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Abstract
The purpose of this thesis is two-fold: (1) to evaluate Plutarch’s value as a witness
to Empedocles’ work, which survives only in fragments; and (2) to discuss whether it is

possible to J docles’ Eis Ei It consists of five chapters.

Chapter one is an introduction to the thesis topic and the previous scholarship on this
subject. Chapter two gives a brief introduction to Plutarch and his interest in Plato. It
examines how Plutarch cites Plato in Plaronic Questions 1-X (Moralia 999C-1011F).
Chapter three discusses what is known about the text of Empedocles’ work and
Plutarch’s interest in that work. It examines the Empedoclean quotations found in
Plutarch’s Moralia. Chapter four discusses whether it is possible to reconstruct Plutarch’s
Eis Empedoklea. Chapter five is a brief summary which brings together the material from

the previous chapters.
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Chapter One

An Introduction to Plutarch on Empedocles

Empedocles, since antiquity, has been an object of fascination. Because of this
fascination he has made regular appearances in literary and academic pages from the
years immediately following his death up to the present.' And while there has always
been a steady trickle of studies on Empedocles, interest in him and his philosophy has
flourished in recent years with the publication by Martin and Primavesi of the Strasbourg

papyrus.’ U , despite the anticipation which preceded the publication of this

work, it has not lived up to expectations, adding relatively little to our ability to interpret

y.> However, the excil d by the prospect of a

directly transmitted text of Empedocles raises questions about the value of our indirect

! Heraclides of Pontus, who flourished in the middle part of the fourth century B.C., wrote a work entitled
Tlepi iis &mvou about Empedocles” last day on earth and his apotheosis; see Gottschalk (1980)13-36. On
allusion to Empedocles in the works of Callimachus, who flourished in the third century B.C., see Bing
(1981). For a discussion of the literary debt of Lucretius, who wrote in the middle of the first century B.C.,
to the work of Empedocles, see Sedley (1989) and (1998). On allusion to Empedocles in Ovid's Ars
Amatoria, see Rusten (1982). Lucian, who flourished in the second century A.D., wrote a number of works
‘which not only included numerous references to Empedocles but in which Empedocles appeared as a
character. On the infl f in the English Renai see Bercovitch (1968). Perhaps the
most recent allusion to the philosopher was an X-Files television episode written by Greg Walker entitled
“Empedocles” which aired April 22, 2001.

?In 1999 Martin and Primavesi published their reconstruction of P. Strasb. gr. Inv. 1665-1666. The
papyrus had originally been purchased from an antiquities shop in Akhmim, Egypt by Otto Rubensohn in
1904. According to Rubensohn’s description, at the time of purchase the papyrus was in the form of a
wreath composed of an incurvate, Stiff strip of papyrus upon which copper leaves had been pasted. After
the wreath had been purchased the copper leaves were removed and the papyrus strip itself disintegrated
into fragments. It was in this fragmented condition that the papyrus was received by the Library at
Strasbourg in 1905. The papyrus remained at the library, preserved under two frames of glass, unedited for
almost a hundred years until the task was taken up by Martin, who brought in Primavesi to help prepare the
editio princeps. Martin, having begun reconstruction of the papyrus fragments, identified the textas
Empedoclean on the basis of the fact that in four of the six ensembles there are some lines which are
identical to or very similar to previously known lines of Empedocles. See Martin and Primavesi (1999)
339-34
" For a discussion of the papyrus and its impact on our interpretation of Empedocles, sce Primavesi (1998)
64-88; Inwood (2001) 75-79.




sources.* Osbomne has questioned the view that the evidence provided by this papyrus is
decisively better than what we had before. The basis of her objection is largely valid:
“Are the tattered scraps of papyrus written six centuries after Empedocles’ death a closer
record of what he wrote than the lengthy and thorough transcriptions of his lines, read by
Plutarch from just such a papyrus (though in rather better shape)?”* While Osborne is
right to question the assumption that direct evidence is inherently of greater value than
indirect evidence, there is a more fundamental question which needs to be asked. What is
the value of our indirect sources for Empedocles? Astonishingly, despite the fact that
since late antiquity the indirect sources have been our only sources for Empedocles, until
the publication of the Strasbourg papyrus, the value of these sources has never been
assessed in any detail.®

It is the purpose of this thesis to begin to evaluate the indirect sources. While a
complete evaluation of all the sources for Empedocles is beyond my present scope, in this

thesis T will examine our most prolific ancient witness to the work of Empedocles.”

Plutarch, the second-century polymath and bi seems to have had a profound

interest in Empedocles. In his extant works there are more than seventy quotations and

* Until the publication of the Strasbourg papyrus all of our texts for Empedocles and other presocratic
philosophers were drawn from the fragments preserved in other authors. That the value of these witnesses
has never been evaluated in any systematic way is, therefore, surprising. For a bricf overview of the sources
for early Greek philosophy, see Mansfeld (1999) 22-44.
3 Osborne (2000) 353

* Simplicius is the last person who we can be fairly certain had a complete text of Empedocles, Tzetzes is
unlikely to have had one despite his reference to a specific book. There is report of the presence of &

pt of the KaBapuiof in the private library of Giovanni Aurispa in a letter to Traversari written on
27, 1424, Because of a lack of detail in the letter aside from the title and the subsequent loss of the
see Mansfeld (1994).

71 would like to thank Brad Inwood for suggesting this topic to me.




references to Empedocles.” He also appears to have written a work, now lost, in ten books

on Ei which is ioned by Hippt s and recorded in the Lamprias
Catalogue.” Given Plutarch’s profound interest in Empedocles’ work and philosophy and
his obviously detailed knowledge of them, he must be counted as one of the most
important witnesses to this presocratic philosopher’s work. It is not sufficent, however, to
simply to say that Plutarch is an important witness. Criteria must be established by which
itis possible to assess Plutarch’s importance as a witness for Empedocles. The aims of
this thesis are twofold: first, to evaluate Plutarch as a witness to Empedocles’ work by
substantive criteria; second, to discuss whether it is possible to reconstruct Plutarch’s Eig
‘EumedoxkAéa.

In the first instance, like all material indirectly preserved in the textual tradition,
Plutarch’s quotations of Empedocles must be closely examined for their accuracy. While
some errors in quotation are going to be the result of carelessness, faults of memory, and
corruption during transmission of the text, the majority, in cases where Empedocles is
extensively quoted, may be alterations consciously made by the person citing them in

order to affect a certain literary style." This is because, as Whittaker has pointed out, an

ancient author’s objective was not “to preserve for posterity the fragments of texts which

# Fairbanks (1897) 82 gives a number of more than sixty quotations but does not list them: Hershbell (1971)
157 gives a number of over 80; Helmbold and O'Neil (1959) 25-26 list 101. Osborne (1987b) 92-94 has
also briefly discussed Plutarch as a source for Empedocles, but only in the context of whether the
quotations of Empedocles found in the Refiutatio of Hippolytus, the early third-century bishop of Portus,
were made second-hand from those contained in Plutarch’s work.

* Hippolytus at Ref. 5.20.6 refers to a ten-book work by Plutarch on Empedocles, while the Lamprias
Catalogue, as its forty-third item, records a ten-book work called Eis ‘EpmeSoxhéa. Osborne (1987) 92
states that these must be the same work.

10 The contrary opinion on this matter, against which Whittaker (1987) argues, can be scen in the statement
of Hershbell (1971) 164: “The alleged carclessness in individual lines is usually due to a copyist or a
divergence in the ancient traditions.”

w



he quoted, but only to exploit them according to current literary convention.”™"' This being

the case, it should be possible to isolate and examine an individual author’s style of

quotation or misquotation. Plutarch’s quotations should be considered one among the best

sources we have for Empedocles, so long as they are used with due caution. To this end
recent scholarship has argued strongly in favor of abandoning the practice of printing the
fragments without their surrounding context.” It is the intention of this thesis to further

that argument by emphasizing that we are foremost dealing with a text of Plutarch, not

Empedocles. That is to say, only when we have thoroughly examined where, when, why,

and how Plutarch is deploying these of Empedocles’ work for his own literary
and philosophical purposes can we begin to use the fragments to build an understanding
of Empedocles’ work itself.”

Plutarch’s use of Empedocles has been examined in the past, most notably by
Fairbanks in 1897 and Hershbell in 1971." These studies are general surveys consisting
of various specific observations about Plutarch’s habits of citation but make few

advances in laying out general ground rules by which Plutarch can confidently and

" Whittaker (1987) 95.

" See Osbome (1987b) 23-32 and Inwood (2001) 1-6.

3 Kidd (1998) 288-302 has also argued the importance of context, not only the immediate context of a
fragment but also the general context of the reporter himself: “10 understand how they operate, how they
use fragments, we have to sce through their spectacles and grasp how their mind works, what they are
doing and what their purpose is. Each reporter is a study in himself as a reflector of the fragments he
quotes.” Kidd further argues that Plutarch is an ideal author for such a study.

 Fairbanks (1897) 75-87; Hershbell (1971) 156-184.




reliably be used as a source for Empedocles. Fairbanks” article is a bricf overview of
Plutarch’s quotation of presocratic philosophers. He seeks to identify the sources used by
Plutarch for these quotations. His conclusions, like the rest of the article., are brief and

general: he believes that Plutarch cites Heracli and Parmenides from an

intermediate source, but that at least a sizeable number of his quotations of Empedocles
were made at first hand." With its publication date falling between those of Diels’ two
magna opera — Doxographi Graeci and Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker — Fairbanks’
general conclusions are far outstripped by Diels” detailed and invaluable work on the

of the p ic phil and the d ic tradition in these works.'®

The detail and breadth of Diels’ works have not been surpassed in the century since their
publication. Indeed it is only recently that his conclusions have begun to be re-evaluated
and in some places challenged.'” As such Fairbank’s article is of very limited value to the
present study.

Hershbell’s article, published almost seventy-five years later, takes a much more
detailed approach, looking at Plutarch as a source for Empedocles specifically. At the
outset of the article Hershbell sets forth his methodological approach to the fragments,
which is to examine them while keeping the following four sets of issues in mind: (a)
‘What does Plutarch report about Empedocles’ life and what are his general views on
Empedocles? (b) How accurate are his quotations of Empedocles? What use does he
* Fairbanks (1897) 84.

* Diels coined the neologism *doxography” and established it as a field within the discipline of Classics.
His Doxographi Graeci (1879) would have been available to Fairbanks when he was writing his article,
though Fairbanks acknowledges no awareness of it. Diels ensured his pre-eminence within the field of
doxography for the next century with the publication of his Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (1903, rev.
eds. 1906, 1912, 1922), which would be further revised by Kranz in 1934-7 and 1951, and has since
undergone numerous reprints and remains the standard text for the fragments of the presocratic

philosophers.
7 See Kingsley (1994) 235-254, and Mansfeld’s response to that article (1995) 109-115.




make of them? What interpretations does he offer? What were his sourc

(¢) What, if
anything, does he tell us about the order of the fragments and their place and meaning in

Empedocles’ poems? (d) How, in certain cases, do various interpretations of Empedocles

by Plutarch affect our interpretations of Empedocles, and, furthermore, should they affect
our interpretations?"® Hershbell deals adequately with the first two sets of issues.
However, his approach to the remaining two sets of issues s limited by his
preconceptions regarding Empedocles’ work, in that he is willing to dismiss Plutarch as a
witness entirely when the evidence presented by Plutarch is at odds with Hershbell’s own
preconceptions. For example, of Plutarch’s statement at TTept uyfis 607C-D, 6
"EnmedokAis &v apxi Tiis prhooogias mpoavageovioas,'” Hershbell says, with no

, that it is a * report” and that “whatever Plutarch

meant it is clear that his report is not especially helpful in ordering the fragments of
Empedocles’ poems.”™ Plutarch’s statement is only unhelpful because it is at odds with
Hershbell’s own view that Empedeocles wrote two poems of separate and distinct
characters: one on the nature of the world and one religious.” This passage in Plutarch is,

in fact, one of the few statements from antiquity that we have about the ordering of

® Hershbell (1971) 158.
"6 'Eumed & apxi Tis i

éomw Gdykns Xpiing, Secov yhpioua Takaiov.

ele Tig GumAaxina: pévey gika yuia wivy

Baiyoves SiTe pakpaicovos Aehdxaot Bioto,

Tpis w pupias dpas &mo pakdpeoy GAaknoba.

TG xal Eyco vIv i, Guyds Besbev kal GAfTs.
* Hershbell (1971) 167.
2 For full discussions of the number and nature of Empedocles” works, see Wright (1995) 17-21; Solmsen
(1980) 219-227; Sider (1982) 76-78; Osborne (1987a) 24-50; Sedley (1989) 269-296; Kingsley (1996) 108-
1.




fragments from antiquity.” The veracity of Plutarch’s statement has recently gained
further credence from the verses contained in P. Strash. gr. Inv. 1665-1666. They
provided proof that daimones played a large role in Empedocles’ poem, thus removing a

central objection to Plutarch’s statement.™ All ions of the which are

presented in modern editions are based on the historical and rational reconstruction of
their modern editor.* Evidence of this is that the most recent edition of the fragments of
Empedocles™ acknowledges Plutarch’s statement that fragment DK 115 belongs at the
beginning of the poem. However, while the editor prints it nearer the beginning of the
poem (as the eleventh fragment), he still does not fully take Plutarch’s statement into
account. Plutarch’s statement that the fragment is ¢év &pxij of Empedocles’ work recalls

the Alexandrian bibliographical tradition of identifying books through their opening

 There are testimonia which ascribe certain fragments to particular books, but nothing more particular
than a given book, Plutarch's statement aside. Simplicius ascribes DK 17 and DK 96 to book one of
Empedocles’ Physics and ascribes DK 62 to book two. John Tzetzes in his Chiliades ascribes DK 134.4-5
t0 book three of Empedocles’ Physics. Itis highly doubtful, however, that Tzetzes himself had access to
complete manuscripts of Empedocles. In the face of conflicting evidence as to whether Empedacles’ work
consisted of two or three books it seems best to accept the testimonia, which are both of greater antiquity
and number than the statement of Tzetzes, that Empedocles’ work consisted of two books.

* For the argument against accepting Plutarch’s statement, see O'Brien (1981) 14-15; Wright (1981) 81-82,
270-271; for the argument in favor of accepting Plurtarch’s statement see Van der Ben (1975) 16-20;
Primavesi (1998) 85.

* Makin (1988) 121-132 has stated that, faced with the problem of limited and incomplete textual evidence,
“we have to, at times, go in for reconstruction, with the aim of coming up with an account of some
presocratic’s thought which accommodates the evidence we do have and presents as reasonable and
interesting an account as possible.” He argues that there are two parts to any such reconstruction: historical
and rational. He defines historical reconstruction as giving an account of what some thinker said or would
have said to his contemporaries. It must obey Skinner’s Maxim that no agent can eventually be said to have
said or meant something that he could never be brought to accept as what he had said or meant. Rational
reconstruction, on the other hand, treats a thinker as being within our own philosophical framework and
allows any reconstruction to include thoughts that the philosopher never constructed, perhaps about matters
that he never contemplated. Rational reconstruction therefore does nor follow Skinner’s Maxim.

* Inwood (2001).




words, or their &px7.* This being so, I would argue that the fragment should be printed

as the first in the poem. While more recent editors have still not given the statement its

proper due and printed the fragment as the poem’s opening lines, the fact that Hershbell

is willing to jettison such an ig historical statement, without any di ion, in

deference to a modern editor’s rational rect ion ines his ions about

Plutarch as a source for Empedocles.” The value of Hershbell's article lies in the
questions that he suggests need to be asked. Despite asking the right questions, however,
the methodology by which he approaches these questions is deeply flawed. Rather than
arguing from the ancient evidence, either in favor of or against modern theories,
Hershbell allows modern theories to shape his reading and use of the ancient evidence.
Similarly, he at times forgets that his central topic is the examination of Plutarch as a
source for Empedocles and not Empedocles himself. Therefore, in this study due

consideration will be given to the questions put forward by Hershbell regarding

 Identifying works by their &px had a number of advantages. Titles could vary. Names could be
ambiguous due to homonymy. Variants, errors by a copyist or bibliographer, a damaged book-roll, a lost or
unreadable title-tag could hamper the identification of copies from any given book. The &pxri of a text was
2 more secure means of identifying it and could compensate for uncertainties and variations of the
émiypagi. One had only to unroll the scroll and compare opening lines to be certain of the identification
of a text. See Jacob (2000) 96-97. Plutarch was certainly aware of this practice, and seems unlikely that he
would use the phrase év &pxj in a manner independent of that usage.

7 There are a number of controversial issues which Hershbell never discusses in any detail, yet at the same.
time he uses the issues to question Plutarch’s accuracy. For example, he suggests that the fact that Plutarch
never assigns his quotations from Empedocles to any particular poem is a mark against his value as a
source for Empedocles ([1971] 173). At no point, however, does he mention that this might be b
scholars such as Osborne and Inwood believe, Empedocles only wrote one poem. In support of
suggestion that Plutarch can be misleading when it comes to providing information about the ordering of
the fragments, Hershbell states that at TTepl “lodos xai ‘OaipiBos 370E there can “be no doubt that
Plutarch has here brought together the fragments of the physical poem and the KaBapyiof (119711 167).
Again Hershbell dismisses out of hand the ancient evidence of Plutarch because it contradicts his
assumptions, following Diels, about Empedocles” poet uch as O° Brien for
just such behavior ([1973) 98-99): “Some students of Empedocles, however. scem prepared to give or
withhold credence contingent on a point they are anxious to prove.”




Plutarch’s use of Empedocles. However, Hershbell’s methodology will be set aside in
favor of a more objective one which gives due weight to the ancient evidence.

Perhaps of most value to this study, while not explicitly on Plutarch’s value as a
source for Empedocles, is Kidd's 1998 article “Plutarch and his stoic contradictions.””
One of the principles that Kidd strongly advocates is the “crucial relevance of context for
both the identification, establishment and definition of the fragment, and for the
interpretation and understanding of it.”* Kidd’s interest is in Posidonian rather than

fragments, and he is ining the use of ions in a different

Plutarchean essay than those to be discussed in this thesis. Nevertheless the principles
and methodology put forward by Kidd are as well suited to the present undertaking as
they were for his own study.” Kidd suggests that there are three reasons why Plutarch is
an ideal subject for such a study; the first two are discussed elsewhere in this chapter, and
the third I am very grateful to have articulated for me. (1) Plutarch is such a prolific
quoter throughout his extant works. (2) Such a large number of Plutarch’s works have
survived extant. (3) Plutarch “is an ancient author who clearly displays an individual
character of his own.”™ Kidd sees two basic questions which need to be asked of

Plutarch’s works: (i) how accurate are the quotations themselves? (ii) since an isolated

* Kidd (1998) 288-302

¥ Kidd (1998) 288.

1 had determined my methodology for this study and written a number of drafts of its first chapter before
reading Kidd's article. The methodology is not derived from that advocated by Kidd but rather
complemented by it. [ therefore take complete responsibility for any methodological weaknesses that might
be found in this study. T am, however, very grateful for the encouragement provided by Prof. Kidd's article
as it has reassured me at the outset of my task that [ was heading in the right direction,

*TKidd (1998) 288,




quoted sentence is of limited value, does Plutarch in his translation, comment,

interpretation, and use of it reliably fill in what we need, or is missing or relevant? He
adds that further to both of these questions is the issue of whether Plutarch is quoting
first-hand from a given work, and therefore with personal knowledge of the work, or

simply copying a quotation second-hand from a collection of such fons. Kidd’s

questions and the order in which they are asked seem to isolate the most important issues
and provide a sound methodology for any such study. Therefore this study will closely
follow the principles and methodology advocated by Kidd.

There are also two other articles which are of importance to and have had a
significant impact upon this thesis: Whittaker (1989) and Runia (1997). The second
builds upon the first. The traditional view when dealing with indirectly transmitted texts
has been that these texts often differ from their directly transmitted counterparts either
because the author citing them was working from memory or from a corrupt text.
However, Whittaker has convincingly argued that such a view diminishes authorial intent
to an excessive degree and does not allow for ancient authors to practice “the art of
misquotation.” That is to say, ancient authors, unconstrained by modern notions
regarding the importance of accurate quotation, often made deliberate alterations to the
indirectly transmitted text to make it better fit their literary style and purposes. In his

article Runia applies this insight to the Platonic citations found in Philo of Alexandria

‘While Runia’s study is helpful for the guidance it provides for a study such as that which

T have undertaken, its principal contribution to this thesis is its clear articulation of the

¥ There is overlap between the questions posed by Hershbell (1971) 158 and those posed by Kidd (1998)
289. Kidd's questions, however, are more focused and there is a distinction between those which are more
and less important which is lacking in Hershbell.



four categorics of textual alterations which Whittaker saw at work." These categories are

inversion, addition, subtraction, and substitution. Thus, thi

tudy will examine whether
any discrepancies between the directly and indirectly transmitted texts being discussed
can be attributed to the intentions of the ancient author who preserves the indirectly
transmitted text. Such changes will be examined and discussed using the categories of
changes and their definitions as provided by Runia.

To say that the study of the presocratics is fraught with methodological problems
would be an understatement. Until the Strasbourg papyrus was published our texts of the
presocratics were solely based on fragments preserved by indirect transmission,
embedded in the texts of other ancient authors.” Since the nineteenth century the
traditional approach to these fragments has been to extract the quotations from their
context and then reassemble them. It has also been traditional to regard the immediate
context surrounding the fragments with suspicion and skepticism. We have already seen
this attitude in the work of Hershbell who, as discussed earlier, is immensely skeptical of
ancient testimonia surrounding fragments and in many cases eager to disregard it entirely.
Another representative of this approach is Kahn’s 1979 book on Heraclitus in which he

prints the fragments without their context in the writers who cite them.” Osborne points

out that such an approach depends on the ion that the ancient inter
represent a necessarily biased reading while the fragments in themselves present no bias.

The fact of the matter is that the fragments which we possess are small samples from

* See Whittaker (1989) 71 and Runia (1997) 264,

The only possible exception to this is Antiphon's Aletheia which was concerned with nomos and phusis
Antiphon is the first Attic orator whose work is preserved and was part of the inteflectual atmosphere which
inspired the sophistic movement. Because his work lies somewhere between the presocratics and the
sophists it s not generally counted as a work of presocratic philosophy. See Pendrick (2002) 32-38, 53-67.
* Kahn (1979) 37-95.




much more extensive texts, and those sumples are anything but random. ™ The lack of

randomness among the fragments that are preserved is clearly indicated by the fact that

some fragments are quoted repeatedly, not only within the works of a single author but by
multiple authors. They are selections based on the interests of those who cite them, and
represent the same “biased” readings to which the traditional approach objects. As Kidd

observed:

By far the greatest problems of 'y derive from the f 'y nature
of the evidence. The interpretation of the fragmentary evidence tends to be far
more complex than is sometimes assumed, or to put it another way, that ancient
writers (as indeed modern authors) use and employ earlier and contemporary
sources in highly diverse and complicated ways. It would be naive and unsafe to
assume that all, or indeed any writers simply reproduce a single source at any
given time as though they were i intelli; tape recorders.”

To extract these fragments while jettisoning their context and any accompanying ancient
commentary is to discard material potentially invaluable to our study and understanding
of the presocratics.

The volume of Empedoclean quotations contained in the works of Plutarch, and
the fact that we can be fairly certain that he had the ability to make many of them first-
hand with detailed background knowledge, means that we have more than an adequate
sample to use in order to evaluate Plutarch’s habits of quotation. At issue is not whether,
but how Plutarch quotes Empedocles. Do his quotations tend to be verbatim or do they

often contain inaccuracies? If a quotation is inaccurate does Plutarch acknowledge the

curacies more prevalent in certain

inaceuracy, or the possibility of inaccuracy? Are inag

7 I the

contexts, such as in reported dinner conversations or philosophical discours:

* Osbomne (1987b) 3-4.
T Kidd (1985) 128



inaccuracies are more prevalent in certain contexts, is the purpose of those inaccuracies
readily discernible? Such would be the case if the quotations were altered to cohere better

with Plutarch’s izi i 2 Similarly, the i ies might be changes in

vocabulary. Plutarch may have added Stoic or Platonic vocabulary or simply made
changes in vocabulary that he thought would make Empedocles’ meaning more readily
discernibie to his audience.” Once we have examined in detail how Plutarch cites
Empedocles it is a much easier task to pass judgement on what sort of witness he is.
Both the number of Empedoclean fragments preserved by Plutarch, and the
volume of work by Plutarch which is extant allow such a study to be possible. There is
enough Empedoclean material for us not only to be able to assert whether Plutarch is

generally accurate, generally i or in his ions, but

also to try to identify a style or methodology behind Plutarch’s habits of quotation.
Likewise, there is enough, indeed more than enough, of Plutarch’s work for us to be able
to compare his treatment of Empedocles with his treatment of other philosophical
authors, which is to say whether he quotes and uses his quotations of other authors
differently than he does those of Empedocles. By comparing Plutarch’s habits of citation
in regard to Empedocles and another author it may be possible to determine whether
Plutarch had a consistent style or methodology for quotation. This study will compare
Plutarch’s quotation of Empedocles, as found in the Moralia, and his quotation of Plato,

as found in TTAaTeovika EnTiparta I - X (Mor. 999C-1011F).

™ For a discussion of Plutarch’s Platonism, see Russell (1973) 63-83 and Dillon (1977) 184-230.

¥ For example in Tept uyis 607D Plutarch’s use of TveuHa ovykpadév in his summary of
Empedocles’ thought is undoubtedly influenced by Aristotelian and Stoic theories, as Hershbell (1971) 167
notes, making it clear that these are not Empedocles’ own words.
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For the purposes of this study Plato is an ideal comparison. As with Empedocles.
we can be certain that Plutarch was extremely familiar with the works of Plato and made
most of his citations first-hand.’ And again the volume of quotations, even in such a

small segment of the Moralia as TTAatcovika InthuaTta I-X, allows us to gain a clear

picture of how accurately Plutarch cites Plato. Because of the relatively stable textual
tradition of Plato’s dialogues, the task of evaluating the accuracy of Plutarch’s Platonic
quotations is straightforward.* Unlike the work of Empedocles, all the dialogues of Plato
have come down to us intact — along with a few others incorrectly attributed to Plato
—and with a fair degree of certainty as to how the text should read. We can therefore be

relatively sure that when there are

P! ions in Plutarch’s ions of Plato,
they are willful and purposeful misrepresentations. Once the accuracy of the Platonic
quotations has been evaluated, we can then examine possible reasons for any inaccuracies
in the quotations as discussed above. Having completed a thorough examination of
Plutarch’s quotation habits in regard to Plato, it will then be possible to compare those to
his habits regarding Empedocles.

Therefore I propose to approach in the following the question of whether there is
an identifiable style or methodology behind Plutarch’s habits of quotation and
misquotation. First, in chapter two I will give a brief introduction to Plutarch and discuss
his interest in the works of Plato. Then I shall examine in detail how Plutarch cites Plato
in TN aTwovika {ntripaTa I-X. I will discuss the number of quotations and the contexts
in which they are found. From these quotations I will select a handful which fit into
* Plutarch was an avowed Plaorist and had spent time in Athens studying at the Academy; see Russell
(1973) 4, 63-83 and Dillon (1977) 184-233,

! For an extensive bibliography of the Platonic textual tradition, see work on
hitp://swww.ucs.mun.ca/~mjoyal/bibliography.html (URL accurate as of 17.10.02)
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Runia’s categories of: (1) verbatim quotation: (2) erudite brief quotation; (3) brief
allusion; and, (4) extended paraphrase. Of the quotations in each category I will then ask
Kidd’s two basic questions: How accurate are the quotations? Does Plutarch provide us
additional information in the context surrounding the quotation? After all of the
categories have been addressed I will discuss whether Plutarch seems to quote Plato first-
hand or second-hand. This will be followed by a summary of what can be discerned about
Plutarch’s style and methodology when quoting Plato.

In chapter three I will discuss the quotations from Empedocles’ work which are to
be found in Plutarch’s Moralia. To begin I will briefly discuss what is known about the
text of Empedocles’ work and Plutarch’s interest in that work. As with the quotations of
Plato, I shall discuss the number of quotations and the contexts in which they are found.
Again a handful of quotations will be selected for discussion which fit Runia’s four
categories. Once the quotations in all four categories have been discussed, I will examine
how familiar Plutarch seems to be with the work of Empedocles, which is to say whether
he appears to have had a text of Empedocles or been relying on an intermediary source.

This will be followed by a summary of what can be discerned about Plutarch’s style and

when quoting E
My fourth chapter will discuss whether it is possible to any extent to reconstruct
Plutarch’s Eis "EumeSokAéa. The chapter will be broken into two parts. The first half of
the chapter will discuss the sources for the existence and content of the Eig
"EumeBokAéa. Included in this discussion will be the Lamprias Catalogue, the Church

Father Hippolytus, and, of course, Plutarch himself. Once these sources and the evidence



that they are able to provide have been discussed, the second half of the chapter will
assess the extent to which it is possible to reconstruct Plutarch’s Eis "EpmedokAéa.
The fifth and final chapter will consist of a brief summary which will assess the

material from the three previous chapters.



Chapter Two
Plutarch’s Platonic Questions:
A Test Case for the Value of Plutarch as a Witness to Ancient Philosophy

2.1 Introduction

Plutarch was born in the middle of the first century of the Christian Era under the
reign of Claudius and died some time in the second decade of the second century under
the reign of Hadrian.' He stood on the cusp of the Second Sophistic movement, to the rise
of which his contribution was not insignificant.* While in the last century it was for his
Parallel Lives that Plutarch was read, recently more attention has been paid to what he
says —and what he doesn’t say —about the world of his own experience.’ Indeed, that
Plutarch is working from the world of his own experience is a factor of utmost
importance when reading his works. Plutarch writes in a literary style that is self-
referential, and that in a very personal way. Essays are introduced with dedications to
friends and family members, and casual mention of his father (Mor. 687E-679A; 816D-
E), brothers (Mor. 487D; 617A; 726D), and sons (Mor. 964D; 1012A) appears
frequently. His most personal work is his essay written to his wife attempting to console
her after the death of their child (Mor. 608A-612B). Each reference to friends and family

should serve as a reminder that what we are reading comes to us reflected through the

" On the probable dates for Plutarch’s birth and death, sce Dillon (1977) 185-186. For a gencral overview of
Platarch’s lfe an e Russell (1973) 1-17 and Lamberton (2001) 1-59.

* The Oxford Classical Dictionary defines Second Sophistic as “the term regularly applied in modern
scholarship to the period c. A. D. 60-230 when declamation became the most prestigious literary activity in
the Greek world. It is also in this period that Platonism started gaining prominence over rival philosophical
systems emerging in later antiquity as the only intellectual alternative to Christianity.” See also Swain
(1997) 174,
> On Plutarch and his intellectual world, see Dillon (1977) 184-230; Opsomer (1998); Mossman (1997).
Even general works on Plutarch have begun paying more dttention to Plutarch and his relationship to his
contemporary world than to his relationship to older Greek literature and philosophy; sce Russell (1973)
and Lamberton (2001).




experience of Plutarch. Regardless of whether he is

ussing the philosophy of Plato,
the proper way to arrange seating at a symposium, or the priesthood at Delphi,* what
Plutarch writes has been reflected through the prism of his own experiences. Indeed, as
we shall see later in this chapter, what may at first appear to be a verbatim quotation by
Plutarch can be seen under closer scrutiny to be tailored to suit his own literary purposes,
whether through minor changes to the quotation itself or through the way it has been
employed in the larger context. Plutarch is writing about his own world, and his literary
style is the result of his worldview shaped by his own personal experience.

A defining aspect of Plutarch’s worldview was his Platonism. As a young man
Plutarch went to Athens in A.D. 66/7 to study at the Platonic Academy® under
Ammonius, though Chaeroneia always remained the place he called home. While
Plutarch was not always in agreement with the orthodox views of the Platonic school, he
saw himself as a consistent and devoted Platonist.” Such was Plutarch’s interest in Plato
that the quotations from or references to Plato in Plutarch’s works were exceeded only by
quotations from and references to Homer.” It is clear from these quotations and references
“that Plutarch had a command of the philosophical literature that included texts,
commentaries, and concepts, and that he moved freely in this difficult medium, and not in

the manner of a thinker with only second-hand knowledge of the texts.” Indecd, Plutarch

* Plutarch himself served as a Delphic priest for twenty years or more; see Lamberton (2001) 52-59.
* See Dillon (1977) 185
“Fora dm,umun of the nature of the Academy in this period, see Dillon (1977) 231-233.
7 On Plutarch’s express devotion to Platonism and the unorthodox views that he held, see Russell (1973)
61-69 and Dillon (1977) 192-230. Plutarch believed in the importance of philosophe:
communities, see Mor. | 1268,
¥ See Helmbold and O'Neil (1959) 56-63, 39-48
? Lambertan (2001) 17.

contributing to their



would most probably have defined himself foremost as a philosopher and a teacher of
philosophy. It was his effort to live according to his philosophical views that committed
him to an extraordinarily long and active public life."

While the primary purpose of this thesis is to evaluate Plutarch as a witness to the
work of Empedocles, it is necessary to have some sort of control against which we can
compare his Empedoclean quotations. For this purpose Plutarch’s Platonic quotations are
ideal. Like Empedocles, we know that Plutarch had a profound interest in Plato and his
philosophy. However, unlike the case with Empedocles, we have a complete corpus of
directly transmitted Platonic texts to which we can compare Plutarch’s Platonic
quotations. The volume of Platonic quotations contained in all of Plutarch’s works is far
too large to be dealt with here. Instead I shall examine only the quotations found in
Plutarch’s TTAatcoviké ntiuata (Mor. 999C-1011F), which contains approximately
the same number of Platonic quotations as the number of Empedoclean quotations which
are to be found in the Moralia.

Item 136 in the Lamprias Catalogue'" s Plutarch’s TTAaTeovik {nTriuata or

' On Plutarch's life of public service both to his home community of Chaeroneia and as a priest at Delphi
for twenty years, see Russell (1973) 14-15 and Lamberton (2001) 10-12, 52-59.
" The Lamprias Catalogue appears to be a library inventory. In the Neapolitanus manuscript, the catalogue
is preceded by an anonymous letter whose writer says that he is sending a list of his father's writings to an
unnamed acquaintance. Who wrote this letter, and where and when, is unknown, but the Suda — an
encyclopedia from around the end of the tenth century — identifies the writer as Lamprias, son of Plutarch
of Chaeroneia. There is no record, however, of Plutarch having a son named Lamprias. In the Marcianus
manuscript the scribe John Rhosos transmits a second account of the catalogue’s origin saying that it was
once part of an ancient work which contained a list of titles and summaries of the works listed. He goes on
recording the titles 50 that people may know all of the
arch. He was mistaken about the existence of summaries of all of the listed works,
though summaries did and do exist for a few items on the list; see Sandbach (1969) 5. Both the Suda and
Rhosos are also mistaken in their assertion that this list contains all the works of Plutarch. Included in the
list are the itles of three extant spurious works, while other extant spurious
When the catalogue was made is unclear, though it is likely to have been
ere-Irigoin (1987) cexxix argue for a date in the third or fourth century. while
Ziegler (1951) 697 argues for a fifth-century date. Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 122 suggest that the
catalogue might, in some way, g0 back to Plutarch himself. On the Lamprias Catalogue see also chapter .
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Platonic Questions. It is one of the two surviving works on Plato from the seven listed in
the catalogue. As we have received it — and there is no reason to believe that it has not
come down to us intact — the text consists of ten individual questions or {ntiuaTa.”
The questions each deal with the meaning of a single Platonic passage or a number of
seemingly related passages. The individual questions, however, are not related to one

another, and as Cherniss points out they are not linked by any transition and are “without

11

any general i ion or clusion to give the unity or to suggest a reason
for the sequence in which the questions are arranged.”"* The questions themselves are not
original, as Plutarch clearly indicates by discussing and referring to the answers which
others had previously provided to these questions. It seems plausible, even probable, that
these CnTrpaTa are Plutarch’s personal musings upon traditional Platonic questions.
The reason that they were bound together in a single work is not readily apparent.
Opsomer has suggested that in them Plutarch “tries to come to terms with the Academic
legacy within a truly Platonic framework.”" Opsomer’s observation can be true — and
his observation seems truer for some questions than for others — without this being the
primary reason that the questions were gathered together. It may simply be that while

Plutarch had been writing these notes over a period of time he had not yet found places in

' The seven works are: (63) TTepi Tiis &v Tuiaticy yuxoyovids, (66) TTepl Tol yeyovéva katéa
TTAdreava Tow kéopov, (67) TTob ow ai iBéat;, (68) TTéds 1 UAn v ey peteilngev; T1 T&
PTG oduata o, (70) 'Y Tiép Tod TIAETwvos Gedyous, (136) TTAaTeovikg CnTiuata, (221)
Ti 7 karé TTAGTeova TéAos;. ltems 65 and 136 are extant. These can be found in Plutarch’s Moralia
1012A-1030C and 999C-1011E respectively.

" Cherniss (1976) 3 n. e notes that Plutarch specifically allocated ten questions to each book of the
Supmooiaxd TpoBAfuaTa with the singular exception of the ninth in which he expressly apologizes for
exceeding “the customary ten” (736 C). For further discussion of Plutarch’s habit of dividing works into
groups of ten, see chapter 4, page 82.

¥ Cherniss (1976) 4.

 Opsomer (1998) 127



which to incorporate them into other works and so gathered ten separate jottings into a
single work.'"

Plutarch’s other extant work on Plato, TTepi Tfis év Tipaic yuxoyovids or On
the Generation of the Soul in the Timaeus (1012A-1030C), provides a precedent for such
an origin. Plutarch dedicates the work to his two sons Autobulus and Plutarch (1012A).
He begins by stating that the work is the result of their suggestion that he make a unified
collection of his various statements regarding what he held to be Plato’s opinion about
the soul. It is clear from Plutarch’s words that he is here giving formal voice to thoughts
and ideas which he had previously discussed in conversation and scattered writings (1012
B). TTept s v Tipadep wuxoyowids differs from TTAaTeovikd CnTiuaTa ina
number of instructive ways. First, it opens with a dedication."” Second, it begins with a
clear statement of purpose.'® Third, it sets out immediately, by means of a precise direct
quotation, the exact passage from Plato’s Timaeus with which he will deal.”” Fourth, it
frequently refers to authors of counterarguments by name.” Fifth, it often refers to Plato
by name with explicit reference to individual works. This is in stark contrast to the form

of the TTAaTcovikd {nThuaTa.

[ Chemxss (1976)4.

O matip AtToBote Kal TTAouTapxe &l Tp&TTew (Mor. 1012A),
el té ToMéKis elpnuéva ket yeypanpéva omropddn év érépors Erepa Tiv TTAdTeov0s
é€nyouuivors BEav v elev Urép yuxiis, cs Umevooliey s, ofeobe Beiv els & owva@ival
xall Tuxely iBlats Garypags To Adyoy TolTov, o’ GANeas eUETaXEIpIOTOY VT Kal Bid T
ol mheiaors Téw amd TIAGTEovos UmevavTioloban Bediievoy Thv
MEw o5 &v Tiales yéypamrrat (Mor. 1012B).
" For discussion of the variations between the transmitted text, Ti.
see Cherniss (1976) 159 n. ¢, 160-161 nn. a, d.
' See 1012D (Xenocrates and Cranton); 10138 (Eudorus); 10238 (Posidonius); 10268 (Empedocles.
Hcmclnu: Parmenides, Anaxagoras and, Zoroaster); 1022C (Crantor, Clearchus and, Theodorus).

eferences to Plato by name at 10128, 10158, 1017 D, 1023D, 1027A, 1029C. etc

Sccrcfomncss (o titles of works by Plato at 10128, 1014E, [015A. 1016A. 1017C, 1029C. etc.

5 al-b4, and Plutarch’s quotation of it,
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While the purpose of TTept Tiis év Tinaicy yuxoyovids and the TTAaTcovikix
CnTripara s the same — that is, to set out Plutarch’s interpretation of certain aspects of
Plato’s philosophy — their format is very different. Of the five ingredients mentioned
above Plutarch employs none in the TTAaTeovika {nTruata. Not one of the ten
questions nor the collection as a whole has any sort of dedication. None has a clear
statement of purpose but begins as it were in medias res. There are only two direct
quotations in the collection (999D and1000A) and neither is a quotation of the Platonic
passage which is at the heart of the {nTriuaTa. Plutarch does employ a handful of direct
quotations from other ancient authors, particularly in {nTiuaTa VIII, 1007 A-B. These,
however, are more decorative than instructive; that is to say, far from being fundamental
to Plutarch’s discussion they add a literary flourish to the work of a polymath. Finally, in
the TTAaTwvika {nTipata Plutarch infrequently refers to Plato by name or identifies
the titles of the Platonic works to which he is making reference.” There seems to be a
tacit assumption that the reader both knows that Plato is the author of the quotations and
references and is able to identify the source of those quotations and references. Plutarch
takes a great deal more care, however, to identify Plato as the author and to name works
in formal essays such as TTep! Tijs &v Tipaie yuxoyovids. None of these factors,
however, should be taken to imply that these essays are either uninformed or lack
seriousness. Rather, they should be read as evidence for the nature of their origin.

Each question has the tone of casual, albeit learned, conversation. In a formal

essay such as TTept Tfis &v Tiuaico wuxoyowds Plutarch sets forth his argument with

Plutarch identifies Plato by name at 1001B, 1004A, 1004D, 100SD, 1006C, 1006F, 1007C. 1007E,
1008C, 1009B, 1009C, 1009E, 101 [E. Th. is referred to by title at 999C, 999D; Smip. at 1000F, 1002E; R.
at 1001C, 1006F, 1007E; Lg. at 1002C; Phdr. at 1004C.
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frequent citations of the name of the work he is referring to and its author.” We could
reasonably anticipate that had Plutarch expanded any of these questions into extended
essays, he would have employed this same more precise method of citation there as well.
As it stands these questions seem to be informal jottings — perhaps personal notes or
notes meant to form the basis of expanded essays. Their format is informal, without
dedication or introduction. Their method of quotation is also informal, with titles of
works and their authors mentioned infrequently and direct quotations rare. This may
prove to be instructive in regard to Plutarch’s habits of quotation. How does Plutarch
quote and use the quotations of an author with whose works he is intimately familiar in
compositions whose principal audience scems to have been himself? When he is
concerned primarily with setting his own thoughts on paper and not arguing his position
against those of others, how does Plutarch use quotation? Are his quotations accurate or

inaccurate? In the case of i ies does the i seem to be delib oris it

simply an error on Plutarch’s part? Such are the questions with which this chapter is
concerned.

While it is not practical here to explore in detail every reference made to Plato in
the TTAarTeoviké {nTrkaTa, a handful of references, taken to be representative of the
different aspects of Plutarch’s habits of quotation, will be thoroughly examined. These
Platonic references will be examined on the basis of two questions posed by Kidd. (1) To
what degree are the quotations accurate? (2) Given the limited value of an isolated
quotation, does the context surrounding the quotation provide us with additional, useful

information such as author, source, or intended meaning? This second question is more

 See page 21
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applicable to fragmentary authors such as Posidonius or Empedocles than it is to Plato
whose works survive so that we have the context of later questions. It is for precisely this
reason, however, that I am here asking the question of Plutarch’s Platonic quotations.
Because we have the complete works of Plato — indeed we can be as familiar with the
works of Plato as Plutarch was — we can evaluate the information that Plutarch
provides. If we possessed the works of Plato in only a fragmentary state, would the
information provided by Plutarch assist us in the reconstruction those works with any
degree of accuracy? My purpose is not to add anything to our knowledge of the works of
Plato. Rather, the point of the questions that I am asking is what sort of information does
Plutarch provide us about the work of Empedocles, and is it reliable? Because so little
can be said with certainty about the work of Empedocles it seems best to begin with
another ancient author about whose works some certainties exist. By beginning with
Plutarch’s Platonic quotations it might be possible to draw more certain conclusions in
regard to his Empedoclean quotations.

Almost all of Plutarch’s citations of Plato in the TTAaTeovika {ntiaTa are
inexact. I shall be examining the nature of the discrepancies and exploring possible
reasons for them. The references will be dealt with in the following order: (1) verbatim
quotation; (2) erudite brief quotation; (3) brief allusion; and (4) extended paraphrase.**
The changes I am looking for fall into four general categories as set forth by Runia,
following the work of Whittaker.” The categories are:

(a) inversion (and dislocation): when words in the original

text are reversed or moved around.
(b) addition: when extra words are added to the original.

2 My categories follow those articulated by Runia (1997) 286.
* Runia (1997) 264; Whittaker (1989) 63-95.
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(c) subtraction: when words are removed from the original.

(d) substitution: when words in the original are replaced by

synonyms or other related terms.
These categories require close attention, particularly in cases where Plutarch has quoted
Plato more or less verbatim. As Runia notes, there has been a tendency in these cases for
editors “to correct the text of the manuscripts on the basis of the received Platonic text.”*
Whittaker has argued convincingly why emendation should be avoided and careful
attention paid in these instances. His argument is that an ancient author’s objective was
not “to preserve for posterity the fragments of texts which he quoted, but only to exploit
them according to current literary convention.” While some errors in quotation are
likely to be the result of carelessness, faults of memory, and corruption during
transmission of the text, the majority, in cases where an author is extensively quoted, are
likely to be alterations consciously made by the person citing them in order to affect a
certain literary style. If we are to make any determinations about Plutarch’s habits of
quotation we must give due attention his to literary style and how he uses and alters
quotations in order to affect that style.
2.2 Verbatim Quotation

As already mentioned there are only two direct quotations in the ten {nTripaTa.®

The first is at Mor. 999D (=Tht. 151¢5-d3):

(i 999D
Kal &Aoo & Tép Oeartiey ToA peydhauxa kal coapd SeokpdTe
eprTébeikev, v kel Tad toth
ToAAol yap BHY, & Bauudote, Tpds pe oliteo SieTéBnoav, Mot

* Runia (1997) 264.
2 Whittaker (1987) 95.
 For the textual tradition of the TTAaTcoviké GniuaTa, see Cherniss (1976) 6-17.

* Plutarch's manuscripts are unanimous in this reading, though Nogarola emended 5t to fi8n on the basis
of Tht, 151¢c5: see Chem

)
o



AaTeXVEdS Bdkvew, Emalddy Tva Afjpov auTdw &paipdpar kai ouk
olovTai pe evvoia ToUTo TOIEW, Tdppw SvuTes Tod eidévat STt
oUBels Beds Buovous avBpcaTols oud' Eyc Suovoia TololTow oudiy
Bpd, GAA& pot welBds Te ouyxwpiioal kal &Anbis agavicat
oUBapdds Béus.

Theaetetus 151 ¢5-d3

ToAol yap 180 & Bauudote, Tpds e olteo dieTébnoav, dote

&Texvdds Békvew ETool evan, émaddy Twa Afjpov alTéw

apaipdpar kal ouk ofovtai We evvoig TOUTO TOIEI, TOppw BV Tes

ToU eidévan 811 oudels Beds Buovous avBpcoTrors, oUd’ Eyc Suovoia

ToloUTov oUBEv Bpd, GAAG ot yelBSs Te ouyxwpfioat kal

&Anbs &pavioar olBaudds Béus.

Our first question is how accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? There are only two
discrepancies between Plutarch’s quotation and the text of Plato (which are emphasized
in the passages above). In the first instance a strong case can be made that Plutarch has
omitted nothing, as both readings are plausible. These are genuine variants; while fi8n
works better, 81 is certainly possible. In the second case something appears to have been
omitted from Plutarch’s text, and so would fit Runia’s category of subtraction. In this
instance it is two words, €Toipot €lvai, which are not found in the manuscripts of
Plutarch. However, on the authority of Plutarch, the Oxford editors (Duke et al.) of Plato
do not read ETopor elvan but maintain the lectio difficilior by omitting it. Neither variant
reading has any particular impact on the meaning of the passage. Context provides no
clues as to the origin of the discrepancies in the second instance. It is possible that
Plutarch by fault of memory or error in transcription omitted the missing items. Or
perhaps they were in the original text of Plutarch but dropped out during later

transmission. It is also possible that the omission originated in the text of Plato on which
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Plutarch was drawing.* Equally plausible, and in this particular case perhaps more likely,
is the possibility that Plutarch here is preserving genuine readings where the manuscripts
of Plato have been corrupted. In this instance the variant does not seem to serve any
literary function and it seems probable that the discrepancy is the result of an error,
though it is impossible to determine whether that error originated in the textual tradition
of Plutarch or Plato. Context does, however, provide an explanation in the first instance.
Plutarch was quoting a passage which in its original context had a dramatic setting. 1i8n,
“by now” or “up to now”, makes little sense if the passage is quoted out of context.
Plutarch’s change to 81j produced the very common combination y&p 81,”' which made
the passage less obviously dependant on its context. This suggests of course that Plutarch
himself made the change. We can say that then that despite these two minor variations,
one of which appears to originate with Plutarch himself while the origin of the other is
uncertain, Plutarch’s direct quotation of Plato is verbatim. This brings us to our second
issue.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference to? The
context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provides us with the following information.
The source of the quotation is the Theaetetus and the speaker is Socrates. The Theaetetus
states that Socrates was bid by some sort of divinity to act as a midwife to the
philosophical thoughts of others but not to beget any of his own.” Socrates’ claim of

divine guidance must be read in one of two ways: either Socrates is making an

It is worth noting, however, that no extant manuscripts contain these variants.

*! See Denniston (1954) 243-244.

2T BiimoTe Tov Zcoxpdrny & Beds patolofa uév éxéheuoey ETépous, alTov BE yevvay
&mrercdAuGEY, € év @eaiThiTey AéyeTan:
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Laws 731e5-6*

TupAoTTal yap Tepl TO PIAOULEVOY O PIAGY,...

How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? Plutarch’s quotation here shows minor
variations. The variations are such that they are unlikely to be errors contained in the
Plato manuscript from which Plutarch was working, that is if he was working from a
Plato manuseript. el T& giAoUievov has been transposed with & iAoy, which has
become T @tAolv in Plutarch’s passage. This fits Runia’s category of inversion. The
concrete “lover” in Plato has in Plutarch become the less concrete “what loves”. The
sense of the sentence has not changed but the subject doing the loving has become more
abstract. There should be no doubt here that the alterations in Plutarch’s quotation are
purposeful. Plato in his passage is referring to man with & piAGv while Plutarch is
referring to judgement with & @tAotv. Through these subtle changes Plutarch has
adapted the quotation to fit seamlessly into his discussion and literary style. Despite the
changes made to the quotation, however, it is still faithful to the sense of the quotation in
Plato.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference to? Indeed,
the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch is in no way unfaithful or contradictory
to the context surrounding the quotation in Plato. Both passages are elucidating the

reasons why men are poor judges when attached to something through love. The

% England (1921) 488 suggests that this line from Laws is drawing on a preexisting proverb “love is blind”.
Regardless of whether Plato was drawing on a proverbial phrase Plutarch is making specific reference to
the line found at Lg. 731e5-6. This is not the only place where Plutarch quotes a line from a philosophical
work which also, in a more general form, circulated widely as a proverb, see chapter 3, page 67.
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examples that they use are different though the central argument, as summarized by the
brief quotation, is the same. They are, however, using the argument to different ends.
Plato is discussing the right character of institutions and individuals. Plutarch is
discussing why the barren Socrates is a better judge of men’s ideas than they themselves
are. So while the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch helps to illuminate the
meaning of the passage in its original context it certainly could mislead as to what the
nature of its original context was. Nor does Plutarch help the reader in this regard as he
does not identify the quotation as such, nor its source, nor does he name its author. It
must be noted, however, that these omissions are an impediment only to the modern
reader. I am certain that almost any ancient reader of Plutarch’s work would have readily
identified the quotation, its source, and its author.

2.3 Erudite Brief Quotation

1004C

TTéss ot &v 16 Daidpey AéyeTai T TH Toll TTepol puow, U’
fis &veo TO EuPpibEs avdyeTal, Kekowwvnkéval LGAIoTa TGV Tept
TO oddua Tou Belou;

Phaedrus 246 d6-8

TTépukev 1 TrTepol Bivaus 6 euPpibes &yew Gue petecopifovoa 7

TGV Yévos olkel, kekowcovnke 8¢ T pdMoTa TG TEpl TO 6dUa

To Befou [yuxil,...

How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? Plutarch here has employed all four of
Runia’s categories of inversion, addition, subtraction and substitution. & EuBpibis
&yew &ve has been inverted so that in Plutarch’s text it reads &vco T éufpibés

&véryeran. Plutarch has substituted &véyetan for TTéguKev... &yew &ves and puow —

working in the idea which he lost by omitting Trépukev —for BUvayus. petecapiGouoa i
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TGV yEévos oikel has been subtracted, as has . Socrates, who is speaking here,
typically qualifies his descriptions with terms such as T, so as to disclaim accurate
knowledge of his topic. However, Plutarch sees no need for such qualifiers and is more
dogmatic, as we would expect a Platonist at this time to be. Ug’ s has been added. It is
not an exact quotation but nothing of the sense or meaning of the original has been lost,
despite the numerous small changes.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference to? Question
six, in its brief entirety, is devoted to elucidating this quotation. In addition to naming the
Phaedrus as the source of the quotation Plutarch tells us that the subject of the discourse
is love. He specifies that physical beauty is the object of love and that beauty, by its
resemblance to the divine, affects the soul and causes it to remember the divine.”
However, despite the part of the soul’s attachment to physical beauty, other parts, the
faculties of reason or intellect, are more concerned with matters celestial and divine.
These matters are more akin to the divine than is physical beauty.* Therefore Plutarch
argues that Plato has referred to the faculties of reason or intellect as wings because they
bear the soul up away from things mortal and base towards those things which are closer
to the divine. Thus Plutarch has accurately and adeptly summarized the subject of the
discourse in the Phaedrus by reference to a single quotation. However, the discussion is

superficial —as it must be given that it is hardly more than a paragraph in length. While

7 C. Phdr, 249d4-251a7 and 254b5-7. See Cherniss (1976) 62-63
 For the ideas, the objects of reason or intelligence, as Beia cf. Phd. 80b1-3, 84a7-b4; Smp. 211e3- 21222
with Phdr. 247c6-8, 248b7-c2, and 249c4-6 and R. 611e1-5; and also Phlb. 62a7-8. See Cherniss (1976)



Plutarch quickly sketches out the essence of the discourse in the Phaedrus and
illuminates the quotation, he by no means provides a complete picture of the contents of
the Phaedrus.
2.4 Brief Allusion”

999C

O yap elpaveudpevds ye kal Tallwv mpocexpricat &v Té Tol Beod
SvédpaTi.

Symposium 216e4-5

elpaoveudpvevos Bt kal Tailwov TavTa Tov Biov Tpds Tous avBpdtous
Biaehel

How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? In this instance we are dealing not with a
quotation but rather an allusion. Plutarch has preserved the forms exactly as they appear
in the Symposium, making the allusion more explicit. The only slight variance between
the phrases is in Plutarch’s replacement of 8¢ with ye. This phrase fits Runia’s category
of substitution. This not does impede the allusion in any way; 8¢ is dropped for
syntactical reasons, and ye is a natural and easy substitute. One can say that the allusion
is exact in its reference.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference to? The
context surrounding this passage provides us with virtually no additional information

regarding this allusion. At most we could read into the following sentence that some

* I owe the choice of this allusion and much of the following discussion to the work of Opsomer (1998)
108, 128-133.



perceived Socrates to be arrogant and haughty because of his public statements.* Of
course, as in the case of all well-executed allusion the anonymous, and at first sight
innocuous, phrase tells the reader who is able to identify it far more than is explicit in the
text. In this case the knowledgeable reader would immediately identify the phrase with
Alcibiades’ words at Symposium 216e, which more than any other passage has
contributed to the image of Socrates employing an ironic fagade. Opsomer argues that
“Plutarch’s contemporary public must also have associated both terms with sceptical
tendencies in and outside Platonism.”' So while the context surrounding this allusion
provides us with virtually no additional information, the allusion itself may have held
nuances for the ancient reader.
2.5 Extended Paraphrase

1002E

T 8t péyrotov alTds év Tupmooicp Bid&okewv éds Bel Tols

EpeaTikois XpRoBal, HET&yoVTa THY Wuxiy &Td T aloBnTéw

KaA&v ¢ T& vonTd, Tapeyyud uiTe OHaTS TIvos T

tmndedpaTos UAT EmoThiuns k&AAel ds UoTeTaxBan kai

Bouhevew, &AN' &ooTdvTa Tijs Tepl TaUTa pikpoAoyias em TO

TroAU ToU kahoU TéAayos Tpémeabal.

Symposium 210c6-d4

HeT& B T& EmTndevpaTa ¢ Tas EmMoTAHAs &yayeiy, va By al

EMOTNHEY KEAAOS, Kal PAéTreov Tipds TOAY {81 TO KaAdv unkéTt

T ap’ évi, oTep olkétns, dyamdv Tadapiou k&AAos 1

avBpcotou Twds fi émTndeupaTos £vds, Soulelcov paidhos 1j kal

O1IKpOASy s, GAN' 1Tl Td TOAY TNy O TETPaHHEVOS ToU
KaAol...

“ ol EMeos & 76 OeaiTTE TOM peydhavxa kai coBapé TeokpaTe: TeprTéBeikey...
(Mor.999D)
“I Opsomer (1998) 128.
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How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? Here again we are not dealing with direct
quotation but rather paraphrase. Thus in examining Plutarch’s accuracy we are not
looking at whether he preserves Plato’s text word for word but whether he preserves the
sense of Plato’s text. The part of Socrates’ speech that Plutarch paraphrases is indeed
accurate, but at the same time it is potentially misleading. Plutarch states that Plato in the
Symposium says that one must deal with the soul’s desire to love by turning from the love
of singularities towards “the large sea of beauty.” While the Symposium does indeed say
this, Socrates’ argument does not end where Plutarch’s paraphrase ends. Socrates
continues on to make the central point of his speech at 211d1-3: év TaU8a ToU Biou
elrep Tou &AAoB!, BreoTdv &vBpcaTre, Becopévey altd TO kakdv. This is not an
insignificant omission. Certainly Plutarch knew the conclusion of Socrates’ speech and so
his accurate but incomplete paraphrase must be seen as a willful misrepresentation:
though willful misrepresentation should not be read to imply ill intent. It is only
Plutarch’s statement that the argument which he paraphrases is the “most important™
teaching which presents a problem. To anyone not familiar with the Symposium this
could, and probably would, be read as Plutarch’s statement that the most important point
of Symposium is the paraphrased argument. This is manifestly not so. Indeed Plutarch’s

statement of this point’s i and his i serve his own literary

purpose and style. Plutarch certainly would have expected a contemporary reader to
know Socrates’ argument in its entirety and to recognize that he had used only part of it
in his own argument. What results is a passage that would mislead a modern reader who

is attempting to reconstruct Socrates’ speech from this paraphrase, but would have been
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recognized for what it was by an ancient reader: Plutarch writing his own philosophical
arguments using Platonic examples tailored to fit his style and purpose.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference to? The
context surrounding this paraphrase identifies its source as the Symposium. It does not tell
us, however, that the passage comes from Socrates’ eulogy on love and is part of what
Socrates claims Diotima told him. As I mentioned above, the context may even be
misleading through the statement that this is T6 8¢ péyioTov auTtods év Zupmooic
Biddokcov. It is not the most important point of the teachings in the Symposium but
rather of the teachings in the Symposium the point most important to the argument that
Plutarch is making. The case can be made, however, that by clearly identifying the
Symposium as his source Plutarch drew his readers’ attention to its original context and
gave them adequate tools to evaluate its use in this new context. Once again the context
surrounding a Platonic quotation in Plutarch would, in all probability, have been much
more suggestive to the ancient audience than to a modern audience.

2.6 Summary

Plutarch’s allusions, paraphrases and quotations, on the whole, adhere closely to
the received Platonic text. At the same time, however, there is only one quotation,
example 2.2.i, from more than a hundred references in the TTAaTcoviké {nTiuaTa that
may have been made exactly verbatim. Where Plutarch appears to have altered the
received text the changes he makes, at various points, fit all four of Runia’s categories of
inversion, addition, subtraction and substitution. In the first three categories of quotation

— verbatim quotation, erudite brief quotation, and brief allusion — any changes made by



Plutarch appear to be insignificant and to have been made for purposes of literary style. It
is only in the final category — paraphrase — that Plutarch is perhaps not completely
faithful to the original Platonic context. In this case Plutarch insinuates that Socrates’
central point in his eulogy on love in the Symposium was something other than what in
fact it was. Plutarch creates this insinuation with rhetoric and omission. But any ancient
reader would have recognized both these elements in Plutarch’s essay. For the modern
reader Plutarch’s use of paraphrase should perhaps provide a cue to take a closer look at
how he is using the Platonic text. Certainly the quotations prove, if there was any doubt
in the first place, that Plutarch was intimately familiar with the text of Plato. Plutarch
seems to take care not to alter Plato’s philosophy for his own philosophical purposes.
That is not to say, however, that he is averse to altering Plato’s words in order to
accommodate his own literary style. The more changes that Plutarch makes to the words
of Plato, though, the closer should be our attention to what sorts of changes they are and
why those changes are being made. Plutarch is a Platonist who has the utmost respect for
the words of Plato. However, he is also a philosopher and a writer in his own right, and
while he seems actively to avoid tampering with Plato’s words, to use Whittaker’s and
Dillon’s phrase, he is willing to tweak them to fit his philosophical purposes and literary
style.® The occasional word inverted, added, subtracted or substituted should suggest to
the reader that Plutarch is altering the Platonic text to better fit his literary style. A
reluctance to use Plato’s own words and instead employ large-scale paraphrase should

give us reason to look more closely at the philosophy propounded by Plutarch and that

* Whittaker and Dillon describe as ‘tamperings’ a special category of changes that are deliberate and often
ideological in nature. See Whittaker (1989) 80; Dillon (1989) 50-72; also Runia (1997) 264.

36



propounded in the original Platonic context. Plutarch is loyal to the philosophy of Plato

but he is willing to reframe it to create a picture of his own.



Chapter Three

Empedoclean Quotations in Plutarch’s Moralia
Evaluating Plutarch as a Witness to the Philosophy of Empedocles

3.1 Introduction

Since the purpose of this chapter is to evaluate Plutarch’s use of Empedoclean
quotations, something first should be said about Empedocles, his philosophy, and
Plutarch’s relationship to them. Empedocles was from Acragas (Agrigentum) in south-
central Sicily. He was born around the beginning of the fifth century B.C. and died,
perhaps, around 430." Few facts about his life are known with any degree of certainty,
though through accretion his biographical tradition gained a large number of legends in
antiquity.” Plutarch, in his extant works, preserves little of the biographical tradition of
Empedocles.” Indeed, so little is known about Empedocles with certainty that even the

number of poems that he wrote is debated.’ When it comes to the nature of his
poe

! Like most everything else with Empedocles, the dates for his life and death are unceratin. Much of our
information comes from fourth-century and Hellenistic biographers who tended to preserve sensational
and romantic traditions instead of reliable details. Thus the biographical tradition tells us that

Empedocles raised a woman from the dead and met his death by leaping into volcanic Mt. Etna (D. L.
8.60-61 and 67; 8.69-75). The historicity of both these tales has been questioned for obvious reasons. It is
relatively certain, however, that Empedocles flourished in the middle of the fifth century B.C. On
Empedocles’ life, see Diogenes Laertius 8.51-77; Inwood (2001) 6-8; Wright (1995) 3-17; Gottschalk
(1980) 1-36.

* In addition to the reports mentioned in the previous note the following legends are also preserved in
Diogenes: he stopped pestilent winds from blowing through Acragas (D. L. 8.60; this is one of the few
biographical details about Empedocles that are mentioned by Plutarch [Mor. S15CI); he purportedly went
about wearing a purple robe with a bronze girdle and bronze slippers with a laurel wreath on his long
hair; and he was attended by a train of young boys (D. L. 8.73).

* Aside from his stopping of the pestilent winds (Mor. 515C), the only biographical detail from
Empedocles’ life mentioned by Plutarch is his role in ensuring democracy in Acragas (Mor. 1126B). See
Hershbell (1971) 158-159.

“ For the argument for two poems, see Wright (1995) 17-21 and Kingsley (1995) 7-8, 359-370. For the
argument for one poem see Osborne (1987a) 24-50 and Inwood (2001) 8-19,
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philosophy there is more certainty.” Empedocles introduced the idea of repeated world
cycles in which the influence of Love (eros) and Strife (eris) alternated. Empedocles
claimed there were only four basic elements, fire, air, earth and water, which were
unchangeable.® Within this cyclical cosmos built out of four elements dwelt daimones
which undergo transmigration and reincarnation. It is in this part of Empedocles’
philosophy in particular that strong Orphic and Pythagorean influences can be scen.”
‘While more is known about Empedocles’ philosophy than other aspects of his life, it,
too, is not without debate.

‘While little can be said about Empedocles with certainty, one issue that does
need to be addressed here is the availability of his work in antiquity. From the time of
its composition down to the end of the Hellenistic period Empedocles’ work seems to
have been in wide circulation. The extant works of Plato, Aristotle and Theophrastus
preserve Empedoclean quotations.® Diogenes Laertius in his Life of Empedocles records

the names of a number of Classical and Hellenistic authors who seem to have discussed

* For a detailed account of Empedocles’ philosophy, see O'Brien (1969). For a more recent summary of
what is known and can be known about Empedocles’ philosophy and a valuable, if at times harsh,
critique of the writings of other scholars on the subject, see O'Brien (1995) 403-470.

¢ Aristotle adopted Empedocles’ view of a four-clement universe but, unlike Empedocles, thought the
elements were changeable. For a discussion of Aristotle’s relationship to presocratic philosophy and
Empedocles in particular, see Cherniss (1964) esp. 102-127, 173-180, 230-234, 268-288, 293-295. 306-
314,324-325.

7 Diogenes Laertius records that the Sicilian historian Timaeus said that Pythagoras was Empedocles’
teacher (D. L. 8.54, Life of Empedocles). On the Pythagorean and Orphic influences in Empedocles’
philosophy, see West (1971) 233-235, Kingsley (1995) 112-148, 217-347. For a general overview of
Empedocles” theology, see Jaeger (1947) 128-154.

*PI, Lg. 10.889b-c; Men. T6c-d; Phd. 96a-b; Sph. 242c-e. Arist. Metaph. 1014b35-1015a3, 1000218-620;
Ph. 250623-25 123, 196a17-24; GC 334al-7, 333235-b3; Cael. 294a21-28; Po. 1461a23-25; Mete.
381b31-382a2; De An. 430a28-30; GA 722b3-28, 723a23-26; Thphr. CP 1.13.2, 1-8; 1.7.1, 1-5; Sens. 59
ete.




Empedocles in their works.” Hermarchus of Mytilene, in the early third century B. C.,
wrote a twenty-two book work entitled TTpds 'EpmeSoxkAéa." In the first century B. C.
Empedocles’ work still seems to have been circulating fairly widely, and authors such
as Lucretius appear to have had access to it."" By the time of Plutarch, however, the
evidence is less clear as to whether authors who make reference to Empedocles’ work
are doing so first-hand or second-hand. As is discussed at the end of this chapter, there
is every reason to believe that Plutarch had first-hand knowledge of Empedocles’ work.
It is less clear, however, whether his contemporaries such as Favorinus and Aulus
Gellius also had first-hand knowledge. The evidence from this period suggests that it
would not at this time have been difficult to acquire a copy of Empedocles’ work if one
wanted, but the number of people who wanted one seems to have been dwindling.
Relevant to the question of how widely texts of Empedocles were circulating in
the first and second A.D. is the Strasbourg papyrus. Purchased in Akhim (Panopolis) /
Upper Egypt in 1904 it “was an incurvate, stiff strip of papyrus in the shape of a stand-
up collar” to which copper leaves had been pasted so as to make a funerary crown.
The writing upon the papyrus is in a literary book-hand which is dated to the late first

or early second century A.D."” The presence of a stichometric letter in the left-hand

* Authors mentioned by Diogenes in relation to Empedocles include: Alcidamas, Aristotle, Apollodorus
of Athens, Aristippus, Demetrius of Troezen, Diodorus of Ephesus, Eratosthenes, Heraclides Lembus,
Heraclides of Pontus, Hermippus of Smyma, Hieronymus of Rhodes, Hippobotus, Neanthes, Satyrus,
Theophrastus, Timaeus, Timon of Phlius and, Telauges/Philolaus,

% For a brief discussion of ancient authors who wrote works on Empedocles, see Hershbell (1971) 156-

¥ Sedley (1998) 1-15.
"2 Martin and Primavesi (1998) 339.
" Martin and Primavesi (1998) 14-15, 341.
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margin of fragment a(ii) identifies the text as the work of a professional scribe." The
presence of corrections and/or variants suggests that the papyrus should be classified as
a “scholar’s text”." This text assures us that the work of Empedocles was still in
circulation in the late first/early second century A.D. centuries in Egypt. The presence
of corrections and/or variants suggests that someone using this text had access to other
copies of all or at least part of Empedocles’ work. This supports my earlier conclusion

that during the lifetime of Plutarch and his ies copies of ” work

would not have been particularly difficult to obtain.

The Strasbourg papyrus is of interest for reasons other than its production
during a period in which interest in Empedocles appears perhaps to have been waning.
Another reason the Strasbourg papyrus is of interest is the fact that our only directly
transmitted text of Empedocles has come to us in the form of a funerary crown.'* How
did this text come to be used for such a purpose? There are two possible answers to that
question, both of which have implications for the survival of texts of Empedocles after
this time. The first possible answer is that when the funerary crown was made — a date
which we do not know — the papyrus was randomly selected from scrap papyri. If this
were the case, it would suggest that within a relatively short period of time after the text
had been written there ceased to be sufficient interest in Empedocles to keep his work
in circulation. A lessening of interest in Empedocles and the other presocratic
philosophers during this period is also indicated by the dwindling number of citations

by ancient authors, particularly citations that were clearly made first-hand. It might at

' Martin and Primavesi (1998) 21-22, 341.
** Martin and Primavesi (1998) 22-25, 341.
** Martin and Primavesi (1998) 27-51.
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first seem a bit surprising that a good quality copy of an increasingly rare text written
by a professional scribe would end up in the refuse pile. However, the thousands of
papyri discovered in an ancient garbage dump at Oxyrhynchus make it clear that such a
fate would not have been unusual.

The other possible answer is that the text of Empedocles was specifically
chosen as the base upon which the funerary crown was built.”” Empedocles’ association
with Pythagorean and Orphic mysticism suggests a plausible reason why one might
choose such a text for a funerary crown. If the text of Empedocles was largely of
interest in this period to those interested in religious mysticism —which (as we will see
in chapter four) might have been what drew Plutarch to the text of Empedocles —there
is yet another reason why the number of texts available might have begun to rapidly
dwindle. This was a period within which the Christian church was rapidly growing in
numbers and influence. If the text of Empedocles was primarily of interest at this point
to those interested in Orphic and Pythagorean doctrines, as their numbers dwindled so
too would the number of people interested in Empedocles. We cannot know, however,
whether either of these answers provides the reason for the use of Empedocles’ text as
the base for this funerary crown. What the papyrus does tell us is that copies of
Empedocles were accessible in the late first/early second century A.D., when this
papyrus was written. However, by the time it went out of circulation it would seem to
have been either of no interest and ended up in the recycling-pile, or it was only of
religious interest to those involved in a dying religious movement. Either way we can

suggest, on the basis of the fate of this papyrus and the dwindling number of apparently

"7 Martin and Primavesi (1998) 36-28.
" On the Pythagorean and Orphic influence in Empedocles” philosophy. see note 7 above.
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first-hand quotations in other ancient authors, that within a hundred years of Plutarch’s
death the text of Empedocles had become considerably rarer than it had been in his
lifetime.

The last author who we can be relatively certain had first-hand knowledge of
Empedocles” work is Simplicius, who was writing in the sixth century A.D. Simplicius
tells us that he made a habit of copying out long passages from texts that were
extremely rare (/n Phys.144.25). The length of many of his quotations from
Empedocles suggests that he was often working first-hand from a text that he
considered to be extremely rare. John Tzetzes, writing in the twelfth century, makes
reference to “the third book of Empedocles’ Physics.”" There is no reason to believe,
however, that Tzetzes had actually seen Empedocles’ work and made his quotation
first-hand. Indeed his reference to a third book, something mentioned by no previous
authors, suggests he may have taken his reference from a corrupt second-hand source.
The last mention of an extant work by Empedocles occurs in a letter from Giovanni
Aurispa to Ambrogio Traversari written in 1424. In a list of other rare manuscripts that
he had in his library in Venice Aurispa lists KaBappous 'EpmedokAéous.” The
manuscript was subsequently lost, but there is no reason to doubt Aurispa’s report.
Unlike Simplicius, however, Aurispa does not preserve any quotations from his rare
manuscript. Indeed, the only value of Aurispa’s notice is to suggest that a complete
manuscript of Empedocles work survived until the fifteenth century, nine centuries later

than the last certain report by Simplicius of the existence of such a manuscript.

¥ EpmeBokAéous T Tpitwt TGV Ouokddv... Tzetzes, Chiliades. 7.522-526.
 See Mansfeld (1994) 79-82.
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Itis precisely because of the debate which surrounds all areas of Empedoclean
studies that our sources must be examined closely. Plutarch is obviously an important
source. However, the large number of Empedoclean quotations preserved by Plutarch
does not necessarily ensure accuracy and it certainly does not mean that the quotations
have not been shaped by their new Plutarchean context. Plutarch is writing about his
own world. His literary style s the result of the world seen through the prism of his
own personal experience. As we saw in the previous chapter even an author like Plato,
to whom Plutarch was extremely loyal, could be altered to suit Plutarch’s purposes. The

context of a reference, however, often provides a reason for the alteration. This warns

against the practice of ripping ions out of their P
contexts and then using them in an attempt to recreate Empedocles’ lost work, as
Wright has done.” Empedocles must be examined within the context in which he is
found in Plutarch.

Within Plutarch’s Moralia there are approximately seventy quotations from

They appear in works in a variety of contexts.” To suggest that

these quotations can be used independently from their contexts in Plutarch is

* Wright (1995). For an nltem-mve approach which takes context into account, see Inwood (2001).

2 TTept TUxns 97C-100A; TTep! 164E-171F; TTept payh 15 515B-523B;
TlohTika Trapayyéhuata 798A-825F: TTpds KAty Umép Tév &Aeov 1107D-1127F; TTcas
B¢l Tov véow moMuG T akovew 17D-37A; TTept Tiis év Tiuaica ywuxoyovias 1012A-1030C;
Almia Peopianxé 263D-291C; TTepl Tol tugavopévou Tpoochmou 6 kikA Tfis GeAfvrs 920A-
945D; TTepl Tol MPcITEos YuxTmod 945E-955C; Tupmooiakdv mpoBAnuaTev BiAia 8'612C-
747D; Attia quoikai 911C-919F; TTepl mohugihias 93A-97B; TTepi *laiSos kal 'Ocipibos 351C-
384B; o &v Tig Siakpiveie Tov kdhaka Tol gikou 48E-74F; ‘EpeaTikés 748E-771D; “Oi oubk
iy EoTwv RBécos kat' 'Emrikoupov 1086C-1107C; TTepl Tol 8T ndhoTa Tois fyeudot Bl tov
PrA6aopov BiaéyeaBar 776A-779B; TTepl Toii iy xp&v EupeTpa viv Ty Tuiav 394D-409D;
Tlep! Tédv ExAeNorméTeov XproTnpicov 409E-438F; TTAarcoviker nyrjuaca 999C-101 1F; TTepl
Quyfis S99A-607F; TTept capropayias Adyor 993A-999B; TTept Tou i Seiv SaveileaBan 827D-
8324 TTepl evbupias 464E-477F; TToTepa Téw {heav ppoviucaTepa T& Xepoaia fj T& EvuBpa
959A-985C; and, TTept dopynoias 452E-464D.

44



misguided. Any use of excerpts has its perils, but Plutarch was not composing an
ancient version of Bartlett’s Dictionary of Quotations; he was writing literary works
with philosophical, educational, and religious purposes.” The quotations that Plutarch
employs, both from Empedocles and from other ancient authors, are quotations which
he has selected because they suit his purpose and which he has tailored to fit his literary
style.” That is not to say that the quotations from Empedocles found in Plutarch have
n0 independent value. Their value, however, can only be determined by evaluating
Plutarch as a source.

In the previous chapter we saw that while Plutarch frequently employed
Platonic references in his TTAaTcovika CnTipaTa, these were almost never verbatim
quotations. Indeed, closer inspection of what at first appeared to be a verbatim
quotation showed that minor alterations had been made in order to tailor the quotation

3

to fit Plutarch’s literary context.” It was also apparent that while Plutarch altered these

quotations to varying degrees, he was careful to preserve their philosophical intent. It is
on the rare occasions that Plutarch employed examples from Plato that were not entirely
faithful to their original Platonic context that we find him paraphrasing Plato, rather
than using Plato’s own words.™ Even here Plutarch cannot be accused of intentional
deception, as he provides his reader with enough information to identify the original

context of the passage, and thus effectively provides an academic footnote. The

3 Kidd, however, does refer to Plutarch’s work as “nothing less than the Chaeroneia Dictionary of
Quotations” (Kidd [1998] 290). The vast range of works to which Plutarch refers and the huge number of
quotations found in his work have often been used to argue that Plutarch could not have read everything
to which he makes reference and that therefore he must have read nothing but notebooks: see Pohlenz
(1930) 1ff.; Sandbach (1940) 20ff. For the counter-argument to this, see Kidd (1998) 290-293.

* For discussions of Plutarch’s literary style, see Russell (1973) 18-41 and Swain (1997) 168, 170-171

* See chapter 2, pages 25-30.

% We saw this when we examined his paraphrase of Smp. 210¢6-dd. See chapter 2, pages 33-34.
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paraphrased passage that Plutarch employs is generally accurate but incomplete, but
again by naming its source he draws attention to its original context. And so we see
repeatedly that Plutarch means to be faithful to his source. That is not to say that he
does not alter the quotations that he employs, but he does strive to maintain their
philosophical integrity. The farther their purpose in their new Plutarchean context is
from their purpose in their original context, the farther Plutarch moves away from using
his source’s own words.

The question in this chapter is whether Plutarch shows the same sort of loyalties
when he employs quotations from Empedocles.?” There are a couple of issues which
suggest that Plutarch employs Empedoclean quotations in a different manner than he
would Platonic quotations. The first issue is one of literary style. As we saw in the
previous chapter, with a few minor alterations Plato’s prose could easily be fitted into
Plutarch’s own prose. There are two consequences of this: (1) it is more difficult to
identify a prose quotation in a prose passage than a verse quotation in a prose passage™;
(2) because of the close scrutiny required to identify a prose quotation in a prose

passage, alterations are more likely to be identified by modern critics than with verse

" For Plutarch’s use of Stoic fragments and his reliability as a witness to Stoic philosophy, see Kidd
(1998) 288-302.
* On this issue see Edelstein and Kidd (1972) xv-xxiii, esp. xix, and Kidd (1988) ix-xi.
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texts.” This is part of what i the identifi of such Plutarch

must either paraphrase Empedocles’ verse into prose in order to integrate it into his

own prose writing, or he must leave it in its verse form, which clearly marks it as a

direct quotation — no less so than if it were enclosed by quotation marks. Of course
preserving the quotation in verse does not mean that it is necessarily unaltered.

The second issue is one of philosophical loyalties. Plutarch was a Platonist. This
philosophical allegiance was a defining factor in Plutarch’s life. It should not be
surprising then that Plutarch shows intense loyalty to Platonism, and takes care not to
misrepresent Plato’s words. Indeed, Plutarch is keen to “prove” that Plato’s system is
internally consistent, an effort which may in fact lead him to distort Plato’s meaning at
times. But does Plutarch have the same loyalty to Empedoclean philosophy? There is
no immediately clear answer to this question. Plutarch obviously had deep interest in
the work of Empedocles, as is evident from the number of quotations preserved in his
extant works, not to mention the ten volumes of the lost Eis 'EpmeSokAéa.™ Interest
does not, however, automatically translate into loyalty. As Hershbell notes, the number

of Empedoclean quotations employed by Plutarch “are no immediate guarantee that

® The situation would have been very different, however, for ancient readers. Many ancient readers
would have identified alterations to poetic and prose passages with equal ease. Indeed the purpose of
many alterations was for them to be identified by their readers and/or listeners, so s to demonstrate their
authors” literary skills. Modern readers face far more difficulties, even with extant texts such as those of
Homer and Plato, in identifying alterations than would an ancient audience. For example, two partial and
two complete lines of verse are quoted anonymously at TTepi capxogayias Adyot 993E. Their metrical
form in hexameter verse immediately marks them as a quotation. However, our inability to identify their
author means that we cannot provide a larger context for the fragment or even begin to guess at possible
alterations that Plutarch might have made here. The result is that verse fragments will almost always be
identified, even if we cannot identify their author or original context. However, in the absence of a text
against which to make comparisons any alterations to the original text are unlikely to be identified as
long as metre is preserved. Anonymous prose quotations are less likely to be identified in the first place,
but when they are identified it is most often because we have information which makes their
identification possible, which also allows alterations to be identified.

* For a full discussion of the Eis "EumeSokéa, see chapter 4.
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Plutarch is a wholly reliable authority on Empedocles.™ We must let Plutarch’s use of
Empedoclean quotations speak for itself.

Why is Plutarch so interested in Empedocles’ philosophy? Plutarch does not, in
his extant works, provide an explicit answer to that question, and so we must look for
the answer in what type or types of quotations he chooses, as well as the context and
manner in which he employs them. Through such an examination it may be possible to

establish criteria to evaluate Plutarch’s i as a witness for Ef The

aims of this study are threefold: First, we must examine what sort of quotations
Plutarch chooses, and the context and manner in which he employs them. Is there any
resulting pattern which might suggest what motivated Plutarch’s fascination with
Empedocles? Second, we must examine a sample of Empedoclean quotations,
following a similar format as used for Plutarch’s Platonic quotations in the previous
chapter, to determine whether there is an identifiable style or methodology for how
Plutarch employs his Empedoclean quotations. Third, using the information gleaned

from these i igations and from sources other than Plutarch,

we must explore whether it is possible to reconstruct Plutarch’s lost Eis 'EumedokAéa.

This third aim will be the subject of the fourth chapter. The present chapter will deal

exclusively with Plutarch and his use of Empedoclean quotations in his extant works.
Helmbold and O’Neil list more than a hundred Empedoclean references and

quotations in the Plutarchean Corpus.” I, however, am working with just over seventy

*" Hershbell (1971) 157.
* Helmbold and O'Neil (1959) 25-26. Helmbold and O'Neil have put aside any questions regarding the
authenticity of some works and indexed the entire Plutarchean Corpus; see Helmbold and O'Neil (1959)

48



and ions.” The di in numbers is due to the inclusion in the

catalogue of Helmbold and O'Neil's of almost thirty references found in the five books

of De placitis phi wum which, while itted as part of the P
corpus, should properly be ascribed to Actius.* For the purposes of this study it is

important to distinguish between the P and pseudo-P

The quotations found in De placitis philosophorum focus exclusively on Empedocles’
physical doctrines. This is in stark contrast to the other quotations and references found
in the Moralia which pay almost no aitention to the physical doctrines. Adding more
than thirty quotations that deal exclusively with the physical doctrines would
dramatically skew our picture of where Plutarch’s interests lay. Even if we were to
discover that Plutarch had himself made this epitome of Aetius’ work, which was the
widespread opinion in antiquity, its quotations would tell us little about Plutarch’s
interest in Empedocles. They are not quotations selected by Plutarch on the basis of his
interest in Empedocles, but are quotations selected by an earlier author, perhaps going
back all the way to Theophrastus, for the express purpose of illustrating Empedocles’
physical doctrines.” Therefore, even though an argument can be made for ascribing the

work to Plutarch, its quotations should not be counted among Plutarch’s quotations of

Despite a list of ions that is substantially shorter than Helmbold and

O’Neil’s, the ining seventy ions and and the limited scope of this

thesis make a complete discussion of all Plutarch’s Empedoclean quotations

 Hershbell (1971) 157 gives the number of quotations and references to Empedocles as “over eighty.”
He provides no explanation, however, for the discrepancy between the number of quotations and
references listed by Helmbold and O'Neil and the smaller number given by himsel.

* For a complete discussion of Pseudo-Plutarch’s De placitis philosophorum and its relationship to the
carlier work by Aetius, see Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 121-195.

* See Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 123, 183.
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impossible. While only a handful will be discussed as examples, the conclusions that I
have reached have taken all the references into consideration.

Plutarch’s quotations of Empedocles are scattered throughout the Moralia, with
almost a third of the dialogues and essays containing recognizable references to
Empedocles.” While many of these contain only one or two brief references or
quotations, there are also some works that contain several references and quotations,
including TTpods KeoAcotny Umep Téov EAAwv prrocdgeov, TTept Tod
Engaivopévou TpoacTou T6 KUkAey Tijs oehijvns, TTepl Tol TpddTeas Wuxod,
Suumootakév mpofAnudaTeov BiBNia 8, Altial guoikai, and TTept capkopayias
Adyor. A few general observations can be made before we move on to discuss specific
quotations. In contrast to Plutarch’s habits of citing Plato, in which the citations were
most often indirect and their author unnamed, when Plutarch cites the work of
Empedocles he almost always identifies the author by name, and the quotations are

037

more often direct than indirect.” The second point of interest is the difference between

Plutarch’s use of Empedocles and his use of Plato. Plutarch almost always uses his
Platonic citations in philosophical contexts. While Plutarch is frequently arguing his

own philosophical views he is also loyal to the meaning of the quotation in its original

* By my count twenty-four of the seventy-seven works that make up the Moralia contain references to or
quotations from Empedocles. See note 22 above.

7 Itis of course possible that Plutarch cites Empedocles indirectly more often than has previous!
identified. There is obviously no difficulty in identifying Empedoclean quotations when Plutarch
explicitly attributes them to Empedocles (Mor. 646D, 618B, 912C, etc.). The difficulty in identifying
even direct Empedoclean quotations in verse (as are all direct quotations from Empedocles), however,
when Plutarch does not explicitly name Empedocles as their author should be a warning (Mor. 6918,
520E, and 777C). In fact no quotation found in Plutarch’s works has been ascribed to Empedocles with
certainty except those which Plutarch himself identifies as being Empedoclean. If we cannot identify the
authorship of material which is clearly a quotation, it is reasonable to suspect that there is also indirect
material whose source has not been identified. So while it appears that there are far more direct
quotations from Empedocles than indirect it is possible that there are a number of quotations and
references which have not yet been identified.

been
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Platonic context. This is not the case with his citations of Empedocles. Plutarch’s

citations of Ei

appear in philosophical contexts only i . When these

and do appear in phil contexts, often Plutarch is arguing
against the way that other philosophical schools, generally the Epicureans or Stoics, are
employing a particular Empedoclean quotation in support of their philosophical
position. Indeed, most of the Empedoclean quotations in TTpos KeoAdotnw Utrép Téov
&AAcov prhoodgeov fall into this category (1111F; 1112F; 1113A-B, 1113C, 1113D;
1123B). Plutarch also uses examples from Empedocles with which certain
philosophical schools disagree (TTepl TGV éxAehormdTeov XpnoTnpicov 400B; TTept
ToU TPdTLs WuxTol 948F; TTept Tol EUQAIVONEVOU TTPOCCHTIOU TG KUKAG Tiis
oeArfjvns 922C). For the most part, however, Plutarch’s quotations of Empedocles are

used to illustrate and/or support the point that Plutarch, or his speaker, is making. These

discussions are rarely what we consider 1. For example, is
brought to bear on such questions as the divine nature of salt (ZupTooiak&
TpoPAfiuaTta 685F), and why domesticated pigs have more than one litter, yet wild

pigs have only one (Aliat puotkai 917C). Occasionally, Plutarch’s E

quotations seem to serve no function beyond being literary quotations appropriate to the
situation at hand. An example of such usage occurs in TTés &v Tis Siakpivele TOV
kOAaka Tol pilou at 63D when Arcesilaus comments on the poverty of his friend,
Apelles of Chios, by saying “there is nothing here but Empedocles’ elements, fire,
water, and earth, and the gentle heights of aither.” Less flatteringly in TTepi
ToAupiAias at 93B Plutarch uses Empedocles” words to describe Meno’s

overconfidence in his debating skills, saying he was “haunting the lofty heights of
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wisdom.” Aside from preserving the words

, such ions tell virtually

nothing about the phi y of Ei Indeed, the ions scattered
throughout the essays and dialogues of the Moralia generally seem not to have
Empedocles philosophy as their main point of interest.* Perhaps more can be said
about Plutarch’s habits of citation regarding Empedocles by examining a selection of
references in detail.

Like the Platonic references in the previous chapter, these Empedoclean
references will be examined on the basis of two questions, drawn from the work of
Kidd.” (1) To what degree are the quotations accurate? (2) Does the context
surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with information in addition to the text
that Plutarch quotes or makes reference, such as author, source, or intended meaning?
The quotations will be dealt with in the following order: (1) verbatim quotation; (2)
erudite brief quotation; (3) brief allusion; and (4) extended paraphrase.” Again the
alterations to the text that I am looking for follow four general categories as set forth by
Runia, following the work of Whittaker. Those categories again are: inversion,
addition, subtraction, and substitution. I will not be dealing with errors that appear to
have originated with a copyist during the process of transmission. These errors have

little impact on the discussion at hand and have been discussed elsewhere by

 For Hershbell (1971) 160-161, “although many of Plutarch’s quotations from and comments on
Empedocles show a preoccupation with the physical and ‘religious” opinions of the latter, several suggest
an interest in Empedocles” style.” I would argue, however, that Plutarch shows little more interest in
Empedocles” style than he does in Empedocles” biography, something Hershbell describes Plutarch as
having little interest in ([1971] 158-159). What is notable, however, is the fact that Plutarch shows less
interest in Empedocles’ biography and more interest in his style than his contemporaries apparently did.
¥ Kidd (1998) 289.

“ My categories follow those articulated by Runia (1997) 286.

“! Runia (1997) 264; Whittaker (1989) 6395,
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Hershbell.*
3.2 Verbatim Quotation

The verbatim quotation that is here being discussed is fragment 76 in Diels-
Kranz. While there are a vast number of verbatim, or seemingly verbatim,
Empedoclean quotations to choose from in the Moralia, there are two reasons for
examining this particular citation as my example. First, Plutarch cites this fragment in
two different works within the Moralia, allowing for comparison between his two uses
of a single fragment.”® Second, the recently published Strasbourg papyrus has provided
us with a directly transmitted text of this fragment against which we can compare
Plutarch’s quotations.

The first use of the fragment is at Zupmooiaka mpoPAnuata 618B = DK 76:

ToUTO pEv év kdyxaiol Bahacoovopors BapuvdaTors,
val piv knpukev Te AiBoppiveov xeAUcwv Te,

pnoiv "EpmeBokAis,

€8’ el xBova XpeoTds UTEpTATa valeT&ousay, ...
Here is the text of the passage in TTepl Tol éupaIvouévou TPOCLOTIOU TG KUKAG
Tis oeAfvns 927F, DK 76:

vai iy knpUkwv Te Aifoppiveov xehlcov T,

kal TavTds doTpéou PUotY, s enotv 6 'EumedokAfs, katauavbavwy

08’ Syer XBova xpeoTOS UTTEPTATA VaETEOUSAY, ..

“ See Hershbell (1971) 163. Fairbanks (1897) did not take errors in transim
examination of Plutarch’s quotations from the early Greek philosophers.
* For a list of other places where Plutarch employs identical or almost identical quotations in different
contexts, see Hershbell (1971) 165.

ssion into account in his



Here is the text of Strasbourg papyrus ensemble b, as reconstructed by Martin and

Primavesi.

[roo yitv év x6yxao1 Bahaaoovdors Bapuvcorors] b0
[A8’ &v’ me] Tpaiotot kaf... ] bl
[Ev8’ Byel] xBSva xpwTdls UlmélpTaTa vcxleTacuchv] b2
[BcopnE 8 al]Te kpaTaw[ca]Teov ... b3
[vat piv knpEJkeov ye ABopiveav x[eAtcov Te] b4

] ekic xepacoy EAG[@eov.... bs
[&AN(&) oUk &v Tehéoaup’]t Aycov ouplTavta’.. b6

How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? Until the publication of P. Strasb. gr.
Inv. 1665-1666 in 1999 Plutarch’s quotation of fragment DK 76 appeared to be
accurate. He quotes the lines in two different works, which likely had some period of
time separating their dates of composition.* Despite his use of the quotation in two
different contexts there are no discrepancies between them. The passage in
Supmooiaka TpofAfaTa contains an extra line preceding those cited in TTept Tod
EUPAIVOUEVOU TIPOCCOITIOU TEY KUKAG Tiis ceATvns but the shared lines are
identical. Indeed, on the basis of these two references, in regard to this fragment

Hershbell has said: “In sum, although Plutarch tends to be editorial, he is generally

reliable in ing his ions from Ei 5 There was no indication,

either from the i or their ing contexts, that Plutarch had
altered the quotations in any way. The Strasbourg papyrus has revealed the fallacy in

the assumption that Plutarch was faithful in citing these lines from Empedocles. Even

* Itis impossible to tell how much time separated the dates of composition of TTepi ToU Eugaivouévoy
mpoodaTiou ¢ kukhes Tiis oeAvng and Tupmooiakd mpoBAriuarta. Jones (1966) 72-73 dates
Supmociaxd TpoPAfuaTa to some time after 99 A.D. but before 116 A.D. He argues (70), against
Ziegler, that there is insufficient evidence to date TTepi ToU éupawopévou MPOTLLTIOY TG KUKAG
Tiis ceAvs.

* Hershbell (1971) 165.



though ensemble b, which contains the lines, has been formed from two separate
papyrus fragments there is no doubt as to the order of the lines they preserve.* We now
have evidence for seven lines. Certainly we have enough of the passage to see that
while the lines quoted by Plutarch are in themselves accurate, the order in which they
are cited appears not to be the same as their original order in Empedocles. Plutarch cites
lines 1, 5, and 3 in that order.”” While the new order seems not to change the meaning
of the lines preserved by Plutarch, it does raise questions about how reliable a witness
Plutarch is in regard to Empedocles.” While the lines are, in themselves, accurate, the
subtraction and inversion of complete lines, to use Runia’s terms, is troubling. The
apparent reason for the subtraction of lines is an effort to limit the length of quotations
cited. In Zupmooiaka mpoPAnjaTa, where the three-line version of the quotation is
employed, Plutarch seems to have strived to limit quotations to no more that three

lines.* In TTepl Tol tupawopévou TpoodTou Té KUKAw Tis oeArvns the line

* See Plate IV in Martin and Primavesi (1999). The order of the lines in ensemble b is certain and the
Strasbourg papyrus appears to be the fragmentary remains of what was once a complete text of
Empedocles. Therefore, the only possible way that the Strasbourg papyrus and Plutarch’s quotation could
both be correct is if Plutarch is citing the lines from a separate occurrence in Empedocles’ work where
some lines were omitted and others had their order inverted. This, however, is not generally how line
repetition functions in epic and it is more likely that Plutarch, or his source, s responsible for the
omission and inversion of lines.
7 The first line of Plutarch’s quotation in Zupmooiaxé TpoBAdiiara is not preserved by the
Strasbourg papyrus. So while its placement immediately preceding the preserved text is a reasonable
reconstruction, it is not impossible that further evidence may come to light that provides intervening lines
between b0 and bl For their commentary on the reconstruction of ensemble b and line b0 in particular,
see Martin and Primavesi (1999) 247-254.
“ For an interpretation of the lines before publication of the Strasbourg papyrus, see Wright (1995) 227.
For the implications of the new papyrus on interpretations, see Osborne (2000) 351 and Inwood (2001)
7.

“* Of the more than one hundred and fifty poetic quotations cited in ZupTrooiakd TpoBAuaTa only a
handful have more than three lines. At times parts of four Jines are cited but their sum total is three
complete lines. There are occasional exceptions to this: at 662D-E there is a five-line quotation which is
a list of trees; at 677A-B there are two five-line quotations which are cited because they mention celery;
and at 741E-742A (notably a single question) there is one five-line and two four-line quotations from
Homer.



limit seems to have been two lines.” While a desire to limit the length of quotations
may explain the omission of lines it does not explain why the preserved lines have
apparently had their order inverted. On the face of it, it appears that the text Plutarch
was working from recorded the lines in the order preserved by him.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
information in addition to the text that Plutarch quotes or makes reference, such as
author, source, or intended meaning? In both cases we are provided with the source of
the quotation: Empedocles. In Zuumrooiakd mpoBAfiuata (618B) the quotation
comes up in discussion of whether dinner guest should be seated according to rank or
affinity. The speaker, Lamprias, provides numerous examples in which affinity takes
precedence over worth, resulting in a product that is better than if worth had taken
precedence over affinity. To further this argument he says that everyone has seen how
god does not always place fire above and earth below, but rather places them as suits
the object at hand. In support of this statement Lamprias quotes Empedocles. He
elucidates the quotation by saying that it means that the earth covering on sea-creatures,
such as mussels and turtles, is not in the position which nature allotted earth. Rather it
is in the position which the functioning of the creature demands. Certainly the context
suggests that the quotation is part of an argument by Empedocles that the elements do
not follow a fixed pattern of positioning, as Aristotle’s doctrine of natural place would

suggest, but rather are positioned according to need.” Thus we see in turtles and

* The only poetic quotation in TTept ToU énugaivopévou TPoocaTrou T kikAe Ths oeAfvns which
is more than two lines is the second quotation consisting of three lines, which describes the moon, cited
in the work at 920E.

I See Arist. Cael. 296b 21-22.



shellfish the earth occupying the outermost or highest regions rather than the lower
regions which we might have expected.

In TTept ToU EHPAIVOLEVOU TTPOTEHTTOU TS KUKAC Tiis ceATvns (927F)
Plutarch is discussing the functions of the parts of humans. He argues that the heavy
earthy parts are above, namely in the head, the hot fiery regions are in the middle, and
teeth grow from both above and below. Yet none of these things is contrary to nature
but rather fills its position of function. In support of this argument he cites the two lines
from Empedocles which suggest that such is the case with turtles and tritons and indeed
all shellfish. For these creatures, he says, the fact that the heavy earthy part is the top,
outermost layer does not result in the rest of the creature being crushed. Nor does such
an arrangement allow the fiery region to rise to the top and escape. Rather Plutarch says
the elements have intermingled with each element taking up the position in which it
serves its function.” Plutarch then carries on to say that this argument can also be
applied to the cosmos, as it too is a living thing (928A).

In both cases the context surrounding the quotation suggests that in its original
context the quoted passage dealt with sea creatures which had forms in which the
elements intermingled according to function, rather than separated according to nature.
The Strasbourg papyrus in no way contradicts this interpretation. However, the

inclusion of kepacov EA&eov, “horned stag,” makes it clear that Empedocles’

*2 Hershbell (1971) 168 notes that while Plutarch’s citation of DK 76 in support of the contention that
Empedocles did not assign “natural places” to his four roots is undoubtedly basically correct, the
pronounced teleological emphasis provided by the context in which the fragment occurs is most probably
not faithful to its original context. He argues that Aristotle’s complaints about Empedocles” introduction
of chance and necessity make it clear that this “teleological coloring” was not in Empedocles" thought.
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argument was far more general than is implied by Plutarch’s quotation. That is to say, it
dealt not just with sea creatures but all animals in which the earthy parts form the
topmost layer, such as the shell of a turtle or the horns of a deer.” Neither Plutarchean
context contradicts the other on matters of interpretation. We can say, therefore, that
context seems to provide us with additional information about how the quotation should
be interpreted. However, it is distinctly possible that this information may be neither as
complete nor as accurate as it first appears.
3.3 Erudite Brief Quotation
Here is the passage from Plutarch’s TTepi uyfis 607C-D = DK 115:
6 8" "EumedokAiis tv &pxi Tiis pthocopias Tpoavapwvroas,

EoTv avdykns xpiiua, Bedv yipiopa Talaidv

eUTE TIg GUTAaKinot évey pika yuia pirjvn

Bafpoves of Te pakpaicovos AeAdxaot Bioto

Tpis v puplas dpas &md paképwv dA&Anabat

THY Kal Eycd v el puyds BedBev kal &ArTRS

oux tautdv, &AN &9’ éauTol TGuTas &modelkvuot peTavaoTas vTaifa
ko Eévous kal puyddas fuds dvras.

While Plutarch preserves the longest, apparently continuous quotation from this
part of Empedocles’ work, other authors preserve bits and pieces of this same
quotation. Most of these authors cite only a line or a phrase and provide for little in the
way of comparison.™ There is one exception: Hippolytus preserves a larger fragment

than Plutarch, but his quotation is broken into smaller chunks, most often a line or two,

! For the impact of the papyrus on our understanding of this fragment, see Inwood (2001) 75.

* Other authors who quote lines of this passage are Plotinus, Enneads 4.8.1; Celsus apud Origen, Contra
Celsum 8.53; Porphyry apud Stobacus, 2.8.42; Hippolytus 7.29.9-7.30.4: Hierocles, In Carmen Aureum
2423
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interspersed with commentary. [ will compare the text preserved by Plutarch to the text
preserved by Hippolytus.

The text of Hippolytus that is given below covers far more than just the sections
where the quotations overlap with Plutarch (the lines which overlap in the two authors
are emphasized). It is important to note that unlike the quotation in Plutarch, the
quotation in Hippolytus exists within a cluster of other Empedoclean quotations. The

ip between these ions in Hipp is unclear, as we will

see; fragments found in other authors will be discussed where necessary or relevant.
Here is the text from Hippolytus® Refutatio 7.29.4-7.30.4 with his commentary

omitted (the lines which overlap with Plutarch’s quotation have been emphasized):

TéOOQPA TV TAVTWY PILONATA TP TOV GKOUE"
ZeUs <aibryp) “Hpn e gepéaPios 18’ "AiBcovels
NijoTis 8, fi akpUots Téyyet kpolveoua BpdTeiov.

7 yép kal mépos v, kai ¢y EotoeTal, oubé o, dleo,
ToUTwV AUPOTEPWY KeV(EXCOoETal &OTETOS aicv.

ol y&p &md veatoio uo kKA&Sot dictadovral,

oU TSBes, ol Bod yoiv', ol uidea yevlwrievta,
&AA& ogaipos Env <uotvés Te> kal Toos [EaTiv] (DauTd.

<Bpkov 8" 8s K’ Erlopkov apaptioas émoudalon,
Bafuoves ofte pakpalcovos AeAdxaot Biolo



Quopévous TavTola Bia xpévou (eidea Buntdv,
apyahéas BidT(o0) (WeTaAdooovTa kehedBous.

&pyahéas Biéroto peTarhdooovTa kehevBous.

aiBéprov <uEv> ydp oge pévos [yuxas] Tévtovde [éxBovds]
COKEL,

TévTos 8’ E(5) xBovds oldas amémTule, yala 8 és alyas

Tehiou pagBovTos, 6 8" aibépos EuBale Sivais:

yaia &' és alyds
Tfiehou paé(Bo)vTos, 6 &' aibépos EuPale Sivais:
&Ahos (B ¢€ &Mhou BéxeTat, oTuytouot 8 mavTes.

EoTiv &véykns xpiina, Becdv yrigopa Talaidv
aidiov, mhaTtéalon kaTeappnyiouévo Spkois:

€l ydp kév 09’ &Bwijow Utrd mpamidealodv épeioas
elpevécos (aBapfiow EmoTrrel(odns HeAéTnow,

TaUTé Té oot pdAa TavTa di' aidvos TapécovTal,
&AAa Te TOAN' &md TOVY' tkTh(o)ear alTd yap avgel
TaUT el fbos EkaoTov, &1 @Uots oTiv E&oTe.

€l 8t 0U y' aAAoiwv EmopéEeal, ola kat' &vdpas
nupia Setha éhovTan & T apPAdvouct pepipvas,

i o’ &pap ékAeiyouat TepimAopévolo xpévolo

0PV aUTdY ToBéovTa piny Tt yéviwav ikéoBar
TéavTa yap o ppdunow Exew kal vdouaTos (adicav.
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How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? Plutarch’s quotation, at first
glance, seems to be accurate. As we saw in the earlier section on verbatim
quotations, however, the appearance of accuracy can be misleading. We must
begin by looking at whether the lines are in themselves accurate in the cases
where the same lines have been preserved by other authors.™

Celsus preserves the line Tpis wv pupias dpas AT Hak&pwv
&A&Anobai (ap. Origen Contra Celsum 8.53). There are no variations between
the quotation from Celsus and the quotation from Plutarch, a fact which suggests
that the line is accurate, but Celsus provides us with no evidence for the position
of the line. Similarly Porphyry (ap. Stobaeus 2.8.42) preserves

Bedov yiigiopa TaAaidv
aiBiov, TAaTéolon kaTeappnyiouévoy SpKois:

This quotation contains a line not found in Plutarch. Plutarch’s quotation reads:

EaTv &vdykngs xpfiua, Bedov yrigopa Takaidy
elTé Tis &uTAakinot pévep piAa yuila vy

Porphyry’s version is also attested in Hippolytus 7.29.23, which preserves the same
reading. The evidence suggests that Plutarch again has omitted at least one line, or in
Runia’s terms has subtracted a line. This is not entirely surprising, since we saw in the
case of DK 76 that Plutarch seems to subtract lines in order to limit the size of the
quotations that he is using. Certainly the line preserved by Porphyry and Hippolytus,
which is absent in Plutarch, adds detail to the quotation but nothing of substance to its

meaning. It is an ideal candidate for subtraction. While this quotation is not the largest

% For line-by-line commentaries on the entire fragment DK 115, see Zuntz (1971) 193-199 and Wright
(1995) 138-139, 270-275.
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preserved in TTept Quyfis, it is among the larger quotations found in the work.™ The
final line is essential to Plutarch’s point as it brings up the subject of exile, and the
preceeding lines provide explanation as to why the author is in exile. It is casy to accept
that Plutarch has pared down a passage from Empedocles in order to limit the size of
his quotation while preserving the essence of the passage. The question remains,
however, whether the lines preserved by Plutarch are in the correct order relative to
each other.

The final place where another ancient author preserves part of this Empedoclean
quotation which overlaps with the quotation preserved by Plutarch is Hippolytus
7.29.14-7.29.17. Plutarch preserves the following:

Bafpoves of Te pakpaiwvos Aehdxaot Bioto

Tpls M puplias dpas &md pakdpwv &AdAncbat

TV Kal Eycd viv el puyds BedBev kal aAfTns
Hippolytus, however, cites the lines in the following way:

T Kal &y Wov) elhu, puyes BedBev kal ARTTS,

(Bpxov 8 85 K Emiopkov &uapTioas Emopbaiadn,
Baipoves oite pakpaicovos Aeddxaot Bioo

Tpis uv pupias dpas &md pakdpwv dAdAncbat
If we number Plutarch’s lines 3, 4, 5, Hippolytus cites them in the order 5, 3, 4. The

question then is which, if either, preserves the correct order of the lines?

% S99E preserves a six-line epigram; 604D-E preserves nine lines from Euripides' Erectheus; 60SF-606A
preserves six lines of stichomythic dialogue from Euripides’ Phoenissae.

62



Already within this quotation it has been demonstrated that Plutarch has omitted
at least one line. Similarly, in our example of a verbatim quotation we saw Plutarch
apparently inverting the order of lines. Given these two facts Plutarch’s quotation must
be suspect. Is there, however, any evidence beyond precedent to suspect that Plutarch’s
quotation here has preserved the lines out of their original order? The only evidence we
have are the quotations preserved by Hippolytus. The value of this evidence is
questionable for two reasons. First, unlike Plutarch, Hippolytus preserves the lines not
as a single continuous quotation but rather as three separate quotations with
commentary between them. Hippolytus never says that these lines follow after each
other or even that they were located in close proximity to one another.” There is a
second reason to believe that Hippolytus might have dubious value as an example by
which to evaluate Plutarch’s citation habits, namely, the possibility that both the

quotations and the surrounding were iarized by Hippolytus from

Plutarch’s Eis "EpmeSoxkAéa.™ If this is the case, then we are not using a second,
perhaps more reliable, source to evaluate Plutarch’s habits of quotation. Rather we are
then using Plutarch to evaluate his own habits of citation, and there is no reason to
believe that Plutarch would be more accurate in his habits of citation in one work than

another. In the absence of certain evidence in regard to Hippolytus’ source the Refutario

¥ These fragments, following Dicls-Kranz, are generally printed together as a single fragment. See
Wright (1995) 270 and Inwood (2001) 214-217. Van der Ben (1975) 128 rightly says that the evidence
does not “warrant the assumption that these fourteen lines form one continuous whole.” Indeed there
would be value in heeding Van der Ben (1975) 151 when he says the fragments “still ought to be printed
as they have come down to us: as separate fragments.”

* In the words of Marcovich (1986) 50, Hippolytus had a “passion for plagiarizing.” His apparent habit
of borrowing large verbatim passages from the works of other ancient authors such as Sextus Empiricus,
Irenacus, and Josephus, coupled with his reference to Plutarch’s Eis "EqmeBoiAéa at 5.20.6, has led
‘many scholars to suspect that much of Hippolytus’ material on Empedocles may have been drawn from
Plutarch’s work. For a complete discussion of the Eis ‘EjmeoxAéa and Hippolytus as a source for that
work, see chapter 4.
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is an unreliable standard against which to measure the accuracy of Plutarch’s
Empedoclean quotations.
There is an argument to be made here in favor of Plutarch’s line order. Plutarch

says that these lines were év &pxj of E . Any bibliophile in this

period would likely read this phrase as referring to the opening lines of a work. Plutarch
was certainly aware of the practice of referring to a work by its opening lines and it
seems unlikely that he would use the phrase év &pxij in a manner contrary to its
general usage. Identifying works by their &pxii had a number of advantages. Titles
could vary. Names could be ambiguous because of to homonymy. Variants, errors by a
copyist or bibliographer, a damaged book-roll, a lost or unreadable title-tag could
hamper the identification of copies from any given book. The &px1 of a text was a
more secure means of identifying a text and could compensate for uncertainties and
variations of the émrtypa@r). One had only to unroll the scroll and compare the opening
line to be certain of the identification of a text. If Plutarch here is referring to the
opening lines of Empedocles’ work, using a phrase meant to encourage reference, it
seems unlikely that he would either omit a substantial number of lines or that he would
cite the lines out of their original order. The manner in which Hippolytus cites the lines
does not necessarily contradict the line order preserved by Plutarch. Elsewhere
Hippolytus does cite lines out of order with commentary interspersed between the
dislocated quotations. Because there is commentary interspersed between the lines it is
possible to reorder the lines in Hippolytus to agree with Plutarch’s ordering. There is a
strong argument to be made that while Plutarch omits some lines, the lines that he does

cite maintain their original Empedoclean order. The quotation as a whole, however, is



not what it first seems. That is to say, it is not a continuous five-line quotation from the
text of Empedocles.

Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
additional information about the cited passage? Plutarch identifies Empedocles as the
author of the quotation: & 8" "EpmeSokAfis &v &pxii Tis prhocopias
Tpoavagwvrioas. This statement has caused vexation among scholars for
generations because it seems to ascribe material that scholars expected to belong to a

poem of a religious nature, i.e. KaBappof, to * phi ical TTepi

@uoews.” The debate as to which poem the quotation should be ascribed to, or if there
was one or two poems in the first place, has been vigorous.® Publication of the
Strasbourg papyrus should put an end to these debates. The papyrus clearly shows that ~
the TTepl pUoecs contained material regarding daimones which has previously been
ascribed to the religious KaBappol. While Plutarch’s quotations seem often to be

incomplete because of omission of lines, the material that is preserved is accurate, as is

* Hershbell (1971) 166-167 is among those scholars who have been troubled by this statement. He calls
Plutarch’s statement a “misleading report” and says “Whatever Plutarch meant, however, it is clear that
his report is not especially helpful in ordering the fragments of Empedocles’ poem.” As discussed in my
overview of his article in the introductory chapter to this thesis, Hershbell here has himself been mislead
by his preconceptions of what the nature of Empedocles’ work was. Hershbell is firm in his belief that
there were two poems: on of a physical/philosophical nature and one of a religious nature. He also
follows Diels” ascription of this fragment to the religious poem. Thus his vexation arises from Plutarch’s
apparent ascription of the fragment to a philosophical poem. His views seem to have been formed with
far more weight given to the work of Diels than to the testimonia of ancient authors. On the uneasiness
this passage has caused, see Osborne (1987a) 29-31. Plutarch himself shows no awareness of more than
one work, simply ascribing the quotations to Empedocles. This is the only reference that goes beyond
naming Empedocles as s source. Plutarch is not alone in showing no awareness of two separate poems.
No author from antiquity shows a clear awareness of two poems. The only possible exception to this is
Diogenes Laertius. He is the only author who provides the two titles KaBapyof and TTepi quoecas. Itis
unclear, however, whether he is referring to two separate works or two separate titles for one work, or if
he is completely certain himself to which of these things he is referring. For the debate as to the number
of poems, and discussion of the place of this statement by Plutarch in that debate, see Van der Ben (1976)
16-20; O'Brien (1981) 15; Osborne (1987b) 24-50; Sedley (1989) 269-296; Kingsley (1996) 108-111;
Inwood (2001) 6-19.

 See the bibliography provided at the end of note 60 above.
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the surrounding commentary. Perhaps more accurately, the information that Plutarch
does preserve is accurate, if incomplete. This being the case, there is no reason to doubt
the veracity of Plutarch’s statement that the lines that he does preserve come from the
beginning of what was a prelude to Empedocles’ philosophy.®

In addition to providing us a description of the position of the quotation in the
poem, Plutarch also provides some commentary following his citation of lines. He says
that Empedocles is revealing not just himself but all of us as exiles. He then seems to
provide us with a paraphrase of another vein of Empedocles’ discourse on the nature of
the body and the soul. But he returns to the soul as an exile. This is of course the point
that is relevant to Plutarch’s discussion of exile in that essay. Given that Plutarch’s
interpretation of the quotation is compatible with the interpretation of the quotation
found in Hippolytus, it seems probable that this additional information on the meaning
of the quotation is faithful to its original Empedoclean sense. Without Empedocles’

poem to compare it to, however, it is difficult to be certain of its accuracy. In trying to

a y poem such as * work we are reliant on the
quotation and testimonia of other ancient authors. Unfortunately, being reliant on those

authors also means that we may recreate the poem to reflect inaccurate interpretations

' It must be asked how prAocogia is being used here. Here I shall quote Kingsley's answer ([1996]
109) to this question: “The evidence is of course Plutarch’s own writings: it naturally helps to ask what
he, rather than we, understood by the word. The answer may seem surprising. For him @iAocogia or
*philosophy" was from first to last geared to the ethical, and above all to the practical. Its task is to give
knowledge of what is right and wrong, what is to be avoided and what is to be done (Mor. 7D-F, 36D,
78B and 82F)."
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preserved in ancient works.” So while the context in Plutarch which surrounds the
quotation seems to be accurate it would be foolish to attempt to gerrymander this
quotation or other quotations to fit his interpretation.

3.4 Brief Allusion

Here is the text from "O1 008k Lijv EoTv 118€cos kat 'Emrikoupov 1103F = DK 25:
umohaBcov otiv 6 ZeuEimrmos, "elta olitos," Epn, "St’ ékeivov
atelfjs 6 Adyos Eotal, kal poPnBnodueda TauToroyeln TTPdS
‘Emikoupov AéyovTes:" "fikioTa, " Epnv Eycd:
"kal Bls yap & Bel kaAdv éoTwv &Koloat
kat "EpmedoxAéa. m&Aw olv 6 Ofcov fuiv TapakAnTéos: ol
Yap apydv oluat Tapeival Tois TéTe AexBeiow, &AN kal véos
ol kal oU 8édie i AfBng elBivas Umdoxn Tois véols."

A scholiast on Plato’s Gorgias 498¢11 reads:
Tapoiuia "Sis kal Tpis TO KaAdY", 1 xpr) TEP! TGV KAAGV
ToAAdkis Aéyew. ‘EpmeSokAéous T Etos, &g’ ol kal 1) Tapoipia
Pnol yap
kel Bl yéxp & el kahdv tow Eamei,

How accurate is Plutarch’s quotation? The only variation between the line
preserved by Plutarch and the line preserved by the scholiast to Gorgias 498¢11 is the
final word.” Plutarch says that it is good to hear what one must even twice, while the

scholiast says that it is good to say what one must even twice. Obviously one of these

2 We saw in the previous chapter when discussing Plutarch’s paraphrase of Symposium 210c6-d4 that
Plutarch can adapt another writer's work to his own purposes. His representation of that work may be
accurate but incomplete. In its incompleteness it might be highly misleading for a modern reader
attempting to reconstruct the original work from this new context. In Plutarch’s use of the Symposium
passage what has been lost is not a word or phrase but the entire conclusion of Plato’s argument. Plutarch
is paraphrasing Socrates" speech in order to support his argument that beauty which is intelligible is
larger than beauty which is perceptible. However, the core of Plutarch's argument is different from that
of Socrates’ argument, and it is this fact which is likely to mislead, though that is not Plutarch's intention.
 Greene (1938) does not bother to record axotoat as a possible variant. At Grg. 498e11 Socrates
alludes to a proverb which is quoted by the scholiast and the paroemiographers in the elliptical form 8is
xail Tpis TO kaAGv. It s clear that Plutarch is not alluding to this proverb but rather Plutarch’s
adaptation of it; see chapter 2, page 28-29. For discussion of the line in Grg. and the scholion, see Dodds
(1959) 315.

67



words is not what Empedocles wrote, and there can be no doubt that it is Plutarch
whose version is unfaithful. Plutarch has tailored the quotation to suit his literary
purposes. He is responding to a pupil’s request to continue a discussion that had
occurred on a previous day, and he uses the Empedoclean quotation, saying that they
will hear the discussion again. He then calls on another student to recall the earlier
discussion. If Plutarch had intended to repeat his own lecture from the previous day,
undoubtedly he would have preserved évioTreiv.* The context makes clear, however,
that one student will recall the previous discussion while everyone else will listen and
correct him when he errs. Plutarch’s quotation is not a verbatim record of what
Empedocles wrote but rather an erudite adaption. Plutarch would not have considered it
an error but rather a completely legitimate appropriation of Empedocles’ words for his
own literary purposes. This, T would argue, is typical of learned quotation, where the
quoter demonstrates knowledge of the source and then adapts it to his own purpose,
which is yet another way of showing one’s cleverness. What is interesting, and worth
noting, is that if we did not have the version of the line preserved from the scholiast it is
quite probable that we would not realize that Plutarch’s line is inconsistent with what

Emp! wrote. Our ion of the poem would be very different if we

believed that this line should read &xoUoai rather than éviomreiv. One wonders if

Plutarch provides us with any clues or makes any allusion to the quotation’s original

context in the context in which he uses it.

 In commenting on this line Hershbell (1971) 162 says: “The distortion &kotoat instead of éviaTelv
may, of course, be deliberate since the speaker is encouraging someone else to speak and professes his
own willingness to listen.” There should be no doubt that the distortion is deliberate.
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Does the context surrounding the quotation in Plutarch provide us with
additional information about the cited passage? As we have seen, it is generally the
case when Plutarch cites a quotation from Empedocles that he identifies Empedocles as
its author. Aside from telling us that Empedocles was the author of this quotation
Plutarch provides us with no explicit information regarding the quotation or how it was
used by Empedocles. Is it possible that Plutarch alludes to the Empedoclean context in
which the quotation occurred through his employment of it in “Oi oUSE {ijv éoTiv
1i8écas kaT' 'Emrikoupov. The evidence is such that one could argue the question either
way, but unless new evidence comes to light, a positive answer to this question is not
possible. We must, however, allow that these authors may be using these quotations in
erudite and nuanced ways that we cannot recognize because we lack the complete
work. I think it is better to allow for such subtle nuances and at least consider the
possibilities raised by them when attempting to reconstruct Empedocles’ work.

That said, is there anything in the context surrounding this particular quotation
that might be an allusion to its original context? One fragment does come to mind when
considering this quotation and the context in which it is used. This is fragment DK 1,
Tauoavin, ov 5 kA8, Saippovos 'AyxiTecs uié. Ancient testimonia tell us that
Pausanias was Empedocles’ student.” It is possible that in the original work these two

quotations were located in close proximity to one another. We might then have

 The issue of the number of addressees in Empedocles” work is another problematic question in
Empedoclean scholarship. For discussion of this issue, see Osborne (1987a) 31-32 and Obbink (1993)
51-98. Diogenes Laertius (3.60-61) records that, according to Aristippus and Satyrus, Pausanias was
Empedocles' close friend to whom he dedicated his TTepl gUoecas. Diogenes Lacrtius (8.60) also tells us
that according to Heraclides” work TTept Tfis &Tvou Empedocles told Pausanias how he apparently
raised a woman from the dead. On the basis of these references and DK 1 Pausanias is often referred to as
Empedocles’ disciple.
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“sceptical” or “Academic” text,” is dedicated to Favorinus. Plutarch describes him in
question ten of book eight of Zuumociaka mpoPAfuaTa (734F) as an enthusiastic
admirer of Aristotle.”® Given that the parallel source for this passage is the Peripatetic
Problemata, it is distinctly possible that Plutarch is here dealing with a traditional
Peripatetic question. This might suggest that he has selected this passage not because of
his own personal interest in it, but rather because he believed that this passage would
already be familiar to Favorinus from the Peripatetic tradition. By using passages
familiar to Favorinus in this context, Plutarch might have hoped to make more clearly
his point that “it is more befitting for a philosopher to withhold one’s judgement than to
give rash assent to mere opinions.” The context in which this Empedoclean passage is
found raises this possibility but provides us with no answers.

3.6 Summary

In contrast to his practice with Plato Plutarch seems rarely, if ever, to give

accurate q ions from Emp Where we have texts

to which we can compare the quotations we see that lines are consistently omitted, and
it is possible that some of the lines are not preserved in their correct order. The reason
for the omission of lines seems relatively straightforward: to limit the length of
quotations. It is difficult, however, to discern a purpose behind the inversion of lines. It

is possible that Plutarch was working second-hand from a source in which the original

order of the lines was disrupted. The passage on Empedocles’ philosophy preserved in

1 On the relationship of this treatise to various philosophical schools, see Opsomer (1998) 213-222.
& piv &AAa SaovidoTaTos "ApioToTéNous épacThs E0T Kal TG TTepimarTep vépe: LepiBa
o mBavol mheiaTnY (Mor. 734P).

® See Opsomer (1998) 214.



Hippolytus’ Refutatio, whether it is a passage from the Eis 'EpmeSokAéa or not,
provides a clear picture of the difficulties involved in determining the proper order for
the fragments of Empedocles. However, we sce that even when Plutarch is citing only a
single line we cannot count on its accuracy. Plutarch is wont to alter the text of
Empedocles to suit his own literary purposes. It is possible that the dislocation and
omission of lines in Plutarch have originated in a source from which he is citing the
quotations second-hand. It seems much more likely, however, that these alterations to
Empedocles’ poetry have been purposefully made by Plutarch so as to make the
quotations fit his own literary purposes. If this is indeed the case, it would appear that
Plutarch had few inhibitions about altering Empedocles’ poetry both in content (DK
115) and meaning (DK 25). So while Plutarch frequently quotes from Empedocles
(though not as frequently as the index in Helmbold and O’Neil suggests), he does not
show the same fidelity to the words of Empedocles that he showed to the words of
Plato. Indeed, we have seen that whenever possible we must cross-reference Plutarch’s
quotations with quotations and evidence surviving in other ancient works. Where there
are no other witnesses, we must be careful in using Plutarch as support for certain
arguments. When it comes to Empedocles’ words, Plutarch does not prove himself to

be a reliable witness.™

™| therefore disagree with the conclusion of Hershbell (1971) 165: “In sum, although Plutarch tends to
be editorial, he is generally reliable in reproducing his quotations from Empedocles.”



Chapter Four

Reconstructing Plutarch’s Eis "EpmeSokAéa

4.1 Overview of Evidence

The Lamprias Catalogue lists item number 43 under the title Eis 'EpmeSokAéa
and indicates that the work consisted of ten books: Eis "EumeSokAéa BiBAia v This is
the largest work recorded in the Catalogue. Given that Empedocles’ entire body of work,
at an upwards limit, may have been no more that 5500 verses, and may have been less
than half of that, it seems remarkable that Plutarch’s lost work was so large.” That is not
to say that works of this size were without parallel. Alexandrian scholars and Platonic
commentators provide evidence of voluminous commentaries that enlarge minor topics at

exponential rates. Plutarch’s work on Empedocles is remarkable, however, for the fact

"1t has been suggested that the Lamprias Catalogue is a ibrary inventory (see note 8 below), and it may
well be that the information in the catalogue has simply been copied from the sillyboi —title tags that allow
a papyrus scroll to be identified without being unrolled — in a library of papyrus scrolls. Indeed of extant
sillyboi there is one that provides a parallel for a voluminous work on Empedocles. For sillyboi, see
Dorandi (1984) 185-99; Turner (1987), 13-14, 34-35, esp. 195. POxy 3318 preserves what appears to be a
title tag which reads:

1'Epudpxov > [
Tpdls 'EnmeBorhéa
i ) [

‘This seems to refer to the ninth book of a work by Hermarchus entitled TTpos ‘EumreBokAéa. Diogenes
Laertius (10.25) knew of a work in twenty-two books by Hermarchus that he describes as émaToAikéx
Tepl "EnmedokAéous. Cicero, N. D. 1.93 indicates that the work was a polemic in nature. The title TTpos
"EumeBoxhéa might also suggest a polemical work.

* Both Diogenes and the Suda attest to the number of verses in Empedocles’ work. It is the discrepancies
between these two accounts, however, that have led to the complete state of confusion as to how many
books there were, how many verses they contained and exactly what their titles were. Diogenes (8.77) says:
& év olv Tepl PUOECs aUTE) Karl of kabapiiol sis £ Telvouor TevTaKioXiMa, 6 Bt laTpikds
Aéyos els #mm é€axdoia. Tepl B TEY TpayBIGY TPOEIPTKALEY.

The Suda says:

kel Eypay B étcov mepl loecas Téow Svtcov BiBATa B. kil Eomw Emm cs BioiNia, iaTpiki
karahoy&Bny kal EAa ToME

e corrupt in at least one case and possibly in both. For a
discussion of the accounts given by Diogenes and the Suda, see Osborne (1987a) 28-29.
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that it is two and a half times the size of his work on Homer. Given that numbers were
particularly susceptible to corruption in the manuscript tradition, the number of books
seems open to question.

In the textual tradition of the Lamprias Catalogue there are three central
manuscripts that are relevant to this question. The oldest witness is Parisinus gr. 1678,
148" which was copied probably in or around the first half of the twelfth century. It
records item number 43 as Eis "EpmedokAéa BiAia 1'. There are seven other
manuscripts later than this that preserve the catalogue. They divide into two groups. The
archetype for the first group is Neapolitanus I11.B.29 246", which was copied in Italy
during the middle of the twelfth century. It records number 43 as Eis 'EumedokAéa but
omits reference to the number of books. However, this is not the only place where
information is omitted in this manuscript and so it is not surprising that the number of
books has been omitted in this case as well.’ The archetype for the second group is
Marcianus gr. 481, 123". It records the title of item 43 as "EumeSokAéous BiBAfa 1'.
While Neapolitanus II1.B.29 246" omits the number of books, no manuscript provides a
number other than ten. The manuscript tradition can therefore be said to support the
existence of a work entitled Eis "EpmeBoxAéa in ten books.

There is only a single picce of evidence external to the Lamprias Catalogue that
explicitly provides any information about the lost Eis 'EnmeSokAéa. Hippolytus, an early

Church Father (ca. A.D. 170-ca. 236), in his Refutatio (5. 20.6) makes reference to a

3 See Joyal (1993) 100.



work pds "EpmeSokAéa in ten books (Béka BiBAots) which he ascribes to Plutarch.*
On the basis of this reference it has often been suggested that Plutarch may have been
Hippolytus® main source of information about Empedocles.’ It is worth noting, however,
that the context in which Hippolytus makes reference to the Eis "EpmeSokAéa, which he
refers to as being mpos 'EumedokAéa, deals not with Empedocles but rather with
mystery religions. Also, of the thirty-five verses of Empedocles quoted in book seven of
Hippolytus® Refutatio, only eight are quoted by Plutarch in his extant works. All eight
common verses however come from the group of fragments collected as DK115, and
Hippolytus provides a close commentary of these at Refutatio 7.29.16-21. Hippolytus
may have been drawing on Plutarch’s Eis "EpmeSokAéa, but the overlapping
Empedoclean quotations found in Hippolytus’ Refutatio and Plutarch’s extant works do
not provide sufficent evidence to be certain about this.® On the basis of the witnesses of
the manuscript tradition and Hippolytus® testimony we may conclude that Plutarch did in

fact write a work on Empedocles in ten books.

There are obvious di ies in ing to reconstruct a lost work on the basis
of a catalogue entry and single ancient citation. This is perhaps why, despite apparently
being the largest work that Plutarch wrote, the Eis 'EumeSokAéa is rarely mentioned by
Plutarchean scholars. I certainly will not be providing a detailed table of contents for the

Eis EpmreBokAéa. Neverthless, given that the Eis "EpmeSokAéa appears to have been

fomi 8¢ moords év aUTH, ém Bt Tis Ta0TaBos by yéypaTTa HéXp! OTiEpOY fi T TV TVTEY
TG eipniuéveav Abycov iBEa. ToAE uév ol éoi Té i T TaOTABOS Ekeluns EyyeypaUEVa,
Tepl v kadl TTAoUTapxos ToteTTal Abyous év Talls mpds "EpmeBokhéa Béxa BiAoss.
* Diels (1898a) 399; O’Brien (1969) 32-33, 210 n. 3; Bollack (1965-9) vol. 3.1, 154; Osborne (1987b) 92-

© For a detailed discussion of Plutarch as a source for Hippolytus, see Osborne (1987b) 92-94.
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the largest work that Plutarch wrote, its possible nature must be discussed when
evaluating Plutarch as a witness for Empedocles. For this task I will be using three
primary sources. First I will look at the Lamprias Catalogue itself and the entries
surrounding item 43. Second, I will examine the Empedoclean quotations in the extant
works of Plutarch himself. The third source is Hippolytus’ Refutatio, which makes
reference to the work by author and title.

The first place to begin looking for information about the Eis 'EpmeBokAéa is the
Lamprias Catalogue itself. Joyal has argued that some information can be gleaned about
lost Plutarchean works by examining their place in the Lamprias Catalogue.” Indeed, in
looking at the works which precede the Eis 'EpmeBokAéa in the Lamprias Catalogue and
those that follow it we do notice a pattern. The first twenty-five items listed in the
catalogue are Parallel Lives. These are followed by fifteen unpaired lives and then by the
Biot Téov Béka pnTépcov. That there is a pattern in their grouping is clear. There is also
a pattern to the next twenty-one entries. With the exception of item sixty, TTept
TromTikfs, all of the entries in this part of the catalogue are recorded as being works in
multiple books. These range from works in two books such as items 50, 55, 57 and 58, to
the largest work, item number 43, the Eis "EumreSokAéa in ten books.* The Lamprias
Catalogue lists no other works in multiple books apart from those in this section of the
catalogue.” This suggests that the reason for these works being listed in proximity to one
7 Joyal (1993) 97.
® It is worth noting here that it is the inclusion of a work in eight books on Artistotle’s Top. (§ 56) that has

led to the belief that rather than being solely a list of works authored by Plutarch the Lamprias Catalogue is
a library inventory. See Treu (1873) 42-54; Ziegler (1951) 696-7; Russell (1973) 18-19; Lamberton (2001)

" If the Lamprias Catalogue s in fact a library inventory it is possible that the works in multiple books are

listed together for physical reasons — perhaps multiple books were stored together in the same area of the
library.

76



another was their size rather than their content. Certainly the range of topics suggested by
their titles argues for this being the case. With four books on Homeric studies (§42
'Ounpikédv pehetéov PiPAia &), three books on stories or myths (§46 MUBcov BiBAia
"), three books on benefactions to and/or from cities (§51 TToAecov ebepyeaiat BiPAia
"), and five books on the summary of scientific views held by philosophers (§61 TTept
TV &peckdvTWY Prhocdols pualkiis émTopfis BiBAia €)," the connective thread
seems not to be based principally on content. It is difficult, however, to make any firm
statements about content as all that remains of these large works is a half dozen
fragments." Therefore the position of the Eis 'EumeSokAéa in the Lamprias Catalogue
tells us little about its content but corroborates the earlier conclusion that the report about
the size of the work is to be accepted.

While the position of the Eis 'EuteSokAéa in the Lamprias Catalogue provides
few answers about its contents it does raise some questions about the authorship of the

work. Of the eighteen works'? listed in the Lamprias Catalogue as works in multiple

" This work, while included in the Lamprias Catalogue and widely attributed to Plutarch by other ancient
authors —Eusebius in his Praeparatio Evangelica 14.13.9, Cyril of Alexandria in his Contra Julianum
2.14, and Theodoret of Cyrrhus in his Cohortatio ad Graecos 4.31— is now generally considered to be a
pseudo-Plutarchean work. Even if this were a genuine work by Plutarch it is of little value to our present
purpose as we know with certainty that it is an epitome of an earlier work by Aetius. The authorial
contribution of its writer lies largely in the decision either to preserve or to excise lemmata from the earlicr
work. See Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 187-195.

" The fragments from named works of Plutarch can be found in volume 15 of Plutarch’s Moralia in the
LCL. edited and translated by Sandbach (1969).

2 §42 'Ounpikéov peretédv PiAia 8'; §43 Eis ‘EumeBokhéa BipAia 1, §44 Mepl Thg meumrtiis
oliolas PiBAia € §45 TTepi Tis els éxaTepov Emxeiprioecas BBl €; §46 MUBeov BifAia v §47
Tept. priopikiis BiBAa y'; §48 Mept wuxis eloayeyis BiBAia v'; §49 Mepi aiobrioecov BiBAia
¥ §50 'Exhoyn pihoodpeov BiBAia B’ §51 TToAecov elepyeoian RiAia v'; §52-53 TTeph
OcoppéoTou Tpds Tols kaipols (52) Tomikdv BiAia B §54 TTepl Tapeiuévns ioTopias BipAia
8§55 Tapoucov BiBAia B §56 Tow 'Apiototéhous Tomkav Biia 0 §57 Zewoiis Biphia
58 Tlept. eipapuévns BiAia B §59 Tept Sikaiouatvns Tpds Xpuoimmov BiAia v’ and, §61
Tlepi Tddv apeoxdvTeov prhoadpots Guaikiis émTops BiAia €.
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books only one is extant: §61 TTepl TGV &peckvTwv PIACTSPOIS PUOIKTS ETITOUTS
BiPAia €. Because the work is extant we know that it is not a work by Plutarch. Despite
being widely attributed to Plutarch in antiquity" most scholars from the seventeenth
century onward have agreed that the work cannot be genuine." It is an abridgement or
epitome of an earlier work which summarized the views of the philosophers on physical
questions."” How this work came to be attributed to Plutarch is unclear. Ziegler’s
suggestion that it was found among Plutarch’s papers and subsequently published under
his name is attractive.'® Mansfeld and Runia raise the possibility that it might have been
made as a sort of UTrépvnua either for private use or in a school enviroment."” It is of
interest to note that while the work was attributed to him, Plutarch in his extant works
shows little interest in doxography. Where Plutarch does raise doxographical issues there
is no evidence to suggest that he was drawing upon this particular work or others like it."*
Certainly despite the inclusion of this work in the Lamprias Catalogue and its attribution
by other ancient authors to Plutarch the evidence points to it being a spurious work. Nor
is this the only work in this section of the catalogue whose authorship has been
questioned. The inclusion of §56 Téov 'ApioToTéAous Tomikév BiBAia 0’ has raised
questions about the nature of the catalogue and its origins. The title and number of books
indicate that item 56 refers to the eight books of Aristotle’s Topics. If this is indeed the

work referred to by the catalogue there can be no doubt that Plutarch was not its author.

" See note 10 above.

4 See Ziegler (1951) 879; Lachenaud (1993) 15; Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 32-63.

S For a thorough discussion of the textual tradition of the work and examination of its contents, sce
Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 121-195.

1 Ziegler (1951) 880.

"7 Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 123, 195.

' See Mansfled and Runia (1997) 123 n. 13.
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Thus, there is good reason to believe that at least two of the eighteen works in this section
of the Lamprias Catalogue were not written by Plutarch.

The question must be asked whether the Eis 'EpmedokAéa might also be
spurious. In the absence of a copy of the Eis 'EumedokAéa it is impossible to give a
definite answer to that question, but the possibility must be entertained. Certainly there is
no stronger evidence that would suggest that the Eis "EpmeBokAéa is genuine than there
was for the TTepl TGV &peokdvTeov pihocdpols puaikiis émitopds. That is to say,
both works are listed in the Lamprias Catalogue and both are attributed to Plutarch by
other ancient authors, and there is little doubt that Plutarch did not write the TTepl Tév
&peoKSVTEY prhocdgols Quolkiis émiTopiis. The size of the Eis "EumedokAéa also
raises questions about its authorship. While Plutarch does show more interest in

than in other i he does not show sufficient interest to

justify a work on Empedocles in ten books. Indeed, Plutarch appears to show far less
interest in Empedocles than in Homer and Plato. Yet if we are to accept that the Eig
"EymeBoxAéa is genuine then it would appear that Plutarch wrote as much on
Empedocles as he did on Homer and Plato combined. While that is possible it seems
doubtful, and as we saw earlier there is no reason to doubt that the Eis 'EpmeSokAéa
consisted of ten books. Of course, we have very little idea what the contents of those ten

books were. It is possible that both Homer, for stylistic reasons such as the use of dactylic

and Plato, for phi ical reasons, were central topics in the work. The
possibility remains that the Eis "EpmeSokAéa is a spurious work. However, if more can
be said about the contents of the Eis 'EumeSokAéa reason might be provided as to why

the work should be ascribed to Plutarch.



As for clues about the content of the Eis 'EpmeBokAéa, works with similar titles
in the Lamprias Catalogue might be of assistance. There is only one other title that
begins with the preposition Eis. That is item 120, Eis T& Nixé&vSpou Onpiaks, On
Nicander’s Antidotes to a Snake Bite. Unfortunately, this work too has been lost and we
are left with only three small fragments. However, these fragments, taken with the six
fragments from the ‘OunpikédY peAeTdV (§42 in 5 books) —the only other work in
multiple books of which fragments survive—and the single fragment of the Eig
*EpmedeokAéa preserved by Hippolytus, may provide some indication of what sort of
information was contained therein.

There are three fragments from Plutarch’s Eis T& Nik&vdpou ©npiakd. The
first, preserved as a scholion to line 94 of the Theriaca, discusses varieties of parsnip.
The scholion records that Plutarch said that there were several varieties of parsnip, not
just the two observed by Nicander. Their common characteristic is that they are pungent
and fiery, which has the practical application of stimulating the menstrual flow, treating
colic, rarifying the body, and reducing the size of the organs found in the chest area. The
second fragment is preserved by a scholion to line 333 of the Theriaca which says that
“leprous eruptions spread a chalky rash.”"* The scholion records Plutarch as saying “that

bitter almonds remove blotches from the face.” It is unclear what in the third reference

¥ heukdi ' apywoedoay émaoslovTal EpnAw.
20 Mhotrapxos Tés Tkpas duvydahas gnat Tés TV TpoadsTieov EEatpelv Eprikias,
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should actually be attributed to Plutarch’s work.” The kind of material being discussed is
all that matters for our purposes, however, and that is clear enough. There is discussion
on Nicander’s use of either Oropacan or Coropacan Apollo, with reference to geography
and shrines devoted to the particular gods.

The preserved fragments of the ‘Ounpikéov peAeTéov are similarly wide-ranging
and eclectic in their topics. Fragment 122 quotes Plutarch as saying that Aristotle said
that Pythagoreans did not eat certain pig organs, sea nettle, and other things of that sort
but ate everything else. Fragment 123 contains a criticism of Epicurus by Plutarch, again
with no reference to Homer. Fragment 124 is another criticism of Epicurus. Fragment
125 suggests that Plutarch discussed Chrysippus’ tendency to use Homeric passages to
support those doctrines that he favored. Fragment 126 talks about the practice of
summoning spirits by Thessalian magicians and the Spartans’ use of these magicians to
deal with the appearance of the spirit of Pausanias. And finally, fragment 127 discusses
the strength of trees grown in sheltered and shady places versus those exposed to a harsh,
windy environment. This is preserved as a scholion to /liad 15.624.

The single fragment from the Eis 'EpmeSokAéa is similar to the above fragments
in its seeming to have little or nothing to do with the purported topic of the work.

Fragment 24 tells us that in the Eis 'EumeSokAéa Plutarch describes the many paintings

' NixavBpos tv Onpiaxdis:
1 & ATSAAwY
havreias Kopotraios érixato kai 8éuw avBpcov.

Oi 8¢ imopcnuaTioavTes Ty Oécov kal TTAodTapxos kal Anufitpios &

XAepos gaar NixavBpos "Opotraios” kai "Kopomraios 'ATéMev™ dyvoel 8’ 811" Augiapdoy
iepov, otk "AToMavds e, Aéyetal Bt kat' ENAeiyiw Tol 1 Kopommaios: Kopém 8t @eooahias
méis. Békiov BE UTrovosiv 8Tt ApdpTnTaN. Kai ypdgeTar ‘Oporaios: 'Opdmm yap méhis
Edfoias, 5mou "ATGAAwvos BiaonuéTaTov iepév.
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depicting scenes related to Orphism and the Eleusinian mysteries that were to be found in
a particular colonnade in Phlius and discussed the ritual words inscribed in the same

# It is not surprising that E might be discussed in relation to

mystery religions, given his own apparent mysticism and his reputed association with
Pythagoras.” There is, however, no mention of Empedocles or his work. Perhaps then the
Eis "EpmeSokAéa was not a flowing literary work, but instead a collection of notes and
observations arising from or inspired by passages in Empedocles. This suggests that
perhaps the work was structured according to lemmata. Each section might have begun
with a quotation of a short Empedoclean passage or phrase or perhaps simply a general

theme to be di d. Other P and pseudo-P works provide

precedents for such a structure, particularly for large works. Perhaps most obvious is
Plutarch’s Suptrooiaké mpoPAfiuata or Table-Talk which consists of nine books
which are themselves each divided into ten questions, with the exception of book 9.*
Likewise Plutarch’s TTAatcoviké {ntipata or Platonic Questions, while only one
book in length, consists of ten questions. The pseudo-Plutarchean TTepi Tcov

&peokdvTeov Prhocdgols Puaikiis EmmiTops is also organized according to lemmata,

2

Teréheotan B TadTa Kol Tap L ﬂpo s Keheot kal Tpumrokéuiou kal
Aunpos kai Képns ket Atovioou év "EAeuolut Teketfls, v QAaiobuTt Tis 'ATTiKfls TS Yap
& EAeuawicov uotnpicov otiv & 1) @AeiolvT <é i) Aeyouévns Meydhns Spyia. fomi 8
TooTas & Uy, Emi 8 Tis MaoTBos byyépaTrTat uéxpi oruepoy iy TAVTLY TG dipniéveay
Adycov iBéa. TOAAG ptv olv o1 T& éml Tig TaoTaBos ékeivns éyyeypaputva, mepl dv kal
TTIAouTapxos TolETTal Adyous év Tals mpos ‘EnmreBokAéa déka BiBAots: {0t Bt <Ew) Tois mAioot
xail TpeaPUTns Tis Eyyeypauévos Tokids, TTepcaTés, EvTeTanévny Excov THY aloxiviy,
yuvaika &Tropelyousay Siakev kuvoesi. émyéyparnTat 8t tm Toi mpeoBiTou ddos pUéTNS,
éml 82 iis yuvass: + mepen + OikéAa (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.20.6-7).

D, L. 8.54-56, 67-70.

* The ninth and final book contains fifteen questions rather than the usual ten, for which Plutarch
apologizes (736C): & 8’ &piBuds &v UmepBaAAn THY ouviiBn BexaBa Téw LnTnHATwY, oU
8aupacTiov e yap TévTa Tals Moloais drroBolval T& Tév Mouod Kai unBiv agehelv
omep &' lepédv, heiova kal kaAiova ToUTev dpeitovTas auTals.
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though it does not show any concern regarding the number of lemmata in any given
book.” Organization according to lemmata is well suited to Plutarch’s writing style as it
provides a unifying structure for eclectic and wide-ranging discussions. While the single
fragment from Eis 'EpmeSokAéa is scant evidence for anything it does suggest that the
work was wide ranging in its discussions. A lemmata structure seems most probable for
so large a work, though without better knowledge of the work’s contents it is far from
certain.

The most obvious place to begin with what may have been contained in Plutarch’s
Eis 'EpmedokMéa is with the quotations and references that are to be found in Plutarch’s
extant works. As discussed in the previous chapter Plutarch’s Moralia preserve more than

seventy ions and from Empedocls

more than any other ancient
source.” The nature of those quotations may reveal something about the focus of the Eig
'EnmeBokAéa. When one compares the quotations found in the Pseudo-Plutarchean TTept
TEW APESKOVTCOV PIACTSPOLS PUOIKTTS EmiTouds * to those found in Plutarch’s
Moralia one cannot help but be struck by the differences in their content. Not
surprisingly the quotations found in TTepl TGV &peokdVTwWY PACTEPOIS PUOIKT]S
&mtops deal exclusively with Empedocles’ physical tenets. What is surprising is that
the quotations preserved by Plutarch pay scant attention to these physical tenets. Indeed,
except in cases where Plutarch is responding to the use of Empedocles’ work by other

philosophical schools (Mor. 400B, 420D, 949C-D, etc.), it is fair to say that he treats

* For pseudo-Plutarch’s treatment of the lemmata found in his source, see Mansfeld and Runia (1997) 182-
194,

* See chapter 3, pages 48-50.

¥ See note10 above.
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Empedocles more as a literary source, like Homer, Aeschylus or Euripides, than as a
philosophical source like Plato, though he at times explicitly refers to Empedocles as a
philosopher (515C). That is to say, he often quotes a single line or two from Empedocles
to support the point that he or one of his speakers is making. In these cases there is no
suggestion of the quotation’s original context or meaning, and often it is quoted alongside
quotations from other literary sources (Mor. 95A, 98D, 418C, 433B, etc.). The longest
quotation (607C-D), which is followed by commentary, deals with daimones and the
nature of the soul, and could be categorized as religious.”

In trying to categorize Plutarch’s quotations from Empedocles it becomes clear
that the quotations are eclectic in their nature and have no single focus. Indeed they seem
to prove Whittaker’s point that quotations preserved in ancient works reflect the
personality and preferences of the author doing the quoting.” Attempting to reconstruct

" work from the ions preserved by Plutarch produces a jumbled and

unclear picture that quite possibly bears little resemblance to Empedocles’ work. On the
other hand examining the quotations as evidence for Plutarch’s interests and the sort of
works that he wrote would produce a fairly accurate picture of this ancient author who
was interested in religion, philosophy, literature and eclectic learned knowledge.” This
leads me to speculate that what made the Eis "EumedeokAéa a cohesive whole was not its
contents but rather its structure. It seems most probable that the contents of the work were

as eclectic and wide-ranging as the contexts in which Empedoclean quotations are found

 For Plutarch’s interest in religion and daimones, see Vernitre (1977) 249-267; Brenk (1977) 49-64, 85-
183; (1986) 2117-2135; (1987) 250-349.

* Whittaker (1987) 95.

* Hershbell (1971) 180 has suggested four general categories for Plutarch's quotations from and comments
on Empedocles. These are: (1) literary and non-philosophical; (2) physical and “scientific”; (3) polemical;
and (4) “religious” and prescriptive.



in the Moralia. Indeed, individual lemmata undoubtedly varied in their focus according to
what caught Plutarch’s fancy, be it a point of religious interest, philosophical interest, or
arcane knowledge, or a little of all of those things. And so we see again that Plutarch’s
interest in Empedocles tells us more about Plutarch than about the work of Empedocles.
Plutarch’s primary value as a witness to Empedocles lies in the quotations that he
preserves.

However, detailed examination of just a few of Plutarch’s Empedoclean
quotations in the previous chapter revealed that Plutarch is not a reliable witness to the
work of Empedocles. Where other sources have preserved Empedoclean quotations with
which Plutarch’s can be compared, we see that Plutarch’s quotations are almost never
entirely accurate. The alterations range from the substitution of a single word (1103F) to
the reversal or omission of entire lines (618B; 927F; 607C-D). Plutarch’s quotations from
Empedocles are generally limited to a line (93B, 685F, 360C, etc.) or two (17E, 98D,
663A, etc.). Occasionally, however, he preserves longer quotations of up to five lines in
length (607C-D). As we saw in the previous chapter, at times the same quotation may be
used in different contexts but preserving a common error.” The size and nature of these
quotations fits with my earlier conjecture that Plutarch’s Eis 'EpmeSoxhéa was
organized according to lemmata. Certainly all of the quotations found in Plutarch’s extant
works could be categorized as short passages or phrases. Nevertheless, none of the
Empedoclean quotations found in Plutarch’s extant works have clearly been made

second-hand, with the possible exception of DK 76.2 As is the case of the TTepl TGV

 See chapter 3, pages 52-55.
% For discussion of Plutarch’s citation of DK 76, see chapter 3, pages 52-57.
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APEOKGYTCOV PIACTSPOIS PUOIKTTS éTiTopfs, while Plutarch may have had the Eis
"EnmeBokAéa in his library it appears to have left little trace in his extant writings. The
most that can be suggested about the contents of the Eis 'EumedokAéa based on
Plutarch’s Empedoclean quotations is that it was likely to have been eclectic in content.

Hippolytus flourished at the beginning of the third century A.D. and is among the
fathers of the early Christian church. While it is as a Church Father that he is usually of
interest, he has not been neglected by those interested in early Greek philosophy because
of the numerous quotations contained in his works.” Most recently Osborne has

examined him as a source for Empedocles and Heraclitus.* My i iate interest is not

in the quotations of Empedocles per se but rather in what those quotations might tell us

about the contents of Plutarch’s Eis 'Ep Aéa. The to that
have often been linked to Plutarch in the past are 5.20.6 and the abundance of references
in book 7. However, these are not the only references to Empedocles in Hippolytus®
Refutatio,” and I do not believe they are the only passages relevant to Plutarch’s Eig
'EnmeBokAéa. As we have seen, the first reference in book 5 is of obvious value as it
gives us reason to believe that Hippolytus had first-hand knowledge of Plutarch’s Eig
"EumeBokAéa. Hippolytus rarely seems to refer to works that he clearly had read, given
that large plagiarized passages from them appear in his own writings.*® Thus the mention

of the Eis 'EpmeBokAéa by author, title, and number of books is far more significant in

» Among those who have discussed Hippolytus as a source for early Greek philosophy are Diels (1898b)
125-130; Bidez (1896) 190-207, 298-309; Guthrie (1965) 144-145 and 259-261.

* Osborne (1987h).

% For a discussion of the other main passages in the Refutatio dealing with Empedocles and their possible
sources, see Osborne (1987b) 87-131

* For a chart of Hippolytus’ apparent sources —most of whom he never names— see Marcovich (1986)
1831,
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Hippolytus than it might be in other ancient authors, such as Diogenes Laertius who
frequently referred to works that he had not read.” The references in book 7 are of similar
interest because of the abundance of quotations and the context which surrounds them.
As noted earlier, some of the quotations in book 7 overlap with quotations found in the
extant works of Plutarch, for which reason Plutarch’s Eis "EpmeSokAéa has been mooted
as a possible source.

In Refutatio 7.29-31 Hippolytus is concerned with refuting the heresy of

Marcion.™ While it is possible that Hipp: * account of Emped ’ phi was,
derived from first-hand knowledge of Empedocles, this is unlikely. The reasons for this
are twofold. First, the link between Marcion’s heresy and Empedocles’ philosophy is
tenuous at best. It appears that the driving force behind the comparison was not an
association made from familiarity with the work of Empedocles but rather a desire to
defend the orthodoxy and the Church from the Gnostic heresy of Marcion.” Hippolytus
apparently thought that the Gnostic schools of thought could be best discredited by
painting them “as mere plagiarists of Greek philosophers.” This is the technique that he
uses throughout his Refutatio.” The second reason for suspecting that Hippolytus is not

quoting first-hand from Empedocles is related to the first. In his desire to paint some

42

Gnostic sects as plagiarists of Greek phi Hipp himself p

7 On Diogenes Laertius and his sources, see Mejer (1978) 7-16.

* For the pairing of Empedocles and Marcion, see Osborne (1987b) 98-100. For reasons why Hippolytus
may have made the association between Empedocles and Marcion, and for Gnostic exegeses, see
Marcovich (1986) 37-38.

* Marcovich (1986) 40-1 suggests that Hippolytus’ principal objective in this work was “to refute the
contemporary Trinitarian modalists Cleomenes, Sabellius and, above all, Callistus.”

* Marcovich (1986) 36.

! On the structure of the Ref:, see Marcovich (1986) 32-41.

“[tis possible that there is little first-hand material in Hippolytus’ work and that his contribution has been
to arrange material at second-hand into parallel lives so as to expose heresies. See Marcovich (1986) 48-49.
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Marcovich has said that “Hippolytus’ passion for plagiarizing his sources is a blessing for
us, since we can be reasonably sure that he is, as a rule, faithfully copying his sources.”
In his Refutatio he copied entire chapters verbatim from Sextus Empiricus, in addition to
copying extensively from Flavius Josephus and Irenaeus —though he does give Irenaeus
minor credit at 6.42.1 and 6.55.2.% If it is possible to identify extensive plagiarized
passages from extant works there is good reason to suspect that many more passages in
the Refutatio are plagiarized from works now lost. While it is impossible to prove that
Plutarch’s Eis "EpmeBokAéa should be on the list of works that were plagiarized, given
the reference to the work at 5.20.6 and Hippolytus’ extensive use of Empedocles in book
7, the likelihood seems strong.

Without a copy of the Eis "Epmedokéa it is impossible to determine to what
extent Hippolytus used it as his source for his Empedoclean material, if at all.
Nevertheless, the evidence favours the possibility that Hippolytus’ material is second-
hand, whether or not the intermediate source is the Eis "EpmeBokAéa. And the limited
evidence for Hippolytus’ source leans towards the Eis 'EpmedokAéa. Given Hippolytus®
penchant for citing large passages verbatim it is plausible that not only the quotations of

Empedocles were taken from the Eis 'EpmeokAéa but also the surrounding

y. ich has that Hippolytus” source for E in his

refutation of Marcion 7.29.8-12 and the comparison of Pythagoras’ cosmogony to that of

Marcovich (1986) 50.

Marcovich ([1986] 36) refers to Hippolytus apparent research and encyclopaedic education as a “paper-
tiger” which demonstrably derives not from his own erudition but his “unscrupulous and reckless™
plagiarizing. That the only author that Hippolytus gives any credit to is Irenacus is itself noteworthy as
Hippolytus was a pupil of Irenaeus; see Roberts and Donaldson (1978) 4. This provides an obvious
explanation as to why Hippolytus would plagiarize from numerous sources but only acknowledge one of
those sources. The practice of citing one’s supervisor is a timeless feature of scholarship, see note 3 above.

o
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Empedocles at 6.25.1-4, which appear to be the same passage drawn from the same work,
was an anonymous Gnostic writer.* Other classical scholars, on the other hand, have
long been suspicious that the Eis ‘EpmeSokAéa was Hippolytus® source of information
about Empedocles.” However, in Hippolytus® refutation of Marcion at Refurtatio 7.291-
26, which is the most extended passage dealing specifically with Empedocles in the
work, there is little evidence that can be used to make a strong argument for Plutarch
being his source. That is not the case, however, with the context in which 6.25.1-4
appears. The Empedoclean quotation DK 16 is here cited in a context that seems to
heavily reflect Plutarch’s interests. Plato’s Timaeus is associated with Pythagoras (6.21.1-
22.2); Pythagoras’ system of numbers is discussed (6.23.1-5) as is his duality of
substances and his categories (6.24.1-7); Pythagoras’ cosmogony is compared to that of
Empedocles (6.25.1-4); a list of Pythagorean expressions are given (6.27.1-5); and
Pythagoras’ astronomic system is also discussed (6.28.1-4). With the exception of the

and the list of F

comparison of Pythagoras’ y to that of

expressions, all of the above topics are discussed in Plutarch’s TTepi Tijs év Tinaico
wuxoyovias. The introduction to this work makes it clear that this is not the only time or
place where Plutarch has discussed these topics.” That is not to say that Plutarch is not
interested in the other topics. While nowhere in his extant works does Plutarch compare

Pythagoras’ cosmogony with that of Empedocles, he does provide a list of Pythagorean

** See Marcovich (1986) 23, 25, 37.

“ See Diels (1898b) 399; O'Brien (1969) 32-33, 210 . 3; Bollack (1965-69) vol. 3.1, 154; Osborne
(1987b) 92-94.

7 "Emen T moMdis sipniéva kal yeypauiéva amopddny v étépors étepa Thy TAGTCovOs
éEnyoupévols B6Eav fiv eixev Ut yuxis, s UTrevooTuEy fiels, ofeabe Beiv els Ev ouvaxBiivan
Kkal Tuxelv i8ias avaypagiis Tov Adyov Toltov (Mor.1012B).
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expressions at Mor. 12D-F, though only two overlap with the list in Hippolytus.™
Another brief list of Pythagorean expressions is found at 727C in Plutarch’s
Zupmooiakédv TpoPAnudTwy though none overlap with the list provided by

Hippolytus. P pressions are discussed again at Mor. 281A and one of the

two expressions mentioned overlaps with the list in Hippolytus ® The same expression
also appears at Mor. 12 E and 354E and in Plutarch’s Life of Numa 14.3.% Again at Mor.
290E and 727C Plutarch discusses an expression found in Hippolytus’ list.* Other
overlapping expressions are discussed at Mor. 354E, 290E, and 453E. Plutarch cites
expressions found in Hippolytus® list twelve times in six works (Mor. 281A, 12E, 354E,
Numa 14.3, fr. 93, Mor. 290E, 727C, fr. 93, 354E, 290E, 453E, and 12F). Diogenes
Laertius cites overlapping references seven times, all in his Life of Pythagoras (8.17, 8.17

and 18, 8.17 and 18, 8.17 and 34). The number of toP

leaves little doubt that Plutarch was profoundly interested in them.

Plutarch himself tells us that in his youth he was infatuated with mathematics

S exudiovs i E0Bie™ apxiv TéAecos wh ETroBéxou KUl Yap ekAnpoUVTO Tas dpxds KaT

éxelvow Tov xpdvov (Refitatio 6.27.5). "Kudyicov aréxeoBar’ 8Tt o Bel oireveoBar kuapeutal
yép fioav éump: at o 81" cov mépas émeTieoav Tais Gpxais (Mor. 12F).

* While Plutarch twice quotes (Mor. 727C and 728B) a Pythagorean expression which refers to bedclothes
itis a different expression than the one Hippolytus quotes about bedclothes.

 of TTuBaryopixol pikpé peydhcov EmolotvTo clpBoAa keohbovTes "¢ Xofvikos kaBfioBar” ket
"mUp naxaipg i oxakevew" (Mor. 281A). “Tlip uaxaipn ui oxéAeve” (Ref. 6.27.3).

3! The expression also appears in a scholion to Hes. Op. 744-5. The author is not mentioned but
Wyttenbach and Westerwick have attributed the fragment to Plutarch's commentary on the Works and
Days because of the interest in Pythagorean expressions. See Sandbach (1969) 199.

24Tlgp odripes i oxahevew " (Mor. 12E); “unbt mip uaxaipa okahedew év olkia” (Mor. 354E);
“axaipg TP WA oxaeVew”(Vuma 14.3). See also note 50 above.

#“oépov pi UTrépBawve” (Ref. 6.27.4). “undt oapov UttepBaive” (Mor. 290E); “undt oapov
UmepBaivew” (Mor. 727C).




(&AN' érel TvikadTa TpooEKeunY Tols pabiuactv éuTadis 387F).* His interest
in mathematics can be seen in many of his extant works, the contents of which at times
overlap with the material found in Hippolytus. At Mor. 388A-E, after acknowledging his
infatuation with mathematics, Plutarch discusses the classification of numbers and the
Pythagorean association of numbers with gender. Similar material is discussed at
Refutatio 6.23.2-3. Two of Plutarch’s ten TTAaTcovik& {nTriuaTa (questions 3 and 5)
discuss numbers and the divisible nature of the world. These show interest in the topics
discussed in Refutatio 6.24.1-7. In the TTAaTcwovik& {nTfpata, however, Plutarch is
discussing the systems of Plato rather than Pythagoras, though Plato’s theories were
profoundly influenced by Pythagoras.” Plutarch’s interests can be seen to overlap clearly
with the material in Refuuatio 6.23.1-24.7 in his TTepl Tis év Tiuaico yuxoyovias.*
Again Plutarch’s principal interest is in Platonic theories, but the material in Mor.1017D
—1030C shows a definite interest in the sort of material found in Refuatio 6.23.1-24.7.
The reference to Pythagoras’ teacher Zaratas at Ref. 6.23.2 even shares similar language

with another reference to Zaratas at TTepi Tis &v Tiaico yuxoyovias 1012E.7

“Ziegler (1951) 942, suggested that as Plutarch aged he became “mehr und mehr einer mystischen
Religiositit zuneigend.” While there can be no argument that Plutarch’s role as a Delphic priest became a
central part of his later life, his own words suggest that he had a burning interest in mystery cults in his
youth which was tempered with age. Hardie (1992) 4781 notes that the influence of Pythagoreanism on
Plutarch is pervasive and that in Plutarch’s time Platonism and Neopythagoreanism often coincided. On the
influence of Neopythagoreanism on Plutarch’s teacher Ammonius, see Whittaker (1969) 185-192. For
Plutarch’s interest in Pythagoreanism and philosophical mysticism, especially in his youth, see Brenk
(1986) 2118; (1987) 256-257; (1997) 57-79.

* For a general overview of Pythagoreanism in Plato, see Burkert (1972) 83-96.

* For an outline and summary of the contents of TTepi Tfs év Tiuaicy yuxoyovias, see Hershbell (1987)
234-247.

 kal ¢y Zapatas & Tubaydpou Sibéokalos ékdet To Ltv Ev TaTépa, Té Bt Blo unTépa
(Ref. 6.23.2). kal Zapéas & Tubaydpou BiGoxahos Taumny v éxéhet Tod &piBjiod unTépa To
8t &v TaTépa (Mor. 1012E). Zaratas s another form of the name Zoroaster. In book 1 (1.2.1-3.3) of his
Ref: Hippolytus presents Zaratas as the teacher of Pythagoras, and Pythagoras, in turn, as the teacher of
Empedocles.
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However, it is not difficult to believe that someone as interested in Plato’s theories as
Plutarch was would make a study of the Pythagorean theories from which they were
derived or by which they had been inspired.” It is striking that Hippolytus introduces this
section (Ref. 6. 21.1-22.1) by explicitly associating Pythagorean and Platonic theory, with
specific mention of the Timaeus.
"EoT pév otv 1) OvahevTivou afpects TTubayopixiv éxouca kal
T aTeviki Tiv UTéBeow. kai y&p 6 TTA&Twv SAaws tv T6
Taicy Tov TTuBaydpav amepdgato Toryapoiv kai 6 Tipaios
auTés toTv alT TTuBaydpeios évos. B1d Bokel OAiya Tis
TTuBayopeiou kai TTAaTwovikiis Uopvnobévtas Umobéoews
&pEacBat kal Ovadevtivou Aéyew.
In the discussion that follows, however, there is no discussion of Plato or the
Timaeus. It would appear that Hippolytus has here borrowed his information from
a text that discussed the Pythagorean elements in the Timaeus, but has omitted
any of the discussion of Plato and the Timaeus.” While it is possible that
Hippolytus® source for this material was an anonymous Gnostic writer, Plutarch
seems a far more probable source given the interests displayed.
As mentioned above Refutatio 6.25.1-4 and 7.29.8-12 appear to use the
same source passage in two different contexts. T will provide the Empedoclean
quotation and the lines immediately surrounding it, as there the parallels are most
striking. Here is Refitatio 6.25.1-2:
oliTeo gnot kat TV kSOHOV &PIBUNTIKE TI KAl HOUOIKE BeopEd

BeBepévov émTdoe kal dvécel, kal TpooBiiky kal dgaipéoet del kal
Bitx TavTos aBidpBoppy pUAGXBAVAL TolyapoTv Kal Tept Tris

* On the role of Neopythagoreanism in Middle Platonism, sce Whittaker (1987) 17-123.
* It is worth noting that in his extant works Plutarch makes reference to the Timaeus more frequently than
any other Platonic dialogue; see Helmbold and O'Neil (1959) 62-63.
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Biapoviis ToU KéopoU aTogaivovTai TolliTéV Twa TpdTov of
TluBayopikoi
11 y&p kal wapos fiv, kai <y éodoed>Tai, oUdé o', oiw,
TOUTCV EUPOTEPCOV KEW(EOETAI FOTETOS aidoy.
Tiveov Bt ToUTV; ToU veikous kal Tiis gihias. amepydleTan 8
avTois 1) prhia &pBapTov kab &iSiov TOV Kbopov, s UTrovooiow
— fomi y&p 1) ovoia kal & kopos €v, 1 Bt veikos BiaoTrd kal
TOA& Trelp&Tan KaTadlaipodv TV kSOHOV TotET.
Here is Refutatio 7.29.10:

Tepl v 6 'EpmedokAijs {pnow? &1 éoTiv &BdvaTa (té Blo kai
ayévta kal &pxnv Tol yevéoBar undémoTe eiAngdTar dAA& &1y
Aéyel ToIOUTSY Twa TPOTOV*
1} y&p kal wapos fiv, kai <y éooe>Tat, oUdé moT’, oiw,
TOUTGY GHPOTEPLV KEWDIC0ETAL EOTTETOS aichv.
Tiveov ¢Be> ToUTeov; Tol veikous kal Tiis prhias: o yap fipEaivyto
yevéoBai, aAA& pofioav kal éoovtal &el, Sik THv &yevvnoiav
@Bopav Umopeiva i) uvéneva.,
If these passages are derived from the same source, and they clearly appear to be,
how do the contexts in which they appear relate to each other? And if their source
is a work by Plutarch, specifically the Eis 'EpmeBokAéa, how do they relate to
the fragment from the Eis 'EpumeSoxAéa preserved by Hippolytus at Refutatio
5.20.67 At first one section appears to be an outline of Pythagorean beliefs and the
other an outline of Empedocles’ tenets, yet both passages are concerned with the
soul and the generation of the world. Such themes make it clear how these
passages could be discussed in the same context as Plato’s Timaeus, as these are
the themes discussed in TTept Tiis &v Tipaicy wuxoyovias. How these passages
would have fit together in their original is unclear. Refutatio 6.25.1-4 and 7.29.8-
12 appear to have been drawn from the same source. At 6.25.1 the quotation is

attributed to the Pythgoreans, but at 7.29.10 it is attributed specifically to

Empedocles. Despite the fact that Empedocles is not named the context
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surrounding the quotation at 6.25.1 is very Empedoclean in its nature. The
repeated use of velkos (5 times), PtAia (4 times), and kéopos (9 times) in a

twenty-one line passage is markedly Empedoclean It is possible that Hippolytus

has turned a di: ion of 4 and, perhaps, its relation to
Pyth y into a strai ard discussion of P

cosmogony. Certainly it is possible that these sections preserved in separate books
of Hippolytus were once part of a larger whole in a work upon which Hipploytus
drew.

At 5.20.6 Hippolytus writes:

TetéheoTan 8t TalTa kal Tapadédotar avBpdTrols TEd Tijs
KeAeol kai TpimroAépou kai Anpntpos kai Képns kat
Arovioou év "EAeucivi TeheTfis, v OAetotvTt Tis 'ATTIKTS:
b yép Tév "EAeuowicov puotnpleov éoTlv v Ti
DOAetoivTt T4 Tiis Aeyopévns MeydAns Spyia. EoTi 8¢
TaoTas &v aiTi, ém 8¢ Tis TaoTaBos EyyéypaTTal uéxpt
OTjUEPOV T} T& TGV TAVTWY TGV eipnuéveov Adywv idéa.
TOAA& pEv olv 0Tl T& ml Ths TaoTédos Ekeivng
syysypuuusva Tept G kal TTAouTapxos ToleiTal )\oyou;
&v Tais Tpods 'EnmeBokiéa Séxa Bif [3:)\015 fomi Bt (kv) Tols
TAeloov &AAois) kal TPeaBUTns Tis éyyeypapuévos
ToMds, TTeEpTSS, EvTeTapévny Excov THY aioxivny,
yuvaika &mogelyousav Bicdkwv kuvoeldi|. émyéypamral
Bt &l Tol peoPUTou: Pdos puéTns, e BE Tis yuvaikos:
tmepent OdAa.

Here Hippolytus seems to be saying that in the Eis "EumeSokAéa Plutarch
discussed a representation of the ritual words from a mystery religion in Phlius.
How might these discussions relate to the passages on Pythagoras and
Empedocles? Certainly there is nothing controversial in saying that both

Pythagoras and Empedocles were closely associated with religious mysticism and

 For a detailed discussion of Empedocles’ cosmic cyele driven by Strife and Love, see O'Brien (1969).
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initiatory cults. It is possible to see how the rites of mystery religions might be
discussed in the same work as Pythagoras and Empedocles, though likely in
different sections of that work. It remains unclear, however, why Empedocles’
poem would be the central figure in the work, as is implied by the title Eig
"EnmeBokAéa.® However that may be, on the basis of the limited information
provided by these three passages from the Refutatio a picture begins to emerge of
the Eis "EpmedokAéa as a work devoted at least in part to discussing theological
matters such as the generation of the cosmos, the nature and fate of the soul, and
mystery religions, which presumably addressed the nature and fate of the soul. It
would appear that Pythagoras, Plato, and Empedocles figured largely in these
discussions, as perhaps did mystery religions. Without a copy of the Eig
‘EumeBokAéa it is impossible to say how much material Hippolytus borrowed
from Plutarch, though it is possible that there s far more material in the Refutatio
from the Eis 'EpmedokAéa than has been suspected.
4.2 Summary

As will have become clear from the above discussion, there is very little that can

be said with certainty about the Eis 'EpmeSokAéa. A work in ten books existed in

“ According to Alcidamas (apud D. L. 8.56) and Timaeus (FGrHist 566F14 = D. L. 8.54) Empedocles was
Pythagoras” student. While this could be the unifying link, Plutarch never mentions this tradition in his
extant works. On Pythagoras” historical background, see Burkert (1972) 109-120. Kahn (1960) 28-35 has
suggested that Empedocles broke the Pythagorean vow of secrecy and published the iepos Adyos, o
secrect doctrine of Pythagoras, in his KaBapyiol. While this would provide a certain link between
Pythagoras and Empedocles it is only speculation. Perhaps more significant is the 404-line speech in baok
15 of Ovid’s Met. which is put into the mouth of Pythagoras despite clearly being Empedoclean in nature;
see Hardic (1995) 204-214. Ovid provides evidence for Empedocles and Pythagoras being closely
associated, though the implications of that association for Plutarch’s Eis "EymeBoxAéa are unclear.
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antiquity entitled Els "EpmedokAéa which was ascribed to Plutarch. Plutarch himself in
his extant works provides little insight into what may have been contained in this work.

While Plutarch quotes these ions are generally only a line

or two in length. Plutarch’s Empedoclean quotations show no unifying theme, and they
show little interest in Empedocles’ physical tenets or his biography, and they tell us little
about Empedocles’ work. What Plutarch’s Empedoclean quotations and the fragments of
his works in multiple books suggest is that the work was wide-ranging and moved from
topic to topic. Hippolytus provides us with the only explicit information about the
contents of the Eis "EumedoxAéa: Plutarch discussed the words inscribed in a portico in
Phlius which were spoken during religious rituals, as well as the paintings illustrating the
words. There is more material in the Refutatio which may derive from the Eis
*EpmeBokAéa, but exactly what material and what its original context may have been is
uncertain. What little evidence survives provides no explanation for why the work was
named after Empedocles. If we had more of Empedocles’ work or of the Eig
"EpmeSokAéa it might be possible to gain a better understanding of the nature of the Eig
"EnmeBoxAéa. It is relatively certain, however, that the Els "EpmeSokhéa was lost
within a hundred years of its composition. The only reference that we have to it, aside
from its inclusion in the Lamprias Catalogue, is the single reference at Hippolytus 5.20.6.
Its relatively swift disappearance is not particularly surprising. One would have to be
very interested in Empedocles to pay to have a ten-book commentary copied. Indeed,
Plutarch is the only author that we know of who was writing in the mid-first to early-
second centuries A.D. and wrote a work in multiple books on Empedocles. Most writers

of this period who make mention of Empedocles do so in reference to his supposed fiery
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death in Mount Etna, a topic Plutarch never mentions in the Moralia. Like everything
else about the Eis "EpmeBokAéa it is unclear why the work appears to have been lost so
quickly. One suspects, however, on the evidence of the fragments that survive from
Plutarch’s other works in multiple books, that if any manuscripts of Empedocles’ work
had come down to us intact they might very well have provided us with a great number of
fragments of the Els "EpmeBokAéa preserved as scholia. Alas for both Empedoclean and

Plutarchean scholars that is not the case.
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Chapter Five

Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this study has been two-fold: (1) to assess Plutarch’s value as a
witness to Empedocles’ work; and (2) to discuss whether it is possible to recreate
Empedocles’ Eis "EpmeSokAéa. Here I will address cach of these topics in turn.

Plutarch has long been regarded as a valuable witness to Empedocles’ work. The
standard opinion has been that Plutarch “is generally reliable in reproducing his
quotations from Empedocles.”" This thesis, however, has raised some serious questions
as to how valuable a witness Plutarch is for Empedocles. Comparison between Plutarch’s
quotations of Plato and his Empedoclean quotations showed a vast difference in how the
quotations were treated. When Plutarch cites the works of Plato he takes great care to be
loyal to Plato’s philosophy. When Plutarch is using Plato’s exact words or words that
closely resemble Plato’s he is very careful to be faithful to Plato’s philosophical meaning,
at least as he understands it.> When Plutarch strays from using Plato’s philosophy as it
was presented in Plato’s dialogues, he also avoids using words that closely resemble
Plato’s words and prefers to paraphrase. Plutarch also provides sufficient information in
the context surrounding the quotation for the reader to identify the quotation’s original
context and thus its original meaning.’ Whether the quotation is long (Tht. 151¢5-d3) or
short (Lg. 731el1 and Phdr. 246d6-8), Plutarch strives to be loyal to Plato’s original
meaning. Plato’s words may be altered 50 as to fit more smoothly into Plutarch’s context,

but any changes are not substantial. No lines have been omitted nor have words been

! Hershbell (1971) 165.
* See chapter 2, pages 25-31.
* Sec chapter 2, pages 33-35.
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substituted so as to change the meaning of any given line. Plutarch is loyal to Plato’s
philosophy and the care taken in his quotations of Plato clearly demonstrates that loyalty.
Plutarch’s philosophical loyalties appear not to extend to Empedocles. Plutarch
feels free to change the meaning of Empedocles” lines (Mor. 1103 and DK 25).* One
suspects that the point of the alteration is for the reader to recognize that Plutarch has
altered the line, and thus to recognize Plutarch’s literary cleverness. However, Plutarch’s
willingness to alter the text of Empedocles goes far beyond changing a single word.
Plutarch also at times omits entire lines from his Empedoclean quotations (Mor. 607C),

but provides no indication of having altered the text in any way.’ Indeed, wherever we

have a source with which we can fi Plutarch’s Empedocl

discrepancies appear, and more often than not it appears to be Plutarch who is not being
entirely faithful to Empedocles’ original words. That is not to suggest, however, that
Plutarch is sloppy in his citation of Empedocles. Works such as TTpds KeoAcotn Utep
TGV &AAwv Prthocdpav (1107D-1127F) suggest Plutarch can be exact in his citations
of Empedocles when it suits his purpose. So rather than assuming carelessness on
Plutarch’s part, we should first ask whether there are any apparent reasons for why he
would alter the quotations. As discussed in chapter two, it would appear that lines are
omitted so as to limit the size of passages being cited. Plutarch preserves the gist of the
passage quoted (DK 76 and DK 115) and the line or lines central to the point he is

making, but he feels free to omit lines he deems to be superfluous to his purpose. It is not

that Plutarch is ing to mi E * work. Rather, Plutarch is not as

*See chapter 3, pages 66-68.
7 See chapter 3, pages 57-64.



about i * work in the way that he is decply

concerned about ing Plato’s phi ly.

‘When Plutarch’s treatment of Plato is compared with his treatment of Empedocles
it becomes apparent that rather than treating Empedocles as a philosophical source
Plutarch is treating him as he treats other literary sources. As so often is the case with
Plutarch’s literary quotation, Empedocles’ work is often cited in contexts which seem to
have nothing to do with the original context of the quotation. Empedoclean quotations are
trotted out alongside quotations from Homer and Euripides and provide evidence for the
broad range of ancient works that Plutarch was familiar with. Often, however, these
quotations provide little in the way of evidence concerning the nature of Empedocles’
work, aside from preserving the quotation itself.

How Plutarch is using these Empedoclean quotations must be kept in mind when
attempting to use them to reconstruct Empedocles’ work. While Plutarch appears to be an
extremely valuable source for Empedocles, he is not as valuable a witness as one might
hope. As this study has shown, Plutarch often alters his Empedoclean quotations. These

alterations should not be i the result of for or

They are
clearly a result of Plutarch’s habits of quotation. It is clear that Plutarch cared a great deal
about making his works conform to certain numerical guidelines. We saw that in
TaTtwvika fnuata and Supmociakd TpoPAruaTta Plutarch showed a tendency
to group separate questions within a single work into sets of ten. When the number of
questions exceeds that number Plutarch apologizes (736C), though the number of
questions is still a multiple of five — fifteen. He shows a similar preoccupation with the

number of lines in any quotation within a given work. While the maximum number of
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lines allowed may vary slightly from work to work, it is generally consistent within any
given work. Where Plutarch has clearly omitted lines in an Empedoclean quotation we
should assume that he has done so for his own literary purposes. Unless we have
evidence from an alternate source, we should not assume that a quotation of two lines or
more necessarily reflects the lines as they were written by Empedocles. It is distinctly
possible that lines have been omitted, and the remaining lines may not be in their original
order. Even single lines or partial lines are susceptible to major alterations. The danger
for those trying to reconstruct Empedocles’ work from them lies in the fact that without a
text to compare these quotations to we are unlikely to recognize alterations. Indeed,
because Plutarch was intimately familiar with Empedocles’ work he was able to use
Empedoclean quotations in subtly nuanced ways. Because of the absence of a complete
copy of Empedocles’ work it is difficult to perceive subtle nuances in Plutarch’s habits of

quotation in regard to Empedocles. Plutarch is a valuable witness to the work of

i but his Empedocl ions should never be taken at face value, as
there may be far more (and sometimes less) to them than meets the eye.

Plutarch’s

qi provide little assi: in our attempt to
reconstruct the Eis "EumedokAéa. The Lamprias Catalogue and the reference at
Refutatio 5.20.6 leave little doubt that such a work in ten books existed in antiquity and
was ascribed to Plutarch. Hippolytus at Refutatio 5.20.6 provides us with our only certain
information about the contents: Plutarch discussed the words inscribed and the paintings
on a portico in Phlius which dealt with mystery religions. There are other passages in the

Refutatio which give reason to suspect that they may have been derived from Plutarch’s

work. Refutatio 7.29.1-30.6 has long been suspected of deriving from the Eig
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'EpmeBokAéa. The reason for this suspicion has simply been that Hippolytus refers to the
work at 5.20.6 and the passage in book 7 deals with Empedocles. There is, however,
stronger evidence than that. Refutatio 6.25.1-4 and 7.29.8-12 appear to have been derived
from the same source. Indeed, in some places their wording is identical. The frequent use
of Empedoclean terms, in a passage on Pythagoras, points to an Empedoclean source for
6.25.1-4.° While the passage in book 7 and its surrounding context provide little evidence
that Plutarch was its original author, the passage in book 6 and its surrounding context
provide numerous reasons to sugest that Plutarch was its original author. The discussion

—which is implied at Refutatio 6.21.1-22.2—of Plato’s Timaeus and its relationship to

Pythagorean number theories and , as well as P clearly

overlaps with Plutarch’s interests as seen in the TTepl Tijs év Tiuaico yuxoyovias. This
material, which provides numerous reasons to suspect Plutarch as being its source, taken
with the Empedoclean passages in book 7 (which based on their shared passage, appear
to have been derived from the same source) and the reference to the Eis 'EpmedoxAéa at
5.20.6 suggests that there is good reason to believe that material from the Eis
"EnmeBokAéa remains lurking in the Refutatio. What can be pointed to as being
Plutarchean is, however, very sketchy and leaves the vast part of the contents of the
work’s ten books unaccounted for. Nor does it point to a reason why Empedocles’ work
would be the central focus of the work, as the title suggests. The certainty that such a
work existed and the evidence that suggests that Plutarch was indeed its author means

that while we may not be able to take Plutarch’s Empedoclean quotations at face value,

© See chapter 4, pages 92-94.
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we also cannot diminish Plutarch’s standing as an important witness to the work of

Empedocles. Plutarch was far more familiar with the work than we are ever likely to be.
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