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Abstract

Themwpapa'pmposathatcb'adarreasoningwlomthewaywe
approach Xenophon'’s Lakedaimonion Politeia and obscures its role in
Xenophon’s corpus. Part one deconstructs some of the suppositional
evidence underpinning the longstanding communis opinio that Xenophon
was innately predisposed to reject democracy, while part two offers a new
reading of the Lakedaimonion Politeia. This perspective considers, the
themes of the Lakedaimonion Politeia alongside Xenophon’s Memorabilia
and Plato’s Alcibiades 1, and highlights the work’s unity and its capacity
tombulnemanbmofthemhmianeliteaocusedoflacomingand
subverting democracy.

What follows approaches ancient democracy through an alleged
‘critic’ of that system, Xenophon the Athenian, and proposes a new
reading of his Lakedaimonion Politeia. As neither Athens nor its
democracy is invoked explicitly therein, the treatise appears an unlikely
source for reconstructing Xenophon's views on democracy. Yet the work
continues to underpin the longstanding communis opinio that Xenophon
was an oligarch.? The present paper challenges this view. It examines the
expectations typically brought to the Lakedaimonion Politeia and

'Aneuliavuxionof&ispmuwaspresﬁedat?mpecﬂvosonmmocmﬁc
Poliﬁeall‘hongmon4May2010.lamgrat=ﬁllmBnionKmmdtandRobinMﬂls
fortheh‘hvhaﬁonwspeak.mloamerdforherinvimﬁonmsubmitmepmsem
wm'kﬁxrwicw,andtoDr.HudlBowdenandﬂwanonymousmvicwmforthw
comments and suggestions. All translations are my own.

2 Gee for example Tigerstedt 1974, p. 15; Goldhill 1997, p. 4; Rebenich 1998, p.
20; Pownall 2004, p. 110; Lee 2007, p. 14; Cartledge 2009, p. 91; questioned by
Grav 2007: Kroeker 2009. '
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demonstrates that traditional readings rely on unsustainable assumptions
of birth and background. Considered alongside Xenophon’s Memorabilia
and Plato’s Alcibiades 1, it is argued that the Lakedaimonitn Politeia can
be read as a didactic, Socratic work directed principally, though not
exclusively, towards young Athenians aspiring to advise and lead the
Athenian democracy.

<

I - Xenophon, Sparta and Re-creating a Theory
of Ancient Democracy

Rclaﬁvetothesmdyofanﬁquhy,thequestﬁ)raﬂworyofmchn
dnmoa-acyrepreacntsamwnandongohgpmsuitmmﬁngm
modern scholars had ‘rather uncritically accepted the oligarchic view of
Athens’- and shocked that ‘no statement of democratic political theory’
hadsmvivedanﬁquhy,A.}LM.Jonesnmedtodemomcy’sa’iﬁcsm
‘re-create’ a theory of Athenian democracy in 1953.° While the method
hnsbeenqwsﬁonedandnlthnﬂhelyreﬁned,ﬂwdeaﬁemdmiyingsuchre—
Monreﬂectsamuchlargushiﬁinﬁmwaythntwenowmldyancim
and modern manifestations of democracy and ancient authors such as
Xenophon.*

Xenophon, Aristocracy, and Democracy

Rolativclylittloisknownof}(mophon’swlylifeorhissocinland
eoonomicbackgmmd.Heﬁrstmﬂwworld'shismrimlconscioumm
as a character in his own Anabasis, which recounts his participation in
Cymsﬂ:eYonmgu"swmooessfulwupd’étatayinsthisbmﬂm
Artaxm'xes,ﬂmegomeia.ltsﬂm'd-persmnmuﬁvemcordssomeof
meeventhmophnn’slifebctweenwl-BwBCEandhﬁeﬂyalludesto
Xmophon’sacﬁviﬁesbeforeandaﬁerﬁmmpaignshrecoum’ming
theaeincidm!alvignettesandalm.ﬂawedbiogmphycomposedby
Diogml.auﬁus,modmncommexﬂatmshaveendeavamed,likeniogmes

3 Jones 1953, p. 26; Scharr 1919, especially pp. 146-51, cf. Roberts 1994.

4 Pinley 1962, pp. 9-10; Loraux 1986; Ober 1989, et al. offer more positive
mmmmmmmmowwmmmm
Ancient Democracy: cf. an earlier proposal by Gemet 1983 (1948), p. 276;
Modern Democracy: cf. de Sola Pool 1970, especially chapter three; Parsons
2007.pp.684,686-7ﬁnmcproﬁfcmﬁonofdemomcythmughﬁwhistoryof
ideas,

$ Xenophon, Anabasis 3.1.4-10; Anabasis, 5.3.4-13. All dates that follow are BCE
unless otherwise stated,
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befare them, to reconstruct a narrative beginning from Xenophon’s own
works® In aitempting to illuminate the shadows of Xenophon’s life,
however,lhsycunﬁnuetodrawonotherwiselmsuslainablegemralisaﬁons
oﬁendeﬁvedﬁomlitﬂemoreﬂmnasmpﬁonsofclassandbackgrmmd.
Scholars presume Xenophon’s outlook to be ‘aristocratic’, though the
label and his qualification as an aristocrat remain poorly, if ever, defined.’
Unlike Pericles and his ward Alcibiades, or Critias and his nephew Plato,
Xenophon does not fit the class of eupatridoi reconstructed by modern
scholars. In his own works Xenophon identified himself simply, and
ubiquitously, as an Athenian. The gesture forsakes his patronymic and
reproduces the idealised democratic practice evident in Attic epitaphios,
which put communal ties before personal relationships.® Nor do any extant
Athenian records reveal whether Xenophon’s family held high office or
wereaﬁluﬁenoughtoperﬁnmlhngies,ﬂlelatterowinedbymviesas
the criterion for ‘defining membership of the Athenian upper class,”
Despitesuchtmknowns,themereassertionﬂmtXenophonwasan
aristocrat is taken as evidence that he opposed democracy.' This view
oversimplifies, misleads and ultimately exaggerates the degree to which
members of the Athenian elite held, let alone supported, the same views,
In the fifth-century Athénaion Politeia, attributed to the ‘Old
Oligarch’, the author observed that well-born and well-to-do Athenians
acted against innate self-interest to support democracy.'’ The orator Lysias
lﬂ;ewiseinvokedﬂleservicesxmdmdtoAﬂxensbysuchindividuals,
whileObm'hassuggestedthatﬂlebackgromdsandeconomicmeansof
Athens’s leaders hint at the democracy’s symbiotic relationship with, if
not de facto dependence upon, the Athenian elite for leadership.2
Although meriting additional development elsewhere, Xenophon’s
backgromd—ﬁmecomple:dﬁesofre—oonsu'ucﬁngitanditshiswrical
misusefordisﬁllingtheessmceofhispoliﬁealﬂmught—exceedthe scope
of the present paper. It shall suffice to caution that the foundations for

5 L_aertius, Lives and Opinions of the Eminent Philosophers, IL6 *Xenophon’.
7 Stranss 1939, p. 533; cf. Bazin 1885, p. 39; Luccioni 1947, p. 108; Profetti 1987,

. Xiv; Lee 2007, p. 14.-

The toponymic parallels Attic epitaphioi. C£. Loraux 1986, p. 23. If one accepts
thatapatonymicalsodmoted‘chss,status,mdpoliﬁcalvalues’aswmehend
1986, pp. 50, 71-2 and Ober 1989, p. 256 do, Xenophon'’s omission is potentially
more significant.

° Davies 1971, p. *x.
10 Bazin 1885, p. 35; Scharr 1919, p. 1467; Luccioni 1947, p. 142; Strauss 1948,
p: 55; Moure 2010, p. 67.
! Oid Oligarch, Athénaion Politeia, 2.19.
121 vsias 16.21: 27.10; cf. Ober 1989.
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moonstrucﬁngXenophnn?sthoughtonﬂlebasisofammcertainsocialand
economicbackgromd,ﬂ'omwhichwethenreadhisworks,remains
unsound.™ Such caution is magnified by a second fallacy nourished by the
first, which underpins virtually all readings of Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion
Politeia: the presumption that as an Athenian gristocrat, Xenophon was
innately predisposed to reject democracy because the Athenian elite
preferred Sparta. :

Laconism and its Ancient and Modern Perceptions

Bmadlyspealdnglaconismantailedtwoformsofimitaﬁon.meﬁrst,and
seemingly more innocuous, concerned itself with the superficial
affectation of Spartan fashions and manners. Beginning with Cimon,
Athenian ‘aristocrats’ are alleged to have admired, imitated, and ultimately
proliferated what became the ‘Spartan mirage®.'* Prestel asserted that the
trend was increasingly common during the Peloponnesian War among
‘young Athenian aristocrats’, a group traditionally thought to include
Xenophon.' Yet Prestel’s study relies on Plutarch’s biographies that,
almoughinvaluable,wereeomposedlmdermekomanEmpireandsooﬁer
apmpecﬁvethatmayrevealmoreaboutRommsocialdivisionsand
gocx:léligmoftheﬁmtcmunyCEﬂlmﬂmseofAthensmmeﬁﬂhcennny

Scholars typically develop Laconic traits from caricatures, though the
embryonic jests from which they develop are in turn complex.”® Such
narrow focus obscures, for instance, that Aristophanes also invited
Athenians to make peace with Sparta.'” In the satirical Birds, Aristophanes
observed that before the founding of the avian utopia, ‘all men’, had
suffered from ‘laconomania’. Although the joke attests to the historical
phenomenon of laconising, its presentation demands additional
consideration. Aristophanes highlights that ‘all men’ and thus not simply

13 Gee for example Bazin 1885, p. 39; cf. Ollier 1934, pp. xxxii-xxiii; Luccioni
1947, p. 143.
14 Tigerstedt 1965, p. 155.
1S Tigerstedt 1974, p. 15; Prestel 1978, p. 41.
16 prestel 1978, p. 42.
Y7 Cf, Xenophon, Hellenica, 1.1.32; 4.4.15; 4.8.18; 5.4.55; 6.4.18; 6.3.14, 7.1.44-
46,wherehehighﬁghtscasesofpoliﬁcalfacﬁondeﬁnedintexmsofhconismmd
its manipulation.
18 Tigerstedt 1965, pp. 123, 155; Lipka 2002, p. 121; and Rawson 1969, pp. 35, 45
fgmmemteihe symptoms of laconism from Aristophanes® Birds and Wasps.

See for example Aristophanes, Acharnians; Lysistrata, especially 1L 1133-4.
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the elite were seduced by Sparta; second ‘laconomania’ is depicted as a
trend and thus by definition ephemeral. Moreover, precisely how uniform
such ‘aristocratic’ imitation of Sparta could have been remains equally
uncertain given the coeval adoption of ‘Perserie’, (the imitation of Persian
attire and manmners).”’

AlthoughAl-istophanesemnnm'atesonealleged‘symptom’(')f'

laconomsnia as a tendency ‘to Socratise’, Plato complicates this
perspective. In the Protagoras Socrates suggests that Spartan ascendancy
relied on wisdom, specifically an education in philosophy enabled by the
presence of mare sophists than any other place in Gresce; only deceived
fools, whom Socrates himself labels ‘laconisers’, would accept and
emulate what we now speak of as the ‘Spartan mirage’ and believe that by
wearing Spartan attire and exercising one could replicate Spartan
excellence and power.?! Most disconcerting of all, however, is that it
remains to be shown that Xenophon adopted ar advocated such physical
affectations.

Xenophan typically stands accused of a second, more serious degree of
imimionthatscholmsm;,ggesteametooonnoteh'easnninﬂmclosing
years of the fifth century.* Such “political laconising’ was first attributed
to the sophists, themselves influential in shaping the education of the
Athenian elite during the fifth century. If the sophists are understood to
have promoted Sparta as a political ideal in explicit opposition to
dsmocracy, Xenophon’s own writings suggest caution® In On Hunting
Xenophon rejects certain Sophistic paradigms and so their views cannot
simply be equated with Xenophon’s own.” More explicitly, Xenophon
depicts himself opposing Spartan interests at great personal risk.? Despite
such complexities, received opinion perpetustes a view of Xenophon as a
committed ‘laconophile’ unequivocally opposed to democracy.?®

Here the force of twentieth-century events appears. Popper adopted
* Athenian democracy as the embodiment of his open society, defined by
individual freedom, while Sparta symbolised closed society and the

2 Miller 1997, pp. 136-150; Balcer 1983, p. 260.

2! Plato, Protagoras 342b-343a,

Zgee for example Azoulay 2004 p. 330 n. 15, p. 435; Bazin 1885, p. 38; Luccioni
1947, pp. 143-4; Lipka 2002, p. 4 ‘admiration’ and *devotion®.

B Tigerstedt 1974, p. 13; applied to Xenophon Tigerstedt 1965 p. 167, cf
Rebenich 1998, p. 18

2 Xenophon, On Hunting, 13.1-2.

% By no means exhaustive, cf. Xenophon, Anabasis: 4.6.13-5; 7.1.30; 7.2.14;
7.3.3-6,10-14, 7.6.9, also Strauss 1939, pp. 516-7; Humble 2004, p. 220.

26 Gray 2004 and Kroeker 2009 are notable exceptions.

Christopher A. Farrell 15

‘ancient tribal aristocracy’ from which democracy miraculously had freed
humanity.”’ In turn, Tigerstedt equated ‘salon-Laconism® of fifth- and
fourth-century Athens with ‘its later counterparts in salon-nazism and
salon-communism.’®® He reiterated this visw with respect to Xenophon
himself, asserting that with Xenophon ‘we encounter for the first time
Lycurgus the great reformer and the ideal statesman whom long afterwards
men—Frmchphﬂosophersandrevohlﬁonmie%nolessﬂlmemanNazis
€ admired and endeavoured to emulate’® America’s founders are
conspicuously absent.®® Rather than drawing upon Athenian ideals, such
views illuminate owr collective predisposition towards modern democratic
values and its emphasis on the individual in particular. The result
implicitly predisposes readers to respond negatively to apparent
infringements on personal liberty.”! As Bowden’s study of religion in
Athenian democracy rightly cautioned, however, Athens was not ‘liberal,
individualistic, capitalist... for] secularist’. ™

Such expectations nevertheless continue to plague evalustions of
Xenophon’s broader political thought. Citing the ‘philo-Laconian aspects’
of Xenophon'’s writing, Ober implied that the Athenian was an
external/rejectionist social critic.”® Yet Ober offered no analysis to support
this claim. Following Ober, Schofield proposed that Xenophon adopted a
rejectionist stance, though he too left Xenophon’s writings untouched; his
conclusions instead rely on assertions of genre.** Building on the studies

7 popper 1945, pp. 145; 15; 88, 150-2; Tigerstedt 1965, p. 113.
28 Tigerstedt 1965, p. 156. .

2 Tigerstedt 1965, pp. 162-3.

30 ©f Adams 1787, 1, letters 40, 42; on Xenophon in particular cf. Pangle 1990, p.
147 *probably the most widely read and cited classical political theorist at the time
of the Founding’.

31 ¢f, Luccioni 1947, p. 145; Popper 1945a, p. 159; Proietti 1987, p. 51.

2 Bowden 20085, p. 2.

33 Ober 2002, p. 50 n. 70. C£ Ober 2002, pp. 48-51 criticism derived from a value
system alien to a particular society; p. 49, n. 68 rcveals that Ober conflates
Walzer’s external critic with Wolin’s epic theorist and the conception of
derangement cf. Wolin 1969, p. 1081, but doing so transgresses the intended
bounds of Walzer’s model, which understood ‘conversion and criticism’ as
‘different activities® Walzer 1987, pp. 44, 45, 52.

34 Schofield 2006, p. 47 n. 40, Schofield 2006, pp. 37-8, 54 asserts that politeia
writing was a “politically partisan activity... favoured by aristocratic admirers of
Sparta: “Laconizers’; Kroeker 2009, p. 200 n. 20 refutes Schofield’s assertion
directly, proved by nothing ‘beyond the bare statement’; Bordes 1982, p. 166-7
questioned the title and genre of the Lakedaimonion Politeia observing that the
work is primarily descriptive and that functional political institutions are not
described, while the word politieia appears only in the final chapter.
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ofTuq:linandI—Imnble,whoadvoeatedamorebalmcedassessmentof
Xenophm’srelnﬁonshipwi!hSparla,Kroekm‘pﬂrﬂyreﬁmdﬂleinshmaﬁons
of Ober and Schofield and proposed that Xenophon ‘tended strangly
towards an internal/immanent critique’.* With respect to the Lakedgimonion
Politeia, however, Kroeker declared that the work ‘exhibits a decidedly
externalfrejectionist stance’.*® Attempting to harmonise Xenophon’s
corpusawordingtoWanarianeannns,Kroekerquasﬁonedﬁework’s
mnhomhip.Whilemwdentfordoingsoe:dsts,thewm'k’slanguageand
stylameXenophonic,anannophon’sintellecnmlconw:trevealsthat

such a procrustean solution proves unnecessary.”’

11 — Rethinking the Lakedaimonion Politeia

Rather than severing the Lakedaimonion Politeia from Xenophon’s
corpus,weshonﬂdquesﬁonuadiﬁonalapproachestoﬂ:etext.Thesmdies
of Xenophon’s political and social thought and the assumption that
Xenophonwasanmistocratandlaconiserpredateommodemre—creﬁnn
of a theory of ancient democracy.” This hypothesis offers a more
objectivemeansofevahmtingXenophon’sﬁmughtandmmhdsusthat
omsisanageandanintellecmalclhnatehosﬁletopaceivedaiﬁesof
demomcy,whereastlmseprecedingom’shaveapologisedfor,oragleed
with, critics’.?® Putting aside such expectations, therefore, part two of the
plesmtsmdypmposesanewreading.ltatguesﬁmt(l)ﬁmlabdaimoniﬂn
Politeia can be understood as a Socratic exercise to enhance self-
knowledge; (2) its content and themes are consistent with those present
across Xenophon’s oeuvre; (3) its ideas are compatible with our
reconstructed theory of Athenian democracy.

35 Cf, Tuplin 1993, especially chapter six; Humble 2004; Lipka 2002, p. 14
contests both, though concedes Xenophon is *not the stout, simple-minded lakonist
that he was supposed to be by previous scholarship®.

% Kroeker 2009, p. 226, In sntiquity Demetrius of Magnesia questioned
Xenophonﬁcauﬂmrship,cﬁOllieer,p.vii;whﬂeDiogenestﬁusand
Plutarchaocepwdthework.Modm'nconmforamhenﬁcitymsewith
Valckmaerhthehﬁeigmeentheennny,cﬁBazinlsss,p.%;LipkaMOZ,p.S.
Chrimes’s proposal for Antisthenes’s authorship has not found support, 1948, pp.
40-48; Chrimes 1949 pp. 490 f. :

37 On lingnistic and stylistic grounds, Richards 1907, pp. 41-7;67-72; cf. Rebenich
1998, pp. 14-15; Ollier 1934, p. xi, Bardes 1982, p. 165, following Ollier 1934, pp.
vii-xi and Delebecque 1957, pp. 194-9, 329-331, et al.

38 f, Scharr 1919; Luccioni 1947.

3 Scharr 1919, pp. 146-7.
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Uncertain Intent

The purpose of Xenophon’s Lakedaimonian Politeia remains contested.
Some understand the wark purely as praising Sparta;** others find subtle
satire or explicit condemmation.’ The question is ultimately more
oomplexObservingihatbothDemosﬂ:mesandAeschinesusedSpm'laas
aparadigmtoconh'astthebehaviomofAﬂlenianwdianwsinﬁm3503
%ind 340s, Yunis explained away such laconism by noting that at the time,
‘Athens viewed Sparta with moderately friendly intentions’.” The
qualiﬁcaﬁonoughttocmtionthatitisnotsimplytheinvocaﬁonof,or
evenexpﬁcitpraisefor,Sparta.orSpmtanconnecﬁons,bIntheeontenof
such references that ultimately matters in assessing the tone of laconism. If
weaeceptthatpoliﬁeallaconismwasamnngﬂmcasualﬁesofﬂmBattleof
Lwcha,ﬂledemouacy’spassiveacoepmeeextmdstoatleast37l,and
likelyearﬁerwhenAﬂaenssoughttocheckanasoendanﬂhebas.”Shorﬂy
Meaﬂer,XmophmhimselfmordsﬂmtAthensandSpm'labeeameanies
once more® Thus, evaluating Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion Politeia s
praiseorsaﬁreproveslessilhnninmingmﬁlwecandisoernwhenﬂmtma
was composed and circulated.

Date(s)
Contm@aﬁshxgﬁewmkoughttobeginwﬂhconsideraﬁonofitsdate,jet
both the unity of the text and the date(s) of its composition(s) remain
contested.® Cartledge’s observation that ‘chronological certainty is
impossible’ remains the most transparent assessment.*° Far, despite agreeing

40 Ollier 1934, p. 13; Luccioni 1947, pp. 139-41, 144, 152, 167; Lipka 2002, pp. 4,
10; cf Humble 2004, p. 215.
41 Strauss 1939, pp. 503, 506, 528, 531; Higgins 1977, p. 75 ‘an essay against
* Proietti 1987, p. 45, 50; cf Humble 2004, p. 216,

Yunis 1996, p. 254 n, 32; cf. Aeschines 1.179-82; Fisher 2001, p. v; Harris 1995,
% 7;‘ Lycurgus, Against Leocrates.

Tigerstedt 1974, p. 15.
44 Xenophon Hellenica, 6.3.14,18; 7.1,1-14.
45 Unity of composition — Anderson 1964, p. 36 n. 6; Bordes 1982, pp. 198-9;
Cartledge 1987, p. 57; Higgins 1977, p. 66; Moulder 1989, pp. 74, 85; Momigliano
1936; Proietti 1987, pp. 46, 74; Rebenich 1998, p. 30; Strauss 1939, pp. 522-5.
Opponents — Bazin 1885, p. vi; Delebecque 1957, pp. 194-9; 329-31, 341 n. 18;
Ollier 1934, pp. vii-xi; Luccioni 1947, pp. 173-4; MacDowell 1986, pp. 9-10;
Tigerstedt 1965, p. 169.
46 Cartledge 1987, p. 57; Rawson 1969, p. 33 and Gray 2007 p. 42 suggest a

- window c. 494-454 BC.
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that the work’s dateable clues appear in chapter fourteen, scholars have
applied the same details to place the work in the 390s, 380s, 370s, 360s,
and 350s.*” Rather than investigating what a fixed date might reveal about
the text’s content, scholars attempt the opposite. Dates are assigned on the
basis of content, and such interpretation inevitably begins from unproven
expectations of laconism. More perverse, as Higgins observed in 1977, ‘in
an abandoning of logic’, the Lakedaimonion Politeia is then taken to prove
Xenophon’s laconism.*® Although the placement of the fourteenth chapter
remains constant in our manuscript tradition, some have joined it to
chapter one or swapped it with fifieen.*” Such manipulation suggests that
wherever the section belongs, it represents a later addition. As Bianco
notes, however, accepting the dates proposed for the work on the basis of
chapter fourteen proves unwise when the very unity of the work remains
contested.*® We must therefore concede that no objective means of dating
the Lakedaimonion Politeia presently exist beyond placing it in the first
half of the fourth century.

Audience and Circulation

Ascertaining the immediate circulation, reception and purpose of the
Lakedaimonion Politeia appears an equally tortuous task. Its proposed
recipients vary as widely as its possible composition date(s). The present
spectrum ranges from all Greeks® to just ane, Callias the Athenian.2 In

7 Chrimes 1948, p. 17; Rebenich 1998, p. 26; Humble 2004, p. 215; Gray 2007, p.
42, 390s: Bazin 1885, pp. iii, 36; Rebenich 1998, pp. 24-5; Bianco 1996, pp. 23-4;
Lipka 2002, p. 13 but chapter 14 dated between 394 and 371 p. 10; Ollier 1934, pp.
xxi uncertain, xxix though on the assumption of a tone of anger at Athens dates
chapter fourteen to 378. 380s: c. 388-80 Delebecque 1957, p. 195; c. 386/5
Luccioni 1947, p. 165; 370s; 378 - Momigliano 1936, pp. 172-3; Higgins 1977, p.
163, n. 68; Meulder 1989, p. 81 c. 377-71; 371 Breitenbach 1967, col. 1752; 360s:
Gray 2007, p. 43; 350s: Jacgar 1986, pp. 326 n. 56; 344 n, 170; Cartledge 1987, p.
57.

8 Higgins 1977, p. 66.

> One: Chrimes 1948, p. 7, cf. Lipka 2002, p. 29 Chrimes extends the argument of
Wulff 1884, pp. 44-49, 53 ff., 59 ff; Fifteen: Bazin 1885, pp. vi, 268-71; Ollier
1934, p. ix, xii-xiii, xvi; Luccioni 1947, p. 168 n. 179,

%0 Bianco 1996, p. 13.

31 Luccioni 1947, pp. 170-1 as propaganda; Tigerstedt 1965, p. 168, though
especially Athens; Rebenich 1998 pp. 24-5 all Greeks under Spartan influence;
Gray 2007, p. 43 suggests that smaller poleis could apply its message and model
for reform. -

52 Meulder 1989, pp. 82, 86; cf. Bianco 1996, p. 17.
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between, one finds proposals that the work was directed towards all
Athenians,™ ‘aristocratic’ Athenian youths,* those who thought that .
educated their young nobly,* laconophiles® and critics of Agesilaus.
Expectations of Xenophon’s Spartan bias are again apparent. It is often
understood as a piece of pro-Spartan propaganda composed to justify
Spartan hegemony,®® or Xenophon’s association with Sparta during the
Corinthian War (395-87).” The latter conflict remains central to the
tinresolved debate over the cause and date of Xenophon’s exile. Yet many
who understand the Lakedaimonion Politeia as propaganda also have
proposedﬂmt,althougthearlyinﬂmfomﬂwenﬂny,ﬂmwork(aloné
with its later additions) was published only posthumously, i.e. after 354.
If correct, the work’s alleged force as propaganda dissipates, along with its
supposed anti-democratic tone. For, as Yunis’s assessment of Demosthenes
and Aeschines reiterates, Greek sudiences would have understood the
treatise differently in the 350s when the geo-political landscape of Greece
had changed and fower tensions between Athens and Sparta existed.”! As
Xenophon himself offers no dedication or explanation of the work’s
intended beneficiaries, and we are wholly ignorant of the work’s initial
reception, each interpretation holds merit. Yet by suspending pro-Spartan
expectations and contextualizing the work’s themes alongside other
Xenophontic works an altogether different emphasis emerges.

The Lakedaimonion Politeia: The Proem

Xenophon’s proem outlines a hypothesis explored throughout the work.
Spartan ascendancy resulted from their epitadewmata (ways of living). The

' suggestion recalis the funeral orations presented by Pericles in Thucydides

and Socrates in the Menexenus, where both understand the quality of
citizens to reflect the quality of the politieia producing them.5 The proem

53 Ollier 1934, p. xxviii as a challenge to Athenians; Chrimes 1948, p. 32 claimed
that its dialect is Attic and thus it is “virtually certain’; Tigerstedt 1965, p. 168;
Rawson 1969, p. 33; Lipka 2002, pp. 13, 32, 132, followed by Kroeker 2009, p.
203 n. 25.

%4 Lipka 2002, p. 32; Chrimes 1948, p. 32.

5 Proietti 1987, p. 49.

56 Chrimes 1948, pp. 30-2.

57 Meulder 1989, p. 81; though Lipka 2002, p. 13 rejects a Spartan audience.

*8 Ollier 1934 pp. xvili, xod ff; xxix; Luccioni 1947, pp. 160, 163, 165, 171.

* Specifically his presence at the Battle of Coroneia in 394; cf. Lipka 2002, p. 32.
0 1.ipka 2002, p. 37; Ollier 1934, pp. xvi-xvii; Luccioni 1947, pp. 1734.

© Yunis 1996.

% Thucydides 2.34 ff., Plato, Menexenus 478c-d.
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and summative transitions at Lakedaimonion Politeia 5.1 and 11.1-suggest
that the work comprises five main parts after 1.2 (1) practices specific to
age groups (1.3-4.7); (2) practices applicable to all (52-10.8); (3) martial
practices (11.2-13.10); (4) an ‘assessment of the continnity of Spartan
_ habits (14); and (5) Spartan kingship as the lone uninterrupted practice
(15). Combined with Xenophon’s Agesilaus and Cyropaedia, the work
offers an idealised account of the ‘nuriure’ and ‘education’ of Spartan and
Persian rivals. Its content therefore supplements the knowledge outlined
by Socrates in Xenophon’s Memorabilia and Plato’s Alcibiades 1. In both
Socrates guides ambitious Athenians to acquire self-knowledge and to
become usefid citizens, that is to enhance Athenian democracy and its
standing in Hellas.

Although no immediate link between Plato’s Alcibiades I and
Xenophon’s Lakedaimonién Politeia exists, Xenophon’s work offers an
Athenian audience precisely the same means of acquiring political self-
knowledge that Plato’s Socrates offers Alcibiades.® In the Alcibiades I,
Plato outlines an educational paradigm for attaining self-knowledge to
ensble Alcibiades to successfully rival Athenian adversaries.* Not yet
twenty years old, Alcibiades intends to speak in the assembly immsanently
and aspires to lead the democracy.*® Despite his confidence in his innate
advantages, namely wealth, birth and an education that surpassed Athenian
competitors, Socrates chides Alcibiades that he is unprepared to enter
political life.% It is not the Athenian demagogues, but the kings of Sparta
and Persia who represent the true adversaries of Athens and thus of
Alcibiades himself, Success requires besting domestic and foreign rivals.
Socrates’ reasoning is straightforward. Athens goes to war with both

polities and so competes with both to win power and prestige.” Although -
and

Plato’s Socrates offers an overview of the lineages,”® educations®
wealth™ of the Kings of Sparta and Persia, he curtails a fuller discussion of
the ‘nurture’ and ‘education’ of Alcibiades® adversaries as doing so proves

& Denyer 2001, p. 11 dates Plato’s Alcibiades I to the 350s; the proposed range
covers 390 to the 350s.

 Plato, Alcibiades I, 124b-c.

%5 Plato, Alcibiades I, 105a-106c.

% Plato, Alcibiades 1, 118b-c.

7 Plata, Alcibiades I, 124a-b;120a.

S8 Plato, Alcibiades I, 120e, 121a.

% Pplato, Alcibiades I, 121e-122¢.

™ Plato, Alcibiades I, 122e-123c.
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‘too much of a deed”.”* One might understand Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion
Politeia to fill this void,

Age Specific Practices

The Lakedaimonion Politeia’s first chapter records unique eugenic

ices attributed to Sparta.” Their discussion might prompt modern
andiences to recall twentieth-century totalitarianism, though Xenophon’s
intellectual context offers a parallel emphasis. Plato’s Socrates invoked the
examination of newborn Spartans to demonstrate that Alcibiades takes too
much pride in his own birth.” In tum, chapter two outlines the education
of young Spartans that Xenophon contrasts with ‘those Who think that they
educate their children most beautifully’.’”® Although no other poleis are
mentioned explicitly, Plato’s Alcibiades suggests that elite Athenians
would understand Xenophon as commenting on their practices.

Xenophon speaks of slave pedagogues who direct non-Spartans to
learn music, letters and athletics just as Plato’s Socrates faults Alcibiades’
education in music, letters and athletics under the care of Zopryus, said to
be the most useless slave of Pericles.”” Coping with the educational
autonomy facing the Athenian elite and discovering the best education
consistently emerge as a challenge in Socratic works. In contrast, all
Spartan boys are said to undergo a common education. Aristotle highlighted
this habit alongside shared meals and attempts to bar distinction on the
basis of wealth as prompting ‘many’ fourth-century Greeks to believe that
Sparta was actually a democracy.”® The perception raises additional
questions best developed elsewhere, though they are also the themes of
chapters five, six and seven of Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion Politeia.”

Athenian ‘civic’ education, is outlined and rejected in Plato’s Apology
and Theaetetus, but invoked by Aeschines as supplementing the otherwise
inadequate education offered through music and gymnastics.” In the
Lakedaimonion Politeia Xenophon does not attack this civic, (read:
‘democratic’) education instilled through daily life and participation in the

7! Plato, Alcibiades I, 122b.

™ Xenophon, Lakedaimonién Politeia,1.3-1.0.

™ Plato, Alcibiades I, 121a-b,123¢; for similar criticism of Alcibiades and Critias,
cf. Memorabilia 1.2.25.

by Lakedaimonion Politeia, 2.1.

S Plato, Alcibiades I, 122b.

76 Aristotle, Politics, IV, 1294°19-30.

ki Lakedaimonion Politeia, 5, 6 and 7.

7 Plato, Apology, 24d-258; Theaetetus, 172¢ ff; Aeschines 3.246.
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Athenian democracy. Rather, Xenophon rejects the practices of the
Athenian elite, who possessed sufficient leisure and means to allow their
sons to pursue specialised education, the same demographic presumed to
imitate Sparta. Xemnophon’s rebuke highlights that the competing and
unstructured methods of education in Athens the Athenian elite
from those of more modest means and simultaneously left the Athenian
elite worse off than their Spartan rivals. The qualities instilled by Sparta’s
education are those imbued by nature and poverty. Inadequate food,
shelter and clothing prompt the attainment of endurance of extremes and
with them, the moderation of physical appetites. Like Socrates and
Xenophon’s Persians, the divine gradually acclimated Athenians of
modest means through nature and necessity.” Whereas other Greeks,
specifically wealthy Athenians, softened their sons’ fest with sandals,
Spartan boys were required to go without, like Socrates and the sophists.*

This is not to suggest that Xenophon desired Athenians to force their
young to go without proper food or clothing; rather it forms an important
first step of acquiring self-knowledge. Presented with an extreme, perhaps
ahistorical ideal, Xenophon highlights the willingness of Athenian rivals
to sacrifice and endure suffering. It represents a vital step towards helping
deluded youths realise that their birth, wealth, and education were
inadequate. If they wished to attain prosperity, enhance their own
reputation and the standing of Athens, they must undertake toil and be
willing to endure suffering.

Practices Applicable to All

The second section of the treatise repeatedly emphasises discipline and
obedience. Xenophon does not praise Sparta directly, but Lycurgus, the
mythical lawgiver, who instilled discipline and subdued the most powerful
Spartans with their willing consent. That Lycurgus is praised for having
‘compelled public servants to practice virtue’ does not sit well with
modern expectations of democracy.” Indeed when determining that the
Lakedaimonion Politeia represents an external/rejectionist critique of
Athenian democracy, Kroeker suggested that Xenophon’s ‘significant
criticism* amounted to advocating Spartan discipline over ‘the
foundational Athenian democratic principle of personal freedom’.*
Kroeker followed Lipka’s comparison of Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion

" Xenophon, Cyropaedia 6.1.25 ff.

% Plato, Phaedrus, 229a.

81 Xenophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia 10.4.
£ Kroeker 2009, p. 204.
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Politeia with Pericles® fimeral oration, itself lauded as the ‘most eloquent
exposition of the Athenian democratic system® in which Athens is defined
in opposition to Sparta.® Whereas Spartans endure painful education,
Athenian citizens are said to be fres to act as they wish.* This division in
the rhetoric of war also underpinned Popper’s view of Athens as the open
society and Sparta as the closed society par excellence®® Yet such
interpretations become untenable in light of the internal consistency of
Hhucydides, the full speech of Pericles and Xenophon’s own emphasis on
ﬁlepmsuasionofLycwgus,saidtobesosgowmﬂ:atﬂmmostpowmﬁﬂare
alleged to prefer death to a shameful life.

While Sparta is understood as opposing freedom in Pericles’ speech,
Thucydides also recounted that the Corinthians urged Sparta to oppose
Athenian power in the debates preceding the Pe! ian War on the
basis that Athens was behaving like a ‘tyrant polis*.”’ Sparta is there called
to live up to its own fiction as zhe opponent of tyranmy in all its forms.
Moreover, the funeral oration also: (1) co-opts Sparta’s trademark
discipline; (2) reveals that idealised Athenian democracy possessed
methods of enforcing civic virtue similar to Lycurgus, and (3) that
Xenophon not only agrees with the elder Pericles but also authored a
Socratic dialogue presenting Pericles’ advice to Pericles’ son.

While Xenophon betrays his belief that obedience and discipline were
essential for communal success, this stance is compatible with our
reconstructed theory of ancient democracy. Pericles proclaims that
Athenians were free to live as they wished, but such ‘individual’ freedom
dissipates rapidly. The speech honouring the war dead removes all
individual accolades and appropriates them for the wider Athenian
community.®® They made this sacrifice because we enabled them to do so.
Our needs override the needs and wants of the few. Pericles here invokes
Athens’s own epitadeumata (ways of living). Their kin are implored to
follow the example of the dead and produce more sons to serve Athens,

% Lipka 2002, p. 21. Donlan 1999, p. 125; Roberts 1994, p. 41; Popper 1945, pp.
35, 163; though an ancient scholiast understood the speech to reflect Athens was
actually an aristocracy cf. Hude 1928, p. 131; Larsen, 1948, p. 14, also Loraux’s
glioposalthatmheniandemomcyappropnmdmstocratwtems, 1986, pp. 16,

# Thucydides 2.37.2; 2.39.

_: Popper 1945, p. 164,

Xenophan, Lakedaimonion Politeia 8.5-9.1.
57 Thucydides 1.124.3.
8 Thucydides 2.44-45.
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recalling the judgment of the Corinthians that Athenians deploy their
bodies in the service of Athens as if they belonged to another.*

'I‘hsverypassagethatinvokesAﬂ:minnmxtonnmyandispresmdto
reflect the ideal of individual freedom actually ends by nofing that
Athenisns are checked by “fear’.’® Shame at being thought useless drives
men to participate, while the mark of cowardice is said to sting more than
death®! Even in the ideal of the funeral oration, Pericles reminds his
audience that they must ‘always be obedient to the magistrates and the
laws, both those written and unwritten’.”? He invokes the oath taken by all
male Athenians, which bound them to obey the law of Athens.” Both
Athenian democrats and Spartans are deterred by fear and social
expectations.Eachevokesﬂ:emesenthnentsandmaniplﬂaﬁonsdeemed
totalitarian and anti-democratic in the similarly exaggerated Sparta of the
Lakedaimonion Politeia.

Nor is the funeral oration unique. With respect to broader democratic
discourse, both Aeschines and pseudo-Andocides proclaimed that the
salvation of Athens lay with the obedience of citizens to laws and
magish'ates;whﬂehlhisspwchusedtopmsemnemeyomgm'Alcibiade&
Lysiasspokeofgooddmnocratsﬁearingﬂlelawmorathanfoesona
battlefield ™ The litigant emphasises that the lofty task of enforcement fell
to the Athenians convened in court. Such men were entrusted by the
commmityandbmmdbythﬂiroaﬂastomake‘ﬂmsedisordeﬂyindividuals
more moderate’.” Men behave well when they “fear the laws and you [the
démos) % Lysias’s first speech, itself addressing adultery, likewise
invoked this fear brought to bear through the courts, for the vote of the
citizen judges carried the ‘most sovereign power in the polis’ and
empowered the laws.” Moreover, the supposed dichotomy between rigid
Spartan training and the ‘innate bravery® of the Athenians, which scholars
allege signifies a commitment to individuality, actually opposes ancient
democratic theory and practice. Contrary to the alleged division of
Athenians living however they please and Spartans enduring forced

® Thucydides 1.70.6.

* Thucydides 2.37.3.

! Thucydides 2.40.2; 2.43.6.

2 Thucydides 2.37.3.

% Hornblower 1991, pp. 300-303; Siewert 1977, pp. 105, 107; Bosworth 2000, p.
16.

% Aeschines 1.6, 221; pseudo-Andocides 4.19.; Lysias 14.15.

95 Lysias 14.12.

% [ ysias 14.10.

97 1.ysias 1.36.
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discipline, both poleis required, in fact compelled, civic discipline and
obedience that the community enforced.

In her examination of Pericles’ speech, Loraux observes that in order
to praise the Athenian war dead as ‘aristocratic warriors’, the epitaphioi
deliberately avoided discussions of military techné (acquired skill). Donﬁ
so ‘conceals the maritime war which requires very extensive training’.
ghat Xenophon’s outlook was compatible with democratic expectations
find that his Lakedaimonion Politeia actually could be used to realign the
elite of Athens with the democracy’s ideals becomes apparent when the
treatise is read alongside his Memorabilia. There, the younger Pericles
alleges that as of 406 Athens appears a long ‘way from i
kalokagathia as a whole, for “evil and vice grow within the city, and
enmity and hatred of one another appears among the citizens’.™ To
illustrate his point, Pericles invokes Spartan excellence and claims that, in
contrast to contemporary Athenians, the Spartans honoured their elders,
maintained their bodies and obeyed their leaders.'® None are virtues
unique to a particular constitution type, and it is Pericles the Younger, a
democratically elected general, who condemns Athenians as undisciplined.
In contrast Socrates, the alleged critic of democracy, implores Pericles to
take heart. : :

Socrates argues that Athens is already on its way to virtue, for most of
its citizens are obedient and disciplined. In support of this assertion,
Socrates asks Pericles if he does not see:

how well disciplined they are with respect to their navy, how orderly they
obey the ones overseeing their training for gatherings of gymnastic
contests, and with respect to the choruses, are they not second to none at
obeying their chorus leaders?'”!

Xenophon’s praise for the thetes, the poorest Athenians who manned the
fleet, ought not be minimised, for Socrates continues:

For this, let me tell you, is strange — these ones fthe rowers, the athletes,
and the choruses] set their minds to obey the ones in command, but the
hoplites and the cavalrymen, the ones seeming to be preferred over all
other citizens as beautiful and good [kalokagathia), [set their minds] to be

98 1 oraux 1986, p. 151.

% Xenophon, Hellenica 1.6.1-1.7.35; Xenophon, Memorabilia 3.5.15; 3.5.17.
100 X enophon, Memorabilia 3.5.15-6.

101 Xenophon, Memarabilia 3.5.18.
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the most disobedient of all.'?

XenophonherelaudsthedémosandattacksﬂmseAﬂmniansprwunedw
have embraced superficial laconic affectation. By invoking and praising
Athens’s naval discipline in the Memorabilia, Xenophon does what the
ofﬁcialmﬂogyofdemocracyfaﬂedtodo:acknowledgeandpraiseﬂm
‘non-aristocratic’ element of Athenian society. Xenophon’s implicit
referenoetoﬁaedisciplineofﬁepooreﬁAtheniansasexhibiﬁng
commendatmyorderlmessstandsindirectopposiﬁontou-adiﬁoml
criﬁquesofdmnomcy,suchasﬂmtofMegabymsmHm'odoms’acoom
of the Persians’ constitutional debate.'™

Xenophon’s Memorabilia and Lakedaimonion Politeia complement
one snother. The exchange between Pericles the Younger and Socrates
illuswesﬂmt,asaﬁvalofSpmaforhegemony,Athensmustmatch
SpminvirWeandﬁmtﬂleweaklinkliesatﬂletopofAthaniansociety.
Thedialoguereﬂm'atesthatanyhnpliedcriﬁcismofAﬂlensevideminthe
Lakedaimonion Politeia was not directed at the demos or democracy, but
atthemostpowerﬁllandinﬂuenﬁalAthenians,whomXenophondepicts
asmecauseofAthmiandisorder.Aswithﬁ:efaultXenophonﬁndswilh
elite education, Xenophon blames those swho think themselves to be kalos
kagathos’,ﬁ'omwhoseranksAﬂlensh'adiﬁonallydrewilsleaders,and
whose members represent the cross-section of Athenian society presumed
tobenahnallaconophil&Xenophm’sobsmaﬁonin&eLakedahnonlén
Politeia that ‘with respect to other poleis, the chief men of rank and
inﬂuencedonotwishtosemntosmndinaweofﬂlearchons,bmﬁﬁnkthis
tobesarvﬂe:bmmSpamﬂmstmngestmenmmostsubordinatetoﬂae
archons’ enhances this paralleL'®

The Lakedaimonion Politeia rebukes powerful, but deluded, Athenians
andsuggeststhat,alﬂmughmeymayimitateSpartanmanners
superﬁciaﬂy,ﬂleyﬂﬂtodupﬁeateSpm'ta’sideaﬁsedobediemetomelaws
and officials of the polis. Xenophon shares this expectation with the Attic
Orators,ﬁ'omwhoseworksmodemscholarshavesoughttoreoonsu'ucta
ﬂlemyofancientdemomcy.Evmiflmdm'stoodasrqmsemaﬁveofa
resistant subculture opposed to democracy, therefore, Xenophon
sxmultaneouslycouldreahgnAthnmanlacomserswnhtheSparlmmnage
and their democratic oaths.

12 Yenophon, Memorabilia 3.5.19. Gray 2004, pp. 14-15 likewise recognises the
assage’s democratic significance.
® Herodotus 3.81.1-2 outlines their unrivalled ignorance and hybris; cf, Ostwald
2000, p. 19.
104 ¥ enophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia 8.2.
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Spartan Military Practices

Having completed his account of the dai practices of the Spartans,
Xenophon shifts to consider Sparta at war.'® Rather than turn to the class
ofprofessionalteachersofwar,whoseknowledgeXenophonattacksas
limitedandoﬁ‘eredonlyfora&e,XmophnnpresemsAﬂmnianaudienoes
yith a compelling alternative.!% The Lakedaimonion Politeia contains an
overview of traditional Spartan military practices witnessed first-hand by
an author who was himself a spectator of; if not a participant in, Sparten
eampaignsinAsiaandGmeeeandhadledsoldiersmcombatalongside
SpartansintheAnabasis.Xenophondemonsuateshispossessionoﬁand
thusc?gacitytoteach,oneaspectofknowledgeessenﬁalforhisided
orator.

In the Memorabilia Xenophon outlined that those aspiring to lead the
democracymustadviseAﬁlenswhenﬂaepoIisdelibmatedonquesﬁonsof
war. To do so effectively, and thus to be a useful Athenian, it is necessary
to know the power of your city and of its opponents’.'® Xenophon offers
Athenians a means to evaluate Sparta’s military capacity from the
mundane (the appearance, attire, and equipment of Spartan soldiers)'® to
the essential"'® (their precise units and formations, combat tactics, methods
of camp selection and organization),'" as well as the duties of Spartan
Kings as hereditary generals."? In turn, the discussion in chapter thirteen
ofﬂleknowledgeandsldllsrequiredofSpartankingsoncampaign

'desinsightintothedutiesofagenm'aLXenophondemnedsuch
knowledgeessenﬁnlforleadingAlhenimtroopsandretmnsustoﬂle
ml?etween aspiringAthenianleadersandSpartanldngomlinedby

105 ¥enophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia 11.2-13.5.

106 OoF Lipka 2002 198; Xenophon, Memorabilia 3.1.9-11; Cyropaedia 1.6.12-14.
197 K enophon, Memarabilia 3.6; Aristotlc, Rhetoric, 1359°7.

108 % enophon, Memorabilia 3.6.8.

it Lakedaimonion Politeia, 11.3.

110 ¥enophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia, 11.4 ff.

11 Xenophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia, 12.1-7.

12 ¥enophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia, 13.1-5.

113 ¥enophon, Memorabilia, 3.1.1-3.
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Discontinuity: Chapter Fourteen and the Divide
between Ideal and Practice

The fourteenth chapter begins: “if anyone should ask me if even now the
laws of Lycurgus seem fo me to remain inviolste, by Zeus, 1 would not
reply confidently.”’™ Sparta has lost its hegemony over willing allies.
Whereas the Hellenes once sought Spartan leadership, they now unite to
oppose Spartan aspirations,'”® Xenophon closes his editorial with his
strangest rebuke of all: ‘it is obvious that they obey neither the god nor the
laws of Lycurgns’.'’® We are reminded of the weight Xenophon placed on
the consultation of Delphi in chapter eight as part of the lawmaker’s
strategy. Having acquired divine approval for the laws, their violation
amounts not to mere disobedience, but religious sacrilege.’” This
condemnation resonates with Xenophon’s condemnation of Sparta’s
seizure of the Theban Cadmea.'”® Scholars have found fault with the
chapter’s emphasis for its alleged violation of our safest assumptions,
namely that (a) Xenophon was a committed laconophile,'"” and (b) that the
wark praises Sparta; yet no such inconsistency presents itself.

This allegedly shocking assessment merely returns us to the proem of
the work where Xenophon drew a direct correlation between Spartan
epitadeumata (ways of living) and Spartan power. The hypothesis permits
discussion of how Sparta had become the most powerful polis in Greece as
well as how it then lost such pre-eminence.”® Xenophon reports his
findings by outlining traditional practices from 1.3 to 13.10, which
ultimately awards praise to Lycurgus for cleverly securing obedience, an
end not unique to Sparta but, as has been shown, one to which Athenian
democracy also aspired. The same prompt permits Xenophon to assess the
continuity of such practices and thus speak on another tenet of his thought:
the potential for virtue and hegemony to wax and wane,

This judgement is consistent with Xenophon’s broader thought. In the
Memorabilia Xenophon’s Socrates speaks of an individual’s epitadeumata
determining their overall welfare. Good habits fortify health; bad habits

114 Xenophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia,14.1.

115 X enophon, Lakedaimanion Politeia, 14.6.

116 Xenophon, Lakedaimonian Politeia, 14.7.

17 Xenophon, Lakedaimanion Politeia 8.5.

118 Xenophon, Hellenica 5.4.1.

115 Bazin 1885, p. vi; Chrimes 1948 p. 3; Tigerstedt 1965, p. 169; Lipka 2002, p.
10. ‘

120 ¥ enophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia, 1.1.
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bring sickness.” A book earlier, in the passage discussed at length,
Pericles expressed concern for the decay of traditional Athenian
epitadeumata. Xenophon partrays Cyrus similarly as fretting for the
Persians and Teleutias for the Spartans,’® Throughout his corpus
Xenophon proposed that individuals and poleis were not innately virtuous,
They could realise virtue, but then faced an altogether new struggle to
maintain such excellence.” I therefore second Humble’s view that
hapter fourteen does not oppose the remainder of the work, but logically
flows from those preceding it.'* The work’s first thirteen chapters record
traditional practices reputed to have enabled the polis to attain collective

_virtue and martial success; its fourteenth highlights decay and its cost.

Continuous Kingship

The placement of the fifteenth chapter has invited further speculation,
notably that it should follow thirteen, where Xenophon outlines the
military role of Spartan kings. Yet its theme and closing hexameters make
its ultimate position in the manuscript tradition logical. Having assessed
the discontinuities between Sparta of the present and its idealised past,
Xenophon closes the wark with a discussion of the sole institution that
remains unchanged since its inception: the compact between the polis and
its kings.'?® Such stability is underscored by Xenophon’s assertion in the
final chapter that sttests to their obedience to their osths. The resulting
narrative has been thought to obscure Sparta’s constitution and prompted
suggesﬁonsthatXmo&hnnwishedtoemphasiseSparta’spoliteiaasbeing
distinctly monarchic.'’ Rather than embracing monarchy, however, the
passage reminds us that in Sparta sovereignty does not rest with the kings.
Like in Athens, Spartan magistrates are understood as accountable to, and
serving, the legitimate sovereign power. At Sparta, Xenophon suggests, it
isﬁ:eephmswhomluaioi(sovm%n)andﬂmsabletoﬁne,depose,
imprison and charge any magistrate.”” At Athens, it is the démos that is

121 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 4.2.31.
12 Xenophon, Memorabilia, 3.5, especially 3.5.14.

123 % enophon, Cyropaedia, 3.3.49-50; 53. Xenophon, Hellenica, 5.1.13 ff.
2 Memarabilia 1.2.24; 3.5.13-14; Cyropaedia 1.5.75.

125 Humble 2004, p. 221.
126 Yenophon, Lakedaimonian Politeia, 15.1; on this point I am in agreement with
Proietti 1987, pp. 45,74; cf. Xenophon, Agesilaus 1.2,4 for praise of ‘continuous

127 G Bordes 1982, p. 194-5.
128 Xenophon, Lakedaimonion Politeia, 8.4.
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kurios.'” Spartan kings enjoy their station and lead in war and ritual but
dosoaulywhentheyabldebyandupholdmeesmbhshedlawsmToan
Agesilaus it reads as praise, to an ambitious Athenian, caution.

Conclusions

Putting aside misplaced expectations of Xenophon’s laconism, the fifteen
chapters of his Lakedaimonion Politeia may be divided into five sections
that logically follow from one to the next as they have been preserved in
our manuscript tradition. The work’s language coheres with Xenophon’s
wider writing, and his authorship of the Lakedaimonion Politeia cannot be
excluded on the basis of its themes and content or dismissed as ‘a strictly
rejectionist’ work that attacks Athenian democracy.'>! This is neither the
only nor the likeliest message fourth-century Greek audiences could have
drawn.

The Lakedaimonion Politeia can be understood alongside Xenophon’s
wider moral purpose in writing and as reiterating a universal tenet of
Xenophon's thought applicable to the leading powers of his era. To any
possible Spartan audiences, Xenophon could be understood to call for the
realignment of daily practice with their earlier ‘Lycurgean’ ideal. In
Walzerian terms, the work’s fourteenth chapter signals that any grum
readers could understand the work as a form of ‘internal criticism’,
suchaudﬂom)(enophonassmnesthemanﬂeofanomlderwhoenm
‘into local practices and arrangements’ thereby appearing to any Spartan
audience(s) as a connected critic drawing on mutually agreed-upon
values.'® If, however, we must read the instances of ‘other Greeks’ as
specifically speaking to Athenians, it should be reiterated that neither the
demos nor democracy are criticised.

Xenophon reserves his praise almost exclusively for Lycurgus and his
capacity to persuade even the most powerful to obey the laws and
magistrates, while fifth- and fourth-century Athenian rhetoric demonstrates
that even explicit praise for Sparta need not necessitate rejection of
democracy. The Lakedaimonion Politeia does not reject or seek to replace
democracy with Spartan institutions. Rather it attacks those who aspired

12 1 ysias 1.36; Demosthenes 3.30; 13.31; Aristophanes, Acharnians I. 19; ps.
Ansmtle, Athénaion Politeia 43.4.

Lakedaimonion Politeia, 15.2; 15.7.
131 Rroeker 2009 pp. 202fF, especially 206.
132 walzer 1987, p. 38.
133 Walzer 1987, p. 38. Bianco 1996, p. 24 similarly highlights the potential reform
of Sparta rather than being *anti-Athenian’.
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to become, or already thought themselves to be, ‘beamtiful and good’
(kalokagathia) but failed to serve their community. Whether their measure
was Spartan or Athenian, Xenophon elsewhere singled out their behaviour
at the close of the Peloponnesian War as worthy of criticism, Just as
Plato’s Socrates called Alcibiades to self-knowledge, Xmophons
'I'hrasybulusrebukedtheohgarchsofmmcometoknowﬂ:msalves.
Some of these oligarchs have been equated with the allegedly

“aristocratic circle of laconisers historically asserted to form the

Lakedaimonion Politeia’s principal audience. To this end the kings of
Sparta serve as a paradigm worthy of the attention of Athenians aspiring to
lead, like Alcibiades and Critias, whose generation had twice disobeyed
and inverted the laws of Athens and its democracy in 411 and 404. Spartan
kings provide the same measure of virtue that they do in Plato’s Alcibiades
Imtleastbemusemesystemwasdem%edtomodﬂatensocmm
‘tyrannical spirit® (tyrarmikon phronéma).”> Xenophon’s treatise chastised
such auditors for thinking themselves superior by emulating Spartan
mannemandattn'e,yetihilmgtoobeyﬂmlawsandmaglsmtesofmhm
as their Spartan counterparts,”*® It is equally true that if they were to re-
align with the Spartan ideals they professed to admire, Xenophon could
simuitaneously enhance Athenian democracy by helping to diminish such
disorder, itself a desired end expressed throughout democratic discourse.
To fourth-century Athenians, therefore, Xenophon’s Lakedaimonion
Politeia did not deviate from democratic ideology; it reiterated and
reinforced it. .

Bibliography

_Adams, John (1787). Defence of the Constitutions of the United States,

Vol. 1, London.
Anderson, J. K. (1964). ‘Xenophon “Respublica Lacedaemoniorum™ 1. 11.
10°, Classical Philology 59.3, pp. 175-8.
Azoulay, Vincent (2004). Xénophon et Les Grdces du pouvoir, Paris.
Balcer, Jack (1983). ‘The Greeks and the Persians: The Processes of

Acculturation®, Historia 32.3, pp. 257-67.
Bazin, Hippolyte (1885). La République des Lacédémoniens de Xénophon:
étude sur la situation intérieure de Sparte, Paris.

134 Xenophon Hellenica 2.4.40-1.

135 plato Alcibiades 1, 124a-b. Xenophon Lakedaimonion Politeia, 15.8; note the
*)amllel to Plato’s immoderate fyrannikon ti phronzma, Republic 9.573b-c.

36 Xenophon Memorabilia 3.5.18.



32 Re-reading the Lakedaimonion Politeia and Re~thinking Xenophon

Bianco, Di Elsabetta (1996). ‘Il capitilo XIV della Lakedaimonion Politeia
attribuita a Senofonte’, Musewm Helveticum 53, pp. 12-24.

Bordes, Jacqueline (1982). Politeia dans la pensée grecque jusqu’a
Aristote, Paris.

Bosworth, A. B. (2000). ‘The Historical Context of Thucydldw’ Funeral
Oration’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies 120, pp. 1-16.

Bowden, Hugh (2005). Classical Athens and the Delphic Oracle,

Cambridge.

Breitenbach, H. R. (1967). ‘Xenophon’ in Real-Encyclopdadie in der
klassischen Altertumswissenschaft, eds. A. Pauly, G. Wissowa, and W.
Kroll, Band IX.A,2 Vulcanius-Zenius: 1567-1928,

Cartledge, Paul (2009). Anciemt Greek Political Thought in Practice,

Cambridge.

—. (1987). Agesilaos and the Crisis of Sparta, London.

Chrimes, K. M. T. (1949). Ancient Sparta: A Re-examination of the
Evidence, Manchester.

— (1948). The Respublica Lacedaemoniorum ascribed to Xenophon: Its
Mamnuscript Tradition and General Significance, Manchester.

Davies, John K. (1971). Athenian Propertied Families: 600-300 B.C.,
Oxford.

Delebecque, Edouard (1957). Essai sur la vie Xénophon, Paris,

De Sola Pool, Ithiel, et al. (1970). The Prestige Press: A Comparative
Study of Political Symbols, London.,

De Ste. Croix, G. E. M. (1981). The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek
World, London.

Donlan, Walter (1999). Aristocratic Ideal, Wauconda, IL.

Finley, Moses Israel (1962). ‘Athenian Demagogues’, Past and Present
21, pp. 3-24.

Fisher, Nick (2001). Aeschines: Against Timarchos, Oxford.

Gemet, Louis (1983). ‘La notion de démocratie chez les Grecs’ in Les
Grecs sans miracle: textes 1903-1960 réunis et présentés par Riccardo
di Donato, Paris.

Gish, D. and Ambler, W. (2009). ‘Political Thought of Xenophon’, Polis
26.2, pp. 1814.

Gray, Vivienne (2007). Xenophon on Government, Cambridge.

—. (2004). ‘Le Socrate de Xénophon et la démocratie’, Les éfudes
Dphilosophigues, pp. 141-76.

Harris, Edward (1995). Aeschines and Athenian Politics, Oxford.

Higgins, William (1977). Xenophon the Athenian: The Problem of the
Individual and the Society of the Polis, Albany, NY.

Hornblower, Simon (1991). A Commentary on Thucydides, Vol. 1, Oxford.

Christopher A. Farrell 33

.Hude, C. (1927). Scholia in Thucydidem ad optimos codices collata,

Leipzig.

Humble, Noreen (2007). *Xenophon, Aristotle, and Plutarch on Sparta’ in
The Contribution of Ancient Sparta to Political Thought and Practice,
eds. Paul Cartledge, Kostas Buraselis, Nikos Birgalias, Alexandria, pp.
291-302,

—. (2004). ‘The Author, Date and Purpose of Chapter 14 of the
®  Lakedaimonion Politeia’ in Xenophon and his World, ed. Christopher
Tuplin, Stuttgart, pp. 215-28.

—. (2003). ‘Sophrosyné Revisited: Was it Ever a Spartan Virtue?’ in
Sparta: Beyond the Mirage, eds. A. Powell and S. Hodkinson, London,
pp- 85-109,

Jaeger, Werner (1986). Paideia: The Ideals of Greek Culture, trams.
Gilbert Highet, Oxford.

Jones, A. H. M. (1953). ‘The Athenian Democracy and its Critics’,
Cambridge Historical Journal 11.1, pp. 1-26.

Judson, Herrman (2009). Hyperides Funeral Oration, Oxford.

Kroeker, Ron (2009). “Xenophon as a Critic of the Athenian Democracy’,
History of Political Thought 30.2, pp. 197-228.

Larsen, J. A. O, (1972). ‘Cleisthenes and the Development of the Theory
of Democracy at Athens’ in Essays in Political Theory: Presented to
George H. Sabine, eds. Milton R. Konvitz and Arthur E. Murphy, Port
Washington, NY.

Lipka, Michael (2002). Xenophon'’s Spartan Constitution: Introduction,
Text, Commentary, Berlin.

Loraux, Nicole (1986). The Invention of Athens: The Funeral Oration in
the Classical City, trans, Alan Sheridan, Cambridge.

Luccioni, Jean (1947). Les idées politiques et sociales de Xénophon, Paris,

MacDowell, Douglas M. (1986). Spartan Law, Edi

Meulder, M. (1989). ‘La date et la cohérence de la Républigue des
Lacédémoniens de Xénophon’, L 'Antiquité classique 58, pp. 71-87.

Miller, Margaret (1997). Athens and Persia in the Fifth Century BC: A
Study in Cultural Receptivity, Cambridge.

Momigliano, Arnaldo (1936). ‘Per I'umith logica della Lakedaimonion
politeia di Senofonte’, Rivista di Filologia e d’Istruzione Classica 14,
pp. 170-173.

Moore J. M. (2010). Aristotle and Xenophon on Democracy and
Oligarchy, Berkeley, CA.

Muratore, Davide (1997). Studi sulla tradizione manoscritta della
Costituzione degli Spartani di Senofonte, Genoa.



34 Re-reading the Lakedaimonion Politeia and Re-thinking Xenophon

Ober, Josiah (2002). Political Dissent in Democratic Athens: ntellectual
Critics of Popular Rule, Princeton, NJ.

—. (1989). Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens: Rhetoric, Ideology, and
the Power of the People, Princeton, NJ.

Ollier, Francois (1934). La Républiques des Lacédémoniens: " Texte et
traduction avec une introduction et un commentaire, Lyon.

Ostwald, Martin (2000). Oligarchia: The Development of a Constitutional
Form in Ancient Greece, Stuttgart,

Pangle, Thomas (1990). ‘The Classical Challenge to the American
Constitution’, Chicago-Kent Law Review 66, pp. 145-176.

Parsons, Jotham. (2007). ‘Defining the History of Ideas’ Journal of the
History of Ideas 68 .4, pp. 683-699.

Pierleoni, Ginus (1905). Xenophontis Respublica Lacedaemoniorum,
Berolini.

Pownall, Frances (2004). Lessons from the Past, Ann Arbor, ML

Proiétti, Gerald (1987). Xenophon’s Sparta: an Introduction, Leiden.

Popper, Karl (1945). The Open Society and its Enemies, Vol. I: The Spell
af Plato. London.

Prestel, Georg (1974). Die antidemokratische Stromung im Athen des 5.
Jahrunderts, Darmstadt,

Rasmussen, Paul. (2009). Excellence Unleashed: Machiavelli’s Critique of
Xenophon and the Moral Foundation of Politics, New Yark, NY.

Rawson, Elizabeth (1969). The Spartan Tradition in European Thought,
Oxford,

Rebenich, Stefan (1998). Xenophon die Verfassung der Spartaner,
Darmstadt.

Reverdin, Olivier. (1945). ‘Remarques sur la vie politique d'Athénes au Ve
sidcle’, Museum Helveticum 2.4, pp. 201-12.

Richards, Herbert (1907). Notes on Xenophon and Others, London.

Roberts, Jennifer (1994). Athens on Trial: The Antidemocratic Tradition in
Western Thought, Princeton, NJ.

Sagan, Eli (1991). The Honey and the Hemlock: Democracy and Paranoia
in Ancient Athens and Modern America, New York, NY.

Schofield, Malcolm (2006). Plato: Political Philosophy, Oxford.

Scharr, Erwin (1919). Xenophons Staats- und Gesellschafisideal und seine
Zeit, Halle,

Siewert, P. (1977). ‘The Ephebic Oath in Fifth-Century Athens’, The
Journal of Hellenic Studies 97, pp. 102-11.

Sommerstein, Alan (1997). ‘The Theatre Audience, the Demos, and the
Suppliants of Aeschylus’ in Greek Tragedy and the Historian, ed.
Christopher Pelling, Oxford, pp. 63-79.

Christopher A. Farrell 35

Strauss, Leo (1948). On Tyranny: An Interpretation of Xenophon's Hiero,
Glencoe.

—. (1939). “The Spirit of Sparta; Or, A Taste of Xenophon’, Social
Research 6, pp. 502-36.

Tigerstedt, Eugéne Napoleon (1965). The Legend of Sparta in Classical
Antiquity, Vol 1, Stockholm.

—. (1974). The Legend of Sparta in Classical Antiquity, Vol II,
¢ Stockholm.

Tuplin, Christopher (1993). The Failings of Empire: A Reading of
Xenophon Hellenica 2.3.11-7.5.27, Stuttgart.

Walzer, Michael (1987). Interpretation and Social Criticism, London,

Whitehead, David (1986). The Demes of Attica 508/7-ca* 250 BC.: A
Political and Social Study, Princeton, NJ,

Wolin, Sheldon (1969). ‘Political Theory as a Vocation’, The American
Political Science Review 63 .4, pp. 1062-82.

Yunis, Harvey (1996). Taming Democracy: Models of Political Rhetoric
in Classical Athens, London.



