Leonid Zhmud
5 The Papyrological Tradition on
Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans

I begin my overview of the papyrological evidence on Pythagoras and the Pythag-
oreans not chronologically but from a chreia on Pythagoras the philosopher and
grammar teacher, found on the school wooden tablet (41,5x13,5 cm) of the 3rd
or the 4th cent. AD.! Published more than a century ago, the chreia received its
second birth after David Sedley’s brilliant paper, the first to interpret this text
methodically.” The tablet contains two exercises set by a teacher (ypoppatikog) of
a Greek school in Egypt to his students: on the verso, to conjugate all the optatives
and participles of vikdw, and on the recto, to decline in all cases and numbers,
which is to say fifteen times, the following chreia:

T1.
6 TuBayopag eA6oo@og &moPag kal ypappata 818Gokwv cuveBOVAEVEY TOTG EAUTOD
HabnTaIG EVapovVwv drexeadat.

Both exercises were performed with a lot of mistakes, although the student’s
cursory handwriting indicates that he was proficient enough in such matters.?
The origin of the exercise to decline a chreia (kAiowg xpeiag) from the rhetorical
progymnasmata, known to us first through Aelius Theon (Ist cent. AD), was
noticed soon after the tablet’s publication. This kind of the morphological exer-
cise was later taken over from the rhetoricians by the teachers of the previous
level, the grammarians.’ Interestingly, our grammarian, strictly following the

1 PBrLibr. Add Ms 37516.1 = Kenyon (1909) 29-30. Frederic G. Kenyon dated the tablet in the
3rd cent. AD, which was accepted until recently; see Cribiore (1996) no. 364. Sedley (1998a) 122
n. 1, relying on the suggestions of Guido Bastianini and Manfredo Manfredi, preferred the 4th
cent. AD. He has been followed by Andorlini/Linguiti (1999) 681, Wouters (2007) 149, and Piano
(2015) 382.

2 Sedley (1998a); for a shorter version see Sedley (1998b).

3 Mistakes: Weems (1981) 51, 54-55, 71-72, and 169-172; Lapini (2013) 3-7; Piano (2015) 385.
Weems (1981) 74 and Sedley (1998a) 125 suggested that the student may have been of non-Greek
origin, but see objections: Luzzatto (2004) 174; Wouters (2007) 151 n. 60; Lapini (2013) 9 n. 26.
Handwriting: Weems (1981) 39-40; Cribiore (1996) 265 no. 364; Piano (2015) 382.

4 Brinckman (1910) 152-155.

5 Brinckman (1910) 153-155; Luzzatto (2004) 167-171; Wouters (2007) 147-152.
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rules described in Theon’s Progymnasmata,® gave to his students to decline not
the chreia on Pythagoras the philosopher, which was well-known in the rhetor-
ical tradition,” but what I believe to have been his own composition unattested
elsewhere.® It is his liberty in dealing with tradition that generated many disputes
on the meaning of his chreia.

In the first interpretation of the text, Ronald Hock and Edward O’Neil® trans-
lated it as follows: “Pythagoras the philosopher, once he had disembarked and
was teaching writings, used to counsel his students to abstain from red meat.”*°
The verb dmofag, then, was taken absolutely as referring to Pythagoras’ arrival
to Italy, and ypappata as meaning “Pythagoras’ own writings.” Obviously, the
witticism of the grammarian, who had Pythagoras teaching ypappota, thus
transforming him into his colleague, has gone unnoticed.™

Sedley, having affirmatively answered the question “Did ancient grammar-
ians (...) have a sense of humor?”, offered several new interpretations of the
chreia. According to him, its first part stated not that “the philosopher Pythagoras
disembarked” — for this is unclear without context in a self-contained chreia —
but that he “went off,” presumably from his philosophical school. In the second
part, Pythagoras becomes a grammar teacher, since ypaupata 818dokwv has an
absolutely standard meaning “to be a school-teacher” (in the case of Pythago-
ras’ own writings one would expect ocvyypappoata).? Sedley rightly stressed that
the grammarian intentionally alluded to his own profession, although Pythag-
oras as a school teacher is entirely unparalleled in the biographical tradition.
The third part is complicated, for the words évaupévwv dnéxeoBat contain not
the advice to his students “to abstain from blooded creatures,” but, according to
Sedley, a linguistic joke by a grammar teacher, originated from medical lexicog-
raphy, namely, “to abstain from the word évaipoveg.” This is because évaipwv,
-ovog, third declension, is a hapax legomenon that occurs only in the Hippocratic

6 Theon 101.3-103.2 Spengel = 94-98 Hock/O’Neil (1986). Cf. Brinckman (1910) 153.

7 TuBaydpag 6 @INGGOPOG EpwTnOEig TOTOG ETTIV O TAV AvBpWTWV Biog, &vaBag £mi T SwpdTiov
napexuev dAiyov, SnAdV 8ua TovTou Trv PpaxdTnTa (Theon 99.6-9 Spengel). See Hock/O’Neil
(1986) 334-335.

8 Hock/O’Neil (1986) 335; Luzzatto (2004) 172-175; Piano (2015) 387-388.

9 Hock/O’Neil (1986) 335.

10 Cf. Weems (1981) 22: “The philosopher Pythagoras, having gone ashore and being engaged in
teaching literature, advised his disciples to abstain from meat.”

11 To be sure, in Hock/O’Neil (2002) 51-66 (still not taking into account Sedley [1998a] and
[1998b]) “teaching writings” has been changed into “teaching literature” (62) and “teaching let-
ters” (65).

12 Cf. the words ypappoatodidackaAeiov, ypoappatodidaokalog.

13 Sedley (1998a) 130-131.
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treatise De ossium natura (9, p. 194.22 Littré); everywhere else the term &vaipog,
second declension, is used, so that the correct form would be évaipwv dnéyeo-
Oat. Sedley’s interpretation won wide acceptance,' yet one could also hear the
criticism of some of his points, to which I would like to add several arguments.
Sedley was first to notice that 6 ITuBayopag @IAGGoPog is not in normal
word order. It should be, and probably was originally, ITvBaydpag 6 @IA6co@OG —
“Pythagoras the philosopher.”” Indeed, this is how all such chreiai begin
(lookpatng 6 pRTWP, Aloyévng 6 PINOGOWOg, etc.) and this is what, I would add,
the student expected to hear during the dictation,® for in the first line he added
the article 0 at the left hand margin already after he had written ITuBayopag.””
But if this was an awkward attempt to correct his error caused by “his medio-
cre standard of Greek,” why did he retain it in the same position 14 more times?
Sedley’s explanation that this was done for consistency is not convincing. On
the contrary, as Bodnar noted, “if someone copies a somewhat non-standardly
formulated chreia (...), it would be a quite common error to drop the unexpected
article at the head of the sentence, which then later could be inserted as a correc-
tion, to where it belongs.”*® Therefore, the original and untraditional beginning
of the chreia was 6 TTuBayopag EINGoOWOG Gropag. This finds further support
in the fact that amoBaivw, when used absolutely, does not mean “to go away,”
“to go off,” but only “to disembark,” which, as was mentioned above, does not
make much sense here. Besides, the otherwise unattested withdrawal of Pythag-
oras from his philosophical school or even from philosophy*® would not suite a
self-contained chreia either.?® Thus, though Sedley recommended resisting “the
temptation to construe the sentence differently,” I cannot resist thinking that the
most natural meaning of the first element, considered but rejected by him,** is
with @i\6ooog taken predicatively: “Pythagoras having become (or turned out
to be) a philosopher.”?? This would perfectly explain both the use of &nopég and

14 Andorlini/Linguiti (1999) 682—684; Luzzatto (2004) 175; Wouters (2007) 149-150; Piano (2015).
15 Sedley (1998a) 129.

16 Dictation: Luzzatto (2004) 173; Piano (2015) 383.

17 Sedley (1998a) 129. See the image in Kenyon (1909) pl. V; Cribiore (1996) 265 no. 364.

18 Bodnar (2016) 9. See also Luzzatto (2004) 173-174 and Lapini (2013) 12-13.

19 Wouters (2007) 151: “when he had abandoned (philosophy) and was teaching grammar.”

20 Lapini (2013) 11.

21 Sedley (1998a) 129 and n. 15.

22 Cf. 6 8¢ AAkpav oixétng fv Aynoidov, ebpurg 88 dv RAeVBEpWON, kol momTrg dméPn (Arist.
fr. 611 Rose); kai “0 £yyvg kupiov TAPNG HaoTiywv:” O cuveyyi{wv SnAovoTt THi YVWoEeL Kiv-
SOvwv, PoBwv, dvidv, BApewv Sia TOV ToBov TG GAnBeiag drmoAaver “viog yop MEMaSEVpEVOG
0006 anéPn, kal Sleawdn Gmo KAVHATOG VIOG VOTHWV, VoG 8€ vonuwv §e&etal évtoldg” (Clem.
Al Strom. 2.7.35); ‘Qomep 8¢ i0g ok &v ein BAaBepog £Tépw owpaTL, GANG T® Seyopévy povw,
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the position of the article.”® Pythagoras did not leave philosophy to become a
school teacher, on the contrary, he became a philosopher, and teaching grammat,
advised his students to abstain from ensouled creatures, which incidentally was
his most famous tenet.

On the morphological level, the Egyptian grammar teacher wanted his stu-
dents to decline both the aorist participle &mopég and the present participle
818&okwv, thus making the exercise more advanced.* The usage of guveBovAevey,
instead of the more usual #¢n or &inev in chreiai of this kind, may have served
the same purpose” and, in any case, it caused the greatest difficulties for the
student. On the didactic level, a bold link between philosophy and secondary
schooling undoubtedly intended to make the latter intellectually more prestig-
ious, which would better suite our non-standard teacher, “una persona colta e un
bello spirito,” as Lapini puts it.?® Indeed, his profession certainly needed it. Here
it is worth recalling a similar historical episode though with the opposite moral.
Aristoxenus, the first biographer of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans, “says in
his On the Pythagorean Life that he heard of it (the friendship of Damon and
Phintias) from Dionysius the tyrant of Sicily when he had lost his kingdom and
was teaching grammar at Corinth.”?” Aristoxenus’ story of Damon and Phintias
became famous, which helped to give wide currency to Dionysius’ miserable fate
after his loss of power: it was mentioned among others by Philo of Alexandria,
Porphyry, and the anonymous Chronicon Oxyrhynchi.*® There was a special
proverb “Dionysius in Corinth,” on which Demetrius commented in On Style,

oUTw Kal 6 amoBag kaxog Eavtov PAdipet, obx &AAov (Hippol. Frag. in Prov. 16.1); kal 6 ££ aUTAG
YEVVWUEVOG pavTis dpiotog dméPn (Artem. Onir. 4.67); AAKIBLASNG pév odv 6 Khewviov <...> kal
PHTwp AméPn ToV pév GBAwv dueivwv, Thg oikelog 8¢ @Uoews fttwv (Choric. Orat. 8.1.16). See
also Lapini (2013) 14 n. 42.

23 Lapini (2013) 10-14 (Pythagoras, cum philosophus evasisset et magistri operam daret, discipu-
lis suis persuasit etc.) and Bodnar (2016) 9-10 also prefer this reading.

24 Luzzatto (2004) 175-176; Lapini (2013) 9 n. 26; Piano (2015) 382-384.

25 Hock/Neil (2002) 62; Luzzatto (2004) 175-176.

26 Lapini (2013) 15.

27 #k Te OV AploTdEevog v T mepl ITuBayopikod Blov avTog Staknkoévat @noi Aovuaiov T0d
Tikehiag Tupdvvov, OTe Ekmecwv TAG Hovapylog ypaupata év Kopivly é8ibaoke (Aristox. fr. 31
Webhrli; transl. by G. Clark).

28 (...) Atoviolog 6 &v KopivBw, 6g ZikeMag pév topavvog nv, ékmeowv 6¢ Tii¢ ryeuoviag eig
Kopwbov kataeyel kol ypappatioris 6 1000910 fyepwv yiverar (Phil. De Joseph. 133). kal
£ Ov AploTdEevog év ¢ mepl Tod TuBayopeiov Biov awTog Slaknkoéval @natv Alovuciov Tod
Zikehiog Tupavvov, 6T Ekmeowv TAG povapylag ypaupara v Kopivow ésidackev (Porph. VP 59).
Alovio10g 6 8eUTEPOG TG ZIKEAING TUPAVVOG EKMTECWV TAG ApXTg KaTémAevaey eig KopvBov kail
kel KaTépewve ypdupata 8i8coxkwv (POxy. 112 = BNJ 255 F 4).
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using Aristoxenian material.*® Therefore, the fact that Dionysius, after losing
power became a grammar teacher was widely known, in the rhetorical tradition
as well, and it is possible though not certain that the Egyptian teacher also knew
it. His own chreia, however, does not imply any lowering of Pythagoras’ social
status.

The third part. The expression évaipwv &nexeoBal is not unique: it occurs not
only in Sozomen’s Historia Ecclesiastica (5th cent. AD), as Sedley thought,*® but
also in the Christian writer Palladius (c. 364—c. 420) and, what is more important,
in the Great Magical Papyrus of Paris (4th cent. AD).>* All these texts, includ-
ing the school tablet, belong to the same period and the same cultural area,
Egypt and Palestine, and the formula évaipwv dnéyeoBat means in them more
or less the same as the traditional formula éupvywv anéxeodat,® i.e. to abstain
from meat (and sometimes from fish). If, then, the third part of the anecdote is
connected with the Pythagorean tradition, there is no need to look for its origi-
nal inspiration in medical lexicography. To put évaipdvwv &néxeoBot instead of
évaipwv anéyeobat would have probably been too exquisite a linguistic joke, even
for a witty grammar teacher, let alone his audience. Instead, I believe this is a
mistake made by the student, who made a lot of mistakes in both exercises. He
could have easily misheard or misunderstood the rare and bookish word &vatpog,
which occurs predominantly in medical or philosophical texts, and duplicated
the syllable on, as o and w were regularly interchanged at that time in Egypt,
including by this very student.® Thus, however attractive Sedley’s suggestion
is, the former school teacher and headmaster in me regards the more mundane
variant as being more plausible.

Two basic elements of Pythagoras’ chreia, biographical and doxograph-
ical, contain in nuce the features and peculiarities of the late Pythagorean
tradition. Normally, Hellenistic biographies and Sia8oxai, as far as they are
known to us, did not have the special doxographical sections, so familiar from
Diogenes Laértius, the only exception being Pythagoras’ biographies, which,
starting from the 1st cent. BC, tended to mix two earlier separate genres into

29 napddetypa 10 Aakedatpoviwv mpog Gikutmov: Aloviotog év KopivBw: el 8¢ é&étevay adto,
Aloviol0G knecwv Tig dpxiig mTwyevel v Kopivlw Stédokwv ypdupara, Siynua oxedov av fv
paAov Gvti Aodopiag (Demetr. Eloc. 241.7).

30 Sedley (1998a) 137 n. 31: xal oivov apmav Kai Evaipwv dnéxeodat (Sozom. Hist. eccl. 1.12.11).
31 "Hrig évaipwy pév xai éupvywv eig dxpov dnéoyeto, ixBhog 8¢ kal Aaxdvwv per’ éAaiov
AapBavovoa €v £opTh, oUTw SleTéNecev GEVKpapaTL kal Enpd Gptw Gpkovpevn (Pallad. Hist.
Laus., Vit. 57.2); Ilpoayvevoog § npépag tod v oeAnvny nafvloéAnvov yeveabal évaiuwv kal
aveye[tdv] aneyopevos (...), Preisendanz/Henrichs (1974) no. 4, 1. 63.

32 Thus Andorlini/Linguiti (1999) 684. See also Bodnar (2016) 6—7.

33 818doxov instead of 818dokwv in 1. 5. See Weems (1981) 59; Cribiore (1996) 92.
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one bio-doxography. This is true not only for Alexander Polyhistor’s Atadoyai
OV @IAocO@wv that included Pythagorean Hypomnemata or anonymous Neo-
pythagorean bio-doxography preserved by Photius,? but also for Pythagoras’
biography in Diodorus Siculus, which is based mainly on Aristoxenus and
devoid of any Neopythagorean influence.* Yet the evidence of the Herculaneum
papyri, deriving from the writings of the Epicurean Philodemus (c. 110-c. 35
BC), reflects rather the early Hellenistic tradition: it is, with one exception, bio-
graphical, not doxographical. Consequently, Pythagoras appears in Philode-
mus as a famous philosopher who did not have his own doctrines or writings.
Before offering an explanation as to why this is so, I briefly comment on the
testimonia individually.

It should be noted in advance that practically all Philodemean papyri men-
tioning Pythagoras are incomplete and/or damaged; often we lack their imme-
diate context, which, given Philodemus’ manner of quoting or paraphrasing all
his opponents before refuting their arguments, further complicates interpretation
of the text. This concerns specifically the group of evidence from Philodemus’
lengthy treatise On Rhetoric,* in which he denied political and forensic rhetoric
of the right to be called téyvn. Here the Epicurean argued mainly against two
kinds of opponents: on the one hand, rhetoricians claiming that rhetoric is abso-
lutely indispensable in political matters and in any event more important than
philosophy, and on the other, the Stoics, who believed that rhetoric, being a part
of logic, can be best done by philosophers, in particular Stoic philosophers.*”
They insisted therefore, as, for instance, Philodemus’ favorite adversary Diogenes
of Babylon (c. 228—c. 140 BC) did, “that the Stoic sage is the only true politician
and orator.”*® To this the Epicurean in compliance with the tradition of his school
objected that rhetoric does not belong to philosopher’s business and that politi-
cians effectively persuade common people thanks to their natural ability, which
can be enhanced by practice and historical knowledge.*

34 Alexander Polyhistor: Diog. Laért. 8.24-35 (= FGrHist 273 F 140); Anonymus Photii: Phot. Bibl.
438b—441b (= Thesleff [1965] 237-242). See Zhmud (2012) 71 and (2019).

35 Diod. Sic. 10.3-11 (= Thesleff [1965] 229-234). See Zhmud (2012) 72 and Schorn (2013).

36 The only complete edition still remains that by Sudhaus (1892-1896). The best modern
introduction can be found in Dorandi (1990). For an updated bibliography see Longo Auricchio/
Indelli/Del Mastro (2012) 342-344.

37 Chrysippus: Diog. Laért. 7.41-42 (= SVF 1I 295; cf. also SVF II 293 and III 698); Erbi (2009)
120-121.

38 Blank (2009) 76.

39 Blank (1995) 186-187 and (2009) 81-82; Erbi (2011).
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Our first evidence concerns the dramatic episode in Pythagoras’ life when he
left Croton because of the Cylonian revolt. It is preserved in a fragment from Book
4 of On Rhetoric:*°

T2.
Avatayo[palg [6¢ pao]|tiywbelg Tovg pwAw|mag énedeikvuev | Toig Sik[a]oTaig, kai
TTv|Barydpalg, dJt KbAdwv 6 | Kpotwwvidng énalyaywv mpldly pota Tig | méAewg £4Bale,
ToU<G> | 82 HadnTdg ABpodug | Evénpnoe, kail Zw(kpd]|tng dt 16 pév npd[telpov - - -4
(...) Anaxagoras, who having being whipped, showed the judges the welts, and Pythag-
oras, whom Cylon of Croton making troubles expelled from the city and [whose] disci-
ples he burned alive together, and Socrates, whom [first] (...)

The tradition of juxtaposing Anaxagoras and Pythagoras (and their schools),
which goes back to the 5th cent. BC, is for the first time attested in the Dissoi
Logoi: “What is it the sophists teach, if not wisdom and virtue? And what were
the Anaxagoreans and Pythagoreans, [if not teachers of these]?”? The Sophist
Alcidamas, a student of Gorgias, presented in his ®vokdg (sc. Adyog) an impos-
sible biographical combination: “Empedocles went to listen to Anaxagoras and
Pythagoras, emulating the latter in dignity of life and bearing and the former in
his study of nature” (Diog. Laért. 8.56 = 14 A 5 DK). Aristotle quoted Alcidamas’
contention that “the wise are honored by all”: thus, the Italiots rendered heroic
honor to Pythagoras, just as the Clazomenians revered Anaxagoras.*’ Unlike the
early tradition, in On Rhetoric the conjunction of Anaxagoras and Pythagoras
occurs in a context where philosophers are involved in political life, person-
ally or via their students. Thus, in this fragment Pythagoras and Anaxagoras,
accompanied by Socrates, figure as politically persecuted philosophers.** While
Anaxagoras’ tortures are unparalleled in the ancient tradition,* the story of
Pythagoras’ expulsion from Croton by Cylon and the burning of (almost) all his

40 Phld. Rhet. 4, PHerc. 245, fr. 7 Sudhaus (1892-1896) II, 180 (= 59 A 20 DK).

41 Acosta Méndez/Angeli (1992) fr. 6. See also Vassallo (2015a) T3, 112-121, and DAPR, T7.

42 (...) Tt pav Tol cogrotal Si8GokovTt GAN fj copiav kal dpetav; [A] Tt 8¢ Avagayopetot kai [Tu-
Bayopetot fev; (90 C 6.7-8 DK).

43 Tlaplot yodv Apyiloxov kairep BAdopnuov dvta TeTipnkaot, kol Xiot ‘Ounpov ovk 6vta
noAitrny, kai MutiAnvoiol Zam@d kaimep yuvaika odoav <..>, kol TrahdTar TuBaydpav, kai
Aappaxnvol Avagaydpav Eévov Gvta EBapav kal TIHAGL ETt Kat VOV (Arist. Rh. 2.23.1398b10-20 =
14 A 5 DK). Judging by the context, Tiu®otv implies specifically heroic honour, paid to the famous
oo@oi rather than simply their veneration. See Clay (2010) 427.

44 Plutarch mentions the unjust condemnation of Socrates and Pythagoras, who was burnt alive
by the Cylonians (De Stoic. rep. 10514).

45 Sider (2005 20 suggested that this episode may come from a comedy.
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followers was reported by all the early biographers of Pythagoras.*® By Philode-
mus’ time it became a biographical vulgate that conflated two different events:
the Cylonian conspiracy at the turn of the 5th cent. and the anti-Pythagorean
revolt in the mid-5th cent., when many Pythagoreans were burnt in the house of
Milo in Croton.

Elsewhere in the same book, referring to Aristotle who quoted the proverb
that a hare cannot survive in a pack of dogs, Philodemus expresses the contention
that philosophers are an easy prey: they easily become the victims of sycophants
and enemies, as Anaxagoras did.*” While ouké@avTal certainly implies Anaxago-
ras and Socrates, who have been accused by malicious prosecutors and sentenced
in a public trial, a more general word, Suopeveig, is better suited to Pythagoras’
case, in which neither philosophical ideas nor public trial were involved. Start-
ing from Aristotle and Aristoxenus, the tradition is unanimous that the conflict
between Pythagoras and Cylon was personal and political; this is also true of
the anti-Pythagorean outbreaks of the mid-5th cent. BC.*® In what way, if any, is
Pythagoras related to political rhetoric in this evidence? Eduardo Acosta Méndez
suggested that we have here, as in many other cases, a Philodemus’ paraphrase
of his adversary who aimed to demonstrate the superiority of rhetoric over philo-
sophy, unable to help his adepts in the dramatic circumstances of their life.*®
Christian Vassallo, in this volume (p. 377), interprets the fragment as dealing with
“the role of philosophy in relation to the rhetorician’s education and probably to
his ability to gain an audience,” since all three philosophers failed to convince the
judges and the people of their innocence.’® Both interpretations of the text imply
that its author expected Pythagoras to rhetorically convince his political enemies,
as if it were a court procedure or people’s assembly, and further, that he did not
know or ignored the classical tradition of Pythagoras as a powerful speaker,
attested by Antisthenes (test. 187 Prince = fr. 51 Decleva Caizzi), Dicaearchus
(FGrHist [cont.] 1400 F 56 = fr. 40 Mirhady = fr. 33 Wehrli) and Timaeus (ap. Just.
Epit. 20.4).>* Though both possibilities cannot be discounted, another context of

46 Aristox. fr. 18 Wehrli; Dic. FGrHistCont 1400 F 57a Verhasselt (= fr. 41a Mirhady = fr. 34 Wehrli);
Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 30; Tim. ap. Just., Epit. 20.4.16-17. See Zhmud (2012) 97-102.

47 Phld. Rhet. 4, PHerc. 224, fr. 15.6-11 Sudhaus (1892-1896) II, 175: ot pév odv [@i\d|oo]pot
navtoxf toodTfot | @laivovtal- 810 kai cuko[@av|talg kal dvopevéow &lyav | edmpdo]itoll]
yetvovta[i, kabd|mep Ava&]ayopag ooel[, . . . For a new reading and analysis of this fragment, see
Vassallo (2015a) 108-111.

48 Diog. Laért. 2.46 (= Arist. fr. 75 Rose); Aristox. fr. 18 Wehrli. See Zhmud (2012) 97-102.

49 Acosta Méndez/Angeli (1992) 231; also Erbi (2010) 71 n. 34.

50 Cf. Vassallo (2015a) 112-114 and (2016) 11-13.

51 Zhmud (2012) 97-99. See also below, n. 104 on Timon of Phlius.
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this fragment, similar to that of PHerc. 224, fr. 15,°> seems more plausible: Philo-
demus wanted to remind his readers what vicissitudes await philosophers when
they are directly involved in politics.

Another fragment from the same book again puts Anaxagoras and Pytha-
goras side by side:

T3a.

_____ TamMOAA TOV’ dvBpwnwvov|® vémelk
molelv Aoyov oimomtal AN év @hocoiq [TadT Epla-
Oe[v- el dle pnowv , WG Iepkiig £[AéyeTo drov]ewv Alv]a&aydplov kai
.... |to [latet nomen in -ng] ITu[6]ay6pou Kal UOIKQ
KATa OV 8 >3

OOoTEP Ol TTOMTIKOV

Relying on Sudhaus’ tentative restoration of the very lacunose text, in which key
notions are politics, rhetoric, poetry, and philosophy,>* one could read it in the
sense that philosophy is more useful for politicians then rhetoric, thus, Pericles
is said to hear Anaxagoras, while some other person, whose name is lacking,
Pythagoras. Though it is not easy to find among Pythagoras’ disciples a suitable
pendant for Anaxagoras’ student Pericles, we have to bear in mind that the 5th-
cent. tradition, preserved by Aristoxenus (frs. 18 and 43 Wehrli), made Pythag-
oras a teacher of the famous Italian legislators Charondas and Zaleucus.>® This
tradition is reflected in Philodemus’ elder contemporary Posidonius.*®

In this volume, Vassallo proposes a new reading of this Herculanean piece
of evidence:*’

T3b.
desunt minimum versus 4

5 ] ®onep ai <1®V> MONTIK@V
..... Ll TamoMatav [,

.. Jyevou mp[og

52 See above, n. 47.

53 Phld. Rhet. 4, PHerc. 1104, fr. 7 Sudhaus (1892-1896) II, 299.

54 Cf. Phld. Rhet. 4, PHerc. 1007, col. 40a.3-8 Sudhaus (1892-1896) I, 220-221: the poets and even
some of the philosophers are not inferior to the rhetoricians in their ability to praise (the gods?).
55 Zhmud (2012) 114.

56 “Zaleucus and Charondas (...) learned the legal justice they were to apply in Sicily and Greek
Italy, then at the height of their powers, not in the public forum or legal office, but in the quiet
holy retreat of Pythagoras” (Sen. Ep. 90.6 = fr. 284 EK, transl. by I. G. Kidd).

57 DAPR, T5, comm. ad loc.
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.......... npovou [,
. Tdv] avbpwnwv ov[
10 ... [ )]V éT[liil[K Lo
] moivAdyov [
.......... JotmomnTal [
...... ], GAN év @lihooopialt
...... ... 68&[ovg 8] pnowv
15 . ..], 06 TepcAig €[Aé-
yeTo akov]ewv A[v]aEaydplov
kal Adpwvog]. To Tuaydpov [
............ .., kol puowka
19 Ll katd tdve[ |

Vassallo’s new reading considerably enriches Philodemus’ fragment; he takes its
subject matter to be the role of philosophy in the educational process, which,
if misused, can also lead to impiety as happened with Pericles, a student of
Anaxagoras and Damon of Athens. With regard to Damon we can note, however,
that unlike Anaxagoras, he has not been accused of impiety but ostracized for his
political activity,”® so that atheism does not seem the most likely topic.

A more conservative reading of PHerc. 1104, fr. 7 is offered by David Blank,
who is preparing a new edition of Book 4 of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric and gener-
ously shared a draft of this text with me:*

T3c.
desunt versus xi fere
] omep ai moArtikov
Jté moAAG TdV
........... lv.evoump[
15 Inpovov
1 &vBpwnwv ov
............. Iv émex
] moletv Adyov
Jot o tad

58 Siewert (2002) 459-460; Wallace (2004); Roskam (2009) 36.
59 E-mail of 24.07.2017.
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low A[vla&aydplov
....... Jto TuBarydpovu
5 ] kot puouca

kot v O

As follows from Blank’s reading, Sudhaus’ restoration of 11. 22-23, w¢ IlepikAfig
E[Aélyeto dxov]ev A[v]a&ayoplov, is questionable, for Blank reads on 1. 23 Jowv
Alv]a&ayoplov, whereas Vassallo’s conjecture kal Adpwvog] on 1. 23 is longer than
the maximum number of letters per line in this column (I. 22).%° Still, it remains
plausible that Anaxagoras figures here as Pericles’ teacher and that an analogous
role was intended for Pythagoras.

Anaxagoras and Pericles appear again in a similar context in the fragment
of On Rhetoric’s Book 3,* where Philodemus paraphrases Diogenes of Babylon.
Firmly believing that Stoic philosophy is necessary for a good rhetorician and a
politician, Diogenes brought an example of Pericles who frequented Anaxago-
ras and other philosophers, on which Philodemus objects that none of them was
Stoic:

20 Tlep[UxAfig Toivuy, 6v [E]en
ave[k]tdTatov yeyove[vat
T]®v GAAwV pnTo[pwv, kal
AvalEayopov kai G[AAwv TI-
vav] fikovoev @I[Aocd@wv, oig

25 peéviowg mapéPale, Ttwi-
k0iG 8’ o[V]8a[p]dg KTA.8

Therefore, Pericles, who, [as he (sc. Diogenes of Babylon) said], was the most tol-
erable among rhetoricians, attended Anaxagoras and some [other] philosophers,
of whom he probably was a disciple, but in no ways Stoics (...)

Generally, Philodemus believed that philosophy does not make a politician
but it makes a good citizen and, therefore, a better politician.®* Specifically, Philo-
demus’ passages, where philosophical education of Pericles and other famous

60 “Each of its columns contained ca. 26 lines, each line containing 17-22 (avg. 21) letters. My
reconstruction follows these general guidelines” (D. Blank, e-mail of 24.07.2017).

61 Phld. De rhet. 3, PHerc. 1506, col. 21.20-26 Sudhaus (1892-1896) 11, 226-227 (= Diog. Bab. SVF
111 25).

62 Indelli (2002) 235 (= DAPR, T4).

63 Phld. Rhet. 3, PHerc. 1506, cols. 11a.25-12a.3 Sudhaus (1892-1896) II, 267 (= Hammerstaedt
[1992] 41); cols. 15.16-16.9 Sudhaus (1896) 271-272 (= Hammerstaedt [1992] 47).
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political orators, such as Demosthenes, is mentioned, confirm that he positively
evaluated this education without considering it decisive for their success.®*
Though Pythagoras figures in only one such evidence (T3), an instructive par-
allel to this tradition is to be found in Plutarch’s short treatise On the Fact that
the Philosopher Must Primarily Consort with Rulers. The work had as its goal the
demonstration of the fact that the philosopher conversing with leading politi-
cians makes them better and through them the whole society, for if he teaches
privately, he creates calmness and quite only in one man,

but if these teachings take possession of a ruler, a statesman, and a man of action and fill
him with love of honour through one he benefits many, as Anaxagoras did by associating
with Pericles, Plato with Dion, and Pythagoras with the chief men of the Italiote Greeks.®

Indeed, as mentioned above, Aristoxenus presented Pythagoras as a teacher of
Charondas and Zaleucus (frs. 18 and 43 Wehrli), which was repeated by Posi-
donius (fr. 284 EK). According to Aristoxenus, until the mid-5th cent. BC the
Pythagoreans belonged to the ruling élite of Magna Graecia and after that the
Pythagorean Lysis fled to Thebes and became a teacher of Epaminondas (fr. 18
Webhrli). In an oration of Plutarch’s contemporary Dion of Prusa a familiar pair of
politically influential philosophers, Anaxagoras and Pythagoras, appears again,
this time Pythagoras visibly overshadows Anaxagoras. Dion goes as far as to
explain the successes of Philip II of Macedon through the influence of Epaminon-
das, whose teacher was Lysis, a direct student of Pythagoras, and declares that
the Athenians benefited inter alios

from Pericles, the disciple of Anaxagoras; the Thebans from Epaminondas; the Romans
from Numa, who, as some say, had some acquaintance with the philosophy of Pythago-
ras; and the Italian Greeks in general from the Pythagoreans.®®

It is very likely then that PHerc. 1104, fr. 7 reflects the very tradition which has
been elaborated further by Plutarch and Dion.

In PHerc. 1004, containing Book 7 of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric,®” Margherita
Erbi recently suggested the name of Pythagoras be read. It appears in the context
of Philodemus’ polemics concerning rhetoric with Diogenes of Babylon. While
criticizing the rules of rhetoric as cunning tricks, the Stoic twice (cols. 57.8-13

64 Indelli (2002), esp. PHerc. 1506, cols. 3.32-4.10 Sudhaus (1892-1896) II, 205-206; PHerc.
1078/1080, fr. 7.7-17, PHerc. 1004, col. 105.7-14 Sudhaus (1892-1896) I, 380. Cf. also PHerc. 1004,
col. 56.5-13 Sudhaus (1892-1896) I, 350.

65 Plut. Max. cum princ. 777A3-8, transl. by R. L. Fowler. See Roskam (2009) 163.

66 Dio Chrys. Or. 49.7 (transl. by H. L. Crosby).

67 Del Mastro (2012).
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and 62.4-10) quotes Heraclitus in support of his opinion: rhetorical education
(1 8¢ @V pnTdpwv eioaywyrj) is, according to the latter, komidwv Gpynyog — an
accusation that another branch of tradition relates to Pythagoras.®® In Diogenes’ quo-
tations the name of Pythagoras is lacking, but it appears between them (col. 60)
in Philodemus’ own text:

T4.
(Pl)\OO'é(P(Ul X[ ....... . »]l
5  miotel pog [[ub]ayopav
__TOV @IAGCOMOV. 0V [V
GAN’ ETL Tad T TIGVY OTPOY-
YOAWG EMoKOPOpEY
el kal 8t avToug dvayka-
10  opeba kal avTol Tpog
T TIOPOTTA 0L TIQALY-
__Moyeiv.®

Only five words in 11. 5-6 are related to Pythagoras, the paragraphos after 1. 6
signifies the beginning of Philodemus’ recapitulation. Due to the lack of context
it is very difficult to say what philosopher’s name is hidden in lacuna in 1. 47° and
what the phrase “because of the trust in the philosopher Pythagoras” means here
(if the supplement is correct). It seems clear that this is not Philodemus’ own,
but somebody’s else trust. Erbi’s interpretation is that a) Diogenes intentionally
omitted Pythagoras’ name from Heraclitus’ quotation (col. 57); b) in Philodemus’
view the Stoic did this because of his “attitude of respect and consideration for
Pythagoras and his doctrine.”” This is extremely ingenious, and yet very difficult
to prove. Given that Diogenes omitted Pythagoras’ name from Heraclitus’ quota-
tion and Philodemus knew this, what could lead him to the idea the Stoic did this
out of respect to Pythagoras and his doctrine?”> Except for Zeno’s ITuBayopika

68 Schol. Eur. Hec. 131 (= Tim. FGrHist 566 F 132 = 22 B 81 [II] DK = fr. 18 [b] Marcovich): komidag 8¢
TAG TV Adywv TéXVaG GAoL Te kat O Tipatog oUTwE ypagpwv: “GoTe kal @aiveodau pr) Tov IuBoayopav
EVP<ETIV YEV>OUEVOV TOV GANBVOV KomiSwv pnde Tov U’ HpokAeitov Katryopodpevoy, GAN adtov
<tOVv> ‘Hpbichertov lvat ToV dAafovevudpevov.”

69 Phld. De rhet. 7, PHerc. 1004, col. 60 Sudhaus (1892-1896) 1, 353 (= Erbi [2010] 70).

70 Salvatore Cirillo proposed Xpuoinnwi, Diogenes’ teacher.

71 Erbi (2010) 71.

72 Timaeus of Tauromenium, while quoting the same passage (see above, n. 68), openly ac-
cused Heraclitus of lying about Pythagoras, whom the historian held in great esteem.
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(Diog. Laért. 7.4), of which nothing is preserved, Pythagoras the philosopher was
as good as nonexistent in Stoicism of the 3rd and 2nd cent. BC. To be sure, Dio-
genes, again quoted by Philodemus, relates an anecdote of Pythagoras, but it
does not show any sign of particular respect towards the latter.

Book 4 of Philodemus’ polemical treatise On Music, reconstructed by Daniel
Delattre, presents (cols. 1-54) and then refutes (cols. 55-142) the views on music
of Diogenes of Babylon,” inter alia, the doctrine of a musical ethos, or the psy-
chagogic and moral power of music, that was popular in Greek philosophy since
Plato and Aristotle. For Philodemus, however, instrumental music, in contrast to
rational emotions, was péAog Ghoyov and thus in no way able to inspire, console,
or soothe the soul. The much damaged col. 42 contains the remnants of a well-
known anecdote about Pythagoras illustrating how music affects the soul by a
slow and solemn spondaic tune. In the app. crit. of his edition Delattre suggests
exempli gratia the following restoration, which he translates as follows:

T5.
Mubayopav 8¢ [
aVA[nTpida V[
péhog] kat TodTov |

| ev]aywyoTepov [veavidv | peBu]ovtwv koAé[oavta Tiva
Joug 16 omfovdeiov |

Quant & Pythagore, [il réussit & obtenir un comportement] plus docile [de jeunes gens]
qui étaient ivres, en invitant [une] joueuse d’aulos [a jouer] un air spondaique [en vue
de susciter en eux les affections contraires] <a celles que leur causait I'ivresse> (...) et
celui-1a (...)™

A fuller version of the anecdote, only with a male aulete accompanying the
komasts, appears in Sextus Empiricus, who also criticized the theory of musical
ethos and refuted the arguments of the Stoic adversaries they had in common
with Philodemus:

First in order, let us begin with the things customarily babbled about music by the many
(...). Thus Pythagoras, when he once observed how youths who had been filled with Bacchic
frenzy by alcoholic drink differed not at all from madmen, exhorted the flute-player, who
was joining them in the carousal, to play his aulos for them in the spondaic melos. When he
thus did what was ordered, they suddenly changed and became as temperate as if they had
been sober even at the beginning.”

73 Barker (2001).

74 Phld. De mus. 4, PHerc. 1576, col. 42.39-45 Delattre (2007) I, 69. For a discussion of the anec-
dote, see Spinelli (2014) with bibliography.

75 0 yobv ITuBaydpag pewpdkia Vo pEONG EkBeBakyevpéva MOTE BEAOAUEVOS MG UNBEV TOV
HEUNVOTWV SLOQEPELY, TAPTVESE T® GUVETIKWHALOVTL TOUTOLG OWANTRH TO omovdeiov avToig
énavMioal pélog Tod 8¢ TO mpooTayBev MooavTog oVTWG aipvidiov petaBodsiv cwpo-
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That Philodemus and Sextus Empiricus (perhaps, indirectly) used Diogenes’
work On Music is all the more likely as they share three further examples (on
Clytemnestra, Socrates, and military music of the Spartans), reveal similar vocab-
ulary and treat a number of common topics related to music.”® A different version
of this anecdote appears in Cicero. Here, not wine but enthusiastic music causes
erotic rage among the youths, the setting is more violent and the aulete is a man:

The story is told that one time certain youths became aroused by the music of the tibia,
as can happen, and they were about to break in the door of a chaste woman. Pythagoras
then admonished the tibia player to perform a spondaic melody. When this was done, the
slowness of the tempo and the dignity of the performer caused the raging fury of these boys
to subside.”

Iamblichus relates the same version as Cicero, only in more detail (e.g. that the
music was first performed in the Phrygian mode), whereas in Aristides Quintil-
ianus the tale is replaced with Pythagoras’ advices to his students to give pre-
ference to the lyre over the aulos, for while the first cares for our rational nature,
the second serves our worse part.”®

From its first appearance in Diogenes, this anecdote illustrating how certain
melodies can alter the disposition of the soul to the contrary has been used as
an argument for the psychagogic and moral impact of music. But the theory of
musical ethos, correct and incorrect modes and metres etc. was first formulated
not by Pythagoras but by Damon of Athens’ and evolved by many thinkers
including Plato and Aristotle. It has been linked with Pythagoreanism much later,

VIo0EVTOG (G €l kal TV apxrv #vneov (Sext. Emp. Math. 6.7-8, transl. by D. D. Greaves). Cf.
criticism at 6.23. According to Basil of Caesarea (De leg. gent. libr., 9), the auletes changed on
Pythagoras’ advice the harmonia to the Doric one (spondaic was a typically Doric rhythm), thus
completely sobering a group of komasts. In Ammonius (In Porph. 13.24-28 Busse), Olympiodorus
(In PL. Grg. 5.4 Westerink) and Elias (In Porph. 31.11-13 Busse) Pythagoras simply advises the
auletris to change the melody of the aulos, which relieves the youth of his erotic desire.

76 Greaves (1986) 24-26; Rispoli (1992); Spinelli (2014) 346 n. 31. Delattre (2006) argues that
Sextus used Philodemus.

77 Cic. De cons. suis fr. 3 (= Op. IV 3, p. 339 Miiller), transl. by C. Bower. Cicero was the source of
Quintilian (Inst. 1.10.32), Augustine (C. Iul. 5.23), and Boethius (Inst. mus. 1.1).

78 Tambl. VP 112, followed by Syrianus (In Hermog. 22.3-10 Rabe); Aristid. Quint. De mus. 2.18,
cf. Arist. Pol. 8.6.1341a21-24.

79 See recently Wallace (2015), Almazova (2016), and A. Brancacci’s paper in this volume. More
skeptically Barker (2007) 47, 72-74, and 252. In PHibeh 13 an unknown author of the early 4th
cent. BC, allegedly Alcidamas (see Brancacci [1988]), attributes the idea that some melodies
make men courageous, others cowardly, still others just, etc. to the so—called harmonikoi, a trend
in musicology which opposed the Pythagoreans in almost everything. See Barker (1984) 183-185.
Wallace (2015) 97-100 sees in these harmonikoi the followers of Damon.
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in the pseudo- and Neopythagorean literature,®® which makes the historicity of
this tradition highly improbable.?! Earlier evidence is limited to two notices in
Strabo,* the Pythagoras anecdote and a similar story about the Pythagorean Clei-
nias told by Chamaeleon of Pontus, the Peripatetic of the first generation:

if it ever happened that he had difficulties because of anger, took up the lyre and played it.
In response to those seeking the reason he used to say, “I am soothed” (1'[poti')vopou).83

Chamaeleon’s considerations on musical ethos were known to Diogenes (and
via him to Philodemus),® so it is possible that the Pythagoras anecdote also
derives from him. Several things, however, attest against this. Chamaeleon most
probably borrowed the Cleinias anecdote from Aristoxenus, who authored a
tale about Archytas tempering his anger and a number of other stories on Clein-
ias.® Aristoxenus’ contention that “the Pythagoreans used medicine to purify
the body and music to purify the soul”®® squares very well with the soothing-
cathartic effect of music in the Cleinias anecdote. The same verb mpaivetv
occurs in Aristoxenus’ explanation of the reason why music was introduced at
banquets:

as wine intemperately drunk weakens both the body and mind, so music by its harmonious
order and symmetry (Tfi Té&el T kal ouppeTpiq) assuages (mpaiivey) and reduces them to
their former constitution.®”

The expression TG kai ouppeTpia was a beloved Pythagorean topos in Aris-
toxenus (frs. 33, 35, and 37 Wehrli), but the ethical effect of the opposite musical
forms and instruments (e.g. lyre/aulos), as believed by Plato and Aristotle, was

80 Porph. VP 30, 32; lambl. VP 64-65 and 110-114, from Nicomachus of Gerasa, who used ps.—
Pythagorean treatises. Whereas Porphyry’s description is limited to the cathartic-therapeutic ef-
fects of music, mentioned already in Aristox. fr. 26 Wehtli (see below, n. 86), lamblichus provides
a full picture of Pythagoras as the initiator of education through music.

81 Zhmud (2012) 285-288; Wallace (2015) 194-200.

82 1.2.3 seems to refer to Strabo’s contemporaries, in 10.3.10 the Pythagoreans are attached to
Plato.

83 Ath. 14.18.624F-625A (= Chamael. fr. 5 Martano).

84 Phld. Mus. 4, PHerc. 1576, cols. 46.45-47.11, 131.28-35 (= Chamael., frs. 6-7 Martano).

85 Aristox. fr. 30 Wehrli (on Archytas): £pn 8¢ AéyeoBat kai mept KAewiov towadté Twvas fr. 131
Webhrli (on Cleinias); Diod. Sic. 10.4.1; Ilambl. VP 239 (on Cleinias, from Aristoxenus).

86 ol [Mubayopikoi kKABAPTEL EXPOVTO TOD PEV GWHATOG SL TAG aTpikig, TAg 8¢ Yuyig Sua TAg
povaotkig (fr. 26 Wehrli). Aristoxenus himself, according to Theophrastus, used aulos for curing
psychic disorders: Apollon. Mir. 49 = Aristox. fr. 6 Wehrli = Theophr. fr. 726A FHS&G with com-
ments in Wehrli (1967%) and Fortenbaugh (2011) ad loc. Cf. also fr. 720 FHS&G.

87 Ps.-Plut. De mus. 1147A2-5 (= Aristox. fr. 122 Wehrli), transl. by W. W. Goodwin.
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not. There is no secure evidence that Aristoxenus believed in such effect himself 8

or that he ascribed it to the Pythagoreans, let alone Pythagoras himself.

Looking for the origin of the Pythagoras anecdote, one inevitably comes
across a parallel version, quoted by Galen from Posidonius, where the protago-
nist is Damon:

For why by the gods — I’ll ask this too of Chrysippus’ followers — when Damon the musician
was present when a female aulete was piping a Phrygian tune to some young men who were
drunk and acting crazily, why did he order her to pipe a Dorian tune, and they immediately
ceased their demented carrying on?*’

Martianus Capella, whose source was Varro, a scholar heavily versed in Greek
tradition, also preserved the tale with Damon and spondaic melos.® This version
is complete and, being closely connected with Damon’s teaching, has a greater
chance of being original. The manic behavior of the youths was caused not by
wine or music, as in two versions of the Pythagoras anecdote, but by their com-
bined effect. Damon orders that the melody be changed from a Phrygian to a
Dorian tune, which in the Pythagoras tale are attested separately (in lamblichus
and Basil). Now, it was Damon and his followers who assigned opposite quali-
ties to the different musical forms,®! specifically, to Phrygian and Dorian modes.
This is stated in the famous passage in Plato’s Republic (3.399a—-400b), discus-
sing good and bad harmoniai, metres, and rhythms and their opposite effects on
human soul, which is commonly attributed to the influence of Damon.’> Some
rhythms are appropriate for pavia (3.400b2) and some for its opposite.®®

88 For a nuanced analysis, see Barker (2007) 249-259 and Rocconi (2012). Philodemus criticizes
Aristoxenus for ‘Damonian’ ideas (Mus. 4, PHerc. 1576, col. 109.29-39 Delattre [2007] II, 203).

89 émel 81a Tl, mPOG BedV, EpwTNow YA Tt TOHTO TOVG Ao Tod Xpuainmov, Aduwv 6 HOVEIKOG
VAN TPIBL apayevopeVog abAovor TO PpUYLOV VEAVIGKOLG TIOLV OLVWHEVOLG KAl HaVIKG GTTa
Slampattopévolg ékélevoev avAfioat TO Awplov, oi 8¢ VBV EmavoavTo TAG EUMANKTOV QPOPES
(fr. 168 EK, transl. by R. W. Wallace).

90 Ebrios iuvenes perindeque improbius petulantes Damon, unus e sectatoribus meis, modulorum
gravitate perdomuit; quippe tibicini spondeum canere iubens temulentae dementiam perturbatio-
nis infregit (De nupt. 9.926). See Stahl (1971) 53-55. Martianus refers to Varro at 9.928.

91 See above, n. 79.

92 Ethos of harmoniai is discussed in 3.398c-399¢7, ethos of rhythms in 3.399e8-400b. Since
Damon is mentioned in 3.400b1, Wallace (2015) 141-144 and 179181, relates to him only the sec-
ond part, whereas the first “need not reproduce Damon’s views” (181). Thus also Barker (2007)
252 n. 29. The occurrence of Damon’s name in the middle of this discourse is not a decisive argu-
ment against his influence in the first part.

93 Before quoting the Damon anecdote, Posidonius refers to this very passage: “We shall pre-
scribe for some a regimen of rhythms, modes and exercises of a certain kind, for others those of
a different kind, as Plato taught us” (fr. 168 EK, transl. by I. G. Kidd).
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If Damon was the protagonist of the original version, the tale has been trans-
ferred to Pythagoras® as a more prominent figure most probably in the rich bio-
graphical tradition of the 4th—3rd cent. BC. Diogenes of Babylon, well familiar
with the Peripatetic biography, relates the Pythagoras anecdote but reserves the
theory of musical ethics exclusively for Damon, presenting it as follows:

Moreover, when one asked if music incites all the virtues or just some of them, Damon, the
musician, believed that [it will incite] the musician to all of them or nearly all. [For, he said]
that the effect of singing and playing the kithara renders the child [not only more coura-
geous and more temperate, but also more just (...)].”

After the 1st cent. BC, when Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans began to be associ-
ated with the well-known ideas of the ethical influence of music, the Pythagoras
anecdote replaces the original one. What we find in Diogenes and Philodemus is
an intermediate stage: Pythagoras is a hero of the anecdote that illustrates ideas
attributed to Damon.

In Book 10 (Tlepi Unepn@aviag) of On Vices Philodemus defines and criticizes dif-
ferent forms of arrogance.® The book consists of two parts: in the first (cols. 1-10)
the Epicurean offers his own reflections on the topic, in the second (cols. 10-24)
he summarizes and quotes the protreptic letter On the Removal of Arrogance by
a certain Aristo. This writer is identified either with the Peripatetic Aristo of Ceos
(by the majority of scholars) or with the Stoic Aristo of Chios,” both of the 3rd
cent. BC. Introducing Aristo’s writing, according to which the principal source
of arrogance is TOyn, Philodemus notes that philosophy itself, as he mentioned
before (col. 6), can also be a reason why some people may appear (justifiably or
not) arrogant, and adduces as an example a list of four philosophers:

Té6.
Apiotwv to[i]vuv [yleypagwg ITept T0d | ko[u]i[ewv U]nepngaviag €lmgtol[kov] T[t i]-
Slov pev Elmabev <tiv> [tldy d[a Toxnv Vmepneldlvwv [kat]i[8]wv, oV polvolv] dik

94 So Lasserre (1954) 62-63; Matelli (2004) 163 n. 38.

95 Phld. Mus. 4, PHerc. 1576, col. 22.4-15 Delattre (2007) I, 36, transl. by L. H. Woodward. Resto-
ration of the last lines relies on PHerc. 1578, col. 100.37-45 Delattre (2007) II, 194-195. Philodemus
mentions Damon two more times: cols. 34 and 147-148, see Wallace (2015) 157-165.

96 Phld. Vit. 10, PHerc. 1008, cols. 1-24 Ranocchia. The only complete edition: Jensen (1911); the
second part: Ranocchia (2007); for the first part, see Indelli (2010). Critical discussion Tsouna
(2007) 143-162; French translation: Tsouna (2010a). Bibliography: Longo Auricchio/Indelli/Del
Mastro (2012) 350-351.

97 For earlier literature, see Acosta Méndez/Angeli (1992) 208 nn. 34-35, for recent: Fortenbaugh/
White (2006); Angeli (2007) 9-10. Ranocchia (2007), (2016), and (2017) argues for the Stoic Aristo.
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T[v’ &]mo Tang Umepinglalvod[vtwlv, dGAAG kal | U & mpoeina]pev fpeis, kai | SAlTla
kal 8 avTv @ooolgifav] ToAAGV So&avTwy, | wg [HlpakAeitou kal IMubayod|pou
kal E[p]nedokAéovg kal | Zwkpdtoug kal momtdv évilwy, odg ofi] moAatol TV
Kw|pwiSoypapwv énepamifov.

Aristo, then, who has written an epistolary work On Relieving of Arrogance, was
alone (?) in considering only that of those who become arrogant on account of
(good) fortune, these being arrogant not only on account of circumstances deriv-
ing from that, but also on account of what we have mentioned earlier, and indeed
many having given the impression of being arrogant on account of philosophy itself,
such as Heraclitus and Pythagoras and Empedocles and Socrates and certain poets,
whom the older comic poets used to censure.®

Since Philodemus/Aristo specify why these philosophers are considered arrogant
only in the case of Socrates,*® while the rest seems to be mentioned elsewhere
in Aristo’s letter,'°® we have to turn to the biographical tradition on them and to
what Philodemus previously said on philosophers’ arrogance. As opposed to Her-
aclitus, Empedocles, and Socrates, each of whom has had a long history of being
specifically accused of different forms of arrogance (Umepn@avia, dAafoveia,
vniepoPia, VPpLS, eipwvela, etc.),’® Pythagoras figured in tradition as a person
struggling with it rather than an object of censure. Following Wilhelm Crénert, the
commentators referred to Diog. Laért. 8.11 and 36 as to the examples of Pythag-
oras’ arrogance,'® yet oepvomnpenéotartog (8.11) by itself does not have negative
connotations, it agrees better with the early description of Pythagoras’ oepvotnrta
709 Te Biov kai Tod oxnpatog by Alcidamas and Dicaearchus'® than with his arro-
gance. The same oepvomnpénela appears at 8.36 with a quotation from Timon of

98 Phld. Vit. 10, PHerc. 1008, col. 10.11-25 Ranocchia = Jensen (1911) 16-17 = Acosta Méndez/
Angeli (1992) fr. 4 = Fortenbaugh/White (2006) fr. 21a = Ranocchia (2007) 253. The restoration of
the text’s first part is disputable; I reproduce the text of the last critical edition and Ranocchia’s
translation; cf. Tsouna (2010b) 389.

99 Cols. 21-23 (= Acosta Méndez/Angeli [1992] fr. 5). Poets are represented by Euripides, col.
13.1-9.

100 Ranocchia (2007) 17; Angeli (2007) 12.

101 Heraclitus: Diog. Laért. 9.1, 9.6, 9.15; Empedocles: Diog. Laért. 8.66 (6mov 8¢ &Aafova kai
@ilavTov év Th mowoeL), 8.70, 8.73; Socrates: Diog. Laért. 2.25, cf. Pl. Symp. 219c7. See Indelli
(2007) 279-283; Ranocchia (2007) 17-18, and in this volume.

102 Cronert (1906) 191 (s.v. Herakleitos); Acosta Méndez/Angeli (1992) 215; Ranocchia (2007) 18.
103 On Alcidamas, see above, p. 117. Dicaearchus says: “He (sc. Pythagoras) arrived in Italy and
appeared in Kroton, Dikaiarchos says, as a man who arrived with a lot of travel experience and
was brilliant and well endowed by fortune as to his own natural disposition. With respect to his
appearance, he was noble and great and had a lot of charm and beauty in his voice, in his char-
acter and in everything else” (FGrHist [cont.] 1400 F 56 = fr. 40 Mirhady = fr. 33 Wehrli; transl.
by G. Verhasselt).
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Phlius, who ridicules Pythagoras’ solemnity of speech, oepvryopin.'® Reveal-
ingly, in the earlier passage, to which Philodemus himself refers (dAAG kot 8 &
npoeina]pev fueig),'® he defends philosophers from unjustified accusations of
arrogance because of v oguvotnra [klai [T]ig 6ew(g] kali] Tod nfav]To[g] Biov
(col. 6.19-21).1°¢ The real Umepnpavog is not he who possesses these characteris-
tics, but he who appears contemptuous and despises people by his actions (col.
6.27-33). If Philodemus considered gravitas as the most appropriate characteristic
of a philosopher per se (exemplified by the Epicurean sage), then, in his view,
Pythagoras must have belonged to those who, unlike Heraclitus and Socrates,
only appeared to be arrogant 81 @\ogo@iav.

Philodemus’ attitude to Pythagoras, as far as we can judge from the availa-
ble evidence, was either positive or neutral, as opposed to his criticism towards
Socrates.'® As for Aristo, it is doubtful whether he meant Pythagoras among those
maniacally hubristic people, who “believed to become gods from mortals.”*°® The
context of this column, especially the figure of Xerxes, whose arrogance is men-
tioned in the previous sentence, suggests that apotheosis of Hellenistic kings,
rather than of Presocratic philosophers, is implied here. In any case, Pythagoras,
unlike Empedocles, did not claim to become a god.'®

A brief extract from Pythagoras’ biography has been found among the fragments
of the PHerc. 1788 published by Cronert.'® He identified frs. 1-8 containing the

104 Trv 8¢ oepvorpenetav tod MuBayopov kai Tipwv év Toig Zilotg dakvwv avTov dpwg ol
napeNmey, einwv obTwg Mubaydpny Te yonTag &rokAivovt’ £mi 86Eag / Onpn £m’ &vBpwnwy,
oepvnyoping 6aptothy (fr. 57 Di Marco). This refers to the tradition of Pythagoras’ public speech-
es, cf. above, p. 118.

105 We take his cross—reference in col. 10 as referring to col. 6 as the only one in the previous
text that directly discusses philosophers.

106 Ranocchia (2007) 289; Indelli (2010) 328; Tsouna (2010a) 618. “Such critics misunderstand the
manner in which sages relate to other people, and also ‘the nobility both of their appearance and
of their [whole] life’ (VI.19-21),” Tsouna (2007) 150. Cf. Aristoxenus’ story on Damon and Phintias
(fr. 31 Wehrli), where the associates of Dionysius the Elder mocking the Pythagoreans as braggarts
(6Aag6vag) claimed that their dignity (oepvotng) would collapse if they are really scared.

107 Acosta Méndez/Angeli (1992).

108 1 0 Beovg £E avBpwnwV [E]avTovg yeyovevat Sokelv (col. 16.24-25). See Ranocchia (2007)
322-323.

109 According to the story made up by Heraclides Ponticus, the first incarnation of Pythagoras’
soul was Aetalides, who was considered to be son of Hermes, then Euphorbus, Hermotimus,
and a fisherman Pyrrhus (Diog. Laért. 8.4 = fr. 86 Schiitrumpf = fr. 89 Wehrli); Zhmud (2012) 232
n. 115. This is rather a reverse apotheosis.

110 Cronert (1906) 147, cf. 19-20. Recently it has been re-edited by Vassallo (2017), whose work
was unavailable to me when I wrote this paper.
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names of Thales, Pherecydes, Leucippus, Democritus, Empedocles, Gorgias,
and Stilpo as parts of the historiographical section of a polemical treatise by
an unknown Epicurean. This opinion was widely accepted,*'* yet recently some
scholars have been inclined to ascribe PHerc. 1788, frs. 1-8 to an unidentified
work of Philodemus himself.**? Fr. 4 of this small bio-doxographical collection
deals with Pythagoras,'"® whose name, however, is missing in the text:

T7.
év 8¢ Kpnnt xateAdwv eig] ||
10’ I8aiov &lv[t]pov [peta Tod E-
mpevidov] kal o mepl O[dv
map’ avTod &v] dmoppnToLS [pa-
Bwv amfipev] eig Kpodtwva [kal
5 xateéotpedev Elveviikovta [£Tn
Blovg kai £t&]en v Meta[nov-
Tiwt évTipwg).
(...) [and having descended into the Idaean cave on Crete with Epimenides] and [having learned

from him] the secret teaching about the gods, [he departed] to Croton [and died] at the age of 90
[and was buried] in Metapontum [with honors].

As is easy to see, Cronert reconstructed two thirds of the text'' relying on

Diogenes Laértius’ biography of Pythagoras.'”> One more parallel can be found
in Porphyry’s passage, €ig 8¢ 10 16aiov kaAovpevov Gvtpov katafdg (...) €nel
8¢ g Trahiag éméPn kal &v Kpotwvt Eyéveto (VP 17-18), which derives from
the Hellenistic biographical handbook, similar or identical to that used by
Diogenes Laértius.*® Cronert’ conjecture [peta Tod Empevidov] has not been
further supported,™ but the preserved part of the extract offers well known

111 See e.g. Dorandi (1982) 351; Indelli (2007) 285. Primavesi (2002) 186, and Obbink (2011), as
quoted in Porter (2016) 186 n. 90, relate this treatise to the 2nd cent. BC.

112 Angeli (2003) 332-333; Vassallo (2015b) 102 n. 13, cf. Vassallo (2017).

113 =14 A 13 DK = Timpanaro Cardini (1958) test. 13.

114 Dorandi (1982) 351 n. 32 speaks of “azzardate integrazioni.”

115 &iv’ év KpAtp obv ‘Erupevidn xoatiAdev eig 16 I8aiov dvtpov: (...) kal T& mepi Bedv &v
dmopprTolg Epodev. eir’ EnavilBev eig Zapov, kal eDp@V TV MaTPida TUpAVVOLpEVIY DO
oAvkpaToug, amipev eig KpdTtwva (8.3); eig MeTamovTiov rieEeABETY KAKET TOV Blov KataoTpéPal
(8.40); wg & ol mAeioug, £Tn Plovg évevikovta (8.44).

116 Zhmud (2012) 75 n. 60.

117 It is mentioned in Diels’ app. crit. (14 A 13 DK) and Timpanaro Cardini (1958) test. 13. The
fragment was not included in the recent editions of Epimenides: Toye (2007); Bernabé (2007)
126-128.
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facts from the Hellenistic biographies of Pythagoras: his visit to the Idaean
cave on Crete (a]v[t]pov), initiation into secret rites and teachings (dnoppnta),
emigration to Croton and death in Metapontum at the age of 90. Among the
possible sources of this information Timaeus of Tauromenium seems to be the
most suitable candidate, for his Pythagoras traveled to Crete and Sparta (Just.
Epit. 20.4), lived long enough to become Empedocles’ teacher (FGrHist 566 F
14) and died in Metapontum venerated by the local citizens (FGrHist 566 F
131; Just. Epit. 20.4). Timaeus, however, sent Pythagoras to study the laws of
Minos and Lycurgus,*® not to descend into the Idaean cave, so that a religious
version of this journey with the secret rites, etc. is younger than him.

Whereas the other seven extant columns of PHerc. 1788 relate, in varying degrees,
to philosophical ideas and/or works of the respective thinkers, the testimonium
on Pythagoras is purely biographical. This may be a sheer accident, but against
the background of all Philodemus’ references to Pythagoras it would, on the con-
trary, appear to be a distinct tendency. Though Pythagoras the philosopher crops
up in Philodemus’ texts more often than Anaxagoras and not much less than
Democritus,™ his ideas never come to the foreground. Philodemus’ Pythagoras
is a convenient example to use in a discussion (T2, T3, and T4), a character of
anecdotes (T5), he often figures in the company of other philosophers (T2, T3,
and T6). The Pythagoras of Philodemus’ sources and opponents, Diogenes of
Babylon and Aristo, is pretty much the same. Generally, the figure of Pythag-
oras as known to Philodemus belongs to the first two centuries of Hellenism,
when he was a part of the biographical rather than the philosophical tradition.
The demise of the Pythagorean school after 350 BC and the lack of Pythagoras’
writings (or writings considered authentic) contributed to a situation where he
turned out to belong to the distant philosophical past, hardly relevant to con-
temporary philosophers. In spite of Philodemus’ deep interest in the history of
philosophy he lets Pythagoras appear in a doxographical context only once,*?°
in a long list of theologoi, historians, and philosophers from Thales to Diogenes

118 Timaeus ap. Just. Epit. 20.4: inde regressus Cretam et Lacedaemona ad cognoscendas Minois
et Lycurgi inclitas ea tempestate leges contenderat (the same in Val. Max. 8.7 ext. 2); lambl. VP 25;
kol &v Kpntn 8¢ kal év Enaptn Tdv vopwv Eveka SieTpupe. See Delatte (1922) 153.

119 See Vassallo’s IPPH IV 12-20 (Anaxagoras); X 32bis—56 (Democritus); XXXV 161-173 (Pythag-
oras).

120 Cf. a desperately short fragment of Phld. De rhet. 10, PHerc. 473, fr. 5 Sudhaus (1892-1896) 11,
303 [T8]: énel naola] | pév dpetr, [o]Ux i kata | ToVG flpwag VTtApye[v, GA]IAX katd ITuBaydpav [kail
| Tovg émdvw (“Since all virtue, not that which was with the heroes, but that which according to
Pythagoras and his predecessors [...]”). See the new reconstruction of the fragment in CPH XXXVI
172, with commentary.
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of Babylon, whose ideas of the divine are summarily stated and criticized at the
end of the so-called ‘first part’ of On Piety.

This theological doxography, following the framework established by
Eudemus of Rhodes’ ©@coloyikr| iotopia and Theophrastus’ ®uowkdv §6€at,* was
compiled by some Stoic philosopher; Philodemus borrowed it and provided crit-
icism from Epicurean positions; in turn, his acquaintance Cicero used this part
of On Piety for the Epicurean overview of theological ideas in De natura deorum
(1.10.25-16.43).2 Thus, though only one sentence related to Pythagoras is pre-
served on the papyrus, we have a rare opportunity to get closer to the original
through Cicero’s extract® and even learn the opinion of Alcmaeon of Croton,
who preceded Pythagoras in Nat. D. 1.11.27:

Crotoniates autem Alcmaeo, qui soli et lunae reliquisque sideribus animoque praeterea divin-
itatem dedit, non sensit sese mortalibus rebus inmortalitatem dare.

Alcmaeon of Croton, who attributed divinity to the sun, moon and other heavenly bodies,
and also to the soul, did not perceive that he was bestowing immortality on things that are
mortal.’**

Alcmaeon’s idea that the soul is immortal because of its constant circular move-
ment similar to the movement of all divine heavenly bodies is attested in Aris-
totle and in Theophrastus’ ®uok@v §6&at and due to this compendium became
a common stock knowledge in Hellenistic philosophy.'*® Criticism of Alcmaeon’s
views stems from Philodemus, as follows from the remains of the papyrus:

121 Eudemus (fr. 150 Wehrli) treated among theologoi Orpheus, Homer, Hesiod, Acusilaus,
Epimenides, and Pherecydes (see Zhmud [2006] 130-133), all of which occur also in Philode-
mus: Henrichs (1972) 78 nn. 28 and 33. The order of the Presocratics in the philosophical part of
doxography (see Obbink [2002] 196-197) closely corresponds to that in Theophrastus, where the
Ionians Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Archelaus were followed by the Italians
and Atomists Xenophanes, Parmenides, Leucippus, Democritus, Metrodorus (see Zhmud [2013]
164-165). Philodemus or his source omitted Archelaus and placed Alcmaeon and Pythagoras (not
in Theophrastus) before Xenophanes, and Heraclitus after Democritus.

122 H. Diels ap. DG, 529-550 demonstrated the close relationship of Nat. D. 1.10.25-16.43 with
On Piety, yet he believed that Cicero and Philodemus both copied from the Epicurean Phaedrus’
Iept Bedv. Cicero’s dependence on On Piety was suggested by Philippson (1939) 2462 and estab-
lished by Obbink (2001) and (2002). For an overview of earlier theories, see Pease (1968) 39-42.
123 Caution is needed, as Cicero changed his source for his own purposes: McKirahan (1996).
124 Transl. by H. Rackham. Cf. Cic. Resp. 6.15: iisque (sc. hominibus) animus datus est ex illis
sempiternis ignibus quae sidera et stellas vocatis, quae globosae et rotundae, divinis animatae
mentibus, circulos suos orbesque conficiunt celeritate mirabili.

125 Arist. De an. 1.2.405a29-b1 (= 24 A 12 DK): napoanAnoiwg 8¢ tovtolg kai A. £oikev UroAaBeilv
nepl Yuyig: @not yap oty ddvatov eivat S1d 16 Zotkéval Toig dBavédTolg TobTo 8 LIdpXEY
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T9.

__Bewpettalr- @aive-
Tat ovv TO [Betov &-
vaokeva[wv. Tv-

.

Bayopov 8’ avtod y’

5  ovdév paoi Tivelg
elvat TdV dva[pe-
plopévwv mapda [tdv
HabnTAV £ig ooV,

(...) theorizes; therefore, he obviously destroys the divine. As for Pythagoras
himself, some say that none of the writings ascribed to him by (his students?)
belongs to him.

Starting with Aristoxenus, Alcmaeon often appears as the Pythagorean and even as
a direct student of Pythagoras.® As a natural philosopher, Alcmaeon owes almost
nothing to Pythagoras, however, his belief in the immortal soul is close to Pythago-
ras’ teaching of the immortal soul moving in a circle of rebirths. The order of names
in Philodemus’ source, Alcmaeon/Pythagoras/Xenophanes, is peculiar. In the
Hellenistic philosophical diadochai Pythagoras opens the Italian succession and
Xenophanes follows the Pythagorean school, which included Alcmaeon. In Theo-
phrastus’ doxography Xenophanes appears as the first Italian philosopher, while
Pythagoras, being not a physikos, is absent and the place of Alcmaeon is unknown:
he did not have the specific archai and thus did not figure in the more or less chron-
ologically organized chapter [lept dpx®v that opened the ®uokdv d6Ear. 22
[MuBaydpov & avtod Yy’ emphasizes the contrast between the student, who
authored a treatise from which his doxa comes, and the teacher, who did not have
authentic works. Philodemus, or his sources, cautiously refers to Tvég, though
by his time this seemed to be a widespread opinion later becoming dominant.'*
Diogenes Laértius most probably derives this opinion from the biographer Sosi-

avThl WG el Kvovpévnl KiveloBat yap xal Ta Bela TAVTA ouvexdG Ael, oefvny, AoV, Toug
A0TEPAG KAL TOV 0VPavVOV GAov. Aét. 4.2.2: A. VOV aDTOKIVITOV KaT’ Gidlov kivnowv kal 81a tobto
aBavatov adTrv Kal ipooeppepf Toig Beiotg UohapBavel. Cf. also Clem. Al. Protr. 5.66.

126 Phld. Piet., PHerc 1428, fr. 10 Schober (1988) 113. The diple after 1. 3 indicates transition from
Alcmaeon to Pythagoras. See the new reconstruction with commentary of this Herculanean pas-
sage by Ch. Vassallo in this volume (DAPR, T17).

127 Zhmud (2012) 121-124.

128 Zhmud (2013) 159-166. See also Dyck (2003) 90.

129 According to Flavius Josephus, a0Tod pév odv 008&v dpoloyettar cOyypoppa (Ap. 1.163).
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crates of Rhodes (fl. ¢. 180 BC),"*° who may have been one of Twvég. Sosicrates’
fellow native of Rhodes, Posidonius, representing the Stoic tradition, also noticed
that “no work by Pythagoras is preserved for us” (fr. 151 EK). Less probable is
Diels’ suggestion that Philodemus refers here to the story told by the biographer
Satyrus (late 3rd cent. BC) about Pythagoras’ three books published by Philolaus
and bought by Plato for a hundred minas.” Pythagoras’ tripartitum was ignored
by Hellenistic philosophy and barely existed outside the biographical tradition.
Skipping the question of Pythagoras’ writings, Cicero presents his doctrine that
has an unmistakably Stoic origin:

Nam Pythagoras, qui censuit animum esse per naturam rerum omnem intentum et commean-
tem, ex quo nostri animi carperentur, non vidit distractione humanorum animorum discerpi et
lacerari deum (...) quo modo porro deus iste, si nihil esset nisi animus, aut infixus aut infusus
esset in mundo?

As for Pythagoras, who believed that the entire substance of the universe is penetrated and
pervaded by a soul of which our souls are fragments, he failed to notice that this severance
of the souls of men from the world-soul means the dismemberment and rending asunder of
god (...) Moreover, if the Pythagorean god is pure soul, how is he implanted in, or diffused
throughout, the world?**?

Pythagoras himself offered no physical doctrine of the soul, only the religious
one, and every Pythagorean philosopher had his own views on the soul different
from the others.®® The theory of the divine world-soul, however, is not attested
in ancient Pythagoreanism. It was ascribed to Pythagoras in course of his Stoici-
zation during the Hellenistic period, when the Stoic school was dominant force
in philosophy.*** Evidently, the compiler of the Stoic theological doxography
experienced difficulties in finding a suitable source on Pythagoras’ views on the
divine and, by analogy with Alcmaeon’s concept of the immortal soul, attributed
to his teacher a familiar doctrine of the soul as a part of the divine world-soul.*®

130 "Eviol pév odv IuBaydpav pndé £v katalmely ocOyypappd @aocty Slomec6vTeg (8.6); see
Centrone (1992) 4189.

131 Diog. Laért. 8.6; 8.9; 8.15. Hence Diels’ supplement t@v &va[peplopévwv mapd [ta tpia
éxetva BiBAia] (“except for those three books™).

132 Cic. Nat. D. 1.11.27-28 (transl. by H. Rackham). Cf. Id. Cato 78: Audiebam Pythagoram Pytha-
goreosque, incolas paene nostros, qui essent Italici philosophi quondam nominati, numquam du-
bitasse quin ex universa mente divina delibatos animos haberemus; Tusc. 5.38: Humanus animus,
decerptus ex mente divina, cum alio nullo nisi cum ipso deo, si hoc fas est dictu, comparari potest.
133 Zhmud (2012) 387-394.

134 Pythagoras’ doxography in the Vetusta placita, especially the chapter on archai (Aét. 1.3.7),
is another result of this process. See Zhmud (2016) 320.

135 On the world-soul in Stoicism, see Long/Sedley (1987) II, 319-321.
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Similarly, the Pythagorean Hypomnemata presenting a largely Stoic body of
cosmological and physical doctrines™® characterizes soul as “a detachment
(améomaopa) of aether, both the hot and the cold (...) it is immortal since that
from which it is detached is immortal.”**” Another parallel comes from Sextus
Empiricus’ discussion of the dogmatists’ theological views:

In fact Pythagoras and Empedocles and the rest of the Italian crowd say that we have a
certain commonality not only toward one another and toward the gods, but also towards
the non-rational animals. For there is one breath reaching through the whole world like a
soul, which also unites us with them."®

Thus, in the only case where Philodemus presents Pythagoras’ philosophical
view this view turns out to be Stoic.

Returning to Pythagoras’ pseudonymous writings mentioned by Philodemus
and Posidonius, we have to take into account that these close contemporaries
had in mind different types of literature and, respectively, that their positions
were opposed. Philodemus indicates the need for caution in dealing with the
works ascribed to Pythagoras and does not seem to use any of them. Posidonius
admits that though none of Pythagoras’ writing has been preserved, to judge by
what was written by some of his students, he held the same particular view on
emotions in the soul as Plato.”®® One more fragment leaves no doubt that Posido-
nius was obviously willing to infer Pythagoras’ doctrines from the writings of his
students and followers in which the latter figured as a predecessor of Plato and
Aristotle:

Not only Aristotle and Plato held such views but still earlier there were others, and in par-
ticular Pythagoras. Posidonius too says that he, Pythagoras, was the first to hold the view,
while it was Plato who worked it out and made it more complete.**®

To understand what kinds of writings Philodemus and Posidonius had in mind,
we have to recall that the first part of the 1st cent. BC witnessed the general turn

136 Cf. above, n. 34. See recently Long (2013); Laks (2013); Zhmud (2019).

137 Diog. Laért. 8.28 (transl. by A. A. Long). Cf. Diogenes’ Stoic doxography: {@dov &p’ 6 k6opog.
gupuyov 8¢, wg SAtov k TAG UETEPAG YUXAG EkeTBEV 0DONG GOoTIACHATOS (7.143).

138 Adv. math. 9.127 (transl. by R. Bett).

139 Mooedwviog 8¢ kai uBaydpav enatv, adtod pev Tod Mubaydpov ouyypaupatog ov8evog eig
TuaG SloowlopéEVoL TEKUAIPOUEVOG 8’ £€ GV #vioL TAVY HadnTdv avTod yeypdpaoty (fr. 151 EK). Cf.
Claud. Mam. De st. an. 2.3: Pythagorae igitur, quia nihil ipse scriptitaverit, a posteris quaerenda
sententia est.

140 oV yap AplototéAng povov fj IAGtwv £86&atov ouTwe dAN €Tt Tpdabev GAAOL TE Tiveg Kal 6
uBaydpag, G kai 6 IooeldwvIog oty xeivov MpWToL Pév sivan Aéywv 6 8dypa, \dTwva &’
£Eepydoaobat kal kataokevaoal TeAewtepov avTo (fr. 165 EK; transl. by L. G. Kidd).
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in Greek philosophy,*** which involved, inter alia, the revival of dogmatic Plato-

nism and Aristotelianism and the birth of Neopythagoreanism, philosophy of
which constituted a mixture of Platonism and Aristotelianism with additional
Stoic views.'*? The 1st cent. BC became a watershed between two categories of the
Pythagorean pseudepigrapha, the traditional and the Neopythagorean ones.'* To
the first category belong the texts ascribed to Pythagoras and his family members
and written in Attic, Ionic or hexameter in the late 4th to 2nd cent. BC; they are pre-
served only in a small number of tiny fragments, often only their titles are known.
Not all of them were philosophical in content but those which were did not impress
contemporary philosophers, who mostly ignored them. The second category com-
prises philosophical treatises with a clear agenda written in or after the 1st cent. BC
mostly but not exclusively in ps.-Doric under the names of known, unknown, and
fictional Pythagoreans. Many of them came down to us in full or in excerpts, con-
stituting the bulk of Thesleff’s edition.’** The principal aim of these treatises was
to present Pythagoras and his school as the most important predecessors of the
recently found or reestablished Platonic and Aristotelian dogmata.*** Now, Posi-
donius discerning in Pythagoras a precursor of Plato and Aristotle, clearly referred
to this newly appeared literature attributed to the Pythagoreans, whereas Philode-
mus and his source had in mind the pseudepigrapha of the first category, ascribed
to Pythagoras himself. This is why Philodemus, as we have seen, did not regard
Pythagoras as philosopher whose theories could be accepted or disputed seri-
ously; his interest was predominantly antiquarian and biographical. In the availa-
ble corpus of Philodemus’ texts there is no clear trace of his use of the Neopythag-
orean pseudepigrapha, and he did not mention by name any Pythagorean (except
for Alcmaeon, reconstructable from Cicero).'® This has an important implication
for the question of the origin of the Neopythagorean pseudepigrapha: their most
plausible birthplace is neither Southern Italy, nor Rome, but Alexandria.**’

The following two passages from the anonymous commentary in Plato’s
Theaetetus (1st cent. AD) preserved in a 2nd-cent. Graeco-Egyptian papyrus

141 See e.g. Sedley (2003).

142 Centrone (2014).

143 Cf. Zhmud (2019).

144 Thesleff (1965).

145 See e.g. the Anonymus Photii: ‘011 &vatog Gmo TTuBayopou 81adoxog yéyove @nat MAGTwv
ApxOTou Tod mpecPuTtEPou padnTrg yevopevog, 8ékatog 8¢ AptototéAng (237.5-7 Thesleff).

146 There is one reference, rather critical, to the ITuBaydpetot in Phld. De mus., PHerc. 1497, col.
145.16-19 Delattre (2007) II, 301.

147 Southern Italy: Thesleff (1961) 30—32. Rome: Burkert (1961) 245. Alexandria: Zhmud (2019).
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reflect the next stage of the Pythagorean tradition, when Pythagoras and the
Pythagoreans have been already richly endowed with all sorts of Platonic and
Aristotelian doctrines and Plato was widely believed to be Pythagoras’ student
and follower. Discussing the so-called growing argument, i.e. a logical puzzle
about the identity of a person undergoing change over time, the commentator
offers the following genealogy: the argument was first discovered by Pythagoras,
then borrowed by Epicharmus, an acquaintance of the Pythagoreans, and later
used by Plato, obviously due to his Pythagorean background:

T10.
Tov 8¢ | [rep]i Tod avEopévou | [A]oyov ékivnoev | [u]év mpdTog ITubal[ydlpag, £xivnoev |
[6£] kal ITAGtwV, WG £v | [Tolig gig T Zupndotov | [V]mepvrioopev.
The argument about that which grows was first posed by Pythagoras, but was also
posed by Plato, as we noted in our commentary on the Symposium.**®

Ti1.

Entiyappog o[pudd]loag toig IuBalyopetorg,] | Ao t[€] Tiva b [¢8i8ao][kev S[pdluaT(a,
kal 10 | iepl T]od avEop[evov, 6] | Aloyw] £pod[kd kol ro]T[d &]népalive.

Epicharmus, having been acquainted with the Pythagoreans, successfully put on
stage a number of dramas, and in particular the one about the growing man, which
he treated with a systematic and reliable argument.'*’

Recently Luigi Battezzato proposed a new reading of T11 that solves several diffi-
culties of the original restoration:

T1la.
Eniyappog, ofia opiflloag Ttoig Mualyopetorg] | dMa t[é] Tva b [dmédw]lkev
8[6ylpart]a xai tov | mept Tlod avop[évov] | A[dyov] Epod[ikag kat o] T[dg Elnépal(yve.]

Epicharmus, since he was a pupil of the Pythagoreans, explained well a number of
philosophical opinions, and brought to completion the argument about the growing
man in a systematic and reliable way."°

The puzzle about the growing man, implied in Plato and directly linked with
Epicharmus by Chrysippus,®! originally occurs in a fragment of his comedy fea-
turing a debtor refusing to pay to the creditor under the pretext that today they

148 PBerol. inv. 9782, col. LXX.5-12 (= Bastianini/Sedley [1995] 454 and 456), transl. by D. N.
Sedley.

149 PBerol. inv. 9782, col. LXX1.12-18 (= Bastianini/Sedley [1995] 458 = Epich. fr. 136 PCG), transl.
by L. Battezzato after the Italian translation in Bastianini/Sedley (1995).

150 Battezzato (2008) 15; see also Alvarez Salas (2017) 180-181.

151 Pl. Tht. 152e; Plut. Comm. not. 1083A (= Chrysipp. SVF 11 762). Plato was accused of plagiariz-
ing Epicharmus by a certain Alcimus (Diog. Laért. 3.9 = 23 B 1 DK = fr. 275 PCG).
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are not the same persons as yesterday.**> He first appeals to the pebble-arithmetic
of the Pythagoreans:**3

(A.) ai TOT GPIBPOY TIG TEPLOTOY, ai 8e AL TTOT dpTiov,
ToTOEUEY AL Pagov f kal Tav UTtapyovaav AaBely,
1 Sokel k& Tol Y’ <£0’> wiToG eipev; (B.) ovk Epiv yé ka.

Debtor: If you wish to add a pebble to an odd number — or to an even one
if you like — or if you take one away that is there, do you think it is still the
same number? Creditor: Of course not.™*

This, of course, by no means makes Epicharmus a student of the Pythagoreans,™
and Pythagoras the inventor of the argument. But first, did Epicharmus really
mean Pythagorean theoretical arithmetic and not just practical computations, as
some scholars believe? The answer is that practical arithmetic does not need and,
thus, does not know odd and even numbers. It is Epicharmus’ fragment, where
dptiog and meploodg in their mathematical meaning first occur in Greek litera-
ture, whereas the practical and computational mathematics of Mesopotamia and
Egypt did not have special terms for odd and even numbers.”® But occasional
playing with the Pythagorean concepts does not make anybody a Pythagorean, the
Pythagoreans walked only in groups, and since there was no Pythagorean com-
munity in Sicily at that time, Epicharmus did not have the opportunity to become
a Pythagorean. He does not figure in Aristoxenus’ catalogue of the Pythagoreans
(Iambl. VP 267) and no other author before 300 BC calls him a Pythagorean.

The process of his Pythagoreanization took a long time."” The first move was
made by Pythagoras himself, who, according to the biographer Sotion (fl. c. 200
BC), wrote a book (a letter to or a dialogue with) Helothales the Father of Epichar-

152 Diog. Laért. 3.11 (= 23 B 2 DK = fr. 276 PCG). See Sedley (1982). Kassel/Austin consider this
fragment inauthentic: cf. Battezzato (2008) 11-16; Horky (2013) 131-137.

153 See Zhmud (2012) 272-273 and 409-411.

154 Epich. fr. 276 PCG (transl. by J. Barnes).

155 Cf. Horky (2013) 131-137, who exploits this possibility.

156 Jens Hgyrup, e-mails of 17.09.2016: “(...) to my knowledge there were none — which of course
does not necessarily mean there were none, but at least suggests that they were not so impor-
tant as to have been understood and noticed by Assyriologists.” “I fully agree that the work on
odd and even is not traditional Mesopotamian or Egyptian. It is something which grows out of
‘theoretical’ reflection (in the original meaning), quite likely on psephoi — just as the figurate
numbers.”

157 Epicharmus as Pythagorean: Plut. Num. 8; Clem. Al. Strom. 5.14.100; Diog. Laért. 8.78;
Iambl. VP 241 and 266.
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mus of Cos (Diog. Laért. 8.7), known only by its title. In its turn, a ps.-Epicharmean
A6yog mpog Avtnvopa considered Pythagoras a citizen of Rome.™® Since Dio-
genes Laértius, who relied in his biography of Pythagoras only on the Hellenistic
sources, says that Epicharmus “heard” Pythagoras and included his ‘biography’
into the Pythagorean Book 8, we can be sure that by the 1st cent. BC this process
had been finished. Starting at the biographical level, it then took on philosoph-
ical forms, so that in the commentary to Theaetetus Epicharmus develops the
Pythagorean argument that is later used by Plato.

The last text to which I would like to draw attention is the famous medical papyrus
Anonymus Londiniensis (PBrLibr. inv. 137) of the 1st cent. AD.**® The central part of
the papyrus contains a doxographical compendium of the 4th cent. BC covering
some twenty theories of the origins of disease. Interestingly, the Pythagoreans
Hippon and Philolaus are the only Presocratics to figure in this medical doxog-
raphy (cols. XI and XVIII); all the other individuals mentioned here, except for
Plato, were doctors. Such a choice is certainly related to the fact that since the
6th cent. BC the Pythagoreans had strong connections with medicine (including
sportive medicine) and physiology. It is enough to note the names of Democedes,
Alcmaeon, and Iccus, a trainer and doctor.®® Though for us this aspect of
Pythagoreanism is usually obscured by a thick curtain of number doctrine which
Aristotle presents as the official philosophy of the Pythagoreans, for the early
Lyceum it was quite relevant, as were the views of the Pythagorean botanist
Menestor reviewed by Theophrastus in his works on plants (DK 32).

Since the late 19th cent. it was generally believed that the author of dox-
ography was Menon, a student of Aristotle, for Galen testifies that it is agreed
that a special medical doxography, Tatpikr] cuvaywyn or Mevwvela, similar to
Theophrastus’ ®voikdv 86£at, will be written by Aristotle’s student Menon,
though it is attributed to Aristotle, ! as this was the case with the author of Anony-
mus Londiniensis. More recently,'** however, many scholars tend to write on ‘Aris-
totelian doxography,’ on ‘Aristotle,’ ‘Aristotle-Menon’ or ‘Aristotle or Menon.” Why

158 Plut. Num. 8 (= 23 B 65 DK = Thesleff [1965] 84).

159 Editions: Diels (1893); Manetti (2010); Ricciardetto (2014).

160 Zhmud (2012) 347-374.

161 Gal. In Hippoc. Nat. hom. 15.25.14-26.5 Kiihn: €i Ta¢ T@®vV moAadv iatpdv §6Eag €0€Aoig
ioTopfioat, TapeoTi oot TGS TAG (TpIKAG ouvaywyig Gvayvaval BiBAOUG, EMLyEYpOUUEVAS HEV
ApioToTéAel, Opoloyoupévag 88 HTd Tod Mévwvog, 6g MV padnTig avTod, yeypdedat, 816 Kal
Mevvela Tpooayopevouaty éviot TauTt T BiBAia. 8fidov 8¢ 8Tt kal 6 Mévwv Ekeivog, GvalnTioog
EmpeAd Ta Slaowlopeva kaT avToV ETL TOV adaudv iatpdv BiBAia, Tag 80&ag avTdV EkeiBev
avelé€aro. Cf. kal prv €v ye Toig Mevwveiolg (Plut. Quaest. conv. 733A9).

162 Especially after important and influential studies by D. Manetti, e.g. Manetti (1999).
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do I think that the choice of Hippon and Philolaus as philosophers, whose medical
theories deserve special attention, attests against Aristotle’s authorship? The fact
is that Aristotle preferred not to mention these Pythagoreans by name, as was the
case with Philolaus, whose astronomical system he ascribed to some anonymous
Pythagoreans.'*® Hippon was mentioned only twice, both times very briefly and
with disdain,'®* whereas his views and arguments, as many scholars suggested,
were attributed by Aristotle to Thales and vice versa.'® Thus, we find in Aristotle
no traces of an attentive interest to the opinions of Hippon and Philolaus, which
the author of doxography amply demonstrates, expounding them accurately and
in detail. He took the trouble to read two books by Hippon, he correctly refers to
Hippon’s arche as “moisture” (0ypotng, T0 UYpOV),**° while Aristotle’s transforms
it into Thalesian “water” and never reveals that Philolaus’ archai were Gnelpa
and mepaivovta (44 B 1-3.6 DK), not népag and dmelpov. Hence, there is much
more reason to believe in Menon the student of Aristotle than in Aristotle the
medical doxographer who was concerned about the Pythagoreans.
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