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Plutarch on (Un)Sociable Talk:
Ethics. And Etiquette?
LiEVE Van Hoor
PosTpocTORAL RESEARCH FELLOW OF THE

RESEARCH FOUNDATION — FLANDERS (BELGIUM)
K.U. LEUVEN

When browsing through Ziegler’s' list of what he called Plutarch’s “popu-
larphilosophisch-ethischen Schriften”, apart from some ‘obvious’ titles, one comes
across On Curiosity, On Talkativeness, On Love of Wealth, That We Ought Not to
Borrow, On Compliancy, On Inoffensive Self-Praise, etc. If these subjects are not
what most people would nowadays consider the most obvious topics ethics ought to
deal with, they do not figure amongst Aristotle’s list of ethical virtues either, nor do
we possess any other ancient writings on them as such. Hence two questions: 1)
what carries away Plutarch’s interest so as to make him write about it, and 2) given
the fact that he treats all these subjects in the way ethical topics were dealt with,
what does ‘ethics’ mean for Plutarch?

The present paper focusses on On Talkativeness’. Regarding this work, 1 will
answer the first question arguing that Plutarch, having observed the adolesch@s &
rash use of speech and his resulting social exclusion, presents a penetrating analy-
sis of what the problem is. Conversely, the author offers the necessary education
needed to be(come) part of the community the adoleschgs aims at. On the other
hand, the fact that On Talkativeness is conceived by Plutarch as an ethical treatise
is significant as to what this less obvious popularphilosofisch-ethische Schrift may
be about: the art of living well in a community of educated people. Thus an analy-
sis of On Talkativeness will throw some light on the second question.

'1951, 637.

Jones, 19646, 70 limits himself w giving the work’s fermimis post guem, which is 68, After him,
DumormiER — DeEFRaDas, 1975, 224 and PerTmvg, 1992, 28-29, with further bibliography on the
question, suggested a composition during Trajan’s reign,

Jost RipeiRo FERREIRA, LUC VAN DER STOCKT & Maria po CEu Fiauo (Edd.), Philosophy in Seciety
- Virtres and Values in Plutarch, Leuven-Coimbra, 2008, pp. 209-232,
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1. Adoleschia
1.1 The Scope of Adoleschia Extended

The word adoheoyia, probably derived from *dabo-Aayns', traditionally refers
to ‘idle, excessive talk’: “Das Wort bezeichnet [...] den Vorwurf, den man einem
Gespriichspartner macht, wenn dieser sich im Gespriich, wie es scheint ungebiihrlich
lange, bei einem Gegenstande aufhiilt oder die Gedankenfilhrung in seiner Rede
unilbersichtlich und nicht einsichtig erscheint™, Groups of people liable to accusations
of adoleschia were therefore the orators’, and, albeit in a somewhat different sense,
sophists® and philosophers’. On the other hand, dSo\eoyia was applied as a label to
‘ordinary” people who chatted too much. Theophrast in his Characters probably
offers the most elaborate description of the phenomenon, distinguishing the idle
chatterer (aboléoyxns, Character 3), the garrulous man (Adhos, Character 7), the
rumor-monger (Aoyomowds, Character 8), and the slanderer (kaxohdyos, Character
28). In Plutarch’s own days, Dio Chrysostom disapproves of

T0 ourblaTplfewr del TR évTuxdrTt ddokeoyolvTa Kal dkotovTa Mryaw
obbéy ypnolpwe i mept Ta Baou\éws mpdypata SiatpiPewv | Ta Tob
Betvos (Twentieth Discourse, On Retirement 3. Text taken from Cohoon,
1939, p. 248),

wasting all one’s time in palavering with anyone vou happen to meet, and in
listening to talk that is utterly futile, or spending your time discoursing about
the affairs of the Emperor or of what’s his name (Twentieth Discourse, On
Retirement 3. Translation taken from Cohoon, 1939, pp. 249),

Plutarch, in On Talkativeness®, is in line with Theophrast and Dio in focussing

Whereas the etymology of the first pari, indicating disapproval, is unclear, the second part of the
compound is Aéayn, which is the “public building or hall, used as a lounge or meeting-place™, and,
by extension, the conversations taking place there. See Frisk, 1973, s.v,, and CHANTRAINE, | 968,
s.v. See also PETTINE, 1975, 26, n. 1.

STEINMETZ, 1962, 54,

Demosthenes, for example, when inserting a longer account of some event, repeatedly stresses that
he does not do so just in order to talk (dBoleoyeiv). See, for example, Philippic 2, 32.4 and
Oration 50, 2.4, Analogous is the argument of orators that they are not *practised speakers’, to use
the expression of Dover, 1974, 25-28. Sec also BEARDSLEE, 1978, 264-265, with further bibliog-
raphy, and MonTiaLio, 2000, 116-157, esp. 116-122,

See, for example, [socrates, Against the Saphisis &, and Plao, Sophist 225d.

For Socrates as an dfolé oyng, see Aristophanes, Clondy 1480 and 1485, Plato, Phaedn T0c, and
Xenophon, Qeconomicus 11.3.3,

Since ZIEGLER'S (1951, T78) statement that the work has not been subject to Quellenforsehnng —
confirmed by BEARDSLEE, 1978, 267 = INGENKAMP, 1971, 126-128, DUuMORTIER = DEFRADAS, 1975,
225-226, and PETTINE, 1992, 19-26 have suggested parallell passages from anteceding and con-
temporary ancient Greek and Latin literature,
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on adokeoyla of ‘ordinary® people rather than of orators, sophists, or philosophers.
Compared to Theophrast, Plutarch is less technical, using aSokeoyia and haka
indistinctively”. Theophrast’s other two variants, Aoyorrotia and kaxohoyia, do not
occur as such in On Talkativeness. Regarding Aoyomouia, it can be noted that
Plutarch indicates that the adoeayos often lies (503D), although he generally does
not stress this asgccl. The aspect of kakohoyia, finally, is completely absent from
On Talkativeness'’. On the other hand, Plutarch significantly extends the scope of
what aboleoyia means. Indeed, On Talkativeness is concerned with more than the
quantity or content'’ of the adoleschs* words alone. Two anecdotes will suffice to
make this clear. First (§9), Plutarch approves of Eumenes for preferring to tell a lie
rather than revealing the truth at the wrong moment. For indeed, instead of inform-
ing his friends that Craterus was approaching, Eumenes told them that it was
Neoptolemus, whom they looked down upon. As a result, they won the battle.
Plutarch comments that Eumenes’ was a clever strategy, for it was better to save his
friends by not telling them something, than to ruin them by doing so. Second (§12),
there is the story of a farmer who had hosted king Seleucus at a time when the king
wanted to stay incognito, but was killed by him because he could not restrain him-
self from showing his knowledge of who the man he had hosted, was. Had he but
stayed silent a little time, Plutarch says, until Seleucus was in control again, the king
would have bestowed great favours on him, not only for his hospitality, but even
more for his silence. At stake here is not the quantity of words, but their timing,

What Plutarch is here criticising, in other words, is not just that the adolesches
talks too much. In that case, a simple advice would have been sufficient: “stay
silent”. On the contrary, as we will see, Plutarch reveals himself fully aware of the
necessity, use, and pleasure conversation can yield, and this consciousness is what
coined his writing and advice on the subject'”,

?  Other words Plutarch uses in On Talkativeness to denote the behaviour he aims at, are Mijpos (5048

and 512D) and $uapia (S03F, S05C, SOBC, S10C, and 511D). Apart from these terms, Plutarch
also uses héyewv (see esp. 5058, S08C, and 509D), The fact that some of the adolesch@s ' behav-
iour is denoted by that verb is significant: it implies that Plutarch is not merely interested in talk-
ing nonsense, but also in saying things that are interesting but ought to be kept silent in certain ¢ir-
cumstances. Compare the discussion of Plutareh’s use of these various verbs by AUBERGER, 1993,
298-306,

Plutarch does tell the story of the Athenians reviling (kakds [...] €keyor, S05B) Sulla and his wife
Metella from their walls, but this does not coincide with Theophrast's kakohoyla, which is always
behind the reviled person’s back. Note also that Plutarch does treat kaxohoyla in On Curiasity, and
that he does so in a passage highlighting the relationship of curiosity and talkativeness, On
Talkativeness is therefore more about bavarder than about monvaize langre. On the difference
between both, see HUNTER, 1990, 300,

For an analysis of Plutarch’s criticism on “Quantitit™ and “Inhalt”™ of the adoleschZ: * words, see
INGEMKAMP, 1971, 126-128,

CF. also Bearpsieg, 1978, 288: “His final word in the practical sphere is not the counsel of silence,
but the counsel of moderation in speech”™.
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If, then, abokeoyia in On Talkativeness does not fully coincide with what it tra-
ditionally meant, the question arises what Plutarch here does understand when using
the term. What, in other words, is the dSoleoyia Plutarch aims at with this writing?

1.2 Adoleschia: An Ill-considered Use of Speech

As a starting point for our examination of Plutarch’s specific treatment of ado-
leschia, 1 will quote a larger passage, which, as will gradually become clear, con-
tains the core of Plutarch’s argument:

Tow Ayor fBloTor deTa kol dulavpumdTaTor ovppilaov ol ypu-
HEVOL Kakiis kal mpoxeipws dmdvlpwmor mowobol kal dpikTov, ols
olovtal xapileofar AvmoivTes kal b’ v BavpdleoBa kaTayeldperol
kai 61 dv guieloBar Buoyepavdpevol. domep obvy O T KeaTH Tobs
opLkotivTas drooTpédwl kal dmelaivwy dradpdbiTos, olTws O TH Adyw
Aumar kal dmexBavopevos dpovods TiS Kal dTexvos €éoTL. Tar &' dlwy
mafar kal voonpatwr Ta pév éoTw émklvBura Ta 6& onTa Ta &€
katayéhaoTa, T & abokeoyiq mdrTa cuppéPnre: yievdovTal pév ydip
év Tdis kowvals Suyynoeot, pLootvtal 66 Sud TAS TEV KAKGY TPOTAYYeE-
AMag, kuwbuvetovol 8¢ Tav dmoppriTwy pf kpatotvTes (S04E-F. All Greek
texts are taken from Paton-Pohlenz-Sieveking, 1929).

Speech, which is the most pleasant and human of social ties, is made inhu-
man and unsocial by those who use it badly and wantonly, because they offend
those whom they think they please, are ridiculed for their attempts at gaining
admiration, and are disliked because of the very means they employ to gain
affection. As, then, he can have no share in Aphrodite who uses her girdle to
drive away and alienate those who seek his company, so he who arouses annoy-
ance and hostility with his speech is no friend of the Muses and a stranger to art.
MNow of the other affections and maladies some are dangerous, some detestable,
some ridiculous; but garrulousness has all these qualities at once; for babblers
are derided for telling what everyone knows, they are hated for bearing bad
news, they run into danger since they cannot refrain from revealing secrets
(504E-F. All translations are taken from Helmbold, 1939).

This passage, in my view, contains a clear indication as to what is the common
denominator of all instances of adoheoyia which Plutarch mentions in On
Talkativeness: adoleschai are people “using speech badly and wantonly™ (xpujperol
kakws kal wpoyxeipws, SMME). Speaking badly (kakds) means speaking whatever
occurs to one (Tpoxeipws), without thinking, that is. And indeed, throughout On
Talkativeness, the adoleschs appears as a person who does not know or take into
account the impact of his words. His use of speech makes it seem indeed as if he
regards speech as the most worthless thing in the world (wdvTwy dTipéTaTtor
fryeiobar Tov Adyov €oikaoiy, 503D) —and a worthless something, of course, has
no impact. As Plutarch stresses, however, the contrary is true: words can cause no
less pain than deeds (509D).



Plutarch on (Un)Sociable Talk: Ethics. And Etiquette? 213

The thoughtlessness of the adoleschgs comes to full light of day through his
dealing with amdppnTa. Literally, dmoppnta are ‘forbidden things’, things, that is,
which should not be said. Plutarch explicitly states that if something is not to be
known (el [...] dyvoeioBal Tov Ayor €del, SO6E), it should not be told to any-
body in the first place, for a word is only a real secret if there is only one person
who knows it: Mdyos €v TG TpuTw KaTapévwy droppnTos ws ainbis éoTiv
(S0TA). The adolesches, then, is the kind of person who, if he perceives such a
word, does not keep it to himself, but tells it on. Fulvius is an obvious example,
telling his wife what the had heard from the Emperor. On the one hand, it would
have been wise of Augustus himself not to say anything in Fulvius® presence; on the
other hand, Fulvius should not have told his wife what he heard. The reason why
each one of them should have acted in that way - after all, there is no *formal’ inter-
diction to speak a certain word involved -, is that they could have foreseen what
would happen if they acted as they did. Augustus, in this case, may have thought of
the possibility, but estimated that he could trust his friend Fulvius (Potipios &' 6
Kaioapos €taipos, S08A). Fulvius, behaving as an adolesches, may have had the
same feeling about his wife, or he may not have considered what could happen if
he told her. She herself points this out to him:

Bikalws (sc. péMels dvaipely geautor), elmer, OTL poL ToogoUToV
ouvoLKwy Xpovor ok éyrws obb’ édurdEw Thv depaciav (508B).
“It is right that you should (sc. intend to kill yourself)”, said his wife,

“since, after living with me for so Ion%a time, you did not know or guard
against my incontinent tongue™ (S08B) .

Thus his wife reproaches him that he either did not know (€yvws) or did not take
into account (éduhaEw) her garrulity. Doing either one of them, however, supposes
that one uses one’s mind before talking, and that is exactly what the adolesches,
using speech rashly, does not do.

As a result, he not only assesses wrongly people, but also the circumstances
(kaipds, 504C, 512A, and 512F) for saying certain things. Apart from the anecdotes
about Eumenes and Seleucus which have already been mentioned, Sulla’s siege and
sack of Athens (505A-C) is a good example: the fact that the Heptachalcon was
unguarded was apparently no secret among the Athenians, but it was not wise to
mention it at the barber’s, where spies can hear everything. Nor was it thoughtful of
the Athenians to revile Sulla, a powerful man, when he was before the walls: they
should have taken into account the consequences in case he would take the city.
More generally, Plutarch approvingly states that one should know to

3 Translation modified.
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ouvydv B' Omouv Sel kat Aéyewy Tv' dodarés (506C).
be silent in season, to speak where speech is safe (506C).

When it is safe, speech is not bad, but often it is necessary to stay silent. For apart
from people or spies who may overhear what one is saying, the friend in whom one
trusts will in turn trust another friend, and soon the secret becomes a rumour (506F).
Moreover, it is always possible to reveal something one has at first kept silent, but not
the other way round. In other circumstances, it may be necessary to tell a lie (506D)
or to uphold it (508E), as in the anecdotes about Eumenes and Seleucus.

But even if it is safe to talk, one should take into account the degree (kipos,
504D and 513D) up to which talking is agreeable. A short (dvaykaiov, 513A) ora
friendly (duAdvBpwmor, 513A) answer is acceptable to a question, an exaggerated
(mepioaow, 513A) one is not: one should take the questioner’s need as the centre -
regarding content, that is - and radius - defining size - of one’s answer (KévTpw Kal
SlaomipaTt TH ypeia Tob mulavopévor meprypabavTa THY dmdkpuowe, 513C).
Talkative people, on the other hand, never listen, for they are always talking (§1). When
a question is asked, whether to them, or to someone else, or in a group, it is always they
who want to answer it (§§19-23). But even without a question being asked or anyone
inviting to, the adoleschs approaches people, and starts talking endlessly (§2).

1.3 The Adolesch&s and his Concern

Thus the adolesch®s " use of speech is ‘rash’ (mpoxeipws, S04E) in the sense that
he does not use his mind (enough) in order to assess correctly the impact of his
words, the trustworthiness of the people he is talking to, the situation in which the
conversation takes place, and the right degree of talking.

On the other hand, this does not mean that the adolesches speeks aimlessly, On
the contrary, the passage quoted at the beginning indicates that he does have a deter-
minate goal when speaking: he wants to please and to be loved and admired (304E,
510D). In order to obtain this, he may want to prove his being a friend — and there-
fore loveable — directly by telling secret things which he happens to know.
Augustus, in trusting Fulvius, may be a case in point, alongside a man who would
tell his wife a secret in order to calm her anger at him (cf. 507C). Another ado-
leschées says things illustrating his own achievements and merits, as did the would-
be killer of Nero, pointing out to a convicted man that the latter would be grateful
to him the day after (aUplov &€ pou evyapiotnoers, 505C). Another possibility is
to talk about what one happens to be good at or to know:

ToUmo kai mphs Tobs Adyous éwelvovs memdvBaowr, év ols kat’ ép-

metplav fj €6 Tovd o Al Siadépewr voplloval. dilavtos yap wv

kal pudddofos 0 TowolTos
rEpel TO wAeloTor Npépas TolTw Pépos,
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W’ avThs almol Tuyxdvel KpdTioTos Wi
év loToplas O dvayvwoTikds, €v Texvoloylals O ypappaTikos, €v
Bumynpact fevikols O ToANY ywpay emeAnivbus kai Temhavnmpévos
{514A-B)

Talkers have this difficulty with those subjects in which they think that
they surpass all others because of some experience or acquired habit, For
such a person, being self-centred and vain,

Will give the chief part of the day to that
In which he chances to surpass himself:

the great reader will spend it in narrating tales, the literary expert in techni-
cal discussions, the wide traveller and wanderer over the face of the earth in
stories of foreign parts (514A-B).

Some people bring every conversation round to their own hobbyhorses (514C)".
Plutarch gives the example of a fellow citizen of Chaeronea, who happened to have
read two or three books of Ephorus, and paraded his knowledge all the time'”,

The explanation Plutarch gives for such behaviour, is that talkers are subject to
self-love (duhavtia) and vanity (dtdobofia). This concern for themselves and the
impression they hope to make on others impedes them to take into account the
impact of their words. One result is that they cause harm both to themselves and to
others, as Plutarch extensively shows'". The story about Fulvius'” includes both.
This friend of Augustus passed on to his wife something confidential which
Augustus had told him. His wife in turn told Livia, who then used it against the
Emperor. As a result, Fulvius was to die, a death caused indirectly by his own,
directly by his wife's adoleschia. But the harmful effects of the disease are not
always restricted to the adoleschZs himself. Sulla, for example, succeeded in attack-
ing the city of Athens upon gaining information about the city’s defence from some
garrulous old men. Moreover, if he dealt with the city in a violent way, this was
because he was angry at some Athenians for having scolded him (§ 7). Apart from
harm, the behaviour of the adolesch&s also has a bearing on his aim to be loved,
which will be discussed in a moment.

Juvenal, 7.161-162 passes criticism on the kindlike behaviour of an orator who interlarded every
speech with the same example,

Compare Juvenal’s comments on a woman showing off her knowledge at every occasion (Safire
£.434-456).

“In g. (On Talktativeness) widmet Plutarch den gefiihrlichen Folgen des ndfos die lingste
Untersuchung (Kap. 7-15 pass.)”, according to INGENKAMP, 1971, 78, InGENKAMP, 1971, 39 dis-
cusses the harm caused as structuring pant of On Talkariveness.

On the question of the correctness of the name, sée HeLvBown, 1939, 429, n. b, Paron-PoHLENZ-
SIEVEKING, 1929, 293 and DUMORTIER — DEFRADAS, 1975, 241, n. 2.
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1.4 Speech and its Social Character

If, then, the adoleschés is self-centered, this is problematic because of the very
nature of speech: speech is a social act par excellence, and supposes one transcends
one s self-love (bLhavtia). Rather than a set of absolute guidelines holding in all cir-
cumstances, a good use of speech requires constant pondering and reassessment in

every single case in the light of this social character. Several passages in On
Talkativeness confirm this.

On the one hand, Plutarch repeatedly stresses that one’s interlocutor determines
the content and measure of one’s talking. Apart from the image of the interlocutor
as centre and radius of one’s answer which was mentioned above, there is the fol-
lowing explicit statement:

elmivrros B' éxelvov (sc. 0 Kapveddng) “Bos pou pétpor duris™ ol
thathws UméTuye (se. 0 yupvasiapyos) “BiBupt Tov mpooBLaleyieror”.
T &' dmokpwopény péTpov N Tob épwTavTos Povknois (513C).

When Carneades said, “Give me something to regulate my voice,’ the
director aptly rejoined, “l am giving you the person conversing with you.”

So, in making an answer, let the wishes of the questioner provide the regula-
tion (513C).

Taking someone else as the criterion of one’s speech of course implies tran-
scending one’s own wishes and interests, as well as an openness towards and a tak-
ing into consideration of the other(s).

On the other hand, On Talkativeness ends with an explicit statement about what
speech is about:

i &' abrobs dvBpwTol Sedpevol Twos halobow 1) Tous dkolovTas
uwbeAoUVTES 1) }dpuw T TapaokevdlovTes dalliols womep alol Tols
Adyols édmbivoval Ty Slatplpiy kal Thy mpakw, év | Tuyxdvovow
dvtes (S514E-F).

When men talk, it is either for their own sake, because they need some-
thing, or to benefit their hearers, or they seek to ingratiate themselves with
each other by seasoning with the salt of conversation the pastime or business
in which they happen to be engaged (514E-F).

If one needs something oneself and asks someone else about or for it, the other is
by definition implied and one has no choice but to depend on - and thus adjust oneself
to - the other’s goodwill. Truly benefitting one’s hearers, on the other hand, supposes
other-concern in the form of taking the point of view of the other to see what would
bring benefit to him. Finally, people provide pleasure to one another (alniois), and
make business or free time more agreeable with words as with salt'’, In order for

' Conversely, the adoleschizs spoils every pleasure his deeds may yield by his words, Cf. 504C.
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this to be the case, there must be a dialogue, not a monologue (cf. d\iniois), and
both parties must try to do their best in order to do the other a favour (cf. xdpuwv),
that is, to make the other enjoy it (cf. édndirovor). And indeed, if someone asks a
question, this is often not a demand for information, but an invitation to talk:

kailTol ToAAdKLS TIwaS épwTiper ol Tol Adyou Sedpevor, buwrmy 5
Tiva kal dLiodpooivmy ékkalolpevol Tap' alToy kal wpoayayely eig
opLMiar éBédortes (512B).

And yet we often ask people questions, not because we need an answer,
but to elicit some friendly word from them, and because we wish to draw
them on to friendly converse (512B).

When answering such a question, it is of course important to enable a friendly
converse, and not to start a monologue. This is not the case with an exaggerated
(Teproady, 513A) answer. Among the two other kinds of answers, the short
(dvaykator, S13A) one is correct, but does not seize the offered opportunity for a
conversation. The answer which does, is the friendly one. The word Plutarch uses
for it, is dLrdvBpwmor (513A), which recurs in the passage quoted at the beginning
of our discussion of Plutarch’s treatment of talkativeness. There he called speech
“the most pleasant and human of social ties™ (fGoTor ovTa kal dLhavBpumoTa-
Tov ovpfolaior, S04E) - stressing, that is, the social aspect of it: speech unites (cf.
gupfolaior) people and is pleasant (fifioTor) and friend-ly (bprhavBpumdTaTor)
par excellence.

1.5 The Adolesches and his Speech in a Face-to-Face Society

As was said above, the adolesch@s wanis to please and to be loved and admired.
What his behaviour earns him, however, is harm (BAdpn) and shame (aloxivn), as
Plutarch summarizes it later in the text. If something has already been said about the
former, the focus will now be on the shame caused by the adofesch@ ' behaviour. This
is of course of great importance, as the adolesches himself is, as was shown, aiming
precisely at social recognition. Thus if a friendly person (¢LAdvBpwmos) has a pleas-
ant manner and a person giving ‘correct’ answers (dvaykaiov, 513A) may not wish
for more contact, the failure of developing a satisfactory social life is all the more
bothersome for an adoleschés. Indeed, although the adolesches Plutarch is writing
about and for is self~loving (dihavTos), he needs others to gratify his vanity. His desire
to please and to be loved and admired is even so strong and desperate as to make him
deal rashly with speech — and thereby miss out regarding his desire.

Ingenkamp'’ has rightly noted that “die aloyivn spielt [...] die Rolle fiir den
Menschen als (giov molTucov, die die PAdpn fiir ihn als (Qov spielt”. As a conse-
quence, the shame caused by the adolesch&s” behaviour is a social consequence,

% 971, 76.
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and cannot be discussed properly unless the community (cf. modi-Tikdr) in which
the adoleschs is living, is taken into account. Conversely, that community may also
help to explain the adolesch&s’ desire for social approval. As [ will show, this is
indeed the case: Plutarch’s adoleschés is both an extreme exponent and a victim of
the face-to-face society he is living in.

By the — much used™” — expression ‘face-fo-face society’ | mean a community of
people who know, observe and react to each other’s faces, face being “the public,
projected self-image that is the basic currency of social interactions™'. The world
Plutarch’s adoleschs is active in, appears indeed to be such. First of all, he lives in
a community: Plutarch’s adolesch@s does not dwell in the removed countryside, but
lives in a city, as appears from his frequenting the market-place (dayopd, 504B), the
theatre (B¢atpov, 504B), and the gymnasium (Evatér, S02F)™ — the most typical
elements of all Greek - and, by extension, some Roman - cities™. In the text, there
is no clear indication as to where this city is located: the historical anecdotes
Plutarch recounts to illustrate the behaviour of the adolesch@s stem from both the
Greek and the Roman world, and the opposition of the Roman to the Attic slave
(511E) is of no help in this respect. On the other hand, the gymnasium, and maybe
also the theatre, is more typically Greek than Roman®®, Moreover, when Plutarch
presents an adoleschs who lived map’ npiv (514C), there is no reason to doubt that
this refers to Chaeronea™ — which situates the only contemporary anecdote in a
(relatively) small® city in Greece. An encounter with this man, who, as will imme-
diately become clear, is likely to have frequented the same circles as Plutarch him-

 On the history and *political’ use of the expression, see OSBORNE, 1985, 64-65. Recently, M.
GLEAsON (1995, 55) interpreted it in a physiognomical sense. Mine, as will be clear, is different
from both.

OLIENSIS, 1998, 1.

The Evorrin is a walking place, often in a gymnasium, either covered or not. See LIDBELL — SCOTT,
sv. 1 1and?2.

On the importance of these central public areas for gossip, see Huwrer, 1990, 302,

The market-place was of course central both in Greek and in Roman cities. As for the theatre,
although perhaps more typically Greek than Roman — as opposed to the amphitheatre —, in
Plutarch's days most cities possessed one. The gymnasium, finally, combining intellectual and
physical education, seems to be typically Greek: Roman exercise rather took place around bathing
complexes. Cf. also Owens, 1991, 155: “Most cilies boasted a theatre and many also provided sta-
dia and, under Roman influence, amphitheatres. In the cities of the Greek world the gymnasium
assumed an increasingly important social and relaxational role™,

Hewmpown, 1939, 463 translates “in my native town", PETTing, 1992, 117 “uno dei nostri coneit-
tadini™. This way of referring to one’s home town is in line with the general practice of defining a
city in terms of its inhabitants, See, for example, Lows, 1994, 7.

Mote that subdivisions of bigger cities formed face-to-face societies as well. See Osporne, 1985,
89, and Huwrer, 1990, 301,
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self, may well have made Plutarch’s interest in adoleschia raise up to the level of
undertaking to write a work on it Although Plutarch repeatedly mentions garrulous
women™® and slaves™, the adoleschai he is actually writing for are most probably peo-
ple possessing full citizenship, for having their say in lawsuits and politics (510C). As
rnr:mhemhig: of, say, the council was, in Plutarch’s days, the prerogative of a city’s
upper class™, the adolesch@s is therefore likely to have belonged to that class. This is
confirmed by other elements in the text. Plutarch for example mentions the pride some
adolesehai took in their knowin§ governors or kings (513D) - a level which they them-
selves have not reached, though'. Moreover, the adolesch@s appears as having plen-
ty of time to walk through the city™-, accost people™, and have a chat™ - a way of
life reserved for rich people, who either did not have to work at all or practiced a ‘priv-
ileged’ profession, as did doctors or rhetoricians™. If, conversely, hairdressers™ are
mentioned repeatedly as extremely talkative, Plutarch may be using this as an argu-
ment in the same way as when associating women and slaves with adoleschia: a free,

T “That there is no formal dedication, is understandable: “The dedication is a compliment; that is the

fundamental rule”, according to RusseLL, 1973, 11.

™ Cf. the anecdotes about the wife of a Roman senator and of Fulvius. Women were generally

regarded as talkative, as appears for example from Semonides fr. 7 Dienw, 20, Juvenal 6.398-412
and 434-456, or from the point of an epigram discussed by O'SuLLivax, 1980, 51-52. See also
Humrer, 1990, 303, who, referring (o a recent study on gossip in a Greek mountain village, gives
the following quote: “Men gossip, but women are thought to do nothing but gossip™

See 507D and 511D-E. Slaves were represented as extremely talkative by other authors as well. See,
for example, Anstophanes, Frogs 750-753, and Juvenal, Satires 9.92-101. Cf. HunTER, 1990, 304,
Cf. Jonges, 1940, 170-191, esp. 176, and 179-180.

In 514D-E Plutarch argues the should talk to “superiors” (peta kperrrotu), which implies they
are not on the top of the social ladder themselves.

Cf. mepuiaony, 502E and 508C.
See, ez, S03A,

This is clearly the adofeschs " intention in 502E-F. From this passage it also appears that the peo-
ple whose company he is aiming at, are in the same situation.

29

30
]|

32
33
34

e Compare 504B: “As your physician, he is worse than the disease; as your ship-mate, more

unpleasant than sea-sickness; his praises are more annoying than another's blame™ (€om 6& Bepa-
melwy THS wioow Papimepos, ovpmhéwr The vavtias dnééoTepos, émaunv Tob PéyorTos
éemaybeoTepos). | do not wish to contend that Plutarch is here necessarily, in all three cases, refer-
ring to professions, but he may be doing so,

See 508F, 509A, and 509B. Compare also 505A. A discussion of the social function of barbers,
including the gossip told in their shops, can be found in Carcormn, 1986, 233-243, esp, 233-234
and notes 70-75, which contain references to primary sources. See also HunTER, 1990, 302. The
argument holds true even if Plutarch would count with *promoted” hairdressers = who, as appears
from Martial 7.64, did exist among his model readers: changing the behaviour typical of their for-
mer lives is a condlitio sime gua mon 1o become truly part of another class of people.

kL
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educated man will want to distinguish himself from these inferior categories of people,
and therefore want to flee the behaviour associated with them®”.

As a result, the ‘community of people’ the adolesch2s mainly moves in, within
his city, is a group of wealthy citizens. This is, of course, the group of people to
which Plutarch himself would also belong. As most people in this group, the ado-
leschZs was able to read - otherwise Plutarch’s written therapy by word would a pri-
ari be doomed to fail - and write - if Plutarch’s advise to divert some of one’s talk-
ativeness to writing (514D) is to be believed. A second characteristic of the face-to-
face society is that its members know each other. People sitting or walking togeth-
er (502F) are in this case, and so must be the adolesches who approaches them: in
order to address people, it is likely that one has at least an idea of who they are™.
Moreover, Plutarch repeatedly mentions symposia“, and once even explicitly a
“gathering of people wha know each other™ (cuvéSplov yrwpl e, 502F)". Next,
people observe each other in a face-to-face society, and are, conversely, observed
by one another: the face one presents is thus of primary importance.

As such, the adoleschs reveals himself an extreme exponent of the face-to-face
society: he is desperately in search of confirmation and admiration from others, The
result of this extreme concern for one’s own face, however, is to forget to watch the
faces of the others, and this, in a face-to-face society, is a capital mistake. For
indeed, in such a society, people also judge each other and show their judgements
in their own faces®'. People hate the adolesch@s (cf. pootvrar, 504F and 510D),
and will try to get away from him:

mds $elyer wpoTpomddny: wdv év NuukukAiy T kabelopevor kdv
mepimaToivTes év EvoTy BedowrTal mpoodolTivTa, Tayéws dvdlevEwy
alrrois mapeyywviou (S02E-F).

Every one runs away headlong. If men are sitting in a public lounge or
strolling about in a portico, and see a talker coming up, they quickly give
each other the counter-sign to break camp (502E-F).

7 it
37 For the association of people of lower sort with adeleschia, see, for example, Petronius, Satyricon

41-46, as discussed by PERUTELLL, 1985,

Horace is rather startled to be addressed by someone known to him only by name (notus mihi
nomine fantum, Sative 1.9.3). On the importance of the theme of garrulity in this Sarire of
Horace's, see Fapnri, 1996, 219-229, esp. 223, Theophrast deems the fact that the adoleschs
starts talking to someone he does not know worthy of mention (Character 3.2).

See, for example, 502F, 503F, 504A, and 514C.

DumorTier — Derrapas, 1975, 229 interpret ywdpipos in this sense, translating “un cercle
d’amis”, and so does Pettine, 1992, 47, translating “una brigata di amici”. The other possibility is
that yvuipupos refers to “the notables or wealthy class™ (LiDDELL = ScoTT, s.v. [1) = which then
confirms what | said above, that Plutarch’s adolesch® moves in the higher circles.

Cf. also VEYNE, 1983, 3-30.
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This example shows other people enjoying their talking together but stopping
with it when an adoleschZs arrives. Moreover, they are all in league together
(mapeyyuioL) against the adoleschs. Another option is to make fun™ of the ado-
leschs they have to put up with, for example by asking questions which kindle his
talking (512D). The humor of that situation lays in the fact that the adoleschs is too
glad for being offered an occasion to talk to notice the real tenor of the question, and
thereby proves the questioner to have assessed him correctly to be an adoleschas. The
faces of the other are thus the mirror reflecting the impression one makes. If one does
not look into this mirror and therefore does not somehow adapt one’s face to the oth-
ers, their judgement becomes a negative renown, which de facfo excludes one from
true participation in the community: thus the adoleschs is at the same time a victim of
the face-to-face society he is an extreme exponent of. And indeed, in the examples just
given, the adolesch& is preceeded by his own bad renown: he does not even have to
start talking in order to make people go away or make fun of him. As a result, true
friendships become impossible for the adoleschis: people do not speak boldly to
him*, and instead of a (pleasant) dialogue, he has his monologue with at best unvol-
untary listeners (502F-503A).

1.6. Paideia

The adolesches Plutarch is writing for and about thus belongs to the communi-
ty of the elite in his city, an elite which could read and write and must therefore have
enjoyed some education. As was shown above, on the other hand, the adolesch&s
himself is the kind of man who shows off whatever he happens to know. A closer
look at the example of Plutarch’s fellow Chaeronean is revealing:

ws Tav Tap' QEiv Tis kKaTd TUXNY dveyiukds 80o Tav Eddpou PLpii-
wy fj Tpla mavTas dvBpumovs kaTéTplPe kal v dvdoTaTor émolel
oupTooLov, del THY év AEUKTPOLS pdXTV Kal Ta ouvexh dunyolpevos:
0fev’ ETapeunivbas mapwvipior éoyev (514C).

Just so, in my native town, there was a man who chanced to have read two
or three books of Ephorus, and would always bore everybody to death and
put every dinner-party to rout by invariably narrating the battle of Leuctra
and its sequel; so he got the nickname of “Epaminondas™ (514C).

Compare also yhevdlovrar, S04F and kaTayehdvTal, 5100, Plutarch’s use of derision as an argu-
ment against adoleschio makes clear that the author's interest, in Or Talkativeness, is caried away
by the social aspect of adeleschia. Very different is his concemn in Advice about Keeping Well,
where he recommends to keep speaking even if everybody deride one (Gv mdvTes waTayelay,
130E). The (seeming) contradiction between both works was noted by Dopos, 1933, 106.

Cf, S06E: “Yet, speaking generally, who has left himself the right to speak out boldly against one
who has not kept silem?” (vls &' fhws éavry mappnolay dmokéhmme kaTd ToD PT Ou-
moavtos;) Speeking boldly (mappnoia), for Plutarch, was one of the charactéristics of true
friendship. Compare the importance mapprnoia has in, say, How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend.
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Plutarch says that “Epaminondas”™ happened (n.'u*r& Tuxnv, 514C) to have read
two or three — out of the thirty! — books of Ephun:s . The author may well be sug-
gesting that his fellow Chaeronean had not enjoyed that good an education™. In On
Talkativeness, however, Plutarch argues that there is more than just the fact that one
recites only the content of two or three books which reveals one’s lack of education:

oL yip elryevois kal Paohikiis TH ornt mawbelas TuydvTes TpETOV
glydv elta hakeir pavBdvovawr (506C).

For those who have received a truly noble and royal education learn first
to be silent, and then to speak (506C).

If a "‘*m.lly noble and royal education” teaches “first to be silent and then to
speak™, the correct use of speech will be one of the elements by which noble (and
roval) pr:upIe distinguish themselves as a group from the rest: the elite®’ was indeed
defined not only by wealth (and descent), but also by cuiture and virtue™®, which
could both be achieved only through education (raideia)”. The fact that the ado-

" Cf. GLEasow, 1995, xxiv: “They did not display their level of culture by owning books, or even

by having read books owned by others, but only by having absorbed books so completely that they
could exhale them as speech”. Compare also Pindar’s criticism on the man who has leamnt some-
thing: “The wise man is he who knows many things by the gift of nature: those who learned, bois-
terous in their garrulity, utter (the pair of them) idle words like crows against the holy bird of Zeus™
(oodbs O moldd elBug dud: pabivres BE MiPpor mayyheooia kdpawes ds diepavTa yaple-
Tov Aubs wphbs Opya Below, Olympic 2.86-89). Mote that the word AdPpos recurs in On
Talkativeness, 512E.

The desire to show the education one has enjoyed may be compared to the well-known sociolog-
ical principle of overcompensation. A clear example is offered by the research of Lanov, 1972,
esp. 43-69 an the “social stratification of {r) in New York City Department Stores”, and the com-
ments on “‘hypercorrect’ behavior™ of the lower middle class on pp. 244-245 and 291.

45

" Compare also Plutarch’s pedagogical advice to the young in On Listening te Lectures, which also
highlights the importance of silence. On Talkativeness, conversely, offers advice for 2 man whose
education in these matters has not taught him to remain silent in time. As such, it is an example of
Erwachsenenerziehing. Cf. Foucault, 1984, 65, For the parallells between On Listening to
Lectures and On Talkativeness, see INGENKAMEP, 1971, 81-82, The importance of what and how one
speaks for the impression one makes on others is also discernable in other writings of Plutarch,

Cf. Eowarps, 1993, 12-17, GLEAsON, 1995, 70-72, GoLpHiL, 2000, 17, and WHITMARSH, 2001,
S0-130, esp. 6-108. Compare the situation in modern Europe, as described by Brysow, 1998, 7,
20, and 279-280

Compare also Enwarns, 1993, 4 on moral criticism among the Roman elite; *Attacks on immoral-
ity were used by the Roman elite to exercise control over its own membsers and to justify its priv-
ileged position™,

Concerning the social connotations of adoleschia, it is worthwhile referring to BEARDSLEE, 1978,
266; “For Plutarch it is a8 major social problem, for Christianity it is only a minor one {this changes,
however, as soon as Christianity moves into the same social eircles to which Plutarch belongs)™.
Maven, 1985, 39 argues that the manners deseribed in Horace, Sative 2.6 emit a “buzz of impli-

4
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feschs is not in this case, shows that his education was not “fruly (T -:'iw.r“rr.]En noble
and royal™: he falls short, even in case he does have a (broad) factual knawledge5 b

The tragedy of the adolesches, then, is that he regards speech as a means to
parade his knowledge™, whereas his very speech shows his lack of education.
Conversely, stating that the correct use of speech is a sign of a noble education is a
strong argument in favour of this control for a man who is driven by the desire to
show his knowledge and education, but does so in a contraproductive way.

2. Ethics, an Art of Living
2.1. Ethics?

What Plutarch offers in On Talkativeness, however, is not only an analysis and a
condemnation of adoleschia, but also a cure™. This cure, apart from overthinking (€ -
Aoyiopos, 510D and 514E) positive and negative examples, consists of habituation
(€Bog, S11E, éBuopoi, S14E). The first exercise Plutarch proposes, is the following:

TpaTOV PEV oV év Tals Tav Télas épuTrioeoy éautir E0léTw oLw-
Tav, péxpls ob TdvTes dmeimovTar THY dwokpiow [...] éav pév ikavis
ETEPOS ATOKplVYMTAL, KOADS EXEL CUVETALVECAVTA Kal cuvemnoavTa
GoEav ebpevols avBpuimov AaPely- édv &€ prj, TOTe kal Bubdfal TO Ty-
vompéror Kal dvaminpooar To éMkeiTmor dvemidbovor kal olk dkaipdy
éoTL (S11F-512A).

In the first place, then, when questions are asked of neighbours, let him
accustom himself to remaining silent until all have refused a response [...].
If another makes a sufficient answer, it is proper to join in the approval and
assent and so acquire the reputation of being a friendly fellow. But if such an
answer is not made, then it is not invidious or inopportune both to point out
the answer others have not known and thus to fill in the gap (511F-512A).

cation [...] readily absorbed by the Roman reader who owned his own slaves and knew not only the civil
but also the moral distinction between the two classes™. Still more generally, Bovrmen, 1972, 184
stressed that one’s habitus — in which manners play an important role — determines one’s social position.
Pace HELMBOLD, 1939, 421 and PETTINE, 1992, 69, | prefer to interpret and translate 7o Sy dmi
wowvet with etrpevels and Pamukrs, as do DuMoRTIER - DEFRADAS, 19735, 237,

Cf. 514A-B.

CI GLEAsoN, 1995, xxiv: “In the ancient world, cultural capital tends to be incorporated in par-
ticular individuals, who must compete directly with each other 1o establish relationships of domi-
nance and authority™.

Pace PETTINE, 1992, 17, who has “|"impressione che lo scopo moralistico e didascalico, eon i vari
riferimenti storici ed aneddotici inneggianti alla virtd del silenzio o stigmatizzanti il vizio della
loguacitd, sia servito al Nostro da mero pretesto per abbandonarsi piacevolmente alla raffigu-
razione arguta a gustosa del tipo immortale del linguacciuto pettegolo e blaterone™.
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Plutarch here gives concrete advice which will earn one a good name if followed
up: stay silent; if someone else knows the answer, praise him; if no-one does, give
the answer yourself. These are ‘mechanical’ guidelines for correct behaviour. As a
result, one may wonder whether Plutarch is here concerned with etiquette™ rather
than with ethics™. Ethics, according to the Cambrige Dictionary of Philosophy, is
“the philosophical study of morality”, studying “what ends we ought, as fully
rational human beings, to choose and pursue and what moral principles should gov-
ern our choices and pursuits™. Etiquette, on the other hand, can be defined as “the
conventional rules of personal behaviour in polite society™". If ethics is about
(internal) values and principles, etiquette is concerned with (external) norms and
behaviour. Plutarch’s first exercise is clearly concerned with the latter. And there are
more arguments which can be put forward in favour of this hypothesis. First, con-
crete behaviour may have triggered Plutarch’s attention for adoleschia, and is given
much attention throughout On Talkativeness: many descriptions and anecdotes
sketch the adoleschas’ behaviour’ . Also, what will have bothered the adolesches’
fellow citizens was his behaviour rather than the underlying values. Second,
Plutarch twice uses the combination of words aidipuv kal kdoplos (503D and
512C), “self-respecting™ and well-behaved™ — words which both refer to the out-
ward aspect of one’s behaviour rather than to internal principles or values. Third, in
On Talkativeness, comment on the bad condition of the adolesches® soul “tritt [...],
verglichen mit den {ibrigen Schriften, weit zuriick™, Related to this is the fact that
if adoleschia is condemned, it is so as something unpleasant and unsocial, rather
than as something intrinsically bad. The adolesch&s’ problem — to return once more

** Much of the advice given by Plutarch recurs indeed in humanistic and early modern courtesy man-
uals. Bryson, 1998 cites passages of such books stressing how important it is to adjust one’s words
to the company (p. 163), not to praise oneself (p. 164; compare also Plutarch's work How fo Praise
Cneself Inaffensively), 1o yield to superiors in conversation (p. 166), and not to parade one's
knowledge (p. 184), to name just a few things.

Mote that the distinction between both discourses is not always clear. See Bryson (1998), 159-162,
who shows that behaviour 15 often “condemned as immoral mather than uncivil™. | do not agree with
LEYERLE, 1995, 124-126 when he uses “the social” as the distinctive element for determining whether
advice belongs to ethics or to etiquette, as this would render social ethics a problemaltic category.
Shorter Oxford English Dictionery, s.v.

The behaviour described by Plutarch is by definition his descriprion of it, that is, serving the aim
Plutarch has with his writing, and may, as such, & la limite even be invented. Yet in order to be
effective, the described behaviour must at least have been recognisable for the reader. On the cau-
tion with which to use (prescriptive) literature as a source for actual behaviour, see EDwaRDS,
1993, 29, and Brysow, 1998, 3-8,

The al&mjuwe, the man who knows shame, is concemed for what the faces of the others say about
his own, and thus sclf-respecting.

CI. IncENkAmP, 1971, 78.
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to the larger passage quoted at the beginning — is that he makes the word unhuman
(amdvBpwiror, S04E) and unsocial® (dpikTov, SO4E), and as a result, his company
not being appreciated, people avoid him. Next, there are repeated comparisons of
talkativeness to the abuse of food and drink (512E-F, 513D, and 515A) — the latter
being objects par excellence of etiquette®.

Apart from all this, two more elements need to be pointed out. On the one hand,
much attention goes to the appreciation of one’s behaviour by others: what the ado-
leschs is after, is social approval, and his problem is that he does not take into
account the actual opinion of the others. As was shown, the text presupposes a face-
to-face society. On the other hand, Plutarch himself plays along with the importance
of faces. His using maideia as an argument as discussed above, is a clear example,
but one can also point to the importance of shame — a social argument — in
Plutarch’s plea against adoleschia, or to the association he makes of adoleschia
with groups traditionally considered inferior — women, slaves, handworkers®™.

The interest revealed by these two elements would make On Talkativeness a
fruitful object of study for sociology. For indeed, building upon the work of Elias®™,
which showed the importance of manners for the study of society, Bourdieu™ elab-
orated the possibility of an active, strategical manipulation of the *cultural capital’.
This is not only what the adolesch& may be doing when trying to parade his knowl-
edge in order to be loved, but also what Plutarch’s concern in writing against the
adoleschs " behaviour might be about: what is needed in order to manipulate one’s
cultural capital successfully?

And yet, Plutarch himself appears to see things in way which any ancient Greek
or Roman would recognise to refer unmistakably to philosophy and ethics. First of
all, Plutarch begins On Talkativeness by terming his undertaking “philosophy™
(ddooodia, 502B). Conversely, when recounting anecdotes illustrating good
behaviour regarding adoleschia, it is more than once explicitly mentioned that the

0 The quoted passage being the comparandum to the abuse of wine, the word dpikTos refers to the

drinking of undiluted wine, of which Plutarch did not approve. See Nikovaimes, 1999, 341 and
TueoDorssoN, 1999, 57-60,

See, for example, LEYERLE, 1995, 126: “The task of etiquette is to intervene in order to distance
human eating from that of animals™, LEYERLE more than once (e.g. p. 126, and 134-135) refers to
Plutarch on this subject. Apart from food and drnk, controlling talkativeness is also repeatedly
linked with sexual self-control (5038, S04E, and 505A). Cf. also GovLotiwy, 2002, 273.
Compare also InGENKAMP'S (2000, 261-265) concept of “Standesethik™.

1939, esp. the last, general chapter: “Zusammenfassung: Entwurf zu einer Theorie der Zivilisation™,
See Bournieu, 1972 and 1979, For a brief survey of Bourpieu's analysis of “social rules and stan-

dards as forms of social action, which individuals and groups use and develop strategically”, see
Bryson, 1998, 16-18,
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person exhibiting the good behaviour is a philosopher (503B, 504A, and 505D)%.
Apart from this, Plutarch conceives of adoleschia as an affection (wafos, 504E,
505E, and 510C-D), and a desire (¢ mBupla, 502E). The adoleschZs shows a lack of
self-control (dkpacia, 503C, 503E, S06F, S07F, 508B, and 508F)®, in that his
tongue does not obey reason. Moreover, the criteria for choice - fine (kaidv), advan-
tageous (cUpdepor), and pleasant (n50) — are the criteria recognised by Aristotle
and almost all philosophers after him®’. All these elements recur, say, in Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics. But there is a more important argument to prove that
Plutarch’s interest in On Talkativeness 15 with ethics: notwithstanding the impor-
tance of behaviour, Plutarch also sees what the deeper problem behind that behav-
iour is. As a result, On Talkativeness contains all the arguments which built up the
analysis presented above, including, that is, the adolesches ' self-love and the inabil-
ity it causes to take into account either other people or what speech is about.
Moreover, Plutarch not only sees the values behind the adolesch&s ' behaviour, he
also seems to realise that the former and the latter cannot be changed but together.
For indeed, what other practical excercises does Plutarch prescribe the adolesches?

Aelrepor Tolvur doknpa mpds Tas iblas dmokpioeis éoTiv, als oy
fiKkioTa Bl mpooéyewr TOv dboheoxov. TpwTov pEv, ra pf Mdfn Tois
ETL YEAMWTL Kal UBpeL Tpokaloupérvols €is Adyous auTov dmoKpvopevos
petTa omoudis [...]. oTav 8¢ dalvmrar T@ vt Povddpevos pabelv, ebuo-
Téov édloTdvar kai molely TL Sidddeippa petall ThHs €pwTnoews Kal
This dmokpioews, €v o Tpooleivar pév O épwtav, €l T PodheTar, Slva-
Taw, okédachar &' abTds mepl wv amokpueiTa [...]. AMws 8¢ T AdBpov
ToUTo Kal mpds Tous Adyous Oftmewor dvaxpovotéov [...]. [...] Omws
ebi{nTaL Tov Tob Adyou kawpdy dvapévewr To aioyov (512C-F).

Then the second matter for diligent practice concerns our own answers; to
these the chatterer must pay very close attention: in the first place, that he may
not inadvertently give a serious answer to those who provoke him to talk mere-
ly that they may insolently ridicule them [...]. And when it appears that the ques-
tioner is really anxious to learn, the babbler must accustom himself to stop and

e BrarnsLEE, 1978, 266 states that for Plutarch, adoleschia is “irreconcilable with being a philoso-

pher”, Juvenal, Sarire 2,14 cites reluctance to speak as charactenistic of the philosopher.

The fact in isell that Plutarch resolutely conceives of adoleschia as drpaoia and not as dxoka-
aia, may be another indication of his awareness of traditional opinions on the subject. For indeed,
Aristotle wrote the following: “1f people love stories, are always telling how something happened,
and spend their days on matters of no consequence, we call them chatterers, not self-indulgent”
(Tobe yap dulopiBors wal Sumpymmkics kal mept Tow TUgdvTLy kaTaTpifovTas Tas fépas
déoléoryag, awoddoTows & ob Aéyopev, Nicomachean Ethics 1117h35). The sentence occurs in
a passage discussing with what moderation (oudpooinm) — and, correlatively, self-indulgence
{drokaoia) - have to do: not, Aristotle argues, with words,

57 CF. INGENKAMP, 1971, 74-75.
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leave between the question and the answer an interval, in which the asker may
add anything he wishes and he himself may reflect upon his reply [...]. In any
case this ravenous hunger for talking must be checked [...]. [...] so that his irra-
tional part might be trained to await the time dictated by reason (512C-F).

Some of the elements pointing towards etiquette recur: Plutarch again gives very
concrete advise, for example to leave some time before answering, and there is a
comparison of talkativeness to food. On the other hand, things are not that simple
in this case. For indeed, determining the tenor of a question on the one hand, and
giving the questioner the chance to add something while at the same time over-
thinking one’s own answer before actually giving it, on the other - these are not
councels to be followed up ‘mechanically’. The former supposes that one takes into
account the faces of the others and to adapts oneself to their negative judgement.
The latter supposes one transcends one s self-love and really takes into account the
needs and wishes of others. Both imply breaking through the closed circle of self-
love which looks no further than the immediate satisfaction of the desire for recog-
nition: they suppose an openness towards others, which, for the adelesch@s, means
a change of values. An ethical change, that is. As a result of that change, others may
eventually change their opinion about the (former) adolesch&s, who may then again
become a member of the community. But even though the adoleschés may thus
indirectly gratify his self-love, a preliminary transcending - and ipso facto breaking
- of it is necessary: the others have definitively entered the picture. The same goes,
a la limite, also for Plutarch’s most indulgent advice concerning adoleschia:

TOr &' dBoréoxmy lows dv ) Tpds TO ypadelov oxiapaxia kal Bon

ToU TABovs dmepikouoa kaf' Mpépar éhabpdTepor Tapaokeudoele Tols

ourotoly (514D).

But with the talker, such shadowboxing with the pen and such alarums, by
keeping him away from the multitude, may perhaps make him less of a daily
burden to his associates (514D).

For the adolesch@s to keep away from the multitude and write instead of talk,
supposes an awareness of being an adoleschés and therefore a burden to others. If
the result, then, is that others perceive him as less of a burden, the adolesches mer-
its it, for having changed not only his behaviour, but also - as a conditio sine qua
non for that - his thoughts.

If Plutarch tries to heal both through the symptoms and through the cause, this
may be rhetorical®™, but it may also be that he believes in the “double processus
d'intériorisation de 'extériorité et d’extériorisation de I'intériorité™®: behaviour

GR
&9

So INGENKAMP, 2000, 252-253.
Cf. Bourmieu, 1972, 163,
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and values are inextricably bound up™.
2.2 An Art of Living

Thus Plutarch does not limit his scope to behaviour, but is at least as much con-
cerned with ethics. The discourse on behaviour and values he presents with On
Talkativeness, yet, is definitely an ethical one: Plutarch writes about adoleschia as
he wrote about, say, anger, a typical object of ethical treatises.

One explanation might be that Plutarch *had no choice’, because the ancient
Greeks, although they did give advice which we would be inclined to assign to eti-
quette, never developed anything like that concept, nor, therefore, a way of speak-
ing about it"'. The closest related concepts they did know would be either matéela
or 70 wpémor’~. The importance of the former in On Talkativeness has already been
highlighted. As for the latter, it is by definition a relative notion: ‘befitting’ is befit-
ting to someone, regarding something, at a certain moment, etc., and thus implies
one uses one’s mind and takes the right things into account. This, as has been
shown, is exactly the advice Plutarch gives to the adoleschés.

But interestingly enough, it also coincides with what Aristotle saw as the crite-
ria for ethical choices™. All this shows that ancient ethics does not fully coincide
with what we regard as ethics’". Simplyfving things, one could say that whereas for
us, ethics is in the first place the philosophical study of what ends we ought to
choose and pursue and what moral principles should govern our choices and pur-

o Compare the fact that Plutarch (To an Uneducared Ruler T79F) stresses that it is important, in
order to have real power, not only to have the outward appearance, but also the conconitant innér
disposition. See Sassi, 1992, 355

CF Incenkane, 1989, For a discussion of the relationship between ethics and etiquetie in antiquity,
see, furthermore, SHERMAN, 2005,

Pourewz, 1933, 137, who discussed the concept, concluded that 0 wpemor was sometimes used as
an standard for moral behaviour of groups and individuals, “ohne doch #u einem Terminus von kon-
stitutiver Bedeutung zu werden™, MAvER, 1985, 36 points out a passage of Cicero (D¢ Ovatore 2.16-
17} where the Roman orator notes the absence of a Greek equivalent for frepins, “one of Roman soci-
ety's most potent words of dispapproval™. Note that 76 wpémor in rhetorical theory stressed the
impartance of adapting one’s words to the circumstances if one is to convince one’s audience, that
is, if one is to engender belief (mioms) — which is exactly what Plutarch’s adeleschss lacks.

Compare, for example, what Aristotle, Nicomachean Erhics 1109b15ff. says about anger: it is
important to know “not only how, but with whom, in what sorts of circumstances, and for how
long one should be angry™ (iransl. Broapie — Rowe, 2002, 122).

See also the numerous accounts on the differences between ancient (virtue) ethics and modemn (con-
sequentalist or deontological) ethics. For a survey of discussions of the differences, see Axnas, 1993,
3-1, with further biblicgraphy. See also WarTe, 2002, passim, esp. 327-345, who admits that “although
there are numenous quite specific differences that are perhaps easy enough to describe, there is also an
overall difference that is hard to articulate, but that nevertheless strikes one quite forcibly™, but shows
that after all, modemn and ancient ethics may be less different than they seem at first sight.

Tl
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suits, for the ancient Greeks philosophy in general, and ethics in particular, was
mainly an art of living (Téxvn Tol BfDU]H. The latter way of looking at ethics, of
course, more than the former, has concrete behaviour in a specific community as its
central scope’®, and — an art (Téxym) having to be learnt —, conversely, exploits the
fact that behaviour reveals *not only moral encoding but also social structure™’’
more thoroughly™™. Thus if nowadays people generally see a strong difference — or
even an opposition — between ethics and etiquette, regarding the latter with suspi-
cion lest it be an idle concern for manners’, a philosopher like Plutarch, on the con-
trary, may start writing after taking umbrage over particular behaviour, trying to
change both that behaviour and the values which inspired it. The fact that only (rel-
atively) few would ever get into contact with such writings, at the same time made
the promoted behaviour a way of distinguishing oneself — which, in turn, was an
argument for those who did read them, to put what they read into practice™.

As a result, adoleschia — which in itself was precisely a problem connected with
faces, that is, with outward behaviour in a specific community — was not odd as a
subject of an ethical discourse™. Conversely, it is no more than normal that
Plutarch, when dedicating an ethical work to adeleschia, is concerned with behav-
iour no less than with underlying values, and played on the implied social distine-

¥ See Annas, 1993, 27-46, the second part of Hapot, 1995, entitled “La philosophie comme mode
de vie”, and SeLLars, 2004, CF. also Foucaurr, 1984, 51-85, esp. 57-69,

1 therefore agree with MacLEOD, 1979, 18 when he says that “ethics and etiquette [...] the ancients

did not sharply distinguish™ — that this holds true only from the philosophical point of view (cf.
Maver, 1985, 36-37) does not cause any problems in this case: the initial question was what ethics
means to Plutarch, te a phifosopher, that is. Cf. also Gritarnp, 1874, 160-161: “... les événements
qui agitaient la petite ville. Vivant au milieu de ces passions, Plutarque travaille a les corriger.
Eclairer ses concitoyens [...] sur les dangers et les remédes du bavardage, de la curiosité, de la
fausse honte, de I'envie, de "amour des richesses, élever leur pensée au-dessus de ces faiblesses,
de ces travers, de ces vices, épurer et pacifier leur dme: tel était le fréquent objet de ses conférences
et de ses entretiens et tel est le sujet d'un grand nombre de ses Traités™,

Cf. LeverLe, 1995, 125,

MNote that the Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy, s.v. morality, discusses an “Aristotelian approach
to practical reasoning, based on the notion of virtue, and generally avoiding the separation of
‘moral” considerations from other practical considerations™

76

T8

ELias, 1939, 8-10 quotes modern authors opposing inner virtue and outward appearance, Cf, also
LeverLE, 1995, 140 and Brysown, 1998, 197-208.

Compare also EDwarns, 1993, 4 on moral criticism among the Roman elite: "Attacks on immoral-
ity were used by the Roman elite to exercise control over its own members and to justify its priv-
ileged position”.

= Compare Bearpsiee, 1978, 264: "De garrulitate [...] De curiositate [...] both treat a common
form of anti-social behavior as an illness to be diagnosed and cured by philosophy”. This interest
of philosophy for "daily affairs" was not exceptional, See MacLeon, 1979, 18,
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tion. Thus the ethical discourse was not merely the only developed discourse to
speak about behaviour, it also was a good discourse for it in a face-fo-face society.
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