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ABSTRACT: In this paper I focus on philosophy 1n classical and roman
Argos, looking forward to contribute to the promotion of an undervalued as-
pect of the intellectual history of the city. The Argive Hapocration was a phi-
losopher and commentator {rom the second century A.D. He was a disciple of
the philosopher Atticus who belonged to the Middle Platonists. Harpocration
was a partner and friend of a certain Caesar. Harpocration wrote detailed com-
ments on almost all the texts of Plato. In the few passages that have survived
from Harpocration’s work, we observe a version of Platonic thought clearly
influenced by the current of Gnosticism and Pythagoreanism. Harpocration’s
influence on both his contemporaries and his successors remains sufficiently
obscure, although Proclus included Harpocration among the top Platonists.
Nevertheless, this is not the only known philosophical activity in the city of
Argos. This is confirmed by the existence of many philosophers from Argos in
classical antiquity who, to some extent like Harpocration much later, adhered
to the current of Pythagoreanism.

KEYWORDS: Philosophy, Harpocration, Argos, Atticus, Middle Platonism,
Pythagoreanism, Neo-Platonism.

The city of Argos boasts a rich history and cultural contribution
that stretched over the centuries, from early prehistory to modern times.
However, though esteemed researchers spilled tons of ink for many
centuries, the past of Argos has not yet been sufficiently elucidated.
There are still many fields of studies and topics that have not been sys-
tematically studied, patiently waiting research to shed light on them. In
this paper I aim to spell some out looking forward to contribute to the
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promotion of an undervalued, but highly interesting, aspect of the intel-
lectual history of Argos, namely philosophy.

The Argive Hapocration was a philosopher and commentator from
the second century A.D. His origin is not disputed by any source. How-
ever, there is still a potential possibility that he might have descended
from a different Argos: namely that which is in Amfilochia, Orestiko
or that in Cyprus. Yet, the absence of any additional geographical des-
ignation in his name in ancient sources is likely to disprove such claims.
Simply mentioning ‘Argos’ can only indicate the most notable of the
cities with this name, namely the Argive Argos. As will be revealed
later in this paper, the close relationship between Hapocration with the
Atticus family may well support his Argive origin.!

HARPOCRATION’S EARLY STUDIES

Harpocration was a disciple of the philosopher Atticus who belonged
to the Middle Platonists.? Platonism between the period of Antiochus
of Ascalon (130-68 B.C.) and Plotinus (204-270 A.D.) — the founder of
Neo-Platonism, 1s called Middle Platonism. The main characteristic of
Middle Platonism is the return to the old Platonic tradition through the
study of all Platonic texts. Representatives of Middle Platonism are dis-
tinguished by their intense eclecticism. They sought it as a response to
philosophical problems that concerned them. Middle Platonic eclecticism
was some form of agreement among all earlier eminent philosophers,
led by Pythagoras, Socrates and Plato, of course. This eclecticism is
perhaps explained by the inability of these scholars to produce original
philosophical thought. Instead, they simply reviewed already formulated
opinions. Their interest focused on doctrinal terms of metaphysical
principles and on the exploration of ethical principles which were par-
ticularly expressed in Stoicism and Peripatetic Philosophy.?

We know little about the life of the Middle Platonist Atticus, as is
the case with many philosophers of his time. Eusebius confirms that he
lived around 176 A.D., which coincides with the end of the reign of Marcus
Aurelius (161-180 A.D.), the emperor — philosopher, who was a pupil of
Herod Atticus.# The name ‘Atticus’, exceptionally rare back then, pos-
sibly indicates some association with the family of Herod Atticus against
other less plausible suggested interpretations.” Moreover, placing Atti-

1 Steiris, 2006: 257-268.

2 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.305.6.

3 Georgoulis, 2004: 475-485; Merlan, 1967: 53-83; Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 365-371.
4 Dillon, 1996: 248; Des Places, 1977: 7.

5 Karamanolis, 2006: 150; Oliver, 1981: 223.
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cus at this point in chronology is also intriguing. It could be interpreted
as to enhance his connection to Herod Atticus; indeed, in 176 A.D. Roman
emperor Marcus Aurelius established a chair for Platonic philosophy in
Athens. It is very probable that this chair was assigned to Atticus ex-
plaining the choice of this particular time period. For this more plausi-
ble claim, the opinion of Herod Atticus would have been of significant
meaning; it is reasonable to assume that Marcus Aureliug could select
someone from his milieu and satisfy his former teacher Herod Atticus. In
addition ancient sources suggested that Herod Atticus had a significant
role in the appointment of the chairs of philosophy.®

Unfortunately L. Benakis confused Atticus with Herod Atticus, who
was not a philosopher, leading to misunderstanding.” More confusion
arises from this point; Herod Atticus was a student of the Platonic phi-
losopher Taurus from Tyr. According to the sources, the latter lived around
145 A.D. and was in turn a disciple and friend of Plutarch. This testimony
reaches us through another student of Taurus, Aulus Gellius.® Taurus was
a skeptical philosopher and director of the New Academy in Athens,
though the existence of this institution has itself been questioned.”
Nonetheless, the philosopher Atticus was the successor of Taurus as an
advocate of Platonism and the preservation of true faith, even though
this did not prevent him from disagreeing with him philosophically.

Atticus was an opponent of eclecticism. Atticus remained essen-
tially the most mainstream Platonic, despite targeting with his position
other philosophers like Amonius.l? Of course, while he basically main-
tained the Platonic forms he presented them as ideas or thoughts of the
divine. Moreover, he opposed the attempt to harmonize Plato’s teachings
with those of Aristotle, which Albinus had begun, remaining thus a loyal
Platonist. He did not hesitate to proclaim that Aristotle’s philosophical
positions conflicted with those of Plato. He maintained that Aristotle’s
positions have no value whatsoever, since Plato had already completely
and thoroughly dealt with all areas of knowledge.!! Furthermore, his office
as head of the Platonic Academy possibly entailed a war on Aristotle.!?
Conflicting views between proponents of different philosophical schools
were not unusual in that period. Indeed, Taurus, among others, had written
texts with similar content.13

6 Dillon, 1996: 248; Kalligas, 2004: 37-56; Oliver, 1977: 160—178; Oliver, 1981: 216-217,
222-225.

7 Benakis, 1976; 437438,

8 Merlan, 1967 63.

9 Dillon, 1996: 248.

10 Des Places, 1977 7-8.

11 Karamanolis, 2006: 150.

12 Sharples, 2010: 250.

13 Des Places, 1977: 16.
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Most of /{po¢ tod¢ did tav Apiototedone ta T Adtwvog DITiay vovugvong
— Fusebius® surviving work on Atticus — addresses this very issue, though
the original title of Atticus’ treatise might not have been this.!* Of course,
Eusebius finds weakness in Atticus’” work and fights Aristotle’s views
that were not compatible with Christian theology.!> It is definitely no
coincidence that a few years earlier History of Philosophy by Aristo-
cles — a Peripatetic philosopher and mentor of the famous Alexander of
Aphrodisias — circulated in Athens. In this work, Plato was presented as
inferior to Aristotle.’6 At this point, it is worthwhile noting that Atticus’
texts are marked by a greater tendency to eloquence. As shall be seen
later Herod Atticus was distinguished in rhetoric.

Belonging to the classical line of Greek philosophy, Atticus accept-
ed the tripartite division of philosophy into ethics, physics and logic.!”
Atticus’ thought is characterized by focusing his interest primarily on
God rather than on nature. In particular, his debate focused on Aristotle’s
views on divine providence, eternity of the world and the refusal to accept
the immortality of the soul. All of them mainly originate from Aristo-
tle’s theory of entelecheia. Aristotle’s theology at least, as perceived by
Atticus, was a form of atheism since it denied providence and deprived
God from the ability to intervene in earthly affairs. For Atticus, provi-
dence, nature and cosmic soul were the same.18 Furthermore, in his work
the Demiurge and the cosmic soul are replaced by reason, in the vein of
carlier Platonists who had tried but never reached the point of equating
God with reason. Reason will always remain a tool in the hands of God.
He also stresses how the one and only God arranged for the creation of
the world, which is connected to providence. In fact his conception of
God is dualistic (God-world), while other Middle Platonists could be
characterized as monists.1?

Atticus did not avoid though being influenced by Stoic philosophy
in topics regarding the presence of God in the world and the conception
that only virtue can ensure human happiness without the assistance of
material factors, as argued by the Peripatetic School. On the other hand,
he never reached the point of supporting the position of the Stoics on
severe limitation of passions.?’ Regarding this point, his ideas seem to
converge to those of Eudorus and diverge from those of Antiochus and
Plutarch. However, Aristotle’s questioning of the Platonic view that virtue
is sufficient for the conquest and retention of happiness, troubled him.

14 Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, ch. 11, 15; Karamanolis, 2006: 152.
15 Festugiere, 1932: 257-258.

16 Mras, 1936: 183—188.

17 Baltes, 1983: 38-57; Dillon, 19%96: 251.

18 Des Places, 1977: 66.

19 Baltes, 1983: 38-57, Dillon, 1996: 252-257.

20 Georgoulis, 2004: 483—484; Dillon, 1996: 281-282.
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In addition, Atticus wrote comments on Plato’s Timaeus and Re-
public. Of course, he identified the Demiurge in Timaeus with the es-
sence of good.?! In the interpretation of Timaeus, Atticus suggested the
existence of an uncreated matter, which exists in continuous and cha-
otic motion under the effect of the bad soul of the world. The Demiurge
intervenes to give form to matter and mind to the bad soul of the world.
Disordered matter, whose main cause of existence is the bad soul, is
thought to exist before the xarepyirido woys (worst soul) which remained
gugpawv and not rational during Creation due to the intervention of the
intellect.??

Consequently, Atticus’ reasoning is roughly as follows: motion
emanates from the soul but it is disordered. It follows that the soul is
disordered. The soul is distorted by the pressure exerted by higher forms
and descends downward. The result of this motion is the existence of a
lesser cosmic soul comparable to Plutarch’s Isis. This soul is inferior to
the actual cosmic soul which, for Atticus, has a similar role as the De-
miurge in Timaeus. Atticus thinks of the Demiurge as the transcendent
God. It 1s no coincidence that he named Him ‘mind” and associated Him
with goodness.2® He is transcendent and of the vonrov {dov (intelligible
form of life) thus even transcending the Platonic world of forms.24

From Atticus’ texts, it can easily be concluded that it is enough to
consider the forms as God’s thoughts. This is consistent with the per-
ception of other Platonists who accept the trinity of the Godhead, Matter,
and Form.25 Nevertheless, Porphyry accuses him to place the forms out
of the mind while, according to him, they are subjective.?® From a com-
ment of the Neo-Platonist Syrianus, we could infer that, for Atticus,
forms exist at the level of the cosmic soul and not in the mind of the
transcendent God.2” However, connecting a transcendent God to the
forms remained an unsolvable problem to every Platonist who believed
in the existence of such a transcendent God.

Both Atticus and Plutarch argued that the world has a specific be-
ginning in time, which ig a position sufficiently studied by many Neo-
-Platonic philosophers. This assertion arose from a reading of Timaeus
which led to the conclusion that time existed before the world, since
motion characterized the universe before the creation of the world and
time is a measure of motion. Atticus” view was that limits should be

21 Proclus, Bz Timaewm, 1.305.

22 Merlan, 1967. 76-77.

23 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.305.

24 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.431; Dillon, 1996; 253-258.
23 Des Places, 1977: 67—69.

26 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.394, 6.

27 Dilllon, 1996: 256.
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placed on the creative power of God, as Aristotle and his disciples had
attempted.?8

Numenius of Apamea in Syria is classified as a Neo-Pythagorean,??
though strongly influenced by the principles of Platonic philosophy.39
He exercised a strong influence on Harpocration and Atticus, without
supporting the discipleship of neither one of them. Other scholars classi-
fy him with the representatives of Middle Platonism, which were strongly
affected by Neo-Pythagoreanism.3! Indeed, he dedicated his life to rec-
onciling Platonic concepts with Pythagorean doctrines, while arguing
that the differences between them are only verbal.

Neo-Pythagoreanism probably developed in Alexandria in Egypt
along with the Greek-Jewish philosophy. It aimed at discovering the
absolute truth through studying the teachings of the Orphics, the Py-
thagoreans and Plato with the assistance of mysticism and Gnosticism.
From the first century B.C. the attempt to revive Pythagoreanism began
to form, but its end was marked by the person of Apollonius of Tyvana
towards the first century A.D.32

Numenius lived in the second century A.D. Around the middle of his
life he authored an attack against Antiochus of Ascalon, who attempted
to identify Platonic and Stoic philosophy. Nevertheless, in his work,
apart from Pythagoras and Plato whom he thought equal, he extolled
Maggi, Egyptian priests, Brahmans and Moses to whom Numenius
reserved a special treatment saying: “ti yap £oti lIhdtov 1 Movoi]g
attikiCov;”.33 Discerning between God and matter, individualism and
dualism, he renders direct action of God in matter impossible. This made
him posit a second Creator God. The world constituted his third God.
Matter, according to Numenius, was associated with a bad soul from
which the irrational part of the human soul comes. Numenius thinks
that the entrance of the soul in the body is degradation and misfortune.
The soul’s goal is to leave it and unite with the divine. Numenius also
seems to accept posthumous punishment of wicked souls in hell.34
Cronius, who shared many of Numenius’ views, also seems to exercise
a noticeable influence on Harpocration.

28 Des Places, 1977: 51.

29 Des Places, 1973.

30 Des Places, 1973: 19-20; Karamanolis, 2006: 127-149; Merlan, 1967: 96-106.

31 Burnyeat, 2005: 143-169; Georgoulis, 2004: 484; Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 369-370.
32 Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 359-362.

33 Eusebius, Praeparatio, 1X 6, 9.

34 Georgoulis, 2004: 470471, 484, Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 369-370.
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INFORMATION ABOUT HARPOCRATION’S LIFE

According to Suda’s dictionary, written around the tenth century
A.D., Harpocration was a partner and friend of a certain Caesar
(evuficoTng), while he probably had a notable rank in the imperial
court: “Aprokpatiov, Apyeioc, [Thatovikdg riocopos, cuuUPLoThg
Kaicapoc. Eypayev vmopvnue eic ITidtove v Pifiiowg kd, Agleig
[Thdatwovog £v Pifiiowg B3 Suda mentioned three other under the same
name: “Aprokpatiov, 0 ['diog ¥pnuaticas, COPIGTNS... ApToKpaTioy,
0 AThog ¥pnuaTicos, coPoms.. Aprokpatioy, ¢ Baieptog ypnuaticas,
priTep”

Some scholars believe that a reference to the grammarian Harpocra-
tion refers to the Argive philosopher.?” The referred grammarian was
the mentor of the heir to the imperial throne of Rome, Lucius Verus who
was born around 130 A.D. and ascended the throne of Rome in 161 A.D.
as co-emperor with Marcus Aurelius.?® This Harpocration was listed as
Grammaticus, while the philosophical education of Lucius Verus was
assumed by Sextus, Plutarch’s nephew, together with the Stoic philoso-
pher Apollonius, who also were Marcus Aurelius” teachers of philosophy.
Lucius Verus® discipleship to Harpocration took place around 140—160
A.D., before he ascended to the throne. During the same period, Herod
Atticus had assumed the task of educating Marcus Aurelius at the re-
quest of his father, emperor Hadrian, who had the young Lucius Verus
under his protection during the latter’s childhood.?® Marcus Aurelius
was one of the greatest philosophers of the ancient world, adhering to
the movement current of Stoic philosophy.

Others argue that the Argive Harpocration was not the teacher of
Lucius Verus since referring to him as grammaticus does not suit his
competence as a philosopher. They suggest Valerius Harpocration as
Lucius Verus’ teacher. He was a Greek from Alexandria in Egypt and the
author of //epi t@v Aélewv @y déxa pytdpwy, which is a large diction-
ary on the work of the orators of Attica. However, objections were raised
against the period during which Valerius Harpocration lived. Indeed,
some scholars confirm it to be towards the late second and third century,
based on the fact that there are references in his work to the Athenian
author of Azimvogogiorwv.?

33 Suda, Lexicon, 4011,

36 Suda, Lexicomn, 4012—-4014.

37 Hohl, 1965: 11 5.

38 Dillon, 1971: 126.

39 Chaignet, 1890: 189-190; Skiadas, 1976: 406.

40 Donaldson, 1858: 383-384; Sharpe, 2003: 189; Smith, 1880: 353.
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At the beginning, Dillon argued that perhaps the Argive philoso-
pher Harpocration accepted this office, not having any better alternative.4!
Later (1996), he confirmed that the Argive Harpocration was not Lucius
Verus’ teacher because, being Atticus’ student, he would have been
about the same age of Lucius Verus. A link is thus suggested between
the Argive Harpocration and the reign of another emperor, not Marcus
Aurelius, because the latter did not cite his name, i.e. that of the Argive
Harpocration, in his work 7a ei¢ éavtdv where he mentioned his men-
tors.*Z Dillon’s view is not adequately supported. The emperors of that
period are not so many: Hadrian, Antoninus, Marcus Aurelius, Lucius
Verus and Commodus. Accurate chronological dating of the philosophers
of the second century A.D. is extremely difficult. Atticus and Numenius,
the two persons who influenced Harpocration, must have existed around
the same time with Herod Atticus, who was born in the beginning of
the second century A.D. Both were famous philosophers towards the
middle of the same century.

Of course, the question arises: how could the Argive philosopher
Harpocration be associated with the imperial court of Rome? The an-
swer can be helpful in clarifying the general issue. We could assume
that the family of Atticus played a key role setting him up using their
access to Roman nobility. Moreover, the family of Atticus had very good
relations with the emperors Hadrian, Antoninus and Marcus Aurelius.*3
The presence of the family of Atticus in theirs villa in Eve, near Astros,
could be behind their acquaintance with the intellectual circle of the
city of Argos, which was the largest urban center of the region at the
time. The presence of Herod Atticus could not go unnoticed. Certainly,
it enhanced the spiritual life of Argos. Furthermore, it should not escape
our attention that Herod used to teach students in special places he
chose and not in some school. The apprenticeship of Harpocration to
Atticus and his possible presence in the imperial court of Rome may
be the result of his relationship with the Atticus family. Indeed, even
when he was young, Harpocration may have taught Lucius Verus for
some time, or simply ‘lived with’ (couficotyng) him.

Asto Herod Atticus, he was born and died in Marathon (101/2—177/8
A.D). Atticus and his son Herod held Roman citizenship transmitted
to them by their predecessors. Because of the wealth and eminent social
position held by his father, the young Herod received careful education.
In his childhood, he visited Rome and joined the imperial milieu. In
125/26, on the occasion of the visit of Emperor Hadrian to their city, the

41 Dillon, 1971: 126.
2 Dillon, 1996: 259.
4 Steiris, 2005 257-260.
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Athenians awarded Herod with a noble title, due to the knowledge of
his personal friendship with Hadrian. Choosing Herod as the mentor of
the future emperor Marcus Aurelius was a personal choice made by
the emperor Hadrian. Around 140, his social activity expanded greatly.
In 143 he was honored with the office of Consul. Before 160, emperor
Antoninus appointed him professor of Rhetoric in the Rhetoric School
of Athens, which was directly sponsored by the Romans.#4

Apart from his contribution to rhetoric, Herod realized an impor-
tant architectural project from which most notable are the Odeon, the
Panathenaic Stadium, the Nymfaium in Olympia and others. He also
extended and embellished the villa he inherited from his father in Eve
of Kynouria, near Astros, trying to imitate the architecture of Hadrian’s
villa in Tivoli. In this one, he united much of his art collection, both
from his era and earlier. In fact, he had organized some kind of museum,
scientific and artistic institution, unique in Greece.*?

Unfortunately, the surviving data do not inform us about the deeds
of Herod Atticus in Kynouria and his alleged relationship with Harpocra-
tion. Nevertheless, it must be stressed that the material prosperity of
Roman Argos may have been accompanied by an intellectual develop-
ment which could nurture a philosopher of such a range. The existence
of Harpocration, coupled with the simultaneous presence of Herod
Atticus in Eve of Kynouria, where he had formed cultural sites under the
frame of his holiday residence, is evidence to substantiate the existence
of a remarkable intellectual activity in Eastern Peloponnese during the
second century A.D.

THE PHILOSOPHICAL WORK OF HARPOCRATION

Harpocration, following the example of his teacher Atticus, wrote
detailed comments on almost all the texts of Plato that occupied a total
of 24 volumes. This work is not preserved, though references to it can
be tracked in philosophical texts that study the Platonic dialogues,
mainly Timaeus, Alcibiades and Phaedo.*® In addition, the dictionary of
Suda attributes to him the writing of a two-volume Platonic dictionary.

Walking in the footsteps of Plutarch and Atticus, Harpocration
thought that the world was created in time: “O Aproxkpatiov kol
0 Attikdg ol T vevnTov AévecBal Tov koéouov Ev Tipaim drd Tob
[Tidtovoc katd podvov drovovies, Ereldl 6 ApIGTOTEINS EYKUAEL TO

44 Skiadas, 1970: 406.
43 Skiadas, 1976: 406.
46 Hermias, In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, 102.14.
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Beio [Thdtowvi &v Tij Lepl ovpavod, 0TI ALY KOTd Ypodvoy TOV KOGUOV
YEVITOV...” 47

Like Atticus, Harpocration believed in the existence of an uncre-
ated matter that exists in perpetual chaotic motion caused by the bad
cosmic soul. The Demiurge, a pure Platonic concept, is the one who gives
form to matter and mind to the cosmic soul. In view of that, Harpocra-
tion’s thought lies closer to Numenius who distinguished three gods,
the Father, the Creator and the Creation, whereby the Creation is equated
to the World. Both Harpocration and Numenius understood Plato to have
already separated the Father from the Demiurge in Timeaus.*S However,
Harpocration named the first God Uranus and Saturn, while the second
was Jupiter and the third was the Cosmos. He later changed his position
and named the first God “Jupiter and king of the world” while the second
was Archon, believing that the relationship between Jupiter, Saturn and
Uranus is that of son, father and grandfather respectively. We draw this
information from the work of Proclus who is very likely to have different
interpretations of Harpocration. Proclus states specifically:

Aprokporiov ds Booudoal’ dv, £ Kol adTos E0uTov ve ApEcKel TOD T
TEPL TOD ONMOVPYOD OUTHTTOUEVOS: EXSTOL UEV YOp TGHOE TH Gvopi KaTd
Y TV TPV Bedv Tepddocty Kol keBdcov OiTtov moiel Tov Gnuovpyoy,
amokoiel 08 Tov pév mpdtov Bedv Ovpavoy kol Kpovov, tov 88 dedtepov
Ao kol Zijva, v 68 tpitov obpovdv kod koopov. Tldhwy 6 ab petefoiov
oV IPp@Tov Al Tpocaryopedet koi factiéa Tod vonTod, Tov 8 ded1Epov
Gpyovta, Kol 0 avtdg onTd yiyveto Zeog kai Kpdvos kol Ovpovdct®

Most probably, the term God refers to the first God and the term
Lord to the Creator.’Y It is worthwhile noting that the term Lord was
widely used by the Gnostics, especially Basilides while it is attributed
to the devil in the Gospel of St. John.3!

Harpocration diverged from his teacher Atticus on the question of
the origin of evil that exists in the human soul. Particularly, unlike Atticus,
he alleged that evil does not exist in the soul, but around us, in the world
which is thus completely bad.>? He thought of the body as the source of
evil and not matter in general, as did Numenius. According to Harpocra-
tion, each incarnation favors the development of evil.>? Although Harpocra-
tion’s positions on the issue of the creation of the world are platonic, he

47 Proclus, In Rempublicam Comentarii, 11 37.

48 Plato, Timaeus, 28¢.

9 Proclus, Iz Platonis Timaewm Commentaria, | 303-304.

30 Dillon, 1996: 259-260.

51 John: 12:31, 14:30, 16:11.

%2 Van den Broek, 1979:265.

3 Johannes Stobaeus, Anthologium, 1.49.37.97. Dillon, 1996: 260-262; Dillon — Fina-
more, 2002: 137-138.
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tends to adopt the Neopythagorean thoughts of Numenius and Cronius>?
on the issue of the evil: “Tdv 0" avd SUCTUUEVEY TPOS TOVTOVS Kul Ao
iV EEmBEV TPOGPLOUEVOY TPOCTIBEVTIOV OTOGODY TH Yoyl T0 Kukdv,
amd pev tijc vine Novpnviov kai Kpoviov moiddkic, dmd e 1@V ooV
AvTAY TOVTOV E0TIY OTe Kol Aprokpatinvog™.s

On the soul, Hermias reports that Harpocration considered each of
its kinds as immortal, as Numenius believed, while both did not illustrate
the fate of the inanimate part of the soul after the death of the body.
Harpocration’s solution was helpful even for Marsiglio Ficino’5:

Ipdrov mepl noiag yoyfig 6 Adyog Cnntéov. ot puév yap mepi tijg Tod
Kdopov povng gnencey siven v Adyov did 70 sipniéven adtdv Tlow
Kot LeT’ OMyoL ERGyEY T TAVIA T8 0vpavov Ticay T8 Yeveowy Soumecodooy
otfjvan” wv ot ITooceddviog 6 Ttwikde. ot 88 mepl maong anAds Kol
TG TOD PopUNKOS Kot Poias, v 6TV Aprokpatiov: 6 yip mico £mi
TACTS Yoihs akovst.’’

According to Olympiodorus, Harpocration could not interpret cer-
tain puzzling passages from Phaedo, where Plato discussed the way
philosophers and non-philosophers faced death. Harpocration asked why
Plato underestimated the love of pleasure, but he was not able to provide
an answer:

Koi gnow 811 si gprhdcopog, ddefig mepl tov Bdvatov, ok simev 88, &
&oenc mepl 1OV Bavatov, Kol ¢rioco@oce moikol yip oy Opdcog kol
Tporéteiny $05L.000y GToBVHoKEW P OVTES PLAGGOQOL. £1 0DV PLAICOPOG,
Kai adens wepi Tov Odvatov, kai &1 pn adens nepl tov Odvatov, ov
EAOGOQOS, ALY TIC PLADOHONOTOC O TOLODTOS 08 T) LACYPNNUUToS 0TIy
1 griotipoc. Kai o ti 10 guandovov mapiikev, 0 puev Aproxportiov
(o prous VK EneADoHTOe. 58

On the contrary an anonymous commentary on Phaedo informs
us that Harpocration gave two possible answers: he equated the lover
of the body with the lover of pleasure. Otherwise we are obliged to
suppose, according to Harpocration, that Plato censured Socrates.>®

Nonetheless, in another source, Harpocration seems to support per-
petual creation of souls. This position distances him away from classical
Platonic philosophy and brings him closer to Christianity, despite the
fact that Aeneas of Gaza presented Harpocration as a champion of the
reincarnation of the soul:

54 Dillon, 1996: 261.

55 Johannes Stobacus, Anthologium, 1.49.37.97; Dillon, 1971: 141.

36 Allen, 1990: 120.

57 Hermias, In Platonis Phaedrum scholia, 102.10-15; Dillon, 1971: 140.
58 Olympiodorus, In Platonis Phaedonem commentaria, 7.4.13-7.5.1.

39 Snyder, 2000: 104.

119



IThowtivog yodv kel Aprokpatiov, auéiet ki BonBoc kot Novpnviog
tov Tob [Adtovocs iktivov mapaiafovies ikTivov mopadtdduct, Kol Tov
Aoy LoKov, Kol Ovov Tov dvov, Kol 6 mibnkog antoig ook Gilo T) TobTo
Kol 6 KOKkvog 00K dhAo 1) kikvos vopiletoue kol yoip mpd Tob GOUATOC
KoKiog Eumipmiacton THY Yoymy Suvetov sivat AEYODoL Kol Toig GA0yolg
gcscaleclone © yobv duotmbn, kot tobto Gépeton, diin drio {dHov
vroovoa.50

According to Damascius, Harpocration expressed also views on

the nature of earth.?! As evidenced by Olympiodorus and Damascius,
Harpocration was also interested in war, arguing that the two main
motivations for it are enrichment and looting.?? Concerning virtue, he
distinguishes false from true virtues taking into consideration political
virtues, in some sense, as rhetorical qualities®3:

‘O11 okomds an T amodokpivan kol o¢ aandde kabdpon T kabup o
GPETUG TV KUTAOEECTEPOV TUOCHV ApsTdV, 00 NOVOV THV YEDSOVOUGLY,
M ApToKpaTioV, GAAL KOL TGV “ECKIOYPUPNUEVEY’, 01OV TAV PUGIKHY
T8 Kol OV, 0068 ToUuTev uovoy, GAAY Kol TAV TELEIOV TOMTIKGVY.
ATOKPIVOS VAP THG KOKIOG £iKOTOS VOV Kol THS yeipovs apetig
GrmokoBaiper.tt

Harpocration was probably interested in politics, because he inter-

preted politically even passions.5? Harpocration also was interested in
love of body and honor, arguing that the human body has an inclina-
tion to honor.%¢ In addition Harpocration suggested that braveness and
prudence are almost the same: the abstention from the worst. As for
justice, Harpocration adopted the Platonic definition:

‘O pdv ovv Aprokpatiov a’iE_,(xg Kai Evtadia Thg év Iodteig pnoi
napadidootor. Auiv 8¢ pniéov HT mlioon Tovg oiksiovg yupuktiipog
Emdeivovion Tavioyed kowodg dvag iding &v éxdotoice 6Tt yip
g pév avdpsiag 10 dppemis mpdg T ysipw, Tiig 88 cwepocivig
10 GrocTpEQeLY o 1od yeipovas, Tiig 68 drkenocbvng 1 d10g évépyeta
Kol 1@ OvTL TPOCNKOVGE, THS 08 Ppoviosmg T0 SKASKTIKOV T& Kol
ATEKAEKTIKOV Ay Te Kol Kakdv. 00 10 UioTtd Tpookeiton. o’

In conclusion, we would say that in the few passages that have

survived from Harpocration’s work, we observe a version of Platonic

60 Aencas Gazaeus, Theophrastus, P. G., 85, ¢. 892 b; p. 12, 1. 5-11, in Numenius,

Fragmenta, 5.49.1-9; Dillon, 1971: 135-136.
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62 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 110.1-4; Dillon, 1971: 129.
& Dillon, 1971: 132-134.

64 Damascius, Iz Phaedonem, 147,

65 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 164.4-5.

66 Dammascius, n Phaedonem, 137,

87 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 149.6-12.



thought clearly influenced by the current of Gnosticism. Harpocration’s
influence on both his contemporaries and his successors remains suf-
ficiently obscure. lamblichus, Proclus, Hermias, Olympiodorus, and
Damascius as well as philosophers who were included in the current of
Neoplatonism, spanning from the third to the sixth century A.D., had
knowledge of his work. Proclus included Harpocration, with Numenius,
Albinus, Gaius, Maximus of Nicaea, Euclid and Porphyry, among the top
Platonists (@v [Thatovikéy ol kopupdion).58 Aeneas of Gaza, a Christian
philosopher of the sixth century who followed the Neoplatonic tradition,
also mentioned him. We cannot safely conclude from the sources whether
all of them had studied the writings of Harpocration or their testimonies
came from indirect sources.

However, the testimony of Olympiodorus — who probably implied
the existence of disciples to Harpocration “o¢ oi mepi Aprokpatiova
néiocay dxovewy’? — is of a particular interest. Dillon believes that it is
not clear from this sentence whether there actually was a circle of students
of Harpocration. Such expressions are not uncommon in Neo-Platonic
texts. Nonetheless, we would not say that something like that cannot be;
it is very likely, if we accept that Lucius Verus was actually Harpocration’s
student, which strengthens the possibility of his teaching activity.

PHILOSOPHY IN ARGOS IN PRE-CHRISTIAN TIMES

Nevertheless, this i1s not the only known philosophical activity in
the city of Argos. This is confirmed by the existence of many philosophers
from Argos in classical antiquity who, to some extent like Harpocration
much later, adhered to the current of Pythagoreanism. Pythagoras was
born in Samos; however, in 532 BC, he moved to southern Italy, in an
attempt to escape the tyrannical power of the tyrant Polycrates of Samos.
In Croton he founded a philosophical school, with religious and political
perspectives. The influence of his ideas expanded later to Tarentum and
Metapontum, where he settled towards the end of his life. His teaching
was oral and secret. No written text of his survived. His biographers
included mainly: Diogenes Laertius, Porphyry and Iamblichus. Suppos-
edly, they extracted information about Pythagoras’ life from the trea-
tises of Aristoxenus and Dicaiarchus, who were Peripatetics. Similarly,
Aristotle had probably written “T7epi IToBoyopeicwyv”, which unfortunately
did not survive.”

68 Proclus, n Platonis rem publicam comentarii, 2.96.10—13.
69 Dillon, 1971: 129.

70 Georgoulis, 2004: 53—62; Huffman, 2010.

Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 38—45.
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Pythagoras believed in reincarnation.”! Moreover, he claimed that
he had a clear knowledge of the stages of reincarnation and of his own
soul. According to Diodorus Siculus, Pythagoras told his disciples that
in his previous life he was Euphorbus, the hero of the Trojan War. When
Pythagoras visited Argos, he recognized in the temple of Hera his ar-
mor which the people of Argos robbed from Troy. Indeed, he wept when
he saw the shield which made the people of Argos confused and they
asked him about the reason of his emotions. When he explained to them,
they called him crazy. To convince them, Pythagoras told them that he
had written the name Euphorbus on the inside of the shield which was
not visible. The people of Argos brought the shield down for the first
time in centuries and his words were proved true’:

ot 6 ToBaydpag petepydymow 66Eals Kol KPEOPYIHY (OG ATOTPOTAIOV
MyeiTo, Thvtov Tdv {omy Tag yoyas netd Odvatov gic Etepa (Ha Aéyov
eiGEpyeou. Kol 0Tog 88 Sovtov Epaokey £nl TGV Tpowdv ypdvev
uepvijoban veyvevmuévov Evgopfov tov 1avOov pév viov, dvapefivia
08 oo Meveddov. 0T pooly avtov &v "Apyel TOTE TEPETLONUNCUVTY
Ko Osacapsvov 1@y Tpokdy GrOAOY AGTION TPOCTAGUEVTIV OdKPOSLY.
Epotndivta 68 ¥o v Apysiov Ty Tod mdbovg aitiay sinelv, 6TL TV
aonida TtV siyev avtog &v Tpoig yeyovag Ebgopfoc. dmictms 68
ANUKEEVEY Kol Povioy anTol KEToyveoKOvTey, Gusiov Spetv Egnoey
mO2g Tob Tadd” obTms Eysy: £k TOD Yip EVIOG UEpOVS EmrysypagpOon TV
aomida ypappacy dpyciorg EYOOPBOY. mavtev 68 did w0 mopadolov
SIMOVTOV KEBeAely abTY, EVTOC ouvEPT TNV Emypaeny sopebijvon.”?

The great Roman poet Ovidius delivers the story in one of his
Metamorphoses, where Pythagoras himself narrates the incident that
happened in the temple of Hera:

O genus attonitum gelidae formidine mortis,
quid Styga, quid manes et nomina vana timetis,
materiem vatum, falsique pericula mundi?
Corpora, sive rogus flamma, seu tabe vetustas
abstulerit, mala posse pati non ulla putetis!
Morte carent animae, semperque priore relicta
sede novis domibus vivunt habitantque receptac.
Ipse ego (nam memini) Troiani tempore belli
Panthoides Euphorbus eram, cui pectore quondam
haesit in adverso gravis hasta minoris Atridae:
cognovi clipeum, lacvae gestamina nostrae,
nuper Abanteis templo Iunonis in Argis.”™

7 Diels — Kranz, 1952: 21B7.

72 Barnes, 1982: 86—88.

7 Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca Historica, X.6.2-3.
H Publius Ovidius Naso, Metamorphoses, 15. 61-72.
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In Pythagoras® biography, Diogenes Laertius shows that Euphorbus
was one of the figures where Pythagoras’ soul had previously incarnated:

&v v odv tij {oij méviov Supvmuoveboo, émsi 88 dmobévol Thpiicon
™y adTy uwhunv. xpove 6 dotspov cig Ebpopfov éh0giv ko vmd
Mevérew rpmﬁﬁvm o & EvgopPog Ekaysv d)g Ai@aki&ng TOTE YEyovoL
Kod o7 op” Ep}wu 70 dBpov kaﬁm Kol Ty g yoxfis nspmo?u]cnv wg
nsptano?m(}r] Kot atg doa QuTa Kol gco(x TAPEYEVETO Kot oGa 1) Yoy &v
@ Ao Enade ko ol Aowwed Tiva dDmopsvovcty. £meldn 68 Edgopfogs
GmoBivor, petofijven v yoynv aotod eig Epudétipoy, 6g kol odTog
mioTy O8hmv dotvon Enavijilsy sig Bpayyioos kai sicerfov &ig T0 10D
Ardliovos iepov Erédeilev iy Mevéiaog vebnkey domida, (Eon yop
avtov, 01" anémiel éx Tpoiag, avalsivon @ Ardiiowvi Ty Gomiddw,)
dlceonmuioy 1§61, LOvov 6F Siepévery TO EAEPEVTIVOV TPOCHTOoV. ETE10n
& ‘Eppotipog anébave, yevéchou Ivppov tov Aoy déer kod méyTe
whav pynuovedey, nég mpdécbey AilBuiidne, sit’ EbgopPoc, sita
Epudtiuoc, sita [vppog yévorto. éxneon o6& [vppoc anédave, yevéco
[Tubayopay kol mévtov Tdv sipnuévey peuvijebo.™

Pausanias and Diogenes Laertius report that Pythagoras came from
Phlius, near Nemea. This city, in the ancient times, flourished and was
a loyal ally of the people of Sparta against those of Argos. When Falcus,
son of Temenus of Argos, attacked Phlius, Hypassos, an ancestor of
Pythagoras, moved to Samos, where existed, as in Argos, a famous temple
of Hera. Particularly, Pausanias wrote:

‘Hpaxhewddv 68 woterbdviov [lshomdvvnoos ftapdybn ndco minv
Apkddov, OC TOLAAC UEV TOV TOASMOV GOVOIKOVS &K ToT Ampikod
Tpocrafeiv, mhsiovag 08 £ vevEoDon tég petoffolds Tols oikftopol. T 68
kard Qirodvia obTog Eyet. Pryvidas én” avtiy o dixov 1o Typévov
Awpledg £k 18 Apyoug oTpatedet kol £K TS Zikvovias. 1@y 88 Qliaciev
TOIG PV & TposKaAsiTo Pryvidag £aiveto ApeoTd, NEVOVTUG £TL TOIG
avtdv faciisa Pnyvidoy kol tovg obv Ekeive Aopieig £nl avudacpud
vijc 8&yecBan: “Trnacog 88 kol ol GOV abTd drekeiebovto Guoveosto unésé
TOrAGY Kol cyod@v auoysi toig Awpledo apiotacol. TPocsuivon 08
10D dfpov Ty Evavtioy yvaumy, obteg Trnacog oov toic £é06hovowy &g
Eauov gevyst. Tandoov 8¢ tovtov tE1aptog v andyovos [Tubaydpag 6
Aeyopevos vevioBu copds: Mynmodpyou yap ITvBaydpac v tod Ebgppovog
100 Trmnacov. tabte pev Gidoior A&yovot Tepl adTdY, OPOLOYODGL B8
GELOL TA TOAAY Kol ZiKvdvior.’s

Diogenes Laertius reports: “£viotr & viov ugv sivar Mapudkon tod

‘Tardcov Tod EbBvppovoc tod K?Lsmvi)pov puYadoc £k Dhiodvtog, olkelv
0" &v Zaum 1ov Mapuaxov, 60sv Zdauov tov [TuBayopay réyecBon 77

75 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, V111 4-5,
76 Pausanias, Pausaniae Graeciae Descriptio, X111, 1-2.
77 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, V11T 1-2.
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In lamblichus’ work De vita Pythagorica, Hippomedon, Timosthenes,
Evelthon, Thrasydamus, Criton, Polyctor and Possidis are mentioned
as followers of Pythagoreanism. They fall within the current of the Py-
thagoreans and originate from the city of Argos. Furthermore, in the same
work, Iamblichus reports the names of 17 women who lived and were
active during the 6th-4th centuries B.C. Like the aforementioned males,
these women had learned Pythagorean mathematics and Pythagorean
philosophy. Two of them were from Argos: Boio and Vavelyca.”™ More-
over, the Argive sculptor Polykleitos seems to have been influenced by
Pythagoras’ philosophy.” He argued that beauty results from numbers.
Except for a portion of researchers, some doubts are still raised about
the validity of Tamblichus’ reports because his work 1s not very accurate
in some respects. [ would say that the list lamblichus provides is probably
valid because its inaccuracy has not been proven so far.8¢

To strengthen the writings of Iamblichus relative to the existence
of intense philosophical activity in Argos in the classical period, it is
necessary to briefly refer to the case of Phlius, a relatively small town west
of Nemea, shortly distance from Argos. From Phlius, the following
philosophers of the classical period came: the Pythagoreans Phadon,
Echecrates, Diocles and Polymnastos. They were considered to be
disciples of Philolaus and Eurytus who, in turn, were among the most
prominent Pythagoreans of ancient times.8! Moreover, the Pythagorean
Echecrateia had her origin from Phlius. In addition to the Pythagore-
ans, we have Asclipiades from Phlius (4th/31d century B.C.). He initially
studied at the Academy of Athens, but then went to Megara where he
became a disciple of Stilpon, a philosopher of Megarian School. Further-
more, the very important Timon (320-230 B.C.) was also a student of
Stilpon, coming from Phlius and left a diverse work consisting of com-
edies and tragedies along with satirical poems and philosophical texts.
He also was a student of the great skeptic philosopher Pyrrho of Elis who,
in turn, had accompanied Alexander the Great in his campaign to India
(given in Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, first book and
Adversos Mathematicos, books 1, 111, VI, VII, IX, X and X1, Diogenes
Laertius, Lives of Philosophers). Axiothea was a student in Plato’s Aca-
demy as well. She came to Athens from Phlius and showed particular
interest in mathematics and natural philosophy (Diogenes Laertius, Lives
of Philosophers, Books III and IV). She later taught these sciences in
Corinth and Athens.52

7 Tamblichus, De vita Pythagorica, ch. 128, 167.

7 Huffman, 2002: 303-327.

80 Huffman, 2010.

81 Diels — Kranz, 1952: 1 442-443; Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 11 124-125.
82 Georgoulis, 2004: 352, 358, 444445,
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CONCLUSIONS

I think it is obvious to assume that there is a close affinity of philo-
sophical activity in Phlius and in Argos which remains to be investigated
in more detail in the future. The research of written and archaeological
sources can flourish further still. T hope that in the near future there will
be evidence enough for a fuller presentation of philosophical activity in
ancient Argos.
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Teapyiog Xreipns
Abfv

O API'ETOL OIAOXODOL APIHIOKPATIOQN KAI HI'ENIKOTEPH
DIAOXOPIKH KINHEH 2TO KAAZYIKO KAT POMAIKO "APTI'OY

Teplinyg

O Apyeiog Apmokpatioy VENPEE PIAOCOROS KHL VIOUVIUATIGTNS Tou 200 . X
1O vo, HOONTHS TOL PLAOGOPOV ATTIKOD, O OTOI0C GVHKE GTTY TAPES0GT) TN LEGNC
TATOVIKTC PLA0coRIns. Zoupava Le To As€ikd tng Zovdag o Apmokpatimy vipie
GUVOMATITNS Kot plaog kamowov Kaicapa (“oupfiubing”), svd mbavototo Katsiys
Kol aEimple oTY autokpatoptky auin. O Aprokpotiny, akoAouBhvas To Tupdderypa
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TOV 00CKAAOV TOV ATTIKOV, CUVEYPOWE AVOAVTIKOTATO GYOAL Y10 TO GTVVOLO GYEQHV
TV KeWévov tov [Thdtwova, ta onoio cvvoitkd katerdupavay 24 topove. To €pyo
ovtd 6ev OLAGMOLETON, OALG CNUELD TOV TO OIOTVEOLY UTOPOVV VO olevBolv e
uhocoikd keipeva To Ae&ikd tng Zovdag Tov amodidsl EMATAEOV TN GLYYPAPN
gvog ditopov IMharwvikod Aegucot. Zvunepacpoticd, 0o Aeyae Tmg 6To ELIYIOTU
OmOCTAGLOTA OV EYOVV dacmbel amd 0 £pyo 0L AproKpoTiova TopaTnpeiTon
o €K30YN TNS TANTOVIKNG CKEYNS CUPO ERNPEACUEVT] GO TO PEVUO TOV
YVOOTIKIGHOV. APKETH GKOTEWT TOPUUEVEL KoL 1] EMIOPACT TOVL AproKpaTiova
7060 GTOVE GVYYPOVOLE TOV, OGO KOl GTOVC UETAYEVESTEPOVC. VAo TOV £pYyoV TOV
glyav o1 lapPrryoc, [podxiog, Epuciag, Okoumddmpog, Aapdokioc. Tov avapépet
eniong o Awvelag 'alaiog, yprotiavég eridcogog Tov 6°° pn.X. awwva. Idwaitepo
OLMC EVALOPEPOV TTaPOVGLALEL 1 popTopict TOV OAVUTIOBDPOV, 0 0TOI0¢ THVITUTO
VROVOEL TNV VTaPEN podnTOV 0V Aprokpatiova: “m¢ ol mepi Aprokpatiova
Nélmoav axove”. At dev eivon SpUmS 1 LoV YVOGTH GLAOGOPIKT SPAcTNPLOTITA
otV O 0V Apyove, KaHAOC Ko 6TV KAASG1KT apyondtnta paptopovvtor Apyeiol
PLAOCOPOL, 01 OTO101, OTMC KoL KATE EVa, UEPOC 0 APTOKPOTIOV OPKETA OpYOTEPQ,
EVIACGOVTOL 6TO PELLLK TOV TLBayopLorov. Axdua kor o Apyeiog yromng Ioivkiettog
QaiveTon va eiye ennpeactel amd ™ eriocoia Tov [Mubaydpa, kabnhg vrootipile
WG TO WP TPOKVATEL Od TOVE aPLOpoVC.
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