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NOTES ON PSEUDO-PLUTARCH’S LIFE OF
ANTIPHON'

The Lives of the Ten Orators (Ilepi Tav 6éxa pnrépwv), preserved in the
manuscripts of Plutarch’s Moralia (832b-852e) but almost universally acknowledged
not to be the work of Plutarch himself,> have been much maligned by modern
scholars, and the information they provide has been treated with extreme caution,
not to say disdain. My purpose here is to demonstrate that the first of these
biographies, the Life of Antiphon (832b-834b), repays close study and, far from
being worthless, reliably preserves a tradition which provides useful material on its
subject.3 Some of what appears below is inevitably going over well-trodden ground,*
but there is, in my opinion, sufficient material in the Life which has been overlooked
or misinterpreted to justify the following re-examination.’

Pseudo-Plutarch’s Life of Antiphon, like his biographies of the other orators,
consists of a series of facts and anecdotes which are strung together in a simple style
that facilitates analysis. The author begins, as in all the Lives, with the patronymic and
demotic of his subject (832b), after which the Life may be divided into three major
sections, covering Antiphon’s public activities (832c—e), his life span (832f-833c), and

! T am most grateful to the Editor and the anonymous CQ reader for numerous observations
and criticisms which have improved this article immeasurably.

2 See A. Schaefer, Commentatio de libro Vitarum X Oratorum (Dresden, 1844); M. Cuvigny,
Plutarque, Oeuvres Morales, vol. XII-1 (Paris, 1981), p. 25. Little close attention has been paid to
the Lives, except in the context of the later Photian version; see A. Prasse, De Plutarchi quae
Seruntur Vitis X oratorum (Diss., Marburg, 1891); R. M. Smith, ‘Photius on the Ten Orators’,
GRBS 33 (1992), 159-89, with further bibliography. I have not seen R. A. McComb, The
Tradition of ‘The Lives of the Ten Orators’ in Plutarch and Photius (Diss., University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1991).

3 There is a case, which I readily acknowledge, that such a study should incorporate all ten of
the Lives, and this piece would then become a book-length project. Without pre-empting the
investigation, my initial reading suggests that the material in the Lives varies greatly in quality, but
this is often due not so much to an incompetent or careless author as to the variability of the
source material at his disposal. Since, then, there were different sources available for each of the
Lives, which will have raised different problems (see Cuvigny [n. 2], pp. 28-34), there is some
Jjustification for this preliminary examination of an individual Life. See further n. 16 below.

4 See e.g. J. S. Morrison, ‘Antiphon’, PCPAS n.s. 7 (1961), 49-58; H. C. Avery, ‘One Antiphon
or two?, Hermes 110 (1982), 145-58; G. Pendrick, ‘Once again Antiphon the Sophist and
Antiphon of Rhamnus’, Hermes 115 (1987), 47-60; idem, ‘The ancient tradition on Antiphon
reconsidered’, GRBS 34 (1993), 215-28; M. Gagarin, ‘The ancient tradition on the identity of
Antiphon’, GRBS 31 (1990), 27-44; idem, Antiphon. The Speeches (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 5-6;
J. Wiesner, ‘Antiphon, der Sophist und Antiphon, der Redner—ein oder zwei Autoren?’, Wiener
Studien 107 (1994), 225-43.

I should state my position here on the two main Antiphontean questions, though the
concomitant dangers of circular argument are very much to be borne in mind. I am inclined to
accept the identity of Antiphon the orator and sophist, mainly on the grounds of the evidence for
sophistic activity by the former (see section II). This in turn suggests the authenticity of the
Tetralogies as being exactly the kind of teaching material that sophists will have used. See further
on the latter question Gagarin (1997), pp. 8-9.

5 The text of the Life and the fragments of Antiphon’s speeches mentioned below may be
consulted in the Teubner edition of Antiphon by F. Blass and T. Thalheim (Stuttgart, 1914),
though Blass and Thalheim do not adopt the regular ‘832b’ style of numbering from Stephanus’
edition of Plutarch. See also the Budé edition of M. Cuvigny (n. 2) and the Loeb of H. N. Fowler,
Plutarch’s Moralia, vol. X (Cambridge, MA, 1936). My translations are deliberately literal.
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his works (833c—d). To the end of the Life are added the decree and judgement passed
against Antiphon in 411 B.c. (833d-834b). The decree, Pseudo-Plutarch tells us, was
‘appended’ by Caecilius (Yrjdiopa . . . 6 Kawxidos maparéfeirar), presumably to the
treatise he compiled about Antiphon (Kawkidios &’ év 7¢) mepl adToi ovvrdyuart,
832e¢); and it is apparent that Pseudo-Plutarch, like the other secondary sources
Photius (cod. 259) and Philostratus (Lives of the Sophists 15), derives all or most of his
information on Antiphon from this biography written by Caecilius.

I. ANTIPHON’S PATRONYMIC AND DEMOTIC

There is no reason to doubt Pseudo-Plutarch’s opening statement that ‘Antiphon was
the son of Sophilus and of the deme Rhamnus’ (Avripdv Zodidov uév v marpds,
Tdv 8¢ dMuwv ‘Papvovoios), since these names appear in the record of the
judgement passed on Antiphon at his trial (834a). It is clear from Harpocration (s.v.
Av8pwv) that the decree, and the judgement which was recorded under it
(dmoyéypamrar), were found by Caecilius in the collection of decrees compiled by
Craterus in the third century B.c. Further, Plato calls Antiphon ‘the Rhamnusian’ at
Menexenus 236a, a title also given to him by Aristotle, according to Cicero (Brutus
47). We should also note that Pseudo-Plutarch regularly records, where appropriate,
the names of the orators’ fathers and demes,® but does not record the names of their
tribes. It is then interesting that Antiphon’s tribe is correctly given as Aeantis in the
Life of Antiphon found in the Antiphontean manuscripts, which Blass/Thalheim
regarded as wholly dependent on Pseudo-Plutarch. It may have been a simple enough
task for the author of this Life to deduce the name of the tribe, but he may also have
had access to another source—was he, for example, using Caecilius independently?’

II. ANTIPHON’S PUBLIC ACTIVITIES

Having established Antiphon’s lineage, Pseudo-Plutarch continues with Antiphon’s
rhetorical training and ability, which lay behind his public activities. Of these he
provides several illustrations, beginning with his political career, his school and his
argument with Socrates:

pabnreboas 8¢ T4 marpl (v yap oo¢w'r'qg, (._u kal AAciBuddny ¢amv én maida Svra
poirioar) Km Stvapw Aoywv wktnoduevos, ds Twes vom!ovmv dn’ olkelas ¢voews,
dpunce p.ev noz\treueaﬁm, Swatpifyv Bé ovvecrr'qoe, kai Zwkpdrer TG Plooddw
Sted)epero -rnv v1rep T@v Adywv Siadopdv, ob dilovelkws dAN’ édeykTikdys, dis Eevodaw
{oTdpnkev év Tois Amopvnuovedpaow. (832c)

[Having been a pupil of his father (for he was a sophist, whose school they say Alcibiades
attended when a boy), and having acquired power at speaking, as some think through his
natural ability, he began a public career, set up a school and had his disagreement with Socrates
on the matter of words, not contentiously but for argument’s sake, as Xenophon has narrated in
his Memoirs.]

¢ He is generally accurate, though he is unclear as to Andocides’ deme (834b). For the other
orators cf. 835c, 836e, 839¢, 840a, 841a-b, 844a, 848d, and 850b. Pseudo-Plutarch only mentions
one tribe, Aegeis, in connection with the Hermes of Andocides (835b), though Andocides’ deme
Cydathenaeum was in fact in the tribe Pandionis, the deme Cydantidae being in Aegeis.
Demosthenes’ tribe Pandionis is recorded in the decree at 851a.

7 Gagarin (n. 4, 1990), pp. 38-9 with n. 43, notes that the author of the shorter Life seems to
distinguish the orator and the poet, and so doubts that this Life was entirely dependent on
Pseudo-Plutarch. I would argue that Pseudo-Plutarch also distinguishes the two (see sections III
and IV below).
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Pseudo-Plutarch regularly identifies his subjects’ tutors, recurrent names among
these being Plato and Isocrates.® There seems little reason to doubt that Antiphon
learned the techniques of public speaking from his father, partly because of the role
fathers would regularly play in their sons’ education,’ but more because the
opportunities for rhetorical training will not have been widespread in the period of
Antiphon’s youth. This activity of Sophilus would then indeed justify calling him a
sophist, though the Sophilus-sophist link would have been easy to make.
Nevertheless, if Antiphon was born about 480!° and his father some time around
510, and if we take 460 as a terminus post quem for the beginning of sophistic activity
at Athens,!! Sophilus is likely only to have been into his fifties before embarking on
his sophistic career, which in itself is quite possible.!> The possibility is increased if
we lower the date of Antiphon’s birth to about 470.!> The mentioning of the father’s
activity then affords Pseudo-Plutarch the opportunity to introduce that favourite
subject of anecdotes, Alcibiades. Other sources name Alcibiades’ tutor as Zopyrus
(Plato, I Alc. 122b; Plut. Alc. 1.2), but this does not preclude the possibility that he
later received sophistic training from Sophilus (cf. also Suid. s.v. AAxiBiddys).
Alcibiades was not born until about 450'4 and is not likely to have attended Sophilus’
school ‘when a boy’ much before 430, by which time Sophilus would have been well
into his sixties at least, but may have been anything up to about eighty years old. This
perhaps makes Alcibiades’ attendance at his school improbable, but it is by no means
impossible, and again the tradition reported by Pseudo-Plutarch is tenable.!s
Furthermore, it is important here to underline a recurring feature of the Life, that the
author combines firm assertions, sometimes backed up by the name of their source,
with unattributed statements in which he clearly has far less confidence. Thus,
whereas Pseudo-Plutarch states Antiphon’s father was a sophist, he only reports the
story that Alcibiades attended Sophilus’ school (‘they say’) in a parenthetical remark,
which may be an indication that he is not totally sure of the veracity of this tale.!6
Strangely, Pseudo-Plutarch’s source missed the opportunity here to mention that

8 The exception is again Andocides; for the other orators cf. 835d (Lysias: the Syracusans
Tisias and Nicias), 836e-f (Isocrates: Prodicus, Gorgias, Tisias, and Theramenes), 839 (the
identity of Isaeus’ teacher is lost in a MS. lacuna), 840b (Aeschines: Isocrates and Plato, or
Leodamas, though there was an alternative tradition denying that he had teachers, 840f), 841b
and 842c (Lycurgus: Plato, Isocrates, and unnamed sophists), 844b—c and 845b—c (Demosthenes:
several teachers, but especially Isaeus), 848d (Hyperides: Plato and Isocrates), and 850c
(Dinarchus: Theophrastus and Demetrius of Phalerum).

° See B. S. Strauss, Fathers and Sons in Athens (London, 1993), pp. 82-6. The speaker of
Antiphon’s Second Tetralogy talks of training his son (Ant. 3.2.3).

10" See section III below.

"I See G. B. Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement (Cambridge, 1981), p. 42.

12 Like most others, I was very doubtful about this in M. Edwards and S. Usher, Greek Orators
I. Antiphon and Lysias (Warminster, 1985), p. 21.

13 As did M. Ostwald, From Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law (Berkeley, 1986),
pp- 361-2. See section III below.

14 See J. K. Davies, Athenian Propertied Families 600-300 s.c. (Oxford, 1971), p. 18.

15 It is also possible that the school continued to be regarded as ‘Sophilus’ school’ after he
himself ended his active participation in it, perhaps with his son taking over the reins (I am
grateful to the Editor for this suggestion).

!¢ Various formulations are used in this and the other Lives when Pseudo-Plutarch does not
name his source. These include ¢ac: and expressions including this verb, such as ds/domep Twés
dao (twice in 832c; cf. 837a, 837b, 837d twice, 838b, 840c, 844b, 847a, 847b, 847e, 848a) or simply
&s Twes (835c, 836a twice, 837f twice, 841b, 843e, s évio. 846¢c, 849c, 850e); bs Twes
vopilovaw (832c); Soxei (832f; cf. 850b); of 8. .. {oTopovow (833a, though Lysias is then
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there was an abusive oration against Alcibiades attributed to Antiphon (cf. Plut. Alc.
3.1; Athen. 12.525b).

That Antiphon himself possessed a natural ability at speaking is not in question,
and this tradition clearly derives from Thucydides (8.68), who describes him as ‘being
pre-eminent in intellectual power and in expressing his thoughts’ (kpdrioTos
&fupnbivar yevduevos kail & yvoln elmeiv). But did he enter on a political career?
Thucydides seems to contradict Pseudo-Plutarch here, but what the historian says is
‘he did not come forward to speak before the assembly or in any other public arena
willingly, but remained an object of suspicion to the people on account of his
reputation for cleverness’ (és wév Sfuov 0d mapiwv 008’ és dAdov dydva éxoloios
008éva, aAX’ ImémTws 7@ mAffer Sia 86Eav BewdTnTos Siakeluevos). This is not the
same as saying Antiphon never embarked on a political career, which he perhaps
abandoned when he acquired his bad reputation,!” nor do we know how many times
he may have spoken in public ‘unwillingly’—and public speaking is the obvious way
that he would have gained his reputation for cleverness amongst the people at large in
the first place.!® Additionally, his involvement behind the scenes in writing politically
motivated speeches for others and in the revolution of the Four Hundred clearly
comes within the sphere of political activity.!?

There can be little doubt also that Antiphon was a teacher of rhetoric (and hence
was himself a sophist),?’ since Plato confirms this at Menexenus 236a.2' The
Tetralogies, if genuine works of Antiphon, are further evidence, so too the collection
of proems and epilogues (frr. 68-70), and the rhetorical handbook mentioned by
Pseudo-Plutarch at 832e.2? Later, Cicero included Antiphon in his survey of early
Greek rhetorical theorists, alongside Corax and Tisias, Protagoras, Gorgias, Lysias,
Theodorus, and Isocrates (Brutus 47); and there is a longer list in Dionysius (First
Letter to Ammaeus 2). None of this proves that Antiphon ‘set up a school’ (SiarpiS7v
8¢ ouvéoryoe), whatever that means precisely (we might have expected Antiphon to

named; cf. 848c); €07t 8¢ kal dAos Adyos (833b); Aéyerar (833c; cf. 839c, 847d, 849d, 850a) and
other expressions including this verb (837f, 839c, 838f, 839f, 840b, 840d, 840f, 841e, 844d, 847b
twice, 849c); and elat 8’ ol . . . dvadépovow (833d).

'” The anonymous reader makes the helpful suggestion that in the uév/8¢ clauses the 8¢ might
have an adversative force, indicating that Antiphon began a public career but then set up a school
(and so abandoned his active political ambitions).

'8 This tradition was picked up by Plutarch at Nicias 6.1. Thucydides might, of course, be
simply alluding to Antiphon’s trial.

1% For the latter point see Morrison (n. 4), pp. 57-8. There is a possibility that Antiphon was a
tamias in 429/8, with R. Develin, Athenian Officials 684-321 B.c. (Cambridge, 1989), p. 121.

® The fact that Antiphon the orator may be termed a sophist does not, of course, prove that he
is the same person as the Antiphon who wrote the sophistic pieces On Truth and On Concord. But
‘sophist’ is an apt description of the man described by Thucydides. See further n. 24 below.

! See Morrison (n. 4), p. 49, n. 3, pace K. J. Dover, ‘The chronology of Antiphon’s speeches’,
CQ 44 (1950), 4460, at 59.

2 The evidence for three books of rhetorikai technai is collected at frr. 71-6 (cf. also Quint.
3.1.11), and although their authenticity was questioned by Pollux (fr. 74), we do not know on
what grounds. What these handbooks consisted of exactly is unclear. For different views see G. A.
Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton, 1963), p. 54; T. Cole, The Origins of
Rhetoric in Ancient Greece (Baltimore, 1991), pp. 81, 84-5. Kennedy distinguished between
exposition of precepts and collections of examples, such as Antiphon is also credited with (i.e. the
Tetralogies and the collection of proems and epilogues); but Cole will only allow model speeches
and illustration by example. I have supported the more traditional view of Kennedy (in a paper
on narrative in the early orators delivered to the literature seminar at the Institute of Classical
Studies), but either way, if Antiphon was a teacher of rhetoric, there is little reason to doubt that
he wrote rhetorical treatises.
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take over his father’s school when the latter grew old, rather than establishing a new
one);?* but if the Antiphon of Xenophon’s Memorabilia is the .orator,?* and if the
implication of his criticism of Socrates that the latter did not take fees is that
Antiphon himself did, the school is certainly a possibility. This tradition was also
known to Plutarch, who in discussing those who taught the youth in schools (rovs év
Tais oyoldais Td pepdria mpodiddorovras) names ‘men like Isocrates, Antiphon and
Isaeus’ (de glor. Ath. 350c).

A further element connected with Antiphon’s didactic career is the claim that he
was the teacher of Thucydides, but it should be emphasized that this was an inference
made by Pseudo-Plutarch’s source Caecilius:?*

Koaixidos 8’ év 7 mept avrod ovvrdypart Govkvdidov 1ob cvyypadéws kabyynrny
TexpalpeTar yeyovévar €€ dv émaweitar map’ adTd 6 Avriddv. (832e)

[Caecilius, in the treatise he wrote about him, conjectures that he was the teacher of the
historian Thucydides from the terms in which Antiphon is praised in his work.]

In fact, the texts of both Pseudo-Plutarch and Photius say that Caecilius inferred
Antiphon was Thucydides’ pupil, though pafiymyv is regularly emended after
Wyttenbach to xafnynriv. The tradition that Antiphon was the teacher also
appears in Hermogenes (Peri ideon 399f Rabe) and later writers, and, given the
relative ages of the two men (the historian was probably born after 460), is the more
likely. It is then unclear whether Pseudo-Plutarch, Caecilius, or a copyist was
responsible for the error. We can only guess, like Caecilius and the other sources, at
the actual relationship between the two, but for our purposes here it is enough to
underline that Pseudo-Plutarch attributes the inference of pupillage to Caecilius.

Antiphon’s reputation as an innovator, both as the first professional speech-writer
and as the first to publish rhetorical treatises, is Pseudo-Plutarch’s next topic. The
former element of this tradition (also found at Diod. in Clemens Alex. Stromateis
1.79.3; Quint. 3.1.11; Ammian. Marc. 30.4.5) is regularly interpreted to mean that
Antiphon was the first logographer to publish commissioned speeches,? though I have
argued that Antiphon was indeed the first to write speeches for others for money.?’
Either way, it is worth emphasizing that Pseudo-Plutarch, and presumably therefore
Caecilius, did not possess any speeches earlier than Antiphon, and he in fact supports
the tradition by reference to the absence of earlier forensic speeches, while adducing
the names of leading political figures:

2 See n. 15. Other members of the canon whom Pseudo-Plutarch records as setting up schools
were Isocrates (837a-b), Isaeus (839f), and Aeschines (840d—e).

2 The case that the Antiphon of Xenophon, Mem. 1.6.1-15 (whom Xenophon expressly calls
‘Antiphon the sophist’) was the same person as the orator has been strongly argued by Gagarin,
following Morrison and Avery, and I have nothing to add here (see n. 4). It is worth noting,
however, that the words o0 ¢ilovelkws dAL’ édeyrTinds show that Pseudo-Plutarch, or rather
Caecilius, had more than one source available, since they are clearly meant to counter Aristotle (in
Diog. Laert. 2.46), who talks of Antiphon ‘the diviner’ (6 Teparooxdmos) who ‘disputed
contentiously’ (égidovixet) with Socrates. Pseudo-Plutarch unfortunately gives no indication of
the date of Antiphon’s teaching activities and his dispute with Socrates.

5 For another inference, possibly drawn by Pseudo-Plutarch himself, cf. 839.

% Asby A. W. Gomme, A. Andrewes and K. J. Dover, 4 Historical Commentary on Thucydides
(HCT) vol. 5 (Oxford, 1981), p. 173; P. A. Cartledge in Cartledge et al. (edd.), Nomos (Cambridge,
1990), p. 49.

2 In an as yet unpublished paper on oratory and literacy delivered to the ancient history
seminar at Bristol University.
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- - \ 5 A ’ 5 \ ’ \ , 5319 s - >

TGV yolv mpo alTod yevouévwy ovdevos déperar Sikavikos Adyos, dAX’ oU8é TdV Kat
R / \ \ / 3 ¥, \ 4 * > 7 > 3, 7,

ad7év, 81 70 undémw év éfer 70 ovyypddew elvar, ob OenioToxAéovs, odk ApioTeidov,

oV ITepikAéovs. (832d)

[At any rate no legal speech is extant of any of those who lived before him, nor even of his
contemporaries, because speech-writing was not yet in vogue, not of Themistocles, Aristeides,
or Pericles.]

This, along with Thucydides’ well-known remark at 1.22.1 that he and his informers
found it hard to remember the precise words of the speeches he recreates, strongly
supports the theory that deliberative (as opposed to forensic) speeches were not
regularly published in the fifth century, but equally accords with the idea that there
was little distinction drawn in that period between forensic and deliberative oratory.2
Pseudo-Plutarch’s list of those who did practise logography when Antiphon was
already old similarly contains the names of politicians (Alcibiades, Critias, and
Archinus) alongside that of Lysias. It is also interesting that whereas Pseudo-
Plutarch again adds the qualification ‘as some say’ (domep Twés daow) in respect of
the logographic tradition, this time he indicates his general agreement with it (yodv).
On the other hand, he is in no doubt that Antiphon ‘was the first to publish
rhetorical handbooks’ (mpdTos 8¢ rai pnropikas Téxvas éénveyxe). This ignores
the Sicilian tradition, but may be true of Athens.?®

Pseudo-Plutarch concludes this section by returning to Antiphon’s rhetorical ability
and providing an estimation of the qualities of his speeches:®

» LIS -~ 7 3 \ \ 7 \ \ \ \ o ] -~
éott 8’ év Tois Xdyois dxpiBns kail mibavds, ral Sewds mepl TV evpeow, kal év Tois
dmdpois Texvirds, kal émiyetpav €€ adndov, kal émi Tols vépous kai Ta mdbn Tpémwy
ToUs Adyous, Tob ebmpemols pdAioTa oToxalduevos. (832¢)

[In his speeches he is accurate and persuasive, clever in invention and skilful in difficult cases,
attacking unexpectedly, addressing his arguments to both the laws and the emotions and aiming
especially at propriety.]

This judgement is repeated very closely by Photius:

elol 8 avrod of Adyor 76 dkpifeés kal mbavov kal mepl TNV eUpeow dewov olkelovuevor.
éotL 8¢ 6 dvnp Kal év Tois dmdpois TexVikGs, kal Tds emiyeproels €€ ddjAov molovpevos,
kal éml Tovs vépovs kal Ta wdln Tpémwv Tods Adyous, Tol ebmpemols wmdAioTa
aroyaldpevos. (cod. 259)

[His speeches have as their qualities accuracy and persuasion and cleverness in invention. The
man is skilful in difficult cases, attacking unexpectedly and addressing his arguments to both the
laws and the emotions, and aiming especially at propriety.]

Since Photius moves on to a discussion of Antiphon’s style, which he attributes to
Caecilius and which is not in Pseudo-Plutarch, he is clearly using Caecilius

3 See Kennedy (n. 22), pp. 203-6; Edwards and Usher (n. 12), pp. 7-10; J. Trevett, ‘Did
Demosthenes publish his deliberative speeches?”’, Hermes 124 (1996), 425-41. Pseudo-Plutarch
himself interestingly does not draw the distinction made by Aristotle at Rhetoric 1.3.

¥ On the Sicilian tradition see e.g. Kennedy (n. 22), pp. 58-61. Pseudo-Plutarch adds that his
sharp intellect earned Antiphon the nickname ‘Nestor’. This would have been entirely
appropriate to one of the leading intellectuals of his day, but there is no evidence for it earlier
than Pseudo-Plutarch. Interestingly, given the Sicilian tradition, Plato assigns the name to
Gorgias at Phaedrus 261c.

30" A similarly brief stylistic judgement introduced by éor. 8¢ is found in the Life of Andocides
(835by); still briefer comments are made on Lysias (836b), Isaeus (839, partly in a lacuna), and
Dinarchus (850e).
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independently, and the opinions of both Pseudo-Plutarch and Photius will in fact
derive from Caecilius.!

III. ANTIPHON’S LIFE SPAN

Pseudo-Plutarch tells us that Antiphon was born kard ra ITepowad xai Iopylav
Tov dodioTiv, SAlyw dv vedTepos adTod (‘at the time of the Persian wars and the
sophist Gorgias, being slightly younger than he’). For Ostwald (n. 13), pp. 361-2, the
dating of Antiphon’s birth to c¢. 480 is inconsistent with Antiphon’s beginning to
publish his speeches when aged about sixty and his involvement in the oligarchic
revolution when about seventy, and so he would lower the orator’s date of birth by a
decade. But as with the activities of Sophilus and Alcibiades discussed above, there is
nothing intrinsically impossible about Pseudo-Plutarch’s dating. We do not know
who suggested ‘at the time of the Persian wars’, whether it was partly an inference
from the allegation made against Antiphon at his trial that his grandfather was
connected with the tyrants (fr. 1) or perhaps was the date given by Antiphon himself
in a lost part of his defence speech. Besides, for Caecilius’ purposes such a rough
guess, informed or otherwise, would have sufficed as a general indication of the
date—and he need not have disagreed with a dating to what we would call 470. Hence
Pseudo-Plutarch’s statement is not at all ‘doubtful’;*? it is simply not precise enough
by modern standards.

Pseudo-Plutarch then records three versions of Antiphon’s death. The first and
correct version, that it was by execution for his involvement in the revolution of the
Four Hundred, derives from Thucydides and the decrees appended to the Life.
Pseudo-Plutarch knows this was how Antiphon met his end, but there is clearly a
confusion of two Antiphons in his remark on Antiphon’s role in the revolution:

Mv ab7os Sokel ovykataokevdoar, 6Té uév Svol Tpmpapxdv vavaly, o6Té 8¢ oTpaTnydv,
kal moddais pdyais vikdv, kal ovupayias peyddas adrois mpooayduevos, xal Tods
drpdfovras omAilwy, kal Tpujpers mAnpdv é€nkovta, kal mpeoPfedwyv éxdoToTe Vmép
adrév els Aaxedaipova, fvika érerelyioro *Herwwvea. (832f)

[in which he seems himself to have played a role, at one time by being trierarch of two ships, at
another by being general, and being victorious in many battles, and securing important
alliances for them, and by arming the men of military age, and by manning sixty triremes, and
by being their envoy on every occasion to Sparta at the time when Eétioneia had been fortified.]

Xenophon (Hell. 2.3.40) mentions an Antiphon who supplied two triremes during
the war and was later put to death by the Thirty. This must be the son of Lysonides,
whom Pseudo-Plutarch, in the second version of Antiphon’s demise, rightly equates
with the Antiphon put to death by the Thirty:3?

€ 9r e v a , _— s v . o S sy
ol 8 bmo rdv Tpudkovta dvppiiclar adrov {oTopoiow, domep Avaias év T Jmép s
Avripdvros Buyatpods Adyw: éyévero yap adrd Buydrpiov, od Kddaiaxpos émedikdoaro.
o i - 3 7 - -~ ~
871 8’ ¥mo Tév Tpudkovta dméfaver, {oTopei kai Oedmoumos év T mevrekaidexdry T
D - I’ 0576 ) v o A S ’ * ) K, - ) ﬁ ’
WAirmikv. dAX’ o87ds v’ Gy €in €repos, AvowviSov maTpds, ob kal Kparivos é&v Iurivy
ws movnpol uvnuovedel. s yap dv 6 mpoTelvews xal dvaipedels Bmd TV TeTpakoaiwy
mdAw émi Tdv TpudkovTa €in; (833a-b)

3 Though Smith (n. 2) argues for considerable independence of thought in stylistic matters on
the part of Photius.

2 As HCT 5.172; Ostwald (n. 13), p. 361, n. 94. Kerferd (n. 11), p. 44, dates Gorgias’ birth to
c. 485.

33 For this Antiphon see Davies (n. 14), pp. 327-8.
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[But some record that he was put to death by the Thirty, as Lysias in his speech in defence of
Antiphon’s daughter; for he had a daughter whose hand in marriage Callaeschrus claimed at
law. That he was put to death by the Thirty is also recorded by Theopompus in the fifteenth
book of his Philippics. But this would have been another Antiphon, the son of Lysonides,
whom Cratinus also mentions as a rogue in his Flask. For how could a man who had died before
and been put to death by the Four Hundred be alive again in the time of the Thirty?]

However, the other details given here by Pseudo-Plutarch are not to be found in
Xenophon. Thucydides (8.90) discusses the fortification of Eétioneia and the
embassy to Sparta, among whose members was an Antiphon. This is naturally to be
taken as referring to the orator, though it might conceivably be the son of Lysonides.
But there is no other record of either man being general, and the victories are
obscure, as well as exaggerated. It seems, therefore, that Pseudo-Plutarch, or rather
Caecilius or an earlier source, conflated the accounts of Thucydides and Xenophon,
but that they had to hand at least one other text now lost to us, such as Lysias’ speech
in defence of Antiphon’s daughter or the ‘Philippics’ of Theopompus to which
Pseudo-Plutarch refers.> It is also possible that the story of Antiphon’s actions on
behalf of the Four Hundred derives from Antiphon himself—fT. 5 of his own defence
speech is a reference in Harpocration to the speech under the heading Eétioneia. But
it should be noted again that Pseudo-Plutarch is not quite sure of Antiphon’s
involvement—~doxei (‘it seems’) is the verb used in the relative clause, perhaps
indicating the influence of Antiphon’s denial of involvement in his defence speech. It
should further be noted that following the dokei there are two 7€ clauses, with most
of the details coming after 67¢ 8¢ orparyydv (‘at another by being general’)—was
Pseudo-Plutarch or Caecilius uneasy about the identification in an earlier source of
the trierarch and general? In other words, the 67é uév clause is the root of the
confusion and indicates the conflation. Without it there is a perfectly possible, if
otherwise unattested, generalship for the orator in 411, along with an embassy which
is confirmed by Thucydides.>* There is clearly some rhetorical exaggeration over
what an ageing Antiphon achieved as general, and this might go back to Antiphon’s
own account—where he denied that the accusation of these activities had any basis
in fact, or even perhaps (by a sophistical twisting) maintained that they were
performed on behalf of the democracy. If there is anything at all to this
interpretation, Antiphon’s involvement in the revolution was not quite so
‘pack-room’ as Thucydides implies in 8.68. If, on the other hand, all such activities be
denied to Antiphon the orator, an alternative is that the son of Lysonides was the
general, the evidence for which will have come from Lysias or Theopompus—one
element of the defence of the daughter could have been the commonplace listing of
services rendered to the state. Either way, we should not dismiss this generalship out
of hand.

The third version of Antiphon’s death, that he was executed on the orders of
Dionysius I of Syracuse, introduces Antiphon the tragic poet, who was known to
Aristotle and was clearly distinguished by him from the orator (e.g. Rhet. 2.6.27,
1385a10).%¢ Pseudo-Plutarch’s apparent identification of the orator and tragedian has
been taken by scholars as one of the major confusions in his account, made worse

3 Davies (n. 14), p. 327, n. 1, suspects a textual error in Pseudo-Plutarch’s reference to the
fifteenth book of Theopompus® Philippics, proposing book five of his Hellenica as the obvious
place for such a statement. The source of the error (if such it be) is again unclear.

3 Note, however, that Develin (n. 19), p. 161, is sceptical about the tradition of a generalship,
and rules out the possibility that it was held by Antiphon the orator.

36 See Gagarin (n. 4, 1990), p. 33.
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because he knows the true circumstances of Antiphon’s death. Even though his
connecting the poet with Dionysius when tyrant at Syracuse (although Dionysius’ rise
to sole power did not in fact begin until 405) is a chronological error which he may not
have had cause to suspect, it seems that both the lure of the anecdote and the desire to
attribute yet more literary talents to Antiphon were too tempting to resist. But does
Pseudo-Plutarch really write so carelessly? We should note that whereas he makes the
unequivocal statement ‘he lived until the overthrow of the democracy by the Four
Hundred’ (raparéraxev éws xaralboews 71is dnuokparias ¥mo Tdv TeTpakosiwy
yevouévms), he introduces the two alternative versions with ‘some record that he was
put to death by the Thirty’ (of 8’ dmo T&v Tpudkovra dvypiofar adTov (oTopoiow)
and the vague ‘there is also another story about his death’ (€o7. 8¢ xai dAos Adyos
mepl Ths TelevTrs avrod). In other words, he knows what happened to Antiphon but
is reporting other versions given in his source; and while it is true that he openly rejects
the second version but not the third, he certainly does not give any indication that he
accepts the latter. Moreover, it is also highly probable that Pseudo-Plutarch knows the
tragic poet was not the same person as the orator (see below).

IV. ANTIPHON’S WORKS

Pseudo-Plutarch records that sixty speeches of Antiphon were preserved, of which
twenty-five were pronounced spurious by Caecilius.” We possess fifteen (three
forensic speeches and the three sets of four Tetralogies®®) and we know the titles or
parts of titles of some nineteen other deliberative and forensic speeches, though one
of these may be wrongly attributed to Antiphon (fr. 60) and the authenticity of
another is queried by Harpocration (fr. 65). There are also two books of the On
Truth, the On Concord, the Politicus, and the Abuse of Alcibiades, which are counted
as epideictic speeches by Blass.?® On the assumption that all these works were among
the sixty, some of them must have been among Caecilius’ twenty-five spurious
speeches, though it is impossible to tell which ones.** We do not know the grounds on
which Caecilius pronounced speeches spurious, though his judgements may have
been primarily based on chronological and stylistic criteria,*! and we would not
necessarily agree with him if the speeches were extant—note, for example, that of the
sixty speeches ascribed to Isocrates, Dionysius pronounced twenty-five genuine,
Caecilius twenty-eight (Ps.-Plut. Isocrates 838d). Pseudo-Plutarch’s total also shows
that the selection process whereby Antiphon’s homicide speeches were chosen to
represent his work and were subsequently preserved in the manuscripts had not
taken place by the (uncertain) time he was writing. His subsequent remark that

%7 The standard introductory formula is ¢épovrac 8’ adrod Adyo. (836a, 838d, 840e, 847¢,
849d, 850e with xai added); 700 priropos replaces avrod here and at 843c; og)lerar is used at
835a, kaTaAéloure at 839f.

3 There can be no doubt that the Tetralogies were included here, and that each speech was
counted separately, as F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1887), p. 102, n. 2.

¥ Blass (n. 38), p. 106. Again, the On Truth and On Concord may have been written by a
separate Antiphon (see n. 20).

If we count the fifteen that survive and seventeen of the fragments, there is not enough room
for the epideictic speeches; if we do not count the Truth, Concord, and Politicus, there are
thirty-five including the two doubtful speeches and the Abuse of Alcibiades. But there may, of
course, have been other speeches known to Caecilius, and we possess numerous fragments of
uncertain origin.

4l On the assumption that Caecilius’ method was similar to that of Dionysius, for whom these
criteria were of the utmost importance (cf. D.H. Lysias 12, Dinarchus 4-7).
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Antiphon was ridiculed for love of money by Plato (Comicus) in his Peisander at first
sight seems out of place here, and we might have expected Pseudo-Plutarch to move
on from Antiphon’s speeches to the rhetorical treatises which were mentioned in
section I. It is likely that Caecilius connected the orator’s output with the tradition
that he was the first to charge fees, and hence was money-loving. Antiphon’s
reputation was well-known, and he admits in his own defence speech that he profited
from writing speeches for others (fr. 1a, col. I1.14-111.24).4?

The next three alleged literary activities of the orator, as a composer of tragedies, of
a treatise on curing distress, and of a book On Poets, all stem from confusions with
other writers of the same name, and Pseudo-Plutarch is clearly aware of this. With
regard to Antiphons writing of tragedies, it should again be noted that
Pseudo-Plutarch introduces this remark not with a definite statement, ‘he wrote
tragedies’ (following ‘sixty speeches are preserved’ and ‘he is ridiculed’), but with ‘he is
said to have written tragedies’ (Aéyera: 8¢ Tpaywdias ovvbeival), and adds that he did
this ‘both by himself and with the tyrant Dionysius’ (xai (8ia xai odv diovvoiw ¢
Tupdvvw). The ‘treatise on curing distress’ (réyvn dAvmias) is connected with a
sojourn in Corinth as a stress-counsellor, but the anecdotal nature of this story is
apparent. It is doubtless possible that an Antiphon fired by his father’s sophistic
teaching and for some reason visiting Corinth had an early attempt at making money
by offering his services as a counsellor. On the other hand Morrison (n. 4), p. 57, made
the ingenious suggestion that this story derives from comedy, on the analogy of
Socrates’ phrontisterion in Aristophanes’ Clouds. If so, it is perhaps further evidence
for Antiphon’s teaching activities, his school becoming the clinic. But equally,
Pseudo-Plutarch seems to be repeating a tradition which connected the counsellor
specifically with the tragedian and which guessed that it was his dissatisfaction with
this activity that led to his giving it up for a career in oratory—and although this time
the statements are unequivocal, we should remember once more that Pseudo-Plutarch
himself does not claim that his Antiphon wrote tragedies. Finally, Pseudo-Plutarch
informs us that ‘there are those who ascribe also to Antiphon the book On Poets by
Glaucus of Rhegium’ (eloi 8’ oi' kai 76 I'adkov Tod ‘Pryyivov mepi mordv
BiBiov els AvripdvTa dvadépovow). This ascription was presumably connected in
fact with Antiphon the poet, and Pseudo-Plutarch does not, of course, indicate that he
agrees with the anonymous authorities for it.

Pseudo-Plutarch ends this section by returning to Antiphon’s speeches and says
that four in particular were commended, presumably by Caecilius:*

émaweitar 8’ avTod pdhora 6 mepl “Hphdov, kal <6> mpés ’Epaciorparov mepl Tdw
Tadv, kal 6 mepl Tijs eloayyelas, ov Umép éavrod yéypage, kai 6 mpos Anpoobévyy Tov
oTpaTYyOV Tapavéuwv. (833d)
[His most admired speeches are the one concerning Herodes, the one against Erasistratus

concerning the peacocks, the one on the Impeachment, which he wrote in his own defence, and
the one against the general Demosthenes for an illegal proposal.]

It is interesting that only one of these, the Herodes, survives in the manuscripts,
showing again that the selection process mentioned above had not yet happened.
There are, in addition, two references to the Herodes speech in Harpocration
(s.v. dierelvavro, DPpoiddos). Of the other three, we have papyrus fragments of

“2 Cf. the money-loving Antiphon in Xen. Mem. 1.6 (see n. 23), and see in detail Avery (n. 4),
pp. 151-5.

“ This was clearly not Pseudo-Plutarch’s choice—n.b. the passive verb éraweirad.
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Antiphon’s defence speech On the Revolution and otherwise six references in
Harpocration (frr. 1-6); two quotations from the Against Erasistratus in Athenaeus
(fr. 57), as well as one reference in Aelian (fr. 58) and one in Harpocration (fr. 59);
and there are seven references in Harpocration to the speech Against Demosthenes
(frr. 8-14), which was in fact a defence against an indictment brought by the general.
But there are also numerous references in Harpocration to other speeches of
Antiphon (e.g. ten to the Nicocles and nine to the speech for the Lindians), so it is by
no means certain that other critics would have agreed with this judgement. It is then
unclear why the speech against Hippocrates was singled out in addition: éypaie 8¢
kai katd ‘ImmokpdTovs Tob oTpaTnyod Adyov kal efdev avTov €€ épruov (‘he also
wrote a speech against the general Hippocrates and got judgement against him by
default’). Since it is mentioned by both Pseudo-Plutarch and Photius, it will have
been noted by Caecilius and was presumably a cause célébre. The text of
Pseudo-Plutarch reads larpoi aTparyyod, that of Photius has larpod, i.e. the doctor
Hippocrates of Cos, as opposed to the Athenian general who died at Delium in 424.
It has been suggested that the former was more likely to have lost the case by
default,* but in a cause célébre it may be that the general is preferable. Did Antiphon
or his client prosecute Hippocrates when he was on campaign, as Alcibiades’ enemies
did to him in 415 (Thuc. 6.61)?

V. CONCLUSION

Many of the details of the life of Antiphon presented by Pseudo-Plutarch cannot be
tested against earlier sources, but I hope this analysis has shown that where we have
some means of making a reasoned judgement, Pseudo-Plutarch’s account is
regularly found to be defensible. Even what may appear at first glance to be
confusions of the orator with the trierarch and tragic poet prove not to be such when
we read the text closely and observe the author’s use of disclaimers such as Aéyerar,
and indeed superficial readings should not be allowed to cloud our judgement of the
general reliability of the information he preserves. We cannot tell how much of it
derives directly from Caecilius, or to what extent Pseudo-Plutarch attempts to clarify
what he found in his source or sources. But we should at least have confidence in
Pseudo-Plutarch’s handling of the tradition and begin to take seriously his credibility
as the biographer of the first in the canon of ten Attic orators.

Queen Mary and Westfield College, London MICHAEL J. EDWARDS

“As by Blass (n. 38), pp. 105-6.



	Article Contents
	p. 82
	p. 83
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89
	p. 90
	p. 91
	p. 92

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 48, No. 1 (1998), pp. i-viii+1-327+1
	Front Matter [pp.  i - viii]
	The Homeric Poems as Oral Dictated Texts [pp.  1 - 13]
	Timē and Aretē in Homer [pp.  14 - 28]
	The Text of Iliad 18.603-6 and the Presence of an ἀοιδός on the Shield of Achilles [pp.  29 - 38]
	The Social Function of Attic Tragedy [pp.  39 - 61]
	Studies in the Later Manuscript Tradition of Aristophanes' Peace [pp.  62 - 74]
	Telestes and the 'Five-Rodded Joining of Strings' [pp.  75 - 81]
	Notes on Pseudo-Plutarch's Life of Antiphon [pp.  82 - 92]
	The Shape of Athenian Laws [pp.  93 - 109]
	Was Kerkyra a Member of the Second Athenian League? [pp.  110 - 116]
	Socrates' Last Words: Another Look at an Ancient Riddle [pp.  117 - 125]
	The Historical Reader of Plato's Protagoras [pp.  126 - 133]
	The Hippocratic Treatise on Anatomy [pp.  135 - 167]
	Eros in Government: Zeno and the Virtuous City [pp.  168 - 174]
	Doubts about Other Minds and the Science of Physiognomics [pp.  175 - 186]
	An Early Reference to Perfect Numbers? Some Notes on Euphorion, SH 417 [pp.  187 - 194]
	P. Sulpicius' Law to Recall Exiles, 88 B. C. [pp.  195 - 199]
	Love and Death: Laodamia and Protesilaus in Catullus, Propertius, and Others [pp.  200 - 212]
	Virgil's Third Eclogue: How Do You Keep an Idiot in Suspense? [pp.  213 - 228]
	How Many Books Did Diodorus Siculus Originally Intend to Write? [pp.  229 - 233]
	Juvenal, the Phaedrus, and the Truth about Rome [pp.  234 - 251]
	Three Cruces in Juvenal [pp.  252 - 261]
	Salpe's ΠΑΙΓΝΙΑ: Athenaeus 322A and Plin. H. N. 28.38 [pp.  262 - 268]
	Another Chapter in the History of Scholia [pp.  269 - 288]
	Shorter Notes
	Two Notes on Greek Dithyrambic Poetry [pp.  289 - 291]
	Phrynichus fr. 27 K-A: A Pun [pp.  291 - 292]
	The Hoopoe's Nest: Aristophanes, Birds 265-6 [pp.  292 - 294]
	Thucydides 3.12.3 [pp.  294 - 297]
	Thucydides' Nicias and Homer's Agamemnon [pp.  298 - 303]
	Nam unguentum dabo: Catullus 13 and Servius' Note on Phaon (Aeneid 3.279) [pp.  303 - 305]
	Hebdomades (Binae?) [pp.  305 - 309]
	The Lark Ascending: Corydon, Corydon (Vergil, Ecl. 7.70) [pp.  310 - 311]
	Two Adynata in Horace, Epode 16 [pp.  311 - 313]
	Aeneid 4.622-3 [pp.  313 - 314]
	Violets and Violence: Two Notes [pp.  314 - 315]
	Heroides 16.303-4 [p.  316]
	The Crimen Maiestatis under Caligula: The Evidence of Dio Cassius [pp.  316 - 320]
	Problems of Text and Interpretation in Statius, Thebaid I-VI [pp.  320 - 324]
	The Chronology of Nicomachus of Gerasa [pp.  324 - 327]
	Philoponus, Diodorus, and Possibility [p.  327]

	Back Matter





