding
themselves with plentiful rhetorical precautions.837

Such was the case of Isocrates, Xenophon’s ideological twin. Subjected
to the procedure of antidosis, he lost his trial after his adversary depicted him
as an immensely wealthy and accomplished rhetorician surrounded by
many disciples. According to him, this was enough to arouse the jealousy
of his peers and the envy of the poorest of the poor.838 To respond to this
slander, he sought to write a fictional speech in which he attempted to
justify himself by obligingly evoking his life, works, and virtuous acts. Even
in this imaginary context, he renounced all attempts to praise himself
openly, out of fear of reawakening the envy that had led to his downfall
once before (Antidosis 15.8): ‘I saw, however, that if I were to attempt
a eulogy of myself (ἐπαινεῖν ἐµαυτὸν), I should not be able to cover all the points
which I proposed to discuss, nor should I succeed in treating them
without arousing the displeasure or even the envy of my hearers (οὔτ’ ἐπιχαρίτως οὐδ’

ἀνεπιφθόνως).’839

Depicting himself as a new Socrates,840 Isocrates distinguished himself
on this topic from the behavior adopted by Xenophon’s master. Instead of
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worrying about the jury’s reactions throughout his trial, Socrates chose to
pursue a crazy strategy of self-praise that ended up sparking the jurors’
envy. Such a presentation has been generally challenged by most modern
commentators, who stressed the inevitable faults of an account given by a
man who was absent during the events and had only learned about the
trial through hearsay.841 Whether it was true or false, this description
nonetheless reveals Xenophon’s uneasiness toward Socrates’s behavior.
He begins and ends his apology by recalling the philosopher’s megalēgoria in
front of the jury.842 Often translated as ‘boastful manner of speaking,’ the
term is often poorly received in Xenophon’s writings, becoming
synonymous with extravagant boasting.843 As he sums it up at the end of
the Apology (§32), ‘as for Socrates, by magnifying himself in court (διὰ τὸ

µεγαλύνειν ἑαυτὸν) he brought ill will upon himself and thus made his
conviction by the jury all the more certain.’844

Two parallels suggest that Xenophon implicitly rejected his master’s
flippancy. When boasting about himself, Xenophon employs the textual
tactic to make the reader forget precisely what he is doing. In theAnabasis,
he hides behind a pseudonym to narrate his glorious adventures: in the
Hellenica (3.1.2), he attributes this apologetic work to Themistogenes of
Syracuse (otherwise unknown).845 This device was not only aimed at
making his narration more credible, as Plutarch believed.846 Resorting to a
pseudonym also constituted a strategy for easing the phthonos that the reader
might feel before such a (self )-hagiographical account of his actions. The
use of a disguise shows the extent of the gap separating Xenophon from
his philosophical master.
A second parallel, this time outside the Xenophontic corpus, leads

to similar conclusions. In the Antidosis (15.130–1), Isocrates explicitly
reproaches one of his brilliant disciples, Timotheus, for his inappropriate
display of pride before the court. According to him, the renowned general
was even partially responsible for the heavy sentence he received from the
Athenian jurors:

‘It is true that, if you consider the actions of the city by the standard of pure
justice, no one of you can avoid the conclusion that her treatment of
Timotheus was cruel and abominable; but if you make allowance for the
ignorance which possesses all mankind, for the feelings of envy that are aroused in
us (καὶ τοὺς φθόνους τοὺς ἐγγιγνοµένους ἡµῖν), and, furthermore, for the
confusion and turmoil in which we live, you will find that nothing of what
has been done has come about without a reason nor does the cause lie
outside our human weakness, but that Timotheus, also, has been responsible in
some degree for the mistaken judgements passed upon these things. For while he was
no anti-democrat nor a misanthrope, nor arrogant, nor possessed of any
such defect of character, yet because of his proud bearing (διὰ τὴν µεγαλοφροσύνην)
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– an advantage to the office of a general but out of place in dealing with men
fromday to day – everyone attributed to him the faults which I have named.’847

Timotheus’s megalophrosunē evokes closely Socrates’s megalēgoria. Both men
were eventually condemned to an unenviable fate for not having taking
‘human nature’ into account.
Socrates proved to be even more provocative than Timotheus. His many

excesses, as depicted by Xenophon, seem to have led him to a veritable
‘suicide by judicial verdict.’848 He claimed to be exceptionally close to the
gods, making him misunderstood and envied (Apology 14): ‘some of them
disbelieved his statements, others [were] jealous (οἱ δὲ καὶ φθονοῦντες) at his
receiving greater favors even from the gods than they themselves.’ He
adopted the same tone in his plea before the court, evoking the laudatory
words of the oracle at Delphi. According to him, Apollo had designated
him the most selfless, just, and moderate man in the world in the presence
of witnesses (Apology 14).849 Before the irritable jurors, Socrates pushed
his provocation even further, comparing himself to Lycurgus, the founder
of Spartan politeia to whom the oracle was said to have proclaimed
(Apology 15): ‘I am pondering whether to call you a god or a man.’850 Not
only did Socrates glorify himself using the figure of the Spartan enemy,
but he even suggested how extraordinarily close he was to the divine. Such
a parallel could only have sparked the Athenians’ wrath.
In addition to immoderately praising his knowledge, wisdom, and

personality, Socrates celebrated his generosity as prodigious. Having an
infinitely rich soul, he boasted about sharing this wealth without counting
and demanded perpetual gratitude in return. This claim seems logical
according to the redistributive model that Xenophon claimed was so
effective in combatting envy. However, these grandiloquent appeals to
gratitude, which usually worked in the defendant’s favor, ultimately led
to Socrates’s conviction. Instead of combatting phthonos, as was usually the
case, resorting to charis instead ended up creating it.
A number of concurrent reasons explain this apparent paradox. From a

formal standpoint, the gratitude Socrates demanded was completely
unreasonable. By seeking the greatest honors for his conduct, he made a
mockery of the trial’s implicit codes and disrespected the modesty and
circumspection orators usually displayed when asking for the jury’s
clemency.851 In terms of content, the philosopher’s alleged benefits could
not appear as real charites in the jurors’ view. Far from working toward
the common good, the knowledge Socrates dispensed created a circle of
devoted followers who were detached from the city and even the
familial circle.852 By monopolizing his disciples’ affection, Xenophon’s
master sparked the undying jealousy of othermen as a formof compensation.
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Over the course of his near-suicide by judicial verdict, charis ultimately
played a paradoxical role. Instead of pleading in the defendant’s favor, as
was usually the case, it ended up condemning him. Socrates claimed to
distribute endless benefits, which the jury ultimately considered were not
so beneficial and even the result of a form of active corruption: the
philosopher was sentenced for having corrupted young people.853 By boasting
about the precise thing for which the city reproached him, Xenophon’s
master chose to push parrhēsia, the outspokenness that Athenians usually
appreciated, to the extreme and orchestrated his own condemnation.
As a limit-experience where love and hate, charis and phthonos meet, the
philosopher’s trial constitutes an ambivalent model for political reflection.
A comparison with the figure of Cyrus the Elder proves particularly
enlightening when it comes to understanding the full ambiguity of the
Socratic model.854

Royal charis and the phthonos of the elite
At the end of the Cyropaedia, the new king adopts a completely different
attitude toward his fellow men from the one he had previously assumed.
He needed to ensure the support of a competent and efficient elite capable
of guaranteeing that the empire would function properly, but this placed
him at risk. The kingdom’s powerful people were capable of concocting
plots that were even more dangerous due to their continual ‘contact with
Cyrus himself.’ (Cyr. 8.1.46) The Persian imagined a solution that would
allow him to ward off this mortal danger without resorting to directly
restrictive measures that would undoubtedly identify him as a tyrant
(8.1.47–8): ‘But better than any of these ways, he recognized that there was
one course that would be at once the most honorable and the most
conducive to his own personal security (πρὸς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ἀσφάλειαν), and that was,
if possible, to make those powerful men better friends to himself than to
one another.’
Analyzed throughout the rest of the work (8.2–3), these diverse methods

were based on the expert handling of charis and phthonos – proceeding in a
completely different direction from the one taken by Socrates. Cyrus strove
to earn the elite’s gratitude through continuous benefits. Methodically
applying the ideal of sharing he advocated in his speeches, he made a vast
redistribution in the form of food and drink, clothing, land, and honors.
As Xenophon concludes (8.2.26), such were the methods ‘he employed in
order to hold the first place in the affections of those by whom he wished
to be beloved.’855 Yet, in addition to these gestures designed to appease
envy, the sovereign made decisions that were likely to arouse it. He
organized competitions that not only attracted the spectators’ sympathy,
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but also generated further tensions among the powerful (8.2.26, transl.
W. Miller, Loeb, modified): ‘And the competitions (ἀγῶνας), in which Cyrus
used to announce contests and to offer prizes (ἆθλα) from a desire to inspire
in his people a spirit of emulation in what was beautiful and good – these
competitions also brought him praise, because his aim was to secure
practice in excellence. But these contests also stirred up strife and jealousies
(καὶ ἔριδας καὶ φιλονικίας) among the elite.’856

Cyrus did not stop with such informal processes. His desire to create
rivalries among the elite extended to the institutional level (8.2.27): ‘Besides
this, Cyrus had made a regulation that was practically a law (ὥσπερ νόµον

κατεστήσατο), that, in any matter that required adjudication, whether it was
a civil action or a contest for a prize, those who asked for such adjudication
must concur in the choice of judges.’ This seemingly insignificant measure
was meant to spark dissent within the elite. Instead of pacifying conflicts,
the courts instituted by the sovereign tended to create rivalries, according
to a process meticulously described by Xenophon (8.2.28):

The one who did not win was always jealous (ἐφθόνει) of those who did, and
hated (ἐµίσει) those of the judges who did not vote in his favour; on the other
hand, the one who did win claimed that he had won by virtue of the justice
of his cause, and so he thought he owed no gratitude to anybody (ὥστε χάριν οὐδενὶ
ἡγεῖτο ὀφείλειν).

The very structure of the judicial courts in the Cyropaedia contributed to
heightening the litigants’ envy by creating an atmosphere of mutual
defiance between the parties involved. It is remarkable that Cyrus resorted
to an openly institutional method to reach his goals: this episode is the only
one mentioned involving a more or less legally valid decision. In the rest
of the work, Xenophon generally remains silent about the institutional
nature of the changes Cyrus implemented. The decisions taken by the
sovereign generally had no legal status precisely because their effectiveness
rested on the fact that they were not explicitly codified: no forms of
euergetism could be institutionalized, or their political effects would
dissipate. In this institutional quasi-void, the judicial system established by
the new emperor stood out more clearly.857

This complex system can be analyzed in the light of democratic legal
procedures. At first glance, the parallel seems paradoxical. Though there
were indeed public arbitrators (the diaitētai) in Athens who were involved
in the first phase of all private suits (dikai), they had a completely different
mission from the judges in the Cyropaedia. These Athenians were not
designated by the parties, but were selected by lottery from among the citizens
who were 59 years old – the last age group that could be mobilized.858

Furthermore, their role was to channel the conflicts opposing Athenians,
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or at least to guide them toward a negotiation. Unlike the Cyropaedia, the
institution of arbitrators in Athens attests to the desire for reconciliation,
through which the city wanted to spare the expense of a trial that would
endanger its harmony and unity.859

However, the parallel is justified when the Cyropaedia is compared with
the alleged (mal)functioning of the Athenian courts.860 Xenophon usually
describes a perverted structure characterized by systematic recourse to the
corruption of judges and jurors before the trial and, after the judgement,
the ingratitude of the winner and the undying jealousy ( phthonos) of the
loser. In this respect, the passage can be analyzed as Xenophon’s oligarchic
reinterpretation of the democratic judicial system and the place occupied
respectively by charis and phthonos.
The validity of such a comparison is confirmed in the rest of the text,

when Xenophon explicitly parallels the Cyropaedia and the world of Greek
poleis (Cyr. 8.2.28):

And those also who wished to hold the first place in the affections of Cyrus (Καὶ οἱ
πρωτεύειν δὲ βουλόµενοι φιλίᾳ παρὰ Κύρῳ) were jealous (ἐπιφθόνως) of one
another, just like other people in cities (ὥσπερ ἄλλοι ἐν πόλεσι), so that in most
cases the one would have wished to get the other out of the way sooner
than to join with him in any work to their mutual interest. Thus it has been
shown how he contrived that the most influential citizens should love him
more than they did each other.861

According to Xenophon, the phthonos felt by the imperial courtiers
resembled that which reigned within the Greek poleis. This jealousy recalled
the dissent that divided the Athenian elite. In the Memorabilia (2.6.20), the
upper-class Critobulus employs nearly identical terms to deplore the fact
that ‘the practitioners of virtue strive with one another for leadership in
cities, and envy and hate one another (οἱ ἀρετὴν ἀσκοῦντες στασιάζουσί τε περὶ

τοῦ πρωτεύειν ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι καὶ φθονοῦντες ἑαυτοῖς µισοῦσιν ἀλλήλους).’862

In both cases, elite members were ready to fight ‘for leadership (πρωτεύειν).’
It remains to be understood why, in Xenophon’s view, what seemed
destructive in Athens was praiseworthy in the context of the Cyropaedia.
The commentators generally have two answers in order to resolve this

apparent contradiction. Either they invoke Xenophon’s incoherence,
reducing it to the cliché of a crude, impressionable, and incoherent
author,863 or, like Leo Strauss, they make him an extremely subtle writer
who masked his true intentions ‘between the lines’ of his text.864 For these
refined ‘exegetes,’ the gap between the Memorabilia and the Cyropaedia
reveals Xenophon’s scathing irony. Using (false) praise, he implicitly
criticized Cyrus’ government. In their view, the institution of these
methods was additional proof that Strauss’s theories were valid. According
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to him, ‘the political activity of Cyrus – his extraordinary success –
consisted in transforming a stable and healthy aristocracy into an unstable
“Oriental despotism” whose rottenness showed itself at the latest
immediately after his death.’865

Refusing both of these ‘extreme’ readings, a third kind of explanation
makes it possible to maintain the coherence of the work without abusing
interpretive refinements.866 The Persian king created a state of permanent
discord among the ruling elite for specifically political reasons that can be
explained in the new context that the conquest had created. The
unprecedented methods that were used matched the challenge of
maintaining power in the vast empire placed under Cyrus’s authority.867

Now unable to ensure the sovereign’s security, the political rules that were
valid in Persia and within the army were supposed to cede to other
techniques more in line with Cyrus’s new status.
Instead of an obstacle to be overcome, phthonos became one of the key

aids to the sovereign’s charismatic strategies. Arousing envy within the
oligarchy constituted an effective method for serving the ambitious and
legitimate aim of defending royal power. Phthonosmade it possible to reach
two goals, at once defensive and offensive. Not only did it neutralize the
ambitions of the most unruly courtiers, but, by stimulating ‘horizontal’
rivalries, it ended up monopolizing and capturing the charis of the powerful
for the sovereign’s sole benefit.868

In some way, Cyrus’s strategy paralleled the effective practices of the
Athenian polis. While Xenophon painted an excessively dark portrait of
envy in the Greek cities, it was nonetheless true that democratic system
profited from the rivalries maintained within its elite. In fact, it was
primarily the most powerful Athenians that clashed within the courts and
during competitions, such as the chorēgiai,869 in an almost fanatical
atmosphere of rivalry. Yet this struggle ended up benefitting the popular
regime. In both cases, the victors declared their strong gratitude toward
democracy, which they expressed with gifts and offerings. As Ober (1989,
333) explains, ‘the ideological hegemony of the masses effectively
channeled the fierce competitiveness of elites, a legacy of the aristocratic
code, into patterns of behavior that were in the public interest.’ In the
Cyropaedia, Xenophon transposes the techniques he knew to be notoriously
effective to a completely different political universe. According to a
method he had already abundantly used, he employed the lessons of
democracy to divert them from their original goal. The fact that the
beneficiary was no longer the vile populace but a virtuous sovereign amply
justified resorting to the adversary’s methods.
The Cyropaedia presents a coherent strategy articulated on various levels
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and in which the reciprocal play on phthonos and charis played a key role. If
the empire is considered as a whole, royal redistributions made it possible
to arouse the gratitude and appease the envy of all subjects. Within the
court, however, the rules radically changed. The sovereign sought to spark
jealousy by eradicating all feelings of mutual gratitude. Thanks to this dual
functioning, Cyrus could satisfy his fantasy of total domination, supported
by the absolute monopoly of charis. Channeling his subjects’ gratitude
toward him, he acceded to an almost divine form of power without
encountering the risks and affronts that led Socrates to his downfall.
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CHARIS AND PHILIA:
THE POLITICS OF FRIENDSHIP870

Xenophon readily associated philia and the exchange of benefits in his
corpus. According to him, one led almost systematically to the other.871

This relationship of cause and effect is most fully expressed by Socrates in
the Memorabilia, when he offers the courtesan Theodote the following
precious advice (3.11.11): ‘For assuredly you can neither catch a friend
(φίλον) nor keep him by force; it is good deeds and sweetness that catch the beast
and hold him fast (εὐεργεσίᾳ δὲ καὶ ἡδονῇ τὸ θηρίον τοῦτο ἁλώσιµόν τε καὶ

παραµόνιµόν ἐστιν).’872

At first glance, there appears to be nothing new in this statement. Since
Homer, benefits and friendship were often closely bound together.873 Most
Greeks fully agreed with Aristotle in proclaiming that ‘doing a favor creates
friendship (ποιητικὰ δὲ φιλίας χάρις).’874 However, this apparently clear
articulation masked deep ideological and political divisions, which exploded
as soon as someone tried to elucidate the content of philia. The originality
of Xenophon’s position should be measured in the light of the lively debate
opposing not only democratic ideology, but also other elitist attitudes, best
represented by Aristotle. The controversy involved at once the form of
the relationship of ‘friendship’ (conceived as relatively egalitarian), its
foundation (considered from both moral and utilitarian angles), and its
extension to a more or less important number of individuals.
Xenophon gave philia a distinctly inegalitarian turn. To avoid ambiguity,

he sometimes resorted to a register that specified the asymmetrical nature
of the bond created by the exchange. He continually distinguished the
attitude of the recipient from that of the donor by assigning them
stereotypical behaviors. Philia therefore gave way to philanthrōpia, and
friendship merged with the love of mankind, auguring a form of authority
cloaked in divine garments.

I. THE DEBATE OVER PHILIA

Democratic and Aristotelian philia
In the Greek world during the classical period, philia was assumed to be a
symmetrical relationship, according to a model Aristotle illustrated using
a proverbial formula: ‘for there is a saying, “Friendship is said to be exact
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equality (λέγεται γὰρ φιλότης ἰσότης)”.’875 In this ‘horizontal’ context, unequal
friendships were usually analyzed as simple exceptions confirming the rule.
This was the case of the relationship between Ajax and the chorus of sailors
surrounding him in Sophocles’s eponymous play. Presented as the
protagonist’s philoi,876 these men were clearly placed in a position of
complete dependency toward Ajax, benefitting from the security that such
a powerful man provided and offering him their unfailing support in
return.877 Disguised by the vocabulary of philia, this relationship of patronage
nonetheless left no room for suspicion. The audience could not avoid
identifying a thinly veiled representation of the Athenian oarsmen in these
sailors from Salamis (cf.Ajax 597–9). Yet this group of Athenians from the
lowest property class were the most fervent supporters of an increasingly
radical and egalitarian democracy.878 It was therefore all the more surprising
to see Sophocles lower them to the rank of mere auxiliaries placed under
the hero’s supervision.
There is a simple explanation for this apparent anomaly. According to

David Konstan, such a depiction should be read in the light of the shifts
that only tragedy authorized. As Jean-Pierre Vernant and Pierre Vidal-
Naquet have shown, tragedy tends to depict transitional situations, halfway
between the world of heroic values and the realm of the democratic city.879

Sophocles’s Ajax depicted inegalitarian ties of philia in order to preserve a
bygone era. The assimilation of philia and equality predominated during
the classical period – contrary to the Hellenistic world with its groups of
philoi gravitating around a dominant king.880

In Athens, this ‘horizontal’ conception of philia prevailed on all levels,
even the broadest. Nicole Loraux has shown the way in which Athenians
imagined themselves as a civic community of philoi.881 This democratic
exaltation of ‘friendship’ had obvious symbolic benefits. It contributed to
presenting a united city, one without rifts or divisions, thus effacing the
political and social hierarchies between leaders and the masses, oligarchs
and democrats, and rich men and their dependents, at least in theory.882

When narrating the fall of the Thirty in the Hellenica, Xenophon acknow-
ledged this representation of philia – without necessarily adhering to it.
The stasis severely tested bonds of friendship, not only at the level of the
whole city, but within the close circle of oligarchs.883 Theramenes and
Critias, who were once bound by true friendship, fought to the death (Hell.
2.3.15–16). In the throes of death, Theramenes bitterly evoked this stolen
friendship. Forced to drink hemlock (Hell. 2.3.56), he flung the last drops
(as in the game of kottabos) in order to make a toast ‘to the fair Critias.’884

This brought to mind the period when accuser and accused drank together
as good friends at the symposia.
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To ward off this generalized crumbling of friendship, some of the
democrats tried rallying for a collective representation of philia. After the
Battle of Munychia, where the bloodthirsty Critias perished, Cleocritus,
herald of those initiates in the Eleusinian mysteries, strove to reconcile
oligarchs and democrats by speaking of what the Athenians had in
common and everything they shared together (Hell. 2.4.21): ‘In the name
of the gods of our fathers and mothers, in the name of our ties of kinship and
alliances and comradeship (καὶ συγγενείας καὶ κηδεστίας καὶ ἑταιρίας) – for all these
many of us share with one another –, cease, out of shame before gods and
men, to sin against your fatherland, and do not obey those most accursed
Thirty [...].’885 Cleocritus opposed the bloody threat of stasis with an ideal
of fraternity extended to all citizens – with the exception of a small,
irredeemable minority composed of the thirty ‘tyrants.’886 In order to block
the dislocation of the civic body, he constructed an imaginary city of
‘friends,’ strengthened by kinship and a shared social memory. The
ideology of civic ‘friendship,’ which was mobilized in situations of extreme
tension, created a means of balancing things out that could curb discord.887

Such a conception was to some extent expressed on a philosophical
level in Aristotle’s corpus.888 The philosopher sometimes celebrated the
existence of a political form of philia, capable of harmoniously uniting all
citizens. In Politics (3.9.1280b38–40), for example, he maintains that
‘friendship (φιλία) is the choice of a shared life (τὸ συζῆν); therefore, while the
object of a city is the good life (τὸ εὖ ζῆν), these things are means to that
end.’889 Bonds of philia not only linked kinfolk, hetairoi, and travel
companions, but also contributed to cementing the whole social body (EN
8.1.1155a22–6). It subsequently seemed that creating and maintaining this
form of collective friendship was one of the primary tasks assigned to the
legislator (Pol. 2.4.1262b7–9). In the Eudemian Ethics (7.1.1234b22),
Aristotle specifies that ‘the special task of the art of politics is to promote
friendship.’890

Like Cleocritus in the Hellenica, Aristotle saw in philia an effective
antidote to the discord that unsettled the political life of the Greek cities.
The Stagirite opposed the destructive reign of factions – for which the
bloody clash between Eteocles and Polynices provided the model – with
the ideal of homonoia, or unanimity, which he explicitly defined in the
Eudemian Ethics (9.6.1167a26-b3) as a form of ‘political friendship.’891 Such
a broad conception of philia clearly resonated with the democratic universe
and its egalitarian ideology. According to Aristotle, democracy favored the
spread of a collective and balanced form of friendship, despite all its flaws
(EN 8.13.1161b8–10).892

It would be incorrect, however, to consider the philosopher as a
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flagbearer of the democratic conception of philia, as certain historians have
been inclined to do.893 Far from remaining confined to this indistinct,
community-focused vision of philia, Aristotle drew a clear line between
‘political (or civic) friendship’ and ‘ethical (or moral) friendship,’ which
circulated between kinfolk and friends on a whole other level (EN
8.14.1161b11–27).894 These two forms of philia are not based on the same
presuppositions (EE 7.10.1243a31–5): ‘Political friendship (῾Η µὲν πολιτικὴ),
then, looks at the agreement and to the thing, but ethical friendship (ἡ δ’ ἠθικὴ)
at the deliberate choice.’895 It was therefore necessary to make the careful
distinction between these two levels (which were poorly reconciled in the
philosopher’s work).896 While political philia was a harmonious part of the
democratic ideological universe, the same could not be said for the ‘ethical
friendship’ contracted between select and distinguished individuals. Yet
only the latter form figured as the central topic in Books 8 and 9 of the
Nicomachean Ethics and was in many respects distinguished from the usual
definitions of philia.
A brief analysis is enough to highlight the originality of the Aristotelian

position. In a well-known distinction, the philosopher divides the bonds of
philia into three main categories based on the reason underpinning the
relationship. Virtue, pleasure, or usefulness could be at the heart of
‘friendship.’897 This approach responds at once to a descriptive and a
prescriptive perspective. Indeed, these diverse forms (eidē ) do not have the
same value on amoral level; according to the philosopher, true philia could be
based only on the reciprocal virtue of both partners (EN 8.5.1156b33–5).898

Such a normative position was undoubtedly deeply inspired by an elitist
ideology. Aristotle endlessly repeated that only a small elite was capable of
creating this demanding ethical bond, which took a long time to establish
and to break.899 Conversely, the volatile and morally dubious ‘friendships’
based on pleasure and usefulness were much more widespread in the
Greek world, and the philosopher even considered such bonds as the mark
of the dēmos.900 The Nicomachean Ethics should therefore be studied in the
context of an ideological controversy around the legitimate definition
of philia.901

Aristotle provides a glimpse of another current debate surrounding the
definition of philia. This time it was not the moral aspect of the relationship
that was called into question, but the supposed equation between ‘friendship’
and equality. The philosopher paved the way for an asymmetrical
interpretation of philia.902 Of course, he emphasized his preference for
more or less horizontal relationships,903 if only because too much distance
between partners carried the risk of destroying the very foundations of
philia.904 Aristotle’s account nonetheless makes it possible to establish the
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undeniable fact that unequal ‘friendships’ were truly part of the register of
‘friendship.’
By favoring the bonds between virtuous equals, Aristotle was not

docilely reflecting any sort of shared consensus. On the contrary, he was
taking a position in a debate that opposed it to the democratic meaning of
philia as well as to the other ‘heretical’ positions. Among them, Xenophon’s
position, whereby inequality and usefulness were the very foundations of
the ‘amicable’ bond, stands out.

Xenophon’s friendships
At first glance, Xenophon seems to defend an ideal of philia that was similar
to the one for which Aristotle campaigned after him.905 In theMemorabilia,
Socrates appraises an apparently egalitarian type of ‘friendship,’ based on
virtue and valid only within a limited elite.906 He led one of his interlocutors,
Critobulus, to acknowledge that ‘if we are to win a good man’s friendship,
we ourselvesmust be good inword and deed alike.’ (Mem. 2.6.14)907 However,
the Socratic demonstration did not stop there. According to Xenophon’s
master, the philoi were not supposed to be only honest (chrēstoi ), but also
useful (ōphelimoi ).908 Where Aristotle favored virtue, Xenophon emphasized
usefulness. Perhaps it is necessary to look here for a word game. Before
designating the honest citizen,909 chrēstos politēs etymologically referred to a
person ‘who is useful,’ someone ‘who can be used.’910 By employing this
term, Xenophon seems to have been suggesting that virtue, honesty, and
usefulness were equivalent, which is hardly a surprise coming from an
author who liked to play with language.911

Xenophon explicitly asserts this pragmatic and utilitarian perspective.912

He even goes as far as summing up Socrates’ teaching in the same way
(Mem. 2.4.1): ‘Again, I once heard a conversation of his about friendship
that I thought likely to be of great help in acquiring and making use of friends
(πρὸς φίλων κτῆσίν τε καὶ χρείαν).’913 ‘Friends’ are subsequently reduced to
goods (κτήµατα), to whom the same care as for slaves, troops, houses, and
even furniture was supposed to be offered.914 According to the philosopher,
people should not spare any efforts to take care ‘of their most fruitful
possession (τοῦ...παµφορωτάτου κτήµατος), the name of which is “friend”
(ὃ καλεῖται φίλος).’915

Whatever the case may be, this utilitarian vision seems to bring
Xenophon closer to the more habitual and common meanings of philia.916

Some modern historians present him as the supreme representative of
what was the currently held conception of friendship in Athens,917 far from
the idealizing considerations of someone like Aristotle. In many respects,
this is an excessive interpretation, because Xenophon held that philia was
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supposed to remain the prerogative of a chosen elite: he did not care about
the friendship of the dēmos.918 It is also excessive, because he advocated a
utilitarianism that was so radical that it clashed with the very partisans of
democracy. At Socrates’s trial, the accusers based their attack on this when
they reproached the philosopher for having said about ‘friends [...] that
their goodwill was worthless (ὡς οὐδὲν ὄφελος εὔνους εἶναι) unless they could
combine with it some power to be useful (ὠφελεῖν).’ (Mem. 1.2.52)919 By
making usefulness the touchstone of philia, Socrates favored a conception
whereby partners were linked by the circulation and exchange of benefits
in a nearly objective way. The philia Xenophon defended was decidedly
exempt from any sentimentalism and was separated both from Aristotelian
positions and shared civic conceptions.920

Xenophon did not only distinguish himself from the Athenian political
and intellectual sphere with this radical utilitarianism. The philia he
advocated was also a fundamentally unequal relationship, which immediately
differentiated it from both the proclaimed democratic conceptions and
Aristotle’s elitist but ‘egalitarian’ form of friendship. It was logical that this
was the case. Combining the useful and the unequal, Xenophon’s
‘friendships’ were nothing more nor less than a translation of the type of
charis of which they were a product. For every unbalanced exchange, there
was an asymmetrical philia.921

II. PHILIA AND PATRONAGE

Paradoxically, Xenophon articulates charis and inegalitarian philia most
clearly in theMemorabilia – a treatise in which one would expect to see the
expression of the most conformist type of civic ideology. This comes
through in the vocabulary he employs, which makes use of the metaphors
of hunting and magic to depict the birth of friendship: to make a friend, a
person either hunts or casts a spell.922 Yet, in both cases, the active party is
distinguished from the passive partner. Hypothetically, the hunter is not on
the same footing as his or her prey,923 any more than the magician is on a
par with the people he bewitches.924 Over the course of a series of
discussions that conclude Book 2 of theMemorabilia, Socrates goes beyond
images and strives to demonstrate explicitly that bonds of philia between
unequal partners are of interest.925

Socrates and unequal friendships
On a number of occasions, Xenophon’s master recommends the creation
of unequal bonds between citizens. This is the case in an early dialogue in
which Socrates gives advice to Eutherus, one of his old friends who had



175

Charis and philia: the politics of friendship

once been rich but is now in a difficult financial position (Mem. 2.8.1).926

Eutherus survives as a manual laborer paid by sporadic wages (misthoi).
Socrates proposes that he give up this occasional work, especially since he
cannot sustain it for much longer with his dwindling strength. He
encourages him to become attached to a big landowner (2.8.3): ‘Then it
would be better to take up some kind of work at once that will assure you
a living when you get old, and to go to somebody who is better off and
wants an assistant, and get a return for your services (ὠφελοῦντα ἀντωφελεῖσθαι)
by acting as his foreman, helping to get in his crops and looking after his
property.’927 Eutherus replies by pointing out some major risks. By altering
his lifestyle (2.8.4), he is afraid of ending up in an actual situation of
servitude (δουλείαν). Using all his powers of persuasion, Socrates ultimately
convinces him to abandon his precarious temporary jobs and devote
himself to a long-term inegalitarian relationship based on the asymmetrical
exchange of services.928 This type of bond bears a striking similarity to
patronage under Richard Saller’s definition for the Roman period: a personal
and unequal relationship implying a certain length of time and an asym-
metrical exchange of goods or services.929

Yet such relationships are described through the distorting lens of philia
in the dialogues that follow. The philosopher begins a conversation with
Diodorus, encouraging him to take under his supervision Hermogenes,
Hipponicus’s son and brother of the wealthy Callias (Mem. 2.10.3). Despite
a prestigious family line, Hermogenes had lost his social status, having
inherited none of his father’s fortune.930 Like Eutherus, he is a poor man
from a good family, which, in Xenophon’s view, distinguishes him from
the crowd of Athenian kakoi.931 An important detail is that he also appears
as a character in the Symposium, in which he is presented as someone
inclined to establish bonds of inegalitarian friendship. Asked to reveal what
gives him the most pride, Hermogenes decides to boast about ‘the
excellence and the power of [his] friends.’ (Symp. 3.14) While these powerful
‘friends’ are none other than the well-intentioned gods in this case, a man
with the evocative name of Diodorus – the ‘gift of Zeus’932 – assumes this
protective position in theMemorabilia.
Socrates persuades Diodorus to take Hermogenes under his wing by

assuring him that Hermogenes would be grateful (Mem. 2.10.3): ‘[he] would
be ashamed to accept a favor from you without making a return (εἰ...µὴ

ἀντωφελοίη σε).’ If he deigned to follow his advice, Hermogenes would
become a ‘willing, staunch, loyal subordinate (ὑπηρέτην εὔνουν)’ capable of
being more useful to Diodorus than many slaves (2.10.3). Despite the
dependency strongly emphasized in the vocabulary that is employed, this
is indeed a relation of philia. Xenophon clearly specifies this in the
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conclusion to the exemplum (Mem. 2.10.6): ‘And so Diodorus took off to
visit Hermogenes; and at small expense he acquired a friend (οὐ πολὺ τελέσας

ἐκτήσατο φίλον) who made a point of thinking how he could help and please
him either by word or by deed.’ The unequal exchange is thus cloaked in
an ‘amicable’ veil destined to make Hermogenes’s subordinate position
bearable. Patronage is adorned in the flattering attire of philia.

Crito, Critobulus, and their ‘friends’
The same pattern emerges more explicitly in a last dialogue (Mem. 2.9),
which has been often analyzed. In this dialogue, Socrates speaks with Crito,
a rich and generous childhood friend who laments being continually
attacked by sycophants (Mem. 2.9.1).933 The philosopher asks him if he
feeds his dogs in order to keep the wolves away from his sheep. When
Crito acquiesces, he proposes transposing this pastoral practice onto the
political and judicial sphere to keep the pack of sycophants at bay (2.9.2):
‘Then why not feed (θρέψαις) a man who may be able and willing to fend off
the attempts to injure you?’934

Crito nonetheless fears that such a man might turn against him, making
the remedy worse than the evil (2.9.2). Addressing these arguments, Socrates
recalls the almost restrictive force that emerges from a relationship of charis
(2.9.3): ‘What? Don’t you see that it is much more pleasant to profit by
gratifying (χαριζόµενον) a man like you than by quarreling with him? I assure
you there are men in this city who would take pride in your friendship (οἳ πάνυ ἂν

φιλοτιµηθεῖεν φίλῳ σοι χρῆσθαι).’ The exchange of benefits was decidedly the
best guarantee for establishing a useful and stable bond of philia.
After this initial theoretical section, Xenophon introduces into the story

a man destined to become, in practice, ‘Crito’s guard-dog,’striving to keep
the sycophants away from him: Archedemus, ‘very good at speaking and
acting, but poor.’ Xenophon specifies that ‘he was not one of those who
make money unscrupulously but an admirer of good people (φιλόχρηστος), too
well born to act as a sycophant.’ (2.9.4)935 Despite these indications,
modern-day commentators have greatly debated the character’s identity.
They have wanted to see in him the ‘blear-eyed Archedemus’ from comedy,
stigmatized by Aristophanes for his dubious morals and accused by
Eupolis of being a foreigner.936 Morever, it is probably the same man that
Xenophon depicted in the Hellenica as a champion of the dēmos who did
not hesitate to attack Erasinides, one of the generals of Arginusae, for
corruption (Hell. 1.7.2).937

Was Xenophon implicitly presenting an ironic Socrates, proposing that
his friend cynically use a sycophant to keep the other sycophants away?938

Other historians have even gone as far as seeing in this episode an implicit



177

Charis and philia: the politics of friendship

criticism addressed to Crito, whereby, wanting to escape his burdens in
order to enjoy an idle life, he was ultimately not worth much more than the
vile Archedemus.939

It nonetheless seems that these over-subtle interpretations are based on
hypotheses that fail to take into account both the immediate context of
the passage and the proclaimed scope of theMemorabilia. The episode can
be understood only in relationship to the other dialogues, in which Socrates
sets himself up as the zealous advocate of dependent relationships between
rich and poor, with no irony at all.940 Given that the story of Archedemus and
Crito is part of the same context, it seems difficult to uncover a message
hidden between the lines. And even supposing that the presumed identifi-
cation of Archedemus with the ‘demagogue’ in the Hellenica is correct,941

that in no way proves the author’s eventual irony, if the apologetic aspect
of theMemorabilia is recalled. Despite his desire to defend Socrates, was it
not that Xenophon simply wanted to depict his master as someone who
had once been close to a recognized partisan of the dēmos? Once this
question is asked, it becomes possible to examine the relationship between
Archedemus and Crito as Xenophon introduces it. Using a wealth of
details, it is based on the reciprocal exchange of benefits and employs a
number of categories updated in the preceding chapters. For example, it
illustrates the polarity between charis and misthos that has already been
pointed out on a number of occasions. Unlike the sycophants, who first
seek out monetary profit,942 Archedemus receives gifts in kind from his
benefactor (Mem. 2.9.4):

So whenever Crito was storing corn, oil, wine, wool or other farm produce,
he would make a present of a portion to Archedemus, and when he
sacrificed, he invited him, and in fact lost no similar opportunity of showing
his care (καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα πάντα ἐπεµελεῖτο).

These attentions (epimeleiai ) displayed by Crito were fundamentally foreign
to the monetary sphere. They included food distributions, to which
Xenophon attributed a singular power. Trophē generated an unequalled
amount of gratitude from the recipient. These benefits did not fail to bear
their fruit, since ‘Archedemus was glad to gratify Crito (ἡδέως ἐχαρίζετο)’
(2.9.8) in return by working to discourage the sycophants threatening his
rich benefactor (2.9.6).
The exchange between both partners, however, remained deeply unequal.

It was rather logical that some might reproach Archedemus for ‘playing
the parasite to Crito because he found him useful (ὡς ὑπὸ Κρίτωνος

ὠφελούµενος κολακεύοι αὐτόν).’ (2.9.8)943 Archedemus’s reply to this serious
accusation sheds some light on the way in which charis and philia were
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articulated. The presumed flatterer shifted the question he was asked to
the realm of philia (2.9.8):

Which, then, is disgraceful: to have honest men for your friends, by accepting
and returning their favors (εὐεργετούµενον ὑπὸ χρηστῶν ἀνθρώπων καὶ
ἀντευεργετοῦντα τοὺς µὲν τοιούτους φίλους ποιεῖσθαι)?

Xenophon approved this crude legitimization strategy, taking responsibility
for it by resorting to the register of philia to conclude the anecdote (2.9.8):
‘Henceforward Archedemus became one of Crito’s friends and was himself
honoured by them.’ This discreet slippage evoked the Roman practice
whereby the patron’s client was disguised under the flattering name of
amicus.944 The inequality of the charismatic relationship created a bond of
dependency that was masked by resorting to the supposedly egalitarian
register of philia.
One final passage illustrates the way in which Xenophon reworked the

articulation of charis – in this case, that of the patron toward his protégé –
and philia. The terrain remains familiar, as Crito’s son Critobulus serves as
a pretext for investigation. In theOeconomicus, Socrates once again dialogues
with the very person who gave a utilitarian definition of ‘friendship’ in the
Memorabilia.945 At the beginning of the dialogue, the philosopher demon-
strates in front of his rich interlocutor that he runs the risk of ending up in
a desperate financial position if he is not careful. Among the arguments
Socrates offers, the main one consists of taking up an old oligarchic cliché,
whereby Critobulus ends up bled dry by the many burdens (taxes, liturgies,
and other large expenses and responsibilities, or prostateiai ) imposed upon
him by the city (Oec. 2.5–6).946

Nonetheless, the philosopher stresses the role played by another, more
unusual factor. This time, Critobulus’s friends – and not the polis – risk
making him a pauper with their endless requests. While his friends (οἱ δὲ σοὶ

φίλοι) lead better-off lives than he (considering their different lifestyles),
they still ‘look to receive help from [him].’ (Oec. 2.8) In his many amicable
relationships, Critobulus certainly holds a dominant position, but it gives
him heavy responsibilities that are difficult to assume. By continually
providing for his ‘friends,’ he could ultimately end up unable to support his
own lifestyle.
Critobulus then questions Socrates about the means of warding off this

inevitable decline (Oec. 2.9, transl. E. C. Marchant, O. J. Todd, Loeb,
modified): ‘“I can’t deny this, Socrates,” said Critobulus, “but it’s time for
you to champion me (προστατεύειν), and see that I don’t really become an
object of pity”.’ This metaphor assumes a particular connotation, one that
is unexpected in a conversation between citizens. In Athens, the verb
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prostateuein often designated a citizen’s legal patronage of a metic, in the
strict sense of the term.947 Critobulus is asking Socrates to take him under
his supervision and be his intellectual patron by giving him his knowledge
like a gracious benefactor, no more and no less.
Paul Millett has even detected another undertone in this passage. In his

view, by presenting himself as a client, Critobulus is in fact discreetly
alluding to his own supervision of his ‘friends,’ whom he has taken under his
wing.948 He appears as their veritable patron ( prostatēs),949 with all the
inegalitarian connotations the term carried. This play on patronage, in
which all was implicit, shows the extent to which the goals of the exchange
were the source of controversy. In Xenophon’s writings, unequal charis
formed the basis for relationships of patronage but could not be described
as such. In a work designed to refute every single accusation against
Socrates, it would be thoughtless to admit openly such oligarchic leanings.
If it was openly displayed, this asymmetrical bond would only have hurt the
partisans of democracy.NoAthenianwould have readily sought to be defined
as a parasite (kolax) or admitted to depending on a patron (prostatēs).950 That
explains why Xenophon resorted to the langage of philia in order to
camouflage the real goals of charis exchange. The repertory of ‘friendship’
was indeed a useful euphemism for concealing relationships of dependency.
The discreet presence of patronage is intriguing in the Athenian context

of the fourth century. Xenophon discreetly offered a discordant testimony
concerning social relationships, since, according to many historians, demo-
cratic redistributions gradually marginalized relationships of patronage over
the course of the fifth century.951 Whether these examples are interpreted
as proofs invalidating this egalitarian thesis, or they are seen as residual
signs of a gradually declining type of relationship, Xenophon’s position
still remains significant. By calling for the maintenance and reinforcement
of clientelist bonds (cloaked in the seductive attire of friendship), he
displayed his oligarchic preference for asymmetrical relations, which had
perhaps fallen out of fashion. Xenophon also celebrated such ties because
their influence extended beyond the private sphere. Despite appearances,
patronage harbored an intensely political side, capable of seducing
someone with an interest in power and authority.952 In fact, Archedemus
and Crito both pursued political ambitions through their relationships.
The former hoped his protector’s support would help his career as an
orator gain momentum; as for the latter, he hoped his ‘guard dog’ would
help him escape public humiliation by the sycophants. Distinctly political
reasons also motivated Crito’s son Critobulus to provide for his friends.
Socrates specifies (Oec. 2.5): ‘you have to give dinners and play the
benefactor to the citizens, or you lose your allies (ἔπειτα δὲ πολίτας δειπνίζειν
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καὶ εὖ ποιεῖν, ἢ ἔρηµον συµµάχων εἶναι).’953 ‘Private’ patronage carried over
into the public space, since the philoi were key in either supporting a
person’s political ambition or helping someone enjoy a certain amount of
‘tranquility.’954

As for patronage and philia, the boundaries between public and private
subsequently lost their validity and relevance. ‘Friendship’ and charis shared
a certain flexibility that blurred the usual boundaries: based on unequal
exchange, philia became a useful model for approaching all aspects of
authority. In fact, Xenophon sometimes conceived all political ties as based
on the model of patronage and asymmetrical philia.

Philia and public patronage
Groups of Athenian philoi
In order to understand how Xenophon approached political life, it is
undoubtedly useful to take a brief historiographical detour through the
debate on the principles and functioning of democratic politics during the
classical period. In this discussion, the Pseudo-Aristotle provides a handy
point of entry. In theAthenian Constitution, he evokes a political life structured
around two antagonistic groupings, running from Cleisthenes through to
his own time. According to him, the city was divided into two sides: the
oligarchs and the democrats, each of which was allied around a prostatēs, or
leader.955 This simplistic, bipolar vision opposing two monolithic groups
has since been challenged,956 not least because of chronological questions.
Beginning in 403 and up until the Macedonian conquest, there was no
longer an easily identifiable oligarchic faction wanting to overthrow the
democratic regime.957

It is, however, possible to imagine vast political networks animated by
other, less directly political forces. A passage ofDemosthenes argues for such
an hypothesis. In one of his harangues before the Assembly around 349
(On Organization 13.20), he asserts: ‘You conduct your factional-politics as
you used to conduct your tax-paying – by symmoriai [groups of taxation].
There is an orator for chairman, with a general under him, and three hundred to do the
shouting (ῥήτωρ ἡγεµὼν καὶ στρατηγὸς ὑπὸ τούτῳ καὶ οἱ βοησόµενοι µεθ’ ἑκατέρων

τριακόσιοι). The rest of you are attached now to one grouping and now to
another.’958

While the attack first aimed to denounce the control of civic affairs by
a few ‘professional politicians’ (hoi politeuomenoi ), it also revealed the nature
of the organizations supporting them. Functioning like managing structures
with a pyramidal hierarchy (orator, general, and numerous active supporters),
these groups bore a strange resemblance to hierarchized political parties.
They lacked a political program and a well-defined doctrinal corpus, but
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that was hardly surprising coming from groupings that were not organized
according to partisan political divisions. By referring to the symmoriai and
the Three Hundred, Demosthenes reduced the political sphere to the
Athenian fiscal system, in which the most fortunate occupied a preeminent
place.959 He thus intended to denounce the most wealthy people’s patronage
over public life.
This extract, however, has left many commentators sceptical. The orator’s

testimony remains isolated and does not coincide with any other source.
Any interpretation of it must take into account the polemical weight and
inherent exaggeration of this type of partisan speech. Demosthenes was
ready to be as excessive as necessary in order to make the dēmos emerge
from its supposed passivity. These reasons have led most historians to
reject the existence of large political groupings in Athens, be they organized
or not on a clientelist basis.960 However, while vast structured organizations
did not exist, smaller groups still played a crucial role in Athenian
political history. Xenophon himself attests to this in theCavalry Commander
(c. 360 BC) when he advises the leader of the cavalry to establish or maintain
good relations with some Council members (bouleutai). Since the Council
cooperated in organizing the cavalry (Cavalry Commander 1.8),
‘I think it well, then, that you should [...] have well disposed spokesmen (ῥήτορας

ἐπιτηδείους) in the Council, that their speeches may alarm the cavalry men
[...] and may also appease the wrath of the Council, in case it shows
indignation at the wrong time.’961 Thus took shape groups that made it
possible to confront the vicissitudes of political struggles, whether it be
dealing with public trials or acting as an organized group in the Assembly
or the Council.962

In the ancient sources, these relatively informal groups were conceived
precisely as gatherings of philoi. In Athens, philia formed systems of alliances
at an intermediary level and was not confined to purely individual relation-
ships or ties encompassing the whole community. These networks of
‘friends,’ which were small in number, were divided into two relatively
distinct circles. On the one hand, they included an extended familial circle
joined by bonds of marriage, neighborly relations, and mutual generosity;
on the other hand, there was a second, less structured group that, at the end
of the fifth century, eventually took the form of a hetaireia (ἑταιρεία), a
private and sometimes secret association bringing together around thirty
wealthy citizens.963

Despite their ambiguous name, these groups of ‘friends’ were not based
on egalitarian principles: ‘In theory all members were friends and therefore
equals, and in practice responsibilities were reciprocal, but power was
hierarchical.’964 These organizations were organized concentrically around
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a unifying figure. Such coteries were often evoked by using a stock phrase:
they gathered ‘those around’ (hoi peri... or hoi amphi...) a politician, who alone
was capable of giving the group its coherence and raison d’être.965

Excessively personalized, these groupings did not have the permanency of
genuine political parties. Except for the familial circle, belonging to such
structures remained temporary and fluctuating, as these groups truly
crystallized only in moments of acute crisis.966

Despite their somewhat shifting nature, these circles of ‘friends’ seem to
have exerted a considerable influence over the democracy throughout the
classical period. In this respect, Pericles’s career did not represent a pivotal
moment between an old and new ‘political style,’ as Robert Connor once
argued. Influential men had always used their network of philoi to
consolidate their power and continued to do so after Pericles’s death,967 as
Xenophon himself attested. In theHellenica, he shows Alcibiades feverishly
seeking eye contact with close connections – his epitēdeioi – when he finally
reached Piraeus in 407, after eight years of exile (Hell. 1.4.18–19). In a
striking abbreviation, Xenophon offers a glimpse of the many networks
that together formed the former exile’s sphere of influence. From the deck
of the ship where he is perched, Alcibiades first recognizes one of his blood
relations (1.4.19): Euryptolemus.968 Next he spots those who are more or
less closely related to his household, those with whom he is familiar
(oikeioi ). He then sees all of his friends (philoi).969 Reassured by this extensive
presence, he sets foot on land and ‘went up to the city, accompanied by a
party who were prepared to quell any attack that anyone might make upon
him.’ (1.4.19) In no time at all, the accusations of impiety raised against
him by the Assembly and the Council are dropped, and he is proclaimed
‘general-in-chief with absolute authority (ἁπάντων ἡγεµὼν αὐτοκράτωρ).’
(1.4.20) During his extraordinary return to the forefront of the political
scene, his group of friends (in the broad sense of the term) seems to have
played a decisive role.970

In the structuring of these groups of ‘friends,’ personal factors appear to
have played a preponderant role, implicitly suggesting the existence of
clientelist ties.971 Once again, the unequal circulation of chariswas concealed
by the ideology of philia. Friendship seems to have been nothing but a
socially acceptable façade designed to conceal dubious foundations.
Emphasizing the play on philia and patronage, this reading of Athenian
political life has nonetheless been vehemently criticized by Mogens
Hansen.972 According to him, ‘friendship’ hardly played a primordial role
in the power struggles to which it has been attributed. Hansen rightly puts
into perspective the hetaireiai ’s political influence in the fourth century.
They changed considerably in nature, and the term was no longer used in
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a specifically political way.973 More broadly, the very definition of philia as
a kind of political understanding seems to him erroneous. In his view, the
historians of ancient Greece have applied a conception of amicitia to Athens
that was specific to republican Rome. Refusing this disenchanted represent-
ation, Hansen (1991, 283) prefers to believe in real political choices dictated
by ideological, constitutional, and programmatic considerations.974

Xenophon did not always describe political networks in his corpus
according to a clientelist perspective – far from it. Outside of Athens, philia
and charis did not always go hand in hand. In the Hellenica, the struggles
between factions seem instead to have been based on specifically political
divergences, with partisans of the dēmos on the one hand and the oligarchs
(and therefore the Lacedaemonians) on the other. In the early fourth century,
these dividing lines structured public life in most Greek cities where
groupings, centered around one or two charismatic personalities, clashed.975

However, it would be wrong to drastically oppose both approaches,
which are in no way contradictory. Politicians found themselves ‘at the
center of many circles exhibiting very diverse connections formed at
different times in their lives and which were unequally implicated in
political action.’976 It is therefore possible to imagine a strong core of philoi
linked to their leader by solid clientelist ties and a second, more volatile
circle, within which specifically political motivations could have their place.
In addition to this structural system, there were circumstantial variables.
Certain climactic episodes – notably at the end of the fifth century, with
the shock of the Athenian defeat – emphasized political divisions for
a time.
Regardless, in Xenophon’s corpus, the author often emphasized the role

friendship played in structuring the political sphere. In this process, he did
not always specify the role played by benefits. Clientelism remained a
probable aspect of political conduct, without always being specifically
mentioned. There were, however, two political regimes in which groups of
philoi played a key part and unequivocally relied on the circulation of charis.
These were the very two models Xenophon proposed as a counterpoint to
democratic Athens: Agesilaus’s Sparta and Cyrus the Elder’s Persia.

Agesilaus, patron king
In Sparta, Xenophon stressed the existence of a political philia resembling
a form of public patronage. Despite the proclaimed Spartan austerity, the
king had sufficient funds at his disposal to implement a veritable politics
of ‘friendship.’ Xenophon himself indirectly confesses to this in the
Agesilaus (4.1). Wanting at all costs to prove the king’s honesty when it
came to money, he points out that not only did Agesilaus not target other
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people’s property, but ‘many acknowledged that they had received many
benefits from him (εὖ δὲ πεπονθέναι πολλοὶ πολλὰ ὡµολόγουν).’977 This rapid
observation offers a sense of the crowd of ‘friends’ that Agesilaus’s
countless favors won over to his side.
Plutarch echoed and exaggerated this image of Agesilaus as a patron and

benefactor in his Life of Agesilaus (5.2–3), recounting that the Spartan ‘won
the hearts and the allegiance of all’ by doing favors for everyone (5.4):
‘The ephors, accordingly, seeing this, and fearing his power, laid a fine
upon him, alleging as a reason that he made the citizens his own, who should be
the common property of the city (ὅτι τοὺς κοινοὺς πολίτας ἰδίους κτᾶται).’ Despite
the magistrates’ supervision, Agesilaus seems to have offered an effective
form of political patronage, which a precise study of Xenophon’s work
makes all the more convincing.978

It comes as no surprise that Xenophon was able to provide privileged
information about this. He was a key player in the system of friendship
that the Spartan king put in place. As Paul Cartledge puts it, ‘Xenophon
was both subjectively a comrade and objectively a client of Agesilaos.’979

After all, the king offered him the rich property of Scillus in Elis and
appears to have granted him the right and honor of having his two children
participate in the Spartan paideia.980

The fact remains that the Athenian exile marvelously described the
concentric circles of friends that the king gathered around him. He offers
a condensed view of this in a passage of theAgesilaus that Cartledge (1987,
143–55) has commented on at length (Ages. 11.13):

By his relatives he was described as ‘attached to his family,’ by his close
associates as ‘unhesitatingly devoted,’ by those who served him as ‘ever
mindful’ (᾿Εκεῖνον οἱ µὲν συγγενεῖς φιλοκηδεµόνα ἐκάλουν, οἱ δὲ χρώµενοι
ἀπροφάσιστον, οἱ δ᾿ ὑπουργήσαντές τι µνήµονα).

In one sentence, Xenophon evokes the various rings that, brought together
according to increasing concentric circles, formed the network of
Agesilaus’s philoi, from his closest friends to the most distant followers.
The first circle was unsurprisingly composed of the king’s blood relatives

(οἱ συγγενεῖς). Agesilaus knew how to use his family in Spartan political life,
entrusting some of his relatives with important positions and
responsibilities.981 Far from considering kinship as a definitive given and a
guarantee of loyalty,982 he was careful to maintain and reinforce them
through material redistributions. As Xenophon specifies (Ages. 4.5), ‘when
the city pronounced him sole heir to the property of Agis, he gave half of
it to his mother’s kinsfolk, because he saw that they were in want.’ Charis
contributed to cementing the ties that nature had simply created.
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To this first core was added a second circle formed of ‘intimates’
(οἱ χρώµενοι), or, to maintain the etymological connotations of the term,
‘those who use’ Agesilaus (Cartledge 1987, 151). Sometimes qualified as
hetairoi,983 this circle of close relations was linked to the king by a
fundamentally utilitarian bond. The Spartan himself took pride in ‘his
boundless generosity to his friends (τῷ δὲ τοὺς φίλους ὡς πλεῖστα ὠφελεῖν).’
(Ages. 11.11) While his friends indeed ‘used’ Agesilaus’s influence to gain
wealth and accede to prestigious positions, this was not a one-way relation-
ship. They were in turn eternally indebted to the king. As Xenophon
reminds readers (Ages. 6.4, transl. E. C. Marchant and G. W. Bowersock,
Loeb, modified), ‘he was so devoted to his comrades (ἑταίροις) that he
earned the unswerving loyalty of his friends (ἀπροφασίστους τοὺς φίλους).’
Not just anyone was able to join this group of intimates. They all shared

the same social background as the Spartan king. As elite members, the
group was composed of gerontes,984 military leaders, and all those who shared
the royal tent during expeditions.985 To create a clientelist understanding,
Agesilaus took advantage of his position as leader of the army. War
authorized schemes for rapidly gaining wealth under the king’s strict
supervision. During the Asian expeditions of 396–394, Agesilaus amassed
a large amount of booty and he made ‘use of this occasion to enrich his friends
(τοὺς φίλους...πλουτίσαι).’ (Ages. 1.18) When the distribution took place, he
blatantly favored those closest to him using a series of accounting
maneuvers: ‘Thus without capital outlay, and without any loss to the public
treasury, all his friends made a prodigious amount of money.’986

While he managed to gain the support of those closest to him, Agesilaus
created a broader knock-on effect. As Xenophon specified, he made many
men want to be his friend (Ages. 1.19).987 Beyond this core of loyal
companions, the sovereign attracted one last group of acolytes enticed by
his unbridled clientelist practices. Xenophon gave this last group a particularly
evocative name: ‘those who served [Agesilaus]’ (οἱ δ᾿ ὑπουργήσαντές τι).988

While, in Xenophon’s writings, their presence remains discreet (if only due
to the Spartans’ proclaimed egalitarianism), it nonetheless comes through
in certain allusions and a few brief descriptions. In the Agesilaus (11.3),
Xenophon mentions in passing that the king ‘rejoiced (ἔχαιρε) to see the
avaricious become poor and to enrich the just (τοὺς δὲ δικαίους πλουσίους

ποιῶν).’ He goes on to provide a few clues on the identity of these ‘just’ men
touched by royal grace (11.3): ‘of his friends he welcomed most heartily
not the most powerful, but the most devoted (τῶν γε µὴν φίλων οὐ τοὺς

δυνατωτάτους ἀλλὰ τοὺς προθυµοτάτους µάλιστα ἠσπάζετο).’ What follows is a
portrait of a group of zealous men who, while not necessarily part of the
Spartan elite, were fully devoted to the king. As impoverished Spartans
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weakened by the economic problems affecting the city in the fourth
century, such men were clearly the ideal targets of royal euergetism. Their
weak position made them particularly sensitive to gifts allowing them to
continue to offer their contribution to the syssitia and thus maintain their
citizen status (Ages. 4.1).
This group of ‘client friends’ makes a brief appearance as background

figures in theHellenica, when Xenophon describes Agesilaus’s daily outing
for his bath in the Eurotas. For the purposes of the story, Xenophon
assumes the perspective of Agesilaus’s son Archidamus, who wanted to
intervene on behalf of the harmost Sphodrias,989 accused of having invaded
Attica at the Thebans’ instigation in 378 (Hell. 5.4.28): ‘when he saw [his
father] going out, in the first place, if anyone among the citizens was
present, he gave way to allow them to converse with Agesilaus, and again,
if it was a foreigner, he did the same, and again he even made way for any
servants who wished to address him.’990 The king was assailed by men of
various legal statuses on the threshold of his home. Within this diverse
throng, it seems that citizens benefitted from a privileged status, since they
had priority access to the king himself. Nonetheless, these homoioi do not
appear to have been Agesilaus’s intimates. On the contrary, this morning
outing was the only opportunity most of them had to approach the king.
Despite being citizens, they seem to have behaved like veritable clients,
coming to ask their patron for favors at the only time during the day when
they could possibly meet him.991

Whether they were relatives, companions, dependent citizens, or
foreigners, these philoi shared a common trait. They were all indebted to the
king to varying degrees, maintaining a deeply asymmetrical relationship of
exchange. The result was impressive. Thanks to his benefits, the king aimed
to hold ‘the first place in the affection of the people [and to gain] the most
friends and the best in the whole world (πλείστους δὲ φίλους καὶ ἀρίστους ἀνὰ πᾶσαν

τὴν γῆν).’ (Ages. 9.7) As powerful and diverse as it was, this network of
‘friends’ was probably not the only one to occupy the Lacedaemonian
political sphere, even if it was the one on which the sources have shed the
most light. Xenophon himself suggested that there were other groups
organized according to similar principles.992 In fact, the Spartan dyarchy
implied, almost structurally, the coexistence and rivalry of at least two circles
of friends revolving around each king separately: the two kings used rival
networks of friends, in which relationships of charis apparently played a
structuring role. Despite everything that separated the Spartan world from
the Achaemenid palaces, theCyropaedia and theAnabasis reveal comparable
methods of political organization in this respect.
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Both Cyruses and their ‘friends’
In Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, Cyrus the Elder himself evokes the primordial
role of friends when, on his deathbed, he gives his children his final
recommendations. In this oral testament, he tells his oldest son and heir to
the throne the following (Cyr. 8.7.13):

Faithful friends (οἱ πιστοὶ φίλοι) are a monarch’s truest and surest scepter.
But do not think that man is naturally faithful; [...] But every one must create
for himself faithfulness in his friends; and the winning of such friends comes
in no wise by compulsion, but by benefaction (σὺν τῇ εὐεργεσίᾳ).993

Cyrus urges his son to create, maintain, and consolidate a large network of
philoi. As humans are not innately loyal, the Persian advises him to earn
loyalty thanks to an ongoing policy of euergetism, whereby philiawas once
again articulated around the asymmetrical exchange of charis.994 This appeal
was not only rhetorical. The sovereign had previously demonstrated by
example his ability to surround himself with loyal friends by lavishing on
them goods, fiefs, and honors.995 Xenophon even enjoys emphasizing that
nowhere else did anyone see ‘richer friends ( philoi ) than those by the
Persian king.’ (Cyr. 8.2.8) His Cyrus does not conceal the goals he pursues
through this euergetic policy (8.2.22): ‘by enriching men and doing them
kindnesses I win with my superfluous wealth their friendship and loyalty
(πλουτίζων καὶ εὐεργετῶν ἀνθρώπους εὔνοιαν ἐξ αὐτῶν κτῶµαι καὶ φιλίαν).’996

To borrow the words of Eiliv Skard, ‘εὐεργεσίαι are a way to gain φιλία and
εὔνοια and hence to support the throne.’997

While it seems that Cyrus the Elder’s sons scoffed at following their
father’s advice, Cyrus the Younger establishes himself as his glorious
successor in the Anabasis. During his expedition against his brother
Artaxerxes, he creates strong ties with a small group of ‘friends’ who form
the members of his entourage.998 These noble Persians clearly distinguish
themselves from the rest of the clients and petitioners that surrounded
Cyrus like a swarm of buzzing insects. The young conqueror ostensibly
makes distinctions between the various circles around him (Anab. 1.9.28):
‘And whenever he was on the march and was likely to be seen by very many
people, he would call his friends (τοὺς φίλους) to him and engage them in
earnest conversation, in order to show whom he honoured.’
These who were closest to him were the privileged beneficiaries of

Cyrus’s munificent gifts.999 Xenophon makes a discreet allusion to this
when he evokes the young prince’s tragic end in the indecisive Battle of
Cunaxa (Anab. 1.9.30–1): ‘what happened to Cyrus at the end of his life is
a strong indication that he was a true man himself and that he knew how
to judge those who were faithful, devoted, and constant (τοὺς πιστοὺς καὶ εὔνους
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καὶ βεβαίους). When he died, namely, all his friends around him and table
companions were killed (οἱ περὶ αὐτὸν φίλοι καὶ συντράπεζοι ἀπέθανον) fighting in
his defence [...].’1000 Xenophon does not just observe the tremendous
devotion of the philoi surrounding the prince. He also provides some
sort of explanation by specifying that these loyal friends were the prince’s
table-companions, meaning the primary beneficiaries of his alimentary
generosity.1001 Euergetism therefore lent coherence to the network of
friends that surrounded the young Persian.1002

As privileged as they were, these ‘friends’ nonetheless remained in a
position of radical inferiority. Royal favors were always precarious and
revocable. The axe could fall at the slightest mistake (Cyr. 8.1.20): ‘if a man
paid no attention to any of these methods, he would take away all that he
had and give it to some one else who he thought would present himself
when he was wanted; and thus he would get a useful friend in exchange for a useless
one (φίλος χρήσιµος ἀντὶ ἀχρήστου).’1003 The founder of the Persian empire
thus promoted a form of philia that was as utilitarian as it was asymmetric.
In the Cyropaedia, ‘friends’ maintained such unbalanced relationships

with Cyrus that it was sometimes hard to distinguish them not only from
mere clients but from veritable subjects. Abradatas felt so much gratitude
toward Cyrus (who had preserved his wife Panthea’s virtue) that he
shamelessly exclaimed (Cyr. 6.1.47): ‘In return for the good deeds you have done
us (Ἀνθ’ ὧν σὺ εὖ πεποίηκας ἡµᾶς), Cyrus, I do not know what more to say
than that I give myself to you to be your friend, your servant, your ally (ὅτι φίλον σοι

ἐµαυτὸν δίδωµι καὶ θεράποντα καὶ σύµµαχον).’1004 Seamlessly shifting from
‘friend’ to ‘servant,’ Abradatas openly proclaimed his complete subservience
toward Cyrus (Cyr. 6.1.49).1005 On a number of occasions, the young
conqueror voluntarily confused ‘friends’ and ‘auxiliaries,’ who were also
supposed to endure his overbearing kindness (cf. e.g. Cyr. 2.4.10–11:
ἀγαθοὺς συνεργοὺς).
The same hesitation is perceptible in the Anabasis (1.8.21). At the very

moment when Cyrus thought the final battle had been won, ‘he was
pleased and was already being saluted with homage (προσκυνούµενος) as King by
his attendants.’ Proskynēsis both symbolically and visually marks the gap
separating the leader from his followers, even those who were closest to
him.1006 This radical asymmetry again arises when fortune changes sides,
with the philoi once again demonstrating their devotion to Cyrus by
allowing themselves to be killed over his corpse.
At such a level of inequality, relationships of philia seem almost emptied

of their meaning. While I do not think that the term philoi was just a pure
trompe l’œil in the Persian world or that it referred to completely different
realities from those found in the Greek world, this needs to be
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demonstrated through the precise study of texts. In this respect, the
Cyropaedia is the perfect place to start. The network of philoi who were
devoted to Cyrus only emerges progressively, making it possible to study
its structure and the motivating principles behind it.
At the beginning of the work, Cyrus does not yet have any actual

‘friends.’ Despite his use of this term in his speeches when addressing the
political and military elite surrounding him, such as the Persian homotimoi 1007

or the military commanders and leaders of each allied people,1008 these
so-called ‘friends’ did not yet constitute a circle of loyal followers fully
devoted to him, since Cyrus controlled neither their nomination nor their
promotion. This situation gradually evolved as the young Persian won
battles and forged new alliances. The term philoi ceased to be used exclusively
in ad hoc speeches and gained autonomy, subsequently designating a circle
of well-identified people who revolved around the young conqueror. In
Book 5 (Cyr. 5.2.6), Cyrus calls upon ‘all his friends and the officers of the
troops with him.’ For the first time, the philoi are mentioned as such and
are clearly separated from the rest of the homotimoi and other military
leaders.1009

The taking of Babylon at the end of Book 7 marks the final step in this
slow process of differentiation. The young sovereign moves into a palace
and establishes a court distinguished from the rest of the empire.1010

Courtiers are recruited from among those ‘who have been [his] friends
from the beginning’ (7.5.54), but there are also ‘the homotimoi and all who
were men of influence, together with such as seemed to him most worthy
sharers (κοινωνοὶ) of his toil and its rewards.’ (7.5.71–2) Presented as an
unimportant reform, this evolution in fact corresponds to a radical
reworking of imperial aristocracy.1011 After Babylon, the Persian homotimoi
disappear from the story, leaving room for a more ethnically and socially
diverse group to form around the sovereign. On the basis of a shared
devotion to Cyrus, the new court includes Persians from the lower classes
of society (such as Pheraulas),1012 Medes, and Hyrcanians (4.2.8), in addition
to Armenians like Tigranes and Assyrians like Gadatas and Gobryas
(Cyr. 8.4.1).1013

According to Pierre Briant, this group of philoi referred to a specifically
Achaemenid institution. Becoming the king’s ‘Friend,’ meant obtaining a
much sought-after courtly title within a complex system of honors and
precedence.1014 If Xenophon was referring to this institutional category
when evoking Cyrus’s ‘friends,’ this solution would have taken into account
the tremendous inequality separating the sovereign from his supposed
‘friends’ by assigning it the radical specificity of the Persian world. And yet
this hypothesis seems to me unfounded, at least in Xenophon’s writings.
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It is necessary to distinguish two contradictory approaches that are each
valid in their respective fields. From a historical perspective, the term
‘Friend’ could have very well corresponded to an authentic title at the
Achaemenid court. There is, however, no formal proof that Xenophon
ever considered it as such.1015 A close reading of this work even seems to
suggest the opposite. Xenophon did not employ a coherent nomenclature
for designating courtiers after the taking of Babylon. While he occasionally
resorted to the term philoi,1016 he most frequently used other names.
Members of the court were readily called koinōnoi (associates) or were even
designated by simple periphrasis, such as ‘those around [Cyrus].’1017 These
names evoked less a fixed honorific category than the way in which
the court was organized. Xenophon conceived the court as a community
(koinōnia) in which property and honors circulated under the sovereign’s
full supervision.
Setting aside the Cyropaedia to consider Xenophon’s entire corpus, the

hypothesis of an institutionalized group of Friends – and conceived as such
by Xenophon – becomes less credible. Cyrus’ ‘friends’ closely resembled
those surrounding Agesilaus, Theramenes, and even Critobulus. In all
cases, Xenophon used the same vocabulary (philoi, hoi amphi..., and hoi
peri...), described similar structures (a more or less large circle of followers
surrounding a more or less charismatic man), and granted a primordial role
to the unequal exchange of charis. It is therefore not possible to see how
Cyrus’ ‘friends’ enjoyed a particular aulic status, while they corresponded
to a proven political model in the Greek world.
Xenophon’s corpus ultimately demonstrates the impossibility of writing

a linear history of philia. Unlike David Konstan,1018 who identified the
transition from a conception of balanced friendship to an inegalitarian
definition, it is instead necessary to highlight the fragility of the consensus
that was established and the sharpness of the ideological struggles that
unfolded over the course of the classical period. In the Athenian political
sphere, social practices contradicted irenic collective representations.
Clashes between networks of antagonistic philoiwere inconsistent with the
official ideology of a city composed of ‘friends.’ In the philosophical
sphere, thinkers equally proposed discordant visions, not only among
themselves but also with regard to dominant conceptions. Xenophon’s
position stood out in such a polemical context. By closely relating philia
and the asymmetrical circulation of benefits, he profoundly redefined the
meaning of the exchange, proposing a unique vision that could elicit two
apparently contradictory but in fact complementary interpretations.
Xenophon used the egalitarian aspect of the concept of friendship,

which was still very much alive in the fourth century, to efface the
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fundamental inequality separating benefactors from recipients. Friendship
was subsequently seen as a moderating element, an ideological veil capable
of camouflaging or at least tempering situations of dependence. It could
contribute to masking the domination created by the exchange of charis
(as in the Memorabilia and the Agesilaus) or, more radically, to concealing
the relationships of power produced by other means (as in the Cyropaedia,
after the taking of Babylon). In any case, the challenge was considerable,
since subjection, when it was openly expressed, inevitably led to revolt and
sedition, as Cambyses says at the beginning of theCyropaedia (1.6.45): ‘And
many who might have treated people as friends and done them favors and
received favors from them (καὶ εὖ ποιεῖν καὶ εὖ πάσχειν), have received their just
deserts from these very people because they preferred to treat them like
slaves (δούλοις) rather than as friends (φίλοις).’ As an ideological mask, the
philia produced by the exchange of charis seemed to fill the gap created
between winners and losers, dominators and dominated, leaders and
subjects.1019 Its objective was defensive, capable of easing political and
social tensions and producing a consensus.
The same phenomenon can nonetheless be interpreted in a diametrically

opposed way. If friendship conspired to mask dependence, this situation
of inequality still had a long-term impact on the very definition of
‘friendship.’ Between these two conclusions, the paradox is only apparent,
and Xenophon used the flexibility of the concept of philia to play on both
possibilities. While simultaneously using the egalitarian imaginary with
which it was associated, he redefined philia according to a fundamentally
asymmetrical meaning. In this process, the Cyropaedia constitutes an
important step. In some ways, this work signals the transition from a
‘horizontal,’ collective form of philia (as the one linking the Persian
homotimoi or the Athenian citizens) to a ‘vertical’ form of friendship (as the
bond between Cyrus and his friends). Xenophon pursues an offensive goal
here, aiming to give an inegalitarian turn to legitimate social relations.
But the shift Xenophon sets in motion does not stop there. His

redefinition of philia not only plays on inequality but also considers a radical
extension of the bond of friendship. This change comes across in the
vocabulary employed. In Xenophon’s corpus, philia gradually ends up
competing with the more inclusive notion of philanthrōpia.

III. FROM PHILIA TO PHILANTHRŌPIA

Etymologically, philanthrōpia designates a form of friendship extended to all
humanity. More broadly, it expresses a ‘general disposition of goodwill and
benevolence toward mankind,’1020 with nuances ranging from affability to
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generosity, in addition to tenderness, pity, and indulgence.1021 First reserved
for gods and heroes, this virtue entered the world of human politics at the
beginning of the fourth century, according to a trend in which Xenophon
and Isocrates figured as precursors.1022

The first philanthropists
Along with Isocrates,1023 Xenophon was the first to cease attributing
philanthrōpia solely to divinities. He attributed this virtue to a few exceptional
men, such as Socrates, Agesilaus, and Cyrus the Elder. These individuals
not only surrounded themselves with ‘friends’ who strongly resembled
clients, but also sought to extend their network of philia beyond the
traditional limits. Yet charis occupied a cardinal position in this process.
Benefits partially effaced the ordinary political and legal boundaries and
sketched a new image of power that was just and more inclusive.
In the Memorabilia, Xenophon boasts about his master’s immense

generosity, among his many other merits. This kindness allowed him to
establish ties that surpassed the strict framework of the city (1.2.60): ‘But
Socrates was quite the opposite of all that: he showed himself to be close to
the people and a friend of mankind (καὶ δηµοτικὸς καὶ φιλάνθρωπος). For although
he had many eager disciples among citizens and foreigners (καὶ ἀστοὺς καὶ

ξένους), he never exacted a fee for his company from anyone, but of his
own resources he gave unsparingly to everyone.’1024 This passage reveals
the audience to which the philosopher addressed his favors. In this respect,
the pairing ‘close to the people’/‘friend of mankind’ seems to echo the
pairing ‘citizens’/‘foreigners.’ While Socrates is ‘close to the people’
(δηµοτικὸς) because he gives to Athenian citizens (ἀστοὺς), he is ‘friend of
mankind’ (φιλάνθρωπος) because he gives to foreigners (ξένους). Philanthrōpia
therefore appears as a virtue that partially breaks away from the civic
universe, since it involves an exchange that goes beyond the citizens alone.
A study of the Agesilaus leads to a similar observation. After celebrating

the Spartan’s generosity toward his friends, Xenophon pursues his praise
by progressively broadening his discourse. The Lacedaemonian king
‘gained the obedience and the affection’ (Ages. 6.4) not only of his close
philoi but also of all the soldiers surrounding him. And his generosity did
not end with the Spartans and allies. Xenophon praises Agesilaus’s ability
to win over his adversaries ‘by gentleness (τοῦ πρᾳότητι προσάγεσθαι)’ (Ages.
1.20) according to a veritable politics of compassion. During his Asian
campaigns in 396 and 394, the king took care of the children and elderly
people who were left at his mercy (1.21–2), attracting ‘the goodwill not
only of those who heard of these facts, but even of the prisoners
themselves.’ Agesilaus’s kindness next extended to the cities he conquered
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in Asia: ‘In his settlement with the cities that he won over, he invariably
excused them from all servile duties and required only such obedience as
freemen owe to their rulers.’ Xenophon caps his praise by summing up his
politics in a single lapidary sentence (1.22): ‘and by his philanthrōpia he made
himself master of fortresses impregnable to assault.’ Involving both giving
and taking,1025 Agesilaus’s philanthrōpia was practiced outside of the civic
community and was even extended to faraway Asia. Its name was therefore
well deserved, since it was addressed to all men and not only to the closed
circle of homoioi.
However, this expansion still remained hesitant and limited. In the way

he proceeded, Socrates could share his wisdom only with a small number
of people. As for Agesilaus, he could not enjoy the fruits of his politics in
Asia. In 394, his conquest was abruptly halted by his native city, which was
always quick to curb the ambition of exceptional men.1026 Ultimately,
philanthrōpia as a form of universal friendship could only fully blossom in
Xenophon’s imaginary Persia.1027

Cyrus, friend of all men
In the Cyropaedia, philanthrōpia appears as a cardinal virtue as early as the
opening sentences of the work (1.2.1, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

And even to this day the barbarians tell in story and in song that Cyrus
was most handsome in person, most generous of heart, most devoted to learning,
and most devoted to honor (ψυχὴν δὲ φιλανθρωπότατος καὶ φιλοµαθέστατος καὶ
φιλοτιµότατος), so that he endured all sorts of toil and faced all sorts of
danger for the sake of praise.

Along with philotimia and philomathia, philanthrōpia was one of the young
Persian’s three innate qualities.1028 To some extent, the Cyropaedia simply
develops this initial kernel. Visibly echoing the introduction, the work ends
with the conqueror himself speaking about these qualities. On his
deathbed, Cyrus asks to be buried simply, concluding (Cyr. 8.7.25):
‘I have always been a friend to mankind (φιλάνθρωπος), and I think I should
gladly now become a part of that [the earth] which does men so much good
(τοῦ εὐεργετοῦντος ἀνθρώπους).’1029

Between his birth and his death, philanthrōpia marked the Persian’s
trajectory on a number of occasions. During his stay with the Medes as a
child, Cyrus was already gifted with this virtue (Cyr. 1.4.1): ‘And Cyrus,
because of his philanthrōpia and his philotimia, made every effort to secure
for the boys whatever they asked.’ Philanthrōpia is once again linked to charis
and the exchange of benefits. Young Cyrus’s kindness was later rewarded
when he decided to transform his punitive war against Assyria into a war
of conquest. Many Medes chose to follow him, even if that meant breaking
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away from their legitimate suzerain Cyaxares. Some of them ‘wished to
requite him for some service he had done for them while he was growing
up inMedia; many, too, owed to his philanthrōpiamany a favour at the hands
of his grandfather.’ (Cyr. 4.2.10)1030 As in the cases of Agesilaus and
Socrates, philanthrōpia encompassed a type of euergetism that was addressed
to a population outside of the benefactor’s native community, creating ties
beyond the usual circle of recipients.
In addition to his allies, Cyrus’s philanthrōpia even benefitted his enemies.

After the decisive battle that opened the gates of Babylon to him, the
Persian justified the conquest in front of his troops by invoking the
unlimited rights of conquerors (Cyr. 7.5.73):

‘for it is a law established for all time among all men that, when a city is
taken in war, the persons and the property of the inhabitants thereof belong
to the captors. It will, therefore, be no injustice for you to keep what you
have, but if you let them keep anything, it will be only out of generosity
(philanthrōpia) that you do not take it away.’1031

As a form of equity advocated by the ideal leader, philanthrōpiawas opposed
to strict legality1032 and implicitly created a more flexible type of behavior
working in the dominators’ favor, like Agesilaus’s conduct in Asia.
At this stage, nothing seemed to distinguish the philanthrōpia Cyrus

displayed from that of the other leaders praised by Xenophon. But the
taking of Babylonmarked a decisive shift. Philanthrōpia became subsequently
omnipresent, to the point of epitomizing the young emperor’s politics.
When Xenophon wants to condense into a single sentence Cyrus’s
methods ‘to gain friendship (ἐπὶ τὸ φιλεῖσθαι...ἐλθεῖν:Cyr. 8.1.48),’ he specifies
that ‘[Cyrus] showed at all times as great love of mankind (philanthrōpia) as
he could; for he believed that just as it is not easy to love those who seem
to hate us, or to cherish good-will toward those who bear us ill-will, in the
same way those who are known to love and to cherish good-will (ὡς φιλοῦσι καὶ

εὐνοοῦσιν) could not be hated by those who believe themselves loved.’ (Cyr.
8.2.1)1033 ‘Love of mankind’ and ‘good-will’ appear to be the supreme
weapons capable of monopolizing philia for the sovereign’s benefit.1034

With the establishment of the empire, philanthrōpia occupied the place
that had once been allotted to military power. During a banquet with his
closest friends, Cyrus is able to declare that he takes ‘much more pleasure
in showing forth [his] deeds of philanthrōpia than ever [he] did in [his] deeds
of generalship.’ (Cyr. 8.4.7–8) While both arts were aimed at the same goal
of domination, they achieved it using different methods. Instead of
controlling adversaries using evil, philanthrōpia conquered them using
good.1035 The conclusion of the conquest offered the new emperor the
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possibility of definitively switching from general to philanthropist by
bombarding all men, both winners and losers, with benefits.
Invoking this ‘love of mankind’ was not just a stylistic effect. It did not

simply involve a hollow rhetoric that prefigured the allegedly ‘prolixe et
diluée, veule et vague’ abstract language of certain Hellenistic decrees.1036

Cyrus’s philanthrōpia was expressed in concrete terms and aimed at
extending the networks of philoi grouped around the sovereign. What
ultimately distinguished Cyrus’s friends from the other networks of philoi
was less their name – as Pierre Briant believes – than their number. Unlike
Agesilaus and Athenian political leaders, Cyrus tended to monopolize and
gather around him all bonds of philia, without allowing any competing
network to remain. TheCyropaediamarks the – at least ideal – passage from
a polycentric political system to a unipolar structure, from a civic life
punctuated by group struggles to a pacific empire organized concentrically
around a single court and a benevolent king.1037

In fact, the circle of royal ‘friends’ sometimes seemed to expand to
the point of including all members of the empire. After the taking of
Babylon, Cyrus indiscriminately distributed his favors and demonstrated
his philanthrōpia both toward the court and toward the peoples he conquered,
even slaves.1038 He showered them with benefits by appropriating the
teachings his father Cambyses recounted at the beginning of theCyropaedia
(1.6.24):

‘as to the love of one’s subjects (ἐπὶ τὸ φιλεῖσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχοµένων) – and this,
it seems to me at least, is one of the most important questions – the same
course that you would take if you wished to gain the affection of your friends
(philoi ) leads also to that; that is, I think, you must show yourself to be their
benefactor (εὖ [...] ποιοῦντα φανερὸν εἶναι).’

Favors gave the leader an aura, the ramifications of which extended well
beyond his group of friends, in the strict sense of the term.1039

An inaugural shift?
With philanthrōpia, Xenophon definitively announced two shifts that each
prefigured the Hellenistic period.1040 The first lay in the extraordinary
expansion of the community for which benefits were reserved. Thanks to
his prodigious knowledge, Socrates seduced both foreigners and
Athenians. The Lacedaemonian king extended his circle of friends beyond
the Spartans and their allies, even winning over his most avowed enemies
through his clemency. As for Cyrus, he did not only reign for the benefit
of his fellow Persian citizens, contrary to the image offered by Isocrates
and, much later, Themistius.1041 He covered the whole empire in favors,
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thus including peoples who ‘did not speak the same language as he, nor
one nation the same as another.’ (Cyr. 1.1.5) Philanthrōpia created a broader
world in which benefactors looked beyond the enclosed circle of their peers.
In this respect, Xenophon announced euergesia’s detachment from the

civic community, which was really completed only in the Hellenistic
period.1042 Sovereigns began to be celebrated by cities as ‘common
benefactors of all Greeks (κοινὸς εὐεργέτης τῶν ῾Ελλήνων)’ only in the third
century BC, as Antiochus III in a famous decree of Teos in 204/203.1043

This shift took place within the cities themselves only in the second
century. The major euergetai of the late Hellenistic period displayed their
generosity (oil provision, collations, and banquets) not only toward their
fellow citizens, but also toward women and children, foreign and
temporary residents, and even slaves.1044

Xenophon’s philanthrōpiawas therefore profoundly innovative. It corres-
ponded to a broadening of the bonds of philia which was ultimately
expressed in political practices only decades later. The originality of
Xenophon in the matter can also be measured by comparing it to
Aristotle’s position. The Stagirite accorded philanthrōpia only an extremely
marginal place in his thinking,1045 considering that friendship was supposed
to remain reserved for a few chosen friends and, in its political incarnation,
could concern only citizens.1046

Philanthrōpia introduced a second shift. With this notion, Xenophon
completed the process that had begun with his redefinition of philia. While
friendship did not necessarily rest on asymmetrical ties and struggled with
excessive inequality between partners whenever this was the case,
philanthrōpia involved an almost structural asymmetry. This process appears
fully developed in theCyropaedia. If philanthrōpia potentially transformed all
subjects into ‘friends’ of Cyrus, it correspondingly devalued the position of
the royal philoi. In a characteristic swing of the pendulum, the philoi were
frequently confused with the multitude of dominated people. Philanthrōpia
subsequently implied the fundamental inequality of all men before the
king, regardless of their rank or status. Xenophon ends up talking about
‘subjects’ (οἱ ἀρχόµενοι) to refer to both conquered peoples and the
sovereign’s direct entourage.1047 Through the intervention of philanthrōpia,
Cyrus transformed his empire into a vast circle in which friendship and
dependency seemed to merge.
This upheaval was hardly incidental. After the conquest of Babylon,

philanthrōpia no longer concealed the ties of dependence that had been
established by dint of benefits. It camouflaged the inegalitarian relation-
ships created by other means, primarily through military conquest. In this
respect, Xenophon’s Cyrus once again foreshadowed the practices and
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discourse of the Hellenistic kings who first handled this repertory of
exchange in order to rewrite in cordial terms the domination they exerted
by force.1048 Extended to all conquered peoples, philanthrōpia masked a
situation of subordination that existed separately from the exchange of
benefits. While Agesilaus, Socrates, Alcibiades, and Critobulus established
their network of friends thanks to the favors they made, philanthrōpia in the
Cyropaedia disguised a dependency that had already been obtained by force.
Favors thus competed to give power a new image, one that was

increasingly inegalitarian and inclusive and which the mask of cordiality
strove to conceal. But philia did not only serve this purpose. By deftly
handling benefits, leaders could shape asymmetrical relationships as they
liked and even endow them with the intensity of filial and erotic bonds.
Thanks to charis, Xenophon imagined the establishment of a form of
domination that was as reassuring as it was attractive, at once protective
and seductive.
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CHARIS AND PATERNITY

Based on charis, bonds of philia remained open to interpretation.
‘Friendship,’ which was relatively egalitarian and encompassed a shifting
number of people, covered an extended range of social relationships,
applying at once to ties between relatives and bonds between companions
in battle or travel. It could even adequately describe relationships between
members of the same tribe and even the whole city.1049 ‘Friendship’ was
therefore not a status or a quality attached to a specific type of relationship,
and it transcended the usual boundaries between the public and the
private.1050

This flexibility authorized shifts from one realm to another. Playing on
the equivocity of bonds of philia, Xenophon’s leaders tried to establish
relationships based on a model that was not initially political. Along with
their subordinates, they often advocated the creation of a bond that was
pseudofamilial, fraternal, or paternal. The benefits of such an act were
obvious, since all forms of friendship were not equivalent when it came to
their presumed intensity. According to the norm proclaimed by
Xenophon’s Hiero (Hiero 3.7), ‘the firmest friendships (βεβαιόταται φιλίαι),
I take it, are supposed to be those that unite parents to children, children
to parents, wives to husbands, comrades to comrades.’1051 The would-be
leader benefitted from establishing relationships that used the family as
reference point.1052

Such shifts fit perfectly into the transversal conception of power developed
by Xenophon (Oec. 21.2), who defined an ‘aptitude for governing, which
is common to all forms of business alike – farming, politics, estate
management, warfare.’1053 The author even guaranteed that, through
Socrates’s mediation (Mem. 3.4.12), ‘the management of private concerns
differs only in quantity from that of public affairs’1054 – a passage often
employed to directly contrast Aristotle with Xenophon or Plato.1055 This
unitary perspective involved a reflection about the practices and models of
authority that could allow the ruler to transgress the traditional boundaries
between the public and the private.
The circulation of charis played a key role in these shifts and circulations.

The conclusion of the Hiero shows the crucial place of benefits when it
came to shaping political ties according to the model of private and familial
attachments (Hiero 11.14–15): ‘Account the fatherland your estate, the
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citizens your comrades, friends your own children, your sons possessions
dear as life. And try to surpass all these in good deeds.’1056 Thanks to his
gifts, a leader could create networks of social relationships that were as
solid as a united family.

I. FROM FRATERNAL UNION TO PATERNAL LOVE

In his writings, Xenophon stresses the strength of fraternal ties. Despite
some ambiguity, the relationship between brothers provided a horizontal
political model based on shared benefits. However, Xenophon was in favor
of bringing another form of familial bond into the political sphere: filiation.
While symbolic paternity had previously been reserved for the city (at least
in Athens), Xenophon adapted it to the demands of personal power,
thereby anticipating the evolutions of the Hellenistic period.

Fraternity, or the power of solidarity
An ambiguous tie
Conflict and envy were as natural between brothers as friendship.1057 Being
fundamentally similar, brothers often clashed as part of undying rivalries.
Plutarch was able to use the expression στάσις ἀδελφῶν as if it was
obvious.1058 As for Xenophon, he stressed that envy tarnished fraternal
relations at the headship of cities and kingdoms – in Persia as well as in
Greece, Thessaly, and elsewhere.1059 Ordinary individuals were not spared
from fratricidal fights. In theMemorabilia, Socrates does his best to reconcile
his close friends, the brothers Chairecrates and Chairephon after hatred
and jealousy divided them.1060

Nonetheless, fraternity also represented a singularly powerful bond.1061

At the end of theCyropaedia (8.7.15), Cyrus assures his sons that, if they are
careful, ‘the friendship between [you] will always be a friendship that no
other men can ever surpass (καὶ οὕτως ἀεὶ ἀνυπέρβλητος ἄλλοις ἔσται ἡ ὑµετέρα

φιλία).’1062 The brothers could combine their efforts in order to achieve the
same goal. In the Memorabilia (2.3.19), Socrates reminds Chairecrates that
‘two brothers, when they are friends, act simultaneously for mutual benefit,
however far separate the one from the other.’ This capacity for acting as
one was particularly beneficial for a leader, who could supervise a vast area
and operate on numerous fronts through his brother (Cyr. 8.6.16).
Fraternal solidarity had a notable effect on the Spartan side. During the

siege of the Piraeus by the democrats in 404/3, Lysander, who had been
sent there as harmost, gave his brother Libys the position of navarch.
Through Libys, he could supervise activities on both land and sea, thus
achieving a type of omnipresence (Hell. 2.4.28). About a decade later
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(in 391), Agesilaus adopted a similar approach with his half-brother
Teleutias (Hell. 4.4.19). Their combined efforts resulted in the taking of
Corinth, ‘so that their mother was deemed happy in that on the same day
one of the sons whom she bore captured by land the walls of the enemy
and the other by sea his ships and dock-yards.’1063

In a city where the Dioscuri occupied a prominent place, such recourse
to fraternal cooperation should come as no surprise, especially when kings
were involved: the two Spartan sovereigns were linked by an imaginary
brotherhood since they claimed to be the descendants of the twin sons of
the Heraclid Aristodemus. In the Spartan community, fraternal ties played
an even more important role since they were multiplied by the practice of
polyandry. In theLakedaimonion Politeia (1.9), Xenophon recalls that Spartan
‘wives want to take charge of two households, and the husbands want to get
brothers for their sons, brothers who are members of the family and share in
its influence, but claim no part of the money.’1064 Descended from different
fathers, brothers could support each other without running the risk of
falling out over sordid issues of inheritance.
While fraternity was the vehicle of an intense attachment, it was

nonetheless necessary to maintain it accordingly. In Xenophon’s view
(Mem. 1.2.55), if someone ‘wished to be honored (τιµᾶσθαι) by his father or
by his brother or by anyone else,’ he should not ‘rely merely on the bond of
familiarity while neglecting the other party (µὴ τῷ οἰκεῖος εἶναι πιστεύων ἀµελῇ), but
[should] try to be useful (ὠφέλιµος) to all those by whom he wished to be
honored (τιµᾶσθαι).’ Socrates recommended that Chairecrates coax his brother
with good treatment (Mem. 2.3.9).1065 Nothing was better than charis when
it came to winning over one’s brother. It was the antidote he recommended
that Chairecrates use to reconcile himself with Chairephon (2.3.11–14).
Agesilaus equally relied on the exchange of benefits to cement his

friendship with his brothers. He entrusted them with important positions
and responsibilities and showered them with material favors. Xenophon
specified that, having inherited all his brother Agis’s property, Agesilaus
‘gave half of it to his mother’s kinsfolk, because he saw that they were in
want.’ (Ages. 4.5)1066 Teleutias – his half-brother from the second marriage
of Agesilaus’s mother Eupolia after the death of Archidamus II – could
only benefit from this.1067 Agesilaus’s strategy paid off, with Teleutias
proving to be his lifelong ally.
Cyrus the Elder also encouraged his sons to honor and ‘to gratify’

(χαρίζεσθαι) each other (Cyr. 8.7.17).1068 By reciprocating services, they could
protect themselves against conflict and rivalry (8.7.16): ‘It is only a brother,
you know, Cambyses, whom, if he holds the first place of love in his
brother’s heart, the envy (φθόνος) of others cannot reach.’ Relying firmly
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on charis, the fraternal relationship was the paradigm of the unwavering
bond.

The politics of brotherhood 1069

The fraternal bond subsequently became a model for thinking about
political ties, wonderfully expressing the horizontal solidarity binding
members of a city or army. In their most gracious moments, the Ten
Thousand resembled a community of brothers. In theAnabasis, the various
bodies of soldiers found themselves in the port of Calpe after a painful
moment of separation and discord. Xenophon specifies (6.3.25) that ‘the
men were delighted to see one another, and greeted one another like brothers
(ὥσπερ ἀδελφούς).’1070 These feelings of brotherhood led the army to
want to banish the specter of stasis. The soldiers ‘passed a resolution
(δόγµα ἐποιήσαντο) that if any man from this time forth should suggest
dividing the army, he should be punished with death.’ (Anab. 6.4.11) For a
time, the ideal of confraternity blocked the divisions that plagued the
mercenary body, following the example of the Athenian reconciliation
in 403.1071

While the circulation of charis reinforced the fraternal relationship itself,
it was also the means by which a broader pseudo-fraternity could be
established. To achieve such a project, one form of benefit – the sharing
of food – seemed to possess a particular virtue. As early as the archaic
period, the family grew to include certain outside members, the ὁµοσιπύοι,
‘those (who eat) from the same bread bin,’ and the ὁµόκαπ(ν)οι, ‘those (who
eat) at the same hearth’ – or ‘those (who inhale) the same smoke,’ the
smoke of the sacrificial meat burned at the altar.1072 As Jean-Pierre Vernant
has recalled, the partaking of food prepared at the same hearth and shared
at the same table gave to the guests ‘a common identity, a sort of
consanguinity’ and made them ‘in some way brothers.’1073 Fraternity was
thus not simply reduced to biology. Its strength also lay in the shared
upbringing it denoted, as Socrates tells Chairecrates (Mem. 2.3.4): ‘Yet
common parentage and common upbringing (τὸ ὁµοῦ τραφῆναι) are strong ties
of friendship (πρὸς φιλίαν), for even wild beasts reared together feel a natural yearning
for one another (ἐπεὶ καὶ τοῖς θηρίοις πόθος τις ἐγγίγνεται τῶν συντρόφων).’
Commensality created pothos, or nostalgia for the absent party.1074 Over
time, it established a solidarity that was meant to transcend any animosity
between brothers.
Thanks to this line of action, the sharing of food could create a substitute

feeling of fraternity in the political and military spheres. When Cyrus
introduced shared tables within the Persian army (Cyr. 2.1.25), producing
a sort of ‘hoplitic revolution,’ (2.1.9–10) this was the type of feeling he
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wanted to inspire in his soldiers. The young conqueror wanted to erase all
caste and class distinctions so his troop would come together in the same
spirit of combat and solidarity (2.1.28):

And finally, he thought that comradeship would be encouraged by their
messing together and that they would be less likely to desert one another;
for he had often observed that even animals that were fed together had an extraordinary
yearning for one another (ἑώρα καὶ τὰ θηρία τὰ συντρεφόµενα δεινὸν ἔχοντα
πόθον), if any one separated them.1075

For Xenophon’s Cyrus, commensality was enough to establish a pseudo-
fraternal relationship between those who dined together, even if no real
blood ties were involved.
The same logic equally presided over the Spartan syssitia. As a veritable

school for reproducing norms (Lak. Pol. 5.6),1076 this compulsory banquet
was the place where similar people became more similar by sharing the
same broth, according to a model of confraternity that was ultimately
embodied by the two kings (assimilated with the Dioscuri and dining
together in the same tent).1077 The Thracian Seuthes also advocates the
establishment of such ties in the Anabasis. When he proposes an alliance
with the Greek leaders, he promises to take them in if the Ten Thousand
refuse to follow them, adding: ‘Nay, more than that, I will make you my
brothers (ἀδελφούς γε ποιήσοµαι), table-companions (ἐνδιφρίους), sharers to the
uttermost in all that we may find ourselves able to acquire.’1078 Fraternity
and commensality therefore seemed to be practically synonymous.
However, Xenophon was not making confraternity his sole political

ideal, contrary to his native city of Athens. The myth of autochthony
maintained that all Athenians were born from the same Attic soil. Yet, as
Plato asserted, this imaginary fraternity echoed Athens’ constitution of
isonomia, which prevented each generation from acquiring a hierarchical
value over the previous generation.1079As Jean-Marie Bertrand has
written,

The city was formed by denying the division between generations.
Admission into the phratries should be considered as the accomplishment
of a process in which παῖδες became φράτερες, the sons thereby becoming
the brothers of their own father both legally and religiously.1080

Xenophon could only remain reserved before such a ‘horizontal’ conception,
which rebelled against all forms of hierarchy. Through the exchange of
charis, he instead aimed to establish a relationship of symbolic kinship that
was the vector of authority and differenciation. In this respect, paternity
offered a better guarantee than fraternity.
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Paternity, or the paradigm of debt
The gift and filial gratitude
A cardinal rule connected children and their parents, both mother and
father. Socrates demonstrated this at length to his own son Lamprocles,
who was exasperated by his mother Xanthippe’s nagging behavior (Mem.
2.2). The philosopher revealingly based his argument on the exchange of
charis and the play on reciprocity (2.2.3): ‘Now what deeper obligation can
we find than that of children to their parents? To their parents children
owe their existence and their portion of all fair sights and all blessings that
the gods bestow on humanity.’ Like the relationship uniting gods and men,
children were eternally indebted toward their parents.
For children, the benefits gained from their parents were not limited to

the simple joy of being born. Children owed both of them infinite gratitude
for the food and education that they provided (2.2.5):

The man supports (τρέφει) the woman who is to share with him the duty of
parentage and provides for the expected children whatever he thinks will
contribute to their benefit in life, and accumulates as much of it as he can.
The woman conceives and bears her burden in travail, risking her life
(κινδυνεύουσα περὶ τοῦ βίου) and giving of her own food; and, with much
labor (σὺν πολλῷ πόνῳ), having endured to the end and brought forth her
child, she rears and cares for it (τρέφει τε καὶ ἐπιµελεῖται), although she has not
received any good thing, and the baby neither recognizes its benefactress
nor can make its wants known to her: still she guesses what is good for it and
what it likes, and seeks to supply these things, and rears it for a long time,
putting up with toil (ὑποµένουσα πονεῖν) day and night, not knowing if she will
receive any gratitude (χάριν).1081

This passage paints a portrait of the maternal virtues, whereby the woman
– just for this once – seems to play the better part. A mother endangered
herself (kindunein) by putting a son into the world (cf. Euripides, Medea,
250–1), just like men who fought in battle.1082 Like them, she displayed a
virtuous ponos, conceived as a distinctive suffering and labor. In the Greeks’
view, childbirth was the sole test that allowed a woman to fully display her
virtue.1083 She constantly supported (hupomenein) her child night and day,
just as hoplites supported each other within their phalanx.1084 A son owed
her his unwavering gratitude for all these things. It should be observed,
however, that the man, even if he only made a fleeting appearance, still
maintained a key role in the process, guaranteeing that the couple
functioned well and that all exchanges between mother and child circulated
harmoniously. After all, a woman’s care for her newborn derived from the
primitive accumulation of food, for which man alone was responsible.
Indirectly, the child was therefore just as indebted toward the father.
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Paternity was therefore based on the idea of a vertical debt of trophē, just
as much as fraternity on sharing and horizontal commensality.
This filial debt was not only alimentary. The trophē received went beyond

nursing alone and encompassed giving one’s child an education and a
learning experience. Parents have to teach their children ‘whatever good
lessons for life they have’ (Mem. 2.2.6), even if it meant sending them to a
teacher regardless of the expense.1085 As Louis Gernet has pointed out,
education itself was a gift, one that created a bond just as much as food.1086

Xenophon placed children in a position of generalized debt toward their
parents (2.2.7), according to a preexisting conception, a rhetorical topos that
had been formulated since Homer1087 and which Aristotle later took up in
the Nicomachean Ethics (8.16.1163b15–22). The Stagirite stipulated that
‘a debtor ought to pay what he owes, but nothing that a son can do
comes up to the benefits he has received, so that a son is always in his
father’s debt.’1088

This gift called for a counterbenefit. Indeed, this original debt made
obligatory taking care of one’s parents in turn when they grew old.1089 Even
the Athenian laws – which Xenophon deplored for being so lax – ordered
sons to ‘take care of their parents in their old age’ or else risk atimia.1090 The
gift of paternal trophē therefore created powerful obligations for children.
The community logically tried to exploit this very paradigm of filial debt for
its own benefit. If the Athenians easily imagined themselves as a band of
brothers, citizens were collectively indebted to their polis, since they were
all sons of their native country and owed it unwavering obedience.

Native land and symbolic paternity
In Athens, political leaders were never celebrated as fathers of the city.
Admittedly, Aristotle (or one of his disciples) celebrated certain leaders for
their paternal attentiveness (Athenian Constitution 28.5): ‘As to Nicias and
Thucydides, almost everybody agrees that they were not only honorable
men but also statesmanlike and fatherlike (πατρικῶς) servants of the whole
city.’1091 But that was a relatively unique case involving a typically elitist
vision that was in no way representative. On the contrary, the term ‘father’
is conspicuous by its absence in the repertory of Athenian honorific
inscriptions. More than a mere coincidence,1092 this is a sign that symbolic
paternity in Athens was reserved for the city. It was shifted to the community
through the lexical field related to the notion of fatherland (πάτρα, πάτριος),
which was deeply associated with the notion of paternity.1093

In his funeral oration (2.17), Lysias evokes the troubling representation
of a homeland, both maternal and paternal: ‘they were born of the soil,
and possessed in one and the same country their mother and their
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fatherland.’1094 The homeland, the city, and even the dēmos were often
presented in the ancient sources as being parents of the citizens.1095 Yet,
kinship meant gratitude and indebtedness. The sons of Athens were
supposed to cherish their city like their own father and mother, since they
were infinitely indebted to it.1096

According to the myth of autochthony, Athenians were not only ‘born
of the earth.’ They were equally fed by it, as Isocrates specifies (Panegyricus
4.24–5): ‘for we alone of all the Hellenes have the right to call our city at
once nurse and fatherland and mother (τροφὸν καὶ πατρίδα καὶ µητέρα).’ The
debt of trophē, which was constitutive of the parent-child relationship, was
transferred to the political sphere and placed all Athenians in the position
of indebted sons. In Against Leocrates, Lycurgus bases his argument on the
fact that a citizen was not supposed to abandon the city that nourished
him.1097 Even familial solidarity was supposed to take second place to the
demands of the native land, as claimed in Euripides’s Erechtheus, which
Lycurgus cites.1098 In some ways, the symbolic father (patris) was supposed
to prevail over one’s real father (patēr). This was the same logic on which
Socrates based his argument in Plato’s Crito. The laws of the city spoke to
him and ordered him to forget his familial obligations (Crito 54b): ‘Ah,
Socrates, be guided by us who fed you (τοῖς σοῖς τροφεῦσι). Care neither for
your children nor for life nor for anything else more than for the right.’
As a foster parent, the city demanded that its members display a level of

devotion that could go as far as the supreme sacrifice. But when citizens
died in battle, Athens was careful to feed the sons they left behind, as
demonstrated by Theozotides’s proposition to attribute an obol a day to
war orphans after 403.1099 In the fifth century, the sons of citizens who had
died for their country were presented just before the Dionysia,1100 thus
concretely displaying the role of substitute parentage that the polis played
for its members.
In the Poroi (2.7), Xenophon sought to extend this benevolent paternal

tutelage to other categories, proposing to create ‘a board of Guardians
of Metics (µετοικοφύλακας) analogous to the Guardians of Orphans
(ὥσπερ ὀρφανοφύλακας).’1101 Uprooted and apolides, metics were supposed
to be taken care of by the community in the same way as orphans.
The comparison presented a certain logic. Orphans were deprived of a
father just as metics were deprived of a fatherland. The proposition in the
Poroi aimed to create a form of parental tutelage over metics in a way
that would symbolically integrate them in the city. This could give them
an almost filial devotion toward their pseudo-fatherland without necessarily
creating the need to integrate them statutorily in the community
of citizens.
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When it came to symbolic paternity, however, the originality of
Xenophon’s position lay elsewhere. He distinguished himself by trans-
ferring the paternal role not to the city, but to charismatic leaders. If there
were any precedents, this practice nonetheless constituted an important
shift anticipating the Hellenistic period. The leader’s domination imposed
itself as similar to a father’s power over his children.

II. PATERNAL POWER: AN UNATTAINABLE DREAM?

In his writings, Xenophon gives paternity a political dimension. His leaders
often claimed to be the fathers of their subjects or instead let their
subordinates qualify them as such. However, this symbolic shift did not
unfold smoothly. While the case of Agesilaus represented a half-victory in
this respect, neither Socrates nor Xenophon himself managed to establish
a paternal position over the long term.

Agesilaus: a father in the city of brothers?
In both Sparta and Athens, the power of familial ties was weakened for
the community’s benefit by different means. In Sparta, the familial
economy itself was deeply compromised. Positions within the family were
blurred and even inverted. Spartan polyandry not only led children from
different fathers to regard each other as brothers, but it also led them to
consider all the adult men in their household as their own father.1102 As
early as the age of eight, paternity ceased to be embodied solely by the
father(s) and was transferred to the community. Children were ripped away
from their families to undergo the agōgē, the Spartans’ collective training
during which all the beneficiaries were placed under the adult citizens’
authority. As Xenophon specifies in the Lakedaimonion Politeia (6.1–2),
Lycurgus ‘gave every father authority over other men’s children as well as
over his own.’1103 Solidarity unfolded horizontally, between different age
groups and generations. The community of fathers has authority over the
community of sons: ‘If a boy tells his own father when he has been
whipped by another father, it is a disgrace if the parent does not give his
son another whipping.’1104 In Sparta, a form of ‘displaced fathering’ was
displayed, as Paul Cartledge (2001 (1981), 97) has shown.
However, exploiting the cracks in the system, Agesilaus seems to have

managed to assume a paternal position toward all Lacedaemonians. The
Spartan king had all the qualities of a loving father. He proved this with his
own son Archidamus, whom he pleased by pardoning Sphodrias, one of
his own political adversaries (Hell. 5.4.25–33).1105

But Agesilaus was above all a well-loved father. Generating widespread
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philia,1106 he was considered a father by the whole Spartan community and
even beyond it. Within the city, his paternal solicitude extended beyond
the traditional sphere of friends and his innermost circle (Agesilaus 7.3):

[he] was a man whose behavior to his political opponents was that of a
father to his children: though he would chide them for their errors he
honored them when they did a good deed, and stood by them when any
disaster befell them, deeming no citizen an enemy, willing to praise all,
counting the safety of all a gain, and reckoning the destruction even of a
citizen of little worth as a loss.

The king gained this paternal status by managing charis. He gave rewards,
praise, and assistance, all actions that were indubitably part of the register
of benefits.
Agesilaus was just as popular outside Sparta. He was given the title of

father by putting an end to the conflict that unsettled the Greek cities of
Asia after the fall of the Athenian empire (Ages. 1.38):

he brought it about by the influence of his presence that the communities lived
in unbroken harmony and prosperity (ὁµονόως πολιτευοµένας καὶ εὐδαίµονας)
without recourse to banishment or executions. Therefore the Greeks in Asia
mourned his departure as though they were bidding farewell not merely to
a ruler, but to a father and a comrade (ὡς πατρὸς καὶ ἑταίρου).1107

Agesilaus gained his paternal status by managing to create the greatest
benefit of all for a civic community by putting an end to stasis.
According to theAgesilaus, he even extended his paternal supervision to

some of his enemies. At least that is what his benevolent conduct toward
prisoners during the Asian campaigns of 396 and 394 suggested (Ages.
1.21): ‘often when shifting camp, if he noticed little children, the property
of merchants (ἐµπόρων), left behind – many merchants offered children for
sale because they thought they would not be able to carry and feed (τρέφειν)
them – he looked after them too, and had them conveyed to some place
of refuge.’1108 The king behaved as a good father watching over his children.
Unlike merchants, who only pursued their own economic interests, he was
ready to save and feed his enemies. The logic of charis was once again
opposed to the logic of misthos. The political benefits of such behavior were
quickly felt, since Xenophonmentions that in this way Agesilaus conquered
‘fortresses impregnable to assault.’ (Ages. 1.22)
Of course, not all adversaries benefitted from the Spartan king’s solicitude.

Agesilaus nonetheless acceded to a sort of metaphorical paternity even
over his worst enemies. In the Agesilaus (1.17), Xenophon – evoking the
truce concluded with Tissaphernes in 396 (which was respected by the
Spartan but broken by the Satrap) – stressed that, as soon as the war was
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declared and deception was again legitimate, ‘he showed Tissaphernes to
be a child at deception (παῖδα ἀπέδειξε τὸν Τισσαφέρνην τῇ ἀπάτῃ).’1109

By using this metaphor, Xenophon wanted to show that Agesilaus was a
father for all his fellow citizens and allies thanks to his good practices,
while, toward his enemies, he became a father when it came to cunning.
The Agesilaus thus paints the detailed portrait of a paternal sovereign,

despite the equality demanded by the homoioi. However, the limits of this
depiction should be pointed out. This paternal aspect only appears in the
first chapter of theAgesilaus. It owes much to the nature of this work, which
Xenophon composed to praise the king following his death. Agesilaus,
who had always been returned to his status as primus inter pares by a watchful
city that was jealous of all distinctions, only really acquired his paternal
status beyond the grave. This resistance was even more apparent in
the cases of Xenophon and Socrates. Both Athenians revealed how
much the strength of social pressure could make accession to such a
status tricky.

Xenophon, or the frustrated father
Over the course of the Ten Thousand’s expedition, Xenophon the
actor provided a complex model of authority that allowed him to handle
both the paternalist aspirations of the actor-author and the resistance he
encountered. While the mercenary body readily defined itself as a
community of brothers, this irenic representation concealed the power
games in which leaders assumed a paternal role. After the death of
Clearchus, who embodied the strict father (Anab. 2.6.7–14), Xenophon
decided to put himself forward for head of the army, or at least of its
rearguard. This was the start of an evolution, at the end of which he
attempted to assume a paternal position toward all of the Ten Thousand.

The dream of the Zapatas
And yet nothing seemed to predestine Xenophon to take on such
responsibilities. Dragged into the adventure, he could not revel in the
privilege of age (being still young) or his Athenian citizenship, since the
Spartans dominated the Greek world and the majority of the Ten
Thousand were Arcadians and Achaeans. But exceptional situations called
for unusual remedies. While the helpless Greek army was camped on the
bank of the Zapatas, horrified by the treacherous assassination of its
leaders, Xenophon invoked a providential dream that seemed to provide
his assumption of power with divine support (Anab. 3.1.11–12):1110

Now when despair (ἀπορία) had set in, he was distressed as well as everybody
else and was unable to sleep; but, getting at length a little sleep, he had a
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dream. It seemed to him that there was a clap of thunder and a bolt fell on
his father’s house (εἰς τὴν πατρῴαν οἰκίαν), setting the whole house ablaze. He
awoke at once in great fear, and judged the dream in one way an auspicious
one, because in the midst of hardships and perils he had seemed to behold
a great light from Zeus (ἐκ ∆ιὸς); but looking at it in another way he was
fearful, since the dream came, as he thought, from Zeus the King (ἀπὸ ∆ιὸς
µὲν βασιλέως) and the fire appeared to blaze all about, lest he might not be
able to escape out of the King’s country (ἐκ τῆς χώρας τῆς βασιλέως), but might
be shut in on all sides by various difficulties.

As Xenophon himself emphasized, this dream needed to be interpreted.
The father’s house (τὴν πατρῴαν οἰκίαν) struck by lightning clearly symbolized
the situation in which the Greeks found themselves, cut off as they were
from their family and native city. A few paragraphs earlier, he evoked the
Ten Thousand’s distress (3.1.3), distant ‘from Greece not less than ten
thousand stades’ and ‘longing for their fatherland and parents, their wives
and children (ὑπὸ πόθου πατρίδων, γονέων, γυναικῶν, παίδων).’ But the fire in
the paternal house could also recall ‘the collective murder of the generals,’
as Violaine Sebillotte Cuchet has suggested.1111 Taken by surprise in
Tissaphernes’s tent, the Greek generals were immediately executed, as if
struck by lightning. Whichever interpretation was retained, the dream
stressed the loss of the paternal references that looked down on the Ten
Thousand’s military unit. Themercenaries were deprived both of the generals
who guided them and of the perspective of regaining their homeland.
The rest of the dream was hardly more encouraging. After burning down

the paternal home, the fire seemed to surround Xenophon, just as the
water kept the Ten Thousand trapped in Asia in the vast territory of the
Great King. The mercenaries seemed condemned to wander or disappear,
tirelessly pursued by Artaxerxes. Xenophon’s dream expressed Phalinus’s
words after Cunaxa (Anab. 2.1.11): ‘[Artaxerxes] believes that you also are
his because he has you in the middle of his country, enclosed by impassable
rivers.’1112 But one last sign weighed upon Xenophon. The dream seemed
to emanate from Zeus-King, although the Ten Thousand were fighting
against a king. Was this the king of the gods’ way of warning him that he
had placed the king of men, Artaxerxes, under his protection?
Nonetheless, the figure of Zeus also seemed to him to be a good sign.

Despite the obstacles, he thought he saw a great light coming from the
father of the gods, meaning that this apparently inextricable situation would
come to an end. For Xenophon, the interpretation of this divine message
subsequently left no shadow of a doubt. As father and king of the gods,
Zeus was inviting him to lead the Ten Thousand, without any concern for
his young age (cf. 3.1.13–14 and 3.1.25). By extension, the dream thereby
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invested him with a royal and paternal mission. As soon as he awoke, the
Athenian immediately followed the god’s ‘orders’ by convening the army,
laying out his plans, and managing to be elected general. Zeus-King
symbolized the assumption of power and accession to a paternal position.1113

Xenophon would turn to Zeus again later in the adventure, when the Ten
Thousand proposed that he become the army’s sole leader (6.1.20–2 and
7.7.43–4).
Over the course of the rest of the expedition, Xenophon embodied the

figure of the father on numerous occasions. This was how he appeared in
the most difficult situations, as when a snowstorm struck in Armenia and
the mercenaries were being harassed by the enemy. Seeing a number
of starving men about to faint, he immediately acted (Anab. 4.5.7–8):
‘wherever he saw anything that was edible, he would distribute it among the
sick men, or send off in different directions people who had the strength
to run along the lines, to give it to them.’ During this tricky period, he
managed to save his exhausted men who did not want to advance – even
if it meant beating them – while still demonstrating his concern for the
sick, whom he provided with the most attentive care (4.5.16–17 and 21).
This position as nurturer, protector, and authority figure made him the

Ten Thousand’s substitute father, an image he claimedwhen themercenaries
forced the generals to promptly render their accounts (Anab. 5.8.1). When
they reached the Black Sea and the primary dangers had been dispelled,
Xenophon was prosecuted by some of the soldiers he had saved in
Armenia, who complained about the bad treatment they had received. In
his defense, Xenophon insisted that he had kept them from freezing to
death or being captured by the ruthless enemy, adding (5.8.17–18): ‘if it
was for his good that I punished any one, I think I should render the sort
of account that parents render to sons and teachers to pupils.’ He asked that
anyone he ‘protected from the cold, or from whom he warded off an
enemy, or to whom he helped to provide something when he was sick or
in want’ to remember his benefits (Anab. 5.8.25–6). He ended up escaping
punishment by invoking the image of a strict but benevolent father.
At the end of the Anabasis, Xenophon used this paternal figure once

again, during a final trial against him. This time, an Arcadian was charging
him with corruption, demanding that he be stoned to death (7.6.8–10).
Dismantling each and every point in the accusation, Xenophon concluded
his plea by stigmatizing the mercenaries’ ungratefulness (7.6.38): ‘It was
not so, surely, in the days when we were in straits (ἐν τοῖς ἀπόροις), O you
who remember better than all other men; nay, then you called me “father,”
(ἀλλὰ καὶ πατέρα ἐµὲ ἐκαλεῖτε) and you promised to keep me for ever in
memory as a benefactor (ὡς εὐεργέτου)!’ Generosity and paternity appeared
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to be intrinsically linked, and Xenophon attempted to reactivate these two
complementary images in order to be acquitted.
By claiming his paternal status, he reminded the soldiers of their debt of

charis toward him andmanaged to divert the Ten Thousand’s vindictiveness.
However, this was only a stopgap. Other than during the most distressing
moments, Xenophon never managed fully to impose himself as a father for
his men. Taking note of this failure, he hesitated about immediately leaving
the army to serve Seuthes. Only a sacrifice to Zeus-King, the divinity of
leadership and paternity, somewhat delayed his project.1114

Xenophon was unable to embody a stable paternal figure because his
power was not sufficiently rooted. He never managed to establish a solid
foundation on which to base his authority. Despite all his wishes, the Ten
Thousand proved to be stubborn when it came to a colonization project
that could have stabilized his position and transform him into a founding
father.

The thwarted founding father
During the first part of the Anabasis, Xenophon copied Odysseus’s
conduct. Like him, he wanted to return to his native land and lead his
companions there safely.1115 In his view, they should not stay too long in
Persian territory (Anab. 3.2.23–4). Otherwise, the Ten Thousand could
forget (3.2.25), ‘like the Lotus Eaters, [their] homeward way (ὥσπερ οἱ

Λωτοφάγοι...τῆς οἴκαδε ὁδοῦ).’1116

However, once the Greeks reached the Black Sea and more familiar land,
Xenophon had a radical change of heart. After this long period of
wandering, he now dreamed of settling his troop on the Great King’s
territory and becoming the oikist of a newGreek city. Arriving near Sinope
(Anab. 5.6.15), ‘as Xenophon’s eyes rested upon a great body of Greek
hoplites, and likewise upon a great body of peltasts, bowmen, slingers, and
horsemen also, all of them now exceedingly efficient through constant
service and all there in Pontus where so large a force could not have been
gathered by any slight outlay of money, it seemed to him that it was a fine
thing to gain additional territory and power for Greece by founding a city
(πόλιν κατοικίσαντας).’1117

While Panhellenism provides a useful explanation in this case, other
interpretations are also possible. By founding a city, Xenophon the general
hoped to put an end to the divisions that were dividing the community of
the Ten Thousand. Greed and regional divisions destroyed the troop’s
unity, gradually transforming the mercenaries into enemy brothers.1118

Xenophon hoped the colonial project would halt the dissension, but that
did not mean that he was motivated by selflessness. According to the
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rumor circulating in the troop (5.6.17), ‘Xenophon wanted them to settle
down, so that he could found a city and win for himself a name and power
(ὄνοµα καὶ δύναµιν).’ Successfully leading his campaign as oikist meant that
Xenophon would receive exceptional cultic honors, at least after his
death.1119 As Sebillotte Cuchet has pointed out, Xenophon ultimately
wanted to settle his community of brothers in order to accede to the status
of founding father.1120

And yet, his project failed, thwarted by Silanus of Ambracia, Cyrus’s
former soothsayer, along with two generals bribed by the neighboring
Greek cities.1121 Having failed to take the adequate measures, the corps of
Ten Thousand was quickly undermined by growing tensions that ultimately
split the group up. The mercenaries were divided into three distinct units,
each going off in their own directions. Divided and weakened, the Greeks
encountered major threats and regretted the crazy decision they had taken.
Thanks to Xenophon’s determination, the army was finally reunited at the
port of Calpe inAsiatic Thrace, whichwas the scene of jubilant celebration.1122

It seems that Xenophon, judging the situation favorable, once again
harbored the ambition to be the founding father of a city, without explicitly
claiming this position. The way in which he weighed the advantages of the
location of Calpe encourages such a conclusion. He was careful to specify,
for example (6.4.2), that the port, which lay halfway between Byzantium
and Heraclea, was located in a place where ‘there is no other city, either
friendly or Greek, only Bithynian Thracians; and they are said to abuse
outrageously any Greeks they may find shipwrecked or may capture in any
other way.’ He obviously wanted to disarm any of the colonizers’ eventual
scruples. By settling in Calpe, the mercenaries would not be harming
anyone except for ferocious barbarians. The setting proved ideal for such
a project, and Xenophon listed each of the site’s advantages, which
included its seaside location (with its source of water), nearby forest, and
fertile land for cultivating everything but olive trees (6.4.6).
Unfortunately for him, the mercenaries did not want to settle there,

motivated by greed and their attachment to their native land (6.4.7):

The men took up quarters on the beach by the sea, refusing to encamp on
the spot which might become a city; indeed, the fact of their coming to this
place at all seemed to them the result of scheming on the part of some
people who wished to found a city.1123

Xenophon had failed yet again, even if he had been careful not to betray
his true intentions.1124 His setbacks as an oikist clearly revealed a broader
failure. Despite all of the benefits he had bestowed, Xenophon did
not manage to embody a stable and lasting father-figure for his Greek
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mercenaries. The Ten Thousand did not want a father and a fixed center:
they did not want to relinquish their profit-driven nomadic lifestyle to focus
on settling down.
How could a community be united around a leader when the danger

had subsided? How was it possible to stabilize power and create a form of
paternal authority that could survive in times of peace? TheAnabasis leaves
these questions hanging. Xenophon answers them in the Cyropaedia by
shaping the story of the founder of the Achaemenid empire. But before
examining the figure of Cyrus in order to better understand him, another
problematic incarnation of paternity is worth further analysis: Socrates,
who, despite being considered a father-figure, died a man against whom
terrible accusations were made.

Socrates and the jealous fathers
While Xenophon’s quest for fatherhood was the chronicle of a dismal
failure, the story of Socrates was primarily a tale of too much success.
Embodying a paternal image did not protect a person from envy. While
Xenophon proclaimed his status as ‘father’ to escape prosecution, Socrates
was sentenced to death precisely because he had played this part for his
disciples. The author of theMemorabilia provided a detailed explanation of
this apparent contradiction. While he wanted to clear his master of the
grave accusations made against him, he nonetheless gave a series of
corroborating clues suggesting certain reservations about the paternal
behavior Socrates adopted.

A substitute father
In the Memorabilia, Xenophon shows the extent to which Socrates, rather
than shaking up parental ties, continually strove to reestablish harmony
within the family. The philosopher first encouraged his son to reconcile
with his mother (2.2), proposed that enemy brothers forget their conflicts
(2.3), and urged Aristarchus to care for his parents (συγγενεῖς) in need (2.7).
According to Plato, he even defended fathers in front of his disciples,
trying to curb Euthyphro’s anger against his father. The argument of the
Platonic dialogue is well known. A dependant (pelatēs) of Euthyphro got
drunk and killed a slave of Euthyphro’s father, who left the murderer tied
up in a ditch before sending a message to the exēgētai (the ‘interpreters’ of
divine law). The prisoner died in the meantime, and Euthyphro wanted to
accuse his father of murder. Euthyphro met Socrates, who tried to show
him that his moral position was confused and that, behind this façade, his
hosiotēs (piety/holiness) ‘ultimately proved only to be a sense of trade that
was good for negotiating favorably with the gods.’1125
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As a good father who respected his disciples’ parents, Socrates also
venerated his native land, the second father to whom he remained loyal
until he died. As a good patriot, he placed his city above his own interests,
even if that meant having to neglect his own paternal obligations.1126 In the
Crito (54b), the philosopher evokes his indebtedness to the Laws. He had
to obey the advice of ‘those who fed him (τοῖς σοῖς τροφεῦσι)’ and accept the
death to which he was condemned.
If Socrates’s disciples wished to present their master in such a respectful

way, that was because the philosopher had been accused of upsetting the
best-established filiations. Xenophon echoes this through Meletus in the
Apology of Socrates: ‘there is one set of men I know: those whom you have
persuaded to obey you rather than their parents.’ Socrates accepts this
indictment by praising competence and specialization (Apology 20):

‘I admit it [...] at least so far as education is concerned; people know that I’ve
taken an interest in that. But on a question of health, men take the advice
of physicians rather than their parents [...]. Don’t you also elect as your
generals, in preference to fathers and brothers (πρὸ πατέρων καὶ πρὸ ἀδελφῶν),
indeed in preference to yourselves, those whom you regard as most sensible
about military affairs?’

The philosopher endangered the fathers’ monopoly on their sons’
education, one of the main reasons for which he was sentenced to death.1127

The same accusation is taken up in theMemorabilia (1.2.49):

[Socrates] taught sons to treat their fathers with contempt (τοὺς πατέρας
προπηλακίζειν): he persuaded them that he made his companions wiser than
their fathers; he said that the law allowed a son to put his father in prison if
he convinced a jury that he was insane; and this was a proof that it was
lawful for the wiser to keep the more ignorant in jail.

Even before the philosopher’s death, Aristophanes painted a similar
portrait in The Clouds. As Socrates’s disciple, Strepsiades hit his own father
in order to prove to him that he was right to beat him and that he would
equally beat his mother without any reservations and with as much logical
certainty. Using comedy’s inherent exaggeration, Aristophanes enjoyed
making the philosopher the promoter of one of the worst impieties
imaginable, punishable by legal prosecution.1128

Xenophon does not end his accusations there in theMemorabilia (1.2.51–2).
According to him, Socrates’s subversion upset the whole system of filiation
and alliance by making not only fathers unworthy, ‘but their other parents
(συγγενεῖς)’ and friends.1129 Even more extraordinary (1.2.53), Xenophon
calmly admits that he knows that Socrates ‘used this language about fathers,
parents, and friends,’ implying that these reproaches are partially justified.



216

Chapter 7

Xenophon immediately lends nuance to his statement. The philosopher’s
detractors took these provocative statements literally, even though they
were meant to make people think. As Xenophon specifies (1.2.55), Socrates
was not really ordering his disciples ‘to bury one’s father alive, or go and
make mincemeat of one’s own body (οὐ τὸν µὲν πατέρα ζῶντα κατορύττειν...

ἑαυτὸν δὲ κατατέµνειν).’1130 By resorting to striking images, he only wanted to
stress that his auditors did not have to rely on parental ties but were instead
supposed to help their parents by every means possible. But the
philosopher’s language was slightly awkward. In the Anabasis (5.8.9–11),
the Ten Thousand complained about a soldier who had tried to bury one
of his friends alive in Armenia. What could be said about such a method
when it was the son who was supposed to do this to his supposedly
beloved father? Even if it was meant to be thought-provoking, such an
image was terribly shocking.
While simultaneously defending Socrates, Xenophon shows a hint of

disapproval. A comparative reading of the Symposium and an episode in the
Cyropaedia suggests that he issued veiled reproaches against his master or at
least considered his conviction as a mistake that could ultimately be excused.

An excusable conviction?
The Symposium recounts the exchanges that took place during a dinner-
party that the wealthy Callias held in honor of his erōmenos Autolycus, who
was victorious in the pankration during the Panathenaic Games of 422.
Accompanied by the young man and his father Lycon, Callias invited
Socrates and his friends Critobulus, Hermogenes, Antisthenes, and
Charmides to celebrate his protégé ’s victory. Full of ‘serious games’ and
beautiful speeches, this gathering was, however, entirely fictitious. Despite
what he suggests, Xenophon could not have attended it, since he was too
young (Symp. 1.1).1131 He seems to have composed this work late in life,
nearly sixty years after the moment when the symposion was supposed to
have taken place.1132

Xenophon invites readers to an imaginary gathering of prestigious
people, deliberately choosing to describe a peaceful evening, far from the
military, political, and social upheaval that unsettled Athens after 411.
Except for a few bittersweet remarks, relations between the guests were
harmonious and placed under the benevolent patronage of the Charites.1133

Over the course of the symposion, those who were the most closely related
even went as far as openly claiming their love for one another, with the
father and son Lycon and Autolycus declaring their mutual pride (3.12–13).
Lycon also displayed his admiration for Socrates, giving him the title of
kalos kagathos (9.1).1134
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This joyous and peaceful atmosphere is quite surprising when the
identities of the participants are taken into account. Lycon was one of
Socrates’s accusers at his trial – a figure handled roughly by the comic
poets.1135 Even stranger, among the guests was Charmides, one of the
Thirty Tyrants who was killed along with his uncle Critias in 403 during the
battle of Munychia (Hell. 2.4.19). Opponents of the Thirty were
represented by Autolycus and Nikeratus, son of the famous general Nicias.
Both succumbed to the tyranny of the Thirty (Hell. 2.3.39). A good number
of those attending the banquet were destined to clash, while one of the
guests seems to have been responsible for Socrates’ conviction in 399.
Xenophon’s goal in describing a serene and harmonious symposion after

all this remains to be understood. As Bernhard Huss has suggested, such
a depiction satisfies two complementary goals. It obviously aims to clear
Socrates by demonstrating that he in no way sought to corrupt young
people (politically or sexually). The philosopher allowed no place for sexual
activity in the relationship linking erastēs and erōmenos,1136 and he continually
recommended that Callias, who was madly in love with Autolycus, remain
chaste (Symp. 8.11–12 and 26).1137 Autolycus’s father was obviously
charmed by these words. Xenophon was careful to specify that certain
fathers entrusted Socrates with their sons in order to protect them from
their homosexual desires. Crito did so that Socrates would quell his son
Critobulus’s passion for the handsome Cleinias (Symp. 4.23–4).
But another interpretation of this work is possible. Xenophon presented

Socrates’s future accuser as a loving father who is sensitive to the charms
of the Socratic discourse in order to send an implicit message to the
Athenians. According to Huss (1999a, 404), he was forgiving them forty
years later for sentencing his master. Far from being a ruthless and
miserable person, the future accuser was someone who was filled with love
for his son but was unfortunately led astray, forgetting the graces of
Socrates’s teachings.
This conclusion is corroborated by other clues that lead to a more

nuanced portrait of Socrates. Xenophon considers Lycon graciously
perhaps because the philosopher seems to have exposed himself to
criticism. He had too openly substituted himself as the father in the hearts
of the sons and was unable to find the right distance in his relationships
with his disciples. At least that is what is revealed in a close reading of the
Cyropaedia, a work that is just as fictitious as the dialogues in the Symposium.
The scene unfolds in Armenia, a tributary province of Media that was

reconquered by Cyrus on behalf of his uncle Cyaxares. The young Persian
took the Armenian king to court for betrayal. The latter’s eldest son
Tigranes asked to plead his father’s case (Cyr. 3.1.15–30). Cyrus granted
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his request, saying he was ‘very impatient’ to hear it, since the young
Armenian had been tutored by a highly admired ‘sophist’ (3.1.14).1138

Fiercely defending his father, the son obtained his pardon from the Persian,
who had already been convinced of his arguments in advance.
Once this case was settled, Cyrus inquired about the fate of the sophist

who had accompanied Tigranes in his youth. The young Armenian
revealed that his father had put him to death some time before (Cyr. 3.1.38):

‘[My father] said that he was corrupting me (∆ιαφθείρειν αὐτὸν ἔφη ἐµέ). And
yet, Cyrus,’ said he, ‘he was so noble and so good that when he was about
to be put to death, he called me to him and said: “Be not angry with your
father, Tigranes, for putting me to death; for he does it, not from any spirit
of malice, but from ignorance (ἀγνοίᾳ), and when men do wrong from
ignorance, I believe they do it unwillingly (ἀκούσια)”.’1139

This sophist clearly resembles the historical Socrates who was also
Xenophon’s master.1140 Not only does this wise Armenian use a typically
Socratic argument, but it also falls under the same charge as that of which
the Athenian philosopher stood accused: the corruption of the neoi.1141

Xenophon does not end with this simple evocation. He goes on to let
the Armenian king justify his terrible decision (Cyr. 3.1.39): ‘Do not men
who discover strangers in intercourse with their wives kill them, not on
the ground that they make their wives more inclined to folly, but in the belief
that they alienate from them their wives’ affections (ἀλλὰ νοµίζοντες ἀφαιρεῖσθαι

αὐτοὺς τὴν πρὸς αὑτοὺς φιλίαν) – for this reason they treat them as enemies.
So I was jealous (ἐφθόνουν) of him because I thought that he made my son
regard him more highly than he did me.’ The pro domo plea is clever.
By comparing the Pseudo-Socrates to an adulterer, the Armenian uses an
argument that would not go unnoticed by an Athenian reader, since the
city’s democratic tribunals authorized the killing of an adulterer who was
caught in the act.1142 Using such a shortcut, he could hope to legitimize a
murder that was motivated by the intense jealousy of a father who felt
devalued.
More than the Armenian king’s roundabout explanation, it is Cyrus’s

response that comes as a surprise. What could be more normal than a
defendant who sought to clear himself by any means? However, nothing
obliged Xenophon to give the young Persian the following lines (Cyr.
3.1.40): ‘“Well, by the gods, king of Armenia,” said Cyrus, “your error seems
human (ἀνθρώπινά µοι δοκεῖς ἁµαρτεῖν); and you, Tigranes, must forgive your
father”.’1143 The conqueror justifies the sophist’s conviction, even admitting
to understanding the motivations behind it. As an expert in the art
of sparking or appeasing jealousy, he knows the powerful mechanisms
behind it.1144
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By inventing this double of Socrates, Xenophon ultimately leaves his
readers with an ambiguous message. He unsurprisingly responds to the
accusations of corruption against his master. Through his vibrant plea for
his father, Tigranes demonstrates that being around the Sophist had in no
way reduced his filial love. But Xenophon does not only offer yet another
indirect defense of Socrates. He also legitimizes the murderous Armenian
king’s act. His mistake is understandable and even excusable, since the
sophist had inconsiderately interfered in the relationship between the father
and the son. By composing this scene, Xenophon implicitly indicates that
he forgives the Athenians for their crimes against his master, who was
frequently awkward and provocative.1145

Instead of rejecting all interference in filial ties, Xenophon only criticized
Socrates’s clumsiness in doing so. Xenophon was not content to implicitly
fault Socrates’s position. By depicting the figure of Cyrus, he was also
proposing a credible alternative to the philosopher’s imperfect behavior.
The young Persian’s conduct was indeed strangely similar to that of the
Armenian sophist.1146 Like him, he interfered in parental relationships,
attracted a number of young people, and sparked a certain amount of
jealousy. After he gained the support of many of Cyaxares’s subjects, his
Median uncle bitterly reproached him for having gained the affection of his
people. Cyaxares also resorted to the same metaphor of adultery employed
by the Armenian sovereign (Cyr. 5.5.30): ‘Again, let us take the object that
men love most and most dearly cherish – suppose some one were to court
your wife and make her love him more than yourself, would such kindness
(τῇ εὐεργεσίᾳ) give you pleasure?’
But, unlike the Sophist, Cyrus was able to appease his uncle’s wrath by

showering him with gifts (Cyr. 5.5.39).1147 An expert in handling charis, the
Persian resorted to benefits to detach his allies from their legitimate
suzerain Cyaxares and mollify the Median king himself. Unlike the
Armenian Socrates, the conqueror knew that men are fallible and jealous,
which is why he proceeded carefully – using charis – to occupy progressively
the place of benevolent father in his subjects’ hearts.

III. CYRUS, OR THE UNIVERSAL FATHER

The character of Cyrus in theCyropaedia provides a practical response to the
dual failure embodied by Socrates and Xenophon the general as paternal
figures. Not only did the conqueror manage to root his paternal power in
a new center (unlike Xenophon), but he acceded to this status without
generating envy (unlike Socrates). In this successful metamorphosis, charis
played a key role and made it possible to imagine a form of absolute power,
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an empire in which completely obedient sons were subjected to an
indefinitely benevolent father.

From the perfect son to the benevolent father
The virtues of being rooted
In the first part of the Cyropaedia, the young Persian is, like Xenophon in
the Anabasis, at the head of a ‘travelling Republic’1148 with a nomadic
lifestyle. Accessible to all, Cyrus constantly travels from one camp to the
next, consciously refusing the slightest superfluous luxury. He wants to
pursue this vagrancy and conquest, unlike his Median uncle Cyaxares, who
wants to return to his native land to enjoy the booty he had amassed during
the first victories.
Xenophon stresses this position during a discussion between Cyrus and

one of his new allies, the Assyrian Gobryas (5.2.5-22). The defector, who
owns a luxurious citadel, acknowledges the superiority of the conqueror’s
frugal way of life (5.2.15):

And asCyrus reclined upon a mat of straw (ἐπὶ στιβάδος δὲ κατακλινεὶς) he asked
this question: ‘Tell me Gobryas, do you think you have more coverlets than
each one of us?’ ‘I am perfectly sure, by Zeus’ the other answered, ‘that you
have more coverlets and more couches, and that your dwelling (οἰκία) is much
larger than mine; for you use heaven and earth as your dwelling (οἰκίᾳ), and
you have as many couches as you can find resting-places on the ground,
while you regard as your proper coverlets not wool that sheep produce, but
whatever the mountains and plains bring forth’.

The dialogue opposes the vastness of the mountains and plains to the
enclosed citadel, the nomadic life to sedentary fixity, the pile of leaves to
the soft bed,1149 frugality and luxury, and the raw and the cooked.1150 Cyrus
lives as a nomad with a sword always in hand and categorically refuses any
form of rootedness.
But this situation completely changes when Babylon falls to the Persian.

Xenophon meticulously describes the establishment of a new center of
power that begins with the victor’s settling in a new oikos. This definitively
puts an end to the sovereign’s fantasy of ‘homelessness’ and freedom from
all attachments (Cyr. 7.5.56. Cf. 8.4.22). Chrysantas, one of the conqueror’s
most loyal lieutenants, shows the new sovereign that he needs to root his
power in one place over the long term (7.5.56):

‘Else what enjoyment would you have of your power, if you alone were
to have no hearth (εἰ µόνος ἄµοιρος εἴης ἑστίας) and home of your own?
For there is no spot on earth more sacred, more sweet, or more dear than
that. And finally,’ he said, ‘do you not think that we also should be ashamed
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to see you living in discomfort, out of doors (ἔξω καρτεροῦντα), while we ourselves
lived in houses (ἐν οἰκίαις) and seemed to be better off than you?’

This discourse has immediate consequences (7.5.57):

After that, Cyrus moved into the royal palace, and those who had charge of
the treasures brought from Sardis delivered them there. And after he took
possession, Cyrus sacrificed first to Hestia (῾Εστίᾳ), then to Zeus the King
(∆ιὶ βασιλεῖ), and then to any other god that the magi suggested.1151

The conqueror’s army now possesses a center, ritually based on the
auspices of Hestia, of course, as well as the Zeus the King, whose close ties
with leadership and paternity were seen in the Anabasis.1152

This mooring is foundational. The whole empire gravitates around this
fixed point. From this central core, Cyrus ‘begins to organize the rest of his
empire (ταῦτα τὰ ἄλλα ἤδη ἤρχετο διοικεῖν)’ (7.5.58).1153 Xenophon’s tale
subsequently proceeds by widening the focus from the king’s body and
shifting from one concentric circle to the next. The new imperial organization
unfolds in rings, from the royal palace through the vast city of Babylon
and on to the borders of the empire (Cyr. 7.5.58–70).1154 The empire had
found a domestic center and a father to direct it. It is only at this point that
Cyrus adopts a deliberately paternal position.

The metamorphosis of Cyrus
Before becoming an ideal father, Cyrus was first a delightful child, at once
with his father Cambyses, his grandfather Astyages, and his maternal uncle
Cyaxares. As a boy living with his maternal family in Media, he displayed
a gracious temperament1155 (Cyr. 1.3.12): ‘during the day, if he saw that his
grandfather or his uncle needed anything, it was difficult for any one else
to get ahead of him in supplying the need; for Cyrus was most happy to do
them any service (ὑπερέχαιρεν αὐτοῖς χαριζόµενος) that he could.’1156 Similarly,
even at night, ‘he would jump up to perform whatever service he thought
would give him pleasure (ὅ τι οἴοιτο χαριεῖσθαι), so that he won Astyages’s heart
completely.’ By handling charis in such a masterly fashion, the young boy
won over his grandfather, who, in return, ‘could not refuse any favour (µὴ οὐ

χαρίζεσθαι) that Cyrus asked of him.’ (1.4.2) In his youth, he already proved
to be an expert when it came to establishing harmonious ties of reciprocity
with his kinfolk, in the broad sense of the term.1157

Cyrus used the same charismatic technique beyond his own family.
During his early years in Media, he proved to be clever when it came to
intervening in father-son relationships (1.4.1): ‘Soon he had become so
intimately associated (οἰκείως) with other boys of his own years that he was
on easy terms with them. And soon he had won their fathers’ hearts by
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visiting them and showing that he loved their sons.’ Instead of setting
fathers against him by winning over their sons, Cyrus was careful to charm
also the parents by showering them with benefits. With his help, the fathers
of his companions obtained favors from King Astyages (1.4.1).
During the military phase of the conquest, he sometimes occupied a

symbolic filial position. This was notably the case in his relationship with
Gobryas, a nobleman whose son had been killed by the young Assyrian
king during a hunting party. Overcome with grief, Gobryas proposed an
alliance with Cyrus and demanded revenge, declaring (Cyr. 4.6.2): ‘and thus,
in the only way I may, I make you my son, for I have no male child more.’
Cyrus avenged him soon after and made him an unwavering ally. The
conqueror also established a bond of symbolic filiation with another
Assyrian, Gadatas. Like Gobryas, he had been subjected to the wrath of his
legitimate suzerain, who, filled with jealousy, castrated him once they ‘were
drinking together (συµπίνοντα).’ (5.2.27–9)1158 Like Gobryas too, he decided
to serve Cyrus, and his help allowed the young Persian easily to score a
victory over the Assyrian. The conqueror wanted to thank his new ally by
claiming his status as a child, or pais (5.3.19): ‘Let me assure you that by this
deed you have made of us friends who will try, if we can, to stand by you
and aid you no less efficiently than if we were your own children (παῖδας

ἐκγόνους).’ The friendship offered by the young Cyrus thus asserted itself
as a symbolic substitute for childbearing.
Cyrus did not remain in the position of debtor toward Gadatas for long.

Soon after, he helped the eunuch out of a difficult position and earned his
undying gratitude. Gadatas in turn placed the young conqueror in a filial
position (5.4.12): ‘By the gods, Cyrus, if I were such a man as once I was
and had children, I doubt if I could have had a child as kind to me as you
have been.’1159 Cyrus mended the filiation that had been broken by his
Assyrian adversary’s hubris, the very hubris that had castrated Gadatas and
killed Gobryas’s son. He posed as a substitute son, thereby gaining loyal
allies who were ready to serve them until they died.
During this first phase, Cyrus did not only adopt a filial position. He

equally proved a brother in arms to all the soldiers with whom he shared
a roof, food, and a dangerous situation. This confraternity was explicitly
asserted before another Assyrian defector, Abradatas. He won over this
noble combatant by saving and protecting the man’s wife Panthea, the
most beautiful woman in Asia who had been captured during the first
skirmishes. As she told her husband before the decisive battle (6.4.7), ‘he
did not choose to keep me either as his slave or as a freewoman under a
dishonourable name, but took me and kept me for you as one would a brother’s
wife (ὥσπερ ἀδελφοῦ γυναῖκα).’ Convinced that he ‘owed Cyrus a very large
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debt of gratitude (καὶ Κύρῳ δὲ µεγάλην τινὰ...χάριν ὀφείλειν)’ (6.4.7), Abradatas
left for battle and unhesitatingly sacrificed his life for the cause of his new
‘brother,’ even if that meant destroying his former fatherland.
After the taking of Babylon, Cyrus’s status radically changed. Despite

his young age (a trait he shared with Xenophon in theAnabasis), he gained
a paternal status. The story of the Cyropaedia shows how, through the right
education, the perfect son could become an omnipresent father. Just after
settling in his new Babylonian oikos, Cyrus was celebrated as a father by
Chrysantas, one of his most loyal lieutenants. Exalting the conqueror’s new
lifestyle (Cyr. 8.1.1), he assured future courtiers that ‘a good ruler is not at
all different from a good father. For as fathers provide for their children
so that they may never be in want of the good things of life (τἀγαθὰ), so Cyrus
seems to me now to be giving us counsel how we may best continue in
prosperity (εὐδαιµονοῦντες).’1160 Thanks to the favors he granted, the
conqueror was likened to a true father for the first time.
Cyrus assumed this paternal position not only with regard to the

courtiers, but also toward slaves (8.1.44):

when it was time for luncheon, he would wait for them until [the slaves]
could get something to eat, so that they should not get so ravenously hungry (ὡς µὴ
βουλιµιῷεν). And so this class also called him ‘father,’ just as the nobles did (ὥσπερ
οἱ ἄριστοι πατέρα ἐκάλουν), for he provided for them well [so that they
might spend all their lives as slaves, without a protest].1161

This time, the gifts that allowed him to be assimilated with a father were
specified. Cyrus’s alimentary euergetism contributed to creating this
paternal figure who transcended the traditional master-slave division.
This paternal figure is even more clearly asserted when Xenophon

concludes his discussion of royal euergetism. After lingering on the Persian’s
‘gift of food (τῇ τῶν σίτων θεραπείᾳ),’ Xenophon evokes the other royal gifts
through a series of rhetorical questions (8.2.7–8): ‘For who has richer
friends to show than the Persian king? Who is there that is known to adorn
his friends with more beautiful robes than does the king? Whose gifts are
so readily recognized as some of those which the king gives, such as bracelets,
necklaces, and horses with gold-studded bridles?’ He ends his description
by evoking the symbolic effects of these munificent favors (8.2.9):

And of whom else is it said that by the munificence of his gifts (δώρων) he
makes himself preferred above even brothers and parents and children (ἀντ’
ἀδελφῶν καὶ ἀντὶ πατέρων καὶ ἀντὶ παίδων ;) ? [...] And who, besides, Cyrus,
ever gained an empire by conquest and even to his death was called ‘father’
(πατὴρ καλούµενος) by the people he ruled (ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχοµένων)? For that name
obviously belongs to a benefactor rather than to a despoiler (τοῦτο δὲ τοὔνοµα δῆλον
ὅτι εὐεργετοῦντός ἐστι µᾶλλον ἢ ἀφαιρουµένου).
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Alimentary and sartorial charis directly contributed to establishing Cyrus’s
paternity over all of his subjects. Xenophon imperceptibly shifts from
friends to the subjects (τῶν ἀρχοµένων). The conqueror becomes a benevolent
father for society as a whole, from top to bottom, from courtiers to slaves.
Royal charis ends up including all subjects in a filial debt toward the Persian,
even exceeding the strength granted to blood ties.
That is indeed how Xenophon himself interprets it when he takes up

the theme one last time in his conclusion (8.8.1):

And although it was of such magnitude, [the Persian Empire] was governed
by the single will of Cyrus; and he honoured his subjects and cared for them as if they
were his own children (ὥσπερ ἑαυτοῦ παῖδας ἐτίµα τε καὶ ἐθεράπευεν); and they, on
their part, revered Cyrus as a father (οἵ τε ἀρχόµενοι Κῦρον ὡς πατέρα ἐσέβοντο).

This parental relationship is once again played out against the backdrop of
a reciprocal and unequal charismatic exchange. Eusebeia – the piety and
veneration of subjects – responds to Cyrus’s timē and therapeia.
By building up this image of an omnipresent king-father, Xenophon was

not simply adopting an old Herodotean cliché. In theHistories (3.89), Cyrus
is only the father of the Persians and not of all subjects, and he owes this
title to his generosity involving tribute and not a coherent euergetic policy,
as in the Cyropaedia.1162 But Xenophon was not echoing a specifically
Persian ideological trait either.1163 Yes, there were corresponding ideas in
the Achaemenid world.1164 However, it was just as much Greek as it was
Persian, since it is equally found in theAgesilaus and theAnabasis and even
went as far back as Homer.1165

While such a conception was rooted in the faraway past, it also pointed
toward the future, anticipating the ideology of Hellenistic royalty and,
on a distinctly theoretical level, the pambasileia theorized by Aristotle.1166

While Aristotle generally criticized the confusion between father, king,
and politician, he stressed the existence of a particular regime, the
pambasileia, which was organized according to the model of domestic
power and was capable of being exerted over many poleis and ethnē (Pol.
3.14.1285b29–33).1167

The fostering father
In order to establish this paternal and paternalist regime, charis clearly
played a primordial role. But analysis of it must go beyond this mere
observation and take into account the type of benefits being granted. Form
influenced content, and the style of the gift implied the production of a
specific social relationship, whereby you were what you gave and what you
received: ‘The gift imposes an identity upon the giver as well as the
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receiver.’1168 That explains why it is important to bring out the ‘particular
features of certain sort of gifts’1169 – food, rings, or garments even if that
means distancing oneself from a specific type of anthropology inspired by
Marcel Mauss. Reasoning too much in terms of spheres of exchange can
sometimes make us forget the nature of the objects being exchanged
(Thomas 1991, 18–21), which is never neutral and affects the form of the
relationship.
Focusing exclusively on the Cyropaedia, two types of benefits seem to

possess a singular virtue: food, of course, and also clothing. By offering
handsome attire and sumptuous adornments, Cyrus managed to make
himself loved just like a father.1170 In Xenophon’s view, the gift of clothing
seems to have brought about a quasi-filial relationship. By using this form
of sartorial charis, Cyrus perhaps recalled the pleasure he felt as a child when
he received a beautiful outfit from his grandfather when he arrived in
Media. Xenophon insists upon the extraordinary joy this gift produced
(Cyr. 1.3.3): ‘as Cyrus was a boy fond of beautiful things and eager for
distinction, he was greatly pleased (ὑπερέχαιρεν) with his dress.’ This private
scene becomes the matrix for the political conduct adopted by the young
sovereign after Babylon. Once an amazed and grateful grandson, Cyrus
ended up a symbolic father who dressed his men, adorning them from
head to toe for their greatest enjoyment.1171 But it was clearly trophē, or
food, that first gave Cyrus his paternal aura. After Babylon, when he settled
down in the royal oikos, the Persian could finally feed others, being
persuaded that (8.2.2) ‘there is no kindness which men can show one
another, with the same amount of expenditure, more acceptable than
sharing meat and drink with them.’ The whole organization of the royal
table helped transform Cyrus into a fostering father, giving out his
alimentary gifts from his palace founded under Hestia’s protection.
Once again, Xenophon pursued a distant dialogue with his native city.

By way of a reminder, in Athens, Hestia was the goddess of the prytaneum,
home of the polis, where citizen of distinction – by their origins, role, or
merit – were fed.1172 The goddess embodied the figure of a fostering city-
mother, according to specifically aristocratic methods. In Cyrus’s monarchy,
this idea survived in a deeply reworked form, whereby it was a paternal
king – and no longer a maternal city – that granted this great honor.
The anecdote about Pheraulas and the Sacian highlights Cyrus’s

fostering role. The story begins with a gift (Cyr. 8.3.26–32), when Pheraulas
receives an extraordinary horse from a Sacian soldier who is ready to ‘take
the chance of laying up a store of gratitude with a brave man (χάριν δὲ ἀνδρὶ

ἀγαθῷ καταθέσθαι).’1173 To thank his benefactor, Pheraulas invites the Sacian
to dine in his sumptuous oikos. Surprised by the wealth his home suggests,
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his guest asks him if he is among the richest men in Persia. Pheraulas
surprises him by recounting his difficult childhood, his father being only a
poor peasant who struggled to feed him (8.3.37).1174

When his father grew old, the Persian did not fail to fulfill his filial duty
(8.3.38): ‘as long as he lived, I, in turn, supported him by digging and
planting a very little plot of ground. It was really not such a very bad plot
of ground, but, on the contrary, the most honest.’ Trying to reap food from
a land that was not particularly fertile, Pheraulas proved to be an ideal son.
Xenophon writes (8.3.49–50) that he ‘noticed especially that [men] strive
more earnestly than any other creature to return the loving care of parents both
during their parents’ lifetime and after their death (καὶ γονέας δὲ...ἀντιθεραπεύειν...

καὶ ζῶντας καὶ τελευτήσαντας).’ Despite being poor and hard-working,
Pheraulas was particularly sensitive to the demands of reciprocity and charis.
This difficult existence came to an end when he met Cyrus, who took him
under his wing and showered him with gifts. In a single, lapidary phrase,
Pheraulas contrasts his previous life and his present fortune (8.3.38): ‘Thus,
then, I used to live at home; but now everything that you see has been given
to me by Cyrus (Κῦρός µοι ἔδωκε).’ The conqueror played the fostering role
that Pheraulas’s father had once played. He advantageously replaced the
unfertile land that did not yield its benefits. Cyrus substituted for both the
father and the earth-mother, placing Pheraulas in a state of filial debt. In
return, Pheraulas offered him eternal gratitude as one of his most zealous
lieutenants. He even chose to leave his whole fortune to the Sacian in order
to place himself under his second father Cyrus’s direct orders (8.3.46–50).
When he died, Cyrus was assimilated with the fostering earth in a way

that was not only symbolic. On his deathbed, he expressed the desire to be
buried without a shroud (Cyr. 8.7.25): ‘For what is more blessed than to be
united with the earth, which brings forth and nourishes all things beautiful and all
things good (πάντα δὲ τἀγαθὰ φύει τε καὶ τρέφει)? I have always been a friend to
mankind (φιλάνθρωπος), and I think I should gladly now become a part of that
which does men so much good (κοινωνῆσαι τοῦ εὐεργετοῦντος ἀνθρώπους).’ Having
never ceased to feed his people, Cyrus wanted to pursue this task well into
death. As a fostering father, he wanted to incorporate himself into the earth-
mother in order to be an inclusive figure, at once paternal and maternal, in
a distorted and lighter version of the myth of Athenian autochthony.
Echoing this benevolent paternal image, Xenophon also imagined the

ideal son in the Cyropaedia through the poor wretch Pheraulas, who owed
everything to his substitute father Cyrus. But there was another category
of subjects that, more than poor and virtuous men, proved to be obedient
and loyal sons: the eunuchs, which were subject of a complex and nuanced
political reflection.
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Symbolic fathers and ideal sons: the king and the eunuchs
After the taking of Babylon, eunuchs became a noticeable part of the
imperial organization chart. Gadatas was given a significant promotion
(Cyr. 8.4.2), since ‘the whole household was managed as he directed.’1175The
eunuch was put in charge of ensuring that the private core of the system,
which extended beyond the strictly domestic sphere, functioned properly
– like Critobulus’ wife in theOeconomicus (7.22). In this same phase involving
the reorganization of power (7.5.65), Cyrus also decided to ‘select eunuchs for
every post of personal service to him, from the door-keepers up’1176 – doors
that most probably led to the private apartments (Briant 2002 (1996), 276).
The eunuchs’ role in the new governmental systemwas not purely domestic.

Gadatas also managed a new category of dignitaries (8.4.2), being promoted
‘chief of Cyrus’ scepter-bearers (σκηπτούχων).’1177 Part of the king’s entourage
(8.3.15), serving the palace, and led by a eunuch, these scepter-bearers were
certainly eunuchs themselves.1178 They represented one of the key parts of
the government structure Cyrus put in place after the taking of Babylon.
Their usefulness was not only measured by their active management of
palace life. As the bearers of both royal grace and disgrace, they could also
assume a mediating role with the outside world (cf. Cyr. 8.3.22–3).
By attributing to Cyrus the establishment of a caste of eunuchs, when he

could have left his successors the thankless task of creating a role for such
servants (as inHerodotus 3.92), Xenophonwas working on a certain number
of popular misconceptions in Greek minds. Far from reducing the eunuch
to the supreme incarnation of despotic horror,1179 he conceived it as an
objectively essential element of a political regime worthy of an autonomous
approach. The Cyropaedia strongly asserts that the status of eunuch
remained compatible with important responsibilities, on the condition that
such servants were monitored and protected by a master (Cyr. 7.5.61).1180

If Xenophon accorded eunuchs such a place in Cyrus’s system of
government, it was because of their extraordinary aptitude for loyalty.1181

Artapates in the Anabasis and Panthea’s eunuchs in the Cyropaedia
demonstrated an almost canine loyalty by slitting their own throats on their
master’s cadaver.1182 For Xenophon, eunuchs were interesting because they
were radically free from the passions generated by love or parental ties.
This line of reasoning clearly had a few weaknesses: Xenophon eliminated
the issue of their ascendants, even though he mentioned Gadatas’s
particular devotion toward his mother in the Cyropaedia. The fact remains
that, in Xenophon’s theoretical reconstruction, eunuchs were completely
exonerated from sentimental and filial attachments.1183 As such, they were
the only ones whose exclusive loyalty was guaranteed.1184

On the contrary, Xenophon showed the fragility of the bonds between
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leaders and their subordinates, which were always capable of competing
with other attachments. In the Cyropaedia, the young conqueror managed
to detach his Median allies from their legitimate sovereign, his uncle
Cyaxares, by using a calculated policy of gift-giving: this manipulation of
attachments was even displayed between parents and allies.1185 Cyrus
logically wanted to protect himself from the situation to which he had
subjected his uncle. Having successfully experimented with it, Cyrus knew
that love for the sovereign could always be relegated to the background
and that betrayal was always possible.
In Xenophon’s view, the choice of eunuchs was thus part of a political

strategy first based on attachments.1186 Thinking that he now ‘needed a
body-guard,’ the young sovereign wondered about the servants who could
best fill this role (Cyr. 7.5.60):

those who had children or congenial wives or sweethearts [...] were by nature
constrained to love them best. But as he observed that eunuchs were not
susceptible to any such affections, he thought that they would esteemmost
highly those who were in the best position to make them rich and to stand
by them, if ever they were wronged, and to place them in offices of honor;
and no one, he thought, could surpass him in bestowing favours of that kind (τούτοις
δ’ εὐεργετοῦντα ὑπερβάλλειν αὐτὸν οὐδέν’ ἂν ἡγεῖτο δύνασθαι).

Eunuchs made it possible to exorcise the specter of betrayal that haunted
theCyropaedia and Xenophon’s corpus as a whole. To this end, he primarily
devoted his demonstration to euergetism and charis: Cyrus obtained
exclusive devotion due to his unequaled capacity for giving. Under these
conditions, the eunuch represented for the king the person with whom he
could establish the most successful filial relationship using gifts. No
parasitic attachment could counterbalance the ‘affiliating’ effect of royal
prodigality. As ideal kin according to Xenophon, eunuchs satisfied the
fantasy of an absolute domination (Cyr. 8.2.9).1187

But the figure of the eunuch also paves the way for another area of
reflection. Taking into account their ambiguous sexual status and the
recipient’s inherent feminization,1188 those who were castrated were
perhaps as much devoted ‘wives’ as they were ideal ‘sons.’ Cyrus aroused
erōs, attracting both men and women who were seduced by his beauty and
generosity. Thanks to his charis, he invested all aspects of the bond. As
perfect friend, ideal father, and dream lover, the Persian established his
domination by monopolizing all affects for his own benefit.
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THE GRACES OF LOVE

Philia covered a large range of relationships extending from friendly and
familial ties to erotic bonds. Many authors played on these ambiguities, in
both the tragic1189 and philosophical1190 domains. For many Greeks indeed,
the distance between friendship and love was short. Erōs was only a sort
of amplified and exaggerated philia based on a fundamentally asymmetrical
relationship of exchange.1191 The erotic bond relied on a form of
structurally inegalitarian reciprocity, since it always brought together a free
citizen in a dominant position and a woman or erōmenos (a boy) in an
inferior position.1192

While Xenophon looked favorably upon the asymmetry produced by
love, he also highlighted certain dangers. According to Socrates, erōs implied
a relationship of charis that could ultimately prove to be deeply tainted. In
a pederastic context, sexual relationships introduced a form of corruption,
or bad charis, that was capable of endangering the whole love bond. Even
worse, it seemed that sex could at all times interfere with demands that
were specific to the political andmilitary spheres. This criticism of sexuality,
however, should be nuanced. Xenophon was not always as puritan as his
philosophical master seems to have been and occasionally accorded a
positive role to homosexual erōs, even when it did not imply abstinence.
Whatever the case may be, masculine eroticism provided a model of

authority that could be easily transposed into an intellectual, military, or
political context. But this transfer took place according to methods that
might initially seem surprising. When they referred to the erotic register,
Xenophon’s leaders did not seek to assume the role of the erastēs (the free
and active citizen), but instead the position of erōmenos. The reason for this
was simple. They best exercised their power by arousing their subordinates’
desire. Yet, according to Xenophon, a leader did not necessarily have to be
handsome to become an attractive erōmenos. Xenophon imagined a veritable
politics of seduction in which the exchange and the handling of benefits
made it possible to compensate for the radiance of beauty. Figures as
physically unattractive as Socrates and Agesilaus managed to become
desirable in their own way by displaying their munificence and temperance.
Nonetheless, the distribution of benefits was not always enough when

it came to monopolizing love. In order to definitively assert their influence,
leaders sometimes had to combine the radiant grace of a beautiful
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appearance with the charm of the exchange. That was precisely the term
designating both. On a strictly lexical level, the charis of radiance remained
marginal in Xenophon’s corpus. The phenomenon it concealed, however,
was hardly peripheral. In the Cyropaedia especially, Xenophon deeply
reflected on the role of beauty and the way in which it could supplant the
best-conceived euergetic politics. He even pondered the means of
intensifying this seductiveness of appearances by describing the establish-
ment of a complex ceremony.

I. EROTIC RECIPROCITY AND ITS DANGERS

Both homosexual and heterosexual love could drive the heart and the soul
crazy. But, in Greece, love did not only refer (subjectively) to the register
of passion. It was also conceived (objectively) as a relatively balanced social
exchange between partners of different ages and statuses. In Xenophon’s
corpus, love between males was nonetheless the object of a separate ethical
problematization:1193 Xenophon’s depiction of Socrates served as a
reminder of the dissolving effects of sexual favors.

Erōs in the game of exchange
Theodote’s charms
Relationships between men and women were ideally supposed to rely on
the regulated exchange of favors and benefits. At least that is the position
Socrates defends in the Memorabilia during a dialogue with the beautiful
hetaira Theodote.1194 Noticing the sumptuous garments in which she is
dressed, which also indicate the luxurious interior of her home and her
well-appointed servants (Mem. 3.11.4–5), the philosopher asks her about
the origins of her wealth. Theodote, who possesses neither land nor an
income, declares that she lives thanks to her ‘friends’ (φίλοι), who give
her gifts in return for her ‘gratifications’ – which are clearly sexual. The
philosopher gives her advice about the best way to ‘hunt’ this prey on
which her lifestyle depends. Using a striking metaphor (3.11.7), he
encourages her to capture this precious game like a spider,1195 ‘by weaving
a hunting trap of some sort (ὑφήνασθαί τι θήρατρον).’ This image astonishes
the hetaira (3.11.10): ‘ “Nets! What nets have I got?” “One, surely, that
entangles quite nicely – your body! (καὶ µάλα εὖ περιπλεκόµενον, τὸ σῶµα)”.’1196

While the tone is undoubtedly ironic,1197 Socrates nonetheless reflects
pragmatically on how he can assist Theodote, especially since the hetaira’s
activity is in no way reprehensible for someone accustomed to symposia.
Theodote does not resemble a vulgar prostitute who would sell her body
to anyone for a few obols. She does not sell her charms but, rather
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(3.11.12–14), ‘grants her favors’ (χαρίζεσθαι).1198 She only gives herself to
‘those who persuade her,’ (3.11.1)1199 chosen partners who are all ‘rich
men with an eye for beauty.’ (3.11.9) By calling upon the repertory of
charis, Xenophon places the sexual gratification dispensed by Theodote
within the aristocratic economy of exchange, which he does not criticize
as such.1200

Socrates nonetheless shows that the hetaira should not remain confined
to erotic favors alone, as effective as they are. In order to capture many
‘friends,’ she must combine the charis of the soul with that of the body
(3.11.10):

And inside [your body] you have a soul that teaches you what glance will please
(ὡς ἂν ἐµβλέπουσα χαρίζοιο), what words delight, and tells you that you
should give a warm welcome to an eager suitor but slam the door on a
roughhouser; yes, and when a friend has fallen sick, to show your anxiety by
visiting him; and when he has had a stroke of good fortune, to congratulate
him eagerly; and if he is eager in his suit, to be yourself at his service heart and soul
(ὅλῃ τῇ ψυχῇ κεχαρίσθαι).

The shift Socrates proposes is complete. While the hetaira previously
attracted the masculine gaze, she must now learn to gratify (χαρίζοιο) her
suitors with her own gaze. In some ways, the philosopher advises Theodote
to behave in the same way as Cyrus the Elder. In a striking parallel (Cyr.
8.2.2, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified), the young Persian prince strives
to ‘capture the affection (τὴν φιλίαν θηρεύειν) of those about him by taking
forethought for them and laboring for them and showing that he rejoiced
with them in their good fortune and sympathized with them in their
mishaps.’
Socrates goes on to specify what hemeans by listing the rules of reciprocity

that Theodote must strive to respect.1201 He not only recommends that she
seek out measured benefits, but also (Mem. 3.11.12) that she try to ‘repay
their favors in the same way (ἀµείβεσθαι χαριζοµένην τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον).’
According to the philosopher (3.11.12), ‘in this way they will prove most
sincerely your friends, most constant in their affection and most generous (πλεῖστον

χρόνον φιλοῖεν καὶ µέγιστα εὐεργετοῖεν).’ Beyond the instantaneous effects
of sexual satisfaction, Socrates introduces a long-term vision based on
regulated acts of reciprocity.
Unlike the pornē who is used and discarded, Theodote can hope to

establish lasting ties. By harmoniously combining pleasure and benefits
and by calling upon a broader repertory of exchange beyond the sexual
register, the hetaira can ensure the continuity of the bonds she seals with
her body.1202
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Homosexual chastity
In archaic and classical Greece, love between males was also based on the
play on exchange and reciprocity. Like the hetaira’s ‘friends,’ the erastēs gave
his erōmenos gifts.1203 He similarly offered his protection and tutelage. In
return, the younger party – like Theodote – provided his company and,
after a certain period, gratified him with sexual favors. But Socrates
explicitly challenged this model and condemned sexuality between males.
In a famous speech in the Symposium, the philosopher offers a eulogy of

chastity in order to instruct his host Callias, who is madly in love with the
handsome Autolycus.1204 He condemns acting on one’s desires by putting
himself in the position of the erastēs, the active older man. According to
Socrates (Symp. 8.15), ‘in the enjoyment of physical beauty there is a point
of satiety, so that one cannot help feeling for his favorite (πρὸς τὰ παιδικὰ)
the same as he feels for food when he’s full.’ The feeling of disgust should
therefore dissuade the erastēs from carnal consumption.
Socrates next adopts the perspective of the erōmenos, who, rather than

feeling inundated with pleasure, instead suffers from its absence (8.21):
‘For a boy does not share with the man the pleasure of intercourse (τῶν ἐν τοῖς

ἀφροδισίοις εὐφροσυνῶν) as a woman does, but looks on sober at another intoxicated
by love (ἀλλὰ νήφων µεθύοντα ὑπὸ τῆς ἀφροδίτης θεᾶται).’1205 The passive boy
does not experience any joy when he abandons himself to the older man.
He gives himself to his lover without love (ἐρῶντι οὐκ ἐρῶν). Sexuality
gravely endangers the relationship of charis uniting erastēs and erōmenos.1206

Once the balance is upset, the bond is doomed to be short-lived. As
Socrates points out (8.19), ‘But what is there to induce reciprocal affection
(ἀντιφιλήσειεν) from a boy whose lover is attached solely to his body? Is it
because to himself the lover allots what he wants but to the boy only the
most contemptible role?’ By breaking the chain of reciprocity, the erastēs
even risks being despised by his erōmenos, who can grow tired of his sexual
self-seeking (8.22). Nothing can guarantee that the bond will last. At best,
it will simply dissolve; at worst, it will end in the adolescent’s corruption.1207

In order to avoid such a fiasco, the philosopher advocates the establish-
ment of a ‘platonic’ union.1208 According to the Socratic propaganda, the
male partners take pleasure in not giving in to sexual intoxication (8.15):
‘But affection for the soul (ἡ δὲ τῆς ψυχῆς φιλία), being pure, is also less liable to
satiety, though it does not follow, as one might suppose, that it is also less
rich in the graces of Aphrodite (ἀνεπαφροδιτοτέρα).’1209 To reinforce his thesis, he
does not hesitate to manipulate Athenian ideology, creating a forced
opposition between an Aphrodite Pandēmos (or ‘Popular’) associated with
detestable bodily love and an AphroditeOurania (or ‘Celestial’) responsible
for pleasure deriving from the soul and philia.1210
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Xenophon’s Socrates joins Plato’s Socrates in advocating the establish-
ment of a non-sexual erotic bond.1211 On the condition that it remains
chaste, a same-sex relationship can lead to a ‘friendly love’ that will grow
over the years, unwithered by age or illness (8.18): ‘It is by conducting
themselves thus that men continue mutually to love their friendship (ἐρῶντες τῆς

φιλίας) and enjoy it clear down to old age.’1212 Homosexual love ultimately
falls back on the philia and reciprocity it implies.1213 The specificity of the
homosexual model proposed by Socrates lies in his idea that, while sexual
gratification and traditional benefits can be harmoniously associated
between men and women, both registers are mutually exclusive in same-
sex relationships.

The asexual song of the Sirens
Socrates’ argument does not end with this simple observation. He
advocates a continuous exchange between seduction and the withdrawal of
sexuality because such a technique seems to him not only morally adequate,
but also particularly effective. The paradox can be expressed in the
following way: while love is undoubtedly the best way to capture friends,
it can only work if this love remains chaste.
This strange dialectic fully emerges over the course of an exchange

between Socrates and his disciple Critobulus in the Memorabilia. The
philosopher asks his friend to help him capture friends, boasting that he is
an ‘expert in love (διὰ τὸ ἐρωτικός εἶναι).’ (2.6.28) His hunting technique
consists of playing with emotions (2.6.28): ‘For when I want to catch
anyone it’s surprising how I strain every nerve to have my affection returned, my
longing reciprocated by him, in my eagerness that he will want my company as much as
I want his (ὅλος ὥρµηµαι ἐπὶ τὸ φιλῶν τε αὐτοὺς ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι ὑπ’ αὐτῶν καὶ

ποθῶν ἀντιποθεῖσθαι, καὶ ἐπιθυµῶν συνεῖναι καὶ ἀντεπιθυµεῖσθαι τῆς συνουσίας).’
This erotic register ends up misleading poor Critobulus. Based on these

words, he dreams of going on a hunt for friends that will end in sexual
conquest. His master clears up the matter by opposing two models of
seduction (2.6.31): ‘it’s not part of my skill to lay hands on the handsome
ones and force them to submit. I am convinced that the reason why men
fled from Scylla was that she laid hands on them; but the Sirens laid hands on
no man; from far away they sang to all, and therefore, we are told, all submitted, and
hearing were enchanted.’1214 In a ironic play on themes, Socrates inverts the
traditional image of the Sirens, who are deadly despite their seductiveness.
In the same way that he opposes an Aphrodite Ourania and an Aphrodite
Pandēmos in the Symposium, he creates a forced antagonism between the
Sirens and Scylla in order to support his primary thesis whereby the
seduction is even more intense when it radically excludes sexuality.1215
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But the metaphor of the Sirens encourages another reading of the
passage and implicitly reveals the type of seduction advocated by Socrates.
The Sirens are not on an equal footing with the people they bewitch. They
embody the paradigm of unequal love and their method of seduction
evokes the fascination exerted by Socrates. Like the philosopher, the Sirens
provide a man with knowledge. According to Homer (Od. 12.188), they
boast that, after listening to them, ‘he has joy of it, and goes his way knowing
more (πλείονα εἰδώς).’1216 Like Socrates, the Sirens have the power to make
their enthralled listeners forget everything. Circe warns Odysseus of this
dangerous ability (Od. 12.39–55): ‘First you will come to the Sirens, who
beguile all men who come to them. Whoever in ignorance draws near to
them and hears the Sirens’ voice, his wife and little children never stand
beside him and rejoice at his homecoming.’1217 It should be recalled that
Socrates was accused of replacing his disciples’ parents in their hearts.1218

The Sirens therefore represented a form of seduction whose intensity
depends on chastity. Does this mean that this asexual charm constituted
the only applicable erotic model in Xenophon’s corpus? Did he always
apply this carefully refined vision of love faithfully following that of his
master? In some respects, Xenophon occasionally introduces intonations
worthy of Scylla in the Sirens’ song. For the army in particular, sexuality did
not always play a harmful role.

Erōs goes to war
Erōs and thanatos readily came together when weapons clashed.1219 Amorous
ties were created not only between the men and women who followed the
troops,1220 but also between those doing the fighting. Since the archaic
period, military pederasty was an institutionalized initiatory practice
involving a young erōmenos and a confirmed erastēs.1221 As the following
anonymous verses composed in Chalcis advocate, an erōmenos was
supposed to grant favors to a courageous and deserving erastēs: ‘You boys
who possess the Graces (χαρίτων) and noble fathers, do not grudge your
youthful beauty in converse with good men (ἀγαθοῖσιν); for together with
bravery (ἀνδρείᾳ) Love, loosener of limbs, flourishes in the cities of the
Chalcidians.’1222 Yet Xenophon had an ambiguous vision of pederastic
relations in the military sphere. The place sexuality occupied in themmade
such ties hard to accept.

The interference of love: charis against charis
In the Lakedaimonion Politeia, Xenophon proposes a puritan vision of
Spartan warriors’ homosexuality. He praises the Lacedaemonian legislator
Lycurgus for making love between men and adolescent boys chaste (Lak.
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Pol. 2.13, transl. Lipka 2002, ad loc.): ‘Lovers (ἐραστὰς) keep away from their
beloved (παιδικῶν) no less than fathers keep away from their sons and
brothers from their brothers as regards sexual intercourse (εἰς ἀφροδίσια).’1223

According to him, the Spartans’ sexual rigor was such that pederastic ties
conformed to a fraternal or filial ideal. Xenophon compares the virtuous
Lacedaemonians to other peoples (Lak. Pol. 2.12): ‘In other Greek cities,
for instance among the Boeotians, man and boy live together, like married
people; elsewhere, among the Eleans, for example, consent is won by means
of favors (διὰ χαρίτων).’1224 As soon as they were accompanied by sexual acts,
pederastic ties were assimilated with a form of bad charis and permanently
condemned.1225 In same-sex relationships, the harmonious circulation of
charis was endangered by another form of charis, one that was corrupting
and mollifying: sexual gratification.
Such practices were reprehensible not only because, as Socrates asserted,

they undermined loving relationships from within; they were especially
problematic when they interfered with the demands of public life.
Xenophon partly attributed the fall of the Lacedaemonian city to the poor
use of erōs. As early as 378 (Hell. 5.3.27), when ‘it seemed that [the Spartans]
had at length established their empire most excellently and securely,’
the Lacedaemonian system began to malfunction. Sparta first lost control
of the Cadmea of Thebes, lacking allies who were able to manage their
sexual impulses.1226 During the same period, love, according to many
Greeks (5.4.24), led to ‘the most unjust [judicial verdict] ever known in
Lacedaemon’: the acquittal of Sphodrias. Madly in love with Cleonymus,
Sphodrias’s son, Archidamus managed to obtain grace for the disobedient
harmost from his father Agesilaus.1227 During the same year, erōs led to the
first Spartan losses against the Thebans. The Lacedaemonians lost control
of Oreos in Euboea because Alcetas, leader of the garrison, was unable to
control his homosexual leanings (Hell. 5.4.56–7).1228 Sparta’s decadence
began with a failure to control love.
But, in Xenophon’s view, the undesirable effects of corrupting erōs had

already been proven a few years earlier with the death of Thibron, one of
the most controversial Spartans in the Hellenica.1229 His sordid existence,
involving plundering and betrayal, came to an abrupt and dishonorable
end in 391, when he was fighting in Asia against a lieutenant of the Great
King, Strouthas. His improvidence made him the victim of a surprise attack
by the Persian cavalry (Hell. 4.8.18):

Now it chanced that Thibron, having finished breakfast, was engaged in
throwing the discus (δισκεύων) with Thersander, the flute-player. For Thersander
was not only a good flute-player, but he also laid claim to physical strength,
inasmuch as he was an imitator of things Lacedaemonian (ἅτε λακωνίζων).
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At first glance, there is nothing shocking about this anecdote. At the most,
the Spartan could be criticized for some negligence in military conduct.
However, Clifford Hindley has proposed another translation of the same
passage based on a new reading of the manuscripts: ‘Now it so happened
that Thibron was retiring in his tent (διασκηνῶν) after the morning meal with
Thersander, the auletes. For Thersander was not only a good aulos-player,
but also made some claim to physical prowess as the active partner at anal sex
(λακωνίζων).’1230 It was not an innocent discus throw which led the Spartan
to his downfall, but his unbridled sexuality. Not only did it appear that he
abandoned himself to guilty activities, but he apparently played the role of
the passive partner in this erotic relationship: the ultimate disgrace lay in the
sexual domination of a Spartanmale by an effeminate Ionian, Thersander.1231

Hindley’s hypothesis has been supported by a number of arguments,
some of which involve simple logic. If they had been openly training in
discus throwing, it would have been hard for them to be surprised by
Strouthas. This version also makes it possible to understand why
Xenophon contrasts Thibron with his successor by using sexual behavior
as his criterion, specifying (Hell. 4.8.22) that Diphridas ‘was as a man no less
gracious (εὔχαρις) than Thibron, and as a general he was more self-controlled
(µᾶλλόν...συντεταγµένος) and enterprising. For the pleasures of the body (αἱ τοῦ

σώµατος ἡδοναί) did not hold the mastery over him, but in whatever task he
was engaged, he always gave himself wholly to it.’1232 Two very different
types of charis stand out. While the handsome Thibron wallows in a form
of corrupting charis, Diphridas refuses the immediate gratification to which
his natural seductiveness would allow him to aspire.
All these kinds of discourse on sexuality are highly normative and must

be put into perspective.1233 The context in which these puritan statements
were made and received should be taken into account. When Socrates
advocates absolute chastity, he does so also because Xenophon is trying
to clear his master of the suspicion of corruption, including sexual
corruption.1234 Similarly, his discussion of Spartan homosexuality should be
interpreted in the light of his apologetic goal in the Lakedaimonion Politeia.
As for Thibron, Xenophon had personal reasons for hating him and for
depicting him in such a bad light (cf. Anab. 7.6.43). Taken as a whole, his
writings are often more nuanced when it comes to sexuality: physical love
can even galvanize soldiers under certain conditions.1235

Eroticism and heroism: I love you to death
In the army, the meaning of erōs was fundamentally ambiguous. In
Xenophon’s works, the same phenomenon – such as the presence of wives
or concubines in the barbarian armies1236 – can be interpreted in two
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radically different ways (Cyr. 4.3.1–2): ‘For even unto this day all who go
to war in Asia take with them to the field what they prize most highly; for
they say that they would do battle the more valiantly, if all that they hold
dearest were there; for these, they say, they must do their best to protect.
This may, perhaps, be true; but perhaps also they follow this custom for
their own sensual gratification (τῇ ἡδονῇ χαριζόµενοι).’ Heterosexual erōs had two
sides, appearing sometimes under the negative guise of bad charis and
sometimes as a powerful stimulant for heroism.
In Xenophon’s view, homosexual love even had certain virtues at war.

The death in 388 of the Spartan Anaxibius, who was harmost in Abydus,
was proof of this. Like Thibron, Anaxibius was an ambiguous and even
detestable figure, one with whom Xenophon struggled.1237 When the Ten
Thousand finally managed to reach the Black Sea, Anaxibius was the
Spartan navarch. Instead of welcoming theGreeks with open arms, however,
he behaved like a zealous agent of the satrap Pharnabazus, fervently
wishing to see the mercenaries flee Asia (Anab. 7.1.4).1238 While he had
apparently been corrupted (7.1.2), it seems that he sometimes assumed the
role of corruptor, having been sent on a mission to the Hellespont because
he had gained the ephors’ favor (Hell. 4.8.32).1239 Xenophon does not
elaborate on how he earned their trust, perhaps suggesting that improper
negotiations took place.
The parallel with Thibron does not end there. Like him, Anaxibius died

in the middle of an ambush, falling into the trap set by the Athenian general
Iphicrates during one of the many skirmishes of the Corinthian War. Like
Thibron, he displayed a certain lack of preparation and unfortunate signs
of negligence.1240 Unlike him, however, the difficulties he faced were primarily
linked to Iphicrates’s extraordinary cunning. The Athenian’s carefully
prepared attack seems to have been unavoidable. Also unlike Thibron,
Anaxibius’s death was far from dishonorable. After inviting those around
him to flee (Hell. 4.8.38–9), Anaxibius, ‘taking his shield from his shield-
bearer, fell fighting on that spot. His favorite youth (τὰ παιδικὰ), however,
remained by his side, and likewise from among the Lacedaemonians about
twelve of the governors, who had come from their cities and joined him,
fought and fell with him.’ Under his erōmenos’ watchful eye, Anaxibius feels
galvanized.1241 The erōmenos demonstrates his loyalty, remaining at his side
despite having been given the option of fleeing. Anaxibius ends up
compensating for not having had a brilliant political and military career by
having a ‘beautiful death,’ with love contributing to preserving his memory
while it doomed Thibron to be remembered poorly.1242

While sexuality played a hypothetical role in Anaxibius’s story, Xenophon
clears up any misunderstandings in theAnabasis by recounting two parallel
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anecdotes. The first one depicts the Greeks serving the Thracian Seuthes
and massacring the inhabitants of a barbarian village. Seuthes wants to
discipline the Thynians by punishing them. In the middle of the butchery
(Anab. 7.4.7), ‘a certain Episthenes of Olynthus who was a lover of boys’
notices a beautiful boy (παῖδα καλὸν) about to be killed. Struck by the boy’s
beauty, Episthenes begs Xenophon to intervene so that Seuthes spares the
pais. Xenophon presents this request to Seuthes (7.4.8) by emphasizing
that Episthenes ‘had once assembled a battalion with an eye to nothing
else save the question whether a man was handsome, and that with this
battalion he proved himself a braveman.’1243 In Xenophon’s view, pederastic
relations offered thus some military advantages. In battle, the mere
presence of an erōmenos could elicit heroism (On Hunting 12.20): ‘For when
he is seen by his beloved (ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐρωµένου) every man rises above himself
and shrinks from what is ugly and evil in word or deed, for fear of being
seen by him.’1244 Episthenes’s conduct proved this. Seuthes asks him if he
would accept to die in place of the boy he wants spared. The would-be
erastēs immediately stretched out his neck, proudly asserting (Anab. 7.4.9):
‘Strike, if the lad bids you and will be grateful (µέλλει χάριν εἰδέναι).’ This
statement at once proves Episthenes’s courage and stresses the fundamental
reciprocity of pederastic relationships. The erastēs’s benefits were usually
supposed to be met with the erōmenos’s gratitude, often in the form of
sexual favors.
This story directly echoes another episode in the Anabasis involving an

exact namesake of Episthenes. Once again, the Ten Thousand are terrorizing
the inhabitants of a barbarian village, and a Greek from Chalcidice falls in
love with a young barbarian. The anecdote begins with the taking of
hostages in Armenia. To ensure the loyalty of the village leader, the
mercenaries capture his son. This boy, ‘who was just coming into the prime
of youth,’ is placed under the watch of Episthenes of Amphipolis (Anab.
4.6.1).1245 Playing a double game, the village leader is beaten up by the
general Chirisophus before escaping and abandoning his son. Fortunately,
the story has a happy ending, with the attentive lover replacing the
delinquent father (4.6.3): ‘Episthenes, however, fell in love with the boy (ἠράσθη

τοῦ παιδὸς), took him home with him, and found him absolutely faithful
(πιστοτάτῳ).’ Pederastic love therefore compensated for the paternal bond
that was damaged by Chirisophus’s blunder.1246

However, this relationship does not appear to have been chaste. After
all, Episthenes is neither a Socratic philosopher nor an idealized Spartan.
Even when it implied a certain form of sensuality, erōs could thus generate
lasting loyalty and was in no way mollifying. Like his namesake (or perhaps
it was the same man),1247 Episthenes fights bravely and calmly. Did he not
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demonstrate his courage during the Battle of Cunaxa, which earned him a
mention in Xenophon’s writing (Anab. 1.10.7)? The Anabasis makes it
possible to lend nuance to the supposed rejection of sexuality that Xenophon
is said to have consistently advocated. Far from damaging reciprocity,
sexuality could be put to good use, allowing strong ties to be formed over
the long term.
Through a series of small details, Xenophon outlines a model of male

eroticism based on reciprocity, one that can include a sexual exchange on
the condition that it is controlled and does not interfere with the demands
of leadership. But erōs also intervened in the military and political sphere in
another way. It not only flourished in a strictly individual context, but also
served as paradigm for thinking about the ties established between a chief
and all of his subordinates. Love subsequently assumed a collective and
metaphorical appearance, inspired by the civic eroticism proposed by
Pericles of Athens.

II. THE POLITICAL POWER OF THE ERŌMENOS

When considering erotic ties from a political perspective, the Athenians
favored the register of male eroticism, whereby the city became a sort of
erōmenos courted by all of its citizens. Xenophon displaced part of this
democratic perspective. In his view, the leader – and not the city – was
supposed to be the main focus of desire. Yet, in order for a man to become
a handsome erōmenos, Xenophon was confident in the transforming power
of benefits. When handled skillfully, charis could lend even the most
unattractive men an almost irresistible aura of seductiveness.

From love of the city to love of the leader
A civic eroticism?
A veritable ideology of civic love only emerged during the Hellenistic
period, in addition to the established representation of philia. This shift can
be detected in the works of Stoic philosophers such as Zeno of Citium,
who, in the first half of the third century, elaborated a specifically political
notion of erōs that was viewed as creating social ties.1248 As Athenaeus
recounts (13.561c), ‘Zeno of Citium took Eros to be a god who brings
about friendship and freedom, and again concord, but nothing else. That
is why in the Republic he said that Eros is a god, there as a helper in
furthering the safety of the city.’1249 This was not merely a philosopher’s
whim: the numerous statues ofErōs that were erected in Greek cities during
the Hellenistic period leave little doubt about the civic goals behind this.1250

During the classical period, the situation was rather different. In Sparta,
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erōs served only a military purpose;1251 in Athens, a civic eroticism was
outlined according to extremely specific models.1252 In the Athenian
imagination, love did not connect citizens individually but instead bound
them collectively to their city. In the funeral oration, Pericles invites
explicitly the Athenians to express their desire toward the city (Thuc.
2.43.1):

Nay rather you must daily fix your gaze (θεωµένους) upon the power of
Athens and become lovers of her (ἐραστὰς γιγνοµένους αὐτῆς).1253

This erotic, male metaphor had a certain number of implications. It made
it possible to abruptly dismiss women, who had already been excluded
from the political sphere. Under this homoerotic model, no symbolic
compensation was offered to them. This image also presupposed the
existence of a bond of reciprocity between both parties.1254 In the
pederastic relationship, the erastēs educated and protected the erōmenos, who
offered his company and specific favors in return. In Pericles’s vision, the
citizens played the tutelary role of the erastēs, while the city was depicted in
the position of the passionately contemplated (θεωµένους) erōmenos.1255

At first glance, this seems a surprising choice. The city appeared
relegated to a passive and subordinate role, leaving the central place to the
Athenians, who were defined as a ‘vigorous elite’ serving their native land
(Winkler 1990, 47). According to Sara Monoson (2000, 83), the metaphor
could even harbor more troubling undertones whereby, as erastai, the
citizens could behave shamefully and abuse the naive, defenseless erōmenos
that was the city. That was certainly how the opponents of radical democracy
interpreted this image, by deeply subverting the initial meaning. Instead of
applying the metaphor to the relationship between the Athenians and their
city, they applied it to the relationship between citizens and their political
leaders.1256 In Aristophanes’s plays, the demagogues were the ones who
stated (falsely of course) they were in love withDēmos. In The Knights (732),
the Paphlagonian (a clear caricature of Cleon)1257 emphatically declares,
‘Because I adore you,Dēmos, and because I’m your lover (ἐραστής τ’ εἰµὶ σός)!’
But these erastai proved to be dangerous corruptors. They degraded
the people with their selfish love, leading them to behave like depraved,
capricious erōmenoi (Knights, 736–40). According to these critics, the
demagogues led the city to its downfall by deftly manipulating feelings and
affects.
Nonetheless, this polemical vision corresponded to a deliberately biased

reading of the metaphor employed by Pericles. By using this image, he did
not intend to depict a passive Athens at the mercy of its citizens’ goodwill.
Nothing indicates that the metaphor had to be understood as giving the
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upper hand to the citizens-erastai.1258 As Mark Golden has demonstrated,
the erōmenos’s supposed subordination is in no way obvious in the ancient
texts and images.1259 While a young man was supposed to protect his honor
by respecting an established code of conduct,1260 he could still possess
virtues also held by the dominator.1261 On the other hand, since the archaic
period, an erastēs seized with desire was depicted in a submissive and even
unhappy position (Calame 1999 (1992), 23–29). He was at the mercy of
his erōmenos, who remained free to refuse his favors. The young man was
sometimes even compared to a tyrant who reigned harshly over his lover.1262

The figurative codes continually proclaimed the erōmenos’s paradoxical
superiority. On the vase paintings, he was always depicted facing his
partner, instead of in a submissive position. He stood upright, while the
erastēswas on bent knees, often with his head bowed.1263 In some cases, the
erastēs was even depicted in the traditional pose of the suppliant, trying to
touch the young boy’s chin.1264

In this symbolic context, Pericles’s metaphor assumes a completely
different meaning. By employing the register of pederastic love, he was in
fact encouraging citizens to give their city extraordinary gifts, like the erastai
who showered their erōmenoi with presents. Instead of hares or goblets,
citizens were instead supposed to give their city time, money, and even
their life in the form of public service, both military and financial in nature.
The place and role of such a metaphor in Athenian democratic ideology

should be analyzed with more nuance. This pederastic depiction had no
direct equivalent in other funeral orations dating back to the classical period.
Such public speeches usually made use of another equally asymmetrical
image by representing the city as the father (or mother) of its citizens.1265

Perhaps the orators were reluctant to use an image with such strong
aristocratic connotations. Regardless, Xenophonwas clearly not embarrassed
to do so. His political reflection referred to this pederastic metaphor on
numerous occasions, although he attributed to it a different role from the
one used by Pericles. In Xenophon’s writings, it was the leader, and not the
city, who was supposed to become the object of desire.

Xenophon, the leader, and the erōmenos
In theMemorabilia, Xenophon’s Socrates undertakes a polemical rewriting
of the image used by Pericles. In a dialogue with Critobulus, the
philosopher carefully analyzes the process of making friends (Mem. 2.6.10).
He considers Pericles a specialist in this domain (2.6.13) who ‘knew many
[spells] and cast them on the city, and so made her love him (ἐπᾴδων τῇ

πόλει ἐποίει αὐτὴν φιλεῖν αὑτόν).’ By adopting the register of magical charm,
Socrates ironically likens Pericles’ rhetoric to a sort of sexual courting.1266
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On a deeper level, his words constitute an implicit response to the civic
eroticism he expressed in the Funeral Oration. He overturns Pericles’s
sentence, making the city in love with the well-known stratēgos and not the
other way around.
Despite making fun of the great democratic leader, Socrates does not

contest the erotic power Pericles acquired. A leader was supposed to strive
to become the city’s object of desire. When Socrates urges Callias to
assume his political responsibilities, he states (Symp. 8.41) that he ‘shared the
city’s love for those men (τῇ πόλει συνεραστὴς) who add to a nature already good
a zealous desire (φιλοτίµως) for excellence.’ He is implicitly inviting Callias to
radically change his position. Despite being Autolycus’s erastēs in the private
sphere, he must become an erōmenos in the eyes of the rest of the city.
Socrates promises to help him in this seductive undertaking, playing the
proper go-between by presenting him to the polis in a positive light, radiant
with irresistible grace and charm (8.42).
The erōmenos’s capacity to seduce could unsettle traditional civic and

political relationships. The handsome Critobulus mentions this disruptive
power in the Symposium at a pivotal moment in his love life. Despite being
as young as an erōmenos, he begins to yearn for other boys (Symp. 8.2). He is
already so taken with the gorgeous Cleinias (Symp. 4.14) that he ‘would be
happier being a slave than being a free man, if Cleinias were willing to be [his]
master (ἄρχειν ἐθέλοι).’1267 He playfully declares that he is even ready to follow
the young boy through fire. For the love of Cleinias, he would therefore be
capable of not only renouncing his political status as a citizen, but also of
risking his life.
Critobulus boasts about still being seductive enough to have the same

effect on most of his guests (Symp. 4.12). According to him, everyone is
ready to follow him through the fire. That explains why he asks Socrates
to stop doubting that his ‘beauty (κάλλος) will in any way benefit humanity.’
(4.16)1268 In the Memorabilia (1.3.8–11), Socrates acknowledges the extra-
ordinary power of male beauty. He even bullies Critobulus for having
stolen a kiss from ‘Alcibiades’s son’ (maybe Cleinias in the Symposium?) and
considers him a reckless risktaker. By kissing the handsome boy (Mem.
1.3.9) he becomes a man ready to ‘do a somersault into a ring of knives
[and to] jump into fire.’1269 Love induces an extraordinary degree of
submission.
It is possible and even desirable to make political use of this radical

asymmetry. In the Symposium (4.16), Critobulus maintains that ‘People who
don’t elect handsome men as generals are crazy.’1270 There is no danger
that men in love are not ready to confront. In the Oeconomicus (21.7),
Xenophon confirms that the most powerful army leaders are not the
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strongest ones but those ‘who can make his soldiers feel that they are
bound to follow [them] through fire and in any risky situation.’ By using the
image of fire, he encourages an erotization of power whereby a leader can
effortlessly obtain everything he wants by becoming a handsome erōmenos.
In Athens, Alcibiades embodies this kind of seductiveness. The Athenian

dēmos had a troubling fascination with him.1271 As soon as he entered politics
(Plutarch, Alcibiades 10.1), he made people cry out with pleasure when he
announced a major voluntary contribution (epidosis). Plutarch recounts that,
surprised by the crowd’s enthusiastic reaction, Alcibiades releases the quail
he had been hiding beneath his cloak. At the sight of the bird taking flight,
the dēmos suddenly behaves as if it was Alcibiades’s erastēs, with everyone
running after the quail (being one of the gifts an erastēs offered his erōmenos)1272

just to have the distinguishing honor of returning it to the young man.1273

The anecdote summarizes the various elements that, when put together,
form Alcibiades’s political seductiveness. Not only was he beautiful and
eloquent, but he also granted numerous benefits.
This latter aspect plays a key role in Xenophon’s works. While men who

could vaunt their beauty, like Alcibiades and Cleinias, were rare, there were
many men who could resort to the charms of gifts. In his corpus,
Xenophon often reflected on the political construction of seduction. Far
from being solely a favor from nature or the gods, political seduction could
be fabricated using the right charismatic techniques. It was not given but
constructed through gifts.

The political construction of seduction
In order to transform a leader into an object of desire, a certain number of
conditions had to be met. The first was negative: the would-be leader had
to master his erotic impulses. Alcibiades was incapable of doing this,
incurring the Athenians’ wrath and envy with his uncontrolled sexual
behavior. In Xenophon’s view, the powerful man was supposed to
display considerable restraint so as not be distracted from his duties.
The edifying stories of the Spartans Alcetas and Thibron proved this
(supra, pp. 235–6). Prodicus’s parable in the Memorabilia (2.1.1–34) makes
the same explicit speculation:1274 the pursuit of a young boy could only
distract from their true goal those who aspired to royalty.1275 Varying in
tone and method, Xenophon’s writings continually adapted this essential
requirement at all levels of responsibility, whether it be a kingdom, an army,
or a simple oikos.1276 There was nothing unique about this politics of
temperance, which united supporters and despisers of democracy in the
same puritan chorus. Before Xenophon, Pericles had recommended that
the military leaders observe the most absolute chastity while on duty
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(Plutarch, Pericles 8.8): ‘Once, when Sophocles, who was general with him
on a certain naval expedition, praised a lovely boy, he said: “It is not his
hands only, Sophocles, that a general must keep clean, but his eyes
as well”.’1277

A leader was supposed to display his temperance not only out of fear of
being distracted from his duties, but also in order to avoid appearing to be
a tyrant with unbridled sexuality. For someone in charge, any act of sexual
domination immediately had abusive connotations. Xenophon was perfectly
conscious of this danger. When he was himself a general during the
Anabasis, he was careful not to become involved in arguments over the
young men to whom he was strongly attracted and demonstrated perfect
restraint (Anab. 5.8.4).1278 He strove to present himself as a temperate man,
like those whom Socrates described in theMemorabilia (2.6.22, transl. E. C.
Marchant and O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified): ‘despite hunger and thirst, they
can share their food and drink without a pang; and although they are charmed
by boys in the prime of their youth (καὶ τοῖς τῶν ὡραίων ἀφροδισίοις ἡδόµενοι) they
can resist (καρτερεῖν) the lure and avoid offending those whom they should
not offend.’ But continence was not only a defensive solution that could
be observed for lack of anything better. According to the Memorabilia,
the Sirens could be intensely seductive because they were chaste.1279 By
suppressing his libido, a leader gained a certain amount of charisma, much
like a monk whose aura was partly due to his rejection of sexuality.1280

By dropping all erotic aggressivity, he was paradoxically able to become a
metaphorical object of desire.
In Xenophon’s view, an additional condition had to be respected in

order to create this seduction, which inextricably linked the political and the
erotic: the leader was supposed to use gifts and benefits. The usual model
of love relationships was unsettled. While the erōmenos usually received
many gifts in a true pederastic relationship, a leader only attained this
enviable status by dint of presents and favors. That was how Hiero and
Agesilaus proceeded. Using different methods, they each embodied the
paradoxical process that ended with an unattractive, older man becoming
a desirable erōmenos.

Three paradoxical erōmenoi
Hiero the tyrannical erastēs?
Classical theories of the tyrannical regime readily create the image of a
tyrant motivated by the sole aim of realizing his every desire.1281 According
to these common representations, a despot resembled a beast driven by
his wild appetite and unable to satisfy his (sexual) desires in a reasonable
way.1282 In the Hiero, the tyrant of Syracuse takes up this normative
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discourse in order to pose as a victim of his own power. According to him,
he was deprived of the joys of true love, even if he was able to satisfy his
sexual urges. Madly in love with the handsome Daïlochus, he could only
hope for his voluntary consent, which was the salt of all love relationships
(Hiero 1.34): ‘favors (αἱ χάριτές) from a beloved boy (παρὰ δὲ παιδικῶν) are very
pleasant, I fancy, only when he consents.’1283 Reciprocal feelings are the
very key to happiness (1.35): ‘For instance, if your beloved loves you back
(ἀντιφιλοῦντος), how pleasant are his looks, how pleasant his questions and
his answers; how very pleasant and ravishing (ἐπαφροδιτόταται) are the
struggles and bickerings.’
On the other hand, the tyrant seems condemned to experience a love

without charis and void of reciprocity. In fact (1.36), ‘to take advantage of a
favourite against his will (τὸ δὲ ἀκόντων παιδικῶν ἀπολαύειν) seems to me more
like piracy (λεηλασίᾳ) than love (ἀφροδισίοις).’ Even when a young boy
voluntarily granted him his favors, the tyrant could never be sure of the real
reasons behind it. In front of the despot, the paidika tended to feign
affection more than really feeling it. Such relationships are not based on a
true reciprocity: whenever an erōmenos gave in to his desires, ‘a tyrant can
never be sure that he is actually loved,’ in contrast to an ordinary citizen
who can be sure that ‘it is affection that makes his beloved compliant
(ὅτι ὡς φιλῶν χαρίζεται)’ (1.37). Even worse, those beloved boys are the first
to want the tyrant dead (1.38): ‘even plots against despots as often as not
are the work of those who profess the deepest affection for them.’
Xenophon momentarily abandons the issue of the tyrant’s love affairs

based on this disillusioned observation. It is not until the end of the
dialogue that Simonides finally responds to the concerns expressed by
Hiero. The poet begins by displacing the questioning. Instead of first
seeking to create a privileged bond with one boy, Simonides urges the
tyrant to establish a relationship of reciprocity with all of the citizens, since
euergetism made it possible to launch a virtuous cycle, from which Hiero
would ultimately benefit. In order to be loved, the tyrant had to shower the
city with benefits, adorn it with beautiful monuments, and substantially
increase the citizens’ revenues (Hiero 11.1–4). If he had to win competitions
(particularly horse races), he was only supposed to do so over other leaders
of the Greek world so as not to arouse his fellow citizens’ envy (11.5–7).1284

Hiero would unfailingly generate philia if he respected all these
imperatives (11.8): ‘And in the first place you will forthwith have secured
just what you really want, the affection of your subjects (τὸ φιλεῖσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν

ἀρχοµένων).’ But benefits also had more unexpected results. By deftly
handling charis, the tyrant could reach the highest level of philia. Charis
seemed capable of radically transforming men’s vision of the tyrant (11.9):
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‘The observed of all observers’ eyes (περίβλεπτος), you will be a hero, not
only to private citizens, but to many cities: you will be admired (ἀγαπῷο ἄν)
not only in your home, but in public among all men.’1285 Through the gift,
the tyrant could become everyone’s focal point. Erotic desire could grow
out of such concentrated attention (11.11, my translation):

Everyone present will be an ally, everyone absent will long to see you. Thus
you will not only be liked, but loved by men (῞Ωστε οὐ µόνον φιλοῖο ἄν, ἀλλὰ καὶ
ἐρῷο ὑπ’ ἀνθρώπων).

Hiero could make his subjects’ desire blossom and attract them accordingly.
The tyrant’s troubles with unhappy love would be definitively resolved:
‘You will need not to court the fair, but to listen patiently to their suit.’ By
applying a coherent euergetic politics, Hiero could reverse his unhappy
streak, transforming from a tyrannical erastēs into the erōmenos of all his
subjects.
Of course, Xenophon was merely outlining a utopian program in the

Hiero. Instead of ending there, he began to apply this with his friend and
patron Agesilaus.

Agesilaus the lame erōmenos
According to Plutarch (Ages. 2.1), Agesilaus was Lysander’s erōmenos in his
youth: the Spartan navarch was said to have taken the future king under his
protective wing. And yet Agesilaus was no Apollo. Not only was he lame,
but he was also small and hardly imposing (Plutarch, Ages. 2.4).1286

However, his eminent place on the social ladder largely compensated for
his unattractiveness, even before he became a credible contender for Spartan
royalty. As a formermothax, Lysander probably reaped considerable rewards
from associating with such a prestigious erōmenos.1287 But this was not just
a one-way relationship. The navarch protected his erōmenos’s interests, even
after their relationship ended. While he did not mention the existence of
such a bond, Xenophon emphasized Lysander’s crucial support of
Agesilaus in 398, during the succession of Agis (Hell. 3.3.3).
After freeing himself from his former erastēs’s grip (Hell. 3.4.7–10),

Agesilaus was careful always to show that he was in control when it came
to his desires and homosexual enjoyment. Despite sharing with Hiero a
love of young men,1288 the Spartan king knew how to resist temptation.
Xenophon was filled with praise (Ages. 5.4) for ‘his control over sexual
pleasures (ἀφροδισίων ἐγκρατείας αὐτοῦ).’ He thought the story of Agesilaus’s
love for the Persian Megabates offered the best proof of this (5.4): ‘But he
loved Megabates, the handsome son of Spithridates, with all the intensity
of an ardent nature. Now it is the custom among the Persians to bestow a
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kiss on those whom they honour. Yet when Megabates attempted to kiss
him, Agesilaus resisted his advances with all his might – an extraordinarily
noble piece of self-control (τὸ σωφρόνηµα καὶ λίαν γεννικόν) surely!’1289 Despite
being in the position of the erastēs, Agesilaus was the one to resist the
handsome erōmenos’s advances.1290 Instead of taking advantage of a cultural
misunderstanding in order to satisfy his concupiscence, the Spartan displayed
the graciousness that distinguished him from the men who submit to their
desires. His temperance allowed him to protect his own power. Like
Socrates, he knew that a simple kiss could definitively capture a man and
drive him mad with desire (Mem. 1.3.9–13).
According to Paul Cartledge, the story of Megabates was in fact part of

a broader propaganda destined to create the image of a fundamentally
chaste Sparta. He argues that Xenophon readily projected Agesilaus’s
program onto Lycurgus’s Sparta, especially since it fell in line with the
Socratic view on the matter.1291 But this defense and illustration of Agesilaus
can be explained differently – neither hypothesis excluding the other.
Perhaps Xenophon wanted to defend the honor of his Spartan friend and
patron, who had been criticized for his homophile penchants and his
sympathy toward certain Persians. Xenophon himself suggests this when
concluding the anecdote about Megabates with the following embarrassed
words (Ages. 5.6):

What opinion some hold in regard to these matters I know well enough; but for my part
I am persuaded that many more men can gain the mastery over their
enemies than over impulses such as these.No doubt when these things are known
to few, many have a right to be skeptical : but we all know this, that the greater a
man’s fame, the fiercer is the light that beats on all his actions.1292

Regardless of his reasons, Xenophon strove to depict Agesilaus as being
impassive when faced with the seductiveness of young men. Reversing the
traditional erotic code, the Spartan king became an object of desire, all
under the panegyrist’s indulgent eye. Carried away by his praise, Xenophon
made sure that by showering his friends with benefits, the sovereign gained
not only the recipients’ philia,1293 but also seduced all the men around him
(Ages. 1.19): ‘The immediate result was that he promptly had many ardent
erastai for his friendship (εὐθὺς πολλοὺς ἐραστὰς τῆς αὑτοῦ φιλίας ἐποιήσατο).’
The bond Agesilaus established with his men resembled the bond between
chaste lovers, who, according to Socrates (Symp. 8.18), ‘continue mutually
to love their friendship (ἐρῶντες τῆς φιλίας).’1294 In this homoerotic
configuration, the Spartan king played the virtuous young man who was
courted, exerting his influence over many erastai.
The shift from philia to erōswas not only the expression of the occasional

exaggeration. Xenophon continues in the rest of his corpus, explaining
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that not only was Agesilaus able to inspire philia in his friends and soldiers,
but he also ended up becoming ‘the most sexually desired (πολυεραστότατος)
and the most praised by all the world.’ (Ages. 6.8) Lame and already
considerably old when he acceded to the throne,1295 Agesilaus became a
seductive erōmenos, adulated by all. This was a spectacular reversal, implicitly
evoking the irresistibly attractive specter of Socrates.

Socrates the chaste silenus
Like Agesilaus, Socrates demonstrated his complete self-control. As for
his exceptional continence, there was no doubt about it in Xenophon’s
mind.1296 His Socrates never ceased to advocate control over all-consuming
desires, whether they be food, drink, sleep or, of course, sex.1297 His
temperance was such that it appears that he chose his wife not for her
attractiveness, but for her irritability (Mem. 2.2.7)! When Antisthenes
expresses his surprise at seeing him ‘live with a wife who is the hardest to
get along with of all the women there are – yes, or all that ever were or
ever will be,’ Socrates replies (Symp. 2.10): ‘I have got her, well assured that
if I can endure her, I shall have no difficulty in my relations with all the rest
of humankind.’1298 Xenophon also evokes his master’s proverbial continence
through his resemblance to a silenus (Symp. 4.19).1299 The use of this image
was not accidental. The silenus was characterized not only by an
unattractive body, but also by uncommon lust and sexuality. By likening
him to such a monstrum, Xenophon was playing on the contrast between the
hypersexuality traditionally associated with satyrs and the abstinence
Socrates displayed on all occasions.1300

Despite – and perhaps because of – this tremendous temperance, Socrates
established erotic ties with his disciples. He clearly maintained relationships
with his listeners that flirted with love, as the vocabulary used to describe
these bonds suggets: sunousia evokes at once sexual union, company, and
cohabitation.1301 And in this relationship of seduction, Socrates did not
occupy the position of the erastēs, despite expectations that he would assume
the role of the older partner taking the young man under his wing and
initiating him into life and love. Despite his unattractiveness and his age,
the philosopher reversed the usual codes of the pederastic courtship and
assumed the position of the erōmenos. Handsome young men like Charmides
and Euthydemus diligently pursued him.1302 Even Alcibiades, after whom
manymen lusted, was coaxed by Socrates’s seductiveness. Plato depicts him
as being madly in love with the philosopher, wanting to ‘reverse the usual
pattern (µεταβαλεῖν τὸ σχῆµα)’1303 that assigned the older partner the role of
the erastēs. Even Antisthenes, who was master of his desires, admitted in
Xenophon’s Symposium (8.4) to being extremely taken with Socrates.
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In Socrates’s case, this reversal of the traditional roles has long
been highlighted.1304 What has been less emphasized, however, is that this
seductiveness was not as exceptional as the interpreters are inclined to
believe, obsessed as they are with the Platonic texts. When taking into
account the whole Xenophontic corpus, it becomes clear that the
philosopher’s trajectory was only slightly different from that of Hiero,
Agesilaus, and Cyrus the Elder. In any case, the charis-exchange subverted
the usual positions and made up for any eventual physical infirmities of
the leader. The only thing that varied was the form this charismatic
seduction assumed, sometimes taking the shape of material gifts (for chiefs
such as Agesilaus) and sometimes appearing as spiritual gifts (for a
philosopher such as Socrates).
Following this trajectory leading from the tyrant Hiero to the lame

Agesilaus or the silenus Socrates, one final question remains. For Xenophon,
did physical beauty have any place in the political construction of seduction?
Was the charis of benefits ultimately enough to change all virtuous leaders
into objects of desire? Xenophon suggests another path altogether in his
corpus by proposing to combine the power of beauty and the
seductiveness of benefits, the charis of radiance and the charis of exchange.

III. FROM SOCRATES TO CYRUS: THE RIVALRY
OF TWO GRACES

On a number of occasions, Xenophon depicted relatively formalized beauty
contests, during whichmen and women competed to be the most charming.
In doing so, he presented different types of seduction and tried to show
their respective advantages. One man earned everyone’s approval in this
game: Xenophon’s Cyrus, who embodied every possible grace imaginable.

Strange beauty contests
The philosopher and the hetaira
In theMemorabilia (3.11.1–18), Xenophon depicts a joust that initially seems
unequal. It pits Socrates against another professional seducer, Theodote.1305

It begins with a rumor overheard by the philosopher. Socrates hears about
Theodote, whose beauty is said to be ‘beyond expression’ (3.11.1). Even
before Xenophon presents her, this woman’s name was enough to make
any Greek familiar with Hesiod dream. Etymologically, Theodotē means
‘Given by the gods’ and would lead any Greek to dream of the first woman
of all: Pandora, ‘all gift’ or ‘gift of all [gods],’ that beautiful evil that
bewitched men and led them to great unhappiness.1306 Perhaps Xenophon
was just playing a game, since we do not know if Theodote really existed.1307
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There is little doubt, however, about this magnificent woman’s profession.
She was clearly a hetaira, even if Xenophon never used the term, politely
periphrasing (3.11.1): Theodote ‘was ready to keep company with those who
persuade her (οἵας συνεῖναι τῷ πείθοντι).’ The absence of the term ‘hetaira’
should come as no surprise. The elitist sources never use it, since it was
created by those who were excluded from the realm of aristocratic pleasures.
By calling these harlots hetairai, people mockingly placed them on an equal
footing with their rich clients, who boasted about being noble hetairoi.1308

Nonetheless, Socrates and a few friends, who were intrigued by her
reputation, decide to pay Theodote a visit to judge for themselves. They
find a sublime woman radiating grace and charm as she lasciviously poses
for a painter. Before the hetaira’s unavoidable seductiveness, Socrates
begins a conversation centered around charis, which becomes one of the
recurring terms in the dialogue.1309 But where a reflection of Theodote’s
radiant grace (charis) is expected, the philosopher deliberately turns the talk
to the gratitude (charis) that emerges from the exchange of benefits (3.11.2):

My friends, ought we to be more grateful (χάριν ἔχειν) to Theodote for showing
us her beauty or she to us for looking at it? Does the obligation rest with her
if she profits more by showing it, but with us if we profit more by looking?

Socrates uses words to hold Theodote’s immediate seductiveness at a
distance. Conducting a philosophical investigation, he defuses the hetaira’s
stupefying power. He manages to turn the relationship in the spectators’
favor, making Theodote indebted to them because she benefits from their
praise (3.11.3). The hetaira readily acknowledges (3.11.3): ‘of course I ought
to be grateful (χάριν ἔχειν) to you for looking.’ In a paradoxical reversal, the
charis (radiance) emanating from the hetaira makes her indebted (charis, or
gratitude) toward those who contemplate her. Due to this shift from one
form of charis to another, Theodote finds herself in a position of inferiority.

Socrates’s victory
Socrates bombards the young woman with advice. He shows her that, in
order to keep her rich friends, she must also grant them benefits.1310 By
sharing his knowledge, the philosopher places Theodote in a state of
general indebtedness. She is grateful for his views and proposes a strategic
alliance in order to hunt for friends (συνθηρατὴς τῶν φίλων). The philosopher
pretends to accept by setting one condition: the hetaira must first persuade
him (3.11.15). Once again, Socrates overturns the normal course of the
seduction process. While Theodote initially granted her favors to ‘those
who persuade her (τῷ πείθοντι),’ (3.11.1) she must now persuade Socrates
to grant her his charms – which are clearly not sexual.
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The philosopher once more appears as a paradoxical object of desire,
managing to seduce a professional seducer.1311 But the subversion of the
traditional norms of desire does not end there. Socrates goes on ostensibly
to compare himself to a hetaira, boasting that he has many female friends
against whom Theodote will have to measure herself in order to gain his
favors (3.11.16–18).1312 This group of ‘girlfriends’ is none other than the
circle of zealous disciples surrounding him night and day, whom he teaches
how to handle philters, incantations, and magic wheels (3.11.17).1313 As
Simon Goldhill has shown, Socrates ironically presents himself as an old
woman selling aphrodisiacs.1314 These spells allow him to turn physical
beauty against itself. Thanks to the magical seduction of his words,1315 he
manages to tame Theodote’s unrestrained beauty, as he had done with the
magnificent Alcibiades.
Is that the crux of the story? Is that the ultimate proof of the superiority

of the grace of benefits (in this case, Socratic knowledge) over physical,
visual, and sexual grace? It is not the case: in his writings, Xenophon
displays his sensitivity to the limits of Socratic seduction and, more broadly,
the charis born out of the exchange.

Critobulus’s revenge
In his works, Xenophon places considerable emphasis on the prestige
associated with physical seduction – even though he seldom uses the term
charis in this way. Xenophon does not see the political effects of beauty as
being negligible, he who, according to Diogenes Laertius (2.48), ‘was a man
of rare modesty and extremely handsome (αἰδήµων δὲ καὶ εὐειδέστατος εἰς

ὑπερβολήν).’ An episode in the Symposium even indicates that seductive radiance
might bemore intense than the charmof benefits, despite all Socrates’s efforts.
Xenophon imagines a beauty contest between Socrates and the handsome

Critobulus, who recommended choosing good-looking generals.1316 During
this agōn inspired by the famous judgement of Paris,1317 the philosopher
tried to convince the audience of the symposion that he was more handsome
than Critobulus, despite his ‘bulging eyes’ and ‘snub nose.’ (Symp. 5.5–6)
After circumventing his adversary with his unsurpassable handling of
rhetoric, Socrates ultimately demands that a lamp be brought to light both
of their faces. The voters, who were chosen from the troop of street
performers hired to entertain the party, make their unequivocal choice
(5.10): ‘The ballots were turned out of the urn and proved to be a
unanimous for Critobulus.’ Socrates ends up exclaiming that Critobulus
‘has the power to corrupt, whether jurymen or judges.’ In Xenophon’s
view, beauty had more corrupting power than words, especially when an
uneducated public was involved.
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More broadly, the anecdote points out certain weaknesses in the Socratic
form of seduction. While the philosopher consistently fascinated men and
women, it took time to do so. Beauty, on the other hand, worked instantly.
The philosopher’s charm was felt the most fully in an individual, man-to-
man – or man-to-woman – relationship. A physical image reached the
broad public effortlessly: Socratic grace only worked on a receptive,
educated public – in other words, an audience of cultivated elite members;
beauty prevailed over a less chosen group of people. The street performers
who were called in to vote were impervious to the philosopher’s rhetoric.
Before the contest even begins, Critobulus sums up the situation perfectly
(Symp. 4.18): ‘I’m positive that here and now, without uttering a word, I could
persuade this boy or this girl to give me a kiss sooner than you could,
Socrates, even if you made many clever arguments.’
Through Critobulus, Xenophon emphasizes the extraordinary power of

radiance against which Socrates fights in vain. More broadly, the grace of
the exchange was sometimes marginalized when confronted with the
prestige of beauty. In the Cyropaedia, Xenophon suggests that the magic of
benefits was not enough to tame a vast empire. In order to monopolize
love, Cyrus ended up formulating a policy that linked the seductiveness of
the image to the power of the gift.

Cyrus, or prince charming
The frigid benefactor
Cyrus was clearly an expert when it came to handling benefits. He was the
undisputed master of the exchange of charis. In addition to this cardinal
virtue, he had the requisite quality for generating love, perfectly mastering
his impulses (like Socrates and Agesilaus). His self-control was such that his
entourage even called him a ‘frigid’ (ψυχρός) king (Cyr. 8.4.22–3). He
demonstrated his perfect continence when he was introduced to his future
wife, Cyaxares’s daughter. In an exchange of presents (8.5.18), Cyaxares
sent him ‘his daughter, who brought him a golden crown and bracelets and
a necklace and the most beautiful Median robe that could be found.’ Like
a Hesiodic Pandora, the young Median princess was dressed to arouse
desire, radiant with a charis emanating at once from her body and her
splendid jewels.1318 Yet Cyrus remained unaffected by her allure. Instead of
allowing himself to be carried away by passion, he only wanted to marry her
after his parents gave their formal consent. The account of this dynastic
marriage is striking precisely because it is so dry and brief (8.5.28): ‘When,
on his way back, he came to Media, Cyrus wedded the daughter of
Cyaxares, having obtained the consent of his father and mother. And to
this day people still tell of her wonderful beauty. And when he was married
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he at once (εὐθὺς) departed with his bride for Babylon.’ Nothing – not even
Aphrodite and her games – could stop the conqueror on his path to power.
This icy demonstration has led certain commentators, working in the

same vein as Leo Strauss, to reach radical conclusions. According to them,
Cyrus’s excessive indifference to love reveals his inhuman nature, and this
insensitivity acts as one of Xenophon’s clues encouraging readers to reject
his system of government.1319 Such an interpretation seems to me over-
subtle. It is true that the Greeks criticized the incorrect use of modesty and
did not consider chastity as a virtue in itself. The myth of Hippolytus clearly
shows that the drastic rejection of sexuality led the prince to the refusal of
marriage and consequently of royal succession.1320 But this was not the case
with Cyrus, who refused neither marriage nor heirs and was able to
demonstrate warmth, as ‘frigid’ as he was. During the victory banquet he
gave after taking Babylon (Cyr. 8.4.1-27),1321 Xenophon specifies that this
superficial impassiveness did not make Cyrus distant or dismissive. Far
from being motivated by any sort of haughtiness that would have alienated
his companions for good, Cyrus attracted their admiration and envy
through his ability to make them laugh, ‘frigid as [he is].’ (8.4.23)
Cyrus managed to combine two initially contradictory qualities. He was

simultaneously solemn and approachable, distant and close, serious and
joyous – semnos and asteios. Like Socrates, he knew how to make jokes
and poke fun at himself during the symposia while still remaining in control
of his emotions. Indeed, he based his power on this very alliance.
When combined with euergetism, this balanced temperament allowed
Cyrus to present himself as an object of desire and concentrate the love
of his subordinates.1322 Xenophon demonstrates the principles and
mechanisms underlying the conqueror’s seductiveness through the figure
of Artabazus.

Artabazus, or the paradigm of the amorous subject
Artabazus first appears when Cyrus returns as a boy to his native country
after a long stay in Media. The young Persian, who was already quite
popular, is escorted to the border by the whole Median community.
Xenophon recounts a ‘sentimental story,’ or, to borrow his exact terms
(Cyr. 1.4.27), a ‘story concerning love for a boy (παιδικοῦ λόγου).’1323 He
introduces into the account ‘a certain Median gentleman (καλὸν κἀγαθὸν),
very noble, [who] had for some considerable time been struck with Cyrus’s
beauty (ἐπὶ τῷ κάλλει τοῦ Κύρου).’ (1.4.27) The Mede is exceedingly attentive
toward the young man, pretending that they are relatives (συγγένεια) and
repeatedly asking him for kisses (1.4.28).1324 During this episode, the sexual
roles are clearly assigned. Having barely reached the age of puberty, the
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young prince clearly plays the erōmenos, while, as a fully grown man (ἀνήρ),
the Mede takes the position of the demure erastēs.1325

Artabazus, the pleasant lover, occupies a singular place in the narrative
economy of the Cyropaedia. Through him, Xenophon sums up and
condenses Cyrus’s entire art of seduction. Artabazus embodies the amorous
subject ready to do anything to please his leader.1326 Not only is he the first
Mede to volunteer to accompany Cyrus in his escapade against the king of
Assyria, but he also willingly becomes the zealous propagandist of his
erōmenos’s cause. Cyrus encourages him to align his actions and his feelings
(4.1.23): ‘Now then, you shall prove if you spoke the truth when you said
that you liked to look at me. [...] Will you do your best, then, to bring others
also with you?’ This emotional blackmail immediately works. Artabazus
recruits his friends by arguing that ‘he himself would never leave the most
beautiful (ἀνδρὸς καλλίστου) and best of men, and what was more than all, a
man descended from the gods.’ (4.1.24, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified)
The relationship between Cyrus and Artabazus equally shows that

Artabazus’s love of the sovereign is even more intense because it is chaste.
The Persian never gives in to the erastēs’ advances and is careful to ensure
that he is never satisfied. Artabazus eventually points this productive
frustration out himself when he has to convince his Median compatriots
to continue fighting (Cyr. 5.1.24):

‘for to me [Cyrus] seems to be a born king no less than is the sovereign of the
bees (τῶν µελιττῶν ἡγεµών) in a hive. For as the bees always willingly obey
their chief and not one of them deserts the place where he stays; and as not
one fails to follow him if he goes anywhere else – so marvellous a yearning
(ἔρως) to be ruled by him is innate to them.’1327

The use of this metaphor says a lot about the type of seduction Artabazus
attributes to Cyrus. On the one hand, the model is clearly adapted to the
place – or, rather, the absence of a place – reserved for women in Greek
political ideology: the ‘queen’ bee loses her real sex. On the other hand,
the Persian erotically attracts his subordinates thanks to a particularly
chaste form of love whereby, in Greek culture, the bee is associated with
ideals of purity and reserve.1328 As the cold and distant erōmenos, Cyrus has
an even more intense power of attraction over those around him.
Not content to simply embody the subject charmed by Cyrus’s beauty,

Artabazus is also seduced by the benefits granted by the prince, to the point
of admitting that he is a complete prisoner of his charismatic hold over
him (5.1.26): ‘But as for me, Cyrus, I, with the men whom I command, will
remain with you and endure the sight of you and tolerate your good deeds to us (καὶ

ὁρῶντες σὲ ἀνεξόµεθα καὶ καρτερήσοµεν ὑπὸ σοῦ εὐεργετούµενοι).’ Not only does
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the Persian gratify his passionate subordinates with his splendid
appearance, but he showers them with countless presents. Both techniques
combined seem to make him an almost irresistible leader.
The figure of Artabazus ultimately symbolizes the political virtues of a

lasting love. The Mede’s attraction for Cyrus is far from short-lived and
continues beyond the end of the conquest. During the grand victory
banquet organized in Babylon, the new king gives his friends an array of
gifts and even grants his most loyal lieutenant Chrysantas a kiss. Artabazus
is unable to contain his jealousy and wants to trade the beautiful gold cup
he received for the same reward. Cyrus playfully promises to give him a
kiss... one day! Artabazus unflinchingly responds (8.4.27): ‘ “I shall wait for
it, then,” said he, “and not die before I get it; so be getting ready”.’ This
quip conceals a major political challenge: power’s resistance to the toll of
time. Artabazus proclaims that the bond between Cyrus and him is long-
lasting. He remains in love from the beginning to the end of theCyropaedia,
his passion only increasing under the favors granted (or refused) by the
sovereign. The effects of both kinds of charis combine to seal a virtuous and
enduring asymmetrical relationship.
Through the story of Artabazus, Xenophon depicts Cyrus as being able

to seduce subjects without having to court them. After all, nothing was
worse in the Greeks’ view than actively seducing someone. The passive
attraction exerted by the erōmenoswas contrasted with the forced seductive-
ness of the tyrant or the user of violence who was ready to rape women or
boys. Xenophon specifically opposes Cyrus and the detestable Assyrian
prince with his unlimited desire and jealousy.1329

Nonetheless, this model refers to an idealization that Cyrus’s rivals were
quick to unmask. A person could rapidly switch from being seductive to
being a seducer in rival eyes. Cyaxares, the Medes’ legitimate sovereign,
reproached his nephew for this. Like a husband whom his wife had betrayed
with another, he criticized Cyrus for behaving like an unscrupulous seducer
toward his subjects. Comparing the Medes to an unfaithful wife and Cyrus
to a homewrecker, he asked him (Cyr. 5.5.30): ‘suppose some one were to
court (θεραπεύσειεν) your wife and make her love him more than yourself,
would such kindness give you pleasure?’1330 Using the detestable image of
adultery, ormoicheia, Cyaxares pointed out the antimodel represented by the
active seducer. The youngPersian had to use all his rhetorical (and charismatic)
knowledge to make his uncle forget this compromising accusation.
However, Cyrus did not always emerge victorious from this game of

amorous rivalry. There were more formidable competitors than Cyaxares.
Through the love story between Panthea and Araspas, Xenophon stresses
certain inherent limits to the kind of political seduction practiced by Cyrus
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during the first part of the work – a seduction essentially based on the
handling of euergetism.

Cyrus, Araspas, and Panthea, or the love triangle
The figure of Artabazus has a darker counterpart in the form of another
Mede, whose fidelity wavered despite the benefits Cyrus granted him. Like
Artabazus, this character appears when the future conqueror is about to
leave Media after his first long stay in his mother’s land. On this occasion
(Cyr. 1.4.26), ‘he distributed as presents among his young friends many of
the things that Astyages had given to him; and finally he took off the
Median robe which he had on and gave it to one whom he loved very dearly.’
Without mentioning a direct erotic relationship, Xenophon clearly
emphasizes Cyrus’s strong inclination toward this young boy belonging to
the same age group (Cyr. 5.1.2).1331

Like Artabazus, the youngMede only reappears in the story after Cyrus’s
first conquests. This is when readers learn that his name is Araspas.
Xenophon mentions the conqueror’s esteem for him and, as a mark of
trust, Cyrus places one of his captives, the beautiful Panthea, under his
protection.1332 Araspas is thrilled to assume this responsibility, which he
considers a privilege – especially since he has already caught a glimpse of
the ravishing prisoner. Araspas describes this unforgettable encounter to
Cyrus in a way that recalls the appearance of Theodote in theMemorabilia.
Unlike Theodote (Mem. 3.11.4), Panthea is not well dressed. Veiled and
seated between her servants, she wears clothing similar to that of slaves
(Cyr. 5.1.4). And yet, just like Theodote, she is radiant with grace, surpassing
all the other women by the extent, dignity, and nobility of her deportment.
When she learns that she is promised to Cyrus, her blood as the legitimate
wife of Abradatas runs cold. She trembles and rips the top of her peplos,
revealing most of her face in addition to her hands and neck (5.1.7). Like
Theodote, her ineffable beauty appears in all its majesty.
Panthea ‘was said to be the most beautiful woman in Asia’ (4.6.11). Like

Theodote, her very name evokes this incomparable beauty. Etymologically,
Πάνθεια means ‘the all-divine.’1333 How is it not possible to see in this a
reference to the first woman Pandora, ‘gift of all [gods]’?1334 While she is
just as attractive as her predecessor, Panthea is in noway vicious or deceiving.
Araspas discovers a quasi-abstraction, the perfect seducing machine.
Having completed his description, Araspas invites Cyrus to admire

Panthea for real. But the young king declines this tempting offer. Unlike
Socrates, he fears being seduced by the beautiful captive and ‘in
consequence of that [he] might sit there, in neglect of [his] duties, idly
gazing upon her.’ (Cyr. 5.1.8)1335 Cyrus does not want to resemble his uncle
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Cyaxares, who was a slave to the harsh law of erotic desire.1336 Araspas
openly derides his friend’s pusillanimous attitude. In his view, love is simply
a question of willpower (5.1.9–11).1337 As someone who is well versed in
human affairs, Cyrus points out (5.1.12) that he has already seen people
‘in tears of sorrow because of love and in slavery to the objects of their love (καὶ

δουλεύοντάς γε τοῖς ἐρωµένοις), even though they believed before they fell in
love that slavery is a great evil.’1338 Whether a woman or a man, the object
of desire has an incredibly subversive power, capable of transforming the
free man into a slave and overturning the established norms.1339

Nonetheless, this discourse fails to convince the Persian’s companion,
who stubbornly believes he can dominate his passionate love (5.1.15): ‘I
have seen this lady and though she seemed to me surpassingly beautiful,
still I am here with you, I practise horsemanship, and I do everything else
that it is my duty to do.’ The challenge is clearly presented. Can love upset
the proper functioning of power? Can it distract a person from his or her
responsibilities? In other words, is it possible to have two masters at once?
Araspas, of course, quickly falls into his own trap by falling in love with

this beautiful woman who is also delicate and attentive (5.1.18):

And as the young man found the lady so beautiful and at the same time
came to know her goodness and nobility of character, as he attended her and
thought he pleased her (θεραπεύων αὐτὴν καὶ οἰόµενος χαρίζεσθαι αὐτῇ), and
then also as he saw that she was not ungrateful (οὐκ ἀχάριστον οὖσαν) but always
took care by the hands of her own servants not only that he should find
whatever he needed when he came in, but that, if he ever fell sick, he should
suffer no lack of attention – in consequence of all this, he fell desperately
in love with her; and what happened to him was perhaps not at all
surprising.1340

In the Cyropaedia, Panthea seems to have faithfully followed the advice
Socrates gave Theodote in the Memorabilia. Her seductiveness lies both in
her physical charm and in the grace of her benefits. She demonstrates her
epimeleia by paying particular attention to illness – one of the favors that
Xenophon depicts in his corpus as being especially effective (See supra,
chapter 2, p. 61). Her behavior toward Araspas ultimately bears a strange
resemblance to Cyrus’s behavior toward Artabazus. In both cases, the
conjunction of two kinds of charis – the radiance of beauty and the charm
of benefits – provokes the subject’s irresistible passion.
Xenophon goes on to recount the extremes to which the young man’s

love ends up leading him. Unable to bear it any longer, Araspas asks
Panthea to sleep with him and threatens to rape her when she refuses. The
captive desperately sends her eunuch to ask Cyrus to intervene in her favor
(6.1.33–4).1341 Amused to see the boaster entrapped by love, Cyrus first
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laughs at this request. To protect Panthea, he sends her his beloved
Artabazus (6.1.34) and bid him ‘warn Araspas not to lay violent hands
(βιάζεσθαι) upon such a woman; but if he could persuade her (πείθειν), he
himself would interpose no objection.’1342

What follows is of particular interest. Both Medes, who are so close and
yet so distant, confront each other. Whereas Artabazus is seduced only by
his prince, Araspas has allowed himself to be seduced by someone else:
the meeting is especially tense. Shocked by Araspas’s behavior, Artabazus
goes well beyond the mission extended to him. He transforms the meeting
into a violent indictment of the Mede (6.1.35), ‘saying that the woman had
been given to him in trust; and he dwelt upon his impiety, sinfulness, and
sensuality (ἀσέβειάν τε...ἀδικίαν τε καὶ ἀκράτειαν), until Araspas shed bitter tears
of contrition and was overwhelmed with shame and frightened to death
that Cyrus would punish him.’ By this point, Xenophon has already given
his readers the necessary keys for understanding Artabazus’s vehement
reaction, which needs to be considered in the light of his love for his leader.
As the demure lover of Cyrus, he cannot understand how Araspas could
succumb to the charms of anyone but his sovereign. Such a betrayal is all
the more shocking since Cyrus had shown his affection for Araspas in
his youth.1343

But, unlike Achilles or Agamemnon, Cyrus was not the kind of man to
allow himself to quarrel over a prisoner, even if she was splendid. On the
contrary, he takes advantage of the situation. Filled with remorse, Araspas
agrees to carry out his mission of spying on the Assyrian enemy, even if it
means risking his life. As for Panthea, she is so grateful toward Cyrus that
she encourages her husband Abradatas to support the Persian and fight
for him as heroically as he can.1344

The figure of Panthea and the reactions she generates nonetheless
jeopardize Cyrus’s art of seduction. The introduction of a third party causes
an apparently well-oiled machine to malfunction. The danger is even more
considerable since poor Araspas is not the only one who is attracted by
Panthea. As soon as she appears, her unique radiance eclipses the men and
women around her. Cyrus’s whole army ultimately ends up falling under
her spell when she bids farewell to her husband Abradatas before he goes
off to fight the Assyrian (6.4.1–3). As splendid as her husband is, she
monopolizes the men’s attention. Her loyal eunuchs have to accompany
her to her covered chariot in order to break the spell (6.4.11): ‘And the
people, beautiful as was the sight of Abradatas and his chariot, had no eyes
for him, until Panthea was gone.’
Panthea’s incredible radiance implicitly highlights certain limits of

Cyrus’s seductiveness. The female prisoner unsettles the economy of desire
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that the conqueror had tried to put into place. Whether political or erotic,
seduction did not work in triangular situations; it could not involve sharing
because it meant having a complete hold over one person. Despite the
serious challenge that Panthea’s beauty posed to his power, Cyrus
nonetheless did not admit defeat: he learned from this experience and
adapted his methods of governing.
Indeed, the figure of Panthea constitutes the real matrix of the politics

Cyrus adopted after taking Babylon. It represents a model that freely
inspired the conqueror and to which he added his own innovative
approach. For instance, the new sovereign decided to surround himself
with eunuchs because he observed how faithful they were toward Panthea:
they commit suicide over their mistress’s lifeless body.1345 Above all,
Cyrus tried to reproduce the fascination that the beautiful captive
created. The decision to establish a sumptuous ceremonial in Babylon
undoubtedly included a desire to somehow incorporate Panthea’s incredible
charm. Carefully made up and adorned from head to toe, Cyrus seemed
to transform into a female figure capable of attracting and holding
the male gaze.1346 He adopted a female method of seduction that harmon-
iously completed the male erotic model embodied by the distribution
of benefits.

The politics of radiance
In the Cyropaedia, Xenophon drafts a veritable politics of radiance.
However, while the figure of Cyrus the Elder is a favored object of study,
he should be considered in the light of the techniques Xenophon used to
intensify the leader’s beauty to make him almost irresistible.

The techniques of appearance
There was one clear condition for a leader to shine with grace: he has to be
handsome. Critobulus recalls this by encouraging his contemporaries to
choose only attractive generals. But this point of departure was hardly
enough. Xenophon proposes other processes that could specifically
increase the leader’s charm. He must first show himself to be temperate.
What was only a negative requirement for an ungracious leader – not to
resemble a tyrant – became a political weapon in the hands of a seductive
leader. This becomes clear in the Symposium, when Xenophon describes the
stupefaction brought on by the appearance of the handsome and chaste
Autolycus (Symp. 1.8): ‘A person who took note of what happened would
have come at once to the conclusion that beauty is something naturally regal
(φύσει βασιλικόν τι κάλλος εἶναι), especially when, as in the present case of
Autolycus, its possessor joins with it modesty and self-control (µετ’ αἰδοῦς καὶ
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σωφροσύνης).’ Sexual restraint seems capable of increasing a man’s grace by
giving him the majestic allure of a king.
While beauty was ‘something naturally regal,’ power simultaneously had

an intrinsic beauty. That is the point of view Simonides strongly defends
in theHiero (8.5, transl. R. Waterfield modified):

I would go so far as to say that the gods cause a kind of aura of dignity and grace
(τιµή τις καὶ χάρις) to surround a ruler. Not only does authority make a man
more handsome (καλλίονα), but despite the fact that it’s still the same person,
we also get more pleasure from seeing him when he is in a position of
authority than we do when he is an ordinary citizen.1347

Emanating from power is a charis that unfailingly distinguishes the leader
from the rest of the subjects. And this radiant grace was closely related to
the grace generated by gifts (Hiero 8.7): ‘equal services rendered by you
rulers are rewarded with deeper gratitude (µειζόνων χαρίτων).’ Both kinds of
charis are harmoniously combined by reinforcing the aura of the chief.
To increase his charm, a leader not only had to rely on his own beauty

or the inherent grace of his status. He also benefitted from the radiance of
those around him. Faithful to an oligarchic approach, Xenophon thought
that the beauty of the group reflected on the person who led it. In his treaty
On the Art of Horsemanship (11.10), he paid special attention to the team of
horsemen behind the hipparch: ‘Should the owner of such a horse happen
to be a commander of a tribal regiment or a commander of the whole
cavalry, he must not make it his object to be the one brilliant figure (λαµπρὸς),
but must attach much more importance to making the whole troop behind
him worth looking at (ἀξιοθέατον).’1348 The leader’s radiance was all the more
intense since he fed off the splendor of those around him.
In Xenophon’s corpus, the following three graces outlined a veritable

charismatic configuration: the seductiveness of chastity, the grace of authority,
and the radiance of the team. If there was one person who combined these
virtues, it was Cyrus the Elder, who, adorned with all these graces, also
added a personal touch by establishing an extravagant ceremonial.

The Medo-Persian ceremonial
Cyrus had one initial advantage over his competitors: he was very
handsome. As early as the opening of the Cyropaedia (1.1.6), Xenophon
highlights that his exceptional success was due not only to his birth and
education, but also his nature (φύσις).1349 Yet phusis designates both Cyrus’s
physical qualities and his moral virtues. In Xenophon’s mind, a sovereign’s
appearance was just as important for governing as his prestigious lineage,
a good education, and superior morality. He does not neglect to mention
‘the natural endowments, physical and spiritual, that he is reputed to have
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had’ (1.2.2) and even goes on to speak of the songs of barbarians praising
the conqueror for his generous soul and his extraordinary beauty (1.2.1).1350

The king added to this physical beauty with his extraordinary temperance.
Playing on his restrained behavior, he aspired to create the same effect as
Autolycus in the Symposium. As Simonides recalls in theHiero, he also takes
advantage of the inherent radiance of power; he is careful to surround
himself with a brilliant team. He does not grant his entourage gifts with
the sole aim of arousing gratitude. In this way, he adorns his friends with
a seductive radiance from which he in turn benefits. After the conquest of
Armenia, Cyrus performs an inspection of his troops and says to his men
(Cyr. 3.3.6) that ‘everything that his army had that was beautiful and fine
was an adornment to himself (αὐτὸς κεκοσµῆσθαι).’1351 In the first part of this
work, Persia therefore calls upon the whole range of techniques making it
possible to intensify beauty.
In response to the challenge posed by Panthea, however, he adds one

last technique to this already extensive palette. After the taking of Babylon,
Cyrus organizes the empire according to a new foundation, putting in place
a series of reforms in which issues of representation occupy a crucial place
(Cyr. 7.5.37):1352 ‘Cyrus conceived a desire to establish himself as he thought
became a king (ὡς βασιλεῖ ἡγεῖτο πρέπειν) [...] in such a way that his public
appearances should be rare and solemn (σπάνιός τε καὶ σεµνὸς) and yet excite
as little jealousy as possible .’1353 The new sovereign seems to envision this
shift from a defensive point of view, not wanting to rest solely on
euergetism and the redistribution of wealth to curb phthonos.1354 But this
new regime of representation was not only the fruit of a wait-and-see
strategy. By establishing a carefully regulated ceremonial, Cyrus also seeks
positively to seduce and gain his subjects’ love (Cyr. 8.1.40–1):

Cyrus [...] held the opinion that a ruler ought not only to excel his subjects
in point of being actually better than they, but that he ought also to cast a sort
of spell upon them (καταγοητεύειν). At any rate, he chose to wear the Median
dress himself and persuaded his associates also to adopt it; for he thought
that if any one had any personal defect, that dress would help to conceal it (εἴ τίς
τι ἐν τῷ σώµατι ἐνδεὲς ἔχοι), and that it made the wearer look very tall and
very handsome. For they have shoes of such a form that without being
detected the wearer can easily put something into the soles so as to make
him look taller than he is. He encouraged also the fashion of anointing under
the eyes, that they might seem more lustrous than they are, and of using
cosmetics to make the complexion look better than nature made it.

The adoption of this decorum is presented as an attempt to cast a spell in
order to reinforce royal seduction. In many respects, the conqueror did
nothing more than strengthen the inherent radiance of power and
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leadership. In theHiero (8.6), Xenophon uses Simonides to recall that ‘high
rank in itself is a most striking embellishment to the person: it casts shade over
anything repulsive in him and shows up his best features in a high light (ὥστε τὰ µὲν

δυσχερῆ ἀφανίζειν, τὰ δὲ καλὰ λαµπρότερα ἀναφαίνειν).’ Concealing ‘any
personal defect’ and making ‘the wearer look very tall and very handsome,’
(Cyr. 8.1.40) the Median dress only completes a process that began with the
holding of power. This ceremonial must therefore be understood as the
end point of a major seduction campaign destined to transform Cyrus into
the single and unique object of desire.
The type of relationship created by the ceremonial needs to be defined.

The fascination it generated did not entirely involve the erotic register. At
least that is what Cyrus’s reaction as a child to his first encounter with his
grandfather Astyages suggests (Cyr. 1.3.2):

Then he noticed that his grandfather was adorned with highlighting beneath
his eyes, with rouge rubbed on his face, and with a wig of false hair – the
common Median fashion. For all this is Median, and so are their purple
tunics, and their mantles (οἱ κάνδυες), the necklaces about their necks, and
the bracelets on their wrists, while the Persians at home even to this day
have much plainer clothing and a more frugal way of life. So, observing his
grandfather’s adornment and staring at him, he said: ‘Oh mother, how
handsome my grandfather is!’1355

Far from being anecdotal, Cyrus’s wonder must be taken seriously. His
position as an amazed grandson is paradigmatic. Did the conqueror not
hope to put his subjects, through calculated public appearances, into the
same situation as the young child in awe of his grandfather? The Medo-
Persian ceremonial included a broader strategy to infantilize the public.
The adoption of the ceremonial nonetheless constituted first and

foremost the importation of a specifically female form of seduction.
The gown, make-up, and shoes with adjustable soles1356 all constituted
artifices closely related to female erotic charm, which explains why certain
commentators have wanted to see a form of ironic praise in this passage.
For some interpreters inspired by Strauss, the adoption of this ceremonial
is a clue to Xenophon’s dispproval of his hero’s politics. How could a
Greek reader not reject the use of a form of illegitimate and degrading
seduction?1357

Cyrus the coquette?
In its support, this interpretation can invoke a passage in the Oeconomicus,
in which Ischomachus firmly condemns the use of make-up.1358 He tells
Socrates how one day his young wife had tried to make herself more
attractive (Oec. 10.2): ‘I noticed that her face was made up: she had rubbed



263

The graces of love

in white lead in order to look even whiter than she is, and alkanet juice to
heighten the rosy colour of her cheeks; and she was wearing boots with
thick soles to increase her height.’ The parallel with the Cyropaedia is
striking. Cyrus and his courtiers exactly resemble Ischomachus’s wife,
adorned and made up to arouse her husband’s desire.
And yet Ischomachus contests this type of practice (Oec. 10.8), asserting

that ‘tricks like these (αἱ δ’ ἀπάται αὗται) may serve to gull outsiders (τοὺς µὲν

ἔξω), but people who live together are bound to be found out, if they try
to deceive one another.’ Through his spokesman Ischomachus, Xenophon
draws up a real topography of the private sphere, of those places and
situations in which absolute intimacy can be found and forbids such
mystifications (10.8): ‘For they are found out while they are dressing in the
morning; they perspire and are lost; a tear convicts them; the bath reveals
them as they are!’1359 The indictment initially seems firm. By seeking to
shine with an entirely female grace, Cyrus’s identification with these
‘painted and fraudulent women’ reviled by Ischomachus is a blunder
(10.13). Preferring appearances over depth and lies over truth, the
conqueror flouts the elementary principles his father Cambyses mentioned
at the beginning of theCyropaedia (1.6.9), whereby a person should not seem
superior to his subordinates but should really be superior.1360

However, the comparison with the Oeconomicus must be more nuanced.
Ischomachus does not reject his wife’s makeup on moral grounds. He does
not criticize the use of cosmetics as such but, rather, their use in an intimate
context between relatives.1361 Within a context of intimacy, those deceptions
are immediately disclosed and besides they turn out to be necessarily
‘counterproductive.’ Similarly, when Cambyses opposes the leader’s use
of deceptive methods, he does so on pragmatic considerations. Cyrus
should not seek to abuse his subordinates because people will quickly
see through this (Cyr. 1.6.22). An army leader is perpetually under
his troop’s watchful eye and can always be sure ‘that nothing he does
escapes notice.’ (1.6.25)1362 In this context, it would be crazy – along the
same lines as Ischomachus’s wife – to want to deceive the men who are
always around him.
When he decides to adopt a feminine artifice, Cyrus carefully chooses

the public he wants to dupe. He never tries to fool his army. Not wanting
to escape his troops’ gaze (Cyr. 7.5.46), he considers that ‘generals who were
seldom to be seen (τοὺς δὲ σπανίους ἰδεῖν στρατηγοὺς) often neglected much that
needed to be done.’ That explains why he never dresses in beautiful attire
during his military adventure, unlike his uncle Cyaxares who is pompously
made up to attend a war meeting.1363 As long as the conquest lasts, the
young Persian prefers to appear ‘adorned with sweat’ (2.4.6).1364
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After the fall of Babylon, however, the situation radically evolved. Cyrus
established a court that surrounded him all the time, while his other
subjects could not access him freely (Cyr. 7.5.37–57). The conditions for a
successful deception were met. Even Ischomachus agreed (Oec. 10.8),
saying that ‘tricks like these may serve to gull outsiders (τοὺς µὲν ἔξω).’ That
was exactly the case after the taking of Babylon. The ceremonial was
destined to mystify the newly conquered people, who only glimpsed the
sovereign from afar. In this respect, the organization of a great procession
provided every guarantee, carefully distancing the crowd (Cyr. 8.3.9): ‘rows
of soldiers stood on this side of the street and on that, just as even to this
day the Persians stand, where the king is to pass; and within these lines no
one may enter except those who hold positions of honour.’ Besides its
functional aspect, since the planned arrangements must not be upset, one
of the conditions for the success of the ploy is found in the separation
from the crowd: as Xenophon writes in different circumstances, ‘distance
gives safety and increases the illusion’ (Cavalry Commander 5.5).1365

On the other hand, Cyrus in no way sought to deceive the courtiers with
whom he lived (Cyr. 8.1.6). UnlikeDeioces inHerodotus (1.99), Xenophon’s
hero did not establish the ceremonial to diminish his companions’ pride.1366

Rather than behaving like a power-hungry autocrat seeking distinction, he
instead wanted to distinguish his whole team from the rest of his subjects.
Like Ischomachus and his wife in the oikos, the sovereign and his court
shared a common destiny and the seductiveness emanating from his
companions reflected on him. When he gives his friends their ceremonial
clothing, he assures them (Cyr. 8.3.4): ‘Why, do I not seem to you to be
adorned myself when I adorn you?’ and answers: ‘Be sure that if I can treat
you, my friends, properly, I shall look beautiful (καλὸς), no matter what sort
of dress I happen to have on.’ His entourage’s radiance directly contributes
to the king’s grace and charm.
For all these reasons, the comparison between the Medo-Persian

ceremonial and the artifice of Ischomachus’ wife seems erroneous. Cyrus
rightly took countless precautions to avoid resembling a sneaky coquette.
Not only did he wisely exert his seductiveness over the people he conquered
(and not over the courtiers), but he was also aware of the ceremonial’s
potentially mollifying effects. He continued to prove his virility while still
dressing effeminately, unlike Ctesias’s Sardanapalus (Ctesias, FGrHist 688
F 1b, l. 684–91).1367 Before discussing the adoption of the ceremonial and
Median dress, Xenophon indicates that Cyrus was careful to train his
entourage and submit himself to a disciplined routine.1368 In other words,
the clothes did not make the man, nor did the gown make an effeminate
and lustful king.
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What Xenophon deplores in the disillusioned epilogue of theCyropaedia
is an empty ceremonial in which physical appearance and the dress code –
denoting truphē – no longer included the simultaneous practice of ponos.
The ceremonial made sense only inasmuch as it implied ‘physical effort’
(τῶν σωµάτων ἐπιµέλονται: Cyr. 8.8.8) by way of consequence. In the
ideological construction proposed by the author, the Achaemenid empire’s
great problem was the abandonment of Persian customs in favor of
Median luxury (8.8.15, transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified):

For at that time they still adhered to the education and the restraint that
they received from the Persians (τῇ ἐκ Περσῶν παιδείᾳ καὶ ἐγκρατείᾳ), but
adopted the Median garb and Median luxury (τῇ δὲ Μήδων στολῇ καὶ
ἁβρότητι); now, on the contrary, they are allowing the rigor of the Persians (ἐκ
Περσῶν καρτερίαν) to die out, while they keep the softness of the Medes (τὴν δὲ
τῶν Μήδων µαλακίαν).

In order to avoid entering an era of decadence, it was therefore important
to maintain a balance between luxurious dress – and the effeminate values
associated with it – and the life of a virile, temperate man. If someone
dared to waive this imperative, the whole system was headed toward
collapse.1369

In this respect, the dilemma Heracles faces in theMemorabilia assumes a
new meaning. The demigod has to choose between Kakia and Arete, or a
pleasure-filled existence and a life of virtuous labor (Mem. 2.1.17–22). Kakia
is embodied by a beautiful woman made taller by beautiful shoes and
whose beauty is enhanced by makeup and splendid attire. Once again, the
analogy with the description of the Babylonian ceremonial is striking.
Heracles refuses the delight-filled life promised by the seductive Kakia
(Mem. 2.1.24). As a someone who aspired to royalty, he could not allow
himself to be bewitched by such pleasures. However, nothing forbids him
from using Kakia’s appearance to charm his subjects while still continuing
to lead a virtuous life.1370

To make his charm irresistible, Cyrus followed a meticulous protocol
allowing him to incorporate the feminine grace of adornment without
becoming too soft.1371 It is only on this condition that the prestige of
appearance could support the seductiveness of benefits. By articulating the
charis of exchange and the charis of radiance, Xenophon’s hero effected a
unique political synthesis that could monopolize love. This alliance allowed
him to shift from the position of friend to that of erōmenos, from the image
of the all-powerful father to that of seductive woman, all depending on
the public and the moment. But perhaps Cyrus wanted an even higher
place in his subjects’ hearts. He ultimately wanted to be like the gods, who
represented the supreme model of authority in Greece and elsewhere.
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Because they endlessly granted men benefits and because they could adopt
an impressive appearance at will, the gods brought relationships of charis to
their peak.

IV. EPILOGUE: ON THE LOVE OF MEN AND
THE VENERATION OF THE GODS1372

Divine generosity provided a model that could easily be used in a political
context. The gods constituted the supreme reference not only guaranteeing
the circuit of exchange between men but fashioning the model of a radical
and everlasting debt.1373 Above all, the divinities made visual charis shine
brighter than ever. In Xenophon’s writings, the ideal ruler could expect
that the radiance of the divinities would reflect on him in some altered way.
At first glance, Xenophon’s assertion that leaders could harness divine

splendor does not seem incredibly original. Since Homer, the gods
surrounded their protégés with a dazzling halo. Simonides shares in this
tradition when he states (Hiero 8.5–6) that ‘the gods cause a kind of dignity
and grace (τιµή τις καὶ χάρις) to surround a ruler.’1374 But beyond this rather
banal declaration, Xenophon introduces a few radically new observations.
Far from being the passive receptacles of a celestial grace, political men
were capable of constructing this divine radiance in order to further adorn
themselves with it and obtain unparalleled obedience.
In this respect, Cyrus the Elder once again offers a particularly revealing

example. By turns a benevolent father and a seductive erōmenos, the Persian
sometimes assumed the allure of an all-powerful god in the Cyropaedia. To
arrive at such a desirable result, the new sovereign resorted to a vast range
of techniques that allowed him to intensify the radiance of his power, to the
point of making him appear superhuman.
The first process Cyrus put in place consisted of transforming himself

into a partially cloistered king hidden from the view of most of his subjects.
His public appearances were all the more striking because they were
exceptional. Deciding that ‘his public appearances should be rare and
solemn (σπάνιός τε καὶ σεµνὸς),’ (Cyr. 7.5.37) the Persian sovereign generated
the spectators’ intense veneration, as the religious connotations of the term
semnos indicate.1375

Cyrus only chose to make carefully ritualized appearances in order to
gain further majesty. After the taking of Babylon, he made his only public
outing during a procession, or pompē, the official goal of which was to thank
the gods for his victory (Cyr. 8.3.1). Through this, the sovereign not only
demonstrated how perfectly pious he was, but he also closely associated his
power with that of the gods. Xenophon openly reveals the charismatic
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benefits that Cyrus counted on gaining from this procession (8.3.1, transl.
W. Miller, Loeb, modified): ‘the solemnity (ἡ σεµνότης) of his appearance in
state seems to us to have been one of the arts that he devised to make his
government not easily despised (µὴ εὐκαταφρόνητον εἶναι).’1376 The Persian
therefore played on this religious goal to augment his power. In this
respect, this outing anticipated the great processions of the Hellenistic
period, which, unlike the classical period, played on theatricalization and
the importance of staging the leader’s appearances.1377

Cyrus was not content simply to benefit indirectly from the divine aura
associated with the procession. In the way it was organized, the pompē
sought to suggest a similarity between the sovereign and the gods. The
procession culminated in the new king’s appearance before the crowd, atop
his chariot and shining more brightly than ever before. Radiating with a
superhuman grace, the sovereign’s body ensnared the public’s gaze.
Motionless and dressed in splendid garments, Cyrus’s size and behavior
lent him an air that seemed beyond the human condition.1378 His
transformation was extraordinary: barely recognizable, the king presented
himself as a hieratic statue, in a pose prefiguring the Hellenistic sovereigns
and even the emperors of the late-Roman empire.1379

By assuming the appearance of a statue to be worshipped, Cyrus wanted
to stupefy the public (Cyr. 8.3.14):

And when they saw him, they all prostrated themselves before him, either
because some had been instructed to begin this act of homage, or because
they were overcome (ἐκπλαγέντες) by the splendour of his presence, or because
Cyrus appeared so great and so goodly to look upon; at any rate, no one of the
Persians had ever before prostrated himself in front of Cyrus (Πρόσθεν δὲ Περσῶν
οὐδεὶς Κῦρον προσεκύνει).1380

Appearing in a ritualized context, Cyrus was so astounding that the
spectators kneeled down as if they had experienced a divine epiphany.1381

The Persian obtained a type of veneration – the proskynēsis – that, according
to Xenophon in the Anabasis, the Greeks traditionally reserved for the
gods.1382

Opening with a renewed political perspective, the Cyropaedia therefore
seems to anticipate the upheaval of the Hellenistic period that progressively
led to the worship of the Macedonian kings. Like Heracles, Xenophon
once again appeared at a crossroads, with one foot in the classical period
and the other already in the Hellenistic world. By placing the prestige
associated with the gift and the seductiveness of appearances at the heart
of his reflection, he sketched out a broader and deeply promising political
mode.





269

CONCLUSION

This long inquiry into the functioning of charis in Xenophon’s writings
allows us to return to the notion of ‘charismatic authority’ with a fresh (but
ancient) perspective. Through charis, the often foggy definition of charismatic
authority is specified in a way that makes it more than an ‘appealing idea,’
turning it into ‘a relevant concept.’1383 Charis makes it possible to better
apprehend how the symbolic alchemy transforming relationships of
domination into emotional connections is concretely produced.1384

The first aspect is that charismatic authority – and the charis from which
it emerged – was not given but was instead constructed. This therefore
had nothing to do with the Christian charisma supremely granted by divine
wisdom.1385 The second aspect is that this charismatic construction was
based on a series of techniques and practices, the first level of which was
the exchange of benefits. Xenophon did not end with this mere observation.
In order for the alchemy to function, he maintained that the gifts had to
circulate in a particular way, taking into account the form of the transactions,
the differences in status, the partners’ positions, and the tempo of the
exchange. Both Cyruses, Agesilaus, and Socrates were masters of this
complex art, organizing their power and influence on a vast scale extending
beyond the strictly civic sphere.
But the effectiveness of favors also depended on a context outside of the

exchange that gave it meaning. Charis was part of a history of the gift and
its legitimate forms, between corruption and monetarization. I have tried
to delineate this space through both the accusations and the praise with
which Xenophon addressed the ideal leaders he depicted.
In a minor key, the grace of radiance also gave power a seductive

appearance, both literally and figuratively. While it only displayed its charms
in part of Xenophon’s work, its charismatic effectiveness is still undeniable.
As much as – if not more than – benefits conveyed, a brilliant appearance
was capable of transforming authority and achieving ‘this perpetual and
successive miracle through which the royal substance deploys itself in time
and space,’1386 by planting power in the subjects’ souls. Radiating beauty,
Xenophon’s ideal leader managed to stupefy men to the point of making
them ‘like the people who look at the Gorgons’ (Symp. 4.24). As a last resort,
the combined effect of these practices created a power that tended to be
identified with the power of the gods, from which emerged the religious
aspect of charisma.
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That is why I have examined what produced charisma and not only what
was experienced by those who were dominated, as MaxWeber did.1387 The
main weakness of Weber’s proposition lies maybe in this exclusive
‘sentimentalism’: nothing is said about the concrete mechanisms of
domination and ultimately the notion only describes the effects of this
domination. And yet it would be a mistake to dismiss passion from an
analysis of charisma, since it is true that charisma is first defined as a politics
of emotions.1388 But it is necessary to show how much these feelings were
not atemporal but socially constructed and used according to a specific
historical rhythm. Just like the gift and the exchange, emotions had a
history.1389 Phthonos, or envy, can only be understood by referring to civic
pressure, which was its cornerstone. The egalitarianism that was specific to
Greek society made its mark on the expression of feelings and in turn
shaped the charismatic political strategies that were destined to counteract
it. The positive opposite of envy, friendship (philia), and love (erōs), should
also be historicized. Between obligatory bond and subjective feeling, these
emotions functioned at the intersection of the individual and the collective,
reflecting at once the pressure of the democratic context and the strategies
of distinction that were specific to Xenophon. Far from conveying any
sort of shared consensus, the Athenian author gave emotions a utilitarian
and inegalitarian turn that could satisfy his dreams of charismatic conquest.
A transversal model of charismatic domination emerges, one that

expands beyond a legal framework and sits at the intersection of practices
and feelings. This approach tends to lend nuance to traditional divisions,
especially the vertical opposition between Greeks and barbarians, instead
favoring a ring-shaped configuration centered around the charismatic
leader. Xenophon does not promote an ethnocentric vision of the
barbarians, but an alliance of elites distributed around an exceptional
individual and coming from different ethnic backgrounds.
This dilution of the civic and institutional sphere explains a number of

inconsistencies in Xenophon’s corpus. His primary interest in men (and
not institutions) allows him to proclaim his simultaneous admiration for
Cyrus the Younger and Agesilaus in addition to radically shifting the
perspective in the same work. The models he proposes inevitably fluctuate
because they depend on the men who embody them and make them
happen. This explains the continual shift between laconism and medism,
between admiration for, and denunciation of, the barbarians. As political
systems, Persia and Sparta each had their flaws. While Xenophon
frequently stigmatized the Achaemenid empire, he did not spare Sparta.
Far from naively admiring the Lacedaemonians, he made them partly
responsible for Greece’s misfortunes and even the fall of Sparta itself.1390
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But this ultimately did not matter, since he was less admiring of political
regimes than of the men who led them.
While the study of charismakes it possible to be more specific about the

notion of charismatic authority, Weberian theory in turn raises questions
about the inherent limits of the kind of domination Xenophon advocates.
According to Weber, charismatic authority was a passing form of
domination. It arose in moments of crisis and was doomed to fall apart or
blend into a more stable form of authority – traditional or legal.1391 This is
where the strength and relevance of the Weberian approach lies. While it
does not clarify the concrete mechanisms of domination, it nonetheless
offers an excellent means of explaining the eventual collapse of the
charismatic ambitions encouraged by Xenophon.

Power and time: the charismatic paradox
Xenophon wrote during a time of authority crisis in the Greek world.
Neither Athens nor Sparta – and especially not the vilified Thebans –
managed to impose a stable Panhellenic order. Similarly, the dream of a
dual hegemony split between Xenophon’s native country and his adoptive
city – Athens and Sparta – had gone on for some time.1392 The Hellenica
concludes with a disillusioned observation following an account of the
Battle of Mantinea in 362. According to Xenophon, Greece was decidedly
rebellious when it came to establishing any kind of lasting power (Hell.
7.5.27):

while each party claimed to be victorious, neither was found to be any better
off, as regards either additional territory, or city, or sway (οὔτε χώρᾳ οὔτε πόλει οὔτ’
ἀρχῇ), than before the battle took place; but there was even more confusion
and trouble (ἀκρισία δὲ καὶ ταραχὴ) in Greece after the battle than before.
Thus far be it written by me; the events after these will perhaps be the
concern of another.

Greece’s innate flaw lay in its absence of hegemony. In Xenophon’s view,
‘trouble’ (ταραχὴ) was nothing other than the absence of a stable form of
power capable of setting a clear direction and storyline.1393

Disillusionment fed utopianism, and utopianism fed disillusionment.
Throughout his whole life, Xenophon continually sought a stable form of
power that could put an end to disorder, or tarachē. Faced with the failure
of the cities and their institutions, Xenophon dreamed of time coming to
a standstill and stabilizing around an ideal, almost divine leader. He found
such a prodigy in Cyrus the Elder. In the Cyropaedia (1.1.3), after empha-
sizing how difficult it was to reign over the ungrateful and rebellious race
of men, he highlights the almost miraculous exception embodied by Cyrus.
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Among the men who were briefly capable of curbing the disorder of the
world, Xenophon reserved a special place for one of his contemporaries:
Agesilaus. In this king, he saw a rampart against the disintegration of Spartan
power that threatened the city, as recounted in the Lakedaimonion Politeia.
In this work, written between 394 and 371, Xenophon was methodically
trying to do away with chronology. The present completely blends into a
faraway past attributed to Lycurgus without the reader’s awareness of the
slightest shift.1394 This ‘achronology’ or ahistorical account comes to an abrupt
end in chapter 14. The disenchanted present interrupts the narrative with
the spectacle of a directionless Spartan politeia. If, like ArnaldoMomigliano,
we accept the chapters in the order that is transmitted in the manuscripts,1395

the Lakedaimonion Politeia does not end with this disillusioned observation
but instead concludes with a final chapter on the prerogatives attributed to
kings, hence Momigliano’s ingenious hypothesis whereby the whole work
should be read as a form of implicit – but not ironic – propaganda in favor
of Spartan royalty. According to this interpretation, Xenophon suggests that
the emergence of an exceptional king,meaning his friend and patronAgesilaus,
could hinder this abrupt downfall by making up for the ‘forgetting’ of
Lycurgus and his teachings.1396 In other words, only a charismatic leader,
and not simply institutional safeguards, could restore harmony in Sparta.
This did not stop Xenophon from being conscious of the inherent

instability of such a system. Charismatic authority was prey to an eternal
paradox. While it was, in his view, the only form of authority capable of
founding a lasting hegemony, it was also inevitably doomed to disappear.
It was not that this type of power mechanically wore down with time
(as Weberian theory has maintained), but, more prosaically, it was due to
the fact that the eventual death of the leader or his abrupt ousting could be
fatal to him. Authority is born and dies along with men. While harmony can
prevail as long as the exceptional individual’s presence guarantees and
maintains order, the fragility of the system is revealed the moment the
providential man dies. Inhabited by this paradox, Xenophon spends part
of this work sketching out the implacable limits of charismatic power,
beyond its mere principles.
The case of Agesilaus demonstrates this. A few years after the

Lakedaimonion Politeia was written, Spartan power had decreased without
Agesilaus being able to do anything to change it. And yet, part of the
Agesilaus, which was written after the king died in 360, consists precisely of
releasing the sovereign from this process of decadence in order to embalm
him in his virtues and freeze him in his graces. In no way lingering over the
deep-seated causes of Spartan defeat, Xenophon was careful to exonerate
his patron from the catastrophe that occurred in Leuctra in 371 (Ages. 2.23):
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‘Up to this time he and his city enjoyed unbroken success; and though the
following years brought a series of troubles, it cannot be said that they were
incurred under the leadership of Agesilaus.’1397 Far from being ascribable to the
Spartan sovereign, the defeat was linked to his temporary absence, which
did not allow him to put a stop to the fall of the Lacedaemonians.
In the rest of his corpus, Xenophon continues to resort to this type of

paradoxical explanation, whereby decadence always results from the
temporary or definitive failure of the exceptional man, without these
failings being retroactively attributed to him. This mechanism prevailed on
both the individual and the collective levels. Just as he clears Agesilaus of
the Spartan collapse, he strives to exonerate Socrates from the resounding
‘education failures’ embodied by the turbulent Critias and Alcibiades.
Xenophon’s line of thinking is clear on the matter. As long as they were
associated with Socrates, both undisciplined disciples were able to control
their shameful passions with his help (Mem. 1.2.18). However, when they
left the philosopher, their old demons caught up with them (1.2.25): ‘Such
was their fortune: and when to pride of birth, confidence in wealth,
vainglory and much yielding to temptation were added corruption and long
separation from Socrates, what wonder if they grew overbearing?’1398 Only
epimeleia – a constant and vigilant concern – was capable of keeping men
on the right path.1399 Virtue was a fight that continually had to be started
over again, requiring the diligent tutor’s enduring presence.1400

In some respects, the same teachings emerge in the Symposium, in which
Xenophon depicts a group of well-educated Athenians who applaud
Socrates’s words and are ready to follow his wise teachings. Readers of this
work all know the unfortunate trajectories of most of the participants.
Charmides ends up becoming one of the Thirty; Callias and Autolycus give
in to debauchery; and Lycon becomes one of Socrates’ accusers.1401 Unless
Xenophon is mocking his philosophical master, another hypothesis can
be put forth, as Bernhard Huss suggests. Xenophon appears to imply
deliberately that, once freed from Socrates’s tutelage, these men could only
have taken the wrong path on their own. The philosopher’s teachings only
lasted under his direct influence. The moment these men changed course,
his intellectual influence over them faded until it completely disappeared.1402

A similar model applied in the Oeconomicus. The heart of the dialogue is
devoted to the lesson Ischomachus boasts about giving his wife (Oec. 7.4–
11.1). Thanks to his teaching, his wife could manage the interior of the
oikos. But the details that are known about Ischomachus’ wife put such
claims into perspective. It appears that she is in no way the virtuous queen
bee her husband gives her as a model. In all likelihood, she is none other
than the Chrysilla vilified by Andocides in his speech On the Mysteries.1403
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The orator recounts that the rich Callias took Ischomachus’s daughter for
his wife after he died. Less than a year later, Callias welcomed Ischomachus’s
former wife, Chrysilla, under his roof. She ended up seducing her son-in-
law and becoming pregnant, while her mortified daughter almost hung
herself.1404 The story is clearly not objective, since Andocides fiercely
wanted to tarnish his accuser Callias’s reputation in order to defend himself
more strongly. Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that Ischomachus’s widow
was not regarded as above criticism.1405

In this context, how is it possible to explain why Ischomachus was
presented as the model for a good leader of an oikos? Why praise him for
being the man who was the most successful at making his wife the virtuous
auxiliary of his power? Interpretations diverge on the matter.1406 According
to some, Xenophon was simply waxing nostalgic about a time when
Ischomachus’s house, like Athens itself, was more fortunate.1407 According
to others, Xenophon was implicitly targeting Ischomachus’s boasting.1408

Inspired by Leo Strauss, others have offered more radical interpretations,
whereby the Oeconomicus is a completely ironic text implicitly ridiculing
Ischomachus’s pseudoknowledge: Socrates’s interlocutor does not even
realize that he is unable to train his wife perfectly!1409 As seductive as this
idea is, it encounters one major obstacle. Why would Xenophon set up
such a complicated strategy? Since he obviously did not run any risk of
being ‘persecuted’ for his reflections on the way to manage a household
properly, it is not clear why he would go down such a complicated path.1410

As Christopher Pelling has shown, Xenophon did not intend to
challenge the lesson given by Ischomachus. He only wanted to emphasize
how hard it was to transmit such teachings andmake them last over time.1411

Nothing could guarantee that educational precepts would be applied after
the death of the person who embodied them, no matter how excellent they
were. Such a hypothesis is almost confirmed in theOeconomicus (3.11) when
Socrates asserts that ‘in the case of a wife, if she receives instruction in the
right way from her husband and yet does badly, perhaps she should bear the
blame (ἴσως δικαίως ἂν ἡ γυνὴ τὴν αἰτίαν ἔχοι); but if the husband does not
instruct his wife in the right way of doing things and then finds her
ignorant, shouldn’t he be the one who bears the blame?’ If we keep this
phrase in mind, Xenophon’s intentions seem more clear. In his view,
Ischomachus is far from reprehensible. He competently trained his wife,
but the memory of his lessons dissipated once he died. In that respect,
nothing distinguished him from Socrates, who was not responsible for the
bloody trajectory of Critias and Alcibiades. In this respect, the Oeconomicus
assumes a whole other meaning. Perhaps Xenophon, who was used to
indirect apologies, sought to defend the memory of Ischomachus (one of
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his friends?), whose name had been sullied after his death by his wife’s
dishonorable behavior.
The same logic runs through Xenophon’s ‘Persian’ works. In the

Anabasis, as long as Cyrus the Younger was alive, the Persian lords around
him displayed exceptional qualities. Xenophon recounts how they jumped
into the mud to pull out the chariots that were stuck (Anab. 1.5.7–8). But
the fragile balance was upset when the Persian died. His teachings were
forgotten almost immediately. Cleanor of Orchomenus points out this
sudden change (Anab. 3.2.5): ‘Ariaeus, too, whom we were ready to make
king, with whomwe exchanged pledges not to betray one another, even he,
showing neither fear of the gods nor honor for the memory of Cyrus dead, although
he was most highly honored by Cyrus living, has now gone over to the bitterest
foes of that same Cyrus, and is trying to work harm to us, the friends of
Cyrus.’ The whole political edifice that had been maintained by Cyrus’s
virtues and benefits abruptly fell apart when the great man died.
The same dialectic, amplified and developed, prevails in the Cyropaedia.

After Cyrus the Elder’s death, the decadence was sudden, as Xenophon
echoes in the book’s disenchanted epilogue (Cyr. 8.8.1–27).1412 That
explains the doubts expressed by certain interpreters who have wondered
why Xenophon would praise someone whose work disintegrated just after
his death.1413 How is it possible to reconcile Xenophon’s laudatory account
with the image of absolute degeneration? Is it possible to detect an ironic
intention through which the work should be reread?1414 In this case, the
Cyropaedia would serve as a warning to the Greeks, implicitly highlighting
the dangerous consequences of an Asian conquest.
Nothing supports such a hypothesis,1415 and it is possible to ask if those

who advocate this reading are not interpreting the Cyropaedia according to
a historiographical model taken fromQuintus Curtius’sHistory of Alexander.
According to him, Alexander was virtuous in his youth, but, whenDarius III
died, he ended up adopting his adversary’s vices during a long stay in the
Achaemenid, decadent, Babylon.1416 Having seized the same town some
centuries earlier, it seems that Cyrus had similarly abandoned the very
principles that had initially made the Persians strong, thus sealing the new
empire’s fate and condemning it to fall and disappear.1417 But this parallel
is misleading.1418 Like Socrates, Ischomachus, Agesilaus, and Cyrus the
Younger, Cyrus the Elder was in no way responsible for the failure of the
system he had established. Cracks appeared when the conqueror died, in
spite of and not because of him. What was lacking was a ruler capable of
keeping his teachings alive. As Xenophon reminds readers in the epilogue
(Cyr. 8.8.5), ‘whatever the character of the rulers is, such also that of the
people under them for the most part becomes.’1419 He deplores how hard
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it is to find extraordinary men able to embody a charismatic model and
bring it to life.1420 This fundamental aporia is perhaps the reason why
Xenophon decided – unlike Socrates, Cyrus and Agesilaus – to write books
in the hope that he would became the lasting charismatic lawgiver.1421

In the model favored by Xenophon, history is conceived not as a slowly
evolving process, but as a series of ruptures. It advances in fits and starts
along with the emergence of great men who alone are capable of
momentarily putting a stop to the disorder of the world until it inevitably
returns. In his final work, the Poroi, Xenophon is conscious of the inherent
fragility of this conception of history and seems to have imagined an
alternative political solution to remedy the disorder of human affairs. While
the ultimate goal remains the same (putting an end to political turmoil and
establishing a lasting hegemony in Greece), the means put in place differ,
since the domination applied is based no longer on war and conquest but
on establishing and maintaining peace.1422 Another key difference is that the
guardian of order is no longer the charismatic leader but the city of Athens.
This in no way means that chariswas radically excluded from this project.

Xenophon remarkably offers a history of Athens rewritten in a charismatic
perspective (Poroi 5.5–7).

Let such, in the first place, call to mind the PersianWars. Was it by coercing
the Greeks or by rendering services (εὐεργετοῦντες) to them that we became
leaders of the fleet and treasurers of the league funds? Further, after the city
had been stripped of her empire through seeming to exercise her authority
with excessive harshness, did not the islanders even then restore to us the
presidency of the fleet by their own free will, when we refrained from acts
of injustice? And again, did not the Thebans place themselves under the
leadership of the Athenians in return for our good offices (εὐεργετούµενοι)? Yet
once again, it was not the effect of coercion on our part, but of generous
treatment (ἀλλ’ εὖ πάσχοντες), that the Lacedaemonians permitted the
Athenians to arrange the leadership as they chose.

In Xenophon’s view, Athens was supposed to renew this charismatic
tradition if the city wanted to establish lasting hegemony. Far from
involving pure sophism,1423 the exaggerated role granted to favors was the
continuation of the thinking Xenophon had developed in all his works.
Like the charismatic leader, the city could become an object of love for all
Greeks through its benefits (Poroi 6.1).
This chapter summarizing the Poroi displays the work’s utopian mission.

By imagining a hegemony based on pure charis, Xenophon puts forth a
dream more than he takes stock of the real situation.1424 Setting aside
financial measures and questions involving revenue, he focuses on the city’s
happiness as he hopes for the advent of a new golden age.
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The miscontemporary1425

Unhappy with his time and the world as it was, Xenophon took refuge
either in the anticipation of a supposedly radiant future or in ruminating
about a relatively imaginary past. In the Symposium, which was written sixty
years after the presumed events, he dreams of a long-gone fifth century,
imagining a harmonious circle of guests gravitating around Socrates. In the
Hiero, he transports readers to a faraway Syracuse in the early fifth century.
In the Cyropaedia and the Lakedaimonion Politeia, he presents the mythical
Persia of the mid-sixth century and Lycurgus’s Sparta, as if their grace was
frozen in time.1426

Xenophon’s corpus is traversed by multiple temporalities mixed up
and layered over each other, with no other organizing factor than the
melancholic quest for a stable power. Disappointed with the present,
Xenophon continually looked longingly to other times and places. These
various temporalities sometimes collided in the same work and even in the
same passage. In this respect, the dialogue between Pericles the Younger
and Socrates in theMemorabilia (3.5) provides a rich glimpse of the temporal
labyrinth in which Xenophon was writing. The dialogue was meant to take
place as Pericles’s son was named general.1427 This was undoubtedly just
before 406, on the eve of the Battle of Arginusae, after which Pericles and
his colleagues were sentenced to death by the Athenian people despite their
victory. Yet Pericles the Younger refers to the Battles of Lebadea (in 477)
and Delium (in 424), during which the Athenians fought the Thebans, as
if they were current events. Xenophon’s present surfaces behind this
chronological interference. By emphasizing the Theban threat (3.5.4),
Xenophon was alluding not to the geopolitical situation at the end of the
fifth century, but to the period during which he was writing theMemorabilia.
The work was composed (or reworked?) a few years before Leuctra, during
a time when the Boeotian city was gaining strength, which is why the
Theban threat was anachronistically highlighted.1428 And Xenophon adds
more temporal interference. The figures participating in the dialogue
continually complain about the (rather imprecise) time in which they live.
They lament the fall of Athens and remember the heroic times of Cecrops,
the Heraclidae, and Theseus (3.5.10), transporting readers to a heroic and
consoling golden age. In a complex play on parallels and references, the
Memorabilia thus combines three and perhaps even four different temporal
layers: Xenophon’s own time, a supposed era during which the alleged
dialogue took place (already rather hazy), and the golden age of primitive
Athens. The reader’s own time should perhaps also be included here,
since Xenophon anticipated his readers’ own knowledge of the
protagonists’ future.



278

Conclusion

Divided between these multiple temporalities, Xenophon was ultimately
never of his own time. An exile and a foreigner wherever he went,1429 partly
cut off from the civic framework, he was deeply anachronistic and intensely
‘miscontemporary.’ Nonetheless, this reactionary man prefigured the
political theories and practices of the Hellenistic period.1430 His situation as
an exile placed him in a transcendent position in relationship to the
traditional horizon of the city. As Sally Humphreys has observed, ‘new
transcendental visions are likely to be presented by persons in precariously
independent, interstitial – or at least exposed and somewhat solitary –
position in society.’1431

Of course, Xenophon cannot be considered an ideologist whose
program was obediently applied, nor can he be seen as a visionary who
anticipated the evolutions that took place.1432 If his thinking ever had any
effect, it was through the ironic detours of history. In some respects,
Xenophon embodied the paradoxical effect of reactionary thinking, before
anyone else. He was the kind of man who, in taking refuge in the past,
sometimes anticipated the future by displaying the range of what was
possible and thinkable.1433 In theCyropaedia especially, Xenophon elaborated
a political configuration that later came to seem like a premonition
announcing the world of Alexander and the Hellenistic kings.1434

Xenophon unknowingly built a bridge between the archaic world, which
he reinvented, and the Hellenistic world, which he prefigured. By writing
against his time, he imagined the world as it should be and contributed to
its advent.



279

PHILOLOGICAL ANNEX:
CHARIS IN XENOPHON’S CORPUS

Charis and its derivatives were formulated around two opposing yet complementary
sets of words referring to the fundamental reciprocity associated with the notion.
While one major axis designated the active movement of the favor, the second axis
defined the recipient’s reaction to the benefits.
The noun charis sometimes assumed the active meaning of a favor granted,

even though thismeaningwas not predominant inXenophon’s corpus.1435Xenophon
employed the verb χαρίζεσθαι, or ‘say or do something agreeable to a person, show
him favor or kindness, oblige, gratify’1436 to specifically designate the donor’s active
gesture. As a middle voice verb, χαρίζεσθαι had an active sense, referring to a donor
who in some way displayed generosity by providing a service.1437 Attached to this
verbal form were the adjectives χαρίεις, ἐπίχαρις, and εὔχαρις, which referred to
‘pleasant’ or ‘gracious’ things and men. They designated the way in which favors
benefitted the beneficiaries.1438 This was the same case for the perfect middle
participle κεχαρισµένος, which usually communicated the effect of benefits on the
recipient.1439 In short, all of these terms designated the action that made an outside
recipient benefit from the charis emanating from a subject or transmitted by an object.
Bringing together over a hundred occurrences, this first lexical group had a second

etymological thread that was just as common and varied. It characterized the
reaction of the beneficiary. According to this register, the active verb χαίρειν, or ‘to
rejoice,’ occupied a key place.1440 While it was not intrinsically linked to the receiving
of gifts, this verb often took as its subject the person who received the benefits
and who in some way felt its effects.1441 The attitude of the recipient, however, was
primarily defined in Xenophon’s corpus using vocabulary aimed at designating
‘gratitude’ in an abstract way. Xenophon’s protagonists continually ‘feel grateful’
(χάριν εἰδέναι), ‘feel grateful in return’ (χάριν ἀποδιδόναι), and ‘are grateful’ (χάριν

ἔχειν) or, on the contrary, ‘obtain gratitude’ of someone else (χάριν ἀπολαµβάνειν).1442

They also deplored ‘ungratefulness’ (ἀχαριστία), which was another way of
abstractly expressing a grave failure of reciprocity.1443

This reveals a rich lexical constellation gravitating around the noun charis, which
could express a generalized economy of the exchange. It encompassed both the
passive and active aspects of transactions, describing the behavior of both the
donor and the recipient. However, this was not the only meaning charis assumed
in Xenophon’s corpus. While the idea of charm and radiance was marginalized, it
nonetheless touched on certain derivatives of the term. While the word charis only
once assumes the meanings ‘charm’ and ‘radiance,’1444 the adjectives εὔχαρις and
ἐπίχαρις, or ‘pleasant’ and ‘gracious’ (touching on the dimension of radiance,
charm, and seduction), are also present in Xenophon’s works.1445

Regarding the origin of the word charis, Xenophon’s writings display the
evolution of the term. The word became specialized in the domain of the
exchange and attests to the development of an abstract vocabulary denoting
gratitude.
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Introduction
1 DL 2.57. See Athen. 2.49b; 3.121d (ὁ µουσικώτατος Ξενοφῶν); Quint., Inst.

10.1.82. For a summary of ancient and modern critiques of Xenophon’s style, see
Pomeroy 1994, 9–18.

2 Ps.-Demetrius of Phaleron, On Style 37 (transl. by Grube 1961, ad loc.). On
this author (born around 140 BC), see Chiron 1993, XIII-XL.

3 Athen. 10.421b and 11.504c.
4 Menander of Laodicea, Peri epideiktikōn, 2.411: ‘Grace of style (χάρις ἐν λόγῳ) may

also be derived from studied and ornate language, as with Plato and Xenophon.’
See Russell and Wilson ed. 1981, 158–9; Tuplin 1993, 28 n. 59.

5 Xenophon only uses the term charis once in order to celebrate the ‘elegance’
of a speech (Cyr. 2.2.13).

6 DL 2.48–9. Diogenes Laertius apparently bases himself on a biography
written by Demetrius of Magnesia during the first century BC. On this topic, see
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1881, 330–5.

7 This would be rather innocent if some did not go so far as basing entire
interpretations on what are often fragile arguments. The most striking example is
certainly that of Luciano Canfora. He pushes the date of Xenophon’s birth back
to 440 BC – which (nearly) no one supports any longer – all in order to prove that
Xenophon is the author of the ‘Second Preface’ of Thucydides (5.26.5) and the
editor of The Peloponnesian War : Canfora 1970, 151–77.

8 On the location of the deme (west of Hymettus), see Vanderpool 1965,
21–6.

9 See e.g. Anab. 3.3.19. On hippeis and wealth, see Bugh 1988, 52–5; Spence 1993,
180–3; and Worley 1994, 72–4.

10 See Aristophanes, Knights 580 and 1121; Lysistrata 561; and Souda, s. v. ἱππεῖς

(Adler, vol. 2, p. 659).
11 After 411, horsemen were banned from speaking at the Assembly and could

not be randomly selected to be part of the Boulē: Andocides,OnMysteries 1.73 and
77–9, with Bugh 1988, 114–19.

12 Once more, see Canfora 2000, 40–1. He offers countless hypotheses without
any actual foundations (according to him, Xenophon was thus a hipparch
following the Battle of Munychia). For other, more nuanced hypotheses, see
Laforse 1997, 23–31.

13 Delebecque 1957, 69. He rightly emphasizes that ‘by charging the Thirty, he
discharged himself.’

14 Bugh 1988, 128; Spence 1993, 217–9; and Dillery 1995, 24.
15 Ancient sources classified him first as a Socratic philosopher: on this topic,

see the impressive list drafted by Tuplin 1993, 28 n. 56.
16 The mercenaries were under the command of Thibron (Hell. 3.1.6) and then

Dercylidas in 399 (3.2.7), followed by Agesilaus in 396 (3.4.4) and finally
Herippidas in 395 (3.4.20). See Breitenbach 1967, col. 1574.
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17 Concerning this issue, historians have been at odds for quite some time. For
a summary of the discussion, see Green 1994, 215, with bibliography n. 2 and
Laforse 1997, 62–70 (both prefer the date 399, along with González Castro
1998, 177–81). Nonetheless, a later date seems more likely: Tuplin 1987, 66–8.
According to him, Xenophon was exiled in 394 due to his past support of Cyrus
and his current backing of the Spartans. In 399, it would be difficult to understand
why Athens would have reproached one of its citizens for his commitment to an
ally of Sparta, when Sparta completely dominated the Greek world.

18 See Delebecque 1957, 184–6. According to him, he settled in Scillus
beginning in 387.

19 On these two threads, see Anab. 5.3.10; Plutarch, Ages. 20.2 and Sayings of the
Spartans 212b.

20 See Breitenbach 1967, col. 1576 and Nickel 1979, 13.
21 Historians have also debated the date when the sentence of exile was lifted:

either toward 368–7, according to Glotz 1986 (1936), 242 and Breitenbach 1967,
col. 1576; or toward 365, according to Delebecque 1957, 335. Perhaps the decision
had already been made (but without immediately taking effect) in 386, with the
King’s Peace, according to the hypothesis of Cartledge 1987, 61.

22 Roquette 1884, 31–3 or Anderson 1986, 36–9. In any case, Xenophon
provides precise details that tend to prove that he was present in Corinth in the
360s (cf. Hell. 7.1.17–9). On this topic, see Cartledge 1987, 61, with the nuances
offered by Humble 1997, 7–8.

23 Higgins 1977, 128. The animosity between Corinth and Athens during the
second half of the 360s does not make the case for Xenophon’s prolonged stay
at the Isthmus. As early as 365, the Corinthians evicted the Athenian garrison
(Hell. 7.4.4–5), and, before Mantinea, the Corinthians clashed with the Athenian
cavalry, which in particular included Xenophon’s son (7.5.16).

24 Xenophon does not directly mention the death of his son, simply saying in
the Hellenica (7.5.17) that many brave ones died. Gryllus’s death led to a famous
anecdote reproduced on many occasions throughout antiquity (cf. e.g. Ael., VH
3.3). Xenophon was said to have learned the sad news while he was in the middle
of offering a sacrifice. He allegedly removed his crown and then put it back on
when he learned that Gryllus died heroically. Without moaning, he simply said
(according to Plutarch, Letter of condolence to Apollonius 118f ): ‘I prayed to the gods,
not that my son should be immortal or even long of life (for it is not clear whether
it be of advantage so), but that he should be brave and patriotic; and so it has
come to pass.’

25 In the Cyropaedia, which was written after 362/1, Xenophon referred to
Athens as his own homeland. He contrasted tough Persian training with education
as it took place παρ’ ἡµῖν’ (Cyr. 1.2.6). See Mueller-Goldingen 1995, 49–50.

26 See Ollier 1959, 425–37 and Vasic 1979, 345–9 (on the supposed honors
granted to Gryllus after his death).

27 See Schwartz 1889, 191–192, who already proposed late datings. His position
has since been confirmed byMarschall 1928 and taken up, for example, by Higgins
1977, 176 n. 24.

28 The final events that Xenophon evokes in his corpus date back to this year.
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In theHellenica (6.4.33–7), Xenophon mentions the death of Alexander of Pherae
(dated 358), and, in the Poroi (5.9 and 12), he clearly evokes the context associated
with the Third Sacred War (355–46 BC). On this topic, see Gauthier 1976, 1 and 4.

29 See Pomeroy 1994, 14.
30 Cf. Oec. 4.4–25; Ages. 7.5 and 9.1–5.
31 See e.g. Luccioni 1947, 201–8 and 269–74; Delebecque 1957.
32 A certain consensus around the dating of theCyropaedia has been established.

See Due 1989, 18 n. 39; Gera 1993, 23–5 (according to whom the work was
written after 362). See Mueller-Goldingen 1995, 45–55 (with the bibliography
p. 45 n. 1). Christian Mueller-Goldingen dates the work between 366 and 359.
The debate on the dating of theCavalry Commander remains ongoing, but historians
agree that it is a later work. See Marschall 1928, 92–5 and Breitenbach 1967, col.
1763 (between 366 and 362). After Hatzfeld 1946–7, 58 n. 1, Delebecque ed. 1973,
20 dates the work to 357.

33 Xenophon sometimes shifts from an unfavorable to a (relatively) favorable
view of the same figure. This is notably the case with Theramenes (cf.Hell. 1.7.4–8
and 2.3.15–56). The shift equally occurs in the opposite sense, as proved by the
examples of Jason of Pherae (cf. Hell. 6.1.15–6 and 6.4.20–32), Agesilaus’s half-
brother Teleutias (cf.Hell. 5.2.37 and 5.3.7), and the Athenian general Iphicrates
(cf.Hell. 6.2.27–39 and 6.5.51–2).On this topic, see Skoczylas Pownall 2000, 499–513.

34 Strauss 1939, 536. Strauss never ceased to glorify Xenophon’s greatness,
which he took as the basis for a future social science forming ‘taste’ and ‘spirit.’
See also Strauss 2000 (1948), 177–8.

35 Strauss 1939, 504 and 507 (on the Lakedaimonion Politeia).
36 See Higgins 1977; Carlier 1978, 133–63; Newell 1983, 889–905; Bruell 1988;

Glenn 1990, 146–63; Vander Waerdt ed. 1994; Too 1998, 282–302; Too 2001;
Nadon 2001. See the recent useful synthesis of Johnson 2012.

37 On the (alleged) persecution Xenophon suffered, see Strauss 1988 (1952),
33 and Strauss 1939, 535. On this method of reading, see Narcy 1986, 297–8.

38 Other than Socrates, only Damon, a musician and Sophist close to Pericles,
seems to have been pursued by Athens for his political opinions (Plutarch, Pericles
4.2). On this topic, see Ober 1998, 261 and 266; Ober 2000, 544.

39 On this topic, see Tuplin 1993, 167.
40 Strauss 2000 (1948), 25: ‘I have not tried to relate his thought to his “historical

situation” because this is not the natural way of reading the work of a wise man.’
Strauss goes on to engage in uninhibited praise of intellectual laziness: ‘I assumed
that Xenophon, being an able writer, gave us to the best of his powers the
information required for understanding his work. I have relied therefore as much
as possible on what he himself says, directly or indirectly, and as little as possible
on extraneous information, to say nothing of modern hypotheses’ (p. 47: author’s
emphasis).

41 On the critique of this esoteric art of writing, see, for example, Dorion ed.
2000, lxviii.

42 See Cartledge 1999, 318–21.
43 Gomperz 1908 (1902), 121–2 and 141. See also: Croiset 1921, 413–422;

Sinclair 1951, 169–71.



284

Notes

44 Plato’s Socrates blames this type of dilettante, oscillating between philosophy
and political activity (Euthydemus 306b–c).

45 See Soulis 1972, 189, who reproached Xenophon for being higgledy-piggledy,
‘a conceited lover of display, a hypocritical teacher of morality, an insincere
historian, a flatterer of the strong men, a seeker of glory and apostate of his
country, a self-centred individual.’

46 On his philosophical deficiencies, see e.g. Vlastos 1991, 99.
47 On this image of a ‘militaristic’ Xenophon, see Romilly 1958, 94, who

concludes his analysis with one final sentence: ‘On the whole, politics are not his
main concern: Xenophon always thinks according to military experience, and the
good will he is interested in is of the kind one can find in one’s soldiers.’

48 The most cruel portrait is that painted by Russell 1946, 102–3: ‘There has
been a tendency to think that everything Xenophon says must be true, because he
had not the wits to think of anything untrue. This is a very invalid line of argument.
A stupid man’s report of what a clever man says is never accurate, because he
unconsciously translates what he hears into something that he can understand.’

49 See e.g. Tatum 1989, 3–35 (through the prism of the Cyropaedia).
50 The only modern edition of the text is in Italian: Estienne 1992. See Boudou

2000, 17–18. Henri was the son of the great scholar Robert Estienne, Francis I’s
royal typographer who took refuge in Geneva after 1550 because he was a
Protestant. His lessons were not entirely given in vain. The Cyropaedia inspired
the dedicatee, who acceded to the throne of England as James I, to write a treatise:
the Basilikon Doron. Nonetheless, this attempt to become the patron of English
literary life ended in a pathetic failure. See Tatum 1989, 14.

51 Due 1996, 581–99.
52 Reardon 1971, 353 n. 99; Perry 1967, 170–2. More generally, see Münscher

1920, 106–213 (on how Xenophon was received during the Imperial period).
Xenophon continued to serve as a model for novelists during the modern era,
between the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Madeleine de Scudéry’s
Artamène ou le Grand Cyrus, which was directly inspired by the Cyropaedia, is the
most striking testimonial to this: Tatum 1989, 22–5.

53 Arrian equally followed in Xenophon’s footsteps in The Periplus of the Euxine
Sea (1.1 and 12.5) and hisOn Hunting, 3.5 (which employs the title of Xenophon’s
treatise). On this point, see Stadter 1967, 155–61; Tonnet 1988, vol. 1, 225–81.

54 Arrian, Anab. 2.7.8–9 (Alexander); Cic., De senectute, 59 (Cato); Cic., Ad
Quintum Fratrem, 1.1.23 (Scipio Aemilianus); Suet., Caes., 87 ( Julius Caesar); and
Cic., De officiis, 2.87 (Cicero boasts about having translated the Oeconomicus). See
Münscher 1920, 70–4. During the Renaissance,Machiavelli often quotedXenophon
and celebrated the political models he proposed (particularly in the Cyropaedia):
see e.g.Machiavelli, The Prince 14.15 and 16.17;Discourses on the First Decade of Titus
Livius 2.13; 3.39, along with the remarks of Strauss 1958, 59, 139 and 291;
Mansfield 1989, 26–7, 74 and 121; and Nadon 2001, 13–25.

55 Halbwachs 1992 (1950); Lahire 1998, 14. In the field of ancient history, this
current was represented by Lloyd 1990, 138–9 and 144–5. Criticizing the notion
of ‘mentalities’ and being opposed to the unitary and homogenizing conceptions
that were often attached to it, Geoffrey Lloyd asserted that there was no ‘unique
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mentality’ either in a group or for an individual. He instead proposed to undertake
the historical analysis of the social contexts in which these ‘mentalities’ were
enunciated, manifested, and deployed.

56 The expression is borrowed from P. Loraux 1988, 433 and 454.
57 Canfora 1970, 74.
58 The Hellenica begins with the words ‘After this,’ the preceding events being

those recounted in Book 8 by Thucydides (even if there is a little gap). Another
sign of effacement was the fact that Xenophon simply associated his name with
that of Thucydides. The oldest manuscripts of the Hellenica were thus entitled
Ξενοφῶντος Παραλειπόµενα τῆς Θουκυδίδου Ξυγγραφῆς. See Niebuhr 1826/8, 464–5
and Canfora 2000, 53. According to Canfora, Xenophon perhaps released the
first part of the Hellenica under the pseudonym Cratippus, but this remains
hypothetical. On Cratippus as the continuator of Thucydides, see Canfora 1970,
203–10.

59Hell. 3.1.2. See infra, chapter 5, p. 162.
60 See Canfora 2000, 210 n. 15, based on DL 2.48: ‘He was the first to take note

of (ὑποσηµειωσάµενος), and to give to the world, the conversation of Socrates, under
the title ofMemorabilia.’ Nonetheless, see Dorion ed. 2000, XXXV–XXXIX. On the
authority of writing and the play on signatures in Greece, see Leclerc 1996,
46–70.

61 Delebecque 1957, 19. Delebecque notes a certain number of signs that are
even more subtle: ‘Xenophon intended to mention himself implicitly across
numerous expressions, pronouns, and indefinite adjectives, which readily recur
in his writing: ‘one,’ ‘some,’ ‘a few,’ ‘many,’ ‘all those who,’ and so on.’ (p. 22, with
numerous examples cited n. 4).

62 Gray 1998, 95–6, who proposes a nuanced analysis of Xenophon’s various
‘authorial’ strategies (p. 94–104).

63 This episode allegedly contributed to tarnishing Xenophon’s reputation:
Dorion ed. 2000, XXVIII-XXX, speaks of an anecdote of ‘questionable taste.’ But it
was also a way to praise Socrates’s wisdom (Gray 1998, 98–9) and above all to
show Socrates’s conventional piety despite the asebeia conviction.

64 Delebecque 1957, 20.
65 Perhaps Xenophon voluntarily delayed his appearance in the story of the

Anabasis by hiding under the (rather immodest) pseudonym Theopompus, which
literally meant ‘God-Sent’ (Anab. 2.1.12–13): Lendle 1995, 94; Canfora 2000,
52–3. He nonetheless fleetingly appeared just before the Battle of Cunaxa (1.8.15),
in order for him to demonstrate that he knew Cyrus personally.

66 In the Memorabilia, Xenophon not only responds to the official accusation
against Socrates (1.1–2), but also to Polycrates’s pamphlet (1.2.9–61). The latter
indictment (κατηγορία Σωκράτους), which was published shortly after 394, was
maybe the principal motivation behind the writing of the Memorabilia: Chroust
1957, 120; Momigliano 1971, 52–4; Dorion ed. 2000, CXCVIII-CXCIX.

67 Bordes 1982, 17: ‘Themost instructive and themost difficult task is to determine
within the notion [of politeia under the collective definition] the relative importance
of, on the one hand, the sovereign (the archè) defining the regime and, on the
other, how citizens lived (laws, morals, state of mind).’ See Azoulay 2014c.
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68 See Poroi 1.1: ‘For my part I have always held that the constitution of a polis
reflects the character of the leading politicians (᾿Εγὼ µὲν τοῦτο ἀεί ποτε νοµίζω, ὁποῖοί

τινες ἂν οἱ προστάται ὦσι, τοιαύτας καὶ τὰς πολιτείας γίγνεσθαι).’ See Gauthier 1976, 37.
According to Philippe Gauthier, in this case, Xenophon was only referring to the
city’s orators, who only reflected the Athenian dēmos’s will. This hypothesis seems
wrong, since, in the opening sentence of the Poroi, Xenophon does not evoke
democracy in particular, but political regimes in general. On the exemplary nature
of the ruler, see also: Cyr. 8.8.5; Anab. 3.1.36; 3.2.30–1; 4.4.12; and Ages. 11.6.

69 See Isocrates, To Nicocles 2.31: ‘Let your own self-control stand as an example
to the rest, realizing that the manners of the whole city are copied from its rulers.’
Cf. Isocrates, Nicocles 3.37; Areopagiticus 7.40–1; On the Peace 8.53 and 102; and
Euripides,Orestes 696 and 772–3. Cf. also Machiavelli,Discourses on the First Decade
of Titus Livius 3.29. However, a philosopher like Plato did not ask the question in
the same terms, instead developing a more balanced approach to the problem
whereby any dominant character trait in a social system is inevitably passed on to
individuals and vice versa. See Republic 4.435e–436a; 8.553e; 554b; 557c–d; and
the comments of Bertrand 1999b, 211–12.

70 See Woronoff 1993, 41–8; Canfora 1994 (1986), 392 (Cyrus as a charismatic
sovereign).

71 On this topic, see Weber 1978 (1922), 1111–57. Weber defines ‘charismatic
authority’ as one of three types of legitimation of power, distinct from ‘traditional
authority’ and ‘legal-rational authority.’ It is based on the submission of its
supporters to an individual due to his personal merit and the order he creates or
reveals. For an analysis of charisma and its origins in Weber’s work, see the
research conducted by Bruhns 2000, 16–19.

72 See Finley 1985, 93–9 and 103; Ober 1989, 123–4; Azoulay 2014c.
73 On the vagueness surrounding the concept of charisma, see Geertz 1983,

121: ‘Like so many of the key ideas in Weber’s sociology (...), the concept of
charisma suffers from an uncertainty of the referent: does it denote a cultural
phenomenon or a psychological one? (...) it is not clear whether charisma is the
status, the excitement, or some ambiguous fusion of the two.’

74 Deriving from the Indo-European root *gher- (‘to desire, to yearn for’), the
noun charis first has an active meaning, designating not the joy that is produced
(strictly speaking, χαρά), but, rather, what is likely to create it, as demonstrated in
his time by Loew 1908, 2, 17 and 19. See Latacz 1966, 78–98; Moussy 1966, 411;
Chantraine, DELG, p. 1247–8; and Benveniste 1969, vol. 1, 201.

75 Some scholars nonetheless think that charis also initially implied the notion of
light, as did Borgeaud andMacLachlan 1985, 5–14. This hypothesis was contested
by Fernandes 1962, 1–7. For a summary of the debate, see Wagner-Hasel 2002,
20–2.

76 See Loew 1908, 23; Latacz 1966, 81; Moussy 1966, 412; and Brillante 1998,
21–2.

77 See de Lamberterie 1978/9, 31–9; and Parker 1998, 108.
78 See Benveniste 1971 (1966), 271–80. Émile Benveniste highlighted the

ambiguity of the Indo-European vocabulary surrounding the gift. The same terms
often signified both taking and giving. A trace of this is still found in English: ‘We
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shall consider that *do- properly means neither ‘take’ nor ‘give’ but either the one
or the other, depending on the construction. It must have been employed like
English ‘take,’ which permits two opposed meanings: ‘to take something from
someone’ but also ‘to take something to someone, to deliver something to
someone.’ See also, ‘to betake oneself, to go’; besides, in Middle English, taken
meant ‘to deliver’ as well as ‘to take.’ Similarly, *do- indicated only the fact of taking
hold of something; only the syntax of the utterance differentiated it as ‘to take
hold of in order to keep (= take)’ and ‘to take hold of in order to offer’ (= give).’
See also Benveniste 1969, vol. 1, 65–86.

79 Moussy 1966, 413–14. In the Homeric epics, charis, understood in the abstract
sense of ‘gratitude,’ only appears with certainty in a single passage (Il. 14.235): De
Lamberterie 1978/9, 33; Brillante 1998, 23.

80 MacLachlan 1993, 4–7 and 52.
81 Hénaff 2010 (2002), 247–8.
82 For the precise philological analysis of the term in Xenophon’s corpus, see

the philological annex infra, p. 279.
83 Even if the charis of radiance is a more marginal phenomenon in Xenophon’s

works, it should be analyzed according to the same approach. Terms connoting
radiance, adornment, and splendor – such as λαµπρότης and all of its derivatives
or the terms κόσµος and κάλλος along with its compounds – also deserve specific
attention.

84 See MacLachlan 1993 (who primarily focuses on epic poetry and Pindar);
Wagner-Hasel 2000, 131–65.

85 Kurke 1999, 292; see Kurke 1991, 103–7 and 154–9.
86 On charis in the democratic world, see Herman 1987, 41–8, 108, 129 and 135;

Ober 1989, 226–32; Millett 1991, 123–6 (with bibliography); von Reden 1995, 88
(for an economic angle).

87 See Wohl 1998, 61 and 151–8. On charis in Euripides’s Medea, see Gill
1996, 154–74; Mueller 2001, 471–504. On charis in Aeschylus’s Agamemnon and
Euripides’sHecuba andAlcestis, see Oliver 1960, 92, 96 and 103–5; Bergson 1985,
7–22.

88 Ober 1989.
89 During the fourth century, charis often appeared in the stereotyped language

of inscriptions in order to mark the reciprocity of the exchange between
benefactors and the city. See Veligianni 1989, 36, n. 6 and 7. The term, which was
generally present in the hortative clause of the decree, expressed the Athenians’
promise to pay future euergetai in return.

90 See Ober 1989 (and, on Xenophon, p. 367 n. 27). According to Ober,
Xenophon embodies an intermediary position oscillating between the radical
critique of democracy and the asserted temptation to improve the regime (in the
Cavalry Commander and the Poroi). See also Azoulay 2007b.

91 Ginzburg 1980 (1976); Lahire 1999, 144.
92 Mauss 2002 (1923/4). In the past few years, two historians have attempted

to put into perspective this heritage and how it can eventually be applied to ancient
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serving as chorēgos and in some cases felt that bringing up their horse raising and
athletic victories would gain the jurors’ respect. See, for example, Hyp. 1.16; Isoc.
16.33; Lys. 19.63’. See also Millett 1998, 241–2.

225 Hakkarainen 1997, 19. Military liturgies were the only ones that could not be
subject to exemption: cf. Demosthenes, Against Leptines 20.18.

226 On the definition of epidoseis, see Brun 1983, 165–9, contra Migeotte 1992,
45–6 (and now Brun 1999a, 235).

227 On the eisphorai, see Brun 1983, 24–6.
228 Cf. e.g. Demosthenes, Against Meidias 21.161–2 and On the Crown 18.113–4.

See Migeotte 1992, 15–7 and Hakkarainen 1997, 16. On voluntary trierarchies,
see Migeotte 1983, 139–42.

229 On this false opposition between Greeks and Romans, see Ferrary 1988,
120–1 (with bibliography n. 252): ‘Les contradictions nous paraissent moins se
situer entre deux systèmes de pensée, grec et romain, qui seraient hétérogènes,
qu’entre les intérêts divergents des Romains et des Grecs, les uns et les autres
invoquant toutefois des valeurs (respect des traités et des lois d’un côté, obligations
extra-légales de la reconnaissance de l’autre) dont ils savaient précisément qu’elles
leur étaient communes’.

230 Pol. 6.7.1321a31–2. See de Ste. Croix 1981, 305–6.
231 Gauthier 1985, 118. Cf. Thuc. 6.31.3 (the launch of the Sicilian Expedition

in 415).
232 Poroi 3.3, with Gauthier 1976, 80–3 and Gauthier 1985, 119. Cf.Hiero 9.9.
233 Cf. Syll.3 227 a (c. 343–2 BC).
234 Quaß 1993, 270–303 and 349–50.
235 Schmitt Pantel 1992, 153.
236 In addition to the necessary hierarchization of civic honors on the qualitative

level, there was a quantitative concern. In the fourth century, certain orators asked



296

Notes

that honorific distinctions should be granted less frequently: cf. Aeschines,Against
Ctesiphon 3.180.

237 See Gauthier 1985, 12, 27 and 92–103.
238 Osborne 1981, 153–70; Gauthier 1985, 95 (Cleon); Schmitt Pantel 1992,

147–55.
239 See Ma 2013 and Azoulay 2017 (2014), 93–101.
240 See Gauthier 1985, 106–7.
241 On the first epidosis, in which Alcibiades (Plutarch, Alcibiades 10.1) plays a

significant role, see Schmitt Pantel 1999, 382–3. For the dating and interpretation
of the event, see Migeotte 1992, 10–11 and infra, chapter 8, p. 243.

Chapter 2
242 Benveniste 1971 (1966), 278: ‘In Greek, δαπάνη of which, in general, only the

commonplace acceptation of “expense” is retained, also implies largesse, an
expense for display and prestige, although the term is no longer restricted to
religious use.’ See also Benveniste 1969, 74–6. On dapanē as cardinal virtue in
Xenophon, see Breitenbach 1950, 47–57.

243 On poludōria in Homer (linked to the wives of kings), see Cozzo 1991, 75 (Il.
6.394; 22.88 and Od. 24.294). On the poludōria of the Great King, see Briant 2002
(1996), 304–7 (contra von Reden 1995, 87 n. 43) and Gauthier 1985, 40–1 (on kings
and euergesia).

244 Hesiod,W&D 39, 221, 263.
245 Cf. Cyr. 8.2.9. Cyrus shows his generosity not only by the presents he

lavishes, but by the gifts he refuses to receive (3.1.33–7, 42; 5.2.7–12; 5.4.30–3).
246 See Briant 2002 (1996), 305. As an expert horseman, Xenophon values

particularly the gifts of horses: Cyrus the Elder always accepts such presents
(cf. Cyr. 6.1.26 and 8.3.26). Clothing and food have also a special place in his
political imaginary, as we will see.

247 Philodōrosmeans ‘bountiful’: Cozzo 1991, 76–7. Cf. e.g.Demosthenes,On the
Crown 18.112.

248 Hell. 4.8.10. Cf. Demosthenes, Against Leptines 20.72–4; Isocrates, Evagoras
9.57, with Lévy 1976, 240 and Migeotte 2000, 147–8.

249 See von Reden 1995, 84. On the absence of a democratic theory of
democracy, see Loraux 1986 (1981), 177–9.

250 On dapanēria as excessive spending, see Aristotle (EE 2.3.1221a11), with
Cozzo 1991, 68–71.

251 Cf. Apology 19. See supra, chapter 1, pp. 45–6.
252 Cf.Mem. 1.3.11 with Dorion ed. 2000, 132–3.
253 Cf. Hiero 8.8–9 and 11.6; Symp. 4.36; Ages. 8.8 (Agesilaus acting in the

opposite way).
254 See Schmitt Pantel 1992, 159 andKurke 1991, 163–224;Kurke 1992 (onPindar).
255 On the idea of the city’s monumental adornments, see Robert 1937, 349

n. 1; Vannier 1988a, 185; Meier 1987, 80.
256 On the topos of (too) luxurious housing in Athens, cf. Demosthenes, Third

Olynthiac 3.29; On Organization 13.30; Against Aristocrates 23.208, etc.
257 Cf. Aristotle, EN (4.2.1122b-23a), on megaloprepeia. See Veyne 1990 (1976),
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15–16: ‘Magnificence is the variety of liberality which relates to gifts to the
community.’

258 See Azoulay 2014a (2010), 62–5 and 141.
259 Lanza 1997 (1977), 204–11, esp. 208 and 211.
260 Lanza 1997 (1977), 208.
261 See Benveniste 1969, vol. 1, 76. But dapanē conveys also the idea of

exhibition: Hummel 1996, 253. On potlatch, see Boas 1897 and Codere 1950
(Fighting With Property). See also Meillassoux 1977, 157–73 (who qualifies the idea
of destruction and insists upon the equal ranking produced by potlatch) and
Godelier 1999 (1995), 56–78 and esp. 75–8 (for a historicization of the institution).

262 In 394, the Assembly voted to erect on the Agora a statue of Conon:
cf. Syll.3 126 (= Tod, 2.106). See Schmitt Pantel 1992, 202.

263 See supra, chapter 1, pp. 47–8.
264 On the megistai timai granted to Conon, see Gauthier 1985, 96–9.
265 See Vannier 1988a, 185: ‘loin d’être reconnu, Ischomaque est calomnié et

mis à contribution.’
266 On the different meanings of the term philos, see infra, chapter 6.
267 On this oscillation between polis and philoi, cf. e.g. Symp. 8.38; Ages. 4.3; On

Hunting 12.10;Oec. 7.9;Mem. 2.1.19 and esp. 3.12.4: ‘many help friends and do good
for their fatherland (τὴν πατρίδα εὐεργετοῦσι) and on that account they earn gratitude
(χαριτός), get great glory and gain very high honors.’

268 On lavish gifts given by Hellenistic kings to their philoi, see Skard 1932, 50;
Hoistad 1948, 79 and Savalli-Lestrade 1998.

269 Cf. Anab. 1.9.23.
270 See supra, chapter 1, pp. 32–40. On honors as civic reactions to benefactions,

see Habicht 1970, 163–5 and 206–7.
271 Cf. e.g. Cyr. 8.4.4; Lak. Pol. 4.2 andMem. 3.3.13. For Xenophon, ideal leaders

are philotimotatoi: cf. Ages. 10.4; Oec. 4.24; 14.10; 21.6; Mem. 2.6.12; 3.3.13; Cavalry
Commander, 1.25; 2.2; 7.3; 9.3 and 6, etc. See Higgins 1977, index s.v. philotimia
(32 mentions) and, more generally, Gauthier 1976, 83 and Hakkarainen 1997, 17
n. 118.

272 See Benveniste 1969, t. 2, 43–55 (‘L’honneur et les honneurs’).
273 Aristotle, Rhet. 1.5.1361a28: ‘Honour is a token of a reputation for doing

good (τιµὴ δ’ ἐστὶν µὲν σηµεῖον εὐεργετικῆς εὐδοξίας)’.
274 On the hortative clause, see e.g.Gauthier 1985, 12 and Robert 1978, 458–60.
275 On philotimia and its ambiguities, see Dover 1974, 229–36; Whitehead 1983,

55–74; Schmitt Pantel 1992, 184–5 and 206–7; Frazier 1988, 109–27 and Wilson
2000, 187–94. On philotimia in the Achaemenid world, see Lewis 1977, 150–1 and
Briant 2002 (1996), 354.

276 On philotimia as incentive within the army, cf. e.g. Anab. 4.7.9–12 and 5.2.13.
277 See supra, chapter 1, p. 23.
278 DELG, 1120. On the Homeric use of the word, see Benveniste 1969,

vol. 2, p. 51–3 and Adkins 1971.
279 Cf. e.g. Cyr. 3.3.7.
280 Cf. 8.3.44–5 and 8.4.36. See Grottanelli 1989: Cyrus has learnt in Media how

to give to each of his followers according to his merits (1.3.4–12; 1.4.7–13; 1.4.25–7).
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281 On the links between gifts, honors and rewards in the Persian kingdom, cf.
Oec. 4.7–8;5.15; in the Thracian world, cf. Anab. 7.3.28.

282 Cyr. 1.5.12. Cf.Hell. 3.1.11.
283 Cf. Mem. 3.7.1. See Robert 1985, 362–7, and Gauthier 1985, 12. In the

Anabasis (3.1.21) the war itself is compared to an ultimate agōn: ‘For now all these
good things [i.e. the wealth of Asia] are offered as prizes (ἄθλα) for whichever of the
two parties shall prove to be the braver men; and the judges of the contest (ἀγωνοθέται)
are the gods, who, in all likelihood, will be on our side’.

284 Cf.Hiero 9.7 and 9.9. Cf. Poroi 3.3.
285 Cf.Cyr. 2.1.21–4 (competition within the army) and 6.2.4–6;Hell. 3.4.16–18

(Agesilaus at Ephesus);Hell. 4.2.5–8 and Ages. 1.25–6; Anab. 1.2.10; 4.8.27; 5.5.5
(gymnic competitions at Cotyora).

286 Hiero 9.11. Cf. Cavalry Commander, 1.26: ‘For evidence of this I may refer to
the choruses, in which many labours and heavy expenses are the price paid
for trifling rewards (ὡς µικρῶν ἄθλων ἕνεκα πολλοὶ µὲν πόνοι, µεγάλαι δὲ δαπάναι

τελοῦνται)’.
287 Cf. Thuc. 6.31.3–5 (the launch of the Sicilian Expedition in 415 BC).
288 Cf. Lak. Pol. 4.3 (honors granted to the ἡβῶντες and inscription on a list

(κατάλογος) for the three hundred bravest Spartans, chosen by the hippagretes). On
the hippagretes, see Rebenich ed. 1998, 106 n. 52.

289 Cf. e.g. Hell. 1.2.10. See more generally Pritchett 1974, 276–90 and Hamel
1998, 64–70 and 191–3.With Cairns 1997, I do not think that kalokagathiawas ever
an honorific military title granted to the bravest Spartans: contra Bourriot 1996,
132 and Bourriot 1995, vol. 1, 173–8.

290 Some of Xenophon’s writings (as the Agesilaus) belong to this category. See
Cartledge ed. 1997, xi and infra, chapter 5, p. 160.

291 See Francotte 1964 (1910), 194–7; Launey 1987 (1949/50), vol. 2, 642–3
(who speaks of ‘illusory and low-cost distinctions’) and von Reden 1995, 98. After
Adolf Wilhelm, Gauthier 1985, 19–21 has shown that the title of euergetēs entailed
tangible benefits for the honorandus.

292 See infra, chapter 4, pp. 133–8.
293 Transl. E. C. Marchant and G.W. Bowersock, Loeb, modified. See Gauthier

1976, 88–9.
294 See Veyne 1990 (1976), 162–3 n. 69 and Gauthier 1985, 157 n. 67.
295 Gauthier 1976, 96–7, and Gauthier 1985, 10, 18 and 43.
296 See Briant 2002 (1996), 307–8. Achaemenid titles involved tangible benefits:

cf.Cyr. 8.1.39: ‘And besides this, he used to reward with gifts and positions of authority and
seats of honor and all sorts of honor (τούτους καὶ δώροις καὶ ἀρχαῖς καὶ ἕδραις καὶ πάσαις

τιµαῖς ἐγέραιρεν) others whom he saw devoting themselves most eagerly to the
attainment of excellence’.

297 See supra, chapter 1, pp. 24–5.
298 Whitehead 1977, 126. On the opposition between money (misthos) and gift

(charis), see infra, chapter 4.
299 Poroi 2.2, with Gauthier 1976, 57–9.
300 Poroi 2.5: εὐνουστέρους. See Gauthier 1976, 66.
301Poroi 2.1–2.
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302 There are 384 occurrences (in verbal or nominal form) of epimeleia, and about
a hundred instances of its opposite, ameleia.

303 Gauthier 1976, 56.
304 Xenophon wished to institutionalize this epimeleia by appointing ‘a board of

Guardians of Metics (µετοικοφύλακας) analogous to the Guardians of Orphans’
(Poroi 2.7). Cf. Oec. 9.14-15 with Gauthier 1976, 69–72.

305 On epimeleia in Xenophon’s writings, see Chantraine ed. 1949, 85 n. 1;
Gauthier 1976, 56; Kanelopoulos 1993, 71 and Johnstone 1994, 237 n. 79.

306 Gods are the ultimate models on the matter (Mem. 4.3.12): ‘it does appear
that the gods devote much care (πολλὴν...ἐπιµέλειαν) to mankind.’

307 See Whitehead 1993, 65–7 (on the late entrance of epimeleia – after 336 – in
the honorific vocabulary in Athens).

308 Cf. Cyr. 1.6.24; Anab. 1.9.20.
309 Cf. Anab. 1.9.24: ‘To be sure, the fact that he outdid his friends in the

greatness of the benefits he conferred is nothing surprising, for the manifest
reason that he had greater means than they; but that he surpassed them in solicitude
(τῇ ἐπιµελείᾳ) and in eagerness to do favors (χαρίζεσθαι), this in my opinion is more
admirable.’

310 Cf. e.g. Hell. 1.4.15; 2.3.15 (negative therapeia) and Hell. 3.2.28 (positive
therapeia). On the ambiguity of the word, see Isocrates, Antidosis 15.70 with Ober
1998, 264.

311 LSJ, s.v. therapeia (cf. e.g. Plato, Protagoras 354a and Aristotle, Pol. 3.16.1287a40).
312 On the link between epimeleia and medical profession, cf. IG II2 (242+) 373,

with Pecírka 1966, 73 n. 4 and Whitehead 1993, 68–9.
313 Cf.Mem. 1.2.54. See more generally Sternberg 2000.
314 See Pomeroy 1984 and Loraux 1993a (1981), 102–5.
315 Cf.Mem. 2.4.3 and 2.10.2 (master and slaves);Mem. 2.2.10 (mother and child);

Anab. 7.2.6 (general and sick soldiers) and Anab. 4.5.21 (Xenophon showing his
therapeia for sick soldiers).

316 Cf. Mem. 3.2.1; Cyr. 6.2.32 and esp. 1.6.14–17: ‘But your care for health (τῆς

ὑγιείας ἐπιµέλεια) will be a larger one than that: you must see to it that your army
does not get sick at all’ (1.6.16).

317 Cf. Cyr. 1.4.2 (on Cyrus’s solicitude for Astyages’s health). See Sternberg
2000, 175–6.

318 Contra Plato, Gorgias 513d–e, with Ober 1998, 209–11: ‘in the dialogue the
contrast is between charis-seeking and medical treatment (therapeia, e.g. 513e).’
(p. 209).

319 Helly 1995 and Sprawski 1999.
320 On the relationships between charis and military pay (misthos), see infra,

chapter 4, pp. 129–33.
321 Women stay surprisingly outside the picture: in classical Greece they are not

considered as ‘the supreme gift’ (according to the words of Lévi-Strauss 1969
(1947), 63–6: ‘For the woman herself is nothing other than one of these gifts, the
supreme gift among those that can only be obtained in the form of reciprocal
gifts’). In Xenophon’s writings, women are the basis of the exchange only in the
‘barbarian’ word, be it real or imaginary (in Thrace between Seuthes and
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Xenophon:Anab. 7.2.38; in Persia betwen Cyrus and Cyaxares:Cyr. 8.5.18–19). Cf.
Cyr. 5.1.2.

322 The speech of Cyrus is falsely naive in that the cupbearer is precisely in
charge of detecting potential poisons in the king’s wine.

323 See Ruzé 1997, 430–6.
324 Hierarchy is not absent from the symposion:Anab. 6.1.30 (the symposiarch as

stratēgos).
325 See Briant 2002 (1996), 314. On food and charis, cf. Plato, Phaedrus 233e.
326 On these two circles around the Persian King, see Briant 2002 (1996), 310–12.
327 On the proximity between Cyrus the Elder (in theCyropaedia) and Cyrus the

Younger (in the Anabasis), see Pelletier 1944, 84–93 (on Oec. 4.16–18, where
Xenophon switches smoothly from one Cyrus to another).

328 Ctesias spoke of 5,000 guests (FGrHist 688 F 39 = Athenaeus 4.146c). See
Briant 1985, 57 (with an incorrect digit) and Sancisi-Weerdenburg 1995, 295.

329 On the link between dapanē and daps (the ‘magnificent banquet’ in the Indo-
European world), see Benveniste 1969, vol. 1, 74–6.

330 Marx 1992 (1867), 488 (4th section, chapter 14), on Cyr. 8.2.5.
331 Finley 1970, 3-4. See the criticism of Breebaart 1983, 125: ‘this exegesis is

somewhat irrelevant, as Xenophon chooses only to stress the excellency of the
products of the king’s table, not to discuss the question of labour-division in
respect of its economic consequences.’ See Vernant 1983 (1965), 259 (‘Work and
Nature in Ancient Greece’).

332 Cyr. 8.2.5. On the meaning of ponos in the fourth century, see supra, chapter 1,
p. 290 n. 134 (with bibliography).

333 Mossé 1975, 171–2.
334 Cf.Cyr. 8.2.4, with Tripodi 1995, 46 n. 16 and Tuplin 1999, 338. On the link

between food, charis and hēdonē, cf. Plato, Laws 2.667b–c.
335 Cf. Cyr. 8.2.2.
336 See Aurell, Gauthier and Virlouvet 1992, 120–1 (for historical parallels).
337 Briant 2002 (1996), 307–8.
338 See Murray 1990 and already Dupont 1977, 23 (on symposion as an ambiguous

space, ‘cercle autonome des plaisirs, [...] qui ne connaissait que sa loi propre,
indépendante des lois publiques’). If the archaic symposion was a microcosm
reflecting civic values (Levine 1985, 176), it became in Athens during the fifth
century a conservatory of aristocratic practices and ethos, in dissonance with the
democratic codes.

339 On laughter in the syssitia (at Sparta), cf. Plutarch, Lycurgus 12.6 and Sosibius,
FGrHist 595 F 19, with Richer 1998, 228.

340 Bizos and Delebecque eds 1972/8, vol. 3, 100.
341 Cf.Lak. Pol. 15(14).5 (on the two king’s suskēnoi );Ages. 4.5; Hdt 6.57. See also

Carlier 1984, 267–8.
342 See Hodkinson 2000, 358.
343 On these cliental ties, see Cartledge 1987, 139–59 and infra, chapter 6, pp. 183–6.
344 Grottanelli 1989, 208–9.
345 On this ironic reading of Cyropaedia, see infra, chapter 7 (pp. 227–8) and

chapter 8 (pp. 262–5).
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346 See Frazier 1996, 250: ‘Mais il y a deux charis: la “bonne grâce française,” et
la mauvaise charis, complaisance coupable, qui ont cependant toutes deux en
commun de gagner la complaisance du peuple’. See infra, chapter 3.

347 Carlier 1978, 152 n. 49. Cf. Heraclitus, fr. 22 B 29 D.-K., with Ramnoux
1959, 113–16 and Zadorojnyi 1998.

348 Cf. Aristophanes,Assemblywomen 675–6 and 839 ff. See Schmitt Pantel 1992,
229–30 and Wilkins 2001. On Aristophanes as democratic dissenter, see Ober
1998, chapter 3.

349 Cf. Aristophanes,Knights 814–16 (on Themistocles), with Taillardat 1965, 397.
350 Cf. e.g. Knights, 214–16, and, more generally, Taillardat 1965, 395–401. Cf.

also Plato, Gorgias 462d; 464d; 465e; 518d.
351 See Taillardat 1965, 398–400.
352 Cf. Art of Horsemanship 10.13 (horses).
353 Carlier 1978, 152. For the positive use of the ‘dog metaphor’, cf.Mem. 2.3.9,

2.7.13 and 2.9.2. In the Symposium (4.63), Socrates compares himself to a dog. See
Hornstein 1924. This metaphor was used without any irony by Athenian
democrats: cf. Plutarch, Demosthenes 23.5.

354 Cf. Mem. 2.1.24: Kakia promises Heracles plenty of pleasing (κεχαρισµένον)
food and drinks.

355 On this (debatable) ironic reading inspired by Leo Strauss, see supra,
introduction, pp. 5–7. See also Danzig 2012.

356 Cf., in the Homeric epics, Il. 10.217 and 23.810, with Scheid-Tissinier 1994,
272–4.

357 On such a hierarchy, cf. Cyr. 8.6.11.
358 See Grottanelli 1989, 198–9, who unfortunately does not take into account

the radical changes that occurred after the taking of Babylon.
359 Carlier 1978, 138.
360 Cf. Cyr. 8.6.11 (at a satrapic level).
361 Cf. Mem. 2.5.2–5, where Socrates draws an explicit parallel between slaves

and friends: ‘Have friends like servants their own value?’ (Mem. 2.5.2).
362 See supra, chapter 1, p. 50.
363 Cf.Mem. 1.3.6–7; 1.5.1 and 4; 1.6.5; 2.1.1, etc. Cf. Plutarch,On Love of Wealth

525C (on Demades’ piggish appetites), with Brun 2000, 153.
364 Schmitt Pantel 1992, 200.
365 Hiero 1.23. Cf. Mem. 3.14.5–6. For a harsh criticism of ἡδύσµατα, cf.

Plato, Republic 3.404c and Gorgias, 464d–5b (cookery as ‘flattery disguised as
medicine’).

366 On the etymological link between χάρις and χαρά, see Moussy 1966, 411 and
supra, introduction, p. 286 n. 74.

367 Cf. Athen. 4.144b–c (with a comparison with theHiero). See Schmitt Pantel
1992, 433.

368 Ages. 9.4: ‘he saw the barbarian constrained to draw from the ends of the
world the material for his enjoyment, if he would live without discomfort
(ἀλύπως).’ Cf. Hell. 7.1.38. On the royal banquet as a tool for extracting and then
redistributing the kingdom’s wealth, see Briant 1986, 35–44.
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369 Ages. 9.3. Cf. Theopompus, FGrHist 115 F 22 (Agesilaus rejects a gift of
food from the Thasians). See also Tripodi 1995, 45–58 (with the criticisms of
Tuplin 1999, 337–9).

370 See Dorion 2000 127–8 (opson is here equivalent to ‘food’ or ‘main dishes’,
and not to ‘sauce, seasoning’). Contra Davidson 1997, 25.

371 Mem. 1.3.7. Cf.Od. 10.230–60 and 281–300. OnOdysseus as a Cynic model,
see Hoistad 1948, 22–102.

372 Cf. e.g. Teleutias (Hell. 5.1.14) or Xenophon himself (Anab. 7.3.21–5). During
a siege (in 381 BC), all the Phliasian citizens displayed such a virtue (Hell. 5.3.21):
‘for self-restraint in appetite (ἐγκράτεια γαστρὸς) differs so much from unrestrained
indulgence that the Phliasians, by voting to consume half as much food as before
and carrying out this decision, held out under siege for twice as long a time as was
to have been expected.’ See Dillery 1995, 134 and 138.

373 On the functioning of the syssitia, see Schmitt Pantel 1992, 62–71; Fornis
and Casillas 1997; Link 1998; Hodkinson 2000, 216–18.

374 Cf.Mem. 1.3.5 (on Socrates’s frugality).
375 Lak. Pol. 7.3, with Ollier ed. 1934, 43 and Rebenich ed. 1998, 114–15.
376 Xenophon himself gave the game away when he said about his friend and

patron Agesilaus (Ages. 11.8) that ‘in the use of money he was not only just but
generous, thinking that [...] the generous man is required also to spend his own in
the service of others.’ Cf. Plutarch, Ages. 4.5. See more generally Cartledge 1979,
154–7 and Hodkinson 1994, 193–4.

377 Cf. Sphairos, SVF I, fr. 630 (= Athen. 4.141c–d).
378 See the nuanced approach of Hodkinson 2000, 218 (on epaïkla provided

mostly by hunting, which was an activity open to every Spartans, rich and poor:
Lak. Pol. 5.3 and 6.3). See Fisher 1989, 45 n. 24 (quoted by Hodkinson): with this
‘envy-reducing mechanism of reciprocal gifts, philotimia and charis [was] designed
to bind rich and poor mess-mates together’.

379 Cf. Dicearchus of Messana, fr. 72 Wehrli (= Athen. 4.141b) and Molpis,
FGrHist 590 F 2c (= Athen. 4.141d–e). See Fornis and Casillas 1997, 40 and
Hodkinson 2000, 356–8.

380 Fisher 1989, 34. See Fornis and Casillas 1997, 40.
381 Nafissi 1991, 181–4, esp. 182 n. 25, and Hodkinson 2000, 354.
382 See Schmitt Pantel 1999, 380: ‘Hèdonè et charis ne sont pas blâmables en soi,

dans la mesure où elles façonnent le citoyen, l’homme libre.’
383 Xenophon certainly overstated the opposition between Agesilaus and the

Persian King to distract attention from the accusation of medism brought against
the Spartan king: these political accusations provoked an outbidding in ‘behavioral
laconism’. Cf. Plutarch, Sayings of the Spartans 213b; Artaxerxes 22.4; Ages. 23.4 and
infra, chapter 3, pp. 93–5.

384 Cf. Cyr. 5.2.17 (Gobryas and Cyrus).
385 On this link between luxury, food consumption and physical exercise, cf.

Oec. 4.23. Cyrus the Younger aswered to the Spartan Lysander: ‘I swear by Mithras
that I never yet sat down to dinner when in sound health, without first working
up a sweat at some task of war or agriculture, or exerting myself in some sort of
competition.’
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386 On the translation of opson, see supra, p. 302 n. 370. Cf.Cyr. 1.5.12 and 7.5.81;
Anab. 7.3.9.

387 On Theodote in the Memorabilia, see infra, chapter 8, pp. 230–1 and pp.
249–52. Cf. Oec. 10.11.

388 Oec. 5.1. Cf. Lak. Pol. 7.3 for an opposite choice.
389 See Wilkins et alii 1995, and Dalby 1996, 93–129. The Sicilian art of cooking

was famous, with Mithaecus, ‘author of the book on Sicilian cookery’ (Gorgias
518b) and Archestratus of Gela, author of theHedupatheia (the Luxurious Life). On
this important culinary poem (dating from the first half of the fourth century),
see Wilkins and Hill 1994; Douglas and Sens 2000.

390 Xenophon had probably strong western connexions: he chose a Sicilian
setting for one of his most famous work (theHiero) and also decided to attribute
the writing of theAnabasis to a certain ‘Themistogenes of Syracuse’ (Hell. 3.1.2) –
a strange double of himself.

391 Plato, Republic 8.561c (on democratic culinary pleasures). Cf. Gorgias 522a
and Republic 2.371b–3a, with Schmitt Pantel 1992, 447–8.

392 See Braund 1994, 40–48, Bertelli 1989, 108 and Ceccarelli 1996, 155.
393 In the German sense of Kultur (which includes ways of living and, therefore,

of eating): see Schmitt Pantel 1999.
394 Azoulay 2004. The Thessalian Jason of Pherae used to act according to such

a dynamic equilibrium (Hell. 6.25): ‘he also knows how to satisfy the wishes of his
soldiers when by added toils they have achieved some success; so that all who are
with him have learned this lesson too, that from toils come indulgences (ὅτι ἐκ τῶν πόνων

καὶ τὰ µαλακὰ γίγνεται). Again, he has greater self-control than any man I know as
regards the pleasures of the body (τῶν περὶ τὸ σῶµα ἡδονῶν), so that he is not prevented
by such things, either, from doing always what needs to be done.’ See infra,
chapter 4, pp. 131–2.

395 In a similar way, Spartan women received more food than women in other
cities because they were doing much more physical exercise: cf. Lak. Pol. 1.3–4.

396 See Tuplin 1994, 137. Cf. Aristophanes, Wasps 1135–70 (who imagines a
strange association of Median clothing and Spartan shoes).

397 In the Anabasis, ethnographic observation is minimal: Brulé 1995. When
Xenophon describes Achaemenid practices with some accuracy, it is not per se,
but because it also reflects his own ideological concerns.

398 Schmitt Pantel 1992, 162–3.
399 On the institution of misthos ekklēsiastikos at the beginning of the fourth

century, see Hansen 1991, 150.
400 Schmitt Pantel 1992, 163.
401 The transmission of knowledge constitutes a form of spiritual nourishment,

which is the symbolic counterpart of earthly food. By giving his knowledge,
Socrates feeds and raises (trephein) his disciples: see Demont 1982, 116–17.

402 Transl. E. C. Marchand and O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified. The verb deipnizein
is hardly attested in honorific decrees: Schmitt Pantel 1992, 268. Lichas was often
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a treasure (thēsauros): ‘I do admire you for valuing the treasures (θησαυροὺς) of
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having greater means, not to render in return a much greater kindness’ (Ages. 4.2).

433 This alchemical image better reflects this transformation process than the
eucharistic metaphor – which implies ‘a change of substance with the preservation
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495 In this peculiar context, dōra (gifts) might as well be translated as ‘bribes’.
496 Cf. e.g. Cavalry Commander 1.10 (with Perlman 1963, 329).
497 See Ober 1989, 236–7: ‘Bribery was naturally related to charis; the verb
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682 See supra, chapter 2. Compare and contrast with the Roman donativum
(a money present, which came as an addition to military pay). See Veyne 1990
(1986), 334–41 (the donativum as a symbolic gift and as a ‘sign of a family
relationship between the Emperor and the army’: p. 341).
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714 See Brisson 1996, 45–7 (who adds also erotic jealousy: cf. e.g. Plato, Phaedrus
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741 Cf. Anab. 1.4.7: Xenias of Arcadia and Pasion of Megara left the army,

because Clearchus – and not they – was always singled out by Cyrus.
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759 Walcot 1978, 40.
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blend together. See infra, chapter 8, pp. 230–1, 250.
923 Cf.Mem. 1.2.24; 2.6.13–35; 3.11.11–12 (withDelatte 1933, 148–61);Cyr. 2.4.10;

8.2.2; Plato, Lysis 206a and Protagoras 309a. On this hunting metaphore, see Gigon
1956, 156;Neitzel 1981 andHuss 1999b, 315. The samemetaphormay have a negative
meaning: cf.OnHunting 13.9 and 12 (sophists as expert huntsmen). SeeWolff 1991.

924 Cf.Mem. 2.3.10; 3.11.16–17 and esp. 2.6.10: ‘There are spells, they say, which
those who know them can use to bewitch whomever they want and make them
friends.’

925 The whole Book 2 aims at proving the usefulness of Socrates for preserving,
securing or gaining friendship. See Dorion ed. 2000, cxcviii–cxcix.

926 Eutherus is otherwise unknown.
927 See Millett 1990, 28.
928 On the opposition between charis and misthos, see supra, chapter 4.
929 See Saller 1982, 8–11.
930 Cf. Plato, Cratylus 384a and Xenophon, Mem. 1.2.48. On Hermogenes, see

Bourriot 1995, vol. 1, 306–7 and vol. 2, 280; Huss 1999, 76 and Brisson 2000, 667.
931 Cf.Mem. 4.8.4–10; Apology 2 and 9; Plato, Phaedo 59b.
932 Like Eutherus, Diodorus is otherwise unknown (Goulet 1994, 778). Like



328

Notes

him, his name conveys a range of meanings strangely appropriate to the role given
to him by Xenophon in the dialogue. Diodorus, the ‘gift of Zeus,’ is a perfect fit
for a man taking under his wing Hermogenes (who boasts of being pampered by
the gods). As for Eutherus – literally ‘the good prey’ –, his name seemed to be
chosen on purpose: wasn’t he the ideal candidate for becoming the game in the
philoi ’s hunt described by Xenophon?

933 On Crito’s wealth , cf. Plato, Apology 33e; Crito 44b; Euthydemus 291e; DL
2.31 and 105 (on Crito’s generosity). See Brisson 1994d and Weiss 1998, 39–56
(who takes into account only Plato’s testimony).

934 Transl. E. C. Marchant and O. J. Todd, Loeb, modified. Cf. 2.9.7. On the
positive meaning of such a comparison, cf. Plutarch, Demosthenes 23.5;
Demosthenes,Against Aristogiton I 25.40; Theophrastus,Characters 29.4 (watchdog
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954 On apragmosunē as aristocratic ideal – sometimes contested within the elite –,

see Carter 1986, 99–130 and Demont 1990, 277–361.
955 Cf. Athenian Constitution 20.4 (Cleisthenes as prostatēs tou dēmou); 22.4
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generosity (contra Romilly 1979, 140–1).
1036 Holleaux 1942, 88 and 92–7 (quoted with criticism by Ma 1999, 193–4).
1037 Bertrand 1992, 119–21.
1038 Cyr. 8.1.44 and 8.2.4. See supra, chapter 2, pp. 80–7.
1039 Cf. Cyr. 8.2.7–9 and Anab. 1.7.7.
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1042 Cf. Isocrates,Nicocles 3.35. See Gauthier 1985, 40–1.
1043 Hermann 1965, 34 (l. 6–8). See Gauthier 1985, 41.
1044 Gauthier 1985, 72–3; Lenger 1953, 486–7 (on the Ptolemies) and Bell 1949

(for the imperial period).
1045 EN 8.1.1155a16–22 is the only exception. See Hügli & Kipfer 1989, 544–5.
1046 Aristotle denied the possibility of multiple friendships: cf.EN 9.10.1171a15–

19, with Konstan 1997a, 64–5. The Stoics were the first to give a philosophical
basis to the notion of collective philia. Cf. Stobaeus,Eclogae 2.7.13 (=Wachsmuth,
vol. 2, 121, l. 22 ff) with Banateanu 2001, 120–3.



333

Notes

1047 Cf. e.g. Cyr. 8.1.42 (conquered people) and 8.1.21; 8.1.37 (direct entourage).
Conversely, Cyrus hopes that his servants will assist him ‘out of goodwill and
friendship (εὐνοίᾳ καὶ φιλίᾳ)’: Cyr. 3.1.28.

1048 See Ma 1999, 191–201.

Chapter 7
1049 Millett 1991, 109–16.
1050 Alaux 1995, 197–274 (‘les équivoques de la philia’), esp. 205 and 216;

Konstan 1998, 282–3.
1051 Cf. Aristotle, Rhet. 2.4.1381b34 andEN 8.14. 1161b12–62b33. On Hiero’s

family background (and family conflicts), see Sordi 1980 and Savalli-Lestrade
1998, 339.

1052 Cf. Cyr. 8.7.14: ‘Fellow-citizens, you know, stand nearer (οἰκειότεροι) than
foreigners do, and messmates nearer than those who eat elsewhere; but those who
are sprung from the same seed, nursed by the same mother (οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ σπέρµατος

φύντες καὶ ὑπὸ τῆς αὐτῆς µητρὸς τραφέντες), reared in the same home, loved by the
same parents, and who address the same persons as father and mother, how are
they not the closest (οἰκειότατοι) of all?’ On the relationships between philia and
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Sicyon, honored as if he was the founder of the city).
1120 Sebillotte Cuchet 2006, 209.
1121 Anab. 5.6.17–26. On Xenophon as oikistēs, see also supra, chapter 4, 115–6.
1122 Anab. 6.3.25.
1123 On Calpe [= Kalpes Limen], see Manfredi 1986, 242–5 and Dillery 1995,

89.
1124 He never denies explicitly such a project: Anab. 6.4.7; 6.4.14 and 6.6.3–4.
1125 Gadamer 1983 (1976), 141 (about Euthyphro 14e).
1126 See Weiss 1998, 44–5.
1127 Cf. Plato, Apology 31b: ‘You see it doesn’t seem to be in human nature for

me to have neglected all my own affairs, and put up with my household being
neglected for so many years now, but to be doing your business constantly,
approaching each of you individually like a father or elder brother (ὥσπερ πατέρα ἢ

ἀδελφὸν πρεσβύτερον) and persuading you to concern yourself with goodness.’ Cf.
Phaedo 116a with Derrida 1981 (1972), 146–7.

1128 On the γραφὴ κακώσεως γονέων, see Rubinstein 1993, 64–6 and supra, 335
n. 1090.

1129 See Strauss 1993, 207–8.
1130 Strauss 1993, 199–209, esp. 208.
1131 On the fictitious setting of Socratic dialogues, see Momigliano 1971, 46–7.

On the case of Xenophon’s Symposium, see Huss 1999b, 25.
1132 See Huss 1999a, 403.
1133 Cf. e.g. Symp. 7.5 (Charites).
1134 Cf. also Symp. 2.4–5.
1135 Plato, Apology 23e and 36a. On Lycon’s bad reputation , cf. Cratinos,

<Putinè>, fr. 214 K.-A.; Aristophanes, Lysistrata 270 (with the scholion); Eupolis,
<Autolukos>, fr. 61 K.-A. and <Philoi>, fr. 295 K.-A. See Kirchner 1903, vol. 2,
n° 9271 and Huss 1999a, 399 n. 55–56 (bibliography). See also Vlastos 1995, 20.
This identification is rejected (without real arguments) by Ollier 1961, 28 n. 1.

1136 Symp. 8.1–43. For a contextualized approach of such a rejection of
homoerotic relationships, see Hindley 1999 and infra, chapter 8.

1137 Socrates’s advice does not seem to have had any impact, if we give any
credit to Eupolis’s comic gossips (Testimonia, *iii K.-A.).

1138 The terme ‘sophist’ is not always pejorative in Xenophon’s writings:
cf.Mem. 4.2.1; 4.2.8; Poroi 5.4 andCyr. 6.1.41. See Classen 1984 and Gera 1993, 91
n. 214.

1139 On this famous Socratic principle and his transposition within theCyropaedia,
see Vlastos 1991, 298–9.
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1140 The link between Socrates and the Armenian sophist was already established
in the sixteenth century (Gera 1993, 91 n. 214) and was also highlighted by Grote
1884 (1846/56), vol. 8, 272 n. 2.

1141 Cf. Xenophon, Apology 19–20 andMem. 1.2.49.
1142 Cf. Hiero 3.3–4: ‘At any rate, many cities have a law that adulterers (τοὺς

µοιχοὺς) only may be put to death with impunity, obviously for this reason, because
they believe them to be destroyers of the wife’s friendship (τῆς τῶν γυναικῶν φιλίας)
with her husband.’ Cf. Lysias, On the murder of Eratosthenes 1.33, with Patterson 1998,
166–74. See Harris 1990; Carey 1995; Ogden 1997, 27.

1143 See Dover 1991 for a comparison with Euripides’sHippolytus 1257–60.
1144 See supra, chapter 5, 164–8.
1145 See Schwartz 1943, 69–70; Luccioni 1953, 146 n. 2; Chroust 1957, 260

n. 479; Gera 1993, 92 n. 217; Mueller-Goldingen 1994, 161 and supra, introduction,
3–4.

1146 On the implicit analogy between Cyrus and Socrate, see Due 1989, 215–17.
1147 See supra, chapter 1, 36–7.
1148 Taine 1904.
1149 The stibas – a bed of straw, rushes, or leaves – usually symbolized a healthy

and natural way of life (cf. Plato, Republic 2.372b–e, with Schmitt Pantel 1992,
447–8 and 452). This rough mattress is often used during liminal/marginal periods
(for a would-be warrior or a bride-to-be). See Gernet 1981 (1968), 18–19;
Verpoorten 1962, 151–4 and Paradiso 1986, 140 and 150.

1150 Cf. Cyr. 1.4.11, with Schnapp 1973, 312 and Schnapp 1997, 144–71.
1151 See Vernant 1983 (1965), ‘Hestia-Hermes’, 127–76.
1152 See supra, p. 210. Zeus-King is also the god of conquest and of border

crossing (Cyr. 2.4.19).
1153 The term διοίκησις – which means literally ‘the housekeeping’ and, by

extension, all form of ‘internal administration’ (LSJ, s.v.) – derives from the verb
διοικέω which signifies etymologically ‘to inhabit distinct places’ and, by extension,
‘to control, to manage, to administer’. The two meanings coexist in this passage,
given that Cyrus begins ‘to administer’ his empire only when he decides ‘to inhabit a
distinct place’ (i.e. the palace of Babylon).

1154 This major break does not involve the end of all forms of nomadism: after
the dioikēsis in Babylon, Cyrus continues to move from one imperial capital to the
other during the year (Cyr. 8.6.22; Anab. 3.5.5). See Briant 1988 and Tuplin 1998.
But this well-organized nomadism has nothing to do with the preceding rootless
existence of Cyrus. As François Hartog (1988 (1980), 125) has said about the
Scythian sovereign, from now on, ‘the king is constantly on the move between one
hearth and the next, even if each one is the same as the last, and Hestia thus
provides a center not so much for the geographical as for the social space’. See
Bertrand 1992, 119–20.

1155 On this practice of ‘fosterage’ – consisting of bringing up a child in an other
family than his own –, see Gernet 1932 and Bremmer 1983.

1156 On the philological links between these two verbs, see infra, philological
annex, p. 279.

1157 Contra Isocrates, Evagoras 9.37–8.
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1158 This dreadful drinking-party transgresses all the rules of ‘sympotic ethic’:
contrary to Cyrus who concludes marriages on such occasions (cf. e.g. 8.4.13–19),
the bad Assyrian king transforms the symposion to a place where love become
literally impossible. For oriental parallels to Gadatas’s story, see Gera 1993, 252.

1159 This comparison is quite surprising since Gadatas is barely older than Cyrus
(he is a νεανίσκος: Cyr. 5.2.27). On this question, see Azoulay 2000, 21–2.

1160 See Tatum 1989, 203–4.
1161 In theAnabasis (4.5.7–9), Xenophon himself takes action so that his men do

not suffer with boulimia. See supra, p. 211.
1162 Cf. Diodorus Siculus 4.30.2.
1163 See Tigerstedt 1965, vol. 1, 471 n. 616. Contra Skard 1933.
1164 See e.g. Briant 2002 (1996), 336.
1165 In theOdyssey, Odysseus is celebrated as father of his people (Od. 2.47; 2.234

and 5.12). Cf. Il. 9.481 andOd. 16.17, with Lemke 1983 (1976), 151, and Stevenson
1992, 424. The connection between paternity and kingship is confirmed by Aristotle
(EN 8.13.1161a10–19), who quotes Homeric verses in support of his view.

1166 See Carlier 1978, 157; Carlier 1993, 114–15 and Nagle 2000.
1167 But, according to Aristotle, Persian kingship was organized kata nomon and

was therefore not a pambasileia: see Schütrumpf 1991, 527–30.
1168 Schwartz 1967, 1–2.
1169 Thomas 1991, 18–20.
1170 Cf. Cyr. 8.1.8; 8.3.1–8. On the gift of clothing in Persia, see Briant 2002

(1996), 134 and 304–6.
1171 Cf. Plutarch, Cimon 10.2 and 10.6–8 (Cimon displayed the same kind of

politically-oriented generosity, but on a local level), with Schmitt Pantel 1992,
180–6 and 207–8.

1172 On Hestia as goddess of the hearth (and commensality), see Vernant 1983
(1965), 141. On the relationships between Hestia and the nurturing city, see
Schmitt Pantel 1992, 90–105 and 145–77.

1173 See supra, chapter 1, 35–6.
1174 See Gera 1993, 173–83, for an analysis of the same episode in a very different

perspective.
1175 Contra Lewis 1977, 16 (according to whom Gadatas was only in charge of

the king’s table).
1176 Cf. Plato, Protagoras 314c (Callias’s door-keeper is also an eunuch).
1177 The precise role of ‘scepter-bearers’ in the Persian Empire is still a matter

of debate, but scholars usually acknowledge that they were high-ranking officials:
see Briant 2002 (1996), 259.

1178 See Azoulay 2000, 9–12.
1179 For an ironical reading of the Cyropaedia’s last chapters, Carlier 1978, 160:

‘Xénophon insiste longuement sur certains aspects de la monarchie de Cyrus qui
sont déplaisants pour tous les Grecs – [comme] les eunuques (7.5.58–65). Ce
pourrait être une provocation, un défi à l’opinion commune [...]. Il est beaucoup
plus probable que l’éloge de la monarchie de Cyrus est en grande partie ironique.’
See also Gera 1993, 288, among others.

1180 See Briant 2002 (1996), 271.
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1181 Briant 2002 (1996), 270–2 (‘Xenophon and the Paradigm of the Faithful
Minister’). Cf. Herodotus 8.105; Ctesias, FGrHist 688 F 13. If Xenophon is not
the only one to stress the loyalty of eunuchs, he is the first to theorize it properly
and to dismiss the figure of the treacherous eunuch (contrary to Ctesias).

1182 Cf. Anab. 1.8.28–9; Cyr. 7.3.15; 7.5.64. The analogy between the eunuch
Artapates and a faithful dog is explicitly drawn by Aelian (On the Nature of Animals
6.25). See Llewellyn-Jones 2002, 38.

1183 This idea had a very long life and a rich posterity: see e.g. Chardin 1711
(1686), vol. 2, 284.

1184 Besides Artapates, Xenophon has known during his life another faithful
eunuch, Megabyzus, sacristan (neōkoros) of Artemis. After the Anabasis, Xenophon
left him an important deposit at Ephesus in 394 (Anab. 5.3.6–7). True to his word,
Megabyzus gave it back to him in 389 at Olympia (Picard 1922, 83). This loyal
banker was definitely a eunuch, according to Strabo 14.1.23; Pliny,NH 35.93 and
35.132. See Debord 1982, 330 n. 11 and Lendle 1995, 314–15.

1185 See supra, chapter 1, 36–7.
1186 ContraGera 1993, 288, who refuses to believe that Xenophon could accept

such ‘Persians’ utilitarian and selfish outlook’. But this utilitarian approach is
pervasive in all Xenophon’s writings...

1187 The link between eunuchs and filiation is highlighted by Carlier 1978, 155,
in a very different perspective. Too 1998, 298–9, follows the same ‘straussian’
direction.

1188 Cf. Cyr. 5.5.33–4, and supra, chapter 1, 32–7.

Chapter 8
1189 On these contradictory meanings, see Alaux 1995, 204–6 and 282 n. 28.
1190 See Fraisse 1974, 151–67 and Dover 1989 (1978), 49–50.
1191 On erōs as excessive friendship (ὑπερβολὴ), cf. Aristotle, EN 9.10.1171a11–

12, with Fraisse 1974, 252.
1192 See Konstan 1997a, 38–9.
1193 On the notion of ‘problematization,’ see Foucault 1990 (1984), 20–4.
1194 Mem. 3.11.1–18. On this episode, see infra, pp. 249–51 – and Kurke 1997,

108, 113 and 129; Kurke 1999, 178; Davidson 1998, 120–30 and Goldhill 1998.
1195Mem. 3.11.5–7. On kisses as spider bites, cf.Mem. 1.3.12.
1196 On hunting as erotic metaphor, see Schnapp 1984.
1197 Goldhill 1998, 118 and Davidson 1998, 121.
1198 On the sexual connotation attached to the verb charizesthai, see Dover 1989

(1978), 44–5 and supra, chapter 2, p. 305 n. 427. See also Brillante 1998, 24.
1199 Cf. Anaxilas, <Neotti>, fr. 21 K.-A., with Kurke 1997, 112: ‘And while the

hetaira affirms and embodies the circulation of charis within a privileged elite, the
pornē in aristocratic discourse figures the debased and promiscuous exchanges of
the agora.’

1200 Kurke 1997, 108.
1201 Mem. 3.11.11: ‘For assuredly you can neither catch a friend nor keep him by

force; it is good deeds and pleasure (εὐεργεσίᾳ δὲ καὶ ἡδονῇ) that catch the creature and
hold him fast.’
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1202 Cf. Pindar, Pythian 2.42–8, with Brillante 1995, 33–38.
1203 See e.g. Koch-Harnack 1983 (with an iconographic perspective).
1204 According to Flacelière 1961, 96–7 and 106–7, this speech constitutes even

the ‘raison d’être’ of the whole work.
1205 Cf. Plato, Phaedrus 240d.
1206 On this lack of reciprocity, see Halperin 1986, 65–6 n. 13–14. See Cantarella

2002 (1988), 63–5, who presents Xenophon as a staunch opponent of homoerotic
relationships (which is exaggerated).

1207 In that case, peithō is an aggraving factor: Symp. 8.20. On the opposition
between Bia and Peithō, on the one hand, and charis, on the other, see Vernant in
Detienne 1994 (1972), xx–xxi (on Ixion myth).

1208 Cf.Mem. 1.3.8–13 and 1.2.29–30.
1209 On the sexual overtones of the term ἐπαφρόδιτος, see Hindley 1999, 94–5.
1210 Pirenne-Delforge 1988, 142–57.
1211 Halperin 1986, 62–8, with the qualifications of Calame 1999 (1992), 190–1.

On the complex links between charis and erōs in Plato, see Wersinger 2001,
227–57 [chap. 8: eros et charis: une énigme platonicienne].

1212 Foucault 1990 (1984), 233–5.
1213 There are traces of a less puritan approach in the Memorabilia (1.3.14). See

Hindley 1999, 82–5.
1214 Cf.Mem. 2.6.11, with Braund 1998, 163–4.
1215 On the paradoxical seduction of the Sirens, see Triomphe 1989, 302–3.
1216 On the Sirens, see Pucci 1987, 209–13, who compares the seduction of the

Sirens and Socrates’s attractiveness.
1217 Cf. Plato, Symp. 216a. For the usual (negative) comparison with the Sirens,

cf. Aeschines, Against Ctesiphon 3.218.
1218 See supra, chapter 7, pp. 214–16.
1219 War could be in itself an erotic activity (Cyr. 3.3.12). Cf.Anab. 2.6.6–7: ‘just

as one spends upon a loved one (paidika) or upon any other pleasure, so Clearchus
wanted to spend upon war – such a lover he was of war (φιλοπόλεµος)’. Cf. also
Hom., Il. 13.636 ff with Calame 1999 (1992), 22 and 47.

1220 Cf. e.g. Anab. 1.10.1–3; 4.1.14; 6.1.12–13.
1221 See Ogden 1996.
1222 Aristotle, fr. 98 Rose (= Plutarch, Erotikos 760e–61b), with Calame 1999

(1992), 107–8.
1223 Spina 1985.
1224 Cf. Plato, Symp. 182a–c and Rebenich ed. 1998, 100 n. 35.
1225 Cf. Symp. 8.32–5.
1226 Cf.Hell. 5.4.4–7 (with the exception of Leontiades, the sober leader of the

oligarchic faction). Cf. Plutarch, Pelopidas 11.5–9.
1227 Archidamus was the erastēs of Cleonymus ‘who was at the age just following

boyhood and was, besides, the handsomest and most highly regarded of all the
youths of his years’ (Hell. 5.4.25). See Cartledge 2001a (1981), 104–5; Azoulay 2011.

1228 Cf. Diodorus Siculus 15.30.1–5, with Hindley 1994, 350 n. 13.
1229 Cf.Hell. 3.1.5–8; 3.1.10; 3.2.7. See Delebecque 1957, 134 and Krentz 1987,

79 (on the hostility of Xenophon toward Thibron).
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1230 Hindley has come back convincingly to the letter of the Greek manuscripts,
which all indicate διασκηνῶν (here, ‘to retire in his tent’) and not δισκεύων (‘to throw
the discus’); he changes also the translation of the verb ‘Λακωνίζειν,’ which could
sometimes mean ‘to have anal intercourse’: Dover 1989 (1978), 187–8.

1231 On Thersander, who was apparently a (soft) Ionian, cf. Polyaenus,
6.10.1.

1232 Hindley 1994, 360.
1233 Even Xenophon thought that it was normal to have doubts about this

asserted chastity. Moreover, Plato gives quite different information on the matter
(Laws 1.636b and 8.836a-c). See Cartledge 2001a (1981), 97–8.

1234 See supra, chapter 7, p. 217.
1235 Hindley 1999.
1236 Greeks usually took only hetairai in their armies: Cf.Anab. 4.1.14; 4.3.19; 5.4.33.
1237 See Roisman 1988, 80–1: Anaxibius is ‘described by Xenophon as an

opportunistic office-holder, who behaved at times as a Persian agent and at times
as a would-be renegade’.

1238 After that, he tried also to disband the mercenaries: cf. Anab. 7.1.7–32.
1239 Anaxibius replaced Dercylidas who had however done nothing wrong. See

Cawkwell ed. 1972, 46. On the widespread topos of the ephors’ corruption, see
Richer 1998, 284–7.

1240 Tuplin 1993, 73, talks even of his ‘stupidity’; see also Humble 1997, 94–9.
1241 Powell 1988, 229–30: ‘Xenophon’s point in referring to this devoted

individual by his sexual status, and not by his name, is probably that the sexuality
produced the exceptional loyalty.’

1242 Did this relationship stay chaste? That is doubtful, considering that
Anaxibius’s paidikawas maybe not even Spartan (Cartledge 2001a (1981), 98 n. 32).

1243 Dover 1989 (1978), 51–2.
1244 See Hindley 1994, 347 and Hindley 1999, 97. Cf. Plato, Symp. 220e–1b and

Plutarch, Alcibiades 7.3–6 (Socrates and Alcibiades).
1245 Cf. Cyr. 5.4.39–40, for a similar hostage-taking. Instead of ‘Episthenes,’

some of the Anabasis’s manuscripts give the name ‘Pleisthenes’ or ‘Cleisthenes’
(in the deteriores). In the first Loeb edition (1922), the translator Carleton L.
Browson chose the reading ‘Pleisthenes’. But John Dillery, who has revised the
edition in 1998, had changed the name (to ‘Episthenes’), as Masqueray (1930–49)
had already done.

1246 Xenophon highlights explicitly the wrongdoing of Chirisophus : ‘And this
was the only cause of difference between Chirisophus and Xenophon during the
course of the march, this ill-treatment of the guide and carelessness in not
guarding him’ (Anab. 4.6.3).

1247 Lendle 1995, 449: these two Episthenes have not the same name, but they
both came from Thracian Chalcidice or nearby (Olynthus and Amphipolis), and
are both commanders of battalion (Anab. 1.10.7 and 7.4.8). Therefore these two
Episthenes are maybe one and the same man.

1248 Schofield 1991, 22–56 [chapter 2: ‘City of love’].
1249 Zeno, SVF I, fr. 263. See Boys-Stones 1998.
1250 See e.g. Robert 1969, 254–62; Ma 2001, 116 (on Dio of Prusa).
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1251 Cf. Sosicrates, FGrHist 461 F 7 (= Athen. 13.561e–f); Pausanias 3.26.5. See
Richer 1998, 224–6.

1252 Calame 1999 (1992), 91–109 [‘Eros in the Masculine: the Polis’], esp.
101–2.

1253 Cf. Aeschylus, Eumenides 851–3. See Monoson 2000, 64–87 [Chapter 3:
‘Citizen as Erastès (lover): Erotic Imagery and the Idea of Reciprocity in
the Periclean Funeral Oration’]; Scholtz 2007, chapter 2; Azoulay 2014a (2010),
95–7.

1254 Monoson 2000, 81.
1255 Calame 1999 (1992), 21 and Frontisi-Ducroux 1996.
1256 Aristophanes,Acharnians 142–4, with Lévy 1976, 141 and Lissarrague 1990,

218.
1257 See Connor 1992 (1971), 96.
1258 ContraMonoson 2000, 63–87.
1259 Golden 1984 and Golden 1985 (contra Dover 1989 (1978), 84–5).
1260 Dover 1989 (1978), 103–6, summarized the erōmenos’ expected behavior as

such: ‘refusal of payment, obdurate postponement of any bodily contact until the
potential partner has proved his worth, abstention from any sensual enjoyment of
such contact, insistence on an upright position, avoidance of meeting the partner’s
eye during consummation, denial of true penetration.’

1261 Cf. Symp. 8.8 (on the andreia and the strength of Autolycus, the erōmenos of
Callias).

1262 Xenophon,Mem. 1.3.11; Symp. 4.14; Oec. 1.22; Plato, Symp. 183a;Meno 76b;
Phaedrus 252a, with Golden 1984, 316.

1263 Golden 1984, 314–15 (and n. 34–5). See Frontisi-Ducroux 1998, 204–8 and
220 (for a slightly different view).

1264 Golden 1984, 315 (and n. 37).
1265 Monoson 2000, 81–2.
1266 Winkler 1990, 76–7 and Henry 1995, 47 n. 55. Comic poets used the same

sort of sexual metaphor: Pericles’s speeches could sting his listeners, implanting
in their ears their prick (kentron), the usual comic metaphor for a phallus (Eupolis,
<Dēmoi>, fr. 102 K.-A.).

1267 Cf.Mem. 1.3.11.
1268 The identity of Cleinias is a matter of debate: son of Axiochus and cousin

of Alcibiades (according to Brisson 1994c) or son (otherwise unknown) of Alcibiades
himself (according to Dorion ed. 2000, 130 n. 209). On Cleinias and his numerous
erastai, cf. Plato, Euthydemus 273a and 274b–c, with Buffière 1980, 568–9.

1269 Cf. Cyr. 5.1.16–17.
1270 Cf. Symp. 4.13, with Carlier 1978, 141.
1271 Cf. Hell. 1.4.13; Aristophanes, Frogs 1425; Cornelius Nepos, Alcibiades 1.1

and Plutarch, Alcibiades 16.4.
1272 Cf. Aristophanes, Birds 703–7.
1273 Wohl 1999, 369–71 (with a doubtful interpretation: the man who seizes the

bird is not a mesos politēs, but a kubernētēs, a high-ranking officer in an Athenian
trireme (Gondika 1999, 37). See supra, chapter 1, p. 296 n. 241.

1274 Cf.Mem. 1.5.1; 2.6.1; 4.5.9 and Symp. 8.15. This self-control should apply to
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all kind of pleasures. As Foucault (1990 (1984), 50–2) puts it, ‘foods, wines, and
relations with women and boys constituted analogous ethical material.’

1275 The allegory did only concern ‘those who are trained in the art of kingship
(εἰς τὴν βασιλικὴν τέχνην)’ (Mem. 2.1.17). See supra, chapter 1, p. 35. Cf.Mem. 2.1.24.

1276 On Agesilaus’s or Cyrus’s self-control, see infra, 246–7 and 252–3. Jason of
Pherae had ‘greater self-control (ἐγκρατέστατός) than any man as regards the
pleasures of the body (τῶν περὶ τὸ σῶµα ἡδονῶν)’ (Hell. 6.1.16). At the level of the
oikos, cf. Oec. 9.11 and 12.13–14.

1277 On Sophocles as ‘lover of beautiful boys,’ cf. Ion of Chios, FGrHist 392 F
6 (= Athen. 13.603e–4f). See Buffière 1979, 149–52; Cantarella 2002 (1988), 41;
Azoulay 2014a (2010), 98.

1278 On Xenophon’s erotic leanings, cf.Mem. 1.3.8–15 (Xenophon confesses to
being tempted by a boy’s kiss); Anab 7.3.20 (Xenophon comes to Seuthes’s
symposion with a pais). See Hindley 1999, 81–2.

1279 See supra, p. 233.
1280 See Arthur-Katz 1989; Brown 1990; Iogna-Prat 1998 [‘Refouler le sexe,

contrôler l’échange’], 364–6 (on the chastity of monks).
1281 Cf. e.g. Plato, Gorgias 473c; Republic 8.575a; Aristotle, Pol. 5.10.1311a2–b23

(and 1311a35–b23 on the tyrant’s sexual outrages).
1282 See Schmitt Pantel 1979, 227–9 (on Herodotus 3.48): ‘Tout à la fois ou

parfois tour à tour être efféminé ou super-mâle, le tyran échoue à garder avec la
sexualité la bonne distance qui ferait de lui un citoyen possible.’

1283 Hindley 1999, 94–6.
1284 Cf. Ages. 9.6–7.
1285 Cf. Symp. 8.38;Hell. 7.1.30 and Ps.-Demosthenes, Eroticos, 13–14.
1286 See Cartledge 1987, 20 and Luppino-Manes 1992, 167–8.
1287 Cartledge 2001 (1981), 104. On Lysander as mothax, see Hodkinson 1997,

55–62 and Hodkinson 2000, 355–6. Mothakes were probably the sons of free
Spartans, too poor to be members of a syssition, but who had the opportunity to
follow the Spartan collective education thanks to the patronage of a full citizen.
At the end, they became eventually true homoioi, but remained devoted to the
Spartan who had allowed them to follow the compulsory education of all citizens.

1288 Hell. 4.1.39–40 (Megabates’s story); 5.3.20 (Agesilaus enjoyed conversations
on paidika); Ages. 5.4–7; 8.2; 8.8; 10.2 and 11.10. See Cartledge 2001 (1981), 94
and Hindley 1994, 361–6.

1289 Hindley 1994, 365 n. 79, hightlights the discrepancy between this passage
and Cyr 1.4.27–8, in which Xenophon claims that the Persian kiss is reserved for
kinsmen: ‘Could it be that Megabates was seeking to assert a relation of kinship,
or quasi-kinship, which Agesilaus might find even more embarrassing? If so,
Xenophon might have understandably glossed over the full implication of the
proffered kiss, by substituting “honor” for “kinship”.’

1290 Socrates showed the same kind of self-control: see infra, p. 248.
1291 Cartledge 2001 (1981), 94.
1292 Hirsch 1985, 54. On the success of this propaganda, see Cartledge 2001

(1981), 94 n. 12, quoting Maximus of Tyre (second century AD) and his praise of
Agesilaus’s sexual restraint (Dialexeis, 19.5d–e). See Trapp ed. 1997, 173–4.
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1293 See supra, chapter 6, p. 183.
1294 See supra, pp. 232–3.
1295 He was already at that time over 45 years old: see Cartledge 1987, 21.
1296 O’Connor 1994.
1297 Cf. e.g. Mem. 2.1.1–7; Symp. 8.1–41 andMem. 1.2.29–30.
1298 Too 2001, 73.
1299 Cf. Plato, Symp. 215b, with North 1994.
1300 On the satyr’s iconography (oscillating between an innocent child and an

hypersexual beast), see Lissarrague 1998, 198 and Lissarrague 1987, 71–2.
1301 Cf. e.g. Mem. 1.1.4; 1.2.8; 3.8.1; 4.8.10; 4.6.1, with Wolff 1997, 42–3 and 45:

‘Trois caractères semblent définir ce rapport que [Socrate] entretenait avec ses
auditeurs et que les Anciens appelaient sunousia: c’est un rapport qui engage la
vie commune (et pas seulement les positions intellectuelles), l’affection, qu’elle
soit filiale ou amoureuse (et pas seulement la neutralité de la transmission de
connaissances ou de savoir-faire), et l’entretien dialogué avec quelqu’un (sun).’

1302 Cf. e.g. Symp. 222b, with Foucault 1990 (1984), 239–45.
1303 First Alcibiades 135d. See Halperin 1986, 65–6, 68–9 (n. 21) and 80.
1304 See e.g. Thomsen 2001.
1305 See supra, p. 230.
1306 On Pandora’s name, see e.g. Saintillan 1996, 338–42 [‘Le nom de “Pandora”

et la charis de la chose donnée’].
1307 If Athenaeus (13.574e) mentioned a Theodote among Alcibiades’s hetairai

in Phrygia, Plutarch spoke only of a Timandra (Alcibiades 39.1–2). Cf. Schol. to
Demosthenes, Against Meidias 21.147 (on an anonymous mistress of Alcibiades
and the painter Agatharchus): see Dilts ed. 1983/6, vol. 2, 227, no 506 and Delatte
1933, 148.

1308 Kurke 1997, 113 and 118.
1309 Goldhill 1998, 115 and Davidson 1998, 121.
1310 See supra, p. 230–1.
1311 See Goldhill 1998, 120: ‘Now it is Socrates who is offering himself as object

of persuasion, object of seduction.’
1312 Vlastos 1991, 30–1, who sees here a form of ‘complex’ irony. Kierkegaard

(in his thesis published in 1840 ‘On the Concept of Irony with Continual
Reference to Socrates’) found the anecdote ‘shocking’.

1313 On the iunx – a magic wheel –, see Detienne 1994 (1972), 83–9 (and the
introduction of Vernant, p. xix); Shapiro 1985; Pirenne-Delforge 1993; and
Lissarrague 1998, 167–8: ‘L’iunx est un instrument destiné à charmer l’être aimé;
il n’a pas tel quel sa place dans le rituel du mariage, et sa présence ici renvoie plus
à l’univers de la magie, de la séduction et du jeu, qu’à celui du rituel matrimonial.’

1314 Goldhill 1998, 121 (onMem. 3.11.17).
1315 Cf. e.g. Plato, Menexenus 235a; Republic 3.413c, with Loraux 1986 (1981),

265–6.
1316 See supra, pp. 242–3.
1317 Cf. Symp. 4.20. On the beauty-contests in Athens, cf. Symp. 4.17 and Mem.

3.3.12 and, more generally, Buffière 1979, 90–1; Crowther 1985 and Reed 1987,
59–64.
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1318 Vernant 1983 (1965), 480 n. 29: ‘For the Greeks, charis emanates not only
from women, or any human being whose youthful beauty makes the body “shine”
(especially the eyes) with a splendor that provokes love, but also from cut jewels,
worked gems, and certain precious fabrics: the glitter of metal, the flash of stones
in various waters, the variety of colors of a woven cloth, the medley of design [...]
– all these combine to make the work of the goldsmiths and weavers a sort of
concentration of living light from which charis shines out.’ Cf. e.g. Il. 5.328–40 and
903–4.

1319 See Bruell 1969, 128–31; Newell 1983, 904–5; Rubin 1989, 399 and 407;
Nadon 2001, 155.

1320 See Alaux 1995, 168 and 177–81: ‘[Hippolyte] opère un glissement significatif
qui déplace son rôle princier sur le terrain ludique, l’écarte volontairement de toute
prétention à la succession, et l’immobilise dans la position d’un éphèbe éternel,
confiné aux marges de la vie civique, voire démocratique’ (p. 168).

1321 See Gera 1993, 132–91.
1322 Cyrus’s self-restraint allows him to manipulate the love of other people (see

supra, pp. 222–3) and to channel erotic passions to his own advantage. By
protecting Abradatas’s wife from the sexual assaults of Araspas, the young king
gains in return a faithfull ally, ready to die for the cause of his former enemy (Cyr.
6.1.47–8). See Carlier 1978, 147 and Rubin 1989, 408.

1323 See Due 1989, 62 (and n. 44).
1324 The term suggeneis designates real ties of kinship: the comic effect lies

precisely in the fact that Artabazus pretends to be a relative of Cyrus, though he
is not. On Persian suggeneis, see Savalli-Lestrade 1998, 318–19.

1325 If Cyrus has already reached the age of puberty (1.4.4), he is still young
enough to join the children’s age group at his return in Persia (1.5.1). He may be
fifteen or sixteen years old, according to the criteria given by Xenophon himself
(1.2.8).

1326 Cf. Cyr. 4.1.22; 6.1.9 and 7.5.48.
1327 Transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified. On the (masculine) metaphor of the

‘leader’ of the bees, cf.Hell. 3.2.28 and Plato, Republic 7.520b. The sole reference
to a ‘queen bee’ is to be found in the Oeconomicus (7.32): see Pomeroy 1984.

1328 On the link between bees and chastity, cf. Aelian, On the Nature of Animals
5.11 and Semonides of Amorgos, fr. 7, l. 90–92 West (on the virtuous bee-
woman). See Verdenius 1968 and Loraux 1993 (1981), 102–5.

1329 Cyr. 5.2.27–9; 6.1.45 and 6.3.5 (on the Assyrian prince as hubristēs). See
Newell 1983, 902–3 and Due 1989, 83. On the fantasies about the sexual life of
the Persian king, see Briant 2002 (1996), 282–3.

1330 Cf.Hiero 3.3–4 and supra, chapter 7, p. 218. See Carlier 1978, 147.
1331 Araspas is always called ὁ νεανίσκος (cf. 5.1.8–9; 5.1.13; 5.1.18). If he is a

‘young man,’ it is not only because of his age, but because of his lack of love
experience. See Gera 1993, 225.

1332 On the extraordinary posterity of Panthea as fictional character, see Tatum
1989, 20–1.

1333 On Panthea’s name, see Tatum 1989, 175–6.
1334 See Cartledge 1993, 11. Gera 1993, 223, rightly compares Panthea to
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Penelope: both are tall and beautiful (Od. 18.248–51); they have no desire to
beautify themselves as their husbands are far away from home (Od. 18.171–81);
both are shown seated on the ground, weeping and surrounded by faithful
servants (Od. 4.716–20).

1335 Xenophon uses here several verbs denoting passive contemplation (θεασόµενος;

θεασόµενον; θεώµενος).
1336 Cf. e.g. Cyr. 4.1.13–14 (Cyaxares) et 7.2.27–8 (Croesus). Does this caution

reflect Cyrus’s moral weakness, as Newell (1983, 904–5) thinks? It seems to me
that Cyrus only follows here Socrates’s advice who recommended fleeing away
from young and beautiful boys (Mem. 1.3.13).

1337 Tatum 1989, 165–70;Gera 1993, 225–9 andMueller-Goldingen 1995, 188–94.
1338 See supra, p. 242.
1339 Supra, p. 241 and Rubin 1989, 400.
1340 On the structure of this complex sentence, see Gera 1993, 228 (and n. 136).
1341 The story has a strong Herodotean flavour: Herodotus 9.108–11 (Xerxes,

in love with the wife of his brother Masistes). See Cartledge 1993, 12.
1342 On the opposition between bia and peithō, see supra, p. 340 n. 1207.
1343 Tatum 1989, 173–5.
1344 See supra, chapter 6, pp. 187–8. Such political manipulations are common

in Xenophon’s writings: cf. Anab. 1.2.11–12 (Cyrus the Younger and Epyaxa);
Hell. 3.1.10 (Mania and Pharnabazus);Hell. 5.4.24–33 (Agesilaus, Cleonymus and
Sphodrias, with Cartledge 1993, 12). See more generally Azoulay 2007c.

1345 Cf. Cyr. 7.4.14–15; 7.5.59–65. See supra, chapter 7, p. 227.
1346 Rubin 1989, 409.
1347 On this sense of charis, see Löw 1908, 23; Latacz 1966, 81; Scott 1983, 5 ff;

Brillante 1998, 21 and infra, philological annex, p. 279.
1348 Cf. Cavalry Commander 1.22.
1349 Carlier 1978, 141 n. 26.
1350 Cf. Cyr. 3.1.41.
1351 Cf. Anab. 1.9.23 (Cyrus the Younger).
1352 For a more detailed aproach, see Azoulay 2004.
1353 Carlier 1978, 149.
1354 See supra, chapter 5, p. 149.
1355 Xenophon himself expresses his admiration for Persian goods and, especially,

for their beautiful clothing (Anab. 3.1.19).
1356 On these special shoes, cf. Strabo 15.3.19, with Hirsch 1985, 89.
1357 See Gera 1993, 291–2; Too 1998, 294–5. But such an ironic reading has

been subject to criticism: see Breebaart 1983, 133–4; Due 1989, 216–19 and 220
n. 40; Azoulay 2004.

1358 Cf. Oec. 10.2–9. See already Holden 1890, vol. 4, ad loc.
1359 As Anderson 1974, 179 already puts it: ‘A ruler, seen from a distance, is not

of course subject to the intimate betrayals that disclose a wife’s deceits to her
husband.’

1360 Cf. Cyr. 1.6.22;Mem. 1.7.2; 3.3.9; Symp. 8.43; Ages. 9.1.
1361 See Wood 1964, 65; Breitenbach 1967, col. 1739; Anderson 1975, 178–9.
1362 Cf. Ages. 5.6. Cf. Anab. 5.7.9.
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1363 Cyr. 6.1.6: ‘Meantime, Cyaxares came out in pompous attire (σεµνῶς

κεκοσµηµένος) and seated himself on a Median throne.’ As always in Xenophon’s
account, Cyrus’s uncle takes action at the wrong moment and establishes an ill-
timed distance while war is in full swing. He even makes his friends wait for him,
which induces the fighters to turn to Cyrus who is himself always present and
accessible: ‘While Cyaxares was attiring himself (ἐκοσµεῖτο) (for he heard that there
was a large concourse of people at his doors), various friends were presenting the
allies to Cyrus’ (Cyr. 6.1.1).

1364 On the importance of sweat in Xenophon’s work, cf. Cyr. 1.2.16; 1.6.17;
2.1.29; 2.2.30; 8.1.38; 8.7.12;Mem. 2.1.28; Symp. 2.18; Oec. 11.12; 4.20–5. See Due
1989, 108.

1365 Cf. Cyr. 5.1.16 andMem. 1.3.13. On the use of visual tricks by Spartans, see
Powell 1989.

1366 See Stroheker 1970, 279 and Breebaart 1983, 123: ‘Cyrus wants to stress
the majesty of the whole ruling-establishment, not only of his own sovereignty.
The subjects, not the equals, are to be bewitched.’

1367 Cf. Ctesias, FGrHist 688 F 1p α and β.
1368 Cf. Cyr. 8.1.36–8. See supra, chapter 2, pp. 73–4. This original idea echoes

a passage from the Oeconomicus in which Lysander the Spartan is surprised to see
that his host Cyrus the Younger harmoniously combines the culture of ponos with
the display of truphē: ‘“What, Cyrus?” exclaimed Lysander, looking at him, and
marking the beauty and perfume of his robes, and the splendor of the necklaces
and bangles and other jewels that he was wearing; “did you really plant part of
this with your own hands?”. ... Cyrus answers him thus: “I swear by Mithres [the
Sun-god] that I never yet sat down to dinner when in sound health, without first
working hard at some task of war or agriculture, or exerting myself somehow”’
(Oec. 4.23–4).

1369 Cozzoli, 1980 and Schmitt Pantel 1992, 452.
1370 The parallel with a passage of Isocrates (To Nicocles 2.32) is striking: ‘Be

sumptuous in your dress and personal adornment (Τρύφα µὲν ἐν ταῖς ἐσθῆσι καὶ τοῖς

περὶ τὸ σῶµα κόσµοις); but simple and severe, as befits a king, in your other habits
(καρτέρει δ’ ὡς χρὴ τοὺς βασιλεύοντας ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις ἐπιτηδεύµασιν).’ Closely following
Xenophon’s distinction, Isocrates establishes a dichotomy between external truphē
and internal enkrateia.

1371 On the gender ambiguity of the Byzantine emperor’s clothing, see Miller
1971, 647. See more generally Bazin 1988, 424–8.

1372 See Azoulay 2008.
1373 A whole chapter of theMemorabilia (4.3) is dedicated to this topic. See more

generally Wildberg 1999/2000 and Godelier 1999 (1995), 194–5 (in an anthro-
pological perspective).

1374 On this ‘divine’ conception of authority, cf.Oec. 21.2–12 and esp. 21.11–12:
‘For I regard this gift as not altogether human but divine – this power to win willing
obedience (οὐ γὰρ πάνυ µοι δοκεῖ ὅλον τουτὶ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἀνθρώπινον εἶναι ἀλλὰ θεῖον, τὸ

ἐθελόντων ἄρχειν).’ See Taeger 1957, 118–20.
1375 On semnos, see DELG, s. v. sebomai: etymologically ‘to withdraw’ (*tyegw-),

hence (1) to be in a state of religious fear or (2) to respect, but in semnos and its
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derivatives, there is an erosion of the ancient meaning of the term, leading to a
more negative sense (i.e. arrogance). See Benvéniste 1969, vol. 2, 202–7.

1376 Transl. W. Miller, Loeb, modified. On the organization and the goals of the
pompē, cf. Cyr. 8.3.5 with Azoulay 2004.

1377 See Walbank 1996, 120–1.
1378 On the comparison between the ceremonial in the Cyropaedia and the

hieratic reliefs of the Persepolis Apadana, see Sancisi-Weerdenburg 1980, 195 ff.
1379 Cf. Ammianus Marcellinus 16.10.9 (Constantine II’s entrance into Rome in

357 AD). See Straub 1939, 184 and Charlesworth 1947, 37, for a comparison with
the Cyropaedia.

1380 But a group of prisoners (Cyr. 4.4.13) and the eunuch Gadatas (5.3.18) have
already prostrated themselves before him. See Nadon 2001, 134 n. 48.

1381 Cf. Homeric Hymn to Demeter 275–83 andHomeric Hymn to Aphrodite 1.167–90.
On epiphanic thambos, see Vernant 1989, 32–3: ‘Le face-à-face implique entre les
partenaires une relation de parité. Détourner le regard, baisser les yeux à terre, se
cacher la tête: les mortels n’ont pas d’autre solution pour reconnaître leur indignité
et éviter le risque d’affronter l’incomparable, l’insoutenable splendeur du visage
divin’ (p. 33). See Loraux 1995 (1989) (‘What Tiresias saw’), 211–27, esp. 218–20.

1382 Anab. 3.2.13: ‘You do not prostrate yourself before any human master, but
before the gods alone (οὐδένα γὰρ ἄνθρωπον δεσπότην ἀλλὰ τοὺς θεοὺς προσκυνεῖτε)’.
Cf. Anab. 3.2.9 and Ages. 1.34. On the origins and the meaning of the proskunēsis,
see Briant 2002 (1996), 222–3.

Conclusion
1383 See Yavetz 1983, 165–7 and 210–2 (on charism as ‘foggy notion’); Bruhns

2000 (‘idée séduisante’ or ‘concept pertinent’). See now Azoulay 2014b.
1384 Bourdieu 1998 (1994), 99–102 (citation p. 102).
1385 See e.g. Nagy 2000, 20–4.
1386 Marin 1988 (1981), 79.
1387 See e.g. Kershaw 2001 (1987), 8–10.
1388 Weber 1978 (1922), vol. 1, 241–65 and vol. 2, 1111–48.
1389 On the necessary historicization of emotions and psychological categories,

see Vernant and Vidal-Naquet 1988 (1972), 49–84 (‘Intimations of the Will in
Greek Tragedy’).

1390 See Tuplin 1993, 41–7 and 61–4; Humble 1997, 242 and 258–9, who
presents Xenophon as a a detractor of the Spartan system. TheAgesilaus (c. 360 BC)
shows that it is not the case (1.3–4).

1391 Charismatic authority is inherently unstable: ‘even without failure as such,
the constant threat to charismatic rule is ‘routinization’ – the lapse back into
stabilization, regulation, systematization, normality. Only the dynamism of recurring
success can sustain charismatic authority which [forms a] transitory type of rule.’
See Weber 1978 (1922), vol. 1, 246–9 and Kershaw 2001 (1987), 9.

1392 On the fantasy of a joint hegemony – with an Athenian leadership on the
sea and a Spartan domination on the land –, see Wickersham 1994, 108–12.
Cf.Hell. 6.5.38–48 (Procles of Phleious’ speech).

1393 Darbo-Peschanski 2000, 111: ‘[Xénophon et Thucydide] constatent que le
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devenir n’est plus confondu avec le mécanisme d’altération puis de rétablissement
de la justice. La justice ne décide plus de rien.’

1394 Paradiso 2000, 385–91.
1395 Bianco 1996, 13–17.
1396 The same process of internal decay applies also to Athens. Cf.Mem. 3.5.13–

14, with Mueller-Goldingen 1995, 29–31.
1397 Agesilaus is even presented as the saviour of Sparta in a difficult context

(2.24).
1398 Despite Xenophon’s efforts, Critias was still associated with Socrates in the

middle of the fourth century BC: cf. Aeschines, Against Timarchus 1.173.
1399 Cf.Mem. 1.2.27.
1400 Mem. 1.2.20: ‘for the society of honest men is a training in virtue (ἄσκησιν τῆς

ἀρετῆς), but the society of the bad is virtue’s undoing.’ Cf. Symp. 8.27; Ages. 10.2;
Cyr. 1.5.8–9, etc. On the necessary incarnation of virtue, cf. On Hunting 12.19.
Plato thought otherwise: cf. Protagoras 319e–20a;Meno 93b–e with Gadamer 1983,
142 (on the difficulty for a father to teach aretē to his sons).

1401 See Huss 1999a, 405 and supra, chapter 7, p. 217.
1402 In the Apology (30–1), Socrates criticizes the education that Anytos, one of

his other accusers, gives to his son: without ‘a sound advisor (σπουδαῖον ἐπιµελητὴν)’,
the child will turn bad. See von Fritz 1931, 44–9.

1403 Andocides, On the Mysteries 1.124–9. This famous lawsuit took place in
400/399 BC, at the same period as Socrates’s trial.

1404 See Davies 1971, 264–9 and Bonnard 2002, 86–8 (with stemma, p. 106).
1405 See Harvey 1984, 68–70 and Goldhill 1995, 140.
1406 Pelling 2000, 244.
1407 Pomeroy 1994, 264.
1408 MacKenzie 1985, 95–6.
1409 Goldhill 1995, 139–41 and 177–8; Too 2001, 75–6.
1410 See supra, introduction, pp. 5–6.
1411 Pelling 2000, 243–4 and 305 n.132.
1412 This coda is no longer considered as an apocryphal text, contrary to the

opinion of nineteenth-century scholars. On the question, German philologists
played a leading role: see Schulz 1806; Bornemann 1819; Schenkl 1861; Lincke
1874; Cobet 1875; Eichler 1880. A certain consensus has emerged in the last forty
years to attribute the epilogue to Xenophon, even if some scholars think that it was
a later addition of the Athenian author. See Due 1989, 16–22; Tatum 1989, 220–5;
Gera 1993, 299–300; Mueller-Goldingen 1995, 262–71. Hirsch 1985, 91–7 is the
only one still believing it to be a late interpolation.

1413 That is precisely the reproach that Plato adressed to Xenophon in the Laws,
according to Athenaeus (11.504f–5a): Cyrus has neglected the education of his
own sons, leading his Empire to decay (Laws 3.694d–5b). On the implicit dialogue
between Plato and Xenophon, see Hirsch 1985, 140–7; Tatum 1989, 225–34 and
Danzig 2002.

1414 See Carlier 1978, 162–3; Too 1998, 282–302 and supra, chapter 5,
pp. 166–7.

1415 See Breebaart 1983, 134: ‘We should be careful not to load the text of
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Xenophon with implied, though unverifiable, meanings.’ Due 1989, 212–3 and
216.

1416 Cf. Quintus Curtius 5.1.36. On this crucial break in Alexander’s life, cf.
Quintus Curtius 6.6.2–5; Diodorus Siculus 17.77.4–7; Justin, 12.3.8–12; Arrian,
Anab. 4.10.5–12.6. On the historiographical importance of Quintus Curtius in the
construction of the Alexander myth in the West, see Grell and Michel 1988, 38–9.

1417 See e.g. Gera 1993, 285–99. Alexander had a particular reverence toward
Cyrus: cf. Arrian, Anab. 6.29.4–11.

1418 Rather than examining Xenophon’s potential influence over Alexander, it
seems more useful to highlight the way in which the myth of Alexander in Quintus
Curtius’s moralizing version distorts the contemporary reading of the Cyropaedia.

1419 Cf. 8.1.8 and 22.
1420 See Dorion 2002, 379–382.
1421 I thank A. Powell for this stimulating suggestion.
1422 Peace must prevail inside and outside the city: cf. Poroi 5. 8 and 5.10.
1423 See Gauthier 1976, 212: ‘Il faut noter, dans l’argumentation de Xénophon,

un sophisme à propos du passé [...]. Le sophisme est dans l’utilisation abusive de
la notion de bienfait (cf. εὐεργετοῦντες en 5.5; καὶ Θηβαῖοι εὐεργετούµενοι en 5.7).’

1424 Gauthier 1976, 204–5.
1425 To borrow the neologism of Péguy 1992 (1909/14), 344.
1426 On the valuation of the past in the fourth century, see e.g.Humphreys 1983,

xvii–xviii and Azoulay 2009b (on Lycurgus and the invention of the Athenian
‘cultural’ tradition).

1427Hell. 1.5.16.
1428 The whole dating of the Memorabilia rests on the interpretation of this

passage. See Anderson 1974, 27, according to whom the ‘Theban threat’ is a veiled
reference to the battle of Leuctra in 371. See Schwartz 1889, 191 and Delatte 1933,
58–66.

1429 On the connections between history and exile (Herodotus, Thucydides,
Xenophon or Polybius were all exiles), see Hartog 1999, 20.

1430 Farber 1979, 498.
1431 Humphreys 1978, 240–1 [‘“Transcendence” and Intellectual Roles: the

Ancient Greek Case’]; Dillery 1995, 94. See already Reverdin 1962, 94–7.
1432 Historians still debate about the potential influence of the Poroi on Eubulus’s

politics in the 350s. But there is no clear evidence on the matter.
1433 See, in a medieval context, Duby 1996 (1978), 502–19 (on the a posteriori

effect of Adalberon of Laon’s reactionary thinking).
1434 Mitchell 1997, 174–7, on Alexander’s policy. On the possible link between

Alexander and Xenophon, cf. Arrian, Anab. 2.7.8–9, with Hirsch 1985, 146.

Philological Annex
1435 Cf. e.g. Mem. 3.5.23; Symp. 8.36;Ages. 4.2, 4.4–5;Hiero 1.35, 7.6, 8.4 and Lak.

Pol. 2.12.
1436 LSJ, ad loc. There are nearly 65 occurrences of the verb in Xenophon’s

writings, to which we can also add the 3 compound verbs προσχαρίζεσθαι (‘to
gratify, or to satisfy’), προσεπιχαρίζεσθαι (‘to gratify besides’) and ἐπιχαρίζεσθαι (‘to
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make a present’): cf., respectively,Oec. 13.9;On Cavalry Commander 3.2;OnHunting
6.13. There are also six occurrences of the verb ἀντιχαρίζεσθαι, which eloquently
convey the reciprocity at play in the notion of charis. This verb must not be
translated in an abstract way, as does the LSJ, ad loc. (‘to show kindness in return’),
but more concretely: ‘to gratify in return’ or ‘to return a favour’: cf. Oec. 5.8;Mem.
1.4.18; Cyr. 4.1.20; 4.2.10 and 8.3.49.

1437 Scheid-Tissinier 1994, 32.
1438 The adjective χαρίεις is quite rare in Xenophon’s works: cf. e.g. Mem. 3.13.5

(χαριέστερον); Cyr. 1.4.13; 2.2.13;Anab. 3.5.12. On the formation of this adjective,
see Chantraine 1933, 270 and 274. With 8 occurrences, the adjective ἐπίχαριςmay
refer as well as a pleasing animal, man or thing. Cf. e.g. On Hunting 5.33 (a hare);
Anab. 2.6.12 (Clearchus);Cyr. 8.2.2 (food);Apology 4 (a speech). With 9 occurrences,
the adjective εὔχαρις (sometimes used as a noun) does not always mean ‘charming,’
but sometimes ‘benevolent, kind’ (Oec. 5.10) and even ‘grateful’ (Cyr. 8.3.49).

1439 There are 8 instances in Xenophon’s writings: cf. e.g. Mem. 2.1.24; 2.2.5, etc.
1440 With around 50 occurrences (to which we must add the compound verbs

συγχαίρειν, ‘to rejoice with’ and ὑπερχαίρειν, ‘to rejoice exceedingly’).
1441 Scheid-Tissinier 1994, 34.
1442 The verbal phrase χάριν εἰδέναι, ‘to feel grateful, to acknowledge a sense of

favor,’ is the most widespread in Xenophon, with 22 occurrences (on this verbal
form, see Moussy 1966, 413). There are also 18 occurrences of χάριν ἀποδιδόναι (‘to
return a favor’ or ‘to feel grateful in return’), and, with a close meaning, χάριν

ἀµείβειν (Mem. 4.3.16). ‘To be grateful’, χάριν ἔχειν, occurs 11 times, while there are
9 occurrences of the expression χάριν ὀφείλειν, ‘to owe gratitude’. Finally, there are
5 occurrences of χάριν ἀπολαµβάνειν (in the future tense, χάριν ἀπολήψεσθαι) or
χάριτος τυγχάνειν – ‘to receive or to obtain gratitude’. There are also around
15 instances where the word charis, without being associated to a specific verb,
assumes the astract meaning of gratitude.

1443 There are 24 derivatives of ἀχαριστία in Xenophon’s writings. In another
matter, there are 6 occurrences of the old term χαρά, the ‘joy,’ which can mean the
pleasure of the recipient (Hell. 7.1.32; 7.2.9; Cyr. 7.5.32; Hiero 1.25 and 8.4; On
Hunting 6.4) and also three occurrences of the adjective (used as a noun) τὰ

χαριστήρια (thank-offerings) – which is also a way to express gratitude.
1444Hiero 8.5. See supra, chapter 8.
1445 Cf. e.g. Symp. 7.5; Anab. 2.6.12; Cyr. 2.2.12. The Spartan Diphridas, in the

Hellenica, is characterized as a man ‘full of grace’ (εὔχαρις), just like the Persian
Adusius in the Cyropaedia: cf. respectivelyHell. 4.8.22 and Cyr. 7.4.1.
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This index is by no means exhaustive. It does not include oft-cited people and places
(such as Athens, Sparta, and Persia) or the recurring notions covered in this book
(such as charis, reciprocity, the gift, benefaction or gratitude). It also excludes ideas
that have been developed as separate topics (such as paternity and love).
For legibility, a graphic code has been adopted. The names of groups of people

and places are systematically written in capital letters, and the names of individuals
appear in small capitals. Notions and common names figure in lowercase letters.
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ANTISTHENES 45, 78, 105, 109–10, 216,
248

ANYTUS 349 n.1402
apatē 209, 263, 321 n.790
aphanēs ousia 153–4
APHRODITE 232, 253; Ourania and
Pandēmos 232–3

aphthonia 78–9, 132, 157
apistia 93
APOLLON 34–5, 118, 163
apostasia 22, 290 n.124
apragmosunē 329 n.954
ARASPAS 255–8, 345 n.1322, 346
n.1331

arbitrator(s) (in Athens) 165–6
ARCADIA, ARCADIANS 93, 96, 209,
211, 291 n.140, 313 n.604, 316 n.670,
319 n.741

ARCHEDEMUS 176–9, 328 n.936, 331
n.1019

ARCHESTRATUS OF GELA 303 n.389
ARCHIDAMUS (Spartan king of the fifth-
century) 90, 122, 201

ARCHIDAMUS (Agesilaus’s son) 186, 207,
235, 330 n.989, 341 n.1227

archon(s) 58, 135
Areopagus 101
ARETE (and KAKIA) 265
aretē 31, 116, 166, 313 n.602, 320 n.755,
349 n.1400

ARGINUSAE 25, 100, 145, 176, 277,
329 n.970

ARGOS 91
ARIAEUS 275
ARIOBARZANES 308 n.483
ARISTARCHUS 214
aristeia (as military prize) 59
ARISTIDES 329 n.955
aristocracy, aristocratic 2, 12, 24, 26, 36,
42–6, 52–5, 60, 66, 75–7, 89–90, 94–5,
101, 103, 107–8, 110, 114, 117–9,
120–1, 127–8, 143, 155, 159, 167,
189, 225, 231, 241, 250, 290 n.134,
291 n.136, 294 n.213, 300 n.338, 306
n.451, n.453, 310 n.528, 311 n.558,
315 n.652, 316 n.657, 320 n.746, 323
n.825, 329 n.954, 340 n.1199

ARMENIA, ARMENIANS 3, 33, 37,
106, 189, 211, 216–9, 238, 261, 321
n.789, 331 n.1015, 337 n.1140

ARMENIAN KING (the) 33–4, 217–9
ARTABAZUS 253–8, 345 n.1324
ARTAPATES 227, 305 n.435, 331 n.1000,
339 n.1182, n.1184

ARTAXERXES II 91, 187, 210, 308 n.486,
333 n.1059

ARTEMIS 118, 314 n.615, 339 n.1184
ARTEMISIA 39
asebeia 285 n.63; cf. impiety
ASPASIA 311 n.556
assembly (in Athens) 49, 82, 100, 180–2,
281 n.11

ASSOS 94
ASSYRIA, ASSYRIANS 30, 33, 35–7,
58, 61, 116, 122, 130, 144, 189, 193,
220, 222, 258, 289 n.110, 293 n.181,
305 n.441

ASSYRIAN KING (the) 143–4, 222, 254–5,
338 n.1158, 346 n.1329

ASTYAGES 64, 129, 143, 221–2, 256, 262,
299 n.317

ateleia 49
Athena 11
athla 57–8, 87, 310 n.539; cf. prize,
contest

atimia, atimiai 60–1, 108, 205
ATTICA 186, 203
autochthony 76, 90, 203, 206, 226
AUTOLYCUS 216–17, 232, 242, 259, 261,
273, 342 n.1261

AXIOCHUS 342 n.1268

BABYLON, BABYLONIANS 3, 7, 83,
86, 148, 152, 189–91, 194–6, 220–1,
223, 225, 227, 253, 255, 259, 261,
264–6, 275, 293 n.180, 301 n.358,
325 n.867, 335 n.1153–4

banquets 14, 68–9, 300 n.329; (private)
29–30, 78, 217; (public) 196, 203;
(in Media) 64; (in Persia) 68; (of the
Persian King) 51, 65, 70, 73, 152,
194, 253, 255, 301 n.368; (in Thrace)
40, 42; cf symposion, symposia

beauty 11, 20, 29, 53, 108, 228–32,



General Index

417

234, 238, 242–3, 249–54, 256–7,
259–61, 265, 269, 345 n.1317–8,
347 n.1368

bee 254, 345 n.1327, 346 n.1328
benefactor(s) 21, 27–8, 31, 34, 36, 43–5,
49–50, 52, 56, 60, 77, 79, 106, 123,
157–8, 177, 179, 184, 191, 194–6,
211, 223, 225, 252, 287 n.89, 304
n.419, 318 n.712; cf. euergetēs

bia (vs. peithō) 340 n.1207, 346 n.1342
BION 119
BISANTHE 308 n.490
BITHYNIA, BITHYNIANS 213
BLACK SEA 3, 115, 211–12, 237
BOEOTIA, BOEOTIANS 117–18,
235, 277, 313 n.606

booty 119–20, 125–6, 130, 152, 185,
220, 314 n.619, 315 n.642, 330 n.986

boulē, bouleutai 49, 100, 181, 281 n.11,
329 n.961; (outside Athens) 294
n.203

boulimia 338 n.1161; cf. hunger
boy 16, 122, 193, 207, 221, 225, 229,
232, 234–5, 238, 241–5, 252–3, 255–6,
308 n.500, 341 n.1227, 343 n.1274,
n.1277–8, 346 n.1336; cf. paidika

bribe 89–93, 95, 97, 101, 213, 307 n.464,
308 n.495–7; cf. dōrodokia; dōra

brothel 108
brotherhood, brothers 32, 126, 175,
187, 200–3, 205, 207, 209, 212–15,
222–3, 235, 283 n.33, 326 n.886, 333
n.1057–9, 334 n.1063–6, 334 n.1079,
336 n.1127, 346 n.1341

burial 64, 132, 334 n.1072; (in the
Cyropaedia) 193, 226

BYZANTIUM 213

CADMEA 92, 235, 307 n.472;
cf. THEBES

CAESAR 7, 284 n.54
CALLIAS 45, 78, 105–6, 110, 175, 216–17,
232, 242, 273–4, 310 n.534, n.536,
338 n.1176, 342 n.1261

CALLICRATIDAS 126–7, 315 n.649, 316
n.658

CALPE 202, 213, 336 n.1123

CAMBYSES (father of Cyrus the Great)
122, 147–8, 191, 195, 221, 263

CAMBYSES (son of Cyrus the Great) 111,
201

CARIA, CARIANS 94
CATO THE ELDER 7, 284 n.54
cavalry 289 n.105; (in Persia) 235;
(in Athens) 3, 17, 60, 129, 181, 260,
282; cf. hippeis; horseman

CECROPS 277
CERASUS 118
ceremonial 20, 144, 230, 259–62, 264–5,
348 n.1378

CHABRIAS 126
CHAIRECRATES 200–2
CHAIREPHON 200–2
CHALCIDICE, CHALCIDIANS 32,
234, 238, 342 n.1247

CHALCIS 234
CHALDEA, CHALDAEANS 33, 106,
129–30, 316 n.669–70

CHARES 329 n.958
charientes 28
charistēria 34, 292 n.175, 352 n.1443
CHARITES 27, 29–30, 44, 108, 216, 289
n.109, 291 n.139–40, n.150, 292
n.157, 294 n.203, 336 n.1133

CHARMIDES 113, 216–17, 248, 273, 312
n.580, 320 n.744

CHARMINUS 119
CHARONDAS OF CHALCIS 334 n.1072
chastity 217, 232–4, 236, 238, 243–4,
247–8, 253–4, 259–60, 341 n.1233,
n.1242, 343 n.1280, 346 n.1328

CHERSONESE 43–4
childhood, children 3, 14, 26, 116, 176,
192, 196, 199–200, 204–7, 210, 234,
299 n.315, 338 n.1155, 349 n.1402;
(in Sparta) 184, 207–8; (in Lydia) 111;
(in the Cyropaedia) 22, 83, 143, 193,
221–6, 227, 262, 333 n.1059, 345
n.1325; (as metaphor) 207–9, 223–4,
344 n.1300

CHIRISOPHUS 238, 342 n.1246
CHIRON 159
chorēgia, chorēgos 45–7, 58, 81, 167, 294
n.216, 295 n.224; cf. liturgy
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chorus 45–7, 170, 298 n.286
chreia, chrēsis 173, 188, 318 n.710, 326
n.911; cf. utility, utilitarian

chrēmata 33, 53, 61, 64, 105, 109, 116–17,
121, 124, 151, 307 n.476, 313 n.600,
322 n.796

chrēstos 173, 176, 178, 326 n.909, n.911,
328 n.935

CHRYSANTAS 220, 223, 255
CHRYSILLA 36, 62–3, 227, 262–4, 273–5
CICERO 7, 284 n.54
CILICIA 86, 112, 314 n.611
CIMON 303 n.402, 338 n.1171
CINADON 113
CIRCE 234
CLEANDER 306 n.444
Cleanor of Orchomenus 96, 275
CLEARCHUS 16, 118, 209, 315 n.627, 319
n.741, 325 n.861, 327 n.920, 334
n.1082, 340 n.1219

CLEINIAS 217, 242–3, 342 n.1268
CLEISTHENES OF ATHENS 103, 180, 329
n.955

CLEOCRITUS 171
CLEOMBROTUS 330 n.992
CLEON 240, 296 n.238, 309 n.520, 329
n.967

CLEONYMUS 235, 341 n.1227, 346
n.1344

CLEOPHON 309 n.520
clientelism, client 46, 48, 73, 101, 146,
178–9, 181–8, 192, 294 n.205, 300
n.343, 330 n.901

cloth, clothing 37, 52, 164, 225, 256,
262, 264, 296 n.246, 303 n.396, 338
n.1170, 345 n.1318, 347 n.1355, 348
n.1371; cf. dress

coinage 15, 103–4, 111, 113–4, 310
n.529–30, 312 n.586, 316 n.676;
cf. money, monetarization

cold 25, 74, 211
COLONAE 131
commerce, commercial exchange 15, 19,
49, 89, 101, 103–4, 109–14, 121–4,
128, 133, 137–8, 158, 310 n.528, 312
n.577

competition 31, 35, 49, 58–9, 164–5,

167, 245, 293 n.180, 298 n.285, 302
n.385; cf. contest

concord 239; cf. homonoia
CONON 52–4, 56, 297 n.262, n.264
CONSTANTINE II 348 n.1378
contest 49, 165, 298 n.283 ; (beauty
contest) · 249, 251–2, 345 n.1317;
cf. competition, prize, athla

CORCYRA, CORCYREANS 75, 124,
132

CORINTH, CORINTHIANS 3, 91,
201, 237, 282 n.22, n.23

CORONEA 3
corruption chapter 3 (passim); (material
corruption) 10, 19, 87, 104, 114–5,
121, 128, 138, 166, 176, 211, 237,
269, 307 n.464, n.471–7, 308 n.485,
n.498, n.500–2, 341 n.1239; (moral
corruption) 71, 111, 142, 164, 217–19,
273; (political corruption) 19, 309
n.521; (sexual corruption) 229, 232,
235–6, 240, 251; (incorruptible) 121,
320 n.749; cf. diaphtheirein

CORYLAS OF PAPHLAGONIA 93, 307 n.473
cosmetics 261–3
COTYORA 298 n.285
Council 43, 49, 100–1, 135, 181–2;
cf. boulē

court, courtiers 36, 38–9, 69, 85, 143,
156–7, 165–8, 189–90, 195, 217,
223–4, 263–4, 331 n.1002

courtesan 74, 83, 169; cf. hetaira
craftsmanship, craftsmen 113, 158, 323
n.815

CRATIPPUS 285 n.58
CRITIAS 98, 170–1, 217, 273–4, 319
n.733, 349 n.1398

CRITO 206, 215, 328 n.933, n.939;
(in Xenophon) 176–9, 217

CRITOBULUS 26, 30, 45, 50, 166, 173,
176, 178–9, 190, 197, 216–7, 227,
233, 241–2, 251–2, 259, 326 n.907

CROESUS (in Herodotus) 111–12, 312
n.572; (in Xenophon) 34–5, 130,
149–52, 292 n.176

cooking, cook 37, 71, 301 n.365, 303
n.389; (royal cuisine) 66, 71, 85
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crown 43–4, 47, 49, 252, 282 n.24
CUNAXA 3, 23, 91, 119, 122, 187, 210,
239, 285 n.65

cunning 158, 209, 295 n.220; cf. deceit
cupbearer 37, 64, 80, 300 n.322
CYAXARES 33–7, 117, 126, 131, 144,
194, 217, 219–21, 228, 252, 255, 257,
263, 293 n.180, 300 n.321, 346
n.1336, 347 n.1363

CYLON OF ARGOS 91
CYRUS THE ELDER (in Herodotus) 111–2;
(in Isocrates) 313 n.597; (in Plato)
350 n.1413; (in Themistius) 332
n.1041; (in Xenophon) 5, 10, 16–17,
22–3, 30, 32–7, 51–2, 55, 57–8, 61–7,
70, 73–4, 76, 83–85, 106, 111–13,
116–17, 122–3, 129–31, 143–4, 147–
56, 164–8, 187–96, 200–3, 217–28,
231, 249, 252–67, 269, 271, 275, 286
n.70, 289 n.110, 293 n.180–1, 296
n.245–6, 297 n.280, 299 n.317, 300
n.321–2, n.327, 302 n.384–5, 320
n.755, 321 n.789, 331 n.1004–5, 332
n.1034, 333 n.1047, n.1059, 337
n.1146, n.1153–4, 338 n.1158, 339
n.1179, 343 n.1276, 345 n.1322,
n.1324–5, n.1336, 347 n.1363, n.1366

CYRUS THE YOUNGER 3–4, 9–10, 16–17,
32–3, 52, 57–8, 68, 73, 82–3, 86–7,
112, 114–18, 126–8, 132–3, 154,
187–8, 213, 269–70, 275, 282 n.17,
285 n.65, 300 n.327, 305 n.435, 314
n.609–11, 315 n.652, 316 n.657–8,
319 n.739, n.741, 327 n.920, 333
n.1058–59, 334 n.1082, 346 n.1344,
n.1351, 347 n.1368

DAEDALUS 30, 158, 323 n.814–5
DAÏLOCHUS 245
DAMON OF OE 283 n.38
DANA 314 n.611
dance 14, 29–30, 291 n.149
dapanē, dapanai 51–2, 54, 61, 72, 112, 296
n.242, n.250, 297 n.261, 300 n.328

DARDANUS 38, 313 n.606
daric 104, 111
DARIUS I 86, 111

DARIUS III 275
debt 31, 108, 154; (of gratitude) 14, 22,
33–6, 43, 56, 63, 80, 105, 185–6,
204–6, 212, 223–4, 226, 250, 266, 305
n.432, 334 n.1087; cf. debtor

debtor 33–6, 48, 77, 106, 205, 222;
cf. debt

decadence, decay 71, 74, 111, 151, 235,
265, 272–3, 275, 349 n.1396, 350
n.1413

deceit 47, 97, 128, 148, 256, 263–4, 289
n.105, 290 n.130, 347 n.1359, n.1365;
cf. cunning

decree 195, 309 n.517; (honorific decree)
13, 43–4, 56, 60, 196, 287 n.89, 303
n.402

DEIOCES 264
DELOS, DELIAN 43
DELPHI 118, 163
DEMADES 301 n.363
demagogy, demagogues 11, 19, 69, 89,
99–101, 177, 240

dēmos 11, 19, 25, 47–8, 50, 54, 76, 89, 96,
99–101, 105, 119, 134–7, 140–1, 145,
159–60, 172, 174, 176–7, 181, 183,
206, 240, 243, 286 n.68, 291 n.139,
295 n.220, 323 n.829, 328 n.934

dēmotikos 79
DERCYLIDAS 125, 281 n.16, 315 n.644,
341 n.1239

dexiōsis 307 n.465
diaphtheirein 98, 218, 309 n.500–1;
cf. corruption

dimoiria 68, 76
DIODOROS (in theMemorabilia) 175–6
DIODOROS (son of Xenophon) 3, 333
n.1062

DIOMEDES 92, 158, 307 n.468
Dionysia 206
DIONYSIUS IOF SYRACUSE 80, 320
n.760

DIOSCURI 201, 203, 333 n.1062
DIPHRIDAS 236, 352 n.1445
discipline 16, 129, 134, 137, 264, 289
n.105

dishonor 36, 60–1
doctor cf. medicine
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dog 69, 85, 176, 179, 301 n.353, 328
n.934, 339 n.1182

donativum 317 n.682
donor 18, 28, 32, 54, 56, 73, 81–5, 101,
105–8, 113, 127–8, 131, 138, 150,
153, 224, 279, 292 n.166, 293 n.180,
295 n.220, 298 n.296, 315 n.652, 317
n.696, 318 n.712, 320 n.766, 322
n.794, 331 n.996; (female donor) 40;
(and recipient/receiver) 19, 28, 32,
40–1, 44, 47, 54, 169, 224–5;
cf. recipient/receiver; cf. giver

dōreai 12, 49, 59
dōrodokia 90, 97, 308 n.494
dōron, dōra 12, 30, 37–40, 55, 57–8, 63–4,
84, 123, 131–2, 223, 292 n.176, 298
n.296, 310 n.539; (and bribe) 90;
(and misthos) 310 n.539

dōrophagos, dōrophagoi 52, 67
douloi, douleia 107, 175, 191, 257;
cf. slavery, slaves

dream 209–10, 212, 335 n.1110, 336
n.1115

dress 24, 230, 256, 263–5, 267, 347
n.1370; (Median dress) 225, 252,
261–2, 264–5; cf. cloth

drinking, drink 64–5, 68–9, 71, 80, 132,
136, 170, 222, 225, 244, 248, 301
n.354, 312 n.563, 338 n.1158; (as gift)
164

earth 25–6, 75, 154, 193, 206, 220, 226,
332 n.1029

education 7, 26, 204–5, 215, 273;
(in Athens) 99, 160, 282 n.25, 349
n.1402; (in Persia) 22, 26, 223, 260,
265, 282 n.25, 350 n.1413; (in Sparta)
290 n.125, 343 n.1287; cf. paideia

EGYPT, EGYPTIANS 86, 120–1,
130–1, 305 n.441, 314 n.624, 316
n.672, n.675, 331 n.1004

eisangelia 100, 308 n.494
eisphora 42, 48, 155, 294 n.207, 295 n.227
ELEUSIS 2, 171
eleutheria, eleutherioi 28
ELIS, ELEANS 3, 110, 184, 235, 330
n.975

elites (in general) 1, 25, 52, 116, 140,
142, 172–4, 270, 319 n.718; (in the
Greek world) 12, 15, 28–9, 56, 61,
68–9, 75, 80, 91, 103–4, 110, 139,
157, 290 n.134, 313 n.606, 340
n.1199; (in Athens) 9, 19, 28, 45, 75,
77, 81–2, 90, 98–9, 101, 105, 124,
135–8, 142, 145, 160, 167, 240, 252,
291 n.144, 295 n.220, 329 n.954;
(in Sparta) 145–6, 185, 304 n.403;
(in the Cyropaedia) 66, 117, 143–4,
156, 164–7, 189

emporoi 113, 123, 208, 315 n.632;
cf. merchants

emulation 49, 58, 123, 125, 140, 144,
165, 319 n.720, 319 n.738;
cf. philotimia, zēlos

enkrateia 71, 246, 265, 302 n.372, 343
n.1276, 348 n.1370

envy 19, 45, 138, chapter 5 (passim),
200–1, 214, 219, 243, 245, 270, 302
n.378, 304 n.407; cf. phthonos

epaïkla 73, 302 n.378
epainos 57–8, 131, 161
ephebes 318 n.706, 345 n.1320;
(in Athens) 136–7

EPHESUS, EPHESIANS 7, 118, 146,
298 n.285, 330 n.991, 339 n.1184

EPHIALTES 101, 329 n.955
ephors 113, 148, 184, 237, 341 n.1239
epidosis 48, 50, 243, 295 n.226, 296 n.241
epimeleia 38, 51, 59–63, 65, 177, 204, 257,
265, 273, 299 n.302–16, 349 n.1402

EPIMENIDES OF CRETE 334 n.1072
epiphany 267
EPISTHENES OF AMPHIPOLIS 238, 341
n.1245, 342 n.1247

EPISTHENES OF OLYNTHUS 238, 342
n.1247

EPYAXA 112, 346 n.1344
ERASINIDES 176
erastēs 217, 229, 232, 234, 238, 240–4,
246–8, 254, 293 n.179, 341 n.1227,
342 n.1253, 343 n.168; cf. erōmenos

ERCHIA 2, 115
ERECHTHEUS 206
ERINYES 289 n.109
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erōmenos 108, 216–7, 229, 232, 234,
237–48, 254–5, 265–6, 293 n.179,
342 n.1260–1; cf. erastēs

ETEOCLES 171
EUBOEA 235
EUBULUS 4, 351 n.1432
eucharistos, eucharistia 23, 26, 43, 68
EUCLIDES OF PHLEIOUS 119
eudaimonia 34, 149, 208, 223, 292 n.169
EUDAMIDAS 334 n.1063
euergesia 12, 41, 77, 80, 169, 187, 196,
219, 296 n.243, 298 n.291, 332
n.1023, 340 n.1201

euergetein 12, 21–2, 33, 61, 64, 79, 106,
120, 151, 178, 193, 223, 226, 228,
231, 254, 276, 291 n.148, 297 n.267,
325 n.872, 350 n.1423

euergetēmata 37, 65
euergetēs 54, 60, 77, 106, 135, 158, 196,
211, 287 n.89

eunoia 54, 70, 142, 151, 187, 330 n.996,
332 n.1033, 333 n.1047

eunuch 37, 222, 226–8, 257–9, 293
n.182, 331 n.1000, 338 n.1176, 339
n.1181–7, 348 n.1380

EUPHRATES 32
EUPHRON OF SICYON 317 n.680, 336
n.1119

euphrosunē 34–5, 232, 292 n.169
EUPOLIA 201
EUROTAS 186
EURYPTOLEMOS 182, 309 n.515 and
n.517.3

eusebeia 224
EUTHERUS 174–5, 327 n.926, 328 n.932
EUTHYDEMUS 157, 248, 323 n.812
EUTHYPHRO 214
exemption cf. ateleia
exile 2, 4, 118, 125, 182, 184, 278, 282
n.17 and n.21, 324 n.847, 350 n.1429

expense; cf. dapanē

faithfulness, faithful 23, 105–6, 119,
187, 238, 255–6, 259, 305 n.435, 331
n.1000, 339 n.1182–4, 345 n.1322,
346 n.1334; cf. pistis, pistoi

fear 15–6, 59, 79, 94, 111–12, 118, 151,

154, 184, 210, 238, 256, 275, 289
n.107–9, 330 n.992, 348 n.1375;
cf. phobos

feminization 34, 112, 228, 263
fire 210, 242–3
flattery, flatterers 62, 99–100, 126–7,
178, 284 n.45, 301 n.365; cf. kolakeia,
kolax

food 68–9, 71–7, 136, 204–5, 226, 232,
248, 300 n.334, 301 n.354, 302 n.372,
n.385, 303 n.395, 343 n.1274, 351
n.1438; (sharing of food) 64, 68, 71,
74, 80, 202, 222, 244, 331 n.1002;
(gift of food) 51, 64–7, 69–71, 74,
76–7, 80, 85, 133–4, 137, 164, 177,
204, 223, 225, 296 n.246, 300 n.325,
302 n.369, 303 n.401; (as metaphor)
324 n.833

foreigner 45, 60, 78–9, 124, 129, 176,
186, 192, 195–6, 312 n.560, 333
n.1052; (foreign benefactor) 59, 294
n.203; cf. xenos

forgetting 144, 206, 212, 214, 217, 234,
272; cf. memory

fraternity 171, 200–3, 205, 222;
cf. brotherhood

freedman 22
frigidity 252–4
funeral oration 43, 161, 205, 240–2, 311
n.540;

GADATAS 37, 189, 222, 227, 338
n.1158–9, n.1175, 348 n.1380

GALAXIDORUS 91
Gerousia, gerontes 113, 185
giver ; cf. donor
GLAUCUS 92
GNESIPPUS 42, 294 n.198
GOBRYAS 73, 143, 189, 220, 222, 293
n.181, 302 n.384

gold 24, 43, 52, 59, 86, 95, 111, 116, 119,
126, 128, 149, 223, 252, 255, 304
n.406, 305 n.435; (Persian gold) 3, 91,
94, 104, 126, 128, 306 n.460, 315
n.648

GORGIAS 158–9
Gorgons 269
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gratuity 14, 19, 105–8, 288 n.98, 311
n.541

GRYLLUS 3–4, 115, 282 n.24, n.26, 333
n.1062

Gymnopaidiai 78

hair 2, 262
HALYS 146
HAMAXITUS 131
harmost 186, 200, 235, 237, 312 n.585
hate, hatred 22, 53, 105, 107, 142, 150,
164–6, 194, 200

heat 25, 74
hēbōntes 319 n.738
HECATONYMUS 93
hēdonē 101, 302 n.382, 303 n.394, 340
n.1201, 343 n.1276

hēdupatheia 72, 303 n.389
hegemony 1, 10, 43, 113, 155, 167,
271–2, 276, 349 n.1392

HELLESPONT 237
hemlock 3, 170
HERACLEA 110, 213, 307 n.464, 312
n.560

HERACLEIDES OF MARONEIA 40–2, 293
n.193

HERACLES 35–6, 265, 267, 292 n.174,
301 n.354

Heraclidae 201, 277
HERIPPIDAS 281 n.16
Hermes 72
HERMOCRATES OF SYRACUSE 61, 316
n.659

HERMOGENES 175–6, 216, 328 n.930–2
HESTIA 221, 225, 338 n.1154, n.1172
hestiasis 46
hetaira 39, 230–2, 249–51, 311 n.558,
340 n.1199, 341 n.1236, 344 n.1307;
cf. courtesan

hetaireia 181–2, 330 n.973
hetairos 171, 185, 330 n.983, n.992
HIERO OF SYRACUSE 17, 31, 51, 53–9,
71, 105, 128, 149, 244–6, 249, 333
n.1051

hippagretes 298 n.288
hipparch 260, 281 n.12
HIPPARCHUS 329 n.955

hippeis 2, 281 n.9; cf. horsemen
HIPPIAS OF ELIS 110
HIPPOLYTUS 253, 345 n.1320
HIPPONICUS 175
hippotrophia 45, 47, 295 n.224
hoarding 149–54; cf. treasury
homoioi 72, 113, 140, 145, 186, 193, 209,
343 n.1287

homonoia 171, 208, 326 n.885
homosexuality 217, chapter 8 (passim)
homosipuoi 334 n.1072
homotimoi 58, 144, 189, 191, 331 n.1007
homotrapezoi 331 n.1002
honor 4, 51, 56–60, 64, 84–5, 132, 201,
241, 297 n.267, n.270, 298 n.291, 303
n.402, 305 n.431, 318 n.704, 319
n.718, 336 n.1119; (in Athens) 13, 43,
49–50, 59–61, 70–1, 77, 135–7, 140–
1, 163, 205, 282 n.24, 295 n.219,
n.236, 299 n.307; (in Sparta) 68, 72,
145–6, 184, 208, 298 n.288–9; (in
Thrace) 42, 298 n.281; (in Persia) 60,
65, 70, 189–90; (in the Anabasis) 41,
58, 85–6, 108, 132, 141–3, 213, 275;
(in the Cyropaedia) 57–8, 65, 70, 85–6,
123–4, 131, 143–4, 156, 164, 187,
190, 193, 225, 228, 298 n.296, 331
n.1007; (to the gods) 53; (and tyranny)
56, 59, 149; cf. dishonor; cf. timē

hoplites, hoplitic 59, 202, 204, 212
horse 35–7, 45, 47, 52, 69, 86, 96,
119–20, 223, 225, 295 n.224, 296
n.246, 326 n.911; (horse races) 59,
245; (horsemanship) 257, 260

horseman 2–3, 9, 59, 129, 212, 260, 281
n.11, 296 n.246

hubris 71, 161, 222, 307 n.472, 346
n.1329

hunger 74, 244; cf. boulimia
hunting 2, 143, 319 n.736; (in Sparta)
126, 302 n.378; (in the Cyropaedia)
74, 143, 222; (in Persia) 129;
(as metaphor) 30, 174, 230, 233,
250, 311 n.547, 327 n.923, 328
n.932, 332 n.1034, 339 n.1196;
(and homosexuality) 233, 339 n.1196

hupēkooi 331 n.1005
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hyparch 38, 293 n.184
HYRCANIANS 189

illness 233, 257; cf. sickness
impiety, impious 24, 143, 182, 215, 258;
cf. piety, eusebeia, asebeia

incorruptibility cf. corruption
INDIA, INDIANS 13, 129
ingratitude 21–5, 42, 49, 97, 105, 118,
130, 166, 290 n.133, 316 n.663; cf.
ungrateful

initiation, initiated 171, 234, 248
institutions, institutional 10, 16–8, 23,
25, 46, 49, 58, 60, 76, 81, 99–100,
141, 165–6, 189–90, 234, 270–2, 299
n.304, 307 n.465, 325 n.860, 331
n.1015, 335 n.1101; cf. laws

IONIA, IONIANS 236, 341 n.1231
IPHICRATES 75, 124–5, 237, 283 n.33,
315 n.638

irony 5–6, 8–9, 24, 69–70, 144–5, 166,
262, 272–5, 278, 300 n.345, 301
n.353–5, 325 n.854, 339 n.1179, 347
n.1357; (and Socrates) 77, 109, 159,
176–7, 230, 233, 241, 251, 344
n.1312

ISCHOMACHUS 36, 53–6, 62–3, 262–4,
273–5, 297 n.265; cf. CHRYSILLA

isēgoria 64
ISMENIAS 91–2
iunx 345 n.1313

JAMES VI, king of Scotland 7
JASON OF PHERAE 63, 131–3, 283 n.33,
303 n.394, 317 n.679, n.681, 334
n.1082, 343 n.1276

jealousy 139, 141–50, 152, 156–7, 159–
61, 163–6, 168, 200, 209, 214,
218–19, 222, 255, 261, 318 n.714,
319 n.725, 322 n.796, n.804–5, 323
n.808, n.813, 324 n.852; cf. envy,
phthonos

justice 21, 25–8, 31, 83, 97, 100, 162,
348 n.1393; (injustice) 194, 276

KAKIA 35–6, 265, 301 n.354
kakoi 159, 175; cf. ponēroi

kalokagathia, kaloi kagathoi 28, 110, 140,
142, 156, 159, 216, 298 n.289

kapēleia, kapēloi 111–2, 122–4, 312
n.562–3, n.569; cf. merchants

kindunos 204, 334 n.1082
king, kingship 17, 33, 56, 60, 64, 121,
224, 260–2, 292 n.174, 338 n.1154,
343 n.1275, 347 n.1370; (Macedonian
kings) 92, 170, 197, 267, 278, 294
n.203, 297 n.268, 307 n.469, 332
n.1040; (Hesiodic kings) 52, 67;
(Homeric kings) 91, 296 n.243;
(Thracian and Odrysian kings) 31, 40,
42, 306 n.441; (Persian kings) 17, 32,
52, 62, 65–6, 70–1, 75, 85–7, 92–4,
104, 120, 130, 187–9, 195, 210, 223,
254, 261–2, 267, 296 n.243, 300
n.326, 305 n.436, 307 n.469, 319
n.736, 338 n.1167, 346 n.1329;
(Spartan kings) 3, 9–10, 68, 71–2,
113, 129, 145–6, 148, 184–6, 201,
203, 272, 300 n.341, 334 n.1074

king’s table 66, 71, 73, 76, 85–6, 225,
338 n.1175; cf. banquets (of the
Persian King)

kiss 242, 247, 252–3, 255, 339 n.1195,
343 n.1278, 344 n.1289

knowledge 33, 98, 108, 130, 141, 157–9,
163, 274, 304 n.410; (as gift) 51, 64,
77–80, 157, 163, 179, 195, 234, 250–1,
303 n.401, 304 n.406

koinōnos 190, 322 n.801, 331 n.1017
kolakeia, kolax 99, 127, 179
kosmos, kosmein 53, 55, 64, 132, 261, 287
n.83, 347 n.1363, n.1370

ktēma, ktēsis 57, 173, 176, 322 n.796, 327
n.914–5

laconism 104, 113, 270, 302 n.383, 334
n.1062; cf. medism

lameness 246, 248–9
lampadēdromia 318 n.707
LAMPROCLES 21, 204
lamprotēs, lampros 131, 260, 262, 287 n.83
LARISA 131, 316 n.675
laws 17, 22, 100, 165, 194, 215, 285
n.67, 337 n.1142; (in Athens) 21–2,
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90, 100, 153, 205–6, 289 n.117, 306
n.453, 309 n.517; (in Sparta) 10, 146,
148; (sumptuary laws) 320 n.746;
(divine laws) 214; (law of exchange)
14, 18, 21–5, 29, 31, 42; (written
laws) 62, 158; (unwritten laws) 21, 26;
cf. institutions

LEBADEA 277
LEONTIADES 341 n.1226
LEPTINES 49
LEUCTRA 3, 272, 277, 350 n.1428
LIBYS 200
LICHAS 78, 303 n.402–3
lie, lying 154, 263
liturgies 42, 45–50, 81–2, 90, 105, 136,
153, 155, 178, 294 n.207, n.213,
n.219–20, 295 n.224–5, 305 n.421,
321 n.783

Long Walls 52, 306 n.460
luxury 24, 34, 37, 53, 71, 74, 76, 103,
132, 220, 230, 265, 290 n.132, 296
n.256, 302 n.385; cf. truphē

LYCAONIA 314 n.611
LYCON 216–17, 273, 336 n.1135
LYCURGUS (SPARTAN LEGISLATOR) 5, 47,
68, 72, 112, 145–6, 163, 207, 234,
247, 272, 277

LYCURGUS (ATHENIAN ORATOR) 206,
295 n.224, 350 n.1426

LYDIA, LYDIANS 34–5, 111–12, 149,
293 n.185, 312 n.562

LYSANDER 114, 126–8, 146, 200, 246,
302 n.385, 315 n.652, 316 n.657, 320
n.749–50, 330 n.991

MACEDON, MACEDONIAN 92,
180, 267, 307 n.469

MADYTUS 43
magic 174, 221, 241, 251–2, 345 n.1313
magistracy, magistrates 48, 317 n.681;
(in Athens) 48–9, 135–6, 141, 318
n.705; (in Sparta) 16, 184

makeup cf. cosmetics
malakia 25, 35, 75, 265, 303 n.394
MANIA 38–40, 125, 130, 133, 293
n.184–5, n.190, 316 n.676, 317 n.686,
346 n.1344

MANTINEA 115, 271, 282 n.23, 316
n.668

market 15, 19, 53, 112–3, 121–4, 288
n.100, 304 n.405, 310 n.532, 312
n.577, 318 n.698; cf. agora

marriage 181, 201, 252–3, 333 n.1052,
338 n.1158; cf. wedding

MASISTES 346 n.1341
mastropos, mastropeia 109, 311 n.554
MAUSOLUS 94, 307 n.483, 308 n.486
MAUSS (MARCEL) 13–5, 21, 40, 150, 225,
287 n.92, 288 n.99–100, 293 n.193,
306 n.445

MEDIA, MEDES 36–7, 57–8, 64,
116–7, 144, 189, 193–4, 217, 219–21,
225, 228, 252–6, 258, 261–2, 264–5,
297 n.280, 303 n.396, 347 n.1363

medicine, medical 51, 62–3, 85, 132,
215, 299 n.312, n.318, 301 n.365

medism 113, 270, 302 n.383;
cf. laconism

MEGABATES 246–7, 343 n.1288–9
MEGABYZUS 118, 339 n.1184
megalēgoria 162–3, 324 n.843
megalophrosunē 162–3
megaloprepeia, megaloprepos 39, 45, 296
n.257

megistai timai 50, 71, 297 n.264, 320 n.749
MEIDIAS (in Xenophon) 39–40
MELETUS 99, 215
memory 38, 50, 82, 171, 211, 237, 274–5
MENON 32, 292 n.163
mercenary, mercenaries 3–4, 59, 63–4,
91, 108, 114–5, 120–1, 125, 128–33,
281 n.16, 308 n.486, 313 n.591, 314
n.621, 316 n.667–8; (in the Anabasis)
32, 40–1, 95, 104, 114–20, 128, 202,
209–14, 237–8, 313 n.598–9, 336
n.1116, 341 n.1238; (in the Cyropaedia)
129–30, 150, 316 n.669–72

merchant 49, 111–3, 122–5, 158–9, 208,
310 n.533, 311 n.549; cf. emporoi,
agoraioi, kapēloi

metic 60–1, 129, 179, 206, 294 n.205,
n.207, 299 n.304

metoikion 60
MILETUS, MILESIANS 127, 315 n.649
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MINOS 158
misthophoros 116, 120, 150
misthos (as salary) 15, 77, 79, 89, 101,
103–4, 107–11, 114, 137, 175, 177,
208, 304 n.415, 311 n.544, n.549, 318
n.704; (as civic indemnity) 44, 77, 89,
101, 104–5, 113, 121, 133–6, 294
n.204, 303 n.399, 310 n.539, 318
n.705; (as mercenary pay) 96, 114–6,
119–20, 130–2, 313 n.607; (as citizen’s
military pay) 124–7, 299 n.320, 312
n.590; (and trophē ) 124, 134–6, 312
n.588, 315 n.647, 317 n.697

MITHAECUS 303 n.389
MNASIPPUS 132–3, 317 n.683
moichos, moicheia 255, 337 n.1142;
cf. adultery

monarchy 5, 30, 85, 187, 225, 316 n.667,
339 n.1179; cf. kingship, king

monetarization 1, 15, 103–4, 111, 114,
121, 269, 311 n.558

money 42, 57, 60, 63, 79, 86, 89, 91–2,
94, 103, 105, 107–10, 114–6, 118–9,
121–2, 128, 132, 158, 201, 241, 298
n.298, 308 n.498, 316 n.657, n.659,
320 n.760, 322 n.796, 323 n.823;
(in Athens) 44, 47, 53–4, 59–61, 77,
82, 105–6, 113, 124–5, 133–5, 137–8,
150, 160, 176–7, 312 n.579; (in Sparta)
59, 72, 94, 104, 106, 112–4, 120–1,
126–7, 183, 185, 201, 302 n.376, 308
n.486; (in Lydia) 111; (in Persia) 86;
(in the Cyropaedia) 33–4, 57, 61, 66,
106, 117, 129–30, 151–2, 321 n.789

mothax 246, 343 n.1287
mother, motherhood 39, 116, 171, 184,
201, 204–6, 214–5, 227, 252, 256,
262, 299 n.315, 333 n.1052, 334
n.1087; (as political metaphor) 206,
225–6, 241

MUNYCHIA 171, 217, 281 n.12, 312
n.580

NAKONE 334 n. 1079
nauklēroi 123, 315 n.632
NAUPACTUS 335 n.1101
NAUSICLEIDES 119

navarch 126–7, 132–3, 200, 237, 246,
316 n.655

neoi 218
neōkoros 339 n.1184
NEON OF ASINE 118
NICIAS 205, 217
NIKERATUS 217
nomadism, nomads 214, 220, 336
n.1116, 337 n.1154

nurse 206, 333 n.1052

oath 100, 119, 148
ODRYSIAN 31, 40, 42, 292 n.160, 293
n.195, 306 n.441; cf. THRACE

ODYSSEUS 11, 158–9, 212, 234, 302
n.371, 323 n.813, 338 n.1165

oikeios, oikeiotēs 182, 329 n.969, 333 n.1052
oikist 212–13, 313 n.603, 336 n.1119,
n.1121

oikos, oikia 17–8, 25, 36, 62, 67, 136, 220,
223, 225, 243, 264, 273–4, 322 n.796,
337 n.1154, 343 n.1276

old, old age 7, 94, 117, 121, 131, 174–5,
182, 205, 226, 233, 244, 248, 251

oligarchy, oligarchs 1–2, 30, 48, 82, 99,
105, 113, 135, 141–2, 154–6, 166–7,
170–1, 178–180, 183, 260, 309 n.504,
310 n.539, 313 n.590, 326 n.909, 341
n.1226

OLYMPIA 118, 339 n.1184
olympic victor 303 n.403
OLYNTHUS 238, 342 n.1247
opson 74–5, 302 n.370, 303 n.386, 324
n.833

oracle 118, 163
OREOS 235
ORONTAS 314 n.611
orphans 206, 299 n.304, 335 n.1101
OTYS OF PAPHLAGONIA 315 n.642

paideia 22, 26, 36, 148, 160, 184, 265,
290 n.125

paidika 232, 235, 237, 245, 253, 340
n.1219, 341 n.1242, 344 n.1288; cf.
pais

painting, painters 29, 241, 250, 312
n.560, 344 n.1307
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pais, paides 203, 209–10, 222–4, 238, 308
n.500, 343 n.1278

palace (in theHiero) 53–4; (in the
Cyropaedia) 66–7, 74, 150, 152, 156,
189, 221, 225, 227, 337 n.1153

PALAMEDES 158–9, 323 n.814, n.827
pambasileia 224, 338 n.1167
Panathenaea 216
PANDORA 249, 252, 256, 344 n.1306
panhellenism 4–5, 93–4, 127, 212, 271,
304 n.403, 313 n.603

PANTHEA 188, 222–3, 227, 255–9, 261,
346 n.1332–4

PAPHLAGONIA(NS), 93, 240, 307
n.473

parasite 177, 179, 228; cf. clients, clientelist
PARIS 251
parrhēsia 99, 164
PASION OF MEGARA 319 n.741
passivity, passive 18, 31, 33–9, 48, 68,
83, 108, 134, 137, 154, 174, 181, 232,
236, 240, 255, 266, 279, 288 n.98, 293
n.179, 346 n.1335

patra, patria, patrios 135, 137, 206, 335
n.1091–3

patronage 170, 174–191, 272, 294
n.204–5, n.216, 343 n.1287;
cf. clients, clientelism

PAUSANIAS [Spartan king] 320 n.750
pay cf. wage
peace, peaceful 3, 104, 123–4, 130, 132–3,
135, 138–9, 147, 195, 214, 216–17,
276, 282 n.21, 350 n.1422

peithō, peithein 96, 98, 134, 137, 250, 258,
308 n.484, n.498, 340 n.1207, 346
n.1342

PELOPIDAS 92
PENELOPE 346 n.1334
PERICLES 43, 53, 90, 93, 100–1, 161,
182, 239–44, 283 n.38, 306 n.448,
307 n.476, 309 n.521, 314 n.625, 329
n.967, 342 n.1266

PERICLES THE YOUNGER 145, 277
PERSEPOLIS 86, 348 n.1378
persuasion 90–1, 95–6, 100, 175, 215,
231, 250, 252, 258, 261, 336 n.1127,
344 n.1311; cf. peithō

PHALINUS 210
phanera ousia cf. aphanēs ousia
PHARNABAZUS 24–5, 37–40, 54, 237,
293 n.186, n.190, 306 n.448, 316
n.659–60, 333 n.1059, 346 n.1344

PHERAULAS 23, 26, 34, 36, 57–8, 141,
144, 189, 225–6, 291 n.135

philanthrōpia, philanthrōpos 12, 169, 191–7,
304 n.413, 332 n.1022 sq.

PHILESIA 3
philhellenism 121
philia chapter 6 (passim), 19, 90, 95, 110,
118, 120, 151, 166, 199–200, 202,
208, 218, 229, 231–3, 239, 245, 247–
8, 270, 325 n.871, 326 n.881–2, 327
n.914–22, 330 n.989, 331 n.1019, 333
n.1046, n.1050–2
philoi 30–1, 54–5, 62, 90, 130, 156,
169–70, 173, 178, 180–90, 192, 195–6,
230, 250, 297 n.267–8, 312 n.561,
322 n.800, 325 n.872, 326 n.911, 327
n.920, 328 n.932, 329 n.970, 330
n.992, 331 n.1005, n.1015; philai 251

PHILIP OF MACEDON 307 n.469, n.474,
332 n.1023

philonikia 143, 165, 325 n.856
philotimia, philotimos 53, 56–7, 69–70,
143, 146, 176, 193, 242, 290 n.133,
297 n.271, n.275–6, 302 n.378, 332
n.1028

philter 251; cf. magic
PHLEIOUS, PHLIASIANS 302 n.372,
349 n.1392

phobos 15–16, 289 n.106, n.109, 317
n.685; cf. fear

PHOCION 330 n.976
PHOENIX 91
PHOIBIDAS 330 n.989, 334 n.1063
phratry, phratries 90, 203
PHRYGIA 293 n.185, 305 n.441;
(HELLESPONTIC PHRYGIA) 308
n.483

PHRYNISCUS 96
phthonos chapter 5 (passim), 19, 78–9,
201, 218, 261, 270, 304 n.407, 319
n.720, n.725, 320 n.744, n.760, 322
n.805, 324 n.832–3
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piety, pious 81, 214, 224, 266, 285 n.63,
289 n.105, 306 n.444; cf. eusebeia,
impiety

pig 69, 72, 74, 301 n.363
PIRAEUS 182, 200
pistis, pistos 105, 119, 130, 142, 150, 187,
238; cf. faithfulness

pleonexia 52, 58, 147
plunder 24, 119, 124, 129–30, 235, 314
n.619

politeia 285 n.67, 289 n.107, 326 n.892
poludōria 52, 292 n.159, 296 n.243
POLYANTHES 91
POLYDAMAS OF PHARSALUS 131, 316
n.678

POLYNICES 171
POLYNICUS 119
pompē 266–7, 348 n.1376
ponēroi 146; cf. kakoi
ponos 25–6, 35, 66, 72, 74–6, 137, 204,
265, 290 n.134, 300 n.332, 317 n.679,
334 n.1082, 347 n.1368

pornē 108–9, 231, 340 n.1199
pornos 108–9; cf. prostitution
pothos 202–3, 210, 233, 334 n.1074
potlatch 54, 297 n.261
poverty, poor 74, 142, 185, 302 n.378,
313 n.598, n.604, 318 n.701, 343
n.1287; (in Athens) 42, 44–5, 133,
135, 161, 175–7; (Socratic poverty)
77, 80, 320 n.744; (in the Cyropaedia)
26, 58, 149, 226

praise 4, 10, 17, 23, 28, 39, 57, 69, 75,
93, 115, 131, 136, 143, 147–8, 193,
208; (as honor) 39, 49, 57–9, 208,
244, 248, 250; (self-praise) 160–4,
304 n.411, n.415, 314 n.609; (praise
poetry) 147, 160–1, 320 n.756, 324
n.833; cf. epainos

praos, praotēs 192, 332 n.1023
prize 49, 57–9, 75, 165, 298 n.283;
cf. athla

proagōgos 110; cf. prostitution
procession 144, 152, 264, 266–7;
cf. pompē

PROCLES OF PHLEIOUS 349 n.1392
PRODICUS OF CEOS 35, 110, 243

proedria 50, 59
proskynēsis 188, 267, 331 n.1006, 348
n.1382

prostateia, prostatēs 178–80, 329 n.955
prostitute 108–11, 114, 230, 310 n.533,
311 n.548, n.550; cf. pornos, pornē

prostitution, proxenetism 107–11
prostration cf. proskynēsis
prothumia 32–3, 61, 65, 185
PROXENUS OF BOEOTIA 117–19
prytaneum, prytanis 50, 71, 100, 225,
309 n.513

psēphisma 309 n.517
pseudonym 9, 162, 285 n.58, n.65
psuchros 252; cf. cold, frigidity

quail 243

rape 255, 257
recipient 12–13, 19, 27–8, 31–7, 40–1,
42–3, 47, 54–7, 66, 80–5, 89, 98, 101,
105–8, 112, 115, 120, 137–8, 151,
154, 156, 169, 177, 191, 194, 228,
247, 279, 288 n.98, 304 n.419, 310
n.539, 317 n.696, 351 n.1443;
cf. donor

revenge 39–40, 100, 136, 222
RHODES, RHODIANS 91
rich (men) 2, 94, 187, 223, 226, 228, 291
n.135, 311 n.547, n.549, 318 n.701;
(in Athens) 4, 26, 28, 42, 44–50, 82,
105, 135, 141, 170, 175–8, 181, 231,
250, 274, 294 n.207; (in Sparta) 73,
185, 302 n.378, 304 n.403

riches; cf. wealth
rumor 152, 213, 249

SACIAN [the] (in the Cyropaedia) 34–6,
225–6

sacrifice 129, 177, 202, 212, 221, 282
n.24, 294 n.203, 314 n.615

SALAMIS 170
SAMOS 135
sanctuary 27, 44, 53, 135, 291 n.139, 294
n.203

SARDANAPALUS 264
SARDIS 91, 112, 130, 152, 221
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satrap, satrapic 23–4, 38–9, 60, 91–2, 94,
122, 208, 237, 293 n.184, 301 n.360,
308 n.483

scepter-bearer 227, 305 n.435, 331
n.1000, 338 n.1177

SCILLUS 3, 6, 118, 184, 282 n.18
Scipio Aemilianus 7, 284 n.54
SCYLLA 233–4
SCYTHIA, SCYTHIANS 336 n.1116,
338 n.1154

secret 181, 289 n.105
SELINOUS 334 n.1072
semnos, semnotēs 253, 261, 266–7, 348
n.1375

SESTOS 94
SEUTHES 31, 40–2, 95–8, 115, 119, 128,
203, 212, 238, 299 n.321, 308 n.490–1,
343 n.1278

shame 24–5, 31, 34, 37, 62, 108, 113,
118, 171, 175, 220, 258, 291 n.148;
cf. aischunē

sheep 176, 220
shoes 261–2, 265, 303 n.396, 347
n.1356, n.1363

SICILY, SICILIANS 5, 75, 295, 298
n.287, 303 n.389–90

sickness, sick 63–4, 84, 132, 211, 231,
257, 299 n.315–6

signature 8, 86, 285 n.60
SILANUS OF AMBRACIA 213, 313 n.606
silenus 248–9
SIMONIDES (in theHiero) 17, 31, 51,
53–4, 56–8, 84–5, 149, 161, 245,
260–2, 266

SINOPE 93, 212, 307 n.464
sirens 233–4, 244, 340 n.1215–7
sitēsis 50, 59, 71, 76–7
slavery, slaves 22, 26–7, 63, 69, 108, 136,
158, 173, 175, 191, 195–6, 214, 222–4,
242, 256, 293 n.185, 301 n.361;
(master/slave relationship) 22, 223,
299 n.315; (as metaphor) 45, 107,
191, 257

SOCRATES (as a character) 3–4, 6, 98,
108, 161, 215, 218, 234, 273, 337
n.1137, 341 n.1244, 349 n.1398,
n.1403; (Socrates of Plato) 77–9, 99,

206, 214–5, 217, 233, 284 n.44, 332
n.1024, 341 n.1244; (Socrates’ trial) 6,
98–100, 162–4, 174, 217, 324 n.851,
349 n.1403

softness 24, 220, 265, 341 n.1231;
cf. luxury

SOLON 108
soothsayer 119, 213
SOPHAENETUS OF STYMPHALIA 313
n.595

sophist 79, 108–9, 158, 283 n.38, 304
n.412, 311 n.547, n.549, 323 n.812,
327 n.923, 337 n.1138; (the Armenian
sophist) 218–9, 337 n.1140

SOPHOCLES 21, 170, 244, 343 n.1277
SOPHRONISCUS 30, 323 n.815
sōphrosunē 260
SPHODRIAS 186, 207, 235, 330 n.989,
n.992, 346 n.1344

spider 230, 339 n.1195
SPITHRIDATES 246, 315 n.642, 283 n.34
stasis 142, 145, 166, 170–1, 200, 202,
208, 325 n.860, 334 n.1079

statues 30, 239, 267, 292 n.156;
(honorific statues) 50, 59, 294 n.203,
297 n.262

stibas 220, 337 n.1149
STRAUSS (LEO) 5–6, 166, 253, 262, 274,
283 n.34–37, n.40, 301 n.355, 325
n.854, n.865, 339 n.1187

STREPSIADES 215
STROUTHAS 235–6
suggeneia, suggeneis 95, 171, 184, 214–5,
253, 345 n.1324

suicide 163–4, 259
summachos 45, 125, 131, 180, 188, 315
n.652

sundeipnoi 65
sunousia 233, 248, 335 n.1074, 344 n.1301
suntaxis 321 n.786
suntrapezoi 188, 331 n.1002; cf. homotrapezoi
suppliant 241
SUSA 93
suskēnoi 72, 300 n.341
sussitoi 331 n.1002
sweat 74, 263, 302 n.385, 347 n.1364
sycophants 176–7, 179, 328 n.939
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SYENNESIS (the) 86, 305 n.434
symmoriai 180–1
symposiarch 113 n. 106
symposion, symposia 29–30, 68, 78, 80, 98,
110, 127, 170, 216–17, 230, 251, 253,
300 n.324, n.328, 311 n.558, 312
n.563, 338 n.1158, 343 n.1278;
cf. banquet (private)

SYRACUSE 8, 31, 61, 80, 162, 277, 303
n.390, 308 n.500, 316 n.659, 331
n.1015

syssition, syssitia 68, 72–3, 112, 186, 203,
300 n.339, 302 n.373, 343 n.1287;
cf. banquet (public)

TACHOS 94, 120
tagos 132, 317 n.681
talents (as measuring unit) 33, 44, 59,
91, 128, 306 n.460, 314 n.626

TANAGRA 330 n.975
tarachē 92, 271
tear 257, 263, 346 n.1334
TEGEA 330 n.975
TELEMACHUS 334 n.1087
TELEUTIAS 32–3, 126, 201, 283 n.33,
302 n.372, 315 n.646

temperance 74, 229, 243–4, 248, 261;
cf. enkrateia

TEOS 196, 294 n.203
thambos 348 n.1381
THASOS, THASIANS 291 n.140, 302
n.369

THEBES, THEBANS 1, 3, 91–2, 146,
186, 235, 271, 276–7, 330 n.975, 350
n.1428

theios 348 n.1374
THEMISTOCLES 301 n.349, 329 n.955,
n.967

THEMISTOGENES OF SYRACUSE 8, 162,
303 n.390, 324 n.845

THEODOTE 74, 83, 169, 230–2, 249–51,
256–7, 303 n.387, 344 n.1307

THEOPOMPUS (in the Anabasis) 285 n.65
theōrikon 317 n.697
THEOZOTIDES 206
THERAMENES 170, 190, 283, 319 n.733,
329 n.955

therapeia, therapeuein 62–4, 67, 84, 132,
223–4, 226, 255, 257, 299 n.310–5,
n.318

THERSANDER 235–6, 341 n.1231
THERSITES 96
THESEUS 277
THESPIAE 335 n.1107
THESSALY, THESSALIANS 63–4,
132, 200, 303 n.394, 316 n.678, 333
n.1059

thetes 325 n.878
THIBRON 2, 119, 125, 235–7, 243, 281
n.16, 315 n.643, 341 n.1229

thirst 74, 244
Thirty (the) (Spartans with Agesilaus in
Asia) 24–5, 146

Thirty (the) (tyrants in Athens) 2, 9,
170–1, 217, 273, 281 n.13, 312 n.580

THORAX OF BOEOTIA 313 n.606
THRACE, THRACIANS 3, 31, 40–2,
95–7, 115, 128, 200, 203, 213, 238,
293 n.193, 298 n.281, 299 n.321, 308
n.490, 342 n.1247; cf. Odrysian

THUCYDIDES OF ALOPEKE 205
THUCYDIDES OF OLOROS (HISTORIAN)
7–8, 40–1, 100–1, 281 n.7, 285 n.58,
293 n.195, 349 n.1393, 350 n.1429

THYNIANS 238
TIGRANES 189, 217–19
TIMANDRA 344 n.1307
TIMASION OF DARDANUS 116, 307
n.464, 313 n.606

timē, timai 54, 57, 84, 123, 131, 148, 260,
266, 297 n.273, 305 n.431; (megistai
timai) 50, 71, 297 n.264, 320 n.749; cf.
honors

TIMOCRATES OF RHODES 91
TIMOLAUS OF CORINTH 91
TIMOTHEUS 162–3, 313 n.597, 324 n.847
TIRIBAZUS 331 n.1015
TISSAPHERNES 23–4, 122, 208–10, 290
n.128, 316 n.677

TITHRAUSTES 91–2
TRAPEZOUS 3
treasury 61, 86, 118–9, 125, 149–51,
185, 221; (as metaphor) 77–9, 304
n.406; cf. hoarding
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trial (in Athens) 47, 100, 161, 166, 181,
218, 295 n.220, 324 n.838, n.847, 329
n.970; (in the Anabasis) 96, 211;
(in the Cyropaedia) 22, 166

tribute (in Athens) 106–7; (in Persia) 38,
111, 224; (in the Cyropaedia) 33;
cf. phoros

trierarchy, trierarchs 46-7, 125;
(voluntary trierarchies) 295 n.221,
n.228; cf. liturgies

triobol 133, 135–7
trophē 65, 70, 126, 177, 202, 205–6, 215,
225, 317 n.690; (and misthos) 124, 137,
312 n.588, 315 n.647, 317 n.697;
(in the Poroi) 60, 133–7, 318 n.698,
n.700

tropheus 135, 206
trophimoi 330 n.980
TROY 158
truphē 24, 72, 74–5, 132, 265, 290 n.132,
317 n.679, 347 n.1368, 348 n.1370;
cf. luxury

tyranny, tyrants 17, 31, 46, 53–4, 56, 58,
71, 80, 85, 101, 105, 128, 149, 155,
161, 164, 171, 217, 241, 244–6, 249,
255, 259, 293 n.190, 310 n.529, 316
n.667, 322 n.794, 329 n.955, 333
n.1059, 343 n.1281–2

ungrateful 22, 24–5, 31–2, 37, 42, 63,
107, 119, 126, 130, 142, 159, 211,
257, 271, 279; cf. ingratitude

utility, utilitarian 169, 173–4, 178, 185,
188, 270, 327 n.915, 339 n.1186

virtue, virtuous 12, 19, 22, 28–30, 52,
54, 56, 58, 61, 70, 75–6, 79, 82–3,
108–9, 113, 115, 117, 120, 128, 130,
140, 142, 145, 161, 165–6, 172–3,
188, 192–3, 204, 226, 235, 241, 245,
247, 253, 255, 260, 265, 272–5, 290
n.133–4, 302 n.372, 307 n.477, 313
n.602, 320 n.755, 346 n.1328, 349
n.1400; cf. aretē

wage (or payment) 52, 60, 101, 104,
106–8, 114, 134–7, 175, 294 n.205,

304 n.405, 309 n.521, 310 n.539–40;
(of Sophists) 108–110, 304 n.412,
n.415, 311 n.549; (of mercenaries)
41–2, 95–6, 104, 114–6, 118–22,
128–33, 299 n.320, 316 n.676;
(of citizen-soldiers) 124–7, 312 n.588,
312 n.590, 315 n.636, 317 n.682;
cf. misthos

walls (as fortification) 47, 53, 131, 135,
201

wealth 14, 54, 103, 120, 122, 125, 140–1,
230, 298, 318 n.712, 322 n.796;
(in Athens) 45, 48, 78, 98, 140, 273,
281 n.9, 322 n.791; (in Sparta) 72, 78,
140, 145–6, 185, 295 n.223;
(in Thrace) 40; (and tyranny) 53, 149;
(of the soul) 78–9, 163, 304 n.406;
(in Persia) 91, 301 n.368; (in the
Cyropaedia) 34, 36–7, 130, 149–55,
187, 223, 225–6, 228, 292 n.176, 331
n.1007; (of Cyrus) 52, 55, 61–2, 106,
149–56, 187; (of Cyrus the Younger)
52

Weber (Max) 10, 270–2, 286 n.71, n.73,
349 n.1391

wedding; cf. marriage
weeping; cf. tears
wine 29, 64–5, 80, 95, 127, 132, 177,
300 n.322, 312 n.563, 343 n.1274;
cf. drunkenness

wolf 176
women 196, 204, 222, 230, 248, 249,
255–8, 293 n.188; (and oikos) 35;
(as gifts) 90, 96, 299 n.321, 308 n.490;
(and passivity) 18, 36–8, 112, 293
n.179; (as benefactors) 38, 130, 204;
(and power) 39, 130–1, 240, 254, 265;
(and sexuality) 230, 232–4, 250–2,
343 n.1274, 346 n.1328; (in Sparta)
303 n.395

XANTHIPPE (Socrates’s wife) 204
xenia 45, 90–5, 97, 110, 117–19, 290
n.129, 306 n.448, n.451, 307 n.465,
n.474, 308 n.486, n.489, 316 n.658,
326 n.882; (as gift of hospitality)
91–2, 97, 119, 307 n.469
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XENIAS OF ARCADIA 319 n.741
XENOPHON (as actor in history) 2–4, 17,
22, 41–2, 80, 95–8, 115–21, 209–14,
238, 282 n.21–8, 302 n.372, 338
n.1161, 347 n.1355

XENOPHON OF ANTIOCH 7
XENOPHON OF CYPRUS 7
XENOPHON OF EPHESUS 7
xenos (as foreigner) 192; (as guest-friend)
90, 92, 117–8, 120, 290 n.129, 307
n.469; (as mercenary) 129, 316 n.668

XERXES 86, 346 n.1341

youth, young 2–4, 9, 29, 65, 98–9, 131,
137, 157, 164, 193, 209–10, 216–21,
223, 232, 234, 237–8, 241–8, 250,
256–8, 262, 275, 308 n.500, 311
n.547, 341 n.1227, 345 n.1318,
n.1325, 346 n.1331, n.1336

ZAPATAS 209
zēlos 45
ZENIS OF DARDANUS 38
ZENO OF CITIUM 239
ZEUS 144, 210, 220; (Zeus the King)
210–12, 221, 336 n.1113, 337 n.1152

ZEUXIS 312 n.560
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Aelian
Varia Historia 2.12 329; 3.3 282
On the Nature of Animals 5.11 346;
6.25 339

Aeschines
Against Timarchus 1.28 335; 173 309,
349; 173–5 324; 184 311

On the False Embassy 2.71 329
Against Ctesiphon 3.9 329; 127 309;
139 328; 153–4 335; 180 49, 296;
218 340; 234 309; 241 324

Aeschylus
Eumenides 851–3 342
Seven against Thebes 674 333; 681–2 333
<Palamedes>, fr. 182 Nauck² 323

Alcidamas
Odysseus 23–6 323; 27 159

Ammianus Marcellinus
Res Gestae 16.10.9 348

Anaxandrides
fr. 69 K.-A. 290

Anaxilas
<Neotti>, fr. 21 K.-A. 340

Andocides
On the Mysteries 1.73 281; 74 335; 77–9
281; 124–9 349

Anonymous of Iamblichus
fr. 89 B 7.1 321; B 8.8 321

Aristophanes
Acharnians 142–4 342
Assemblywomen 601–3 321; 675–6 301;
839 301

Birds 703–7 343
Clouds 773 292
Frogs 425 328; 558 328; 735 326;

1065–8 321; 1425 343; 1446–8 326;
1454–5 326

Knights 214–16 301; 259–65 322; 580
281; 732 240; 732 240; 736–40 240;
814–16 301; 1121 281

Lysistrata 270 336; 561 281
Plutus 153–9 311; 184–5 314
Thesmophoriazusae 757 321
Wasps 1135–70 303
Schol. to Clouds 773 292

Aristotle
Eudemian Ethics
2.3.1221a11 296
7.1.1234b22 171; 1235a37–b2 326;
2.1236a30–3 326; 4.1239a1–6 325;
4.1239a17–20 326; 4.1239a4–5
326; 10.1242a9–11 325;
10.1243a31–5 172

9.6.1167a26-b3 171
Nicomachean Ethics
1.2.1095a18 291; 3.1095b22 291
2.7.1108a35-b6 319
3.11.1116b15–24 313
4.2.1120a15–23 28; 2.1122b-23a 296;
3.1121a30–34 294; 8.1124b9–10
291; 13.1127b31 291; 14.1128a15
291; 14.1128a31 291

5.5.1132b31–1133b28 114;
8.1132b32–1133a5 27

8.1.1155a16–22 333; 1.1155a22–6
171; 3.1156a10–12 327; 3.1156a19–
24 326; 3.1156a5–15 326;
4.1156b24–32 326; 5.1156b33–5
172; 5.1157a14–16 326; 5.1157b36
325; 7.1158a10–15 326;
8.1158b11–14 326; 8.1158b12–28
335; 8.1158b5–7 326; 8.1158b32–
1159b12 326; 8.1159b2–3 325;
9.1159a18 305; 10.1159b10–15
326; 13.1161a10–19 338;
13.1161b8–10 171; 14.1161b11–27
172; 14.1161b12–62b33 333;
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14.1161b19–26 335; 15.1162a34–b4
326; 16.1163b15–18 304;
16.1163b15–22 205

9.7.1167b19–25 294; 8.1168b8 325;
10.1171a11–12 339; 10.1171a15–
19 333

Politics
1.1.1252a7–11 333; 2.1252b12–15
334; 9.1257a31–b17 310

2.4.1262b7–9 171; 5.1263b6 325;
7.1267a1 291; 7.1267a40 291;
12.1274a5–10 101

3.9.1280b38–40 171; 14.1285b29–33
224; 16.1287a40 299; 16.1287b34
325

4.13.1297b9 291
5.5.1305a2–5 310; 6.1305b2–18 333;
10.1311a35–b23 343; 10.1310b35
312; 10.1311a2–b23 343;
11.1314b5 333; 11.1314b17–19
320; 11.1315a21 335

6.2.1317b35–38 318; 5.1320a4 310;
5.1320b7 291; 7.1321a31–2 48,
295; 7.1321a35–40 48

7.7.1333b21–1334a10 320
Rhetoric
1.5.1361a28 297; 5.1361a37-b2 57
2.4.1381b34 333; 4.1381b35 325;
7.1385a19–21 304; 9.1387a6–15
140; 10.1387b23–5 319;
10.1388a5–17 319; 11.1388a35
140; 21.1394b29 323;
2.23.1399a13–17 323

On the Generation of Animals 746b24
293

fr. 98 Rose 340

Ps.-Aristotle
Athenian Constitution 20.4 329; 22.4
329; 23.3 329; 25.1 307, 329; 27.3
309; 28.1–2 329; 28.3 309; 28.4
309; 28.5 205; 29.5 313; 36.1 329;
53.2–7 325; 58.3 290

Arrian
Anabasis 1.12.3 7; 4.10.5–12.6 350;
6.29.4–11 350

On Hunting 3.5 284
Periplus of the Euxine Sea 1.1 284; 12.5
284

Athenaeus of Naucratis
Deipnosophists 2.49b 281; 3.121d 281;
4.144b–c 301; 10.421b 281;
10.427f–8a 304; 10.452c 293;
11.504c 281; 11.504f–5a 350;
13.561c 239; 13.574e 344;
13.578a–9d 293

Bacchylides
Odes 3.67–8 324

Cicero
Ad Quintum Fratrem 1.1.23 284
De officiis 2.87 284
De senectute 59 284

Cornelius Nepos
Alcibiades 1.1 343
Timotheus 1.3 308

Cratinos
<Putinè>, fr. 214 K.-A. 336

Ctesias
Persika, FGrHist 688 F 1b, l. 684–91
264; F 1p α 347; F 1p β 347; F 13
339; F 14 §43 319; F 39 300

Democritus
fr. 68 B 94 D.-K. 305; 114 D.-K. 161;
278 D.-K. 335

Demosthenes
Second Olynthiac 2.29 329
Third Olynthiac 3.3 309; 21–2 309; 29
296

First Philippic 4.19–21 313, 316; 51 309
On Organization 13.20 180; 30 296
On the Chersonese 8.32–4 309; 70–1
295, 308

On the Crown 18.3 324; 6 332; 18.92
43; 112 296; 113–4 295; 269 305;
284 307
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On Embassy 19.238 333; 295 307; 314
307

Against Leptines 20.10 321; 16 294; 18
295; 46 289, 290, 305; 72–4 296;
121–2 49; 140 321; 164 321

Against Meidias 21.69 295; 153 82, 295;
154 295; 156 81, 295; 161–2 295

Against Androtion 22.36–8 329
Against Aristocrates 23.208 296
Against Timocrates 24.60 335; 103–7
335; 147 329

Against Aristogiton I 25.40 328
Against Lacritus 35.40–3 323; 35.48
290

Against Stephanus I 45.35 321
On the Trierarchic Crown 51 294
Funeral Oration 60.4 335
Schol. to Against Meidias 21.147 344

Ps.-Demosthenes
Against Polycles 50 294
Eroticos 61.13–14 343

Dicearchus of Messana
fr. 72 Wehrli (= Athen. 4.141b) 302

Dio of Prusa
18.14–17 5

Diodorus Siculus
4.30.2 338; 7.12.8 312; 14.109.6–9
320; 15.19.4 307; 15.30.1–5 341;
15.92 314; 16.54.4 307; 17.77.4–7
350

Diogenes Laertius
2.19 292; 2.25 311; 2.31 328; 2.48
251, 285; 2.48–9 281; 2.52 3, 22,
333; 2.53 3; 2.54 330; 2.55 4, 313;
2.57 281; 2.105 328

Dionysius of Halicarnassus
Dinarchus 12.37 290

Douris of Samos
FGrHist 76 F 78 292

Ephorus
FGrHist 70 F 85 4; F 149 320

Epicharmus
fr. 23 B 45 D.-K. 321

Eubulus
<Nannion>, fr. 67 K.-A. 311

Eupolis
Testimonia, *iii K.-A. 337
<Aiges>, fr. 9 K.-A. 328
<Autolukos>, fr. 61 K.-A. 336
<Baptai>, fr. 80 K.-A. 328
<Philoi>, fr. 295 K.-A. 336

Euripides
Hecuba 866 311
Helen 1234 289
Heraclidae 377–80 294
Hippolytus 1257–60 337
Medea 250–1 204; 294 323; 562 334;
964 306

Orestes 696 286; 772–3 286; 1161–2
324

Suppliants 240–3 319
<Erechtheus>, fr. 14 Jouan-van Looy
<Palamedes>, fr. 588 Nauck² 323

Gorgias
Apology of Palamedes, fr. 82 B 11a
D.-K. 323; 11a, 30 323

Heraclitus
fr. 22 B 29 D.-K. 301

Herodotus
1.30 292; 32 318; 93–4 111; 99 264;
153.2 111; 155 112

2.50 291
3.40 318; 48 343; 80 319; 89 111, 224;
96.2 305

6.57 300
7. 46 318; 104 334; 209 334; 236 319
8.105 339
9.108–11 346
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Hesiod
Works and Days 39 296; 185–8 334;
221 296; 225 319; 263 296; 336 304

Homer
Iliad
2.22–47 335; 212–44 308
5.328–40 345; 903–4 345
6.212–36 92; 394 296
9.481 338; 612–4 325
10.217 301; 303–4 310
14.182–3 11; 235 287
22.88 296
23.810 301

Odyssey
2. 47 338; 130–1 334; 234 338
4.716–20 346
5.12 338
6.229–35 11
8.167 11
10.230–60 302; 10.281–300 302
11.147–9 321
12.39–55 234; 188 234
16.17 338
18.15–19 321; 171–81 346; 248–51
346

23.156–7 11
24.294 296

Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite 1.167–90
348

Homeric Hymn to Demeter 275–83 348

Hyperides
In defense of Lycophron 1.16 295

Ion of Chios
FGrHist 392 F 6 343

Isaeus
On The Estate of Cleonymus 1.39 335
On The Estate of Ciron 8.32 335

Isocrates
To Nicocles 2.15 332; 31 286; 32 347
Nicocles 3.35 332; 37 286; 60 325

Panegyricus 4.24–5 206; 25 335; 29
321; 145–6 115

Philip 5.114 332; 116 332; 120–1 313
To Archidamus 6.108 335
Areopagiticus 7.35 321; 40–1 286; 49
312

On the Peace 8.24 313; 46 313; 53 286;
82 335; 102 286; 121 309

Evagoras 9.37–8 332, 338; 43 332; 57
296

Panathenaicus 12.145 294; 172 323
Antidosis 15.4–5 323; 5 324; 8 161;
30 324; 31 324; 70 299; 130–1 162

On the Team of Horses 16.33 295
Against Callimachus 18.59–60 295; 60
294

To Alexander (letter 5), 2 332
To Antipatros (letter 4), 9 332
To Timotheus (letter 7), 6 332; 12 332

Istros
FGrHist 334 F 32 3

Justin
12.3.8–12 350

Luke [the Evangelist]
12.33 321

Lycurgus
Against Leocrates 1.47–8 335; 53 335;
83 335; 85 335; 94 334; 139–40 47

Lysias
On the Murder of Eratosthenes 1.33 337
Funeral Oration 2.17 205; 70 335
Against Theozotides 6.2 335
Against Agoratus 13.91 335
Against Alcibiades 14.25 328
Against Eratosthenes 12.92 333
On the Property of Aristophanes 19.63
295

Against Ergocles 28.4 329
Against Philo 31.21 335

Matthew [the Evangelist]
6.19 321
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Maximus of Tyre
Dialexeis 19.5d–e 344

Menander
Dyskolos 811–12 322

Menander of Laodicea
Peri epideiktikōn, 2.411 281

Molpis
FGrHist 590 F 2c 302

Pausanias
1.22.8 292; 3.26.5 342; 5.6.6 3; 6.2.1–2
304; 9.35.6–7 292

Pindar
Isthmian 1.44–5 324; 2.1–12 311; 2.43
320

Nemean 1.31–2 321; 8.21 324
Olympian 10.78–9 324
Pythian 2.17 325; 2.42–8 340; 7.18–19
320; 10.64 324

fr. 181 S.-M 324

Plato
Apology of Socrates 21b 304; 21d 304;
23e 336; 31b 336; 33e 328; 36a
336; 36d 77; 37a 77; 41b 323

Cratylus 384a 328
Crito 44b 328; 49c 289; 54b 206,
215

Euthydemus 273a 343; 274b–c 343;
291e 328; 306b–c 284

Euthyphro 3c–d 323; 3d 332; 11b 292;
14e 336

First Alcibiades 121a 292; 135d 344
Gorgias 462c 309; 462d 301; 464d
301; 464d–5b 301; 465e 301; 473c
343; 513d–e 299; 515e 309; 518b
303; 518d 301; 522a 303

Laws 1.630b 313; 1.636b 341;
2.667b–c 300; 3.694d–5b 350;
4.717b–c 334; 5.730e–31b 322;
6.767e–8b 325; 7.801e 324; 8.836a-
c 341; 9.869c-d 333: 9.880b 334;
11.917e–920b 312; 12.955e 304

Lysis 206a 327; 210c 327; 211e–12a
327; 214e–15c 327

Menexenus 235a 345; 238a 321–2;
239a 334; 242a 319; 249a–c 335

Meno 76b 342; 93b–e 349
Phaedo 59b 328; 116a 336
Phaedrus 233e 300; 240d 340; 247a
322; 252a 342; 253b–c 322

Philebus 47d–50e 319
Protagoras 309a 327; 314c 338; 316d–e
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