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Eristic strategies in Plutarch’s De amore prolis

GEERT ROSKAM
K.U.LEUVEN

1. A difficult work

[ have no brother, [ am like no brother;
And this word ‘love’, which greybeards call divine,
Be resident in men like one another,
And not in me: [ am myself alone.
Shakespeare, King Henry VI, Part 111, Act i, Sc. 6, 1. 80-83.

If Plutarch would have known those words, he would probably have connected
them with the Epicurean point of view, and he would certainly have emended' or
rejected them. He would have joined the company of ‘greybeards’ and would have
underlined the importance of community life: man is not *himself alone’, but is as
social being, {Gov kouvanwkdor, oriented to the other”. Accordingly, he will enter
public life, neither in order to gain money or fame, nor giving in to irrational emo-
tions or unjustified desires, but being motivated h?' a rational mpoaipeois and try-
ing to accomplish what is honourable (T ka)dv). In An seni, he regards a politi-
cal career as “a way of life of a tamed social animal living in an organized society,
intended by nature to live throughout its allotted time the life of a citizen and in a
manner devoted to honour and the welfare of mankind™ (791C: Plos nuépov xal
mohTikol Kal kowowikob (gov kal TedukdTos Goov ¥pT Xpovor TOAMTLKGS Kl

2

Plutarch defends the practice of émawipuois in De and. poet. 33C-34B.
On the question whether Plutarch also succeeded in respecting the other as other, see G Roskam,
2004,

See esp. Praee. ger. reip, T98C-T99A and 819E-821F; cf. G Roskam, 2004/5, and, for the impor-
tance Plutarch attaches to a well-founded wpoaipecis, A, Warnsman, 1974, 107-115 and A. PEREZ
JIMENEZ, 1995,

Jost RIBEIRO FERREIRA, LUC VAN BER STOCKT & Maria po CEU Fiarko (Edd.), Philosophy in Seciety
- Firtues and Valuwes in Plutarch, Leuven-Coimbra, 2008, pp. 195-208.



196 GEERT ROSKAM

duhokahes kal dudavBpumws (Tv; translation H.N. Fowler). And in his short anti-
Epicurean polemic De latenter vivendo, he vigorously attacks Epicurus’ apolitical ideal
of ‘living unnoticed” by insisting that well-known politicians did not merely make
themselves useful for their fellow citizens (1128F and 1129BC) but that their accom-
plishments also prove to contribute to their blessedness after death (1130C-E})".

The question remains, however, whether human beings should be regarded as
being pre-eminently social by nature. Is Plutarch able to put forward convincing
arguments in support of his view of human nature? Can he show that social life is
not merely the result of our lack of self-sufficiency (cf. Plato, R. 11, 369b) but also
of our social nature’? The answer is to be found in his short work De amore prolis.
Parental love for offspring had long been discussed as the testcase par excellence
with regard to the social or asocial nature of man, and Stoics and Epicureans had
come to diametrically opposed conclusions®.

Unfortunately, this work poses a great number of difficult problems. First of all,
the authenticity has occasionally been called into question’, a!thnugh there is no
compelling evidence that the work should be regarded as spurious”. Usually, the
work's shortcomings are explained by the presupposition that it remained unfin-
ished and was published after Plutarch’s death’. Secondly, it is not clear to which
literary genre the work belongs. Some scholars seem to think of a greater, more or
less systematic treatise, of which De amore prolis would be a fragment or epito-
me'’. Others call it a diatribe'’. Nowadays, it is usually regarded as a declamatio",

* On Plutarch’s De latenter vivendo, see esp. G Roskam, 2007a; ef, A, Baraazz, 1990, 1. Gavvro,

2000, and U. BerNeR ef al, 2000, and, for the polemical strategies he uses in this work, G
Roskam, 2007h,

Cf. De fral. am. 479C: airf) yap 1 wpocbeyopdvn kal (nroboa dudlav wal Opudiar ypela
Bubdoxer TO ovyyerts Tipdr kol TepéTEly kol SuaduvAdTTewr, ws ddilovs wal dpikTous
kal povoTpomovs [Ty pn Suapévous inbé medukiTas.

For the Stoic conviction that parental love for offspring should be regarded as natural, see, eg.,
D.L., VII 120 (= SFF I 7317%; daoi B8 xal Tiy mpos T4 Téeva dulooTopyiay duokiy elim
avTolg [sc. Tols omouBaiowg]; Cicero, fin. 3.62 (= SFF Il 340); off 1.12; for the opposite,
Epicurcan position, see Epictetus, 1.23,3-10 (= fr. 525 Us.); Plutarch, De am. prof, 495A (= Ir. 527
Us.); Adv. Colot. 1123A (= fr. 528 Us.); cf. also Non posse 1100D; Cicero, A, 7.2.4 (= fr. 528
Us.); E. PucLia, 1988,

By B. WEISSENBERGER, 1895, 66-68; cf. also Th. DoEnxer, 1862, 26sqq.

The authenticity of De amore prolis was defended by H. Patzig, 1876, 3-21, and after K. ZiEGLER,
1951, 744, also by all later scholars.

See, eg., W.C. HELmpoLD, 1939, 328-329; K. ZiecLer, 1951, 744; D. Basur, 1969, 74; M.

PonLesz, 1972, 255; J. DusmorTier - J. DEFRADAS, 1975, 182; A, PosmiGLione, 1991, 141; F

Beccu, 2000, 206, n. 6,
" R. VoLkmann, 1869, 1, 186-187: cf. B. WEISSENBERGER, 1895, 66 and 68; K. Korus, 1977, 220,
11

J.J. HARTMAN, 1916, 244,
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in line with its markedly rhetorical character, even though one might rather consid-
er it to be a beautiful example of a rhetorical rhesis". Thirdly, there is the problem
of the date of the work. Usually, its rhetorical character'* and aspects of its content'”
are regarded as indications that De amore prolis is a work of Plutarch’s youth, but
no argument is really conclusive, and one may add that the study of its prose rhythm
does not confirm an early date'®. Fourthly, it is far from clear which sources
Plutarch used in writing De amore me' More than once, it has been argued that
Plutarch made use of a Stoic source'’, but this view has also been refuted'”, and par-
allels have been established between Plutarch’s position in De amore prolis and
Peripatetic doctrine'”. Fifthly, Plutarch’s argumentation itself raises several prob-
lems, since there can be found embarrassing inconsistencies between different pas-
sages in the work and between Plutarch’s position in De amore prolis and his views
in other works. This immediately entails yet another question, viz.: what is the place
of De amore prolis within the whole Corpus Plutarcheum? Of course, the determi-
nation of the principal theme of the work is important for its classification, but even
on this question opinions greatly differ™’,

This brief survey sufficiently shows that De amore prolis is not Plutarch’s easi-
est work, and that more than one point remains open to discussion. Of course it is
not my intention to discuss all these questions in this contribution. In what follows,
I'll focus on one aspect of the work that has not yet been examined and which to
my mind may well contribute to a better understanding of its content and scope, that
is, the polemical methods and eristic strategies which Plutarch uses in it in order to
refute Epicurus’ position.

4 K. ZIEGLER, 1951, 743; M. PoHLENZ, 1972, 255; A. POSTIGLIONE, 1991, 141; A. BarGazz, 1994,
171 R, CABALLERD SANCHEZ, 1999, 107, n. 6; In., 1999b, 550,

Cf. B. Hemviner - R FELomEier, 2000, 39 on Plutarch’s De lafenter vivends; for the parallel
between D¢ fatenter vivendo and De amore prolis, see A, BARIGaz21, 1994, 144-145.

CF, e.g., K. ZIEGLER, 1951, 744 and A. BariGazz, 1994, 171,

Cf, D, Bagurt, 1969, 78 and A, PosTiGLIONE, 1991, 142,

See F.H. SanpBacH, 1939, 196-197.

See, e.p., A. Dyrorr, 1897, 38, with n. 4; A. Maver, 1910, 563 and R. CABALLEROD SANCHEZ, 1999b,
D. Basur, 1969, 76,

A, BamiGazz, 1994, 159 and passim.

The work has been regarded as a discussion of the Stoic theory of oikeiwms (R, CABALLERD
SANCHEZ, 1999b, 5500, as a discussion of fulooropyia els 7@ Eyyova in general (Al
PostiGLIoNE, 1991, 140), as an attack on the wickedness of Plutarch’s contemporaries (G
SanTeSE, 1999, 50 and 59; cf. also E. TeIXEmRA, 1982, 29-30 and 41), or as an anti-Epicurean
polemic (which is the view to which | would give preference; A. Baricazz, 1994, 169; cf. also
K. ZigaLer, 1951, 743).
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It is very important indeed to see that the whole work should be regarded as a
polemical attack against Epicurus’ notorious conviction that parental love for off-
spring is not natural. This conviction is attacked in De amore prolis by means of
five successive arguments, which I'll examine one by one.

2. The "argument from the animals’

Instead of immediately focusing on the subject of dwhooTopyia for one’s off-
spring, Plutarch begins the work with a general reflection on the ‘argument from the
animals’. He points out that this argument is often used in philosophical discussions,
and suggests two possible reasons that might explain this custom. On the one hand,
irrational animals remain impartial, and present as it were ‘objective’ evidence; on the
other hand, the custom can be interpreted as a charge against the wickedness of human
beings, who look for rules of conduct in animals as if they lacked indications of nature
in themselves (493A-C). After these more general reflections, Plutarch tums to the sub-
ject of what is in agreement with nature in animals with regard to marriage (493E), and
proceeds by drawing a highly idealized picture of animal sexual behaviour, illustrated
by many concrete examples (493E-494F). All this is clearly traditional material, which
Plutarch had at his disposal and which he could use and reuse in different contexts®'.
Plutarch clarifies the relevance of all the examples in what follows: nature has not
(only) produced these emotions in animals because she takes thought for their off-
spring, but (also) in order to give examples for those who want to follow her, and to
blame the insensibility (dmdfeia) of unfeeling people (494F-495A)7. The latter turn
out to be the Epicureans. Indeed, Epicurus’ philosophical position implies — according
to Plutarch — that human nature is the only one that does not know disinterested affec-
tion, and only loves because of utility (ypeia), or for pay (pofoi). Such a position
would be rejected, always according to Plutarch, by the animals themselves, and
should be regarded as shameful (495AB).

With this attack on Epicurus’ conviction, Plutarch finally arrives at the central
theme of his work. His elaborate discussion of the conduct of animals now proves
to be a first argument against the Epicurean position: conclusions concerning the
natural behaviour of the beasts, based on careful observation of ‘plain facts”, can be
extrapolated to human beings.

" A systematical analysis of such repetitive clusters of traditional material repays the efforts it

requires, in that it throws interesting light on Plutarch’s method of working: see, e.g., L. Van pER
STOCKT, 1999,

For other examples of this anthropocentric view, which was common in ancient thinking, see
Xenophon, Mem. 4.3,9-10; Aristotle, Pal. 1, 1256b15-22; Cicero, nat. deor. 2,37 (= SFF 11 1153)
and 2,154-162; Porphyry, Abst. 3.20,1-2 (= SFF 11 1152); Origen, Cels. 4.54 (= SFF 11 1155),
Epictetus, 1.6,18; 1.16,1-5; 2.8 6-8.
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Several polemical strategies can already be found in this first argument. First of
all, it is striking that Epicurus’ position is nowhere discussed in detail. The specific
Epicurean doctrine is completely isolated from its original context, and Plutarch
nowhere mentions Epicurus’ arguments for his view™. Secondly, the Epicurean
tenet is not merely presented in all its radicalness, it is also misrepresented to a cer-
tain extent by interpreting the component of usefulness in a financial way: parents
love their children not merely because they derive some use from them: they love
them for pay. That this is not what Epicurus wanted to say is obvious of course.
Thirdly, by this misrepresentation, Plutarch succeeds in disqualifying Epicurus on
moral grounds as well. Epicurus turns out to be dmdfns and dvdhynros™, and his
position is shameful (aloypév). Finally, Plutarch’s polemical argument also illus-
trates the superiority of his own position, both from an intellectual and from a moral
perspective, and thus invites approval of his own position and rejection of the
Epicurean alternative. The many traditional examples brought forward by Plutarch
indeed give evidence of his remarkable erudition, and his meta-reflections at the
very beginning of the work on the general value of the argument from the animals
suggest a careful and well-considered approach.

3. Man as a social being by nature

After a short and quite emphatic rejection of Epicurus’ position (495B), Plutarch
introduces an important new argument. He first compares wild plants, which have
already imperfect principles of cultivated fruits, with beasts, which show imperfect
love for offspring, and then opposes both to man, a rational and social animal
(hoywkdr kal molTikor (@ov). For the latter, love of his children is the basis of
justice, law, the worship of the gods, the founding of cities, and friendliness
(495BC). This is an important passage in De amore prolis, and again, Plutarch
makes use of several interesting polemical strategies.

First of all, the passage places the preceding reflections in a somewhat different
perspective. Plutarch’s understanding of the concept of “nature’ now proves more
nuanced, which leads to a completely different hierarchy in the scala naturae. For
now, it are human beings, and not the plants, who are placed at the top. This appar-
ent inconsistency between the two chapters has received much attention. F. Becchi
has shown that the different perspectives can be reconciled with one another™. |
would add that the apparent inconsistencies can to an important extent be traced

: One may note in passing that Plutarch actually blames Colotes for precisely the same approach;
see ddv. Color. 108D,

Contrast Non posse |101AB, where Plutarch aseribes to the Epicureans the reputation of being
sofi-hearted and affectionate (ypol [...] wal duieol),
¥ F. Becow, 2000.

24
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back to Plutarch’s polemical strategies. For indeed, Plutarch’s first intention here is
not to develop his own position towards the psychology of animals, but to refute
Epicurus’ view. To that purpose, he uses different arguments concerning animals,
which often find their origin in different sources or philosophical traditions.
Plutarch, in short, takes his arguments where he can find them.

This, however, is not the only polemical strategy which Plutarch uses in this pas-
sage. By regarding love for one’s offspring as the basis for a whole social ethics,
Plutarch basically adopts the well-known analogous Stoic position, although he
introduces the Stoic idea (which originally belonged to the more general doctrine of
olielwors™) into a new context. Furthermore, the relevance of dihoaTopyia for
social life seems to be even broader in Plutarch’s view than in that of the Stoics™ .
Indeed, Plutarch also connects love for one’s children with the worship of the gods.
This addition may find its origin in Plutarch’s polemical aims. Elsewhere, in any
case, he often condemns Epicurus for his atheistic convictions™. Finally, one should
note that by using the Stoic doctrine against Epicurus, Plutarch tries to isolate his
opponent even more. The fact that Plutarch elsewhere questioned (aspects of) the
Stoic doctrine of olkeiwois™ shows that he here adopts it merely pour le besoin de
la cause, that is, for his anti-Epicurean polemical argument. The impression is cre-
ated that Epicurus is the only one who dares to reject the consensus omnium.

4. The corporeal constitution of man

With the following reflections on the constitution of the human body, a new
argument is introduced. The whole argument presupposes a teleological view of
nature (495C), which returns also elsewhere in Plutarch™ and which was defended
before by Aristotle and by the Stoics™'. Of this general, teleological perspective, two

a6 See on this doctrine the classical studies of C.0. Brivk, 195506, 5.6 Pemsroxke, 1971, NP
WhiTe, 1979, G STRIKER, 1983, and T. ENGBERG-PEDERSEN, 1990,

That the Stoics regarded natural gudooTopyla for one's children as the principle of social life and
justice appears from Plutarch, De soll. an. 962A (Try yolvr mwpds Ta E€xyora dalosTopylar
dpyfy pér Auiv koivadas kol Sucnooivns Tl pevol) and Cicero, fin. 3.62 (= SFF 111 340:
perlinere autem ad rem arbitrantur iniellegi natura fleri wt fiberi a parentibus ameniur; a quo inf-
tio profectam communem limani generis societalem perseguimur). Mot all the details of the Stoic
view are perfectly clear, however; cf. B. Inwoop, 1983, 196-199,

See, e.g., D¢ sup, 164F-165A; Non posse 1100C and 1101B; Adv. Coler. 1119C; 1119EF; 1124D;
1125D-F; De lar. wiv. 11298 and 1130C.

See, e.g., De Stoic. rep. 1038BC and De comm. roi. 1060B-1; cf. also De soll. an. 960Dsqq.; dis-
cussion can be found in R. CABALLERD SANCHEZ, 1999a and b.

De soll, an. 960E: i} yap doms, T €vexd Tov kol wpos TL wdvTa mouely opbds Aéyouau,
®Th; Pmaest, comv. 111, 1, 6460 and V11, 1, 6988,

For Aristotle, see, e.g., Pol. 1, 125329 and 1256b20-21 (more passages can be found in 5.-T. Teo-

27
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concrete applications are given. The first one, which is about the sexual organs, is
merely mentioned in passing (495CD). This elegant praeteritio might have com-
positorial advantages™, to be sure, but is no doubt also motivated by polemical rea-
sons. It is well known indeed that Epicurus was frequently blamed for his supg)osed
sexual debauchery. Of course this widespread prejudice was unjustified”, as
Plutarch no doubt knew himself*. Still, in other anti-Epicurean polemics he like-
wise takes advantage of these common prejudices™, realizing very well that sug-
gestive insinuation on this point vields an easy polemical success. The fact that he
is in other contexts much less reticent on sexual topicsjﬁ also shows that his prae-
teritio here finds its raison d'étre in a subtle polemic.

The second application is about the production of mother’s milk (495D-496A).
Contrary to the previous application, this one is elaborated at length. Again,
Plutarch makes it clear that his detailed medical discussion (¢f. Aem. 14,3-4) should
be placed into a general teleological perspective (495D and 496A), from which it
also derives its relevance to his anti-Epicurean argument: all corporeal changements
a woman undergoes during pregnancy and after giving birth would have been use-
less if nature had not produced in mothers affection for their children (496A). This
argument, which returns in Stoic sources’, is further motivated by pointing to the
condition of a newborn baby, who, due to his ugliness, is only cared for by some-
one who shows a natural love (496B; cf. Amatorius T58A).

Plutarch’s words here recall the traditional debate on the condition of human
beings at the moment of birth. In this argument can be found several polemical
strategies which were already used earlier in the work. The detailed, even somewhat
pedantic medical discussion once again illustrates Plutarch’s great erudition and
thus in its own way contributes to the credibility of the author. And by basically
agreeing with the Stoic point of view, Plutarch once again tries to isolate Epicurus,
These two strategies (that is, isolating the opponent and underlining one’s own eru-
dition) also make their influence felt in his quotation from Homer (/. 17.446-447)

porsson, 1989, 293 for the Stoics, see, e.g., Alexander of Aphrodisias, Far. 11, p. 179.30-31
Bruns (= S¥F 11 1140); Marcus Aurelius, ¥V 16,
CL A, Barioazz, 1994, 149-150,

| may have originated in Timocrates’ unfair attack on Epicurus; see D. SepLey, 1976,

A See, e.g., MNon posse 1 100CD: afofiTepor 8¢ aduilas dampatias dbedmnros nhumabeias dlyw-

plag olféyv éomi, Talra B¢ wavres dvbipumor whiy abror éxelvy TH alpéoer wpooeiva
vopllovay. dblows, driger Tus. dida Thv S6fav, ol Tip diiBeway owomobpew,

CF, c.g., Non posse 1089C; 1094C; 109TDE; 1093B; 10998; De lar. viv. 1129B.

See, e.g., Quaest. conv. 111, 6 on the question of the suitable time for coition.

is
36

3 See esp. Cicero, fin. 3.62. A similar argument, though focusing on the love of a living being for

himself, is 1o be found in D.L. VI &5 and Hierocles, 6.40-43,
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and his allusion to the famous fopos of the nakedness and helplessness of man at his
birth™®, One may add here that such quotations and allusions to traditional doctrines are
actually omnipresent throughout the whole of the work. Plutarch thus subtly suggests
that his attack is supported by many illustrious authorities and that the whole of the
Greek intellectual tradition rises in protest against Epicurus’ infamous doctrine.

5. The situation of primitive mankind

The next argument against Epicurus’ view Plutarch borrows from the condition
of primitive mankind. One could reasonably expect that at that early moment, moth-
ers were harsh against their children, since they had suffered terrible labour pains
and had no prospect of any return. The contrary is true, however: even immediate-
ly after having given birth and while still suffering, the primitive mother took care
of her baby, which shows that she loved the child not because of her own benefit
but by nature (496C-E). Again, Plutarch connects his own position with the author-
ity of traditional thinking (a cultivated reader will easily recognize his allusion to
Socrates’ argument in Xenophon's Memorabilia 2.2,5), and he tries to make the
argument even more convincing by transposing it to the context of primitive
mankind. Indeed, at that moment, there was less influence of human culture and less
place for the element of utility. Furthermore, one should note that Plutarch else-
where too points to the situation of the malatol as an argument for his own posi-
tion". An interesting example, proposed in an anti-Epicurean context as well, can
be found in De latenter vivendo, where Plutarch regards the custom of primitive
people to submit their sick to public inspection as an argument against Epicurus’
advice to pursue an unnoticed life (1128E). In both cases, the reference to the con-
duct of the madaiol functions as an argumentum ex auctoritate that strongly sup-
ports Plutarch’s own philosophical position. The fact that the Epicureans them-
selves gave much attention to the early history of mankind® of course adds an extra
dimension to Plutarch’s polemical argument. To a certain extent, he tries to defeat
Epicurus on his own domain. In that sense, the passage may even contain the seeds
of yet another polemical strategy, that is, the attempt to refute the opponent while
taking into account his own perspective. However, since Plutarch in this passage
never explicitly thematizes the Epicurean genealogy but merely elaborates his own
alternative view, one cannot but conclude that he refrained from using in this con-
text the opportunities offered by internal criticism.

o CF., e.g., Plato, Prt. 321¢; Lucretius ¥ 222-234; Pliny, nat. 7.1-5; Seneca, episi. 121.6. The oppo-

site view is defended by Xenophon, Mem. 1.4,4-4,14 and 4,3,3-3,14,

See, e.g., Cuaest, conv. V11, 8, T29EF and De esu 1, 993C-9948.

¥ As appears from Lueretius® book V, from Hermarchus® discussion of ancient legislation conceming
homicide in his treatise Against Empedocles, and from Colotes” arguments at the end of his work Tlepl
Tob 67U KaTd 7 Tov duy duocidur SiypaTta obbE (v éomv (ef. dadv. Colot. 112410),

1
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6. The contemparary situation

In what follows, the argument derived from primitive mankind is completed by
another one which deals with Plutarch’s contemporaries (tots viw). Just like their
ancient predecessors, they have no prospect of gain, since for human beings, the
process of education takes much efforts and time, so that most fathers only know the
imperfect behaviour of their sons, and never witness their virtue. Nevertheless they,
too, continue to rear children, and most of all those who least need them (496E-497A).
This addition leads to one particular application which brings the second argument to
a head. Those who least need children are the rich, since they have no need of a child
in order to support or bury them, nor in order to have an heir. For a childless rich man
can easily find heirs who are much more grateful than his own children would have
been. If the rich nonetheless continue to rear children, their behaviour obviously illus-
trates the power of nature (497A-C). It is clear that the case of the rich man was espe-
cially interesting for Plutarch in the context of De amore prolis, because it shows the
greatest contrast between having children and utility, and thus casts the greatest doubt
on Epicurus’ conviction. This illustrates one of the typical strategies present in so
many philosophical polemics, that is, the tendency to radicalisation.

Furthermore, this passage also illustrates another interesting polemical strategy
used by Plutarch. He does not hesitate to take advantage of moral depravity if it suits
his own purpose. It is interesting to note indeed that his argument presupposes wicked
behaviour, being based on the premisse that children are not grateful to their parents
and do not show them due respect. It is clear of course that such a behaviour is dia-
metrically opposed to Plutarch’s own moral ideals"’. Now one could argue that
Plutarch here merely describes how things are, not how they should be, and that by
adopting a descriptive rather than a normative view, he wishes to show how aspects of
real life refute Epicurus’ conviction. Such an interpretation, however, risks to neglect
the fact that the evaluation of how things are is at least partly determined by the per-
spective in which this evaluation is presented. Musonius Rufus, for instance, express-
es a completely different judgement of real life, underlining that a man who has many
children is highly esteemed™, Both authors clearly present a biased evaluation of ‘real-
ity” that perfectly suits their respective purposes.

7. Conclusion

In the last chapter of the work, Plutarch’s polemic takes a somewhat unexpect-
ed turn. He does not adduce further arguments against Epicurus’ tenet but instead
tries to refute possible objections against his own position. Suicide and the excep-
tional examples of animals which destroy their voung cannot really be regarded as

41
42

See, e, De frat. am, 47T9F-4804.
See fr. XV A, p. 78.14-18 H.
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evidence against his view of natural love for offspring (497CD), and the fact that
poor people do not rear their own children even turns out to justify his position
(497E). This is again a brilliant application of several polemical strategies. By offer-
ing at the end an extensive refutation of possible counter arguments, Plutarch sub-
tly suggests that Epicurus could find no other arguments in support of his own posi-
tion, and at the same time once again shows that his approach is careful and well-
considered to the very end, and thus can be trusted and approved.

Plutarch never showed sympathy for Epicurus’ philosophy. As was true for most
aspects of Epicurean thought, Epicurus’ position with regard to parental love for
children was diametrically opposed to what Plutarch deemed important.
Accordingly, he adopted in an intelligent way different polemical strategies to
refute this position.

It is interesting to add, by way of conclusion, that Plutarch in his Consolario ad
wxorem repeatedly emphasized the great pleasure he derived from his little daugh-
ter (608C; 60BEF; 610E). The reader of De amore prolis cannot but conclude that
these feelings of pleasure were only one aspect of his parental love, and that
Plutarch wanted to base them on a more fundamental foundation, which would
finally enable him to be both a respected philosopher and a good father.
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