Plutarch, Lysander, and a Disappearing
Heraclid Reform
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ANY ANCIENT AUTHORS preserve a tradition that the

influential Spartan general Lysander formed plans to

fundamentally reform Sparta’s dual-kingship, with the
aim of becoming king himself. If so, these plans were never
brought to fruition, and their historicity has long been a matter
of debate among scholars. Perhaps because of that ongoing
debate, comparatively little attention has been devoted to the
precise form that these plans took. Of those scholars who defend
the authenticity of Lysander’s revolutionary designs, most prefer
a version presented by Plutarch whereby the two royal houses
were to be deprived of their privileges and the king(s) elected
from among the whole number of Spartan Heracleidae.! This
stands against a version according to which the new king(s) were
to be elected from among all the Spartiates.

Scholars have opted for the ‘Heraclid version’ of this planned
reform on the basis of reasonable considerations: that it was
more moderate and thus easier to justify; and that Lysander was
himself a Heraclid, and would not have wished to “cast the net
too wide.”?2 However, close examination of Plutarch’s texts

I It is unclear whether these plans envisaged the maintenance of the
dyarchy, or the creation of a monarchy. See J.-F. Bommelaer, Lysandre de
Sparte: Histoire et traditions (Paris 1981) 224-225; U. Bernini, “Il ‘progetto
politico’ di Lisandro sulla regalita spartana e la teorizzazione critica di
Aristotele sui re spartani,” S/t 3 (1985) 230-233; P. A. Cartledge, Agesilaos and
the Crists of Sparta (London 1987) 96.

2 Bommelaer, Lysandre 224: “Nous ne savons, mais nous préférerions la
seconde solution, parce que cette cause était plus facile a plaider que l'autre,
et que Lysandre était lui-méme un Héraclide.” Cartledge, Agesilaos 96: “If we

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 58 (2018) 523-541
© 2018 Philip John Victor Davies



524 PLUTARCH AND A DISAPPEARING HERACLID REFORM

shows that this plan for a kingship open to all Heracleidae ap-
pears at only a single point in the Life of Lysander, and stands at
odds with multiple testimonies elsewhere in Plutarch’s corpus, as
well as testimonies of other ancient writers. In fact, I suggest, the
Heraclid version of Lysander’s reform is likely to be a fiction, a
product of the rationalisation of conflicting source traditions, in-
fluenced by the emphasis which Plutarch lays upon Lysander’s
Heraclid descent.

Plutarch’s versions: Spartiate vs Heraclid

I will not discuss in detail the arguments for and against the
historicity of Lysander’s revolutionary scheme. The tradition
that Lysander made such plans certainly originated in the fourth
century, since Aristotle briefly refers to it (Pol. 1301b17-20).
However, the inconsistencies in our accounts have long ren-
dered the claim subject to scepticism, which I share.? Most
notably, Plutarch reports that these plans became known only
after Lysander’s death, when the Eurypontid king Agesilaus
visited his house in search of some entirely unrelated documents
and happened to stumble upon a speech written for Lysander by
the rhetorician Cleon of Halicarnassus which advocated the
replacement of the hereditary dyarchy with an elective office

must choose, the latter alternative is hugely preferable, since Lysander was
himself a Heraklid and, being very far from egalitarian, will not have wished
to cast the net too wide.” Cf. D. A. Russell, “On Reading Plutarch’s Lives,”
G&R 13 (1966) 153.

3 R. E. Smith, “Lysander and the Spartan Empire,” CP 43 (1948) 148; W.
K. Prentice, “The Character of Lysander,” A74 38 (1934) 39—40; M. A.
Flower, “Revolutionary Agitation and Social Change in Classical Sparta,” in
M. A. Flower and M. Toher (eds.), Georgica: Greek Studies in Honour of George
Cawkwell (London 1991) 81-83; A. G. Keen, “Lies about Lysander,” Papers of
the Leeds International Latin Seminar 9 (1996) 289-292; A. Powell, “Divination,
Royalty and Insecurity in Classical Sparta,” in S. Hodkinson and A. Powell
(eds.), Sparta: The Body Politic (Swansea 2010) 121-125; contra Bommelaer,
Lysandre 223-225; E. David, Sparta between Empire and Revolution (404243 B.C.):
Internal Problems and their Impact on Contemporary Greek Consciousness (Salem 1981)
13-17; Cartledge, Agesilaos 94-97.
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(Plut. Lys. 30.3—4, cf. 25.1).* Plutarch goes on to say that Agesi-
laus decided to keep the matter secret, and gives no indication
of how these plans subsequently became common knowledge
(Lys. 30.4-5, Ages. 20.4-5, Mor. 212C, 229F).

These unusual circumstances have led some scholars to
suggest that Agesilaus fabricated Lysander’s revolutionary am-
bitions in order to posthumously blacken his name.> However,
whether Lysander’s plans existed in reality or only in black
propaganda does not determine their purported nature. This
discussion hinges upon the first part of the account provided by
Plutarch in his Life of Lysander (24.3-6). Here, Plutarch engages
with both presentations of the scope of Lysander’s planned
reform: he intended to open the Spartan kingship either to all
Spartiates or to all Spartan Heracleidae. However, Plutarch
does not treat these two versions equally.

Having explained that Lysander desired to bring about a
revolutionary change because of his anger at being slighted by
Agesilaus while they were on campaign in Asia Minor (23.1—
24.2), Plutarch states that Lysander’s plans “were as follows”
(24.2-6):5

Of the Heracleidae who joined with the Dorians and came down

into the Peloponnese, a large and distinguished stock flourished

in Sparta. However, not all of these shared in the royal succession;
the kings came from only two houses, called the Eurypontidae
and Agiadae. The other Heracleidae enjoyed no special place in
the constitution on account of their good birth, but those honours
which result from virtue lay open to all who were fit. Lysander
was of such birth, and, when he had risen to great repute through

* Diodorus (14.13.8) and Cornelius Nepos (Lys. 3) present the same core
narrative, but in less detail. In particular, Diodorus does not specify Cleon of
Halicarnassus as author of the speech, and neither of them names Agesilaus
as the individual who found the speech among Lysander’s papers.

5> E.g. Powell, in Sparta: Body Politic 122.

6 Greek text of Plutarch follows the Teubner editions: K. Ziegler, Plutarch
Vitae Parallelae? 111.2 (Leipzig 1973) for the Lysander, Sulla, and Agesilaus; W.
Nachstadt, Plutarchi Moralia 11.1 (Leipzig 1933) for the Spartan Sayings and
Sayings of Kings and Commanders. All other Greek text follows the editions used
by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. All translations are my own.
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his actions and gained many friends and influence, he was irked
to see Sparta grown more powerful by his efforts, but ruled by
others of no better birth than himself, and he planned to take the
kingship away from the two houses and open it equally to all of
the Heracleidae; or, as some say, not to the Heracleidae, but to
all the Spartiates, so that the honour would go not to those de-
scended from Heracles, but to those like Heracles, judged on the
basis of virtue, which was what led Heracles to his divine honours.
And Lysander expected that, with the kingship being awarded in
this way, no Spartiate would be chosen in preference to himself.

NV 8¢ t014de. OV dvoperydéviov Awpiedoy Hpaxdelddv kol

kateABvTov gig [ledondvvnoov ToAd pev év Endptn kol Aaumpov

HvOnoe yévoc, 0 mavti 8 avtdv tiig Paciiikiic uetiv dradoyfc,

AN €Bacidevov €k duely oikwv novov Edpurnovtidon kol Ayid-

dou mpocoryopevduevol, tolg 8 dAlolg 00dEY ETépov mAfov Exely

év 1} ToArtelq d1d TV evyévelav LRETpyeV, ol & G’ dpetiig Tl

TGO TPOVKEWVTO TOIC duVOEVOLS. ToOTmY 0DV yeyovig O Av-

cavdpog, g eig 86&av tdv npdenv H{pn peydAny, kol eidovg

gxéxtnto ToAlovg kol dhvouy, HxBeto v mOAY 6pdY VP’ 0LTOD
uev avavouévny, v’ £tépav 8¢ Paoctievouévny, o0dEv BéATiov
o0T0D yeyovotmyv, kol O1evoelto Ty dpymy €k Tdv dvelv oikwv
petootnoog eigc xowodv dmodolvor naotv HpoxAeidong, wg &

gviot pactv, ody HpoxAeldog dAAY Tnaptidrong, Tv’ <> uh 1@V

4o’ ‘Hpaxréovg dAAL TdV olog ‘HpoxAiic 10 yépog, dpetii kpt-

vopévav, N kdkelvov eig Oedv tipog dviyayev. fAmle 8¢ Thc

Baoidetlag oVtm dikalouévng 0vdéva Tpod odtod Troptidny Gv

aipedfoecbor.

Plutarch provides a substantial excursus in explanation of
Lysander’s plan to open the kingship to all of the Spartan Hera-
cleidae; he then briefly adds to this that “some say” Lysander
intended a more expansive reform, opening the kingship to all
Spartiates. All told, he dedicates some thirteen lines of Greek (in
the Teubner edition) to the Heraclid version, compared with
three lines for the Spartiate, within which he justifies that version
also with reference to Heracles. In short, Plutarch invests signifi-
cantly more attention in the Heraclid version of Lysander’s
reform at this point.

This strongly contrasts with the Life of Agesilaus, where Plutarch
clearly states that Lysander intended to open the kingship to all
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the Spartiates (8.3: énefovAevev Omog TV dvETY olkwV TV Boct-
Aetav Gpeldpevog eig péocov amootv amodoin Iroptidrtotg). It
also differs, if more subtly, from later in the Life of Lysander.
Plutarch says that Lysander intended to obtain the appearance
of divine sanction for his reform by producing a “previously
unrevealed” oracle of Apollo (26.1-6); this recommends that it
would be better for the Spartans if they selected their kings from
out of “the best of the citizens” (26.5: &g Guewvov €in kol Awiov
IrOPTIOTOLG €K TOV APLOTOV TOAMTOV CilpOLUEVOLS TOVG Pact-
Aéog). Later, Plutarch describes how Agesilaus found the speech
by Cleon of Halicarnassus among the deceased Lysander’s
papers (30.3-5, cf. 25.1); this similarly proposes that the royal
honour be taken away from the Agiad and Eurypontid lineages,
and granted to “the best” (30.4: &g xpn 1@V Evpurovtiddv kol
Ayioddv v Pactieiov doelouévoug eig péoov Betvan kol mot-
eloBon v aipectv éx OV dpiotov). In these two instances we
find no mention of Heracles or Heracleidae. The emphasis
which Plutarch earlier granted to the Heraclid version of the
reform is absent. One might argue that Plutarch’s use of the term
aristos means “best” in every sense, implicitly including the cri-
terion of Heraclid descent.” Certainly, in Sparta (and elsewhere)
Heraclid descent will have figured positively in assessing an indi-
vidual’s worth. However, given the two versions of the reform
which Plutarch has already presented at this point in his nar-
rative, I am not convinced that ék 1@V dpilotev is implicitly
equivalent to “from among the Heracleidae (and only the Hera-
cleidae).” The language is ambiguous, and perhaps deliberately
s0.

Heracles 1s also absent from Plutarch’s Comparison of Lysander
and Sulla. Here, assessing the respective revolutionary activities
of these two figures, Plutarch speaks approvingly of Lysander’s
planned reform (2.1-4):

Lysander did indeed attempt to change the constitution, as we

have said, but by means both more moderate and more legal than

Sulla’s. For it was by persuasion, not by arms, and not overturn-

7 Cf. Bernini, St 3 (1985) 217-218.
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ing everything altogether, like Sulla, but simply reforming the
institution of the kingship. Indeed, it seemed but natural justice
that the best of the best should rule the city which led Greece on
account of its virtue, rather than its good birth. For just as a
hunter seeks out a particular hound, not the offspring of a particu-
lar bitch, and the horseman a particular horse, not the offspring
of a particular mare (for what if from a horse a mule is born?), just
so a politician makes a grave error if he asks not what sort of man
a ruler is, but of what father he is. For that matter, the Spartans
themselves removed from power some of their kings on the
grounds that they were not regal, but rather diminutive and good
for nothing; and if weakness even on the part of one of good fam-
ily is dishonourable, then what is honourable is not virtue gained
by good birth, but virtue of itself.
émexelpnoe pev odv 6 AVoavdpog Mg elpnTon HeETAGTHoOL T TEPT
mMv moAlteiov, mpodtepov <d&> kol voupumtepov 1 TVAAoG:
ne1fo1 yap, o0 S SmAmv, 00¢ TdvTa GLAANPINY dvoupdv domep
gkelvog, GAN adty €navopBoduevog Ty kotdotacty 1OV Po-
GIAL@V - 0 Kol UGEL TOL dlkoov £80KeL, TOV €€ dploTmv ApLoTOV
dpyew év model thg ‘EALGSog Nyovpévn 81 dpetiv, ob 01 edyé-
velaw. Oomep yop kuvnyog o {ntel 10 €k Kuvdg, AALL KOV, Kol
innikOg Tnmov, 0¥ 10 €€ Tnmov (Tl Yap, av €€ Tnrmov fuiovog yévn-
T0L;), OVT® KO O TOALTIKOG GLpopTAGETON TOD TovTOG, €0v U Entiy
T0V dpyovta Tig 0Ty, GAA’ €K Tivog. adTol Y€ Tol TmopTIoToL
Baoidevoviag éviovg dpeilovto Ty dpxnv, o¢ 00 Pactiikoie,
GALL pordAoVG Kol TO uNdEV Svtog - £l ¢ woior kol PETO YEVOUC
drpov, 008’ dpetn S’ edyévelav, AAN &o’ Eovthic EvTiuov.

We should not automatically assume that we can directly and
unproblematically combine Plutarch’s comments here with
those he makes in the Life of Lysander itself. The relationship be-
tween the Comparisons and the Lives to which they relate is
complex, and this is compounded by the fact that Plutarch’s
pairing of Lysander and Sulla is generally regarded as one of the
most enigmatic in terms of the moral messages it seeks to con-
vey.® There are occasions where Plutarch’s statements and inter-

8 For discussions of the Lysander-Sulla see P. A. Stadter, “Paradoxical
Paradigms: Lysander and Sulla,” in Plutarch and the Historical Tradition (London
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pretations in a Comparison expand upon, adjust, or in some
cases even contradict those in the relevant Life.? One reason for
this 1s that the Comparisons are more rhetorical in character.
Plutarch is attempting to provide the best possible defence of
both of the figures in question. Thus, in this case, his insistence
upon the mildness of Lysander’s planned reforms, and the fact
that they were milder than Sulla’s revolutionary actions, form
part of his defence of Lysander.

Bearing this caveat in mind, however, Plutarch’s discussion in
the Comparison certainly does not appear to be concerned with
the Heraclid version of Lysander’s planned reform. Plutarch
supports Lysander by reasoning that the leader of a state should
be the best individual available and that the best individual 1s
determined, not by his birth, but by his virtue. Plutarch’s several
analogies illustrate this point, and at the beginning and end of
his discussion he explicitly contrasts arete and eugeneia. If we return
to his excursus on the Spartan Heracleidae in the Life of Lysander,
we find the same explicit contrast, with eugeneia denoting Hera-
clid descent: other than the royal lineages, the Heracleidae of
Sparta enjoy no special place in the constitution on account of
their good birth (24.3: & v evyévelawv), but those honours
which result from virtue (&n’ dpetiig) lie open to all who are fit;
Lysander was irked to see Sparta ruled by men of no better birth
than himself (24.4: 008&v BéATi0v 010T0D YeyovOT®V); opening the
kingship to all Spartiates would grant it to those who resembled
Heracles in virtue, rather than those descended from Heracles

1992) 41-55; T. E. Duff, Plutarch’s Lives: Exploring Virtue and Vice (Oxford 1999)
161-204; J. M. Candau Mordén, “Plutarch’s Lysander and Sulla: Integrated
Characters in Roman Historical Perspective,” A7P 121 (2000) 453-478. Cf.
T. E. Duff, “Moral Ambiguity in Plutarch’s Lysander-Sulla,” in J. M. Mossman
(ed.), Plutarch and his Intellectual World (Swansea 1997) 169-188.

9 Duft, Plutarch’s Lwes 200—204; Duff goes further, suggesting that Plutarch
wants to “problematize” the cases of Lysander and Sulla, and so encourage
his readers to make their own judgement. Cf. his “Plutarch’s Liwes and the
Critical Reader,” in G. Roskam and L. van der Stockt (eds.), Virtues for the
People: Aspects of Plutarchan Ethics (Leuven 2011) 74-75.
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(24.5: uM 1@V &’ ‘HpokAéoug, dALG TV otog ‘HpokAfic 10 yépoaic,
Gpeth kKpvopévov, 1| kakelvov eig Bedv tipog dviyoyev).

So, to recap, Plutarch provides us with a clear statement of the
Spartiate version of Lysander’s planned reform in the Life of
Agesilaus; a presentation of both possibilities in the Life of Lysander
which gives significantly more attention to the Heraclid version;
ambiguous references later in the Life of Lysander; and a discussion
in the Comparison of Lysander and Sulla which seems to concern it-
self with the Spartiate version of the reform.

Plutarch’s source(s)

As always, a major concern for scholars has been to identify
Plutarch’s sources. For the bulk of his narrative regarding Lysan-
der’s revolutionary machinations, Ephorus’ identity as a major
source 1s mercifully obvious. Plutarch at two points directly cites
Ephorus as his source for elements of his narrative (Lys. 25.3,
30.3). Furthermore, Diodorus Siculus, who makes extensive use
of Ephorus as a source for fourth-century history,'® matches
Plutarch’s account in a number of details: Lysander’s attempted
bribery of the Pythia (14.13.3, cf. Plut. Lys. 25.3); his similar
efforts at Dodona (14.13.4, cf. Lys. 25.3) and at the sanctuary of
Ammon in Cyrene (14.13.5, cf. Lys. 25.3); his successful self-
defence in a trial for the latter attempt (14.13.7, cf. Lys. 25.4);
and the ultimate discovery, after his death, of the incriminating
speech among his papers (14.13.8, cf. Lys. 30.3—4). Both ac-
counts even include the minor detail of the name of the indi-
vidual through whom Lysander sought to bribe the oracle at
Dodona, though, likely because of corruption of the manuscript
traditions, they report this as Pherecrates (Diod. 14.13.4) and
Pherecles (Plut. Lys. 25.3).

10 That Ephorus was a major source for Books 14 and 15 of Diodorus is
acknowledged, even by those scholars who rightly stress Diodorus’ originality
as an author. See G. L. Barber, The Historian Ephorus (Cambridge 1935); K.
S. Sacks, Diodorus Siculus and the First Century (Princeton 1990) 13; P. J.
Stylianou, A Historical Commentary on Diodorus Swulus, Book 15 (Oxford 1998) 49;
P. Green, Diodorus Siculus, Books 11-12.37.1 (Austin 2006) 7 n.35, 27; G. Par-
meggiani, Fforo di Cuma: Studi di storiografia greca (Bologna 2011) 391.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 58 (2018) 523-541



PHILIP JOHN VICTOR DAVIES 531

However, all of Diodorus’ testimony only displays awareness
of the Spartiate version of Lysander’s reform.!! Diodorus ex-
plicitly describes Lysander’s goal as being not only to have the
kings selected “from out of all the Spartiates/citizens” (14.13.2:
KOWNV €K TAVI®V ZRapTloutdv motfjcol v aipeswy 1oV Po-
ciréwv; 14.13.8: nelcov €€ Oamdviov TV TOMIDY OUpETOVG
yivesBou Bacirelg), but also to destroy the rule of the Hera-
cleidae (14.13.2: d1evoelto kotoAboot v 1OV ‘Hpoxdelddv
Baoidelov; 14.13.8 nepl thig 100 Avcdvdpov tpoatpécemg eig 10
kotoAboot tovg &’ ‘HpokAéovg BaciAelg). If we allow the as-
sumption that Diodorus’ narrative on this tOplC broadly follows
Ephorus’, this suggests that Ephorus was a major source for Plu-
tarch’s narrative, but not for the Heraclid version of Lysander’s
reform.!?

Faced with this conclusion, some scholars have sought to
identify an alternative source for this aspect of Plutarch’s nar-
rative.!3 However, we have very little evidence upon which to
base any such identification. Plutarch does attribute part of his
narrative to “one who was both a historian and a philosopher”
(25.5: dvdpog 1o6ToplKoD Kol OLAOGOPOVL AOY® KOTOKOAOL-
Onoavteg). Speculations as to who this might be include Posi-
donius, Theophrastus, and Ephorus himself.!* To my mind, the
context favours the latter identification. In the middle of his ac-
count of Lysander’s attempts to procure a false oracle supporting
his reform, Plutarch pauses, and notes that, since this conspiracy
was Intricate and complex, relying for its success “like a math-
ematical proposition” upon the completion of a succession of

11 The Heraclid version of the reform also goes unmentioned in the
account of Cornelius Nepos (Lys. 3), which similarly presents the events of
Ephorus’ narrative concerning Delphi, Dodona, Ammon, and Cleon of Hali-
carnassus. However, Nepos’ account is so heavily abbreviated that this
absence would not by itself be noteworthy.

12 Cf. Parmeggiani, Eforo di Cuma 485—486.
13 E.g. Bernini, St/ 3 (1985) 229.

14 See Bommelaer, Lysandre 191 n.99; David, Sparta between Empire and Revo-
lution 181 n.46; Bernini, St/t 3 (1985) 222; Flower, in Georgica 82 n.27.
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intermediate steps, he will follow the account of “one who was
both a historian and a philosopher.”!> Plutarch’s intention here
seems to be to highlight the sophistication of Lysander’s scheme
and the specially pertinent qualities of his existing source, rather
than to introduce a new source in a deliberately enigmatic man-
ner. At this point he has already named Ephorus as a source for
this section of his narrative (25.3).

Plutarch’s rationalisation of source traditions

Ultimately, while we should not simply assume that Plutarch
had no source other than Ephorus, we have very little basis upon
which to identify another source. Moreover, the identification of
a second source would not in itself explain the significant varia-
tion in the emphasis which Plutarch grants to the Spartiate and
Heraclid versions of Lysander’s planned reform at different
points in his writings. I suggest that we should instead seek to
explain this with reference to Plutarch’s own authorial interests
and input.'6

Heraclid descent 1s one of the first attributes with which
Plutarch characterises Lysander. At the opening of the Life, after
describing the statue of Lysander which stands in the Treasury
of the Acanthians at Delphi (1.1-3), Plutarch notes that “it is said
that Lysander’s father, Aristocleitus, was not of a royal house,
but otherwise of Heraclid lineage” (2.1: Aéyeton &8 6 Avodvdpou
notnp AplotdxAertog oixiog uev ov yevésBou Baciiiktic, GAlwg
8¢ yévoug etvon 100 1@V “HpaxAeddv).!” This, combined with

15 thv 8’ SAny émiBovAiv kol orkevopioy 100 TAAGHOTOC, 00 PordANY 0DGoY
008’ &’ GV Etuyev dpEopévny, GAAY ToAAGG Kol peyddog brobécelg, Homep
év Sroypdiupartt poBnuotikd nposhofodoay, kol 81 Anuudtov xoekendv kol
dvomopictov €ni 10 cvunépacuo Tpoiodoav, NUELS dvoypdyouey, Gvdpog
ioTopucod kol rhocdpov Adyw kotokolovBicavtec.

16 For a similar approach taken with regard to Plutarch’s and Xenophon’s
accounts of the Eurypontid succession dispute see K. M. Trego, “Agesilaus
the Puppet? The Effects of Thematic Development on Plutarch’s Story of the
Accession,” IGS 39 (2014) 39-62. Cf. C. D. Hamilton, “Plutarch and Xeno-
phon on Agesilaus,” Anc I 25 (1994) 205-212.

17 Either Plutarch or a later copyist in fact misidentifies Lysander’s father
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the immediately subsequent statement that Lysander was appar-
ently raised in poverty (2.2: £tpdon 8’ 6 Abvoavdpog év mevig),
establishes a background of ‘well-born poverty” which provides
one of Lysander’s major parallels with his comparandum,
Sulla.!®

After this, major appearances of Heraclid descent in the Life of
Lysander include Lysander’s planned reform and, a couple chap-
ters before that, the succession dispute which followed the death
of the Eurypontid king Agis I (22.6-13). Upon the death of Agis,
claim to the Eurypontid kingship was contested by his supposed
son, Leotychidas, who was rumoured to be illegitimate, and his
half-brother, Agesilaus. Concurrences in various details of con-
tent and language indicate that Xenophon (Hell. 3.3.1-3.3.4)
was Plutarch’s main source for this episode,'? although Plu-
tarch’s account unsurprisingly places greater emphasis upon the
role played by Lysander.?0

According to Plutarch, Leotychidas’ case was aided by one
Diopeithes, “a man well-reputed with regard to oracles” (22.10:

here, since both Pausanias and epigraphic evidence name him as Aristocritus
(6.3.14: &Bdvatov ndtpa kol Apiotoxpite kAéog Epymv, Adcovdp’, ékteléo-
ag 80Eav Exerg dpetdc, cf. IG 112 1385.20, 1388.32, 1400.15, 1407.32).

18 Stadter, in Plutarch and the Historical Tradition 44. Plutarch tells us that
Sulla’s family had patrician status but was of modest means (Sull. 1.1-7). For
a broader discussion of Plutarch’s use of ancestors to indicate key char-
acteristics of the individual, or key themes in their Life, see Duft, Plutarch’s
Lives 310-311. For discussion of the traditions regarding Lysander’s origins
see Bommelaer, Lysandre 36—38. Cf. I. Malkin, “Lysander and Libys,” CQ 40
(1990) 541-545.

19 In addition to the specific parallels cited here see C. Mossé, “L’Image de
Sparte dans les vies paralleles de Plutarque,” in N. Birgalias et al. (eds.), 7he
Contribution of Ancient Sparta to Political Thought and Practice (Athens 2002) 303—
304, for the general prevalence of Xenophon as a source for Plutarch’s Life of
Lysander.

20 For a fuller analysis of the divergences between the extant narratives of
this dispute see D. R. Shipley, A Commentary on Plutarch’s Life of Agesilaos: Re-
sponse to Sources in the Presentation of Character (Oxford 1997) 79-95; Trego, ICS
39 (2014) 39-62.
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Atomelfng, dvip evddkipog émt ypnoporoyiq, cf. Xen. Hell.
3.3.3: AtomeiBng 8¢, udho ypnopordyog évip), who adduced an
oracle warning against a “lame kingship” (22.11: un 6€0ev &prti-
nodog PAaot ywAn Baciiela, cf. Xen. 3.3.3: pvAd&acBor v
oAV Pacideiov). Lysander argued in response, in support of
Agesilaus, that the oracle should be interpreted as referring not
to Agesilaus’ lameness (22.12: 00 yop 6v TpooTTaioOS TIG OpYN
Aoxedonpovimv, dvoyepaivety tov Bedv, cf. Xen. 3.3.3: ovx
ofo1to 1ov Beov 10010 KeAevewy puAdEacBou, un tpoontaicog
T1g xwAevoon), but to the prospect of those who are illegitimate
and basely born ruling, rather than Heracleidae (22.12: &Alo
oAy eivor v Booideioy, el véBor kol kokdg yeyovdteg Po-
clevoovot <kol un> ‘HpaxAedor,?! cf. Xen. 3.3.3: un ovk @v
100 Yévoug Baciiedoete. TaVTATOGL Yop Gv YoMV eival Thy
Baothetav omote un ot &’ “HpaxAéovg thg noOAemwg Nyo1vTo).

Plutarch’s Lysander perhaps does not state his case quite as
emphatically as Xenophon’s, who warns that “the kingship will
be lame in every sense when the descendants of Heracles no
longer rule the city.” However, in both accounts the significance
of Heraclid descent as a prerequisite for Spartan kingship is
clear. Plutarch also stresses this point at the outset of his account,
where he tells us that Lysander persuaded Agesilaus to contest
the succession on the grounds that he was a legitimate Heraclid
(22.6: 6 Aboavdpog Eretcev adtov dvtilopPdvesBon thig Po-
olhetog, og HpokAieldnv 6vta yvnoov). Following Xenophon,
Plutarch’s account of the succession dispute ascribes to Lysander
explicit endorsement of Heraclid descent as an essential attribute
for Spartan kings.

Shortly after this, however, Plutarch begins to discuss Lysan-
der’s plans to reform the Spartan kingship, following a principal
source (Ephorus) who appears to have presented this exclusively
as an attempt to open the kingship to all Spartiates. These two
source traditions conflict in their presentation of Lysander’s atti-
tudes towards Heraclid descent and Spartan kingship. One

21 T follow Ziegler’s emendation. Alternatively, following Sintenis, Lysan-
der argues that the oracle warns against the prospect of the illegitimate and
basely-born ruling “alongside Heracleidae” (<obv> ‘HpoaxAetdorg).
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might dismiss this apparent conflict as a product of Lysander’s
duplicity, a characteristic which Plutarch emphasizes (Lys. 7.5~
8.5). By this interpretation Lysander’s endorsement of Heraclid
descent as an essential attribute for Spartan kings was a tactical
manoeuvre to help secure the Eurypontid kingship for Agesilaus,
and he felt no compunction in abandoning that principle when
it was in his interests to do so. However, 1 think it is no co-
incidence that at this point in his narrative Plutarch presents in
detail the Heraclid version of Lysander’s planned reform—a
version which avoids the conflict between these two source tra-
ditions, and which is not obviously apparent later in the Life of
Lysander, or in the Comparison of Lysander and Sulla, and directly
contradicts the account Plutarch gives in his Life of Agesilaus.

Itis possible that the incongruity of these two source traditions
led Plutarch to draw at this point in his narrative upon a now
unknown source, who presented the Heraclid version of Lysan-
der’s planned reform. However, Plutarch may well himself have
developed a scenario which rationalized the discrepancies of
these source traditions, and simultaneously served to re-empha-
size Lysander’s own Heraclid descent. Such a rationalisation will
have required a degree of inventiveness on Plutarch’s part, but
would be entirely in keeping with the ‘creative reconstruction’ of
which scholars have observed he is more than capable.?? Indeed,

22 (. Pelling, “Truth and Fiction in Plutarch’s Lives,” in Plutarch and History:
Eyghteen Studies (London 2002) 156 (reprinted and updated from D. A. Russell
(ed.), Antonine Literature [Oxford 1990]): “He does not always behave as we
would, certainly; he tidies and improves, and in some cases he must have
known that he was being historically inaccurate. But the process has limits,
and the untruthful tidying and improving is never very extensive. The big
changes, the substantial improvements tend to come where he could gen-
uinely claim—*‘yes, it must have been like that’.” See also, although primarily
with reference to Roman Lives, “Plutarch’s Adaptation of his Source-
material,” in Plutarch and History 91-116 (reprinted and updated from 7HS
100 [1980] 127-140). Cf. Mossé, in Contribution of Ancient Sparta 303. For an
example of Plutarch’s reworking of material elsewhere in his Spartan Lives
see his alteration of the significance of the earthquake cited by Agesilaus as
evidence of Leotychidas’ illegitimacy (Ages. 3.9, cf. Xen. Hell. 3.3.2), discussed
by Shipley, Plutarch’s Life of Agesilaos 88-90.
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he may have applied a similar rationale to those scholars who
have preferred the Heraclid to the Spartiate version of this re-
form: it was a more moderate proposal and was in sympathy
with Lysander’s own Heraclid descent.

Plutarch’s adaptation of source material

Thus far, we have considered the narratives of Lysander’s
planned reform which Plutarch presents in his Lives. However,
comparison with Plutarch’s Spartan Sayings may allow us to gain
insight into how he adapted source material to serve those
narratives. Such comparison hinges upon the vexed question of
the relationship between Plutarch’s Lives and his two anecdote
collections—the Spartan Sayings and the Sayings of Kings and Com-
manders. Among recent discussion of this topic, Pelling suggests
understanding both collections as works in their own right, while
Stadter identifies the Spartan Sayings as a “working document,”
the Spartan section of a personal anecdote collection which
Plutarch amassed over an extended period and drew upon in
composing his published works.??

For my own part, I agree with Stadter. He considers both
collections separately and persuasively argues for the rougher
quality of the Spartan Sayings.>* Pelling’s analysis deals primarily
with the Sayings of Rings and Commanders, and he acknowledges the
possibility that for the Spartan Sayings Stadter’s model may be

23 C. Pelling, “The Apophthegmata Regum et Imperatorum and Plutarch’s
Roman Lives,” in Plutarch and History 65-91; P. A. Stadter, “Plutarch’s Com-
positional Technique: The Anecdote Collections and the Parallel Lives,” GRBS
54 (2014) 665-686, esp. 666—674. On the Sayings of Kings and Commanders see
also M. Beck, “Plutarch to Trajan: The Dedicatory Letter and the Apo-
phthegmata Collection,” in P. A. Stadter and L. Van der Stockt (eds.), Sage
and Emperor: Plutarch, Greek Intellectuals, and Roman Power in the Time of Trajan
(Leuven 2002) 163-173.

24+ Unlike the Sayings of Kings and Commanders, the Spartan Sayings contains
duplicate entries: Stadter, GRBS 54 (2014) 666. Also, the anecdotes attributed
to Lycurgus, Lysander, and Agesilaus in the latter each follow the same order

as in the corresponding Life, suggesting that they reflect Plutarch’s prepara-
tion of those Lives (Stadter 666—668).
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correct.?> At the same time, there is significant common ground
between the two scholars. While Stadter regards the anecdotes
in the Spartan Sayings as being close to the original source mater-
ial, he acknowledges that they are not verbatim extracts, rather
paraphrases and free summaries which potentially introduce
new elements and emphases.?6 Conversely, while Pelling’s
model implies that these anecdotes have gone through at least
two stages of adaptation, it still allows that they may preserve a
stage of development prior to their equivalents in the Lives; this
1s because Pelling argues that the anecdote collections draw not
(or not exclusively) upon the Lives themselves, but upon the Aypo-
mnemata or draft versions of the Lives.?’

Ciritically, neither scholar seeks to resurrect the once common
understanding of the anecdote collections as digests of material
drawn from the Lives.?® The one or more levels of ‘handling’ by
Plutarch which, by either interpretation, the anecdotes in the
Spartan Sayings have undergone mean that we cannot treat them
as if they directly represent his ‘raw’ source material. However,
in the absence of an independently-extant source (such as Xen-
ophon provides for various sections of Plutarch’s Spartan Lives),

25 Pelling, Plutarch and History 84—85.

26 Thus Stadter notes that the recounting in the Spartan Sayings of the
encounter between Agesilaus and Megabates contains an accusation of
cowardice not found in Xenophon, seemingly added by Plutarch: GRBS 54
(2014) 670, 672.

27 'The hypomnemata from which the anecdotes were drawn will already have
reflected the major narrative strategies and concerns of the Lives for which
they were drafts; Plutarch will then have condensed the anecdotes to suit the
concise style appropriate to an anecdote collection: Pelling, Plutarch and History
75-76.

28 Many scholars have noted the flaws of such an identification, such as the
presence within the anecdote collections of material not found in the Lives
(and vice versa), and the divergences apparent in the form and ordering of
some of the shared anecdotes. For discussion see F. Fuhrmann, Plutarque:
Oeuvres Morales 111 (Paris 1988) 132—140; C. Santaniello, Plutarco: Detti der Lace-
demont (Naples 1995) 13—-19; D. del Corno, “Introduzione,” in G. Zanetto,
Plutarco: Le Virta di Sparta (Milan 1996) 32-35; Pelling, Plutarch and History 70.
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the text preserved in the Spartan Sayings may provide instructive
insight into the ways in which Plutarch adapted source material
in composing his Lives.?

To give one example, the Life of Lysander, the Spartan Sayings,
and the Sayings of Rings and Commanders each preserve an anecdote
in which someone criticises Lysander’s willingness to gain vic-
tories through deceit and he blithely retorts that “where the
lion’s skin is lacking, it must be patched up with that of the fox”
(Lys. 7.6: 6mov yop M AeovTi UN £QIKVETTOL, TPOCPOTTEOV EKET
mv dAorexiiv). In the Life, the complaint is that “Heracleidae
should not wage war by deceit” (7.6: t@v 8’ d&lovvtwv un tole-
uetv peta S6Aov tovg G’ HpokAéovg yeyovotag); in the other
two instances the complaint is that to gain victory through deceit
is “not worthy of Heracles” (Mor. 190E: npdg 8¢ T00¢ Wwéyovtag
aOTOV £ml 1@ 017 Amatng T0 TOAAG TpdooeEV Og Gvaglov ToD
‘HpoxAéovg; 229B: mpog 8¢ Tovg wéyovtog adTov €mt @ O
amatng o mAelota mpattely ag avaglov tod ‘HpaxAéovg kol
30A®, 0V dvtikpug katopBodvia). Keeping in mind the caveats
expressed above, this divergence may indicate that in composing
the Life of Lysander, Plutarch took an anecdote which called upon
Heracles in a more generic manner and subtly adapted the text
to explicitly invoke him as an ancestor, thus further highlighting
Lysander’s Heraclid descent.

Similar insight is provided by the anecdote about Agesilaus’
discovery of the speech written for Lysander by Cleon of Hali-
carnassus. In the Life of Agesilaus this speech is reported in brief
as proposing a change to the constitution (20.4: Tept TpoyUOTOV
KOVAV Kol HETOOTAGENS T0D moAMtedpotog). This version is also
preserved under Agesilaus’ name in the Spartan Sayings (Mor.

29 On Plutarch’s manipulation of anecdotes to fit different literary contexts
see also M. Beck, Plutarch’s Use of Anecdotes in the Lives (diss. Univ. of North
Carolina 1998), and “Plato, Plutarch and the Use and Manipulation of
Anecdotes in the Lives of Lycurgus and Agesilaus: History of the Laconic
Apophthegm,” in A. Pérez Jiménez et al. (eds.), Plutarco, Platin y Aristoteles
(Madrid 1999) 173-187; P. A. Stadter, “Notes and Anecdotes: Observations
on Cross-Genre Apophthegmata,” in A. G. Nikolaidis (ed.), The Unity of Plu-
tarch’s Work: Moralia Themes in the Lives, Features of the Lives in the Moralia (Berlin
2008) 53—66.
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212C: mepl TPOYUATOV KOVOV Kol LETAOTAGEMG TOD TOATED-
uatog). However, under Lysander’s name, a version is presented
which combines elements found at two different points in the Life
of Lysander. First we are told, in the same language as in the Life
of Lysander, that Cleon’s speech proposed that the kingship be
taken away from the Agiad and Eurypontid lineages, and
opened up to “the best” (229F: xpn 10V Ebpurovtiddv kot Ayio-
dav v Bacidetlay dpelopévoug eic pécov Betvor kol moteloBon
mv aipectv £k 1OV apiotmv). In the Sayings, however, this pro-
posal 1s followed by a justification that thus the kingship would
go to those alike to Heracles in virtue, rather than those de-
scended from Heracles (woc un Tov G’ Hpouc?»aoug, AN
<T®V> olog Hpouc?mg T GPETR KPVOUEVOV TO YEPOS ), T KOKET-
vog eig Bedv Tiudg vAyOn). This is the same rationale, in almost
the same language, which Plutarch provides in the Life of Lysander
for the Spartiate version of Lysander’s reform (24.5: v’ <fj> un
1@v &’ ‘Hpoxdéovg dALS tdv olog HpaxAfic 10 vépoac, dpeth
KpopEvav, | kdkelvov eig Bedv Tinog dviyoryev).

This suggests the possibility that, in incorporating this anec-
dote into his Life of Lysander, Plutarch split it in two.3? He took the
rationale for opening the kingship to all Spartiates, which
originally had a specific context in the speech of Cleon of Hali-
carnassus, and instead employed it as a more general statement
when he first explains this version of Lysander’s planned reform.
On one level, it is not surprising that Plutarch should wish to
make use of this statement at this point: the contrast which it
draws between arete and eugeneia in relation to Heracles is succinct
and expressive. However, this relocation also has other con-
sequences which were arguably factors in his choice. Relying
upon this concise justification at 24.5 maintains the brevity of

30 This interpretation works under either Stadter’s or Pelling’s model.
Following Pelling’s model, an alternative hypothesis would be that the two
elements—proposal and rationale—were in fact separate in the hypomnema,
but Plutarch brought them together when he composed the Spartan Sayings.
However, bringing together two unrelated sections of text in order to create
a longer, fuller anecdote would appear to run contrary to Plutarch’s general
trend in the Sayings towards compression and concision.
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Plutarch’s engagement with the Spartiate version of the reform
relative to the significantly longer discussion of the Heraclid ver-
sion which immediately precedes it. It also creates a thematic
connection between the two, reinforcing Heracles/Heracleidae
as a key issue. In short, the use at this point of the rationale
drawn from Cleon’s speech helps to create the primacy which
Plutarch here appears to grant the Heraclid version of Lysan-
der’s planned reform.

Detaching the rationale from the rest of the anecdote also
subtly alters how we understand Cleon’s speech. The substance
of this anecdote, if not its precise language, probably derives
from Ephorus; Plutarch directly names Ephorus in the Life of
Lysander as his source for the speech’s post-mortem discovery
(30.3). As presented in the Spartan Sayings, with the rationale, the
anecdote clearly associates the speech with the Spartiate version
of Lysander’s planned reform.3! I have argued above that, as
presented in the Life, without the rationale, Cleon’s speech and
within it the phrase £k t@v dpiotwv is still not obviously sug-
gestive of the Heraclid version of the reform. However, it is am-
biguous, and can be thought to refer to either of the versions
which Plutarch presents in that work. One might even suggest
that this ‘constructive ambiguity’ was Plutarch’s initial motiva-
tion for removing the rationale from its original context. In inte-
grating this anecdote into his Life of Lysander, Plutarch appears to
have adapted it to accommodate the Heraclid version which, I
suggest, he had himself developed.

To summarise my argument, the representation of Lysander’s
planned reform of Sparta’s dual-kingship in Plutarch’s corpus is
inconsistent. Ephorus was a, quite possibly the, major source for
Plutarch’s account of that reform, but not for the Heraclid ver-
sion which features within that account. However, rather than
identifying or hypothesizing another source, this is one of the
many instances where variations within Plutarch’s narratives or
divergences between Plutarch and his sources should be under-
stood by looking to his own authorial interests and input. In

31 This corroborates our connection (above) of Ephorus with the Spartiate
version of the reform.
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writing his Life of Lysander, 1 argue, Plutarch constructed the
Heraclid version of Lysander’s reform himself, in response to the
seeming conflict between the Ephorean tradition of that reform
and the Xenophontic tradition of Lysander’s earlier statements
regarding Heraclid descent and Spartan kingship.

This has implications for historical discussions of this subject.
Faced with the two versions of this reform presented in our
sources, scholars have generally favoured the Heraclid over the
Spartiate. This has been on the basis of practical considerations
as to why Lysander should have preferred to propose opening the
kingship only to all Spartan Heracleidae. The question whether
we should regard Lysander’s planned reform as historical reality
or merely ‘black propaganda’ remains open to debate. In either
case, however, I suggest that itis in terms of opening the kingship
to all Spartiates that we should conceive those plans.??
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32 This article represents a development of a section of my doctoral thesis.
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