
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:' 

AAA' EcTLv O EOS, EL XpT7 jadvat, Kael E'U Kar ovoeva xpovov, LdAA Ka7a Tov 
I ,/ 5 t A ') \>pov , '3v 

atjva rov aKtvr?7'o Kal a,ypovov Kal avEyKALTOV ' Kal o V'rrpoTEpOV oVOev EcTLv ov 
at E) o\\ wO/ )b ) v wOTO v \\V s 
vaTcepov ov)o !iAAo vo'E 7rapArX71t.evov ovoE 7rpecvep veepov- AA' ets 

cV EV TC) VVV T7O aE l re7TArXpWKE, Kal 'LOVOv E(9Tr TO KaTa Tvrov TOV VS ov, ov yEyovos 
C_C OC O, ,s ovo EcraoLvov ovo6 apCaLEvov ovoE 7rav(Tapvov. OV'Tr os ovv avtro'v SoE aefoLEvovs 

o'rae'Oat Kal ' " a I .. . -'-vTrraAaL.ov, "C a7TaraEa aL KaL 7rpo-ayopevetv, EL, c Kal V1 Ata, (oS evot TCv , 
v" Ov yap 7oAAa d 0T Elv E(rtV, vS 7/tv tKa7TOS ' EoK vpkLV o6aqop%3v ev Trdeat 

yevojLevl)Wv cOpotila TravTooa7TOV Kal rravrlyvpLKcs ?EILy,Levov? adA' Ev Etvalt osE 
ro ov, CaTEp ov Tro Ev. TH o' TepoTr7S oLaoppa Tov ovoTs els yEveEw V etiararaTt 7ro 

/L77 ov70os. eOGev ev Kalt T 7rpoTroV EXEL T? r OEeco 7)v ovo,LarT)o Kal ro oev'repOV Kal Tr 
TpLTov0 A7TOXAAWV tLEV yap Olov apvovLlE?vos ra 7ToAAa Kal TO rA rr0os aTo7roaafKcv EaTl,V 

'It7os 6' coS Ets Ka,l Idovos? (olov o r7T0rov 'ro KaOapov Kal adyvov oL' rraAaLol Tv 

uwvot,alov, cs E'L Oe(eroaol ro ovs epeas ev raTs atrropaarv pEpaLs av3rovs Eqs 
Eav7Ov EOw &aTrpi`8ovTas, oLaL, "(otflovo/eltoaLt" AeyovaU. To 8' Ev eAiKptves Kal 

KaOapo'v eTepov yap u4lEL rTpos' Eepov od CLtao,s', eds Trov Kal "Oft-pos "'eAEavra" 
7Lva 0obLvoa0'LEEvov Paon "cLtauaveoarat" 4r]aU' Kalt Tra Lpyvvafiva 'rTv XPU),Uar70v oL 
flaELs "(' OOpcrOa"' Kal "'0opav)" T7'V !Ltev ovo[,acovawv. OVKOVV EV T' ELvat Kal 

aKparov aEl Tc acqUOapr7c Kal KaOap 7Trpoar7Ket. 
De E apud Delphos 393 A-393 c.2 

Both Norden and Diels believed, rather surprisingly, that in invoking the 

supreme divinity as ev 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 c' = e os..4 In practice, however, it does not seem that this conception was 
related to his name in the doxographic tradition.5 In the case of Xenophanes 

I In antiquity the passage in question 
attracted in particular the attention of the 
Christian Fathers. Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 
I . I I, PG 2 , cols. 876-80) quotes a lengthy 
extract from the De E ap. Delph. beginning at 
ovre oSv AdpLO/'v . . . (391 F) and stretching 
down to ... too t7j) O'Tro (393 B). Cyril of 
Alexandria quotes from AAA' &artv d Oeo, . . . 
(393 A) down to... cOTa7rep ov 7O ev (393 B) at 
Adv. Jul. 8 (PG 76, col. 908). Theodoretus 
(Graec. af. cur. 2. o8, PG 83, col. 860) 
quotes from 392 E: rt ovv EarL TO aLdLOV, Kal 
dyevvr7Tov, Kal daO)aprov; 4 xpo'vos ovSeLS 

FLeTaoraA7jv eTrayeL. 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 l'E de 
Delphes, texte et traduction avec une intro- 
duction et des notes par R. Flaceliere 
(Annales de 1'Universite de Lyon, 3e serie, 
Lettres, fasc. i , Paris, 941). 

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 ev ro aooov 
tLoOvov AEyEaOal oVK EOEAEL Kal E'OE'AE Zrlvo 
ovolLa. 

5 There is, to my knowledge, no pre- 
Neoplatonic counterpart to Plot. Enn. 5. I. 9 
Kal 'HpaKAfLTOs e TO ev ofCiEV adlov Kat 
vor7rov Ta yap acaitara yLveraL adel Kal pEovra. 
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 



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 Ev is identified with a conception of being as immutable that owes 
much to Plato, in particular to the discussion of Xpovos and alcov at Timaeus 

37 c-38 c. There can be no justification for relating this conception to Heracli- 
tus. If Plutarch has made reference to Heraclitus in the preceding pages3 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 E'ot rTov TraAaLtv refers to a single philosopher and is intended 
as a stylistic elegance. There are, however, basic objections to this view. (i) It 
seems unlikely that Plutarch would have used the phrase cEtLt Trov raAatLv 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.4 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 E'VLto TrV raAaLXv 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,6 
and of the De E. in particular, the whole object of which is to recover the view- 

point of TroS' v apXj rTTepX rov 0Eov LAooor)cOqoravTas (385 A). 

If, as Diels supposed, Plutarch were thinking of both Heraclitus and 

Xenophanes (a somewhat unusual combination),7 then the plural form would 

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

Cf. Arist. Metaph. A, 986b24 f. (Ets ro 

o'Aov ovpavov irropel'0as Tro ev EtvaL racra 

(sc. Xenophanes) rov seov), and especially 
the ps.-Aristotelian MXG (= DK 21 A 28). 

2 Cf. DK 21 B 23 es Eoes, iv re OEotLraL Ka 

dvOpC7TOLoL tLEfyLTOSos, OV'TtL e/aS OVn7TOfaLV 

OILLO[LoS Ovt)S vor)7a. 
3 Cf. Norden, loc. cit. 
4 It is interesting to compare Plutarch's 

formulation with Philo, De vit. Mos. 2. 2 
qactl yap rLveS OVK aKTorrou, Io'v&OS av 

ovrco r'at rrTOAEtg i'3oOvac rrp&ro ,-Ar3i7vov, Eav OVTO aS rs roetLS erLooVYa TrpoS TO peXTLOV, Tav 

(fj) ol paurAEts LXoaoof aUowatv X ol ?Ao'Xaof>oti 

flacrtevawtcrtv. Since Rep. 473 c I ff. (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. I. I. 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 faat 
yap r7ves 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 (Ap. I. 3, PG 6, col. 332) quotes the 

same sentiment with a similar indirect re- 
ference to Plato: 'E 7 yap 7rov Kat Ts rTcv 

7rTaAatc'v "Av 7] ol dJpXovTEs <LtAoaofi1awa t Kal 

ol adpXoLEvoL, OVK av etf 7raS rdAeLtS evZ;aLtLOvT- 

oas. 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 tur denique fore 
beatas res publicas putavit, si aut docti ac sapientes 
homines eas regere coepissent aut ii 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, I959), 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 l'Antiquite classique 
xii [Vandoeuvres-Geneve, 1966], pp. 3 ff.), 
and C. Andresen, Logos und Jomos (Berlin, 
1955), PP. io8 ff. 

7 This in spite of Diog. Laert. 9. 5 (= DK 
22 A I) Zcts-rt'wv 6e r7aciv Etpl7KevaL T-rcov 

SEvo0a'vovs av-rov (sc. Heraclitus) aK1rKoe'vat. 
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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.1 

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 roAAa). We meet this same etymology elsewhere in Plutarch,2 
in Clement of Alexandria,3 in Plotinus,4 in Porphyry,5 in a pseudo-Plutarchean 
fragment preserved by Stobaeus6 and in Jo. Lydus,7 whilst Macrobius refers to 
it in connection with both Chrysippus8 and Numenius.9 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,'I and this is confirmed by Plotinus,II Porphyry,12 
Stobaeus,'3 and Lydus.14 Moreover P. Boyance has shown5s that the same 
etymology is implied in a fragment of Philolaus'6 quoted by both PhiloT7 and 
Lydus.'8 Macrobius' ascription of it to Chrysippus reveals that it was used by 
Stoics too,'9 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. I (= DK 22 B 40) 
TroAvptaOlq7 voovov XELaV o SaKe 'Ha'ob3ov yap 
av E'3sSaL KLal H7vayop7-v aiTrls TE revo4aved 
Te Kcal 'EtKaratov. 

Already Plato (Phlb. I6 c 7 f.) could re- 
fer to the Pythagoreans as ol JLEv TraAaLol, 
KpeLTTOVES 77jfI[ V Kal eyyV7repo) 0ev OLKOVVreF. 

2 De E. 388 F; De Iside 354 F and 381 F. 
3 Strom. I. 24, PG 8, col. 912. 
4 Enn. 5. 5. 6. 
5 De abst. 2. 36, p. I65. 3 f. N. 
6 Anth. I, p. 21. 26 ff. W. (cf. Diels, 

Doxogr., pp. 96 ff.). 
7 De mens. . 12, p. 33. 8 ff. W. 
8 Sat. I. 17. 7 = SVF ii. I095. 
9 Sat. I. I7. 65 = Numenius fr. 38 

Leemans A)odAAcwva ZEA,btov vocant . .., ut 
Numenio placet, quasi unum et solum. ait 
enim prisca Graecorum lingua 8eE'Aov unum 
vocari unde et frater, inquit, aSEAO'd dicitur 

quasi iam non unus. Macrobius refers to an 
interpretation of A1'Utos rather than of 
Apollo. But clearly there would be no point 
in Numenius interpreting AIeAtos as mean- 
ing 'one' if he were not already familiar with 
the Pythagorean etymology of Apollo. For 
the formula unus et solus (= Els Kal p6'vor) see 
below. Cf. Apuleius, De Platone i. I 
deorum trinas nuncupat species, quarum 
est prima unus et solus summus ille, ultra- 
mundanus, incorporeus. 

1O 354 F dOKCi 3' ycoyee Kal TO Triv vaovd3a 

'rovS avbpas (sc. the Pythagoreans) ovottd,etv 
A17rrdAO va Kal rT7v BvdSa 'Aprqetv, AO,rviv Se 

TrFv ;/3foLada, 1oaELvetua Se TOv 7rp&rov 
Kctfov, EotKevaL Tots E7rl TWv tEppov L p/VIevoLs 

Kal yAVUuOt/EVOLS Y v7 la Kal ypa,oue'voLs. 

381 F ol 3e IHIvayopeLto Kal apLOtCotvs Kat 

aX7rlara Oewv EK6oaJqrUaav 7TpocrrayoplatS. TO Ilev 

yap lao7TAevpov TplgYWvov eKaAovV A0r7vdv 

Kopvoayev'EV Kal Tp,royeveLav, onrt rpLal EKaOeroL 

a7ro TCrV TPLCtV yWVLo)v yofpedvatL tlatperaL' TO 

3' ev A7ro'AAwva 7rrhAjovs darodacaL Kal 3t' 
a7rrTA6rTa T1rS tlov3oos. 

" Loc. cit. 'dXa oE Kal TO Erv ovo/a TOVTO 

apaov EXEL rrpos Ta 7TroAAd. oOev Kal ATroAAwva 
ol HvOayoptKol avfloAtLKcs vrpo3s dAXAAjovs 
earj7jaLvov 7drrodlaeLT rT,v roAAX)v. 

'2 Loc. cit. ol yoviv IvOeayopeLoL ?repl Tovs 

aptOtfovs Kal Tas ypaL/uasg a7rovo3adovrTE a7rr 
TOVTWo TO 7TAEov rTOLS OEOLS darrjpXOVTo, TOv eEv 
TLva dpLOIOv A0qrvav KaAoivvrTEs, rTOV 3e rva 

ApT?EtV, JUarrep av aAXXov LrodAAcova, Kal rra'Av 
aAAov iev oLKcatoav'v7v, XAAov 3e aoi}poavv'qv. 
Cf. Plutarch's account in n. Io above. 

I3 Anth. I, p. 22. I f. e&t 3e TotLs eoLt 
a7reLtKadov e7rovdoia,ev (sc. Pythagoras) os 
ATro'AAwva LueV rj/V tLova3a ovaav. 

14 Loc. cit. of ye ptLv HvOayopelOt 7tZ 7yCeLodv 
TOV rravros T'V E83od0ri/V dvaTrlOvTaL, TroTEaTL 
T) evi, Kal fLapTUs Opqevs Aeycov OVTWS 

eof3dsrl, 4v e2lAtarlev ava EtCKaepyos AOtroAAhwv. 
AiroAowva 3e jLvUTLKLSg TOV EVa AeyeaOal 
7TpoELPtpKapIev (cf. De mens. 2. 4, p. 21 W.) 3t& 
TO alrwOev Etvat TYv vroAAcXv, Trovrf Tt a odvov. 
Cf. Clem. Alex. loc. cit. AiroArd v e`v TOL, 

tLvaTrKoSa KaTa "aTEpClav Tr&V TroAAXv" 
voovjuevos, d EtL caETr Oeos. 

15 REG lxxvi (1963), 9I ff. 
16 DK 44 B 20 earL yap 7'YEtLwva Kal dapXov 

adravrTv, Oeos, eLs, ael t;v, piovLqLoS, daKLV7Tros. 
aVTOs Eav7rO) JLOLOS, ETepOS TOV aAAOwv. 

17 De opific. Ioo. 
18 De mens. 2. 12, p. 34. i ff W. 
19 This is indicated too by the Latin 
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A further Neopythagorean feature in our text is the interpretation of 
'Irtos (as though derived from the epic adjective o's, 'a, lov)I as meaning 
ELS Kal tiovos. This latter phrase is, as Festugiere has pointed out,2 a Neo- 

pythagorean formula, frequently applied to the supreme deity (sometimes 
in the neuter version Ev Kal Fdivov) in the Hermetica3 and in the writings of 
Philo.4 It is worth recalling at this point that Plutarch's spokesman, his 
teacher Ammonius, not only had Pythagorean interests5 but also was from 

Egypt.6 The presence in Philo, in the Hermetica and in the mouth of Ammonius 
of the formula Ecs Kal !o'vos suggests that it was not merely Neopythagorean 
but, more specifically, Alexandrian Neopythagorean.7 Now Norden argued8 
that Ammonius' interpretation of et as an invocation is in itself suggestive of 
non-Greek influence. Such influence might well derive from the Alexandrian 
environment. 

Furthermore, as R. Flaceliere indicates,9 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 

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. 

I Cf. Lydus, De mens. 4. i, p. 64. I f. W. 
(regarding the etymology of 'IavovdpLos) . .. 
7 d7rrTO T7rj LaS avrl rov 77rs /Ulas KaTa rovs 

IvOayopELovS. 
2 La Revelation d'Hermes Trismegiste iv, Le 

Dieu inconnu et la Gnose (Paris, 1954), pp. 
I8 ff. See further Clem. Alex. Strom. 5. I4, 
PG 9, col. I93, where Clement quotes as 
follows from a work entitled Hep'i jvaeows 
ascribed to the early Pythagorean Thearidas: 
d apXa T.C OVTOWV, dpXa apEV OVToJS acA'qOvda, 

,uLa? Kelva yap ev apXa Te EaTLV eV Ktal tuLVOV. 
3 C.H. 4. I (i. 49. 4), 5 (i. 51. 6), 8 (i. 52. 

ii); C.H. 5. I (i. 60. I7 f.); C.H. Io. 14 (i. 
II9. I6 ff.); C.H. I. 5 (i. 149. 9); C.H. I4. 

3 (ii. 222. I9); Exc. Stob. 2A. I5. The same 
phrase was apparently used of this world in 
the Aoyos Te'AeLos; cf. Nock-Festugiere ii. 
3o4 f. 

4 De agric. 54; Quis rer. div. 2I6; Leg. 
alleg. 2. i ff.; 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. I. I, PG 2 I, 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. I9, PG 6, 
col. 276) t' adAA77yopias eva r7 Kaa ILOVOV 

8dLgcTKEL O&v etvai. The formula reoccurs in 
a Christian context at Cohort. 20, PG 6, 
col. 276. 

5 ov TO OavAo'raTov ev /tLa60rlaTLKr,K iLAo- 
aoqias TLrOELevoOs (De E. 391 E). 

6 On Ammonius see Zeller, D. Phil. d. 
Griech., iii. i.5 832 n. I; iii. ii.5 177 n. I. 

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-39I E). See further Zeller, D. Phil. d. 
Griech., iii. ii.5 I75 ff.; P. Geigenmiiller, 
'Plutarchs Stellung zur Religion und Philo- 
sophie seiner Zeit', J. Jahrb. f. klass. Alt. 
xlvii (192I), 25 ff. 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, I961]), 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. I82 ff. 
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, simnilarly interpreted, reappear in Ammonius' 
discourse (394.A) in a dualistic schemez 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 Adeity is 
introduced as O' Geo's- and is described as ELS. At 393 Bhe is invoked as EC' E'V. He 
is next referred to as r5' ,E tov and equated with -ro 'V andro O'riV. Ammonius then 
reverts to the masculine at 393 c for the interpretations of Apollo, Ieius, and 
Phoebus, but changes to neuter for the characterization of -To 'V 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 princ'iple. Philo is a good 
case in point. On the basis of the LXX version of Exodus 3: I4 he refers to 
God as O' Wv. But because of his desire to identify his God with absolute reality 
conceived in imnpersonal Platonic terms he frequently and tendentiously sub- 
stitutes for the masculine form of the participle the neuter i-ro Ov orT' O'r TrwS O'V. 
In precisely the same way Plutarch, in describingr Apollo aS To' 0V, is equating 
the Delphic deity with Platonic reality.5 

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 o' v57TEpavWo G,EOS.6 A similar view is referred to Pythagoras or 
Pythagoreans by Aetius,7 Hippolytus,8 Athenagoras,9 Clement of Alexandria,'0 
and lamblichus," and is implied in the fluctuation between ELS' KaL lxo'vog and Eav 

Kcat pcwvov 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 T'OV02(..Paoi 
reality), his identification of that god with TO Ev is of greater significance to our 
inquiry. Since Albinus avoids equating his supreme deity withTO E V 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 

ICf. (as Flaceli6re notes) J. Carcopino, 
De Pythagore mux Ap6tres (Paris, 1956), pp. 
45 ff. 

2 Cf. De Iside 369 D-371 B. 

3Cf. De Iside 370 E; Simplicius' report of 
Eudorus' views, in Ph. i8i. !22 if. Diels; 
Porph. V.P. 38, P. 37. !2 if. N. 

4 Cf. C. H. Dodd, The Fourth Gospel 
(Cambridge, I953), p. 6i. 

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 if. Diels. 
Cf. Philo, Leg. alleg. 2. 3 -r&aK-rat oi'v 6' ,O'9 

Ka-ra -O EV Ka. r7)v jsovia, p,Ao 7 i 

Ka-ra rov Eva OEO'v. Cf. Festugi'ere, loc. cit. 
(p. i 88, n. 2, above). 

7 1 L3 8 (D28o f.) = DK 58 B15;J.-7.1I8 
(D 302) HuOayo'pasg -r6v aipXciov rz)lv tkovda' 
OEO'V KaL' Trdya0Qv .. . 

' Haer. I. 2, PG i6, col. 3024 /xova'Sa pc'v 
aL7Teqorva-ro (sc. Pythagoras) re3v OEO'v. 

9 SUPPI. 5, p. 6 Schwartz = DK 46. 4 
5ovag Eaurcv 6 'g,ToVTr EUaTWveL6. 
IO Protr. 6, PG 8, col. i8o 012K cL1T0Kpv7TTrE'0V 

oz3' g roO ci 'v 717vHOay6'pav, ol' 4aawv "6' it' 

"Theol. ar. P. 3. 2 i f. de Falco AE'yovatv 
oT -aVT77v (sc. -ri'v pcova'a) oil ILO'vov 06612, 

a'AAaL Kam. V0VV Km.t a'paYevo87,Avv. 
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deity who is invoked by Ammonius as cv is the Neopythagorean r- rv endowed 
with personality as o v7repadvwo Oos, and that consequently, as we set out to 
show, the phrase E"VLOL rC-v 7raAatcav 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.I This com- 
bination of ideas was evidently a Middle Platonic commonplace2 for we 
meet it again in Seneca3-whose form of expression strikingly resembles 
that of Plutarch4-whilst Maximus of Tyre expresses himself somewhat 
similarly but without explicitly contrasting human instability and divine 
immutability.5 Again, in the De Josepho 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,6 contrasted with the permanence of the 

I 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, I950), pp. I56 ff.). 

2 Cf. W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des 
Neuplatonismus (rp. Berlin/Zurich, I964), 
pp. I2 ff. Theiler draws attention (op. cit., 
p. 38) to Cicero, Acad. I. 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. i. 28 f.) but with the 
simplicity of the individual Forms as can be 
seen from the context (cf. P1. 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 392 B-D "iorakC4L3 yap OVK 

eroYv Ep,lrvatfa os To) aVTrw Kau 'HpIKAECrov, 
oube Ov7r7jvS ovsataS Si aaaOaaact Kara Jewv aAA' 

OdV'TrTtl Kal rdaXEL iLErafloA,s aKi[SVr7a Kal wrdAtv 

avvcady, ctiAAov ' ovue Trdtv ovo' va,epov 
dAA' a,la avvla-raTat Kal aroOAetreC Kal 7rpoaelcrt 
Kal aireutav. EOOev ou$' els TO E'Cat irepatvet T0 

ylyV0otevoV avTr7S T) i7,bUirore A'yevw /,'S 

'araarOal 'rTIv yeveatv, aAA' ad.T aTrep7TFaLros ael 

LEraP3aAAovaOav c EV J fpvOV TOLEtV EtrTa IfpE`/los 
ELta wratfa, tLetpaKLov d'e6gS, vavltaKov, Efr' 

dv8pa, TrpacTvr7v YEpovra, apova, 7 Trporas 

bOelpovaav yeveaetS Kal 'Afitlas' TafS c7Te - 

ytyvotLEvaLS. AAl' A' ^Eters va foov',e?0a yeAoto's 
Odvarov , T71o) rrooVrovS eOv 7EV7KO Kat Ov- 

aKovres. Ov yap xLOdvov, d(S 'HpdKAXELros AEYE, 

"Trvpos Oava-ros depi yEveais, Katl (adpos Oavaros 

voart yeveacs", dAA' ETr aaQrearepov E7r' avuTcov 

'7jiv 0fEIpera fTat v d aKJdKCLtaWv YLYvotcvov 

yEpovroS, Ef60dp)rl 
' 

d VOS Etl TOYV CaKtjtdovra, 
Katl 0 rratS elI TOV vEYov, els e rov vrafSa TO 
vrTOV' O T EXOES elt TOV arf7jLepov TreVrGKevV, d 
b aurctepov els Trov avpcov 7TroOvcr7aKet. 

The contrast between god and man is 

explicit: 't7tv JIEV yap ovrows 7rov Eval {LfereaTtv 

ovofv (392 A)-d)AA' eartv 'd eos (393 A). 
5 p. I 7. 8 ff. Hobein 7rav yap octzoa pef, 

Kcal fe'perac o'ew's, Evpi'rov blK7rv, avo Kal 

KaTcr (cf. P1. Phd. 90 c), vvv LvEY EK vr7rrLdr7rTO 
Etls f/iv oltalvov- VVV oE E6 f7Brs els yjpas 
Vr7ovocrovv Kat V'7TOI(epO?Evov. Cf. p. 3. 20 ff. H. 

6 I41 Ka' coalrrep ev ratl rro/tvrati ra rpto-ra 
Trapepxerac beVyovra ras dOeIS Kav rolS 

XetfLdppOLS TO dfepOFiLvov pevUJLa f0daveL 7rapa- 

bpatlov OtV'rTrT rcdXovs Tr"V KaaA'drlqbcv, OVTo 
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heavens (145 ff.).I 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.2 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 H7at8evtKov, H1oAtLTKdo, vCKoV 
and ascribed to Pythagoras,4 that Diodorus Siculus refers the same notion, 
similarly phrased, to the Pythagoreans,5 and that Theo of Smyrna lists the 
four seasons and the four ages of man consecutively as the tenth and eleventh 
Tetraktys.6 

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 /Leve ' 

ov38ts o,u8' E'uTw EtS, dAAa ytyvodeEa rroAAot.7 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 c, it is not improbable that Plutarch's source was a work deal- 
ing specifically with the Timaeus.8 

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.9 Moreover Boyance 
Kat r Ta v TC' plw rrpd'ylara epOtpeva Kal 

7rape0irev-a iav'TaCfETaL t,zv ws V7rTTOlEvovTa, 
pEVEt 

' 
OV3' 67T' adKapEs, dAA' acet vrToavperat. 

I Cf. De Cherub. I14 ff. Cf. the Hermetic 
Exc. Stob. 2 A. xI if. 

2 Met. 15. I76 ff. In particular, 24 if. 
should be compared with the passages of 
Plutarch and Seneca quoted above (p. I90, 
nn. 3 and 4)- 

On the relationship between Met. I5. 199 
if., Philo, De aetern. 58, and Ocellus Lucanus 
16 see Theiler (Gnomon i (I925), 151 and ii 

( 926), 588 ff.). 
3 See Boll, op. cit., pp. 171 ff. 
4 Cf. Diog. Laert. 8. 6 ff., in particular 8. 

I0 ZAtatpetraL $E Kal To'v rTOV avOpcosrov flov 
ovros' "WHa?s e'KoatL Eta, ver7vliaKos EKoat, 
ve77Vi77S ELKOat, yEpoJv ELKOoL. aLt E 7AKitaL 7irpOs 
Tar cSpas JSE aV,LJL.ETpOL' rTaLS tap, ve7rVtlKos 

0EpoS, venrvlr7s 0flvmOr7opov, YEPw)v XelILWOv.. 
EaTLrt T' avTr J o pEV VEfT7VIaKOS IELtpaKLov, 0 b 

ve7rvl)rs dvyjp. On the HatS. ,ro. Ocva. see 
Thesleff, op. cit. (p. 188, n. 7 above), 
pp. 20 and 32. 

5 0o. 9. 5. 6 p. 98. I f. Hiller. 
7 Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. 23, PG 8, col. 

1360 pLvarTLKS oZv e+' 'W t,u)LV Kal TO Iuva- 

yopewov eAyero, "va yevearOa Kat TOV 
dvOptorov eWtv." Plot. Enn. 6. 9. 3 cm TE Tr77v ev 
eavTco apX)v avaf3ePsKEvKa t eKal Ev K troX AAc 

yeveaOat. The sentiment goes back to the Old 

Academy at least; cf. Epin. 986 D and 992 B 

(eK TroAAwv eva yeyovora). 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. o0 ff. On the 

Platonic-Pythagorean background of Valen- 
tinianism see now H. J. Kramer, Der Ur- 
sprung der Geistmetaphysik (Amsterdam, 1964), 
pp. 238 ff. For the general significance in 
Gnostic religion of the conception in ques- 
tion see H. Jonas, The Gnostic Religion (2nd 
ed. Boston, I963), pp. 58 if. On kova&K6v 
yevacrOat in Clem. Alex. see Kramer, op. cit., 
p. 245. 

8 
EKCayetov at 392 D recalls Timaeus 50 c. 

As Theiler points out (Die Vorbereitung des 
Neuplatonismus, pp. 14 f.), there are remini- 
scences of Ti. 41 A-B at De E. 393 E and at 
Sen. Ep. 58. 27 f. Furthermore, E. Bickel 
(Rheinisches Museum ciii (1960), i ff.) has 
shown convincingly that Ep. 58. i6-22 (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, 119 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,2 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. Theiler3 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.4 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. 

iVMemorial 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. Ioo and De 
Dec. 102-5. It is worth remarking that 
Ammonius opens his discourse with a re- 
ference to i &Epa& TOiV AOrrWovos f3soSCds (39I 
F); cf. Qu. conv. 738 D 7 8 ' 4l/opa's Tro 

MovUaryrT) rrpoaKEKcjpcWpot. 
3 See 'Philo von Alexandria und der 

JOHN WHITTAKER 

Beginn des kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus' in 
Parusia, Festschr. fur 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. is. 635 Anm. 
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