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Abst r act

In the last two decades the discussion about Intellectual Capital has
strongly arisen and covered alnobst all inportant aspects of a nodern
enterprise like nmanageri al , soci al , per sonal , cul tural and
entrepreneurial issues. One of the npbst inportant made distinctions
concerned its functional or teleological “bipolarity” aspects, the

tangible (structural or explicit capital) and intangible (human or
implicit capital) know edge based asset nature. Know edge played
always an inportant role for the cultural evolution and the broad area
of economics and forenpst that of praxis oriented managerial,
entrepreneurial or |eadership philosophy (“life style”) could not be
an exception, so that the seeking of the wellsprings of our nodern
ideas and thoughts nmay be prove as a very fruitful (funda-) nental
archeol ogi cal “excavation”. The aim of the present work is to “rem nd”
or maybe to “re-engineer” a re-thinking about ancient econonmc and
intellectual ideas, from ancient thinkers, orators and phil osophers.
The jovial work of Xenophon “Q konom kos” is an exanple for the tenpo-
intellectual i nterchange between the tangibles and intangibles
el enents of know edge concerning whether the past or our tinmes. Qur
further declared intention is to remnd us that the redi scovering of
those tangible and intangible dinmensions of ancient know edge
guarantees not only the snmooth transm ssion of past (stock) know edge
to the next generation (flow know edge) but also forns the real basis
for sustainable “added” val ues and ethical welfare.

Keywor ds: Intellectual Capi tal, Xenophon, QO konomi kos, Econom ¢
Thought

Pr ol egonena

The entrepreneurial question as an econonic phenomenon is not a
product of the centuries between the nmedi aeval and nodern era. Econony
issues in general were always a najor point of interest; just a short
reading in historical sources convince even those scientists and
specialist which are even “nore royal than the king itself”.
Ar chaeol ogi cal artifacts in any form (vessels, clay tablets,
cunei form anphorae, roundels, stanps, tokens and many others) and in
any place (Assyria, Babylonia, Egypt, Knossos, Cyprus, Mcenae,
Thebes, Pyl os)highlights always the sane fact: econonmic issues, like
transactions, paynents, contracts, allocations, collections, gifts and
offerings were the earliest admnistrative recordings’.

Econony therefore in his general expression as administrative or trade
agenda and as an entrepreneurial issue in partial was long tinme before
— in the antiquity - a main discussion construct for the econony’s

1 See Mavridis, 2008b
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functioning. The extent of the centrality of the entrepreneur concept
has been recognized by the ancient witers and philosophers in G eece?
and entrepreneurship has been “taught” (“epistene”) and al so practiced
(“techne”) in the daily life® Exceptional situations and extraordinary

works, like historical wars, great expeditions* and discoveries are not
i magi nable wi thout the support of entrepreneurial mastership and
supreme organi zation®. Socratic philosophers, |ike Xenophon, Plato and

his student Aristotle have addressed the concept of the entrepreneur.
Especi al ly Xenophon in his work QG konom kos nade the distinction the
manager (knower) and entrepreneur (owner)®.  The entrepreneurial
function and entrepreneurship was regarded in the antiquity as a
speci al kind of “profession” because the related busi nesses were risky
and uncertain’. Even psychol ogi cal and behavioral dinmensions have been
addressed concerning entrepreneurial alertness®. In the context of the
present paper the nost interesting point is that Xenophon® had not only
recogni zed the inportance of the land (soil) for fruitful harvesting
but also the inpact of outstanding “entrepreneurial” qualities?,
skills and knowl edge. In this way he was the forerunner of the concept
of the “intellectual entrepreneur”?!’

2 See e.g. the related works of Xenophon (430 - 354 B. C.) especially
“Qeconomi cus” and “Poroi” (Xenophon, QCeconom cus, 1826).

3 Boehm Bawerk the teacher of Schunpeter (but also hinself) mnust have red
Xenophon’ s opi nion about exchange value of goods «...p nedovmpevor plv yilp o
xphuata elotv o oldoi, oldlv yllp xpnoitpov ellot, mneAovpevot &  xpHpato
(i bidem 1, 10-12).

4 Like that one of A exander the Great, who in fact used the experiences of
Xenophons’ s “Anabasi s”for his great expedition!

5 Xenophon is the “father” of Physiocrati sm because he declares land as the
source of welfare «ill¢ yewpyiag o8 o mnéavu pakxdpiot Suvavtat néxecbat.» Kol
«Allt  ylp owg, env  ya, én otllv novolloa tollg pllv  miotapévoug o ltllv
nmAovoing, tolg & 3] MIOTAUEVOUG MOAA movo_lvtag népoug PouldeveLv
npooptAeoctdtnv Beoi¢ te ka  vBpdmoig». (ibidem XV, 4)

6 « otllv pa, en Zexpatrng tUv Ttéxvnv tautnv miotapév kKa € p  oltllg tUxO!
xphuata xwv, tLlv  Adov ollkov ollkovopollvta omep xo ollkovouo lvta pitoBopopellv;
.. € Ouvato odlkov mapadafllv téAer 1€ Ola e kxa mepiovoiav motllv alfewv tllv
o lkov», (ibidem 1, 4). See also Karayiannis, A D. (2003), Hounmanidis (1992),
Lowy (1987)

7 Xenophon points out that success depends on skills and know edge, otherw se
busi ness brings |osses «tolg pllv yllp ellx rtalta npattovrag {nuioupévoug Gpwv,

tollg o yvéun  ouvieTtaypévn niueAOUNEVOUG KA 6lttov ko ov  Ka
xkepdadedtepov ratéyvwv mnpattovrtag» (Xenophon, OCecononmicus, II, 18). In the
chapter twelve and thirteen he is talking about the special entrepreneurial
careful ness (« ¢6aAplc Seonétov maxuvve: mmov», ibidem X1, 20).

8 Here addresses Xenophon a bundle of behavioural statenents pointing out the
i mportance of rewarding for the brave and industrious (ibidem X I - XV). He

is commenting that the Persian king honours first the fighters (soldiers) and
than the farmers, because the first protect the second, but the second provide
food to the first. (ibidem IV, V)

9 «tolg & yvéun ouvtetaypévy MIIEAOUNEVOUG KO 6lttov ka ov Ka
kepdaredtepov Katéyvev npattovrtag» (ibidem I1I, 18).

10 Here (Xenophon) is described the classic case of entrepreneurial alertness
of discovering opportunities for high corn prices, because Xenophon is saying
that « AA mou v ©kotUowot tiploBGai te péAiota tlv oltov xka nep mAellotov
oltllv motllvtat o vBpwmnot, toUtoi¢ dltllv yovreg mapadidéact» (ibidem XX,
22-23).

11 For all the above see Mavridis, 2008a
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Connected with the above nentioned entrepreneurial dinmension is also
the question of the value at all, which goes back to the works of
Aristotle! first and to the econom ¢ views of Xenophon's too®.

In the following section two we are drawing the conceptual efforts

nmade by the nobst known economists - which sonehow functions as
representatives for all other scientists and researchers - in order to
hi ghlight the crucial entrepreneurial “mlestones”. In the section
three al nost conparatively to the latter we devel op the

entrepreneurial concept of Xenophon (mainly based on his work
“QO konom kos”) indeed exploring all the elenments which constitutes the
intellectual dinension of entrepreneurship. In the last section four
we put together our conclusions about our analysis of the presented
intellectual entrepreneurial ideas and the concluding Xenophontian
intellectual entrepreneur

The “adventures” of the entrepreneurial concept

The entrepreneurial concept itself has its beginning in the antiquity
and mainly in the works of the ancient Socratic authors Xenophon and
Aristotle® In our contenporary times the entrepreneurial concept has
been developed in nore details by sonme thinkers like Cantillon (1680-
1734), Jean-Baptiste Say (1767-1832), Alfred Marshall (1842-1924),
Joseph Schunpeter (1883-1950), Frank Knight (1885-1972) and lastly by
I srael Kirzner'®. These nentioned economists introduced in their time a
par adi gna shifting in t he conception of t he successf ul
entrepreneurship or at | east they have put an additiona

accentuation®. For all the above econom sts the crucial points concern

12 For his view see the works of Houmanidis & Leen (2001) and Mavridis

(2008a).

13 “They sonehow caused the division of the econonm sts and the econonic system
in two groups or blocks. Aristotle is saying first that the price of goods
depends on buyer’s own perceived usage utility. This notion addresses the
subj ective ophelimstic price theory or the capitalistic based view on
elasticity of demand (« xaotou ylp xthparog Sttt xplloi¢ otiv... ppdrepot
yip nodfiuatog¢  xpnoeig..tllv  olkeiav  xplotv... Adaytle verev  yéyove»),
lotototéAng, MHoAitikd, A8-9, 1257w, 5-15, in: Xouvpwavidng 1990. When goods are
obj ects for exchange (“ AAaylle vexev’) and not for the own usage (“olrkeiav
xpllowv'), then the related value cones up due to the cost (&amdvn) of the
product’s ingredients |like material and | abour. This second case addresses the
objective materialistic price theory which has been first re-devel oped by the
Scholastics in the nedieval times and influenced later on the “Marxist view
of added value of |abor, because «.p nwedovpevo: pllv yllp o xphpata elotv o
o lAoi, ol18llv  yilp xpriotpov ellot, nwAovpevotr & XpHpoato», ( Xenophon,
QCeconom cus, I, 10-12). In this way the pricing (profit) approach is
predetermned either as a progressive one (progressive cost accounting,
expenses oriented) or as a retrograde one (retrograde cost accounting,
earnings oriented). So the two economic systens of “capitalisnf (subjective,
earnings, profit) and materialism or “communi smi (objective, expenses, |abour
cost) found their prodromal theoretic thinker in the person of Aristotle and
his value theory. Even Adam Snith in his work “An inquiry into the nature and
causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776)” nade the distinction between value in
use and value in exchange, while Francois Quesnay nentions a val eur usuelle
and a val eur vénale. Accordingly there is really “nothing new under the sun”!”
( Xovuavidng, 1990, Mavridis, 2008a)

14 For a nore detailed analysis see Karayiannis, A (1990).

15 Karayiannis, A (Karayiannis, 1988) nentions in his work “Denobcritus on
Et hics and Econonmics” that Denocritus is in many entrepreneurial issues the
“teacher” of the above nentioned Socratic phil osophers.

16 For the issues of other authors I|ike Schnoller, Sonbart, Wilras, Wber,
W eser and others see Pittaway, L. (2005) and Ebner, A (2005)
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the entrepreneur’s position in the econonmy as a whole (determ nation
of the demand and supply, expected returns and drivers in the narket)
but also his role within the firm the definition of his task, his
personality and his abilities?.

Ri chard Cantillon (1680-1734) introduced in the nodern era the concept
of the “entrepreneur” and had acknow edged the entrepreneuri al
function within the econony!®. He further distinguishes three types of
econom ¢ agents: the traditional capitalists or |andowners (physical
capital), the entrepreneurs (structural capital) or arbitragers or
“equal i zers”!® and the workers (human capital). In his concept the
entrepreneur is nmoving between risk and uncertainty®. Therefore
cautious forward-1ooking is requested nore then innovation.

Jean-Baptiste Say (1767-1832) in his work “A Treatise on Political
Econonmy or the Production, Distribution and Consunption of Walth”
(1803) ascribes to the entrepreneurial concept a “new’ dinension which
in fact is a very old one(see Xenophon's work “G konom kos”)and this
is the manager’'s role. The entrepreneur is not Ilike Cantillon's
“out door dealer” of the econony but the |eader and manager. Say goes
further and broadens the narrow entrepreneur concept of Cantillon. H's
conception regards the entrepreneurial function as an admnistrative
ki nd of labor. Further Say does not accept the Aristotelian “zero-sunf
effect and declares that “the resources get their value after their
transformation to useful goods, so that wealth is created through
transformational production’?. He declares the agriculture industry
(physiocratism, the nmanufacturing industry and the commerci al
industry as the only types of industry which are able to create
val ue??. He makes al so |inks between the three mentioned industry types
and the three types of know edge: theoretical intellective know edge
(epistene), applied agentive know edge (techne) and executed know edge
(praxis). He regards epistene as flowing easily to other national
econom es (know edge di ssem nation). Indeed in the areas of production
(techne) and distribution (praxis) the entrepreneurial functions are
the donmains, where the entrepreneur creates products for human needs
and through this consunption he is gathering all those nonetary
revenues to use them again as an input for the production of goods. In
this way the entrepreneur creates wealth for land owners (rent for
physical capital), for capital owners (interest for nonetary capital)
and | abor owners (wages for human capital).

Alfred Marshall (1842-1924) with his nodel of the entrepreneur
extended the one of Say by introducing innovation, alertness and a
general ability as a suprene quality of the successful entrepreneur.
He further introduced aspects on social infrastructure of the
entrepreneur, like its famly (entrepreneurial) background, education
and innate characteristics.?

17 See Van Praag (1999) and Jackson et all (2001).

18 Cantillon declares in his posthunous publication “Essai sur Nature du
Commerce en Générale” (1755) the entrepreneur as a contributor or enabler or
driver for the society’ s economc value, In: Praag Van (1999).

19 Cantillon sees as the central role of entrepreneur that of the exchanger
and equal i zer of supply and demand!

20 Landowners and workers are not facing risk and uncertainty because the
interest rates as well as the wage rates are contractually fixable, but
selling prices not.

21 Mavridis, 2008a

22 See Van Praag (1999)

23 See Van Praag (1999).
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Joseph Schunpeter (1883-1950) nmade a significant contribution to the
concept of entrepreneur and his nost ideas are put in his work “The
Theory of Economic Development” (1911)2*. He is supposed to have
shifted the existing entrepreneurial paradigma: “from manager to the
| eader of the firm frominnovation practitioner (applier or executor)
to innovation creator, from exogenous innovation to endogenous one,
from agentive entrepreneur (techne) to intellective entrepreneur
(epistene), from entrepreneur with agentive potential to one wth
intellective conpetence or expertise® Summing up Schunpeter has an
entrepreneur in his mnd which is an innovator, an engine for economc
progress not just its wheels, not an owner of capital or nmanager,
neither a risk bearer, but a dynamic inventor of new business
conbi nati ons and opportunities. He is noving away from the static
exogenous based entrepreneur concept of Cantillon towards to a dynam c
one through which the econony is forced to an endogenous based hi gher
equi libriunf (Mavridis, 2008a).

Frank Knight (1885-1972) has elaborated the difference between risk
and uncertainty in his thesis “Risk, Uncertainty and Profit” (1921).
Uncertainty (unlike risk) is a probability wthout valid basis,
without enpirical past values. In reality it concerns outcones of
uni que events. True uncertainties are supposed to be managed through
entrepreneuri al judgnent and estimation and true business or
entrepreneurial decisions never concern probabilities which are based
on past data or experience®®. The renuneration of the entrepreneur is
the residual income which guarantees the renmunerations of the other
agents or “stakehol ders” too.

Israel Kirzner puts in his work the entrepreneurial alertness for
di scovering and exploiting profit opportunities in the front. This
works as equilibrating force of the nmarket. He recognize that the
entrepreneurial function requires a special type of know edge, a
devel oped perception of opportunities, an increased alertness and the
ability for decisions under uncertainty, the bearing of risk and the
conpetence of error correction (“learning by doing” or “trial-and-
error”)?,

The range of recent research concerning the entrepreneurial agenda
i ncl udes various aspects and views |ike extended historical overviews
del i vered by
Karayi annis, A D.:
1 “A synthesized theory of entrepreneurship”,
2 “The Entrepreneurial Function in Economic Literature — a Synoptic
Revi ew’,
3 “Denocritus on Ethics and Economi cs”,

24 He represents the Austrian School (Professor in Vienna and Graz) and was
educated under Boehm Bawerk and influenced by Wlrasian general equilibrium
thinking (“creative destruction”); see also Houmanidis & Leen, (2001).

25 Houmanidis (Houmanidis, 1991) is nmentioning that Schunpeter (and sone
other...big economsts) seens to ignore the contributions of the ancient
thinkers like that of Xenophon, Plato but especially that of Aristotle.
Additionally we nean that this ignorance is at |east a paradoxical point of
view, because it is sinply absurd to admire the marvell ous mnted coins of the
antiquity and in the sane time saying that there is no “econonic thought” at
all. Commercially used coins and related commercial (economc) thought are the
two faces of the sane “e-coin-onmy”. Even noney or coin forgery indicates on
economi ¢ thinking! See Mavridis, 2008a

26 This is the work of conputers and common cal cul at ors.

27 See al so Novéxka & TaxaesoUtol(2003), Mavridis, 2008a
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4 “Entrepreneurship in Cassical Geek Literature”,

5 “Entrepreneurial functions and characteristics in a proto-capitali st
econony: The Xenophontian entrepreneur”), classical and neo-
cl assical views delivered by

Van Praag, “Sone classic views on entrepreneurship”,

Jackson et all, “The continued saga of searching for the
entrepreneur: A historical perspective”,

Pittaway, L., “Philosophy in Entrepreneurship: a focus on economc
theories”, know edge based or intellectual oriented contributions
of fered by

Cherw t z, R. A and Alvarado Boyd, S. , ! Intellectual
Entrepreneurshi p: A new approach to increasing diversity”,

Cherwitz, R A, “Dversifying Gaduate Education: The prom se of
Intell ectual Entrepreneurship”,

Prusak, L., “Were did know edge nmanagenent cone fron?”,

Sirec Rant asa, K. “Taci t knowl edge, entrepreneurship and
i nnovation”,

Etenmad, H and Lee, Y., “The know edge network of international

entrepreneurshi p: Theory and Evi dence”,

but also contributions concerning growh, developrent and know edge
spillovers by
Acs, Z. J. and Storey, D J.,“Introduction: Entrepreneurship and
Econom c Devel opnent ”;
Acs, Z. J., Audretsch, D. B., Braunerhjelm P., Carlsson, B., “The
Knowl edge Spill over Theory of Entrepreneurship”;

Coul son-Thonmas, C., “Developing a corporate learning strategy:
creating intrapreneurs”,

Ebner, A. , “Entrepreneurship and econonic devel opnment” and

Hayton, J.C., “Conpeting in the new econony: the effect of the

intellectual capital on corporate entrepreneurship in high-
t echnol ogy new ventures”.

Xenophon's intellectual entrepreneurial concept

The conversation in the “GO konom kos” and already in the second
sentence Socrates points out that economy is supposed to be a science
(« ollkovopia miothiune TIVEE VvoHA  OTLV, onep TP LKL Kol

XOAKEUT LK) Kol textovikL», Xenophon, OCeconomicus, |, 1) and («Olxouv
Ueon Zexpatng, miothung pllv tivog Jdwpev plv  vopa ellvoat ol lkovouia
...»  Xenophon, COCeconomcus, VI, 4) |like others as nedicine,
coppersmths or carpenters. In this passage episteme (Umiothun) 1S
understood rather as techne (téxvnp). The difference between them is
that techne starts at very precise point and ends with a precise
product, service or result using a nore or |ess precise procedure. In
this context the task of a econony is the creation of surplus («.g
ollkellv tllv auto ollkov», Schneider, 1826, Qeconomcus, 1, 2, 3) or
val ue added («..e &Gvaito ollkov mnapodaplv tedellv Té oca 8 xai
neplovciav noillv allfeitv 1év ol lkov. », Xenophon, Ceconom cus, I, 4, 5).

Therewith the oi kononos is the entrepreneur managi ng his own business,
house or oikos. The human capital dinmension addressed here becones
strongly apparent, when Socrates points out whether the oikononos
would be able to create wealth for sonebody else - as e.g. the
carpenter works for other peoples. Kritovoulos accepts this fact and
Socrates introduces for the first time in the history the dialectical
term nus of the nanager when he is saying (« [otllv pa, ¢n Zoxpding
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tllv 1éxvnpv tavtnv mioctauév kKa € p  dltlleg tuxor xphupata xwv, TtV
[JAAov dxov ollkovouollvta onmep xa  ollkovoupollvta proBopopellv, ... €
duvato ollkov mapoAafllv tTé€Aet 1€ ola de xKa mepiovoiav moillv oletv
tllv olkov», Xenophon, OCeconomcus, I, 4) that sonmebody could nanage
successfully another’s house (or business) when hinself has not the
necessary (starting) capital as entrepreneur but has the know edge
(techne) to do his task being paid for that?,

The intellectual capital (IC theory assunes that the sustainable
wealth of firms is not the dead tangible capital but the intangible
abilities, skills or know edge of the human beings. This fundanental
principle of intellectual capital discussion had been disclosed for
the first tine in the economic history by Socrates or Xenophon as

wel | . The inmportance of this disclosure beconmes stronger apparent when
the question concerns the essence of the oikos, house, firm or
busi ness. Socrates puts the question whether ones enemies are also

belonging to ones econony (oeco-nony or oiko-nony); this because
shortly before was agreed that all kinds of belongings concern the
econonmy. Wth this rhetoric agreement the philosopher highlights
another aspect of the intangibility of assets. Tangibles or
intangi bles are capital only when do not cause losses or said in
i ntellectual capital termns when val ue added is pr oduced
(«... vaAdiokouotv ollk ell¢ de poévov, AA ko ellg¢ BAapnv pépet ot

xka 1t Ok », Xenophon, Ceconomcus, III, 5).

Consequently assets are only useful when they are capable to deliver
revenues and this has not to do with the asset itself but with its
owner or user («e pf ti¢ mniocrato xplloGat olté... ¢ v 1l¢ e@eAellobal
duvatat, xphpata ellvar», Xenophon, CQCeconomicus, 1, 11, 13). Wen
sonebody is not capable of riding a horse or does not know how to
cultivate his land he has in fact nothing valuable at his disposal
(«tolg pllv yilp ellx  rtalta mpattoviag {nuiouvpévoug dpwv, tol¢ & yvdun
ouvtetayuévy  mipedouvpévoug ko  Blittov Ko oV Ka KePSAAEATEPOV
xKatéyvov mpattovtag», Xenophon, OCeconomicus, II, 18). At this point
beconmes clear that not the tangible assets (Upyupidév) or elenents
(phenonena) |ike horses, land plots or flutes are the key for success
and wealth (xprjuaré¢ ori) but the intangible abilities, skills and
know how (Uniotraro xpllobat) to ride a horse, cultivate a land plot or
play with the flute («.. v pllv miorapévev xplloGat oltllv xaoctog
xphpata ott, T & p niotapév o xphpata», Xenophon, CQCeconomi cus,
1, 10).

But val ue added ( (xprjuar& otri) could be created even there is a lack
of know edge (human capital) if they could be sold to some one who
possess the necessary knowedge to nmaster the *“sold structural
capital” or handle with the technol ogical products («...u nwAovupevo!
plv yllp o xphpata elowv o olldoi, olldllv yllp xprnotpov ellot, nwAouvuevol
5 xphumata», Xenophon, OCeconomicus, I, 10-12)?°. Therefore not the
possession of assets or resources but their right wusage («
... vaAiokouotv ollk ellg de pévov, AA  ka ellg BAapnv ¢épet ot
ka T Ok », Xenophon, Ceconomicus, II7, 5) is the crucial point. It
is the shifting fromtangible to intangible dinension, from asset to

%8 Historically it is the first distinction between entrepreneur and nmanager,
al t hough Schunmpeter insisted al nost dogmatically to ignore it.

% This addresses the problem of the Aristotelian value theory as value of use
and value of exchange (« xaoctou yllp xthpatog¢ Sitt xplloi¢ otL ...ppdtepot
Yilp nodnpatog  xpnoeig..1tlv  ollxeiav  xpllotv ... Adayll¢ VEKEV  yEyove»,
lpLotoTéAng, MoAitikd, A, 8-9, 1257«, 5-15, in: Xoupovidng, A. (1990).
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usage, from natural (phenonmenon) capital to human capital (noounenon),
from technological capital (energounenon) to intellectual capital
(tel ourenon) (Figure 1)

Figure 1. From Noounenon to Tel ounenon Capita

Tel ounenon

G owt h
Capi tal
Phenonmenon Noounenon
Physi s Epi st ene
Capi tal Capita

N

Ener gounenon
Techne
Capi tal

Source: Mavridis, D. G (2008b)

And Xenophon continues in disclosing intellectual capital issues when
saying that even financial assets |ike nobney are not value added
drivers, especially if they are used in the wong way («olld 1

[pyvpta xphipata ellvat & pf ti¢ miotato xplloBat olt », Xenophon,

Qeconomicus, I, 12-14). He reconmends the owner to give them away («Té
puév 85 pyuptov, € pun  tig nioctatto ot xpllo6at, odltw noéppw
[lnwbe icbw», Xenophon, COCeconomcus, |, 14)) in order to prevent
possi bl e danmges («E yollv ti¢ xplito Tt pyupiw ote npiauevog ollov
Urtaipav Sita& Ttavtnv kKaxiov pév 16 Olpa  xol, Kaxkitov G8& thHv yYuxnv,

Kaxkitov O€ 16v ollkov, mlg v TL 16 pyldplov ot p€Apov ellp;  »,
Xenophon, CQCeconomicus, 1, 13. It easy in this passage to read “through
the lines” that Xenophon forces the capital owner to take the

advantage of earning interest or profit fromit when he let it be used
as “driver” for sonebody else’'s business. Revenues he states further
are possi ble too when the oi kononos (entrepreneur or manager) uses his
friends well («o & e¢ido, v ti¢ nmiotgrat olroll¢ xplloGat orte
UpeAellobat o aoltllv, ti e¢@rooupev doltoug ellval;....peAipdtepoi yé€ oL
tllv Bollv» Xenophon, GCeconomcus, |, 14-15) and why not his enenes
(«.xphipata eloi =t Suvapéve né tllv  x6pllv  gpeAellobat», Xenophon,
Qeconomicus, |, 15). In our nodern nanagerial |anguage “friends” are
our supporters or custonmers and “enemes” are our conpetitors first
and in sonme extent our suppliers and “stakeholders” in general
Therefore good relationships with all “players” in the marketplace are
an advantage for the firm enabling so a better functioning and a
better economic result. This very point mentioned by Xenophon is in
the modern 1 C theory one of the crucial value added drivers and is
called relational capital (SRC) (Figure 2).

% This contrasting pairs could be extended to: “dead - head”, “static -

dynam c”, “structure — procedure”, “have noney - know many”, “money hunters -
head hunters”.
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__ CAPITAL | ___CAPITAL |

Figure 2: Intellectual capital structure

Xenophon tries to clear the phenonenon of business failure and
busi ness success too. He notes that this fact has nothing to do with
the tangible assets or resources in general but again with the
intangi ble or cognitive-intellectual dinmensions of entrepreneurship.

In this context he addresses the issue of quality and |less that of
quantity which is still dominating in our nodern econony. Accordingly
coordination and carefulness paired with cognitive conpetence avoid
| osses and enables profits («tollg plv yilp elx talta mnparrovrag
{nuiovpévoug dpwv, T1olg¢ & YVOUn OUVTETAYHEVD mipeAovpévoug Ko

6lttov ko ov kKa kepdaledtepov EKatéyvwv mpdtrrovrag», Xenophon,

Qeconomicus, 11, 18). Connected with this is the next point concerning
a very nodern issue which is known in the managerial theory as the
SWOT- anal ysis. He states that houses (firns) using opportunities (O

and threads (T) in extreme situations like war, tyranny or risky
situations transform their weaknesses (W into strengths (S) and
advant ages («yap 85 pllg, ¢n, Kpit6Boure, oot pév 81 olrkot Sitwtllv

nl&nuévo. eloiv né nolrépou, oot & tupavvwv», Xenophon, QOeconom cus,
I, 15-16).

Wth the forthcom ng of the dialog Socrates (or better say Xenophon)
touches many other issues of nmanagerial inportance, like, the
organi sation of the house®, the alertness of the entrepreneur®, the
command of the slaves, the inpact of education and training («Kai e
pn xpiuota ti¢ tuxot xwv, pe¢ elvatr ti¢ miothiun olkovoupiag. Ti odlv
KwAUet Kal o€ miotacBat; ...ote pavlaveiv... 1@ auto OStotkelv... yw 85
£ nixeLpiootptL v T o ollkw pavBaveiv o lkovouellv», Xenophon,

38 In his Cyropedia highlights the inportance of specialization («oltot

KpATIOTOL Kot ylyvovtat o v @Lépevol 10 moAdolg mpooéxetv tlv volv m
v pyov tpamwvtar») (Kvpou Haitdeie, B, 1.11, in: Xovuavidng, 1990 and
Xenophon, Cyropedi a)

%2 Commodities (wheat) are sold there where the best price is paid for (« CAA
lmou v KoUowo!l TiploOai te paAiotra tllv olltov xa mep mAellotov oltllv
motllvtat o vépwrno t, tovtotg olltlv yovteg mapadidéaci»  (Xenophon,
Qeconomi cus, XX, 22-23).
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Cecononi cus, 11, 12-13)% the notivation techniques, rewarding and
awardi ng schenmes for the workers on the land plots, the coordination
and organi zation of the store or warehouse — he takes as exanple the
wel | organi zed Phoeni ci an  shi ps (structural capital - SC
organi zational capital - SOC)where a lot of things were in the small
pl ace properly stored, but also |oaded with profitable trade cargo
items without any disturbing 3. In the contrary case explained the
officer of the ship who in his free time controlled the ships
equi pnent God is punishing the carel ess fool s*°.

Concl usi ons

The inportance of the entrepreneurial human el enment (entrepreneurial

human capital) in the production process was recognised not only from
Xenophon but “koinos topos” for all thinkers of the ancient G eece.

Lowy rightly states that “the devel opnent of human skill was the
determ native element in any enterprise, from the managenent of the
household to the adm nistration of a comunity” (Lowy, 1987, p. 50).

For such intellectual entrepreneur know edge, information, training,

| ear ni ng- by- doi ng*®, skills, experi ence, conpet ence, experti se,

alertness, ethical soundness, right relationships and a taste for

ri ght eousness were the absolute necessary ingredients or drivers for

productivity either in general or for |abour productivity in part. In
this context Xenophon wants the intellectual entrepreneur to offer to
his |abourers and enployees (nmoney based) incentives paired wth
(prestige based) awards. Xenophon the practical philosopher, the
thinker and soldier, the intellectual agro-entrepreneur, the first

“physiocratic orator” of the soil has put the person whether as (Iand)

| abourer or (land) owner, whether as entrepreneur or nmanager

(administrator) in the mddle of his life and analytic issues about

oi konom a, stressing always three points:

Et hi cal and | egal fairness
Intell ectual entrepreneurship (Know Wo)
Intell ectual workmanshi p ( Know How)

Further the works of Xenophon in general and the “Q konom kos” in part
is full of economic, admnistrative, nanagerial and entrepreneuri al
i ssues, which nost of them are today self mnded parts of the
cont enpor at e cor pus of econoni cs.

33 Note al so what Xenophon nentions about |earning (“Do not try to be conpetent
wi t hout teachers (learning)” «pm yiyveoBat onovdaiot¢ veu Si1daokGAwv xKavllv»
(Do not regard yourself as inportant one wthout teachers), mouvpuovevuara
(Menorabilia), 4, 11, 2 in: Xouvpavidng 1990)

4 “Eig 16 péya mdolov 16 $0LVIKLKOV, mnAelloTa ydp OKEUD V OHLKPOTAT® OYYyelw
dtarexwpLopéva Beaocaunv’ (1 have seen in the Phoenician ship that a |ot of

things are in arranged in snmall roon), Schneider, 1826, Olkovouikdg, VIII, 11-
12; “I'dépe:. € nmapd nmavra @optiwv oo vavrAnpo¢ képdoug veka yetat’ (Is the
ship full wth cargo, which the owner is carrying for profit), Xenophon,
Ceconom cus, VII1, 12-13); “Kat oltw xeipeva ©xaota rxatevénoa ¢ ollte AAfAa
Ounodilet” (and all those are placed so that do not disturb) Xenophon,
Cecononicus, VIll, 13

¥ “Umeide ylp @ell¢ xa xoddlet toll¢ BAkag», Xenophon, QCeconomicus, MII,
16

¥« 1 pév BéAtiov  Ado nioctatto mididafau, Tt O xelpov mipaBellv»
(Teaching what you know well and learning what you don’t know well)

Xenophon, Qeconomi cus, X, 10
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