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Abstract. R. Duncan’s observation that friendshga){a) is an important theme in Plato’s
Gorgiashas gone unnoticed for the past four decadesdtinst part of this paper, | remedy
this by discussing the themedafia in the Callicles episode. There, friendship, gsosed to
flattery (colaxela), turns out to be closely connected with the pcaadf the philosopher, viz.
with his franknessmappnota). The nexusbidia —kolakela — Tappnotia can again be found
elucidating the philosophical life in works of Rinth (Maxime cum principibus esse
disserendunandDe adulatore et amigp Maximus of Tyre Qr. 14), ThemistiusQ@r. 22), and
Damascius \ita Isidori). Guided by Callicles’ mocking description of tphilosopher as a
strange fellow hiding ‘in a corneréi ywviq) — a caricature rejected by the aforecited authors
— | follow the track of this motif in the secondrpaf the paper and suggest that the Gorgias
served as an inspiration in constructing a philbgop even a Neoplatonic philosophy — that
is not otherworldly.

In a three-page 1974 note R. Duncan suggesteththdficient attention had been paid to the
theme of friendshipdiia) in Plato’sGorgias So far his call to consider tii&orgias(in
particular the discussion between Socrates andciesll a dialogue abodi\ia has gone
unnoticed by and largeHowever, Duncan’s concise observations do desamadaboration.

| will start by lineary discussing the themedokia throughout the Callicles episode in order
to reveal the dynamics of the positions taken leyitiberlocutersdiiia as discussed in the
confrontation between Socrates and Callicles withtout to be closely connected to the
practice of philosophical conversation (dialectiod to the philosophicakxvn. Frankness

(rappnota), friendship’s close ally, and flattery, its arehemy, will prove pivotal terms in

" 1 would like to thank Geert Roskam for kis.otrun, ebvolra andrappnoia, Jeroen Lauwers for offering
many useful suggestions and Liesbeth Schulpé foecting my English. A much less elaborate versibthe
first part of this paper was delivered as a lecfarghe Koninklijke Zuid-Nederlandse Maatschapgipr Taal-,
Letterkunde en Geschiedenis (Ghent, Belgium) indd&013. | thank Kristoffel Demoen for then warnimg
not to overlook the problem of irony. This artig@as submitted in February 2014; although some eafsgs to
more recent scholarship have been added, thefeglessno attempt at exhaustive inclusion of whatdpgpeared
since.

1 Other than Duncan 1974 as far as | know only W2680, pp. 10-12 has mentioned passanthe importance
of dtAia in theGorgias | will translatedilia with ‘friendship’, a familiar though not entirebdequate
translation. On the similarities and differencesa@®n the ancient conceptg@iiia and the present-day concept
of friendship see Konstan 1996b and 1997, pp. Z3t8friendship in classical antiquity see esp. Kang.997
and also Fraisse 1974; Dugas 1976; Pizzolato 1Rg&jerald 1996 and 1997a.



understanding the practice of the philosopher heghilosophical lifé In the second part of
this paper | will trace the reception of this sfieaily Platonic notion of philosophical\ia
by Plutarch, Maximus of Tyre, Themistius and Damasc

1. $u\ia in Plato’s Gorgias

1.1 Calllicles intrudes upon the ongoing conversabiot of exasperation, albeit not so much
at Socrates as at his own allies Gorgias and P8hwmates’ first interlocutors. According to
Callicles they both succumbed to shdnfes a consequence, he justifies his participaition
the discussion by claiming that he, by contrasi, vat be shamed by Socrates’ questioning
(482c-e). He immediately goes on to prove this lakimg a charge against Socratic morals
and pleading in defence of the right of the streriggursue his own pleasure, whatever the
circumstances (482e-484c)

In Callicles’ opinion, Socrates is utterly mistaka defending morality and — as a
consequence — in his pursuit of the philosophiéal €ngaging in philosophy might be
charming in youth, but it is pernicious to everygmn who wants to carry some weight as a

citizen — who wants to become\os kdyafdés®:

[W]henever they [i.e. philosophers] come to somegpe or political business
(ENbwow €ls Twa dlav i otk Tpakwy), they prove themselves ridiculous
(kaTayéhaoTol). (484d-e; transl. T. Irwih)

[T]his person [i.e. the philosopher] is bound ta e being unmanlyi¢dvspw), even

if he has an altogether good nature; for he shumsity centre and the public squares
(bevyorTt Ta péoa ThHs mONews Kkal Tds dyopds’) where the poet [i.e. Homdt, 9,
411] says men win good reputations. He is sunk awaywf sight for the rest of his
life, and lives whispering with three or four bagsa corner, and never gives voice to
anything fit for a free man, great and powerful

2 Onmappnoia Scarpat 2001, a reissue of a 1964 monograph, nertfze standard work. Schlier 1959 remains
indispensable as well. See also, more recentlyteBld Rosen 2004. Coloured though highly influahéind
undeniably challenging are M. Foucault’s lecturasreppnoia (Foucault 2001; 2008; 2009). The link between
mappnoia anddbiiia is the topic of most contributions in Fitzgera®®®6. Onmappnoia in Plato see Monoson
2000, pp. 154-180; van Raalte 2004; Foucault 2pp183-107; 2008, pp. 180-344; 2009, pp. 67-152Keh4ts
2008, pp. 82-168.

3 482d:aioyxvdfvar; 482eaioyuvdeis. This is repeated by Socrates at 4&tb{vrnpoTépw, aloxivms,
atoxvveodal). Earlier in the text Polus addressed the samesation to Gorgias (461Qox0von). Further on
both Callicles (482c) and Socrates (494d, 508¢)tlcalshame of the first two interlocutors to mind.

4 Callicles’ focus on pleasure was already hintedtzn he evaluated the discussion between Gorgias a
Socrates not by its truthfulness but by the pleagurad brought him (458d).

5> Obviously Callicles’ understanding efi\os kdya8ds — to his mind synonymous withiSokipos — is different
from Socrates’ (cf. 470e en 515a).

6 For theGorgias | use the edition by Dodds 1959 and the tramsidbly Irwin 1979. Throughout thHBorgias
Irwin translatesrappnotia by ‘free speaking’ andappnoidlopal by ‘speaking freely’. | modified his translation
by replacing this with the more adequate trangtatifrankness’ and ‘to speak frankly’. Further owill not
indicate these specific modifications.

7 Dodds 1959, p. 274: ‘In Homer &yopd is a place of public assembly, not a market, amglin this sense that
Callicles uses the word’.



(LeTa pelpakiov év yovia TpLov 1 TeTTdpwy PLbupilovTa €relBepor O kal PEéy
a kai tkavov pundémote GBéyEacbal). (485d-€)

Contrary to what one could expect, Callicles’ itisig attack on philosophy (484c-
486d), which Socrates has called his ‘beloved’ &482.5.kd) just moments ago, is not
immediately countered. Quite the contrary: Socratgsmends the man who treated him with
such contempt:

| know well that if you agree with what my soul ieekes, these very beliefs are the

true ones. For | believe that someone who is toaidsquately the soul which lives

rightly and the soul which does not should havedlthings, all of which you have:

knowledge, goodwill, and franknesgsr(ctiunv Te kal etvorav kal mappnoiar).
(486e-487a)

What Socrates sets out here are the criteria éor@ct philosophical dialogfieThe three
criteria are cumulative, as it appears from Sostatarification (487a-d). Many people do
not pass the test because, unlike Callicles, tieepat receive a proper education: they lack
emoTtnun. Others, although they do posséssstun, are according to Socrates ‘unwilling
to tell me the truth because they don't care foamgou [i.e. Callicles] do’. A third group,
including Gorgias and Polus, shows bétliomjun andevvoia, but ultimately lacks the final
criterion:mappnoia. This was shown by their shame, which led therotaradict
themselvel Now we can understand why Socrates was appaneottiyarassed by Callicles’
attack: by insulting philosophy he adduced evidesfdasmappnota, which he had promised
by resolving not to get shamed. In Socrates’ worisd as for being the type to speak
frankly without shamenuppnotdlecdar kal p1 aloxivesbar) , you say it yourself and your

speech a little earlier agrees with you’ (487d-e).

Now Socrates can rest assured that if Calliclé®y nas met all three criteria, agrees

with Socrates’ defence of the philosophical lifeith will be attained:

For [if you agree with me] you would never have asated it either from lack of
wisdom Godias) or from excess of shame ¢xvvn), nor would you concede it to
deceive medmaTav); for (ydp) you are a friendd(Aos) to me, as you say yourself. In
reality, then, agreement between you and me widllfy possess the goal of truth
(Télos [...] TAs dA\nbelas). (487e)

8 Cf. Foucault 2008, p. 336: ‘ll me semble que, dempassagedrg. 486d-488b], se trouvent definis, méme
d’'une fagon rapide et en quelque sorte puremertigdétogique (comme régles de la discussion), leemod
d’étre du discours philosophique et sa maniéreedddme a la fois a la vérité, a I'Etre (& ce gst), et puis &
I’Autre.” Foucault 2008, pp. 335-344 discusseppnoia in the Callicles part of thEorgiasat the very end of
his 1982-1983 Collége de France lecture seriestHeocharacterization of the philosopher as a petesting
(Baoavietv) souls in Plato selea. 187e-189a. That same dialogue makes clear how tentamppnotia is for a
philosophical dialoguelL@. 178a; 179c; 189a). Oruppnoia in theLachessee Monoson 2000, pp. 155-161;
Foucault 2001, pp. 91-105; 2009, pp. 117-150.

9 Shame and self-contradiction were already condeattd82e.



In this passage the three criteria are repeatedeMer, the order in which they are mentioned
has changed in comparison to both the first mergmmhSocrates’ clarification. This, in my
view, is not without purpose: hete\ia is no longer solely connected wittvoia, as it was
previousy'?, but seems to have become a more encompassingfatleich mappnoia is also
an aspect. That this is Socrates’ understanding of the maippears from his referring back
to Callicles’ profession of friendship (‘as you saurself’). This profession (485e:
duikds?) marked the transition from a general attack afopbphy to a personal
exhortation to leave philosophy aside. AlthoughliClak himself emphasizes thévoia

which led him to this exhortatid?) Socrates, as we saw, mentioned the haranguprasfof
mappnota in his reaction. Thus Socrates seems to gradbahyg mappnota into the concept
of dL\la, which in everyday language was primarily assedatithetvora. Contrary to
everydaybi\ia, thebilia established here by Socrates is a philosophictiadewith truth as

its objectivé.

The same conclusion can be drawn from the nextesé@nce Socrates has encouraged
his conversation partner to keep up his criticaduate (488a-b), Callicles continues his
defence of amorality. Once again he emphasizesithaiill show frankness in this endeavor
(491e:0 €yw ool viv mappnolaldpevos Méym). Once again Socrates commends him for

that:
You're carrying through your speech nobly, Calkclend speaking frankly. For now
you're saying clearly what the others think buhdreilling to say

(BtavootvTat pev Méyewr 8¢ ovk €6élovalr). And so I'm asking you not to slacken at
all, so that it will really become clear how we glblive. (492d)

At the beginning of the conversation Socrates $igatly deniedetvoia to those who were
‘unwilling to tell me the truth’ (487aivk é6éloval &€ pou Aéyewr Thr dinBetav). In this
instance, however, the conduct of those Wh@ v 8¢ otk €6élovolr seems to indicate a

lack ofrappnotia.

10487h: ‘Gorgias and Polus are wise and friedds.) of mine, but short of frankness’. Cf. 447b, where
Chaerephon calls Gorgiasha\os.

11 Both Schlier 1959, p. 871 and Scarpat 2001, l6&mention this passage from Bergiasto point out that
mappnola is an indispensable part dfiia.

12 Dodds 1959, p. 276 deems it probable thétrimikds dLikds (485€) the second adverb is a gloss on the
first. That this is however improbable appears fi®oerates’ reminiscence of Callicles’ professioffrighdship
(487e). This most likely refers to the usepofikis, the only explicit profession of friendship so.far

13 486a: ‘And look, my dear Socrates and don't beged with me at all, when I'll be saying it outgefodwill
(evvoiq) to you'.

1 Aristotle emphasizes that\(a enciivola should not be confuse& Il 1166b-1167a), thus indicating that they
sometimes were confused indeed. The differencedmtiuAia more philosophic@and everydayi\ia is
depicted aptly by PlutarciQuaestiones convival&b9e-f. Cf. White 1983, p. 870: ‘The object odiitis truth,
and its [i.e. dialectic’s] method is friendshipetfull recognition of the value of self and theetin a universe
of two.’



Oncemappnota is brought into théu\ia discourse and the rules of philosophical
conversation are thus established, the discusal@sta crucial turn. Socrates starts to
undermine Callicles’ equation of pleasure with gloed. All of a sudden, after Socrates’
umpteenth exhortation to join him in not being askd and accordingly to uphold mutual
mappnota for the sake of their philosophical discussior4@9
OTwS PN dmarxuvvi). Sel &€, ws €otke, und' €pe amatoyuvdijral), Callicles refuses to
answer one of Socrates’ questions. Instead, hesas@&ocrates of acting ‘absurd’ (494d:
aromos) and of asking questions like a ‘mob-orator’ (ibithunydpos) because he keeps on
applying everyday situations to Callicles’ theori@snce again Socrates expresses his
confidence in the fundamental difference betweeltidizss and the other interlocutors (viz. in
Callicles’ mappnota; 494d:un atoxwbns) and persuades him to answer after all. Callicles
wonders if Socrates is not ashamed himself by Wwis ridiculous questioning (494e:
ovk atoxvvn;) but appears to stand his ground in his replyweleer, his amoralist thesis is
no longer the outcome of his own convictions. iisrely an attempt to prevent his discourse
of becoming ‘inconsistent’ (495avopoloyovpevos). At this point an opposition has arisen
between what Callicles thinks to be true and wigasdys. The promise ofippnoia has been
broken. Nevertheless, we could still expect theudision to continue for some time longer.
After all, Callicles is still keeping up appearasd® being consistent: the formal proof of a
lackingmappnota (viz. the interlocutor contradicting himself, asthe cases of Gorgias and
Polus) has not yet been produced. Therefore Sacradger impressed by appearances, issues

a final warning in the form of a conditional acctisa:

You're destroying your first statementsis mpwTous Adyous), Callicles, and you'd
no longer be properly searching for the truth vaité if you start speaking contrary to
what you think {iep mapa Ta SokotvTa cauvt® €pels). (495a; transl. Irwin
modified)

The ‘first statements’ Socrates refers to are ofse Callicles’ professions afippnotal®.

Unsurprisingly, the formal proof of Callicles’ tken promise presents itself soon
enough. When Callicles retracts an earlier statétmgnolaiming that it was only ‘a joke’

(499b:mailwv), he is revealed to speak not only against hizictions but also against his

15 Dodds 1959, p. 307: ‘Socrates is thinking of €’ professions afappnoia.’ To my mind proof of Dodds’
interpretation can be adduced from the beginninfp@faches(178a-b) whererappnoidlecbar is opposed to
Myoval mapa v avtov 8é6Eav (as it is in ouiGorgiaspassagerapa Ta SokotvTa cauTd €pets) and
likened toetmelv a Sokel vptv. Contralrwin 1979, p. 69, who takesus mpwTous Adyous to mean ‘the
previous discussion’. If this were the correctiiptetation the Greek would be rather strainedjrfdhe
preceding sentence Plato used the singltaog) to refer to the whole of his contribution to {evious
discussion. Besides, by becoming inconsistenterfuture §pets) Callicles would not render invalid the
discussion up to the point where he started beiogrisistent.



earlier statements. In his reaction Socrates doeeefer directly to Callicles’ lack of

mappnota; instead he passes judgment on theita:

Ah Callicles, what a scoundrel you are. You treatlike a child, telling me now that
the same things are this way, and again that thegime other way, and deceiving me.
And | didn't think at the start that you'd voluniadeceive me, because | thought you
were a frienddis 6vtos dilov). But it turns out | was misled. (499b-c)

Indeed, by breaking his promisemafppnoia Callicles also broke the bond of philosophical
friendship, thus justifying Socrates’ transitionrfr an objective claim of friendship (487e:
dilos ydp pou €1) to a subjective one (49965 dvTos dilov). Socrates now cannot but
conclude that Callicles is neither a friend nemapnoLactis®. The dialectical contract has

been broken.

What is more, in rejecting philosophidal\ia and its allyrappnoia, Callicles has left
the door wide open to the opposite of these cosc@jpis becomes clear when Callicles, in
his attempt to end the discussion after his refissahswer Socrates’ questions, continues
answering only because Gorgias insists. From tlwabemt on the discussion, at least as far as
Callicles is concerned, is continued not for tratbake (the intention of the philosophical
conversation, cf. 487e) but ‘for Gorgias’ sake’§60 opylov xdpwrt’). Friendshap has made
way for flattery®. That this reversal was due to a lackraefipnoia and not so much to a lack
of one of the other criteria for friendship (Wzi.otrun andetvoia) is clear from the
consultation between Callicles and Gorgias:

C. But Socrates is always like that, Gorgias. He keseng these petty, worthless

questions, and cross-examines.

G. Well, what does it matter to you? Anyhow, it is jour reputationtipun) which is

at stake, Callicles. Do allow Socrates to crossyema as he wishes. (497b; transl. T.
Irwin modified'®)

16 ContraMichelini 1998, p. 53, who states that at this pairthe dialogue ‘Socrates has shown that franknes
does not guarantee sincerity’. The alteration ishencontrary thatappnota is no longer the mode of the
conversation.

17 Cf. 497c: ‘Then go on you, and ask these pettie&;i since that’s what Gorgias wants

(émelmep Topyla Sokel oUTws)' [transl. T. Irwin modified]; 501c: ‘I'm going ahg with you, to let the
discussion progress for you, and to gratify Gor@@ae (va [...] Topyla TGS yaplonpat)’.

8 In theGorgiasSocrates often links the pursuityafpis with kolakela (462c-463a; 502b-c; 502e-503a; 521a-
b). Cf. Isocrates:p. 4.6, where frank speakersappnoLalopévovs) are opposed to people who say everything
with an eye tdpis, thereby ironically not being worthy gfipis

(Tov dmavTa pev mpos xdpwy, undev 8¢ xdpLtos dElov Aeydvtov).

19To my mind most translations (including T. Irwip&nd interpretations (including E.R. Dodds’) ntiss point
here in takingrdvTws ov o1 avtn 1 TLen to mean ‘it is not for you to estimate their vafue. the value of
Socrates’ questions]’ (cf. Dodds 1959, p. 313df@lhg L. Robin and B. Jowett). This standard intetation
seems problematic for two reasons. (1) In accorawith the rules of dialectic, to which Socratefere
throughout the dialogue, i actually the interlocutor’s task to value Socratesrds (486e, cf. 461c-d, 466e-
467a, 472b-c, 475e-476a, 499e-500a). (2) The stdnai@rpretation seems incompatible with Callitles
following reply. He agrees to continue the disocoisghough he repeats that he deems the questietiy tpfles’

6



What is revealed here is obviously not a lackmatrtun oretvoira. The real problem is that
an excessive self-consciousness has taken possesgiallicles. He feels like hispn is at
stake. In other words: heashamed- and this kind of shame has been establishetkas t
opposite ofrappnoia throughout the dialogéd® Callicles is ashamed to say what he thinks
and thus becomes guilty of the charges he had bt@gginst Gorgias and Pottis

1.2 After this revelation Socrates continues wiaat lsardly pass for a dialogue anymore.
After all, trying to keep up the dialogue form wdwnly yield bad philosophy as long as the
interlocutor rejectsappnoia. Socrates’ basically continuing on his own is thasadoxically
justified by the rules of dialectic. Now that théeence between pleasure and the good is
established, it all comes down to distinguishingdypleasure from bad pleasure. The

guestion is whichré xyn can make that distinction. At this point the themhéw\ia and

(497c¢). In other words: he repeats his judgmerBaxfrates’ method of questioning. If Gorgias’ messagre
really that this judgment was not for Calliclesntake, it is quite unlikely that Callicles would learepeated his
judgment so bluntly straight away, for he statgdlieitely that he is yielding to Gorgias’ wish

(émeimep Topyla Sokel oUTws). The standard interpretation partly seems torbenpted by the wish to render
the particlei\\d in the next sentencéX\' vméoxes ZwkpdTel €EeheyEal dmws dv BovAnTal) strictly
adversative: do not judge the quality of questignbut let Socrates ask the questions as he wishes. Howev
for al\d ‘following a rejected suggestion or suppositidhiys translated by ‘well’ or ‘well then’, see Destun
1954, pp. 9-11. All this is compatible with the adinat the person who takesppnoia seriously has to abandon
T from time to time, cf. e.g. Isocratdsp. 4.7. Thus, Callicles is unknowingly right whendadls the
philosopher ‘dishonoured’ (486&ri 05, cf. the assenting repetition by Socrates at 5G8cppposed to
Callicles, the philosopher would never abandonthigmnoia for Tip.

20 with ‘this kind of shame’ | mean shame as fartgdys a role in the dialectical process, i.e.féading
preventing an interlocutor to speak his mind (482exuvbels a €voel elmelv). Cf. La. 179c, where initial
shame {raitoxuvépeba) is topped byrappnoia, thus making a dialectical conversation possiiee could call
this kind of shame the everyday definition (cf. Box974, pp. 236-238: ‘[Shame is] a very powerfoltine for
conforming to the behaviour expected by one’s fanfilends and fellow-citizens. [...] The fear of hgijudged
inferior is the kind of fear which overrules rataralculation’). It is the only kind of shame witthich | am
concerned in the present paper. However, irGbrgiasan important role is also played by a more
philosophical kind of shame, being a valid moralition (cf. Race 1979; McKim 1988; Kahn 1996, (@8-
142; Moss 2005 with a reply by Futter 2009; see hbsvy 2013, discussing the function of the closelated
notion of ridicule in the elenchic examination).Her brilliant interpretation of th@orgiasTarnopolsky 2010,
pp. 98-110 angassimlabels these two kinds of shame ‘flattering shaama ‘respectful shame’ respectively;
she also discusses their relation to franknesattgiling shame’ being opposedrappnoia and as such to
philosophical practice), ‘respectful shame’ beingnpatible withrappnola and as such, on the contrary, being
an asset to philosophical practice. Cain 2008 tladidirst kind ‘false shame’ and discusses theiguity
running throughout the dialogue. Beversluis 20G0,291-376 on the other hand does not take theedeapral
sense of shame into account, thus considering shaamely a rhetorical device of Socrates’ ‘shamédat His
critique of Socrategnodus operands therefore often gratuitous. Conversely, McKi&8& only discusses this
deeper moral shame (although once he seems togligth ‘competitive shame’ from ‘moral shame’ (fb.
17)), which causes him to neglect the relevanaeipfmnoia in theGorgiasand dialectic in general.

21 Cf. Dodds 1959, p. 307: ‘The unshockable Callicdeshocked at last’; Kahn 1996, p. 136: ‘Callicidsfeat
will nevertheless also be precipitated by his serfisthame’; Beversluis 2000, p. 369: ‘Plato accedat
Callicles’ recalcitrance not in logical or epistentgrms, but in psychological ones. Callicles’ teitance is not
traceable to his lack of knowledge or to his in&pib follow an argument’; Monoson 2000, p. 16@allicles
will not continue to speak with parrhesia aboutghbject at hand because his own manliness is hetalke’.
Contravan Raalte 2004, p. 295, who judges that-mjun is the lacking criterion.



kolakela, up until now only relevant for the concrete pldphical practice of dialectic, is
brought to a more general level. Socrates refesk tstna moment in the discussion with Polus
(462d-466a), where a remarkably elaborate classidic of real and false crafts was
introduced?® Socrates then labeled the false arts ‘flatte4§3@; 464e; 465b; 466a; 466€:
kolakela, cf. 464cx kohakevTikn [Téxvn]) because their only purpose is yielding pleasure.
In addition to cookery, cosmetics and sophistrgtatic, the métier of Gorgias, Polus, and
Callicles, is said to be a partiaflakeia too. The danger of these parts of flattery is thay
tend to mimic (464c; drpoomoteiTal) their real art counterparts very closely whileyttare
really nothing but a faint image, attw\ov (463d) of these counterparts (sophistry

mimicking legislation, rhetoric justice, cosmetggnnastics and cookery medicine).

Just after having called this classification backnind in his discussion with Callicles
(500a-b), Socrates invokes a most strange deity:
And for the sake of the god of friendshipds PuAlov), Callicles, don't think you

should make jokes at me, and don't answer capslyipcontrary to what you think
(mapa Ta dokovvTa), nor again take what | say that way, as makikggo (500b)

Once again the link between friendship aagdpnotla (viz. not speakingrapa Ta dokotvTta)

is suggested. What is more, the rare invocatiom @sves relevant in the context of the
classification of craftd. In his reiteration of the distinction betweenlraad false crafts,
Socrates adduces other examples than the first Maow philosophy represents the true craft
aimed at the good, whil@\akeia, aimed at pleasure, is exemplified by ‘speakintha
people's Assembly, practising rhetoric, conducpolitics the way you conduct it now’
(500c). This ‘flattery’ (501c; 502d; 503a) is thegected and replaced by Socrates’ care for
the soul — the craft of philosophy, which invokiee jod ofpL\{a?*.

In a next move Socrates goes on to explain #nes of the soul by stating that one
should at all times aim for justice and moderatistead of pursuing pleasure at all costs.

The underlying cause of this — and this transiti@ay seem uncalled-for to the reader not

22 Cf. Dodds 1959, p. 226: ‘This passage goes mugbritewhat is strictly required for the immediatepsée.
Socrates points out the unusual length of his expasself (465e). After all, it seems to contradiist earlier
disapproval ofiakpoloyia (449b; 461d). In this case the long statemenissfied by Socrates’ opponents’ not
understanding the short version.

23 The second invocation of the god of friendshiphieGorgias(519e) again combines Socrates’ call for
mappnoia (this time by deploring that Callicles does nontvi answer) with yet another reference to the
classification of crafts (517¢-519c, cf. Irwin 197$. 236-237). The third and last instance ofithecation is
Eutyphr.6b. Cf.Phdr.234e:mpos ALos dLiiou.

24 Note that Socrates emphasizes that he is talkingtahetoric and politics as they were conductekis day
by people like Callicles. In th@orgias as in thePhaedrus Plato seems to leave open the possibility of good
(i.e. philosophical) rhetoric and politics. See. &tauffer 2006 and Collobert 2013.



paying attention to the recurrent theme of friemplstiattery, and frankness — turns out to be
dbLNla:

[A man] should not allow his appetites to be intengpe and try to fulfil them — an
endless evil — while he lives the life of a brigaRdr no other man would be a friend
(TpoodiAnis) to such a man; nor would god. For he is incapabmmmunity
(xowwwvetrv); and when there is no community with a meniwvia), there can be no
friendship ¢uiia) with him. Now the wise men say, Callicles, thaatien and earth,
gods and men are bound by community and friendghita) and order and
temperance and justice; and that is why they balwhole universe the ‘worldorder’
(kéopov), not ‘disorder’ or ‘intemperance’, my frienéipe). But | think you don't
heed them, though you're wise yourself. You haveoticed that geometrical equality
has great power among gods and men; you think lyould practise taking more,
because you are heedless of geometry. (507d-508a)

Callicles was repeatedly callethos by Socrates when he was still honoringpnota (e.qg.
487e; 499c). At this point, however, he turns outiderstand nothing abapi\ia?®, while
philosophy is established as the true craffiafa?®. The philosopher masters the craft of not
committing injustice because he has a sense dfahscendent order. Accordingly, the rather

abrupt mention of geometry could be taken as theesentation of philosophy in genéfal

The person who, on the other hand, goes out af/&aysto avoid suffering injustice —
both Socrates and Callicles agree on this poinill-omly succeed by unjustly gaining power
or by being in favour with the unjust powers that(609d-510b). In other words: he will have
to act like a flatterer. So, when the macrocosnoiver ofdilia just described is neglected,

this presents disasterous consequences for thecogm:

I think one man is a friend{\os) to another most of all when, as wise men of old
say, like is friend to like. [...] Then wherever aital and uneducated tyrant is the
ruler, won't he surely be afraid of anyone in thg who is far better than him, and
won't he be quite unable to become a friepidds) to him with all his mind? [...]
And if someone is far worse than himself, he wba'a friend either; for the tyrant
will despise him, and never treat him seriously@svould treat a friendrpos dilov).
[...] Then the only friendd{ilos) to such a man worth consideration who's left is
whoever has a similar character, blames and preisesame things, and is willing to

25 A €Tdipos, as Callicles is called here (and Alcibiades &&jlis certainly not the same aéiaos, the former
being a broader and much more ambiguous termhier atordsetaipia does not necessarily impdyAia. On
the difference in Plato (and the problem of tratirstathe two terms in English) see Bartlett 2004vijp and
passim Cf. also Konstan 1997, pp. 58-59 on the diffeechetween the two in EuripideSrestesTo this
evidence we can add a fragment of Antiphon (fr. B&9§ where the&Taipos is not only distinguished from the
di)os, but also identified with thedha&.

26 Cf. the description of the state as a communitfyiehds under the leadership of philosopheRésp9,
590d.

27 Cf. Festugiére 1936, pp. 391-392. See Irwin 19p9,7-8 for the growing importance Plato attacloes t
geometry from th&orgiason. Cf. also Morrison 1958 on the importance ofrgetry,contraDodds 1959, p.
340 who states that ‘the humble status assigngddmetry [...] is not in question here’. This passegeld
perhaps be compared to Plutaridle, genio Socrati§79a-d, where an exhortation to geometry turnsmbe a
disguised exhortation to philosophy in general.



be ruled by the ruler and to be subject to himsThan will have great power in this
city; no one will do injustice against him withdaging sorry for it. (510b-d)

Just as flattering crafts mimic their correspondieg crafts, flattery in personal relations
mimics friendship. By being submissive to the ruleand as a consequence constantly
changing his mind in order to adapt himself to malers — the flatterer abandons any claim to
mappnota by unavoidably contradicting himself. He merelges as a friend (511aipnouv,
HLpoVpeVos, pLovpevor), thus becoming the very antipode of the philosspWwhose
‘argument Koyos) is always the same’ (509a, cf. 482a; 490e; 49H2¢d). To this flattering
craft (viz. the contemporary rhetorical politicathvere opposed to philosophy in the
reiteration of the classification of crafts) Cdlis wants to exhort Socrates (511c). Socrates
realizes indeed that whoever wants to rise to pawdemocratic Athens has to ‘become as
much like the Athenian people as possible’ themgliyng up ‘what is dearest’ (513a:
dbLATdToLs) to him. The ‘friendship with the Athenian dem@S13b:biiar ¢ " Abnralwy
SMuw) pursued by Callicles is thus by definition basedlattery®. For want ofrappnoia —

the friend of the people only says what the pew@ets to hear (513gaipovat) — this
friendship can never be a true friendship, beingamed at the good, but at the pleasure of
the peopl&.

Now that the difference between the real craftlifosophy and the flattery of
contemporary politics has been elucidated, Socratés for a renewal afappnoia one last
time. He is turned down by the flatterer and dravssfinal conclusion.

S [...] Tell me the truth, Callicles. Since you bedanspeaking frankly to me

(Trappnoraleabar), it's only just that you should go on saying wyai think. Tell me

now as well as before, well and nobly.

C. Well, I'm telling you you should serve them [i.eetpeople].

S.Then it’s flattery Ko\akevoovTa) you're urging on me, most noble sir. (521a-b;
transl. T. Irwin modified)

Callicles’ professedappnoia has been utterly perverted. Paradoxically he damspeak
frankly by encouraging flattery. Socrates on tHeeohand emphasizes that ‘all flattery, to
ourselves or to others, few or many, we must stb@i7c, cf. 522d¥. In the end the only
practitioner of ‘the real political craft’ (521dfj ws dAnfds moAiTiki) Téxvn) turns out to be
Socrates himself — the philosopher helping peaptée direction of the good instead of the

28 ContraKonstan 1997, p. 103: ‘Unlike relations with kirlgs] one does not talk of being friends with the
Athenian assembly. The issuepffiloi vs. flatterers falls outside the discourse of taendcracy.’ Cf. Socrates’
earlier mention of Callicles’ love (481épavTe) for the Athenian demos.

2% The opposition ofisovr) andrappnoia appears explicitely in Isocratesp. 4.6:

TOUS del TPOS NOOVTIV AEYELY TPOALPOLEVOUS VEISUSTOUS €Tl To BeATIOTW TappnoLlalopérous.

30 On the strange combination of Callicles’ flattgrihe people and his anti-democratic traits seetklaan
2005.
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merely pleasurable. The politics to which Callidlegtes — and this is the very last sentence

of theGorgias— is worth nothing.

1.3 The conversation between Socrates and Calhalsdeen a complex play of reversing
positions. Callicles claimetppnoia anddiiia but turned out to be a champiornkokaketa.
He accused Socrates of asking questions like a-onator’ (482c, 494dnunydpos?) but
exhorts tdnunyopla himself2 Socrates claims not to be a politician at alB@)7 thus
seemingly agreeing with Callicles’ caricature o titherworldly philosopher, but turns out to
be the only politician there is (521d). Socratdsigsophy is depicted by Callicles as a
practice of whisperers (4858:0upi{ovTta) in contrast withrappnoia®3, but is in the end
established as the craftoippnoia — a frankness Socrates upheld until the very émiso
life34. According to Callicles philosophy is useless fidgl (486¢:Ta koulsa TabTa), but, as

it turns out, this description can be applied todwn endeavors (521dd koudsa TavTa).
Callicles deems philosophers to be unmanly cowg8sd:avdvdpw), though the real
coward turns out to be him, while real couragehigogophicatrappnoia®®. He considers
philosophers ridiculous (484e: twiceTayé aoTol; 485akaTtayé acTov) but makes himself
look ridiculous in the discussion (509actayé acTos). In other words: during the dialogue
the roles are completely reversed. The philosophsrcome out of the corner — a place not

suited for Socrates as we know him anyhow — andiiephilosopher has been driven into
it3e,

3L Cf. 482c:6npunyopels; 482e:8nunyopLkd.

32 At 503axo)akeia, to which Callicles invites, is identified withyunyopia.

33 Cf. Dodds 1959, p. 275, who commentsjofupilovTa by pointing out that ‘the philosopher does dateto
speak his mind plainly and in public’ (my italics).

34 Cf. Irwin 1979, p. 129: ‘It will appear later th8bcrates is the only one who really speaks frasty/tells the
truth without concern for personal safety’.

35 Near the end of the dialogue Socrates statesaiaig put to death itself — no one fears that sslee's
altogether unreasoning and unmariya’5pos)’. It is precisely by this fear that Calliclesdsfined (see Austin
2013). Callicles’ unmanliness is pointed out adwehen he is shamed into rejectimgppnoia when
confronted with the fact that his understandinghefgood life resembles the life of a catamite €194

0 TOV kwaildwv Blos), cf. the analysis of this passage by Monoson 200064 and her remark that at the end
of the conversation ‘Callicles is reduced to advingpprecisely the kind of risk-averse conventioaiitude he
had earlier derided’. Thatuppnola on the other hand is a sign of courage is made aefe494d, cf. 495c where
the connection betweémiotriun andavspeia is mentioned and 507b where the just and piousimsinown to
be brave as well. The courage involved in upholdingpnota is of great importance in the interprations of
Foucault 2009.

36 Socrates certainly did not shun the pubiljopd and its surroundings, where he used to addressdlsundry
with unusual questions. Cf. e.g. Xenophblegm.1.1.10; 3.10.1; 4.2.1; Platdp. 17¢;Phdr.230d. Note that at
the beginning of th&orgiasSocrates and Chaerephon are just arriving frome.athpd (447a). To my mind
the excellent interpretation of ti&orgiasby Festugiére 1936, pp. 381-400 has after alktlyears lost nothing
of its relevance in showing how in this worla contemplativaandvita activaare in fact not opposed but
reconciled. On the other hand, it should be pointgdas an anonymous reviewer kindly did) thatiClaek'
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Then what should we think of Socrates’ attributtdmrappnoia and by extention of
dLNla to Callicles? Was he utterly mistaken? That da#saund like Plato’s Socrates. Was
he being merely ironic or even sarcastic? In asg ¢t in the way most interpretations tend
to understand the irody Calliclesdoesposses theappnoia Socrates is ascribing to him
(viz. the brutalrappnola he showed in his anti-philosophical harangue)atitrgution in
itself is not ironic. But it is true that the usktloe term is ironic — or at least ambiguous.
Callicles’ mappnota is themappnoia as it functions in the Athenian democracyro@pnoia
acting frankly and even brutally or provocativdbyt vanishing when the majority is
unfavorable and the speaker’s reputation is aetaRontrary to this Socrates gradually
introduces a more philosophigatppnota that does not take orders from a majority bueds |
only by its own consistené¥ The irony at play here is what G. Vlastos caltainplex

view of the otherworldly philosopher bears somikistg similarities to the view expressed by Socsatenself

in the famoud heaetetusligression (172c¢c-177c). However, in this case @l the conclusion may well be that
the apparently approving description of the othetslp philosopher should not be taken at face valne that it
paints a one-sided picture of the philosophical IBee the inspiring discussions, often stressiagontrast
between Socrates and this apparently ideal phitesofpy Rue 1993; Mahoney 2004; Lannstrém 2011.

37 Jaeger 1954, pp. 205-206 (‘die bittere Ironie @lidgorausbewertung der Leistung des KalliklesJapat
2001, p. 68 (‘naturalmente ironiche’); Race 197.2@0 (‘marvelous irony’); Spina 1986, p. 93 (‘ilcamente’);
McKim 1988, p. 40 (‘Socrates is being just as icahiabout frankness as he is about knowledge aodvgt);
Tarnopolsky 2010, p. 95 (‘Socrates sarcasticalygas Callicles’ontraBeversluis 2000, pp. 340-341
(Socrates’ attribution afappnota is ‘one of Socrates’ rare, non-ironic complimeptgan Raalte 2004, p. 286.
38 Cf. van Raalte 2004, p. 288: ‘[Callicles] is simphying whatever th&ij.os wants — a kind of caricature of
democratic parrhésia curbed by shame, strategiadiipted by Callicles in daily practice.” Similarbt 47 1e-
472a Socrates explains to Polus the differencedstwefutation in court, where number and reputatio

(o TOAGY kat SokotvTwy) prevail, and philosophical refutation, wherelirig all that counts. The situation
as we have it in the case of Callicles can be asted with the situation in theaches where after philosophical
mappnola (178a; 179c; 189a) has done its job, it is ‘bywlaaige émiomun) [that] one ought to make
decisions, if one is to make them well, and notiajority rule 6v m\nBeL)’ (184e [transl. R. Kent Sprague]).
Cf. Foucault 2001, p. 96: ‘[U]nlike thearrhesiastesvho addresses tltemosn the assembly, for example,
here [in theLache$ we have a parrhesiastic game which requires sopat, face to face relationship.” As we
saw earlier, Socrates described Callicles’ parichtand ofrappnoia as ‘saying clearly whahe othershink

but aren't willing to say’ (492diéyels d ol dilot SiavoolvTatl pév, Myewv 8¢ otk €Bélovalr). The mention
of the others might well be significant in distirgping everyday democraticippnoia from philosophical
mappnoia: while the philosopher speaks his mind, Calliéte fact speaking the mind of the others. Compare
Callicles’ breakdown caused by excessive careiforlnr with Gorgias’ concern for the wishes of the auden
(458b-e). Plato mentions democratigppnota in R. 8.557b. Omrappnota in Athenian democracy and political
mappnola in general see e.g. Momigliano 1973; Monoson 2pp051-63 (with more references at p. 51 n. 2);
Saxonhouse 2005; Markovits 2008; Landauer 2012.

39 Cf. the interpretation by Monoson 2000, pp. 165-d6how ‘Plato appropriates the role of speakirithw
parrhesia for philosophy (and Socrates) in hisreffoarticulate the political and moral work pli@phy can do’
(p. 165). Although | agree with Monoson’s readidigh® Gorgiasin general, she tends to overemphasize the
similarities between democratic and philosophicalpnoia for the purpose of her general point that the vidw
Plato as a virulent antidemocrat should be recensd Cf. Erler 2011, p. 162, who discusses thaduaical
combination ofrappnoia with Socratic irony (the latter always involvinglagree of concealment which the
former seems to exclude): ‘[T]lH&orgiasillustrates the transformation and integratiomolitical parrhésiainto
a philosophical context’ (see also p. 157 for aergeneral characterization of this technique ofo™a

12



irony’: ‘what is said both is and isn’t what is nmeaits surface content is meant to be true in

one sense, false in anotHér’

The same goes for Calliclegtiotiun andetvora. He was in all likelihood an
educated young man and a skilled conversatioraligithenian standards, and would, thus,
as aremaldevpévos, able to give accounkdyov 8186vat) of his actions and opinions, rightly
be credited witkmioTnun within the Athenian community. He also sincerigems to worry
about Socrates’ life, thus showing a fairly commerscaktvoia until the very end of the
dialogue (511b; 521a-c). Hisr.omun (as is the whole of the Athenian education system
Socrates’ eyes), however, is not founded uponexrtryn and is consequently nothing like
theémiotiun Socrates introducét nor is hiss{voia in worrying about the survival of
Socrates’ body like the Socratitvora which cares for the sddl Three times Socrates has
introduced a philosophical version of an everydaycept®, and three times Callicles has
failed to live up to the newly introduced standastiphilosophy and thus of philosophical

dLAlats,

Thisdulia, its allymappnota and its enemyolakeia played a double role in the
discussion: on the concrete level of the procediitke conversation (the practice of

philosophy as a dialogue with certain rules, &inotiun, ebvora andmrappnota®®) and on

40Vlastos 1991, p. 31. Cf. also pp. 21-44 and pp-282 (with at pp. 240-241a case study of Socrates’
complex-ironic statement that he is at the same tiot a politician and the only Athenian politidian

41 The analysis of Dodds 1959, p. 279 comes closieisdoy parenthetically remarking that ‘Socratesslnot
really credit Callicles witlkmiomjun (in the Socratic sense)’. More problematic, howeaee Dodds’ statements
that, while he deems the ascriptioréetomjun ironic, the ‘other compliments [vizivoira andmappnoia] need
not be taken as purely ironical’ and that Socrgpesfession that truth will be attained when he &adlicles

will have reached agreement (486e-487ehddironical’ (Dodds’ italics). Obviously this last éfa can only be
uttered without irony if all three criteria (andtpas Dodds has it, only two out of three) havenbeet (cf. 487a:
vdp indicating the link between the attainment oftirahd the three criteria). This apparent inconsestén
Dodds’ interpretation can be avoided by considecognplex irony.

42 Austin 2013.

43 Cf. Socrates’ remark that, although Calliclesrokaio be better, Callicles’ “better” is differembfn Socrates’
“better” (512a). Foucault 2008, p. 343 at the vemyg of his 1982-1983 College the France lecturesgust
after admitting that ‘il faudrait évidemment contpler un peu les choses, méme pas mal, malheurenisgme
n'ai pas le temps...’, suggests a similar interpretatCar en fait ce jeu se joue a deux, c’est+@-due ni

I’ epistem@sic], ni 'eunoia, ni laparrésiade Calliclés ne sont les mémes qepistemdsic], I'’eunoiaet la
parrésiade Socrate.” Unfortunatelipe does not take up the interpretation ofGoegiasin the next year’'s
lectures (although he mentions the part where @erngi speaking, see Foucault 2009, pp. 134-135).

4 To my mind the relevance éfrilomiun, etvola andmappnoia in theGorgiasis not limited to the
conversation with Callicles. In a note at the efithis paper | try to extrapolate some of my cosius.

45 Clement of AlexandriaRaed.1.11.97.3) citeémiomiun, elvola andmappnoia as the three reasons why the
divine raidaywyds should be trusted. However, the three criterigpatdn a purely biblical context and have as
such no bearing on th&orgias(cf. Scarpat 2001, p. 125-126). A passage froror&ges’Ad Nicoclem(27-28) is
of greater interest. While discussing what frie@govs) Nicocles, the future ruler of Salamis, shouldksee
after, Isocrates advises to granppnoia to whomever displayspévnots, to be careful for flatterers
(kohakevovTas) and to cherish advisers extendatgora. As in theGorgiasdiiia is thus characterized by
emoTiun/bpdvnots, elvora andkolakeia. Cf. also Isocrates’ letter to Antipater, wherepnola is considered
evidence of goodwill towards friendEgist.4.4:tfis elvolas THs mpos diovs, cf. 4.9-10) and is opposed to
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the more general level of the subject matter ofcthreversation (the craft of philosophy as the
search for the good life). (1) Callicles distindues himself from the other interlocutors
because of hisappnola, a concept which Socrates subsequently involvesnew
understanding afiAia. Callicles’mappnoia anddiiia cannot live up to the standards of
philosophy: out of shame he eventually stops spggatkis mind, starts contradicting himself
and turns tacolakeia by serving the pleasure of Gorgias. (2) Withinr@tes’ classification
of true arts and flatteries, the rhetorical paditCallicles advocates belong to theaketad,
while Socrates’ philosophy is in accordance with ¢bsmichiria. Philosophy aims for the
good, not merely for the pleasurable. By never ramitting herself, philosophy turns out to
be the craft ofrappnotla. On both levelgiia goes hand in hand wittoppnoia and is
opposed taolakeia. In both cases the stairwaydioa turns out to be philosopffy

As a rule in current scholarship Aristotle is calesed the first to develop a
philosophy of friendshifi. Moreover, if Plato’s legacy is noted, in genenaly Lysis
Phaedrusand/orSymposiunare taken into accoufit However, | hope to have enforced R.
Duncan’s point that PlatoGorgiasshould also be considered a source of a philosophy

friendship and of philosophgs friendshi®. What is more: the important nexus of friendship,

the pursuit of\dovr| andydpis (both signs of flattery, as appears from@wrgiag (ibid.) and to flatteryEpist.
4, 7:xohakelal). Onmappnola in Isocrates see Landauer 2012 and also Spina p§887-90; Konstan 1997,
pp. 93-98 and pp. 101-104; Scarpat 2001, pp. 5&8A87pp. 68-69; Foucault 2001, pp. 80-83.

46 From the very beginning of the dialogue, the ojtfsof Socratic dialectic and Calliclean rhetoisc
prepared. Th&orgiasstarts by Socrates and Chaerephon’s arrivingdat&orgias’ rhetorical show (447a:
emedei€aTo; 447b: twicekmSeiEeTar; 447c:émiSeléwy, émbeiews: the sophistic terminology is being
emphasized, cf. Dodds 1959, pp. 189-190). Sochadisates that he is not interested in epideidtetaric and
asks if Gorgias would on the contrary (44dkx’) enter a dialogue with him (447aa\ex6fjval). The same
opposition is immediately applied to Polus: whetuBavants to take Gorgias’ place — the latter nespalse rest
after his show — Socrates soon realizes that ‘Fslosre practised in what is called the rhetoraraft
(onTopikiv) than in dialogued{aréyeobar)’ (448d, cf. Socrates’ repeating this at 471d)otighout the
discussion with Polus ‘Plato mocks the rhetoricianeptitude at the philosopher’s game of diale¢Bbodds
1959, p. 223).

47 Fitzgerald 1997b, p. 3; 1997c, pp. 33-34; Schro@887; Fraisse 1974, pp. 189-286. Frazier 20031 @and
El Murr 2014, p. 3 rightly remark that Plato’s msbphy of friendship deserves more attention.

48 E.g. Price 1989; Reeve 2006; Nichols 2009. Cb &lsisse 1974, pp. 125-188; Pizzolato 1993, pplBSee
Fitzgerald 1997a, p. 7 n. 9 for more referencexddfse there are exceptions, see e.g. El Murr 206@ZCaluori
2013 on friendship in thRepubli¢ Schofield 2013 and El Murr 2014 (with the refaremat p. 28 n. 10) on
friendship in thd.aws.

49 The theme of philosophy as friendship is not abfem the other dialogues on friendship. See trap.
interpretation of th&ysisby Nichols 2006 and 2009, pp. 152-194. Nichols2@0) 154: ‘Far from replacing
friendship with philosophy as the truly satisfyingman activity, or turning to the philosopher’satan to
wisdom as the exemplar of friendship, | argue Waimust understand philosophy as an experiencegmad to
friendship’. | think passages such&mp.203e-204c an&hdr. 252e-256e can be interpreted within the same
framework.
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flattery and frankness, the occurence of whichdhagys been situated in Hellenistic

philosophy®, seems to have emerged already in Plato.

2. The motif in later tradition

In the second part of this paper | would likerack down this nexus in four later
ancient authors, confining myself to passages whefe is linked to the practice of the
philosopher coming out of his corner and thus tejgdaCallicles’ caricature of philosophy
hidingév yoviqa. My suggestion will be that these authors werpinesl by Plato’$sorgias
The texts under discussion are Plutardiiat a philosopher ought to converse especially
with men in poweandHow to tell a flatterer from a friendMaximus of Tyre’s8By what
criteria should one distinguish flatterer from finig(Or. 14), Themistius’ oratio®n
Friendship(Or. 22) and Damasciug’ife of Isidore.

2.1 Although he was an important exponent of thgmkschool philosophy in his tire
Plutarch (ca. 45 — ca. 125) could not possiblydramared to the philosophers Callicles
ridiculed. That Plutarch led an active, politidé lis beyond any doutt He could not settle
for otherworldliness, nor did he ever leave phifgspin order to indulge in worldly affairs.
In the short workThat a philosopher ought to converse especialliy wien in powefMaxime
cum principibus philosopho esse disserengiims balanced attention for both philosophy

and politics is exemplified.

In this work Plutarch encourages philosophers lioviohis example in not shunning
political figures. Somewhat surprisingly it is thlilosopher’s task to seek out these figures

and to advise them as actively as possible. Frenveny outset, this turns out to be an

0 Konstan 1996a, p. 7:‘While the association betwtberthree terms [i.e. friendship, flattery, anahkness]
may appear to be natural, it is in fact the proadiet specific cultural moment. [...] [T]he concedtaamplex
consisting of friendship, flattery, and franknesseeged in Hellenistic discourse’. Cf. Konstan 199.715 and p.
21. Konstan’s statement seems to presuppose aditinction between ethical and political sphesesording
to him, whereas in the classical periathpnoia was a purely political concept, in Hellenistic ¢éisnit became an
ethical concept under the influence of the expameiche political sphere (Konstan 1997, p. 103feterson
1929; Momigliano 1973, p. 259-260; Foucault 2004.,§6-87; Erler 2011, p. 156 and p. 159). Suchrdison
however seems untenable, certainly in a Platonitest where the ideal state is a reflection ofwledi-arranged
soul (cf. the criticism of Foucault by Mulhern 2084d also Spina 1986, pp. 78-95; Gallo 1988a, {22
1988b, p. 121; Whitmarsh 2006, p. 97).

51 Cf. e.g. hiDe animae procreatione in TimaamndQuaestiones platonica&ee e.g. Dillon 1996, pp. 184-230
on Plutarch’s theoretical philosophy.

52 As a young man he was sent to the proconsul oféalas an envoy. Throughout his life he remaineskeb}
associated with local politics in his hometown Gloaea and was no stranger on the Roman politiesdesdn

all likelihood, his rich political carreer was croed by his receiving thernamenta consulariftom Trajan and
his appointment as procurator of Greece by Had@amPlutarch’s life and works see e.g. Russell 2@xnelli
2000; Lamberton 2001. A succinct overview of Pleités political life can be found in Roskam 2009, fp@-19,
see also e.g. Renoirte 1951, pp. 25-27; Zieglef. 188ls. 657-659; Jones 1971, pp. 13-38. On hisiquadl
philosophy see Aalders 1982; Aalders — de Bloi219@ Blois e.a. 2004-2005.
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exhortation tabtAia. In the first sentence the addressee is conghhdeause he is ‘prizing,
pursuing, welcoming, and cultivating the friendspgth political leader®?] - a friendship
which will prove useful and fruitful to many in pate and to many in public life’ (776a-b;
transl. H.N. Fowler modifief). The mention of the philosophefs\ia, which makes a
second appearance later in the werls followed by a plea for a philosophy that ‘e&i$ to
make everything that it touches active and effic{epakTikd) and alive, inspires men with
impulses which urge to action, with judgements teatl them towards what is useful’ (776c-
d). After all, it would have been absurd had th@&SPanaetius refused to accompany Scipio
Aemilianus on an embassy to Egypt and Asia Minoith\a nice feeling for irony Plutarch
stages that refusal:
Now what should Panaetius have said? ‘If you weaBr Polydeuces or some other
person in private station who wished to run awaynfthe midst of cities and quietly
in some corner solve or quibble over the syllogisinghilosophers
(Td péoa TOV mONewV ATOdL8pdokeLy BoVNOPEVOS, €V ywria Twi kad' fovxlar dv
aAlwy ouAloylopous kat Treptéakwrt dthocodav), | would gladly welcome you and
consort with you; but since you are the son of AeimiPaulus, who was twice consul,
and the grandson of Scipio Africanus who overcaraertibal the Carthaginian, | will

not converse with you.’ Is that what he should hsaie? (777b; transl. H.D. Fowler
modified)

Plutarch, undoubtedly familiar with Callicles’ tde®, thus echoes the attack on otherworldly
philosophers with consent:

Plu.: Ta péoa Tov mMOAEwV ATOSLOPAOKELY

Grg. 485d: betVyovTL Ta péca TRHS TONEWS

Plu. =Grg. 485d év yovia
However, the attack on otherworldly philosophy doesentail a denunciation of philosophy
across the board. Plutarch is no Callicles. Tindogophers who make themselves look
ridiculous with every worldly undertaking (&rg. 484d:mpa€wv) are being mocked indeed,
but a philosophy effectingpakTtikd (776d) and not shunning public life (776bdelywy;
776C:Mpels 8¢ devEovpeda;; 778a:008¢ devyel; 778b:0v delEeTal) is, on the contrary,

encouraged.

53 On the text-critical problem in the first sentesee Roskam 2009, pp. 147-150.

>4 All translations of Plutarch are taken from theeb Classical Library

%5 The theme obi)ia reappears when Plutarch points out that the g@ab$) of humamdyos — both the
mental {6yos évdidfeTos) and the uttered\¢yos mpoddpLkos) kind — isdiria (777c). Plutarch himself admits
that this theory of twadyol is anything but new. His linking of the familiarebry of the twoGyou to dpuhia is
however considered original by Roskam 2009, p.(t0lpp. 96-105 for a discussion of the traditiddgrhaps
we could compare this novel interpretation wittg. 507d-508a, where the goak(més) of life is considered
temperance insofar as this is in accordance wékitkia that holds everything together.

56 Georgiadou 1995, p. 196.
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Plutarch opposes this political philosophy engggmbiiia with rulers to flattery:

They who make those men good upon whom many degmrfdr benefits upon
many; and, on the contraryofvavtiov), the slanderers, backbiters, and flatterers
(x6hakes) who constantly corrupt rulers or kings or tyramtse driven away and
punished by everyone, as if they were putting depdison, not into a single cup, but
into the public fountain which, as they see, eveeyases. (778d-e)

Subsequently, Plutarch quotes from Eupolis’ coniBuy Flatterersand goes on to contrast
the flatterers of a private person with the flagterof a ruler. The former only corrupt that
single individual, thus doing relatively small dageawhile the latter corrupt ‘many through
one’ (778d:mol\ous 8L'€vés), thus being the exact opposite of political peiphers who

benefit ‘many through one’ (777aoA\ovs SL'€vis).

In Plutarch’sMaxime cum principibysas in Plato’sSorgias we encountepi\ia as
opposed taolakeia as a characterization of the philosopher’s prac#idthoughmappnoia
is obviously part and parcel of the philosophepeaking truth to power, this is not
explicitely brought up heré We find the nexus d@fi\ia (an important theme in many of

Plutarch’s work®), kohakela andmappnoia completed and again related to the practice of

57 Roskam 2009, pp. 124-125: ‘The counterpart ofithetikos dtiddcodos [...] are the slanderers, denouncers,
and flatterers [...]. [W]hereas the friend alwaysmaotes what is honourable and assists the betteoptre

soul, trying to strengthen and to preserve whabisd and making use of salutary and useful frasgkne
(rappnota) in order to cure what has to be cured, the flattprimarily tickles the negative part of the sbiihe
characterization iMaxime cum principibusf the otherworldly philosopher being ‘afraid afegy whisper’
(776b:ododens) could perhaps be compared to the descriptiohdGbrgiasof the otherworldly philosopher
‘whispering’ (485eis8upilovTa). Both characterizations link the avoidancer@fpnota (by not daring to
speak in th&orgias by not daring to listen iMaxime cum principibygo cowardice (cf. the semantic analysis
of frodpodenis in Roskam 2009, pp. 151-152). The true philosopheis apparent from tt@orgias is the one
who engages in dialogue, who practices dialeatitaxime cum principibuthe philosopher’s readiness to
enter a dialogue is crucial as well (776boo8LaréynTar; 776C:Staréyecbar; 777b:StaréEopar; 778a:
Stakeyduevos). Cf. also the Greek manuscript title of the wbkth the caveatof Roskam 2009, p. 72 n. 6 that
it is not certain whether or not it can be tracadksto the author):

Tlept TOU OTL pdAioTa Tols Nyepdol el Tov dLhdoodor Staléyeabal.

58 Friendship is an important theme in Plutarch’skv@ee, in addition to the works discussed heme, s
amicorum multitudinéwith Van der Stockt 2011 and Giannattasio An@080). The theme reoccurs in
numerous other works from tihdoralia (e.g.Amatorius De fraterno amorgDe capienda ex inimicis utilitate
with Pérez Jiménez 2006pniugalia praeceptaDe se ipsum citra invidiam laudandde amore prolisDe
invidia et otiqg Praecepta gerendae reipublicae.) as well as in theives(see Brokate 1913, pp. 48-61;
Lucchesi 2007; Giannattasio Andria 2008, pp. 148}14ost are furthermorelaetter on friendship

(TTept dLAlas émoToln), fragments of which survive (fr. 159-171 Sandbasth Aguilar 2002, pp. 22-25;
Giannattasio Andria 2008, pp. 139-141). It is polesthat other works devoted to friendship weretemi by
Plutarch, since the Lamprias catalogue mentiondétters on friendship (n. 83 and n. 132). On Rtltand the
theme ofbiAia see esp. O'Neil 1997 and also Heylbut 1876; BR&13, pp. 1-31; Ziegler 1951, pp. 200-204;
Fraisse 1974, pp. 434-441; Pizzolato 1993, pp.11%¥%-Konstan 1997, pp. 98-106; Russell 2001, p@PA1
Aguilar 2002; Grossel 2005; Teodorsson 2007; Gittas@ Andria 2008; Beneker 2012, pp. 17-39. Oritipal
friendship in Plutarch see Van der Stockt 2002paoilitical friendship in antiquity see Hutter 19Ff. 25-56;
Konstan 1997, pp. 60-67; von Heyking — Avramenk6&,(p. 21-114.
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philosophy inHow to tell a flatterer from a frien@Quomodo adulator ab amico internoscatur

or simplyDe adulatore et amige’.

Here Plutarch addresses the prince Philopappugyémelson of the last king of
Commagene and an important figure on the Athenditiqal stagé€’. The addressee alone
leads one to suspect that the treatise will bemeselation to politicd; in other words: there
seems to be a thematic unity wittaxime cum principibusl. Engberg-Pedersen went as far
as to suggest that the treatises are two sidéeafame coin. Both works discuss ¢hE a
between philosopher and ruler and both show oredithat relation. Whild&axime cum
principibuswas an exhortation for philosophers to pursiiéa with rulers,De adulatore et

amicois an exhortation for rulers to accepiia with philosopher%.

The same picture of the flatterer reoccurs, aloinly the same quotation from Eupolis
(50d, cf. also 54b). Again Plutarch states thaffitéerer would be relatively harmless if only
he aimed at unimportant individuals. Alas he camity has his eyes on ‘ambitious, honest,
and promising characters’ (49b; transl. F.C. Bdphitd thus ‘oftentimes overturns kingdoms
and principalities’ (49c). This is underscored amples from the political realm (e.g. 56e-
f)®3. The most effective way to distinguish the flagtefirom a friend is to look atappnoia,
‘friendship’s very own voice’ (51ddiav [...] dovny [...] ThHs dllas; transl. modified).
Contrary to the flatterer, the friend knows hovafiplyrTappnota in a wholesome way, viz.
in a way that combines it witvola (66d; 67d; 72a; 73a; 74c, cf. 584)

% There is some discussion about the unitpefadulatore et amicdSome scholars (Brokate 1913, pp. 5-7;
Gallo 1988a, pp. 18-19 améssim Sirinelli 1989, pp. 67-71) consider the work asaatificial composition of
two separate treatises, the first of which (chapie24) discussed friendship and flattery whilesbeond
(chapters 25-37) was devotedrappnoia. Engberg-Pedersen 1996 and Van Meirvenne 20024 43p144;
2002b, pp. 257-259 have adduced convincing argusrierdast doubt on that strict distinction.

60 Philopappus is addressed at 48e and 66¢. Heliaathazed by Sirinelli 1989, p. 66 as ‘un des pergges

les plus importants de la cité’. He organized thensia twice. Trajan adlected him to the senatkappointed
him consul suffectus 109. On his relation with Plutarch see Jone&l19. 59; Sirinelli 1989, pp. 65-66; Puech
1992, pp. 4870-4873; Whitmarsh 2006, pp. 93-94.

61 For a political interpretation de ad. et am.taking the dedication to Philopappus to be mbam ia

formality, see Engberg-Pedersen 1996 and Van Meirw@002a. However, tleaveatof Van Meirvenne

2002a, p. 142 should be taken into account: ‘Theedraces that suggest a political aspedd@&ad. et am.but
only verydiscreetones. [...] This essay is thus primarily about tiiendship and about the nature, behavior,
and tasks of a true friend, who clearly must als@ Iphilosopher.” Foucault 2001, pp. 133-138 ofdgusses
mappnoila in De ad. et amas privaterappnoia. See however the sound criticism of Opsomer 2pp992-93.

62 Engberg-Pedersen 1996, pp. 68-69 paskim

63 vVan Meirvenne 2002a, p. 142 connects these pasfaged. et am49c; 56e-f andlax. cum princ.778d).

64 Forms ofrappnoia andmappnotdopat oceur no less than 76 timesDe ad. et am.which covers 6%.oeb
pages. The formémappnoiacTor (51c) andivtimappnoialopévou (72€) can be added to this count. Cf. O'Neil
1997, p. 116: ‘This word-grou§il. mappnoia, mappnordlopat, mappnotactis] may be the most commonly
used one in Plutarch’s (as well as other authalisussions of friendship. In many ways the ideg ba
considered the very foundation of the relationsfapproper use ofappnoia is the surest mark of a true friend,
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This last remark suggests that Plutarch is noirtglabout Cyniarappnota® or about
frankness as discussed by the Epicurean Philodentus treatiséOn franknessCynic and
Epicureanrappnota do not takeivoia into consideratioff. Although the Peripatetic
tradition is rightly named as the most importaiiience for Plutarch iDe adulatore et
amicd’ and the themes df\ia, kolakeia andmappnoia are obviously not absent from the
Peripatetic traditio??, it is not unlikely that some aspects of Plutasaiotion ofpiAia, like
his emphasis on the importancesdfoia for mappnoia, can be considered distinctly Platonic

and can ultimately be traced back to @argias | will confine myself to these aspects.

Plutarch underlines the difficulty of distinguisgia flatterer from a friend (50c-51a).
The reason for this is that the flatterer almasiviessly succeeds in imitating the friend:
kohakela is apipnots of diiia (e.g. 50a; 51c; 52b; oBrg. 511a$° the flatterer even
imitates the friend’'srappnoia (59b-61d). The crucial difference lies in the fewt the
flatterer only aims at pleasure and thus only itegdhe pleasurable part of friendship, while
the real friend aims at the good (50a; 51b-c; 58e%. This can be compared to the
condemnation Plutarch expressedliaxime cum principibufor those who see friendship
merely as a source of reputation, thus only enggigira deceptive, showy, and shifting

appearance in lieu of friendshipié dLias eldwlov) (777e, cf.Grg. 463dY™.

Thate{8wlov anduiunots are deceptive is quite trivial for a Platonisteféfore, it
cannot come as a real surprise thdd&adulatore et amicas an opposite to the flatterer,

whereas improper use points to a flatterer or @amgn Onmappnoia in De ad. et amsee Gallo 1988a, pp. 7-
26; 1988b; Engberg-Pedersen 1996; Opsomer 1998 53p5 and 2009; Van Meirvenne 2002a.

85 At 69cTappnoia kuvikr is condemned.

56 On Epicureamappnoia see Glad 1996; Konstan e.a. 1998; Scarpat 200%,29p5; Foucault 2001, pp. 109-
115; Erler 2011. Gallo 1988b has shown that theslthat can be found between Philodemus’ Epicunedion
of mappnola and that of the notorious anti-Epicurean Plutamehmerely generébpoi. On Cynicrappnoia see
Branham 1994, pp. 346-348; Kennedy 1999; Vaage ;19&&pat 2001, pp. 75-85; Foucault 2001, pp. 115-1
Foucault 2009, pp. 152-289. Roskam 2009, p. 79asist the method of the political philosopheMaxime
cum principibuswnith Cynicmappnota.

67 Heylbut 1876; Brokate 1913, pp. 7-11; Ziegler 1951802; Gallo 1988, p. 25 apassim Sirinelli 1989, p.
69; Giannattasio Andria 2008, p. 141-142.

68 Cf. e.g. Heylbut 1876; Price 1989, pp. 103-161nstan 1997, pp. 67-78; Schroeder 1997; Mulhern 2004
should be noted that, while Aristotle considetigpnoia characteristic ofiia, this aspect is much less
emphasized than in the case of Platgipnoia is merely one of the many characteristics of tlenfl EN 9,
1165a, cf. Gallo 1988a, p. 14, who draws the sawnelasion considering the peripatetic traditiory@meral).

89 This is emphasized and discussed by Whitmarsh.2006

70 Cf. 66a and 67f, where Plutarch points out thatonolalecfal is more important thagap{{eadar.

"1 Cf. De ad. et amb3a: ‘[The flatterer], like a mirror, only catché® imagese(kévas) of alien feelings, lives
and movements’; 53b: ‘I have no use for a frierat 8hifts about just as | do and nods assentsguktio (for
my shadow better performs that function)'. In theipetatic tradition, on the other hand, flattesynot seen as a
weak imitation of friendship. Aristotle sees flagtanuch rather as an excess, distortinguth@ s which is
dbudla (EN 1159aimepexipevos yap diros 6 kora€, cf. Gallo 1988a, p. 15). That the image of thtdrer
imitating friendship was however present in Platetwgiasis overlooked by Konstan 1997, p. 101: ‘While
adulation was not unknown in democratic Athens |t.vjas not normally articulated as an imitation of
friendship.’
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who is ‘variable and many in one’ (52b) and ‘noweeonstant, with no character of his own’

(53a), we encounter... the (Platonic) philosopiigse concern is divine truth and the good

as understood by Plato (49a) and whose motto isvKimyself' (49b; 65fyv@oL cavtov) —

the philosopher’s mottpar excellenc&. Friends are philosophical companions in search of

truth (53b:cuvainbevovtos kal cuvemikpivovTos, cf. 59d; 62c¢). This reflects in their caring

for each others soul:
One mode of protection, as it would seem, is ttizeand remember always that our
soul has its two sides: on the one side are trirtb$s, love for what is honourable,
and power to reason, and on the other side irralitynlove of falsehood, and the
emotional element; the friend is always found amlibtter side as counsel and
advocate, trying, after the manner of a physidiarigster the growth of what is sound
and to preserve it; but the flatterer takes hisglan the side of the emotional and
irrational, and this he excites and tickles andedhes, and tries to divorce from the

reasoning powers by contriving for it divers lowrfes of pleasurable enjoyment.
(61d-e)?

Like the philosopher in th&orgias the friend inDe adulatore et amicts likened to
the physician throughout the wdfkThe friend resembles the physician in aimingtfier
good instead of the merely pleasurable (54e-58k)ntedicineddppakor) used by the friend
being a judiciously appliedappnoia (74d-e; cf. 55b; 60b; 66a-b; 67e-f; 73a-b). Altghuhe
comparison of the friend and the physician (as alihat of the philosopher and the
physician, which also occurs Max. cum princ776d) is a@opo<®, it cannot but remind us of
the classification oféxvat in theGorgiaswhen Plutarch goes on to compare flattery to
cookery (51c; 54f-55a), cosmetics (39cand sophistry (714&) TTappnoia, on the other hand,

should be appreciated as a true craft (8ddxkal mept T mappnoiav dLloTexvelv). Thus,

2Van Meirvenne 2000, pp. 143-144: ‘True friends q@resented as true philosophers, i.e. well-tchpersons
capable of judging between good and bad on their, awd devoted to a life of truth-fulnesai{fera), nobility
(To kaidov), and dignity to cepvév). [...] De ad. et amcan be considered a strong moral call for a
philosophical way of living.” Cf. Konstan 1997, 101; Engberg-Pedersen 1996, p. 68.

73 Like most other Middle-Platonists, Plutarch regatdhe bipartite (rather than the familiar trigatidivision
of the soul as the correct understanding of Plagis}&hology De virtute morali441e-442b, cf. Dillon 1996, p.
194). It should be added, however, that Plato hinms¢he Republic(4.439¢) posits a basic bipartition upon
which the more refined tripartition is based, amaanymous reviewer rightly remarked. See also @gso
2012, pp. 321-22 for this point.

74 On references to medicine in tBergias see Vegetti 1967.

5 On the comparison of the friend and the physisiz® Bohnenblust 1905, pp. 38-39, who also indidatéser
passages iDe ad. et amand interestingly remarks that the comparison adoé®ccur in Aristotle. On the
comparison of the philosopher and the physicialinarch see Fuhrmann 1964, pp. 41-43 and pp. 549dk
well as Said 2005, pp. 22-23, who considers thioRiainfluence to be obviousgntrae.g. Gallo 1988b, p.
125 who emphasizes the topicality).

6 Perhaps 60b could be read in the same framewbrtareh laughingly compares the flatterer, whosttie
imitate the physician, to a hairdresser — ‘imaginaan using a surgeon’s lancet to cut the haimaild of a
person suffering from tumours and abcesses’ —itidisating that, while medicine is a relyvn, cosmetics is
merelykolakeia.

77 Cf. Opsomer 2009, pp. 114-116, who connects Ritsuiaccount oféxvn in De ad. et amwith the
classification of crafts in the discussion with ol
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in De adulatore et amicthe philosopher — both Socrates (69f; 70f; 72al) Rlato (52d-f;
67c-e; 69f; 71e, cMax. cum princ777a; 779b-c) serve as textbook examples — appsars

the ideal friend andappnolacTns, as opposed to the mimicking flatterer.

2.2 Maximus of Tyre was probably born ca. 120 —, H2%he very end of Plutarch’s life. At
some point in his life — most likely during thegeiof the emperor Commodus (180 — 191) —
he was in Rome delivering philosophical oratichaX¢&els)’®. In the manuscripts, one of
these orations bears the tiBg what criteria should one distinguish flatterssrh friend

(Tlow xwpLoTéor TOv kélaka Tob dilov, Or. 14Y°. That alone should remind the reader of

Plutarch’sDe adulatore et amic8.

The oration begins with an adaptation of Prodicogth about Heracles, who is
prompted to choose between two roads, one of wiashPleasure as a guide, the other Virtue
(apudXenophonMem.2.1.21-34). Maximus substitutes Pleasure for th&drer, Virtue for
the Friend. The former may be ‘pleasant to the éy@oTos (8€tv), the latter is ‘truthful’
(aAnbéoTaTos). The former is ‘full of praise’éraivir) and promises extraordinary pleasures
(ndovds), the latter ‘says little, but what he does sathesnaked truth: that the rough part of
his road is long and the smooth part shat'.(14.1, transl. M.B. Tragy). From the outset
the difference between flattery and friendshipléac as in Plato and Plutarch, flattery only
has an eye for pleasure while friendship aimsegthod. The difference between the flatterer

as singer of empty praise and the friend as tritbrtsounds familiar as well.

Through a barrage adpoi, the differences are further explored in the oéshe
oratiorf?. Of more interest for our purposes, however, aedxtrapolations at the end of the
surviving part of the text. First Maximus warns tbe political consequences of flattery (7-8):
most harmful are ‘flatterers whose rewards [ard]tneial, not confined to the pleasures of

8 For a vague reconstruction of Maximus’ life (inauly so, given the scarcity and unreliability oétsources),
see Trapp 1997a, pp. Xi-Xi.

 Trapp 1997a, p. Iviii doubts the authenticity loé tmanuscript titles. See however Koniaris 1982 16g-110
for an elaborate argumentation in favour of auticépt

80 Since all parallels between Maximu@t. 14 and Plutarch seem to topoi, it is impossible to establish
whether Maximus was influenced by Plutarch. Cf.pprd997a, p. 125: ‘[T]he general position taken [by
Plutarch] is the same as Maximus', but there areemp close similarities of detail between the two
discussions.’; Szarmach 1985, p. 106: ‘[W]ahrsdiwirentnahm er [i.e. Maximus] ihm [i.e. Plutaraihige
Gedanken’ContraVolpe Cacciatore 2000, p. 528: ‘[I'lopuscolo plutheo [i.e De adulatore et amidala cui
naturalmente Massimo Tirio non poteva prescindéfelpe Cacciatore 2000 provides a stylistic andatieal
comparison of Plutarch®e ad. et amand Maximus'Or. 14, while Van der Stockt 2011, p. 37-38 initiates a
comparison of PlutarchBe amicorum multitudinand Maximus’ other oration about friendshipr(35), which
mainly explores the link between friendship anduar

81 All translations of Maximus are by Trapp 1997a;tfee Greek, Trapp 1994 is used.

82 For an overview of theopoi Maximus uses in this oration and their sources,Rgiggali 1983, pp. 411-15. Cf.
also the general overview tafpoi about friendship in Bohnenblust 1905 and the disians ofOr. 14 in
Puiggali 1983, pp. 402-416 and Szarmach 1985, @p-11.0.
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food and sex, but made up instead of the misfogwfi¢he whole of Greece’. This is the kind
of flatterers Maximus says to be flourishing in d@macies, a thought well familiar to the
reader of th&orgias®. The second extrapolation (8) concerns the realonaifs. More
explicitly than Plutarch, Maximus repeats the dfasstion of true crafts ando\axeiar as
established in th&orgia$”. By this extrapolation Maximus spells out the linKicated in

the Gorgiasbetween friendship in the personal/ethical reatioch faiendship in a broader
context. Like Plato and Plutarch he calls cookeéynv ofomolikfs) a flattery of medicine.
Sycophancy replaces the flattery of the rhetoragtcwhich Maximus apparently refrained

from calling akolakela. Finally, sophistry is considered a flatteringtiation of philosophy.

At this point the text in the manuscripts unfortiehabreaks off. How much has been
lost is uncled®. Did Maximus continue the extrapolating tendentiis discourse? Did he
explore the subject of the philosopher as a fri¢éikd,the opposition of flattering sophistry
and philosophy might have indicated? That philogaplihevia regiato friendship is after all
emphasized in Maximus’ other oration on friendg@p. 35.8). Was there a rebuke of
otherworldly philosophers? Reprimaral$a Callicles often occur in Maximus’ discourses
(Or. 1.8; 21.4; 27.8; 30.1; 37.2). Did he go on to tadkle subject ofappnota? In similar
contexts he repeatedly did. In the oration on Sesrtdrial mrappnoia is opposed t@olakela
and established as the method of the true philasog@. 3.7)¢. In the first oration on
Socratic love, Socrates, a philosophical modéiéf¢ ever was ofig is characterized by his
mappnota twice Or. 18.4-5) and in the second oration on this samgesuBocratic love is

called the source dfi\ia, distinguished byappnota (Or. 19.4).

These questions obviously must remain unanswergdt is beyond doubt that the
subjects of friendship, flattery and — albeit pg@danly in other orations — frankness were
dear to Maximus and that he linked them to thetmraof philosophy, of which he saw

himself as a representatifeln any case we unmistakably encounte®in14 the double

83 This passage is linked to t®rgiasby Puiggali 1983, p. 415: ‘Le démagogue est lefia du peuple. Cette
idée, qui vient disorgias466a et que I'on retrouve chez Arist@el. IV 4, 1292a 20, était devenue banale.
Maxime la développe en 20, 7e [i@r. 14, 7 Hobein/Trapp/Koniaris].’

84 Puiggali 1983, p. 416 presumably refers to thimed link with theGorgiaswhen he indicates ‘a la fin, un
élargissement de la notion d&\axeia inspiré duGorgias. Cf. also Trapp 1997a, p. 131 n. 17 and p. 13P9A.
20.

8 Trapp 19974, p. 132 n. 21.

86 Puiggali 1983, p. 414 sees a reference to the wffrankness in Maximus’ mention that ‘the friedesires
truthfulness in all dealingsafnbeias év Tq kowwviq, Or. 14.6).

87 Cf. e.g.Or. 3 on Socrates’ trial. Cf. Puiggali 1983, p. 5Mlaxime voue un véritable culte a Socrate’.

88 On Maximus’ self-presentation as a philosophez,esp. the introductoi®r. 1 and also e.@r. 4; 22; 25; 29.
Lauwers 2009; 2012; 2015 has particularly drawerdgibn on Maximus’ self-presentation as a philogwpthus
guestioning the modern presentation of Maximus ldalbphilosoph(e.g. von Christ 1961 [= 1924], p. 767), an
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function of friendship and flattery: both on theééof individual ethics and on the more
general level of the crafts. We can be fairly darthat this is a reminiscence of Plato’s

Gorgias.

2.3 Not unlike Maximus, Themistius (ca. 317 — d&b)3can be labeled as a philosophical
oratof®. As a philosopher involved in politics, on the@thand, he seems to resemble
Plutarch. In 355 the emperor Constantius adlecistbithe senate of Constantinople. By then
he has been running a philosophical school in dneescity for a decad® Soon, however, he
becomes a fully-fledged politician and a prominemibassador for Constantinofile
Nevertheless, Themistius kept considering himsedf &nd foremost a philosopher
throughout his lif€. And even though the most of his 34 survivingiora are imperial
panegyrics Qr. 1-19), from the so-called ‘private’ oratior®r; 20-34) one can certainly see
emerging a competent philosopher, albeit perhap4hwbest of philosophers’, as Libanius
called him Ep. 1186%°.

In Or. 22 Themistius tackles the themetokia. He starts off with a complaint: people
enjoy listening to stories about war and strifehatit wanting to learn about friendship (264c-
265a). However, this charge is corrected straiglatya for the orator cannot, after assuring
himself of his listeners’ attentiomaitentum parargwith a provocative opening, risk losing
their goodwill penevolum parafe As it turns out, the problem is not that theiande,
whose inquisitiveness is beyond disputedilem pararg®®, does not want to be instructed on

invented category which obviously has nothing toadth how the author saw himself. On Maximus’ self-
presentation see also Trapp 1997b, pp. 1950-1984M&ximus’ notion of philosophy it is interesting t
compare the account of Szarmach 1983, pp. 13-4d afftims the view of Maximus dsalbphilosoph with
that of Lauwers — Roskam 2012, who pay attentiodaaimus’ self-presentation.

89 Both practiced the genre &fieEis, which combines philosophy with rhetoric. Cf. Thstius’ Or. 28,
entitled'H ém 7§ Aoyw Sidle€is. Interestingly, Roskam 2009, pp. 25-28 arguesPhairch’sMaxime cum
principibusfalls under the genre of tledieEis as well. On the genre and its characteristicPseggali 1983,
pp. 23-33.

% From that stage of his career some important paasps of Aristotelian works survive (editeddAG5.1-6).
91 In 357 he visits Rome in the presence of Constanéiround the same time assuming the proconsidéhiis
city. A year before his death we find him holdihg toffice of urban prefect, a function that hasesspded the
proconsulship by then. On Themistius’ life and v&réee esp. Vanderspoel 1995 and also Maisano pp99;
48; Leppin — Portmann 1998, pp. 1-26; Penella 2pP01-48; Heather — Moncur 2001, pp. iX-xvi.

92 Cf. Or. 21, where Themistius ironically argues that hedsanphilosopherQr. 23 and 29, where he defends
himself as a philosopher after being accused afghaisophistOr. 24, where he recommends himself as a
teacher of philosophydr. 31 and 34, where he points out that he did naaiethilosophy by accepting public
office.

93 See Penella 2000, pp. 6-9 for the distinctiorr@itticed by moderaditore$ betweendyotr moltikol and
\oyou (8LwTikol.

94 Cf. 265b: ‘You are, after all, eager to listegm\fjkoot); you gladly pay attention to every word spokeyda.’
It is not surprising that, in a philosophical ooatiof this kind docilem parareboils down to affirming the
inquisitiveness of the audienagoriori. After all, they have come to listen to a philosapltleeir showing up
alone indicates that they will be eager to lisewhatever the philosopher chooses to talk abdilittts
affirmation of the inquisitiveness is all but fetilby stating that his listeners anarkoot, the philosopher
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the topic of friendship. The real problem is theyt are never given the opportunity to be so

instructed:

What you do not seem to me to have many opporasiti hear, however, are orations
that can improve people’s lives. This is no fadilyours; it is the fault of those so-
called philosophers, who have assumed that it waagh for them to whisper their
words to the young in some isolated corner. Theyght, as Callicles put it in his
criticism [of Socrates], that they could avoid ttemter of the city and those gathering
places wherein the poet says that men gain digtimct

(év yovig pévy mpos Ta pelpdkia PLbvpilewr, devyelr 8 Ta péoa THS TONEWS
kaTd Tov Kalk éovs dveldlopdv kal TaS dyopds, €V ais dnor 6 TonThs dpt
mpeméas TeNéBeLr Tous dvdpas). Well, we must let those philosophers stay where
they want to stay; it will be my duty to bring spleout into the light and to accustom
it to tolerate the crowd and to put up with noisd avith the clamor of the seated
assembly. If speech is capahleafot) of benefiting people individually, it certainly
will be able to benefit many individuals at onc@6%b-c; trans. R.J. Penéftx

Again, as in Plutarch’slaxime cum principibysCallicles’ criticism of the

otherworldly philosopher is repeated with consent:

Them.: év yovia povy mpos Ta petpdkia ibuplilelv

Grg. 485d-e peta petpakiov év yoviq Tpiov | TeTTdpwr YLbuvpilovta

Them.:

bevyelr 8¢ TA péoa THS MONews kaTa TOV Kalkik\éovs OveLdLopov kal TAS dyo
pds, €v als dnowv 6 TonTNS dpLmpeméas TeAEBelr Tous dvdpas

Grg. 485d

delyorTl TA péoa THS TONEwS Kal TAS dyopds, €v als édn O TonThs Tous dvd
pas dpLTpemels ylyveohat

Callicles’ reprimand must have been particularlgrde Themistius: it occurs more than once

in his orations and he seems to have known it laytifeConsequently, he also takes it to

assumes that the audience is worthy of philosophig works as a self-fulfilling prophecy: the autte will of
course try and live up to that standard.
% Unless indicated otherwise, all translations oéistius are from Penella 2000; for the Greek, Deywn
Norman 1965-1974 is used.
9% QOr. 2.30b-c: ‘[You probably reckon a philosopher is smme who] likes to keep on nagging about virtue and
courage and manliness to three or four baysq pepdkia tpla 1 TétTapa) while sitting in his little chair,
through weakness not being able to peep out dittshouse’ [my transl.] (cfGrg. 485d-e:
peTa pelpakiov €v [...] Totav f TeTTdpwr); Or. 23.284b: ‘Those who are shooting arrows at may,ttie not
want to come out into the opempe\deir) and stand in your midsty péow), where they could be seen. They
lie hidden somewhere, in secluded spots and ca¥@rngoviais mouv katadedikaowy 1j xnpapols)’ (cf. Grg.
484d:émeldav oy éNBwoly els Twa [...] mpaiy, katayélaotol elowv; 485d:
bevyorTl TA péoa ThS MONEWS [...] kKaTadedukoTL [...] év ywvia); Or. 26.313d [Themistius voices his
otherworldly critics]: ‘He does not sit quietly fris room and converse solely with his pupils; iadiehe comes
out into the public arena, does not hesitate teapm the very heart of the citg( 0 péow Ths moews), and
ventures to speak before all sorts of people’@ef. 485d:7a péoa Tiis molews); Or. 28.341d: ‘As for the
descendants of Socrates [i.e., philosophers], irday they have vanished and become nonentities —
understandably and deservedly so. For they aréufdaknow not why) and wary of public assembliad)ere
the poet says men become famous, and they canaotd®ok away from their couches and secludedearsr
(dpiTTOUCT Te Kkal evrafobvTal Tds dyopds, év dis dnow O TonTis dpLmpeméas TeéBew Tovs dvdpas,
Kal oUK dvéxovTal mapakOTTel €Ew TOU okipmodos kal Tis ywvias)' (cf. Grg. 485d:devyovTt [...]
TaS dyopds, év dis €pn O monTis Tous dvdpas dpimpetels yiyveohal, kaTadedukdTL [...] év ywvia); Or.
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heart: as opposed to the otherworldly philosoplveq was not able to say anything powerful
(Grg. 485e:ikavdv), Themistius has the ambition to speak wordsahahighly effective
(lkavol)¥”. Although themodus operands different®, the message again resembles that of
Maxime cum principibué/76c-777b; 779f-779c): the philosopher should e@mt of his
isolated corner because in that way he can haveatey impact. By teaching his listeners
about true and sincere friendship — the one thfnghach he is a devotee (266a:

€VOS O€ elpl KTARATOS €paoTns, dthlas dAnburiis kal addrov) —and thus improving their
lives, Themistius establishes himself as a trupbpher and as a true friend, thus linking

the themes of friendship and philosophy by mearigsobwnpersond®.

After this exploit of self-presentation, Themistiwurns to a member of the audience
who is singled out as the ‘leader of this chorasst like the speaker he is said to be truly
devoted to friendship (266c¢). Themistius goes oardgying that, although friendship is
important for a person not involved in politiésu(htn), it is far more important for ‘the man
who oversees many cities and much territory’ (266t)s remark leaves little doubt that the
‘leader of the chorus’ was a prominent politicgliie"°>. By commending the politician for
giving heed to friendship and thus obliquely enegimg him to be or become his friend,
Themistius repeats the other side of Plutarch’ssaggs while the philosopher should be open

to friendship with public figuredMax. cum pring, the powers that be should take friendship

34.12: ‘For right from the beginning, when | wasupg, | chose not to practice philosophy in secluctathers
(v év Tals yoviats dLhocodiav)’ (cf. Grg. 485d:év ywviq). | take it there are several indications that
Themistius is quoting Callicles’ reprimand by heét) Themistius changes the word order. (2) Ptagotions
the flight from theiyopds before placing the philosophér ywviq; Themistius turns it around, even though
mentioningév ywviq in the second place would have made a betteriti@n the next sentence. (3)
Themistius partly restores Homer's langualiex(441:008" dyopénv, lva T' dvdpes dpLmpemées TeAéBoUTL),
which Plato modernized, by not contracting the Bgdindp.mpeméas and by using the epic verb\ébw.

97 Criticism on the otherworldly stance of contempgnahilosophy often occurs in Themistius’ oratiolsOr.
17; 31; 34 he responds to the philosophers whoddhat by accepting the office of urban prefecbbtrayed
philosophy. InOr. 26 and 28 he responds to the critiques of (mostigpatonic) philosophers who found fault
with Themistius for addressing large audiencesnbneseveral of his imperial panegyrics he empleasthe
importance of philosophy for political affairs (seeppin — Portmann 1998, pp. 23-24).

%8 Themistius addresses ‘many individuals at omoaXovs dpa)’, while Plutarch urges the philosopher to
benefit ‘many through oneMax. cum princ777a, cfsupra.

9 There are further suggestions that for Themidtieadship and philosophy (viz. the kind of philpéy
Themistius professes) go hand in hand. (1) Thefibence of both is emphasized at the beginnindnefdration
(264d: friendship; 265c: philosophy). (2) To recizgrtrue friendship one needs the assistance adrfhviz. of
(philosophical) wisdom (267d). (3) In the allegatythe end of the oration the right hand of Fridnglss Good
Judgment®pivnots) (280c-282c) — a philosophical ally if there ewers one. Friendship herself, moreover,
appears as an ideal philosopher: ‘She had a saulidis more visible than her body’ (281b).

100 penella 2000, pp. 17-18 reports H. Scholze’s gdiyesiccepted opinion that the ‘leader of the clbisithe
emperor Valens but leaves open the possibility Timistius was addressing another emperor or leiggl-
official. Maisano 1995, p. 735 argues that the emp€onstantius is the addressee.
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— and preferably friendship with philosophers — enggriously than anyone eld@e(ad. et
am.49c)%%,

The remainder of the oration, which concludes \th#h Prodicus myth already
narrated by Maximu$?, is devoted to methods by which one can find, efzasl hold on to
friendship. As in the case of Plutarch and Maxinmsst of the arguments a@poi, mostly
taken from the Peripatetic traditidd To my mind, however, there are some distinctive
reminiscences of PlatoGorgiaswhen Themistius discourses on the possibility thatquest
for friendship can go wrong. Right from the stanemistius urges to guard against ‘pretense’
(Umokpiats), which ‘mimics friendship’ ¢uliar pupettal) (267b). This warning against ‘the
villainous ability to mimic true friendshiph(mpos v pipnow kaxovpylia, ibid.) brings to
mind both Plutarch’s warning againsf\axkeia as auipnois of real friendship and Plato’s
distinction between real and false crafts (flaggff*. Somewhat further Themistius indeed
tackles the theme of friendship and flaté€ry

Now there is a big difference between a friend arfidtterer. What really puts them

worlds apart is that a flatterer praises everythmigis associate, whereas a friend

would not let you off if you go wrong. [...] Thus vmust gently free our friends from
their [moral] diseases, not causing them much patmot letting them go untreated
either. Physicians often leave the knife asideamd an ailment painlessly by
administering drugsbppaka). This is also how you should treat a friend. Yoo

can heal your friend by using drugs insead of esudad surgery. The drugs | refer to

are words — not sweet words intended to charmwbuds brimming with goodwill
and frankness:(volas kal mappnotas). (276c¢c-277a)

Themistius continues to develop the themewfonoia and its similarity to the practice of
the physician for a whil€®. He concludes by pointing out the contrast betwhergood

physician and the false physician who is only comeé with the pleasure of his patients. The

101 This double dynamics of philosophy (philosophérsiudd engage in public life and the public shoudg p
heed to philosophers) is an important line of argothroughout Themistius’ orations. The interpiietaset
out in Méridier 1906 is built around this theme.

102 Bohnenblust 1905, pp. 16-22 compares both accokintsstan 1997, p. 154 takes the reoccurence sf thi
myth as an indication that Themistius’ oration wespired by Maximus’.

103 See Colpi 1987, p. 102 and the discussior@roR2 by Pizzolato 1993, pp. 197-202; Konstan 1996a]p-
18 and 1997, pp. 153-156; Van der Stockt 20113pgB5 (in comparison with PlutarcH3 amicorum
multituding.

104 At the end of the oration the close associatidween pretenséifokpiols) and flattery golaxela) is
revealed: flattery ‘goes in advance of pretens82¢). Pretense is, in other words, the consequefitattery. |
do not see any indication for the rather sharpraisbn Konstan 1996a, pp. 17-18 and 1997, pp. 1584ries to
draw between the two concepts.

105 The flatterer is mentioned briefly and opposethtfriend for the first time at 272d, where Theins
discusses praise.

196 Although his core business was imperial paneg§iiemistius claims never to have lost higpnota (cf.
e.g.0r. 34.14). On Themistius’ (politicalappnoia see esp. the thorough study by Gerhardt 2003 land a
Brown 1992, pp. 61-70; Vanderspoel 1995, p. 13gR&12000, p. 3. Many valuable insights on how Tistius
tried to reconcile the flattering practice of payégwith the parrhesiastic practice of politicsxdze found in
Vanderspoel 1995.
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latter is not worthy of the name “physician”: hanmgrely a ‘wine-pourer or table-setter’
(277b-c).

Once again — as we saw in Plato, Plutarch and mas?’ — the ethics of friendship is
closely linked with the classification of real dsaind flatteries, the friend resembling the
physician as opposed to the flatterer, who merefgios the craft and only cares about
pleasure. Returning to Themistius’ reprimand ofdtieerworldly philosopher we can infer
once again that the philosopher who does not midecorner is the true friend and that
philosophy is the true craft of friendship. Needl&s say that by ‘philosopher’ and
‘philosophy’ the audience is supposed to understiasidand foremost Themistius and his

craft.

2.4 In the cases of Plutarch, Maximus and Thensgtie rejection of the isolated philosopher
could not possibly have come as a real surprisel@uauthor, Damascius (ca. 462 — after
538AD1%), is undoubtedly the odd one out. Neoplatonistevier a long time considered to
have advocated purely otherworldly philosophiehaiit showing any interest in social
ethics®. Moreover, Damascius, the last head of the AtlreAigademy, is still regarded as a
particularly difficult Neoplatonist, indulging ifé most abstruse and complex metaphysical

problems?.

Apart from commentaries and treatises, Damasdsaosverote the.ife of Isidore(Vita
Isidori), at the same time a biographical tribute to é&cher Isidore and a history of
Platonism from the mid-fifth century on. The wotkngves in fragments. In thigita, which
has unfortunately been studied to a large exteatrasrely historical sourt€, we get a

remarkable characterization of the ideal philosophe

107t is beyond doubt that Themistius had a thorokigbwledge of Plato’s works. Although as a profesalo
philosopher he was mostly occupied with the studiristotle, Plato has a special place in Themgstarations
as a literary and philosophical model (cf. Colp8I9pp. 85-93). We can be less sure about his ledye of
Plutarch and Maximus (and of philosophers othen fiato and Aristotle in general). Certainly thare
numerous remarkable thematic parallels with Plitard Maximus (Colpi 1987, pp. 131-143 on Plutanet p.
145 n. 255 on Maximus). It is, however, hard t@elsh whether these parallels emerge from Thensistiirect
acquaintance with these authors: they could be atedithrough other authors or have become etlcal
communesn his time. Cf. Colpi 1987, p. 19 on the problefiQuiellenforschungn ThemistiusVolpe
Cacciatore 2005, p. 490 n. 18 claims, inconclugitelmy mind, that Plutarch®e ad. et amis ‘presente
nell’orazione temistiana [i.@©r. 22]'; Van der Stockt 2011, p. 32 n. 39 rightly i®ra careful.

108 On the dating of Damascius’ life see Combés 1986ix-xi. On his life and works in general Hoffnran
1994 is the most complete account. See also VdArPBi®.

109 Fortunately, with scholars like O’Meara 2003, wikacts vigourously against the assumption that
Neoplatonists had no political philosophy — an agsiion he calls ‘the conventional view’' (pp. 3-5)he times
are changing.

L0 Cf. Zeller 1963, pp. 901-902 and Stromberg 19468,76, but also more recently Van Riel 2010, p2-673.
11| know of only two exceptions: Masullo 1987 andv@ara 2006. | disagree, however, with O’'Meara’s
philosophical interpretation of the work. O’Meaekés it that Damascius composed it Isidori with the
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People tend to apply the label ‘virtue’ to a lifehating everyday business

(T poompdypovt wi). I do not agree with this view, for the virtue sl engages in
the midst of public life through political activignd discourse

(N yap év péom TH moATElQ SLa TGOV TONTLKOV €pywy Te Kal Adywy avacTpedo
névn apetn) fortifies the soul and strengthens through eserevhat is healthy and
perfect, while the impure and feigned element lindis in human lives is fully
exposed and more easily set on the road to impremerAnd besides, politics offers
great possibilities for doing what is good and ukedlso for courage and firmness.
That is why the learned, who sit in their corned ghilosophise at length and in a
grand manner about justice and moderation, uttBsigrace themselves if they are
compelled to come outside and take some action

(ol év ywriq kabfipevol MdyLol kal ToMA dLthocopolvTes €l pdla cepvds mepl
SLkatoolvns kal cwdpooivns, ékBaively ém Tas mpdéels dvaykaldpevor Selva
aoxnpovovowr). Thus bereft of action, all discourse appears aaid empty. (fr. 124
A = fr. 324 Z; transl. P. Athanassiadi modiftédl

Just like Plutarch and Themistius — and this time imore surprising — Damascius refers

assentingly to Callicles’ tirade against the othatdly philosopher:

Dam. =Grg. 485d:év yovia

Dam.: ékBailvewr ém Tas mpdels dvaykaldpevor SeLvd doxnLovoloLy

Grg. 484d:

emeldar olv €NBwoLy els Twa dlav 1 TolTKNY TpalLy, kaTayé aoTol ylyvovT
at

Moreover, Damascius also resembles the previolm®esiin not considering this an attack on

the whole of philosophy. Instead of shunning publé; the real philosopher engages in it.

Dam.: év péon 717 moALTelQ
contra Grg. 485d: devUyovTl Ta péca TS TONEWS

This makes the real philosopher once again thesgpof Callicles’ philosopher: he is not a

coward, a runaway or a ridiculous figure.

Not only does the great danger not come to a wesaRindar says, but equally the
great man will not take on a small cause; but wioghers deserth{yddes) and run
away through unmanlineséwdpiav), he will risk himself in the fray where, as the
poet says, ‘a man’s worth is brought to light’. @iB A = fr. 65 Z; transl. modified)

Dam.: duyddes d\oL 8L’ drvavdplar dmodl8pdokouat

Grg. 485d dvdvopw yevéabal devyovTl

Dam.: €v8' dpeTn) SlaeldeTal dvdpiv katda Tov mownThAv [Homer,ll. 13.277]

Grg..év dals één O monThs Tous dvdpas dpimpetels yiyveodar [Homer,
1.9.441]

Neoplatonic theorem of the scale of virtues in mifid my mind this scale, discussed by Damascitssin
Commentary on the Phaedad there ultimately leading up to other-worldiaésee Demulder — Van Riel
2015; Gertz 2011, pp. 66-70; Van Riel 2012), isrelytabsent from th¥/ita Isidori.

12 Translations of Damascius are by Athanassiadi 10@Jer to the order of the fragments in herieditvith
A and to Zintzen’s 1967 edition with Z. While tharner has the advantage of offering a translatiom)atter is
more reliable and complete and is used here foGtieek text.
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The last allusion is particularly elegant: althoulgl quotations are different verses from the

lliad, Homer is referred to in the same way and the ingaof the verses is the sahe

This general characterization is applied to the @hptilosopher Isidore with another
possible allusion to th&orgias Callicles explained the ridiculousness of thdqdupher
engaging in real-life business by quoting from Rigtes’ Antiopée**

Each man shines in that and strives for it, degptite greatest part of the day to it

(Vépwr 1O mAeloTor Npépas TouTw Pépos) where he finds himself best. (484e-485a)
Damascius seems to refer to the same lines bueaghkem to the opposite message (viz. that
the real philosopher is not merely an otherworfajyre)!*>.

[Isidore] was not a lover of money, though thrifty nature. He was in all respects a

wise manager of his household, and spent a langeptoe day dealing with its

affairs ro\V Tt Tis Nuépas els TavTa dviiioke pépos), both working himself,
and giving instructions to others. (fr. 24B A = 2450 2)

Indeed Isidore, instead of shunning thepd (Grg. 485d:bevyovTt [...] Tas dyopds) and

not being able to defend himself in coudr§. 486a-c; 521b-d) like Callicles described, was a
philosopher who, as the head of the Platonic Acad@nosecuted defaulters himself before
the courts of théyopd (fr. 24A A = fr. 53 Z:8ikaoTov dyopalwv). He considered the
philosopher to be ‘a greater benefactor than aelext king’ (fr. 149B A = fr. 366 Z, cf. fr.
26B A =fr. 24 Z) and laziness to be ‘as bad as\aog, perhaps the greatest of them all’ (fr.
16 A =fr. 21-22 Z, cf. fr. 23 £9).

Opposed to the worst of vices stands the ‘motheirtues’: dtiia, which our model
philosopher is said to have cultivated more thanather virtue (fr. 26A A = fr. 49 2Z).
Furthermoregpi\ia is opposed teolakela and entailsrappnota:

[Isidore] was extremely quick to do good deeds {ycciav) and even quicker to

censure vice. This is why he often came into conflith many people, as he could

not bear to gloss over their wickedness; nor digtagetice celebrated flattery instead
of true friendship

113 This is enforced by the use of formsdofip, as opposed twavdpia anddrardpos, in both verses.
Moreover, it is not unlikely that an author had feeling, due to their semantic affinity, thigk and
dpipetms were etymologically related (probably undeservestlyaccording to Beekes 204@v.dpe T, dpt-,
dptoTos). Damascius in particular liked this kind of etylogical ventures, cf. Stromberg 1946, pp. 185-187.
114 On the allusions to Euripide&ntiopein Plato’sGorgiassee e.g. Nightingale 1992.

115 The parallel is indicated by Zintzen 198 loc.The changes in the wording may lead one to suspatthis
is rather a coincidence than a parallel. It sholddyever, be taken into account that various regdaf the
Antiopeverse are attested (see fr. I8GrFr). Particularly interesting (though not listedTirGrFr) in
explaining the change fronduwv (Plato) todvilioke (Damascius) is a paraphrase of the verse in anyamaus
commentary on AristotlefRRhetoric

€Ml TOUTw omovddleL €kaoTos, va Kal OTov avTOS €auTol KpelTTwy dalvnTal, Véuwv kol kaTavallokwy
évtatba TO mAeloTov pépos THs Nuépas (CAG21.2, p. 68).

116 Athanassiadi omits Zintzen's fr. 23.
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(oUde peleT@V dvTl THs dAnbwis diAlas Ty molvdpaTtov kohakelav). (fr. 15A A
= §18 217 transl. modified)

None of his [i.e. Isidore’s] friends ever accuséd bf making excuses for
inaction or timorous hesitation in times of neeak, of the inactivity which is

born of sloth or cowardice. But he himself brougith charges against many of
his friends ¢(\awv). (fr. 16B A =fr. 64 2Z)

[Isidore] rebuked error, and exposed injustice emarageously checked wrong-doing
with truly paternal frankness{rpicf Tappnoiq). (fr. 15B A = fr. 18 Z§*8
Here as in the case of Plato, Plutarch, and Thamjghe philosopher'sappnoia is never
bereft ofevvoia. Isidorus ‘did not harbour a censorious or resgmlisposition towards
anybody’ (fr. 15C A = §19 Z) and ‘he did nothingt@i hostility or prejudice’ (fr. 68 £9).
Not only isTappnoia a part otbiAia, it is also an antidote to mimicking (fr. 23A Afe 45Z:
mpooTolovpevor), which was characteristic of flattery in t@®rgias(464c, d?°. Isidore’s
mappnota appeared from his consistency: he always ‘said fhe]same things about the same
subjectsfa avta mept TGV avT®r) — about virtue and vice’ (fr. 12B A = fr. 75 Zanhsl.

modified), which was the main criterion ofippnota in theGorgias?*.

Once again we encounter the themewfta, kolakela andrappnoia applied to the
philosopher, who is encouraged to be anything theravorldly. This rejection of the
Neoplatonic cliché suggests that Neoplatonism iibages less monolithic than sometimes
assumed. While in other works Damascius tendsrtsider politics beneath the task of the

true philosopher, he encourages political actiiritthe Vita Isidori*??

. While he quotes
Callicles and alludes to his speech with asseats#iime Callicles is considered merely a sick

and irrational man in a surviving Neoplatonic conmtaey*3,

2.5 In Plutarch, Themistius and Damascius — andiias certainly shared the same outlook
— Callicles’ criticism of the philosopher remainihglden in a corner was repeated with

assent. These reminiscences, however, did not seregect philosophy as a whole, but to

117 ContraAthanassiadi 1999, p. 93 and p. 167 | see no retasfaliow LSJs.v.mo\vdpaTos in postulating for
this word, next to the normal meaning ‘much-wislied- ‘much-desired’, a pejorative meaning ‘cursediich
would only occur in Damasciu¥ita Isidori (here and in fr. 60 A = fr. 138 Z, where Salastfusaid to commit
himself to ‘the popular forensic oratory’. Cf. Asmi911, p. 11 and p. 51.

18 Cf. fr. 17 Z (omitted by Athanassiadi): ‘[Isidoras very severe for who committed an error’. Ritita
(Praec. ger. reip802f) also mentionsappnota matpikn. The opposition abilor andkéraxes reoccurs in fr.
100A A = fr. 258 Z. The importance of friendshipsisggested again in fr. 105D A = §163 Z. The dasgér
flattery are mentioned in fr. 145B A = fr. 351 Z; 146E A = fr. 358 Z.

119 Omitted by Athanassiadi.

120 Cf. also fr. 140D A = fr. 345, where a charlataatpnding to be a real philosopher

(To mAdopa This ~AkapaTtiov dthocodias) is exposed by Isidore.

121 Compare the wording &rg. 527d:tattd Sokel mepl TOV alTOV.

122 0n Damascius’ view on political virtue in Bmmentary on the Phaedee Demulder — Van Riel 2015.
123 Olympiodorus)n Grg. 21.2; 25.1.
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promote the philosopher’s engaging in real lifeother words: the authors took a part of
Callicles’ tirade and integrated it in their notiohphilosophy — with Callicles they went
against Calliclesln the same context, they discussed the thenbe\td, its opposite
kolakela and its assetappnota and linked it to the practice of philosophy. Batbtives are
in a way connected. Both show consistency as aspadsable feature of philosopkdyia,
by entailingrappnota, is a guarantee for the consistency of words whi@ssential in a
philosophical conversation aiming for truth. Theafor a philosophy that does not shun

public life, on the other hand, is to ensure cdesisy between words and de¥ds

All discussed texts thus reflect on the identityhe philosopher. All of them are in
one way or another protreptics or exapologiaé?®, defending philosophy against the
widespread prejudice that it was an otherworldfgie?®. However, the authors had to be

careful not to overstep the mark, lest they bellabésophists??’. Thus, the ideal

124 Grg. 488a-b: ‘If you [i.e. Callicles] catch me [i.e. @ates] having agreed with you now, and later an no
doing the same things that | agreed abopti{TovTa amep npoléynoa), count me a complete idiot, and don't
bother to reprove me ever again, since | won'tdesanything.’ Cf. 461cv épyols kal év \dyois; La. 188d-
189a where Laches delights in the harmony betweeseaker (i.e. the speaker’s deeds) and the werds
speaks and goes on to accept that Socrates wilkspieh mappnoia on account of Socrates’ deeds. Dodds 1959,
p. 225 connects this with the themecofakela: ‘kolakela is the antithesis of the forthright integrity obd
and act practised by Socrates’. See also Gadani@rdr9consistency betwegfiyos andépyov in Plato. On
this topic in Plutarch in general (see notabby profectibus in virtut@9f; 84b-85b) and iMaxime cum
principibusin particular see Roskam 2009, pp. 65-69, who dansiit one of the ‘basic pillar[s] on which the
work rests’ (p. 65). Neither is it absent frde adulatore et amigovhere the philosopher-friend is said to
‘combine deeds with words’ (55¢b épyov apa T® Adyw ouvibev). Maximus (e.gOr. 25.1-2; 26.2) and
Themistius (e.gOr. 17.214a; 20.239d; 31.352c; 34.1) also state reglyateat philosophy should combine
\oyou with épya. The occurrence of this topic in Damascius hasagly been indicated (fr. 124 A = fr. 324 Z, cf.
fr. 23B A = fr. 46 Z). On the general importanceaofauthor’s deeds for the interpretation of hisdssee
Mansfeld 1994, pp. 177-191.

125F, Schleiermacher was the first to state tha@begiaswas Plato’sapologia pro vita suai.e. for the
philosophical life &pudDodds 1959, p. 31), cf. Kahn 1996, pp. 125-14&dimy theGorgiasas ‘Plato’s
manifesto for philosophy’ (see particularly p. 14Cuvigny 1984, p. 7 spoke of Plutarciisixime cum
principibusas an apology for (political) philosophy as didBattoni 1985 in the case of DamascNisa

Isidori.

126 Attention has been paid in due course to the asthejections of otherworldly philosophy and theif-
presentation as philosophers. That the otherwoddéracter of philosophy was assumed by outsidersears
for example from Damascius’ statement thedple(ot avbpwmol) tend to apply the label “virtue” to a life of
hating everyday business’ (fr. 124 A = fr. 324 E)is can be compared to one of Plutarch’s elogattatks on
otherworldly philosophy iAn seni respublicam gerendam 8&6d-e: Most peoplgot moA)ol) [...] think of
course that those are philosophers who sit in & ehd converse and prepare their lectures ovér oeks; but
the continuous practice of statesmanship and giplmg which is every day alike seen in acts andislethey
fail to perceive. For, as Dicaearchus used to rknthose who circulate in the porticoes [i.e. tleeipatetics] are
said to be “promenading”, but those who walk ifite tountry or to see a frientpps didov) are not’ (transl.
H.N. Fowler). Plutarch goes on to describe thevdies of Socrates, who ‘lounged in the market-plac
(owvayopdlwv) with his pupils instead of ‘seating himself in @mchair’. That the same prejudice was
ingrained in Themistius’ contemporaries appeamnftioe fact that he had to defend himself agairegeiwho
no longer considered him a philosopher once hetdiaeh office Qr. 17; 31; 34).

1270n Plutarch’s rejection of sophistry see Stant®n3l pp. 351-353 (cf. e.@e audiendat3e-f, where
mappnoia is mentioned as the characteristic by which aggbibher can be distinguished from a sophist).
Maximus, too, although one could see why one maipiszalls him ‘sophist and philosopher’ (Lauremtis
Conventi Soppresdi), uses ‘sophist’ as a derogatory term, as wedcses in the discussion Of. 14 (cf. also
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philosopher — according to these authors, who wbwusly careful to make themselves
meet that ideal — was neither an otherworldly lat@tal nor a sophist. It must have been
important to get that message out, not to theirgpee¢hat would merely be preaching to the
choir — but to a larger audierté® After all, the philosophers had to position thelwes
strategically on the education market, which hash@ous stallholders in a society without
compulsory education, let alone a standardizedattium. By identifying the practice of
philosophy withpiila — and who is not looking for friendship? — and gkt accessible to
people who did not want to be otherworldly fanabas were just looking forraiseta, the
authors we discussed launched a powerful protreptitle the sophist (like Callicles) is
merely a flatterer and the otherworldly philosopfige the philosopher from Callicles’
caricature) obviously lacks the involvement to bpable ofhiAia, these philosophers were
the only ones who could truly utter these allunvayds in front of their audience: ‘You have

got a friend in me.’

3. Note: the unity of theGorgias once again

The thematic and structural unity (or the lack ¢ody in theGorgiashas always been an is$tfe To my mind,

the criteria Socrates proposes for a philosophiiEdbgue (vizémoTrun, ebvola andrappnoia), positioned
directly in the middle of th&orgias form one of the elements of the (organic) uriityaccordance with F.
Schleiermacher’s intuition that this work was Plagpologia pro vita suaan apology for philosophy. Complex
irony is a technique used throughout the dialogfieach criterion the everyday, non-philosophica uoiced

by Socrates’ interlocutors is proven to be deficamd is replaced by a philosophical interpretatbthe same

term.

e.g.0Or. 1.8; 18.4; 20.3; 26.2; 30.1). Themistius even devdivo orations to defending himself against charge
of sophistry Or. 23; 29, cf. e.gOr. 25.310c; 26.314a-315c). See Méridier 1906, who shmaw Themistius
presents himself as a philosopher in oppositidmotih sophists and otherworldly philosophers. Finall
Damascius opposes philosophy to sophistry in frAG2fr. 140 Z; fr. 108 A = fr. 282 Z.

128 Ziegler 1951, p. 703 ranks Plutarce adulatore et amicander ‘popularphilosophische Schriften’ (cf. Van
der Stockt 2011, pp. 19-21 on the notion of popplilosophy in Plutarch). Obviousliyjaxime cum principibus
does not fall under that category. However, althotig work is aimed at students of philosophy (Ros2009,
p. 28), it shows how Plutarch cared abBapularphilosophidy encouraging philosophers to conduct
philosophy on a more popular level themselves. khas orations were aimed at beginners, particulgolyng
adults ¢¢éol) and other interested people who had receivedhargkeducation (cf. Koniaris 1982, pp. 113-114;
Trapp 1997a, pp. xx-xxii). As a consequence, thgbphy in Maximus’ orations is not for specidaisit is
‘philosophy made easy’ (Trapp 1997a, p. xvi). Th&tias, then, praised his father because he madttespphy
accessible to a large audien@.(20.235). Themistius evidently continued that misgicf. Vanderspoel 1995,
p. 37). As a consequence, the audience of theoarafifriendship is described by Penella 2000,7%a4 ‘a

mixed urban audience’. We can assume indeed tbautlience of the so-called private orations wasemo
heterogenous than that of the public orations, isting mainly of senators (see Heather — Moncurl2@0 29-

38 for a detailed reconstruction of that audientePr. 26; 28 Themistius defends himself against critit®w
found fault with him for addressing a large audi&rmonsidering that unworthy of a philosopher. Fnshe
intuition of Athanassiadi 1999, p. 27 that, in Yita Isidori, Damascius is ‘addressing a wider audience, the
educated man beyond the confines of a purely pploisal milieu’ is undoubtedly sound (cf. also g@-48).

129 Cf. Dodds 1959, pp. 1-5 and more recently e.quf&r2006.
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(1) The conversation with Gorgias tackles the issféeriotriun. The question is of whatyvn Gorgias
possessesrioTiun — Socrates himself calling Gorgias’ endeavanstriun (449d) andéxvn (447c¢; 448e;
449a; 453a; 454a; 4558 In the end Gorgias contradicts himself in filgiming that rhetoric is amoral (456d-
457), then insisting on the moral aspect of higt ¢#b0a). Hismotiun is shown to be ambiguous (460c-d),
and therefore not being @antotun in the Socratic sense at all. (2) The discussiith Rolus raises the subject
of elvola (i.e. what one should wish for oneself and othekgpinst Polus’ opinion that suffering injustice i
worse than committing it and that it is always &etb escape punishment, Socrates states on thaugothat
there is nothing worse than committing injusticel #mat it is a sign of concern (48@&pniTar) to bring charges
first and foremost against oneself and one’s fre@@0a:rov dbilwr). Polus’ understanding efvola turns out
to have nothing to do witttivoia in the Socratic sense. (3) As has been shownic@allrappnoia is very

different frommappnoia in the Socratic sense.

The transitions between the three parts are smeatlis takes up the issueafiotrun from Gorgias (461b-
466a) before discussing questions relateditoia; Callicles on his part starts by discussing wreaghd Polus
consider to bevvoia (viz. saving the body at all costs; 481b-486d486a:civoiq) before the subject is
changed to mainlyappnoia. The cumulative character of the criteria is iragdlby this structure: while the
discussion with Gorgias is confinedém.otiun, the discussion with Polus combines questiorsraftrun
andetvora and Callicles’ part tackles all three subjectdeAftCallicles has dropped out of the conversati@n (
he only remains present to flatter Gorgias), tmedlcriteria, which have been mainly deconstrubte8ocrates’
negative irony, are reconstructed positively byuding them in the practice of philosophy. Philospp
combines the three criteria rightly and can thusdsn as idedl\la: itsémomiun, elvora andmappnota heed

the cosmiahiria.

Two recurring motives are interwoven in this stawet both concern the practice of philosophy. Gn th
individual level of philosophical conversation Saigrs often reminds his interlocutors of the ruliedialectic
(e.g. 447c; 449b-c; 453a-c; 454b-c; 457c-458b; A8hde-462a; 471e-472c; 474a-b; 475e-476a; 482853
b). On the more general level of the philosophicaft the classification oféxvat, which opposes real crafts to
Kohakeial, is recurrent (462d-466a; 500a-501c; 517c-518aj)he opposition of the orator and the physician
(456a-b; 459a-b) as well as the comparison of tilegopher and the physician, who in turn is plaiced
opposition to the cook (e.g. 521#)
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