MARK BECK

PLATO, PLUTARCH, AND THE USE AND MANIPULATION
OF ANECDOTES IN THE LIVES OF LYCURGUS AND AGESILAUS
HISTORY OF THE LACONIC APOPHTHEGM

The city on the banks of the Eurotas exerted a captivating influence on succes-
sive generations of Greeks and foreigners. The “origination or inception of what
Francois Ollier termed “Le Mirage Spartiate”’ is in no small way attributable to
Plato, who in his political treatises, such as the Republic and the Laws, adopted
many elements of the Spartan constitution’. Beyond Plato’s admiration for the
social structure of Sparta, however, we can discern something more, something
which Plutarch detected, himself heavily under the spell of Plato®. This inadequate-
ly articulated and perhaps deeper source of Plato’s, and later Plutarch’s, admiration
finds expression in words placed in Socrates’ mouth in the dialogue bearing the

name of the Sophist Protagoras (342d-343b):

yvolTe 8" dv, 6TL éyn TabTa dAndf) AMyw kal Aakedaipoviolr mpods dLhocodlav
kal Aoyovs dploTa memaiSevvTal, Kde: el yap é6élel TiS AaKeE‘SaLpov[mv TG
bavroTdTw Gvyyeveoeal TQ pev TOAG €V Tols AGyols eUproeL aUToy babidv
TIVa (bawopevov émeLTa, Omov v TUXT] TOV )\eyouevmv eveBa)\ev pfina dEiov
Aoyou Bpaxl kal ovveaTpappévov GoTep SELVOs AKOVTLOTYS, WoTe dalvesbal
TOV Wpoc&a)\eyépevov Taldos unﬁév Be)\T[m ToUTO oV avTd Kal TGV viv eloiv
ol KQT(IU€VOT]K(IGL kal TGV mwdkat, 6TL TO )\aKmVLCELV 1TO)\U ua)\)\ov €0TLY dLho-
codeiv i dprroyvuvacTeiv, el8éTes &TL TolabTa otdy T' elvar pripaTa ¢6éyyeo-

Bar Teréws TmeTaLSevpévov €TV AVBpuTIOU.

F. OLLIER (1933, 1943).

z The most developed account of this is still ENN. TIGERSTEDT (1965), pp. 244-275. See also E.
RAWSON (1969).

} G.J.D. AALDERS (1982) passim, documents in page after page just how pervasive Plato’s influence on

Plutarch was in the sphere of politicail philosophy. In general see J. DILLON (1977), pp. 184-229. See

also L. DE BLOIS and J.A.E. BONS, “Platonic Philosophy and Isocratean Virtues in Plutarch’s Numa.”

Ancient Society 23 (1992) 159-188 and idem, “‘Platonic and Isocratean Political Concepts in Plutarch’s
Lycurgus.” Teoria e prassi politica nelle opere di Plutarcho, ed. by 1. GALLO and B. SCARDIGLI

Naples (1995) 99-106.
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The admiration Socrates expresses for Laconic brevity seems genuine as does
his contextualization of this ability in the realm of philosophy. This is significant.
The brevity and aphoristic terseness of Spartan speech which a modern interpreter,
Ernst Curtius, regards, and perhaps rightly, as an artifact of an excessively mili-
taristic society® is for Plato a measure of the success of Spartan mai8e{a.

Plutarch openly expresses his admiration for the Laconic style of speech in De
garrulitate (TTept adoreoyias) S10E-571A. In this passage he cites the passage in
Plato’s Protagoras quoted above, repeating Socrates’ simile that the Spartans re-
semble javelin throwers in their potent use of language. He ascribes this linguistic
mastery (1 8ewdTngs) to Lycurgus’ educational reforms. Their apophthegmatic
style of speech, Plutarch says, is a direct result of prolonged silence which gives
way to the pointed retorts known as apophthegms. In the case of both Plato and
Plutarch I feel that the admiration they express is quite genuine, and contributes sig-
nificantly to their appreciation of Sparta and its educational system.

Undoubtedly Plutarch’s admiration for statements which condense meaningful
thought in the briefest possible compass (To\bs vods év oA yn MéEel)’ led him to
collect apophthegms forming the collections transmitted to us under his name®. It is
not surprising, moreover, that a significant number of these apophthegms are
attributed to Spartans, some famous, some anonymous.

Plutarch’s Lycurgus

One of these Spartans is Lycurgus. The paucity of information about Lycurgus
available to Plutarch is reflected in the structure of the biography. In a significant
number of passages Plutarch simply describes the organization of Spartan social
institutions. Nearly all of these institutions (excepting the Krypteia) are attributed
to Lycurgus unquestioningly. Of Lycurgus’ birth and youth we are told nothing’.
There are no anecdotes of childhood feats prefiguring adult greatness as we have for
example in the Lives of Cato the Younger and Alexander the Grear®. The Life begins

(1874%), pp. 1811,
Op. cit., S1QE.
For a discussion of these collections and their authenticity see BECK, 1998.

Typically if Plutarch has access to such detail about his subjects’ early years he presents it. See,
e.g. PELLING (1990), pp. 213-244.

For the series of anecdotes exhibiting Alexander’s promising precocity see STADTER (1996), 291-296.
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with the events of Lycurgus’ maturity which seems to draw heavily on the collection
of anecdotes and exempla known as the Apophthegmata Lakonika®. This was noted by
Nachstidt, who concluded that the close correspondence between the Ap. Lac. collec-
tion (including the section called the Instituta Laconica, 236F-240B) and the Life of
Lycurgus, even extending to the order in which the anecdotes are presented, indicates
that Plutarch used the collection as his source'®. In all Plutarch incorporates 22 of the
31 apophthegms attributed to Lycurgus and 19 of the 42 apophthegms in the so-called
Instituta Laconica collection. He also supplements this material with apophthegms
attributed to other Spartans in the Ap. Reg. et Imp. and Ap. Lac. collections.

An anecdote which displays Lycurgus’ measured and thoughtful response to a
violent and vicious deed occurs both in the Life (11.1-8) and the Ap. Lac. collection
(227A-B). This anecdote recounts the story of hbw Lycurgus, owing to the unpopu-
lar nature of one of his reforms, the sussitia, among the wealthy, is forced by an
angry mob to flee for his life. One of his pursuers, a certain Alkandros, succeeds in
overtaking him and knocks out his eye with his staff. Alkandros is punished for this
by being placed in Lycurgus’ custody where he acquires firsthand knowledge of the
man’s greatness. Ultimately Lycurgus founds a temple in honor of Athena with the
epithet of Optilletis to commemorate his loss. The significant elaboration this anec-
dote receives in the Life testifies to the importance Plutarch attaches to it. The ver-
sion in the life takes up thirty lines in the Teubner edition or 243 words. The ver-
sion in the Ap. Lac. collection by contrast takes up only thirteen and a half lines or
ninety-nine words. This phenomenon, termed émekTelvwols when referring to the
expansion of a chreia, was a common exercise in the progymnasmata. If we com-
pare the two texts it becomes obvious that most of the elaboration this anecdote
undergoes in the version found in the Life of Lycurgus occurs in the middle. There
are, however, slight differences in phrasing which are significant. In the Ap. Lac.
version the crowd becomes verbally abusive (€BAacdnoiv); in the Life two verbs
replace this which give greater expression to the heightened emotionality and volu-
bility of the crowd (kaTaBodv kal dyavakTeiv). Lycurgus in the Life is driven not
just through the agora as in the Ap. Lac. version, but out of the agora altogether, at
a run. Alkandros, his assailant, is not identifed nor described in the Ap. Lac. ver-
sion. In the Life by contrast not only is his youth mentioned (els 8¢ Tis veavic-
kos)'! but the young man’s gifted nature and sharp temperament are noted (dA\ws

®  225E-229A.

10 W. NACHSTADT (1935), pp. 4ff. He also presents his results in his Teubner edition, Plut., Moralia

vol. II, pp. 165-167. ZIEGLER cites with approval this study in his RE article.

1 - . .
This is also mentioned again towards the end of the anecdote.

Seccion 1. Plutarco y Platén
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név ovk adurs, 0EUs 8¢ kal Bupoeldnis). Plutarch, it appears, is extrapolating the
otk aduis from Alkandros’ later response to Lycurgus’ example and instruction.
His sharp temperament he divines from the violence of the act.

Beginning with Lycurgus’ steadfast reaction to the blow, the next nineteen
lines in the Life version seems to be elaborated freely by Plutarch for the most
part, with the Ap. Lac. version providing a rough outline of Lycurgus actions.
Some of the significant details found in the Life but not in the Ap. Lac. seem
clearly designed to add drama to the presentation (mdfos) and serve to describe
more vividly Lycurgus’ character (jfos) e.g.:

*  Lycurgus does not succumb to the pain of his wound but stands fast and
confronts the crowd showing them his bloody socket.

»  The crowd’s reaction of shame is emphatically described with a hendiadys:
aldws 8¢ TWOMT kal kaTndela Tovs (BovTas €axev.

*  Not only does the crowd remand Alkandros to Lycurgus’ custody on the
spot'? but are outraged at what has happened (cwayavakTotvTas) and give him an
escort home. Lycurgus in return, despite all that has happened, still has the presence
of mind and élan to praise them for their response.

*  Whereas in the Ap. Lac. version Plutarch renders the results of Alkandros’
cohabitation with Lycurgus in rather vague terms (cuvdiatTipevor 8’ éxwv amé-
Setkev émavétny attol Te kal TS Staitns fjv e€lxe ov adT@ kai kaddov
TS dywyns €paoTyv), the Life version contains a rather explicit discussion of
what the source of Alkandros admiration was: €V TG KATAVOELY TNV TPdoTNTA
kal TO BdBos avTol Ths Puxis, kal TO mept THY SlatTav avoTnpdv, kai TO
mpoOs ToUs movous dkapmTov. The rather abstract term ématvéTtns given to
Alkandros in the Ap. Lac. version is portrayed in concrete form in the Life: kal
mpOs Tovs ouvriPels kal pilous EXeYEV ws ov OkAnpds oS’ alfddns 6 Au-
koUpyos, AANA 1Lovos €KelVos TMLepos kal mpdds €aTt Tois dA\oLs.

*  The result of Lycurgus’ influence on Alkandros (mentioned nowhere in the

Ap. Lac. version) is described in superlative terms (€x movnpol 81 véov kal avfd-
Sous EUPENECTATOS AVIp KOl OWhPOVLKWOTATOS YEVOILEVOS.)

12 In the Ap. Lac. version the words kow@ 80ypatt imply a formal decision-making process and not

a spontaneous act.
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This anecdote then, which in its original form" in the Ap. Lac. collection con-
veys little of Lycurgus’ character and personality, is transformed by Plutarch into a
vivid descriptive anecdote containing much direct and indirect characterization.
Plutarch obviously found this anecdote to be a useful vehicle for portrayal of Ly-
curgus’ humane and gentle temperament (viz. mpadéTnTa and fepos kal mTpaOS),
a central theme in the Lycurgus-Numa pair. He also, however, utilizes this opportu-
nity to depict and describe Lycurgus’ courage (in facing down an angry crowd) and
his austere and frugal lifestyle and great capacity for hard tasks (70 mpods Tovs mo-
vous dkapmTov) all very military sounding and Spartan'®. Lycurgus in Plutarch’s
portrait is not only instrumental in the establishment of the Spartan dywyn, he lives
it and in living it he demonstrates it to others. This version of the anecdote then
serves to demonstrate the practical application of the Spartan dywyn when em-
ployed on a promising subject (o0k dduris and 6 8" ok Gv dyevwns)'. Itis also
possible that Plutarch is attempting to counter criticism leveled at the Lycurgan educa-
tional system by Aristotle who accused the Spartans of a single-minded fixation on one
part of virtue, namely manly courage(andreia), to the neglect of instilling the other
parts'®, The parts of virtue (j1épn dpeTfis) as listed by Aristotle in his Rhetoric'” are:
Sikatoovvn, avdpeia, cwdpoaivn, peyadompémeLa, peyalofuxia, €éAevBepldTng,
mpadTns, $poévnats, and godia. In this anecdote which describes a form of the
aywyn as practiced by Lycurgus himself we witness how the gentler virtues such as
mpadTns and cwdpoglyn are modeled by Lycurgus and cultivated by Alkandros.

This example demonstrates as clearly as any to what extent Plutarch is pre-
pared to elaborate an anecdote to suit the needs of his portraiture. He does not
elaborate all anecdotes regarding Lycurgus in this way however, at least vis-a-vis

the Ap. Lac. collection.

One anecdote for example recounts how Lycurgus, at an unspecified point in time
subsequent to his agrarian reforms, while returning from abroad *“was passing through
the country just after reaping. As he gazed at the heaps of grain side by side and all
equal in size, he smiled and remarked to the bystanders that the whole of Laconia had

We of course do not have Plutarch’s probable source, Ephorus.

14 These are the qualities expected of an ideal general. Cf. Xenophon’s description of Agesilaus in
his encomium.

See L. PICCIRILLI (1981), pp. 7-10.
18 pol. 1338b 11-19; of, 1271b 2-6, 1333b 11-21.
17 1366b 1.9.4-6. cf. Nic. Eth. 2.7 and 3.9-4.15. Cf. Chap. 2 p. 45.
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the look of a property which many brothers had recently divided between them-
selves”'®, The version in the Life contains thirty-five words the one in the Ap. Lac. col-
lection'? thirty-six words. There are no substantial differences in wording between the
two versions and it appears that Plutarch decided to forego any elaboration which
would have compromised the Laconic quality and expressive force of this anecdote.

Similarly in a section devoted to the Laconic style of speaking Plutarch after cit-
ing several examples, comments on the Laconic style of speaking: éyw 8¢ xai Tov
AGyov 6pd TOV Aaxwvikdy Bpaxiy pév elvar okolvTa, LdiloTa 8¢ T@V Tpay-
LdTwyr édikvotpevor kat Ths Stavolas amTépevor Tév dkpowpévwy®®. He then
cites Lycurgus as exemplifying this style of speech?'. This statement introduces a
series of apophthegms or chreiai which, with one exception, are formulated in the
same way as the corresponding apophthegms in the Ap. Lac.? collection:

“To someone desiring the establishment of democracy in the city Lycurgus responds:
«Indeed you first establish a democracy in your own home»*". To someone questioning
why he ordered that the propitiatory ofterings be relatively small and cheap Lycurgus
responded: «In order that we may never omit to honor the deity»”24.

The last two examples were apparently contained in open letters of Lycurgus to
his fellow Spartans:

To the question: “How could we ward off an invasion of the enemy?”
Lycurgus responds: “If we remain beggars and do not desire to be greater the one
than the other”®.

Regarding the walls Lycurgus responds: “A city could not be unwalled which is
surrounded by men and not bricks™*®. A comparison of the first chreia with the
original statement in the Ap. Lac.”’ collection is instructive.

Lyc. 8.9, trans. by TALBERT (1988), p. 17, with a slight modification of my own.

19 226B. ’

0 1ye 195,

2L Iye. 1956.

2 228c-e.

2 N » ~ N < , ,
3 Lyc. 19.7: “ov yap” é¢n “mpdTos €v T oikig gou molnoov Snpokpatiav.”

2 Lyc. 19.8: “lva wj moTe” €dm “Tipavtes TO Belov Slalelmwpey.”
Lyc. 19.11.
Lyc. 19. 12.

228D.

25

26

27
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Vita Lyc. version

“mes dv mokepiwv édodov aiefolpeda...”
“dv TTwxol pLévnTe Kal i péoBuv dtepos Batépw épdTe fpev.”

Ap. Lac. version
“mis dv moAepiwv €podov dhebolpeba...” _
“eav mTwxol” €dn “NTe kal prn pellwv dtepos Batépou €pd elval.”

The words in boldface print indicate Doric forms which Plutarch has incorpo-
rated into the text without changing the entire statement into good Doric. He
obviously here is attempting to give a decidedly Laconic sound to Lycurgus’ state-
ment. The question remains what prompted Plutarch to alter only this one chreia in
this series attributed to Lycurgus?*® ‘

Some apophthegms are subjected to a different kind of transformation, however.
They are simply dissolved into the narrative, the direct speech of the apophthegm
in the collections being then parphrased by Plutarch in the Life. These are for the
most part his Rhetra and do not involve the kind of pithy apophthegms cited above.
The dramatic impact thus lost by not relating these statements in direct speech is
therefore negligible. Examples of this include his reason for not waging war
repeatedly against the same enemy®.

Finally throughout the Life of Lycurgus there are numerous apophthegms attribut-
ed to various Spartans of different historical periods. Some are kings such as
Theopompus or Agis, an Ephor such as Antalcidas, a wife such as Gorgo (the wife
of king Leonidas) a mother such as Argileonis (the mother of Brasidas), or an ano-
nymous Spartan chef who had the unsavory task of preparing black broth for some
foreign potentate. Some are related in the koine dialect like the one told about
Theopompus who, when reproached by his wife for leaving their sons a weaker

¥ One possible explanation is that Plutarch’s shift to the Doric dialect here is a direct response to the
questionable credibility of his source’ mepl pev olv ToUTWY Kat TV TOLOUTWY €MOTOAGY OUT’
amoTtfioal pddiov olre moTeloar (Lyc. 19.13). Consciously or subconsciously his use of Doric
here would tend to shore up the apophthegm’s credibility by making it sound more like something
Lycurgus would have said. The second chreia in the letter contains av8pelols for avSpdot. This is
not to my knowledge a true Doric form. See also Lyc. 22.2 and Ap. Lac. 228E and Lyc. 22.9 and
Ap. Lac. 227F for other examples of chreiai with similar wording.

» Lyc. 13.8 and Ap. Lac. 227C. Another example is his reason for not setting down in writing a code
of laws. Lyc. 13. 1-3 and Ap. Lac. 227B. See also Lyc. 10.4 and Ap. Lac. 226E.

Seccion II. Plutarco y Platon
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kingship than he had assumed, retorted “greater, because [it will be] more lasting™.
The true Laconic brevity of the kings response can hardly be rendered in English:
“Uellw pev obv” elmelv “bGow xpovtwTépav.” Sometimes at least for some of the
dicta the Doric dialect is employed, as in the case of Argileonis who asked the men
arriving from Amphipolis if Brasidas had died a noble death, one worthy of Spartan.
When they praised him, saying that Sparta has no man to match him, she respond-
ed: “un MyeTe” eimer “0 Evol kalds p&v yap Ay kal dyabos O BpaciSas,
ToMoUs 87 dudpas Aakedaipwy éxet THYou kdppovas™!. The Doric adds
authenticity to her statement, but the statement is too good not to want to believe
anyway. Of the twenty-six apophthegms or chreiai attributed to personages other
than Lycurgus two are attributed to non-Spartans: the Theban Epameinondas® and
the Socratic philosopher Antisthenes®. Of the remaining twenty-four apophthegms
seventeen do not contain Doric forms; seven do; in other words 71% without Doric
forms as opposed to 29% with*.

If one compares the apophthegms with Doric forms with similar apophegms in
the collection it becomes apparent that Plutarch has on more than one occasion
Doricized the apophthegms in the Life:*

It should be apparent that Plutarch is not at all averse to performing manipula-
tions on the anecdotes, or, to use the ancient terms, apophthegms and chreiai, which
he incorporates in the Life of Lycurgus. This is not to say that he modifies all that
he touches. Rather the alterations he makes seem to be in response to thematic con-
siderations or for literary reasons, i.e. greater verisimilitude. It remains to be seen
whether these findings are also applicable to the Life of Agesilaus, our next subject.

30 Lyc. 7.2.

Lyc. 259.
32 Lyc. 13.6. ’

Lyc. 30.7.

31

33
** The names appearing in boldface type indicate apophthegms containing Doric forms. Archelaos
5.9; Theopompos 7.2; Laconic chef (udyeipos) 12.13; Epameinondas 13.6; Leotychidas the elder
13.7; Antalkidas 13.10; Gorgo 14.8; Anonymous young man to Derkyllidas 15.3; Geradas 15. 17-
18; Agis 19.4; Leonidas 20.1; Charilaos 20.2; Archidamidas 20.3; Demaratos 20.5; Agis 20.6;
Theopompos 20.7; Pleistoanax 20.8; Archidamos 20.9; Anonymous 20.12; Anonymous 20.13;
Young Anonymous 20.14; Anonymous 20.15; Pedaritos 25.6; Polystratidas the ambassador 25.7,
Argileonis 25. 8-9; Antisthenes 30.7.

33 Cf. e.g. Lyc. 20.6 with Reg. et Imp. Ap. 190C-D and Ap. Lac. 215E-F, and Lyc. 20.8 with Reg. et

Imp. Ap. 192B, Ap. Lac. 217D, and Ap. Lac. 231D.
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The Life of Agesilaus

If the number of anecdotes ascribed to Agesilaus in the Ap. Lac. collection (79)36
is an accurate reflection of the Spartan king’s popularity in the ancient world as a
coiner of memorable statements, then he truly was without peer in this regard.
Lysander by contrast, from an historical point of view a very important man indeed,
has only fifteen to his credit in the same collection®’. One explanation for the abun-
dance of anecdotes attributed to Agesilaus may of course be that he was simply very
witty. Yet it is difficult to believe that Agesilaus was wittier than all the other notable
historical figures mentioned in Reg. et Imp. Ap. collection and the Ap. Lac. collection.
A more likely explanation is that when Agesilaus made a memorable remark there
was someone there to record it for posterity: his friend the Socratic Xenophon®,
Undoubtedly Xenophon’s encounter with Socrates, the putative founder of ethical
philosophy in the western world, had an impact on his representation of Agesilaus in
the encomium, especially regarding the choice of ethical categories.

Agesilaus and Megabates

In his depiction of Agesilaus Plutarch thinks that the king’s interpersonal rela-
tions were governed at least periodically by the competitive drives of philotimia and
philonikia. How did Plutarch assess these relationships?

Agesilaus’ encounter with Megabates the handsome son of his ally
Spithridates reveals significant facets of this complex man’s personality®.
Megabates attempts to kiss Agesilaus, who avoids the kiss to his own regret. A
comparison of Plutarch’s two versions*’ with Xenophon’s version*! shows that
Xenophon is almost surely Plutarch’s source*’. Plutarch did not however simply
copy down Xenophon’s version, he modified it.

3 208B-215A.

229A-230A.

38 On Agesilaus and Xenophon see most recently P. CARTLEDGE (1987), pp. 56-71 and passim. See
also E. DELEBECQUE (1957), especially pp. 138-168. H.R. BREITENBACH (1966), especially coll.
1701-1708. 1.K. ANDERSON (1974), pp. 146-171. W.E. HIGGINS (1977), pp. 76-82 and passim.

37

¥ Ag 11.5-10.

40 A version of this anecdote also appears in the Ap. Lac. collection 209 D-E.

4 Ag. 5. 4-7. This anecdote is not related in his Hellenika where Megabates receives only brief men-
tion (4.1.6 and 4.1.28.

2 Cf SHIPLEY (1997), ad loc., pp. 175-180.
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182 MARK BECK

Xenophon relates the anecdote in a section of the Agesilaus devoted primarily to
Agesilaus’ temperance as a vivid illustration of the king’s self-restraint with respect
to sexuality®. For Plutarch, however, this anecdote serves to represent the ampli-
tude of Agesilaus’ emotional involvement with Megabates™. Plutarch does con-
cede, however, that Agesilaus, in the presence of Megabates, did attempt to fight
against his desire in a juvenile fashion (veaviiis)*. Moreover Plutarch asserts that
Agesilaus employed his competitive nature in affording resistance (T¢ $trovikw
xpupevos ). Clearly Plutarch’s view of Agesilaus’ behavior in this instance differs
from Xenophon’s; ¢thovikia is not normally associated with the virtues of self-con-
trol, self-restraint, or temperance’’. Both Xenophon and Plutarch mention that
Agesilaus loved Megabates and that the young man attempted to give Agesilaus a
kiss, but only Xenophon points out that it is customary for the Persians to bestow a
kiss (i.e. give accolades) on those whom they honor, thereby clarifying the context
of this encounter. Xenophon expresses in strong language Agesilaus’ attempt to
avoid the kiss (Stapdyeofat dvd kpdTos TO uf dtAndivar)*®. Plutarch, however,
has but a simple éEéxAvev. Xenophon’s comment on Agesilaus’ action in the form
of an excited rhetorical question is unequivocal* dp’ o0 ToUTé ye Adn TO cwdpd-
vnpa kal Mav yevwikév;® Plutarch, far from interpreting Agesilaus’ behavior as

B 54,

11.6.

When applied to adults this adverb or its corresponding adjective have a pejorative connotation in
Plutarch. SHIPLEY’s (ad loc., p. 177) translation of veavikés amopdyxecBat as “he fought off man-
fully” not only ignores the typical use of this word in Plutarch, it also fails to consider the imme-
diate context, i.e. the subsequent anecdote with its unflattering depiction of Agesilaus’ behavior.

44

45

46 11.6. On Plutarch’s use of filovnikon here to explain Agesilaus’ behavior see SHIPLEY (1997), ad

loc., pp. 175f. SHIPLEY notes that the military metaphor is continued by the terms dwopdxeafat
and $uyi). If SHIPLEY is correct in his assumption that Plutarch is attempting here the “different
recreation of Agesilaus’ feelings and motivation, constructed from the record of his actions,” then
Plutarch’s use of such metaphorical language would indicate that the element of competition even
existed in Agesilaus intrapsychically and not just interpersonally.

47 . . . .
Concepts associated with temperance in Plutarch tend to refer to the private sphere and the reac-

tion to, and control of, passions, while the proactive competitive drives of dpthoTinia and dpriovi-
kia hold sway in the civic or military sphere, where a premium is placed on the active engage-
ment of challenges. Cf. F. FRAZIER (1996), pp. 191-195 and 199f.

8 5.4. We see where Plutarch obtained the idea for the military metaphor.

49 . . y s . . . .
The interrogative dp’ oU of course, like the Latin nonne, definitely expects an affirmative response.

See DENNISTON (1954), pp. 46f.
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exhibiting self-control and nobility of bearing, attributes to Agesilaus the feelings
of irritation and regret at having avoided the kiss® as well as the reprehensible
behavior of dissimulation (rpocemoteiTo favpdleiv)’.

In the subsequent dialogue® Xenophon records a conversation Agesilaus had
with only one friend, whereas Plutarch relates that his friends (ot cuviifets) re-
proached him for his behavior, implying that he avoided the kiss out of fear: Zv yap
aiTios, ol ownPers €baocav, oby VTOoTdS, AAA TPéoas TO GIANPLa TOD Kalol
kal dofndeis: and dA\" Swws albis ovk dmodetidoers. Xenophon has Agesilaus
swear a double oath in response to his friends question whether he will give
Megabates a kiss if he (Megabates) should be persuaded to try once again. This
double oath is interesting for several reasons. Xenophon does not, for the most
part—the exception being Tw olw— relate Agesilans’ remarks in the Doric dialect.
Plutarch, however, Doricizes much of Agesilaus’ statement (¢f. THvav Tav pdxav
Tav...adwov...xpuvoia). Plutarch’s version contains no oath whatsoever and conse-
quently lacks the vigor and force of Xenophon’s original version. It is also intro-
duced by the tentative expression: éy® ydp pot Sokd™. Plutarch’s Agesilaus seems
to be contemplatively entertaining a thought rather than passionately rejecting a
possibility. This interpretation receives support from the way Plutarch introduces
this statement of Agesilaus: xpévor obv Tiva wpds €auvTe yevdpevos 6 'Ayn-
ollaos kal Sraciwmoas™. Xenophon for his part feels that Agesilaus exhibits
remarkable self-control.

If we return to Plutarch’s version we see that the tentative vacillating quality of his
Agesilaus is reflected in Plutarch’s concluding comment. He states that Agesilaus’
behavior changed when Megabates was absent, he suffered passionate longing, so
much so that Plutarch doubts whether he would be able to suppress his desire to kiss
Megabates if given the chance again™. It is apparent that Plutarch does not use this
anecdote to depict Agesilaus as a paragon of temperance and self-control, as Xenophon
does. Instead he employs it to reveal a king who is reproached by his friends for being

0 Ag 117,

SU b,

2 Xen., Ag. 5.5, Plut., Ag. 11.8.

53 . o s . . . . .
Cf. with Xenophon’s direct and vehement O0 Tw ouwd, followed by a string of superlatives pdia
KAAALOTOS Te Kai LoxupdTaTos kAl TAXLOTOS.

54 Cf. Xenophon who simply writes évtatfa Staciwnioas.

55 1110
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184 MARK BECK

timid, fearful and even cowardly, who sustains this insulting tone with thoughtful
silence and who seemingly can barely get a grip on himself when the boy is away>®,

Plutarch’s version of this anecdote in his apophthegmata collection® reveals that
Plutarch was well aware of the anecdote’s original import, i.e. according to Xenophon.
He attributes to Agesilaus in this version the following closing statement:

Indeed I think that I wish to be above such things rather than capture by force
the most well-mannered city of my adversaries; since it would be better to preserve
my liberty for myself than to take it from others.

This concluding statement of the anecdote, the dictum, clearly demonstrates
Agesilaus’ unflinching resolve not to succumb to his desire for Megabates and
therefore testifies to his temperance™.

Other modifications of this anecdote can also be understood in the light of the
continuity of the thematic context imposed on the Pompey-Agesilaus pair. If one
compares their attitudes towards sexual relations as Plutarch seems to be doing, one
would expect that Plutarch would also incorporate some anecdote or story about
Pompey’s passion in the sexual sphere. This he does early in the Life of Pompey®
with anecdotes about Pompey’s love affair with the courtesan Flora and the beauti-
ful wife of the freedman Demetrius. Both anecdotes stress Pompey’s self-control
with respect to women, but the anecdote about Flora is especially telling. Plutarch
relates that although Pompey was deeply in love with Flora, he nevertheless was

36 SHIPLEY (1997) ad loc., 178, thinks that the jocular nature of the occasion renders what, on any

other occasion, would have been grave insults, simply playful barbs. This interpretation, however,
skirts the issue of why Plutarch introduced this insulting tone, not present in Xenophon, which cer-
tainly does diminish the dignity and stature of the king. The jocularity of this occasion, if that is
what Plutarch wants us to perceive here, is also not present in Xenophon.

57" Ap. Lac. 209 D-E.

58 The closeness of the wording also indicates that Plutarch was probably working directly from the

Ap. Lac. version rather than from Xenophon’s. If he did this systematically his procedure would
have been to excerpt from a main source and then work from the excerpted material, supplement-
ing it perhaps with his excellent memory. The nature of ancient papyrus books in scroll form with-
out indices would encourage such a method. See in general on this PA. STADTER (1989). This
method could also account in part for some of the divergencies in wording and content since the
version of the anecdotes in the Life are twice removed from the source.

¥ 2 5.1
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able to surrender her to his friend Geminus and stop seeing her without any overt
signs of emotional distress like those evinced by Flora herself*®’. The contrast which
Plutarch wishes to demonstrate is clear: Megabates is to Agesilaus what Flora is to
Pompey, but the apparent ease with which Pompey is able to overcome his passion
for Flora is not paralleled by Agesilaus’ behavior®.

The two men’s relations with their friends is also an issue in both anecdotes. We
have already seen how Plutarch has modified Xenophon’s original version to represent
the king being rudely chided by his “friends.” In Pompey’s case we witness the sur-
prising readiness with which he gives in to Geminus’ request. The two men’s suscep-
tibility to their friends is, as we have seen, a major,theme in both Lives. This example
clearly demonstrates how Plutarch may manipulate, alter, elaborate and comment on
an anecdote in response to thematic considerations active in both Lives of a pair®.

In the series of anecdotes presenting Agesilaus’ generalship® and in the series
detailing his recall from Asia Minor, his return to Greece®, and his involvement in the
internecine struggles of the Greeks®, a comparison with Xenophon reveals that
Plutarch did indeed respect Agesilaus’ military ability. The alterations he makes in his
source tend not to detract significantly from the generally very positive characteriza-
tion of the king’s skill as a commander of men and sometimes they even add details
which render Agesilaus in an even more positive light than his eulogizer Xenophon.

% This anecdote among others is discussed by P.A. STADTER (1995), pp. 221-236.

61 See also, e.g. Plutarch’s depiction of Agesilaus’ encounter with Pharnabazus’ son (Ag. 13.1-4),

modified from Xenophon’s Hellenika 4.1.39. See also Agesilaus’ handling of the Sphodrias affair
(25.1-10).

I should note that this modifiction of his source seems to take place initially, at least in this exam-
ple, at the excerpting stage, since Plutarch’s preliminary version in the Ap. Lac. collection (209 D-
E), although showing modifications in response to the relations with friends theme, does not de-
viate significantly from Xenophon with respect to the Eigenbedeutung (See H. LAUSBERG
(19907, pp. 231f (§421) for an explanation of this term as opposed to the Ernstbedeutung of an
exemplum, or in this case, an anecdote. This may indicate that even at the exerpting stage Plutarch
had already selected some themes for development in the Life and he therefore immediately made
some modification of his source material.

62

8 Ag 9-107

64 Ag. 15.2-16.4.

5 Ag 16.6-19.5.

Seccion 11. Plutarco y Platon




186 MARK BECK

Conclusion

Plutarch, it seems, expands anecdotes and alters their content in response to cer-
tain themes. The probability that such elaborations will take place appears to be
directly proportional to how problematic the theme is, either in the realm of public
opinion concerning the biographical subject’s life and works, or in the subject’s own
life and its impact on his contemporaries. Frequently his editorial work is restricted to
a few minor changes which add color and life to a portrait, such as changes in dialect,
or the wording, of an anecdote. It is often amazing, however, to see how great an
impact a series of relatively minor alterations can have. Like a proficient artist
Plutarch uses color sparingly and lavishes the greatest attention on those details which
infuse the portrait with the most profound aspects of his subject’s personality.
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