ANASTASIOS G. NIKOLAIDIS

PLUTARCH ON THE OLD, MIDDLE AND NEW ACADEMIES
AND THE ACADEMY IN PLUTARCH’S DAY

Plutarch’s allegiance to the Academy, more precisely to the philosophy of Plato as
expounded in the Academy, is more or less commonly agreed. Although there are
cases where Plutarch appears to take distances from a particular Platonic doctrine or
to disagree with certain Academic interpretations of Plato, he nevertheless regarded
himself as a Platonic philosopher conscientiously adhering to the teachings of Plato
and the Academy'. I should like to stress this point, because not infrequently there
seems to be a discrepancy between modern opinion about the philosophical position
of an ancient author and what the author himself thinks of his own position.

But which Academy did Plutarch give his allegiance to? The one which he him-
self attended, or—for those who deny the existence of any Academy in his day—the
brand of Platonism which Plutarch studied, had both underwent considerable changes
in the course of time; the former mostly in material terms during Sulla’s siege of
Athens in 86 B.C.; the latter in terms of philosophical approach and content, owing to
successive reinterpretations of Plato but also as a result of Academic interaction with
the rival philosophical movements in the Hellenistic period.

How does Plutarch stand vis-a-vis these developments? Is he aware of any evo-
lution of the Platonic doctrines? Does he discern stages or epochs of Academic
thought? In other words, does he accept the distinction between Old, Middle® and

Cf. D.A RUSSELL, Plutarch, London, 1972, p. 63: “Plutarch was a declared and consistent Platonist,
even if he was not in all respects in agreement with the orthodoxy of the school”. P.’s Platonism has
been conclusively established by R.M. JONES, The Platonism of Plutarch, Menasha, Wisc., 1916.

The term was coined by Cicero, but he apparently used it only once (Part. orat. 139: media illa
nostra Academia). GLUCKER, therefore, inaccurately affirms that Cicero “knows only of Old and
New Academies” (p. 235n.26). On the other hand, FROIDEFOND (p. 188) connects even
Karneades and Philon with the Middle Academy. For the same term, cf- also Sext., PH. 1.220, 232,
Diog. Laert., I19, IV28, and Plut., Br. 2.2 (below, p. 407).

A. PEREZ JIMENEZ, J. GARCia LOPEZ & R. M® AGUILAR (Eds.), Plutarco, Platén y Aristoteles. Actas
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New Academy, and which does he attach himself to? Was there any Academy in his
time and, if yes, how did it compare with the Academy of the three last centuries
B.C.? It is questions like these that the present paper will attempt to tackle.

But first one or two things with regard to terminology. Without additional qualifi-
cations, the traditional distinction between Old, Middle and New Academy might
give a wrong impression: namely, either that the last development and expression of
Platonism before Plotinus was virtually a form of scepticism or that Academy ceased
to exist altogether, even as a distinct philosophical movement, after Philon of Larisa.
In either case, Antiochos of Askalon and his successors as well as all the other
philosophers from the middle of the first century B.C. through to the first quarter of
the third century A.D., designated and recognized as Academics or Platonists in our
sources, cannot be accommodated in the traditional scheme”. They are subsumed, of
course, under what we call “Middle Platonism”, but this term, however convenient,
leaves the word Academy out, to say nothing of a recent view that Middle Platonism
starts with Arkesilaos (¢f. Froidefond, p. 230). Yet, regardless of what exactly
Academy was or represented during this period, the references to it and to Academic
or Platonic philosophers of the same period are too many in our sources to be light-
ly dismissed or ingeniously, but not convincingly, explained away. Perhaps, it would
be more accurate and to the point, if we spoke about Old or Early Academy, Sceptical
Academy and Eclectic Academy; after all, one of the basic characteristics of the
Middle Platonists is, pace Dillon, an eclectic amalgamation4.

As for Plutarch, we know that he regarded himself as a Platonist, and he was one
indeed, but was he also an Academic? Here we are faced with a handsome variety
of conflicting views. Glucker, for instance, who as a rule opposes Platonism to
Academicism (see pp. 134, 262-63, 270, 282), argues that the adjectives “Platonic”
and “Academic” are mutually exclusive (p. 206ff., esp. 214), whereas Opsomer
believes (and I would agree with him) that “Plutarch saw no contradiction between

For a recent comprehensive bibliography of Platonism regarding the above period, see L. DEITZ,
“Bibliographie du platonisme impérial antérieur a Plotin”, ANRW 36.1, 1987, pp. 124-182.

The term “eclectic” is not necessarily disparaging (DILLON-LONG, p. 1); see also P. L. DONINI, “The
History of the Concept of Eclecticism” in DILLON-LONG (edd.), p. 23 ff. Sometimes, as in the case
of Cicero, for example, eclecticism may indeed imply mere assembling of doctrines from various
schools according to personal preferences (DILLON, 1977, p. xiv). Somewhat similarly, P. is eclectic in
the sense that he would borrow from any doctrine, if the loan suited his immediate purpose (¢f. R.H.
BARROW, Plutarch and his Times, London, 1967, p. 72). However, in the eclectic systems of
Antiochos of Askalon or Posidonios the case is totally different. The most synthetic eclectics were, of
course, the Neoplatonists. For the positive sense (albeit too positive) of eclecticism, see DONINI,
(above), p. 18 ff., and ¢f. DILLON, *“‘Orthodoxy’ and ‘Eclecticism’”, in DILLON-LONG (edd.), p. 125.
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his adherence to the Academy and his being a Platonist” and, probably, “he was
proud of being called an Academic Platonist”(p. 26). This, however, is not tanta-
mount to Babut’s [1994] postulation that “Plutarque ne s’est pas contenté...de se
ranger parmis les ‘platoniciens’, mais a revendiqué avec insistance le titre d’
Académicien” (p. 555). By contrast, Tarrant holds that, because this title “had too
often been adopted by destructive thinkers”, Plutarch showed no eagemess at all to
claim it (p.134)°, while Froidefond goes so far as to affirm that Plutarch resorted
always to Plato and had no relation whatever to the Academy®. Similarly, Glucker
again observes that, wherever Plutarch employs the term “Academic”, he has the
pre-Antiochean age in mind (pp. 213, 220)’, whereas Opsomer maintains that the
Academic scepticism survived Antiochos and was still alive in the first two cen-
turies of our era as a distinct tendency within Middle Platonism (pp. 14, 16, 20, 266
ff.). In my view, as far as the fortunes of scepticism are concerned, one can argue
either way, depending on one’s own perspective and on how strictly one employs
this philosophical term; for Plutarch however, I am inclined to believe that not only
did he regard the epithets “Platonic” and “Academic” as indistinguishable and inter-

5 et TARRANT believes that P. “clearly considered himself ‘Academic’ “ (p. 42); but see also

n. 28 below.

Cf. p. 230: “Plutarque n’ appartenait pas a I’ Académie”. Earlier ib. we read that P. “ne doit rien
aux [Arcésilas et Carnéade]”. Somewhere in the middle H.DORRIE (“Le platonisme de Plutarque,
Actes du Ville Congres de I’Association Guillaume Budé, Paris, 1969, p.520) holds that P.
received his philosophical education “dans le cadre de I’Académie, qu’il aurait quittée ensuite”.
From all this (see also n. 5) it appears that the relationship between the terms “Platonic” and
“Academic” was disputable. For the same problem in the anonymous commentary on Theaetetus
(early 2nd century A.D.), ¢f. OPSOMER, pp. 58 f..

Cicero seems to confirm this; for in 76 B.C., the dramatic date of his De nat. deor., Cicero remarks
that Academic scepticism had no adherents in Greece (1.11: quam [sc. philosophiam] nunc prope
modum orbam esse in ipsa Graecia intellego. Cf. also Acad. 2.17. GLUCKER is convinced that the
school of Academy died together with Philon (pp. 263, 342). Yet Seneca’s testimony, on which he
mainly relies (NQ 7.32.2: Academici et veteres et minores nullum antistitem reliquerunt. Quis est
qui tradat praecepta Pyrrhonis?), if seen through the unmistakably pessimistic tenor of that pas-
sage (32.1: Quis dignam [sc. sapientiam] judicat...Quis philosophum aut ullum liberale respicit
studium...? 32.4: philosophiae nulla cura est), may be interpreted less literally. By saying that
itaque tot familiae philosophorum sine successore deficiunt, Seneca seems to deplore the general
anti-intellectual climate of his age rather than to ascertain a total eclipse especially of the
Platonic/Academic persuasion. Almost one and a half century earlier, Cicero ascertained the same
(De nat. deor. 1.11 above) and similarly attributed the fact to the dullness of the mankind (ibid.:
tarditate hominum arbitror contigisse). But the dullness of the mankind is not, of course, selec-
tive. On Seneca’s pessimistic (and somewhat inaccurate) observations, ¢f. J.-M. ANDRE, “Les
écoles philosophiques aux deux premiers si¢cles de 'Empire”, ANRW 36.1, 1987, pp. 17f. and 35.

Seccion I1. Plutarco y Platén
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changeable®, but he also held that in essence the teachings of the Academy as a
whole, despite partial differentiations and diverse opinions on certain issues, had
been mostly the same since the time of the foundation of the school. This does not
mean that Plutarch was unaware of the Platonic versions propounded by the Middle
and New Academy, but, for him (albeit not for us), these versions did not contradict
the Old from the doctrinal point of view’. For Plutarch, there was only one
Academy, and so his references to it, whether he had Plato, Karneades, Antiochos
in mind or his own studies in Athens, invariably indicate either the same body of
philosophical doctrines or the place where these doctrines were expounded'®.

Plutarch’s conviction that the Academy had a continuous and unitarian tradition
is confirmed by the treatises 63 and 64 in the Lamprias-catalogue, respectively enti-
tled Tlept Tob piav elvar dmd Tob TIAdTwros *Akadipeiav, and Tlept Tiis Sia-
dopds 1OV Tuppwrelwy kal "Axkadnpaikdy. As neither of these treatises is extant,
we cannot tell how Plutarch argued his position. But, judging from Sextus’ chapter
on the difference between Pyrrhonians and Academics'', we may assume that in his
second essay Plutarch must have argued on similar lines but from the Platonist point
of view; namely, whereas Sextus observed that the sceptical Academics were not
pure sceptics, on account of their assenting to some truths and accepting probabili-

8 GLUCKER, p. 209, notes that the term mAaTwrikos occurs only in the spurious De mus. 1131F,

and the phrase ot dmo TIhdTwvos only in De fato ST2A-B, which is also of doubtful authentici-
ty. As regards the adjective, he is right (one could also add 1030D), but for the phrase see also the
genuine Br. 2.2 (below p. 407) and De an. procr. 1012B. At any rate, for P, the Academy of all
epochs is associated with the philosophy of Plato: ¢f. Mor: 467E, 1122A, and esp. 717D and 1107E
(olgBa yap TOV dudpa TGV €€ "Akadnueias ol vapdnkoddpor AN’ éupavéoTaTor dpyLadTiv
TIxdTwvos). In maintaining that in later times mThaTwvikés did not imply membership of the
Academy, GLUCKER (p. 217) is most probably right; but nothing precludes the association of the
term with philosophical ideas peculiar to the Academy.

Cicero, although an adherent of the i\Iew Academy, was of similar mind. Cf. Acad. 1.46: Hanc
Academiam novam appellant, quae mihi vetus videtur. See also De offic. 1.2, where, speaking on
behalf of the Academics and the Peripatetics, Cicero states that Socratici et Platonici volumus esse.
For the philosophical affinity between the two schools ¢f. Cic., Acad. 1.17-18, 2.15 and De orat. 3.67.

The place is not always the locality of the ancient Academy. Antiochos, e.g., taught in the
Ptolemaeum (Cic., De fin. 5.1) and so did Charmadas (Acad. Index Herc. XXXI, 32ff.).
Kleitomachos lectured for some time in the Palladium (Acad. Ind. XX1V, 35ff.), and Ammonios
may have lectured at the Diogeneion (Quaest. conv., 736D). Cf. also GLUCKER, p. 236, n. 29.
LYNCH has observed (p. 158) that, because of their age and their exposure to damages in war, the
old gymnasia of Athens (Lycaeum, Academy, Cynosarges) had become, perhaps, somewhat out-
moded by the 2nd century B.C.

" PH. 1.220-235. Cf also Aul. Gell,, 11.5.
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ty as a guide of life, or because they upheld suspension of judgement in a dogmat-
ic fashion, Plutarch would have perhaps argued that the tenets of the sceptical
Academy had not emanated from Pyrrho, but could have ultimately been traced back
to Socrates and Plato'?; a thesis which was probably reiterated more forcefully in the
former essay on the unity of the Academy. One might also assume that in that essay
Plutarch would have not confined himself solely to terminological niceties or to
rounding off the fine epistemological distinctions of the various Academics, but
would also have drawn attention to other common features of them concerning their
characters and conduct: e.g. their frugality and moral integrity, their tendency to teach
by personal example, their occupation with politics and their promoting political
ideas and reforms in theory as well as in practice, their hate for tyrannical regimes'”.
These features were more or less common to sevc;:ral Academic philosophers, and it
is not unlikely that it was also partly in this spirit that Plutarch regarded Academy as
one and the same from the time of Plato to his own day.

Within the intellectual context of the first century A.D., as emerges from our
sources (c¢f. n. 7), the vexed guestion of what kind of Academy, if any at all, was in
operation in Plutarch’s day has little bearing on the matter under discussion. As a
matter of fact, it is wrong, I think, for one to look for the Academy in the Imperial
age wearing the glasses of the second century B.C. It is indeed almost certain that
the organized educational institution which Plato had founded ceased to exist after
86, on account of the extensive damage it suffered during Sulla’s siege of Athens;

i2 . . . e . . .
Cf. Cic., De orat. 3.67: Arcesilas...ex variis Platonis libris sermonibusque Socraticis hoc maxime

arripuit, nihil esse certi quod aut sensibus aut animo percipi possit. Cf. also De offic. 1.2 (n. 9).
Perhaps, it is worth noting here that P. rarely refers to Pyrrho in the Moralia (82F, 331F), and
indeed his only reference that could be taken to allude, albeit indirectly, to Pyrrho’s scepticism is
one Table-Talk (652B) where Pyrrho is connected with Protagoras. For Socrates as a proto-
Academic ¢f. OPSOMER, pp. 83 ff. and 101.

13 See respectively: 181E, 331E, 333B, 686B, fr. 152 SANDBACH, Kim.-Luc.. 1.3, Di. 52.3-4; 71E,
492A, 1070A; Demetr. 46.3, Phok. 14.7, 27.2-4, Cic. 4.4, 1126C-D; Phil. 1.3-5, Br. 24.3, Di. 1.2~
3, 22.1-6. We may as well add their adherence to moderation and justice (70A, 431A), their abi-
lity to contro} their passions (Di. 47.4, 452D, fr. 85), their cautiounsness in matters pertaining the
Divinity (420F, 549E, Cam. 6, etc.). On this last item ¢f. OPSOMER, “Divination and Academic
‘Scepticism’ According to Plutarch™ in VAN DER STOCKT (ed.), pp. 182 ff., while especially for
the political activity of the Academy see mainly A. H. CHROUST, “Plato’s Academy: The first
Organized School of Political Science in Antiquity”, Review of Politics, 29 (1967) 25-40. Cf. also
G. C. FIELD, Plato and his Contemporaries, London, 1967 (1930), pp. 43-45. Note moreover that
P.’s teacher Ammonios, like P. himself, was also a man of action (for his career in general see C.
P. JONES). We might further assume that one of the things P. liked in the Stoics was their positive
stance towards engagement in politics. Cf. G.J.D. AALDERS H. WZN. - L. DE BLOIS, “Plutarch und
die politische Philosophie der Griechen”, ANRW 36.5, 1992, pp. 3399 f.

Seccion II. Plutarco y Platén
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but there is no evidence that it was utterly destroyed'®. True, Philon of Larisa had
already fled to Rome in 88 (Cic., Brut. 306), and Antiochos of Askalon, his pupil,
who abandoned scepticism to set up a rival and, supposedly, more orthodox
Academy (c¢f nn. 17 and 36 below), also left Athens around 73 to join Lucullus
campaigning against Mithridates. The Academy, however, or some school of
thought recognized as such'®, more precisely as heir to the teachings of Antiochos
and the Old Academy, continued to operate in Athens, although the evidence for its
material aspects (buildings, property, library, number of pupils, etc.) seems to be
lacking'®. This Academy is now headed or represented by Antiochos’ brother
Aristos'’, a rather poor thinker'®, and subsequently by a certain Theomnestos,
whose lectures Brutus is said to have attended (Plut., Br. 24.1). We do not know
who succeeded Theomnestos, and most probably nobody did, since by that time the
heart of Platonism was mainly throbbing in Alexandria through Antiochos’ more
successful disciples there'®. I am inclined, therefore, to believe that the scarcity or

14
15

Cf. Plut., Sulla 12.1-4 and Appian, 12.30. In 79 B.C. Cicero finds the area deserted (De fin. 5. 1).

Cf DILLON[1988], p. 358: “Individual philosophers knew whether they were Platonists or not. So
did their pupils, and so did the general public.” Cf. also OPSOMER [n.13], p. 178n.52.

But this kind of evidence is scarce even for the 3rd and 2nd centuries B.C., when the existence of
a physical Academy is not disputed. Cf. GLUCKER, pp. 226ff.

Cf. Cic., Brut, 332: Nam quid te exercuil...illa vetus Academia atque eius heres Aristus...? Cf. also
Acad. 2.70. On the other hand, LYNCH, p. 182, speaks of Antiochos’ own school and, strictly
speaking, he is right, since Antiochos did not succeed Philon but revolted from him (¢f. also
Euseb., PE. 14.9: éTépas dpEas ’Axadnuias. Mvnodpxw yolv 7@ ZTwik@ oxohdoas, €vav-
Tla Plhwvt TG kaBnynTi édpdunoe). But his school, despite its Stoic borrowings, professed
Academic doctrines (of the Old Academy) all the same, and was recognized as Academy (see n.
15). Cf. also Cic., Ad Att. 13.25.3: Est enim is [sc. Brutus] quoque Antiochius. O Academiam
volaticam et sui similem. Antiochos himself, after all, “appellabatur Academicus” (Acad. 2.132).
Cf. also GLUCKER, p. 27n.49.

See Cic., Ad Att. 5.1 and ¢f. Plut., Br. 2.3 (below p. 407).

See DILLON [1977], pp. 61-2, 115ff., TARRANT, p. 4, and FROIDEFOND, p. 188. In Plut., Ant. 80.
3 we hear of some Philostratos, a most competent sophist, who improperly represented himself as
a member of the Academy (etomol@y 8¢ un wpoonkdvTws €autov Tij 'Axadnueia). Having
entered Alexandria, Octavian was about to do away with him (presumably because Philostratos
would hold forth against him), but the man was saved thanks to the mediation of the Stoic Areios,
Octavian’s teacher. But why should Philostratos try to pass for an Academic? Because, we may
assume, adherence to the Academy was a good recommendation. Be that as it may, the passage
shows that Academy, as metonymy of a philosophical persuasion (if the reference is not to the
Academy of Athens), was alive in 30 B.C., and so GLUCKER’S assertion (who mistakenly dates
this episode “in Caesar’s time”— p. 247n.83) that no reference of P. to the Academy goes beyond
the age of Cicero (p. 246) is somewhat inaccurate.

16
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lack of evidence regarding the Academy and the Academic philosophers in Athens
during this period, instead of being taken as a proof that the Academy had been
extinct, it should rather be ascribed to the poor philosophical quality of the
Academics who succeeded Philon and Antiochos?. And it is exactly this poor quali-
ty of the philosophers who represented Academy, I would suggest, that occasioned
the desertions to Peripatos during the very same period”'.

However, almost one century later, we find Plutarch’s teacher Ammonios, who
came from Egypt, expounding Platonism in Athens. Whether or not Ammonios was
a scholarch of the Academy in the same sense as Xenocrates or Arkesilaos, is again
of minor significance®. The important thing is that Ammonios, on the evidence of
Plutarch, headed some kind of philosophical school or circle in Athens®, that
Plutarch received his higher education there under Ammonios**, and that this school
or circle is referred to time and again by Plutarch (who is an avowed Platonist) as
Academy®. In view of the above, I find it somewhat difficult to admit, as Glucker
postulates, that there was no Academy in Plutarch’s day (pp. 252, 342, 356), that
Plutarch studied privately under an isolated teacher (pp. 134, 342), and that this
teacher was completely unrelated not only to the Academy (p. 263) but also to proper
Platonism (p. 225). In other words, from the two premisses: “Plutarch studied at the
Academy” and “Plutarch had Ammonios, who taught philosophy in Athens, as his

teacher”?®, it is maintained that we are not legitimised to deduce that “Plutarch studied

2 For Antiochos’ successors see above and n. 17. As for Philon, he apparently died in Rome without

returning to Athens to re-establish his sceptical Academy. Hence the demise of this Platonic varie-
ty (¢f Cic., Acad. 2.11,17 and De nat. deor. 1.11 in n.7 above). Cf. also GLUCKER, p. 280.
FROIDEFOND’s suggestion (p. 188) that “Philon enseigna probablement a Alexandrie la doctrine
de son prédécesseur” and that Eudoros was his pupil is totally unfounded.

Cf. GLUCKER, p. 113 ff., and DILLON [1977], pp. 61-2, 115.

In any case, there is no explicit evidence that Ammonios ever became scholarch of the Academy
(JONES, p. 213 n. 35). But ¢f. also FLACELIERE, pp. XXI and CXXI and BABUT [1994], pp. 561-2.
Cf. JONES, p. 209: “Ammonius is presented by Plutarch [...] as the head of a philosophic group”.
Cf. also DILLON (1977], p. 184.

See De adul. et am. T0E (0 8" nuéTepos kadnyntis) and cf. Them. 32.6. Cf. also FLACELIERE,
pp. XIX and CXXI.

Cf. BABUT [1994], p. 562: “Cette école [sc. Ammonios’], quelle que f{it son origin et son statut,
était couramment designée sous le nom d’ Académie”.

21
22

23
24
25

2 This is also confirmed by Eunap., 454 (twice). That Ammonios was mainly a Platonist, see DILLON

[1977), pp. 190-91, and ¢f. BABUT [1994], p. 560 with n. 66. According to FROIDEFOND, Ammonios
was “‘un Platonicien de stricte obédience” (p. 189n.17). On the other hand, GLUCKER, who doubts if
we can call Ammonios a proper Platonist (p. 225}, regards him as an eclectic (p. 125). But see, e.g.,
De def. orac. 430F: Tabra pév olv 7§ TIAdTwvos dvake{obw xdpttt 80 "Appwvior. If Ammo-
nios was an eclectic, he was an eclectic in the same sense as Cicero and Plutarch (see n. 4).
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404 ANASTASIOS G. NIKOLAIDIS

at the Academy under Ammonios.” And why not? Among other things, because
whenever Plutarch or Lamprias allude to the Academy in Ammonios’ presence, the
latter does not react (pp. 134, 259-60); a rather strange argument, in my opinion®’.

Yet, the unquestionable fact remains that Plutarch, who regards himself as a
Platonist, keeps alluding to the Academy as both the place of his studies and the
province of his wider philosophical stigma. And I cannot see why, accepting, as we
normally do, all Plutarch’s statements concerning himself and circumstances of his
life as true, we suddenly need to make an exception and cast doubt on this one. As
a matter of fact, Plutarch and Lamprias appear to take pride in having studied at the
Academy®®. Would they have been as proud, if their sole relationship with the
Academy had been, as Glucker suggests (p. 271ft.), only in the context of their
hypothetical ephebic training in the celebrated gymnasium, and independently of
Ammonios, their Platonic teacher, at that??

Glucker’s denial of the existence of any Academy in Plutarch’s day and much of
what he says about Plutarch’s relationship with Ammonios are based, among other
considerations, on some rather forced interpretations of passages which, in my
opinion, manifest the exact opposite of his assertions. I shall discuss here only a
couple of them, starting with the well-known De E Delphico 387F, which Glucker
regards as the only passage “in which the Academy is unmistakably placed within
Plutarch’s biography” (p. 259):

Tabra 8¢ mpods Muds éxeyev ov mailwy 6 ElaTpodos, dAN’ émel Tnvikab-

Ta Tpooekelpny Tols padripacly éumabos, Tdxa 8n LEAAwY €ls mdvTa Tuut-

gew TO “undev dyav” év CAkadnpeiq yevopevos.

The above passage does not state “quite clearly”, as Glucker asserts (p. 260), that
at the dramatic date of this dialogue, namely in 67 A.D., Plutarch was not as yet at
the Academy but only about to enter it; nor that he had been already a pupil of
Ammonios for some time (p. 263) or long before he entered the Academy (p. 270)*.

T

7 Similarly, although P.’s only teacher in philosophy was apparently Ammonios, GLUCKER (p.
126) refuses to admit that Ammonios was also a Platonist or an Academic, on the grounds that
P. never calls him so.

Cf. also OPSOMER, p. 25 with n. 58. Further, OPSOMER rightly notes that TARRANT’S suggestion
(p. 134) that P. did not like to be called Academic, owing to some negative ring of the term in his
times, is not supported by the evidence (¢f. p. 399 with n. 5 above).

» According to DILLON [1988], p. 359: a “desperate suggestion”.

30 So also OPSOMER, p. 21. To support his opinion, GLUCKER (p. 260) takes P. to be “in his middle
or late twenties” in 67 A. D. But P. must have been born c. 46 (see K. ZIEGLER, Plutarchos von
Chaironeia, Stuttgart, 1964" [1949], p. 4 f. [= REXXI 1, 1951, co. 640] and cf. FLACELIERE, pp.
XIV and CXXI). In any case, these two successive stages of P.’s education (first near Ammonios
and then at the Academy --under whom?) are supported by no evidence.

28

Actas del V Congreso Internacional de la LP.S.

Plutarch on th

Our passage
joined the A
too much” t
had previou
necessarily

school in A
only Plato t
phy proper,
the subject
were only a
Academy as
with Plutarc
dyav becon
bership in th

But ther¢
time. In De
by giving hi
not make m
occupies hir

Tas -
mpolovaLt
€démouat

In this p:
Academy, a
ever, refuse
tions and n
imply anyth
gious and
Hellenistic-

31 Cfalso DIL

participle (
the Acader
BRENK-G#
in391A (7

Cf De E 3

Cf. also B.
fréquentati
longtemps,

32
33



-—#

G. NIKOLAIDIS

ings, because
presence, the
7 opinion?’.

himself as a
1dies and the
epting, as we
stances of his
1 this one. As
studied at the
hip with the
itext of their
pendently of

and much of
among other
‘hich, in my

here only a
aich Glucker
laced within

TViKab-
Ta Tun-

‘p- 260), that
not as yet at
y a pupil of
ty (p. 270)%.

GLUCKER (p.
e grounds that

T’S suggestion
the term in his

“in his middle
>lutarchos von
\CELIERE, pp.
:ar Ammonios

|

Plutarch on the Old, Middle and New Academies, and the Academy in Plutarch’s Day 405

Our passage says what all standard translations give, namely that now that he had-
joined the Academy (yevopevos), Plutarch was about to honour its maxim “nothing
too much” by tempering his great enthusiasm for Mathematics to which Eustrophos
had previously alluded’'; and nothing obliges us to accept that this enthusiasm was
necessarily prior to Plutarch’s joining the Academy, that is to say, Ammonios’
school in Athens. On the contrary, knowing the paramount importance which not
only Plato but also Ammonios attached to Mathematics as preparatory to philoso-
phy proper, it is more likely for one to presume that Plutarch’s particular zeal for
the subject was shown inside the ‘Academy’ of Ammonios*. Besides, if Academy
were only a gymnasium those days, and if Plutarch had no relation whatever to the
Academy as a student of a philosophical school (Glucker, p. 271 {f.), its connection
with Plutarch’s enthusiasm for Mathematics and his appeal to its maxim undév
dyav become rather meaningless; why should Plutarch have remembered his mem-
bership in the Athenian ephebeia in the context of a philosophical discussion?”

But there is more evidence pointing to a contemporary Academy in Plutarch’s
time. In De aud. poet. 33C Plutarch says that, if the poet Archilochus thought that,
by giving himself over to pleasures in order to fight his mourning and grief, he did
not make matters any worse, all the more so if one resorts to philosophy instead or
occupies himself with politics or takes up farming.

TlGs Nuiv 7a mapévta xelpov €€el dLhooodoiol kal moALTevopévors Kal
mpololow els dyopav xat katafaivouvowy els ’Axadrpelay kali yewpylav
€démovoty;

In this passage occupation with philosophy is illustrated by going down to the
Academy, and engagement in politics by appearing to the agora. Glucker, how-
ever, refuses to admit what naturally follows from these conspicuous connec-
tions and maintains that Plutarch’s reference to the Academy here ‘“need not
imply anything more than participating in some of the numerous gymnastic, reli-
gious and civic activities which took place in the Academy complex in
Hellenistic-Roman times” (p. 259). This is not only an unwarranted inference; in

31 Cf also DILLON [1988), pp. 358-9, BABUT [1994), pp. 557 ff., OPSOMER, p. 24. The tense of the

participle (yevépevos) militates against DONINI'S, suggestion that P. was not as yet a member of
the Academy in 67, when he first met his future teacher (“Plutarco, Ammonio, e I’ Academia” in
BRENK-GALLO [edd.}, pp. 108 ff.). Besides, how could P. have referred to Plato the way he does
in 391A (tov TIAdTwva fuwv), had he not already begun his higher education by Ammonios?

32

33

Cf. De E 391E: aTe 87 kal aUTds ov TO davAéTatov év pabnuatikf ¢thooodias TiOépevos.
Cf. also BABUT [1994], p. 558: “si I ‘entrée’ de Plutarque a I’ Académie ne coincide pas avec sa
fréquentation d* Ammonios, et s’ il est vrai que I’ Académie de Platon n’ existait plus depuis
longtemps, il est difficile de comprende ce qu’ a pu vouloir dire I’ auteur du De E.
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my opinion, it is virtually an impossible one, unless we accept that in the above
essay Plutarch addresses himself exclusively to the Athenians®.

In Plutarch’s time Academy may indeed have been reduced to a rather small
group of pupils receiving higher education under a master, who, on the whole,
expounded some kind of eclectic Platonism or, to put it differently, the philosophy
of Plato as it had hitherto been developed and interpreted by way of its interaction
with the rival philosophical persuasions, including of course scepticism. Nothing
precludes that Ammonios was such a master and such a Platonist (¢f nn. 23-26);
with a distinct religious and mystic predilection moreover on account of his origin™.

To close, then, our eyes before the frequent and unequivocal references of
Plutarch to the Academy as the intellectual milieu of his philosophical training or
to explain them away by describing Plutarch as a member of the Athenian ephebeia,
simply taking his stroll in the locality or merely exercising himself in the gymna-
sium of the Academy (suggestions for which there is not even a scrap of evidence),
is not acceptable; unless we also accept Glucker’s arguments (pp. 271-74), which
expect confirmation from inscriptions awaiting excavation (p. 274: “evidence for
this may be forthcoming”) or from “some new ingenious interpretation of extant
evidence”, so that the theory may be confirmed. And one more point: given the fact
that Plutarch “was not averse to ‘collecting honours’ and ‘adding letters to his

3 In discussing the 9 testimonia which apparently refer to a contemporary Academy, GLUCKER (pp.

257-80) tries to show that all these references actually concern the Old Academy, but he is only
partly right. For a sensible counter-argumentation see BABUT (1994), pp. 562 ff., who discusses
more passages (disregarded by GLUCKER) that bring a contemporary Academy to the fore (pp.
562n.75 and 564 ff.).

Cf. BABUT [1994], p. 562: “Cette école [sc. Ammonios’] ne se réclamait pas exclusivement de
Platon, mais conjointement du courant de pensée critique et sceptique inauguré par les représen-
tants de la Nouvelle Académie”. Cf. also TARRANT, p. 133 f. So, when GLUCKER (who dissoci-
ates, as we have seen Ammonios from Academic scepticism) asks, “Where, then, did Plutarch
learn his Academic --or indeed, his Pyrthonian- scepticism?” (p. 275), the answer is here: at the
school of Ammonios, of course, where he must also have learned his Aristotle, his Pythagoras, the
Stoic and the Epicurean doctrines (understandably, other sources of all this knowledge were P.’s
own reading and his friends [¢f. BABUT, 1969, pp. 239-70}). Cf. also R. FLACELIERE, Plutarque.
Vies, 1 (Budé), Paris, 1957, p. XII: “Aupres lui” [s¢. Ammonios], “Plutarque s’ intruisit dans tous
les systémes philosophiques de la Gréce, mais surtout dans celui du ‘divin’ Platon”. See also DIL-
LON [1977], pp. 184, 189 ff., and FROIDEFOND, p. 189n.17. (Strangely enough, although FROIDE-
FOND describes Ammonios as scholarch of the Academy and teacher of P. [p. 185], he subse-
quently maintains that “Plutarque n’ appartenait pas 4 1" Académie”; ¢f. above, n.6). If the Stoic
Themistokles in Quaest conv. 626E is the same person with P.’s fellow pupil Themistokles in
Them. 32.6, this could be another indication of the somewhat eclectic philosophical education
offered by Ammonios.
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name’, as Glucker shrewdly observes (ibid.), why should he have remained silent
in connection with the honour of his membership in the Athenian ephebeia?

*kkok

In all of Plutarch’s writings there are only 3 passages (all in the Lives), where
0Old, Middle and New Academy are mentioned in the same breath. More precisely,
the Old Academy, represented by Antiochos of Askalon in these passages (cf. also
n. 17 above) is distinguished from its subsequent developments, the Middle and the
New, represented by Arkesilaos, Karneades and Philon of Larisa. Plutarch does not
explicitly state in these passages which Academic version he favours, but the con-
text and some other considerations allow us, I think, to surmise his position. Here
are the passages concerned:

Cicero 4.1-3:

'AdLkSpevos & els *ABras AvTidxou Tob "AdkaiwviTou Sujkovoe, TH pév
evpolg TGV AOywv avTol kal Tij XdpLTL knAovpevos, @ & év Tois 8éyuaciy
€vewTépllev, ovk émawav. 1dn vyap ¢éficTato ThAs véas Aeyopévns
‘Axadnpelas 6 "AvTioxos kal THY Kapreddou oTdoww €ykaTélelmev, €iTe
KapuTTopevos Lo TiiS €évapyelas kal TAV alctjoewvy, €i0’, s dagw €viot,
bLroTipia Tl kal Stadopd mpos Tous Kiettopaxou kal didwvos ouvnbels ToOV
2TWLkOV €k peTaBoAls Bepamelwy Adyov év Tols mAcloTols. 6 &€ Kiképwy
€KETV’ ydma kdkelvols Tpooelxe Larov, SlavooUpevos, el TavTdmacly €kmé-
ool TOU Ta KOLVA TPAcoeLY, SeUpo e TEVEYKAUEVOS.

Lucullus 42.3-4:

dLdocodlary 8¢ maoav pév AomdleTo kal TpdS TATAV €UUEVS AV Kal
olkelos, 18lov 8¢ This *Akadnpelas €€ dpxfis €pwTa kai (frov éoxev, ol Thg
véas Aeyopévns, kalmep avBolons T6Te Tols Kapveddou Adyols 8ia diwvos,
di\da Tfis malaias, mbavov dvdpa kal Sewvov elmely TéTE TpooTdTY €xolons
TOV CAokadwviTny CAvTioxov, Ov mdon omoudf] moinodpevos dldov O
Aclkodos kal gupPloTiy avTeTdTTeTo Tols Plhwvos dkpoatals, wv kal
Kiképwy My kal oUyypappd ye mdykalov €moincev eis THv dipeoiv, év ¢ ToV
umép Tis kataAbews Adyov Aeukdlw TepiTéBelkey, atTg 8¢ Tov évavtiov:
A€tkodos 8 avayéypamTal TO PLBAiov.

Brutus 2.2-3:

Tav 8 ‘EXuikdr dhogddwy oldevds pév ws amids eimely dvikoos fv
oud’ dAAGTpLoS, SadepdvTws &’ éomouddkel Tpos Tous amd TIAdTwros: kal THY
véav kal péony Aeyopévny *Akadrpelav ot mdvu mpoalépevos, €EfpTnTo ThHS
maiatds, kal SieTékel Bavpdlwv pev ’AvTioxov TOV *AckaiwviTny, didov 8¢
Kal oupPlwTiy TOV adeddov auTol memoinpévos "AploTov, dvdpa TH pév év
Adyors €€el TOAGY dLhooddwy AeLmopevor, eutaliq 8 kal TpadTnTL TOlS TPW-
TOlS €vdpLAdov.
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However, in interpreting the above passages scholars do not concur. Babut
(1969, p. 199), and Opsomer (p. 172), for example, maintain that it is the passage
from the life of Cicero that discloses Plutarch’s opinion about Antiochos and his
school, and that this opinion is negative, as far as the philosopher’s innovations are
concerned; for Antiochos had seceded from the New Academy of Karneades and
Philon to embrace the Stoics under the mask of a more authentic, supposedly,
Platonist®®. This interpretation entails, of course, that between Antiochos’ return to
the dogmatism of the Old Academy (regardless of its Stoic undertones) and Karnea-
des’ sceptical New Academy Plutarch favoured the latter. To support this view,
Babut observes that in his Adversus Colotem Plutarch is not hostile to Academic
scepticism, and that Colotes’ simultaneous attack on Arkesilaos and Plato (for
Arkesilaos had sought the verification of his views by appealing, among others, also
to Socrates and Plato) in fact proves the unity and continuity of the Academic doc-
trine’’. Moreover, Babut reminds us that it was the sceptic Philon who had first
denied that there were two Academies™, and that Plutarch also wrote an essay to the
same effect (cf. p. 400 above).

Babut’s argumentation is not, [ think, compelling. Plutarch’s preference of
Karneades to Antiochos in the Cicero passage is not at all certain, and in any case,
it should not escape us that the comparison there is not principally between Old and
New Academy — in fact the term “Old Academy” is absent from our passage—but,

36 The teachings of the Old Academy were thought to be identical in many respects with those of

the Stoa. Cf. Cic., Acad. 2.15, 69 (eadem dicit [sc. Antiochos] quae Stoici), De fin. 4.3. This
being so, in appropriating Stoic doctrines Antiochos probably believed that he was not bor-
rowing ideas alien to the Academy, but that he was claiming on behalf of the Academy tea-
chings that had always belonged to it. And in Acad. 1. 43 we are told that Antiochos regard-
ed Stoicism as correctionem veteris Academiae potius quam novam aliquam disciplinam. Cf.
also Sext., P.H. 1.235: AN kal 0 ’AvTtioxos Thv oToav peTryayev els Ty 'Akadiupiav,
ws Kal elpfigBal ém’ aliTe OTL év "Akadnuig dLrooodel Ta oTwikd: émedelkvue ydp OTL
mapa TIAdTwvL KelTar Td TV OTwk@Y 86ypaTa. According to DILLON [1990] also, Antiochos
“felt justified in taking the great bulk of Stoic theory and terminology as a kind of updated version
of Platonism” (III, “The Academy in the Middle Platonic Period”, p. 66). See also Cic., Acad. 2.
132 (n. 17) and ¢f. LYNCH, pp. 179 ff..

Cf. 1122A: KoAddTyy xdpts kal mavtlt TG TOv "Akadnpaikor Adyov dvwlev fikewr eig
*Apkeailaov amodaivovTt.

37

38 Cf. Cic., Acad. 1.13 (Philo...negat...duas Academias esse, erroremque eorum qui ita putarunt

coarguit) and 46. But perhaps Philon started to uphold this view after Antiochos’ secession on the
pretext that he was reverting to the tenets of the Old Academy (cf. OPSOMER, p. 59). For the clash
between Philon and Antiochos in more detail, see GLUCKER’s excellent treatment (pp. 80ff., also
27n. 49) and ¢f. LYNCH, p. 179.
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apparently, between the sceptical Karneades and the stoicizing Antiochos™. It is
also true that in Adv. Col. Plutarch is not particularly hostile to scepticism, but this
is only to be expected in an essay defending the philosophers (the Academic scep-
tics among them), whom Colotes had assailed; for in the same essay Plutarch also
pleads for the Cyrenaics (1120C-D), but no one would infer from this that he was
sympathetic to their teachings™. The Adv. Col. is a polemical work taking aim at the
Epicurean dogma. In this war of words Karneades and the Sceptical Academy fought
vehemently the Garden, and in this context the anti-Epicurean Plutarch naturally sided
with Karneades. Besides, the unity of the Academic thought went beyond Arkesilaos,
as Philon’s testimony also demonstrates, while, as far as Plutarch is concerned, it is
almost certain that he perceived this unity as extending and being valid through to his
own time, which means that it included Antiochos too®'.

My own approach to the passages under discussion is somewhat different. To
begin with, it is important, I think, to note that in all three the New Academy, being
distinguished from the Old, is invariably described as “so-called New Academy”
(This véas heyopévns Akadnuelas)*. Plutarch’s insistence on this characteriza-
tion, which, to the best of my knowledge, does not occur in any other source,
whether Greek or Latin, lends authenticity to treatise 63 of the Lamprias-catalogue
and confirms that Plutarch accepted only one Academy, apparently the Old, as we
shall presently see, and, like Philon of Larisa, rejected that the so-called New
Academy was, in terms of doctrine, something essentially different®.

The actual contents of the Cicero and Lucullus passages above give no clear
indication as to which Academy Plutarch preferred, although the tenor of the latter
suggests, I think, that he agreed with Lucullus*; something that is clearly brought
out, after all, in the Synkrisis, where Lucullus’ attachment to the Academy is linked

¥ Yet there can be little doubt that Antiochos was now the head of the restored Old Academy, as

Luc. 42.3 and Br. 2.3 manifest.

As is known, the Cyrenaic school mainly comprised Aristippos, the philosopher of pleasure par
excellence, Theodoros the atheist, Hegesias, the advocate of suicide, and Anniceris. On the other hand,
according to DE LACY (p. 81), P’s references to the Academic sceptics “suggest that while from
motives of loyalty to the Academy he refrained from attacking them, he found little in them to praise”.

40

4 That Antiochos was regarded as Academic, see Cic., Acad. 2. 132 (n. 17).

2 or “so-called Middle Academy” in the Brutus-passage.

4 But Philon’s one-Academy thesis differs from that of P. in that the former speaks as an Academic

sceptic, whereas the latter as a Platonist. Cf. BABUT [1994], p. 550n.9.

4 See also R. FLACELIERE, Plutarque Vies VII (Budé), Paris, 1972, p. 281.
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with his admiration for Xenocrates*, However, Babut (1969, p. 199) and Opsomer
(p. 172) believe that the Cicero passage shows Plutarch’s preference for the New
Academy. On the evidence of Cic., 4.1-2, Opsomer suggests that “‘Antiochos was also
probably the only Academic philosopher whom Plutarch did not regard as such™*®; but
to maintain this, he is forced to dismiss the evidence of the other two passages (where
Antiochos is not merely associated with the Old Academy, but is also presented as its
head), as being the views of Lucullus and Brutus, although the text makes absolutely
clear that it is Plutarch who expresses these opinions*’. On the contrary, in the Cicero
passage Plutarch does not say that Antiochos was not an Academic philosopher; he
only says that he abandoned the so-called New Academy and espoused many Stoic
doctrines. In other words, instead of undermining the Platonic dogma through the scep-
tical émoy|, as Arkesilaos and Karneades had done, Antiochos opted for reviving
and invigorating Platonism with dogmatic injections of Stoic substance.

The case of Brutus in our third passage is more indicative: Here we are explici-
tly told that Brutus disapproved (ov mdvu mpootépevos) the so-called Middle and
New Academy and clung to the Old. Hence, he was a constant admirer of Antiochos
and a close friend of his brother Aristos, who subsequently succeeded him in the
head of the Academy (cf. above p. 402). From the Brutus and Lucullus passages,
then, it follows that, contrary to Opsomer’s view above, Plutarch did not regard
Antiochos simply as an Academic philosopher, but as the chief representative, if not
the actual scholarch, of the reinstated Old Academy®. In Plutarch’s mind, that is,
Antiochos’ return to the teachings of the Old Academy, which was in all respects
closer to Plato than the sceptical New Academy, was more significant a move than
his Stoic borrowings, some of which Plutarch, after all, might also have
approved® The Cicero passage neither contradicts this evidence nor is it necessari-
ly meant against Antiochos, as has been assumed (above p. 408). In Cic. 4 there is

3 In Kim.-Luc. 1.3 we read that Lucullus’ way of living after he had retired from politics was not

worthy of Tfis kaAfs 'Akadnueias ovde TOV ZevokpdTn {nAodvTos.

16 Cf. also OPSOMER [n. 13}, p. 180. Similarly BABUT [1969] maintains that, for P., Antiochos “était
beaucoup plus proche du Portique que de I’ Académie” (p. 199). This view, however, appears to
run counter to our evidence; see above, nn. 17 and 36, and ¢f. DILLON [1977], pp. 57ff.

i Cf. also BABUT [1969], p. 199;. especially the headship of Antiochos cannot be Lucullus’ view,
of course.

8 And so did Cicero. Cf. Brutus 315:...Antiocho veteris Academiae nobilissimo et prudentissimo
philosopho.

49

DILLON [1977] reminds us that, since Stoic elements were not excluded from P.’s philosophical
synthesis, “the true extent of P.’s opposition to the Stoics needs careful evaluation™ (p. 189).
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no clear distinction or contrast between Old and New Academy; in Cic. 4 Plutarch
simply observes that Antiochos broke with the so-called New Academy and, chang-
ing somehow his views, adopted several Stoic doctrines. But it was clearly Cicero,
not Plutarch, who disapproved Antiochos’ innovations (@ &8’ év Tols 86ypaotv
evewTépLlev, ovk émaivav), and it was Cicero again, not Plutarch, who preferred
the teachings of Kleitomachos and Philon to those of Antiochos (0 8¢ Kuiképwv
Ekely’ Nydma kdke{vols mpooelxe pariov, SLavoolpevos...kTA.). We know for
sure, after all, that Cicero was an adherent of Philon and the New Academy™. By
contrast, the attitude of Lucullus and Brutus toward the Old and New Academy tal-
lies better with Plutarch’s predilections, insofar as the Old Academy is nearer to
Plato’'; thus Brutus, who clings to the Old Academy, is praised by Plutarch all the
way in this Life, and his achievements are attributed precisely to his Academic—the
Old Academic (because of Antiochos), that is—backgroundsz.

On the whole, Plutarch’s preference for the Old Academy is, I think, too
obvious to be disputed. It is not only that his references and allusions to it and
the immediate successors of Plato clearly outnumber those to the Middle-New
Academy and its scholarchs®; it is also the nature of his respective comments
and the place where he makes them that establish this preference. Most of his
scattered references to Arkesilaos and Karneades, for example, are of anecdotal
or biographical nature, regarding, that is, the character of these men or their
behaviour on particular occasions™. On the other hand, his philosophical, as it
were, references to the same are almost exclusively confined to his polemical

50 ¢f Cic., Acad. 1.13, 46, 2. 69, De offic. 3.20, De nat. deor. 1.1, 10-11, De divin. 2.150, Ad fam.

9.8.1, Plut., Luc. 42.3. Cf. also DILLON [1977], p. 61 ad init.

Cf. 1. 3. HARTMAN, De Plutarcho scriptore et philosopho, Leiden, 1916, p. 683 (hanc Antiochi
Academiam eam esse quae ipsi Plutarcho maxime probetur); M. CODIGNOLA, “La formazione
spirituale di Plutarco e la sua personalita filosofico-religiosa”, Civilta Moderna, 6 (1934) 471-490,
pp- 478 ff. with nn. 52 and 62; FROIDEFOND, p. 186n.10.

Cf. Di. 1.2: 6 & [sc. Brutus] Tols A6yors évTtpadeis Tois TTAdTwros...4: obTw TOV Aoyov éoTly
€lkos TEOY memaldevpévwr opolws [sc. Dion and Brutus] émecBal Tais mpdEeowv. See further
Br. 24.1, where Brutus is said to have attended the lectures of Theomnestos, also an Academic, and
Kratippos the Peripatetic. Perhaps it is worth remembering here that the eclectic synthesis of
Antiochos, whom Brutus admired, was based on Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics. See Cic., De fin.,
5.7, Acad. 2.15, and ¢f. DONINI {n. 4], p. 32. For Peripatetic and Stoic influences on P.’s political
outlook (which was basically Platonic), see AALDERS H. WZN- DE BLOIS [n.13], pp. 3389 ff.

See, for instance, GLUCKER, pp. 213, 220, etc.

For Arkesilaos see Mor. 55C, 63D, 461D, 634A, fr. 152; for Karneades: S8F, 474F, 477B, 513C,
CMa. 22; for Polemon: 462D, 780D.
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treatises against the Stoics and the Epicureans. But even there Plutarch can hard-
ly be viewed as an exponent of sceptical Academic teaching, however creative-
ly he may have used his models™. As has already been observed, in those trea-
tises he simply employs Academic techniques (mostly Karneadean ones) to
refute and confound the Stoics and the Epicureans“.

In Plutarch’s writings there are indeed passages that have allowed some scholars
to diagnose sceptical tendencies in his thought, others to discover a crypto-sceptic
Plutarch and others to classify him outright among the Academic sceptics®. A
detailed discussion of these passages goes beyond the scope of this article. But apart
from the specific evidence questioning the validity of the above views™, there are
certain general considerations which also militate against the picture of a sceptic
Plutarch. I cannot see, for instance, why, if Plutarch had indeed been a sceptic, he
should not have declared his conviction openly; all the more so, since scepticism
was the core of the New Academy to which, according to some scholars, Plutarch
belonged (cf. n. 57). Yet, as things stand in his extant works, Plutarch unequivocally
expresses his loyalty only to Plato and the Old Academy®, whereas he almost
ignores Pyrrho, the founder of scepticism (cf. n. 12), and does not have even one
single reference to Aenesidemos, the man who revived Pyrrhonism in the first cen-
tury B.C. This being so, I deem it rather unlikely that the Platonist Plutarch could
have written five whole books on the subject of arguing both sides of a given ques-
tion (Lampr.-cat. 45: Tlept Tis els €xdTepov €myelpricews BiAla € ) or a spe-

5 Yet, he can be viewed as promoter of his own Platonism. Cf. G. BOYS-STONES in OPSOMER, p.

186n.281. For P.’s creativity and ‘originality’ in his polemical works, see BABUT [1969], pp. 45-
46, 60-61, 124-25.

As TARRANT has put it, P. “retained Academic ‘scepticism’ as a tool rather than as a means of
expressing significant uncertainty” (p. 42). Cf OPSOMER, pp. 186 ff., id. [n. 13], p. 177, and
GLUCKER, p. 261. See also DILLON [1988], who, discussing 922F (10 mepiaxTov éx THis ’Aka-
Snpelas...—incidentally, another evidence for a living Academic tradition in P.’s day), regards the
passage “as a good indication that P. recognises New Academic methods of argument as a proper
part of a Platonist’s armoury” and “as a weapon in inter-school controversy” (p. 360).

Notably J. SCHROETER, Plutarchs Stellung zur Skepsis, Greifswald, 1911, pp. 6ff. More recently,
¢f. M. CUVIGNY, “Plutarque et Epictéte”, in Actes du VIlle Congrés de I’ Association Guillaume
Budé, Paris, 1969, p. 563; DONINIL, “Lo scetticismo academico, Aristotele e I’ unita della tradizio-
ne platonica secondo Plutarco”, in G. CAMBIANO (ed.), Storiografia e dossografia nella filosofia
antica, Torino, 1986, esp. p. 212 ff., DILLON [1988], p. 360; BABUT [1994], pp. 553, 555, 562 ff.;
TARRANT, p. 133 f.; OPSOMER, pp. 192, 268-69.

Cf- R. M. JONES, [n. 1], pp. 18-19, DE LACY, pp. 83 ff.; GLUCKER, pp. 268 ff.

Cf. Moralia 90C (8ctov MdTwva), 391A (n. 31), 700B (mpods $rthdoodor 86EY Te kal Svvdaper
mp@Tov), 717D-E, 964D etc.
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cial essay upholding the thesis that understanding is impossible (Lampr.-cat. 146:

"Om ovdev ot ouvtéval)™; for these treatises are invoked as further proofs of

Plutarch’s scepticism. Sceptic influences and, occasionally, sceptic propensities are
undoubtedly present in Plutarch’s work; but so are also Pythagorean, Peripatetic and
Stoic ones, without anyone so far having felt the need to depict Plutarch, for this
reason, as Pythagorean or Peripatetic or Stoic. Plutarch is first and foremost a
Platonist, while all other philosophical doctrines that can be identified in his work
are not actually incompatible with his own interpretation of Plato®. Scepticism, for
Plutarch, apart from being a useful tool for belabouring his philosophical oppo-
nents, primarily meant caution and reservation in expressing oneself categorically
on issues beyond man’s mental grasp or inadmissible of a definite explanation: cer-
tain physical phenomena, for example, or whatever is connected with the god-
head®. As De Lacy characteristically put it, “Plutarch suspends judgement not from
a conviction that truth is unattainable, but from a kind of intellectual humility which
warns him that he has not yet attained it” (p. 83)%.

Finally, as regards the existence of any Academy in Plutarch’s day, the matter is
perhaps one of terminology. That Academy as an institution was not after 86 B.C.
what it was before that date, it is fairly certain. But it is as certain, I think, that some
kind of school, some kind of a philosophical circle or group advocating, promul-
gating, enriching, updating and modifying Plato’s philosophical legacy, and there-
fore designated—self-designated perhaps—and recognized as Academy (cf. n. 15)
continued to exist, no matter how mediocre those Academics were. Epictetus, after
all, writes towards the turn of the first century A.D. against those who call them-

60 Neither can we be sure that Lampr.-cat. 158 (Tlept Tév Tluppwvos 8éka Tpdmwy) is a genuine

work of P, although GLUCKER, adducing no evidence whatever, affirms that P. “did compose this
work” (p. 276). On the other hand, OPSOMER (p. 186 ff.) makes too much, I think, of the fact that
P. was “a supporter of the method of in contrarias partes disserere”. That he used this method in
his polemical essays — and only in those— does not necessarily make him a theoretical exponent
of it.

Cf. RM. JONES [n. 1}, pp. 9, 17-19; RUSSELL [n.1], p. 63; FLACELIERE, p. CXXIIL

See, e.g., De Iside 351C-D. “Academic caution”, notes OPSOMER,”warned against the assump-
tion that man could obtain knowledge reserved for the gods” (p. 230); and earlier on he aptly
remarks that “émoxn), being cognate to evAdPeta, promotes reverence towards the divine” (p. 80).
Cf. also BABUT [1969], pp. 283 ff. For the domains of Academic scepticism in general, see DONI-
NI [n. 571, esp. p. 212 ff.

There are several passages in P. that confirm DE LACY’S observation: see, e.g., 17D-E, 430F-431A,
S49E-F, 558D, 700B, Cam. 6.6, Cr. 38.3 etc. In 955C also 70 éwéxewv év Tols dbijrols does not
necessarily mean scepticism, but rather eUAdBera, namely caution in committing oneself to definite
answers in matters where the truth is obscure. Cf. also OPSOMER, pp. 184 and 230 (above, n. 62).
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selves Academics (Arrian, Epict. 2.20.5: ol ’Axkadnpaikols aiuTous AyovTes),
and Glucker himself (p. 294) as well as Opsomer (pp. 230 ff, esp. 234-35) identify
these Academics with the circle of Plutarch (p. 294)*. The Academy as an organized
institution with regular succession of scholarchs may have indeed come to an end atter
Philon’s death, but the Platonic philosophy continued to be studied and disseminated
by means of those loose threads of isolated philosophical groups in Athens, in
Alexandria, later in Asia Minor®, which did somehow represent, albeit not so strictly
and officially, the illustrious school®. Plutarch’s testimony concerning his own studies
at the Academy leaves no doubt, in my opinion, that his teacher Ammonios was the
person who headed such a philosophical school or circle in Athens round 67 A.D.(cf.
above nn. 22-25). Thus, the links of the famous Golden Chain from Plato to Proclus
may have become loose and dangerously weakened in the period we are discussing,
but there is no indisputable evidence that they had completely broken off.
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