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Abstract

Although the words giAavBpwria and @iAdvOpwog are pivotal terms of his ethical vocabulary,
Plutarch often attaches to these words meanings and nuances that appear to be ethically
indifferent or neutral. One of these meanings is the sociability-nuance of philanthropia, which
seems to describe all sorts of refined modes of behaviour such as courtesy, affability, tactfulness,
friendliness, hospitality and the like. Plutarch appreciates and encourages these aspects of refined
conduct (mainly in the Moralia), for he believes that they conduce to good human relations and
promote social harmony. Yet, though some of his heroes (e.g., Phokion, Cato, Perikles) appear
to be rather unsociable, Plutarch, far from finding any fault with them, explicitly or implicitly
justifies and even approves of their sternness and austerity. Sometimes because he is aware that
good manners and sociability, especially in the domain of politics, may be a deceptive fagade that
often conceals crude ambition or devious schemes and machinations; other times because he
bows to the hero’s moral excellence, which, under certain circumstances, seems to be somehow
incompatible with the usual manifestations of sociability.

According to Diogenes Laertios, Plato distinguished three kinds of
philanthropia: a) by way of salutations, i.e. by addressing everyone you meet on
the street and shaking hands with them, b) by way of helping everyone in need,
and ¢) by way of keeping an open house and offering dinner-parties. In other
words, philanthropia is manifested through salutations, through conferring
benefits, and through offering dinners and promoting social intercourse’.

Nobody recognizes Plato in this description, of course, since the four
occurrences of the words @iAavBpwria and @iA&vOpwrog in the Platonic
corpus convey only the literal meaning of the words (love and lover of mankind),
which at most could be taken to underlie the second kind in Laertios’ passage?®.
Plutarch would also have difficulty, I think, in associating Plato with the three
kinds of philanthropia above, but for him Laertios’ description would have

1D.L.3.98: Tfig cpl)\avawmag otiv €1dn tpw( gv psv 814 T mpoanyopiac yvdéuevov, oiov
€V 01G TIVEG TOV EVTuXGVTX MdvTa npocayopsuoum Kal tnv de&iav spﬁa?\)\owsq xoapsn(ovcw
&M e1d0g, Stav Tig ﬁonentlkoq il TavTli T atvxouvn StEpOV £106¢ éot1 Tfig (pl)\avepwmocq v
® Tiveg @rhodeimviotal elot. TAg dpa (pl?\aVGpwmac 70 Y€V 0Tt d1& TOD TpocayopevELY, TO d¢
814 Tod €VEPYETETY, TO O¢ d18 T0D £oT1dv kal prhosvuvovstdlerv. The above categorization is part
of the Awipéoeig (Divisiones), the last section of D. L., book 3 (§§ 80-109), sometime attributed
to Aristotle (see V. Rosk, 1971, p. 677).

2 Euthphr. 3D: "lowg yap ob uév Sokeig omdviov ceavtov mapéxelv kai Siddokelv ovk
£0€Aetv TNV oeavtod copiav: £yw 8¢ @ofoluat ur O1d PrhavBpwniog Sok® avToig Stimep Exw
éKstupévwg navti avdpi Aéyetv, o0 pévov dvev uofol, GAAG Kal npoouﬂsig av Ndéwg el Tig
pov £0€éAer akovELY. Symp- 189C-D: o1 yotp Be®dv cpl)\ocvepwnowtog (sc. Epwg) gnikovpdg
e OV TOV GVvOpWTWY Kal w(tpog 00TV WV ladéviwy peywtn sv5a1pov1a av avepwnaw
yéver €ln. Lg. 713D: ...kai O 06€0¢ @rAdvOpwmog &v, tdte yévog Guevov UGV €piotn T
@V donpévwv. Def. 412E: drhavOpwria €81 0dywyog fBoug mpdg avBpdmov ihiav- £€1g
€VEPYETIKN GVOPWOTWV XEPLTOG OXEDLG VAN UET EDEPYETTAG.
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struck a familiar note. As a matter of fact, Plutarch’s usage of philanthropia
and cognate words, pivotal terms of his ethical vocabulary, covers, as is well-
known, a much wider range of meanings and nuances than the three aforesaid
kinds*; more importantly, the concept of philanthropia in Plutarch is not simply
synonymous with sociability and its various ramifications, as the first and third
kind of Laertios’ passage suggest, but perhaps constitutes the very kernel of his
moral outlook. One might aptly say that philanthropia tor Plutarch is the lens
through which he sees, examines, judges and evaluates individuals and human
activities at large®.

Nevertheless, there are many instances in his writings, both in Lives and
Moralia, where Plutarch employs the words @iAdvBpwmog and @ilavBpwnia
to describe nuances of sociability and all sorts of refined modes of behaviour,
such as courtesy, politeness, affability, tactfulness, discretion, friendliness,
hospitality, and so on. To put it otherwise, Plutarch uses these words in a
way that corresponds to Laertios’ first and third kind, thus endorsing and
recommending a philanthropia that, unlike the one of the second kind, seems
to be ethically indifferent or neutral.

The first kind (philanthropia through salutations) occurs mostly in the
Lives, where sociability is often a political device for gaining the favour of the
multitude. To this aspect I will return. The third kind (philanthropia through
dinner-parties and hospitality) is the sociability featuring equally in the Lives
and Moralia, and predominantly, perhaps, in the Table Tulks. As for the second
kind (philanthropia through helping and benefitting the needy), which carries
more pronounced ethical overtones and illustrates par excellence the moral
sense of philanthropia, it will not concern us here’.

Before going to the Lives, I would like to discuss a few passages from the
Moralia, where the notion of sociability primarily occurs in the context of a
symposion; and for this aspect of philanthropia Plutarch’s Table Talks offer an
excellent testimony. The man who, after a solitary meal, said: “today I ate; I did

* See R. Hirzer, 1912, p. 25: “Plutarch hat...den Begriff in den verschiedensten
Schattierungen verfolgt”; cf. also F. Frazier, 1996, p. 234: “On ne peut quétre frappé par
I'ampleur impressionnante de son champ d’action [sc. of philanthropia] dans les Vies”.

* Cf.alsoJ.DE RomiLLy, 1979, p. 280: “La douceur est donc devenue un critére essentiel pour
juger un homme” (in Romilly’s treatment ‘douceur’ mainly translates praotes, but also — almost to
the same extent — philanthropia). For the importance of philanthropia in P.see R. HirzeL, 1912,
pp- 23-32 (esp. p. 26: “Ich wiifite nicht, was sich mehr eignete fiir das Prinzip Plutarchischer
Moral in Leben und Lehre erklirt zu werden als eben die Philanthropie...die Summe aller
Tugenden”); B. BucHER-ISLER, 1972, p. 20 (“ein Zentralbegrift”); F. Frazier, 1996, pp. 233-36;
H. M. MarTin Jr.; A. G. Nikorarpis, 2008, pp. XV-XVI; C. Panacorouros, 1977, pp. 218
$qq., pp- 234-35; J. RiBe1ro FERREIRA, 2008; ]. DE RomiLry, 1979, pp. 275-305, esp. 275-92;
K. Z1eGLER, 1964%, pp. 306/943.

> For some telling examples of this kind of philanthropia see Publ. 1.2,4.5, Sol. 15.3, Thes.
36.4, Pel. 6.4-5, Marc. 20.1-2, Cleom. 32.5, Phoc. 10.7-8; see also Mor. 823A, 1051E, 1075E.
According to [Arist.], 77 1251b31 beneficence belongs to virtue (€ott 8¢ Tf§ dpeTig Kol TO
g0epYETElV TOUG 4&loug), and so philanthropia as beneficence is one of the concomitants of virtue
(1251b34f.: GkoAovBel 8¢ T Gpeth...elval kal @AdEevov kal PIAGvOpwTov...a O Tdvta TV
ENALVOLUEVWYV €0TH).
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not have a dinner”, is called xapieig and @AavOpwmog?, since, according to
Plutarch, our witty and sociable man implied that a dinner always wants some
friendly companionship for seasoning (697C: “BePpwkévart, un dedermvnrévar
orjuepov”, wg ol deimvou kovwviav kal @iAlo@pocvvnv £pndvvovsav det
mo000vtog). In another 7ulk we are urged to emulate the philanthropia of the
old who, respecting companionship at large, held in honour not only those
who shared their hearth and roof, but also those who shared their meals’. And
in the Banquet of the Seven Sages the hearth-fire, the hearth itself, the wine
bowls and all entertainment and hospitality are described as grAavOpwndtata
Kal TpdOTa KowvwvApata tpog aAARAoug (158C), due to the belief that it was
these things that first brought people closer to each other. Hence, in another
essay, even outside the sympotic context, the dinner-table is called philanthropos
(610A)%. And if the symposion is a sociable institution because it brings people
together, Dionysos, one of the symposion’s presidents (the other one is Hunger),
is even more sociable (philanthropos), because it is wine that stops the fellow-
drinkers jostling one another like hungry dogs over the food, and establishes a
cheerful and friendly atmosphere among them’. By the same token, speech (6
A6yog), through which men come close and communicate among themselves,
is called fidiotov kai QrAavOpwnétatov supPoratov (De garrul. 504E)Y.

'The Tuble Talks throw light on the ramifications of sociability too. In one
Talk,for example, philanthropiais synonymous with courtesy or tactfulness, since
we hear of the Syrian prince Philopappos, the archon of Athens in Plutarch’s
time, who, being among the guests of a banquet, joined in the after-dinner
discussion out of courtesy and graciousness not less than because of his eagerness
to learn (628B: ta puév Aéywv ta § dxovwv S @rAavOpwiov o0y nrrov A dix
¢@thopdOerav). Similarly, the Persian king Artaxerxes was not only agreeable in
intercourse (Arz. 4.4:1diw 6’ avTOV Mapeixev évruyxdvesdat), but also tactful
and gracious in giving as well as in receiving gifts (ibidem:...o0x ftToV T0ig
180001y A T0ig AapuBdvovoy @avéuevog evxapig kai @iAGvOpwog)tt. The
above cases suggest that the courtesy-nuance of philanthropia manifests itself

¢ According to the pseudoplatonic Definitions, Xapig is an aspect of philanthropia (see n. 2
s.f.). Hence the two concepts are often paired together. Cf. Mor. 517C, 660A, Art. 4.4 (below),
Cat. Mi.26.1 (p.281), Sol. 2.1.

7 643D: ...6AAG paAdov thv TV Tahai®dv @lavBpwriav {nAobv, ov pdvov dueotiovg
008’ OpwpoPloug GAAG Kal OpOXOIVIKAG Kal OpOoITOOVE T() TtdoaV 0€BEcBL KOVWVIAV €V TIUf
Ti0epévav.

8 For the connection of the dinner-table with the notion of sociability/hospitality cf. also
GGr. 19.2, where we hear of Cornelia, the mother of the Gracchi, that she was ToAO@1Ao¢ kal
i prho&eviav edtpdmelog.

?680B: 0UTw¢ UG EV &px T oLUTEQOPNUEVOLS UTLO TOD Aol kuvndov dpti napadaupdvav
0 Avaiog Bedg kai Xopeiog eig ta€tv iAapdav kal @iAdvOpwnov kabistnowv. For the pairing of
philanthropos with hilaros see also 660C, Caes. 4.8 (p. 285), and Cleorn. 13.3 (n. 38).

10 pAGvOpwrog is again paired with 100G in Mor. 762D, Ant. 25.3, Cat. Ma. 3.7 (p. 286
below), Art. 4.4 (below).

" In Reg. Apophth. 172B Artaxerxes holds that accepting small gifts with graciousness and
goodwill is equally BaciAikdv kal @iAdvOpwrov as giving large gifts. For another instance of
philanthropos being combined with basilikos, see Ages. 1.5 (n. 24).
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particularly — and more meaningfully — in the behaviour of someone superior
towards an inferior; something that occurs again in 617B, where Alkinoos, by
asking his son to rise and seating Odysseus beside himself, wins our praise; for
it is exquisitely polite and gracious (¢md€€iov EuueAds kai IAGVOpwmOV) to
seat a suppliant in the place of a loved one.

Inanother 7a/k we are warned that there should be limits even in hospitality.
For if one holds a dinner-party and invites every possible guest to his house as
though to some public show or recitation, his hospitality goes too far (678E:
€oTt ydp Tig oipar Kol @havOpwriag dxpacia, undéva mapepXouEvg TOV
oLUTOTAV GAAG TavVTag EAKOVONG WG €mi O€av 1| dkpdaotv.)'?; on the contrary,
the younger Scipio was criticized in Rome because, when he entertained his
friends at the dedication of the temple of Herakles, he did not invite Mummius,
his colleague in office. Thus, although Scipio was otherwise an admirable man,
the omission of so slight an act of courtesy brought upon him the reputation of
haughtiness (Praec. ger. reip.816C: pikpov oUtw @rlavOpwnevua tapaAelpey
vnepoPlag AveyKe 00Eav).

See also 816D in the immediate sequel. For other instances of philanthropia
in the sense of courtesy or politeness cf. 513A, 517C, 645F, 749D, 762C, Alex.
58.8, Eum. 13,4, Oth. 1.1. See also Demetr. 22.1, where philanthropia conveys
— more precisely — the nuance of discretion or tactfulness. While Demetrios
was besieging Rhodes, the Rhodians captured the ship that carried bedding,
clothing and letters from his wife Phila and sent it to his enemy Ptolemy. Thus,
Plutarch comments, they did not imitate th)v 'ABnvaiwv @ilavOpwmriav, who,
having captured Philip’s letter-carriers during their war with him, read all the
letters except the one from Olympias, which, sealed as it was, they sent it back
to him. Occasionally, the various nuances mingle, as, for example, in 546E,
where philanthropia seems to denote all three kinds of Laertios’ passage at the
same time. Some people, Plutarch shrewdly observes, are wrong to believe that
their self-glorification goes unnoticed when they report praises received from
others (...6tav PaciAéwv kal avtokpatdpwv de€1Woelg Kal TPOcKyOpeVTELG
Kal rAo@poovvag drayyéAAwoty, WG ovy avT®V énaivoug, anodeifeig d¢ Tfig
gkelvwv gmekeiog kai @lavOpwniag Sie€iévtec). For a similar combination
of Laertios’ three kinds of philanthropia, ct. n. 23 below.

It is clear, therefore, that Plutarch attaches some importance to
sociability, and perhaps this is why he employs such a weighty ethical
term as philanthropia to express its various ramifications. Especially in
the context of a symposion Plutarch appears to particularly favour and
recommend sociability, believing that these social gatherings did not simply
bring people together in a relaxed and cheerful atmosphere that might give

2 1In De garrulitate P. transfers an example of excessive philanthropia found in Epicharmos
(00 @rAavBpwmog Tu Y €00’ Exelg véoov: xaipeig d1d00¢ — fr. 212 Kassel-Austin, PCG, v. I; and
for the liberality-nuance of philanthropia in P. see n. 25 below) to the idle talker (510C: ...€xeig
véoov xaipelg AaA@v kai Avap®dv). More for this dkpacia Adyov see H.-G. INGENKAMP,
1971, pp. 135-6.
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rise to new or confirm and strengthen older friendships® but, owing to the
sympotic etiquette, they could also effect that the guests (or at least some of
them) acquire desirable habits and practices, such as self-discipline and self-
restraint, polite manners, consideration for others and so forth'. In other
words, sociability could be regarded as belonging to those so-called minor
virtues, on which Plutarch would often discourse, convinced that, through
ensuring “die Heilung der Seele”, they also conduced to social harmony and
individual fulfilment®.

Plutarch, agreeing with Aristotle (EN 1103a17: 1} & R0k [sc. dpetny] €€ €0oug
nepryivetal, 60ev kal tolvoua €oxnke HikpOV TapeykAvov amo tod £0oug.
Cf. also Plato, Lg. 792E), does not overlook the importance and power of
habituation in acquiring and practising virtue, as several of his moral essays
testify (cf. De virt. mor. 443C-D, De cob. ira 459B fI., De garrul. 510D, 511E-F,
512D-F, 514E, De curios. 520D ff., 521A-E, 522B, De vit. pud. 532C, De sera
551E, De esu carn. 996A-B). See also Ingenkamps’s pertinent remarks on pp.
99-102 and 105-115). Cf. further Caz. Ma. 5.5:...aAX €l &1 undev dAlo,
ueAétng olveka To0 @1AavOpdToL TPoedioTéov auTOV €V ToVTOIE [sc. {oig]
ipdiov eivar kai uefAixov. But the same relationship between habituation and
virtue seems to go back to Pythagoras and it is also highlighted by Zeno of
Elea. In De sollert. an. 959F we read that the Pythagoreans tnv €ig ta Onpla
npadtnTa HeAETNV €notoavto mpog to PIAGVOpwmov kal @iAoiktipuov. For
habituation (cuvife1a), by gradually familiarizing men with certain feelings,
is apt to lead them onward (8etvr| TOTG KATA UIKPOV EVOIKEIOVUEVOIG TTAOETT
néppw Tpoayayeiv Tov dvBpwmov. Cf. also Mor. 91C, 729E, 996A-B). And
at Per. 5.3 we see that Zeno would urge those who called Perikles’ gravity
(oepvétng) thirst for reputation and arrogance to have a similar thirst for
reputation themselves, believing that even the mere assumption of a noble
demeanour might unconsciously produce some zeal for and habitual practice
of noble things (...wg Tfig TPOOTOITEWG AVTHG TV KAAGDY DIOTO1006HG TIVA
AeAn0étwg {AAov kal cuvnOeiav).

This is the impression one gets from observing the sociability-nuance of
philanthropia in Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales and the other passages we
have discussed'®. But when one examines sociability and its manifestations

y

B3 Cf. 660A, C, 697D-E. Friendship, after all, is “le but du banquet”, as Billault rightly
remarks (2008, p. 582). Cf. also ]J. S1riNELLI, 1993, pp. 170-1.

1 Cf. J. SiriNeLLI, 1993, pp. 375-6, esp. 376, where it is maintained that the ancient
symposia cultivated not simply the savoir-vivre, but “cet art de communiquer” and “I'art de vivre
ensemble”. Cf. also p. 378.

1> The foibles which those minor virtues cure are masterly discussed by H.-G. INGENKAMP.
The same virtues was also the topic of an international symposium organized by Luc Van der
Stockt at Delphi in September 2004: “Virtues for the People: Plutarch and his Era on Desirable
Ethics”. Its proceedings are to be published next year.

16 In some cases the sociability-nuance of philanthropia, especially in the form of a kind
gesture or behaviour, overlaps with the notion of friendliness, as, e.g., when Phokion thinks
that the Athenians should accept Philip’s friendly policy and kindly overtures to them (Phoc.
16.5: Tv u&v &AANV tod d1hinnov moliteiav kal @ilavOpwniav Geto deiv npoodéxesdar). Cf.
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in connection with the moral status of several Plutarchean heroes, one
acquires a very different impression. Take Phokion and the younger Cato,
for example, perhaps the best paradigms of pure virtue, since Plutarch
does not simply admire the moral excellence of these men throughout
their respective Lives, but also avoids — almost completely — making the
slightest negative comment or remark concerning their character, especially
as regards the former. Phokion and Cato, however, were not at all sociable.
For example, although Phokion’s nature was most gentle and most kind,
his countenance was so sullen that, with the exception of his intimates, it
discouraged everyone else from approaching and talking to him (Phoc. 5.1:
T® & fifer mpoonvéotatog OV kal PrAavOpwndTatog, And To0 TPOSWTOU
dua&opuPolrog €paiveto kai okvBpwmndg, Wote un padiwg dv tva pdvov
EVTUXETV avT® TOV aocuvibwv). Accordingly, we never see Phokion as a
guest at a dinner-party; in fact, there is not even one mention of a dinner-
party in the entire Life of Phokion" .

Cato’s countenance was similarly sullen and his manners stern'®. But unlike
Phokion, the Roman did participate in banquets and would drink heavily to
boot". However, as Plutarch is quick to clarify, this was not a proof of his
sociability (Plutarch employs neither giAavBpwmia nor any of the usual words
describing the sympotic activity, atmosphere and attitudes, e.g., p1Aoppociv,
ndvTNG, kKowvwvia etc.), but it only showed Cato’s desire to converse with
philosophers, something that he could not do during the day, because of his
pressing public activities (Caz. Mi. 6.3:... kol KWAVOUEVOV QLAOAOYETV, VOKTWP
Kal Tapd otov ovyyivesBat toig iAocd@oig)?. Otherwise, Cato was not at
all sociable, whether in connection with drinking — parties or politics. This is
why Cicero openly blames Caesar’s prevalence in Rome on Cato, because at a
critical moment for the city, the latter, although he had decided to stand for the
consulship, he did not try to win the favour of the people by kindly intercourse
with them (Caz. Mi. 50.2: ...008¢ OTAAOev opiAla @AavOpdTw TOV dfjlov);
on the contrary, desiring to preserve the dignity of his manners rather than to
acquire the office by making the usual salutations, he forbade even his friends

also Cam. 17.2, Crass. 18.2, Demetr. 37.1, Dio 16.1, Sull. 43.5, Pomp. 79.1, Ant. 18.2, De Herod.
malign. 866F. B

17 See also 4.3: dwkiwva yap oUte yeAdoavtd Tig oUte kAavoavta padiwg Adnvaiwv ibev,
ovd’ &v Padaveiy dnpootevovtt Aovodpevov.

18 Cat. Mi. 1.3-6: Aéyeton 8¢ Kdtwv €000¢ €k ardiov Tfj Te Qwvii Kal TQ TPOsWTw Kal Taig
nepl Tdg mandidg Srarpifaic RO0g Umoaively dtpentov kol dmadic kai éPatov év mactv...kal
T01¢ KoAakeDoLGT TPaYDE OV Kol TPOGAVTHG... v 8¢ kal mpd¢ YéAwTa koudf Suokivnrog, dxpt
UESLAPATOG OTIAViWG TG TPOTWTI draxeGUEVOG. .. (cf. previous note about Phokion). Contrary
to the sullen look of Phokion and Cato, that of Flamininus was a winsome one (Flam. 5.7: thv
SYv rAavOpwnw).

19'This is confirmed by Martial 2.89 and Pliny, Episz. 3.12.2-3.

2The philosophers with whom Cato would converse were the Stoics (Cato was in the circle
of the Stoic Antipatros of Tyros — cf. Cat. Mi. 4.2), to whose doctrines and general influence
he especially owed his adherence to rigid justice (ibidem: t0 mepi thv SikatocOVNY ATEVEG Kai
dkaunrov eig émeikewav A xdpwv). For Cato’s relationship with Stoicism see D. BasuT, 1969,
170-6) and cf. T. Durr, 1999, pp. 155-8.
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to do the things by which the populace is courted and captivated; thus, he
failed to obtain the consulship®.

Cat. Mi. 49.6:...aAN €v 1ife1, 10 100 Plov pdAov &&iwpa PovAduevog
@UAdooewy | TpocAaPeiv TO Thg dpxG, molovuevog tag deflidoelg, unte ToUg
@ilouc ¢doac o1 Exhog dAiokeTan kal BepameVeTan TOIETY, ATETUYE TAHG APXAG.
Cato, however, was not always so rigid and inflexible. As Romilly notes (p.
283 n.1), his proposal that the senate distribute grain to the populace as a
means to lure them away from Caesar who had taken refuge with them, was
an act of “douceur calculée” (Cat. Mi. 26.1: @ofnBeig €neice v BovAnv
avalafeiv Tov dropov kal Gvéuntov SxAov €ig TO o1TNPESLOV...TePLPAVAG dE
T PrAavOpwmia TavTn Kal XApitt Tfig AmelAf]g ékeivng SraAvOeiong). Similarly,
as Goar points out (p. 68), to avoid anarchy and civil bloodshed, Cato tempers
his rigidity and supports, contrary to his political principles, Pompey’s sole
consulship in 52 B.C. (Caz. Mi. 47.2-4: T& UETPIWTATRW TV TAPAVOUNUATWY
XPNOAUEVOG TGHATL TFG TV UEYIOTWY KATAGTAGEWS...0UVEPOVAEVGEY ATV
apxnVv wg avapxiag kpeittova). The special treatment of his brother-in-law
Silanus (Cato prosecuted only Murena for having become consul through
bribery, but let alone his accomplice Silanus 81" oikelétnta) is in fact a case
of mitigated severity and favouritism (Caz. Mi. 21.3-4). All this seems to tell
somewhat against Duft’s opinion that Cato lacked Phokion’s “ability to mix
sternness and gentleness” and was, therefore, “a failure” (p. 150). Goar rightly
maintains that, all things considered, Plutarch “does not seem to regard Cato as
a failure” (p. 69). Indeed, how can we regard Cato as a failure, even in political
terms, knowing that it was him and his virtues that delayed the collapse of the
Roman republic (ib. in connection with Phoc. 3.5)? True, by comparing the
ideal government with the curved course of the sun, Plutarch says that the
right statesman should be neither totally inflexible and constantly opposed to
the people’s desires nor yielding perforce to their whims and mistakes (Phoc.
2.6), but he nowhere says directly that Cato represented the inflexible way of
government, though, admittedly, his political manners and methods resembled
it (but see above). True again, Cato is characterized dtpentog at Caz. Mi. 1.3,
but certainly not in a political context (see n. 18). Plutarch is not at all blind
to Cato’s political blunders (see, e.g., Caz. Mi. 30-31), and indeed believes that
the ideal statesman should combine sterness with gentleness, a combination,
however, which he does find in both Phokion and Cato. In the prologue to this
pair he tells us that the very similar virtues of these men demonstrate the great
similarity of their characters, domep Tow uétpw peprypévou [sc. ibouc] Tpog to
avotnpov o ehavOpwmov... (Phoc. 3.8).

Somewhat similar was the case of Pompey and Crassus a few years earlier.
Owing to his dignified manners, Pompey would shun the crowds of the forum,
giving his assistance, if reluctantly, only to a few. Crassus, by contrast, by being
always at hand to offer his services and invariably easy to access, managed,
through his affability and kindness, to overpower Pompey’s gravity.

21 Cato himself, however, had another explanation for his failure; see Caz. Mi. 50.3 and cf.
ch. 42 and 44.1.
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Crass. 7.3-4: ... moANdGk1G NAattodTo [sc. Pompey] to0 Kpdooov, Six tov Gykov
Kal T0 mpdoxnua tod Plov eedywv td TARON, kai avadudpevog €€ dyopdg,
Kal TOV Seopévwv OAlyorg kal pr| vy mpobiuwg Bonddv...0 8¢ Kpdooog
evdelexéotepov TO Xpriotuov Exwv, Kal oTdviog o0k (v oLde duompdoodog,
GAN &v péoaig del TaiG omovdaic AvacTPEPOUEVOE, TG KOV Kal @IAavOpde
nepieyiveto tig Eketvou oepvotntog. Cf. also earlier 3.4, where we again see that
Crassus was not at all overbearing or disdainful, but very condescending and
willing to plead for everyone who could not find another advocate or had been
turned down by the advocate of his choice. Thus, kal 1 todto udAAov fipeckev
w¢ €mueAng kai Bondntikdg. By means of a similar conduct, Otho managed
to avoid envy too (Galb. 20.5: T¢ & &vempOdvey mepiiiv, TPOTiKa CUUTPETTWY
TAVTA TOIG dEOUEVOLG KAl TIAPEXWV EXVLTOV EVTPOSTyopoV Kal PIAGVOpwmov
anaot). As for the pairing of philanthropos with koinos (above Crass. 7.4), cf. also
Publ. 4.5 below and Phoc. 10.7. Nevertheless, Crassus’ affability and helpfulness
above is not to be matched, pace H. M. Martin Jr. (p. 170), with Publicola’s
philanthropia, despite the apparent similarity (Publ. 4.5: ...0punce mpog
OV ODaAEpLoV, UAALOTA TiwG TOIG KOWvoiG Kal @AavOpwmolg naxOeig o0
&v8pég, 811 oty edmpdoodog fv Toig Seopévorg, kai TV oikiav dvewyuévnv
ael mapeixe, kal Adyov o0devog o0de xpelav dneppintel TV Tanev@v); for,
unlike Publicola, an affluent aristocrat, who used his eloquence 0p0&¢ kail peta
nappnoiag del...OmEp TOV dikaiwv, and his riches toig deouévorg eAevdepiwg
Kal @AavOpWTwg énapk®v (Publ. 1.2; and cf. 25.7), Crassus did not come
from a noble and wealthy family (see Crass. 1.1) and, once in the political arena,
he acted like a true demagogue (see n. 22).

Crassus was particularly popular with the Romans, because he would
indiscriminately and unaftectedly clasp hands with the people on the street
and return everyone’s greeting, however obscure or lowly, calling him by name
at that®. Such conduct, which Plutarch characterizes as zo... philanthropon
autou kai demotikon, clearly illustrates philanthropia through salutations, but a
bit earlier we see that Crassus was philanthropos also by means of his hospitality
(Crass. 3.1-2: 00 unv &AM kal mepl EEvoug v @IASTIHOG 6 Kpdooog: dvéwkTo
Yap 1 oikia mdot...£v 8¢ Toig Selmvorg 1] eV KAROLG NV WG T& TOAAX SNUOTIKY
kal Adaddng)*. On the contrary, Nikias was, on the one hand, object of envy
because of his huge wealth and, on the other, unpopular because his own way
of life was neither philanthropon nor demotikon, but unsociable and aristocratic

2 Crass. 3.5: fipeoke 8¢ kal O Tepl ¢ de€iwoelg Kal mpooayopevoelg PIAGVOpwmoV
avToD Kal dnpotikdy. ovdevi yap obtwg dnfvinoe Popaiwv dd6&w kai tanevd Kpdooog, ov
domacduevov obk Gvtimpoanydpevoey €€ dvéuatog. For the close relationship of philanthropos
with demotikos see also Nic. 11.2 and Ages. 1.5 (n. 24), Cim-Luc. Comp. 1.5 (démokratikos), and
Cat. Mi. 23,1 (p. 286 below).

3 Somewhat similar (but perhaps less calculated) was the philanthropia of Kimon and Lucullus
(cf. Cim. 3.3: ) mepi tag Uodoxdg Kal Ta¢ PrAavOpwmiag [tavtag] Oypdtng kal dapileia). And,
as in the case of Crassus above, Kimon’s table was also démokratiké and philanthropos (Cim-Luc.
Comp. 1.5). On the other hand, if we take into account that Crassus was a diligent as well as
a powerful speaker, who promptly offered his advocacy to those who needed it (see Crass. 3.4
above), one might say that his conduct combined, seemingly at least, all 3 kinds of Laertios’
philanthropia (cf also 546E on p. 278).
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instead®. As has been said, Plutarch highly esteemed philanthropia, but he
admired neither the philanthropos/sociable Crassus nor Nikias who was
unsociable and, therefore, not philanthropos in this sense?. However, between
the two, and from the moral point of view, he regarded Nikias as far superior
to Crassus (see Crass. 2.1-5, 6.8-9, 14.5). 'This is evident in the concluding
Synkrisis of this pair, where Crassus’ character is described as abnormal and
incongruous, while his ways of amassing and squandering his money are
looked upon as emblematic of vice itself (Vic.-Crass. Comp. chs 1-2 and esp.
1.4...¢ote Bavpdlerv ef Tiva AéAnOe 10 v kakiav dvwualiav givar Tiva
TpoTOL KAl Avopoloyiav, OpGOVTA TOUG aioXp®dG GUAAEYOVTAG E1T GXPHOTWG
EKXEOVTAG).

Perikles is another exemplary Life; and of him we also hear that, once
he entered public life, he consistently declined all invitations to dinner or
similar social occasions. So, during his long political career he participated
in not one dinner-party as a guest (Per. 7.5: ...kAfjo€1g T€ delmvwv Kal TNV
TolavTY drmacav @rAo@posivny kai cuvriPelav €E€Mme), except in his
nephew’s wedding feast, which he did attend, but only until the libations were
made; for immediately afterwards he rose up and departed. In recognizing
that conviviality is apt to overpower any kind of pretentiousness, and that it is
very difficult for one to maintain an assumed gravity in the midst of familiar
intercourse (Per. 7.6: dewval yap ai @iAo@pocvvat tavtog dykov meptyevéabat,
kol duo@UAakTov €v cuvnBeia T0 Tpog d6Eav oeuvov €ote), Plutarch seems to
endorse Perikles’ decision to keep away from dinner-parties.

In the immediate sequel, however, Plutarch contrasts Perikles’ conduct with
that of truly virtuous men, whose goodness “fairest appears when most
appears” (Perrin’s Loeb translation), and in whom nothing is so admirable
in the eyes of strangers as their daily life is in the eyes of their intimates®.
From this one may gather that Plutarch denies the genuineness of Perikles’
gravity (and ultimately his virtue), which seems to be invigorated somehow
by his earlier observation that Perikles had decided to champion the poor

2 Nic. 11.2: tijg Saxitng T pr) @riAdvOpwmov unde dnuotikdv, AN duiktov kai OAtyapyikov
dAAGkotov €80Kel. See also 5.1-2 where we hear of Nikias that, due to his fear of slanderers,
oUte ouvedeinvel Tvi TOV TOMTGV...008" SAwG éoxdAale taig toravtalg dratpifaic. And when
free from public duties, Suompdoodog v kai Sucévtevktog. Agesilaus, by contrast, thanks to
his public training as a common Spartan, acquired T@ @Uoel PactAMkd Kal NYEUOVIKE...TO
Inpotikov kai QrAavOpwrov (Ages. 1.5).

% Although Nikias, owing to his huge wealth, gave money to a lot of people: to the base
(who could discredit him; see NVic. 5.1 previous note) out of cowardice; to the good (and those
deserving to receive) out of liberality (816 grAavBpwriav — Nic. 4.3). For the liberality-nuance
of philanthropia see also Ant. 1.1, Arat. 12.1, Di. 52.1, Cim. 10.6-7; and for the association of
philanthropia with liberality see also H. M. MARTIN Jr., 1961, pp. 173-4. Further, the two words
are paired together in Pel. 3.3 and Publ. 1.2. See moreover Mor. 333E-F, 510C (n. 12 above)
and 527A. Note, finally, that, according to [Arist.], ¥V 1250b33-34, philanthropia is one of the
concomitants of liberality (éAevBep1dtng), whereas, according to logic, it rather should be the
other way round.

% Per. 7.6: TG dAnBwviig & dpetiic kdAMota aivetal td udAlota Qavopeva, Kal TV
aya®@v avdp@dv 00dev 0UTw Bavpdotlov Toi¢ EKTOg w¢ O kad Nuépav Plog toig suvoloty.
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and the many instead of the few and the rich, contrary to his own nature
which was anything but popular (Per. 7.3: ...mapd v éavtod @OV fkiota
dnpotiknv oboav). But when he mentions lon’s criticism of Perikles next to
his eulogy of Kimon¥, he clearly disagrees with him (Per. 5.3: 'AAN "Twva
UEV Gomep tpayiknv ddackaiiav d€lodvta thv dpetrv Exev Tt TEVIWC Kal
oaTUPIKOV U€PoG ERUEV). And by subsequently appealing to what Zeno used
to say to Perikles’ critics (p. 279 above), Plutarch appears to understand and
justify Perikles’ conduct, regardless of his personal predilections (as a wealthy
aristocrat he was in favour of dinner-parties and similar social gatherings)
and, perhaps, his belief that Perikles betrayed an éMAewupa dpetiig here; a
shortcoming, however, that Plutarch would ascribe to political necessity (éx...
TOAITIKTG GVAYKNG), as he tells us in the prologue to the Life of Kimon (2.5).
Further, one could even argue that the supposed arrogance and haughtiness
of Perikles might have been an influence of Anaxagoras, who was 0...udAota
nep1belg Sykov avt®...0Awg e petewpioag kal cvveldpag tO d&iwpa to0
f0oug (Per. 4.6; cf. also 5.1). For a somewhat similar influence of the Stoic
Antipatros upon the younger Cato, see n. 20.

Half a century before Perikles, we find the young Themistokles declining
similar invitations to drinking-parties (Zhem. 3.4: ...kal TOUG TOTOULG
napatteicbat Tovg ouviPeig). In his case, the reason for this change of life
was Miltiades trophy, which so monopolized his thoughts and interests that
he could pay attention to nothing else; Themistokles could not even sleep
on account of his eagerness and constant thinking of how he would surpass
Miltiades’ success®. Perikles’ motive was not essentially difterent, since both
men aimed at the same target: to govern Athens®. Thus, the conclusion drawn
from both cases is the same too: drinking-parties apparently impair rather
than advance the image of a public figure. No wonder, therefore, that we
eventually come to realize that, with the exception of Aemilius Paulus (cf.
Aem. 28.7-9, 38.6) and Scipio Africanus (p. 286 below), sociable par excellence
are those heroes who are regarded, whether by Plutarch himself or by several
modern critics, as negative paradigms, as examples to be avoided rather than

to be imitated; such heroes that is, as Antony, Crassus, Demetrios and, to some
extent, also Alkibiades, Lucullus and Sulla®.

77 Per. 5.3: poBwvikhv gnot [sc. Ton] thv dwiMav kol Onétugov eivar tob MepikAéoug,
Kal Taig peyodavyioig avtod moAARy Unepoiav dvapepeixOat kal nepippdvnoty T@v A wv,
€monvel 8¢ T0 Kipwvog EUpeAEs Kal DypOV Kal HELOVOWHEVOV €V TAIG TEPLPOPATG.

8 For a close examination of the Miltiades’ trophy motif (literary function, didactic force,
political/ethical stimulus), see A. PErREZ JiMENEZ, 2008.

2 Unlike all others, Themistokles believed that the Persian defeat at Marathon was not
the end of the war, but the beginning of even bigger struggles, £’ 00g £axvTdv UTEP TG GANgG
‘EMadog filerge... méppwbev fdn mpoadok®dv tO uéAAov (Zhem. 3.5). For Perikles’ similar
foresight see Per. 8.7; and for his plan to govern Athens see chs 7 and 9.

30 Cf. Ant. 4.4-7, 9.5, 28; Demetr. 1.8, 2.3, 52.2-3; Ale. 16; Luc. 39-41, Sull. 2.5, 36.1-2,
41.5.
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Time to conclude. There is little doubt that Plutarch, as a wealthy Greek
aristocrat, was fond of dinner-parties. The symposion, after all, was traditionally
an aristocratic institution and as such also a tradition within Plutarch’s own
tamily, as Quaestiones Convivales amply testify™. At the same time, Plutarch’s
moral outlook, fashioned partly on his own philanthropia in the literal sense
of the word*?, and partly on his peculiar practical spirit*, also inclined him
to be favourably disposed toward and endorse those social gatherings; for he
saw them not as occasions for a drinking-bout — this is very clear in his 7ab/e
Tulks** — but as splendid opportunities for sharing erudition®, practising self-
discipline, manifesting finesse, and, above all, tightening human relations with
the help of a relaxed and cheerful sympotic atmosphere. In the context of a
dinner-party, one should not only be on his guard against becoming drunk
or losing his temper and misbehaving, but should also reveal and exercise his
sociability at large. In other words, one ought to come out somehow of his
narrow self and prove his consideration for his fellows by showing, depending
on the particular circumstances, politeness, courtesy, tactfulness, affability,
friendliness and so on. For Plutarch, sociability and its ramifications are not
negligible character-traits, but in fact aspects of a unified morality, if sociability
and its manifestations are genuine, or steps towards morality, if the sociability
is assumed (see p. 279 above).

On the other hand, Plutarch is also perfectly aware that these aspects
of refined conduct can be affected and artificial. Especially in the context of
politics, sociability is usually a facade behind which may lurk crude political
ambition and a carefully studied design for winning popularity and establishing
one’s influence and power’®. We saw this kind of sociability in the case of
Crassus, and we see it again in the case of Caesar who was too ingratiating for
his age (Caes. 4.4: oA 8¢ tiig mepi tag Sedidoelg kai OpAiag @rAoppocivg
gbvola mapd T@v dnuotdv annvta, Bepanevtikod map’ NAkiav 6vtog). His
enemies believed, Plutarch tells us, that his increasing influence would soon
vanish together with his resources, and so let it thrive without trying to check
it. Cicero, however, managed to see beneath the surface of Caesar’s popular
policy and was the first to discern and comprehend the powerful character
and the tyrannical purpose hidden under his kindly and cheerful exterior
(Caes. 4.8: v €v T® @IAavOpWTY Kal IAap@ kKekpuUpEvnV devdtrTa Tod
fifoug katapabwv..€Aeye [sc. Cicero] toic...£mPovAeduacty avtod kai

31 Cf. also R. H. Barrow, 1967, pp. 13-7.

%2 Barrow aptly remarks that, though P’s mind was not a first-rate one, “it was a mind
essentially kindly, unwilling to think ill of anyone, tolerant, though shrewd in the judgement of
character” (p. 147). Cf. also R. HirzEL, 1912, A. G. Nikorarpis, 2008, and K. Z1EGLER, 19642
(all in n. 4 above).

3 Cf. A. G. NikoLaipis, 1991, pp. 175-86.

3 Cf. Tulks 1.4, 3.9, 4 proem, 8 proem. Occasionally, however, some fellow-drinkers did get
drunk (see 620A, 645A-C, 715D).

5 Cf. S.-T. Teoporsson, 1989, p. 14. Cf. also J. SiriNELLI, 1993, pp. 389-90.

36 Cf.]. De RomiLty, 1979, pp. 281-3.This sham philanthropia (@rhavOpwnia tpoomoinrog)
is a feature of injustice (adikia), according to [Arist.], 77 1251b3.
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TOALTEVHAGL TUPAVVIKTV Evopdv didvolav). Similarly, on the basis of Caesar’s
lenient speech in the senate with regard to the Catilinarian conspiracy, the
younger Cato openly had accused him of trying to subvert the state oxfuatt
InuoTik® kai Adyw @rhavBpwnw (Caz. Mi. 23.1)%. In the case of Kleomenes,
by contrast, who would meet the various petitioners without mediators but
in person, conversing at length with those who needed his services and
devoting time cheerfully and kindly to them, we have no reason to question
the genuineness of the Spartan king’s kindliness and sociability*®. Nor do we
need to suspect Scipio’s philanthropia, who was agreeable in socializing with
friends at his leisure, without neglecting in the least matters of import related
to the preparation of his war with Hannibal.

Despite Cato’s denunciations that in Sicily Scipio acted as a feast organizer
rather than as an army commander, the latter €v tf] napackevf] T00 TOAEUOL
v viknv émdei€duevog [to the tribunes who came from Rome to find
out what was happening], kal @aveig 180G pev émi oxoAfig cuveival @iAoig,
ovdaufi 8¢ T@ PrAavBpwny th¢ daitng €ic & omovdaia kal ueydAa pddupog,
g&émhevoey emi tOV OAepov (Cat. Ma. 3.6-7). Demetrios also was, on the one
hand, fid10t0g...cuyyevéabai, oxoAdlwv te Tept TéTOLG KAl TPLPAG and, on the
olther, most energetic, impetuous, persevering and efficient in action (Demetr.
2.3). Gaius Gracchus was another man who, T&o1v €VTUYXAVwV UETX EOKOALNG,
at the same time preserved t0 oepvov €v @ @rAavOpwnw (GGr. 6.4).

It follows then that, unlike Nikias and to some extent Pompey, Crassus,
Kleomenes and Scipio enjoyed popularity thanks to their philanthropia, namely,
by being affable and agreeable in their intercourse with people and by meeting
their needs®.

Finally, reservations and warnings concern sociability even outside the
domain of politics. Earlier (p. 278), we saw a case of hospitality going too far;
and in De witioso pudore we find an example of courtesy going similarly too
far, since Plutarch admonishes us that social courtesy should not be carried
to the extent of destroying one’s individuality. When, for instance, a citharode
sings badly at a friend’s banquet, we must set aside the flattering equation
“compliance equals politeness” (529D: koAakebovoa TOV €DSLEWTNTOV WG

%7 Another example of pretended philanthropia (if momentarily in this case) can be seen
in the deceitful trick which Alkibiades played on the Spartan delegation in Athens during the
years of Nikias’ peace. In front of the popular assembly Alkibiades asked the delegates mdvv
@A avOpwnw with what powers they had come, and when the Spartans answered exactly as
they had been instructed by Alkibiades himself, the latter assailed them petd kpavyfg kai 6pyfig,
omep ovk &dk@V, GAX ddikovuevog, calling them faithless and unreliable (A/. 14-7-12).

38 Cleom. 13.3: ... 008’ O dyyéAwv ExAov kal Bupwpdv 7 S ypappatéwyv xpnuatifovta
XOAen®G Kol WOALG, GAN adTov £v ipatin t@ tuxdvtt mpog Tag de€iwoelg dmavi@vta Kai
dadeybuevov kal oxoAdlovta toig xprilovoty iAap®g kal @AavOpOTw. ..

¥ Note that P. employs the word d@iAdvOpwrog (an Aapax in his works) to describe the
Epicureans, who led a life &vé€odov (secluded) kai dmoAitevtov kai d@iAdvOpwnov kai
avevBovsiaotov (with no enthusiasm, i.e. “untouched by any spark of the divine”, according to
the brilliant translation of B. ExNarRsoN & PH. bE Lacy in Loeb — Non posse 1098D).
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@1AdvBpwmov) and, consequently, not feel compelled to join in the others’
applause and admiration, contrary to our own judgement (531B-C). These
examples demonstrate that philanthropia for Plutarch is not a passive quality,
but always presupposes initiative and action on the part of the philanthropos. A
meek and submissive person, for instance, who is unable to do harm to anyone,
but at the same time apt to tolerate everything and, therefore, cannot fight or
simply resist baseness, is not philanthropos, because for Plutarch philanthropos
is only one who could also be not simply unkindly, but outright harsh on
his fellows when the latter act wrongfully; in other words, a philanthropos
ought to be also a misoponéros, a hater of vice. This is why he puts us on our
guard against flattery that calls prodigality “liberality”, cowardice “caution”,
stinginess “frugality”, the irascible and overbearing “brave”, the worthless and
meek “kindly”™ (cf. also 529D above).

It seems that philanthropia as a positive virtue must include the hatred of
wickedness, which is among the things we praise (De inv. ef od. 537D: kai
Yap 1 pioonovnpia tev énavovpévwy éoti). Plutarch, therefore, approves of
Timoleon’s gentleness, however excessive, because it did not prevent him from
hating the base (7im. 3.4: Tpdog d1a@epdvTwg Soa ur) 6@dpa...11ooTéVNPOg).
On the contrary, he is not impressed by the gentleness of the Spartan King
Charilaos, but agrees with his royal colleague’s remark: Ilg & av [o0k] €in
Xapihaog avip ayabog 6G ovde Toig movnpoiq XaAendg €ott; (Lye. 5.9; cf. also
Mor.55E, 218B, 223E). According to the Peripatetic tradition, after all, justice
involves this hatred of wickedness (cf. [Arist.], V7 1250b 24: dxoAovbei 8¢ ]
dikatooOvT...Kal 1 pioonovnpia), which is also one of the characteristics of
virtue itself (1251b 31: €ot1 8¢ TG dpeThG...kal TO @IAEIV ToUG dyadolg Kail TO
UIGETV TOUG PavAOUG).

As in so many other things, Plutarch strikes again the middle course.
Despite his indisputable loyalty to Plato, in matters of practical ethics, the
practical Plutarch espouses the Aristotelian principle of the golden mean.
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