AMMONIUS ON THE DELPHIC E

THE purpose of this paper is to investigate the source of Plutarch’s inspiration
for the impressive discourse which he presents from the lips of Ammonius in the
De E apud Delphos, and in particular for the following much-quoted passage :!
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De E apud Delphos 393 A-393 c.2

Both Norden and Diels believed, rather surprisingly, that in invoking the
supreme divinity as é Plutarch had Heraclitus in mind, though Diels suggests
that Plutarch was probably thinking of Xenophanes too.3 There are certainly
fragments of Heraclitus which might justify the ascription to him of the equa-
tion év = feds.* In practice, however, it does not seem that this conception was
related to his name in the doxographic tradition.s In the case of Xenophanes

! In antiquity the passage in question
attracted in particular the attention of the
Christian Fathers. Eusebius (Praep. Evang.
11. 11, PG 21, cols. 876-80) quotes a lengthy
extract from the De E ap. Delph. beginning at
ofre odv dpufudy . . . (391 F) and stretching
down to . .. 7o u1 dvros (393 B). Cyril of
Alexandria quotes from 4AX’ éo7w 6 0eds, . . .
(393 A) down to . . . damep dv 76 & (393 B) at
Adv. FJul. 8 (PG 76, col. go8). Theodoretus
(Graec. aff. cur. 2. 108, PG 83, col. 860)
quotes from 392 E: 7{ odv éare 70 aldiov, kal
dyéwnrov, kal ddbaprov; & xpdvos oddels
pneraBoliy émdyer. Since his version differs
considerably from the accepted text we must
assume that Theodoretus, or his authority,
was quoting from memory. This in itself is an
indication of the popularity of the De E ap.
Delph.

2 There are certain textual difficulties,

which do not, however, affect the present
discussion. I quote from Plutarque: Sur PE de
Delphes, texte et traduction avec une intro-
duction et des notes par R. Flaceliére
(Annales de I’Université de Lyon, 3¢ série,
Lettres, fasc. 11, Paris, 1941).

3 See E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (rp.
Darmstadt, 1956), pp. 231-3, where Norden
quotes a private communication from Diels.

4 Cf. in particular DK 22 B 32 & 76 godov
podvov Aéyeslar ovk é0éder kal é9éder Zmpos
Svopa.

5 There is, to my knowledge, no pre-
Neoplatonic counterpart to Plot. Enn. 5. 1. g
kai ‘Hpdkleiros 8¢ 70 & oldev didiov kal
vonToV: TG Yap odpata yverar del kal péovra.
It should be noted that the doctrine which
Plotinus here ascribes to Heraclitus re-
sembles only superficially that of the De E.
Plutarch contrasts God and man in respect
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this ascription was actually made,! and indeed Xenophanes himself had paved
the way for it.2

I do not believe that Plutarch can have had Heraclitus in mind. The god who
is invoked as év is identified with a conception of being as immutable that owes
much to Plato, in particular to the discussion of ypdvos and aldv at Timaeus
37 ¢—38 c. There can be no justification for relating this conception to Heracli-
tus. If Plutarch has made reference to Heraclitus in the preceding pages? his
purpose was only to draw a contrast between immutable being and Heraclitean
flux. Finally, if Plutarch had Heraclitus in mind, then one must suppose that
the plural form évow 7&v madawdv refers to a single philosopher and is intended
as a stylistic elegance. There are, however, basic objections to this view. (1) It
seems unlikely that Plutarch would have used the phrase éot 7é&v madai@v thus
without at the same time making it obvious which philosopher he had in mind ;
a sophisticated allusion of this kind is after all worthless if the object of its
reference is not apparent to the educated reader.* But in fact Plutarch has not
given any obvious indication that he was thinking of Heraclitus.5 (2) A con-
sideration of the context indicates that the locution éo. 7@y wadai@v is not
intended as a literary elegance but as an appeal to the authority of an ancient
tradition. As such it is characteristic of the philosophical attitude of the period,
and of the De E. in particular, the whole object of which is to recover the view-

point of 7ods év dpy7j mepl Tov Bedv drdooodrioartas (385 A).
If, as Diels supposed, Plutarch were thinking of both Heraclitus and
Xenophanes (a somewhat unusual combination),” then the plural form would

of being; in Plotinus, since sdpara refers to
the material universe in general, the con-
trast is impersonal.

U Cf. Arist. Metaph. A, 986P24f. (els Tov
8dov obpavov dmoPAépas TO év elval ¢mou
(sc. Xenophanes) 7év fedv), and especially
the ps.-Aristotelian MXG (= DK 2r1 4 28).

2 Cf. DK 21 B 23 €ls feds, év 1€ feoiar kal
avlpdmoor péyiatos, odrt 8éuas Bvnroiow
Spolios 00d¢ vénua.

3 Cf. Norden, loc. cit.

4 It is interesting to compare Plutarch’s
formulation with Philo, De vit. Mos. 2. 2
dacl ydp Twes ovk dmé akomod, pévws &v
ofrw a5 médews émdodvar wpos T6 PédTiov, éav
(%) of Baoidels dudocodriowaiv 3 oi PAdaodor
Bas\evowow. Since Rep. 473 ¢ 11 L (cf. also
Ep. 7. 326 b) was a favourite Platonic com-
monplace which, in condensed form, is

specifically referred to Plato by Cicero (ad Q.

Fr. 1. 1. 29) and Jul. Capitolinus, who re-
marks that this sententia was constantly on
the lips of Marc. Aurelius (Vita 27), it can
hardly be doubted that Philo was aware that
he was presenting a paraphrase of Plato.
Thus, one must assume that the phrase ¢aoi
ydp Twes is intended as sophisticated flattery
of the educated reader who might reasonably
be expected to recognize the allusion to
Plato and to feel in consequence entitled to
pat himself on the back. Interestingly,
Justin (4p. 1. 3, PG 6, col. 332) quotes the

same sentiment with a similar indirect re-
ference to Plato: épn ydp mov kal Tis TGV
madar@dv: "Av un ol dpyovres dlocodricwaor kal
of dpydpevoL, ovk dv el Tas models evdarpovi)-
gac. It may be noted that Capitolinus’ con-
densation of Plato’s text ( florere civitates si aut
philosophi imperarent aut imperantes philoso-
pharentur) resembles that of Philo to such
a degree that one is tempted to believe that
their common source was a Hellenistic
florilegium rather than the actual text of
Plato. Cicero’s version, though somewhat
more elaborate (. . . Plato tum denique fore
beatas res publicas putavit, si aut docti ac sapientes
homines eas regere coepissent aut it qui regerent
omne suum studium in doctrina et sapientia col-
locassent), follows the same basic pattern. Cf.
also Alb. Didasc. 34, Apul. de Plat. 2. 24.

s Plutarch often quotes Heraclitus (see
W. C. Helmbold and E. N. O’Neil, Plutarch’s
Quotations (Baltimore, 1959), p. 34), but that
in so doing his general practice seems to be
to refer to him specifically by name.

6 Cf. H. Dorrie, ‘Die Schultradition im
Mittelplatonismus und Porphyrios’ (Por-
phyre, Entretiens sur I’Antiquité classique
xii [Vandceuvres-Genéve, 1966], pp. 3 ff.),
and C. Andresen, Logos und Nomos (Berlin,
1955), pp- 108 ff.

7 This in spite of Diog. Laert. g. 5 (= DK
22A1) Zwtiwr 8¢ ¢now elpnrévar Twas
Eevoddvovs adrov (sc. Heraclitus) dxmroévar.
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be natural—though Plutarch could hardly have expected his readers to divine
that it was these two he had in mind. However, I do not believe that Plutarch
can have been thinking specifically of Xenophanes and Heraclitus, for the
simple reason that his inspiration can, I hold, be shown to be primarily
Neopythagorean.!

That this is so is indicated, firstly, by Plutarch’s identification of the One
with Apollo on the ground that the name Apollo means ‘not many’, i.e. ‘one’
(a-privative and moAXd). We meet this same etymology elsewhere in Plutarch,?
in Clement of Alexandria,? in Plotinus,* in Porphyry,s in a pseudo-Plutarchean
fragment preserved by Stobaeus® and in Jo. Lydus,” whilst Macrobius refers to
it in connection with both Chrysippus® and Numenius.? That it is a Pytha-
gorean etymology is stated by Plutarch himself on the two occasions on which
he refers to it in the De Iside,’® and this is confirmed by Plotinus,'* Porphyry,’2
Stobaeus,’* and Lydus.™* Moreover P. Boyancé has shown's that the same
etymology is implied in a fragment of Philolaus’6 quoted by both Philo'7 and
Lydus.'® Macrobius’ ascription of it to Chrysippus reveals that it was used by
Stoics t00,'® but for our purpose it is sufficient to note that Plutarch regarded

this etymology as specifically Pythagorean.

For Heraclitus’ own estimate of Xenophanes
see Diog. Laert. 9. 1 (= DK 22 B 40)
modvpalin véov éxew od diddakerr ‘Halodov yap
dv édidcte kal ITvfaydpny adris 7€ Eevoddved
7€ kai “Exartaiov.

' Already Plato (Phlb. 16 ¢ 7f.) could re-
fer to the Pythagoreans as of pév madaiol,
KpeiTTOVES NU@Y Kal éyyuTépw Bedv olkodvTes.

2 De E. 388 ¥; De Iside 354 F and 381 F.

3 Strom. 1. 24, PG 8, col. g12.

4 Enn. 5. 5. 6.

5 De abst. 2. 36, p. 165. 3 fI. N.

6 Anth. I, p. 21. 26 ff. W. (cf. Diels,
Doxogr., pp. 96 fI.).

7 De mens. 2. 12, p. 33. 8 fl. W.

8 Sat. 1. 17. 7 = SVF ii. 1005.

9 Sat. 1. 17. 65 = Numenius fr. 38
Leemans AmdAwva délpiov vocant . . ., ut
Numenio placet, quasi unum et solum. ait
enim prisca Graecorum lingua §éA¢ov unum
vocari unde et frater, inquit, ddeA¢ds dicitur
quasi iam non unus. Macrobius refers to an
interpretation of Aélgios rather than of
Apollo. But clearly there would be no point
in Numenius interpreting 4éAgios as mean-
ing ‘one’ if he were not already familiar with
the Pythagorean etymology of Apollo. For
the formula unus et solus (= els kal pdvos) see
below. Cf. Apuleius, De Platone 1. 11
deorum trinas nuncupat species, quarum
est prima unus et solus summus ille, ultra-
mundanus, incorporeus.

10 354 F dokd & éywye xal 76 v povdda
Tods dvdpas (sc. the Pythagoreans) dvoud{ew
AméMwva kai v dvdda Aprepw, Abprav 8¢
v €éBSoudda, Ilooelddva 8¢ Tov mpdTov
kVUBov, dowxévar Tois éml Tav Lepdv (Spupévois
kal yAvgouévois vi) Adia kal ypagpouévois.

381 F oi 8¢ ITvBaydperor kai dpifuods kai
oxipara Oedv éxdounoav mpoanyoplais. 76 pév
yap loémAevpov Tplywvov éxdlovy Abnvav
Kopupayevi kal TpiToyéveray, 67i Tpial kabérows
Ao TGV TPLAY ywnidv dyouévais diatpeiTar 76
8’ & Amddwva whijfovs dmoddoer wal S’
dmAdTyTa Tis povddos.

1 Loc. cit. dya 8¢ kal 76 & dvopa TodTo
dpow éxeL mpos Ta modAd. Sfev kai AméAwva
of ITvfayopikoi ovuBolikds wpos dAMjAovs
éofjpawov dmoddoer TdY TOAGY.

12 Loc. cit. of yodv ITvfaydpeor mepl Tods
dpifpovs kai Tas ypapuds omovddlovres dmd
Todtwy 76 mAéov Tois Beois dmijpyovro, ToV uéy
Twa dplfuov Afnvav xalodvres, Tov 8¢ Twa
Aprepw, domep ad dAov Amédwva, kal mdAw
Aoy pév dikatoovvny, dAov 8¢ cwdpoaivyy.
Cf. Plutarch’s account in n. 10 above.

13 Anth. 1, p. 22. 1f. ér. 8¢ Tois Beois
drecd{wy énwvopalev (sc. Pythagoras) ds
Améwva pév v povdda odoav.

4 Loc. cit. of ye uqw ITvBaydpetor 7§ fyepdve
700 mavros Ty éRSuny dvarifevrai, TodreaTt
T® évi, xal pdprus *Oppeds Aéywv ofrws
€BdSun, My épidnoev dva¢ éxdepyos AméMwv.
Amd wva 8¢ pvorikds Tov &va Ayeobar
mpoeiprikapev (cf. De mens. 2. 4, p. 21 W.) dua
70 drwlev elvar 7&v moAAdv, TouTéaTL wdvov.
Cf. Clem. Alex. loc. cit. AnéMav wév rou,
HVOTIKDS “orépmow TV mWOAGY’
vooduevos, ¢ els éori eds.

Is REG Ixxvi (1963), 91 fT.

16 DK 44 B 20 éomt yap fyeudw kal dpywv
dmdvrwy, Oeds, €ls, del dv, udviyuos, drivyros,
adrds avrd Spoios, érepos T@Y GAAwY.

7 De opific. 100.

'8 De mens. 2. 12, p. 34. 1 ff. W.

19 This is indicated too by the Latin

Kara
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A further Neopythagorean feature in our text is the interpretation of
*Ijios (as though derived from the epic adjective s, {a, idv)! as meaning
els kal udvos. This latter phrase is, as Festugiére has pointed out,> a Neo-
pythagorean formula, frequently applied to the supreme deity (sometimes
in the neuter version év kai pdvov) in the Hermetica’ and in the writings of
Philo.# It is worth recalling at this point that Plutarch’s spokesman, his
teacher Ammonius, not only had Pythagorean interestss but also was from
Egypt.6 The presence in Philo, in the Hermetica and in the mouth of Ammonius
of the formula efs kal pdvos suggests that it was not merely Neopythagorean
but, more specifically, Alexandrian Neopythagorean.” Now Norden argued?®
that Ammonius’ interpretation of e/ as an invocation is in itself suggestive of
non-Greek influence. Such influence might well derive from the Alexandrian
environment.

Furthermore, as R. Flaceliére indicates,® the fanciful interpretations of
Delphic titles of Apollo put forward by Ammonius (De E 385 B—C) in his
attempt to prove that the Delphic deity was no less a philosopher than a
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version of this etymology given by Cicero,
N.D. 2. 68: Iam Apollinis nomen est
Graecum, quem solem esse volunt, . . ., cum
sol dictus sit vel quia solus ex omnibus
sideribus est tantus vel quia cum est exortus
obscuratis omnibus solus apparet. For
parallels see A. S. Pease ad loc.

1 Cf. Lydus, De mens. 4. 1, p. 64. 11f. W.
(regarding the etymology of ’Iavovdpios) . . .
9 amo Tis las dvri 7o Tis wds katd Tovs
ITvBayopeiovs.

2 La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste iv, Le
Dieu inconnu et la Gnose (Paris, 1954), pp.
18 f. See further Clem. Alex. Strom. 5. 14,
PG o, col. 193, where Clement quotes as
follows from a work entitled ITepi $voews
ascribed to the early Pythagorean Thearidas:
a dpxd T@v Svrwy, dpxa uev Svtws dAnbiwd,
pla kelva yap év dpxd@ 7é éotw év kal pdvov.

3 C.H. 4. 1 (i 49. 4), 5 (i. 51. 6), 8 (i. 52.
11); C.H. 5. 1 (i. 60. 17£); C.H. 10. 14 (i.
119. 16 fI.) ; C.H. 11. 5 (i. 149. 9) ; C.H. 14.
3 (ii. 222. 19) ; Exc. Stob. 2A. 15. The same
phrase was apparently used of this world in
the Adyos Télewos; cf. Nock-Festugiére ii.
go4 f.

4 De agric. 54; Quis rer. div. 216; Leg.
alleg. 2. 1 f.; De gig. 64. The locution, after
finding its way into Philo, soon lost its
Pythagorean ring and eventually (no doubt
via Philo) received a new home in the
Christian formulary; cf., e.g., Eusebius,
Praep. Evang. 1. 1, PG 21, col. 24, and passim.
This is particularly obvious in the case of
Pseudo-Justin’s Exhortation to the Greeks (com-
posed in the second half of the third century
after Christ?) where the fact that Pythagoras
regarded the Monad as first principle of
everything and source of all good things is
accepted as evidence that (Cohort. 19, PG 6,
col. 276) &’ dAnyoplas éva Te xal pdvov

Su8doker Oeov elvar. The formula reoccurs in
a Christian context at Cohort. 20, PG 6,
col. 276.

5 0d 70 pavAdrarov év pabnuariki pilo-
godlas Ti0éuevos (De E. 391 E).

6 On Ammonius see Zeller, D. Phil. d.

I assume that Plutarch is reproducing
substantially the teaching of Ammonius.
However, this assumption is not vital to my
argument, for Plutarch’s own interest in
Neopythagoreanism is well known and is
indeed sufficiently attested by the discourse
put forward in his own name in the De E.
(387 F-391 E). See further Zeller, D. Phil. d.
Griech., iii. ii.5 175 ff.; P. Geigenmiiller,
‘Plutarchs Stellung zur Religion und Philo-
sophie seiner Zeit’, N. Jahrb. f. klass. Alt.
xlvii (1921), 251 fl. If from no other source,
Plutarch would be familiar with Alexandrian
Neopythagoreanism (see n. 7 below) from
Eudorus’ commentary upon the Timaeus;
cf. below. Plutarch himself had visited
Alexandria in his youth, but it is not known
what he studied there; cf. Qu. conv. 678 c.

7 Recent work, above all Thesleff’s
examination of the Pythagorean pseudepi-
grapha (H. Thesleff, An Introduction to the
Pythagorean Writings of the Hellenistic Period
[Acta Academiae Aboensis, Humaniora
xxiv. 3, Aabo, 1961]), has shown that Zel-
ler’s view that Neopythagoreanism was in its
inception exclusively an Alexandrian move-
ment is improbable. To some extent,
however, the evidence of Plutarch (whom we
know to have been familiar with Alexandrian
sources) may, like that of Philo, be taken as
representative of Alexandrian speculation.

8 Loc. cit.; cf. op. cit., pp. 182 fI.

9 Sagesse de Plutarque (Paris, 1964), p.

193 n. I.
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prophet are suggestive of the Pythagorean conception of Apollo.! It is signifi-
cant that most of these titles, similarly interpreted, reappear in Ammonius’
discourse (394 A) in a dualistic scheme? which contrasts Apollo with Pluto and
is reminiscent of Pythagorean ‘Tables of Opposites’ still current in Plutarch’s
day and later.3

Finally, the frequent transition back and forth from masculine to neuter in
Ammonius’ presentation is not irrelevant to our inquiry. At 393 A deity is
introduced as ¢ feds and is described as els. At 393 B he is invoked as €7 év. He
is next referred to as 76 feiov and equated with 76 év and 76 év. Ammonius then
reverts to the masculine at 393 ¢ for the interpretations of Apollo, Ieius, and
Phoebus, but changes to neuter for the characterization of 76 év which follows.
Such transitions are easily made in Greek and need have no particular signifi-
cance. However, they are tendentious whenever, as here, they involve the
identification of a personal deity with an impersonal principle. Philo is a good
case in point. On the basis of the LXX version of Exodus §: 14 he refers to
God as ¢ av. But because of his desire to identify his God with absolute reality
conceived in impersonal Platonic terms he frequently and tendentiously sub-
stitutes for the masculine form of the participle the neuter 76 v or 76 dvrws ov.*
In precisely the same way Plutarch, in describing Apollo as 76 v, is equating
the Delphic deity with Platonic reality.s

A similar tendency is at work in the Neopythagoreans. Eudorus, an eclectic
Platonist of the first century B.c., described the transcendent One of the
Neopythagoreans as ¢ dmepdvw feds.® A similar view is referred to Pythagoras or
Pythagoreans by Aetius,” Hippolytus,® Athenagoras,® Clement of Alexandria,!®
and Iamblichus,'" and is implied in the fluctuation between efs xai pudvos and &
kai pdvov in the Neopythagorean formula which we have just been con-
sidering.

Now, whereas in view of the platonizing character of Ammonius’ discourse
it is not surprising that Plutarch equates Apollo with 76 v (i.e. Platonic
reality), his identification of that god with 7o év is of greater significance to our
inquiry. Since Albinus avoids equating his supreme deity with 76 & it may be
assumed that this identification was not simply a Middle Platonic common-
place. Its presence in our passage is a further indication of Neopythagorean
influence thereon. It seems that whereas Plutarch was susceptible to Neo-
pythagorean influence the more orthodox Albinus was not.

We may then conclude on the basis of the above evidence that the supreme

1 Cf. (as Flaceliére notes) J. Carcopino,
De Pythagore aux Apétres (Paris, 1956), pp.
45 L.

2 Cf. De Iside 369 p-371 B.

3 Cf. De Iside 3770 E; Simplicius’ report of
Eudorus’ views, in Ph. 181. 22 ff. Diels;
Porph. V.P. 38, p. 37. 2 ff. N.

+ Cf. C. H. Dodd, The Fourth Gospel
(Cambridge, 1953), p. 61.

5 Deity and intelligible reality are simi-
larly identified at De Iside 352 a. Cf. De def.
orac. 433 D—E where Plutarch identifies Apollo
with the Form of the Good.

6 Cf. Simplicius, in Ph. 181. 17 fl. Diels.
Cf. Philo, Leg. alleg. 2. 3 Téraxrar odv & feds
Kkatd 70 & kal Ty povdda, udAdov 8¢ 7 povas

kata Tov éva fedv. Cf. Festugiere, loc. cit.
(p. 188, n. 2, above).

71.3.8(D280f.) =DK58815;1.7. 18
(D 302) ITvfaydpas tév dpydv v povdda
feov kai Tdyaldv . . .

8 Haer. 1. 2, PG 16, col. 3024 povdda pév
dmedrjvaro (sc. Pythagoras) 7ov fedv.

o Suppl. 5, p. 6 Schwartz = DK 46. 4
povds oTw o feds, TodT’ éoTw €ls.

10 Protr. 6, PG 8, col. 180 odx dmoxpumréov
003¢ Tods dugl ov ITvfaydpav, of paow ‘6 uév
feos els . . .7

1t Theol. ar. p. 3. 21 f. de Falco Aéyovow
olv ravTyy (sc. Ty povdda) od wdvov Bedv,
dM\a kal vodv kai dpoevdfniuv.
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deity who is invoked by Ammonius as év is the Neopythagorean 76 év endowed
with personality as ¢ dmepdvw feds, and that consequently, as we set out to
show, the phrase évot 7dv madaudv refers to the Pythagoreans.

To attempt to define Plutarch’s source more precisely may seem rash.
Nevertheless, the following tentative line of argument seems worthy of men-
tion. At 392 A ff. Ammonius, in dwelling upon the mutability of mortal
beings as contrasted with the unshifting reality of the deity, makes reference
both to Heraclitean flux and to the theme of the ages of man.! This com-
bination of ideas was evidently a Middle Platonic commonplace? for we
meet it again in Seneca’—whose form of expression strikingly resembles
that of Plutarch*—whilst Maximus of Tyre expresses himself somewhat
similarly but without explicitly contrasting human instability and divine
immutability.5 Again, in the De Fosepho of Philo we meet the ages of man
(128) and the instability of mortal affairs (130 ff.), backed up with similes
which seem reminiscent of Heraclitus, contrasted with the permanence of the

! On this latter topic see Fr. Boll, ‘Die
Lebensalter: Ein Beitrag zur antiken Etho-
logie und zur Geschichte der Zahlen’
(Kleine Schriften zur Sternkunde des Altertums
(Leipzig, 1950), pp. 156 ff.).

2 Cf. W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des
Neuplatonismus (rp. Berlin/Ziirich, 1964),
pp. 12 fl. Theiler draws attention (op. cit.,
p- 38) to Cicero, Acad. 1. 30 f., where id quod
semper esset simplex et unius modi et tale quale
esset is contrasted with the objects of sense
perception which are ita mobiles et concitatae
ut nihil umquam unum esset constans, ne idem
quidem, quia continenter laberentur et fluerent
omnia. However, Cicero is here no longer deal-
ing with deity (cf. Acad. 1. 28 f.) but with the
simplicity of the individual Forms as can be
seen from the context (cf. Pl. Phd. 78 d).
Thus in Cicero the contrast is impersonal in
that impersonal Forms are contrasted with
impersonal physical objects, whereas in
Plutarch the contrast is between the stability
of the deity and the impermanence of man.

3 Ep. 58. 22 f. Quaecumque videmus aut
tangimus Plato in illis non numerat quae
esse proprie putat; fluunt enim et in adsidua
deminutione atque adiectione sunt. Nemo
nostrum idem est in senectute qui fuit
iuvenis; nemo nostrum est idem mane qui
fuit pridie. Corpora nostra rapiuntur flumi-
num more. Quidquid vides currit cum tem-
pore; nihil ex iis quae videmus manet; ego
ipse, dum loquor mutari ista, mutatus sum.
Hoc est quod ait Heraclitus: ‘in idem flumen
bis descendimus et non descendimus.” Manet
enim idem fluminis nomen, aqua transmissa
est. Hoc in amne manifestius est quam in
homine; sed nos quoque non minus velox
cursus praetervehit, et ideo admiror demen-
tiam nostram, quod tantopere amamus rem
fugacissimam, corpus, timemusque ne
quando moriamur, cum omne momentum

mors prioris habitus sit: vis tu non timere ne
semel fiat quod cotidie fit!

Cf. also Ep. 58. 27 Inbecilli fluvidique
inter vana constitimus: ad illa mittamus
animum quae aeterna sunt. Miremur in
sublimi volitantes rerum omnium formas
deumque inter illa versantem. . . .

4 Cf. De E 392B-D ‘‘Ilotapd yap odk
éorw éuPivau dis 7 adrd”’ kab’ ‘Hpdreirov,
008¢ Bvnris ovalas dis dpachar kara ééw- dAN’
S¢vrTL Kal TdxeL peraPoriis akidvnar kai mdAw

, - s hey oy @
auvdyer, pdlov 8’ ovd¢ mdAw o008’ ToTepov
M)’ dua ovvioTaTar kal dmodelmel kal mpdoeiat

- - ses 3y s , \
kal dmecaw. “Ofev 008’ els 16 elvar mepaivel 70
ytyvdpuevov adtis 76 undémore Mjyew und’
{oraclar Ty yéveow, aAX’ dmo amépparos del

, y PO ,
perafdAlovoay éuBpvov moieiv elra Ppédos
elra maida, pepdriov épelijs, veaviokov, eir’
dvdpa, mpeafurny, yépovra, Tds mpdiTas
dleipovoav yevéoes kal NAkias Tais ém-
yiyvopévais. AN’ fpels é&va poPovpela yedolws
Odvarov, 7dn TooovTovs TeBvnrdTes Kal Ovi-

S ¢ exro s Y
axovres. O yap udvov, ws ‘Hpdrderros édeye,
““mupos Bdvaros dép. yéveas, kai dépos Bdvaros
o , 5 ayyr x , y > s o
Udari yéveais”, AAN’ ér gadéaTepov én’ adrdv
Hudv Plelperar pev ¢ drpdlwv yuryvouévov

, Yy s g s oy,
yépovros, épldpn 8 ¢ véos eis Tov dxpdlovra,
kal ¢ mais els Tov véov, els 8¢ Tov maida To

, o s oapy 2 v g , .
vijmov: 8 77 éxBés els Tov arfuepov Té@vnkev, ¢
8¢ onjuepov els Tov alpiov dmobvijoxer.

The contrast between god and man is
explicit: fuiv uév yap Svrws Tod elvar péreoriv
008év (392 A)—dAX’ éoTw ¢ feds (393 A).

5 p. 117. 18 f. Hobein mév yap odpa pei,

Y oy , / ” .
kal ¢éperar 6€éws, Edpimov Siknv, dvw xal
kdrw (cf. Pl. Phd. 9o c), viv uév ék vnmidryros
P 2 n s Sy ap W -
els 1Py oldaivor: viv 8¢ € 1Bns eis yipas
dmovoaTodv kal vmodepdpevov. Cf. p. 3. 20 ff. H.

0 141 xal damep év Tais moumais Td TPATA
mapépxerar pevyovra Tds Sfers kdv 7ol
Xewpudppois 70 pepduevov pedpa pldver mapa-
Spapdv €y Td)xous TV katdAnw, olTw
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heavens (145 fI.).! That this whole complex of conceptions had a Pythagorean
ring is suggested by its presence in Ammonius’ discourse and rendered likely
by the occurrence also in Ovid in a ‘Pythagorean’ context of the theme of the
four ages of man, corresponding to the four seasons, in combination with
Heraclitean formulations.? It is in this connection worth remarking that the
notion of the four ages of man, linked together with that of the four seasons,3
occurred in a Hellenistic compilation entitled JTadevrindv, TloArikdv, Puokdy
and ascribed to Pythagoras,* that Diodorus Siculus refers the same notion,
similarly phrased, to the Pythagoreans,® and that Theo of Smyrna lists the
four seasons and the four ages of man consecutively as the tenth and eleventh
Tetraktys.o

In Plutarch this conception of man’s mutability is closely linked with the
Pythagorean interpretation of the name Apollo which we have been consider-
ing. Deity is one, but man, by reason of his mutability, is many: 392 D uéve: §’
obdels 008’ éorw els, dAXd yryvdueba moddoi.” Thus it is not unlikely that the
references to Heraclitus and the ages of man in connection with the notion of
man’s mutability derive from the same source as does the passage of Plutarch
which we have been considering. Since this passage presents, as we have seen,
a Neopythagorean interpretation of Platonic doctrine and is closely related to
Timaeus 37 c—38 ¢, it is not improbable that Plutarch’s source was a work deal-
ing specifically with the Timaeus.?

Now in the first century B.c. the eclectic Platonist Eudorus of Alexandria, to
whom reference has already been made, wrote a commentary upon the
Timaeus which we know to have been utilized by Plutarch.® Moreover Boyancé

kal 706 & TG Plw mpdypara ¢epdueva kal
mapelidvra pavrdleTar pév s Smopévovra,
péver 8’ 008’ én’ drapés, dAX’ del Smoodpera.

T Cf. De Cherub. 114 fI. Cf. the Hermetic
Exc. Stob. 2 A. 11 ff.

2 Met. 15. 176 ff. In particular, 214 ff.
should be compared with the passages of
Plutarch and Seneca quoted above (p. 190,
nn. 3 and 4).

On the relationship between Met. 15. 199
ff., Philo, De aetern. 58, and Ocellus Lucanus
16 see Theiler (Gromon i (1925), 151 and ii
(1926), 588 fI.).

3 See Boll, op. cit., pp. 171 ff.

+ Cf. Diog. Laert. 8. 6 fI., in particular 8.
10 diawpeitar 8¢ kai Tov Tod avBpdimov Biov
ovtws: ‘“‘Ilais elkoor érea, venviokos eikoat,
venvins eikoat, yépwv elkoor. ai 8¢ Hklar mpds
7as dpas dde avpperpor mais Eap, venviokos
0épos, venvins POwimwpov, yvépwv yeudv.”’
éo1e 8’ adTd O pév venviokos pepdriov, & 8¢
venpvins dvip. On the ITad. mod. ¢vao. see
Thesleff, op. cit. (p. 188, n. 7 above),
Pp. 20 and 32.

5 10. 9. 5. ¢ p. g8. 11 fI. Hiller.

7 Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. 23, PG 8, col.
1360 pvoTik@s odv €’ Hudv kai 76 ITvfa-
ydpewov  éXéyero, ‘‘éva  yevéobBar kal Tov
dvBpwmov Seiv.” Plot. Enn. 6. 9. 3 énl 7e Ty év
éavtd dpyny dvaBefniévar kal & ék moMdy
yevéabar. The sentiment goes back to the Old

Academy at least; cf. Epin. 986 p and 992 B
(éx moAA&Y éva yeyovéra). The same concep-
tion occurs in the Valentinian Gospel of
Truth (Evangelium Veritatis, ed. by M.
Malinine, H. C. Puech and G. Quispel
(Zurich, 1956)) at, e.g., p. 25. 10 ff. On the
Platonic-Pythagorean background of Valen-
tinianism see now H. J. Krimer, Der Ur-
sprung der Geistmetaphysik (Amsterdam, 1964),
pp. 238 fl. For the general significance in
Gnostic religion of the conception in ques-
tion see H. Jonas, The Gnostic Religion (2nd
ed. Boston, 1963), pp. 58 ff. On povadikdv
yevéaar in Clem. Alex. see Kridmer, op. cit.,
P- 245.

8 ékpayeiov at 392 D recalls Timaeus 50 c.
As Theiler points out (Die Vorbereitung des
Neuplatonismus, pp. 14f.), there are remini-
scences of Ti. 41 A-B at De E. 393 E and at
Sen. Ep. 58. 27f. Furthermore, E. Bickel
(Rheinisches Museum ciii (1960), 1 ff.) has
shown convincingly that Ep. 58. 16—22 (i.e.
the portion immediately preceding that
quoted in p. 190, n. 3, above) is closely re-
lated to the Timaeus and no doubt derives
from a commentary thereon. Bickel identifies
this commentary with that of Posidonius.
But Seneca’s source might equally well have
been the commentary of Eudorus; cf. below.

9 Cf. De procr. an. in Ti. 1013 B, 1019 E,
1020 C.
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has shown! that the comments in Philo and Lydus on the relationship between
the One and the Hebdomad, involving the identification of the former with
Apollo,? derive from a platonizing Pythagorean source which might well be
this very commentary of Eudorus. The importance of Eudorus in the history of
Middle Platonism has been stressed by W. Theiler? who has also shown that
where resemblances occur between Philo, Seneca, and Maximus a common
source must be presumed and that in all probability this source is in some cases
Eudorus.* In the present instance where related themes occur in Philo, Ovid,
Seneca, Plutarch, and Maximus we are evidently faced with commonplace
combinations of ideas which it would be dangerous to attempt to trace back to
any particular author. Nevertheless, in the case of Seneca and Plutarch the
resemblances, even in matters of detail, are so great that some common source
must be presumed and there are sufficient indications to suggest that this
source was Eudorus.

But however that may be, we may safely conclude that the main content of
Ammonius’ discourse is of Neopythagorean inspiration—Ammonius, himself
a Platonist with pronounced Neopythagorean interests, presents us with
a restatement and reinterpretation in Neopythagorean terms of Platonic doc-
trine, which no doubt represents the most sublime that contemporary Alexan-
dria could offer.

Memorial University of Newfoundland

I Loc. cit. (p. 187, n. 15, above).

2 The texts in question are Lyd. De mens.
2. 12, pp. 33 f. W.; Ph. De opific. 100 and De
Dec. 102-5. It is worth remarking that
Ammonius opens his discourse with a re-
ference to 7 fepo. Tod AwéAwvos éBdopds (391
F); cf. Qu. conv. 738 D 7 & éBdoucs &
Movanyéry mpoaxexdijpwrat.

3 See ‘Philo von Alexandria und der

JoHN WHITTAKER

Beginn des kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus’ in
Parusia, Festschr. fiir J. Hirschberger, hrsg.
von Kurt Flasch (Frankfurt, 1965), pp.
199 ff.

4 Op. cit.; cf. in particular pp. 216 f. For
a possible link between Seneca and Eudorus
see Theiler, loc. cit., and Zeller, D. Phil. d.
Griech. iii. 15. 635 Anm.
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