AR
W Durham

University
Durham E-Theses

An examination of the sources of Plutarch’s lives of
Nicias % Lysander

H. M. Luft

How to cite:

Luft, H. M. (1952) An examination of the sources of Plutarch’s lives of Nicias % Lysander. Masters
thesis, Durham University.

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/9656/ is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk


https://www.durham.ac.uk
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk/id/eprint/9656/
https://libguides.durham.ac.uk/open_research/etheses#s-lib-ctab-15326874-5
https://etheses.durham.ac.uk

ABSTRAGT

An dxamination of the Sources of Plutarch's Lives

of Nicias and Lysander.

Source-criticism of the Lives of Wicias and Lysander makes
it clear that Plutarch did not adopt any uniform method in the
compilation of his Lives, nor was he wholly dependgnt upon late
and worthlegs sources. sach Life constituted a separate problem,
requiring geparate examinatioh. |

For the Nicilas, in his descriptlon of the Sicilian Ixpedition,
he nade use of Timaeus' Higtory of 3icily, therebj incorporating
Thucydides and the eye-witnegs record of Philistus, which formed
the basis.of Timacus® account; in his description of the character
of Hiciag and hils early nilitary cdreer,_?lutarch mainly had
recourse to Book X of the Philippilca of Theopompus. ‘ Thus, two
higtoriansg supplied the biographer with the information in
anecdotal form which he required for his appreclation of thev
character of his hero. The result is a fair plcture of
Wiciag, little different from what extant writers have recorded
about him,

Plutarch's approach to the Lysander wés different. He was
aware of two traditions - one complimentary, the other wholly
derogatory. The greater part of the narrative of the Lysander
i1g encomigbtic and based upon the Hellenica of Theopoupus, waich
covered the short period of Greek historytmogopolised by the

achievements of Lysander, and was indebted to the Ilellenica of



Xenophon. But a suall =gection of the Lysander was basgsed upon
a ! Hostile Source ', which was algo used by Wepos. Thig
éource, appérently a Hellenietic biograply, adapted and distorted
the historical facts of'Ephorus, mazing use of the political
vamphilets of Pausanlas the Younger, xing of Sparta, exiled in
395 B.C. The result 1s a curiocusly contradictory Life,
wirich preserves the conflicting estimate of Lysander current in
the century after nis demiss.

In addition, botlh Lives contain Plutarch's reflexions
upon his material and his sources, or digressions of a topographical
and archaeolozical nature, suppleménted by apophthegms noted down

by the biographer in ecarlier reading.
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AV IAAMINATION OF THZD SO0URCEB OF PLUTARCH'S

LIVE3 OF NICIad & LYSANDER.

PART 1. SNERAL IJTRODUCT 101,

& careful examlnation of the sources of Plutarcih's
Lives of Niciaé and Lysander will sgave tie stucent from the
error, cowuon enough, of attcupting tLo prove that Plutarch
followed a single line of composition in all his Lives.
There is always a natural tendency on the part of scholars
to asgoume that, when they have proved that a particular
writer in the ancisnt world followsd a certain methol of
composgition in one of his works, the sgawe nmetinod of coupos-
ition wag invariably followed in the other works of the same
author. & theory of this type may hold good in the cage of
Nepog, the Roman blographer, who apparently made extensive,
if not exclusive, use of the countlesg exauples of bhlograpiiical
literaturelof the Hellenistic Age for his Greslk Lives, rarely,
If ever, having recourse for himself to Thucydides, Xenophon?
Plato, Theopompué, Timaeus, Silenus or Sosylus, althougn he

guotes then. But it would be foolish to assume that the

! af. Nepos, Epam., 1V, 6; here, of ocourse, Nepos ig referring to
' gcoriptores ' of every xind.

. Although Nepos exprecses hile admiration for the Xenophontic Life
of Agesilaus ( Nepos, Ages., 1 ), he probably did not use it
directly, and it is perhaps an exaggeration to claim that he
modelled hig Life of Atticus upon the Agesilaus of Xenoplion.



gifted and versatile Plutarch elther adopted the methods of
his Latin predecessor, or, having adopted one méthod in one
biography, proceeded to follow in slavish manner the same
method in all his biographiles.

The theory of Eduard Meyert'adopted and developed by
kaﬁll—eyllenbandf that Plutarch rarely made use of primary
historical authorities for his blographies, but waé indebted
to Helleﬁistic blographers whose works have not survived, may
in certaln circumstances and for certain Lives be accepted as
true. But it ig, of course, wrong to assume that because one .
can prove the use of one Hellenistic biographer in one Life
that such a theory is an all-inclusive one. It 1is certain.
that Plutarch was not a mere copyist, tied to a gingle and
probably inaccurate aﬁthority.

On the other hand, the older theory - that for each
geparate Life he made extensive use of all the books available
" in nis limited library at Chaeronea, of the deficiencies of
which he himself bitterly complaing - is prohably to lmpute
to Plutarch a modern method of scilentific researoﬁkwith which

he was quite unfamiliar and which he would find gqulite useless

; ;

Forschungen zur alten Geschichte, 11, pp 1 ff., 1899
?Plutarch und dile griechische Blographle, Stutigart, 1927
3 Demosthenes, 11, 1: De ET apud Delphos, 1.

4cf. H.A.Holden, Plutarch's Life of Nicias, Cambridge, 1887;
N.J.Barbu, ..... les blographies de Plutarque, Strass., 1933;
A,W.Gomme, Historical Commentary on Thucydides, p. 81, Vol.,l:

" Piutarch is far too individual a writer, and too good an artist,
ever to have copled a single author for a Life ".



for his purpose. The employment of primary authorities side by
gide was a method rarely used even by historians in the ancient
world. If Plutarch had professed to be a historian {( which he
certainly 4id not, himself disavowing the " collecting of
useless materials of ressarch "’), he would no more have adopted
& scientific method in his collectlion of facts for his Lives
than his contemporarles or predecessors did. With but few
exceptions history was not treated by classical writers as.an
ehd in itself,'an attempt to understand the past and the present,
and thereby prognosticate the future, by a scientific investigat-
ion of the facts. After the remarkable experiment of Thucydides,
whose standards proved too exacting for his successors, history
rapidly became what Cicero calls a " branch of the art of |
rhetoric "i and ancient historians principally aimed at some
form of moral instruction or entertainment, whether self-enter-
tainment by displaying their literary powers, or public enter-
tainment by denuncilation or eulogy or the transmisgion of
intergsting or scandalous anecdotes. " Duris of Samos ", says
w. W.‘Tarnﬁ " aimed at making history interesting by dramatising
characters and motlves; ani.by using the accessories of the

theatre ". Duris was no exception to any rule, and although

/
© Nicilas, 1, 5: cf, also, Alexander, 1, 2..
2% Qpus unum oratorium maxime ", Cicero, De Leg., 1, 2, 5.

3 Tarn & Griffith, Hellenistic Civilization, 3rd Ed., 1952, p. 283:A
emrenywder , gSays Plutarch, Pericles, XXV1ill, 2.
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his methods may have been novel, the general principles along
which he worked must be assumed to have actuated that great
succession of writers of history from the days of Xenophon to
the times of Tacitus,

In his introduction to the Life of Alexanderi Plutarch
tells us that he is mot out to emulate the historian. His Lives
are short ethical sketches of the characters of the great men
of the Greeks and the Romans. They are the complement of his
Moral Works - what we today would call ' psychological sketches ',
written for the moral enlightenment of the reader. Moral
enlightenment, then, 1s the purpose which constantly animated
the great blographer; this is the real secret of his biography.
He is writing to Instruct his readers, to inform them, to give
them examples and Qarnings from the past which may enable them
to ' abhor that which is evil and cleave to that which is good !.
His central interest was in helping people to le&d good lives,
for he lived 1in an age when the urgent need for a moral culture
and reform of character, for a gulding force in conduct, was
profoundly felt by all great serious minds.  This neced for
moral reform one can detect in many of the writers of the
Flavian perlod, in Quintilian, in Tacituézani in Juvehal. Even
Gurtiussthroughout his account of India is constantly harping

upon the vices and luxury of its inhabitants. Hardly a page of

! Ve \ 4
/Alexa,nder, 1, 2: m:/-re- y-\ee' fﬂropr—c; y,--crfaz-ev,&-l.\-c /@ravr-----

? Germania, X1X, 3: " Nemo enim illic vitia ridet, nec corrumpere
et corrumpl saesculum vocatur ".

$of., V111, 9, 19; Vill, 9, 23 & 29.
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/
the Elder Pliny's ' Natural History ', as scientific a work as

the age can show, 1s without its moralising. But Plutarch
probably felt this need for moral reform even more acutely than
his contemporaries, and he tried to satisfy it 1in his Lives'as
well as in hils Moralia.

M It was for the sake of others, " he reminds his readeréi
" that I first commenced writing blographies, but I find myself
proceeding énd attaching myself to 1t for my own - the virtues
of these_great men serving me as a gort of looking-glass in
which I may see how to adjust and adorn my own life..... and
gelect from their actidns all that ig noblest and worthiest to
know ..... What more effective means to one's moral ilmprovement ¢ "
Again, he WFitQSf " Virtuoug action straightway so disposes a
man that he no sooner admires the works of virtue than he strives
to emulate those who wrought them ..... For such reasons I
havé decided to persevere in my writing of Lives ".

It seems obvious that Plutarch's aim was not to describe
in full a man's career nor to give him a place in hlstory, not
to deal with the great movements of history or the posaible
effects.of a man's deeds upon subsequent events; for that is the
task of the historianf Ag his principal interest was character
and moral conduct, he was solely concerned with a man's deeds

s
as they showed up his character, and he depicted character with

EIT oL L LTLT LT LT Tl LIl S m IR STt nIDT T e —= = === o3 —

/cf.lell, 3, 25; XV1l, 24, 220.  ZAemilius, 1, 1

3Pericles, i-]'. 4 - 5 Fa.blus, XL, 6: of 7as ﬁefo&x-r: ypnf-o'?ﬁ
l‘fef’d‘
Cf., Demogthenes, Xl 7: 7 o,&o: Zma mR(-rjew Cato Malor, v]_]_ 3’ .
?OmD@y, Vlll T [ulo\/s'r-( S,varw ro -;*I gfymv 3 G-alba,, 1__;, : Tx &r WV
aed: x.ro'm rd, yoropéran ar«,y&k:\hv

.fxe//gug w,: Fpay pcFirys /ctopn.r.r
' “T'V



an ultimate ethical object,‘that his readers, and he himself also,
might find the examples of great figures of the past an incentive
to live and act Well themselves, It would be wrong to suggest
that Plutarch was unique in this disclosing an affinity between
dthics and blography, for throughout the centuriss biographers
have conceived it a " proper part of their function to attach to
the 1ife of a good man the value of a lesson in human conduct,
This moralistic and ediflcatory purpose 1is discernible in Nepos,
Plutarch and in the' countless lives of the Christian saints ".'
Now the very fact that Plutarch's Lives are moral sketches
makes the research into their sources both interesting and at the
same time most difficult. For each separate Life places beforeg
1ts author, when he 18 thinking In terms of available authorities,
a double question - ' Who is likely to be my best, that is, most
suitable authority ? ', and ' Shall I be able here in Chaeronea
to lay my hand upon such an authority 2 ! Therefore, Plutarch's
choice of authorities must have been dictated partly by the ‘
linitations of his library, but to a much greater extent by his
conception of the function of blography. The modern blographser
will be anxious to consult the earliest and most authoritative work.

b3
Plutarch may not have had such a work available; and even if he

{
D.R.8tuart, Epochs of Greek and Roman Biography, U.8.A.,1928,p. 121.

2 This is unlikely, for he probably exaggerated the deficlencies of
his library, armd would almost certainly have copies of Herodotus,
Thucydides, Zphorus, Theopompus and such standard historlans, as
well as an abundant supply of philosophical and peripatetic works.



had available the earliilest and most authoritative work, he would
not necessarlly make use of it, unless it fulfilled the ethical
and blographical requirements which we must assume that he laild
down for himself, One example will suffice, which is most
relevant to our study of the Life of Nlcias. One might imagilne
today that Thucydides would be the best authority for a biography
of Niclas. But we cannot féel at all certailn that Plutarch would
share our modern partiality for the great scientific historian

of the Pe10ponnésian War. On the contrary, it is most likely

that Plutarch would be unwiliing to use Thucydides at first hand,
for the following reasons. In the first place, even fdr the
Greek Plutarch Thucydides was a most difficult author to read.
Again, Thucydlides d4id not supply'the necegsary information for

a biography of Nioias in the convenlent form or on the convenient
gcale which Plutarch regquired. The scilentific historian who

has captured the imagination and won the regpect of modern
scholars! was singularly lacking in those anecdotes of human

and personal Iinterest which would make an appeal to a writer of

Plutarch's nature and avowed intention; for Thucydides - despite

2
- his keen sense of personality shewn in his long excursus on

Themistocles and Pausaniag the Filrst, amd his short appreclationg

of Pericles, Nicias, Cleon, Alcibiades and Brasidas =- rigo&rously

] .
Cicero and his contemporaries preferred to use Theopompus and
Ephorug for Greekx history, rather than Xenophon or Thucydides.

2cf, A.W.Gomme, Historical Commentary on Thucydides, Vol. 1, Oxford,

1945, p. 26



excluded from his work all biographical detall as being
irrelevant and unimportant in the midst of great political
gvents., Again, what would be the point of Plutarch scouring
Thucydides for his informatidn'about the facts of history if
such facts were convenlently summarised by sowme other author,
who - to the uncfitical blographsr - was a more suitable
authority? As will be noted later in greater detail, ir
Plutarch did indeecd use Thucydides at first hand for the
historical facts relevant to a l1ife of Nicias, then one chapter
alone of the Life of Niciaslwould have required a most careful |
examination of almost four books.of Thucydides for historical
data which are most briefly summarised by Plutarch.

This is not to suggest that Plutarch was not a careful
and scholarly writer. But we must not expect the historical
method to be adopted for the writing of;character studies,
whose purpose 1is ethical, Plutarch WOuld naturally consult
those writers - historians, philosophers and biographers - who
offered him the sort of material, the interesting comparisons,
the racy anecdotes, the unusual and surprising etories, which
would enable him to appreciate the'véu« and 3&5 of his characters.
For he is constantly reminding his readers that " it is not
necesggarily in the famous actlion that a man's excellence or
failure 18 revealed. But gome little thing - a word or a Jjest -

may often show character better than a battle with its ten thousand

/Plutarch, Nicias, V1, would imply a careful selection of facts
from Thucydides 1, 63 to 1V, 133.



slain "!

The Lives of Plutarch are ' Bioi ' in the Peripatetic
gense, in which the man is the main interest, " his be ing, not
hig deeda ", as Wilamswitzlsays; and tﬁerefore Plutarch supplied
Shakespeare with character as well as the 'stoff' of tragedy.
When occaglon demanded, the blograpner would be bound to use
the information which he could find ready avallable in the
Hellenistic bilographers. DBut 1f he found this information
gcant, or superficlal, or scandalously at variance with the
more 8tandard, if prosaic, historical accounts, 1t 1is not
unreagonable to agsume that he would supplement hisg primary
Hellenistic authority with, and correct it by reference to,
an historian. On the other hand, he may at times have begn
able to find all that he wanted for a particular Life in a
Fifth or Fourth Century writer, whose work was at hand for him.

In his Lives Plutarch quotes no less than two hundred
and fifty authors, of whom about eighty are historians known
to us only by their names or fragments? Ion of Chiod and
Stesimbrotus of Thasos rub shoulders'with Phanodemus the
ATThidographey and Calllsthenes the hisgstorian; on one page we
find Pasiphon of Eretria amd Demetrius of Fhalerum, Idomeneus

of Lampsacus and Aratus of Sicyon; on another we are glven

{
Alexander, 1, 2

2y, v. Wllamowitz-ﬂoeTLGndorff die griechiscne Literatur, Brd Ed.
- 1924, p. 242

3 cf, K.Ziegler, Plutarchos von Chaironeisa, Stuttgart, 1949,
pp 273 - 288 -
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quotat lons froﬁ Craterus or Phanias, Antisthenes or Aristoxenus,
Neanthes or Phylarchus, Charon of Laupsacus or Duris of Samos;
and 1t is never hard to find in the Lives the mames of Plato
the philosopher ard Plato the comedian, Theopompus Historicus
and Theopompusg Comicus, Dicaecarchus and Philochorus, Theophrastus
and Ephorus. It would be stupid to assume that Plutarch had
available or had read all these authorities, but surely it 1is
equally stupid to deny him the use at first hand of scme of these
authors ?

Of course, it is not possible to date with accuracy
the composition of the Lilves, nor to gay deflinitely whether or
not they followed the couposlition of the lloral Works. But - so
far as can be judged - the Lives were composed towards the end
of Plutarch's own life, possibly during his last five years!
They were certainly written at Chaeroneaf ard were no douht
the result of much earlier study and of notes made perhaps
during his stay in Rome, when much greater library facilities
were avallable to him, for Plutarch must. have had.in mind for
many years the compilation of Parallel Lives. We know that he
collected and arranged anecdoteg for his loral Worksf and we

may assume him to have done the same for his Lives. Thus, despite

lcf., Sulla, XXi, 5, where Plutarch refers to the battle of Orcho-
menus ( 85 B.C. ) as having taken place about two hundred years
before he was writing: the Life of Sulla, at any rate, must have
been written shortly before 115 A.D. .

2 —
Demosthenes, ll, 2

3 of. De Cohib, Ira, 1X, 457 D; De Trang., L, 464 F.
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the absence of books available for such a purpose in his small
home town, and despite also the lack of leisure in Chaeronea

for reading during his later yearsf he was famlliar by means

of the notes of a life-time's gtudy, and to a much lesgser extent
through his memoryf with the autioritiss whom he would choose
.to employ. A .

Plutarch shows little desire, and probably had little
ability, to assess the value of hie authoritics. This does not
mean that he dogs not often criticise the works from which he
gquotesg, or express hils gscepticism at the findings of some of
his sources. Many of his Lives are made the more interesting
for the modern rcader by the incidental criticism which ;s
directed against the little-ixnown authorities to whom Plutarch

3
is indebted. For he 1is quite prepared to criticise Theopompus

or Timaeust Duris of Samoésor Andocideéi Idomeneus of Lampsacug,
Cra.terus‘?, Daimachusz Ph:]la,rchusma.nd many other writers; and we
are left to wonder whether such criticism is his own or whether
ne found It in the sources Whiéh may have quoted many of hig
authorities, and to suspect that his reasons for criticlsm are

not that he has found an unreliable authority, but rather that

his authority disagrees with a preconceived idea of Plutarch's.

ef. Praec. Rel. Ger.,, XV & XV1l; An Seni Ger., 1V; Sympos.,I1, 10,1:
Vv, 2, 3: V1, 8, 1.

?cf. Demosthenes, XXX1, 7: e§ v 7{&&; .ereyvunat(«e-v '; &opa-v:n:tév
& Pericles, XXlV, 12: P Fec c—q\r EIJ‘FK&WT-( ?7 !-"7{.-7

Lysander, XXX  “Nicias, 1 SPericles, XXV11l: Alclib., XXX1l:
- Demosthenes, XX1ll
Themis,, XXX11 Pcricles, X: Demostlhienes, AV & X131l

f Aristides, XXV1 7 Lysander, X11 ‘°Trnemistocles, XXX1l
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At times he is fair enough to allow his readers to decide for
themselves which particular version of an incldent ﬁhey will
accept. Yet he puts good and bad authoritles together without
any attempt at discriminationf and quotes with as much assurance
from writers of little importance and third hard authorities

as he does from trustworthy or contemporary sources. Even when
he rejects the authority of a_particular writer, 1t is not
becausge he has adopted the modern,sclentific method of refusing
the late and worthless source for the ultiaate anmd trustworthy
authority; rather is it because he prefers to mawr uss of a
gource which may offer him the sort of material which he will
find useful for his biokraphy or which 1s consgistent with his
own preconcelved picture of his hero or villain. Two good
examples of this sort of preference shown by Plutarch are found
in his Life of Pericles. He criticises Idomeheus of Lampsacu53
for accusing Pericles of arranging the assassinatlion of Ephialtes,
and re jeets hié~authority, ggg'because Idomeneus ig a late and
quite unreliable writer for the period of Pericles, but merely
because his accusation 1ig inconsistent with Plutarch's own

estimate. of the noble character of Pericles. Again, Plutarch

‘ef. Nicias, XXV11l, 5; Demosthenes, XV, 6'ﬂwrffﬁvéﬂ‘€"r“ Eraner ;?fh,
21, Pericles, XXV11l, 2, where Ephorus 1is ranged srie by side with
Thucydides; Nicias, X1X, 6, where Philistus, the 'eye-witngss', is
an even more valuable authority than Thucydmies. ctf. also, Themis.
XXV1l, 1, and Alexandel", XLVI, 1l - 2: Erralbu §¢ fpo: ocdu'v atﬁlltéd&u
'r,r A[.«‘fd\nl of e kdor Ll-7wo‘: 1.5-« pry Kl&r-tf&«: é62r sl Fodsmlerros s
*Orysinpures Mok Avriplms wst Tetpos xTA.

\I
[4

3
Pericles, X, T
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/
refuses to accept the evidence of Stesimbrotus of Thasos, albeit

a contemporary, solely becausevlt does not apgree with Plutarch's
own conception of Pericleé. It is quite false to suggest that
Plutarch always preferred to use the earliest writers or the
nost scholarly writers or the most staﬂdard writers; and to
suggest that 1s to impute to Plutarch modern methods of scholar-
ship with which he was quite unfamilia.r.'z For in Plutarch's
opinion apparently the Athenian comic poetsswere as authoritative
in their estimate of character and in their recording of facts
as were philosophical writers or histqrians. He was prépared to
accept the statemehts of political pamphletegrs or of political
comedy at their face value, and to place them parallel with the
words of Thucydides, probably because he failed to undérstand
the real nature of Athenian political comedy.

Now it seems a priori obvious that Plutarch will be
more interested in the writings and writers of the Fourth and
Third Centuries B.C., than in those of. the Fifth Century. " It is
generally recognisad, " says C. N. Gochrane? " that the scientific

outlook on the world, characteristic of the Fifth Century, B.C.,

’Periclas, X11il, 16

2J, Carcopino falls into this trap ( L'ostracisme Athénien, 2nd E4.,
Paris, 1935, p. 220 ): " Le discoura du pseudo-Andocide est la
plus ancilenne des sources auxquelles Plutarque soit remonté dans
la question du dernier ostracisme: elle est plus anclenne que
ThGOphraste - plus ancienne que Théopompe et Ephore. Voild pourquoi
Plutarque a abandonné la version 4' Ephore et de TheOpompe, gu'il
avalt transcrite dans la vie de Niciag, pour suivre, dans la vie

d'Alcibiade, celle que nous a conservée le pseudo-Andocide...".

3 or, Pericles, 1V,9-10: XXX, 4; Nic.,1V,4-8:V111,3-4;Alcib.,1,4-8:
X111,2-9: XV1, 2-3: XX, 6-7.

“ Thucy. & the Science of History, Oxford, 1929, p. 138
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wag confronted with, ani all but overwhelmed by, a powerful
philosophic impulse equally characteristic of the Fourth ",
Thig impulse was not without its influence upon historians,
dramatists, writers of ' belles lettres ', and literary
dilettanti of all sorts. At the sdme timg, the vast disturb-
ances which followed the breakdown of the Greek clty-states
and the unification and Hellenisation of the Greek world under
Alexander the Great and his successors, turned tne attention

of writers either to partial narratives, local histories and
the biographies of indlviduals, or else - under the Influence
of Igocrates - to cumberscme unilversal historiss or ambitlous
and imaginative Wbrks. Just as the earlier historians,
Herodotus and Thucydides, were mainly preoccupied with the
doings and destlinies of political communitles, and were there-
fore comparatively indifferent to those of individuals, so the
writers of the Fourth Century B.C. and later began to conneot
great events and achlevements with the names of individuals;
personal characher and the motives of the actiong of individuals
were the objects of their interest and their study. .

It 1s quite wrong to agsume that biography of individuals
iz never to be found before the beginning of the Fourth Century;
but it is nevertheless true that the writers &f the Fourth‘and
Third Centuries B,C., under the influence of rhetoric and
philosophy, rediscovered the individual and extracted him from

the midst of great political events.
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Plutarch himself confessges that he is more.attracted to
an authority who is both 7:fo(n<o/s ard ¢ck°’€°fos l; ard, from what |
we can judge of Plutarch's own character, such a choice of
authority 1is natural. For his objlect was, as Holdennexpresses
it, " not to ascertain historical truth in the interest of
gclence, but to represent a picture of human virtue in the
interest of ethical philosophy ". As Plutarch was a ' believer ',
living at a time when the faith of his fathers was shaken to its
very rootg, when long-cherished standards were being abandoned,
and when doubt and immorality were rampant, he mugt have lent a
readler ear to those writers who attempted to assess history
in terms of religlon - or, at least, in terms of philosophy; and
all historians who tried to use history as a warning and an
example for the good life would gain his sympathetic ear and
pen. It 1s noteworthy that often enough his authorities are
philosophers rather than historians, and their works moral or
philosophical essays, rather thah political or historical
treatises?

But this is not to assume that Plutarch is almost entirely

indebted to late and worthless sourceéT Tarn 1is far too seqvere

when, after tracing the development of rhetorio's insidious

{
Lysander, XXV, 5
2 plutarcn's Life of Nicias, Camb., 1887, Intro., . XXXV11l.

34 good example of this is found in the Aristides ( 1 ), where
Demetrius of Phalerum, the philosopher Panaetiusg, and Idomeneus
of Lampsgacus, friend of Epicurus, are quoted one after the other
to argue the wealth of Aristides; cf. also, Alexander, XLV1l, 1.

4In any case, he is probably referring to Ephorus or Theophrastus
in the Lysander, XXV, 5.
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influence upon the writing of history; he concludes by saying
that, in the footsteps of the Hellenistic blographers, Satyrus,
Hermippus and the rest, " Alexandria pilédvup masses of biographical
material, but so unoritically that when later Plutarch took the
mnaterial and from it produced great works of art, truth and
falsehood had become hopelessly fused “! guch a statement of
Tarn must, of course, be based upon Bduard lMeyer's assumption
that Plutarch almost invariably used Hellenistic blographers

as the basis for his Lives. To make a detailed examination of
this ﬁheory lies outside the scope of this thesis, but it is
necessary to recapltulate the main points of the argument.

Both Uxkull- Gyllenbani and Barbu are certainly examining
Plutarch along the right lines when they postulate a careful
study of the historical and blographical sources Which he used,
before attempting to assign to his Lives a place.in the history
of ancilent bilography. But both, one feels, overemphasise their
own partitular theory to the exclusion of any other. Uxkull-
Gyllenband, from a study of the three Lives of Themistocles,
Aristlides and Cimon, assumes that Plutarch invariably drew upon
the works of Hellenistic blographsrs of the Second and First
Centuries B.C., who, inspired by the Scipionic circle, wrote in

a simple, laudatory style factual’accounts of the lives of great

{

Hellenistic Civilization, 3rd Ed., 1952, p. 289
zPlutarch und die griech. Blog., Stuttgart, 1927, p. 110 et seq.
3.... les biographies de Plutarque, strass;, 1934
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men, which were based upon the works of Fourth Century writers,
Such a theory 1is wildly speculative, for there 1is no evidence
whatever even for them& existence of these ' Scipionic !

. biographies{ On the other hand, in an almost fanatical
attempt to prove false leyer's general theory, Barbu denies
outright the exlstence of political blography in the Hellenistic
period, and palnts - although not very convincingly - a picture
of Plutarch as 1f he were a modern bilographer, seriously
applying himself to historlcal sources, and impartially
examining variant traditions to arrive at a true estimate of
the characters of his heroes.

The.truth probably lies midway between these two
writers. It is a pity that we know sgo little about the Hellen-
istic biographers of the Third Century, that " mendacissimum
genus hominum ", as Dindorf described them. They were the
natural heirs of the historians of the Fourth Century, who,
tainted by rhetoric, " concluded that style was éverything and
substance nothing; what you said was lmmaterial, provided you
seid it according to rule and avoided hiatus ".. Thug does
Tarnzpass judgment upon the Isocratean historians, whose works
unfortunately have not survived, so that our prejudice against

them 1is probably inherited from writers like Polybius who had

'cf. the critiecisms levied at this theory by Weizsécker, Unters.
u. Plutarchs Bleg. Technik, Berlin, 1931, p. 82; Barbu, ibhid.,p.
28 et seqg., ; Cary in C.R. XL11, 1928, p. 30.

*Hellenistic Clvilization, p. 281
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very little good to say about any of thelr predecessgors.
Isocrates himself was the great teacher who, directly or indirectly,
wag to hgve a profound influence upon the course of Furopean
prose for generations to come{ His pupils, and the puplls of his
pupils, Ephorus, Thsopompus, Néucrates, Heracleides of Cyme,
Theocritus of Chlos, Cephilsodorus, Daimachus of Plataea, Timagus
of Tauromenium, and many others, combined rhetoric with history
&nd set the standard for the countless Aoyoyeufo/ who succeeded
them. There was a strong ethical note in their writings, and
an exaggerated emphasis in their style. ﬁimdorus Sieulus, who
was almost entirely indebted to the Isocrateans, well éxpresses
their point of view in his Preface to Book 1 - " History must
be regarded ag the guardian of the virtues of great men, as the
witness to the wrongdoing of the wicked, and as the benefactress
of the whole human race “. Herein lles the weaknessg of these
writers as‘historians, and their Inevitable attractiveness to
the Hellenistic blographers, amd, of course, to Plubarch. The
chief figures in their works were shining examples, painted in
" the most exaggerated colours, of what kings~and generals and
staﬂesmen should be, or else awful warnings of that pride which
ig inevitably followed by a fall., From the times of Isgocrates,
" history was affected by a new passion for argument, for praise
and blame, which héd been foreign to earlier historians"f

Inevitably then these scions of the school of Isoarates influenced

e T T T o e o MO e e T I T s ——y

‘et Cicero, De Orat., 11, 22, 94: " Isocrates magister rhetorum
omnium, cuius e ludo, tamguam ex equo Trolano, meril principes
exlerunt ", '

* 9. Jaeger, Paideia, Oxford, 1947, Vol. ill, p. 103



the Hellenistic writers, particularly the blographers, who |
were more likely to consult them as thelr autnorities than
Thucydides, or even Xenophon. The Peripatetic writere of the
Third Century, heirs of Aristotle, abandoned philosophical
research and devoted theumsclves to a presentation of ethics
and history in a popular form.,. BiOgraphy was certainly not
the only form whioh this presentation took, for the Peripatetics
and thelr succesgors wrote treatises on all manner of subjects,
historical sketches, dialogues, memoirs and the like. But it
is with their bilographical efforts that we are here concerned.
From Aristoxenus of Tarentum, the " founder of literary biography,",
to Hermippus of Smyrna, they poured oﬁt countless ' Bloi ',
both factual and ethical, both of intellectuals ( in whom they
were naturally more interested ) and also of men of action.
There 18, admittedly, legs evidence of the latter, but certainly
not no evidence, as Barbu would have us belleve.

The Bios Avbpov of 4ristoxenus, that " longe doct-
igsgimus "zof the Peripatetic biographers, was the precursor of
a long list of Lives, notably those of writers and philosophers,

by varlous members of the Peripatetic School.

/ —
F. Leo, in Gesch. der griech. Litt., ed. 6, 11, 1, 71: guoted
by D. R. Stuart, upochs of Greck and Roman Biag;aphy U.B.A.,
1928, p. 130.

Jerome, De Vir. Illust., Prolog. ad Dext.; Diog. Laert., 1, 11, 118;
F.H. G.,ll 269 - 292,
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Heraclgides Padnticus, the Academlc philosopher and writer,
almost certainly produced blographlcal workst and apparently
made use of dialogues of the Aristotelian form, for Cloer62
says that in the ' De Re Publica ' he too adopted the same
method as Heracleides. Among his wmany workd{ he may even have
prdduced gsomething on Pericles or the Athenian demagogues.+

Phaenlas’of Eregus, a pupii of Aristotle,who inherited
the'Peripatetic interest in literary and historical research,
wrote what one can only term political biographies of
Themistocles and the Tyrants of Sicily.g

Chamaeleon of Heraclea Pontica, a fellow-countryman of
Heracleldes and a friend of Theophrasgtus, in addition to a
history'of poetry, also apparently wrote a Life of Aeschylusf

Among the later Peripatetics must be noticed the names of
Duris of Samos, that historlan of the novel methods; wno aldo
cbmposed a work on painters, and Lives of Sophocles and Euripideg;
and Neanthesg of Cyzievus, who ag court historian wrote a history

3 —_\ > 7 ” Y
of Attalus the First, and whose work flege €véofon Avdow dealt

?
mainly with men of thought and literature.

N

’cf: f&,& 7977(“3" 7y > 8o e v , Diog. Laert., V, 88; F.H.G., 1:1, 197
*ad Att., X111, 19, 3
¥ plutarch calls him pwhye x<i mhwepsmas ( Canillus, Xx11, 3 ).

&
c¢f. Plutarch, Pericles, XXXV, 5; Diog. Laert. ( V, 87 ) refers to a
Work, /e 753 &exys , and calls the writings of Heracleides w<diww

Kes 2préTe o
5 - .o .

F.H.G., L1, 293 ¢Fr. in Z.KSpke, ' De Cham. Heracl. ', 1856
7 p.6r.4.,11 4, 76 f.f. Pausanias, 1, 6, 1. 7 F.H.G., 111, 2

F.gr.H.,11, 84 & 171
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There are two further namés.which are worthy of mention,
those of Satyrus and Hermippus.

Satyrus of Callatis Pontica is wmost important, all the
more 8o because his Life of Buripideg, in dialogue form and
mutilated condition, 1s the only extant Peripatetic bilography
wilch we posse es.l In his great work, of 8rr , or i(v.z,p.‘,a,,‘ o Bor
he gecug to have dealt in a semi;popular manner with kings,
statesmen, generals, orators, poete and philosopherg. He is
most’freduently cited by Dilogenes Laertius and Athenaeus, the
latter giving at least a surface reference to a Life of Philip 1
Although ne wag an uncbibical and prolific writer, thérs 1ls no
need to acssume with Barbu® that his worizs on men of action
congisted merely of gensational ans@dotes, recorded to pander
to the low tastesg of hig readers.

Hermippus of Smyrna, a conteaporary of Hatyrus, was
equally pfolific.'3 His work, ' On Hagi", probably included
gections devoted to lawuglvers, sages, pﬁilosophers and oratorg,
the ' Seven Wise Men ', Lycurgus, Solon, Pythagoras and the
like. He may also have wriltten a Life of Iurivides, for in
the anonymous ' Vita Buripidis ' he is cited as an authorlity
for the story that Dionysius of Syracuse paid a talent for
the poet's 1lyre and writing iuplemente after his death. lle
wag certainly versatile and geems to have written on celebrated

wen in all wakrks of life.

/ PN

F.1.G., L11, 159 - 166; A.3.HunE, P. Oxyr., 1X, 1012, 1176.
a

Barbu, Ibid. pp. 25 - 26.

' F.H.G., ILL, 35 - 5h.
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such a scant survey of the blographical works of the
Peripatetic; leaves ug with the 1mpression that political
blographies may indeed have been written in Hellenistic timés.
Both Barbw and Uxkull-Gyllenband, from quite 1inadequate evidence,
deny this - the former. outright; the latter: by claiming that
only the liveg of intellectuals were composed by the Peripatetics,
political bilographies being the work of much later writers in .
the time of the Younger Scipio.

Plutarch was obviougly familiar with these Hellenistic
biographers? and had consgiderable knowledge of, and familiarity
with, the works of the Fourth Century historians. But i% is
difficult to assume that he invariably preferred the biographers.
Zven the anecdote about the works of Euripides, qudted in the Life
of Niciasf which we now firmd in the fragments of Satyrus' Life of
Eﬁripides, is no evidence that Plutarch made direct use of Satyrus,

for Satyrus himself may have bcen indebted for the anecdote to

S D tnramm e e e o o e o o .

Omlttlng guch names as those of Dicaearchus of I'gssene, that 'great_
and prolific Peripatetic' ( Cicero, De Offic., I1, 16 ), F.H. G., 11,
225 £f., F.Wehrli, Die Schule deg Aristoteles, 1, Basel, 1944;
Demetrius of Phalerum, F.Gr.H.,11 B, 228, F.Wéhrli Ib*d 1V, 1949,
W.S.Ferguson, Hellenlstic Athens, London, 1911, pp. 38-65;
Clearchus of Soll, F.H.G., 11, 302, F.Wehrlti, Ibid., 131, 1948;
Hieronymus of Rhodes, fr. 1isted in PY, V111, 1561;

Sotion of Alexandria, fr., listed in PV, IIL A, 1235;

Antigonus of Carystus, fr. under Wilam. licellen., A.v. XKar.,Berlin,
1881; and even Epicurus' friend, Idomeneus of Lampsacus, whose
work on the Athenian demagogues must have dealt with political
flgures in at least as much length as the Digression on Demagogues
in the Tenth Book of Theopoumpus' Philippica, F.H.G., 11, 483-494,

2 Barbu, Ibid. pp. 20 £f. . 3 Uxxull-Gyllenband, Ibid. pp.l09 ff.

“¢f. Barbu, Ibid. pp. 47-71l; Paton, G.R., XXV1l, 1913, pp. 131-2,
quotes two examples of close verbal reminiscences between Satyrus'
Life of Buripides and Plutarch's De Adul. et Am., &8 B, and
Conjug. Prae., 14l B.

5 Xxrx, 3 - .
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Timaeus, wno Sceng to have been Plutarcin's nrincipal gource
for the ‘latter half of the Life of Nicias. It is probab}y
true to say that Plutarch hingelf varied hig wetnod and changed
‘hig approach for each scparate Life. Josetlmes we may asgune
that he used secondary biographles. Thus, the Life of Solon
may be based on Heruwippus, wino was hiuweelfl making use of the
' atthis ' of Androtion, as ig sugzested by I. I Walker!
Similarly, the Life of Periclesg may be of Peripatetic extraction,.
based ultimately on Stesiubrotus. It has been dewonstrated
By R. E. Smithfthat the basie of the three Rowan Lives, Titus,
Paullus and Cato Halor, ig in all cacges a biogfapnical WOrK.
But this, of course, is not surpriging in the casze of Plutarch's
Roman Lives; for Plutarch's Latin was so pcofi & his nowledge
of Latin literature so Very neagre, that he would be forced to
accept the most ecasy and sgtraightforward authorityj

| Sometimes Plutarch must have reverted to historiéal
writers, when the ir anecdotal style appealed to him and they
supplied him with what he wanted in the way of illustrations of
cnaracter. This may be true of the Life of Pelopidas, which wasg

5‘ .
apparently based upon Calllsthenes, a Fourth Century historian;

'Hew Chapters In the Hist., of Greel Lit., Seriesg 1, Oxford, 1921,
' Ath., Pol. ', p. l4l. ‘

20.0., XXK1V, 1940, pp. 1 - 10.

e

l__l

3'Demosthenes, 1.

—=

¥ Although there were many histories of Rome written -in Greek, not
nearly ag much had becn written about great Romans as about gre
Greeks. Apparently, when he was forced to do =0, P. even made 1
of Nepecg (cf. Marcellus, XXX, 5; Niil, &; Lucullus, IL11l, 2 ).

¥ of. H.D.eetlake, G.Q., AXX111, 1939, pp. 11 - 22, \
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ard 18 hardly open to doubt in the case of the Life of Eumenes,
in which he is making use of Hieronymus 5f Cardia's great work{
Similarly, in his Lives of Agis and Cleomenes he may be entirely
indebted to Phylarchus, who continued Duris of Samos ' History
to the death of Cleomenes.

SOmetimeé, in the same Life, he supplemented hls principal
authority with material from a secondary source, as secems likely
in his Life of Lysander, where his principal narrative gource, an
historian, geems to be supplemented with a great deal of material
culled from a blographical sourcé. It is perhape true that the
Life of Timoleon wae based by Plutarch upon é blography ( itself
congiderably indebted to Timéeus.), and -then supplemented with
reference to the Sicilian History of Tima@us?

On occasions, as sgeecms probable in the Life of Nioiés, he
drew hls material from fwo historians, taking up the sgcond
whére‘the first ceased to be of valuse.

But as Plutarch was not, like Diodorus, & meXe cmpjist,
the task of identifying his sources 1ls no easy one; and such a
task becomes infinitely more complicated when one remembers that
ancient writers had no sense of plagiarism, but freely pillaged
the works of theilr predecessors, without giving'credit to those
to whom they might have been indebted for much of their material.

We cannot assume that because Plutarch makes reference to a

ey R - . ~ LR T T T A R NI A T I T T TIT T T T T A R AT L S g Sk T T STy

{cf. WeW.Tarn & G.T.Griffith, Hellenistic Cavilization, p. 283

?cof. H.D.Westlake, C.Q., XXX11, 1938, pp. 65-T4
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gpecified writer, he either possessed a copy of the works of
gucn an author, or even had accessg to them. It 1s not very
casy to take seriously the coument of A. 7. Gomme, " when
Plutarch says in the introduction of the Nicias that he will
touch but 1lightly on events that have already been described

by Thucydides and Phililstus, that means, in an honest man, that
he has read them both " : For this is, surely, to impute to
the great biographer a moral sensg wholly unknown to, and
unappreciated by, classical,writers, and solely characteristic
of modern methodg of scholarship. The phrase ' Philistus
gays ', or ' as Thucydides writes ', or ' Heracleides Ponticus
refutes this allegation ', probably means no more thaékbhat
Plutarcih's authority, basing his account upon that of Philistus
or Thucydides or Heracleides, quotes them to prove a point.

In the same way, citations from the Athenian comic pOetéde not
prove, and may not even imply, that Plutarch was familiar in
detail with all the works of Cratinue, aristopnanes, Zupolis,
Pherecydes, Amelpsias, Plato Comicus and the like. Indced,
we have somé\slight evidence 1in his Life of Niciaasthat'he had
not read some of the Comedies from the lines of which he guotes,

& suitable line of Hupolls, quoted perhaps by Theopompus in his

c . - - - L — -
Al e mwees e e =

/ 4
A.W.Gonmme, Ibid, Vol. 1, p. 75

2And they are legion; cof. Lives of Cimon, Pericles, alcibiades
~and Nicias,

3 Chapters 1V & V111l; these polnts will he brought out later in
detail.



26

Digression on Demagogues { and the Theopompan anecdote and
citation repeated verbatim by Idomeneus of Lampsacus in his
work on the Athenian demagogues, and sSo incorporated later
into a Hellenistic bilography ) would naturally appeal to
Plutarch if he foundgit quoted by his authority, whoever that
authority might‘be.

But, however difficult the taek may be of resolving
thege sources, it is one which is full of interest and never
falls to pay the student, as it leaves hin amazed at the 8ixill
and dexterity with which Plutarch wove together his avallable
authorities, rounded off and polished { ' abrundet ' ) his
Lives, and left to posterity, not a patchwork ( for there is
rarely any sign of that ), but a highly finished piece of
compogition, a work of art which can compare favourably with

any of the greatest productions of the ancilent world.
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PART 11. PLUTARCH'S LIFZ OF IICIAS.

8ecction 1. The Bicilian Expedition..

The Nicilas is, perhaps, a mnost representative blography;
it doeg not deal with a character towards wiom laﬁer writers tooi:
up any controversial attitude, as 1s bound to be found in such
biographies as those of Themlstocleg, Pericles, Alcibladesg,
Lygander, Timoleon or Demosthenes For of the poodness and
religious zeal, and Iindeed political Integrity, of lilclag there
was little doubt in the anclent world: as there was no doubt
about his timidity, superstition aml lack of determinatlion.

The tone of Plutarch's Life 5f Jiciag isifair; weakne ssc g
are balanced against virtueg; allowance is made for human frailty,
and speaxing generally, while the weainess of character typical of
Niclag inevitably leads to his final destruction, the man hiwself
is depilcted as struggling in vain to rige above an atmogphere
which is too gtrong for him, and to battle against fﬁrcea, axternal
to himeelf, evil men ard evil days, which in the end degtroy both
hin ané themegelves. There 18, in the L ife, more condeunation of
Gleon and the unruly Athenian mob, of Gjli pus and the bhoastful
Spartgns, than there is of Nigias himself. This fact in itself

.1s of the utmost importance for source critioism. Inevitably,

l
cf. Plato, Laches; Aristotle, Qonstltutlon of Athens, AHV1ll, 5;

Ly51as On the Pronertj of the Brothsr of MNicias, 149, 2 et seq.:
Mo i watd Zywtd oclries 77 o lee ysrn7[..rwc.
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Plutarch's final picture of Nicias will be greatly indebted to the
conception of Nicias found in his sources; and one of the most inter-
esting facts about the Life of Nicias is that there is not any real
picture given of the personality of Nicias. The genefal Impression
made upon the student by the Life is of two sources, of different
but notAconflicting outlook, whose main interest lay not in Nicias
himgelf ( aithough they must have had very much to relate about him )
but in those who came into cbntact with Niclas both in Athens and
in Siéilty; who were describing the Athens of Cleon and the Sicily
of Hermocrates, and dealt with Nicias only in so far as he had
dealings with ,or controversy against,those in whom their real
interest lay.

Again, the biography falls naturaliy and without any

difficulty into two divisions, after the introductory chapjler -
the divisions being chapters E} to X1, and chapters X11 to XXX.
It 1is significant that the bulk of the Life 1s concerned with the
Sicilian Expedition of Athens, which is examined in very coneiderable
detall and with not a few incidents related which are quite ‘
lrrelevant td a life of Nicias: The style of these two divisions
ls quite different, as 1s the method of their composition. The
first section is chatty, anecdotal, full of citations from comic
poetg, with an odd qﬁotation or two thrown in from Homer, Buriplides
aﬁd Callimachus, It 1s Isocratean in the broadest sense of the

word, with just ths suspicion of an attempt to avoid hiatus; 1t 1s

'of. chapters X1V, 6 - 7; XV111l, 3; X1X, 4 - 6; XX111, 2 - 6; XX1V, 2
XX1V, 6 - XXV, 1; XXV1il, 8 = 9; xx1x XXX .
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antipathetic towards the radical element in Athenian politics
and at the same time somewhat cynical of human greatness. Nicias
is but the foil to show up the villainy, buffoonery and " disgusting

boldnegs "

of Cleon and Hyperbolus, or the stupidity, greed and
sugpicions of the Athenian populace.

In the second section we immediately notice a difference.
The style of the narrative is changed. It has now become more
continuous - an historical narrative, in chronological,ofder, with
few, 1if any, citations from philosophers or comic poets, or even
anecdotes about Nicias himself., It is unbroken and bears all the
marks of a single authority. Be ing more criticaf of Nicias than
‘'is the first séction, 1t 18 quite definitely pro-Sicillan, giving
an attractive portrait of the Syracusan statesman, Hermocrates, asg
it seeks to vilify the character ard depreclate the achlevements
of the Spartan Gylippug, as 1f there might be some danger lest
pogterity should aﬁtach greater glory to the latter than to the
formsr. Furthermore, this section of the Life leaves one with
the impression that much of the descrippion given 1is that of an
eyewitnegs, or, at any rate, of one who was a Sicilian and had
avallable Sicilian evidence, incorporating itlinto hisg account.
Finally, it shows &a degree of interest in omenéi guperstitions and

matters of religion which is singularly absent fronm chapters.ii - XI.

‘6xcept in chapter X1V, 1, where Nicias opposes the expedition to
Sicily, and chapter XV1i, 1-3, where the good generalship of Niclas
18 - albeit reluctantly -~ admitted.

?cf. chapters X1X,4-6, and XXV111l,3-4; on three occasions whan
Timseus 1is cited by Plutarch as his authority it is to pass on
anecdotes which reflect unfavourably on the character of Gylippus.
This seems to be done to enhance the reputation of Hermocrates.

3 For omens etc. of. chapters 1, 2-3; X111;X1V,7;XV1,7;XV1l,4;XX111,2;
xxv! 5 xxvi,6
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The second section of the Life of Nicilas - chapters X1l - XXX -
will be examined first, for it is possible %0 name the authority
td whom Plutarch was indebted for his material in this sectlon
with very much more certainty than one can give when examining the
gsources of the first section.
Many writers in the ancient world eithér wrote narratives of,
or made reference to the fateful.Atheniah expedition to Sicily{;
but the two main historical sources for the EXpédition are Thucydideg
and Diodorus Siculd:. Not a few scholars, including Holéen, Busof%,
Barbé and Gommeﬁ have maintained the view that Plutarch used his
" Thucydides at first hand for his account of Nicias’expedition to
Sicily. BSuch a theory, attractive and reasonable though it may
appear at first sight, 1s not tenable in the face of cumulative
evidence. One cannot, of course, deny that Plutarch made use of

-
Thueydides, for he directly ment.ions him in many places asg his

———
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'Prycydides V1 - Vi, 87 ? Diodorus X11, 84 - X111, 33
3piutarch's Life of NiC1as, Cambridge, 1887; Holden supports
his arguments by a reference to the numerqus occasions on
which Plutarch in the Moralia is found quoting the actual
words of Thucydides, bringing forward to support hils theory
the authority of earlier writers, like Heeren, De Plutarchi
Fontibus, 1820, and Poppo, Thucydides, 1823. But it 1is
1nterest1ng to note that, even as early as 1869, Collmann
( De Diodori sic. Fontibus, 1869 ) and W.Fricke ( Unter-
guchungen tber dile Quellen Plutarchs im Nikias und
Alkibiades, 1869 ) were questioning whether Plutarch did
in fact use Thucydides at first hand.

“Gr. Gesch.T, f... les biographies de Plutarque, 1934
6Historical Commentary on Thucydides, Vol. 1
"Nicia®, chapters 1V, 1; X1X, 6; XX, 8; XXV1ll, 5.
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authority, and quotes almost verbatim from himt " But what can
be shown, and is almost indisputable, is that Plutarch used his
Thucydides indirectly and through the mediumn of another historian,
who was himself using Thucydides at first hand ( together with
other authorities ) and quoting from him. Referencé hag already
been made to the almost immoral Wajz- to judge by modern standards -
in which Greeks and Romans made use of ﬁhe works of thelr
predecessors, The Gfeeks, as Tamw?r%nﬂnds us, had no feeling
about plagiarism, and Athenaeus himself pillages Plutarch and
Lucian, as Macrobius did Gellius, Hellenistlic and Roman writers
freely borrowed from their predecessors without often referring
to their sources { though one can hardly accuse Athenaeus of this,
for'he usually gives his referencee ) and were not averse to using
quotatlions in other historians as 1f they themselves had read the
original work from which the quotatlon might have been taken.

Therefore, one must not assume that Plutarch, extensive and
careful reader though he was, had made a careful study of all the

books from which he quotes. The fact that he quotes Thucydides

' Nicias, chapters 1V, 1; V11, 3 & 6; 1X, 3-4; X,4; X1V,3; XV1, 1;
| XX311, 1. ‘

? po quote one example, it is obvious that Herodotus made use of
Hecataeus ( e.g. 11, 70 - 73 et alia ), even when he does not
mention him by name. Diels ( Hermes XX11, p. 429 ) has shown
that such a treatment of one writer by another did not in
antiquity imply any literary dishonesty.

3" Py copy out a predeceszor was & compliment " - Tarn & Griffith,
Hellenigtic Civilisation, 3rd Edition, 1952, p. 293.



must not be taken as evidence that he had Thucydriés before him
as he wrote. These words " before him " are the important words,
for it would be ridiculous to suggest that Plutarch neither had a
copy of Thucydides, ﬁor, if he had, ever consulted'iti But the
real point is that Plutarch was not writing history, but biogfaphy,
and if he c&uld malke use of Thucydiies' historical background
epitomised by some later writer, who added to his narrative plenty
of those anecdotes which are completely lacking in Thucydides,
he would be content with such an authority. On other grounds
also, which have been mentioned, 1t is not likely & priori that
Plutarch would have direct recourse to Thucydides; but it is
reasonable to assume that a Fourth Century historian, who was
basing his historical account upon that of Thucydides, and drawing
largely uﬁon the latter's ﬁork, might offer the biographér Just
the material whlch he wanted in a convenient form.

Now the actual authorities quoted by name in the sectlion
X11 - XXX ( if we exclude the epitaph of HBuripides in chapter XVil, 4,
ard the references to Philochorus and Autocleides in chapter X{111,
8 & 9 ) are TIMAEUS, who ig mentioned twilce 1in chapter X1X, 5, and
twice in chapter XXV111l, 4 & 5: THUCYDIDES, who 18 quoted as an
authority in chapters X1X, 6 and XX, 8, and - to contradict
Timagus - in chapter XXV11l, 5: and PHILISTUS, who 1s also guoted
with Thucydides in chapters X1X, & and XXV11l, 5, in the latter
chapter to contradict a statement which is claimed %o be taken

from Timacus.

"1t 1is not unlikely that Plutarch may have read Thucydides,
and even Philistus, on the Sicilian Expedition at some time
ln his 1ife, ard yet have made use of neither for his Niocias.
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These three authoritles are discussed at length by

Plutarch in the first chapter of the Life of Nicias, & most
important chapter. But chapter 1 frankly tells us nothing of

HOW Plutarch used his authfoltics, whethsr he employed them all
side by gide ( which - to say the least - would be most unusual,
quite contrary to the methods generally adopted by the blographer,
and inconsistent with his avowed intention to refer briefly to
facts and events of history and not to accumulate the " findings
of much research "'), or whether he was bagsing this section of
hig Life upon one or, at most, two of ths avallable authorities,
and quoting from the othsr or others as he found them in his
principal authority. Ghapter i merely tells us that Plutarch
intends to give the opinions and state the facts as these three
historians have done - and that he 1ls going to run over the facts
briefly and with no unnecessary detail. But of this much we
may be cebtain. The long criticism of Timaeus in chapter 1 can
hardly have been borrowed from another writer, while Plutarch
must have found in Tlimagus some boastful assertions that his
account would excel those of Thucydides and Philistus. For indeqd
such boagtful criticism of his illustrious predecessors wag
typical -of that historian who, in the words of Plutarch, " abused
Plato an& Aristotle “t ?nd according to the testimony of P@lybi&%,
levied accusationa at Theopompus, Ephorus, Theophrastus, Calli- n

gtheneg and others.

l F) Al 27 ’
Nicias 1, 5: 04 Tyv H)pyETov ZBpor§ v ferepixve :  af, Alex. 1,2.

? Nicias 1, 4. 3 polybiusg X11, 4 & 28



It may not even be fanciful to suggest that Plutarch's
application of the epithet 3f~f49i; 0 Timaeus‘hoisté with his-
own petard the critic who applied ths term to Aristotlef

Timaeus must have made extensive.use of both Thucydides and
Philistus for his History of Siclily. A careful examination of
chapters X11 to XXX of the Life of Nicias forces one to the
conclusion that Plutarch used this work as'his primary source.
If then Plutarch is famlliar with Thucydides and Philistus, and
quotees from them, it may well be because his éource Timagus is
quoting from them or making reference to them. Thus, a simple
. gketch of the framework upon which chapters X11 - XXX are bullt

would appesar o be:

THUGYDIDEﬂ PHILISTUS

T IMAEUS

PLUTARCH

Was Timaeus ( " ein Forscher und ein Darsteller ", as
Wilamowitzsoalls him ) the type of author to whom Plutarch would
naturally have redburse ? would the rhetorical historian offer
the blographer those anscdotes which would further the appréciation

of SixBests, 580s, 7poros 2

'Nicias 1, 1. 2polybius X1il, 9

'3die.griachischg Literatur, 3rd Edition, 1924, p- 172.
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Unfortunately for Timaeus, our pfincipal knowledge of him
mist be derlved from his great detractor, Polybius, who has no
hesitation in accusing him - probably quite unjustly - of €Kﬂ£”°$
ffeusorpufr:: ‘ - This charge 1s carried on by Diodorus Siculus,
who makes reference to his " wilful ignorance and falsificationé".

Timaeus of Tauromenium ( c. 356 - 260 B.C. ); exiled for about
fifty years from his native Sicily by the tyranny of Agathocles of
Syracuse, lived In Athens, where, after learning rhetoric from a
pupil of Isocrates, amd having access to the works of earlier
Writers? he wrote a history of his own island in no little detail.
Cicer&*bears witness'both to his style and to his erudition, while
Dionysius of Halicarnassug and Longinu;'make reference to his
ébility and learning. Even Polybiusz in the midst of censure,
praiseg his inquiring mind and diligent habits of study. From his
love of criticism ( no doubt, a trait of the Isocrateans, of which
Theopompus was also guilty?) he was called )Eﬂr?'Z‘-Wos in the firet
Instance by Istros of Alexandria, a not unattractive appellation

which he could never lose? Polybius, who maintains that he

'Polybius X11, 7 ?piodorus X111, 90:
cf. also, Cicero, ad Div. 1V, 24

3 Polybius X11, 25

“Clcero, Brutus XCV: in the DPe Orat. 11, 14, 58, he uses high
praise and implles considerable superiority over Xenophon and
Callisthenes - " Timaeus, quantum autem iudicare possum, longe
eruditissimus, et rerum copia et sententiarum varietate abund-
antissimus, et ipsa compositione verborum non impolitus, magnam
eloquentiam ad scribendum gttulit, sed nullum usum forensem ",

® plon. Hal. 11, 115, 25 éLonginus 1V, 1 7 Polybius X11, 26

£ cf., Grenfell & Hunt, Theop. fr. 27 & 247
9 Diodorus, V, 1; Strabo, 949 A; Athenaeus V1, 272 B
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continues the History of Timaeus from 264 B.C., makes the most
fantastic charges against him. His judgment was darkened by
pre judice; he was obviously anxious to manifest that Siclly was
more important than all the rest of Greece, " the events occurring
in Siclly being 8o much more magnificent and more noble than those
anywhere else in the world, the sagest of men distinguished for
wisdom coming from Sicily, and the most capable and wonderful
leaders being those from Syracusezh, he copled Ephorus extensively,
he relied upon mastery of material alone, had a great ignorance of
the places which he named and made frequent errors in his
descriptions of battleét his bias against Agathocleg and his praise
of Timoleonﬁled'him tO'the-most.exaggarated statements of fulsome
flattery or unreasoning Invective. But, for all thiéﬁ Timagus .
was qulte the sort of writer to appeal to‘Plutarch, who seems to
quote him whenever he has occaslon to deal with Sieilian history,
and possibly made extensi?e use of him in his Lives of Dion and
Timoleoﬁi Lengthy and volﬁminous recorder as he ig, he is
excessively fond of anecdotes, of gossip ( as Athenaeus bears
witness ), of quotatlons from poetsg, of the cohventdonal administ-

ration of blame and praise, of comparisons and moralising, with an

e S

/Polybius X131, 7 ?Polybius X11, 26 Polybius X11, 28
“Polybius X11, 25 ¢ Polyblus X11, 23 S Polyblua Vill, 10

7 Polybius 1is certainly not always just, himself being overfond of
criticism and levelling accusatlions at Phylarchus, Zeno,
Antisthenes, Theopompus, Callisthenes and other writers whom he
does not nams.

£ of, H.D.Westlake, C.Q. XXX11, 1938, pp 65 - T4
3] : < .

9 Suidas Calls him n the Qld rag-woman - ycdoa‘ukl\e‘(?ehﬂ , Ere 70 T
'ruxe vre drdyteufe-vv .



almost morbid- interest in fables, marvels, omens, dreams,

[
prodigies, superstitions and matters of religilon.

Not only can it be proved from a crltical examination of
chapters X11 to XXX of the Life of Njcias that Timaecus 1s the
primafy gource used by the bidgrapher, but 1t may surely be
possaible to correct some of the more exaggerated critiocisms of
that historian made by Polybius, by demonstrating the falrness
of the final poritrait of Nicias which Plutarch was able to paint.

Now & comparison of the two gccounts of the Sicilian Expedition
given by Thucydides and Dicdorus reveals a general Similarity -

a gimilarity so striking that 1t 1s impossible to reeist the
conclusion that either Diodorus made extensive use of Thucydides,
or that Diodorus' source was basing his account upon that of
Thucydides. The view generally accepted by scholars today is
thet Diodorus based his account of the Athenlan expedition to
Sicily upon that of Ephorus. Such is the opinion of @.L.Barber
and E.Stharti§ and Barber also maintaims that " Diodorus used
Ephorus as an intermediary between himself and Philistus ".

Thus it seems likely that Ephorus, himself making use of Philistus
and Thucydides, was slavishly copied by Diodorus; and the following
gimple framework of the sources of Diodorus X11, 84 - X111, 33

may be compared with our assumed framework of the sources of the

eSS

N - 7 \
< . f 5‘6 74/5 '[/‘U‘ 0”""““' ‘Vuﬂ’ vty r\"r ‘rsto-zrrdv socr
Polybius Xl]., 24 :Iw L Bulvon e ,-.,A-\7,&f y faf,sz‘ov/-u Zyevrrovs o
7 Epex fé':(S yvrn'ltc-’afw: 66~rr f‘th,(o,t 5

4 G.L.Barber, The Historian Ephorus, 1935, pp. tbo-i70.

3 Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, Real-Bncyclopidie, sub "Diodorus" & "Ephorus"
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Life of Nicias, chapters X11 - XXX.

THUCYDIDES PHILISTUS THUCYD IDES PHILISTUS
EPHQORUS ' TIMAEUS
DIODORUS SICULUS PLUTARCH

The use by Plutarch of Timaesus alone would thus account for:

1 ) Simllarities between Thucydides, Diodorus and Plutarch:

2 ) Similarities between Diodorus and Plutarch in smaller details,
which may be assumed ﬁo have come originally from Philistus
and are therefore not found in Thucydides:

3 ) Additional facts given by Plutarch and found neither in
Thucydides nod in Diodorus; these facts may either be culled
from Philistus by Timaeus, and not passed on to Diodorus by
Ephorus, or be the fruit of Timaeus' own research into matters
which were of particular interest to him:

4 )} Apart from Plutarch's natural brevity, his use of Timaeus
alone would account B8r the omission of certain few facts
which are recorded by Thucydides and omitted by himself; he
will not have found them in Timaeusg, and as he was not using
Thucydides at first hand, he could not include them in his
account, -

5 ) Finally, the use of one authority alone by Plutarch wi;l
explain, to a very great extent, the natural unity of the

gsectlion, which certalnly reads like the skilful gynopsis of
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historical narrative.

Those additional detalls gilven by Plutarch anmd found
neither in Thucydides nor in Diodorus are of the greatest importance.
As they lie outside Thucydides and Ephorus, they will give us the
most certain clue to Plutarch's principal authority, and an exam-
ination of them see'ms to suggest that, without exception, they are
taken from Timasus' monumental History of Siclily.

The narrative proper of the Expedition to Sicily commences
in chapter X1V. An examination will now bhe made of all the material
peculiar to Plutarch within the chapters X1V - XXX, together wlth
that material which 1s common to both Thucydides and Plutarch.



CHAPTER X1V

Niciag is here describéd as a man X!W&a‘ Kokt aJ¢5~v for
naving opposed the expedition to Sicily. These, we notice, are
the only adjectives of praise applied to Nicias in the whole of
the section, chapters X1V, - XXX;' and the pralse is only applied
to him for voting consistently against the sending of an expedition
by Athens to the West, Timasusg, naturally enough, would be
writing his history from a Sicllian viewpolnt - the Athenians would
be the enemy, ard any oppogition by an Athenian to an attack on
Sicily would be counted to him for righteousness. It is obvious
that we must expeét & pro-Sicilian blas In the writings of Timaeus.
Freedom from bias 1is well-nigh imposgible even today in the writing
of history, and Timaegus had a precedent set for him by his 1llustrious'
predecegsor, Ephorus, who upon every conceivable occagion mentioned
Cyme, the place of his birth, and attributed to Gyme the names of
many of the great writers of the past. Not only in this chapter,
but consistently throughout the whole of this section of the Life,
the campaign is viewed through the eyes of the Syracusans.

While Plutarch gives a rather pathetic_aescription of
Nicias on board his ship, he makes reference to the gradual diminish-
ing of the fear and consternation with which the first sight of
Nicias' forces had filled the Sicilians% Towards the end of the

. .
chapter he records the capture of a Syracusan ship, " with tablets

"'although it must be admitted that both in chapter XV1, 3, & XV1i, 3,
credit is given to Nlcias for acts of generalship, and for his near
achievement of victory, despite his poor state of health.

FNioias XlV, 2 ﬂat\'go\s ’Sl:to,v :{r.}o 97}} 3Xl‘\[’ 4 ‘*XlV, 6_7

14
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on board in which the Syracusans had recorded lists of their
citizens by tribes ". This incident alarmed the Athenian sooth-
sayers, who were disturbed lest this should be the only fulfilment
of an oracle which had sald that the Athenians should take all the
Syracusang., " However, they say that in other circumstances this
prophecy was fulfilled for the Athenians - at the time when |
Callippus the Athenian élew Dlon and got possessgion of Syracuse, "

Now the introduction of an anecdote of this type would be
most acceptable to & writer of tlhe character of T imaeus, and quite
consistent with that intimate detall about the conscription of
Syracugan youths which he might find 1n Philistus, or with which
he might himself be familiar. Furthermore, the reference to

deolls ﬂf' .
the Dion: which took‘place in 353% B.C. and wae estimated to hav

1
fulfilled the oracle, could not have been recorded by Phillstus
who himself died three years earlier, It 1s most likely to have
been recorded by Timagus, to whom Dion was almost as dear as was
Timoleon. | |
So mueh is peculiar to Plutarch. Paragraphs 3 & 4 a
epltomise Thucydides ( V1, 47 - 49 ); Plutarch's record of the
proposals made by Lamachus and Alclblades 1s 1identical with what
is stated by Thucydides, 'if expressed briefly by Plutarah, but
Plutarch puts the proposal of Lamachus before that of Alcibiades.
The deacription.of the numbers of the ships and the
proclamation by the’Athenians to the people of Leontini?is very-

- gimilar to the account of Thucydides { V1, 50 ), who gives greater

'ef. Plutarch, Dion, 54 - 57 2 yiolag X1V, 5
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detail.

CHAPTER XV

The whole of this chapter is peculiar to Plutarch, with the
exception of the latter half of paragraph 3 and the first half
of paragraph 4.

 The chapter commences with a contrast between the impoverished

Lamachus ( so mean that he sent an account to the Athenian people
for his boots and clothes ) and the dignified and wealthy Niciag -
a commonplace antithesis of a kind popular with all rhetoricians
and rhetorical writers.

It 1ls impossgible, with any degree of certainty, to assign
an guthority to the following anscdote about Sophocles and the
Gouncil of war. Niclas may, as Holden suggesté, ha&e presiaed
at a Gouncil of war during the temporary absence of Pericles.
It may even be that the original authority for the anecdote is
Ion of Chiosg, the tragic poet of the mid-Fifth Century B.C.,who
wrote notes of the sayings and doings of.prominent Athenlans with
ﬁhom he came into contacéi even giving some of their physical
traits{ We know that he wrote about Cimon, Pericles & Sophocles. -

Jacoby maintains that Plutarch drew largely upon Ion for his

'Holden, Plutarch's Life of Nicias, p. 99

2 For his “Yropvjpwre cf. Athen. X111, 603; schol. Arist. Peace
835; Pollux Ti, 88.

3 Plutarch's Gimon V, 3



Life of Gimon: though whether directly or indirectly he does not
say; and we know from Athenaeud that Ion met Sophocles in 440 B.C.
in Chios, if not before at Athens.

But an interesting suggestion made by A.B.Wesﬁi if it is
true, offers a Sicilian origin to this anecdote., West claims that
" thig episode is not at all appropriate where it stands in the
midst of the story of the Sicilian expedition, and it would seem
as though it had been taken from some Sicllian source and perhaps
- had been told originally of the other Sophocles who had trled to
conquer the island nearly ten years before the fatal expedition.
Tt would have been & simple matter for Plutarch ( "Plutarch's
authority " ) to ascribe it to the poet. As this is the oniy
intimation that the poet held the generalshlp during the Pelop-
onneglan Wér, the authenticity of the story hae been questloned,
But applied to Sophocles the general, the story might very well
be true. "

West's suggestion 1lg, at least, a reasonable one ; we may

have to blame Timaeud for a confusion of the two names,

' 4
The last sentence of the chapter gives us a most important
'clue and confirms for us the use of Timaeus by Plutarch in this

biography. Both Thucydides and Diodorus mention that Nicias

'c.q. XL1, 1947, 1 f£r ‘

*X111, 603 E: " Ion-sa.ys v Tais Emdqpue that he met Sophocles in Chios "
5A.J.P., 1924, '

“Niolas, XV, 4b: &6er Adpemut xus Axibx 7y ;?,‘é.‘v ér wopyr

’ 7
% vory .-t:;\[..d.u?mr: l':f-raf:‘sgy &'s Frelomavvogev
~
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captured the fort of Hyccara, but Plutarch alone goes on to say
that " Lais the courtesah was 80ld @8 a prisoner of war from this
place, being still a girl, and brought into the Peloponnese “.
Plutarch here quotes no authority, but we know from Athenaeus
that this detail was to be found in the 13th Book of Timaeus'
Histories. Athenaeus could not have copied this fact from Plutarch,
gince he names the book while Plutarch does not. Ihis reference
to the capture of Hyccara is repeated by Piutarch in his Life of
Alcibiades? and Pausaniasf who is perhaps'indebted to #ieias for
his information, also refers to Nicias' capture of Hyccara and the

selling of Lals, though without reference to his authority.

Even the small portion of the chapter which 1is ultimately
derived from Thucydides has some points of difference. Thucydides
sayes that the Athenians, salling along the coast of Sicily,
captured Hyccara and enslaved 1ts population; but, attacking the
tvfgn of Hybla, falled 1;0 win it, and thereby incurred the contempt
of the Sicilians. Plutarch does not follow the Thucydidean order,
for Thucydides places the capture of Hyccara first, and the attempt
upon Hybla a.fterwardsf' Plutarch's description of Hybla as 7?'0»\',‘"""2'

(«mrtw;: is not found in Thucydides.

‘X111, 589 A

?alcibiades, XXX1X, 8

3 pausaniag 11, 2 5

%Thucydides V1, 62 - G3:  Earely - apde_vpv “Yfhew eholres som:

e ’
Fovp ot £ kT e oc",K & dov /652 , ¥ theov sxrvegporybar
»
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CHAPTER XV1

Thie chapter appears to follow Thucydides clogely, and
almost the whole of the information here supplied is found in
Thucydides{

"The insulting challenge of the Syracusan cavalry is found
in Thucydidesf

- 4 The trlck played upon the Syracusané, tﬁ%ugh the agency of
a man of Gatana, to draw out their forces from the city, is given .
in greater detail by Thucydmiesf Plutarch, of course, ascribes
this device to Niclas, Thucydides more generally to the Athenian
generals. Plutarch omits the speech of Nicias before the battigz
nor does he make mention of the thunder and rain during the
battlef

Plutarch and Thucydideé‘agree fhat the Syracusan cavalry
‘prevented the Athenians from pursuing the retreating enemy too
far; but Plutarch alone goes on to say that Niciag " destroyed
and cut down the bridges over the river, and thus gave Hermocrates
opportunity to sayﬂto the Syracusans, as he encouraged them, that
Niclas was foolish to make preparations for avoiding battie, for
he had sugely come for that purpose ". Thieg is not to be found

in Hermocrates' speech in Thucydides?

‘vi, 63 - 77 2v1, 63 ®v1, 64 - T1; Diodorus X111, 6,
2; c¢f. Polyaenus 1, 40, 5
“v1, 68 | ‘vi, 0 “v1, 70

“v1, T2



Plutarch says that Nicias did not slay many of the enemy;
Diodorus gives the Syracusan losses at 400, while Thucydides
records 260 of the enemy slain, with the loss of 50 Athenians,

The comment of Plutarch ( XV1, 3 ) that the successful
engagement outside Syracuse was the " best generalship that

Nicias displayed in Sicily ", 1s peculiar to Plutarch.

The electlion by the Syracusans of three generals with
independent powers, instead of fifteen, is alsd found in Thucydides,

]
who ascribes it to Hermocrates.

Thucydides referézto a SyracusanAguard gsent to the Olympileum
to protect the treasures there; but Plutarch is at palns to point
out that Nicias deliberately delayed attacking the place through
fear lesgst hils own soldiers should be gullty of sacrilege and he

himself be held responsible.

Plutarch and Thucydides3agree that the Syracusans burnt the
Athenian camp at Catana when the Athenian armament had moved away

from the place.

Plutarch concludes his chapter with a moralising criticlsm
of Nicigs for his hesitation amd caution, ami a contrast between

the Niciag in counsel and the Nicias in action.

‘v1, 72 2 y1, 70 Jv1, 75
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CHAPTER ¥V11

This chapter, which contains some moderate praise for the
generalship of Niclas, amd allowance made for hile illness, 1is

‘ 2
very similar to Thygcydides and, to a lesser extent, to Diodorus.

The speed of Niciag's approach from Naxos, his puttiﬁg-in
at Thapsus, the capture of Epipolae, the slaughter of %00 of
the enemy and the routing of their cavalry, are all found in
Thucydides.

-3 The ballding of a wall around Syracuse, the 1illnegs of
Niciag and the unfinished state of the wall, are a very brief
. . J
resumé of Thucydides, who, however, refers to Nicias' nephritis

in a much later chapter.“

But the last sentence of paragraph 3, which is peculiar to
Plutarch, is no doubt a personal reflexion on the character of
his hero. - The chapter concludes with a quotation from

Buripides, an epitaph on the fallen Athenlans:
7 e fvfarm s F” n:_\ rr;(-t.r Ié“t‘”‘" Exv

’AVSFH, e -;v ru Beln ;§ T6ov ftfx’ora’cm—g
and Plutarch adds that the Athenians were succegsful in their

engagements with the Sjracusans more than eight times, " until

| | ]
‘vi, 91 - 98 Cfxaa, 7 V1, 98 - 101
“vii, 15

* Bergk, P.L.G. 11 p. 265
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the gods ovrws , or Fortune: became hostile to the Athenians at
the very pinnacle of their power ". We know from Polybiuszthat
Timaeus was fond of poetical quotations, particularly a cltation
from Buripides, even putting quotations from Homer and Zuripides
into the mouth of Hermocrates at the Conference of Gela. The
Syracusans were apparently fond of Euripides% and this couplet,
perhaps attributed by the Syracusans to Euripides, would satisfy
a historian who was noted for his Interest in the influence of
the gods on historical events.

It is difficult to underatand the allusion to eight
Athenian victories over the Sicilians, for Plutarch himself only
records five, while 8ix major engagements only are described by

Thucyd ides.,

'Cicero, In Verr, Il, 4, 119, refers to the existence of a Temple
of 7Yx9 near Syracuse: Heitland ( Class, Phil. XX111, & G.R. V111,
1894, p. 123 ) argues convincingly that this temple, 1f it existed
at all, was erected to commemorate the destruction of the Athen-
lang, in which Fortune had played no inconsiderable part.

2x11, 26
3 Niciam, XX1X, 3 - 5
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CHAPTER XV111

In this lengthy chapter, the greatef‘part of which must have
come ultimately from Thucydides: there 1s one striking incident
peculiar to Plutarch ( paragraph 3 ), a single combat, unrelated
by Thucydides or Diodorus, between Lamachus and a Syracusan whose
name is glven as Callicrates, the outcome being the death of both
combatants. Timaehs may have found this detail in Philistus; ths
fight itself is told from a 8icilian viewpoint, particular mention -
be ing made of the sklll and courage of Callicrates.

‘Thucydides ginply records the fact of the death of Lamachus;
a8 1Indeed does Diodoruét although he puts 1t after the arrival of
Gylippus, and not before, as both Thucydides and Plutarch state.

But neither historian mentions Lamachus' acceptance of a challenge

to single combat.

The remainder of the chapter, with its Information about the
attack of the Syracusans upon the Athenian wall, the generalship
of Nicilas from his sick-bedi the peace-feelers sent out to Nicias
from Syracuse, the despair of Gglippus about the eventual saving
of Sicily, the carelessness of the Athenians in Tailing to set a
guard against the arrival of Gylippus - all this is a resumé of

Thucydides, the only difference being that Plutarch attributes to

'vi, 101 - 104 *x111, 8
3 For Nicias' skilful generalship 1in driving off the Syracusans

by firing his timber, cf. Thucy. V1, 102 & Polyaenus 1, 39, 3;
Polyaenus also records an anecdote - 1,39,2 - about Nicias order-
ing his men to plant Te’Bekec in the path-of the enemy's cavalry,
naming the cavalry commander of the Syracusans as Ecphantus.



so

Nlcilas personally fe5ponsibilities which in Thucydides are shared
by the Athenian commanders generally.
The sentence ( XV11l, 10 ): ket sTpxrypey Exerv :lb-t,(“' Y '\""“&f’-“'

Ko ﬂpc:qe/v
is peculiar to Plutarch.
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CHAPTER X1X

Apart from chapter 1, this ls the first chapter to mention
Timaeus by name. He is quoted as saying ( X1X, 5 ) that the
Sicilians despised Gylippus; and again quoted as himself contra-
dicting this statement by claiming that " as soon as Gylippus
ghowed himself, for all the world like an owl among birds, many
flocked to him with ready offers of military service ".

Plutarch 1s perhaps hardl& fair to his authority, for there
1s 1ittle real antithesis betwecn the two quotations; the man,
Gylippus, the Sicilians learned to despise,” but they naturally
welcomed the asslstance of the powerful Greek city-state, of which
he was the representative.

A considerable part of this chapter ( X1X, 4 - 6 ) is not
- to be found in Thucydides or in Diodorus. It 1s critical 1in the
extreme of Gylippus; ard such criticism of the Spartan who was
responsible for the " whole achievement of victory ", according
to the testimony of Thucydides and Philistus [ " who was a
Syracusan and an eyewitness of the events " - X1X, 6 ), 1is to be
continued and elaborated cach time Plutarch has occasion to
mention the name of Gylippus. According to Plutarch, this
criticism of Gylippus is derivéd from Timaeus, Apparently, Tlmaeus
quoted Thucydides and Philistus, poured scorn upon their tributes

to Gylippus, and himself declared that Hermocrates alone was

Yet cf. Plutarch, Lysander, XV1l, 1, where Plutarch is certainly
not using Timaeus as hls source: gbu o axuvws ¢uKew v et

Lyevves deyov  em -ﬁuékpm_g wors t—f..: “pes Ouv Kat C“"r“l""‘ ee«-,.r.cat.l-vas-
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rc¢gponsible fof the Syracusan victory. This, at any rate, wag

the view of Polybiusg and the author of the treatise [Qfldy4"V‘2
tells us that, according to the History of Tlmaeus, the Athenians
paid the penalt& for the mutilation of the Hermae " principally
through the agency of one man, ‘Eepeze-:*ﬁ,“;' "Ee(“-"“ v,

Thus, Plutarch says that Timaeus accused Gylippus of
greed and penuriousness, and recorded the laughter of the
Syracusans at his cloak and long hair?

It may thus be significant that Plutarch omits to mention
the surﬁrise of the fort of Labdalon by Gylippus, which greatly
faclilitated the erectlion by the Syracusans of their counter—wal£t
On the other hand, W.E.Heitlandsdepreciatas the value of this
fort,built by the Athenians both to keep a watch on the Syracusan
post at Megara and to serve as a depot for baggage and military
gear. He maintains that before Gylippus took 1t, the storées had

been removed to the Athenian central camp and the garrison reduced

to a minimum.

Apart from these three paragraphs which have been examined,
(2
the chapter 1s based upon Thucydides, who also describes the
“arpival of Gongylus of Gorinth, and Gylippus' offer to the Athen-

ians of safe conduct if they would depart from Sicily.

"x11, 26 _ *1v, 3

der, algo, chapter XXV¥11ll, 4, where Timaeus 18 named as Plutarch's
authority for a similar dishonourable picture of Gylippus.

“ Thucy. V11, 3-4 ® J. Phil. XX111, pp 56-57

® Thuey. v11, 2 - 15
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Plutarch tells us that in the first clash with Gylippus

the Athenlans were successful, killing Gongylus the Corinthian;
but Thucydides makes no further mention of Gongylus after noting
nis arrival. This 18 one of the smaller points which strengthens
the view that Plutarch was not using Thucydides at first hand,
together with Timaeus; for Plutarch would hardly be likely to

go over to Timaeus for an unimportant detall such as this, in

the middle of the narrative ofvThucydLies, and then go back agaln

to Timaeus for the remainder of his paragraph.

Gylippus' defeat of the Athenians in a second engagement.
and the building by him of a counter-wall are found also in
Thucydidest but Plutarch's reference to the use made by Gylippus
of the Athenian stones and timber to build his counter-wall
postdates Thucydldes, who places it before the two engagements%

10 The encouragement of the Syracusans, the visits of Gylippus
to the citiés of S8icily, the deapair of Niclasg and his letter to
Athens, asking to be relieved of his command, are described in
detail by Thucydmieét and with no disagreement with Plutarch's
account. DBut it is difficul:;;hy Plutarch - 1if he had his
Thucydides before him as he wrote - dld not see fit to epitomise
Nicias' despatch to the Athenianéi with all the possibilities

which it offered for the description of Nicias' character,

! 2 3 &
V11, 2 V1L, & Vii, 5 Vil, 7 - 15

fyi1, 11 - 15



CHAPTER XX

There are four sentences in this chapter which are peculiar
to Plutarch.

In the first ( XX, 1 ) Plutarch records a previous
intention of the Athenians to send reinforcements to Sicily and
the Jealousy which some of the leading Athenians at home felt
towérds the good success of Nicias.

In the second ( XX, 4 ) excuses are offered by the
Syracusans for the defeat of their fleet by the Athenians.

In the third ( XX, 5 - 6 ) Plutarch describes how the
ambitious rivalry of Nicias' new colleagues, Menander & Euthydemus,
makes lnevitable the disastrous seca battle which Niaias @ad so
consistently opposed. .

Lagtly ( XX, 8b ) reference is made to the despair of
Nicias " broﬁght to grief by his colleagues ".

In his context, these .statements are peculiar to Plutarch,
although 1t is true that, in general terms, Thuqydides referg to
the faillure of the Sicilian Expedition, because the popular leaders,
Instead of consulting for the interests of the Expedition, occupled
themselves with intrigue for the leadership of the democracy, thus
occasioning broils in the city itself.

" But Plutarch does quite definitely state that, even before

Niciag' despatch, the Athenians had intended to send out another

‘11, 65



force and had been prevented by the jealousy which some of the
citizeng had felt towards the success of Nicias, He also gives
a wretched picture of wrangling and rivalry between Nicias and
the newly-appointed generals, Menander and Euthydemus, and
describes the pressure brought to bear upon a reluctant Nicias
by his war-cager colleagues. This 1is all completely absent
from Thucydides; nor we do find ianhucydides the comment -
obviougly from a Syracusan source - that the Syracusans laid
tha'blama for their prevlous defeats at sea upon their own
disorder, and not upon any superior skill or strength.diSPlayed
by the Athenian navy.

In certain regpects Plutarch's account is very similar
to that of Thucydides. The Athenian determination - after the
arrivglvat Atheng of the despatch from Niclas - tc send
Demosthenes in thé gpring, to commission Euryme@on immediately
to sail with money for Nieias, and to appoint lMegnander and
Euthydemus as Nicias' colleagues on the spot - all this we find
in Thucydidesf ‘

Plutarch's brief record ( XX, 3 ) of the Athenian

naval victory and the loss of Plemmyrium %o Gylippus, with its

LYy

2

consequent disadvantages for Nicias, 18 a synopsig of Thucydides.
What Plutarch calls " 7o el *o Zpcrev, Ss- f-"é?'“
, -
Oovxv &89s M ( the gcheme of Ariston the Corinthian ) 1s related

3
in full by Thucydides: but Plutarch's very brief reference to this

successful Syracusan manoeuvre, with a sort of title given to 1it,

may almost be interpreted as a quotatdon found in his source.

"v11, 16 *vii, 22 - 24 V1i, 35 - 41
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In this naval engagement, one of the most serious which
the Athenians had as yet fo{;ght, with dlsastrous consequences,
Plutarch says that the Athenians oMovs 4ﬂ§£«*ﬂf . Thucydides'
says that the Athenlans lost seven ships, with many more damaged

and their crews eilther killed or taken prisoner.

"'vii, 41
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‘GHAPTER XX1

Thls chapter, with its account of the arrival of Demosthenes
and the night attack upon Epi@olae, closely follows the Thucydidean
account, and, where it diverges, it gives additional detall which
could only have come from the pen of an eyewitnesgs. The account
of Disdorus is strangely at variance, both In facts supplied and

In those omitted,

2 Both Plutarch and Thucydides agree that Demosthenes brought
with him 73 ships and 5000 hoplites; Plutarch adds that there were
also 3000 light-armed troops, while Thucydrieg'merely states:&waSﬂé
e Mﬂa{oac;; et €\qvas olw thimes.  Plutarch alone records the " gleam
of the arme, the insignia of the triremes, the multitude of pipers
and pilots and the spectacular display ". - Diodorgs agrees about

the numbers of the hoplites and seamen, but he gives the number of

the ships as Bld{

& Thucydides has nothing to say about any disagreement between
Nicias and Demosthenes, merely stating that Demosthenes persuaded
Nicias to agree to an attack upon Ebipolae; Diodoru; agregs with
Thucydides., But Plutarch gives the impression that neither on
this, nor on any other occasion, did Nicias degirs offensive action.
The pro-Athenian party 1n Syracuse lg mentioned later by ThuCydide;;

after the failure of the attack upon Epipolae; but here Plutarch

! X111, 11 2y11, 42 ®Phis may be due to textual
& < : corruption.
X111, 11 V11, 48
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gilves us considerable detall about the secret communications
between Niclas and the Syracusans, who were " weary of Gylippus ";
and the blographer suggests that the " delays, postponementé, and
hairsplitting distinctions'" of Nicias induced his fellow-generals
to think Nigias a coward. It is perhaps significant that, in
these paragraphs which are peculiar to Plutarch ( XX1, 3 - 6 ) ,
Plutarch stresses as one of the arguments used by the Syracusans
to Induce Nicias to remain in Sicily, delaying his attack upon the
enemy, their contempt for Gylippus and weariness of hls presence

P2
in Syracuse.

11 Plutarch's account of the night attack upon Epipolaé is
certainly not taken from Thucydides, although there awe certaln
gimilarities. Thucydﬂieé’says that Niclas did not take part 1ﬁ
the attack; althohgh'Plutarch does not actually say that Nicias
took part, yet he implies that he was p?esent, while Demosthenes
was in command. Agalin, the part played by the Boeotiang in the
repﬁlse of the Athenian forces is greatly exaggerated 1in the account
of Plutarch. ‘

Of the actual attack upbn Epipolae, Diodorusfgives no
detail ( apart from the rather surprising estimate of 10,000

infantry led by Demosthenes against the hill ), makes no mention

rx oy ’ * ’,

MeANppcTa, SmTeSuc, hap:floKoyrn ; both these wn;ds are wmef Lepapeva .

? of Nicias, X1X, 4 - 6; XXV11l, 3 - 4 *y11, 43-45

#ef A.W.Gomme, Hist., Comm, on Thuey. Vol 1, p. 72: " He was glad %o
remind his hearers that it was the Boeotlans who first stood their
ground and broke the Athenian onslaught ".

X111, 11
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of the moon, arnd assigns to Hermocrates credit for the defeat of
the Athenians, Thucydidesg, it 1is true, mentiors that a moon was
shining. But Plutarch alone describe& how the moon Wa& " low on
the horizon, and was partially obscured by the numerous armed
figures moving to and fro in her light ......... the Athenians
had the moon at thelir backs, so that they cast their shadows on
their own men 1In front of them, anmd thus obscured their number.
and the brilliiancy of their weapons ....... while the reflection
of the moon upon the shields of the enemy made them seem far more
numerous than they really were, and more resplendent to the eye ".

Thucydides ﬁakes no mention of the numbers of the Athenlan
dead; Dilodorus puts them at 25302 whlle Plutarch states that they
amounted in all to 2000, Again, this mention by Plutarch of a
specific number, which is absent in Thucydides, is signifiocant,
for it supplies us with further proof that Plutarch was not using
Thucydides as his 'Grundquelle'.

Plutarch's description of the battle for Epilpolae, and
egspealally of the rout of the Athenlan forces, is a fairly accurate
resumé of Thucydides? with additional detalls - those of an eyewitne&é
and a partisan of Syracuse,. It 1s probably that Timaeus recorded
the accounﬁ of the attack upon Eplpolae which he found in Philistus;

he may not, in fact, have made use of Thucydides at all for this

fx111, 12 2y11, 44
c¢f. Plutarch, Niciasg, XX1, 1l1: with Thucy. V11, 45:
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[4 N ) r 3 ' ¢ 4 y & v -> K-l-l Tty
Or pbr SEK’ exaw-h', ac &' Sat &'.Uu,k«w -"?"\‘éwi E o Ehiper "V'"‘” €

\
’, [l et
e “f‘)C" ‘uf‘f.gxw ,r.\n[\onu Y ﬂ!—nu A, : -

) \
-("‘&’7‘:«\' ov Sa saTa ¢
or yce ““'4 ‘>°J'r

oﬂrcaawwm -r,.,, S‘ b ra-e—&;&-w: Tous "“"P"“ "‘7”6'7 *
3 K44 vear ﬁn«cée-rve-; .‘.\kﬁed.u ,zn\o: 2o
?4.4 f‘dmbnvms 7[‘@?4; (.-?rya-"?-é'r-,_r or '_?f‘ ¢ £e
',_ms nxv«lqé-/?-tvw'ﬁ 5‘,&’9‘1", . iy xcm‘w( of /t&r .(I'A:Muv-ro P

4
vul Py G¥pryovomivelw 9*ryu g—*"y— ik ECN")"‘V'



6o
description. Yet the framework seems to be that of Thucydides, and,
in some instances, the vocabulary also, If it could be proved that
this description is taken over in its entirety from Philistus by
Timaeus, then we could judge something of the éccuracy of the
estimate of Philistus given by Quintilian and Gicero, and the truth
of the statement of Theoﬁi when he says that Philistus extensively
copied Thucydides for his account of the Athenian Exﬁedition to
Slcily.

It 1s posaible that Ephorus, who was the source of Diodorus,
for brevity's sake omitted any detalls and gave the briefest

account of the battle on Epipclae.

‘De oOrat. I1, 13

. \ o 4 2 )
2 Progymnast. p. 63, 25, Spengel: vav Z‘""'W §hov ""\ﬁ'“’ e TS
Srcehrears %tu rPoo Ooveer§e§ ov (reTe vy voxe.
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CHAPTER XX11

Thig chapter also follows the account of Thucydides, although
with certain deviations, the principal addition to the narrative
being an aphorism attributed to Leon of Byzantiué, with whom
Nicias is compared unfavourably { XX11, 3 ). This Leon?was an
historian and rhetorician, and may have made the remark which
Plutarch puts into his mouth in 340 B.C., when Philip of Macedon
was laying slege to Byzantium; he was probably put to death at
the instigation of Philip in 338 B.G.  Such & comparison as

this may have been found by Plutarch in Timaeus, who was perhaps

indebted for the quotation to ThéOpompus?

2 The statement of Plutarch that Nicias accused Demosthenes
of rashness, after the fallure of the attack upon Eplpolae, is
not derived from Thucydides; and the Thucydmieansaccount of the
arguments used by Demosthenes for returning to Athens 1is very
different from what we find in Plutarch.

In Thucydides we read that the generals saw that the
Athenians were troubled by sickness occasioned by the plaee and
the time of the year. Therefore, Demosthenes argued for sailing
home for the followlng reasons:-

1. The attack on Epipolae had failed:

2. The seas were stlll open, and the Athenian fleet still

"F.gr.H. 11 4, p.132 ter. Plutarch, Phocion X1V,7: Praec. Reil.

Ger. V111, 804 A.
2 0r Sworer 2yfe  (Suidas, sub Aéenw ) € yii, 47

4'Philippica, Bks XLV1l & XLv1ll; cf. G.& H., fr. 211 & 216



62
superior to that of the eneny:

3. It was betier for the Athenian forces to be at home to
defend Athensg:

4, There were 'no further reasons for spending Athenian money
in Sicily.

In Plutarch, the arguments of Demosthenes are different:-

1. No other Athenian forces could now come to their
assistance:

2. Bven 1if the Athenians wers now victorious 1in battle,
they would have to changg thelr base of eperations:

3. For their place of encampment and the season of the
year were causing gickness among their troops.

-3 Piutarch's record of Nlcias' reply to Demosthenes isg
identical with that found in Thucydides, althougli very condensed
in Plutarch; and the same is true of Niclas' successful persuasion
of Demosthenes to stay near Syracuse.

[
Niciag finally agrees to leave Syracuse for a new camp.

‘Niclas XX11, 5 = Thucy. V11, 50 = Diodorus X11i, 12
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CHAPTER XX111

This chapter, which is wholly pecullar to Plutarch,except
for the first paragraph amd one sentence of paragraph 9, contalns
a 1oné exposition on eclipses, wilth considerable diggressions,

The first paragraph is identical with the accounts given
by Thucydides’ani Diodorus, and Plutarch uses almost the same
words as Thucydides. Polybiuszalso, who may be dependent for his
information upon Thucydides or even Timaeus ( desplte his hatred
of the latter ) refers to the eclipse in very similar wordsf

But, apart from this paragraph, the whole of the chapter is
peculliar to Plutarch, and may well be the frult of his own research;
for we know that it was the bilographer's habi£$to desert his
principal sourcesg at appropriate points in his narrative, and

fnclude material culled from his wide reading.

< e T T e

\ 4
,Vll, %: JEiTh‘-, E(T;cut t)?v [ ; (e’u’va-, ént‘\h:m.
> / 3
llx, 19: N F&Te ’;; n-h,’m,r c’-«.(e-,aM,c J«—v:;.{artqa\r?".,” A -;: {Mvcv . ,
:?for.?‘tx:vow?:, Gfr‘&e‘{ﬁ Hv ;"",{"77"
r
3 Niciag XX11l1, 1: ws & ';V gl’a-:/.-t e e sjm\nn-v 4 GRX-;V7 e c‘ﬂ-"l’d.f[-ﬂld.:
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Exaenloyairers T ToraoTe,

Diodorus, X111, 12, also uses the word: Seed«pos Plutarch
summarises the eclipse & Nicias' fatal delay, in De Super. 169.

" Phe most extensive extracts from the work of Timaeus have come
down to us through Polybius, Justinus & Diodorus. Polybius and
Trogus never quote their sources literally,but always remould
the tradition 8 as to adapt 1t to the style & purpose of their
own works " - K.Von Fritz, Pythag. Pol. in S.Italy, 1940,p.34.

“cf. digregsions on local legends of Haliartus (Lys.XXV111,7-9), on
oracle of Apollo Tegyraeus ( Pelop. XVL, 5-8), on change of fortune
experienced by Dionysius 11 ( Timol. X1V - XV, 11), on fall of a
meteorite ( Lys. X1li, 2 - 9 ).
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On the other hand, the chapter contains scveral of the
characteristics of.Tiﬁaeus, who wag intensely interested in omens,
portents and signs; " meq%hought the eclipse uncanny, a sign sent
from God-in advance of divers great calamities ", There 1s also
reference made to the prcsence in Sicily of Stilbides ( XX111, 7 ),
of whom we know mention was made by Philistusf

«C

It may not be too specﬁular to suggzest that for these para-
graphse Plutarch was 1indebted to Timaeus. It 1s inconceilvable that
Tlmadﬁs, th gseems to have had a great deal to say about portents
and supernatural signs, would not have taken this opportuniﬁy‘in
his narrative to digress at some length on the eclipse of the
moon, Naturally enough, Plutarch would be interested in any
interpretation of natural ldws, which made them subordinate to the
authority of divine principles; but so also would Timaeus.

Plutarch gives us here a most intercesting survey of the
progresse of astronomical knowledge among the public at large, and
the dangers attendant upon early sclentific investigation at the
hands of an ignorant and superstitious populace. He says that
Anaxagoras was the first man who had the undergtanding and the
courage to commit to writing an explanation of the phases of the
moon. But his writingé were cautliously received, for there was- no -’
tolerance then for natural philosophers and.‘tGTﬁdpzkéﬁxﬂfs .
They were accused of explaining awéy the divine and replacing it

&
by " irrational causes, blind forces, armd the sway of necessity ".

' 2
''of Polybius X11, 24. Schol. on Arist. Peace, 1031.
3er Arist. Clouds, 333, 360. “ ¢f. Plut. Pericles XXX11, 2.
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Therefore, Protagoras was exiled, Anaxagoraé was with difficulty
rescusd from ;gil, andSocrates was put to death. It was only
mueh later, thrbugh the great reputation of Plato, that the
reproach was removed from astronomical studies and access to them
opened up for all, Just because Plato made natural law subject to
the authority of divine principles.

Plato'gives ug very much the saue information as this, in
his Laws, saying that the discovery that the plancts 4o not move
Irregularly has now made 1t unnecessary to bellieve that astronomy
is a dangerous and impious study.

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae ( c¢. 500 - 428 B.C. ), tcacher and
friend of Pericies, was said to have 1lived in Athens for thirty
yearéi at some time he was apparently indicted on a charge of
atheism and fled to Lampsacus - but almost certainly not in‘432 B.C.,
as Ephorus believed{ A.E;Taylor“has made it highly probable that
he retired to Lampsacus nearly twenty years bsfore the outbreak
of the Peloponnesian War. .

Protagoras of Abdera ( c. 490 - 422 B,C, ), also a friend
of Pericles,'Spent many of his adult years at Athens; but the
story of his trial at Athens amd exils, about 411 B.C., is
Inconsigtent with the statements of Plato, and probably an invention

or error of later writers. He left Athens perhaps in 430 B.C., for

' Laws 820-822 * Demet. of Phal, apud Diog. Lasert, ii, T
 apud Diodorus X11, 38; Plut. Pericles XXX1l, 2
“G. g. XL, 1917, p. 8L
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it was about that year that the decree of Diopeithes against

atheistical teaching was passed.'

What makes it posgsible that Plutarch may have taken over
this information from Timaeus is the introduction ( XX11l, & ) of
an anccdote which was almost certainly to be found in Timaeusj
about Dion, friend of Plato amd relative by marriage of the Elder
and the Younger Dionysius of Syracuse.

The reference to the death of Stilbidesf goothsayer and
friend of Nicias, 1is not found in Thucydides or in Diodorus,
although the latter does say that Wicias suumoned soothsayers to
interpret the eclipse; ard the superstition of Nicias was well
known and  1s well attested. According to Bhe Scholiast on Aristo-
phanesg' Peacef Philistus said that Stilbides accompanied the
expedition to Sicily. If we are right in assuming that Plutarch

used Philistus through Timaeus, this is a further proof that this

information about eclipses came from Timaeus, the primary source.

! of. Plato, Theaet. 152: 167C - 168B: 171 - 172; Prot. ch. 1 - XV1I,
etc.; H. Diels, Vorsokr. I1, 253 - 271.

2of. Nicias, X1V, 7 and Dion, XX1V: in the latter chapter a long

list of omens and prodigies is given by Plutarch as occurring just
when Dion was embarking for Syracuse - an ecllipse, a swarm of bees,
a spear-carrying eagle, aweet sea-water & plgs without sars. Here
Plutarch refers to Theopompus as his authority ( G. & H. 302 ), but
it 1s possible that Timasus was the 1lntermediary, for Timaeus seenms
to have been the principal source used by Plutarch for the Dion.

hrd

3 of, F.H.G. 112: & fragment of Philochorus is supposed to have said

“ of. Plato, Laches, 199 A: 4 7e [,.{ww 7ol erpuTry e ZpXOV,

-3

that Stilbides died in Sicily before the fatal eclipse.
Al vov
ETpu 777;0' 7on t VTS,

1031
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These paragraphs contain references to Philochorus and
Autocleides, and a final sc-a.thing criticism of Wicias for his
delay beyon@ the allotted three days. '

Philochorus: the learned historian and author of an Atthis
in seventeen books, anl also other books on oracles, divination
and the like, was a younger contemporary of Tlmaeus at Athens. He
held the office of 7?po6~5%o; about 306 B.C., ani, like Timaeus,
was interésted in myths, festivals, ceremonies and cults. As
Plutarch quotes from his works frequentlylin the Life of Theseus,
it is not necessary to assume that this quotation is taken from
Timaeus. Yet Timaeus may casily have been both a friend and a
close associate of Philochorus, for the taking of Athens by
Antdgonus Gonatas in 262 B.C. ( and the resultant execution-of
Philochorus ) forced Timaeus also to leave the city which had for
g0 long afforded him an hospltable retreat, and to return to Sicily.

Autocleides, of unknown date, was the Athenian author of
a book on sacrificial ritual amd tradition, which was often quotead
- by later writersf The ‘exegétes‘ himself is called Autocleides by
Plutarchi but Anticleides by Athenaeuét but this may be due to a
confusion made by Athenaeus between the ‘exegetes' and the historian

Anticleides?

! Jacoby, Atthis, p. 409: F.Gr.H., II1 B, 328 ( 1 - 230 )

2 W Therefore, hardly published earlier than the 3rd Cent. B.C." -
Jacoby, Atthis, p. 252, 69.

% of. Plut. Alex. XLVl, 1 “473 B-C

¥ Author of Lepe .74U§°<:'5c°v (Diog. Laert. V1ll, 11), Wosror (Athenaeus
157 F, 384 D, 466 C ) and dyhcand .
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The last gentence of the chapter - a criticism of Nicias for
his ignorance of the moon and her eclipses - 1s not found in
Thucydides or in Diodorus.

Diodorus'says that Nicias waited for three days before he
withdrew. Plutarch and Thucydideézagree that he delayed for another
full period of the moonf but Plutarch attributes the Athenian
‘decision to remain at Syracuse more exolusiveiy to Nicias than

does Thucydides.

- ~ 14 .
,Xlll, 12, 6: T g (—;‘&rsté/vdt rpers »f(.t-(m:
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CHAPTER XX1V and XXV

Into the framework of Thucydides& most briefly epitomised,
Plutarch has inserted a detalled description of the challenging
attitude of the men amd boys of Sjraeuse, wno taunt the encamped
Athenians, Diodorus also refers to 7= ﬁkxﬁywz of Syracuse, though
in connection with the later sea fight in the Great Harbourf

Pilutarch selects one incldent for speclal mention. A boy
of noble parentage, Heracleldes by name, who had driven his boat
wall on before the rest in his desire to mock at the foe, was
almost captured by the Athenians., But " the boy's uncle, Pollichus,
concerned for his safety, rowed out to his defence with the ten
triremes which were under his orders ", This precipitated a
gea-fight between both navies, to which Diodorus devotes a long
descriptioni but Thueydides' account of the engagement is quite
short ( he agrees with Plutarch that Eurymedon was slain ), and
Plutarch refers to it in one brief sentence, as if his authority
was more interested in the anecdote than in the naval battle.

Plutarch agrees with Thucydides that 110 triremes were
manned by the Athenians before the final sea-fight in_the harbour.
But he omits any reference to the statesmanlike and encouraging
speagch of Niciast instead representing Nicias as whining about not

abandoning their fleet by retreating by land.

"vi1, 52 X111, 14: Nicias, XXV, 2 - 4: it is posaible
‘ . that Plutarch or his source confused the one
battle with the other.

} %111, 13
* ey, V11, 61: Diodorus X111, 15
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Thucydides informs us that the Athenians were forced to
abandon the Heracleum; but Plutarch alone goes on to refer to
the renewal by the Syracusans of their customary sacrifices there
to Heracles, to the announcements of the Syracusan soothsayers
( Chapter XXV, 1 ), and to Heracles' method of acting on the
defensive. | :

These two séntences in Plutarch, the last in chapter XX1V,
and the first in chapter XXV, are certalnly taken from Timagus.
We have the evidence of Polybius, who quotes Book XX1 of Tilmacus,
that the latter reckoned the help of Heracles the greategst
contribution to the victory of the Syracusans. It may not be too
fanciful to suggest that Timaeus ( whose etymological interpret-
ations were always fantastic, according to hls critics ) saw an
inevitable connection between the young Syracusan.lad, Heraclelides,
and the recapture of the Heraqleum. According to Polybiusi the
words which Timaeus put into the mouth of Hermocrates at the
Conference of Géla in 424 B.C. were: " Heracles had injured all
those he fought with, under compulsion amd by order, but he had
done no evil to any man of his own free will ". It is quite
clear that Plutarch 18 quoting these same words from Timaeus
when he describes the advice given to the Syracusans by their
soothsajers, before the last sea-fight: " The sacrifices indicated
a splenddd victory for them if only they did not begin the fighting
but acted on the defensive. Hefaclas‘also, they saild, always won

the day because he acted Sn the defensive and suffered himself

‘x11, 26
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to be attacked first ".

Thucydides, of course, gives & very different version of

‘ /
the speech of Hermocrates at Gela.

The last fight in the Great Harbour of Syracuse, describéd
also by Thucydidesf is told by Plutarch from a Syracusan angle;
although at times it touches upon the Thucydidean narrative, it
cannot be described as a synopsis of Thucydides., Both Thucydides
and Plutarch describe the emotions of the sapectators, but Plutarch
devotes much of his chapter to an exposition of the tactics of
Ariston the Gorinthianf No doubt, thié information ultimately
came from Philistus to Plutarch, as did Diodorus' account ( through
Ephorus ), for Diodorus adds furﬁher Syracusan detalil peculiar to
himselfq: the women of Syracuse watching the fight, the paean of
the Athenian ships entering the fight, and the groans and cheers
of the spectators. | _

Plutarch also says‘that the Athenians, in despair, did not
~even try to saveltheir vedgels. But Thucydides records:that the
Athenian soldiers on the land not only tried to save their galleys,

‘but after the battle .had 60 serviceable ships.

‘v, 59 - 64 *y11, 70 - T

3 Nicias XXV, 4: this is peculiar to Plutarch.
“ X111, 14

Svii, 72
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CHAPTER XXV1

In the first phree paragraphs of this chapter, two short

sentences alone can be termed peculiar to Plutarch. He says that
of Rept 7ev (Viifov gaw that the Syracusans were given over t‘o
feasting and would be reluctant to attack the departing Athenian
forces. But Thucydhies'names Hermocrates as the one who approached
the Syracusan authorit;es and urged them to occupy the passes
before Nicias could reach them.™”

Plutarch's description of the device of Hermocrates to
prevent Nicias from departing that very night 1s identical with
Thucydides; and when Plutarch describes the ambush laid by the
Syracusans, he gz:;;s closely the account of Thucydides, emcept that -
In the very middle of the narrative - he inserts one sentenge which
is not to be found in Thucydldes, a detail characteristic of a

writer using Syracusan sources.

(,«.
This paragraph is a very condensed account of Thucydides,
with its descriptlon of the woeful departure of the Athenlans, as

if leaving their native land,

6 The remainder of the chapter is peculiar to Plutarch,
exXcept that the last few words are a skllful paraphrase of

s
Thucydides,

e e . =
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'Vll, T3 cf also Polyaenus 1, 43, 2: Frontfinus 2, 9,7
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3 XXV1L, 2: €v $¢ 7ors §{.-ekocs e FEStvots 7os  [imers i—'r.e“é«v,

“vii, 75
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But - and this the reader will find most significant © the
lifelike description of the sufferings of Nicias, of his resolute
behaviour and the miseries of his troops, told so graphically by
Plutarch, 1is not from Thucydides; it bears little resemblance to
the magnificent, daf'by day, account of Thucudides: epitomised by
Ephorué{ Now in the first chapter of the Life of Nicias, Plutarch
gives credit to Thucydides for his skilful description of the
Sicilian disaster% yet, if Plutarch used Thucydides at first hand,
it is strange that he did not make use of Thucydlides' very fing
narrative of the eight days; of course, it would be too long for
any extensive quotation, but certainly parts of it would have
offered him illustrations for the " appreciatlon of character and
temperament ". _

These paragraphs cannot be the biographerés'own invention;
no doubt, he 1s following the account of Timaeus? who " sought to

rival what had been so excellently done by his predecessor ".

‘vi1, 78 - 85 ».s. X111, 16 - 18

’ rd r
3Nicias 1, 1: et By 7réced PtTOS Crtpy e Teros  frorxrded Puvos,
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CHAPTER XXV11l

This chaptef, which describes the capitulation of Demosthcnes
and Nicias, and the surrender of all their surviving forces,
although in places it bears some relation to the narrative of
Thucydides, cannot in any way be assumed to have come at first
hand from Thucydides. The graéter part of 1t must have come
from Philistus, via Timasus. -

Plutarch refers briefly to the " eight successive da&s " of
retreat, described so minutely day by day by Thucydidesf

All this information, about Demosthenes' attempted suicide
when he was surrounded Fepr 797 fokv.go,lmvl ﬂ:"';v, is peculiar to
Plutarch. Pausanias:.mentioning a column Frected in Athens to
commemorate the dead of Sici;y, writes that the names of the
generals ware inscribed, except Niecias, " and this is the reason
why Nicias waslpassed over, and my account 1s 1dentical with that
of Philistus, who says that while Demosthenes made a truce for
others and excluded himself, attempting to commit suiclde when
taken prisoner, Nicias voluntarily submitted to surrender ",
Pausaniassaléo informs us - perhaps on the authoritj of Philistus -
that Callistratus, an Athenian hipparch, cut his way through the
enemy at the Asinarus and led his troops safely to Catana; then he
returned to Syracuse armd sglew five of the enemy in a gallant
charge. Lyslas bartly conf irmg thist making mention of a

few survivors from the general massacre, who were not taken prisoner.

' 3
‘v11, 78 - 85 *1, 29, 11 Vi1, 16, 5
“Pro Poljstrato, 24 /
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The naming of the " homestead of Polyzelus "'obviously comes
from a contemporary_ejewitnesa familiar with the geography of
Syracuse. Polyzelus was the brother of Gelo and Hiero, tyrants
of Syracuse in the early Fifth century, WhOf after fleeing from
Syracuse as #resﬁlt of the jealousy and hatred of Hiero, was
finally reconciled to him by Simonides the poet. As Polyzelus
was & popular man in Syracuse, he'might be expected to possess a
large estate outside the city.

Thucydides has nothing to say about any attempt at suicide
by Demosthenags,

Plutarch and Thucydriessagree.that Nigias proposed a truce
to Gylippus, which was refused; but Thucydﬂies does not record
the insults and abuse heaped upon Nicias by Gylippus and the
Syracusgans.

Plutarch and Thucydideé“agrea about the'arfival of the
Athenians at Asinarus, and the butchery of the Athenians there;
but Thucydides 1s sgilent about Nicias' piteous plea to Gylippus,
Gylippus' reasons for sSparing Nicias, or the fact that the commands

of Gylippus made their way slowly down his line, so that BHew

'ag the scene of the attempted suiclde of Demosthenes.
*Diodorus X1, 48; cf. also Schol. Pindar, Olymp. L1, 29 & 37

Y y11, 83; but Polyaenus ( 1, 39, 4 )eays that when Nicias wasg
almost caught by Gylippus, he played a trick upon him, pretending
to arrange a truce, thereby drawing off Gylippus' pursuit; then

ims by Srvpmmrepwcy A ZrtAry o
Rlaself R Sropecie Afqem TG -

“v1i1, 84
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Athenians were in fact spared.

The descriptionsof the collecting by the Syracusans of the
Athenian prisoners and their armour ( mentioned glso by Diodorus‘l,
and the victorious return of the Syracusans to their city, are not
found in Thucydides.

This last sentence of the chapter, Sicilian in ite sympathies
and laudatory in the extreme of the Sicilian Gregks, is peculiar
to Plutarch: " They had brought to a successful end a struggle
which was the most brilliant ever made by Hellenes against
Hellenes, and had won the completest of victories by the most
overwhelming and impetuous display of zeal and valour, "

These words are reminiscent of what Polybiuélaffirms to
have been the characteristic blas of Timagus towards Siclily and

Sicilian history; but it should be compared with Thucydides'
estiﬁatef

3 2
3 V11, 87, & rors K(».trc;e'u‘r X.‘(.:fo-’m roy , 5ay8 Thucydj.des briefly.
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CHAPTER XXV11l

Thia‘important chapter, which describes the general assembly
of the Syracusans anfl their allles which met to discusg the fate
of their Athenian prisoners, contains é'very great deal of
material which 1s peculiar to Plutarch. It has nothing in common
with Thucydides, and is only similar to Diodorus' record in a
number of small points. |

Thucydides' account 1s briaf! with no Speeches;_he gays that
Nicias and Demosthenes were put to death by the Syracusans, against
the wishes of Gylippus, who wanted to take them back alive to
Sparta.

Diodoruazreéords that Dlocles, one of the Syracusan politicilans,
proposged the execution of the Athenian'generals. Hermocrates
adviged leniency,Abut wag shouted down. Nicolaus, an sldsr
statesmén, in a long speech which inéluded praise of Nicias,
supported Hermocratesd, But Gylippus urged the execution of
the Athenian generals, and his proposai was carried.

Plutarch?tells us that Eurycles, the pOpu;ar‘leader of the
Syracusans, proposed the exécution of the generals, and suggested
the institution-of a festival called the ' Asinaria '.

Hermocrates advised lenlent treatment of the Athenians, and a
" noble use of victofy ", but was met with a tumult of disapproval.

Gylippus demanded the generals as his prize, but the Syracusans,

’ vy11, 86 *X111, 19 - 33 ¥ Xxv11l, 1 - 6
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" now grown insolent with their good fortune, abused him roundly "
Then there follow in Plutarch two anecdotes, to illustrate the
avaricious character of Gylippus, ascribed to Timaeus; the first
zstory concerns the dishonesty of Cleandridas, father of Gylippus,
who was convicted of taking bribes and hald to flee his country;
the second illustrates the greed of Gylippus himself, who was
banished in disgrace for stealing some of the monieg entrusted
to him by Lysander. According to Plutarch, Tlmasus
contradicted Thucydides and Philistus and claimed that Hermocrétes
urged the Athenian generals to kill themselves, whilé the debate
was still in progress. Nicias and Demosthenes followed the
advice of Hermocrates, and thus avolded public execution!
The -shield of Nicias, " a welded mosaic of gold and purpls ",
was still to be seen in a temple in Syracuse, in the bilographer'sa
day.

From this comparison of the three accounts we notice that
Diodorus differs from Plutarch in everything except the statement
that Hermocrateézpleaded againgt the death sentence and was shouted

3
down; and that the r8le assigned to Gylippus in the Thucydides-

’Plutarch ‘is perhaps suggesting that he prefers Timasus' account of
the suicide of Nicias and Demosthenes to Thucydides' brilef descript.
lon, 'They killed N. & D., ¥kevros vl (udiam'! Whlca he found in Tiusaeus.

? Hermocrates' words in Plutarch: 7« »x= 'w-mv %n 7o "-“"-’: Xe7ed= 7 m"r
ghould be compared with Dlodorus- RekAeow B6TI Ted brmdy To Tov vikyy Eveymens
afrq'nmrvwr
3 plutarch 28y < that BEURYCLES was the principal Syracusan speaker,who
proposed the punishment of the generals; Diodorus calls him DIOCLES
As Barber points out ( The Historian Ephorus, p. 167)," Diodorus,
X111, 34,6, reintroduces Diocles in much the same words as were
uged of him when he firgt appeared in X111,19,4..... Diodorus'
‘relntroduction of Diocles may be ascribed to a use of Timaeus, who
wae perhaps presenting him to his readers for the firgt time ".
Probably, Dlodorus, using Zphorus as his authority for the sarlier
chapters of Bk X111,followed Ephorus' identification of Diocles
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Timaeus-Plutarch tradition is exactly the opposite of that given
by Diodorug. It 1s probable that all the information about
Gylippus which we find in the account of Plutarch'came from the
work of Timaeus, whose object 1t was to place the Syracusans, and
Hermocrates in particular, in the most favourable light. It hasg
already been noted that when Plutarch mentilons Gylippus, it is
almost invariably to abuse him; and Plutarch himself admits that
such abuse is to be found in Timaeus! On the other hand, the
references in:Diodorus to Hermocrates are few and brief; and
Thucydﬂiesf while he admité hig courage and hls skill, gives him
but little credit for the deliverance of Syracuse. But Timaeus,
as we knowf’reckoned that the whole victory could be attributed
to Hermocrates, ard not to Gylippus.

The magnanimous conduct of Hermocrateg in giving
Nicias and Demosthenes an opportunity to commit suicide would
appeal to Timagus' glorification of the man, and would certainly
be recorded by him.

Both the anecdotes about Gylippus maj with certainty be
attributed to Timaeus, but it is possible to get behind Timaeus

and postulate an ultimate Theopompan sgource. Plutarch says that

‘of, chapters X1X, 5-6: XX1,5: XXV1,1: XXVil,4 & 6
2y1, 72, 2 3 yicias, 1, 2; Longinus, s “Yews 1V, 3

“ Justin, 1V, 5, also says.that Demosthenes put an end to hiuself;
although it would be no easy tagsk to dogmatize about the sources
of Justin, who hiuself made an epitome of Pompeius Trogus' Hist, -
Philippicae, we do find in Justin those moralizing tendenciles of
the Peripatetic fashion; Trogus may have made use of the 'History
of Kingg' of Timagenes of Alexandria, but he may ultimnately be
lndebted to Timaeug for mucn of his material, in all those parts
of hls history which deal with Sicily.
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he has told the story of Gylinpus' greed with more detall in his
Life of Lysander; in that Life he says that Gylippus was entrusged
with the guardianship of Lysander's treasures and money, but he
ripped open the sacks and extracted a great deal of money from
each sack; then he sewed up the sacis, not being aware that in
each sack therc was a WMffgw%ﬁv 2, indicating how mudh money it
should contain. The extracted money he hid under the tiling of
his house. The ephors, finding that the money in the sacks did
not tally with the amounf 1indicated 1n the ”ugfavﬁhu , were
perplexed until a gervant of Gyllppus informed agalnst his master
by glving a riddling explanation to the authorities, " many owls -
are sleeping under the tiles " - the owls being the stamp upon the
"Athenlan coinage. Then, says Plutarch, " after adding a deed
g0 disgraceful and ignoble as this to his previous great and
brilliant achievements, Gylippus was forced to flee from Sparta ".
Now in this Life of Niciag, Plutarch attributes this story
to the authority of Timaeus, where it 1llustrates the pmpekeye and
m(megf." of Gylippusag but the account in the Nicias is very brief,
although, curiously enough, Plutarch here says that Gylippus
extracted thirty of the thousand talents, while in the Lysander

he specifles no number of talents stolen. Also, in the Niclas

/erl, 2 - 4 A
2 ‘1"":*7 , 8says Diodorus, X111, 106, 9
3 In his Comparison, Timol. & Aemil. Paul, ii, 4, he also refers to

Timaeus as his authority for Gylippus' greed and love of money,
although he does not there recount this same incident.
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Gylippus 1is coupled With hig father, Cleandridas, Who wa.s
convicted of taking bribes anmd was forced to flee from Sparta.

In his Life of Periclqg, after referring to tha ribing of
Cleandridas, Plutarch adds briefly that' Gylippus, " after noble
achievements, wag caught in base practices amd banished, K from
Sparta in disgrace ".

Diodoruéf who also passes on this story about Gylippus,
gays that Gylippus extracted three hundred.of the Tifteen hundred
gilver talents sent home by Lysander, and sewad up the bags, not
knowing fhat there was a czwmﬁ, in each. Illore of the story he
apparently does not know; but he adds that Gylippus escaped from
Sparta and was condemned to death, referring also to the fate of
his father. Diodorus gives us no authority for his anecdote,
nor does Athenaeus? whose account 1s very brief and who says
that Gylippus starved himself to death.

Now 1t seems guite unreasonable to assume that Plutarch 1is
indebted to Timaeus for his version of the anecdote in hig Life
of Lysander, merely because he refers the incident to Timaeus
in his Life of Nicias., In any case? he tells us in the Nicias
that the Lysander has already been written ard he has given a

fuller account there of the same incident. In this L,ife of Nicilas

/ \ ¢ >
TXx11, 4 ?X111, 106, 8 - 107 “Spes fravor 7disa fofarres e
Faoret 4"7(-(5-()-7‘“ zov Zhhev Blav el Tory
Ad?7"/‘u\fdv.
(3

5v1, 233 F - 234 A
“XXV1ll, 4
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Plutarch does not refer to the " great and brilliant achievements
of Gylippus "’in Sicily, nor suggest that this was the only
diggraceful act to spoil the record of the 3partan, No doubt,
many contewporary writers were aware of Gylippus' dishonour.
Diodorus may have found the incident in Ephorus ( or, more
likely, in Timaeus, for he was certainly using parts of Tinaeus
for this section of his work ). On the other hand, it 1is not
unreasonable to assume that Theopompus is the original source

of the story. For 1t will be demonstrated later that the
Hellenica of Theopompus supplied Plutarch with the greater part
of his material for the Life of Lysander - that Theopﬁmpus gave
Plutarch the information that Lysander went on %o Thrace after
the fall of Athens, ard sent back Gylippus to.Sparta with his
money. In this case, Timaeus who probably made good use of
Theopompus for his History of Sicily, armd 1s asgssumed to have
copied Ephorus alsdf may Yhimself lhiave taken the anecdote from
Theopompus ( or 3Iphorus ), Ilgnored the praise implied in both
higtorians for Gylippus' achievements in Bicily ( which, in any
cage, Tiwaeus did not recognise ), and passed it on as a further
1llustration of the type of character which he was glad to paint

of Gylippus.

( .
Lysander, XV11l, 1
*polybius, X11, 28
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The last sentence of this chapter ( paragraph 6 ), with its
description of the shield of Nicias: may well be a coumment made by
Plutarch himself. It is posgeible that he made ingquiries of
travellers and learnt from them that a shield, reputed to be that
of Niclas, could gtill bhe seeﬁ In Syracuse. DBut it is difficult
to believe that the shield could have survived the vicissitudes
of Sicilian fortune for over five centuries, and still be on show
in Syracuse 1n Plutarch's day. -Timaeus, of course, would have
had ample opportunity to see the exhibit for himself, beforeg
Agathocles usurped the power at Syracuse in 317 B.C. On one of
the rare occagions When-Polybiuézhas a word to say in favoub of
T imaeus, i£ is to praise. him for finding an inscription hidden

away at the back of a temple.

s = R M e e o e S e DN TS T SIS T ST e S e
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CHAPTER XX1X

The whole of this chapter, with the exception of the first
half-Sentencec is peculiar to Plutarch, although Diodorus also
relates that " some Athenians, who nad been well bred and instructed
in several arts, were loosed from their fettérs by the young men
of Syracuss ", | But Plutarch, after describing the branding of
some of the Athenian prisoners, records two anecdotesa ( paragrapha
3 - 5 ) which illustrate the gréat love of the Sicilians for the
choral hymns of Euripides, prefacing them with the words, " Some
Athenians were saved for the sake of Buripides ".

The earlliest extant authority which we have for the first
anecdote 1ig the considerable, although mutilated, fragment of
Satyrus' Life of Euripidesf This fragment 1s interesting on
other grounds, for it is the only extant portion of Hellenistie
biography which we possess. Did Plutarch cull this anecdote
directly from Satyrus ? His knowledge of Peripatetic literature
was obviously goodf Had he read‘Satyrus' Life recently and
remembered or noted down this anecdote ? Or d4id he find the story

In Tlmaeus, to whom Satyrus was also indebted ?

Plutarch agrees with Thucydides ( V1l, 87 ) that the daily ration
for Athenian prisoners in the stone quarries was 2 wdrelar of
corn and one of water; Plutarch gives no number of suwrvivors -
Thucydides mentions 7000 at the fewest, Diodorus 7000 prisoners,
with 18000 slain.

*@. & H. Oxyr. Pap. 1X, 1176

3 cf, Barbu, .... 1les biographies de P., pp 47 -~ T7l; Paton, C.R.,
XXV1L, quotes two examples of close verbal remlnlscences between
Satyrus' Life of Buripides and Plutarch's De Adulatore et Amico,
68 B, and Conjug. Praecept. 141 B. '
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It 1s impossible to answer thease guestions with any degrée
of certainty. But three facts do at least suggest a Timaean source.
Eurlpides was very popular among writers 5f the Fourth century and
later, who would be glad to find and record examples of the
affection in which he was held by.contemporary non-Athenian Greeks!
Timasug, we.know, was very fond of Euripldes, and a story of this
type would naturally appeal to him, for it would satisfy his sense
of divine Jjustice to fiﬁd that the people of Euripides who rejected
the poet during his 1ife-time, were notwithstanding saved by the
popularity of the works of the same poet on more than one occasion.

Secondly, the account of Satyrus is very brief: " The story
is that at the time of Nicias' expedition to Sicily, when numbers
-of Athenlans were Cgpture@, many of them owed their relegase to thé
poemg of Euriplides - any who remembered some of his verses ard
taught them to the sons of those who had taken them captive; so
great was the admiration of the whole of Sicily for Euripides ".
Plutarch' story is more expanded and with further detall. One need
not assume that Plutarch could not have expanded the more simple
account of Satyrus; but, if Timagus had in the first ihstance told
the story, Satyrus would have had to condense it so as to fit it
into the limits of his biographiqal dialogue; while Plutarch adds
information ( about the food and drink offered to the starving
Athenians after the battle ) which he could hardly have lmagined,
and would not have inserted unless he wére using an authority other

than Satyrus.

"er. Plutarch, Lysander, XV, 4, whexre Plutarch says that the
proposition of the Spartan allies to destroy the city of Athens
and sell all the Athenians into slavery was finally re jected

because of the influence of a chorus of Buripides,
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Thirdly, the second anecdote recorded by Plutarch, about
the Caunians who were refused refuge in the harbour of Syracuse
until they &mclared that they knew some of the songs of Euripides,
~8eems to suggest that both stories spring from a common Sicilian
source { .or are likely to have been found in a history of Sicily ),
the object of which was to ascribe greater culture to Sicily than

. , /4
to any other 7 #xves Eddgvary

I'of. Polybius, X11, 26, where the historian alleges that Timaeus
claimed a high degree of culture for his nat.ive Sicilia.ns

r & -rVJtn-N e e e caf,u flew)voxan.:v ‘opuratvw: rovs  Ev Su«r..\/..
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CHAPTER XXX '

The whole of this shbrt chapter 1is peculiar to Plutarch{
consisting of one graphic incident, and concluding with the words:
" S0 hard was 1t for the Athenians to believe that Nicias had
suffered the fate which he had often foretold to them ".

Tt is quite impossible to identify the source of the anecdote
about the stranger in the barber's shop at Athens, who first
brought the tragic news to Athens, and suffered so hideously for
doing so. It 1s hardly likely that the story is from any
Athenian source - it is rather the type pf tale to'be rgcounted
in the camp of the enemy, ascribing to thelr defeated foe a
cruelty which even their consternation ard confusion could hardiy
excuse.

There 18 no epllogue to the Life of Nicias; and it is strange
that, 1f Plutarch used his Thucydides at first hand, he did not
conclude his biography~with a reference to Thucydides' post-mortem
evaluation of the character of Niciasf

D.R.Stuart? referring to Thucydides' appreciation of Nicias,
says, " It would seem that, since the reputation of Nicias for
uprightness of character was so high, Thucydiies in this case
intended to stresg ethical valuation ",

Just the quotatlon, surely, for an ethical biographer !

“vi1, s6. Admittedly, there are similarities between
_ Thucy. Vil, 86 and Nicias, 1X, 6, and perhaps

J'Epochs of Greek & Roman Blography, p. 37
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From thils examination of the passagaes contained in the Life
of Nicias, chapters X1V - XXX, which are found in neither Thucy-
dideg nor Diodorus, it gseems obvious that thelr pecullar
characterlstics are, from what we know of the great Sicilian
historian. the characteristics of Timacus. In every 1nstance
where there 1s some uncertainty as to the ultimate source, one may
with some degree of probability postulate a Sicilian authority.
The passages all follow a tradition written from a Sicilian point
of view; the authority from whom they are taken either had access
to contemporary writings, or was'himself an eyewltness of ths events.
Again, they are hostile to Gylippus the Spartan, and complimentary
to Hermocrates the Syracusan. They show very little personal
interegt in Nicias, and déal with him in the somewhat 6asual mannsr
in which the defeated enemy general might be introduced in an
historical narrative, except when Nicias acts in such a way that
he calls for pralse from the enemy, or when he shows an interest
In matters of religlon which also appeal to the source{ Finally,
the passapges seem to be interwoven into the framework of the
blography in such a way as to 1lmply that Plutarch either made a
gkilful synopeis of his ome authority ( who was himself making an
equally skilful gynopseis of eérlier authorities and the findings
of his own research ), or made most strange use of three or mors

authorities slde by side, selecting in an arbitrary manner first

/ They contain references to omens, oracles, portents amd current
superstitions, 1in which both Timaeus and Philistus were interested:
cf. Cicero, De Div. 1, 39.
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one and then the other, contradicting one and showing preference
for the other, and yet weaving the whole into & unity, which in

its general aspect was consistently pro-Sicilian,



CHAPTERS X11 and X111

These chapters, which act as a prologue to the Sicilian
Expedition, because they are not a part proper of the historical
narrative, need separate consideration. There 18 much in them
which is peculiar to Plutarch ( particularly in the long series
of omens which is recorded in chapter X111 ), but nothing which
contradicts the information supplied by Thucydides or the meagre
references of DRiodorus.

Ohe can state with certainty'that Plutarch's tone in these
two chapters is against the expedition? and-he piles up argument
upon argument to show how foolish, how short-sighted, how éontrary
.to all the Warnings of heaven such an expedition was. Neilther in
Thucydidas’nor in Diodoruszis there any hint of a superstitious
connection between the mutilation of the Hermag and the recall of
Alcibiades and fallure of the expeditionf Yet the chépters of
Plutarch are full of this superstitious connection, and it has been
pointed out before that Timaeus delighted to draw this sort of
parallel. Tillyard, in his essay on Fimagus Agathoclesﬁ quotes
many examples of the way in which Timaeus illustrated his belief
that sacrllege was visited by a direct blow.from heaven, and that
punishment by the gods for an unholy deed took such a shape as
clearly to show for what crime it was inflicted.

Again, if one had no other indications of authority, one

{ 3 .
V1, 8 et seq. 2 X11, 84 et seq. Except, perhaps,Vl, 27
" Tillyard, Agathocles, pp. 14, 15, 68 - 73, 175, 204,
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would be compelled to admit that both the style and the matter
are reminiscent of the school of Isocrates. We know that
Isoérates ( apart from his " panhellenism " ) reckoned that the
posgesgion of a navy and an overseas empire was detrimental to the
best interests of Athens. This he illustrated in the " Peace " by
reference to the Sicilian Expe&ition. Timaeus, a pupil of one of
the pupils of Isocrates, and also a Sicilian with a natural bilas
against Athens, wbuld raadily'téke up the-master's views, gspecially
as they coincided with his own sense of patriotism, |

One feels, also, that chapter XI1 contalns almost

incontrovertible evidence that Plutarch could not have used his
Thucydides at first‘hand. It is noticeable that the only arguments
to oppose the expedition which Plutarch puts into the mouth of |
Niciaslwere an attack on Alcibiades for thus seeking to gratify
hig ambition and satlsfy his greed, and a warning of grievous
dangers iﬁvalved In an expedition beyond the seas. But, in fact,
the speeches of Nicias which are found in Thucydideglare full of
most statesmanlike arguments agalnst the expedition - the stupidity
of engaging in a great war with Sicily with powerful enemies at
home ready to pounce upon a defenceless city, the folly of seeking
new subjeets in foreign lands while old subjects near at hand were
gt1ll in revolt, the impossibility of keeping Sicily under control,
through lack of forces, even 1if the expedition were successful.
Granted that Plutarch was more interested in personal relationships

than in statesmanlike arguments ! But if Plutarch had been making

/
Nicias, X11, & - 5 *y1, 23



72
uge of Thucydides at filrst hand, he could hardly have omitted to
mention the cogency of such arguments, and the evidence which they
supply to paint one side of the picture of Nicias' charaﬁter to
which justice 1s not done in this blography. Tlimagus, on the
other hand, would not be interested in argumenis of this sort,
when he could point to the destructlion of the Athenian forces as
the inevitable consequence of a violation of the warnings of
heaven.

It is, therefore, quite likely that Plutarch adapted
from Timaeus almost the whole of these two chapters. Chavter X1l
is repeated, in very similar words, in the Life of Alciblades.

But one new ideé is introduced into thls chapter of the Life of
Niclas: " The e&f7opor  feared accusations of trying to
escape their contributions for the support of the navy, and so,

' deSpite their better judgment, held tneir peace ".

On the testimony of Lysias Nicias was compelled to go
to Sicily against hls will; and Plutarch say; that Nicias found
his greatest opponent in the person of a certain Demostratus, nho
is not mentionsed by Thucydides or Diodorus; but we lknow from
AristOphaneégthat Demosgtratus incurred the later anger of the
Atheniang for his entbusiasticbsupport of the GXpedition; and the
same man seems to ha%e been one of the principal objects of

- 4
Attack in Eupolis' dgper .

! "Gonfiscation of the Propefty of the Brother of Nicias ", 2.

2 < 7 - s} P - /L /
i . et 3p ot 5?7 2 oy 71 [l 'rav.t
Niclas X11, 61 0 pehere 7ar Sopdymyey O mo O T vl .

* Lysistrata, 391. “ Kock, G.A.F. 1, 258 £f: Powell, New
v Ghs in Gk Lit.,3rd ser., 161-3
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CHAPTER X111

_ !
This chapter is full of information of an anecdotal nature,

which is repeated in the Life of Alciblades, but with two strange
points of disagreement.

| Iﬁ this Life of Nicias ( X111, 3 ) Plutarch says that " no signs,
not even the mutilation of the Hermae " could deter the Athenlans
from the expedition. In the Life of Alcibiadeszhe geems to contra-
dict this, for there he says that the incident of the Hermae
" confounded the hearts of many, even among those who usually set
small store by such things ", '

Again, in the Life of Nicias ( X111, 1 ) he says that
Alciblades " had other diviners in his private service, and fronm
sundry oracles reputed ancilent he cited one saying that great fame
would be won by the Athenians in Sicily ". It 1is strénge that a

statement of this nature, which would be more appropriate 1in the

3
Life of Alcibiades, 1s not mentioned there.

One cannot with certainty refer to Timaeus as the authority
for the whole series of omens and oracles recorded in this chapter,

’ 4
some of which are repeated in the Life of Alcibiades.

"M The ultimate source lg an Atthis ", sSays Jacoby, Atthis, p. 267.
® XV11i, 4

3 Plutarch tells us ( Alcib., X111, 9 ) that the Nicias was written
before the Alciblades; he may therefore have used with some brevity
the relevant material for the Alciblades which he had already used
in the Nicias; 1t 1s possible that Plutarch is following a Hellen-
istic biographer for his Life of Alcibiades, supplementing him with
material drawn from various sources, historical & blographical.

“ %xVii & Xv1li
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Plutarch coumences witn a series of oracles, reputed to
have been given to Alcibiades by certain diviners whom he had in
his private service; these oracles were all apparently selected by
Alcibiades and hig friends because they suggested a successful
outcome for the Sicilian Expedition. alcibiades was delighted to
recelive envoye from the shrine of Aumon in the Libyan desert with
an oracle‘to éay that the Athenlans would canture all the

Syracusans. Thls Information is almost certainly from Timaeus,
The mutilation of all'the Hermae in the clty of Athens,
except the Hermeg of Andocldes, wag looled upon asg a bad omen for
the Expedition. The account given here hy Plutarch does not
differ from, nor contradict, the accounts of other wrifers.l

3

", whose Hermes was not

Thucydides, who mentions " a certain man
mutilated, doeg not name Andocides; but we have all the inforuation
about Andocideg, including the name of his ¢uL{ » &lven to us in
the speech of Andocides? and 1t is clear that this iInformatlon was
in the first instance talen froum Andocideg a rassed on to
Plutarch by his authority.

There is no evidence as to the egource from Whiéh the incident
is takxen, which Plutarch calls the " &affailr of the altar of the
twelve éods n Thucydjdesf Herodotusf Xenophon7and Lyourgu;

mention this altar.

{This oracle hasg been discussed in UWicilas, K1V,7: cf. Dion,L1V-LV1l;
Cimon, XV111,7; Lysander, XXV, 3 - 4.

* andocides, De Hyst. 62; Isoc., De Big. 3-4; Diodorus, X1ll,2; Liepos
3 4lcidb, 11ll; Longinus, 1V,3; Philochorus, R.H.G.,1,402, 11l.
V1, 60. . “De Hyst. 62: & Cepys... Bv 5 Alyis Lvebymer.

— | — ¢
vy, s54. ¢ II,7: vi,108. "Ripp., I11,2. Gont. Leoc. 198.
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- 6 Plutarch says }hat ravens alighted upon a gold Palladium,
set up by the Athenians at Delphi out of the spoils of her victories
in the Persian Warg, and pecked off the gold. Pausaniaalmentions
that he saw 1n the enclosure at Delphl on a4bronze palm tree a gold

| Palladium, dedicated by Athens to commemorate her victory by land
‘and sea at Eurymedon. The association of this portent with
Syracuse may, perhaps,suggest a Sicilian ofigin to the anecdote,
and Plutarch makes the point that the Athenians claimed that this
portent was_ah invention of the Delphians at the suggestion of the
Syracusans;z

Another oracleglordered the Athenians to bring the
priestesg of Athena from Glazomenaéi in Ionia, to Athens, and when
they fetchea her, her name was &vaﬂt .

The conclusion drawn by Plutarch - or his source - from

such omens .as these, was that Athens should " keep the peace ".

11 The concluding paragraphs of the chapter contain stories
about Meton, Socrates and the festival of Adonis.. The incidents
about Meton and Socrates are repeated in the Life of Alcibiades, but
in the Nicias much greater émphasis 1s laid upon the warning which

these two men gave agalnst the Expedition.’

!

X, 9

2 pccording to H.W.Parke ( Hist. of Delphic Oracle, 1939, p. 213 ),
the description of ravens pecking off the golden dates may go back
" to a contemporary source, as " Plutarch also records the conjecture
of Athenians that this story was an invention of Delphians at the

instigation of the Syracusans ".

3 Plutarch says elsewhere ( Moralia 433 B ) that the instruction was
to fetch the woman from Erythrae; Clazomenae here may perhaps be a

glip.
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This is particularly true in the case of Socrates. In his Life
of Alcibiades'Plutarch says that Socrates had no hopes that any
good would come to the city from the Expedition. In the Nicilas,
Socrates' Swigbviev indicated ( %?;vuse ) that the Expedition
would make for the ruin of the city; " Socrates let this be known
to his intimate friends, and the story had a wide circulation ".
The story of Metoﬁi the astronomer, is repsated in almost
identical worde in the Life of Alcibiades, the only difference
belng that in the Nlolas Plutarch says that the son of lMeton was
to sail to Sicily in charge of a trireme? but does not make it
clear that Meton's son did not sail; while in the Alcibiades he
indicates that lMe%on, by feilgning madness, achleved his purpbse.
9 - 11 The last paragraphs of the chapter, With their suggestion
that the wailling of the women of Athens at the Adonis festival was
interpreted by some as a bad portent for the Expedition, are

&
repeated briefly in the Life of Alcibilades.

['4
XVll, 5 - 6 *of. Arist. Clouds 616: Birds 992 et seq.
3 pelian, V. H., X111, 12, tells the same story.

“ XV1il, 3; of. Arist. Lysis. 389 et seq.
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Having examined those additional details which are found
in Pilutarch's Life of Nicilas, chapters X1l - XXX, but not recorded
by Thucydides or Diodorus, and having demonstrated that We‘may
reasonably assume them to have been taken by Plutarch from Timaeus'
History of B8icily, we must proevead to compare the few passages
which we find bothin Plutarch and in Diodorusg, but not in Thucy;
dides. There are, in fact, only four short passages which, while
not found in Thucydides, are in the text of Dlodorus, and lead us
to assume from their very nature that Plutarch's authority and that
of Diodorus are both drawing upon one original source. This source
seems to be Philistus, the Syracusan historian. Although these
are not the only passages culled from Philistus by Tlmacus and
passéd on to Plutarch, they are at any rate the only passages of
Pnilistus which are ldentical in the Ephorus and in the Timagus
traditions.

1) Nicias, XXV, 2: Diodorus/also describes, in some detall,
the great sea fight before Syracuse, and the tumultuous
emotions of the spectators in the city itself.

2 ) Nicias, XXv1l, 8: Diodoruézagrees with Plutarch that the
captured suits of Athenian armour were hung along the banks
of the river.

3 ) Nicias, XXVI1ll, 1 - 3: Diodoruésdescribes the general
agsembly of the Syracusans after the defeat of the
Atheniang, giving the nawme of the popular leader of the

Syracusans as Diocles ( Eurycles, says Plutarch ); he

' 3
"' X111, 14 #X111, 19 X111, 19
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also refers to the gelling of the Athenians and their
allies into slavery, while freemen and Sicilian Hellenes
were cast into stone—quarriést arnd to the plea of.
Hermocrates for lenlency ( as has been noted, Plutarcﬁ?
and Diodorus give ﬁlmost identical quotations from the
speech of Hermocrates ).

4 ) Nioias, XX1X, 2: Diodoruéasayé that the young men of
Syracuse freed a few Athenians who were Wéll educated;

Plutarch more épecifically speaks of them being freed

" for the sake of Euripides ",

We may assume that this information came from Philistﬁs - in
the case of Diodorus through Ephorus, and through Timaeus to
Plutarch. It is unlikely that Plutarch would use at first hand
the history of Pﬁilistus, for the following reasons:

1) Plutarch tells us that he has no desire to " amass useclesg
materials of research ”?

2) Philistus would supply the biographer with little fresh
information about the character of Nicias whicli he could not have
found in his primary source, the History of Timaeus.

3) Philistus was not the type of writer to whom Plutarch would

s
naturally have recourse. Although we know that he was not averseg

'callea x¢775&e by both Plutarch & Diodoxrus; AMoTﬂréu by Thucy.
’ vit,€6.

? Nicias XXV1ll, 3 3 X111, 33 ' “Nicias 1, 5

< —
F.H.G,1, 185: Cicero, Ad Quint. Frat. 11, 13, " Siculus 1ille
capitalis, creber, acutus, brevis .... paene pusillus Thucydides ";
De Orat, 11, 13; Brutus, 17: Diodorus, X1V, 103; Dion. Hal. 11,
131, 19-
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to recording omens and oracles: we have no evidence that his
history was chatty or anecdotal. On ﬁhe contrary, his narrative
and his speeches were apparently dull, and one could not find in
his pages those amusing stories and digressions which characterised
his Isocratean contemporaries? ‘ Philistus of Syracuse was not a
pupil of Isocrates, although he 1s often confusged with Philiscus'
of Miletus, becauée of a mistake on the part of Sgldas, and a
false Interpretation of, or a false reading of, Philiscus for
Philistus in Gicero% Being a supporter of the Hegrmocratean
party, and Dionysius in particular, Philistus no doubt made a
conéiderable contribution to the gupport for, and pralse of,
Hermocrates which we find in Timaegus. On the other hand, as a
partisan of Dionysius and an opponent of Dioﬁt he would naturally
incur the disapproval of Timasgus,

It is, of course, impossible to gpecify with any degree
of certainty all thé information which came to Plutarch from

s :
Philistus through the medium of Timaeus. There are three passages

‘ | '
Clcero, De Dlv. 1, 39 zﬁfheon Progymn. 44, Spengel

*De Orat., I, 23, 94; but in De Orat. 1l, 13,57, Cicero clearly
dlstingulshes between Philistus and the Isocratean.

“Diodorus XVi, 16; Plutarch, Dion, XXXV

'S It has been assumed that Timaeus used both Thucydides & Philistus
at first hand; this assumption need not be correct, for if Philist
merely transcribed the account of Thucydides, when describing the
Sicilian Expedition ( Theon, Progyun. 63, 25, Spengel ), adding
further details from his own research, then Timaeus might find
the Thucydidean account superfluous. But it 1s posgsible that
later writers exaggerated Philistus' imitation of Thucydides.
The'on, a rhetorician, would be on the look out for similarity of
8tyle rather than content between the two historians., ( ef. Gomme,
Hist. Comm. on Thucy., Vol. 1, page 30, note 1 )
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of which we can be certain that they are from the works of
Pnilistus, two of which are not mentioned by Diodorus; these
passages contain mention of the name of Stilbidesc the attempted
guicide of Demostheneéf and the Philistussversion of the execution
of Wicias and Demosthenes, which is identical with that of Thucy-
dides.

For the rest, we may assume that when Plutarch gives us
some personal, contemporary ahecdotas, told from the point of view-
of the Syracusans, he 1s passing on information which has been
culled from Philistus by Timasus. The latter would be willing
enough to accept the factual evidence of Philistus, while
disparaging his style, unless he had some particular reason for
preferring a contradictory account.*

Thus 1t 18 posgsible that the following passages are
ultimately from Philistus via Timaeus:- chapters X1V, 6 - 7; XV11il, 3;
XX1, 1 and 9 - 10; XXV, 1b - 2; XXV, 2; XXV11, 2, 5, 6, 8; XXV1ll, 1 -
3; XX1X, 2.

, .
Nicias, XX11k, 7 - cf. Schol., Aristophanes, Peace, 1031l

*Nicias, XXV1l, 2 = Pausanias, 1, 29, 1l
* Nicias, XXV111l, 5 = Thucydides, V1l, 86, 2

“ This may be so in the Plutarch-Timaeus account of the deaths of
Nicilas and Demosthenes - suiclde, at the suggestion of Hermocrates.
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In this section of the Life of Nicilas. there are many
occasiong, ag has been pointed out, where Plutarch passes on
information which is also found in Thucydides, but absent from
Diodorus, and on the whole such information is found to be
accurately transcribed. But all the evidence - from a close
comparison between Thucydides and Plutarch - seems to suggest
that Plutarch did not have Thucydides before him or use him ab.
firet hénd, when he Wrote his account of Nicias' part in the
fatal Sicilian expedition. |

There seems to be strength In the arguments that Thucydides
did not offer to the bilographer ( as apparently Timaeus did )
material about Nicias in a convenient fbrm or on a convenlent
gcale, that Thucydides was lacking in those anecdotes which would
help Piutarch's reéders to appreciate the character of Nicias,
But, apart from this, the following polnts must be noted:-

1) OnAthree occasionslPlutarch seems deliberately to change
the order of Thucydides.

2 ) On three occasions Piutarch seems to contradict Thucydides;
in Plutarch Demosthenes' arguments for sailing homéaare different
from those in Thucydides; Thucydides says that the Athenians did
try to salvage some of their vessels, while Plutarch contradicts
thiéi while glving a different version of the deaths of Nicias and
' Démosthenes, Plutarch is fair enough to state that hé is passeing on

' &
the versgion of Timasus.

T N T e

"Nicias, X1V, 3; XV, 3-4; X1X, 8.
2 . 3 & .
Nicias, XX11, 1 - XXV, 5 XXV11l, 5
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‘3 ) Plutarch passes on spnecific numbers which aré not found in
Thucydidesg this. is most important, for Plutarch would have no
reagon for giving'numbers unléss his principal sgourge passed them
on to him. He would: hardTy be likely to turn to Timaeus or another
gource Tor numbers of the slain, which he d1d not find in Thucy-
didesg, and then turn back again to Thucydides for his narrative.

4 ) Plutarch seems to insert quite naturally into hisg narrative
extra details ( sometimes, Just one sentence ) which are not found
in Thucydides? these detalls do not break the narrative - for the
mogt part they are quite insignifioant‘facts, yet detalls which
Plutarch could not have 1lmagined or 1invented.

A8 has beegn shown, almost all the extraneous material
supplied by Plutarch comes from Timaeus{ and what 1is not Timaean &
may be termed 'eidological', where Plutarch digresses to give an
interesging anecdote to exemplify the character of his hero, or
where he passes moralilsing comwents on a particular situation.

But all the instances quoted abové are eXamples of where the
narrative is quite unbroken and very similar to Thucydides, but
with additionai information, some geographical, some describing

, trOOp movements, some specifying numbers of ships or of the slain,

which are not found in Thucydldes

e gt

ler. Nicias, XX1, 1 and XX1, 11; in the latter reference Plutarch
recordg the Athenian dead at Epipolae as 2000. '

’ \ . /
2of, Wicias, XVL, 5: o 5 merepew Smyfnpuc nat Zmowoiiray 7is yedupes.
Nicias, X1X, 7: the death of Gongylus specifically mentioned.
Nicilas, XX1,1l: addltlonal information about Athenian flest:
Nj_cj_as X_}f\[l 2 % S¢ vpors Spadats sur 7e Sivors rels famers (-?-‘_éaur
Nicias, XXVll 5-6:- the abuse of Niclas by Gylippus.
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It 1s, therefore, reasonable to assume that from chapter X1l
to the end of the biography, Plutarch made skilful use of a single
historical authority, giving to his readers a pleasant resumé of
‘the Sicilian History of Tlmgeus, However much Plutarch may have
digliked and criticissed Timacus, he found his writings useful for
more than ons of.his'Lives, in much the same way as Polybius and
Diodorus, although heartily detesting him, were glad enough to make
use of the inquiring mind of Timaeus and his genuine ablilities in
regearch. For he was certalnly a voluminous, 1if uncritical writer,
who interlarded his pages with quotations and anecdotes, and
himself consulted many suthorities, both.good and bad.

The portrait which Plutarch paints in these chapters 1is a
fair éétimate of a general, who, after all, from the standpoint of
Timaeus, was the leader of a foreign army invading his home country.
But it 1s not an improbable pilcture, or fantastic - 1n fact, it is
remarkably moderate in ite language. Whether such moderation is
due to Plutarch's blue-pencil, or whether it was really to be found
in Timaeus, we shall never know. But Plutarch could have done
much’ﬁorse than have recourse to Timaeus for his descfiption of
the part which Nicias played in the Sicilian Expedition. At any
rate, he built his chapters upon the sound historical sense of
Thucydides and the rather pedestrian and prosaic information of the
eyewltness, Philistus, interpreted by one who must surely rank as
one of the greatest of all romantic historians, despite his

devaluation by later criticas,
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PART 11. ' PLUTARCH'S LIFZ OF L1GIAS.

Seqtion 2. The sarly military career of iTiciag ( 11 - X1 ).

These charters give us a very different portrait of the
Athenian general and statesman. Heee, at any rate, we find the
gort of information wnich wust have been dear to the hesarts of
the Peripatetic bilographers of the Hellenistic period - anecdotes
to illustrate personal character: citations from the Athenian
comic posts, references to, and guotations frow, Zuripides,
Aristotle and Theophrastus, cowparisons and contrasts, antipatietic
alluslons to CGleon and Iyperbolus, and rhetorical noralisings
upon the folly, wealinesses and suspiciong of the Atienian mob.

But there are no scandalous or sensatilonal anecdotes recorded
about Nicias hiuself,

We have here, not a sygtematised and coordinated biography
of Wiclag, tracing his early life and education, hiis political
triumphs and military victories in chronological order, but a
patchwork, skilfully embroidered, of anccdotes loosely connected.
Many of these anecdotesg have more bearing upon ths lives of Cleon,
or Hypefbolus, or Alcibiades, than upon the life of Nicias. The
latter, one might almnost say, serves as the buttrecss between the
snaweless impudence of Cleon and the reckless daring of Alcibiades;
for all his weakhesses,’Niclas stands wmidway between the Xpery of

Pericles and the ﬁLfvoxé of Cleon.

{ . \ - ~ .
" Signe of the soul in men " ( 7= = Porys é9pera ), Plut. Alex.,l, 3.
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The actual authorities to whom Plutarch refers in this
gsection of his Life of Nicias offer us but few clues to hisg
primary source or sources. After all, quotations from, or references
to, Thucydides, Aristotle, Theophrastus, and the Athenian tragilc
and comic poets, may easlily imply a Hellenistic blographer or an
Isodratean historian; they may suggest Theopompus of Chios or
Idomeneus of Lampsacus, Duris of Samos, Heracleides Ponticus or
Hermippus of Smyrna, or indeed any of the peripatetic biographers
of the third and second centuries B.C., whose works are no longer
extant and of whosSe writings we know so very little. On the other
hand, we might assuﬁae that Plutarch collected the material and
angcdotes himself from widely scattered sources.

But it does seem a praori unlikely that Plutarch im Iindebted
to a bilographer for the information which he glves us in the early
chapters of this Life. In the first place, 1f the assumptlion is
correct that the historian Timaeus directly supplled the information
fof chapters X11 - XXX, and if Plutérch based hls earlier chapters
upon peripatetic bilography, then we must assume that he discarded
his biographer at precisely that momént in his life of Niclas
when Nicias' career became othér than commonplacé, when the
posgiblility offered 1itself to elaborate upon spicy details aﬂi
raqy Incidentg in an Expedition that was never looked upon as othsr
than disastrous from an Athenian viewpoint. Secondly, these
eérly chapters are hardly bilographical in the strict sense of the
word, There i1g no ' epllogue '; a8 might have been expected at the
close of chapter XXX - but the reason for this 1s the Tlmaean source

in which Plutarch would not find any summing-up of the character
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of Niciag. Nor do we find any ' prologue ' to introduce either
cﬁapters 1 or I1; instead, there is a sort of source-criticism in
the first chapter, which leads on to & series of comparisons, in
the second chapter, between the adult Nicias and his contemporaries.
These ten chapters do not consistently lay emphasis upon Nicilas,
and many of the incidehts which théy record have but a very loose
connection with him. Of course, most of what has to be said
concerns Nicias in some way or another, but. Plutarch's authority
has no hesitation in blatantly digresaing to dilate upon the mad
vanity'or indecent demagogylof Cleon and the shameful fate of
Hyperboluéi or to elaborate the schemes of the ambitious
Alcibiadesf It would be wrong to assume that Hellenistlc
biographers never 4did digréss ( certainly Plutarch himself often
does ); but these chapters are more reminiscent of an nistorian,
writ ing under thé influence of rhetoric ard ceamming his pages
with anti-radical attacks, than a factual blographer who 1is
illustrating character from incidentsf They do notvcontain
much of what D. R. Stuart calls " the themes essentlal to the
blographer in any age - nationality, parentage, parents' walk

in 1ife, pursuits engaged in prior to entrance on Career proper,
education and teachers .... ". In the third place, it is
perhaps unlikely that a biography, as such, of Nicias was
avallable po Plutarch - or even to Nepos, -who must have had in
Rome a much wider oircie of authoritles to draw upon, 1if he

desired to use them, There 18 surely some significance in the

Nicias, V11, 7 7 y111, 6 %x1, 3-8 “x3-9; x1,1-5

sThere are no sayings of Niclas in the Apophthegmata.
6E‘pochs of Gk & Roman Biography, p. 17L
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fact that Nepos omits to include a Life of Nicias in his biographies,
although he gives us short accounts of Ohabriés ard Iphicrates.
This may be due to the fact that no biography of Nicias did really
exlst, or that none was available to Bépos. If we are right in
assuming that Nepos invariably used secondary blographies as his
authorities, then he would be unllikely to resort to historical
research to £ill up any gaps 1n his serigs of Lives{ But, of course,
the argument from gilence 18 not a conclusive one, If, however,
there was a peripatetic silence about Nicias,.it nay be accounted
for by the fact that the peripatetics were more interested in
intellectuals than in soldiers, while Nicias was neither a great
hero nor a great villain, neither a philosophner nor a tragedian,
neither poet nor great statesman., We know that the peripatetics
were interested in scandal and sensation ( but not exclusively so,
whatever impression Athenaeus may give us ! ); and if no biographies
exlgted of Theramenes or Nicias or Thucydides, son of Melesiaéf
whom Aristotlg considered to be the three iost excellent Athenian
citizens, it may have been because thefe was no scandal assoclated
‘with them. D. R. Stuart has an amusing comment: " The old Adam
that is in most of us turns instinctively a readler ear to the
digparager who seeks to bring to light in biography the dross in the

character of a man or woman than to the orthodox panegyrist ".

rm

lNapos was not a careful writer, and he was at pains to clear himself
of the charge of writing history; yet 1t does seem evident that he
had recourse to Ephorus for his Life of Pelopldas,

2 But, according to Wade-Gery ( J.H.S5.,1932,Vol.52,p.221 ), the Vita
Anon. Thucy. gives information about Thucydides, son of lelesias,
which is ultimately from a 'Life', perhaps based upon Stesimbrotus:
{Athenacus, 589 D ).

4 .
3 Gongtit. of Athens, XXV1ill, 5 Ibid. p. 131
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On the other hand, the_peripatetic gilence may be due to the
fact that few personal traits couhi be agcertalned about them
which might 1llustrate their characters, or because they were not
philosophers or thinkers, but men of actlon and political leaders.
As has been mentioned, there was little that was provocative
or sensational about the 1ife of Niclas, his sole vices apparently
be ing an excessgive timidity, a characterigstic indecigion and a
superstitious fear of the gods. It does not secm likely that he
was of aristocratic birth, for his son, Niceratus’( ag good a
democrat as his father ), suffered death at the hands of the Thirty,
~as d id Bucrates his brother. Lysgias tells of the misfortunes of
the family of Nicias, and at least suggestézthat Nicias was a |
Ademagogue and consigtently opposed to the oligarchic faction in
Athens. If this was really so, then it is most likely that the
historians of the.late Fourth and the Third centurigs B.C. gave
him a place in their Iinvariably bilased treatment of the Athenian
democratic leaders. The most likely of these writers for
lnfofmation about Niciag are Theopompus of Chios, Idomeneus of
Lampsacus and, perhaps, Heracleides Ponticus.
Busoltssuggests that the second chapter of Plutarch's Life
of Nicias was taken in large part from Theopompus' Treatise on

Demaéogues, and that chapters 1X - X1 were also based upon Theopompus.

’ ’

ICf. Diodorug, Xlv, 5 :llnff-( &'{-‘g CTay TS 'ér?réur; k:; fnlu;écu.anv, h“.hvn:. F AR
2 . 8é5n cxeSv mpdrev alvvanw Abyruioy. ‘ ‘
Confisc, of the Prop. of the Brother of Nicias, 6: ;vm7}‘nu,:w¢¢w, A

bpos wat Sox Wemioe  eben Zne 7L Cperipn Aybee, gufbgpbeis S 7o 7piamerTa
.’.,73’04.4, ¢ o're rn(m wire o‘:"‘? B’ é’l’”{‘" Saseel '{f"': ‘o8 Gv?\m(( 77’:‘ Falr?h;‘,/‘“f’Z/fog

s Db poralra Grepdere it ‘S”":"fx"""‘ "'“:7';: Tees o O, e-’nrov r‘:)«;&o; PigvvR

s Era 7o ’76""7""‘”’ e wlvev, dove otk Ze T2’ E—?’T"s ’émev[‘;G-Lr ol veias .

3 .
@Gr. Gesch. 111, 2, 731 and 1259
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Fricke/supposes Theopompus to have been Plutarch's source for the
egarlier chapters of the Niclas, as Ephorus was his sourde for the
Alcibiades; and A. B. Wesﬁzmakes the point that Nicias was probably
dealt with in Theopompus' Digression on Demagogues, because Pericles
and his successor were considered as demagogues by later writeréf
It is, at any rate, interesting to note that the words Spisyerev and
Sypey~ya are used of Nicias by Plutarch in three of his chapters?
Now this suggestion about a limited use by Plutarch of Theo-
pompug 1s a reasonable one., Very fréquently in his Lives and else-
’wher;.Plutarch gXpresses his indebtedness to Theopompus, though
whether directly or through the medium of a later writer, he‘does
not say. From what we know of Theopompus, 1t 1s not unlikely that
hig digression on the Athenian demagogues Iin Book X of his
Philippica offered quite the type of material, in anecdotal form,

for which Plutarch was looking.

o e s e e == S —

‘Untersuchungen iber dile Quellen Plutarchs im Nik. und Alkib.,p.l4 et
. . Sag.
? Glass. Phil., 1924, p. 136

$ of, Aristotle, Const. Ath., XXV111,2: Isoc.,Antidosis,234;Peace,l126.
“13,4; I11,1; 1v,1.

¥ Once in the Timoleon 1V, the Dion XX1V, & the Alcib.,XXX1l; twéice
in the Lysander, XV11 & XX, and three times in Themist.,,X1X,XXV,
XXX1; four times 1n Ages., X,XX{1,XXX11,XXXV1, and sgix times In
Demosth., 1V,X111,X1V,XV111l,XX1,XXV¢ :
cf. also, De Isgid. et Osir., XIV11, 370 B-C,IX1X, 378 E; De Pyth.
Orac.,X1X,403 E-F; Non Posse Suav., X1, 1093 C.; and there must be
many places where Theopompus 1s the ulti.ate source, although he is
not named - cf. early part of Life of Pericles; Demosth, XXV,1;
Phocion, XX1, 2.
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.What were the characterigtics of Theopompus ? Do we find
any traces of theée characterlistics in the early chapters of the
Life of Niclas ¢ _Theopompus'himself was a controversial g
character, and few writers have begn In agreement about his '
viewpolint; he seems to have been as great:mystery to writers who
had all his works available as to modern scholars who are dependent
upon & few collected fragments.

He was born in Chiocs in 378 B.C., and with his father was
expelled from his native island. The young Theopompus travelled
widely, réading extensively, learning rhetoric under Isocrates
at Athens, and Winning‘prizes for his vaf{fas J; His principal
works were & Hellenica in twelve books, which covered the seventeen
years from 411/410, down to 395/394 B.Gf, and were a continuation
of Thucydides' great history, obviously implying both a respect
for, and a knowledge of Thucydides; ad a Philippica in Fifty-eight
books, a general history of the Greek world, which began under the
year 360/359 B.G.T and contained many digressionéi Book V11l being
devoted tohwonders, myths and fables, and part of Book X dealing
with the demagogues at Athens, which was later published separately.
It is this latter work which Plutarch would use, if he based his

early chapters of the Life of Nicias upon a firsthand knowledge of

Theopompus,

'The fragments are Grenfell & Hunt, Oxford, 1909, & F.Gr.H. 11 B.

- 115 et seqg.; cf. Bd., Meyer, Theopomps Hellenika, 1909: G. Busolt,
griech. Stfaatskunde,1920; A.Momigliano, Riv. 4i Fil.,N.S5.,1X,1931,
pp 230-242:335-353; R.Laqueur, 'Theop.',RE,VA,2176 ff,1934; K. Von
Fritz, '"The Hist. Theo. ',A.H.R.,pp 705-787,194l. _

* Gellius, N.A.,X,18; Vit., X Orat.,838 B; Quint.,X,1; Dion.Hal.ad P.V1.

3 Diodorus, X111,42,5: X111, 84, 7 . 4Diodorus, XVi, 3, 8

s Dion. Hal. ( Ad Pomp., V1 ):  &re ... 2(“7(“2“ o T er wmipy
worvepevar  idhe S« 7o @m<eSses Ses ?[-,ﬁun:w&u.
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Of the historlan himsgelf, h;s critics give us the follow-
ing information, Dionyslus of Halioarnasauslrefers to his clear,
ornate and elegant style. Athenaeus? although terming him &ﬁéu;}urﬁ
attributes to him diligence ard trustworthiness, calling him ¢J~&;%:
" who has spent much money in a diligent search for historic facts "f
Both Polybiué“and Nepoégsuggest that he was given to defamation, °
the former accusing him of an eXxtravagance of language, coarse and
unbe coming to the dignity of history. Gicerof algo, claims that he
was apt to overleap all bouhds.in the extravagance of hisg diction,
and Suidas tells us that his master Isocrates remarked that he
" needed the reina " - ard in this respect he differed from his
colleague Ephorus, who ( vide Suidas ) was " simple in character,
and in the expression of what he had to say, supine and sluggish,
with no tension. Theopompus was in character astringent and
gatirical, in diction abundant, fluent and impetuous, and very
candid in his writings ".

Being an Isocratean, Theopompus naturally consgidered his
rhetorical skill arnd style of the greatest luoportance, but at the
samé time he seéms to have posgesgsed the gift of quick character-
isation, and his appeal to the peripatetic writers must have been

- considerable, for his fragments suggest that he wrote with vivid

detall, with an ey€ to ﬁi?as , and a love of persdnalities and

3 — ‘
‘ Ad Pomp. V1 2v1, 254 B 11, 85A - B

“Vvi11, 9 - 12 ®alcibiades, X1  °De orat. 111, 9, 36: Brutus LV1,
204: Ad Attic. V1, 1, 12. ‘
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angcdotes about hilstorical charaoters! He was interested in
hidden motiveéf and sesm$ to have been more critical than
laudatory of historical characters. This perhaps is natural,
for being endéwed with a talent for igvective ard glven an
educat ion more rhetorical than sclentific, he was likely to see
too often only the bad side and to censure for the mere love of
doing so. But even this may be an unfair Judgment of Theopompus,
for we are dependent for the most part upon quotations made by
Athenaeus and other writers who were interested in scandal,
Gilbert Murray wants to make him a Gynig, s#ying, " There 1s a
constant attempt ( in Theopompus ) to strip off the trappings of
the general or statesman and exhibit the poor, frail human
creature beneathﬁ'. Dr Murray attributes this to the influence
updn Theopompus of Antisthenes the Cyni:; but it 1s probably an
exaggeration, for the disillusion brought about by the age in
which he lived, arnd the form of government under which he, an
oliéarch and an ariétocrat, wa s compelled to live in Athens,
would, no doubt, make him satirical inAoutlook.

Politically, he seems to have begn quite violéntly anti-
radical; and if at the best of times no lover of Atheﬁ:,'he

certainly showed the greétest antipathy towards the Athenian

‘ef, G. & H. fr. XX (Lysander), XX11 (Agesilaus),XXX1l (Cotys of
Thrace), and algo LXXXV, LXXXV1,ILXXX1X,XC, CXXXV, etc.

cf Dlon. Ha]_ Ad Pomp. Vl: r"‘(‘”"?’ K-r fe/va; :vtv (-n?r(a—(/ay 'rn.c “kﬁ

r-a\rs-r.: S Sy akhs‘gq 7ok ecrv 7 6"?(-‘?77'0'5 "0*7(’-! /g"’*"“(‘“'-l sonct 'rr“‘fﬁf
2 . .(.Smrm—r

" An hlstorlan, who took his view of life and public affalrs

from the Cynices ": Greek Studies, 1946, p. 165.

“ Ibid. p. 155

$c¢f. Diog., Laert., Vita Antisthenis, V1, 1.
6 c¢f, fr. 148 G. & H., where he attempts to belittle the part played
by Athens in repelling the Persian ianvasion.
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demagoguest At the same time, although his oligarchical
sympathies would naturally lead him to favour Sparta, for -'as
Thucydideézpoints out - the Chians approximated most to.the
gocial and economic institutions of Sparta, he 4id not necegs-
arily side with Sparta in the Peloponnesian War, for he has many
gevere things to say about the Spartan Constitution and about
indivi&ual Spartang; Just as he hasg a sympathetic portralt to
paint of the Athenian Cimon, TInevitably, the teachning of his
master Isocrates had some influence both upon his style and his
conception of history ( as Menénder was not uninfluenced by the
doctrine of &wme=§/«  of his companion, Epicurus ); and Isocrates
invariably giveé a sympathetic picture of Pericies, " a democrat,

s
without being a radical ".

I'ef., Miller, F.H.G.: " fusius autem et sine dubio multa cum acerbitate
exposulsgse videtur de demagogis Eubulo, Callistrato, Cleone, Hyper-
bolo, aliis; ita ut Schol. Lug,fr. 102, hunc librum designare posset
verbis: év < fepr A-;r..(?...,.:'r .

*y111, 24, 4; vi11, 4o, 2

[y

® of. inter alia, fr. 14, 233 G. & H. fr. 89 G. & H.
. ” ’

5 Sypaywyes v Lyabog . of., Peace, 126; Antidosis, 234; Isocrates
himself was a conservative & reactlionary who saw nothing but harm
In the influence of the demagogues. He defended himself against
the charge of being anti-democratic ( Arcopag. 56 et seq. ), and
yet would obviously support a monarchic form of government
( Nicocles, 15 - 16 ). It is, of course, important to remember
that Isocrates was a realist and saw the only hope of a united
Greece 1in a common hatred of Persia ( Panegyr. 163 et seq. ),with
a strong leader to draw together the Greeks, Ideas of this typse
were bourdd to have some influence over TheopompusS, who may have
segn first in Lysander, and then in Philip of Macedon,a sultable
embodiment of this ideal around which to write his history.
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Becauge of the curlous inconsistencies and apparent
contradictions which are found in the surviving ffagments of
Theopompus, and also because the reputation which he held in
antiquity indicated that he was an historian of rank, Theopoumpus
has proboked the most widely conflicting estimates of hls value
as & historian, and indeed of his attitude to history, The least
attractive estimate is that of Laqueur: who glves ﬁhe impfession

i} an

that Theopompus was a more malignant -predecessor of Tacltus,
embittered moralist who was probably himselfvfull of unworthy
passions and rightly hated by his contemporaries ", Momigliane®
attempts to explain his seeming inconsistencies by deriving them
from two ideas taken over from Isocrates, his " Panhellenism " and
nis conception of the writing of history as a means of " Psychagogy ".
_Voh I'pitz makes a careful examination of all the relevant fragments,
anfl starts from Theopompus' predilections { Sparta as a nation, arnd,
as individuals, Cimon, Alciblades, Lysander, Agesilaus, Antisthenes )
and aversions ( radical demoéracy and dissolute living ),'seeking to
find in Theopompus & desire for a one-man rule, a sort of oligarchic
government of susterity and simplicity? |
The Isocratean derived much of his material from Thucy-

dldes, Xenophon and Cratippus, and was obviously familiar with the

works of Herodotus, Ctesiag and Hellanicus ( a political pamphleteer,

! RW’ RE:, D 2186

“ Riv. di Fil., pp 335 - 353: goxeyeyix  ,cf. Dion. Hal. ad Pomp.
. ) . . R Vlo
3 " He was a man who not only dreamt of the good o0ld times when there

had been a strict order amd a hierarchic society, but who had a very
definite idea as to how and in what way only this dream of hls could
be made again to come true " - A.H.R., 46, 19241, p.778.
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1like Stesimbrotus of Thasos ), whom he professed to surpass, amd
such contemporary writers as Theodectes and Naucratesf Apparently,
he did not scorn to accept at their face value the evidence which
he found in the works of the Athenian comic poetéf and - like his
collesague, Ephorus - was not averse to quoting from poets,
especlally Homer, and was fond of proverbial illustrationsi

Now, as Plutarch himself admité%that he prefers an historian
who 1s also a philosopher, while this gives him a wide scope and
the almost unlimited choice of the Hellenistic age for his
authorities, it makes it -inevitable for us to look to the SGhooll
of Isocrates in the first instancs. A superficial survey of
these early chapters of the Life of Nicias reveals the traces of
Wh&£ we know to have heen the charécteristics of Theopompus; yet,
curiously enough, there are but two short paSSagesswhich can be
identified as Theopompan with absolute certainty, as will be
demonstrated later. But the style of chaptersIl - X1 is
reminiscent of Theopompus; some of the satirical comments upon
human affairs and the great men of the age are such as might have
easily been found upon the 1lips of one who was li¥ing in an age of
disillusion, and much of the antl-radical feelingland supercilious

disregard for the people 1s typical of an aristocrat who did in

'fr. 27, G. & He. ?the schol. on Aristophanes bears
3 -witness to this: fr. 26 etc.
Fr. 68, 266, 269, G. & H. -

“Lysander, XXv, 5.
$ an anecdote about Cleon {( V11,7 ), and a description of Cleon's

shameless oratorical methods ( V1ll, 6: this is also found, in
very gimilar words, in Aristotle, Cons. of Athens, XXVI1li, 5 ).
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fact blame thelr democratic way of living fof the debauchery and
drunkenness of the Byzantineg, and of the Ghalcedonians:

One 1s aware that no small portion of‘the material which
makes up éhapters ii - X1 1is peculiar to Plutarch, and cannot be
found in Thucydides, Xenophon, Plato or Aristotle, or any other
extant writer. Yet, when Plutarch refefs_to any detall concerning
Nicias' characteristics or habits, or tells any anscdote about him
which 1s also to be found in other writers, such detalls or anec-
dotes are not in any substantial disagreement with the testimony
of other authoritative writers.

It 18 then possible, from a critical examination of the
early chapters of the Life of Nicias, to make a reasonable
suggestion that'TheopSmpus was Plutarch's ultimate authority. But
such a suggestion is, after all, merely tentatlve and speculative;
and, after the chapters have been examined in detail, It will be_
necessary to inquire whether Theopompus was used at first hand,
or ththér there.is evidence that Plutarch used a later writer
than Theopompus, who was himself passing on in his works the

material which he found in the Isocratean,

‘ . .
fr. 65, Ge & He: ﬁfvv [;ev (nwaxa-r .o..ra-r_; 773 mk:reu; Sravres
4
v GM‘?‘,‘SN/&““N Hotr ﬂn- ﬂ&)?rom Frurehoor dvres.
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CHAPTER I1

As has been observed, this chapter does not commnence with
the parentageg, birth, social position, education and teachers of
Niciasg; but it guotes from the Aristotelian Constitution of Athené,
that " the three best citizens of Athens, men of hereditary good-
will and friendship for the people, were Niclas the son of Niceratus,
Thucydides the son of Meleslas, ard Theramenes the son of Hagnon n,

Plutarchj we notice, 1s not so concise as Aristotle, for he
sdds the names of their fathers anl comments on the three men in
guch a way as to bring out points of difference as well aé gimilarity.

He suggests the Susyeverw of Theramenes, calls him a fdvos from
Geos, and applies to him the term ~o@oeves , with which Aristo-
phaﬁeésand Xenophoﬂyhave made us familiar.

Of Thucydides sgon of Melesias, Plutarch says that he often
opposed Pericles Sppaywyenrn, using the verp wmrokreisdar, which we
know was also employed about Thucydides by ThEOpompusf'

Plutarch also adds that Nicias was put forward ( in 429 B.C. )

3
as the champion of the " rich and notable ", to face the Aseiverx of

Cleon.
Constitution of Athens XXVlll 5 Nicias, ll 1
Soxoiss e ﬂ&#vr‘rot 7e-7-ovev.q oty Ké7v7scv 'rf&.: Grﬁ-vovro ﬁe—alwcrcr rin AoArrans
folﬂfv‘dc..evw f?¢ ‘FN( -{tx,(,w‘ NIKI“ K-l—c ku.g I‘-‘rcnnzy éﬁ‘"“f @gyw‘v ﬂd.f ¢I}I‘V

l(’os rov f>] AoV, /Vurur: & /V(n7’>.¢rw ‘“c
@ﬂﬂtv‘rs,_q é Mm(7su~ P Gyfu(-.ev-;; °
dyvn.»'ﬂ'

Frogs, 467-470 “Hellenica, 2, 3, 31 “fr. 93, @. & H.

B avno S, 575 “oa @75"6‘”’-’

¢ In the early chapters of the Nicias there is a superabundance of
such words asg gSelyei, Bupohoxix, #heave§ix ; thege nouns are frequently
upon the lips of Aristophanes' chapacters, especially when they are
referring to the demagogues - they may well have become favourites

with Theopompus: cf, fr. 84, 90, 133, 153, 228, G. & H.
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It 1s posslble that Plutarch had a first hamd knowledge of the
Constitution of Athens; direct reference to the book 1s made in
many of the Livesj and there are frequent occasions on which
Aristotle 1s used, although he 1is not named, But these passages
"do not prove that Plutarch made immediate usge of Aristotle for his
biographiea, For the founder of the School of the Peripatetics
would naturally be extensiﬁely quoted both by his followers, and
by those historians who, like Ephorus and Theopompus, combined
history with a strong interest in philosophy ard ethics, in any
cage, 1t 1s most unlikely that ‘Plutarch would refer to Aristotle's
works for a meagre quotation of this sort, and more reasonable to
assume that the quotation, a caréless paraphrase, was found in
his authorityf

The latter half of the chapter contains a comparisgson between
the influence of the demagogue Cleon over the people and the
methods which he adopted to maintain that influence, and the secret

- -

Theseus XXV, 3, Solon XXV, 1; Themis. X, 6; Cimon X, 2; Peric., 1X%,
2&7X, 8.

2Tt is possible that Aristotle was indebted to Theopompus for much
of the material which he incorporated into his 'Constitution'; we
have no evidence to prove the date of the publication of the Phil-
ippica § although Jacoby, Komm., ®. 358, demonstrates that the
first half of the book may have appeared as early as 340 B.C. ),
and Aristotle may have been familiar with Theopompus' excursus on
the Athenian politicians. If that is so, then chapters XX1V and
XXVl of the 'Constitution' ( as Gomme suggests, Hist. Comm. on
Thucy., Vol. 1, p.48 ) may give us a plcture of the type of
writing which must have been found in the Philipplca. This, of
course, would imply that Plutarch used the 'Constitution' at
first hand, for It was probably published 328 - 325 B.C.
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of Niclas' popularity. Plutarch says that Cleon gained his
ascendancy over the people " yﬁﬁww¢yw72v mL«¢w€q~3v5““&"; this
quotatidn of an lambic trimeter from an unknown comic poet 1is
repeated elsewhere by Plutarchz yet it 1s so like a line of
Aristophanes' Knightézthat it may well be a quotation from Aristo-
phanes, passed on to Plutarch by his authority and carelessly
transcribed.

The impudence of Cleon is then contrasted with the dignity
and y;posui of Niclas; Plutarch is here using a rare, and perhaps
a late, Attic word. It is found only once in Plato{ but was probably
in common usage dur ing Hellenistic times, for there are fragments of
‘a play by Menander with this tltle.

The chapter concludes with & scathing comment, which could
only be typical of a writer who had little time for democracy, and
a low opinion of the common folk: " The mob fear men who scorn them,
“out exélt men who fear them. The multitude can have no greater

honour shown them by their superiors than not to be despised ".

'Praec. Ger. Beipub. X11l.

a1099: the schol. says that the line 1ls borrowed from the 'Peleus'
of Sophocles, but the passage from Sophoclgs 1ls glven more fully
by Clem. Alex. Strom. Vl 2, 19: ,

\
/(-,.\t--c rov Au:ze-vov o-roeuv(oo; vy
Ypfov?-"wfw ndr.‘?‘ﬂ-r‘(vu J"’(rv .
Tk Aov  ympe <L ors imis & yq/o.goxw ‘r7e

Thus, Plutarch hiuself may be quoting from Sophocles, or from
another writer of 0ld Comedy who parodied the line of Sophocles.

3 Phaedrus, 257 D: cf. Dion. Hal. 1L, 22.



izo

CHAPTER 111

Here again we have comparison and contrast. Plutarch says
that Nicias stood midway between the %pery Of Pericles and the
ﬂu?oky«; of Cleon; he therefore attempted-to win popularity with
the people by displaying his wealth. |

Plutarch thus refers to:

1) The dedicatory offerings of Nicias - a Palladium on the
Acropolis, and a temple surrounded by choregic tripo@s in the

- precinct of Dionysus, both of which were still_standing in the
biographer's day. According to Plato, both the Paliadium and

the temple were Joint offerings of Nicias and his brothers}
Plutarch may have had in mind these offerings of Nicias when he
referredlto " ancient votive offerings " as the sources of some

of his information; and when Plutarch 1s writing about Athéns ard
her glorious artigtic achievements, we need not hesitate to accept
his word, for he was e€speclally proud of the artistic and literary
remains of the Athenians and would be glad to remind Roman readers
of the greatnessg of Greek civilization. = He sgpeaks of memorials
of Phoclion ard Demosthenes still extant in his day and uses touch-
ing words iIn his Life of Pericles to describe the freshness even in
his day, after five hundred years, of the monumental work of

3
Pheidias.

‘Gorglas, 472 A *Nicias, 1, 5

3cf. Lycurg. XV11l; Solon, XXV; Themistocles, XXLl; Pericles, X11l1;
Arigtides, 1: XV1l: X1X-XX1l: XXV1l; Cimon, XV1; Agesilaus, X1X:XXXV;
Alexander, LX1X; Phoclon, XV1l1l: XX1l1l; Demosthenes, XXXl
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2) The " Choregla " of Nicias, in the exhibition of which he
was never defeated.' Plutarch illustrates this with an anecdote
about the freeing by Nicias of a popular slave of his who had
captured the imagination of the people when he appeared in one
of his master's choral exhibitions., It 1s qguite impossible .to
ascribe this anecdote to an authority with any degree of certalnty,
yet it 1is ﬁot unlike tke sort of incident which Theopompus'mighm
delight in recording; for Theopompus, desgplte his aristochbatlic
tendencies, shows some Interest in the glave clésses { a trait of
the Cynics ) ard condemns the Helot system of Sparta.g

One of his fragmentsf which describes the liberality of
Gimon, 5ears some resemblance to this story about Nicilas,
3 ) Nicias' lavish outlays at Delos, ' The description of
Nicias' innovatlons in the conduct of a festal embassy to Delos
occupies the remainder of the chapter, which concludes with a
description'of the_erection by Nicias of a bronze palm-tree and
the consecration of a tract of land on Delos,

The last sentence of the chapter?is a quite irrelevant

digression, continuing the story of this palm-tree amd its final
destrcqutlion in a gale, when 1% " fell against the colossal statue

of the god which the Naxians erected, and overturned it ".

‘of. Lysias, Property of the Brother of Niclas, V1L: fwvthu 5 edgpopas
5,“,7,,./(,‘, PP .Ln\?fwcy7-o‘, x.:.ursr-t
2 er. 14, 6. & H. 3fr, 89 G, G. & H.: according to Athenasus
X11l, 53354-G, the anecdote about Cimon,
repeated by Plutarch, Cimon,X, was to be
found in Theopompus, Phil. X.

“Nicias, 111, 8
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!
Athenaeus gays that the same Naxians who dedicated the large statue

of Apollo at Delos also dedicated this bronze palm-tree.

The Thucydiieanlaccount of the hallowing of.Delos by the
Athenians in 426 B.C., with its deseription of the chain forged
by Polycrates of 3Samos to join Rhenea to Delos, makes no mention
of Niciaz, and is in ﬁo way the bagis of Plutarch's account; nor

3
1s the brief record of Dlodorus, which follows Thucydides closely.

{

X1, 502 B
21731, 104
I x11, 58
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CHAPTER 1V

Plutarch commences this chapter with a cynical explanation
of Niciag! ostentatlion as being due partly to his desire for
popularity, and partly to his reverent piety: " his 57¢-eywrr; was
a corollary ﬁo his eézﬁﬁa; ", To illustrate his religious
zeal, superstition and great Weaith,-Plutarch quotes Thucydidea,
Pasiphon and four of the Athenian comic poets.

The quotation from Thucydidas'is a commonplace one, and
need not suggest that Plutarch himself made reference to the works
of Thucydides for the two words which he quotes, for the super-
stitious fear of Nicias was well known ani attested by contemporary
Writers;l But it is noticeable that, at this poin@, when some
mention migh’o have been made of S‘tilbides',s Pluta.rch is c_ontenf to
remerk that Niclas " kept a diviner at his house ". It seems quite
obvious that his information about Stilbides came from Timaeus
alone, and was not to be found in the authority whom he used for
the first half of this Life.

The mention of the-" Dialogues of Pasiphon " 1s a strong
argument against Plutarch's use of Theopompus at first hand; unless
we assume that Plutarch had available the works of such an abscure

writer as Paslphon - a most uniikely theory. ‘This Pasiphon of

IVll, 50, 4: bawspd '7(“""’(-"’5 : it was perhaps more appropriate for
Plutarch to use this gquotatlon in its context, when he was
describing the delay occasioned by the eclipse during the last
stages of the Sicilian Expedition (c¢f. chapter XXill, 1 ).

< cf. ?1ato, Laches, 199 A: Aristoph. Knights 112, 358 etc.
3 of. chapter XX111, 7
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Erétria’( whoge seven dialogﬁes - Alcibiades, Aspasia, Axiochus,
Callias, Miltiades, Rhinon and'Telauées - are mentioned by Diogenes
Laertiusz) was a notorious imitator of the Socratic disciples, to
whom he attributed his own compositions. He lived circa 300- 250 B.C.,
and was therefore later than Theopompus. But it'is not lwmpossible
for his workse to have been known to Idomeneus of Lampsacusg, who
himgelf also wrote a work fes »o §L7u73m~3ami whom we shall have to
conglder later ag a possible agent for the transmiséion to Plutarch
of Theopompus' material.

Freguent mention 1s made by contemporary and later writers
of the wealth of Nicias and his interests in the silver mines of
Laurium., Thucydides gives us no-information, but Xenophon affirms#
that Nicias employed an inspector of mines, and talkssof him
maintaining a thousand slaves there. Plato‘also refers %o his
we.alth, as does Athena.eus,7 who terms him & =& CEf“‘*'/’vw f‘#);o’ns.

On the other hand,_Lysiasgsuggests that very little of his father's
wealth was left at the death of his son, Niceratus.

These rather uncompllimentary paragraphs,‘whioh ¢Xpose the
weaknesges of Niclas and seek to explain his generosity towards
both friends and foes, are summed up in the following words: " He
gave to those who 6ould work him harm no less than to those who |
deserved his favours, and in genéral his cowardice was a source of

revenue to the base, as his liberality wasg to the good ",

‘Usener, Epicurea, fr. 128-138: F.H.G. 11, 489-494

2 3 .. — 4
11, 61 Diog. Laert., 11, 20 Mem., 2, 5, 2
* De Vectig. 1V, 14 ‘lLaches, 186 G 272 G

§
On the Property of Alcib., 47
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There follow four citatiohs from repfesentative poets
of the 01d Comedy, to illustrate the ILiberality and the timidity
of Nicias.

The first two quotations lay emphasis upon the presence
in Athens of:wmyﬂwa/; Plutarch quotes from a comedy of unknown
name by Telecleidesf who apparently attacked Pericleg,and in

. this fragment had something to say about a public informer who
had to be bribed by both Nicias and Chariclsg. Nicias and
Charicles seems a strange combination, for Charicles was a
partisan of the Thirty and, according to Andocideéi Xenophoﬁ?and
Isooratesf dealt harshly with any opponents of the oligarchic
revolution, No doubt, liké many of the demagogues armd of the
Thirty Tyrants, his private life would not bear examination, and
the transgressions of his early political career had to be |
covered up by the offering of bribes.

The second quotation is from a comedy of Eupoli;; the
‘Maricas, exhibited in 421 B.C?, in which the principal object
of the poet's attack was Hyperbolus.. Like Aristophanes, whonm
he clogely rivalled and by whom he was acéused of lmitationf

Eupolis' gpecial aversion was the extreme democratsd. In this

. 7 . X
fragment ( and Plutarch does not seem to know that Hdyperbolus is

"sucn a fact is, of course, well-attested; but it is interesfing to
quote a fragment of Theopompus { fr. 267, G.& H.): #rrees ver 7ds

2 . "457'»1‘ ...... 7""":‘["‘('“"‘” wet? Euimoguvray
Kock, C.A.F., 1, 219 31, 101 “Hellenica 2, 3, 2
S_X\[l, 42 ¢ Xock, C.A.F.,1, 308 75chol. on Arist, Clouds,

553

g Aristophanes, Clouds, 553-554

~
- > 4 7
7 0 & &' €CouroliSag n-.’(...,Savfercx e .7.‘.? P wcprecat,
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the object of the poeti's attack ) the obscure reference to Nicias
geems to imply that he was so retiringAthat, 1f one ever saw him
in public, 1t was tantamount to receiving a bribe from him.

Tolillustrate the timidity of Nicias, two further citations
are made by Plutarch, from the Knights of Aristophaneslani from an
unnamed play of Phrynichusf |

Plutarch gquite incorrectly refers the Aristophanes
quotation to a blustering speech of Cleon; in fact, Cleon's
advérsary, the sausage-sgeller, delilvers the threat. The last
quotation is, no doubt, from the Aun&guns'gof Phrynichus, which
wag exhibited in 415 B.C.; perhaps this fragment reminded the
Athenians of the lack of courage ard panic-strickan air of Nicias,
anfl his diffidence and reluctance to gupport or undertake the
expedition to Siclly.

4s will be demonstrated, a fragment from TheOpompusvseems
to imply a Theopompan background to chapter V11l of the Life of
Niciag. Two quotations from AristOphahes are given in the middle
of that chapter to illustrate the base and cowardly resigning by
Niciag to Cleon of his command at Pglos. It is almost certain
that Plutarch is ultimatély indebted to Theopompus for the informatiom
recorded in chapter V111, together with the quotations from
Aristophanes. It is therefore not unreasonable to assume that

the four cltations from comic posets which we have examined were

, _
Line 358. * xock, G.A.F., 1, 385. ¥ Quoted by Suidas.

“fr, 94, G. & H.
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found by Plutarch 1n hle source, and transcribed without reference.
At any rate, they seem to be the stock quotatlons likely to be
found in any historical discursus which aimed at illustrating
character by anecdoté and citation; and Plutarch, careful student
though he must have been, Seems here hot to have checked hils
references»accurately enough. It ig unlikely that Plutarch
would make it hisg business to search through the plays of the
Attic comedians for relevant gquotations; but Theopompus drew
largely upon Arlstbphanes ard his contemporaries for material for
the Tenth Book of his Philippicaf But, if Plutarch did not
take over his quotations from Theopompus, he may have found them

in some Alexandrine anthologyf

eof. fr. 93 - 98, G. & H,, and the schol. on Aristophanes.

2cof. Tarn & Griffith, Hellenistic Civilisation, 3rd Edition, 1952,
p. 292.



|28

CHAPTER V

The whole of this chapter, which follows naturally upon
Niciag' fear of informers, to which tzstimony was given by the
Athenian comic poets in the previous chapter, is peculiar to
Plutafch and pag3es on informétion about Nicias and hls secretary,
Hiero, which cannop be checked by reference to any other-extant
authority. | |

But a certain current of cynicilsm underlies the chapter.
Nicias is described as heing Serpocobos , partly because of his
fear of informers which képt hinm from public places ard from
social intercourse, but principally because he felt that an
aloofness and an Iinaccessibility would add to his dignity and
make him more respected in the city. Theramenes: in his
defence before his execution, made reference to this exclusiveness
of Nicias, actually going so far as to suggest that Nicias had
never done anythigg Syperwov . But it has been pointed out that
this was not the contemporary estimate of Nicias, for he was
certailnly a consistent heir of Pericles' political principles.

Thils public reticence of Nicias, claims Plutarch, wad a
rﬁlef in the playing of which he was entirely dependent upon an
intimate member of his household, his secretary Hiero. Plutarch
adds that this Hiero was ﬁhe pretended son of Dionysius Chalcus,

"3
an elegaic poet whose verses were adversely criticised by Aristotle,

’ . ~
Xenophon, Hellenica, 2, 3, 39 *Nicias, V, 3: euvrpaywSdv.

Y Rnet., 111, 2, 11
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and whose ﬁame wa8 given to him because he Iintroduced@ bhronze .
currency into Athehs.’ Plutarch's authority, through the words
of Hiero, makes Nicias out to be very different from the usual
run of public men who " not only make friends, but enrich-them—
selves through the ir influence as public gpeakers, and then fare
sumptuously and make a plavtning of tle service of the city ".

But the compliment to Nicias is a back-handed one; while
it depreciates the sincerity of other political leaders in Athens,
it implies that Nicias no less resorted to different, but equally
effective, devices ( more in keeping with his naturally retiring
digposition ) to maintain his posltibn of leadership.

The whole chapter might easlly have come from a Cynic
diatribe -~ 1t 1ig satire'of a subtle kind. For to a good Cynic
only virtue really mattered, but Plutarch's authority plainly
points out thaﬁ even the 'virtuous' reticence of Niclas wag not
disinterested, but was assumed and publiciged so as to add to
'his chances of worldly success, By retiring in this way from
the world, in fact he became more and more a slave of the world,

3
and could apply to himself the Worde of Buripides:

4
v /((967‘77V ye ‘r‘w /S'N
ror o - r & .\su &wlev &V,
8 oymoy e)(o/‘e-v r )( T

'Athenaeus, XV, 669 D: cf. Diehl, Anth., Lyr. Graec., 1, 1, pp 88-90
zl\Tlcias v, 63 3 ﬁfon?'ou/wu 7; iro.\rrev'.x. ’ )

3Iph Aul., lines 445 f., where the HSS. hqve q”‘“”ﬂ’?e "’57°V"”
The 1I55. of Plutarch have /pesvéryv e, zor Fymor - ...

“er. Plutarch, Pericles, V11, 6, where the same word dyw~es is used,
and where the sincerity of Pericles is also doubted. BSuch a
cynical casting of aspersions was typical of Theopompus ( Dion.
Hal. ad Pomp. Vi, 7 ).
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CHAPTER V1

There 1s a natural division of this chapter into two parts
( Vi, ¥ - 2, and V1, 3 - 7 ).

1) Nicilas is awafé of the fate which befell cértain
proiminent Athenians, who had incurred the suspicion, jealousy or
anger of the mob. A liét of such Athenians then follows - Pericles,
Damon the musician, Antiphon of Rhamnus, and Paches, the victor
- of Lesbos.

This is a most curious, and even irrelevant combination,
for Antiphon and Paches could hardly have gilven a warning to Nicias
of the fate which might be 1In store for him if he incurred the
suspicion of the populace. Niclas was dead before the Revolution
of the Four Hundred and the execution of Antiphon, ami Paches'
trial in Athens after the capturs of Ilytilene in 427 B.C. wasg not
that of an unsuccessful general. Similarly, the fining of
Pericles and the ostracism of Damon could not have been warnings
to Niclaa " to evade commands which were likely to be long and
laborious ", as Plutarch suggests.

It seems likely that Plutarch is here excerpting
from his authority a part of what may well have been a recognised
list, compiled by a writer who disliked radical democracy, of
prominent Athenians whose acﬁions incurred the anger of the
populace. Such a list may have been very considerably larger
and more detadled, with more emphasis upon 'liberal' politicians
than upon generals; but, for the.séke of brevity, only those

citizens were included by Plutarch who were contemporangous

with Nicias.
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A fragment of'Theopompuslgives ug & sgimilar catalogue of
distinguished Athenian'generals, who preferred to end their iives
aﬁroa@ because of the hostility of the Athenian people. Iphlcrates,
Conon, Timotheus, Ghaées and Chabriag are included in this list.
All of them, of course, are considerably later than Niclas, and
the inclusion of their names in a blography of Nicias would be .
quite irrelevant, especially if Plutarch ﬁishad to illustrate
Nicias' own awareness of the ingratitude of the mob towards thelr
distinguished leaders. Apparently, thils Theopompan quotation
was to be found in Book X111 of the Philippicat but 1t is not
unlikely that similar catalogues were to be found also in the
Digression on Demagogues { finding the ir way thence into Idbmgneus'
' Treatise on Damagogues ). In his Life of Aristides? Plutarch
says that such catalogues were in fact to be fourd 1in certain
historiang: " the other historians, without exception, who have
given us accounts of the unjust treatment of -the ir gensrals by
the Athenian people, among other instances, dwell upon the
banishment of Themistocles, the imprisonment of Miltlades, the
fine Imposed upon Pericleg and the death of Paches, who upoﬁ ‘
recei&ing gentence, killed himself in the court-rbom at the foot
of the: tribunal ". It is interesting to compare this list with

the catalogue found in the Life of Niclas; in the Aristides list

lfl‘i‘. 103, G. & He:.--- Sei Tovs k&l,rnu,w: © I riat b Y':f & & X«.Aeﬁar’.
cf, Nepos, Chabrias, 3, where the same list is given, but without
reference to any authority.

2 Athenaeus X111, 532

3 plutarch, Aristides, XXV1, 5
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those included are all generais, but in the Nicias list, the
earlier generals ( Aristides, Miltiédes and Themistocles ) are
omitted, amd two public figures are inserted, Damon and Antiphon,
both of whom would be acceptable to an oligarch of the Fourth
TCentury as being 'liberals'; and therefore particularly subject
to the enmity of the popular parties in Athens,

There is a certain amount of evidence here that Plutarch
uged his Theopompus at second hand, and that Idomeneus was the
intermediary ( and the same may be true of the Life of Aristides,
which also reveals many of the traces of what we assume to ha#e
been the characteristics of Theopompus ); but, as the case for the
use by Plutarch of Idomeneus willl be presented later, we need
merely note at this stage that in the Life of Aristides: when

Plutarch has mentioned the ostracism of Damon, "

preceptor of
Pericles, because he was looked upon as a man of superior parts
and poiicy ", he continues with the following words, " besides,
Idomeneus tells us, that Aristides became archon....... o,
inplying that his Iinformation about Damon came from Idomeneus..

In both these passages; in the Aristlides and igkhe Niclas, a goo@'
plcture is given of this Damon ( or Damonides ), ard the same 1is

‘ 2
true of the references to him In Plato, the philosopher saylng

3
in the Laches that Damon was introduced to Nicias by Socrates,

1, 7-8 /

% Rep. Iil, 400 B & 424 ¢: Alcib, 118 G ¢ if it is the same Damon ),
cf. Arlstotle, Const, of Athens, XXV11, 4 abphchinu l vl 44&““&”

Tl cr7a~ s ZEsmer PoXAw @-(77777: G
: - " & .
Thucydides does not mention him. v Fepredes

® Laches, 197 D
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But Plutarch must have been using very different authorlities

from the ThGOpompﬁs-Idomeneus tradition of the Niclas and the
Aristides, when he has occasion Lo mention the ostracism of Daﬁon

in his Life of Paricles: There we read that Damon wa8 a 'consummate
gophist', that he was a butt of the comic poets, and that he was

ostracised for belng a " great schemer armd a friend of tyranny ".

The third name 1In the catalogue 1is that of Antiphon of
Rhamnus, the Attic orator and Jwyéwﬂfos , Whose praise is sung by
Thucydbiesf and who was executed 1in 411 B.é. for his part in the
abortivé Revolution of the Four Hundred. Although he wasg a
contemporary of Niclasg, he could hardly have been a warning to

Nicias not to allow his ability to shine tooc clearly in public.

The fourth name in the 1list, that of Paches, 18 a strange
addition, both here armd in the catalogue given in the Aristides,
where his suicide 13 compared with the banishment of Aristides
and Tnsmistocles, the imprisonment of Liltiades ard the fining of
Pericles. He was obviously a competent, though at the same time
a ruthless general; but Thucydﬂieéwdoes not comment adversaely upon

his treaéherous execution of Hippias, the commander of the garrison

'lV, 1 - 3 dapes JLGMfN'JS ; as Plutarch later guotes a comic poet,
we must assume him to be using the word 'sophist' in the insulting
sense of the term, frequently employed by Aristophanes.

JVlll, 68: Thucydides also mentioﬁs that he incurred the envy of the
peorle because of his brilllant eloquence.

) . ~ ’ g v e o

3ap. The opompus, ff. 115, G. & H.: Sve 8 Sie Tun TFpr=scorr« a(f:FJ-(W s 6reper

/4 ~ - ~
T % S A v T L P T Trvany
way & e-an‘o[u-ar & Ty  AErTeses S “77 -2

T 111, 34
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at Notiumf Nelther Thucydides nor Diodorus mention his fate,

Yet his sole notoriety - the capture of Mytilene - cannot surely
justify his inclusion in these lists, which place him in exalted
company ! For his subsequent fate Plutarch is the sole
guthority, and we have no means of telling why he was arraigned
before an Athenian court or what prompted him to kill himself.

A successful commander had no need to fear eifuve , unless perhaps
hé had been guilty of corruption in the con@uct of his campaign.
Little confidence, one feels, may be placed in the conjecture of
Niebuhfzthat his crime was the violation of two free women of |
Lesbog - the only evidence for this 1s a poem of Agathias{ composed
cifca 5% A.D.

If the account of the fate of Pachegs was found by Plutarch
in Theopompus or Idomeneus, it is difficult to underatand why they
considered it more worthy of mention than, say, thé éxecution of
Pericles' gon after Arginusae, excepnt pefhapa that it struck them
as a most singular and foolish ingtance of ingratitude on the part
of the Athenian peoplse, and that, as Greeks of Asia Minor, they
might admire the general who was able to capture Lesbos, as they.
lémented his undeserved death. It is, of courss, not unlikelﬁ
that some sort of monument, commemorating the capture of lytilene

by Paches, may have been sSet up in Lesbos in such a way that his

lFrontinus { strat. 1V, 7, 17 ) passes on a short anecdote about
Paches, that he offered to spare a defgated foe if they would
' put away their steel'; but, when they had lald aside thelr arms,
he ordered them all to be execuued because they were wearlng steel
brooches. Polyaenus (I1l, 2) repeats Thucydides' record of Paches'
cunning treachery at Notium, '

2 Lectures on Anc. History, trans. L.Schwitz, Vol,2, p.6l.
3 Anth. Pal., V11, 614
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namg was constantly béfore the Ioniaﬁs. Evelyn Abbog has an
interesting suggostlon - he maintalns that ulean led the attack
against Paches, for " Cleon probably had a grudge against.Paches
for his want of promptness in executing the first decree against
Mytilene ". We have no evidence for such an assgertion, but, if
it is true, it explains quite reasonably why the fate of Paches
was considered intolerable by Theopompus -~ because Cleon wasg the
accuser,

gfter thege 1illustrations ard examples of the base’
ingratitude of the Athenian populace, Plutarch suggests that
Niciag avolded difflcult and dangerous commands, and therefore -
s €xos - was FTor the most part successful in hils campailgns; but
he d1d not ascribe his success to hils own abillty, but to ré@1 .
It is difficult to bellieve that such an estimate of the character
of Nicias{could be.based upon the evaluation of the successes of
Nicias which is to be found in Thgeydies. For Thucydides>
desgcribes Nicias as‘a general who " in military matters had been
the most fortunate of his time, ard 1onged for peace becauss he
was desirous ( having hitherto never been defeated ) to carry
his good fortune through, am to give both himself and the city
rest from their troubles for the pregent; amd for the futuré to
leave & name that in all his time he had never made the state

mlscarry; which he thought might be done by standing out of

'History of Greece, iil, pp. 174-175, note.

%y, 16, 1
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danger, and by putting himself as little as he might into the
hands of fortune; and to stand out of danger is the bensfit of

peace ",

2)' The second part of this chapter presents us with a catalogue
of the many reverseg which Athens suffered during the military
career of Nicias ( 432 -~ 424 B.C. ), for which Nicias was in no
way responsible} and finally, with a 1ist of Nicias' own achieve-
ments in military matters from 427 to 424 B.C. The purpose of
these lists Was.to.illustrate the way in which Nicias avoided
guch types of command as did emd disastrously, amd chose only those
positions which offered safety and seemed to presage a favourable
conclusion. Both listsg, curiously enough, are not in chronological
order, although they have the‘support of Thucydides, except for
two minor deviations.

The list of reverses contains:

1 ) The victory of the Chalcidians in Thrace over Athenian forces.
In Plutarch's texts, there is a glight confusion between two
incidents recorded by Thucydiiesé Callias was defeated and killed
before Potidasa in 432 B.G:t while Xenophon was defeated and
killed in Thrace in 429 B.C. Obﬁiously, k?**M%hfis a mistake
for Keldiow

2 ) The disastrous defeat in Aetdlia of the forces under the

/ - ) 2
Thucy, 1, 63 an® 11, 79 ¢t-Diodorus X111, 37
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coumand of Demosthenes, in 426 B.Cﬁ
3 ) The defeat of Hippocrateg at Delium in 424 B;Cf
4 ) The responsibllity of Pericles for the extreme virulence
of the plague in-430 B.C., which was occasgioned by the
overcrowding of the clty; Plutarch here repeats briefly
the account which he has given In ﬁhe Life of Periclesé
Thucydiieé“refers to the overcrowding of the city as
consdderably aggravating thé ravages of the disease, and
In hig defence of the policy of Perioleéi maintaing that
the popular accusations against Pericles were unjustified.
There follows a list of Nicias' successes on the battlefield,
bbut here again they are not In chronological order:
1 ) The capture of Cythera in 424 B.G.6
2 ) The occupation of many cities in Thrace in 423 B.C.

8
3 ) The blockade of Hegara and capture of linoa in 427 B.C.

4 ) The capture of Nisaea in 424 BJ&?'

5 ) The defeat of the Corinthians, with the death of their
genéral, Lycophron, in 425 B.0."

6 ) The ravaging of the coast of Laconia, capture of Thyrea,

and bringing back to Athens of some Aeginetan prisoners

| in 424 B.G. "
L
'ef. Thucy., 111, 91-98: Diodorus X11, 60 *rhuoy., 1V,89-101
XXXV, 3 “ii, s ‘11, 64  “rhucy.,1V,53-55: Diog.
5 Laert., 1, 72
7 Thucy. 1V,129-133 Thucy. lll 51: possaibhly a referenoe to thls

in Arist. Birds, line 363
9 This, on the contrary, was the exploit of Demosthenes: Thuoy. v, 66—9

*Thucy. 1V,42-44:cf. also, Polyaanus, 1, 39, 1.

' Thucy. 1V, 56 - 57
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Into the middle of this rather brief list of Nicias' sﬁccesses,
Plutarch Ilnserts a»lohgéxcursus; he makes use of Nicias' victory
over the Corinthians t5 Illustrate his plety and religious
scruples. It 1s interesting to compare Plutarch' s account
with that of Thucydides. Thucydides describes the defeat of
the Corinthians and the loss of two hundred and twelve of their
troops, including one of their generals, Lycophron; the erection
by the Athenians of a trophy; the sudden arrival of a reserve
Torce of Corinthians stationed at Cenchrea, stfengthened by a
body oﬁ old men ffom the city of Corinth; the withdrawal of the
Athenians to their ships,(with their booty and the bodies of thelr
dead, all except two whom they could not fiﬁd) because they
imagined that a Peloponnesian force was upon them; the Athenian
despatch of heralds, from theilr safe position on the " islands
over on the other side ", to regain the bodies of the dead.

There islno suggestion whatever in this account of any
personal interest of Nicias in the two bodies of the'Athenian
dead. Thucydides gimply records that Nicias and his troops retired
from the field of battle? thereby saérificing the ir trophy, be cause
they thought it expedlent to gilve way to Corinthian troops, of
whose number or qualﬁty they could not be cértain.‘ﬂhen they had
retlred and reached safety, they sent heralds t§ regain the two
bodies. Blutarch, on the other hand, makes Nicias responsible
for a " sudden halt of his. armament ",and a surrender of his
victory solely because he had discovered that two of the dead

bodies were missing.

t ’ . !
Niciag, V1, 5: Tupr6T4 Tor & 2o Aav w57 €y Gas,
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Thus the Corinthian episode, instead of illustrating the way

in which Nlcias maintained his good fortune in battle by mak ing
safety his chief aim, is selected more part;cularly by Plutarch,
or his authority, for its emphaéis upon the religious scruples
of the general, who was willing to abandon his victory and his
glory for the sake of two unburied dead.

While the narrative itself 1is ultimately from Thucyd}des,
the interpretatlion of the incident 1is pecullar to Plutarch, as
is the account of Greek usage and tradltion with reference to the
erection of trophies. Plutarch does not mention, aé Thucydides
dogg, that the Atheniansg only lost fifty men to the Corinthian

two hundred and twelve.

It 1s not easy to attribute to any certain authority
the mass of information which, in very condensed form, is gi&en
in this chapter. It would be a wild eXaggeration to suggest that,
'because a fragment of Theopompus contalng a 1list of prominent
Athenian generals of a later period who refused to be domiciled
in Athens because qf the attitude of the Athenian people towards
the ir successful generals, therefore Theopompus must be ths
authority of Plutarch, both for the 1list which included the
names of Pericles, Damon, Paches and aAntiphon, and for the brief
gummaries of Athenian reverses and the successful engagements
of Nicias during the Archidamian War, It may, of course, be

true that the bilographer scoured hig Thucydides for this
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information, and then trangcribed it without attempting to
follow any chronological order. But this ig a most unlikely
theory. A careful examinatlion of a very long sectlon of
'Thucydideslwould have been necessary for all the historical
Information which Plutarch glves us here - the task of an
historian rather than that of an ethical biggrapher who hasa
disavowed the collecting of'unnecessary historical material.
Nor would Plutarch be able to find all this information in his
Thucydides, who 1s certainly not the authority for Plutarch's
references to Paches or Antiphon, ard whoinever me ntions Damon.,
It seems reasoﬁable to assume that, although two paragraphs of
the chapter are very close in language to Thucydﬁieéf Plutarch
ig indebted for his information to an historian who has already
made the sgelections and prepared the lists, As has already
been suggested, and indeed as Plutarch himself maintains in his
Life of Aristides, it would not have been difficult far him to
find " historians who have given us accounts of the unjust
treatment of their generals by the Athenian people ".

This will not explain the tabulated 1ists of Athenian
reverses and millitary successes olelcias, which are conflirmed
by Thucydides, apart ffom two minor inaccuracies. The listé,

we notice, are not complete, for there is no record in Plutarch

‘ Prucy., 1, 63 to 1V, 133 *Nicias; V1, 4b & 5 = Taucy.lV,%4d
3
XXV1, 5
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of Nicias' sucoaésful invasion of Locrig and Boeotia in 426 B.C.,
nor of his unsuccesesful landing on the island of Melosf

In hig brief summary of the history of Thucydides? Pluﬁanch
makes mention of the capture of Cythera, the blockade of Megara,
ard the invasilon of Corinth - deeds which illustrated the avSp<y=frx
of Nicias. Lists of this type, enumerating the Athenilan successes
and reversges during the Archidamian War, and probably during the
whole of the Peloponnesian War; could no doubt be foﬁnd in the
works of most of the Greek historiana of the Fourth and Third
Centuries B.C., whether they were summarising the Peloponnesian
War or illustrating a later period of Greek history with reference
to it. |

We have gome 8ort of clue to Plutarch's ultimate
authority when we consider the political viewpoint of the chapter.
Three points are quite clear:

1 ) The writer has no sympathy with, and little real under-
.standing of, the radical degqmeratic element whose Influence was
being felt in Athens at the time; this is made obvious in chapters
V11l and V11, which follow on quite naturally amd without any break
in the gsnse or in the polnt of view expreséed.

2 ) The writer tolerates Niclas, but has a low opinion of
him, both as an individual and as a political and military figure;

the reason for this is made plain in chapters V11 and V111, where

/ .
Tmuey. 11, 91 ? De Glor. Athen., 1, 345 C
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Nicias isg only accepted as a tolerable representative of democracy
because he 1a the opponent of the radical Cleon, ard even then
he 1s most severely strictured because through his cowardice he
gave opportunity for advancement to Cleon and his party.
% ) The writer is at pains to show that the successes of

Nicias were due to Fortune, and an opportunist handling by
Nicias of his commands, rather than.to genuine ability. But this
18 surely not the opinion of Plutarch himself ! In the Comparison’
between Nicias and Grassus, he suggesté that a proof of the émemerx
of Niciag ig secen in the fact that the Athenlans never ceased to
‘elect him to commands, because in the art of war he was %ﬂwe$unu st
peiveres ., loreover, Plutérch eLéewherélascribes Niciasg' achievé—
ments at Cythera, Megara am dorinth to his outstard ing courage.
But 1n this chapter of the Life of Nicias, no credlt 1is given to
Niclas for his undoubted skill in military tactics, however
tempered 1t was by excessive cautlon: or to the engineering abillity
which he showed at Minoaf

It seems clear that the political viewpoint expressed in
this chapter ig that of a reactlonary, an oligarchic extremist;
there is a similar sort of atmosphere about thiS'chapter to that
which has been noted in chapter Il, and which will be noted again

with increasing emphasis in chapters V1l and V1ll. For example,

‘{11, s - ¥ De Glor. Athen., 1, 345
®cf. Thucy., 111, 5l: Arist. Birds, line 363
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in thils chapter Damon 1is portrayed as a martyr to mob rancour,
but in the Life of Perioleslﬁ where, at any rate in the earlier
chapters, Plutarch is clearly using very differemnt authorities )
Damon, as the friend of tyrants, justly merits his fate.

If there Wwere no other clues to our authority, we would
be bound to assign the chapter to an historian of oligarchic
sympathies, nor could we avold the conclusion that the same traces

of cynicism are to be noted here, as are apparent in chapter V.

‘4
lV,l‘B
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CHAPTERS V11 and V111

These chapters must be examined together, for there is no
break in the sense. The description of the capture of the island
of Sphacteria by Demosthenes ard Cleon, which follows the account
of Thucydides very élosely, ig used by Plutarch to illustrate
the cbaracter_bf Cleon, amd, rather in a secondary way, to show
how the whole incident brought disrepute upon Nicilas.

The first six paragraphs of chapter V11 ( with tbe ekception
of one short sentence in paragraph 2: oox Skrevx Sin Nosiev < flpes yup I

’

ilvid st Tpo Bups Sp v Supre<rrom ek ) are a summary of the
o PNaxeSesparions
lengthy Thucydiiean’account - a very close summary, Wiﬁh ident ity
“of language and verbatim copying of whole sentences from Thucydides,
There is no obvious‘discrepanoy or disagreement with the record of
Thucydides - so far as concerns fact. But it is clear that
Plutarch, of his authority, wishes to sﬁggest a reason for Cleon's
refusgal to accept a Lacedaembnian truce which is quite @ifferenﬁ
from the reasons put forward by Thucydides. Plutarch says clearly
that Cleon's principal reason for rejecting the Spartan overtures
was to satisfy his own hatred for Nicias by influencing the Athenian
aggenbly to reject a peace for which Niclas was eager. Thucydﬂi@sf

on the other hand, tells us that Cleon's purpose was, or seemed to

be, insplilred by greed and amblition; but at the same time it was not

"¢, 3 - 23; 26 - 28

F1V, 21 & 22 : 7ol 50 shkewvos Spepmco.
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lacking in cunning, for Cleon was shrewd enough to realise that to
capture the garrison on Sphacteria first was the best asset for
pargaining. He therefore persuaded the Assembly to make imposeible
counter-proposals - that Sparté ghould harnd over to Athens the o
places which Athené had been forced to surrender in 446 - 445 B.C.,
Paegae, Nisaea and Trogzen. Even then the Spartans were prepared to
entertain the idea of deliberation upon,and discussion of,these
terms, for they were ready to make sacrifices to gain their fellow-
citizens who were shut up on the island. But Gleon obviously did
not want peace; his insisteﬁce upon open negotlations with the
Spartans put Sparta in an imposgible pogition, ard his conduct Was
guch as to render successful negotlations almost hopeless. Although
it is true that Thucydides does suggest that personal considerations
played a greater part in Cleon's subsequent moves than his regard
forlthﬁ best Interests of Athensc yet nowhere does the historian
imply ( for all his obvioug detestation of the man ) that Cleon was
éver g0 without political ability, or even patriotism, as to reject
off-hand a peace with Sparté merely to satisfy his own spite against
Nicias. '

It is very difficult for the mode%n reader to form a Just
g8t imate of Cleon..The demagogue is known to us almost entirely
through Thucydides and Aristophanes, the former certalnly not his
friend, tﬁe latter his bitter enemy. In these two chapters Plutarch

seems to have accepted the traditional portrait of Cleon, with which

Al

,Cf. Thucy., 1V, 27, 5: é)(efox D Ethwcuv
NiCiaS, Vll’ 2 M eKéfﬂJ y-(r 2” M'\'W.
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Aristophanes has made us famlliar in his sarly comedles, from
the Babylonians t§ the Peaceé thils stereotyped picture of the
demagogue was, 1n the malin, acceptable to writers df the Fourth
and Third Centuries B.C.

As leader of the extreme radical party - a party which
flourishsd in war - Cleon on principle would oppose any peéce
negotiations which would weaken his party's influence. Ngither
Thucydddes, nor Aristophanes, nor Plutarch looked upon Niclas
as the leader of a right-wing peace party. Nicias was a good
democrat and a faithful promoter of the policy of his former
leader, Pericles, Any peace,'theréfore, which demanded s
gsacrifice of the ideals of Pericles would be anathema %0 him.
Buf the terma which Sparta offered to discuss after the blockade

-of Sphacteria would probably have proved acceptable to the party
of Nicias® Trhucydides himself almost suggests that the Spartan
argﬁments were unanéwerable, for he gilvas no official Athenian
‘reply to them. But Cleon quite naturally opposed this peace;
it 41l not offer to him personally, or to his party, anythingA
more than a conslderable loss of‘influence; But it is an
over-simplification, to say the least, to suggest that Cleon

opposed peace because he hated Nicias.

‘of. Rnights, 45; 248 etc.; Peace, 651-656; 669 etc.

2¢f. Theopompus, fr, 94 - 98, G. & H. _

3" The policy of Pericles had brought the Spartan spirit so low
that at a single reverseg they asked for peace. The logical
conclusion of the Periclean strategy would be to make peace ":

F.E.Adcock, in GC.A.H., Vol. V1li, 6, p. 234

tiv, 22
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In the same sentence of chapter V11, paragraph 2,
Plutarch describes Niclasg as ( in the judgment of Cleon )

", Thucydides

" eagerly cooperating with the Spartans for peace
in no way bears this out; his account merely suggesﬁs that the
ma jority of the Athenlans were influenced by Cleon to re ject the
truce and later repented of their decisionf

Chapter V11 ( paragraphs 2 - 6 ), which desoribéé the
regignation by Nicias of his command,and the " mad vanity " of
Cleon, follows Thucydides so slogely and in such identical words
that, through whatever intermediaries, the historian alone supplied
the information. But mention of the " mad vanity " of Cleon
naturally leads Plutarch to record the anecdote with which he
concludes his chapter. Although Plutarch does not attribute this
story to any authority, we know that it was to be found in the
tenth Book of the Philippica of Thﬁopompusf It doeg not interrupt
the account of Cleon's good fortune at Pylos, but illustrates the
way in which the peculiar characteristice of Cleon, his bold
impudence and irrespongible and boastful assumption of command,
were invariably treated by the Athenlans as a huge Joke.

. 3
Plutarch, who repeats this anecdote briefly elsewhere,

/

Philochorus confirms this, according to ths 3chol. on Arist., Peace,
665, stating that " when Cleon opposed the settlement, the assembly
was 8plit into two factionsg; the president put the question to the
vote, ard those who wished to fight carried the day ".

*The Schol. on Lucian, Tim. 30 ( fr. 94, G. & H. ), after a brief
description of Cleon's lack of decorum in haragguing the assembly,
continues: eﬁ;.:; v o nS'-r-.ag é?are, A28 @md;\ .\-cg, ?gepee" ‘uys._k?&ué.!rw

kan;m.r;..-v ﬁdgﬁ—iﬁ'ﬁ:‘; g8 wav aichybles 67l~£w éKW'a( an CENCO ! “:;,,.‘,,
éy?/gack(:‘aeu ?n;'r fa.\&o,oy [7uyxafvﬁv 7}@ a‘-‘r’?;v de’V?-f R«)ét‘(‘rws 26"’/-“!
3 f‘@..\.\ar.(_) P &a-&:&.c_r 7’7‘7 ?«K"L’Gfd-v.

Pracc., Ger. Reip. 792 D
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follows the Theopompan account very closely. He - or his source -
omits to mentlon the reasons given by Thucydides for the relief
and pleasure felt by the Athenians that Cleon had madly undertaken
the command of the troops at Pylos: Instead, we have the short
comment that the Athenlans " were already in the way of treating
his mad vanity ag a joké - and a pleasant one too ", Thucydideg'
gober éﬁticism of Cleon is so embroidered as to give the plcture
of a.wild jackanapes to whom his authority is delegated by the
foolish Nicias. It may in part be due to Plutarch's account
here that the 1dea, not warranted by a reading of Thucydides,

has been accepted by some writers that the Athenians committed
the incredible folly of forcing the command upon Cleon by way of
a joke. For this, Nicias was apparently responsible, says
Plutarchfwas he was also responsible for gilving his enemy an
opportunity to achieve so great a successg, and for allowing the
demagogue to galn such influence and such a reputation that he
became uncontrollable. This 1is clearly brought out in chapter
V111, paragraph 2, wherein 1s 1llustrated the great discredit
brought upon Wicias by his cowardly resignation of his command.
Thucydides never suggests cowardics, éxcept perhaps - in Cleon's

own charge agalinst Nicilag; at the worst, the historian implies

|
" The sober-minded were not 111 pleased, since tlsy reckoned that
they would gain one of two blessings - either to be rid of Cleon
for the future, which they rather gxpected, or if' they were
deceived in that, at least to bring the Spartans under their power "
2 , - Thuey., 1V, 28, 5 4
NiCiaS, Vi, 5: row Arstcov k-(?—e/gawr"rcs.
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that Nicias, taunted amd pilqued by Cleon's insults, lost his
temper and offered his command to his rival - an unstatesmanl ike
and dangerous act, of course, to hand over his military jufis-
dictlon to oﬁe who apparently had no mllitary experience,; butb
then he knew, as most of the Athenlians knew, that the talented
Demosthenes was on the spot to assist and advise.

‘ Thus, although Plutarch is dependent upon Thucydides for
hig facts relating‘to the capture of Sphacteria, and at times
actually uses the vocabulary 5f'Thuojd1des: his theories and
guggestlions, and interpretations of theSe facta, are not Thucy-
didean. If they are not his own, they must be culled from an
authority who, while using Thucydides for the basis of his
narratlve, was at pains to valnt an even worse ploture of Cleon
than he found in Thucydides, and to interpret Cleon's actions in
the worat pdssible light, as he lald blame upon Niclas for giving
encouragenment to Bleon by his cowardice and stupidity.

The remainder of chapter V11l ( paragraphs 2 -6 ) is
devoted to an exposition of this weakness of Niclas - which 1is
il1lustrated by two citétions-from Aristophanes - and to the
correspond ing encouragement given to Cleon, whose gubsequent
behaviour exemplified the worst features of demagogy., None of
this material is taken from Thucydides; it 1s ultimately fron

Aristophanes and - for the Insolent behaviour noted in V11ll, 5 - 6 -

{ Tne very close similarity in language between especlally Niclas V11,
3 - 6 and Thucy. 1V, 27 & 28, forces one to the conclusion that
‘either Plutarch's source, Theopoimpus, copled out Thucy. verbatim
( and Plutarch similarly copied out his source ), or that Plutarch
did in fact take down his Thucydides & use him at first hand for
this chapter. No doubt, Thucydides' graphic piece of writing about
Gleon and Nicias in the Athenian assembly was known to Plutarch:; he
may therefore have made direct reference to Thucy. just for this
Incident, contrary to what seems to have been his usual practice.
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from Aristotlg‘ami TheOpompusf To Plutarch, the lessons of
Pylos are twofold:

1 ) Nicias thereby exhibited himself as gigwsms , who had
" yoted himself " out of office.

2 ) Nicias allowed Gleon an opportunity to gain influence
in the city, thereby himself bringing great harm %o his city.
While it 1s trus that Nicias resigned his comumand, it is quite
false to interpret Thucydides' account as implying cowardice on
the part of Nicias, unless, of course, one 1s setting out to
blacken the character of Niclasg for allowing such & man ag Clson
to gain power and reputation.

The word piyg«sms 18 frequently found in the comediss of
Aristophanesf who uses it of Cleonymus ard of the city mobf'but
never applies the term to Niclas.,

When one examines the two gquotations from Aristophanes { who
" again " mocks Nicias ), one is struck by their irrelevance, for
they do not, as Plutarch supposes, lllustrate the lessons of

Pylos. The first citation: _ , R
Ao L";' ‘k:l rov A’ Ayt vus-mjerv
452»: e af(«:, a®Se Z.e»\n\awxnw o’ Ere.

§
almost certainly refers to the dilatory conduct of Nicias at the
commencement of the Sicilian Expeditionf for the Birds wag produced

at the Dionysia in 414 B.C., and it is hardly likely that Nicias'

‘Gonstitution of Athens, XXV1ll *fr, 94, G. & H.
gGlouds, 353; Wasps, 17-19, 592; cf. also, Peace, 6T78; Birds, 289
“ Pgace, 1186 ¥ Birds, 637-638  °cf, Thucy. V1, 8 - 25



Ist

resignation of his comnand in favour of Cleon in 425 B.C. would
be remembered 8o lang afterwards by Aristophanes, who had a
preference for topical Jokes. Nor indeed can the terms vv674§“’
and 5H“°VMh3 e applied to the conduct of Nicias at Py¥¥os; he,
at any rate, was eager enough to conclude peéee then, and cfaxow@JL
suggzests the 'delay of victpry', and would be applicable to his
conduct in Sicily at the commencement of the Siciltlan campaign,
rather than &s =i« at Pylos, as 1s sugzested by Plutarch.

The " Fafmers " of Aristophanes, whicill was produced some
time betwesen the years 425 amd 422 B,C., seems to have closely
resembled the " Peace " in its general purport; the quotation

given here by Plutarch, N . /
A 69!-5~=-J Y"“‘"(’“{e"- B. et s &€ Hehuet;
A. ééﬂlﬂ» er&k 58«16« Krtld: S'Eet)(éots
cdvc‘e A xe}(wv .zgﬂa,?e . 3., Jsxg-ﬁsea.

J’ISK(A&U yxp {7 Gov Focrs ANl o /

apparently comes
from the speech of a farmer who ls anxlous for war to end, so
that he may return to his farm., The reference to Niciaa implies
that the general had to forfeit 1000 &«xp< 80 as to be relieved
of his command. In that respect, at least, it is relevant in
this chapter, but it might more conveniently have been quoted by
Plutarch in chaoter 1V, where the blographer is describing the
wealth and munificence of Niclasg, and the largesse which he was
forced to pay to informers. In fact, the quotation from the

2 3
" Knights ", given in chapter 1V, 1is perhaps more relevant in the

! ' 3
Kock, C.A.F., 1, fr. 100 % Line 358 Nicias, 1V, 7
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circumstances of Wicias' resignation of his comMand at Pylos
than in chapter 1V. If these two quotations from Aristophanes
were found by Plutarch in his Theopompus, then they have probably
been extracted from a lengthy context which may also have dealt
in considerable detail with Nicias' character and conduct at

Pylos.

The last paragraph 6f chapter V11l supvlies us with
information which was to be found in the 'Constitution of Athens'
of Aristotle, and in the Philippica of Theopompus. Although
Plutarch names Aristotle as his authorilty for some of the inform-
ation which 1s supplied in the second chapter of the Lilfe of
Nicias: he glves us no indication that he 1s aware that this
anecdote about Cleon's methods of demagogy was to be found in
Aristotle or in Theopompus.

Uhfortunately, the Soholiast on Luclan who quotes from
Theopompus hasg left us but a emall excerpt from Theopompus, and
although he claims Theopompus asg his authority for the anecdote
about Cleon's dismissal of the Athenian assembly? he quotes no
authority for his description of Cleon's demagoglc art, althoﬁgh
one may assume 1t alsgo to have come from Theopompus. The words

- 3
of the 8choliast and the words of Aristotle are almost identical.

I, . ogrd o .
Nicias, 1L, 1 Nicias, V11, ¥
3 Aristotle, Cons. of Athens, Theo. fr. 94, G.&'H. Niclas, Viil, &
XXV11y, 3 Schol.Luclian,Tim.30
K-f-c Pc’:-)?o.l Efrt 'rm ﬁ»? xTos o,g rfu?o_g Sa,cso?rafa.v l-’r-r ?d¢ fn\ ‘Po\-/g?lbctro
o(re«p-cre Py eiarSoP—;“ro erremr.tre srn /37(,.uo; o bpoav xvskmsn.u
#ae Gepr{es 6Lpeeros €& yopose A'—'-I eo(a'rJo PN qud'v: Apoves € »d 7/“?706&
Ses 6ipe 762 voe7 W SEI BT gy st et

a‘nu(é-cs To rf.d?rov s
.

?d\f t‘?fﬂ pd.?.(‘f.gs .....
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If what has been said in our examinatlion of Plutarch's quotation
from Aristotle in chapter ii is true - that Plutarch's authority,
or Plutarch himself, enlarged and expanded Aristotle's dictum

about the three best Athenian citizens - then here also it may

be true that Theopompus took over the quotation.from Aristotle,

and further enlarged it with an anecdote about Cleon's presumptuous
behaviour in dismisging the Athenian assembly. Plutarch may thus
have pasgssed on to us much more of what Theopompus did in fact

write than has the Scholiast on Lucian's Timon.

Plutarch refers to the obnoxious habit of Cleon of
" throwing back hils robes, beating his thigh and running about
while speaking “2 Arigtotle, it is true, does use the word
m@§u«%nmf but so indeed may Theopompus in this passage,of which
we have only a fragment,

In the last sentence of the ohapterf Plutarch repeats the
worda:gZ:;:w with reference to Cleon's influence on demagogues .
of the future. The sentence 1itself expresses clearly the view,
shared by Aristotlé*and Theopompus, that the immoral outlook of

the demagogues and their open disregard for e ﬁénv 1ﬁevitably

"ef, also, Plutarch, Tib. Gracchus, I1, 2: «-za«,e.» Khlesva riv Ay reiar
IS?ap?ﬂu Ausau e ‘P‘7v atp /@o-‘.7v ﬂau ?ﬂ[w7€ov df‘O?‘-u r/o-.nav ?wV
5 ‘ 57[«77-a,aowrw
Which may mean, ‘girding up his cloak', or ' with his apron on',
l.e. his tanner's apron.

- 3NiCiaS, Vili, 6: 7‘7r oLYov uarelpw .S:vrmo-m - Ppuwrx coy, ex&-af G“K‘Tﬁ“v -
ot 0'(')"*1""7 o e esFortog e‘ve—kc:7‘¢ TS Lt‘FNTGYa-IJ

cf. Nicias, LIL, 2: 77 Ahéenos eyemer

2

¢ ,
Consgtit, of Athens, XXV1ii, 1: v adre Tor FONTEORY SE ...
75'4\6/7‘7‘—&.9?0: /"'T”"'Lm‘ zro.\u )(&cac.: .
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led to the downfall of Athens - a gross over-simp]_ification, but
the sort of gtatement which one would expect to find expressed by

an historian who had an oligarchic axe to grind.
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CHAPTERS XX - X1

The three remaining chapters of the Life of Nicias leave the
reader with the impression that they are ultimately from the pen
of one writer and that, in certain ways, as will be shown later,
they are different in tone from the earlier chapters of the Life.

These three chapters deal at length, and in the manner of an
nistorical treatise, with the rivalry between Alcibiades and Nicilas.
They introduce Gleon'as if 1ittle had been previously said about
him, They have praise for the &pers of Brasidas and the émemew of
Niciag, condemnation for the phermi of Alciblades: and nothing bub
cohteinpt and scorn for the -réké-z and (u,(&,(w; of Hyperbolus?_ '
Credit is given to Niciag - 4s 9q}.é%»&é A for his strivings after,
and final accomplishment of peace, while Pericles 1s held responsible
for the wWar, € oirmes (e rpnes s. Alcibiades is depicted as a trouble-
maker, whose ambition and impetuosity made the continuance of
peace impossiblef \

Much of the information given in these chapters 1lg identical

with the record of Thucydhiesz but twicg:Plutarch ment ions the name
of Theophrastus as the authorlty for some of the informatlon which

he passes on. No other authority is named and even the latter

'At any rate, in chapter 1X, 3 - JlX, 2 3Xl, 3 -6
“1X, 8 11X, 9 “1x, 2
"¢, 16 - 56 %, 1 amd X1, 10
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reference to Theophrastus 1s but to contradict his statement
about the ostracism of Hyperbolus, on the authority of of sh&eves .
There are three quotations from poetry, and a citation from
Plato Qomicusf

On the whole, a very much more favourable picture is given
of Nicias in these three chapters than in any other part of the
Life. He is praised for his efforts to unite Athens and Sparta in
friendship, and free the Greeks for all time from the evils of a
fratricidal conflict. Alcibiades is made out to be the villain
who influenced and inflamed the youth of the éity to war; whereas,
the 'vicgs' of Niclas ( his wealth, his retiring disposition, his
unsociability, hié 'oligarchic' tendenciess) would only be accounted
as vices In a soclety which was under the control of demagogues,
for he would clearly be deemed a virtuous man in an oligarchy.

The institution of ostracism, in which Plutarch 1ig

&
obviously interested, is examined carefully and at length.

'Homer, in 1X, 1; Euripides, in 1X, 7; Callimachus, in X1, 3
*X1, 7

iz, 2

*of. Aristides, V11, 2: Alcibliades, X1il, 6 - 8
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CHAPTER 1X

These paragraphs are peculilar to Plutarch. They
introduce Alcibiades to the reader for the first time in this
Life, and give the sort of comparisoh between him and Wicias
which nust have been typical of rhetorical historians.
Alcibiades, says Plutarch, was a &peyeyds t but'npt 3takm Zrcputos
as Cleon; there was In him‘both good and bad, as Plutarch well
1llustrates by a line from'Homerf Being the sgort of man he was,
he furnished great causes for wﬂWﬂﬁ%fim.Athens, and Plutarch
depicts him as the 'éminence grise' who constantly thwarted
Nicias' hopes of a lasting peace between Athens and Sparta.

" Peace " is the keynote of chapters 1X and X; a continuation
of the useless struggle between the two chief citlies of Greece
wasg clearly an act of folly ard lack of statesmanshilp. The
Wwell-to-do, the elderly and the'farming cammunity of Athens all
desired peace? and Niéias is praised for giving them a lead.
Alcibiades, on fhe other hand, iInfluenced the youth of the city
to continue the siruggle, and for that reason and because hé
thereby made room for the most aggressive and mischievous men
in the city to come to power, he is the subject of Plutarch'a

hosiile criticlsm.
[ ]

'For he was able to 'control the people' (m0¢ﬂpﬂ %khy ); part
of the old Solonian ideal of political leadership in internal
affairsg: cf, Thucydides, V1ll, 86, 5

J'Odyssay, lV, 230: ;-t,ftxo(at ek [Jy ¢s64x f‘("."(“'lv""n“; Se Avnp-c,.'

31X, 5
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These paragraphs are almost 1qentlca1 with Thucydides the
only points of difference being Plutarch's omission of the name
of PleistoanaXx, the exiled king of Sparta, who was desirous of
peace, and the use by Plutarch of the phrase, ér’m’m, ros EMLSes
which would have come strangely upon the lips of Thucydides.

Brasgidas
The contrast between the excellence ofGierxas and the baseness of
Cleon , and the reasons for Nicilas' great longing for peace, are
found in very gimilar words in Thucydhiesf Aristophénessalso
bears witness to the responsibility of Cleon and Brasidas for ihe
continuation of the struggle.

The accusation brought against Cleon of desiring war
because it covered up his villainies~ani gave him opportunity for
fresh iniquities, is to be found - if in slightly different words -
in Thucydides, Aristophanes and Plutarch?‘

These paragraphs, which describe in more detail Nicias'
efforts for peacé, ard end with a panegyric on the blessings of .
peace, are not based upon Thucydides at all. Thucydides never
suggests that Nicias had himself‘treaﬁed.with kindness the Spartan

prisoners who had been captured upon the 1island of Shhacteria.

/
v, 16
Thucydides, v, 16 1 - 2: ‘ Plutarch, Nicias, 1X, 4
N"U-H *' /ng‘ éres ... - Sncwcua’&u 77v éh(’x?w om.r ?w.: “Ahorg EU‘?W.{
Eu?quuV oot &% s Te ,,4,.»“«,, Joven rr-r-t:)cd-q «ralkxj.u wxw a—u .w.nrwr: “og
;r.a PO NN «w Pors i”olnt; s Gnty n-e..q 2.3 ,&75’,“.., ov"v.) 23 775 ~'zo /-u Shopw
ﬁ.l)-wr, Kfm x4-'.<An’Fvv 0774 PUPRIPCY A /r[;,,_., z oy ,‘,9'5 /YFNW /?'arap?o.

‘(ﬂ-,.\-(_g vy Fohn  Srepevero .

3Peace, 269 - 284: cf. Paamee, 645-648

o .
Thucy., V, 16 1: - Arist., Knights, 803: Plut.,Nic., X, 3

o Se k,\) Pevep eyt gau/(/nl; i, PR & &’7 a_( U'I‘l o 5 @Ler,n ?WZ‘N g:eufuxn’

m«r.<f€vpsr7ao:z‘y 5:.» o /"aL«:?.m ”’"_: ’765 °[")( 7% '7' LEAM AV oo oo “‘&“7(,“"YW

& roce frAax ovpyan C s :’—"'Wt”r"-‘ (..7 u...&pea (tl’-r.‘;lndw &,ﬂct,{..t, TP EE,
Larevy ?epas Jr.../&.,l.\w Sov, -
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On the contrary, he tells us that Alciblades, who was the
Spartan 'proxenos' at Atheng,had seen to it personally that

- 2
the Spartan prisoners recelved falir treatment from the Atheniang.

Then Plutarch says that the well-to-do, the elderly and |
the farmers were, in any case, anxious for peacéﬂ’the other
citizens were brought over to Nicilas' way of thinking. Niciasg,
ag peace ambassador, was acceptable to the Spartans, who héd
confidence in him and respected hig ¢rem~ex , Both parties
has tasted the blessings of peace during the temporary cessaﬁion

&«
of hostilitiecs in 423 B.C., amd, says Plutarch, they " yearned

for that o0ld life which was undefiled by war ", There followa

. . , )
the quotation of a beautiful fragment of the 'Erechthsus' of

Buripides ( probably produced in 422 B.C. ), which, because it
extolled peace, was gladiy heard by the people of Athens, and
Plutarch sayg that the Athenians were frequently quoting the

0ld proverb, In peace time sleepers are wakened, not by the

trumpet, but by the cock n €

/
v, 43
*As Plutarch admits, in the Life of Alcibiades, X1V, 1

3 This is confirmed by the so-called "0ld Oligarch"( Ath. Pol.,ll 14
if it was written circa 425 B.C.

% cf, Thucydides, 1V, 117 - 119 & V, 15 SNauck, T.G.F.,2,p.474
Stob., v, 14, &4
¢ 1t is interesting to note that the same proverb, in slightly
different words, is quoted by Polybius.( X11l, 26 ) as being
contained in one of the spegches of the Slcillan Hermocrates,
. according to the HlstOfy of Tlmaeus t, orr;?rmu?q, £u,ﬁfmauv
pa 6.:AIryy(-5 PP Er.!‘ '7w adaiels ot OPVJHS
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The Athenians, Plutarch continues, condemned the popular
belief, Iinspired by an oraclei that the war should last for
twenty-seven years; and, in this spirit (53%0 ), they made
peace, and " to this day, men call it ' The Peace of WNicias ' "%

Therc follows a most 1interesting comparison between Nicias
and Pericles., Nicias is e ﬁ@fﬂ%@ , Who gave hig name to peace,
the greatest and fairest of all blessings. Pericles, on the other
hand, " for slight reasons was thought to have nlunged the Greeks
into great calamitiesg ". 3uch an estimate of Pericles as
warmonRer and the man directly reSpohsible for the Peloponnesian
War ( repeated in the Life of Alcibiadas“) geems to be quite
contrary to the estimate of the ability of Pericles which Plutarch

, 3
gives ug in the third chapter of this Life of Nicias.

"To this oracle - the only one verified by events - Thucydides bears
wﬂtnessa in one of the few persocnal references which he makes:
vV, 26, 4..

2 cf. Andocides, Peace, V1ll: -¢~5’s ‘7'7v P-quv?v ‘ﬂbfl?(‘é@ad 7v ;(alv N ”47797.4(-"0
Thucydides, V, 46, by  odvros Sowid &vme 7o nfox /fatdrcrou[‘d\ﬂ,ws 6 rovley,
3cr. Thucydides, V, 16

- ’ ~

*X]LV, 2.  €v vors %Akycr &;o; dfv s ;‘Terrccz.(f-w:/u“v Suvatyforuros ol vs n,b?‘w
l 1, 1; except that in Nicias, 1X, 9, Plutarch 1ig u51ng the verb

“Z6 e and may merely be feferrlng to pOpular opinion, as he.
obviously is in Pericles, XXI1X, 8: («wos Foge rov solepo Tyv ek v B
cf. also Aepere in tne bomparlqon between Pericles & Fabius, 111}, 1
and the phrage &« fxpe émbepdecre , which Thucydides ( L, 40, 4 )
puts into the mouth of Pericles - for this was Just the accusation
which was brought against Pericledg by his enemies,
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CHAPTER X

The articles of the Peace of INicias, given in full detail by
Thpcydides, are passed over briefly by Plutarch, but he quotes the
authority of TheOphrastus'to refer to the buying up by Nicias of
the lot which was to\be cast to decide which of the two parties
was to be the first to make restowation.  This alleged act of
bribery on the part of Niciag may be compared .with an alleged act
of bribery on the part of Pericles in the Life of Periclesf whe re
Theophrastus 1s also quoted by Plutarch ag his authority.'3

Thucydiies makes no suggestion of bribery - he simply records
that 1t feli'to the Spartans by lot to make the first restitution.‘

Plutarch now makes reference to the unwillingness of the
Corinthians and Boeotlans to accept the peace terms to which Sparta
had agreed, This 1s confirmed by Thucydﬂiasf’as are the daths taken
and league concluded immediately afterwards by the Spartans and the
Athenians.’

8 These paragréphs dggcribe 1in considerable detall the trick
played upon the Spartan ambassadors by Alclblades; and in this
description Plutarch also follows very closely the account of
Thucydidesz as he doeé when he refers to the same incident in the

. 4
Life of Alciblades. If anytnhing, the account of Plutarch is more

! fr. 138, F. Wimmer *xx111, 2

‘3A citation from Theophrastus In Aristides, XXV, 1-2, alleges that
Arlstides was not above encouraging his fellow-citizens to break
their oaths to their allieg:; but Plutarch's use of Theoplhrastus and
his familiarity with either -the Neper or the fAokmms »3 pox rwsampnt Will
be exaanined in full under a later heading, with the ostracism of
Hyperbolug,

s ¢ 7 L.

Vv, 21 V, 17 & 22 & 25 v, 23 Vv, 39-48 K1V

P
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'graphic ﬁha.n that of Thucydides, paragraphs 5 and © of this
chapter being a very considerable aexpansgion of Thucydidesf
Naturally, Plutarch 1s most interested in the reaction of Nicias
to the trick of Alcibiades, and he, or his authority, elaborates
the feelings of the Spartan ambassadors and of Nicias? Similarly,
praise 1s given to Niclag when he goes to Sparta as ambassador,
where he achieves noth;ngf although highly respected.

The last paragraph of the chépter is also confirmed by
Thucydides? Plutarch degcribes the election of Alcibiades asg
'strategos', the alliance between‘Athens, Argos, lantinea and

s . 6
Flils, and the sending of {7rn$ to Pylos to ravage Laconla.

‘v, 45, 4

‘ ‘ -,

'zNiGiELS, X, 6: ol WNertdow 5‘75;7 ?’«wrax H'«‘E:v’ “kx ;{xﬁ rar 0:&/,4..&7': ml';\fo?oﬁ

3 Thucydides, V; 46, 4, records that at least he secured from Sparta
a ratification and renewal of theilr former oathg.

“ Thuecy. V¥, 52 | SThucy. V, 47

. ,

But Thucydides, V, 56, says: es frokov ’énglf.:cuv rovs b Kp oyt ar
ENwras .\7259(044‘
(%
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CHAPTER X1

This chapter deals in detail with the feud between Al%ibiades
and Nicias, and 1ts eventual outcome in the ostracism of the
demagogue Hyperbolus. Plutarch secms to-have been greatly lnterested
in the institution of ostracism; he makes reference to it in at.
least four of his Livesf apart from casual references to ostracism
of individualg other than his herd? ﬁassing on no little information
about the procedure adopted in the -cages of ostracism, its duration,
and 8o on. But In three of these Lives he does actually refer
to the circumstances of the ostracism of Hyperbolus; and there is
some evidence from the slightly conflicting versions in the Lives
of Niciag and Alcibiadegkthat he is using different sgources for
his information about ostracism in these two Lives. The first
lihe of evidence is weak eﬁough, for it 18 chronological, and one
can rarely rely upon the chronology of Plutarch, for he will
frequently digress to moralise upon the character of his hero,
with historical illushrations which follow no time sequence. Still,
in the Life of Alcibiades, Plutarch does seem to suggest that the

s
ogstracism of Hyperbolus took place before the campalgn of Nicias

'Aristides, V11, 2-8; Themis., XX11, 4-5; Nie., X1, 1-8; Alcéb. X113,
-9,
*e.g. Damon, in Aristides, 1, 7. %1, 1-8 X111, 6

$ When was Hyperbolus ostracised ¢ Aristophanés (Peace, 679) suggests
that he was in Athens in 420 B.C. Thucydides (V11ll, 73, 1) says tha
he was killed at the time the Four Hundred were set up ( i.e., 4l2-
411 B.C., according to Arist, Const. of Athens, XXX11, 1 ); and
TheOpompus ( fr. 98D, G & H.) says he was OStraClSGd for 6 years:
( "Beaucoup ont cru qu'éf &4 signifiait _pour une durde de six ans,
mais ce sens est inadmissible .... il vecut six ane ostracigé "
Carcopino, pp. 194-5, L'ostracisme Athénien ). If so, he was
ogtracised in 417 B.C.

b4
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in Argos in 418 B.C.; while tlhe account in the Life of Wieias
implies that it took place between the Argos campaign and the
Sicilian Zxpedition, 418 - 415 B.C. The accounts of the
ostracism of Hyperbolus in the Life of Aristides'ani in the Life
of Nicias are almost identical, but in the latter Life Plutarch
goes into nuch greater detall, introducihg the theory of Theo-
phrastus that " Hyperbolus was ostracised when Phasax, and not
Nicias, was striving against Alcibiades ", only to reject it,

But in thé Life of Alcibiades Plutarch makes it abundantly
clear that he is following a source whlch accepted the view that
there was a triple alliance ( Nicias, Phacax and Alciblades )
against Hyperbolus, and not the double alliance of which we read
in the Lives of Arlistides and Nicilas. Although there are obvious
gimilarities between Plutarch's acdounts in his Lives of Nicias
and Alcibiades ( e.g. the misunderstanding of the real purpose of
ogtracism, the hostility towards, and contempt for,the demagogue,

found in both Lives, and the citation from Plato Comicus about
Hyperbolus ) , yet there are equally obvicus indications that
Plutarch 1is foilowing different authorities. 1In his Life of -
Alcibiades Plutarch gives a fairly full account and description of
Phaeax, which 1s quite irrelevant unless he were somehow involved
in an alliance against Hyperbolus. ‘Although, in the Life of
Alcibiades, Plutarch refers to the theory about Phaeax which he

agssoclates with the name of Theophrastus in the Life of Niclas,

‘i1, 3- 4



165

yet the Alcibiades seems to suggest that there was some sort of
agreement between Wiclag and Phaeax, even before they came Lo a
final agreement with Alcibiades. Phacax, ét any rate, seems to
have been of the same politicai party as Nicias!

Apparently the Life of Niclas was written by Plutarch
before the Life of Alcibiadas% CarGOpinosargues convinoingly that
much of Plutarch's Life of Alcibiades was taken from Andocides,
pointing out very close parallels between the Alcibiades and

the speech of Ps. Andocidesf But in the Life of Niciag Plutarch

'This Phaeax, probably an acquaintance of Nicias, not sufficiently
popular to be dangerous, was sSent as Athenilan ambasoador to Italy
and Sicily, 425-422 B.C. (Diog. Laert.,:l,7,63), where he tried to
stir up anti-syracusan feeling ( Thucy.,V,4,1- 6), he was on trial
for his life at least once ( Ps. Andocides, 1V,35-36 ); his oratory
is mentioned by Aristophanes ( Knights, 1377 £°° he ia described
as too conversatlonal to be a good orator; cf. Kock, C.A.F.,l, p.
281, fr. 7 of Eupolis - Auler Jpebros, dduvurdvares Aeper -but 1s this
the Phaeax of Thucydides and Plutarch ? ).

J"cf Alcibiades, X111, 9: év ere-pcrv: f-d“-ov Hpgree  , and Niciasg, X1, 2:
Es pdMor Fr rors AP Eaedvow yp«fd,-rnm Sohovrar . dalovra may be urderstood
as referring to the future, may be translated literally as a
pregent tense, thereby implying that Plutarch was at work on the
Life of Alcibiades while he wasg finishing off the Life of Nicilas,
or may be taken as an interpolation, as is suggested by llichaells,
De Ordine Vitarum Plutarchi, Berlin, 1875, p. 13; Holden, Life
of Nicias, p. 87, says, " Michaelis rightly suspeects the genuine-
ness of this clause, which appears to him to be a marginal note
that has found its way Into the text ".

% L'ostracisme Athénien, 2nd edition, Paris, 1935, pp 211-216.
?$s. andocides 1V: cf. Plutarch, Alciblades, X111, 3
$n 3¢ fait d'un sophiste du premier guart du 1Ve sitecle "

Alcib., V111, 3 - 4 and Pg. Andoc, 1V, 2 - 14

X1l
X1ll 29
i, 4 -5 17 - 20

XV1, 5 : 23
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is following another tradition for his information about the
ogtracism of Hyperbolus, either because Pgseudo-Andocides gave
him practically no information for his Life of Nicias, or because
he may not in any case have used Pseﬁdo-Andocidee at first hand
for his Life of Alcibiades, or because - and this is most likely -
he found it more satisfactory to pass on the account which was
glven by the source or sources which he was dsing for the earlier
chapters of the Life of Niclas, especlally if this source contained
reference to the Phasax-theory.

We shall have to inguire whether it 1is posaible to prove
| that Plutarch made direct use of Theophrastus for some of the
material which we find in chapters 1X - X1 of the Life of Niclas.
He‘does refer to Theophrastus by name as his authority for the
" buying up by Nicias of the lot "2 he concludes chapter'xizwith
a pasging reference to the Phaeax—Alcibiades theory, which he
attributes to Theophrastus; but as Plutarch re jects this theory in
favour of the views abcout the ostracism of Hyperbolus held by o
A eioves , this may even be taken as evidence that he did not use
Theophrasgtus at all, and was only aware through his source of the
opinions of Theophrastus about the circumstances of the ostracism
of Hyperbolus, It would, of course, be ridiculous to suggest,
and impossible %o prove that Plutarch was not familiar with many of
the multifarious writings of the succesgsor of Aristoﬁla to the

presidentship of the School of the Peripatetics. On the contrary,

/ 2
Nicias, X, L Niclas, X1, 10
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his reference in the Life of Sulla,to the seizure by Sulla of
the library of Apellicon of Teos, and the later publications of
the works of Aristotle and Theophrastus, might be taken to imply
that Plutarch himself, when in Rome, had made himself familiar
with these works of Aristotle and Theophrastus, taking from them
much information of interest to himself and of use for his later
writingsf Among the many writings of Theophrastus, who was
head of the Peripatetic School at Athens from 322 to 287 B.C.
-( and no doubt produced much material before he succeeded
Aristotles), the most likeiy works to contain information about
the Peace of Niclas, the rivalry between Aicibiades ard Niciasg,
and the ostracism of Hyperbolus, were either:
1) The Laws (fepr vopew ), apparently a detalled investigation
of constitutional law and an antiquarian account of the
Attic State, although not confined to Athens;%
or 2 ) The Treatise'ﬁbhfm&‘a 74‘"&‘“*f¢& , which gave examples
of classical occasions of political action apss rwsweeps
Either of these two Works.may have dealt with the institution of
‘ostracism in considerable detall; but, as Blochfremarks, Plutarch
frequently gives us the sort of Iinformation, on the authority of

Theophrastus, which was most likely to have been found in the Z;Lﬁu/;

'¥v1l, 1; =f. Strabo, X111, 1, 54:

%¢f. Plutarch, De Cohib. Ira, 1X,457D: De Trang.,l, 464 F,

3Diog. Laert., V¥V, 36, et seq. ‘*Diog. Laert., V, 42 ff

° Herbert Bloch, in "Athenian Studies, presented %o W.S.Ferguson,p.358,
note 1, remarks, " It seems more probable that Theophrastus referred
to the political bargain between Alciblades ard Niciag or Phaeax in
the Aokewst 7e apss — .. because the antecedents of the ostracism of
Hyperbolus are really a classical example of polioyfTW$7wxuufwl.
It is notgworthy that Plutarch never quotes the Aemer - in Solon,
XK1, he follows Hermippus ".
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Therefore the account of the ostracism of Hyperbolus as a result
of the alliance between Phaeax and Alcibiades, attributed to
Theophrastusg, may not have been taken from the Pﬁ%w at all.l
In hig Life of Pericles, Plutarch referg to Theophragtus three
times - for én alleged act of bribery of the Spartans by Pericles,
to stave off the war and purchage time for preparationz( in the
circumstances, the act of a farseeing statesman ! ), for the
indictment and fining of Periclesj( but here Theoplhrastus is
coupled with Idomeneus of Lampsacus and Heracleldes Ponticus )
and for the description of an act of superstition on the part

of Pericles as he lay sick of the plaguea( but Plutarch refers
this to the Héw« of Theophrastus ). Also, in the Life of
Aristidesf Theophraétus ig quoted as.authbrity-for the political
expediency of Aristides.

But not one of the citations from Theoplirastus found in
Plutarch can be usged to prove that Plutarch used the philosopher
at first hand. It certainly seems apparent that Plutarch did not
use him for tﬁe information in chapter X1 of the Life of Nicias;6
for, although Plutarch was aware of the Theophrastan version of
the ostracism of Hyperbolus, either directly or through the medium
of his source, yet he rejects.it, both in the Life of WNicilas and

in the Life of Alcibilades.

, -
Despite the 8choliast on Lucian's Timon, p. 142

, . s
*xx111, 2 3 xxv¥, 5 “xxxvill, 2 XXV, 2

: ’ c ’ - Vs
6 of. Wicias, X1, 10: of slérorts wrw yeypuduir |
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Again, we know from Buidas/that Theophrastus claimed
Theseus the first to have been ostraclsed at Athens. Plutarch is
certainly not aware of thig, for he tells ug 1in this chapter that
Hipparchus ¢ Xolweye's , kinsman of the tyrant Peisistratus,
wags the first to be ostracised? and in hig Life of Theseus he
does not mention ostracism,‘although he deals at length?with the
exile of Theseus. It 1s, of course, possgible that Plutarch was
not at all familiar with the f{i}ct of Theophrastus, which no doubt
gave considerable detall about the institution of ogtracism, and
may therein have referred to the legendary connection of Theseus
with ostracism; on the other hand, Plutarch may have read the
treatise Aehrrore 7 ,—.~($; rovs Kd'pw/s » which could not but mention - if
briefly and with Iittle detail - the ostracism of ryperbolus. Thus,
some of the informétion; both for these chapters ( 1X - X1 ) and
for the above-quoted refgrences in the Lives of Periclesg and
Aristides, may ultimately be from the political treatise of
iheOphrastus. This will not, howeﬁer; explain Plutarch's refusal
to follow the account of Theophrastus in his description of the
ostracism of Hyperbolus, nor elucidate the names of of 7heoves
Therefore, it 1s not unreasonable to assume that Plutarch's

authority for chapters 1X - X1 of ths Life of Niclas gave, among

‘suidas: Xp)cr; pr/; . éa"!fauclsé;vu /7{:-:"0\/ :497/:7;( @755,‘ f‘r?é’ &po?f-{(fds.
‘Nicias, X1, 8 |

The truth of thig ig confirmed ny Aflstotle, Gonstih of Athens, XXl

4 Hate lr(vuvo; ar(rp.uoa&? ..... /k’ﬂ'd‘oxo, ""C("’” Kokhuzens , E° &y ... 7av rvzhov (-9-);“../ K.{agdw

cf. Lycurg, in Leoe. 117; Diodorus, X1, 55, implies that Themistocl
was the first to suffer this fate; Aelian, V.H., V111, 24, names
Cleisthenes as itg first victim. -

qchapters XXX1 - XXX11



l]o

other accounts, the account of Theophrastus about Phaecax; but
Plutarch himsélf prefer;ed to re ject it, because 1t eeemed to

him to be outwaighed'by otﬂer authorities, or because the
alternative theory ( that Hyperbolus was ostracised when Wicias

and Alcibiades formed a tenporary alliance against him ) fitted

in with his presuppositions about Nicias. For had Plutarch
accepted the Theophragtan account, he would have had to omit

from his Life of Niclas the political bargain made between

Nicias and Alcibiades, with all its intrinsic moral and edificatory
value.

It ie also very difficult for us to assume that The ophrastus
could ha&e been regponsible for the misapprehension of the nature
and meaning of ostraclsm which is apparent whenever Plutarch has
accasioﬁ to mention»ostracism! The expedient of ostracism, which
( despite PSeudo—AndocidQBl) was practised for a time at Argoéi at

S 6 .
, and at Syracuse, was used to rescue the state

Miletuét at legara
from the dangers of tyranny from the early days of Athenian

constiﬁutional and political history. It inflicted banishment
for ten years, without disgrace or loss of ppoperty or loss of

-clvic rights, The new democracy under Cleistheneg feared lest

‘of. Aristides, V11, 2-8: Them., XX11,4-5; Nie., X1,1-8;Alc.;X111,6
2 4

1V, 6 ®Aristotle, Pol.,V,3,1302B Schol. Arist.,Knights,855
{1bid. éln 454 B.G., under the name of E?ﬂﬁhﬁfoé (Riodorus,Xl,

87, 6, who says that it was introduced to Syracuse in imitation of
Atheng )-; cof., also, Aristotle, Constit. of Athens, XX11,4:XL1¥1, 5.
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another popular leader might become too great and establish a
tyranny.' It therefore resorfed to this peculiar politlical device,
which, although criticised by Aristotlef is yet admitted by him
to be an inevitable expedient in a democracy. In time, of course,
ogtracism tended to become an instrument of party warfare, to be
uged by a popular leader against his riValsf

But the Iinterpretation which Plutarch puts upon ostraclanm
is very much more ddéstorted. In all his referendes to osgtraalsm,
it is not a party instrument or an annual safeguard for democracy,
but rether a spiteful device used by the mob to rid themsslves of
any statesman who was " an object of suspicion.because'of his great
reputation, or an object of Jealousy because of his great wealth "f‘
Hencé, it tended to bé used against the aristocratic or the
congervative or the Wealthy element in the aity - Just that element
which would win the approval of the historians of the Fourth
Century B.C. aﬁd later, wnho hated radical democracy. Xanthlppus,
Aristides, Themistocles, Cimon and Thucydides, son of lMelesias,
would all fall into that oatagoryf’ Plutarch makes this polint
clear in his Life of Aristidesf" ostraclism was never inflicted
on the meaner sort, but only upon persons of gquality, whose

grandeur and family pride made them obnoxious to the people ".

! -
" The ambition of individual statesmen might constitute a standing
danger to the democracy " - E.M.TWalker,p. 152, Vol. 1V, C.A.H.

*pol., IIi, 13, 1284a: V, 3, 1302B  °From the ost. of Hegacles,486.

2 e C ’
“Nicias, X1,1; cf. Pollux, V111,20: o8x <s “rev;'w‘&ﬂ'w b ers ’f e heverx
ﬂ«fuvefw, 5 -’!ge-r;\.s ﬂ&m/av [--x-h(w 5 Lo sasras foyov.
Scf. Gimon,XV11,3 and Pericles, 1X, 5, where Ramizkas Plutarch

idealises Cimon, who ' wag ostracised because he was Behoharon  seax
T

[«I‘OS‘)['OS .
°1, 2
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Again, " Every man distinguisned by birth, reputation or
eloguence was llable to suffer by ostraclism; since it fell even
upon Damon ....... because he was looked upbn as a man of
superior parts and policy "! Plutarch implies that such
men were accounted distinguished Jjust because they had incurred
the enmity and jealousy of the people and had suffered ostraciem.
It seems obvious that Plutarch's gource for chapter X1
of the Life of Wiclas looked upon ostracism as a dignified form
of chastisement, which was degraded by its application to so
unworthy a reciplent as Hyperbolusz. All who weye ever ostracised,
except the last Athenian %o suffer such a fate, were wirthy of
the honour - in a sense, it showed them to be true citizens,
with the interests of their city at heart. As Plutarch saya,l
the Athenlans afterwards realised how unworthy Hyperbolus was
to be trested in the same manner as some of the greatest of the
Athens.3
Thus, we seem to find in Plutarch an accurate enough
account of the facts relating to ostracisem, its instlitution,
its duration, its procedurg, and the namss of those who ware
made subject to 1t - but a quite inaccurate and wholly misleading

representation of 1its meaning and nature. This would be accounted

‘aristides, 1, 7: cf. also, Nicias, V1, 1.  ~Nlcias, X1, 6-

d ibid: &a [wxé‘?c’;" Erabe Tulrz Tos dpravers ;. Plutarch also quotes a
fragment of Plato Comicus, Xock, C.A.F.,1l, fr. 187; the same idea
is aleo to be found in a fragment of Phllochorus: peves & “YadgBeros
T 7 Z8dfan Hustpunieby o F.Gr.H.,111, fr. 32; Igocrates also (V11i,
ES ) contrasts Hyperbolus unfavourably with Aristides and Then-

stocles.
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for, if we asgumed that Plutarch 4did not take his account of
ostracism at Athens from a writer like Theophrastus who mlght
be expected to have understood its real purpose, but from a
rhetorical historian who was treating ostradism a8 but another
way in which the " good and true " were treated at Athens by
the people.

Fricke and Busolt postulate a Theopompan source for
chapters 1X - X1 of the Life of Niclas. Nor is it difficult to
agrce with the ir suggestion, without reading too much into the
words of Plutarch. For Theopompus apparently had much to wrlte
about Hyperbolus in nis Digression on the Athenian Demagoguesf
and could not have avolded comment upon his ostracism,.and
comparigon of his exile with that of Aristides or Themistocles
or Gimon.4 Thére ig algo the same political viewpoint present.
in these ch&pters ags has begn noticed in the earlier chapters
of ths Life of Nicias. Ostracism is interpreted as a device
eagerly used by the people to satisfy their envy or thelr
guspicion. The wealth, aristockatic way of liféi and opposition
to the wishes of the pople, shown by Niciag, made him liable
to this form of punishment, although he was the representative

of the elderly who desired peace. The punishment, however, fell

—

Untersuchungen Uber die Quellen des Plutarchos im Nikias und
Alkibiades, Leipzig, 1869, p. 14 et seq.

?Griech. Gesch., IIL, 2, p. 1259

<

3cf fragments 97-98 a & b, G. & H. of., Isocrates, V111, 75

Nicj.aa, Xl 2 r-,’f- ;7(&01’“\’ H Cf Xanophon, Hell., 2 5, 39
Gakk—tﬂgy orww Nua?{-c-rw - /'Y/Mu:v' ot .T’strw st ol Sew mbivTE
5‘7(ho7n¢¢v ¢J‘P 2o e ?‘w ﬂ'drfc‘ n(’uj.o«ro:.
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upon the unworthy demagogue Hyperbolus, whose character is |
painted in the hlackest colours.

. The estimate of the chapaeber of Niclilas found in the
second paragraph of chapter X1 is, on the whole, in fair agfee-
ment with what has bheen written of him in the éarlier chapters
of the'biographyf The picture of Nlcias as the champion of the
" elderly men who wanted peace " is conaistent with the description
of the peace-loving Nlcias of chapter 1X.

The'provefb‘in hexameter versef with which Plutarch
introduces his account of the rise to power of Hyperbolus, 1is
apparently a favourite quotatlon of the blographer; he quotes it
also in the Moraliaf in the Comparison of Lysander and Sull;, and
in the Life of Alexander.s

Plutarch's scornful description of the demagogue
Hyperbolus, whosSe character he describes in a most stylish and
attrao&ve antithesis? lg congisgtent with what all contemporary
and 1$ter writers have %o record about him. Thucydideé7calls him
f‘oxei,f;: LrBpwies Plﬁtarch describes him as ‘Y&‘srflevos b3 /7;-@:9":97;'

4 £ 9
in his Lives of Nicias and Alcibiades, naming his 'deme', hut not

. /0 /4 .
his father. Theopoupus namee him as the son of Chremes, while

uxcept perhaps, for the sentenoe: oM & Shy il 5“"0'2“"" el
.(yf,?(.‘M’ Fape 7r¢_.3[‘7v /gld‘f?mx /Tfo: 28 (ucfﬁfﬂ , t-‘c‘“-f)(s'(s ﬁ)v , Xl 2 for
Plutarch has already said & E«-:,(&rs Zy<v lvoe , in Nicias,Il, 4.
rTo ‘Ct"w
'zAttributed to the Alexandrine Callimachus. 3De Frat. Amora, 479 A.

& s 6 b, SiTes XA " o Separn s o MS
l . Llll, 5. Xl’ 3 /‘f\:,( "‘, :m 7¢k:.<:t:‘.fs &rvaf v I-'[’:T

7y111, 73, 3; and Plutarch was aware of this phrage, cf, Alcib.X1ll,4

5 X1, 3 9Xll_l, 4 “pelian, V.H.,X11,43, says that noone could
nameg the Tathers of Hyperholus, Cleophon or
Demade g, wndrore ;.Ce"mrcuv yerazuerauv T, 57(‘“' rlv

fr. 97: G. & H. 3‘7"’0‘—"‘”

i
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"Androtion terms him ¢4V"¢JVWJ t Hyperbolus, the Lamp-méker, as
AristOphaneszcalls him, was in the succesgsion 6f demagogues which
followsd Pericléé - no doubt, a direct pupil of Gleoﬁi and, although
the Scholiast on AristOphanegﬁsays that he was a 'strategos', this
1s probably untrue, for we have no other evidence of his undertaking
a command. In addition to the attacks -made upon'him by AristOphaneéf
as would be expected, he was also attacked by Cratinus, Hupolis,

and Plato Gomicusf In addition, Hermippus inveighed against him?

and the 'Maricas' of EUpoli: must have been almost wholly devoted

to a lampooning of Hyperbolus. Plutarch himself quotes the 'Maricas'
of Bupolis in his Life of Nicias? without apparently knowing which
demagogue was the object of its attack. No contemporary writer
has other than scorn or ridicule for Hypserbolus, and thefefore it is
not surptising to find a similar sort of picture given by the later

writers of the Fourth Century B.C.

From what meagre information we have about Theopompus,
cullsed from fragmgnts taken for the most part from sensational and
scandal-loving writers like Athenaeus, it is not imposgible to
recognise in these chapters of the Life of Nicias something of the

viewpoint of the rhetorical historilan; nor are these three chaplers

{ of. schol. in Timon, 30 { Muller, fr. 48 ), and the first ostrakon
of Hyperbolus which has becn found: Shear, Hesperia, V111,1939,p.246.

% Glouds, 1065.  ®peace, 680-1.  “Acharn., 846; Peace, 1319.

S-Acharn., 846; Knights,1304-15; Clouds, 551,558,623,876,1065; Wasps,
1007; Peace, 681,921,1319; Thesmo., 840-847; Frogs, 570;Plutus,1037.

: 7
6According‘to the Scholiast on Lucilan's Tiwon, 30, Arlist.,Clouds, 557
# or. Arist. Clouds, 553; Quintilian, Inst. Or., 1, 10, 18.

?1v, 6.
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inconsistent with what has previously been written by Plutarch
about the character of Niclas in his Life. The emphasis 1g
obviously upon peace, and in 8o far as Niclas 1s eager for peacs,
he 1s assigned greater virtue and éonsequently greater praise
than have been previously allowed him. The three chapters are
well illustrated by €itations from Homer, Euripides‘an& Plato
Comicug, by antitheseg of a kind popular with all rhetorical
writkers, by comparisons and contrasts of Cleon and B#asidas,
Nicias and Pericles, Cleon and Alcibiades,'Alcibiades and Nicilas,
But whatever demerits may have been possessged by Pericles or
Alcibiades or Nicias, obviogsly in character they rise superior
to démagoguee of the type of Cleon or Hyperbolus. A3 Pericles
and Nicias have previously been termed'Sﬂfaya»%v, by Bluﬁanoh! 80
‘the same term 1s applied to Alciblades; and, as '&5dywya( , they
would incur the disapproval of Theopompus, but clearly not to the-
Same extent as thelir radical contemporaries, Cleon and Hyperbolus,
Actually, Pericles would not eagily fit into the conventional
pic@ure of a demagogus, becausge of his aristocratic background
and conservative tendencies? and the same is true of Alcibilades,
and - to a leasser extent - of Nicias. One would not, therefore.

expect to find unqualified praise or unqualified blame of these

three men in such a writer as Theopompus; and a sectlon of the o

/ —
Nicias, 11, 2 & 4

* Despite Plato ( Gorgias, 515 E - 519 D: 526 B; Republic, V1ll,
562 C ), who doubted whether he had any real 'arete'
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Digression on Demagogues in Book X of the Phllipplca may easily
have dealt with the more liberal-minded demagbgues. The fragments
of Theopompus do at leasgt suggest'this.

If thén we are right in assuming that Plutarch used
Theophrastus, but not at first hand, for some of the material
which he passes on in chapters 1X - X1 of the Life of Nicias,
then we must agsume that Theopompus was indebted for some of his
material to Theophrastus, aid 8o passed it on to Plutarch - or
that some later authority, such as Idomeneus of Lampsacus,

incorporated both Theopompus and Theophrasitus into his work.
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Although 1t seems most likely, from this examihation of
chapters 11 - X1 of the Life of Nicias, that Plutarch's
ultimate source was the Philipplca of Theopompus, it 1is
nécessary to explore the possibllity that Plutarch did not
uge his Theopompus at first hand, but was familiar with the
Digression on Deﬁagogues only through the medium of Idomeneus'
work on the Athenian demagogucg.

There 1s a little evidence, which will be examined later,
that Plutarch may not have mads direct use of the Phillippica
( from which he apparently quotes freely ), but knew tﬁe work
only through a later writer; and that Plutarch's occasional
references £o Idomensug of LampSacus'may suggest that Idomeneus
supplled the Theopompan material which is so lavishly used in
many of Plutarch's Greeck Lives.

This Idomenéuszwas a politician and biographexr of Laumpsacus,
who lived c. 325 - 270 B.C., and was a persgonal friend of the
philosopher Epicurus? His works, so far as we know, were
three~fold:

1 ) “leropin 7 rurs Ewpobozayv.”

s
2.} fiege +S Swxeuwrmds , which were collectanea about

/ ' :
Plutarch is almost the sole repository of the gragments of
Idomeneus.

2 - - .
F.H.G., 11, 489-494; Usener, HZpicurea, fr. 128-138.

3 Diog. Laert., X, 5, 22; Athenaeus, V1, 279 F.

“cf. Suildas, sub Idonmencus.

§ strabo, X111, 589; Diog. Laert., Ii, 23 & 25.
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Socrates and his disclples, with particular reference
to Aeschinss Socraticusf
3 ) ﬁ%:‘afrxrkvﬂﬂv , in at least two books, which dealt
with rulers and statesmen, and must have becen based
to a very great extent upon Theopoumpus' Digression
on Demagoguesi Apparently, this lengthy work of
political blography dealt with at least the following
characters in Greak history: The Pelsistratids.
Themistocles? Aristide;, Periclesﬁ Demoéthenesj

/0

£ 7 /
Aegchines the orator, Hypereidesg and Phocion.

'cf. Diog. Laert., I, 19: 11, 20: I1, 60: II1, 36; Athenasus, X1ll,
611 E. This 4eschings Socraticus, to whom reference is madc in
three of these fragments of Idomeneus, is best known as the author
of the Socratic Dilalogues, one of which Plutarch mentions in his
Life of Nicias ( 1V, 2 ), under the authorship of Pasiphon of

retgias a notorious imitator of the Socratics ( cf. Diog. Laert.,
11 l1).

Athena@us, X111, 532 F.

3Aﬁhenaeus, Ibid.

“Athenacus, X11, 533 D and X11l, 576 G, attributes to Idowmeneus
the story that Themistocles yoked four courtesans together to a
chariot and drove them in the aorning through the Cerameicus.
Plutarch certainly refers to the unrestrained and 1licentious

conduct of Themlstocles in his early youth, but doecs not quote
this anecdots.

$There are 3 references in Plutarch's Lifc of Aristides ( 1, 8
1V, &, and X, 9 ). :

6Plutar'ch, Pericles, X, 7, ard 220V, 5 ( .in the former reference
Plutarch says that Idomeneus hag ' collected together these
Charges from some source or other ' ).

7 plutarch, Demodthenes, XV, 5 and XX111, 4; Athenaeus, X111, 592 F.

# Apoll., Vita Aeschyli, 247. 7 pthenasus, X111, 590 D.

/°Plutarch, Phocion, 1V, 2.
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These fragments from Idomeneus' work on the Athenian
demagogues ( two thirds of which are taken from Plutarch ) tell
us very little about Idomeneus as a writer. To judge from the
few quotatione in Athenasus, he was merely a recorder of
sensational anecdotes about public men, laying particular
emphasis upon their sexual weaknesses, But the. imposgibility
of getting a falr picture from Athenacus is made quite clear in
the case of Theopompus, for our estimate of the Isocratean would
be low indeed if we had solely to rely upon Athehaeus.

Although Plutarch is critical of Idomeneusi we may‘assume
that, if he 1is quoting Idomeneus ét first hand, he is likely to
pregent us with a fairer estimate of the Epicurean. Actually,
the sort of information which Idomeneus did apparently supply
to Plutaréh, thfough whatever intermediaries, makes it quite
"impossible for us to say more about him thath that he secems to
have shared the antipathy of Thebpdmpus for the demagoguesf and
was Interested in any accusations brought against the Athenian
political leaders of the Fifth Century and later B.g. Mo doubt,
he borrowed eitensively from Theopompus? and much of the material

of Theopompusg' Digression must have found its way into this work

of Idomeneus.

! pericles, X, 7. ?1pia. X, T.
? artetides, LV, 4; Pericles, XXXV, 5.

“ Athenasus, X1k, 532 F.
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8o far asg concerns Pluﬁarch's quotations from, and
‘referehces to, Theopompus, one may sﬁggest ( but only in the
mogt tentative manner ) that, although Plutarch was famlliar
with the Hellenlca of Theopompus at first handc he may not
have had available at Chaeronea a copy of the Philippica of
ThéOmepus, and may therefore have relied upon Idomeneus for
the material which was originally to be found in Book X of the
Philippica. The following evidence, weak though it 1s, may
perhaps suggest this.

1 ) On most of the occaslons when Plutarch is referring
to the work of Theopompus ( and we may be sure that the
Philippica, and not the Hellenlca, is implied ),
name of Theopompus 18 coupled with that of another

2
authority, often Ephorus.

'er. Plutarch, Agesilaus, X, 10: XXX1, 4: XXXil, l4; Lysander, XXX,2
= Athenaeus, X11, 543 B - ¢ = Book X of the Hellenica; but the
Life of Lysander.is obviously based upon a first hand knowledge
of the Hellenica of Theopompusg, a¢ will be demonstrated later.

1 The following references are important:

1) Themistoclesg, XX { G. & H., 85 ). Theopompus, guoted by
Plutarch as an authority for the bribing of the S8Spartan
ephors by Themistocles, 1s compared with the majority of
Plutarch's other authorities.

2 ) Themistocles, XXV ( G. & H., 86 ). Theopompus ard Theophrastus

are coupled together, with references to Thucydides and
Stegimbrotug, 1in the same chapter.

3 ) Timoleon, 1V ( G. & H., 304 A ). Theopompug is mentioned
with Ephorus and Timaeus; it 1s likely that Plutarch was

here following the account of Timaeus, who quoted from Ephorus

and Theopompus.
4 ) Dion, XXV ( G. & H., 302 ). Theopompus ig mentioned as the
authority for the portents appearing to Dionysius; again,
Timaeus may be quoting Theopompus in his account. :
Alciblades, XXX11l. After referring to Duris of Samos for an
anecdote about Alciviades, Plutarch adds that Theopoumpus,
Ephorus and Xenophon do not mention the incident.

Ul
~
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2) on many occasions Plutarch does not name Theo-
pompus at all, but 1s obviously using material drawn
Trom the Philippicaf

Both these lines of evidence, which are transparently
weak, may suggest that Plutarch drew upon the Philippiaa
at second hamd, ard through another authority.

3 ) The reference to the Dialogues of Pasiphoﬁfls a
strbng argume nt agéinst the use of Theopompus at firds
hand, for Pasiphon ( ¢. 300 - 250 B.C. ) was later
than Theopompus. Idomeneus, who wrote about the
Athenian demagogues and about the Socratics, may have
been familiar with the writings of Pasiphon.

4 ) The lauvdatory references to Damon and Paches in
the Life of Niciassare of a gimilar nature to the
references to Damon and Paches in the Life‘of Aristd@wg;

it seems likely that much of the information in the

s N3
early part of the Aristides came from Idomeneus.

IIn Cimon, X, an anecdote illustrative of the generosity of Cimon
is from Theopompus ( cf. Athen., X111, 533 A - C, who refers it
to Book X of the Philippica) the conduct of Cleon in Nicias, V11,
7 and V111, &, is described in the woxds of Theopompus ( cf.

G. & H., 94; Plutarch, Praec. Ger. Reilp., 799 D, gives a similar
description in brief, but without reference to authority ).

? Diog. Laert., 11, 61; Plut., Nicias, 1V, 2. 3 v, 1.

“1, 7 - 8, and XXV1, 5. Sof. Aristides, 1, 8: 1V, 4: X, 9.

¢ Wnether directly or indirectly, we do not know; but the ref. to
Idomeneus in Perlcleﬁ, X,7 and XXXV, 5, almost suggest a direct
use: X, T T Tet 74 od « ik o&v c«vuy-zyw Sstrep )(ol-,v 7‘V‘C n/’a‘ft—,fc\’)fé ;
in Pericles, XXXV,5, Idomeneus is mentioned with Theopompus and
Heracleides Ponticus, and be ing posterior in date to the others
he may have supplied to Plutarch material from the others.
The Life of Demosthenes containg two ref. to Idomeneus ( XV & XX11
and seven to Theopompus { 1V, X111,X1V,XV11l,XV11l,XXl,XXV ).
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But the only real strength lies in the Sggg%d of these
argumentsg, and that would be completely invalidated if one could
prove that Plutarch had a copy of Pasliphon's Dialogues at
Bhaeronea. But it 1s, of course, possgible that, in the wide
reading of a life-time, Plutarch may have noted down the reference
in Pasiphon to Nicias' superstition , quoted perhaps by some
later writer, and extracted it from hls common-place book fof
uge in this Life.

More than this cannot bhe said or argued ! The fact remains
that, Whﬁ£hﬁf directly or indirectly ( and probébly 1t was
directly ), Theopompus ultlimately supplied the matgrial from
which the early chapters of the Life of Wicias are woven, as

Timaeus supplied the material for the later chapters.
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’ The final portralt of Nicias in Plutarch's Life 1is not
an unfair one; it is in almost every way consistent with what
contemporary sources have to say about him. But Plutarch
gives us very little identification of the real character of
Niclas, which is perhape natural, for - as has been suggested -
Plutarch's two main sources are more interested in Nicias' -
contemporaries than in the Athenian general himself.

Although Timaéus must be consldered a hostlile source,
the overall portraiture of Niclas in chapters X1l - XXX 1s not
unflattering when one considers that 1t is taken from the
description of an enemy general invading Sicily with power
and meeting his death In utter weaknesgs. Tlmagus 1s mich
more Interested in defaming the character of the allied leader,
Gylippus, and in glorifying that of Hermocrates, than ﬁo do
more than pass on anecdotes about Nlicias which also somehow
involve Gyllppus and Hermocrates. But it élso Seems likely
that Timaeus had sufficlent sense not to gtray too far from
the sober and somewhat impassioned account of Thucydides.

It 1s quite impossgible to give a detailed feconstruction of
Timaeus' account of the Sicilian Expedition, but it does seem
reasonable to assume that in Plutarch weg have an epitome of
those sections relevant to the lifs of Niciag; and that,
whatever the opinions of Polybius about Timaeus, our loss ig
great 1n not having available today Timagus' History of

Sicily.
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But even greater must be recioned our lossg of Theopompusd
Philippicé, a truly monumental work which probably represented
all the good and bad points of rhetorical historiography.

Von Fritz has an interesting comment: " The historians of the
Fourth Century unconsciously and unintentlonally provide us

with a kind of historical knowledge which we cannot so easily
derive from the Works of their more objective predecgssors......;
for their opinions are not likely to have been exclusilvely their
own, but were probably to a greater or less degree representativel
of the sentiments of important sections of the Greek population ",
Von Fritz doeg not indicate who these " important sections of

the Greek population " were, nor indeed why the historiansg of

ihe Fourth Century B.C. should not have passed on their own
opinions to a reading public, But the dissatisfaotion with
public life pfevalenﬁ in the Fourth Century and the gresat and
renewed Iinterest, at Athens particularly, in foreign powers‘and

in great individuals, and of course the influence of Isocrates
and the Schools of Plato and Aristotle, turned the attention of
the se historians.towards the writing of readable treatises,
romantic histories, memolrs and character studies, which wguld
appeal to an educated audience, In his great work, Theopompus
was grinding an'oligarchic axe; he, and probably his readers too,
had little time for radical democragy, Seeing in it almosat

every evil that had combined to-destroy Atheng by a continuation
of the fratricidal struggle which maintained the splitting-up |

of Greece into small city-states. - But there 1sg little in

|A.H.R;, XIVLl, 1941, The Historian Theopompus, p. 766.
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Plutarch's estimate of the radical demagogues, taken over from
Theopompus, which 1s not substantially corroborated by the more
gerious writings of Thucydides and the exaggerated pen-portraits
of AristOphénes; and the picture of Niclas caught up in the
whirlwind of political animosity - as successor to the policy

of Pericles, avoiding extremes of right and left - attempting

in vain to stem the flood which raged about him, and carried
away by, rather than directing, the stream, 1s not too far from
Thucydides® post-mortem evaluation of Niclas as belng " the man

who of all the Greeks of my time least deserved to be brought

!
to g0 great a degree of misery " .

'vi1, s6.



