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This paper aims to explore the Hellenica of Xenophon as much as a work of Philosophy as a work of History, particularly the section detailing the exploits of the Phliasians[footnoteRef:1] as a “paradigmatic community”.[footnoteRef:2] Xenophon is an often criticised author, on grounds of accuracy, style and purpose, as well as bias.[footnoteRef:3] It is all too easy to simply place Xenophon as Thucydides the lessor, or, inversely, to attempt to defend some of his more obvious faults.[footnoteRef:4] Much of this stems from the perceived purpose of the Hellenica being assumed to be History first and philosophy second.[footnoteRef:5] After all, it is only some way into the Hellenica his philosophical interests in that work become obvious[footnoteRef:6] and he does not, at least directly,[footnoteRef:7] give us his purpose nor his modus operandi.[footnoteRef:8] Xenophon was a prolific and diverse author,[footnoteRef:9] this paper does not aim to categorise all of his work under one label, but to specifically discuss the Hellenica. [1:  Alcock 1991: 429]  [2:  Dillery 1995: 130]  [3:  Anderson 1974 :8; Cawkwell 1977: 15; Underhill 1900: x-xi; Dillery 1995: 4; Gray 2010: 3; Luce 1997: 99; Bury 1909: 152]  [4:  Underhill 1900: x-xi; Pownall 1998: 252; Dillery 1995: 5, 9-11; Bury 1909: 151-3]  [5:  Underhill 1900: Ix, xii, xvi; Dillery 1995: 180, 196; Flower 2016: 4; Luce 1997: 104-5]  [6:  Warner 1966: 246; Underhill 1900: xviii]  [7:  Gray 2010: 553ff]  [8:  Hdt. 1.1; Thuc. 1.20-22; Underhill 1900: xi; Flower 2016: 304; Luce 1997: 104]  [9:  Dorion 2016: 37] 

This paper then will argue that Xenophon’s history has a significant philosophical element that blurs the boundaries of genre,[footnoteRef:10] but it will also explore one of the most important sections that pertains to his philosophy in the Hellenica. This is not to say that philosophy is only present in his history, but that is where the paper will be focused.[footnoteRef:11] This section on the Phliasians is particularly notable for several reasons; the philosophical digressions (if they are such)[footnoteRef:12] common throughout his work are often about singular individuals and are reasonably short,[footnoteRef:13] this is a much longer passage about an entire polity.[footnoteRef:14] Secondly, rather than focusing solely on one virtue or good deed to centre his narrative on, he includes a multitude of both events and virtues.[footnoteRef:15] Nor do his ideas stand alone, his belief in recording a small city, and this epitome of good characteristics through the medium of a city occur in other texts.[footnoteRef:16] Therefore we have two main areas of interest, both interlinked, how we see Xenophon’s work, and what can be unearthed about this almost Herodotoean digression on the loyalty, feats of arms, mercy, stoicism, and unity of this city. All of this builds to Xenophon’s subtle refusal of “the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must”.[footnoteRef:17] Combining this with no small literary flair in crafting an underdog narrative,[footnoteRef:18] this parable is Xenophon’s philosophical climax in the Hellenica.  [10:  Dillery 1995: 7; Gray 2010: 1, 3; Marincola 2016: 106 ]  [11:  Gray 2011: 372]  [12:  Gray 2010: 554]  [13:  Diller 1995: 249-51; Gray 2010: 554]  [14:  Xen. 7.2.1-3.1 compare Xen. 5.1.4, 5.2.6, 5.3.5-7]  [15:  Xen. 7.2.1-3.1]  [16:  Dillery 1995: 126-7, 135]  [17:  Thuc. 5.89]  [18:  Pownall 1998:262] 

The methodology of this paper will be to examine the issues of Xenophon’s Hellenica as it relates to his status as a Historian and his well-recognised moralising or philosophising elements, or, indeed, purpose.[footnoteRef:19] Then the virtues given to the people of Phlius will be analysed one by one before being examined as a more cohesive whole. By doing so this paper aims to show that an understanding of the Hellenica’s (at least this wider section’s)[footnoteRef:20] purpose, and genre, as well as its message, can be understood from this often overlooked episode.[footnoteRef:21] [19:  Cawkwell 1977: 43; Diller 1995: 252]  [20:  Underhill 1900: xxxi; Cawkwell 1977: 18; Krentz 1989: 5]  [21:  Pownall 1998: 261; Underhill 1900: xxxi] 

What then, is the difference between a work of Greek Philosophy and a work of Greek History? Considering both often deal with very real events,[footnoteRef:22] as well as events that may well be apocryphal,[footnoteRef:23] the line is blurred from the outset. Nor, are philosophical components and themes uncommon on works that would surely receive unanimous categorization as ‘History’ of one kind or another.[footnoteRef:24] Neither is what history should be a simple issue to be resolved with “common sense”.[footnoteRef:25] Defining anything is hardly innocent[footnoteRef:26] and our conceptions of History are not as objective as we may wish them to be.[footnoteRef:27] A further difficulty being the lack of contemporary Historians to compare him too, having fragments and nearly contemporary sources, but little more.[footnoteRef:28]  [22:  Plat. Apol; Plat. Crito; Plat. Phaedo; Xen. Mem; Plut. Moralia and Lives]  [23:  Hdt. 7.14ff, 7.46, Thuc. 1.3 to name a few particular examples; Romm  2012: 212 ]  [24:  Hdt. 3.38, 6.84; Thuc. 5.84ff]  [25:  Morley 1999: 20ff ]  [26: Csapo 2005: 1]  [27:  Morley 1999: 22]  [28:  Dillery 1995: 4,123] 

If Xenophon is not a Historian, this begs the question of exactly how we might categorise him. A philosophiser, a moraliser, or perhaps just a Historian so poor he can hardly claim the title, there are many possibilities and many arguments.[footnoteRef:29] What is sure is that “there is more to Xenophon than meets the eye and much that defies easy categorization”.[footnoteRef:30] The label of “Paradigmatic History”[footnoteRef:31] has been applied to Xenophon and other authors in antiquity and beyond share similarities with this label.[footnoteRef:32] This label neatly avoids a potential false dichotomy, but also risks mixing the boundaries of genre, although in Xenophon’s case this is not necessarily inappropriate.[footnoteRef:33] Clearly then we cannot look for any hard and fast definitions and attempt to label Xenophon as one or the other if we cannot easily do the same for Plato, Herodotus or Thucydides, at least based on their content alone. If the difference is anywhere it must lie in intent and execution. Thucydides may espouse realism (or at least investigate it)[footnoteRef:34] and bypasses the gods and Herodotus and Xenophon have a sense, albeit differently, of divine justice and fate,[footnoteRef:35] yet for both Herodotus and Thucydides the recording of the past takes centre stage, albeit in vastly different ways.[footnoteRef:36] Indeed Xenophon’s focus on certain religious aspects and impiety form a major break with the person many would argue he is trying to emulate.[footnoteRef:37] Thucydides is a Historian and Plato a philosopher because that is likely, at least in some sense, how they saw themselves. How then did Xenophon see himself and his work? [29:  Pownall 1998: 252; Cawkwell 1977: 31, 43; Warner 1966: 7; Krentz 1989: iv, 4-7; Dillery 1995: 3, 137; Tamiolaki 2008: 15]  [30:  Luce 1997: 105]  [31:  Dillery 1995: 127]  [32:  Dillery 1995: 127-30]  [33:  Dillery 1995: 123; Dillery 2016: 195]  [34:  Balot, Forsdyke and Foster 2017: 11 , Ludwig 2017: 515; Bury 1909: 138-41]  [35:  Pownall 1998: 273-274; Dillery 1995: 242; Mara 2017: 533; Luce 1997: 104]  [36:  Hdt. 1.1; Thuc. 1.20-22; Luce 1997: 60]  [37:  Warner 1966: 7; Pownall 1998: 252; Underhill 1900: xi, xvi; Dillery 1995: 182-6] 

 As has been stated, Xenophon never states his purpose in as strong a terms as Thucydides or Herodotus, yet scattered throughout his Hellenica, although especially towards its end, are many comments on the virtuous and, more often obliquely, unvirtuous behaviour of people involved in the narrative,[footnoteRef:38] indeed as much can be inferred by what he omits as well as what he focuses on.[footnoteRef:39] Fascinatingly Xenophon also apologises for some of his moral digressions as not befitting his Hellenica, but that he feels them worthy.[footnoteRef:40] Ergo, he is aware of some of the restrictions of the genre of history[footnoteRef:41] which Thucydides helps to forge, and he chooses to bend them, his intent and execution therefore is neither that of an unabashed moralist, nor a tight lipped Historian. Scholars are unsurprisingly divided on the issue of genre, Cawkwell says that “his primary purpose is the moral one of depicting virtue”[footnoteRef:42] but others have assumed him to be attempting to write “grand history”.[footnoteRef:43] Furthermore, his manner of recording the past has been argued to be highly personal, “Thucydides wrote history; Xenophon… wrote memoirs”[footnoteRef:44], it would be possible to argue his purpose is recording the past, but not as a Historian.[footnoteRef:45]  [38:  Xen. 7.2.1-3.1 ,5.1.4, 5.3.5-7; Pownal 1998: 253, 276ff]  [39:  Cawkwell 1977: 35,43]  [40:  Pownall 1998: 259; Xen. Hell. 2.3.56, 5.1.4, 7.2.1]  [41:  Dillery 1995: 123]  [42:  Cawkwell 1977: 43]  [43:  Underhill 1900: xii]  [44:  Cawkwell 1977: 31]  [45:  Cawkwell 1977: 22-3,43; Pownall 1998: 252; Krentz 1989: 4, 7] 

 In all this disagreement and difficulty, perhaps we should not try to force Xenophon into one camp or the other, else we risk losing the nuanced picture; perhaps the real argument is over the extent to which recording and analysing the past, or moral philosophy, is his purpose. Indeed, the issue becomes more complex still if we accept his purpose may have changed over time, as scholars have noted differences between certain sections of his Hellenica.[footnoteRef:46] Xenophon may well have begun by meaning to write a continuation of Thucydides[footnoteRef:47] (although this line of reasoning can be problematic)[footnoteRef:48] before shifting to a more personal and philosophical narrative.[footnoteRef:49] This issue is beyond the scope of this paper, as it focuses on the largest section of moralising in the Hellenica, nor is solving this issue necessarily possible. This paper will show that Xenophon has a dual purpose that is not mutually exclusive, but which come together to form a cohesive, if uneasy, whole. [46:  Krentz 1989: 5]  [47:  Luce 1997: 102]  [48:  Dillery 1995: 9-11]  [49:  Gray 2017: 627-37 ] 

Before beginning the analysis of the virtues attributed to the Phliasians, a few other issues must be dealt with, after all “to those who can read between the lines there is much to attend to. The Hellenica is for connoisseurs”.[footnoteRef:50] It is worth noting here Xenophon’s pro-Spartan attitude,[footnoteRef:51] and that although we could interpret his philosophising about the Phliasians as genuine and near objective admiration, it would also be easy to see it as doing “good to friends and evil to enemies”,[footnoteRef:52] hardly very Socratic of him. However, whether his philosophising is genuine, or was actually an attempt at slander and praise, does not impact the way it affects genre, nor can we assume fully either way. As is a common theme with Xenophon, it would be too easy to create a false dichotomy, wherein an omission or comment is purely because of his bias, or it is his ‘objective’ historical or philosophical view. In reality, no author is without their bias, surely the choice of the Phliasians was not purely because they were objectively the best choice to illustrate his point, perhaps they were not, but also because of his pro-Spartan views. His pro-Spartan bias should not be assumed to be blinding, nor straightforward,[footnoteRef:53] but it must surely have influenced the texts he wrote. [50:  Cawkwell 1977: 35]  [51:  Underhill 1900: x-xi; Warner 1966: 8; Dillery 1995: 15]  [52:  Plat. Rep. 1.332d]  [53:  Christesen 2016: 376ff] 

Much like his especially questionable status as an objective Historian, he could equally be labelled an unobjective philosopher. Indeed, this section is one of the “puzzling episodes [which] bring to the surface the profound tension among the literary, the political, the moral, and the religious strands intertwined throughout the Hellenica”[footnoteRef:54] There are no quick solutions to these issues, however, having outlined some of the problems of Xenophon’s Hellenica, in terms of genre intent as well as execution, we can still learn much from this passage and argue against certain scholar’s views. [54:  Pownall 1998: 272] 

The first of the virtues of the Phliasians elucidated by Xenophon is that of loyalty, a particularly rare and precious virtue in an epoch of ever shifting alliances, wars and treaties, and in stark contrast to the realpolitik found throughout Greek history.[footnoteRef:55]   [55:  Thuc. 3.68, 5.14-5, 5.36, 5.89; Xen. Hell. 6.2.9, 7.4.8; Hdt. 7.5, 8.4, 8.62-3; Dillery 1995: 4, 131; Gray 2011: 114] 

“Now the Phliasians had become friends of the Lacedaemonians at a time when they were greatest; and when they had been defeated in the battle at Leuctra, when many of the Perioeci had revolted from them and all the Helots also had revolted, and likewise their allies with the exception of a very few, and when all the Greeks, one might say, were in the field against them, the Phliasians remained steadfastly faithful, and, though they had as enemies the most powerful of the peoples in Peloponnesus — the Arcadians and Argives — nevertheless went to their assistance”[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.2] 

As can be seen from this passage, Xenophon sets the Phliasians up as loyal men ready to take on almost the whole world to surely nothing but their own disadvantage. An ‘underdog’ narrative is brought into focus and the strength of their enemy’s emphasised, which makes their loyalty all the more worthy of praise.[footnoteRef:57] The geography of the Peloponnesus is also brought into focus here, with Sparta’s closest subjects and allies having revolted, but a city that is isolated amongst enemies and far from Sparta remains loyal; Xenophon shames and praises in the same sentence.[footnoteRef:58] It has been said that “his method was to commemorate the commendable and by silence to censure”[footnoteRef:59] and although this may broadly be true it is an over simplistic model of his method, sometimes he censures by comparison as in this passage and on other occasions he censures far more directly or more often in myriad subtle ways.[footnoteRef:60] [57:  Tuplin 2016: 350]  [58:  Christesen 2016: 396]  [59:  Cawkwell 1977: 43]  [60:  Pownall 1998: 251, 253ff; Gray 2010: 558 ] 

The second virtue the Phliasians is that of skill at arms, they fight a series of encounters against superior forces as well as against the exiled forces of their own city.[footnoteRef:61] Once again we find several literary devices he uses to showcase these feats of arms,[footnoteRef:62] and to show the humiliation of their opponents; much as the disloyalty of the Helots and Periocoi is showcased. The first instance has their cavalry attack the Argive rear-guard and drive them away, they then erect a trophy under the view of the defeated.[footnoteRef:63] Although this small victory comes after damage to much of their territory, it is transformed in Xenophon’s work into a symbol of resistance. The second feat is the resisting of a coup attempt of their exiles, supported by the Argives and Arcadians. This action is described in vivid detail, if only Xenophon had chosen to give us this for other battles, this does however lend credence to the argument that his main focus is on philosophy, as these are some of his most well described military encounters.[footnoteRef:64] Their walls even come under threat, but they push the enemy away, kill many of them, and once again send the cavalry out to drive them off in a final humiliation. The city comes together to celebrate, both its men and its woman, and a reference to the Iliad is possibly made.[footnoteRef:65] The comparison to Hector and Andromachae is apt for themes of martial prowess and integrity, as well as wives almost at the ramparts, but not transgressing their traditional position.[footnoteRef:66] The echoes of Homer can be heard loudly in this section, honour and strength in the face of great adversity are the parallels.  [61:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.4ff]  [62:  Dillery 1995: 133]  [63:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.4]  [64:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.5ff; Dillery 1995: 131]  [65:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.9; Hom. Il. 6.484; Dillery 1995: 133; Gray 2011: 138]  [66:  Hom. Il. 6.385ff] 

They are invaded again, but, in stark contrast to the first time, they drive the enemy back before large scale economic damage can occur. Indeed, they are forced to march back without trampling the corn as the Phliasians erect another trophy.[footnoteRef:67] However, even Xenophon must mention that the Athenians came to their aid here, the extent to which the Phliasians won their own victory is unanswerable, tellingly Xenophon gives almost no detail to this battle, but when they stood alone in their city, he lavished detail upon the scene.  [67:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.10] 

The final proof of Xenophon’s praising the Phliasians, rather than simply recording events, is that yet another action is fought, this time they stand alone and once again detail is lavished upon the scene.[footnoteRef:68] This action is more specifically three, a day-long skirmish, followed by an unsuccessful charge, followed by massed hand-to-hand fighting, and the Phliasians are eventually victorious after killing and losing many men. Once again the enemy is forced to look on as a trophy is erected and the paean sung.[footnoteRef:69] Finally, they fight an engagement over their supply lines and emerge victorious.[footnoteRef:70] Not content with securing supplies, with the aid of Chares the Phliasians launch an attack on an enemy outpost currently under construction and take it.[footnoteRef:71] More than that, the enemy flees before a proper engagement can be fought.[footnoteRef:72] As can be seen, their feats of arms form a large part of this section and is a prominent theme within it, this of course ties into the underdog narrative as well. One would be hard pressed to call this admiration philosophy of any very complex sort, or of a particularly unique sort, at least as it stands alone. Having said this, skill at arms is a virtue well known in the Greek world, and an intertextuality to the Iliad creates a story of the Phliasians as the Trojans, but they go one better and emerge victorious. There is a deeper message in much of this section, and this point shall be returned to in due time.  [68:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.12-15]  [69:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.12-15]  [70:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.18ff; Dillery 1995: 134]  [71:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.20-3; Thompson 1983: 303]  [72:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.23] 

The next virtue is that of Mercy: 
“Another noble deed which the Phliasians performed was this: when they had made a prisoner of Proxenus, the Pellenean, even though they were in want of everything, they let him go without a ransom. How could one help saying that men who performed such deeds were noble and valiant?”[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.16] 

This virtue, much like loyalty, was a rare commodity in the Greek world at this time, we have manifold instances of captives and opponents being killed outright,[footnoteRef:74] and yet here one is released without even a ransom being paid. Xenophon even emphasis this virtue’s action, if it did not already stand on its own merit, that the Phliasians were in a state of crisis and could surely have used the funds a ransom would have provided.  [74:  Thuc. 1.126, 2.67, 3.68, 3.81, 5.82; Xen. Hell. 6.4.37, 7.1.25; Hdt. 5.46, 7.33, 7.133] 

Another virtue brought up throughout the passage is their ability to bear hardship,[footnoteRef:75] one might call this a stereotypically Spartan virtue,[footnoteRef:76] and so it is no surprise to find it in this passage. This has been argued to be the most important of their virtues to Xenophon,[footnoteRef:77] and it certainly appears that their other virtues do often relate back to this theme. The two major hardships they are lauded for baring is an erratic food supply and the pressure of their opponents.[footnoteRef:78] We have already examined how the latter is overcome, but the former occurs a few times in the section as a theme. The first time this theme is discussed is right at the start of the section; although few details are given, but we are told the situation was dire.[footnoteRef:79] The second time this occurs as a theme is when their crops are destroyed in an invasion.[footnoteRef:80] However, much like some of the military victories, this theme is given a sizable sub section by Xenophon detailing the effort required to keep open a supply line.  [75:  Dillery 1995: 134]  [76:  Rawson 1991: 12-14]  [77:  Dillery 1995: 134-7]  [78:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.1]  [79:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.1-2]  [80:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.4] 

“Furthermore, that it was only by stout endurance that they maintained their fidelity to their friends is clearly manifest; for when they were shut off from the products of their land, they lived partly by what they could get from the enemy's territory, and partly by buying from Corinth; they went to the market through the midst of many dangers, with difficulty provided the price of supplies, with difficulty brought through the enemy's lines the people who fetched these supplies, and were hard put to it to find men who would guarantee the safety of the beasts of burden which were to convey them.”[footnoteRef:81] [81:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.17] 

This in turn leads to a man named Chares, an Athenian commander,[footnoteRef:82] being sent to help with this endeavour, presumably with some men, but Athenian assistance is never dwelt on and Xenophon goes back to his usual focus on the individual Chares and the Phliasians.[footnoteRef:83] Not only do they fight an engagement and get the supplies back safely, but Chares and the Phliasians take the war to their enemy and go on the offensive, showing that they are not content merely to survive, but wish to thrive, and will not let winning their supplies be an end in itself.[footnoteRef:84] It is of course important to compare the actions of the Phliasians to other Greek cities that had food supply issues. In many cases these supply issues were enough to cause the city to surrender or seek peace terms.[footnoteRef:85] It is therefore quite notable that the same does not occur here, and Xenophon must be contrasting their hardiness with other cities who had been in the same position. Although it must be said, the siege on their supplies was clearly not as total as many in the wars of the classical period.[footnoteRef:86] This was not however the first time Xenophon praised them for their hardiness in this respect.  [82:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.18; Cawkwell 2012]  [83:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.18ff]  [84:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.20ff; Salmond 1996: 44]  [85:  Thuc. 1,126, 2.70, 3.27, 4.26, 4.30; Xen. Hell. 2.2.11, ]  [86:  Thuc. 2.70, 3.20] 

“Agesilaus had already gone beyond the time for which the food-supply in Phlius was said to suffice; for self-restraint in appetite 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.”[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Xen. Hell. 5.3.11-12] 

We must return now to the episode of the exiles and their allies attempting to seize the city by force, and the symbols Xenophon uses to express meaning in this passage beyond highlighting their skill at arms. Indeed throughout the passage there are no political or military disagreements amongst them, in sharp contrast to other states,[footnoteRef:88] although we cannot assume this to be accurate. The unity of the city and its resistance to stasis is a subtle theme in this section, but it is nevertheless present.[footnoteRef:89] The men and woman of the city come together and act as one,[footnoteRef:90] each performing their jobs perfectly as far as Xenophon seems to be concerned, no roof tiles being thrown by the woman, and the men behaving valiantly, again in stark contrast to what we see in other parts of Xenophon and Thucydides.[footnoteRef:91] Through what is in essence a battle in a civil war, Xenophon draws a picture of unity and makes citizens killing citizens a virtue amidst the stasis. [88:  Thuc. 3.84, 4.86, 4.104, 5.62, 5.82, 6.17, 8.66, 8.73; Xen. Hell. 1.7.35, 5.2.3-6]  [89:  Dillery 1995: 132, 138]  [90:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.9; Dillery 1995: 138]  [91:  Thuc. 2.4, 3.74, 4.126.5, 5.72.4; Xen. Hell. 6.2.21, 7.5.24, ] 

The final theme in this section is the relative size and strength of Phlius. This theme accentuates all the others and in it lies a profound refutation of “the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must”.[footnoteRef:92] Furthermore, it confirms his philosophical purpose, the events of the section are notable because of the virtue displayed by such a small (or perhaps not so small) state.[footnoteRef:93] [92:  Thuc. 5.89]  [93:  Dillery 1995: 124] 

“While all the historians make mention of the large states if they have performed any noble achievement, it seems to me that if a state which is small has accomplished many noble deeds, it is even more fitting to set them forth.”[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.1] 

Indeed, states far more powerful than them will attempt to destroy them, and fail.[footnoteRef:95] Xenophon explains this through the virtues of the Phliasians, without that virtue, they surely would have been destroyed. It is their willingness to face danger and their indomitable spirit that, at least according to Xenophon, leads them through their ordeals, not raw military power.  [95:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.2] 

 One further point must be made here, his reference to other Historians suggests this chapter will be one with intertextuality, of which Thucydides should be foremost in our minds.[footnoteRef:96] The first virtue of loyalty is particularly commendable because of the polity’s small stature due to the great tradition of city’s changing sides, or rebelling in order to seek advantage and protect themselves, especially at a time of their overlord’s weakness.[footnoteRef:97] Larger cities could strike out on their own with less fear, smaller cities were fairly often destroyed or conquered for making the wrong alliance or rebellion.[footnoteRef:98] Ergo, with this context in mind, the city’s size emphasis the virtue of loyalty. Feats of arms are accentuated in the simplest way by the ‘David against Goliath’ nature of the conflict, this is not complex and does not need dwelling on except in relation to Thucydides. Their ability to bear hardship is made more notable for their size, but also their position; they are landlocked with no port, making food imports by road their only option once they cannot feed themselves. Many larger cities, in particular Athens, had vast resources and a port from which to maintain their lines of supply.[footnoteRef:99] The civil war turned virtuous in Xenophon is not a virtue accentuated by the smallness of their city; cities large and small had these problems and fears of internal conflict.[footnoteRef:100]   [96: Xen. Hell. 7.2.1; Underhill 1900: xvi; Tamiolaki 2008]  [97:  Thuc. 1.33.2, 1.34, 1.57, 1.71, 1.103, 3.13, 3.39, 3.55, 5.11, 5.14.2, 5.30; Xen. Hell. 4.1.3, 4.7.1, 7.1]  [98:  Thuc. 2.70, 3.57ff Xen. Hell. 1.4.9]  [99:  Thuc. 1.81]  [100:  Thuc. 3.70, 3.82, 4.55, 4.66, 5.14, 6.27, 6.59, 7.33, 8.75; Xen. Hell. 1.1.32, ] 

How this all forms a cohesive argument from Xenophon is less than obvious, but the section does not just suggest correlation between virtue and victory, but an implied causation. It can in no way be considered a coincidence that Xenophon focuses more on virtue and their comparative weakness than in any other of his moral digressions, nor that a whole city is given extended treatment, and not just a single man or group of men.
Much focus has been given to the protagonists of this section, but the antagonists are not inconsequential to the moral narrative. It has been suggested that it is because of their impiety that they are defeated in Xenophon’s view.[footnoteRef:101] It is impossible to know if this parallel was part of Xenophon’s authorial intent, but such a subtle nod does suit the pattern of missing explanations and events within the enigmatic Hellenica.[footnoteRef:102] The unjust are defeated by the just, virtue overcomes strength and order is maintained, the message of this parable is that virtue is paramount,[footnoteRef:103] this sharp but subtle break with Thucydides is only made clear in this passage, and its importance should not be underestimated. This is Xenophon’s reply, indirectly, to the Melian dialogue, and it is because of its subtlety amongst its overt moralisation that it has so often been misjudged as mere digression.[footnoteRef:104]  [101:  Pownall 1998: 262, 265, 267]  [102:  Pownall 1998: 252]  [103:  Hall 2016: 449]  [104:  Pownall 1998: 261; Underhill 1900: xxxi; Christesen 2016: 396] 

Indeed it is key to emphasise the link of virtue and victory and sin and defeat that goes beyond its inherent virtue, which those who are good will eventually triumph over those who are not;[footnoteRef:105] Even if what Xenophon sees as good is hardly objective.[footnoteRef:106] If Thucydides was a cynic then Xenophon is an optimist whose times make him doubt that optimism, it can be no surprise then that we can feel his palpable frustration at the end of his work when all ends in confusion.[footnoteRef:107] [105:  Pownall 1998: 271]  [106:  Warner 1966: 8-10; Underhill 1900: x-xi]  [107:  Xen. Hell. 7.5.27; Dillery 1995: 16, 38, 241, 252] 

This suggestion of intertextuality may seem farfetched, even if intertextualities are plentiful in the Hellenica,[footnoteRef:108] Xenophon does not have a reputation for a grander view of history or philosophy, neither is the reference so obvious as to be hard to miss. Indeed there can be no certainty that Thucydides views were as we often perceive them to be,[footnoteRef:109] nor that Xenophon understands fully the extent to which he is different from him. However the issue can be resolved in simple terms, in one case, the strong overcome the weak, despite any virtue they may possess, in the other the weak overcome the strong because of their virtue, with other more tangible factors, such as assisting forces being largely ignored.[footnoteRef:110] We might see such writing as romantic at best and downright inaccurate at worst, but it was only somewhat recently moral factors became looked down upon in the most respectable of histories.[footnoteRef:111] By the standards of many of the forbearers, if not by our own, Xenophon’s view of history, elucidated by this section, is just as valid as Thucydides’.  [108:  Tamiolaki 2008]  [109:  Woodhead 1970: 8-9]  [110:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.18ff]  [111:  Cawkwell 1977: 15; Gibbon 1789; Morley 1999: 22, 24, 63, 91] 

It may seem that in order for this view to be valid, we must assume or argue that Thucydides had a certain view of history and the world; that of a generally realist outlook. Although if this is the case, it only strengthens the clear difference of opinion, the fact remains that there is clearly a difference of opinion in the two philosophical climaxes of these two authors, which is in itself noteworthy. There is not space here to argue fully for Thucydides’ view of the world, although the issues of the Melian Dialog are important to recognise.[footnoteRef:112] It cannot be denied though that Xenophon’s focus on virtue throughout his work is in itself a proof of an entirely different purpose and view; that virtue is worth recording and emphasising, not just greatness and not just the why. To celebrate heroism and condemn evildoers because of its own merits rather than its relevance to events is as alien to Thucydides history as focusing on minor events, and Xenophon is fully aware of his differences to other Historians of his day.[footnoteRef:113] In light of this, although it will forever be impossible to confirm, it is probable there was a large degree of intertextuality and Xenophon rejected much of Thucydides views, this is particularly clear in his focus on virtue and, for lack of a better word, sin. [112:  Woodhead 1970: 8-9]  [113:  Krentz 1995: 139] 


To conclude, Xenophon is as much writing a work of moral philosophy as he is ‘History’ in a modern, stricter sense, and the section on the Phliasians is the climax of his philosophical ‘digressions. His virtues are hardly ground-breaking, and influenced as much by any Socratic philosophy as by what we might tentatively call ‘Greek culture’. The virtues of loyalty, skill at arms, mercy, hardiness and unity accentuated by their small size form a compelling parable on the nature of a good city. However, it is not in the singular virtues or virtuous case studies in which much of his argument lies, but in their cohesive whole and their relationship to his forbearer Thucydides, as well as his contemporaries. Xenophon rejects a cynical, or at the very least a pessimistic view of conflict in this section, and revels in a victory, no matter how small, for the virtuous weak against the sinful strong. In terms of genre, we cannot comfortably place him, his Hellenica is almost several works and his purpose is unclear, without a full statement of methodology, arguments will continue to rage over this issue with no conclusion in sight. Nevertheless we can say he was an author torn between two worlds, he takes a middle path, applauded in antiquity and derided in modernity, Xenophon’s Hellenica presents unique challenges of genre that are as much to do with our modern perceptions as his own choices. Forever doomed to be compared to Thucydides and judged by his merits, we must try to judge him by his not inconsiderable own.
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