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To my parents, Sabine & Rik

Wenn man, wie einst Hillel die jiidische Lehre, die Lehre der Antike
in aller Kiirze, auf einem Beine fullend, auszusprechen hitte, der Satz
miifte lauten: ‘Denen allein wird die Erde gehoren, die aus den Kréften
des Kosmos leben.” Nichts unterscheidet den antiken so vom neueren
Menschen, als seine Hingegebenheit an eine kosmische Erfahrung, die
der spatere kaum kennt. Ihr Versinken kiindigt schon in der Bliite der
Astronomie zu Beginn der Neuzeit sich an.

— Walter Benjamin, EinbahnstrafSe, ‘Zum Planetarium’ (1928)

Le ciel méme, lui répondait Pythagore. Tu pergois ce qui charme les
dieux. Il n’y a point de silence dans I’univers. Un concert de voix éter-
nelles est inséparable du mouvement des corps célestes. [...] L’intelli-
gence, la justice, I’amour, et les autres perfections qui régnent dans la
partie sublime de I'univers, se font sensibles ; et ce ravissement que tu
éprouves n’est que 1’effet d’une divine et rigoureuse analogie. ..

(1923)

999

— Paul Valéry, ‘Variation sur une “pensée






Table of Contents

Acknowledgements 9
Abbreviations, titles, editions 11
Introduction 17
Chapter 1 Reading Plato 29
I. In search of irrational soul 29
2. Chaos and providence: flexible consistency and the Timaeus 30
2.1. Macro level: selection, arrangement, and function 31
2.2. Micro level: Plutarch’s interpretation of 7imaeus 53b 34

3. Moralising the cosmic soul: Plato’s ‘development’ and
Laws 10 38
3.I. Invisible soul and soul as self-moved motion 41
3.2. Priority of soul 43
3.3. Maleficent soul 45
3.4. Consistency and ‘development’ 46
4. Cosmic cycles: literalness and the Statesman myth 51

4.1. Proclus on combining Timaeus and Statesman:

introducing the problem 52
4.2. On the Generation of the Soul: facing the problem 56
4.3. Who or what is the cause for cosmic reversal? 58
4.4. In what period are we now? 60
4.5. What is Plutarch doing? 61
5. Concluding remarks 66
Chapter 2 Music 67
1. The demiurge and the musician 69
2. Music in heaven? The song of the Muses 77
3. Divine harmony on earth? The limits of inspiration 85
4. Concluding remarks 87
Chapter 3 Symposium 93

I. God and the symposiarch: Sympotic Questions 1.2 and 7.6 100
2. The cosmos and the symposium: Sympotic Questions 7.4

and 2.10 110
3. The yopa and the venue: Sympotic Questions 5.5 118
4. Concluding remarks 120



8 TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter 4 Politics
1. The Timaeus in the Phocion
2. The ruler and the demiurge in the historical works
3. The ruler and the sun: 7o an Uneducated Ruler
4. Concluding remarks

Chapter 5 On Tranquillity of Mind
1. Kpioig (§ 1—5): how to deal with toyn?
I.I. What is the problem?
1.2. How is the problem presented?
2. A shift in the doxnoic (§ 14—15): from internal to external
synthesis
2.1. Beginning the doknoig (§ 6-13): internal synthesis
2.2. Time and the self: memory (§ 14)
2.3. Becoming and the self: dualism (§ 15)
2.4. Looking back (§ 8) and continuing the doxnoic
(§ 16—18): external synthesis
2.5. Interlude: time and becoming in Consolation to My Wife
3. ‘The cosmos is a temple’ (§ 19—20)
3.1. Intertextuality
3.2. Imagery
3.3. Contrasting images and intertexts? On Exile and
Plutarch’s ‘cosmopolitanism’
3.4. Similar images and intertexts? @ewpia and Second
Sophistic cosmic festivals
4. Concluding remarks

Chapter 6 Dialogue on Love

1. The Platonist and the body

2. Eros and Aphrodite as cosmic gods (755e—757)
2.1. A doxography of cosmic love
2.2. Euripides’ Hippolytus: a threat to the erotic cosmos

3. Eros, the sun, and the cave: rewriting Plato’s Republic
(764a-766b)

4. Interlude: reflecting the intelligible

5. Cosmic and human love (770a-b)

6. Concluding remarks

Concluding remarks
Bibliography
Index locorum

General index

127
130
140
156
165

169
175
176
185

192
192
193
205

221
225
231
233
237

240

254
275

281
285
201
201
303

324
341
350
355

359
363
411
435



Acknowledgements

This book, published with the support of the KU Leuven Fund for Fair
Open Access, 1s a revised version of my PhD thesis, which I wrote with
the financial support of the Research Foundation — Flanders (FWO pro-
ject number 1123115N). The revision was largely done within the frame-
work of Anchoring Innovation, the Gravitation Grant research agenda
of the Dutch National Research School in Classical Studies (OIKOS)
financially supported by the Dutch ministry of Education, Culture and
Science (NWO project number 024.003.012).

As a revised PhD thesis, the book proudly carries with it the many
debts of gratitude that I incurred during my PhD years and that I tried
to express at the beginning of my thesis. I am honoured to repeat some
of them (and then some) in a somewhat more succinct and professional
fashion here. I can only hope that the people mentioned or implied know
how hard it is to remain succinct and professional when writing this.

I thank my Doktorvater Geert Roskam for his at times outrageous
trust and his sage guidance; my subsequent supervisors Marc-Antoine
Gavray and Ineke Sluiter, who have shown a similar combination of pa-
tience and wisdom; Gerd Van Riel, who was an ever-inspiring co-super-
visor. If this book is any better than the thesis that forms its basis, this is
in large part thanks to my examiners Gabor Betegh, Reinhart Ceulemans,
Katarzyna Jazdzewska, and Jan Opsomer, who have since continued to
support me far beyond the call of duty.

I thank my teachers in Roeselare and my colleagues in Leuven, Li¢ge,
and Leiden. The support of Han Lamers, Johan Leemans, Luc Van der
Stockt, Peter Van Deun, Toon Van Hal, Demmy Verbeke, and Joseph
Verheyden has been particularly invaluable. I thank my fellow Plutar-
chists who have flocked to our many conferences over the years, as well
as the Cambridge classicists whom I met during a 2016 stay there.

To my dear friends Lawrence, Charlotte, Tom, Heleen, Marieke, and
Liesbeth, to my family, and to Xanne, I owe so much more than thanks.

*

Section 2 of chapter 1 uses material from ‘From Chaos to Cosmos (and
Back Again). Plato’s Timaeus and the Composition of De animae procre-
atione and De facie in orbe lunae’, in M. Meeusen and L. Van der Stockt
(eds.), Natural Spectaculars. Aspects of Plutarch's Philosophy of Nature,
Leuven, 2015. An earlier version of section 3 of chapter 1 was published
as ‘The Old Man and the Soul. Plato’s Laws 10 in Plutarch’s De animae



10 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

procreatione’, in M. Sanz Morales, R. Gonzalez Delgado, M. Libran
Moreno, and J. Urefia Bracero (eds.), La (inter)textualidad en Plutarco,
Céceres — Coimbra, 2017. Chapter 2 is a revised and expanded version of
‘Music and Plutarch’s Platonic Cosmos’, in F. Pelosi and F. M. Petrucci
(eds.), Music and Philosophy in the Roman Empire, Cambridge, 202I.
A part of section 1 of chapter 3 was published in an earlier version as
‘Dining with the Demiurge. Cosmic Imagery and Cosmological Ethics in
Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales 1.2°, in S. Amendola, G. Pace, and P.
Volpe Cacciatore (eds.), Immagini letterarie e iconografia nelle opere di
Plutarco, Madrid, 2017. Section 2.3 of chapter 5 is a thoroughly reworked
version of ‘Is Dualism a Greek Word? Plutarch’s Dualism as a Cultural
and Historical Phenomenon’, in A. Georgiadou and K. Oikonomopoulou
(eds.), Space, Time and Language in Plutarch, Berlin, 2017.



Abbreviations, titles, editions

To refer to Plutarch’s Moralia and Parallel Lives (including the dubia
and spuria of the corpus Plutarcheum), | use English titles that are gen-
erally inspired by the Loeb Classical Library edition. However, I use the
abbreviations based on the Latin titles, since most of these are commonly
used in scholarship on Plutarch.

De lib. educ.

De aud. poet.
De aud.

De ad. et am.
De prof. in virt.
De cap. ex inim.

De am. mult.
De fortuna

De virt. et vit.
Cons. ad Apoll.

De tuenda

Con. praec.
Sept. sap. conv.

De sup.

Reg. et imp. Apophth.

Apophth. Lac.
Mul. virt.
Quaest. Rom.
Quaest. Graec.

Parall. Graec. et Rom.

De fort. Rom.
De Al. Magn. fort.

Bellone an pace

De liberis educandis / On the Education of Children
De audiendis poetis / On Reading the Poets

De audiendo / On Listening

De adulatore et amico / On Flatterers and Friends
De profectibus in virtute / On Progress in Virtue
De capienda ex inimicis utilitate / On Profiting
from Enemies

De amicorum multitudine/ On Having Many
Friends

De fortuna / On Chance

De virtute et vitio / On Virtue and Vice

Consolatio ad Apollonium / Consolation to Apollo-
nius

De tuenda sanitate praecepta/ Precepts of Health
Care

Coniugalia praecepta / Precepts of Marriage
Septem sapientium convivium / Dinner of the Sev-
en Sages

De superstitione / On Superstition

Regum et imperatorum apophthegmata / Sayings of
Kings and Commanders

Apophthegmata Laconica / Sayings of Spartans
Mulierum virtutes / Virtues of Women

Quaestiones Romanae / Roman Questions
Quaestiones Graecae / Greek Questions

Parallela Graeca et Romana / Greek and Roman
Parallel Stories

De fortuna Romanorum / On the Fortune of the Ro-
mans

De Alexandri Magni fortuna aut virtute / On the
Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander

Bellone an pace clariores fuerint Athenienses / On
the Glory of the Athenians



12

De Is. et Os.
De E

De Pyth. or.
De def. or.
An. virt. doc.
De virt. mor.
De coh. ira
De tranqg. an.
De frat. am.
De am. prol.
An vitiositas

Animine an corp.

De gar.

De cur.

De cup. div.
De vit. pud.
De inv. et od.

De se ipsum laud.

De sera num.

De fato

De genio Socr.
De exil.

Cons. ad ux.
Quaest. conv.
Amat.

Am. narr.

Max. cum princ.

Ad princ. iner.
An seni

Praec. ger. reip.

De unius

De vit. aer.
Dec. or. vit.

ABBREVIATIONS, TITLES, EDITIONS

De Iside et Osiride / On Isis and Osiris

De E apud Delphos / On the E at Delphi

De Pythiae oraculis / On the Oracles of the Pythia
De defectu oraculorum / On the Decline of Oracles
An virtus doceri possit / Can Virtue Be Taught?

De virtute morali / On Moral Virtue

De cohibenda ira / On the Control of Anger

De tranquillitate animi / On Tranquillity of Mind
De fraterno amore / On Brotherly Love

De amore prolis / On Affection for Offspring

An vitiositas ad infelicitatem sufficiat / s Vice Suf-
ficient to Cause Unhappiness?

Animine an corporis affectiones sint peiores / Are
the Affections of the Soul Worse Than Those of the
Body?

De garrulitate / On Talkativeness

De curiositate / On Curiosity

De cupiditate divitiarum / On Love of Wealth

De vitioso pudore / On Compliance

De invidia et odio / On Envy and Hate

De se ipsum citra invidiam laudando / On Praising
Oneself Inoffensively

De sera numinis vindicta/ On God’s Slowness to
Punish

On Fate

De genio Socratis / On the Sign of Socrates

De exilio / On Exile

Consolatio ad uxorem / Consolation to My Wife
Quaestiones convivales / Sympotic Questions
Amatorius / Dialogue on Love

Amatoriae narrationes / Love Stories

Maxime cum principibus philosopho esse disseren-
dum / That a Philosopher Ought to Converse Espe-
cially With Men in Power

Ad principem ineruditum / To an Uneducated Ruler
An seni respublica gerenda sit / Should an Old Man
Engage in Politics?

Praecepta gerendae reipublicae / Precepts of State-
craft

De unius in republica dominatione, populari statu,
et paucorum imperio / On Monarchy, Democracy,
and Oligarchy

De vitando aere alieno / On the Avoidance of Debt
Decem oratorum vitae / Lives of the Ten Orators



Comp. Ar. et Men.

De Her. mal.
Plac. philos.
Quaest. nat.

De facie

De prim. frig.
Aqua an ignis

De soll. an.
Gryllus

De esu
Quaest. Plat.
De an. procr.
De Stoic. rep.
Stoic. absurd. poet.
De comm. not.
Non posse
Adv. Col.

De lat. viv.

De mus.

Thes.
Rom.

Comp. Thes. et Rom.

Lyc.

Num.

Comp. Lyc. et Num.
Sol.

Publ.

Comp. Sol. et Publ.
Them.

Cam.

ABBREVIATIONS, TITLES, EDITIONS 13

Comparationis Aristophanis et Menandri epitome /
Summary of a Comparison Between Aristophanes
and Menander

De Herodoti malignitate / On the Malice of Herodo-
tus

Placita philosophorum / Opinions of the Philoso-
phers

Quaestiones naturales / Causes of Natural Phenom-
ena

De facie quae in orbe lunae apparet / On the Face in
the Moon

De primo frigido / On the Principle of Cold

Aqua an ignis utilior sit / Is Fire or Water More Use-
ful?

De sollertia animalium / On the Cleverness of Ani-
mals

Bruta animalia ratione uti / Gryllus

De esu cranium / On Eating Meat

Quaestiones Platonicae / Platonic Questions

De animae procreatione in Timaeo / On the Genera-
tion of the Soul [in the Timaeus]

De Stoicorum repugnantiis / On Stoic Self-Contra-
dictions

Stoicos absurdiora poetis dicere / The Stoics Talk
More Paradoxically Than The Poets

De communibus notitiis adversus Stoicos/ On
Common Conceptions

Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum / That
Epicurus Actually Makes a Pleasant Life Impossi-
ble

Adversus Colotem / Against Colotes

De latenter vivendo / On ‘Live Unnoticed’

De musica / On Music

Theseus

Romulus

Comparison of Theseus and Romulus

Lycurgus

Numa

Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa

Solon

Publicola

Comparison of Solon and Publicola

Themistocles

Camillus



14

Arist.
Ca. Ma.

Comp. Arist. et Ca. Ma.

Cim.

Luc.

Comp. Cim. et Luc.
Per.

Fab.

Comp. Per. et Fab.
Nic.

Crass.

Comp. Nic. et Crass.
Alc.

Cor.

Comp. Alc. et Cor.
Lys.

Sull.

Comp. Lys. et Sull.
Ages.

Pomp.

Comp. Ages. et Pomp.

Pel.

Marc.

Comp. Pel. et Marc.
Dion

Brut.

Comp. Dion. et Brut.
Timol.

Aem.

Comp. Timol. et Aem.

Dem.

Cic.

Comp. Dem. et Cic.
Alex.

Caes.

Sert.

Eum.

Comp. Sert. et Eum.
Phoc.

Ca. Mi.

Demetr.

Ant.

Comp. Demetr. et Ant.

Pyrrh.

ABBREVIATIONS, TITLES, EDITIONS

Aristides

Cato Maior

Comparison of Aristides and Cato Maior
Cimon

Lucullus

Comparison of Cimon and Lucullus
Pericles

Fabius Maximus

Comparison of Pericles and Fabius Maximus
Nicias

Crassus

Comparison of Nicias and Crassus
Alcibiades

Marcius Coriolanus

Comparison of Alcibiades and Coriolanus
Lysander

Sulla

Comparison of Lysander and Sulla
Agesilaus

Pompey

Comparison of Agesilaus and Pompey
Pelopidas

Marcellus

Comparison of Pelopidas and Marcellus
Dion

Brutus

Comparison of Dion and Brutus
Timoleon

Aemilius Paullus

Comparison of Timoleon and Aemilius Paullus
Demosthenes

Cicero

Comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero
Alexander

Caesar

Sertorius

Eumenes

Comparison of Sertorius and Eumenes
Phocion

Cato Minor

Demetrius

Mark Antony

Comparison of Demetrius and Antony
Pyrrhus



ABBREVIATIONS, TITLES, EDITIONS 15

Mar.

Agis

Cleom.

TG

CG

Comp. Ag., Cleom. et Gracch.
Phil.

Flam.

Comp. Phil. et Flam.
Arat.

Art.

Galba

Oth.

Caius Marius

Agis

Cleomenes

Tiberius Gracchus

Caius Gracchus

Comparison of Agis, Cleomenes, and the Gracchi
Philopoemen

Titus Flamininus

Comparison of Philopoemen and Flamininus
Aratus

Artaxerxes

Galba

Otho

Other abbreviations usually follow Année philologique or Oxford Classi-
cal Dictionary, with the following additions:

B-S

CPM

GE

LS

Pid4

G. Boys-Stones, Platonist Philosophy 80 BC to AD
250. An Introduction and Collection of Sources in
Translation, Cambridge, 2017.

Edition in the Corpus Plutarchi Moralium, Napoli.
F. Montanari, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek,
Leiden — Boston, 2015.

A. A. Long and D. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philoso-
phers, 2 vols., Cambridge, 1987.

H. Dérrie, M. Baltes, et al., Der Platonismus in der
Antike. Grundlagen — System — Entwicklung, Stutt-
gart — Bad Cannstatt, 1987 — ...

Unless indicated otherwise, I quote Plutarch from the Bibliotheca Teub-
neriana edition and the Loeb Classical Library translation. Plato is quot-
ed from the Oxford Classical Texts edition and the translations collected
in Cooper 1997. For other authors, I generally refer to the edition includ-
ed in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae for Greek texts and the Teubner for
Latin texts, along with the Loeb translation when available.






Introduction

aAAd okomeite TpdTov, Ot Katd [TAdtova mavtov koldv 0 0gdg
EqTOV &v péo® mopaderypo Oépevog v avBpomivny  dpetny,
gEopoimoty ovcoV AUOGYETMG TPOG oTdV, Evidwot Toig EmecOon
0ed Svvapévolc. kai yap 1 mEviov QUoIS GTOKTOC OVGO TAVTNV
goye TNV apynv 100 petafareiv Koi yevéohHol kOGHOG, OUOOTNTL Kol
uebé€etl Tvi g mepi O Ogiov 1d€ac kal ApeTic. kal ThHv dyiv avTdg
00Tog Gvip Gvayol enot Ty edoty &v Niv, dnwg HVd Bdac TGV &v
ovpavd PeporEVEV Kol Bavpatog domalesOot kai dyoamdav 01 opévn
TO €DGYMUOV 1] YUY Kol TeTaypéVOVY ameyBdvnTat Toig AvapuOsTOLS
kol TAavntoig mhbeot kol eedyn TO ikl Kol O¢ ETvyev, OC Kakiog
Koi TAnppereiog amdong yéveotv. ov yap Eotv 6 Tt peilov dvBpwmog
amoiavey Oeod TEPLKeEV T} TO LN oEL KOl SOEEL TMV €V EKEIV®D KOADV
Kol dyabdv gig apetnv kabictacOot. (De sera num. 550d—e)

Consider first that God, as Plato says, offers himself to all as a pat-
tern of every excellence, thus rendering human virtue, which is in
some sort an assimilation to himself, accessible to all who can ‘fol-
low God.’ Indeed this was the origin of the change whereby universal
nature, disordered before, became a ‘cosmos’: it came to resemble
after a fashion and participate in the form and excellence of God. The
same philosopher says further that nature kindled vision in us so that
the soul, beholding the heavenly motions and wondering at the sight,
should grow to accept and cherish all that moves in stateliness and or-
der, and thus come to hate discordant and errant passions and to shun
the aimless and haphazard as source of all vice and jarring error; for
man is fitted to derive from God no greater blessing than to become
settled in virtue through copying and aspiring to the beauty and the
goodness that are his.

This is the beginning of the first argument that the Platonist Plutarch of
Chaeronea (c. 45-120 CE), casting himself as a character, offers in the
dialogue On God's Slowness to Punish. The question in this dialogue is
why divine justice can (seem to) take a long time to come about. God’s
(apparent) slowness to punish wrongdoers was used, as the opening of
the dialogue tells us, by some Epicurean fellow to attack providence (De
sera num. 548a—c). Plutarch’s first point on behalf of providence is that
part of the goal of imitating god consists in imitating god’s mildness
and delay (pipovpévoug v €xeivov mpadtnra kol pEAAncv, 550f): what
we perceive as divine slowness is in fact a valuable lesson in avoiding
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rashness. Many more arguments and complications follow before the di-
alogue ends with an eschatological myth — we shall have the occasion
to return to some of them (p. 313—314) — but for now we should focus on
how this passage encapsulates the thesis of this book: Plutarch based his
ethics on (his interpretation of Platonic) cosmology.'

The Platonic ethical goal of assimilation to god (opoiwoig Oed) in-
deed appears in a cosmic guise here.? Several aspects of Plato’s main
cosmological dialogue, the Timaeus, are drawn together: the cosmos is
made after an intelligible paradigm (7im. 28a, 29a); the transition from
chaos to cosmos happens when god — he is called the demiurge in the
Timaeus — imposes intelligibility on disordered precosmic nature (7im.
30a, 53b); sight is given to us for the observation of the cosmos (7im.
47a—c; cf. 39b); and the fulfilment of human life consists in tuning our
souls to the soul of the cosmos:

@ O’ &v Nuiv Belm cvyyevelg eloty KIviioelg ol ToD TovTOG S10VONGELS
Kol meprpopai: tadTalg 01 GLVETOUEVOV EKAGTOV O€l, TOG TTEPL TV
véveowv €v T KeQUAT depBopuévag MUV TepLddovg EEopbodvia
o 10 KatopoavOdvery Tac Tod Tavtog apuoviag te Kol TePLpopdc, Td
KOTOUVOOLUEVE® TO KOTOVOOUV £EO0UOIDONL KOTO THV dpyoioy @Oy,

' For an overview of Plutarch’s philosophy, see e.g. Dillon 1996: 184—230; Frazier
2012b; Karamanolis 2014; Ferrari 2018. Good general overviews of Plutarch’s life and
work include Russell 1972; Sirinelli 2000; Lamberton 2001; Roskam 2021, the last one
being particularly attentive to Plutarch’s philosophical persona. On cosmological ethics
throughout Western history, see Brague 1999.

2 For the different guises in which this goal came according to Platonists, see Alcinous,
Didasc. 28 (with Dillon 1993: 171-176); Stobaeus 2 p. 49.17—50.10 Wachsmuth-Hense. For
the importance of the Timaeus for the pursuit of opoiwcic 6ed, see Albinus 5.25—27. The
most important passages in Plato are Tht. 176b; Tim. 9ob—d; Resp. 10.613a-b; cf. also
Symp. 207¢—209¢; Phd. 82a—b; Phdr. 248a—249¢, 252¢—253c; Leg. 4.715¢—716d. For a full
analysis of De sera num. 550d—e and its connections with Plutarch’s Platonic cosmology,
see Helmig 2005a; cf. also Dorrie 1971: 46—47; Froidefond 1987: 33; Brenk 1987: 258—259;
1992: 52—53; Schoppe 1994: 149-150, 201—203; Ferrari 1995b: 138-140, 238—241; Becchi
1996: 332—335; Dillon 1996: 192-193; 2013: 9596 (although he misidentifies the speaker);
Tarrant 2007: 424; Reydams-Schils 2017b: 155-156. After years of neglect 6poiwoig 6@ in
Plato and the Platonic tradition has now rightly become a popular topic. Sedley 1999 (cf.
also 2017b) has contributed much to this revival and is the best starting point for the theme
in Plato; see also Pradeau 2003; Lavecchia 2006; Van Riel 2013: 19—24. On the recep-
tion of opoimoig 0@ in the Middle Platonic tradition, see esp. Annas 1999: 1314, 51—72;
Tarrant 2007; Dillon 2013; Linguiti 2015: 360—365; Reydams-Schils 2017b; Torri 2019; cf.
also Dillon 1996: 122—123; Lavecchia 2013; Helmig 2013: 245251 and — especially on the
transition to Neoplatonism — Baltzly 2004; Ménnlein-Robert 2013. Merki 1952 remains a
useful collection of material. On opoimotig Oed in Plutarch, see Becchi 1996.
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opowwoavia 6¢ TéA0G Exev Tob mpotebévioc avOpmmolg Vo Bedv
apictov Piov mpdg te TOV TMapdvTa Kal tov Eneta ypovov. (Pl., Tim.
9oc—d)

[T]he motions that have an affinity to the divine part within us are the
thoughts and revolutions of the universe. These, surely, are the ones
which each of us should follow. We should redirect the revolutions
in our heads that were thrown off course at our birth, by coming to
learn the harmonies and revolutions of the universe, and so bring into
conformity with its objects our faculty of understanding, as it was in
its original condition. And when this conformity is complete, we shall
have achieved our goal: that most excellent life offered to humankind
by the gods, both now and forevermore.

A conspicuous difference between Plato’s account and Plutarch’s recep-
tion of it lies in Plutarch’s apparent conflation of the demiurge and the
intelligible paradigm used by the demiurge to create the cosmos.’> The
hesitance between associating and distinguishing the demiurge and the
intelligible forms, which make up the paradigm, is a recurring feature
of Plutarch’s Platonism.* This will not be of great concern in this book
because I think, following Opsomer’s lead, that we should embrace
this hesitance as a deliberate outcome of Plutarch’s Academic evAaPeia
in divine matters (cf. e.g. De sera num. 549e, shortly before the pas-
sage under discussion) rather than try to solve it.’ In the passage from
Plutarch, the conflation has the effect of facilitating a cosmological ver-

3 Helmig 2003a: 20.

4 See esp. Ferrari 1995b: 231—269 as well as Ferrari 1996b: 128-137, which is a crit-
ical discussion of the attempt in Schoppe 1994: 139181 to explain this hesitance away.
Cf. also Michalewski 2014: 69—75; Boys-Stones 2018: 153—154, 167168, 220—224; Ferrari
2005b: 20—23; 2018: 571—573. On Plutarch’s concept of demiurgy within the context of
other (Middle) Platonic theories, see esp. Opsomer 2005a.

> Opsomer 2005b: 185-186: ‘In the extant writings Plutarch seems to have avoided
explicitly to endorse the idea, current at the time, that the Forms are the thoughts of the
demiurge, although it could be made to fit his system perfectly. Why did he not express
himself more clearly? All that can be ascertained on the basis of the evidence we have,
is that demiurge and Forms belong to the same realm, that of indivisible, i.e. intelligible
being, and must be related to each other in some way or other. The precise nature of this
relationship remains unclear. It is very well possible that Plutarch’s reluctance to equate
the forms with the thoughts of the divine craftsman had to do with caution concerning the
precise structure of the divine, in other words, with an Academic-Platonic awareness of
the limits of human understanding. It may also be the case that Plutarch did express his
views more clearly in a lost treatise (e.g., Lampr. 67: Where are the Forms?).” Cf. Donini
1994: 5065—50606; Ferrari 2018: 571-572.
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sion of opoimoig Oed: if the cosmos resembles (Opotdttl) god himself
rather than a distinct paradigm and human virtue is an imitation of god
(8&opoimotv, punoet), then assimilation to god can be achieved through
imitation of the cosmos.

A similar picture emerges from Plutarch’s On the Generation of the
Soul: the demiurge took over precosmic disorder, which was then made
‘as like to him as was possible’ (mpog adTOV £€opoimoty Mg Suvatdv Ry,
De an. procr. 1014b; in 1023¢ and 1026f, on the other hand, demiurge
and paradigm are distinguished). This he did on account of his good-
ness (1015b).° His goodness, then, is present in the cosmos and can be
observed by us (1029e—1030c¢). Plutarch’s goal in On the Generation of
the Soul (1012b) is to provide a definitive account of his consciously con-
troversial interpretation of 7imaeus 35a—36b, the passage where Plato’s
Timaeus describes how the demiurge created the cosmic soul.” This is
how Plutarch quotes the passage at the beginning of his treatise:

T duepodc kai del kotd TodTa £xovong ovoiag Kol TS o TEPL T
COUOTO, YIYVOUEVNG LEPLOTIG TPITOV £ AUPOTV €V LECH GVVEKEPACATO
ovoiac €180¢, THC T& TADTOD PVGENMS av TEPL Ko THG Tod £Tépov Kol
KOTO TODTO, CUVEGTNGEV €V UEGH TOD T  APEPOVS ATV Kol TOD KoTd,
T0. coOpate, pePLotod. Kal Tpion Aafmv adtd VIo GUVEKEPACATO EIC
piov wavro dav, v Oatépov PGV SVGUIKTOV ODGAV E£iC TAVTO
cLVAPUOTTOV Big LIyvDG O HeTd THS 0VGTG. KOl £K TPLDY TOUNGAUEVOS
&v maAlv Olov ToDTO poipag €ic GG TPooTiKe SEVEIUEV EKACTNV OE
TOVTOV &K T TaTOD Koi atépov Kai THg ovciog Heptynévnv: fpyeto
8¢ Srnpeiv 0de. (De an. procr. 1012b—c [following the interpunction
of the Loeb edition], quoting PI., 7im. 35a-b)

Of the indivisible and ever invariable being and of the divisible on
the other hand that comes to pass in the case of bodies he blended
together out of both a third kind of being in the middle, and in regard
to the nature of sameness again and that of difference he also in this

6 0 3¢ dnuovpyog ayabog kal wavo fovAduevog avTd Kot dHvapy E0UOIDCAL.
(‘The artificer [was] good and so desirous of making all things resemble himself as far as
possible.”) Cf. Tim. 29a—30D.

7 On De an. procr., see esp. Opsomer 2004, whose interpretation of the treatise as a
genuine search for Platonic consistency rather than an attempt at textual manipulation (as
the Loeb edition, Cherniss 1976: 133-149, would have it) I follow. Other good overviews
of the work include Hershbell 1987; Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 7-59; Ferrari 2011.
Helmer 1937 and Thévenaz 1938 remain important; cf. also Jones 1916: 68—106; Thévenaz
1939; Froidefond 1987: 189—201; Casadestis Bordoy 1999; Teodorsson 2010. The notes
in both the Loeb and the CPM editions amount to fully fledged commentaries and are
indispensible aids for the interpretation of this treatise.
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way compounded itin the middle of the indivisible and what is divisi-
ble among bodies. And he took them, three as they were, and blended
them all together into a single entity, forcibly fitting into sameness
the nature of difference, which is refractory to mixture, and mixing
them together with being. And, when out of three he had made one, he
again distributed the whole of this into fractions that were appropriate
and each of these a blend of sameness and difference and being; and
he began the division in the following way.

As Plutarch understands it — and this is not the controversial part of his in-
terpretation — the cosmic soul consists of four ingredients. First, the demi-
urge mixed indivisible being and divisible being. Then he used this prelim-
inary mixture as a kind of substrate and added sameness and difference.?

The controversy begins when Plutarch points out that, as opposed to
other Platonists, he contends that this demiurgic act of creating the cos-
mic soul actually took place. Other Platonists thought that Plato chose
to explain his cosmology as a cosmogony ‘for the sake of examination’
(Bewpiag &veka, De an. procr. 1013a, 1017b): the complexity of the cosmic
soul is better explained in a cosmogonic narrative, but in fact Plato con-
sidered the cosmos to be sempiternal. Plutarch on the other hand — who,
together with Atticus, would become the main representative of this strand
in the history of Platonism — held that the creation of the cosmic soul and
the cosmic body were actual events (e.g. 1014a-b).” The reason he gives
for this is that a sempiternalist reading of the Timaeus would conflict with
Plato’s conviction, which Plutarch discerns in the tenth book of the Laws
(896a—c; see p. 43—45), that the cosmic soul is older than the cosmic body.
If there was no actual cosmogony, this could not possibly be the case.

As the passage from On God's Slowness to Punish, with which we
began, points out, there was no creatio ex nihilo, but the demiurge took
over precosmic disorderly stuff (] méviov @Ooig dtaktoc odoa). If we
assume, with Plutarch, that this takeover actually happened, then we
have to ask what this precosmic stuff actually was, since it cannot have
been a theoretical construct. Plutarch is very clear about this:

dkoopio yop fv Td mpd Tiig ToD KOGHOL YeVEGE®MS: GKkosuia & ovK
AOOUOTOGO0VS’ AKIVIITOC 000’ GyvY0C GAA’ ALLOPPOV LEV KOl ACVGTATOV
TO0 COUATIKOV EUTANKTOV 0¢ Kol BAOYOV TO KvnTiKov Exovcsa: ToUTo
8’ v avappootio youyiic ook &xovong Adyov. (De an. procr. 1014b)

8 On the differences between Plutarch’s text and interpretation and our current un-
derstanding of Plato’s text (the communis opinio now follows Grube 1932), see Opsomer
2004: 139—142; cf. also Ferrari 1999c; Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 34-37.

? On these two strands of interpretation of Platonic cosmology, see esp. Baltes 1978.
Cf. also Bonazzi 2017; Boys-Stones 2018: 184—211.
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In fact, what preceded the generation of the universe was disorder,
disorder not incorporeal or immobile or inanimate but of corporeality
amorphous and incoherent and of motivity demented and irrational,
and this was the discord of soul that has not reason.

While, apart from the insistence on taking the precosmic state literal-
ly, Plutarch’s identification of amorphous corporeality with the ‘room’
(xopa) of the Timaeus (De an. procr. 1014¢, e, 1024¢) would not have
raised many eyebrows (since Aristotle, the identification of y®pa and
matter had been quite common'?), his assumption of an irrational pre-
cosmic soul must have seemed rather more outlandish. According to
Plutarch, this precosmic soul is one of the ingredients that the demiurge
uses to forge the cosmic soul: it is what the 7imaeus calls divisible being
(De an. procr. 1014d) and avaykn (1o14e). Plutarch also found the pre-
cosmic soul in the Philebus (as aneipia, 1014d, €), in the Statesman (as
ovppvtog émbupia, 1015a), and in the tenth book of the Laws, on the basis
of which he posits the precosmic soul as the cause of evil (1014¢, 1015¢)."

While precosmic soul and precosmic body were always coexistent
(1024c), the assumption of a real cosmogony involving a cosmic soul
that actually precedes the cosmic body, salvages the seniority of soul (De
an. procr. 1016d-1017b; cf. also Quaest. Plat. 4.1003a-b). The upshot of
this solution is that the cosmic soul contains an element of irrationality:
it is a compound of intelligence — the result of the demiurge’s attempt
to make the cosmos as much like himself as possible (cf. also Quaest.
Plat. 2.1001b—) — and of ‘soul in itself” (yoyn kaO’ Eavtiv, De an. procr.
1014¢), which as precosmic soul caused disorderly movement and is the
source of movement in the cosmic soul (1016¢, 1025f).

The human soul similarly combines rationality and irrationality: rea-
son and emotion always occur together in some combination (1025¢—d).
This connection between human and cosmic soul is brought up again in
On Moral Virtue, where Plutarch attacks the Stoic belief that irrationality
is the perversion of reason and not a self-standing element of the soul (De
virt. mor. 441c—d). Plutarch opposes this Stoic tenet to Plato’s Timaeus:'?

10 Phys. 4.2.209b11-13; Gen. corr. 2.1.329a23. The Aristotelian identification of Pla-
to’s yopa (or Hmodoyn or TiBNvn) with matter seems to have been uncontroversially ac-
cepted by Platonists around Plutarch’s time, even if they did not all have the same ideas
about what matter actually is (De an. procr. 1024¢ and De Is. et Os. 372¢e—f, 374b; see
Ferrari 1995b: 80-81; 1996a: 44—45; cf. e.g. Alc., Didasc. 8.2 and further B-S 4, esp. B, H,
1, and PidA 123). Cf. also p. 118.

1" On the precosmic soul and where Plutarch found it in Plato, see Baltes 2005: 79—82;
Opsomer 2004: 148-152.

2 On the connections between De virt. mor. and De an. procr., see Opsomer 1994a;
2012; Dillon 1996: 194; Baltes 2005: 84—89; Ferrari 2007. On the anti-Stoicism involved,
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Eupovdg pévtot kal PePaimg kai dvouedomc ITAdtwv cuveidey, Ot
TOVTOV T€ TOD KOGUOL TO ELUYvyov ovy AmAodv o0d’ achvieTov 0vdE
LOVOELEC €0TLY, OAA’ €K TG TavToD Kol TH ToD £TEPOL HEULYUEVOV
duvapemg mh MEV del katd TovTd Kooupeitol Kol mepumolel g
TéEel KpAtog £yovon ypmdUEVOV, T O’ €lC T& KIVAGELS Kal KOKAOVC
oyllopevov  VIEVOVTIONG KoL TAAVITOVUG Gpynv  Olopopds kol
netafolriic kol dvopoltdttog €voidmwot taig mepl yiv @Bopais kol
vevéoeowy, fi T avOpdToL Wuym népoc i pipmpa tiig Tod TavTdg ovca
KOl GUVNPUOGUEVT KOTA AOYOLS Kol AplOHovg £01KOTOG EKEIVOLS 0VY
amAf Tic €oTv 00’ OpolOTOONG, GAL™ Etepov UEV EXEL TO VOEPOV
Kol AOYIGTIKOV, @ KpaTelv ToD GvOpOTOL KOTA QUG Koi &pyetv
TPOCTKOV €0TLV, £TEPOV O€ TO TOONTIKOV Kol AAOYOV Kol TOAVTAOVES
Kol draktov é€etactod deduevov. (De virt. mor. 441d—e)

Plato, however, comprehended clearly, firmly, and without reservation
both that the soul of this universe of ours is not simple nor uncom-
pounded nor uniform, but that, being compounded of the potentialities
of sameness and otherness, in one part it is ever governed in uniformity
and revolves in but one and the same order, which maintains control,
yet in another part it is split into movements and circles which go in
contrariety to each other and wander about, thus giving rise to the be-
ginnings of differentiation and change and dissimilarity in those things
which come into being and pass away on earth; and also that the soul
of man, since it is a portion or a copy of the soul of the Universe and is
joined together on principles and in proportions corresponding to those
which govern the Universe, is not simple nor subject to similar emo-
tions, but has as one part the intelligent and rational, whose natural duty
it is to govern and rule the individual, and as another part the passionate
and irrational, the variable and disorderly, which has need of a director.

Completely eradicating irrationality, as the Stoics would want, is not
only impossible (De virt. mor. 451c) but also undesirable (452a-b). This
goes both for the macrocosm and for the human microcosm."

This obviously influences how we should approach opoimoig Bed.
For all his awesome power, the demiurge’s efforts to create cosmos are
limited by his having to take into account the irrationality of precosmic
soul, which he could only rationalise to a certain extent (&g Suvotov fv

see Babut 1969b: 46—47; 1969a: esp. 51—54; Ingenkamp 1999. For Plutarch’s views on
Stoicism, Babut 1969b remains the standard work; see also Hershbell 1992; Opsomer
2014. Cf. also Castelnérac 2007; Machek 2018.

13 Cf. De facie 927d—928c for an exploration of the microcosm—macrocosm analogy
from the perspective of teleology. See e.g. Wright 1995: 56—74 for a brief overview of
Greek thinking about micro- and macrocosm in the context of cosmology.
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in De an. procr. 1014b). Additionally, given the demiurge’s transcendence
and our cosmic condition as humans in the sensible realm, our own ef-
forts to imitate the demiurge — our efforts to create order and instil good
in our own souls and in the world around us — will only ever be xotd 0
dvvatov (Pl., Tht. 176b, which is mirrored by aumwoyénwg in De sera num.
550d'%). These limitations should be kept in mind when, in chapters 2—4,
I discuss ethical domains in which opoimoig 6@ consists in striving to
be an image of the demiurge by acting like a demiurge on a human level.

At the same time — and this will be most prominent in chapters 1, 5,
and 6 — there is a more theoretical aspect of opoiwcig Oed, a knowledge
that should underlie both these demiurgic actions and our general stance
in life. In the introduction to On Isis and Osiris, for instance, Plutarch
spells out that the pursuit of truth — of truth about the gods in particular
— is a ‘longing for the divine’ (Bsi0tntog dpeéic, 351¢)."° As the rest of
On Isis and Osiris shows (cf. p. 344—348), this knowledge amounts to
cosmological knowledge. Again, this is a story of both opportunity and
limitation. The knowledge of our cosmic condition involves a profound
sense of divine providence. On the other hand, it involves the realisation
that, tied as we are to an ontological plane that is not of transcendent di-
vinity, our grasp of the intelligible is never unmediated — the search (trv
Mo, 351e) is emphasised as much as the truth that is sought — and
the adversity that comes with irrationality is part and parcel of our lives.
Thanks to the demiurge, we live in the best possible world and any hard-
ships we experience are a relatively small price to pay for that.

Since Plutarch’s intertextual engagement with Plato’s dialogues is the
core of his Platonism and, hence, of his cosmological ethics, chapter 1
will look into Plutarch’s exegetical strategies while fine-tuning this in-
troduction’s general sketch of his view of the cosmos. When Plutarch
interprets Plato, the key is consistency: as Plato was always right, his
works are perfectly consistent.'® Plutarch’s interpretation of Plato, as

4 Helmig 2005a: 16 n. 14.

5 Cf. De Is. et Os. 378¢c, where this pursuit of knowledge is said to be the surest way
to evdarpovia, not unlike cosmological knowledge in Tim. 9oc.

16 Tt is difficult to get a clear view of Plutarch’s conception of the Platonic corpus. The
spurious works that are not part of the Thrasyllan canon (i.e. the so-called Appendix Pla-
tonica) seem to be completely absent (Ziegler 1951: col. 751). Giavatto 2010 rightly omits
the parallels to these works listed in Helmbold and O’Neil 1959. The one exception he
makes, a supposed allusion to Eryxias 400b in Apophth. Lac. 226c¢ (and Lyc. 9.1—2: Giavat-
to only deals with the Moralia), concerns a general reference to the Spartan introduction
of iron coins and should have been struck from the record as well. This is not surprising:
the authenticity of these works does not seem to have been defended by any Platonist.
Plutarch’s friend Favorinus, for instance, came up with a certain Leon as the author of the
Ps.-Platonic Halcyon (fr. 53 Amato; cf. also Athenaeus 11.506¢; on Plutarch’s friendship
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Ferrari and Opsomer have shown, can best be described as a ‘search for
consistency’ among different dialogues.!” I have already mentioned how

with Favorinus, who appears in Quaest. conv. 8.10 and to whom he dedicated De prim.
frig., see e.g. Bowie 1997: 2—3; cf. also Ziegler 1951: 675; Jones 1971: 61; Puech 1991: 4850).
Diogenes Laertius 3.62 gives a list of works that were generally acknowledged to be spuri-
ous, including Demodocus, Sisyphus, Halcyon, Eryxias, Axiochus, some works we do not
know, and axéparot (‘headless works’); if this last word designates works such as On Jus-
tice and On Virtue (thus e.g. Joyal 2014: 77), this list of spuria would comprise the whole
Appendix Platonica as we have it, save for the Definitions (cf., albeit much later, Prol. in
Plat. phil. 26.3-6 for a similar list, which includes the Definitions). As for the works of
doubtful authenticity that are included in Thrasyllus’ canon and were usually accepted
as authentic by ancient Platonists, see Pid4 48 and B-S 2. The Letters were pillaged for
Plutarch’s Dion; see Ziegler 1951: col. 750 with references to the extensive nineteenth-cen-
tury scholarship on the issue; Porter 1952: xxii—xxvii; Dreher in Dreher, Scardigli, and
Fabrini 2000: 98-100; cf. Tarrant 1983; Beneker 2012: 87—102; cf. also e.g. De aud. poet.
36¢; De trang. an. 474e. The First Alcibiades was probably used for Plutarch’s Alc. (see
Verdegem 2010: 106-107, 137-139) and there are significant philosophical traces of it else-
where (see esp. Renaud and Tarrant 2015: 125-140). Clitophon 407¢—d is paraphrased with
the explicit mention of Plato’s name (4An virt. doc. 439c and De vit. pud. 534¢; cf. Slings
1999: 11 n. 8) and the same goes for Minos 319d—¢ (Max. cum princ. 776¢; cf. Roskam
2009b: 158). Plutarch’s extant works do not refer to the Theages, but the Lamprias Cata-
logue (70) mentions a work Y7gp tob [Mhdrtwvog Bedyovg; see Joyal 1993 and Opsomer
1997a. The other dubia are harder to spot, but as a general rule, we cannot infer Plutarch’s
judgement on authenticity from the absence of a work. After all, despite Plutarch’s con-
siderable interest in friendship, which far surpasses De ad. et am. and De am. mult. (see
Demulder 2017a: 57-64 with further references at 60 n. 58), there is no clear trace of the
uncontestably authentic Lysis. And although Homeric poetry (not only in De aud. poet.;
see e.g. D’Ippolito 2004; Diaz Lavado 2010) and the theme of (poetic) inspiration (esp.
in De Pyth. or.; cf. Holzhausen 1993) loom large, Plato’s on is completely overlooked. It
would be rash, then, to say anything about Plutarch’s judgement on the authenticity of the
Greater Hippias, of which the authenticity was not contested in antiquity (see e.g. Tarrant
2000: 32—33), or of any of the other dialogues that were contested by some (Aelian, VH
8.2 questions the authenticity of the Hipparchus, Athenaeus 11.506¢ reports that some as-
cribed the Second Alcibiades to Xenophon, and Diogenes Laertius 9.37 quotes Thrasyllus’
own doubts about the Rival Lovers; this interpretation of the passage from Diogenes was
contested by Mansfeld 1994: 100 but convincingly defended again by Tarrant 1995: 150—
151). A particularly urgent question in a study of Plutarch’s cosmological ethics is whether
Plutarch considered the Epinomis to be Platonic. I am inclined to think that Plutarch did
not know the work or in any case did not consider it authentic; see p. 233 n. 192.

17 Opsomer 2004 (cf. Helmer 1937: 66—67; Hershbell 1987: 240). Ferrari calls this
‘Platonem ex Platone cagnviCewv’: Ferrari 2000a; Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 22—
24; Ferrari 2004. On the role of this strategy in the broader Middle Platonic context, see
Ferrari 2000b; 2001; 2012; Petrucci 2015b; cf. also Boys-Stones 2018: 62—63.
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Plutarch’s interpretation of the 7imaeus was driven by a concern adopted
from the tenth book of the Laws and how he found evidence for the ir-
rational part of the cosmic soul in several Platonic dialogues. In the first
chapter, I will look at three specific issues associated with this search for
consistency. First I will argue that Plutarch’s interpretation of Plato as a
consistent thinker does not preclude him from showing great flexibility
in his use of Platonic intertexts (esp. the Timaeus) across different works.
This flexibility, which Plutarch used for literary and argumentative pur-
poses, was in fact warranted by Plato’s own combination of consistency
and flexibility. Second, it goes without saying that assuming Plato’s per-
fect consistency excludes a developmentalist approach of Plato’s writ-
ings. Nonetheless, the fact that Plato was old when he wrote the Laws
1s somehow significant to Plutarch. I will discuss how he combined the
significance of this with his unitarian reading of Plato. Finally, Plutarch
advocated a literal interpretation of Plato’s 7Timaeus. I will argue that his
policy of Platonic consistency led him to take a similar literalist approach
for the interpretation of the myth from Plato’s Statesman, which is noto-
riously hard to reconcile with the Timaeus.

As noted, the first chapter will also serve to flesh out Plutarch’s view
of the cosmos. Offering a comparison of On the Generation of the Soul
and On the Face in the Moon, the first section of chapter 1 will look
into the role of the Timaeus in general and the providential transition
from chaos to cosmos in particular. The second section will touch upon
Plutarch’s explanation of evil. I will show how theological concerns led
Plutarch to take his inspiration from the tenth book of Plato’s Laws and to
postulate a maleficent soul that was once actually precosmic and whose
effects can still be felt after the demiurge turned this precosmic soul into
cosmic soul. Finally, I will argue that Plutarch’s literal interpretation of
the Statesman myth, while like his interpretation of Laws 10 revealing his
concerns about theodicy, brings out his optimistic view about the cosmos
in which he lived.

Chapters 2—4 will deal with instances in which ethical comportment
involves acting like an image of the demiurge. For a Platonist, especially
a Platonist who puts the 7Timaeus front and centre, this notion of ‘image’
amounts to much more than, say, a literary comparison. As Hirsch-Lui-
pold has shown in his study on Plutarch’s Denken in Bildern, there is a
conceptual connection between Plutarch’s use of images (gik6veg) and
the Timaeus, in which the cosmos is said to be an gik®v of an intelligible
paradigm (7im. 29b—c, 92¢):!®

Bilder sind fiir Plutarch nicht allein eine Darstellungsform von
Sprache und Kunst. Die Bedeutung des Bildes ist letztlich in der

18 Hirsch-Luipold 2002: 3638, 159—224.
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Ontologie begriindet. Die Phanomene der Welt konnen deshalb als
Bilder verwendet warden, weil sie ihrem Wesen nach Bilder einer
hoheren Wahrheit und eigentlicheren Welt sind. Wenn ein Gedanke in
bildhafter Rede oder in einem Kunstwerk Gestalt gewinnen kann, so
beruht dies auf dem Bildcharakter der Welt insgesamt. "

When a human actor, then, is prescribed to be an image of the demiurge,
this means that they should reflect the intelligible nature of that model,
thus somehow bridging the ontological gap between the sensible and the
intelligible. The cosmos plays an important role in achieving that goal:
since the cosmos is itself an image of intelligibility, parts of the cosmos
(most notably the sun) can also be used in imagery to talk about the intel-
ligible realm. In our striving to become an image of the demiurge, then,
we can use cosmic images as guides.

In chapter 2, I will look at the musician as an image of the demiurge
and enquire into the similarities and differences between intelligible and
sensible harmony. Chapter 3 turns to Plutarch’s Sympotic Questions to
learn about how to organise a symposium. A good symposium resembles
the cosmos: the good symposiarch should imitate the Platonic demiurge
when throwing a party and all other aspects of the symposium can be
cosmologically prescribed starting from that idea. In chapter 4, finally,
I turn to cosmological advice for the politician in the Lives and in the
political treatise 7o an Uneducated Ruler. The politician should imitate
both the demiurge and the sun. This combination of images is important
to bring out both the possibilities and the limitations of the politician’s
opoimoig Bed.

The last two chapters of this book offer in-depth stand-alone readings
of two Plutarchan works on ethics of which a correct interpretation, I
argue, depends on paying close attention to cosmological aspects. Again,
the notions of intertextuality and imagery, as introduced here and ex-
plored in the first four chapters, will play an important role. On Tranquil-
lity of Mind (chapter 5) is the central work of Plutarch’s so-called prac-
tical ethics.? Cosmology will turn out to play a crucial role throughout
that work on how to cope with the unwanted effects of Toyn. I argue that
Plutarch’s advice on remembering past events and dealing with adversity
needs to be understood within a cosmic framework. The letter-essay ends
in an encomiastic description of the cosmos as a temple, which draws
on the cosmology of the 7imaeus. The Dialogue on Love (chapter 6)
confronts us with a vexed question: how physical can Platonic love get?
That it can get quite physical in Plutarch’s book is once again due to the

19 Hirsch-Luipold 2002: 159.
20 On the centrality of this work, see e.g. Gréard 1885: 183; Sirinelli 2000: 139-145;
Van Hoof 2014: 138.
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influence of cosmology on ethics. After casting the Platonic demiurge in
the role of Eros, Plutarch goes on to introduce the sun as an image of the
demiurgic god. Building on that image — inspired by the subsequent im-
ages of sun, line, and cave in Plato’s Republic but rewriting these images
to fit the cosmology of the 7imaeus — he ends up painting the picture of
a rainbow: a rainbow is a reflection of the sun in a cloud just like love
1s a reflection of the intelligible in a sensible body. This teaches how we
should love: we should approach and appreciate the bodily as a conduit
in which a higher reality is reflected and which is our only hope for get-
ting into contact with that higher reality during our lives.

As this introduction has suggested, I plan to draw on a wide and var-
iegated range of texts to bring out the ubiquitous presence of cosmology
in Plutarch’s ethical thought and to emphasise the fundamental unity of
this thought. My main concern will be to show what Plutarch is doing
(or sometimes even what I think he is trying to do). Hence, my default
position will be to apply the principle of charity to Plutarch’s writings.?!
I am confident that I have done so in good measure — and not with the
excessiveness that Plutarch exhibits when reading Plato — but readers
who judge otherwise will hopefully find that this does not detract from
the book’s main thesis about the fundamental importance of (Plutarch’s
reading of Plato’s) cosmology for Plutarch’s ethics.

2l For much more thorough and nuanced reflections on this issue, see Opsomer
2016¢C.



Chapter 1
Reading Plato

L. In search of irrational soul

Ferrari has rightly pointed out that, in On the Generation of the Soul,
Plutarch seems to devote less attention to the rational part of the cosmic
soul than to its irrational side.! One can think of several reasons for this.
Rationality — this is Ferrari’s explanation — may be less of an explanan-
dum for a Platonist than irrationality. Moreover, Plutarch seems to be
conscious of the original character of his exegesis of the Timaeus (De an.
procr. 1012b, 1014a), and this originality lies in his treatment of irration-
ality (i.e. his assumption of an irrational precosmic soul and of an actu-
al precosmic state devoid of rationality) rather than in his treatment of
rationality, hence the need for more explanation of the irrational aspect.
Finally, there seems to be an almost programmatic hesitance to be pre-
cise about the divine provenance of rationality. As we have seen (p. 19),
the demiurge and the paradigm to which he turns for his cosmogonic act
seem to be, for instance, sometimes distinguished and sometimes con-
flated. Plutarch’s evAéfeia towards the transcendent divine may have left
its traces here as well. In this chapter I will give Plutarch’s interests free
rein while analysing his intertextual strategies for exploring the irrational
part of the cosmic soul as he found it in the 7imaeus, the tenth book of
the Laws, and the Statesman.?

' Ferrari 201T: 30.

2 The cosmo-ethical relevance of these three works is suggested by the fact that
they take centre stage in two monographs on Plato’s cosmological ethics: Carone 2005;
O’Meara 2017. | have not devoted a section to Plutarch’s effort to find the irrational part
of the soul in the notion of dneipia in Plato’s Phlb. because I do not think that Plutarch
gives us much to go on in this case. As opposed to the other Platonic dialogues discussed
in this chapter, Plutarch does not quote or use the Phlb. in De an. procr., except for stating
the equivalence between dmeipio and the Timaeus’ divisible being (De an. procr. 1014d,
e). See, however, Caruso 2021, who ingenuously suggests that, by introducing népag and
amepia, Plutarch wanted to indicate a distinction between the function of indivisible
being (the Philebus’ népag) and that of the demiurgic cause (the Philebus’ aitio, which, it
should be noted, is not mentioned in De an. procr.). This approach, however, is hindered
somewhat by Plutarch’s general hesitance to draw a neat distinction between the forms
and the demiurge (cf. p. 19). On Plutarch’s use of Phlb. in general, see also Laurenti 1996.
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2. Chaos and providence: flexible consistency and the Timaeus

It has often been pointed out that the Timaeus is at the centre of Plutarch’s
Platonism.? In this section I want to explore this claim by looking at how
the Timaeus 1s used in two works of a very different nature: the exegeti-
cal treatise On the Generation of the Soul and the dialogue On the Face
in the Moon.* Plutarch, while approaching Plato as a perfectly consist-
ent philosopher, also allows for significant flexibility in his intertextual
engagement with the master. To bring this out clearly, I will take my cue
from a useful distinction that was drawn in Brouillette and Giavatto’s
excellent discussion of Plutarch’s use of Plato’s dialogues:

De fagon générale, il est possible, dans I’ceuvre philosophique de Plu-
tarque, d’établir une distinction entre deux types d’écrits: ceux dont
I’objectif est de commenter directement un dialogue ou une section de
dialogue de Platon et ceux qui tentent d’établir une position propre a
Plutarque, notamment a [ 'aide de Platon.’

On the Generation of the Soul is assigned — evidently, it would seem — to
the first category. The second category is not defined, but we can safely
assume that a dialogue such as On the Face in the Moon would be a suit-
able example.® I start with some general observations on the selection,
arrangement, and function of the quotations from the Timaeus in both
Plutarchan works. Next, I turn from the macro level to the micro level for
a case study revolving around a quotation from 7imaeus 53b occurring in
both works. I will argue that, for all the versatility exhibited by Plutarch,

> E.g. Froidefond 1987: 201; Hershbell 1987: 235 (with further references in n. 3);
Ferrari 2004: 225226, 223-235. On the special importance of 7im. in Middle Platonism,
see e.g. Ferrari 2001; 2005a; 2012; Boys-Stones 2018: 59—60.

* For an extensive introduction to De facie, see Donini 2011b: 9—109; cf. also
Cherniss in Cherniss and Helmbold 1957: 2—26; Boulogne 2013a.

5 Brouillette and Giavatto 2010: 5 (cf. also 9) (original emphasis).

¢ Brouillette and Giavatto 2010: 7—9 discuss the comparable case of De def. or. as an
example of the second category. It should be clarified from the outset that I do not want to
argue that any position taken in De facie — not even that of Plutarch’s brother Lamprias,
who is a character in the dialogue — entirely coincides with Plutarch’s view. Cf. Donini
2011b: 11-12 n. 10; Opsomer 2017a: 87-88 n. 43. More generally speaking I take it to be
the main characteristic of the philosophical dialogues falling under the second category
distinguished by Brouillette and Giavatto that Plutarch is developing positions himself
(rather than Ais own positions per se) with the aid of Plato’s text. On the philosophy in
Plutarch’s dialogues, see Ferrari 1995b: 29—34; Opsomer 2005b: 199—200; cf. also Van der
Stockt 2000.
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there is a fundamental unity to his reading of Plato and to the view of the
cosmos emerging from this reading.’

2.1. Macro level: selection, arrangement, and function

Looking at both texts globally, one immediately gets the impression that
Plutarch adopted different methods of selecting and arranging the Timae-
us passages he used.® The main issue in On the Generation of the Soul is
the interpretation of Timaeus 35a—b (for the first part) and 35b—36b (for
the second part): these two Platonic passages are quoted in their entirety
as prefaces to the respective parts of Plutarch’s treatise (De an. procr.
1012b—c, 1027a-b). What Plutarch offers, then, is a Spezialkommentar of
sorts on a small section of the 7imaeus, viz. on the passage concerning
the creation of the cosmic soul.’ Although numerous other passages from
the 7imaeus are adduced and it 1s once referred to as a whole (wév t0
ovyypauua, 1017b), Plutarch always keeps an eye on the key passage and
the exegetical questions it entails. Never is it Plutarch’s intention to com-
ment on the entire scope of the 7imaeus; the focus is on a single passage
that must have been particularly important to Plutarch’s thought.'® At the
same time, the project undertaken in On the Generation of the Soul goes
well beyond the Timaeus: several other Platonic dialogues are adduced to
show that, when we follow Plutarch’s interpretation of the 7imaeus pas-
sage in point, there is no reason to suspect Plato of contradicting himself.

As opposed to the concentric pattern of the Timaeus passages in On the
Generation of the Soul (i.e. centred around 7im. 35a—36b), the references
in On the Face in the Moon constitute a linear pattern, which more or less
mirrors the plan of the Timaeus itself (see table 1.1). In the Timaeus, Plato
first discusses the works of reason before tackling the effects of irrational
necessity. In On the Face in the Moon, Plutarch appears to be reading the
Timaeus back to front, discussing chaos before cosmos. Enclosing the
other Timaeus passages are references to two loci (7im. 53b and 31b—32c¢)
that are closely interconnected (notably in De an. procr. 1016e—1017a, as
we shall see) and mark the general transition from chaos to cosmos. With

7 This is not denied — and perhaps it is even suggested — by Brouillette and Giavatto
2010: 9.

8 When discussing Platonic quotations in this study, I generally rely on Giavatto
2010; earlier lists of Plutarch’s Platonic quotations can be found in Jones 1916; Helmbold
and O’Neil 1959. On the (philosophical and other) quotations in De facie and how they
are assigned to the several characters, see Boulogne 2013b.

® On De an. procr. within the tradition of Spezialkommentare, see Ferrari in Ferrari
and Baldi 2002: 12-16; cf. also Ferrari 2000b.

10 Cf. De an. procr. 1012b and Quaest. Plat. 4.1003a, where Plutarch refers to his
many (moAAdkic) earlier discussions of his interpretation of this passage.
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the last reference, we find ourselves in the eschatological myth that forms
the climax of Plutarch’s dialogue. This myth is in itself an imitation, even
a miniature version of the Timaeus, as Hamilton has pointed out."

In neither of the works is a single reference made to the Z7imaeus
before Stephanus page 28 or past page 56. In other words, only slightly
more than a third of the 7imaeus is taken into account. Plutarch does not
take into account the introductory conversation, with its Republic-style
sketch of the ideal state and the teaser for the Atlantis story to be told in
full in the Critias, the sequel to the 7imaeus. Nor does he mention Plato’s
account on the transformations and compounds of the primary bodies, on
sensation and the other passions, and on the cooperation of reason and
necessity. While other Plutarchan works fill these gaps to some extent,'?
it is safe to say that Plutarch was mainly interested in the 7imaeus’ over-
all framework, involving the demiurge’s work on soul and matter.

Table 1.1: Timaeus in On the Face in the Moon

De facie  Tim.

926f 53b precosmic state of the universe: four elements
in disorder

927c 41b bonds of Adyog are stronger than bonds of

9782 48a QUOIG/AVAyKN

928b 45b logical arrangement shows itself in the order

of the cosmos: stars = eyes; sun = heart; earth
and sea = bowels and bladder"?

930c 46b— mirror images
937e 40b—c purpose of the earth: ‘nurse, strict guardian
938e 40b—c and artificer of night and day’

943f 31b—-32c cosmic state of the universe: proportioning of
the four elements

' Hamilton 1934; cf. Jones 1916: 51-56; Verniére 1977: 96—97; Donini 1988: 128. On
the myth in general and its relation to Plutarch’s other eschatological myths, see also
Vernicre 1977: esp. 57-114. On its play with cultural traditions, see Taub 2019. Donini
1988 and 2010 are excellent discussions of how the so-called scientific and mythical parts
of the dialogue should be connected with each other and with Plutarch’s Platonism.

12" Cf. e.g. Opsomer 2015.

'3 Plutarch elegantly supplements Plato, who only talks about the rational structure of
the microcosmic (i.e. human) body in this passage of 7im., with macrocosmic parallels.
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As for the function of the Timaeus quotations, we again find different
approaches in On the Generation of the Soul and On the Face in the
Moon, corresponding to the choices made regarding selection and ar-
rangement of the passages. The professed strategy in On the Generation
of the Soul is to stick to what Plato really meant (De an. procr. 1013e,
1014a), without, like earlier interpreters, importing 1010 66ypata (1013b).
Plato’s consistency is the litmus test and sufficient condition for a correct
interpretation: Plutarch’s interpretation will be successful if it saves Pla-
to’s consistency (1014a). While this puts On the Generation of the Soul
squarely into the category of works in which Plutarch is commenting
directly on a Platonic text, it would be wrong to say that Plutarch is not
developing his own philosophical position here. Strange as it may seem,
this stern commitment to Plato’s own words resulting in the complete
absence — as he sees it — of {01 d0ypata 1s presented by Plutarch as a feat
of great originality (1012b): Plutarch consciously sees himself as the first
Platonist to find the correct interpretation of Plato’s text and he is aware
of the controversial character of his solution (1013f—1014a). Moreover, his
unusual interpretation of this particular bit of Plato’s Timaeus seems to
have been one of Plutarch’s pet subjects (1012b; cf. Quaest. Plat. 4.1003a)
and must have been part and parcel of his philosophical outlook.

Conversely, it could be argued on the basis of On the Face in the
Moon that, in the writings in which Plutarch at first sight seems to be de-
veloping positions of his own using Platonic references, he is at the same
time trying to increase his readers’ affinity with the Platonic dialogues
per se. While in On the Generation of the Soul the advertised main theme
of the Timaeus (viz. the visible world, 7im. 28b) plays a relatively small
and subsidiary role (the cosmic body is only discussed insofar as it ex-
plains parallel features of the cosmic soul), it is much more prominent in
On the Face in the Moon, where issues such as the mechanism of vision,
the working of mirrors, probability as a criterion for physics and — obvi-
ously — the positions and properties of the planets are discussed at length.
Moreover, the combination of science and myth is a characteristic shared
by the Timaeus and On the Face in the Moon, which is entirely absent
form On the Generation of the Soul.'* In the case of On the Face in the
Moon, then, we should keep in mind that the observation that Plutarch is
developing philosophical positions of his own does not entail that Plato’s
own voice is stifled. As both Plutarchan works show, the distinction be-
tween commentary and development of personal philosophical positions
eventually collapses in the case of a Platonist like Plutarch.

14 Cf. Taub 2008: 70-76.
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2.2. Micro level: Plutarch’s interpretation of 7Timaeus 53b

The general observations made in the previous subsection can be further
explored in a case study on the use of Timaeus 53b in both Plutarchan
texts. In 7imaeus 52d—53c, Plato gives a description of chaos, the state
of the universe before the demiurge set about his work. In this precos-
mic state, the four primary bodies (fire, water, earth, and air) were there,
albeit without proportion or measure (GAOY®G Kol AUETP®S, 53a): ‘They
were indeed in the condition one would expect thoroughly god-forsaken
things to be in’ (mavtdmaci ye unv dwokeipeva domep €ikog Exewv dmav
otav anf] Tvog Bgdg, 53b). This last sentence is quoted both in On the
Generation of the Soul and in On the Face in the Moon. The quotations
are surrounded by similar material in both cases, yet they seem to receive
a slightly different interpretation.

Within the framework of Plutarch’s search for a consistent interpreta-
tion of Platonic cosmology as it is conducted in On the Generation of the
Soul, the interpretation of 7imaeus 53b (quoted at De an. procr. 1016e—f)
1s eminently clear. As Plato notes in this context, these precosmic traces
of the primary bodies were in irregular motion (7im. 52e—53a). He has
already pointed this out in an earlier sketch of the precosmic situation:
the stuff that the demiurge took over was ‘not at rest but in discordant
and disorderly motion’ (ovy iovyiav dyov, AGAAL KIVOOUEVOV TTANUUEARDS
Kol dtdxtwg, 7im. 30a, paraphrased at De an. procr. 1016¢, d). Given
Plutarch’s strict adherence to the tenet that there can be no motion with-
out soul (P1., Leg. 10.895b and Phdr. 245c¢ at De an. procr. 1013c, {, 1015¢;
cf. p. 42), this means that soul must have been present even before the
cosmos came into being. Hence, the demiurge not only took over precos-
mic corporeality but also precosmic soul (e.g. De an. procr. 1017a)."* This
resolves Plato’s apparent inconsistency between soul being ungenerated
in the Phaedrus and soul being generated in the 7Timaeus: the first is pre-
cosmic soul, while the second is cosmic soul (De an. procr. 1016a).

In On the Face in the Moon, Plutarch’s brother Lamprias attacks the
Stoic doctrine of natural motion of the elements (which has been invoked
by the Stoic interlocutor in the dialogue at De facie 923e—f).'® He starts
by pointing out that the Stoics will have to agree that there are many
examples of things that are not in their natural location. Lamprias men-
tions (1) the fire of Etna, unnaturally located below earth, (2) the air that
is confined in skins — one could think of something like a buoy — and is
thus prevented from making its natural, upwards motion, (3) the soul,

15 In his description of precosmic movement, Plutarch does not distinguish between
the receptacle and the bodily traces: both are labelled as matter (cf. De an. procr. 1013¢c,
1016d), cf. p.22 n. 10.

16 See esp. Opsomer 2017a: 86—88.
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confined in the body, and (4) the Stoic Zeus, who comes to be everything
and thus everywhere after the transformation of his original, fiery nature
(926¢—d)."”

Lamprias’ provocative conclusion is that Stoic philosophy, if it stands
by the doctrine of natural location, ‘contrive[s] a dissolution of the cos-
mos’ (S1aAlvciv Tva kOGpHov PrlocoeTfic, 926d).!® After all, the Stoics
try to separate the four elements and assign to each its natural location.
Thereby, they ‘bring upon things the Strife of Empedocles’ (10 veikog
gmbrync 1o 'EunedokAéovg toic mpdyuaoct, 926¢)." The remark is as clev-
er as it is rude (and we will come across another example of Lamprias’
trademark irreverent wit later on; see p. 102—106). Lamprias’ suggestion
seems to be that Stoic philosophy, if it sticks to the doctrine of natural
location, cannot explain the cosmos and is stuck in a precosmic state.
The separation of ‘all that is heavy and all that is light’ (t0 Bapv [...] T0
KooV, 926¢) recalls the situation in 7imaeus 53a, where chaos is char-
acterised by the phenomenon that ‘the heavy, dense material goes one
way, while the light, flimsy material goes and settles elsewhere’ (ta pev
mokva Kol foapéa dAAY, Td 0& pava kol kodea &g ETépav (el pepoueval
g€opav). It is in his description of Empedocles’ veiiog that Lamprias men-
tions ‘the state in which, according to Plato, everything is from which
God is absent’ (oBtwg elyov og &xel mhv o Oedg dneott kot [TAdtwva,
026f). This time, Plutarch’s wording differs slightly from Plato’s, but the
reference to Timaeus 53b is unmistakable.

Interestingly, Plutarch adds an explanation right after this paraphrase:
the state just described is the state ‘in which bodies are when mind and soul
are wanting’ (Tovté€oTv O¢ &yl T0 GOUATO VO Kol Yoyhg AmoAMmovong,
926f). The precosmic soul, the piece de résistance of Plutarch’s interpre-
tation of the Timaeus as it is introduced in On the Generation of the Soul,
is missing here. This is all the more striking if we take into account the
words just before the reference to the 7imaeus: Plutarch describes the

17" On this passage, see esp. Gorgemanns 1970: 98-105. Cf. the stylistic analysis in
Pérez Jiménez 2015.

18 Cf. Aristotle’s criticism of the doctrine (adhered to by Plutarch) that the cosmos
was actually generated; fr. 18 Rose: &heyé te, ¢ E0TIV AKOVEW, KATOKEPTOUMDY OTL TAAOL
pev €dediel mepl g oikiag N Praioig mvedpacty f| yeludowv &aiciolg 1j xpove 7 pabupig
TG GpproTTOVONC EmUeEAeiog avatpart, Vovi 8€ eoPov mkekpepdodal peilova Tpog tdv
TOV Gmovto Koopov Td Ady® kabapovvtov. (‘He [i.e. Aristotle] used to say in mockery
(we are told) that in the past he had been afraid for his house lest it be destroyed by vio-
lent winds or by fierce storms or by time or by lack of proper maintenance, but that now
a greater fear hung over him, from those who by an argument were destroying the whole
world’; tr. in Barnes 1995.)

! On Plutarch’s use of Empedocles in this passage, see Santaniello 2005. Cf. p. 296
n. 41.
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four elements in their precosmic state as ‘moving with their own peculiar
and arbitrary motions’ (pepopevar gopag idiag Kot avdadels, 926f). The
mention of precosmic movement almost begs for the mention of a pre-
cosmic soul: without soul, there can be no movement. Is Plutarch giving
up on Plato’s consistency here? Is the tenet that soul is the source of all
motion, which Plutarch took primarily from the tenth book of the Laws
and upon which he built his argument for a precosmic soul (cf. De an.
procr. 1013e—f), not upheld in the 7imaeus? Does precosmic movement
not require precosmic soul after all?*

I submit that we should allow Plutarch the same terminological flexi-
bility as he himself allows Plato.?! As Plutarch points out in On the Gen-
eration of the Soul (1015f-1016¢), Plato uses yoyn to refer to cosmic soul
(in the 7imaeus, where soul is created) as well as to precosmic soul (in
the Phaedrus, where soul is not created). The point is precisely to deny
that this is an inconsistency on Plato’s part. The godforsaken state that is
evoked in Timaeus 53b is, in that sense, without (cosmic!) soul indeed.
That suffices for Plutarch’s purposes in On the Face in the Moon, and
there was no need for him to make the speaker Lamprias embark upon a
digression on the difference between precosmic and cosmic soul. After
all, in the preface to On the Generation of the Soul (1012b), Plutarch
points out that his interpretation of the matter is not easily dealt with en
passant. The only point that Lamprias needs to make in On the Face in
the Moon is that the Stoics destroy providence by reducing the cosmos
to merely physical factors — whether the other relevant factors are due to
vod¢ or to yoyn is not of the essence here.?* In On the Face in the Moon,
Timaeus 53b 1s used in the context of the refutation of a false philosophi-
cal view, whereas in On the Generation of the Soul, it is used for the de-
velopment of a correct one. Within this polemical context, the depiction
of chaos as a situation from which vod¢ kai yoyn are absent may have
seemed eminently fitting, since it establishes a common ground between
Platonists and Stoics: the association of natural location with chaos
would apply both to those who distinguish intelligence from cosmic soul

20 Cherniss 1976: 206 n. a considers the two passages (i.c. the use of Tim. 53b in De
an. procr. 1016e—f and De facie 926f) to be in conflict.

21 Plutarch explicitly allows himself such flexibility, which he calls homonymous use
(opwvopia xpodpevog, De an. procr. 1022f), in the case of UAn: this can be used for corpo-
real matter devoid of any quality (e.g. 1015d—e) and for divisible being as an ingredient of
soul (1013¢), although the two are fundamentally different. He was not so keen, however,
on extending similar flexibility to his Stoic adversaries (De Stoic. rep. 1048a).

22 Cf. Donini 2011b: 275-279 nn. 177 and 225. This does not mean that the Stoic deni-
al of an independent cause of irrationality (Plutarch’s precosmic soul) is not a problem:
itis e.g. in De an. procr. 1015b—c or De Stoic. rep. 1049f-1050d, but it is not the problem
under discussion in De facie.
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(Platonists, a fortiori Plutarch who makes irrationality part and parcel of
the cosmic soul) and to those who identify the two (Stoics; cf. e.g. De
Stoic. rep. 1052b—c). Both sides would have to agree that providence, a
cornerstone of both Platonism and Stoicism, cannot exist if the doctrine
of natural location is rigourously applied. The flexible consistency that
Plutarch exhibits here renders his polemical goal in On the Face in the
Moon more effective.

Little is left, then, of the apparent contradiction between the use of
Timaeus 53b in On the Face in the Moon and On the Generation of the
Soul. Both passages (De facie 926c—927a; De an. procr. 1016c—1017b)
offer similar descriptions of chaos, both quoting Timaeus 53b but also
using language from other parts of the Timaeus.” Chaos is an unmusical
state (mAnppereiav, De facie ~ mANuUeA®S, De an procr. ~ TAUUEADC,
Tim. 30a) characterised by disorderly motion (popag 1diag Kai av0dadels,
De facie ~ atdxtov @opdg, De an. procr. ~ atdxtwg, Tim. 30a) of the
uncombined primary bodies. Cosmos comes about when the demiurge
fashions (amepydontan, De facie ~ amnepyoacdapevoc, De an. procr. ~ e.g.
amepydinton, 7im. 28a) harmony (apuovia, De facie ~ dtopuocapevoc,
De an. procr. ~ e.g. cuvapudttov, Tim. 35a), which brings friendship

2 Tt is possible that, as is often the case in Plutarch’s works, the recurrence of similar
material traces back to a vmopvnua, a ‘rough draft’ taking the form of a ‘more or less
elaborate train of thought, involving material previously gathered and certainly written in
full syntactical sentences’, as it is defined in Van der Stockt 1999b: 595, the seminal article
on the subject of cluster analysis and Plutarch’s hypomnemata. Cf. Plutarch’s mention
of these Aiypomnemata in De tranq. an. 4641 (p. 169). The use of a single Aypomnema in
passages across different works can often account for Plutarch’s divergent use of the same
material. On the methodology of cluster analysis as a response to Quellenforschung, see
Van der Stockt 1999b: 575—580, 595-597; 2004b: 331335, 340; Xenophontos 2012: 61-63.
Applications of the method of cluster analysis include, apart from the aforementioned
studies, Van Meirvenne 1999; 2001; 2002; Van der Stockt 1999a; 2002; 2004a; 2009;
Meeusen 2012; 2016: 138-141, 165-173; Roskam 2013. Cf. also Vicente Sanchez 2008. On
the possibilities and limitations of applying this method to the historical works, see Pelling
2002a: 22—24; 2002b: 65-68; Verdegem 2010: e.g. 78—79; Van der Stockt 2014: 226—230.
Xenophontos 2012 usefully distinguishes ‘clusters’ (parallels that, in all likelihood, go
back to iypomnemata) from ‘patterns’ (parallels that probably depend on a mental asso-
ciation by Plutarch instead of on a hypomnema), while also pointing to the possibility of
Plutarch re-using material from an earlier work instead of relying on his hypomnemata
(cf. already Van der Stockt 1999b: 506—597). For my current purpose it does not really
matter whether there is a siypomnema underlying the context of the quotation of 7im. 53b
in De facie and De an. procr.: regardless of whether the unity behind the two passages
existed in Plutarch’s head or in writing, it is clear that the seemingly contradictory pas-
sages share a conceptual core. The same thing goes for De def. or. 430d, where Tim. 53b
is quoted once again by Lamprias in the context of an anti-Stoic defence of providence.
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over strife (piAotng, De facie ~ ¢iMa, De an. procr. quoting Tim. 32b—
¢**). Both accounts end in the triumph of Platonic providence.” The fact
that one evocation of chaos emphasises the presence of (precosmic) soul
while the other mentions the absence of (cosmic) soul does not threaten
the interpretation of Plato as a consistent thinker, nor does it threaten
Plutarch’s own consistency that should follow from that.

Both on a macro level and on a micro level, Plutarch’s engagement
with the Timaeus allows for signficant flexibility for the sake of philo-
sophical argument or for literary purposes (we should not forget that 7i-
maeus 53b is put in the mouth of Lamprias in On the Face in the Moon —
Plutarch’s brother certainly has a knack for clever polemics). At the same
time, Plutarch never gives up on his interpretation of Plato as a consistent
thinker, with which his flexible engagement with Plato is always com-
patible.? The next two sections of this chapter, then, will shift the focus
from Plutarch’s own consistency to the perceived consistency of Plato.

3. Moralising the cosmic soul: Plato’s ‘development’ and Laws 10

The philosopher Arius Didymus, who was an advisor to Augustus, wrote
that Plato was moAd@wvog but not ToAvd0&oc.?” Annas has connected that
claim to the Middle Platonic unitarian way of reading Plato’s dialogues,
which she contrasts with modern developmentalist readings.?® These lat-

24 Whether or not Plato was alluding to Empedoclean @idia (cf. Taylor 1928: 99;
Cornford 1935: 44 n. 4; Hershbell 1974), it is clear from e.g. De an. procr. 1026b that
Plutarch connected the two.

% Cf. Opsomer 2017a: esp. 90—91 on De facie; cf. also Donini 1992b. On Plutarch’s
views on Stoic providence in the anti-Stoic treatises, see Algra 2014; cf. also Opsomer
1997b.

26 On contradiction and consistency in Plutarch, see Nikolaidis 1991 and the contribu-
tions in Opsomer, Roskam, and Titchener 2016. Another case of Plutarch only apparently
abandoning his own views as set out in De an. procr. and reverting to a more generally
accepted Platonic interpretation, which would differ from Plutarch’s consistency-driven
reading of Tim., is Quaest. conv. 8.2.720b—¢; see Opsomer 2004: 149 n. 54 on how this
passage is compatible with Plutarch’s interpretation after all.

27 Stobaeus 2 p. 50.1, p. 55.6 Wachsmuth-Hense.

2 Annas 1999: 9—30, esp. I12. Annas is interested in unitarianism as a viable alter-
native to developmentalism in modern scholarship. The unitarian reading of Plato that
she suggests, then, allows for ‘false starts, different approaches to the same problem,
and change of mind on one theme coexisting with unchanged views on another’ (12)
— elements that any modern reader of Plato will want to recognise. This is sensible, of
course, but it creates a latent divergence between her brand of unitarianism and that of
the Middle Platonists, who did not allow for the possibility that Plato changed his mind
at all. On contemporary developmentalist and unitarian tendencies in interpreting Plato,
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ter readings suppose that we can discern a doctrinal development over
the course of Plato’s writing career, while Middle Platonists tend to ap-
proach the dialogues as a consistent whole:

Plato is, for them, the intellectual voice speaking in this corpus of
texts — or rather, the intellectual unity in the many voices that we hear
from them. Rather than try to embed Plato’s texts in a developing his-
tory, they responded to them in their own terms, as to a set of ideas.”

To show how Middle Platonists dealt with this polyphonic unity, Annas
discusses (1) variety due to pedagogical concerns (Plato wrote differently
for different audiences), (2) variety due to the different parts of philoso-
phy (Plato could discuss the same subject from a logical, ethical, or phys-
ical perspective), and (3) variety due to aporetic and doctrinal aspects of
Plato’s writings. Plutarch is a particularly interesting witness for this last
aspect, since his brand of Platonism carefully preserves and combines
both aporetic and doctrinal elements of Plato’s dialogues.*® This aspect
of Platonic unity also maps onto Plutarch’s conception of the Platonic
tradition: on his view, the Platonic Academy is a diachronic unity that
also includes the sceptical phases of its history.*!

In this section I want to build on these ideas about polyphonic unity
by considering a neglected tool from the Platonist’s toolbox: the devel-
opment of Plato’s own life. For Plutarch, Plato’s doctrinal unity did not
preclude a form of biographical development, which affected how Plato
expressed his ideas in the dialogues. This is important for Plutarch’s re-
ception of the Laws, the work that Plato was writing when, in the eighty-
first year of his life, he famously ‘scribens est mortuus’*?. Plutarch was
aware that Plato had reached old age when he wrote the Laws (De Is. et
Os. 370f; De an. procr. 1013¢). He uses this as an argument for consider-
ing the way in which Plato expressed his ideas in the Laws as particularly
authoritative. This, in turn, has implications for Plutarch’s cosmological

see also e.g. Rowe 2006. On Middle Platonic unitarianism and engagement with Platonic
polyphony, see also Boys-Stones 2018: 49—53.

» Annas 1999: 29.

30 See esp. Opsomer 1998: 127212, who shows how Quaest. Plat. 1 is central to
Plutarch’s Platonism.

3 The Lamprias Catalogue mentions a work On the Unity of the Academy since the
Time of Plato (Ilepi 1od piov eivon émd tod IIAdtmvog Akadhiuetav, 63). On this issue,
see esp. Opsomer 1998: 171-186; 2005b: 167-175; cf. also e.g. Donini 1986; 1999; 2011a;
Nikolaidis 1999b; Bonazzi 2003: 213—240; 2005; Babut 2007.

32 Cicero, On Old Age 5.13, cf. 7.23. After Plato’s death, the unfinished dialogue was
left uncorrected and in disorder until Philip of Opus took up the task of editing it; cf.
Anon., Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy 24.13—19; Diogenes Laertius 3.37.
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ethics, since the tenth book of the Laws contains a theological account
that stresses, more emphatically than the Timaeus, the ethical signifi-
cance of cosmology. It is in this tenth book that Plutarch found the key
exhibit for his take on the cosmic soul: soul that causes evil.*?

The tenth book of the Laws is on Plutarch’s mind throughout On the
Generation of the Soul: all eight references to the Laws are to that book,
which is all but absent from Plutarch’s other works.** As Tarrant notes,
Middle Platonic exegesis of the Laws seems to have been focused on
certain isolated passages, one of which was the theological account of
the tenth book.** Plutarch describes the provenance of one of the refer-
ences to Laws 10 as Plato’s daydv and Adyog for the gods (De an. procr.
1o013e). This description certainly fits the book.* It could, however, be
argued that even this is an overly general description of what Plutarch
was looking for in Plato. All references to Laws 10 are confined to only
a few Stephanus pages (892a—898e), in other words only the part of the
book in which Plato develops arguments about the soul. This is, indeed,
the subject with which Plutarch is most concerned. Let us take a closer
look at the references.

33 De an. procr. 1015d—e will be discussed presently. Cf. Ferrari 2011: 26: the Laws
provide [il] riferimento piu esplicito e diretto’.

3% Giavatto 2010 counts eighty-nine references to the Laws in the Moralia; Helmbold
and O’Neil 1959: 58 note 12 references in the Lives, most importantly in the Lycurgus
(see p. 145-146). Only the voluminous Quaest. conv. contain more references to the Laws
than De an. procr. Quaest. Plat. 3.1002¢ (cf. Leg. 896a—c) and De Is. et Os. 370f (cf. Leg.
896d—-898a) contain further references to Laws 10. In Quaest. Plat. 4.1002e—f, Plutarch
probably has Leg. 896a—897a in mind, although, as De an. procr. 1016a—c suggests, he
could have been thinking about 7im. 34b—35a as well. These three references to Laws 10,
which all correspond to references to the dialogue in De an. procr., will be discussed in
what follows. Finally, Giavatto follows Sandbach (Loeb) by noting a reference to Leg.
887e in fr. 213. However, in this case, Plato is certainly not cited by Plutarch: the only link
is that both their names occur together in this (doubtful) testimony.

35 Tarrant 2000: 205. However, interest in the Laws was certainly not limited to these
isolated passages: Quaest. conv. 7.2.700¢ mentions collective reading sessions devoted to
Plato (IThatwvikaig cuvavayooeotv), which sparked questions such as the one on Laws 9
discussed at that particular symposium; cf. D’Ippolito 2009: 115.

3¢ In this book the Athenian Stranger attacks three groups who do not hold correct
beliefs about the gods (atheists, deists, and traditional theists, with the first group taking
up the main part of the argument). For a general introduction to Laws 10, see e.g. Mayhew
2008: 1-10.
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3.1. Invisible soul and soul as self-moved motion

After the quotation of Timaeus 35a—b (p. 20), the two interpretations of
this passage that were prevalent in Plutarch’s time are presented.’” Both
interpretations date to the first generations after Plato:

[...] TOV doKuOTATOV AVOPAV TOVE HEV EEVOKPATNG TPOCYAYETO,
TG yuyfg TV ovoiav apBpov avtdov Ve’ £0VTOD KIVOOUEVOV
amopnvapevog, ol 0& Kpdvtopt 1®d Xolel mpocébevto, uryvovit v
yoyny &k te TG vonTig Kol Th¢ mepi ta aiohntd do&uotig phoemg
[...]. (De an. procr. 1012d)

[O]f the men most highly esteemed some were won over by Xeno-
crates, who declared the soul’s essence to be number itself being
moved by itself, and others adhered to Crantor of Soli, who makes
the soul a mixture of the intelligible nature and of the opinable nature
of perceptible things [...].

What these interpretations have in common, so Plutarch analyses, is that
they do not take the generation of the cosmic soul and the cosmic body to
have been actual events: the cosmogonic account of the 7imaeus should
not be taken literally, but Plato developed it ‘for the sake of examination’
(Bewplogc Eveka, De an. procr. 1013).

It is in Plutarch’s criticism of these two prevalent interpretations that
we encounter the first two references to the Laws.*® First, Crantor’s in-
terpretation is discussed (De an. procr. 1013b—c). He posited, according
to Plutarch, that for soul to be able to recognise both intelligible and per-
ceptible objects, it should be a combination of intelligible and doxastic
nature, in other words of form and matter. ‘Like knows like’ is the as-
sumed epistemological principle here. Against this, Plutarch argues that
Crantor has given an adequate description of just about every object in
the universe (being a combination of form and matter), but not of soul.
If Crantor were correct, soul would be, like any combination of form
and matter, tangible and visible, which it obviously is not. The ensuing
affirmation that ‘soul is beyond the range of all sense perception’ (1] yoyn
0¢ maoav aicOnowv éknépevyev, De an. procr. 1013¢) refers to Laws 10,
where soul is said to be ‘completely imperceptible to all bodily sens-

37 On these interpretations and their reception in Plutarch, see Opsomer 2020a.

3% On Plutarch’s criticism of the interpretations of Xenocrates and Crantor, see Théve-
naz 1938: 56—61; Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 37—40 (noting that ‘[1]’importanza di
queste esegesi [sc. by Xenocrates and Crantor] risiede nella loro valenza paradigmatica’,
37); Ferrari 2011: 20—22. Dillon 2003: 222—223 argues that the distinction between these
two interpretations was probably exaggerated by Plutarch.
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es’ (avaicOnrov [sc. T0 yévoc] mhoaig Taig Tod chpatog aicnoeot, Leg.
898¢*?). An explicitly attributed version of this reference occurs in the
third Platonic Question, where Plutarch reminds us that ‘the soul is in-
visible and imperceptible to all the senses, as has been said in the Laws’
(8ot &’ adpatog 1 yoymn Kol ‘mhoaig tailc aictnoeoty dvaioctntog’ wg &v
t0i¢ Nopoig eipntat, Quaest. Plat. 3.1002¢).%

The interpretation put forward by Xenocrates, on the other hand, is
refuted by the remark that ‘Plato never called the soul [number]; but he
called it motion perpetually self-moved and motion’s source and prin-
ciple’ (ap1Ouov ye unyv 6 IAdtov 00dENOTE TNV YUYV TPOGEITEY, AALN
Kivnow avtokivntov del kol ‘Kivnoemg mnyny kol apynv’, De an. pro-
cr. 1013¢). The point is that soul is indeed connected with motion, as
Xenocrates stated, but that it is not number itself, although it is ordered
according to number.*' Cherniss comments on the first definition attrib-
uted to Plato (kivnoig avtokivntog det) that it is ‘a formulaic summary
of Phaedrus 245 C 7-8 and 245 E 2—4 influenced by the phraseology of
Laws 894 B 9—C 1, 895 B 1-6, and 895 E 10-896 A 5°.** It seems to me,
however, that it is the other way around. For this first definition, Plutarch
was thinking primarily about the Laws, to which he refers in the previous
sentence. In Laws 10, soul is defined, after an extensive overview of ten
kinds of motion, as ‘motion capable of moving itself” (v dvvauévnv
avTnV a0V KIvelv kivnow, Leg. 896a). This covers what Plutarch para-
phrases as kivnoig avtokivnrtog, and there is no need to search for a fur-
ther source than the one he had used in the sentence before. After all, the
context of the Laws fits in much better with Plutarch’s argument than
that of the Phaedrus. Plutarch seems to aim at a kind of definition or
at least an explicit description of the soul. This is the case in the Laws,
where the Athenian Stranger finally pinpoints ‘the definition of the thing
the name of which is soul’ (@ &7 yoyn todvoua, tic TovToL AdyOoC, Leg.
895e), whereas in the Phaedrus the self-moved nature of the soul is a
presupposition used in a proof of the immortality of the soul. In the Laws
the definition of soul is the outcome of an extensive discussion of kinds
of motion, which anticipates Plutarch’s phrasing at several points, espe-
cially by emphasising that self-moved motion is perpetual (dei, 894b).

3 For Laws 10 1 divert from my practice of using the translation included in Cooper
1997, which in this case lacks the accuracy needed for our current purpose, and I quote
from Mayhew 2008 instead.

40 Cf. Thévenaz 1938: 16 n. 20.

4 Cf. p. 84 n. 40 on the difference between soul being harmony and soul being har-
monious.

42 Cherniss 1976: 174 n. b. Similarly, Thévenaz 1938: 16 n. 21 and Ferrari in Ferrari
and Baldi 2002: 234 n. 38 (‘la definizione [...] puod considerarsi derivata da Phdr: [...] con
la possibile influenza di leg. X [...]").
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That Plutarch finally does turn to the Phaedrus for the second definition
(xwvnoemg Tyn Koi dpyn) is not surprising. Having the Laws passage in
mind for the first definition, he would have thought of the mention, in
the discussion of kinds of motions conducted there, of self-moved mo-
tion as ‘source of all motion’ (dpynyv [...] Ktwvioewv Tacdv, Leg. 895b),
a turn of phrase that is later repeated (dpyn Kivnoewc, Leg. 896b) and is
used that second time to describe soul. From there it is a small step to
the contextually less relevant but related mention of soul as myn xai
apym Kwvnoewg in the Phaedrus (245¢). After all, Plutarch tends to asso-
ciate the words myn and apyr| in completely different contexts as well.*?
Hence my suggestion to turn Cherniss’ comment around and state that
the definition of soul as ‘motion perpetually self-moved and motion’s
source and principle’ is not a summary of the Phaedrus influenced by the
phraseology of the Laws but a reference to the Laws influenced by the
phraseology of the Phaedrus.

The first references to Laws 10 are important for the refutation of
prevalent interpretations of the generation of the cosmic soul (as Plutarch
understood them). By referring to the Laws, Plutarch has proposed, as a
reaction to these faulty interpretations, a first comment on the nature of
the soul as an invisible entity (in reaction to Crantor) and as self-moved
motion (in reaction to Xenocrates).

3.2. Priority of soul

After refuting Crantor and Xenocrates separately, Plutarch reiterates their
common refusal to understand the generation of the cosmic body and its
soul as an actual event (De an. procr. 1013¢). According to Plutarch the
consequence of the view that the cosmos does not have an actual moment
of generation is disastrous.

el yap dyévnrog 0 KOGLOG €oTiv, oiyetar T@ [TAdtmvi 10 TpesPutépav
10D GOUOTOC THV YouyNV ovcov SEGpYey HETOBOARC Kol KIVAGEMG
hong, Nyepova Kol Tpwtovpydv, ¢ avtog eipnkey, £yKabeotdoay.
(De an. procr. 1013e—f)

For, if the universe is ungenerated, there is an end of Plato’s conten-
tion that the soul, being senior to the body, initiates all change and
motion installed in her position of chief and, as he has said himself,
of primary agent.

This time the textual reference to the Laws is unmistakable since it is
preceded by the general description of (a part of the tenth book of) the

3 Cf. De ad. et am. 56b; De Her. mal. 856¢; De prim. frig. 947b.
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Laws that I have already mentioned and to which I shall return. More-
over, the argumentative contexts of the passages in Plato and Plutarch are
the same: both jump from the soul’s function as source of motion (which,
as we have seen, was an element from the Laws borrowed for the refu-
tation of Xenocrates) to its priority.* Both in Laws 10 and in Plutarch’s
argument the two are intrinsically connected (cf. Leg. 896a—c).

Plutarch’s phrasing mpespotépav 1od chpatoc v yuyny odcay ech-
oes Plato’s descriptions obong vy’ avtii¢ [i.e. TS yuyiic] TpecPutépag
| ocopotog (Leg. 892b) and yoynv [...] mpecPutépoy oVGaV GOUATOC
(892c¢). A few pages later, soul is called T@®v wéviov tpesPfutdtn (896b)
and, once again, mpecsPutépa cOpOTOC 0V (896¢).* Next, it is only in
the Laws that Plato juxtaposes petafoir] and kivnoig: a first time in a de-
scription of self-moved motion (894c) and a second time in a description
of soul as ‘cause of all change and of motion in all things’ (netaforng
1€ Kol Kvnoewg amdong aitio, 896b). The third element of this dense
sentence, the characterisation of soul as fyepu@v, is suspiciously absent
from the Laws, which Plutarch has just revealed to be the inspiration
for these words. However, i1t should be noted that the connection be-
tween the priority of the soul and its leading capacity is made there:
soul is called apyovon on account of its priority (Leg. 896¢, cf. dpyet,
892a). For a lexically closer parallel, we should turn to other dialogues:
although Plato never explicitly calls soul fyepmv, there are instances of
the verbs nyepovevm or Nyepovém in relevant contexts in the Timaeus
(41¢) and in the Phaedo (80a, 94c¢). Nevertheless, I see no reason to doubt
that Plutarch still had the Laws on his mind while calling soul 1fysuov,
given the argumentative parallel (Leg. 896¢) and his general announce-
ment that he is reproducing an argument from that work. And, indeed,
with the mention of soul as mpwtovpydg he is certainly back on track:
before Plutarch, there is only one occurrence of the word mpwtovpyodg in
Greek literature and it is in Laws 10, where Plato mentions the ‘prima-
ry-work motions’ (mpwtovpyoi kivnoeig) of the soul, as opposed to the
‘secondary-work motions of bodies’ (tdg dgvtepovpyovs [...] Kivinoelg
coudtwov, Leg. 897a).%

4 Cf. Mason 1998; Carone 2005: 164—170.

4 This crucial point is reiterated almost verbatim several times in book twelve of the
Laws (966d—e, 967b). Cf. Epin. 98od—e, 991e.

4 The Loeb translation correctly takes the phrase ‘as he has said himself” to refer
only to the mention of tpwtovpydg (a close lexical parallel) and not to the word group
Nyepova kai Tpmtovpyov (the first word being a rather loose reference to Plato). Contra
Thévenaz 1938: ad loc. (‘elle n’aurait plus, selon ses propres termes, son poste de chef
et sa priorité d’action’); Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: ad loc. (‘rappresenta, come lo
stesso Platone ha affermato, la guida e 1’agente primario’).
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In one sentence, several references to Laws 10 are joined together in
an argument for the priority of the soul. Both Plutarch and Plato see this
priority as a condition for the cosmic soul’s leading capacity. From this,
Plutarch draws the conclusion that the creation of the cosmos should
have been a real event. For, if that were not true, as the mainstream of
Platonism supposed, soul could not be prior nor have its leading function.

3.3. Maleficent soul

After this rebuttal of other interpretations of 7imaeus 35a—b, particularly
those of Xenocrates and Crantor, Plutarch turns to his own interpretation.
Continuing from the point that the generation of the cosmic soul and the
cosmic body must have been real events, he goes on to specify the nature
of what came before this generation. As we have seen (p. 22), Plutarch
postulates an amorphous corporeality and an irrational soul, which are
ungenerated and thus have always been coexistent with each other (De
an. procr. 1014b). The demiurge ordered these precosmic entities by en-
dowing matter with form and soul with rationality, thus generating the
cosmic body and the cosmic soul (1014b—). The precosmic substance
of the soul, then, is — so Plutarch claims — alluded to by Plato in several
dialogues (1014d): it is divisible being and necessity from the Timaeus,
limitedlessness from the Philebus, and — so he adds later (1015a) — con-
genital desire from the Statesman. ‘In the Laws, however, he [i.e. Pla-
to] openly called it disorderly and maleficent soul’ (év 8¢ toig Nopoig
dvtikpug yuynyv drtoaktov glpnke Kol kakomoldv, De an. procr. 1014d—e).
Later, Plutarch returns to this equation, referring to the sentence just
quoted (domep eipnrar) and again stating that he found it ‘in the Laws’
(év Nopoug), although this time he uses different terms: now, the precos-
mic soul is called ‘soul contrary and adverse to the one that is beneficent’
(yuymv évavtiay xai dvtitaiov tf dyabovpyd, De an. procr. 1015€).

In the Laws, the Athenian Stranger states that, since soul is the cause
of all things, both good and bad, including cosmic events, we should as-
sume that there are ‘no fewer than two [souls]: one that does what is good
and one capable of doing the opposite’ (dvoiv pév € mov Elattov pUnodsv
TIO®duEV, TG TE €VEPYETIOOC Kal TG TavavTia duvauévng Eepyalectan,
Leg. 896e). Plutarch interprets this not as describing two souls but as two
successive states of soul (precosmic and cosmic), whereby the nefarious
effects of the former state can still be felt when the latter, better state has
been achieved.*” This interpretation is not completely incompatible with
Plato’s text, which is notoriously obscure.*® And, on the other hand, a

47 Opsomer 2004: 153—154.
* Immediately following his distinction between two souls, the Athenian Stranger
suddenly talks about yoyn (singular), which ‘every time it joins with reason [...] guides
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similar obscurity is not entirely absent from Plutarch’s work, as is shown
by a parallel in the dualistic doxography of On Isis and Osiris (370f; cf.
p. 217—218), which does seem to assume the two coeval souls from Laws
10. Again, Plutarch in a way stays closer to Plato than one would as-
sume at first sight. Most of Plutarch’s terminology as well can be found
scattered throughout this passage from the Laws: in the discussion that
emerges from the Athenian’s mention of two souls, maleficent soul is
called v xoknv (897d ~ kaxomoov, Plu.), tv &vavtiav (898c ~ yoynv
évavtiav, Plu.), and connected with movement that is dtéktwg (897d
~ Gtaktov, Plu.).

3.4. Consistency and ‘development’

I have analysed three groups of references to Laws 10. First, contradict-
ing Crantor and Xenocrates separately, Plutarch has argued that soul is
invisible and that it is ordered, self-moved motion. Second, refuting his
adversaries combined, he has claimed that soul is older than body. Third,
developing his own interpretation, he has postulated the existence of a
maleficent soul. These references, which all occur when crucial features
of the soul are explained, are not made haphazardly but form a struc-
tural guideline through Plutarch’s argument on the soul by imposing an
ascending order of specificity and eccentricity. First, no Platonist would
probably disagree with soul being invisible or ordered, self-moved mo-
tion, and Crantor and Xenocrates would probably not have agreed that
their interpretations violate these Platonic tenets. The situation is differ-
ent in the second case, where Plutarch’s opponents certainly were willing
to reject a literal interpretation of the material from the Laws: they did
not take the priority of the soul to be a chronological matter. With the
third group of references, Plutarch introduces the distinction between
precosmic soul and cosmic soul, which he sees as a logical consequence
of the need to assume a literal interpretation of Plato’s cosmogony.
While it is clear that Plutarch had the Laws on his mind while writing
On the Generation of the Soul, the question whether he really needed
the Laws to build his arguments has to be answered in the negative. All
aspects discussed here can also be found in the 7imaeus, the dialogue
that is the formal subject of the treatise. In the Timaeus, soul is called
adpatog twice (36e, 46d), the connection between soul and automotion is
made implicitly but undeniably (37b), the priority of soul is emphasised

all things toward what is correct and happy, but when it associates with lack-of-reason
[...] produces in all things the opposite of these’ (vodv pév mpociapovoa [...] opba
Kol evdaipovo madoywysl mhvta, dvoig 8& cvyyevopévn mhvta ob Tévovtio TovTolg
amepyaletal, Leg. 897b), only to revert to the distinction between two souls right after
that (Leg. 897d, cf. 898c).
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(34b—c*), and Plutarch says that maleficent soul is just another name for
divisible being or necessity, which plays an important role in the 7Timaeus
(352, 48a with Plu., De an. procr. 1014d). The function of the Laws in On
the Generation of the Soul is to provide confirmation and clarification on
crucial topics, not to provide new information.

What the references to the Laws clarify, more precisely, are the ethi-
cal consequences of Plutarch’s interpretation of Plato’s cosmic soul. The
views of Crantor and Xenocrates, which support the mistaken belief that
the cosmogony was not an actual event, are inherently blasphemous be-
cause they do not acknowledge the chronological seniority of the soul
(De an. procr. 1013e—f). Similarly blasphemous would be to deny the ex-
istence of a precosmic maleficent soul: since matter is devoid of quality,
god would then be the only remaining candidate as a cause of evil (De
an. procr. 1014f-1015¢). The only pious way of understanding Platonic
cosmology, then, is to assume with Plutarch and the Laws a maleficent
soul that was once actually precosmic and whose effects can still be felt
after the demiurge turned this precosmic soul into cosmic soul. The Laws
— Plato’s case for the gods — reveal the morally charged character of the
cosmic soul. This moral aspect, which is more latently present in the
Timaeus, lead Plutarch to postulate a cosmic soul that has an inherent
element of irrationality.

A correct understanding of the cosmos and the provenance of adver-
sity 1s ethically relevant. A similar stance, albeit more closely related
to the theological context of Laws 10, can be found in On Superstition.
Plutarch contrasts the atheist and the superstitious person: both repre-
sent an extreme that should be avoided, and both are guided by a faulty
understanding of how good and bad things come about. If things hap-
pen against their will, atheists will attribute nothing to providence and
everything to toyn and 10 avtdpatov, while superstitious persons will
make god responsible for everything (De sup. 167f-168b). In On Isis and
Osiris (369a—b) a similar dichotomy is drawn: whereas the Epicureans
will try to attribute everything to dyvya copata, the Stoics admit only
‘one Reason and one Providence’ (§va Adyov kai piov tpdvotav), which
is the cause of everything. The former stance precludes anything good
and the latter anything bad. In Plutarch’s view, a dualistic cosmos guided
by a soul that is part rational, part irrational is the only way out. This, in
turn, means that the analogy between the cosmic and the human soul is
stricter than the Timaeus itself warrants (cf. p. 88). Thus, Plutarch inserts
Laws 10 in his search for Platonic consistency: Plato’s latest work does
not offer a different truth. At the same time, it does seem to have a spe-

4 Cf. also Quaest. Plat. 4.1002¢e—f, where the reference can be, as the Loeb edition
indicates, to either Leg. or Tim.
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cial relevance as an account that clarifies the key aspects of the 7Timaeus.
What, then, is the reason for the Laws’ clarifying force?

At this point we should return to Plutarch’s awareness that the Laws
were Plato’s latest work. Plutarch had specific expectations of old phi-
losophers. In Should an Old Man Engage in Politics? the old philos-
opher and the old politician receive similar advice: neither one should
retire at a fixed age. As Socrates first showed, ‘life in all parts and at all
times, in all experiences and activities, universally admits philosophy’
(tov Blov Gmavtt pépet kol ypove Koi tabeot Kol Tpdypacty AmAde droct
erocopiav dexduevov, An seni 796¢ [tr. and text modified™]). Since both
philosophy and politics are matters of the soul, both the philosopher and
the politician achieve peak performance in old age, when the body may
be deteriorating but the soul is at its best (797e—f). That especially phi-
losophers should be trusted most when they are old is illustrated by the
example of the philosopher Aeschines, who claimed to be a pupil of the
Academic Carneades. When certain sophists accused him of lying about
that, he replied: ‘Oh, but I did listen to Carneades at the time when his
speech had given up noisy declamation on account of his old age and had
reduced itself to what is useful and of common interest’ (dGAAG TOTE 7y’
[...] éyo Kapveddov dirovov, 6te TV payioy Kol TOV YOPOV AQEIKMOS O
AOYoc anToD d1d TO YHPOG €I TO ¥PNCIUOV GLUVIIKTO KOl KOWVMVIKOV, 791a—
b). The message is clear: old age shows philosophy in its purest form.

That is precisely what Plutarch thought about the Laws. In the afore-
mentioned passage on the maleficent soul from On Isis and Osiris,
Plutarch gives more information about a subtle difference between the
Timaeus and the Laws.>! In On the Generation of the Soul, Plutarch in-
forms us that the ‘divisible being’ or ‘necessity’ from the Timaeus — and
Plutarch adds that Plato used the latter label ‘in many places’ (moALayoD)
— was called ‘disorderly and maleficent soul’ in the Laws (De an. procr.
1014d—e). That there is more to this than a simple identification is sug-
gested by a pév-6¢ construction, which opposes the 7imaeus to the Laws,
as well as by the remark that, in the Laws, Plato finally spoke &vtikpug
(openly, outright). Now, in On Isis and Osiris the opposition between the
veiled references in the 7imaeus (and other dialogues) and the outspo-

30 T adopt the reading of the Budé¢ edition. The Teubner seems to misreport the man-
uscripts here.

51 T am not concerned here with the absolute or relative chronology of these two
works. I am inclined to agree with Cherniss 1976: 134 that there is no conclusive evidence
for establishing a relative chronology, and I fail to see compelling reasons for assuming,
like Deuse 1983: 27—42, a development from De Is. et Os. to De an. procr. (cf. p. 218
n. 155). Generally, both works are considered to have been written late in Plutarch’s life;
see e.g. Cherniss 1976: 133 and Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 11-12 for De an. procr:;
Griffiths 1970: 16-18 and Garcia Valdés 1995: 19—20 for De Is. et Os.
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kenness of the Laws is strengthened. There, Plutarch once again points to
the Timaeus formulation by exaggerating that Plato used the terminology
from the 7imaeus ‘in many places’ (moAhayod) (although this time he
does not talk about ‘divisible being’ or ‘necessity’, but about the related
though more extreme principle of ‘difference’, cf. De an. procr. 1025b
and p. 218). Again, the Timaeus is opposed by way of a pév-0¢ construc-
tion to the Laws. Here Plutarch adds that, in the Timaeus, Plato talks
‘as though obscuring and veiling his opinion’ (olov émnAvyaldpevoc Kai
TapoakaAvTtopevoc, 370e), whereas ‘in his Laws, when he had grown
considerably older’, he names names ‘not in circumlocution or symboli-
cally, but in specific words’ (€v 8¢ T0ic Nopo1g 1jon mpecPotepog dv ov o’
aiviyu@®v ovdg cupfolkds, dAAL Kuplolg ovopacty, De Is. et Os. 370f).
The purity and outspokenness that comes with old age can explain why
the Laws, while not adding new information, can definitively confirm
and clarify matters that may have remained obscure in the Timaeus. The
Timaeus is treated rather derogatorily in On Isis and Osiris: a discourse
O aiviyudv may be appropriate for myth or poetry hiding a deeper mean-
ing, but as a judgement of a work of philosophy — and no doubt Plutarch’s
favourite work of philosophy — it sounds almost like an insult.’ The link
between old age and better or at least purer philosophy thus seems to be
affirmed by Plutarch, implicitly so in On the Generation of the Soul and
more explicitly in the parallel passage from On Isis and Osiris.

There is, however, a second age-related issue that slightly compli-
cates this picture. As I have mentioned, Plutarch describes (a part of)
Laws 10 as ‘Plato’s case and argument for the gods, which he admits he
made against the atheists with a zeal extreme and in a manner unsuit-
ed to his years’ (tov mepi Oedv dydva kol Adyov, @ IAdTov Oporoyel
QuUoTIHoTOTO, Kol Top’ NAkiov Tpog Tovg dbéovg keypiicbot, De an.
procr. 1013e [tr. slightly modified]). Indeed, as Plutarch repeatedly states
in Should an Old Man Engage in Politics?, one of the benefits of old
age is that gilotipia has been mitigated, being an unseemly character-
istic for old men (790c, 791¢c, 793¢, 795a, 796a). How should we under-
stand, then, Plutarch’s characterisation of Plato’s approach in the Laws
as euhototata? It is not clear where Plato confirms (6poloyed) this,
but Cherniss’ claim that this is ‘a somewhat inexact reminiscence of
Laws 907B10-C5” makes perfect sense.> In that passage, the Athenian

52 On aiviypata (and related words and concepts such as cOufoAov) in Plutarch, see
Hardie 1992: 4744—4745 n. 8; Hirsch-Luipold 2002: 130-138; cf. esp. De Is. et Os. 366¢—d;
De an. procr. 1026c¢. Plutarch’s friend Florus calls Plato aivittopevog in Quaest. conv.
8.2.719a (cf. p. 95-96).

3 Cherniss 1976: 177 n. e. Contra Ferrari in Ferrari and Baldi 2002: 238, where Prm.
128¢ (V1o mpeaPutépov prrotipiag) is suggested as a parallel. Although the explicit men-
tion of ulotiuio yields a lexically closer parallel, the context and content of Prm. do not
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Stranger concludes the religious arguments of book ten and, as Mayhew
puts it in his commentary, ‘feels the need to apologize for the vehemence
and vigour’ of what has been said.** This he does in the following words:
‘they [scil. the arguments] were perhaps presented rather vehemently,
owing to our love of victory over vicious humans’ (gipnvtai yé mwg
o(POOPOTEPOV 010 PLAOVIKiaY TOV Kok®V AvOpmdrmv) and ‘a zeal [...] has
made us speak with youthful vigour’ (mpoBupia pev on [...] veotépwg
elmelv NUiv yéyovev, Leg. 9o7b—c). Both Plato and Plutarch thus refer to
a kind of zeal that is, in principle, unsuited for the age of the speaker.>
That Plutarch substitutes @uiotipio for priovikio cannot come as a real
surprise: @rlotipio is one of the key concepts in his ethics and it often
appears intrinsically connected to the notion of @ilovikia.>® Moreover,
Plutarch’s uiotipio and Plato’s @ilovikia as used in the Laws seem to
share a certain axiological ambiguity depending on whether it is a means
to an appropriate end.’” What seems to be the case here, then, is that the
old philosopher’s ilotyia is justified by the outrageousness of his op-
ponent (the atheist, or, more broadly, the one who holds false religious
beliefs), just like the old politician’s giiotwia in Should an Old Man
Engage in Politics? (783b, f, 785f—7864) is justified when it is put in the
service of the common good.

In the Laws, Plutarch seems to suggest, Plato combined the outspo-
kenness of mature wisdom with the vigour that, especially in the case
of old men, should be reserved for matters of exceptional importance.
After all, Plutarch emphasises that Plato is talking about ‘matters of the
greatest moment’ (toig peyiotoic, De an. procr. 1016e, cf. 1016a) here. As

have any place here. Moreover, in general, Plutarch gives ‘surprisingly little attention to the
Parmenides’ (Roskam 2015a: 109 n. 8). Giavatto 2010 notes only two references: De frat.
am. 484f mentions Prm. because Plato gave one of his brothers a role in it, and Quaest. Plat.
5.1003b seems to refer to the distinction between straight and round in Prm. 137d—e, 145b.

5% Mayhew 2008: 192.

3 By applying the words of the Athenian Stranger to Plato, Plutarch makes it clear that
he considers the Stranger as Plato’s mouthpiece. This does not make him an exception; cf.
P.Oxy. 3219 ft. 2 (= B-S 2G); Diogenes Laertius 3.52 (= B-S 2H); see Tarrant 2000: 27-32;
Boys-Stones 2018: 52 for Middle Platonic views on Plato’s mouthpieces. Given Plutarch’s
connection between the Athenian Stranger and Plato, it may be relevant to note the great
respect for the elderly that can be felt throughout the Laws; see Bartels 2012.

% On @uotipio in Plutarch, see e.g. Wardman 1974: 115-124; Frazier 1988; 2014;
2016: 119-120; Duff 1999b: 83-87; Nikolaidis 2012 (and the other contributions in
Roskam, De Pourcq, and Van der Stockt 2012); Nikolaidis 2014: 360. For the connection
of prlotia and eulov(e)wkia, see Fab. 25.3; Comp. Phil. et Flam. 1.4; Luc. 11.2; Lys. 2.2;
Ages. 5.3, 23.6, 33.1; De frat. am. 487f; De virt. mor. 447d; Praec. ger. reip. 811d; De Her.
mal. 856a; cf. also p. 148 n. 55.

57 For Leg., see Mayhew 2008: 192.
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has been said, a whole world view depends on the right understanding
of the nature of the cosmic soul.”® However, the age-related comments
also have a more functional role within the context of Plutarch’s Plato-
nism: they serve to uphold the image of Plato as a perfectly consistent
thinker while allowing for polyphony. After all, Plutarch did not think
that Plato changed his mind when he grew older. That Plutarch rejected
such doctrinal development is suggested by his (implicit but unmistak-
able) rejection of Theophrastus’ report that Plato, ‘when he had grown
older, repented of having assigned to the earth as not befitting her the
midmost space of the sum of things’ (1@ [TAdtwvi tpesPutépw yevopévm
UETOUELEY, G OV TPOGNKOVGOV ATOOOVTL TH Y| TNV HECNV YOPOV TOD
navtog, Quaest. Plat. 8.1006¢), as he had done in the Timaeus.” If we can
speak about development in Plutarch’s Plato, then it is only in the sense
that, towards the end of his life, Plato revealed truth more openly. This is
the main reason why Plato’s last work — and more specifically Laws 10 —
is essential for Plutarch’s Platonism in general and his On the Generation
of the Soul in particular. As it turns out, for Plutarch, exegetical priority is
entirely different from ontological priority: whereas soul is best because
it is first, Plato’s Laws are best because they were last.

4. Cosmic cycles: literalness and the Statesman myth

In Plato’s Statesman (or Politicus), an unnamed philosopher from Elea
and a young namesake of the great Socrates try to come up with a defini-
tion of the statesman by using the method of division. When this discus-
sion hits a rough patch, the Elean Stranger starts telling a myth:%

aKovolg Gv. 10 yop mav TOdE TOTE UEV aOTOC O Be0¢ cuumodnyel
TOPEVOLEVOV Kal GUYKVKAETL, TOTE O Avijkev, dtav ai mepiodot Tod
TPOCNKOVTOG aOTA WHETPOV €Memoty 1o ypoévov, 1O O& ThAV
avTOHOTOV €1G TAvavTio Teptdyetan [...]. (Plt. 269c—d)

8 Tt is tempting to apply Plutarch’s evaluation of Plato’s old-age attitude to his own
situation when writing his definitive treatise on this crucial topic (cf. De an. procr. 1012b),
probably late in his life and at times with a remarkable vehemence towards his adversar-
ies (cf. De an. procr. 1013b, 1013d—¢, 1016a).

3 Opsomer 1994b: 385—390. Cf. also Taran 1975: 98—99. Gregory 2000: 164 incor-
rectly assumes that Plutarch accepted Theophrastus’ testimony. Cf. Num. 11.2.

% As in the case of the Athenian Stranger from Leg., Plutarch regards the Elean
Stranger from Plt. as Plato’s mouthpiece, as do the other sources mentioned in n. 55. He
is called o IMoppevidelog EEvog at De an. procr. 1017¢; the Stranger is indeed associated
with his compatriot Parmenides at the beginning of Soph. (216a); cf. Cherubin 1993.



52 CHAPTER I READING PLATO

Listen then. This universe the god himself sometimes accompanies,
guiding it on its way and helping it move in a circle, while at other
times he lets it go, when its circuits have completed the measure of the
time allotted to it; then it revolves back in the opposite direction [...].

The addressee within the dialogue, a young philosophy student ominous-
ly named Socrates, agrees, after just a few points of clarification, that
this is indeed ‘very reasonable’ (udia ikotmc, 270b). The external ad-
dressees, the readers of Plato’s dialogue, will probably want some more
information before they jump on board. If these readers are familiar with
the Timaeus, they might even be baffled and conclude that the two cos-
mological accounts are plainly in conflict. In the 7Timaeus the demiurge
does not periodically abandon the cosmos, causing, as the rest of the
myth reveals, massive destruction and a complete reversal of how the
cosmos moves and how humans live.

Obviously, this discrepancy between Plato’s works does not have to
be a problem for the modern reader.®' Matters must have been different,
however, for ancient Platonists. Baltes lays out the gist of the problem:

Der Mythos des Politikos mullte allen Platonikern, die [...] der An-
sicht waren, Platon vertrete in allen Dialogen eine einheitliche Lehre,
ein Dorn im Auge sein, weil er eine Menge von Berlihrungen mit
dem Timaios aufweist, ihm aber in wichtigen Punkten widerspricht,
z. B. in der Ansicht liber die Bewegungen im Kosmos: Der Politikos-
mythos spricht von einander abwechselnden Perioden der Anwesen-
heit und Abwesenheit des gottlichen Weltlenkers; einer jeden Periode
entspricht eine Bewegungsrichtung aller Dinge, die der Bewegung
der vorangehenden Periode entgegengesetzt ist.%

Platonists, it seems, had to choose between the cosmogony of the Timae-
us and that of the Statesman, that 1s, between one single cosmogony or a
cycle of reversals, destructions, and new beginnings. But how could they
keep insisting on a strictly unitarian interpretation of Plato’s dialogues,
then?

4.1. Proclus on combining Timaeus and Statesman: introducing the
problem

The work of Proclus can shed some light on how ancient Platonists dealt
with this issue. Proclus’ own solution, which is similar to the one adopt-
ed by other Platonists and by most modern scholars, is to interpret both

1 Cf. e.g. Nightingale 1996; Gregory 2000: 111-113.
62 Baltes 1978: 49—50.
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accounts metaphorically.®® If neither the Timaeus nor the Statesman myth
should be taken literally, the opposition disappears.®* Both accounts ex-
press the same truth: the cosmos is not entirely rational but is defined by
a permanent tension between the intelligible and the material. An alter-
native solution was proposed, as Proclus reports in his Commentary on
the Timaeus, by the Middle Platonist Severus,

8¢ pnotv amhdg pev didrov givar ToV kOGHoV, ToDToV 8 TOV VDV dvTol
Kol 0DTOC KVOOUEVOV YEVNTOV: AVOKVKANGELS YOp elval S1TTdG, O
gdeigev 0 'Eledng &évog, v pEV 1jv Vuvi mepimopeveTal TO mav,
Vv 8¢ &vavtiov: yevntog ovv O kdopoc kol dm’ dpyfic fipEatd Tvog
O TOOTNV TNV AVAKVKANGCY AVOKVKAOVUEVOS, ATAMG O0& 00 YEVNTOG.
(Proclus, In Tim. 1.289.7-13 = Severus, fr. 6T Gio¢)

who says that in absolute terms the cosmos is everlasting, but that
the present one which moves in the way it does is generated. For,
[he claims,] there are two cycles, as the Eleatic [i.e. Elean] stranger
showed, the one with which the universe now proceeds and its op-
posite. Therefore the cosmos which began from a particular starting
point and revolves with its current revolution is generated, but in ab-
solute terms it is not generated.®

6 Dillon 1995 (= Dillon 1997b: chap. XX). See Alcinous, Didasc. 14.3 (with Dillon
1993: 125—126) for a point of comparison close to Plutarch’s time.

% TIn principle I agree with Petrucci’s objections against the use of the term ‘literal’
(versus ‘metaphorical’) to label only interpretations of 7im. that take the cosmogony to
describe an event. He points out that interpretations that argue for the sempiternality of the
cosmos, like the interpretation of Taurus, are also literalist in a way. Hence, he proposes
to talk about, say, Taurus’ sempiternalistic interpretation versus Plutarch’s temporal inter-
pretation of 7im.; Petrucci 2015a; 2016a; 2018: 26—75; cf. also Boys-Stones 2018: 186—191.
However, ‘sempiternalistic’ versus ‘temporal’ describes philosophical outcomes rather
than exegetical policies and seems less suited for talking about Platonic exegesis across
the board (i.e. not confined to 7im.), in particular about the options for the interpretation
of the Statesman myth. In that case, taking the cosmic reversals as real events may go to-
gether with either a sempiternalistic view (e.g. Severus, as we shall see now) or a temporal
creation view (Plutarch, as I shall argue). As always, when applying modern dichotomies
to ancient texts, much depends on how we choose to define and use the terms involved.
In this case, I think it is most convenient to keep calling an interpretation ‘literal’ if it
assumes that the text in question describes actual events, thus using ‘literal’ in a different
way than Petrucci does; cf. Opsomer 2004: 146147 and Sedley 2007: 101 on Tim.

8 Tr. Runia in Runia and Share 2008.
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Severus interpreted the Statesman as presenting an infinite series of cos-
mic cycles.®® Proclus criticises this approach by stating that Severus is
‘transferring mythical riddles to natural science in an illegitimate man-
ner’ (to pulkd aiviypoto petdyelg gig pustoloyiov mg ovk £det, In Tim.
1.289.14-15). According to Proclus, a literal interpretation of the myth is
unacceptable because it would make the demiurge subject to change and
would postulate absurd causes for the reversed movement of the cosmos
(1.289.15—290.3). Unfortunately, we cannot know for sure if or how Sever-
us actively tried to reconcile his interpretation of the Statesman myth with
the 7imaeus. Baltes, however, has offered the convincing suggestion that
Severus’ yevntog ovv 6 kKdopog ko &’ apyfic fipEatod tvog echoes Timae-
us 28b (yéyovev, ar’ apyig Tvog ap&apevog) and that his interpretation of
the Statesman myth was part of his commentary on that bit of the Timae-
us.” If that is true, Severus interpreted both the Statesman and the Timae-
us literally in a way: while the Statesman offers the bigger picture involv-
ing an eternal succession of cosmic cycles without absolute cosmogony,
the Timaeus tells about the actual albeit relative cosmogony of the present
cycle. Still, many unclarities and problems remain.®® In the Timaeus there
is no indication of the demiurge eventually allowing disruptions of the
cosmic motion resulting in reversals — quite the contrary (e.g. Tim. 34a,
37¢, 42¢€). Moreover, it would be strange to rephrase the opposition be-
tween the cosmos and the precosmic state, which is described as lack of
cosmos (7im. 30a), in terms of opposed cycles that are both cosmic.*’

% On Severus and his cosmology, see Baltes 1978: 102—105; Dillon 1996: 262—264;
Gio¢ 2002: 406—410. Cf. also Boys-Stones 2018: 230—231. See Boys-Stones 2007: 443 n.
35 for further traces of cosmic cycles in Middle Platonism.

67 Baltes 1978: 103. Severus seems to have written a commentary on 7im. and quite a
bit of that material seems to have made its way into Proclus’ commentary (esp. Procl., In
Tim. 1.204.17; cf. 1.227.15-17, 1.255.4—0, 2.152.27-28, 2.153.25, 2.170.3—5, 2.171.9, 2.19L.1—
193.6, 3.212.8). Cf. also, from other sources, fr. 9T and 17F Gioé (= B-S 8N and 8P).

8 We should refrain for blaming Severus for these unclarities and problems: we sim-
ply do not know enough — imagine if we had only our Neoplatonic and early Christian
testimonies to make up our mind on Plutarch! — and what we know seems already enough
to conclude with Dillon that we see ‘in Severus evidence of a superior intellect, with the
workings of which one would have desired better acquaintance’ (Dillon 1996: 264).

8 Cf. Proclus, In Tim. 2.95.29-96.4: oOk dpa OpOdg O ITAatwvikog Zevfjpog —
nappnotacopueda yop Eviedbey Tpodg adTOV — TAG AVOKVKANGELS TOC LLOKAG TPOGEIEVOG
Kol YEVNTOV oUTM TOI®V Kol AyEvntov TOV KOGUOV: TO HEV Yap TAV KOTd TODTA ONoY O
[Métov kol doavtong kvelobot kol kad’ Eva Adyov kol piov Ta&wv- 1 8& AvaKOKANGIG
obtmg, domep Aéyetat, v piav avalpel oy thg Kivnoems. (‘Therefore the Platonist
Severus has just got it wrong — we’ll speak freely against him on this point — when he
admits these mythical reversals of the motion of the cosmos, thus making the cosmos
both generated and also ungenerated. For Plato says [7im. 34a] that the universe moves
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While Proclus criticises Severus’ literal interpretation of the States-
man myth, he invokes such a literal interpretation for polemical reasons
elsewhere, namely in the work (partly) transmitted through extensive
quotations in Philoponus’ Against Proclus on the Eternity of the World.
This time, Proclus’ criticism is aimed at the Middle Platonist Atticus,
who is known to have taken the Timaean cosmogony literally:

oVK &3l Tovg epl ATTiKOV €1G Ta &v Tipaie péva AEme Tov andvia
Tot¢ TapovTa Torodvia, ob Amfv, GAAY kai gic To &v IToATikd TOV
napovIa moTe dmdvo motodva Eketvov, @ mopfiv, Kol ¢ 8t ékgivol
v 1aév ano T dtaéiog molovoty, oVTm O1d TaDTH Kol PETO TNV
té&wv ata&iav moteiv. (Proclus ap. Philoponus, De aeternitate mundi
contra Proclum 606.16—22)

[T]hose in Atticus’ school should not look only at the material in the
Timaeus which makes Him Who is [originally] absent present at some
time to that from which He was absent; rather, they should also look at
the material in the Statesman which makes Him Who is present absent
at some time from that to which He was present; and just as on the
basis of the former passage they postulate order after disorder, so too
should they on the basis of the latter postulate disorder after order.”

Instead of taking aim directly at Atticus’ literal interpretation of the 7i-
maeus, Proclus criticises Atticus’ willingness to interpret one account
literally while failing to do the same with the other, either — we should
assume — by neglecting it or by interpreting it metaphorically. This is
a point about Atticus’ exegetical policy rather than about the results of
his exegesis: if he chooses to interpret one Platonic dialogue literally,
he should, as a rule, do the same for any other Platonic dialogue. If this
1s combined with the premises that the literal interpretations of the two
Platonic dialogues are, as Proclus thinks, mutually exclusive and that
Plato’s thought is perfectly consistent (an assumption endorsed by Pro-
clus as much as it was by Plutarch and other Middle Platonists), then the
inevitable conclusion is that both the literal interpretation of the 7imaeus
and the literal interpretation of the Statesman should be rejected. The
only remaining solution conveniently seems to be the one that Proclus
adopts from his teacher Syrianus (/n 7im. 2.96.5—7). We should interpret
the two cosmogonies as cosmologies: there is no question of an actual

uniformly and “always moves according to one ratio and a single order”. But to take this
reversal of motion literally does away with the single order of motion’; tr. Baltzly 2007.)

" Tr. Wilberding 2005. A separate translation of and introduction to the Proclus pas-
sages cited by Philoponus can be found in Lang and Macro 2001, who argue that, through
Philoponus’ quotations, we have the whole of Proclus’ treatise.
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absolute cosmogony nor of actual relative cosmogonies; there are merely
two accounts metaphorically explaining the same cosmos.

4.2. On the Generation of the Soul: facing the problem

This overview of interpretative options can serve as the background
against which to set Plutarch’s interpretation. Near the end of the first
part of On the Generation of the Soul, Plutarch inserts what Dillon has
described as ‘a striking passage’”" to illustrate how the dual nature of the
cosmic soul, a compound of divine rationality and original irrationality,
affects the cosmos:

[...] | mepl 1OV oVpavOV [...] eOoIS [...] Etepoppemodoa VOV eV
opBodtarl T TavTOD TEPLOO® KPATOG £Y0VCT] Koi OlakvPepvi TOV
KoopHov- EoTon 88 TIC YPOVOL Hoipa Kai YEyovev §dn ToAAdKIG, &V T TO
HEV epovipov aupiovetat Kot KatadoapBavel Andnc ummAdpevov Tod
oikeiov, TO 6& copatt cHVNOEC €€ dpyic Kol cLUTaOE] EPEAKETOL Kol
Bapvet kol dvericoet T €v 6e€1d Tod TavtoOg Topeiay dvappfiot o’
00 SVvarTal TaVTATasTY, AN AviveyKey av0ig To Pedtio koi dvEPreye
POG 1O TapAdeLypo 0o GUVETIGTPEPOVTOC Kol GuVATELOHVOVTOC.
(De an. procr. 1026e—f)

The nature of the heavens [ ...] inclines this way or that, at present being
kept straight by the dominant revolution of sameness and piloting the
universe, whereas there will be and often has already been a period of
time in which its prudential part becomes dull and falls asleep, filled
with forgetfulness of what is proper to it, while the part intimate with
body and sensitive to it from the beginning, puts a heavy drag upon the
right-hand course of the sum of things and rolls it back without being
able, however, to disrupt it entirely, but the better part recovers again and
looks up at the pattern when god helps with the turning and guidance.

Dillon comments:

This is obviously inspired by the Myth of Plato’s Politicus (269cft.),
but it is rather disturbing that Plutarch should introduce it here, as it
implies a cyclic sequence of order and disorder in the universe which
he does not seem to hold elsewhere.”

Indeed, Plutarch’s literal interpretation of the cosmogony in the 7Timaeus
seems to preclude a literal reading of the Statesman myth. This recalls

' Dillon 1996: 205.
2 Dillon 1996: 205.
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Proclus’ criticism of Atticus. After all, the latter 1s often mentioned to-
gether with Plutarch by Proclus when their interpretation of the Timaeus
is concerned.” Proclus’ criticism of Atticus — or rather of o1 tepi Attikov
— can safely be taken to pertain to Plutarch as well.” If we can take
our cue from Proclus’ criticism on the incompatibility of literal inter-
pretations of the Timaeus and the Statesman and we should understand
Plutarch’s talk of cycles literally, then this passage involving the States-
man myth is certainly ‘striking’ and ‘disturbing’. However, Dillon con-
cludes that Plutarch

is not after all taking this cyclic theory literally. He merely wants
to emphasize the continued presence of the Disorderly Soul in the
world. [...] Plutarch, having raised the issue of cyclic world phases
by introducing the Politicus myth, appears now to make nothing of it.

Indeed, Plutarch himself follows his sketch of the Statesman myth with
the explanation that ‘many considerations make it plain to us that the
soul is not god’s work entirely but that with the portion of evil inherent in
her she has been arranged by god’ (oVtm¢ évoeikvoton moAlaydOev Muiv
70 pny i Epyov etvar O£0d THY yoymv dALL cOLPLTOV Exovcay &v EVTH
TNV 10D KaKod poipav v’ ékelvov dtakekoouncbat, De an. procr. 1027a).
The Statesman myth, it seems, should be understood metaphorically and
merely affirms the dual nature of the cosmic soul and its permanent ef-
fect on the cosmos as a whole. Ultimately, nothing about this passage
turns out to be striking or disturbing.”

But we cannot let Plutarch off the hook that easily if we take into ac-
count the full force of Proclus’ criticism. His point is not just that who-
ever interprets the Timaeus should also integrate some interpretation of
the Statesman myth. Dillon’s explanation of the passage would be a suf-
ficient response to this. Rather, Proclus’ point is that those who interpret
the Timaeus literally — as Atticus and Plutarch do — do not have any rea-
son for not interpreting the Statesman myth in the same way. This issue is
more problematic and more cogent because it also seems to follow from
Plutarch’s own exegetical policy of presenting Plato as a consistent thinker.
Was selective literalism a price Plutarch was willing to pay for Platonic
consistency after all? In that case, we would at least desire some explana-

3 Proclus, In Tim. 1.276.31, 326.1, 381.26—27, 384.4, 2.153.29. Plutarch and Atticus
became the standard bearers for the literal interpretation of 7im. (cf. e.g. Baltes 1978: 38).
On Proclus’ testimony on and interpretation of Plutarch see Opsomer 2001; cf. also Whit-
taker 1987: 277; Rescigno 1998; Tarrant 2004: esp. 182.

™ Lang and Macro 2001: 22—27.

5 Cf. also Alt 1993: 20. Thévenaz 1938: 120-123, on the other hand, seems to allow
for a literal reading but he does not elaborate on the issue.
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tion — as we would desire it from Atticus — of why we should understand the
Timaeus literally and the Statesman metaphorically. If, on the other hand,
we should assume that Plutarch took the Statesman myth literally, then the
complaints levelled against Severus once again spring to mind. Both roads
seem to be fraught with peril, and the passage from On the Generation of
the Soul does not seem to provide much to go on. Nevertheless, [ will argue
that some elements suggest that Plutarch held a literal interpretation of the
Statesman myth, which in his mind did not threaten Plato’s consistency.’

4.3. Who or what is the cause for cosmic reversal?

When questioning the causes of cosmic reversal in the Statesman myth,
we should distinguish between who or what causes the obtaining cosmic
movement to end and who or what causes the reverse movement itself
(cf. Proclus, In Tim. 1.289.28—290.2). According to the Elean Stranger,
it is god who, at a certain moment, lets go of the cosmos (a0T0g 6 Odg
[...] dvijkev, Plt. 269¢”’), leaving it without divine guidance and thus
creating an opportunity for another form of guidance. Since god is no
longer involved, he cannot possibly be the cause for the reverse move-
ment itself. This backwards movement the cosmos effects ‘of its own
accord’ (awtopatov, 269c). More specifically, its cause is the ‘alloted and
innate desire’ (glpopuévn kai oouevtog £mbouia, 272¢) of the cosmos.
When the cosmos returns to its divinely guided course, on the other hand,
god 1s the cause of both events: due to increasing ‘forgetfulness’ (AOnc,
273c), which brings the cosmos to the verge of destruction, god takes
over again. In Plato’s scheme, then, the god who regulates the cosmos
is very much present, being responsible for everything but — for evident
reasons of theodicy (cf. 269d—270a) — the reverse movement itself.

In Plutarch’s retelling, on the other hand, the demiurge is all but re-
moved from the equation. Plutarch refuses to make god responsible for
forsaking the cosmos. The conditions for the cosmic reversal occur be-
cause the ‘prudential part [...] [is] filled with forgetfulness of what is
proper to it” (10 pev epdvipov [...] AOng summidauevov tod oikeiov).
Plutarch thus changes the function of the A10n. In Plato’s text, A6n ap-
pears during the course that is not divinely guided, ultimately prompting
divine intervention. In Plutarch’s interpretation, however, An0On is what
causes the divinely guided course to end. A similar shift is implied when
Plutarch writes that the ‘prudential part becomes dull’ (10 pev epovipov
auPAavvetar): Plato uses the related adjective aupidtepov to describe the
state of the cosmos at the end of a non-divine period (Plz. 273b).

6 Unfortunately, I followed Dillon in assuming Plutarch’s metaphorical reading of
the Statesman myth in Demulder 2016.
7 Cf. 270a: dvebii, apedévta; 272e: AQEUEVOC, ATEGTN); 273C: APECEMC,
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What happens during Plutarch’s non-divine period, then, is not, as
Plato has it, a decrease of cosmic intelligence ending in Af0n after a
fairly successful period of independence, but a slow recovery from the
disaster caused by A0n. Moreover, it is not god who saves the cosmos
because it is on the verge of complete destruction (d1apbopd, 273d), but
total disruption (dvappfigot [...] mavtamactv) is avoided because ‘the
better part recovers again and looks up at the pattern’ (&vijveykev ooic
10 Pertio kol avéPreye mpodg 10 mapddstypa). At the end, the contri-
bution of the demiurge is mentioned at last, albeit vaguely, as a gen-
itive absolute: ‘when god helps with the turning and guidance’ (00D
GUVETIOTPEPOVTOG Kol cuvamevBhvovtoc), echoing Plato’s statement that
‘god himself [...] accompanies [the universe], guiding it on its way and
helping it move in a circle’ (atOg 0 0e0¢ cuUTOdNYET TOpELOEVOVY Kol
oLYKVKAET, Plt. 269c). In this case, Plutarch apparently wants to separate
the demiurge from the intelligible paradigm (cf. p. 19), as the genitive
absolute underlines. This serves his purpose of reducing the demiurge,
the xvPepvrtng of Plato’s Statesman (272e, 273c¢), to an accessory to the
workings of the cosmic cycles: according to Plutarch, the right move-
ment itself is caused — and this amounts to a tautology — by ‘the dominant
revolution of sameness’ (tf] To0TOD TEPLOd® KPATOC £Yovo)) that ‘pilots
the cosmos’ (oraxvPepv@ tOv kocpov). Ultimately, the only thing that
Plutarch keeps untouched is the single form of non-divine causation in
Plato’s account: ‘the part intimate with body and sensitive to it from the
beginning’ (10 8¢ cdpatt cvvNnoeg €€ apyig Kai cvpmadic), which — this
is clear from another passage where Plutarch refers to the Statesman’ —
is identified with what Plato calls ‘innate desire’ (cOp@utog émibupia,

® De an. procr. 1015a-b: N vap ‘dvactpépovoa’ [cf. Plt. 272e: dvéotpepev] TOV
ovpavdv, domep &v [MoMtik® Aéyetar, kai dvelittovoa [cf. Plt. 270d: dveki&el] mpog
ToOVavVTioV Avaykn kol ‘copeutog Embupia’ [= Plt. 272¢e] kol 10 ThH TdAatl ToTe PHoEMS
oOVTPOQOV TOAATIC Hetéyov draiog, Tpiv €ig TOV VOV KoGpov doikésbal’ [+ = Plt. 273b:
70 Thg ALt TOTE PUGEDS GHVTPOPOV, &TL MOAATG NV petéyov dtatiog mpiv €ig TOV VOV
KOGHOV apucécdat], o0V &yyéyove Toig mpaypacty £l TO pév Vokeipevoy dmotog qv BN
Kol Gpotpov aitiog amndong, 0 & dnuovpyodg ayadog Kol whvta PovAdUEVOS aDT KOTO
duvopy €éopoidoat, tpitov 8¢ mapa tadta punodév; (‘In fact, the necessity and “congenital
desire” whereby the heaven is reversed, as is said in the Politicus, and rolled back in the
opposite direction and “its ancient nature’s inbred character which has a large share of
disorder before reaching the state of the present universe,” whence did these come to be in
things if the substrate was unqualified matter and so void of all causality and the artificer
good and so desirous of making all things resemble himself so far as possible and third be-
sides these there was nothing?’) For a defence on behalf of Plutarch against the criticism by
Cherniss 1976: 139, 191 n. f that Plutarch suppresses Plato’s adjective copatogidéc when he
quotes 10 T TdAat TOTE POoEMS cHVTpOOV (Plt. 273b at De an. procr. 1015a) because that
adjective would have ‘embarrassed his interpretation’ (139), see Opsomer 2004: 149—150.
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Plt. 272¢), in other words, with the irrational part of the cosmic soul (cf.
De an. procr. 1015a-b and c—d, where the connection between maleficent
soul cOpputog Embupia is made).

4-4. In what period are we now?

Plutarch has made significant changes to the explanation of how cos-
mic reversals come about. The basic scheme, however, remains in place:
there are periods in which god guides the cosmos, and there are opposite
periods in which the cosmos is on its own (esp. Plt. 270b; cf. fjv Toivov
kai &t Eoton, Plt. 268e ~ Eotor 0 T1G YpOVOL poipa Kai yEyovev Hion
moALaK1G, Plu., De an. procr. 1026¢). Next, we should ask, as the young
Socrates does in the Statesman (271¢): in what period are we now? On
the face of it, the whole point of the Statesman myth is to argue that the
definition of the statesman should take into account the fact that we are
currently not under direct divine guidance, which the Elean Stranger as-
sociates with the golden age of Cronus. This is stated by the Stranger at
the end of the myth (274c—275a), and it can be quite safely deduced from
the fact that, nowadays, there is no spontaneous growth (271¢c—d) nor are
people born from the earth (271b—c, 273¢e). Plutarch, however, ignores
this by stating that ‘at present [the nature of the heavens] is being kept
straight by the dominant revolution of sameness’ (Vdv pév opbodtor T
TaOToD TEPLOOW KPATOC £ovom), which is the movement associated with
divine guidance.

Plutarch is indeed quite the optimist about the contemporary state of
the cosmos: his is a time of universal peace and divinely given abun-
dance (see esp. De Pyth. or. 408b—c; cf. p. 251253 on De fort. Rom.).” It
1s not a time, however, in which humans do not need to take care of any-
thing themselves, as is the case in Plato’s depiction of the age of Cronus
(Plt. 271e—272a). After all, to describe the cosmos as he knew it as a land
of milk and honey would obviously have been ludicrous. In the Precepts
of Statecraft (824c—d) is a depiction of his contemporary, mitigated gold-
en age.® Since he believes the world to be in a state of universal peace,
Plutarch can point out that ‘so far as peace is concerned the peoples have
no need of statesmanship at present’ (mpO¢ uEv ipvnv ovdEV oi dfjuot
TAOV TOMTIK®OV &V Ye T® TopdvTL Ypodve déovtal, 824¢). However, states-
manship should not be entirely absent, as it is from the Platonic age of
Cronus, when people ‘had no political constitutions’ (moAtteial te ovk

7 Cf. also e.g. Russell 1972: 1—2 on Plutarch’s optimistic outlook.

8 This mitigation can be connected to the parody of a naive conception of the golden
age that Plutarch offers in Gryllus — ‘a dismissal of stock expressions of Golden-Age
isolationism as intellectual brutishness’ (Herchenroeder 2008: 370).
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noav, Plt. 271e).8! In Plutarch’s time of peace and prosperity, the poli-
tician’s function is ‘always to instil concord and friendship’ (opovolav
gumolelv Kol iMav ael, Praec. ger. reip. 824d).

4.5. What is Plutarch doing?

Plutarch’s interventions may seem outrageous to the modern reader. The
same reader, however, will become aware of the many ambiguities, in-
consistencies, and challenges of the Statesman myth when delving into
contemporary scholarship, where the interpretation of the myth as offer-
ing an account of two opposite cycles is challenged by scholars arguing
for an interpretation involving three cycles.® Is Plutarch’s reading less
legitimate than modern attempts to offer an overall explanation of the
myth or — if some brand of unitarianism is adopted — of the place of the
myth within Plato’s thought? Perhaps not.** All interpretations — Mid-
dle Platonic, Neoplatonic, and modern — are looking for solutions to the
same problems caused by a straightforward reading. How is it possible
that god lets go of the cosmos? Does he do that of his own accord — and
if so, how can that be reconciled with his goodness? — or is he forced
in some way, as some passages seem to suggest (P/t. 269c, 272¢)? But
forced by what? And how should we explain that we are apparently in a
godless phase while the myth assigns many divine gifts (274¢c—d) and the
rule of Zeus (272b) to the present period? As far as I can see, every pos-

81 At Cim. 10.7 and Arist. 24.3 (cf. p. 151 on Aristides’ imitation of the divine in pol-
itics), Plutarch similarly connects the golden age to political activity. A similar twist is
given to the Elean Stranger’s statement that, in the time of Cronus, men did not have
wives and children (Plt. 272a). In Plutarch’s mitigated golden age, the gods make sure
‘that wives may bear “children like to their sires™ (tiktewv yovoikag ‘gokoTa TEKVOL
yovedol', Praec. ger. reip. 824c—d with quotation of Hesiod, Op. 322). It may not be a
coincidence that Plutarch inserts precisely this verse from Hesiod, thus justifying his
divergence from Plato’s depiction of the time of Cronus. Cf. also the rather ingenious in-
terpretation by Boulogne 2010b of how Plutarch creates his own Cronus myth in De facie:
Plutarch uses non-Platonic poetic and religious traditions to replace Plato’s alternation of
the reigns of Zeus and Cronus with a simultaneous reign of both gods.

82 Most importantly Brisson 1995; Rowe 1995; cf. also Carone 2005: 124-161. But see
e.g. McCabe 1997; Lane 1998: 99-136; Kahn 2009; Horn 2012; Marquez 2012: 99—176;
Gartner and Yau 2020 for defences of the traditional two-cycle interpretation. All these in-
terpretations, moreover, diverge substantially on how we should tie the myth to the rest of
the dialogue. Plutarch does not seem to have considered that question, but we can imagine
that it would not have caused him any problems: given his redefinition of the current cycle
as the cycle guided by the demiurge, he could have reinstated the parallel between the
demiurge’s macrocosmic rule and the politician’s microcosmic rule (cf. p. 140-156).

8 Cf. Annas 1999 for similar musings on ancient and modern interpretations of Plato.
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sible interpretation of the Statesman myth has to pay a price. What I want
to point out is that Plutarch was not prepared to offer up his commitment
to literalism as payment.

Throughout On the Generation of the Soul Plutarch harmonises the
Statesman myth with his interpretation of the Timaeus (De an. procr.
1015a-b, c—d, 1017¢C, 10266—).3* He imports the ‘revolution of sameness’
(1 Tadtod mepiodoc), which is what he calls the currently dominant rev-
olution, into the Statesman myth from the Timaeus (36¢). According to
Plutarch, this revolution (the cosmic soul’s circle of sameness) is not
just marked by a particular movement (which is what the Timaeus text
strictly requires) but also by a specific constitution: sameness, one of the
ingredients that the demiurge used to forge the cosmic soul, is predomi-
nant in the circle of sameness (De an. procr. 1024¢).% Hence, the current

8 The two passages that have not yet been quoted, which I offer here for the sake
of completeness, are De an. procr. 1015¢—d: 0 8¢ ITAdtov ovy oVtmg, GALYL TV y° VANV
dtapopdc ambong aralAdtTov Koi Tod 080D Ty TV KoKAV oitioy anotdto TI0éuevog
TaDTO TEPL TOD KOGHOV YEYPOeY €V T@ TToMTik® ‘mapd pev yoap 100 EuvOévtog mavto
T0 KoAd KEKTNTOL Topd O Thg Eumpocbev E&ewe Oca yohemd Kol @Ko &v ovpavad
yiyvetat, todt’ € ékelvng antdg te Exel Kol tolg {poig évamepyaletar’ [= Plt. 273b—c]. kai
HKpov £t TPoegABOV ‘TPoldvtoc 6&” enot “Tod ypodvoL kai ANONG Eyyryvouévng v adtd,
poAlov duvaotedel TO Thg maAadg avappootiog mdbog’ [= Plt. 273c—d; Plato has kai
after paAlov] kai kivdvvevel ‘dtaAvbeig eig Tov Tiig dvopoldtntog dmrelpov dvia TOTOV’
[= Plt. 273d—e; the OCT follows Proclus and Simplicius in reading névtov for toémov;
Plutarch follows the reading of the manuscripts, which is also attested by Plotinus and
Eusebius] d0var Ay, dvopotdtng 8& mepi tv HAnv, dmotov kai ad1épopov odsay, ovk
g€otwv. (‘This is not Plato’s way, however; but, exempting matter from all differentiation
and putting the cause of evils at the farthest remove from god, he has written about the
universe as follows in the Politicus: “For it has got from him who constructed it all it has
that is fair but from its previous state whatever troubles and iniquities occur in the uni-
verse — from that source it has these itself and produces them in its living beings.” And a
little further on still he says: “But with the passage of time and the setting in of forgetful-
ness the effect of the ancient discord becomes more potent,” and it is in danger of sinking
again “dissolved into the boundless region of dissimilitude”. Dissimilitude, however, is
not connected with matter, since matter is without quality or differentiation.’); De an.
procr. 1017¢: év [ToMtik® &’ 0 [appevidelog EEvog TOV KOGHOV VIO ToD Beod cuvtedévTa
onol ToAL®V ayabdv petalafelv, €l 0 TL AADPOV E0TLV 1| YOAETOV, €K TG TPOTEPAS
gEemg avapudostov Kol aroyov cvppepypévov xewv. (‘[In the Politicus the Parmenid-
ean Stranger says that the universe constructed by god partook of much good and that
anything defective or troublesome in it is an ingredient retained from its prior discordant
and irrational state.”)

8 For Plato (cf. also Tim. 38c—d, 40a-b) the distinction between the revolution of
the same and the revolution of the different seems to lie solely in their movements (as
Brisson 1998: 353 succinctly puts it: ‘[t]Joute identité entre méme et cercle du méme, et
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revolution of the cosmos is associated with sameness and thereby with
rationality (10 [...] epdvipov, 1026¢; cf. 1024c—d). The opposite revo-
lution, then, is the revolution associated with the irrational, maleficent
part of the cosmic soul (called oOugutog émbopia in the Statesman).®®
As I understand it, Plutarch understood the Statesman myth literally and
conceived of these revolutions as real, diachronic shifts in the working
of the cosmic soul.

In the Statesman the temporal markers ‘beginning’ (épyn) and ‘now’
(vbv) are used ambiguously. With the expression ‘in the beginning’ (kat’
apydc), the Stranger refers sometimes to the beginning of a cycle (thus
indicating one out of many relative cosmogonies: 271b, 273b) and some-
times to an absolute beginning of the cosmos (thus indicating one ab-
solute cosmogony: 269d). Similarly, vOv can refer either to the current
cycle (271e, 272¢, 273€), as opposed to the reverse cycle or to the cosmos
(including both cycles), as opposed to a precosmic state (273b). This am-
biguity is crucial for Plutarch’s interpretation. If, in the Statesman, there
1s a combination of a single beginning and a cycle of beginnings — note
that Severus’ interpretation ignored this first kind of beginning — then
Plutarch’s project of combining a literal reading of the 7Timaeus with a
similar reading of the Statesman might just become less problematic.
Plutarch actually mimics this ambiguity by using viv to refer to a cycle
in his retelling of the Statesman in our central passage (De an. procr.
1026e—f), while quoting a Statesman passage where vbv occurs as a ref-
erence to the bi-cyclic cosmos when the Statesman is invoked at 1015a—b.

entre autre et cercle de 1’autre est donc impossible”), whereas Plutarch supposes that the
revolutions of the soul can be distinguished by the predominance of a certain ingredient
(sameness for the revolution of the same, difference for the revolution of the different);
cf. Cherniss 1976: 236-237 n. d. Cf. also De virt. mor. 441e—f.

% This identification of the cycles of Plt. and Tim. strenghthens two of Plutarch’s
aims mentioned earlier: it emphasises Plato’s consistency (combining 7im. and Plt.), and
it allows for a theodicy that does not involve god forsaking the cosmos. Although the
near removal of the demiurge from the equation seems a manipulation of the text, there
is at least some ambiguity in Plato’s text, which opens the door for such an intervention.
While emphasising several times that it is the demiurge who lets go of the cosmos of his
own accord, the Elean Stranger elsewhere suggests that god has to let go (£d¢1, 272d) after
a preset period of time, which he does not control (cf. 269c¢). In this light, the attenuation
of god’s part appears more justified, although Plutarch does not remove all ambiguity: by
attributing the slackening of the straight course to the prudential part of the cosmic soul
falling asleep (kotadapOdvel, an active verb), he merely shifts the blame from god to the
soul part, which is not only god’s work but also a part of god (Quaest. Plat. 2.1001¢c with
p. 302 n. 57). How this part can be slackening of its own accord, as is suggested by the
active verb, and how this influences his theodicy, however, is not explained.
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A similar combination of an absolute beginning and subordinate be-
ginnings, then, can explain Plutarch’s interpretation of the Statesman
myth. In the bulk of the treatise, Plutarch talks about the cosmos in the ab-
solute sense, where the Statesman’s ‘innate desire’ (cOp@vTOC Embopia)
is the precosmic soul, which, at the moment of cosmogony, becomes the
irrational part of the cosmic soul. After presenting different aspects of his
interpretation, Plutarch, at the end of the main part of On the Generation
of the Soul, turns to the lasting effects of the irrational soul part within the
cosmos. First, he discusses the human soul, its passions, its function, and
its two-faced constitution (1025¢c—1026¢). Next — and this is the passage
on which I have been focusing — he zooms out in order to talk about the
cosmos. The combination of the structure of the treatise and the content
of our passage suggests that Plutarch is using the Statesman this time to
sketch the cosmic effects of the dual nature of the cosmic soul. That these
effects present themselves in cycles — that is, that the absolute beginning,
evoked in the Timaeus, has been and will be followed by many subordi-
nate beginnings — is not incompatible with the rest of the treatise.®” The
careful attention Plutarch pays to the causes for the starting and stopping
of the cosmic cycles and the insistence on designating one of the cycles
as ‘now’ add to the suspicion that Plutarch did not intend his interpreta-
tion of the Statesman to be understood merely metaphorically, as does
the insistence that we are now in a divinely guided period.

The question remains how Plutarch conceived of these reverse periods
that occurred in the past and will occur in the future. Given his insistence
on one single, actual moment of cosmogony, an interpretation a la Severus
is excluded, as is the Stoic doctrine of eternal conflagrations that is akin
to it (cf. De facie 926d; De comm. not. 1067a; De Stoic. rep. 1052¢—d).%* A
more promising hint is given en passant in On Isis and Osiris:

ETL TNV odnpity AlBov ootéov "Qpov, Tvpdvoc ¢ TOV GidNnpov, ig
iotopel Moavebmg, kohodowv: domep yap O GldNPog TOALAKIG HEV
EAKOUEVED Kol Emopéve Tpog TV AMBov Ouoldg €oti, TOAAAKIC O
GTOGTPEPETOL KOl ATOKPOVETAL TTPOG TOLVAVTIOV, OVTMG 1) COTNPLOG
Kol (’xy(xeﬁ Kol M)yov £Yovco TOD KOGUOV KIVNO1GC EMOTPEPEL TOTE Kol
npocowswt Kol uakomu)rspow notel meibovoa mv cm?mpav SKSWT]V
Kol w(pu)vswv e’ ow(%)lg avaocyebeion €ig €avtnv dvéotpeye Kol
Kotédvoey gig v anopiav. (De Is. et Os. 376b—c [text modified®’])

87 This combined interpretation of 7im. and Plt. can be fruitfully compared — though
not equated — with certain modern interpretations, cf. esp. Mohr 1978.

8 Cf. also De E 388e—389c¢, 393¢e—394a with Chlup 2000; Dillon 2002a: 224226 (=
Dillon 2012: chap. XII); Opsomer 2006.

% T adopt the Loeb’s emendation émiotpépetl moté for the reading of the manuscripts
Emotpépetal te (or EmoTpépel ToTE in one ms.); the Teubner daggers. If one would insist
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Moreover, they call the loadstone the bone of Horus, and iron the
bone of Typhon, as Manetho records. For, as the iron oftentimes acts
as if it were being attracted and drawn toward the stone, and often-
times is rejected and repelled in the opposite direction, in the same
way the salutary and good and rational movement of the world at one
time, by persuasion, attracts and draws toward itself and renders more
gentle that harsh and Typhonian movement, and then again it gathers
itself together and reverses it and plunges it into difficulties.

At several points in On Isis and Osiris, Plutarch assumes that the cos-
mos is periodically affected by Typhonian outbursts when its rational
power temporarily (mote [...] av0ig [...]) loses its control over it (cf.
De Is. et Os. 369c, 373d, 374¢). Since these remarks occur in the course
of Plutarch’s endeavour to reconcile Egyptian religion with his Platonic
philosophy in general and the Timaeus in particular (cf. De Is. et Os.
371a), it is not absurd to think that Plutarch could have thought about
such reversals when reading the Statesman.

Much, however, remains unclear and perhaps this should not surprise
us. Since the cosmic reversals are due to the irrational part of the cos-
mic soul, we can expect them to be irregular and not part of a system of
regular cycles. Perhaps Plutarch decided that he should leave it at that.
Equally unclear is whether Plutarch thought that the Timaeus offered
some evidence for what is described in the Statesman myth. Perhaps we
should look at the conversation, reported by Critias, between Solon and
the Egyptian priest, where there is an allusion to several cosmic disas-
ters (7im. 22c—e). Or perhaps the parallel with the human soul, on which
Plutarch seems to insist more than Plato’s text strictly requires (p. 88),
should be considered. In the human soul, there is, after all, a diachronic
evolution: at birth the orbits of the soul are disturbed (7im. 43a—44c),
but philosophy can help us to restore them (7im. 47b—d, 9od). Whether
Plutarch would have connected his reading of the Statesman with that,
it has been shown that there are strong indications that Plutarch adopted
a literal reading of the Statesman myth. This squares with his concern
for Plato’s consistency. The impact of this concern goes beyond the is-
sue of mere literalness: in his literal interpretation of the periods of the
Statesman myth, Plutarch makes sure to uphold the inculpability of the
demiurge and his optimistic view about the world in which he lived.

on keeping émotpépetat, however, that would not change much: 1 tod K66V Kivnoig
unproblematically moves itself and moves other things. The former aspect, however,
does not quite have a role in this context.
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5. Concluding remarks

Plutarch pressed into service a range of exegetical techniques to distil a
coherent view of the cosmos from Plato’s 7imaeus and related dialogues.
While assuming Plato’s perfect philosophical consistency, Plutarch al-
lowed for some degree of (contextual, rhetorical, ...) flexibility across
Platonic dialogues (most notably, the word ‘soul’ turns out to have dif-
ferent meanings in the 7imaeus and the Phaedrus, pointing to the gen-
erated cosmic soul in the former and to ungenerated precosmic soul in
the latter). Plutarch’s own consistent use of Plato’s texts, in turn, could
rely on similar flexibilities across his works: differences in literary and
argumentative context allowed for differences in selection, presentation,
technical precision, and so on. Similarly, while maintaining a strictly
unitarian interpretation of Plato, Plutarch accorded some importance to
Plato’s biographical development, which, again, did not threaten Plato’s
consistency in Plutarch’s mind. Finally, Plutarch was ready to accept the
consequences of his literal interpretation of the cosmogony described in
Plato’s Timaeus and, what is more, to maintain exegetical consistency
— as opposed to Atticus according to Proclus — by accepting the conse-
quences of a similarly literal interpretation of other dialogues (esp. the
Statesman).

Applying these techniques to Plato’s dialogues — most notably to the
Timaeus and the Laws — Plutarch developed a view of the cosmos that
was marked by the providence of a transcendent demiurge and by an in-
herent element of irrationality, caused by precosmic soul, without which
the cosmos would not have been possible. These elements combine, as
we have seen when discussing Plutarch’s reading of Plato’s Statesman,
into an optimistic view of the cosmos that does not neglect the existence
of evil nor blame that existence on the demiurge. As we shall see in the
following chapters, and especially in the discussions of On Tranquillity
of Mind (chapter 5) and Dialogue on Love (chapter 6), this balanced view
of the cosmos — combining the acknowledgement of divine providence
and inextricable adversity — is ethically relevant in that it should guide
our goals and expectations in life. First, now that we are acquainted with
the demiurge and his cosmos in this chapter, we should turn to how the
demiurge is an ethical model in different domains of everyday life (chap-
ters 2—4).



Chapter 2
Music

In Plato’s Timaeus, the character Timaeus begins by describing the crea-
tion of the cosmic body, the cosmic soul, the human soul, and the human
body. At this point, he has nearly completed the part of his lecture pre-
dominantly devoted to the works of divine vodg (7im. 29d—47¢). When
he comes to discuss the eyes, the first human organs to be designed by
the demiurge’s helper gods, Timaeus gives us a foretaste of the second
part of his speech, which will deal with non-rational causes (47¢—69a).
This preliminary foray explains sight in terms of the eye’s internal fire,
which is emitted as a visual stream (45b—46a). Timaeus is quick to point
out, however, that this fire is not the intelligent cause of sight. It does not
account for its main function.

[...] T®V VOV AOYov mepi ToD MOVTOC AeyOopévmV OVOEIC dv mote
EppNON unte dotpa unte A0V URTE 0VPOVOV 1OOVTWV. VOV O’ Nuépa
te Kol vO& 0pBcicon pufvég te Kol Eviavtdv mepiodotl kai ionuepion
Kol Iponai uaunxéwnvwl HeV apopdv, xpévon o€ &vvolay mept € ThG
(o)) nowrog QOoEMC Cnmcw gdooav: 8& wv snoptcausea (plkocoqnag
Y€VOG, 0V uatCov ayafov ovt’ nkesv ovte n&a ToTE T® OvnNTd Yéver
dmwpnbev €k Bedv. Aéym o1 10010 OpPdTOV PEYIGTOV aya@ov (Tim.

47a-b)

[N]one of our present statements about the universe could ever have
been made if we had never seen any stars, sun or heaven. As it is,
however, our ability to see the periods of day-and-night, of months
and of years, of equinoxes and solstices, has led to the invention of
number, and has given us the idea of time and opened the path to
inquiry into the nature of the universe. These pursuits have given us
philosophy, a gift from the gods to the mortal race whose value nei-
ther has been nor ever will be surpassed. I’'m quite prepared to declare
this to be the supreme good our eyesight offers us.

In the teleological perspective of the Timaeus, the primary cause of sight
is not the visual stream but its capacity for cosmology.' Timaeus goes on

I Cf. Johansen 2004: 160-176. This point is made in De def. or. 436d, where a dis-
cussion of divine and material causation is offered (435e—436¢), which recalls Socrates’
famous autobiographical excursus on the subject (Phd. 97b—100b); cf. Donini 1992a; Fer-
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to connect this to the need to stabilise the errant revolutions of our soul
by tuning them to the kindred revolutions of the cosmos — a point that he
will repeat at the end of his speech (7im. 9goc—d) and that forms the core
of Platonic cosmological ethics, as we have already seen (p. 18-19).2

After explaining the ethical purpose of sight, Timaeus adds — and this
is the note on which his account on the works of vodg ends — that sound
and hearing have the same purpose:

AOYOG TE Yap €T’ aOTO TADTO TETOKTAL, THV HEYIOTNV CUUPAALOUEVOG
elc avtd poipav, 660V T’ o HOVGIKAC PMVTG YPAGIHOV TPOG KOV
gveka appoviag €oti 600év. 1 8¢ apuovia, cuyyevelg £xovoa popag
TaiG £V ULV THG YUyNG TEPLOSOIC, TG LETA VOD TPOTYPOUEV® Movoaig
ovK £’ Hidoviv dloyov kabdmep VOV eivar Sokel ypriowog, GAA’ &
TNV yeyovuioy £V UiV AvAPUOGTOV YLYTC TEPIOd0V EIC KOTAKOGUN GV
Kol coppoviay avti] cOUROY0S VIO Movod®v dédotor Kol PLOUOC
av S TV duetpov &v MUV kol yopitmv €mded yryvopdvny &v Toic
mieioTolg EEv €miicovpog €l TaVTA VIO TAOV AVTOV £600M. (Tim. 47d—
¢ [text modified’])

Speech was designed for this very purpose — it plays the greatest part
in its achievement. And all such composition as lends itself to making
audible musical sound is given in order to express harmony, and so
serves this purpose as well. And harmony, whose movements are akin
to the orbits within our souls, is a gift of the Muses, if our dealings
with them are guided by understanding, not for irrational pleasure, for
which people nowadays seem to make use of it, but to serve as an ally
in the fight to bring order to any orbit in our souls that has become
unharmonized, and make it concordant with itself. Rhythm, too, has
likewise been given us by the Muses for the same purpose, to assist
us. For with most of us our condition is such that we have lost all
sense of measure, and are lacking in grace.

rari 2015; Meeusen 2016: 258—278. Cf. De fortuna 98b—c (with a reference to Pl., Tim.
67b), where the teleology of sight, hearing, and the other senses is opposed to Toyn. Cf.
also e.g. Maximus of Tyre, Or. 37.7.

2 This train of thought is echoed in the last sentence of Aqua an ignis (958¢):
‘[T]hrough sight, as Plato says, we are able to conform our souls to the movements of
the celestial bodies’ (11 t¢, )| [IAdtwv @noi, duvaueba katacynuotiley mpog Tig TV
&V 00pOV@ KIVAGELS TNV YuynV ot Tii¢ dyemg). There is, however, no consensus on the
authenticity of this possibly Plutarchan work. See Meeusen 2016: 62 n. 8 on the question
of authenticity and his 265—267 on the passage at hand.

3 Following Cornford 1935: 158 n. 4.



CHAPTER 2 MUSIC 69

Listening to music is like observing the cosmos. If done well, both activ-
ities are eminently beneficial and connect us mortals with the intelligible.
Musical sounds achieve that effect ‘by their expression of divine harmo-
ny in mortal movement’ (51 v Tfi¢ Ociag dppoviag pipnow v Bvnraig
yvevouévny gopaic, Tim. 8ob).* A difference with cosmology — and this
heightens the ethical significance of music — is that humans cannot only
perceive music, but they can also make music themselves: not only can
they discover divine harmony by listening, but they can also express di-
vine harmony themselves by being a musician.

How did Plutarch understand these connections between cosmology,
the ethical function of observing the cosmos, and the ethical function of
listening to and making music? The passage from On God's Slowness to
Punish with which I began this book combines the beneficial effects of
observing the cosmos with musical language suggesting a connection
between chaos and lack of musicality (dvappdotoig, 550d; TAnuuereiog,
550¢e; cf. pet’ éuueleiog, 550f°), but does not provide further details.
In what follows, I will take my cue from On the Generation of the Soul
and argue that Plutarch stresses both the potential and the limitations of
listening to and making music.® The same thing goes, as we will touch
upon in passing, for observing the cosmos. Both activities are, after all,
concerned with images of the divine (cf. the sensible cosmos as ikov,
Tim. 29b, 92¢; music as piunoig, 8ob).

I. The demiurge and the musician

While the first part of On the Generation of the Soul, which was the
focus of the previous chapter, discusses how the demiurge created the
mixture of the cosmic soul by blending together intermediate being,
sameness, and difference (PI., Tim. 35a-b), the second part turns to the

4 On the ethical and cosmological value of music in Tim., see e.g. Barker 2000; Pe-
losi 2010; Lyon 2016.

> Cf. also Helmig 2005a: 17—18 on the potentially musical use of the &vdidmot (550d)
in that passage.

¢ Smits 1970, written in Dutch, is the only monograph about music in Plutarch. Smits
provides an admirably extensive overview of musical theory and practice in Plutarch’s
works. Written as a study in the history of musicology, however, it does not engage thor-
oughly with the philosophical issues I tackle in this chapter. Other, more limited over-
views of the subject are Garcia Lopez 2000; Durdn Mafias 2005; Araujo da Rocha Jinior
2008; Gorgemanns and Hirsch-Luipold 2010. As a collection of Plutarchan passages on
music, Weil and Reinach 1900: liii—Ixix is still valuable. It should be noted that Weil and
Reinach firmly believed that the treatise On Music was written by Plutarch, whereas to-
day most scholars consider it to be spurious; see Fera 2011, although D’Ippolito 2011 holds
a different view. Cf. also Tassi 2009, an index of Plutarchan passages involving sound.
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division of the cosmic soul through the mathematical distribution of that
mixture (35b—36b). This mathematical distribution would have readily
been recognised as a musical distribution as well: the ratios used by the
demiurge correspond to the tone (9/8), the quart (4/3), the fifth (3/2), and
the Aetppa (the residue left when two tones are subtracted from the quart,
256/243). The passage with which On the Generation of the Soul is con-
cerned, then, puts music on the agenda.” After having discussed the ratios
used by the demiurge to distribute the soul mixture as well as the way in
which these numbers should be arranged, Plutarch turns to the question
of the function (dUvapg) of these numbers. Let us jump right to the last
sentence of the treatise:

Gomep obv O Tovg &mitpitong kai Muoriovg kol dumhaciovg Adyoug
tdv &v 1@ Quy®d Thg Aopag Kol TH xeA®vn Kol Tolg KoAAAPOLg
YELOTOG £0TL (ST eV VAP AUELEL KO TODTO GUUUETPMG YEYOVEVOL TTPOC
GAANA0 uKeGL Kol Thyeot, TNV O appoviay Ekeivny €mi 1V eOOYY®V
Dewpeiv), oVTmG €ikOg HEV €0TL KOl TO. GOUATO TOV AOTEPMOV KOl TO,
OCTNHOTO TOV KOKA®V Kol TO TéyM TOV TEPLPOPBV MoTEP dpyova
&V TeTayréVOLg <AOYOIS™> Exetv EUUETP®G TPOG BAANAL Kol TPOC TO
OAov, €l Kol TO mocOV MUAS TOD UETPIOV JOmEPEVYE: TOV UEVTOL
Loymv gkelvav, oig O dnuovpydg &ypricato, Kai Tdv apldudv Epyov
NyeloBot TV avTig ThHe Yuyng Eupéretay Kol appoviay mpodg avty,
Ve’ NG Koi TOV 00pavOV &yyevopévn popiov dyaddy euméminke, Kol To
mepl YTV dpoig Kol petafforoic HETPOV £x0Vcag APLoTa Kol KAAAOTO
PG TE YEVEGIV KOl c@TNpioy TAV Yryvouévev dlaxkekdounkey. (De
an. procr. 1030b-c)

Just as one is ridiculous, then, who looks for the ratios of 4/3, 3/2, and
2/1 in the yoke and the shell and the pegs of the lyre (for, while of
course these too must have been made proportionate to one another
in length and thickness, yet it is in the sounds that that concord is to
be observed), so is it reasonable to believe that, while the bodies of
the stars and the intervals of the circles and the velocities of the revo-
lutions are like instruments commensurate in fixed <ratios> with one
another and with the whole though the quantity of the measurement
has eluded us, nevertheless the product of those ratios and numbers
used by the artificer is the soul’s own harmony and concord with her-
self, whereby she has filled the heaven, into which she has come, with
countless goods and has arrayed the terrestrial regions with seasons

7 See e.g. Moutsopoulos 1959: 352—375; Lippman 1964: 20—29; Barker 1989: 58—61;
Pelosi 2010: 189-195 on how this passage from 7im. relates to Plato’s views on music. On
its connection with Plutarch’s views on musical theory, see Smits 1970: 10-25.
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and measured changes in the best and fairest way for the generation
and preservation of things that come to be. [tr. slightly modified]

Plutarch has devoted most of the section on the duvapig of the numbers
used by the demiurge to interpretations of the division of the soul that are
centred on astronomical observations (1028a—1029d). As appears from
the comparison just quoted, Plutarch’s criticism of these interpretations
is nuanced. On the one hand, they are not completely wrong: the heaven-
ly bodies are indeed harmonious like well-tuned musical instruments. On
the other hand, it would be misguided to assume that the heavenly bodies
are the reason for which (cf. &vexa tobt®v, 1028b) the demiurge forged
the cosmic soul. That would be like saying that music exists for the sake
of musical instruments.®

The comparison of divine appovia and musical appovia (I will call
this ‘comparison 0”) comprises three aspects: (1) the heavenly bodies are
compared to the musical instrument, (2) the cosmic soul is compared to
music (06yyou), (3) the demiurge is (implicitly but unmistakably) com-
pared to the musician. In the course of On the Generation of the Soul,
Plutarch makes three further comparisons that can be paired with the
three aspects that I have just enumerated. These further comparisons can
help clarify what Plutarch is doing here.

(1) The heavenly bodies can be compared to a musical instrument.
The idea that the harmonious cosmic soul is prior to the heavenly bodies
and 1s the cause of the goods present in them and the harmony exhibited
by them is fully in line with Plato’s Timaeus (34b—c). We should recall,
however, that Plutarch understands this priority of cosmic soul over cos-

8 The point that it is ridiculous (yehoiog) to look for the essence of music in the
instruments can be compared to the position that Plutarch defends in Quaest. Plat. 9 (on
which, see Opsomer 2012: 328—330). There, he interprets a passage from Resp. (4.443d),
‘where Plato likened excellently well the consonance of the rational and mettlesome and
appetitive to a concord of intermediate and topmost and nethermost strings’ (ITAdtwvog
v 0D Aoyi<aTr>Kkod Kol Bupogdodg kol Embuuntikod cupemviay appovig péong kot
VIATNG Kol VTG eikdoavtog dptota, 1007¢). In the course of his interpretation, Plutarch
suggests that it is ‘ridiculous to allot to local positions the status of first and intermediate
and last, seeing that the topmost itself, while on the lyre it occupies the position further
above and first, on the pipes occupies the one underneath and last and that intermediate,
moreover, wherever it is located on the lyre, if tuned in the same way, sounds higher
than the topmost string and lower than the nethermost’ (f] T0 pév toig T6mO1G AmMOVENEY
TO TPAOTA Kol T LEGH Kol TG TEAELTORO YEAOTOV EGTLV, QDTN THV DIATNV OpOVTAG €V UEV
AOPpQ TOV AVOTATO Kol TPATOV, &V O’ adAOTG TOV KAT® Kol TOV TehevTaiov Enéyovoay, £Tt
8¢ v péomv &v @ Tig v ywpio Tiig AWpag Oépevoc doovTmg dppdonTal, eOeyyouévny
0&utepov pev vrang Papvtepov 8& vng, 1008e). For the strings of a lyre used in a moral
context, see also De virt. mor. 444¢—f; De genio Socr. 589d—e.
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mic body as a chronological and not merely ontological priority: the de-
miurge forged the soul before he started working on the cosmic body (De
an. procr. 1013d—f).° If we follow the logic of the comparison, then, the
harmony that can be found in e06yyot precedes and causes, odd as it may
seem, the musical instrument that plays these @0yyor.'

Earlier in On the Generation of the Soul, Plutarch tells an anecdote
about Zeno of Citium that is interesting in this regard. Zeno made his
pupils attend a performance by aulos players ‘to observe what a sound
is produced by bits of horn and wood and reed and bone when they par-
take of ratio and consonance’ (kotapavidaverv, olav képota kol SO kol
KAAOLOL Kol OGTA AOYOV LETEYOVTO KOl GULP®VING VNV dpinct, De an.
procr. 1029f). This is brought up as a comparison for the demiurge’s work
on the precosmic soul (the irrational soul stuff that the demiurge used to
forge the cosmic soul). The suggestion is that a musical instrument, in a
way, only comes into being when a skilled musician starts playing it. It is
the musician who applies the harmony, of which his instrument partakes
and by which the pwvn is caused. Hence, the chronological priority of
harmony to sound: all the instrument really does is ageivai.

Plutarch dishes up the same story in On Moral Virtue (443a); only
this time, Zeno is sending his pupils to a performance by a kithara singer
(K1Bapm0o6g) instead of to an aulos concert. In that treatise, which shows
interesting parallels with On the Generation of the Soul, Zeno’s field trip
is not brought up in the context of the demiurge’s work on the precosmic
soul, but as an illustration of how the body can be made to work togeth-
er with reason.!' In this version of the story, it becomes even clearer

 Cf. Quaest. Plat. 4.1002e-1003b; De an. procr. 1016a, d, 1023a—.

10" Plutarch, then, would seem to disagree with Simmias in Plato’s Phd. (85e-86d),
who states that the harmony is obviously destroyed along with the musical instrument
and infers from this that the soul, which he thought is a kind of harmony, dies with the
body. Although, as Plutarch well knew (see p. 84 n. 40), the thesis that soul is a harmony
is eventually rejected, this does not explain why Simmias and Plutarch would have a
different take on how harmony relates to the instrument. Rather, they thought of differ-
ent kinds of harmony. While Simmias meant the attunement of the material instrument,
Plutarch refers to music in a more abstract sense, i.e. not tied to a particular instrument.
See Rowe 1993: 203 for these two meanings of harmony; cf. also Gottschalk 1971. On the
different ways in which Plutarch uses the word appovia, see Smits 1970: 34—41.

' On the connections between De an. procr. and De virt. mor., see p. 22. On how this
anecdote about Zeno (= SVF 1.299) relates to Stoic views on music, see Scade 2017: 200—
201. However, one should be aware that, both in De an. procr. and in De virt mor., the
anecdote is used in an anti-Stoic context in which Plutarch argues for the existence and
importance of an irrational part of the (cosmic and human) soul. That said, Plutarch is
careful not to distort the anecdote by ascribing such a view to Zeno: in both works, he
inserts the anecdote in such a way that it can be taken to pertain, strictly speaking, only to
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how the source of harmony is the musician rather than the instrument
and how, accordingly, harmony precedes the instrument: musical instru-
ments themselves are ‘void of soul’ (&yvya); what they actually do is
‘reproduc|e] the judgements, the experiences, and the morals of those
who use them’ (tdg kpioelg dvapépovta kol o TaOn kal o 70N OV
ypouévov). Once again, it is the musician who, by using Adyot, causes
music to appear in soulless matter, thus turning that matter into a musical
instrument. 2

(2) Plutarch also offers a more complex version of the comparison
between music and the cosmic soul:"

®¢ 6¢ VN Tig €0tV dA0YOG Kol AoUAVTOG AOY0G 08 AEELS &V VT
onuavtikty owavoiag, apuovio 6& 10 €k POGyy®V Kol ducTnUdTOV
Kol pBOYyoc pev &v kol TaTOV 81dcsrnua o¢ (peéyyoav érspc’)mg Kol
dtpopd, uydéviov 8¢ tovTmV 0)611 ywvsrou Kol perog obtwg 1o
naenul(ov s wvxng aoptcrov nv Koi acra@unrov 10’ opiohn
TEPATOG £YYEVOUEVOL KO €100VG TG HEPIOTH KOoi TOVTOOUTD THG
Kwnoewc. (De an. procr. 1026a)

As some sound is not speech and not significant but speech is an
utterance in sound that signifies thought, and as concord is what con-
sists of tones and intervals and a tone is one and the same thing, an
interval the diversity and difference of tones, and the mixture of these
results in song and melody, so the affective part of the soul was in-
determinate and unstable and then was bounded when there came to
be limit and form in the divisible and omnifarious character of the
motion. [tr. modified]

Here, the ingredients of the cosmic soul are linked to the elements consti-
tuting music. Interestingly, Plutarch insists on including the human voice
as an essential constituent in the comparison. According to Plutarch’s
interpretation of Timaeus 35a—b, the demiurge created the cosmic soul
in two steps. First, he blended divisible and indivisible being. Only
after establishing this preliminary mixture was he able to add the two
more extreme ingredients, sameness and difference. Plutarch compares

the non-rational and soulless instead of to irrational soul. The context added by Plutarch
makes it clear that the anecdote serves to illustrate the harmonising of irrational soul.

12" In this version of the story, Plutarch hesitantly allows the non-rational products
of the soul (td méOn xai T 1716n) to play a role as causes of music as well. On Plutarch’s
hesitance, see Babut 1969a: 145, who also points out that, in this passage, Plutarch is
manifestly more tolerant than Plato in his selection of accepted instruments.

13" On this passage, see also Opsomer 1994a: 40—41. I shall return to it to discuss the
dualistic context in which it appears (p. 212).
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the first phase of the soul’s creation to the composition of the lyrics to
the song, which he calls speech (Adyoc). The lyrics are the combination
of sound (pwvn) and thought (514voia). The second phase is compared
to setting the lyrics to music by applying tones (p6dyyot) and intervals
(dlwoTuaTa).

(3) For the comparison of the musician and the demiurge as well, we
can turn to a passage earlier in the treatise. As has been noted, Plutarch’s
interpretation of 7imaeus is literal. According to his reading of Plato’s
dialogue, which is opposed to that of most ancient Platonists, there must
have been a real beginning of the cosmos. The demiurge did not, how-
ever, create the cosmic soul and the cosmic body ex nihilo. Rather, he
took over and ordered both precosmic soul and precosmic body. In this
respect, Plutarch points out, he acted like a musician who ‘is expected
not to create sound or movement either but to make sound tuneful and
movement rhythmical’ (domep appovikov dvdpa kol puOUKov od vV
TOLETV 0VOE Kivnow EUUEAT] 0& VIV Kol kivnowy €dpuBuov aoduey,
De an. procr. 1014¢)."

By now, two things will have become clear that seem to contradict
each other. On the one hand, the comparison between music and the cos-
mos is not made casually: it occurs several times throughout the treatise
and, as such, it seems to have been important for Plutarch’s understand-
ing of Platonic cosmology. On the other hand, the picture that appears
when we piece the several iterations of the comparison together is rather
blurry. Several inconsistencies regarding crucial aspects of the exegesis
of Timaeus can be pointed out. In the comparison with which we started
the discussion (comparison 0), the ontological and temporal priority of
soul over body (and that of music over the musical instrument) was the
whole point. This is hard to square with comparison 3: there, the gener-
ation of the cosmic soul and the cosmic body is compared to the genera-
tion of rhythmical movement and tuneful sound (Plutarch does not spell
out which corresponds to which, but the structure of the text suggests
that pwvn| corresponds to body here and it makes philosophical sense to
associate movement with soul). It would be hard to conceive of either
rhythm or tuneful sound as coming first in a musical performance, which
could lead one falsely to suspect the simultaneity of cosmic soul and
cosmic body. Moreover, the same comparison insists on including both
body and soul in the analogy, whereas comparison 2 compares only the
soul to music (@wvn corresponding to indivisible being in the soul there)
and the original comparison (0) even distances the body from soul/music
by comparing the former to the instrument. This comparison of the body
to the instrument, in turn, does not quite fit with comparison 1, where the
instrument is compared to the precosmic soul, which is harmonised by

4 Cf. De Is. et Os. 373¢—d, where Osiris plays the role of the demiurge.
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the demiurge. However, the anecdote about Zeno itself (in comparison
1), if detached from the context, could again suggest that the instrument
is soulless. To make matters worse, the instrument from comparison 1 is
the aulos in a performance of avAntai (De an. procr. 1029%): the human
voice cannot play a role here, nor does it really in comparisons 0 and 3,
while it is essential to comparison 2.

Where does this leave us? Is Plutarch being sloppy and inconsistent?
I would rather suggest that the blurry picture is an indication that, while
music and the cosmic soul can be compared, their different ontological
statuses severely limit the comparison. Plutarch was aware that the demi-
urge is not a musician. This is why, after reporting the ancient practice of
‘put[ting] musical instruments into the hands of the statues of the gods’
(6pyava povowkd Oedv Eveyxeiplov ayaipactv), he adds that this does
not mean that the gods play ‘the lyre and the aulos but that no work is
so like that of gods as concord and consonance’ (ov0gv Epyov [...] BedV
olov apuovww glval Kol coppwviav, De an. procr. 1030b [tr. modified]).
Similarly, in On the Principle of Cold, he wished to avoid confusion
after reporting that some call the god harmoniser and musician (6 0€dg
APLOVIKOG KOAETTOL KOl LOVGTKOG):

[...] 00 Baputntag cuvapudTToV Kol OE0TNTOC 0VOE AEVKA Kol LEAXVL
CUUPOVOS OUAODVTO TOPEY®Y BAAAOLS, BALL TNV THC BeprotnTog
Kol yoypOTNTog £V KOCU® KOowvwviav koi dopopav [...]. (De prim.
Jrig. 946f)

He does not receive these names for bringing sounds of high and low
pitch, or black and white colours, into harmonious fellowship, but
because he has authority over the association and disunion of heat and
cold in the universe [...]. [tr. modified"]

By creating harmony on a human level, the musician is certainly doing
a good job, which can, to some extent, be compared to the demiurge’s
creation of harmony on a divine level. This does not mean, however,
that the musician’s job is even close to being on the same level as that
of the demiurge. This sounds fairly obvious, but a perfect comparison
between the musician and the demiurge could easily obscure this. Rath-
er, the apparent inconsistencies point to different aspects of the general,
necessarily imperfect comparison. In Plutarch’s philosophy, for instance,
it makes perfect sense to compare the musical instrument both to the
heavenly bodies (comparison 0) and to the precosmic soul (comparison

5 The Loeb translator ironically adds to the confusion by translating ‘he does not
receive these names merely for bringing [...]" (emphasis added), which is not warranted
by the Greek.
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1): the demiurge makes both partake in harmony (cf. De an. procr. 1014¢),
which is the point of comparison 3, where, however, the reference to an
instrument is omitted. Similarly, the comparison of pwvn} with both body
(comparison 3) and divisible being — that is, the irrational being within
soul that becomes divisible around bodies (comparison 2) — indicates a
certain association between these two principles, although one should be
careful not to confuse them (esp. De an. procr. 1022f).

The fact that Plutarch chose to couch his reflections on music in com-
parisons throughout On the Generation of the Soul is significant in itself.
As we have seen, Plutarch’s use of imagery is closely connected with
the notion taken from Plato’s Timaeus that the sensible cosmos is a like-
ness (eikmv) of an intelligible model (7im. 29b).'¢ If this is taken into
account, the original comparison reveals two gik®v relations. The first
is expressed through the content of the comparison: as Plutarch explic-
itly states earlier, the ratios that we can observe in the visible cosmos
are likenesses (eikdveg) of the Adyor of the cosmic soul (De an. procr.
1029d—e). The second is suggested by the form of the comparison: music
is an image of the cosmic soul.

These two parallel eikoveg — the sensible cosmos and music — can
be taken to mirror the parallel treatment of sight and hearing as ways of
using the sensible realm to learn about the cosmic soul in 7Timaeus 47a—e.
A good discourse involving an gik®v — an gikdg Aoyos/udbog as Timae-
us would call it (7im. 29b—30c) — is indeed valuable as a hermeneutical
effort, since it allows us to explore things in our investigation that we
could not otherwise explore. At the same time, however, such a discourse
is also limited: at best, it can aspire to be likely.!” Plutarch, therefore,
makes sure to introduce his statement about the harmony of the heav-
enly bodies with the words &ik6¢ éott and adds that ‘the quantity of the
measurement has eluded us’ (10 mocdv NUac Tod peTpiov daméPevye).
There is only so much that observation of the cosmos can accomplish.
The same limitations apply when music is considered as an gik®v of the
cosmic soul. We cannot possibly expect the results to be perfect or even
fully consistent.'

16 Cf. esp. Plutarch, Adv. Col. 1115d-1116b; De Is. et Os. 372f and the discussion on
p- 341-342.

17" On this much-discussed issue, Burnyeat 2005 is a seminal paper, which has evoked
many responses such as Betegh 2010, which has the particular merit of showing how
elk@g is at the same time a positive standard and a limitation. For the connection of this
notion with Plutarch’s thought, see Opsomer 1998: 183-184, 217.

18 Cf. Tim. 29¢: &6 oDV, @ ZdKkpoTes, TOAA TOAADY TPt OedV Koi Tg ToD movToC
YeVEGEMC, LT duVaTOL YIYVOUEDN TAVIN TAVIMG 0DTOVE £0VTOTG OLOAOYOVUEVOLG AGYOVG
Kol annkppopévoug drododvat, un Bavudons: (‘Don’t be surprised then, Socrates, if it
turns out repeatedly that we won’t be able to produce accounts on a great many subjects —
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Plutarch’s position on the cosmic significance of music is subtle.
There is, to be sure, a connection between the harmony of the cosmic
soul and the harmony expressed by music, but this should not lead us to
confuse the work of the demiurge and the work of a musician (i.e. some-
one concerned with music, a sensible phenomenon): although both cre-
ate harmony, they do so on vastly different levels.! The relation between
the two is one between paradigm and image. In the next two sections, I
explore this relation and the ensuing emphasis on both the potential and
the limits of music. First, I will consider the possibility of there being
(audible) music in heaven: what did Plutarch make of the so-called music
of the spheres?* Then, I will look at the inverse situation: to what extent
does divine harmony influence our music on earth?

2. Music in heaven? The song of the Muses

For a Platonist like Plutarch, the Pythagorean notion of the music of
the spheres was channelled through Plato’s myth of Er (Republic
10.614b—621b). From Plato we learn about Sirens standing on the rims
of the eight whorls which are parts of the spindle of the universe. Each
Siren emits a single tone and the eight tones together form a harmony,
which serves as the background to the song of the Fates, a song about the
past, the present, and the future (617b—c).

In his own eschatological myths, Plutarch enjoys playing with this
motif. The myth that concludes On God's Slowness to Punish tells a
post-mortem story similar to Plato’s myth of Er. In Plutarch’s myth, the
character who is guided through the cosmos suddenly hears a woman’s
voice. It turns out to be the Sibyl, who is singing (¢oewv) about the fu-
ture while stationed on the moon (566d—e). Similarly, in On the Sign of
Socrates, a myth is told about a certain Timarchus, who descended into
a crypt and experienced something that he could only describe as the
temporary release of his soul. During this release, the heavenly bodies
appeared to him like islands:

on gods or the coming to be of the universe — that are completely and perfectly consistent
and accurate.’)

! One could turn this around and argue that the demiurge is the only true musician,
in the same fashion as Socrates is Athens’ only true politician by abstaining from politics
(Grg. 521d). This is not, I think, what Plutarch is suggesting. As we have seen, in the only
two passages where the demiurge is presented as a musician (De prim. frig. 946f and De
an. procr. 1030a-b), this is a characterisation that Plutarch does not make in his own name
but one he ascribes to tradition. Moreover, both times he feels the need to nuance this
traditional characterisation by going on to distance the god from music as he understands
it (i.e. as a sensible phenomenon).

20 For an introduction to this notion, see e.g. Viltanioti 2015: 1-10 or Pelosi 2017.
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[...] olecOon 8¢ TavToug OV aibépa KOKA® pepopévalg Voppolleiv
<MyvpdC>- givar yap dporoyovpévny i Thg Kvioemc AtOTNTL TV
mpadtTa ThHG POVIG £kelvng €K Tac®Y cuvnprocuévne. (De genio
Socr. 566¢—d)

[...] and he fancied that their circular movement made a musical
whirring in the aether, for the gentleness of the sound resulting from
the harmony of all the separate sounds corresponded to the evenness
of their motion.

Again, in the myth at the end of On the Face in the Moon, we learn that,
during a lunar eclipse, the moon accelerates because the good souls in-
habiting the moon at that time complain that they cannot hear the *harmo-
ny of the heaven’ (1] mepi 1OV ovpoavov dppovia) as the moon is traversing
the earth’s shadow (944a). The consistent presence of the music of the
spheres in Plutarch’s three great myths suggests that it has a certain place
in his thought.?! However, this should also give us pause: a Platonist
indulging in myths should never be taken at face value. Indeed, all three
myths are preceded by a disclaimer distinguishing them from A6yog (De
sera num. 561b; De genio Socr. 589f; De facie 940f).

The music of the spheres from Plato’s myth of Er receives a seeming-
ly less veiled treatment at one of the symposia evoked by Plutarch in his
Sympotic Questions. The ninth book of this voluminous work (on which,
see chapter 3) is aptly dedicated to the nine Muses. In this last book
of sympotic questions, we find ourselves in the company of a young
‘Plutarch’.?> The host of the symposium, which exceptionally takes up
the entire book, is Plutarch’s teacher Ammonius. We learn that the sym-
posium was held during some festival of the Muses and the subjects are
appropriately ‘musical’ in the broad sense of the word, including poet-
ry, language, cosmology, and music proper. Unfortunately, three of the
talks about music are lost: only titles remain for the discussions about
the division of melodies into diatonic, chromatic, and enharmonic (9.7),

2l Cf. Verniére 1977: 175-176.

22 When talking about Quaest. conv., I use ‘Plutarch’ (in inverted commas) to refer to
the character and Plutarch (without inverted commas) to refer to the persona of the writer
Plutarch. The latter writes the prooemia and narrates the discussions, while the former
is a participant in these discussions. (Of course, neither of these two coincides with the
historical person Plutarch.) The distinction between Plutarch and ‘Plutarch’ is necessary
to become aware of some of the Sympotic Questions’ most interesting features, such
as Plutarch’s play with self-promotion and self-effacement (Konig 2011; cf. also Konig
2012: 75-81) and his play with past and present (Klotz 2007; 2011); cf. also Brenk 2009;
Xenophontos 2016: 175179 (on the prooemia to the Quaest. conv.); Russell 1993 (on this
issue in Plutarch in general).
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about the difference between consonant intervals (upeAs] dlaoTHOTO)
and melodic intervals (coppova dtactiuota) (9.8), and about the causes
of consonance (cvueavnoig), including the question why the melody, as
the Greeks perceived it, goes with the lowest pitch when two notes sound
together (9.9). The last question of Sympotic Questions, a light-heart-
ed outro, offers a discussion on dance (9.15). When the music of the
spheres is mentioned, however, it is in a discussion about music sensu
lato rather than sensu stricto.

After singing Hesiod’s verses about the birth of the Muses, Ammo-
nius and his guests begin to ponder how many Muses there actually are
(Quaest. conv. 9.14).>* In the course of this long discussion, the connec-
tion between music and cosmos (specifically referring to the cosmology
of the myth of Er) comes up repeatedly and in various forms.> It is worth-
while to follow the course of the three speeches that touch upon this.

(1) In his first contribution to the discussion, ‘Plutarch’ starts from the
ancient belief that there were three Muses instead of the conventional
nine. This is an element he takes over from what his brother Lamprias
said earlier (744c—f).?° Lamprias, moreover, criticised traditional accounts
that associated the Muses exclusively with music, thus incorrectly limit-
ing their domain of influence. For this mistaken view, he cited some peo-
ple (8vior) who believe that the reason for the number of Muses lies in the
three types of melody (diatonic, chromatic, and enharmonic). The Delphi-
ans, moreover, went wrong in a similar way by naming the Muses after
the notes that limit the main intervals of a scale (vntn, péon, and vmarn).

‘Plutarch’ does not approve of his brother’s attack on Delphic reli-
gion. Although Lamprias was right in pointing out that the Delphians
call the Muses N1yt (or Nedrn), Méon, and “Yndtn, he mistakenly con-
cluded that this entails an exclusive association with music. Rather, the
Muses Nedn, Méomn, and "Yrdrrn are named in accordance with the re-
gion of the cosmos over which they preside: the fixed stars, the planets,

# On music and musical terminology in Quaest. conv., see Smits 1970: 82—88; Garcia
Lopez 1999; 2002. On dance in Quaest. conv., see also Martins de Jésus 2009. On Quaest.
conv. 9.15 specifically, see Schlapbach 2011 (see also Schlapbach 2018: 25-74), who
points out that Plutarch prefers a discourse about dancing to a dance performance.

24 As Teodorsson 1996: 345 points out, this unusually long quaestio is the culmina-
tion point of the whole work. On Quaest. conv. 9.14, see also Smits 1970: 78—79; Van der
Stockt 2009: 407—410; Klotz 2011: 171-177; Dillon 2014.

% Earlier in book nine (9.5), Ammonius and his guests discuss another aspect of the
myth of Er: the fate of the soul of Ajax (Resp. 10.620Db).

26 There are, indeed, several attestations of three Muses instead of nine. However,
Hesiod, who inspires this sympotic discussion, already mentions nine Muses (7heog.
75-79). See Teodorsson 1996: 353 for further references.
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and the sublunary region, respectively.?” These three regions are ‘all knit
and ordered together in harmonious formulae’ (cuvnptiicOat 6 macag
Kal cvvtetayOat kotd Adyovg évapuoviovg, 745b), but this harmony is
not strictly musical. Even when ‘Plutarch’ draws on the myth of Er, the
music of the spheres is not mentioned:

¢ kai [TAatwv RviEato 1oig TdV Motp®dv ovopacty TV UEV ATpomov
<ty 6¢ KAwbo> v 6 Adyeowv mpocayopevoas: €mel toic ye
TAOV OKT® CQUIPDOV TEPIPOPis Xephivag ov Movoag icapiBpovg
gnéotnoev. (Quaest. conv. 9.14.745b—c)

Plato, too, put this in a disguised form, calling them [i.e. the Muses]
by the names of the Fates, Atropos, <Clotho>, and Lachesis; observe
that it was Sirens, not Muses, that he set to preside over the revolu-
tions of the eight spheres, one for each.

(2) Ammonius does not fully agree with his pupil’s interpretation of the
myth of Er. According to his own interpretation of the myth and contrary
to that of the young ‘Plutarch’, Plato did intend to identify the eight Si-
rens with the Muses, adding one additional Muse assigned to the earth.
After connecting the Sirens with the fate of souls in the afterlife, Ammo-
nius describes their influence on our earthly life:*

gvtodlo 8¢ mpOC MU dpvdpd TG olov MY THC HOVGIKAC &Keivng
EEucvouévT 1l AOYMOV EKKOAETTOL KO AVOLLLLVIGKEL TAC YLYOG TOV
T0TE" <T0L S’ OTATOV> PEV TAEIGTMV TEPLOAMITTOL KO KOTATETAAGTOL
capKivolg ELEPAyLact Kol Tibeoty, ov knpivolg: 1 6& <61> edeviav
aicOdavetarl kol pvnuovevel, Kol TOV EUUOVESTATOV EPMTMV OVOEV

27 There seems to be a subtle yet significant difference between the two brothers’ takes
on the process of name-giving. According to Lamprias’ account (744c; cf. 745a—b, where
‘Plutarch’ reiterates it), the Muses were named after the notes, which could suggest that
sensible music precedes its divine overseer and that the latter is an imitation of the former
instead of the other way around. In his own interpretation, ‘Plutarch’ seems to be careful
to avoid the suggestion that the Muses were named after the cosmic regions (745b).

B In Life of Pythagoras 31, Porphyry, too, places Muses in charge of the cosmic
spheres when describing Pythagoras’ experience of cosmic music. His distribution of the
Muses is, however, understandably more Pythagorean. Ammonius appears to count, with
Tim. 36d—38e¢ in mind, the fixed stars and the seven wanderers (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars,
Venus, Mercury, sun, moon), adding a ninth Muse for the earth. Porphyry, on the other
hand, reports that Pythagoras assigned the ninth Muse to the counter-earth. See Boyancé
1946 for the occurrence of this theme in other sources.

2 Cf. Viltanioti 2015: 64—66.
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amodel 10 maboc avtic, YAyouévng kol mobovong Adcal te N
duvapévng Eautny ano 10D copotos. (Quaest. conv. 9.14.745¢—F)

Here on earth a kind of faint echo of that music reaches us, and ap-
pealing to our souls through the medium of words, reminds them of
what they experienced in an earlier existence. The ears of most souls,
however, are plastered over and blocked up, not with wax, but with
carnal obstructions and affections. But any soul that through innate
gifts is aware of this echo, and remembers that other world, suffers
what falls in no way short of the very maddest passions of love, long-
ing and yearning to break the tie with the body, but unable to do so.

Here the music of the spheres is finally mentioned and it is couched in
the language of Plato’s Phaedrus.*® In the Phaedrus (249d—252b) Plato
describes how a small minority — the philosophers — succeed in using
earthly beauty as a reminder of true beauty. Whereas Plato emphasises
the vision of beauty, Plutarch’s Ammonius transmits the experience to
the hearing of music by postulating an earthly echo of the Muses’ heav-
enly music. The paradoxical consequence of this adaptation is that the
human reception of the Muses’ heavenly music does not happen under
the aegis of the Muses, who instil their own kind of madness in humans if
we follow the Phaedrus (245a; 265b). Rather, the receiver of the song of
the Muses experiences the madness called love, which in the Phaedrus is
reserved for the philosopher. Accordingly, the earthly echo is perceived
not as music but 510 A0ywv. Although this description remains vague, it
seems that Ammonius, unlike others, was not thinking about the music of
the spheres as a superior kind of sensible music caused by the mechanics
of the heavenly bodies.*’ The apparent departure from Plato’s take on
kinds of madness, then, turns out to be an endorsement of Plato’s true in-
tention: claiming the Muses for philosophy and establishing philosophy
as the only true ‘music’.*

3 Right after this, Ammonius remarks that he does not agree with all these statements
(o0 uny &ymye mavtanact copeépouat tovtolg, 745f). This should not be taken to refer
to the part just quoted, but rather to the statements presented by the young ‘Plutarch’:
Ammonius’ distancing remark marks the transition from his defence of ‘Plutarch’s’ inter-
pretation (the Sirens are not inhumane, contrary to what one of the interlocutors objected
in 745¢—d) to the points where he disagrees (the Sirens are the Muses). On the role of
Phdpr., see Teodorsson 1996: 364.

31 Contrast e.g. Maximus of Tyre, Or. 37.5; cf. Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 30; Aris-
tides Quintilianus, On Music 3.20. Aristotle, who himself did not believe in the music of
the spheres, reports the explanation that we are not aware of the music due to our lifelong
familiarity with it (On the Heavens 2.9.290b); cf. also Cicero, Republic 6.23 Powell.

32 Cf. Plato, Phd. 60d—61a with Murray 2002.
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(3) Ammonius ends his contribution by emphasising its tentative char-
acter and invites the others to respond. This sparks the young ‘Plutarch’s’
second speech (746b—747a), in which he comes up with a third way of
locating the Muses in the cosmos. After having expressed his own first
impression that the Muses are the three Fates from Plato’s myth and
having learned Ammonius’ view that they are the Sirens from the same
myth, ‘Plutarch’ now concludes that the majority of the Muses should
be assigned to earth, since the earthly realm is most in need of guidance.
Therefore, only one Muse, Urania, is placed in the heavens. The eight
others are given functions on earth. As in ‘Plutarch’s’ first speech, the
work of the Muses is musical in a broad sense: this time, he points out
that they correct the earthly mAnuuéieia and avapuootio. Music in the
strict sense is the domain of only one Muse, Melpomene.*> Conversely,
while only Urania is occupied with the cosmos in the strict sense, the
others are described as bringing cosmos in a more abstract sense: they
Koopodotv; they bring order to human activities on earth. Melpomene,
for instance, takes over the pleasure (1100v1}) of the ears and turns it into
enjoyment (ev@poctivn). Thus, the discussion closes with a wink to Pla-
to’s Timaeus (80b), where music is said to bring mere 100v1] to fools but
evepoovvn to the wise.

The sympotic discussion has followed a remarkable trajectory. In all
three answers, the connection between music and the cosmos is con-
firmed, albeit only to a certain extent. What the answers have in common
1s that they all warn against excessive appreciation of music (a sensible
phenomenon). In his first speech, the character ‘Plutarch’ introduces cos-
mology to drive a wedge between music and the divine: the names of the
Muses do not refer to notes but to regions of the cosmos. Although the
young ‘Plutarch’ invokes the myth of Er, he omits any reference to the
tones emitted by the Sirens or the song sung by the Fates. Ammonius,
then, comes close to embracing the music of the spheres, but he insists
that the transference from heavenly harmony to earth does not happen
by way of earthly music, but d10 Adywv. His engagement with Plato’s
Phaedrus suggests that this process points to the practice of philosophy
and not to the practice of music. In his second attempt to solve the issue,
‘Plutarch’, as if pointing out the ultimate consequences of his teacher’s
view, locates music firmly in the earthly realm.

The reader of Plutarch’s sympotic questions — and the same goes for
his dialogues and other writings involving quaestiones — understandably
feels inclined to pick one of the answers. This, however, is not how these
zetetic writings work. Although the last answer usually seems to carry

3 This may seem an odd choice, since Melpomene became known primarily as the
Muse of tragedy, but ‘Plutarch’ is probably thinking about the connection between Mel-
pomene and the verb uéAnm (‘to sing’). Cf. Cornutus, Greek Theology p. 16.6—7 Lang.
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the most weight, all answers contribute something valuable to the dis-
cussion.* In this case, the choice of the young ‘Plutarch’ as a character
makes it particularly difficult to gauge the different positions. On the E
at Delphi is another work where the young ‘Plutarch’ and his teacher
express different opinions.*® In that case, the author Plutarch appears to
side with the teacher rather than with his younger self. The sympotic dis-
cussion could be a similar case. On the other hand, the young ‘Plutarch’
does get the last word in the debate about the Muses, whereas in On the E
at Delphi, the teacher ends by correcting him. Moreover, in the last book
of Sympotic Questions, Plutarch makes every effort to present his young-
er self as a star pupil.’® In this regard, we cannot simply subordinate the
pupil’s answer to the teacher’s, all the more so since the teacher asked
for his contribution to be challenged and Plutarch’s reply points out the
ultimate consequences of Ammonius’ general view.

A comparison with On the Generation of the Soul (1029c—d) might
shed some light on this issue, since that work is supposed to provide
us with Plutarch’s definitive views on the matters discussed therein (cf.
De an. procr. 1012b). There, Plutarch gives an interpretation of the Si-
rens from Plato’s Republic that seems to confirm Ammonius’ take on
the matter: both accounts connect Plato’s eight celestial Sirens with the
nine Muses, adding one Muse to earth.’’” Before deciding that this is
Plutarch’s preferred interpretation, however, we should take the context
into account. One of the astronomical interpretations of the division of
the cosmic soul connects the planets to notes on a musical scale and
assigns ‘to earth the position of the proslambanomenos’ (Y| p&v v 100
TPOoGAapPoavopuévov yopav arodddvteg, De an. procr. 1028f), one tone
below the Aypaté, which would in turn correspond to the moon. Plutarch
dismisses this interpretation by pointing out that the proslambanomenos
as an addition to the scale below the hypaté is a modern invention
(r029b—c). The ancients, including Plato, added the proslambanomenos

3 See Opsomer 1996 for a discussion of Plutarch’s zetetic method applied to Quaest.
Plat. The pervasiveness of the zetetic approach in Plutarch’s work can be gleaned
from Opsomer 2010; Roskam 2011c; 2013; 2014a; 2017; 2021; Petrucci 2016b; Meeusen
2016: 84—92. Cf. also p. 223.

35 Jones 1967: 206 estimates the dramatic date of Quaest. conv. 9 to be near to that of
De E.

36 Konig 2007: 52. Klotz 2011: 171-177 offers a discussion of Quaest. conv. 9.14 that
focuses on his self-presentation as a model student, at the same time respectfully building
upon and correcting his teacher’s answer. Cf. p. 78 n. 22 on the tension between self-pro-
motion and self-effacement in Quaest. conv.

37 Cf. Verniére 1977: 23—28.
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to the higher end of the scale instead.”® As Plutarch sees it, the story of
the Sirens proves this (1029c—d).

The reason is that, in addition to the Sirens assigned to the seven
wandering planets, Plato adds a Siren for the sphere of the fixed stars
(corresponding to the higher end) and not for earth (corresponding to the
lower end).* If the moon corresponds to the hypaté, Plato’s proslam-
banomenos (an addition corresponding to the fixed stars) would indeed
be to the higher end of the scale. However, instead of using his inter-
pretation of Plato to correct the cosmic scale, Plutarch suddenly advises
against the endeavour as a whole: instead of trying to map the structures
of sensible music onto the structure of the physical cosmos, it is better
to focus on the imperceptible harmony of the cosmic soul (1029d—¢).
One can see how, given his literal interpretation of the cosmogony of the
Timaeus, Plutarch would disagree with the chronology implied by the
story of the Sirens. In that story, harmony arises out of the tones chanted
by the Sirens, who are carried around by the heavenly spheres (1029c).
What Plutarch emphasises instead is that ‘concordant ratios’ (toic ka6’
apuoviov Adyoic) precede and cause the “harmonic motions’ (Euueleiong
kol kivnogow) of the cosmic soul, rendering her ‘concordant and doc-
ile’ (obppovov [...] kai meldnviov) (1029d—e).*° The idea that harmony
precedes the movements of heaven, then, amounts to a refutation of the
interpretation of the story of the Sirens that is presented in On the Gen-
eration of the Soul.*' According to this interpretation, the story is an
attempt to map musical notions (i.e. the names of the notes) onto the
structure of the cosmic soul. Plutarch’s criticism of such attempts once
again points to the fundamental difference between divine harmony and
earthly music and favours an interpretation like the one advocated by
the young ‘Plutarch’ at the end of the sympotic discussion: music is an
earthly matter.

Both in the Sympotic Questions and in On the Generation of the Soul,
then, the ‘Ammonius-style’ interpretation of the story of the Sirens is
followed by a critical account that warns against exaggerating the impor-
tance of music. Both accounts, moreover, emphasise the need of correc-
tion on earth. The young ‘Plutarch’, as we saw, assigns the majority of

3% See e.g. Barker 2007: 12-18 for a concise introduction to names of scales and notes.

3 Cf. Helmer 1937: 62.

40 The idea that the soul partakes in harmony (e.g. Quaest. Plat. 2.1001c; 4.1003a;
De an. procr. 1014e; 1016b quoting Tim. 36e—37a) without being harmony (De an. procr.
1013d referring to Phd. 92a—95a; cf. 1024e) similarly suggests harmony’s priority within
the framework of Plutarch’s exegesis of Tim. Cf. also the discussion of ‘comparison 1’ in
the previous section.

*I For a somewhat different interpretation of how the story of the Sirens in Quaest.
conv. relates to the version in De an. procr., see Opsomer 2009b: 139.
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the Muses to earth as guides for human endeavours. The rest of the cos-
mos can make do with only one Muse, since the heavenly bodies ‘do not
need much or varied guidance’ (U1 moAANG Unde mokiAng kvPepvicemg
deloOan, Quaest. conv. 9.14.746b). Similarly, in On the Generation of the
Soul, Plutarch points out that, while the cosmic soul is not entirely er-
ror-free, since it contains a maleficent element in the form of divisible
being (1026e-1027a), it is less prone to aberrations than the human soul
(ro25¢—d).

The young ‘Plutarch’s’ suggestion that music and the other works of
the Muses are of a corrective, therapeutic nature fits in with Plutarch’s
general thought on the role of music. As we have seen in the previous
section, music is cosmic only in the context of imagery. Music comes
to the rescue, for instance, at a symposium where the conversations are
‘disorderly’ (Gtaxtot, Quaest. conv. 9.1.736e) — a word denoting chaos in
the Timaeus (30a; 43b; 46¢).* Fortunately, someone starts singing to the
lyre and the party becomes a cosmos again. Immediately, the music fades
to the background and the calmed guests start a Adyoc prompted by the
appropriateness of the words just sung (736e—737b). As soon as music
has done its work, it has to yield to philosophy.

3. Divine harmony on earth? The limits of inspiration

In the previous section, we have seen how Plutarch’s teacher Ammonius,
channelling Plato’s Phaedrus, described his understanding of the harmo-
ny of the spheres in terms of the philosopher’s erotic madness instead of
appealing to musical madness proper. In this last section, I will briefly
consider if any trace remains of this traditional notion of divinely in-
spired music and how this notion is evaluated by Plutarch.

In the Dialogue on Love, Plutarch once again draws on the Phaedrus
to construct his own classification of kinds of enthusiasm. Faithfully fol-
lowing Plato, Plutarch distinguishes prophetic enthusiasm (attributed to
Apollo), mystic enthusiasm (Dionysus), musical or poetic enthusiasm
(the Muses), and finally the best kind of enthusiasm, which is connected
to Aphrodite and Eros (Amat. 758e—759a).* After giving a brief over-

42 Of course, the word Gtaxtog does not necessarily imply a reference to cosmolog-
ical vocabulary, let alone to 7im. However, as I shall argue later (p. 100-120), Plutarch
sees the symposium as an image of the Platonic cosmos and, accordingly, often uses cos-
mological vocabulary to describe it, while consciously making it difficult to distinguish
between the cosmological and everyday use of certain words.

4 Interestingly, although it does not pertain to our current purpose, Plutarch adds
war-related enthusiasm (attributed to Ares) between musical and erotic madness. The fact
that the comparison between Eros and Ares is a recurring theme in Amat. (757c—€, 759¢,
760d—761¢) may have something to do with this addition; cf. Valverde Sanchez 2004.
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view of this classification, Plutarch works his way back through the list,
giving more details about each kind (759a-b). However, the madness
that was said to be responsible for ‘poetic and musical creation’ is sus-
piciously absent from this otherwise tidy elaboration. Once again, we
might be tempted to think that Plutarch was being sloppy. Once again,
I would like to suggest a different explanation: Plutarch had his doubts
about musical creation being a divinely inspired activity.*

To make sense of this, we can turn to Plutarch’s On the Oracles of the
Pythia. In this dialogue, the discussion about the apparently disappointing
literary quality of contemporary oracles contains a more general theory on
the nature of artistic inspiration. The difference between the past, when
oracles were mostly delivered as poetry and music (v pétpoig kol péieot,
De Pyth. or. 402d; cf. 405d), and the present cannot be explained by refer-
ring to Apollo. In other words, the musical aspect of the oracle (or the lack
thereof) is not part of the divine inspiration. Whether the oracles are ac-
companied by music depends on the nature and the education of the Pythia.

It seems obvious that at least some degree of natural talent and musical
education are necessary to be able to compose and play music. Still, by
pointing this out, Plutarch is going against Plato’s description of musical
madness, which seizes ‘a tender virgin soul’ (oA kol dfotov yoynv,
Phdr. 245a; also quoted by Plutarch in Amat. 758f). It is precisely because
she has a ‘virgin soul’ (mapBévoc mdg aAnBdC v yoyrv) that the Pythia
cannot be expected to express the oracles ‘in verse of a grandiloquent and
formal style with verbal metaphors and with an aulos to accompany its
delivery’ (év pétpw kol dyko Kol TAAGHOTL Kol LeTopopais OvoudTmy Kol
pet’ adAod @Oeyyouévny, De Pyth. or. 405d). For Plutarch, musical compo-
sition is a Téyvn (cf. 404f; 405a), not a passive or unconscious experience.*

4 1 would attribute the absence of any justification of these doubts to the fact that
this would be out of place in a more or less doxographic enumeration. Moreover, this
particular absence has no bearing on the general theme of the work: Plutarch just wants
to get to erotic madness.

4 After quoting Euripides’ verses ‘Love doth the poet teach, / Even though he know
naught of the Muse before’ (momtiv & &pa. / "Epwg S186cke, kdv dpovcoc i o mpiv),
Plutarch explains that ‘Love does not implant in one the poetical or musical faculty,
but when it is already existent in one, Love stirs it to activity and makes it fervent,
while before it was unnoticed and idle’ (momrtiknv kai povowkny "Epmg dvvapuy ovk
gvtiOnoy, évumdpyovcov o0& Kivel kol avobeppaivel AovOdvovoay kai dpyodoav, De
Pyth or. 405%). Quaest. conv. 1.5 is concerned with the interpretation of the same lines;
see Smits 1970: 52—54; Roskam 2013. On téyvn in Plutarch, see Van der Stockt 1992a.
An amusing anecdote that suggests that not only composing music but also listening to
music is a question of expertise rather than inspiration or feeling appears in De aud. 46b:
Plutarch tells how a member of a chorus once received a firm talking-to from Euripides.
The man had burst into laughter during the rehearsal of a song in the solemn Mixolydian
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What happens when Apollo inspires an oracle is the following: the
god uses the soul of the Pythia as an instrument (6pyavov). The Pythia,
in turn, uses her voice and her body to express the oracle in a manner
suited to her own nature and capabilities, in the form of music or other-
wise (De Pyth. or. 404b—405d).*° As Holzhausen has shown, this 6pyavov
theory of inspiration is thoroughly influenced by Plato’s cosmology: the
soul of the Pythia serves as the matter, the receptacle which receives the
ideas from god.*” Now, ‘the virtue of an instrument is to conform as ex-
actly as possible to the purpose of the agent’ (dpydvov &’ dpetn pdota
ppeicBot to ypodpevov, 404b). This process of pipnoig brings with it an
unavoidable contamination by the nature of the medium (i.e. matter in
the case of the demiurge’s cosmogonic work; the Pythia in the case of
the god’s oracular work). Any musical aspect of the Pythia’s oracles is
situated in this contaminating layer of the process.

With this, we are back at the comparison between the demiurge and
the musician. Like the demiurge, the god who inspires the Pythia’s ora-
cles is compared to someone who plays a musical instrument.*® In both
cases, however, Plutarch makes it abundantly clear that this comparison
should not be taken at face value. A musician is at best an gik®v of the
god: his music is always a contaminated reflection of the divine. Music,
then, is not the direct result of enthusiasm. Conversely, it would be fool-
ish to believe that ecstasy evoked by music could forge a direct connec-
tion with the divine. Ecstasy should, therefore, be avoided. For Plutarch,
music is a sensible phenomenon. It 1s, for better or worse, a pipnoig of
divine harmony in mortal movement (7im. 8ob), a mediated connection
with the divine.

4. Concluding remarks

‘[W]hat truly organizes music in the West is the tension between the in-
escapable body and the West’s deep-seated need to control or transcend
that body through intellectual idealism’.** Plutarch’s thoughts on music
are an interesting example of how this tension can be embraced rather
than ignored through an exclusive focus on one of the two poles. Plutarch

mode, for which Euripides scolded him for being ‘stupid and ignorant’ (dvaicOntog |...]
kot apabng). Cf. De sera num. 549¢; Quaest. conv. 7.8.711c.

% The idea that the soul is the instrument of the gods, and the body the instrument of
the soul, occurs several times in Plutarch; see Holzhausen 1993: 83 n. 38.

47 Holzhausen 1993: 83—91. On the connections between cosmology and divination
in Plutarch, see also Simonetti 2017. On the role of @06yyog in Plutarch’s thoughts on
divination, see Crippa 2009.

8 Cf. also De def. or. 436e—.

4 McClary 1995: 83
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does not deny the connection between music and what transcends the
body. This connection, however, comes in the form of an €ikdv, which
entails both potential and limitedness. Music is placed squarely in the sen-
sible realm: divine harmony and music should not be confused. Hence,
overemphasising the importance of music, for example, by considering
it a divinely inspired activity instead of a mere téyvn, is as dangerous as
neglecting it. The benefit of this approach is that Plutarch’s Platonic
philosophy, although it is certainly idealistic in some sense, leaves room
for music as it is experienced in tradition and culture.’’ Plutarch’s par-
ticular brand of Platonism, then, allows him to avoid the ‘sacrifice of
the sensible component’,>> which is the ultimate consequence of Plato’s
view on music as voiced in Republic 7. Like observing the cosmos — as
the second part of On the Generation of the Soul shows time and again —
listening to music is fine, but we should remember that, while it gets us
on our way, it does not get us to our destination by itself.

By way of conclusion, it is useful briefly to return to the passage from
the Timaeus (47a—e) with which I started this chapter and to endeavour
a more precise explanation of how Plutarch understood it. If we take the
Timaeus at face value without imposing Plutarch’s interpretation, music
is received by the rational soul, a compound of being, sameness, and
difference.> This rational soul is what the demiurge forged with the in-
gredients which were left over from his work on the cosmic soul. Having
forged rational soul, he handed it over to the younger gods who add-
ed irrational soul and mortal body (7im. 41d—42e, 69c—70b).>* Plutarch,
however, in his search for consistency across Platonic dialogues, ends up
with a far stricter parallel between cosmic and human soul: in both cases
the element of difference is associated with irrationality (De virt. mor.
441¢—4424a).” This has a consequence for how music, which as a sensi-
ble phenomenon is grasped by difference (7im. 37a—c), enters the soul:

5% In Per. 1.5, Plutarch quotes Antisthenes, who, upon hearing someone being de-
scribed as an excellent aulos player, responded: ‘But he’s a worthless man, otherwise
he wouldn’t be so good a piper’ (‘GAX’ GvOpwmog” Een ‘poxOnpodg: ov yap v odT®
omovdaiog Nv avintic’). This is followed by an anecdote about Alexander the Great
being criticised by his father for playing beautifully: he should not devote himself to such
trifles; the Muses should be more than pleased already if he deigns to listen to music. See
Bowie 2004: 120. On music in the Lives, see also Garcia Lopez 2003; 2005.

S Smits 19770 provides many examples of this.

52 Pelosi 2010: 112; cf. 114-151.

33 Pelosi 2010: QI-T11.

34 Cf. e.g. Karfik 2005.

55 See Opsomer 2012: 314 for a charitable interpretation of Plutarch’s endeavour. Cf.
also Helmig 2005a: 21 on the suppression of the role of the younger gods in the account
of vision in De sera num. 550d—e.
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on Plutarch’s account it is possible for music to be received primarily by
the irrational, although there is always some degree of combination of ra-
tional and irrational (cf. De an. procr. 1024f-1025a).°° This may explain
why, in the sympotic discussion about the Muses, the young ‘Plutarch’
refuses to decide whether the pleasure of music ‘belongs mainly to rea-
son or to emotion or is their common property’ (Quaest. conv. 9.14.746f).

In another sympotic debate, which deals with the appropriateness of
‘things heard’ (dkpoduota) at dinner, a speech by ‘Plutarch’ gives us
some insight into how Plutarch’s views on music may have been put into
practice (Quaest. conv. 7.8).”” ‘Plutarch’ starts by defending the presence
of lyre and aulos at the symposium on the grounds of tradition. It quickly
becomes clear, however, that there are important restrictions. The lyre
should avoid dirges and laments and stick to soothing, innocuous songs
(ebenua). Similarly, the aulos is welcome as long as it ‘keeps due meas-
ure, and avoids emotional display, so as not to rouse into ecstasy’ (10
HETPLOV SaPLAATTY W) ToBovopevog und’ dvacof®dv Kol mopeloTig,
Quaest. conv. 7.8.713a). It is clear that the ecstasy that ‘Plutarch’ associ-
ates with music has nothing to do with divine inspiration leading to en-
thusiasm. ‘Plutarch’ seems to fear the bad influence of music more than
is strictly warranted by 7imaeus 47c—e. As Timaeus has it, the effect of
the majority’s using music for ‘irrational pleasure’ (¢’ f|doviv GAhoyov)
is probably just that music falls on deaf ears because it is not understood.*®
For ‘Plutarch’, however, the difference between good and bad seems to
lie not only in the approach of the listener but also in the nature of the
music that is played. This ties in with Plutarch’s particular interpretation
of how the soul receives sensory information through its irrational part,
which can thus easily be targeted.”® It also relates to Plutarch’s doubts
about music as divine inspiration (discussed in section 3 of this chapter):
in the case of music, ecstacy should not be trusted.

Instead of rousing into ecstasy, the symposiast ‘Plutarch’ goes on,
aulos and lyre should be used to calm down the part of the soul that ‘has
no notion of reason and no response to it’ (A5VveTOV AOYOV Kol AVIKOOV,

56 Cf. p. 62 n. 85 on Plutarch’s disregard for Plato’s distinction between difference as
an ingredient of soul and the circle of difference. On the combination of bi- and triparti-
tion of the soul, see Opsomer 2012: 319—325.

57 On this quaestio and how it relates to the culture of Plutarch’s time, see Pernigotti
2009.

8 Cf. Pelosi 2010: 95-96.

% Cf. also De coh. ira 456b—c; Quaest. conv. 3.8.657a. However, as De vit. pud.
534e—f shows (cf. also An virt. doc. 439c¢, both quoting Clitophon 407¢—d, which Plutarch
regarded as a genuine Platonic work, cf. p. 24 n. 16), the danger of music should not be
overestimated: it is not musical discord that causes conflict but discord (mAnupérein) in
law and justice. On musical imagery in Plutarch’s political thought, see Mosconi 2009.
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713b).°> On Plutarch’s interpretation of the workings of the human soul,
it makes perfect sense, indeed, to associate the therapeutic effect of mu-
sic (discussed in section 2) with the irrational part of the soul. That this
i1s how Plutarch understood 7imaeus 47c—e, where music is called ‘an
ally in the fight to bring order to any orbit in our souls that has become
unharmonized’ (¢mti v yeyovuiav &v NUiv AvapUOcTOV Yuyxiic Tepiodov
€1¢ KOTOKOOUNOW Kol GUUP®VIOY £00TH oOupayoc), is clear from his
paraphrase of the passage in On Superstition (167b—c), where music is
targeted at the ‘disturbing and errant’ (10 tapay®oec Kol TEMAAVLEVOV)
part of the embodied soul. Elsewhere, for instance in the retellings of
the myth of Er, it is the irrational part of the soul that is described in
these terms.®’ By understanding musical therapy in this sense, Plutarch
goes beyond the Timaeus. His interpretation, however, may well be able
to recover some Platonic elements that are otherwise hard to reconcile
with the Timaeus, such as the musical education described in Republic
2—3 and Laws 2 and 7, which engages to a much greater extent with the
non-rational parts of the soul.®

A consequence of this view on musical therapy — and this is a third
point made in the sympotic discussion on dxpodapoto — is that it would
be plain wrong to introduce musical entertainment if no therapy is need-
ed, that is, if a symposium is already guided by philosophical discourse
(713d-1).% Even if music is introduced, words should always accompa-
ny it. In a consciously controversial statement, ‘Plutarch’ bans instru-
mental music from the table:*

8 A similar calming effect of music is described in De sup. 167b—c (with Van der
Stockt 2009: 402—407); cf. also De virt. mor. 441e on Pythagoras. In Quaest. conv. 7.5, on
the other hand, a discussion about the dangers of arousing music ensues after an aulos
performance has gotten out of hand; see Smits 1970: 54—57; Barker 2016; 2018.

1 Quaest. conv. 9.14.746a; De an. procr. 1029d; De virt. mor. 444a. Cf. De an. procr.
1014¢, 1026¢. Both Quaest. conv. 9.14.746b and De sup. 167¢ quote Pindar, Pythian Odes
1.13-14.

62 See e.g. Lippman 1964: 45-86; Pelosi 2010: 14-67.

% On the function of philosophy at the symposium, see esp. Quaest. conv. 1.1. Cf.
Con. praec. 143d, as well as the previous question of Quaest. conv. (7.7), where the issue
of the aulos player, sent away in Plato’s Symp. (176¢) and belittled in Prt. (347¢c—¢), is
brought up. The character Plutarch does not take part in this question, which is a discus-
sion between two Stoics.

6 With the untranslated particle (o0) pnv, with which this passage begins, ‘the char-
acter-narrator anticipates (and contradicts) the possible conclusions that his addressee(s)
may draw from the facts presented earlier’ (Wakker 1997: 223; cf. Denniston 1954: 28—
30). Aristotle, for one, seems to allow for purely instrumental music (Pol. 1339b20-21).
Plato’s stance is more complicated. In Leg. 669d—670a the Athenian warns against in-
strumental music, not because it lacks the potential of beneficial expression, but because



CHAPTER 2 MUSIC o1

o0 pNV GAA’ €l <0eT> 10 ¥’ €uol avopevov eimelv, 00T’ Gv adAOD
mote Kb’ adTov oUTe Apag PELEL Ywpig AdyoL kol (OT|g EmTpéyariu
0 CLUTOGIOV MoTEP PEOLATL PEPELY DIToAaUPEvoVTL: OET Yap oVTMC
£01ev kai omovdalovtag <kai mailovroc™>, Hote Kol TG NOOVAG €K
Adyov AapBdvery kKol Tag dttpifag £v Aoy molelobat, TO 6& pELOC Kol
TOV PLOUOV Bomep Syov Eml T@ AOY® Ko ur ko’ adtd Tpocseépecton
unoe Ayyvevew. (Quaest. conv. 7.8.713b—c)

If I may express my own opinion, I should never commit a party to
the music of aulos or lyre by itself without words to be sung, as if it
were committed to the whim of a stream on which it floats. We must
form the habit, whether working or playing, of enjoying the words
and including words in our pastimes. We should regard melody and
rhythm as a sauce so to speak, added to the words, rather than use or
prize them for their own sake. [tr. slightly modified]

In the end, it does not even seem to matter much whether these words
are sung: in whatever form, they should be omnipresent in our lives.
These words (Adyog), not the music itself, appeal to ‘our rational part’
(tov év fuiv Adyov, 713c). Plato’s Timaeus states, indeed, that, as regards
the benefits of hearing, speech plays a bigger part (v peyiotnv poipav,
Tim. 47¢) than music itself, but he seems to conceive of these respective
benefits as independent from each other. Plutarch, however, sees words
as an essential part of music and has little faith in purely instrumental
music. Music may be an image of divine harmony, but words are how we
learn about that harmony.%

In this respect, as in many other respects, Plutarch is fundamentally
opposed to the Stoics, who give a much more elevated role to music — in
some ways more in line, perhaps, with an isolated reading of Timaeus —
as a rational phenomenon that ‘can represent the structure of the divine
in terms of its underlying ratios, rather than just describing that struc-
ture in words’.® For Plutarch, who, contrary to the Stoics, insists on a
firm distinction between the sensible and the intelligible, giving music
such an elevated role would both underestimate the divine and overes-
timate human capability. However, as usual Plutarch also found himself

this kind of expression is much harder to understand for humans; see Pelosi 2010: 5962,
197. ‘Plutarch’ seems to have slightly different reasons: he treats instrumental music not
as something that is (too) hard to understand, but as something that, by itself, cannot be
an object of understanding.

8 Cf. De tuenda 133f: 10 mepi avAod Tt kol ADpog dxodoon kal ginelv Edappotepov i
Aopog avTig eBeyyopévng drovewy kol avrod. (‘[1]t is less onerous to exchange opinions
about an aulos and a lyre than to listen to the sound of the aulos and the aulos itself.”)

% Scade 2017: 209 (original emphasis) on Cleanthes.
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in disagreement with the other side of the philosophical spectrum. In
the anti-Epicurean dialogue That Epicurus Actually Makes a Pleasant
Life Impossible (1095¢—1096¢), the character Theon, an intellectual ally
of Plutarch’s, criticises Epicurus for banning music from the symposium.
On closer inspection, however, what Theon recommends are discussions
about music instead of music itself.®’

Plutarch’s verdict is clear: once philosophy enters the stage, the or-
chestra should fall silent. If listening to music is contrasted with debat-
ing the real issues of philosophy, as it is in the sympotic question on
dxpodpata, Plutarch is bent on stressing its limitedness. A similar thing
occurs when, in the second part of On the Generation of the Soul, he
sets observing the cosmos against enquiring into the nature of the cos-
mic soul. This should not obscure the fact that both activities also have
great potential, since they are concerned with gikoveg of the divine. The
closing statement of On the Generation of the Soul, with which I started
the analysis of the comparison between the demiurge and the musician
(section 1 of this chapter), elegantly captures both the potential and the
limitedness of these activities. Like observing the visible cosmos, listen-
ing to music is a first, crucial step towards what lies beyond: music can
indirectly point us to divine harmony, which accounts for the beauty and
goodness of the cosmos in which we live and offers us a chance to act
as imitators of the demiurge by expressing ourselves an image of this
harmony.

8 Non posse 1095c:. mpofAnjuooct [...] HOOIKOIG, HOVCIKAYV KoL TOUTIKAV
TpoPAnudTwY; 1095€: TEPL CLUPOVIDY Jdraleyousvov; 1096a: KPUTIKAY Kol LOVGIKAY
Aodiav; 1095a: ol mepl yop®dV Adyor Kol SdUcKAM®DY Kol T0 SVA®V Tpofijuare Kol
pLOUGV Kol appovidv; 1095a—c: several examples of such musical topics for discussion);
cf. Van der Stockt 2009: 410—413. On Plutarch’s criticism of Epicurean disdain for matters
of music, see also Non posse 1094f-1095a with Jufresa 2001. Cf. n. 23 on Quaest. conv.

9.15.



Chapter 3
Symposium

When the learned banqueters, who populate the enormous sympotic work
by Athenaeus of Naucratis, are served a pig that is half-roasted and half-
stewed, the cook launches into an extensive speech. Since he appears in
Athenaeus’ Second Sophistic world, nobody bats an eye when the cook
launches into an extempore declamation on his novel recipe, spiced with
many verses of Greek poetry on cooking and served with philological
comments on some of the quotations (9.376¢—381¢).! The guests are as sat-
isfied with the speech as they are with the pig, and the host is relieved that
the cook hit the right pitch. After all, having a rhetorical cook could also
backfire, as appears from the story he goes on to tell about a fellow citizen:

[...] Tovg TOD Oowuacwardrou dew)vog StaAdyoug ﬁv(xyKaCsv
8Kuav9avovwg rovg uowstpoug (pspovwg 1€ T0G Aomhdag Gpa Agye,
atg, dvo, TpEiG 6 08 on tewptog nuw oo ¢oile Tipoie, mod TV yOEC
HEV dartupdvey, Ta VOV & €oTiatopav;” Emelt’ dALOG dmekpivaro,
“4o0éveld. Tic avT@® Evvémeosv, ® Xodkpotec.” SeEpyovid Te
TOD O10AOYOL T TOAAG TOV TPOTOV TOVTOV, MG dyfecOatr uev Tovg
gvmyovpévoug, VPpilecOar 6& TOV MAvoopov Ekeivov dvOpmmov
oonuépat, Koi 01 todto moAAovg TV kabapeiov eEopvochat Tag
map’ ékelve Eotidoels. (Athenaeus 9.381f382a)

[H]e used to force his cooks to memorize the dialogues of the mar-
vellous Plato! And when they brought in the casserole-dishes, he
would make them say: ‘One, two, three — my good Timaeus, where is
our fourth dinner-guest from yesterday, these men who are now our
hosts?” And then another cook would answer: ‘He got sick, Socrates’
[P1., 7im. 17a]. They made their way through much of the dialogue
this way, and the result was that the people attending the feast got
bored and the brilliant individual responsible was insulted on a daily
basis; as a consequence, many sophisticated people swore off attend-
ing his banquets.

! In his encore (9.382b—383¢), the cook himself remarks that [i]t is striking how gen-
uinely devoted to serious research and matters of vocabulary the majority of cooks are’
(mepiepyov & €otiv Mg AANODG TO TOAD TAV paYElp®V YEVOC Tepi Te TG ioTopiag Kol Td
ovopata, 9.383b). On the role of cooks in the Learned Banqueters, reflecting the traditional
comic character of the cook as ahalov (cf. Wilkins 2000), see Lukinovich 1990: 267 n. 18.
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Apparently, putting on a full Timaeus recital was considered bad party
behaviour. At least one of Plutarch’s friends would seem to disagree. In
the discussion about appropriate dinner-time entertainment, with which
we concluded the previous chapter, a certain Diogenianus proposes to
introduce dramatisations of Platonic dialogues to the symposium (gi¢ ta
ovundota, Quaest. conv. 7.8.711b).? This, he explains, had become en
vogue in Rome, but the new fashion had not yet reached Plutarch’s ru-
ral hometown Chaecronea.’> He adds that the practice has many critics.
One of these critics turns out to be present at Plutarch’s party: Philip the
Stoic* begins a speech against ‘those who thought fit to regard Pla-
to as a bibulous pastime’ (tdv a&lovvtov [TAdtova dtoymyny év oive
noteicban, 711d), but he checks himself — as is fit at a Plutarchan sympo-
sium — for he fears that his reply might turn into a serious rant instead of
a playful rebuttal (petd omovdilg Tivog ov mauddc, 711d). Diogenianus,
a true gentleman, commends Philip for this and changes the subject to
defuse the situation. We never hear ‘Plutarch’s’ take on this particular
matter, although at the end of the discussion, he unsurprisingly endorses
sympotic entertainment through philosophical discourse (510 Adyov kai
Q1A0G00ioc AAANAoLG evgpaivery, 713d), as we have seen.’

And indeed, although cooks do not recite Plato’s dialogues in the
Sympotic Questions, Plato’s Timaeus 1s prominently present at Plutarch’s
table.® We have already seen how the discussion on the harmony of the

2 See Charalabopoulos 2012: 197-226 for a painstaking discussion of what Athenae-
us and Plutarch thought about Platonic theatre. Jacob 2013: 15-18 gives a good impression
of the differences between Plutarch’s and Athenaeus’ symposia; cf. also Romeri 2002;
Konig 2012: esp. 30-39. When discussing Quaest. conv., I will not be concerned with the
distinction between the dinner and the symposium, since by Plutarch’s time, this distinc-
tion had lost its significance; on this evolution, see Lynch 2018.

3 That Plutarch lets the discussion take place in his hometown is clear, since he con-
nects it to the previous question, which he had set in Chaeronea (77.7.710b).

* We know Philip’s philosophical allegiance from the previous discussion (Quaest.
conv. 7.7.710b), where he, although a Stoic himself, opposes an apparently more radical
Stoic sophist (co@ioTV 4o TG LT0ag).

5 Contra Jones 1971: 122 (‘Plutarch condemns the staging of Plato’s dialogues’). See
p. 78 n. 22 on the importance of distinguishing between the character ‘Plutarch’ and the
authorial voice Plutarch in Quaest. conv.

¢ Frazier in Frazier and Sirinelli 1996: 177—207 and Sirinelli 2000: 366—393 give
good impressions of the richness and the Sitz im Leben of Quaest. conv. The work has
enjoyed due attention in recent scholarship; see esp. Klotz and Oikonomopoulou 2011b
and also Romeri 2002; Konig 2007; 2012; Ferreira et al. 2009; Vamvouri Ruffy 2012;
Klotz 2014. Specifically on Plutarch’s place (and conscious self-positioning) in the tra-
dition of the literary symposium, see e.g. Klotz and Oikonomopoulou 2011a: 12-18; cf.
also Bolkestein 1946: 1-19; Relihan 1992; Teodorsson 2009; Hobden 2013: 229—234. Cf.



CHAPTER 3 SYMPOSIUM 95

spheres in Plato’s myth of Er takes a distinctly cosmological turn and
ends with a reference to the Timaeus (Quaest. conv. 9.14; see p. 82). A
discussion on chronological coincidences, sparked by two consecutive
days of celebration in remembrance of Socrates’ and Plato’s birthdays,
turns into a debate about Plato’s allegedly divine birth” and ends with the
observation that we should not take Plato’s description of the demiurge
as ‘father and maker of the cosmos and of other created things’ (matépa
Kol TOMmTnV ToD T€ KOGUOL Kol TV SAL®DV YEVVINTAV TOV AyEVvnToV Kol
aiowov 0edv, Quaest. conv. 8.1.718a) to refer to a parenthood in the every-
day, physical sense.® This reference to Timaeus 28c receives a full exe-
gesis in the second Platonic Question (see p. 271 n. 284). The discussion
on the fate of Ajax in the myth of Er (Quaest. conv. 9.5), on the other
hand, does not seem to depend on the 7imaeus specifically, but Plutarch’s
brother Lamprias claims to find the three causes eipapuévn, toym, and
€0’ Nuiv everywhere in Plato, and we will later see how this fits in with
the Timaeus-based framework of On Tranquillity of Mind (p. 191).

Two discussions engage more thoroughly with the cosmology of
the Timaeus.? (1) A debate on what Plato meant ‘when he asserted that
God is always doing geometry’ (tiva Aafav yvounv arnepnvor’ <dei>

Amato 2005 on Second Sophistic symposia. On the symposium and sympotic literature
in general, the literature has become vast, especially since Murray 1990, which is still
indispensable (cf. also Murray 2003); Hobden 2013 is an excellent recent account.

7 Cf. Per. 8.2; De cap. ex inim. 9oc. Cf. Boys-Stones 2018: 33 for aspects of this in
other Middle Platonists.

8 Cf. Ferrari 1995a: 130.

? Unfortunately, we only have the titles of two possible further instances: the de-
bate on ‘why days named after the planets are arranged in a different order from the
planetary positions; also on the position of the sun’ (31 ti T0.g OLOVOLOVE TOIC TAUVIGLY
NUépag ov Katd TV &ketvav TdEv GAL dvnAlayuévag dpdpodotv: &v @ koi mepi Hiov
t6Eewc, Quaest. conv. 4.7) and the question entitled ‘Since the ecliptic periods of sun and
moon are equal, why is the moon seen to be eclipsed more frequently than the sun?’ (6o
Ti, TV EKAETIKAV TEPOdY NAIOV Kol GeEANVIG I60piBpmy 00cdY, 1) GEAVN QaiveTal
TAeoVAK1G EKAgimovoa Tod NAiov, Quaest. conv. 9.10). We should keep in mind that these
titles do not trace back to Plutarch; Hubert 1938: 3: “Tituli in codicibus quaestionibus
praescripti et in indicibus singulorum librorum conserti [...] non ab auctore scripti (cf.
e.g. 612f, 629d, 645c/d, 660d, 686¢) neque omnes ad argumenta accurate accommodati
sunt (e.g. 1 6, VIII 4. 6) [...].” Cf. also Hubert 1938: xix; Fuhrmann 1972: xxxiv. More-
over, too much of Quaest. conv. 9.12.741¢c—d is lost to be able to say anything about its
possibly cosmological content. According to the title, the question was ‘whether it is
more plausible that the total number of the stars is even than that it is odd’ (I16tepov €ott
TOOVAOTEPOV TO APTIOVG EIVAL TOVC GUUTAVTAC AGTEPUC | TEPITTONC).
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veoueTpelv TOv 0edv, Quaest. conv. 8.2.718¢'’) once again reminds us
of the fact that Platonic intertextuality is not a straightforward matter in
Plutarch: the dinner guests are aware that Plato never wrote that in so
many words (yéypamtot &v o0devi cap®dg TAV £keivov fuPAimv), but since
the saying has sufficient miotig and is in keeping with Plato’s character
(tod IMhotovikod yapoktiipdg €otwv), they proceed as if Plato actually
said it (718¢c). At the end of the discussion, the character ‘Plutarch’ sub-
sumes the earlier interventions, which he judges to conform to the crite-
rion of 10 €ikO¢, into an explanation of the three cosmological principles
found in the Timaeus: god, matter, and form."" The demiurge’s geometry,
then, consists of the creation of a proportionate middle term (the cosmos)
between the forms and matter, having the quality (oiov) of the former and
the quantity (6cov) of the latter (720b). (2) More surprisingly concerned
with the cosmology of the 7imaeus 1s the discussion on the time-honoured
‘problem about the egg and the hen, which of them came first’ (mpopinua
nepi ToD MOV kai ThHg OpviBog, OmOTEPOV YEVOLTO TPHTEPOV VTV, Quaest.
conv. 2.3.636a). The debate confirms the remark, made at the outset by
Plutarch’s friend Sulla, that a small problem can act as a kind of lever for
a much greater problem, in this case ‘the creation of the world’ (t0 mepi
10D KOGUOVL THG Yevéoewc, 636a). Both sides of the debate draw on the
description of matter as mother and wet nurse found in the Timaeus.'

10" The title of this question is TId¢ ITAdtwv Eleye TOV BedV del yempetpelv;, but see
the previous note on these titles.

" Quaest. conv. 720a-b: gloecbe pading [...] avapvnoavteg avtovg tig &v Tyaim
Srupéoeng, 1) S1Ehe Tpuyfi 0 Tp®O’, VO’ GV THY YEVEGY O KOGHOG EGYEV, BV TO ULV OedV
@ SIKOOTAT® TOV dvopaty 10 6’ VANV 10 6’ idéav kaloduev. (‘You will easily see the
point [...] if you recall the threefold division, in the Timaeus, of the first principles from
which the cosmos came to birth. One of them we call, by the most appropriate of names,
God, one matter, and one form.”) In line with Plutarch’s zetetic method (p. 83), the value
of the earlier responses is not denied by this, since, as Ferrari 2009: 89 points out, ‘le
risposte avanzate dai partecipanti alla conversazione non sono veramente in conflitto tra
di loro, non si escludono cio¢ a vicenda, ma risultano in qualche modo complementari,
e in ogni caso possono venire integrate in un quadro relativamente unitario. Come, per
altro, € naturale che sia, trattandosi in tutti i casi di soluzioni conformi allo spirito della
filosofia di Platone’; cf. Pieri 2005: 150. On other Middle Platonic presentations of this
Dreiprinzipienlehre, see PidA 113. On the compatibility of what ‘Plutarch’ says here with
De an. procr., see Opsomer 2004: 149 n. 54. Interpretations of the cosmological issues of
this sympotic question are offered in the commentary to PidA 110.1 (with references to
further literature) and by Ferrari 2009. Cf. also O’Brien 2015: 106110, although a some-
what haphazard treatment of Plutarch (and of other thinkers, cf. my p. 273 n. 291) is a
price we have to pay for the admirably broad scope of that book.

2 The egg-before-chicken side adduces that ‘matter has the relation of mother or
nurse to things which exist, as Plato says’ (1] yap OAn Adyov £xel Tpog Ta YvOpeEV UNTPOg
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While engaging explicitly with the cosmology of the Timaeus, the
chicken-and-egg question also testifies to the more generally observable
belief that, as Konig has put it, ‘processes of universally relevant phil-
osophical enquiry can start from frivolous snatches of conversation’."
This is particularly clear in the many discussions on natural phenomena,
which, as Kechagia has argued, depend on the epistemological frame-
work of the Timaeus:

With the Platonic 7imaeus in the background, a work which Plutarch
(as all Platonists of his time) took to represent Plato’s world-view, it is
not implausible to assume that the scientific/philosophical zétéseis in
the Table Talk [i.e. Quaest. conv.] function in a similar way to Plato’s
eikmg Adyoc: they offer explanatory principles and alternative plausi-
ble answers to questions of natural philosophy, but lead to no absolute
certainty because there is no certainty to be reached with respect to
the sensible, changing physical world."

Kechagia emphasises the fallibilistic aspect of this gikmg Adyog frame-
work."® We should remember, however, that it also comes with a more
high-minded feature: the sensible cosmos is only an gix®v of the intel-
ligible model, but as an sik®v of the intelligible model, it guides the
way towards philosophy and happiness (7im. 47a—b, 9ob—d; see p. 67).
As Soury has shown in a brief overview that is still very much worth
reading, the Sympotic Questions are marked by a world view that as-

&g enot [MAdtov kol 10vng, Quaest. conv. 2.3.636d) in order to argue that the producer
(the egg) comes before the thing that it produces (the chicken); cf. 7im. 49a, 50d, 51a, 52d,
88d. On the identification of ydpa and HAn see p. 22 n. 10. The chicken-before-egg camp,
which is represented by the dedicatee of Quaest. conv., makes a more properly Platonic
case and, as such, corrects the other side’s use of the ‘matter is mother’ metaphor by
hinting at an ulterior principle: as Ferrari 1995a: 129-132 (in a thorough discussion of this
quaestio) points out by comparing Quaest. conv. 2.3 with Quaest. conv. 8.1, the chicken-
before-egg explanation reflects the causal system that Plutarch found in the Timaeus.
For a comparison of Plutarch’s quaestio with Macrobius’ imitation (Sat. 7.16.1-14), see
Setaioli 2016.

13 Konig 2007: 46.

4 Kechagia 2011a: 104 (original emphasis). Cf. Frazier in Frazier and Sirinelli
1996: 199—206 and, more generally, Meeusen 2014.

15 In this category of discussions on natural phenomena as well we find quaestiones
that are explicitly concerned with 7im., see esp. Quaest. conv. 7.1, which revolves around
Plato’s statement that drink passes through the lungs (7im. 70c, 91a) and ends with a
reflection on the difference between eikdg and dAn0ég in matters of natural philosophy.
This aspect of Quaest. conv. is one of the elements that connects the work with Quaest.
nat.; on this connection, see Meeusen 2016: 92—102, 150-177.
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sumes an intimate connection between cosmic and human. This amounts
to an ‘indifférenciation du physique et du moral’ that runs throughout the
work.' In short, it would be an understatement to say that cosmology is
not excluded from Plutarch’s symposia.

Cosmology, then, apparently conforms to the criteria for dinner-time
philosophy that Plutarch sets out in the first, programmatic sympotic
question.'” There, philosophy is defined as ‘the art of life’ (téyvnv mept
Biov, Quaest. conv. 1.1.613b), which suggests that cosmology, since it is
included in the work, pertains to ethics. Any such philosophy certainly
should be welcomed at the symposium, but it should be the kind of phi-
losophy that is accessible to all the guests: ‘just as the wine must be com-
mon to all, so, too, the conversation must be one in which all will share’
(31 yap dC TOV 0lvov KoV ivol kKai TOV Adyov, o mavieg pedéEovaty,
614¢). Plutarch cleverly puts the philosophical programme for the rest
of the nine books of Sympotic Questions into the mouth of the dedicatee
Sosius Senecio while at the same time tracing it to Plato’s Symposium:'®

opac yap 0t kai [TAdtov &v 1 Tvumocio mepi TEAOLS SOAEYOUEVOG
Kol ToD TP®OTOL AyalBoDd Kot SAmC BeoAoydY ovK Evieivel Tnv Amddei&v
ovd’ vmokovietal, TNV AaPnv domep elwbev edTOvVOV TOIDV KOl
AeUKTOV, GAA’ DYPOTEPOIG ANULOGT KO TopadEly oot Kol poboAioyiong
TPocayeTon ToVG Avopags. (Quaest. conv. 1.1.614¢c—d)

Indeed, you see that Plato in his Symposium, even when he talks about
the final cause and the primary good, — in short, when he discourses
upon divine matters, — does not labour his proof nor gird himself for
a fight and get his customary tight and unbreakable hold, but with

16 Soury 1949: 323.

7 This is probably the most often discussed question of the work; see e.g. Klotz
2007: 656-659; 2011: 167171, Kechagia 2011a: 87-—91; KoOnig 2011: 194; Pelling
2011b: 211-213; Klotz 2014: 210-214; Xenophontos 2016: 179—18]I.

18 Cf. also Quaest. conv. 6.686a—d, where a similar stance is described and connected
to the Socratic symposium of Plato (and Xenophon). On the literary influence of Plato’s
(and Xenophon’s) Symp. on Quaest. conv., see esp. Roskam 2010. The remark by Teo-
dorsson 1989: 53 that sympotic philosophy is a ‘simplified kind of philosophy designed
for entertainment rather than the search for the truth’ is so off the mark that it borders on
the outrageous. The whole point of sympotic philosophy — and Plutarch does not limit
this to sympotic philosophy alone (e.g. De coh. ira 464b—c) — is to combine cmovdn
and maud1d, not to substitute the latter for the former (or the results of the latter for the
results of the former); cf. Quaest. conv. 1.1.614a; 1.4.620d, 621d—e; 6.1.686d; 7.6.708d;
7.7.710e—711a; 7.8.712b, 713b—C; 9.14.746c—474a. On the role of Sosius in the Quaest.
conv., see Klotz 2014: 209—211; cf. Ziegler 1951: 688—689; Jones 1971: 54—57; Wardman
1974: 37-39; Puech 1991: 4883. See also n. 73.
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simple and easy premises, with examples, and with mythical legends
he brings the company into agreement with him.

As we shall see later, cosmology is not at all absent from Plato’s Sympo-
sium either, and Plutarch offers a cosmological interpretation of Dioti-
ma’s story about the birth of Eros (p. 283). Moreover, it has become clear
by now that the exclusion of passages where Plato labours his proof does
not entail the exclusion of the Timaeus and its cosmology.'"” The mention
of examples, however, provides an important clue as to how the Timaeus
plays its role at the table. Although we have seen many references to
the 7imaeus by now, we have not encountered cosmology for the sake
of cosmology. In the chicken-and-egg debate, both sides discuss the is-
sue in terms of imagery and imitation (gik®v and pipnuo, Quaest. conv.
2.3.636¢; cf. the quote from Plato’s Menexenus 238a at 638a) and in terms
of what is €ix0¢ (636a, ¢; 638a). Similarly concerned with cosmic image-
ry rather than with direct cosmology are the aforementioned discussions
about music (9.14), Plato’s divine birth (8.1), the lot of Ajax (9.5), and the
figure of the geometer (8.2).%° In some respects, these debates resemble
the discussions about natural phenomena, which are eikdteg Adyotl and
deal as such with the visible cosmos as an gik®v of the intelligible.!

My main concern in this chapter, however, is not with this mani-
fold presence of cosmic imagery at Plutarch’s symposia. Instead, I want
to show how several images that are scattered throughout the Sympotic
Questions can be pieced together into a sustained and coherent com-
parison of the symposium to the cosmos. A good symposium, Plutarch
maintains, is an image of the cosmos. To show this I turn to the role
of cosmology, not in the cupmociakd (topics suitable for the symposi-
um) in general but in the subgroup of cvumotikd (topics regarding the
symposium itself; Plutarch explains this terminology at Quaest. conv.
2.629d).%2

Before embarking upon this endeavour, a caveat is in order. That a
symposium should be cosmic could, at first sight, be understood com-

19 The sympotic character of 7im. might be more pronounced than one would expect:
there is a strong case to be made for regarding the whole ‘banquet of speeches’ (tr|v t@v
AOywv Eotiaot, Tim. 27b; cf. Athenaeus 8.354d), of which 7im. depicts the first part, as a
kind of symposium; cf. Schoos 1998; Slaveva-Griffin 2005.

20 Possible exceptions, i.e. questions involving direct cosmology, are Quaest. conv.
9.10 (completely lost) and 9.12 (largely lost). The lost Quaest. conv. 4.7 probably also
took an indirect approach to cosmology (viz. through the names of the days). See n. 9.

2l For an interpretation of 7im. that pays much attention to these issues, see Gerson
1996.

2 Cf. e.g. Stadter 2015c¢: 106, who points to the importance of Quaest. conv. as ‘a kind
of handbook and guide to what a symposium should be’.
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pletely non-cosmological: k6cog can, of course, mean ‘order’ without
any cosmological connotation. In the introduction to the eighth book
of Sympotic Questions, for instance, Plutarch says that if apafio and
dpovcio are combined with wine, a party cannot possibly be kdcopiog
(Quaest. conv. 8.716d—e; cf. tetayuévoc, 716€). Similarly, when the op-
posite of an orderly party is described as springing from chatter that
1s draktog (716f), it does not seem necessary to point to cosmological
language, although in Plato’s 7imaeus the cause that produces order is
opposed to the one that is dtdxtwg (7im. 30a, 43b, 69b) and produces
10 draxtov (46e). We will have to find stronger clues in other sympotic
conversations, then, before we can conclude that there 1s, in Plutarch’s
mind, a close connection between the organisation of a symposium and
the organisation of the cosmos, which might lead us to read seemingly
non-cosmological passages such as the one discussed just now in a dif-
ferent light.

I. God and the symposiarch: Sympotic Questions 1.2 and 7.6

In the second question of the first book of Sympotic Questions, Plutarch’s
brother Timon is the host of the party. His policy was, apparently, to let
the guests choose their places themselves, instead of assigning appro-
priate places. This time around, things go horribly wrong. When most
guests are seated a foreigner appears but decides to leave again: ‘he
said he saw no place left worthy of him’ (ovk &pn toV d&lov £ovtod
tomov 0pav Aewwopevov, Quaest. conv. 1.2.615d). This sparks a discussion
between Plutarch’s brother and his father on whether the places of the
guests should be assigned by the organiser of the symposium. They de-
cide to appoint ‘Plutarch’ as the judge in the debate.?

Plutarch’s father begins his plea for assigned places with language
similar to that found in the introduction to book eight. He indicates the
risk of ‘disorderliness’ (dtain) and adds that such dra&io would have
been criticised by the Roman censor Aemilius Paullus, who was known
for his symposia characterised by order (kocuw, té&et) and whom the
father describes, with a verse from the //iad, as being skilled ‘in mar-
shalling horses and shield-bearing men’ (kocufjcot inmovg te Kol avépog

2 The foreigner efficiently combines the topoi of the uninvited guest (Martin
1931: 64—79; cf. Sept. sap. conv. 148b; Quaest. conv. 7.6 will be discussed presently), the
late guest (Martin 1931: 92—97; cf. Sept. sap. conv. 160c; Quaest. conv. 8.6), and the guest
who leaves insulted (Martin 1931: 101-106; cf. Sept. sap. conv. 148e—f; Quaest. conv. 7.7).
This is not without importance, since it means that the discussion caused by this incident
concerns (what is presented as) a prototypical sympotic situation and as such gets to the
heart of sympotic ethics.
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aomdintoc, 615¢ = Hom., 11 2.554).>* The opposition of dro&io and the
act of koopelv would probably ring a bell with the avid reader of the
Timaeus (cf. 30a for a cosmological use of dta&in). However, taking our
earlier caveat into account, we have to say that this alone remains too
vague to count as cosmological imagery.”® Plutarch’s father continues
his plea, and after another Homeric reference to the typical character-
isation of leaders as ‘marshals of the people’ (koountopag Aadv, 615f;
cf. Hom., 7I. 1.16, 375; 3.236; Od. 18.152),?° he finally and unmistakably
brings in the demiurge from Plato’s Timaeus:*’

Kol TOV péyav B0V DUETC TOV pote TNV AKoGpiay 0TSl peTaPalelv
€lg KOoHOV 0UT’ ApeAOVTIO TV OVI®V 00deV 0UTe mpochivia, 1@ &’
EKOGTOV &ML TNV TPOGNKOVCAV YOPOV KATUGTHOOL TO KAAAMOTOV €&
GUOPPOTATOL CYTUO TTEPL TNV PUCLY ATEPYUSAUEVOV. OAAL TODTOL
HeV T oepvotepa kai peilovo mop’ YUV povOdvopev: avtol o0& kol

24 Teodorsson 1989: 66 wrongly concludes that the Homeric line is ‘strikingly out of
place’ because Plutarch “uses this line here about the guest [...] instead of the host’. This
is simply not true: from what follows it is perfectly clear that Aemilius is not imagined
here as a guest but as the exemplary host.

2 The Homeric verse, however, should at least raise doubts. Is it merely literary
embellishment that Plutarch makes his father choose this verse with the verb kocuficat
instead of a direct reference to Aemilius Paullus’ own saying about the organisation of
the symposium, which is not recorded with this verb? Cf. Apophth. Rom. 198b: € eye Ti|g
aOTAC dumelpiog vol oTPATEL LA POPEPDTATOV TOAEPI0IG Kol cLUTOGLOV {S16TOV PiA0IG
napacyeiv (‘[he said] that it was a part of the same proficiency to provide an army most
terrifying to an enemy and a party most agreeable to friends’); Aem. 28.9: Ekeye Thig aOTG
glvan Woyfic TapatdEem Te TPOSTival KOAMG Kai GuUmOGion, T pév, dtwg poPepmtdn
T0ic mokepiotg, Tod 8, Mg eVyapioToTOTOV T T0i¢ GuVodGty (‘[he said] that the same spirit
was required both in marshalling a line of battle and in presiding at a banquet well, the
object being, in the one case, to cause most terror in the enemy, in the other, to give most
pleasure to the company’). Cf. also Livy 45.32.11 with Frazier 2012a: 236. I do not want
to suggest that Homer used ko6cpog and its cognates in a cosmological sense; see Macé
2019 on Homer’s use and the potential for ‘cosmologising’ Homeric usage.

% Cf. Scarcella 1998: 284 n. 111: ‘La nuova citazione omerica si giustifica con 1’uso
del termine, che rimanda a koopém e poi ad droopia, késpov.’

?7 Teodorsson 1989: 67 is right to call this a climax. Fuhrmann 1972: 11 notes the
importance of 7im. for the first book of the sympotic questions (see 1.6.624d with Tim.
65b—66¢ on the mechanism of taste and 1.8.626c—e with 7im. 45b—46a on the mechanism
of vision; cf. p. 333 n. 140), but exaggerates when he concludes that ‘nous sommes en
presence de reminiscences dues a une lecture récente du Timée’ — Plutarch would most
certainly not have to reread 7im. to know what was in it — and links this alleged rereading
of Tim. to the composition of De an. procr. thus hoping that ‘[n]ous aurions donc la une
indication pour la date de composition de ce traité [i.e. De an. procr.]’ (n. 6).
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NV Tepl T Seimval domdvny OpdUEV OVOEV EYovcay EMITEPTEG OV’
grevBéplov, el pun tééemc petdoyot. (Quaest conv. 1.2.615f-616a)

Moreover, you philosophers, I suppose, admit that it was by good or-
ganization that the great god changed chaos into order, neither taking
anything from what existed nor adding anything, but working the fair-
est form in nature out of the most shapeless by settling each element
into its fitting place. However, in these very solemn and important
matters we are your pupils, but we see for ourselves that extravagant
dinners are not pleasant or munificent without organization.

Plutarch’s father makes every effort to distance himself from the phi-
losophers, but his point is eminently philosophical: a good symposiarch
should behave like a Platonic demiurge, turning chaos into order.” In
the remainder of his speech, he opposes this call for ta&ig (the word
occurs twice more), which is marked by harmony (dppdtrovcav), to
an organisation that proceeds ‘haphazardly and by chance’ (gixfj kai mg
gtuyev, 616b; cf. Quaest. conv. 9.5.740¢ with p. 191 for the cosmological
significance of these terms). Plutarch’s brother Timon — the accused in
this dispute — responds by stressing that assigning places according to
the guests’ status would turn a pleasant evening into an undemocratic
vanity fair (616c—f). ‘Plutarch’, the judge of this debate, gives his brother
some leeway at first: assigning places may not be necessary if the guests
are youngsters, fellow citizens, or good friends. However, the matter is
different when the company consists of foreigners, politicians, or older
men (616f-617a). Although all this seems quite diplomatic, the bulk of
‘Plutarch’s’ speech (617a—¢) is devoted to the endorsement of his father’s
plea: a symposium should be an example of k6opoc.”

At this point the discussion seems to have reached its end, but the
most interesting part is yet to come. In his own matchlessly delightful
way, Plutarch’s other brother Lamprias breaks into the conversation and
starts yelling from afar that ‘Plutarch’ is talking nonsense.* It is impor-

B On péyag Oeog as a designation for the highest god see Babut 1969b: 450 n. 2.
Ziegler 1951: cols. 642—645 gives a good overview of Plutarch’s depiction of his father in
this sympotic question and elsewhere; cf. also Lamberton 2001: 7-10.

% Contra Teodorsson 1989: 74 and Vamvouri Ruffy 2012: 210 who have ‘Plutarch’
taking the middle road between the two opposed views.

3% From the characterisation of Lamprias here (and from the parallel with De facie,
which I will discuss presently), it is clear that Plutarch is talking about his brother, not
his grandfather Lamprias, who is identified as mémmog when he features in the Quaest.
conv. (5.5-6, 5.8-9; cf. 1.5.622¢, 4.4.669c, 9.2.738b; on grandfather Lamprias, see Ziegler
1951: col. 642; Sirinelli 2000: 28-29); thus e.g. Bolkestein 1946: 67; Ziegler 1951: col. 645;
Fuhrmann 1972: 5-6; Teodorsson 1989: 78; Scarcella 1998: 293 n. 156. The interpreta-
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tant to note that Lamprias immediately stresses that something is philo-
sophically wrong with ‘Plutarch’s’ judgement:

Tig 8’ av [...] peioaito PAocOPOL YEvest Kol TAOLTOLG Kol Gpyaig
domep Béav €v cLUTOGI® KATAVELOVTOG | TPOoedpiog YNPoUdTOV
GUPIKTVOVIKAV O106VTOC, OTTmG UNd’ v otve TOV TOQOV ATOPUYMUEV;
ovte yap mPOg 1O EvO0LOV GAAL TPOC TO MOV O&l moteichot Tag
KATOKAGELS, 0UTE TNV £VOG £EKAGTOV GKOTETV A&iay AAAN TNV £TEPOL
pog Etepov oyéotv Kol apuoviov, domep ALV TVOV €lg pioav
Kowoviav toaporapfoavopévev. (Quaest. conv. 1.2.617f-618a)

But who could [...] show mercy to a philosopher who assigns places
at a dinner-party to family, wealth, and official position as one would
assign seats at a show, a philosopher who grants honours of prec-
edence after the fashion of amphictyonic decrees, so that not even
when we sit over wine may we flee conceit? For it is not prestige, but
pleasure which must determine the placing of guests; it is not the rank
of each which must be considered, but the affinity and suitability of
each to each, as is done when other things are associated for a com-
mon purpose.

Lamprias seems to oppose the cosmic view defended by ‘Plutarch’ and
his father. Nevertheless, as his appeal to appovia foreshadows, his main
argument turns out to be cosmological as well. After giving examples of
how builders, painters, and shipwrights achieve harmony (618a—b), he
concludes:

Kol TOV 00V 0palc, OV ‘aprototéyvay’ Nudv o [Tivdapog Tpoceiney, o
TOVTOYO0D TO TP AV TATTOVTO Kol KAT® TV YTV, AL’ G Gv ol ypeion
TOV COUATOV ATOITOCLY

TOVTO UEV &V KOYYaGt BaAacsovouols BapuvdTolg,
voi pnv knpokov te MBoppivov xeAdov te, pnoiv 'Eumedokifc,
EvO’ dyel xB6va Y pOTOC VTEPTATA VALETAOVCAY

ovy iV 1] PVoIC didmot yopoav, AAL v 1 TPOG TO KOOV Epyov moDET
oLVTOELS, TOVTNYV Eyovoay. Tavtoyod UEV ovv dtatia movnpdv, €v

tion of Quaest. conv. 1.2 by Xenophontos 2016: 182—185 hinges on Lamprias being the
grandfather (an assumption for which no arguments are offered) and is therefore not par-
ticularly helpful. More problematically, much of her general interpretation of Quaest.
conv. (Xenophontos 2016: 173-194) seems to emerge from this confusion (e.g. at 186—187:
““Plutarch’s” only “opponents” seem to be his grandfather and his teacher, the only two
interlocutors given some sort of authority in the discussions. [...] “Plutarch’s” self-char-
acterisation in the Table Talk depends on the presence of older models in his life’).
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o’ avOpmmolc, kol TadTa TIVOLSLY, &YYIVOUEVN HOMGTO TNV aOTHG
avadeikvool poydnpiav OPpel kal kokoic GAAolg duvdntolg, O
npoidécton kol eLAGENGOaL TaKTIKOD Kol ApHOVIKOD Avopdg €0TLv.
(Quaest. conv. 1.2.618b—c)

And you yourself see that god, whom Pindar named the ‘master arti-
san’ [fr §7.2 Maehler], does not in all cases place fire above and earth
below, but disposes them as the needs of bodies require. Empedocles
says:

In heavy-backed sea-mussels this 1s found

And turtles stony skinned and herald-fish

Where you will see the earth-material

At rest upon the highest parts of flesh, [fr. 76 DK]

that is, not occupying the position which nature allots, but the position
which the functional order of the organism demands. Now disorder
1s everywhere a mischievous thing, but when it occurs among men,
and that too when they are drinking, then especially it reveals its vi-
ciousness by the insolence and other unspeakable evils it engenders;
to foresee these and guard against them is the duty of a man with any
pretension to being an organiser and an arranger.

After seemingly scolding the defenders of the cosmic symposium,
Lamprias now uses the same argument that they did. It is clear, in-
deed, that Plutarch makes Lamprias refer to the demiurge here, Pin-
dar’s dpiototéyvag being a semantically sound synonym of dnpovpyoc:
Plutarch uses the two words in conjunction several times.’! Both the
character ‘Plutarch’ and the commentator Teodorsson are at a loss here.
‘Plutarch’ explicitly admits the truth of Lamprias’ statement and asks, be-
fuddled: ‘So why grudge us our organisers and arrangers?’ (ti o1 Ooveig
TOV TOKTIKGV LIV Kol appovikdv;, 618c). Similarly, Teodorsson remarks
that ‘Lamprias’ statement is rather puzzling, considered that Plut[arch]
also had pleaded for order’. His solution is that Lamprias ‘presents his
particular opinions of gvta&ia’, as opposed to the gvta&io defended by
Plutarch and his father.*?

Although Teodorsson’s remark goes in the right direction, it needs to
be refined. Lamprias is not so much presenting his particular opinions

3 De sera num. 550a; De facie 927a (to which I will turn presently); De comm.
not. 1065e—f; cf. Praec. ger. reip. 807¢c, where the conjunction is applied to the states-
man (who should imitate the demiurge, as we shall see in chapter 4). Plutarch’s use of
Pindar’s epithet dpiototéyvog has been analysed by Van der Stockt 2002: 117-125 Frazier
2012a: 237-240; Lather 2017: 334-—344.

32 Teodorsson 1989: 8I.
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of evtaia as he is correcting the cosmological views expressed so far.
The key to the understanding of this passage is a parallel in On the Face
in the Moon, which has been discussed earlier (926¢—928d; p. 35).% The
formal connection between the two passages 1s obvious: again Lamprias
is speaking, the demiurge is designated by the Pindarian dpiototéyvag,
and the same Empedocles fragment is quoted. The connection is philo-
sophical as well. In On the Face in the Moon Lamprias argues against
the Stoic conception of the universe.** As we have seen, he attacks the
Stoic doctrine of natural location of the elements, which assigns to each
element its proper location and holds that the natural location of fire is
above earth. Drawing on Empedocles and Plato’s Timaeus, he shows that
a separation of elements is characteristic of the precosmic, chaotic state
of the universe, which lacks demiurgic mpovoia. Pindar’s dpiototéyvog
and Empedocles fr. 76 DK are adduced to reiterate the point that cosmos
is not separation but intermingling and rational arrangement. In the sym-
potic discussion as well, Lamprias refutes the doctrine of natural location
(which places ‘fire above and earth below’ and according to which ele-
ments are ‘occupying the position which nature allots’) and, by linking
it to disorder, opposes it to the work of the dpiototéyvag and that of
the man who is taxtikdg and appovikog and thus capable of providence
(mpoidécBatr). The mention of taxtikdg finally connects the notion of de-
miurgy with the military tactics with which Plutarch’s father opened the
discussion — a connection that is made more explicitly in the passage
from On the Face in the Moon (927b).

As in On the Face in the Moon, the writer Plutarch gives us a glimpse
of Lamprias’ talent for being philosophically subtle and cheerfully insult-
ing at the same time, although this time the talent is used at the expense
of the character ‘Plutarch’. What Lamprias is saying is that the cosmic
demiurgy defended by ‘Plutarch’ and his father actually amounts to —
horribile dictu — a Stoic conception of the universe, which could only be
described as chaos by a true Platonist. In other words, the author Plutarch
represents the character ‘Plutarch’ as basically being called a Stoic and,

33 Abramowiczoéwna 1960: 48—49 notes this parallel and acknowledges its impor-
tance, showing how the De facie makes it clear how the example of fire and earth ties
together with the Empedocles fragment. However, given the nature of her work, she is
not concerned with using it for the interpretation of the context; cf. Teodorsson 1989: 80,
who merely notes the parallel occurrence of the Empedocles fragment. (To my mind,
Abramowiczdéwna’s suggestion that the fact that De facie presents a more complete ver-
sion of Lamprias’ argument points to an earlier date of composition is unconvincing.)
Scarcella 1998: 297 n. 168 mistakenly claims that ‘[1]a citazione di Empedocle (fr. B 76
Diels — Kranz) ha in questo passo di Pl[utarco] la sua unica fonte’.

3 Teodorsson 1989: 80 mistakenly has Lamprias arguing against atomism.
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as the character’s subsequent response shows, not even realising it. Here
we encounter Plutarch at his most self-effacing.®

What Lamprias voices is a justified Platonic rectification of what has
been said. Lamprias’ correction of the cosmic image has real consequenc-
es for the symposium. All earlier speakers, Plutarch’s father, Plutarch’s
brother Timon, and ‘Plutarch’ himself, have to yield to Lamprias’ correct,
Platonic interpretation of the cosmic image and — since in philosophy
accordance of &pya with Adyot is paramount — the party is rearranged, or
rather recosmified (petaxoopodvt 10 cuumdciov, 618c). Instead of the
material, mechanical, Stoic arrangement of like sitting together with like
— according to honour, age, official function, etc. — the intelligent, prov-
idential, Platonic intermingling of elements is applied. Lamprias goes
on to practise what he preaches and brings in his brand of harmony: ‘I
supply what suits him to the man who lacks it’ (1@ deopéve tO oikeiov
wpocopuotTov, 618¢). Thus, the party is saved from being a Stoic cos-
mos by a symposiarch who behaves like a true Platonic demiurge.*

The effects of this cosmological sympotic ethics, which is introduced
right after the programmatic first guaestio, are not confined to this single
discussion. While in the third quaestio, which is presented as a continu-
ation of the second, the guests go on to discuss a special case of a desig-
nated place at the table (the so-called consul’s place), the fourth question
returns to the issue of the symposiarch.’” Here, the self-effacement of the
second quaestio gives way to Plutarchan self-promotion: when the threat
of disruptive drunkenness (mapowiag, Quaest. conv. 1.4.620a) looms
large, ‘Plutarch’ is appointed as symposiarch and goes on to order a dis-
cussion on the qualities, the objectives, and the methods of a good sym-
posiarch. There is no insistence on cosmological language in this case,
but the presentation of the discussion as being about the dtokdécuNnGIg
of the symposium (620a) and the description of the symposiarch as a
appovikog (620f) should sound familiar to the readers who have just read
the second quaestio.

33 On this terminology of self-effacement and self-promotion, see Konig 2011; cf.
p- 78 n. 22.

3 Abramowiczoéwna 1960: 51, 234 rightly points out that there is a good deal of ine-
briated jest in Lamprias’ suggestion; similarly, see Fuhrmann 1972: 28 n. 2. However, we
should once again recall that jest and earnest are never to be separated at the symposium
(see n. 18) and that there is a great deal more to Lamprias’ intervention than just jest.

37 Stadter 2015¢; 2015d offers discussions of Quaest. conv. 1.4. Cf. also Vamvouri
Ruffy 2011: 144-146, 151-153. On the function of symposiarch, see, apart from this sym-
potic discussion, e.g. Xen., Symp. 2.1; Pl., Symp. 176a; Ath. 11.486f—487b; cf. Davidson
1997: 322 n. 12; Catoni 2010: 94—106. It may be interesting to note that Eryximachus,
who takes on the role of the symposiarch in Plato’s Symp., also gives the most explicitly
cosmological speech (see p. 284).
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I want to focus briefly, however, on the remark that the good sympo-
siarch will not allow the symposium to become an €xkkAncio oSNUOKPOTIKY
(621b). He will avoid this by fostering friendship through a mixture
(ni&ig, peprypévn) of omovon and woudud (621d; cf. n. 18). The mixture that
the symposiarch creates, then, is not a democratic mixture. This recalls
Timon’s plea for a democratic symposium (Quaest. conv. 1.2.616f), which
is again rejected here.*® However, neither does the mixture achieved by
the good symposiarch resemble the strategy of placing like with like as
it was defended by Plutarch’s father and endorsed by ‘Plutarch’. The
symposiarch should make sure that ‘men of playful dispositions’ (ot [...]
nailovteg) are confronted with some degree of seriousness and that ‘se-
rious men’ (ol omovddlovteg) are met with some jest. This emphasis on
the right mixture pursued by the symposiarch makes clear why, in the
second question, it was Lamprias and not ‘Plutarch’ (as some interpret-
ers suggest, n. 29) who represented a compromise between Plutarch’s
brother Timon and their father by advocating intelligent mingling instead
of radical separation (Plutarch’s father and ‘Plutarch’) or radical min-
gling (Timon). This rejection of the democratic symposium may seem
to contrast with the Dinner of the Seven Sages, where one of the guests
points out that both wine and sympotic conversation should be distrib-
uted ‘as in a democracy’ (év dnuokpartiq, 154d) and goes on to request
the guests’ opinion about democracy. As it turns out, however, all the
guests endorse the preference for ‘a democracy which [is] most like an
aristocracy’ (dnpokpatiov TV OHO0TATNV APIGTOKPOTIY, 154f). A similar
endorsement of a mixture of the democratic and aristocratic*® symposium
underpins the depiction of the good symposiarch. We will be reminded of
this when we turn to the statesman’s imitation of the demiurge (p. 142).

The demiurgic symposiarch appears once again in the ninth and last
book of the Sympotic Questions. In the first quaestio of that book is the
clearest example of a symposium threatened by chaos. Plutarch’s teacher
Ammonius hosts a symposium to which he has invited several profes-
sors of rhetoric. Instead of friendship the result is conversation marked
by ‘disorderly confusion’ (xptrot koi dtaktol, Quaest. conv. 9.1.736¢).%
Fortunately, Ammonius is an excellent symposiarch. While fully aware
that it is customary at the festival of the Muses, during which all sympot-
ic discussions collected in the ninth book take place, to let the conversa-
tions be directed by the drawing of lots, he decides to dispense with this
habit (Quaest. conv. 9.2.737d—¢). To put this within the framework of

38 Abramowiczowna 1960: 44 connects these two passages.

3 Cf. Quaest. conv. 7.9.714b—c for emphasis on the aristocratic aspect and Quaest.
conv. 8.6.726a-b for emphasis on the democratic aspect.

4 Cf. Eshleman 2013 on the urgent need to keep grammarians and the like in line at
the Plutarchan symposium.
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the second question of the first book: Ammonius departs from Timon’s
advice to let the symposium be guided by tOyn (the connection between
tOyn and the drawing of lots is made in Quaest. conv. 9.5.740c—d; cf.
p. 191). At the same time, he ignores the preference of ‘Plutarch’ and
his father: instead of placing like with like, he consciously aims at the
very opposite of this in order to avoid any further antagonism between
‘professors of the same subject’ (tdv opotéYvmv, 737d). Once more, the
good symposiarch turns out to be the one sketched by Lamprias — the one
modelled on Plato’s demiurge.

Taking our next step in the construction of the sympotic cosmos, we
can blissfully stay in the divine realm for another while, although we
have to substitute Aristotle’s god for Plato’s. The sixth discussion of
the seventh book of Sympotic Questions deals with so-called ‘shadows’
(oxuai), persons who are not invited by the organiser of the symposium
but who, like Socrates in Plato’s Symposium, come along with an invit-
ed guest. After the son-in-law of Plutarch’s dear Roman friend Mestrius
Florus has condemned the practice of bringing and allowing ‘shadows’
(Quaest. conv. 7.6.707¢—708a), Florus himself starts defending it in cas-
es where a dinner is organised for a foreign guest, ‘for it is neither po-
lite to invite him without his friends, nor easy to discover who is with
him’ (oVte yap Gvev @iAwv €0Ti O1) EMIEIKEG OVTE YIVOOKEW 0VC EYmV
fikel pddov, 708a).*! Florus has barely started speaking when ‘Plutarch’
takes over to back him up. In the course of an elaborate defence of the
practice of ‘shadows’ (708a—710a), ‘Plutarch’ launches into a simile in-
spired by Aristotelian cosmology:

gmel 0’, domep ol [Tepumatntikol AEYovst T HEV TPATOV PUCEL KIVODV
un Kwvovpevov 8 givar 10 & Eoyatov Kvovuevov pnde v 8& kvodv
HETAEL &7 AuEoilv 1O kol Kivobv ETepa KOl KIVOOUEVOV VO’ ETEPMV,
obtoc, Epnyv, mept OV O AdYog TPIAY VIV, O PEV KOAGY HOVoV O 88
KOAOOUEVOC O 8¢ Kol KOADV Kol KaAoOuevog €otwy. (Quaest. conv.
7.6.708¢)

Just as, according to the Peripatetic philosophy [...] there is in na-
ture a first mover which is not moved, and a last moved which does
not move anything, and between these two the kind of mover which
moves some things and is moved by others, so our discussion has
three subjects, the man who invites only, the man who is invited only,
and the man who both invites and is invited.

4Tt was through this consular figure and close associate of Vespasian that Plutarch
obtained Roman citizenship, thus becoming L. Mestrius Plutarchus. Plutarch counted
Florus among his cuvn0eig (Quaest. conv. 3.3.650a). See further Ziegler 1951: cols. 687—
688; Jones 1971: 48—49; Puech 1991: 4860.
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Why is ‘Plutarch’ opting for the Peripatetic first mover as the model for
the symposiarch instead of calling the Platonic demiurge back on stage?
With some effort, he surely could have done the latter by considering the
demiurge once again as the model for the symposiarch who only invites,
passive matter as the equivalent of the shadow, and some intermediate
entity — demons or the cosmic soul could perhaps have fitted the bill here
— as the equivalent of the guest who is invited but also invites himself.
The appeal to the Peripatetic notion of the unmoved mover is, after all,
not without problems. The unmoved mover of Metaphysics A is unlike
the person who extends an invitation. He moves by being an object of
desire, not by reaching out in any way. Such an engagement with what he
moves would undermine his being a self-contemplating intellect. These
aspects of the unmoved mover, which would undercut Plutarch’s com-
parison if they were taken into account, are precisely the aspects that
Plutarch seems to have considered as problematic in Aristotle’s theol-
ogy.* What we get here through the suppression of these aspects is an
unmoved mover who is adapted to Plutarch’s Platonic needs.

But this does not answer the initial question. Why does Plutarch go
through all this trouble instead of just sticking with the demiurge? The
main reason for the presence of the Peripatetic unmoved mover here is,
I think, sympotic. When interpreting the Sympotic Questions, we should
ourselves behave like guests at the symposium and, more than anything
else, show consideration for the other guests.®* In this case, ‘Plutarch’
1s coming to the aid of Florus, who is the only character in the Sympot-
ic Questions about whom Plutarch explicitly mentions that he has been
reading a copy of an Aristotelian work (Quaest. conv. 8.10.734c—d; cf.
also 3.3.650a for his particular interest in Aristotle).* The unmoved mov-

42 On the incompatibility of Plutarch’s interpretation of the providential Platonic de-
miurge and Aristotle’s self-contemplating unmoved mover (for which De def. or. 426d—e
is the prize exhibit), see Ferrari 1999a; 2010; Opsomer 2007b: esp. 302—303. Karamanolis
2006: 105-108, who is generally rather optimistic about the compatibility of Plutarch and
Aristotle, discusses this issue in terms of constructive criticism on Plutarch’s part rath-
er than incompatibility. The same approach could be taken in the case of the sympotic
question under discussion, although I would refrain from deriving conclusions about
Plutarch’s appreciation of Aristotle from it. Plutarch’s stance can be contrasted with that
of Alcinous, Didasc. 10.2—3, who envisages a synthesis of the Platonic demiurge and the
Aristotelian unmoved mover.

4 On the connections between friendship and interpretative pluralism in Quaest.
conv., cf. Konig 2007: 52—56.

4 See Oikonomopoulou 2011 on Peripatetic knowledge in Quaest. conv. in gener-
al and Florus’ reading in particular (at 109—111). Florus’ predilection for Aristotle can
be contrasted with e.g. the more critical attitudes of Plutarch’s father in Quaest. conv.
3.8.656¢.
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er that ‘Plutarch’ presents here, then, is compatible with both ‘Plutarch’s’
and Florus’ philosophical interests: while the former sets high demands
on providential demiurgy, the latter can reasonably be expected to think
of Aristotle as largely compatible with Plato.* The important thing is
that, through the intervention of a symposiarch who imitates a divine
model, the selection of the guests is not left to chance (ov tov¢ TVYOVTAG,
Quaest. conv. 7.6.708d). Although, then, Plutarch at least nominatim re-
places Plato with Aristotle here, the result is the same as in the second
question of the first book: the symposiarch is once again compared to the
highest god in the cosmos.*

2. The cosmos and the symposium: Sympotic Questions 7.4 and 2.10

Merely guests, no matter how considerately they were invited and how
well-arranged they are seated, do not make a party. Let us turn to the
physical attributes of the symposium: the lamps, the tables, the food,
and the wine. In the fourth question of the seventh book, we meet Florus
again.?’ He is called gilapyotog and is said to observe the Roman mos
maiorum that during a dinner a lamp should not be extinguished and a
table should never be removed empty but always with some food left on
it. A discussion ensues on the origin and significance of these customs. In
the Roman Questions, more condensed versions of the solutions present-
ed in this sympotic discussion are offered, which suggests that Plutarch
really thought of these customs as authentically Roman.*®

# This does not mean that Plutarch presents Florus as a Peripatetic: his commitment
to Platonism is suggested in Quaest. conv. 7.1.698e and 8.1.717d. On Florus’ role in the
Quaest. conv., see also Schwabl 2000: 407—420; on the Greco-Roman dynamics at play
in this particular discussion, see Jones 1971: 123.

46 Sirinelli in Frazier and Sirinelli 1996: 43 n. 146 and Teodorsson 1989: 83, however,
indicate a strong contrast between Quaest. conv. 7.6 (esp. 709a-b) and Quaest. conv.
1.2: in the former the like-mindedness of the guests is important, while in the latter their
differences are foregrounded. This is only an appartent contradiction: both discussions
are concerned with completely different aspects of the organisation of the symposium.
Quaest. conv. 7.6 takes an external perspective (which guests should be invited to the
symposium?) while Quaest. conv. 1.2 takes an internal perspective (how should the
guests at the symposium be arranged?).

47 The seventh book, from which we previously discussed the sixth question, is par-
ticularly concerned with cupmotikd: seven of the ten discussions are about sympotic
practices (Quaest. conv. 7.4-10), as Sirinelli in Frazier and Sirinelli 1996: 4—5 points out.

8 See Quaest. Rom. 64.2779¢ for the table and 75.281¢ on the lamps. For in-depth com-
parison of the accounts in Quaest. Rom. and Quaest. conv., see Schwabl 2000: esp. 402—
407; cf. also Rose 1924: 197, 200. More generally on ancestral customs sparking explan-
atory debates, see Meeusen 2014: 316, 320—32I; cf. also p. 291-301 on TTP1OG TOTIC.
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Lucius, Florus’ son (this is appropriate: a family tradition is at stake),
tackles both sympotic problems in a cosmological fashion. He agrees
with an earlier answer to the lamp question, which has pointed to the kin-
ship between the fire of the lamp and ‘the unquenchable sacred fire’ (10
doPeotov Kai iepov mop, Quaest. conv. 7.4.702¢e) in the temple of Vesta.
He adds, however, that the care for the Vestal fire is a cOpforov (703a)
of the reverent attitude one should have towards all fire:

ovdev yap dAAO HOAAOV EUyOY® TPOCEOIKEV 1| VP, KIVOOUEVOV
Te Kol TpEPOUEVOV 01’ avToD Kol Tf Aapumpotntt dnlodv, domep M
yoyn, Kol cagnvifov dmavia: pdAiota 0& Toig oféoecty atod Kol
@Bopaic Eppaivetar SOVOULS oVK apolpodca (oTikhc apyic: Pod yap
Kol @O&yyeTan kal dpdvetan, kabamep Epyoyov dmobvijokov Big Kol
eovevouevov: (Quaest. conv. 7.4.703a)

For there is nothing else [...] that is more like a living being than fire.
It is self-moved and finds its own food, and by its radiance, like the
soul, reveals and clarifies everything. Especially in its extinction or
destruction a force is vaguely seen that is not utterly devoid of ele-
mental life. It protests and speaks up and resists like a living creature
that is slain by a violent and murderous death. [tr. modified]

If we apply Plutarch’s cosmological outlook to this statement, Lucius
not only compares fire to soul, but even goes as far as to identify the
two when he attributes self-motion (ktvovpevov [...] U avtod) and life
(Cotikt\g apyfic) to it: neither self-motion (e.g. De an. procr. 1015¢ with
PlL., Tim. 37b) nor life (e.g. Quaest. Plat. 3.1002c with Pl., 7im. 36e) are
possible without soul. A similar explanation, connecting fire not just with
soul as Lucius does but more specifically with the cosmic soul, is found
in the Camillus. The Vestal fire is said to be honoured by Numa, in a
Pythagorean fashion, ‘as an image of the ever-living force which orders
the universe’ (év €ikoOvt THig T@ TAVTA KOGHOVoN S Adiov duvapeme, Cam.
20.5 [tr. modified]).*

How does ‘Plutarch’ react to Lucius’ identification of soul with fire,
which, in view of his philosophical profile, must have seemed to him
primitively materialistic and not unlike the Stoic doctrine?*® Surpris-
ingly, he expresses agreement (00d&v [...] T@V elpnuévav aitidp).
As in the case of the Peripatetic unmoved mover, however, we should

4 Cf. Philolaus fr. A16-17, B7 DK. For Numa’s Pythagoreanism, cf. Num. 1.2-3,
8.4-10, 11.1, 14.2—3, 22.3—4.

30 Cf. De Stoic. rep. 1053b—c; De comm. not. 1084e; for the distinction between fire
and soul, see e.g. De an. procr. 1025a with e.g. PL., Tim. 46d; fire also appears as one of the
four elements and not as soul or ensouled in e.g. Quaest. conv. 6.1.686e—f, 6.9.696b—c.
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be aware of the sympotic dynamics at play here. Once again ‘Plutarch’
shows respectful awareness of the philosophical stance of his interlocu-
tor — Plutarch the symposiast is not Plutarch the polemicist — while subtly
insisting on his own convictions. He goes on to broaden the symbolic
scope of fire: it does not merely, as Lucius posited, point to all fire, but to
euavOporia. After mentioning examples of archaic reverence towards
oaks, figs, and olives, ‘Plutarch’ explains:

tadta yop oV TolEl TPOG de1cLdaoviay ETPOPoVS, Mg EViol ooy,
aALd mpocebilel TO €VYAPIOTOV MUDY Kol KOWMVIKOV €V TOIg
avaloOnTolg Kol ayvyolg Tpog AAANAoVG. (Quaest. conv. 7.4.703¢—d)

The effect of these observances is not to make us prone to super-
stition, as some say, but to make gratitude and sociability habitual,
through practice with things without sensation and soul, for use in our
relations with each other. [tr. modified®']

Although ‘Plutarch’, as a considerate symposiast, refrains from signal-
ling it, the contribution that he presents as an afterthought actually cor-
rects Lucius’ conclusion: fire is actually &yvyog.>

The respect that we should show for soulless fire is symbolic. It
points towards the respect that we should extend to each other. Lucius
was on the right track. He rightly called the Vestal fire a coppoiov and
an gikov (703a). However, he misconstrued the symbolic connection by
thinking that this fire is a copuPforov/eik®dv of fire in general. That this
is short-sighted is indicated by his take on Egyptian animal worship:
according to Lucius the respect shown for one dog, crocodile, or wolf
simply points to the respect for all dogs, crocodiles, and wolves (703a).
From On Isis and Osiris, we know that this is not the right interpretation
of symbolic animal worship: the copfoiov (De Is. et Os. 380f), the
opototng (381d) at play in correct animal worship is that the animals,
much like statues, point towards the divine without being divine them-
selves (382a-b; cf. p. 216, p. 266 n. 266). ‘Plutarch’s’ congenial sidenote,
in a similar way, fundamentally yet tactfully corrects Lucius’ view, which
failed to transcend the physical.”® The symbolic function of fire (includ-
ing the fire of the lamp at the symposium) is not merely to extend the
range of respect from a tiny portion of fire to all fire. Instead, it involves

3L After the remarks in Teodorsson 1996: 60.

52 Perhaps dvaicOntog was needed to include the earlier examples of revered trees,
which could not be called soulless tout court.

53 On the tactfulness of sympotic teaching, see Roskam 2009a: 376—377; cf. Xeno-
phontos 2016: 189.
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a greater shift: the soulless points towards a higher ontological level (i.e.
the ensouled human).**

Does this change anything for how the issue of the table is subse-
quently treated? Again, ‘Plutarch’ focuses on the philanthropic while Lu-
cius attempts a cosmological explanation. This time, however, ‘Plutarch’
speaks before Lucius, who has the honour of closing the discussion. This
fact alone should raise our hopes for him this time around. According
to ‘Plutarch’ some food should remain on the table because this leaves
something for the future and it is an exercise in restraining the appetite.
Lucius then comes with an explanation, which he attributes to his grand-
mother — a reference to the Mestrius family thus both opens and closes
this sympotic discussion:

vrolaPav & 6 Agdkiog Epn THG HAPUNG AKNKOMS LVNUOVEVELY, MG
iepov pgv 1M tpamela, Sei 8¢ TdV iepdv undév sivan kevov. ‘duoi 8
gimev ‘880Kel kai pipmuo Thc yiig 1 tpdmel’ slvor: Tpog Yop 16 TPEPELY
NUAG Kol oTPOYYOAN Kol HOVIHOG €0TL Kol KOADG VT’ évimv ‘éotia’
KaAgTTat. KaBdmep yop v yijv Al TL ypoov Exev Koi pEpeY UiV
a&lodpev, odTmg ovde TV Tpdmelav oiduebo delv Keviv 0pav Kol
avepudrtiotov dmodewmopuévny.’ (Quaest. conv. 7.4.703b)

Lucius, in reply, said he recalled hearing from his grandmother that
the table is sacred and that nothing sacred should be empty. ‘I have
entertained the idea’, he went on, ‘that the table is in fact copied from
the earth. For besides nourishing us, it is both round and stable, and
by some it is properly given the name of “hearth”. Just as we expect
the earth always to have and produce something useful for us, so we
do not think a table should be seen, when it is abandoned, bare and
carrying no load of luck.’

Lucius repeats the previous debate’s dynamics of responding to an an-
cestral custom by giving an explanation. While the grandmotherly lore
finds a parallel in the corresponding section of the Roman Questions
(64.279¢e), Lucius’ own explanation seems consciously original, as is en-
couraged at the symposium.>> However, he once again draws inspiration
from Numa’s take on Vesta:** Numa built the temple of Vesta, which

4 Cf. the discussion on Pythagorean cOufoAa in Quaest. conv. 8.7, where ‘Plutarch’s’
speech points out that their interpretation involves noting ‘reflections, as it were, of one
thing in another’ (dvakAdcovtog domep Epedoels ETépav év Etépoig, 728a); cf. De Is. et
Os. 381f (on the Pythagoreans) and 358f-359a (on the notion of &uacic at play here see
p- 345).

33 Oikonomopoulou 2011: esp. 119—122, 127.

56 Teodorsson 1996: 55.
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housed the fire that was adduced in Lucius’ first speech, ‘of a circular
form, not in imitation of the shape of the earth, believing Vesta to be the
earth, but of the entire universe’ (£yxkvxKAov [...] dmoppovpevog ov o
oxfiua ths viig o¢ ‘Eotiag odomng, dAld 100 cvumavtog KOGuov, Num.
11.1). We shall have to return to this when discussing the comparison of
cosmos and temple, which is crucial to On Tranquillity of Mind (p. 238).”’
Unlike Numa, Lucius does not extend the symbolism from the earth to
the whole cosmos, but he is making progress if we compare his explana-
tion of the table to how he handled the question of the lamps. The table
not only points to the fact that the earth yields food — this would resem-
ble his previous attempt of having the lamp point to fire tout court — but
besides that (mpog [...] T@® tpépewv) also to its roundness and stability.*
Again importing Plutarch’s cosmology, we can note that these character-
istics again point to soul, more specifically to the intervention of the de-
miurge through the cosmic soul (Quaest. Plat. 5.1004b—c; 8.1006¢). This
time, however, Lucius’ statements do not betray crude physicalism but
allow for a metaphysical perspective like Plutarch’s.”® At the end of the
discussion, then, Lucius seems to have learned at least something about
the symbolic connection between aspects of the symposium (lamps and
tables) and aspects of the cosmos (fire and earth). Moreover, the Roman
ancestral lore has been enhanced by Greek philosophy, thus conform-
ing to Plutarch’s typical combination of patriotism and cosmopolitanism
(p. 250).° The subtle sympotic instruction of ‘Plutarch’ has paid off.
Before asking ourselves what this discussion of the lamps and the
tables as cosmic symbols means for the organisation of the symposium,
we should take a look at the tenth question of the second book, which
discusses food at the symposium.®' The question is whether the food at
the symposium should be served in portions for each guest or as a com-
mon supply. The protest against the portion banquets, which Plutarch
apparently used to host, is voiced by a certain Hagias and actually turns
out to be a complaint against ‘the distribution of equal portions to men
who are actually unequal in their capacities’ (1@ o [sc. pétpm] mpdg
avicovg, Quaest. conv. 2.10.643b). He explains this unjust application of
equality regardless of capacity as the use of ‘an arithmetical instead of a
geometrical determination’ (4p1OuUNTIK®OG 0V YemUeTPIKDG Opilmv, 643cC).

57 Cf. also fr. 48 (from the Commentary on Hesiod's Works and Days).

8 By mentioning the earth being povipog, Lucius improves (at least from a Platonic
viewpoint) Numa’s Pythagoreanism, which did not allow for a stable earth.

59 Cf. the architecture of De Is. et Os. (with the interpretation of Roskam 2017), where
a purely physical allegory is superseded by a metaphysical allegory.

80 Cf. K6nig 2007: 62—68; 2008: 87—90; 2012: 64—66.

1 Cf. Vamvouri Ruffy 2011: 148-150.
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Plutarch’s brother Lamprias, on the other hand, comes down in favour of
allotting portions equal in weight:

gmel Unode otépavov a&iov StavEUEly MUV EKACTEO TOV £0TIOVTO
uUNoE KMolag Kol yopog, GAAG KAV Epopuévny Ti¢ | WaAtplov fikn
Kopilov, ‘Kowva ta eidmv,” v’ ‘Opod mévta yprpota’ yivntot Kot Tov
Avoéayopav. €18’ 000V 1| TOVT®V 1d1MO1G EMTAPATTEL TV KOWV®VIOY
® 0 péyoto kol misiotng 8l omovdfc etvar Kkowvd, Adyouc,
TPOTOGELS, PLAOPPOGUVAG, Tavcmdpeda tac Moipag dtipndlovteg Kai
‘TOV Thi¢ TOYNG Taida KAfipov’ o¢ Evpuriong onoiv, 6¢ obte mhovtm
VEHLV ovTte 06EN 1O mpwTEiov, AL’ Omwg Etvyxev GAA®G GAAOTE
GUUPEPOUEVOG TOV LEV TTEVITO KOl TATEVOV EMYALPOT Kol GLVEENTPEL
YELOUEVOV TIVOG ADTOVOLLOG, TOV 0 TAOVG10V Kol péyav €0imv icotn Tt
un dvokolaively AT cwepovilel. (Quaest. conv. 2.10.644¢—d)

Well, then [i.e. as a consequence of rejecting any and all private prop-
erty] don’t count it right for the host to assign us each a crown, couch-
es, and places. No, even if someone come bringing his mistress or a
harp-girl to the party, ‘all possessions of friends should be in com-
mon’, in order that ‘community of everything’ may prevail, as Anax-
agoras [fr. B DK] had it. Private possession in such matters does not
disturb the general fellowship, and this is due to the fact that the most
important characteristics of a gathering and those worth most serious
attention are in fact common, namely, conversation, toasts, and good
fellowship; and so let us stop dishonouring the goddesses of Portion,
and ‘Lot, child of Luck’ as Euripides [fr. 989 TrGF] calls him, for he
gives pre-eminence neither to wealth nor to glory, but, as he chances
to fall, now this way, now that, he makes proud the poor and humble
man. [tr. modified]

Lamprias distinguishes between what is common (and most important:
T0 péyrota Koi migiotng d&la omovdtic) and what is privately held (and
therefore less important). The absence of any private ownership is com-
pared to the Anaxagorean plenum, which we will soon find describing
the acosmic symposium (Quaest. conv. 5.5.678f—679a). Within the cat-
egory of privately owned things there seems to be a further distinction.
Lamprias emphasises that the (arithmetical) distribution of the food at
the portion banquet is done by irrational Toyn (probably in the sense that,
while the portions will be equal in weight, they inevitably will not be
equal in quality), while this can certainly not be said of the other exam-
ples that he gives (the crowns, couches, and places carefully and rational-
ly assigned by the demiurge-like symposiarch). This is particularly clear
for the matter of places, in which we already saw him being opposed to
Timon’s plea for tOyn in the second question of the first book.
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The goal of this emphatic connection of the distribution of food to Toyn
is, I believe, to diminish the importance of food at the symposium. This is
the main difference between the accounts of Lamprias and Hagias who,
despite how the question was initially framed, both defend a certain way
of distributing the food among guests.®> While Hagias argues for the use
of a rational geometrical proportion, Lamprias urges respecting irration-
al toyn. Both sides, then, adduce cosmological arguments to make their
point. We find the same arguments in more explicitly cosmological con-
texts elsewhere in the Sympotic Questions. Hagias’ geometrical proportion
is used by the demiurge according to one of the answers in the debate on
god doing geometry (Quaest. conv. 8.2.719a-b). It occurs in the context of
god’s judgement of human actions, but it is picked up again in ‘Plutarch’s’
more strictly cosmological account, when the demiurge is said to use pro-
portion to create the cosmos between form (sharing its quality) and matter
(sharing its quantity) (720b).®* Lamprias, in turn, connects toyn with the
Fates (Moipai, 644a, 644d), playing on the Greek word for portion (poipa,
643¢e) and more specifically with Lachesis, who is the Fate most involved
in TOym and matters of the earth, as we learn from On the Face in the Moon
(945¢).%* The Fates also receive a cosmological interpretation in the pen-
ultimate discussion of the Sympotic Questions (9.14.745b—c; p. 80), and
Lamprias points out the cosmic role of toym in the debate on Ajax’ lot in
the myth of Er (Quaest. conv. 9.5.740c—f; p. 191 ).

Although both speakers claim to put conviviality before culinary de-
light (e.g. 643a-b, 643f—644a), Hagias, by insisting on the sole use of a
geometrical proportion, betrays that he attaches too much importance to
food. Lamprias convivially points this out at the start of his speech by
joking that Hagias has the girth of a gourmand so that it is no wonder
that he would prefer the use of a geometrical proportion. His mistake is
ultimately cosmological: he forgot to take toym into account, as Lampri-
as points out, while this should have a place at the symposium alongside
the things fully controlled by the symposiarch (such as the places of the
guests), just like it has and should have a place in the cosmos alongside
the things fully controlled by the demiurge. Lamprias’ solution to let

62 Cf. Teodorsson 1989: 275 on the similarity between Hagias’ and Lamprias’ posi-
tions, although I do not think that there is a shift in Lamprias’ stance. It should be added
that Plutarch seems to indicate himself that the two speakers are closer to each other
than the framing suggests by mentioning that everyone praised Hagias’ remarks and that
Lamprias had to be urged by the other guests to offer a critical response rather than giving
such a response of his own initiative (Quaest. conv. 2.10.643¢).

8 Cf. also Tim. 31¢c—32c, where the geometrical proportion is used by the demiurge
to put together the four primary bodies; see esp. Cornford 1935: 45-52. Grg. 508a evokes
intimate connections between geometry, cosmology, and ethical behaviour.

8 Cf. also De genio Socr. 591b with Pl., Leg. 12.960c.
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tOyM take care of the food solves this, while revealing the food as some-
thing of limited importance at the symposium.® The same thing could be
argued for the wine. The ninth question of the third book starts with sev-
eral possibilities of mixing wine using the musical ratios that are used by
the demiurge to divide the cosmic soul.®® When the speaker is offered a
cup of wine mixed according to his preferred ratio, he declines it, wittily
stating that he is ‘a theorist of music, not a performer’ (t@®v Aoyik@®v eivar
TEPL LOVGIKTV 0V TV Opyavik®dV, Quaest. conv. 3.9.657¢). The bit about
the ratios, then, had been merely for the sake of conversation and not for
the sake of the actual wine.

This limited value attached to food and wine in favour of conversation
is a key feature of the Plutarchan symposium, as Romeri has extensively
argued: les mots are infinitely more important than les mets.®” This is
particularly clear in the prooemia that open each book of the Sympotic
Questions and allow us to put the material aspects of the symposium
discussed so far in this section (the lamps, the tables, the food, and the
wine) in the right perspective. Plutarch begins the eighth book by say-
ing that ‘[p]eople who would banish philosophy from the symposium
[...] are even more at fault than one who would take away the lights’ (oi
eurocopiov [...] €k T@V cvumociov EKPalAovteg 0O TADTO TOODGL TOTG
T0 MG avalpodoty, GAAa yeipov, Quaest. conv. 8.716d).°® The absence
of lamps will not make the behaviour of the philosophically spirited any
worse, while, without philosophy, no lamp can make the symposium or-
derly (x6opov, 716e). The same proem stresses that the quality of the
conversation is much more defining for the symposium than the quality
of food and drink (719e—f; cf. Quaest. conv. 2.629c—d for the comparison
of the practicalities of the symposium with sympotic conversation). The
proem to the seventh book confirms this: the social aspect of the sympo-
sium is the true seasoning (€pndvvovcav, novcudtoy, fidveua, Quaest.
conv. 7.697c—d). In the proem to book five, the same thing is argued

8 Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 8.2.719a-b; De frat. am. 484b) associates arithmetical dis-
tribution with (excessive) democracy and geometrical distribution with more rational
forms of government; see further Aalders 1982: 44 n. 159; Centrone 2000: 580—581. Cf.
PlL., Leg. 6.757b—d, Resp. 8.558c. As we have seen earlier, the symposium should be a
mixture of democracy and aristocracy. Hence, arithmetical distribution should have its
place, although it is inferior to geometrical distribution: Lamprias’ solution to reserve
arithmetical distribution for less important elements is thus in keeping with the political
orientation of Plutarch’s symposium.

6 Cf. Catoni 2010: 89—94; Vamvouri Ruffy 2012: 147-149. See also p. 70.

87 Romeri 2002: 107-189. Cf. also e.g. Gonzalez Julia 2009; Goeken 2013. On the
metaphorical connection between wine and words in the sympotic context more general-
ly, see Catoni 2010: 26—33.

8 Cf. Kechagia 2011a: 87.
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through a contrast before it is once again put in a comparison: the pleas-
ures of the body are different from the pleasures of the soul (Quaest. conv.
5.672c—d) and that is why wise people ‘hurry at once after dinner to ideas
as if to dessert’ (v0V¢ petd TO deimvov mtl ToVG AOYOLg DoTEP dEVLTEPOG
tpomelag eepouevol, 672¢).% Conversation controls consumption both
at the Platonic (Quaest. conv. 6.686b) and the Plutarchan (Quaest. conv.
4.660b—c) symposium (cf. Quaest. conv. 3.645a—c). The most important
function of the table, then, is not to carry food but to be friend-making
(T® Qromo®d Aeyopéve [...] thg tpanéing, Quaest. conv. 1.612d). Ac-
cordingly, the cosmic imagery that Plutarch applies to the material ele-
ments of the symposium (lamps, tables, food, and wine) correctly brings
out the materiality and the symbolism of these elements. The true value
of the symposium, and this recalls what was said about music at the sym-
posium in the previous chapter, is immaterial. However, this does not
mean that its material aspects can just be wished away.” In this respect,
too, the Plutarchan symposium should imitate the Platonic cosmos.

3. The yaopa and the venue: Sympotic Questions 5.5

For our symposium as a cosmic image, we have found a demiurge and a
cosmos of which the immaterial soul is more important than the material
body. Our sympotic cosmos, however, is not yet complete: we still need
a place to sit down and relax. Here we encounter the concept that per-
haps most obviously connects the Plutarchan symposium and the Platon-
ic cosmos: yopa, which ‘provides a fixed state for all things that come to
be’ (Edpav O mapéyxov doa Exel Yéveoty maotv, Tim. 52a—b); TOTOC seems
to be used as a valid synonym (52b). Like most Platonists of his time,
Plutarch identified y®pa and DAn (De an. procr. 1024b—c; see p. 22 n. 10).
Unlike most Platonists of his time, however, he took literally Plato’s
statement that yopa existed before the cosmos. Any reader somewhat ac-
quainted with Plutarch’s thought or with Platonism in general will proba-
bly have been reminded of all this when reading how Plutarch’s grandfa-
ther Lamprias speaks about those who invite too many guests to dinner:

e000KIUET 08 Bavpaotdg kol ‘Hoiodog eindv ‘fitol HEV TpdTIGTA YOG
YEVET - ydpav yop £d€l kail Tomov Tpodmokeichat Toig yivougvolg, ovy
®C 0&G 0VUOC VIOG [...] 1O Avataydpeiov ‘“fv Opod mhvto yprpato’
10 ovvdemvov émoinoev. (Quaest. conv. 5.5.678f-679a)

% Cf. Kechagia 20112a: 84-85.

" Wine, for instance, is an essential part of the symposium (e.g. Quaest. conv.
1.4.621¢); cf. e.g. Teodorsson 1999, who focuses on the need for moderation. Nikolaidis
1999a paints Plutarch as critical to the use of wine but largely forgoes the distinction
between the right and the wrong use of wine.
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Incidently, this line of Hesiod [ Theog. 116] is amazingly popular: ‘Be-
fore all else in the world, void came into existence’, simply because
room and place were prerequisite to all subsequent creation. Contrast
that with the way in which my son yesterday converted the banquet
into the famous Anaxagorean plenum: ‘All things were one solid
mass’ [fr. Br DK].

The identification of the Hesiodic chaos with the Platonic ydpa is made
more explicitly in On Isis and Osiris, where Plutarch interprets Theogo-
ny 116—122 and suggests that Hesiod ‘seems to place Chaos at the bottom
as a sort of region that serves as a resting-place for the universe’ (t0 yap
Xao¢ 00kel ydhpav Tva kKol Témov 10D mavtog vrotifecOat, De Is. et Os.
374c at p. 283; cf. also Arist, Phys. 1.1.208b27-209a2) — an interpretation
that is still tenable today.”

Lamprias’ link between the precosmic y®pa as a prerequisite for the
genesis of the cosmos and the everyday ydpa as a prerequisite for the
genesis of the symposium ties together several of the previous aspects
of our discussion of the symposium as an image of the cosmos. The dic-
tum summarising Anaxagoras’ cosmology was used by Lamprias in the
question of portioning in order to sketch the dangers of a total absence
of division, which turns out to preclude any kind of cosmogony. The
reprimand of the son, on the other hand, recalls the discussion on the
symposiarch, where that same son (Plutarch’s father) held a plea for a
cosmic symposiarch but was ultimately corrected by Lamprias. Here he
is once again found lacking as a cosmic symposiarch.”” That the issue
of the ydpa connects with the issue of the symposiarch is also suggested
by the next discussion, which continues the present one. The question
there is why people are crammed together at the beginning of a dinner
while there is ample space later in the evening. After reasonable sugges-
tions involving the couches and cushions, grandfather Lamprias playful-
ly (mailwv, Quaest. conv. 5.6.680a) adds that, as the evening progresses,
Dionysus takes charge. Dionysus is an ‘excellent general’ (piotov [...]

I Cf. e.g. Sedley 2007: 3. I do not think that Plutarch would have seen it as a prob-
lem that here, in the interpretation of Hesiod, he connects Hesiod’s Chaos with ydpa
and Hesiod’s Gaia with Isis, while elsewhere he calls Isis yopa (De Is. et Os. 3721, 373e,
374f): while Chaos is precosmic, unqualified matter, Isis is cosmic matter qualified by
Osiris and Typhon. In a way, cosmogony involves Isis—y®dpa literally taking the place of
Chaos—dpa.

2 This reference to the views on symposiarchy expressed in Quaest. conv. 1.2 suf-
fices as a connection between Quaest. conv. 5.5 and 1.2. There is no need to follow Teo-
dorsson 1990: 187, who insists that the reference should be to the actual organiser of the
symposium in Quaest. conv. 1.2 (i.e. Timon) and proposes reading vidodg (grandson)
instead of V10¢g in Quaest. conv. 5.5.679a.
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otpatnyov) who manages to turn the symposium into ‘a cheerful and
sociable co-ordination’ (81 Td&v hapav kol radvOpwmov, 68ob). Is this
cosmological or just military jargon? We are back at the question that we
asked when encountering Aemilius Paullus as a symposiarch. After trac-
ing several instances of the cosmic symposium, the answer that it could
be both has perhaps gained probability. In any case Plutarch saw the
good symposium as an image of the Platonic cosmos. This is not merely
an abstract notion: it impacts the course of the symposium in a concrete
way. Organising a cosmic symposium is no picnic.

4. Concluding remarks

To show what this analysis of cosmic imagery in the Sympotic Questions
has yielded, I offer two observations: the first concerns the vexed issue
of reading the Sympotic Questions as a whole, while the second regards
the role of cosmic imagery in Plutarch’s cosmological ethics.

First, I have tried to show how the notion that the good symposium is
an image of the Platonic cosmos pervades the Sympotic Questions. The
imagery steers the discussions in which it appears and the occurrence of
several aspects of it, across various seemingly unconnected questions,
results in a fairly coherent and complete image of the sympotic cosmos.
The imagery should be taken philosophically seriously — though not
without losing sight of the moudud, which is also necessary at the table
and when reading Plutarch tout court — and its occurrence should not
be dismissed, as scholars have done for some of the passages discussed
here, as merely a ‘boutade’ or a sign of ‘pedantic humour’.” My attempt

3 Scarcella 1998: 2977 n. 170 calls Lamprias’ use of cosmological language in Quaest.
conv. 1.2 ‘francamente una boutade’; Frazier 2012a: 236 is more nuanced when comment-
ing on the cosmological endeavours of Plutarch’s father in the same quaestio but still
points out that ‘il faut prendre ici le paradigme [sc. cosmologique] cum grano salis’; Siri-
nelli in Frazier and Sirinelli 1996: 230 n. 139 on Quaest. conv. 7.6: ‘Il y a un humour un
peu pedant a évoquer le schéma aristotélicien fondamental du premier moteur a propos
d’une question de savoir-vivre’. One could do away with this whole chapter by objecting
that Plutarch’s imagery in this case is not meant seriously, but I think that ‘serious’ vs.
‘not serious’ is a particularly unhelpful distinction to apply when interpreting Plutarch’s
works in general and Quaest. conv., where a mixture of omovdn and modd is the goal
(e.g. Quaest. conv. 1.4.621d, 7.6.708d) — a goal that Plutarch also found in Plato (Quaest.
conv. 2.1.634f, 6.1.686d). In terms of philosophical technicality, works like Quaest. conv.
and De an. procr. belong to two different worlds. That they are closer to each other
than they might seem at first sight, not only in terms of content (as this chapter has
shown) but also in terms of literary composition, might be suggested by comparing the
last sentence of the dedicatory introduction to the Quaest. conv. (1.612d—e) to the opening
sentence of De an. procr. (1012b): the two sentences reveal remarkable parallels in terms
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to collect pieces of imagery from various questions in no particular or-
der and to piece them together is sanctioned, I think, by the nature of
the Sympotic Questions. 1 fully endorse the description of that nature in
Konig’s excellent study on fragmentation and coherence in this work:

The Sympotic questions prompts us to read actively — in other words
to respond creatively and philosophically for ourselves to the many
different questions under discussion, and to stay alert to the recurring
themes and patterns of the texts. Plutarch also shows us his fellow
dinner-guests learning that style of active response for themselves,
using the topics they discuss as springboards for personal response, as
stepping-stones in their philosophical lives. [...] The Sympotic ques-
tions aspires to unity only through its attention to the specific, which
we must put into shape for ourselves. But it does, I suggest, frequent-
ly gesture towards thematic connections and progressions between its
different parts, as if to give us a faint and preliminary glimpse of the
kind of coherence we can expect to emerge from our own readings
of Plutarch’s work, and of the world, if we are only willing to put the
effort in.”™

of both style and content. (1) Plutarch presents both writings as responses to specific
requests (cf. Sirinelli 2000: 134, 138, 141-143 on this Plutarchan habit): Sosius Senecio
requested the Sympotic Questions (@NONG € d€iv Mg [...] cvvayayelv), and Plutarch’s
sons Autobulus and Plutarch requested a treatise on Timaeus 35b—36b (oiecOe d€iv gig
&v ovvayOijvar). (2) Both sentences combine a long énei clause, which puts the focus
on the addressee, with a much shorter main clause, which has Plutarch as its subject.
(3) Both writings comprise material that Plutarch has entertained many times on earlier
occasions (omwopddny mOALAUKIG ~ TOANAKIG [...] omopdonv), which he brings together
(ovvayayeiv ~ cvvaydfjvar) in a treatise (&vaypaeiic ~ avoypdyactat). (4) In both in-
troductory sentences, Plutarch consciously positions himself within an earlier tradition.
In De an. procr., he immediately announces his disagreement with earlier Platonists. In
Quaest. conv., he may seem to take on a more modest attitude, but we should not forget
the unprecedented (as far as we can tell) scope and length of the work, which is an-
nounced in the first sentence through the mention of several symposia taking place both
in Greece and in Rome, as well as the announcement of the books yet to come. Here,
too, Plutarch may be implying that he is not only continuing but also improving upon the
tradition. Both sentences reveal Plutarch’s careful balancing act between self-promotion
and self-effacement, which Koénig 2011 spotted specifically in Quaest. conv. but which
can be found throughout Plutarch’s writings — even a technical work like De an. procr.
contains this rhetorical technique (cf. also, e.g. a dialogue like De E, where Plutarch plays
with self-promotion and self-effacement by introducing his younger self as a character).

7 Konig 2007: 4546 (first passage), 61 (second passage). Cf. Klotz and Oikono-
mopoulou 2011a: 27: ‘The text’s [i.e. Quaest. conv.] unity is not formal, but hermeneutic.’
For a similar (and, to my mind, fruitful) take on Athenaeus’ Learned Banqueters, see
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I hope to have shown, through an exercise in active reading, that the
scattered presence of the cosmos as a model for the symposium is one
of these gestures.” As such, my analysis may contribute something to
our interpretation of the Sympotic Questions as a whole. In an important
and wide-ranging monograph, Vamvouri Ruffy has shown how Plutarch
uses medical and political vocabulary to evoke the ideal symposium.”
My analysis of cosmological themes both completes and underpins her
analysis: while medical language considers the symposium at the level
of the individual and political language raises it to the higher level of
the community, cosmological language brings it to the highest level, of
which the lower levels are images. The symposiarch is like not only the
doctor and the politician but also the demiurge.”’

Second, did Plutarch come up with this idea of using the Platonic cos-
mos as the model for the symposium? Yes and no — and even that unsat-
isfying answer will have to remain tentative and vague. I submit that, by
constructing a Platonic sympotic cosmos, Plutarch forged new imagery
as a kind of Platonic reflex response to ideas already present in the Greek
mind. Let me offer some traces of both directions of the imagery; in other
words: (a) the notion that the cosmos is like a symposium (the cosmos
being a sympotic macrocosm) and (b) the notion that the symposium is
like the cosmos (the symposium being a sympotic microcosm).

(a) The image of life in the cosmos as a sympotic experience is de-
veloped most extensively by Dio Chrysostom in his Charidemus (Or.
30.28—44), to which I shall return in the chapter on On Tranquillity of
Mind when discussing the broader image of life as a cosmic festival
(p. 260).”® The cosmos is like a house (28) in which humans are received
as banqueters (29). Sun and moon are the lamps (29), and the land and
sea, which bring us food, are the tables (30), which are waited upon by

Paulas 2012. For more on Plutarchan active reading, see Mossman 2016 (on Dionysus
in Quaest. conv.); Konstan 2004 (on De aud. poet.); Duff 2011a (on the Lives); Meeusen
2016: 219—225 (on Quaest. nat.); Trego 2016 (on Praec. ger. reip.). Cf. more generally,
Konstan 2006; 2009a.

5 Konig 2007: 44 names ‘recurring images’ as one of the possible gestures towards
coherence.

6 Vamvouri Ruffy 2012. Cf. also Vamvouri Ruffy 2011, which summarises the main
tenets of the monograph, and Stadter 2015d.

7 As we shall see (p. 142), the politician should also aspire to be an image of the
demiurge. In De sera num., Plutarch establishes a sustained comparison of demiurge and
doctor, as Hirsch-Luipold 2002: 225—281 has shown. Cf. Tieleman 2013 on the connec-
tions between Platonic demiurgy and medicine in Galen.

8 For the comparison between life and symposium, albeit without cosmological
connotations, see e.g. Bion of Borysthenes, fr. 68, with further parallels in Kindstrand
1976: 281-282.
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the seasons (31). In the cosmos as at the symposium, we should act mod-
erately before leaving cheerfully. In Athenaeus’ Learned Banqueters, it
is Plutarch of Alexandria — a character behind whom Plutarch of Chaer-
onea hides” — who associates the symposium with a comic evocation of
the festival of life (Ath. 11.463c—d quoting Alexis fr. 222 PCG).* This
idea should perhaps be traced back to sympotic scenes from mythology:
as Hobden has shown, references to the disruptive effect of wine point
towards ‘convival power play’ in Greek and Near Eastern mythology.®!
Not only Homer and the tragedians are important in this regard but also
Plato’s Symposium (203b—c), where the birth of Eros is a cosmic dis-
ruption following from Poros’ excessive drinking.®* A similar sense of
the sympotic macrocosm pervades Greek poetry. Gagné has studied how
the wine vessel (8xmopa) becomes a poetic metaphor for the descrip-
tion of the cosmos, thus giving rise to ‘a whole geography of sympotic
landscapes’.®* Moving beyond poetry, Gagné points out that one of these
macrocosmic sympotic landscapes is painted by Plutarch in the myth
of On God’s Slowness to Punish, where Thespesius sees ‘a large crater
with streams pouring into it’ (kpatfjpa péyov, €ig 6¢ TodToV EUPdAlovtal
peduata, De sera num. 566b).% This turns out to be a playful reference
to the Orphic Kpdtnp (566b—c), which was in turn connected by some
Platonists to the crater in which the demiurge mixed the cosmic and hu-
man souls (7im. 41d; cf. Proclus, In Tim. 3.246.29—250.28).% The notion
of a sympotic macrocosm, then, was hardly a novelty in Plutarch’s time.

(b) The same thing can be said of the notion of a sympotic microcosm.
The idea ‘that the symposium for the period of its duration, symbolical-

 E.g. Douglas Olsen 2006: xi. See further Berra 2005.

8 Quaest. conv. also show a close connection between the symposium and the fes-
tival. This is particularly clear in but not limited to the whole of the ninth book, which
takes place during a festival of the Muses. Konig 2007: 64—67 notes that ‘[a]pproximately
25 per cent of the Sympotic questions’ conversations are explicitly set at specified festival
occasions’ (at 64). Cf. Schmitt-Pantel 1992b: 471—482; Konig 2008: 88-89; 2012: 81-88.
The symposium and the festival are even more explicitly connected in Dio Chrysostom’s
Or. 27.

81 Hobden 2013: 159-170.

82 Hobden 2013: 161-162. It takes a bit of interpretation to regard this part of Symp. as
a ‘cosmology’, as Hobden does without really arguing the point. However, from De Is. et
Os. 374¢—d, it is clear that this is exactly how Plutarch interpreted this passage.

8 Gagné 2016: quote from 213—214.

8 Cf. also Taufer 2010: 179-187; Gagné 2015: 322; see both these works for further
references to literature about the myth of De sera num. For Plutarch’s views on Orphism,
see esp. Bernabé 1996; cf. also Pinnoy 1990; Boulogne 2001.

8 See, however, Brisson 1998: 36—41 for the point that the imagery is metallurgic
instead of sympotic.
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ly constituted the world’ must have been widespread.®® This could go
terribly wrong. The world could become, for instance, a ship tossed in a
heavy storm. This is what happened to some inebriated symposiasts in
Agrigentum, as the historian Timaeus reports: they started throwing all
the furniture out of the windows to lighten their ship.*” As Konig aptly
puts it, the symposium was ‘an institution for sanctioned flirtation with
disorder’.*® From early on, for instance in Xenophanes’ descriptive and
prescriptive account of the symposium (fr. 1 West), the symposium was
an event that required conscious ordering. For Theognis sympotic sing-
ing should be evkdouwmg (242), and his prescriptions for the symposium
show an obsession with 10 pétpov (467—496). Similarly, Solon imagines
a disastrous symposium at which the guests cannot order (koopeiv) their
festive spirit (fr. 4.10 West).® It is a small step (but a step nonetheless)
from here to cosmology. This step, too, was made long before Plutarch’s
time. The grammarian Asclepiades of Myrlea (2nd — 1st century BCE)
read a cosmologically informed symposium into Homer’s description
of Nestor’s drinking cup, which was set with golden studs (ypvoeioig
fAotol memapuévov, 11, 11.633):

gym O¢, pnolv 6 Mupleavog, Tade AEyw® mepi Tod ToTNpiov. ol madotol
Ko T TEPL TNV TLEPOV TPOPT)V TPDTOL S1ATAEAUEVOL TOTG AVOPOTOLCE,
nelddpEVOL TOV KOGUOV vl 6Qatpoeldti, Aapufavovtec &k te TOD
nAilov kail thg ceMvNg oyYNUOTOC EVapYElS TS QovTaciog, Kol To
mepl TNV 1010V TPOENV TA TEPIEXOVTL KATA TNV 10£0V TOD GYNUATOG
dopotodv eivar dikarov gvolov. 810 v Tphmelay KukAoELdT
KOTECKEVLAGOVTO KOl TOVG Tpimodag tovg T0ig Beoilc kKabayilopévoug,
@O0EIG KUKAOTEPETG KOl AoTEPAG EYOVTOC, 0VG KOl KOAODGL GEANVAG.
Kol TOV ApTov & EkAAiecay OTL TV GYNUATOV O KUKAOG AmPTIoTOL
Kol £6T1 TEAEL0C. Kol TO TOTHPLOV 0DV TO SEYOUEVOV TV VYPAV TPOPTV
KUKAOTEPEC £MOINGOV KT PipNpo ToD KOGUOV. TO d€ Tod NéaTtopog
Kol idwaitepdv gotv. Exel yap Kol Aotépag, odg HAoIG O TOomTNg
dmetkalet S10 1O TOVG ACTEPOC TEPLPEPETS ETvar TOIC HAOIC Opoimg Ko
domep SUTETNYEVOL TG OVPOVD, KOOGS Kol Apatdc notv €n” avTdv
‘ovpav® aigv dpnpev dydApato voktog iobong’ .

8 Davidson 1997: 44.

8 Timaeus fr. 149 FGrH (= Ath. 2.37b—d). See e.g. Corner 2010 with further refer-
ences at 352 n. 2. In his Lexiphanes and Symposium, Lucian offers satirical descriptions
of sympotic chaos.

8 Konig 2008: 97. His wide-ranging monograph on the symposium, Konig 2012, is
structured accordingly: the first part deals with sympotic order, and the second with sym-
potic disorder. Cf. also e.g. Schmitt-Pantel 1992a.

% Both Theognis and Solon tie their prescription for an orderly symposium to con-
cerns about order in the polis; see Levine 1985: 185-186.
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TEPUTTOC 0& Kol ToOT EPpacev O MOMTNAG, TOLG YPLGOVG HAOVC
mopatideig T ToD Apyvpod EKTAOUNTOS PUCEL, TV TOV ACTEPOV Koi
0D 0VpavoD EKTLIMV KOTd TNV 1d€av THG Xpoag ovciov: O UEV Yap
0VPOVOG APYVP® TPOCEOIKEV, Ol O& ACTEPEG YPLGD 010 TO TVPMOES.
(Ath. 11.489c—¢)

But I for my part, says the Myrlean, have the following to say about
the cup. The ancients were the first to organize a civilized style of
dining for human beings, and because they believed that the kosmos
was shaped like a sphere, given that they got their clearest impression
of its form from the sun and the moon, they thought it right to make
everything associated with their own dining style resemble what the
world that surrounded them looked like. They accordingly made their
tables and the tripods they dedicated to the gods round, and made
their pastries circular and decorated them with stars (which they re-
fer to as selénai). They also adopted the term artos (‘loaf of bread’),
because its circular shape is regular (apértistai) and perfect; and they
made the cup that held their liquid nourishment round, to imitate the
shape of the kosmos. Nestor’s cup, however, is rather unusual, since it
has stars, which the poet compares to studs on account of the fact that
stars are round, just as studs are, and seem to have been stuck into the
sky, just as Aratus [Phaen. 453] says in regard to them: ‘always fixed
in the sky, as ornaments of the passing night’. Homer was very care-
ful about how he described this, contrasting the gold studs to the rest
of the vessel, which was made of silver, and creating an impression
of the stars and the sky that matches what can be seen of their actual
color; because the sky resembles silver, while the fiery nature of the
stars makes them look like gold.

This is barely the beginning of Asclepiades’ cosmological interpretation
of Nestor’s cup.” The jump from sympotic order (Siata&apevor) to sym-
potic cosmology (tov kdopov), which results in the idea that everything
at the symposium should imitate the cosmos (katd pipnpo Tod K6GHOV),
also feeds into Asclepiades’ interpretation of the pair of doves (dotai
o0& melewddeg, 11 11.634) that were featured on the cup: these are con-
nected with the Pleiades and submitted to an astrological reading (Ath.
11.489e—492a). The fact that it is Athenaeus who transmits this piece of
Homeric allegory already shows that ideas such as these were not forgot-
ten by Plutarch’s time. The long excerpt from Asclepiades is folded into a
debilitatingly long alphabetical overview of dozens of kinds of drinking

% See Pagani 2004: 357361, 365; 2007: 160-179 on Asclepiades, his cosmic imagery,
and its possible sources.
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cups and is put into the mouth of the character ‘Plutarch’.’! A similar but
more tangible effort to map the cosmos onto the symposium could be
found in first-century Rome: Suetonius writes that in Nero’s Domus au-
rea the main banquet hall was round and revolved like the cosmos (‘prae-
cipua cenationum rotunda, quae perpetuo diebus ac noctibus vice mundi
circumageretur’, Ner. 31.2).”2 This puzzling yet awe-inspiring description
was archaeologically confirmed in a 2009 excavation.”

What this brief overview of sympotic micro- and macrocosms shows
is that these ideas were voiced early on in terms of ‘order’ and that cos-
mology was later retrojected into these early testimonies. Plutarch seems
to have been particularly bent on emphasising the archaic character of
his sympotic cosmos. In the programmatically archaising Dinner of the
Seven Sages, the idea that the table is an imitation of the world was at-
tributed to Thales (158c), who figures among the guests, but then this
idea is criticised, in line with what we encountered in the Sympotic Ques-
tions, because it puts food above conviviality (159d—¢).** In the Sympotic
Questions, the cosmic explanation of the lamps and the tables is tied
to an ancient Roman belief, the yopa is found in Hesiod, and the de-
fence of portion banquets is presented as a return to Homeric and ancient
Lacedaemonian practices (Quaest. conv. 2.10.644a-b). Similarly, when
‘Plutarch’ is appointed as symposiarch, this is called the revival of an
ancient custom (Quaest. conv. 1.4.620a).

Even so, Plutarch’s sympotic cosmos is new in the sense that Plutarch
pieced together a distinctly Platonic sympotic cosmos by considering
demiurgy, the distinction between materiality and immateriality (both
valuable, but the latter much more so than the former), and the yopa.
As the coherent, extended, and carefully embedded cosmic imagery of
the Sympotic Questions shows, the cosmology of the Timaeus informs
Plutarch’s sympotic ethics. Even a half-decent party planner simply had
to know this cosmology and had to imitate the demiurge. The Platonic
cosmo-ethical ideal of ouoiwoig Oed should always guide us, not least
when we are drinking. After all, there ain’t no party like a Platonic party.

%l This is clear from Ath. 11.503f.

°2 I thank Henry Tang for pointing me in this direction.

% Villedieu 2012. The building was finished at the latest by 70 CE, and it was proba-
bly shortly afterwards that the young Plutarch first came to Rome. Of course, there is no
way of telling whether he heard about it, let alone whether it left a lasting impression —
lasting long enough, that is, to inspire the Quaest conv. written some thirty or forty years
later. See Jones 1971: 135-137 for the dating of these events in Plutarch’s life.

% On sympotic aspects of Sept. sap. conv., see Klotz 2014: 218—220; for the work in
general, see esp. Mossman 1997.



Chapter 4
Politics

The Phocion — Cato Minor is one of the few pairs of biographies that
Plutarch does not conclude with a formal comparison (cVykpioic) be-
tween the Greek and the Roman protagonist.! In this particular case, it
has been argued time and again that Plutarch decided to move the com-
parison to the introduction of the pair.? The introduction indeed announc-
es the overarching concern that connects the biographies of Phocion and
Cato Minor. In these lives, as Duff describes it,

Plutarch confronts the issue of whether there is, in the reality of polit-
ical life, such a thing as absolute good and absolute evil. [...] Plutarch
seems to allow the possibility that it may be appropriate for a states-
man to compromise his values.?

The passage that signals this theme most explicitly has not received due
attention:*

GHomep oLV TOV HAoV ol padnpoTikol AEyovst PTE THY aOTHV T6)
oVpOaVd QEPOUEVOV POopa, UNT BVTIKPLG Evavtioy Kol AvTiBaTiKny,
GAAD AOED Kol TTOPEYKEKMUEVE® TOPELNG CYNLOTL XPDUEVOV, VYPOV

' The other pairs lacking a formal cOykpiowg are Them. — Cam., Pyrrh. — Mar.,
and Alex. — Caes. The question has not been settled whether the comparisons for these
pairs are lost or were never written; see Duff 1999b: 253—256; 2011b: 258—259; Pelling
2002f: 377; Larmour 2014: 410—411; Chrysanthou 2018: 201; Erbse 1956 lies at the basis of
this debate. It is generally admitted now that syncretic elements in Plutarch’s works are
not limited to these formal comparisons: the lack of a formal cOyKkpioic does not imply
a lack of parallelism between the paired heroes; see e.g. Larmour 1991: 4154—4174; 2014;
Swain 1992; Duff 1999b: 243—286; Pelling 2002e. On the function of the prologues, see
Stadter 1988; Duff 2008; 2011b: 216—224; 2014; cf. also Duff 1999b: 13—5T.

2 Bearzot 1985: 17; Tritle 1992: 4267; Alcalde Martin 1999: 160; Trapp 1999: 488;
Pelling 2002f: 377; Lamberton 2003: 10; Ledo 2010: 189; Fialho 2010: 196, 199; Duff
2014: 338-339.

3 Duff 1999b: 131.

* The passage is sometimes mentioned or paraphrased in passing (e.g. Wardman
1974: 55, 58; Tritle 1988: 9; 1992: 4267; Duft 1999b: 139-140), but to my knowledge, it
has not received a thorough interpretation and has not been deemed important for the
interpretation of the broader context or the work as a whole.
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Kol evkopmh kol meprelttopévny® Elka motelv, 7| odleTar mva Kol
AapBdver v apiomv kpdctv, odtmg dpa TG moAteiag O puev dpblog
dyav kol Tpog dmovto Toig ONUOTIKOIG avtifaivev TOvog ammvig Kol
oKANPOC, BGomep av TAAMY EMGPOAES KOl KATOVTEC TO GUVEPEAKOLEVOV
oic Guaptévovsty ol moAkol kol 1 & dvOvrsicovsa medouévorg Kol
S150dc0 T TPOC Yapty, €l dmortodon TO GLUEPEPOV EMIGTAGIN Ko
KLPEPVNOIG AVOPOT®V, TOAAL TPAMS KOl YPNCIL®OG DTOLVPYOHVI®YV, &l
| TvTo. SEOTOTIKAG Kol Praimg dyotvto, cmTNPLog, £pymong o0& Kol
YOAETT Kol TO GEUVOV Exovca TM EMEIKET OVCUEIKTOV: €0V O peryon,
TO0T’ €0TIV 1] TAVI®V HEV PLOUDY, TAGDY O APUOVIDV EUUEAECTATN
Kol LOVGTKOTATN KPAGIG, T Kod TOV KOGHOoV O 0edg AéyeTan S101kelv, 00
Bralopevog, AL B0l Kol Adym mopdywv Ty avaykny. (Phoc. 2. 6—9)

Now, the sun, as mathematicians tell us, has neither the same motion
as the heavens, nor one that is directly opposite and contrary, but takes
a slanting course with a slight inclination, and describes a winding
spiral of soft and gentle curves, thus preserving all things and giving
them the best temperature. And so in the administration of a city, the
course which is too straight, and opposed in all things to the popular
desires, is harsh and cruel, just as, on the other hand, it is highly dan-
gerous to tolerate or yield perforce to the mistakes of the populace.
But that wise guidance and government of men which yields to them
in return for their obedience and grants them what will please them,
and then demands from them in payment what will advantage the
state,— and men will give docile and profitable service in many ways,
provided they are not treated despotically and harshly all the time,—
conduces to safety, although it is laborious and difficult and must have
that mixture of austerity and reasonableness which is so hard to attain.
But if the mixture be attained, that is the most concordant and musical
blending of all rhythms and all harmonies; and this is the way, we are
told in which God regulates the universe, not using compulsion, but
diverting necessity by way of persuasion and reason. [tr. modified®]

5 Although the Teubner edition prints Ziegler’s conjecture mapehrtouévny, Gart-

ner’s revision of Ziegler’s Teubner rightly expresses a preference for the reading of the
manuscripts in the addenda. See Erbse 1957: 274 n. 7 contra Ziegler 1932: 51.

¢ For reasons that will become clear, I do not take €601 kol Ady® mopdywmv TV

avayknv to mean ‘making persuasion and reason introduce that which must be” (Loeb

tran

slation), nor do I think that Plutarch meant to say that the demiurge averts dvéykn

(LSJ s.v. mapdyw cites Phoc. as sole evidence for the meaning ‘avert’, which should be
scrapped altogether). The translation in Scott-Kilvert and Duff 2011 (‘introducing his
ultimate purpose not by force but by reason and persuasion’) strays rather far from the
Greek. For mopdyw in the sense of diverting, as I understand it here, see e.g. Cam. 4.6
(literally) and De aud. poet. 21¢ (metaphorically).
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In this elaborate period, three elements are compared — the first two most
extensively: (1) the movement of the sun, (2) political rule, and (3) the
blend created by the god who regulates the xocpog (i.e. the demiurge).
For the first two elements, two contrasting options are rejected before the
preferred option, the middle course, is introduced. We are told that the
sun neither (A: unre) follows the heavenly motion nor (B: prte) opposes
it, but (C: dAA&) takes a slanting course, which turns out be the best. Sim-
ilarly (obtwg, answering domep, which introduced the first clause), polit-
ical rule should neither (A”) be too rigid nor (B’: av) too yielding, but (C:
Kai [...] 6&7) it is most beneficial when it is marked by mutual compro-
mise. This compromise is then described in musical terms (1] Tévtov uev
PLOUDY, TOUGDY O’ APUOVIAV EUUEAECTAT KOL LOVGIK®TATN KpAolg) and
identified with the demiurge’s means for governing the cosmos.® Several
echoes interconnect the three parts of the comparison. Sun and political
rule combine contrary movements (&vtipatikniv, avtifaiveov?) to achieve
preservation (c®Ceton, coTPog) in the form of kpdoig, which is also
used by the demiurge. The demiurge and the government share an ap-
proach that is not marked by force (Braimg, fralopevog) but relies on per-
suasion (nwelBopévorg, melfol). In this chapter I continue the discussion of
the imagery included in this long sentence by connecting it to Plutarch’s
interpretation of the 7imaeus (section 1). Then I explore the comparison
of the ruler to the demiurge (section 2) and the sun (section 3) — the
former being the ruler of the intelligible world, the latter of the sensible
world (cf. Plutarch’s interpretation of Plato’s Republic, p. 3277) — in other
Plutarchan works.'

7 This kai... 8¢ answers the pév, which introduced the two rejected options; see
Denniston 1954: 203.

8 See chapter 2.1 on the comparison of demiurge and musician. It is possible that
tdvog is meant to announce this musical aspect. The context makes it clear that the prima-
ry meaning of the word is ‘course’ (LSJ s.v. tovoc I1I; Pind., Ol. 10.64 is a clear example),
but in Dem. 13.4, Plutarch speaks about political tévog in musical terms, i.e. in the sense
of ‘pitch’ (LSJ s.v. tovog II; cf. the use of didypappa, ‘scale’, in the same sentence).

 As the analysis of the imagery will show, Plutarch does not designate the same
movement as contrary in both cases. In the case of the sun, avtifatikiv refers to the
movement that opposes the rational movement (the movement of heaven), while in the
case of political rule, avtifaivov is said of the movement that opposes the irrational
movement (the movement of the people).

19 For an overview of Plutarch’s political thought, see esp. Aalders 1982. Other im-
portant and wide-ranging discussions include Weber 1959; Aalders and de Blois 1992;
Centrone 2000: 576—583; Roskam 2009b: 31-65; Desmond 2011: 61-86; Pelling 2014.
Plutarch’s own political career was richly filled but mainly devoted to the local com-
munity of Chaeronea, where he once held the eponymous archonship (Quaest. conv.
2.10.642f, 6.8.693f), and the larger Boeotian region. It is possible, however, that near the
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1. The Timaeus in the Phocion

The passage quoted above is important for the assessment of the central
issue of political compromise in the Phocion — Cato Minor. Keeping
in mind such passages as On God'’s Slowness to Punish 550d—e (p. 17),
which recommends imitating both the demiurge and the visible cosmos,
the comparison should be taken as a strong cosmological justification: if
both the sun and the demiurge achieve the best possible result by com-
promising, we have every reason to try to imitate them in this regard. I
want to suggest that, although Plato’s name does not come up here, both
the description of the sun’s movement and that of the demiurge’s order-
ing of the cosmos echo the Timaeus.

The description of the sun’s movement, which Plutarch attributes to
ol podnpartikoi, would hardly have counted as cutting-edge mathemat-
ical astronomy in Plutarch’s day.!"" There is no mention of Eudoxus’
concentric three-sphere model of the sun’s movement, let alone of the
later explanations involving epicycles or eccentric motions, which could
account for the unequal lengths of the seasons. The two-sphere explana-
tion with which Plutarch credits oi padnuatikoti is the explanation intro-
duced in the Timaeus, which was soon after superseded by refinements
of Plato’s theory.'? It is not that Plutarch did not know about these later
innovations nor that he denied their accuracy. In On the Generation of
the Soul 1028a-b, for instance, Plutarch criticises the attempt to explain
epicycles by reference to Plato’s division of the cosmic soul. Plutarch’s
scientific knowledge was sufficient for him to know that the phenomena
of the visible cosmos do not completely dovetail with Plato’s cosmolo-
gy.!* What he concluded from this knowledge, however, was not that
we should throw away or even emend Plato’s cosmology, which rightly
places the invisible soul front and centre. Rather, we should keep in mind
that, although the motions of the heavenly bodies are harmonious due to
their being moved by the cosmic soul, ‘the quantity of the measurement
has eluded us’ (t0 mocoOv NUAG TOD péTpov damépevye, De an. procr.
1030c; cf. p. 76). Observation of the heavenly movements, then, is help-

end of his life, he received the ornamenta consularia from Trajan and that Hadrian made
him procurator of Greece. On this and other aspects of Plutarch’s political career, see
esp. Jones 1971: 13—38; cf. Roskam 2009b: 17-19 for a concise overview. On the political
aspects of his tenure as a priest in Delphi, see Stadter 2015a.

" For oi padnpatikoi denoting astronomers, see Pérez Jiménez 1992: 272; cf. also De
soll. an. 947f; De facie 921a; De Is. et Os. 358f—359a.

12 On these developments and how they relate to the model presented in Tim., cf. e.g.
Lloyd 19770: 80—98; 1973: 53—74; Gregory 2000: esp. I01-158; 2003.

13 For Plutarch’s knowledge of astronomy, see Pérez Jiménez 1992; Torraca 1992; cf.
also Delattre 2013.
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ful, but we should not allow their intricacies to detract from the primacy
of the invisible soul (cf. De an. procr. 1028a—b). By adopting this stance,
Plutarch could regard the basic truths of Plato’s cosmology as immune
to post-Platonic developments in astronomy. What Plutarch really cares
about, both in the Phocion passage and in more technical works, is the
connection between heavenly movement and the presence or absence of
rationality. What he cares about — and this will not come as a surprise
even regarding a passage where this is completely implicit — is invisible
soul rather than visible body.

Let us backtrack a bit to substantiate this claim. According to the 7i-
maeus the movements of the planets, including the sun, are defined by
two distinct motions of the cosmic soul, which consists of two circles
joined together at an angle (i.e. the angle formed by the celestial equator
and the ecliptic) and moving in opposite directions. While the circle of
the same moves from left to right, the circle of the different goes from
right to left (7im. 36¢—d). The circle of the same carries the heaven as a
whole; this can be observed in the daily motion of the fixed stars from
cast to west (40b—d)." The planets, on the other hand, are placed on the
inner circle of the different, which is itself divided into seven unequal
circles — one for each planet (38c—39b; cf. also De an. procr. 1028b; De
exil. 604a—b with p. 244). The consequence is that the sun, for instance,
is characterised not only by a daily motion from east to west due to the
movement of the same, but also by an oblique motion from west to east:

gnedn 8¢ ovv eig v £avtd mpémovcay EKOGTOV GPIKETO POPAV
TV Ooa £oel ocvvamepydlesBar ypodvov, OeCUOIG TE EUYLYOIS
copoto deBévta {da €yevvnOn t6 1€ TpootoybEv Enabdev, Katd o
Vv Oatépov Qopay TAayiay ovsayv, Sl Tfig TavTod Popdc iovsav Te
Kol Kpatovpévny, 10 pev peilova avtdv, 10 0’ AdTT® KOKAOV 10V,
Odttov puev Ta TOV EAATTM, TA 08 TOV UEil® Ppadvtepov TEPMEV. TH
On TadTOD POPQ TA TAYLOTO TEPUOVTA VO TOV PBpaddtepov iOVImV
gpaiveto kataAapPdavovro KatolappfdavesOor mhvtag yop TOLG
KOKAOVG aOT®V GTpEPOVCO EAka S TO Otyf) Katd T &vavrtio duo
Tpotévarl 10 Ppadvtata Amov A’ avtic odong Tayiotng &yyvtata
amépowvev. (PL., Tim. 38e—39b [text modified'®])

Now when each of the bodies that were to cooperate in producing time
[i.e. the planets] had come into the movement prepared for carrying

4 Cf. Dicks 1970: 119120 for the correspondence of left to east and right to west
here.

15 At 39a Burnet, from whose OCT edition I normally quote, follows the primary
manuscripts and prints iovong te kol kpatovpévng. The recentiores read io0cav t€ Kol
kpotovpévny and this has been generally accepted since Cornford 1935: 112 n. 2.
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it and when, bound by bonds of soul, these bodies had been begot-
ten with life and learned their assigned tasks, they began to revolve
along the movement of the Different, which is oblique and which
goes through the movement of the Same, by which it is also domi-
nated. Some bodies would move in a larger circle, others in a smaller
one, the latter moving more quickly and the former more slowly. In-
deed, because of the movement of the Same, the ones that go around
most quickly appeared to be overtaken by those going more slowly,
even though in fact they were overtaking them. For as it revolves,
this movement gives to all these circles a spiral twist, because they
are moving forward in two contrary directions at once. As a result,
it makes that body which departs most slowly from it — and it is the
fastest of the movements — appear closest to it.

As this passage implies, it is the combined motion of the circle of the
same and the circle of the different that leads to the existence of seasons:
while the movement of the same accounts for the sun’s production of
day and night, the movement of the different accounts for its variations
throughout the year.'® Plato describes the yearly course of the planets
between the tropics as an &€M&, and Plutarch does the same specifically
for the sun in the Phocion."

At this point we should recall two peculiarities of Plutarch’s interpre-
tation of the Timaeus, which cause the movement of the different, as he
understands it, to be marked by irrationality. Plutarch associates differ-
ence with irrationality, whereas for Plato difference seems to be part of
the rational soul (cf. p. 88). Moreover, he again moves beyond Plato’s
text by conceiving of the two movements of the cosmic soul as being
differently constituted: while the ingredient of sameness is predominant
in the circle of the same, which moves the fixed stars, the ingredient
of difference is predominant in the circle of the different, which moves
the planets (p. 62 n. 85). The result of Plutarch’s interpretation, then, is
that the movement of the different is irrational. This is, I think, also im-
plied in the Phocion, where the movement of the same (described here
as the movement of the heaven, cf. Pl., Tim. 40a), which goes against
the movement of the different, is compared to the straight (6p61oc) po-
litical course, which goes against popular movement (npog dmovta T0ig

16 See e.g. Gregory 2000: 128-131.

7 Martin 1841: 75—78 is still a helpful elucidation of Plato’s notion of &M, Cf. also
e.g. Taylor 1928: 204—212; Cornford 1935: 114; Dicks 1970: 129. Cf. e.g. Calcidius, In Tim.
§ 116. Plato’s EM& (a result of the combined movement of the circle of the same and the
circle of the different) corresponds perfectly to Plutarch’s use of EM& in Phoc. and there
is no reason to draw in Eudoxus’ third concentric sphere, contra Torraca 1992: 238.
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dnuotikoic avtifaivev).'® As we shall see, the biographies of Phocion
and Cato pitch their protagonists’ rationality against the irrationality of
the mob. This connection between, on the one hand, straight and opposed
movement and, on the other hand, rationality and irrationality is essential
to the comparison and depends specifically on Plutarch’s interpretation
of the Timaeus.

This inclusion of irrational movement is not detrimental. On the con-
trary, it is more beneficial than either of the two movements would be in
isolation. This is brought out by the notion of kpdaoic, which I take to be
something of a play on words here: the context and the later repetition
of the word suggest that Plutarch 1s not only referring to the optimum
temperature but also to the mixture of the two movements, which causes
the sun to generate that optimum temperature.” At the end of On the
Generation of the Soul, Plutarch also mentions these beneficial seasonal
changes (cf. also p. 243):

[eikOg dott, 1030b] @V pévtol Adymv Eketvov, olc O dnutovpydg
gypnoato, kol T®V apOudv Epyov nyeicbor v avtiig TS Yuyig
gupédelay kol Gppovioy mpdg avtiy, Ve’ NS Kol TOV 0DpavOV
gyyevouévn popiov ayaddv eunéninke, kol To mepl YV Gpaig Kol
uetaoAaic uEtpov €xovcalc dploto Koi KAAMGTH TPAC TE YEVEGLY
Kol cotnpioy T@V yryvouévev dlakekdounkeyv. (De an. procr. 1030¢)

[It is reasonable to believe that] the product of those ratios and num-
bers used by the artificer is the soul’s own harmony and concord with
herself, whereby she has filled the heaven, into which she has come,
with countless goods and has arrayed the terrestrial regions with sea-
sons and measured changes in the best and fairest way for the gener-
ation and preservation of things that come to be.

As in the Phocion, Plutarch connects the seasons caused by the solar
movement to preservation (cotnpiav @V yryvouévev, De an. procr. ~
omleton mavta, Phoc.). Here, however, it is clear that the cause of these
beneficent effects is strictly speaking the cosmic soul, which accounts
for the sun’s movement, and not the body of the sun. Such a distinction
would complicate the comparison of the Phocion even further. This does

18 For Plutarch’s frequent and Platonically inspired connection of politicians with
the rational and of the dfjpog with the irrational, see Said 2005: 13—18; cf. also Opsomer
2016b: 123.

19 On Plutarch’s frequent use of the image of kpdo1c in a variety of contexts, see Bou-
logne 2002; 2006, who rightly regards the mixture of the cosmic soul in 7im. as crucially
inspiring Plutarch’s interest in this image. Duff 1999b: 89—94 makes a similar point with
a focus on the Lives.
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not mean, however, that it was not on Plutarch’s mind, and it further
explains how he came to associate the movement of the sun with a com-
bination of rationality and irrationality.

The more precise account from On the Generation of the Soul also
reveals the connection between the two comparantia of the Phocion
passage. The cosmic preservation, of which the seasons are an aspect,
is the result of the workings of the cosmic soul, which is in turn the
result of the demiurge’s act of forging it harmonically (tnv avtfig g
Yuyng EUHEAELaY Kol appoviay Tpog avtv, De an. procr. ~ TAVI®V UEV
PLOUGVY, TOCHV O’ APUOVIDV EUUELESTATN KOl UOVOIK®OTATN KPAGIS,
Phoc.). This connection between the sun and the demiurge is suggested
only implicitly in the Phocion passage through the repetition of kpdaoic:
while the demiurge uses kpdoig to order the whole cosmos, the sun is
obviously part of that cosmos and imparts itself a kpdoig which is in-
tra-cosmic. Equally implicit is the connection that is insinuated by the
application of both images to the same comparandum, the ruler’s actions
(é¢motacio kol kuBépvnoig) sharing their preserving effect with the sun’s
movement (cotmpro¢ ~ odletar) and their persuasive aspect with the
demiurge’s activity (meiouévoig ~ meboi). We will have to wait for the
more philosophy-heavy 7o an Uneducated Ruler to say more about how
these apparently connected images work together in a political context.

I have shown how the comparison involving the sun in the Phocion
seems to assume Plutarch’s particular interpretation of the Timaeus in-
volving an irrational cycle. A similar case is the allusion to the demi-
urge, who is said to persuade necessity (€100l Kol AOY® TopAy®V THV
avdyknv). Once again this points to the Timaeus:

LEHELYHEVT Yap OOV 1) ToDSE TOD KOGUOV YEVESIC &€ dvayrne Te Kol
vob 6voTdoemc £yevvnon: vod 0& avaykng dpyovtog 1@ meibev avtnv
TAOV YIYVOUEVOV TO TAETOTO €M1 TO PEATIOTOV AYELY, TOOTY KOTO TODTA
TE OU AVAYKNG NTTOUEVNG VIO EBoDS ERPpovog obT® KaT™ ApyaG
ovviotato tOde O mav. (Tim. 47¢—48a)

For this ordered world is of mixed birth: it is the offspring of a union
of Necessity and Intellect. Intellect prevailed over Necessity by per-
suading it to direct most of the things that come to be toward what is
best, and the result of this subjugation of Necessity to wise persuasion
was the initial formation of this universe.

Once again, Plutarch’s particular interpretation of this passage from the
Timaeus in On the Generation of the Soul gives insight into what he
is doing in the Phocion. In On the Generation of the Soul, the life of
the cosmos is described as ‘reason guiding necessity that has been min-
gled by way of persuasion’ (Ad0yog Gymv melBol peptypuévny avayknyv,
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De an. procr. 1026b; cf. 1029d—¢).? This duality involving rationality
and irrational avaykn exhibited by the cosmic soul (cf. De an. procr.
1014d-10152) 1s then further explained by a doxography of dualistic doc-
trines, which will be discussed later in this book (p. 209). Like the demi-
urge when forging the cosmic soul, the statesman should mix things that
are hard to mix (dvoueiktov). Before Plutarch, the adjective dOopektog
(or dvopiktog) occurs only in Plato’s description of the creation of the
cosmic soul in Timaeus 35a (cf. De an. procr. 1025b—c for Plutarch’s in-
terpretation of this adjective) and in Pseudo-Timaeus’ paraphrase of that
passage (208.17 Thesleff). That it announces a comparison with the de-
miurge’s work on the cosmic soul, then, is not too surprising.

At the same time, Plutarch runs into trouble here. His identification of
avaykn with the irrational part of the cosmic soul makes it possible for
him to connect Plato’s passage involving the demiurge’s persuasion with
the creation of a harmonic cosmic soul, but there is a price to pay for this.
By emphasising the importance of persuasion in the cosmic process and
opposing it to the use of Bia in the Phocion, Plutarch obscures the fact
that, according to Plato, the forging of the cosmic soul from elements
that were difficult to mix did involve Bia after all (7im. 35a, quoted in
Plu., De an. procr. 1012¢). In this way the Phocion hides a problem that is
also circumvented in On the Generation of the Soul. In any case, the con-
nection between the demiurge’s act of persuading dvéryxn and his forging
the harmonic soul makes it clear that, in the Phocion, Plutarch is thinking
specifically about his own, consciously original and even controversial
(De an. procr. 1012b) interpretation of the 7imaeus.*' The demiurge cre-
ates the cosmic soul by persuading a pre-existing irrational force. It is
precisely this combination of rationality and irrationality that makes the
cosmos possible (there would be no movement without irrationality nor
order without rationality; De an. procr. 1025¢ with p. 257) and harmonic
(as evidenced by the seasons).

The Timaeus — and, more specifically, Plutarch’s own interpretation
of the 7Timaeus — informs the comparison involving the sun, the demi-
urge, and rulership. Plutarch probably did not expect every reader of the
Lives to disentangle these implicit references. After all, understanding
the gist of the message that Plutarch wants to bring across — the sun
and the demiurge are adduced to advocate for a compromise between
rationality and irrationality — does not demand much in the way of phil-

20 See Demulder forthcoming a on De an. procr. 1026b. Babut 1969b: 362 n. 1 notes
both 7im. 48a and De an. procr. 1026b as parallels to Phoc. 2.7.

2L Of course persuasion, compulsion, and the relation between the two also constitute
a crucial theme in Plato’s political thought, most importantly in Resp. and Leg.; cf. e.g.
Morrow 1953b. This may have facilitated the link between cosmology and political ethics
here.
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osophical technicalities. Moreover, Plutarch shows no great concern
with philosophical preciseness here, perhaps judging that that would be
superfluous or even misguided in this biographical context.”> For in-
stance, the ruler is compared both to the sun (undergoing the combined
movement of sameness and difference) and to the demiurge (making a
mixture by persuading necessity) and there is no further explanation of
how we should understand the connection between the two comparantia.
However, the subtle references show, more fundamentally perhaps, how
Plutarch’s reading of the Timaeus shapes his thinking about the cosmos
and hence legitimises his ethics. Even the gist of the comparison — the
demiurge and the sun illustrating how rationality and irrationality can
be combined — is underpinned by the Timaeus as it is read on Plutarch’s
terms.

It remains to be seen now how Phocion and Cato Minor relate to the
cosmic imagery. From the outset it is clear that we are dealing with two
eminently virtuous men who are up against adverse toyn (Phoc. 1.4—6 fo-
cusing on Phocion; 3.1-5 focusing on Cato; 3.6—9 comparing the two; the
cosmological passage at 2.6—9 concludes a series of general remarks on
the subject, which come between the focus on Phocion and the focus on
Cato). By the end of the prologue, there is no question that both are ‘good
men and devoted to the state’ (dyaOdv kol ToMTk®dV avopdv, Phoc. 3.6)
with a similar and commendable set of virtues:

TOVT®V O& T®V AVOPAV ol ApeTol PEXPL TOV TEAELTOI®V Kol ATOU®V
SPopdV Eva YapOKTHpO Kol HOPPNV Kol ypdHo Kowvov 10ovg
EYKEKPOAUEVOV EKPEPOVCLY, DOTEP 10® HETPW UEUEIYUEVOV TTPOG TO
adGTNPOV TOD EIAAVOPOTOV, Kol TPOG TO ACPUAES TOD Avdpeiov, Kol
TG VIEP AAL®VY PEV KNOEUOVIAG, DTTEP OTMV &’ ApoPiag, Kol TpOG HeEV
10 aioypov evlaPelag, Tpog € 1O diKalov EDTOVING GUVIPLOCUEVIC
opoiwg: (Phoc. 3.8—9)

[T]he virtues of these men, even down to their ultimate and minute
differences, show that their natures had one and the same stamp,
shape, and general colour; they were an equal blend, so to speak, of
severity and kindness, of caution and bravery, of solicitude for others
and fearlessness for themselves, of the careful avoidance of baseness
and, in like degree, the eager pursuit of justice.

The virtues of Phocion and Cato, as they are introduced here, correspond
to the cosmic image in the sense that they are a mixture (€ykekpapévov,
pepetypévov, cuvnpuoouévng). The first instance of what is mixed — 10
avotnpdv and 10 PrhavOpwmov — recalls the need for a compromise be-

2 Cf. Quaest. conv. 1.1.615a—b on misplaced philosophical technicity.
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tween the statesman’s own rationality and the irrationality of the mob
(cf. 10 ocepvov Eyovoa T® Emiekel dvouEKTOV, 2.9).2 The cosmic mod-
el for statesmanship sanctions this compromising stance. In that sense
it differs from the ideal of the philosopher king that Plato expresses in
the Republic. This is suggested when Plutarch introduces Cato Minor by
translating Cicero:

Kol Yop ovTog 00 TOVOV EGxev 008E TPoSPILES YA TO N0oC, 00’
fvOnoev év T molteiq mpog ydpwv. AAL’ O pev Kiképov enoiv adtov
domep &v i) [TAdtwvoc ToAtteiq kol ovk €v i) Popdlov todttevopevoy
VIooTdOuUN TG Voteiog Ekmecelv: £uol 0 TanTO doKET TabElV TOlC
un Kaf’ dpoav EKEAVEIGL KOPToig. MG Yap EKElvOuE 1MW OpDVTES
Kol Bavpalovieg ov ypdvtal, obtwg 11 Kdatwvog dpyototpomio, S
XPOVOV TOAADV Emtyevouévn Plolg depbopdot kai movnpoic £0eat,
S6Eav pv elye neydAnv kol kKAéoc, ovk dvippoce 8& Taig ypeioug S
Bapog kai péyebog thig apetiic AGVUUETPOV TOTG KOOEGTMOL KOPOIG.
(Phoc. 3.1-3)

For his [i.e. Cato’s] manners were not winning, nor pleasing to the
populace, nor was he eminent in his public career for popularity. In-
deed, Cicero [Ad Att. 2.1.8*] says it was because he acted as if he
lived in Plato’s commonwealth, and not among the dregs of Romulus,
that he was defeated when he stood for the consulship; but I think he
fared just as fruits do which make their appearance out of season. For,
as we look upon these with delight and admiration, but do not use
them, so the old-fashioned character of Cato, which, after a long lapse
of time, made its appearance among lives that were corrupted and
customs that were debased, enjoyed great repute and fame, but was
not suited to the needs of men because of the weight and grandeur of
its virtue, which were out of all proportion to the immediate times.

The fact that this passage comes between the cosmic image and the in-
troduction of Phocion and Cato as compromisers is informatively puz-
zling. The cosmic model and its application to the virtuous natures of
the protagonists of the pair seem to be contradicted as soon as they are
announced. By not being persuasive (o0 mBavov), well-disposed towards
the mob (npoc@ireg dyAw), or concerned with pleasing them to gain pop-

2 Roskam 2014b has shown how in Plutarch the opposed principles of austerity and
philanthropy are often combined in various brands of euergetism. At 525 he connects
Phoc. 2.7-9 and 3.8.

24 ‘Nam Catonem nostrum non tu amas plus quam ego; sed tamen ille optimo an-
imo utens et summa fide nocet interdum rei publicae; dicit enim tamquam in Platonis
moAtteiq, non tamquam in Romuli faece, sententiam.’
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ularity (mpog xdpwv), Cato was going against the recommendations of the
comparison (cf. dvBureikovoa meBopévolg kai ddodoa TO TPOG YApLy,
2.8) rather than illustrating them. His approach lacked harmony (ovx
évippooe, aovpperpov) and shows that the correct compromise is incred-
ibly hard to achieve, particularly in a polis marked by adverse toym (oAl
&v TG APovAntolg yevouévn, 2.4): such a community ‘brings to ruin
with herself the man who speaks but to win her favour, and she brings to
ruin before herself the man who will not court her favour’ (cuvarndéAivot
Yap TOV TPOG Ydptv AEyovTa, Kol TPoamOAAVGL TOV Un Yoptlopevoy, 2.5).

The Cato Minor largely confirms this picture of Cato not quite living
up to the demands of the cosmic model after all. From the outset Plutarch
emphasises Cato’s rigidity: even as a child, Cato was ‘inflexible, imper-
turbable, and altogether steadfast’ (Gtpentov kai anadéc kKai BERarov, Ca.
Mi. 1.3). These traits were obviously strengthened when he came into con-
tact with Stoicism, which inspired him to delight in ‘that form of goodness
which consists in rigid justice that will not bend to clemency or favour’
(toD kaAoD TO TTEPL TNV SIKOLOGVVIV ATEVEG Kol AKOUTTOV €1G Emieikelov Ty
xépwv, 4.2). This lofty Stoic ideal contrasts with the Platonic cosmological
comparison of the introduction, where Plutarch recommended the imita-
tion of the well-bent (gvxaumnc) spiral of the sun through an approach to
politics that does not ban émieikeio nor neglect yépig.

A good example of how Cato’s rigidity could be detrimental is his
handling of Pompey’s triumphant return to Rome in 62 BCE after a suc-
cessful campaign in the East. After relating how Cato rebuffed Pompey’s
attempts to forge an alliance by marrying one of Cato’s nieces, Plutarch
jumps in to offer his own judgement. Cato had made an error (£owkev 0
Kérwv apapteiv, 30.9), which ironically was rooted in his radical aversion
to errors: Cato was ‘so afraid of the slight transgressions of Pompey as to
allow him to commit the greatest of all’ (1 pikpa tod [Toummiov pofnBdeig
QUOPTAKOTO TO LEYIOTOV TTEPLETDEY, 30.10). Pompey was then driven into
the arms of Caesar, and their alliance would eventually lead to the end of
the republic. Once again Cato falls short of the cosmic compromise model.

This focus on Cato’s austerity, however, is only one part of the story.
We also learn how Cato’s oratorical xapic compensated for his moral
rigidity (Ca. Mi. 5.3), about his mourning for his dear brother, which
reveals ‘how much tenderness and affection was present in the man’s
inflexibility and firmness’ (6cov &v 1® [...] dyvaunto kol oteppd T0D
avopog TO juepov EVijv Kai rAdcTOopYOV, I1.4 [tr. modified]), and even
about his observance of the émeikeln, which he rejected on (Stoic) prin-
ciple (53.6; cf. 4.2 for the rejection).” In reaction to Caesar’s rabble-rous-
ing politics, Cato allowed for concessions, which calmed the dyAog and

% On Plutarch’s Platonic endorsement of émieikein, which goes against the Stoics,
see Calvo Martinez 1999. Cf. also Frazier 2016: 318—322.
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were perceived as ‘an act of humanity and kindness’ (11} ihavOpomig
tavT Kol xaprri, 26.1). Immediately after this, however, he was attacked
by an opponent, whom he had tried to placate as well, for being ‘yielding
and timorous’ (§v106vtog avTod Kol TTHocovTog, 26.4), and he reverted
to his austere stance.?

In short, Cato is neither a perfect illustration of the cosmic image nor
a caricatural foil for it. The same thing goes for Phocion, although his
divergence from the model is less outspoken and somewhat less prob-
lematic.?” Plutarch’s Lives are seldom black-and-white moralism, which
involves the simple application of some model.?® Plutarch knew that life
1s messy, that human virtue is never perfect, and that the example of the
cosmos should be followed but will never be attained, even if its inbuilt
irrationality is taken into account. The cosmic image that opens the book
about Phocion and Cato is not Plutarch’s big answer. It is his big ques-
tion. The reader has to do most of the rest of the work.?

One of the more specific questions prompted by the cosmic image,
I think, is if and how this model can possibly square with Cato’s Stoi-
cism, which accounts for his generally uncompromising austerity.>* As
a Stoic, Cato would probably not have endorsed the cosmology behind
the image: Stoicism simply did not allow for irrationality to be part of
the cosmic make-up (cf. p. 274). At the end of his life, Cato is depicted
by Plutarch as obsessively reading Plato’s Phaedo (Ca. Mi. 68.2; 70.2)
before committing a rather messy and pathetic suicide, which compares

% Cf. e.g. Swain 1990: 197—200; Duff 1999b: 147-155 for more examples and further
discussion along these lines.

27 Compare e.g. Phoc. 8.2 (Phocion’s austerity, disregard for yap1c, and opposition of
the mob) with 10.5—7 (Phocion was successfully 1100¢ and avotnpog at the same time).
Pelling 2002¢: 357 points out that the first life is often the more straightforward of the
pair; ‘the first Life [sc. of a pair] often reflects an important normal pattern, the sec-
ond Life exploits it with an interesting variation’ (original emphasis). Cf. also Stadter
2015¢: 243—245. See Swain 1990: 200 for the suggestion that this also applies to Phoc.
— Ca. Mi.

2 See esp. Duff 1999b: esp. 66—71; Pelling 2002c¢. Cf. also e.g. Stadter 2015f.

? Plutarch invites his readers to make up their own minds at Comp. Ag., Cleom. et
Gracch. 5.7; cf. Agis 2.9 (tadto uév odv &mucpiveic antodg &k g dimynoewg). Cf. Duff
2011a.

3% Duff1999b: 155-158 convincingly argues that Stoicism plays an important albeit not
blatantly obvious role in Plutarch’s characterisation of Cato. Cf. also Babut 1969b: 170—
175; Swain 1990: 199—201 for similarly nuanced views and Alexiou 1998: esp. 386 on
amddeia in Ca. Mi. and other Lives (cf. also Dillon 2016: esp. 14-15, who independently
reaches similar general conclusions; on Plutarch’s views on Stoic dnd0eia and his prefer-
ence for petpromdBeia, see also Dillon 1983: 511—515 [= Dillon 1990: chap. VIII]; Becchi
2005).
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unfavourably to its Socratic model (and to Phocion’s more succesfully
Socratic death).’! In a pair of Lives steeped in Platonism, it may be le-
gitimate to ask whether the Stoic Cato misread the 7imaeus just like he
misread the Phaedo.*

2. The ruler and the demiurge in the historical works

We have already seen that Plutarch cites Cicero’s criticism of Cato Mi-
nor, who behaved as if he was living in Plato’s ideal mohrteio (Phoc.
3.2): his excessive austerity stood in the way of persuasiveness (cf. o0
mhavov, 3.1). Commenting on that reference, Plutarch connects this with
his model of harmonic compromise. According to that model, Cato’s in-
credibly virtuous conduct sometimes failed due to its unharmonic use-
lessness (ovk évippooe [...] Toig ypeiong, 3.3). A similar criticism of the
austerity of the Republic can be found in the first epideictic oration On
the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander. In the encomiastic spirit of the
speech, Alexander’s philosophical nature even trumps that of Plato or
Socrates: they lacked persuasiveness (mtoAAovg oOk &nelcav, 328¢) and
many of their pupils went astray, while Alexander successfully educated
even hordes of barbarians through philosophy (328c—d).>* Plato’s Re-
public receives a harsh verdict here: ‘Plato wrote a book on the One
Ideal Constitution, but because of its forbidding character he could not
persuade anyone to adopt it’ (ITAdtov pev yop piav ypawyog moAtteiov
0VdEva TETEIKEV OTH Xpfiodat d1d 10 avotnpdv, 328d—e). As an alterna-

31 See esp. Trapp 1999 and Zadorojnyi 2007; cf. also Geiger 1979: 63—64; Swain
1990: 198; Geiger 1999: 357-360; Alcalde Martin 1999: 167—-170; Duff 1999b: 141-145;
Pelling 2002f: 377; Roskam 2015a: 127-128; Rauh 2018: 66—71.

32 Apart from using Phd. as an important intertext (see previous note), Plutarch com-
pares Cato’s friendship with Marcus Favonius to that of Socrates with his sympotic com-
panion Apollodorus (Ca. Mi. 46.1), and several other echoes of Symp. have been detected
(Duff 1999b: 143; cf. also Trapp 1999: 490). Moreover, Zadorojnyi 2007: 225226 has
connected Ca. Mi. to Plato’s critique of writing in Phdr. 274b—278b. On the other hand,
I do not think, contra Ledo 2010: 187 n. 17, that there are echoes of Plato’s PIt. in the
first paragraph of Phoc.: the ship of state metaphor is far too widespread (see e.g. Brock
2013: 53—67) and Plutarch’s use of it here far too general to allow for that conclusion. I
have similar concerns regarding the rather vague allusions to Gorgias 515b—519d that
Trapp 1999: 488 detects in Phoc. 2 (see e.g. Brock 2013: 69—82 for medical imagery in po-
litical thought, which is the main issue here). Alcalde Martin 1999 notes further parallels
that point to general Socratic tendencies (cf. Duff 2011a: 141-145; Beck 2014: 470473 on
the Socratic paradigm in this pair of Lives).

33 Muccioli 1995: 280 and Boys-Stones 2018: 510511 rightly emphasise the rhetorical
force of this argument.
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tive to this Cato-like approach of excessive austerity and lack of persua-
sion, Alexander adopted a different course:

AL Kowog fikety BedBev appootne kol SAAOKTNG T@V OAmV
vouilwv, obg T®d AOY® un ocvvijye 10ig dmhoig Praldpevog <koi> &ig
TAVTO GLVEVEYKAV TO TavTay00ev, domep &V Kpathpt Aot ol pigog
toU¢ PBilovg kai ta 10N kol Tovg Yaprovg Kol <tag™> dwaitac, matpidn
LEV TNV oikovuévny mpocétatev Nyeicbot mavrog [...]. (De AL Magn.
fort. 329¢)

But, as he believed that he came as a heaven-sent governor to all, and
as a mediator for the whole world, those whom he could not persuade
to unite with him, he conquered by force of arms, and he brought
together into one body all men everywhere, uniting and mixing in
one great loving-cup, as it were, men’s lives, their characters, their
marriages, their very habits of life. He bade them all consider as their
fatherland the whole inhabited earth [...].

As we shall see, Plutarch’s presentation of Alexander in this work ties in
with his general conception of a cosmopolitanism that combines Greek
patriotism with openness to barbarian practices (p. 253). The role of the
appoot)g who imposes sameness on difference (€ig Ta0T0 cuveveykmv
10 mavtoyoev) by making a cosmic mixture is eminently suited to
this conception.** The image of the kpatnp @roticlog elegantly illus-
trates Alexander’s endeavour. Plutarch transforms the sympotic kKOAE
euotnoia, the cup used for toasts of friendship,®® into a kpatp, which
was used to mix the wine. He may have been inspired by one or more ep-
isodes from the biographical tradition on Alexander and by general ideas
on political concord,* but the kpatrp may also point to demiurgy. After

3% Cf. also, as Froidefond in Frazier and Froidefond 1990: 120 n. 3 points out,
Plutarch’s description of Osiris’ civilising mission in De Is. et. Os. 356a—b.

35 Of course this cup is extensively discussed in Athenaeus’ list of sympotic cups
(epitome addition to 11.502b; cf. p.125). At 11.503f, the character ‘Plutarch’ uses a
@uotnoia to propose such a toast.

36 As D’Angelo 1998: 207 n. 17 rightly points out —and despite what Quellenforschung
assumed — the image of the kpatnp ¢rrotolog ‘¢ senza dubbio opera di Plut[arco] e non
trova riscontro nel passo di Eratostene [apud Strabo 1.4.9], che in qualche modo ¢ sotteso
alla composizione di questo capitolo [i.e. De Al. Magn. fort. § 6]’; cf. already Badi-
an 1958: 432—440. Plutarch may have been thinking about Alexander’s banquet in Opis
(Arrian, Anabasis of Alexander 7.11.8-9) or about marriage rites uniting Persian women
with Greek and Macedonian men at Susa (De Alex. Magn. fort. 329d—f; Alex. 70.3); see
the discussion of earlier scholarship in Daverio Rocchi 2013: 458—461, who convincingly
concludes that ‘il contesto non consente nessun aggancio a momenti storicamente docu-
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all, a kpatnp was used by the demiurge to mix the cosmic soul (7im. 41d)
and, although Plato seems to be thinking about a metallurgic rather than
a sympotic context (cf. p. 123 n. 85), connecting this with Alexander’s
demiurge-like approach is not far-fetched and neither is, as we have seen
(p. 106), connecting demiurgy and the sympotic sphere.

This does not necessarily mean that the Republic is thrown out of
the window. After all, the Republic’s philosopher king is also engaged
in making a mixture (GUUUELYVOVTEC TE Kal KEPAVVOVTESG, Resp. 6.501b),
and the law of the ideal city serves to bring ‘the citizens into harmony
with each other through persuasion or compulsion’ (cGuvappdTTOV TOLG
nolitag weol te Kol avaykn, 7.519¢).*” The philosopher king certainly
has some demiurgic aspects.*® On the other hand, the mixture advocated
in the Republic can hardly be called a compromise: the mixture associat-
ed with compromise is criticised as being the hallmark of the timocratic
constitution, the ‘best” inferior constitution of the Republic and thus fall-
ing short of the aristocratic ideal (8.547b, 548¢c). Moreover, the philos-
opher king starts from a clean slate (6.501a), while Alexander, like the
demiurge, works with what is at hand. According to the Republic, then, a
compromise model is at least theoretically not the best option. Plutarch’s
reaction to this discrepancy between the austerity of the Republic and a
compromise model, I suggest, is to save the philosopher king by rethink-
ing what kind of harmonic mixture we should look for in politics. The
answer, of course, lies with the demiurgic model of the Timaeus.

It 1s significant in this regard that, along with his Roman counterpart
Numa, Lycurgus is Plutarch’s clearest and most explicitly announced
instance of a philosopher king (esp. Num. 20.6-8; Lyc. 31.1-3).*° The
Spartan constitution that Lycurgus installed is Plato’s epitome of the tim-
ocratic regime (Resp. 8.545a). Lycurgus — and the same thing goes for

mentabili. L’immagine del cratere philotesios ¢ stata adattata da Plutarco ad Alessandro
senza fare rifermento a specifiche e concrete libagioni del sovrano’.

37 In this passage from Resp. as well as in De AL Magn. fort. 329¢, compulsion and
persuasion are both presented as viable options. Strictly speaking the same is the case
in Plato’s account of the creation of the cosmic soul as Plutarch interpreted it, but this is
never made explicit, and the cosmic comparison in the Phoc. even seems to deny it.

3% Desmond 2011: 28 connects the conception of the philosopher king as a demiurge
of virtue (Resp. 6.500c—d) with Tim. It should be noted, on the other hand, that the recap
of the Resp. that opens 7im. does not speak of the philosopher king at all. Schofield
1999a notes this and suggests that the philosopher king is eventually revived through the
character Timaeus and the political constellation that the Critias starts to describe before
it breaks off.

3 Cf. also Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3.4. Cf. Wardman 1974: 50, 203, 207—209; Aalders
1982: 41—-42; Hershbell 1995: 214—215; Muccioli 1995: esp. 281; Desmond 2011: 61-86;
Pelling 2014: 149.
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Numa — may be called a philosopher king but he does not fit the Repub-
lic’s bill, as Boulet has shown: while the philosophically fanatical Numa
ultimately remains too detached to be an excellent statesman according
to the criteria of the Republic, Plutarch’s Lycurgus errs on the other side.*

In any case the explanation for this less than wholehearted adoption
of the philosopher king model is not that, in the Lycurgus — Numa as well
as in the Lives in general, Plutarch suddenly ceases to be a Platonist, as
Liebert claims.*' This is obvious, for instance, when Plutarch invokes
demiurgy near the end of Lycurgus’ Life. The political reform has been
completed and Lycurgus intends to leave Sparta:

KaTeENUUEVOVY 0¢ Tolc €0opoilc 1o TAV KUPLOTAT®V VT AVTOD,
Kol TG moMrtelog €xteBpappévng iKavde kol dLVOUEVNG QEPELV
TNV kol calev oU €avtig, domep 0 [TAdtov enoiv €nl 1@ KOGU®
YEVOUEV® Kol KIvnBEVTL TNV TpdTNV Kivnow evepaviijval Tov Oedv,
oUTm¢ dyasOeig kol dyammooag o thg vopodeaiog kKaAlog kai puéyebog
&v Epym yevouévng kol 00® Padilovong, medvunocey, g AvuoTov £
avOpwmivng Tpovoiog, A0avaTtov avTiV ATOATELY Kol AKivToV €1G TO
uéArov. (Lyc. 29.1)

When his principal institutions were at last firmly fixed in the customs
of the people, and his civil polity had sufficient growth and strength
to support and preserve itself, just as Plato says that Deity was re-
joiced to see His universe come into being and make its first motion,
so Lycurgus was filled with joyful satisfaction in the magnitude and
beauty of his system of laws, now that it was in operation and mov-
ing along its pathway. He therefore ardently desired, so far as human
forethought could accomplish the task, to make it immortal, and let it
go down unchanged to future ages.

Plutarch declares his dependence on Plato. The parallel with the Timaeus
(37¢) is unmistakable indeed.** Lycurgus is like the demiurge who has
set the cosmos in motion (kwvn6bév, Pl. ~ kivnBévti, Plu.): he rejoices
at his accomplishment (ydcOn te kai evgppavieig, Pl. ~ gvepavOiva

40 Boulet 2005; 2014: 449—452.

4 Liebert 2009; cf. Liebert 2016: 109-110 n. 56. On the Platonic aspects of the Lives,
see e.g. Wardman 1974: 203—211; Duff 1999b: 72—98; Opsomer 2016b; cf. also Opsomer
2011a; Beneker 2012: esp. 58-102.

2 Tt is of course chronologically absurd to say that Lycurgus adopted Plato’s political
model. In the narrative of the Lycurgus, it is the other way around: Plato and other phi-

losophers adopted Lycurgus’ model (Lyc. 31.3); cf. Quaest. conv. 8.2.719a.
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Tov Bedv, oVTmg ayocbeic kai dyamnoag, Plu.*), but he is not yet fully
satisfied. Lycurgus’ joy inspires him to try to make his moving creation
(Baodilovong) as much like something immovable (dxivntov) as possible.
Similarly, in the 7imaeus, the demiurge’s joy is the cause of his attempt
to make the moving cosmos (kwvn0év, 37c; kivntov, 37d) more like its
intelligible model, which is immovable (adxwrtwg, 38a). While the de-
miurge achieves this by creating everlasting time as the moving image
of eternity (cf. p. 197), Lycurgus puts measures in place to ensure the
diachronic stability of his political cosmos.* Rather elegantly, Plutarch
points out that this political eternity can never be fully achieved due to
human providential deficiency (g dvootov €5 dvOpmmivng Tpovoiog).
He knows, of course, that the reasons for the imperfect cosmic eternity
are different: that imperfection is not due to demiurgic providential de-
ficiency but because the cosmos is sensible (7im. 37d). While Lycurgus,
then, is compared to the demiurge, Plutarch makes sure to indicate the
differences as well.

What kind of political cosmos did Lycurgus create, and how did that
Spartan k6cpog — which is how Herodotus (1.65.4) calls Lycurgus’ crea-
tion* — fare? In the Phocion — Cato Minor, the demiurgic model served
to emphasise the need for harmonic mingling. The same emphasis can be
found in the Lycurgus:

obt® TO MoAltevpa Tod Avkovpyov peifavtoc, dpme dxpatov &t
Vv OMyopylov kol ioyvpdv ol HET’ aOTOV OpAVTEG CTOPYDCAV Kol
Oopovpévny, Hc enotv O IAdtwv, olov wéiiov dupdrirovsty odTh THv
TAV EPOpmV dHvauy, ETeci TOL PAMGTA TPLAKOVTO, Kol EKOTOV LETA
Avkovpyov mpdTev TOV TEpt "Elatov £pdpov katactabéviav &mt
Ocondumov Paciievovtog: (Lyc. 7.1)

4 Lycurgus’ achievement is marked by kdAAiog xai péyebog, just like the demiurge’s:
at Tim. 92¢ the cosmos is called péyiotrog and kdAMoTOG.

# According to Liebert 2016: 124, 144, 201 the function of this passage is to express
the self-sufficiency of Sparta, ‘a city entirely transparent within itself but entirely re-
moved from the vision of outsiders’ (124). On this reading, interest in the political cosmos
is opposed to instead of fostered by interest in the natural cosmos (the latter interest being
prominent in Num. and absent from Lyc.) (201; cf. also 151-152). However, apart from the
fact that this interpretation would be hard to square with Plutarch’s general thought on
(political) ethics and cosmology, I fail to see textual reasons to adopt it: Plutarch’s con-
cern here (and Plato’s concern in the corresponding passage from 7im.) is with durability
rather than isolation.

4 Cf. Cartledge 1998: 2. On the possible connections between the political and the
natural cosmos in Spartan thought, see Ferrari 2008.
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Although Lycurgus thus tempered his civil polity, nevertheless the
oligarchical element in it was still unmixed and dominant, and his
successors, seeing it ‘swelling and foaming’, as Plato [Leg. 3.692a]
says, ‘imposed as it were a curb upon it, namely, the power of the
ephors’. It was about a hundred and thirty years after Lycurgus that
the first ephors, Elatus and his colleagues, were appointed, in the
reign of Theopompus.

This Theopompus, Plutarch continues, was criticised by his wife for re-
linquishing part of his power, but he defended himself by claiming that
by sharing his power with the ephors, he made his power ‘greater, in
that it will last longer’ (‘peiCm pév ovv,’ eingiv, ‘66w ypovimtépay’, Lyc.
7.2).% Lycurgus’ earlier attempt at creating a mixture had consisted in
creating a senate to mediate between the tyrannical tendencies of the
kings and the democratic tendencies of the mob (5.10-14). The later de-
velopment of the ephorate, then, is presented by Plutarch as being in line
with and even as emerging from Lycurgus’ approach, whose ‘wisdom
and foresight’ (copiav kal mpovolav, 7.5) ensured the mindset that ac-
cepted such a change towards an even better mixture. Plutarch points
this out by comparing Sparta, which had Lycurgus as its political har-
moniser and mingler (6 v mwoAteio apuOGAUEVOS Kol KEPAGAS), tO its
neighbours Messenia and Argos, where political chaos (cuvtapd&avrteg)
was caused by the disastrous combination of the kings’ hybris and the
people’s unwillingness to be persuaded (OPpet pev t@dv Pacirémv, ovk
evmefeiq 6¢ 1@V Oylwv, 7.5 [text modified]).

Sparta receives better (yet not uncritical) press in Plato’s Laws than in
the Republic.*® The former dialogue, then, is the obvious Platonic back-
bone of the Lycurgus.* The Laws’ overall benevolent presentation of the

4 By attributing the institution of the ephorate to Theopompus instead of Lycurgus,
Plutarch is following the tradition represented by Aristotle (Pol. 1313a26); there was an
alternative tradition (Xen., Lac. 8), which did include the ephorate among Lycurgus’
institutions.

47 1 follow the reading of the manuscripts, as in the Loeb and Budé; the Teubner
adopts van Herwerden’s conjecture [00k] dneifeig, which yields more or less the same
sense but is unnecessary.

8 On Plato’s ideas on Sparta, see the efficient account of Lévy 2005 and the much
more extensive treatment by De Brasi 2013; cf. also e.g. Morrow 1960: esp. 40—63; Pow-
ell 1994.

4 Helmbold and O’Neil 1959: 58, in a rare interpretative comment accompanying
their list of quotations and references, note that ‘one begins to feel certain that Plut. had
been reading the Leges while working on the Lycurgus’. On Platonism and Platonic ref-
erences in the Lyc., see also Schneeweiss 1979; de Blois and Bons 1995; de Blois 2005a;
2005b; Lane 2013. Stadter 1999 focuses on Resp. and the connection with Plutarch’s
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Spartan mixed constitution squares quite well, as Morrow has suggested,
with the Timaeus’ take on demiurgy and the mixture of the cosmic soul.*
Plutarch nowhere explicitly makes this connection but it is compatible
with what he is doing in the Lycurgus.’' In any case, the Lycurgus shows
that Plutarch’s philosopher king resembles the demiurge and that the har-
monic mixture that he creates recalls the Timaeus-like compromise from
the Phocion rather than the harmony of the Republic.>

Fast-forward to the fourth century BCE. Lycurgus’ cosmos, whose
stability had been confirmed rather than threatened by the introduction
of the ephorate, finally falters under the kingship of Agesilaus.”® His
warlike conduct eventually leads to the defeat of the Spartans at Leuctra
in 371 BCE, followed by almost a decade of Theban reign in Sparta.
After beginning his Agesilaus by explaining how Agesilaus became king
against all odds (Ages. 1—3), Plutarch reminds us of the Lycurgan legacy,
which ensured a mixture in which the kings were at variance with the
ephors and the senate (4.3—4). Agesilaus did not respect this tradition of
beneficent dtapopd but instead cosied up to the ephors and senators (4.5)
and allowed both friends and enemies to get away with anything (5.1-2).
Although he meant well, he unwittingly increased his own power beyond
bounds (4.6, 5.3—4). Plutarch then inserts an authorial comment in the
form of a cosmological observation:

KaBdmep yap ol uoikol TO velKog ofovtal Kai TV &ptv, €1 TV OAwv
g€apebein, otijvarl pev v T ovpavia, tavcachal 08 TAvIov TV
YEVESY Kol Kiviiowv VIO THG TPOg TAVTO TAVTWV APUOVING, 0VTMC

Ages. On Lyc. — Num. and Plutarch’s Sparta, see also Liebert 2016: 77218, although I am
not quite convinced by his central claim that Lycurgus is ‘Plutarch’s literary alter ego’
(8). For Plutarch’s views on the large-scale history of Sparta, see further esp. Tigerstedt
1974: 226264 and cf. Aalders 1982: 38—41; Muccioli 1995: 281; Lucchesi 2014.

50 Morrow 1953a argues that Leg. is Plato’s attempt to introduce the demiurgic model
in politics; cf. also Morrow 1960: 521—543 on Plato’s presentation of the mixed constitu-
tion and its similarities to the account on the cosmic soul in 7im.

S Cf. chapter 1.3 on Plutarch’s combined reading of Tim. and Leg. On Plutarch’s
ideas on the mixed constitution, see Aalders 1982: 36. Cf. O’Meara 2013: 288—289 on the
mixed constitution in Middle Platonic political philosophy.

52 This could have been a way out for Futter 2012, whose struggle to reconcile the
Platonic ideals of Resp. with the Spartan mixed constitution ends in aporia.

3 Cf. Shipley 1997: 24—26; Stadter 1999; but see Liebert 2016: 116 n. 82, 125 (and
Lucchesi 2014: 74-100 goes more or less in the same direction) for a slightly different
view, which depends on @uiotipia as the single positive driving force of Lycurgus’ re-
gime according to Plutarch; on my reading, which continues along the lines of the oth-
er previously cited studies, Lycurgus’ regime represents a balance between ¢ilio. and
@uotipio, which is disrupted during Agesilaus’ reign.
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gowkev 0 AaKoOVIKOG vopoBEtne vmékkavpa ThG Apetic EUParelv
elg TV moMteiav O EIAOVIKOV Kol @IAdTIOV, el Tva Toig dyaboig
Stapopay kol GAday glvar mpodg GAARAovg BovAduevoc: THV yap
dvOvmeikovoav @ AveléykTm yaptv, GpyRV Kai GvaydVIGTOV 0DGOV
ovK OpOMdC opovolav AéyesOat. (Ages. 5.5)

Natural philosophers are of the opinion that, if strife and discord
should be banished from the universe, the heavenly bodies would
stand still, and all generation and motion would cease in consequence
of the general harmony. And so the Spartan lawgiver seems to have
introduced the spirit of ambition and contention into his civil polity
as an incentive to virtue, desiring that good citizens should always be
somewhat at variance and in conflict with one another, and deeming
that complaisance which weakly yields without debate, which knows
no effort and no struggle, to be wrongly called concord.

As with the poOnpartwoi of the Phocion, the label @uoucoi actually
points to a specific figure: Lycurgan demiurgy is connected here with
an Empedoclean cosmos in which friendship and strife both play an es-
sential role and should be in balance.** This is, indeed, how Plutarch
interpreted Empedocles: he equates Empedocles’ friendship and strife
with the rational and irrational parts of the cosmic soul respectively (De
an procr. 1026b; De Is. et Os. 370e; cf. p. 211). Both complete strife (De
facie 926¢) and complete absence of strife (De an. procr. 1025f-1026a;
De Is. et Os. 370d) would make cosmos impossible. And, indeed, while
Plutarch has invoked the Empedoclean cosmos to warn against Agesil-
aus’ removal of all strife through excessive and one-sided friendship, he
ends the cosmological reflection by pointing out that ‘[t]his principle,
however, must not be accepted without some reservations; for excessive
rivalries are injurious to states, and productive of great perils’ (tadrta

3% Contra Shipley 1997: 110, who interprets the term as a general reference to Preso-
cratic philosophers. Bos 1947: 48 (cf. also Flaceli¢re and Chambry 1973: 100 n. 4) is, in a
way, right to point out that, although the language refers to Empedocles, the thought also
seems to include Heraclitus (Luppino Manes in Luppino Manes, Marcone, and Ghilli
1996: 155 n. 27, however, mistakenly points exclusively to Heraclitus). In this regard it
is useful to compare De Is. et Os. 370d (cf. p. 211 for the dualistic context): Heraclitus
declares war to be the father of all things (fr. B§3 DK) and thus opposes Homer, who
wished that strife would vanish (/. 18.107). This comes close to the beginning of this
passage from Ages. In De Is. et. Os., Plutarch goes on to point out that this is one-sided,
since Heraclitus mentions only one pole of the dualistic spectrum here (Plutarch finds the
other pole in fr. Bg4 DK). He subsequently turns to Empedocles, whose friendship and
strife account for both poles. Both poles are also implicitly present in the passage from
Ages.
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HEV 0DV 0DK av oBTmC TIC ATADS cuyOpNoelEy: ol yap VrepPolal TdV
QULOVIKIDV YOAETOL TOAG TOAESL KOl LEYAAOVS KIVOUVOLS £XOVOL, 5.7):
in a moMteia as in the cosmos @uAio and veikog, rest and motion, should
both be present and in balance.

This last remark announces Agesilaus’ veering from Scylla to Cha-
rybdis: in the rest of the biography is little about excessive friendship
and a lot about excessive strife. The reference to Empedoclean cosmol-
ogy thus underpins Plutarch’s exploration of excessive @uiov(e)ikia
and @uhotipia, which is a major theme in the Agesilaus — Pompey pair.>
Shortly after the cosmological reflection, for instance, Plutarch relates
how Agesilaus became increasingly annoyed by the popularity and in-
fluence of his former lover Lysander. To curb Lysander’s power, Agesi-
laus demoted him to royal meat carver. Lysander understandably held a
grudge after that but he died before he could act on it. If not, ‘he would
have brought about a great disturbance [literally: motion] in conse-
quence of this quarrel’ (ueydinv av drepydoacHot Kivnot €k tadTng g
dwapopadg, Ages. 8.4; cf. Lys. 23).%°

35 See Hillman 1994: esp. 272—279; Shipley 1997: 12—13; Bearzot 2005; Trego 2013;
Nevin 2014: esp. 46—49. On prhovikio and eihovewcio (and the difficulty and general use-
lessness of distinguishing between the two), see Shipley 1997: 71—72; Duff 1999b: 83;
Pelling 2002d: 341, 345 n. 24; Stadter 2015i: 271—273; Lucchesi 2014: 64 n. 2. On
euoTia, see p. 50. For Ages. 5.5 quoted above, I have followed the Teubner, which pre-
fers 10 eUAOVIKOV KOl @ILOTIHOV over the varia lectio TO uhdTIOV Kol erAdvewkov. Duff
1999b: 83 n. 38 prefers the latter alternative here (while rightly pointing out that it matters
very little); this is plausible since Plutarch is clearly playing with the connection between
veikog and @ilov(e)kia. On the other hand, tO e1AOvIKOV Kal eLoTov could be an echo
of what Plato says about timocracy in Resp. 8.548¢ (prhovikiot Kol UAOTILioL).

¢ In the other half of the Ages. — Pomp. pair, the establishment of the First Trium-
virate provides an elegant element of cVykpiolg, which suggests the relevance of the
Empedoclean model for the entire two-life book. Pomp. 47.3: 1| yap domep év oKAQEL
TG ATOKAIGELS Emavicodoa ThG TOAE®G 1oyVg €ig v cuveAbodoa Kol yevopuévn pia v
TAVTO TPAYLOTO KOTOGTAGIACOOAV Kol KATafaAoDeaV AvovToy®VIGTOV POTTV ET0INGEY.
0 yodv Kdtov tovg Aéyovtag vmd tiig Votepov yevouévng mpoc Kaicapo IMopmnio
SLpopdic AVATPOTTVOL TNV TOAY AUOPTAVEY EAEYEV QUTIOUEVOVS TO TELELTATOV: OV Yap
TNV 0Tdoty 00OE TNV ExOpav, AALL TNV GUGTAGLY KAl TV OPLOVOLAY aVTMV Tf] TOAEL KOKOV
wpdTov YevésHot kol péyiotov. (‘For those opposing forces which, as in a vessel, pre-
vented the city from rocking to and fro, were united into one, thereby giving to faction an
irresistible momentum that overpowered and overthrew everything. At all events, Cato,
when men said that the state had been overturned by the quarrel which afterwards arose
between Caesar and Pompey, declared that they wrongly laid the blame on what had
merely happened last; for it was not their discord nor yet their enmity, but their concord
and harmony which was the first and greatest evil to befall the city.”) On the corrupting
influence of Lysander on the Spartan regime and the connection with Lys., see Hamilton
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Another life yields another example of how the Empedoclean mod-
el can serve to explain strife getting out of hand. The Hellenistic ruler
Demetrius Poliorcetes, the son of the diadochus Antigonus, and his Ro-
man counterpart Mark Antony have the dubious honour of being the only
protagonists in the Lives who are explicitly introduced as negative exam-
ples (Demetr. 1).”” Plutarch starts his sketch of the geopolitical context in
which Demetrius operated with a description of what happened after the
death of Alexander, whom we encountered earlier as a demiurgic figure:

énel &, domep &v 10ic Eumedoxiéovg otoryeiolg o tO VeElkog
EVEDTL dL0pOoPa. TPOG AAANAL. Kol TOAEUOC, LAAAOV & TOTC AAANA®V
antopévolg Kol meralovoty, o0Tm TOV Tao1 T0ig AAEEAVIPOL d100dY01G
POG AAAAOLG dvTo GuveyT] TOAEHOV 01 TAOV TPAYUATOV Kol TV
TOM®V GUVAPELOL TPOG EVIOVG EMOIOVV EMUPAVESTEPOV KOl UAAAOV
g€ékqov, domep Avtiyove 1ote Tpog [Itodepoiov [...]. (Demetr. 5.1)

But just as among the elements of the universe, according to Empe-
docles, strife produces mutual dissension and war, particularly among
those elements which touch or lie near one another, so the continuous
wars which the successors of Alexander waged against one another
were aggravated and more inflamed in some cases by the close prox-
imity of interests and territories, as at this time in the case of Antigo-
nus and Ptolemy. [tr. modified*®]

Demetrius is drawn into his father’s conflict with Ptolemy and, more
generally speaking, into an atmosphere that is all veikog and no @uiia:
there is a lack of cosmic balance. This at least raises the question of
how much of Demetrius’ badness is due to his milieu. Like Antony, he
was what Plato called a great nature (Resp. 6.491d—¢): both men ‘bore
most ample testimony to the truth of Plato’s saying that great natures
exhibit great vices also, as well as great virtues’ (LaAiota 61 t@® [TAdT®VL
LOPTUPNGAVTOV, OTL Kol Kakiog Leyahag OGTEP APETAS ol LEYAANL PVGELS

1992: 4215—4218, focusing on the episode under discussion; cf. also, more generally, Duff
1997; Mossé 1999; Bearzot 2005; Lucchesi 2014: 101-115; Trego 2014; Stadter 2015h.

57 See Duff 1999b: 4549, 53-65, 115; cf. Wardman 1974: 32—36, 49—78; Candau
Moron 1999a; Duff 2004.

% The Loeb text and translation follow two manuscripts that suggest (the one in
margine, the other as a correction) reading ot 10 veikog kol v @kiav. This is obviously
the work of a reader who spotted the Empedoclean reference but missed the Plutarchan
point, which is precisely that there was only veikog/morepog in this post-Alexandrian
environment. On the connection between Empedocles’ veiikog and Heraclitus’ moAepog,
see De Is. et Os. 370d—<¢.
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Ekpépovot, Demetr. 1.7).> As Duff argues, Plutarch seems to think that
Demetrius’ edouia (Demetr. 4.5, 20.2) has ‘been perverted through a bad
environment’.%

Agesilaus, however, seemed to create and foster this bad environment
rather than to undergo it. The third act of Plutarch’s Spartan story, subse-
quently, tells of a desperate attempt to turn the corrupted Spartan society
back in the direction of Lycurgus’ constitution. The Spartan rulers Agis
and Cleomenes, who are joined by Tiberius and Gaius Gracchus in an
atypical, four-life book of Parallel Lives,*' are presented as conscious
imitators of Lycurgus (Agis 6.2, 19.7; Cleom. 10.2; Comp. Ag., Cleom. et
Gracch. 5.3; cf. Cleom. 18.2 for Cleomenes’ imitation of Lycurgus and
Solon).®* However, Plutarch comments, ‘with Lycurgus no other Greek
1s worthy to be compared’ (GAALG AvkoOpy® pEV ovd’ dArog Ti¢ EAAMvev
nopafintog ovdeic, Comp. Ag., Cleom. et Gracch. 5.4; cf. Lyc. 31.3). The
question remains where Agis and Cleomenes went wrong. Perhaps they
were, as Pelling suggests, ‘over-inspired by a grand idea’,** thus almost
ironically failing the demiurgic compromise model by trying too hard to
achieve it.

Another statesman who at least tried to compare to Lycurgus can be
encountered on the side of Athens in the heat of the Persian wars. Aris-
tides, who ‘admired and emulated, above all other statesmen, Lycurgus
the Lacedaemonian’ ((hZAmoag 6¢ koi Oavpdcog LdAote TdV TOMTIKOV
avopadv Avkobpyov TOv Aakedooviov, Arist. 2.1), was called ‘the Just’
(tov Aikanov, 6.2).% This most kingly name, Plutarch adds, was not pop-
ular among kings:

0 1@V Paciémv Kol Tupavvev ovdeig énAmaoev, dAla IToAlopkntal
kol Kepavvol kai Nikdrtopeg, &vior & Aegtol kai Tépakeg Eyaipov
TPOGAyopevoOEVOL, TNV And TS Plog Kol THe duvdpeme o¢ Eotke
HaAlov fj TNV amd TG Apetiic 06&av Ayomdvteg. Kaitol 10 O€iov,
® YMyovtar cuvolkelodv Koi Guvapopoody £0mTolc, TPIct SoKel
Srapépetv, dpbopoie kol duvapel kol apetfi. GV kol cepvoTaTov 1
apetn kol Oerotatov éotv: (Arist. 6.2—3)

5 On Plutarch’s interpretation of Plato’s take on great natures, see Bucher-Isler
1972: 80-81; Duff 1999a; 1999b: 49, 207—208.

8 Duff 1999b: 49.

1 See Roskam 2011b.

2" Cleomenes’ imitation of Lycurgus may be seen as partly channelled through Agis,
whom he also imitated (Cleom. 1.3, 3.2—4).

8 Pelling 2004: 91 (original emphasis).

6 Aristides, in turn, is one of the statesmen imitated by Phocion (Phoc. 7.5-6).
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This no kings or tyrants ever coveted, nay, they rejoiced to be sur-
named ‘Besiegers’, or ‘Thunderbolts’, or ‘Conquerors’, and some
‘Eagles’, or ‘Hawks’, cultivating the reputation which is based on
violence and power, as it seems, rather than on virtue. And yet divin-
ity, to which such men are eager to adapt and conform themselves, is
believed to have three elements of superiority,—incorruption, power,
and virtue; and the most reverend, the divinest of these, 1s virtue.

The other two elements of superiority — dpOapcio and dOvapug — are both
beneath and above human capability. The purely physical world partakes
of these aspects: vacuum and the four elements are indestructible, while
natural disasters exhibit power (6.3). They are not available, however,
to humans (6.5). We should distinguish, then, between a good and a
misguided brand of opoiwoig 6ed: the good kind imitates divine virtue,
while the misguided kind tries to imitate divine power and immortality.
The introduction to On Isis and Osiris provides a more theoretical an-
alogue of this argument: human longing for god (Bgi6tnt0g dpelig, De
Is. et Os. 351¢) should consist in trying to imitate knowledge, since it is
god’s knowledge, not his powerful thunder and lightning (351d) nor his
immortality (351¢) that makes him blessed.®

As a staunch aristocrat, however, Aristides apparently did not imitate
Lycurgus’ enthusiasm for the mixed constitution. This aspect of his por-
trayal pitches him against the democratic Themistocles (cf. Arist. 2.1).%
The demiurgic model, then, is absent from the Aristides. In the Dion —
Brutus, however, we do find it combined with opoimoig Oed. In a way
the Dion — Brutus is the most obviously Platonic pair of lives, as Plutarch
announces right from the start:®’

[...] 0 p&v avt® IMAdtovi TAncidoac, 0 0& 1ol AOYOLS EVIPAPELS
toig [TAdtwvog, domep €k pag dpunoav AUEOTEPOL TAAAICTPOG
€Ml TOLG peYIoTOVE AydVOC. Kol TO uEV Ouota ToAA Kol AdeApa
mpacovtag paptopficot T® Kadnyepdve Thg dpetic, Tl 01 ppovnoet
Koi O1KooGsvv SUVApLY €L TO aTO Kol TOYNV GLVEADETY, Tva kKOAAOG
dpo kol péyebog ai moAtikal tpdéelg AaPwotv, ob Bavuactov E0Tv.
(Dion 1.2-3)

Dion was an immediate disciple of Plato, while Brutus was nour-
ished on the doctrines of Plato. Both therefore set out from one train-
ing-school, as it were, to engage in the greatest struggles. And we

% On political opoinoig 0@, cf. Centrone 2000: 578—580; O’Meara 2013: 285-287.
Cf. also Van der Stockt 2012.

% Cf. Marincola 2012: 93 n. 9.

7 For a philosophically attentive reading of the pair, see Dillon 20r10.
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need not wonder that, in the performance of actions that were often
kindred and alike, they bore witness to the doctrine of their teacher in
virtue, that wisdom and justice must be united with power and good
fortune if public careers are to take on beauty as well as grandeur.

The two protagonists’ close association with Platonism® leads to, as
Dillon puts it, ‘an adaptation to the “real world™’ of Plato’s philosopher
king.® The demiurgic model is announced by Plutarch’s suggestion that
the gist of Plato’s teaching is that rationality should not suppress the
non-rational but should join forces with it to yield a good result.” The
demiurge makes his real entrance when we read about Dion’s attempt
to instil this Platonic political doctrine in the son of the Sicilian tyrant
Dionysius I:”!

TOV 8’ VoV avtod kabdmep elpnror StoAelmPnuévov dmaidevciq
Kol cvvretpypévoy 1o 10og 6 Alov Opdv, Topekdiel TPOC moudeioy
tpanécBot Kol dendijvan 100 TPAOTOL TV PIAOCOP®V TTACHY 0ENGLY,
ENOETY e1¢ ZikeMav, EAOOVTLOE TapACyETY ADTOV, OTMC dtokocun0elc TO
n0oc gic apetnv Aoy, Koi TpdC TO OE10TATOV APOLOIOOELC TaPASEYLLOL
TV VIOV Kol KIAMGTOV, M TO Tdv fyouuéve meldopevoy &€ dxoopiog
KOGLOC £€0TL, TOAANV HEV EDSALUOVIOY EAVTG UNYOVIGETOL, TOAMV O
101G TOAlTOUG, OG0 VOV v aBupia 6101koDGL TPOG AVAYKNV THS APYTC,
TaDTO, COEPOGVHVI KOi O1KOOGUVI LET’ ELUEVEING TOTPOVOUOVUEVOLS
TAPOoYDV, Kol YeVOUEVOS PacIAeds £k Tupdvvov. (Dion 10.1-3)

This tyrant’s son, as I have said, Dion saw to be dwarfed and de-
formed in character from his lack of education, and therefore exhort-
ed him to apply himself to study, and to use every entreaty with the
first of philosophers to come to Sicily, and, when he came, to become
his disciple, in order that his character might be regulated by the prin-
ciples of virtue, and that he might be conformed to that divinest and

8 Cf. Wardman 1974: 213—214; Swain 1990: 201—203; Beneker 2012: 89—90. Cf. also
Sedley 1997 on how (Plutarch’s presentation of) Brutus’ Platonic ethics (as distinguished
from the Stoicism that is sometimes attributed to him) squares with his decision to kill
Caesar.

% Dillon 2010: 90

70 Cf. Opsomer 2011a: 159—-168, who discusses Plutarch’s views on virtue and fortune
in the Dion and shows how these fit into the framework of De virt. mor.

" On the historiographical and biographical aspects of Plutarch’s treatment of Di-
on’s Platonism and Plato’s involvement in Syracusan politics, see Porter 1952: 70—78;
Muccioli 1995: 277-279, 283—284; de Blois 1997; 1999; Candau Moron 1999b; Dreher in
Dreher, Scardigli, and Fabrini 2000: 88—115; Mossé 2006. Cf. also Max. cum princ. 777a;
Non posse 10977b; De lat. viv. 1129¢; Adv. Col. 1126b—d; Timol. 1.1.
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most beautiful model of all being, in obedience to whose direction the
universe issues from disorder into order; in this way he would procure
great happiness for himself, and great happiness for his people, and
that obedience which they now rendered dejectedly and under the
compulsion of his authority, this his moderation and justice would
base upon goodwill and a filial spirit, and he would become a king
instead of a tyrant.

This take on opoimoig Oed recalls the passage from On God's Slowness
to Punish (550d—e) at the beginning of this book. There, too, Plutarch
opts to conflate the demiurge and the paradigm: together they constitute
the intelligible realm that accounts for the transition from chaos to cos-
mos.”? Through opoiwocic Oed the ruler can become a demiurge himself
and create cosmos both in his own soul and in the state.” In this way, the
ruler can be seen as a cosmic middleman: by assimilating himself to the
divine paradigm that creates cosmos, he becomes himself a cosmos-cre-
ating paradigm of sorts.

The utter failure of Dion’s attempt to make Dionysius II adopt a de-
miurgic model draws attention to a problem that was often on Plutarch’s
mind when he thought about the political reality of his own time.”* Un-
like Plato, he was aware of the possibility that the philosopher and the
ruler might not be the same person and that philosopher kingship might
have to be a kind of team effort, with the philosopher in an advisory
role.”” While it is obvious that the ruler Dionysius II had a blamewor-
thy, unwieldy tyrannical nature,’® at least part of the failure lay with
his philosophical advisor Dion. While the plan to let the ruler imitate
the cosmos-inducing persuasiveness of the demiurge was theoretically
sound, Dion mistakenly believed that Dionysius would be persuaded by
philosophy in the first place. Taking his inspiration from the Platonic

2 The general reference to Tim. in Dion 10.1-3 is noted by e.g. Porter 1952: 57.
Flaceliére and Chambry 1978: 27 n. 1 (cf. Muccioli in Dreher, Scardigli, and Fabrini
2000: 178 n. 75) also point to the form of the good from Resp. Plutarch would no doubt
agree with this equivalence (cf. p. 327), but the cosmogonic aspect of the passage makes
it clear that 7im. is the main intertext here.

3 The combination of happiness for the philosophically inspired ruler and happiness
for his people possibly echoes Pl. [?], Ep. 7.327c.

" For an analysis of Dion’s failure, see Pelling 2004: 91—97. The rejection of the
demiurgic model in particular may be gleaned from Dionysius’ growing aversion, af-
ter a brief stint of excessive enthusiasm (Dion 13.4), for geometry (14.3); cf. Opsomer
2011a: 165-166.

5 Cf. Bonazzi 2012: 154 on the Dion and Roskam 2002 on the centrality of the issue
in Plutarch’s political thought.

6 Cf. Beneker 2012: 87-102.
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Letters — Plutarch had no doubts about their authenticity (cf. p. 24 n. 16)
— Plutarch makes us wonder about the reasons for Dion’s failure. Most
obviously, Dion picked the wrong person to turn into a philosopher king:
the Seventh Letter (351c—) leaves no doubt about that (cf. Max. cum
princ. 779b—). However, Plutarch also refers to the admonition to Dion
which comes at the end of the Fourth Letter:

evhopod 8¢ kol Ot SOKglg TIoW svégscrspoag 0D npocmcovrog
OepamenTikdC stvar- un ovv AavOavéte og Ot S Tod apacsz TO1G
avOpomolc Kol 10 mpdrttewv otiv, 11 6’ awbddeln Epnuig cHVOLKOG.
evtoyet. (PL. [?], Ep. 4.321b—)

Remember that some persons think you are not sufficiently obliging;
don’t forget that one must please men if one would do anything with
them, whereas self-will is fit only for solitude. Good luck!

Plutarch realises that this admonition must have been voiced at a time
when Dion had relinquished his role as advisor and had taken matters
into his own hands: he appropriately quotes it when dealing with that
phase of Dion’s life at Dion 52.5. However, he also refers to it before dis-
cussing Dion’s advisory role (8.4; cf. 17.3).”” Throughout his life, Dion
was not at all concerned with what is 160 (8.1), and his character was
marked by conceit and harshness (&ykov [...] koi Tpaydtnta, 8.27%). His
seriousness repelled the mob and drove them into the arms of a politician
who, as opposed to Dion, did know that he had to take y&p1g into account
to be mBavdg (32.4).

Near the end of the Life, Dion, who once tried to turn a tyrant into a
king (10.3), tries to turn democracy into a mixed constitution after Spar-
tan (and Cretan) model (53.4). Did he, by combining democracy and
kingship, finally become a successful political demiurge? We will never
know. Soon after taking this new course, Dion, who had a knack for
making bad friends (Comp. Dion. et Brut. 4.7-8), was betrayed by his
trustees and murdered (Dion 57.1-4).

Brutus’ eventual downfall was different. On the whole, his high-mind-
edness is presented as more pleasing to the mob than Dion’s (cf. Brut. 1.3,
29.3).”” His endeavour to save Roman democracy, however, was mis-

7 Cf. Cor. 15.4; Comp. Alc. et Cor. 3.3; Praec. ger. reip. 808d.

8 For dykoc and its negative connotations (which often distinguish it from cepvotg)
in the Lives, see Wardman 1974: 63—64; Roskam 2014b: esp. 518. Similarly negative is
av0adeta, which Plutarch also quotes from the Platonic letter (Dion 52.6; cf. 8.1, 8.4,
15.2); cf. e.g. Praec. ger. reip. 823a.

" Cf. Moles 2017: 1: ‘Brutus’ philosophy was not dour and implacable, but rather
tempered by humanity and grace: in P[lutarch]’s portrayal of Brutus-@iAdcopog there are



CHAPTER 4 POLITICS 155

guided and went against the cosmic plan. Brutus failed because some
crucial information about a battle that his troops had won did not come
through:

GAAL TOV TPOYUATOV OG E01KEV OVKETL TOAAOIG GVI®V KOOEKTDV,
aAAL povapyiog deopévayv, O B¢ EE<ay>ayelv Kol LETAGTHGOL TOV
HOVoV EUmoddV Ovta T® KPOTEWV SLVOUEVE PBOVAOUEVOG, ATEKOWE
myv TOMV €kelvny, Kaimep €yyvtdtom tod un Aabelv tov Bpodtov
apuopévny. (Brut. 47.7)

But since, as it would seem, the government of Rome could no longer
be a democracy, and a monarchy was necessary, Heaven, wishing to
remove from the scene the only man who stood in the way of him who
was able to be sole master, cut off from Brutus the knowledge of that
good fortune, although it very nearly reached him in time.

Terms such as 0gdc, daipwv, and toyn are generally used rather loosely
in the Lives (cf. p. 180 n. 48). Nevertheless, this seems to be one of those
large-scale developments — starting with the providential emergence of
Caesar (Comp. Dion. et Brut. 2.2) — that Plutarch decidedly attributes to
providence and not to chance.* Even the statesman who is an excellent
imitator of the demiurge does not always know what is best for the cos-
mos. That is reserved for the real demiurge.

We have encountered several statesmen who imitated or were com-
pared to the demiurge. All of them fell short of this demiurgic model.
Even Lycurgus’ cosmos left room for improvement and did not turn out
to be eminently stable. That is not necessarily criticism on Plutarch’s
part as much as a philosophical necessity. Assimilation to god is always
incomplete. It is always auwoyénwg (De sera num. 550d), always Kotd
10 dvvatov (PL., Tht. 176b). A perfectly executed mixture is the work of
a god, not of a human. Plutarch, accordingly, gives his failing demiurges
the praise they deserve. He writes his Lives ‘tenderly defending human
nature for producing no character which is absolutely good and indisput-
ably set towards virtue’ (aidovpévoug vEp THg avOpwmivig pvoeme, &l
KAAOV 0088V gikticpiveg 008’ dvoppioPrntov gic dpetiv 100g Yeyovog
anodidwowv, Cim. 2.5; cf. De an. procr. 1026¢). After all, all humans, even

few of the reservations or signs of alienation so well documented in the Cato minor by
Babut 167-89 [i.e. Babut 1969b], and evident also in the parallel to the Brutus, the rather
scrappy and unsatisfactory Dion’; a tad more cynically but to the same effect, Swain
1990: 197: ‘In Brutus Plutarch seems to avoid tracing the unfortunate consequences of
Brutus’ insistence on principle in politics, as he does not in Cato Minor, partly because
Brutus is an adherent of the Academy rather than the Stoa.’

80 Swain 1989b: 291.
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the most awesome demiurgic statesmen, are themselves the products of
a demiurgic compromise — the compromise of divine rationality with
pre-existing irrationality that made the cosmos possible.

3. The ruler and the sun: To an Uneducated Ruler

In the Phocion, the ruler was compared both to the demiurge and to the
sun. The same thing goes for Alexander the Great. Shortly after the allu-
sion to demiurgy in On the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander, which I
discussed in the previous section, Plutarch turns to sun imagery:®!

el 0& un Toyémg O Oedpo KatomEuyag TV AAEEAVOPOL YoV
dvekarécoto daipwv, €ic dv vopoc Gmoviog avOpdmove Slwkeito
Kol TpOG €V dikalov d¢ TPOG KooV EMEPAETOV POC. VOV OE TG Y1
dviAov pépog Eustvev, doov ALEEaVSpov ovk gidev. (De Alex. Magn.
fort. 330d—e)

But if the deity that sent down Alexander’s soul into this world of
ours had not recalled him quickly, one law would govern all mankind,
and they all would look toward one rule of justice as though toward a
common source of light. But as it is, that part of the world which has
not looked upon Alexander has remained without sunlight.

Once again, however, Plutarch does not spell out the precise connection
between the sun imagery and the demiurgic imagery. For that we can turn
to the incomplete treatise 7o an Uneducated Ruler, in which Plutarch
does not, despite what the title says, address a specific uneducated ruler
but argues generally that a ruler should be philosophically educated.®
More specifically, one of the questions at the centre of Plutarch’s atten-
tion is: who or what should the good ruler imitate?

81 Cf. also De Alex. Magn. fort. 333e: Kapm®dV PEV Yap edQOpiay e0Kpacio Totel kai
AETTOTNG TOV MEPIEXOVTOG AEPOG, TEXVDV O Kal eOoemV dyaddv adénotv edpévela Kol
Ty kol eriovOpomio Paciiémg Exkaieitat. (‘For a good climate and a lightness of the
surrounding air produces a bountiful harvest; and likewise the favour, esteem, and benig-
nity shown by a king evokes a rich increase in the arts and in men of talent.”)

8 Hartman 1916: 472: ‘Hic vero titulus [i.e. Ad principem ineruditum], quamvis mi-
nus sit verbosus multo est ineptior [sc. compared to Max. cum princ.]; tam parum enim
argumento quod tractatur respondet ut ab ipso Plutarcho ipso libello nomen inditum esse
vix sit credibile. Nam nihil aliud demonstratur quam hoc: principem philosophum esse
debere.” Cf. also Hartman 1912: 65; Cuvigny 1984: 27. This does not mean that lack of
education is not a topic in the treatise: the dangers of lack of education are duly noted (4d
princ. iner. 780a, 782¢; cf. Cuvigny 1984: 29).
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The first two paragraphs of the work set out two preliminary points,
which, taken together, will provide the key to answering that question.
In the first paragraph, Plutarch points out that the good ruler deliberately
limits his own power: rulers (dpyovteg) should ‘accept reason as a ruler’
(tov yap Aoyov domep dpyovia mapadéEacbat, Ad princ. iner. 779¢).%
The Loeb translation actually adds a few more words: ‘accept reason
as a ruler over them’ (emphasis added). I think, however, that Plutarch
deliberately does not specify whether reason rules the ruler or functions
as a co-ruler at this point, which is further suggested by his calling rea-
son whpedpog kail eOAaS to the ruler (779f) — again both possibilities are
accounted for.** This ambiguity will be important later in the treatise.

The second paragraph introduces different facets of imitation and
once again we have to recognise an ambiguity that will turn out to be
eminently fitting. First, Plutarch points out that foolish rulers imitate
(upodvrar) unskilful sculptors who think that their colossi are success-
ful if they give them a fierce and muscled exterior (779f). Immediately
after this, these foolish rulers are said to be ‘not at all different from
colossal statues which have a heroic and godlike form on the outside,
but inside are full of clay, stone, and lead’ (003’ 6T10DV TGV KOAOGGIKADY
dpEpovTeG AvopLavtwy, ol TV EEmbev NpmiknVv kol Beompent] popenyv
Exovteg €viog eiot yNig peotol kal AiBov kai poAifdov, 780a), the only
difference being that the rulers are less stable than the colossi (780a—b).*
Plutarch has abruptly shifted from comparing ruler and sculptor to
comparing ruler and sculpture. This makes sense when we are told that
the ruler ‘must regulate his own soul and establish his own character’
(katevdHVavTa THY YoV Kol ketaotodpevoy T §0oc, 780b): the ruler
can be compared both to the sculptor and to the sculpture because he is
effectively sculpting himself.

This comparison of ruling and sculpting is the first level of imitation
at play in this paragraph (the ruler should not imitate the unskilful sculp-
tor / bad sculpture). Since the sculpting of cult statues itself involves
an act of imitation, there is also an imitation on the level of the tertium
comparationis (the unskilful sculptor / bad sculpture imitates x, hence
the ruler should not imitate x). What we learn about this is that, as un-
skilled sculptors deem themselves successful if they craft a ‘heroic and
godlike’ (Npwknv kai Oconpenty) exterior, foolish rulers think that they

8 An anecdote involving the Spartan king Theopompus is told both here (Ad princ.
iner. 779¢) and in Lyc. 7.2.

8 For the combination napedpoc kai @OXa&, cf. Lyc. 3.3; Per. 22.2; De Pyth. or. 402d.

8 See Meyer 1996 on the kind of statues invoked in this passage. Cf. Praec. ger.
reip. 820f for another go at the comparison between rulers and statues in terms of stabil-
ity. Stability has already been mentioned as a key element of good rule in Ad princ. iner.

779¢.
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are imitating the loftiness and solemnity of rulership (&ykov 1yepoviag
Kol ceuvotnto ppeicOot, 780a%) through intimidating fierceness. That
Nyepovia should be understood here first and foremost (though not ex-
lusively) as divine rulership is suggested by the reference to heroes and
gods and the mention of imitation (the ruler would not need to imitate
aspects of human rulership). Rather, divine rulership is what both the
sculptor and the ruler are trying to imitate.

This self-sculpting is a necessary condition for good rulership: the
ruler has to establish dpyr| in himself to be able to ‘make his subjects fit
his pattern’ (cuvoppdttely 10 vankoov, 780b). This introduces yet an-
other level of imitation with which we will have to reckon when read-
ing the rest of the work: sculpting both himself and others, the ruler
should also be a paradigm for others to imitate. In this sense, the ruler
1s like a rule (kavav), which, by being straight, straightens things ‘when
they are fitted to it and laid alongside it’ (tfj TpO¢ adTOV £Qapuroyn kol
napabécel cuveEopoidy, 780b). After briefly employing this new image
of the kavdv, which more readily explains the level of imitation at hand,
Plutarch connects this to the image of stable statues and drives his point
home: ‘one who is falling cannot hold others up, nor can one who is ig-
norant teach, nor the uncultivated impart culture, nor the disorderly make
order, nor can he rule who is under no rule’ (oVte yap mintoviog Eotiv
0pBodV 0VTE S16ACKEY AyVOoODVTOC 0VTE KOGUETV AKOGLODVTOG 1) TATTEWY
AtoKTodVTOC 1| dpyev un apyouévov, 780b).

The first two paragraphs of 7o an Uneducated Ruler have conveyed
(1) that the ruler should establish Adyog as (co-)ruler and (2) that the
ruler should not imitate the unskilful sculptor and the colossus by only
imitating (and providing a paradigm for further imitation of) divinity
through externals. The third paragraph brings these two issues togeth-
er and places them within a cosmological framework.®” The three in-
tact paragraphs that follow (§ 4—6) place more specific political issues
within that framework. The last paragraph (§ 7), which makes the point
that having political power makes it impossible to conceal vice, does not
make the connection with the framework but this may be due to our text
breaking off before the point is fully made.®

The third paragraph shows that, as the first paragraph suggested,
we should not choose between Adyoc ruling the ruler and Adyog being a

% On Oykog see p. 154 n. 78.

87 Contra Frerichs 1929: 45—46, who finds the repetition of the images involving stat-
ues and the sun rather clumsy. As Cuvigny 1984: 28—29 rightly points out, repetition
serves to reaffirm an important idea.

8 The point made in that incomplete paragraph would square perfectly, for instance,
with the image of the sun being unable to hide. This image is connected to rulership by
e.g. Dio Chrysostom, Or: 3.11; Seneca, De clem. 1.8.4-5.
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co-ruler: since the ruler is ruled by an &uyvyoc dv €v adtd® Adyog (780c).
This Adyog is both living together with him and guarding him (cuvowk®v
Kol TopaPLAATTOV, 780C ~ Tapedpog kai euAas, 779f). It is Adyog that
incites the ruler to carry out the wishes of god and to administer his gifts
(780c—d).

Opdg TOV VYod TOVY’ dmelpov aibépa,
Kol YTy mEPLE Exov’ VYOG &v dykdloug;

0 p&v xobinow apydG GTEPUATOV TPOOKOVI®V Vi & avadidwoty,
abEetan 0 T PEV OuPpotc Ta &’ AvENOLS T & AoTPOolC EmBUATOUEVL
Kol oeAnVI, KoouEl 8 fjAlog dmavto Kol iot TodTo o1 10 Tap’ avTtod
QIATPOV YKEPAVVLGLY. GAAL TGV TOOVTMOV Kol THAIKOLT®V O Beol
xapifovtar dvpov kKol Gyabdv ovk £0TV ATOANLGLS O0VOE YPTioLg
op0T Siyo vopov kol dikng kol dpyovrog. dikn pev odV VOHOL TEAOG
€oti, vopog o’ dpyovtog &pyov, dpymv O’ eikwv OBgod tod TMhvVTO
Koopodvtog, ov detdiov dedpevog mAdttovtog ovde [ToAvkAgitov kol
Mvpwvog, GAL™ adTOG aDTOV €1¢ OpotdTNTA Oe® 01’ APETHC KaboTAG
Kol dNuovpy®dv dyalpdtwmv 0 fidietov 0pofval kai Beonpenéotatov.
olov &’ iAoV &v oDpov( TEPIKAAAES EIdmAOV EavTod Kol GEARVIV O
0g0¢ €vidpuoe, To10DTOV €V TOAEGL pipnua Kol e&éyyoc apywv ‘0ote
Beovdng evdwiog avéynotr’, Tovtéott Beod AdOYov Exmv, dtdvolay,
00 OKNTTOV 0LOE KEPALVOV 0VOE Tplotvay, O &viol TAATTOVCLY
£0VTOVG KOl YPAPOLGL T® AVEPTKT® TO100VTES EMiPOOVOV TO AvONTOV-
vepeos@ yop O 0g0g TOIC AMOUILOVUEVOLS PBPOVTAG Kol KEPAVVOLG
Kol dxtvoPoriag, Tovg 0 v apetnv {nAodvtag avtod Koi mpog
T0 KOAOV Kol QIAAVOp®ITOV ApOUO10DVTOG £00VTOVE MOOUEVOS ODEEL
Kol HETadIdmOt THG Tepl avToV vvouiog Kol dikng kal aindeiag Kol
TPAOTNTOG" OV O£1dTEPOV 0V TP £0TIV OV PAG 00y, A0V SpOLOG 0VK
avartoAal Kot SOGELS AoTPp®V 0V TO Aidlov Kai afdvatov. oV Yap ypovm
CoMg 0 0e0¢ evdaipmy GAAL THG APETG TO ApyovTL: ToDTO Yap Ociov
€0TL, KAAOV &’ aTHG Kol TO apyouevov. (Ad princ. iner. 780d—781a
[text modified])

Dost thou behold this lofty, boundless sky

Which holds the earth enwrapped in soft embrace? [Eur. fr.
941.1-2 TrGF]

The sky sends down the beginnings of the appropriate seeds, and the
earth causes them to sprout up; some are made to grow by showers
and some by winds, and some by the warmth of stars and moon; but
it is the sun which adorns all things and mingles in all things what
men call the ‘love charm’ which is derived from himself. But these
gifts and blessings, so excellent and so great, which the gods bestow
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cannot be rightly enjoyed nor used without law and justice and a rul-
er. Now justice is the aim and end of law, but law is the work of the
ruler, and the ruler is the image of God who orders all things. Such a
ruler needs no Pheidias nor Polycleitus nor Myron to model him, but
by his virtue he forms himself in the likeness of God and thus creates
a statue most delightful of all to behold and most worthy of divinity.
Now just as in the heavens God has established as a most beautiful
image of himself the sun and the moon, such an image and lumi-
nary in states is a ruler ‘who in God’s likeness Righteous decisions
upholds’ [Hom., Od. 19.109, 111], that is to say, one who possesses
god’s wisdom, namely reasoning, not a lightning strike or thunderbolt
or trident, with which attributes some rulers represent themselves in
sculpture and painting, thus causing their folly to arouse hostile feel-
ings, because they claim what they cannot attain. For God visits his
wrath upon those who imitate his thunders, lightnings, and sunbeams,
but with those who emulate his virtue and make themselves like unto
his goodness and mercy he is well pleased and therefore causes them
to prosper and gives them a share of his own equity, justice, truth, and
gentleness, than which nothing is more divine,—nor fire, nor light,
nor the course of the sun, nor the risings and settings of the stars,
nor eternity and immortality. For God enjoys felicity, not through the
length of his life, but through the ruling quality of his virtue; for this is
divine; and excellent also is that part of virtue which submits to rule.
[tr. modified®]

The ruler and the sun are both images of the demiurge (eik®v 60D 10D
TavTo KOoUoDVTOoG, 781¢; eidmwlov eavtod, 781f).”° Both receive and dis-
tribute divine gifts. The presentation of opoiwoig Oed in this passage (gig
opoldtrTa Be®, TPOC TO KAAOV Kol IAAVOpwToV dpopotodvtag) recalls
the discussion of the Lives. As in the Dion, the ruler — a cosmic mid-
dleman — does not only make himself better by imitating god, but also
makes others better through his imparted demiurgic activity. As in the
Aristides, moreover, there is a distinction between good and misguided
opoimotg Be®. To apply the categories distinguished in the Aristides: not
god’s attributes of power or his immortality should (nor could) be imitat-
ed, but his virtue.”! Both aspects — imitating god to make others better
and imitating god in the correct way — have been prepared in the first two
paragraphs of the work: the first aspect is the outcome of the reflections

% See Demulder forthcoming a for my reading and interpretation of this text.

% For rulership as a divine mandate cf. Num. 6.2; Praec. ger. reip. 823f.

L For the argument that god’s happiness does not lie in his immortality, cf. De Is. et
Os. 351e (with p. 277 n. 306) — a passage that is also concerned with opoimoig 0e®; cf.
Roskam 2014a: 219 on the parallel.
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on self-sculpting (cf. dnuovpydv dyorlpdtwv 16 idiotov 0eOfval Kol
Beompenéotatov), while the second is the result of the focus on Adyog (cf.
0e0b Adyov Exwv) instead of external aspects.

The fourth paragraph makes it clear that assimilation to god is not
identification with god. The argument takes its cue from an anecdote
narrated more fully in the Alexander (52.4—7). Alexander the Great, after
killing his commander Cleitus in a drunken rage at a symposium, was in
agony. In an attempt to console him, the philosopher Anaxarchus said
that ‘the reason why Justice and Right are seated by the side of Zeus
is that men may consider every act of a king as righteous and just’ (kai
¢ Al TV Atknv glvan xoi v Oéuy mopédpovg, tva iy TpaTTdpEVOV
V1o Pocthémg Oeputov dokt] kai dikatov, 781b).”? Plutarch, of course,
disagrees. While Zeus always has justice and right on his side or — and
Plutarch builds in due caution here — is even justice and right himself, a
ruler ‘should have more fear of doing than of suffering evil’ (poPeicOat
0¢ Ol TOV dpyovta 10D Tabelv Kak®dg poAlov 10 motfoal, 78Ic). Assim-
ilation to god does not entail omnipotence. In Plutarch’s mind, it al-
ways implies subordination to god. The ruler, who makes law (vouog
&’ apyovtog Epyov, 780e€) is also subjected to law (tig odv dper 10D
dpyovtog; 6 vopog, 780c¢).

The fifth paragraph elaborates on the image relationship between god
and ruler and starts by opposing the Stoic and the Platonic conceptions
of god:

0V YOp €1KOC 0VOE TPEMOV, MomeP EVIoL PIAOGOPOL AEYOVTt, TOV BedV
&v VAN mavta mocsyovon Kol Tpaypoact popiog dEYOUEVOLS AVAYKOG
Kol TOY0G Kol HETAPOAAG VITAPYEW AVOUEULYHEVOV: GAN’ O HEV Bvm
OV TEPL TNV AEL KOTA TOOTO OCADNTOG VOV EYOVGAV 1OPLUEVOC
gv Badpoic ayioc, N enot Ildrov, ‘€d0siq mepaivel kot GOGLY
TEPUTOPEVOLEVOS " 010V & HA0g &v oDpovd piumpa T TEPIKOAAES
avtod 01’ écdmTpov €idwAoV AvagaiveTal Toig €keivov &vopdv o’
avToD dLVVATOIG, OUTM TO &V MOAEGL PEYYOG €VOIKING Kol AOYoV TOD
mePl aOTOV AOTEP EIKOVA KATEGTNGEV, IV Ol LAKAPLOL KO CAPPOVES
&K rLoco@iag amoypdeovtal TPOg TO KAAAIOTOV TAOV TPUYUATOV
T aTTOoVTEG E0VTOVG. (Ad princ. iner. 781f-782a [text modified®])

For it is neither probable nor fitting that god is, as some philosophers
say, mingled with matter, which is altogether passive, and with things,

%2 Cf. Brunschwig 1993: 69—70 for an interpretation of this anecdote in the context
of a brilliant treatment of the elusive figure Anaxarchus, whom we will encounter again
when discussing De trang. an. (p. 187).

% The Teubner intervenes, unnecessarily to my mind, by adding a xai after &1’
€comtpov and omitting the kol of gddikiog Kai Aoyov.
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which are subject to countless necessities, chances, and changes. On
the contrary, somewhere up above in contact with that nature which,
in accordance with the same principles, remains always as it is, es-
tablished, as Plato [Phdr. 254b] says, upon pedestals of holiness, pro-
ceeding in accordance with nature in his straight course, he reaches
his goal [Pl., Leg. 4.716a]. And as the sun, his most beautiful image,
appears in the heavens as his mirrored likeness to those who are able
to see him in it, just so he has established in states the light of justice
and of knowledge of himself as an image which the blessed and the
wise copy with the help of philosophy, modelling themselves after the
most beautiful of all things.

The gist is familiar from the third paragraph: there is an image of god
both in the heavens (the sun) and in the polis. The figure of the ruler,
however, has suddenly faded to the background here. The divine image
in the polis is no longer the ruler as Adyog &uyvyog but the light of jus-
tice and of knowledge of god. The ruler does not possess this d office:
he has to be taught by a philosopher (782a). As in the Dion, Plutarch is
thinking about the philosopher-advisor as much as about the statesman.”
Another feature added to the imagery of the third paragraph is that, as
in other Plutarchan descriptions of opoiwoig 6e® (p. 19 and 153), the de-
miurge and the paradigm seem to be conflated (cf. 10 kédAAMoTOV TOV
npaypdtmv). The most important point, however, is once again that god
and his images are fundamentally different, although the Stoics (£viot
euocopot) did not recognise that difference by rejecting divine tran-
scendence.

The sixth (and last complete) paragraph points out that wickedness is
worse when it is accompanied by power. The ruler has to be more aware
of this than anyone, since the smallest bit of wickedness on his part is
immediately enlarged due to his power and, hence, is utterly manifest to
all people (this is explored further in the seventh paragraph). The only
option to avoid swift prosecution and incessant slander is for the ruler to
tread extremely carefully — that is, rationally. The ruler will not be able
to hold his ground

[...] &v un Bapog Exwv <6> hoyiopog EmOAPN kai méln v €€ovaiay,
HLHOVUEVOL TOV AoV TOD dpyovtog, 0¢ dtav Dympa AGPnN péyietov
g€apbeic év toig Popeiolg, EAdyloTa KIveltal, T® GYOANIOTEP® TOV
dpouov gic aocparéc kabiothuevos. (Ad princ. iner. 782d—e)

% As Roskam 2009b: 66 notes, Ad princ. iner. forms ‘a kind of diptych’ with Max.
cum princ., which is devoted to the role of the philosopher-advisor.
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[...] unless the weight of reason presses upon power and holds it
down, and the ruler imitates the sun, which, when it mounts up in the
northern sky and reaches its greatest altitude, has the least motion,
thus by greater slowness ensuring the safety of its course.

Plutarch is talking about the movement of the sun at the moment of
its greatest northern exaltation; that is, at the time of the northern sol-
stice (the summer solstice in the northern hemisphere), when — in Pla-
tonic terms — the movement of the different has brought the sun to its
most northern tropic. At this moment — the height of the summer where
Plutarch was living — the sun would appear at its most powerful and at its
slowest. In On the Generation of the Soul, Plutarch once again points out
this connection: ‘the sun has his minimal movement at the solstices and
his maximal movement at the equinox’ (tod 6¢& MAlov TEPL TAG TPOTOC
ENdytoTa Kol péytota mepl v ionuepiav &yovtog kwvnuata, De an. pro-
cr. 1028¢).”” This is, I think, nothing more than a logical inference (made
by Plutarch or some source) from the cosmology of the Timaeus. As we
have seen when discussing the Phocion, the seasons are created by the
sun’s spiralling movement. At the moment of the solstice, the diameter
of the helix would be at its smallest (and at the moment of the equinox it
would be at its largest), since the distance between the sun and the earth
does not change during the year according to Plutarch (only the angle
of inclination does). This means that, since the combined length of day
and night also stays the same during the year, the sun moves slower at
the moment of the solstice (completing a smaller distance in the same
time). The ruler, apparently, should take his inspiration from that by also
observing an inverse proportion between power and speed. At his most
powerful, he should be most careful.

The picture that emerges from 7o an Uneducated Ruler is consistent,
and I disagree with Babut who concludes that ‘il ne semble pas prudent,
en effet, de chercher dans ces quelques notes, qui n’ont peut-&tre jamais
¢té mises au point en vue d’une publication, la veritable pensée de Plu-
tarque’.”® On the contrary, I think the work provides us with the general
framework of Plutarch’s thoughts about cosmology and politics. It shows
us how and why Plutarch compares the ruler both to the demiurge and
to the sun. The upshot — and this should sound familiar by now — is that
Plutarch, in comparing the ruler to the demiurge, stresses both important

% The parallel is indicated by Cuvigny 1984: ad loc. On the passage from De an.
procr., see Neugebauer 1983, who rightly points out that the attempt made there to con-
nect the observation about the slowness of the sun to the unequal length of the seasons
is nonsensical. This, however, need not concern us here, nor is it obvious that Plutarch
intends to endorse it (cf. p. 130 on the astronomical observations in De an. procr.).

% Babut 1969b: 85.
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similarities and crucial differences. As an image of god, the ruler should
try to assimilate himself to god (§ 3) without thinking that he, like god,
is on the same level as justice (§ 4) or that he, as an immanent image,
matches god’s transcendence (§ 5). The sun helps to enforce this point:
like the ruler, it is an image of god (§ 3) and thus it shares the ruler’s im-
manence (§ 5) while also providing inspiration as a fellow image (§ 6).

The ruler, then, can be compared both to the demiurge (his paradigm)
and to the sun (his fellow image).”” Hence, the ruler should imitate both
the demiurge and the sun. This advice to imitate an imitation (i.e. the
sun) would sound terrible to any champion of the tenth book of Plato’s
Republic (595a—607a). Although Plutarch would not disagree per se with
the decreasing status of increasing imitations, he is first and foremost a
champion of the Timaeus, where the notion of eikadv receives a much
more positive treatment. As Hirsh-Luipold has argued, Plutarch’s im-
agery is less concerned with hierarchies of paradigm and imitations than
one would perhaps expect from a Platonist.”® In Plutarch’s view, there is
nothing wrong with imitating an imitation, as long as we keep in mind
that it is an imitation.

This framework is, I think, distinctly Plutarchan. He himself distin-
guishes his concern for divine transcendence from the Stoic approach
(Ad princ. iner. 781f—782a). That this does not only pertain to Stoic theol-
ogy but also to Stoic political thought can be gleaned from a comparison
of Plutarch’s treatise with Dio Chrysostom’s Third Kingship Oration (Or.
3).” This oration shares with Plutarch’s treatise the comparison of the
ruler to both the highest god (Or: 3.50—72) and to the sun (73-85).! For
Dio, however, these two coincide: the sun is not an image of god but it
is ‘inferior to none of the gods’ (tOv Aov 0VdevOg EAATTO TV BedV

7 The comparison of the ruler and the sun is made most emphatically in § 6 (did it
move to the foreground in the remainder of the treatise?), but it is prepared by the use of
the word @éyyog to indicate rulership (780f, 781f).

% Hirsch-Luipold 2002: 10.

% On that oration, see esp. Moles 1990: 357—358. On Dio and his Stoicising thought,
see p. 259 n. 246, where another instance of discrepancy between Plutarch’s Platonism
and Dio’s Stoicism is discussed. On the similarity of the political contexts in which
Plutarch and Dio developed their political thought, see Jones 1971: 117-119. Catanzaro
2017 also offers a comparison between Ad princ.iner. and Dio’s Or. 3, but, while he fo-
cuses on similarities (the main difference between Plutarch and Dio ‘lies in the emphasis
exclusively laid by Dio on the princeps, whereas Plutarch’s view seems related to other
figures as well’, 328; ‘[t]here are evident differences in detail: Dio’s description appears
richer than Plutarch’s’, 329), I am more interested in the differences here, which I think
are more fundamental than has been recognised.

190 For Dio’s political opoiwoig e, cf. also Or 1.37—48; Or. 36.32; Or: 53.11.
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6vta ook dybouevov, 57'°") and ‘a god, the fairest and most conspicuous
of all’ (Be0g 6 mavtwv KdAMoTOG Kol pavepmTatog, 82). Dio’s focus is
on the industriousness that the ruler (in Dio’s case this is undoubtedly
Trajan'®), the sun, and the highest god share. Plutarch could not possibly
agree with this Stoic attack on divine transcendence: god’s philanthropy
and providence does not involve him slaving away.'* This is indeed what
lies behind the fifth paragraph, which contrasts Stoic immanence with
Platonic transcendence before invoking god’s concern for justice as it is
described in the Laws. By pressing the images of the demiurge and the
sun into service to insist simultaneously on the connection and the gap
between ruler and god Plutarch found a way to emphasise both opoimoig
0e® and the essential caveat that this opoimoic Oed is always only Kotd
70 dvvatdv.'™

4. Concluding remarks

Although only a few hints have been given here, they may have been
enough to suggest that approaching Plutarch’s political thought with the
Timaeus in mind is worthwhile. Wardman, I think, was too rash when
he assumed that Plutarch’s ‘interpretation of the Timaeus is of great in-
terest to the historian of Platonism, but is hardly relevant to an account
of the biographer’.!” For all the obvious differences between, say, On

190 Von Arnim’s edition (7LG) omits this bit, which all the manuscripts have, and as-
sumes a transposition of Or: 3.58-61; the Loeb edition correctly keeps the reading of the
manuscripts.

12 1f Ad princ. iner. should also be connected somehow to Trajan’s rule (cf. Jones
1971: 30; Cuvigny 1984: 33; Zecchini 2002) and if there was a Trajanic solar cult, of which
Dio’s Or. 3 would be a witness (cf. Moles 1990: 357), then there might be a concrete polit-
ical statement behind Plutarch’s emphatic subordination of the sun to the demiurge. These
are, however, two big ifs and I am not at all inclined to make them smaller. See Beaujeu
1955: 99—101 for a cautious account of Trajanic solar cult, which strikes me as sensible.
Cf. Halsberghe 1974; Lane Fox 1986: 593 for the later tradition and its antecedents.

103 Cf. Pl., Tim. 42¢. See De def. or. 416e—417b (demonology saves both divine tran-
scendence and concern for human affairs; the thought seems quite Plutarchan to me,
although we should remain careful since Cleombrotus is speaking) with Bénatouil
2009b: 25 n. 9. Cf. also An seni 793c—d, where Plutarch compares the Stoic Zeus to the
politician who wants to be involved in everything (which sets a negative example).

104 A similar point regarding Plutarch’s opposition of the ruler’s immanence to divine
transcendence as a distinctive treat of his political thought could be made by comparing
Plutarch to pseudo-Pythagorean political treatises; cf. Centrone 2000; Bonazzi 2012: 151.

105 Wardman 1974: 197. Conversely, Tigerstedt 1974: 262 too quickly concludes that
the reference to the demiurge in Ad princ. iner. 780e—f reveals ‘a very un-Lycurgan atti-
tude’ — Plutarch, as we have seen in this chapter, would not have thought so.
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the Generation of the Soul and the Lives, there 1s no reason to think that
Plutarch wrote the one exclusively for Platonists and the other solely for
biography buffs.

Should the politician know cosmology, then? And should the cos-
mologist know politics? Plato and Plutarch would probably have an-
swered both questions in the affirmative. Plato’s Timaeus is given his
role in the eponymous dialogue on account of his expertise in both fields
(Tim. 19e—20a, 27a). Plutarch repeatedly connects a lack of cosmolog-
ical knowledge to a superstitious attitude, which has negative political
consequences when talking about eclipses. Pericles calmed down his
troops, who were panic-stricken when an eclipse occurred, which they
believed to be an omen, by pointing to the natural cause of the phenom-
enon (Per: 35.2).1% Dion was similarly unimpressed by the portents asso-
ciated with eclipses (Dion 24.1) and Aemilius Paullus combined knowl-
edge about the natural causes of eclipses with a religious attitude (Aem.
17.9). Nicias, on the other hand, whose fear for eclipses is contrasted with
Dion’s attitude (Nic. 23.6), made a bad political decision upon the occur-
rence of an eclipse because he was ignorant or superstitious (Vn’ dmeipiog
fj deto1dopoviag, 23.1).1%7 Plutarch adds an excursus on how Anaxagoras
was the first to point out the cause of eclipses (Nic. 23.3-6) and, indeed,
Pericles’ association with Anaxagoras explains his non-superstitious atti-
tude in such matters (Per: 6.1).

In that same excursus, Plutarch adds that Anaxagoras was regarded
with suspicion since he and other gpucwoi ‘reduced the divine agency
down to irrational causes, blind forces, and necessary incidents’ (gig
aitiog aAdyovg Kol SUVALELS ATPOVONTOLE Kol KOTNVOYKOGUEVO TAO™
dwrpifovtag to Oglov, Nic. 23.4). It was Plato who made philosophy
widely accepted ‘because of the life the man led, an because he subject-
ed the compulsions of the physical world to divine and more sovereign
principles’ (d1d Tov Biov 10D Avdpog, kail &ti Talg Osiong Kol KuptmTEPUIS
Apyoic VTETAEE TOG PLOIKAG AVAYKag, 23.5).'%

While the lower causes are enough to safeguard the politician from
mistaking eclipses for portents, he will need knowledge of the higher
causes to conduct his political life more generally. Numa showed aware-
ness of this, for instance, in his efforts to make Rome more religious by

106 Cf. Wardman 1974: 216.

197 Cf. also Sol. 3.6-8 with Wardman 1974: 198-199; Le@o 2015 on Solon’s simplicity
concerning cosmology.

188 This distinction between higher and lower causes recalls De def. or. 435¢—436¢ as
well as Socrates’ speech on his own intellectual development (Phd. 97b—100b); cf. p. 67
n. 1. Plutarch remarks here that Socrates, although he had nothing to do with those who
only recognised the lower causes, died because he was associated with them by proxy
(Nic. 23.5).
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establishing the temple of Vesta as an imitation of the cosmos (Num.
1L.1; cf. Cam. 20.3).'"” The most pervasive and arguably most impor-
tant influence of cosmology on politics, however, lies in the politician’s
goal of opoiwoig Oe®: the imitation of the demiurge, ruler in the intel-
ligible realm, and the sun, which as his image rules the sensible realm.
Plutarch’s departure from the radical solutions of Plato’s Republic is not
only a sign of the times,''? but it is also philosophically sanctioned: the
demiurgic model underlies Plutarch’s politics of compromise. By imitat-
ing the demiurge, and the sun which is his image, the politician achieves
the best possible result. By doing this, he does not only acquire virtue for
himself but he also benefits others.!! True opoimoic 6e®d does not end
with creating k6cpog in our own soul: it goes on to create kOGpo¢ in the
world around us and includes, as does the passage from On God's Slow-
ness to Punish with which this book opened, imitation of divine tpadtng.

199 On (the philosophical aspects of) Num. see e.g. de Blois and Bons 1995.

110 Pohlenz in Hubert and Drexler 1960: v: ‘Plutarchus [...] in Academia sua politicas
quaestiones tractavit, non ut Platonis exemplum secutus perfectam rei publicae speci-
em proponeret, sed ut suae aetatis Graecis maximeque iuvenibus quos secum collegerat
ostenderet quomodo etiam sub imperio Romanorum vitam proavis liberis dignam de-
gere patriaeque servire et possent et vellent” (emphasis added). Similarly, Harrison 1995;
Hershbell 1995: 213; Centrone 2000: 560, 577, 583. Cf. also Carriére 1977 on the political
pragmatism of Praec. ger. reip.

" The same thing goes for the political philosopher who associates with a ruler and
thus benefits moALoVG OV EvOg (Max. cum princ. 7774, 778¢; cf. Roskam 2009b: 126-127,
162-163).






Chapter 5
On Tranquillity of Mind

OYé Gov TV EMIGTOMY £KOIGAUNY, &V 1) TaPEKUAELS TPl eDOLTAC
ool Tt ypagijval kol mepl @V &v Tipoim deopuévov EMUELECTEPOG
g&nynoewg. (De trang. an. 464¢)

It was only very recently that I received your letter in which you
urged me to write you something on tranquillity of mind, and also
something on those subjects in the Timaeus which require more care-
ful elucidation.

Plutarch’s work on tranquillity does not begin tranquilly. We find the
author pressed for time to comply with a request made by his Roman
friend Paccius.! Haste is contagious. Plutarch has caught it from anoth-
er friend Eros, who himself had been infected by senator Fundanus, who
was chronically hastened (otog ékeivog, 464¢). Plutarch is on a deadline
because Eros is to deliver Plutarch’s work to their mutual friend Paccius
and Fundanus has ordered Eros to return to Rome post-haste. Plutarch’s
work thus has to be ready before Eros’ departure. Otherwise, Paccius
might be disappointed upon hearing that Eros, whom he also counts as a
friend, has come back without Plutarch’s answer.? To deal with both his
friend’s request and the lack of time, Plutarch has turned to his personal
notebooks (bmopvnuata): from these, he has gathered relevant material
on gv0vpio (GveleEauny mepi e0OvpioG K TOV VTOPVNUATOV OV EUOVTD
TEMOINUEVOG ETVYYOVOV, 464).°

! Plutarch’s haste is aptly reflected in the style of the introduction (see Van der
Stockt 1996: 265—266) and he admits that he is not aiming for keAhtypagia (‘elegance of
style”). This aspect of Plutarch’s self-presentation (whether it is a rhetorical topos, a real
consequence of the circumstances in which the work was composed, or both) makes it
rather risky to rely on this work to make general claims about Plutarch’s style, which is
what Yaginuma 1992 often does (although he notes himself the atypically high average
sentence length in this work: see Yaginuma 1992: 4728; cf. Sandbach 1939: 198 on the
atypically low occurrence of Plutarch’s favoured clausulae).

2 For prosopographical details on the persons involved here, see Ziegler 1951: 674,
691-693; Jones 1971: 58—60; Puech 1991: 4847, 4861, 4865.

3 As Van der Stockt 1999b: 578 has pointed out in his seminal study of this so-called
‘hypomnemata statement’, Plutarch ‘does not say that the actual theme of these hypo-
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The request for elucidation of Plato’s Timaeus seems to be ignored.
Why, then, did Plutarch choose to mention it anyway? Van Hoof offers
three reasons for the reference to the Timaeus.* First, it evokes the bal-
ance of power between Plutarch and Paccius. By mentioning the request
for help with the Timaeus yet refusing to comply with it, Plutarch shows
that he is the one in charge: although he is in a position to be consulted
as a philosophical authority on exegetical matters, he is also in a position
to decide that this 1s not what Paccius needs. Second, what Paccius needs
is ‘practical help (cf. ypeiog fonOntikiic [465a]), not intricate discussions
of the Demiurge and the Cosmos’.” Third, the reference to the 7Timaeus
‘draw([s] attention to the work’s Platonic slant’.® This function is aimed
primarily at ‘philosophers overreading Plutarch’s text’ (i.e. not belonging
to the primary target audience).” On Van Hoof’s reading, then, the role
of the Timaeus in On Tranquillity of Mind 1is largely e contrario: while
offering a a tip of the hat to the connoisseur, who is not the primary target
audience of this work, Plutarch uses the Timaeus to signal to Paccius and
us what On Tranquillity of Mind is not.

My main reason for taking issue with Van Hoof’s explanation stems
from her own, eminently justified methodological claim that, when in-
terpreting Plutarch’s practical ethics, it is important to keep the target
audience in mind. To steer the response of his readers, Plutarch includes
‘role models’ in his texts.® The addressee of a letter serves as such a role
model. Granted, we do not know much about Paccius, the addressee of
On Tranquillity of Mind,’ but one of the first and few things we learn
about him is that he was a reader of Plato’s 7imaeus — and not a casual
reader at that: he was in a position to bother Plutarch for émperéotepan
e&nynoeic. Plutarch uses the word é&nynoic only three times. The oth-
er two instances (Quaest. Plat. 1006f; De an. procr. 1014a) occur in the
context of technical exegesis of Plato’s 7imaeus. There is no reason to
assume that Paccius’ request for éEnynoeig should be understood differ-
ently. After all, the addition of the word émperéotepar suggests some

999

mnemata was “tranquillity’”’, as opposed to what most translations and interpretations
suggest (cf. Van der Stockt 1999b: 578 n. 16). On Plutarch’s Aypomnemata and Van der
Stockt’s method of cluster analysis, see p. 172.

4 Van Hoof 2010: 113-115.

5 Van Hoof 2010: 114. Similarly, see Pelling 2011a: 57.

¢ Van Hoof 2010: 115.

7 Van Hoof 2010: 115. Van Hoof 2010: 79 borrows the concept of ‘overreader’ from
Oliensis 1998: 6, who defines it as ‘an unnamed but otherwise specified other who may
be imagined as reading over the addressee’s shoulder’.

8 Van Hoof 2010: 42—47. Cf. also Van Hoof 2005 and already Jones 1971: 44; Russell
1972: 9—I1.

 Cf. Ziegler 1951: 692—693; Puech 1991: 4865.
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previous acquaintance with €éEnynoeig of the Timaeus, either provided by
Plutarch in earlier correspondence or acquired by Paccius in a different
way. !

This consideration places the addressee of On Tranquillity of Mind,
and hence its model reader and its general intention, in a different light:
the mention of the 7imaeus in the first sentence of the work justifies
being on the lookout for connections with Plato’s cosmological dialogue
when reading Plutarch’s letter on ethics. Paccius’ request for exegesis is
redirected rather than straightforwardly ignored and no sharp contrast
should exist between Paccius’ need for practical help and his demand for
intricate cosmological discussions. In this chapter I will submit that the
cosmology of the Timaeus forms the core of this work of practical ethics
and that awareness of this cosmological dimension is crucial for a correct
interpretation of the work."

The suggestion to read On Tranquillity of Mind as a Platonic work
might sound odd in light of earlier scholarship on the work, which has
been dominated by a tradition primarily concerned with the search for
an author’s sources. This Quellenforschung has appeared eminently tai-
lored to the analysis of On Tranquillity of Mind: Plutarch’s mention of
his bmopvipata at the beginning of the work has often been understood
as a ‘declaration of dependence’, as Van der Stockt aptly puts it.!* Ac-
cordingly, Plutarch’s On Tranquillity of Mind has been seen as copying

10 Paccius’ request for émperéotepon £Enynoeig can perhaps be compared, then, to
the situation that led to De an. procr. That work, which also takes the form of a letter,
is addressed to Plutarch’s sons Autobulus and Plutarch, who had specifically asked for
elucidations on 7im. (1012b). Plutarch assumes that his sons have a thorough knowledge
of earlier interpretations (1012d). It would go too far, however, to state that De an. procr.
should be seen as the missing response to Paccius (thus Dumortier and Defradas 1975: 98
n. 2, who suggest that Plutarch addressed De an. procr. to his sons because Paccius had
died in the meantime; Van Hoof 2010: 116 n. 76, who claims that the fact that Plutarch
addressed De an. procr. to his sons exacerbates his already conspicuous refusal to comply
with Paccius’ request; cf. also Ziegler 1951: 693).

' On the label ‘practical ethics’, see esp. Van Hoof 2010: 257-261 (including a list of
works to which this label can be attached); cf. Sirinelli 2000: 143, who sees De trang.
an. as a model for a group of works ‘de morale pratique’. On the problems with earli-
er labels, esp. that of ‘popularphilosophisch-ethische Schriften’ (Ziegler 1951: cols. 637,
702—704) see also Gallo 2000: 14; Roskam and Van der Stockt 2011: 8-9; Van der Stockt
2011: 19—21; Pelling 2011a. More generally on the problems surrounding the classification
of Plutarch’s works, see e.g. Flaceli¢re 1987: ccxvi—ccxxii; Gallo 1998; Donini 2000.

12° Van der Stockt 2004b: 353.
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the work of Democritus,”* some Epicurean,'* Ariston of Chios,!* or
Panaetius.'®

It goes without saying that this vigorous Quellenforschung has not
fostered an appreciation for On Tranquillity of Mind as a philosophical
work in its own right.!” This can be felt when the work is routinely de-
scribed as eclectic.'® In an important study on ‘peace of mind and being
yourself’, for instance, Gill describes Plutarch’s philosophical approach
in On Tranquillity of Mind as follows:

Plutarch’s approach seems to be deliberately synthesizing and
non-doctrinal. [...] More precisely, I think it would be fair to say that
the bulk of the work is broadly Democritean-Epicurean in approach
(in so far as euthumia is taken as the explicit goal of self-manage-
ment); but that in the later stages (chs. 16-19) the work takes on a
more Stoic colour. [...] The overall impression, then, is that one can
define a broadly ‘philosophical’ approach to euthumia, which has ap-
peal to Stoics and Epicureans alike, couched in terms which are as
much Platonic or Peripatetic as Stoic or Epicurean, and supported
by illustrative comments from a wide selection of philosophical and
poetic texts."

More recent scholarly developments have done much to reinstate Plutarch
as an author rather than a mere collector. Van der Stockt has shown how
the dmopvnpata to which Plutarch refers are his own intellectual prop-

13 Hirzel 1879; Hershbell 1982: 84-89; Ziegler 1951: cols. 787—788. Fowler 1890 and
Siefert 1908 detect Democritean influences, but they do not make it clear whether these
are direct or mediated (cf. Ziegler 1951: col. 787).

4 Pohlenz 1905. Cf. also Heinze 1890: 507.

15" Heinze 1890; Hense 1890: esp. 550—552; Giesecke 1891: 50—62.

16 van Lynden 1802; Hirzel 1879; Siefert 1908; Ziegler 1951: 787—788; Broecker 1954;
Barigazzi 1962; Grilli 2002: 126-138. Pohlenz also came to accept Paenaetian influence
(in Paton, Pohlenz, and Sieveking 1929: 187).

17 Cf. Most 2016: 953: ‘The effect of Quellenforschung was all too often to make the
text we actually possess seem not more interesting than we had thought beforehand but
much less interesting.’

18 Sirinelli 2000: 145: ‘On discutera encore a I’infini sur la coexistence dans ce traité,
comme dans quelques autres, d’éléments hétérogénes — stoiciens, épicuriens et platon-
iciens.” Cf. Russell 1972: 25: De trang. an. ‘is original only in selection and presentation’;
Kidd in Kidd and Waterfield 1992: 203: ‘Plutarch’s essay at some points favours attitudes
congruent with Epicureanism but opposed to Stoicism, at others Stoic-coloured views
alien to Epicureans. As usual, Plutarch has taken from his palette all the colours available
to him, mixed them up and painted his own picture’; similarly at 209.

9 Gill 1994: 4624.
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erty: they combined reading notes with original thoughts, and Plutarch’s
use of them allows for much more creativity than the method of Quel-
lenforschung can show.?® Abel has convincingly argued that the endeav-
our to reconstruct Panaetius’ work through an analysis of Plutarch’s is
doomed to be fruitless and that Plutarch is very much his own (Platon-
ic-Aristotelian) man.?! These developments have cleared the way for the
Platonic interpretation of the work that will be proposed in this chapter.
The scholarship on this work has been marked by not only the hunt
for sources but also — and often related to the Quellenfrage* — the hunt
for the structure of On Tranquillity of Mind. 1t has proved tempting to
attribute the (lack of) structure to Plutarch’s source or to his own rudi-
mentary treatment of it.>> Another alluring option is to take Plutarch’s ad-
mission that the work was rushed as a reason to call off the hunt prema-
turely: we cannot expect to find a clear structure here.?* Contrary to these
tendencies, I submit two considerations that, taken together, may explain

20 See esp. Van der Stockt 1999b; 2004b and p. 37 n. 23. Van der Stockt has dis-
cussed several clusters that appear in De trang. an. and that might trace back to Plutarch’s
vropvnpata: on self-love, from an anti-Stoic perspective (De trang. an. 471d—472b ~ De
ad. et am. 58b—59a; Van der Stockt 1999b); on a similar theme yet inspired by Aristotle
this time (De tran. an. 472d—¢ ~ De se ipsum laud. 545a—546a ~ De prof. in virt. 78c—¢);
on the unexpected, inspired by Anaxagoras (De tranq. an. 468b and 474c—f ~ De coh.
ira 463a—f; in an unpublished conference paper by L. Van der Stockt and B. Van Meir-
venne, ‘My Wife is a Woman. Plutarch on the Unexpected’, Interpreting Composition in
Plutarch, Leuven, 2001).

2 Abel 1987. Cf. van Straaten 1962: vii; Babut 1969b: 97-102; Dumortier and Defra-
das 1975: 96.

22 Thus, explicitly, Pohlenz 1905: 275. Cf. also the approaches of Heinze 1890 and
Siefert 1896: 57—74, criticised by Broecker 1954: 18: ‘Siefert enim non minus quam Hein-
ze hanc priorem quaestionis partem [i.e. the question of the structure] nimis spectavit ex
posteriore quae eo pertinet, quo Plu[tarchus] fonte usus sit.’

2 Siefert 1908: 4 attributes the lack of structure (‘kein logisch streng gegliedertes
Gefiige subtiler ethischer Spitzfindigkeiten, sondern eine zwanglose Reihe praktischer
Lebensregeln’) to what he takes to have been Plutarch’s (single) Vorlage.

2* Dumortier and Defradas 1975: 94: ‘Il n’est point possible de retrouver le plan suivi
par Plutarque dans ce traité et il faut se borner a indiquer les principales idées émises par
I’auteur. Apres la formule de salutation, Plutarque s’excuse d’envoyer a son ami non un
véritable traité, mais de simples notes tirées de ses lectures. Nous ne pouvons donc nous
attendre de sa part a une composition rigoureuse, qui n’est d’ailleurs pas dans ses habi-
tudes.’ Cf. similarly Sirinelli 2000: 145. Van der Stockt 1999a: 135 notes that De trang. an.
is a good place to look for material closely following the original ~Aypomnemata, ‘since,
given the fact that Trang. an. falls into several rather independent units, there is no large
context requiring major adaptation’. Betz 1978: 201, on the other hand, notes that ‘[t]he
composition of the essay is fairly clear’. However, I am unconvinced by his claim that
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the overall structure of On Tranquillity of Mind. First, like other works
under the heading of ‘practical ethics’, On Tranquillity of Mind is divid-
ed into a diagnostic part (kpioic) and a remedial part prescribing training
(doxnoig). Second, the doknoig part contains a shift in argumentative
strategy based on Plutarch’s view of the cosmos. More specifically, the
doxnoig first prescribes dealing with adversity by mentally focusing on
the good rather than on the bad. I will call this goal an internal synthesis
in which good outweighs bad: the positive balance that leads to tran-
quillity of mind lies purely within the subject. Once this is established,
Plutarch goes on to show that, corresponding to this internal synthesis,
there is an external synthesis: the structure of the Platonic cosmos effec-
tively guarantees that good objectively outweighs bad. In what follows,
I will show how Plutarch structures his work around these elements of
Kkpioig and doknoig to bring out his Platonic view on gvfvpia.

Table 5.1: Overview of On Tranquillity of Mind

1-5 xpioig: we need to find a way to live with volatile Toym
1: Introduction
2: An apolitical life is no guarantee for tranquillity
3: There is not one kind of life that guarantees tranquillity
4-5: hoywopdg guarantees tranquillity in each kind of life
6—18 doknoig
6—13: Make an internal synthesis in which good outweighs bad
6: Imitate famous good examples in adverse circumstances

[7: Avoid infection with others’ faults (marked as digression at
4681)]

8: Make an internal synthesis in which good outweighs bad
9: Imagine (even trivial) present goods to be absent
10: Observe people who are less fortuitous
11: See the disagreeable in the lives of those whom we admire
12: Do not aim at things too great
13: Some pursuits are naturally incompatible
14—15: Shift from internal synthesis to external synthesis

it ‘follows the traditional structure of rhetoric’, especially since there are no markers of
such a structure in the text.
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16—18: Understand that there is an external synthesis in which good
outweighs bad

16: We can expect the loss caused by toyn
17: Suffering depends on our composite nature (body and soul)

18: Fear of death is caused by a misunderstanding of the nature of
the soul

19—20 Conclusion

1. Kpioig (§ 1—5): how to deal with tiyn?

In his seminal study on Plutarch’s psychotherapeutic writings, Ingen-
kamp points out that these works share the same basic structure based on
the two steps of therapy.?® First, readers need to be convinced that they
have a problem. Only then can they start training themselves to get rid
of said problems.?® Accordingly, Plutarch’s works on Seelenheilung tend
to deal with diagnosis (kpioic) first, before turning to training (66knoc1g).
The training can be further divided into reflections (émiioyiopoi) and
exercises (€0iopoi). Ingenkamp discovers this pattern in On the Control
of Anger, On Talkativeness, On Being a Busybody, On Compliance, and
On Praising Oneself Inoffensively.”’ In her discussion of Ingenkamp’s
work, Van Hoof adds that a ‘similar pattern can [...] be found through-

% Ingenkamp 1971. See also Rabbow 1954.

% Cf. Plutarch, De gar. 510c—d: tadta 6’ o0 Kotnyopiav fyntéov AN’ lotpeiov Tiig
aooiecyiog: TV yop TabdV Kpioel Kai doknoel meptyvopeda, mpotépa 8’ 1 Kpiolg EoTiv.
oVdeig yap £0iletar pevyety Kol amotpifecdot T yoyfic 6 pun dvoyepaivel: Suoyepaivopey
0¢ ta AN, dtav tag PAAPAG KAl TAC ioOVIS TOC G AVTAV T AOY® KOTOVOTCMLLEV.
(‘But these remarks are not to be regarded as an accusation against garrulity, but an attempt
to cure it; for we get well by the diagnosis and treatment of our ailments, but the diagnosis
must come first; since no one can become habituated to shun or to eradicate from his soul
what does not distress him, and we only grow distressed with our ailments when we have
perceived, by the exercise of reason, the injuries and shame which result from them.”)

27 Cf. also Ingenkamp 2000. It should be noted that, particularly in this more re-
cent contribution, Ingenkamp conceives of Plutarch’s Seelenheilung as a rhetorical and
— postulating an opposition between philosophy and rhetoric — non-philosophical en-
deavour (see, however, Ingenkamp 1971: 87—99 on the underlying Platonic-Peripatetic
psychology aimed at petpromdBeia). In an unpublished conference paper (‘OvK dnddC
dedpo peteveykeiv. Sprungbrett-Argumente bei Plutarch’, Interpreting Composition in
Plutarch, Leuven, 2001), he discusses De tranq. an. as a work that is merely concerned
with rhetorical flourishings and not at all with philosophical content. He adds that the
same thing goes for Amat. (cf. also Ingenkamp 2006). It will be clear from this book that
I disagree about both works and about the general usefulness of approaching Plutarch’s
work through an opposition of philosophy and rhetoric
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out Plutarch’s practical ethics’, citing On Listening to Lectures, Wheth-
er an Old Man Should Engage in Public Affairs, and On Having Many
Friends. In these cases, however, kpicig and doknoig ‘are not present
as distinct sections of these texts, and the balance between both varies
considerably’.” Then again, Ingenkamp himself already points out that,
even in the works he includes in his discussion, there are significant vari-
ations in how Plutarch demarcates and balances the sections.?’ Allowing
for these variations, On Tranquillity of Mind can certainly be added to
the works in which kpicig and doknoic are present as distinct sections.
After the introduction (464e—f), kpicig takes up the first five paragraphs
(465a—467¢).*® The rest of the work, until the conclusion (476d—477f),
is devoted to doknoig, which consists almost entirely of émAoyiouol
(467¢—476d, cf. the use of this technical term at 471c and 476b).’!

1.1. What is the problem?

What is Paccius’ problem? The answer to this question is far less obvious
than one would expect in a work that takes its cue from an urgent cry
for help.’? By way of introduction to the xpioigc of On Tranquillity of
Mind, 1 consider three reasons for this: (1) Paccius’ progress in virtue, (2)
Plutarch’s focus, (3) and the general nature of the problem.

(1) Paccius seems to be in a different plight than Serenus, the charac-
ter who asks Seneca for advice on tranquillitas animi.** At the beginning

2 Van Hoof 2010: 48.

» Ingenkamp 1971: 111-115. Cf. also the analysis of De prof. in virt. in Roskam
2005b: esp. 245—246.

30 Pohlenz 1905: 276 also regards § 1—5 as introductory. Contra e.g. Heinze 1890: 498
(§ 1-6 as a unit); Abel 1987: 132 and passim (§ 2—4, § 5-11, and § 12—18 as main units, but
this disregards the fact that § 5 opens with yap).

31 But see, on aspects of £€0iopuog in De tranq. an., Barigazzi 1962: 121-122. On
émhoyiopdg in Plutarch, see also Erler 2013: 277—281.

32 Cf. Pohlenz 1905: 282—284; Ziegler 1951: 693; Abel 1987: 129—130.

33 Cf. Gréard 1885: 190. On Serenus as a literary persona, see Griffin 1976: 353-355.
By comparing Seneca’s De trang. an. to Plutarch’s treatise I do not want to imply that
there was any influence of the former on the latter. I merely want to consider the two
works as dealing with the same topic within a few decades of each other: Seneca’s work
was written around 60 CE (Mutschler 2014: 153), and Plutarch’s about forty or fifty years
later (I argue for a date around 110 CE in Demulder 2021). For a similar approach, see
Bléansdorf 1997 (although I disagree with his effort to dumb down Plutarch in order to ex-
alt Seneca) and Van Hoof 2007 (comparing Plutarch’s De coh. ira with Seneca’s work on
the same issue). For comparisons of Plutarch’s and Seneca’s De trang. an. in the interest
of Quellenforschung, see Hirzel 1879: 354—382; Heinze 1890: 501—502. Further aspects of
comparison between the two works can be found in e.g. Barigazzi 1962; Gill 1994: 4616—
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of the Stoic’s On Tranquillity of Mind, we immediately get an intimate
insight into Serenus’ agitated soul. We can almost feel his despair.** The
poor fellow really does not know what to do with himself. He succeeds
in living thriftily, yet he cannot rid himself of the temptations of luxury,
which makes him miserable (Sen., De tranqg. an. 1.5-9). Unfortunately,
we do not have Paccius’ cry for help, which might partly explain why
he seems to be better off. Nevertheless, it is striking that the first thing
Plutarch does after explaining the circumstances in which the work was
written is to congratulate Paccius because, although he has influential
friends and a good reputation, he does not think that he is immune to
physical suffering (t1®v puoik®dv TaOOV):

[...] ocuymodduEVOC, OTL Kol PIATaG XV YEUOVIKAS Kol SOE0V 00OEVOC
EMATTOVOL TOV €V Ayopd Aeyoviwv 1O TOD Tpayikod MéEpomog ov
nénovOag, ovd’ Mg €keivov ‘evdapovilov 6° dylog EEEMANEE’ T@V
QLOIKDV TaB®V, OAAGN TOAAGKIG GKNKOMG UVNUOVEVES MG 0oVTE
T0daypaG ATUAAATTEL KAATIOE OVTE OOKTOALOG TOAVTEANG TOPOVVYING
000¢ d1adN e KEPaAaAyiag. TOOEV ye O TPOC dAvTioy WyuyTg Kol Piov
axopova ypnudtomv d@eeloc | 06ENG 1 SLVALE®S €V AANIC, AV Ur TO
YPOUEVOV EDYEPLGTOV T| TOIC EXOVGL KOi TO TMV ATOVTOV IR Sedpevov
ael mopakolovd; (De trang. an. 465a—b)

[...] T congratulate you because, though you have commanders as
your friends and a reputation second to none of the forensic speakers
of our day, your experience has not been that of Merops in the play,

4631. Plutarch knew a few anecdotes about Seneca (Galba 20.1; De coh. ira 461f—462a),
but there are no indications that he knew, let alone read, Seneca’s De trang. an. or any of
his other works (cf. Van Hoof 2010: 91 n. 34). As Stadter 2015¢: 133—137 points out, from
Plutarch’s modesty about his knowledge of Latin (Dem. 2.2), we cannot conclude that his
reading level was too low to read philosophical works in Latin (see Stadter 2015¢: 133 n. 13
for earlier scholarship on Plutarch’s Latin). The question is, however, whether he would
have been interested in reading the work of a philosopher writing in Latin (cf. Ziegler
1951: col. 927: ‘Es ist charakterisch, daf3 P. bei aller seiner Wertschéatzung romischen Wes-
ens doch nicht geglaubt hat, fiir philosophische Dinge bei einem Romer etwas profitieren
zu konnen’), let alone in the work of a Roman Stoic. What about the presence of Seneca’s
work on the other end of the (real or imagined) correspondence between Plutarch and
Paccius? Van Hoof 2010: 88—89, 91 points out that it is probable that Paccius had access to
Seneca’s De trang. an. (as well as to Democritus’ work on gvBupiia) in Rome and suggests
that Paccius’ request might have sprung from his dissatisfaction with the existing work on
the subject. Although I am sure that Plutarch’s recipe for evfopia is fundamentally differ-
ent from the solutions proposed in earlier work on the subject, I think this difference is the
result of Plutarch’s different world view rather than of Paccius’ dissatisfaction.
3 Cf. Inwood 2005: 350.
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and because it cannot be said of you, as of him, that ‘The plaudits of
the mob have driven you’ [Eur., Phaethon ftr. 783a TrGF] from those
natural experiences;* but you continue to remember what you have
often heard, that an aristocratic shoe does not rid us of the gout, nor
an expensive ring of a hangnail, nor a diadem of a headache. For
what power is there in money or fame or influence at court to help us
to gain ease of soul or an untroubled life, if it is not true that the use
of them is pleasant to us when we have them and that we never miss
them when we have them not? [tr. modified]

As opposed to Seneca’s Serenus, Paccius seems to be doing quite well, all
things considered. After all, he is not taking his first steps on the path to
virtue. The words moAldkig dxnrxomdg pvnuovevelg suggest that this is not
his first bout of Seelenheilung. In On Talkativeness (510d—e), the stage of
gmoyionog is explicitly described as ‘always hearing and remembering’
(kovovtog del kol pepvnuévovc) what has been learned.* Paccius has
been there, and as an advancing student in Platonic Seelenheilung, he
is already far less miserable than when he started.’” He is also far less
miserable than your typical Stoic proficiens, who cannot count on there
being a middle ground between vice and virtue, between utter misery
and happiness. In the life of the Stoic proficiens, as Plutarch sees it, ‘vice
constantly besets all progress, and with countervailing weight drags him
down’ (De prof. in virt. 75b: o otabud maov 1 KoKio Tepikelévn).
To make matters even worse, the Stoic minimum for happiness is nigh
impossible to attain, which renders their standards quite ridiculous in
Plutarch’s eyes — something he does not hesitate to point out in this very
treatise (De trang. an. 472a). No wonder, then, that Serenus is tormented.
Paccius’ progress and Plutarch’s general view of moral progress, on the

35 The examples that follow make it clear that Plutarch is not thinking about, as the
Loeb translation has it, ‘emotions given us by nature’ specifically (as in Cons. ad ux.
609e and Ca. Ma. 18.5). For puowd na6n used, like here, in the broader sense of ‘natural
experiences’ see Adv. Col. 1115b; cf. also the use of maOn at De trang. an. 476a. There is
no reason to assume, as Hartman 1916: 225 does, that t@v puoik®dv wabdv is a gloss and
should be deleted.

3¢ See Ingenkamp 1971: 40. Cf. also De aud. 48d.

37 Contra Pelling 2011a: 44—45, commenting on De trang. an. 465a: ‘Who knows,
perhaps this prominent Roman Paccius was indeed an exception to the rule; or perhaps
this is the familiar protreptic trope whereby one congratulates someone on achieving al-
ready what it is one’s purpose to encourage. (One notes that Paccius will remember often
“hearing” that wealth is not the answer to everything; not often “saying”).’

3 On Seneca’s orthodox Stoic stance on progress in virtue, which is also reflected in
his De trang. an., see Roskam 2005b: 60—98.
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other hand, help to explain why Paccius’ problem is not immediately
obvious. It might also be a clue as to why Paccius feels ready to embark
upon gmperéctepat EEnynoelg of Plato’s Timaeus.

(2) The passage quoted above reveals another conspicuous difference
between Seneca’s Serenus and Plutarch’s Paccius. The former does not
succeed in wholeheartedly running away from luxury, and the latter is
not even expected to try.** For Plutarch, wealth, fame, and power are not
obstacles for tranquillity, but potential aids towards (npo¢) acquiring it.
There is, however, one complication, which reveals the main topic of On
Tranquillity of Mind: Paccius should learn to use and enjoy these exter-
nal goods without getting attached to them. Plutarch devises this as the
next step in the curriculum of his proficiens. Paccius has already learned
(TOAAGKIG AKNKOOG pvnuovevelg) that power (eudiog [...] fyepovikag),
fame (80&av), and luxuries (KdAtiog [...] daxtOA0G [...] drddnua) do
not guarantee a healthy body. Now the time has come for him to realise
that, a fortiori (ye 61*), the same things (now listed in reverse order:
xpNUbTeV 6@eroc 1 06ENC 1| duvapemg) do not ensure a healthy soul.¥!

Plutarch’s stance on external goods — and in this at least it does not
differ from Plato’s — cannot easily be associated with either one of the
extreme poles in the debate on whether virtue is sufficient for happiness.*?
He seems to disagree with the Stoic version of the sufficiency thesis,
which has it that contingencies do not have any bearing on happiness.*
At the same time, however, he probably found the Aristotelian version,
which admitted that some external goods were needed along with virtue

3 Cf. Van Hoof 2010: 20 on this attitude in Plutarch’s practical ethics in general and
Wardman 1974: 79-86; Roskam 2014b on the positive aspects of wealth in the Lives.

40" Denniston 1954: 246.

4 Similar juxtapositions of body and soul occur in the next two paragraphs. (1) For
the body, stupor is a detrimental way of producing freedom from pain (465d: kaitot
KOKOV LV avoicneio copatt papuokov dmoviog, rejecting the emendations of the Loeb
edition); a similar @éppoakov should be avoided in the case of the soul as well. (2) Chang-
ing ships does not relieve seasickness; similarly, changing modes of life does not relieve
the soul (466b—c). The triad of power, fame, and luxury reoccurs later in the treatise as
well (most clearly at 471b: koi AoVt Kol 66EN Kol Pacireiq; cf. also 474c, 477a).

2 For the disagreement between Stoics (virtue is sufficient for happiness) and Peri-
patetics (virtue is necessary but not sufficient for happiness) on this point, see e.g. Cicero,
De fin. 3.41—44. For Plato’s position, see e.g. the overview in Sauvé-Meyer 2008: 38—41.

4 See esp. De comm. not. 1061d. If Irwin 1995: 199 is right (as I think he is), De Stoic.
rep. 1040d goes in the same direction by opposing the Stoic sufficiency thesis to Plato’s
stance, but see Casevitz and Babut 2004: 172 n. 192 for a different interpretation. Cf. also

Trapp 2007: 32—34.
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for a human being to be happy, a tad too weak.* The long and short of it
is that, according to Plutarch, toym, which escapes the control of reason,
is part of the human condition. The Stoic denial of this must have struck
him as naive. In On Moral Virtue, Plutarch is very clear on this point:
TOYM is a reality in the sensible realm and the ethical human being will
simply have to deal with that.*

As the passage quoted earlier had it, dealing with external circum-
stances amounts to putting them to good, virtuous use without depend-
ing on them (cf. 10 ypdpevov e0YEPIGTOV T TOIC EYOVGL KOl TO TGV
anovtov un deouevov). In On Reading the Poets is the same advice.
This time it comes with a slightly more developed framework in which
to situate T Toynpd, ‘such as wealth, marriage, office, and, in a word,
all outward things the possession of which is unprofitable to those who
cannot make good use of them’ (mAovToVLG KOl YALOVS Kal Apyag Kol
TavO’ BAmG TO £KTOC, OV 1 KTHGIG AvOVNTOg £6TL TOIC YPTicOot KoAGS
un dvvapévolg, De aud. poet. 23f).* Plutarch warns that the poets of-
ten confuse events caused by tOyn with events caused by Zeus. The
former, however, are caused by an irregular and indeterminate cause
(Thg dTdKT™C Kai dopioTmg mepLpepopévng aitiag, 24a) — the same two
adjectives are used in On the Generation of the Soul to describe the
movement of precosmic soul.*” Toyn is the totality of ‘those phases
of causation which baffle our logic, and are, in a word, beyond us’
(10 dovALdYIoTOV NUIV THG aitiog [...] kol dAwg oV kaf’ udg) and, as
such, opposed to reason and god (24b).*® In terms of Plutarch’s cosmo-

4 See esp. An vitiositas 499c—d, although even in this rhetorical work there is room
for nuance: ook £otv 1] TOYN Kakodatpoviag terestovpydc. (‘Fortune is not a producer of
perfect unhappiness.’)

4 De virt. mor. 443f—444a with Opsomer 2011a: 156-159. On the anti-Stoic character
of De virt. mor., see p. 22 n. 12.

4 Cf. De fortuna 100a.

47 De an. procr. 1014d: v GTOKTOV KOl GOPIOTOV OOTOKIVIITOV 08 KOl KIVNTIKTV
apynv éxetvnv. Cf. also 1015d; De prof. in virt. 76b; De Is. et Os. 372a.

 Cf. also e.g. De aud. poet. 24¢—25b; De genio Socr. 575c¢. In practice, of course, it
is not always easy or even possible to separate toyn from rational causation. It should
not be surprising, then, that especially in the Lives, toyn exhibits a wider array of mean-
ings; see esp. Brenk 1977: 145-183; Swain 1989b (cf. also Swain 1989c¢; Ingenkamp 1997;
Tatum 2010 — all three on toyn in the Timol. — Aem. — and Wardman 1974: 179—189;
Stadter 2014: 23—24; Titchener 2014). On the many faces of Plutarch’s notion of toyn,
see also Torraca 1996 (and already Lassel 1891), although it is too easy to posit that
these many faces come together in ‘un facile eclettismo che accoglie le piu significative
voci delle varie scuole’, shifting from work to work, and that there is a development in
Plutarch’s thought on the matter (at 135). (I fail to see how these two characteristics — ad
hoc eclectism and development — can be sensibly distinguished together anyway.) See,
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logy, then, Oy is what is caused by the irrational part of the cosmic
soul.¥

As an answer to his request for help, then, Paccius will receive ad-
vice on how to deal with toyn. However, it is unclear that this is what
Paccius has asked for. To understand Plutarch’s focus, we have to sneak
a peek at the doxnoig part of the work. I have marked the seventh para-
graph of On Tranquillity of Mind as a digression in the table above.” In
that digression we finally get some information about what exactly is
bugging Paccius personally. The paragraph begins with the observation
that most people are frustrated by the faults of others, not only of their
friends, but of their enemies as well. Plutarch uses several techniques
to make it clear that this observation, more than anything else that has
been said so far, pertains to Paccius personally.’' Only in this paragraph
(apart from the formulaic greeting) is Paccius addressed by name (¢ile
[Taxxke, 468e). Throughout the work, Plutarch usually gives his advice
in the first person plural (‘let us...’*?), in general terms (e.g. 6¢i...%%), or
as an apostrophe to a character appearing in an example.> Only occa-
sionally is the advice aimed at Paccius more directly and personally.™
This is predominantly the case in this paragraph (468c: un voule cov

however, Opsomer 2011a, who focuses on the Dion to argue that Plutarch’s understanding
of tOyn and dpetn in the Lives is not in contradiction with his philosophical framework
(as presented in De virt. mor.); cf. also Becchi 2000 for a more or less unitary reading
of Plutarch’s toyn and Eckholdt 2019 for a painstaking typology that does not deny an
underlying unity.

4 Cf. De sera num. 550d—e on p. 17; De an. procr. 1024b with PL., Tim. 69b. The latter
passage explains how toyn, while caused by irrationality, includes not only bad luck but
also good luck: even before the generation of the cosmic soul, irrational precosmic soul
could through chance movement hit upon the good.

0 Cf. already Heinze 1890: 499 (followed by Siefert 1896: 58; Pohlenz 1905: 276,
282), who, however, does not consider this ‘Einschiebsel’ in the context of the rest of
Plutarch’s treatise, but believes that it is prompted by the preceding anecdote about Stilpo.

1 Pohlenz 1905: 282 rightly points out that § 7 is ‘[g]anz auf Paccius berechnet’.

52 467a: ékkabaipopev, 467b: Nuétepov Epyov éotiv, v €0 PpovduEev, 468e: pm
AavOavopev, 468f: avorlapopev; 469a: mtovcsopeda, 469¢: edbvuncopev, 470f: fueic [...]
EEeoTiv lmely, 470e: Eyopev eimeiy.

53 465b, 466a, 467a, c, 469¢, £, 472¢, 473a, f, 474a, 475d, 476¢. Cf. 469a: dyabov
[...] TpoOg evOvuiav, 470a, 476e: péya mpog evbupiav, 471c, 474d: EEegotiv, 475b: ovK
fypnotov €oTtt, 470d, 474¢: 6 vodv Exwv (and many similar expressions elsewhere; on the
constant contrast between the mindless and the mindful person as a structuring element
in the work, see Broecker 1954: 23—26).

3% 467d—f, 469b. Of course, apostrophe is not necessary to give an advisory function
to an example. On the many examples in De trang. an., see Morgan 2007: 290—294.

53 Imperatives in 470e (0¢acon, i1d¢) and 471a (8pa., yevoD).
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gpyov tvar, 468¢; oxdmel mddc, 468d; AN’ dpa, 468e). Finally, not only
the advice but also the situation described in this paragraph is tailored
to Paccius: Plutarch is explicitly referring to Paccius’ day-to-day affairs
when he mentions ‘the execution of matters committed to your personal
care’ (0 yop mPATTELS TPAYLOTO TEMOTEVUEVOC, 468c; cf. pot dokeig Kai
aOTOG EMTAPATTOUEVOG, 468D).

In § 7 Plutarch cleverly frames Paccius’ problem so that it comes to
fit his desired focus on tOymn. His frustration with other people’s faults, so
Plutarch reveals, is not a philosophically sound aversion to wickedness
in general (10 kaB6Lov THig poyOnpiag, 468e). Rather, it is an aversion to
wickedness that affects us personally (t0 Tpog fuag). As such, this aver-
sion amounts to self-love (piAavtia), not hate of evil (uoomovnpia).’
More precisely, Paccius’ aversion is towards people ‘who were, we think,
the cause of our being deprived of some desireable things and of our
encountering others which are unpleasant’ (O¢’ @v o pév [i.e. péoeig
and duwéeig] amootepeicOon toig 8¢ [i.e. dmootpoai and Swoforai]
neputintey dokobuev). The desirable opposite of gilavtia, then, con-
sists not only in self-knowledge® or pilavOpornia® but also in an ad-
equate knowledge of the workings of tOyn. And, indeed, the digression
is brought to a close and the focus immediately shifts back to npdyuara,
which were associated with the workings of toyn in the previous para-
graphs, as we shall see.®

0 0¢ 101 mpaypootv €0100elc ELappdS cuuTEPIPEPEGOL Kol HETPimG
E0KOAMTOTOG AVOpOTTOLG OWAETY YiyveTon kal TpadTatog. 60ev Ekelvov
av01¢ TOV EPL TOV TPaAyHdT®V AOYOV AvardPopey. (468e—f)

[I]t is the man who has become accustomed to adapt himself to cir-
cumstances®' easily and with self-control who becomes the most gra-

56 Cf. 468c: av [...] fimog @aivn kai uéTplog €k TV Evdeyouévamv, DEPAVEl T off
dwbécet parlov fj Aomnoet Toig £Tépmv andiong kai poyonpioig.

7 The topic of gihavrtia is taken up again later in De trang. an. (471d—e); cf. Siefert
1908: 15 n. 6; Van der Stockt 1999b: 586587, 594—595; Van Hoof 2010: 99—104. On the
centrality of ilavtia in Plutarch’s practical ethics, see Ingenkamp 1971: 131-132; cf. also
Van Hoof 2010: 35; 2014: 142. On @tlavtia in Plutarch in general, see Roskam 2004: 251.

8 Esp. in the opening of De ad. et am. (48e—49b); see Opsomer 1998: 151-155;
2009a: 103-108. Cf. also Van Hoof 2010: 12, 13, 35, 99, 173; 2014: 142.

¥ E.g. Comp. Thes. et Rom. 2.2. Cf. Hirzel 1912: 26; Ingenkamp 1971: 131; Roskam
2004: 251.

% The beginning of § 8 (10 avtd Tpoodeyopévoug) recalls § 6 (VO TAOV AVTAOV
nen6vOaow), thus forging a connection that bridges the digression.

' Not, as the Loeb translation has it, ‘public affairs’ (similarly in the previous sen-
tence).
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cious and gentle in his dealings with his fellows. [§ 8] Therefore let us
resume our discussion of circumstances. [tr. modified]

Is this what Paccius asked for, then? Probably not, but, according to
Plutarch, it is what he should have asked for: his personal unrest will
disappear when he learns about toym, and his ethical problem will be
solved when he learns about cosmology. Thankfully, the yoyfic iotpog
(465d%%) has diagnosed a crucial aspect of his disease and can now pro-
ceed to cure it.

To get a better sense of how, in Plutarch’s mind, tranquillity of mind
1s connected to dealing with both good and bad toyn, we can briefly
turn to the Pyrrhus — Marius. As Duft has observed, this pair of biogra-
phies shares several general concerns and more specific elements with
On Tranquillity of Mind.®* A particularly interesting parallel occurs at
the end of the Marius, which also concludes the pair as a whole since it
lacks a formal comparison. We find Marius — aged seventy, the first man
to have become a seventh-time consul, and extremely wealthy — lament-
ing his fortune (®wdVpetTo TNV E0vTOd TVYMV) because he is dying from an
illness without having satisfied all his desires (Mar. 45.12). Plutarch adds
an extensive philosophical comment:

[TAdtov pév odv, fidn Tpdg T@ TELELTAY YEVOUEVOC, DUVEL TOV aDTOD
daipova kai v toMv, OtL TPdOTOV UEV AvOp®TOC, 00K dAoYOV TH)
pvoel Onpiov, €10° "EAAv, od PBapPapoc yévorto, mpdg 8¢ tovToIg
0Tl T0lC XOKPATOLS YPOVOLS AMNVTNOEV 1| YEVEGIS aOTOD. KOi VI
Aia 10v Tapcéa Aéyovoy Avtimatpov ®OcaOT®G VO TNV TEAELTV
dvoloyildpevov GV Thyor pokapiov, unde tiig eic Adfvag oikodev
evmloiog EmAabécOal, kabdmep @rAoypnotov THc THYNG Gmacav
d00V €1G HeyaANVY yaptv TIBépevoy Kol omlovta T Lvinun otd T€AoVG,
Nc 008év éotv dvOpmme Tapeiov dyaddv BePardtepov. Tovg &
GLLUVALOVOG KOL VO TOVG VTTEKPET TAL YIYVOLEVO LETA TOD YPOVOL" 10
unoEv otéyovteg undE dlatnpodVTES, Al KEVol HEV dyabdv, TANPELS
&’ EATId @V, TPOG TO LEAAOV ATOPAETOVGL, TO TOPOV TPOTEUEVOL. KaiTOL

62 Fittingly, § 7 contains two medical comparisons (468b; 468c) that suggest that, at
the time of writing, Paccius is doing quite poorly as a ‘doctor’ by letting himself be af-
fected. The misdiagnosis of his own ailment, then, does not come as a surprise. Plutarch
compares his ‘psychiatry’ to medicine most explicitly in De cup. div. 524a—¢. On Plutarch
as a yoyig latpdg, see Ingenkamp 1971: 118-124 and passim (cf. also Vamvouri Ruffy
2012: 29—161 on Quaest. conv.; Zucchelli 1965: 224—225 on De vit. pud.); conversely, on
evbvpia in the medical tradition, see Pigeaud 1981: 441-521. See more generally also
Lain Entralgo 1970: esp. 139-170; Simon 1978; and more specifically on De trang. an.,
Broecker 1954: 55.

8 Duff 1999b: 105-108, 116. On TOYN in Mar:, see Stadter 2019.
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TO HEV av 1 THM KOADGOL dVVALTO, TO O AVAPUIPETOV £0TIV: GAL’
Oumc TodTo THS WYuyig g AAAOTpIoV EkPdAAovTES, EKETVO TO donAov
OVELPOTTOVOLY, E€IKOTO TAGYOVTIES. TPV YOp €K AOYoL Kol moudeiog
g0pav vmoPorécharl kol kKpnmido toig £EmBev dyaboic, cuvayovTeg
aOTO Kol GLUEOPODVTEG, EUMARicOl THC Wuyfig ov dvuvaviol TO
axopeotov. (Mar. 46.1-5)

Plato, however, when he was now at the point of death, lauded his
guardian genius and Fortune because, to begin with, he had been born
a man and not an irrational animal; again, because he was a Greek
and not a Barbarian; and still again, because his birth had fallen in
the times of Socrates. And indeed they say that Antipater of Tarsus,
when he was in like manner near his end and was enumerating the
blessings of his life, did not forget to mention his prosperous voyage
from home to Athens, just as though he thought that every gift of a
benevolent Fortune called for great gratitude, and kept it to the last
in his memory, which is the most secure storehouse of blessings for a
man. Unmindful and thoughtless persons, on the contrary, let all that
happens to them slip away as time goes on; therefore, since they do
not hold or keep anything, they are always empty of blessings, but full
of hopes, and are looking away to the future while they neglect the
present. And yet the future may be prevented by Fortune, while the
present cannot be taken away; nevertheless these men cast aside the
present gift of Fortune as something alien to them, while they dream
of the future and its uncertainties. And this is natural. For they assem-
ble and heap together the external blessings of life before reason and
education have enabled them to build any foundation and basement
for these things, and therefore they cannot satisfy the insatiable appe-
tite of their souls.

The contrast between the wise and the thoughtless, which structures
this passage, is also a structuring element throughout On Tranquillity of
Mind.** The anecdote about Antipater occurs in both works (De trang.
an. 469d), as does the comparison of blessings that should be stored in
memory to liquids that should be kept in a storeroom lest they flow away
(473b—¢).® The wise rely on the present and their remembrance of the
past, whereas the thoughtless are obsessed with hopes for the future.® It

% Broecker 1954: 23—26.

8 Mar. 46.3: tapugiov ~ De trang. an. 473b: tapueio; Mar. 46.3: dnekpel ~ De trang.
an. 473d: Omekpeiv; Mar. 46.3: un0ev otéyovieg ~ De trang. an. 473d: ) 6TéyovTeC.

8 Mar. 46.3: Tovg 6’ dpviuovag kol avortovg ~ De trang. an. 473b: ot [...] avontot,
473c¢: ol 6& PPOVIUOL Kad TG UNKET” GVTOL TG LWVNIOVEVELY Evapydg GvTa To10DGY E0VTOIC,
473C: TOIC GvONTOLG, 473C: ANON, 473d: t@® apvnuovedt®, 473d: T uqun; Mar 46.3:
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1s necessary, then, to build a stable foundation in which we give external
blessing a prominent place in order not to get stuck in past and present
misfortunes or vain hopes. This is the diagnosis with which the Marius
ends and On Tranquillity of Mind begins. All the same it is not a self-di-
agnosis by Paccius: he needs Plutarch to point it out to him. Hence, it is
not surprising that Paccius’ problem is not glaringly obvious from the
outset. The way in which Plutarch connects his specific focus on toyn
with Paccius’ lack of €bBuvpia, however, connects Paccius’ particular
problem with the philosophical core of the work.?’

(3) A final reason why Paccius’ problem might at first elude the reader
1s that the problem is of a very general nature. The question tackled in
On Trangquillity of Mind is not how to avoid being a chatterbox, how to
praise oneself without offending others, how to keep curiosity within
bounds, or any of the other specific issues treated in Plutarch’s practical
ethics. The question at hand is how to live. Although the work falls under
the heading of practical ethics or Seelenheilung, it also encompasses the
rest of the works in this group. The broadness of the problem may ex-
plain why it is not immediately clear. Moreover, it may also account for
the prominence of émiloyiopol over €iopoi: practising life is somewhat
less definable (and inevitably more tied up with émiloywopot) than, say,
practising to shut up at the right moment.

Paccius’ problem, then, is life and how to live it. But this may sound
too dramatic, since he is, after all, quite far along in solving his problem.
He is not an unhappy wretch — or at least not anymore. What he lacks,
and this is Plutarch’s diagnosis rather than Paccius’ request, is an ade-
quate way of dealing with toyn — or, in cosmological terms, of dealing
with the effects of the irrational part of the cosmic soul.

1.2. How is the problem presented?

Now that we have a general idea of what Paccius’ real problem is, let us
take a fresh start and have a look at how this problem is presented in the
first five paragraphs of On Tranquillity of Mind and how it is connect-
ed to the practice of Seelenheilung. As we saw earlier, Plutarch starts

kevol ~ De trang. an. 473d: kevovg; Mar. 46.3-4: Tp0og 10 PEALOV AnoPAETOLGL, TO TOPOV
npoiépevol ~ De trang. an. 473b—c: TapdVTo TO YPNOTA TOPOPDOL Kol AUEAODGLY VIO
10D cuvtetdobal Tpog TO HEAAOV diel Taic ppovtiowy; Mar. 46.4: To0to [sc. 1O Tapodv] Tilg
Yoyiic ®g aALOTploV EkPdAlovteg ~ De trang. an. 473c: 10 Yap Topdv [...] o0KETL Sokel
PO MU 00S’ HuéTepoV Elvat.

87 Cf. Brenk 1977: 147: ‘The whole theme of De tranquillitate is that fortune is con-
stantly ebbing and flowing, or in more Greek terms, that one constantly encounters good
and evil tyche; the best advice that the wise man can give is to encourage mortals to keep
a cool head whether good or evil tyche should at a particular time be one’s lot.’
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by pointing out that it is of paramount importance that we use external
goods (riches, reputation, and power) when we have them and that we
do not miss them when we do not have them (10 ypduevov edydpioTov )
101G £YOVGL KOl TO TAV ATOVT®V UN| dedpEVOV, 465a—b). Immediately after
this, the method of Platonic Seelenheilung is announced:

Tl 0¢ 100T’ €oTiv GAAO T AOYOoC €l0ouéVOC Kol UEUEAETNKMG
T00 moOnTikod Kol dAOYyov TRC Wuyfg EEIGTOUEVOL TOALAKIC
gmaapfPdvectot Toyd Kol P Teplopdv AmoppEov Kol KatapepOUEVOV
4o TV TapoOvVImV; (465b)

And how else can this be achieved except through reason, which has
been carefully trained quickly to hold back the passionate and irra-
tional part of the soul when it breaks bounds, as it often does, and not
to allow it to flow away and be swept downstream, away from what
is present? [tr. modified]

The doxnoic (cf. Loyog eibiouévoc kai peperetnkme) depends on the aware-
ness that the human soul consists of a rational and an irrational part and
that the former should control the latter. This general principle of Plutarch’s
Platonic ethics is applied to the theme of On Tranquillity of Mind: the ra-
tional part should ensure that the irrational part sticks to ta mapdvta and
does not miss T andvto. The rest of the first paragraph develops both
the Aoyog-mdBog relation and the importance of doxnoig (EmueAeicOon,
TOPOUCKEVAGUEVOL, 465b; Aoyot [...] oikelol Kai cuviOELg, 465¢).

The second and third paragraphs sketch two well-worn yet unsuc-
cessful treatments for lack of evBvpia. First, the ‘Democritean’ creed is
criticised for advising a life of inactivity.®® Next, Plutarch turns to ‘those
who believe that one quite special kind of life is free from pain’ (tolg
[...] dpopropévmg Eva Plov dAvmov vopilovrtog, 466a), citing proponents
of the lives of farmers, bachelors, and kings. It is worthwhile to note,
in the light of my suggestion that this belongs to the kpicic part of the
work, that the main problem with these two famous treatments is not that
they do not work. Their problem is more fundamental: they are based on
wrong diagnoses. The ‘Democritean’ solution is a failure (cf. yevdog,

8 Plutarch starts the paragraph with a reference to Democritus (fr. B3 DK), but the
advice to lead an inactive life cannot possibly be attributed to Democritus. Hence the
inverted commas around ‘Democritean’. On Plutarch’s use of Democritus here, see
Siefert 1908: 9—10 (followed and developed further by Broecker 1954: 45—52; Hershbell
1982: 85-86); Barigazzi 1962: esp. 124-126; Roskam 2007b: 2223, all three offering dif-
ferent ways of interpreting this passage without assuming that Plutarch simply misunder-
stood or blatantly misrepresented Democritus (as, respectively, Helmbold 1939: 170 n. a
and Kidd in Kidd and Waterfield 1992: 204—205).
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465d) because it measures activity quantitatively (in terms of mAf|0oc and
oAMyotnc) instead of qualitatively (in terms of T0 KaAdv and 10 aicypov,
466a).%” The ‘prescribed life’ solution, in turn, fails to acknowledge that
the problem is located in the soul:

[...]ait®V Biov avtipeTaAnyelg ovk £€a1podot TS Yoyt Td AvTod VT
Kol TapdrTovta: TadTo &’ 0TV anelpio Tpayudtoy, dAloyiotio, TO Ui
dvvacHot und’ éniotacbal ypficOat Toic Tapodoty OpODdC. (466¢)

[T]the exchange of one mode of life for another does not relieve the
soul of those things which cause it grief and distress: these are inexpe-
rience in affairs, unreasonableness, the want of ability or knowledge
to make the right use of present conditions.

Both the ‘Democritean’ and the ‘prescribed life” solution treat the symp-
toms instead of the disease.”” Once this has been pointed out, Plutarch
states his own — correct — diagnosis, which he has sketched somewhat
vaguely in the first paragraph, in clear terms: lack of gvfBvpuia is caused
by not being able to use Adyog in dealing with mpaypota.

The fourth paragraph illustrates this ailment through three pairs of an-
ecdotes.” (1) Alexander the Great, upon learning from Anaxarchus that
there are an infinite number of k6cpot, wept because he could not even
conquer a single one of these kéopor.” (1°) Crates, on the other hand, did
not possess much (i.e. the opposite of a whole kdo0c), yet he lived his
life as if at a festival (Gomep €v €opti)). (2) Agamemnon was lord over
many men. Still, he felt burdened by the responsibilities that Zeus sent
him. (2”) Diogenes, on the other hand, was being sold as a slave (i.e. the

% Both a politically disengaged life (dmpaypovemg) and a life engaged in politics (€v
mpayuacy) can be preferable depending on circumstances (465d) or personality (472b).
Cf. 472e.

" Plutarch emphasises the connection between the two unsuccessful treatments by
illustrating each one with a quotation from the same scene from Euripides’ Orestes: Elec-
tra addresses Orestes, who is bedridden and suffering from a mental breakdown after
killing his mother (Or: 258 at De tranq. an. 465c illustrating the inactivity treament, Or:
232 at De tranq. an. 466c¢ illustrating the prescribed life treatment); both quotations fit
with Plutarch’s comparison of physical and mental health. Cf. Barigazzi 1962: 117-118,
who aptly speaks about ‘due pregiudizi’.

" Russell 1972: 23—29 quotes and discusses this passage (De trang. an. 466d—467c)
at length, considering it ‘a typical passage of moral advice’ (23) indicative of Plutarch’s
style through its use of examples, quotations, and imagery. Unfortunately, Russell’s
judgement on the work as a whole is that it lacks originality of content (cf. n. 18).

2 See Demulder 2021.
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opposite of a Baciretc). Still, he kept joking. (3°7*) Even when he was in
prison, Socrates found a way to philosophise with his friends. (3) Phae-
thon, on the other hand, made it all the way to heaven (i.e. the opposite of
prison), as he wished. Nonetheless, he still found a reason for discontent
and kept nagging about the fact that he had met with some resistance.”
These anecdotes are connected not only by their similar structure and
their diatribic flavour but also by their cosmic touch.” The unhappiness
of the three negative examples is somehow connected with how they
view the cosmos and their place in it: Alexander was crushed upon learn-
ing that he would never become the ruler of the whole cosmos, Aga-
memnon was convinced that his misfortunes were caused by Zeus, and
Phaethon thought he could replace a god.” What we do not learn here,
however, is what the correct picture of the cosmos and the place of hu-
mans might be. In the kpiocig part of the work, Plutarch mainly describes
recipes for disaster, not yet recipes for success.”” The cosmic perspective
is announced but not yet pressed into service.

The three pairs of anecdotes are introduced by the remark that reason-
ing (Aoyiouog) creates contentment (evkorav) towards every life (mpog
gxaotov Plov, 466d), and they are followed by the similar conclusion that
our dispositions (d1a9éceic) define how our life is (466f). To illustrate the
point that we should use wisdom (10 @poveiv, 466f) to deal with external
things (t& ékt0¢, 467a), Plutarch ends the fourth paragraph with a quota-
tion from Euripides’ Bellerophon:

TOIg TPAYHOGY YOp ovyl Bopodcebot ypedv:

HEAEL YOP AOTOTG OVOEV: AL’ OVVTLYYAV®V

Ta TPAYpaT’ OpBDG Av TIOT, Tpdéel kaAdg (De trang. an. 467a = Eur.,
fr. 287 TrGF)

3 Plutarch reverses the order here: of the third pair, the positive example is presented
first.

™ See Demulder forthcoming a.

5 Crates, Diogenes, and Socrates are popular models in diatribes, as Broecker
1954: 68 points out. Cf. Tsekourakis 1983: 94—95, who discusses these three anecdotes
in his study on the influence of the diatribe on Plutarch’s popular philosophical writings
(cf. also Heinze 1890: 507—511; Seidel 1906: 32—45 on diatribic elements in De trang. an.).
For the connection between these three figures from a modern scholarly perspective, see
Long 1999: 631.

6 As Warren 2004: 356357 points out, this Plutarchan passage is a rare instance of
ancient atomistic cosmology being adduced in an ethical context.

7 The delirious Orestes (465¢), women (465d), Laertes (465¢), Achilles (465¢—f),
people who are wealthy yet miserable (466a—b), men who seek advancement at court yet
soon grow tired of it (466¢—d).



CHAPTER § ON TRANQUILLITY OF MIND 189

It does no good to rage at circumstance;
Events will take their course with no regard
For us. But he who makes the best of those
Events he lights upon will not fare ill.

Here, the connection between mpaypata and toyn is suggested through
the verb tvyybvw. This becomes more explicit in the fifth paragraph,
which is closely connected to the previous one (through the particle yép)
and gives us Plutarch’s interpretation of the lines just quoted.”® Plutarch
recalls that Plato compared life to a game of xvPeia: we need a good
throw, but we also have to make good use of the throw.” The throw itself
is a matter of luck (ovk @’ Nuiv, 467a; mapda g TOYMG, 467b), while
how we deal with the throw is up to us (Muétepov €pyov, 467b). The
use of émtuyydve in the description of the players who are faced with
a certain throw links the kvPeio comparison to the Euripides fragment
(Tovg émtuyyavovtag, 467b ~ ovvruyydvov, 467a), as does the general
distinction between luck and what we can control.

The verb 1167 may have been what made Plutarch jump from Euripid-
es to a gaming metaphor in general and to Plato’s comparison in particu-
lar, since it often means ‘to place as skilfully as possible the pieces which
have been assigned to one by the luck of the dice’ (LSJ s.v. tibnu VII.2).%
Plato uses it in this sense in the passage to which Plutarch alludes:

8 Contra Barigazzi 1962: 116, who sees an important break between § 4 and § 5.
Broecker 1954: 24, 67 correctly connects these two paragraphs, although I disagree with
his inclusion of the beginning of § 6 in this unit.

" This comparison was important in Plutarch’s thought, at least if we can trust the
Lamprias Catalogue (105), which mentions a work Ilepi Bimv and adds that another copy
of this work bore the title [Tepi 10D tOV Biov oucévar kuPeiq (cf. also Stobaeus 4 p. 1133.14
Wachsmuth-Hense for the attribution to Socrates of the comparison of life to a game of
netteia; see Lamer 1927: 1967-1968 on cases where kvfeia and wetteio are synonymous
and 1939-1940 for the meaning of yif@og in that passage). In Pyrrh. 26.2, we find an ap-
plication of this comparison attributed to Antigonus II Gonatas, whom Plutarch says that
he used to liken Pyrrhus ‘to a player with dice who makes many fine throws but does not
understand how to use them when they are made’ (dreikalev avtov 6 Avtiyovog koPevTtiy
TOAAG BaAlovTL kol KaAd, ypfjoBat &° ovk €motapéve toig nesodot). Given Plutarch’s
fondness for the image and, as we have seen (p. 183—185), the close connection between
Pyrrh. — Mar. and De trang. an. and their mutual interest in the theme of tOyn, I think it
is safe to suspect that it is Plutarch talking here rather than the historical Antigonus. At
the very least, the quote cannot be attributed to Antigonus uncritically (as in e.g. Gabbert
1997: 31). There are no parallels for Antigonus’ comparison (cf. Nederlof 1940: 184-186).

8 On Plutarch’s habit of ‘jumping’ from one thing to another, see Ingenkamp
2011: 223—226, who defines ‘Sprungbrett-argumente’ as ‘Einleitungen in einen Gedank-
en [...], die oft in einem Zitat, einem Vergleich oder einer Anekdote bestehen und bei
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1 BovAeveshor, v & &yd, mepl TO YEYOVOS Kol (HOTEP &V TTMGEL
KBV TpOg T TENTOKOTO TiBecHO TO O TOD TPdypata, dmn 6 Adyog
aipel Bértiot’ av Exew [...]. (PL, Resp. 10.604c¢)

Deliberation. We must accept what has happened as we would the
fall of the dice, and then arrange our affairs in whatever way reason
determines to be best.

This makes it clear that the xvPeia about which Plutarch was thinking in-
volves dice (kvpot) — this is not always the case® —but it is not a ‘game of
dice’, as the Loeb translation has it.** A game of dice depends on nothing
but luck, and Plutarch severely condemns this kind of game in On Com-
pliance (5301).% In On Tranquillity of Mind and in Plato’s Republic, we are
dealing with a game in which a throw of the dice is followed by a move of
a piece on the board. This move is limited by the throw, yet it is sufficient-
ly free to allow for our own strategy to unfold.** Similarly, the events that
tOyn throws at us may limit our free choice, but they do not obliterate it.
There is, however, something worrisome about the way in which
Plutarch uses Plato here. In the Republic the comparison is adduced to
show how we should deal with negative circumstances. Plutarch, on the
other hand, may similarly imply such a narrow perspective, but he does
not indicate this: as far as we can tell, the combination of toyn and 10
€@’ MUiv is meant to describe the totality of human experience.* I think

ndherem Hinsehen nicht recht oder nur oberfliachlich zu diesem Gedanken passen’. (My
analysis will hopefully make it clear that I do not agree with the second part of this
definition: the connections that Plutarch makes are rarely unrelated or merely superfi-
cially related to the course of thought.) As Ingenkamp points out, Plutarch announces this
technique in De tranq. an. 469b: 16 Y& TPOG TOV TOATPAYLUOVO AEAEYUEVOV OVK MODG
debp’ €ott peteveykelv (‘one might adapt here not inaptly the remark addressed to the
meddlesome man’), after which a quotation follows. Ingenkamp discusses some of the
Sprungbrett-Argumente of De tranq. an. in an unpublished conference paper (see n. 27).

81 See Kidd 2017.

82 Also in Kidd and Waterfield 1992 and similarly in the Budé edition (‘une partie de
dés’).

8 Cf. Lamer 1927: cols. 1966-1967. See Cioccolo 1999 for more Plutarchan criticism
of games.

8 Lamer 1927: cols. 1970-1985 gives several examples of such games in his detailed
study of board games in antiquity. As for the game alluded to by Plutarch and Plato, he
points out we cannot deduce any further specifics (at 1970). A general description of such
games is given at 1931.

8 Cf. Fuhrmann 1964: 260 on Plutarch’s allusion to Pl., Resp. 10.604c: ‘La pensée
de Platon est cependant déformée: celui-ci voulait signifier uniquement qu’il faut réagir
sagement contre les coups de sort.’
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that, through this discrepancy with the Platonic source text, Plutarch is
consciously and even teasingly hiding something that will be crucial to
the solution of the problem. We can see what is missing by glancing at a
discussion involving toyn that Plutarch included in his Sympotic Ques-
tions (9.5).% In the course of this discussion, which centres around the in-
terpretation of a passage in Plato’s myth of Er (Resp. 10.620b), Plutarch’s
brother Lamprias points out that

del pev yop dmteton TV TPIOV aitidv, dte on mpdTOC 1| pHaMoTo
VISV, 61N 1O K’ gipoppévny Td Kot TOXMV ovdic Te TO £’ UiV
EKOTEP® Kol GLVOUPOTEPOLC Empiyvochot Koi copmAékesOot TEQUKE.
(Quaest. conv. 9.5.740¢)

Plato constantly touches on the three causes, as is natural enough for
the man who first or most particularly observed how in the course
of nature the operation of destiny mingles and interweaves with that
of luck, while our free-will in its turn combines with one or other of
them or with both simultaneously.

We recognise toyn and to €¢’ Nuiv from On Tranquillity of Mind. Lam-
prias, however, also factors in gipopuévn. He goes on to apply this tri-
partition of causes to the myth of Er and ultimately identifies eipappévn
with tpdvora.’” As it turns out, there are more things in heaven and earth
than what heaven randomly throws at us and what we decide to do with
it on earth. Why, then, does Plutarch stay silent about mpdvoia at this
point in On Tranquillity of Mind? 1t brings him in line with Plato, whose
kuPeio comparison could not have involved divine providence, since it
only pertained to negative experiences. But Plutarch could have achieved
this in a less obscure fashion by just pointing out the more narrow per-
spective. The deeper reason, I think, is that, as in the previous paragraph,

8 Cf. Babut 1969b: 308-309; Brenk 1977: 155-156; Opsomer 1997b: 346—347; Dillon
1996: 209.

8 For the connection between gipopuévn and mpdvowa, see De def. or. 425¢, 426a,
where Lamprias speaks as well. We should, however, keep in mind that the passage is
concerned with anti-Stoic polemics, so it might be the case that Lamprias is borrowing
the Stoic identification of sipoppévn and mpdvola to beat them at their own game (cf.
De Stoic. rep. 1035b, 1050b; De comm. not. 1055d, 1075b). For an anti-Stoic conception
of providence put into the mouth of Lamprias, see also De facie 927a—d (cf. p. 35). For
our current purpose, it suffices to note that Lamprias, in an anti-Stoic fashion (cf. Babut
1969b: 307316 for the general framework), distinguishes providence, with whatever
name he further may designate it, from toyn; cf. also e.g. De fort. Rom. 316e (with p. 251);
De def. or. 423c; and especially Lamprias’ speech on Platonic dual causality at the end of
that work (435e—436¢ with p. 166 n. 108).
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which merely adumbrated the need for a correct cosmic perspective, the
present paragraph should make us aware of the need for a framework
that includes divine mpdvoia to counteract the workings of irrational Toyn
within the cosmic soul.

At the end of the kpioic — and that is exactly what kpicig is supposed
to achieve®® — we have more reason than ever to be worried and we seem
further away from gb0vpio than at the beginning.* The illness — an inad-
equate capacity to deal with tOyn — has been diagnosed but earlier solu-
tions have been rejected, a correct cosmic perspective has not revealed
itself, and divine providence is suspiciously absent. Thankfully, we are
now ready to turn to the doxnoic.

2. A shift in the doxnoig (§ 14-15): from internal to external
synthesis

2.1. Beginning the doknoig (§ 6—13): internal synthesis

In the first paragraphs devoted to doxnoig (§ 6-13), Plutarch presents a
series of meditations aimed at an internal synthesis of the totality of our
experiences. This kind of synthesis is achieved by our actively putting
our experiences in a favourable perspective:

ayafov Totvuv &v Toi¢ ABovANTolg CLUTTOUAGL TPOG VOV Kol TO
U1 Tapopdy 6co TPOGPIAT] Koi ACTEIN TAPESTLY MUV, BAAL UIYVOVTOG
g€apavpodv T xeipova 10ig Bertioot. (De trang. an. 469a)

[I]t is conducive to tranquillity of mind, in the midst of happenings
which are contrary to our wishes, not to overlook whatever we have
that is pleasant and attractive, but, mingling good with bad, cause the
better to outshine the worse.

By proceeding in this way, we can take matters into our own hands and
subjectively alter the position of THyn away from the unwanted experi-
ences (pediotdvor v tHMV €k @V dfovintwv, 467c¢). This is remark-
able, not only because we just heard that toyn and 10 &’ uiv are two
very different things but also because a Greek probably expected to hear
that it is Oy itself that is doing the pebiotavor.”® These first paragraphs
devoted to dioknoig, then, contain advice along the still popular lines of
viewing the world with rose-tinted glasses and making lemonade if life

8 Cf. Ingenkamp 1971: 74-86.

8 Cf. Non posse 1106¢, where the lack of an eschatological perspective is said to
obstruct 10 gbBvpov.

% Cf. Herodotus 1.118; Ps.(?)-Plu., Cons. ad Ap. 103f. Similarly, in Euripides, Heracl.
935, the subject is daipmv.
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gives you nothing but lemons. We should imitate men who cheerfully
receive the same things that disturb us (§ 6), come to appreciate even
our most trivial blessings by imagining them to be absent (§ 9), observe
people who are less fortuitous than we are (§ 10), realise that even people
whom we admire have their problems (§ 11), and avoid having ambitions
that are too great (§ 12) or incompatible with what we have achieved
already (§ 13).

At the beginning of § 14, Plutarch appears to continue this line of
argument:

otL & €kaoctog €v Eavt®d Ta THC evbvuioc kol SvcBouioc Eyet
Tapelo, Kol Tovg TV dyaddv kol Kak®dv Tibovg ovk ‘€v Atdg ohdel
KOTOKEWWEVOLG AN’ €v T wuyfi Keévoug ai dtapopai T@v maddv
dniovow. (De trang. an. 473b)

But that every man has within himself the storerooms of tranquillity
and discontent, and that the jars containing blessings and evils are not
stored ‘on the threshold of Zeus’ [Homer, /1. 24.527], but are in the
soul, is made plain by the differences in men’s passions.

From what we have heard so far, we can expect the point to be once again
that tranquillity of mind is an exclusively internal, subjective affair. The
advice that follows is compatible with this: we should take into account
past benefits (§ 14) without dwelling on past misfortunes (§ 15). This ad-
vice can lead one to suspect Plutarch of advising us to make up and be-
lieve a false or at least distorted narrative of our own life. In his rich and
wide-ranging study about selfhood, Sorabji finds fault with Plutarch’s
concept of the self for this reason and points to the ‘danger of self-serv-
ing falsification’ through ‘wrong inclusion and exclusion of data’.”! I
will argue instead that Plutarch avoids this danger by shifting the focus
from an internal to an external synthesis of experiences — locating the
positive balance in which good outweighs bad not (only) in the self but
(also) in the cosmos — and that he does this by relying on the notions of
time and becoming as they are used in Platonic cosmology.

2.2. Time and the self: memory (§ 14)

As we saw in the comparison with the Marius, On Tranquillity of Mind
calls out the foolish (o1 dvonrotr) for being obsessed with the future and
thus neglecting present benefits. For the wise (ol ppovipor), on the other
hand, even past blessings contribute to tranquillity of mind. The differ-

%1 Sorabji 2006: 176. De trang. an. is discussed at 172—180. Cf. also Gill 1994: 4625
4626; Strawson 2004: 429.
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ence between these two groups is how they conceive of time. The foolish
conception of time is one of extreme fragmentation. On this view, the
discrete moments of time (such as yesterday, today, and tomorrow) do
not have any connection with each other.”” The result is that, except for
the instant in which we are living, nothing pertains to us or even happens
to us (i.e. the self that we are in this infinitesimal present moment). This
includes even the present good, which escapes us as soon as it becomes
present.”® To put it in a Heraclitean way, you cannot delight in the same
benefit twice. Both the experience and the self are utterly ephemeral.
The connection with Heraclitean physics is made at the end of § 14:

ol L&V Yap &V TG oYoAaic TG AVENGELS AVOLPODVTES, (MG TG 0VGING
EVOELEYMG PEOVOTG, AOY® TO10DGIY UMV EKacTov dALOV £0vToD Kol
dALoV, 01 0€ T VNN Ta TPOTEPOV LT} OTEYOVTEG UM’ AvolapBdvovTeg
GAL’ VTEKPETY EDVTEG EPY® TO0DCV 0VTOVE KO’ NUEPAY ATOOEETS
Kol KEVOLG Kol THG abplov EKKPEUOUEVOVS, DG TAV TEPVOL KoL TPONV
Kol ¥0€g oV TPOG avTOLg Ovimv 008’ dAMG avToic Yevouévav. (De
trang. an. 473d—e)

For those who in the Schools do away with growth and increase on
the ground that Being is in a continual flux, in theory make each of
us a series of persons different from oneself; so those who do not
preserve or recall by memory former events, but allow them to flow
away, actually make themselves deficient and empty each day and
dependent upon the morrow, as though what had happened last year
and yesterday and the day before had no relation to them nor had
happened to them at all.

The foolish unwittingly follow a practice that is generally commended
by Plutarch: putting philosophy into practice by applying what is said
(AOY®) to what is done (£pyw).”* The problem, then, must be discernible

%2 473d: domep Erepov OV €x0ec dvta oD oNuePOV Kai TOV abplov Opoiwg 0O TOV
avTov T® onuepov dwpodoo (‘separating yesterday, as though it were different, from
to-day and to-morrow likewise, as though it were not the same as to-day’).

% 473¢: 10 Yap mopdv @ Ehayictm ToD ypdvov popim Oiyslv mapacydv eita THV
aicOnotv &keuydv ovKETL Sokel TPOC NG 0V’ Huétepov eivar Toic dvorrols. (‘For the
present good, which allows us to touch it but for the smallest portion of time and then
eludes our perception, seems to fools to have no further reference to us or to belong to us
atall.”)

% See e.g De prof. in virt. 84b. Cf. Roskam 2009b: 65-69. There is probably a touch
of irony here: the foolish do not really base their €pya on well-considered Adyot; they
just happen to act in accordance with the aforementioned doctrine (cf. the oi pév — ot 6¢
construction).
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in the theory that seems to support the practice. The flux doctrine and the
ensuing conclusion that we constantly become different persons cannot
be correct. The behaviour of the wise proves this: while foolish forget-
fulness turns everything that has happened into something that has not
happened, the wise use their memory to ensure the diachronic stability
of the self.”

This interpretation may appear sound if On Tranquillity of Mind is
considered in isolation. However, there is a problem: the foolish under-
standing of the human condition is defended elsewhere by someone who,
in Plutarch’s book, is the opposite of an dvontog. In On the E at Del-
phi (392a—c), Plutarch’s teacher Ammonius approves of the Heraclitean
dictum that it is ‘impossible to step twice in the same river’ (motou®d
yop oOK Eotv EuPfvan dic T@ avtd, 392b = fr. Bgr DK®®). As soon as
something mortal comes into existence, it is already passing away. Am-
monius compares this to water slipping (diappéov) through our fingers
when we try to grasp it (392b ~ De trang. an. 473d: peovong, VTEKPEV).
The notions of selthood (392c—¢) and time (392e—393a) attached to this
flux doctrine are akin to the notions attributed to the foolish in On Tran-
quillity of Mind.*" The self turns out to be an illusion: we ‘become many
persons’ (yryvopeba moArot, 392d ~ De trang. an. 473d: molodov UGV
gxaotov dAAov EavTtod Kol dAAoV), since we are constantly coming into
existence and passing away. This happens in time, which is also ever
flowing (péov) without preserving anything (un otéyov, 392e ~ De trang.
an. 473d: pr| oTé€YoVTEQ).

Does this mean that there is a blatant inconsistency between On Tran-
quillity of Mind and On the E at Delphi, as Sorabji assumes?®® I think,
on the contrary, that both passages are eminently compatible, since the
accounts rejected in On Tranquillity of Mind and ascribed to Plutarch’s
teacher in On the E at Delphi are not quite the same. Although their

% The foolish approach at 473d: [sc. § A0 ] wdv 10 yryvouevov e00OC gi¢ O dyévntov
@ auvnuovedto kabiotnow (‘forgetfulness straightway makes every event to have nev-
er happened because it is never recalled’); the wise approach at 473c: ol 8¢ ppovipot koi
O UNKET” SVt TA LVNUOVELEWY Evapy®dg dvto molodoly £avtoic (‘the wise by remem-
brance make even those benefits that are no longer at hand to be vividly existent for
themselves’).

% Cf. also De sera num. 559¢ (with p. 205) and Quaest. nat. 912a with Hershbell
1977: 184—185, 194—-196.

7 On the connection between the notion of time that Ammonius expresses here and
Aristotle’s puzzles on time (Phys. 4.10), see Sorabji 1983: 27. On the views on time and
eternity ascribed to Ammonius in De E and their connection to Plutarch’s eighth Quaest.
Plat. and Plato’s Tim. (37¢—38c) — an issue to which I will turn presently — see Thum
2013: 290—296; cf. also Whittaker 1969; Opsomer 2009b: 149-158.

% Sorabji 2006: 39—40. Cf. also Sorabji 2000: 162 and 248; 2008: 21.
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depictions of the self in time are identical, there is a difference between
the underlying physical flux described by Ammonius and the one as-
sociated with the foolish in On Tranquillity of Mind. According to the
foolish approach, what is in flux can be described both as being (tfig
ovciag Evdeheyd¢ peovong) and as becoming (T yiyvopevov e000C 1G TO
ayévnrov, 473d).” For Ammonius, on the other hand, only becoming is
in flux, and, as such, it is diametrically opposed to timeless, changeless
being (De E 392¢).

This has consequences for the conceptions of selthood in both ac-
counts. Since, for the foolish, there is no distinction between being and
becoming, there truly is no transcending the present moment. Ammo-
nius’ distinction between being and becoming opens up a different way
of thinking about self and time. In that case, the question is whether the
self attains any continuity through some connection with stable being.
The bulk of Ammonius’ contribution to On the E at Delphi suggests that
the answer is no: ‘we really have no part nor parcel in being’ (Muiv p&v
yap dviog tod eivar pétecty ovdév, 392a). Near the end of his speech,
however, Ammonius broaches the possibility of an alternative to this
Heraclitus-style view by considering a stabilising presence of the divine
in the cosmos (393e—f). I think that there are good reasons to believe that
Ammonius’ modified stance is what Plutarch eventually wishes to en-
dorse, but for our current purpose, it suffices to note that Ammonius, as a
character in the dialogue, comes to consider his early statements on time
and the self as somewhat one-sided in the sense that they did not allow
for any connection between the intelligible (the realm of being) and the
sensible (the realm of becoming).

If this possibility of a connection between the fleeting realm of be-
coming and the stable realm of being is granted, the apparent inconsist-
ency between On Tranquillity of Mind and On the E at Delphi disap-
pears. We can now roughly distinguish three different positions at play:
(1) both being and becoming are marked by flux (= the foolish people
from On Tranquillity of Mind); (2) becoming is marked by flux, being
is not, and both time and the self are completely isolated from being (=
Ammonius’ early statements); (3) becoming is marked by flux, being
is not, but there is some connection between being and becoming that
guarantees diachronic stability (= Ammonius’ later statements). Plutarch
embraces the third option, at least in On Tranquillity of Mind."™ This will
become clear when we come to the last paragraph of the treatise. Now,

% Cf. also the title of the unfortunately lost Quaest. conv. 9.11: mepi 10D ur TOVG
adTOVG StapEvey NG, del thg ovoiag peovong (‘On the subject of our having no perma-
nent identity, since our substance is always in flux’).

100 Cf. Bonazzi 2014: 127 invoking Adv. Col 1123f.
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our question should be how the connection between being and becoming
pertains to time and the self. This is where Plato’s Timaeus comes in.

Plutarch presents his views on time in the eighth Platonic Question,
which revolves around the passage in the 7imaeus where the demiurge
sows the souls in the earth, in the moon, and in various other instruments
of time (Tim. 42d)."”" The question is divided into two parts. The first
part explains how Plato could state that the earth is an instrument of time
while also holding that it is placed motionless at the centre of the cosmos
(cf. p. 51). The second part asks whether it was not derogatory to call the
sun merely an instrument of time, especially given the elevated status
that Plato gave it elsewhere. The dignity of the sun is rescued by a correct
understanding of the dignity of time. Time is utterly misjudged — that is,
undervalued — in the philosophies of Aristotle, Speusippus, and at least
some Stoics (Quaest. Plat. 8.1007a-b).

00 yap madog 00dE cuuPePnroc Ni¢ ETuxe KIVGEMG O YPOVOC EoTiv,
aitio 0& Kol dVVapIG Koi apyn THG TAVTO GLVEXOVLGNG TG YIYVOUEVQ,
cvppetpiog kol TaEeme, fiv 1) 10D BAov EVGIC EYVY0G 0VG0. KIVETTAL:
nidlov 8¢ kivnolg odoa koi TAEWC odTH Kol GLUMETPio YPOVOC
KaAeltoar (Quaest. Plat. 8.1007b—c)

For time is not an attribute or accident of any chance motion but cause
and potency and principle of that which holds together all the things
that come to be, of the symmetry and order in which the nature of the
whole universe, being animate, is in motion; or rather, being motion
and order itself and symmetry, it is called time.

Whereas Ammonius, in his early statements, described time as unable
to retain anything (ur otéyov, De E 392¢) and the foolish are similarly
unable to retain any memories since their experiences are immediately
swept away by the river of time (un otéyovieg, De trang. an. 473d),
time is presented here — in a first attempt at definition — as the cause by
which all things that come to be are held together (cuveyotong). The
second, more precise definition even strengthens the ties between time
and diachronic stability. This is confirmed by what follows. Time — mo-

190 On Plutarch’s concept of time in Quaest. Plat. 8, see Brague 1982: 19—21 and Op-
somer 1994b: 373—416. Leisegang 1913: 6—10 should be consulted with caution, since he
presents Plutarch as an eclectic. Levi 1952: 174—176 merely paraphrases Quaest. Plat.
8.1007a—d and De comm. not. 1081c—1082d. On the latter passage, see Sorabji 1983: 379—
380. A brisk overview of Greek philosophical views on time can be found in Lloyd 1976;
on time in ancient cosmology, see e.g. Wright 1995: 126—162.
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tion endowed with mepiodol by providence!® — came into being as the
activity of the cosmic soul. Like the cosmos, it comes ‘from god’ (tod
OeoD): time comes from his eternity (tig [...] d16tT0C) and is a god in
movement (<0e0c> [...] év kwvnoet); the cosmos comes from his being
(tiic [...] odoiac) and is a god in becoming (&v yevéoel Bedg, 1007¢—d).!*
While the cosmos accounts for synchronic stability, time accounts for
diachronic stability in the sensible realm. This tallies perfectly with how
Plutarch would have read Plato’s Timaeus (cf. Tim. 37¢—38c¢, 92¢).'*

At the same time, however, one could argue that this identification
of time with the activity of the cosmic soul'™ makes time much more
important and — as is the intention of the Platonic Question — venerable
than Plato’s Timaeus strictly requires. This becomes particularly clear if
we take a look at the earlier definitions that Plutarch rejects:

PNTéoV 0DV TOVC VIO TOVT®V TapaTTOUEVOLNS S’ dyvotay ofeslot TOV
YPOVOV ‘HETPOV ElVaL KIVIGENDS KoL ptOIOV KT <TO> TPOTEPOV KO
BoTEPOV’ G APIGTOTEANG EITEV, T} “TO 8V KIVAGELTOGOV (G ZMEVGITOC,
| ‘dldotnuo Kivnoews’ dALo 6’ 0VdEV (G &Viol TOV ZTOIK®DV Amd
ocvpPePnrotog oprlopevor [...]. (Quaest. Plat. 8.1007a—b)

It must be stated, then, that because of ignorance those who are dis-
turbed by these considerations [sc. that calling the sun an ‘instrument
of time’ might defame it] think time to be a measure of motion accord-
ing to antecedent and subsequent, as Aristotle [cf. Phys. 219b—221b]
said, or what in motion is quantitative, as Speusippus [fr. 60 Taran]
did, or extension of motion and nothing else, as did some of the Stoics
[SVF 2.515], defining it by an accident [...].

There is no reason to think that Speusippus would have found himself in
disagreement with Plato’s take on time in the 7imaeus. That the other two
definitions also would have been acceptable by at least some Platonists
is borne out by Alcinous’ understanding of time as ‘the interval of the

192 1007¢: <mpdvore> [...] kororafodoa [...] Vv 8¢ kiviow neplddorg (text according
to the Loeb edition); 1007d: kivnoig &v ta&et pétpov €000 Kol TEPUTO KOl TEPLOSOVG.

1% There is more than one problem with the textual transmission here, although none
of the problems obscures the general sense; see esp. the thorough discussion in Opsomer
1994b: 405—409, whose solutions I adopt, as well as Bury 1951: 31; Brague 1982: 19—20.

104 Cf. also De def. or. 422b—c, where ypdvog is an dmoppon from aicdv, although this
part of De def. or. should certainly not be taken at face value.

105" Cherniss 1976: 86 n. a. Cf. Thévenaz 1938: 96—97; Opsomer 1994b: 404. This iden-
tification of time and the activity of the cosmic soul can perhaps explain why Plutarch
offers two definitions of time: soul, too, can be described both as motion and as source of
motion (De an. procr. 1013¢, relying on Plato’s Leg. 10.895b—896b; cf. p. 42—43).
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motion of the world, as an image of eternity, which is the measure of the
stability of the eternal world’ (tf|g Kivjoe®¢ TOD KOGUOL SLAGTNUA, OC
av eikova 10D aidvog, 8¢ €oTt pHETpov Tod aimviov KOGHOL THS HOVTG,
Didasc. 14.6)."% Alcinous equates the Stoic and the Platonic definitions.'"’
The description of eternity, of which time is an image, as uétpov Mg
poviig is compatible with and perhaps even an inference from Aristotle’s
time as pétpov kiviioema.'”® The definitions that Plutarch rejects, then,
would not have been rejected by all readers of Plato’s Timaeus.

For Alcinous, time is an effect of the creation of the planets, which
‘serve for the generation of number and time’ (gig yéveowv apOpod kai
xpovov, Didasc. 14.6) and whose motions create measures by which
we, as humans, can measure and come to understand the cosmos.'” In
Plutarch’s view, on the other hand, time is not a result of the heavenly
motions but it is the psychic motion that causes these motions. Plutarch,
then, expects more from time than just the cosmic clock that Alcinous —
and arguably Plato himself — makes of it.""° Plutarch expects time to be a
synectic cause: time brings about the diachronic stability of sensibles (cf.
mhvTa cuveyovong ta yryvoueva). This is indeed exactly what the cosmic
soul does. Alcinous would not have argued with that last sentence in
se: the cosmic soul ‘binds and holds it [sc. the whole cosmos] together’
(a0TOVv cLVOELY TE Kal ouvéyewy, Didasc. 14.4).""! For Alcinous, however,
this function comes before and is separate from the generation of time.

196 Throughout this book I use the translation of Alcinous in Dillon 1993.

197" Alcinous is not alone in this: Ps.-Plu., Plac. philos. 884b attributes the Stoic defi-
nition to Plato and Stobaeus 1 p. 109.1 Wachsmuth-Hense even adds that it is €k tod
Twaiov. Cf. Philo, On the Making of the World 26; On the Eternity of the World 52, 54.

108 Cf. Ps.-Pl., Def. 411b: time is pétpov gopdc. See Dillon 1993: 129-130 on Alcinous’
notion of eternity and its possible influence.

19 The moon creates the measure of the month, the sun creates the measure of the
year, and the other planets create more specific measures (see Didasc. 14.6: Kol ceAvn
LEV UNVOG LETPOV TTOLET [ ... ] IA0G O€ Eviavtd [...] ol e GAAOL KO’ Eva EKOGTOV TTEPLOSOLS
idlong kéypnvral, aitveg Bempnrai ov T0ig TVYODGYV €ioilv, ALY TOIG TEMAOEVUEVOLG).
Both (1) the existence of planets as a prerequisite for the existence of time and (2) the
generation of pétpov from the planetary cycles for the benefit of humans can be found in
the Timaeus: (1) the heavenly bodies are created ‘for the begetting of time’ (iva yevvn 61
xpovog, 37¢) and (2) the light of the sun was kindled ‘so that there might be a conspicuous
measure’ (fva 8’ €in pnétpov évapyég ti, 39b) of the movement of the planets. A similar un-
derstanding of time and measurement emerges from the account in Apuleius’ handbook
(De Plat. 1.10).

110 For the comparison of Plato’s notion of time to a clock, see esp. Mohr 1986.

- Cf. Pl., Phd. 99c for a Platonic adumbration of what could be called the synectic
cause, which is a Stoic technical term (e.g. LS 55F-1 and Plu., De Stoic. rep. 1055¢c, De
comm. not. 1085d). Cf. also e.g. Atticus fr. 8.3.
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According to Plutarch, the heavenly bodies do not create the meas-
ure that is time. On the contrary, they are measured by time. In fact the
whole cosmic body is measured by it, since cosmic soul and cosmic body
are woven together (Pl., Tim. 36e; Plu., De an. procr. 1023a). What this
means becomes clear if we return to Ammonius’ early stance in On the E
at Delphi. From his conviction that that which measures (1® petpodvrt,
1.e. time) 1s in absolute flux, Ammonius infers that the thing that is meas-
ured (| petpovpévn evoig) is similarly in absolute flux (De E 393a).''> A
similar inference from fragmented time to fragmented being was made
by the foolish in On Tranquillity of Mind (473d—e). Now, if the eighth
Platonic Question has yielded a conception of time that is not in flux, this
should be good news for the diachronic stability of nature. We can now
start to see how time — orderly measuring as the activity of the cosmic
soul — can be thought of as a synectic cause: its act of measuring imposes
its properties on that which it measures (i.e. mévta ta yryvopeva). If time
is stable, then nature will have a share in that stability. There is one fur-
ther complication: like any act of temporal measuring, the act of meas-
uring conducted by the cosmic soul by definition involves a comparison
between that which is discerned at time T1 and that which is discerned
at time T2."® When that which measures discerns something at T2, it
should still have access to that which it has discerned at T1. This is the
point where the role of memory should be folded into the discussion to
complete Plutarch’s interpretation of Platonic time.

Let us therefore ask what the cosmic soul, whose activity was identi-
fied with time in the Platonic Questions, does exactly. In On the Gener-
ation of the Soul, Plutarch tells us that the cosmic soul has two primary
activities: motivity and discernment (1024¢).'"* Both activities depend on
the combination of sameness and difference, which occurs for the first
time in the cosmic soul (1024d—e). As for motivity — for which Plutarch
takes his cue from 7Zimaeus 36c—d — difference in sameness can be wit-
nessed in the revolution of the fixed stars, while sameness in difference
accounts for the regular motion of the planets (1024¢).!'"> The discerning

112 Cf. Opsomer 2009b: 152 commenting on this passage: ‘What we have found to be
the case about time can now be applied to what is in time, i.e. to the world of generation.’

113 Note that T2 should not merely be regarded as Tt plus a next moment; it should be
regarded as T1 plus a fraction of a cyclical movement on the cosmic clock. Cf. Goldin
1998: 133.

14 On De an. procr. 1024e-1025a, which concerns us here, see, apart from Cherniss
1976 and Ferrari and Baldi 2002 ad loc., Helmer 1937: 40—47; Schoppe 1994: 103—109.

5 On the difference between Plato’s and Plutarch’s take on the constitution of the
circles that account for these movements, see p. 62 n. 85.
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activity of the cosmic soul, which is also a kind of movement,''¢ works
as follows:

N 0¢ kpioig apyag v &yel 6vo, TOV 1€ VOOV Amd ToD TAVTOD TPOG
T kaBOAoV Kol TV aicOnow dmd 10D £Tépov TPOC T Kab’ EKaoTOL.
pépuktal 6 AO0Yyog €€ aueoiv, vonolg €v toig vomtoig kol 06&a
YUYVOUEVOG €V TOTG aicOntoig: Opydvolg e petald pavtaciong te Kol
LVALLONG XPOUEVOS, MV TO PEV &V T TavTd 1O ETepov T & &v T6)
ETEPW TOIET TO TAVTOV. E0TL Yap 1 HEV VONGIS Kivnolg Tod voodvtog
mepl TO pévov, 1 € 60&a povn 10D aicHavopuévou mePt TO KIVOOUEVOV*
poavtaciov 8¢ cvpmhoknv 86Enc mpog aicOnoy ovcav fotnoty v
VAU TO TOTOV: TO 0€ BdTepov KIvel TaAv €v dtopopd Tod Tpdcbev
Koi VOV, £tepdTNTog dpa kol TanTotnTog Epantopévny. (De an. procr.
1024€—10252)

Discernment, however, has two principles, intelligence proceeding
from sameness to universals and sense—perception from difference
to particulars and reason is a blend of both, becoming intellection in
the case of the intelligibles and opinion in the case of the perceptibles
and employing between them mental images and memories as instru-
ments, of which the former are produced by difference in sameness
and the latter by sameness in difference. For intellection is motion
of what is cognizing about what remains fixed, and opinion fixity of
what is perceiving about what is in motion; but mental imagining,
which is a combination of opinion with sense—perception, is brought
to a stop in memory by sameness and by difference again set moving
in the distinction of past and present, as it is in contact with diversity
and identity at once.

Plutarch gives a sophisticated interpretation of Plato’s description of cos-
mic discernment in Timaeus 37a—c.'"” Plato does indeed mention a Adyoc,
which is equally true whether it concerns intelligibles or sensibles. What
Plato does not explain is in what sense the Adyog involving intelligibles
(and produced by the revolution of sameness) and the Adyog involving
sensibles (and produced by the revolution of difference) come together
to form one single A6yog, in other words, how the two sides are inter-
connected. Like modern scholars, Plutarch must have regarded this as

116 Cf. Brisson 1998: 333 (‘la fonction motrice, condition sine qua non de la fonction
cognitive, qui n’en est qu’un avatar’, cf. also 340, 347, 349, 352); Fronterotta 2007: § 2 (‘a
moving function from which a cognitive function also derives’). For Plutarch, however,
movement is not primary to discernment: they are interdependent (see p. 277 n. 305).

7 Cf. also De an. procr. 1023e—f, where Plutarch quotes this passage with some mod-
ifications.
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an invitation to fill in the blanks.'"® This is why he introduces pviun as a
feature of the cosmic soul that bridges the gap between the discernment
of intelligibles and that of sensibles. What happens is that pvijun is an
activity of sameness that fixes the discernment of sensibles (ioctnow &v
uvfAun to towtov). ' The counterpart of memory is the lapse of time, the
activity of the different that activates that which has been stored in same-
ness (10 0 Bdtepov Kvel mdAwv €v dapopd Tod mpdcsbev Kai viv). The
faculty of memory turns @avtoaciot into pvijpon (cf. &v 1d £tépm motel 1O
ta0ToV), while the lapse of time turns pvijpon back into eavraciot (cf. &v
M TaVT® [Sc. molel] To Ergpov).!?

The cosmic soul moves the cosmos but also discerns it while mov-
ing. I suggest that Plutarch’s view of time involves both aspects: if the
former is the cause of the cosmic clock (the clock that others, mentioned
in the eighth Platonic Question, falsely mistook for time itself), then the
latter is the activity of using that clock to monitor the cosmos.'?! Only
the total activity of the cosmic soul is the sought-after concept of time
that can guarantee the stability of the sensibles. This activity results in
what Plato calls the ‘ceaseless and rational life’ of the cosmos (dmavctov
kail Euepovog Pilov, Pl., Tim. 36e quoted by Plu., De an. procr. 1016b;
cf. om [...] Enppov, 1026b). Plato adds — although Plutarch does not
include this in his quote — that this cosmic life is ‘for all time’ (mpog OV
ovuravta ypdvov). At this point in the Timaeus, Plato has not yet intro-

18 See e.g. Fronterotta 2007 for a modern solution. It should be noted that Plutarch
again (n. 115) interprets the revolutions of sameness and difference as distinctly constitut-
ed rather than merely distinguished by their movement.

9 Cf. PL, Cra. 437b.

120° As T read this admittedly confusing bit, the same word (uvrun) is used for memory
as a capacity of the soul (in 1025a) and for that which is stored in memory (in 1024f),
which is just as common in Greek as it is in English (cf. LSJ s.v. pvjun L1 and 1.2). Time,
memory, and gavtocia are also intricately connected in Aristotle’s On Memory and Rec-
ollection (time and memory esp. 449b9—30; memory and Qavtocia esp. 449b31—450bi1,
e.g. 450a12—13: 1 0& pvnun, Koi 1 Tdv vont@dv, ovk dvev eovtacpotog éotv). Plutarch
seems to have relied on Aristotle here to fill in the gaps left by Plato, although Pla-
to is preferred where the Aristotelian solution is incompatible (cf. the understanding of
d0&a as in Plato, Sophist 264b as against Aristotle, On the Soul 428a25—26; see Cherniss
1976: 239 n. g).

12 That the eighth Quaest. Plat. is somewhat one-sided in this respect — Plutarch does
not elaborate the aspect of discernment, perhaps because it is not relevant in a discussion
of the dignity of time — can be gleaned from the endorsement of the definition of soul
as ‘number itself moving itself” (GpOpOG [...] adTOC EaVTOV KIV@V, 1007¢) — a definition
attributed to the ancients here but to Xenocrates in De an. procr. (1012d—f; cf. p. 42). In
the latter treatise, Plutarch criticises this definition because it cannot fully account for the
discerning faculty of soul (1023d—f). Cf. Schoppe 1994: 109.
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duced his understanding of time as a philosophical concept (i.e. time as a
structural cosmic feature marked by periodicity). Here, as sometimes in
the Timaeus, time is used in a colloquial sense (i.e. time we experience
as a unidirectional lapse of moments).'** The life with which the cosmic
soul endows the cosmos is not only time (philosophically speaking) but
it is also in time (colloquially speaking).'? It is only in this latter sense
that time is in flux, being drapopa tod Tpodchev kai viv, which needs to
be countered by memory to ensure the diachronic stability of cosmic life.

The same process occurs with regard to human life. In On the Decline
of Oracles (432a-b), Plutarch’s brother Lamprias is both the speaker
and the narrator, and in a work that perhaps bore the title Is Foreknowl-
edge of Future Events Useful? (fr. 23), Plutarch discusses memory as
the complement of prophecy: memory is to the past as prophecy is to
the future.'** Both accounts of memory can be seen as microcosmic ver-
sions of the memory of the cosmic soul. The flux of time (pedua, De
def. or. 432a; mapappelv, fr. 23) implies, as we have seen, the flux of
becoming and threatens to leave us empty-handed (t®v yap yeyovotmv
000&V €0tV 008’ VEESTNKEY, AN’ dua. yiyveton mhvta kol eOeipeTon and
EKOoTO TAPUPEPOVTOC, 432a—b; €i¢ TO dmepov [...] Kol avOTapKTOV Koi
dyvootov and TV Tpaypdtov [...] eepouévav, fr. 23).12> Memory, how-
ever, literally and metaphorically saves the day by grasping the past (in-
cluding the present, which immediately flows into past) (colew [...]
kail euAdttewy and avtiapfovouévn, 432a-b; avtihapPaverar [...] kol
euAattey, fr. 23). This is described in terms that recall the memory of the
cosmic soul: the memory of the human soul halts the flux of becoming
(flomot, fr. 23 ~ loow &v pvhun 10 TavTdv, De an. procr. 1025a) and the
result of this is that there can now be a stable pavtacia of the past (toig
un mapodot eavroasiay [...] meprtiOnow, De def- or. 432b ~ pavtaciog te
Koi pvnpoug xpopevoc, De an. procr. 1024f). The stability that is achieved
seems to be, although these Platonic intricacies are not elaborated in these

122 Thein 2001: esp. 222—238 pays much attention to this ambiguity in Zim.

123 Plotinus, whose definition of time as the ‘life of the soul” (wuyfic [...] Cony,
3.7.11.44) is similar to Plutarch’s to a certain extent, tries to disentangle these two senses
of time (see Smith 1996: 210). His solution, however, depends on a system that is obvious-
ly not Plutarch’s. An important aspect of Plotinus’ interpretation is that the soul, whose
life is time, is not in time itself. Therefore, the soul has no need of memory (4.4.15). For
Plutarch, on the other hand, memory is essential to soul because it is itself in time.

124 The title Is Foreknowledge of Future Events Useful? (ei | t@®v pelhoviwv
TPOYVOOLIG ®PEMUOG) is given by Stobaeus for the excerpts fr. 21—23; see Sandbach
1959: 96-97.

125 Cf. also Sept. sap. conv. 146b: lapse of time brings forgetfulness, which — and that
is the purpose of the dialogue introduced by this observation — can be remedied by re-
membrance.
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fairly non-technical passages, an approximation of the way in which the
cosmic soul deals with the lapse of moments by constituting time in the
philosophical sense: the process of making the past available to the pres-
ent is described as making a circle (k0xAov motel, fr. 21) and the pavtacio
that becomes available is called ovcia (De def. or: 432b).

These passages, then, show how, in the human soul as in the cos-
mic soul, memory is an integral part of Plutarch