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INTRODUCTION TWC: OTHER PHILOSOPHIES AND

PLUTARCH'S RESFPONSE TO THEM

The focus of comparison in this second section will be on those non-
Platonic philosophers who discusised philosophical issues similar to those
with which Plutarch was concerned in the Amatorius - marriage, sex, women
and Eros. The comparison has bzen based largely on writings within the
same period, but with some refer2nce made to earlier and later writers,
where it appears that their opinions were shared by, or similar to, those of

Plutarch's contemporaries.

The detailed nature of this comparison has been made necessary by
the frequent appearance of the le bel ‘eclectic’ in regard to Plutarch's
philosophy. (See Section One p. 2 and pp. 16 - 17, 20.) Such assessments
overlook the fact that other writers and philosophers of Plutarch's era
likewise demonstrated in their wr tings the Hellenistic tendency towards
syncretism which continued in the: cultural fusion of the Roman Imperial age.
What appears to be eclecticism was not regarded as such by those so

labelled.

At a first reading there appear to be many similarities between the
ideas of Plutarch and certain Stoic writers such as Musonius Rufus,
Hierocles, and others, but closer analysis reveals certain essential
differences in their attitudes. Hen e the need for such a large section
devoted to the Stoics in comparison to the attention given to other

philosophies such as those of the Epicureans or Peripatetics.

Epicureanism will discussed after Stoicism, even though there seems

to be only three references to Epicureanism in the Amatorius, for it was a
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major school in Plutarch's time. Also evidence, to be discussed, suggests

that the part of the dialogue miss ng in tne major lacuna included a
response to Epicureanism. The is.sue of whether the Peripatetics had any
influence on Plutarch will be coveirred too and Neopythagoreanism is also
explored since its writings seem 1o have had some influence on the shaping

of Plutarch's attitudes on women and marriage.

The question of most usefulihess for this exploration seems to be this:
did Plutarch merely borrow concepts from other schools or did he use their
ideas and favourite illustrations trereof to emphasise his own ideas by way
of contrast and comparison? If sc, what critical response did he make to

other popular philosophies that dzalt with these subjects?

Non-Platonic philosophies rave been discussed in detail because of
these allegations of eclecticism. By dealing with Plutarch's critical
responses to other writers, whethzr it is one of seeking commonality or
emphasising differences, it will hopefully be easier to discover where, in

Plutarch's defence of Eros, difference becomes originality.
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CHAPTER FIVE
PLUTARCH'S RESPONSE TO THE STOICS

The purpose of this chapter will be to examine Plutarch's critical
response to Stoic ethics and theclogy in the Amatorius - the theories of the
founders of the Stoa, Zeno and Chrysippus, and also of Plutarch's near
contemporaries Seneca and Musonius Rufus and other Stoics, such as
Antipater of Tarsus of the Middle Stoa and Hierocles of uncertain date (see
later discussion) who wrote abou: marriage and love. There seem to be no
direct references by Plutarch that | have been able to detect to other Middle

Stoa writers such as Panaetius end Posidonius.

The major characteristics of the Neo-Stoicism of Plutarch's
contemporaries are outlined below. (This sketch is largely derived from

Reale 1990, p. 54.)

1) Unlike the Old Stoa and posisibly because of Roman influence, praxis
dominates over theory. Ethics is the major interest of Stoic writers and

philosophers in the Imperial era.

2) Interest in logics and physics has diminished, but interest in theology,
originally a branch of physics in t1e Hellenistic schema of the sciences, has

increased.

3) There is a new focus on the personal conscience and the inner self.
Self-awareness leads to introspe:tion as reflected in the writings of Seneca,

Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius and o:hers.



4)  The influence of Middie Platonism leads to an interest in the union of
God and Man. The moral life becomes prescribed as a means for

assimilation to and imitation of God.

5) There is an increased development in the "preaching”, by writing or
lecture, of concepts such as all h umanity having a common parent in God,

universal brotherhood, love of neighbours, social duties etc.

6) Accessibility - the Stoics' praxis led to slaves and freedmen becoming
philosophers - Epictetus. (See Atlus Gellius 2. 18. 8-10.) Wisdom, virtue
and knowledge were not seen as limited to Greeks, Romans and the upper

classes. Women studied philosog:hy too.

It would appear that Stoics, whether Greek or Roman, along with the
"Middle" Platonists, shared a com mon interest in ethics which is reflected in
surviving writings from that perioc. Many of Seneca's letters seem more like
sermons or lectures, and other writers created monologues on ethical
issues. Like Plutarch, they had an abiding interest in improvement of self

and society.

Plutarch's critical response to the doctrine of the Stoics, in the existing
version of the Amatorius, both to heir etnics in the first part, and their

physics and theology in the second part, a major proportion of this work,

seems far greater than his reaction to Epicureanism and other philosophies.

This may be an illusion created by the lacunae - since there is no certain
way to assess the amount of the “ext missing in the gaps. Our modern

editions were compiled from Byz.antine manuscripts in poor condition,? and

1 There are two extant manuscripts, E and B, apparently compiled from
earlier manuscripts, collec'ed by Planudes or one of his studio.
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it may well be the case that in the: original version "equal time" and attention
was given to both schools. As the text stands, though, Plutarch's critical
response to Stoicism is a major component and, in keeping with the
importance of ethical issues to Stoics of his time, a critique of Stoic ethics

likewise is a major focus of Plutarch's writing in this work.

Plutarch's treatment of Stoic ethics is interwoven through the text, with
many scattered references, the rajority of which appear in the first section
of the discussion between Daphraeus and Plutarch on one side and
Protogenes and Pisias on the other. It would appear from Plutarch's
depiction of their arguments that >rotogenes, and his ally Pisias, was either
a Stoic or a Stoic "fan", one of those individuals whom Tacitus (Dialogus de

oratoribus 31.7) described as beixg a "Stoicorum comitem", since

Protogenes used Stoic methodology to define Love as attaching itself to a
young, naturally gifted (male) soul and then "completing" that soul into a
state of virtue through the means of friendship (750 D):

""Epwg yap e0PLodC Kol VEXC YWOXAC QWAUEVOC £1C APETNV d&

Piaiag TeEreLT".

This appears to be a referer ce to a doctrine of the early Stoa which
Zeno in his Horteia, Chrysippus in Book | of his Ilept Biwv, and
Apollodorus in his 'HBi1xn wrote about, according to Diogenes Laertius (7.
129), - that the wise man will feel affection for a youth who appears to be
naturally gifted with an inclinatior towards virtue.

"k epocBnoecon B TOV 00POV TOV VEWV TOV Eudaivovtiwv dia

TOD EIDOVC TNV TPOC GPET IV evgviay.”

In Diogenes Laertius (7. 130) friendship is further defined as a motivation
towards virtue caused by a non-erotic (in that its goal is ¢g1Aia not

ovvovoia) response to beauty.
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"Elvar D& TOV EpwTo EMPBOATV OGIAOTOUAC, DA KAAAOC

eUPOIVOUEVOV KOO [T EIV(T GLVOLOIAC, GAAG PATag."
Friendship was apparently seen by the Stoics as both an attraction and a
means to virtue, for youthful beatty is the flowering of virtue (7.130): "eivau
mv Gpav avBoc apetic". Eros n combination with Philia and innate talent

leads to virtue.

By contrast Protogenes described heterosexual relations as a physical
need for pleasure (750 D):

"oUtwg Eveomt Th ¢voer to deioblon TAC am’ GAANRAwWV NOOVRAC

yovoikag ko avdpog,”
and also (750 D) he denigrated an attraction to women as a mere appetite
or desire:

"roac Ot TpO¢ yvvaikag enbuuioug tovtoug,”
and he states explicitly again in 750 E that the "end" or "aim" (= té\og) of this
type of desire was pleasure and 2njoyment:

"rténoc yoap emBupiac ndovn xal amoAovoic”.
Protogenes associated Eros with masculine friendship and virtue, and
hence for him the love of boys is the only genuine Eros (751 A):

"oUtwe €1¢ "Epwg yvAotog 0 moudikog gomiv,”

But the image he uses to support this argument is one of two predators, the
"genuine" eagle, "aeToév .. yvRoiov", equalling the real Eros, which is
contrasted with a lesser species, is one easily parodied by Plutarch
(Amatorius 752 A) who through the persona of Daphnaeus takes over the
image of Love as a hunter to remind his listeners that predators can be
scavengers and sneak thieves, not swooping through the skies but creeping

through darkness.
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Both in the Amatorius and ¢lso in another work - [1ept TOV x01vQ@V

EVVOIQV _TTPOC_Tou¢ otwikovg (Common Beliefs Against The Stoics or De

communibus notitiis adversus Stoicos in Latin, De. comm. not.), Plutarch

criticised this "hunting" which is epparertly one of the Stoic definitions of
Eros. (1073 B = von Arnim 1. 24¢€)2
"OApa yap Tic, daoiv, 0TIV 0 EPpwS ATEAODE HEV EVPLODC OE
HEIPOKIOD TPOC QAPETHV."
"For love, they (the Stoics) say, is & certain type of hunting after a

promising youth still developing towards virtue."

Plutarch's reply in the De. comm. not., a critique of Stoicism via the

"character" Diadumenos, to this concept, was that nothing hinders the
pursuit of young men by the "wise" being called 0rpa, hunting, or
dromotia, friendmaking or friendliness, if this interest from the "wise" is not
truly a passionate, emotional stat:?, a mafog. It is stated that 'love' should
rather be called what it is understood to be by most people - something

which, to be honest, often involves a desire for physical contact and sex.

Protogenes in the Amatorius; had described this hunt with and for
young companions as being one in pursuit of virtue (751 A).

"repl Onpav vEwv ... TPOC apetTv...".
So Plutarch (in the Amatorius 751 C - F) uses Daphnaeus' reply to take the
image of Love the hunter and chenge it. If Love is a hunter then it is also a
predator. No noble hunter is this _ove of Protogenes but a creeping monster

who has grown wings after slinking into the gymnasia (751 F)

2 On hunting note 757 D - E where Plutarch may be continuing the hunt
motif by making a point of arguing that if there are patron divinities of
hunting such as Artemis, Aristaeus, and Apollo, then there should also
be a god or daimon for helping those who hunt for philia.



"TapadLC E1C T YUUVAOL X KKl TPOooavaTpifOuEvoc NOvXH K&l
TpooaykaMLOUEVOC, EITO KATA HIKPOV €V TOIC TOACIOTPpAIC
TTEpOPLNONC ODKETL KaEKTOC £0Tiv,”
and also a bastard child of darkniss (751 F)
"o kon wap  opav T@ Pl voBog kon okotiog ...
and a pretender to friendship, philosophy and virtue, and a thief by night
(752 A).
"€l € TIVOC EVTPEMEIAC (UMTOUEVE KOAQV Ko wpaiwv. Tpodaoig
o0V QIAla Kol GpETT.
. Kot P1Ao0oPElY Pnot <ot OwPPOVELV ...
g1t VOKTWP Kol ko' fovxioy
"yAvkel w ompa ¢UVAGAKOZ EKAEAOITOTOC "

Protogenes' eros is a criminal pretending to be something it is not.

Plutarch does not name this Eros as such here but the image he
invokes is one of a jackal or a fox, some kind of nocturnal scavenger - not an
eagle. This Eros can be a monster. The image of Eros as a monster also

appears in Fragment 136 (= Stotaeus iv. 20. 68) of the [Tept "EpwToc 3. In

it, to judge by the surviving excer ts, Plutarch gave many different
definitions of Eros, including one of Love as a monster like the Sphinx (Loeb
Vol.15, pp. 254 - 7). Eros here is 10 Onpiov, a wild beast yet a child -
moudiov, who can grow into a monster - tereiw kak®, with teeth and claws
- "ovoxeg ko 0d6vTec”, and yet one which is also seductive and attractive
like the infamous Sphinx -

"oAA" Exer T1 mOavov kot avOmpov. quérel kol 1 IMiyE €ixev

ETAYWYOV TO TWOIKIAUQ TO > ATEPODL,"

3 A work not listed in the "Le mprias" catalogue but preserved in quotations

by Stobaeus, who attributed this work to Plutarch.
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In the same work (Stobaeus iv. 21. 25. = fr. 138, p. 260) Plutarch is also
guoted as having written of Love's dangers that, if Love is like fire, then
touching and holding the beautift| is not without danger -

"Kol TOUC KOAODC Op&v LEv EmMTepTEOTATOV, Owoobol D kol

raPElv ovk axivduvov."

Passion and emotion are not so 2asily avoided as some philosophers
would have us believe, nor can s2x, desire and love be as neatly separated
as Protogenes would have them so, and Daphnaeus responds by calling on
Protogenes to consider this fact es truthful - that "feelings" of desire towards
both boys and women are one and the same thing - Eros. Separating
epithumia from Eros is not truthfu - Tain0éc, rather it seems to Daphnaeus /
Plutarch to be sophistry or folly o1 even dishonesty (751 F).
"El pgv ovv TAANOEC okorobuev. o INMpwTdyevec, v kol TAUTOV

gom mpog moadac kol yovaikag mabog 10 TV EpdTtwv.”

Protogenes had no answer for this attack. The course of the argument
shifted thence, from a general discussion of Stoic hunting for virtue and love
for youths versus heterosexual d2sire and conjugal love, to a more specific
focus and attack on marriage to wealthy wives of higher status by Pisias,

which leads to Plutarch's Defenc > of Isrnenodora.

After the lacuna (766 D) Plutarch appears to be in the midst of making
a reply to some statement of Zeuxippus' about Epicurean physics. He cites a
remark made by one Ariston whc may have been a Stoic but also possibly a

Peripatetic 4 (766 E - F).

4 Helmbold (p. 413 note e) cites von Arnim S.V.F. 1, p. 390 as favouring
him being a Stoic but Wehrli as regarding this Ariston as Ariston of Ceos,
a Peripatetic historian. Fla:eliere 1987 note 3 p. lix notes there was also
Ariston of Alexandria, a Peripatetic.
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"t av KwAvor yiveoOon piv amo Toidwv Kol ATO VEAVIOKWV.
yiveoOou &' o moapOévwy kol yvvouk@v, otav nloc qyvov kal
KOoouiov €v @pa kol xap 1t uopdng dadaveg yévnton, kobamep

opbiov VTOdNua deikvvor wodoc evduiayv, we AplOTwY EAEYEV."

"Why should not sacred passion > come into being from beholding girls
and women as much as boys and young men? whenever a pure and
disciplined character manife sts itself in a beautiful graceful form, just as

a well-made shoe displays ¢ shapely foot as Ariston said."

It is not clear whether Plutarch has borrowed just the image of the
shapely foot in a well-made shoe or the whole comparison from Ariston.
Perhaps it is best to presume tha: here the image was borrowed for
adornment. As O'Neil observed in a more general context about Plutarch's
treatment of other writers (In Betz 1978, p. 291 - an article on De cupiditate
divitiarum).

"He criticizes when he disacrees, he borrows when he approves."

When Plutarch does use ideas fror other philosophies he plays off
one concept against another to rewveal new aspects of both and to reveal
flaws. Another example of this process in the Amatorius is the discussion of
beauty as a flower of virtue (767 13). & It appears to follow a lacuna in which

Stoic "signs" of virtue were the subject. 7

5 Note "sacred passion” is a1 insertion of a phrase in 766 E
"o Ta¢ Kahog TooTag toa 1epac’ to which the quoted passage
seems to be referring.

6 Helmbold commented (foonote C, p. 415 Loeb edition) on this passage
as evidence that Plutarch 2njoyed parodying Stoic jargon.



"Kaitor v vy Opav " avOdrc apetic ' elvan Aéyovol, un dpaval
O avBeiv T0 ORAL unde moiglv Eudaolv eDPLING TPOC APETNV

atomov gotl."

"Certainly they say that beatity is the 'flower of virtue,' yet to deny the
'female' makes flowers or 'presents' an inclination towards virtue is
absurd. "
Diogenes Laertius 7.130 recorded that the Stoics described beauty as the
flower of virtue - "geivon 3t kot v Gpov avBog apethc.” This is part of an
argument like the previous quotation from 766 E which defends the concept
that spiritual beauty - the kind that motivates Platonic recollection of the
divine realms - can be found in both sexes. Perhaps in the lacuna someone

had argued that spiritual beauty could only be found in males?

Plutarch however points out that spiritual beauty is not to be found in
males alone. The true philosopher-lover must not be a bigot (767 A) focused
on one kind of beauty to the exclusion of other forms.

"0 9 PLIAOKAAOC KOl YEVVIIOC O TPOC TO KAAOV OLDE TNV

eVPUiaV GAAQ popilwy Dadopag TOIEITHL TOVS EPWTAC."

"The noble lover of beauty loves beauty and talent without having any

preferences in regard to physiological differences in form in lovers.”

Plutarch seems to have used parody and comparison as a part of the
process of criticism to uncover the absurdity of his opponents' arguments.

7 See p. 415 Note C again. Helmbold cites Rabinowitz in support of his view
of there being a lacuna after "... avdpov;"
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Plutarch had previously commented on the Stoic commonplace of
hunting for virtue and he ties his Jefence of the feminine to this, allying
philosophy with practice (767 A):

"kol ONpaTikOC OV TOIC (PPECT XAIPEl HOVOV, GAAR Ko

Kpnooog tpéper ko Aaxkaivag okVAoKaC."

"Hunters do not favour male hounds but also rear and use Cretan and

Laconian bitches."

The lover of human beauty should be fair to both kinds of beauty.

STOIC THIZOLOGY AND EROS

During Plutarch's Apology for Eros which dominates the second part of

the Amatorius, Chrysippus is mentioned by name once only - as part of a
discussion which contains references to both Stoic and Platonic theology!
This is noteworthy, as Plutarch g2nerally throughout the Amatorius avoids
using Chrysippus' or Zeno's nam2, even when referring to doctrines

attributed directly to them by other writers on Stoicism.

Chrysippus' description of Ares is cited and used by Plutarch to
introduce a change of subject from the defence of Aphrodite and the
existence of Eros to a criticism of atheism and the Stoics' belief in gods as
being some kind of elementals, psychic forces or emotions personified. He
cites Chrysippus' definition of Are:s as irviting an identification of "warlike"

emotions with the god Ares himself (757 B):

"6 & Xpvormmog eEnyoduivog tovvouo tod Beod katnyopiov
7olEl kot daPornv. ~Avcipnv vap glvea tOv “Apnv $noiv,
apxog ddoleg TOIC TO pa(nTIKOV &v nuiv xoa dadopov Kol

Ovuoedec “Apnv kexifolon vouilovorv."
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It would also appear that Plutarch wanted his audience to be absolutely
certain that the 'others' referred to ("étepol d ad ¢pricovor” 757 B) are
indeed the Stoics, by offering the r founders as prime examples of this

belief.

Stoic theology can seem contradictory when first studied. It is not
consistently theism or exactly pantheism, yet compasses elements of both.
Its central themes were summariced by Cicero as four statements (N.D. 2. 3)

"primum docent esse deos, deinde quales sint, tum mundum ab iis

administrari, postremo conslere eos rebus humanis."

"To begin with they teach that there are gods, next what gods are, then
that the world is governed by them, and finally that they guide human

affairs."

That there are gods, "esse d20s", seems to be the only consistency in
Stoic discussions of theology, for a great many other definitions were
offered. On the one hand, some of the Stoics believed in a Monad, 8

"kl 01 amd TAG XToAc &v MANDOC 0vKk WKVOLV KOAEV."

Others called the One Zeus or saw divinity as one power with many forms -
a kind of all-pervading pneuma o mana or chi (D. L. 7. 147) immanent
within humans and matter

"Kotl TO UEPOC ADTOD TO UIAKOV dd TavTwv'".

On this belief Plutarch comriented elsewhere (De Iside et Osiride 376

C) that Stoic theology ("... T@v Xtwik®v Beoroyovuévorg") described

8 von Arnim 1960 Vol. 2, 490 cites Syrianus in Aristot. Metaphys.
- Aristot. Acad. 5. 991 a 28

74



75
Dionysus as a spirit of fostering and generation ("yovipov mvedua Ko

podiuov") and Demeter and Kor 2 as pervading ("difixov") the earth, just as
Poseidon does the sea. Many Stoics seem to have perceived divine forces
as moving through reality, like air through the sky or breath through the

lungs, essential yet unseen elem antals.

Diogenes Laertius cited Zeno (7. 148) as having taught that God's
being was the whole world and reaven

"ovoiav Ot Beod Zivwv pév Pnot Tov OAov KOOUOV K1 TOV

ovpavov"
and Cicero cited Cleanthes as also stating that God was the world (N. D. 1.
14. 37) "Cleanthes ipsum munduin deum dicit esse" but cites Zeno and the
majority of Stoics as believing thet god was the aether (Academica 2. 41.
126)

"Zenoni et reliquis fere Stoicis aether videtur summus deus.”

The Stoics also apparently believed in individual gods as well as one
immanent deity but more as forces personified by human perception than as
superhuman personalities. Aetius9 classified the Stoic pantheon into
classes, first of planetary powers, stars and planets together, then father sky
and mother earth, next Hindrances and 3enefits - 0 frdantov and 1o
owperodv into which categories ar2 placed the goddess of Vengeance and
the Furies and Ares as Harms, then, as Beneficial - Zeus, Hera, Hermes,
Demeter, and then finally "roi¢ 7payuaoct kon toi¢ wabeot,” the Powers
and Passions with the Passions teing Eros, Aphrodite and Pothos, Desire

or Yearning, and the Powers, Hoge, Justice and Good Order.

9 Aetius in Plac.1.6. T160ev Oewv £€vvoirav éraPov avOpwmor,
once attributed to Plutarch.
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Directly after a reference to Ares (757 B) Plutarch began to discuss,

then criticize those others who sgid that the gods were mere
personifications.
"y " Adpoditny émOvuicv givea ko TOv  Epufnv Adyov kai
TEXvag Tac Movooc kot ¢povnoiv v Abnvav."
"Aphrodite (is) desire and Harmes rational thought or eloquence, and
the Muses the arts and Athena practical wisdom or prudence."
Plutarch being a priest and initiat:2, as well as a philosopher, refuted this,
stating that such beliefs went ageinst traditional religion, and were
incompatible with the traditional teliefs of their ancestors, unlike his beloved
Platonism. At the beginning of his reply to Pemptides he stated (756 B):
"APKEL YOp N TATPIOC KAl TOAMKIQ TOTIC, ...
OANT Edpa TIc abTn kKou PAcic DPeoTROO KOIVR TPOC
gvogPeray,”
"For it is enough, the ancien beliefs of our forefathers ... but itis a
common seat and foundation underlying our reverence (for the gods)"
Plutarch was defending Eros and the other gods against what he called
(757 C) aBedtntog" - ungodliness. He did this by reversing the Stoic
argument and pointing out that if Ares is a god rather than just an emotion
then likewise Eros is a god too! (3’57 C).
"TO WEV UOXNTIKOV. ... TOAEHIKOV KAl avTimahov Oeov €xel. 10 Ot
PIANTIKOV KA1 KOIVWVIKOY KOI OLVEAELOTIKOV &Bedv eoTi; "

"What is warlike, ... hostile end antagonistic has a god while that which

urges affection and joining @&nd being sociable has no god?"

This is but one part of a defence of Eros which Plutarch supported by
historical examples and digressicns into Platonic doctrine. In summary

Plutarch goes on to describe Eros' effects on humans as proof of his divine



power. He also states (763 C) thet there are perhaps three sources for belief
"ot uev uoBw Ta O vouw Ta O AGyw mioTiv €€ apxf¢ Eoxnke."
"Myth, Law and Reason", and described a second triad of their agents -
"Ayeuovee kot NdACKOAOT YEYOVAOIV NUIV Ol TE TOINTAI KA1 O1
vouoBgton xoa tpitov o1 gradoodor,”
"the poets, lawgivers and th2 philosophers who have been guides and
teachers for us ".
Plutarch furthermore claimed tha poets, philosophers and lawgivers all
believed that there were gods, even if they varied in their definitions of the
divine and of the number, ranks, nature and function of the gods (763 C):
"to uev etvon Oeovc opoiwe TiOEuevor. mAnOovg dE mEPT KAt
tafewe abT@OV 0VOTAC TE 11 DVVAUEWC UEYOAX NadepOUEVOL
TPOC GAARAOVC."
He then goes on to mention the Stoics in an indirect manner, which confirms
for us something of their theology in his choice of terms, though he was
probably referring to both the Pythagoreans and Stoics here (763 D)10
", ¢rAooddwy 10Eac TIvo KAl apiBuovg povadac TE Kol
mvedpata Beodg TorovuEVOV,"
"the philosophers make gods of 'certain' concepts and numbers,
monads and spirits."
Plutarch states in conclusion that despite other differences in opinions, all

three factions, 11 philosophers, legislatcrs and poets, as represented by the

10 See Helmbold p. 393 Note e.
(See discussion in Neopythagoreanism chapter in this section also)
"Ideas" is a Platonic concest. The "Numbers" and "Monads" seem to
be a reference to Pythagoreanism, or its "Platonized" form, and that
the "Pneumata” are the Stic "gods" seems probabile

i Perhaps also there is a pun here on the three major schools or groupings
of philosophers of Plutarct's time, the Stoics, Epicureans and Platonists?



examples of Plato, Solon and Hesiod, agree about the status of Love as a
god (763 E - F).

. mept evog Pefalwg oucyvwpovobol kol koivi) Tov  Epwrta

ovveyypadgovolv ei¢ Beovg "

MUSONIUS RUFUS - US NG THE NEW AGAINST THE OLD

Plutarch further exposed the: double standards of Protogenes and
Pisias by using the writings of another Stoic against them - the teachings of
his eminent contemporary in the tfield of ethical philosophy - the Roman
Musonius Rufus. Pisias had supyported Protogenes' condemnation of sexual
love for women and focused his @ttack on Ismenodora's weaith and status,
depicting it as something that the youth Bacchon had to be on guard against
(752 E).

"0T1 TAC yvvoukog O TAODTOC €0Tt PUARKTEOC T VEXVIOKW."

Plutarch responded to this attack on Ismenodora by noting how Pisias
and Protogenes focused on what could be regarded as positive
characteristics. Plutarch started his defence with a string of questions (753
D) which are not immediately answered (depending on whether or not there
is a lacuna after kot €vdoocg) bu: are used to list the charges against
Ismenodora. She loves Bacchon and is wealthy, so wealthy that her lifestyle
and herself are described as beig (753 C) "Papeia yap kot mrovoia” -
one of grandeur and opulence. She is still young and beautiful (ibid.) -
"kohn ko véa" and has a distinguished family background (loc. cit.) "yéver

cofapa ko €vdofoc".

Plutarch then cites a list of examples of women whose behaviour differed

considerably from Ismenodora's . He described women who were slaves,
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Hellenic and barbarian, concubinzs, prostitutes and professional entertainers -

all social inferiors to the masters "hey had enslaved through desire (753 D - F).
The ironic contrast here is one of "bad” women of inferior social rank to weak
men of superior status who have allowed themselves to lose their masculine
authority. It is notable that Plutarch emphasized the difference between the
sexes here as being one of both ‘ank and virtue. After this historical digression
(754 A - B) he summarized his defence with an observation which is so similar to
one of Musonius Rufus' tenets that Plutarch's phraseology appears to be

structured and designed to remini the reader of Musonius' style and writings.

"ThoDTOV Ot yuvaukoc capzicBon pev TPO APETAC 1 YEVOUC
apIAOTIHOV KOt aveAevBefov. apeth Oe Kol YEVEl TPOOOVTA

Pevyerv aPértepov.”

"Choosing a woman for wealth rather than for virtue or family
background is ignoble and vulgar but if virtue and good breeding are
added to wealth to snub her would be foolish."
Wealth should not be a major concern or objection for a Stoic when
selecting a partner but rather the oresence of virtue or the potential for its

development.

In Musonius Rufus Fragment 13 B (Lutz 1947, pp. 90 - 91) there is the

following statement about marriagje from a Stoic viewpoint (ll. 4 - 6).

"B10 XPT TOVC YUuoDVTAC ODK €1¢ yévog adopoav el &
EVTUTPIODV. 0DO  €1¢ XPAUATA £1 TOAAQX KEKTNVTOL TIVEC, 00D’

E1C OWNOTA €1 KOAQ Exororv."
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"Those who plan to marry (cf either sex) ought not give regard to the

family background (to see) if it is aristocratic, nor to the dowry if the

family is wealthy, nor to the ohysical beauty of the prospective partner."

Family wealth and beauty should not be important for a Stoic. What
should matter the most, as a physical condition, is good health and strength,
and of prime, or greater importance, are the characteristics of the soul of the
partner to be, whether they have self control, modesty, justice, and a natural
disposition towards virtue (Il. 12 - 13).

"goxog e EMTNOEIOTATAC EIVAI VOUIOTEOV TAC TTPOC owdpooivnv

Kol dikonoovvnv Kol OAwW; TPOC GPETNV eLPLEOTATAC."

Evguia - the quality sought by earlier Stoic writers in young men - must
be present in both sexes. Musonius Rufus stated that it should be present in
both partners so that there would be (Il. 13 - 16) 'sympathy'. (Although

perhaps 'empathy' is a better trarislation of ouovoia.)

"TOI0C UEV YOP YAUOC XWC OHOVOIOC KOAGC: mola D& KOvwvid
XpNoTH; TOC & Av opovoroelay avOpwmTor TOVNPol OVTEC
GAAAAOIC: | TOG ayaBOg :Tovnpe OUOVOTNOoEiEy av:"

Musonius Rufus seems to have perceived marriage as a partnership in

virtue for producing companionstip and children, for Fr. 13A: Ti_Kepaiaiov

has as a subtitle these words:

"3iov KKl YEVEOEWC TOId oV KOIVWVIRV KEPAAGIOV EIVOL YOOV
"the purpose of marriage is sharing life and the production of

children".



For Plutarch however ko1vu via is linked to Eros as well - he criticises
Protogenes' claim that paederast ¢ friendships were not "sexual" with

Daphnaeus' response (752 B).

"¢ "Epwe €omiv TAPpoditne umn mapovone. NV EIAnXE
Oepamevelv €x Oe®v Kol AEPIETEIV. TIUAC TE UETEXEIV K

duvauewe 0oov EKeivn dd ooty . .

"How can Eros be there if Aphrodite is not also present, being one
appointed from amongst the gods to serve and attend her and of her
honours and powers sharinc whatever she grants?"
Protogenes and Pisias had tried to separate Eros from Aphrodite so
Plutarch emphasized the associaion, for one Stoic at least did see a

connection between the two deities. In Fr. 14 (Lutz p 94) Ti gumrddiov 1@

dirooodelv yauoc - Musonius describes and links the roles of Eros,

Aphrodite and Hera, as gods whc watch over marriage (ll. 20 ff.)

""On de upéya kol aE100:T0VdAGTOV O YAUOG EOTI, KAl TOLTH
- \ N ) [ ’ [N 7

dnrov Beor yap emtpomerovoly avtov. xabo vouilovrou

woap  avOpwmoig, ueydror. mpwtn pev  Hpa, ko dia ToBTO

Coyioav adTRV mpooayopetouev. it Epwg, e1Ta  Adpoditn."

Musonius always uses the term ¢iAia and this passage is the only one that
mentions Eros at all. Plutarch, however, describes Eros' role differently from
Musonius' depiction of a guardiari power. For him Eros is a guide aiding
married lovers who truly love one another to achieve, not only a partnership
in virtue through sympathy, but a special kind of unity only Eros can create,
for Eros brings not only partnership but also unity (769 F):

"eVOTNTA ... olav Epwg 70181 youikAg Korvwviag emAaPouevog.”
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It would appear that Plutarch, throughout the section (Ch. 4 750 C -
754 E) where he defends Ismenodora, is using one "true" Stoic to refute a
mere philosophizer, Protogenes, and hig ally, Pisias. He goes on to add a
twist of irony and humour to the thread cf his counter-argument with a

reference to child-bearing (754 B - C)

""Kal unv nAKla YE TPOC YAUOV Kol KOpa TO TIKTELV EX0DOX

KOl TO YEVVAV EVDOPUOOTOZ €omiv. axualey de TNV yuvaika

movBavouor. ko aua 1@ [leioig wpoouerdiacac. ' ovdevog

yap. "€bn, T TOV QVTIEPQOTOY TPEOPLTEPA. OVD  Exel momag . "
Again Plutarch has made an iron ¢ comparison. Ismenodora like Bacchon is
still young, no older, and perhaps even far younger, than some of Bacchon's

gray-haired suitors.

Marriage may have been one of Musonius Rufus' favourite topics if the
selection of quotations preserved by Stobaeus is a balanced portrait and
does not merely reflect Stobaeus own interests. In Fr. 3 he described the
ideal life mate for a Stoic as an educated, female, philosophy student who
will be a good helpmate (Lutz p. <0, ll. 25 - 8 N.B. The combination of initial

optative verb and ironic use of negatives av ein)

"Dikada O ovK av ein yuvn ¢Aocogodox, 00D oueuntog Piov
KOIVWVOC, ovd’ ouovolag ayaxbn ouvvepyoc, ovd  avdpog ye ki
TEKVWV EMUEATNC KNdepwdv . . . ;"

The ideal Stoic wife would be a heroine for Musonius mentions courage as
also a necessary virtue in women In Fr. 3 (Lutz p. 40) Il. 33 - 4 he stated a

female philosopher would be braver than ordinary women
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"certainly it is to be expected that the educated woman who has

studied philosophy will be more ccurageous than the uneducated
lay woman."
"KOL UMV KO VOPEIOTEP XV €1V TPOOHKEL YLVOIKA TAG
aroudedTov TNV TETONdev 1EVNY Kol TV PrAdcopov TAG
1910011d0¢."

and in Fr. 4, Il. 31 - 33 (Lutz p. 44) he asks why should women not need

courage and cites the Amazons (i. 33) as a positive example.

"TOC oDV ODK AV AVOPEloC ol YUVOAKEC DE0IVTO; OT1 OE Kol
orkACc TAC Ot OmMAWY UETZOTIV DTG, €dRAwoe TO  Apaldvwv

yévoc €0vn mOAAG 01T OM WV KUATAOTPEWYAUEVOV."

It is noteworthy how Plutarca seems to have responded to and made
use of the teachings of the oldest and of the most recent, of his Academy's
Stoic opponents - Chrysippus ani Zeno, on the one hand and Musonius, on
the other, in defence of Ismenodora. While Protogenes contrasted "spiritual
Eros" between men to physical dzsire between the sexes, Plutarch
emphasized and discussed the gap between theory and practice, the ideal
of masculine friendship and the rzalities of physical desire and sexual

relationships.

Both Protogenes and Pisias had denied any connection between
women and Eros. Protogenes steted that Eros has no real share in the
women's rooms (750 C):

"aAnOivod & “Epwtogc ol OTICDV TH yuvoukwviTidl péETteoTiv.".
Pisias goes further (752 B - C) w th an image drawn from canine intercourse
emphasizing the physicality of sex in a very negative way and ending his

attack by stating that "chaste" women could never love or be loved with
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propriety. "Proper" (owxppoveg) women should not be capable of Eros (752

C).
"EmEl TAIC YE 0WPPOOIY OUT EpGvV oUT Epacbon dimov

TPOOAKOV EoTIv."

Daphnaeus' defence of conjugal love as natural (751 D) "épwta 1A
pvoer xpuwpevov" only provoked Pisias to sally forth into the battle of words
with heavier charges which Plutaich steps in to deflect. He attacked what he
considered to be the false distinction between male love and heterosexual
relations and the concept that wcmen could or should not invoke passion.

Since Protogenes based his argument on certain doctrines of the Old Stoa

and Pisias attacked the ethics of :he current situation, Plutarch chose by way

of contrast to use against them tre teachings of a contemporary Stoic noted

for his focus on ethics.

Pisias attacked Ismenodora s wealth and status and implied her
character was domineering (752 E)

"roadTNV O OpOUEV ApXElVY KO1 KpaTelv dokodoav."
and that hence she was unfit as ¢ bride. Plutarch throws this severity of
judgement right back at him. He points out that Ismenodora had all the
necessary characteristics - good breeding, wealth, excellent character and a

beautiful healthy body fit for childbearing for the ideal wife.

In Fr. 3 (Lutz p. 40) Musonius had stated that the necessary qualities
for a woman to lead a good life were (Il. 8 - 10)

"...T@V TPOOTMKOVTWV YvVO1Kl TR €00uévn ayoOR"
and these could be gained through philosophy

"amro Grrocoplag ... AV Ol TH TEPLYIVOUEVOV."
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The qualities listed are first housc:hold management (1. 10 oikovouikn),

being the control and manageme 1t of slaves and accounts, and second (I.
17 owdpov), perhaps here best translated as self control rather than chastity
or modesty, given its coupling with "economics". Musonius' definition states
that the woman would not be a slave to pleasure, vanity or desire. His third
desirable quality is justice (I. 25 dikaia), and his fourth is (1.33) courage.
Again in Fr. 13 B Musonius Rufug lists the qualities of a good partner (Lutz p.
90) and gives for those of the ferr ale partner (some of these also apply to
the male) the physical qualities o' having a healthy "normal" body, capable
of hard work and childbearing, and for the soul (Il. 12 - 14).

"... TpOc owdpoolbvny Kol MNKOOOVVNY KAl OAWC TPOC APETNV

gopveoTaTog."

Justice, self control and an inclination to virtue are qualities that
Ismenodora has already been depicted as possessing in the introductory
narrative (749 D)

"lounvodwpa yoviy TAODTW KO YEVEL AQUTPR Kol vi Ala TOV

aAAOV evTOKTOC Plov."

Every virtue a Stoic could ask for is included in the description of
Ismenodora's character. Furthermore in the narrative-interlude, we discover
that she is also a skilled commar der who had organized her friends, male
and female, to carry off Bacchon 754 E)

"IV 0DV GIAwV TOUC UAAIOTX TOIC PIOIC VEAPOVEC K1

OLVEPOVTAG aLTH KXl TGV YUVAIKOV TG oLvnbeg

UETOMEUPAUEVT] KA1 OLYKPOTHOROXK TAPEPOAXTTE TRV Wpav.,"
Plutarch's final summary of Ismenodora's character comes through

Anthemion's lips (755 D - E)

"Emel i KoouiTEPOV  lopmvodwpog &v TR TOAEL: TOTE



0" eioqABev N Adyoc aioxpog N mpafewg vmovora padAne EOrye

he oikiac..."

"Since when has anyone hed more 'orderly' behaviour than
Ismenodora in this city? Anci when did any ugly rumour enter her
house or shameful gossip tcuch it at all?"
Her character is portrayed as being beyond reproach. She is indeed a
philosopher's ideal heroine, for she has nobility of character - the very thing
which Musonius Rufus had statec to be the essence and product of
philosophical training in one of his; works, Fr. 4 (Lutz p. 48).
"gme1dn ko PraocoPpion kahokayabiog €omiv EmTHdELOIC KAl

ovdev Etepov."

There remains the possible objection that Plutarch does not mention
Musonius Rufus by name, but ne ther does he name Chrysippus save once,
nor Zeno at all, as a source even when seemly responding to their
doctrines. This appears to be a deliberate choice on his part, for Chrysippus'
writings seem to have been a prirary source for the Stoics of his time. If the
texts were standard references for beginners, detailed reference would
have seemed pointless to Plutarch for what were to him, well-known works.
(See Hershbell 1992, pp. 3336 - 52 for a discussion and review of
Plutarch's knowledge of the Stoics.) Given the portrait he creates of
Ismenodora's excellence of charecter, and its similarities to Musonius Rufus'
description of the ideal Stoic wife, surely Musonius' updating of Stoic ethics
is being referred to as a defence against Protogenes' and Pisias' misogyny?
Plutarch has reversed Pisias' misogynistic arguments with a weapon built of

Stoic arguments themselves and in doing so revealed the flaws in both sets

of arguments.
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But why the importance given to the Stoics over the Epicureans or

Peripatetics or Cynics (bearing in mind of course the problem of the
lacunae)? Two possible reasons were suggested by Van Geytenbeek

(1963, p. 57).

"On the whole it might seen improbable that in Stoic ethics women
should have been highly est mated. and this for two reasons: first,
because in Stoic theories everything that is smaller and weaker was
called "feminine”; second, bizcause the Stoic doctrine of apathy was
hostile to the rich emotional life of women."
He was commenting on Musoniu:;' innovative statements about the equality of
women compared to the writings of other Stoics like Seneca who regarded

women's particular virtue as being pudicitia (Hier. adv. Jov. 320 A = fr.xiii 79

Haase) "mulieris proprie virtus ptdicitia ast "

Certainly Seneca's view of wwomen in general does not seem to show
the same respect he does towards close, female relatives in his letters of
consolation, for while Seneca wrote to one female relative, Helvia, in the De
consolatione 17.4., encouraging her to resume her studies -"Nunc ad illas
revertere:", he also described un2ducated, non-Stoic women as being like

ignorant brutes without Stoic discipline, in the De constantia sapientis (also

known as the Nec iniuriam nec contumeliam accipere sapientem Ch. 14. 1)

"Aeque inprudens animal est et, nisi scientia accessit ac multa eruditio,

ferum, cupiditatium incontinzns."

Musonius may have been tt e "exception that proves the rule", for his
ideas seem to confirm, by way of contrast, the general bias against women
of other writers, particularly those: moralists who only stressed childraising

as a virtue for women. However, though Musonius was a radical in this area



of ethics, in regard to the divinity >f Eros, this god was defined by him as an
external guardian or a divine ove 'seer and other Stoics seem to have
equated Eros as an emotion with desire - émBuuia - a mere pathos and
hence not a positive advantage. 2erhaps Musonius' radicalism is due to

Cynic influence.

Dudley (1967, p. 99) has conmented that
"Cynicism was, therefore, inrroduced into the Stoic system by its
founder, and a Cynic element formed a left wing - the avdpwdeotarn
Ytwikn - in the school throughout its history."
Diogenes Laertius recorded (6. 11 - 12) that Antisthenes had taught that a
wise man would marry and have children with women possessing to the
maximum the quality of evpvia
"VAUTIOEIV TE TEKVOTOUQ (AP1V, TOIC EVPLECTATHIC CLVIOVTA
yovou&i."
and also that virtue was the same thing for both sexes.
"GvOpPOC KOl yuvouko¢ N avTn GpeTn.
However whatever the source of his radicalism was it would appear that
possibly Musonius, more so than Seneca, both practised and taught "facere

docet philosophia, non dicere."

ANTIPATER ON MARRIAGE

Another Stoic who wrote on the topic of women and marriage was
Antipater of Tarsus, a scholarch of the Middle Stoa 2. Plutarch may have
read and written in response to some of his works or the one of which

Stobaeus has preserved two fracments dealing with love and marriage. 13

12 Probably during the seconi century B. C.
13 von Arnim pp. 254, 57 vol. 3.
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Fr.62 (= Stob. fl. Ixx.13) of Antipater's ITept yovauikoc ovuBidoswe

advises against rushing into a courtship for the sake of wealth (mAobTOV) Or
becoming part of an illustrious farily (svyéveia) or the beauty (xaAroc) of
the bride. Rather Antipater states that the first consideration should be to
investigate the character (n6oc) o° the parents - both of them, the father first
and then the mother, and not only their characters or personalities but their
whole way and style of living. The would-be suitor is advised to inquire into
whether the father is civic-minded (roA1tikog), just (dikonoc), temperate
and moderate (ouwppwv) and likewise the mother, and to check if the
daughter shares the best aspects of her parents' characters and is not a
spoilt brat. Antipater even suggests and recommends that inquiries should
be made amongst their friends, relatives, dependants, servants, free and
slave, regular household visitors, be they close friends of the family or hired
workers, indeed the whole neighbourhood should be checked to find out

just what the family's reputation is:!

Plutarch also emphasized end described Ismenodora's local
reputation. He had begun by describing Ismenodora as being wealthy and
wellborn (749 D)

"Yovn TAODTW Ko yével 2 aumpo. Ko vA Ala TOV GAAOV

EUTAKTOC Piov."
and leading an orderly life. She i a widow of blameless reputation (749 D
"&vev woyov,") despite still being young and attractive ("ovoa VEx Kl

1kavn 10 €1d0¢"). If there existed some kind of genre of Stoic marriage

These fragments perhaps were part of a marriage advice manual.
One wonders if there may have existed an anthology of Stoics' ethical
essays or of general philosophical writings on Love and Marriage that
Stobaeus used to compile his own work.
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manual Plutarch's target may possibly be the paragons of virtue presented

as ideal wives in these manuals ‘who are apparently allowed none of the

foibles of real persons.

Ismenodora is again criticised for her wealth and status in 752 E by
Pisias who refers to her "mho0toc¢", and to her household as being
characterised by "Oykw kot Papz1" and he alleges that Bacchon will end
up being dominated and overwhe:imed by Ismenodora's superior status.
Antipater also warned against merrying aristocratic women without checking
their character first lest they (Fr. 62) "6ykov kot deomomikov n0oc" and in
Fr. 63 (Arnim p. 256 = Stob. flor. eg. LXVH 25 wept yauov) Antipater seems
to make a pun by reversing the S:oic concept of hunting for beauty. If men
can be hunted or caught by beauty -"0m0 100 kGAAovS TEONpELUEVOLE,”
they may end up with women who are useless and self-indulgent. However,
Antipater does also remark here that the man who chooses the right wife will
find that she is the sweetest and lightest "burden” -

" TOV NOIOTWY KOl KOudOTATOV &lvol PAPOC YAUETN YLVN

doEere."

Likewise Plutarch uses weight as a metaphor in Amatorius 754 B but to refer
to the husband's rather than the wife's character, being that which balances
the scales of power in a relations hip between seeming unequal partners

"Womep em Luyod pomnv t@ nber mpoomBévra kot Papog”
and he also refers (754 D) to Ismenodora not only being useful to Bacchon

but also sweet - "ndcia" and affectionate towards him.

Another image which Plutarch uses (769 F) 14 which seems to have

been used by other Stoics as well, is the wine and water image. Antipater

14 Helmbold note c p. 431 se 2 also Mor. 142 F.
Note Flaceliere's comment 1987 p. cxlix.



refers to the mixing of husband and wife as being like that of water and wine
- one that produces a mutual amelgamation of the whole (Fr. 63 p. 255)
".. D1 OAWV KPAOEOIV, W O1VOC UDATI KA TODTO EMUEVWYV
uioyetar Ot OAwv"
so that when a couple share affection and children, both spiritually and
physically their relationship beco nes fellowship.

. KOl TAC WOXAC, GAAX KOl TGV OWUATWY ODTO1 UGVOol

Kotvwvovor."

For Plutarch the union of husband and wife is a fusion not a mere
mixing. Protogenes (Amatorius Cn. 7 752 E) refers to wine mixed with water

as being lessened in quality. Later in the Amatorius (769 A) Plutarch

comments on the physical union of man and wife as being a sharing of
mysteries "ep®v ueydrwv korveviuata', that is not only the beginning of
a fellowship, but of friendship as ‘~ell. While Plutarch agrees with the Stoics
that (769 F) the process is like tre "n & O0Awv ... kpaoig", and that
married couples living together do blenc their lives like liquids mixing, he
adds that the end-result is not a lessening of either partner but a unity -
"evoTnTa" and after a while, a staoility (769 F)

"EIT XPOVW KATROTOG K1l kaBoupebzic v Pefonotatnv

drabeorv wapéoxev."

that will have been caused by Ercs not just "ethos".

"L'union integrale est une 2xpression typiquement stoicienne”.
Russell 1993 p. 381 comments that what he transiates as

'total integration' is 'a phrase used especially in Stoic physics of the
complete interpenetration of two substances.'
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HIEROCLE

Another Stoic who wrote on marriage amongst other subjects was
Hierocles. There is a problem of dating and identity with Hierocles, as there

appear to have been two philosophers who bore this name. 15

Like Musonius and Epictetus, Hierocles (Ilept yauov p. 502 Stobaeus
vol. 4) used xo1vwvia to describe marriage and wrote of it as a benefit
(ovudopov) and referred to husbands and wives as being "united by
destiny" (ovyxaeipapuévwv) (G ithrie 1987, p. 282) which suggests a
belief in Stoic providence, as this is a term used by other Stoic writers. Like
Antipater and Musonius he also discussed the importance of a careful
choice of marriage partners and of making inquiries into the character and
training of the bride and her pare its so that the husband does not bring a
tyrant home instead of a woman - this phrase is very like Antipater!
"topavvov avtl yovoukog." Also in @ manner similar to Musonius, he
referred to marriage and children as being a civic duty (xaOnkov) - one of a
wise man's obligations to society as a greater whole and in his
olkovoukn to the sharing of household responsibilities, resulting in a
strengthening of the bonds in a relationship of man and wife, so that the

sharing and dignity of labour becymes rmore important than the division.

15 One was a Neoplatonist of the 5th c. A. D. , the other a Stoic.
See Aulus Gellius Attic Nichts 9. 5. 8 "Hierocles Stoicus, vir sanctus et
gravis". On this Stoic Hierocles see Inwood (in Annas 1984, p. 151) who
thinks he was probably Hadrianic. On the differences between the two
Hierocles see Praechter (1901) p v, pp. 12 -14 and p. 105 and Reale
(1990, p. 53, p. 465).
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Hierocles was no radical thcugh, and the content and style of his

writings suggest they were intenced not to challenge students but to be
(Inwood 1984, p. 152) "appealin¢ to a wider non-specialist audience”
through the readability of their style which Inwood (1984, p. 152) described
as "fluent, rhetorical, and sophisticated," so as to appeal to an educated
audience expecting philosophy dzlivered with skill. They are displays of
ethics, by persuasion not force, teing preached by a professional, if
moralistic, sophist. Hierocles may be a moralist like Plutarch but less diverse
in his (known) interests. Also his writings do not mention Eros as part of the
marriage bond nor discuss the spiritual or physical aspects. They echo
Musonius in their discussion of similar subjects but this may be due to them
sharing a common vocabulary ard focus on ethics as Stoic writers. Plutarch
wrote in reaction to such ethical vrritings as those of the Stoics Antipater,
Musonius and Hierocles. He did not merely borrow from them but

responded thoughtfully to them as a critical philosopher.

Epictetus' teachings have barely been, and Dio's writings not at all,
referred to in this section becaus: they, while having taught and written
about moral issues, do not seem to have written about Eros and marriage.
Epictetus writes much on ¢nAia and ¢rielv but only once refers to Eros and
not as a god. He used the words "Epwtcc mpooebnkev" to describe falling in
love as an example of an involuntary (akovoiog) action. Dio Chrysostom
has been continually redefined as a Stoic or a Cynic by scholars, who have
also questioned whether he shot Id be called a Sophist or a Philosopher.
His major focus when writing abc ut ethics was more on the political level

than the personal.

Babut (1969, p. 108) observed that many commentators had

considered the possibility of the Amatorius as having "une source



stoiciennne” as, like the Stoics, Flutarch had defended conjugal love
“I'Amatorius fait I'apologie de I'amour conjugal,”
but Plutarch's use of Stoic doctrir e appears to me to be a deliberate
strategy, a case of turning the enemy's own force of attack against him. If
there is any copying of Stoic doct-ines, it is for the purpose of humour and
criticism. Babut also commented pp. 108 - 9) that Musonius did not make
use of the most important idea of the Amatorius - the central concept and
continual focus of Plutarch's work (p. 109)
"l'une des idées importantes de I'Amatorius,"
that a woman just as well as a ycung man can inspire "la passion

amoreuse".

This concept was not and could never have been Stoic for one of the
central tenets of Stoicism was apatheia - emotional detachment. Zeno (D. L.
7. 110) had defined passion as an irrational unnatural movement in the soul
- impulse in excess

"Eomt Ot abTO TO mADOg *aTh Znvwva 1 GAOYOC KOl TOPX

$vorv woxfc xivnoic n ooun mAacovalovoa."

Diogenes Laertius stated that the Stoics thought that a wise man would be
passionless (7.117) "amadn givcr tov Jodpov." Plutarch in the De virtute
morali (449 D) claimed that for the Stoics every emotion was regarded as an
error, whether it arose from grief, fear or desire:

"raboc auoaptTiot KT od 0UC E0TI, KOl TAC 0 AVTOVUEVOC N

doPovusvoc n EmOLUDV GuapTaver”.

Babut (p. 114 in note 2) quo:es frorn R. M. Jones' study - The Platonism

of Plutarch (p. 21).
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"Notwithstanding Plutarch's ise of certain ideas found also in the

Stoics, mostly commonplace s of practical morality, his attitude towards
the sect is one of opposition "
His attitude towards the Stoics is constantly polemical not eclectic. Perhaps
the Amatorius might well be adde to the list of works by Plutarch that

criticize Stoicism.

Plutarch criticizes Stoic attitudes to Eros, love and marriage in the
following ways and places in the ,Amatorius. First there is the debate
between Daphnaeus and Protoge:nes (750 B - 752 B) in which Daphnaeus
defends marriage and Protogenes presents Eros as being something
intellectual and masculine, a quest for virtue and friendship for men only.
Secondly there is Pisias' attack on Ismenodora to which Plutarch responds
(753 B - 754 E) by citing pro-mar iage Stoics with what might be called a
"resonance" methodology by deliserately using Stoic phrases (the flower of
virtue theme (767 B) being another example) combined with historical
examples. Musonius described tf e ideal wife as almost a heroine so
Plutarch presents the "real" chare cter of Ismenodora as having heroic
qualities and scatters references to women's heroism and courage
throughout the Amatorius. The defence of Eros as a god is the third part of
Plutarch's critique during which he criticizes Stoic theology and a fourth
aspect is technical, in that Plutarch uses an example from Stoic physics, that
of integral amalgamation (769 F), to support an ethics argument, a
technique he also used to exploil Peripatetic science and Epicurean

theories in defence of Eros.

Plutarch is foremost a Platonist, despite his interest in other sects and
schools. Raised in an era from which many of the surviving philosophical

writings came from Stoic writers, he probably felt obliged to make a defence



of Eros against those who would lessen his powers. After all his "opposition"
included contemporary figures likz Seneca, Musonius, Epictetus and Dio
Chrysostom (see Russell 1973, p. 63), politicians, millionaires,
philosophers, radicals, exiles, sofhists, ex-slaves, a broad cross-section of

the literary and philosophical movements of his era.

What Plutarch does in the A natorius is to defend Eros the god, from
those who would strip him of his wings, and Ismenodora as a person, from
people 6 who were using Stoic ethics to attack her. Turning the Stoics'
commonplaces, "classical" or cortemporary, back against them was an
essential part of this defence of both beings and further a credit to his
scholarship and thorough knowledge of the philosophy and handbooks of
Stoicism. A greater part though is played by his own originality of style in the
way he used Platonic and other philosophies to develop and defend his

own ideas to add to the growth and spread of his school.

16 Regardless of whether Prctogenes and Pisias were Stoics or not - they
could be Antiochian eclect cs - thay appear to be basing their theory of
a masculine only Eros on an interpretation of "old" Stoa ethics. If they were
not Stoics it seems strange that the opening section of the debate

discusses ideas that Diogenes Laertius attributes to Chrysippus and Zeno.
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PLUTARCH'S RESPONSE TO EPICUREANISM

It is difficult to estimate fully rom the evidence in the Amatorius exactly

what Plutarch's response was to 'he philosophy of Epicurus, as practised by

Epicurus’ successors, however despite the lacuna in the text, a partial

reconstruction is possible. Most o° the few references in the Amatorius that
seem to be a response to Epicure:an doctrine (765 C, 766 E, 767 C, 769 C)
involve the use of images drawn ‘rom Epicurean physics, which
incorporated the atomistic theories of Democritus and others. It is not
impossible, though perhaps unlik 2ly, that Plutarch may have been actually
citing Democritus and other atomists like Leucippus directly, given the broad
nature of his studies and his general interest in scientific matters which is

more often attributed to Peripatet ¢ influence on Plutarch.

What is surprising is that there seems to be such a limited refutation of
Epicurean doctrines in this dialogjue, although there was considerable
criticism of the teachings of the "(Garden" in other extant writings of Plutarch,
unless the majority of critical resg onse was in the missing sections of the
work, such as the lacuna in 766 [) before what is now labelled chapter 21.
The other polemical works in the Moralia, in which Plutarch criticized

Epicureanism, were the Adversus; Colotem (ITpog KwAwTnv), the Non

posse suaviter, ("O11 o0d ndéwg {Av €otiv xat Emixovpov), and the

De latenter vivendo (E1 kara¢ cipnton 10 AaBe Biwoag), plus six works

listed in Lamprias' catalogue but no longer extant 17. Flaceliére (1964, p. 28

i The other lost polemics acainst Epicureanism, judging from their titles,
were these titles in the "Le mprias" catalogue.
80. A Reply to Epicurus' Lecture on the Gods, IIpo¢ tqv 100 Emkovpov
axkpoaoty mept Bewv, 129. On Epicurean Inconsistencies, Iept TGV
"Emxovpeiwv evavrniwuatwy, 13%. A Reply to Epicurus on the subject of
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and p. 33) has also drawn attention to possible polemical elements in

Plutarch's De tranquillitate animi ‘Tlept g0@vuiag), having suggested that

Plutarch was offering evBvuia as an alternative to the Epicurean artapaéia,
and also that defending traditionzl religion against Epicurean criticism
thereof was a possible motivatior for the Delphian dialogues (1964, p. 9

and pp. 19 - 20)

As Plutarch does for the Stcics, likewise when dealing with the
Epicureans, the name of a philosopher is only given once, when the founder
of the school, Epicurus, is mentioned (769 F). Possibly Plutarch presumed
that his readers would have been familiar with those others of his own
dialogues in which the Stoics anc Epicureans were criticized and that it was
unnecessary to repeat those arguments again. However, it may also have
been the case that the Epicurean doctrines he was criticizing were so well
known and popular that Plutarch elt no need to cite "chapter and verse". A
third possibility may be that this sole reference by name to a founder of each
school, Chrysippus and Epicurus was a matter of technique, a deliberate

paralleling on Plutarch's part, and a method for balancing arguments.

Hershbell (1992 pp. 3353 - 3383, pp. 3361-2 in particular) has
suggested that one of the primary reasons for Plutarch to have written
polemics against Epicureanism is that the works of Colotes, which were
being used as a reference by Epi:ureans of the first century A.D., directly
attacked Plato and other philosophers such as Empedocles, Democritus,

Parmenides and Socrates, all of whom were regarded as respected

Freewill, [Tept to0 &p nuiv mpoc " Emikovpov, 143. That the Epicureans talk
more paradoxically than the Poets, "On1 mapadototepa 01  Emkovpeiol 16V
moinTAv Aéyovor, 148. Extracts irom, and Refutations of, Stoic and Epicurean
authors. Ztuik@dv kou  Emxovpeiwv exhoyon koa grgyxotl, 159. A Reply to
Epicurus on the subject of Ways of Life. ITep1 piwv wpo¢ Emixovpov.
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authorities by the Academics anc Plutarch himself. Although Hershbell did

not discuss Plutarch's criticism of the Epicureans in the Amatorius, he did
observe (p. 3370) that Plutarch's criticisrn of atomistic theory in other
dialogues may have been due to Plutarch's belief that the Platonic-
Aristotelian, four element theory v/as superior to that of atomism because in
Plutarch's view an explanation of nature and reality based on moving

particles did not explain how these units became stable objects.

De Witt (1954, p. 340) commented that Stoicism seemed limited to the
upper classes and elite, whereas to judge from artifacts, such as inscriptions
and statues, Epicureanism was v/idespread throughout the empire. Chilton
(1971, p. xxii) also commented on this physical evidence and stated (p. xxi)
that he believed Epicureanism to have been one of the most influential sects
of Plutarch's era. Cicero, a centuiy and a half before Plutarch's era, finished
the De Officiis with a complaint a>out the popularity of Epicureanism (Book
4, Ch. 116) "floret Epicurus" - that Epicureanism was flourishing, despite one

of his best friends Atticus being either a member or a supporter.

Another remark of Cicero's i1 the De Finibus Book 5, 1. 3.

"... nec tamen Epicuri licet oolivisci. si cupiam,

cuius imaginem non modo i1 tabulis nostri

familiares sed etiam in poctlis et in anulis habent.”
appears to confirm that the artifacts that Chilton and De Witt mention were
indeed associated with Epicureans, for Cicero observed that Epicureans
were carrying around the likeness; of Epicurus as pictures on cups and

rings.

Cicero also commented in the De Finibus (Book 1, 9. 29) that Epicurus

found pleasure to be the chief gcod and pain the chief evil
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"Hoc Epicurus in voluptate fonit, quod summum bonum esse vult

summumaque malum dolorern;" 18
a doctrine disagreeable to a Platonist such as Plutarch who would have
regarded the highest good or 1éA >¢ of human existence to be the quest for

the divine. Likeness to God (see 1)e sera num. vin. 550 ff.) was the object of,

and reason for, striving for codia and the best purpose for living, not the
quest for happiness through pleaure, which was the aim of Epicurus and

his followers.

About A.D. 200 (see Chilton 1971, p. xi, p. xx) we find Diogenes of
Oenoanda sponsoring the constriction of walls and porticos with the
master's doctrine engraved on them for all to read - an activity which
presupposes both literacy and ar active interest in philosophy on the part of
the general population of a small city. It is hard to judge whether this action
should be interpreted as evidenc 2 of the widespread influence of
Epicureanism or of eccentricity o Diogenes' part. However the artifact-
evidence, coupled with that from iterature, would tend to support the theory

that Epicureanism was indeed widespread in the Empire.

Plutarch needed to defend E:ros acainst the appeal of Stoic apatheia to
the elite and also against the pogularity of Epicureanism. The attitude of the
Epicureans to Eros was entirely r egative (D. L. 10. 118).

"epaoBnoecBon TOv 0odpov od dokel «vTOIC."

The wise man should not fall in love and love was not divinely inspired (D. L

118) "oDde Oedmeuntov e1von TOV Epwia.” and as for sexual love, well

18 On pleasure as the prime good see D. L. 10. 129
"Tadtny yop aycdov TPOTOV KA1 OUYYEVIKOV EYVWUEV."
also D. L. 10. 139 on pleasure as the opposite to pain
and D. L. 10. 142 on freedom from pain as equal to being free from evil.



Epicurean pleasure (D. L. 10. 132!) was the absence of physical pain and a
troubled soul and emphatically not from sexual pleasure obtained from
either sex "amolavoeic maidwv Kol yovark®v", rather pleasure obtained
from reasoning (Aoytoudg) and prudence (dpovnoic) the source of all

virtues.

In the Amatorius (765 C) the first definite reference to Epicureanism is
also one to Democritean atomisrm which is introduced by the phrase "w¢ 1ig
e1me” - as someone said. That soimeone may have been Democritus, though
Usener thinks this was derived from one of Epicurus' statements and
classifies it as Fragment 311. On wonders if Plutarch was being sarcastic
about the absorption of Democrit us' ideas into Epicurean physics. Perhaps

the successors of Epicurus did not acknowledge their debt to Democritus.

Cicero had commented on |zpicurean physics being an
unacknowledged version of that ¢f Democritus in De Finibus (Bk. 1, 17. 6).
"primum totus est alienus. Democritea dicit, perpauca mutans ..."
Iin De Finibus (1. 21) Cicero also stated fthat he thought that, where Epicurus
had altered Democritus' ideas, it vas a change for the worse,

"ita quae mutat ea corrumpi;, quae sequitur sunt tota Democriti,"

and in De Natura Deorum (1. 12C) a speaker comments that Democritus'
phiosophy had been the fountain head from which Epicurus had watered
his little garden,

"Democritus ... fontibus Epicuros hortulos suos inrigavit,".

The reference to Epicurean physics described (765 C) "kivovong em
omépua kat OMoBov atouwv”, 'movement of seed caused by the friction
of atoms", a concept which Plutaich refuted, arguing for a more organic

image, that of plant growth in response to warmth, the warmth being that of
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Eros as a stimulating force like fir2 or lignt (765 B). Lucretius in Book 4 also
discusses this doctrine in detail, rhost particularly in Il. 1037 - 41 where he
discusses the movement of seed from the body. Plutarch contrasts the
unseen and abstract imagery of tzpicurean physics with a visual organic

image of active growth.

Again in the Amatorius (766 E) at the start of Chapter 21 which comes
after a lacuna in which Epicurear ethics may well have been cited and
discussed, the theory of the movement of atoms producing seed is
mentioned and denied.

"kt yop eldwAa dnmovde s EvdLOUEVE TOIC EPWTOIC KIVELV KOl

yapyoailetv tov Oykov €12 omépua ouvvoAoDaivovTo TOIC GANOIC

OXNUATION0IC 00 duvaTOv HEV Gm0 Toidwv, advvatov O amo

yovaitkov"

It is claimed by Plutarch that the E:picurean doctrine (see D. L. 10. 46 ff.) is
that this process is started by "eibwia", visual images or shapes (perhaps
psychic projections is a better ter n) which enter bodies and that this process
is only invoked in true lovers by young men, naidwv. Plutarch contrasts this
with the Platonic doctrine of avayivinozig, the recollection of divine beauty,

love triggered by echos in the flesh of the soul's beauty.

This remarks appear to be ¢ response to some lost statement made by
Zeuxippus, for further along in chapter 21, at 767 C, there appears to be a
reference to Epicurean ethics, diring which Plutarch tells the reader that he
is contesting the recent arguments of Zeuxippus " Tovg Adyovg, 0v¢ O
Zevtimmog aptiwg difiabev." although it may equally well be a
condemnation of misanthropes ir general. Flaceliére (1980) regarded it as
a reference to Epicureanism, stating about Pemptides (Ch. 12, p. 17 of

introduction) that
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"Ce Thébain est un sceptiqtie, probablement un Epicurien,"

and also that (p. 18) Zeuxippus was at least a sympathiser of the Garden if
not a member. (Zeuxippus also aspears to speak of Epicurean ethics in the

Non Posse Ch. 4 1088 D.)

One of his reasons for this statement is the preference of the
Epicureans for using emBuuia over épwg. 19 As Flaceliere observed (1954,
p. 69)

"EmOuouia est un terme fréjuent et caractéristique du vocabulaire

épicurien, tandis que la mot £pwc¢ est extrémement rare."

Plutarch claimed that Zeuxippus' definition of Love was one which
identified it as an uncontrolled desire producing debauchery in the soul
(767 C)

. emBouig 1ov "EpwTa TOOTO TO1@V AKATAOTATEW KOl TPOC TO

akoAaaTov €xpepovon THv woux1iv,"

" 'Love' [is] an unstable desi-e bringing the soul into a state of
wantoness"
and that Zeuxippus had heard this from certain men who according to
Plutarch were ill-tempered and unloving ("avdp®v dvokoAwv Kal
avepaotwv"). Helmbold (note A - p. 417 Loeb) suggested that these men
were probably Cyrenaics as mucn as Epicureans and, while this seems
quite possible, Plutarch follows up the remark with comments (767 D) on

men who marry women only for tneir dowries or to bear children and have

19 In Bailey's work (1926) in his Index of Principal Terms of Epicureanism
(pp. 426 ff.) Eros is NOT even listed though émBvuia has several entries
and also atapa&ia.
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marriages in which there is neither loving or being loved - " epav 00d

epaobon”.

This definition given by Zeuxippus could have been derived (or
perhaps rather distorted) from Epicurean doctrine. Diogenes Laertius (Bk.
10. 118, 1. 13 - 14 ) recorded this statement as being from Epicurus or
Metrodorus,

"ovvovoiav D¢ Gaorv OVAG UEV OLDETOTE, QYXANTOV OE €1 Un

Ko EProupe.”

Usener Fr. 62 provides a variant of this quote "ovvovoin wvnoe uev
oLdEMOTE, ayarrnTov O &1 un epraye”. Bailey (1926 pp. 114 -115) gives
another variation on this particular saying as part of a longer passage,

"adppodioix yap OLDETOTE HVNOEV. QyamnTOV dE €1 un ePAoyev.”

"... for the pleasures of love 1ever profited a man and he is lucky if they

do him no harm."

Fr. 221 (= Porph. Ad Marc. 31, Beiley 1926, p. 164 - 65) also states that

there is no use in philosophy if it Joes not drive passions from the soul,

"KEVOC EKEIVOL P1Aooodov Aoyog. vd ob undev maboc avOpwmTov
Oepomedetan ... €1 ... WOTWED ... 0DOEV ODEAOC ... PrAocOPIaC, E1 un
T0 TAC Wuxfc eéxPporrer mxBog "
and Fr. 483 (Bailey 1926 p. 305) that Eros is equivalent to a intense desire
for intercourse that brings with it nadness and anguish
"guvTovov Opefiv adpodiciwy PETA 010TPOL Kol adnuoviag"
Plutarch himself stated (Table-talk 653 C) that in Epicurus' Symposium
Epicurus instructed the young me:n with him to restrain from desire because
it always brought harmful effects. Overall the Epicurean view of both "Epwg

and emBouia seems to have been negative.
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The Epicurean attitude to th2 gods of traditional Greek religion has

been summarised by Flaceliere as being one of atheism in practice and
deism in theory (1987 p. cxxxiii note 2),

"Les Epicuriens étaient athé s pratquement, ..... , de facon theorique,

ils étaient déistes".
Epicurus himself (D. L. 10. 123) edvised a follower that, as well as one
divinity, there were other gods wlo were immortal beings but they were not
the gods of the masses (roArot). To him denying the existence of the
Olympian pantheon was not an impious (coeBnc) action. Impiety rather was
acceptance of the traditional relicion. Epicurus advised another follower
Pythocles to escape from myth, "ro0 uvBov ékpron" (D. L. 10. 123). For
the Epicurean Eros was probably a thing to be avoided not a divinity of any
kind. Given the presence of a story of Eros as Avenger just before the
lacuna starts and the criticism of =ros from Zeuxippus in the missing
sections judging from Plutarch's response, it is possible that other
arguments of Zeuxippus, now missing, presented Epicurean theology as
well as ethics, paralleling earlier Jiscussions at the beginning of the

dialogue.

A further piece of evidence that it is Epicurean ethics being criticized is
Plutarch's reference (767 D) to Z:2uxippus' use of the Epicurean term
"axataotarog" 20 in association 'with desire. As Flaceliere notes (1987 p.
cxlix) for the Epicureans Eros was something to be opposed, being a
"sentiment passionné de I'amour’, a passionate feeling of love that would
be "fort dangereux pour I'ataraxie du sage." Instability and disturbance was

to be avoided as a possible causz of evil and pain.

20 Dillon 1993 p. 197 also views this as a typical Epicurean term.



Metrodorus, Epicurus' immediate successor also made a similar
statement (Bailey 1926, Fragmen:a Epicurea Vatican Collection Gn.V. LI p.
144)

"

"adppodioio yap OUIETOTE DVNOEV. AYUTNTOV Ot €1 umn EPAayev.
and Diogenes of Oenanda on his "famous" wall (Fr. 280) described desire
which exceeds natural bounds as one of the disturbing emotions which are
the root of all evil.

. emBvpiot TOAD TOVC PI0IKODE OpovC EXKTPEXOLOX ... pilon
Kakwv ..."

Although Diogenes wrote in a period later than that of Plutarch, as his
intention was to record and immortalize his master's doctrine, and most of
the divergences from other writers' quotations are very minor deviations
when compared to other sources quoting Epicurus, it would appear that his

statements can be used as valid avidence despite the difference in time.

Lucretius, a Roman follower of Epicureanism, also commented on

desire bringing recurring pain (De: Rerurn Natura Book 4 1073 - 1120
specially I. 1117), where love is cepicted as a burning madness: "inde redit

rabies eadem et furor ille revisit," that recurs.

Plutarch goes on to criticize those men who had married women for
their dowries or simply to produce children as not valuing the giving or
receiving of love (767 D), "ovd «Eioborv epav o0d’ epaocbou." Epicureans
were supposedly against marriage. Both Diogenes Laertius (Bk. 10. Ch.
119, I. 1 - 2) a sympathizer, and Izpictetus, a Stoic and hence an opponent
of Epicureanism (1. 23. 7), cited Epicurus as speaking against philosophers
having wives and children. Dioge nes cited Epicurus as saying

"kl unde KAl YOUNOEIV KO TEKVOTOIAOEIV TOV 00OV,

. Kot meploTaoty d€ mote Plov yaunosv."
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that the wise man would neither rnarry nor bear children except in special
circumstances. Epictetus (1. 23. ”7) who promoted and encouraged marriage
and the raising of children (1. 11. 31, 1. 23. 38 - 39) quoted Epicurus as

stating "un avoapdpeba téxkva". Do not raise children!

Perhaps Plutarch's purpose here was more social commentary than
criticism of Epicureanism. The target of his criticism would appear to be
Epicureans who were compromising their master's doctrines by marrying in
response to family pressure to ccntinue the lineage but not treating their
wives as true, Epicurean "friends", and hence partners in pleasure.
Diogenes Laertius (10. 120 I. 25) gave a definition of Epicurean friendship.

"kod TV PrAtav M TaC xpelag ... ovvioTaoBar dE avTRV KT

Kovwviay Toi¢ Toa¢ NOOVHIC EXTETATPWUEVOIC."

"Friendship arising from muiual need . . . becoming sustained and

fulfilled by partnership in ple:asure. '

Plutarch may have been criticisin j the hypocrisy of some sect members who
treated marriage as a mere nece ssity through physical need for a
housekeeper and children, and d d not extend to the women, with whom
they lived, the friendship of equals that they should have as members of the
Garden. 2! He may have felt the\r were betraying what many writers have
judged to be the strongest point ¢f Epicurean ethics - the primacy given to

friendship along with pleasure.

It would appear from Plutarch's response that Zeuxippus' missing
arguments in the lacuna were largely based on Epicurean ethics and their

views on marriage, sex, and Eros. The lacuna starts with the beginning of a

21 D. L. cites Epicurus as teaching on friendship that friends should be
shown favour by both words and actions (10. 118) and that an Epicurean
should be willing even to cie for a friend (10. 120) teOvri&eobon.
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story about Eros as an avenger ¢nd, given Plutarch's technique of balanced
arguments, as a counter point to “he discussion of Eros as a positive force in
the first parts of the Amatorius, at least part of the discussion would have
been focused on the negative aspects of Eros. Just as Protogenes and
Pisias had spoken against marricge and in defence of a masculine
philosophical Eros perhaps likew se Zeuxippus had attacked marriage and
Eros but on the basis that passions disturbed the soul.

In chapter 24 Plutarch perhaps had in mind such statements when he
advised Zeuxippus not to fear thet pain at the beginning of marriage which

is like the grafting of plants - a wcund with fruitful results (769 E).

"To & eumabec &v dpxf k1 dakvov, O pakaple Zev&inme, umn
doPndfN¢ wg €rkoc N 0dalnouov ... womep T dEVOpa ovudun
yevéoBon ..."
Plutarch appears to be suggestinj that pain is necessary, even beneficial
for growth, not an evil to be avoiced 22 a&s Epicurus believed (Diogenes
Laertius Bk. 10. Ch. 131, Il. 13 -14}).

"GAAQ TO UNTE GAYEIV KOTQ OQUO UATE TopaTTeobon KoTo

yoxnv."

"but do not be troubled by tF e body nor disturbed in spirit."

Were these "dyscholic" men Epicureans who married and had children?

Was Plutarch labelling Epicurears as misanthropes?

Plutarch advises Zeuxippus not to be afraid "un ¢opnOfc" and
Epicureans sought freedom from fear. He uses the verb "taparter" which
comes from the same root as tha favourite Epicurean term "arapa&ia" and

refers to Eros as first causing a "vapa&iv", and then a settling "kataotag"

22 Note also D. L. 10. 129 all pain is evil - "aryndwv m&oa kakov,".
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into a state of stability. He speaks of the necessity of pain in contrast to the

Epicurean quest for quietude.

Plutarch does finally refer to Epicurus’ theories of atomic motion
directly by name (769 F)

"roic kot Emkovpov 6OAi¢ kAl TEPITAOKOIC E01KE"
using this atomic movement of colliding and intertwining particles as the
image of those who merely live together for sex "ovupiovvrwv" in contrast to
those who are truly lovers sharing) their lives -

"aAnBoc N B OAwv AEYOojIEVN KPQOIC, T TAOV EPWVTWV."
those who experienced the unity created by Eros that could make marriage
a real partnership (769 F)

"EvOTNTA O 0V To10B0a TONAVTNV. olav  Epw¢ TOIET YOUIKAC

Korvwviag emiapouevoc”
As he had earlier in the Amatorius, (766 E) he uses imagery taken from
ancient "physics" to discuss and criticise (contemporary - for him) morality,
comparing the random movemen's of atoms to the wanton associations of
those not truly bonded into stable relationships, such as the Stoic krasis or

his own Platonic unity.

Plutarch also expressed a similar idea in a longer definition in the

Coniugalia Praecepta (142 F Ch. 34).

"VAUOC O HEV TGV EPWVTIW MVWLEVOS Kol OLUPLAC EOTIV. O OE
TAOV JQ APOIKGC T TEKVO YAUOTUVTWV €K OLVOTTOUEVWY, O OE T®V
oVYKOELDOVTWY EK DIECTHOTWY, ODC ODVOIKEIY AV TIC GAANAOIC

ov ovuProdv vouloer."
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"Marriage is, for those who Iove each other, an intimate union, but

those who for dowries or children mate, are merely joined together,
and those, who simply sleeg in the same bed, may be co-habiting with

each other, but are not reallv living together."

It would appear that Plutarch drew upon Epicurean images from their
theories of physics and ethics to /llustrate and strengthen his own
arguments by contrasting their "friendship” which lacks the spiritual
dimension added by Eros, with his own theory of conjugal love. He used the
same tactics, as he had against the Stoics, of invoking a resonance of their
terminology in his selection of words and phrases, and of turning their own
doctrines against them by criticising the founders of the school and
comparing their original teaching: to the behaviour of contemporary

followers.

As well as contrasting the practices of contemporary Stoics and
Epicureans to the teachings of th:2 founders of their respective schools, he
also compares their arguments and doctrines to those of his own form of
Platonism. Stoic apatheia and Epicurean ataraxia are counter-balanced

and conquered by Platonic metricopatheia. What Plutarch sets up as an

alternative to both the suppression by the Stoics of emotions and the
avoidance of the Epicureans of passion that might bring pain is a different
ideal, a relationship which shoulc produce a true partnership of body, heart

and spirit, transcending yet parta<ing of friendship.

His ideal of marriage (770 A) as a unity created by Eros allows the
lovers involved therein to have gieat pleasure "dovan ueiloveg” in their
fellowship, and respond to each other's needs "yxpgiocn ovvex€otepanl TPOC

arhovg". These were also aims far Epicurean friendships (D. L. 10 . 120) but
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the Epicureans would have regaried Eros as a hindrance to wisdom or

virtue. In Platonic relationships, as described and defined by Plutarch, there
is the added benefit of the beauty of friendship in a relationship "¢p1Aiag o0
xkaAov" whose primary aim was not just virtue, as it was for the Stoics, but a

creative unity of which Eros is the cause
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ARISTOTLE -THE; PERIPATETIC SHADOW

While Plutarch's response to Stoic and Epicurean doctrine, dealing
with the subjects of Eros and mairiage, appears to have been largely
critical, his response to the writingis of the Peripatetics, whether Aristotle or
later Peripatetics, is different in the Morelia. This is particularly obvious in
the Amatorius. The problem here is whether Plutarch was incorporating any
ideas borrowed from Peripatetic ethics, or just using Peripatetic writings on
history and science as references and if so, why there is a less critical

response to the Peripatetics than to other schools.

R. M. Jones (1980, p. 20) has commented that -

" The influence exerted by Aristotle on Plutarch was largely in the field
of ethics and psychology. ... 3ut beyond these elements ... few things
indicate his occupation with Aristotle except technical terms, a few
scattered allusions, and a ccnsiderable number of citations from his

scientific works."

Zeller (1886, p. 311) noted that Plutarch was open to the influence of
the Peripatetic school and Sandys (1921, p. 303) while calling Plutarch "a
strong adherent of the Platonic ptilosophy," observed that Aristotle's
influence on Plutarch seems to consist of a shared methodology of
research.

"Of the strictly philosophical \wvorks cf Aristotle he seems to have read

little; but, in the collection and classification of facts and in the

encyclopaedic pursuit of knowledge, he shows the influence of the

Peripatetic school;"



There may however have been no Peripatetic school or Lyceum in
Athens in Plutarch's era due to the destruction of both schools' buildings by
Sulla's forces in 86 B.C. Plutarch may have read and studied Aristotle's
works, possibly under a Peripatet ¢ teacher, in Rome or Alexandria if the
arguments of Glucker (1978), Grayeff (1974) and Lynch (1972) concerning
the history of the Lyceum and Academy are correct. Glucker has pointed out
(1978, p. 121) that from 44 BC ug to Ammonius' time there are no
descriptions of philosophers living in Athens who are referred to as
Academics or Platonists but some individuals such as Ammonius himself,
the tutor and friend of Plutarch, are called (pp. 126 - 7) xaOnyntng, a
"professor" and never scholarch or leader of a school. There may have been
no physical Lyceum or Academy, no lecture halls, only a meeting place
(Glucker p. 271) until (see Lynch 1972, p. 169) Antoninus Pius reorganized

the schools in the second century AD.

There was significant influence from Aristotelian teachings onto Middle
Platonism. Dillon (1990 passim) F as drawn attention to the frequent use of
Peripatetic terminology by those Middie Platonists, whom he described as
"Peripatetic" (p. xxiii) in sympathy Furthermore (p. xxv) he has noted that
Alcinous' discussion (1990 Ch. 33) of philia "actually follows Aristotle's

order of subjects in the Nicomach 2an Ethics. Gottschalk (ANRW 2. 36. 2, pp.

1143 - 48) has also commented on the poro-Peripatetic wing within Middle
Platonism, starting with Antiochus and including Philo, Plutarch himself,

Alcinous and Apuleius.

The illusion of eclecticism ir, and rnajor Aristotelian influence on,
Plutarch's writings, and in other Middie Platonic works, may simply have
been caused by a course of stud/ and method of teaching developed in the

school of Antiochus. Cicero stated (De Fin. Bk. 5, 3.7) that Antiochus in his
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"old" Academy taught both peripa:etic and early academic views rather than
the mixture of platonism and skeg ticism popular in the period.
"... non ii soli numerantur qui Academici vocantur, Speusippus,
Xenocrates, Polemo, Crantor ceterique, sed etiam Peripatetici veteres,
quorum princeps Aristoteles "
and further that the school taught all arts and sciences.
"omnis doctrina liberalis, omnis historia,".
If Plutarch studied with some of Antiochus' followers in Alexandria, where
Glucker (pp. 112 - 3) argues his successors moved, he would have perhaps
learnt a combination of Platonic ghilosophy and Aristotelian science. 23
What we may perceive as eclecticism was to him simply using variations of
Platonic beliefs. Aristotle was just one of his sources, particularly useful for
natural philosophy, which we now' call science, and Aristotle's methodology
of research, something he was taight to consider as a method of the old
Academy, since some Platonists of this time, following Antiochus' teachings,

regarded Aristotle as a Platonist.

In the Amatorius itself, there are a couple of citations possibly taken

from Aristotle's Historia Animaliuri, usec as illustrations, and a few historical

allusions drawn perhaps from the Politics, or possibly from some historians,
and some remarks which appear :0 be as much critical reactions to

Aristotle's ethics as allusions or barrowings. As with the Stoics and

23 While there may not have heen an organized school in Alexandria, it is
possible there were Peripa etic teachers with some sort of connection to
Antiochus or his students. Index. Acad. Herc. col. 35 10 ff., notes that
Ariston and Cratippus , wh> were known students of Antiochus, along with
Dion, who also worked in Alexandria, abandoned the Academy and
became peripatetics. " *Ap otwv luev] ko Kpanhirlmoc ... gyévovro
Meptmaltnmilkol dlmooralinodvred the Akadnueiag"

See Mekler, p. 112 and Gcttschalx, p. 1094.




Epicureans, Plutarch "echoes" Ar stotle's terminology to criticize his beliefs

by a method of parody through re sonances.

Both Jones (1980, p. 12) and Taylor (A. E. 1924 p. 8 24) have
discussed the relationship of Platonic and Aristotelian ethics in Plutarch's
writings and agreed on the role o Aristotelian ethics, as being subordinate,
or having a lesser role, in the synthesis of ethical systems found in Middle

Platonism. Jones interpreted this influence on ethical works, like Plutarch's

De Virtute Morali, as being one ir which (1980, p. 12) Plutarch uses
Aristotle's ethical theories as a framework reinforcing Platonic ethics. Taylor

(Platonism and its Influence p. 8) also describes the interaction of Platonism

and Aristotle's ethics -

"... all through the first and s zcond centuries A.D., there was a strong

current of popular Platonism which preserved the main popular

doctrines of Plato though wi:h modifications in an Aristotelian sense."
Any eclecticism or borrowing wotild be a relationship in which Platonism
had the dominant role. (See Don ni in Dillon and Long 1988, p. 144 on
Aristotelian influence in De Facie ) Gottschalk has also commented on
Plutarch's ethics and their connection to Peripatetic teachings, stating that
(ANRW 2. 36. 2 pp. 1146 -7)

"the peripatetic teaching on moral virtue and metriopatheia were in full

accord with his outlook on lile. But these Peripatetic elements are

found for the most part in his popular ethical works."

Helmbold has noted in his Loeb edition 25 and his work on Plutarch's

Quotations (1959) many citations, throughout Plutarch's writings as a whole,

24 | believe this Taylor edition to be that of 1924 but am uncertain due to the

copy | had access to bein¢ an undated wartime edition.
25 Hubert's Teubner 1938 ed tion was consulted as well.

115



and in the Amatorius, where he considered it possible that Aristotelian

allusions and references were be ng made or used in the Amatorius. What
however was Plutarch's methodo ogy for these possible quotes? Plutarch
seems to make use of the writings of Aristotle and other Peripatetic writers in

several ways.

Firstly, he uses him as a reference source. The first such reference

(751 A) may be directly cited from Homer (lliad 21. 252, 24. 315 f.) rather
than Aristotle (Hist. Animal. 9. 2, €18 B 25 ff.). This is the discussion of the
two kinds of eagles in which the ¢peaker, Protogenes, compares his view of
"true” love to a mountain eagle, ad a lesser kind of love, to a different
species of eagle that sought for its prey in marshlands. The problem here is
whether Homer is being quoted directly, or indirectly, for while Aristotle's
interest was biological observation it seems possible the image could have

been borrowed for philosophical debate.

In Amatorius (754 A, Ch 6.16) there is the reference to a custom
involving mares being shorn befo e they are mated with donkeys to create

mules which also occurs in Historia Animalium (6. 18, 572 B 7). Here the

speaker is Plutarch comparing "humbled" mares to humiliated ill-treated
wives. These references are of a type frequent in Plutarch, the using of other
works as source-material, which demonstrates his encyclopaedic reading of
material, scientific and historic, n> longer available to modern scholarship,
save as fragments. Jones (1980, p. 20 note 75) cited Volkmann as counting

50 citations overall from Aristotle's scientific works in Plutarch.

There may also be indirect references to Aristotelian ethics. Aristotle
often discusses power in terms of authority and subordination, hierarchies of

greater and lesser in his Ethics whereas Plutarch (Amat. 754 D) notes that
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no-one is his or her own master "ovdeic & avapxroc" for the nurse rules the
infant, the teacher a boy, and gyranasiarchs, lovers and generals have
control over teenagers and youn¢c men. Likewise in his view there can be no
sincere objections to Ismenodora being superior in experience and wisdom
to Bacchon and hence no barrier to their relationship (754 D).
"Il de1vOv €1 yuvr VoDV EXovoa TPECPLTEPQ KVPEPVNOEL VEOL
Blov avdpdc, WPEAINOG HEY 0DOX TR GPOVEIV HAANOV NOEIA DE TQ)

rAgiv kon mpoonvng:"

"What's so terrible about a sensible older woman guiding a younger
man? She will be useful because of her superior intelligence and

sweetly affectionate to him t.ecause she loves him."

This would have horrified any we I-read follower of Aristotle, for in Aristotle's
world view women are always suordinate to men, and the relationship of
husband and wife, one of ruler ard ruled, as discussed in the Nicomachean

Ethics (Bk. 8Ch. 7 11568 B 13 - 14})

"avdpl TE TPOC YUVOIKOA KA1 TOVTL APYXOVTL TPOC APXOUEVOV"
and the marriage relationship is f urther compared to an aristocracy
(N. E. Bk. 8.10.5, 1160 B33 - 1161 A 2). 26
"Gvdpoc B KOl YuvOouKOC aploTokpanikn ¢oivetor. kot  afiov
Yap 0 oavnp Gpxel, Kol mEpl TAUTA & OEl TOV avdpa. doa Ot
yovonki apudler, ekelvny ¢modidLotv. Amavtwy O KLPIEVWV O
avnp €1¢ OAMyapxiav uediotnorv. mapa v alav yop avTo
TOIEL, KA1 OUX N KUEIVWV. EVIOTE OE APXOVLOIV 01 YUVAIKEG
EMKANPOI OVOMI. O On YIVOVTCD KAT QPETAV o1 GPXAl, GAAX

dix TAoDTOV Kot ddvauv. KaBdmep &v TOAC OAryapxioug."

26 The greek is from Bywater's O. (.. T. edition. (1896 p. 171)
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"The relationship between i an and wife seems like an aristocracy.

The man rules by merit of his natural role over masculine affairs and
whatever is fitting to a woman he grants control over to the wife. If his
authority is not based on merit but his control over everything the
relationship is like an oligarchy. Sometimes women rule because they
are heiresses. This situation is also like an oligarchy for it is not

through virtue they rule but “hrough having wealth and power."

Aristotle also states in the Politics (Bk. 1. 5. 1. 1259 A 24 - 27) that
ruling over the wife is part of the science of household management, "uépn
TAC 01KOVOUIKAC ...KO yop yvvoikog apxerv', whereas Plutarch in his

Conjugal Precepts (139 C) descr bed this as hegemony by agreement and

mutual consent and (142 E 33) as a rule through sympathy. The use of the
shorn mare image in the Amatoriiis was as part of a criticism of men who
allowed women no control within the household which is their "proper"

realm.

Plutarch further (770 A) obszrved that there were no greater pleasures
(ndovai) or continuous benefits (xpeiaa) given to others nor more beautiful
friendships than those which exist in a marriage in which man and wife keep
perfect harmony. This came directly after Plutarch's statement (769 D) that
Eros created Unity by his involve nent ir a marriage which is a partnership. -

", evoTnTa O 00 morolGo TotalTNV, olav Epwe TOIEl YRUIKAC

kowvwviae emiaPouevoc.

This may well be a response to a statement in Aristotle's Oeconomica
of which part of the second book survives as Fr. 184 (Rose 1886, pp. 140 -

7) in a mediaeval Latin translatio . This discusses the relationship of



husband of wife and control of househouse management. It opens with the
statement

"Bonam mulierum eorum quae sunt intus dominari oportet,"
Once again the woman's dominion is over the household but the final
authority belongs to the husband whose approval and permission is needed
for any expenses (p. 140, Il. 5 - 155) and a woman's special virtue or arete is
described as modestia (used 4 times in this passage and here apparently
equivalent to owdpoovvn). Aristolle cited as historical models of good
wives, Alcestis and Penelope, ani although both the husband and the wife
are co-guardians and educators of the children and houshold (p. 143) the
wife is depicted as focusing and directing her virtues towards her husband
and, while both should have resp 3ct for each other, one gains the
impression Aristotle thought the F usband's main task was to choose a good
wife who would be a subordinate housekeeper. However this subordination
to male authority had to be willin¢ for there to be any joy in the relationship.
Rose (p. 146, 1. 17 - 18)

"Nihil enim maius bonum ipsa in hominibus ait esse quam cum

concordes vir et uxor in volt ntatibus domum regunt."

"For nothing is a greater good amongst humans, she says, than when

with samemindedness in their wilis husband and wife rule the home."

This seems similar to Plutarch's statement, in the Amatorius (770 A),
concerning the physical union of marriage as the beginning of friendship,
but for Aristotle pleasure was not amongst the benefits of such a
relationship, though there can be joy shared by friends "amicis vero gaudia
muita;" and there is friendship an 1 partnership, yet there is no mention of
Eros as an agent that encourages this harmony between superior and

subordinate.
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Plutarch's married couple, however, do not just become friends

because they are in harmony witl each other but become a partnership of
friends because they love each oher (769 A ). They achieve "kpaoig"
through being lovers (t&v gpwvTov 769 F) and this leads special pleasures

and benefits (770 A).

"Ovte yap ndovod peiloves amr GAAWV OUTE XPEIXI OLVEXECTEPXI
TPOC AAAOVC 0UTE MIAIC TO Kahov ETépaC Evdoov olTw Kat
(NAWTOV, ®C 00 OUOPPOVEIVTE VONUOOIV O1KOV €XNTOV avnp 1O
yovp" 27
There is not simply good, benefits from services (xpeiou), but also pleasure
(ndovn), and the beauty of friend:;hip comes also as a result of Eros's

actions when he has a role in a rzlationship.

Plutarch described this friendship in marriage as being threefold in
characteristics and Aristotle's model of friendship is also threefold. For
Aristotle friendship results from Ulility (xpriciuov), Pleasure (ndovrj), or
Virtue (apetn), but for Plutarch thase causes of Aristotles are results, and
Love - Eros is a cause, not a consequerice or result like Aristotle's philia,

though philia can also be a result.

Aristotle's model for relationship was based on philia not Eros and he
classified friendship and various other social alliances as being of three

types based on -

UTILITY - profit, usefulness, advaniage TO ¥PAOINOV
PLEASURE - delight, joy shared n ndovn
VIRTUE - excellence, the good shered N apetn

27 The last two lines are a quote from Homer Odyssey vi. 183 - 4.



Friendship was described by Aristotle (N. E. Bk. 8. 3, 1159 A 27) as an
active kind of sharing - "doxel & &v TQ PIAEly uGAAOV 1) EV TQ

Piagiobon €1von” and in the Magna Morallia 28 (Bk. 2. 11. 1210 B 6)

"gomi de PEATIOV TO PIAEl’ A TO (MiAgioOon".

Marriage can be a kind of friendstip but it is that of ruler and ruled (M. M. Bk.

8.11.4. 1161 A 23 - 25).
"ko avdpo¢ Ot APOC yuveika 1 odTn Pl Ko Ev
aptotokpaTtiq.”

and there is no passion involved. Relationships seem very business-like in

these categories, based on needs;, however mutual.

Not so for Plutarch whose model for marriage combined eros and
philia differently. He discussed (739 A) rnarriage as a friendship and
partnership and (769 E) explicitly stated and emphasized the role of Eros

"T0 yap €pav &v yauw tov Epaobon peilov ayabov goti.”
"Passionate loving is a greater good in marriage than merely to be
loved".
The Aristotelian lover (Nussbaum 1986, p. 357) however
"is not erotic in the sense given that word by the Symposium".
Indeed Aristotle appears in his writings to replace Platonic usages of the
words gpw¢ and émBvuia with the word ope&ic to distance himself from
Platonic terminology. Nussbaum (p. 371) has further observed that
Aristotle's avoidance of writing akout erotic relationships seems to show a
blind spot in Aristotle's world-view. She alleged that Aristotle failed to apply

his own methodology to this prob em preferring to focus on philia and his

28 If the Magna Moralia is not by Aristotle it is by a Peripatetic writer.
For a discussion of the autenticity of the Magna Moralia see Guthrie
1981 ch. 3 p. 51.
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avoidance of the word Eros does seem rather odd given its frequent use in

other philosophical writers.

The difference between Aristotelian philia and Platonic Eros has been
described by Nussbaum (p. 357) as
"Philia, loving the whole wor d of another person for that person's own
sake, loves humanity and mutability as well as excellence. Platonic
eros seeks wholeness; philicc embraces the half."
In Plutarch the half is fused and joined into the greater whole with both

partners becoming lovers and differences dissolved into unity.

Plutarch seems to have deliherately inverted Aristotle's model of
friendship to establish and suppoit the irmportance of Eros in relationships.
Friendship was not simply a subjexct for ethical discussion of hierarchies but
in the Amatorius has been descrihed as an active connection between two
lovers, not just a lover and belove:d. The partnership in Plutarch's model of

marriage is reciprocal or becomes so because of Eros' help.

Aristotle tended to support certain traditional sexual biases and a
hierarchical paradigm of stronger-weaker, superior-subordinate, and wrote

in the Physiognomica (Ch. 5809 A 26 - B 14) 29 that males are generally

braver than females who have lesss "spir t"
"aDvpudTEpO TV APPEVWY ... DOKEL D€ UO1 KA1 KOKOVPYOTEPQ
viveaOou Ta OAAE0 TOV GPPEVWY, KA1 TPOMETECTEPA TE KA

AVOAKEOTEPQ."

29 D. L. lists a ®voioyvwuovika amongst Aristotle's writings (5. 25) but
although the work extant uader this title is spurious in regard to being a
work of Aristotle it is still useful as an example of Peripatetic views.



Plutarch refuted this by historical references to women's courage when
inspired by love and discussed (# matorius 761 F also in the Mulieres
Virtutes 257 E) how love inspired courage amongst other virtues, citing the
story of Alcestis and the tales of Camma the Galatian priestess (Ch. 22 768
B - D) and Empona the Gaulish aistocrat (Ch. 25 770 D - 771 D) as
barbarian examples. Other historical references that Plutarch shared with, or
derived from, Aristotle in the Ama :orius are firstly the story (761 A)
concerning Chaicis 39 and then there are the references to the tyrants,
Crateas and Periander (768 F) which may also be from the Politics (Crateas
1311 B 8 ff., Periander 1311 A 39 ff.). Aristotle used these historical
references to illustrate the idea that (1139 A 39) a tyrant's aim is pleasure
and a king's honour, but by Plutaich they were used to illustrate how Lust is

destructive and Love inspires cou-age and creates virtue (Amat. 761 F ff.).

Piutarch wrote about mania and how enthusiasm could produce
courage, but Aristotle would never have regarded Love's madness as a kind
of divine possession. Ross (1952, p. 26) has translated a fragment of
Aristotle from Arabic (Al-Dailami <: cod. Tubingen Weisweiler 8). In it
Aristotle in response to a student's question defined the essence of love as
a process that began as an impulse (presumably opum) which as it grew
could eventually lead to hopeless passion, sorrow and destruction of the

mind.

But even for Aristotle Eros existed as something generated from

intimate contact between friends and associates (Bk. 2. 22 Analytica Priora

68 B3 - 4)

30 This Aristotle may be a Chalcidian historian rather than the Peripatetic
founder (see Loeb edition note A p. 377).
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"to apa PrAgicBon TAC OLVOLOIOG KIPETWTEPOV KOTA TOV EPWTK.

H&ANOV apa O Epwc gomt TAC Pralac N ToD ovvelvor."
However Aristotle did not mentior: Eros in connection with the relationship
between man and wife, although he did mention affection as a product of
marriage. According to Cicero (De: Fin. 4. 7), Aristotle and Xenocrates both
taught that marriage was natural and a source of affection in families.

"ut coniugia virorum et uxorum natura coniuncta esse dicerent, qua ex

stirpe orirentur amicitiae co¢nationum.”

Partnership and pairing between the sexes for Plutarch was not, as it
was for Aristotle, a mere expression of a natural impulse from the political
animal (M. M. Bk. 8. 12. 7 1162 A 16).

"avdpt de ko yvvaukl ¢riio dokel KATA VOV DTAPYELV.

avOpwmog yap T ¢VOEl GLVOLAOTIKOV UGAAOV 1| TOAITIKOV."
To him it was a sacred union (769A) arising from friendship between the
sexes.

"TAMO yovon&l ye YRUETCIC apyol ToOTa MIAIAC, WOTEP 1EPWDV

UEYOAWYV KOIVWVAUOTO."

Aristotelian ethics play little or no role in the Amatorius, although
Plutarch's knowledge of them was impressive, leading Flaceliére to
comment that Plutarch (1987 p. cxxiv) was "admirablement informé"
regardiess of how the Peripatetics may or may not have influenced other
works of Plutarch's. Jones commented (1980, p. 12)

"... we have of course, no reason for supposing that Plutarch, in taking

over the framework of ethicel theory from Aristotle, rejects Platonic

ethics. We find throughout tis writings numerous Platonic ethical

ideas."



An example of this is how in the Ce virtute morali Aristotle's doctrine of the

Mean is used to reinforce Platonic: ideals of moderation as part of a critique
of Stoic apatheia. However Aristctle's views on Eros were not compatible
with Plutarch's Platonism although there may be some oblique references to
Peripatetic schema of friendship \vithin certain of Plutarch's definitions of

marriage as a form of friendship. “"he Platonic Eros comes first.

Plutarch's basic Platonism is the foundation of the theories presented
in the Amatorius. Any other philos.ophies that seem to appear are only used
for colouring, or a contrast to stregthen Plutarch's own arguments.
Aristotle's model of friendship, being based on needs shared, is certainly
not a major, or indeed, any sourc2 for Plutarch's model of married friendship
in the Amatorius. Plutarch's methodology may be a tool borrowed from the
Peripatetics, but if so it is being used to add to his own Platonism, just as
Plutarch made use of Aristotle's other researches for references to support
his arguments. Considering the differences between Aristotle's and
Plutarch's views of Eros and marriage, this very borrowing of material may

be a process of very Platonic irony.

Aristotle's works as a whole are used only as a source of material for
illustrations not as a model to forin a basis for Plutarch's personal philosophy.
Gottschalk (ANRW 2. 36. 2 p. 1143) has noted that the Platonists were the only

other school to make creative use of Aristotelian ideals. Plutarch makes creative

use of Peripatetic reseaches into history and science to support his own writings.

Let us allow Aristotle the last worJ on Plutarch's methodology. Plutarch quoted
Aristotle in the Table Talk (8. 10, 734 D == Fr. 62) as stating great learning gives
many starting points for discussions,

"

"INV TOAVHOOEIOV TOANAC APXOC TOIELV.
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NEOPYTHAGOREANISM AND ITS INFLUENCE ON PLUTARCH

A possibility that should not oe overiooked is that Neo-Pythagoreanism
also influenced Plutarch's development as a philosopher. Plutarch himself

admitted to an interest in Pythagcras' theories in his youth (De apud Delphi

387 F). There are indications not only within the Amatorius but in other of the
Moralia that he was interested not just in their theories of mathematics,
harmonics and cosmic numbers, but also may have read certain treatises,
on women and marriage, in circulation at the time. Given the signs of
Pythagorean influence on both Middle and Neo-platonic writers and on

Plato himself it is a topic worth investigating.

Pythagoreanism had a long and uneven relationship with Platonism.
Cameron (1938) commented on F'latonism's relationship to Pythagoreanism
(p. 94), that Plato took what had bzen "a loosely woven fabric of inherited
doctrines and ideas" and reworkecl them into a tighter weave of his own
design. Aristotle and other Peripatstics wrote studies of Pythagorean
theories (see Freeman 1953, pp. 245 - 6), from which Plutarch may have
gained knowledge of Pythagoreanism. Rowe however (1984) has described
Aristotle's remarks in the Metaphy:sics as

"misleading on Plato's connections with the Pythagoreans”
and concluded (p. 205) that, what -lato did with Pythagorean ideas, was to
see certain "possibilities" and "malk e crea:ive use of them". Pythagoras
wrote nothing himself. Much of the evidence for whatever were Pythagoras'
actual theories is imbedded in late  writings by Platonists or survives as

fragments and quotes in Diogenes Laertius and other writers on philosophy.



In Plutarch's time there were: Pythagoreans, and "Pythagorizers", within
Platonism as a movement, for the doctrines of both schools during the
Middie Platonic period were begirining to fuse into one. This fusion seemed
to have started in first century B. 2. Alexandria, judging from evidence within
the writings of Eudorus and Philo, followers of a type of Platonism which
according to Dillon (1977, p. 183) was

"heavily influenced by Pythagorean transcendentalism and number

mysticism, which, rather than the Stoicizing materialism of Antiochus,

is the true foundation of Middle Platonism."
Bevan (1927, p. xxvi) also has cornmented on this first century B.C. revival
and its eclecticism,

"...there was a revival of those views about Soul and Body for which

the Orphics, the early Pythac oreans and Plato had stood."

and (p. xxvi) on the fusion of the schools, that

"Neo-Pythagoreanism really drew more from Plato than from

Pythagoras."

Certainly something had revived interest in Pythagoreanism. We know
of at least one Roman Pythagorean, Nigidius Figulus, a friend of Cicero,
who was referred to by later writer; as "Pythagoricus et magus” and who
seems to have been somewhat of a polyrnath, being an astronomer,
philosopher, politician and a graminarian (Aulus Gellius 2. 4. 9 called him
"homo ... doctissimus"). Cicero clams his friend revived the Pythagorean

school from (near) extinction. Ciceto (Tim. 1. 1.)

"Denique sic iudico, post illos nobiles Pythagoraeos, quorum disciplina
extincta est quodammodo, cum aliquot saeculo in ltalia Siciliaque
viguisset, hunc extitisse, qui i lam revocaret.”

(see also Lucan 1. 638 ff., Cic. ad I-am. 4. 13. 2, and 2. 2. 3).
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Eudorus seems to have played a major role in this incorporation, or
revival, of Pythagorean doctrines within Platonism during the first century B.
C. Tarrant (1985 p. 3) notes that I1zudorus will probably remain "a mystery
figure", yet a key figure also withiin Acadamic Platonism in Alexandria,
though, unlike Dillon, he views ELdorus (p. 138) as an Academic not a
"pythagoro-platonist" 31. Dillon (1990, p. xxii) views Eudorus as being
representative of the "Pythagoreanizing wing of Platonism" and having
contributed (p. xxviii) to the revival of interest in Pythagoreanism by his
studies of Plato's Timaeus and notes the influence on Alcinous who
appears to have (indirectly) drawri material from Eudorus via Arius Didymus'

works for his own writings.

Eudorus' interest in Pythagoieanism (see Dillon p. xxxii) leads him to
develop a theology of a supreme One and a transcendent monad and dyad,
which combined the ideas of the Old Academy and Pythagoreanism. He
also seems to have been the first Middle Platonist to promote the ideal of
Plato's Theaetetus (176 B) "ouoiwoic 0ex" as the aim of philosophers 32,
This replaced Antiochos' telos, tal.en from the Stoics, of living in accordance
with nature, and remains the Platcnic telos to late antiquity and beyond (see
Dillon 1990, p. 171 - 72). Dillon hes also suggested (p. 115) that Eudorus
may have been a student of Dion pupil of Antiochus). If so, then one can
construct a hypothetical lineage, from Antiochus' era, and presence in
Alexandria, via Dion, then Eudorus, then an unknown teacher of Ammonius,

to Ammonius, and then finally Plutarch himself.

31 Tarrant 1983 also sees Eucorus as the "only serious canditate" for
authorship of the Anon. Corim. In Theaetetum due to this writer's use of
sceptic/academic ideas.

32 Likeness to God is seen as the Platonic equivalent of the Pythagorean

-~

saying - Follow God "emo® e@". See Dillon 1990 p. 4 and p. 55.




What was the actual extent of Pythagorean influence on Plutarch
himself? Plutarch himself mentiors (Table Talk 727 B) Lucius the Etrurian,
as one of many pupils of a conternporary Pythagorean called Moderatus of
Gades, and (728 D) also described the beliefs of pupils of another near-
contemporary Pythagorean callec Alexicrates, concerning taboos on fish

eating. In his work the E at Delphi (De E_apud Delphos - ITep1 tov EI 100

&v Aehdoic 387 F Ch. 8), during a discussion of number theories, Plutarch
made a remark that emphasizes tis interest at that earlier time in
Pythagoreanism - i.e. before he jcined the Academy
"GN ETEl TNVIKADTR TPCOEKEiunv Toi¢ podrnuooty eurabac,
TOXQ ON HEAAWV €IC TAVTC TIUNUEIV TO UNdEV ayav &v
"Akodnuel yevouevog."
He felt he had been studying mathematics to excess until he became a
"Platonist" and changed the emphasis of his studies. His emphasis on the
Academy as a position of moderation suggests he saw the Pythagorizing

faction as a more extreme group.

R. M. Jones (1980, Ch. 1, p. 7’ note 1) stated that
"There can be no doubt, ... that Plutarch is to be classified with the
Platonists;"

but he regarded (p. 9) De E apud Jelphos as showing eclectism and

possible Neopythagorean influence (387 F - 391 E) and furthermore
commented that (p. 9)
"I see no good reason why we: should not accept Plutarch's statements
as evidence that at one time he was not a follower of the Academy and
that he tended towards a forrmr of eclecticism in which Pythagorean
number theories played a great part.” (see 387 F where he states that

soon after he became an "adt erent of the Academy").
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Flaceliere (1964, p. 18, see also ~ 987, p. Ixxiv) also commented on

Plutarch's interest in Pythagorear number theory in this dialogue that
"Plutarque est imbu de la << mysticue des nombres >>"
and also that (1987, p. Ixxiii) two 2ssential principles of Pythagoreanism

were Number and Harmony.

In the Amatorius Plutarch mzntions ¢g1Aocodpor didaokarot who made
deities of the following concepts, rnnumbers, monads, "breath" (763 D),
"fihooodpuv 1DEac TIvag ko1 apiBuovg novadac Te kol mTVELHATA
feovc TorovuEvwy,"
which seems to be a reference to Pythacoreans, along with a reference
(765 A) to teachers of geometry who are not described as Platonic or
Pythagoreans, only as those who offer models to children
"we O YEWUETPAL... mipHuara opaipRdv Kol KoPwv Kol
dwdeKAEDPWY KPOTEIVOLOIV"
The two schools had become so similar it is hard to distinguish which one, if

not both, is being referred to here.

It is possible that Pythagoreans viewed God as a Monad, according to
Diogenes Laertius's evidence (8. 25 "apynv uev aravtov povada") and
Flaceliére (1987, p. 147 note 5 to p. 86) commented on this section, citing
Festugiere (REG 65, 1952, p. 258, note 1),

"Ceux qui considerent les nornbres comme des dieux sont les

Pythagoriciens".

Flaceliere (1987, p. 154 note 4 to p. 97) also commented that the Platonic
saying "xoiva Ta piawv" from Lys s (207c 4), cited by Plutarch (Amat. 767
E), had (D. L. 8. 10) a Pythagorean origin, in addition to its Platonic context

in the Amatorius.
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Plutarch in Quaestiones Corwivaliumn (BK 8 Question 2, 718 C)

in a discussion, the subject of which is "ae1 yewupetpelv tov Be6v", noted
that this alleged quote from Plato was in keeping with his character,
although it was not to be found in any of his writings,
"YEYPOTTOl PEV EV 0DOEVI Uadd¢ TOV EKelvov PuPAiwv, €xel Ot
monyv 1kavny kol tod [Miatwvikod xoapoxthpoc cotiv,"
and in this same dialogue in which Plato's interest in geometry is discussed
Florus (719 A) claimed that Plato was influenced by both Socrates and
Pythagoras equally

"0t ON TG TWKPATEL ...avaulyvdg ovx ntrov 1 1ov [Mubaydpav”.

The Neopythagorean treatise's which survive (Zeller lists 90 treatises)
"were nearly all pseudonymous,” aind as some of these treatises bore the
names of famous Pythagorean wcmen 3¢ who were said to have both
practised and written about philosophy, they may have influenced Plutarch's

views on marriage.

In the Coniugalia Praecepta Jf Plutarch, perhaps an earlier work than

the Amatorius 34, there are definite: signs of Pythagorean influence including
some ideas which carry over into his later work the Amatorius. Marriage
(138 D) is described as a concord, a "apuovia". Harmony was a keyword for

Pythagoreans of any era. lamblichus in the De Vita Pythagorica (1975 ch.

33 See Guthrie (1987, p. 122) ‘or a translation of several writings on
Pythagoras, including lamb ichus and others.
lamblichus listed 17 prominant Pythagorean women (ibid.) :
Timycha, Philtis, Byndacis, Zhilonis, Cratesiclea, Theano, Myia,
Lasthenia, Abrotelia, Echecratia, Tyrsenis, Pisirrhonde, Nisleadusa,
Bryo, Babelyma, Cleaechmas.

34 See Jones 1966 for a chrorology of Plutarch's writings. He dates the
Amatorius as being written post 96 and the P. C. as between 96 -100.
There could be up to 20 yeers difference.



18 p.47) records this as one of th2 questions Pythagoreans studied: "What
(is) most beautiful? Harmonia. (t xaAAiiotov; apuovia.)". Diogenes
Laertius (Bk 8, Ch. 33) quoted Thzano the wife of Pythagoras as having
described harmony as a virtue -
"TAV T QPETAV Gpuoviav €ivol Kol TNV DYIElav Kal 10 aya0ov
amav Kol Tov Béov"
and Thesleff (1965) in his index roted tre high proportion in Pythagorean
texts of usage of the words apuovia, 36 ©imes, cvvapuolw. 21 times, and of
sun compounds in general - 27. The importance of harmony is further
emphasized in the C. P. in 144 C Loeb ed. p. 333)
"ed TOIVDV NPUOCUEVOV TOV OIKOV E1vai Ol T® UEAAOVTI
apuolecBon oMV ko ayopav ko $iAovg."
"A man therefore ought to hzive his household well harmonized who is
going to harmonize State, Fcrum, and friends."
and in 139 D (p. 305 - 306)
"oUTw maoo TPQ&EIC EV 0lkiQ OwdpovoLon TMPATTETHN UEV
01 audoTEPWV OopovoouvTwy, emdoavel de TAV TOD avdpog
nyeuoviav ko mpoaipeorv "
"in like manner every activity in a virtuous household is carried on by
both parties in agreement, but discloses the husband's leadership and
preferences."
Plutarch illustrates this by saying tiat the hegemony of a husband over a
wife should be like two sounds in harmony - there is a difference in scale

and tone but both parties agree "o1novootvtwv" (139 D).

Perhaps the concept of harmonia used in the C. P. evolved into the
fusion and krasis of the Amatorius where Eros and virtue are in alliance and
balance. Plutarch may be avoidinc Pythagorean terminology in the

Amatorius precisely because he was aweare of Pythagoreanism's influence
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on his earlier writings, and wishec to distance himself from these, and to

emphasize he was a true Acaderr ic or Platonist, or to distance himself as a

moderate, from the Pythagorizers within Platonism.

Plutarch (139 C) advocated :he coricept of a chaste housebound
woman, owdpova yovoiko, and used also the term n oudpwv. A
Pythagorean writer also wrote on swdpoostvn for women. One extant
fragment from a Pythagorean, alle gedly <5 by Phintys of Sparta, (Thesleff

1965, p. 151) from a work named [lept yovoukoc cwhpoovvac, contains

the statement that this was the vir:ue most appropriate to women "yvvaikoc

Ot nudnota apeta owdpoovva.

In the Amatorius (753 B) Prctogenes criticised Ismenodora for
deviating from the ideals of being a modest, orderly woman who should sit
at home and wait for suitors,

"el O ooxVOVETAN KOl 0wpoVEL, KOOUIWG oikol xaBnobw

TEPIUEVOLOX TOVE UVWUEVOLE Kol omovdalovrag”

35 Why "allegedly"? There exists an ongoing debate about the
authenticity of Neopythagorean treatises from the Hellenistic era.
Some claimed to be written by founders of the school.

Waithe (1987, p. 44) has commented firstly, that if the fragments said to
be from women writers were forgeries, they were well-done with limited
signs of eclecticism, and secondly, why, if pseudonyms were used,
were the names those of famrous, female members of the school; and
thirdly, in support of their possible authenticity, that the documents
consistently used the Doric dialect. Guthrie however (1987, p. 39)
commented on this debate that if the documents are "pseudepigrapha”
they were attributed to earlie - individuals out of reverence and were
not necessarily forgeries in our modern sense of the word.

A further possibility is that perhaps some documents were written by
women of the Hellenistic/Imperial era, named after the heroines of the
school and that later scholars confused the two names. If there were two
Hierocles, there well may have bean two Theanos or Perictiones.
Certainly we know of several Plutarchs, apart from the author of the
Amatorius and possibly two Platos if the poems by a writer of that name
are not the work of a younc philosopher.



In response to this criticism Ismernodora was described by Plutarch (753 C)
as being "o1 de owppovec." one cf those women who are modest or

moderate in their behaviour

Perictione wrote (Guthrie p. 2239, Waithe p. 33, Thesleff p. 143) in her

IMept yovoukog apuoviac (= Stotaeus 4. 28. 19 p. 688 Hense) on the

importance of training the body to moderation to pérpov, good or due
measure and proportion, arguing ‘or choosing simplicity over vanity, which
is a form of excess.
"okfivoc de dyetv xpn mpoz uETpa voiog TpodAc TE TEPL KAl
WOTIWY KAl AODTPAV KOl GAEIWIWV Kol TPiXxwv OEo10¢ kou T@V

oxoo0 €C KOOpOV EOTI Xprood Kon AiBwv ..".

Phintys of Sparta (Waithe 1937, p. 27 Thesleff p. 152) wrote that, along
with the study of philosophy, virtue was common to both sexes, or rather that

the ability to practise and develop wisdom and virtue was something shared

by both.
"kova O pautl avdpelav <ot JKA0OVVAY KXl PPpOVAOIV.

"But | say that courage and justice and wisdom are common to both "

Plutarch (Amat. 769 C) rebuked men who think women had no share in
virtue and went on to list virtues that both sexes shared, such as prudence

and justice.

These writings, whether they were by female or male writers, and
regardless of when they were crected, may well have influenced the

development of Plutarch's own philosophy, as expressed in the Amatorius

given the interflow of ideas betwee:n the two schools and his admitted

interest in their theories of mathemr atics. If he studied their number theories,
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might not he have studied some cf their athical treatises as well as those of

the Stoics? However, for the Pythagoreans, control is the important virtue. It
is owdpoovvn and apuovia that ere in alliance in their paradigm of virtues.
As Eros is the primary subject of the Amatorius, the Pythagorean echoes are
minor here, and like Peripatetic ethics, a set of ideas which Plutarch showed
knowledge of, but which remain scondary to Plutarch's Platonic ethics of

moderation in emotions.

In the Amatorius we see a sl ght flavouring or echo of an earlier
Neopythagoreanism phase in the development of Plutarch's own personal
philosophies, but this only serves to emphasise how much Plutarch had
evolved his ideas. His knowledge of mathematics, Platonic and
Pythagorean, is drawn on to support or iliustrate various arguments. The

interest in social harmony promote:d in the Coniugalia Praecepta, seems to

have Pythagorean "resonances", jist as there are echoes of Peripatetic
ethics and a use of their scientific and historical researches, in the
Amatorius but this is primarily a methodology which draws attention to the

doctrine of spiritual fusion via the power of Eros found in the Amatorius.



CHAPTER NINE
PLUTARCH'S ECLECTIC METHCD OF CRITICAL RESPONSE

Plutarch seems to have dev:loped a regular methodology of using
other philosophies and viewpoints as tocls to strengthen his own
arguments. Rather than merely borrowing ideas his actual technique in the
Amatorius seems to have been to contrast two or three different viewpoints
to each other and his own. To the Stoics and Epicureans he made a critical
response to theories differing frorr his own, firstly by comparing their
theories to each other as opposite extremes and then to his own Platonism,
and secondly, in the case of the Stoics, he further contrasted differing
opinions within Stoicism, as a movement, 1o reveal the deficiencies in the

views of both the founders of Stoicism and near contemporary figures.

Plutarch had little or limited sympathy with the views of the Stoics and
Epicureans, however considerable: his display of knowledge of their
philosophies was. Dealing with the Peripatetics and Pythagoreans he draws
on their views on ethics and scienific researches where he can make use of
them but they are relegated to a v inor role in the Amatorius. These schools
had negative or limited doctrines of Eros which Plutarch criticised and
contrasted to his own Platonism, discussing his predecessors within Plato
and other schools, and then open ng anc extending that critical discussion

of theory into a revelation of his ov/n insights into Eros.

The Stoics, Peripatetics, and Pythagoreans, as well as those Platonists
who encouraged marriage, wantec wives to become or be already
paragons of virtue, harmony, empathy, moderation and common sense. The

Epicureans appear to have been the sole exception to this. Plutarch, rather
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than just stating what people should be, described how they could come to

be partners in love and virtue and life.

Only Plutarch, however, allied passion with virtue in partnership, for he
was primarily a Platonist; however, he responded to other philosophies
including those of his predecesso s in the school. Like Plato he took other
schools' ideas as starting points for development and discussion. What
distinguished Plutarch's model of marriage from those of the other schools
is the role of Eros. Eros fuses all the virtues into one transcendent force for
spiritual growth that made marria¢ie more than mating to gain a
housekeeper and children or to fulfill one's duty to society or the gods. The
presence of Eros allows both partiers to become a greater unity not a mere

alliance.
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