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PREFACE 
 
The present edition and commentary on the Placita has been a very long time 
in the making. In the case of Jaap Mansfeld its origins go as far back as the 
research he did on ps.Hippocrates De hebdomadibus in the late 1960’s.1 David 
Runia first came into contact with doxographical texts when analysing Philo of 
Alexandria’s puzzling work De aeternitate mundi in the late 1970’s.2 We made 
the decision to work together on the Aëtian Placita in 1989 and the project 
entitled ‘Aëtiana: the Method and Intellectual Context of a Doxographer’ was 
born. The present volume consisting of four parts is the project’s culmination. 
Four preparatory volumes (in five parts) have preceded it.3 We will not again 
describe the project’s origins and development. The interested reader is 
referred to the Introduction to Volume 4, where a full account is given.4  
 The authors firstly wish to thank the scholars who have been 
associated with the project in various ways throughout the years: Mareike Jas 
(Munich); Edward Jeremiah (Melbourne); Oliver Primavesi (Munich); James 
Royse (Claremont); Teun Tieleman (Utrecht). Other scholars to whom they are 
indebted for assistance of all kinds are Keimpe Algra (Utrecht); Han Baltussen 
(Adelaide); Dirk Couprie (Amsterdam); Hans Daiber (Frankfurt); Michael 
Champion (Melbourne); Tiziano Dorandi (Paris); Pieter van der Horst (Zeist); 
Katerina Ierodiakonou (Genève); Gérard Journée (Paris); André Laks (Mexico 
City); the late Jørgen Mejer; Constantin Macris (Paris); Glenn Most (Pisa); 
Lorenzo Perilli (Rome); Christian Vassallo (Cosenza); Georg Wöhrle (Trier), as 
well as numerous scholars mentioned in the Prefaces to previous volumes. 
They also wish to acknowledge the contributions of their critics: the late 
Michael Frede; Heike Bottler; Jean-Baptiste Gourinat; Andrei Lebedev; Walter 

                                                             
1 Mansfeld (1971). 
2 Runia (1981). 
3 J. Mansfeld and D. T. Runia (1997), Aëtiana: The Method and Intellectual Context of a 
Doxographer, Vol. 1: The Sources, Philosophia Antiqua 73, Leiden: Brill; (2009), Aëtiana: The 
Method and Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, Vol. 2: The Compendium, Part I: 
Macrostructure and Microcontext, Part II, Aëtius Book II: Specimen Reconstructionis, Philosophia 
Antiqua 114, Leiden: Brill; (2010), Aëtiana: The Method and Intellectual Context of a 
Doxographer, Vol. 3: Studies in the Doxographical Traditions of Greek Philosophy, Philosophia 
Antiqua 118, Leiden: Brill; (2018), Aëtiana, Vol. 4: Towards an Edition of the Aëtian Placita: 
Papers of the Melbourne Conference 1–3 December 2015, Philosophia Antiqua 148, Leiden: Brill. 
For reviews of these volumes see Mansfeld–Runia (2018) 1 n. 1; 2 nn. 2–3, to which can now be 
added for vol. 4 J. Warren, Phronesis 64 (2019) 524. 
4 Mansfeld–Runia (2018) 1–3. For further reflections on the contents of these volumes see 
below the General Introduction, section 2.8. 
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Leszl; and Leonid Zhmud. To these scholars they owe a debt for valuable 
analyses that have sharpened their thinking on many subjects. But the authors 
remain very conscious of the fact that, despite all the assistance they have 
received, the resultant work will not be free of omissions, errors and defects, 
for which they accept full responsibility. 
 
Over the course of the years, the authors were also fortunate to receive 
substantial institutional support, without which this long-term project could 
not have been undertaken. Jaap Mansfeld wishes to thank the Department of 
Philosophy and Religious Studies and the Library of Utrecht University for 
logistic and other support. The Fondation Hardt in Vandœuvres has year after 
year been a second home. Working at the Fondation has meant working in 
ideal circumstances. Drafts of quite a few chapters were written in 
Vandœuvres, and the wonderful library, helped out in rare emergencies by that 
of the University of Geneva, was never consulted in vain. Warm thanks for 
hospitality and friendship are due to Mme Heidi del Lago, Mme Monica 
Brunner, Mme Burdet, Mme Derron, M. Gary Vachicouras and M. Ducrey. 
 For institutional support during the course of the project David Runia 
wishes to thank the Free University, Amsterdam; the Universities of Utrecht, 
Leiden, and Melbourne; and the Australian Catholic University. The Alexander 
von Humboldt Foundation generously supported a year’s research at the 
University of Münster in 1990. A crucial support was provided in the years 2005 
to 2016 by the Australian Research Council through two Discovery Project 
grants, DP0557196 Aëtiana: laying foundations for the study of the history of 
ancient philosophy; and DP0985167 Aëtiana: laying foundations for the study 
of the history of ancient philosophy Part 2. This support enabled him to travel 
regularly to the Netherlands for consultation and also largely financed the 
Melbourne Colloquium on doxography held in December 2018. During this 
period he was able, as a Scaliger fellow, to make use of the excellent resources 
of the Leiden University library, for which he especially thanks Drs Kasper 
Ommen for his assistance throughout the years. He also wishes to thank the 
Council of Queen’s College and its two Presidents, Mr John Castles AM and 
Prof. Ross Williams AM, for supporting his research so generously during his 
Mastership of the College in the years 2002 to 2016.  
 The authors express their appreciation to the publishing house of Brill 
Leiden and its staff for undertaking to publish the present work, and also for 
having previously published the four preparatory volumes. A special thanks 
goes to the firm TAT (Typographia Academica Traiectensis) Zetwerk and its 
Directors, our former students Ivo Gerardts and Johannes Rustenberg, for all 
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their help in organising and typesetting the intricate and complex manuscript 
of the present work. They also wish to thank Mrs Gonni Runia-Deenick for 
giving them the benefit of her typesetting skills at an earlier stage during the 
preparation of the final manuscript. 
 
Finally, the authors wish to express their satisfaction and their joy that they 
have been able to complete this project together. When it started they lived 
within cycling distance of each other. During the last eighteen years they have 
lived at opposite ends of the globe. The remarkable advance of modern 
communications has allowed their collaboration not only to continue but also 
to flourish in a spirit of harmony and friendship.  
 

Bilthoven and Melbourne 
December 2019 

 



List of Sigla and Abbreviations 
 
 

1 Abbreviations Relating to Aëtius and his Tradition 
 

A (or Aët) Aëtius 
Ach  Achilles 
AD  Arius Didymus 
Ath Athenagoras 
C Cyril of Alexandria 
E  Eusebius 
G ps.Galen 
J ps.Justin 
L Ioannes Lydus 
Nem Nemesius  
Nic Nicolaus, translator of ps.Galen 
P ps.Plutarch, Placita philosophorum and his tradition (EGQ etc.) 
Ps Psellus 
Q (or Qusṭā) Qusṭā ibn Lūqā 
S Ioannes Stobaeus 
T Theodoret of Cyrrhus 

 
2 Sigla Relating to the Apparatus Criticus of the Edition  
 
(a) Primary witnesses 

P = tradition of ps.Plutarch 
PP : papyrus, edited by J.W. Barns and H. Zilliacus (1960–67), The 

Antinoopolis Papyri Part II & III, London 
PB : Byzantine manuscripts 

Family Manuscript Date 
I Mosquensis 339 12th century 
II Marcianus 521 13th/14th century 
III 
 α 
 Α 
 γ 
 Ε 
 Laur. 

(Planudean family) 
Ambrosianus 859 
Parisinus 1671 
Vaticanus 139 
Parisinus 1672 
Laurentianus 31,37 

 
shortly before 1296 
1296 
shortly after 1296 
shortly after 1302 
14th century 
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PB : edited by H. Diels (1879 and unaltered reprints), Doxographi Graeci, 
Berlin, 273–444; edited by J Mau (1971), Plutarchus Placita 
Philosophorum, Plutarchi Moralia Vol. 5.2.1, X oratorum vitae; 
Placita philosophorum, Leipzig (Bibliotheca Teubneriana); edited 
by G. Lachenaud (1993), Plutarque Œuvres morales T. 12.2, 
Opinions des Philosophes, Paris (Collection Budé);  

 (for earlier editions see below §4 Works frequently cited)  
PPh : Philo of Alexandria, edited by J.-B. Aucher (1822), Philonis Judaei 

sermones tres hactenus inediti, I. et II. De Providentia et III. De 
animalibus, ex Armena versione antiquissima ab ipso originali textu 
Graeco ad verbum stricte exequuta, nunc in Latium (sic!) fideliter 
translati (Venice); see also M. Hadas-Lebel (1973), Les œuvres de 
Philon d’Alexandrie 35, De Providentia I et II (Paris) 

PAth : Athenagoras, edited by M. Marcovich (1990), Athenagoras Legatio 
pro Christianis, Berlin (abbr. Leg.) 

PE : Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica, edited by K. Mras (1956), Eusebius 
Werke, Bd. VIII, Die Praeparatio Evangelica, 1982–832, 2 vols., Berlin 
(abbr. PE) 

PG : ps.Galen Historia philosopha, edited by H. Diels (1879 and later 
unaltered reprints), Doxographi Graeci, Berlin, 595–648 (abbr. 
HPh); partiallly edited by M. Jas (2018), Nicolaus Rheginus als 
Übersetzer der pseudo-Galenischen Schrift De historia philosopha: 
ein Beitrag zur lateinischen Überlieferung des Corpus Galenicum, 
Wiesbaden 

PG(Nic) : text of PG based on 1341 Latin translation of Nicolaus of Rhegium 
PJ : ps.Justinus Cohortatio ad Graecos, edited by M. Marcovich (1990), ), 

Iustini Martyris Apologiae pro Christianis, Berlin; edited by C. 
Riedweg (1994), Ps.-Justin (Markell von Ankyra?) Ad graecos de 
vera religione (bisher “Cohortatio ad Graecos”), 2 vols, Basel 

PJln : Julianus Arianista, edited by D. Hagedorn (1973), Der 
Hiobkommentar des Arianers Julian, Berlin 

PC : Cyrillus Contra Julianum, edited by C. Riedweg (2015), Kyrill von 
Alexandrien I Gegen Julian, Berlin (abbr. Juln.) 

PL : Ioannes Lydus De mensibus, edited by R. Wuensch (1898), Ioannis 
Laurentii Lydi liber de mensibus, Leipzig (abbr. Mens.) 

PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā Arabic translation of ps.Plutarch Placita 
philosophorum = edited by H. Daiber, H. (1980), Aetius Arabus. Die 
Vorsokratiker in arabischer Überlieferung, Wiesbaden 

PSch : Scholia Platonica, edited by G.C. Greene (1938), Haverford PA 
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PPs : Michael Psellus, De omnifaria doctrina, edited by L.G. Westerink 
(1948), Utrecht (abbr. Omn.Doctr.); other works: Michaelis Pselli 
Oratoria minora (abbr. Or.Min.), edited by A.R. Littlewood (1985), 
Leipzig; Michaelis Pselli Theologica, vol. 1 (abbr. Op.Theol. 1), edited 
by P. Gautier (1989), Leipzig; Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora, 
vol. 2 Opuscula psychologica, theologica, daemonologica (abbr. 
Phil.Min. 2), edited by D.J. O’Meara (1989), Leipzig; Michaelis Pselli 
Philosophica minora, vol. 1: Opuscula logica, physica, allegorica, alia, 
Leipzig (abbr. Phil.Min. 1), edited by J.M. Duffy (1992), Leipzig; 
Michaelis Pselli Theologica, vol. 2 (abbr. Op.Theol. 2), edited by 
Westerink, L.G.–Duffy, J.M. (2002), Leipzig; Ἐπιλύσεις ποικίλων 
ἐρωτηµάτων, Michael Psellus De operatione daemonum cum notis 
Gaulmini: accedunt inedita opuscula Pselli (abbr. Epi.), edited by J.F. 
Boissonade (1838), Nuremberg (repr. Amsterdam 1964) 

PSy : Symeon Seth, Conspectus rerum naturalium, edited by A. Delatte 
(1939), Anecdota atheniensia et alia, T. 2: Textes relatifs à l’histoire des 
sciences, Liège (abbr. CRN) 

PTz : Ioannes Tzetzes, Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem, edited by G. Hermann 
(1812) in Draconis Stratonicensis Liber de metris poeticis. Ioannis 
Tzetzes Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem, Leipzig; Ἐξήγησις Ἰωάννου 
Γραµµατικοῦ τοῦ Τζέτζου εἰς τὴν Ὁµήρου Ἰλιάδα, edited by M. 
Papathomopoulos (2007), Athens; PArs : Arsenius Paroemiographus, 
Apothegmata edited by E.L. von Leutsch (1851), Corpus 
paroemiographorum Graecorum, vol. 2, Göttingen (repr. Hildesheim 
1958), 240-744  

S  : Ioannes Stobaeus = ed. by C. Wachsmuth (1884 and unaltered 
reprints), Ioannis Stobaei Anthologii libri duo priores qui inscribi 
solent Eclogae physicae et ethicae, 2 vols. , Berlin (abbr. Ecl.), with 
the following sigla: 

Manuscripts Date 
F Farnesinus III D 15 14th 

century 
P Parisinus 2129 15th 

century 
L Laurentianus 14th 

century 
SL-ind : index ms Laurentianus (where deviates from title in text), edited 
by C. Wachsmuth (1882), Studien zu den griechischen Florilegien, Berlin, 
pp. 5–37 
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SP(m.s.) : = manus secunda, where Wachsmuth has P2, e.g. at 1.24.2d 
SPhot : index Photius, edited by R. Henry (1960 and unaltered 

reprints), Photius Bibliothèque, vol. 2, Paris 
SCod.Vat. : codex Vaticanus gr. 201 (according to Wachsmuth (1882) 71 

derived from F) 
SCod.Mon. : codex Monacensis gr. 396 (also named codex Augustinus, 

according to Wachsmuth (1882) 71 derived from F); Ioannes 
Stobaeus Florilegium = edition O. Hense, ed. (1894–1916). Ioannis 
Stobaei Anthologii libri duo posteriores. 3 vols., Berlin (abbr. Flor.) 
(for ch. 5.30) 

T Theodoretus edited by J. Raeder (1904), Theodoreti Graecarum 
Affectionum Curatio, Leipzig (abbr. CAG) 

 
In principle the manuscripts of all witnesses except PB and S are not cited; 
significant variation between manuscript readings is expressed through 
numbers, e.g. PG1, PG2 etc. 
 
(b) Secondary witnesses 
 
Ach Achilles, edited by G. Di Maria (1996), Achillis quae feruntur 

astronomica et in Aratum opuscula: De universo, De Arati vita, De 
Phaenomenorum interpretatione, Palermo 

Aratus/Aratea Commentaria in Aratum, edited by E. Maass (1898), 
Commentariorum in Aratum reliquiae, Berlin. Anonymus I, pp. 87–
98 (abbr. Anon. I); Anonymus II 1, pp. 102–133 (abbr. Anon. II);  

Ath Athenagoras Legatio, edited by M. Marcovich (1990), Athenagoras 
Legatio pro Christianis, Berlin (abbr. Leg.); (2000) Athenagorae qui 
fertur De resurrectione mortuorum, Leiden (abbr. de Res.) 

Cicero Cicero De natura deorum, edited by W. Ax (1933), Leipzig 
Epiphanius Epiphanius: Ancoratus und Panarion, edited by K. Holl – H. 

Lietzmann (1915–1933), 3 vols., Leipzig (citing 3rd ed. 1985–2013) 
Hermias Hermias Satire des philosophes païens, edited by R.P.C. Hanson 

(1993), Paris 
Isidore of Pelusium     Isidore de Péluse Lettres (nos. 1214–1700), edited by P. 

Évieux (1997–2000), Paris; MPG vol. 78, edited by F. Morel (1638) 
Nem Nemesius, edited by M. Morani (1987), Nemesii Emeseni De natura 

hominis, Leipzig (abbr. NH) 
Philo Philo Alexandrinus, edited by L. Cohn and P. Wendland (1896–

1915), Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. 6 vols., Berlin 
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Philodemus De pietate (PHerc. 1428), edited by A. Henrichs (1974), ‘Die Kritik 
der stoischen Theologie im PHerc. 1428’, CErc 4, 5–32; D. Obbink 
(1996), Philodemus On Piety. Critical Text with Commentary, vol. 1, 
Oxford; A. Schober, A. (1988), ‘Philodemi De pietate libelli partem 
priorem restituit A. Schober’, CErc 18, 67–125 (diss. Königsberg 
1923); edited by C. Vassallo, (forthc.), ‘Philodemi De pietate 
[Praesocraticorum philosophorum de deis opiniones] P.Herc. 1428, 
coll. 318–333 (olim frr. 7–19)’ 

ps.Justinus see above (a) Primary witnesses 
Scholia in Aratum Scholia in Aratum vetera, edited by J. Martin,  Stuttgart 

1974; Prolegomena (in Parisino Suppl.Gr. 607A servata), pp. 23–31 
(abbr. Proleg.); Scholia in Aratum, pp. 37–527 

Scholia in Basilium  Scholia in Basilii Hexaemeron I, edited by G. Pasquali 
(1910) ‘Doxographica aus Basiliosscholien’, Nachrichten der 
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Göttingen, phil.-hist.Kl. (1910) 194–
228 (reprinted in Scritti Filologici, vol. 1 (Florence 1986) 539–574); 
Scholia in Basilii Hexaemeron II, edited by Polyakov (1982-3), ‘The 
unpublished doxographical scholia on St. Basil’s Hexaemeron’, 
Revue d’Histoire des Textes 12-13: 1982–83, pp. 367–369 

 
3 Latin Abbreviations in the Apparatus Criticus (and elsewhere) 
 

<  >, ⟨  ⟩ litterae additae 
{  } litterae deletae 
{{  }} status incertus 
]  [ litterae qui non extant (papyri) 
  ̣ (sub lineam) litterae dubiae (papyri) 
*** lacuna 
~ approximat, aequivalet 
♦ lemma per hypothesin 
add. addidit 
ad fin. ad finem 
adn. adnotatio 
al. aliter 
ap. apud 
app. apparatus 
append. appendix 
Byz. Byzantinum 
c., cc. caput, capita 
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cf. confer 
coni. coniecit 
conl. conlato 
corr. correxit 
crit. criticus 
crucif. crucifixit 
dub. dubitanter, dubitat 
duce = primus 
ed. editor, editio 
edd. editores 
emend. emendavit 
exh. exhibet, exhibuit 
fort. fortasse 
fr., frs. fragmentum, fragmenta  
gloss. glossa, glossema 
hab. habet 
ind. indicavit 
init. initium 
inv. invertit 
l., ll. linea, lineae 
lac. lacuna 
mal. maluit 
marg. margo, in margine 
ms., mss. manuscriptum, manuscripta 
n., nn. nota, notae 
om. omittit 
p., pp. pagina, paginae 
pap. papyrus 
paraphr. paraphrasit 
prob. probat, probavit 
proœm. proœmium 
prop. proposuit 
put. putat, putavit 
recc. recentiores 
restit. restituit 
ret. retinuit 
schol. scholion 
sc. scilicet 
scr. scripsit 
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secl. seclusit 
seq. et sequentia 
sim. simile, similia 
s.l. supra lineam 
subst. substituit 
suppl. supplevit 
susp. suspicit 
t. tomus 
t.a.q. terminus ante quem 
tit. titulus 
t.p.q. terminus post quem 
transcr. transcribit 
transp. transposuit 
verb. verbum, verba 
verisim. verisimiliter 
vert. vertit 
ut vid. ut videtur 
vid. vide 

 
4 Works Frequently Cited 
 
This section lists authors and works that are cited by name of the author in the 
apparatus criticus. (Full details on editions and collections of fragments cited 
in the first apparatus below the Greek text are to be found in the Bibliography 
in Part four. See first under the name of the ancient author.) 
 
Beck C.D. Beck (1787), Plutarchi De Physicis philosophorum decretis libri 

quinque, Leipzig 
Bollack J. Bollack (1969), Empédocle vol. II: Les Origines. Édition et 

traduction des fragments et des témoignages, Paris 
Corsini E. Corsinus (1750), Plutarchi De placitis philosophorum libri V, 

Florence 
Coxon A.H. Coxon, (1986), The Fragments of Parmenides. A Critical Text 

with Introduction and Translation, the Ancient Testimonia and a 
Commentary, Assen (revised and expanded edition with new 
translation by R. McKirahan, and new preface by M. Schofield, Las 
Vegas, 2009) 

Daiber H. Daiber (1980), Aetius Arabus. Die Vorsokratiker in arabischer 
Überlieferung, Wiesbaden 
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Diels DG H. Diels (1879 and unaltered reprints), Doxographi Graeci, Berlin,  
Diels VS H. Diels (1903), Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 1st edition, Berlin  
DK, Vors. H. Diels and W. Kranz (1951–1952 and unaltered reprints), Die 

Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6th edition, Berlin 
DPhA R. Goulet (1989–2018), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, ed. R. 

Goulet, 7 vols. and Suppl. vol., Paris 
Gemelli Marciano       M.L Gemelli Marciano (2007–2010), Die Vorsokratiker Bd. 

1, Thales Anaximander Anaximenes Pythagoras und die 
Pythagoreer Xenophanes Heraklit; Bd. 2, Parmenides Zenon 
Empedokles; Bd. 3, Anaxagoras Melissos Diogenes von Apollonia Die 
antiken Atomisten: Leukipp und Demokrit. Griechisch-lateinisch-
deutsch, Düsseldorf 

Graham Graham, D. W. (2010), The Texts of Early Greek Philosophy. The 
Complete Fragments and Selected Testimonies of the Major 
Presocratics, 2 vols., Cambridge 

Jas M. Jas (2018), Nicolaus Rheginus als Übersetzer der pseudo-
Galenischen Schrift De historia philosopha: ein Beitrag zur 
lateinischen Überlieferung des Corpus Galenicum, Wiesbaden 

Lachenaud G. Lachenaud (1993), Plutarque Œuvres morales T. 12.2, Opinions 
des Philosophes, Paris 

Laks–Most A. Laks and G.W. Most (2016), Early Greek philosophy, 9 vols., Loeb 
Classical Library, Cambridge, MA; Les débuts de la philosophie, 
Paris (ed. Fayard) 

Mansfeld R1   J. Mansfeld (1983–1986), Die Vorsokratiker Griechisch / Deutsch, 2 
vols., Stuttgart 

Mansfeld R2, Primavesi R2   J. Mansfeld and O. Primavesi (2011), Die 
Vorsokratiker Griechisch / Deutsch, Stuttgart 

Mau J Mau (1971), Plutarchus Placita Philosophorum, Leipzig 
M–R J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (1997–2018), Aëtiana, 4 vols. 
M–R 1 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (1997), Aëtiana: The Method and 

Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, vol. 1: The Sources, Leiden 
M–R 2 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (2009), Aëtiana: The Method and 

Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, vol. 2: The Compendium, Part 
I: Macrostructure and Microcontext, Part II, Aëtius Book II: 
Specimen Reconstructionis, Leiden 

M–R 3 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (2010), Aëtiana: The Method and 
Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, vol. 3, Studies in the 
Doxographical Traditions of Greek Philosophy, Leiden 



 List of Sigla and Abbreviations  9 

M–R 4 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (2018), Aëtiana IV: Papers of the 
Melbourne Colloquium on Ancient Doxography, Leiden 

Meineke A. Meineke (1855–1857), Ioannis Stobaei florilegium. 4 vols., Leipzig 
Primavesi see above under Mansfeld2 
Raeder J. Raeder (1904), Theodoreti Graecarum Affectionum Curatio, 

Leipzig 
Reiske Reiske, J. (1778), Plutarchi Quae supersunt omnia, Graece et Latine; 

principibus ex editionibus castigavit, virorumque doctorum suisque 
annotationibus. vol. 9, Leipzig 

Vitek Vitek, T. (2006), Empedoklés. II Zlomky, Prague 
Vors. see above DK 
Wachsmuth    C. Wachsmuth (1884), Ioannis Stobaei Anthologii libri duo priores 

qui inscribi solent Eclogae physicae et ethicae, 2 vols., Berlin 
Westerink L.G. Westerink (1948), Michael Psellus De omnifaria doctrina, 

Utrecht 
Wyttenbach  D. Wyttenbach (1797). Plutarchi Chaeronensis Scripta Moralia. 

vol. IV, Oxford 
Xylander G. Xylander (Holzmann) (1574). Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia, 

vol. 2, Basel 
 
5 Further Abbreviations 
 
Names of authors and their works are generally abbreviated in accordance 
with LSJ, OLD and PGL (see below).  
The works of Galen are abbreviated in accordance with the list of R. J 
Hankinson ed. (2008), The Cambridge Companion to Galen, Cambridge, pp. 
391–397.     
The works of Plutarch are abbreviated in accordance with the listing in F. 
Montanari ed. (2015), The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek, Leiden, pp. xlvi–
xlvii. 
 
CErc Cronache Ercolanesi 
CPG M. Geerard (1974–1987), Clavis Patrum Graecarum, Turnhout 
FDS K.-H. Hülser ed. (1987–1988), Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der 

Stoiker, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 
LCL Loeb Classical Library, ed. by J. Henderson  
LSJ H.G. Liddell, R. Scott and H.S. Jones eds. (1996), A Greek-English 

Lexicon with a Revised Supplement, 9th edition, Oxford 
MPG Migne Patrologia Graeca 



 List of Sigla and Abbreviations  10 

MPL Migne Patrologia Latina 
OLD P.G.W. Glare ed. (1982), Oxford Latin Dictionary, Oxford 
PGL G.W.H. Lampe ed. (1961), A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford 
RE Pauly-Wissowa Realencyclopädie der classischen Altertumswissen-

schaft, ed. G. Wissowa and K. Ziegler (1894–1980) 
SVF J. von Arnim (1903–1924), Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, Leipzig 

(repr. Stuttgart 1964) 
TLG Thesaurus Linguae Graecae: A Digital Library of Greek Literature, 

University of California at Irvine 
 



General Introduction 
 
1. Aim and Scope of the Edition 

Ever since the German scholar Herman Diels published his landmark text 
edition entitled Doxographi Graeci in 1879, the compendium of the Placita and 
its author Aëtius have been a familiar presence in the study of ancient 
philosophy. If the truth be told, however, the majority of scholars when using 
or referring to the Placita will have little idea about the nature of the work or 
the identity of its author. The main purpose of Diels’ edition was to provide a 
foundation for the study of early Greek philosophy and he made copious use of 
its results for another great work of scholarship, Die Fragmente der 
Vorsokratiker, first published in 1903. It is no exaggeration to say that for many 
years afterwards, there was little progress in the understanding of the tradition 
to which the work belongs. During the past three decades or so, this situation 
has altered markedly. There have undeniably been considerable advances in 
the field of doxographical studies. But Diels’ great works themselves have 
remained largely unchallenged. 
 The present study takes as its starting-point Diels’ reconstruction and 
edition of the Placita. It undertakes to investigate that text anew and to replace 
the edition that he made of it. In so doing, it has two chief aims. 
 Firstly, it adopts a revised methodology, and on that basis aims to present 
a more accurate and serviceable version of the Placita. Its main innovation is 
that it reconstructs the no longer extant original of the work in a single 
column. It also includes the complete evidence available for that 
reconstruction, including important material not available to Diels, together 
with an English translation of the finalised text. 
 Secondly, it aims to place the contents of the compendium in the broader 
perspective of the long history of ancient philosophy. This includes the early 
period of Greek philosophy from Thales onwards, for which it is such an 
important source. It also includes the period from the Peripatos in the fourth 
century to the first century of the Common Era when the method of 
doxography on which the compendium relies was developed and the work 
itself received its final form. It then ends with the period stretching to the end 
of antiquity (and beyond), when the work in its various and often derivative 
forms was extensively utilised and thereby transmitted, albeit imperfectly, to 
us in the present. In order to achieve this second purpose, we furnish the text 
with a detailed commentary. Its aim is not only to elucidate the basis and 
method of our reconstruction, but also to cast a flood of light on its sources, 
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witnesses and general content. And in order to broaden the context even 
further, we also add a collection of additional texts which illustrate parallel 
traditions and demonstrate the place of the work even more fully within the 
development of ancient philosophy as a whole.  
 Through the totality of our scholarly labours, we wish to show that the 
Placita, often patronizingly regarded as a jejune introductory handbook, is in 
fact a seminal work for the study of ancient philosophy. It is the only 
reasonably complete extant example of a highly significant strand of 
doxographical literature. Its predominantly dialectical method goes back to 
Aristotle and his school and enables the incorporation of important material 
from the Hellenistic period and the beginnings of Imperial philosophy. It 
provides a comprehensive and remarkably compact presentation of the key 
questions and topics of natural philosophy, from its first principles to the 
physiology of the human body. With the aid of a recently developed detailed 
statistical analysis we can be confident that we possess about six-sevenths of 
the original work. It will now be possible to read and study it by means of a text 
and translation that is the closest approximation to the work when it was still 
available in its complete and original form. 
 The present General Introduction to our edition will proceed in five steps. 
In section 2 we introduce the compendium and its author, starting with an 
outline of the main features of its transmission and its contents. We also locate 
the present work in the context of earlier volumes that we have published in 
the course of our research. Next in section 3, we discuss the question of how 
the work should be reconstructed, first reviewing the method used by Diels, 
then explaining and justifying the method that we ourselves have chosen to 
adopt. In section 4 the witnesses to the text of the compendium, both primary 
and secondary, are more fully introduced, including information about the 
editions of their works that we have used. Section 5 analyses the doxographical 
context of the Placita, both the proximate tradition in which it stands and the 
earlier tradition initiated by Aristotle and his collaborator Theophrastus. 
Finally in section 6 we give a detailed explanation of the edition’s contents, 
method and layout. It serves as a user’s guide for all those who wish to make 
full use of the scholarly resource that we are offering. 
 
2. The Compendium and its Transmission  

2.1 The No longer Extant Original Work 
It is deeply to be regretted that the compendium is no longer extant in its 
original form. We know that it was available to three writers in later antiquity, 
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the author of the Epitome attributed to Plutarch, the anthologist Ioannes 
Stobaeus (John of Stobi, in today’s North Macedonia), and the Church Father 
Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus (in Northern Syria). The most likely date for the 
production of the abridged version is in the second half of the second century. 
Stobaeus and Theodoret composed their works much later in the first half of 
the fifth. Due to the popularity of the abridged version, the original work 
disappeared from view. Based on the information that we now have, 
Theodoret—who informs us about the author’s name and the title of his 
work—may have been the last known author to have had the compendium in 
his possession. 
 
2.2 The Three Chief Witnesses 
In our edition and commentary we make the crucial distinction between 
sources and witnesses. Sources are the authors and works that Aëtius used to 
compile his compendium, whether at first or, as will more often have been the 
case, at second or third hand. Witnesses are the ancient authors who through 
their extant texts inform us about the contents of the compendium.1 The 
witnesses, which for every chapter are listed before the Greek text, differ in 
their proximity to the original. The three primary witnesses are, as mentioned 
above, ps.Plutarch, Stobaeus and Theodoret. Each of these three differs in turn 
in how they themselves have been preserved and in the scope of what they 
preserve.2 
 
2.3 Ps.Plutarch and his Tradition 
The practically complete Greek text of ps.Plutarch’s Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς 
φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν δογµάτων ἐπιτοµή, ‘On the Physical Doctrines Accepted by 
the Philosophers, Abridged Version’,3 is extant in several Byzantine 

                                                             
1 In M–R 1 we distinguished between ‘sources of’ (now just called ‘sources’) and ‘sources for’ 
(now called ‘witnesses’). See further the more detailed taxonomy below section 4.1. 
2 Here we only provide a brief overview. For the three witnesses see Diels’ pioneering 
observations at DG 45–69; for our detailed discussion of ps.Plutarch and his tradition see M–R 
1.121–195, for Stobaeus M–R 1.196–271, for Theodoret M–R 1.272–318, the latter now to be 
supplemented by Mansfeld (2018a) at M–R 4.174–195. On the earlier volumes of the Aëtiana see 
below section 3.3. In section A of the Commentary of each individual chapter the contribution 
of each witness is analysed in detail. 
3 The fullest title in the mss. of ps.Plutarch is cited at Books 2, 3 and 5 in the Mosquensis (M), 
the oldest ms. It is Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν δογµάτων ἐπιτοµῆς (τὸ Α΄ etc.) 
c.q. ἐν ἐπιτοµῃ. Other titles are shorter: see the app.crit. in the chapter Titulus et index for each 
book. Eusebius, who excerpted the book, at PE 14.13.9, omits ἐπιτοµή. Cyril’s very brief title 
Φυσικῶν δογµάτων συναγωγῆς at Jul. 2.14 and 2.22 adroitly replaces Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς 
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manuscripts dating to the twelfth century and a little later, and also in a 
complete ninth century translation into Arabic. The final pages of the Greek 
archetype were damaged. Fortunately the translation has preserved lemmata 
that were later lost. In accordance with the law of the least effort, the abridged 
edition preserves the compendium’s original structure in Books and chapters 
with little change.4  
 On the basis of our reconstructed edition we are in a position to say that 
ps.Plutarch’s 133 chapters and 563 lemmata preserve about 75% of the extant 
remains and about 63% of the estimated total contents of the work.5 Therefore, 
though it seems that a little under 40 % of the text was edited out, the macro-
sequence of the chapters must have remained the same with only minor 
variations. 
 The crucial fact that the Epitome preserves the basic structure of the 
original work is proved by the corroborative evidence of Stobaeus. As we will 
note below in section 2.4, the order of themes from Aëtius in Stobaeus is 
basically the same as the chapter order of ps.Plutarch, although there are a few 
noteworthy differences.6 Even more remarkably, the lemmata order in the 
individual chapters he copied out in various ways, that is, either without 
interpolating other material, or with such material interspersed among the 
Aëtian lemmata, or again by coalescing these lemmata with selected lemmata 
from other chapters (which means disturbing the lemmata order of these other 
chapters), is quite often the same as the lemmata order in ps.Plutarch. This 
also holds for the interior order of clusters of chapters that have been located 
elsewhere, as for example chs. 1.25–29 from the end of Placita Book 1 to the 
beginning of Eclogae Book 1. This shows that the chapter order as well as the 

                                                                                                                                                         
φιλοσόφοις plus ἐπιτοµή with the single word συναγωγῆς. Theodoret’s shortened title Περὶ τῶν 
τοῖς φιλοσόφοις δοξάντων ἐπιτοµή at CAG 4.3 replaces ἀρεσκόντων with δοξάντων and omits the 
words φυσικῶν δογµάτων. The title of Aëtius quoted at Theod. CAG 4.31 is Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων 
ξυναγωγή, which confirms the word ἀρεσκόντων in most versions of title in ps.Plutarch’s 
abridged edition. In references ancient titles are paraphrased and shortened for the sake of 
convenience, and key words are the rule, just as they are today. Shakespeare’s The Most 
Excellent and Lamentable Tragedy of Romeo and Juliet is generally referred to as Romeo and 
Juliet, Goethe’s Die Leiden des jungen Werthers as Werther, and Zeller’s Die Philosophie der 
Griechen in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung as Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie. On this 
‘erosion of the title’ see Genette (1987) 74–76, Engl. trans. (1988) 703–706; cf. further below, text 
to n. 37, and 1. titulus et index, Commentary C. 
4 Cf. M–R 1.184–187. 
5 Based on Edward Jeremiah’s statistical analysis, on which see below section 2.6. Note that 
ps.Plutarch certainly omitted at least two chapters (2.5a and 4.7a in our reconstruction), and 
perhaps more (see the Appendix to ch. 2.2). For the figures see below Appendix 3. 
6 See below, n. 14 and text thereto. 
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lemmata order of ps.Plutarch are a calque of those of in Aëtius. On statistical 
grounds it is vanishingly improbable that, independently from each other, 
ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus would by chance have introduced the same 
sequences for more than 50 chapters out of total of about 135. 
 This is further confirmed by the evidence of Theodoret. As we shall see in 
section 2.5, Theodoret too excerpted Aëtius and not ps.Plutarch’s abridged 
version. And he presents his aggregates of selected abstracts from Aëtius in 
thematic sequences that correspond exactly to different groups of chapter 
sequences in Books 1, 2 and 4 of ps.Plutarch. On statistical grounds it is no less 
improbable that, independently from each other, ps.Plutarch and Theodoret 
would by chance have introduced the same sequences for 25 chapters out of 
about 135. This confirms that the order of the ps.Plutarchean chapters which 
corresponds to that of these aggregates of Theodoret’s abstracts derives from 
Aëtius as well, a most welcome result that—just as the corollary derived from 
comparing the sequences in Stobaeus with those of ps.Plutarch—may be safely 
extended to the Placita as a whole. Of course we have to bear in mind that 
individual chapters may have been misplaced by ps.Plutarch, or combined to 
form a new one, while others may have been edited out entirely. But the 
general rule is clear. 
 The introductory section of the Placita (proœmium plus chs. 1–8) is rather 
well preserved in the Epitome. The subject to be treated is announced and 
illustrated in the standard manner of a technical or didactic treatise. The 
proœmium and ch. 1.1, which define the subject of the treatise, naturally are 
not paralleled in Stobaeus and Theodoret, because these authors had their own 
agenda and wrote their own proœmia.7 Aëtian origins for other chapters or 
large parts of chapters of this section which are irreducible in the sense that 
they are not paralleled in either Stobaeus or Theodoret8 (namely chs. 1.4, 1.6, 
1.7.1 and 1.8), can be made plausible because of strong connections with other 
chapters which are in fact paralleled in Stobaeus (the latter holds for ch. 1.4 in 
relation to chs. 1.3 and 1.5 and for ch. 1.8 in relation to ch. 1.7.2–25), or because 
the anterior and subsequent doxographical traditions do include them (this 
holds for ch. 1.4 in the similar position in Achilles and for chs. 1.6–1.7.1 together 
earlier in Cicero, then in Philo, and later in Sextus Empiricus). See further the 
Introduction to Book 1. Other chapters which appear to diverge from the usual 
method of the Placita are the purely Stoic chs. 4.11–12 dealing with cognition, 
but for these too cogent arguments can be brought forward in favour of the 
                                                             
7 This also applies to proœmial matter in Books 2–4. An exception is found at ch. 3.5.1, where 
Stobaeus (Anthology 30.1, pp. 238.22–239.3 Wachsmuth) for once does wrote it out. 	
8 On irreducible texts see below section 3.3 and Runia (2020). 
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derivation from Aëtius; see the Introduction to Book 4. In these cases and 
others that are similar our commentary on the individual chapters and 
lemmata involved treats this question in full detail. We may therefore have 
every confidence that the Epitome reflects what the original compendium 
looked like and what purpose it was meant to serve. Because of the method the 
epitomator used, the abridged edition gives the most all-round picture of the 
original treatise. For some parts, as we shall see, Stobaeus is fuller, but 
unfortunately large swathes of his original anthology are lost,9 while Theodoret 
only provides a limited supply of parallels in his clusters of doxai drawn from 
successive chapters. As we shall see below, his importance lies in a different 
area of comparison.10 
 Abridgement was primarily carried out on the micro-level of the chapter.11 
The epitomator strongly reduced the number of the lemmata and often 
shortened their contents, but in general did so without changing the original 
order of the lemmata that remained. To further the process of slimming down, 
individual lemmata were occasionally (though not always successfully) 
combined. On the other hand, when selecting the lemmata to be preserved, 
care was usually taken to preserve the dialectical chapter structure. 
 Eusebius, Theodoret and the unanimous manuscript tradition ascribe the 
work to ‘Plutarch’. For all we know the epitomator may have actually been 
called Plutarch, for the name occurs more often, but it is more likely that 
someone borrowed the prestigious name to enhance his product’s cachet. That 
it was attributed to the famous Plutarch of Chaeronea certainly furthered its 
utilization,12 and in the long run must have ensured its survival in the corpus of 
writings ascribed to the Chaeronean. It was still used by Byzantine scholars 
such as Psellus, Symeon Seth, and Tzetzes, and doubtless by numerous others 
(e.g. a scholion to Ptolemy’s Almagest writes out all three doxai of ch. 2.31). Due 
to its concise and practical format, it became very popular and was a much 
used and abstracted or cited popular handbook. The resultant traditio 
ps.Plutarchi is quite complicated, as will be explained in some detail in section 
4.2 below. 
 
2.4 The Contribution of Stobaeus 

                                                             
9 See the following section 2.4. 
10 Below section 2.5. 
11 M–R 1.187–192. 
12 Just as ascription to Galen ensured wide use and survival as member of the Galenic corpus in 
the case of ps.Galen’s Philosophos historia. 
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The huge work entitled the ἐκλογῶν, ἀποφθεγµάτων, ὑποθηκῶν, βιβλία τέσσαρα,13 
‘Selected Passages, Sayings, Precepts, Four Books’, also known as Anthologium, 
the title found in the Suda lexicon, is usually divided into two parts. Books 3–4, 
devoted to ethics and political thought is called the Florilegium. Books 1 and 2 
are usually cited as the Eclogae physicae et ethicae, ‘Physical and Ethical 
Selections’. Of these the second begins with logic but is almost entirely devoted 
to ethics. The former, of which the beginning together with the proœmium and 
table of contents of the whole work are lost in the manuscripts, is almost 
entirely devoted to physics. In its present state it commences with the remains 
of a chapter on arithmetic. 
 Grosso modo the order of subjects and chapters, from macrocosm to 
microcosm, is the same as that of ps.Plutarch, and so of Aëtius. But this is not 
entirely the case throughout, since Stobaeus transferred the treatment of the 
divinity to a chapter before the chapter on the principles. The material from 
the chapters on necessity and fate was also reallocated to an earlier position. 
And the chapters on soul and cognition, which form the concluding section of 
the Eclogae physicae, follow on after those on physiology, whereas in the 
original treatise he excerpted this happens the other way round. But within 
these reallocated groups of passages the original chapter order has for the most 
part been preserved. 14  
 A section of an alphabetically ordered pinax of the entire anthology has 
been preserved in a Florentine codex and a reworked table of contents of the 
whole work, invaluable because it provides information on what has been 
edited out and lost in the course of transmission, is extant as cod. 167 of the 
Bibliotheca of Photius (ninth century).15 The sixty Stobaean chapters are less in 
number, but they are substantially larger than Aëtian ones. They begin with a 
collection of poetical quotes (mainly in the earlier chapters), and proceed with 
a medley of prose passages from a multiplicity of named authors16 and also 
from secondary sources dealing with physics. Among these secondary sources 
are very substantial excerpts from Aëtius, but, just as is the case with other 
secondary material on physics that is often combined with the Aëtian excerpts, 
the author’s name and the title of his treatise are never mentioned. As a rule 
the original authors of the doxai included in these excerpts are identified by 

                                                             
13 Phot. Bibl. cod. 167, p. 112a. 
14 See M-R 1.213–217, with table juxtaposing the Stobaean and ps.Plutarchean chapter numbers 
and themes, and 1.218–231 for what happens inside individual chapters. 
15 M–R 1.195–202 and see further below sub-sections 4.3.2–3. 
16 M–R 1.209. 
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means of name-labels, though some of these have sometimes been lost in the 
course of transmission. 
 A major, though far from flawless result of Diels’ source analysis, useful for 
teasing out the Aëtian ingredients, is his division of the anonymous secondary 
material on physics into three different traditions: (1) the doxographical 
tradition proper represented by Aëtius, as evidenced through comparison with 
ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus; (2) the literature on schools (Peri Haireseon) 
represented by Arius Didymus, who is identified through comparison with 
named fragments extant in Eusebius; and (3) the commentary literature 
dealing with Homer and Vergil, as appears through comparison with another 
ps.Plutarch’s De Homero.17 
 The contents of approximately 115 of the 135 chapters of Aëtius had to be 
accommodated into 52 of the 60 chapters of the Eclogae physicae.18 Thus 
Stobaeus each time had to make room for on average two or three related 
Aëtian chapters in one of his own, often transcribing them in their entirety (or 
almost). In these transcribed chapters he sometimes interpolates other 
material, though at other times he does not. Thus for instance he sometimes 
coalesced his Aëtian abstracts with other anthologized passages, e.g. from 
Arius Didymus cited without identification, or with verbatim Plato quotations, 
which are labeled. Often these are found at the end of an Aëtian cluster. 
Sometimes he spreads out the content of a single chapter over more than one 
of his own. He also may avoid monotony and achieve the variety which is one 
of the objectives of an anth0logist by coalescing doxai deriving from several 
original Aëtian chapters in newly arranged clusters sharing the same name-
labels. 19 In such cases the focus is less on doxai than on persons. Accordingly 
the lemmata order inside these chapters may have been considerably 
modified. Because of the difference in number between his own chapters and 
those of Aëtius he also could not avoid combining various Aëtian chapter 
headings as components of his own headings, often needing to abridge them. It 
is only through comparison with ps.Plutarch that we are able to identify these 
lemmata and headings, which we may need to de-coalesce or, as to the latter, 
de-abridge. 
 It is important to realize that such a Stobaean cluster of coalesced Aëtian 
abstracts from several chapters constitutes an enclave, a micro-environment 

                                                             
17 M–R 1.210–213, and in detail on Arius Didymus 238–265; see also Algra (2018) and below at n. 
48. 
18 For these numbers, based on what is extant in the revised text of Stobaeus and not on what 
may have been present in the complete version, see M–R 1.217. 
19 On coalescence see M–R 1.218–224. 
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that is Aëtian. Typically terse doxographical lemmata concerned with the 
topic(s) at issue which are located in this environment can be safely attributed 
to Aëtius, even when they are irreducible in the sense that they lack parallels in 
ps.Plutarch and/or Theodoret. The case for a different origin has to be proved 
for every separate instance, which can happen for instance for passages that 
are attributable to Arius Didymus. This onus probandi also holds for when 
Stobaeus transcribes an entire chapter, such as occurs at ch. 4.7a.  
 In contrast to ps.Plutarch who produced an abridged edition, Stobaeus, in 
spite of the rearrangements and combinations he had to introduce, in 
principle faithfully copies out his source in full. Though he often adds brief 
phrases to increase understanding, he only rarely resorts to abridgement. This 
is particularly evident in the case of Book 2, in which he retains 199 out of a 
total of 217 preserved lemmata, amounting to nearly 92% of the whole.20 The 
Eclogae physicae has, however, suffered from savage abridgement at other 
hands, when the Byzantine editors of this huge corpus cut out entire chapters, 
or edited away large chunks of the contents of individual chapters, especially 
in the second half of the Eclogae physicae. As a consequence, a substantial 
amount of his evidence for Aëtius has been lost entirely or for the most part, 
the latter in those cases where his Byzantine editors edited out all Aëtian 
lemmata apart from those with name-label Plato or Aristotle (or occasionally 
also a single other one). These losses make themselves felt especially for chs. 
6–16 of Aëtius Book 3, the second part of Book 4, and the whole of Book 5. 
There is compensation for some of these losses through the earlier borrowing 
of Stobaean material from a complete copy in another anthology, the so-called 
Florentine sacro-profane florilegium (L). All in all, Stobaeus preserves 521 
lemmata in our reconstruction, which is 68% of the extant remains and 58% of 
the estimated original text.21 Where available Stobaeus’ evidence is of primary 
importance, where lost it is sorely missed. 
 
2.5 The Crucial Role of Theodoret 
The Ἑλληνικῶν ἰατρικὴ παθηµάτων, Graecarum affectionum curatio, ‘Cure of 
Greek Maladies’, of the prolific Theodoret is a systematic apologetic treatise in 
twelve books, explaining Christian doctrine and holding forth against its pagan 
rivals. The ‘Greek maladies’ are the stories told in myth and the doctrines of the 
majority of the philosophers (Plato can be turned into an ally). It is mostly a 

                                                             
20 This was an important reason that Book 2 was chosen as our specimen reconstructionis in M–
R 2.2. 
21 For these figures see below Appendix 3. The estimation is based on Jeremiah’s statistical 
analysis, on which see below section 2.6. 
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crypto-anthology, deriving the bulk of its material from Eusebius’ Praeparatio 
evangelica (only mentioned once) and Clement’s Stromata and, possibly, 
Protrepticus (both never mentioned), and from a number of other sources. He 
is fond of name-dropping, taking over the titles of posh sounding early sources 
which his main informants provide, and also citing numerous other prestigious 
names. His method is to collect the evidence he needed in a systematic way, 
abstracting information from various places in one and the same author which 
could be combined with abstracts from other authors into a small or a more 
extended cento, all centering on the same topic.22 We find both numerous 
verbatim quotations and passages as well as centos that are not cited verbatim, 
for Theodoret’s method often differs from that of Clement or Eusebius or 
Stobaeus. He avails himself of the rules of the ancient techniques of paraphrase 
(παράφρασις, µετάφρασις)23 and elaboration (ἐξεργασία),24 the former being, as it 
would appear, often used, the latter only when it was needed.25 Parts of the 
original wording or word-order are abandoned in order to present the contents 
in a clearer form. As long as the thought is preserved the paraphrase may even 
be much shorter. Paraphrase may be obtained by the addition or removal or 
substitution of words, or by a change of word order, or by some or all of these 
moves in combination. Elaboration, in the definition of the rhetorician Aelius 
Theon,26 consists among other things in the supplementation of what is lacking 
by making clear what is (believed to be) incomplete or obscure, which is in fact 
a widespread ancient technique of creative interpretation already practised for 
instance by Protagoras in Plato’s dialogue bearing his name.27 The purpose of 

                                                             
22 For an example see below at ch. 1.7, Commentary A(3). 
23 Aelius Theon Prog. c. 15, only preserved in Armenian; see French trans. Patillon–Bolognesi 
(1997) 117–110, English trans. Kennedy (2003) 70–71. Further discussion at Patillon–Bolognesi 
(1997) civ–cvii and 169 n. 553, and in general on ancient paraphrase Zucker (2011). It should be  
noted that µετάφρασις is also used for what we call ‘translation’. 
24 Aelius Theon Prog. c. 16, preserved only in Armenian, French trans. Patillon–Bolognesi (1997) 
110–111, English trans. Kennedy (2003) 70–71; see Patillon–Bolognesi (1997) cvii–cxi. 
25 See M–R 1.278–284. For this and other aspects of this practice see Whittaker (1987) 69–71, 
who aptly quotes from the preface of Porphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles (fr. 303.17–26 F Smith 
at Eus. PE 4.7.1). Porphyry swears that he has preserved the ‘meaning’ (νοῦν), although he has 
occasionally corrected or clarified or abridged ‘the text’ (τὴν λέξιν). As Whittaker aptly points 
out, Theod. CAG 10.17–18 cites this passage (without doubt, we may add, from Eusebius) 
‘without a word of criticism …for Porphyry’s editiorial procedure, which by his own standards 
he presumably found unexceptionable’. 
26 Patillon–Bolognesi (1997) 110. 
27 Prot. 316d–e; cf. Phdr. 270c σκόπει τί ποτε λέγει Ἱπποκράτης τε καὶ ὁ ἀληθὴς λόγος, Arist. Met. 
Α.4 985a4–5 εἰ γάρ τις ἀκολουθοίη καὶ λαµβάνοι πρὸς τὴν διάνοιαν καὶ µὴ πρὸς ἃ ψελλίζεται λέγων 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς. And the happy formula of Syrianus in Met. 11. 11–13: ‘it will be our job to say what 
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such instances or groups of reformulated abstracts, often described as 
µαρτύρια, ‘proofs’, in the overall argumentation of each of the twelve Books is 
made clear by freshly written introductory and transitional passages. In many 
cases these ‘proofs’ occupy the first half of a Book, whereas its second half is 
devoted almost entirely to an exposition of the better Christian doctrine. 
 It is interesting to note that the two techniques of excerpting and 
paraphrasing are combined in a practice that is particularly prominent at the 
outset of the work. Theodoret uses compact paraphrases of lists of doxai in 
anticipation of later passages when he cites those lists, based on chapters in 
Aëtius, in a much fuller version.28 This practice is especially relevant for the 
analysis of two lists of first principles, the former a more compact version at 
2.9–11, the latter a more extended passage at 4.5–12. These texts are discussed 
in our analysis of ch. 1.3, the single most complex chapter in the entire 
compendium.29 
 Theodoret, as was first seen by Diels,30 is the third chief witness for Aëtius, 
whose name he mentions three times, in tandem with two other sources for 
the history of philosophical views, namely ‘Plutarch’ (i.e. the ps.Plutarch 
discussed above) and Porphyry.31 At Curatio 4.31 he adds the titles of their 
treatises, and at 2.95 he puts ‘Plutarch and Aëtius’ on the same level qua 
‘teachers of the doxai of the philosophers’, explicitly distinguishing their works 
from that of Porphyry, ‘who added the biography of each philosopher to his 
doxai’. This shows that according to Theodoret the works of ‘Plutarch’ and 
Aëtius were similar in their structure, and differed from that of Porphyry. 
Ps.Plutarch is still in our possession, and we know that Porphyry did not go 
beyond Plato, whereas the phrase ‘the philosophers’ cited above does not 
impose this chronological limit. Aëtius dealt with doxai just like ps.Plutarch 
did.32  
 But there is a complication. Eusebius, who as we have seen is one of 
Theodoret’s chief sources, included substantial groups of passages from 

                                                                                                                                                         
he [sc.] Aristotle does not say of his own accord but is necessarily entailed by what he posits’ (ἃ 
δὲ µὴ λέγει µὲν αὐτόθεν, ἑπόµενα δέ ἐστιν ἀναγκαίως οἷς τίθησι, ταῦτ’ ἂν εἴη λέγειν ἡµέτερον). For 
creative interpretation or exegesis see Hadot (1957) and Mansfeld (1994) 152, 155–161. Note 
however that ‘explanation of what is obscure’ is not the only meaning of ἐξεργασία, for it can 
also mean ‘careful explanation’, ‘detailed exposition’.  
28 For such anticipatory paraphrases see chs. 1.63, 1.96, 1.97–98, and 6.3. See further the 
discussion at ch. 1.3, Commentary A(5). 
29 See the discussion at ch. 1.3, Commentary A(5). 
30 DG 45–49; cf. M–R 1.77–84. 
31 Quoted below at 1.o titulus et index, Testes primi. 
32 See M–R 4.187–188. For Porphyry’s lower limit see 198T Smith. 
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ps.Plutarch in his Praeparatio. In Book 14 he inserted selected abstracts from 
chs. 1.3 (though only 6 out of 14 lemmata) and 1.7 (written out almost in full, 
with significant changes in §§1, 2 and 7). In Book 15 he included virtually 
unchanged clusters of chapters and a few individual chapters in a somewhat 
erratic order.33 These texts are explicitly attributed by him to ‘Plutarch’.34 There 
has been much discussion about Diels’ argument that for his little abstracts 
from the beginning of ch. 1.7.1 at CAG 2.112 and 3.4, where he cites ‘Plutarch’, 
Theodoret used the text of ps.Plutarch as he found it in Eusebius, whereas for 
the other doxographical doxai he excerpted Aëtius.35 Diels based his argument 
on the mistaken ethnicon of Diagoras in Eusebius and Theodoret, believing 
that ps.Plutarch had the correct version. But in actual fact it is impossible to be 
certain where he drew his epithet from, since we cannot tell when the mistake 
entered the tradition. 36 A better argument is furnished by the observation that 
Theodoret’s version of the title of the work of ‘Plutarch’ work at CAG 4.31 ends 
with the word ἐπιτοµή. As we have seen, this crucial term is not found in 
Eusebius,37 so it must have been based on autopsy. Accordingly, at CAG 2.112 
ps.Plutarch himself may well be meant and not the incomplete version written 
out in Eusebius. In favour of the assumption that he abstracted the snippet 
from the beginning of ch. 1.7.1 from Eusebius’ Plutarch is the fact that, as we 
saw, he is wont to cite the sources quoted by his informants, not these 
informants themselves. It is also true that material following after this first 
item of the cento comes from various places in the Praeparatio. We simply 
cannot be sure either way. 
 Where Theodoret includes abstracts taken directly from Aëtius he 
consistently fails to mention his name. Their identification, as Diels saw, is 
possible only through comparison with the other two chief witnesses, 
ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus. The Books of the Curatio in which he includes this 
material are Book 2 ‘On the archê’, Book 4 ‘On matter and the cosmos’, Book 5 

                                                             
33 For the details see M–R 1.132–134; see also further below, section 4.2.2. 
34 PE 14.15.11 (on gods) is of particular importance in our context.  
35 Diels DG 45–49. We followed him at M–R 1.168, 178. For the discussion see Mansfeld (2016) 
153–154, (2018) 176–177. 
36 For the textual details see texts and apparatus below, ch. 1.7 Testes primi, traditio ps.Plutarchi. 
For Diels’ argument see DG 14, 297 app. testim. ad 7.1 T 2.112: ‘ex Eusebio’ (cf. app. crit. ad 
297a14). The mss. of ps.Plutarch, Eusebius, Theodoret and Qusṭā all have the erroneous 
Μιλήσιος, but ps.Galen preserves the correct Μήλιος, which Diels and all later editors have 
restored in the text. Clearly Theodoret could have found his incorrect reading either in 
Eusebius or in his own copy of the Epitome. 
37 Cf. M–R 1.122, 1.168, 2.1.18, and see above n. 3. 
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‘On human nature’, and Book 6 ‘On divine providence’.38 All in all he makes use 
of doxai from 25 chapters, totalling 109 in all, which amounts to 14.2% of the 
extant remains of the compendium and 12.2% of the complete work as 
estimated by Edward Jeremiah.39 
 Several scholars, who criticize Diels but then take his argument much 
further, have argued recently that Theodoret may have borrowed all or most of 
his purported Aëtian abstracts from Eusebius’ ps.Plutarch, which would largely 
exclude or entirely remove him as a direct witness for Aëtius.40 But it is certain 
that this cannot be true, for there is no one-to-one overlap between the 
chapters copied out by Eusebius and the abstracts in Theodoret. Not only does 
he preserve material that is not found in Eusebius’ ps.Plutarch, but there is also 
an interesting amount of material that is not in the original ps.Plutarch but 
only paralleled in Stobaeus, and occasionally not even there.  
 Because of the importance of this matter for the correct evaluation of 
Theodoret’s evidence, it will be worthwhile to go into a little more detail. The 
sequences of anonymous abstracts in Theodoret which correspond qua order 
and contents to sequences of twenty-five chapters in ps.Plutarch, while also 
containing extra material compared with ps.Plutarch’s contents, are the 
following:41 CAG 4.11–24 ~ Plac. 1.3, 1.9, 1.18, 2.1–4, 2.13–14, 2.22–21, 2.25, 2.27, and 
2.29–31; CAG 5.17–24 ~ Plac. 4.2–5, 4.2.7; and CAG 6.13–15 ~ Plac. 1.25, 1.27–29. 
Theodoret here reports (unidentified) information corresponding both in 
sequence and contents with lemmata in ps.Plutarch which Eusebius did not 
include. For it is a fact that seven of these chapters are not present in Eusebius, 
namely chs. 1.18, 1.25, 2.1–2, 4.2–3 and 4.7. Remarkably, of the six lemmata of ch. 
1.3 written out by Eusebius not a single one is found in Theodoret, while on the 
contrary material that Eusebius omitted, namely ch. 1.3.20 (Socrates Plato) and 
1.3.21 (Aristotle), is paralleled at Curatio 4.11 together with their highly 
significant name-labels. Accordingly, Theodoret cannot have found the matter 
for these excerpts in the Praeparatio. 
 A further consideration is the correspondence that exists between 
Theodoret and Stobaeus. For example, in the case of ch. 1.18.4 in our edition he 
includes a terse analogue not paralleled in ps.Plutarch but only in Stobaeus, for 
ch. 4.2.2 and 4.2.4 there are two more of such analogues, and for ch. 4.3.4 and 

                                                             
38 Overview at M–R 1.274–275. 
39 The distribution is: Book 1 27 lemmata from 7 chapters; Book 2 46 from 12; Book 3 36 from 6. 
The estimation is based on Jeremiah’s statistical analysis, on which see below section 2.6. 
40 Frede (1999b), Gourinat (2011), most emphatically Bottler (2014). 
41 Cf. M-R 4.187–189. The Theodoretean abstracts from ch. 1.3 have been combined with other 
material; see below n. 46 and text thereto. 
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4.3.6 another two again,42 so he really cannot have used the original text of 
ps.Plutarch here. Quite a few more analogues are found which correspond qua 
sequence and contents to sequences of chapters in ps.Plutarch, but verbatim 
parallels for them are found not in ps.Plutarch but only among Stobaeus’ 
generous abstracts. There are no less than 28 such parallels, including those 
just mentioned.43 
 Of course no one (not even Dr Bottler) doubts that wherever ps.Plutarch 
and Stobaeus are in agreement a shared ps.Plutarchean/Stobaean source has to 
be assumed. Consequently a shared Theodoretean/Stobaean source has to be 
posited too, namely wherever Theodoret and Stobaeus are in agreement. 
Moreover, it can be further proved that the ps.Plutarchean/Stobaean source 
and the Theodoretean/Stobaean source cannot be distinguished from each 
other so are identical. Theodoret indeed proves to be a crucial witness.44 
 What remains to be said, perhaps unnecessarily (but the relative 
chronology is uncertain), is that Theodoret did not abstract from the Eclogae 
the information shared with Stobaeus that is not matched in ps.Plutarch. We 
have seen above that he did not abstract his Aëtian material from ps.Plutarch 
himself but from a shared source. Such a shared source has also to be 
postulated for the Aëtian material shared with ps.Plutarch that is not matched 
in Stobaeus. There are five lemmata in Theodoret that are matched in the 
ps.Plutarch he did not use for which there are no matches in Stobaeus, 
although other clusters of lemmata from the four chapters that are involved 
(two in Book 1, two in Book 2, and one in Book 4) have been preserved in our 
Stobaean manuscripts.45 These must have been drawn from the earlier source 
shared by ps.Plutarch and Theodoret. A further reason why we can be sure that 
Stobaeus cannot have been Theodoret’s source is the difference in order due to 
Stobaeus’ coalescences of lemmata with the same name-label from various 
chapters, thus as we have seen modifying the chapter-and-lemmata order of 
his source, or the changes that occur in those Aëtian chapters where he 
interpolated further material among his abstracts. It is not credible that 
Theodoret would have been able to intuitively perceive the ps.Plutarchean 

                                                             
42 For these examples see M–R 4.183 
43 For detailed references to these passages see M–R 4.262 and 4.181–184. 
44 For a full discussion sees M-R 4.174–196, where we distinguish between P/S, P/T, and S/T 
parallels. For the statistics on these see Appendix 3.  
45 Namely two for Book 1; chs. 1.9.5 and 1.28.4, two for Book 2: chs. 2.20.7 and 2.20.11, and one for 
Book 4: ch. 4.2.5. The sixteen further cases for Book 4, namely those in chs. 4.4, 4.5, and 4.7 
cannot be checked because of the Byzantine abridgement. Ch. 4.5 is entirely absent. The 
headings of chs. 4.4 and 4.7 are extant, so the chapters once were there, but very few lemmata 
remain. 
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chapter and lemmata order matching that of ps.Plutarch, and to abstract this 
from Stobaeus’ coalesced clusters of lemmata. To give a single example (see 
further the chapters involved, each time at Commentary A): at Eclogae 1.25 
Stobaeus coalesces lemmata from ch. 1.20 with lemmata having the same 
name-label from chs. 1.24, 1.21, 1.22, 1.23, and 1.24, even modifying the chapter 
order (note that T does not abstract chs. 1.23–24). But at Curatio 4.21–24 T cites 
the matching themes and lemmata in the regular order corresponding with 
that of ps.Plutarch’s order for chs. 1.21–23, and here and there even with his 
lemmata sequence. 
 Like their counterparts in Stobaeus, clusters of chapter-wise abstracted 
lemmata in Theodoret constitute enclaves, or micro-environments, which are 
Aëtian. Typically terse doxographical lemmata concerned with the topic(s) at 
issue located in this environment, and even some extra name-labels, can safely 
be attributed to Aëtius, even when they are irreducible in the sense that they 
have no match in ps.Plutarch and/or Stobaeus. The case for a different origin 
has to be proved for every separate instance. Actually this can be done for a 
handful of lemmata pertaining to the principles that were abstracted not from 
ch. 1.3 in Aëtius but derived from a source Theodoret shared with another 
ps.Plutarch, namely the author of the Stromateis extant in Eusebius, who 
belongs with the proximate tradition. He can hardly have used only these 
Eusebian Stromateis, because apart from all differences as to details he at CAG 
2.10 and 4.12 cites and includes Hippasus and Heraclitus (in an order that is the 
reverse of §9), and at 4.8 cites and includes Melissus, all of whom are absent in 
this other ps.Plutarch. Theodoret may well have wanted to include this 
information on the Eleatic Succession not found in Aëtius, because in the 
source which he used Xenophanes and Parmenides and Melissus so usefully 
contradict themselves. This was grist to his apologetic mill.46 
 
2.6 The Name of the Author/Compiler 
The existence of a source shared by the three main witnesses ps.Plutarch, 
Stobaeus and Theodoret can thus be proved beyond reasonable doubt. Taking 
Theodoret’s distinction between ‘Plutarch’ and Aëtius into account, we 
attribute this work to an otherwise unknown author, or redactor, and we call 
him Aëtius, just like Theodoret and Diels did. 

                                                             
46 See further below at ch. 1.3 Commentary A and D(b)((3)(5). He does not say this explicitly 
here, but at CAG 5.16, introducing his Aëtian abstracts dealing with the contrasting views on 
the soul, which apparently he finds even more shocking than those on the principles, he argues 
that the philosophers are not only opposed to each other, but also contradict themselves (οὐ 
µόνον ἀλλήλοις, ἀλλὰ καί σφίσιν αὐτοῖς περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν ἐναντία γεγραφήκασιν). 
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 Though the name, as we have seen in the previous section, is cited no less 
than three times in the same context by Theodoret, the correctness of this 
quotation has been contested. The Russian scholar Andrei Lebedev has long 
argued that Ἀέτιος is a lapsus calami for Ἄρειος (sc. Ἄρειος Δίδυµος), another 
personage hardly better known than Aëtius.47 This is no more than a bold 
guess, impossible to confirm and not difficult to disprove. For Arius Didymus, 
whose probable date would more or less fit, does not deal with pluralities of 
individuals of varying allegiance and their conflicting views on issues in 
physics, but concentrates on Stoics and Peripatetics and provides detailed 
systematic overviews of their physical and especially ethical doctrines.48 
Continuing Lebedev’s argument, the Dutch scholar Jan Bremmer, in a very 
learned paper, insisted that the personal name Ἀέτιος is unattested for a 
person living in the first century CE, and only occurs more often later.49 But a 
list of proper names in the second century CE grammarian Aelius Herodian 
discussed by Bremmer contains, apart from Ἀέτιος, also the names Ὑπάτιος, 
Εὐστράτιος, and Ἀθανάσιος.50 These names too appear here for the first time in 
the literary record, and like Ἀέτιος are only paralleled rather much later,51 
though not very often as well. Accordingly, the arguments of Lebedev, 
Bremmer and others against the plausibility of the personal name Ἀέτιος in the 
first century CE context are not conclusive. 
 These arguments are also beside the point, for the existence of the source 
shared by ps.Plutarch, Stobaeus and Theodoret does not depend on the name 
of its author. It really does not matter by what name we call him.52 The best 
and simplest option, therefore, is to follow the tradition and to go on calling 
him Aëtius. This is also the most sensible, for this is the name under which the 
important evidence preserved by the treatise has been invariably and widely 

                                                             
47 Lebedev (1984), (1988), see M–R 1.333–338; most recently Lebedev (2016).  
48 See now Algra (2018). There is some evidence for his interest in Platonism and logic. 
49 Bremmer (1998), who emphasizes that the name belongs to a minor Troizenian hero. 
Another possibility is that it was a nom de plume, like Achilles for the author of the De universo, 
Alcinous for the author of the Didascalicus, or Diogenes Laertius for the author of the Vitae 
philosophorum. 
50 Aelius Herodian Pros.Cath. p. 1.119.35–120.6 Lentz. 
51 The first Athanasius listed in the TLG is Athanasius of Alexandria, the famous Church Father, 
b. 298 CE. The first Eustratius listed there is Eustratius Presbyter, sixth century, and the first 
Hypatius is Hypatius of Ephesus, also sixth century. The first Aëtius in the TLG (apart from our 
doxographer) is Aëtius of Amida, sixth century again. 
52 As already argued at M–R 1.86, 3.177–178. 



 General Introduction  17 

cited in the literature, especially since the appearance of the first edition of the 
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker in 1903.53  
 
2.7 The Extent of the Original Work 
We have seen above that Aëtius’ original compendium has survived in an 
incomplete condition, since its main witnesses have sustained losses, either 
deliberately through epitomization, as in ps.Plutarch, or through small-scale 
abstraction, as in Theodoret, or by unfortunate subsequent redaction, as in 
Stobaeus. Using advanced statistical techniques Edward Jeremiah has 
demonstrated that nevertheless we still possess approximately 86% of the 
original work.54 Most of the missing lemmata derive from chapters where 
ps.Plutarch is our only witness. For chapters where apart from ps.Plutarch the 
complete testimony of Stobaeus is still extant, we can be reasonably certain 
that very few if any lemmata are missing. Almost every ps.Plutarchean lemma 
has a match in Stobaeus. When Stobaeus copied out an Aëtian chapter he took 
over almost all there was. If it occurred often that he copied out less than the 
entire chapter, there would be many more ps.Plutarchean lemmata without a 
match in Stobaeus. This argument can also be extrapolated to the chapters for 
which Stobaeus is lost, for it is wholly unlikely that the relation would suddenly 
be different and that for the chapters thrown out by the Byzantine editors 
considerably more ps.Plutarchean lemmata would have lacked a match in 
Stobaeus than for those we still have. Consequently, for those 87 chapters for 
which we have multiple witnesses there probably are only about 42 lemmata 
missing.55 For the remaining chapters, for which we have only the evidence of 
ps.Plutarch, the missing number is expected to be around a further 81.56 Thus 

                                                             
53 See further M–R 4.187–191. The ingenious last-ditch suggestion of Gourinat (2018) at M–R 
4.17–52 that the original source was a larger work by Plutarch is not supported by Lebedev’s 
purported lapsus calami. It is hard to explain why Theodoret called this other Plutarch by the 
name Aëtius and distinguished this Aëtius/Plutarch from the ‘Plutarch’ he cites. 
54 Jeremiah (2018) at M–R 4.284–295, paraphrased from 295.  
55 Jeremiah emphasises that this result should not be taken to be more exact than it is. He also 
gives 68% and 95% confidence intervals for this estimate, these being 31 and 52 for the former, 
23 and 62 for the latter. See table 9.4 on p. 292. (For the contents of this and the following two 
footnotes we are indebted to Edward Jeremiah.) 
56 The confidence intervals for this estimate are 78 and 85 for the former and 75 and 89 for the 
latter. These bounds can be derived from the confidence intervals for the selective probability 
of ps.Plutarch in table 9.4 p. 292 and the number of lemmata for the chapters where we only 
have the evidence of ps.Plutarch (143, for which see pp. 293-4 and cf. the table in Appendix 1 p. 
348). 
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the grand total amounts to 123 missing lemmata.57 Furthermore, taken 
individually, all the chapters for which we have the testimony of S in addition 
to P (apart from this in which the transmission of S has been affected) are most 
likely complete.58These are a remarkable and highly important results. 
 In its in 135 chapters in five Books the Placita extend over the history of 
physical philosophy from the early sixth century BCE, beginning with Thales 
(named fifteen times) and Pythagoras (named twenty-six times), and ending 
with the Peripatic Xenarchus of Seleucia in the second half of the first century 
BCE (named once at ch. 4.3.10). There are no chapters specifically devoted to 
individuals, or to schools, or to Successions. The focus is wholly on topics 
presented in a systematic order and on points of view in physical philosophy, 
not on persons. In the majority of chapters the topic is presented as an issue to 
be discussed, by means of a listing of more or less different or conflicting views 
of different persons or (sometimes) schools. The method is thus basically 
dialectical, not historical or purely descriptive. 
  The opening words of the proœmium of Book 1 define the purpose, later 
commonly called σκοπός, of the work: µέλλοντες τὸν φυσικὸν παραδώσειν λόγον, 
‘our objective is to teach the physical theory’, or alternatively ‘to hand down 
the account of nature’. The Latin translation of the substantive παράδοσις that 
belongs with the verb παραδώσειν is traditio. The purpose of the treatise to 
contribute to the continuation of the tradition of the study of nature by 
keeping this tradition alive. 
 As part of the Introduction to the treatise Book 1 continues with a 
discussion of the parts of philosophy and the nature of physics. It presents a 
selection of experts from Thales to Strato with their dissimilar views on the 
principles of physics, provides a brief account of the genesis of the single 
cosmos to be discussed in detail in Books 2 and 3, and in a slight detour 
touches on various views concerning the number of kosmoi that can be 
assumed. The remainder of Book 1 is a detailed presentation of foundational 
concepts of theoretical physics such as matter, body, motion, time, and 

                                                             
57 The confidence levels for this estimate are 109 and 138 for the former, 98 and 151 for the 
latter.  These bounds can be derived from the confidence intervals for the selective probability 
of ps.Plutarch in table 9.4 p. 292; the number of lemmata in ps.Plutarch for the entire work 
(566, for which see the table in Appendix 1 p. 348 ); and the number of lemmata in MR for the 
entire work (765, for which see the table in Appendix 1 p. 348). It is worth stressing that these 
are very conservative figures and likely overestimate the number of missing lemmata since they 
have been computed with a very conservative uniform prior. Cf. pp. 290-1 for less conservative 
alternatives. 
58 See the P[C] column in the table on p. 348 (this column giving the probability that a chapter 
in the reconstruction is complete). 
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necessity, all considered dialectically. Book 2 deals with cosmology, from the 
cosmos in general to the duration of the year via the heaven, the stars, the sun, 
and the moon, according to their nature and quantitative, qualitative and 
other categorical properties. Book 3 treats meteorology in the ancient sense of 
the word, i.e. the phenomena in the atmosphere above the earth, and then the 
earth itself and the sea. Book 4 begins with a chapter on the summer flooding 
of the Nile, but for the rest deals with psychology, that is the soul and the 
senses, including sensation and cognition insofar as appropriate in the context 
of physics, and ends with a chapter on psychosomatic issues. Book 5 first 
contains a couple of chapters on divination and dreams, and then continues 
with a detailed presentation of spermatology and problems of heredity and 
embryology. It also presents a number of particular and more general issues 
concerned with living beings, concluding with some medical topics: fever, 
health, disease and—rather appropriately—old age. 
 By and large the movement from Books 1 to 5 is from periphery to centre 
and from macrocosm to microcosm, and there is a clear division between 
Books 1–3, dealing with the macrocosm, and 4–5, dealing with the microcosm. 
The pivotal proœmium of Book 4, explicitly stating ‘The parts of the cosmos 
having now been treated systematically, I shall continue in the direction of the 
particular phenomena’, explicitly both separates and unites the two main parts  
 Looking in somewhat more detail at the relations between these Books 
and between the sub-disciplines of physics displayed in them, we note that the 
brief final chapter of Book 1, 1.30 ‘On nature’, is an appendix (‘mantissa’, Diels 
DG 57) to ch. 1.1 ‘What is nature’. It has the same function for the Book as a 
whole, for as we leave the last of the theoretical chapters and return, at least 
formally, to nature qua process, this chapter forms a transition to the next 
Book on cosmology. This structural feature thus aims to demonstrate the unity 
of the Book, but also of the compendium as a whole. A similar transitional 
purpose may be attributed to the first chapter, ‘On the Milky Way’, of the 
meteorological Book 3 in relation to the cosmological Book 2, while the 
misplaced final chapter at ps.Plutarch ch. 3.18 may be seen as an attempt, 
however unfortunate, to emphasize the unity of the Book. The first chapter of 
Book 4, ‘On the flooding of the Nile’, links up with the penultimate chapter of 
Book 3 ‘On the tides’, which shows that the final position of ps.Plutarch ch. 3.18, 
however well intended, indeed creates a problem. (In fact we have moved ch. 
3.18 in Diels to its rightful place earlier in the Book and renumbered it as ch. 
3.5a.) That the first chapters of Book 5 could also have been be the last of Book 
4 (see the Introductions to Books 4 and 5) demonstrates that these Books, 
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dealing not with nature in general like the first three but with (mostly) human 
nature, in a certain sense belong together.59 
 To be sure, all five Books appear to be rigorously separated from each 
other by chapter numbers and Book numbers. But their contents are in fact 
more fluid and to some extent tend to mesh with each other. The cumulative 
effect of these janus-faced endings and beginnings is to underline the unity of 
the treatise, and correspondingly of our world. For a comparison we may for 
instance recall that the precise point where one book of an epic ends and 
another begins can be problematical—the tale goes on, as ancient 
commentaries attest.60 Divisions between Books and allocation of contents will 
also have been imposed by the length of the papyrus scrolls on which they 
were written.  
 
2.8 A Retrospective Glance at Aëtiana Volumes 1–2 
In Aëtiana vol. 1 our first purpose was the critical evaluation of Diels’ famous 
Aëtius hypothesis against the backdrop of nineteenth-century classical 
scholarship, exemplified in the stemmatology, or cladistic analysis of 
manuscripts, linked with the name of Karl Lachmann, and the source criticism 
linked with that of Diels’ Doktorvater Hermann Usener. This helped to situate 
and even to improve upon Diels’ overview of the doxographical traditions, as 
pictured by means of a chronological and genealogical stemma, or tree 
diagram, with several paths and lateral branches, illustrating the relations at 
successive stages between the most important manuscripts and/or sources 
that are involved.61 We have reproduced these two diagrams, one representing 
the Dielsian schema, the other our own, as appendices to this Introduction, in 
the latter case making one or two small improvements.62 
 In order to provide the necessary background, we also looked at the 
forgotten earlier scholarship from the Renaissance onwards concerned with 
the relations between ps.Plutarch and ps.Galen and Stobaeus, for it had long 
been noted that these witnesses present similar or even largely identical 

                                                             
59 Diels noticed some of these connections, but provided a different explanation: at DG 181–183, 
setting out the structure i.e. table of contents of a hypothetical Vetusta placita in six Books 
(inter alia removing the proœmia of ps.Plutarch) he adds ch. 4.1 to VP Book 4 de terrestribus 
and chs. 5.1–2 to Book 5 de anima. Cf. below, n. 92 and text thereto. 
60 See Higbie (2010). 
61 For Diels’ diagram of the tradition of ps.Plutarch see DG 40, for a reconstructed diagram of 
Diels’ view of the tradition from Theophrastus see M–R 1.81, and for our diagram of the 
tradition of the Aëtian Placita M–R 1.328. 
62 See Appendices 1 & 2 below. 
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material.63 Another philological method, very popular in the nineteenth 
century and beyond, but with a venerable history going back as far as 
antiquity, is the presentation of parallel texts side by side in two or more 
columns for comparative purposes. This comparison may lead to the 
conclusion that a common source has to be posited, and thus to the 
construction of a genealogical stemma. For these techniques classical 
scholarship proved to be indebted to the philological study of the Gospels 
inaugurated by the eighteenth-century German theologian Johann Jacob 
Griesbach. Their combined and successful application to what till then had 
looked like a rough and unordered mass of data gave Diels’ hypothesis its aura 
of quasi-mathematical and unassailable certainty.64 
 However, Diels’ approach to the sources for his tabular reconstruction of 
Aëtius in two columns, with some extra evidence in an apparatus 
parallellorum, was oddly prejudiced. He saw the development, from his 
postulated pure and unsullied Urquell Theophrastus—0n whom see below, 
section 5.2.2—in the fourth/third century BCE, to Aëtius in the first century CE 
and the even later ps.Plutarch and his tradition, as one of progressive 
deterioration, increasing corruption and continuous decline. In his view later 
in time was equivalent to worse in quality. The Ciceronian motto that he 
placed at the very beginning of his Doxographi Graeci was telling: tardi ingenii 
est rivulos consectari, fontes rerum non videre, which we might render ‘it is the 
hallmark of a dull disposition to pursue the little streams and not to see the 
sources of things’, the former by implication being muddied and of minor 
importance, the latter limpid and pure.65 The focus of his interest was on the 
thought of the largely lost early Greek philosophers. So in Aëtius he looked in 
the first place for reliable evidence on the Presocratics, and he found what he 
sought. He was convinced of its reliability because he believed that, ultimately, 
it derived more or less unscathed from Theophrastus.66  
 We disagreed with this evaluation then, and we still do. We chose to differ 
from Diels because we had a different understanding of the tradition. In our 
view it was a tradition that was essentially open, responding to changing times 
and circumstances, receiving the necessary updates from time to time, subject 

                                                             
63 This section of vol. 1 benefitted greatly from the research assistance of Dr (now Prof.) Teun 
Tieleman (Utrecht), and was further developed in Mansfeld (1998), reprinted M–R 3.3–31. 
64 See e.g. Regenbogen (1961) 545: ‘Es braucht jetzt kaum mehr gesagt zu werden, daß eigentlich 
eine neue Wissenschaft, mit einem neuen Stoffgebiet und einer so noch nie gehandhabten 
Methode damit begründet war’. 
65 De orat. 2.117; see the discussions at M–R 1.66, 97–101. 
66 See further below at section 5.2. 
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to rearrangement, catering to a variety of publics, and therefore losing material 
as well as regularly acquiring new content. The Placita belongs to the genre of 
functional literature (if genre is what it may be called), comparable to lexica 
and compendia of all kinds. In fact a sort of vademecum or handbook is what is 
really is. Accordingly we presented an unprejudiced and full analysis of the 
three main witnesses (including, in the case of ps.Plutarch, his complicated 
tradition), and tried to understand their respective aims and to work out their 
methodologies before gauging their worth and setting out their respective 
contributions to the reconstruction of their common source. In the course of 
this analysis we came to the conclusion that Diels’ brilliant hypothesis 
regarding the role of the three chief witness and a few others was in general 
correct, but had to be revised in several important respects. In his critical 
review of M–R vol. 1 Michael Frede showed that Diels’ (and our) analysis of 
Theodoret’s contribution had its vulnerable side. This lacuna in our analysis 
has since been closed.67 
 The purpose of Aëtiana vol. 2 was to prepare the ground for the present 
edition of the Greek text of the Placita accompanied by a translation, 
commentary and apparatus of parallel passages. In vol. 2.1 we provided a full 
analysis of the treatise’s macrostructure and the dialectical microstructure of 
its chapters,68 the results of which, occasionally updated, constitute the main 
rationale of today’s edition and commentary. It also emerged that this macro-
structure to a significant extent reflects the order of the principal themes and 
sub-themes in Aristotle’s physics (including psychology) on the one hand, and 
on the sequence of topics according to the Stoic division of the physikos logos 
(‘physical theory’, ‘account of physics’, the term prominent as we saw in the 
opening line of the Placita), beginning with physics and ending with 
psychology and spermatology, on the other. The fused reverberations of these 
Aristotelian and Stoic examples comprise practically the entire extent of the 
Placita, from Book 1 to Book 5.69 Let us look at this feature in some more detail. 
 The descending order of subjects of the five Books of the Placita 
corresponds grosso modo to that of Aristotle as set out in passages which 
outline a programme of research and writing that turned out to be (and 
perhaps was meant to be) a collective undertaking, namely in the proœmium 
of the Meteorology, the proœmium of the On Sensation, and two passages of 
the On the Generation of Animals. At Meteorology 1.1, looking back, Aristotle 

                                                             
67 Frede (1999); see above n. 2, and section 2.5 text to and after n. 40. 
68 Also using results reached in our earlier publications, many of which were collected in M–R 
vol. 3. 
69 M–R 2.1.97–109, 135–138, 139–153, 158–172 on Stoic and Aristotelian precedents. 
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states that the Physics, On the Heavens and On Generation and Corruption have 
been completed; the Meteorology is to follow now, and in its turn is to be 
followed by works dealing with animals (of course in the first place the human 
being) and botanical treatises (these works on plants, as we know, were 
written by Theophrastus). This order up to the Meteorology is that of the 
Placita Books 1 to 3. At On Sensation ch. 1, looking back, he states that the On 
the Soul has been completed; the present tract will be the first of what we have 
come to call the Parva naturalia, which are to be followed by a study of the 
principles of health and disease. This agrees with the position of Books 4–5 and 
their order of subjects. At the beginning and the end of the Parva naturalia, 
namely at On Sensation 1 and On Respiration 21, he further points out that the 
more accomplished natural philosophers conclude their work with the 
principles of health and disease. The Placita follows suit, and so, in his grand 
style, does Lucretius with his description of the plague at Athens. At 
Generation of Animals 1.1 Aristotle looks back at the On the Parts of Animals as 
already complete, and in 5.1, discussing the eye, he says that certain matters 
‘have earlier been spoken of in the On Sensation, and even earlier in On the 
Soul’. Most of Book 5, the last of the Placita and coming after the treatment of 
the soul and its functions in Book 4, is devoted to themes treated in the On the 
Generation of Animals. 
 According to the hypothesis of Hecquet-Devienne the (incomplete) 
parallels for this order found in the two oldest manuscripts of Aristotle may go 
back as far as the library of the Lyceum.70 But the detailed codicological 
analysis of ms. Parisinus gr. 1853 carried out by Ronconi proves that it is a codex 
compositus, comprising material of various provenance.71 Comparing the 
contents of its oldest section with the relevant parts of the ancient catalogues 
of Aristotle’s works, as well as with the educational practices of the 
commentators, he dates such an ancient predecessor codex to the second 
century CE at the earliest, and limits its contents to the standard group of the 
five physical treatises, the Physics, On the Heavens, On Generation and 
Corruption, Meteorology, and On the Soul. What is significant in our present 
context is the fact that this agrees grosso modo with the contents of Book 1 to 
most of Book 4. These presentations of the research programme, mirrored in 
the ordering of the results of the research, have an underlying basis that is 
didactic in intent. 

                                                             
70 Hecquet-Devienne (2004), endorsed by Gutas (2012) 12–14. 
71 Ronconi (2012a). 
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 The layout of the Placita is also decisively influenced by the programme of 
physical research of the Stoics, which was itself to a degree a continuation of 
the Peripatic programme. At Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132–133 this physikos 
logos is first divided according to species into the investigation of corporeals 
such as elements, principles, and gods, and incorporeals such as place and 
void. Such a double progeny compares well with the foundations of physics in 
Book 1. The two most important parts of the Stoic generic division deal with 
the cosmos, like Book 2, and with causal explanation. The aetiological 
investigations that are mentioned bring to mind themes in Books 4 and 5 of the 
Placita: the hegemonikon, what happens in the soul (including cognition), 
spermatology, vision, but also subjects in Book 3 such as explaining clouds, 
thunder, rainbows and the like.72 The chapters on the soul and the senses in 
Book 4 in the main follow the order of treatment of these topics in Aristotle’s 
On the Soul and Chrysippus’ On the Soul.  
 Here we must leave vol. 2.1 for a moment to consider an interesting side 
issue. Eight chapters begin with a nominal or conceptual definition, the same 
in both chief witnesses,73 which illustrates the specific technical meaning of an 
everyday word: for instance ὕλη, ‘wood’ meaning ‘matter’ (ch. 1.9.1: ‘matter is 
the substrate for all generation and destruction and the other (kinds of) 
changes’). Such a nominal definition is assumed to be generally acceptable. 
Differences begin with the attempts to formulate an essential (today we say 
‘real’) definition, for this is what the experts disagree about—for instance 
about what matter ‘really is’, corpuscular or continuous (in ch. 1.9). But most of 
the time such an introductory definition is not needed, for there is no specific 
technical meaning of for instance the word ‘moon’ which would be different 
from everyday usage, even though the experts will still disagree about the 
nature of the substance of the moon (ch. 2.25), or about the question whether 
it shines by its own light or derives its light from the sun (ch. 2.28). At the time 
of publication of our vol. 2.1 a little more than a decade ago we were still 
insufficiently aware of the functional roles of these types of definition. In this 
respect we have indeed made progress. 
 The microstructure of the majority of chapters consists in a dialectical 
arrangement of doxai in such a way as to implicitly bring out their differences 
or even irreconcilabilities. The techniques involved here are the diaeresis and 
the diaphonia, with compromise views and maverick opinions thrown in as 

                                                             
72 For the divisions of the Stoic physikos logos, its Aristotelian precedents, and the 
reverberations thereof in the sequential arrangement of (clusters of) chapters in the Placita see 
further M-R 2.1.97–109.  
73 Chs. 1.9–12, 1.14–15, 2.32, and 3.1. See further at ch. 1.9 Commentary D(c)(1). 
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well.74 This dialectical methodology, also practised in different ways and for 
their own ends by Epicureans and Stoics, and used somewhat differently again 
by the Pyrrhonists and Skeptical Academics, essentially derives from Aristotle’s 
dialectical presentation of multiplicities of views in preparation of the inquiry 
into a problem in physics (or ethics), as we shall see in section 5.2 below. For 
the Pyrrhonists we may cite the tenth mode of Aenesidemus in Sextus 
Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.151: ‘We oppose dogmatic presuppositions 
to one another when we say that some people assert that there is one element, 
others infinitely many (cf. ch. 1.3); some that the soul is mortal, others 
immortal (cf. ch. 1.7)’. This is paralleled and expanded in Philo’s unattributed 
version at Ebr. 198–199 on the ‘so-called philosophers’, ‘some’ of whom ‘declare 
that the universe is infinite, others finite (cf. chs. 1.5 and 2.1), and some that it is 
created, others uncreated (cf. ch. 2.4)’, and some speak of providence, while 
others deny it (cf. ch. 2.3)’. 
 The fact should never be lost from view that the Placita merely provides 
material for instruction, discussion and reflection, possibly also for making 
one’s choice if that is what one wants to do. Neither a suspension of 
judgement, more sceptico, nor a positive outcome, more aristotelico or stoico, is 
ever formulated, no explicit advice ever given either way. Only very rarely is 
there a critical note.75 
 As a systematic overview of the methodology of the Placita this volume of 
Aëtiana is still recommended. Further issues that are discussed are the 
authenticity and role of chapter headings and their numbering, and the use 
and function of verbatim quotations.76 In addition, a substantial section was 
devoted to ch. 1.3 in the context of the role of Successions and Sects and the 
absolute and relative chronology of name-labels.77 Note however that the 
structural analysis now proposed at ch. 1.3 as a blend of arrangement according 
to number of principles and an ordering according to Successions (Diadochai) 
represents a noteworthy advance compared with that of eleven years ago. 
What is more, our understanding of the role of relative and absolute 
chronological ordering in relation to arrangement via diaeresis and diaphonia 
has now profited from the detailed inquiries of Edward Jeremiah.78 On the 
basis of a statistical analysis of the differences in this respect between the 
individual books he has argued that ‘the balance tipped towards dialectic as 

                                                             
74 M–R 2.1.3–16, 173-195. 
75 Αt chs. 1.2.2, 1.3.1–3, 1.7.7, each time using the verb ἁµαρτάνειν; see further M–R 2.1.69–72.  
76 M–R 2.1.195–224. 
77 M–R 2.1.97–109. 
78 Jeremiah (2018) at M–R 4.310–319. 
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time went on, likely indicating the systematic importance of dialectical 
practice in the Hellenistic era’.79 We return to the subject of dialectic in 
Aristotle and Theophrastus below at section 5.2. 
 Aëtiana vol. 2.2 offered a detailed specimen reconstructionis of Book 2 of 
the treatise. Book 2 lends itself better to this exercise than the other Books, 
because our witnesses have preserved its chapters in an almost complete state. 
For each of its 32 numbered chapters and the three we saw fit to add 
(numbering them as 2a, 5a and 17a80) we printed and patiently analyzed the 
evidence of the individual witnesses in sequence.81 First the doxai of the Greek 
text of ps.Plutarch were numbered and printed, followed by an account of its 
structure and the differences of completeness and variae lectiones present in 
members of the traditio ps.Plutarchi. The text of Stobaeus came next. Its doxai, 
as a rule more numerous, were also numbered, and compared in respect of 
structure, completeness and variae lectiones with those of ps.Plutarch. The text 
of Theodoret, as a rule much shorter, came third and was scrutinized in the 
same way. The results were analysed in relation to evidence elsewhere in 
Aëtius. We also took care to compare parallels from the wider dialectical-
doxographical tradition, both earlier and later, a selection from which was 
printed at the end of each chapter. These parallels did not as a rule pertain to 
the individual doxai but rather to the topic of the chapter as a whole and the 
interrelations of its lemmata. They often yielded important supportive 
evidence on the diaeretic and diaphonic structures of the Aëtian chapters as 
determined in our analysis and illustrated by a variety of diagrams.  
 Each chapter of our specimen reconstructionis ended with a preliminary 
reconstructed text, accompanied by a negative critical apparatus and English 
translation.82 The entire procedure demonstrated, to our conviction, that our 
chosen method of reducing the two columns (and further material in the 
apparatus) of Diels’ edition to a single text was viable and superior. It should 
be emphasized that the edited text was provisional and is now superseded by a 
text which is much superior again. Not only is it based on all the available 
evidence, fully accounted for in the list of witnesses and in a positive critical 

                                                             
79 Jeremiah (2018) at M–R 4.345. 
80 Of these postulated additional chapters only one, ch. 2.5a, is retained in the final edition. We 
have decided that the other two are too speculative to merit inclusion. 
81 For ch. 2.3, for instance, this consisted of the Testes primi, i.e. ps.Plutarch and his tradition 
(here Eusebius, ps.Galen, Cyril, and Qusṭā ibn Lūqā), Stobaeus and Theodoret, together with 
Achilles as testis secundus.  
82 This text and translation was reprinted on facing pages for the sake of convenience at the 
end of the volume, M–R 2.2.664–715. 
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apparatus. It also benefits from increased insight, developed as our research 
progressed, into the respective value of the direct and indirect tradition of our 
main witnesses.83 
 The analysis of the structure of each chapter, carried out by means of a 
step-by-step approach which is repeated in detail for each Placita chapter, 
required considerable time and space. Its study is still recommended because 
of its meticulous and detailed analysis. It has meant that we are in a much 
better position to present the cumulative evidence for the entire compendium, 
but now in a manner that is both more compact and more complete. The 
general analysis of Aëtiana vol. 2.1 has therefore been fully integrated into the 
present edition and commentary, and the same can be said, mutatis mutandis, 
for the results of the partial and preliminary analysis, text and translation 
published in Aëtiana vol. 2.2. It goes without saying that in the intervening 
eleven years that have been spent preparing the present edition, our 
understanding and insights have developed and progressed, aided by 
contributions and critiques of other scholars. Accordingly it not seldom occurs 
that on (mostly minor) points we have revised our views. Such changes and 
developments are noted wherever relevant. 
 
3. Reconstructing the Text 

3.1 The Doxographi Graeci of Hermann Diels  
The extraordinarily impressive tome of the Doxographi Graeci is primarily 
devoted to two tasks: (1) reconstructing the text of the Aëtius resuscitated by 
its author; and (2) determining the position of this Aëtius in the context of the 
doxographical tradition which his Doktorvater Usener had postulated as 
deriving from Theophrastus.84 
 As can seen in the schema taken up as Appendix 1 to this Introduction, 
Diels’ stemma or tree diagram of the tradition consists of a cascade of single 
principal sources with side branches. It begins with the lost doxographical 
treatise of Theophrastus,85 written at the turn of the third century BCE, which 
Usener and he (followed by numerous other scholars) called Φυσικῶν δόξαι but 
we call Φυσικαὶ δόξαι. The next stage is the hypothetical treatise he called 

                                                             
83 Particularly in the case of ps.Galen and Qusṭā for the tradition of ps.Plutarch, and to a lesser 
extent with regard to the information of the Laurentianus ms. for Stobaeus. 
84 Usener in his 1858 dissertation on the fragments of Theophrastus cites parallels in various 
authors, many of whom are witnesses to Aëtius in Diels. 
85 This was Usener’s view already, but the detailed reconstruction and identification of what is 
supposed to come after Theophrastus was the work of Diels. 
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Vetusta placita, which is to be dated to the beginning of the first century BCE. 
The third stage is the Placita of Aëtius, an updated epitome of the Vetusta 
placita. This is also lost, but unlike its predecessors is capable of being 
reconstructed from its three main witnesses and incidentally from a few 
others, with some additional help from later authors who epitomized, cited or 
in one case translated the earliest of these witnesses, namely ps.Plutarch. 
 Diels postulated the Vetusta placita as an intermediary stage in this 
process. It enabled him to account for parallels between Aëtius on the one 
hand and Philodemus, Cicero, and Soranus in Tertullian for the psychology of 
Book 4 on the other, and between Aëtius and Varro in Censorinus for the 
physiology of Book 5, to cite the most important evidence. The parallels are of 
course clearly present, and one is grateful for Diels’ admirable exposition and 
comparison of the details. Before he set to work a shared source had been 
assumed for ps.Plutarch and these other authors. The Vetusta placita 
hypothesis is what remains of this earlier view once Aëtius, the new player 
who Diels introduced, is subtracted.86 Diels later identified this intermediary 
work, ‘more precisely’, as he stated, as ‘Poseidianische Ἀρέσκοντα’.87 But this is 
pseudo-precision, and it had escaped his notice that Chrysippus had already 
used a version of ch. 4.5 on the regent part of the soul.88  
 Diels also set out to construct additional proof for the Theophrastean 
antecedents of Aëtius by isolating the postulated parallel Theophrastean 
evidence in other sources. For this purpose he adroitly exploited the 
fashionable technique of tabulation.89 In his rather overwhelming 
Theophrasteorum apud excerptores conspectus in five parallel columns, he 
placed side-by-side fragments of Hippolytus’ Refutatio omnium haeresium, the 
Stromateis of the other ps.Plutarch whom we cited above in section 2.5, 
Diogenes Laertius, Aëtius, and finally Theophrastus.90 He moreover believed 
that the disposition of Theophrastus’ foundational treatise was mirrored in the 
compendia of ps.Plutarch and Aëtius and the Vetusta placita:91 ‘principles, God, 
cosmos, meteora, psychology, physiology’.92 This seems to be, and in a way 
really is, spot on. But in fact the Theophrastean evidence that he had for this 
                                                             
86 See our account of this earlier stage in M–R 1.49–63. 
87 Diels (1893b) 101–102. 
88 See M-R 3.125–157, a paper first published in 1989. 
89 As noted above, text to n. 64. 
90 DG 133–144.  
91 DG 183. 
92 Also see the summing up of the results of the DG in the preface to the first edition of Vors., 
partly reprinted in all subsequent editions. But note the difference with the Vetusta placita in 
six Books at DG 181–183: he has dropped the fourth Book De terrestribus (cf. above, n. 59).  
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was quite limited. It is confined to the De sensibus on the one hand 
(‘psychology’), and the fragments on the ‘principles’ from Thales to Plato in 
Simplicius’ Commentary on the Physics on the other. Moreover, it is by no 
means certain that these texts belong with the so-called Φυσικῶν δόξαι. 
Nevertheless, he was right in positing a connection between the De sensibus 
and Aëtius Book 4, though it is rather more limited than he suggested, and 
there are also a few traces of Theophrastus on principles in Aëtius Book 1. But 
there is no comparable Theophrastean evidence for ‘cosmology’ and 
‘physiology’, unless one includes two references to him in the Aëtian doxai on 
the moon in Book 2.93 
 Parallel evidence for a few medical lemmata included in the ‘physiology’ 
turned up later, when the newly found Anonymus Londiniensis was published 
by Diels in 1893, but the relevant section of this work could not be ascribed to 
Theophrastus.94 In 1918 an Arabic translation of a Metarsia, attributed to 
Theophrastus in the manuscripts, was published and made accessible by 
Bergsträsser. This treatise contains parallels to several (but not all!) chapters of 
the meteora in Book 3, so it attests to Theophrastus’ limited influence also for 
this part of the Placita,95 and there is also a small amount of evidence from 
Theophrastus’ On Waters. The relevance of the Metarsia is diminished by a 
conspicuous lack of name-labels, explained by the first scholars who studied 
the opusculum as due to abridgement by the translator, but this looks like an 
argument pour le besoin de la cause. Diels rather surprisingly appears to have 
payed no attention to this new evidence. There is at any rate not a single 
reference to it in his Handexemplar of the Doxographi Graeci.96 
 A further consideration is that, as we saw in section 2.8 above,97 the 
sequence of themes in the five Books of Aëtius derives from Aristotle and the 
Stoics, where in fact we do have evidence. ‘Principles’ and ‘God’ are treated in 
Aëtius Book 1. Such separate and prominent treatment of the divinity conforms 
to Stoic and not to Peripatetic doctrine. 
 Turning now to the actual reconstruction of Aëtius’ treatise, we should 
first note that at one time Diels toyed with the idea of providing a unified 

                                                             
93 In chs. 2.25 and 2.29; see the use of the horizontal brace across ‘Aetii’ and ‘Theophrasti fragm.’ 
at DG 138 and 140. 
94 See Diels (1893a) and (1893b) and Manetti (1999) and (2001). 
95 See Daiber (1992), and Bakker (2016), who however doubts the attribution to Theophrastus 
(we do not). See further below, Introduction to Book 3, section 6. 
96 We have checked Oniga Farra’s publication of Diels’ marginalia of 1985.  
97 Cf. above, n. 69 and text thereto. 
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text.98 This was to be printed on the left page, with testimonia and an overview 
of differences between ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus underneath. Alongside this 
Aëtian text he thought of placing the source texts on the right page in parallel 
columns: to the left ps.Plutarch, with apparatus criticus and with the text of 
ps.Galen underneath (earlier in his dissertation of 1870 he had proved the 
Philosophos historia to be an epitome of ps.Plutarch). To the right there would 
be the text of Stobaeus, also with apparatus criticus. As we already noted above 
in section 2.8, utilizing such immediately effective synoptic presentations for 
source-critical purposes was a current technique in those days.99 
 In the end Diels dropped the left page with its unified text and devised a 
modified version of the right one. In the Doxographi Graeci of 1879 he printed 
on both the left and the right pages a synoptic text in two columns, with on 
each page the numbered chapters and lemmata of ps.Plutarch to the left and 
the lemmata of Stobaeus, also numbered, to the right, each with its own 
apparatus criticus.100 On each page too, underneath the column on the left he 
placed ‘testimonia’ for ps.Plutarch’s text,101 and on the column on the right 
‘excerpts from Aëtius made by others’, esp. Theodoret. The texts that could not 
be fitted in, that is, the complete texts of ps.Galen and of the other related 
doxographical authors Arius Didymus, the purported Urquell Theophrastus for 
principles and senses, abstracts from Philodemus and Cicero in twin columns, 
Hippolytus Refutatio omnium haeresium Book 1, ps.Plutarch Stromateis, and 
abstracts from Epiphanius and Hermias, were printed separately further down. 
 It should also be noted that this text of Stobaeus in the right column is not 
always uncontaminated. Because Diels contended, correctly as one must 
admit, that ps.Plutarch had for the most part preserved the chapter and 
lemmata order of Aëtius, he sometimes modified the order of the lemmata 
excerpted from Stobaeus to the right so that it conformed to the order of 
ps.Plutarch’s chapter on the left, (re)numbering them in the process, for 
instance in ch. 1.3. He also found room in between or elsewhere in a chapter for 
lemmata not paralleled in ps.Plutarch. Again this was in general correct, as one 
must admit. Most of the time Stobaeus writes out the lemmata in their original 
order, even when he intersperses them with non-Aëtian material, or coalesces 
a chapter used as matrix (as for instance ch. 2.13) with material from other 
Aëtian chapters. It is the lemmata order of these other chapters that is 
disturbed, and has to be reconstructed. The snag is that the impression can 

                                                             
98 See M–R 1.19 for his letter to Usener of July 10 1872.  
99 See above text at n. 64. 
100 DG 273–444.  
101 We have called this traditio ps.Plutarchi. Note that his collection differs in part from ours. 
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hardly be avoided that this reconstructed order actually is the original 
Stobaean order, which of course it is not. In this shared sequence as 
reconstructed Diels also inserted the newly numbered excerpts from 
Theodoret, though without adding the text, for which the reader had to consult 
the apparatus in the right column below. So he achieved a complete numbers 
system for Aëtius, the lemmata numbers interlocking like the teeth of a zipper. 
The effect of this (re)arrangement is that the relationship in terms of 
microstructure between the chief witnesses is made to appear closer than it 
actually is. This, then, is the Aëtius redivivus, but there again it is not, for 
although the witnesses have been Aëtianized in the way we described, they 
still remain separate. Simply put, it is a brilliant but ultimately unsatisfactory 
compromise. 
 The first subsequent use that Diels made of his text collection in the 
Doxographi Graeci occurred in 1901. Among the testimonia or A-fragments in 
the Poetarum Philosophorum Fragmenta he included selected Aëtian lemmata 
(and fragments of Hippolytus and Diogenes Laertius etc.) in their purported 
Theophrastean order of topics. The next move was to reprint these and add 
others in the corresponding chapters of the single volume Fragmente der 
Vorsokratiker published in 1903 with of course entirely new selections included 
in the numerous chapters dealing with prose authors. These were then 
augmented here and there in the subsequent editions of the text in two 
volumes.102 The crucial role played by the Aëtian evidence is unmistakable. In 
the index locorum in two columns by Diels, with additions by Kranz, first found 
in the third volume of fourth edition of 1922 of the great work, the references 
stretch over no less than four-and-a-half pages.103 From their basis in the 
Poetarum Philosophorum Fragmenta 0f 1901 and the Fragmente der 
Vorsokratiker of 1903 and later editions, the Aëtian fragments began to 
colonize other fragment collections and the ever-increasing secondary 
literature.  
 In Diels’ two fragment collections the lemmata abstracted from either 
ps.Plutarch or Stobaeus, depending on who has more on offer, are invariably 
cited with the abridged author name ‘Aët.’, plus reference to the Aëtian 
numbers system conveniently followed by the page number of the Doxographi 
Graeci.104 Occasionally lemmata from two witnesses are coalesced and the 

                                                             
102 We generally limit of references to this work to the first 1903 edition and the final edition 
revised by W. Kranz (1951–52). 
103 These is no index locorum in Diels (1901) and (1903). 
104 E.g. for Thales 1A23 PPF = 1A23 VS and 11A23 DK, the reference is Aët. I 7, 11 (D. 301); cf. in our 
edition ch. 1.7.2 with the reference to DK given in the first apparatus under the text. 
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result then also cited as ‘Aët.’105 But it should be further noted that several 
lemmata abstracted from Theodoret are not cited as straightforward Aëtian 
texts but announced as ‘Theodoret. aus Aetios’ (with reference to DG added).106 
There is no need to assemble full lists of these types of reference. It should be 
noted that printing the abstracts from Theodoret in the Doxographi Graeci 
underneath the twin columns of ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus instead of placing 
them alongside in a third column could not have only been due to the fact that 
such a column would have been for the most part empty. It would surely have 
been possible to add narrower columns alongside the other two for those 
chapters where parallel texts were available. 
 The present-day digital resource, the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, aware of 
the problem of multiple witnesses, presents ps.Plutarch as ps.Plutarch, and 
Stobaeus and Theodoret not only for themselves but also together as Aëtius, a 
not very satisfactory but not incomprehensible decision. Editors of texts and 
fragment editions have tried out various other solutions. Mansfeld in the 
Reclam Vorsokratiker of 1983–1986 added references to the witness(es) of 
selected Aëtian text fragments. Gemelli Marciano in the Tusculum 
Vorsokratiker of 2006–2010 added references to the witness(es), but not 
consistently. Graham in his Texts of Early Greek Philosophy of 2010 added 
abridged references to the witness(es) for the texts he printed.  
 Others have opted for printing the texts of the individual witnesses in full. 
Van der Eijk in his renowned edition of the fragments of Diocles of 2000 
distinguishes between a, b and c fragments: e.g. under fr. 24a we find a 
reference to Aëtius 5.14 with the relevant page of the Doxographi Graeci but no 
text, under b the text of ps.Plutarch 5.14 with reference to Lachenaud and 
oddly not to the Doxographi Graeci, under c that of ps.Galen c. 118 with 
reference to the relevant page of the Doxographi Graeci.107 Note that there are 
no Stobaean parallels for Diocles, since Stobaeus is almost entirely lost for 
Book 5.  
 The solution of Wöhrle in his very useful edition of the remains of Thales 
of 2009 as pilot volume of the Traditio Praesocratica series is to gather all the 
                                                             
105 E.g. Heraclitus 12A15 fourth text VS = 22A17 DK, where a Theodoretean and ps.Plutarchean 
lemma have been coalesced, not correctly in our view; cf. in our edition ch. 4.7.2 and app.crit. 
106 E.g. at Xenophanes PPF 11A36 = 21A36 D and 31A36 DK ‘Theodoret. IV 5 aus Aëtios (D. 284 
not.)’; cf. in our edition ch. 1.3 Testes primi = Theodor. CAG 4.5 (i). The index locorum of Vors. 
lists six separate references to Theodoret, five of which are to ‘Aëtian’ passages. 
107 The same division is applied in Diocles frs. 42, 48, 51 and 51. Unfortunately Van der Eijk’s 
view of ps.Galen is a little inaccurate. He writes (2001, 43): ‘Pseudo-Galen is believed to be 
derived from Pseudo-Plutarch and to have no independent value; he sometimes abbreviates 
the report (as here) and sometimes creates considerable confusion’. Then why include him? 
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texts of ps.Plutarch together as frs. 146–165, those of Stobaeus as frs. 339–371, 
those of ps. Galen as frs. 391–405, and even four from Qusṭā ibn Lūqā (because 
of ‘relevant differences’ from the original) as frs. 488–491, thus separating them 
as far from each other in the edition as their source authors are 
chronologically.108 The laudable motive behind this breakup is to reveal the 
particular nature of each of these contributors,109 but this can better be realized 
by other means. To the uninitiated reader the dispersal will suggest that these 
texts are unrelated. The separation by almost 250 pages of the Arabic 
translation from its Greek original cruelly reveals the drawbacks of the system. 
 The cautious Sharples in the introduction to his useful collection of 
translated texts of the Peripatos (2010) writes as follows: ‘I have … given 
reference to ‘Aëtius’ only in cases where a passage occurs in both witnesses [i.e. 
ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus]; where it is found only in one I have given the 
reference to that witness first and then added the reference to ‘Aëtius’’.110 
Isnardi Parente in her edition of Xenocrates (second ed. by Dorandi 2012) 
prints both sources for ch. 1.3.22, Stobaeus by the name of ‘Aetius’ as her fr. 21, 
Theodoret by the name of ‘Teodoretus’ (sic) as her fr. 22, calling the latter a 
‘dull repetition’ by ‘probably the same doxographer Aëtius’’.111 It is clear that 
such diagnostic solutions can only be provisional. They are not really helpful, 
both with respect to the traditions involved and to the relative value of these 
testimonia for the reconstruction of the project of a doctor or a philosopher. 
 Mansfeld–Primavesi in the revised Reclam Vorsokratiker of 2011 replaced 
the selected Aëtian lemmata deriving from Book 2 of the earlier edition with 
the reconstructed texts in a single column of Aëtiana vol. 2.2 of 2009, against 
the background of the analysis offered in that study. This was a limited first, 
since the evidence of the other Books was not yet available.  
 Returning to Diels, we should note in conclusion that in the Doxographi 
Graeci he also printed a few chunks of text in the Stobaean column that should 
be ascribed to Arius Didymus, in spite of hesitations that he himself expressed 
in the Prolegomena and the apparatus criticus. These texts should have been 
incorporated in his pioneering collection of fragments of Arius Didymus 

                                                             
108 Same procedure in Wöhrle (2012) for Anaximander and Anaximenes, and Strobel–Wöhrle 
(2018) for Xenophanes. On the methodology of this series see McKirahan (2018) at M–R 4.480–
490. The elaborate cross-references at the end of many doxai are no more than a stop-gap 
measure. 
109 Wöhrle (2009) 5-6. 
110 Sharples (2010) xvi. 
111 Isnardi Parente (2012) 262.  
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further down.112 We note that his decision to put the Peripatetics before the 
Stoics113 obscures the fact that in a Stobaean chapter both schools are quite 
often cited, which for us may be a factor in assigning an anonymous passage to 
Arius Didymus rather than Aëtius. 
 
3.2 A New Edition without Columns and with Commentary 
Diels’ edition of Aëtius in the Doxographi Graeci is a magnificent and virtually 
exhaustive collection of the ingredients (in as far as they were available to him) 
which one needs to form a picture of the compendium and its text. In the end, 
however, his design does not work well, as one realizes when looking at the 
way he uses this documentation in both of his subsequent fragment editions. 
Where only a single witness is extant he had of course no choice, but where 
two or more witnesses are to be had he as a rule chose the most complete 
version without revealing the existence of a parallel transmission. Occasionally 
he coalesced two witnesses. But as we have seen in the previous section, in all 
those cases apart from a few exceptions regarding Theodoret, he simply 
attributed these texts to Aëtius. The various contributions of the witnesses, 
including the representatives of the traditio ps.Plutarchi, remained invisible. To 
be sure, he always referred back to a page in the Doxographi Graeci, but 
looking this up would not help the average reader who normally is blissfully 
unaware of the complicated tradition and of the hardly less complicated 
hypothesis behind the reconstruction. 
 Because we felt uncomfortable with this situation, we decided in the early 
nineties of the last century to try and see if a reconstruction in a single column, 
i.e. one without columns, would be a possible and practicable undertaking. 
The result was vol. 2.2 of Aëtiana, the specimen reconstructionis of Book 2 in a 
single column, already discussed above in section 2.8. This Lesetext seems to 
have been little used.114 It has never been criticized, apart from the misguided 
attempt of Bottler, who for her edition of Books 1 and 2 excludes all irreducible 
chapters and lemmata, and throughout refuses to accept Theodoret as the 
crucial third witness.115  

                                                             
112 See the analysis of Runia (1996), reprinted in M–R 3.313–332, aspects of which are further 
advanced in the present edition. 
113 He may have thought of the large fragments on ethics in the Eclogae ethicae, but there the 
order is not chronological, as the Stoics come first. 
114 An exception should be made for the research on Presocratic cosmology by the Dutch 
scholar Dirk Couprie.  
115 Bottler (2014). 
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 In the present edition we now offer a unified text of the whole treatise, 
with a substantial commentary on the constitution of the text of each chapter, 
on its structure and contents and its relation to the various traditions, 
accompanied by generous selections of related doxographical and other 
evidence. We print the full evidence for the Aëtian text of Theodoret and the 
traditio ps.Plutarchi, but have decided not to include the far more voluminous 
texts of ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus.116 Actually the texts of these two primary 
witnesses are present in the single column of the Aëtian text as reconstructed 
in the present edition, and their readings are fully reported in our positive 
apparatus criticus. Whoever wishes to look at them separately as well as 
together uno obtutu will find them conveniently accessible in the parallel 
columns of the Doxographi Graeci, which it would be otiose to reproduce. The 
contribution of Theodoret to the reconstructed text is far less important. As we 
have seen in section 2.5 above his worth is in his role as third witness for the 
original treatise. His less voluminous excerpts are always printed as the first of 
the testes primi. 
 Reference to the presence and location of lemmata in one or two or all of 
the three primary witnesses is also supplied by the presence of the numbered 
sigla P, S and T at the end of the Greek text and English translation of each 
individual lemma in all chapters. 
 We also print the textual evidence of the representatives of the proximate 
tradition in full, and in the final part of each chapter give generous selections 
from a wide array of source and other parallel material. 
 The positive apparatus criticus naturally signalizes all the relevant 
contributions of the main witnesses including the traditio ps.Plutarchi, and 
reports all variae lectiones that are significant. But it also records omissions, 
minor or not so minor lapsus calami, paraphrases that are elaborate but 
misleading or wrong, and downright mistakes. This evidence is essential for 
understanding the relations between the representatives of the unusually 
complex tradition. The extensive positive apparatus is a necessity, for there is a 
considerable difference between editing a single text from a multiplicity of 
manuscripts and a few quotations, where a negative apparatus normally is all 
that is needed, and reconstructing a single text from a multiplicity of 
individual sources, each of which has its own manuscript tradition or tradition 
of indirect transmission. 
 Two further important differences between the Dielsian and our edition 
require further explanation. Whereas the two columns and apparatus of Diels’ 

                                                             
116 On this decision see further below sections 4.2.15 and 4.2.4. 
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text, supplemented by his remarkably thorough and full Indices nominum et 
verborum, made the text itself very accessible (if not necessarily well 
understood), this cannot be said for the process of determining that text and 
placing it in its context both in the work itself and in the wider tradition of 
ancient philosophy. To achieve this understanding, the user was asked to delve 
into the complexities of the 263 page ‘Prolegomena’, to which Diels repeatedly 
refers in the apparatus to the text. But this was to ask for the well-nigh 
impossible. From the very outset it was recognized that this introduction, 
written in a rather pretentious scholarly Latin, is almost impenetrable for all 
but the most determined and knowledgeable reader. Susemihl’s remark that it 
needs a Delian diver, echoing Socrates’ comment on Heraclitus, is often 
quoted.117  
 It needs to be recognized that much in the Placita that requires 
explanation relates to the particular context of the doxa or chapter. Lacking a 
commentary, there was much that Diels was unable to explain. By attaching a 
commentary to each chapter, we are able to remedy this deficiency. To the 
extent practicable we not only place each segment of the text in its context, 
both in the work itself and in the wider tradition, but we also explain every 
move that we make in our reconstruction. In addition, we analyse each chapter 
in relation to its structure and macro-content. As for the content of each doxa, 
we explain the more important features, but it is clear that at this point there 
are limits. The process of commentary is in principle endless and one has to 
draw the line somewhere. It cannot be our aim to give a comprehensive 
commentary on what amounts to a summary of the entirety of pre-Imperial 
natural philosophy. 
 A further feature of our edition is the placement of a collection of Further 
Related Texts at the end of each chapter. As already noted, the extent to which 
Diels was able to locate the contents of Aëtius’ compendium in the tradition, 
not only of what he dubbed ‘doxography’ but also in the wider tradition of 
Greek philosophy as it developed up to the first century CE, was quite 
remarkable. But here too, as we touch on in more detail below in section 5.1, 
the evidence is both scattered in the rest of the Doxographi Graeci and hidden 
away in its ‘Prolegomena’. In our edition we have linked this contextual 
material to each chapter where it is most relevant, usually citing the texts in 
full. This method also gives us the opportunity to give a much fuller picture of 
the sources that the doxographical tradition was based on, in Hellenistic 
                                                             
117 Based on Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.22; see M–R 1.66 and on the ‘Prolegomena’ 1.73; as noted 
on p. 105, later in life Diels himself admitted that it needed to be ‘übersichtlicher’, but he never 
presented a more accessible version. 
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philosophy, Aristotle and Theophrastus, as well as Plato and the philosophers 
before him. In so doing we always link this material to the concrete texts in the 
relevant chapters and their contents. 
 
3.3 Apologia for our Method of Reconstruction118 
It seems that the Placita attributed to Aëtius occupies a unique place among 
the literary writings known to us from antiquity. There is no comparable work 
which has failed to survive in its original form but can be so fully reconstructed 
from ancient evidence.119 As was stated above in section 2.8, by using advanced 
statistical techniques it can be demonstrated that about 86% of the original 
work is extant, distributed among the three witnesses. More precisely, the 
extant remains in our reconstruction amount to 769 lemmata distributed in 
135 chapters. But the evidence for these lemmata is unequal. Only 7% are 
witnessed by all three witnesses; 41% by two of the three; and 52% by just a 
single witness. This statistic does not include the chapter headings of the work. 
Of the 133 headings in the Epitome, only 100 are witnessed by Stobaeus, who in 
turn provides evidence for two more which ps.Plutarch did not retain. This 
means that 35 headings are not attested by more than one witness.120 
Moreover, there are 18 cases where the entire chapter is witnessed only by 
ps.Plutarch. These include lengthy monolemmatic chapters such as 1.4 on how 
the cosmos was constituted and 1.6 on how human beings gain knowledge of 
god, and also 4.11 and 4.12 on Stoic epistemology, all of which deviate from the 
usual method of the Placita.121 
 The state of affairs conveyed by these observations might give rise for 
concern. More than half the lemmata of our reconstruction, a quarter of the 
chapter headings and more than a seventh of all its chapters can be described 
as ‘irreducible’ texts. By ‘irreducible’ we mean, as the etymology of the term 
indicates, ‘what cannot be led back to’, i.e. back to a secure multi-witnessed 
text. The crucial innovation of our edition is that its text is presented in a single 
column. As noted above in section 2.8, the specimen reconstructionis that we 

                                                             
118 For the argument of this section in more detail see Runia (forthcoming). 
119 See the comparison with six different kinds of incompletely extant texts in Runia 
(forthcoming) §5. 
120 On some occasions Theodoret alludes to chapter headings, e.g. at CAG 4.22 to A 2.21–22 and 
CAG 5.22 to A 4.5. The latter text is the only place where he confirms a heading in P not 
attested by S.  
121 The complete list of such chapters is 1.1, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, 3.6, 3.12, 3.14, 4.1, 4.11, 4.12, 5.1–5, 5.22, 5.23, 
5.29 (not including the four proœmia which are only found in P). In the case of 4.12 the heading 
Περὶ φαντασίας καὶ κριτηρίου in Photius is probably an indication that S took up material from 
this chapter. 
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made of Book 2 demonstrated that this was possible. What does the prevalence 
of such ‘irreducible texts’ mean for the status of the text that we have 
produced. 
 Much depends here, as we have already seen, on the decision made by 
Diels to base his reconstruction on the macro-structural framework supplied 
by the Epitome. To our knowledge this has never been questioned. Much of 
that framework is reinforced by the evidence of Stobaeus, who used it for the 
basic structure of his own Book 1 of the Eclogae. Importantly, it is also 
confirmed by Theodoret, not by his actual borrowings which are quite limited, 
but by the fact that when he does paraphrase, he always follows the sequence 
that we know from the Epitome.122 It is theoretically possible that the 
Epitomator may have added material of his own, but not at all likely. His task 
was to convey the essentials of the original work, not to create a new work 
(unlike ps.Galen).123 It is easy to show that the ps.Plutarchean material not 
paralleled in Stobaeus has a legitimate place in the kind of compendium that 
Aëtius was putting together, including the important introductory passages.124 
 It is also important to examine this question of irreducibility at the level of 
the individual lemmata, of which there are 769 in our reconstruction. From 
Diels onwards attention has been directed almost exclusively to the lemmata 
evidenced by both ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus (the P/S lemmata).125 This has no 
doubt been inspired by his choice to present the reconstruction in two 
columns. But for the full legitimation of the Dielsian hypothesis and our 
development of it, it is no less important to look at the lemmata evidence by 
both Stobaeus and Theodoret (the S/T) lemmata, which exclude any ideas that 
the bishop might have only excerpted the Placita via Eusebius or some other 
version of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome. 
 In fact, as the table in the Appendix shows, there are no less than seven 
categories of lemmata. In addition to the P/S and S/T lemmata, there are also 
doxai recorded by all three witnesses (P/S/T). Then there are also a number of 
P/T texts, preserved by ps.Plutarch and also attested by Theodoret. Finally 
there are the doxai to which we have access through the testimony of a single 

                                                             
122 See above section 2.3, text below n. 4, and section 2.5 at n. 41. 
123 It should be noted that ps.Galen does not call his work an Epitome, but introduces the new 
title Φιλόσοφος ἱστορία. 
124 See discussions at M–R 2.22–26; 147–148 (where it is suggested that 4.11–12 may be a 
conscious effort to update earlier Peripatetic discussions with Stoic material), and below at 
these chapters. 
125 Notably by Lebedev (1988), (2016), and by Bottler (2014), who makes these the entire basis of 
her research. 
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witness only, of which of course there are three. The table confirms, as already 
noted, that only about 7% of all lemmata are preserved (however fully) by all 
three witnesses (55 in total), 41% by two (314), and the largest group of 52% by 
one only (400).  
 The third (and largest) group are all, in terms of our definition above, 
‘irreducible’ texts. But this is by no means as problematic as might appear at 
first sight. What must be done is evaluate the nature of the evidence that we 
have for each witness in the light of what we have come to know about the 
different methods that they used (and as we have summarised in section 2 
above). It is apparent that by far the majority of lemmata stand in 
environments where there hardly be any doubt that they go back to the 
original work. As argued above, ps.Plutarch will have in all likelihood not 
added lemmata of his own. If the other two witnesses import foreign material 
within sections of text recording the Placita, as Stobaeus does with extracts 
from Arius Didymus and Theodoret on one occasion with an extract from 
Clement and on another one with an account of the Eleatic Succession, this is 
generally obvious to the careful reader.126 Just because a text is only known to 
us through a single witness only, this does not mean that its Aëtian status 
cannot be considered quite certain (although there will always be some 
dubious cases). 
 An additional element of uncertainty is introduced when we order the 
lemmata within a single chapter. The two main witnesses, because of the 
methods that they use, quite often display variation. In most cases analysis 
shows that ps.Plutarch retains the original order in his abridgement. Moreover, 
this order is very often confirmed by Stobaeus who, as we have already seen, 127 
generally retains it as the default option unless his anthological techniques 
determine otherise. Ps.Plutarch’s practice conforms of course to what we have 
above called the law of least effort.128 But this assumption should not always be 
made blindly, as Diels tended to do. There are cases where it makes sense to 
prioritise Stobaean practice above what is found in the Epitome.  
 Importantly, however, there is another kind of textual material which 
differs from those just discussed, but is none the less irreducible to a single 
multi-witnessed text. These are texts for which there is more than one witness, 

                                                             
126 On passages of Arius Didymus in Stobaeus see M–R 1.238–265; Algra (2018) 62–64, who 
states that ‘the careful approach taken by Mansfeld and Runia has led to conclusions that are, 
in my view, on the whole persuasive’ (p. 64). On the text at Theodoret CAG 5.24–25 taken from 
Clement Strom. 8.10.3–4, see Mansfeld (1990) 3188 and also above section 2.5. 
127 See above section 2.3 at n. 6 and section 2.4 at n. 14. 
128 See above section 2.3 at n. 4. 
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but which contain textual variants that cannot be reduced to each other. A 
clear example of such texts is found in the chapter headings of the 
compendium.129 As can be readily seen in the apparatus criticus to each 
chapter, these contain a remarkable amount of variation in their formulation. 
In many cases there are shorter and longer variants, less often there are quite 
different alternative versions. For example for ch. 2.20 on the nature or 
substance of the sun there are four different formulations spread out over nine 
witnesses (including manuscripts and a secondary witness).130 Such variation 
illustrates the intrinsic fluidity of the doxographical tradition, in which no 
particular formulation has a unique authority and compilers, users and scribes 
have the freedom to alter as they wish. In this situation the editors can do no 
more than select the variant that is best attested and/or makes the best sense, 
particularly in relation to the contents of the chapter. This is an entirely 
reasonable procedure in light of the considerable variation that book titles and 
chapter headings always displayed in ancient writings, particularly those in the 
non-literary and technical sphere. 
 Name-labels, which play a key role in the method of the Placita, can also 
display irreducibility, though this in most cases does not give rise to great 
difficulties. Ps.Plutarch often reduces the number of names in the original 
work, as can be seen when compared to Stobaeus’ fuller version. A striking case 
is found in the chapter on the cosmos where extended lists of eleven and nine 
names are reduced to a single formula and three names respectively.131 Of 
course, if there is only a single witness for a chapter, then any such reduction 
remains undetectable. 
 But it also occurs quite often that there is variation in the body of the doxa 
itself. Those cases where a witness expands an elliptic formula, as Stobaeus 
sometimes does on account of his practice of coalescing doxai from different 
chapters, are usually easily spotted.132 Much more difficult is when the 
witnesses furnish texts of the same doxa which differ on essential points.133 
Theodoret’s paraphrases can usually be discounted. But ps.Plutarch and 
Stobaeus are purportedly excerpting the same text. Here careful textual 
analysis, assisted by knowledge of the methods of each witness, has to point 

                                                             
129 On these headings see our preliminary treatment at M–R 2.196–204. 
130 These are: short, Περὶ ἡλίου; fuller, Περὶ οὐσίας ἡλίου; and two extended variants (Περὶ οὐσίας 
ἡλίου καὶ ὅτι δύο καὶ τρεῖς εἰσίν, Περὶ ἡλίου καὶ ὅτι καὶ δύο καὶ τρεῖς εἰσίν); for more details see 
Runia (2020) 000. 
131 See ch. 2.1.3–4. A more difficult example in ch. 2.3 is given in Runia (2020) 000. 
132 On this practice see above section 2.5 final paragraph. 
133 For some salient examples see Runia (2020) 000. 
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the way. As editors of a reconstruction of a single text, we cannot avoid making 
choices. But the necessity to make such choices is compensated by the fact 
that they are fully documented. All the textual variants are available for 
scrutiny in the apparatus criticus. Moreover, in our Commentary we often 
explain the reasoning behind our choices. 
 What status, then, do we claim for our edition? It cannot have the same 
status as a fully critical edition of the transmitted text of an ancient work. 
Because of its incompleteness and because of the irreducible texts that it 
contains, it necessarily exhibits a greater degree of uncertainty. We—and 
those who consult our edition—will have to be content if the text it offers 
bears a well-reasoned resemblance to the lost original. Our edition is intended 
above all to provide a text for practical use. It presents all the evidence 
available for the understanding of the extant remains of the Placita. The 
greatest benefit that it brings is that it will open up to scrutiny all the features 
of the doxographical work of Aëtius, together with the tradition that he drew 
on and that drew on him, doing this to a much greater degree than has ever 
been done before.  
 
4. Introducing the Witnesses to the Text 

In this section we now proceed to give an overview of the authors and texts 
that we have used in producing our reconstruction and edition of the Placita 
attributed to Aëtius. Our focus is now on the origin, characteristics and present 
state of the texts that are available for use. It is also important to indicate the 
textual editions that we use for our reconstructed text and commentary. But 
first it will be worthwhile to define more exactly the various kinds of texts that 
are available to us. 
 
4.1 A Taxonomy of Authors and Texts 
In our edition we distinguish between four different kinds of authors and texts. 
Of these only the first two are regarded as witnesses to the lost original text of 
Aëtius. The taxonomy that we shall now set out refines the earlier distinction 
that we made between witnesses and sources.134 
 (1) Primary witnesses (testes primi) are those authors and texts which in 
one way or another have a primary relation to the original text. Their texts go 
back in a linear fashion to the original version of the Placita, although not 
necessarily directly. As we described in some detail in section 2 above, there 

                                                             
134 See above n. 1. 



 General Introduction  42 

are only three authors of which we can be certain that they actually used that 
text at first hand, i.e. had a copy of the Placita on their desk as it were. These 
were ps.Plutarch, Stobaeus and Theodoret. They are the key witnesses to the 
work. Of these ps.Plutarch stands out, not only because he—writing in the 
second century—is by far the earliest of the these witnesses, but especially 
because his Epitome of the original work enjoyed considerable success and 
gave rise to a copious secondary tradition of usage. Authors such as ps.Galen, 
Cyril and Qusṭā thus are primary witnesses, but their knowledge of Aëtius’ 
compendium is at second hand via ps.Plutarch. There is even usage at third 
hand. Two examples are Nicolaus of Rhegium, who in 1341 made a Latin 
translation of the epitome of ps.Galen, and the late 15th cent. paroemiographer 
Arsenius, who cites a section from ps.Plutarch which he actually copies out 
from his text of Eusebius.135 But he nevertheless qualifies in our system as a 
primary witness because his text ultimately goes back in a linear relation to the 
original text. Stobaeus also has a secondary tradition but it is much more 
limited, consisting only of the report of his work’s contents by the Patriarch 
Photius, unless one wishes to regard as such the incomplete index of chapters 
in the Laurentianus ms. Theodoret does not have a secondary tradition that we 
have to take in account. 
 (2) Secondary witnesses (testes secundi) are those authors and texts 
which contain material which is very similar, often also in its wording, to that 
of the primary witnesses, but is not derived in a linear fashion from the original 
compendium. These texts are clearly drawn from doxographical traditions 
which were very close to those on which Aëtius’ work was based. In an earlier 
volume we described these works as ‘cousin writings’.136 The most important of 
them are Achilles and Nemesius. The number of such authors and texts is quite 
restricted and it is of the nature of their evidence that they make only a very 
limited contribution to the constitution of the text. They are, however, of value 
for the task of understanding the more general tradition of the Placita texts, of 
which Aëtius’ work is by far the best surviving example. In certain cases, such 
as Athenagoras and ps.Justin, because of the way that they paraphrase their 
sources, it is very difficult to determine whether they may have used either 
Aëtius himself or his epitomator directly or not, i.e. whether they are primary 
or secondary witnesses. When such uncertainty exists, we place them in the 
second category. 

                                                             
135 On Nicolaus see further below section 2.2. For Arsenius see Apophthegmata, Cent. 8 100c Von 
Leutsch, the text of 1.10 Περὶ ἰδέας which he copies out from Eusebius PE 15.45, cited among the 
witnesses of ch. 1.10.  
136 See M–R 1.305, where we introduced the term, and also 331. 
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 (3) The Proximate tradition is a step further removed from the original 
work. It contains all those authors and texts which record material derived 
from the broader dialectical-doxographical tradition, which includes not only 
the witnesses mentioned so far but also texts which present the doctrines of 
ancient philosophers, but do not necessarily use the particular method of 
recording doxai of the Placita type. For example authors using the Περὶ 
αἱρέσεων method, such as Arius Didymus, fall under this category. It has to be 
said that the difference between Secondary witnesses and the Proximate 
tradition is one of gradation. An interesting example is found in the evidence 
supplied by Philo of Alexandria, very likely an older contemporary of Aëtius. 
The summaries that he gives of key questions and doxai on the heavens and 
the soul clearly go back to material very similar to that from which Aëtius drew 
his stock. 137 Similarly Cicero’s account of theological doxai in De natura deorum 
Book 1 and the parallel text in Philodemus’ De pietate reveal close parallels to 
the chapter on theology in Aëtius 1.7, and for this reason Diels included these 
texts in parallel columns in the Doxographi Graeci.138 These texts could have 
been placed among the secondary witnesses, but the fact that they are 
dependent on texts that clearly antedate Aëtius’ compendium have led us to 
place them in the proximate tradition. This tradition will be further examined 
in section 5.1 below. 
 (4) There remain Sources and other related texts. This category contains 
all the remaining authors and texts which can shed light on the contents of 
Aëtius’ compendium, but have a more distant relation to it because they do 
not belong to the doxographical tradition narrowly defined.139 They include 
texts which provide the source-material for the doxai which the compendium 
records: very little from early Greek philosophy, more in Plato, and copious 
amounts in Aristotle. They also include many texts in the post-Aristotelian 
period up to the end of antiquity and beyond. We discuss aspects of this 
category of texts in sections 5.1–2 below. 
 It should be noted that in our edition we treat the first two and last two 
of these categories quite differently. The first two are listed together at the 
beginning of each chapter and to a considerable extent (but not completely, as 
will be explained below) they are printed in full. The last two are presented as 
Further Related Texts at the end of each chapter. 
 Finally, we point out that there is a very important distinction that must 
be understood in relation to these four categories of texts. The criterion for 
                                                             
137 See our text and commentary on chs. 2.11, 2.13, 2.25, 4.2, 4.5. 
138 See ch. 1.7 and Diels DG 529–550. His text of Philodemus is now obsolete. 
139 For a current understanding of this tradition see Mansfeld (2016d). 
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inclusion as a primary witness is absolute: a text either belongs to this category 
or it does not, depending on whether it has a linear relation to Aëtius’ original 
text (though this can be at first or second hand, or even further removed). In 
the case of the other three categories inclusion is relative, depending on what 
kind of relation exists to the doxographical tradition, whether narrowly or 
more broadly conceived. As already noted, however, for some texts it is not 
possible to determine with exactitude whether there is a linear relation to 
Aëtius, or more commonly, to ps.Plutarch. In these cases they can be regarded 
as either primary or secondary witnesses and their precise status in our scheme 
remains uncertain. 
 
4.2 The Primary Witnesses: the Epitome of Ps.Plutarch 
The epitomator ps.Plutarch, as just noted above, occupies a special place 
because he is the earliest and because he bears witness to the most copious 
amount of the original text.140 Moreover, there is an extensive tradition that 
depends on him, which probably led to the original work becoming a rarity. 
We thus commence with his work and its tradition. 
 
4.2.1 The Papyrus and the Manuscripts 
As noted above in section 2.3, an unknown author produced an epitome of the 
Placita at an unknown location probably in the second half of the second 
century CE.141 He is certainly not to be identified with the famous Plutarch of 
Chaeronea, whose name was appropriated for the pseudonymous work. The 
earliest directly transmitted text of the work is the papyrus P.Ant. 85 & 213, 
found in Antinoopolis in Upper Egypt and dated to the third century CE by its 
editor J. Barns.142 It consists of twelve small fragments from what clearly was a 
complete codex of the work. In all they contain about 800 letters of text from 
21 chapters, spread out throughout the work with the exception of the first 
book.143 They give fascinating information about the early state of the work, 
including a possible different book division,144 and also interesting insight into 
often rather careless scribal practices, e.g. omissions and haplography.145 In one 

                                                             
140 For the exact statistics see above at n. 5. 
141 See the fuller account at M–R 1.126–130.  
142 Barns–Zilliacus (1960), (1967). 
143 Distribution per book is: chs. 2.23, 2.25 (2); 3.7, 3.11, 3.15, 3.16 (4); 4.8, 4.11, 4.22, 4.23 (4); 5.1, 5.3, 
5.4, 5.7, 5.13, 5.15, 5.20, 5.21, 5.23, 5.24 (10). 
144 The number 42 at ch. 5.4, on which see M–R 1.127 and A 5.4 Comm. C. 
145 Omitted lemma A 5.1.2; name 2.25.10; and words at A 3.15.6, 5.10.1 etc. Haplography at A 
3.16.5, 4.23.2–3, 5.7.2.  
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case at ch. 5.1.1 the papyrus offers a fuller and superior text. It is also interesting 
that it appears to furnish a short chapter heading for ch. 3.16 in contrast to the 
remainder of the P tradition. For the most part, however, the textual material 
offered is too scanty to be of much assistance for the constitution of the text. 
The text of the papyrus as edited by Barns is presented for the relevant 
chapters under Testes primi and all variant readings of the papyrus are 
recorded in the apparatus criticus to the text.146 
 The full Greek text of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome is transmitted in almost 
complete form in about 20 Byzantine manuscripts, of which only five are of 
independent value.147 The oldest and best is the Mosquensis 339 (12th cent.), 
complemented by the Marcianus 521 (13th/14th cent.). A slightly different 
interlinked tradition is the Planudean family, consisting of the Ambrosianus 
859 (shortly before 1296), the Parisinus 1671 (dated 1296), and 1672 (dated 
shortly after 1302). Other mss. derived from these five are of almost no value. 
All these manuscripts have been shown to derive from a single archetype to be 
dated to about 1000.148 It can be said that the quality of the text preserved in 
this archetype was high. The text of the Byzantine mss. is riddled with errors 
and lacunae. In the edition of Mau—to be further discussed below149—obeli 
proliferate with alarming frequency.150 An egregious example is found in ch. 2.11 
on the substance of the stars: the final three lemmata are fused into a single 
sentence which attributes a doxa to Aristotle that is a strange mixture of the 
familiar and the incomprehensible. Another example involving Aristotle is 
found at ch. 5.23, where the defective name-label becomes the adjective 
τέλειος, which forces the copyist to improvise, so that the succession of the first 
two doxai becomes obscured and a third disappears completely. But the text of 
the direct tradition at least has the virtue of being nearly complete. Through 
the indirect tradition of ps.Galen and Qusṭā we know of only seven lemmata 
wholly missing, all but two of which occur towards the end of the work (5.19–

                                                             
146 It should be noted that Barns very understandably takes Diels as his starting-point for filling 
in the missing gaps and often finds that the Dielsian text does not fit well. This suggests that 
the codex may have had many readings that differ from the manuscript tradition. But the 
editor could not work with an adequate text of the entire tradition. In one case we have been 
able to make use of a further reconstruction by O. Primavesi; see ch. 5.1 Commentary D(b).  
147 For a brief discussion of the Byzantine manuscripts see M–R 1.171–173, with further 
references. A complete list of the mss. is given by Lachenaud (1993) 64–65. 
148 As postulated by Diels in his stemma at DG 40; cf. also M–R 1.172. 
149 Section 4.2. 
150 There are 64 in total in a text of 104 pages. 
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29).151 Evidently the archetype was damaged at the end, as often occurs. We 
return to the Byzantine text of ps.Plutarch below (section 4.214) after first 
surveying the extensive indirect tradition of his work. 
 
4.2.2 Eusebius 
The first writer to utilize ps.Plutarch’s Epitome whom we can date with 
accuracy is Eusebius of Caesarea (c. 263–339).152 In his Praeparatio Evangelica, 
written in the early years of his episcopate which commenced in 313,153 
Eusebius includes copious extracts from the work. No doubt he will have found 
a copy in the famed Episcopal Library of the city, the contents of which he 
used prolifically in his extensive œuvre.154 The compact volume of the Placita 
was an ideal resource for Eusebius when he wished to incorporate and exploit 
the doctrines of the Greek philosophy in his defence of Christianity. What 
better way to demonstrate the nefarious dissension (διαφωνία) and strife 
(λογοµαχία) of the philosophers, as opposed to the unified truth of the 
Gospel.155 The method to do this is to use as evidence the testimony (µαρτυρία) 
of their own words. 
 Scholars are in general agreement that Eusebius’ methodology involving 
the extensive use of verbatim citations as an integral part of his apologetic 
argument was highly innovative, even when the background of using excerpt 
collections in the Imperial period is taken into account.156 By citing the very 
words of the author themselves, he could claim them as authentic witnesses, 
whether in a negative (Hellenic) or a positive (Jewish and Christian) 
perspective. But of course it was the organiser of the entire work who was 
pulling the strings.157 In all Eusebius cites 187 lemmata from 41 chapters of the 
Epitome, amounting to a third of the doxai of the entire work. In Book 14 he 

                                                             
151 Extra lemmata in ps.Galen are A 2.20.15; 3.1.10; 5.19.5; 5.23.3; 5.29.2. Two of these are also in 
Qusṭā: 5.19.5 and 5.29.2; but he also records 1.21.2a and 5.29.3, as well as fuller versions of 5.27.2 
and 5.29.2. So seven doxai are to be added to the 553 preserved in the direct tradition. 
152 A lengthier account of Eusebius as witness for the Placita is given in M–R 1.130–141. Οn the 
Patristic authors Athenagoras and ps.Justin, who may have utilised the Epitome see below 4.2.3 
and 4.4.1. 
153 Barnes (1981) 278. 
154 On Eusebius’ library see Carriker (2003); on ps.Plutarch p. 114. 
155 On Eusebius’ articulately presented programme in PE, see M–R 1.130–132. 
156 See discussion and references to scholarship in Inowlocki (2006) 33–73. 
157 As Inowlocki, citing J.-P. Schreiber, states (2006, 58): ‘… it is precisely when the speaker (in 
this case Eusebius) withdraws in order to let another speaker express himself or herself, that 
his presence is most intensely felt, and that at that very moment, the power he exerts on the 
author cited is at its utmost’. 
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takes limited extracts from Book 1 to illustrate first principles and theology.158 
In Book 15 the citations are much more extensive, covering large sections of 
cosmology and meteorology, with just two chapters cited on psychology.159 He 
emphasizes in his connecting passages that he cites the very words of his 
source.160 This verbatim method is of course most valuable for textual purposes. 
But we should not be deceived. Because the work is extant in other forms of 
transmission it is possible to keep a check on his citation practice. It is 
generally accurate, but there are cases of ‘tampering’ with the text, sometimes 
deliberately, at other times perhaps accidentally.161 He tends on occasion to 
reduce, particularly in the chapter headings. Apart from one or two brief 
phrases, there is no additional material to be gleaned from his excerpts. His 
references to the work in his connecting passages are also valuable, 
particularly for his references to chapter headings.162 
 For our text we have used the excellent edition of Karl Mras, who 
faithfully records all the differences from the direct tradition of ps.Plutarch’s 
text in his apparatus.163 In our own apparatus we record all the variant readings 
in Mras’ edition, but as a rule we do not record variants in the mss. tradition of 
the Praeparatio itself. Because the excerpts do not greatly differ from the text 
in modern editions, we have not taken them up separately among the texts of 
the Testes primi. They can be consulted in Mras’ edition or on the TLG (Canon 
2018.001). 
 
4.2.3 Ps.Justin 
Traditionally this pseudonymous work has been dated to the third century and 
regarded as an exhortation to the Greeks to embrace the true religion of 
Christianity. But research of Chr. Riedweg, based on TLG data, has shown that 

                                                             
158 Excerpts from ch. 1.3 in PE 14.16, from 1.7 in PE 14.16. 
159 Excerpts in a long section PE 15.23–61: 5 chapters from Book 1, 27 from Book 2 (out of 32!), 5 
from Book 3 and 2 from Book 4. Most chapters are written out in full, though there are some 
lemmata missing. On the different methods used in the two books 14 and 15 see M–R 1.132–137. 
As noted above at n. 33 and text thereto, the order of the chapters cited is sometimes 
somewhat erratic. 
160 E.g. PE 15.31.2: ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς µάνθανε τοῦ Πλουτάρχου φωνῆς. 
161 See Inowlocki (2006) 291–293, but only in relation to Jewish authors. She concludes that he 
resorts to textual changes only rarely and rather discreetly. 
162 See esp. the long passage at PE 15.32.8–10. Worthy of note is also an earlier passage at 7.11.13–
12.1 where in the context of Hebrew theology he suddenly interposes material on Greek 
theology, with reference to ch. 1.3 and to some chapters in Book 2. This passage was not noted 
in the discussion on Eusebius in M–R 1. 
163 Mras 1982–1983, revised edition; first edition 1956. 
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linguistic stylistic features support its attribution to Marcellus, bishop of 
Ancyra, a younger contemporary of Eusebius.164 He also argues that its title was 
not the traditional Λόγος παραινετικὸς πρὸς Ἕλληνας, but rather Πρὸς Ἑλλήνας 
περὶ τῆς ἀληθοῦς θεοσεβείας λόγος as indicated in its exordium (§1.2). Since the 
philosophers are the teachers of piety (θεοσεβεία), it is their views that need to 
be examined. For this purpose he will expound the δόξα of each of them on the 
subject, thereby showing their disagreement with each other. This is probably 
a covert reference to the Placita.165 In ch. 1.3 he cites an extensive list of ten 
ἀρχαί. Since these are all in ps.Plutarch, who cites only 13 of the 24 in the 
reconstructed text of A, it is almost certain that he used the Epitome for this 
purpose. Similarly in ch. 1.7 his extracts contain nothing that could not come 
from ps.Plutarch. He then moves on to the subject of the soul and the 
disagreements on that topic. Here the situation is more complex. A number of 
his statements resemble doxai in chs. 4.2–7a of the compendium, but the 
verbal parallels are not close. The exception is in ch. 4.6 where the parallels are 
exact. It would appear that for this part of his work he mainly used material 
similar but not identical to the Placita, but also had his copy of ps.Plutarch at 
hand. It emerges, therefore, that ps.Justin is both a primary and a secondary 
witness.166 For the text of this work we use the edition of Marcovich.167 
 
4.2.4 Ps.Galen 
Like ps.Plutarch’s work, the Φιλόσοφος ἱστορία attributed to Galen is an 
epitome that has found its way into the corpus of a major writer, in this case 
the largest literary corpus of pre-Christian antiquity. Nothing is known about 
the author, his date or his location. Diels argued on rather flimsy grounds for a 
latish fifth century date,168 but it could just as easily be dated to an earlier date 
in the third or fourth century.169 We simply do not know. 

                                                             
164 Riedweg (1994) 167–184. He is not confident enough to attribute the work definitively to 
Marcellus (hence the question mark in the title of his book), but the evidence is strong. 
165 See also below section 4.4.1 where a similar reference is made by Athenagoras, but in the 
plural. Other references to ‘the doxai’ at Coh. 3.1.8 (poets), 5.1.10 (Plato and Aristotle), 5.4.44 
(Aristotle), 7.1.2 (Plato), 35.2.29 (philosophers in conflict). 
166 The same might be said of Theodoret who is nearly always a primary witness, but at 2.9–11 
and 4.5–10 uses material that is similar to that in ch. 1.3 but not derived from it. We note too 
that ps.Galen (next sub-section) uses two kinds of material in his compendium. 
167 Marcovich (1990b). See also the Lesetext of Riedweg (1994) 530–582 which deviates in a few 
details. 
168 DG 16–17; cf. M–R 1.151–152. For a more detailed treatment of ps.Galen’s evidence see M–R 
1.141–152. 
169 The material that he shares with Sextus Empiricus P. book 2 may point in this direction. 
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 The work divides into two parts. In the first part, §§1–24, which is a 
general introduction to philosophy, the author makes hardly any use of 
ps.Plutarch’s Epitome, with just some limited material from chs 1.1, 1.2 and 1.30. 
The rest of this part, including chapters on motion, body and soul, is taken 
from a different proximate source. Then at ch. 25, without any formal 
introduction and not using the term ἐπιτοµή, he proceeds to present an 
abridged version of ps.Plutarch’s manual (which in contrast included the term 
in its title). Together with the three chapters in the first part, the work includes 
110 chapters (out of 133), of which 62 are cited with all their doxai intact. It is 
thus a very full epitome, with 65% of the doxai in the larger work taken over. 
Books 1 and 4 are used least; the other books are very fully abridged.170 
 Ps.Galen’s method of abridgement, however, is very different from that of 
his predecessor. He does not aim to preserve the words of his original, but in a 
manner not dissimilar to Theodoret171 undertakes to rewrite or paraphrase 
them, using all manner of techniques, including substitution of synonyms, 
removal or addition of prefixes to verbs and nouns, and so on. His attempts to 
match or even improve on the original are far from always successful. Indeed 
we have called him the master of the Verschlimmbesserung.172 This trait is of 
course not helpful when his text is being used as a witness to the original text 
of ps.Plutarch (and anterior to him Aëtius). These problems are compounded 
by the fact that the manuscript tradition of the work is restricted and transmits 
a text that is even poorer than of ps.Plutarch. 
 Nevertheless, we should be grateful that we have this work, for all its 
shortcomings. It goes back to an early version of ps.Plutarch and there can be 
no doubt that it contains many genuine readings, though it costs effort to 
identify them among the dross of the author’s own interventions. A striking 
example is found at A 5.20.1, where the Byzantine mss. begin the lemma with 
the words ἔστι πραγµατεία Ἀριστοτέλους ἐν ᾗ, a idiosyncratic reference which 
Diels rightly saw was foreign to the method of the Placita.173 Ps.Galen reads 
simply Πλάτων καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης, and in this reading is supported not only by 
Qusṭā’s translation, but also by Stobaeus. So ps.Galen’s reading must be right, 
and goes back both to ps.Plutarch’s original text and, preceding him, to Aëtius.  

                                                             
170 Book 1 50 lemmata out of 123 = 52%; Book 2 108 out of 148 = 73%; Book 3 68 out of 91 = 75%; 
Book 4 46 out of 89 = 52%; Book 5 78 out of 109 = 72%. 
171 See above section 2.5 at n. 25. 
172 M–R 1.148. 
173 DG 14–15. He observes that the final part of the archetype was probably damaged, as noted 
above at n. 4. 
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 There is a difficulty, however, in that the most recent complete edition of 
ps.Galen’s work is that of Diels in the DG, building on his earlier dissertation.174 
This edition, though better than its predecessors, is deficient on at least two 
counts. It is based on only two of the four independent mss.175 and it also 
neglects to take into full account the evidence of the 1341 Latin translation of 
Nicolaus of Rhegium. Very recently a full investigation has been made of the 
stemma of the manuscript tradition by Mareike Jas.176 She determines the 
relations of the four manuscripts and also demonstrates that a manuscript 
used by Nicolaus belonged to a transmission independent of the other four.177 
The focus of Jas’ study is on what we can learn from Nicolaus’ translation, so 
she presents a very thorough edition of, accompanied by full philological 
commentary on, the 50 of the 94 translated chapters which can be shown to go 
back to a separate hyparchetype.178 The remaining chapters of ps.Galen that are 
based on ps.Plutarch have been collated, but not yet published in a new 
edition.179 In our presentation of the text of ps.Galen as a testis primus, 
therefore, we have included the text of the 50 chapters edited by Jas, but for 
the remaining chapters we had to fall back on the Dielsian edition. On some 
occasions we were able to benefit from work done on them by Jas and her 
Doktorvater Primavesi.180 
 In the apparatus criticus, depending on the above-mentioned editions, we 
have included all the textual variants in the ps.Galenic epitome. Because he so 
often makes use of paraphrase, we have on numerous occasions had to resort 
to the tag aliter,181 in order to indicate that he has rewritten the original text 
before him. 
 
4.2.5 Julian the Arian 
Brief excerpts from four chapters of ps.Plutarch are found in the Commentary 
on Job by an unknown Christian author, Julian, called the Arian because of 

                                                             
174 Diels DG 595–648; Diels (1870). 
175 Diels used A and B (both in Florence), but neglected O (Oxford) and was unaware of C 
(Cheltenham, not in Provo Utah). 
176 Jas (2016), a Munich dissertation prepared under the guidance of O. Primavesi. She also 
attended a number of workshops organised by the Aëtius project.  
177 See the stemma at (2016) 70. 
178 For the identification of these chapters see Jas (2016) 14, 41–44. 
179 I.e. the 44 remaining chapters of Nicolaus’ translation and the remaining 15 which he did not 
translate. 
180 Indicated in the app.crit. with the tag per litteram, or based on the edition of Empedocles’ 
fragments in the Reclam2 volume. 
181 Usually abbreviated al. 
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subordinationist features of his theology and probably to be dated to the 
fourth century. They mainly derive from Book 3 and concern cosmological and 
meteorological subjects used to illustrate the text of Job 38:37–38 in the 
Septuagint.182 They were unknown to Diels, but were identified by the treatise’s 
editor Dieter Hagedorn.183 The text is of little independent value, but we 
include the excerpts among the testes primi and any variants that they contain 
are included in the apparatus criticus of those chapters.  
 
4.2.6 Cyril of Alexandria 
In his polemical treatise against the Emperor Julian the early fifth century (c. 
380–444) Bishop of Alexandria makes use of material from ps.Plutarch’s 
compendium. In Book 1 he paraphrases various doxai on theology from ch. 1.7, 
in Book 2 he cites chs. 2.1–4 verbatim and also later includes brief excerpts 
from ch. 1.6.184 His method of citation resembles that of Eusebius, including 
twice indicating the title and location of the cited text. 185 Cyril is greatly 
indebted to his apologetic predecessors, including Eusebius. But since the 
latter does not cite chs. 1.6 and 2.1–2, it is certain that he had independent 
access to a copy of the work.  
 For Cyril’s text we have been able to use the very recent edition of 
Riedweg, who makes all the necessary identifications.186 The texts are cited 
among the testes primi and all variants are listed in the apparatus criticus. A 
few of these are not without interest, e.g. in chs. 1.6 and 2.1. 
 
4.2.7 Theodoret 
The bishop of Cyrrhus cites the title of the Epitome at CAG 4.31 and on two 
other occasions refers to Plutarch as its author (2.95, 5.16). In three other texts 
he cites information on Greek atheists that ultimately goes back to A 1.7.1.187 
Importantly he explicitly states in two of these texts that the information is 
drawn from ‘Plutarch’. As already noted above in section 2.5,188 the Praeparatio 
evangelica of Eusebius is one of Theodoret’s most important sources, so it 
might be possible that his knowledge of the Epitome is at second hand. There 

                                                             
182 Chs. 2.12; 3.2–5; 3.7; also possible references to chs. 2.2 and 2.11. 
183 Hagedorn (1973); see the listing on p. 324. The text is also available in the TLG, Canon 
4105.001. These texts were also overlooked in M–R vol. 1. 
184 For a more detailed discussion of Cyril’s usage see M–R 1.166–168. 
185 On the title see above n. 3. 
186 Riedweg (2016); very brief comment on usage of ps.Plutarch on p. clxix (by W. Kinzig).  
187 CAG 2.112–113; 3.4, 6.6. 
188 And see also section 4.4 below. 
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are in fact good arguments to show that he did have direct access to it. 
Fortunately, however, he decided that all his other excerpts would be from the 
original work, from his description of which it is reasonable to deduce that its 
author was named Aëtius. 
 
4.2.8 Interpolations in Philo of Alexandria 
Two passages from chs. 1.3 and 1.5 are cited in the Armenian translation of 
Philo’s De providentia Book 1, the Greek text of which is almost wholly lost. 
Diels commenced the ‘Prolegomena’ of his Doxographi Graeci with these texts, 
because if authentic, they would have had severe implication for the dating of 
ps.Plutarch (and also Aëtius). He was able to demonstrate, however, that they 
were interpolated at a later date.189 This date cannot be determined, though it 
will almost certainly have been before the translation was made in the sixth 
century. We cite Aucher’s Latin translation, which though nearly 200 years old 
is the only one available.190 
 
4.2.9 Ioannes Lydus 
The learned early Byzantine civil servant Ioannes Lydus (490–c. 565) cites 
doxai from about ten chapters of the Epitome in his work De mensibus.191 The 
extracts from chs. 2.25, 2.28 and 2.31 are virtually verbatim, the others are more 
in the manner of a loose paraphrase. Nevertheless they yield some interesting 
readings, notably πεπυρωµένον at ch. 2.25.3, θεοπνεύστους at ch. 5.2.3 and the 
words missing through haplography in the Byzantine mss. at ch. 2.31.3. Lydus 
uses these texts for antiquarian purposes and never discloses the name of his 
source.192 We have cited the text of Wuensch and recorded all textual variants 
in the apparatus criticus.193  
 

                                                             
189 Diels DG 1–4; on this text see further M–R 3.447, 461. His theory, however, that Prov. 1 as we 
have it now is a reduced version of an original dialogue remains controversial; see Runia (2017) 
172.  
190 Aucher (1822); also available in Hadas-Lebel (1973). The work has not yet been translated 
directly from the Armenian into a modern language. Hadas-Lebel’s French translation is based 
on the Latin. On this passage see further M–R 1.161–163. 
191 Listed at M–R 1.169, to which can be added a brief excerpt from ch. 1.3 in Mens. 2.9 and some 
reference to chapter headings in Book 3 in another work De ostentis (3.2, 3.3).  
192 In contrast to his citation of doxographical material on the Nile from Seneca’s Naturales 
Quaestiones at Mens. 4.107. Seneca of course is a more famous name. On this material see ch. 
4.1 Commentary B. 
193 Wuensch (1898); the recent text and translation of Bandy (2013) does not represent an 
advance. For De ostentis we cite Wachmuth (1897). 
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4.2.10 Scholia 
Direct utilisation of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome by Byzantine scholiasts, writing in 
the margins of manuscripts, occurs to our knowledge relatively seldom. Ch. 2.31 
on the distances of the moon is written out in full in a scholion to Ptolemy’s 
Almagest.194 Two of the mss. that contain it are older than those of the Epitome 
and the text is better, lacking the lacuna mentioned above on Lydus. Two 
further texts from Book 2, chs. 2.22 and 2.24, are used in a scholion on Plato 
Rep. 498a, which gives a brief doxography of views of Heraclitus on the sun, to 
which a further doxa of Xenophanes is added. The scholion is derived from the 
9th cent. ms. Parisinus Graecus 1807 (A) and belongs to the group known as 
the Scholia vetera.195 We cite it in the collection of Greene.196 For the scholia to 
Aratus and Basil of Caesarea see below under 4.4 Secondary witnesses. 
 
4.2.11 Qusṭā ibn Lūqā 
The Arabic translation of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome by the Syrian Christian of 
Greek origin, Qusṭā ibn Lūqā (in Latin Constans Lucae filius, c. 840–912),197 is 
an important witness to its text. The existence of the translation was known to 
Diels, but he had no access to it.198 The landmark edition of Daiber has made 
this work fully accessible, though unfortunately its title is in two respects 
misleading.199 It contains an apparatus which constantly compares the Arabic 
translation with the original Greek as transmitted in the mss. and so allows its 
use for textual purposes. 
 As already noted above, Qusṭā’s translation is more complete than that of 
the Greek mss., with four additional lemmata, mainly at the end.200 It is also 

                                                             
194 See Mansfeld (2000) 177 (= M–R 3.448) and ch. 2.31 Commentary A. It was not known to 
Diels or discussed in M–R vol. 1. It is cited in the edition of Heiberg et al. (1898–1952), where it 
is noted in the apparatus at 1.350. 
195 See Boter (1989) 45–46, who argues against Diller’s hypothesis that they may have been the 
work of Photius. On the Scholia vetera see Dickey (2007) 46, but she does not give a date. The 
Scholia on the Republic have not been edited in Cufalo (2007). 
196 Greene (1938) 240–241. His note that it is probably derived from a commentator such as 
Proclus is beside the mark.  
197 For biographical details on Qusṭā see Daiber (1980) 4. 
198 It is mentioned at DG 27–28, but he thinks it is no longer extant. 
199 Daiber (1980). The full title is Aetius Arabus: die Vorsokratiker in arabischer Überlieferung. It 
is of course not a translation of Aëtius, but of ps.Plutarch, and its contents extend far beyond 
the Presocratic tradition.  
200 See above n. 151. The additional Aristotelian doxa at 1.21.2a is surprising but we have now, 
pace M–R 1.157, given it the benefit of the doubt. The doxai of ch. 2.27 (but not the title) are 
missing through a saut du même au même. 
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basically a faithful translation of the Greek.201 There are, needless to say, 
numerous instances of paraphrase, explanations, simplifications, omissions, 
small additions and outright mistakes. For example, on four occasions Qusṭā 
explains an etymological derivation by adding an explanation ‘in the language 
of the Greeks’ for the benefit of his reader, who in ignorance of the Greek 
language, will not understand the connection between the terms.202 All of these 
variations can be readily identified, as Daiber has often done, through 
comparison with the Greek mss. Lesser-known name-labels are quite often 
garbled or mis-identified, but sometimes valuable evidence is supplied, 
notably the attribution of the doxa A 5.30.2 to Herophilus rather than as a 
continuation of the doxa of Alcmaeon, which is not found in any other witness 
and should be accepted.203 On many occasions Qusṭā’s translation gives insight 
into alternative readings of the text which must be taken into account, 
whether supporting readings in other witnesses or (rarely) supplanting them. 
A striking example is the reference to Olympus in the Empedocles doxa at A 
2.20.13[35], only found in Qusṭā, which is now finding acceptance by 
scholars.204  
 The copy of the Epitome used by Qusṭā for his translation must have 
been earlier than the archetype of the Byzantine mss. which, as we saw, is to be 
dated to about 1000 CE.205 It cannot be identified with any other ms. used by 
the witnesses to the tradition, but examination of the variants shows that is 
closest to the copy used by ps.Galen. Its evidence is thus most valuable. Using 
Daiber’s German translation together with the apparatus which he includes in 
his Commentary, we have given a full report of Qusṭā’s variants in our own 
apparatus, referring to his text as PQ when we can be certain of its reading, but 
mostly citing his German translation in italics as indicated by the abbreviation 
Q. 
 
4.2.12 Psellus 
We now turn to later authors who made use of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome. The work 
was readily available in the capital Constantinople, it would seem, where it was 

                                                             
201 For a full discussion of the nature and value of Qusṭā’s evidence see M–R 1.152–161. For more 
detail on the translation techniques used see Daiber (1980) 16–74. For the question whether 
the translation included the chapter heading lists at the beginning of each book see the 
discussion in ch. 1.1 Titulus–index Commentary A. 
202 See comment at ch. 2.1 Commentary D(d)§1. 
203 See discussion at ch. 5.30 Commentary D(b). 
204 First by Mansfeld R1, M–R 2.530, Primavesi R2, and Laks–Most LCL 5.476. 
205 See above at n. 148. 
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utilised by a number of authors, though in particular ways and not very 
extensively. Prime among these was Michael Psellus, the great 11th century 
scholar and publicist (1018–c. 1090). Evidence of the use of the Epitome is found 
in various writings, of which the De omnifaria doctrina is the best known.206 In 
this work he uses it primarily as a list of topics to be treated. 68 of its 201 
chapters have a heading derived from ps.Plutarch, amounting to almost exactly 
half of all the chapters in the Epitome.207 It is not used for the macro-structure 
of the work, since the order of the titles used overall bears little resemblance to 
the order in the earlier work.208 In the case of 39 chapters the title only is used, 
for the remaining 29 chapters Psellus also takes over some material from the 
contents of the doxai, but almost never the name-labels.209 For this work we 
use the excellent edition of Westerink, who has made all the necessary 
identifications.210 The chapter headings provide some interesting variants, 
which we record, but in the remaining passages only the occasional term or 
phrase is of interest for determining the text. Other references to ps.Plutarch’s 
work are of little weight,211 with the exception of extended excerpt from ch. 5.30 
fortuitously preserved in the Ἐπιλύσεις ποικίλων ἐρωτηµάτων, which is 
particularly interesting because of the poor state of transmission of the final 
part of the treatise.212 
 
4.2.13 Symeon Seth 
The use that the doctor, scholar and high-ranking Byzantine court official 
Symeon Seth makes of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome resembles that of his younger-
contemporary Psellus, but differs at essential points. Unlike Psellus, he refers to 
Plutarch explicitly at the beginning of his work and states that he disagrees 
with his method, which sowed doubt in the reader’s mind through the 

                                                             
206 See also the brief account at M–R 1.170–171. We ignore here the two separate redactions.  
207 There are 133 chapters in the Epitome, excluding the proœmia and two of Aëtius’ chapter 
that are no included. Psellus takes over the headings of 25 chapters in Book 1, 21 in Book 2, 10 in 
Book 3, 2 in Book 4 and 10 in Book 5.  
208 At M–R 1.170 we give the example of the first seven chapters of the Epitome, of which Psellus 
uses the headings at §§57, 82, 83, 151, 152, 19 & 15. He does tend to use the headings in clusters. 
209 Only in the case of one chapter, 5.5, does he take over material without reference to the 
heading, adding it under the title of ch. 5.6. 
210 Westerink (1948), his Nijmegen dissertation.  
211 Chapter headings from Book 3 are used in treatises published in the Opera logica 20, 22–24 
and 26 edited by Duffy (1992). 
212 The text is close to the Byzantine mss. of ps.Plutarch and does not support the extra name-
labels in §§2 and 6 supplied by Qusṭā and ps.Galen. 
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outlining of various opinions.213 What is needed is demonstrated science 
(γνῶσις µετ᾿ ἀποδείξεως), beginning modo Aristotelico with what is visible and 
advancing to the very ἀρχή of the universe. Like Psellus he makes extensive use 
of the Epitome’s chapter headings. Unlike him he does make use of the 
structure of the work. Ηis work too consists of five λόγοι, but in order to follow 
the outlined method he has to rearrange the contents.214 All in all he retains or 
alludes to 49 of the chapter headings, which in 15 cases are accompanied by 
extracts (mostly very short) from their contents, almost never citing any of his 
name-labels or differing opinions.215 We list these appropriations under the 
testes primi, using the edition of Delatte.216 Some variants, mainly in the 
chapter headings, are listed in the apparatus criticus. But if the truth be told, 
Symeon’s usage, though very interesting as part of the history of the reception 
of the Placita, offers very little of value for the establishment of the text.  
 
4.2.14 Ioannes Tzetzes 
The final witness to the Byzantine tradition of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome is the 
prolific 12th century scholar and antiquarian Ioannes Tzetzes (c. 1110– c. 
1180).217 In his exegetical works on the ancient Greek poets Homer and Hesiod 
he occasionally uses the work for information on the early philosophers. Three 
passages are of some interest.218 We cite them in the most recent editions.219  
 
4.2.15 Modern Editions and Translations of the Epitome 
Having surveyed the direct and the extensive indirect transmission of 
ps.Plutarch’s work, we are now in a position to evaluate modern editions. 
These are two in number, the edition of J. Mau in the Teubner edition of the 
Moralia of Plutarch (1971) and of G. Lachenaud in the Budé edition of the same 

                                                             
213 Cited in translation at part of our brief account of Symeon Seth at M–R 1.171–173. Symeon’s 
use of the work was not known to Diels. 
214 Logos 1 on the earth covers P 3.9–15; Logos 2 on what is between the earth and the heaven 
covers P 3.1–8; Logos 3 on the heavens covers P Book 2; Logos 4 on matter, form, nature, soul 
and mind covers themes from Books 1 and 4; Logos 5 treats theology, as in P 1.7. 
215 6 chapter headings from Book 1; 23 from Book 2; 13 from Book 3; 7 from Book 4; Book 5 is 
ignored. In §30 the views of Aristotle and Plato on the cosmos, whether it is created or 
everlasting (cf. P 2.4) are briefly cited and confronted with his own Christian view.  
216 Delatte (1922), who does not identify the correspondences with the Epitome.  
217 On Tzetzes see Wendel (1948).  
218 See chs. 1.3 (on §4[47–48]); 1.8; 5.26. They were included by Diels in his app.test., but not 
discussed in M–R vol. 1. 
219 Papathomopoulos (2007); this edition supersedes Hermann (1812) cited by Diels. 
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large corpus (1993).220 Mau’s edition suffers from two major defects. Firstly, it is 
essentially an edition of the Byzantine mss., scarcely taking the indirect 
tradition into account. The papyrus and Qusṭā are not utilised.221 Reference is 
made to the texts in Eusebius and ps.Galen in the apparatus testimoniorum, 
some of their readings are mentioned, but they are not adequately taken into 
account in the constitution of the text. The negative apparatus criticus is very 
compactly presented and by no means complete. Secondly, Mau’s text is 
conservative in the extreme, on numerous occasions preferring to retain 
defective passages rather than print plausible or even very likely 
emendations.222  
 The more recent edition of Lachenaud follows its predecessor rather 
closely, but does improve on it to a limited extent. It offers a fuller apparatus 
criticus based on fresh collations of the mss. It is more aware of the indirect 
tradition. It mentions the papyrus in the introductory ‘Notice’, but does not 
record its readings.223 Lachenaud analyses the Arabic translation in some detail 
and notes that 80 of its readings according to Daiber furnish readings that 
differ from the mss. or support emendations made by earlier scholars.224 But 
these observations have little impact on the text. Admittedly Lachenaud is less 
conservative than Mau. He removes a number of obeli, introducing some 
emendations or regarding the transmitted text as satisfactory. Despite these 
improvements, however, it is hardly an independent work and remains in 
essence an edition of the Byzantine mss.225 
 How, then, do these modern editions relate to the text as edited by Diels 
in the Doxographi Graeci? Its manuscript basis is inferior, not taking all the 
relevant Greek mss. into account and not being able to benefit from the 
papyrus and the Arabic translation. But despite these limitations, in some 
regards it may be considered to be superior. It takes the indirect tradition 
seriously and uses it to improve the text on many occasions. Diels was not 
afraid to introduce conjectures and emendations into his text, and as a child of 
his time he goes further in altering the text than would be done today. The 
main difficulty, however, is that Diels produced his edition for a special 
                                                             
220 The edition of G. Bernadakis (1893) in vol. 5 of the earlier Teubner edition of the Moralia 
(1888–1906) can safely be set aside. 
221 He mentions Daiber’s 1968 Saarbrücken dissertation, on which the edition of Qusṭā is based, 
but does not use it for his text. He may have been unaware of the papyrus codex. 
222 For a more detailed analysis of Mau’s edition see M–R 1.177–179. 
223 There is no siglum for it in the list on p. 65. The mention on p. 10 (where ‘deux fragments’ is 
a misprint for ‘douze’) appears to have been added at a late stage. 
224 Lachenaud (1993) 12–14, also including some comments on the papyrus. 
225 On this edition see further the comments at M–R 1.179–180. 
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purpose, namely to furnish a text of ps.Plutarch as part of the lost compendium 
of Aëtius. It is thus not a pure text of the Epitome on its own and for its own 
sake. The effect of this objective can be seen in Diels’ inclination to take 
Stobaeus, together with the indirect witnesses, into account when determining 
the ps.Plutarchean text. There are grounds for doing this, since the 
correspondence could go back to the anterior common source, but it remains 
not without risk.226 A reticent hand is what is required.  
 The conclusion must be that there is no adequate edition of the Epitome 
available at present. In our apparatus criticus we record as complete an 
account of all the readings of the direct and indirect tradition as we can, not 
including trivial variants that have no effect on the meaning. All these readings 
must be taken into account when trying to determine what might have been 
Aëtius’ text. It is perhaps fortunate that we have decided not to include the 
text of ps.Plutarch itself among our testes primi.227 This is done primarily on 
practical grounds, because it would occupy too much space. But, given the 
considerations above, it would have also been very difficult to determine 
which text of the Epitome to print. The user of our edition is advised to have 
one of the above-mentioned editions within reach.228 
 Apart from Lachenaud’s French translation, the only translation into a 
modern language that we have consulted is the Italian version of Torraca.229 
This is part of a translation of all the texts in Diels’ Doxographi Graeci and so 
translates the two columns of ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus side by side, presenting 
them together as the work of Aëtius just as Diels did. Its value lies above all in 
its rendering of difficult passages and its instructive notes, which often discuss 
textual issues. Other English and French translations available online are based 
on outdated editions and scarcely repay consultation.230 
 
4.3 The Primary Witnesses: Stobaeus 
The significance of John of Stobi as a testis primus to the text of Aëtius has been 
set out in some detail above in section 2.4. The task is now to examine the 

                                                             
226 See our analysis with examples at M–R 1.175–177. 
227 Unlike in our specimen reconstructionis of Book 2 in M–R vol. 2.2, where we printed the text 
based on Mau and Lachenaud at the beginning of the analysis of each chapter. Also the text of 
Eusebius’ verbatim excerpts is not printed. It can be viewed in Mras’ edition, Canon no. 
2018.000 in the TLG. 
228 Mau’s edition is also available as Canon no. 0094.003 in the TLG. 
229 Torraca (1961) 17–223, notes at 443–461. 
230 French by J. Amyot (1574) 207–257; D. Ricard (1844) 261–362; English J. Dowel (1909) 104–193 
(first published in 1694). All these versions can easily be located on the internet.  
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Anthology and discuss those aspects of its transmission that are relevant to our 
reconstruction and edition.  
 
4.3.1 The Direct Transmission 
Stobaeus made use of Aëtius’ compendium almost exclusively for Book 1 of the 
Eclogae devoted to physics. Only in the case of the very last chapter of work, 
ch. 5.30 on health and disease and old age, are five lemmata used in Book 4 of 
the Florilegium. As was already noted, not all of Book 1 has been fully 
preserved. If it had been, we would have been in a much stronger position to 
reconstruct the whole of the compendium, since Stobaeus tends to cite the 
original work in full and not abridge it in the matter of ps.Plutarch. He in fact 
records 520 lemmata from 81 of Aëtius’ 135 chapters, which amounts to 67.6% 
of the total extant remains and 58.3% of the original work as estimated by E. 
Jeremiah.231 These statistics give us some idea of the damage wrecked by the 
Byzantine abridgers. 
 The direct transmission of the Eclogae is far from strong, represented by 
two manuscripts only, both of which are quite late: the Neopolitanus III D 15 
(Farnesinus, 14th cent., abbr. F) and the Parisinus gr. 2129 (15th. cent., abbr. P). 
All other manuscripts are derived from these two, of which the former 
provides a much better text than the latter. Their common archetype was 
already much reduced compared to the full original text still available to 
Photius. Of the sixty chapters the first half, chs. 1–31, appear to be virtually 
complete (except the proœmium); of the second half six chapters are missing 
entirely and the rest survive only partially, having been severely reduced by 
Byzantine copyists.232 This has meant that Stobaeus’ evidence for Books 3.9–16, 
4 and 5 has largely disappeared, except for some sections which were 
preserved in the manuscript now to be discussed.233 
 
4.3.2 The Laurentianus Manuscript  
The third relevant manuscript, the Laurentianus Pluteus 8.22, is strictly 
speaking not a manuscript of Stobaeus’ work, but contains substantial material 
from it, including material which is not preserved by the two mss. just 
described.234 It thus represents, together with the index of Photius to be 

                                                             
231 The distribution is: Book 1 158 lemmata from 26 chapters; Book 2 199 from all 33; Book 3 560 
from 7; Book 4 94 from 10; and Book 5 10 from 5 chapters, amounting to a total of 521 lemmata. 
232 On the two manuscripts see further M–R 1.198–203. 
233 On the Byzantine abridgement see M–R 1.202–203. 
234 For this description we are indebted to Royse (2018) = M–R 4.158–167, which gives much 
more detail than the brief section in M–R vol. 1 cited in the previous note.  
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discussed in the following sub-section, the restricted indirect tradition of 
Stobaeus’ Anthology.  
 The Laurentianus is a highly complex document containing the remnants 
of three separate florilegia, of which the third contained extracts from 
Stobaeus. These consist of two different kinds of material. (1) The full text of 44 
chapters for the headings A α΄ to A µδ΄ and of 31 chapters for the titles Ν α΄ to Π 
ε΄. These include nine chapters of the Eclogae, mostly with their titles. Of these, 
six contain text not preserved in the two mss. of Stobaeus.235 (2) The headings 
of the chapters of the Eclogae taken (a) from the incomplete alphabetically 
ordered pinax of the work covering the letters A to M, i.e. the first half;236 and 
(b) from the incompletely preserved headings of the chapters for the headings 
N α΄ to Π ε΄ mentioned above.237 A complicating factor is that in the case of the 
headings of Ecl. 1.42–43 there has been some contamination of headings from 
ps.Plutarch 5.11–19 and 5.20–23 respectively.238  
 
4.3.3 The Evidence of Photius 
The complete Anthology was still available to the learned 9th cent. Patriarch of 
Constantinople, Photius. In his celebrated Bibliotheca he devoted to it an 
extensive section (Bibl. 167).239 Of the two components of this presentation the 
first, a complete list of contents, is by far the most useful, since it enables the 
reconstruction of the basic structure of the work. Photius probably derived this 
list from a pinax which Stobaeus affixed to the beginning of the work when 
completed. We give references to these chapter headings in our list of 
witnesses at the beginning of each chapter and include readings of interest in 
the apparatus criticus. For this purpose we use the edition of R. Henry.240 The 
second component, the alphabetically ordered list of names divided into five 
groups of philosophers, poets, rhetors, statesmen and doctors, is much less 
useful. A multitude of name-labels from the Aëtian doxai find their way into 

                                                             
235 Ecl. 1.38 (= A 3.17); 1.50 (= A 4.8–10); 1.51 (A 4.10); 1.52 (A 4.13–15); 1.53 (A 4.16); 1.54 (A 4.17). For 
further details see Royse at M–R 4.162–163. 
236 The full pinax is printed and analysed at Wachsmuth (1882) 5–41. 
237 The pinax of headings for these extracts is reconstructed by Wachsmuth (1882) 41–44 (many 
are missing since not filled in by the rubricator).  
238 As convincingly postulated by Elter (1880) 73–74. Taking his lead from Elter, Diels (1881) 349 
argued that three doxai in SL were also interpolated from P; see chs. 4.8, 4.13 and 4.15. As 
indicated at M–R 1.267–269, we disagree with the last two of these exclusions, but not the first. 
239 On Photius’ evidence see the discussion at M–R 1.200–202. 
240 Henry (1959–1977), text in 2.149–159. 
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these lists, most of course in the first group, with a few in the last.241 But in only 
a very limited number of cases are there names that are missing in the text as 
transmitted in the manuscripts.242 
 
4.3.4 The Edition of Wachsmuth 
The most recent edition of the Eclogae was published by Curt Wachsmuth in 
1884.243 It is this edition that we use for the Stobaean excerpts from Aëtius, 
though as in the case of ps.Plutarch we do not print the entire text for reasons 
of space.244 Wachsmuth was a very experienced and competent editor. He 
personally collated the relevant mss. and his text is generally reliable.245 All 
variants of any significance that emerge when compared to other witnesses 
have been recorded, including on some occasions different readings in the 
three Stobaean mss. among themselves. Because of the rearrangements that 
Stobaeus habitually makes of the lemmata of the original source, he often 
introduces additional elements such as verbs of saying and phrases indicating 
the subjects of the relevant doxai. These can be readily identified when other 
witnesses are adduced (esp. ps.Plutarch’s Epitome). In the absence of such 
evidence, there are still quite often strong grounds for suspecting such 
interventions and so they can be legitimately removed from the reconstructed 
texts.246  
 It is vitally important to note that Wachsmuth’s edition is strongly 
influenced by the work of Diels, which had appeared five years before its 
publication. This influence is mainly felt in the organisation and presentation 

                                                             
241 Its rationale was brilliantly elucidated by Elter (1880), but not all its conundra have been 
resolved.  
242 For example Apollophanes on the parts of the soul in at A 4.4.5; Leophanes at A 5.7.5. The 
latter name-label was preserved by P, but not the former. We do not accept the proposed 
inclusion of the doctor Euryphon in A 5.18 as proposed by Diels DG 195, 429 but rejected by 
Wachsmuth.  
243 It is the oldest that we have to use, except for that part of ps.Galen not yet published by Jas, 
for which we resort to the edition of Diels in DG (1879). T. Dorandi, whose landmark edition of 
Diogenes Laertius we use extensively, is in the early stages of preparing a new edition of the 
Eclogae. 
244 The text is available on the TLG (Canon 2037.001). Wachsmuth’s edition is in the public 
domain and readily available on the internet. 
245 We can cite the judgment of J. R. Royse who reached the following conclusion after 
sampling sections of the text relevant to our edition (at M–R 4.172): ‘… on the one hand 
Wachsmuth’s work is very accurate, and at times shows a remarkable attention to the fine 
details of the manuscripts, but that, on the other hand it does contain some errors in readings 
that are cited and failures to record readings that are (or at least seem to be) significant.’ 
246 On such phraseology see above section 2.4 final paragraph, and also M–R 1.231–233. 
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of the text, the chapters of which are subdivided in accordance with the 
Dielsian analysis (the influence of Diels’ edited text is much less). Only rarely 
does he disagree with his younger colleague.247 We follow Wachsmuth’s 
subdivisions when citing his text in the list of witnesses, but it must always be 
borne in mind that they are not independent of Diels’ analysis. They are no 
more than a starting-point for our own analysis as set out in the Commentary, 
especially in sections A, C and D(a).  
 There are no translations of the Eclogae into modern languages. The 
Italian scholar L. Torraca has usefully translated the right-hand column of 
Diels’ reconstruction, making useful comments on the text and how it should 
be understood. 248 
 
4.4 The Primary Witnesses: Theodoret 
The amount of text from the Aëtian compendium that the third main witness 
Theodoret records is much less extensive in scope compared to the other two 
witnesses, and the method of utilisation preserves much less of the original 
wording. His contribution to our knowledge of the actual text is quite 
modest.249 Nevertheless, as we have seen in section 2.5, his evidence is crucial 
in proving once and for all that a single document used independently lurks 
behind the convergence of the other two much more copious witnesses, a 
document to which it is also possible to give a title and a name for its author.250  
 For the passages from Aëtius we cite the edition of Raeder, dividing the 
text according to the lemmata of the original compendium and indicating the 
numbering of our edition in parentheses. 251 Raeder’s edition is dated and could 
be improved, but is certainly adequate for our purposes.252 He refers to the 
source material in Diels’ DG rather summarily in his apparatus fontium under 
the name Aëtius Doxogr(aphus) plus page number of DG, not citing book and 
chapter numbers of Aëtius. The debt to Diels is acknowledged in the Praefatio, 

                                                             
247 Some examples are given at M–R 1.204 n. 31; see also above n. 242. 
248 Torraca (1961) 20–223, notes at 443–461; see above n. 229 and text thereto. 
249 See the statistics cited above in section 2.5 at n. 39. 
250 For an analysis of Theodoret’s evidence see M–R 1.273–275. 284–288, supplemented by 
Mansfeld (2016) = M–R 4.175–193.  
251 Raeder (1904). For the more recent edition of Canivet (1958), see the following note. 
252 See the extensive critique by Scholten (2015) 122–129, which also discusses the edition of 
Canivet (1958) and the criticism of Morani (1979). Canivet’s edition scarcely differs from that of 
Raeder, but his apparatus criticus does include many more variants in relation to the authors 
whose words Theodoret cites. Both Raeder and Canivet make no effort to compare the original 
of Theodoret’s Aëtian extracts with his text. Scholten (2015) uses Raeder’s edition as the basis 
for his text and German translation. 
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where he also refers to his own analysis in his dissertation, which contains a 
number of improvements on Diels.253 The analysis of Canivet in his monograph 
on Theodoret as a Christian apologist made no progress.254 In the Introduction 
to his very recent text and translation Scholten was able to take into account 
our analysis in Aëtiana vol. 1 and the critique of M. Frede,255 concluding that the 
question of the value of Theodoret’s reception of Aëtius’ text ‘has not yet been 
definitively clarified’.256 This comment is unduly pessimistic.257 
 Finally it should be recalled that Theodoret also mentions ps.Plutarch’s 
Epitome on six occasions, as noted above when discussing its indirect 
tradition.258 One might suspect that he bases these references on knowledge 
derived from Eusebius’ Praeparatio, which is one of the most important 
sources for his work. It is noteworthy, however, that, as we saw earlier, 
Eusebius never refers to that work as an Epitome, whereas Theodoret does so at 
CAG 4.31, so he most likely will have had access to a copy of that work and did 
not depend on Eusebius. 259 This independence is also apparent from the doxai 
that he shares with Stobaeus and not ps.Plutarch, and therefore must have 
transcribed from Aëtius.260 
 
4.5 The Secondary Witnesses 
Secondary witnesses (testes secundi) are those authors and texts which contain 
material which is very similar, also in its wording, to that of the primary 
witnesses, but is not derived in a linear fashion from the original work or the 
primary witnesses.261 They are limited in number and scope, but need to be 
taken into account as furnishing evidence, albeit indirectly, on the 
compendium. 
 

                                                             
253 Raeder (1904) vii, referring to Raeder (1900) 78–90. 
254 Canivet (1958a) 268–270. 
255255 Scholten (2015) 114–120; on Frede (1999) see above section 2.5 at n. 40, and 2.8 at n. 67. 
256 Scholten (2015) 118: ‘ist … noch nicht endgültig geklärt’.  
257 But he reached his conclusion before the publication of Mansfeld (2016) = M–R 4.175–193. 
258 See above §4.2.7.  
259 The three doxai on the status of plants parallel to A 5.26 are drawn not from Aëtius but the 
Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria; see the Commentary ad loc., section D(e). 
260 See above section2.5. 
261 See above section 4.1. 
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4.5.1 Athenagoras 
The speech addressed to the emperor Marcus Aurelius of the early Christian 
apologist Athenagoras can be dated to 176–178 CE.262 It is thus the earliest of all 
our secondary witnesses. Diels thought its author made use of the Epitome and 
thus regarded its date as the t.a.q. for that work.263 Athenagoras himself appears 
to tell us that he uses the Placita, for when introducing the theology of Plato 
and Aristotle he says that he has turned ἐπὶ τὰς δόξας, which may be taken to 
be reference to the doxographical tradition, but could also refer more 
specifically to the work itself, whether in its original version or its abridged 
from.264 The doxai that he records are confined to Book 1 and almost 
exclusively relate to theological subjects: chs. 1.3, 6–8. The only other 
references are to the subjects treated in 1.9–10 and 2.1, which could have been 
taken over from their headings.265 For the most part Athenagoras cites this 
material in the form of a loose paraphrase, so the question of his source, 
whether A or P, cannot be definitively resolved. An exception might be made 
for the text on God, demons and heroes in Leg. 23.1, where he appears to cite P, 
but in the absence of S, this cannot be considered certain. There is no ‘smoking 
gun’.266 Strictly speaking, since Athenagoras’ evidence points to a use of either 
A or P, he should be regarded as a primary witness. Because, however, his 
evidence differs so markedly from what we find in the other testes primi, we 
have placed him among the secondary witnesses. We use the edition of 
Marcovich for these texts and place them among the testes secundi.267  
 
4.5.2 Achilles and the Aratea 
The most important of the secondary witnesses is Achilles, an Alexandrian 
writer who is probably to be dated to the early third century. The full title of his 
treatise is Τῶν Ἀράτου Φαινοµένων πρὸς εἰσαγωγὴν ἐκ τῶν Ἀχιλλέως Περὶ τοῦ 
παντός, but is usually referred to as the Isagoge or the De universo. It has not 
survived complete. What we have are extensive excerpts from a lost original 
which appears to have been an introductory manual assisting the reader of 

                                                             
262 For the dating of the work see Schoedel (1972) xi–xii, M–R 1.125 n. 21 (with further 
references). 
263 DG 4–5; see the discussion at M–R 1.75, 125. 
264 We may also, when he says at Leg. 13.1.2 that many of his opponents are ignorant of φυσικὸς 
καὶ θεολογικὸς λόγος, see an allusion to the opening words of the compendium’s proœmium.  
265 See the detailed analyses at M–R 1.312–314, with reference to earlier scholarly discussions. 
266 At A 1.7.24 on Stoic theology there are three variants between S and P, with Athenagoras 
supporting P twice and S once; see M–R 1.313. 
267 Marcovich (1990a). The edition has an unusually rich apparatus of sources and parallels. 
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Aratus’ famous poem.268 As befits such a purpose, its main contents treat the 
nature and structure of the heavens (chs. 5–31). It also includes a preliminary 
section (chs. 1–4), which bears a remarkable similarity to Aëtius’ 
compendium,269 a few chapters on meteorological phenomena (chs. 32–34), 
and finally some sections on the teaching of astronomy including the use of a 
model sphere (chs. 35–40). The work is a bit of a jumble, consisting of didactic 
material introducing the main features of astronomy, but it is interlaced with a 
significant body of doxographical material. This latter component is of great 
value for the understanding of the tradition of the Placita. The resemblance of 
some of this material to Aëtius’ compendium is quite striking, so close in fact 
that Diels when composing his DG tried to demonstrate that it was dependent 
on ps.Plutarch’s Epitome and even included some passages in the ‘testimonia 
Plutarchi’ under the left column of his reconstruction (he later realised his 
mistake270). In fact a detailed analysis of Achilles’ doxographical material shows 
that his Placita material reveals strong parallels to Aëtius’ compendium, but 
cannot be reduced to it. The two works are best seen as ‘cousin writings, 
sharing the same ancestry, but not having the same parentage’.271 This 
description is suitable for a number of the secondary witnesses. 
 The parallelism between Achilles and Aëtius is confined to the first three 
books.272 In Book 1 we cite texts from Achilles for eight chapters, but in only 
one case, 1.3 on the principles, are the correspondences substantial (seven 
doxai) though quite oddly ordered.273 In the cosmological Book 2 Achilles is 
cited for 22 of the 33 chapters, 274 in many cases showing at least some of the 
same name-labels and doctrines. Notable examples with both similar doxai 
and diaeretic structure are found in chs. 2.13 on the substance of the stars, 2.14 
on their shape, and 2.20 on the sun. On rare occasions these texts even contain 
terms and name-labels that can help us decide between variants in our 

                                                             
268 On the little that we know about Achilles’ life and writings see M–R 1.299–301. 
269 Note ch. 2 Τίνι διαφέρει µαθηµατικὴ φυσιολογίας (cf. A 1.1–2), Περὶ τῆς τῶν ὅλων ἀρχῆς (cf. A 
1.3), and Περὶ τῆς συστάσεως τῶν ὅλων (cf. 1.4). On these similarities see further the analysis at 
M–R 2.1.126–134. 
270 As we learn from Pasquali (1910) 221; cf. M–R 1.303.  
271 We cite here the terminology that we set out at M–R 1.305 and have used frequently in 
publications since then. 
272 See the list at M–R 1.303–304, but the claim that he offers parallel material for 22 chapters in 
A is a serious underestimation. In the present edition we draw the net wider, with material 
cited for 42 chapters. 
273 Chs. 1.3; 1.5; 1.10–12; 1.14; 1.18; 1.23. 
274 Chs. 2.1–3; 2.5–11 (excluding 5a); 2.13–15; 2.20–22; 2.24–25; 2.27–29; 2.32. 
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primary witnesses.275 In Book 3 we cite texts for 12 chapters, but most of these 
are again fairly insubstantial, which is276not surprising given the limited 
amount of meteorological discussion in the work.  
 For the citation of texts we have used the edition of Di Maria. It 
supersedes the earlier edition of Maass, which suffered from an excessive 
dependence on the researches of Diels in the DG.277 
 There are further doxographical snippets in four other texts which are 
related to the Aratean commentary tradition.  
(1) Commentaria in Aratum Anon. I, edited by Maass.278 It is a very brief 
introductory treatise, similar to Achilles but much shorter. It yields some 
interesting parallel material for Book 2 on cosmology (chs. 2.1; 2.9; 2.12; 2.16). 
(2) Commentaria in Aratum Anon. II, edited by Maass. A similar work 
containing a text on meteorological phenomena cited in relation to the 
proœmium of Book 3. 
(3) Scholia in Aratum, Prolegomena, edited by Martin. This is another set of 
introductory notes consisting of 25 very brief chapters. The chapters on the sun 
and the moon, though just a few lines each, contain fascinating doxographical 
material clearly belonging to the tradition of the Placita. An anonymous doxa 
on the moon as a kind of mirror supports a reading of S for the doxa of 
Pythagoras.279 
(4) Scholia in Aratum, edited by Martin. Among the scholia to the poem are 
quite a number of texts containing information on meteorological phenomena 
parallel to Book 3 proœm. and chs. 1–7 but lacking name-labels. 
 
4.5.3 Hermias 
The attractive little treatise Διασυρµὸς τῶν ἔξω φιλοσόφων was included by Diels 
in his Doxographi Graeci as the last of the doxographical texts.280 It certainly 
contains snippets of material from the same tradition as the Placita. Of 
particular interest are two extended series of anonymous doxai on the nature 
and the immortality of the soul (cf. chs. 4.2–3 and 4.7) which illustrate the 
                                                             
275 For example the name-label Stoics in A 2.6.1 shared between S and Ach, and the term 
ᾠοειδής at A 2.2.4. 
276 Chs. 3 proœm.; 3.1–5; 3.7; 3.9; 3.11–12; 3.14–15. 
277 Di Maria (1996); Maass (1898). On the former, which we were unable yet to use in M–R vol. 1 
see the comment at M–R 2.1.126 and n. 269; on the latter M–R 1.303 and n. 29. 
278 For the editions cited in what follows see the Sigla at the beginning of the volume and M–R 
1.306. 
279 See A 2.25.15, against the readings of the Byzantine mss. of ps.Plutarch, Qusṭā, Lydus, 
Eusebius and Theodoret. 
280 DG 651–656. The Latin title is Irrisio gentilium philosophorum.  
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dissensio philosophorum which he wishes to ridicule. Later on he attaches 
name-labels to views on the cosmos (cf. ch. 1.5, 2.1) and some of the principia 
(chs. 1.3, 1.7 and 1.24). Its most recent editors, whose text we utilise, have made 
a detailed examination of these doxai and shown that they cannot be reduced 
to either Aëtius or ps.Plutarch, or for that matter Nemesius, but are best 
explained through a shared tradition.281 The work itself gives no clues about its 
author’s location or time of writing. A date in third or fourth century may be 
surmised. The theme of διαφωνία and στάσις is shared with Eusebius, ps.Justin 
and Nemesius. 
 
4.5.4 Nemesius 
The treatise Περὶ φύσεως ἀνθρώπου, written in the manner of a philosophical 
handbook, is a virtually unique work among Patristic writings. We know 
nothing about the author except that he was Bishop of Emesa (Homs) in Syria. 
Various indications point to a date in the last two decades of the fourth 
century.282 The work has a clear structure based on the nature of the human 
being which it describes. After the exordium (§1), there is a long chapter on the 
soul (§2), followed by chapters on the union of soul and body (§3), the body 
and its elements (§§4–5), the various psychical faculties ending with 
respiration (§§6–28) and then a selection of topics on volition, fate and 
providence (§§29–43). Although the book is primarily descriptive and 
analytical, the author from his Christian background does want to point out 
the dissension of the philosophers (after the exordium, διαφωνεῖται is the very 
first word in §2), so he is keen to include a considerable amount of 
doxographical material including numerous name-labels. 
 The relationship between Nemesius’ work and A’s compendium shows 
some similarity to what we saw in the case of Achilles. The majority of the 
parallels relate to a single book only, Book 4 on psychology, which is the main 
subject of Nemesius’ treatise.283 For this book there are parallels in most 
chapters,284 but they vary in degrees of proximity. In the case of six chapters, 

                                                             
281 Hanson et al. (1993) 25–37. They make an exception for the relation between Hermias and 
ps.Justin: the fact that both authors list the same doxai on the nature of the soul in the same 
order (Irr. 2 and Coh. 7) suggests dependence, most likely of the latter on the former. See 
further the discussion at M–R 1.315–317. 
282 On Nemesius’ background and context see the introduction to the English translation of 
Sharples–Van der Eijk (2008). 
283 Bodily organs are closely linked to psychic powers or functions (cf. ch. 15, p. 72.4–7), so there 
are very few parallels for the physiological chapters in A Book 5; cf. Comm. section E in chs. 5.1, 
5.5, 5.20, 5.25–26  
284 For all chapters except 4.1 (not on psychology), 4.5, 4.9, 4.11, 4.14–15 and 4.20, so 16 out of 22. 
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4.2–4, 4.6 and 12–13, the correspondences are so close that a shared origin must 
be postulated. It is unlikely, however, that Nemesius made direct use of Aëtius, 
even when for one lemma the verbal parallelism is almost exact.285 The 
differences are such that it is more probable that they both drew on a wider 
but narrowly related tradition. But for the above-mentioned chapters the 
parallels are close enough that in some cases Nemesius can be used to support 
readings of some of the direct witnesses. The remainder of the passages in 
Nemesius that are relevant to our edition are cited in relation to Book 1. These 
concern matters pertaining to the principles of nature and are concentrated in 
De natura hominis chs. 2, 3, 5, 39 and 41.286 They are not particularly close and 
only rarely include name-labels. 
 For citations we use the Teubner edition of Morani. His apparatus fontium 
is very useful, but does not pick up all the relevant parallels.287 
 
4.5.5 Isidore of Pelusium 
The letter collection of the Egyptian desert father Isidore of Pelusium (c. 365–
435) is perhaps an unusual place to find traces of the Placita. There are, 
however, two passages, both arguing that cosmological subjects do not 
contribute to the best way of life, which clearly summarise questions and doxai 
(but no name-labels) from the Placita tradition.288 The term λικνοειδής (like a 
winnowing fan) used of the earth is not found in Aëtius, but its formulation 
with the second part -ειδής is clearly analogous with shapes used in chs. 2.2, 
2.14, 2.22, 2.27 and 3.10. No doubt Isidore came across this material during his 
education in Alexandria, where he was a fellow-student of Synesius and may 
have even sat at the feet of Hypatia.289 
 
4.5.6 Scholia on the Hexaemeron of Basil 
Basil’s Homilies on the Hexaemeron was a very popular work in late antiquity 
and the Byzantine period. It contains many references to the cosmological 
doctrines of ancient philosophers, but these are all couched in anonymous 
terms. Scholiasts with knowledge of doxographical material explained these 

                                                             
285 We revise our view in M–R 4.291–299. On A 4.3.14 see the Commentary ad loc., section A. 
286 See chs. 1.proœm., 1.1; 1.3; 1.7; 1.9; 1.12; 1.16–17; 1.19; 1.25–29.	
287 Morani (1987); see our comment at M–R 292. In his apparatus and index locorum he does 
not use Diels DG, but lists the witnesses psPlutarch, Stobaeus and Theodoret separately. 
288 See ch. 2.11; 2.13; 2.15; 2.27; 2.31; 3.10; 3.11. For the text at Ep. 1435 we can use the text of Évieux 
(1997–2000), but for the text at Ep. 2.273 we have to resort to Morel’s 1638 text in MPG vol. 78. 
See further our earlier discussion at M–R 1.309–312 (with references to older literature). 
289 Dzielkska (1995) 42–44. 
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references in marginal notes on the mss. These were collected and analysed by 
Pasquali in 1910 and supplemented with a few more by Poljakov in 1982–1983. 
The scholia relevant to the Placita are limited in number and relate to first 
principles (chs. 1.3, 1.24), cosmology (chs. 2.2, 2.11) and the earth (chs. 3.11, 3.13, 
3.15). They in fact show features closer to Achilles than to Aëtius.290 We cite the 
texts as edited by the two above-mentioned scholars.291 
 
5. The Proximate Tradition, Further Parallels, and Sources  

5.1 The Dialectical-doxographical Tradition 
Following in the footsteps of Hermann Diels, a major objective of our edition 
and commentary is to place its contents in the context of the ancient 
philosophical tradition, and particularly of the dialectical-doxographical 
tradition of which it is the best-preserved witness. So far in the Introduction we 
have focussed on the primary and secondary witnesses to the lost original text 
of Aëtius. But, as already adumbrated in our taxonomy of authors and texts in 
section 4.1, these witnesses by no means exhaust the relevant textual material 
that can shed light on the contents of the work. In the present section we set 
out in general terms the contribution to our knowledge that is made by the 
remaining two categories, (3) the traditio proxima or proximate tradition (also 
testes proximi), and (4) further parallels and sources. These texts are listed fairly 
exhaustively at the end of the relevant chapters throughout our Commentary, 
divided into two sub-groups corresponding to the distinction between two 
categories outlined above. It should be noted that, just as the demarcation 
between secondary witnesses and proximate tradition cannot always be 
precisely determined (already noted in section 4.1 above), likewise the 
distinction between categories (3) and (4) is by no means always clear-cut. 
Sometimes a report could with equal justification be classified as belonging 
with both of them. To avoid having to place it in both we have decided to limit 
inclusion in category (3) by means of the notion of proximity, i.e. a degree of 
closeness to what we call the broad dialectical-doxographical tradition. As for 
category (4), it goes without saying that writings later than the probable date of 
Aëtius can never be sources. But quite often there are texts of later authors 
which offer relevant and interesting material on the subject of the chapter and 
its doxai which cannot be situated within the traditio proxima. Good examples 

                                                             
290 See the parallel columns at M–R 1.308–309. 
291 Pasquali (1910); Polyakov (1982–1983). Remarkably scholia nos. I 1–3 are also found in the 
ps.Clementine Recognitiones, translated into Latin by Rufinus, for which we use the edition of 
Rehm–Paschke (1965). 



 General Introduction  70 

of authors in this category are the later Platonist and Aristotelian 
commentators, who almost never make direct use of the doxographical 
material, but do frequently cast light on material of Platonic and Aristotelian 
origin and/or inspiration which has found its way into Aëtius and other 
doxographical works.292 
 The polymorphous tradition comprising all the categories (including 
witnesses to the Placita) as outlined above, extends in time from its modest 
beginnings in the days of the Sophists Hippias and Gorgias all the way through 
to late antiquity, and also continues in Syriac and Arabic literature.293 A prime 
example of the length and breadth of this entire tradition is found in chapter 
1.3 on the ἀρχαί (‘first principles’). In our Commentary sections B and D(e), 
together with the further related texts in sections E(a)&(b), we assemble 
collections of evidence from Cicero in the first century BCE to Augustine in the 
fifth cent CE, and from the Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis around 400 
BCE E to the polymath Barhebraeus writing in Syriac in the 13th century CE. In 
terms of methodology and contents, the proximate tradition as we understand 
it comprises not only dialectic deployed for a scientific purpose in a status 
quaestionis (as e.g. in Aristotle, an important source of Aëtius), or other 
doxographical works or texts per se (such as the Epitome of Arius Didymus, the 
Stromateis of ps.Plutarch, or the doxographies included in Diogenes Laertius), 
but more generally also literature using and quoting doxographical material for 
purposes of instruction and/or delectation (as in Plutarch, Lucian and 
Censorinus), or for showing off one’s learning (as with the further parallels 
adorning Latin poetry). Christian authors (not just the testes primi Eusebius 
and Theodoret) used doxographical material on an abundant scale to show 
that the pagans contradict each other and sometimes even themselves and so 
are wrong, thus becoming testes proximi and unintentionally preserving for us 
a rich dossier of important and varied information. 
  Catalogues and lists are a popular feature of Geek literature right from the 
beginning. One may think for instance of the catalogue of ships in the Iliad or 
the Catalogue of Women attributed to Hesiod. A list of principles is a sort of 
catalogue. To mention only a few conspicuous early examples, we are aware 

                                                             
292 An exception must be made for Simplicius here, but even he usually takes his diaereses and 
further information direct from Aristotle or from Alexander, rather than from the 
doxographical tradition.  
293 Our late friend Jørgen Mejer’s concise study Überlieferung der Philosophie im Altertum: Eine 
Einführung of 2000 contains a wealth of information and deserves to be translated in English. 
For the next paragraphs see also the overview for online readers of the Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy in Mansfeld (2018d). 
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that a useful collection of various views concerned with the summer flooding 
of the Nile was known to Herodotus, and that lists and overviews of alternative 
principles were familiar to Plato and Isocrates and Xenophon (name-labels 
were not always included).294 It was Aristotle who enlarged and transformed 
these narrowly circumscribed efforts into a comprehensive methodology, and 
who applied this novel technique over the entire spectrum of physics (and also 
ethics) in accordance with the rules of his dialectic and analytics. Subsequently 
it was practised for ends of their own by Epicureans and Stoics, and used 
somewhat differently by Pyrrhonists and Skeptical Academics, for whom the 
outcome had to be a stalemate, a non liquet. 
 Aristotle prescribed and practised this technique of assembling and 
testing the contrasting doxai of important poets (like Hesiod), of sophoi 
(experts like Empedocles), and even the reputable views of people in general 
(which cannot be entirely beside the point), with a positive outcome in mind. 
The Metaphysics and physical treatises, to limit ourselves to this part of his vast 
output, as a rule begin with dialectical overviews, but these also occur 
throughout on a smaller scale on occasion of the treatment of particular 
topics.295 Problems posed and individual doxai mentioned find their way into 
the Placita. Aristotle’s assessments of different theories were meant to (and 
did) prepare the path towards for finding a solution. This positive purpose is 
not part of the method of the Placita. Dialectical argumentation was also 
practised by Theophrastus in several treatises, for some of which only 
fragments are extant. We continue our discussion of the contribution of 
Aristotle and Theophrastus below in section 5.2. 
 Epicurus’ Letter to Pythocles, which can be placed alongside the 
Metarsiology scribed to Theophrastus, also belongs to this tradition, though his 
purpose of furthering peace of mind differs from the scientific motivation of 
the great Peripatetics. He utilized the early dialectical-doxographical literature 
that was available, presumably also adding further data that he collected 
himself. In accordance with his well-known methodology, he offered 
pluralities of equally defensible alternative solutions of question in cosmology 
and meteorology. This approach was also adopted by Lucretius, who moreover 
profited from more recent doxographical literature in order to bring these 
overviews up to date. 
 The presence of Epicurus in the Placita has been exhaustively analysed in 
a study by Runia.296 Interestingly, his methodology is hinted at for those in the 
                                                             
294 M–R 2.1.154–157. 
295 See e.g. M-R 2.1.158–172. 
296 Runia (2018) = M–R 4.377–432. 
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know in the final lemma of the chapter on the substance of the heavenly 
bodies, in which no less than fifteen doxai are listed: ‘Epicurus does not reject 
any of these (views), holding fast to what is possible’ (ch. 2.13.16). It is 
remarkable that this is the only remark pertaining to methodology to be found 
in the entire Placita. For further details on Epicurus and Lucretius see the 
Introductions to Books 2, 3 and 4.297 
 There is less information available on how the Stoics stood in relation to 
this developing tradition. It has been shown that Chrysippus in his On the Soul 
assessed various topics, treated in an order like that of Aristotle and the Placita 
in a dialectical manner. He adduced and creatively interpreted the poets and 
also used other evidence.298 He also unmistakably utilized a predecessor of ch. 
4.5 on the hegemonikon (‘regent part of the soul’) and its location in the body.299 
This is a unique and precious proof of the existence of at least one earlier 
version of the Placita, or of a very similar treatise, in the long period extending 
from Epicurus to Philodemus. 
 Between the late third and the mid-first century the dialectical-
doxographical literature must have been gradually updated in order to include 
information on Hellenistic philosophy and medicine, and on developments in 
Platonism in the direction of Neopythagoreanism. How, where, when, and in 
what stages this process occurred we do not know. We also have to reckon 
with the possibility, or rather probability, that individual writers and users of 
dialectical-doxographical literature added to the contents they reproduced 
from their own fund of knowledge, which might have even included going 
back to the original sources—a process we might regard as retrograde 
contamination. 
 Other developments can be better followed, even if the remains we have 
to be satisfied with are fragmentary. Plato, Aristotle and Theophrastus already 
gave some attention to master-pupil relations. The recording and description 
of unbroken chains of master-pupil(s) bonds became the chief objective of 
literature dealing with the Diadochai or Successions of Philosophers, of which 
the first known representative is the work of Sotion in the early second century 
BCE.300 Naturally this genre is person-oriented and not topic-oriented, although 
sometimes paying attention to doctrine could not be avoided. This other 

                                                             
297 Also cf. Mansfeld (1994b) at M–R 3.237–254, Runia (1997) at M–R 3.255–270, and Bakker 
(2016). 
298 Tieleman (1996). 
299 Mansfeld (1989a) at M–R 3.125–157 on Chrysippus On the Soul at Gal. PHP 3.1.12–15 (SVF 
2.885). 
300 Wehrli (1978), Giannatasio Andria (1989), Mejer (2000) 45–47. 
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orientation also exerted influenced on the Placita, most clearly in ch. 1.3 on the 
principles, which was restructured according to the Ionic Succession from 
Thales and the Italic Succession from Pythagoras. The date of Sotion gives us a 
t.p.q. for this reshuffling. The Peri Haireseon literature, another Hellenistic 
genre, dealt with the history of the parts of philosophy according to the 
different schools,301 and is of restricted relevance in our context. And so is the 
flourishing genre of biography,302 apart from the indispensable work of 
Diogenes Laertius,303 who in the third century CE added the doxai to the lives 
and thus, together with Porphyry, represents the genre of bio-doxography. 
 Setting aside the primary and secondary witnesses to the text of Aëtius, 
who contribute many parallels of undoubted significance to particular 
chapters or lemmata but have been sufficiently discussed in sections 2 and 4 
above, we focus now on the proximate tradition as we have defined it. The first 
important representatives of this tradition are found in the first century BCE 
and a little later.304 The scene has moved to Italy, and the focus is on the 
expatriate Epicurean Philodemus in Naples, and to three others in Rome, 
namely the polymath Varro, another Epicurean, Lucretius, and Cicero, who 
claimed to be an Academic, and finally to an Alexandrian, Philo Judaeus, who 
lived until the early decades of the first century CE (and also spent time in 
Rome). As we have already seen,305 Philodemus’ De pietate and Cicero’s De 
natura deorum Book 1 offer rich documentation parallel to chs. 1.6–7.2–25, on 
the origin of the concept of the gods and on views on their nature. Cicero, 
apart from offering a succinct overview of the principles of physics at Lucullus 
118, also preserves precious documentation on views on the soul’s substance 
(cf. chs. 4.2–3), its mortality vs. its immortality (cf. ch. 4.7), and the location of 
its regent part (cf. ch. 4.5) in the first Book of the Tusculanae Disputationes. 
Whether or not in the De natura deorum he is dependent on Philodemus or 
shares an earlier source, mutandis mutatis he is as invaluable qua source for 
the tradition leading up to the Placita as he has proved to be for Hellenistic 
philosophy. Varro as preserved in Censorinus De die natali is a fons uberrimus 
for the information in Book 5 (chs. 5.1, 5.3, 5.5, 5.10–11, 5.16–19) on spermatology 
and heredity that was previously drawn up in the Greek source(s) he must 

                                                             
301 Mejer (2000) 31, 50, Algra (2018) at M–R 4.53–102 with references. 
302 Mejer (2000) 39–41, Schorn (2004), Erler–Schorn (2007), Hagg (2012). 
303 Mejer (1992), (2000) 48–54, (2007). 
304 The Doxographi Graeci contain outstanding indices nominum and verborum, but lack an 
Index locorum, which is a handicap, though names of authors are found in the index nominum. 
Perhaps someone should compose one, esp. to the Prolegomena. 
305 See above at n. 138. 
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have used.306 Lucretius certainly followed Epicurus, but understandably also 
updated his account of meteorology in De natura rerum Books 5–6 and those 
of psychology and physiology in Books 3–4 , which prelude upon parallel 
sequences of chapters in Placita Books 3–5.307 In several treatises Philo of 
Alexandria importantly lists questions and doxai on the nature of the heavenly 
bodies and the soul/mind (without giving any names), which form a 
remarkable parallel to various chapters in Books 2 and 4, and he also elsewhere 
gives general lists of questions with a doxographical flavour.308 
 The large assortment of texts constituting the traditio proxima comprises 
more than fifty authors or anonymous writings or collections of scholia or 
definitions. These report, process and utilize dialectical-doxographical 
material which differs from the Placita and its immediate tradition in a variety 
of ways, but is still recognizably related. The doxai can for instance be more or 
less copious in content and/or number, and can be arranged in accordance 
with a different pattern. 
 It will not of course be practicable to account for the character or 
contribution of each of these numerous testes proximi. Instead we have drawn 
up a selective list, in alphabetical order, of mostly familiar names and titles. It 
excludes the names that have just been mentioned and the peculiar proximate 
tradition for ch. 4.1 on the Nile. This list contains both philosophers and 
medical writers, and also both pagans and Christian writers. In recognition of 
the pioneering research of Diels, we refer to his discussion in brackets after the 
names:  

Alexander of Aphrodisias  
Ambrose of Milan 
Anonymus Londiniensis 
Arius Didymus (DG 69–88, text 445–472) 
Arnobius of Sicca (brief quotation at DG 172) 
Augustine (DG 173–174) 
Basil of Caesarea 
Calcidius (brief mention at DG 17o) 
Clement of Alexandria (DG 129–132, 244–246) 
Diogenes Laertius (DG 133–134, 168) 
Diogenes of Oenoanda 

                                                             
306 Documented by Diels DG 186–198. 
307 Not mentioned by Diels in the DG. See further Mansfeld (1990) 3143–3154; Runia (1997) = M–
R 3.255–270.  
308 Not cited on such issues by Diels in the DG, but first noted in Wendland (1897). See further 
Mansfeld (1990) 3117–3122; Runia (2008) = M–R 3.271–312. 
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Epiphanius (DG 179–180, text 585–593) 
Eusebius (DG 5–10) 
Galen 
Heraclitus the Allegorist (DG 88–99) 
Hippolytus Refutatio Book 1 (DG 133–134, text 551–576) 
Iamblichus De anima 
Irenaus (brief mention at DG 171) 
Isidore of Seville (brief mention at DG 199–200) 
Lactantius (DG 193–194) 
Lucian of Samosata 
Macrobius (brief quotation at DG 213) 
Olympiodorus the Alchemist 
Origen 
Pollux (brief quotation at DG 207–208) 
Porphyry De anima 
ps.Galen Definitiones medicae 
ps.Plutarch De Homero (DG 88–99) 
ps.Plutarch Stromateis (text DG 577–583) 
ps.Valerius Probus (DG 91–93) 
Seneca (brief mention at DG 19) 
Servius plus Servius auctus 
Sextus Empiricus (DG 91–93) 
Soranus of Ephesus (DG 193, 205–208) 
Tertullian (important on the De anima at DG 203–207309) 
Themistius  
Theophilus of Antioch (brief mention at DG 59) 
Vitruvius (brief mention DG 94–95). 

It will be agreed that Diels collected and discussed an astonishing amount of 
relevant parallels (we have omitted those he referred to only in passing), for 
which we can only be most grateful. But, true to his adoption of the methods of 
Lachmann and Usener,310 the main purpose of his observations and 
comparisons was to ferret out the sources and the relationships between them. 
His argument was thus focused on the three stages of (1) the reconstruction of 
Aëtius, (2) support for the hypothesis of the Vetusta Placita and (3) validation 
of the decisive role (as he argued and believed) of Theophrastus. What he saw 
as subsequent corruptions and deformations and confusions had to be 
ruthlessly eliminated. As a consequence he failed to properly evaluate the 
sources he was able to cite. Though this is only a side issue, we further note 

                                                             
309 But no mention of works such as for instance the Ad nationes. 
310 See our discussion above in section 2.8. 
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that, in comparing Heraclitus De Homero, Servius, and Sextus Empiricus on the 
principles etc. with each other (and with capita selecta of the Placita), he 
placed this triad of quite important sources in a separate class of 
commentators on poetry that in his view deviated from the practice of 
doxography in the proper sense.311 As we saw in section 2.4 above, this proved 
to be a useful ploy for fishing out non-Aëtian lemmata in Stobaeus. But when 
seen in a wider context, it is no more than an example of pseudo-precision 
which is of little value in accounting for the peculiarities and complications 
and affinities in the proximate tradition.  
 We too have to keep the discussion within bounds, so cite only a couple of 
noteworthy examples, even fewer than Diels in the ‘Prolegomena’. It should be 
noted, however, that the role of the traditio proxima (on which see also below 
section 6.3) is always discussed at the requisite length in the B section of the 
commentary of the chapters for which it is available. 
 The pseudo-Galenic Definitiones medicae are important for psychological 
and physiological matters.312 Passages in Sextus Empiricus on the principles, as 
we saw, are quoted in the Doxographi Graeci, but the rich parallels for chs. 1.21–
22 on time at Adversus mathematicos 10.170–181, 10.215–219, 10.227–229, and 
Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes 3.136–138, and at Adversus mathematicos 7.161–163, 
7.244–245, 8.56–57 and 8.63–64 for ch. 4.12 on impressions and figments, are 
not.313 Diogenes Laertius provides a rich harvest of parallel topical material 
appended to his biographies, which often includes extra information. An even 
richer harvest is provided by Book 1 of Hippolytus’ Refutatio omnium 
haeresium, which is for the most part devoted to the Presocratics. As is well 
known, Diels claimed the passages on the Presocratics in Diogenes Laertius 
and Hippolytus for his Theophrastean excerpts, but it has been less often 
observed that he omitted to include the later Books of the Refutatio in his 
inquiries. Contributions of two important philosophers, Porphyry’s De anima 
and Iamblichus’ De anima (fragments are preserved by Stobaeus) not only 
contain strictly parallel material, but also include selected views of later 
philosophers with a preference for Platonists, thus attesting the usefulness of 
the genre and the vitality of the tradition. The parallel material in Calcidius’ In 
Timaeum is abundant, yielding parallels for the proœmium to the Placita and 
(limiting ourselves to Book 1), for ch. 1.3 on the principles, chs. 1.6 on the origin 
of the concept and 1.7 on the nature of the divinity, chs. 1.9 on matter and 1.10 

                                                             
311 DG 88–99. 
312 Most regrettably the long-awaited edition by Prof. Jutta Kollesch is still not available. 
313 For a recent attempt to deal with Sextus as a provider of parallels for chs. 1.21–22 see ch. 1.21 
Commentary A (5). 
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on form, ch. 1.16 on the cutting of bodies, and ch. 1.28 on fate. The same author, 
just like Porphyry and Iamblichus, is cited for parallels beyond the proximate 
tradition, as is only natural for a fourth century CE writer.  
 The last category to be briefly described here is that of the further parallels 
and sources, the textual material for which has been collected in commentary 
section E(b) at the end of each individual chapter. ‘Sources’ (a term that should 
not be confused with ‘witnesses’) refers here to the ultimate origin of the issues 
and opinions recorded in the compendium’s chapters and doxai. Sometimes, 
when the original writings are available, these can be pinpointed with 
precision, as in the case of Plato, Aristotle and Epicurus, though this does not 
happen as often as might be expected. Many of the texts cited as sources are 
actually of later authors referring to similar source material which they use in 
their own way. Galen is a prime example of such usage in his citation of 
Presocratic authors.314 The further parallels that we adduce are not only 
additional, but also further in the sense that though parallel, they stand at a 
greater distance from the Placita than those found in the testes proximi. They 
extend right to the end of the ancient philosophical tradition and indeed 
occasionally beyond it. In this section the two kinds of further texts are 
combined. Their placement in chronological order usually allows them to be 
distinguished from each other.  
 A special role in the above described distillation of persons and doctrines 
that took place in the longue durée of the ancient philosophical tradition must 
be ascribed to the ground-breaking partnership of Aristotle and (to a lesser 
extent) Theophrastus. This has already been touched upon in our description 
of Diels’ theory on the origin of the Placita in section 3.1. We now embark on a 
fuller analysis of their contribution, inasmuch as it can be reconstructed on the 
basis of the limited evidence that is available to us. 
 
5.2. Aristotle and Theophrastus 

5.2.1 Aristotle 
Usener and Diels, concentrating on Theophrastus, regrettably missed or 
perhaps preferred to overlook the incomparably more important Aristotelian 
heritage, this notwithstanding the fact that Ideler, in his wonderful 
commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorology, had cited the echoes of Aristotle in 
authors for whom Usener and Diels claimed dependence on Theophrastus.315 

                                                             
314 See for example his citation of Empedocles and Parmenides in relation to ch. 5.7 on the 
determination of the male and female sex. 
315 Ideler (1834–1836) 1.409, quoted below ch. 3.1 Commentary B. 
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And Ideler was not the only one to point to Aristotle, for as we have seen the 
great Zeller had illustrated the influence of Aristotle on Theophrastus’ 
fragments on the principles.316 
  Aristotle is present in three different ways.317 In the first place his name is 
cited no less than 59 times in the Placita, appearing in all five Books and not 
infrequently sharing a doxa with others.318 Diels drew attention to a couple of 
accurate formulations of Aristotelian doctrine taken from the Physics, the On 
Generation and Corruption, the On the Soul, the On the Generation of Animals, 
and of a Pythagorean view from the On Sensation.319 He argued that these were 
added by Aëtius, for he believed—not unreasonably—that such precise 
information had only become accessible in the first century CE. The remainder, 
reformulated to a greater or lesser extent or even doubtful, could be attributed 
to the compiler of the hypothetical Vetusta Placita, who in his view relied on 
the information of later Peripatetics, just as for instance Arius Didymus had 
done. 
 In the case of the Presocratics, who are so prominently present in the 
Placita, Diels emphatically insisted that their doxai were transmitted indirectly 
via the hypothetical Vetusta Placita, which in turn had extracted them from 
Theophrastus, although the actual evidence for their presence in the latter is 
simply not available. What remains quite mind-boggling is that he was not 
prepared to make allowance for the transmission, via an anterior tradition 
descending from Aristotle, of many other topics and doxai which we can often 
still compare with what Aristotle himself wrote. One example out of many is 
the Pythagorean view on colour in ch. 1.15, which is taken from the On 
Sensation and not from Theophrastus’ De sensibus, the only source which Diels 
himself cited in this context.320 
 These doxai, quite numerous, which represent the second form of 
Aristotle’s presence in the Placita, were in fact ignored by Diels, apart from a 
few references to parallels in the pragmateiai in the critical apparatus to the 
ps.Plutarchean–Aëtian columns of text.  
 Our commentary not only always discusses the contents of individual 
doxai of other people that was passed on in this way, but is also concerned 
with the contents of topics and issues descending from Aristotle, which are the 
theme of a particular chapter. 

                                                             
316 Zeller (1877). For Diels’ expedient see immediately below. 
317 For Aristotle in the Placita see Diels DG 215–216 and now Mansfeld (2016a). 
318 Conveniently listed in Jeremiah (2018) at M-R 4.355. 
319 Among other passages we may point to chs. 1.9.1, 1.15.2, 1.23.2, 1.29.2, 4.8.6, 4.9.3, and 5.3.1. 
320 See our discussion in the Commentary on ch. 1.15, section B. 
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 Here we only give a few telling examples, beginning with the theoretical 
chapters of Book 1. The theme and structure of ch. 1.19 on place (τόπος) derives 
from Physics 4.4, and three doxai are already at 4.4 211b6–9. This is also the case 
for Phys. 4.10 218a31–b10 in connection with chs. 1.21–22 on time: the focus of 
1.21.2–3 and 1.22.1–5 on the relation between time and motion is anticipated at 
Phys. 4218b9–10. In ch. 1.21 the doxographer adds name-labels to two doxai left 
anonymous by Aristotle, and the final diaphonia at ch. 1.22.8-9 is already found 
at Phys. 8.1 251b10–19. 
 For details regarding individual doxai Aristotle is perhaps a bit less 
distinctly present in the cosmological Book 2, but the topics that correspond 
are convincing enough. The systematic connections between the questions 
treated ch. 2.1 were already clearly set out in On the Heavens 1.8–9. The famous 
theme of ch. 2.4 on the destruction of the cosmos is cited twice as a key 
dialectical πρόβληµα, namely at Topics 1.11 104b8 and 1.14 105a24, and also 
several times discussed elsewhere. And the subjects of chs. 2.13–16 on the 
heavenly bodies are very clearly marked out at Cael. 2.7–12. 
 The meteorological Book 3 is quite rich in problems and doxai deriving 
straight from Aristotle. The matrix of ch. 3.1 on the Milky Way comes from 
Meteorology 1.8, while lemmata 1.8.2–4 and 1.8.7–8 are cited virtually verbatim 
from this chapter. Chs. 3.2.1–3 derive from Aristotle’s dialectical overview at 
Mete. 1.6, while ch. 3.2.4 summarizes Aristotle’s own view at Mete. 1.7. For chs. 
3.9–11 plus 3.13 on the earth the main source of the questions dealt with is Cael. 
2.13 (also for some name-labels and doxai). The issue and three lemmata of ch. 
3.16 on the saltiness of the sea are found at Mete. 2.1–2 (so we do not have to 
link these doxai with Theophrastus). 
 The Aristotelian inheritance in the psychological Book 4 is for the most 
part present in chs. 4.2–4 on the incorporeal vs. corporeal substance and the 
parts of the soul. Ch. 1.2 of the On the Soul lists the chief questions that need to 
be answered, and provides a substantial dialectical overview of views 
concerned with the soul as principle of motion and of cognition, including 
treatment of the question of incorporeal vs. corporeal substance. In ch. 4.3 on 
the corporeal soul there is an abundance of material taken from this key 
Aristotelian chapter.321 In the physiological Book 5 the various questions there 
reveal numerous links to the biological treatises On the Generation of Animals 
and On the Parts of Animals. Questions relating to the semen of females of ch. 
5.5 are discussed at GA 1.17 721a35 and 1.19 726a31–b1. For chs. 5.7–8 and 5.11 the 
                                                             
321 The lemmata of ch. 4.3.1–2 derive from de An. 1.2 405a19–21 plus 1.2 405a29–b1; those of ch. 
4.3–4 from de An. 1.2 404b16–30; those of 4.3–5 from de An. 1.2 403b31–404a5; 4.3.8 from 
405a21–22; 4.3.13 from 405b5–6; and 4.3.14 from 405a25–27. 
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general inspiration is the treatment of these questions at GA 4.1–4. The specific 
subject of sex differentiation of ch. 5.7 is discussed in GA 4.1, and four out of 
seven name-labels are already found there. Quite interesting is ch. 5.7.1–2, 
where first Empedocles and then, more doxographico, in second place the 
opposite doxa of Parmenides are cited. This association and the two doxai 
have been abstracted from PA 2.2 648a25–31, where the chronological order 
was preserved and it was Empedocles who represented the opposition. 
 The third form of Aristotelian presence in the Placita remains to be 
discussed. We refer to the dominant presence of the Aristotelian methodology 
in the work.322 The discussion of themes in an order determined by the 
categories of substance, quality, quantity, place etc., which is an important 
feature of the Aristotelian school treatises, is also a feature of large sections 
and numerous individual chapters of the Placita. The methodology of scientific 
enquiry formulated in the first chapter of Book 2 of Posterior Analytics, that is, 
the four types of questions τὸ ὅτι ‘how is it?’ (quality or attribute), τὸ διότι ‘why 
is it?’ (cause or explanation, also διὰ τί), εἰ ἔστι ‘does it exist?’ (existence), and τί 
ἐστιν ‘what is it?’ (definition),323 the first and fourth of which coincide with the 
Aristotelian categories of quality and substance, is another determining factor. 
 We list some of the more important examples, derived from all five books. 
Ch. 1.7.1 describes the views of those who deny that God exists, while 1.7.2–25 is 
a list of views concerned with definitions of the substance of the divinity on a 
gliding scale attributed to a sequence of individual philosophers. These 
approaches correspond to the types of question dealing with the issues ‘is it?’ 
and ‘what is it?’, sc. what is its substance (ousia). Chs. 2.11–12 on the heaven and 
2.13–17 on the stars follow each other according to substance, shape (quality), 
arrangement (place), motion (action), lighting (being-affected); similarly also 
chs. 2.20–24 on the sun, 2.25–30 on the moon, 4.8–21 on sensation and the 
senses, and 5.3–14 on semen and insemination, all beginning with a chapter 
dealing with the category of substance. The heading of ch. 3.9 is ‘On the earth, 
and what is its substance and how many there are’, that of ch. 3.10 ‘On the 
shape of the earth’, that of ch. 3.11 ‘On the location of the earth’, that of ch. 3.12 
‘On the inclination of the earth’, and that of ch. 3.10 ‘On the movement of the 
earth’. Without difficulty we may distinguish, in succession, the categories of 
substance, quantity, quality, place, being-in-a-position, doing, and being-
affected. In ch. 3.9 (extant in ps.Plutarch only) substance is not included, 

                                                             
322 For dialectic as well categories and question types in this context see M–R 2.1.158–166, 168–
172, and passim, and for this aspect of Aristotle’s presence in the Placita now also Mansfeld 
(2016a) 311–316. 
323 An.Po. 2.1 89b24–35.  
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perhaps because the substance of earth is, well, earth. 
 Chapters 4.2–7 form a series dealing with the soul per se in a close-knit 
and ordered sequence according to question-types and categories. Chs. 4.2–3, 
‘On the Soul’ and ‘Whether the soul is a body and what is its substance’, are 
concerned with the question–type of definition and the category of substance, 
but also with that of quantity because of the distinction between monists and 
pluralists, an ingredient already of de An. 1.2. Ch. 4.4, ‘On the parts of soul’, is 
about the category of quantity, and ad finem includes that of place. Ch. 4.5, 
‘What is the regent part of the soul and in what place is it’, is about the 
categories of substance and, above all, place. Ch. 4.6, ‘On the motion of soul’, is 
about the categories of action and being-affected, and ch.4.7, ‘On the 
indestructibility of soul’, about the category of time. The question of the regent 
part or its place in the body, an important question on the Hellenistic agenda, 
was of no interest to Aristotle. This did not prevent ch. 4.5 from being 
incorporated in the framework of the categories, and the same holds for other 
chapters dealing with subjects beyond Aristotle’s horizon. Ch. 3.17 on the tides, 
for example, falls under the question type of cause (διὰ τί).  
 The Placita does not define its methodology, though the prominent 
presence of Aristotle (and Theophrastus) in its Proœmium and the definition 
and exemplification of problems in physics (and ethics) given there might be 
taken as a hint. That this methodology is in fact present and not just imposed 
on it by the interpreters (i.e. no Hineininterpretation) is clearly attested by 
Galen in his Introduction to Logic. He distinguishes between problems in 
physics according to the category under which they occur and refers to 
question types. His examples correspond to chapter headings in the Placita:  

Inst.Log. c. 12.3, the size (cf. ch. 2.21) and distances (cf. ch. 2.31) of the sun: the 
categories of quantity and place;  
Inst.Log. c. 13.7–8 the position (cf. ch. 3.11) and shape (cf. ch. 3.10) of the earth: 
categories of place and quality;  
Inst.Log. c. 13.9 causes of voice (cf. ch. 4.19), respiration (cf. ch. 4.22), earthquakes 
(cf. ch. 3.15), and various kinds of thunderstorms (cf. ch. 3.3): question type of 
cause.  
Inst.Log. c. 14 reference to the question type existence and that of substance as 
the ‘first and most important’ type of ‘problem’, illustrated by the examples: ‘does 
fate exist’ (cf. ch. 1.27–28), ‘does providence’ (cf. ch. 2.3), ‘do the gods exist’ (cf. ch. 
1.7), and ‘does the void exist’ (cf. ch. 1.18). 

This text demonstrates that our continual detection of the reverberations of 
Aristotle’s methodology in our Commentary is anything but fanciful. But we 
should again emphasize an important difference between two kinds of 
dialectical practice in the texts under discussion. As was already observed in 
the previous section, Aristotle’s purpose is to find a solution to a problem by 
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collecting and testing other views, perhaps eventually revising one of them, or 
(more often) coming up with an acceptable alternative. In contrast, a typical 
chapter in the Placita offers an overview of contrasting doxai which is usually 
structured along dialectical lines, but crucially it refrains from criticism, even 
when the opinions it records are blatantly outdated or absurd. No choices are 
made and no solutions are put forward. 
 
5.2.2 Theophrastus 
Theophrastus’ name is cited on only three occasions in the Placita, so vastly 
less often than that of Aristotle.324 The first time is in the proœmium of the 
treatise, where he is cited not for a view that is specifically his own but 
together with Aristotle and ‘almost all the Peripatetics’ for a division of 
philosophy into two parts. The other two, both only witnessed in Stobaeus, 
also do not relate to doxai of his own, but are references to his recording of 
Presocratic views. One of them just tells us that Theophrastus is a source for a 
view of Anaxagoras on the cause of the lunar eclipse. The other at ch. 2.20.5 is 
more interesting, because here his Physics is cited for the doxa of Xenophanes 
on the substance of the sun (Θεόφραστος ἐν τοῖς Φυσικοῖς γέγραφεν). Now it is 
possible that we might be mistaken in attributing this information to the 
Placita, since the attribution is lacking in ps.Plutarch.325 At the very least, 
however, this is evidence that in the Physics Theophrastus quoted 
cosmological doxai—it will hardly have been the only case. This would mean 
that the doxographer simply had go to Theophrastus, because both these 
issues were not dealt with by Aristotle. Usener and Diels claimed that Physics 
here stands for Φυσικῶν δόξαι, ‘Tenets of the Physicists’ (as they called the work), 
but this is special pleading.  
 The principal extant examples of dialectical discussions by Theophrastus 
are the treatise De sensibus, the remains of the first Book of his Physics extant 
in Simplicius, together with the fragment from this work at ch. 2.20.5 extant in 
Stobaeus, the fragment plus Book title of the Φυσικαὶ δόξαι cited by the Middle 
Platonist philosopher Taurus,326 and the Metarsiology (if correctly ascribed) 

                                                             
324 We attribute ch. 1.29.4 Diels to Arius Didymus. 
325 In our commentary on ch. 2.20 we argue that the reference was most likely present in the 
Placita. 
326 Taurus Test. 22B Lakmann ~ 23 F Gioè ~ 24 Lakmann–O’Meara= Theophr. Phys.Op. fr. 11(a) 
Diels ~ 241A FHS&G at Philop. Adv.Procl. 6.8 p. 20–21 (repeated p. 223.14–15), Θεόφραστος µέντοι 
ἐν τῷ Περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν, which can only mean ‘in the On the physical tenets ’, pace the 
translations of FHS&G (1993), Gioè (2002), and Lakmann–O’Meara (2017). Diels argued that 
this treatise was topic-oriented not person-oriented, for which Φυσικαὶ δόξαι as title would a 
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preserved in Syriac and Arabic translations. The Taurus fragment is important 
because it also informs us disertis verbis that Theophrastus added ‘objections’ 
to the tenets he dealt with.327 The Metarsiology attests that Theophrastus 
collected alternative explanations for meteorological phenomena, which he 
must have taken from the primary and secondary literature. Quite a few of 
these anonymous tenets are paralleled in chapters of Book 3 of the Placita, 
although some topics are lacking. In the De sensibus, doxai are sorted in 
accordance with the technique of diaeresis, and dialectically opposed to each 
other, and criticized. This bipartite opposition of doxai ends with a 
compromise position, the same as quite a few Placita chapters. This feature is 
lacking in Aristotle’s overviews. But we do not know if there was a constructive 
sequel.328 And though we are rather better informed about the Physics, here too 
we do not know how his constructive positions were linked with the dialectical 
introduction. 
 Both the discussion of the senses and sensation and that of the principles 
have left their traces in the Placita, but as far as we can tell given the state of 
preservation of Theophrastus’ writings, the impact and inheritance of the 
successor are far less important than of the master.329 But this does not really 
surprise, for Theophrastus is revising and filling the gaps in Aristotle’s 
disquisitions, like he does on other occasions. The De sensibus provides more, 
and more detailed, information on specific theories than Aristotle’s systematic 
and more general On Sensation, while his point that some early thinkers did 
distinguish between sensation and thought is an implicit criticism of Aristotle’ 
view that none of them did.330 His account of the principles is a revised version 
of the foundational but largely name-label-less division in ch. 1.2 of the Physics 
and an enlarged version of Aristotle’s famous account of progress in the first 
Book of Metaphysics. Theophrastus adds further details and includes 
Anaximander and Archelaus, the former not mentioned by Aristotle in Met. 
Book Α, the latter never. So their presence in ch. 1.3 derives, ultimately, from 
Theophrastus’ intervention. 

                                                                                                                                                         
better fit. Cf. below 1 Titulus et index Commentary D(e)(3) also for references to earlier 
discussions, and the evidence there at E(b) Physical doxai/dogmata.  
327 καὶ οὕτω ποιεῖται τὰς ἐνστάσεις (enstasis is a technical term in Aristotle’s Topics and Analytics, 
also used by him elsewhere). 
328 See Baltussen (200oa) and (2000b), and on diaeresis and the crucial difference compared 
wit Aristotle Mansfeld (1996), repr. at M–R 3.203–236. 
329 Cf. Jeremiah (2018) at M-R 4.325–326, who, however, does not take into consideration the 
references in Book 2, presumably because they are not name-labels attached to doxai. 
330 See Mansfeld (1996) at M–R 3.203–236. 
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 The situation for ch. 1.15 on colours and chs. 4.13–19 on the senses is more 
promising.331 Individual antecedents are indeed present in the De sensibus, but 
these are not all equally complete or convincing, and their impact again is not 
as decisive as Diels made out, as we know thanks also to the pioneering 
contributions of Ax and Baltussen.332 For details see the Commentary on these 
chapters below.333 Our conclusion therefore is that, indeed, the De sensibus is 
an ultimate source of information on Presocratics and Plato for Aëtius, but 
nevertheless it constitutes not more than an important ingredient of the 
tradition(s), including Aristotle’s influence, which ended up in the Placita. 
 This result amounts to a much tuned-down version of the original 
Usener–Diels hypothesis of a unique source that had been sadly corrupted in 
the later tradition. Diels, as is of course (or should be) common knowledge, 
claimed that doxography began with the Φυσικῶν [sic] δόξαι, in which he 
included the De sensibus and the fragments from the beginning of the Physics 
and a lot more, but the evidence does not bear him out. The available evidence 
suggests rather that, just is the case for Aristotle, so also for Theophrastus we 
must assume that several individual treatises actually bequeathed problems 
and doxai to the Placita, and not just one: apart from the Physics and the De 
sensibus and the name-label-less Metarsiology already mentioned above,334 one 
can give the example of the On Waters which is relevant to ch. 3.16 on the sea 
and its bitterness. In Alexander’s Commentary on the On Sensation the title of 
this work is cited and we encounter explanations without name-labels of 
brackishness because of having filtered through a certain type of earth, or 
bitterness for having filtered through ashes.335 Such views are also cited by 
Aristotle at Mete. 2.1–2, with name-labels and doxai that resulted in three 
paragraphs of ch. 3.16. Theophrastus also follows and improves on Aristotle’s 
explanations of the saltiness of the sea in a passage quoted in Alexander’s 
Commentary on the Meteorology, adding a couple of name-labels and doxai 
and as it seems omitting others.336 Diels attributed the latter quotation as fr. 23 
to the Physical Tenets, but Alexander fails to cite a title. This does not imply 
that the Φυσικαὶ δόξαι provided nothing at all, but we really need more solid 
                                                             
331 See on the senses more specifically chs. 4.13.1, 4.13.7–8, 4.13.12, 4.14.1, 4.16.1–4, 4.17.1–2, 4.18.1–2, 
4.19.1a–b, and 4.19.5. 
332 Ax (1986); Baltussen (1993). 
333 The evidence is summarized and assessed in Mansfeld (2019e). 
334 See above at n. 96. 
335 Included in the fragments of Theophrastus as fr. 212 FHS&G. 
336 The fact that Theophrastus revised and supplemented these overviews of his master robs 
the long forgotten hypothesis of Gigon (1969) that Aristotle used the (so-called) Physikon Doxai 
as a data-base for his dialectical exercises of all plausibility. 
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evidence and it is difficult to see where it is going to come from.337 All in all, to 
sum up our results of our research on the origins of the dialectical-
doxographical tradition, we will be pleased if it leads to an increased 
appreciation of the role of Aristotle and a diminution of scholarly fixation on 
the role of Theophrastus.338 
 
6. The Edition’s Contents, Method and Layout 

6.1 The Division into Four Parts 

A key result of our investigations into the transmission of the Placita is that 
ps.Plutarch’s Epitome by and large preserves the structure of Aëtius’ 
compendium.339 The sequence of our edition and commentary is based on this 
insight. Part One of our work340 first includes the necessary preliminaries, 
including a detailed list of sigla and abbreviations, and also this present 
Introduction. The remainder comprises Book 1 on the principles of nature, the 
lengthiest of the books and also the one including the most complex chapters 
1.3 on the ἀρχαί and 1.7 on theology. This edition of this book and the 
concomitant commentary is primarily the work of Jaap Mansfeld. Part Two 
comprises Book 2 on cosmology and the heavens and Book 3 on meteorology 
and the earth. The former has been prepared primarily by David Runia and is a 
thoroughly revised version of the specimen reconstructionis produced in 
Aëtiana volume 2.2.341 The latter has been prepared by Jaap Mansfeld. Part 3 
Three turns the focus on the psychology and physiology 0f (mainly) the human 
being. Book 4 on psychology has been the work of Jaap Mansfeld and Book 5 
on physiology by David Runia. In the case of each of the five books, the edition 
of its chapters is preceded by a compact Introduction which gives an overview 

                                                             
337 We may perhaps refer to the fragment cited by Taurus, quoted above at n. 326. It seems that, 
echoing Aristotle at Cael. 1.10 297b32–298a2, Theophrastus criticized the allegorical 
explanation of the generation of the cosmos provided by Plato’s pupils. A possible trace in the 
Placita is at ch. 2.4.1, where this view is ascribed to Pythagoras (representing Plato’s pupils) 
and, a bit surprisingly, Heraclitus. But how are we to distinguish here between a reception of 
Theophrastus and one of Aristotle? There is moreover no trace in ch. 2.4 of the arguments 
against the eternity of the cosmos criticized by Theophrastus according to Philo Aet. 117–150. 
338 The promised volume on the doxographical fragments of Theophrastus by Han Baltussen is 
eagerly awaited. 
339 See above sections 2.3 and 2.8. 
340 As in the case of Aëtiana Volume 2, we label the separate bound books of the entire work as 
‘Parts’. 
341 On this earlier volume of the Aëtiana see above section 2.8. 
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of its witnesses, transmission, subject-matter, name-labels of philosophers and 
schools, method and sources (both anterior and proximate). 
 The parts of the work containing the reconstruction and edition do not 
have an accompanying translation. The usual method of text and facing 
translation was not practicable because of the copious amount of material that 
needed to be included in the apparatus of the edition. The remedy has been to 
gather the translation together in Part Four. It will be useful to have this 
volume at hand when using the other three. It also contains the bibliography 
and the indices. 
 For all the 135 chapters of the entire work, the edition and commentary 
use an identical method and layout. Only the four proœmia to Books 1–4 differ 
in a few respects. This method and layout will now be explained in detail, 
commencing with the edition. 
 
6.2. The Edition 

Following the conventions of classical scholarship the edition of the Greek text 
and all its accompanying apparatus are formulated in Latin. The many 
abbreviations and sigla that we use are set out at the beginning of volumes 1 to 
3.  
 For each chapter we begin with a list of the relevant testes (witnesses). 
First in this list are the passages from the testes primi (primary witnesses) and 
the name of the editor of the text edition used. These witnesses are: ps.Plutarch 
(abbreviated P) and his tradition, Stobaeus (S) and Theodoret (T). Below them 
on the next line passages from the testes secundi (secondary witnesses) are 
listed when available, again including their abbreviation and the name of the 
editor used. They are always introduced with the capitalised Latin 
abbreviation Cf. (abbreviation of confer, i.e. ‘compare’ or ‘see also’). 
 The text of the chapter then follows. It begins with the titulus (chapter 
heading), followed by the numbered lemmata, each consisting of one or more 
name-labels (sometimes unspecified) plus a doxa. The lines of the text are 
continuously numbered, as indicated in the margin, beginning with the 
chapter heading. After the heading and each lemma of the chapter the primary 
sources for its text are indicated by the sigla (P,S,T) when all of them are 
present, or (P,S) when Theodoret is lacking, or (S,T) when ps.Plutarch is 
lacking, or (P,T) when S is lacking, or only one of these when only one primary 
source is available. The numbers after the siglum in each case indicate the 
number of the doxa in the sequence of the text of the primary witness as 
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indicated in the text used.342 This system gives the crucial information on the 
attestation of the lemmata at a single glance. The same information is carried 
over to the translation in Part 4. 
 Beneath the text we first cite the references to the collections of 
fragments of Presocratics, Academics, Peripatetics, Stoics and others where 
individual lemmata can be located. In the case of the Presocratics we refer only 
to the sixth edition of Diels–Kranz (abbreviated DK), not to collections of 
individual authors. Similarly for the Stoics we use where possible Von Arnim’s 
collection (SVF). For other authors we use the most recent collections.343 In the 
case of authors whose original writings survive we refer to passages from which 
the doxa is derived, whether directly or indirectly (as indicated with the 
abbreviation cf.). 
 Next we present the apparatus criticus to the text. Its aim is to give full 
and detailed insight to all the relevant variants of the primary and secondary 
witnesses. It is therefore not a negative but a positive apparatus.344 We do this 
because we are not editing a single text from manuscripts and indirect 
quotations, but rather are reconstructing our text from a multiplicity of 
witnesses both direct (primi) and indirect (secundi), each of which has its own 
relation to the lost original Placita as collected by Aëtius.345 Some of these, such 
as the fragments of ps.Plutarch in the Antinoopolis papyrus, the Arabic version 
of ps.Plutarch by Qusṭā ibn Lūqā translated into German by Hans Daiber, and 
the new critical edition of a large part of ps.Galen by Mareike Jas, have become 
available only quite recently. In addition we pay due attention to a variety of 
earlier editions and also note significant readings, conjectures and 
emendations when the texts of individual doxai are included in collections of 
fragments.346 In general it is only in the case of the primary witnesses 
ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus (but not Theodoret) that we give the variants of the 
main manuscripts. For other texts we give the preferred reading of the relevant 
critical edition, only mentioning manuscript variants on rare occasions. The 
Arabic translation of Qusṭā is cited in Daiber’s German translation. Based on 

                                                             
342 These numbers are not found in the texts of Mau, Wachsmuth and Raeder. They have been 
supplied by us. 
343 Rarely we list two collections when they are both current or complementary, e.g. for Strato 
(Wehrli, Sharples) and Posidonius (Edelstein-Kidd, Theiler). 
344 Contrary to our previous practice in the specimen reconstructionis of Book 2 in M–R vol. 2.2; 
see above section 2.8. 
345 For detailed accounts of these witnesses and the editions used see above section 4.1–3. 
346 In particular the collections of Presocratic philosophers in Mansfeld-Primavesi’s Reclam 
edition and the Loeb volumes of Laks-Most, but also editions of particular philosophers, such 
as Empedocles (Bollack, Viték), Diogenes of Apollonia (Laks) etc. 
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these principles, the apparatus criticus not only strives to shed light on our 
choices, but also to inform about the peculiarities of the widespread tradition. 
Because this apparatus is necessarily often rather extensive, it proved 
impossible—as already noted above—to allocate room for the translation next 
to the Greek in a synoptic format without chopping up text, translation, and 
apparatus and creating a succession of blank spaces. For this reason the 
translations of the Greek text of all 135 chapters, forming a continuous English 
version of the treatise as a whole, have been printed in the final Part, Aëtiana 
5.4.  
 Three more sections of the edition remain. First we print the texts of the 
testes primi (primary witnesses) for the reconstruction. In first place is always 
Theodoret when he has cited this text, followed—with its own sub-heading—
by the traditio ps.Plutarchi, i.e. the bevy of representatives of the tradition of 
the Epitome available for the relevant chapter. First of these when available is 
the Antinoopolis papyrus. This is followed by the text of ps.Galen, the most 
important of the witnesses to this tradition. We also include texts from 
ps.Justin, Cyril, Ioannes Lydus, Psellus, Symeon Seth and others, all of whom 
excerpted ps.Plutarch. The texts of ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus themselves (and 
also Eusebius’ verbatim excerpts) are not quoted separately. As already 
noted,347 they can be readily found elsewhere. But it is important to note that 
our debts to and differences from Diels’ DG edition of Aëtius and to other 
editions of the primary witnesses are fully accounted for in the apparatus 
criticus to the Greek text, and often also further discussed in the Commentary.  
 Next is a section devoted to the testes secundi (secondary witnesses) who 
can also offer some assistance for the reconstruction and analysis of the text.348 
They represent the doxographical traditions closest to Aëtius. Some of these, 
namely Athenagoras, Achilles, and Nemesius were included by Diels in his 
apparatus among the aliorum ex Aetio excerpta. Because, unlike in the case of 
Theodoret, it is not certain that these authors actually did excerpt Aëtius, we 
have preferred to group them together with other passages in the Aratea, 
Hermias, and Scholia to various authors, regarding them as a collection of 
writings that are closest to the Aëtian tradition without being part of it. They 
are closer than the texts that we have placed in the proximate tradition, as we 
have explained above in sections 4.1, 5.1. As already noted there, however, the 
distinction is somewhat fuzzy. Texts very close to Aëtius such as found in 
Varro, Philodemus, Cicero and Philo of Alexandria could be included. The 

                                                             
347 See above section 3.2 at n. 116, and also 4.2.15 and 4.2.4. 
348 For detailed accounts of these witnesses and the editions used see above section 4.5. 



 General Introduction  89 

difference is that these texts antedate Aëtius, whereas the testes secundi are all 
later than he is and so could have used his work, whereas this was of course 
impossible for the writers just mentioned. 
 The final subsection of the edition is a collection of parallel passages 
quoted from the reconstructed text for other chapters of Aëtius, which we have 
given the title Loci Aetiani. These passages contain various kinds of similarities: 
to name-label(s) plus doxa, or to parts of doxai, or to particular formulations of 
doxai or name-labels. They thus provide detailed information about such 
uniformities as are present in the Placita as a whole. Parallels in chapter 
headings or in the quaestiones (questions or topics) are generally placed first, 
followed by those relating to particular lemmata. 
 
6.3 The Commentary 

The second main section of each chapter contains the Commentary. It too 
follows a fixed and identical schema of treatment, as indicated by 
alphabetically numbered sections, some of which are further divided into 
subsections which are arithmetically numbered and even further subdivided. 
By consistently using this system of divisions,349 we aim to organise the mass of 
material involved with a maximum of clarity. Each of these sections and sub-
sections will now be explained in turn. 
 A: Witnesses. In this section we present the evidence as preserved in the 
primary and secondary witnesses and discuss issues that it might raise. We 
generally commence with (1) ps.Plutarch and his tradition, since the Epitome 
mostly preserves the general structure of the work and its lemmata best. Sad to 
say, in the case of Book 5 this tradition is virtually all that we still have. 
Thereafter follows an analysis of the evidence as presented in (2) Stobaeus and 
(3) Theodoret. On rare occasions, however, we start with Stobaeus, notably at 
chs. 2.28–32 where he appears to write out an entire stretch of the 
compendium without change. In this section we often engage in a first sifting 
of the evidence for the reconstruction of the chapter, followed by further 
details in section D(b) below. 
 B: Proximate tradition and sources. This section gives and overview of the 
texts that can shed light on the subject and contents of the chapter. The first 
sub-section (1) discusses the proximate texts as defined above in section 5, the 

                                                             
349 Occasionally not all the fixed elements will represented in a particular chapter. Section D(e) 
Other Evidence is quite often passed over. Some early chapters in each book, e.g. Titulus et 
index and Proœemium, will not have some of the usual elements, e.g. B Proximate Tradition 
and Sources. 
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doxographical tradition which resembles the Placita in its focus on questions 
of the φυσικὸς λόγος, on philosophers and the answers they gave to those 
questions. These texts can be earlier than Aëtius and represent the anterior 
tradition from which he drew his material (though the evidence for the early 
period is rather thin). They can be contemporaneous with him or much later, 
even as late as Isidore of Seville and (rarely) authors writing in Arabic. The 
passages discussed may relate to the chapter as a whole or to individual 
lemmata within it. 
 The second sub-section (2) turns the attention to the ultimate sources of 
the subject-matter of the chapter. For the doxai of some philosophers it is 
sometimes possible to pin down the exact texts on which the doxai are based, 
e.g. in the extant works of Plato, Aristotle and Epicurus. More often other 
comparative material will need to be brought to bear, again from Plato and 
Aristotle, but also from Hellenistic, early Imperial and late ancient texts. Here 
too, passages discussed may relate to the chapter as a whole or to individual 
lemmata within it. 
 For both sub-sections it is the case that many or even most of the texts 
discussed will be printed in the third main section Further Related Texts 
below, to which we frequently cross-refer. Given the large quantity of texts 
involved, it is not possible to discuss all this material in great detail, but rather 
we will draw attention to the salient points to which it gives rise. 
 C: Chapter heading. In this section we give detailed discussions of the type 
and significance of the chapter heading, including how it relates to the 
standard question-types that were developed on the basis of the Aristotelian 
examples and were used throughout antiquity. We note, where applicable, the 
variant readings for the heading in the witnesses and motivate our choice for 
the chosen formulation. We also give an overview of parallel headings that are 
embedded in texts or book titles elsewhere. These too are cited below in the 
section Further Related Texts. 
 D: Analysis. This section, which contains our interpretation of the 
contents of the chapter, consists of five sub-sections (though not all of these 
are always required for every chapter). 
 D(a) context. Here we briefly discuss the place of the particular chapter 
within the group of chapters of which it is a member and the position of this 
group in the context of the Book as a whole. We also note possible analogies 
with the way other books of the Placita are structured and point out particular 
links that a chapter might have with chapters elsewhere and sometimes also 
with ancient traditions such as the Peripatos and the Stoa. 
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 D(b) number–order of lemmata. In this section we return to the witnesses 
for the contents of the chapter and determine where possible the number of 
doxai and the order in which they were listed. For this we depend largely on 
the evidence of the witnesses themselves, as informed by the understanding 
that we have gained of their methods, but are sometimes assisted by the 
secondary witnesses and indeed by texts in the proximate tradition and 
beyond. For determining the sequence of the doxai it is also important to 
understand the argumentative structure of the chapter, often revealed in its 
diaereses or diaphoniae (see also the following sub-section D(c)). In this 
section we also note how our sequence compares with that established by 
Diels. Often the result is the same, but there are also many cases where we 
reach a substantially different result, which of course is fully explained and 
justified. 
 D(c) rationale–structure of chapter. The section contains the nucleus of 
our interpretation of a chapter. It is a distinctive feature of the Placita that its 
chapters have an argumentative structure which is both determined by the 
contents and position of the individual lemmata but at the same time (at least 
to some extent) determines their selection. The task of this section is to 
elucidate that structure. It may involve a listing of doxai in order of decreasing 
or increasing similarity according to the method of diaeresis, or it may involve 
a contrasting of doxai or groups of doxai in order to emphasize the conflict 
between them. There is much variety among the 135 chapters and it will be 
clear that the examples used above will not apply at all to monolemmatic 
chapters and not necessarily to other chapters with a plurality of doxai. 
 D(d) further comments. This section is divided into General points, 
pertaining to the chapter as a whole (if pertinent), and Individual points 
pertaining to individual lemmata. These latter, presented in order of the place 
of the doxa/doxai in the chapter, may relate to the constitution of the text, 
and/or may enter into a detailed discussion of the interpretation of the 
philosophical or scientific view portrayed by the contents of the lemma 
concerned. It will be understood that, in the light of the astonishing breadth of 
topics and thinkers broached in the Placita, we have had to be necessarily 
selective in making such comments. References are frequently made to the 
secondary literature, but here too we have needed to be selective.  
 D(e) other evidence. This final section of the Commentary follows on from 
section B above. It embarks on more substantial discussions of evidence in the 
wider doxographical or anterior philosophical and scientific traditions, 
including some of the secondary witnesses (especially Achilles). These can be 
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either of a textual or of a content-related nature, depending on what is relevant 
for the interpretation of the chapter and/or some of its individual lemmata. 
 In the early part of our Commentary, treating chapters 1–9 of Book 1, we 
have included a number of introductory discussions of general topics relating 
to the method and organisation of the Placita. These are frequently referred to 
in subsequent sections of the Commentary. For the convenience of the reader 
we have drawn up a list of these introductory discussions in Appendix 4 to this 
Introduction. 
 
6.4 Further Related Texts 

Our presentation of each chapter ends with a third and final section entitled E: 
Further Related Texts. It too is further sub-divided into two parts. 
 E(a) Proximate tradition. Here, as the name indicates, we present an 
extensive collection of texts drawn from the proximate doxographical 
tradition, as outlined above in section 5.1–4. We print the texts in the original 
Greek and Latin (with occasionally some texts translated into German or 
English, for we have no Arabic or Syriac). These texts link up with the 
discussion in the earlier section B(1) of the Commentary. The selection begins 
with General texts dealing with the subject in question and/or covering the 
views of a plurality of thinkers. The next section lists, where available, the texts 
that contain or illustrate the chapter headings or sometimes the quaestio posed 
by that heading. Thereafter texts are listed under the individual lemmata of the 
chapter. In order to facilitate the reader’s orientation, the name-labels of the 
relevant lemma are printed in bold italics. For all three listings the texts are 
most often printed in full and are presented in approximate chronological 
order. 
 E(b) Sources and other parallel texts. In this sub-section we link up with 
the discussion in the earlier section B(2) of the Commentary and print a 
collection of texts relating to the wider tradition of ancient philosophical and 
scientific tradition, including those texts that shed light on the sources that the 
doxographers may have used to formulate the doxai collected in the Placita. 
These follow the same basic method as in the previous sub-section. They are 
usually printed in full in the original Latin and Greek, are divided into same 
three groups in an approximately chronological sequence, and are highlighted 
in the same way. In the case of some texts, either very well known or 
somewhat tangential to the matter at hand, we give references only. 
 Users of our edition will observe that the selection of texts in this final 
section is very extensive and that these texts in the original languages are not 
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accompanied by a translation into a modern language. In both cases we should 
explain why we adopted this course of action. 
 In citing the texts in full we have followed the example of outstanding 
works of scholarship, such as the multi-volume Der Platonismus in der Antike of 
Heinrich Dörrie and Matthias Baltes, of the three volumes of his Zenobii Athoi 
Proverbia vulgari ceteraque memoria aucta by Winfried Bühler and the two 
volumes of his Orphicorum et Orphicis similium testimonia et fragmenta by 
Alberto Bernabé.350 In these works the practice of citing texts in full is preferred 
to the inclusion of bare lists of references to other ancient authors. The vast 
number of passages involved in our edition, from Homer to the late Byzantines 
and beyond, would make the task of looking them up and consulting them 
(even where they are accessible in electronic format) quite daunting. The 
electronic texts moreover are not always those of the best, or at least most 
recent, critical editions that we use, even if we have not always followed these 
ad litteram. Moreover, in the passages we print we have included full 
references to standard fragment and other editions as a supplementary 
resource. Such references are rarely available in the electronic or even printed 
editions, and may be obsolete or incomplete when found in early editions. It 
should be recognised too, that some authors or fragment collections, especially 
where only early editions exist, are not easily available.  
 
6.5 Rationale for the Collection of Further Related Texts 

It is our conviction that the full significance of the Placita tradition can only be 
appreciated when it is seen in the broad tradition of ancient philosophy and, to 
a lesser extent, science. The extent of the collection of texts in our edition 
demonstrates how seminal the formulation, study and utilisation of opinions 
was in antiquity. Not only do they distil the doctrines of more than five 
centuries of philosophy and close to ninety philosophers going back to the 
sixth century, but their influence and appropriation also extend far past the 
end of antiquity to the Byzantine period and beyond.351 For this reason we 
apologise neither for the extent of our collection of texts nor for the length of 
individual passages cited. 
 It should be added that in collecting these texts we are following the 
example of Diels, but doing it more effectively. As already noted earlier,352 Diels 

                                                             
350 Dörrie–Baltes et al. (1987–2006); Bühler (1982–1999); Bernabé (2004–2005). 
351 Jeremiah (2018) 302 gives the total number of individual names as 86, with a further 32 labels 
of schools and anonymi. 
352 See above section 3.2 ad fin. 
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divided up the relevant parallels for the Aëtian text, placing them in three 
different locations: in the labyrinthine ‘Prolegomena’, under the twin columns 
of his text, and as separate documents in the rest of the volume (Arius 
Didymus etc.). We have collected together the same material, considerably 
augmenting it when possible. But we have attached it to the relevant chapters 
and lemmata of the work itself, whether as witnesses at the beginning of each 
chapter or as further related texts at its end. The end result sometimes 
resembles the A-sections of Diels’ Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, though of 
course ordered on very different principles. 
 We are confident, therefore, that our edition will be able to serve as a 
useful tool of reference. When one is interested in a philosophical or scientific 
theme that is discussed in a Placita chapter, or in a lemma in such a chapter 
that is included in a collection of fragments or referred to elsewhere, our 
edition will be able to provide a treatment in some depth of the theme in the 
wider context of the history of Greek philosophy and/or science, and of the 
function of a fragment in its original dialectical environment. Wherever 
feasible our edition includes a discussion of the provenance and prehistory of 
these themes and tenets, as well as of their subsequent reception and afterlife. 
In this respect our presentation may serve a similar function as that of Arthur 
Stanley Pease’s incomparable edition of Cicero’s De natura deorum, with its 
extensive comments at the foot of the page containing copious references and 
quotations.353 When one knows where exactly in this treatise a theme or issue 
is dealt with or merely mentioned, one immediately has access to a fund of 
useful contextual information on that topic, in contrast to what obtains when 
one constantly has to look up texts for which only bare references are given. 
 With regard to the absence of translations, our reasoning was of a 
different kind. Given the extent and the extreme diversity of the collection of 
texts, it was never going to be practicable to include both the original and a 
translation. Users of our edition will not find it difficult to locate good 
translations of the vast majority of texts, for example the Loeb Classical Library 
(now available online), the Budé and Sources Chrétiennes collections for 
readers of French, the series Ancient Commentators on Aristotle and so on. 
Here too we make no apologies for the choice that we had to make. 
 
6.6 English translation 

As we outlined above in section 6.1, we have made an English translation of the 
reconstructed text, but it was not possible to place it beside the Greek text. It 

                                                             
353 Pease (1955–1958). 
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has therefore been placed in Part 4, where it can be consulted while the text is 
being studied.  
 The translation aims to give an accurate picture of the original Greek. It 
thus tends towards the literal side, while trying to avoid veering towards 
language that is artificial or unidiomatic. Users of the translation should note 
the following conventions and practices: 
(1) Words and phrases that have to be supplied in the Greek, when translated, 
are placed in parentheses.  
(2) Name-labels are rendered in the usual Latinate forms of the names.  
(3) Conjectural additions to the transmitted text, when translated, are placed 
in angle brackets (just like in the text itself). Braces are also taken over from 
the text, indicating that we suspect that the text is not authentic. An obelus (†) 
indicates a crux in the text. Three asterisks indicate a lacuna. 
(4) Although we aim as far as possible to achieve consistent one for one 
renderings of Greek terms in English, this is not always possible because of the 
polyvalent meanings of certain words. Occasionally we add an asterisked note 
to explain a particular case. 
(5) On some occasions it is best to use a transliterated equivalent of the Greek 
term. In such cases an English rendering of the term is added in parentheses, 
unless this is not needed, as for example in the case of the term pneuma. 
(6) On rare occasions are alternative renderings supplied. These are placed in 
square brackets. 
(7) Similarly, transliterated equivalents of Greek terms, indicated in 
parentheses, are usually only given for etymologies or plays on words. 
(8) Greek adjectives with the suffice –ειδής are usually translated by the phrase 
‘like a’, e.g. σφαιροειδής is rendered ‘like a ball’. 
(9) Passages which are only preserved in the Arabic translation of Qusṭā ibn 
Lūqā are printed in italics. These are confined to chs. 1.21.2α and 5.27 & 29. 
 
6.7 Editio Minor 

The authors are committed to producing an editio minor of the new 
reconstructed text as soon as will be practically possible. Its main feature will 
be the Greek text and English translation on facing pages, allowing quick and 
convenient consultation. 
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APPENDIX 3 

Statistical Overview 

 
Page alignment to be done by TAT 

 

1.  Contents of Books and chapters 

 Chapters* Lemmata* Words# 
Book 1 30 183 6558 
Book 2 33 217 4038 
Book 3 18 109 2811 
Book 4 24 146 4246 
Book 5 30 114 3707 
Totals 135 769 21360 

* excluding proœmia     # including pinakes and chapter headings 

 

2.  Distribution of lemmata per witness to Aëtius’ compendium 

    (a) lemmata per witness per book 
 PST PS ST PT P only S only T only Total 

Book 1 16 81 9 2 23 52 0 183 
Book 2 31 100 12 2 15 56 1 217 
Book 3 0 42 0 0 49 18 0 109 
Book 4 8 34 7 17 31 45 4 146 
Book 5 0 8 0 0 104 2 0 114 
Total  55 265 28` 21 222 173 5 769 

    (b) lemmata per witness totals 
 PST PS ST PT P S T Totals % of A 

P 55 265  21 222   563 73% 
S 55 265 28   173  521 68% 
T 55  28 21   5 109 14% 

    (c) total lemmata per number of witnesses 
witnesses PST PS ST PT P S T total percentage 

three  55       55 7% 
two   265 28 21    314 41% 
one      222 173 5 400 52% 

     (d) total lemmata in Jeremiah’s statistical analysis (M–R 4.283–295) 

total extant lemmata 769 
estimated missing doxai from chapters with multiple witnesses = 42 
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estimated missing doxai from chapters with single witness = 81 
estimated total lemmata of original work = 769 + 123 = 892 
extant work as percentage of original work = 86% 
lemmata per witness percentage of estimated original work: P 63%, S 58%, T 12% 

 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 4 

Introductory Discussions on General Topics 
 

Several topics of general importance are also discussed in one or more sections 
of the Commentary of the first chapter in which they appear on the agenda. 
They are the following: 
 
Categories/Question Types  ch. 1.1 Commentary C(2) 
Chapter Headings per se  ch. 1.1 Commentary C, ch. 1.6 

Commentary D(a)  
Categories/Question Types ch. 1.1 C(1), ch. 1.6 Commentary D(a) 
Dialectical Scrutiny ch. 1.3 Commentary D(c)(8)  
Division of Philosophy ch. 1 titulus et index, Commentary 

D(d)(1,3) & (e)(1) 
Interpretative Techniques ch. 1.3 Commentary D(c)(9)  
Problems in Physics (and some  

examples in Ethics)  ch. 1 proœm. Commentary D(c)(4), D(e)(3) 
Successions/Number of Principles ch. 1.7 Commentary D(c)(6–7) 
Tables of Content/Chapter headings  ch. 1 proœm. Commentary D(1,3)&(6)(e)  
Types/Species of Definitions  ch. 1.9 Commentary D(c)(1)&(e)(2) 
‘Umbrella’ Headings  ch. 1.3 Commentary C 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Aetius Placita 
 
 

Book 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



	

Introduction to Book 11 
 
1. Transmission 
Book 1 is by far the longest in absolute terms (6314 extant words). The next is 
Book 4 (3962 words), the others in order of length are Book 2 (3673 words), 
Book 3 (2593 words), and Book 5 (3262 words). It has 30 chapters, each on a 
well-defined question in philosophy, i.e. slightly less than Book 2 (33), the same 
as Book 5 (30), and more than Book 3 (18) and Book 4 (24). In terms of doxai it 
has less (183) than Book 2, which has the greatest number of doxai of all the 
five Books (216). S preserves a higher number of doxai compared with P. The 
witnesses are P,S,T=16, P,S=82, S,T=9, P,T=2, S only=51, P only=23, T only none. 
G retains only 19 of the 30 chapters with 64 doxai, or 35% of the whole.  
 As we have just seen, the number of doxai is 183, which is less than Book 2 
(216), but in fact the number of words is much larger. This is a consequence of 
the presence in Book 1 of a relative high number of chapters and lemmata of 
considerable length. It is apparent that the proœmium plus chapters 1.1–7.1 
differ stylistically from the majority of Placita chapters—though only to a 
certain degree. The latter as rule comprise a number of terse lemmata 
consisting of a name-label (or -labels) plus doxa plus verb (often elliptical) of 
saying, often even omitting the theme stated in the chapter heading (another 
ellipsis). They are compact formulas which are quite different from the 
leisurely exposition found in the former, esp. in the proœmium (223 words 
over 3 lemmata) and chs. 1.1–2 (155 words over 3 lemmata and 111 words over 2 
lemmata respectively), in quite a few lemmata of 1.3 (see below), and in 1.4 (251 
words in the second lemma), 1.6 (595 words, monolemmatic) and 1.7.1 (521 
words). This has led in the past to the drastic assumption that the excerptor 
tired of his job after ch. 7.1 (see M–R 1.44–46). Diels DG 59 too speaks of a 
caesura between 1.7.1 and the rest of the chapter. That only chapters 1.3, 1.5, and 
1.7.2–25 are found in both primary sources (with considerable abridgement in 
S) and that the proœmium and chs. 1.1–2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.7.1 are not paralleled 
there, certainly played a part in formulating this hypothesis as well. 
 There is, however, no need to deny these chapters to A, as Diels DG 57–60 
also recognized, though he argued that what he saw as Aëtian addenda deviate 
from the genuine method of the (Vetusta) Placita. Our more charitable 
conclusion from this disparity is that, right from the beginning, we are faced 

																																																								
1 In this Introduction and also in those to the other four Books we make extensive use of the 
statistical analysis of Aëtius’ compendium by Edward Jeremiah published in M–R 4.279–373. 
See also General Introduction, section 2.7–8. 
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with the kind of updating that is characteristic of the treatise as a whole. The 
proœmium, focusing on the views of the Stoics and the Peripatetics, suggests 
that what follows will be ‘of ongoing relevance’ (Edward Jeremiah, M-R 4.325), 
and caps this suggestion by insisting on the indispensability of physics for 
philosophy understood as a way of life. 
 The differences have in fact been exaggerated. Ch. 1.3 is a mixed bag of 24 
lemmata, consisting both of lengthy expository and of quite short to 
telegraphically terse standard lemmata, while ch. 1.5 begins with 3 brief doxai. 
 The single lemma 1.3.7, the longest of the chapter and third longest of the 
treatise, perhaps even incomplete, counts 379 words. It describes a 
Neopythagorean system and constitutes solid evidence of updating. (So, of 
course, does the earlier restructuring of ch. 1.3 according to the system of 
Successions.) 
 Several other lemmata of ch. 1.3, on the other hand, belong with what may 
be believed to be early Placita material. There are 6 terse ones with early name-
labels plus doxa (§§1.3.10, 3.12–15, 3.24), ellipsis of a verbum dicendi (cf. 
Jeremiah M-R 4.319–323), and of the theme stated in the chapter heading (cf. 
M–R 2.1.173–174). So these tenets are formulated as briefly as possible while still 
enabling differentiation. Of these additional pieces of information the first two 
are only mentioned the first time of a name-label’s occurrence in the treatise, 
so for these four they are found only in this chapter (thus incidentally being 
responsible for extra length). In the case of the other two they may have been 
lost in transmission. Yet together these six lemmata amount to no more than 
42 words. 
 Long to very long expository lemmata are also found elsewhere in the 
Placita, so are not as exceptional as we are sometimes made to believe. We 
may think, for example, of chs. 2.20.13 (Empedocles, 69 words), 3.3.11 
(Democritus, 80 words), 4.11-12 and 4.21 (not in S: Stoics, i.e. further evidence of 
updating; respectively 195, 220, and 173 words), or the chapter on respiration 
(4.22, where S is lost), with lengthy descriptive doxai not only of the Hellenistic 
physicians Herophilus (223 words) and Asclepiades (94 words), but also of 
Empedocles (112 words). Some of the lemmata in Book 5 are often quite 
lengthy as well, even though most of the time we there only have P’s epitome 
too. 
 
2. Subject Matter and Macro-structure 
Book 1 has two different parts, namely the introduction to the physical treatise 
consisting of chapters 1.1-8, and the series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30). The 
latter group, without exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type 
‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα, is concerned with the foundational concepts of 
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theoretical physics. But note that the first part interlocks with the second. 
Since they are strongly connected with the theological chs. 1.6–8, the next 
chapters, 1.9–10, belong with both parts, so conclude the introduction and at 
the same time commence the series of foundational concepts. The brief final 
chapter 1.30, ‘On nature’, is an appendix (‘mantissa’, Diels DG 57) to ch. 1.1 
‘What is nature’, as it raises a point absent in the earlier chapter. And it has the 
same function for the Book as a whole, for as we leave the chapters on 
necessity and fate, the last of the foundational theoretical chapters, we return, 
at least formally, to nature qua process. This structural feature thus aims to 
demonstrate the unity of the Book, comparable to the bridge function of chs. 
1.9–10. It also aims at providing a transition to the next Book on cosmology. For 
parallel such demarcating and connective features in Books 2, 3 and 4 see the 
Introductions to these Books, and the General Introduction section 2.7. 
 The introductory part consisting of chs 1.1-8 forms a unity which is not 
immediately obvious, because, as has been argued at M-R 2.1.60–72, in the 
standard manner of the Placita the exposition after the proœmium has been 
divided up into separate numbered chapters provided with headings (though 
not yet into what Diels 1897, 112 aptly called ‘kleine und kleinste Kapitelchen’). 
We also noted there that a definition of the subject at issue plus an analysis of 
the constituent parts of the discipline concerned is virtually de rigueur in 
scientific, technical and didactical treatises like the present one. Hence the 
definition of the physikos logos, ‘physical doctrine’, ‘account of physics’, in the 
proœmium, and of physis, ‘nature’, in ch. 1.1. Equally essential in this type of 
literature is an historical and systematic overview of its chief practitioners 
inclusive of their specific contributions, in the present case pertaining to the 
archai, i.e. the principles of physics from Thales to Strato of Lampsacus in ch. 
1.3.  
 This overview of the principles and their proponents in ch. 1.3 has been 
expanded by three subsidiary chapters, namely the preliminary ch. 1.2 and the 
two epexegetical chs. 1.4–5, so ch. 1.3 is the primary component of a first cluster 
of the four chs. 1.2–5. Ch. 1.2 defines and so distinguishes from each other 
principles and elements, quite useful for ch. 1.3. Ch. 1.4 describes in atomist 
terms the genesis of a single cosmos very much resembling ours (and rather 
like the potted cosmogony attributed to Heraclitus and Hippasus at ch. 1.3.9), 
thus taking up references to cosmogony in the previous chapter (1.3.2, 1.3.4, 
1.3.9). Ch. 1.5 catches up by appending an ingredient missing in ch. 1.4, namely 
the standard divergence of views concerned with the uniqueness of the cosmos 
vs. a plurality or even infinity of kosmoi according to the Atomists (selectively 
anticipating treatment in ch. 2.1 in the cosmological Book). 
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 A second cluster consists of five chapters, 1.6–10. We first have three 
chapters dealing with philosophical views concerned with the origin of the 
concept of the gods (1.6), their existence, or not, and nature or substance (1.7), 
and with daemons (1.8). The arrangement is comparable with that of the first 
cluster, for again we have a primary chapter surrounded by satellites. Ch. 1.6 is 
preliminary to ch 1.7 just as happens in other literature discussing the origin of 
the concept and the existence and nature of the gods (see below section 5). 
The brief ch. 1.8 is, as it explicitly states, an addendum to ch. 1.7. That the gods 
are to be discussed together with but after the principles is stipulated in the 
Stoic definition of the physikos logos (Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132, see also 
below). That one needs such a discussion in physics, and precisely here, is 
moreover easily explained by the fact that physical principles may function as 
divinities, and divinities as principles of a physical sort. 
 The two chapters, 1.9–10, that come next in the second cluster are about 
the foundational concepts of ‘matter’ and ‘idea’ respectively, and as has been 
seen (cf. M-R 2.1.51–52 for references), together with God as represented by chs. 
1.6–8, they constitute the familiar triad of principles according to Middle 
Platonist doctrine, conspicuously attributed to an updated Plato in precisely 
this order at ch. 1.3.20. The names of the two Stoic first principles, God and 
matter, coincide with those of the first two of the Middle Platonist triad (M-R 
1.2.69). Accordingly, the introduction to the Placita and what immediately 
follows on has not only been upgraded according to Stoic precept, but also 
caters to a Platonist public. It is not an accident that the series of specific 
foundational concepts begins with ‘matter’ and ‘idea’. The redactor is a child of 
his time. The unobtrusive, but very intelligent and persuasive way, in which 
these clusters have been meshed with each other and strive at presenting an 
up-to-date introduction and access to the discipline, is an argument in favour 
of authenticity, that is, of attributing the whole of the proœmium plus chs. 1.1–
8 plus 1.9–10 to A. And though chs. 1.4–5, as has been pointed out by Diels and 
others, would not be out of place in Book 2 (scholars even argued that they are 
misplaced in Book 1), their inclusion in Book 1 is in our view certainly 
defensible from a didactic point of view, since the reader’s attention is directed 
towards cosmology at this early stage, and the clues provided in the 
proœmium and ch. 1.1 are iterated. For the difference in style between esp. the 
lengthy and descriptive chs. 1.6 and 1.7.1 with the majority of Placita chapters 
consisting of an assemblage of staccato lemmata see also our comments above 
in section 1.  
 The second main part, chs. 1.9–29 (including the bridge chs. 1.9-10), 
presents the foundational concepts of theoretical physics in a plausible order. 
As argued at M-R 1.2.97–109 and in detail in the commentary to the individual 
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chapters of Book 1, Peripatetic divisions and orders of presentation have been 
overlaid and fused with divisions and orders of Stoic descent. After the 
concepts of matter and idea we first have causes (ch. 1.11) of both an abstract 
and a concrete nature, and then a group of six chapters (1.12–17) dealing with 
bodies and various kinds and properties and ways of behaviour of bodies. Chs. 
1.9–15 all (with the exception of 1.13) begin with a nominal definition, because 
the technical meaning of certain terms is different from their everyday 
meaning. For instance ὕλη, ‘matter, the subject of ch. 1.9, in normal parlance 
means ‘wood’ (see further at ch. 1.9).  
 The group of chapters concerned with bodies is followed by one of six 
chapters (1.18–22) concerned with what the Stoics called incorporeals, namely 
the void, place, space and time. This order, incorporeals after bodies, is in 
agreement with the main division of physical doctrine according to the Stoics 
(again Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132), though views of others are of course also 
listed. A cluster of two chapters (1.23–24) follows next, concerned respectively 
with motion in general and one of its subspecies, coming-to-be and passing 
away. The rear is brought up by a cluster of five chapters (1.25–29) dealing with 
themes important in Hellenistic philosophy, namely necessity, fate and 
chance. Necessity and chance are also important theoretical concepts in 
Aristotle, but fate in the context of physics only becomes really prominent in 
the Hellenistic period. For ch. 1.3o see above. 
 
3. Name Labels 
Most name-labels in Book 1 are of philosophers, with just two of scientists 
(Eratosthenes and Aristarchus) and one of a doctor (Asclepiades). We find very 
few collective name-labels: Peripatetics twice, only Stoics more often. Of the 
183 name-labels twelve are anonymous, of which five are general and the 
others more specific, for three involve philosophers and the remaining four 
generic groups. 
 For the 171 non-anonymous doxai there are 64 distinct name-labels, the 
largest number in A, but relative to size this comes second to Book 4 (61 from 
143 doxai). 30 doxai out of 171 have multiple name-labels, but there are no 
examples of the really long lists we find in Books 2 and 4. It is the only Book 
where Plato is the top figure, followed by Thales (and ‘his successors’), and 
Epicurus. Xenocrates and Strato are important as well. The richness of Book 1 is 
in fact as it ought to be, since it deals with indispensable introductory topics 
and with the foundational theoretical concepts which no account of physics 
can do without. See further Jeremiah at M-R 4.307–309, 327, and 329. 
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4. Successions and Historical Presentation 
The Successions are prominent in ch. 1.3 on the principles, which because of its 
indispensable contribution to the subject of physics sets the tone for the 
treatise as a whole in an important way. This bias towards Hellenistic 
priorities, however, does not overrule the primary importance of the dialectical 
ordering of doxai according to diaeresis and diaphonia. Book 1 has the second 
highest level of chronological ordering according to name-labels, behind only 
Book 3. See further Jeremiah at M-R 4.310 ff., 323–325, 327 and 345. 
 
5. Sources: Proximate Tradition 
In analysing the Book’s sources, its division into parts and clusters of chapters 
as described in section 2 above must be taken into account, since for each of 
these parts and subparts the situation is to some extent different. 
 Parallels in the proximate tradition for the part comprising the 
introductory chapters 1.1–8 are quite adequate for the proœmium and chs. 1.3 
and 1.7, with their definition and demarcation of the subject matter and 
account of the principles of the discipline. Thus we cite Philo of Alexandria 
(various works), Pliny the Elder, Arius Didymus, Seneca Naturales quaestiones, 
ps.Galen Definitiones medicae, Athenagoras Legatio, Tertullian De anima, 
Diogenes Laertius, ps.Plutarch Stromateis, Hippolytus Refutatio omnium 
haeresium, Achilles De universo, Hermias Irrisio gentilium philosophorum, 
another ps.Galen’s Historia philosopha (esp. the chapters not abstracted from 
ps.Plutarch), Capitula Lucretiana, Scholia in Basilium, and other authors and 
texts. 
 For chs. 1.6–7 together (on the origin of the concept, the existence, and the 
nature of the gods) we may adduce Cicero De natura deorum Books 1 and 2.44–
71, Philo De specialibus legibus 1.32–44, and Sextus Empiricus Pyrrhoniae 
hypotyposes 3.2–12 and Adversus mathematicos 9.13–194. Cf. M-R 2.1.100. 
 For the part comprising the foundational theoretical chapters 1.9–30 the 
proximate material (including the wider doxographical tradition) is uneven. It 
is virtually or even wholly non-existent for chapters 1.13–15, 1.17, 1.18–20, 1.24, 
and 1.30.  
 For the specific Middle Platonist background of the cluster chs. 1.7–10 we 
cite Cicero Lucullus and Varro, Seneca Epistulae ad Lucilium 58 and 65, 
Athenagoras Legatio, ps.Justin Cohortatio, ps.Galen Historia philosopha, and 
Arius Didymus,  
 For the cluster of chs. 1.11–24 plus 1.30 we cite Achilles De universo, 
ps.Galen Historia philosopha, Hermias Irrisio, and Nemesius De natura hominis. 
 For the cluster of chs. 1.25–29 with their specific Hellenistic focus we cite 
sizeable portions of Nemesius De natura hominis.  
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6. Other Source Material 
Here too, in locating other source material, the division of the Book into parts 
and clusters of chapters, as described in section 2 above, must be taken into 
account, since for each of these parts and subparts the situation is to some 
extent different. 
 For the wider doxographical tradition, or use of this tradition, pertaining 
to the introductory chapters 1.1–8 we generously cite quite a few sources, 
namely Philodemus De pietate, Lucretius, Cicero De inventione, Lucullus, 
Tusculanae disputationes and De natura deorum, Varro Antiquitates rerum 
divinarum, Quintilian, Galen Institutio logica, De placitis Hippocatis et Platonis, 
De locis affectis and De propriis placitis, Diogenes of Oenoanda, Clement of 
Alexandria Stromateis and Protrepticus, Sextus Empiricus, Irenaeus of Lyon, 
Arnobius of Sicca Adversus nationes, Lactantius Institutiones, ps.Galen Historia 
philosopha (esp. the chapters not abstracted from ps.Plutarch), Basil of 
Caesarea in Hexaemeron, Epiphanius, Ambrose of Milan Hexameron, 
Augustine (various works), Calcidius in Timaeum, and other texts and authors. 
 For the second part of the Book the wider doxographical tradition is even 
less relevant than the proximate tradition. For the specific Middle Platonist 
background of the cluster chs. 1.7–10 we cite brief passages from Alcinous, 
Athenagoras Legatio, Achilles De universo, and Tzetzes in Iliadem. For the 
foundational chs. 11–30 it is almost wholly inexistent. 
 
7. Other Parallels and Sources 
 (1) The division of the Book into parts and clusters of chapters, described 
in section 2 above, must be taken into account, since for each of these parts 
and subparts the situation is different. 
 A rich crop of parallels for aspects of the introductory chapters 1.1–8 (esp. 
the proœmium and ch. 1.3) can be harvested in scientific and didactic 
literature, which is chiefly—though not exclusively—of a philosophical, 
medical or historical nature. Here definitions of the subject matter and its 
divisions, and historical overviews of (Successions of) the main representatives 
and their contributions and discoveries are de rigueur. To cite only a few 
examples, Diogenes Laertius’ proœmium, the introductory chapters of 
ps.Galen’s Introductio sive medicus and those of another ps.Galen’s Historia 
philosopha can be rewardingly placed next to each other and to the 
introduction to Celsus’ De medicina as well as to that of the Placita. The 
discussion of issues of a preliminary nature in the Commentaries of Late 
Antiquity on Aristotle (long continued in the Islamic world) provides 
impressive parallels, and attests the tenacity of the tradition. But Cicero’s Varro 
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and De finibus, hardly ever evaluated in this context, also provide very 
interesting material already, while that of Sextus Empiricus, quite influential in 
antiquity and better known in the secondary literature, is quite abundant. 
 For the cluster consisting of chs. 1.7–10 dealing with the god(s), matter, 
and idea specific parallels are found in (echoes of) Middle Platonist literature 
and the late Hellenistic and early Roman philosophical koine. Thus we cite 
Alcinous, Aspasius in Ethica Nicomachea, Alexander of Aphrodisias De fato and 
in Topica, Galen (various works), Clement of Alexandria (various works), and 
quite a few other authors, among which several late commentators. 
 For the foundational chs. 11–30 we cite Lucretius, Philo of Alexandria 
(various works), Alcinous, Atticus, Galen (various works), Sextus Empiricus, 
Dionysius of Alexandria, Diogenes of Oenoanda, Alexander of Aphrodisias De 
mixtione, Calcidius in Timaeum, Caelius Aurelianus, Simplicius in Physica, and 
other authors, among which several late commentators. 
 (2) For the ultimate sources of much of the material contained in the Book 
we must go back to the Peripatos, and think of the otherwise lost sources used 
by Aristotle, Theophrastus and their predecessors. The tradition goes back a 
long way. As Solmsen (1960) 51 points out, already before Plato ‘a set of 
physical questions had become detached from the body of cosmological 
subjects. … Aristotle has a goodly number of subjects that find a more suitable 
place in physics than in cosmology (some of them, to be sure, had only 
originated with Plato)’. Ibid. 7–9 Solmsen cites examples of such conceptual, or 
theoretical, subjects: genesis (cf. ch. 1.24), motion (cf. ch. 1.23), infinite 
divisibility (cf. ch. 1.16), void (cf. ch. 1.18), and mixture (cf. ch. 1.17).  
 These and other such themes, such as time and fate, appropriately find 
their place between the introductory chs. 1.1–8 of Book 1 and the cosmological 
chapters of Book 2. As we have argued in apposite detail in one of the earlier 
volumes (M-R 2.1.97–109) and do not need to repeat in the same form here, the 
macrostructure of the Placita and of its individual books conforms grosso modo 
to the diaeresis into primary and secondary parts and subparts of the Stoic 
physikos logos, known to us from Diogenes Laertius’ account at V.P. 7.132, 
which seems to have been abridged by him or his source. In their turn, both 
this Stoic diaeresis and the sequential arrangement of (clusters of) chapters 
and of main topics treated in the Placita are much indebted to the choice of 
subjects and their order of treatment in Aristotle’s physical treatises, which to 
some extent differs from that on the Stoic list. 
 The first main division of the Stoic logos in the above-mentioned text as 
applied to Book 1 in particular, is one into seven subparts, namely (1) the part 
(τόπος) about bodies cf. chs. 1.12–17, (2) the part about principles cf. ch. 1.3, (3) 
the part about elements cf. ch. 1.2, (4) the part about gods cf. chs. 1.6–8, (5) the 
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part about bounding entities cf. ch. 1.14.1, (6) the part about place cf. chs. 1.19–
20, and (7) the part about void cf. ch. 1.18. Parts (1) to (4) pertain to Stoic 
corporeals, parts (5) to (7) to incorporeals. It is to be noted that the concept of 
nature (φύσις) does not figure in the diaeresis. Perhaps of more crucial 
significance to Aristotle than to the Stoics, it is discussed at Physics 2.2 and 
echoed at ch. 1.1. The account of the elements and protagonists in ch. 1.3 is 
ultimately dependent on similar accounts in the first books of Aristotle’s 
Physics and Metaphysics, which are amplifications of Preplatonic lists in their 
turn. The prominent position of the theological chapters 1.6–8 is ultimately 
due to the Stoic agenda, while as we noticed above the link of these chapters 
with ch. 1.9 on ‘matter’ plus 1.10 on ‘idea’ reflects a Middle Platonist position. 
‘Causes’, the subject of ch. 1.11, are treated in Physics 1.7, and in general terms 
are the theme of the αἰτιολογικόν, the third subpart of the second main division 
of the Stoic diaeresis. Ch. 1.19 on ‘void’ and 1.19 on ‘place’ recall the treatment of 
this subject in Physics 3.1–4 plus 6–9. ‘Time’, the theme of chs. 1.21–22, also not 
found in the extant version of the Stoic diaeresis, is treated in Physics 4.10–14. 
‘Necessity’, the theme of chs. 1.25–26, and ‘luck’, that of ch. 1.19, are treated at 
Physics 2.8–9 and 2.4–6 respectively. Though important in Stoic philosophy 
they are not included in the extant version of the diaeresis either. And so is the 
to the Stoics even more important notion of ‘fate’, the theme of chs. 1.27–28, 
which is irrelevant for Aristotle. Thus, the Peripatetic treatment of physics has 
been adapted to fit the requirements of a Hellenistic koine, which goes back to 
the Stoa, but may no longer have been felt to be particularly Stoic. 



 

 

Liber 1 
Titulus et index 

 
Τ: Theodoretus CAG 4.31 Raeder, cf. 2.95, 5.16 (titulus)—PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 874D, 
p. 268 Diels—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā p. 92 Daiber (titulus), pinax in ms. Damascenus fol. 
7v (ineditus)—PE: Eusebius PE 14.13.9, p. 293.11–17 + 14.15.11, p. 299.16–17 + 15.22.69, p. 
400.6–8 + 15.32.8–10, pp. 406.8–407.8 Mras— PC : Cyrillus Juln. 2.14.10–12, p. 105 + 
2.22.7–8, pp. 116 Riedweg— PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 1 (praef.), pp. 17.4–18.14 Delatte 
Cf. Aelius Herodianus Pros.Cath. p. 1.119.35–120.6, de Orth. P. 2.443.10–11 Lenz (nomen) 
 

Titulus      ΑΕΤΙΟΥ ΠΕΡΙ ΤΩΝ ΑΡΕΣΚΟΝΤΩΝ ΤΟ Α΄, ἐν ᾧ κεφάλαια τάδε· 1 

Index  2 
αʹ. Τί ἐστιν ἡ φύσις 3 
βʹ. Τίνι διαφέρει ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖα 4 
γʹ. Περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν, τί εἰσιν 5 
δ΄. Πῶς συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσµος  6 
ε΄. Εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν 7 
ϛ΄. Πόθεν ἔννοιαν ἔσχον θεῶν ἄνθρωποι 8 
ζ΄. Τίς ὁ θεός 9 
η΄. Περὶ δαιµόνων καὶ ἡρώων 10 
θ΄. Περὶ ὕλης  11 
ιʹ. Περὶ ἰδέας 12 
ιαʹ. Περὶ αἰτίων 13 
ιβʹ. Περὶ σωµάτων 14 
ιγʹ. Περὶ ἐλαχίστων 15 
ιδʹ. Περὶ σχηµάτων  16 
ιεʹ. Περὶ χρωµάτων 17 
ιϛʹ. Περὶ τοµῆς σωµάτων 18 
ιζʹ. Περὶ µίξεως καὶ κράσεως 19 
ιηʹ. Περὶ κενοῦ 20 
ιθʹ. Περὶ τόπου  21 
κʹ. Περὶ χώρας 22 
καʹ. Περὶ χρόνου 23 
κβʹ. Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου 24 
κγʹ. Περὶ κινήσεως 25 
κδʹ. Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς  26 
κεʹ. Περὶ ἀνάγκης 27 
κϛʹ. Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης 28 
κζʹ. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης 29 
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κηʹ. Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης 30 
κθʹ. Περὶ τύχης  31 
λʹ. Περὶ φύσεως 32 
  
Titulus [1] scripsimus, cf. T 4.31 et M–R 1.326 : Πλουτάρχου φιλοσόφου Περὶ τῶν 
ἀρεσκόντων φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν δογµάτων βιβλία ε΄ : τὸ α΄, ἐν ᾧ κεφάλαια τάδε PB(I) : mutila 
in PB(II) : Πλουτάρχου Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις βιβλίον α΄ PB(III:E) : om. PB(III:α) : 
Dies ist das Buch des Plutarchos über die naturwissenschaftlichen Ansichten, welche die 
Philosophen vertraten. Es sind fünf Abhandlungen. Die erste Abhandlung über die 
naturwissenschaftlichen Ansichten, welche die Philosophen vertraten PQ 
Index : totum indicem om. PB(III:α) : exstat in PQ, sed hactenus ineditus (habemus huius 
reconstructionis versionem Daiberi; vid. append. infra t. 4) || [3] ἡ] om. PB(III:A), cf. tit. c  
1.1 || [4] στοιχεῖα PB(I-II), cf. tit. c. 1.2 : στοιχεῖον PB(III)Q || [5] τῶν ἀρχῶν PB(III)Q(ut vid.), cf. tit. c. 
1.3]: ἀρχῶν PB(I) || τί εἰσιν] καὶ τί εἰσιν PQ(ut vid.) || [8] Πόθεν … ἄνθρωποι tit. c. 1.6 : θεοῦ P(I-III)Q : 
θεοῦ ἔσχον PB(I-II), inv. PB(III) : οἱ PB(I-II), om. PB(III) || [13] Περὶ αἰτίων : PB(III) cf. tit. c. 1.11 : Περὶ 
αἰτιῶν PB(I,II)  
  
Testes primi:   
Theodoretus CAG 4.31 εἰ δέ τις οἴεται κἀµὲ συκοφαντῆσαι τοὺς ἄνδρας, τὴν παµπόλλην αὐτῶν 
διαφωνίαν ἐλέγξαντα, ἀναγνώτω µὲν Ἀετίου τὴν Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων ξυναγωγήν, ἀναγνώτω δὲ 
Πλουτάρχου τὴν Περὶ τῶν τοῖς φιλοσόφοις δοξάντων ἐπιτοµήν· καὶ Πορφυρίου δὲ ἡ Φιλόσοφος 
ἱστορία πολλὰ τοιαῦτα διδάσκει.  cf. CAG 2.95 Πλούταρχος δὲ καὶ Ἀέτιος τὰς τῶν φιλοσόφων 
ἐκπαιδεύουσι δόξας.  CAG 5.16 ἃ δέ γε ξὺν θεῷ λέξω, ἐκ τῶν Πλουτάρχῳ καὶ Πορφυρίῳ καὶ 
µέντοι καὶ Ἀετίῳ ξυγγεγραµµένων ἐρῶ. 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi 
Eusebius PE 14.13.9 σκεψώµεθα δῆτα λοιπὸν ἤδη ἄνωθεν ἀρξάµενοι τὰς τῶν εἰρηµένων 
φυσικῶν φιλοσόφων δογµατικὰς πρὸς ἀλλήλους ἀντιδοξίας. γράφει δὴ ἀθρόως ἁπάντων τῶν 
Πλατωνικῶν ὁµοῦ καὶ Πυθαγορείων τῶν τε ἔτι πρεσβυτέρων φυσικῶν φιλοσόφων 
ἐπικεκληµένων καὶ αὖ πάλιν τῶν νεωτέρων Περιπατητικῶν τε καὶ Στωϊκῶν καὶ Ἐπικουρείων 
τὰς δόξας συναγαγὼν ὁ Πλούταρχος ἐν οἷς ἐπέγραψε ῾Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις 
φυσικῶν δογµάτων’, ἐξ ὧν παραθήσοµαι ταῦτα· (14: δόξαι φιλοσόφων περὶ ἀρχῶν (cf. c. 1.3).  
PE 14.15.11 πάλιν δ’ οὖν ὁ Πλούταρχος τὰς περὶ θεῶν ὑπολήψεις τῶν αὐτῶν τοῦτον γράφει τὸν 
τρόπον· (16: δόξαι φιλοσόφων περὶ θεῶν (cf. c. 1.7).  PE 15.22.69 θήσω δὲ καὶ ταῦτα ἀπὸ τῆς 
Πλουτάρχου γραφῆς, ἐν ᾗ τὰς περὶ τούτων ἁπάντων ὁµοῦ τῶν τε πρεσβυτέρων καὶ νέων 
δόξας συναγαγὼν τοῦτον γράφει τὸν τρόπον (seq. capita selecta de libr. 2). PE 15.31.2 οἷα δὲ 
καὶ περὶ τοῦ παντὸς διειλήφασιν, ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς µάνθανε τοῦ Πλουτάρχου φωνῆ (seq. c. 1.4).  
PE 15.32.8–10 τοιαύτη καὶ ἡ θαυµάσιος αὐτῶν κοσµογονία. συνῆπται τούτοις ἄλλη τις 
πλείστη λογοµαχία, παντοίων πέρι προτάσεων ἀπορησάντων· εἰ χρὴ τὸ πᾶν ἓν ἢ πολλὰ 
ἡγεῖσθαι καὶ εἰ ἕνα τὸν κόσµον ἢ πλείους (cf. c. 1.5)· καὶ εἴτε ἔµψυχος οὗτος καὶ προνοίᾳ 
τυγχάνει θεοῦ διοικούµενος εἴτε καὶ τἀναντία (cf. c. 2.3)· καὶ εἰ ἄφθαρτος ἢ φθαρτός (cf. c. 
2.3)· καὶ πόθεν τρέφεται (cf. c. 3.10) · καὶ ἀπὸ ποίου ἤρξατο ὁ θεὸς κοσµοποιεῖν (cf. c. 2.6)· 
περί τε τῆς τάξεως τοῦ κόσµου (cf. c. 2.7)· καὶ τίς ἡ αἰτία τοῦ αὐτὸν ἐγκλιθῆναι (cf. c. 2.8)· 
περί τε τοῦ ἐκτὸς τῆς τοῦ κόσµου περιφερείας (cf. c. 2.9)· καὶ τίνα τὰ δεξιὰ καὶ τὰ ἀριστερὰ 
τοῦ κόσµου (cf. c. 2.10)· περί τε οὐρανοῦ (cf. c. 2.11)· καὶ πρὸς ἅπασι τούτοις περὶ δαιµόνων 
καὶ ἡρώων (cf. c. 1.8)· περί τε ὕλης (cf. c. 1.9)  καὶ περὶ ἰδεῶν (cf. c. 1.10)· καὶ περὶ τῆς τοῦ 
παντὸς τάξεως (—)· ἔτι µὴν περὶ τῆς τῶν ἄστρων φορᾶς τε καὶ κινήσεως (cf. c. 2.16)· καὶ 
πρὸς τούτοις ὁπόθεν φωτίζονται οἱ ἀστέρες (cf. c. 2.17)· καὶ περὶ τῶν καλουµένων Διοσκούρων 
(cf. c. 2.18)· περί τε ἐκλείψεως ἡλίου (cf. c. 2.24)  καὶ σελήνης (cf. c. 2.29)· καὶ περὶ ἐµφάσεως 
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αὐτῆς καὶ διὰ τί γεώδης φαίνεται (cf. c. 2.30)· καὶ περὶ τῶν ἀποστηµάτων αὐτῆς (cf. c. 2.31)· 
καὶ ἔτι περὶ ἐνιαυτῶν (cf. c. 2.32). (9) ταῦτα δὲ πάντα διὰ µυρίων τοῖς περὶ ὧν ὁ λόγος 
κατεσκευασµένα ἐπειδὴ τεµὼν ὁ Πλούταρχος ἐν ὀλίγοις συνεῖλεν, ἐπὶ ταὐτὸν ὁµοῦ 
συναγαγὼν τὰς ἁπάντων ἀποφάσεις καὶ τὰς διαφωνίας αὐτῶν, ἡγοῦµαι καὶ ἡµῖν οὐκ ἄχρηστα 
γενήσεσθαι παρατεθέντα εἰς τὴν εὔλογον αὐτῶν παραίτησιν. ὅτε γὰρ αὐτοὶ πρὸς σφᾶς αὐτοὺς 
ἐναντίοι κατὰ διάµετρον ἔστησαν µάχας τε καὶ πολέµους, πλέον δὲ οὐδὲν καθ’ ἑαυτῶν ἐξῆψαν, 
τὰ τοῦ πέλας ἕκαστοι φιλοτιµίᾳ λόγων ἀπελέγξαντες, πῶς οὐκ ἂν εἰκότως ἡµῖν ἀσφαλῆ τὴν 
περὶ τούτων ἐποχὴν γεγονέναι πᾶς ὁστισοῦν ὁµολογήσειε; (10) θήσω δὲ ἑξῆς τοῖς εἰρηµένοις 
ὅσα καὶ περὶ τῶν προσγειοτέρων ἐπηπόρησαν, περὶ γῆς σχήµατος (cf. c. 3.10) καὶ περὶ 
θέσεως (cf. c. 3.11) καὶ ἐγκλίσεως αὐτῆς (cf. c. 3.12) καὶ ἔτι περὶ θαλάσσης (cf. c. 3.16), ὡς ἂν 
εἰδείης ὅτι µὴ ‹περὶ› µόνων τῶν µετεώρων καὶ µεταρσίων οἱ γενναῖοι διέστησαν, ἀλλ’ ὅτι καὶ 
ἐν τοῖς περιγείοις διαπεφωνήκασιν. ἵνα δὲ τῶν σοφῶν ἔτι τὴν σοφίαν ἀποθαυµάσῃς, προσθήσω 
καὶ ὅσα περὶ ψυχῆς (cf. c. 4.4–5) καὶ τοῦ ἐν αὑτοῖς ἡγεµονικοῦ (cf. c. 4.5) διεµαχέσαντο, οὐδὲ 
σφᾶς αὐτοὺς ἐπιγνῶναι οἵας εἶεν φύσεως δεδυνηµένοι. ἀλλὰ γὰρ ἀνίωµεν ἐπὶ τὰ πρῶτα τῶν 
εἰρηµένων (seq. capita selecta de libr. 1–4) 
 
Cyrillus Juln. 2.14 Πλούταρχος τοίνυν, ἀνὴρ τῶν παρ’ αὐτοῖς οὐκ ἄσηµος γεγονώς, ἐν τῷ 
δευτέρῳ βιβλίῳ τῆς τῶν Φυσικῶν δογµάτων συναγωγῆς, οὕτω φησί (cit. c. 2.1)  Juln. 2.22 ἔφη 
γάρ που … ὁ Πλούταρχος ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ βιβλίῳ Φυσικῶν δογµάτων συναγωγῆς·(cit. c. 1.6). 

 
Symeon Seth CRN 1 (Praef.) ὁ µὲν Πλούταρχος … διαφόρους δόξας ἀπαριθµούµενος καὶ τὴν 
ἀληθῆ µὴ ἀποδεικνύων καὶ πιστούµενος συγχέει µᾶλλον τὸν λογισµὸν καὶ ἀπορεῖν 
παρασκευάζει ἢ εἰς ἐπίστασιν ἄγει. … καὶ πρότερον µὲν ἐκ τῶν ἐσχάτων ἀρχόµενος ἀποδείξω 
περὶ τῆς γῆς (cf. c. 3.9) ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ λόγῳ ὅτι τυγχάνει σφαιροειδὴς (cf. c. 3.10) καὶ ὅτι ἐν 
µέσῳ κεῖται τοῦ παντός (cf. c. 3.11)· καὶ ὅσων σταδίων ἐστὶν ἡ περίµετρος αὐτῆς καὶ ὅσον καὶ 
οἷον µέρος αὐτῆς οἰκοῦµεν οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ πῶς τὰ ἑπτὰ κλίµατα διαµεµέρισται καὶ µέχρι 
τίνος ἐν τῇ ἀνατολῇ οἰκοῦσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ τί µὲν τὸ πέρας τῆς ἐν τῇ δύσει οἰκήσεως, τί δὲ 
τὸ ἐν τῷ βορρᾷ καὶ τί τὸ ἐν τῷ νότῳ (cf. c. 3.14). ἐν δὲ τῷ δευτέρῳ περί τε ὕδατος καὶ 
θαλάσσης (cf. c. 3.16) καὶ ἀέρος καὶ πυρὸς καὶ ἀστραπῶν καὶ κεραυνῶν καὶ βροντῶν (cf. c. 
3.3) καὶ κοµητῶν (cf. c. 3.2) καὶ ὑετῶν καὶ χιόνος καὶ χαλάζης καὶ τῶν ὁµοίων (cf. c. 3.4). ἐν 
δὲ τῷ τρίτῳ περὶ τῶν οὐρανίων σωµάτων καὶ τῆς φύσεως αὐτῶν (cf. lib. 2) καὶ µεγέθους ἡλίου 
(cf. 2.21) καὶ σελήνης (cf. c. 2.26) καὶ κινήσεως ἀστέρων (cf. 2.16). ἐν δὲ τῷ τετάρτῳ περὶ 
ὕλης (cf. c. 1.9) καὶ εἴδους (cf. c. 1.10) καὶ φύσεως (cf. cc. 1.1, 1.30) καὶ ψυχῆς (cf. cc. 4.2–7) 
καὶ νοῦ (cf. c. 4.5). ἐν δὲ τῷ πέµπτῳ περὶ τῆς πρώτης τῶν ὄντων αἰτίας (cf. cc. 1.3, c. c. 1.7).  
CRN 4 tit. + 4.56, p. 59.9–12 Delatte Λόγος τέταρτος· περὶ ὕλης (cf. c. 1.9), περὶ εἴδους (cf. c. 
1.10), περὶ φύσεως (cf. cc. 1.1, 1.30), ἐν ᾧ περὶ τόπου (cf. c. 1.19) καὶ χρόνου (cf. cc. 1.21-22), 
περὶ ψυχῆς (cf. cc. 4.2–7) ἐν ᾧ καὶ περὶ αἰσθήσεων (cf. c. 4.9), περὶ νοῦ (cf. c. 4.5a). 
 
Testes secundi:  
Aelius Herodianus Pros.Cath. p. 1.119.32–120.6 Lenz τὰ διὰ τοῦ τιος (macron above four 
letters) προπαροξύνονται ἀσπάσιος, … θαλάττιος, διπλάσιος, Ταράσιος, ἀµβρόσιος, Ἱκέσιος, 
ἀνάρσιος, Ἐφέσιος, … δηµόσιος, διαπρύσιος, διακόσιοι, τριακόσιοι, πεντακόσιοι, Ὑπάτιος, 
Εὐστράτιος, Ἀέτιος, Φιλοίτιος, Μενοίτιος, ὑστάτιος, ὁσσάτιος, Μελέτιος, Ἀχερόντιος, 
Ἀθανάσιος, Θριάσιος, Τιθράσιος, Ἀναγυράσιος …  de Orth. p. 2.443.10–11 Lenz τὰ διὰ τοῦ τιος 
(macron above four letters) διὰ τοῦ ῑ γράφεται οἷον Ὑπάτιος, Εὐστράτιος, Ἀέτιος, Φιλοίτιος, 
Μενοίτιος, ὑστάτιος, ὁσσάτιος. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
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Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  For all five Books a full title at the head of the Book is preserved in PB. 
In the case of the first book the full title for the five Books is given, followed by 
the heading for Book 1. This general heading for all five Books and the 
additional heading for Book 1 are confirmed by Q. However, it must be borne 
in mind that the author of P, in making an epitome of the original 
compendium, will have adapted the title for his own purpose. In his most 
detailed reference to the titles of the works he uses at CAG 5.31 (text above), T 
makes quite clear that these two works had different titles. Given that our aim 
is to reconstruct A’s original compendium, it follows that we must take over 
the title as formulated in T. At M–R 1.323–327 we present a detailed discussion 
of this title and parallels to it elsewhere in Greek philosophical texts. We 
conclude that T’s words ἀναγνώτω µὲν Ἀετίου τὴν Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων ξυναγωγήν 
are best interpreted as ‘let him read the collection ‘On Placita’, i.e. the title of 
the work was simply Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων in five books. This is the title we use in 
our text. 
 (2)  The capitulationes, or indices of chapter headings for each of the five 
Books, are also found in most mss. of PB. Fortunately the oldest of the three 
mss. of Q used by Daiber in his edition, Ẓāhirīya (Damascus) 4871, contains a 
translation of these indices, and thus provides valuable additional evidence on 
the manuscript tradition. Also see below, section D(3). Differently from what 
we find in the Greek mss. where the indices are found at the beginning of the 
individual books, this manuscript collects all the chapter headings together in 
a single list (just like Diels did at on DG 268–269, but of course quite 
independently of the Arabic transmission). Daiber (1980) 75–76, followed by 
Bottler (2016) 26 n. 59, argued that this list was compiled later on the basis of 
the Arabic translation and was not present in the Greek exemplar used by Q. 
This would be demonstrated by common mistakes in the list and in the 
translation itself. But it is no less possible that the translator used the same 
formulations when drawing up his list on the basis of the indices in his Greek 
exemplar and when he translated the chapter headings in the course of 
translating the main text. In any case, this evidence in Q is certainly not an 
argument for denying that the indices were not original to P’s epitome. Daiber 
did not include them in his edition and translation of Q, but he has kindly 
provided the editors with a translation (see Appendix p. 000). We have 
recorded the variants in this list in the apparatus of the indices at the relevant 



 Book 1 Title and Index 5 

 

place in the five books. Not much value should be attributed to them, but they 
are part of the evidence of the transmission of the text. 
 (3)  The indices are not paralleled in S (both the pinax in the Laurentianus 
ms. and Photius’ index pertain to the whole Anthology) and T (who does not 
have indexes and chapter headings). Parallels for intratextual headings are 
found in both S and T. In S these are included, often in abridged form, in his 
coalesced chapter headings, while T cites the main concept at issue at the 
beginning of his abstracts from A. These parallels will be cited at the relevant 
chapters below. On tables of content in professional and didactic literature see 
below, section D(e)(1).  
 
C  Treatise Title and Name of Author  
As noted above, the title of A’s compendium must be based on the evidence of 
T, who is also the only witness for the name of its author. Depending on how 
one reads T’s sentence at CAG 5.16, it can be taken to be either Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων 
or Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων συναγωγή (from an orthographical viewpoint συναγωγή is 
far more common than ξυναγωγή as in Raeder’s text). Both titles are possible. 
The term ἀρέσκον/ἀρέσκοντα is of course extremely common as a terminus 
technicus for the view or doctrine of a philosopher or scientist (e.g. doctors) in 
ancient literature. It is found for example in the title of Diogenes Laertius’ 
work as determined in Dorandi’s edition: βίοι καὶ γνῶµαι τῶν ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ 
εὐδοκιµασάντων καὶ τῶν ἑκάστῃ ἀρεσκόντων. Remarkably, however, there are no 
exact parallels for the phrase Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων on its own. According to the 
evidence of the TLG, T’s text is the only extant instance in Greek literature. 
The closest parallels to either of the alternatives derived from T’s text are as 
follows (for fuller lists see M–R 1.323–325). 
(1) Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων συναγωγή: cf. various titles in the catalogue of Theophrastus’ 
writings in Diogenes Laertius: V.P. 5.43 Τῶν Διογένους συναγωγῆς α΄; V.P. 5.44 Περὶ τῶν 
Μητροδώρου συναγωγῆς α΄; V.P. 5.45 Προβληµάτων συναγωγῆς α΄ β΄ γ΄ δ΄ ε΄; V.P. 5.47 
Λόγων συναγωγῆς α΄; V.P. 5.47 Τῶν Ξενοκράτους συναγωγῆς α΄. The only extant 
combination of συναγωγή with ἀρέσκοντα is found in the reference to a work of 
Aristotle by Simplicius in Cael. 386.25, ἐν τῇ τῶν Πυθαγορείοις ἀρεσκόντων συναγωγῇ, 
but we cannot be sure that he refers to an actual title (at 392.23 the reference is ἐν τῷ 
δευτέρῳ τῶν Πυθαγορικῶν). 
(2) Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων (not including the title of P): cf. Αrius Didymus at Eus. PE 11.23.2 
Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων Πλάτωνι συντεταγµένων (but probably part of his Περὶ αἱρέσεων, so 
probably not a separate title at all, cf. Algra (2018) 68); Albinus Περὶ τῶν Πλάτωνι 
ἀρεσκόντων cited in the colophon of Parisinus graecus 962, on which see Whittaker at 
DPhA 1.96; and (without περὶ) Alexander Philalethes at Galen Puls. 8.726.10 K. ἐν τῷ 
ε΄τῶν ἀρεσκόντων (i.e. medical subjects). 
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None of these parallels allow a definite choice between the two alternative 
readings of T’s text. The two best are D.L. 5.44 Περὶ τῶν Μητροδώρου συναγωγῆς 
α΄ and Albinus Περὶ τῶν Πλάτωνι ἀρεσκόντων. We have opted for Περὶ 
ἀρεσκόντων above Περὶ ἀρεσκόντων συναγωγή (or συναγωγῆς with book 
number) on stylistic grounds (cf. M–R 326). For the former the words τοῖς 
φιλοσόφοις must be understood, as can be seen from the Albinus title and from 
the adaptation in the titles of P.  
 The more copious evidence on the author (pseudonymous) and title of 
the reduced version of the work is thus of secondary value, but nevertheless 
deserves further scrutiny. The most complete titles, as found in the oldest ms. 
Mosquensis 521 (M), are: 

Book 1: Πλουτάρχου φιλοσόφου Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν δογµάτων 
βιβλία ε΄ : τὸ α΄ (the colon : is present in the text as recorded in the manuscript) 

Book 2: Πλουτάρχου φιλοσόφου Περί τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν ἐπιτοµῆς τὸ 
β΄ 
Book 3: Πλουτάρχου φιλοσόφου Περί τῶν ἀρεσκόντων φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ τὸ γ΄ 
Book 4: Πλουτάρχου Τῶν ἀρεσκόντων φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν τὸ δ΄ 
Book 5: Πλουτάρχου φιλοσόφου Τῶν ἀρεσκόντων φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ τὸ ε΄ 

There is, as can be seen, quite a bit of variation between the various books. The 
most noteworthy is the naming of the work as an ἐπιτοµή in Book 2 and the 
reference to its epitome character in Books 3 and 5 (ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ). Such reference 
is absent in Books 1 and 4. Parisinus 1672 (III:E) also has a full title but without 
reference to the epitome character. Marcianus 521 (m) only gives βιβλίον plus 
the cardinal number. Q vacillates between longer (Books 1, 3, 4) and shorter 
versions (Books 2, 5). The references to P’s title in the witnesses also show 
much variation (full texts above): 

E: PE 14.3.9 Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις φυσικῶν δογµάτων 
C: Juln. 2.14 τῆς τῶν Φυσικῶν δογµάτων συναγωγῆς 
T: CAG 5.31 τὴν Περὶ τῶν τοῖς φιλοσόφοις δοξάντων ἐπιτοµήν. 

We note that C describes the work as a συναγωγή (cf. the description of A in T), 
and this character is also emphasized by E in his description (συναγαγών), 
whereas T points out its epitome character. It is apparent that (1) there was 
much variation in the titles of ancient works as transmitted in manuscripts; (2) 
that this variation also occurred when these titles were cited in other texts; 
and (3) that in such citations descriptive terms were added which were not 
present in the titles themselves (as we think T likely did in his reference to A’s 
work). 
 Let us now examine more closely how P formulated the title of his work, 
comparing it with the title and contents of the original. We can discern the 
following steps that he took: 
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(1) He commenced with the words of A’s title Περὶ ἀρεσκόνων, though they are 
now not nominal but adjectival, describing the subsequent φυσίκων δογµάτων. 
Because of this change, they attract the article τῶν. 
(2) The words τοῖς φιλοσόφοις are now included. As we noted earlier, in A’s title 
they were understood. A actually only refers to φιλόσοφοι twice in the work as 
we have it, at A 1.6.1[36] διδάσκεται δὲ τὸ µὲν φυσικὸν ὑπὸ τῶν φιλοσόφων, and 
1.7.1[2] ἔνιοι τῶν φιλοσόφων. But it is clear that almost all name-labels refer to 
philosophers. We note too that A speaks of τῆς φιλοσοφίας πραγµατεία in the 
opening lines of the work. 
(3) The words φυσίκων δογµάτων are in tune with the description τὸν φυσικὸν 
λόγον in the first words of the compendium. δόγµα here is regarded as a 
synonym of δόξα. Ιn the work it occurs only at A 2.13.15 in relation to the 
Orphics. But δόξα too scarcely occurs in it. In the meaning of a view or tenet it 
is only found at A 1.3.20 stating that the views of Socrates and Plato are the 
same on every subject. Interestingly T in his reference to the title replaces 
ἀρεσκόνων with δοξάντων. It is to be noted that the phrase φυσίκων δογµάτων 
goes back not coincidentally to the origin of the tradition in Theophrastus’ 
Φυσικαὶ δόξαι. 
(4) As we noted already, three of P’s titles (though not the first) in the 
Mosquensis refer to the epitome character of the work. Of course P’s treatise is 
an ἐπιτοµή, i.e. abridged version, of A. But we should note that in the proem to 
Book 3, A himself states that he has ‘gone through the account of the things in 
the heavens by way of an epitome (ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ).’ Here the method of 
doxography itself is regarded as a form of abridgement, i.e. reducing the views 
of the philosophers to a compact format. 
 P’s much longer titles are thus clearly based on the title and contents of 
the earlier work, A’s compendium. But we can go a step further. P has 
expanded and explicated what is implicit in A’s title. As Bottler (2014) 493 
rightly points out, in the titles that T gives for both A and P, the description 
that they deal with physical subjects (i.e. τὰ φυσικά or the φυσικὸς λόγος) is 
missing. It must be assumed that A wished the title to be read in conjunction 
with the work’s opening lines, where its subject is made pellucidly clear. P 
modifies this approach and includes it in the information in his titles. But 
there is absolutely no need to conclude, as Bottler does, ‘dass die von 
Theodoret erwähnten Kompendien [note the plural] noch um 
nichtphysikalische Inhalte, also ethische Inhalte erweitert waren.’ After all, we 
have both compendia, and in the body of the Placita ethics plays a part only 
incidentally, see below 1.od Commentary D(c)3 and D(d)2. It is quite out of the 
question that T would be referring to other works, certainly with regard to P. 
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This is a most curious use of an argumentum ex silentio, leaving aside her 
depiction of T as a problematic witness elsewhere, e.g. ibid. 511–512. We might 
also compare G’s compendium, which is entitled Περὶ φιλοσόφου ἱστορίας or 
simply Φιλόσοφος ἱστορία. It too does not treat the ethical part of philosophy, 
although its importance is emphasised in the opening discussion on the nature 
and parts of philosophy §§1–8 (esp. §§1–2) and it does contains chapters on 
the logical or dialectical part of philosophy (§§9–15). 
 It must be emphasised that absolute certainty regarding the title of A’s 
work cannot be attained. Book titles in antiquity were notoriously variable. 
This is apparent in T’s text on which we depend. Just as he gave a paraphrase 
of P’s title, similarly he may have done so for A’s work. But it is the only 
mention of the title that is extant and must, as argued above, be our starting-
point in reconstructing it.  
 In relation to the author’s name there has been some discussion in 
recent years. After we accepted Diels’ use of the name in M–R vol. 1 and 
devoted a brief discussion to it at M–R 1.322–323, Bremmer (1998) responded 
with the argument that the name does not occur as a personal name in any 
documentary material. In Runia (2009) 465 and Mansfeld at M-R 4.187–191 we 
have responded to this view, arguing that there is no reason to reject the 
literary evidence in which the name occurs quite commonly as early as the 
first cent. CE (and the related name Ἀετίων much earlier still in the 4th cent. 
BCE). As a witness to the name we cite the Alexandrian grammarian Aelius 
Herodianus (2nd cent. CE), who twice includes Ἀέτιος in lists of words 
(including quite a few personal names) illustrating aspects of accentuation.  
 Just as in the case of the work’s title, so we can also not be absolutely 
certain about the name of its author. Alternative theories that the name was 
Areius, i.e. Arius Didymus (Lebedev 1988), or that there were two works under 
the name of Plutarch, a fuller and a reduced version (Gourinat 2018), are not as 
plausible as the Dielsian hypothesis. The key given is that there was an original 
compendium on which P, S and T depend, and which had a named author. 
What the name of that author, and what its exact title was, are secondary. See 
further Mansfeld (2018a) at  M–R 4.174–195. 
 
D  Analysis of the Index 
 (1) The indices in the Placita are lists of subjects, or themes of 
investigation and discussion to be treated, which function as chapter headings. 
Discussion of the indices therefore should not occur without reference to the 
intratextual headings. Headings per se are further discussed below at ch. 1.1, 
Commentary C. 
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 (2) The snippets of the Antinoopolis papyrus of the third cent. containing 
the text of P not only contain fragments of lemmata but also of headings and 
heading numbers (but no fragments of tables of contents), see M-R 1.126–130. 
They will be quoted below among the fontes at the top and the testes primi 
placed directly under the apparatus criticus of the (regrettably few) chapters 
concerned.  
 (3) The presence of an index of chapter headings, which as we argue, goes 
back to the original text of the compendium, gives rise to an important 
methodological consideration. It may be considered virtually certain that in 
the case of the original compendium the author will have based his index on 
the chapter headings that he employed. As argued below at section (6), the 
intratextual headings are indispensable, which the pinakes are not, or not to 
the same extent. This will mean that there should be no discrepancy between 
the two headings for each chapter, the one in the index, the other in the text of 
the work. In the course of transmission, such discrepancies could easily arise. 
Since the task we have set ourselves is to reconstruct the original text of the 
compendium, there should thus also be no such discrepancies in our text. 
Accordingly, we have set out the contents of the index on the basis of the 
headings that we have determined for the individual chapters. Discrepancies 
between these headings and the readings of the index in the manuscripts are 
recorded in the apparatus criticus. References to the intra-textual headings, 
e.g. ‘tit. c. 1.6’, mean that the reading has been taken over from those headings. 
References to mss. of PB refer to readings of the pinax in those mss. 
 (4) In Book 1 there is only one case, ch. 1.6, in which there is an element of 
the chapter headings in the main body of the text which does not correspond 
to any readings for the index of headings, namely the plural θεῶν as opposed to 
the singular θεοῦ. In three other cases, chs. 1.2, 1.3,and 1.11, there are manuscript 
readings for the index of headings which correspond to the intra-textual 
headings, but also readings that differ from them. These latter are recorded in 
the appartus criticus above. The reader is advised also to compare these 
readings with those for the intra-textual chapter headings set out in the 
corresponding chapter. For the other books see the appropriate chapters 
below. 
 (5) The readings in Q, based on the translation of the index in ms. Ẓāhirīya 
(Damascus) 4871 (see above section A(2), are also recorded in the appartus 
criticus. These readings never diverge from those of the index in the Greek 
mss. (or at least some of them). But given the methodology outlined above in 
(3), this will not affect the text of the Index printed above. 



 Book 1 Title and Index 10 

 

 (6) Bottler (2014) 24–27 argues that the tables of contents are a later 
addition. She has failed to take the arguments in favour of the authenticity of 
chapter headings (inclusive of their numbering) and tables of contents at M-R 
2.1.196–204 into account. Without headings chapters would often be hard to 
distinguish from each other, and often it would not be immediately clear what 
the (grammatical) subject of at least the first lemma(ta) is without the 
assistance of the heading, see e.g. ch. 1.20, ‘On time’ (Περὶ χρόνου). Also it would 
be hard to find one’s way in this highly technical treatise. Ellipsis of the 
chapter theme is as typical a feature of doxographical language as the ellipsis 
of words of saying and thinking so rewardingly studied by Jeremiah M–R 4. 
319–323. Scribonius Largus, the author of another professional treatise more or 
less contemporary with A, namely a collection of medical prescriptions, writes 
that he has added tables of contents and numbered chapter headings ‘so that it 
will be easy to find what is being sought’ (Comp. ep.ded. 15.6–9). So do quite a 
few other authors of professional and didactic treatses, see below, section 
D(e)1.  
 Bottler’s further argument that a table of contents would be superfluous at the 
beginning of Book 1 because, as she claims, chapter headings are mentioned at 1. 
proœm. 3, is mistaken. This paragraph lists a couple of problems (ζητήµατα, θέσεις, 
quaestiones infinitae) in physics as well as in ethics; note the terms ζητῶµεν, ζητεῖται 
and ζητῶν at §1. proœm.2–3 (see further ch. §1. proœm., Commentary D(c)(4)). Ethical 
problems are only mentioned exempli gratia to illustrate the preliminary but also 
basic division of philosophy into a theoretical (i.e. physical) and a practical (i.e. 
ethical) part described in the proem. For the merely incidental presence of ethical 
matters in A see below, ch. 1. proœm., Commentary D(d)(2). For quaestiones 
(ζητήµατα) and capitula etc. see ch. 1. proœm., Commentary D(e)(3a–b) and (e)(4); 
exempla physica and ethica are cited and listed ch. 1. proœm. at Testes secundi, Loci 
aëtiani, section E(a) & (b).  
 Bottler also disregards the functional distinction between formulations of such 
problems on the one hand, and chapter headings (‘Überschriften’) on the other, both 
often, but far from generally, formulated as questions; see below, ch. 1.1 Commentary 
C. A formula or phrase formulating a problem can also be used as a chapter heading 
(cf. M-R 2.1.197–198, 203–204, with references to earlier discussions). But such a phrase 
is not a chapter heading when it is not identified explicitly as such, or found above a 
chapter or in a table of contents. ‘The perfect man’ (τέλειος ἀνήρ) of the proem (ch. 1. 
proœm. 3[3]), who ‘should both theorise about the things that are and perform the 
acts that must be done’ and devote himself to the research that is involved, is not 
concerned with chapter headings but with problems. Bottler’s suggestion amounts to 
a fatal misunderstanding of the nature of the Placita qua treatise containing 
systematic information about contrasting views on problems in physics. Only five 
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examples of physical problems are provided in the proem, hardly sufficient as an 
announcement of the thirty chapters that are to follow in Book 1, even on Bottler’s 
hypothesis. And what about the other four Books, which lack such proems listing 
examples of problems, but are preceded by tables of contents? The discrepancy 
between the small number of problems (for Bottler: headings) in the proem and the 
large number of chapter headings in the body of the treatise is wilfully interpreted by 
her as showing that its various remains cannot be used for a convincing 
reconstruction. We may further observe that there are of course no chapter headings 
or chapters at all in the body of the treatise corresponding to the examples of ethical 
problems provided in ch. 1. proœm. 3 ad finem. Bottler, to be sure, interprets this as a 
contradiction between the proem and the body of the work, which in her view again 
shows that the treatise is in a poor shape. In fact the current state of the treatise can 
be estimated using statistical methods; see Jeremiah (2018), esp. 293–295, who 
estimates that we have 86% of the original; see further General Introduction, section 
2.7. 
 
D(e) Other Evidence 
 (1)  Tables of content and chapter headings. It has been argued that a lack 
of assistance to the reader in the form of tables of contents and chapter 
headings made it much more difficult to find one’s way in an ancient book 
than in a modern one; see Small (1997) 16–19: ‘rare event’, and Dickey (2017) 
13–14:‘there (was) very little in the way of tables of contents, chapter headings 
...’ . This is true to some degree, but not in general, because professional and 
didactic treatises and historical works are often provided with these 
appurtenances, and there are even several important cases which have, or had, 
tables of contents but no intratextual chapter headings. We include a brief 
overview; more is to be found in Mansfeld (2020a). 
  In his introduction to Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History Schwartz (1909) clii–
cliii pointed out that ‘[i]n der Gattung Ἵστορίαι, in denen nicht fortlaufend 
erzählt, sondern Material zusammengetragen wird, ist die Sitte 
Inhaltsverzeichnisse vorauszuschicken, hergebracht: eben weil der Stoff 
disparat ist, soll der Leser orientiert werden.’ Mutschmann (1911) 95 speaks of a 
‘Litteratur, die weniger gelesen als eingesehen und nachgeschlagen wird.’ 
Useful brief overview with references in Regenbogen (1950) 1472–1475:  ‘10. 
Inhaltsangaben, Kephalaioseis, capitulationes’. Speaking of the Elder Pliny’s 
tables in Book I of the Naturalis historia  (see below), he says that such 
overviews were apparently ‘bei großen Sammelwerken üblich’. 
 Scribonius Largus, Pliny, and Columella (all 1st cent. CE), and Aelianus 
Tacticus and Aulus Gellius (both 2nd cent. CE) speak of their tables of contents 
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expressis verbis. Schwartz also mentions Gellius and Diodorus Siculus (1st cent. 
BCE). Mutschmann (1911) mentions Diodorus, Quintilian, and Arrian’s 
Epictetus, and studies Sextus Empiricus and ps.Galen’s Historia philosopha. 
Schröder (1999) discusses Varro, Scribonius Largus, Pliny, Columella, and other 
earlier and later authors, esp. those writing in Latin. The lists of themes for the 
entire Naturalis historia, supplemented with the names of source authors that 
have been used, constitute the main text of Nat. Book 1. As Pliny tells his 
dedicatee, and so us, these lists are indispensable for a rapid orientation, and 
this reason is also put forward by Columella introducing his lost table at the 
end of his Book 11, and by Aelianus Tacticus. And according to Jutta Kollesch 
(1966) 205 = (2019) 42, the mss. of the pre-Galenic ps.Galen Definitiones 
medicae contain ‘Reste’ of  the ‘Kapitelüberschriften’ which provided the 
necessary ‘Gliedering’ of this systematic collection of horoi (the critical edition 
of the work has unfortunately not yet been published).  
 Pliny mentions a predecessor writing in Latin who is lost to us (Valerius 
Soranus, † 82 BCE), but fails to mention Scribonius Largus. This contemporary 
of the emperor Claudius provided his book of prescriptions with what in fact is 
a table of contents (extant), and also tells us that he numbered them (numeris 
notavimus), all to help the reader find his way. These numbers correspond 
with those of the main chapters and their subdivisions in the body of the work 
(this double numbering system parallels that of Aëtius). It is far from certain 
that Pliny numbered the items on his lists himself, though Schröder (1999) 116 
argues in favour. Columella, an important writer on agriculture and a near 
contemporary of Pliny, likewise advises us that his argumenta, i.e. tables of 
contents, are indispensable for finding our way, because we cannot be 
expected to remember everything that is in the treatise (see section E(b)). The 
six-page index of headings of the medical author Soranus’ Gynaikeia in Cod. 
Parisinus 2153 as well as the chapter headings in the body of the treatise are 
accepted and printed as genuine in the editions of Ilberg (1927) and Burgière & 
alii (1998–2000, cf. T. 4, p. xii and 49 ff.). Soranus is to be dated to ca. 100 CE, so 
is somewhat later than Scribonius and a near contemporary of Pliny and 
Aëtius. In fact Ilberg (1910) and his Dutch predecessor Ermerins (1869) and 
(1872) used the index to weed out unauthentic material. For the texts of 
Gellius, Pliny, Aelianus Tacticus, Scribonius Largus and Columella, and 
interesting parallels in Cicero (at Leg. 2.18 and Brut. 164 he speaks of summae 
rerum or capita rerum, both translating κεφάλαια, which later are called tituli 
by the Younger Pliny Ep. 1.20.7, see Dyck 2010); see again section E(b) ad finem. 
For the argumenta and capitula (chapter headings) of Irenaeus of Lyon 
(translated from the Greek), writing in the 2nd cent. CE, see e.g. Rousseau – 
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Doutreleau (1982) 1.51–8 
  The summaries, or inventories of contents, at the end of the introductory 
epistles of Apollonius of Perga (3rd cent. BCE) and Dionysius of Halicarnassus 
(1st cent. CE) do not have the form of a table. They are discussed by Friderici 
(1911) 44–46, and cited below section E(b). One may compare them to the 
‘preambles’ or ‘summaries’ (προεκθέσεις) described by Polybius Book 11 fr. 1a 
(see again section E(b)) safely incorporated in the main text, which, as he says, 
are to be distinguished qua position from the traditional but insecure 
preliminary προγραφαί, i.e. from the tables of contents, but are equivalent as to 
contents and function; see further Laqueur (1911) 177–183. For such προγραφαί 
cf. Aelianus Tacticus Tact. pr. 6 προέγραψα τὰ κεφάλαια (see section E(b) ad 
finem). In the Budé edition (Poznanski 1992) of Asclepiodotus (1st–2nd cent.) the 
numbered τακτικὰ κεφάλαια are printed before the text and the corresponding 
intertextual headings above their respective chapters. The Leiden Arabic 
translation of the Physiognomy of Polemon of Laodicea (a contemporary of the 
emperor Hadrian), which is argued to be a quite faithful translation of the lost 
Greek original (Hoyland 2007, 331), begins with a table of contents consisting 
of seventy numbered chapters and has no intratextual chapter headings. 
Parallel, and less good, versions of this work have no table of contents.  
 Note that Dionysius, whose προέκθεσις comes very close stylistically to a 
pinax, uses the word κεφάλαια, defines these as expressing in outline (ὡς τύπῳ 
περιλαβεῖν) what he is going to say, and that these short phrases begin with 
question words like τίς, τίνα, τίνων, τί, and πῶς. (On this terminology cf. below, 
ch. 1.1 Commentary C). Aelianus Tacticus uses the word κεφάλαια to refer to his 
(extant) pinax of no less than 113 items. Eusebius PE 15.32.8–10 (cited above, 
Testes primi) comes close to a table of contents of part of the Placita.  
 There are no intratextual chapter headings in Polybius, Pliny the Elder, 
Diodorus Siculus, Aelianus Tacticus, Polemon, or, for that mattter, Dionysius 
of Halicarnassus (see below, section D(e)), but only a record of (to us lost) 
tables of contents plus some extant preliminary summaries in Polybius, an 
enormous table of contents of the entire encyclopedia comprising the whole of 
the first Book in Pliny, indices extant and indices lost in Diodorus, a 
substantial table of contents in Aelian, possibly a substantial table of contents 
in Polemon, and a quite full preliminary summary in Dionysius. It appears that 
tables of contents were current long before intratextual headings became 
fashionable. If these parallels mean anything, the tables of contents of Aëtius 
can quite safely be retained. 
 On the organization of esp. technical and professional literature by means of 
tables of contents, numbering and chapter headings see further Schröder (1999) 93–
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159, and the evidence collected by Zuntz (1945) 80–81. The Elder Pliny, Scribonius 
Largus, Columella, and Aulus Gellius are discussed by Riggsby (2007). There are useful 
overviews in Scherbenske (2009) 123–128, and Scholten (1996) 28–35.  On chapter 
divisions and headings—kephalaia (i.e. chapters) and titloi (i.e. chapter headings, 
from Latin tituli)—in mss of the New Testament see e.g. Metzger – Ehrmann (2005) 
34–37, and Goswell (2009), (2010). On the injudicious neglect of this sort of evidence 
by earlier editors of classical texts see already Mutschmann (1911) and Birt (1913) 11. 
 (2)  The large table of contents for 2 Nat. Book 2 contains quite a few 
headings that are identical with or similar to headings in the Placita; we have 
cited these at the appropriate chapters below.  
 (3)  Physikai dogmata/ doxai.  The formula φυσικῶν δογµάτων of the 
ps.Plutarchean title is equivalent to the formula (Περὶ τῶν) Φυσικῶν δοξῶν, 
which has been transmitted as (part of) a title of a work by Theophrastus. This 
title should be translated (On the) Physical Tenets (De physicis opinionibus, 
Physikai Doxai) and not, as Usener and Diels believed and their followers still 
believe, as On the Tenets of the Physicists (De physicorum opinionibus), for this is 
precluded by the presence of Περὶ τῶν. The version in Theophrastus’ 
bibliography at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.48, Φυσικῶν δοξῶν α΄ β΄ γ΄ δ΄ ε΄ ϛ΄ ζ΄ η΄ 
θ΄ ι΄ ια΄ ιβ΄ ιγ΄ ιδ΄ ιε΄, does not allow the translation Tenets of the Physicists 
either. There is only one other indubitable reference to these Physikai Doxai, 
namely Phys.Op. 11a Diels = 241A FHSG (Θεόφραστος µέντοι ἐν τῷ Περὶ τῶν 
φυσικῶν δοξῶν). Some other fragments, too, may be attributed to this work. But 
the fragments in Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics as well as 
several others Usener, Diels and their followers attributed to the purported De 
physicorum opinionibus most probably derive from Theophrastus’ Physics; see 
Mansfeld (1989b) 148–150 = (1990) 253–255, with references. Fortenbaugh & 
alii (1992) collect these texts under the cautious heading ‘Doxography on 
Nature’. For δόξαι and δόγµατα as equivalent see also Theodoret CAG 1.62, 
quoted below at section E(b) Doxography. 
 The Placita not only contains doxai of physical philosophers, but also 
(physical !) doxai of doctors, of astronomers, of other scientists, and even of 
historians. The material in support, including parallels for the phrases φυσικὴ 
δόξα and φυσικὸν δόγµα, has been collected below section E(b). See further 
Mansfeld (1992a) 64–67 = M-R 3.34–37, (2002c) 278–283 = M-R. 3.163–169, Leszl 
(2002) 156–158, who also cites the Theophrastean book titles Περὶ φυσικῶν 
ἐπιτοµῆς α΄ β΄ and Φυσικῶν ἐπιτοµῆς α΄ at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.46 and 5.48 
(which do not mean ‘Shortlist of Physicists’ !), and points towards Galen’s 
reference ἐπιτοµὴν ἐποιήσατο τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν (Thphr. Phys.Op. fr. 5a Diels, 
231 FHS&G at Gal. HNH 15.25.13 K). The title of Book 10 of the ps.Aristotelian 
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Problemata, the longest in the collection, is Ἐπιτοµὴ φυσικῶν. Galen clearly 
uses φυσικῶν δοξῶν in the sense of ‘physical tenets’ at HNH 15.25.10–26.6 K. ‘this 
has been shown in the work On the elements according to Hippocrates, where 
we have referred to virtually all the physical tenets which pertain to the first 
principles or elements (πασῶν σχεδὸν τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν …, ὅσαι περὶ τῶν 
πρώτων ἀρχῶν ἢ στοιχείων γεγόνασιν)’.  
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
Doxography:  Athenagoras Leg. 6.2.11–15 Marcovich Πλάτων δὲ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης (καὶ οὐχ ὡς 
ἐπιδεικνύων τὰ δόγµατα τῶν φιλοσόφων ἐπ’ ἀκριβές, οὕτως ἃ εἰρήκασι περὶ θεοῦ διέξειµι· … ἀλλ’ 
ἐπειδὴ ἀδύνατον δεικνύειν ἄνευ παραθέσεως ὀνοµάτων ὅτι µὴ µόνοι εἰς µονάδα τὸν θεὸν 
κατακλείοµεν, ἐπὶ τὰς δόξας ἐτραπόµην), φησὶν οὖν ὁ Πλάτων κτλ.  Theodoretus CAG 1.62 ὅτι δὲ 
καὶ οἱ ταῖς δὸξαις τῶν φιλοσόφων ἀκολουθήσαντες, πίστει χρώµςνοι ποδηγῷ, οἱ µὲν τὰ τούτων, οἱ δὲ 
τὰ ἐκείνων ἠσπάσαντο, µάλα ἄω τις µάθοι ῥᾳδίως, τὰς τῶν δογµάτων διαφορὰς ἐξετάσς (abstracts of 
doxai of chs. 4.7, 2,4, 1.9 and 2.3 follow).  
capitulationes, προεκθέσεις, praefatiunculae, capita rerum, tituli, summae rerum, indices 
capitulorum, προγραφαί, κεφάλαια:  Apollonius of Perga Conica 1.pr.21–47 ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν ὀκτὼ 
βιβλίων τὰ πρῶτα τέσσαρα πέπτωκεν εἰς ἀγωγὴν στοιχειώδη, περιέχει δὲ τὸ µὲν πρῶτον τὰς γενέσεις 
τῶν τριῶν τοµῶν καὶ τῶν ἀντικειµένων καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐταῖς ἀρχικὰ συµπτώµατα ἐπὶ πλέον καὶ καθόλου 
µᾶλλον ἐξειργασµένα παρὰ τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν ἄλλων γεγραµµένα, τὸ δὲ δεύτερον τὰ περὶ τὰς διαµέτρους 
καὶ τοὺς ἄξονας τῶν τοµῶν συµβαίνοντα καὶ τὰς ἀσυµπτώτους καὶ ἄλλα γενικὴν καὶ ἀναγκαίαν 
χρείαν παρεχόµενα πρὸς τοὺς διορισµούς· τίνας δὲ διαµέτρους καὶ τίνας ἄξονας καλῶ, εἰδήσεις ἐκ 
τούτου τοῦ βιβλίου. τὸ δὲ τρίτον …  τὸ δὲ τέταρτον… . τὰ δὲ λοιπά ἐστι περιουσιαστικώτερα· ἔστι γὰρ 
τὸ µὲν περὶ ἐλαχίστων καὶ µεγίστων ἐπὶ πλέον, τὸ δὲ περὶ ἴσων καὶ ὁµοίων κώνου τοµῶν, τὸ δὲ περὶ 
διοριστικῶν θεωρηµάτων, τὸ δὲ προβληµάτων κωνικῶν διωρισµένων.  Polybius 11 fr. 1a.1.1–3 ἴσως δέ 
τινες ἐπιζητοῦσι πῶς ἡµεῖς οὐ προγραφὰς ἐν ταύτῃ τῇ βίβλῳ, καθάπερ οἱ πρὸ ἡµῶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
προεκθέσεις καθ’ ἑκάστην ὀλυµπιάδα πεποιήκαµεν τῶν πράξεων. ἐγὼ δὲ κρίνω χρήσιµον µὲν εἶναι 
καὶ τὸ τῶν προγραφῶν γένος· καὶ γὰρ εἰς ἐπίστασιν ἄγει τοὺς ἀναγινώσκειν θέλοντας καὶ 
συνεκκαλεῖται καὶ παρορµᾷ πρὸς τὴν ἀνάγνωσιν τοὺς ἐντυγχάνοντας, πρὸς δὲ τούτοις πᾶν τὸ 
ζητούµενον ἑτοίµως ἔνεστιν εὑρεῖν διὰ τούτου· θεωρῶν δὲ διὰ πολλὰς αἰτίας καὶ τὰς τυχούσας 
ὀλιγωρούµενον καὶ φθειρόµενον τὸ τῶν προγραφῶν γένος, οὕτως καὶ διὰ ταῦτα πρὸς τοῦτο τὸ µέρος 
κατηνέχθην· τῆς γὰρ προεκθέσεως οὐ µόνον ἰσοδυναµούσης ⟨πρὸς⟩ τὴν προγραφήν, ἀλλὰ καὶ πλεῖόν 
τι δυναµένης, ἅµα δὲ καὶ χώραν ἐχούσης ἀσφαλεστέραν διὰ τὸ συµπεπλέχθαι τῇ πραγµατείᾳ, τούτῳ 
µᾶλλον ἐδοκιµάσαµεν χρῆσθαι τῷ µέρει παρ’ ὅλην τὴν σύνταξιν πλὴν ἓξ τῶν πρώτων βυβλίων· ἐν 
ἐκείνοις ⟨δὲ) προγραφὰς ἐποιησάµεθα διὰ τὸ µὴ λίαν ἐναρµόζειν ἐν αὐτοῖς τὸ τῶν προεκθέσεων γένος.  
Dionysius of Halicarnassus Comp. 1.55–68 κεφάλαια δ’ αὐτῆς ἐστιν ἃ πρόκειταί µοι δεῖξαι ταῦτα, 
τίς τε ἐστὶν ἡ τῆς συνθέσεως φύσις καὶ τίνα ἰσχὺν ἔχει, καὶ τίνων στοχάζεται καὶ πῶς αὐτῶν τυγχάνει, 
καὶ τίνες αἱ γενικώταται αὐτῆς εἰσι διαφοραὶ καὶ τίς ἑκάστης χαρακτὴρ καὶ ποίαν κρατίστην αὐτῶν 
εἶναι πείθοµαι, καὶ ἔτι πρὸς τούτοις, τί ποτ’ ἐστὶ τὸ ποιητικὸν ἐκεῖνο καὶ εὔγλωσσον καὶ µελιχρὸν ἐν 
ταῖς ἀκοαῖς, ὃ πέφυκε τῇ συνθέσει τῆς πεζῆς λέξεως παρακολουθεῖν, ποιητικῆς τε κατασκευῆς τὸν 
ἀποίητον ἐκµιµουµένης λόγον καὶ σφόδρα ἐν τῇ µιµήσει κατορθούσης εὖ τί τὸ κράτος καὶ διὰ ποίας ἂν 
ἐπιτηδεύσεως ἐγγένοιτο ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν. τοιαυτὶ µὲν δή τινά ἐστιν ὡς τύπῳ περιλαβεῖν ὑπὲρ ὧν 
µέλλω λέγειν. ἄρχεται δὲ ἐνθένδ’ ἡ πραγµατεία.  Cicero Leg. 2.18 leges autem a me edentur non 
perfectae (nam esset infinitum), sed ipsae summae rerum atque sententiae.  Brut. 164 multa in illa 
oratione graviter, multa leniter, multa aspere, multa facete dicta sunt; plura etiam dicta quam 
scripta, quod ex quibusdam capitibus expositis nec explicatis intellegi potest. ipsa illa censoria 
contra Cn. Domitium conlegam non est oratio, sed quasi capita rerum et orationis 
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commentarium paulo plenius.  cf. Pliny (the Younger) Ep. 1.20.7 testes sunt multae multorum 
orationes et Ciceronis Pro Murena, Pro Vareno [lost], in quibus brevis et nuda quasi subscriptio 
quorundam criminum solis titulis [sc. Mur. 57 de Postumi criminibus, de Servi adulescentis] 
indicatur.  Scribonius Largus Comp. ep.15.6–9 primum ergo ad quae vitia compositiones 
exquisitae et aptae sint, subiecimus et numeris notavimus, quo facilius quod quaeretur 
inveniatur; deinde medicamentorum, quibus compositiones constant, nomina et pondera vitiis 
subiunximus.  Columella R.R. 11.3.65 hactenus praecipiendum existimavi de cultu hortorum et 
officiis vilici, quem quamvis instructum atque eruditum omni opere rustico esse oportere prima 
parte huius exordii censuerim, quoniam tamen plerumque evenit, ut eorum, quae didicerimus, 
memoria nos deficiat eaque saepius ex commentariis renovanda sint, omnium librorum meorum 
argumenta subieci, ut cum res exegisset, facile reperiri possit; quid in quoque quaerendum et 
qualiter quidque faciendum sit.  Pliny Nat. 1 pr. 33 quia occupationibus tuis publico bono 
parcendum erat, quid singulis contineretur libris, huic epistulae subiunxi summaque cura, ne 
legendos eos haberes, operam dedi. tu per hoc et aliis praestabis ne perlegant, sed, ut quisque 
desiderabit aliquid, id tantum quaerat et sciat quo loco inveniat. hoc ante me fecit in litteris 
nostris Valerius Soranus in libris, quos Ἐποπτίδων inscripsit.  Martialis Epigr. 13.3.7–8 addita per 
titulos sua nomina rebus habebis: / praetereas, si quid non facit ad stomachum.  14.2.3–4 
lemmata si quaeris cur sint ascripta, docebo: / ut, si malueris, lemmata sola legas.  Fronto ad 
Marc. 3.8.2.41 τὴν δὲ ὅλην τῶν εἰκόνων τέχνην alias diligentius et subtilius persequemur; nunc 
capita rerum attigi.  Ep. 3.8.4 τὴν δὲ ὅλην τῶν εἰκόνων τέχνην alias diligentius et subtilius 
persequemur; nunc capita rerum attigi.  ps.Hermogenes Meth. §12.1–6 Patillon τὸ ἐν ἀρχῇ τι 
λέγειν ἐπὶ κεφαλαίων περὶ ὧν τις µέλλει κατασκευάζειν ἢ διδάσκειν οἱ τεχνικοὶ καλοῦσι προέκθεσιν, 
τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ τέλους ἀναµιµνῄσκειν τὰ ἀποδεδειγµένα ἢ λελεγµένα οἱ τεχνικοὶ καλοῦσιν ἀνακεφαλαίωσιν. 
οἱ δὲ παλαιοὶ τὴν µὲν προέκθεσιν καλοῦσιν ὑπόσχεσιν, τὴν δὲ ἀνακεφαλαίωσιν ἐπάνοδον.  Aelianus 
Tacticus Tact. pr.6 διὰ µέντοι τὰς ἀσχολίας προέγραψα τὰ κεφάλαια τῶν ἀποδεικνυµένων, ἵνα πρὸ 
τῆς ἀναγνώσεως τοῦ βιβλίου τὸ ἐπάγγελµα τοῦ συγγράµµατος δι’ ὀλίγων κατανοήσῃς καὶ οὓς ἂν 
ἐπιζητήσῃς ἀναγνωσθῆναι τόπους ῥᾳδίως εὑρίσκων τοὺς χρόνους µὴ τρίβῃς.  Aulus Gellius NA 1 
praef. 25 capita rerum, quae cuique commentario insunt, exposuimus hic universa, ut iam statim 
declaretur, quid quo in libro quaeri invenirique possit.  Porphyry Plot. 26.28–37 τὰ µὲν οὖν βιβλία 
εἰς ἓξ ἐννεάδας τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον κατετάξαµεν τέσσαρα καὶ πεντήκοντα ὄντα· καταβεβλήµεθα δὲ 
καὶ εἴς τινα αὐτῶν ὑποµνήµατα ἀτάκτως διὰ τοὺς ἐπείξαντας ἡµᾶς ἑταίρους γράφειν εἰς ἅπερ αὐτοὶ 
τὴν σαφήνειαν αὐτοῖς γενέσθαι ἠξίουν. ἀλλὰ µὴν καὶ τὰ κεφάλαια τῶν πάντων (πλὴν τοῦ ῾Περὶ τοῦ 
καλοῦ’ διὰ τὸ λεῖψαι ἡµῖν) πεποιήµεθα κατὰ τὴν χρονικὴν ἔκδοσιν τῶν βιβλίων· ἀλλ’ ἐν τούτῳ οὐ τὰ 
κεφάλαια µόνον καθ’ ἕκαστον ἔκκειται τῶν βιβλίων, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπιχειρήµατα, ἃ ὡς κεφάλαια 
συναριθµεῖται.  Gregory of Nyssa Opif.Hom. MPG 44 128B σαφηνείας δὲ χάριν καλῶς ἔχειν ᾠήθην, 
ἐπὶ κεφαλαίων σοι προθεῖναι τὸν λόγον, ὡς ἂν ἔχοις πάσης τῆς πραγµατείας ἐν ὀλίγῳ τῶν καθέκαστον 
ἐπιχειρηµάτων εἰδέναι τὴν ὑπόθεσιν.  Sulpicius Victor(?) Inst.Or. 23 renovatio, quam Graeci 
ἀνακεφαλαίωσιν vocant, cum breviter capita rerum atque argumentorum percurrimus ad 
renovandam memoriam iudicum.  Jerome in Hiezech. 5 praef. 1–4, p. 185.1–5 Glorie ne librorum 
numerus confundatur, et per longa temporum spatia divisorum inter se voluminum ordo vitietur, 
praefatiunculas singulis libris praeposui, ut ex fronte tituli statim lector agnoscat quotus sibi liber 
legendus et quae nobis prophetia explananda sit.  Jerome in Is. MPL 73 prol. 96–98 Apollinaris 
autem more suo sic exponit omnia, ut universa transcurrat et punctis quibusdam atque 
intervallis, immo compendiis grandis viae spatia praetervolet; ut non tam commentarios quam 
indices capitulorum nos legere credamus.  Augustine Qu.Ev. prol. 10–14 Mutzenbecher quod 
posteaquam conperi, ne quis forte quaerens aliquid legere in hoc opere, quod eum in Evangelio 
movisset et ad quaerendum excitasset, taedio perturbati ordinis offenderetur—quando quidem 
ea quae carptim ut poterant dictabantur in unum conlecta et contexta cognovi—, feci ut ad 
ordinem numerorum praescriptis titulis, quod cuique opus esset facile investigaret. 
 Physical doxai/dogmata:  Philo of Alexandria Virt. 8 τοῦτον τὸν πλοῦτον σοφία χορηγεῖ διὰ 
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λογικῶν καὶ ἠθικῶν καὶ φυσικῶν δογµάτων καὶ θεωρηµάτων.  Leg. 1.59 ἀλλ’ οὗτοι µὲν ἰατρικὴν δόξαν 
ἐκτιθέµενοι µᾶλλον ἢ φυσικὴν.  Albinus Prol. c. 6, p. 151.1 H. ἐστὶ µὲν τὰ φυσικὰ δόγµατα.  ps.Galen 
Def.Med. 19.352.16–353.3 K. ιγ΄. δόγµα ἐστὶ τὸ µὲν ἰδίως, τὸ δὲ κοινῶς λεγόµενον. κοινῶς µὲν ἡ 
ἐνεργείᾳ (ἐνεργείᾳ secl. Barnes 1990, n. 86, n. 104) πράγµατος συγκατάθεσις, ἰδίως δὲ πράγµατος 
⟨ἀδήλου add. Barnes⟩ συγκατάθεσις, διὸ δὴ µᾶλλον ἡ λογικὴ αἵρεσις δογµατικὴ κέκληται. δόγµα 
ἑκατέρως καλεῖται, τό τε δοξαζόµενον καὶ ἡ δόξα αὐτή. τὸ µὲν πρότασίς ἐστι, τὸ δὲ ὑπόληψις.  (cf. 
ps.Galen HPh c. 7, DG pp. 603.22–604.2 τὴν αἵρεσιν ὑπολαµβάνουσί τινες εἰρῆσθαι τριχῶς, κοινῶς 
καὶ ἰδίως καὶ ἰδιαίτατα. κοινῶς µὲν τὴν τινὶ πράγµατι τῶν κατὰ τὸν βίον συγκατάθεσιν, ἰδίως δὲ τὴν ἐν 
τέχνῃ, ἰδιαίτατα δὲ τὴν ἐν τῇ φιλοσοφίᾳ.)  Heraclitus All.Hom. 22.2–3 καὶ τῶν φυσικῶν κατὰ τὰ 
στοιχεῖα δογµάτων εἷς ἀρχηγὸς Ὅµηρος, ἑκάστῳ τινὶ τῶν µετ’ αὐτὸν ἧς ἔδοξεν εὑρεῖν ἐπινοίας 
γεγονὼς διδάσκαλος.  Galen HNH 15.25.10–26.6 K. = 15.23–16.3 Mewald Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. fr. 
5a Diels, 231 FHSG) δ’ ἂν ἐν ταῖς τῶν Φυσικῶν δοξῶν ἐπιτοµαῖς τὴν Ξενοφάνους δόξαν, εἴπερ οὕτως 
εἶχεν, ἐγεγράφει. καί σοι πάρεστιν εἰ χαίροις τῇ περὶ τούτων ἱστορίᾳ τὰς τοῦ Θεοφράστου βίβλους 
ἀναγνῶναι, καθ’ ἃς τὴν ἐπιτοµὴν ἐποιήσατο τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν, ὥσπερ γε πάλιν, εἰ τὰς τῶν παλαιῶν 
ἰατρῶν δόξας ἐθέλοις ἱστορῆσαι, πάρεστί σοι τὰς τῆς Ἰατρικῆς συναγωγῆς ἀναγνῶναι βίβλους 
ἐπιγεγραµµένας µὲν ’Αριστοτέλους, ὁµολογουµένας δὲ ὑπὸ Μένωνος, ὃς ἦν µαθητὴς αὐτοῦ, 
γεγράφθαι, διὸ καὶ Μενώνεια προσαγορεύουσιν ἔνιοι ταυτὶ τὰ βιβλία. δῆλον δὲ ὅτι καὶ ὁ Μένων 
ἐκεῖνος, ἀναζητήσας ἐπιµελῶς τὰ διασῳζόµενα κατ’ αὐτὸν ἔτι τῶν παλαιῶν ἰατρῶν βιβλία, τὰς δόξας 
αὐτῶν ἐκεῖθεν ἀνελέξατο· τῶν δ’ ἤδη διεφθαρµένων παντάπασιν ἢ σῳζοµένων µέν, οὐ θεωρηθέντων δ’ 
αὐτῷ τὰς γνώµας οὐκ ἠδύνατο γράψαι.  HNH 15.50.3–8 Κ. = 27.27–28.2 Mewald ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἥδε ἡ 
δόξα τοὺς αὐτοὺς ἐλέγχους ἔχει ταῖς ἐξ ἀναισθήτων καὶ ἀπαθῶν τῶν πρώτων σωµάτων τὸ αἰσθητικὸν 
σῶµα γεννώσαιϲ δόξαις, ἐπιδέδεικται διὰ τοῦ Περὶ τῶν καθ’ Ἱπποκράτην στοιχείων ὑποµνήµατοϲ, 
ἔνθα καὶ πασῶν σχεδὸν τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν ἐµνηµονεύσαµεν, ὅσαι περὶ τῶν πρώτων ἀρχῶν ἢ 
στοιχείων γεγόνασιν.  Nicomachus Exc. 5.3–4 Jan ἀκολούθως τῇ φυσικῇ τοῦ Πυθαγόρου καὶ 
Πλάτωνος δόξῃ.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 28.1–2 Ἀναξαγόραν Ἐµπεδοκλέους πρότερον 
γενόµενον τοῖς ἔργοις φησὶ καὶ τῇ περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν δόξῃ ὕστερον εἶναι.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
9.22 Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. fr. 6a Diels, 227 FHSG) ἐν τοῖς Φυσικοῖς πάντων σχεδὸν ἐκτιθέµενος τὰ 
δόγµατα.  Hippolytus Ref. 7 pinax 12 ὅτι καὶ Ἀπελ⟨λ⟩ῆς, ⟨καὶ αὐτὸς Μαρκίωνος⟩ γενόµενος 
µαθητής, οὐ τὰ αὐτὰ τῷ διδασκάλῳ ἐδογµάτισεν, ἀλλὰ ἐκ φυσικῶν δογµάτων κινηθεὶς τὴν οὐσίαν τοῦ 
παντὸς ὑπέθετο.  Eusebius PE 2.6.16 τοιαῦτα ἦν τὰ τῆς παλαιᾶς θεολογίας, ἣν µεταβαλόντες νέοι 
τινές, ἐχθὲς καὶ πρώην ἐπιφυέντες λογικώτερόν τε φιλοσοφεῖν αὐχοῦντες, τὴν δὴ φυσικωτέραν τῆς 
περὶ θεῶν ἱστορίας δόξαν εἰσηγήσαντο κτλ.  Basil of Caesarea Spir.Sanct. 18.46.20–21 Pruche ἔστιν 
οὖν δόξα ἡ µέν τις φυσική· ὡς δόξα ἡλίου τὸ φῶς.  Gregory of Nyssa Apol.Hexaem. MPG 44.72.40–
43 ἀλλ’ ὡς ἡ ἀναγκαία τῆς φύσεως τάξις ἐπιζητεῖ τὸ ἐν τοῖς γινοµένοις ἀκόλουθον, οὕτως ἕκαστα 
γεγενῆσθαί φησιν ἐν διηγήσεως εἴδει περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν δογµάτων φιλοσοφήσας.  Olympiodorus in 
Mete. 118.28–30 ἐάσας τέως τὰ λοιπὰ δύο ἐπιχειρήµατα κατασκευάζοντα ὁλότητα εἶναι τὴν 
θάλασσαν ἵσταται πρὸς τὴν φυσικὴν δόξαν τὴν λέγουσαν ἐκ τῆς ἀτµίδος τρέφεσθαι τὸν ἥλιον (cf. ch. 
2.20.6).  Proclus in Tim. 2.41.14–15 συνᾴδει ἄρα τοῖς µαθηµατικοῖς τὰ φυσικὰ περὶ τῶν στοιχείων τοῦ 
παντὸς δόγµατα τοῦ Πλάτωνος.  Nilus of Ancyra in Cant.Cant. 41.19–21 Guérard τοῖς ἀπόνως τὴν 
ἐνδοτέραν τῆς τοῦ Σαλοµῶντος ἀλουργίδος φυσικὴν ἀµφιεννυµένοις δόξαν.  Philoponus Aet. 314.19–
20 ὅτι ἐν πολλοῖς ‹τῶν› φυσικῶν δογµάτων ὁ Πλάτων τῆς ἀληθείας διήµαρτεν.  Adv.Procl. 6.8.27 
Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. fr. 11 Diels, 241A FHSG; Taurus 22B Lakmann) µέντοι ἐν τῷ Περὶ τῶν 
φυσικῶν δοξῶν κατὰ Πλάτωνά φησι κτλ. cf. Sopater Schol. ad Hermogenis Status p. 5.3.4–8 Walz 
εἰσὶ γὰρ καὶ ἰατρικὰ καὶ φιλόσοφα ζητήµατα· καὶ ἰατρικοῦ µὲν ζητήµατος παράδειγµα, ὃ καὶ 
µεµέληται τῷ Λυσίᾳ (fr. 20c Carey)· εἰ ὁ ποιήσας ἐξαµβλῶσαι γυναῖκα φόνον ἐποίησεν· δεῖ γὰρ 
γνῶναι πρῶτον, εἰ ἔζη, πρὶν ἐτέχθη. ὅπερ φυσικῶν καὶ ἰατρικῶν ἐστι· φιλοσόφου δὲ ζητήµατος 
παράδειγµα τόδε κτλ.  Doxapater in Aphthonii Progym. p. 125.14–18 Rabe ἔργα µὲν οὖν ἐστι τὸ 
ζηρεῖν πρῶτον, εἰ ῥητορικόν ἐστι τὸ πρόβληµα ἢ οὔ· ἔστι γάρ τινα καὶ ἰατρικὰ ζητήµατα, ὤς ὅτε 
ζητεῖται, διὰ τί τὰ µὲν ἑπτάµηνα βρέφη ζῶσι, τὰ δὲ ὀκτάµηνα οὔ (cf. ch. 5.18), καὶ φιλόσοφα πάλιν, 
ὤς ὅτε ζητεῖται, εἰ ὁ οὐρανὸς σφαιροειδῶς κινεῖται. 



Liber 1 
⟨Proœmium⟩ 

 
PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 874D–875A; pp. 273a6–274a17 Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 
92–95 Daiber 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 41, p. 117.17–20 Morani 
 

§1 Μέλλοντες τὸν φυσικὸν παραδώσειν λόγον ἀναγκαῖον ἡγούµεθα εὐθὺς  1 
ἐν ἀρχαῖς διελέσθαι τὴν τῆς φιλοσοφίας πραγµατείαν, ἵν᾿ εἰδῶµεν τί  2 
ἐστι καὶ πόστον µέρος αὐτῆς ἡ φυσικὴ διέξοδος. (P1) 3 

§2 οἱ µὲν οὖν Στωικοὶ ἔφασαν τὴν µὲν σοφίαν εἶναι θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρω- 4 
πίνων ἐπιστήµην, τὴν δὲ φιλοσοφίαν ἄσκησιν ἐπιτηδείου τέχνης,  5 
ἐπιτήδειον δ᾿ εἶναι µίαν καὶ ἀνωτάτω τὴν ἀρετήν, ἀρετὰς δὲ τὰς  6 
γενικωτάτας τρεῖς, φυσικὴν ἠθικὴν λογικήν· δι᾿ ἣν αἰτίαν καὶ τριµερής  7 
ἐστιν ἡ φιλοσοφία, ἧς τὸ µὲν φυσικὸν τὸ δ᾿ ἠθικὸν τὸ δὲ λογικόν· καὶ  8 
φυσικὸν µὲν ὅταν περὶ κόσµου ζητῶµεν καὶ τῶν ἐν κόσµῳ, ἠθικὸν δὲ τὸ  9 
κατησχοληµένον περὶ τὸν ἀνθρώπινον βίον, λογικὸν δὲ τὸ περὶ τὸν  10 
λόγον, ὃ καὶ διαλεκτικὸν καλοῦσιν. (P2) 11 

§3 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ καὶ Θεόφραστος καὶ σχεδὸν πάντες οἱ Περιπατητικοὶ  12 
διείλοντο τὴν φιλοσοφίαν οὕτως· ἀναγκαῖον τὸν τέλειον ἄνδρα καὶ  13 
θεωρητικὸν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων καὶ πρακτικὸν τῶν δεόντων· τοῦτο δ᾿ ἔξεστι  14 
καὶ ἐκ τούτων συνιδεῖν, οἷον· ζητεῖται εἰ ζῷον ἢ µὴ ζῷον ὁ ἥλιος, εἴ  15 
π⟨ῦ⟩ρ, ⟨εἴ τηλικοῦτος ἡλίκος⟩ ὁρᾶται· ὁ τοῦτο δὲ ζητῶν θεωρητικός  16 
ἐστιν· οὐδὲ γάρ τι πλέον θεωρεῖται ἢ τὸ ὄν. ζητεῖται ὁµοίως εἰ ἄπειρος  17 
ὁ κόσµος ἐστὶ καὶ εἰ ἔξω τι τοῦ κόσµου ἔστι· ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα θεω- 18 
ρητικά. ζητεῖται πάλιν πῶς βιοτεύειν καὶ πῶς προΐστασθαι τέκνων  19 
προσήκει καὶ πῶς ἄρχειν καὶ πῶς νοµοθετεῖν· ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα ἕνεκα  20 
τοῦ πρᾶξαι ζητεῖται· καὶ ἔστιν ὁ τοιοῦτος πρακτικὸς ἀνήρ. (P3) 21 

  
§1—; §2 Stoici SVF 2.35; §3 Aristoteles cf. EE 2.1 1220a5, EN 2.1 1103a14–15, Met. α.1 
993b19–23; Theophrastus fr. 479 FHS&G 
  
proœmium non hab. S et T    §1 [3] πόστον PB(I,III) : πόσον PB(II)Q    §2 [4] σοφίαν PB : 
φιλοσοφίαν PQ || [5] φιλοσοφίαν PB : al. Wissen PQ  || [9] ὅταν … ζητῶµεν PB : ist derjenige, 
welcher die Welt erforscht Q    §3 [13] διείλοντο PB(I,II) : διεῖλον PB(III) || [15–16] ζητεῖται εἰ 
ζῷον ἢ µὴ ζῷον ὁ ἥλιος εἴπερ ὁρᾶται PB prob. Lachenaud: Wenn jemand danach forschen 
würde, zu erfahren, ob die Sonne größer [legens µὴ ζῷον ut µείζων!] ist als das Ausmaß, in 
dem er sie sieht Q : ... εἰ µείζων ὁ ἥλιος ⟨ἤ⟩ ᾗπερ ὁρᾶται Browne (1990) 333 conl. Q, εἴπερ 
⟨µείζων ἢ⟩ ὁρᾶται Runia M-R 1.258 conl. Q || [15] ζητεῖται] : ζητεῖ τις coni. Mau, cf. jemand 
Q || εἰ π⟨ῦ⟩ρ, ⟨εἴ τηλικοῦτος ἡλίκος⟩ ὁρᾶται scripsimus cf. c. 2.21.5, ps.Hermogenes Prog. 
§11.4.6 Patillon εἰ ὁ ἥλιος πῦρ, Damascius in Phd. §522.20–24 :  †εἴπερ P† , {εἴπερ ὁρᾶται} 
secl. ut interpol. Mau, ὁρᾶται crucif. Diels, εἴπερ πορεύεται coni. Usener prob. Gigon, 
εἴπερ φέρεται coni. Diels, εἰ πεπύρωται dubitanter coni. Bernadakis : εἰ{περ} ⟨τηλικοῦτος 
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ἡλίκος⟩ ὁρᾶται Mansfeld (1992a) 85 n. 89 : εἰ π⟨ῦ⟩ρ {ὁρᾶται} Mansfeld ap. M–R 3.61 n. 90 || 
[16] ὁ τοῦτο PB(III) Diels : ὁ om. PB(I,II) Mau Lachenaud || οὐδὲ PB(III) : οὐδὲν PB(I,II) || [19] πάλιν 
πῶς inv. Budé edd. : πῶς πάλιν PB || [20] πῶς2] om. PB(I)  
  
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 41, p. 117.17–20 τοῦ λογικοῦ τὸ µέν ἐστι θεωρητικόν, τὸ δὲ πρακτικόν· 
θεωρητικὸν µὲν τὸ κατανοοῦν ὡς ἔχει τὰ ὄντα, πρακτικὸν δὲ τὸ βουλευτικὸν τὸ ὁρίζον τοῖς 
πρακτοῖς τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον· καὶ καλοῦσι τὸ µὲν θεωρητικὸν νοῦν, τὸ δὲ πρακτικὸν λόγον, καὶ 
τὸν µὲν σοφίαν, τὸν δὲ φρόνησιν (~ §3). 
 
Loci Aetiani:  
§§2–3  exempla physica A 1.3.1 τρίτον, ὅτι καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ πῦρ τὸ τοῦ ἡλίου καὶ τῶν ἄστρων ταῖς 
τῶν ὑδάτων ἀναθυµιάσεσι τρέφεται. 1.7.32 Ἀριστοτέλης … ἑκάστην οἴεται τῶν σφαιρῶν ζῷον 
εἶναι σύνθετον ἐκ σώµατος καὶ ψυχῆς … . Α 2.20 tit. Περὶ οὐσίας ἡλίου ubi seqq. opiniones 
variae. A 2.20.3 Ἀναξιµένης Παρµενίδης πύρινον ὑπάρχειν τὸν ἥλιον. A 2.20.5 Ξενοφάνης, 
⟨ὡς⟩ Θεόφραστος ἐν τοῖς Φυσικοῖς γέγραφεν, ἐκ πυριδίων τῶν συναθροιζοµένων µὲν ἐκ τῆς 
ὑγρᾶς ἀναθυµιάσεως συναθροιζόντων δὲ τὸν ἥλιον.  A 2.20.13 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δύο ἡλίους· τὸν µὲν 
ἀρχέτυπον, πῦρ ὂν ἐν τῷ ἑτέρῳ ἡµισφαιρίῳ τοῦ κόσµου. Α 2.21 tit. Περὶ µεγέθους ἡλίου ubi 
seqq. opiniones variae. Α 2.21.5 Ἐπίκουρος τηλικοῦτον ἡλίκος φαίνεται, ἢ µικρῷ τινι µείζω ἢ 
ἐλάττω.A 2.1.7 Σέλευκος ὁ Ἐρυθραῖος καὶ Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Ποντικὸς ἄπειρον τὸν κόσµον. A 1.2.8 
Διογένης καὶ Μέλισσος ... τὸν δὲ κόσµον πεπεράνθαι. A 1.18.4 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ ἐντὸς 
µὲν τοῦ κόσµου µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἔξω δ’ αὐτοῦ ἄπειρον. A 1.18.5 Ἀριστοτέλης [sic] τοσοῦτον 
εἶναι τὸ κενὸν ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου, ὥστ᾿ ἀναπνεῖν εἰς αὐτὸ τὸν οὐρανόν. A 2.9 tit. Περὶ τοῦ ἐκτὸς 
τοῦ κόσµου, εἰ ἔστι κενόν.  
§3  A 1.7.22 (de Platone) τούτου (sc. τοῦ θεοῦ) δὲ πατρὸς καὶ ποιητοῦ τὰ ἄλλα θεῖα ἔκγονα 
νοητὰ µέν … , αἰσθητὰ δὲ τοῦ πρώτου θεοῦ ἔκγονα ἥλιος, σελήνη, ἀστέρες, γῆ καὶ ὁ περιέχων 
πάντα κόσµος. A 5.20.1 Πλάτων καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης χερσαῖα ἔνυδρα πτηνὰ οὐράνια· καὶ γὰρ τὰ 
ἄστρα ζῷα λέγεσθαι κτλ. Α 5.23 Πότε ἄρχεται ὁ ἄνθρωπος τῆς τελειότητος. Α 5.23.1 ἄρχεσθαι 
τοὺς ἀνθρώπους τῆς τελειότητος. Α 5.23.3 τελειοῦσθαι ἡµᾶς sed sensu corporeo.  
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The only witnesses for the entire chapter are PB and PQ, so we have to 
follow the text as transmitted there. It is of course clear that this proem was of 
no use to S or T, who wrote their own proems.  
 (2)  The Stoic definition of philosophy is paralleled verbatim as part of a 
somewhat confused phrase in G c. 5 (who also adds other material), but is most 
likely derived from a shared source rather than from P, so G is not a testis 
primus here. There are no other testes primi either.  
 (3)  It is possible that we have lost a chapter dealing with the issue of 
whether or not the sun is alive (§3[15]) and/or the heavenly bodies in general 
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are alive, for the view of Plato that they are is cited at ch. 1.7.22, and that of 
Plato plus Aristotle at ch. 5.20.1, where see Commentary D(c)2. Ach c. 13 
moreover deals with this issue in appropriate diaphonic detail. We have cited 
the latter at section E(a) exempla physica, though perhaps it could be included 
among the Testes secundi. But it is also possible that A did not pick up this 
aspect of the earlier tradition. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate and similar traditions. The traditions are of a twofold nature 
and rather widely spread (see section E(a)). It is moreover not always easy to 
distinguish the traditions in the narrow sense of ‘proximate’ from the rich array 
of parallel presentations. There are numerous presentations of the nature of 
philosophy and its divisions up to Late Antiquity, often defined in relation to 
wisdom. We also have a great many presentations of sets of particular 
problems in physics and/or ethics (and sometimes in logic) in a multiplicity of 
authors both philosophical and (sometimes) rhetorical, many of which are 
quite late, though some authors of lost handbooks must have been earlier than 
A. We may include the parallel passages in the wider doxographical and 
commentary literature used, among others, by Cicero and Quintilian (traditio 
proxima). There are even parallels in Latin poets. We also have several 
examples of the relation between or combination of the vita activa and the vita 
contemplativa in the later Peripatos. See further below, sections D(e)(1) and 
(e)(2). 
 (2)  Sources. For the definitions of philosophy and its parts and uses found 
in our chapter we have to think of the original works of the Stoics, no longer 
extant but generously quoted by Diogenes Laertius and others, and of the 
pragmateiai of Aristotle and the largely lost works of Theophrastus and other 
Peripatetics.  
 The aporetic and dialectical technique for the most part derives from 
Aristotle, who influentially distinguished between dialectical problems 
contributing to (a) choice and avoidance or (b) to truth and knowledge, i.e. 
between ethical problems on the one hand and theoretical/physical problems 
on the other, even giving concrete examples (Top. 1.11). He further provided a 
division of propositions concerned with physical, ethical, and (in its specific 
Aristotelian sense) logical problems, again with examples (Top. 1.14). Later the 
technique was also practised by others, among whom some Stoics. For further 
details see below, sections D(a) and (c), and D(e)3. 
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C  Chapter heading 
 Not needed for a proem. We have added the word ⟨Proœmium⟩ to the 
text and translation for the sake of convenience. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 The proem, describing and defining philosophy and exemplifying research 
in physics and ethics, aptly forms the first part of the introduction of the 
treatise together with chapter 1, ‘What is nature’, which defines the physical 
philosophy that is the subject of the treatise. The proem of Book 2 refers to 
what came before as ‘the account of the principles and elements and what is 
closely associated with them’, so alludes to the headings of chs. 1.2–3, ‘In what 
way do principle and elements differ’ and ‘On principles, what they are’. Ch. 1.3 
provides a potted overview of the main players in the fields of physical 
philosophy according to a somewhat disorderly arrangement of the main 
Successions, providing patronymic and/or ethnicon for the majority, and 
listing the doxai concerned with the principles for everyone concerned. For 
parallels of such a combination of introductory features in works by Cicero, in 
Diogenes Laertius, and elsewhere see below, section D(e)(1). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 P’s three lemmata follow upon each other in a perfectly acceptable order, 
with §1 announcing theme and purpose (later called skopos) of the treatise. §2 
and §3 would have changed places if the two schools had been presented in 
chronological order, and not in a descending but in the ascending numerical 
order of the parts of philosophy. From a systematic point of view this would 
have been equally acceptable. But from §2 to §3 a development takes place in 
that the general definitions of the three parts of philosophy in §2 are followed 
in §3 by concrete examples of particular issues (ζητήµατα) in the two parts we 
end up with, viz. physics, relevant for the treatise, and ethics, cited 
traditionally, and here exempli gratia. Aristotle already did so by exemplifying 
two kinds of problems at Top. 1.11 and three kinds of propositions and problems 
at Top. 1.14, see section B above, and below section E(b) General texts. For the 
specific physical parallels see at chs. 1.18, 2.9, 2.20, and 2.21 (also cited at Loci 
Aetiani §3 above). Citing the Peripatetics last is rhetorically rather effective in 
leaving the impression that their approach is preferred.  
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(c)  Rationale, Structure and Implications of the Proem 
 (1)  physikos logos. The proem announces the subject of the treatise, the 
physikos logos or theory of physics, which the redactor wants to throw into 
relief. It cites a Stoic definition of philosophy linked to that of sophia 
(‘wisdom’), which involves the category of substance or question type of ‘what 
it is’. It describes and illustrates the two main ways of dividing philosophy into 
parts, viz. the Stoic division into the three parts of physics, ethics, and logic (or 
dialectic), and that attributed to the Peripatetics in general, a division into two 
parts dealing respectively with theoretical and practical issues, examples of 
which are given. This distinction according to the category of quantity 
amounts to an average diaeresis rather than a strong diaphonia. For 
doxographies beginning with a division of philosophy see e.g. the Aristotelian 
doxography at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.28 and the Stoic doxography ibid. 7.39–
40. Examples of other types of division, in more parts (as in other sources on 
and for Aristotle), or in different parts, or by other Schools, e.g. those of Plato 
and the Platonists, are not provided. There is no reference to the views of the 
Stoic Ariston or the Cynics, who rejected logic as well as physics as ‘useless’ 
(Sextus Empiricus M. 7.12 ἀνωφελές) or even ‘contrary’ (Seneca Ep. 94.1 
contraria{m}). As to other Stoics Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.92 tells us that 
Cleanthes said there are more than four virtues, i.e. presumably six, 
corresponding to the number of parts in which he divided philosophy 
according to Diogenes V.P. 7.41 = SVF 1.482, while Apollophanes said there is 
only a single virtue, ‘prudence’ (φρόνησις). Examples of problems in physics 
(and ethics) are only given in §3 on the Peripatetics, as in §2 no mention is 
made of the parallel procedure of the Stoics regarding problems in physics 
attested at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132. 
 The redactor of the chapter appears to sympathize with the Peripatos, cf. 
above section D(b), but the Stoics are included as well. The second lemma 
(Stoics) may have been added to what is now the third (Peripatetics). Chapter 
1.1, too, suggests that a Peripatetic approach to physics was favoured. As a 
matter of fact, evidence of the connection of the Placita with the Peripatetic 
school is to be found throughout the treatise, though the Stoics are also very 
much present. By focusing on the definitions and divisions of these two schools 
the redactor attempts to show that his work is ‘of ongoing relevance’ 
(Jeremiah, M–R 4.325).  
 (2)  Position of logic. Perhaps surprisingly we are not told explicitly that 
unlike the Stoics the Peripatetics considered logic to be not a part of 
philosophy but its organon, or technical instrument, used by each of its two 
parts. Presumably this explains why it is not mentioned in §3, though a 
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reference would have provided grounds for stipulating a diaphonia. The 
omission could of course also be a result of epitomizing. The issue is 
acknowledged in Diogenes Laertius’ account (V.P. 5.28) of the division of 
philosophy according to Aristotle. Moraux (1986) 268–269 points out that, 
surprisingly and oddly, logic together with physics in this passage belongs with 
theoretical philosophy, yet is said to be not a part but an instrument. For the 
discussion about logic as part or instrument see the texts quoted at section 
E(b) §3 ad finem , and e.g. Hein (1985) 153–162 and Hadot (1990). 
 (3)  Way of life. What is quite interesting is the emphasis on philosophy 
here as also a way of life, of the good life, that is, and on the positive role of 
physics in this context, which lends an optimistic tone to the proem and 
advertises the usefulness of the treatise. For the Stoics practising the art of 
philosophy entails practising its three parts together, not the theoretical part, 
or physics, alone. For the Peripatetics as cited here living the life of the 
complete philosopher entails practising both theoretical and practical 
philosophy. The study of placita is not the first thing one thinks of in 
connection with the spiritual excercises made reputable by Pierre Hadot (e.g. 
Hadot 1993). One should not exaggerate. Some sort of affinity, however, is hard 
to deny. 
 (3a)  Stoics. This emphasis on the way of life is to the point in the case of 
the Stoics, where each part of philosophy (when internalized in the soul) is 
said to be a most general, or comprehensive, virtue (or ‘excellence’: arete). 
Ethics in particular devotes itself to man’s way of life. We are not told in §2 
what other virtues are comprised by the three main ones, but may conclude 
from a passage in Diogenes Laertius on dialectic (V.P. 7.46–47 = SVF 2.130) that 
these are connected with the subparts of the three main parts of philosophy. In 
§2 this triad of principal virtues is subsumed under the highest virtue, namely 
the actual practising and exercising (askesis) of the technical discipline 
(techne) of philosophy qua striving for wisdom. Cf. the glossema ‘the best life’ 
(ἀρίστης ζωῆς) explaining ‘philosophy qua pursuit of the appropriate art’ in G c. 
5, DG p. 602.19. 
 According to the information provided by Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.92 
Panaetius agreed with what, as we have seen, is (also) a Peripatetic point of 
view in stating that ‘there are two virtues, theoretical and practical’ (T 67 
Alesse). This seems to exclude dialectic as third virtue and suggest that he 
divided philosophy into two parts (Alesse’s collection does not contain 
material on logic). Though Seneca as rule speaks of three parts of philosophy, 
he sometimes comes down in favour of a distinction between theory and 
practice: Ep. 95.10 ‘philosophy is theoretical as well as practical: it 
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contemplates and acts at the same time’, and De otio, Dial. 8.5.1 ‘nature has 
created us for both: for contemplation as well as action’. On the parts of 
philosophy as virtues see further Habets (1983) 72–78.  
 (3b)  Peripatetics. This emphasis on philosophy as (also) a way of life 
characterizes the account according to the Peripatetics as well. The division 
that is formulated does not constitute a theoretical distinction between formal 
parts of philosophy, but one between representative individuals, namely 
between the theoretical person (and philosopher) on the one hand and the 
practical person (and philosopher) on the other. The ‘perfect (or: complete) 
life’ of the ‘good person’ of EN 1.7 1098a12–20, who lives according to several 
virtues (including those of the active life) but in the first place according to the 
highest, or contemplative, virtue, has been simplified and reduced to the 
‘perfect (or: complete) person’. The perfect human being must be both; he 
must be able to theorize about the things that are as well as capable of 
performing the acts that should be done. The way of life of the ‘perfect person’, 
or the best way of life, is the life that combines vita contemplativa and vita 
activa. In this way the familiar difficulty of the relation between the active and 
the contemplative life according to Aristotle is neutralized. On these issues in 
more detail see Mansfeld (2020b). 
 (4)  Theoretical inquiries and problems. According to both Stoics and 
Peripatetics philosophy is essentially ‘zetetic’: it is concerned with the 
investigation of problems. For the Stoics in §2 this explicitly holds for physics: 
§2[8–9] περὶ κόσµου ζητῶµεν καὶ τῶν ἐν κόσµῳ, ‘we do research on the cosmos 
and the things within the cosmos’. For the Peripatetics in §3 this holds 
explicitly for both physics and ethics. For physics see §3[15–16] ζητεῖται εἰ … ἢ 
µή … ὁ ἥλιος …, ‘research takes place on whether the sun is x or is not’, §3[16] 
ζητῶν, §3[17] ζητεῖται … εἰ, ‘research takes place on whether ...’. For ethics see 
§3[18–20] ζητεῖται … πῶς … καὶ πῶς … καὶ πῶς, ‘research is done on how ... and 
how ... and how ...’, §3[20] ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα … ζητεῖται, ‘all these matters are the 
subject of research’. Accordingly the study of and approach to physics should 
and will be aporematic. Possibly this approach is furthered to some degree by 
the reputation of Aristotelian dialectic as the art of listing all possible 
arguments on either side of a given subject (e.g. Cicero Fin. 5.10), and by the 
influence of the dialectical exercises practised in the Skeptical Academy. In our 
Placita physica we are only concerned with ‘theoretical’ inquiries, or issues in 
physics (though a few of these comprise an ethical and even a logical aspect, 
see below, sections D(d)(2) and (d)(3)). Yet this ‘theoretical’ study will be a 
formative experience, or so, presumably, we should believe because of the 
abundant parallels in related literature, for which see below, section D(e)(3) 
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and (e)(4). According to many, physics, or the study of reality, is indispensable 
for ethics. 
 That as to name-labels the company is limited to ‘the’ Stoics (no names of 
individuals, a purported majority view only) on the one side and Aristotle, 
Theophrastus, and ‘almost all the other’ Peripatetics on the other accords well 
with the preponderance of originally Stoic and Peripatetic concepts, 
approaches, and techniques in the body of the Placita.  
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
 (1)  Division of ethics. The examples of ethical issues in §3 pertain on the 
one hand to the private individual and on the other to the politician. For the 
distinction see the Aristotelian diaeresis of ethics at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
5.28, according to which the political part of ethics includes ‘not only the 
doctrine of the state but also that of the household’. It often occurs elsewhere, 
and is virtually de rigueur in the accounts of the division of philosophy in late 
Antiquity.  
 (2)  Role of ethics. Ethics plays a part in the body of the Placita only 
incidentally. In ch. 1.27, ‘On fate’, the liberum arbitrium is acknowledged in 
§§2–3 on Plato and Stoics. In fact, the Stoic theory of fate is where physics and 
ethics meet, since you must know how the world is organized and directed to 
be able to take morally responsible decisions. In ch. 1.29.1–2 human affairs and 
conduct are given their due in the account of the Platonic and esp. Aristotelian 
tenets concerned with chance. Ch. 5.22.2 mentions the origin of the 
conception(s) of good and evil. To some extent, therefore, our φυσικὸς λόγος 
comprises some ethics, and does so even a little more (though by implication) 
if we include the sparse references to πρόνοια at chs. 1.25.3. 1.25.5 and 1.27.5, and 
to the divine origin of soul at chs. 4.3.14 and 4.7.2  
 (3) Logic, too, is incidentally present. In ch. 1.3.7[76–87] below, where see 
Commentary D(d)§7[76–87], a theory of definition per genus et differentiam 
plus a version of the Aristotelian definition of the syllogism are, most 
remarkably, attributed to ‘Pythagoras’ the archegete. In other chapters the 
distinction between conceptual and essential definition is acknowledged and 
applied, see at ch. 1.9, Commentary D(d), General points. In the present 
chapter we have scholastic definitions of ‘wisdom’ and ‘philosophy’ according 
to the Stoics, and ostensive definitions of ‘physics’ and ‘ethics’ according to the 
Peripatetics by means of descriptions of their perfect practitioner. 
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Individual Points 
§1.  (1) The meaning of φυσικὸς λόγος evolved from ‘physical argument’ 
(Aristotle GC 1.2 316a13 = Democritus 68A48b DK) or ‘argument of a physical 
philosopher’ (Aristotle EN 7.15 1154b7 = Anaxagoras 59A94 DK) to ‘account of 
physics’, or ‘physical part of philosophy’, as here. παραδώσειν (λόγον) literally 
means ‘to hand over … to someone else’. 
 (2) πόστον µέρος: namely, as appears from what follows, the first part of 
tripartite philosophy according to the Stoics, and (part of) the first part of 
bipartite philosophy according to the Peripatetics. The issue of what is the 
correct or preferred order, on which views were divided among the Stoics (see 
below, §2), is not mentioned. The order of the parts according to the history of 
their invention, namely first physics, then ethics, and finally logic (see e.g. 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.18, Sextus Empiricus M. 7.20) is not mentioned either. 
 (3) The final part of the sentence can be translated in two ways, 
depending on what one takes the subject of τί ἐστι to be, either the πραγµατεία 
of philosophy from the previous clause or the φυσικὴ διέξοδος in the next 
clause. We opt for the former as already at M–R 2.1.62. For the latter option see 
Lachenaud (1993) 69. 
§2.  The order of the parts of philosophy according to the Stoics in §2 with 
physics in emphatic first position is noteworthy: physics, ethics, logic, different 
from the more usual orders logic, physics, ethics, or logic, ethics, physics 
(Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.40–41, see Habets 1983, 64–71). According to Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.41 Panaetius (fr. 129 Alesse) and Posidonius (T 43 E.-K., 22 
Theiler), too, began with physics. A obviously prefers this order because 
according to §1 his ‘objective is to teach the physical theory’. 
§3.  It appears that Q, reading ob die Sonne größer ist als das Ausmaß, in dem er 
sie sieht, emended µὴ ζῷον to µείζων (a brilliant Verschlimmbesserung), as he 
was aware of the debate about the size of the sun, needed a term referring to 
relative size, and anticipated µείζω at ch. 2.21.5, which he translated as größer. 
We interpret the corruption at §3[15–16] as †εἴπερ† *** ὁρᾶται, obelizing εἴπερ 
and postulating a lacuna before ὁρᾶται. To emend the text we have combined 
several earlier efforts, and now written (ζητεῖται εἰ ζῷον ἢ µὴ ζῷον ὁ ἥλιος,) εἴ 
π⟨ῦ⟩ρ, ⟨εἴ τηλικοῦτος ἡλίκος⟩ ὁρᾶται. In the parallel passages cited section E(a)§3 
and section E(b)§3 the questions (a) whether or not the sun is a living being, 
(b) whether it is fiery, and (c) whether it is as large as it appears to be, not only 
occur separately but also in various combinations: a + b, a + c, b + c, a + b + c 
(or the other way round). The issue of the sun’s real vs. its phenomenal size 
was rather widely cited, and is the theme of ch. 2.21 below, see Commentary B. 
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For Aristotle’s references in epistemic contexts to Heraclitus’ view (cited ch. 
2.21.4) that the sun is as big as a human foot see at ch. 2.21 section E(b)§4.  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Context: division and potted history of philosophy as introduction to a 
philosophical discipline (cf. section D(a) above). A valuable earlier parallel is 
provided by the extant introductory section of Cicero’s Varro: hurried overview 
of parts of philosophy and views of various schools Varr. 5–8, Successions of 
schools from Socrates Varr. 15–18, then parts of philosophy again: 19–23 ethics, 
20–29 physics, 30–32 logic, and finally further historical developments 33 ff. 
The account breaks off at the end of §46. A similar account is found in the 
introduction to the systematic presentation of ethics qua philosophical 
subdiscipline according to Antiochus in Book 5 of Cicero’s De finibus, §§9–14. 
Cicero’s spokesperson Piso begins with the division of philosophy according to 
the Peripatetics, which he says is into physics, logic, and ethics (triplex: una 
pars est naturae, disserendi altera, vivendi tertia, cf. below section E(a)§2 ad 
finem), like in most other systems. A potted history of the discipline of 
(Peripatetic) philosophy in its three branches follows. The way of life these men 
preferred is that of study and contemplation (the bios theoretikos). The 
parallels with the Aëtian proem on the division of philosophy and the best way 
of life as followed by ch. 1.3 on Successions and doctrines in physics are 
striking. Some passages are quoted below at section E(a)&(b). 
 As a matter of fact an opening section such as constituted by A’s proem 
plus chs. 1.1–3 is quite usual in technical, professional, or didactic treatises, e.g. 
in the works of Vitruvius and the Elder Pliny; see Fuhrmann (1960). The second 
part of the proem of Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.13–21 is a substantial parallel from 
the field of philosophy: a definition of the subject and its parts, a short history 
of the discipline, accounts of differences between individuals and Schools and 
Successions, and various views concerned with its name and importance. Also 
compare the lengthy introduction of ps.Galen’s Historia Philosopha cc. 1–7: c. 1 
utility of the parts of philosophy, c. 2 ethical aims of treatise, c. 3 Successions, c. 
4 ‘How they defined philosophy’ , c. 5 further definitions, c. 6 ‘How many parts 
of philosophy are there’ and c. 7 ‘On sects’. A parallel from a related field is 
provided by the introduction of Celsus De medicina 1.1–74 (see M-R 2.1.61–62): a 
descriptive definition of the subject followed by a potted history of medicine, 
which lists its division (but in fact that of therapeutics) into three parts, 
mentions the archegete and other important names, gives relative dates, uses 
the concept of Succession, and at some length describes and compares the 
main medical Schools; text cited below, Ch. 1.3, section E(b)§2. For the 
background to Celsus in related Greek literature see Deuse (1993). We may also 
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cite the introduction of ps.Galen Introductio sive medicus, a much more 
scholastic treatise than the genuine De sectis ad ingredientibus. Of this work 
chs. 1–2 deal with the origins of medicine, ch. 3 with the three medical haireseis 
(Schools), ch. 4 with Successions of doctors in the various haireseis, ch. 6 with 
the definition of medicine, and ch. 7 with its parts. 
 Impressive parallels are found at the far end of antiquity in the 
introductory passages of the Neoplatonist commentaries by Ammonius 
Hermeiou, Simplicius, Philoponus, Olympiodorus, and David (Elias) on 
Aristotle’s Categories. The second isagogical question to be found there deals 
with the division of Aristotle’s writings, in the course of which physics, ethics, 
and logic/dialectic are discussed in a systematic way. See I. Hadot (1990) 1.48–
93. Further parallels are found in Ammonius’ In Porphyriii Isagogen and the 
Prolegomena philosophiae of Olympiodorus, David and Elias, namely detailed 
accounts of the various definitions and divisions of philosophy as well as 
statements concerning the connection between theory and action (see below). 
The title of the Armenian version of David’s Prolegomena, viz. ‘Definitions and 
Divisions of Philosophy’, is a clear description of its chief contents. A generous 
selection of texts of these late authors from Ammonius to Elias (but for David 
only a reference) is printed by Gigon (1987) 60–90 as his Aristotle fr. 16. See 
further the overviews in Westerink (1990) 344–347 (French transl. xxxi–
xxxviii), Wildberg (1990), and Mansfeld (2020b). 
 For the Greek tradition and its continuation in Syriac and Arabic literature see 
the pioneering pages of Baumstark (1900) 156–171, 179–180, and 186–192, the latter on 
Stephanus of Alexandria as intermediary; further Altmann–Stern (1958) 23–31 on al-
Kindī and Isaac Israeli, and Daiber (1980) 326–330, Daiber (1985), Hein (1985), Daiber 
(1990b) on aspects of the Arabic tradition. On Stephanus see also Roueché (1990), 
(2011) and (2016). 
 (2)  The complete person (cf. section D(c)(3a) and (3b) above). A good 
parallel is found in David Proleg. 71.3–4: ‘the perfect (or: complete) philosopher 
[cf. A’s τέλειον ἄνδρα] shall not only adorn himself with theory, but also take 
pride in action’. Similar statements are found in introductory writings and 
passages of other late Platonists, see details in Mansfeld (2020b). For this 
reconciliation of the vita active with the vita contemplativa the reportage in the 
Placita belongs with the earliest evidence. In David, A’s ‘perfect (or: complete) 
person’ (literally: ‘perfect (or: complete) man’) has been replaced by and 
restricted to the ‘perfect (or: complete) philosopher’ (but a late Neoplatonist 
would presumably believe that the philosopher is the best or most fully 
realized sort of human, thus capable of representing man in general). The 
phrase τέλειος ἀνήρ is not restricted to a philosophical context (though 
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occurring in one at Anon. Diodori p. 234.12 Thesleff and Ethical Doxography B at 
Stob. Ecl. 2.7.11m, p. 112.7 = SVF 3.548; cf. Seneca Dial. 2.6.8 ‘this perfect man, full 
of divine and human virtues’, Apuleius D.Socr. 17 ‘Socrates, a man perfect in the 
highest degree, and wise even according to the witness of Apollo’. But it may 
denote perfection, or completion, in a multiplicity of contexts, see e.g. Plato(?) 
Hp.Ma. 281b, Polybius Hist. 4.8.1 on Aratus, Galen Pec.Dig. 5.14.9–10 K. on what 
each of us should strive to attain: ‘each of us needs exertion during practically 
our whole life in order to become a complete man’ (δεῖται γὰρ ἀσκήσεως 
ἕκαστος ἡµῶν σχεδὸν ⟨δι’⟩ ὅλου τοῦ βίου πρὸς τὸ γενέσθαι τέλειος ἀνήρ). The 
formula ‘perfect (or: complete) philosopher’ is mentioned as a current 
expression next to ‘perfect (or: complete) doctor’ by Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. 7.88.5. 
 (3)  Quaestiones.  (i) Several examples of ethical as well as physical 
zêtêmata are cited in rhetorical literature, see Von Arnim (1898) 94–96, 
Mansfeld (1992) 76–82 repr. M–R 3.49–56, Viano (1995b), and Woerther (2012) 
81–91. Hermagoras, Cicero, and Quintilian, as well as Aelius Theon and 
ps.Hermogenes moreover divide the theseis or quaestiones infinitae into 
theoretical and practical questions disertis verbis, see below section E(a) 
exempla physica. The rhetoricians acknowledge the existence of these 
theoretical questions, adding the proviso that they are in the first place the 
province of the philosophers. 
 (ii)  Galen was the author of a lost Commentary in four books on the first 
part of Aristotle’s Categories. Here and there in his vast oeuvre one may find 
remarks such as ‘that in inquiring into questions such as these one has to be 
trained in distinguishing the categories is in my view evident’ (Diff.Puls. 
8.622.3–5 K. ὅτι δ’ ἐν τῷ περὶ τῶν τοιούτων σκοπεῖσθαι γεγυµνάσθαι χρὴ 
διαγινώσκειν τὰς κατηγορίας, ἡγοῦµαι πρόδηλον ὑπάρχειν). This is illustrated inter 
alia in his Institutio logica, see Kieffer (1964) passim. In ch. 2 of this work (cited 
below, section E(b) exempla physica) we have a list of propositions pertaining 
to questions of yes or no in all the categories; some of these questions coincide 
with issues treated in the Placita. Galen here follows Aristotle APo. 1.22, where 
(to paraphrase Mau 1960, 33) the terms of categorical statements are arranged 
according to categories, as the subject is said according to the first category, 
and the differentiae to one of the others.  
  (iiia)  In Galen’s Instititutio Logica chs. 12, 13, and 14 categories are linked 
with particular questions ccording to the various types of question (as first 
formulated by Aristotle APo. 2.1 89b24–25), most of which coincide with issues 
in various Placita chapters. We may mention, in Inst.Log. 12.3, the size (cf. A 
2.21) and distances of the sun (cf. A 2.31)—categories of quantity and place—, 
in 13.7–8 the position (cf. A 3.11) and shape (cf. A 3.10) of the earth—categories 
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of place and quality—, in 13.9 causes (question type of cause, categories of 
action and passion) of voice (cf. A 4.19), respiration (cf. A 4.22), earthquakes (cf. 
A 3.15), and various kinds of thunderstorms (cf. A 3.3)—all in the categories of 
action and passivity—, and in ch. 14 again the question type of existence, or 
category of substance. This ‘first and most important’ type of ‘problem’ 
(µέγιστόν τε καὶ πρῶτον … ζήτηµ(α)), namely ‘that in relation to existence or 
substance’ (τὸ κατὰ τὴν ὕπαρξιν ἤτοι οὐσίαν), is illustrated by the questions ‘does 
fate exist’ (cf. A 1.27–28), ‘does providence’ (cf. A 2.3), ‘do the gods exist’ (cf. A 
1.7, also dealing with their nature), and ‘does the void exist’ (cf. A 1.18)’. This 
distinction between ‘existence’ simpliciter (ὕπαρξις ἁπλῆ) and ‘substance’ 
(οὐσία) in the sense of material substance (cf. ch. 1.6 Commentary D(a)) is quite 
relevant in the Placita. On οὐσία (essence) in this particularly Stoic and but also 
widely accepted sense see Lachenaud (1998) 43: ‘va de pair avec matière’. Most 
of these Galenic examples are quoted below at the relevant chapters. On the 
order of inquiry (first the ὅτι, then, ‘as Aristotle said’, the διότι) see Galen UP 
6.17, 3.495.18–496.4 K. 
 For theoretical problems and question types ‘from Aristotle to Cicero and Aëtius’ 
see Mansfeld (1990a) 3193–3208. For the use of the Aristotelian question types and 
categories to structure series of chapters and even individual chapters see e.g. 
Mansfeld (1992a), repr. in M-R 3.33–97; M-R 2.1 passim, see Index nominum et rerum 
at p. 250 s.v. problem(s), Mansfeld (2016a), and cf. below, ch. 1.6 Commentary D(e)(1). 
For the use of the categories according to Ethical Doxography A at S 2.7.2, p. 42.1–6, 
and a list in Philoponus in APo 238.21–239.6, see M-R 2.1.12–13. Interesting is also 
ps.Plu. Fat. 586E-F. Also see the passages cited below, section E(b) ad finem. 
 (iiib)  Motion. The concept of motion presents a difficulty, because 
according to our authorities its relation to the categories is disputed. 
Simplicius in Cat. 139.34–140.6 says that (1) some associate it with the relative, 
(2) others with four categories (quantity, quality, place, and substance), (3) 
again others qua ‘entelechy of the moveable qua moveable’ with all ten 
categories, whereas (4) others again associate it with action and passion. 
Theophrastus belongs with the third party, for in Book 3 of his On Motion (fr. 
153B FHS&G) he wrote: ‘In our definition of motion we say that there are as 
many species as there are categories; for it is the actualization of that which is 
potentially, as such, (that we call) motion’. For these views see Simp. in Cat. 
139.34–140.6 quoted below, ch. 1.23 section E(b) General texts ad finem. In the 
chapters that follow we have as a rule associated motion with action and 
passion. 
 (iv) Further parallels.  
 Alex.Aphr. in Top. 218.13–219.1 deals with ‘inquiries concerned with comparison 
(or: confrontation, τὰ κατὰ σύγκρισιν ζητούµενα)’ in the nine categories other than 
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substance, because, he says, comparison is ‘about attributes’ (κατὰ συµβεβηκός). 
Comparison as to the category of quality pertains to ‘whiter or hotter or heavier (cf. 
ch. 1.12) or more musical’. That of quantity pertains to questions such as ‘whether the 
earth or the moon is bigger’ (cf. A 2.21 and 1.26), that of the relative to ‘whether 
geometry or music is a better science’, ‘which is a better sense, touch or hearing’. The 
inquiry is according to the category of place (τὸ ποῦ) ‘when the question is whether 
the regent part is in the brain or in the heart’ (cf. A 4.5), and according to position (τὸ 
κεῖσθαι) when the question is ‘whether the sun or Venus is closer to the earth’ (cf. A 
2.31). Comparison in the category of substance (he continues, in Top. 219.1–3) pertains 
to the distinction between primary and secondary οὐσία. We note in passing that 
Alexander’s exemplification of κεῖσθαι is not the same as Aristotle’s, for his example 
pertains to what is the Aristotelian category of the ποῦ. κεῖσθαι originally pertains to 
sitting or standing (Aristotle’s examples at Cat. 4 2a2–3, and Galen’s at Inst.Log. 1.5, see 
below section E(a) exempla physica), i.e. to the posture of individuals. For Philoponus’ 
list in APo. 238.21–239.6 (also cited below section E(a) exempla physica) see M-R 2.12–
13. 
 Some further examples: In a helpful note on Propertius 3.5.25 ff. and Aetna 218 ff. 
Shackleton Bailey (1952) 309–310 points out: ‘[C]atalogues of “naturales quaestiones” 
are a stock motif in Latin poetry from Vergil (G. 2.475 ff.) and Horace (Epist. 1.12.16 ff.) 
onwards: cf. Man. 1.99 ff. [sc. 1.99–110], Sil. 14.344 ff., Stat. Theb. 6.360 ff., Claud. Pan. 
Mani. 95 ff., id. Carm. Min. 29.1 ff., also Sen. Dial. 10.19.1, 12.20.2 [see below at exempla 
physica], De ben. 7.1.5.’ He does not mention the long excursus (lines 218–251) extolling 
the study of nature and its rewards in the Aetna poem, written by an unidentified 
contemporary of Seneca. Kiessling–Heinze (1957) 109 on Hor. Ep. 1.12.16 point out: ‘Die 
naturwissenschaftlichen Fragen fesselten gerade damals die Geister sehr und waren 
Mode’, and cite examples. A similar rather substantial list of physical issues is at 
Cicero Tusc. 5.69, followed ibid. 5.71 by a shorter list of ethical questions. Arnobius 
Adv.Nat. 2.56–58 lists a large number of themes, not all of which can be paralleled in A 
Books 1–5, and Lactantius Inst. 3.3.4 more selectively themes that do have analogues in 
A books 1–3. We may also cite a substantial list of physical questions in the fields of 
astronomy and meteorology, similar to subjects dealt with in A Books 2 and 3 and 
mostly in the same order, found at Themistius Or. 26, 394c–328a Harduin (p. 2.145.4–
21 Schenkl & alii). They begin with ‘why do not all the heavenly bodies move in the 
same direction as the heaven’ (διὰ τί οὐχ ἅπαντες οἱ ἀστέρες συµφέρονται ἅµα τῷ οὐρανῷ, 
cf. A 2.16) and end with ‘nor about the earth itself, how comes that its weight pulls it 
down and it remains stable on high’ (µηδὲ ὑπὲρ τῆς γῆς αὐτῆς, ὅπως βρίθει τε εἰς τὸ κάτω 
καὶ ἵδρυται ἐν µετεώρῳ, cf. chs. 3.11 and 3.13). Many of these examples will again be cited 
in the body of the present work.  
 (v) Importance of theoretical/physical inquiry. According to Aristotle, Protr. frs. 
46–47 Düring at Iambl. Protr. 10, pp. 54.10–55.3, theoretical thought is important for 
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human life, as is shown by the disciplines practised by doctors, trainers and 
lawmakers. For ‘the statesman too must have certain landmarks taken from nature 
and truth itself by reference to which he will judge what is just, what is good, and what 
is expedient’ (fr. 47, trans. Düring). This may well echo Pl. Phdr. 269e–270a, where the 
‘major disciplines’ (technai), sc. Pericles’ political rhetoric and Hippocrates’ scientific 
medicine, are said to need ‘meteorology on nature’ (µετεωρολογίας φύσεως πέρι), i.e. 
physics. The Stoic telos formula in its first version attributed to Zeno defines this 
‘ideal’ as ‘living in agreement with nature, that is in accordance with virtue; for nature 
leads us to virtue’ (Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.87 = SVF 1.179). Chrysippus’ definitions 
(Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.87–88 = SVF 3.4) of the ideal are explicit, for ‘to live 
according to what happens in nature’ (κατ’ ἐµπειρίαν τῶν φύσει συµβαινόντων ζῆν) 
should involve the study of nature. And see Tusc. 5.68–72 (cited section E(a) General 
texts and exempla physica), where Cicero, starting from an in every respect 
accomplished person who is to study philosophy, and then switching from physics to 
ethics, argues from the tripartition of philosophy and the detailed study of nature and 
the gods to ethics and the virtues and then (briefly) returns to logic, and includes 
examples of problems in the fields concerned. Cf. Luc. 127 cited ibid., and Fin. 3.73 (SVF 
3.282), cited section E(b)§2, where Cicero argues that without physics one cannot 
pronounce judgement on good and evil, or understand the ancient maxims of the 
Wise Men (on Cicero’s critical attitude towards physics in De oratore 3.56–57 and De 
officiis 1.18–19, where he condemns the study of matters that are difficult and not 
needed, and his appreciation in Fin. 3.73, see Reydams-Schils 2016). We may also think 
of the educational goal of Seneca’s Naturales quaestiones, for which see, for instance, 
Nat. 6.32.1 ‘strength comes to the mind only from the liberal arts and the 
contemplation of nature’ (non enim aliunde animo venit robur quam a bonis artibus, 
quam a contemplatione naturae), and Williams (2012). Also cf. Sen. Ep. 65.17, 92.6. In 
his De otio, Or. 8.4–5 (excerpts below at exempla physica and exempla ethica) Seneca 
eulogizes the study of (especially) nature, in the course of which he lists a large 
number of quaestiones, most of which can be paralleled in the Placita. Cicero Fin. 
3.72–73 (quoted section E(b)§2) is explicit too. The hymnic conclusion of Sen. Or. 
12.20.1–2 is perhaps even more telling: ‘… my mind, free from all other engrossments, 
has leisure for its own tasks, and now finds joy in lighter studies, now, being eager for 
the truth, mounts to the consideration of its own nature and the nature of the 
universe. It seeks knowledge, first, of the lands and where they lie, then of the laws 
that govern the encompassing sea with its alternations of ebb and flow. Then it takes 
ken of all the expanse, charged with terrors, that lies between heaven and earth—this 
nearer space, disturbed by thunder, lightning, blasts of winds, and the downfall of rain 
and snow and hail. Finally, having traversed the lower spaces, it bursts through to the 
heights above, and there enjoys the noblest spectacle of things divine, and, mindful of 
its own immortality, it proceeds to all that has been and will ever be throughout the 
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ages of all time’ (tr. Basore LCL). These earlier writings, so to speak, announce the 
project of the Naturales quaestiones, and just as in the later work Seneca’s mind 
voyages from the centre to the periphery, the opposite of the trajectory followed by 
the Placita. 
 For eloquent expressions of Epicurus’ view on the uses of ‘meteorology’ (in the 
Epicurean sense of the word, so including astronomy and the unmasking of false ideas 
about the gods as responsible for these phenomena) as producing ataraxia and 
felicity, so serving his ethical purpose, see below, section E(b) Definition of 
philosophy. 
 We also recall the anecdote about Anaxagoras reported by Aristotle EE 1.5 
1216a10–14 (59A30 DK), who claimed one is born ‘for the sake of contemplating the 
heavens and the whole order of the universe’ (tr. Rackham LCL), and its reverberation 
at Eur. fr. 910 Nauck / Kannicht (ap. Clem. Strom. 4.155.1, also 59A30 DK), ‘blessed is 
whoever has learned from research, … who does not proceed to unjust acts, but seeks 
out the ageless order of immortal nature, where it came together, from what and how’, 
anticipating the Aristotelian question types of cause and origin. Also Dialexeis (Dissoi 
Logoi) 90.8.2 DK ‘and first, how would the man who knows about the nature of all 
things not be able also to act correctly about all things? (trans. Most LCL), also Philo 
Aet. 3–4 (quoted infra, ch. 1.6 at section E(a) §1[7–9]). Also generalized in as late a text 
as ps.Archyt. de Sapient. fr. 3 at Iambl. Protr. 4, p. 20.16–18 ~ 44.18–19 Thesleff ‘man is 
born to study … the reason of the whole’ (γέγονε … ὁ ἄνθρωπος ποττὸ θεωρῆσαι τὸν 
λόγον τᾶς τῶ ὅλω φύσιος, elsewhere attributed to Perictione). Euripides’ formula is 
anticipated by Empedocles 31B132: ‘blessed’ is, according to Empedocles, ‘who 
possesses the richness of divine wisdom; wretched, who prefers a dim view of the 
gods’. See also Cicero’s note on the bios theoretikos, ND 2.37 ‘man himself is born to 
contemplate and imitate the cosmos’ (SVF 2.1153—numerous parallels in Pease’s 
commentary ad loc.), as well as Vergil’s famous line Georg. 2.490 ‘blessed he who has 
been able go understand the causes of things’ (felix qui potuit rerum cognoscere causas; 
echoing Euripides and perhaps also Empedocles), on which see Norden (1974) 100–101 
with n. 1. Quintilian Inst. 12.2.20 goes so far as to argue that ‘the physical part of 
philosophy comprises the whole of ethics’: pars vero naturalis … illam etiam moralem 
… totam complectitur. See further Gladigow (1967) on the macarism (i.e. beatification) 
of the sophos, esp. 419–421, and Betegh (2003). On the epistemic as well as ethical 
benefits of the study of nature see also Simp. in Phys. 4.17–5.26, partly quoted section E(b)§3.  
 Galen’s monograph ‘Whether the study of nature is useful for ethical philosophy’ 
(Εἰ ἡ φυσιολογία χρήσιµος εἰς τὴν ἠθικὴν φιλοσοφίαν, cf. below, section E(b) General 
texts) belongs with the group of writings concerned with the philosophy of Epicurus. 
It is unfortunately lost, but in view of his well-known attitude elsewhere one may 
hypothesize that (not unlike Cicero in some of his treatises) he scorned the study of 
questions that cannot be resolved, but accepted the existence and providence of the 
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gods and argued against Epicurus’ rejection of providence. See also above, section 
D(d)(2), and Tieleman (2018b). 
 We note, finally, Diodotus’ assertion (at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.15) that 
Heraclitus’ book is not about nature but about the state, and that what is said about 
nature merely serves as illustration. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Philo of Alexandria Ebr. 91 (SVF 3.301) ταὐτὸν οὖν καὶ ἡ ἐν τῷ σοφῷ (cf. §3) 
δύναµις ἐπιδείξεται· πραγµατευοµένη γὰρ τὰ περὶ τοῦ ὄντος εὐσέβεια καὶ ὁσιότης ὀνοµάζεται, τὰ δὲ 
περὶ οὐρανοῦ καὶ τῶν κατ’ αὐτὸν φυσιολογία, µετεωρολογικὴ δὲ τὰ περὶ τὸν ἀέρα καὶ ὅσα κατὰ τὰς 
τροπὰς αὐτοῦ καὶ µεταβολὰς ἔν τε ταῖς ὁλοσχερέσιν ἐτησίοις ὥραις καὶ ταῖς ἐν µέρει κατά τε µηνῶν 
καὶ ἡµερῶν περιόδους πέφυκε συνίστασθαι, ἠθικὴ δὲ τὰ πρὸς ἀνθρωπίνων ἐπανόρθωσιν ἠθῶν, ἧς ἰδέαι 
πολιτική τε ἡ περὶ πόλιν καὶ ἡ περὶ οἰκίας ἐπιµέλειαν οἰκονοµική κτλ.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 
τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. Stoici; Posidonius fr. 254 Theiler, not in SVF or E.-K.) εἴς τε 
τὸν περὶ σωµάτων (cf. ch. 1.12) τόπον καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν (cf. ch. 1.3) καὶ στοιχείων (cf. ch. 1.2) καὶ θεῶν 
(cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ περάτων καὶ τόπου (cf. ch. 1.19) καὶ κενοῦ (cf. ch. 1.20). καὶ οὕτω µὲν εἰδικῶς, γενικῶς 
δ’ εἰς τρεῖς τόπους, τόν τε περὶ κόσµου (cf. ch. 2.1) καὶ τὸν περὶ τῶν στοιχείων (cf. chs. 1.2–3) καὶ 
τρίτον τὸν αἰτιολογικόν (cf. ch. 1.11).  V.P. 7.134, 7.140, 7.143, 7.144, 7.145, 7.149, 7.153. 7.154 
Ποσειδώνιος (frs. 4–12 E.-K., 256, 256–264 Theiler) ἐν α΄ (τῷ β΄, τῷ ε΄, τῷ ϛ΄, τῷ η΄) τοῦ Φυσικοῦ 
λόγου.  Seneca Ep. 89.16 naturalis pars philosophiae in duo scinditur, corporalia et incorporalia; 
utraque dividuntur in suos, ut ita dicam, gradus. corporum locus in hos primum, in ea quae 
faciunt et quae ex his gignuntur—gignuntur autem elementa. ipse ⟨de⟩ elementis locus, ut 
quidam putant, simplex est, ut quidam, in materiam et causam omnia moventem et elementa 
dividitur. 
§1  Definition: ps.Galen HPh c. 2 DG p. 598.4–5 ταῦτα µὲν οὖν ἐχρῆν προειπεῖν, ἵνα ἔκ τινος ἀρχῆς 
ποιησώµεθα τὸν περὶ φιλοσοφίας λόγον.   
§2  Stoics (and parallels in other schools):  Philodemus Piet. col. 9.29–10.3 Henrichs (on Stoics, 
SVF 3 Diog. 33) Τ[ριτω]νίδα δὲ καὶ | Τριτ[ογέ]νειαν (sc. εἰρῆσθαι) διὰ | τὸ τὴν φρόνησιν | ἐκ τριῶν 
συνεσ|τηκέναι λόγων, | τῶν φυσικῶν καὶ | τῶν [ἠ]θικῶ[ν] καὶ τῶν | λογικῶν.  Hippolytus Ref. 1 pinax 
3.3–5 φυσικοὶ µὲν οὖν Θαλῆς … (4) ἠθικοὶ Σωκράτης … Πλάτων Σωκράτους µαθητής· οὗτος τὰς τρεῖς 
φιλοσοφίας ἔµιξεν. (5) διαλεκτικοὶ Ἀριστοτέλης Πλάτωνος µαθητής· οὗτος τὴν διαλεκτικὴν 
συνεστήσατο.  Ref. 1.19.23 ὁ µὲν οὖν Πλάτων, καθὼς προείποµεν, συναγαγὼν τὰ τρία µέρη τῆς κατὰ 
πάντα φιλοσοφίας οὕτως ἐφιλοσόφησεν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 7.16–17 … οἱ εἰπόντες τῆς φιλοσοφίας 
τὸ µέν τι εἶναι φυσικὸν τὸ δὲ ἠθικὸν τὸ δὲ λογικόν· ὧν δυνάµει µὲν Πλάτων ἐστὶν ἀρχηγός, περὶ 
πολλῶν µὲν φυσικῶν, {περὶ} πολλῶν δὲ ἠθικῶν, οὐκ ὀλίγων δὲ λογικῶν διαλεχθείς· (17) ῥητότατα δὲ 
οἱ περὶ τὸν Ξενοκράτη (fr. 1 Heinze, F 1 Isnardi Parente2) καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τοῦ Περιπάτου, ἔτι δὲ οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς 
Στοᾶς (SVF 2.38) ἔχονται τῆσδε τῆς διαιρέσεως.  M. 7.20 ἀλλὰ γὰρ τριµεροῦς οὔσης τῆς φιλοσοφίας 
οἱ µὲν πρῶτον µέρος τάττουσι τὸ φυσικόν, ἐπεὶ καὶ χρόνῳ µὲν πρεσβυτάτη ἐστὶν ἡ περὶ τὴν φυσικὴν 
πραγµατεία ὡς καὶ µέχρι νῦν τοὺς πρώτους φιλοσοφήσαντας φυσικοὺς καλεῖσθαι, τάξει δέ, ὅτι 
πρῶτον ἁρµόττει περὶ τῶν ὅλων διαλαβεῖν καὶ τότε περὶ τῶν ἐπ’ εἴδους καὶ τἀνθρώπου σκέπτεσθαι.  
P. 1.5–6 τῆς σκεπτικῆς οὖν φιλοσοφίας ὁ µὲν λέγεται καθόλου λόγος ὁ δὲ εἰδικός …· (6) εἰδικὸς δὲ ἐν ᾧ 
πρὸς ἕκαστον µέρος τῆς καλουµένης φιλοσοφίας ἀντιλέγοµεν.  Apuleius Plat. 1.187. Anon. Photii 
cod. 249, p. 238.16–20 Thesleff  ὅτι τὴν µὲν θεωρητικὴν καὶ φυσικὴν Πλάτωνά φασι παρὰ τῶν ἐν 
Ἰταλίᾳ Πυθαγορείων ἐκµαθεῖν, τὴν δὲ ἠθικὴν µάλιστα παρὰ Σωκράτους, τῆς δὲ λογικῆς σπέρµατα 
καταβαλεῖν αὐτῷ Ζήνωνα καὶ Παρµενίδην τοὺς Ἐλεάτας· καὶ οὗτοι δὲ τῆς Πυθαγορείου ἦσαν 
διατριβῆς.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.12 φιλοσοφίαν δὲ πρῶτος ὠνόµασε Πυθαγόρας (—) καὶ ἑαυτὸν 
φιλόσοφον. … θᾶττον δὲ ἐκαλεῖτο σοφία, καὶ σοφὸς ὁ ταύτην ἐπαγγελλόµενος, ὃς εἴη ἂν κατ’ 
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ἀκρότητα ψυχῆς ἀπηκριβωµένος, φιλόσοφος δὲ ὁ σοφίαν ἀσπαζόµενος.  V.P. 1.18 µέρη δὲ φιλοσοφίας 
τρία, φυσικόν, ἠθικόν, διαλεκτικόν· φυσικὸν µὲν τὸ περὶ κόσµου καὶ τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ· ἠθικὸν δὲ τὸ περὶ 
βίου καὶ τῶν πρὸς ἡµᾶς· διαλεκτικὸν δὲ τὸ ἀµφοτέρων τοὺς λόγους πρεσβεῦον. καὶ µέχρι µὲν 
Ἀρχελάου τὸ φυσικὸν ἦν εἶδος· ἀπὸ δὲ Σωκράτους, ὡς προείρηται (sc.V.P. 1.14), τὸ ἠθικόν· ἀπὸ δὲ 
Ζήνωνος τοῦ Ἐλεάτου (—) τὸ διαλεκτικόν.  V.P. 3.8 µίξιν τε ἐποιήσατο (sc. Plato) τῶν τε 
Ἡρακλειτείων λόγων καὶ Πυθαγορικῶν καὶ Σωκρατικῶν· τὰ µὲν γὰρ αἰσθητὰ καθ’ Ἡράκλειτον, τὰ δὲ 
νοητὰ κατὰ Πυθαγόραν, τὰ δὲ πολιτικὰ κατὰ Σωκράτην ἐφιλοσόφει.  V.P. 3.56 (Arist. de poet. fr. 42 
Janko) ὥσπερ δὲ τὸ παλαιὸν ἐν τῇ τραγῳδίᾳ πρότερον µὲν µόνος ὁ χορὸς διεδραµάτιζεν, ὕστερον δὲ 
Θέσπις ἕνα ὑποκριτὴν ἐξεῦρεν ὑπὲρ τοῦ διαναπαύεσθαι τὸν χορὸν καὶ δεύτερον Αἰσχύλος, τὸν δὲ 
τρίτον Σοφοκλῆς καὶ συνεπλήρωσεν τὴν τραγῳδίαν, οὕτως καὶ τῆς φιλοσοφίας ὁ λόγος πρότερον µὲν 
ἦν µονοειδὴς ὡς ὁ φυσικός, δεύτερον δὲ Σωκράτης προσέθηκε τὸν ἠθικόν, τρίτον δὲ Πλάτων τὸν 
διαλεκτικὸν καὶ ἐτελεσιούργησε τὴν φιλοσοφίαν.  V.P. 7.39 τριµερῆ φασιν εἶναι τὸν κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν 
λόγον· εἶναι γὰρ αὐτοῦ τὸ µέν τι φυσικόν, τὸ δὲ ἠθικόν, τὸ δὲ λογικόν. οὕτω δὲ πρῶτος διεῖλε Ζήνων ὁ 
Κιτιεὺς ἐν τῷ Περὶ λόγου (SVF 1.45) καὶ Χρύσιππος ἐν τῷ α΄ Περὶ λόγου καὶ ἐν τῇ πρώτῃ τῶν 
Φυσικῶν (SVF 2.37) καὶ Ἀπολλόδωρος ὁ Ἕφηλος (SVF 3 Apollod. 1) ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Εἰς τὰ 
δόγµατα εἰσαγωγῶν καὶ Εὔδροµος ἐν τῇ Ἠθικῇ στοιχειώσει (SVF 3 Eudr. 1) καὶ Διογένης ὁ 
Βαβυλώνιος (SVF 3 Diog. 16) καὶ Ποσειδώνιος (F 87 E.-K., 252a Theiler). ταῦτα δὲ τὰ µέρη ὁ µὲν 
Ἀπολλόδωρος τόπους καλεῖ, ὁ δὲ Χρύσιππος καὶ Εὔδροµος εἴδη, ἄλλοι γένη.  V.P. 7.83 (SVF 2.130) 
δυοῖν δ’ οὔσαιν συνηθείαιν ταῖν ὑποπιπτούσαιν τῇ ἀρετῇ (sc. τῇ ἐν λόγοις θεωρίᾳ), ἡ µὲν τί ἕκαστόν 
ἐστι τῶν ὄντων σκοπεῖ, ἡ δὲ τί καλεῖται.  V.P. 7.92 Παναίτιος (fr. 67 Alesse) µὲν οὖν δύο φησὶν ἀρετάς, 
θεωρητικὴν καὶ πρακτικήν· ἄλλοι δὲ λογικὴν καὶ φυσικὴν καὶ ἠθικήν· τέτταρας δὲ οἱ περὶ Ποσειδώνιον 
(F 180 E.-K, 424 Theiler) καὶ πλείονας οἱ περὶ Κλεάνθην (SVF 1.565) καὶ Χρύσιππον (SVF 3.261) καὶ 
Ἀντίπατρον (SVF 3 Antip. 60). ὁ µὲν γὰρ Ἀπολλοφάνης (SVF 1.406) µίαν λέγει, τὴν φρόνησιν.  7.125–
126 τὰς δ’ ἀρετὰς λέγουσιν ἀντακολουθεῖν ἀλλήλαις καὶ τὸν µίαν ἔχοντα πάσας ἔχειν· εἶναι γὰρ αὐτῶν 
τὰ θεωρήµατα κοινά, καθάπερ Χρύσιππος ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ ἀρετῶν φησιν (SVF 3.295), 
Ἀπολλόδωρος δὲ ἐν τῇ Φυσικῇ κατὰ τὴν ἀρχαίαν (SVF 3 Apoll. 15), Ἑκάτων δὲ ἐν τῷ (126) τρίτῳ Περὶ 
ἀρετῶν (fr. 7 Gomoll). τὸν γὰρ ἐνάρετον θεωρητικόν τ’ εἶναι καὶ πρακτικὸν τῶν ποιητέων.  V.P. 7.130 
(SVF 3.687) βίων δὲ τριῶν ὄντων, θεωρητικοῦ καὶ πρακτικοῦ καὶ λογικοῦ, τὸν τρίτον φασὶν αἱρετέον· 
γεγονέναι γὰρ ὑπὸ τῆς φύσεως ἐπίτηδες τὸ λογικὸν ζῷον πρὸς θεωρίαν καὶ πρᾶξιν.  but V.P. 6.103 
ἀρέσκει οὖν αὐτοῖς (sc. τοῖς Κυνικοῖς, V B 368 Giannantoni) τὸν λογικὸν καὶ τὸν φυσικὸν τόπον 
περιαιρεῖν, ἐµφερῶς Ἀρίστωνι τῷ Χͅͅῳ (SVF 1.354), µόνῳ δὲ προσέχειν τῷ ἠθικῷ.  Hippolytus Ref. 1 
pinax 1–2 τάδε ἔνεστιν ἐν τῇ πρώτῃ τοῦ Κατὰ πασῶν αἱρέσεων ἐλέγχου· (2) τίνα τὰ δόξαντα τοῖς 
φυσικοῖς φιλοσόφοις καὶ τίνες οὗτοι· καὶ τίνα τὰ τοῖς ἠθικοῖς καὶ τίνες οὗτοι· καὶ τίνα τὰ τοῖς 
διαλεκτικοῖς καὶ τίνες οἱ διαλεκτικοί.  ps.Galen HPh c. 5, DG pp. 602.18–603.2 οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἔφασαν 
τὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἶναι δύναµιν γνωστικὴν καὶ περιποιητικὴν ἀρίστου βίου, ἄριστον βίον εἰπόντες τὸ ζῆν 
ἕκαστον κατ' ἀρετήν, οἱ δὲ ἄσκησιν ἀνθρώποις {ἀρίστης ζωῆς} ἐπιτηδείας τέχνης ὡρίσαντο, ἄσκησιν 
µὲν τὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἰπόντες, ἐπιτηδείαν δὲ τέχνην τὴν σοφίαν ὀνοµάσαντες, ἥ τίς ἐστι κατάληψις 
θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων. HPh c. 6, DG p. 603.7–16 Πόσα µέρη τῆς φιλοσοφίας. µέρη δὲ 
τῆς φιλοσοφίας κατὰ τοὺς πλείστους ἀκριβεστάτους εἶναι δοκοῦντας τρία παρειλήφαµεν, τό τε 
λογικὸν δι’ οὗ καταµανθάνοµεν, τί τῶν ὄντων ἕκαστον κατ’ οὐσίαν καὶ κατὰ συµβεβηκός, καὶ τὰς 
διαφορὰς τούτων πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα γινώσκοµεν· καὶ τὸ φυσικὸν δι’ οὗπερ ἔστι καθορᾶν, τίς 
ἡ αἰτία τοῦ τάξει προϊέναι τῶν οὐρανίων τὴν κίνησιν ὅσα φέρεσθαι δοκεῖ, καὶ τίνες αὐτῶν ταχυτῆτες ἢ 
βραδυτῆτες πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ ὅσα τούτων ἐστὶν ὅµοια (cf. ch. 2.16). καὶ τρίτον τὸ πάντων 
ἀναγκαιότατον καὶ τοῖς ἐπιτηδεύµασι χρησιµώτατον τὸ ἠθικόν, δι’ οὗ µανθάνοµεν ἀλλήλοις ὁµιλεῖν 
καὶ συµβάλλειν προσηνῶς κτλ.  Isidore of Seville Dif.Rer. 2.38.149 Etym. 8.6.1 est enim philosophus 
qui divinarum et humanarum rerum scientiam habet, et omnem bene vivendi tramitem tenet.  
Note esp. Cicero Fin. 5.12 vitae autem degendae ratio maxime quidem illis placuit quieta, in 
contemplatione et cognitione posita rerum, quae quia deorum erat vitae simillima, sapiente visa 
est dignissima. 
§3  Aristotle Theophrastus Peripatetics: Doxographia Ethica A at Stob. Ecl. 2.7.3g, pp. 50.11–



 Book 1 Proœmium 19 

51.16 Ἀριστοτέλης (sc. τὸ τέλος) ‘χρῆσιν ἀρετῆς τελείας’ (EN 5.1 1129b31) ‘ἐν ⟨βίῳ τελείῳ⟩’ (EN 1.7 
1098a17) προηγουµένην (ms, Moraux (1973) 353 n. 117, χορηγ. Wachsmuth, cf. below). ἡ µὲν οὖν 
χρῆσις ἐστι πλέον τῆς κτήσεως· ‘ἐνέργειαν’ γὰρ εἶναι βούλεται τὴν ‘εὐδαιµονίαν’ (EN 7.14 1153b14–17), 
καὶ τὸ ‘τέλος’ ἡµετέραν ‘⟨πρᾶξιν⟩’ (cf. EN 1.1 1095a5–6). ἡ δ’ ‘ἀρετὴ ἕξις ἡ βελτίστη ψυχῆς’ (EE 2.1 
1219a30–34)· τελεία δὲ τριχῶς, καὶ γὰρ ᾗ σύνθετος ἐκ τῶν θεωρητικῶν καὶ πρακτικῶν καὶ ἠθικῶν 
(τρία γὰρ ὑποτίθεται γένη), ἣν ἂν εἴποις ἀρετὴν κατὰ σύνθεσιν· καὶ ᾗ ἐκ τῶν οἰκείων δυνάµεων 
συµπεπληρωµένη, φύσεως, λόγου, ἔθους (ταύτην κατ’ ἀριθµὸν ἐρεῖ τις)· καὶ ᾗ κατὰ συµφωνίαν τοῦ 
λογικοῦ µέρους πρὸς τἄλογον τῆς ψυχῆς, περὶ ὧν ὑποβὰς διαρθρώσω. πολλαχῶς δ’ ἔξεστι τὴν 
εὐδαιµονίαν ὁρίζεσθαι κατ’ αὐτόν· ῾ἐνέργειαν κατ’ ἀρετὴν τελείαν ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ (cf. EN 1.7 1098a16–
18, MM 2.7.2.4–6) προηγουµένην’ καὶ ῾βίος καλὸς καὶ τέλειος’ προηγούµενος· καὶ τὸ πάντων 
σαφέστατον ῾χρῆσις ἀρετῆς τελείας (cf. EN 5.1 1129b31) ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ (EN 1.7 1098a17)’ 
προηγουµένη. ‘ἐν βίῳ δὲ τελείῳ’ λὲγει πρὸς τὴν διάστασιν τῆς χρήσεως τῶν ἀγαθῶν· χορηγουµένην δὲ 
χάριν τοῦ τὴν χρῆσιν ἐν ἀγαθοῖς γίγνεσθαι, µὴ ἐν κακοῖς. τοῦτο µὲν οὖν τέλος.  Doxographia Ethica 
B (Stoic, ascribed to AD) at Stob. Ecl. 2.7.11g, p. 98.14–17 πάντα δὲ τὸν καλὸν καὶ ἀγαθὸν ἄνδρα 
τέλειον εἶναι λέγουσι διὰ τὸ µηδεµιᾶς ἀπολείπεσθαι ἀρετῆς.  Doxographia Ethica C (Peripatetic, 
ascribed to AD) at Stob. Ecl. 2.13, pp. 117.17–118.4 διττὸν εἶναι καὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν τὸ εἶδος, τὸ µὲν 
λογικόν, τὸ δ’ ἄλογον, ἐπειδὴ καὶ ταῦτα πέφυκε µὲν κατὰ θεωρίαν καὶ πρᾶξιν, ὅθεν καὶ τὴν ἠθικὴν 
ἀρετὴν οὐκ εἶναι µὲν ἐπιστήµην, προαιρετικὴν δὲ τῶν καλῶν ὑπάρχειν ⟨ἕξιν⟩. at Stob. Ecl. 2.13, pp. 
131.14–132.12 (on the τέλος and the τελείας … ἀρετῆς … χρῆσιν … ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ).  Philo of 
Alexandria Det. 60 εὐδαιµονίαν δὲ χρῆσιν ἀρετῆς τελείας ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ νενόηκα.  Leg. 3.3–4 διὰ µὲν 
δὴ τούτων ἐπιδέδεικται, πῶς ὁ µὲν φαῦλος ἄπολίς τέ ἐστι καὶ ἄοικος, φυγὰς ἀρετῆς ὤν, ὁ δὲ 
σπουδαῖος καὶ (4) πόλιν ἔχειν καὶ οἶκον σοφίαν κεκλήρωται.  Aspasius in EN 19.10–11 ἐν κεφαλαίῳ δ’ 
εἰπεῖν, ἔστιν ἡ εὐδαιµονία ψυχῆς λογικῆς ἐνέργεια κατ’ ἀρετὴν τελείαν ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ.  Alcinous Did. 
c. 3, p.153.38–42 τῆς δὲ πρακτικῆς τὸ µὲν θεωρεῖται περὶ τὴν τῶν ἠθῶν  ἐπιµέλειαν, τὸ δὲ περὶ τὴν τοῦ 
οἴκου προστασίαν, τὸ δὲ περὶ πολὶν καὶ τὴν ταύτης σωτηρίαν· τούτων τὸ µὲν πρῶτον ἠθικὸν κέκληται, 
τὸ δὲ δεύτερον οἰκονοµικόν, τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν πολιτικόν.  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.351.8–11 Κ. ι΄.  τὰ ἀνωτάτω 
µέρη τῆς ἰατρικῆς ἐστι δύο, θεωρία καὶ πρᾶξις. προηγεῖται δὲ τῆς πράξεως ἡ θεωρία. θεωρῆσαι γάρ τι 
πρότερον χρὴ, ἔπειτα οὕτως πρᾶξαι. ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῆς ἐπὶ τῶν ἔργων τριβῆς ἡ διὰ τοῦ λόγου διδασκαλία.  
Def.Med. 19.355.3–4 Κ. κε΄. τέλειός ἐστιν ἰατρὸς ὁ ἐν θεωρίᾳ καὶ πράξει ἀπηρτισµένος.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 5.28 βούλεται (sc. Aristotle) δὲ ἐν αὐτοῖς (sc. τοῖς βιβλίοις) τάδε· διττὸν εἶναι τὸν κατὰ 
φιλοσοφίαν λόγον, τὸν µὲν πρακτικόν, τὸν δὲ θεωρητικόν. καὶ τοῦ πρακτικοῦ τόν τε ἠθικὸν καὶ 
πολιτικόν, οὗ τά τε περὶ πόλιν καὶ τὰ περὶ οἶκον ὑπογεγράφθαι· τοῦ δὲ θεωρητικοῦ τόν τε φυσικὸν καὶ 
λογικόν, οὗ τὸ λογικὸν οὐχ ὡς ὅλου µέρος, ἀλλ’ ὡς ὄργανον προσηκριβωµένον.  V.P. 5.30 τέλος δὲ ἓν 
ἐξέθετο χρῆσιν ἀρετῆς ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ (Arist. EN 1.7 1098a12–20).  5.31 καὶ ἐρασθήσεσθαι δὲ τὸν σοφὸν 
καὶ πολιτεύσεσθαι, γαµήσειν τε µὴν καὶ βασιλεῖ συµβιώσεσθαι. βίων τε τριῶν ὄντων, θεωρητικοῦ, 
πρακτικοῦ, ἡδονικοῦ, τὸν θεωρητικὸν προέκρινεν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 7.14–15 τῶν δὲ διµερῆ τὴν 
φιλοσοφίαν ὑποστησαµένων Ξενοφάνης µὲν ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A35 DK) τὸ φυσικὸν ἅµα καὶ λογικόν, 
ὥς φασί τινες, µετήρχετο, Ἀρχέλαος δὲ ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (60A6 DK) τὸ φυσικὸν καὶ ἠθικόν· µεθ’ οὗ τινες 
καὶ τὸν Ἐπίκουρον (fr. 242 Usener) τάττουσιν ὡς {καὶ} τὴν λογικὴν θεωρίαν ἐκβάλλοντα. ἄλλοι δὲ 
ἦσαν οἵ φασι µὴ κοινῶς αὐτὸν τὴν λογικὴν παρῃτῆσθαι, µόνην δὲ τὴν τῶν Στωικῶν, ὥστε δυνάµει 
τριµερῆ πάλιν ἀπολείπειν τὴν φιλοσοφίαν.  Isidore of Seville Etym. 2.24.1 philosophia est rerum 
humanarum divinarumque cognitio cum studio bene vivendi coniuncta. haec duabus ex rebus 
constare videtur, scientia et opinatione (following Lact. Inst. 3.3.1?). Achilles c. 2, p. 9.2–7 
Εὔδωρος (fr. 9 Mazzarelli) ὁ φιλόσοφός φησι Διόδωρον τὸν Ἀλεξανδρέα µαθηµατικὸν τούτῳ 
διαφέρειν εἰπεῖν τὴν µαθηµατικὴν τῆς φυσιολογίας, ὅτι ἡ µὲν µαθηµατικὴ τὰ παρεπόµενα τῇ οὐσίᾳ 
ζητεῖ, πόθεν καὶ πῶς ἐκλείψεις γίνονται (cf. chs. 2.24, 2.29), ἡ δὲ φυσιολογία περὶ τῆς οὐσίας (cf. ch. 
2.20), τίς ἡλίου φύσις, πότερον µύδρος ἐστὶ κατὰ Ἀναξαγόραν (cf. ch. 2.20.8) ἢ πῦρ κατὰ τοὺς 
Στωϊκοὺς (—) ἢ κατὰ Ἀριστοτέλην (cf. ch. 2.20.11) πέµπτη οὐσία. 
 exempla physica  (quaestiones physicae, ζητήµατα or προβλήµατα φυσικά): Cicero Inv. 
1.6.8 nam Hermagoras (fr. IB 6a Matthes, T14 Woerther) … quaestionem autem eam appellat, 
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quae habeat in se controversiam in dicendo positam sine certarum personarum interpositione, ad 
hunc modum: …‘veri ne sint sensus’ (cf. ch. 4.8) ‘quae sit mundi forma?’ (cf. ch. 2.2) ‘quae sit solis 
magnitudo’ (cf. ch. 2.21).  Part.Or. 64 rursus autem ex cognitionis consultatione, ubi sit necne sit, 
aut fuerit futurumve sit quaeritur, unum genus est quaestionis, possitne aliquid effici … quoius 
generis omnes sunt, in quibus, ut in obscuris naturalibusque quaestionibus, causae rationesque 
rerum explicantur.  de Orat. 2.66 si enim est oratoris, quaecumque res infinite posita sit, de ea 
posse dicere, dicendum erit ei, quanta sit solis magnitudo (cf. ch. 2.21), quae forma terrae (cf. ch. 
3.10).  Luc. 82 quid potest sole maius, quem mathematici amplius duodeviginti partibus 
confirmant maiorem esse quam terram: quantulus nobis videtur; mihi quidem quasi pedalis (cf. 
ch. 2.21.4); Epicurus (—) autem posse putat etiam minorem esse eum quam videatur, sed non 
multo; ne maiorem quidem multo putat esse, vel tantum esse quantus videatur, ut oculi aut nihil 
mentiantur {tamen} aut non multum (cf. ch. 2.21.5)—mentiantur ⟨tamen⟩.  Luc. 126–127 solis 
autem magnitudinem (cf. ch. 2.21) (ipse enim hic radiatus me intueri videtur admonens ut crebro 
faciam mentionem sui) vos ergo huius magnitudinem quasi decempeda permensi refertis; ego me, 
quasi malis architectis, mensurae vestrae nego credere: dubium est uter nostrum sit, leviter ut 
dicam, verecundior? nec tamen istas quaestiones physicorum exterminandas puto. est enim 
animorum ingeniorumque naturale quoddam quasi pabulum consideratio contemplatioque 
naturae.  Tusc. 5.69–70 (cf. ch. 2.16) cum totius mundi motus conversionesque perspexerit 
sideraque viderit innumerabilia caelo inhaerentia cum eius ipsius motu congruere certis infixa 
sedibus, septem alia suos quaeque tenere cursus multum inter se aut altitudine aut humilitate 
distantia, quorum vagi motus rata tamen et certa sui cursus spatia definiant (cf. ch. 2.7)—horum 
nimirum aspectus impulit illos veteres et admonuit, ut plura quaererent; inde est indagatio nata 
initiorum et tamquam seminum, unde essent omnia orta generata concreta, quaeque cuiusque 
generis vel inanimi vel animantis vel muti vel loquentis origo, quae vita, qui interitus quaeque ex 
alio in aliud vicissitudo atque mutatio, unde terra (cf. ch. 3.9.4–5) et quibus librata ponderibus 
(cf. chs. 3.7, 3.15.7–10), quibus cavernis maria sustineantur (cf. ch. 3.16), qua omnia delata 
gravitate medium mundi locum semper expetant, qui est idem infimus in rutundo (cf. ch. 1.12.2–
4).  ND 2.42 cum igitur aliorum animantium ortus in terra sit, aliorum in aqua, in aëre aliorum, 
absurdum esse Aristoteli (fr. 23 R3, 835 Gigon) videtur in ea parte quae sit ad gignenda animantia 
aptissima animal gigni nullum putare. sidera autem aetherium locum obtinent.  Inv. 1.8 
(Hermagoras fr. 6a Matthes, T14 Woerther) quaestionem autem eam appellat, quae habeat in se 
controversiam in dicendo positam sine certarum personarum interpositione, ad hunc modum: … 
‘verine sint sensus?’ (cf. ch. 4.9),’quae sit mundi forma?’ (cf. ch. 2.2), ‘quae sit solis magnitudo?’ 
(cf. ch. 2.21). ND 2.41 quare cum solis ignis similis eorum ignium sit qui sunt in corporibus 
animantium, solem quoque animantem esse oportet.  Div. 2.10 num censes eos, qui divinare 
dicuntur, posse respondere, sol maiorne quam terra sit an tantus, quantus videatur? (cf. ch. 
2.21.5).  Fin. 5.9–10 natura sic ab iis investigata est, ut nulla pars caelo, mari, terra, ut poëtice 
loquar, praetermissa sit; quin etiam, cum de rerum initiis omnique mundo locuti essent, ut multa 
non modo probabili argumentatione, sed etiam necessaria mathematicorum ratione 
concluderent, maximam materiam ex rebus per se investigatis ad rerum occultarum cognitionem 
attulerunt. persecutus est Aristoteles animantium omnium ortus (Arist. GA), victus, figuras (Arist. 
HA), Theophrastus (fr. 385 FHS&G) autem stirpium naturas omniumque fere rerum, quae e terra 
gignerentur, causas (Thphr. CP) atque rationes (Thphr. HP); qua ex cognitione facilior facta est 
investigatio rerum occultissimarum.  Philo of Alexandria Abr. 162–163 ἡ δὲ (sc. διάνοια) … εἰς 
σκέψιν ἦλθε, πότερον τὰ φανέντα ταῦτ’ ἐστὶν ἀγένητα ἢ γενέσεως ἔλαβεν ἀρχὴν (cf. ch. 1.24) καὶ 
πότερον ἄπειρα ἢ πεπερασµένα καὶ πότερον εἷς ἢ πλείονές εἰσι κόσµοι (cf. ch. 1.5, ch. 2.1) καὶ πότερον 
τὰ τέτταρα στοιχεῖα τῶν ἁπάντων ἐστὶν ἢ φύσιν ἐξαίρετον οὐρανὸς καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ κεκλήρωται 
θειοτέρας καὶ οὐχὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις τῆς αὐτῆς οὐσίας ἐπιλαχόντα· εἰ δὲ δὴ καὶ γέγονεν ὁ κόσµος (cf. ch. 
2.4), (163) ὑπὸ τίνος γέγονε καὶ τίς ὁ δηµιουργὸς κατ’ οὐσίαν ἢ ποιότητα καὶ τί διανοηθεὶς ἐποίει καὶ τί 
νῦν πράττει καὶ τίς αὐτῷ διαγωγὴ καὶ βίος καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα περιττὸς νοῦς φρονήσει συµβιῶν εἴωθε 
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διερευνᾶσθαι. ταῦτα δὲ καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἀνάκειται τῷ φιλοσοφεῖν.  Pliny Nat. 1 p. 11.1–6 libro II 
continentur: an finitus sit mundus et an unus (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1). de forma eius (cf. ch. 2.2). de motu 
eius (cf. ch. 2.7). cur mundus dicatur (cf. ch. 2.1.1). de elementis (cf. chs. 1.2–3). de deo (cf. ch. 1.7). 
de siderum errantium natura (cf. ch. 2.13). de lunae et solis defectibus (cf. chs. 2.24, 2.29).  Horace 
Ep. 1.12.15–20 nil parvum sapias et adhuc sublimia cures: / quae mare compescant causae (cf. ch. 
3.17), quid temperet annum (cf. ch. 3.8), / stellae sponte sua iussae ne vagentur et errant (cf. ch. 
2.16), / quid premat obscurum, lunae quid proferat orbem (cf. ch. 2.27), / quid velit et possit rerum 
concordia discors, / Empedocles an Stertinium deliret acumen?  Ethical Doxography A at Stob. 
Ecl. 2.2, p.42.1–6 ἡγούµενος δ’ ἐµαυτῷ πρέπειν πρὸ παντὸς τὴν οὐσίαν δεῖν ἐπισκοπεῖν οὗ τις 
πραγµατεύεται, κἄπειτα ποιότητα τὴν περὶ αὐτὴν καὶ ποσότητα, καὶ τούτοις ἐφεξῆς τὸ πρὸς τί, 
νοµίζω προσεπιπονητέον {τε}εἶναι καὶ τὰ τῶν ἄλλων ἐπισκοπεῖν, καθάπερ οὐ πάντων, οὕτως τῶν περὶ 
ταῦτα διενεγκάντων (‘those who differ from each other on these matters’). Aelius Theon Prog. 
§11, 12o.13–15 Patillon–Bolognesi θέσις ἐστὶ πρᾶγµα λογικὴν ἀµφισβήτησιν ἐπιδεχοµένον ἄνευ 
προσώπων ὡρισµένων καὶ πάσης περιστάσεως, οἷον εἰ γαµητέον, εἰ παιδοποιητέον, εἰ θεοί εἰσι (cf. ch. 
1.7.1).  Prog. §11, 121.7–15 Patillon–Bolognesi.  ps.Hermogenes Prog. §11.4.1–5.5 Patillon τῶν δὲ 
θέσεων αἳ µὲν πολιτικαί, αἳ δὲ οὔ· καὶ πολιτικαὶ µὲν αἱ ὑποπεπτωκυῖαι ταῖς κοιναῖς ἐννοίαις, οἷον εἰ 
ῥητορευτέον καὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα· οὐ πολιτικαὶ δέ, ὅσαι οἰκεῖαί τινος ἐπιστήµης καὶ προσήκουσαι τοῖς περὶ 
αὐτὰς ἀναστρεφοµένοις, οἷον εἰ σφαιροειδὴς ὁ οὐρανός (cf. ch. 2.2), εἰ πολλοὶ κόσµοι (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1), 
εἰ ὁ ἥλιος πῦρ (cf. ch. 2.20). (5) αἵδε µὲν οὖν φιλοσόφοις ἁρµόζουσιν, ἐν δὲ ταῖς ἄλλαις τοὺς ῥήτορας 
γυµναστέον. ὠνόµασαν δὲ τινὲς ταύτας µὲν πρακτικάς, ἐκείνας δὲ θεωρητικάς· ταύτας µὲν γὰρ 
ἐνδέχεται καὶ πραχθῆναι, ἐκείνων δὲ τὸ τέλος ἡ θεωρία.  Seneca Dial. 8.4.2 (quaeramus) quod 
maria terrasque et mari ac terris inserta complectitur, an multa eiusmodi corpora deus sparserit 
(cf. ch. 1.5, also 1.3); continua sit omnis et plena materia ex qua cuncta gignuntur, an diducta et 
solidis inane permixtum (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9); quae sit dei sedes, opus suum spectet an tractet , 
utrumne extrinsecus illi circumfusus sit an toti inditus(cf. ch. 1.7); inmortalis sit mundus an inter 
caduca et ad tempus nata numerandus (cf. ch. 2.4).  Dial. 8.5.5–6 nec enim omnia nec tanta 
visimus quanta sunt, sed acies nostra aperit sibi investigandi viam et fundamenta vero iacit, ut 
inquisitio transeat ex apertis in obscura et aliquid ipso mundo inveniat antiquius: unde ista sidera 
exierint (cf. ch. 2.13); quis fuerit universi status, antequam singula in partes discederent, quae 
ratio mersa et confusa diduxerit(cf. ch. 1.4); quis loca rebus adsignaverit, suapte natura gravia 
descenderint, evolauerint levia, an praeter nisum pondusque corporum altior aliqua vis legem 
singulis dixerit (cf. ch. 1.12); an illud verum sit quo maxime probatur homines divini esse spiritus, 
partem ac veluti scintillas quasdam astrorum in terram desiluisse atque alieno loco haesisse (cf. 
ch. 4.3.14). … (6) 'illud' inquit (sc. cogitatio nostra) 'scrutor quod ultra mundum iacet, utrumne 
profunda vastitas sit an et hoc ipsum terminis suis cludatur (cf. chs. 1.8, 2.9); qualis sit habitus 
exclusis, informia et confusa sint, {an} in omnem partem tantundem loci optinentia, an et illa in 
aliquem cultum discripta sint; huic cohaereant mundo, an longe ab hoc secesserint et hic in vacuo 
volutetur; individua sint per quae struitur omne quod natum futurumque est, an continua eorum 
materia sit et per totum mutabilis (cf. ch. 1.9); utrum contraria inter se elementa sint, an non 
pugnent sed per diversa conspirent.'  Dial. 12.20.1–2 animus omnis occupationis expers operibus 
suis vacat et modo se levioribus studiis oblectat, modo ad considerandam suam universique 
naturam veri avidus insurgit. terras primum situmque earum quaerit (cf. chs. 3.9–15), deinde 
condicionem circumfusi maris cursusque eius alternos et recursus (cf. chs. 3.16–17); tunc quidquid 
inter caelum terrasque plenum formidinis interiacet perspicit et hoc tonitribus fulminibus (cf. ch. 
3.3), ventorum flatibus (cf. ch. 3.7), ac nimborum nivisque et grandinis iactu (cf. ch. 3.4) 
tumultuosum spatium; tum peragratis humilioribus ad summa perrumpit et pulcherrimo 
divinorum spectaculo fruitur (cf. A Book 2), aeternitatis suae memor in omne quod fuit 
futurumque est vadit omnibus saeculis.  Quintilian Inst. 1.10.49 illud utique iam proprium ad 
efficiendum quod intendimus, plurimas quaestiones, quibus difficilior alia ratione explicatio est, 
ut de ratione videndi (cf. ch. 4.13), de sectione ⟨in⟩ infinitum (cf. ch. 1.16), de celeritate augenda, 
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linearibus illis probationibus solvi solere: ut, si est oratori, quod proximus demonstrabit liber, de 
omnibus rebus dicendum, nullo modo sine geometria esse possit orator.  Inst. 2.17.38 ‘sed nescit 
(sc. orator), an verum sit quod dicit.' ne ii quidem, qui ignem aut aquam aut quattuor elementa 
aut corpora insecabilia esse, ex quibus res omnes initium duxerint (cf. ch. 1.3), tradunt, nec qui 
intervalla siderum (cf. ch. 2.31 and below, Ambrose) et mensuras solis (cf. ch. 2.21) ac terrae (cf. 
ch. 3.9) colligunt: disciplinam tamen suam artem vocant.  Inst. 3.5.5 item convenit quaestiones 
esse aut infinitas aut finitas. infinitae sunt, quae remotis personis et temporibus et locis ceterisque 
similibus in utramque partem tractantur, quod Graeci θέσιν dicunt, … alii quaestiones philosopho 
convenientis.  Inst. 7.2.6 quaeritur per coniecturam et qualitatem circa modum speciem 
numerum: an sol maior quam terra (cf. ch. 2.21), luna globosa an plana an acuta (cf. ch. 2.27), 
unus mundus an plures (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1).  Inst. 7.4.1 est autem qualitas alia de summo genere atque 
ea quidem non simplex. nam et qualis sit cuiusque rei natura et quae forma quaeritur: an 
inmortalis anima (cf. ch. 4.7), an humana specie deus (cf. ch. 1.7.25), et de magnitudine ac 
numero: quantus sol (cf. ch. 2.21), {et} an unus mundus (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1). quae omnia coniectura 
quidem colliguntur, quaestionem tamen habent in eo, qualia sint.  Athenagoras Leg. 7.13–14 
Marcovich ἄλλος ἄλλως ἐδογµάτισεν αὐτῶν καὶ περὶ θεοῦ (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ περὶ ὕλης (cf. ch. 1.9) καὶ 
περὶ εἰδῶν (cf. ch. 1.10) καὶ περὶ κόσµου (cf. ch. 2.1).  Galen Pecc.Dig. 67.8–16 de Boer (SVF 2.542) 
καὶ πρῶτόν γε τοῦτο λέγω µάλιστ’· ἐπειδὴ ⟨τῶνδε⟩ τῶν Περιπατητικῶν τις ἀφῖκται {τῶν} φιλοσόφων, 
ἕνα τε τὸν κόσµον τοῦτον εἶναι πεπεισµένων (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1), ἔξωθέν τ’ αὐτοῦ µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, 
ὥσπερ οὐδ’ ἔνδον (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9). διαφέρει γε µήν, ἔφην, τῶνδε τῶν φιλοσόφων διττὴν διαφορὰν 
ἑκάτερος τούτων (ἐδείκνυον δὲ τόν τε Στωϊκὸν καὶ τὸν Ἐπικούρειον), ὁ µὲν γὰρ Στωϊκὸς (cf. ch. 1.18.5) 
οὐκ ἔνδον εἶναί τι κενὸν ⟨λέγων⟩, ἔξωθεν δὲ τοῦ κόσµου ὑπάρχειν αὐτό. ταῦτα δ’ ἄµφω συγχωρῶν ὁ 
Ἐπικούρειος (—) ἐν ἄλλῳ τινὶ διαφέρεται πρὸς αὐτούς.  PHP 9.6.21 ἐν µὲν γὰρ φιλοσοφίᾳ µὴ 
πεπαῦσθαι τὰς πλείστας τῶν διαφωνιῶν οὐδὲν θαυµαστόν, ὡς ἂν µὴ δυναµένων τῶν πραγµάτων 
ἐναργῶς κριθῆναι τῇ πείρᾳ καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τινῶν µὲν ἀποφηναµένων ἀγέννητον εἶναι τὸν κόσµον, τινῶν 
δὲ γεννητόν (cf. ch. 2.4), ὥσπερ γε καὶ τινῶν µὲν οὐδὲν ἔξωθεν αὐτοῦ περιέχον εἶναι, τινῶν δὲ εἶναι 
λεγόντων (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9) κτλ.  PHP 9.7.9 µόνοις οὖν ἐκείνοις τοῖς φιλοσόφοις … , ὅσοι τὴν 
θεωρητικὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἵλοντο, καθάπερ γε καὶ εἰ µετὰ ⟨τὸν⟩ κόσµον τοῦτόν ἐστί τι, καὶ εἰ ἔστιν, 
ὁποῖόν τι τοῦτο (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9) κτλ.  Loc.Aff. 8.158.14–159.8 K. τινὰ (sc. δόγµατα) µὲν γὰρ ἀλλήλοις 
ἀκολουθεῖ, καθάπερ γε πάλιν ἕτερα µάχεται, τινὰ δὲ οὔτ’ ἀκολουθίαν οὔτε µάχην ἀναγκαίαν ἔχει, 
καθάπερ αὐτὸ τοῦτο τὸ περὶ τοῦ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡγεµονικοῦ. ἐάν τε γὰρ ἐν καρδίᾳ τις ἐάν τ’ ἐν ἐγκεφάλῳ 
περιέχεσθαι τοῦτό φησι (cf. ch. 4.5), δυνατόν ἐστιν αὐτῷ καὶ περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν στοιχείων (cf. ch. 1.3) 
ἣν ἂν ἐθελήσῃ δόξαν ἑλοµένῳ µήτε µάχεσθαι τούτῳ µήτ’ ἀκολουθεῖν· καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς 
(cf. ch. 1.24) ὁµοίως, ὥσπέρ γε καὶ περὶ ψυχῆς οὐσίας (cf. chs. 4.2–3), καὶ περὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7), καὶ 
προνοίας καὶ εἰµαρµένης (cf. chs. 1.27–28), καὶ τοῦ γεννητὸν εἶναι τὸν κόσµον, ἢ ἀγέννητον (cf. ch. 
2.4), ἄπειρόν τε τὸ πᾶν ἢ πεπερασµένον (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1), ἢ πολλοὺς εἶναι κόσµους ἢ ἀπεριλήπτους 
κατὰ τὸν ἀριθµὸν, ἢ ἕνα µόνον, τοῦτον (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1). οὐδενὶ γὰρ ὧν εἴρηκα δογµάτων οὔτ’ 
ἀκολουθία τίς ἐστιν οὔτε µάχη πρὸς τὸ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡγεµονικὸν, ἐάν τε ἐν καρδίᾳ τις ἐάν τε ἐν ἐγκεφάλῳ 
φησὶ περιέχεσθαι.  Inst.Log. 1.5 ⟨εἰ µὲν οὖν αἰσθήσει προγνόντες ἢ ἀποδείξει προτει⟩νόµεθά τι περὶ τῆς 
τῶν ὄντων φύσεως, ὀνοµαζέσθω πρότασις ⟨τοῦτο· οὕτω γὰρ καὶ τοῖς παλαιοῖ⟩ς ἔθος ἦν καλεῖν.  
Inst.Log. 2.1–2  ⟨τῶν δὲ προτάσεων⟩ ἔνιαι µὲν ὑπὲρ ἁπλῆς ὑπάρξεως ἀποφαίνονται, καθάπερ ὁπόταν 
εἴπῃς ‘πρόνοια ἔστιν’· ‘ἱπποκένταυρος οὐκ ἔστιν’ {αἴνιγµα} ἢ ⟨περὶ τῆς οὐσίας, καθάπερ⟩ αἱ τοιαίδε ‘ὁ 
ἀὴρ σῶµά ἐστιν’· ‘ὁ ἀὴρ οὐκ ἔστι σῶµα’, ὑπὲρ δὲ τοῦ µεγέθους ‘ὁ ἥλιος ⟨ποδιαῖός ἐστιν’· ‘ὁ ἥλιος⟩ οὐκ 
ἔστι ποδιαῖος’ (cf. ch. 2.21), ἔνιαι δὲ ὑπὲρ τῆς ποιότητος ‘ὁ ἥλιος ⟨φύσει θερµός ἐστιν’· ‘ὁ ἥλιος⟩ οὐκ 
ἔστι φύσει θερµός’ (cf. ch. 2.20), ἔνιαι δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ⟨πρός⟩ τι ‘µείζων ἐστὶν ὁ ἥλιος τῆς σελήνης’· ‘⟨οὐ 
µείζων ἐστὶν ὁ ἥλιος τῆς σελήνης’⟩ (cf. ch. 2.21), ἔνιαι δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ποτέ ‘κατὰ τὰ Πελοποννησιακὰ 
γέγονεν Ἱπποκράτης’ ἢ ‘οὐ γέγονε κατὰ τὰ Πελοποννησιακά’, ἔνιαι δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ποῦ ‘δεύτερος ἀπὸ γῆς 
ἐστιν ὁ ἥλιος’· ‘οὐκ ἔστιν δεύτερος ἀπὸ γῆς ὁ ἥλιος’ (cf. ch. 2.15), τινὲς δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦ κεῖσθαι ‘καθήµενόν 
ἐστι τὸ τοῦ Διὸς Ὀλυµπιᾶσιν ἄγαλµα’· ‘⟨οὐκ ἔστι καθήµενον τὸ τοῦ Διὸς Ὀλυµπιᾶσιν ἄγαλµα’⟩, τινὲς 
⟨δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἔχειν ‘ὑπο⟩δέδεται τὸ τοῦ Διὸς ἄγαλµα’· ‘⟨οὐχ ὑποδέδεται τὸ τοῦ Διὸς ἄγαλµα’⟩, τινὲς δὲ 
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ὑπὲρ τοῦ ποιεῖν ‘θερµαίνει τὸ ῥόδινον’· ‘⟨τὸ ῥόδινον⟩ οὐ θερµαίνει’, ἔνιαι δὲ περὶ τοῦ πάσχειν 
‘θερµαίνεσθαι πεφύκαµεν ὑπὸ τοῦ ῥοδίνου’· ‘οὐ θερµαίνεσθαι πεφύ(2)καµεν ὑπὸ τοῦ ῥοδίνου’.  
Inst.Log. 14.1–2 ὅ δ’ ἐστὶ µέγιστόν τε καὶ πρῶτον ἐφ’ ἑκάστου τῶν µὴ φαινοµένων αἰσθήσει, τὸ κατὰ 
τὴν ὕπαρξιν ἤτοι οὐσίαν {γίγνεται seclusimus} µὴ εἶναι ζήτηµ’ ἐστίν, ἐν ᾧ γε τὰ τοιαῦτα 
προβάλλεται· ἆρά γ’ εἱµαρµένη ἔστιν (cf. chs. 1.27–28); ἆρά γε πρόνοια ἔστιν; ἆρά γε θεοὶ εἰσίν (cf. 
ch. 1.7); ἆρά γε κενὸν (2) ἔστιν (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9);  Propr.Plac. 2, p. 172.31–173.2 Boudon-Millot–
Pietrobelli, text Lami πότερον ἀγέννητός ἐστιν ὁ κόσµος ἢ γέννητος (cf. ch. 2.4), εἴτε τι µετ᾿ αὐτὸν 
ἔξωθεν, εἴτε µηδέν (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9), ἔτι δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα, ἀγνοεῖν φηµι, δηλονότι καὶ τὸν δηµιουργὸν 
ἁπάντων τῶν κατὰ τὸν κόσµον, ὁποῖός τι⟨ς⟩ ἐστιν, εἴτ᾿ ἀσώµατος, εἴτε καὶ σωµατοειδὴς (cf. ch. 1.7) 
καὶ πολὺ µᾶλλον ἐν τίνι τόπῳ διατρίβων (cf. chs. 1.7.2–4, 1.7.7, 1.7.21, 1.7.23)· ἄρ᾿ οὖν καὶ περὶ θεῶν 
ἀπορεῖν φηµι καθάπερ ὁ Πρωταγόρας ἔλεγεν (cf. Cic. ND 1.12); ἢ καὶ περὶ τούτων, ὄποῖοι µέν εἰσι τὴν 
οὐσίαν, ἀγνοεῖν, ὅτι δ’εἰσίν, ἐκ τῶν ἔργων γιγνωσκειν.  Achilles c. 13, pp. 20.16–21.12 Εἰ ζῷα οἱ 
ἀστέρες. ζῷον δέ ἐστιν, ὡς Εὔδωρος (fr. 10 Mazzarelli), ἔµψυχος οὐσία. τοὺς ἀστέρας δὲ ζῷα εἶναι 
οὔτε Ἀναξαγόρᾳ (59A79 DK) οὔτε Δηµοκρίτῷ ἐν τῷ Μεγάλῷ ⟨δια⟩κόσµῷ (Leucippus 67B1 DK) 
δοκεῖ οὔτε Ἐπικούρῷ ἐν τῇ πρὸς Ἡρόδοτον Ἐπιτοµῇ (Ep.Hdt. at. D.L. 10.76–77), δοκεῖ δὲ Πλάτωνι ἐν 
Τιµαίῳ (40b), Ἀριστοτέλει ἐν δευτέρῳ Περὶ οὐρανοῦ (2.12 292 b1–4), Χρυσίππωι ἐν τῷ Περὶ προνοίας 
καὶ θεῶν (SVF 2.687).  Irenaeus of Lyon Haer. 2.28.2 Rousseau–Doutreleau (trans. Rufini) et non 
est mirum, si in spiritalibus et caelestibus et in his quae habent revelari hoc patimur nos, 
quandoquidem etiam eorum quae ante pedes sunt—dico autem quae sunt in hac creatura, quae 
et contrectantur a nobis et videntur et sunt nobiscum—multa fugerunt nostram scientiam et Deo 
haec ipsa committimus: oportet enim eum prae omnibus praecellere. quid enim si temptemus 
exponere causam ascensionis Nili (cf. ch. 4.1)? multa quidem dicimus, et fortassis suasoria, 
fortassis autem non suasoria; quod autem verum est et certum et firmum adiacet Deo. sed et 
volatilium animalium habitatio eorum quae verni tempore adueniunt ad nos, autumni autem 
tempore statim recedunt, cum in hoc mundo hoc ipsum fiat, fugit nostram scientiam. quid autem 
possumus exponere de oceani accessu et recessu, cum constet esse certam causam (cf. ch. 3.17)? 
quidve de his quae ultra eum sunt enuntiare, qualia sint (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.2)? vel quid dicere 
possumus quomodo pluviae (cf. ch. 3.4) et coruscationes et tonitrua (cf. chs. 3.2–3) et collectiones 
nubium et nebulae (cf. ch. 3.4) et ventorum immissiones (cf. ch. 3.7) et similia his efficiuntur, 
adnuntiare quoque et thesauros nivium et grandinis (cf. ch. 3.4) et eorum quae his proxima sunt, 
quae autem haec nubium praeparatio, aut quis status nebulae (cf. ch. 3.4), quae autem causa est 
per quam crescit luna et decrescit (cf. ch. 2.28), aut quae causa aquarum distantiae (cf. ch. 3.16) 
et metallorum et lapidum et his similium? in his omnibus nos quidem loquaces erimus, 
requirentes causas eorum; qui autem ea facit solus Deus veridicus est.  Capitula Lucretiana at 
DRN, e.g. at 1.112 de anima (cf. chs. 4.2–3), 1.277 de vento (cf. ch. 3.7), 6.535 de terrae motu (cf. ch. 
3.13) etc. see at individual chapters.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.32 ἔν τε τοῖς φυσικοῖς 
αἰτιολογικώτατος πάντων ἐγένετο (sc. Aristotle) µάλιστα, ὥστε καὶ περὶ τῶν ἐλαχίστων τὰς αἰτίας 
ἀποδιδόναι [but cf. de minimis non curat praetor].  V.P. 7.132 (de Stoicis) ζητοῦσι περί τε τῶν 
ἀπλανῶν καὶ τῶν πλανωµένων, οἷον εἰ ὁ ἥλιός ἐστι τηλικοῦτος ἡλίκος φαίνεται (cf. ch. 2.21 and our 
conjecture in §3), καὶ ὁµοίως εἰ ἡ σελήνη κτλ.  Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 1.38 (see below, chs. 
1.6, 1.7, 4.2, 4.7, 4.7a, and 4.8, all at section E(a) General texts).  Adv.Nat. 2.7 (see below, chs. 5.2 
and 5.3, at section E(a) General texts).  Adv.Nat.  2.56–61, pp. 130.16–137.9 Marchesi mundum 
quidam ex sapientibus aestimant neque esse natum neque ullo esse in tempore periturum; 
immortalem nonnulli, quamvis eum conscribant esse gnatum et genitum; tertiis vero conlibitum 
dicere est, et esse natum et genitum et ordinaria necessitate periturum (cf. ch. 2.4). … eundem 
hunc alii elementis ex quatuor tradunt et pronuntiant stare, ex geminis alii, ex singulis tertii, sunt 
qui ex his nullo set individua corpora eius esse materiem et primam originem dicant (cf. ch. 1.3). … 
sic et deos nonnulli esse abnegant prorsus; dubitare se alii an sint uspiam dicunt; alii vero existere 
neque humana curare: immo alii perhibent et rebus interesse mortalium et terrenas administrare 
rationes (cf. ch. 1.7). … (57) non alia neque absimili ratione de animarum ab his condicione 
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disseritur. hic enim eas retur et esse perpetuas et superesse mortalium functioni, superesse ille non 
credit, sed cum ipsis corporibus interire: alterius vero sententia est nihil eas continuo perpeti, sed 
post hominem positum aliquid eis ad vitam dari, mortalitatis deinde in iura succedere (cf. ch. 4.7). 
... (58) si suspicionum exponere volueritis audaciam, potestis explicare ac promere, mundus iste 
qui nos habet utrumne sit ⟨in⟩genitus an tempore in aliquo constitutus (cf. ch. 2.4)? si constitutus 
et factus est, quonam operis genere aut rei cuius ob causam? potestis inducere atque expedire 
rationem, cur non fixus atque immobilis maneat sed orbito semper circumferatur in motu? sua 
ipse ⟨se⟩ sponte et voluntate circumagat an virtutis alicuius inpulsionibus torqueatur? locus ipse 
ac spatium, in quo situs est ac volutatur, quid sit? infinitus, finitus (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1), inanis an 
solidus (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9)? axis eum sustineat extremis cardinibus nitens, an ipse se potius vi 
propria sufferat et spiritu interiore suspendat (cf. ch. 3.15.8)? potestis interrogati planum facere 
scientissimeque monstrare, quid nivem in plumeas subaperiat crustulas (cf. ch. 3.4)? quidnam 
fuerit rationis et causae, ut non ab occiduis partibus dies primus exsurgeret et lucem in oriente 
finiret? quemadmodum sol ipse uno eodemque contactu tam varias res efficiat, quinimmo 
contrarias? quid sit luna (cf. ch. 2.25)? quid stellae (cf. ch. 2.13)? cur una specie aut illa non 
maneat (cf. ch. 2.29), aut per omne mundi corpus frustilla haec ignea convenerit atque oportuerit 
figi (cf. ch. 2.14.3–4)? cur alia ex his parva, ampliora et maiora sint alia, obtunsi haec luminis, 
acutioris illa et fulgidae claritatis? (59) si praesto est quod libuerit scire et in aperto rerum est 
scientia constituta, edissertate nobis et dicite, quibus modis fiant et rationibus pluviae (cf. ch. 3.4), 
ut in superis partibus atque in aeris hoc medio suspensa aqua teneatur, natura res labilis et ad 
fluorem semper decursionemque tam prona? edissertate, inquam, et dicite, quid sit quod 
grandinem torqueat (cf. ch. 3.4), quod guttatim faciat pluviam labi (cf. ch. 3.4), quod imbres ruat 
(cf. ch. 3.4), nivis plumas et foliola dilatarit (cf. ch. 3.4), ventus unde oriatur et quid sit (cf. ch. 3.7), 
cur temporum vicissitudines institutae (cf. ch. 3.8), cum statui unum posset et una esse species 
caeli, nihil ut rerum desideraret integritas? quae est causa, quae ratio, ut maria salsa sint (cf. ch. 
3.16) aut terrae aquarum hae dulces ⟨vel calidae⟩, aliae sint amarae vel frigidae? quo ex materiae 
genere humanorum corporum concreta et stabilita sunt viscera, unde ossa solidata, quid 
intestina, quid venas fistulatas et conmeabiles fecerit? cur cum esset utilius oculis nos inluminare 
conpluribus ad periculum caecitatis, duorum sumus angustiis adplicati? … (61) quid est inquit 
vobis investigare, conquirere, quisnam hominem fecerit, animarum origo quae sit, quis malorum 
excogitaverit causas, orbe sit sol amplior an pedis unius latitudine metiatur (cf. chs. 1 titulus et 
index 3, 2.21.5), alieno ex lumine an propriis luceat fulgoribus luna (cf. ch. 2.28)?  Lactantius Inst. 
3.3.4–5 Heck–Wlosok nam causas naturalium rerum disquirere aut scire velle sol utrumne tantus 
quantus videtur an multis partibus maior sit quam omnis haec terra (cf. ch. 2.21), item luna 
globosa sit an concava (cf. ch. 2.27) et stellae utrumne adhaereant caelo an per aërem libero 
cursu ferantur (cf. ch. 2.16), caelum ipsum qua magnitudine, qua materia constet (cf. ch. 2.11), 
utrum quietum sit et immobile an incredibili celeritate volvatur, quanta sit terrae crassitudo (cf. 
ch. 3.9.5) aut quibus fundamentis librata et suspensa sit (cf. ch. 3.13, 3.15.7–9), (5) haec, inquam, 
disputando et coniecturis velle conprehendere tale est profecto, quale si disserere velimus, qualem 
esse arbitremur cuiuspiam remotissimae gentis urbem, quam numquam vidimus cuiusque nihil 
aliud quam nomen audivimus.  Anon. (Porphyry?) in Categorias, Archim.-palimps. fol. 78v + 
75r.20–28 (Strato fr. 26C Sharples) (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9) τοῦ γὰρ κε|[νοῦ] δοκοῦντος εἶναι τόπος 
[scripsimus, τόπου litteris incertis codex prob. edd.] ἐστερηµένος σώµατος, | λάβοντες τὸ ἐντὸς καὶ 
τὸ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου ὡς δύο, | [φήσοµεν, τ]οῦ κενοῦ ἑνὸς κατὰ δυεῖν φεροµένου, τέσ|[σα]ρας γενέσθαι 
κατὰ διαίρεσιν προτάσεις, ἢ | ἐκτὸς (καὶ) ἐντὸς τοῦ κόσµου εἷναι κενόν ὡς Δηµο|κρίτῳ τε καὶ 
Ἐπικοὺρῳ ἢρεσκεν, ἢ οὔτ’ ἐντὸς | οὔτε ἐκτὸς ὡς Ἀριστοτέλει καὶ Πλάτωνι, ἢ ἐκτὸς µὲν | ἐντὸς δὲ οὐ 
(cf. ch. 2.9.4), ⟨καθάπερ τοῖς ἀπὸ Ζήνωνος, ἢ ἐντὸς µὲν ἐκτὸς δὲ οὐ⟩ καθάπερ Στράτωνι ἔδοξεν [lacun. 
ex. gr. suppl. prob. edd. ap. Sharples].  Marius Victorinus in Rhet. 1.45, p. 114.22–28 Riesenweber 
ergo, ut diximus, ex his quae in opinione sunt posita probabile colligitur argumentum, si dicas 
inferos esse vel non esse, deos esse vel non esse (cf. ch. 1.7.1), mundum natum, mundum non esse 
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natum (cf. ch. 2.4). {istae opiniones δόγµατα dicuntur; δοκῶ enim Graece opinor et δόγµα opinio 
nuncupatur. secl. Orelli prob. Riesenweber} adeo manifestum est omnia quae in mundo aguntur 
argumentis probabilibus persuaderi, quando etiam philosophorum professionibus ex opinione 
nomen impositum est ut δόγµατα dicantur.  Ambrose of Milan Exp.Psalm. 118, p. 215.20–21 
Petschenig at illi, qui de rerum natura disputant, caeli scrutantur plagas (cf. ch. 2.12; Ennius fr. 
244 Vahlen, Cic. Resp. 1.30, Div. 2.30); qui se ipsos scire non possunt, putant intellegentiam sine 
Dei dono posse concedi.  Augustine Conf. 10.16 neque enim nunc ‘scrutamur plagas caeli’ (cf. 
above on Ambrose) aut siderum intervalla (cf. ch. 2.31) dimetimur vel terrae libramenta (cf. ch. 
3.11, ch. 3.15) quaerimus.  Isidore of Pelusium Ep. 2.273, MPG 78.704A σκοπήσωµεν οὖν, τί ἡµῖν 
λυσιτελεῖ εἰς µακαριότητα, τί δ’ οὔ· καὶ οὕτως βασανίσωµεν τὰ λεγόµενα. τὸ λέγειν ἢ σφαῖραν εἶναι 
τὸν οὐρανόν, ἢ ἡµισφαίριον·(cf. 2.11) καὶ τὸ πολυπραγµονεῖν, ἡλίου µὲν τὸν ὠκύτατον δρόµον, σελήνης 
δὲ µειώσεις τε καὶ αὐξήσεις (cf. 2.27), καὶ τῶν ἄστρων τὴν θέσιν (cf. 2.15)· καὶ τὸ ζητεῖν περὶ γῆς, ἢ 
κύλινδρός ἐστιν ἢ λικνοειδής (cf. 3.10), ἢ κέντρον τοῦ παντός (cf. 3.11), καὶ τὸ τὰ ἐκείνου ἢ ταύτης 
διαστήµατα εἰδέναι (cf. 2.31), τί συµβάλλεται εἰς ἀρίστην πολιτείαν, ἐγὼ µὲν οὐ συνορῶ.  Philoponus 
in APo. 238.22–239.5 εἰ γὰρ αἱ ἀποδείξεις τὰ ὑπάρχοντα τοῖς πράγµασιν ἀποδεικνύουσι, τοῦτο δ’ 
ἐστὶν ἢ τὸ τί ἐστι τῶν πραγµάτων, λέγω δὴ τοὺς ὁρισµούς, ἢ τὸ ποιὸν τῶν οὐσιῶν ἢ τὸ ποσὸν ἤ τινα 
τῶν ἄλλων κατηγοριῶν, οἷον ὅταν µὲν ζητῶµεν, εἰ τύχοι, περὶ οὐρανοῦ, πότερον ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων 
στοιχείων συνέστηκεν ἢ ἑτέρας τινός ἐστιν οὐσίας (cf. ch. 2.11), τό τί ἐστιν αὐτοῦ ζητοῦµεν· ὅταν δὲ 
πότερον σφαιροειδής ἐστιν ἢ ποῖον ἕτερον ἔχει σχῆµα, τὸ ποιόν (cf. chs. 2.2 and 3.10)· ὅταν δὲ 
⟨πότερον⟩ ἄπειρος ἢ πεπερασµένος, τὸ ποσόν (cf, ch. 2.1.7–8)· ὅταν δὲ πότερον πάντα τὰ ὄντα ἐντὸς 
αὑτοῦ περιέχει ἢ οὔ, τὸ πρός τι (cf. chs. 1.5, 1.18, 29) · ὅταν δὲ πότερον δρᾷ εἰς τὰ τῇδε ἢ οὔ, καὶ δρῶν 
ἆρα καὶ ἀντιπάσχει ἢ οὔ, τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ τὸ πάσχειν· ὅταν δὲ πότερον ἀίδιος ἢ οὔ, τὸ ποτέ (cf. ch. 2.4)· 
καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν λοιπῶν ὡσαύτως.  Isidore of Seville (excerpting Lact. Inst. 3.3.4–5, cited above) Etym. 
2.24.2 scientia est, cum res aliqua certa ratione percipitur; opinatio autem, cum adhuc incerta res 
latet et nulla ratione firma videtur, utputa sol utrumne tantus quantus videtur, an maior sit quam 
omnis terra (cf. ch. 2.21): item luna globosa sit an concava (cf. ch. 2.26), et stellae utrumne 
adhaereant caelo, an per aërem libero cursu ferantur (cf. ch. 2.15): caelum ipsum qua 
magnitudine, qua materia constat (cf. ch. 2.11), utrum quietum sit et inmobile, an incredibili 
celeritate volvatur: quanta sit terrae crassitudo (cf. ch. 3.9.5a), aut quibus fundamentis librata et 
suspensa permaneat (cf. ch. 3.13, 3.15.7–9). 
 exempla physica dogmatica: Strabo 1.1.20; 2.5.2 ἡ δὲ φυσικὴ ἀρετή τις· τὰς δ’ ἀρετὰς 
ἀνυποθέτους φασὶν ἐξ αὑτῶν ἠρτηµένας, καὶ ἐν αὑταῖς ἐχούσας τάς τε ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰς περὶ τούτων 
πίστεις. τὰ µὲν οὖν παρὰ τῶν φυσικῶν δεικνύµενα τοιαῦτά ἐστι· σφαιροειδὴς µὲν ὁ κόσµος καὶ ὁ 
οὐρανός (cf. ch. 2.2), ἡ ῥοπὴ δ’ ἐπὶ τὸ µέσον τῶν βαρέων (cf. ch. 1.12)· περὶ τοῦτό τε συνεστῶσα ἡ γῆ 
σφαιροειδῶς (cf. ch. 3.10) ὁµόκεντρος τῷ µὲν οὐρανῷ µένει καὶ αὐτὴ (cf. ch. 3.11) καὶ ὁ δι’ αὐτῆς ἄξων 
καὶ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ µέσου τεταµένος, ὁ δ’ οὐρανὸς περιφέρεται περί τε αὐτὴν καὶ περὶ τὸν ἄξονα ἀπ’ 
ἀνατολῆς ἐπὶ δύσιν (cf. ch. 2.10), σὺν αὐτῷ δὲ οἱ ἀπλανεῖς ἀστέρες ὁµοταχεῖς τῷ πόλῳ (cf. ch. 2.16). οἱ 
µὲν οὖν ἀπλανεῖς ἀστέρες κατὰ παραλλήλων φέρονται κύκλων· παράλληλοι δ’ εἰσὶ γνωριµώτατοι ὅ τε 
ἰσηµερινὸς καὶ οἱ τροπικοὶ δύο καὶ οἱ ἀρκτικοί (cf. ch. 2.16)· οἱ δὲ πλάνητες ἀστέρες καὶ ἥλιος καὶ 
σελήνη κατὰ λοξῶν τινων τῶν τεταγµένων ἐν τῷ ζωδιακῷ. τούτοις δὲ πιστεύσαντες ἢ πᾶσιν ἢ τισὶν οἱ 
ἀστρονοµικοὶ τὰ ἑξῆς πραγµατεύονται, κινήσεις καὶ περιόδους (cf. ch. 2.16) καὶ ἐκλείψεις (cf. chs. 
2.24, 2.29) καὶ µεγέθη (cf. chs. 2.21, 26) καὶ ἀποστάσεις (cf. ch. 2.31) καὶ ἄλλα µυρία.  Ptolemy Synt. 
1.3–6. 
 exempla ethica (ζητήµατα or προβλήµατα ἠθικά):  Cicero Inv. 1.8 quaestionem autem eam 
appellat (Hermagoras fr. IB 6a Mathes, T14 Woerther), quae habeat in se controversiam in 
dicendo positam sine certarum personarum interpositione, ad hunc modum: ‘ecquid sit bonum 
praeter honestatem?’ (cf. Marius Victorinus in Rhet. 1.8, pp. 30.24–31.12 Riesenweber).  Top. 81–
82 quaestionum autem ‘quacumque de re’ sunt duo genera: unum cognitionis alterum actionis. 
(82) cognitionis sunt eae quarum est finis scientia, ut si quaeratur a naturane ius profectum sit an 
ab aliqua quasi condicione hominum et pactione. actionis autem huius modi exempla sunt: ‘sitne 
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sapientis ad rem publicam accedere’.  Part.Or. 62 prius de proposito dicamus: cuius genera sunt 
duo, cognitionis alterum; eius scientia est finis, ut verine sint sensus (cf. ch. 4.9): alterum actionis; 
quod refertur ad faciendum quid, ut si quaeratur quibus officiis amicitia colenda sit.  Div. 2.11 
quid? quem ad modum sit cum parentibus, cum fratribus, cum amicis vivendum? quem ad 
modum utendum pecunia, quem ad modum honore, quem ad modum imperio? ad sapientes haec, 
non ad divinos referri solent.  Epictetus Diss. 3.23.17.1 τὸν διδάξοντα, πῶς δεῖ βιοῦν;  Paulus TN 1 
Ep.Ti. 3:12 τέκνων καλῶς προϊστάµενοι.  Seneca De ot., Dial. 8.4.2 huic maiori rei publicae et in otio 
deservire possumus, immo vero nescio an in otio melius, ut quaeramus quid sit virtus, una 
pluresne sint, natura an ars bonos viros faciat [for the sequel see above at exempla physica].  
Aelius Theon Progymn. §11, 120.13–15 Patillon–Bolognesi θέσις ἐστὶ πρᾶγµα λογικὴν 
ἀµφισβήτησιν ἐπιδεχοµένον ἄνευ προσώπων ὡρισµένων καὶ πάσης περιστάσεως, οἷον εἰ γαµητέον, εἰ 
παιδοποιητέον.  Progymn. §11, 121.7–12 Patillon–Bolognesi ἐπεὶ δὲ τῶν θέσεων … αἱ δὲ πρακτικαὶ εἴς 
τινα πρᾶξιν τὴν ἀναφορὰν ἔχουσαι, οἷον εἰ γαµητέον, φανερὸν ὅτι αἱ µὲν πρακτικαὶ καὶ πολιτικώτεραί 
εἰσι καὶ κατὰ τὸν ῥητορικὸν χαρακτῆρα.  Origen CC 3.12, p.161.3–5 Marcovich ἡ φιλοσοφία ἀλήθειαν 
ἐπαγγελλοµένη καὶ γνῶσιν τῶν ὄντων, πῶς δεῖ βιοῦν ὑποτίθεται καὶ πειρᾶται διδάσκειν τὰ ὠφέλιµα 
ἡµῶν τῷ γένει.  Iamblichus Protr. 20, p. 93.28 Pistelli τὸ πῶς δεῖ βιοῦν.  Aspasius in EN 6.11–13 
ὑπάρχει δὲ τῇ πολιτικῇ καὶ τὸ χρῆσθαι ταῖς πρακτικαῖς τῶν ἐπιστηµῶν καὶ τὸ νοµοθετεῖν ⟨ἢ⟩ 
προστάττειν τίνα δεῖ πράττειν καὶ τίνων ἀπέχεσθαι.  Philo of Larissa at Stob. Ecl. 2.7.2, p. 41.6–16 
καὶ δὴ κἀπὶ τοῦ βίου θεωρηµάτων τινῶν ἐστι χρεία, δι’ ὧν ἡ φυλακὴ γενήσεται τοῦ τέλους. διττὸς δὲ 
καὶ ὁ περὶ βίων λόγος, ὃ µὲν ἴδιος,  ὃ δὲ κοινός·  ὧν τὸν µὲν ἴδιον ἐπισκοπεῖν δέον ἐστὶ τὰ πρὸς ἕκαστον, 
οἷον εἰ τῷ νοῦν ἔχοντι πολιτευτέον ἢ τοῖς ἡγεµονικοῖς συµβιωτέον, ἢ γαµητέον τῷ σοφῷ· τὸν δὲ κοινὸν 
⟨τὰ⟩ πρὸς ἅπαντας, οἷόν ἐστι· τίς ἀρίστη πολιτεία; εἰ κοινὰς ποιητέον τὰς ἀρχὰς ἢ τιµητάς; τοῦτον δὲ 
τὸν κοινὸν προσαγορευτέον µὲν πολιτικόν,  τακτέον δὲ καθ’ αὑτὸν καίπερ ὄντα µέρος τοῦ περὶ βίων 
διά τε τὸ µέγεθος καὶ τὴν κοινότητα.  Doxographia Ethica C (ascribed to AD) at Stob. Ecl. 2.24, 
pp. 143.24–145.10 (cf. infra Diogenes Laertius 5.31) βίον δ’ αἱρήσεσθαι τὸν σπουδαῖον ⟨τὸν σύνθετον 
add. Moraux⟩ τὸν µετ’ ἀρετῆς, εἴτ’ ἐφ’ ἡγεµονίας ποτὲ γένοιτο, τῶν καιρῶν αὐτὸν προαγαγόντων, εἴτε 
τινὶ βασιλεῖ δέοι συµβιοῦν εἴτε καὶ νοµοθετεῖν ἢ ἄλλως πολιτεύεσθαι. … προαιρήσεσθαι µὲν γὰρ καὶ 
πράττειν καὶ θεωρεῖν τὰ καλά. κωλυόµενον δὲ περὶ ἄµφω γίνεσθαι διὰ καιρούς, θατέρῳ χρήσεσθαι, 
προτιµῶντα µὲν τὸν θεωρητικὸν βίον, διὰ δὲ τὸ κοινωνικὸν ἐπὶ τὰς πολιτικὰς ὁρµῶντα πράξεις. δι’ ὃ 
καὶ γαµήσειν καὶ παιδοποιήσεσθαι καὶ πολιτεύσεσθαι καὶ ἐρασθήσεσθαι τὸν σώφρονα ἔρωτα καὶ 
µεθυσθήσεσθαι κατὰ συµπεριφοράς, κἂν εἰ µὴ προηγουµένως. ... βίων δὲ τριττὰς ἰδέας εἶναι, 
πρακτικόν, θεωρητικόν, σύνθετον ἐξ ἀµφοῖν (τὸν µὲν γὰρ ἀπολαυστικὸν ἥττονα ἢ κατ’ ἄνθρωπον 
εἶναι), προκρίνεσθαι δὲ τῶν ἄλλων τὸν θεωρητικόν. πολιτεύσεσθαί τε τὸν σπουδαῖον προηγουµένως, 
µὴ κατὰ περίστασιν· τὸν γὰρ πρακτικὸν βίον τὸν αὐτὸν εἶναι τῷ πολιτικῷ. (κτλ.) [see also above at 
exempla physica: Aelius Theon, ps.Hermogenes] 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Aristotle Top. 1.14 105b19–25 ἔστι δ’ ὡς τύπῳ περιλαβεῖν τῶν προτάσεων καὶ 
τῶν προβληµάτων µέρη τρία· αἱ µὲν γὰρ ἠθικαὶ προτάσεις εἰσίν, αἱ δὲ φυσικαί, αἱ δὲ λογικαί. 
ἠθικαὶ µὲν οὖν αἱ τοιαῦται, οἷον πότερον δεῖ τοῖς γονεῦσι µᾶλλον ἢ τοῖς νόµοις πειθαρχεῖν, ἐὰν 
διαφωνῶσιν· λογικαὶ δὲ οἷον πότερον τῶν ἐναντίων ἡ αὐτὴ ἐπιστήµη ἢ οὔ· φυσικαὶ δὲ οἷον 
πότερον ὁ κόσµος ἀίδιος ἢ οὔ (cf. ch. 2.4). ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ προβλήµατα.  APo. 1.23 89b7–9 τὰ 
δὲ λοιπὰ πῶς δεῖ διανεῖµαι ἐπί τε διανοίας καὶ νοῦ καὶ ἐπιστήµης καὶ τέχνης καὶ φρονήσεως καὶ 
σοφίας, τὰ µὲν φυσικῆς τὰ δὲ ἠθικῆς θεωρίας µᾶλλόν ἐστιν.  PA 1.1 642a24–31.  Met. α.1 993.19–
23 ὀρθῶς δ' ἔχει καὶ τὸ καλεῖσθαι τὴν φιλοσοφίαν ἐπιστήµην τῆς ἀληθείας. θεωρητικῆς µὲν γὰρ 
τέλος ἀλήθεια, πρακτικῆς δ’ ἔργον [note that the ποιητική has been omitted]· καὶ γὰρ ἂν τὸ 
πῶς ἔχει σκοπῶσιν, οὐ τὸ ἀΐδιον ἀλλ’ ὃ πρός τι καὶ νῦν θεωροῦσιν οἱ πρακτικοί.  Resp. 21 
480b22-30 περὶ δὲ ὑγιείας καὶ νόσου οὐ µόνον ἐστὶν ἰατροῦ ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦ φυσικοῦ µέχρι του τὰς 
αἰτίας εἰπεῖν. ᾗ δὲ διαφέρουσι καὶ ᾗ διαφέροντα θεωροῦσιν, οὐ δεῖ λανθάνειν, ἐπεὶ ὅτι γε σύνορος 
ἡ πραγµατεία µέχρι τινός ἐστι, µαρτυρεῖ τὸ γινόµενον· τῶν τε γὰρ ἰατρῶν ὅσοι κοµψοὶ καὶ 
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περίεργοι λέγουσί τι περὶ φύσεως καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἐκεῖθεν ἀξιοῦσι λαµβάνειν, καὶ τῶν περὶ 
φύσεως πραγµατευθέντων οἱ χαριέστατοι σχεδὸν τελευτῶσιν εἰς τὰς ἀρχὰς τὰς ἰατρικάς.  
ps.Aristotle Div.Arist. 42 διαιρεῖται τὰ ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ προβλήµατα εἰς πέντε. ἔστι γὰρ αὐτῶν ἓν 
µὲν πολιτικόν, ἓν δὲ διαλεκτικόν, ἓν δὲ φυσικόν, ἓν δὲ ἠθικόν, ἓν δὲ ῥητορικόν. πολιτικὸν µὲν οὖν 
ἐστι τὸ ὑπὲρ νόµων καί τινων τιµωριῶν προβαλλόµενον, οἷον πότερον δεῖ κολάζειν τὰ ξενικὰ 
ἁµαρτήµατα ἢ τὰ πολιτικὰ ἢ ἀνόµοια ἢ τἆλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα. διαλεκτικὸν δέ, οἷον πότερον τῶν 
ἐναντίων ἡ αὐτὴ ἐπιστήµη ἢ ἑτέρα, καὶ τἆλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα. φυσικὸν δέ, οἷον πότερον εἷς κόσµος 
ἐστὶν ἢ πλείους (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1), καὶ τἆλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα. ἠθικὸν δέ, οἷον πότερον δεῖ πάντα 
χαρίζεσθαι τοῖς φίλοις ἢ τὰ µὲν τὰ δὲ οὔ, καὶ τἆλλα τὰ τοιαῦτα. ῥητορικὸν δέ, οἷον ἐάν τις ὑπὲρ 
ποιητῶν κατηγορῇ ἢ ἀπολογῆται, οἷον διατί τὸν Ὀδυσσέα οἱ ἑταῖροι φρονιµώτατον ὄντα 
ἐξέθηκαν εἰς τὴν νῆσον καθεύδοντα, καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα.  Cicero de Or. 1.212 philosophi denique 
ipsius, qui de sua vi ac sapientia unus omnia paene profitetur, est tamen quaedam 
descriptio, ut is, qui studeat omnium rerum divinarum atque humanarum vim, naturam 
causasque nosse et omnem bene vivendi rationem tenere et persequi, nomine hoc appelletur.  
Fin. 5.58 ergo hoc quidem apparet, nos ad agendum esse natos. actionum autem genera 
plura, ut obscurentur etiam minora maioribus; maximae autem sunt primum, ut mihi 
quidem videtur et iis, quorum nunc in ratione versamur, consideratio cognitioque rerum 
caelestium et earum quas a natura occultatas et latentes indagare ratio potest, deinde 
rerum publicarum administratio aut administrandi scientia, tum prudens, temperata, fortis, 
iusta ratio reliquaeque virtutes et actiones virtutibus congruentes.  Philo of Alexandria Leg. 
1.57 (SVF 3.202) ἡ δὲ ἀρετὴ καὶ θεωρητική ἐστι καὶ πρακτική· καὶ γὰρ θεωρίαν ἔχει, ὁπότε καὶ ἡ 
ἐπ’ αὐτὴν ὁδὸς φιλοσοφία διὰ τῶν τριῶν αὐτῆς µερῶν, τοῦ λογικοῦ, τοῦ ἠθικοῦ, τοῦ φυσικοῦ, καὶ 
πράξεις· ὅλου γὰρ τοῦ βίου ἐστὶ τέχνη ἡ ἀρετή· ἀλλὰ καίτοι θεωρίαν ἔχουσα καὶ πρᾶξιν, πάλιν 
ἐν ἑκατέρῳ ὑπερβάλλει κατὰ τὸ κρεῖττον· καὶ γὰρ ἡ θεωρία τῆς ἀρετῆς παγκάλη καὶ ἡ πρᾶξις 
καὶ ἡ χρῆσις περιµάχητος.  Agr. 14–15 τὸν γοῦν κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν λόγον τρίδυµον ὄντα τοὺς 
παλαιοὺς (SVF 2.39) ἀγρῷ φασιν ἀπεικάσαι, τὸ µὲν φυσικὸν αὐτοῦ δένδροις καὶ φυτοῖς 
παραβάλλοντας, τὸ δ’ ἠθικὸν καρποῖς, ὧν ἕνεκα καὶ τὰ φυτά, (15) τὸ δ’ αὖ λογικὸν φραγµῷ καὶ 
περιβόλῳ· καθάπερ γὰρ τὸ περικείµενον τεῖχος ὀπώρας καὶ φυτῶν τῶν κατὰ τὸν ἀγρόν ἐστι 
φυλακτήριον τοὺς ἐπὶ τῷ σίνεσθαι παρεισφθείρεσθαι βουλοµένους ἀνεῖργον, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον 
τὸ λογικὸν µέρος φιλοσοφίας φρουρά τίς ἐστιν ὀχυρωτάτη τῶν δυεῖν ἐκείνων, ἠθικοῦ τε καὶ 
φυσικοῦ.  Mut. 74.  Virt. 8 τοῦτον τὸν πλοῦτον σοφία χορηγεῖ διὰ λογικῶν καὶ ἠθικῶν καὶ 
φυσικῶν δογµάτων καὶ θεωρηµάτων, ἐξ ὧν φύεσθαι τὰς ἀρετὰς συµβέβηκεν, αἳ τῆς ψυχῆς 
ὑποτέµνονται τὴν πολυτέλειαν εὐκολίας καὶ ὀλιγοδεΐας ἔρωτας ἐντίκτουσαι κατὰ τὴν πρὸς θεὸν 
ἐξοµοίωσιν (cf. Pl. Tht. 176b).  differently Prob. 80 φιλοσοφίας τε τὸ µὲν λογικὸν ὡς οὐκ 
ἀναγκαῖον εἰς κτῆσιν ἀρετῆς λογοθήραις, τὸ δὲ φυσικὸν ὡς µεῖζον ἢ κατὰ ἀνθρωπίνην φύσιν 
µετεωρολέσχαις ἀπολιπόντες, πλὴν ὅσον αὐτοῦ περὶ ὑπάρξεως θεοῦ (cf. ch. 1.7.1) καὶ τῆς τοῦ 
παντὸς γενέσεως (cf. ch. 1.4) φιλοσοφεῖται, τὸ ἠθικὸν εὖ µάλα διαπονοῦσιν ἀλείπταις χρώµενοι 
τοῖς πατρίοις νόµοις, οὓς ἀµήχανον ἀνθρωπίνην ἐπινοῆσαι ψυχὴν ἄνευ κατοκωχῆς ἐνθέου.  
Cornutus Comp. c. 14, p 12.6–11 Torres λέγονται δὲ παρά τισι καὶ δύο µόναι εἶναι (sc. Μοῦσαι), 
παρ’ οἷς δὲ τρεῖς, παρ’ οἷς δὲ τέτταρες, παρ’ οἷς δὲ ἑπτά· τρεῖς µὲν διὰ τὴν προειρηµένην τῆς 
τριάδος τελειότητα ἢ καὶ διὰ τὸ τρία γένη σκεµµάτων εἶναι, δι’ ὧν ὁ κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν λόγος 
συµπληροῦται (cf. §2)· δύο δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ θεωρεῖν τε καὶ πράττειν τὰ δέοντα ἐπιβάλλειν ἡµῖν καὶ 
ἐν δυσὶ τούτοις συνίστασθαι τὸ πεπαιδεῦσθαι (cf. §3).  Comp. c. 20, p. 31.18–21 Torres 
Τριτογένεια … ἄλλοι δέ φασι διὰ τούτου παρίστασθαι τὰ τρία γένη τῶν σκεµµάτων τῆς κατὰ 
φιλοσοφίαν θεωρίας.  Hero Mechanicus Deff. 138.1 ἐκ τῶν Ἀνατολίου. Ἀριστοτέλης 
συνεστάναι τὴν πᾶσαν φιλοσοφίαν ἐκ θεωρίας καὶ πράξεως οἰόµενος καὶ τὴν µὲν πρακτικὴν 
διαιρῶν εἰς ἠθικὴν καὶ πολιτικήν, τὴν δὲ θεωρίαν εἰς θεολογικὸν καὶ τὸ φυσικὸν καὶ τὸ 
µαθηµατικόν, µάλα σαφῶς καὶ ἐντεχνῶς φιλοσοφίαν τὴν µαθηµατικὴν ἀποδείκνυσιν.  
Quintilian Inst. 12.2.20–22 pars vero naturalis, cum est ad exercitationem dicendi tanto 
ceteris uberior, quanto maiore spiritu ⟨de⟩ divinis rebus quam humanis eloquendum est, 
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tum illam etiam moralem, sine qua nulla esse, ut docuimus, oratio potest, totam 
complectitur. (21) nam si regitur providentia mundus, administranda certe bonis viris erit 
res publica: si divina nostris animis origo, tendendum ad virtutem nec voluptatibus terreni 
corporis serviendum. …(22) haec si rationi manifesta non essent, exemplis tamen 
crederemus, si quidem et Periclem, cuius eloquentiae, etiam si nulla ad nos monumenta 
venerunt, vim tamen quandam incredibilem cum historici tum etiam liberrimum hominum 
genus, comici veteres tradunt, Anaxagorae physici (—) constat auditorem fuisse.  Pollux 
Onom. 4.40 καὶ βίος πολιτικὸς ὁ καὶ πρακτικός, λογικὸς ὁ καὶ παιδευτικός, θεωρητικὸς ὁ καὶ 
φυσικός.  Atticus fr. 1 Des Places at Eus. PE 11.2.1 τριχῆ τοίνυν διαιρουµένης τῆς ἐντελοῦς 
φιλοσοφίας, εἴς τε τὸν ἠθικὸν καλούµενον τόπον καὶ τὸν φυσικὸν καὶ ἔτι τὸν λογικόν κτλ.  Galen 
Lib.Prop. c. 19.tit–2, 19.48.1–7 K., pp. 172.17–173.1 Boudon-Millot (tit. Τὰ πρὸς τὴν Ἐπικούρου 
φιλοσοφίαν ἀνήκοντα) … 19.2 Εἰ ἡ φυσιολογία χρήσιµος εἰς τὴν ἠθικὴν φιλοσοφίαν, ἕν.  
Alexander of Aphrodisias in APr. 1.3–14 ἡ λογική τε καὶ συλλογιστικὴ πραγµατεία … ἔστι 
µὲν ἔργον φιλοσοφίας, … οὖσα δὲ ἔργον αὐτῆς τοῖς µὲν (SVF 2.49a) καὶ µέρος φιλοσοφίας εἶναι 
δοκεῖ, οἱ δὲ οὐ µέρος ἀλλ’ ὄργανον αὐτῆς φασιν εἶναι. οἱ µὲν οὖν µέρος αὐτὴν λέγοντες ἠνέχθησαν 
ἐπὶ τοῦτο, διότι ὥσπερ περὶ τὰ ἄλλα, ἃ ὁµολογεῖται πρὸς ἁπάντων µέρη φιλοσοφίας εἶναι, ἡ 
φιλοσοφία καταγίνεται ἔργον ποιουµένη τήν τε εὕρεσιν αὐτῶν καὶ τὴν τάξιν τε καὶ σύστασιν, 
οὕτω δὴ καὶ περὶ τὴν πραγµατείαν τήνδε. οὖσα δὲ ταύτης ἔργον οὐδετέρου τῶν λοιπῶν τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας µερῶν µόριόν ἐστιν οὔτε τοῦ θεωρητικοῦ οὔτε τοῦ πρακτικοῦ.  in Top. 95.3–7 ἠθικὰς 
(sc. προτάσεις) µὲν γὰρ ἐροῦµεν τὰς τοιαύτας, ὅτι ὁ µὴ τοῦ καλοῦ χάριν κοινωνῶν οὐκ 
ἐλευθέριος, ὅτι ἡ ἀρετὴ δι’ αὑτὴν αἱρετή, ὅσα περὶ αἱρετῶν, ὅσα περὶ πρακτῶν· φυσικὰς δὲ ὅσαι 
περὶ αὐξήσεως καὶ ὅσαι περὶ κινήσεως (cf. ch. 1.23) καὶ ὅσαι περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς (cf. ch. 
1.24), καὶ ὅτι πᾶν τὸ γενητὸν φθαρτόν, καὶ τὰς τούτων ἐχοµένας.  ps.Galen tit. Περὶ εἰδῶν 
φιλοσοφίας [but see Petrucci (2009): this is a witness for the text of David Proleg.].  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.41 ὁ δὲ Κλεάνθης (SVF 1.482) ἓξ µέρη φησί (sc. τοῦ κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν 
λόγου) διαλεκτικόν, ῥητορικόν, ἠθικόν, πολιτικόν, φυσικόν, θεολογικόν. ἄλλοι δ’ οὐ τοῦ λόγου 
ταῦτα µέρη φασίν, ἀλλ’ αὐτῆς ⟨τῆς⟩ φιλοσοφίας, ὡς Ζήνων ὁ Ταρσεύς (SVF 3 Zeno Tars. 3).  
V.P. 10.29–30 (Epicurea pp. 104, 94, 124, 131 Usener) διαιρεῖται τοίνυν εἰς τρία, τό τε κανονικὸν 
καὶ φυσικὸν καὶ ἠθικόν. (30) τὸ µὲν οὖν κανονικὸν ἐφόδους ἐπὶ τὴν πραγµατείαν ἔχει, καὶ ἔστιν 
ἐν ἑνὶ τῷ ἐπιγραφοµένῳ Κανών· τὸ δὲ φυσικὸν τὴν περὶ φύσεως θεωρίαν πᾶσαν, καὶ ἔστιν ἐν ταῖς 
Περὶ φύσεως βίβλοις ἑπτὰ καὶ τριάκοντα καὶ ταῖς Ἐπιστολαῖς κατὰ στοιχεῖον· τὸ δὲ ἠθικὸν τὰ 
περὶ αἱρέσεως καὶ φυγῆς· ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἐν ταῖς Περὶ βίων βίβλοις καὶ Ἐπιστολαῖς καὶ τῷ Περὶ 
τέλους. εἰώθασι µέντοι τὸ κανονικὸν ὁµοῦ τῷ φυσικῷ τάττειν· || (from here not in Usener) 
καλοῦσι δ’ αὐτὸ περὶ κριτηρίου καὶ ἀρχῆς, καὶ στοιχειωτικόν· τὸ δὲ φυσικὸν περὶ γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς, καὶ περὶ φύσεως· τὸ δὲ ἠθικὸν περὶ αἱρετῶν καὶ φευκτῶν καὶ περὶ βίων καὶ τέλους.  
Iamblichus CMSc. c. 30.  Julian Or. 7. 215d µικρὰ οὖν ὑπὲρ τῶν τῆς φιλοσοφίας εἴτε µορίων 
εἴτε ὀργάνων ⟨ῥητέον⟩. ἔστι γὰρ οὐ µέγα τὸ διαφέρον ὁποτέρως ἄν τις τῷ {τε} πρακτικῷ ἢ τῷ 
φυσικῷ τὸ λογικὸν προσαριθµῇ· ἀναγκαῖον γὰρ ὁµοίως φαίνεται κατ’ ἀµφότερα. κτλ.  
Aphthonius Prog. c. 13.1 Patillon θέσις ἐστὶν ἐπίσκεψις λογικὴ θεωρουµένου τινὸς πράγµατος. 
τῶν δὲ θέσεων αἳ µέν εἰσι πολιτικαί, αἳ δὲ θεωρητικαί· καὶ πολιτικαὶ µὲν αἱ πρᾶξιν ἔχουσαι πόλιν 
συνέχουσαν, οἷον εἰ γαµητέον, εἰ πλευστέον, εἰ τειχιστέον· ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα πόλιν συνέχει 
γινόµενα· θεωρητικαὶ δὲ αἱ µόνῳ τῷ νῷ θεωρούµεναι, οἷον εἰ σφαιροειδὴς ὁ οὐρανός (cf. ch. 2.2), 
εἰ κόσµοι πολλοί (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1)· ταῦτα γὰρ εἰς πεῖραν µὲν ἀνθρώποις οὐκ ἔρχεται, µόνῳ δὲ 
θεωρεῖται τῷ νῷ.  cf. Ioannes Sardianis Comm. in Aphthonium pp. 232.9–233.22 Rabe.  
Augustine C.D. 8.4.17–33 Dombart-Kalb itaque cum studium sapientiae in actione et 
contemplatione versetur, unde una pars eius activa, altera contemplativa dici potest 
(quarum activa ad agendam vitam, id est ad mores instituendos pertinet, contemplativa 
autem ad conspiciendas naturae causas et sincerissimam veritatem): Socrates in activa 
excelluisse memoratur; Pythagoras vero magis contemplativae, quibus potuit intellegentiae 
viribus, institisse. proinde Plato utrumque iungendo philosophiam perfecisse laudatur, 
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quam in tres partes distribuit: unam moralem, quae maxime in actione versatur; alteram 
naturalem, quae contemplationi deputata est; tertiam rationalem, qua verum disterminatur 
a falso. quae licet utrique, id est actioni et contemplationi, sit necessaria, maxime tamen 
contemplatio perspectionem sibi vindicat veritatis. ideo haec tripertitio non est contraria illi 
distinctioni, qua intellegitur omne studium sapientiae in actione et contemplatione 
consistere. Ammonius Hermeiou in Isag. 3.7–19 ἔστι δὲ καὶ τοιοῦτος ὁρισµὸς (sc. τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας) ἀπὸ τοῦ τέλους ὁ λέγων φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ ‘ὁµοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν’ (Pl. Tht. 
176b) ‘ἀνθρώπῳ’ (R. 10 613a). οὕτω γὰρ ὁ Πλάτων ὡρίσατο. ὁ γὰρ θεὸς διττὰς ἔχει τὰς 
ἐνεργείας, τὰς µὲν γνωστικάς, καθ’ ἃς τὰ πάντα γινώσκει … , τὰς δὲ προνοητικὰς τῶν 
καταδεεστέρων, καθ’ ἃς τοῦ κόσµου ὅλου προνοεῖται, … . ὁ δὲ φιλόσοφος κατ’ ἄµφω βούλεται 
ἐξοµοιοῦν ἑαυτὸν τῷ θεῷ· βούλεται γὰρ καὶ θεωρητὴς εἶναι τῶν πάντων (πάντα γὰρ 
ἐπισκέπτεται), καὶ µέντοι καὶ πρόνοιαν τῶν καταδεεστέρων ποιεῖται (ὁ γάρ τοι πολιτικὸς 
φιλόσοφος δικάζει καὶ νόµους τίθησιν).  in Isag. 10.10–13 [passage bracketed by Busse, 
heeding Wendland’s ‘ineptum est de ordine partium loqui priusquam quae sint paertes 
exposueris’] διαιρεῖται γάρ, ὡς ἀνωτάτω διελεῖν ἔστι, κατὰ µέν τινας εἰς δύο, κατὰ δὲ ἑτέρους 
εἰς τρία· τινὲς γὰρ εἰς τρία διαιροῦσι τὸν φιλοσοφίαν, εἰς θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικὸν καὶ λογικόν. 
in Isag. 16.6–7 ἦθος τοίνυν ἐστὶν ἀνθρώπου κόσµος, κόσµος δὲ ἡ ἑκάστου τελειότης.  in Isag. 
11.6–22 διαιρεῖται οὖν ἡ φιλοσοφία … εἰς τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν. ἄξιον δὲ ζητῆσαι, δι’ ἣν 
αἰτίαν εἰς δύο καὶ διὰ τί εἰς ταῦτα διαιρεῖται καὶ µήτε εἰς πλείονα µήτε εἰς ἐλάττονα. … πάλιν δὲ 
τῆς ἡµετέρας ψυχῆς διτταὶ αἱ ἐνέργειαι, αἱ µὲν γνωστικαὶ οἷον νοῦς διάνοια δόξα φαντασία καὶ 
αἴσθησις, αἱ δὲ ζωτικαὶ καὶ ὀρεκτικαὶ οἷον βούλησις θυµὸς ἐπιθυµία. ὁ οὖν φιλόσοφος πάντα τὰ 
τῆς ψυχῆς µέρη βούλεται κοσµῆσαι καὶ εἰς τελείωσιν ἀγαγεῖν· διὰ οὖν τοῦ θεωρητικοῦ 
τελειοῦται τὸ ἐν ἡµῖν γνωστικόν, διὰ δὲ τοῦ πρακτικοῦ τὸ ζωτικόν. εἰκότως οὖν ἡ φιλοσοφία εἰς 
δύο διαιρεῖται, εἴς τε θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν.  Boethius in Isag. ed. sec. 1.3, p. 141.15–142.3 
Brandt quodsi in his tribus, id est speculativa, activa atque rationali, philosophia consistit, 
quae proprio triplicique a se fine disiuncta sunt, cum speculativa et activa philosophia 
partes esse dicuntur, non dubium est quin rationalis quoque philosophia pars esse 
convincatur. qui vero non partem, sed philosophiae instrumentum putant, haec fere afferunt 
argumenta (see below, On logic, whether part of philosophy or instrument).  David Prol. 
5.6–8 φασὶν οὖν ὅτι καθ’ ὑµᾶς ἡ φιλοσοφία διαιρεῖται εἰς θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν.  Elias in 
Isag. 26.35–27.5 διαιρεῖται τοίνυν ἡ φιλοσοφία εἰς δύο καὶ οὐχὶ εἰς τρία, ὡς οἱ τὸ λογικὸν αὐτῇ 
προσνέµοντες· δειχθήσεται γὰρ σὺν θεῷ ἐν τοῖς Ἀναλυτικοῖς (see below, on logic, whether 
part of philosophy or instrument, Elias in APr.) ὅτι ἡ λογικὴ οὐ µέρος τῆς φιλοσοφίας, ἀλλ’ 
ὄργανον, διότι τὸ µὲν µέρος συµφυές, τὸ δὲ ὄργανον ἐπείσακτον. εἰς δύο δὲ διαιρεῖται ἡ 
φιλοσοφία, οὐχ ὥς φασιν αἱ ἐγκύκλιοι ἐξηγήσεις, ὅτι ἐπειδὴ ἡ φιλοσοφία γνῶσις θείων καὶ 
ἀνθρωπείων ἐστί, διὰ µὲν τὰ θεῖα τὸ θεωρητικὸν προεβάλλετο (θεωρητικὸν γάρ, φασίν, εἴρηται 
ὡς τέλος ἔχον τὰ θεῖα ὁρᾶν), διὰ δὲ τὰ ἀνθρώπινα προεβάλλετο τὸ πρακτικόν.  Suda s.v. Φ 862, 
p. 4.28–29 Adler φυσικὸς λόγος παρὰ φιλοσόφοις. µετὰ τὸν ἠθικὸν διεξέρχονται περὶ τοῦ 
φυσικοῦ [excerpts follow from Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.133 and Philoponus(?) in de An. 
55.26-57.7]. 
§1  Definition:  Aristotle Met. α.1 995a17–18 διὸ σκεπτέον πρῶτον τί ἐστιν ἡ φύσις· οὕτω γὰρ καὶ 
περὶ τίνων ἡ φυσικὴ δῆλον ἔσται.  Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias ad loc., in Met. 137.12–15 ὅσον δὲ 
πάλιν ἐπὶ τῷ τέλει αὐτοῦ, οὐ δόξει τοῦτο ἐκ ταύτης εἶναι τῆς συντάξεως, ἀλλὰ τῆς φυσικῆς 
πραγµατείας προοίµιόν τι· ὡς γὰρ περὶ φύσεως ἐν τοῖς ἑξῆς ἐρῶν, καὶ ζητήσων τί ἐστιν ἡ φύσις, 
ἐπαύσατο.  Aristoxenus Harm. 2.30–31, p. 39.4–40.15 Da Rios βέλτιον ἴσως ἐστὶ τὸ προδιελθεῖν τὸν 
τρόπον τῆς πραγµατείας τί ποτ’ ἐστίν, ἵνα προγιγνώσκοντες ὥσπερ ὁδὸν ᾗ βαδιστέον ῥᾴδιον 
πορευώµεθα εἰδότες τε κατὰ τί µέρος ἐσµὲν αὐτῆς καὶ µὴ λάθωµεν ἡµᾶς αὐτοὺς παρυπολαµβάνοντες 
τὸ πρᾶγµα. … (31) προέλεγε µὲν οὖν καὶ αὐτὸς Ἀριστοτέλης (p. 111 Ross) δι’ αὐτὰς ταύτας τὰς αἰτίας, 
ὡς ἔφη, τοῖς µέλλουσιν ἀκροᾶσθαι παρ’ αὐτοῦ, περὶ τίνων τ’ ἐστὶν ἡ πραγµατεία καὶ τίς.  Seneca Ep. 
89.1 rem utilem desideras et ad sapientiam properanti necessariam, dividi philosophiam et ingens 
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corpus eius in membra disponi; facilius enim per partes in cognitionem totius adducimur.  
Geminus Elem. 17.32 ὅσοι µέντοι γε τῶν ποιητῶν καὶ φιλοσόφων τὴν δύναµιν τῆς ἐπιτάσεως τῶν 
καυµάτων τῷ Κυνὶ προσάπτουσι, πολὺ τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ τοῦ φυσικοῦ λόγου πεπλανηµένοι εἰσίν.  
Plutarch SR 1035D (after SVF 3.68) γίνεται τοίνυν ‘ἅµα πρόσω καὶ ὀπίσω’ τῶν ἠθικῶν ὁ φυσικὸς 
λόγος κατὰ Χρύσιππον.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 1.16.78.3 Ἀλκµαίων (24A2 DK) γοῦν 
Περίθου Κροτωνιάτης πρῶτος φυσικὸν λόγον συνέταξεν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.83 Ἀλκµαίων 
(24A1 DK) … δοκεῖ δὲ πρῶτος φυσικὸν λόγον συγγεγραφέναι.  7.39 τριµερῆ φασιν εἶναι τὸν κατὰ 
φιλοσοφίαν λόγον· εἶναι γὰρ αὐτοῦ τὸ µέν τι φυσικόν …· οὕτω δὲ πρῶτος διεῖλε Ζήνων ὁ Κιτιεὺς (SVF 
1.45) ἐν τῷ Περὶ λόγου καὶ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.37) ἐν τῷ α΄ Περὶ λόγου καὶ κτλ.  7.132.  Calcidius in 
Tim. c. 4 rationem tamen totius operis (sc. Timaei) et scriptoris propositum et ordinationem libri 
declaranda esse duxi.  Macrobius in Somn. 1.4.1 nunc ipsam eiusdem Somnii mentem ipsumque 
propositum, quem Graeci σκοπόν vocant, antequam verba inspiciantur, temptemus aperire.  Cf. 
Arius Didymus at. Stob. Ecl. 2.7.5, p. 57.15–17 περὶ δὲ τῶν ἠθικῶν ἑξῆς ποιήσοµαι τὸν 
ὑποµνηµατισµὸν τὰ κεφάλαια τῶν ἀναγκαίων δογµάτων ἀναλαβών. ἄρξοµαι δ’ ἐντεῦθεν. 
§2  Stoics: Aristotle Met. Ε.1.  Chrysippus (verbatim) at Plu. SR 1035A (SVF 2.42) ἀρκέσει 
παραθέσθαι τὰ ἐν τῷ τετάρτῳ Περὶ βίων ἔχοντα κατὰ λέξιν οὕτως· ‘πρῶτον µὲν οὖν δοκεῖ µοι κατὰ τὰ 
ὀρθῶς ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχαίων εἰρηµένα τρία γένη τῶν τοῦ φιλοσόφου θεωρηµάτων εἶναι, τὰ µὲν λογικὰ τὰ δ’ 
ἠθικὰ τὰ δὲ φυσικά.’  SVF 2.35–44, 49–49a.  Cicero de Orat. 1.68 quoniam philosophia in tris partis 
est tributa, in naturae obscuritatem, in disserendi subtilitatem, in vitam atque mores.  Leg. 1.58–
62.  Luc. 116.  Tusc. 5.68 sumatur enim nobis quidam praestans vir optumis artibus, isque animo 
parumper et cogitatione fingatur. primum ingenio eximio sit necesse est; tardis enim mentibus 
virtus non facile comitatur; deinde ad investigandam veritatem studio incitato. ex quo triplex ille 
animi fetus existet, unus in cognitione rerum positus et in explicatione naturae, alter in 
discriptione expetendarum fugiendarumque rerum ⟨et in ratione be⟩ne vivendi, tertius in 
iudicando, quid cuique rei sit consequens, quid repugnans, in quo inest omnis cum subtilitas 
disserendi, tum veritas iudicandi.  Fin. 1.22 iam in altera philosophiae parte, quae est quaerendi ac 
disserendi, quae λογική dicitur.  Fin. 2.13 non viderunt, ut ad cursum equum, ad arandum bovem, 
ad indagandum canem, sic hominem ad duas res, ut ait Aristoteles, ad intellegendum et 
agendum, esse natum quasi mortalem deum.  Fin. 3.72–73 (SVF 3.281–282) ad easque virtutes, de 
quibus disputatum est (sc. amicitia etc.), dialecticam etiam adiungunt et physicam, easque 
ambas virtutum nomine appellant, altera, quod habeat rationem ne cui falso adsentiamur neve 
umquam captiosa probabilitate fallamur, eaque, quae de bonis et malis didicerimus ut tenere 
tuerique possimus: nam sine hac arte quemvis arbitrantur a vero abduci fallique posse. recte 
igitur, si omnibus in rebus temeritas ignoratioque vitiosa est, ars ea, quae tollit haec, virtus 
nominata est. (73) physicae quoque non sine causa tributus idem est honos, propterea quod, qui 
convenienter naturae victurus sit, ei proficiscendum est ab omni mundo atque ab eius 
procuratione. nec vero potest quisquam de bonis et malis vere iudicare nisi omni cognita ratione 
naturae et vitae etiam deorum, et utrum conveniat necne natura hominis cum universa; quaeque 
sunt vetera praecepta sapientium, qui iubent ‘tempori parere’ et ‘sequi deum’ et ‘se noscere’ et 
‘nihil nimis’, haec sine physicis quam vim habeant (et habent maximam) videre nemo potest. 
atque etiam ad iustitiam colendam, ad tuendas amicitias et reliquas caritates quid natura valeat, 
haec una cognitio potest tradere. nec vero pietas adversus deos nec quanta iis gratia debeatur sine 
explicatione naturae intellegi potest.  Off. 1.153 etenim cognitio contemplatioque naturae manca 
quodam modo atque inchoata sit si nulla actio rerum consequatur.  Strabo 2.5.2, 110C.16–18 ἡ δὲ 
φυσικὴ ἀρετή τις· τὰς δ’ ἀρετὰς ἀνυποθέτους φασὶν ἐξ αὑτῶν ἠρτηµένας, καὶ ἐν αὑταῖς ἐχούσας τάς τε 
ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰς περὶ τούτων πίστεις (sequel above at exempla physica dogmatica).  Philo of 
Alexandria Agr. 14–16.  differently Arius Didymus at Stob. Ecl. 2.1.17, p. 6.19–7.4 ἡ µὲν γὰρ 
φιλοσοφία θήρα τῆς ἀληθείας ἐστὶ καὶ ὄρεξις· τῶν δὲ φιλοσοφησάντων ἔνιοι εὑρεῖν φασι τὸ θήραµα, ὡς 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) καὶ οἱ Στωικοί (—)· οἱ δὲ ἀκµὴν ἔτι ζητεῖν ὥς που παρὰ θεοῖς ὄν, καὶ τῆς σοφίας οὐκ 
ἀνθρωπίνου χρήµατος ὄντος· οὕτως ἔλεγε Σωκράτης καὶ Πύρρων (fr. 70 Decleva Caizzi).  Philo of 
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Alexandria Leg. 1.57 (SVF 3.202) ἡ δὲ ἀρετὴ καὶ θεωρητική ἐστι καὶ πρακτική· καὶ γὰρ θεωρίαν ἔχει, 
ὁπότε καὶ ἡ ἐπ’ αὐτὴν ὁδὸς φιλοσοφία διὰ τῶν τριῶν αὐτῆς µερῶν, τοῦ λογικοῦ, τοῦ ἠθικοῦ, τοῦ 
φυσικοῦ, καὶ πράξεις· ὅλου γὰρ τοῦ βίου ἐστὶ τέχνη ἡ ἀρετή, ἐν ᾧ καὶ αἱ σύµπασαι πράξεις.  Ethical 
Doxography A at Stob. Ecl. 2.7.3f, p. 49.8–25 Σωκράτης, Πλάτων, ταὐτὰ τῷ Πυθαγόρᾳ, τέλος 
῾ὁµοίωσιν θεῷ’ (Tht. 176b). σαφέστερον δ’ αὐτὸ διήρθρωσε Πλάτων, προσθεὶς τὸ ῾κατὰ τὸ δυνατόν’ 
(Resp. 6.500d, 10.613d–e ), φρονήσει δ’ ἦν µόνως δυνατόν, τοῦτο δ’ ἦν τὸ κατ’ ἀρετήν. ἐν µὲν γὰρ θεῷ 
τὸ κοσµοποιὸν καὶ κοσµοδιοικητικόν· ἐν δὲ τῷ σοφῷ βίου κατάστασις καὶ ζωῆς διαγωγή· … εἴρηται 
(sc. ὁµοίωσιν θεῷ) δὲ παρὰ Πλάτωνος κατὰ τὸ τῆς φιλοσοφίας τριµερές, ἐν Τιµαίῳ (90a–d) µὲν 
φυσικῶς, προσθήσω δὲ καὶ Πυθαγορικῶς, σηµαίνοντος ἀφθόνως τὴν ἐκείνου προεπίνοιαν· ἐν δὲ τῇ 
Πολιτείᾳ (9.585b ff., 10.608c ff.) ἠθικῶς· ἐν δὲ τῷ Θεαιτήτῳ (176d–e) λογικῶς· περιπέφρασται δὲ καὶ 
ἐν τῷ τετάρτῳ περὶ Νόµων (4.716a ff.) ἐπὶ τῆς ἀκολουθίας τοῦ θεοῦ σαφῶς ἅµα καὶ πλουσίως.  
Seneca Dial. 8.5.1 solemus dicere summum bonum esse secundum naturam vivere: natura nos ad 
utrumque genuit, et contemplationi rerum et actioni.  Ep. 89.8–10 (FDS 18) quidam ex nostris, 
quamvis philosophia studium virtutis esset et haec peteretur, illa peteret, tamen non putaverunt 
illas distrahi posse; nam nec philosophia sine virtute est nec sine philosophia virtus. philosophia 
studium virtutis est, sed per ipsam virtutem; nec virtus autem esse sine studio sui potest nec 
virtutis studium sine ipsa. … ad virtutem venitur per ipsam, cohaerent inter se philosophia 
virtusque. (9) philosophiae tres partes esse dixerunt et maximi et plurimi auctores: moralem, 
naturalem, rationalem. prima componit animum; secunda rerum naturam scrutatur; tertia 
proprietates verborum exigit et structuram et argumentationes, ne pro vero falsa subrepant. 
ceterum inventi sunt et qui in pauciora philosophiam et qui in plura diducerent.  Ep. 88.24 
'quemadmodum' inquit (Posidonius F 90 E.-K., 447 Theiler) 'est aliqua pars philosophiae 
naturalis, est aliqua moralis, est aliqua rationalis, sic et haec quoque liberalium artium turba 
locum sibi in philosophia vindicat. cum ventum est ad naturales quaestiones, geometriae 
testimonio statur; ergo eius quam adiuvat pars est.'  Plutarch Quaest.Conv. 744C–D ἁπάσας δ’ 
(D) ὡς ἐγὼ νοµίζω τὰς διὰ λόγου περαινοµένας ἐπιστήµας καὶ τέχνας οἱ παλαιοὶ καταµαθόντες ἐν 
τρισὶ γένεσιν οὔσας, τῷ φιλοσόφῳ καὶ τῷ ῥητορικῷ καὶ τῷ µαθηµατικῷ, τριῶν ἐποιοῦντο δῶρα καὶ 
χάριτας θεῶν ἃς Μούσας ὠνόµαζον. … ἐν δὲ τῷ φιλοσόφῳ τὸ λογικὸν καὶ τὸ ἠθικὸν καὶ τὸ φυσικόν 
κτλ.  Quintilian Inst. 6.2.8 mores appellantur, atque inde pars quoque illa philosophiae ἠθική 
moralis est dicta.  Inst. 12.2.10 sqq. quae (sc. studium sapientiae) quidem cum sit in tris divisa 
partis, naturalem moralem rationalem etc.  Heraclitus All.Hom. 33.9–10 αὐτός γε µὴν ὁ 
τρικέφαλος δειχθεὶς ἡλίῳ Κέρβερος εἰκότως ἂν τὴν τριµερῆ φιλοσοφίαν ὑπαινίττοιτο· τὸ µὲν γὰρ 
αὐτῆς λογικόν, τὸ δὲ φυσικόν, τὸ δὲ ἠθικὸν ὀνοµάζεται· (10) ταῦτα δ’ ὥσπερ ἀφ’ ἑνὸς αὐχένος 
ἐκπεφυκότα τριχῇ κατὰ κεφαλὴν µερίζεται.  Alcinous Did. c. 3, p. 153.25–154.8 H. ἡ δὲ τοῦ 
φιλοσόφου σπουδὴ κατὰ τὸν Πλάτωνα ἐν τρισὶν ἔοικεν εἶναι· ἔν τε τῇ θέᾳ τῇ τῶν ὄντων καὶ γνώσει, καὶ 
ἐν τῇ πράξει τῶν καλῶν, καὶ ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ τοῦ λόγου θεωρίᾳ· καλεῖται δὲ ἡ µὲν τῶν ὄντων γνῶσις 
θεωρητική, ἡ δὲ περὶ τὰ πρακτέα πρακτική, ἡ δὲ περὶ τὸν λόγον διαλεκτική. … τῆς δὲ πρακτικῆς τὸ 
µὲν θεωρεῖται περὶ τὴν τῶν ἠθῶν ἐπιµέλειαν, τὸ δὲ περὶ τὴν τοῦ οἴκου προστασίαν, τὸ δὲ περὶ πόλιν 
καὶ τὴν ταύτης σωτηρίαν· τούτων τὸ µὲν πρῶτον ἠθικὸν κέκληται, τὸ δὲ δεύτερον οἰκονοµικόν, τὸ δὲ 
λοιπὸν πολιτικόν. τοῦ δὲ θεωρητικοῦ τὸ µὲν περὶ τὰ ἀκίνητα καὶ τὰ πρῶτα αἴτια καὶ ὅσα θεῖα 
θεολογικὸν καλεῖται, τὸ δὲ περὶ τὴν τῶν ἄστρων φορὰν καὶ τὰς τούτων περιόδους καὶ ἀποκαταστάσεις 
καὶ τοῦδε τοῦ κόσµου τὴν σύστασιν φυσικόν, τὸ δὲ θεωρούµενον διὰ γεωµετρίας καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν 
µαθηµάτων µαθηµατικόν. τῆς δὴ διαιρέσεως τοιαύτης οὔσης καὶ τοῦ µερισµοῦ τῶν τῆς φιλοσοφίας 
εἰδῶν, περὶ τῆς διαλεκτικῆς θεωρίας πρότερον ῥητέον τῆς ἀρεσκούσης τῷ Πλάτωνι κτλ.  Albinus 
Prol. c. 6, p. 151.35–151.4 H. ἵνα δέ τις τὰ οἰκεῖα δόγµατα παραλάβῃ, τοῖς τοῦ ὑφηγητικοῦ χαρακτῆρος 
διαλόγοις δεήσει ἐντυγχάνειν· τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν αὐτῶν ἴδιον, εἴ γε ἐν τούτοις ἐστὶ µὲν τὰ φυσικὰ 
δόγµατα, ἐστὶ δὲ καὶ τὰ ἠθικὰ καὶ τὰ πολιτικὰ καὶ οἰκονοµικά, ὧν τὰ µὲν ἐπὶ θεωρίαν καὶ τὸν 
θεωρητικὸν βίον ἔχει τὴν ἀναφοράν, τὰ δ’ ἐπὶ πρᾶξιν καὶ τὸν πρακτικὸν βίον, ἄµφω δὲ ταῦτα ἐπὶ τὸ 
ὁµοιωθῆναι θεῷ.  Atticus fr. 2.1–2 des Places (verbatim) at Eus. PE 11.2.1–2 τριχῆ τοίνυν 
διαιρουµένης τῆς ἐντελοῦς φιλοσοφίας, εἴς τε τὸν ἠθικὸν καλούµενον τόπον καὶ τὸν φυσικὸν καὶ ἔτι τὸν 
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λογικόν, καὶ τοῦ µὲν πρώτου κατασκευάζοντος ἡµῶν ἕκαστον καλὸν καὶ ἀγαθόν …, τοῦ δευτέρου δὲ 
πρὸς τὴν περὶ τῶν θείων γνῶσιν διήκοντος, αὐτῶν τε τῶν πρώτων καὶ τῶν αἰτίων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὅσα 
ἐκ τούτων γίνεται, ἃ δὴ περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίαν ὁ Πλάτων ὠνόµακεν (Phd. 96a)· εἰς δὲ τὴν περὶ τούτων 
ἀµφοτέρων διάκρισίν τε καὶ εὕρεσιν, τοῦ τρίτου παραλαβοµένου· (2) ὅτι µὲν Πλάτων πρῶτος καὶ 
µάλιστα συναγείρας εἰς ἕν, πάντα τὰ τῆς φιλοσοφίας µέρη … , σῶµά τι καὶ ζῷον ὁλόκληρον ἀπέφηνε 
τὴν φιλοσοφίαν, δῆλα παντὶ λεγόµενα.  Apuleius Plat. 1.3 nam quamvis de diversis officinis haec ei 
essent philosophiae membra suscepta, naturalis a Pythagoreis, de Eleaticis rationalis atque 
moralis ex ipso Socratis fonte, unum tamen ex omnibus et quasi proprii partus corpus effecit (sc. 
Plato).  ps.Plutarch Hom. 2.92, 944–950 Kindstrand ὁ δὲ θεωρητικὸς λόγος ἐστὶν ὁ περιέχων τὰ 
καλούµενα θεωρήµατα, ἅπερ ἐστὶ γνῶσις τῆς ἀληθείας γινοµένη µετὰ τέχνης. ἀφ’ ὧν ἔστι τὴν φύσιν 
τῶν ὄντων, θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων, κατανοεῖν, καὶ τὰς περὶ τὸ ἦθος ἀρετὰς καὶ κακίας 
διαιρεῖν, καὶ εἴ τινι τέχνῃ λογικῇ µετέρχεσθαι τὴν ἀλήθειαν προσήκει µανθάνειν. ταῦτα δὲ 
µετεχειρίσαντο οἱ ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ διατρίψαντες, ἧς ἐστι µέρη τὸ φυσικὸν καὶ ἠθικὸν καὶ διαλεκτικόν.  
Quintilian Inst. 1 pr. 16–17 haec autem quae velut propria philosophiae adseruntur, passim 
tractamus omnes. quis enim non de iusto, aequo ac bono, modo non et vir pessimus, loquitur? quis 
non etiam rusticorum aliqua de causis naturalibus quaerit? nam verborum proprietas ac 
differentia omnibus, qui sermonem curae habent, debet esse communis. (17) sed ea et sciet optime 
et eloquetur orator: qui si fuisset aliquando perfectus, non a philosophorum scholis virtutis 
praecepta peterentur. ps.Apuleius Interpr. 1, p. 176.1–4 Thomas (FDS 14) studium sapientiae, 
quod philosophiam vocamus, plerisque videtur tres species seu partes habere: naturalem, 
moralem et de qua nunc dicere proposui rationalem, qua continetur ars disserendi.  Theon of 
Smyrna Exp. p. 15.14–16 Hiller ἡ τῶν κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν θεωρηµάτων παράδοσις, τῶν τε λογικῶν καὶ 
πολιτικῶν καὶ φυσικῶν.  Aristocles fr. 1.6 Chiesara (verbatim) at Eus. PE 11.3.6 Πλάτων µέντοι 
κατανοήσας ὡς εἴη µία τις ἡ τῶν θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων ἐπιστήµη, πρῶτος διεῖλε καὶ ἔφη τὴν µέν τινα 
περὶ τῆς ⟨τοῦ⟩ παντὸς φύσεως εἶναι πραγµατείαν, τὴν δὲ περὶ τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων, τρίτην δὲ τὴν περὶ 
τοὺς λόγους.  Galen Opt.Med. 3.5, 1.59.11–61.1 K., p. 290.7–291.5 Boudon-Millot καὶ µὲν δὴ καὶ ⟨τὴν⟩ 
λογικὴν µέθοδον ἀσκεῖν ⟨χρὴ⟩ (sc. τὸν ἰατρόν) χάριν τοῦ γνῶναι, πόσα τὰ πάντα κατ’ εἴδη τε καὶ γένη 
νοσήµατα ὑπάρχει καὶ πῶς ἐφ’ ἑκάστου ληπτέον ἔνδειξίν τινα ἰαµάτων. ἡ δ’ αὐτὴ µέθοδος ἥδε καὶ τὴν 
τοῦ σώµατος αὐτοῦ διδάσκει φύσιν, τήν τ’ ἐκ τῶν πρώτων στοιχείων, ἃ δι’ ἀλλήλων ὅλα κέκραται, καὶ 
τὴν ἐκ τῶν δευτέρων, τῶν αἰσθητῶν, ἃ δὴ καὶ ὁµοιοµερῆ προσαγορεύεται, καὶ τρίτην ἐπὶ ταύταις τὴν 
ἐκ τῶν ὀργανικῶν µορίων. ἀλλὰ καὶ τίς ἡ χρεία τῷ ζῴῳ τῶν εἰρηµένων ἑκάστου καὶ τίς ἡ ἐνέργεια, 
δέον µανθάνειν ταῦτα µὴ ἀβασανίστως, ἀλλὰ µετ’ ἀποδείξεως πιστώσασθαι, πρὸς τῆς λογικῆς δήπου 
διδάσκεται µεθόδου. τί δὴ οὖν ἔτι λείπεται πρὸς τὸ µὴ εἶναι φιλόσοφον τὸν ἰατρόν; … εἰ γάρ, ἵνα µὲν 
ἐξεύρῃ φύσιν σώµατος καὶ νοσηµάτων διαφορὰς καὶ ἰαµάτων ἐνδείξεις, ἐν τῇ λογικῇ θεωρίᾳ 
γεγυµνάσθαι προσήκει, ἵνα δὲ φιλοπόνως τῇ τούτων ἀσκήσει παραµένῃ, χρηµάτων τε καταφρονεῖν 
καὶ σωφροσύνην ἀσκεῖν, πάντα δὴ τῆς φιλοσοφίας ἔχει τὰ µέρη, τό τε λογικὸν καὶ τὸ φυσικὸν καὶ τὸ 
ἠθικόν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 74.11–13 καὶ ἔσται πᾶν µὲν πρόβληµα διαλεκτικὸν 
θεώρηµα ἢ ἠθικὸν ἢ φυσικὸν ἢ λογικόν (τούτων γὰρ δηλωτικὰ τὰ προειρηµένα), οὐ µὴν πᾶν θεώρηµα 
ἠθικὸν ἢ φυσικὸν ἢ λογικὸν πρόβληµα ἤδη διαλεκτικόν.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.188 πάλιν οἱ Στωϊκοὶ 
(SVF 2.96) περὶ ψυχὴν ἀγαθά φασιν εἶναι τέχνας τινὰς τὰς ἀρετάς.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.46–47 
(pn Stoics, SVF 2.130) αὐτὴν δὲ τὴν διαλεκτικὴν ἀναγκαίαν εἶναι καὶ ἀρετὴν ἐν εἴδει περιέχουσαν 
ἀρετάς· τήν τε ἀπροπτωσίαν … · (47) τὴν δὲ ἀνεικαιότητα … · τὴν δὲ ἀνελεγξίαν … · τὴν δὲ 
ἀµαταιότητα κτλ.  Eusebius PE 15.62.12–13 (Ariston SVF 1.353) καὶ ἄλλως δὲ εἶναι τοὺς φυσικοὺς 
λόγους οὐ χαλεποὺς οὐδὲ ἀδυνάτους µόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀσεβεῖς καὶ τοῖς νόµοις ὑπεναντίους. τοὺς µὲν 
γὰρ ἀξιοῦν µηδ’ εἶναι θεοὺς τὸ παράπαν, τοὺς δὲ τὸ ἄπειρον ἢ τὸ ὂν ἢ τὸ ἕν, καὶ πάντα µᾶλλον ἢ τοὺς 
νοµιζοµένους· (13) τήν τ’ αὖ διαφωνίαν παµπόλλην οὖσαν· τοὺς µὲν γὰρ ἄπειρον ἀποφαίνειν τὸ πᾶν, 
τοὺς δὲ πεπερασµένον, καὶ τοὺς µὲν ἀξιοῦν ἅπαντα κινεῖσθαι, τοὺς δὲ καθάπαξ µηδέν.  
ps.Andronicus de Pass. 3.2.32–54 (SVF 3.267) §1 ἔστι δὲ φρόνησις µὲν ἀρετὴ τοῦ λογιστικοῦ 
κατασκευαστικὴ τῶν εἰς εὐδαιµονίαν συντεινόντων. §2 σύµβωµοι δέ εἰσιν αὐτῆς (sc. τῆς φρονήσεως) 
… ἠθική [secl. Glibert-Thirry, but it is also represented by several of its subordinate virtues], 
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διαλεκτική· ῥητορική· φυσική. … ι΄ διαλεκτικὴ δὲ ἐπιστήµη τοῦ εὖ διαλέγεσθαι. ια΄ ρητορικὴ δὲ 
ἐπιστήµη τοῦ εὖ λέγειν. ιβ΄ φυσικὴ δὲ ἐπιστήµη τῶν περὶ τὴν φύσιν.  Stobaeus Ecl. 2.7.2, p. 42.7–13 
ἔστιν οὖν Εὐδώρου τοῦ Ἀλεξανδρέως, Ἀκαδηµικοῦ φιλοσόφου (fr. 1 Mazzarelli), διαίρεσις τοῦ κατὰ 
φιλοσοφίαν λόγου, βιβλίον ἀξιόκτητον, ἐν ᾧ πᾶσαν ἐπεξελήλυθε προβληµατικῶς τὴν ἐπιστήµην, ἧς 
ἐγὼ διαιρέσεως ἐκθήσοµαι τὸ τῆς ἠθικῆς οἰκεῖον. ἔχει δ’ οὕτως. τριµεροῦς ὄντος τοῦ κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν 
λόγου, τὸ µέν ἐστιν αὐτοῦ ἠθικόν, τὸ δὲ φυσικόν, τὸ δὲ λογικόν. τοῦ δὲ ἠθικοῦ κτλ.  Pomponius 
Porphyrio in Hor. Ep. 1.12 lemm. 16 hae quaestiones sunt pertinentes ad fysicam philosophiae 
partem.  in Hor. Ep. 1.18 lemm. 100 hae omnes quaestiones de hac mora{bi}li philosophia 
sumuntur.  Origen in Cant.Cant. prol. 3.1 (trans. Rufinus) et temptemus primum de eo requirere, 
quid illud sit, quod, cum tria volumina ecclesiae Dei a Solomone scripta susceperint, primus ex 
ipsis Proverbiorum liber positus sit, secundus is, qui Ecclesiastes appellatur, tertio vero in loco 
Cantici Canticorum volumen habeatur. quae ergo nobis occurrere possunt in hoc loco, ista sunt. 
generales disciplinae, quibus ad rerum scientiam pervenitur tres sunt, quas Graeci ethicam, 
physicam, enopticen appellarunt; has nos dicere possumus moralem, naturalem, inspectivam. 
nonnulli sane apud Graecos etiam logicen, quam nos rationalem possumus dicere, quarto in 
numero posuere.  Macrobius in Somn. 2.17.15 cum sint totius philosophiae tres partes, moralis, 
naturalis et rationalis, et sit moralis quae docet morum elimatam perfectionem, naturalis quae de 
divinis corporibus disputat, rationalis (sc. in the Neoplatonic sense) cum de incorporeis sermo 
est quae mens sola complectitur, nullam de tribus Tullius in hoc Somnio praetermisit.  Jerome Ep. 
30.1 p. 243.5–10 Hilberg quomodo philosophi solerent disputationes suas in physicam et ethicam 
logicamque partiri, ita et eloquia divina aut de natura disputare, ut in Genesi et Ecclesiaste, aut de 
moribus, ut in Proverbiis et in omnibus sparsim libris, aut de logica, pro qua nostri θεολογικήν sibi 
vindicant, ut in Cantico canticorum et Evangeliis.  Adv.Pelag. 1.22, p28.11–12 Moreschini 
philosophiae tria genera, physicam, ethicam, logicam.  Simplicius in Cat. 18.28–19.7 Κορνοῦτος 
καὶ Ἀθηνόδωρος … εἶναι τὸ βιβλίον (sc. Aristotle’s Categories) παντοδαπῶν θεωρηµάτων σωρείαν 
ὑπολαµβάνουσιν λογικῶν τε καὶ φυσικῶν καὶ ἠθικῶν καὶ θεολογικῶν· εἶναι γὰρ τὰ µὲν περὶ ὁµωνύµων 
καὶ συνωνύµων καὶ παρωνύµων σκέµµατα λογικά, ἔτι δὲ καὶ τὸ περὶ τῶν ἀντικειµένων, τὰ δὲ περὶ 
κινήσεως φυσικά, ἠθικὰ δὲ τὰ περὶ ἀρετῆς καὶ κακίας, ὥσπερ θεολογικὰ τὰ περὶ τῶν δέκα γενῶν 
φιλοσοφήµατα. τὸ δὲ ἀληθὲς οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει.  Philoponus in Cat. 5.19–23 Ἀνδρόνικος ὁ Ῥόδιος 
ἀκριβέστερον ἐξετάζων ἔλεγε χρῆναι πρότερον ἀπὸ τῆς λογικῆς ἄρχεσθαι, ἥτις περὶ τὴν ἀπόδειξιν 
καταγίνεται. ἐπειδὴ οὖν ἐν πάσαις αὐτοῦ ταῖς πραγµατείαις ὁ φιλόσοφος κέχρηται τῇ ἀποδεικτικῆ 
µεθόδῳ, δέον ἡµᾶς πρότερον ταύτην κατορθῶσαι, ἵνα εὐχερέστερον παρακολουθήσωµεν τοῖς ἄλλοις 
αὐτοῦ συγγράµµασι.  in Mete. 1.4–11 εἴρηται µὲν ἤδη καὶ πρότερον ἡµῖν ὡς εἰκότως τὴν εἰς δύο τοµὴν 
ἡ φιλοσοφία δέχεται, εἴς τε τὸ πρακτικὸν καὶ εἰς τὸ θεωρητικόν, διότι καὶ αἱ τῆς ἡµετέρας ψυχῆς 
δυνάµεις ὑπάρχουσι δύο, ζωτική τε καὶ θεωρητική, ἃς ἡ φιλοσοφία κοσµεῖν ἐθέλει καὶ τελειοῦν, τὴν 
µὲν δι’ ἀρετῆς, τὴν δὲ διὰ τῆς τῶν ὄντων γνώσεως· τελειοῦται γὰρ ἕκαστον τὸ ἑαυτοῦ τέλος 
ἀπολαµβάνον δι’ ὃ γέγονεν. ὅθεν καὶ ὁµοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν (Pl. Tht. 176b) ἡ φιλοσοφία εἶναι 
λέγεται. καὶ γὰρ τῶν θείων ἐνεργειῶν αἱ µὲν ἁπάντων εἰσὶ γνωστικαὶ τῶν ὄντων, αἱ δὲ δηµιουργικαὶ 
τούτων καὶ προνοητικαί.  Olympiodorus Diaconus in Eccles. MPG 93, p. 477.35–40 (p. 1.2–6 Boli) 
τῶν ὄντων τὴν γνῶσιν ἀψευδῆ δεξάµενος ὑπὸ Θεοῦ Σολοµὼν, ὁ τοῦ Δαβὶδ υἱός, οὐ µόνον κατὰ σάρκα, 
ἀλλὰ κατ’ ἀρετήν, τριχῆ τὰ ὄντα διεῖλεν· εἰς ἠθικά, καὶ φυσικά, καὶ νοητά. καὶ τὰ µὲν ἠθικὰ διὰ τῶν 
Παροιµιῶν παρέδωκε· τὰ δὲ φυσικὰ διὰ τῶν τοῦ Ἐκκλησιαστοῦ· τὰ δὲ νοητὰ διὰ τοῦ ᾌσµατος τῶν 
ᾌσµάτων.  Isidore of Seville Etym. 2.24.3–7.  Etym. 2.24.8 in his quippe tribus generibus 
philosophiae etiam eloquia divina consistunt. nam aut de natura disputare solent, ut in Genesi et 
in Ecclesiaste: aut de moribus, ut in Proverbiis et in omnibus sparsim libris: aut de Logica, pro qua 
nostri Theoreticam sibi vindicant, ut in Cantico canticorum, et Evangeliis. 
 Definition of philosophy:  Plato Resp. 6 486a καὶ µήν που καὶ τόδε δεῖ σκοπεῖν, ὅταν κρίνειν 
µέλλῃς φύσιν φιλόσοφόν τε καὶ µή.—τὸ ποῖον;—µή σε λάθῃ µετέχουσα ἀνελευθερίας· ἐναντιώτατον 
γάρ που σµικρολογία ψυχῇ µελλούσῃ τοῦ ὅλου καὶ παντὸς ἀεὶ ἐπορέξεσθαι θείου τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνου.  
Philodemus de Mus. Δ col. 142.1-8 Delattre (cf. SVF 1.486) εἰ µὴ [τοῖς π]αρὰ Κλεάνθει λέ|γειν [ἴσ]α 
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θελήσουσι, ὅς φησιν | … , καὶ ῾τοῦ λ[ό]γου τοῦ τῆς φιλοσο|φίας ἱκανῶς µὲν ἐξαγγέλ|λειν δυναµένου τὰ 
θεῖα καὶ | ἀνθ[ρ]ώ[πι]ν[α]’ κτλ.  Cicero Fin. 2.37 adhibita primum divinarum humanarumque 
rerum scientia, quae potest appellari rite sapientia.  Tusc. 4.57 sapientiam esse rerum divinarum 
et humanarum scientiam cognitionemque, quae cuiusque rei causa sit.  Seneca Ep. 89.5 (FDS 2) 
sapientiam quidam ita finierunt ut dicerent divinorum et humanorum scientiam; quidam ita: 
sapientia est nosse divina et humana et horum causas.  ps.Plutarch Hom. 2.92 ὁ δὲ θεωρητικὸς 
λόγος ἐστὶν ὁ περιέχων τὰ καλούµενα θεωρήµατα, ἅπερ ἐστὶ γνῶσις τῆς ἀληθείας γινοµένη µετὰ 
τέχνης· ἀφ’ ὧν ἔστι τὴν φύσιν τῶν ὄντων, θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων, κατανοεῖν.  
Septuaginta Macc. 4.1.16 σοφία δὴ τοίνυν ἐστὶν γνῶσις θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων καὶ τῶν 
τούτων αἰτιῶν (cited at Orig. Cels. 3.72, p. 209.3–5 Marcovich).  Philo of Alexandria Congr. 79 
ἔστι γὰρ φιλοσοφία ἐπιτήδευσις σοφίας, σοφία δὲ ἐπιστήµη θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων καὶ τῶν τούτων 
αἰτίων (cited at Clem. Strom. 1.5.30).  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.13 ἐντεῦθεν τὴν φιλοσοφίαν φασὶν (sc. 
οἱ δογµατικῶς φιλοσοφοῦντες, SVF 2.36, Posidonius fr. 251c Theiler) ἐπιτήδευσιν εἶναι σοφίας, τὴν 
δὲ σοφίαν ἐπιστήµην θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων.  Aristocles fr. 1.6 Chiesara (verbatim) at 
Eus. PE 11.3.6 Πλάτων µέντοι κατανοήσας ὡς εἴη µία τις ἡ τῶν θείων καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων ἐπιστήµη.  
Augustine Trin. 14.1.48–51 Mountain–Glorie.  John of Damascus Dial. c. 3.2–3 Kotter φιλοσοφία 
ἐστὶ γνῶσις θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων τουτέστιν ὁρατῶν τε καὶ ἀοράτων.  [N.B. ἐπιστήµη 
θείων τε καὶ ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων said of wisdom, e.g., at Phil. Congr. 79,  Gal. MM 10.2.5-7 K.,  
Alcin. Did. 1, p. 152.5–6 H.,  August. Trin. 14.1.48–51 Mountain–Glorie; said of philosophy, e.g. at 
Quint. Inst. 12.2.8,  Ammon. in Isag. 5.29–30,  Olymp. Prol. 16.23–24,  El. in Isag. 8.9,  Cassiod. 
Inst. 2.3.5 p. 110.14–15 Mynors,  Isid. Hisp. Etym. 2.24.1,  David Prol. 78.9–10;  said of physics [Plu.] 
Hom. 2.92]. 
§3  Aristotle Theophrastus Peripatetics: Aristotle Top. 1.11 104b1–8 πρόβληµα δ’ ἐστὶ διαλεκτικὸν 
θεώρηµα τὸ συντεῖνον ἢ πρὸς αἵρεσιν καὶ φυγὴν ἢ πρὸς ἀλήθειαν καὶ γνῶσιν, ἢ αὐτὸ ἢ ὡς συνεργὸν 
πρός τι ἕτερον τῶν τοιούτων, περὶ οὗ ἢ οὐδετέρως δοξάζουσιν ἢ ἐναντίως οἱ πολλοὶ τοῖς σοφοῖς ἢ οἱ 
σοφοὶ τοῖς πολλοῖς ἢ ἑκάτεροι αὐτοὶ ἑαυτοῖς. ἔνια µὲν γὰρ τῶν προβληµάτων χρήσιµον εἰδέναι πρὸς τὸ 
ἑλέσθαι ἢ φυγεῖν, οἷον πότερον ἡ ἡδονὴ αἱρετὸν ἢ οὔ· ἔνια δὲ πρὸς τὸ εἰδέναι µόνον, οἷον πότερον ὁ 
κόσµος ἀίδιος ἢ οὔ (cf. ch. 2.4).  Protr. fr. B32 Düring at Iambl. Protr. c. 6, p. 37.26–38.3. ὅτι µὲν οὖν 
τὰς περὶ τῶν δικαίων καὶ τῶν συµφερόντων, ἔτι δὲ περὶ φύσεώς τε καὶ τῆς ἄλλης ἀληθείας ἐπιστήµας 
δυνατοὶ λαβεῖν ἐσµεν, ῥᾴδιον ἐπιδεῖξαι.  Met. α 1.993b19–23 ὀρθῶς δ’ ἔχει καὶ τὸ καλεῖσθαι τὴν 
φιλοσοφίαν ἐπιστήµην τῆς ἀληθείας. θεωρητικῆς µὲν γὰρ τέλος ἀλήθεια πρακτικῆς δ’ ἔργον· καὶ γὰρ 
ἂν τὸ πῶς ἔχει σκοπῶσιν, οὐ τὸ ἀΐδιον ἀλλ’ ὃ πρός τι καὶ νῦν θεωροῦσιν οἱ πρακτικοί.  Met. Δ.16 
1021b12–17 τέλειον λέγεται … καὶ τὸ κατ’ ἀρετὴν καὶ τὸ εὖ µὴ ἔχον ὑπερβολὴν πρὸς τὸ γένος, οἷον 
τέλειος ἰατρὸς καὶ τέλειος αὐλητὴς ὅταν κατὰ τὸ εἶδος τῆς οἰκείας ἀρετῆς µηθὲν ἐλλείπωσιν.  Rhet. 1.2 
1358a17-20 ἴδια δὲ ὅσα ἐκ τῶν περὶ ἕκαστον εἶδος καὶ γένος προτάσεών ἐστιν, οἷον περὶ φυσικῶν εἰσι 
προτάσεις ἐξ ὧν οὔτε ἐνθύµηµα οὔτε συλλογισµὸς ἔστι περὶ τῶν ἠθικῶν, καὶ περὶ τούτων ἄλλαι ἐξ ὧν 
οὐκ ἔσται περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν.  EE 1.1 1215b4–14 τρεῖς ὁρῶµεν καὶ βίους ὄντας, οὓς οἱ ἐπ’ ἐξουσίας 
τυγχάνοντες προαιροῦνται ζῆν ἅπαντες, πολιτικὸν φιλόσοφον ἀπολαυστικόν. τούτων γὰρ ὁ µὲν 
φιλόσοφος βούλεται περὶ φρόνησιν εἶναι καὶ τὴν θεωρίαν τὴν περὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν, ὁ δὲ πολιτικὸς περὶ 
τὰς πράξεις τὰς καλάς (αὗται δ’ εἰσὶν αἱ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀρετῆς) ὁ δ’ ἀπολαυστικὸς περὶ τὰς ἡδονὰς τὰς 
σωµατικάς. διόπερ ⟨ἕτερος⟩ ἕτερον τὸν εὐδαίµονα προσαγορεύει, καθάπερ ἐλέχθη καὶ πρότερον. 
Ἀναξαγόρας µὲν ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (cf. 59A30 DK) ἐρωτηθεὶς τίς ὁ εὐδαιµονέστατος, ‘οὐθεὶς’, εἶπεν, ‘ὧν 
σὺ νοµίζεις· ἀλλ’ ἄτοπος ἄν τίς σοι φανείη’· τοῦτον δ' ἀπεκρίνατο τὸν τρόπον ἐκεῖνος, ὁρῶν τὸν 
ἐρόµενον ἀδύνατον ὑπολαµβάνοντα µὴ µέγαν ὄντα καὶ καλὸν ἢ πλούσιον ταύτης τυγχάνειν τῆς 
προσηγορίας, αὐτὸς δ’ ἴσως ᾤετο τὸν ζῶντα ἀλύπως καὶ καθαρῶς πρὸς τὸ δίκαιον ἤ τινος θεωρίας 
κοινωνοῦντα θείας, τοῦτον ὡς ἄνθρωπον εἰπεῖν µακάριον εἶναι.  EN 1.7 1098a12–20 ἀνθρώπου δὲ 
τίθεµεν ἔργον ζωήν τινα, ταύτην δὲ ψυχῆς ἐνέργειαν καὶ πράξεις µετὰ λόγου, σπουδαίου δ’ ἀνδρὸς εὖ 
ταῦτα καὶ καλῶς, ἕκαστον δ’ εὖ κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν ἀρετὴν ἀποτελεῖται· εἰ δ’ οὕτω, τὸ ἀνθρώπινον 
ἀγαθὸν ψυχῆς ἐνέργεια γίνεται κατ’ ἀρετήν, εἰ δὲ πλείους αἱ ἀρεταί, κατὰ τὴν ἀρίστην καὶ 
τελειοτάτην. ἔτι δ’ ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ. µία γὰρ χελιδὼν ἔαρ οὐ ποιεῖ κτλ.  [cf. Clement of Alexandria 
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Strom. 2.128.4 δεῖ γὰρ καὶ χρόνου τινὸς τῇ ἀρετῇ· οὐ γὰρ ἐν µιᾷ ἡµέρᾳ περιγίνεται, ἣ καὶ ἐν τελείῳ 
συνίσταται, ἐπεὶ µὴ ἔστιν, ὥς φασι, παῖς εὐδαίµων ποτέ· τέλειος δ’ ἂν εἴη χρόνος ὁ ἀνθρώπινος βίος.]  
Pol. 7.2 1324a25–29 ἀµφισβητεῖται δὲ παρ’ αὐτῶν τῶν ὁµολογούντων τὸν µετ’ ἀρετῆς εἶναι βίον 
αἱρετώτατον πότερον ὁ πολιτικὸς καὶ πρακτικὸς βίος αἱρετὸς ἢ µᾶλλον ὁ πάντων τῶν ἐκτὸς 
ἀπολελυµένος, οἷον θεωρητικός τις, ὃν µόνον τινές φασιν εἶναι φιλοσόφου.  Met. E.1 1025b19-1026a33.  
Epicurus (on the uses of physics) Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.78 καὶ µὴν καὶ τὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν κυριωτάτων 
αἰτίαν ἐξακριβῶσαι φυσιολογίας ἔργον εἶναι δεῖ νοµίζειν, καὶ τὸ µακάριον ἐν τῇ περὶ µετεώρων γνώσει 
ἐνταῦθα πεπτωκέναι καὶ ἐν τῷ τίνες φύσεις αἱ θεωρούµεναι κατὰ τὰ µετέωρα ταυτί, καὶ ὅσα συγγενῆ 
πρὸς τὴν εἰς τοῦτο ἀκρίβειαν· ἔτι τε οὐ τὸ πλεοναχῶς ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις εἶναι καὶ τὸ ἐνδεχόµενον καὶ 
ἄλλως πως ἔχειν, ἀλλ’ ἁπλῶς µὴ εἶναι ἐν ἀφθάρτῳ καὶ µακαρίᾳ φύσει τῶν διάκρισιν ὑποβαλλόντων ἢ 
τάραχον µηθέν. καὶ τοῦτο καταλαβεῖν τῇ διανοίᾳ ἔστιν ἁπλῶς εἶναι.  Ep.Pyth. at D.L. 10.85 πρῶτον 
µὲν οὖν µὴ ἄλλο τι τέλος ἐκ τῆς περὶ µετεώρων γνώσεως εἴτε κατὰ συναφὴν λεγοµένων εἴτε 
αὐτοτελῶς νοµίζειν εἶναι ἤπερ ἀταραξίαν καὶ πίστιν βέβαιον, καθάπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν λοιπῶν.  Cicero 
Top. 81 quaestionum autem ‘quacumque de re’ sunt duo genera: unum cognitionis alterum 
actionis.  de Orat. 1.212 is, qui studeat omnium rerum divinarum atque humanarum vim naturam 
causasque nosse et omnem bene vivendi rationem tenere et persequi, nomine hoc (sc. philosophi) 
appelletur.  Tusc. 2.4 in ipsa ... Graecia philosophia tanto in honore numquam fuisset, nisi 
doctissimorum contentionibus dissensionibusque viguisset.  ad Att. 2.16.3 nunc prorsus hoc statui 
ut, quoniam tanta controversia est Dicaearcho (fr. 25 Wehrli, 33 Mirhady), familiari tuo, cum 
Theophrasto (fr. 481 FHS&G), amico meo, ut ille tuus τὸν πρακτικὸν βίον longe omnibus 
anteponat, hic autem τὸν θεωρητικόν, utrique a me mos gestus esse videatur.  Varro at August. 
C.D. 19.3.71–73 Dombart–Kalb ex tribus porro illis vitae generibus, otioso, actuoso et quod ex 
utroque compositum est, hoc tertium sibi placere adseverant. haec sensisse atque docuisse 
Academicos veteres Varro (fr. 5 Langenberg) adserit, auctore Antiocho (fr. 57 Luck), magistro 
Ciceronis et suo.  Soranus Gyn. 1.1 Ilberg τινὲς µὲν οὖν εἰς δύο µέρη τέµνουσιν αὐτήν (sc. 
gynaecology), εἴς τε τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ τὸ πρακτικόν κτλ.  Philo of Alexandria Praem. 11 ἐλπὶς 
εὐδαιµονίας καὶ τοὺς ἀρετῆς ζηλωτὰς ἐπαίρει φιλοσοφεῖν, ὡς ταύτῃ δυνησοµένους καὶ τὴν τῶν ὄντων 
φύσιν ἰδεῖν καὶ δρᾶσαι τὰ ἀκόλουθα πρὸς τὴν τῶν ἀρίστων βίων θεωρητικοῦ τε καὶ πρακτικοῦ 
τελείωσιν, ὧν ὁ τυχὼν εὐθύς ἐστιν εὐδαίµων.  ps.Archytas de Educ. p. 42.5–16 Thesleff at Stob. Ecl. 
2.31.120, p. 230.6–19 δύο µὲν ὦν ἔντι βίοι ἀντίπαλοι, τοὶ τῶν πρατήων ἀντιποιεύµενοι, πρακτικός τε 
καὶ φιλόσοφος· πολὺ δὲ κάρρων δοκέει εἶµεν ὁ ἐξ ἀµφοτέρων κεκραµένος ποτὶ καιρὼς τὼς 
ἁρµόσδοντας συντεταγµένος καθ’ ἑκατέραν διέξοδον. γεγόναµες γὰρ ποτ’ ἐνέργειαν νοεράν, ἃν 
καλέοµες πρᾶξιν· τᾶς δὲ διανοίας ἁ µὲν πρακτικὰ ἐπὶ τὰν πολιτικὰν φέρεται, ἁ δὲ ἐπιστηµονικὰ ἐπὶ 
τὰν θέαν τῶν συµπάντων, αὐτὸς δ’ ὁ καθόλω νόος ταύτας τὰς δύο δυνάµιας ἀµπέχων ἐπὶ τὰν 
εὐδαιµονίαν, τὰν φαµὲς ἐνέργειαν ἀρετᾶς ἐν εὐτυχίᾳ εἶµεν, οὔτε πρακτικὰν ἔασαν µόνον ὥστε καὶ µὴ 
τὰν ἐπιστήµαν περιέχεν, οὔτε θεωρητικὰν ὡς ἄπρακτον εἶµεν· ἁ γὰρ τέλῃος διάνοια ποτὶ δύο ἀρχὰς 
ἐπικρατέας ῥέπει, ποθ’ ἃς καὶ ὁ ἄνθρωπος πέφυκε, τάν τε κοινανικὰν καὶ τὰν εἰδηµονικάν.  Seneca 
Ep. 92.3 ad haec (sc. animi magnitudinem etc.) quomodo pervenitur? si veritas tota perspecta est; 
si servatus est in rebus agendis ordo, modus, decor, innoxia voluntas ac benigna, intenta rationi 
nec umquam ab illa recedens, amabilis simul mirabilisque.  Ep. 95.10–12 philosophia autem et 
contemplativa est et activa: spectat simul agitque. erras enim, si tibi illam putas tantum terrestres 
operas promittere: altius spirat. … (11) … sequitur ergo ut, cum contemplativa sit, habeat decreta 
sua. (12) quid? quod facienda quoque nemo rite obibit nisi is, cui ratio erit tradita, qua in quaque 
re omnes officiorum numeros exequi possit, quos non servabit, qui in rem praesentem praecepta 
acceperit, non in omnem.  De ot., Dial. 8.5.1 solemus dicere summum bonum esse secundum 
naturam vivere: natura nos ad utrumque genuit, et contemplationi rerum et actioni.  Ep. 89.11 
Epicurei (fr. 242 Usener) duas partes philosophiae putaverunt esse, naturalem atque moralem: 
rationalem removerunt. deinde cum ipsis rebus cogerentur ambigua secernere, falsa sub specie 
veri latentia coarguere, ipsi quoque locum quem ‘de iudicio et regula’ appellant–alio nomine 
rationalem–induxerunt, sed eum accessionem esse naturalis partis existimant.  Nat. 1. praef.1–2 
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quantum inter philosophiam interest … et ceteras artes, tantum interesse existimo in ipsa 
philosophia inter illam partem quae ad homines et hanc quae ad deos pertinet. altior est haec et 
animosior; multum permisit sibi; non fuit oculis contenta; maius esse quiddam suspicata est ac 
pulchrius quod extra conspectum natura posuisset. (2) denique tantum inter duas interest 
quantum inter deum et hominem: altera docet quid in terris agendum sit, altera quid agatur in 
caelo.  Plutarch Virt.Mor. 443E ἄµφω δὲ τοῦ λόγου θεωροῦντος, τὸ µὲν περὶ τὰ ἁπλῶς ἔχοντα µόνον 
ἐπιστηµονικὸν καὶ θεωρητικόν ἐστι, τὸ δ’ ἐν τοῖς πῶς ἔχουσι πρὸς ἡµᾶς βουλευτικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν· 
ἀρετὴ δὲ τούτου µὲν ἡ φρόνησις ἐκείνου δ’ ἡ σοφία.  Aspasius in EN 1.2–11  ἡ περὶ τὰ ἤθη πραγµατεία 
καὶ µάλιστα ἡ πολιτικὴ {ἠθικὴ} κατὰ µὲν τὸ ἀναγκαῖον προτέρα ἐστὶ τῆς θεωρητικῆς φιλοσοφίας, 
κατὰ δὲ τὸ τίµιον ὑστέρα κτλ.  Albinus Prol. 6, pp. 150. 35–151.4 H. ἵνα δέ τις τὰ οἰκεῖα δόγµατα 
παραλάβῃ, τοῖς τοῦ ὑφηγητικοῦ χαρακτῆρος διαλόγοις (sc. Platonis) δεήσει ἐντυγχάνειν· τοῦτο γάρ 
ἐστιν αὐτῶν ἴδιον, εἴ γε ἐν τούτοις ἐστὶ µὲν τὰ φυσικὰ δόγµατα, ἐστὶ δὲ καὶ τὰ ἠθικὰ καὶ τὰ πολιτικὰ 
καὶ οἰκονοµικά, ὧν τὰ µὲν ἐπὶ θεωρίαν καὶ τὸν θεωρητικὸν βίον ἔχει τὴν ἀναφοράν, τὰ δ’ ἐπὶ πρᾶξιν καὶ 
τὸν πρακτικὸν βίον, ἄµφω δὲ ταῦτα ἐπὶ τὸ ὁµοιωθῆναι θεῷ.  Alcinous Did. c. 2, p. 152.30–153.2 H. 
διττοῦ δ’ ὄντος τοῦ βίου, τοῦ µὲν θεωρητικοῦ, τοῦ δὲ πρακτικοῦ, τοῦ µὲν θεωρητικοῦ τὸ κεφάλαιον ἐν 
τῇ γνώσει τῆς ἀληθείας κεῖται, τοῦ πρακτικοῦ δὲ ἐν τῷ πρᾶξαι τὰ ὑπαγορευόµενα ἐκ τοῦ λόγου. τίµιος 
µὲν δὴ ὁ θεωρητικὸς βίος, ἑπόµενος δὲ καὶ ἀναγκαῖος ὁ πρακτικός· ὅτι δὲ τοῦτο οὕτως ἔχει, ἐντεῦθεν 
ἂν γένοιτο δῆλον. (κτλ.)  Marcus Aurelius 11.1.  Ptolemy Jucid. 2, p. 4.21–5.3 Lammert ὁ δ’ 
ἄνθρωπος ὀρέγεται φύσει τῆς ἀληθείας καθάπερ τῆς κοινωνίας, ἐν µὲν ταῖς πράξεσι φιλοικειότατός τις 
ὤν, ἐν δὲ τοῖς θεωρήµασι φιλαληθέστατος.  Apuleius Plat. 2.252–253 sapientiae finis est, ut ⟨ad⟩ dei 
meritum sapiens provehatur hancque futuram eius operam, ut aemulatione vitae ad deorum 
actus accedat (cf. Pl. Tht. 176 a–b πειρᾶσθαι χρὴ ἐνθένδε (b) ἐκεῖσε φεύγειν ὅτι τάχιστα. φυγὴ δὲ 
ὁµοίωσις θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατόν). verum hoc ei poterit provenire, si virum perfecte iustum, pium, 
prudentem (cf. Pl. Tht. 176 b δίκαιον καὶ ὅσιον µετὰ φρονήσεως) se praebeat . (253) unde non solum 
in perspectandi cognitione, verum etiam agendi opera sequi eum convenit. quae diis atque 
hominibus sint probata, quippe cum summus deorum cuncta haec non solum cogitationum 
ratione consideret, sed prima, media, ultima obeat compertaque intime providae ordinationis 
universitate et constantia regat. … sapientem quippe pedisequum et imitatorem dei dicimus et 
sequi arbitramur deum: id est enim ἕπου θεῷ (cf. above, Ethical Doxography A).  Galen PHP 
9.7.9–14 µόνοις οὖν ἐκείνοις τοῖς φιλοσόφοις καὶ τὸ µηδὲν εἰς ἦθός τε καὶ τὰς πολιτικὰς πράξεις 
χρήσιµον ζητεῖν ἀκόλουθόν ἐστιν, ὅσοι τὴν θεωρητικὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἵλοντο, καθάπερ γε καὶ εἰ µετὰ 
⟨τὸν⟩ κόσµον τοῦτόν ἐστί τι, καὶ εἰ ἔστιν, ὁποῖόν τι τοῦτο [for µετὰ ⟨τὸν⟩ κόσµον cf. Propr.Plac. c. 2, p. 
172.31–173.2 Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli, text Lami πότερον ἀγέννητός ἐστιν ὁ κόσµος ἢ γέννητος, 
εἴτε τι µετ᾿ αὐτὸν ἔξωθεν, εἴτε µηδέν, …  ἀγνοεῖν φηµι, and Gloss. 19.73.9–11 K.].  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias at Averroes Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics proem pp. 73-75 Harvey The 
utility [of this book] is part of the utility of theoretical science. It has already been explained in 
the voluntary science, i.e. [the science] that inquires into voluntary actions, that the existence 
of man in his ultimate perfection and in his perfect essence is his being perfect in [the 
knowledge of] the theoretical sciences. His having achieved this state is the ultimate happiness 
and [the cause of] eternal life. … Now in addition to what follows from a knowledge of the 
theoretical sciences, there is [the acquisition] of important qualities, for when the students of 
these sciences attain to what is natural for them, it will follow necessarily that they will be 
distinguished in all the kinds of important virtues, which are justice, temperance, courage, 
magnanimity, generosity, truth, faith, humility, and the other human virtues. Alexander has 
already explained in his foreword to this book how the existence of these virtues follows from a 
knowledge of the theoretical sciences.  Ptolemy Synt. 1.1, p. 4.6–9 Heiberg α΄. Προοίµιον. πάνυ 
καλῶς οἱ γνησίως φιλοσοφήσαντες, ὦ Σύρε, δοκοῦσί µοι κεχωρικέναι τὸ θεωρητικὸν τῆς φιλοσοφίας 
ἀπὸ τοῦ πρακτικοῦ.  Judic. 10, p. 16.10–12 ὁ δὲ νοῦς τὴν µὲν οὐσίαν ἀµέριστος δυνάµεσι δὲ δυσὶ ταῖς 
πρώταις κεχρηµένος τῇ τε θεωρητικῇ καὶ τῇ πρακτικῇ.  Harm. 3.6 καὶ τοίνυν καθ’ ἑκατέραν ἀρχήν, 
τουτέστι τὴν θεωρητικὴν καὶ τὴν πρακτικήν, τριῶν ὄντων γενῶν, ἐπὶ µὲν τῆς θεωρητικῆς τοῦ τε 
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φυσικοῦ καὶ τοῦ µαθηµατικοῦ καὶ τοῦ θεολογικοῦ, ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς πρακτικῆς τοῦ τε ἠθικοῦ καὶ τοῦ 
οἰκονοµικοῦ καὶ τοῦ πολιτικοῦ (κτλ.).  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.48  τοῦ δὴ ⟨δια⟩λόγου τοῦ 
Πλατωνικοῦ δύ’ εἰσὶν ἀνωτάτω χαρακτῆρες, ὅ τε ὑφηγητικὸς καὶ ὁ ζητητικός. διαιρεῖται δὲ ὁ 
ὑφηγητικὸς εἰς ἄλλους δύο χαρακτῆρας, θεωρηµατικόν τε καὶ πρακτικόν. καὶ τῶν ὁ µὲν θεωρηµατικὸς 
εἰς τὸν φυσικὸν καὶ λογικόν, ὁ δὲ πρακτικὸς εἰς τὸν ἠθικὸν καὶ πολιτικόν.  V.P. 7.87–88 διόπερ πρῶτος 
ὁ Ζήνων (SVF 2.179) ἐν τῷ Περὶ ἀνθρώπου φύσεως τέλος εἶπε τὸ ὁµολογουµένως τῇ φύσει ζῆν, ὅπερ 
ἐστὶ κατ’ ἀρετὴν ζῆν· ἄγει γὰρ πρὸς ταύτην ἡµᾶς ἡ φύσις. …. πάλιν δ’ ἴσον ἐστὶ τὸ κατ’ ἀρετὴν ζῆν τῷ 
κατ’ ἐµπειρίαν τῶν φύσει συµβαινόντων ζῆν, ὥς φησι Χρύσιππος (SVF 3.4) ἐν τῷ (88) πρώτῳ Περὶ 
τελῶν· µέρη γάρ εἰσιν αἱ ἡµέτεραι φύσεις τῆς τοῦ ὅλου. διόπερ τέλος γίνεται τὸ ἀκολούθως τῇ φύσει 
ζῆν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ κατά τε τὴν αὑτοῦ καὶ κατὰ τὴν τῶν ὅλων.  V.P. 7.92 Παναίτιος (fr. 108 Van Straaten, 
67 Alesse) µὲν οὖν δύο φησὶν ἀρετάς, θεωρητικὴν καὶ πρακτικήν.  V.P. 7.130 (SVF 3.687) βίων δὲ 
τριῶν ὄντων, θεωρητικοῦ καὶ πρακτικοῦ καὶ λογικοῦ, τὸν τρίτον φασὶν αἱρετέον· γεγονέναι γὰρ ὑπὸ 
τῆς φύσεως ἐπίτηδες τὸ λογικὸν ζῷον πρὸς θεωρίαν καὶ πρᾶξιν.  Codex Vaticanus 435 (Δικαιάρχῳ 
(fr. 31 Wehrli, 36 Mirhady) … δοκεῖ) εἶναι τὴν σοφίαν τότε γοῦν ἐπιτήδευσιν ἔργων καλῶν, χρόνῳ δὲ 
λόγων ὀχλικῶν γενέσθαι τέχνην. καὶ νῦν µὲν τὸν πιθανῶς διαλεχθέντα µέγαν εἶναι δοκεῖν φιλόσοφον, 
ἐν δὲ τοῖς πάλαι χρόνοις ὁ ἀγαθὸς µόνος ἦν φιλόσοφος, εἰ καὶ µὴ περιβλέπτους καὶ ὀχλικοὺς ἀσκοῖτο 
λόγους. οὐ γὰρ ἐζήτουν ἐκεῖνοί γε εἰ πολιτευτέον οὐδὲ πῶς, ἀλλ’ ἐπολιτεύοντο αὐτοὶ καλῶς, οὐδὲ εἰ 
χρὴ γαµεῖν, ἀλλὰ γήµαντες ὃν δεῖ τρόπον γαµεῖν ταῖς γυναιξὶ συνεβίουν. ταῦτα ἦν, φησίν, ἔργα 
ἀνδρῶν καὶ ἐπιτηδεύµατα σοφῶν, αἱ δὲ ἀποφθέγξεις αὗται πρᾶγµα φορτικόν.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 
264 duplex namque totius philosophiae spectatur officium, consideratio et item actus, 
consideratio quidem ob assiduam contemplationem rerum divinarum et immortalium nominata, 
actus vero, qui iuxta rationabilis animae deliberationem progreditur in tuendis conservandisque 
rebus mortalibus.  Boethius in Isag. ed. pr. 1.3, p. 8.1–2 Brandt est enim philosophia genus, species 
vero duae, una quae theoretica dicitur, altera quae practica, id est speculativa et activa.  Cons. 1 
prosa 1.4 (on the garb of Philosophy) harum in extremo margine Π graecum, in supremo vero Θ 
legebatur intextum atque inter utrasque litteras in scalarum modum gradus quidam insigniti 
videbantur, quibus ab inferiore ad superius elementum esset ascensus.  Simplicius in Phys. 4.17–
29 (see above, Alexander in Averroes) χρήσιµος δέ ἐστιν ἡ φυσιολογία οὐ µόνον … , ἀλλ’ ὅτι καὶ 
πρὸς τὰς ἄλλας τῆς ψυχῆς τελειώσεις τὰ µέγιστα συντελεῖ. καὶ γὰρ ταῖς πρακτικαῖς ἀρεταῖς 
συλλαµβάνει, δικαιοσύνῃ µὲν καθ’ ὅσον ἐπιδείκνυσι τά τε στοιχεῖα καὶ τὰ µέρη τοῦ παντὸς ἀλλήλοις 
εἴκοντα καὶ ἀγαπῶντα τὴν ἑαυτῶν τάξιν καὶ τὴν ἰσότητα φυλάττοντα τὴν γεωµετρικὴν καὶ διὰ τοῦτο 
πλεονεξίας ἀφίστησι, σωφροσύνῃ δὲ τὴν φύσιν δεικνῦσα τῆς ἡδονῆς, ὅτι προηγούµενον µὲν οὐδέν 
ἐστιν ἀγαθόν, παρακολούθηµα δέ τι ἕως τότε σφοδρὸν καὶ αἱρετὸν δοκοῦν, ἕως ἔτι πολλῷ τῷ παρὰ 
φύσιν συνανακέκραται.  Ammonius Hermeiou in Isag. 15.1–6   ἔπειδὴ δὲ καὶ τὸ πρακτικὸν µέρος 
τῆς φιλοσοφίας εἰρήκαµεν, ἀνάγκη καὶ τοῦτο διελεῖν. διαιρεῖται τοίνυν τὸ πρακτικὸν εἴς τε τὸ ἠθικὸν 
καὶ οἰκονοµικὸν καὶ πολιτικόν. ὁ γὰρ πράττων τι ἀγαθὸν ἢ εἰς ἑαυτὸν πράττει κοσµῶν αὑτοῦ τὰ ἤθη 
καὶ τὸν βίον καὶ λέγεται ἠθικός, ἢ εἰς τὸν ἑαυτοῦ οἶκον καὶ λέγεται οἰκονοµικός, ἢ τὴν ὅλην κοσµεῖ 
πόλιν καὶ λέγεται πολιτικός.  Sergius of Reshaina Introduction to Aristotle and his Categories §3 
Aydin Those, who in wisdom have spoken about wisdom, say firstly that philosophy is divided 
into two parts, that is into theory and practice.  Commentaire sur les Catégories (à Théodore) [I 
1–2] Hugonnard-Roche.  Philoponus in Cat. 4.23–27 διαιροῦνται δὲ τὰ αὐτοπρόσωπα [sc. 
Aristotle’s acromatic works] εἴς τε τὰ θεωρητικὰ καὶ τὰ πρακτικὰ καὶ τὰ ὀργανικά, ὅτι καὶ ἡ 
φιλοσοφία εἰς δύο ταῦτα διῄρηται, εἴς τε τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ τὸ πρακτικόν, καὶ θεωρητικὰ µέν εἰσιν ἐν 
οἷς ἐπισκέπτεται περὶ τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ τοῦ ψεύδους, πρακτικὰ δὲ ἐν οἷς ἐπισκοπεῖ περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 
καὶ τοῦ κακοῦ.  Asclepius in Met. 359.3–5 καὶ ἐντεῦθεν ἀναφαίνεται ἡµῖν ἡ διαίρεσις τῆς φιλοσοφίας, 
ὅτι εἰκότως εἰς δύο τµήµατα διαιρεῖται εἴς τε τὸ πρακτικὸν καὶ εἰς τὸ θεωρητικόν.  Elias in Isag. 26.7 
διαιρεῖται τοίνυν ἡ φιλοσοφία εἰς τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν.  David Prol. 17.1–17 ὅτι δὲ τέλειος 
φιλόσοφος ὅµοιός ἐστι τῷ θεῷ, δῆλον, ἐπειδὴ τοῖς αὐτοῖς χαρακτηρίζεται, οἷσπερ καὶ ὁ θεός· ὥσπερ 
γὰρ ὁ θεὸς χαρακτηρίζεται τῷ ἀγαθῷ καὶ τῷ γνωστικῷ καὶ τῷ δυνατῷ, … τὸν αὐτὸν δὴ τρόπον καὶ ὁ 
τέλειος φιλόσοφος τοῖς τρισὶ τούτοις χαρακτηρίζεται, λέγω δὴ τῷ ἀγαθῷ καὶ τῷ γνωστικῷ καὶ τῷ 
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δυνατῷ· καὶ τῷ µὲν ἀγαθῷ, ὅτι ὥσπερ ὁ θεὸς προνοεῖται τῶν πάντων, οὕτω καὶ ὁ φιλόσοφος προνοεῖται 
τῶν ἀτελῶν ψυχῶν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ τέλειον αὐτὰς ἄγει διὰ τοῦ ἀγνοούσας αὐτὰς ἐπὶ τὴν γνῶσιν µεταφέρειν· 
τῷ δὲ γνωστικῷ, ὅτι ὥσπερ τὸ θεῖον πάντα γινώσκει, οὕτω καὶ ὁ τέλειος φιλόσοφος ἐπαγγέλλεται 
πάντα γινώσκειν· τῷ δὲ δυνατῷ, ὅτι ὥσπερ τὸ θεῖον ὅσα δύναται καὶ βούλεται, οὕτω καὶ ὁ τέλειος 
φιλόσοφος ὅσα δύναται καὶ βούλεται.  Prol. 55.17–21 οὕτως οὖν καὶ ἡ φιλοσοφία διαιρεῖται εἰς 
θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν. καὶ διὰ µὲν τοῦ θεωρητικοῦ γινώσκει πάντα τὰ ὄντα, διὰ δὲ τοῦ πρακτικοῦ 
κατόρθωσιν ποιεῖται τῶν ἠθῶν. ἄξιον δὲ ζητῆσαι διὰ τί ἡ φιλοσοφία εἰς δύο διῃρέθη, φηµὶ δὴ εἰς 
θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν, καὶ µὴ εἰς ἓν ἢ εἰς πλείονα.  Prol. 70.29–71.4 ἀλλ’ οὖν τῷ ὅλῳ ὁµωνύµως 
λέγονται (sc. τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ τὸ πρακτικόν)· καὶ γὰρ καὶ τὸ θεωρητικὸν λέγεται φιλοσοφία 
ὁµωνύµως τῇ φιλοσοφίᾳ καὶ τὸ πρακτικὸν ὁµοίως. λείπεται οὖν λέγειν ὅτι ὡς τὰ ἀφ’ ἑνός εἰσιν· ἀπὸ 
γὰρ τῆς φιλοσοφίας ὠνοµάσθησαν· καὶ γὰρ καὶ τὸ θεωρητικὸν ἀπὸ τῆς φιλοσοφίας λέγεται φιλοσοφία 
καὶ τὸ πρακτικὸν ὁµοίως. ὁ µέντοι Ἀριστοτέλης λέγει (Met. α 1.993b19–23 ?) ὅτι ὡς ἀπὸ ὅλου εἰς µέρη 
ἐγένετο ἡ διαίρεσις. καὶ καλῶς λέγει· καὶ γάρ φησιν ὅτι τὸ θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικὸν µέρη τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας εἰσίν· ὥσπερ ⟨γὰρ⟩ ἑνὸς τῶν µερῶν ἀπολιµπανοµένου ἀτελὲς τὸ ὅλον γίνεται (καὶ γὰρ 
χειρὸς ἀπούσης ἀτελὲς τὸ ὅλον σῶµά ἐστι), τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον καὶ τοῦ θεωρητικοῦ ἀπόντος ἢ τοῦ 
πρακτικοῦ ἀτελής ἐστιν ἡ φιλοσοφία· δεῖ γὰρ τὸν τέλειον φιλόσοφον µὴ µόνον τῇ θεωρίᾳ κοσµεῖσθαι, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τῇ πράξει ἐγκαλλωπίζεσθαι.  Cassiodorus Inst. 2.3.3–4 consuetudo itaque est doctoribus 
philosophiae, antequam ad Isagogen veniant exponendam, divisionem philosophiae paucis 
attingere; quam nos quoque servantes praesenti tempore non immerito credimus intimandam. 
philosophia dividitur in inspectivam (haec dividitur in naturalem, doctrinalem (haec dividitur in 
arithmeticam, musicam, geometriam, astronomiam), divinam) et actualem (haec dividitur in 
moralem, dispensativam, civilem).  Isidore of Seville Etym. 2.23.3 solent autem philosophi 
antequam ad Isagogen veniant exponendam, definitionem philosophiae ostendere, quo facilius 
ea, quae ad eam pertinent, demonstrentur.  Etym. 2.24.9 philosophia dividitur in duas partes: 
prima inspectiva; secunda actualis.  On the Elements According to the Opinion of Hippocrates, 
the third work in the 6th cent. Alexandrian Epitomes of Galen, p. 134 Walbridge, 6. Towhich of 
the two parts of the art [of medicine]does it belong. This book belongs to the theoretical part 
of medicine’.  Agnellus of Ravenna in Gal. De sectis c. 5, p. p. 24.9–11 dicamus nunc in quot 
partes dividitur medicina: in duas, theoreticon et practicon.  Miskawaih Tartîb as-sa’âdât p. 58.2 
ff. (tr. Gutas (1983) 232–233) Whoever wishes to perfect himself as a human being and reach 
the rank which is meant by ‘human nature’ in order to integrate his self and have the same 
preferences and intentions as those of the philosophers, let him acquire these two arts—I 
mean the theoretical and practical parts of philosophy; as a result, there will accrue to him the 
essential natures of things by means of the theoretical part, and good deeds by means of the 
practical part. As for the classification [of the parts] of these two arts and how they are to be 
followed toward the two goals mentioned above, this has to be done in accordance with what 
Aristotle the philosopher did. For it was he who classified and sorted [the parts] of philosophy 
and who established for it a method to be followed from beginning to end, as Paul (i.e. Paul the 
Persian) mentioned in what he wrote to Anûsirwân.  John of Damascus Dial. c. 3.28 Kotter 
διαιρεῖται δὲ ἡ φιλοσοφία εἰς θεωρητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν.  Eustratius in EN prim. 1.1–2 τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας εἰς δύο διαιρουµένης, λέγω δὲ τὸ θεωρητικόν τε καὶ πρακτικόν, περὶ ἄµφω ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης 
ἐσπούδασεν.  Psellus Or.Hag. 8.343–344 Fisher δύο τὰ ἀνωτάτω γένη τῆς ἀρετῆς, θεωρία καὶ πρᾶξις, 
ὧν αἱ παραφυάδες ἀσύνοπτοι.  differently Hippolytus Ref. 7.19.4 καὶ γέγονεν αὐτῷ κατὰ τὴν 
διαίρεσιν τοῦ κόσµου καὶ ὁ τῆς φιλοσοφίας διῃρηµένος λόγος. Φυσικὴ γάρ τις ἀκρόασις αὐτῷ γέγονεν, 
ἐν ᾗ πεπόνηται περὶ τῶν φύσει καὶ οὐ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς µέχρι τῆς σελήνης 
πραγµάτων. γέγονε δὲ αὐτῷ καὶ Μετὰ τὰ φυσικὰ περὶ τῶν µετὰ ⟨τὴν⟩ σελήνην ἰδία τις ἄλλη οὕτως 
ἐπιγραφοµένη πραγµατεία λόγων. γέγονε δὲ αὐτῷ περὶ ⟨τῆς⟩ πέµπτης οὐσίας ἴδιος λόγος, ὅς ἐστιν 
αὐτῷ θεολογούµενος. τοιαύτη τίς ⟨ἐστι⟩ καὶ ἡ διαίρεσις τῶν λόγων, ὡς τύπῳ περιλαβεῖν, ⟨τῆς⟩ κατ’ 
Ἀριστοτέλην φιλοσοφίας. 
 On logic, whether part of philosophy or instrument: Alexander of Aphrodisias in APr. 1.7-
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8 (ἡ λογική τε καὶ συλλογιστικὴ πραγµατεία) τοῖς µὲν καὶ µέρος φιλοσοφίας εἶναι δοκεῖ, οἱ δὲ οὐ 
µέρος ἀλλ’ ὄργανον αὐτῆς φασιν εἶναι.  in Top. 74.29–30 ἡ ... λογικὴ πραγµατεία ὀργάνου χώραν ἔχει 
ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ.  Galen Lib.Propr. 19.39.8 K., p. 164.7–8 Boudon-Millot τὸ λογικὸν µέρος τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.28 (on Aristotle) τοῦ δὲ θεωρητικοῦ τόν τε φυσικὸν καὶ 
λογικόν, οὗ τὸ λογικὸν οὐχ ὡς ὅλου µέρος, ἀλλ’ ὡς ὄργανον προσηκριβωµένον.  Ammonius 
Hermeiou in Isag. 23.23–24 ἡ δὲ λογικὴ οὐ µέρος τῆς φιλοσοφίας ἀλλ’ ὄργανον, ὡς ἐν ἑτέρῳ 
δείξοµεν.  in APr. 8.20–25 οἱ µὲν Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.49) τὴν λογικὴν οὐ µόνον ὄργανον οὐκ ἀξιοῦσι 
καλεῖσθαι φιλοσοφίας, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ µόριον τὸ τυχόν, ἀλλὰ µέρος. καὶ τινὲς δὲ τῶν Πλατωνικῶν ταύτης 
ἐγένοντο τῆς δόξης, ὅτι κατὰ Πλάτωνα οὐκ ὄργανον ἡ λογικὴ ἀλλὰ µέρος καὶ τιµιώτατον µέρος ἐστὶν 
φιλοσοφίας. οἱ δὲ Περιπατητικοὶ ὄργανον αὐτὴν λέγουσιν ἀλλ’ οὐ µέρος.  in APr. 10.36–38 κατὰ γὰρ 
Πλάτωνα καὶ τὸν ἀληθῆ λόγον οὔτε µέρος ἐστὶν (sc. ἡ λογική), ὡς οἱ Στωικοί (—) φασιν καὶ τινὲς τῶν 
Πλατωνικῶν, οὔτε µόνως ὄργανον, ὡς οἱ ἐκ τοῦ Περιπάτου φασίν, ἀλλὰ καὶ µέρος ἐστὶν καὶ ὄργανον 
φιλοσοφίας.  Sergius of Reshaina Commentaire sur les Catégories (à Théodore) [III 1–13] 
Hugonnard-Roche.  Olympiodorus Prol. 14.13–21 ἐπειδὴ τῶν Προλεγοµένων ἀρχόµενοι πρὸς τρία 
τινὰ τὴν διδασκαλίαν ὑπισχνούµεθα ποιήσασθαι, πρός τε πᾶσαν φιλοσοφίαν, τὴν ἐπιστήµην φηµί, καὶ 
πρὸς τὴν µέθοδον, τοῦτ’ ἔστι τὴν λογικήν, καὶ πρὸς τὸ σύγγραµµα, τοῦτ’ ἔστι τὰς Κατηγορίας, φέρε 
διανύσαντες τὸ πρῶτον τῶν προτεθέντων ἡµῖν εἰς ἐξέτασιν ἐπὶ τὸ δεύτερον εὐτάκτως χωρήσωµεν, ἐπὶ 
τὴν µέθοδόν φηµι, ζητοῦντες εἰ µέρος ἢ ὄργανον ἡ λογικὴ τῆς φιλοσοφίας. δεῖ τοίνυν εἰδέναι ὅτι 
διάφοροι δόξαι γεγόνασι περὶ ταύτης, τῶν µὲν Στωϊκῶν (—) µέρος αὐτὴν εἶναι νοµιζόντων, τῶν δὲ 
Περιπατητικῶν ὄργανον, τοῦ δὲ θείου Πλάτωνος µέρος ἅµα καὶ ὄργανον.  Boethius in Isag. ed. pr. 
1.4, p. 9.24–10.4 B randt necessarius maxime uberrimusque fructus est artis eius quam Graeci 
λογικήν, nos rationalem possumus dicere. … quam quidem artem quidam partem philosophiae, 
quidam non partem, sed ferramentum et quodammodo supellectilem iudicarunt.  in Isag. ed. sec. 
1.3, p. 141.12–143.3 Brandt.  Elias in APr. 134.4–13 Westerink εἰ µέρος ἢ ὄργανον ἡ λογικὴ 
φιλοσοφίας, Εὐτόκιος µὲν ζητεῖ τῆς Εἰσαγωγῆς ἀρχόµενος, Ἀλέξανδρος (in APr. 1.1 sqq.) δὲ καὶ 
Θεµίστιος τῶν συλλογιστικῶν πραγµατειῶν ἀρχόµενοι. καὶ ἄµεινον οὗτοι· ἡ γὰρ λογικὴ κατὰ µόνην 
τὴν συλλογιστικὴν µέθοδον ζητεῖται εἰ µέρος ἢ ὄργανόν ἐστι φιλοσοφίας. τρεῖς τοίνυν γεγόνασι περὶ 
τούτου δόξαι, ἡ Στωϊκή, ἡ Περιπατητική, ἡ Πλατωνικὴ ἤτοι Ἀκαδηµαϊκή. οἱ µὲν γὰρ Στωϊκοὶ µέρος 
οἴονται τὴν λογικὴν φιλοσοφίας· τοιγαροῦν ἀντιδιαιροῦσιν αὐτὴν τῷ θεωρητικῷ καὶ τῷ πρακτικῷ· οἱ 
δὲ Περιπατητικοὶ ὄργανον· Πλάτων δὲ τὰς ἀµφοτέρων νίκας ἀναδησάµενος µέρος ἅµα καὶ ὄργανον 
τὴν λογικὴν φιλοσοφίας ἐκήρυξε (κτλ.).  Philoponus in APr. 6.19–24.  David in APr. 3.1, pp. 47.22–
49.4 Topchyan (versio armenica). 
 exempla physica (ζητήµατα sive προβλήµατα φυσικά): Xenophon Mem. 4.7.7 
(Anaxagoras 59A73 DK) ἐκεῖνος γὰρ λέγων µὲν τὸ αὐτὸ εἶναι πῦρ τε καὶ ἥλιον.  Plato Tim. 40b–c ἐξ 
ἧς δὴ τῆς αἰτίας γέγονεν ὅσ’ ἀπλανῆ τῶν ἄστρων ζῷα θεῖα ὄντα καὶ ἀίδια καὶ κατὰ ταὐτὰ ἐν ταὐτῷ 
στρεφόµενα ἀεὶ µένει· τὰ δὲ τρεπόµενα καὶ πλάνην τοιαύτην ἴσχοντα, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρόσθεν 
ἐρρήθη, κατ’ ἐκεῖνα γέγονεν. γῆν δὲ τροφὸν µὲν ἡµετέραν, … (c) πρώτην καὶ πρεσβυτάτην θεῶν ὅσοι 
ἐντὸς οὐρανοῦ γεγόνασιν (cf. ch. 2.13).  ps.Plato Epin. 983a πρῶτον τὸ µέγεθος αὐτῶν (sc. τῶν 
ἄστρων) διανοηθῶµεν. οὐ γάρ, ὡς σµικρὰ φαντάζεται, τηλικαῦτα ὄντως ἐστίν, ἀλλ’ ἀµήχανον ἕκαστον 
αὐτῶν τὸν ὄγκον.  Aristotle Top. 1.11 104b1–8 see above §3. Top. 1.14 105b19–25 ἔστι δ’ ὡς τύπῳ 
περιλαβεῖν τῶν προτάσεων καὶ τῶν προβληµάτων µέρη τρία· αἱ µὲν γὰρ ἠθικαὶ προτάσεις εἰσίν, αἱ δὲ 
φυσικαί, αἱ δὲ λογικαί. ἠθικαὶ µὲν οὖν αἱ τοιαῦται, οἷον πότερον δεῖ τοῖς γονεῦσι µᾶλλον ἢ τοῖς νόµοις 
πειθαρχεῖν, ἐὰν διαφωνῶσιν· λογικαὶ δὲ οἷον πότερον τῶν ἐναντίων ἡ αὐτὴ ἐπιστήµη ἢ οὔ· φυσικαὶ δὲ 
οἷον πότερον ὁ κόσµος ἀίδιος ἢ οὔ (cf. ch. 2.4). ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ τὰ προβλήµατα.  Cael. 2.7 289a16–18 οἱ 
πύρινα φάσκοντες εἶναι (sc. τὰ ἄστρα) διὰ τοῦτο λέγουσιν, ὅτι τὸ ἄνω σῶµα πῦρ εἶναί φασιν (cf. ch. 
2.13).  Mete. 1.3 341a35–36 ὁ ἥλιος, ὅσπερ µάλιστα εἶναι δοκεῖ θερµός, φαίνεται λευκὸς ἀλλ’ οὐ 
πυρώδης ὤν (cf. ch. 2.20).  Met. Α.2 982b11–17 ὅτι δ’ οὐ ποιητική (sc. the discipline we are looking 
for), δῆλον καὶ ἐκ τῶν πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων· διὰ γὰρ τὸ θαυµάζειν οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ νῦν καὶ τὸ 



 Book 1 Proœmium 40 

πρῶτον ἤρξαντο φιλοσοφεῖν, ἐξ ἀρχῆς µὲν τὰ πρόχειρα τῶν ἀτόπων θαυµάσαντες, εἶτα κατὰ µικρὸν 
οὕτω προϊόντες καὶ περὶ τῶν µειζόνων διαπορήσαντες, οἷον περί τε τῶν τῆς σελήνης παθηµάτων (cf. 
chs. 2.26–28) καὶ τῶν περὶ τὸν ἥλιον (cf. chs. 2.23–24) καὶ ἄστρα (cf. chs. 2.15–19) καὶ περὶ τῆς τοῦ 
παντὸς γενέσεως (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.4).  Met. Λ.8 12074b1–10 (cf. ch. 1.6) παραδέδοται δὲ παρὰ τῶν 
ἀρχαίων καὶ παµπαλαίων ἐν µύθου σχήµατι καταλελειµµένα τοῖς ὕστερον ὅτι θεοί τέ εἰσιν οὗτοι (sc. οἱ 
ἀστέρες) καὶ περιέχει τὸ θεῖον τὴν ὅλην φύσιν. τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ µυθικῶς ἤδη προσῆκται πρὸς τὴν πειθὼ 
τῶν πολλῶν καὶ πρὸς τὴν εἰς τοὺς νόµους καὶ τὸ συµφέρον χρῆσιν· ἀνθρωποειδεῖς τε γὰρ τούτους καὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων ζῴων ὁµοίους τισὶ λέγουσι, καὶ τούτοις ἕτερα ἀκόλουθα καὶ παραπλήσια τοῖς εἰρηµένοις, 
ὧν εἴ τις χωρίσας αὐτὸ λάβοι µόνον τὸ πρῶτον, ὅτι θεοὺς ᾤοντο τὰς πρώτας οὐσίας εἶναι, θείως ἂν 
εἰρῆσθαι νοµίσειεν.  ps.Plato Def. 411a ἥλιος πῦρ οὐράνιον (cf. ch. 2.20)· … ζῷον ἀίδιον ἔµψυχον τὸ 
µέγιστον.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.76–77καὶ µὴν ἐν τοῖς µετεώροις φορὰν καὶ τροπὴν καὶ 
ἔκλειψιν καὶ ἀνατολὴν καὶ δύσιν καὶ τὰ σύστοιχα τούτοις µήτε λειτουργοῦντός τινος νοµίζειν δεῖ 
γίνεσθαι καὶ διατάττοντος ἢ διατάξαντος … (77) … µήτε αὖ πῦρ ἅµα ὄντα συνεστραµµένον τὴν 
µακαριότητα κεκτηµένα κατὰ βούλησιν τὰς κινήσεις ταύτας λαµβάνειν.  Ep.Pyth. at D.L. 10.88–116 
on the more important issues (86 φυσικῶν προβληµάτων) in cosmology and meteorology, too 
long to quote.  Posidonius (F 18 E.-K., 255 Theiler) in Geminus’ Epitome at Alexander of 
Aphrodisias at Simp. in Phys. 292.3–5 πολλαχοῦ τοίνυν ταὐτὸν κεφάλαιον (cf. ch. 4.14.4) ἀποδεῖξαι 
προθήσεται ὅ τε ἀστρολόγος καὶ ὁ φυσικός, οἷον ὅτι µέγας ὁ ἥλιος (cf. ch. 2.21), ὅτι σφαιροειδὴς ἡ γῆ 
(cf. ch. 3.10.1).  Cicero ND 2.41 quare cum solis ignis similis eorum ignium sit qui sunt in 
corporibus animantium, solem quoque animantem esse oportet, et quidem reliqua astra quae 
oriantur in ardore caelesti qui aether vel caelum nominatur.  Div. 2.11 quid? quae a dialecticis aut 
a physicis tractantur, num quid eorum divinari potest? unusne mundus sit an plures (cf. chs. 1.5, 
2.1), quae sint initia rerum, ex quibus nascuntur omnia (cf. ch. 1.3): physicorum est ista prudentia.  
Ovid Met. 15.67–72 magni primordia mundi (cf. ch. 1.3) / et rerum causas et, quid natura (cf. ch. 
1.1), docebat (sc. Pythagoras), / quid deus (cf. ch. 1.7), unde nives (cf. ch. 3.4), quae fulminis esset 
origo (cf. ch. 3.3), / Iuppiter an venti discussa nube tonarent (cf. ch. 3.3), / quid quateret terras (cf. 
ch. 3.15), qua sidera lege mearent (cf. ch. 2.16), / et quodcumque latet.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.1 
(Anaximander 11A1 DK) τὸν ἥλιον οὐκ ἐλάττονα τῆς γῆς καὶ καθαρώτατον πῦρ (cf. chs. 2.20–21).  
Arius Didymus fr. 10 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.25.4, p. 212.13–19 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ πέµπτης οὐσίας τὸν 
ἥλιον. … οὔτε δὲ τὸν ἥλιον οὔτε τῶν ἄλλων ἄστρων ὁτιοῦν πῦρ εἶναι (cf. ch. 2.20).  fr. 21 Diels at Stob. 
Ecl. 1.10.16c, p. 130.10 (SVF 2.413) ὁ γὰρ ἥλιος πῦρ ἐστιν εἰλικρινές (cf. ch. 2.20).  Plutarch Fac. 940C 
(SVF 2.677) καὶ γὰρ αὐτὴν τὴν σελήνην ὥσπερ τὸν ἥλιον, ζῷον ὄντα πύρινον καὶ τῆς γῆς ὄντα 
πολλαπλάσιον.  SR 1053A (SVF 2.579) ἔµψυχον ἡγεῖται (sc. Χρύσιππος) τὸν ἥλιον, πύρινον ὄντα καὶ 
γεγενηµένον ἐκ τῆς ἀναθυµιάσεως εἰς πῦρ µεταβαλούσης.  Lucian Paras. 11 ὁ ... ζητῶν περὶ σχήµατος 
γῆς (cf. ch. 3.10) καὶ κόσµων ἀπειρίας (cf. ch. 1.5) καὶ µεγέθους ἡλίου (cf. ch. 2.21) καὶ ἀποστηµάτων 
(cf. ch. 2.31) καὶ πρώτων στοιχείων (cf. ch. 1.3) καὶ περὶ θεῶν, εἴτε εἰσὶν εἴτε οὐκ εἰσί (cf. ch. 1.7), καὶ 
περὶ αὐτοῦ τοῦ τέλους ἀεὶ πολεµῶν καὶ διαφερόµενος πρός τινας οὐ µόνον ἐν ἀνθρωπίναις, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν 
κοσµικαῖς ἐστιν ὀχλήσεσιν. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.144 εἶναι δὲ τὸν µὲν ἥλιον εἰλικρινὲς πῦρ (cf. 
ch. 2.20.2–6), καθά φησι Ποσειδώνιος (F 17 E.-K., 312 Theiler) ἐν τῷ ἑβδόµῳ Περὶ µετεώρων· καὶ 
µείζονα τῆς γῆς (cf. ch. 2.20.1), ὡς ὁ αὐτὸς ἐν τῷ ἕκτῳ τοῦ Φυσικοῦ λόγου (F 9 E.-K., 261a Theiler).  
Plotinus 5.1[10].2 ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἥλιος θεός, ὅτι ἔµψυχος, καὶ τὰ ἄλλα ἄστρα.  Photius Bibl. 212 
(Aenesidemus fr. B8 Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ βʹ (sc. τῶν Πυρρωνίων λόγων) κατὰ µέρος ἤδη ἀρχόµενος 
ἐπεξιέναι τὰ ἐν κεφαλαίῳ εἰρηµένα, περί τε ἀληθῶν (ἀρχῶν coni. Pappenheim prob. Polito, cf. ch. 
1.3) καὶ αἰτίων (cf. ch. 1.11) διαλαµβάνει καὶ παθῶν καὶ κινήσεως (cf. ch. 1.23), γενέσεώς τε καὶ φθορᾶς 
(cf. ch. 1.24) καὶ τῶν τούτοις ἐναντίων, κατὰ πάντων αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπορόν τε καὶ ἀκατάληπτον πυκνοῖς, 
ὡς οἴεται, ἐπιλογισµοῖς ὑποδεικνύς. καὶ ὁ γʹ δὲ αὐτῷ λόγος περὶ κινήσεως (νοήσεως coni. Natorp 
prob. Polito) καὶ αἰσθήσεως (cf. chs. 4.8–12) καὶ τῶν κατ’ αὐτὰς ἰδιωµάτων, τὰς ὁµοίας 
περιεργαζόµενος ἐναντιολογίας. … ἐν δὲ τῷ δʹ … ἐγείρει δὲ τὰς ἐξ ἔθους ἐφεξῆς ἀπορίας περί τε ὅλης 
τῆς φύσεως καὶ κόσµου (cf. chs. 1.1, Book 2) καὶ θεῶν (cf. chs. 1.6–7), οὐδὲν τῶν εἰς κατάληψιν πεσεῖν 
ἐντεινόµενος. Macrobius in Somn. 2.17.16 cum vero vel de sphaerarum modo vel de novitate sive 
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magnitudine siderum deque principatu solis et circis caelestibus cingulisque terrestribus et 
Oceani situ loquitur (sc. Cicero in the Somnium Scipionis) et harmoniae superum pandit 
arcanum, physicae secreta commemorat; at cum de motu et immortalitate animae disputat, cui 
nihil constat inesse corporeum, cuiusque essentiam nullus sensus sed sola ratio deprehendit, illic 
ad altitudinem philosophiae rationalis (sc. in the Neoplatonic sense) ascendit. 
 On  the sun: Aristotle de An. 3.3 428b2–4 φαίνεται δέ γε καὶ ψευδῆ, περὶ ὧν ἅµα ὑπόληψιν 
ἀληθῆ ἔχει, οἷον φαίνεται µὲν ὁ ἥλιος ποδιαῖος, πιστεύεται δ’ εἶναι µείζων τῆς οἰκουµένης (cf. ch. 2.21).  
ad loc. see Simplicius (fort. Priscianus Lydus) in de An. 213.1–11 ῾φαίνεται δέ γε καὶ ψευδῆ, περὶ ὧν 
ἅµα ὑπόληψιν ἀληθῆ ἔχει’· ἐναργὲς οἶµαι καὶ τοῦτο ὡς οὐ µόνον δεῖ ἀµφοτέρας καθ’ αὑτὸ περὶ τοῦ 
αὐτοῦ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ µὴ διαστασιάζειν πρὸς ἀλλήλας. στάσις δὲ ἐν ταῖς γνώσεσιν ἡ κατὰ τὸ ἀληθὲς 
καὶ τὸ ψεῦδος. ὅταν οὖν ὡς ἐπὶ τοῦ ἡλίου ἡ µὲν αἴσθησις ᾖ ψευδής, ἡ δὲ δόξα ἀληθής, συµβήσεται τὴν 
ἐξ ἀµφοῖν κατὰ συµπλοκὴν συστᾶσαν φαντασίαν τὴν αὐτὴν ἅµα τε ἀληθῆ καὶ ψευδῆ γίνεσθαι, εἰ µὴ 
ἄρα µεταπίπτειν τις καὶ γίνεσθαι ψευδῆ θεῖτο καὶ τὴν δόξαν· ὅτι γὰρ ἡ αἴσθησις οὐ µετατίθεται εἰς τὸ 
ἀληθὲς ἡ περὶ τοῦ ἡλίου, φανερόν. ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ ἡ δόξα ἐπὶ τὸ ψεῦδος, µήτε ἡµῶν µεταδοξασάντων µήτε 
τοῦ ἡλίου ἄλλως νῦν ἢ πρότερον ἔχοντος.  Epicurus Ep.Pyth. at D.L. 10.91 τὸ δὲ µέγεθος ἡλίου τε καὶ 
τῶν λοιπῶν ἄστρων κατὰ µὲν τὸ πρὸς ἡµᾶς τηλικοῦτόν ἐστιν ἡλίκον φαίνεται· … κατὰ δὲ τὸ καθ’ αὑτὸ 
ἤτοι µεῖζον τοῦ ὁρωµένου ἢ µικρῷ ἔλαττον ἢ τηλικοῦτον (cf. ch. 2.21).  Posidonius (F 18 E.-K., 255 
Theiler) at Geminus’ Epitome at Alexander of Aphrodisias at Simp. in Phys. 292.3–5 πολλαχοῦ 
τοίνυν ταὐτὸν κεφάλαιον ἀποδεῖξαι προθήσεται ὅ τε ἀστρολόγος καὶ ὁ φυσικός, οἷον ὅτι µέγας ὁ ἥλιος 
(cf. ch. 2.21).  Lucretius DRN 2.1048–1050 principio nobis in cunctas undique partis / et latere ex 
utroque ⟨supra⟩ supterque per omne / nulla est finis (cf. chs. 1.5, 2.1).  Cicero Luc. 126 solis autem 
magnitudinem (ipse enim hic radiatus me intueri videtur admonens ut crebro faciam mentionem 
sui) vos ergo huius magnitudinem quasi decempeda permensi refertis; ego me, quasi malis 
architectis, mensurae vestrae nego credere: dubium est uter nostrum sit, leviter ut dicam, 
verecundior? nec tamen istas quaestiones physicorum exterminandas puto.  Cleomedes Cael. 
2.1.2–3 Ἐπίκουρος (—) καὶ οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς αἱρέσεως τηλικοῦτον εἶναι τὸν ἥλιον ἀπεφήναντο 
ἡλίκος φαίνεται (refuted at length by Cleomedes).  Galen Aff.Dig. 5.67.11–13 K. οὐ µὴν εἰ γέγονεν ἢ 
ἀγέννητος ὁ κόσµος ἐστί (cf. ch. 2.4), δύναται τὸ πρᾶγµα αὐτὸ µαρτυρῆσαι, καθάπερ οὐδὲ εἰ 
πεπερασµένον ἢ ἄπειρον τὸ πᾶν (cf. ch. 1.5) ἢ πόσος ὁ τῶν κυµάτων ἀριθµός.  Damascius in Phd. 
§522.20–22 τρίτον δέ, εἰ µὴ τηλικοῦτος µόνον ὁ οὐρανὸς ἡλίκος ὁρᾶται—οὐδὲ γὰρ ὁ ἥλιος οὐδὲ ἡ 
σελήνη οὐδὲ ἄλλος ἀστήρ, ἀλλὰ πολλῷ τινι µείζων ἕκαστος καὶ αὐτός γε ὁ οὐρανός.  Boethius Div. p. 
42.5–11 Magee alio autem modo (sc. divisionis) secundum modum, haec enim non plura 
significant, sed multis modis, ut cum dicimus ‘infinitum’, unam rem quidem significat, cuius 
terminus inveniri non possit. sed hoc dicimus aut secundum mensuram, aut secundum 
multitudinem, aut secundum speciem: secundum mensuram, ut est infinitum esse mundum (cf. 
chs. 1.5, 2.1); secundum multitudinem, ut est infinitam esse corporum divisionem (cf. ch. 1.16).  
Simplicius in Cael. 202.11–13 οἱ µὲν ἕνα κόσµον καὶ πεπερασµένον ἔλεγον, ὅσοι µὴ ἐδέχοντο τὸ 
ἄπειρον ἐν ἀρχῇ, ὡς Ἀριστοτέλης καὶ Πλάτων, οἱ δὲ ἕνα ἄπειρον, ὡς Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 153 Wöhrle) (cf. 
chs. 1.5, 2.1).  Aristotle Phys. 3.6 206b23–24 ὥσπερ φασὶν οἱ φυσιολόγοι τὸ ἔξω σῶµα τοῦ κόσµου, οὗ 
ἡ οὐσία ἢ ἀὴρ ἢ ἄλλο τι τοιοῦτον, ἄπειρον εἶναι (cf. ch. 2.9).  Cleomedes Cael. 1.1.55 οἱ λέγοντες ἔξω 
τοῦ κόσµου µηδὲν εἶναι φλυαροῦσιν.  1.1.81–82 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς αἱρέσεως οὐδ’ ἔξω τοῦ 
κόσµου κενὸν ἀπολείπουσι (cf. ch. 2.9).  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.140 (SVF 2.543) ἔξωθεν δὲ αὐτοῦ 
(sc. τοῦ κόσµου) περικεχυµένον εἶναι τὸ κενὸν ἄπειρον (cf. chs. 1.18, 2.9).  Simplicius in Phys. 
648.12–17 οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον καὶ Λεύκιππον (67A20 DK) ἔλεγον, οὐ µόνον ἐν τῷ κόσµῷ κενὸν εἶναί τι 
λέγοντες, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἔξω τοῦ κόσµου. ὅπερ δῆλον ὅτι τόπος µὲν οὐκ ἂν εἴη, αὐτὸ δὲ καθ’ αὑτὸ ὑφέστηκε. 
ταύτης δὲ τῆς δόξης γέγονε καὶ Μητρόδωρος ὁ Χῖος (70A8 DK), καὶ τῶν Πυθαγορείων τινές (—), ὡς 
µετ’ ὀλίγον αὐτὸς (sc. Ἀριστοτέλης) ἐρεῖ· ὕστερον δὲ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 274 Usener) (cf. chs. 1.18, 
2.9). 
 Exempla ethica: Aristotle Top. 1.11 104b1–8 see above §3. 
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 Question types:  Cicero Top. 81–82.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.6.17.2–3 ἔπειτα 
ζητητέον … , εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, τί αὐτῷ συµβέβηκεν, ἢ καὶ οὕτως, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, διότι ἐστίν.  Galen UP 
6.17, 3.495.18–496.4 K. νυνὶ γὰρ οὐχ ὅτι τόδε γίγνεται κατὰ τὸ σῶµα τοῦ ζῴου, πρόκειται δεικνύειν, 
ἀλλὰ διότι· τῷ δ’ ἐξ ἀνάγκης προηγεῖσθαι, καθάπερ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης ἔλεγε, τοῦ διότι τὸ ὅτι.  in lib. vi 
Epid. p. 12.16–19 Wenkebach–Pfaff ὁ γὰρ Ἀριστοτέλης ἀξιοῖ προεγνωσµένου βεβαίως τοῦ ὅτι 
ζητεῖσθαι χρῆναι τὸ διότι. πρὶν δ’ ὅτι γίνεται βεβαίως µαθεῖν, εἴ τις ζητοίη τὸ διότι, φανερός ἐστιν 
ἀδολεσχεῖν τε καὶ ληρεῖν προῃρηµένος, οὐ τἀληθὲς εὑρεῖν ὀρεγόµενος).  Alexander of Aphrodisias 
in Top. 92.31–93.3 πρῶτον µὲν τὸ τί ἐστι τάσσοντας, οἷον ὅτι πᾶν ζῷον οὐσία ἐστὶν ἔµψυχος αἰσθητική, 
ἢ ὅτι οὐσία, εἶτα ποῖόν τι, ὅτι ἔµψυχον, ὅτι αἰσθητικόν, ἢ ὅλως εἴ τι αὐτῷ ὑπάρχει, οἷον ὅτι πᾶν ζῷον ἢ 
πεζὸν ἢ ἔνυδρον ἢ πτηνόν. Proclus in Alc. 275.1–5 εἴρηταί που καλῶς ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἀριστοτέλους (APo. 2 
1), ὅτι τέτταρα προβλήµατά ἐστι δι’ ἃ οἱ λόγοι καὶ αἱ ζητήσεις, τὸ εἰ ἔστι, τὸ τί ἐστι, τὸ ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι 
καὶ τὸ διατί ἐστι, καὶ ὅτι τὸν µέλλοντα γνώσεσθαι τὸ τί ἐστιν ἀνάγκη προειδέναι τὸ εἰ ἔστιν.  
Trophonius Prol. p. 1.3–5 Rabe ἐπειδὴ τέσσαρές εἰσιν αἱ ἀνωτάτω ζητήσεις, φηµὶ δὴ τὸ εἰ ἔστι, τὸ τί 
ἐστι, τὸ ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ τὸ διὰ τί ἐστιν κλτ.  Elias in Isag. 2.3–6 ἔδει µὲν γὰρ ἡµᾶς ἀρχοµένους τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας ἀπὸ τοῦ εἰ ἔστιν ἄρξασθαι, ἑποµένους νόµῳ διαλεκτικῷ τῷ λέγοντι δεῖν ἐπὶ πάσης τέχνης 
καὶ ἐπιστήµης τέσσαρα προβλήµατα ζητεῖν, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστιν, ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ διὰ τί ἐστι.  David 
Prol. 1.13–15 δοκεῖ δέ µοι µικρὸν ἀναβάλλεσθαι τὴν ἐγκύκλιον ἐξήγησιν Ἀριστοτελικοῖς πειθοµένῳ 
θεσµοῖς, ὡς δεῖ ἐν ἑκάστω σχεδὸν πράγµατι τὰ τέσσαρα ταῦτα ζητεῖν κεφάλαια· εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, ὁποῖόν 
τί ἐστι καὶ διὰ τί ἐστι.  Agnellus of Ravenna in Galeni de Sectis 3, p. 18.9–12 dicamus nunc de 
quattuor titulis quibus utuntur philosophi in arte medicina: primo si est, secundo quid est, tertio 
qualis est, quarto propter quod est. 
 



Liber 1 Caput 1 
 
PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 875A–D; pp. 274a18–275a12 Diels—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 20; p. 
611.16–21 Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 94–95 Daiber—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 57, 
p. 40 Westerink—PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 4.59, p. 62.13–15 Delatte 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–19 Morani 
 

Titulus  α΄. Τί ἐστι φύσις (P) 1 
§1 ἐπειδὴ πρόκειται ἡµῖν τὰ φυσικὰ θεωρῆσαι, ἀναγκαῖον ἡγοῦµαι δηλῶ- 2 

σαι, τί ποτ᾿ ἐστὶν ἡ φύσις· ἄτοπον γὰρ πειρᾶσθαι µὲν φυσιολογεῖν,  3 
ἀγνοεῖν δ᾿ αὐτὸ τοῦτο, τὴν τῆς φύσεως δύναµιν. (P1) 4 

§2 ἔστιν οὖν κατὰ τὸν Ἀριστοτέλην φύσις ἀρχὴ κινήσεως καὶ ἠρεµίας, ἐν ᾧ  5 
πρώτως ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ κατὰ συµβεβηκός· πάντα γὰρ τὰ ὁρώµενα, ὅσα  6 
µήτε ὑπὸ τύχης µήτε ὑπ᾿ ἀνάγκης µήτ᾿ ἐστὶ θεῖα µήτε τοιαύτην αἰτίαν  7 
ἔχει, φυσικὰ λέγεται καὶ φύσιν ἔχει ἰδίαν· οἷον γῆ πῦρ ὕδωρ ἀὴρ φυτὰ  8 
ζῷα· ἔτι δὲ ταῦτα τὰ γινόµενα, ὄµβροι χάλαζαι κεραυνοὶ πρηστῆρες  9 
ἄνεµοι· ταῦτα γὰρ ἔχει ἀρχήν τινα· οὐ γὰρ ἐξ αἰῶνος ἕκαστον τούτων  10 
ἐστὶν ἀλλ᾿ ἀπό τινος ἀρχῆς γίνεται· καὶ ταῦτα µέντοι, οἷον ζῷα φυτά,  11 
ἀρχὴν γενέσεως ἔχει· ἐν δὴ τούτοις ἡ φύσις ἀρχὴ τὸ πρῶτόν ἐστι·  12 
ἀρχὴ δὲ κινήσεώς ἐστι, καὶ οὐ µόνον κινήσεως ἀλλὰ καὶ ἠρεµίας· ὅσα  13 
γὰρ ἀρχὴν κινήσεως ἔλαβε, ταῦτα δύναται λαβεῖν καὶ τελευτήν. διὰ  14 
τοῦτο οὖν ἡ φύσις ἀρχὴ κινήσεώς ἐστι καὶ ἠρεµίας. (P2) 15 

  
§1 –; §2 Aristoteles cf. Phys. 2.1 192b8–193a8 
  
lemmata non hab. ST    titulus Τί ἐστι φύσις PBQPs (deest in PB(II)) : post ἐστι add. ἡ index 
libri, Περὶ φύσεως PG, Περὶ φύσεως καὶ τῶν συµβαινόντων ἐξ αὐτῆς αἰτίων S    §1 [2] ἐπειδὴ 
PB(III:AE) : ἐπεὶ δὲ PB(I–III:α) || ἡγοῦµαι] ἡγοῦµεθα PB(II) || [4] αὐτὸ τοῦτο] deest in Q    §2[5–6] ἐν 
ᾧ πρώτως ἐστὶ] al. PG ὡς πρῶτόν ἐστι || [7] post ἀνάγκης add. Gigon ⟨µήτε ὑπὸ νοῦ γίνεται⟩ 
|| [8] ἔχει ἰδίαν] ἰδίαν ἔχει PB(III) || πῦρ] post ἀὴρ PQ1, ante ἀὴρ PQ2 || [10] ταῦτα … τινα PB : 
denn dieses alles ist natürlich und hat ein gewisses Prinzip Q || ἔχει ἀρχήν PB(I,II) : ἀρχήν 
ἔχει PB(III) || [11] ἀπό … γίνεται PB : es hat ein gewisses Prinzip Q || [12] γενέσεως PB(I,II) : 
γεννήσεως PB(III), κινήσεως coni. Corsinus || [12] forsan ⟨καὶ⟩ post ἀρχὴ om. P || [13] ἀρχὴ 
δὲ κινήσεώς ἐστι PB(I,II)Q : om. PB(III) Diels (qui repetita ex l. 14 opinatur) Mau Lachenaud || 
[15] ] ἐστι] om. PB(II)  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 20  Περὶ φύσεως (~ tit. P 1.30) (text Diels) 
20.1  al. φύσιν τινὲς εἶναι λέγουσι πνεῦµα ἔντεχνον ὁδοποιητικόν (verisim. legendum ὁδῷ 
ποιητικόν, cf. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.156 etc. ὁδῷ βαδίζον). 
20.2  ἄλλοι δὲ τὴν τῶν σωµάτων σύγκρισιν εἶναι καὶ διάκρισιν τὴν φύσιν ὑπολαµβάνουσιν2  (~ 
P 1.30.2). 
20.3  (~ P2) Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ ἀρχὴν κινήσεως καὶ ἠρεµίας εἴρηκεν, ὡς πρῶτόν ἐστι, καὶ οὐ 
κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς γεγενῆσθαι νοµίζει. φυσικὰ δὲ εἶναι λέγει τὰ περὶ τὸν ἀέρα, φυτὰ ζῷα καὶ 
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τὰ τοιαῦτα. 
  

Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 57  (~ tit.).Τί ἐστι φύσις  
(~ P2) φύσις ἐστὶ δύναµις ὀφθαλµοῖς µὲν ἀθέατος, νῷ δὲ θεωρητή, τοῖς σώµασιν 
ἐγκατεσπαρµένη παρὰ θεοῦ, ἀρχὴ κινήσεως καὶ ἡρεµίας. αὕτη γάρ ἐστιν ἡ κινοῦσα τὰ φυσικὰ 
σώµατα καὶ αὖθις ἠρεµεῖν ποιοῦσα. … 
 
Symeon Seth CRN 4.59 (~ tit.) Περὶ φύσεως. 
(~ P2) ἡ φύσις κατὰ Ἀριστοτέλην ἀρχὴ καὶ αἰτία πέφυκε τοῦ κινεῖσθαι καὶ ἠρεµεῖν ἐν ᾧ 
ὑπάρχει πρώτως καθ’ αὑτὸ καὶ µὴ κατὰ συµβεβηκός. 
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–19 τῶν γινοµένων πάντων ἢ θεόν φασιν αἴτιον εἶναι ἢ ἀνάγκην ἢ 
εἱµαρµένην ἢ φύσιν ἢ τύχην ἢ τὸ αὐτόµατον, ἀλλὰ τοῦ µὲν θεοῦ ἔργον οὐσία καὶ πρόνοια, τῆς 
δὲ ἀνάγκης τῶν ἀεὶ ὡσαύτως ἐχόντων ἡ κίνησις, τῆς δὲ εἱµαρµένης τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὰ δι’ αὐτῆς 
ἐπιτελεῖσθαι (καὶ γὰρ αὕτη τῆς ἀνάγκης ἐστί), τῆς δὲ φύσεως γένεσις αὔξησις φθορὰ φυτὰ 
καὶ ζῷα, τῆς δὲ τύχης τὰ σπάνια καὶ ἀπροσδόκητα (~ P2). 
 
Loci Aetiani:  
titulus A 1.30 Περὶ φύσεως. 
§2 A 1.29.2 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ... αἰτίας δὲ τέτταρας ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις, καθ᾿ ἃς ἅπαντα συνίσταται, 
νοῦν, φύσιν, ἀνάγκην, τύχην. A 1.29.7 Ἀναξαγόρας καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ ἄδηλον αἰτίαν ἀνθρωπίνῳ 
λογισµῷ (sc. τὴν τύχην εἶναι)· ἃ µὲν γὰρ εἶναι κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, ἃ δὲ καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, ἃ δὲ κατὰ 
προαίρεσιν, ἃ δὲ κατὰ τύχην, ἃ δὲ κατὰ τὸ αὐτόµατον. A 3.3 tit. Περὶ βροντῶν ἀστραπῶν 
κεραυνῶν πρηστήρων τε καὶ τυφώνων. A 3.4 tit. Περὶ νεφῶν ὁµίχλης ὑετῶν δρόσου χιόνος 
πάχνης χαλάζης. A 3.7 tit. Περὶ ἀνέµων. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The witnesses are only P and his tradition, including extracts in the 
Byzantine witnesses PPs and PSy, but not including PE.  
 (2)  S’s ch. 1.41 ‘On nature and its causes’ (heading only extant in the index 
of Photius) contains nothing but generous abstracts from the Corpus 
Hermeticum, ps.Archytas On Principles, and Plato’s Cratylus. S anyhow was 
under no obligation to copy out A’s treatise in full, as is already clear from the 
fact that he sometimes left out whole chapters and also individual lemmata 
preserved in P’s epitome. One of course does not know what may have been 
omitted by S’s Byzantine editors. In S a very brief version of Aristotle’s 
definition of physis is found at the beginning of Arius Didymus fr. 2 Diels at Ecl. 
1.11.4, p. 132.10–11, in the chapter Περὶ ὕλης; cited below section E(b)§2. 
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 (3)  The remarkable division of the material on φύσις over two chapters in 
PB, one at the beginning and the other, ch. 1.30 Περί φύσεως (a far more 
common phrase), at the end of Book 1, is confirmed by PQ. One cannot exclude 
that originally there was only a single chapter on φύσις, and that the sub-
archetype from which PB and (one stage further) PG derive, omitted from ch. 1.1 
the material now in ch. 1.30, and added this at the end of the book. Compare 
the final chapter in the third Book of P (not copied out by G, however), which 
we have put back after ch. 3.5, giving it the number 3.5a. In ch. 1.30 φύσις is 
used in a sense that is different than in the present chapter, namely ‘origin’ or 
‘generation’, and though the reality of generation is denied in that chapter (cf. 
also A 1.24.1–2), the outcome of this denial is not equivalent to ‘the principle of 
movement and rest’ of our §2. But the question of generation and its denial do 
play a part in (the history of) natural philosophy, so a reminder is appositely 
appended at the end of the Book. Apparently it makes better sense to 
introduce the doxai of Empedocles and Anaxagoras after mixture has been 
dealt with in ch. 1.17, and generation and corruption in 1.24.  
 (4)  G begins with a lemma of Stoic provenance not paralleled in other 
representatives of P. His second lemma, very brief, is abstracted from P 1.30.2, 
his third, also very brief, from P 1.1.2. For a preliminary overview of extra 
lemmata in G see M–R 1.149–150. Because he occasionally preserves elsewhere 
unparalleled ps.Plutarchean material that should be accepted (the 
Antinoopolis papyrus sometimes supports G’s readings, see M-R 1.126–130 and 
e.g. at ch. 5.1), we could feel justified in accepting it in the present case too, and 
in adding his first lemma to the present chapter (not, certainly, to ch. 1.30). Its 
contents, moreover, are diaphonically opposed to those of §2. But the eclectic 
way in which G has cobbled together his c. 20 plus the fact that, with the 
exception of chs. 20 and 21 (the latter corresponding to P 1.2), the first section 
of his treatise (chs. 1–24), before he begins epitomising P and only P from ch. 
25, has been derived from another source or sources, speaks against this 
inclusion. What is more, §2 follows on after §1 without a break and in a 
leisurely manner of address which is quite unusual in A. So we have decided 
not to include the extra lemma this time, and cite P only as a witness for §2. 
 (5)  T could find no use for this chapter. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition for §2 is limited to later 
explanations in the commentators on the passages in Aristotle’s Physics and 
on other works that are the source of the exposition in §2. 
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 (2)  Sources. §2 to some degree reads like a vague reminiscence of the 
famous prologue of Aristotle’s Meteorology, see below, section D(a). It also 
echoes various passages in the pragmateiai.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  Headings formulated as questions. The dominant umbrella type περὶ 
τοῦ δεῖνα (for which see ch. 1.3 Commentary C) is not used here, which is worth 
noting. The heading is formulated according to the question type/category of 
substance (τί ἐστιν) and aiming at a definition, cf. below, section D(c) ad init. 
The number of headings formulated as questions signalized by forms of τίς 
(including the important causal formula διὰ τί) in the Placita is not 
insignificant. Inclusive of the present chapter we have seventeen cases 
beginning with, or containing, forms of τίς, or about 13% of the chapter 
headings of the treatise: chs. 1.3, 1.7, 2.8, 2.10, 2.11 (combined with umbrella 
type), 2.13, 2.30 (combined with umbrella type), 2.32, 3.8 (combined with 
umbrella type), 4.3, 4.12, 5.3, 5.9, 5.14, 5.17, and 5.18. 
 We may compare those headings which begin with, or contain, other 
words signalizing questions, namely πῶς (chs. 1.4—where cf. Commentary C), 
2.19, 3.16, 3.17, 4.11, 4.14, 4.20, 5.2, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.10, 5.12, 5.13, 5.16, 5.19 (combined 
with umbrella type), 5.24, 5.26, and 5.29; or πόθεν (chs. 2.5, 2.17, 4.21 (combined 
with umbrella type), 5.11, and 5.28); or ἀπὸ ποίου (ch. 2.6) / ἐκ ποίων (ch. 5.22); 
or πόσαι (ch. 4.10) / πόσα (ch. 5.20) / ἐν πόσῳ (ch. 5.21); or πότε (ch. 5.23); or 
ποτέρου (ch. 5.23); or εἰ (chs. 1.5, 2.3–4, 4.3, 4.9, 4.15, 4.20, 5.4–5, 5.15). For 
parallels in Dionysius of Halicarnassus see above, ch. 1.0, Commentary D(e)( 1). 
A useful discussion of these interrogative formulas is found at Lachenaud 
(1998) 42–45, who de facto distinguishes between the various categories and 
question types involved. For a classification of headings see further below, 
section D(e)(3). 
 In the paragraphs of the chapters answers to these questions are provided. 
This elementary erotapocritic technique is evidence of the presence in the 
Placita of the well-known dialectical form of teaching by means of questions-
and-answers, for which see e.g. Volgers–Zamagni (2004) and Taub (2015). 
 (2)  Categories and question types. On categories and question types see M-
R 2.1, index nominum et rerum and for the four kinds of question type see 
below, ch. 1.6, Commentary D(a). Aristotle did not present these analytical 
instruments primarily as didactic tools, though according to his actual practice 
they are so used again and again. In the Placita (and often elsewhere) their 
function is in the first place didactic. 
 (3)  Note the minor discrepancy with the heading in the Index at the 
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beginning of the Book, where the article has been added. 
 (4)  Headings are also discussed above at ch. 1. titulus et index, 
Commentary D. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
(1)  Introduction. The chapter is part of the introduction of the treatise. 
Between the presentation of the skopos (‘purpose’) of the treatise and of the 
exemplification of the physikos logos in the proem on the one hand, and the 
chapters on the principles and that on cosmogony on the other, the meaning 
and denotation of physis that are to be applied in what follows are set out with 
some care. However a rival sense of physis, namely ‘becoming’, is reserved for a 
chapter at the end of the Book: 1.30 Περὶ φύσεως, since both lemmata of this 
chapter are concerned with denying the validity of φύσις in the sense of 
substance, or permanent essence. 
 (2)  In §2 physics is described in a general way, and the four physical 
elements are listed, followed by plants (at the end in Aristotle Mete. 1.1) and 
animals, in their turn followed by a comprehensive list of meteorological 
phenomena, and concluded by a resumption of the general theme. This 
compressed sequence to some extent covers the contents of the work. 
 
(b)  Number-Order of Lemmata 
There are two lemmata, §1 announcing that physis will be defined, §2 
providing these definitions. That the announcement of §1 should come first is 
of course clear.  
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definitions.  The first lemma shows that the aim of the chapter is to 
determine what ‘nature’, φύσις, is (question type of the τί ἐστιν, cf. above at 
section C), i.e. to provide a definition. The author adds that it would be odd to 
discourse about nature without knowing the ‘meaning’, δύναµις, of ‘nature’, i.e. 
of the word ‘nature’ (cf. Lachenaud’s translation following that of Torraca). 
This implies that a nominal definition is intended to begin with.  
 In §2 we have a definition of the meaning of φύσις in the technical context 
of natural philosophy, viz. ‘principle of motion and rest for the object in which 
it exists primarily and not incidentally’. Such a preliminary clarification is 
needed because in untechnical language φύσις means ‘character’, ‘birth’, etc. 
This is not anonymous but explicitly attributed to Aristotle (briefly formulated 
e.g. Met. Δ.4  1014b16–20).  It is followed and elucidated by a several ostensive, 
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i.e. real, definitions pointing out examples, here naturally of natural things, 
also derived from Aristotle. We know ostensive definition was rejected by 
Plato, but not entirely successfully, as the present chapter and other cases 
demonstrate, e.g. the ostensive definitions of principle and element in the next 
chapter and the examples cited at Aristotle Phys. 2.1 192b8–23, Met. Η.1 1042a7–
11, and Eudemus fr. 50 Wehrli at Simp. in Phys. 263.18–30 (cited section 
E(b)§2). For definition in the Placita see further our detailed discussion at ch. 
1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2)).  
 (2) Natural things.   Natural things according to §2 are ‘not the result of 
chance or necessity, they are not divine and do not have such a (divine) cause’ 
(our emphasis). That they are neither divine nor necessitated implicitly sets 
them off from the order of nature according to Platonism and Stoicism. The 
doxographer in this paragraph also anticipates a point made by Alexander of 
Aphrodisias at Simplicius in Phys. 264.18–22 (cited at section E(b)§2), namely 
that the divine is excluded because it does not have in itself a cause of rest. 
That what happens accidentally does not happen ‘by nature’ is a well-known 
Aristotelian view (e.g. Phys. 2.5 and below, ch. 1.27.1), while according to the 
Stoics chance is a predetermined event, the cause of which is hidden from us 
so chance is still natural in their sense of the word; see e.g. below ch. 1.29.7 
(SVF 2.966). Aristotle himself at Phys. 2.2 192b8–23 (cited section E(b)§2) 
merely distinguishes between things that exist by nature and things that exists 
‘through other causes’, without specifying these other causes, while in our 
chapter the author, presumably following the later Peripatetic tradition, feels 
compelled to spell these out. 
 (3)  Secular stance.  A thus emphasizes his secular stance at the very 
beginning of his treatise. This stance is also exemplified in ch. 1.6, ubi vide 
Commentary D(d)[43–52], and ch. 1.7, see Commentary B ad finem. Cf. Runia 
at M-R 3.268 with n. 56, Mansfeld (2013a). An implicit preference for the 
Peripatetic position is also clear at ch. 1. proœm., where see Commentary D(c) 
ad finem. By singling out Aristotle’s definitions, cited from e.g. Met. Δ.4 and 
Phys. 2.1 (quoted below, section E(b)§2) as the most important, in fact as the 
only, definition of nature, the author shows which allegiance he prefers.  
 Even so, Book 1 contains a chapter (1.7) ‘Who is the god?’, two chapters on 
fate (1.27–28), and one on chance (1.29), thus still giving some purchase to the 
opposite view. One should also take into account Stoic and Platonic 
reworking, which could have taken place later.  
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(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
Heading.  This is the earliest occurrence of the phrase τί ἐστι φύσις (but we 
need not believe it was coined by A). The next is at Alexander of Aphrodisias 
in Met. 196.28, who focuses on the distinction between physics and 
metaphysics. Epictetus Diss. 1.20.16–17 (~ SVF 1.182) is somewhat different. 
§2. (a) Because ἀρχή means ‘beginning’ as well as ‘principle’, arche has been 
added in brackets in the translation. 
 (b) The repetition of the gist of the first clause (the probandum) at the end 
(as a q.e.d.) is a noteworthy didactic ploy. A similar stylistic feature is to be 
observed at ch. 1.2.2. 
 (c) §2[13].  Against Diels and subsequent editors we have retained the 
majority text (supported by Q), which though unquestionably verbose makes 
good sense.  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  The list of definitions of φύσις in ps.Galen’s Definitiones medicae (cited 
section E(b) General texts), with its preference for definitions of Stoic 
provenance (cf. ps.Galen HPh 20.1 cited at testes primi), does not contain any of 
the Aristotelian definitions of the present chapter. On φύσις see also ch. 1.30 
below. 
 (2)  The variously formulated chapter headings of ps.Galen’s Introductio 
sive medicus, listed in the indices in the manuscripts but also embedded in the 
body of the text (accessible in Petit (2009) cxxxv–cxxxviii), provide useful 
material for comparison with those of the Placita. The majority belongs with 
the umbrella type περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα, but there are three cases of τίνες as first word, 
two of τί, two of εἰ, one of πῶς, one of πόσαι, and one of πόσα. With one 
exception these headings beginning with a question word belong to the 
introductory chapters of the treatise. 
 (3)  Classification of headings.  Five types of heading are distinguished by 
Mutschmann (1911) 98–102, who revises Laqueur (1908) 221, namely: (1) those 
beginning with τίς or other interrogative pronouns such as πόσα, πῶς, ποσαχῶς; (2) 
those beginning with ὅτι or ὡς; (3) those beginning with περί plus genitive; (4) those 
beginning with εἰ; and (5) just a nominative. On the meaning and variety of reference 
of the simple (umbrella) ‘Titel περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα’ as well as its generality (‘allgemeine 
Beschaffenheit’) see Leo (repr. 1960) 2.390–392. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Photius Bibl. cod. 212, p. 170b12–16 (Aenesidemus fr. 8B Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ δ΄ 
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σηµεῖα µὲν ὥσπερ τὰ φανερά φαµεν τῶν ἀφανῶν, οὐδ’ ὅλως εἶναί φησιν, ἠπατῆσθαι δὲ κενῇ 
προσπαθείᾳ τοὺς οἰοµένους· ἐγείρει δὲ τὰς ἐξ ἔθους ἐφεξῆς ἀπορίας περί τε ὅλης τῆς φύσεως καὶ 
κόσµου καὶ θεῶν. 
§2  Aristotle: Arius Didymus fr. 2 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.4 p. 132.10–11 Ἀριστοτέλους. ἐπειδὴ δ’ ἡ 
µὲν φύσις κατ’ ἐπίνοιαν ἀρχή τίς ἐστι κινήσεως καὶ στάσεως κτλ.  Hippolytus Ref. 7.19.4 καὶ γέγονεν 
αὐτῷ (sc. Aristotle) κατὰ τὴν διαίρεσιν τοῦ κόσµου καὶ ὁ τῆς φιλοσοφίας διῃρηµένος λόγος. ‘Φυσικὴ’ 
γάρ τις ‘ἀκρόασις’ αὐτῷ γέγονεν, ἐν ᾗ πεπόνηται περὶ τῶν φύσει καὶ οὐ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων ἀπὸ τῆς 
γῆς µέχρι τῆς σελήνης πραγµάτων. 

 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
§1  General texts: ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.371.4–17 Κ. ςδ΄. φύσις ἐστὶ πῦρ τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ βαδίζον εἰς 
γένεσιν καὶ ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ ἐνεργητικῶς κινούµενον. ἑτέρως κατὰ Πλάτωνα. φύσις ἐστὶ θεία τέχνη. ἢ φύσις 
ἐστὶν οἵα τεχνικὴ δύναµις. ἑτέρως. φύσις ἐστὶ πνεῦµα ἔνθερµον ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ κινούµενον καὶ κατὰ τὰς 
σπερµατικὰς δυνάµεις γεννῶν τε καὶ τελειοῦν καὶ διατηροῦν τὸν ἄνθρωπον. ἢ οὕτως. φύσις ἐστὶ 
δύναµις ἐξ ἑαυτῆς κινουµένη, αἰτία γενέσεώς τε καὶ διαπλάσεως καὶ τελειότητος γεννῶσά τε καὶ 
τελειοῦσα τὸν ἄνθρωπον. φύσις καὶ ἡ κρᾶσις λέγεται, φύσις καὶ ἡ ἕξις. φύσις καὶ ἡ καθ’ ὁρµὴν κίνησις. 
φύσις καὶ ἡ διοικοῦσα τὸ ζῶον δύναµις λέγεται. δύναται δὲ καὶ οὕτως ὁρίσασθαι. φύσις ἐστὶ πνεῦµα 
ἔνθερµον ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ κινούµενον κατὰ σπερµατικοὺς λόγους γεννῶν τε καὶ τελειοῦν καὶ διατηροῦν τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον ἐν χρόνοις καὶ µεγέθεσιν ὡρισµένους. 
§2  Aristotle: Aristotle Phys. 2.1 192b8–23 τῶν ὄντων τὰ µέν ἐστι φύσει, τὰ δὲ δι’ ἄλλας αἰτίας, φύσει 
µὲν τά τε ζῷα καὶ τὰ µέρη αὐτῶν καὶ τὰ φυτὰ καὶ τὰ ἁπλᾶ τῶν σωµάτων, οἷον γῆ καὶ πῦρ καὶ ἀὴρ καὶ 
ὕδωρ (ταῦτα γὰρ εἶναι καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα φύσει φαµέν), … τούτων µὲν γὰρ ἕκαστον ἐν ἑαυτῷ ἀρχὴν ἔχει 
κινήσεως καὶ στάσεως. … ὡς οὔσης τῆς φύσεως ἀρχῆς τινὸς καὶ αἰτίας τοῦ κινεῖσθαι καὶ ἠρεµεῖν ἐν ᾧ 
ὑπάρχει πρώτως καθ’ αὑτὸ καὶ µὴ κατὰ συµβεβηκός.  Phys. 8.3 253b7–9 ἐτέθη µὲν γὰρ ἡ φύσις ἐν 
τοῖς φυσικοῖς ἀρχή, καθάπερ κινήσεως, καὶ ἠρεµίας.  Mete. 2.4 361a30–b1 ἐπεὶ δ’ ἐστὶν ἄνεµος πλῆθός 
τι τῆς ξηρᾶς ἐκ γῆς ἀναθυµιάσεως κινούµενον περὶ τὴν γῆν, δῆλον ὅτι τῆς µὲν κινήσεως ἡ ἀρχὴ ἄνωθεν 
… ἡ δὲ τῆς γενέσεως ἀρχὴ δῆλον ὡς ἐκ τῆς γῆς ἐστιν.  Phys. 2.5–6.  EN 3.5 1112a31–33 αἰτίαι γὰρ 
δοκοῦσιν εἶναι φύσις καὶ ἀνάγκη καὶ τύχη, ἔτι δὲ νοῦς καὶ πᾶν τὸ δι’ἀνθρώπου.  de An. 2.1 412b15–17 
οὐ γὰρ τοιούτου σώµατος τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι καὶ ὁ λόγος ἡ ψυχή, ἀλλὰ φυσικοῦ τοιουδί, ἔχοντος ἀρχὴν 
κινήσεως καὶ στάσεως ἐν ἑαυτῷ.  Met. Α.3 995.16–18 διὸ σκεπτέον πρῶτον τί ἐστιν ἡ φύσις· οὕτω γὰρ 
καὶ περὶ τίνων ἡ φυσικὴ δῆλον ἔσται.  Met. Δ.4 1014b16–20 φύσις λέγεται … ἔτι ὅθεν ἡ κίνησις ἡ 
πρώτη ἐν ἑκάστῳ τῶν φύσει ὄντων ἐν αὐτῷ ᾗ αὐτὸ ὑπάρχει.  Met. Δ.4 1015a13–19 ἐκ δὴ τῶν εἰρηµένων 
ἡ πρώτη φύσις καὶ κυρίως λεγοµένη ἐστὶν ἡ οὐσία ἡ τῶν ἐχόντων ἀρχὴν κινήσεως ἐν αὑτοῖς ᾗ αὐτά· ἡ 
γὰρ ὕλη τῷ ταύτης δεκτικὴ εἶναι λέγεται φύσις, καὶ αἱ γενέσεις καὶ τὸ φύεσθαι τῷ ἀπὸ ταύτης εἶναι 
κινήσεις. καὶ ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς κινήσεως τῶν φύσει ὄντων αὕτη ἐστίν, ἐνυπάρχουσά πως ἢ δυνάµει ἢ 
ἐντελεχείᾳ.  Met. Ε.1 1025.19-21 ἡ φυσικὴ ἐπιστήµη τυγχάνει οὖσα περὶ γένος τι τοῦ ὄντος, περὶ γὰρ 
τὴν τοιαύτην ἐστὶν οὐσίαν ἐν ᾗ ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς κινήσεως καὶ στάσεως ἐν αὐτῇ.  Met. Η.1 1042a7–11 
ὁµολογούµεναι µὲν αἱ φυσικαί (sc. οὐσίαι), οἷον πῦρ γῆ ὕδωρ ἀὴρ καὶ τἆλλα τὰ ἁπλᾶ σώµατα, ἔπειτα 
τὰ φυτὰ καὶ τὰ µόρια αὐτῶν, καὶ τὰ ζῷα καὶ τὰ µόρια τῶν ζῴων, καὶ τέλος ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ τὰ µόρια τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.47 (Aristotle de Phil. fr. 9 Walzer/Ross) ἀρχὴ κινήσεώς ἐστιν ἡ 
φύσις. Eudemus fr. 50 Wehrli at Simp. in Phys. 263.18–30 καὶ ὅτι τὰ ζῷα καὶ τὰ φυτὰ οὐ καθὸ ζῷα 
καὶ φυτὰ παρέλαβεν ἐν τούτοις ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης ὡς φύσει ὄντα, ἀλλὰ καθὸ καὶ αὐτὰ φυσικά, δηλοῖ καὶ 
Εὔδηµος ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Φυσικῶν τάδε γράφων· ‘ἐπεὶ δὲ λέγοµεν πολλὰ φύσει εἶναι· καὶ γὰρ ἵππον 
καὶ ἄνθρωπον καὶ πᾶν ζῷον καὶ τὰ τούτων µόρια, ἔτι δὲ ἐλαίαν καὶ πᾶν φυτὸν καὶ τὰ µόρια αὐτῶν καὶ 
πόαν καὶ ὅλως τὰ φυόµενα, ἔτι δὲ γῆν καὶ πῦρ καὶ πολλὰ τῶν ἀψύχων, τί πᾶσι τούτοις ὑπάρχει; ἡ µὲν 
γὰρ αἴσθησις ἴδιός ἐστι τῶν ζῴων καὶ πολλὰ ἕτερα, ἡ δὲ αὔξησις τῶν ζωτικῶν, κινεῖται δὲ πάντα ὡς 
εἰπεῖν, καὶ γὰρ ξύλον καὶ χαλκὸς καὶ πῦρ καὶ ὅλως πᾶν σῶµα, οὐχ ὁµοίως δὲ πάσας τὰς κινήσεις, οἷον 
ὁ λίθος καὶ πάντα ὅσα βάρος ἔχει ἄνω µὲν καὶ εἰς τὸ πλάγιον ὑφ’ ἑτέρου, κάτω δὲ ὑφ’ ἑαυτοῦ· τὸ δὲ 
πῦρ κάτω µὲν ὑφ’ ἑτέρου, ἄνω δὲ καθ’ αὑτό. καὶ τὸ µὲν ξύλον καθ’ αὑτὸ κινεῖται κάτω, ἡ δὲ κλίνη ᾗ 
ξυλίνη, οὐχ ᾗ κλίνη· πτερίνη γὰρ γενοµένη οὐκ οἰσθήσεται κάτω’.  Aspasius in EN 72.3–5 αἰτίαι γάρ 
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εἰσι τῶν ὄντων πάντων καὶ γινοµένων ἀνάγκη καὶ φύσις καὶ τύχη· πρὸς δὲ τούτοις καὶ νοῦς καὶ πᾶν τὸ 
δι’ ἀνθρώπου· τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν ἐπιθυµία θυµὸς βούλευσις καὶ ὅλως ἡ ὄρεξις.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Met. 169.23–26 προγραφόµενόν τι πάσης τῆς θεωρητικῆς φιλοσοφίας, ἧς ὡς πρὸς 
ἡµᾶς πρώτη ἡ φυσική, ἣν ὁποία τίς ἐστι καὶ περὶ τίνων, εὕροιµεν ἂν εἰ πρῶτον τί ποτέ ἐστιν ἡ φύσις 
ἐπισκεψαίµεθα.  in Met. 442.27–29 πρόκειται αὐτῷ δεῖξαι ὅτι ἡ φυσικὴ θεωρητική τίς ἐστιν ἀλλ’ οὐ 
πρακτική, καὶ ὅτι περὶ τοιοῦτον ὂν ἀναστρέφεται ἔχον ἀρχὴν κινήσεως καὶ ἠρεµίας ἐν ἑαυτῷ, τοῦτο δέ 
ἐστι τὸ φυσικὸν σῶµα.  Alexander of Aphrodisias at Simp. in Phys. 264.18–22 ἐφιστάνει δὲ ὁ 
Ἀλέξανδρος, ὅτι … ‘ἃ προείρηκε, τουτέστι τὰ ζῷα καὶ τὰ φυτὰ καὶ τὰ ἁπλᾶ τῶν σωµάτων, ἀλλ’ οὐχὶ 
πάντα τὰ φυσικά· καὶ γὰρ τὸ κυκλοφορητικὸν σῶµα φυσικὸν καὶ αὐτὸ ὂν κινήσεως µὲν ἀρχὴν ἔχει ἐν 
ἑαυτῷ, στάσεως δὲ οὐκ ἔχει ἀπαύστως κινούµενον.’  Porphyry in Tim. fr. 2.48 Sodano at Philop. 
Aet. p. 546.16–18 Rabe ἐν κινήσει µὲν αὐτὰ πάντως θεάσεται διὰ τὸ φυσικὰ εἶναι σώµατα, τὴν δὲ 
φύσιν κινήσεως εἶναι καὶ ἠρεµίας ἀρχήν.  Simplicius in Phys. 2.8-3.12 τοῦ δὲ φυσικοῦ λόγου τὸ µὲν 
περὶ τὰς ἀρχάς ἐστι τῶν φυσικῶν πραγµάτων πάντων καθ’ ὃ φυσικά, ταὐτὸν δὲ εἰπεῖν σωµατικά, καὶ 
περὶ τὰ ταῖς τοιαύταις ἀρχαῖς ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀκολουθοῦντα, τὰ δὲ περὶ τὰ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν … (an 
overview follows and the titles of De caelo, Meteorologica, Historia animalium, De generatione 
animalium, De partibus animalium, De motu animalium, Parva naturalia, De plantis). ἡ µὲν οὖν 
διαίρεσις τοιαύτη τίς ἐστι τοῦ φυσικοῦ τῆς φιλοσοφίας κατὰ τὴν Περιπατητικὴν αἵρεσιν ὡς συνελόντι 
εἰπεῖν.  in Phys. 177.10–15 ὅπερ δὲ ὁ ἐν Φαίδωνι (97c–98c) Σωκράτης ἐγκαλεῖ τῷ Ἀναξαγόρᾳ, τὸ ἐν 
ταῖς τῶν κατὰ µέρος αἰτιολογίαις µὴ τῷ νῷ κεχρῆσθαι ἀλλὰ ταῖς ὑλικαῖς ἀποδόσεσιν, οἰκεῖον ἦν 
φυσιολογίᾳ. τοιγαροῦν καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ Πλάτων ἐν Τιµαίῳ τὴν ποιητικὴν πάντων αἰτίαν ὁλικῶς παραδοὺς 
ἐν τοῖς κατὰ µέρος διαφορὰς ὄγκων καὶ σχηµάτων αἰτιᾶται τῆς τε θερµότητος καὶ ψυχρότητος καὶ ἐπὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων ὡσαύτως.  in Phys. 261.7-16 πρὸ τῶν ἄλλων ἁπάντων τί ποτέ ἐστιν ἡ φύσις ζητεῖ τε καὶ 
ἀποδείκνυσιν· οὔτε γὰρ τὸ φύσει οὔτε τὸ κατὰ φύσιν οὔτε ἄλλο τι τῶν φυσικῶν καθὸ φυσικὰ γνῶναι 
δυνατὸν τῆς φύσεως ἀγνοουµένης. εὑρίσκει δὲ τί ποτέ ἐστιν ἡ φύσις ἀπὸ τῆς διαφορᾶς τῶν φύσει πρὸς 
τὰ µὴ φύσει. … γίνεται δέ τινα καὶ διὰ τύχην ὥσπερ θησαυροῦ περίπτωσις, καὶ ἐκ ταὐτοµάτου ὡς 
τέρατος γένεσις ἢ λίθου κατάπτωσις εἰς καθέδρας θέσιν. Philoponus in de An. 101.35–102.4 φασὶν 
οὖν πάνυ προσφυῶς οἱ ἀπὸ τοῦ (102) Περιπάτου ἐξηγηταί, ὧν ἐστι καὶ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος, ὅτι οὐχ ὑπὸ 
φύσεως κινεῖται τὰ οὐράνια σώµατα, ἀλλ’ ὑπὸ κρείττονος δυνάµεως, τῆς ἐν αὐτοῖς λέγω ψυχῆς, εἴ γε, 
ὡς αὐτός φησιν ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης (Met. Λ.7), κατὰ ὄρεξιν τοῦ πρώτου ταύτην ἔχει τὴν κίνησιν. 
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 875C–D; pp. 275a13–276a2 Diels—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 21 ; p. 
612.1–8 Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 94–97 Daiber—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. 82, p. 50 
Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.10.16b, p. 128.14–22 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112a42 Henry 
(titulus solus) 
 

Titulus  β΄. Τίνι διαφέρει ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖα (P,S) 1 
§1 οἱ µὲν οὖν περὶ Ἀριστοτέλην καὶ Πλάτωνα διαφέρειν ἡγοῦνται ἀρχὴν  2 

καὶ στοιχεῖα. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Θαλῆς δ᾿ ὁ Μιλήσιος ταὐτὸν νοµίζει ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖα. πλεῖστον δ᾿  4 

ὅσον διαφέρει ἀλλήλων· τὰ µὲν γὰρ στοιχεῖά ἐστι σύνθετα, τὰς δ᾿ ἀρχάς  5 
φαµεν εἶναι οὔτε συνθέτους οὔτ᾿ ἀποτελέσµατα· οἷον στοιχεῖα µὲν  6 
καλοῦµεν γῆν ὕδωρ ἀέρα πῦρ· ἀρχὰς δὲ λέγοµεν διὰ τοῦτο, ὅτι οὐκ ἔχει  7 
τι πρότερον ἐξ οὗ γεννᾶται, ἐπεὶ οὐκ ἔσται ἀρχὴ τοῦτο, ἀλλ᾿ ἐκεῖνο ἐξ  8 
οὗ γεγέννηται. τῆς δὲ γῆς καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος ἔστι τινὰ πρότερα ἐξ ὧν  9 
γέγονεν, ἡ ὕλη ἄµορφος οὖσα καὶ ἀειδής, καὶ τὸ εἶδος ὃ καλοῦµεν  10 
ἐντελέχειαν, καὶ ἡ στέρησις. ἁµαρτάνει οὖν ὁ Θαλῆς στοιχεῖον καὶ  11 
ἀρχὴν λέγων τὸ ὕδωρ. (P2,S2) 12 

  
§1 Plato cf. Tim. 48b–c; Aristoteles cf. Met. Δ.1 1012b34, Δ.3 1014a26, Λ.4 1070b23; §2 
Thales fr. 146, 343, 345 Wöhrle 
  
titulus ante τίνι add. καὶ PB(II) || στοιχεῖα PB(I,II)G cf. S : στοιχεῖον PB(III)QPs: al. Περὶ διαφορᾶς 
στοιχείων καὶ ἀρχῆς G ; Περὶ ἀρχῶν (tit. 1.3) καὶ στοιχείων (tit. 1.2) καὶ (exhib. SFPPhot, om. SL-

ind prob. Wachsmuth) τοῦ παντός S    §1 [2] οὖν] om. SP    §2 [4–5] πλεῖστον … στοιχεῖά om. 
S haplographia) || [6] ἀποτελέσµατα] ἀποτέλεσµα PB(III) || [7] διὰ … ἔχει PB : διὰ τὸ οὐδὲν 
ἔχειν S || [8–9] γεννᾶται … ἐξ οὗ om. PB(II) (parablepsis) ||[9] γεγέννηται PB(I) Corsinus Mau 
Lachenaud : γεγένηται PB(II,III) Diels DG : γεννᾶται S || ὕδατος] die Luft und das Feuer add. 
Q || [10] ἡ om. S || οὖσα καὶ ἀειδής PB, cf. PG (om. καὶ ἀειδής PQ) : καὶ ἀνείδεος S || οὖσα om. S 
|| [10–12] καὶ2 … ὕδωρ om. S || [10] ὃ] ἣν PB(I,III: α) 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 21  (~ tit.) Περὶ διαφορᾶς στοιχείων καὶ ἀρχῆς (text Diels) 
21.1  (~ P2) τῶν ἀπὸ Ἰωνίας φιλοσόφων οὐδὲν διαλλάττειν αὐτὰ νοµιζόντων, Πλάτων πλεῖστον 
διενηνοχέναι ταῦτα κέκρικε τῆς ἀρχῆς. καὶ γὰρ οὐδὲν εἶναι πρότερον, ἀφ᾿ οὗ γεννᾶσθαι 
ταύτην. συµβέβηκεν δὲ στοιχείων προτέραν εἶναί τιν᾿ ἀειδῆ καὶ ἄµορφον οὐσίαν, ἣν οἱ µὲν 
ἄποιον ὕλην, οἱ δὲ ἐντελέχειαν καὶ στέρησιν ὀνοµάζουσιν. ἔτι δὲ τὰ µὲν στοιχεῖα εἶναι σύνθετα 
καὶ ἀποτελέσµατα, τὴν δ᾿ ἀρχὴν οὐδέτερον τούτων ὑπάρχειν. ὥστ᾿ εἰκότως ὁ Πλάτων τὴν ἐν 
τούτοις παραλλαγὴν κατειληφὼς ἀποφαίνεται. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 82 Τίνι διαφέρει ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖον (~ tit.). 
(~ P2)  ἡ µὲν ἀρχὴ οὐκ ἔχει τὶ πρότερον ἑαυτῆς, ὥσπερ ἡ ὕλη καὶ τὸ εἶδος· τὸ δὲ στοιχεῖον 
σύνθετον ὂν καὶ ξυγκείµενον ἐξ ὕλης καὶ εἴδους ἀρχὴν ἔχει τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὸ εἶδος … 
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Loci Aetiani:  
titulus A 4.12.tit. Τίνι διαφέρει φαντασία φανταστὸν φανταστικὸν φάντασµα. A 1.3.tit. Περὶ 
τῶν ἀρχῶν τί εἰσιν. A 2.proœm. τετελεκὼς τοίνυν τὸν περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων … λόγον. 
§1 A 1.3.20 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ Νικοµάχου Σταγειρίτης ἀρχὰς µὲν ἐντελέχειαν ἤτοι εἶδος ὕλην 
στέρησιν· στοιχεῖα δὲ τέσσαρα. 1.3.22 Ζήνων Μνασέου Κιτιεὺς ἀρχὰς µὲν τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν 
ὕλην … στοιχεῖα δὲ τέτταρα. A 1.9.4 Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην σωµατοειδῆ ἄµορφον ἀνείδεον. A1.11.3 
Πυθαγόρας Ἀριστοτέλης τὰ µὲν πρῶτα αἴτια ἀσώµατα, τὰ δὲ  κατὰ µετοχὴν ἢ κατὰ 
συµβεβηκὸς τῆς σωµατικῆς ὑποστάσεως. A 1.17.4 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν τρία σώµατα (οὐ γὰρ θέλει 
κυρίως αὐτὰ εἶναι στοιχεῖα ἢ προσονοµάζειν) τρεπτὰ εἰς ἄλληλα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ, τὴν δὲ γῆν 
εἴς τι τούτων ἀµετάβλητον. A 4.2.6 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐντελέχειαν πρώτην σώµατος φυσικοῦ 
ὀργανικοῦ (sc. τὴν ψυχὴν εἶναι), δυνάµει ζωὴν ἔχοντος· τὴν δ’ ἐντελέχειαν ἀκουστέον ἀντὶ τοῦ 
εἴδους καὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας. 
§2 A 1.3.7[54–58] Πυθαγόρας … ἀρχὰς τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς καὶ τὰς συµµετρίας τὰς ἐν τούτοις, ἃς 
καὶ ἁρµονίας καλεῖ, τὰ δ᾿ ἐξ ἀµφοτέρων σύνθετα στοιχεῖα, καλούµενα δὲ γεωµετρικά· πάλιν 
δὲ τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς. A 1.3.12 Λεύκιππος Μιλήσιος ἀρχὰς καὶ 
στοιχεῖα τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 1.9.4 Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην σωµατοειδῆ ἄµορφον ἀνείδεον 
ἀσχηµάτιστον ἄποιον µὲν ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἰδίᾳ φύσει, δεξαµενὴν δὲ τῶν εἰδῶν κτλ. A 1.3.1 Θαλῆς ὁ 
Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο τὸ ὕδωρ. A 1.3.2 ἁµαρτάνει δ᾿ οὗτος µὴ λὲγων … 
ἁµαρτάνει οὖν κτλ. A 1.3.3 ἁµαρτάνει δὲ καὶ οὗτος κτλ. A 1.7.7 κοινῶς οὖν ἀµαρτάνουσιν 
ἀµφότεροι κτλ. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The principal witnesses for this relatively brief chapter are PBQ and S. 
They have the same two lemmata in the same order, which suggests that S 
wrote out the whole brief chapter and P refrained from abridging it. In S the 
phrase §2 [4–5]  πλεῖστον … στοιχεῖά has been been the victim of haplography. 
 G provides a rather free but acceptable paraphrase, Ps has a bit more than 
the heading.  
 (2)  S 1.10.16b, as noted by Diels in the apparatus, adds an excerpt from the 
Timaeus (30a) at the end of ch. 1.2 as transcribed by him, that is, immediately 
after the Thales lemma. For the ignorant reader the standard Stobaean 
introductory words Λέγει γοῦν ἐν Τιµαίῳ (for the phrase λέγει γοῦν see Diels DG 
216, Mansfeld 2016a, 301, Jeremiah at M-R 4.286 and 352) would make Thales 
the author of the dialogue. 
 T could find no use for this chapter.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition.  The proximate tradition, apart from a passage on 
Plato’s elemental figures, is limited to examples of the absence of the 
distinction between principle and element among the Presocratics.  
 (2) Sources.  The sources for the distinction, accepted by many, are to be 
found in Plato and esp. Aristotle, see below, section E(b)§2. For the 
(Aristotelian) ἁµαρτάνει criticism see below, section D(d)§2, and ch. 1.3, 
Commentary D(c). 
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C  Chapter Heading 
It is difficult to determine whether A wrote the singular στοιχεῖον or the plural 
στοιχεῖα in his chapter heading. There is solid support for both readings. The 
singular is also found in the listing in the index at the beginning of the Book. 
The reason that we have opted for the plural is because that is the reading that 
occurs throughout the body of the chapter (four times), with the singular used 
only in the final sentence. The precise heading of P is to be preferred, as S’s 
chapter with a more general heading (beginning with the umbrella formula) 
comprises the contents of, inter alia, both ch. 1.2 and ch. 1.3. For the dialectical 
aspect of the question word see above, ch. 1.1, Commentary C, and for the 
phrase τίνι διαφέρει the parallel in the heading of ch. 4.12 below.  
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
Introduction. The chapter is part of the introduction of the treatise. The 
account of the difference between physical principle (ἀρχή) and physical 
elements (στοιχεῖα), continuing the introductory section of the treatise after 
the proem on φύσις, is a prelude of sorts to the long ch. 1.3 which according to 
its heading deals with the principles (ἀρχαί), some among which however also 
function as elements (στοιχεῖα). A returns to the question of matter and body 
(including the elements) in ch. 1.9 (Περὶ ὕλης) and 1.12 (Περὶ σωµάτων). There is 
no separate chapter Περὶ στοιχείων. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of lemmata 
P and S have the same two lemmata and have them in the same order, which 
there is no reason to change. Note however that G begins with a generalized 
version of the name-label of §2. 
Ps partly takes over the contents of §2 but does not make reference to the 
name-label. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1) The chapter formulates a clear diaphonia between the view attributed 
to Plato and Aristotle that there is a fundamental difference between principle 
as primary and elements as secondary, and the view of Thales (representing 
the Presocratic materialists, as G probably saw), who failed to make this 
distinction. This particular criticism, or at least this way of formulating the 
criticism, goes back to Aristotle and became widespread (below section 
E(b)§2, which includes Aristotle’s criticism). Element and principle are here 
first defined in opposition to each other, each being what the other is not. But, 
more importantly, elements as well as principles are then defined by ostensive 
definition, that is, by means of concrete instances: earth water air fire for the 
elements, matter and form, or entelechy, for the principles. This has 
implications with regard to the next chapter, 1.3 ‘Οn principles’ (ἀρχαί). In 
everyday parlance ἀρχή means ‘beginning’, or ‘command’, etc. Its technical 
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meaning in the context of natural philosophy is explained in the present 
chapter, so that ch. 1.3 does not need to commence with a nominal or 
conceptual definition expressive of this technical meaning. For definition in 
the Placita see below, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and ((e)(2). 
 Thales at ch. 1.3.1 posits Water as the principle into which and from which, 
so also there makes the ‘mistake’ announced and explicitly exposed at ch. 1.2.2; 
the criticism is not repeated. The other early materialists, Anaximander and 
Anaximenes at ch. 1.3.2–3, also fail to make the correct distinction by making 
their principle function as element; yet they are not criticized for this error, but 
for another one. We note the evaluative term ἁµαρτάνει found in the Thales 
lemma of the present chapter and in the Anaximander and Anaximenes 
lemmata of the next chapter, 1.3.2–3, see further below, section D(d)§2. We 
also note that in four doxai of 1.3 both ἀρχαί and στοιχεῖα are listed and so 
distinguished, viz. 1.3.19 (Empedocles), 1.3.21 (Aristotle), 1.3.22 (Xenocrates), 
and 1.3.23 (Zeno). In our present chapter the reasons for making the distinction 
are spelled out in considerable detail.  
 (2) The author, no less than four times using the first person plural of a 
verb, explicitly declares that this distinction is his own view (a rare 
phenomenon in the Placita), so comes down in favour of Plato and Aristotle. 
This authorial ‘we’ is not a pallid generalising plural, also because the 
principle(s) stated to be ‘ours’ are clearly Aristotelian: ‘matter which is without 
shape or form, and also form which we call ‘entelechy’ and ‘privation’’. Further 
compare ch. 1.3.21 below: ‘Aristotle, the son of Nicomachus, from Stagira (says 
that the) principles are entelecheia or form, matter, privation, but elements are 
four’. The four standard elements are the property of Plato, Aristotle, and 
others (the Aristotelian aether is presumably omitted for the sake of general 
acceptability and application). This preference for and emphasis upon an 
Aristotelian stance agrees with the position of the previous chapter, cf. Alt 
(1973) 135. 
 (3) Stoics absent.  The Stoic view, entirely clear about the fundamental 
difference between principles and elements (see Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.134 
cited section E(b)§1), is surprisingly absent. Nevertheless a Stoic would hardly 
be in a position to dispute the argument of this chapter. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  Plato in the Timaeus de facto distinguishes the demiurge, ideas, and 
receptacle from the physical elements, and at Tim. 48b–c and 53d hints that 
there are principles beyond the particles constitutive of the four elements. 
Aristotle distinguishes between principles (principia realia, Bonitz 112a41 ff.) 
and elements (e.g. in the context of his discussion of the Unmoved Mover, Met. 
Λ.3 11070b22–24), but occasionally still uses these terms interchangeably. See 
also below section D(e)(1). Also compare the distinction between transcendent 
and immanent causes in ch. 1.11.3. 
§2.  (1) In the Placita ethnicon (Μιλήσιoς) and patronymic (not here, but see 
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ch.1.3.1) are as a rule provided by way of introduction and identification the 
first time—which even may be the only time—a name-label is cited (for clear 
examples see at chs. 1.7 and 4.1 below). Examples of the ethnicon often occur in 
Aristotle’s dialectical overviews already, and of ethnicon plus patronymic on a 
more systematic basis in the fragments, mainly in Simplicius, attributed by 
Usener and Diels to Theophrastus’ Physicorum Opiniones (frs. 224–230 FHS&G, 
better referred to as Physicae Opiniones; but we prefer to think of his Physics as 
the source). There is no need to assign these ingredients to the genre of 
biography. See below ch. 1.3, Commentary D(c) ad init. See also M-R 2.1.93 with 
n. 196, 174 with n. 361, 194. 

(2) The elements, presumably, are said to be ‘composites’ because they are 
compounds of matter and form, or of sensible qualities, although Aristotle 
himself distinguishes between compounds and elements (e.g. Cael. 3 8.306b19–
20, τὰ στοιχεῖα δεῖ νοµίζειν ὥσπερ ὕλην εἶναι τοῖς συνθέτοις), or of triangles and 
squares, as in Plato’s Timaeus. 
 (3) For the critical phrase ‘is ... mistaken when he says’ (ἁµαρτάνει … 
λέγων) see the parallels in Loci Aetiani ad fin., and some Aristotelian 
antecedents, e.g. at Phys. 4.6 213a24 ἁµαρτάνοντες λέγουσιν, or Cael. 3.5 304b11–
12 κοινὸν δὲ πᾶσιν ἁµάρτηµα τοῖς ἓν τὸ στοιχεῖον ὑποτιθεµένοις. Also the 
compositum in Theophrastus Sens. 24 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς µὲν οὖν ἔοικεν ἐν πολλοῖς 
διαµαρτάνειν, and 48 Διογένης µὲν οὖν, ὥσπερ εἴποµεν, ἅπαντα προθυµούµενος 
ἀνάγειν εἰς τὴν ἀρχὴν πολλὰ διαµαρτάνει τῶν εὐλόγων. Diels DG 58–59 believed 
that ‘a Placitorum certe instituto distat … dialectica confutatio’ but in view of 
the Peripatetic background it is more surprising that examples are rare, cf. Alt 
(1973) 139, 143, and M-R 2.1.32, 2.1.69–72. For dialectical discussion in 
Theophrastus’ Physikai Doxai see Phys.Op. fr. 11a Diels = 241A FHS&G (ποιεῖται 
τὰς ἐνστάσεις—for the term cf. e.g. Aristotle Top. 8.2 157a38, Rhet. 2.25 1402a34–
37), and e.g. Sedley (1998b) ch. 6. Also see ch. 1.7, Commentary D(d), individual 
points §1[38–39], and for the Peripatetic background cf. ch. 1. proœm., 
Commentary D(b) and D(c)(1). 

(4) The general point of the first sentence, a mere affirmation concerned 
with ‘principle and elements’, is specified in its final sentence, where Thales is 
said to have erred in respect of the status of ‘water’ by declaring it to be both—
this following upon the argument concerned with the elements ‘Water’ etc. 
that is in between. This sort of ring composition is also found in ch. 1.1.2, where 
see at Commentary D(d)§2. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence  
 (1) Plato’s refusal at Tim. 48b–c to identify what is primary may 
nevertheless have inspired Aristotle to be clear about the distinction between 
what is primary and what is not. For later Platonists on this issue and possible 
antecedents in the Timaeus and elsewhere see Bonazzi (2013b) 392–395. 
Aristotle, again, followed by Theophrastus and echoed by others, insisted that 
his Presocratic predecessors failed to be aware of this unavoidable contrast. As 
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to the general point they have been largely followed, as is clear from sources 
referring to the Stoics, and passages in Galen and elsewhere. 
 (2)  On the Elements According to the Opinion of Hippocrates, the third 
work in the 6th cent. Alexandrian Epitomes of Galen, ch. 2.4, p. 139 Walbridge, 
also deals with the difference between element and principle. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
Chapter heading: Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 1.705 neque ignem neque aëra neque umorem 
principia esse.  Pliny Nat. 1.1, p. 11.7 de elementis.  Isidore of Seville Etym. 13.3 De elementis.  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 (on the Stoics) … καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ κτλ. 
§1  Plato: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.75–76 (on Plato) ἐπεὶ δ’ αἰτίαι εἰσὶ δύο, τὰ µὲν διὰ νοῦ εἶναι, τὰ 
δ’ ἐξ ἀναγκαίας αἰτίας, φησί, λεκτέον. ταῦτα δ’ ἐστὶν ἀήρ, πῦρ, γῆ, ὕδωρ καὶ οὐκ ὄντα µὲν στοιχεῖα 
κατὰ ἀκρίβειαν, ἀλλὰ δεκτικά. ταῦτα δ’ ἐκ τῶν τριγώνων εἶναι συντιθεµένων καὶ διαλύεσθαι εἰς 
ταῦτα· στοιχεῖα δ’ αὐτῶν εἶναι τό τε πρόµηκες τρίγωνον καὶ τὸ ἰσοσκελές. ἀρχὰς µὲν οὖν εἶναι καὶ 
αἴτια τὰ λεχθέντα δύο †µὲν ὧν παράδειγµα τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην· ὅπερ ἀνάγκη ἄµορφον εἶναι ὥσπερ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων δεκτικῶν. 
§2  Thales: Arius Didymus fr. 5 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.12.1b, p. 134.19–20 τὸ εἶδος, ὃ καὶ µορφὴν καλεῖ 
καὶ ἐντελέχειαν καὶ κτλ.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.360 Φερεκύδης µὲν ὁ Σύριος (Schibli p. 179) γῆν 
ἔλεξε πάντων εἶναι ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖον, Θαλῆς δὲ ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 143 Wöhrle) ὕδωρ, Ἀναξίµανδρος 
(fr. 51 Wöhrle) δὲ ὁ ἀκουστὴς τούτου τὸ ἄπειρον, Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 30 Wöhrle) δὲ καὶ Ἰδαῖος ὁ 
Ἱµεραῖος (63 DK) καὶ Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) καὶ Ἀρχέλαος ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (60A7 DK), 
Σωκράτους δὲ καθηγητής, καὶ κατ’ ἐνίους Ἡράκλειτος (T 696 Mouraviev) ἀέρα, Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος (—) καὶ κατ’ ἐνίους Ἡράκλειτος (T 696 Mouraviev) πῦρ κτλ. [see on A 1.3].  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.1 Ἀναξίµανδρος Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος (11A1 DK). οὗτος ἔφασκεν ἀρχὴν καὶ 
στοιχεῖον τὸ ἄπειρον.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.6.1–2 Θαλοῦ (fr. 211 Wöhrle) τοίνυν Ἀναξίµανδρος γίνεται 
ἀκροατής. Ἀναξίµανδρος Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος (12A11 DK). … οὗτος µὲν ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖον 
εἴρηκε τῶν ὄντων τὸ ἄπειρον.  Achilles c. 3, p. 10.10–17 cited below ch. 1.3 at Testes secundi.  
Scholia in Hesiodum Th. 116b, p. 23.1–3 Di Gregorio ἔστι δὲ τὰ προϋφεστῶτα τοῦ παντὸς ὕλη καὶ 
ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖα, καὶ οἱ µὲν συνώνυµα ἔφασκον εἶναι τὰ προειρηµένα καὶ ἓν ἕτερον (sc. οὐσία). p. 
23.14–16 καὶ Φερεκύδης δὲ ὁ Σύρος (cf. 7B1a DK = Ach p. 10.10–11) καὶ Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 583 
Wöhrle) ἀρχὴν τῶν ὅλων τὸ ὕδωρ φασὶ εἶναι, τὸ ῥητὸν τὸ τοῦ Ἡσιόδου ἀναλαβόντες. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: ps.Plato Def. 411c στοιχεῖον τὸ συνάγον καὶ διαλύον τὰ σύνθετα.  Galen PHP 8.2.2–4 
+ 8–9 ὀνοµάζεται µὲν οὖν στοιχεῖον ὅπερ ἂν ἐλάχιστον ᾖ µέρος ἐκείνου τοῦ πράγµατος οὗπερ ἂν ᾖ 
στοιχεῖον. ἐκ γὰρ τῆς τοῦ πρός τι κατηγορίας ἐστὶν ἡ στοιχεῖον φωνὴ καθάπερ καὶ ‹ἡ› {τοῦ} µέρος· τό 
τε γὰρ στοιχεῖον τινός ἐστι στοιχεῖον τό τε µέρος τινός ἐστι µέρος. ὥσπερ οὖν τῆς φωνῆς ἡµῶν, ᾗ 
χρώµεθα διαλεγόµενοι πρὸς ἀλλήλους, τέτταρα καὶ εἴκοσί ἐστι στοιχεῖα, κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον 
ἁπάντων τῶν γεννητῶν καὶ φθαρτῶν σωµάτων ἐλάχιστα µόρια γῆ καὶ ἀήρ ἐστιν ὕδωρ τε καὶ πῦρ, 
ἐλαχίστου δὲ λεγοµένου τοῦ µηκέτι τοµὴν ἐγχωροῦντος. ἡ µὲν γὰρ κατὰ τὸ µέγεθος τοµὴ τοιοῦτον 
οὐδὲν ἐλάχιστον ἔχει, µόνη δὲ ἡ κατ’ εἶδος ἵσταταί ποτε καθάπερ ἐπὶ τῆς φωνῆς.  (8–9) περὶ µὲν οὖν 
τοῦ στοιχεῖον ὀνόµατος ὅλον ἔχεις γεγραµµένον βιβλίον ἐν τῇ τῶν Ἰατρικῶν ὀνοµάτων πραγµατείᾳ 
(cf. Med.Nam. pp. 27.39–28.12 Meyerhof–Schacht, where little to be found). περὶ δὲ τῆς κατὰ 
µέγεθος τοµῆς τῶν σωµάτων ἐπιδέδεικται τοῖς γεωµετρικοῖς ἀνδράσιν ὡς οὐδέποτε στῆναι δυναµένης 
ἀλλ’ αἰεὶ τοῦ τεµνοµένου µικρότερον ἑαυτοῦ τὸ µέγεθος ἔχοντος. ἀπολειποµένης δὲ µόνης τῆς κατ’ 
εἶδος τοµῆς ὡµολόγηται πάλιν αὖθις περὶ τῆς καθ’ ἕκαστον γένος τῶν ὄντων ἄτοµον cγίνεταί τι 
ἐνυπάρχοντος καὶ εἰς ὃ ἔσχατον ἀναλύεται. 
Chapter heading: Pliny Nat. 1 p. 11.7 Mayhoff de elementis.  Galen Περὶ τῶν καθ᾿ Ἱπποκράτους 
στοιχείων.  Diogenes Laertius V.P.  7.134 (SVF 3 Arch. 12) and 7.136 Ἀρχέδηµος ἐν τῷ Περὶ 
στοιχείων.  V.P. 7.178 (Sphaerus SVF 1.620) Περὶ στοιχείων. 
§1  Plato Aristotle: Plato Tim. 48b–c τὴν δὴ πρὸ τῆς οὐρανοῦ γενέσεως πυρὸς ὕδατός τε καὶ ἀέρος 
καὶ γῆς φύσιν θεατέον αὐτὴν καὶ τὰ πρὸ τούτου πάθη· νῦν γὰρ οὐδείς πω γένεσιν αὐτῶν µεµήνυκεν, 
ἀλλ’ ὡς εἰδόσιν πῦρ ὅτι ποτέ ἐστιν καὶ ἕκαστον αὐτῶν λέγοµεν ἀρχὰς αὐτὰ τιθέµενοι στοιχεῖα τοῦ 
παντός, προσῆκον αὐτοῖς οὐδ’ ἂν ὡς ἐν συλλα(c)βῆς εἴδεσιν µόνον εἰκότως ὑπὸ τοῦ καὶ βραχὺ 
φρονοῦντος ἀπεικασθῆναι. νῦν δὲ οὖν τό γε παρ’ ἡµῶν ὧδε ἐχέτω· τὴν µὲν περὶ ἁπάντων εἴτε ἀρχὴν 
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εἴτε ἀρχὰς εἴτε ὅπῃ δοκεῖ τούτων πέρι τὸ νῦν οὐ ῥητέον, δι’ ἄλλο µὲν οὐδέν, διὰ δὲ τὸ χαλεπὸν εἶναι 
κατὰ τὸν παρόντα τρόπον τῆς διεξόδου δηλῶσαι τὰ δοκοῦντα, µήτ’ οὖν ὑµεῖς οἴεσθε δεῖν ἐµὲ λέγειν, 
οὔτ’ αὐτὸς αὖ πείθειν ἐµαυτὸν εἴην ἂν δυνατὸς ὡς ὀρθῶς ἐγχειροῖµ’ ἂν τοσοῦτον ἐπιβαλλόµενος ἔργον.  
Tim. 53d τὰς δ’ ἔτι τούτων (sc. of the triangles that constitute (53c) πῦρ καὶ γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀήρ) 
ἀρχὰς ἄνωθεν θεὸς οἶδεν καὶ ἀνδρῶν ὃς ἂν ἐκείνῳ φίλος ᾖ.  Aristotle Met. Δ.3 1014a26–1014b15 
στοιχεῖον λέγεται ἐξ οὗ σύγκειται πρώτου ἐνυπάρχοντος ἀδιαιρέτου τῷ εἴδει εἰς ἕτερον εἶδος κτλ.  
Met. Ζ.17 1041b31–33 φανείη ἂν {καὶ} αὕτη ἡ φύσις οὐσία, ἥ ἐστιν οὐ στοιχεῖον ἀλλ’ ἀρχή—· στοιχεῖον 
δ’ ἐστὶν εἰς ὃ διαιρεῖται ἐνυπάρχον ὡς ὕλην, οἷον τῆς συλλαβῆς τὸ α΄ καὶ τὸ β΄.  Met. Λ.4 1070b23–24 
δῆλον ὅτι ἕτερον ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖον, αἴτια δ’ ἄµφω.  Cicero Varr. 26 earum igitur qualitatum sunt 
aliae principes aliae ex his ortae. principes sunt unius modi et simplices; ex his autem ortae variae 
sunt et quasi multiformes.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν εἴς τε τὸν 
… στοιχείων (sc. τόπον) κτλ.  V.P. 7.134 (SVF 2.299) διαφέρειν δέ φασιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) ἀρχὰς καὶ 
στοιχεῖα· τὰς µὲν γὰρ εἶναι ἀγενήτους καὶ ἀφθάρτους, τὰ δὲ στοιχεῖα κατὰ τὴν ἐκπύρωσιν φθείρεσθαι. 
ἀλλὰ καὶ σώµατα εἶναι τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ ἀµόρφους, τὰ δὲ µεµορφῶσθαι. 
§2  Thales: Aristotle Met. Α.3 983b6–11 τῶν δὴ πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων οἱ πλεῖστοι τὰς ἐν ὕλης 
εἴδει µόνας ᾠήθησαν ἀρχὰς εἶναι πάντων· ἐξ οὗ γὰρ ἔστιν ἅπαντα τὰ ὄντα καὶ ἐξ οὗ γίγνεται πρώτου 
καὶ εἰς ὃ φθείρεται τελευταῖον, τῆς µὲν οὐσίας ὑποµενούσης τοῖς δὲ πάθεσι µεταβαλλούσης, τοῦτο 
στοιχεῖον καὶ ταύτην ἀρχήν φασιν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων.  Cael. 3.8 306b16–19 ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις 
ἀειδὲς καὶ ἄµορφον δεῖ τὸ ὑποκείµενον εἶναι (µάλιστα γὰρ ἂν οὕτω δύναιτο ῥυθµίζεσθαι, καθάπερ ἐν 
τῷ Τιµαίῳ γέγραπται, τὸ πανδεχές) κτλ.  Simplicius in Phys. 24.13–15 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr.2 
Diels, 216A FHS&G) τῶν δὲ ἓν καὶ κινούµενον καὶ ἄπειρον λεγόντων Ἀναξίµανδρος µὲν Πραξιάδου 
Μιλήσιος (12A9 DK), Θαλοῦ γενόµενος διάδοχος καὶ µαθητὴς, ἀρχὴν τε καὶ στοιχεῖον εἴρηκε τῶν 
ὄντων τὸ ἄπειρον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 178.5–8 τῶν ἀρχαίων φυσικῶν τινες τὴν ὕλην 
αἰτίαν ὑποθέµενοι µόνον καθ’ αὑτήν, τὰ ταύτης πάθη κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς αἰτίας ἔλεγον, οὐ καθ’ αὑτά. 
καθ’ αὑτὸ µὲν γὰρ αἴτιον ἦν αὐτοῖς ὁ ἀὴρ ἢ τὸ ὕδωρ ἢ τὸ µεταξὺ ἤ τι ἄλλο, ὃ ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖον 
ὑπετίθεντο.  Aristotle de An. 2.1 412a10 τὸ δ’ εἶδος ἐντελέχεια.  Differently ps.Galen Def.Med. 
19.356.4–6 K. λαʹ. στοιχεῖόν ἐστιν ἐξ οὗ πρώτου καὶ ἁπλουστάτου τὰ πάντα γέγονε καὶ εἰς ὃ 
ἁπλούστατον τὰ πάντα ἀναλυθήσεται ὂν ἔσχατον.  ps.Galen HPh c. 21 DG p. 612.4–6 συµβέβηκεν δὲ 
στοιχείων προτέραν εἶναί τιν’ ἀειδῆ καὶ ἄµορφον οὐσίαν, ἣν οἱ µὲν ἄποιον ὕλην, οἱ δὲ ἐντελέχειαν καὶ 
στέρησιν [sic] ὀνοµάζουσιν.  Scholia (of Melampus and Diomedes) in Dionysium Thracem p. 
31.9–11 Uhlig στοιχεῖόν ἐστιν ἐξ οὗ ἐλαχίστου συνίσταταί τι ἐν συνθέσει καὶ εἰς ὃ ἐλάχιστον ἀναλύεται. 



Liber 1 Caput 3 
 
PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 875D–878C; pp. 276a3–289a4 Diels—PPh: Philo Prov. 1.22 Aucher 
(interpolatus)—PE: Eusebius PE 7.12.1 + 14.14.1–6, pp. 1.386.8–10 + 2.293.19–296.9 
Mras—PJ: ps.Iustinus Coh.Gr. 3.2.12–4.1.10, 5.4.31–6.1.8—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 96–
107 Daiber—PL: Mens. 2.9, pp. 28.21–29.5 Wuensch—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 83, p. 
50 Westerink, Theolog. opusc. 6.12–23, 69–103 + 61.11–12 + 52–71 Gautier—PTz : 
Johannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. 1.5.29, p. 102.7–9 Papathomopoulos—cf. PAth : 
Athenagoras Leg. 18.3.23–4.24; 22.1.3–7 Marcovich 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.10.12, pp. 122.12–125.16 + 1.10.14, pp. 126.7–127.4 + 1.10.16ab, pp. 127.16–
128.12 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112a42 Henry (titulus solus); cf. Ecl. 1.10.11a, pp. 
121.10–14 Wachsmuth 
T: Theodoretus CAG 4.11–12, p. 103.3–12 Raeder 
Cf. Ach: Achilles Univ. c. 3, pp. 9.10–10.17 Di Maria; Nem: Nemesius NH c. 5, p. 52.18–23, 
p. 54.12–20 Morani; Hermias Irr. 10.1–7, 11.1–12, 12.9–13, 13.2–10, 14.1–9, 16.1–6 Hanson; 
Scholia in Basilium I 1–3 pp. 195.1–196.7 Pasquali = ps.Clemens Romanus tr. Rufini 
Recog. 8.15.1–3, p. 225.10–226.4 Rehm–Paschke 
 

Titulus  γ΄. Περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν, τί εἰσιν (P, cf. S) 1 
§1 Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο τὸ ὕδωρ—δοκεῖ δ᾿ ὁ  2 

ἀνὴρ οὗτος ἄρξαι τῆς φιλοσοφίας καὶ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἡ Ἰωνικὴ αἵρεσις προσ- 3 
ηγορεύθη· ἐγένοντο γὰρ πλεῖσται διαδοχαὶ φιλοσοφίας· φιλοσοφήσας δ᾿  4 
ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ ἦλθεν εἰς Μίλητον πρεσβύτερος—ὃς ἐξ ὕδατος φησι πάντα  5 
εἶναι καὶ εἰς ὕδωρ πάντα ἀναλύεσθαι· στοχάζεται δ᾿ ἐκ τούτου πρῶτον,  6 
ὅτι πάντων τῶν ζῴων ἡ γονὴ ἀρχή ἐστιν, ὑγρὰ οὖσα· οὕτως εἰκὸς καὶ τὰ  7 
πάντα ἐξ ὑγροῦ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν. δεύτερον, ὅτι πάντα τὰ φυτὰ ὑγρῷ  8 
τρέφεται καὶ καρποφορεῖ, ἀµοιροῦντα δὲ ξηραίνεται· τρίτον, ὅτι καὶ  9 
αὐτὸ τὸ πῦρ τὸ τοῦ ἡλίου καὶ τὸ τῶν ἄστρων ταῖς τῶν ὑδάτων  10 
ἀναθυµιάσεσι τρέφεται καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ κόσµος· διὰ τοῦτο καὶ Ὅµηρος  11 
ταύτην τὴν γνώµην ὑποτίθεται περὶ τοῦ ὕδατος·  12 

Ὠκεανός, ὅσπερ γένεσις πάντεσσι τέτυκται. (P1,S2) 13 
§2 Ἀναξίµανδρος δὲ Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιός φησι τῶν ὄντων τὴν ἀρχὴν εἶναι  14 

τὸ ἄπειρον· ἐκ γὰρ τούτου πάντα γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς τοῦτο πάντα  15 
φθείρεσθαι· διὸ καὶ γεννᾶσθαι ἀπείρους κόσµους, καὶ πάλιν φθείρεσθαι  16 
εἰς τὸ ἐξ οὗ γίνονται. λέγει γοῦν διότι ἀπέραντον ἐστιν, ἵνα µηδὲν  17 
ἐλλείπῃ ἡ γένεσις ἡ ὑφισταµένη. ἁµαρτάνει δ᾿ οὗτος µὴ λέγων τί ἐστι  18 
τὸ ἄπειρον, πότερον ἀήρ ἐστιν ἢ ὕδωρ ἢ γῆ ἢ ἄλλα τινὰ σώµατα. ἁµαρ- 19 
τάνει οὖν τὴν µὲν ὕλην ἀποφαινόµενος τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν αἴτιον ἀναιρῶν· τὸ  20 
γὰρ ἄπειρον οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἢ ὕλη ἐστίν· οὐ δύναται δ᾿ ἡ ὕλη εἶναι ἐνεργείᾳ,  21 
ἂν µὴ τὸ ποιοῦν ὑποκέηται. (P2,S3) 22 

§3 Ἀναξιµένης Εὐρυστράτου Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀέρα ἀπεφήνατο·  23 
ἐκ γὰρ τούτου πάντα γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν πάλιν ἀναλύεσθαι· οἷον ἡ  24 
ψυχή, φησίν, ἡ ἡµετέρα ἀὴρ οὖσα συγκρατεῖ ἡµᾶς, καὶ ὅλον τὸν κόσµον  25 
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πνεῦµα καὶ ἀὴρ περιέχει· λέγεται δὲ συνωνύµως ἀὴρ καὶ πνεῦµα.  26 
ἁµαρτάνει δὲ καὶ οὗτος ἐξ ἁπλοῦ καὶ µονοειδοῦς ἀέρος καὶ πνεύµατος  27 
δοκῶν συνεστάναι τὰ ζῷα· ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἀρχὴν µίαν τὴν ὕλην τῶν  28 
ὄντων ὑποστῆναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν αἴτιον χρὴ ὑποτιθέναι· οἷον  29 
ἄργυρος οὐκ ἀρκεῖ πρὸς τὸ ἔκπωµα γενέσθαι, ἂν µὴ καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν ᾖ,  30 
τουτέστιν ὁ ἀργυροκόπος· ὁµοίως καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ χαλκοῦ καὶ τοῦ ξύλου καὶ  31 
τῆς ἄλλης ὕλης. (P3,S6) 32 

§4 Ἀναξαγόρας Ἡγησιβούλου ὁ Κλαζοµένιος ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων τὰς  33 
ὁµοιοµερείας ἀπεφήνατο· ἐδόκει γὰρ αὐτῷ ἀπορώτατον εἶναι, πῶς ἐκ  34 
τοῦ µὴ ὄντος δύναταί τι γίνεσθαι ἢ φθείρεσθαι εἰς τὸ µὴ ὄν· τροφὴν γοῦν  35 
προσφερόµεθα ἁπλῆν καὶ µονοειδῆ οἷον τὸν Δηµήτριον ἄρτον, τὸ ὕδωρ  36 
πίνοντες· καὶ ἐκ ταύτης τῆς τροφῆς τρέφεται θρὶξ φλὲψ ἀρτηρία σάρξ  37 
νεῦρα ὀστᾶ καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ µόρια. τούτων οὖν γινοµένων ὁµολογητέον  38 
ἐστὶν ὅτι ἐν τῇ τροφῇ τῇ προσφεροµένῃ πάντα ἐστὶ τὰ ὄντα καὶ ἐκ τῶν  39 
ὄντων πάντα αὔξεται καὶ ἐν ἐκείνῃ ἐστὶ τῇ τροφῇ µόρια αἵµατος  40 
γεννητικὰ καὶ νεύρων καὶ ὀστέων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων· ἃ ἦν λόγῳ θεωρητὰ  41 
µόρια. οὐ γὰρ δεῖ πάντα ἐπὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν ἀνάγειν, ὅτι ἄρτος καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ  42 
ταῦτα κατασκευάζει, ἀλλ᾿ ἐν τούτοις ἔστι λόγῳ θεωρητὰ µόρια. ἀπὸ  43 
τοῦ οὖν ὅµοια τὰ µέρη εἶναι ἐν τῇ τροφῇ τοῖς γεννωµένοις ὁµοιοµερείας  44 
αὐτὰς ἐκάλεσε καὶ ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο· καὶ τὰς µὲν ὁµοιο- 45 
µερείας ὕλην, τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν αἴτιον τὸν νοῦν τὸν τὰ πάντα διαταξάµενον.  46 
ἄρχεται δ᾿ οὕτως· ‘ὁµοῦ πάντα χρήµατα ἦν, νοῦς δ᾿ αὐτὰ διῄρε καὶ  47 
διεκόσµησε’, ‘χρήµατα’ λέγων τὰ πράγµατα. ἀποδεκτέος οὖν ἐστιν, ὅτι  48 
τῇ ὕλῃ τὸν τεχνίτην προσέζευξεν. (P4,S7) 49 

§5 Ἀρχέλαος Ἀπολλοδώρου Ἀθηναῖος ἀέρα ἄπειρον καὶ τὴν περὶ αὐτὸν  50 
πυκνότητα καὶ µάνωσιν· τούτων δὲ τὸ µὲν εἶναι πῦρ τὸ δ᾿ ὕδωρ. (P5,S8) 51 

§6 οὗτοι µὲν οὖν ἐφεξῆς ἀλλήλοις ταῖς διαδοχαῖς γενόµενοι τὴν λεχθεῖσαν  52 
᾿Ιωνικὴν ἐκπληροῦσι φιλοσοφίαν ἀπὸ Θάλητος. (P6, cf. S9) 53 

§7 πάλιν δ᾿ ἀπ᾿ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς Πυθαγόρας Μνησάρχου Σάµιος, ὁ πρῶτος  54 
φιλοσοφίαν τούτῳ τῷ ῥήµατι προσαγορεύσας, ἀρχὰς τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς καὶ  55 
τὰς συµµετρίας τὰς ἐν τούτοις, ἃς καὶ ἁρµονίας καλεῖ, τὰ δ᾿ ἐξ ἀµφοτέ- 56 
ρων σύνθετα στοιχεῖα, καλούµενα δὲ γεωµετρικά·  57 

          πάλιν δὲ τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς. 58 
 σπεύδει δ᾿ αὐτῷ τῶν ἀρχῶν ἡ µὲν ἐπὶ τὸ ποιητικὸν αἴτιον καὶ εἰδικόν,  59 
ὅπερ ἐστὶ νοῦς ὁ θεός, ἡ δ᾿ ἐπὶ τὸ παθητικόν τε καὶ ὑλικόν, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ὁ  60 
ὁρατὸς κόσµος.  61 

          εἶναι δὲ τὴν φύσιν τοῦ ἀριθµοῦ δεκάδα· µέχρι γὰρ τῶν δέκα πάντες  62 
Ἕλληνες, πάντες βάρβαροι ἀριθµοῦσιν, ἐφ᾿ ἃ ἐλθόντες πάλιν ἀναποδί- 63 
ζουσιν ἐπὶ τὴν µονάδα· καὶ τῶν δέκα πάλιν, φησίν, ἡ δύναµίς ἐστιν ἐν  64 
τοῖς τέσσαρσι καὶ τῇ τετράδι· τὸ δ᾿ αἴτιον, εἴ τις ἀπὸ τῆς µονάδος κατὰ  65 
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πρόσθεσιν τιθείη τοὺς ἀριθµούς, ἄχρι τῶν τεσσάρων προελθὼν ἐκπλη- 66 
ρώσει τὸν δέκα ἀριθµόν· ἐὰν δὲ ὑπερβάληται τὸν τῆς τετράδος, καὶ τῶν  67 
δέκα ὑπερεκπεσεῖται· οἷον εἴ τις θείη ἓν καὶ δύο προσθείη καὶ τρία καὶ  68 
τούτοις τέσσαρα, τὸν τῶν δέκα πληρώσει ἀριθµόν· ὥστε ὁ ἀριθµὸς κατὰ  69 
µὲν µονάδα ἐν τοῖς δέκα κατὰ δὲ δύναµιν ἐν τοῖς τέσσαρσι. διὸ καὶ  70 
ἐπεφθέγγοντο οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι, ὡς µεγίστου ὅρκου ὄντος τῆς τετράδος,  71 

 οὐ µὰ τὸν ἁµετέρᾳ ψυχᾷ παραδόντα τετρακτύν, 72 
 παγὰν ἀεννάου φύσεος ῥίζωµά τ᾿ ἔχουσαν. 73 
  καὶ ἡ ἡµετέρα ψυχή, φησίν, ἐκ τετράδος σύγκειται· εἶναι γὰρ  74 

νοῦν ἐπιστήµην δόξαν αἴσθησιν, ἐξ ὧν πᾶσα τέχνη καὶ ἐπιστήµη καὶ  75 
αὐτοὶ λογικοί ἐσµεν. νοῦς µὲν οὖν ἡ µονάς ἐστιν· ὁ γὰρ νοῦς κατὰ  76 
µονάδα θεωρεῖται, οἷον πολλῶν ὄντων ἀνθρώπων οἱ µὲν ἐπὶ µέρους εἰσὶν  77 
ἀναίσθητοι ἀπερίληπτοι καὶ ἄπειροι, ἀλλ᾿ αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἄνθρωπον ἕνα  78 
µόνον νοοῦµεν, ᾧ οὐδεὶς ἔτυχεν ὅµοιος· καὶ ἵππον ἕνα µόνον νοοῦµεν, οἱ  79 
δ᾿ ἐπὶ µέρους εἰσὶν ἄπειροι. τὰ γὰρ εἴδη ταῦτα πάντα καὶ γένη κατὰ  80 
µονάδας εἰσί· διὸ καὶ ἐπὶ ἑνὸς ἑκάστου αὐτῶν τοῦτον τὸν ὅρον  81 
ἀποδιδόντες λέγουσι ζῷον λογικὸν ἢ ζῷον χρεµετιστικόν. διὰ τοῦτο οὖν  82 
νοῦς ἡ µονάς, ᾧ ταῦτα νοοῦµεν, καὶ ἡ δυὰς δ᾿ ἡ ἀόριστος ἐπιστήµη,  83 
εἰκότως· πᾶσα γὰρ ἀπόδειξις καὶ πᾶσα πίστις ἐπιστήµης, πρὸς δὲ καὶ  84 
πᾶς συλλογισµὸς ἔκ τινων ὁµολογουµένων τὸ ἀµφισβητούµενον  85 
συνάγει καὶ ῥᾳδίως ἀποδείκνυται ἕτερον· ὧν ἡ ἐπιστήµη κατάληψίς  86 
ἐστι, διὸ εἴη ἂν δυάς. ἡ δὲ δόξα τριὰς ἐκ καταλήψεώς ἐστιν, εὐλόγως,  87 
ὅτι πολλῶν ἐστιν ἡ δόξα· ἡ δὲ τριὰς πλῆθος, ὡς ῾τρισµάκαρες Δαναοί᾿.  88 
διὰ τοῦτο οὖν ἐγκρίνει τὴν τριάδα ***. (P7,S12) 89 

§8 ἡ δὲ τούτων αἵρεσις Ἰταλικὴ προσηγορεύθη διὰ τὸ τὸν Πυθαγόραν ἐν  90 
Ἰταλίᾳ σχολάσαι· µετέστη γὰρ ἀπὸ Σάµου τῆς πατρίδος, τῇ Πολυκρά- 91 
τους τυραννίδι δυσαρεστήσας. (P14) 92 

§9 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ Ἵππασος ὁ Μεταποντῖνος ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων τὸ πῦρ·  93 
ἐκ πυρὸς γὰρ τὰ πάντα γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς πῦρ πάντα τελευτᾶν λέγουσι·  94 
τούτου δὲ κατασβεννυµένου κοσµοποιεῖσθαι τὰ πάντα. πρῶτον µὲν γὰρ  95 
τὸ παχυµερέστατον αὐτοῦ εἰς αὑτὸ συστελλόµενον γῆ γίγνεται, ἔπειτ᾿  96 
ἀναχαλωµένην τὴν γῆν ὑπὸ τοῦ πυρὸς φύσει ὕδωρ ἀποτελεῖσθαι, ἀνα- 97 
θυµιώµενον δ᾿ ἀέρα γίνεσθαι· πάλιν δὲ τὸν κόσµον καὶ πάντα τὰ  98 
σώµατα ὑπὸ πυρὸς ἀναλοῦσθαι ἐν τῇ ἐκπυρώσει. ἀρχὴ οὖν τὸ πῦρ, ὅτι  99 
ἐκ τούτου τὰ πάντα· τέλος δέ, ὅτι καὶ εἰς τοῦτο ἀναλύεται τὰ πάντα.  100 
(P8,S13) 101 

§10 Διογένης δὲ ὁ ᾿Απολλωνιάτης ἀέρα ἄπειρον. (S15) 102 
§11 Ξενοφάνης ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων εἶναι τὴν γῆν· γράφει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Περὶ  103 

φύσεως· 104 
 ἐκ γῆς γὰρ πάντα καὶ εἰς γῆν πάντα τελευτᾷ. (S5) 105 
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§12 Φιλόλαος ὁ Πυθαγόρειος τὸ πέρας καὶ τὸ ἄπειρον. (S10) 106 
§13 Λεύκιππος Μιλήσιος ἀρχὰς καὶ στοιχεῖα τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν. (S17) 107 
§14 Δηµόκριτος τὰ ναστὰ καὶ κενόν. (S18,Tiv) 108 
§15 Μητρόδωρος Θεοκρίτου Χῖος τὰ ἀδιαίρετα καὶ τὸ κενόν. (S14,Tv) 109 
§16 Ἐπίκουρος Νεοκλέους Ἀθηναῖος κατὰ Δηµόκριτον φιλοσοφήσας ἔφη  110 

τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων σώµατα, λόγῳ θεωρητά, ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ, ἀγένν- 111 
ητα, ἀδιάφθαρτα, οὔτε θραυσθῆναι δυνάµενα οὔτε διαπλασµὸν ἐκ τῶν  112 
µερῶν λαβεῖν οὔτ᾿ ἀλλοιωθῆναι· εἶναι δ᾿ αὐτὰ λόγῳ θεωρητά· ταῦτα  113 
µέντοι κινεῖσθαι ἐν τῷ κενῷ καὶ διὰ τοῦ κενοῦ· εἶναι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ  114 
κενὸν ἄπειρον καὶ τὰ σώµατα ἄπειρα. συµβεβηκέναι δὲ τοῖς σώµασι  115 
τρία ταῦτα, σχῆµα µέγεθος βάρος. Δηµόκριτος µὲν γὰρ ἔλεγε δύο,  116 
µέγεθός τε καὶ σχῆµα, ὁ δ᾿ Ἐπίκουρος τούτοις καὶ τρίτον, τὸ βάρος,  117 
ἐπέθηκεν· ‘ἀνάγκη γάρ’, φησί, ‘κινεῖσθαι τὰ σώµατα τῇ τοῦ βάρους  118 
πληγῇ· ἐπεὶ οὐ κινηθήσεται’. εἶναι δὲ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν ἀτόµων ‘ἀπερί- 119 
ληπτα’, οὐκ ἄπειρα· µὴ γὰρ εἶναι µήτ᾿ ἀγκιστροειδεῖς µήτε τριαινο- 120 
ειδεῖς µήτε κρικοειδεῖς· ταῦτα γὰρ τὰ σχήµατα εὔθραυστά ἐστιν, αἱ δ᾿  121 
ἄτοµοι ἀπαθεῖς ἄθραυστοι· ἴδια δ᾿ ἔχειν σχήµατα λόγῳ θεωρητά. καὶ  122 
εἴρηται ἄτοµος, οὐχ ὅτι ἐστὶν ἐλαχίστη ἀλλ᾿ ὅτι οὐ δύναται τµηθῆναι,  123 
ἀπαθὴς οὖσα καὶ ἀµέτοχος κενοῦ· ὥστε, ἐὰν εἴπῃ ἄτοµον, ἄθραυστον  124 
λέγει καὶ ἀπαθῆ, ἀµέτοχον κενοῦ. ὅτι δὲ ἔστιν ἄτοµος, σαφές· καὶ γὰρ  125 
ἔστι στοιχεῖα ἀεὶ ὄντα καὶ ζῷα ⟨ἄ⟩κενα καὶ ἡ µονάς. (P9,S19, cf. Tvi) 126 

§17 ῎Εκφαντος Συρακούσιος, εἷς τῶν Πυθαγορείων, πάντων τὰ ἀδιαίρετα  127 
σώµατα καὶ τὸ κενόν. τὰς γὰρ Πυθαγορικὰς µονάδας οὗτος πρῶτος  128 
ἀπεφήνατο σωµατικάς. (S20,Tvii) 129 

§18 Διόδωρος ἐπίκλην Κρόνος τὰ ἀµερῆ σώµατα ἄπειρα, τὰ δ᾿ αὐτὰ λεγό- 130 
µενα καὶ ἐλάχιστα· ἄπειρα µὲν κατ’ ἀριθµόν. ὡρισµένα δὲ κατὰ µέγεθος.  131 
(S23) 132 

§19 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς Μέτωνος Ἀκραγαντῖνος τέσσαρα µὲν λέγει στοιχεῖα, πῦρ  133 
ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν, δύο δ᾿ ἀρχικὰς δυνάµεις, Φιλίαν τε καὶ Νεῖκος· ὧν ἡ µέν  134 
ἐστιν ἑνωτικὴ τὸ δὲ διαιρετικόν. φησὶ δ᾿ οὕτως·  135 

 τέσσαρα τῶν πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· 136 
 Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ᾿ ᾈδωνεύς,  137 
 Νῆστίς θ᾿, ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον. 138 
  Δία µὲν γὰρ λέγει τὴν ζέσιν καὶ τὸν αἰθέρα, Ἥρην τε φερέσβιον τὸν  139 

ἀέρα, τὴν δὲ γῆν τὸν ᾈδωνέα, Νῆστιν δὲ καὶ κρούνωµα βρότειον οἱονεὶ  140 
τὸ σπέρµα καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ. (P10, cf. S1) 141 

§20 Σωκράτης Σωφρονίσκου Ἀθηναῖος καὶ Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος Ἀθηναῖος (αἱ  142 
γὰρ αὐταὶ περὶ παντὸς ἑκατέρου δόξαι) τρεῖς ἀρχάς, τὸν θεὸν τὴν ὕλην  143 
τὴν ἰδέαν· ὑφ᾿ οὗ, ἐξ οὗ, πρὸς ὅ. ὁ δὲ θεὸς νοῦς ἐστι τοῦ κόσµου, ὕλη δὲ  144 
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τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ, ἰδέα δ᾿ οὐσία ἀσώµατος ἐν  145 
τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ. (P11, S21,Tviii) 146 

§21 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ Νικοµάχου Σταγειρίτης ἀρχὰς µὲν ἐντελέχειαν ἤτοι  147 
εἶδος ὕλην στέρησιν· στοιχεῖα δὲ τέσσαρα, πέµπτον δέ τι σῶµα αἰθέριον  148 
ἀµετάβλητον. στοιχεῖα δὲ τῶν γενητῶν κατὰ µὲν τὰς δυνάµεις θερµόν,  149 
ψυχρόν, ὑγρόν, ξηρόν, κατὰ δὲ τὰς οὐσίας, ἐν αἷς καὶ περὶ ἃς  150 
ὑπάρχουσιν αὗται, τὰ τέτταρα. (P12,S22,Tix) 151 

§22 Ξενοκράτης συνεστάναι τὸ πᾶν ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ τοῦ ἀεννάου, ἀένναον  152 
τὴν ὕλην αἰνιττόµενος διὰ τοῦ πλήθους. (S4,Tx) 153 

§23 Ζήνων Μνασέου Κιτιεὺς ἀρχὰς µὲν τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην, ὧν ὁ µέν ἐστι  154 
τοῦ ποιεῖν αἴτιος ἡ δὲ τοῦ πάσχειν, στοιχεῖα δὲ τέτταρα. (P13,S16,Txi) 155 

§24 Στράτων στοιχεῖα ⟨θερµὸν⟩ καὶ ψυχρόν. (S11) 156 
  
§1 Thales 11A11 DK, Homerus Il. 14.246; §2 Anaximander 12A14 DK; §3 Anaximenes 13B2 
DK; §4 Anaxagoras 59A46 DK; §5 Archelaus 60A7 DK; §6 Thales fr. 344 Wöhrle cf. fr. 148 
ubi textus P, et cf. D.L. 1.13, 8.1; §7 Pythagorei 58B15 DK; l. [44–45] Homerus Od. 5.306; §8 
—; §9 Heraclitus 22A5 DK; Hippasus 18.7 DK; §10 Diogenes 64A7 DK, T3b Laks; §11 
Xenophanes 21A36, B27 DK; §12 Philolaus 44A9 DK; §13 Leucippus 67A12 DK; §14 
Democritus 68A46 DK; §15 Metrodorus 70A2 DK; §16 Epicurus fr. 267 Usener; §17 
Ecphantus 51.2 DK; §18 Diodorus Cronus fr. 117A Döring, II F8 Giannantoni; §19 
Empedocles 31A33, B6 DK; §20 Socrates Plato Baust. 113.2 Dörrie–Baltes; §21 Aristoteles 
cf. Met. Λ 1.1069b32–34 etc.; §22 Xenocrates fr. 28 Heinze, F 21 Isnardi Parente2; §23 Zeno 
SVF 1.85; §24 Strato fr. 45 Wehrli, 46 Sharples 
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PQ || γνώµην PEQS : γένεσιν PB, corr. in marg. PB(I) || [13] Il. 14.246 hic om. S transposuit ap. 
Ecl. 1.10.2 || Ὠκεανός PB S (add. θ᾿ S) : Ὠκεανόν PE (Ὠκεανοῦ text. Homeri)    §2[14]  δὲ 
Πραξιάδου S (legunt SFP Προυξιάδου, corr. Heeren) : δ᾿ ὁ P || τὴν PBE : om. S || [15] εἰς] om. PE 
|| [17] γίνονται PB(II) : γίνεται PB(I,III)ES : γίνεσθαι dub. Diels || γοῦν PB(I)S : οὖν PB(II,III) : δ᾿ οὖν PE || 
διότι PEQS : διὰ τί PB || ἀπέραντον PEQ, cf. S ἀπέρατον : ἄπειρον PB || [18] ante ἡ γένεσις hab. PE 
καὶ || ἡ1 … ὑφισταµένη] und (cf. PE) es ewig existiere Q || ante οὗτος hab. PE καὶ || οὗτος] om. 
S || [19–20] πότερον … ἀναιρῶν om. S || [21] γὰρ PB(I,III)E : δὲ PB(II)S || ἐνεργείᾳ PEQ : ἐνεργεία 
PBS Diels    §3[23]  Εὐρυστράτου S : δ᾿ ὁ P || [24] πάντα PES Diels non prob. Laks–Most: τὰ 
πάντα PBJ || [25] οὖσα … ἡµᾶς PBS : ἐστι· συγκρατεῖ γὰρ PE || συγκρατεῖ] bewahrt Q || [26] 
περιέχει] ἐµπεριέχει PE || [28] post µίαν hab. S ἢ || [29] ὄντων PEQS : ὄντων ἐξ ἧς πάντα PB || 
[29–32] ἀλλὰ … ὕλης om. S || [29] ὑποτιθέναι PB : τιθέναι PE, cf. zusamenstellen Q || [30] 
ἄργυρος οὐκ] inv. PB(III) || γενέσθαι PB : γινέσθαι PE (coni. Mras, mss. γίνεται) || [31] τοῦ ξύλου 
PBQ : ξύλων PE §§4–8  om. PE    §4[33]  Ἡγησιβούλου S : om. P || ὁ] ὁ δὲ PB(II) || [34–35] ἐδόκει 
… ὄν om. S || [35] γινέσθαι PB(I) : γενέσθαι PB(I,III) || [36] µονοειδῆ … τὸν] om. PQ || [36–37] τὸν 
Δηµήτριον ἄρτον PB (ἄρτον om. Q) : crucif. Diels explic. ‘poeticus flos sive a Plutarcho sive 
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post a librario additus imperfectus mansit’, τὸν Δηµήτριον et πίνοντες om. S, post ἄρτον lac. 
pos. Mau Lachenaud, ἔδοντες prop. Mau fort. recte || θρὶξ PBQ : om. S || σάρξ S : om. P, sed 
fort. pro θρὶξ scripsit S σάρξ || [38] ὀστᾶ] om. Q || [40–43] καὶ … κατασκευάζει om. S || [42] 
οὐ … πάντα] καὶ … πάντως PB(II) || [42–43] ὅτι … κατασκευάζει om. Q || [43] ἀλλ᾿ ἐν τούτοις 
PB : ἐν τούτῳ οὖν S (ταύτῃ sc. τροφῇ Wachsmuth) || [43–44] ἀπὸ … ὅµοια excidit in mss. S || 
[47–49] ἄρχεται … προσέζευξεν om. S || [47] ante πάντα hab. PB(II) τὰ || [47–48] διῄρε … 
διεκόσµησε PB : διῄρεε καὶ διεκόσµεε Valckenaer, διῄρ⟨ηκ⟩ε καὶ δι⟨ακ⟩εκόσµηκε Mau, sed 
perperam; vid. adn. infra, διῄρ⟨ηκ⟩ε Lachenaud prob. Laks–Most || [48] χρήµατα … 
πράγµατα om. Q    §5[50]  Ἀπολλοδώρου Ἀθηναῖος P : om. S || ἀέρα] om. PQ || ante τὴν susp. 
Mau τὴν µεταβολήν aut τὴν ποιοτήτα vel sim.    §6[52]  λεχθεῖσαν PB : om. PQS || [53] 
ἐκπληροῦσι S : συµπληροῦσι PB || ἀπὸ Θάλητος P : οὕτω προσαγορευθεῖσαν διότι Μιλήσιος 
αὐτῆς κατῆρξεν ἀνὴρ ὁ Θαλῆς ἀπὸ τῆς τῶν Ἰώνων µητροπόλεως paraphr. S ex §1    §7[54]  
πάλιν … ἀρχῆς om. S || ante Σάµιος add. ὁ PB(II) || ὁ] om. S || [56] καὶ PB (om. PQ ut vid.): 
τινας S || δ᾿] om. S || [57] καλούµενα … γεωµετρικά PBQ : om. S || [59] εἰδικόν PBQ : ἴδιον SFP, 
ἀίδιον Heeren Diels (S) || [60] ὁ] PB(II)Q(ut vid.) || ὅπερ] aus ihr (sc. die Materie) Q || [62] τοῦ 
ἀριθµοῦ] om. S || [63] Ἕλληνες … βάρβαροι] om. S || ἀναπο⟨δί⟩ζουσιν Beck prob. Mau 
Lachenaud Laks–Most: ἀναποδοῦσιν PS prob. Diels DG VS, ἀναπολοῦσιν Reiske, 
καταποδοῦσιν prop. Kranz VS || [64] φησίν PBQ : φασίν S || [65] καὶ … τετράδι] om. S || [65–
67] τὸ δ᾿ … ἀριθµόν PBQ : al. S ἐκ γὰρ τῆς τετράδος καὶ τῶν αὐτῆς µερῶν ἀναπληροῦται || [65] 
post µονάδος hab. ἀναποδῶν PB (cf. l. 12) prob. Laks–Most, om. PQ edd. || [67] ὑπερβάληται 
PB : ὑπερβάλῃ S (et τις add. Wachsmuth) || [68] ὑπερεκπεσεῖται] ἐκπεσεῖται PB(II) || [68–70] 
οἷον … τέσσαρσι om. S || [69] πληρώσει PB prob. Laks–Most: ἐκπληρώσει dub. Diels || [70] 
δύναµιν PBS : δύαδα PQ || [71] ἐπεφθέγγοντο S : ἐφθέγγοντο PB || ὅρκου] om. S || [72] ψυχᾷ PBQ 
: κεφαλᾷ S || παραδόντα PB (leitet Q) : ἐπιθέντα S || [73] παγὰν] πᾶσαν perperam S || 
ἀεννάου] ἀενάου PB(III) edd. || φύσεος Mau Lachenaud (φύσεως PB Diels, Natur Q) : σοφίαν 
SFP , φύσιος PParis. 1734 prob. Wachsmuth || ῥίζωµά τ᾿ corr. Wyttenbach : ῥίζώµατ᾿ sive 
ῥίζώµατα PBS || [74–89] om. S || [76] λογικοί om. PQ || [77] θεωρεῖται PBQ prob. Mau : θεωρεῖ 
coni. Usener prob. Diels Lachenaud Laks–Most || [78] καὶ] om. PB(II) || [79] ᾧ … ὅµοιος om. 
PQ || µόνον PB(III) : om. PB(I,II) || [82] post χρεµετιστικόν hab. ῥητέον PB (sed non Q), del. edd. || 
[84–85] ἐπιστήµης et ἔκ … ὁµολογουµένων] om. PQ || [86] συνάγει] ἀνάγει PB(II) || [87] ἐκ … 
ἐστιν] om. PQ || [89] οὖν coni. Corsinus, prob. Diels Lachenaud : οὐκ PB Mau (διὰ … τριάδα 
om. PQ) || post l. 89 lac. susp. edd.    §8  om. S, exhib. P ad fin., transp. post §7 Beck Diels 
Mau Lachenaud    §9[93]  Ἡράκλειτος … Μεταποντῖνος PBEPhQ : Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Μεταπόντιος 
PJ : Ἡράκλειτος καὶ Ἵππαλος SFPPhot, emend. Ἵππασος edd. || πάντων PEJQ Diels (ἁπάντων S) : 
PB ὅλων prob. Mau Lachenaud || [93–95] ἐκ πυρὸς … πάντα hic om. S sed poetice 
transcripsit Ecl. 1.10.7 || πυρὸς PBJ : τοῦ πυρὸς PEQ(ut vid.) || [94] λέγουσι om. PJ || [96] 
παχυµερέστατον PB(I,III)E : παχυµερέστερον PB(II)S (das Dicke Q) || συστελλόµενον] 
στελλόµενον PE || γῆ γίγνεται PBES Diels (om. γῆ S) : γῆν γίγνεσθαι coni. edd. || [97] φύσει 
PBEQS : χύσει coni. Döhner, fort. recte || [97–98] ἀναθυµιώµενον … γίνεσθαι] om. PQ || [98] 
τὰ] om. PB(II) || [99] ἐν τῇ] om. PE || [99–100] ἀρχὴ … πάντα PBEQ (om. τέλος δέ ὅτι PQ) : om. 
S, secl. Diels || [100] ὅτι PB : καθότι PE    §§10–15  om. P    §11[105] γῆς SFP Diels (cf. T 4.5 et 
ap. Schol.vet. in Il. 7.99 ἐκ γῆς γὰρ πάντα καὶ εἰς γῆν πάντα τελευτᾷ) : γαίης conl. S.E. M. 
10.313 Meineke Wachsmuth DK || πάντα SP (et Schol.Vet. in Il. 7.99) : τὰ πάντα SF (cf. τάδε 
πάντα T 4.5)    §14[108] κενόν corr. Wachsmuth : κενά S Diels    §16[110]  Ἐπίκουρος … ἔφη 
PBQ : Ἐπίκουρος S : Δηµόκριτος, ᾧ µετὰ πλεῖστον Ἐπίκουρος ἠκολούθησεν PE || [111] τὰς ἀρχὰς 
PBQ(ut vid.) : ἀρχὰς PE : ἀρχὰς εἶναι S, qui ἔφη om. et εἶναι post ἀρχὰς subst. || post σώµατα hab. 
PE ἄτοµα, fort. recte (cf. T 4.9) || [111–112] ἀγέννητα PBE2SFP : ἀγένητα PE1J edd. || [112] 
ἀδιάφθαρτα PES Diels : ἀίδια, ἄφθαρτα PBQ, cf. ἄφθαρτα PJ || [112–113] οὔτε2 … λαβεῖν] om. S || 
|| [112] διαπλασµὸν PB(I,III) Mau Lachenaud : διαπλασιὸν PB(II)E : διάπλαsσιν PJ Diels || [113–
122] εἶναι … θεωρητά om. S || [114] καὶ2] om. PB(III:AE) || [116] σχῆµα] σχήµατα PE || Δηµόκριτος 
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µὲν γὰρ PB : ἀλλ᾿ ὁ µὲν Δηµόκριτος PE || δύο PBQ : om. PE || [117] τὸ PBQ(ut vid.) : om. PE || [118] 
ἐπέθηκεν PB : προσέθηκεν PE Diels || [119–120] ἀπερίληπτα emend. Dübner conl. D.L. 10.42 
Diels prob. Laks–Most : περίληπτα PBEQ || [121] σχήµατα] σώµατα PQ || εὔθραυστά PB(I,III)EQ : 
θραυστά PB(II) || [122–123] καὶ εἴρηται PBE : εἴρηται δὲ S || [124–126] ὥστε … µονάς P : non hab. 
S, secl. Diels || [124] ἄθραυστον … καὶ ἀπαθῆ PB : καὶ om. PE, inv. ord. PQ || [126] ἀεὶ ὄντα PB : 
om. PEQ || ⟨ἄ⟩κενα coni. Mras sed dubium, crucif. Diels Mau Lachenaud : κενὰ PBE : καὶ 
κενὸν PQ(ut vid.) : fort. ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ legendum    §18[130]  ἄπειρα S Wachsmuth, delere 
voluit Diels || [131] κατ’ ἀριθµόν SFP : κατὰ τὸν ἀριθµόν SCod.Aug.    §19  de S qui Emp. 31B6 DK 
hic om. vid. Comm. infra || [133] λέγει PB : om. PE || [134] ἀρχικὰς δυνάµεις PBJ : ἀρχὰς καὶ 
δυνάµεις PE (cf. Prinzipien Q) || [136] τῶν] om. PB(II) || [137] ἀρὴς i.e. ἀρ⟨γ⟩ὴς PE : ἀργὴς alii 
(i.e. S, S.E., D.L. etc.) Beck Diels Vítek, αἰθὴρ PBQ Mau Lachenaud || [139] τὴν … αἰθέρα PBS : 
die Hitze und das Sieden und die Luft Q || Ἥρην τε PB (ἤρη SFP, δὲ Diels) : Ἥραν δὲ PE || 
[139–140] τὸν ἀέρα PBΕ : die Erde Q || [140] τὴν δὲ γῆν PBΕ : die Luft Q || οἱονεὶ PB : om. PQ(ut vid.) 
|| [141] τὸ σπέρµα] das menschliche Pneuma Q    §20[142–143]  Σωκράτης … δόξαι PB (cf. 
Ach p. 9.18 Di Maria Σωκράτης τε καὶ Πλάτων) prob. Mau Lachenaud Dörrie–Baltes : om. 
Ἀθηναῖος bis Q : Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος S : Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος Ἀθηναῖος Diels || [144] ὑφ᾿ … ὅ S : 
desunt in PBQ || ὁ … κόσµου S : ἔστι δὲ ὁ θεὸς ὁ νοῦς PBQ, sed iter. verba ὁ … κόσµου ad fin. 
lemmatis, ubi del. edd. || ὕλη δὲ PB : ἡ δὲ ὕλη S || [145]πρῶτον PBQ : om. S || [146] νοήµασι et 
φαντασίαις] inv. PQ post θεοῦ vid. supra ad [144]     §21[147]  δὲ PB : om. S || ἐντελέχειαν ἤτοι 
PB : non hab. PQS || [148] αἰθέριον PB : τὸ αἰθέριον S, cf. T 4.11 || [149–151] στοιχεῖα … τέτταρα S 
: om. P     §22[152] ἀεννάου, ἀένναον SFP : ἀενάου, ἀέναον Diels Wachsmuth, edd. Xenocratis    
§23[154]  Μνασέου] : Μνασαίου S || [154–155] ὧν … πάσχειν PBQ : om. S    §24[156]  ⟨θερµὸν⟩ 
καὶ ψυχρόν Fabricius Diels Wachsmuth Sharples (τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ ψυχρόν Heeren) : θερµὸν 
om. SFP  
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 4.9–12 (CAG 2.9–11 et 4.5–8 + 4.10 + 4.12 vid. Testes prox. infra Comm. 
E(a) General texts) 
Tiv (~ §14) Δηµόκριτος δὲ ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης ὁ Δαµασίππου τὴν τοῦ κενοῦ καὶ τῶν ναστῶν πρῶτος 
ἐπεισήγαγε δόξαν·  
Tv (~ §15) ταῦτα δὲ Μητρόδωρος ὁ Χῖος ἀδιαίρετα καὶ κενὸν προσηγόρευσεν, 
Tvi (~ §§16, 14, 15) ὥσπερ αὖ πάλιν Ἐπίκουρος ὁ Νεοκλέους ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (—), πέµπτῃ γενεᾷ 
µετὰ Δηµόκριτον (fr. 113 Luria) γεγονώς, τὰ ὑπ᾿ ἐκείνων ναστὰ καὶ ἀδιαίρετα δὴ κληθέντα 
ἄτοµα προσηγόρευσεν.  (4.10) ἀδιαίρετον δὲ καὶ ἄτοµον καὶ ναστὸν οἱ µὲν διὰ τὸ ἀπαθὲς 
ὠνοµάσθαι φασίν, οἱ δὲ διὰ τὸ ἄγαν σµικρόν, ἅτε δὴ τοµὴν καὶ διαίρεσιν δέξασθαι οὐ δυνάµενον.  
Tvii (~ §17) τούτοις καὶ Ἔκφαντος ὁ Συρακούσιος Πυθαγόρειος ἠκολούθησε.  
Tviii (~ §20)  Πλάτων δὲ ὁ Ἀρίστωνος ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὰς 
ἰδέας φησίν·  
Tix (~ § 21) Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ ὁ Σταγειρίτης ὁ Νικοµάχου εἶδος καὶ ὕλην καὶ στέρησιν· στοιχεῖα 
οὐ τέσσαρα, ἀλλὰ πέντε· ἕτερον γὰρ εἶναι τὸ αἰθέριον εἴρηκεν, ἄτρεπτόν τε καὶ ἀµετάβλητον. 
Tx (~ §22) Ξενοκράτης δὲ ὁ Χαλκηδόνιος ἀέναον τὴν ὕλην, ἐξ ἧς ἅπαντα γέγονε, 
προσηγόρευσεν.  
Txi (~ §23) Ζήνων δὲ ὁ Κιτιεὺς ὁ Μνασέου, ὁ Κράτητος φοιτητής, ὁ τῆς Στωϊκῆς ἄρξας 
αἱρέσεως, τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην ἀρχὰς ἔφησεν εἶναι. 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Athenagoras Leg. 18.3.23–4.24 ‘Ὠκεανός, ὅσπερ γένεσις πάντεσσι τέτυκται’ (Il. 14.246). (4) 
ἦν γὰρ ὕδωρ ἀρχὴ κατ’ αὐτὸν (sc. Orpheus) τοῖς ὅλοις (§1).  Leg. 22.1.3–7 ‘Ζεὺς ἀργής’, ὥς 
φησιν Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B6 DK), Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ Ἀϊδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ’ ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει 
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κρούνωµα βρότειον’. εἰ τοίνυν Ζεὺς µὲν τὸ πῦρ, Ἥρα δὲ ἡ γῆ καὶ ὁ ἀὴρ Ἀϊδωνεὺς καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ 
Νῆστις, στοιχεῖα δὲ ταῦτα κτλ. (~ §19). 
 
Philo Alexandrinus (interpolatus) Prov. 1.22 Aucher, cf. Diels DG pp. 1–2  quoniam et 
Judaeorum legislator Moyses aquam tenebras et chaos dixit ante mundum fuisse. Plato 
autem materiam (P11), (P1) Thales Milesius aquam, (P2) Anaximander (item) Milesius 
infinitum, (P3) Anaximenes aërem, (P4) Anaxagoras Clazomenius homoeomeriam (partes 
similes), (P7) Pythagoras Mnesarchi filius numeros, commensurationes, et harmonia; (P8) 
Heraclitus et Hippasus Metapontius ignem, (P10) Empedocles Agrigentinus ignem aquam 
aërem terram, et duo principia amorem et odium, (P12) Aristoteles Nicomachi filius formam 
materiam privationem, elementa quatuor, et quintum aetherem. ... (P13) Zeno Menae filius 
aërem deum materiam et elementa quatuor. 

 
Eusebius PE 7.12.1 (P1)Θαλῆς µὲν ὁ Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ἁπάντων τὸ ὕδωρ εἶναι ἀπεφήνατο, 
(P2) Ἀναξιµένης δὲ τὸν ἀέρα, Ἡράκλειτος τὸ πῦρ (P8), Πυθαγόρας ἀριθµούς (P7), (P9) 
Ἐπίκουρος ἅµα Δηµοκρίτῳ σώµατα ἄτοµα, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα (P10). 
 
ps.Iustinus Coh.Gr. 3.2.12–4.1.10 (P1) Θαλῆς µὲν γὰρ ὁ Μιλήσιος ὁ πρῶτος τῆς φυσικῆς 
φιλοσοφίας ἄρξας, ἀρχὴν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων ἁπάντων ἀπεφήνατο τὸ ὕδωρ· ἐξ ὕδατος γάρ φησι τὰ 
πάντα εἶναι καὶ εἰς ὕδωρ τὰ πάντα ἀναλύεσθαι. (P2) Ἀναξίµανδρος δὲ µετὰ τοῦτον, ἀπὸ τῆς 
αὐτῆς ὁρµώµενος Μιλήτου τὸ ἄπειρον ἀρχὴν ἁπάντων ἔφησεν εἶναι· ἐκ τούτου γὰρ δὴ τὰ πάντα 
γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς τοῦτο τὰ πάντα φθείρεσθαι. (P3) τρίτος Ἀναξιµένης, καὶ οὗτος ἐκ τῆς Μιλήτου 
ὑπάρχων, ἀέρα τοῦ παντὸς ἀρχὴν εἶναι λέγει· ἐκ γὰρ τούτου τὰ πάντα γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς τοῦτον 
τὰ πάντα ἀναλύεσθαί φησιν. (P8) Ἡράκλειτος ⟨καὶ Ἱππάσος non necessarie Sylburg Maran, 
cf. P⟩ ὁ Μεταπόντιος ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων τὸ πῦρ εἶναι λέγει· ἐκ πυρὸς γὰρ τὰ πάντα γίνεσθαι 
καὶ εἰς τὸ πῦρ τὰ πάντα τελευτᾶν. Ἀναξαγόρας ὁ Κλαζοµένιος ἀρχὰς τῶν πάντων τὰς 
ὁµοιοµερείας εἶναί φησιν (P4). (P5) Ἀρχέλαος ὁ Ἀπολλοδώρου Ἀθηναῖος ἀέρα ἄπειρον καὶ τὴν 
περὶ αὐτὸν πυκνότητα καὶ µάνωσιν ἀρχὴν ἁπάντων εἶναι λέγει. (P6) οὗτοι πάντες, ἀπὸ Θαλοῦ 
τὰς διαδοχὰς ἐσχηκότες, τὴν φυσικὴν ὑπ’ αὐτῶν καλουµένην µετῆλθον φιλοσοφίαν. (4) (P7) 
εἶθ’ ἑξῆς ἀφ’ ἑτέρας ἀρχῆς Πυθαγόρας Μνησάρχου Σάµιος ἀρχὰς τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς καὶ τὰς 
συµµετρίας καὶ τὰς ἐν αὐτοῖς ἁρµονίας καλεῖ τά τ’ ἐξ ἀµφοτέρων σύνθετα στοιχεῖα, ἔτι µέντοι 
⟨τὴν Marcovich⟩ µονάδα καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα. (P9) Ἐπίκουρος Νεοκλέους Ἀθηναῖος ἀρχὰς 
εἶναι τῶν ὄντων σώµατα λόγῳ θεωρητὰ λέγει, ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ, ἀγένητα, ἄφθαρτα, οὔτε 
θραυσθῆναι δυνάµενα οὔτε διάπλασιν ἐκ τῶν µερῶν λαβεῖν οὔτ’ ἀλλοιωθῆναι, διὰ τοῦτο καὶ 
λόγῳ θεωρητά ⟨εἶναι Riedweg⟩. (P10) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς Μέτωνος ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος τέσσαρα 
στοιχεῖα (πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν), δύο δὲ ἀρχικὰς δυνάµεις, φιλίαν τε καὶ νεῖκος, ὧν ἡ µέν ἐστιν 
ἑνωτική, τὸ δὲ διαιρετικόν.  
Coh.Gr. 5.4.31–6.1.8 (P1) Θαλῆς γὰρ ὁ Μιλήσιος, ὁ πρῶτος παρ’ αὐτοῖς τῆς φιλοσοφίας ἄρξας, 
τὴν πρόφασιν  παρ᾿ αὐτοὐ (sc. Homerus, vid. infra; παραυτόθεν Riedweg) λαβὼν τὰς πρώτας 
αὐτοῦ περὶ ἀρχῶν ἀθετήσει δόξας. αὐτοῦ γὰρ Ἀριστοτέλους [sic; cf. Zeno P13] θεὸν καὶ ὕλην 
ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν πάντων εἰρηκότος, (P1) ὁ πρεσβύτατος τῶν κατ’ αὐτοὺς ἁπάντων Θαλῆς ἀρχὴν 
τῶν ὄντων ὕδωρ εἶναι λέγει· ἐξ ὕδατος γάρ φησι τὰ πάντα εἶναι καὶ εἰς ὕδωρ ἀναλύεσθαι τὰ 
πάντα. στοχάζεται δὲ πρῶτον µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ πάντων τῶν ζώων τὴν γονήν, ἀρχὴν οὖσαν, ὑγρὰν 
εἶναι· δεύτερον δὲ ὅτι πάντα τὰ φυτὰ ὑγρῷ τρέφεται καὶ καρποφορεῖ, ἀµοιροῦντα δὲ τοῦ ὑγροῦ 
ξηραίνεται. εἶθ’, ὥσπερ µὴ ἀρκούµενος οἷς στοχάζεται, καὶ τὸν Ὅµηρον ὡς ἀξιόπιστον 
µαρτύρεται οὕτως λέγοντα (P1a, Il. 14.246)· ‘Ὠκεανός, ὅς περ γένεσις πάντεσσι τέτυκται’. πῶς 
οὖν οὐκ εἰκότως ὁ Θαλῆς πρὸς αὐτὸν φήσει· δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν, ὦ Ἀριστότελες, τὰς µὲν Πλάτωνος 
ἀναιρεῖν ἐθέλων δόξας, ὡς ἀληθεύοντι προσέχεις Ὁµήρῳ, ἡµῶν δὲ τὴν ἐναντίαν ἀποφηνάµενος 
δόξαν οὐκ ἀληθεύειν Ὅµηρον οἴει; (6) ὅτι τοίνυν οἱ σφόδρα θαυµαστοὶ καθ’ ὑµᾶς σοφοὶ οὐδ’ ἐν 
τοῖς ἄλλοις συµφωνοῦντες φαίνονται, καὶ ἀπὸ τούτων γνῶναι ῥᾴδιον. (P11) τοῦ γὰρ Πλάτωνος 
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τρεῖς ἀρχὰς τοῦ παντὸς εἶναι λέγοντος, θεὸν καὶ ὕλην καὶ εἶδος (θεὸν µὲν τὸν πάντων ποιητήν, 
ὕλην δὲ τὴν ὑποκειµένην τῇ πρώτῃ τῶν γενοµένων γενέσει καὶ τὴν πρόφασιν αὐτῷ τῆς 
δηµιουργίας παρέχουσαν, εἶδος δὲ τὸ ἑκάστου τῶν γινοµένων παράδειγµα), Ἀριστοτέλης τοῦ 
µὲν εἴδους ὡς ἀρχῆς οὐδαµῶς µέµνηται, δύο δὲ ἀρχάς, θεὸν καὶ ὕλην (vid. supra), εἶναί φησι. 
 
Ioannes Lydus Mens. 2.9 αὐτῷ (sc. τῷ Ἑρµῇ) τοίνυν τὴν τετράδα οἱ φιλοσοφοῦντες ἀνέθεντο 
ὡς ἐφόρῳ τῶν µιγάδων ψυχῶν· τὰ γὰρ τῆς ψυχῆς στηρίγµατα τέσσαρά ἐστι, νοῦς ἐπιστήµη 
δόξα αἴσθησις. ‘ψυχὰ γὰρ ἀνθρώπου’, φησὶν ὁ Πυθαγόρας (p. 165.23–26 Thesleff), ‘ἔστι 
τετράγωνον εὐθυγώνιον’ (~ P7). 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 83 (~ tit.) Περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν, τί εἰσίν. 
… ἀλλ’ οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι τῶν φιλοσόφων διῃρέθησαν· καὶ τοῖς µὲν ἔδοξεν ἀρχὴ τὸ πῦρ (~ P9), διὰ 
τὴν δύναµιν καὶ τὸ καταναλίσκειν πάντα εἰς ἑαυτό· τοῖς δὲ ὁ ἀήρ (~ P3, P10), διὰ τὴν τῶν ζώων 
ἀναπνοήν· τοῖς δὲ τὸ ὕδωρ, διὰ τὴν γόνιµον φύσιν (~ P1)· τισὶ δὲ τούτων καὶ ἡ γῆ ἀρχὴ ἔδοξε (—
), διὰ τὸ τὰ πλείω τῶν ζώων ὑπὸ τῆς γῆς γεννᾶσθαι καὶ εἰς αὐτὴν ἀναλύεσθαι (~ P11)· ἕτεροι δὲ 
αὐτὰ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήναντο (~ P19). Πλάτων δὲ ἀρχὰς εἴρηκε τὸν 
θεὸν ὡς πατέρα καὶ ποιητήν, τὴν ὕλην ὡς δεχοµένην τὴν δηµιουργίαν, καὶ τὴν ἰδέαν (~ P20). … 
Theolog. opusc. 6.1–5 tit. κζʹ. Εἰς τὸ ῥητὸν τῆς πρώτης ὁµιλίας τῆς Ἑξαηµέρου τοῦ µεγάλου 
Βασιλείου τὸ λέγον (Exaem. 1.6.12–16)· ῾διὰ τοῦτο οἱ µὲν ἐπὶ τὰς ὑλικὰς ὑποθέσεις κατέφυγον, 
τοῖς τοῦ κόσµου στοιχείοις τὴν αἰτίαν τοῦ παντὸς ἀναθέντες· οἱ δὲ ἄτοµα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα καὶ 
ὄγκους καὶ πόρους συνέχειν τὴν φύσιν τῶν ὁρατῶν ἐφαντάσθησαν’. 6.69–85 ἀλλὰ τίνες ‘οἱ 
καταφυγόντες ἐπὶ τὰς ὑλικὰς ὑποθέσεις’ (Bas. Exaem. 1.2); οἱ µὲν καθ’ ἓν τῶν στοιχείων· Θαλῆς 
µὲν γὰρ τὸ ὕδωρ τοῦ παντὸς ᾐτιάσατο (~ P1), τὸ δὲ πῦρ Ἀναξίµανδρος (sic), τὴν δὲ γῆν Ἵππων 
(—) ·(~ P19) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ µόνα τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα ὁµοῦ ἀρχὰς ἐπέστησε τῷ παντί, µεθ’ 
ὧν τὸν παρ’ ἐκείνου Σφαῖρον ὀνοµασθέντα καὶ τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν Φιλίαν, περὶ ὧν εἰ ἀρξόµεθα 
λέγειν, πολὺν ἂν λόγον καταναλώσωµεν· συµβολικὰ γὰρ ταῦτα πάντα καὶ Πυθαγόρεια. (~ P4) 
‘Ἀναξαγόρας’ δὲ ‘ὁ ἀπὸ τοῦ Μίµαντος’ τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας ἀρχὰς ἡγήσατο τοῦ παντός· ὁ µὲν γὰρ 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς, ἁπλᾶ τὰ στοιχεῖα ἡγούµενος, ἀπὸ τούτων ἀπεγέννα καὶ ξύλα καὶ λίθους, σάρκας 
τε καὶ νεῦρα καὶ αἷµα καὶ τἆλλα τῶν ὁµοιοµερῶν· ὁ δ’ Ἀναξαγόρας τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας µᾶλλον 
τῶν ὄντων τιθέµενος ἀρχάς, ἀπὸ τούτων ἔλεγε τὰ στοιχεῖα συνίστασθαι, ὡς συµβαίνειν τὸν µὲν 
Ἐµπεδοκλέα ἁπλᾶ ἡγεῖσθαι τὰ στοιχεῖα, σύνθετα δὲ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ, τὸν δὲ Ἀναξαγόραν ἁπλᾶ 
µὲν τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ, σύνθετα δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα. ὅπως δ’ ἂν αἱ δόξαι αὐτοῖς ἔχωσιν, ὑλικαὶ πάντως 
εἰσίν. ἐνιαχοῦ δὲ Ἀναξαγόρας νοῦν ἐφιστάνει τῷ παντὶ καὶ ὑπὸ νοῦ λέγει κεκοσµῆσθαι τὸ πᾶν· 
ἀλλὰ βραχὺ κατιών, ἐπιλανθάνεται τῶν δογµάτων καὶ πάλιν ἐπὶ τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας τὸν λόγον 
ἐγκαθορµίζει. 
 
Johannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. 1.5.29 φησὶ γὰρ ἐν ἀρχῇ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ᾿Αναξαγόρας· ‘ὁµοῦ 
πάντα χρήµατα ἦν, νοῦς δ᾿ αὐτὰ διῄρε καὶ διεκόσµησεν’ (~ P5). 

 
Testes secundi: 
 
Achilles Univ. c. 3, p. 9.10–10.17 Περὶ τῆς τῶν ὅλων ἀρχῆς. (~ §23) Ζήνων ὁ Κιτιεὺς (SVF 1.85) 
ἀρχὴν εἶναι λέγει τῶν ὅλων θεὸν καὶ ὕλην, θεὸν µὲν τὸ ποιοῦν ὕλην δὲ τὸ ποιούµενον, ἀφ’ ὧν τὰ 
τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα γεγονέναι. (~ §16) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (fr. 267 Usener) ἐκ σωµάτων 
νοητῶν σµικροτάτων τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὅλων εἶναί φησι, καλεῖ δὲ αὐτὰς ἀτόµους ἢ διὰ σµικρότητα 
ἀκαριαίας τινὰς οὔσας ἢ διὰ τὸ ἀφθάρτους αὐτὰς εἶναι καὶ µὴ τέµνεσθαι . (~ §21) Ἀριστοτέλης 
δὲ ὁ Σταγειρίτης (cf. Phys. 1.5–7, Cael. 1.3) ἀρχὰς λέγει τῶν ὅλων εἶδος καὶ ὕλην καὶ στέρησιν, 
ἐκ δὲ τούτων τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, καὶ πέµπτον σῶµα ἀδιάφθαρτον καὶ καθαρόν, ὃ δὴ αἰθέρα 
λέγουσιν. (~ §20) Σωκράτης δὲ καὶ Πλάτων (cf. Tim. 29e–30b) ἀρχὰς τῶν ὅλων καλοῦσι θεὸν 
καὶ ὕλην καὶ τρίτον τὸ ὑποκείµενον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ, ἐκ δὲ τούτων τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα 
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γενέσθαι. (~ §19) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B6 DK) δὲ ἀρχάς φησι τῶν ὅλων τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα καὶ τὸ 
µὲν πῦρ καλεῖ Δία καὶ αἰθέρα, τὴν δὲ γῆν Ἥραν, τὸν δὲ ἀέρα Ἀϊδωνέα, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ Νῆστιν, τὰς 
δὲ τούτων δυνάµεις Νεῖκος καὶ Φιλίαν, Νεῖκος µὲν τὴν διάλυσιν Φιλίαν δὲ τὴν σύνοδον. 
Ἀπολλώνιος δὲ ὁ Ῥόδιος ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Ἀργοναυτικῶν εἰσάγει τὸν Ὀρφέα ταῦτα λέγοντα 
(Arg. 1.496–498)· ῾ἤειδεν δ’, ὡς γαῖα καὶ οὐρανὸς εὐρὺς ὕπερθε / τὸ πρὶν ἐπ’ ἀλλήλοισι µιῇ 
συναρηρότα µορφῇ / Νείκεος ἐξ ὀλοοῖο διέκριθεν ἀµφὶς ἕκαστον’. πάλαι γάρ ποτε ἀναµὶξ 
φεροµένων τῶν στοιχείων ὑπὸ τοῦ Νείκους ὕστερον διακριθῆναι αὐτά, παντὸς µὲν τοῦ γεώδους 
συστρέφοντος εἰς ἕν, ὅλου δὲ τοῦ πυρώδους περιειληθέντος εἰς τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ τοῦ ὑδατώδους 
συρρέοντος εἰς τὸ ὅµοιον καὶ τοῦ ἀέρος περιχυθέντος πρὸς τὸ ὁµόφυλον. Θαλῆς δὲ ὁ Μιλήσιος 
(fr. 232 Wöhrle) καὶ Φερεκύδης ὁ Σύριος (7B1a DK) ἀρχὴν τῶν ὅλων τὸ ὕδωρ ὑφίστανται, ὃ δὴ 
καὶ ‘χάος’ καλεῖ ὁ Φερεκύδης, ὡς εἰκός τοῦτο ἐκλεξάµενος παρὰ τοῦ Ἡσιόδου οὕτω λέγοντος 
(Th. 116) ‘ἤτοι µὲν πρώτιστα χάος γένετο’· παρὰ γὰρ τὸ χεῖσθαι, ὑπολαµβάνει, τὸ ὕδωρ ‘χάος’ 
ὠνόµασται (~ §1). Ἡράκλειτος (—) δὲ πῦρ πρῶτόν φησι γεγονέναι (~ §9). εἰσὶ δ’ οἳ τὴν γῆν 
πρῶτον λέγουσι γεγονέναι (~§11), θλιβοµένην δὲ καὶ σφιγγοµένην οὕτως ἐνάψαι µὲν τὸ πῦρ, 
ἀναπέµψαι δὲ τὸ ὕδωρ, διαδοῦναι δὲ τὸν ἀέρα (~ §9). 

 
Nemesius NH 5, p. 52.18–23 λέγουσι δὲ οἱ Στωικοὶ τῶν στοιχείων τὰ µὲν εἶναι δραστικά, τὰ δὲ 
παθητικά· δραστικὰ µὲν ἀέρα καὶ πῦρ, παθητικὰ δὲ γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ (~ §22). Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ καὶ 
πέµπτον εἰσάγει σῶµα τὸ αἰθέριον καὶ κυκλοφορικόν, µὴ βουλόµενος τὸν οὐρανὸν ἐκ τῶν 
τεσσάρων στοιχείων γεγενῆσθαι· (κυκλοφορικὸν δὲ λέγει τὸ πέµπτον σῶµα, ὅτι ἐν κύκλῳ περὶ 
αὑτὸ φέρεται (~ §21) ). NH 5, p. 54.12–20 Θαλῆς (fr. 324 Wöhrle), τὸ ὕδωρ µόνον λέγων εἶναι 
στοιχεῖον (~ §1), πειρᾶται δεικνύναι τὰ ἄλλα τρία ὑπὸ τούτου γινόµενα· τὴν µὲν γὰρ 
ὑποστάθµην αὐτοῦ γῆν γίνεσθαι, τὸ δὲ λεπτοµερέστερον ἀέρα, τοῦ δὲ ἀέρος τὸ 
λεπτοµερέστερον πῦρ. Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 118 Wöhrle) δέ, ἀέρα µόνον λέγων, καὶ αὐτὸς ὁµοίως 
πειρᾶται δεικνύναι τὰ ἄλλα στοιχεῖα ἐκ τοῦ ἀέρος ἀποτελούµενα (~ §2). (~ §9) Ἡράκλειτος (T 
867 Mouraviev) δὲ καὶ Ἵππαρχος 9prob. Morani, leg. Ἵππασος0 ὁ Μεταποντῖνος, τὸ πῦρ 
λέγοντες, ταῖς αὐταῖς ταύταις ἀποδείξεσι κέχρηνται, ἐξ ὧν τοίνυν καὶ αὐτοί φασι τὸ πῦρ εἶναι 
τῶν ἄλλων στοιχείων γεννητικόν (~ §9), καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁ µὲν τὸ ὕδωρ (~ §2), ὁ δὲ τὸν ἀέρα (~ 
§3). 

 
Hermias Irr. 10.1–7 ἀλλαχόθεν δέ µοι Θαλῆς (fr. 230 Wöhrle) τὴν ἀλήθειαν νεύει ὁριζόµενος 
ὕδωρ τοῦ παντὸς ἀρχήν. καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ὑγροῦ τὰ πάντα συνίσταται καὶ εἰς ὑγρὸν ἀναλύεται. … διὰ 
τί τοίνυν µὴ πεισθῶ Θαλῇ τῷ πρεσβυτάτῳ τῶν Ἰώνων; (~ §1). ἀλλ’ ὁ πολίτης αὐτοῦ (sc. τοῦ 
Θάλητος) Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 230 Wöhrle) τοῦ ὑγροῦ πρεσβυτέραν ἀρχὴν εἶναι λέγει τὴν ἀίδιον 
κίνησιν καὶ ταύτῃ τὰ µὲν γεννᾶσθαι, τὰ δὲ φθείρεσθαι (~ §2). Irr. 11.1–12 (καὶ µὴν οὐκ εὐδοκιµεῖ 
Ἀρχέλαος (60A8 DK) ἀποφαινόµενος τῶν ὅλων ἀρχὰς θερµὸν καὶ ψυχρόν (~ §5). ἀλλὰ καὶ 
τούτῳ (sc. τῷ Ἀρχελάῳ) πάλιν ὁ µεγαλόφωνος Πλάτων οὐχ ὁµολογεῖ λέγων ἀρχὰς εἶναι θεὸν 
καὶ ὕλην καὶ παράδειγµα. νῦν µὲν καὶ δὴ πέπεισµαι (~ §20). … κατόπιν δὲ αὐτοῦ (sc. τοῦ 
Πλάτωνος) µαθητὴς Ἀριστοτέλης ἕστηκε ζηλοτυπῶν τὸν διδάσκαλον τῆς ἁρµατοποιίας. οὗτος 
ἀρχὰς ἄλλας ὁρίζεται τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ τὸ πάσχειν. καὶ τὸ µὲν ποιοῦν ἀπαθὲς εἶναι τὸν αἰθέρα, τὸ δὲ 
πάσχον ἔχειν ποιότητας τέσσαρας, ξηρότητα ὑγρότητα θερµότητα ψυχρότητα· τῇ γὰρ τούτων 
εἰς ἄλληλα µεταβολῇ πάντα γίνεται καὶ φθείρεται (~ §21). Irr. 12.9–13 ταῦτα γάρ τοι πάντα ὁ 
Λεύκιππος (67A17DK) λῆρον ἡγούµενος ἀρχὰς εἶναί φησι τὰ ἄπειρα καὶ ἀεικίνητα καὶ 
ἐλάχιστα· καὶ τὰ µὲν λεπτοµερῆ ἄνω χωρήσαντα πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα γενέσθαι, τὰ δὲ παχυµερῆ κάτω 
ὑποστάντα ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν (~ §13 cf. A 1.4).  Irr. 13.2–10 (68A44 DK) Δηµόκριτος ἀπαλλάξει µε 
τῆς πλάνης ἀποφαινόµενος ἀρχὰς τὸ ὂν καὶ τὸ µὴ ὄν, καὶ τὸ µὲν ὂν πλῆρες, τὸ δὲ µὴ ὂν κενόν. τὸ 
δὲ πλῆρες ἐν τῷ κενῷ τροπῇ ἢ ῥυθµῷ ποιεῖ τὰ πάντα (~ §14). … Ἡράκλειτος (T 678 
Mouraviev) … ἀρχὴ τῶν ὅλων τὸ πῦρ, δύο δὲ αὐτοῦ πάθη ἀραιότης καὶ πυκνότης, ἡ µὲν 
ποιοῦσα ἡ δὲ πάσχουσα, ἡ µὲν συγκρίνουσα ἡ δὲ διακρίνουσα (~ §9). …  Irr. 14.1–9 ἀλλά µε 
παρακαλεῖ κἀκεῖθεν Ἐπίκουρος µηδαµῶς ὑβρίσαι τὸ καλὸν αὐτοῦ δόγµα τῶν ἀτόµων καὶ τοῦ 
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κενοῦ. τῇ γὰρ τούτων συµπλοκῇ πολυτρόπῳ καὶ πολυσχηµατίστῳ τὰ πάντα γίνεται καὶ 
φθείρεται (~ §16). … ἀλλ’ ὁ Κλεάνθης (SVF 1.495) ἀπὸ τοῦ φρέατος ἐπάρας τὴν κεφαλὴν 
καταγελᾷ σου (sc. τοῦ Ἐπικούρου) τοῦ δόγµατος καὶ αὐτὸς ἀνιµᾷ τὰς ἀληθεῖς ἀρχὰς θεὸν καὶ 
ὕλην. καὶ τὴν µὲν γῆν µεταβάλλειν εἰς ὕδωρ, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ εἰς ἀέρα, τὸν δὲ ἀέρα ⟨ἄνω⟩ φέρεσθαι, 
τὸ δὲ πῦρ εἰς τὰ περίγεια χωρεῖν (~ §23)  Irr. 16.1–6 ἄλλοι τοίνυν ἀπὸ τῆς παλαιᾶς φυλῆς 
Πυθαγόρας (—) καὶ οἱ τούτου συµφυλέται σεµνοὶ καὶ σιωπηλοὶ παραδιδόασιν ἄλλα µοι 
δόγµατα ὥσπερ µυστήρια, καὶ τοῦτο δὴ τὸ µέγα καὶ ἀπόρρητον {τό} ⟨αὐτὸς ἔφα·⟩ ἀρχὴ τῶν 
πάντων ἡ µονάς· ἐκ δὲ τῶν σχηµάτων αὐτῆς καὶ ἐκ τῶν ἀριθµῶν τὰ στοιχεῖα γίνεται (κτλ.) (~ 
§7).  
 
 
Scholia in Basilium 1 p. 195.1–5 τοῖς τοῦ κόσµου στοιχείοις] οἱ περὶ Θαλῆν (fr. 579 Wöhrle) 
Ἡράκλειτον (—) Διογένην τὸν Ἀπολλωνιάτην (—) καὶ ὅσοι τὰ στοιχεῖα τῶν ὄντων ἀρχὰς 
ἀπέλιπον· Θαλῆς (—) µὲν γὰρ ὕδωρ (~ §1)· (~ §9) πῦρ δὲ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος Ἵππασος (—) καῖ ὁ 
Ἐφέσιος Ἡράκλειτος (—)(~ §9)· ἀέρα Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλονιάτης (—) (~ §10)· τὴν δὲ γῆν ὁ 
Σύριος Φερεκύδης (—)· τὰ δὲ τέσσαρα ὁµοῦ ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) (~ §19). 
Scholia in Basilium 2 p. 195.6–9 ἄτοµα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα] Δηµόκριτος (—) Λεύκιππος (—) 
Μητρόδωρος (—) Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων εἰσηγήσαντο· (~ §§ 13, 12, 15, 16) 
Διόδωρος (—) ἀµερῆ (~ §18)· ὄγκους ὁ Βιθυνὸς Ἀσκληπιάδης (—)· τοῦ δὲ αὐτοῦ θιάσου ὁ 
Κλαζοµένιος Ἀναξαγόρας (—) τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας εἰσηγησάµενος (~ §4).  Scholia in Basilium 3 
pp. 195.11–196.7 = ps.Clemens Romanus transl. Rufini Recog. 8.15.1–3, p. 225.10–226.4 
Rehm–Paschke, cf. DG 251–252 συνέχειν τὴν φύσιν τῶν ὁρατῶν] ὅτι δὲ ἐκ πλείόνων τὸν 
κόσµον καὶ τὴν ὕλην συνέσταναι λέγουσιν οἱ πάντες Ἑλλήνων σοφοί, φανερόν ἐστιν· αὐτίκα 
γοῦν ὁ µὲν Πυθαγόρας (—) τῶν ἀρχῶν τὰ στοιχεῖα ἀριθµοὺς καλεῖ (~ §7)· Στράτων ποιότητας 
(—)(~ §24)· Ἀλκµαίων ἀντιθέσεις (—)· Ἀναξίµανδρος (—) ἄπειρον (~ §1)· Ἀναξαγόρας (—) 
ὁµοµερείας (~ §4)· Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους (~ §16)· Διόδωρος (—) ἀµερῆ (D. amere, hoc est 
{ex his} in quibus partes non sint)· Ἀσκληπιάδης (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 715) ὄγκους 
(A. oncos, quod nos tumores vel elationes possumus dicere) (~ §18)· γεώµετραι πέρα⟨τα⟩ 
[scripsimus; fines transl. Rufini, cf. Sext. M. 9.364 οἱ δὲ µαθηµατικοὶ τὰ πέρατα τῶν σωµάτων 
: mss πέρας probant Pasquali, Sharples Strato fr. 45C]· Δηµόκριτος (68A57 DK) ἰδέας (~ 
§13); Θαλῆς (fr. 580 Wöhrle) ὕδωρ (~ §1)· Ἡράκλειτος (—) πῦρ (~ §9) · Διογένης (—) ἀέρα 
(~ §10)· Παρµενίδης (—) γῆν (~ T8, Tii) · Ζήνων (—) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) Πλάτων (—) πῦρ 
ὕδωρ γῆν ἀέρα (~ §23, §19, §20)· Ἀριστοτέλης (—) καὶ πέµπτον ἀκατονόµαστον (id est 
inconpellabile nominavit) p. 225.5–6 Rehm–Paschke sive igitur duo sive tria sive quattuor 
aut etiam plura sint vel innumera ex quibus mundus constat … (~ §21). 

 
Loci Aetiani:  
titulus  A 1.2 tit. Τίνι διαφέρει ἀρχὴ καὶ στοιχεῖα. A 2 proœm. τετελεκὼς τοίνυν τὸν περὶ 
ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ τῶν συνεδρευόντων αὐτοῖς λόγον κτλ. 
§1  A 1.2.2 ἁµαρτάνει οὖν ὁ Θαλῆς στοιχεῖον καὶ ἀρχὴν λέγων τὸ ὕδωρ. A 1.7.2 Θαλῆς νοῦν τοῦ 
κόσµου τὸν θεόν … · διήκειν δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ στοιχειώδους ὑγροῦ δύναµιν θείαν κινητικὴν αὐτοῦ. A 
2.5.3 καὶ τούτων (sc. τὸ µὲν ἐξ οὐρανίου πυρὸς + (τοῦ) ὕδατος σεληνιακοῦ) εἶναι τὰς 
ἀναθυµιάσεις τροφὰς τοῦ κόσµου. A 1.17.4 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ τρέφεσθαι τοὺς ἀστέρας 
ἐκ τῆς ἐπιγείου ἀναθυµιάσεως. A 2.23.6 οἱ Στωικοὶ κατὰ τὸ διάστηµα τῆς ὑποκειµένης τροφῆς 
διέρχεσθαι τὸν ἥλιον· ὠκεανὸς δ᾿ ἐστὶν ἢ γῆ, ἧς τὴν ἀναθυµίασιν ἐπινέµεται. A 4.2.1 Θαλῆς 
ἀπεφήνατο πρῶτος τὴν ψυχὴν φύσιν ἀεικίνητον ἢ αὐτοκίνητον. 
§2  A 1.7.3 ᾿Αναξίµανδρος ἀπεφήνατο τοὺς ἀπείρους οὐρανοὺς θεούς. A 2.1.3 Ἀναξίµανδρος, 
Ἀναξιµένης, Ἀρχέλαος, Ξενοφάνης, Διογένης, Λεύκιππος, Δηµόκριτος, Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὁ τούτου 
καθηγητὴς Μητρόδωρος ἀπείρους κόσµους ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ κατὰ πᾶσαν περίστασιν. A 2.1.4 τῶν 
ἀπείρους ἀποφηναµένων τοὺς κόσµους ᾿Αναξίµανδρος τὸ ἴσον αὐτοὺς ἀπέχειν ἀλλήλων. A 1.2.2 
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ἁµαρτάνει οὖν κτλ. 
§3  A 1.7.4 ᾿Αναξιµένης τὸν ἀέρα (sc. τὸν θεόν εἶναι). A 1.2.2 ἁµαρτάνει οὖν κτλ. A 4.3.2 
᾿Αναξιµένης Ἀναξίµανδρος ᾿Αναξαγόρας ᾿Αρχέλαος Διογένης ἀεροειδῆ ἔλεγόν τε καὶ σῶµα (sc. 
τὴν ψυχήν). 
§4  A 1.7.6 ᾿Αναξαγόρας νοῦν κοσµοποιὸν τὸν θεόν. 
§5  A 1.7.5 ᾿Αρχέλαος ἀέρα καὶ νοῦν τὸν θεόν. A 4.3.2 ᾿Αναξιµένης … ᾿Αρχέλαος … ἀεροειδῆ 
ἔλεγόν τε καὶ σῶµα (sc. τὴν ψυχήν). 
§7  A 1.2.2 τὰ µὲν γὰρ στοιχεῖά ἐστι σύνθετα, τὰς δ᾿ ἀρχάς φαµεν εἶναι οὔτε συνθέτους οὔτ᾿ 
ἀποτελέσµατα. A 1.7.9 Πυθαγόρας τῶν ἀρχῶν τὴν µὲν µονάδα θεὸν καὶ τἀγαθόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἡ 
τοῦ ἑνὸς φύσις, αὐτὸς ὁ νοῦς· τὴν δ᾿ ἀόριστον δυάδα δαίµονα καὶ τὸ κακόν, περὶ ἥν ἐστι τὸ 
ὑλικὸν πλῆθος. A 1.10.3 Πυθαγόρας τὰ λεγόµενα εἴδη καὶ τὰς ἰδέας ἐν τοῖς ἀριθµοῖς καὶ ταῖς 
ἁρµονίαις αὐτῶν καὶ τοῖς καλουµένοις γεωµετρικοῖς ἐτίθετο ἀχώριστα τῶν σωµάτων. A 1.9.2 οἱ 
ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ τοὺς µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν καταβεβηκότας σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, 
τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ µεταβλητὴν καὶ ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν ὕλην. A 1.11.3 
Πυθαγόρας Ἀριστοτέλης τὰ µὲν πρῶτα αἴτια ἀσώµατα, τὰ δὲ κατὰ µετοχὴν ἢ κατὰ 
συµβεβηκὸς τῆς σωµατικῆς ὑποστάσεως· ὥστ᾿ εἶναι τὸν κόσµον σῶµα. A 4.4.1 Πυθαγόρας 
Πλάτων κατὰ µὲν τὸν ἀνωτάτω λόγον διµερῆ τὴν ψυχήν, τὸ µὲν γὰρ ἔχειν λογικὸν τὸ δ᾿ ἄλογον· 
κατὰ δὲ τὸ προσεχὲς καὶ ἀκριβὲς τριµερῆ, τὸ γὰρ ἄλογον διαιροῦσιν εἴς τε τὸ θυµικὸν καὶ τὸ 
ἐπιθυµητικόν. A 4.4.6 oἱ δέ γε Πυθαγόρου διάδοχοι ἐκ πέντε στοιχείων τὸ σῶµα κραθῆναι 
φάντες—τοῖς γὰρ τέτταρσι ξυνέταξαν τὸ αἰθέριον—ἰσαρίθµους εἶναι ἔφασαν ταύτῃ καὶ τῆς 
ψυχῆς τὰς δυνάµεις· καὶ ταύτας ὠνοµάκασι νοῦν καὶ φρόνησιν καὶ ἐπιστήµην καὶ δόξαν καὶ 
αἴσθησιν. 
§9  A 1.7.13 ῾Ηράκλειτος τὸ περιοδικὸν πῦρ ἀίδιον (sc. τὸν θεόν εἶναι). 
§10  A 1.7.10 Διογένης καὶ … τὴν τοῦ κόσµου ψυχήν (sc. τὸν θεόν εἶναι). 
§13  A 1.18.3 Λεύκιππος … τὰ µὲν ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. 
§14  A 1.9.3 οἱ ἀπὸ Δηµοκρίτου ἀπαθῆ τὰ πρῶτα, τὴν ἄτοµον καὶ τὸ κενὸν τὸ ἀσώµατον. A 1.12.6 
Δηµόκριτος τὰ πρῶτά φησι σώµατα (ταῦτα δ᾿ ἦν τὰ ναστά) … . A 1.15.8 Δηµόκριτος … τὰ µὲν 
γὰρ στοιχεῖα ἄποια, τά τε ναστὰ καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 1.18.3 Δηµόκριτος … τὰ µὲν ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ 
πλήθει, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. 
§16  A 1.7.25 Ἐπίκουρος … τέσσαρας φύσεις κατὰ γένος ἀφθάρτους τάσδε, τὰ ἄτοµα τὸ κενὸν 
τὸ ἄπειρον τὰς ὁµοιότητας· αὗται δὲ λέγονται ὁµοιοµέρειαι καὶ στοιχεῖα. A 1.16.2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους 
⟨εἰσάγοντες⟩ περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον εἶναι τὴν τοµήν. A 1.26.2 Δηµόκριτος 
τὴν ἀντιτυπίαν καὶ φορὰν καὶ πληγὴν τῆς ὕλης (sc. τὴν οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης εἶναι). 
§17  A 2.3.3 ῎Εκφαντος ἐκ µὲν τῶν ἀτόµων συνεστάναι τὸν κόσµον. 
§18  A 1.13.2 Ἡράκλειτος ψηγµάτιά τινα ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ εἰσάγει. A 1.13.3 Ξενοκράτης καὶ 
Διόδωρος ἀµερῆ τὰ ἐλάχιστα ὡρίζοντο. A 1.16.2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ⟨εἰσάγοντες⟩ περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ 
ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον εἶναι τὴν τοµήν. A 4.9.10 οἱ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ οἱ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ οἱ τὰ 
ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰ ἐλάχιστα κτλ. 
§19  A 1.7.19 ⟨᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς τὸν σφαῖρον καὶ⟩ τὸ ἕν (sc. θεοὺς εἶναι), καὶ τὸ µὲν ἓν τὴν ἀνάγκην, 
ὕλην δὲ αὐτοῦ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, εἴδη δὲ τὸ νεῖκος καὶ τὴν φιλίαν. λέγει δὲ καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖα 
θεοὺς καὶ τὸ µῖγµα τούτων τὸν κόσµον. A 1.26.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν 
τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν στοιχείων. 
§20  A 1.7.9 Πυθαγόρας τῶν ἀρχῶν τὴν µὲν µονάδα θεὸν καὶ τἀγαθόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἡ τοῦ ἑνὸς 
φύσις καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ νοῦς, τὴν δ᾿ ἀόριστον δυάδα δαίµονα καὶ τὸ κακόν κτλ. A 1.7.21 Ξενοκράτης … 
τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν δυάδα θεούς κτλ. A 1.7.22 Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων τὸ ἕν, τὸ µονοφυὲς καὶ 
αὐτοφυές, τὸ µοναδικόν, τὸ ὄντως ἀγαθόν (sc. τὸν θεόν εἶναι)· πάντα δὲ τ⟨ὰ τοι⟩αῦτα τῶν 
ὀνοµάτων εἰς τὸν νοῦν σπεύδει· νοῦς οὖν ὁ θεός. A 1.9.1 ὕλη ἐστὶ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πάσῃ γενέσει 
καὶ φθορᾷ καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς. A 1.9.2 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ τοὺς 
µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν καταβεβηκότας σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ µεταβλητὴν 
καὶ ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν ὕλην. A 1.9.4 Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην σωµατοειδῆ ἄµορφον ἀνείδεον 
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ἀσχηµάτιστον ἄποιον µὲν ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἰδίᾳ φύσει, δεξαµενὴν δὲ τῶν εἰδῶν οἷον τιθήνην καὶ 
ἐκµαγεῖον καὶ µητέρα γενέσθαι. A 1.10.1 ἰδέα … εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς ἀµόρφους ὕλας. A 1.10.2 
Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων χωριστὰς τῆς ὕλης οὐσίας τὰς ἰδέας ὑπολαµβάνει, ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ 
ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ, τουτέστι τοῦ νοῦ, ὑφεστώσας. A 1.11.2 Πλάτων τριχῶς τὸ αἴτιον· φησὶ 
γὰρ ὑφ᾿ οὗ ἐξ οὗ πρὸς ὅ· κυριώτερον δ᾿ ἡγεῖται τὸ ὑφ᾿ οὗ· τοῦτο δ᾿ ἦν τὸ ποιοῦν, ὅ ἐστι νοῦς. A 
1.19.1 Πλάτων (sc. τόπον εἶναι) τὸ µεταληπτικὸν τῶν εἰδῶν, ὅπερ εἴρηκε µεταφορικῶς τὴν ὕλην, 
καθάπερ τινὰ τιθήνην καὶ δεξαµενήν. A 1.24.3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην 
ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν γίνεσθαι· ἐκ γὰρ ἀλλοιώσεως τῶν στοιχείων καὶ τροπῆς 
καὶ ἀναλύσεως γένεσ⟨ιν⟩ καὶ φθορ⟨άν⟩, παράθεσιν καὶ µῖξιν, κρᾶσίν τε καὶ σύγχυσιν γίνεσθαι. A 
1.26.3 (Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης) Πλάτων ὁτὲ µὲν τὴν ὕλην ὁτὲ δὲ τὴν τοῦ ποιοῦντος πρὸς τὴν ὕλην 
σχέσιν. 
§21  A 1.2.2 στοιχεῖα µὲν καλοῦµεν γῆν ὕδωρ ἀέρα πῦρ … τῆς δὲ γῆς καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος ἔστι τινὰ 
πρότερα ἐξ ὧν γέγονεν, ἡ ὕλη ἄµορφος οὖσα καὶ ἀειδής, καὶ τὸ εἶδος ὃ καλοῦµεν ἐντελέχειαν, 
καὶ ἡ στέρησις. A 1.7.23 ᾿Αριστοτέλης τὸν µὲν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν εἶδος ⟨χωριστόν⟩ ἐπιβεβηκότα τῇ 
σφαίρᾳ τοῦ παντός, ἥτις ἐστὶν αἰθέριον σῶµα, τὸ πέµπτον ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ καλούµενον. A 1.12.3 
Ἀριστοτέλης βαρύτατον µὲν εἶναι τὴν γῆν ἁπλῶς, κουφότατον δὲ τὸ πῦρ· ἀέρα δὲ καὶ ὕδωρ 
ἄλλοτ᾿ ἄλλως. µηδὲν δὲ πῦρ κυκλοτερῶς φύσει κινεῖσθαι, µόνον δὲ τὸ πέµπτον σῶµα. A 1.28.1 
αὕτη δ’ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα. A 2.7.5 Ἀριστοτέλης πρῶτον µὲν αἰθέρα ἀπαθῆ, πέµπτον δή τι 
σῶµα· µεθ᾿ ὃν παθητὰ πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ· τελευταίαν δὲ γῆν. τούτων δὲ τοῖς µὲν οὐρανίοις 
ἀποδεδόσθαι τὴν κυκλικὴν κίνησιν. A 2.11.5 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. τὸν 
οὐρανόν). A 2.13.12 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. τὰ ἄστρα). A 2.20.11 
Ἀριστοτέλης σφαῖραν ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. τὸν ἥλιον). A 2.30.7 … τοῦ αἰθέρος, ὃν 
προσαγορεύει σῶµα πέµπτον. A 4.2.6 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐντελέχειαν πρώτην σώµατος φυσικοῦ (sc. 
τὴν ψυχὴν εἶναι), ὀργανικοῦ, δυνάµει ζωὴν ἔχοντος· τὴν δ’ ἐντελέχειαν ἀκουστέον ἀντὶ τοῦ 
εἴδους καὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας. A 4.4.6 οἱ δέ γε Πυθαγόρου διάδοχοι ἐκ πέντε στοιχείων τὸ σῶµα 
κραθῆναι φάντες—τοῖς γὰρ τέτταρσι ξυνέταξαν τὸ αἰθέριον. 
§22  A 1.7.21 Ξενοκράτης ᾿Αγαθήνορος Καλχηδόνιος τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν δυάδα θεούς. 
§23  A 1.7.14 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς νοῦν κόσµου πύρινον (sc. τὸν θεόν εἶναι). A 1.7.24 οἱ Στωικοὶ 
νοερὸν θεὸν ἀποφαίνονται, πῦρ τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ γένεσιν κόσµου. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 
 

Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
This chapter on the first principles of the φυσικὸς λόγος, the account or theory of 
physics, the most difficult in the work, plays a key role in the structure and 
organization of the Placita. It is the longest chapter in the treatise and is well 
attested, with no less than nine witnesses. We have been obliged to treat it at 
unusual and quasi-monograph length, because it is a ‘signature’ chapter, which 
will be consulted much more often than most others. Unfortunately, however, 
the transmission is rather chaotic and will not allow a reconstruction that 
accurately represents its original contents in every detail. 
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 (1)  The Byzantine mss. of P preserve fourteen doxai, as does Q’s translation. 
Some of the lemmata are of considerable length, esp. that of Pythagoras (§7). 
Only six of these fourteen doxai are written out by E, with numerous interesting 
textual variants, namely P1–3 Thales (plus Homer), Anaximander, Anaximenes, 
P8 Heraclitus/Hippasus, P9 Epicurus Democritus (putting the latter first), and 
P10 Empedocles. Thus from P’s chapter he selects lemmata that designate 
material entities or quasi-material concepts as principles and omits those 
involving immaterial principles, and he does so on purpose, cf. M-R 1.132, 134–
135. Of these six lemmata not a single one is paralleled in T (see below, section 
A(5)).  
 Following after his abstracts from P (from which inter alia §4 on 
Anaxagoras was omitted, as his Νοῦς was seen as immaterial) E adds a 
paragraph about this Νοῦς, including a paraphrase of the opening sentence of 
58B1 DK, which is not derived from P. This is followed by a substantial chapter 
entitled Περὶ τῆς Ἀναξαγόρου δοξῆς (PE 4.15) containing Plato Phd. 97b–99b. So, 
by updating and highlighting (whether he was aware of this or not) what was 
the point of Aristotle’s eulogy at Met. Α 1.3 984b14–18 (58Α58DK, echoed at the 
end of P4 and elsewhere) through the inclusion of Epicurus and the addition of 
the Phaedo passage, he effectively introduces a contrast between a collection of 
P’s materialists with the first philosopher to add Intellect as a cause in nature. 
 (2)  A brief list of ten name-labels plus corresponding doxai has been 
interpolated into the text of Philo Prov. 1.22 (extant only in an Armenian 
translation). Ps.Justin Cohortatio ad Graecos paraphrases ten doxai at greater 
length in his polemics against the Hellenic tradition, including a couple of 
valuable readings (Riedweg 1994 plausibly attributed the work to the mid-fourth 
cent. CE author Marcellus of Ancyra; if true then his textual evidence is just a 
little later than that of E). Given that there are only fourteen doxai in P and that 
not a single allusion related to the twenty-four doxai is present in A but is not to 
be found in P, we can be virtually certain that ps.Justin drew on P. Ioannes 
Lydus paraphrases a point of detail on Pythagoras. Much later Ps takes over the 
chapter heading in one work and makes use of its contents in another. In the 
case of the early Christian apologist Athenagoras, however, the source of the 
Homeric quotes cannot be determined with certainty. They may have taken 
directly from A or via P; see above General Introduction section 4.1.(2). We 
therefore do not list his text above together with the tradition of P. 
 (3)  All the material that S preserves from this chapter is found in ch. 10 of 
Book 1, ‘On the principles and elements of the universe’. It comprises twenty-
three doxai, including all fourteen doxai found in P—except P14 as independent 
lemma (our §8)—but often in a reduced form, and instead of the prose part of 
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§19 (Empedocles) providing other, quite dissimilar material on Empedocles. He 
has abridged several lemmata, namely §1 Thales plus Homer, §2 Anaximander, 
§3 Anaximenes, §4 Anaxagoras, §7 Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans (rather 
drastically, even omitting the entire final part, §7[74–89], on epistemology), §9 
Heraclitus and Hippasus, and §16 Epicurus (rather drastically too). His order is 
in part bizarre, esp. the placement of doxai of Xenocrates (whose doxa is a little 
different, ‘paululum differt’ frm the standard in ch. 1.3) and Xenophanes (no 
Milesian) in between the two Milesians Anaximander and Anaximenes at the 
beginning of S 1.10.12. 
 Because of this position Elter (1880) 19 n. 1 argued that these lemmata were 
abstracted by S from elsewhere: Xenophanes is included in the Ionic Succession 
where he does not belong, and the phrase συνεστάναι τὸ πᾶν in the doxa of 
Xenocrates is ‘a little different’ (‘paululum differt’) from what is in the other 
doxai of ch. 1.3. He therefore hypothesized a lost chapter ‘On the All’ (Περὶ τοῦ 
παντός) for A. We shall come back to this issue below in section A(5).  
 Summarizing the result of these inquiries in advance, we posit that the 
erratic position of the Xenocrates and Xenophanes lemmata and the particular 
contents of the Xenocrates doxa are not decisive. These lemmata are shared 
between T and S, which at a first glance is proof of their derivation from A. T 
provides a shorter version of S’s Xenocrates lemma, while S’s Xenophanes 
lemma with it’s a little garbled quotation of the verse 21B27 DK is paralleled 
especially in a few lines of T’s far longer lemma on Xenophanes at CAG 4.5, but 
also briefly in CAG 2.10. The Xenocrates lemma in S and T can be assigned to A 
for various reasons, not the least important of which is that it occurs in an 
Aëtian enclave in T at CAG 4.9–12. For these enclaves see the General 
Introduction, sections 2.4 and 2.5. In S the Xenocrates lemma occurs in such an 
enclave as well. But the situation of the Xenophanes lemmata in T differs from 
the position of their equivalent in S. It turns out that in T this lemma does not 
belong with the traditio Aetii but with one of the numerous proximate traditions 
concerned with the archai, excerpted by T and coalesced by him together with 
his excerpts from A at CAG 4.5–12. The reason for ascribing it to A is the fact 
that, though inappropriately placed, it still is firmly included in the Aëtian 
enclave enclosed within CAG 4.5–12. The Xenophanes lemmata in S and in T are 
false friends but full-blooded cousins. 
 (4)  Because of the different locations of the line Il. 14.246 in P and S Schubert 
(2017) 53–54 argues for an irreconcilable difference between these two main sources, 
but fails to realize that S several times transfers lines or phrases from an Aëtian lemma 
on purpose to the cluster of poetic quotations found at the beginning of his composite 
chapters. As to lemmata of ch. A 1.3 included with other material in his own ch. 1.10, he 
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(1) not only transferred the above-mentioned Homeric hexameter (part of P’s text for A 
1.3.1) from the prose lemma to S 1.10.2, but (2) also transformed the standard prose 
formula ἐκ πυρὸς γὰρ τὰ πάντα γίνεσθαι καὶ εἰς πῦρ πάντα τελευτᾶν λέγουσι (part of P’s 
text for A 1.3.9) in the (quasi-)poetic line ἐκ πυρὸς γὰρ τὰ πάντα καὶ εἰς πῦρ πάντα τελευτᾷ 
at S 1.10.7. (3) The cento Emp. 31B6 (3 lines in P10) + 31B36 DK (1 line not in P) at S 
1.10.11a is placed before the Empedocles lemma in prose following at S 1.10.11a, which as 
to contents differs to a degree from the Empedocles lemma in prose in P at A 1.3.20 (see 
further below, section D(d)§19). In P’s lemma the first three of these Empedoclean 
hexameters (i.e. 31B6 DK) are found inside the prose text. This transfer of poetic or 
quasi-poetic ingredients from prose lemmata to a separate cluster of poetic quotations 
is a variety of S’s crucial technique of coalescence, discussed and explained M-R 1.218–
224 (and above, Introduction section 2.4). Note however that he must have considered 
the line 21B27 at §11, which does not scan, as prose (see below section A(5)(d)). 
 (5)(a) Considerable complexities arise when the evidence of T is taken into 
account. He treats the subject of the archai twice, in CAG Books 2 and 4. Both 
accounts are compressed, the former much more than the latter. The former list 
with fourteen brief doxai is in CAG Book 2 entitled ‘On the principle’ (Περὶ 
ἀρχῆς, 2.9–11). The latter list, with thirteen doxai, more clearly orientated 
towards cosmology, occurs in Book 4 entitled ‘On matter and cosmos’ (Περὶ ὕλης 
καὶ κόσµου, 4.5–12). Just like other doxographical passages in T these two lists are 
connected with each other, since no less than four lemmata in the first list 
resemble abridged versions of lemmata in the second list (cf. M-R 1.274–275 and 
4.242–249). As a matter of fact T was not averse to utilizing the same or similar 
quotations or abstracts several times (e.g. Plato Crat. 397c–d verbatim at CAG 
2.27 and 3.7, abridged at 3.23), as is abundantly clear from Raeder’s useful index 
scriptorum et philosophorum. There are four more such anticipatory passages, to 
be discussed in detail below, namely CAG 1.63, 1.96, 1,97-98 and 6.3.The list at 
CAG 2.9-11 in relation to that at 4.5–12 is no exception. 
 The first important clue is that the doxai of Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus, 
Diogenes of Apollonia, Xenophanes and Parmenides in the first list briefly 
anticipate the four doxai with these name-labels in the second list, and that the 
order of the name-labels Hippasus and Heraclitus, which occurs twice, is the 
reverse of the order at ch. 1.3.9. The second clue is that the doxai of the Atomists 
Democritus and Epicurus on the first list (no doxa is cited for Metrodorus) are 
significantly different from the doxai connected with these name-labels in the 
second list, and close to those of the Eleatics. In the tables printed immediately 
below the name-labels found on both lists have been picked out in bold (we 
include ethnica and patronymics but omit doxai). As we shall see below, only 
lemmata Tiv–xi on the second list derive from A, while those that have been 
indented on both lists, namely T1–T13 and Ti–Tii plus Txii–Txiii, derive from 
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another source: 
 

CAG 2.9–11 
 T1 Thales 
 (T1a Homer) 
 T2 Anaximander 
 T3 Anaximenes 
 T4 (cf. Txiii) Diogenes of Apollonia 
 T5 (cf. Tx11) Hippasus of Metapontum and Heraclitus of Ephesus 
 T6 Empedocles of Agrigentum 
 T7 (cf. Ti) Xenophanes of Colophon 
 T8 (cf. Tii) Parmenides of Elea 
 T9 Democritus of Abdera 
 T10 Epicurus son of Nicocles of Athens 
 T11 Metrodorus of Chios 
 T12 Zeno of Elea  
 T13 Diogenes of Smyrna 
 

CAG 4.5–12 
 Ti (cf. T7) Xenophanes son of Orthomenes of Colophon 
 Tii (cf. T8) Parmenides son of Pyres of Elea 
 Tiii Melissus son of Ithagenes of Miletus (sic for Samos) 
Tiv Democritus of Abdera son of Damasippus 
Tv Metrodorus of Chios 
Tvi Epicurus son of Nicocles of Athens 
Tvii Ecphantus of Syracuse the Pythagorean 
Tviii Plato son of Ariston 
Tix Aristotle of Stagira son of Nicomachus 
Tx Xenocrates of Carchedon (sic for Chalkedon) 
Txi Zeno of Citium son of Mnaseas 
 Txii (cf. T5) Hippasus of Metapontum and Heraclitus son of Bloson 
of Ephesus 
 Txiii (cf. T4) Diogenes of Apollonia 

  
Apart from CAG 2.9–11 anticipating 4.5–12, the passages that anticipate other passages 
further down in the treatise are the following: 
 The first, at CAG 1.63, relates to five different subsequent presentations. T first 
summarizes the theme of the mortality vs. immortality of the soul of ch. 4.7, which 
further down at 5.23 he discusses at greater length. He next speaks of ‘what is visible’ as 
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either generated or ungenerated, as it seems briefly formulating a general issue, for 
throughout his treatise he criticizes the philosophical majority for neglecting the 
invisible. Since the phrase ‘what is visible’ pertains to the visible world, the allusion 
applies in particular to the brief treatment of ch. 2.4 at CAG 4.16 on the indestructibility 
of the cosmos. He continues with generation from earth, briefly mentioned at CAG 2.10 
and treated at greater length at CAG 4.5. He then mentions the contrast between 
generation from (continuous) matter and from atoms, anticipating the detailed 
abstract from ch. 1.9 at CAG 4.13. And he ends with the theme of ch. 2.3 that the All is 
ensouled or soulless, also acknowledged further down at CAG 4.16. This means that the 
very first time he speaks of differences of view among the philosophers his brief sample 
pertains to theoretical physics, cosmology, and psychology, the main themes in A he 
focuses on further down.  
 Secondly, at CAG 1.96 he summarizes the different views on the distances of 
heavenly bodies from each other found in ch. 2.31, and does so again at 4.24.  
 Thirdly, at CAG 1.97–98 he provides a detailed abstract of ch. 2.21 on the size of the 
sun, and second detailed abstract of the same chapter subsequently at 4.22, where he 
omits the doxa of Anaximenes but includes that of Empedocles. One may of course also 
say that at 1.97–98 he omitted the doxa of Empedocles and included that of 
Anaximenes. 
 And finally, at CAG 6.3 he briefly summarizes the issues of chs. 1.25 and 1.27–28, 
namely necessity, fate and chance, treated in detail a few pages further down at 6.13–15. 
 In all these passages T’s earlier presentation preludes exclusively on his own 
subsequent treatment of these matters. It is not so easy to explain the differences 
between these accounts or their mutual relationships, or such variations of phrasing 
and ordering as can be pointed out in these earlier occurrences. Perhaps the simplest 
explanation is that the more detailed passages are directly based on the hypomnemata 
T must have compiled before he carefully composed his work. But so of course may the 
brief passages, through these summaries may also have been abstracted from the longer 
passages relating to them we now find further down. At CAG 1.97–98 and 4.22 on the 
size of the sun he certainly relied on these hypomnemata both times. 
 (b) According to Diels DG 45, 170 and the apparatus ad loc. in the DG the 
material at CAG 4.5–12 should be assigned to A. He includes the Hippasus-cum-
Heraclitus lemma in ch. 1.5, the rest in the apparatus of ch. 1.3. At M-R 1.274 we 
pointed out that the provenance of CAG 4.5–8 from A is doubtful, but in chapter 
7 of M-R 2.1 we attempted to salvage the evidence for ch. 1.3. This approach has 
been abandoned by Mansfeld (2018b) at M-R 4.215–275. Diels’ influential 
treatment of CAG 4.5–12 necessitates dealing with this difficult issue at some 
length. The argument of the long chapter in M-R 4 is summarized in what 
follows. It has been also been revised, because it has become clearer that only 
part of the second list derives from A. Earlier hesitations concerned with the 
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assignment of the lemmata for Xenophanes (in S) and Xenocrates (in S and T) 
to A have been overcome,  
  The problem of the sources used by T on the principles has recently been 
discussed in detail by Journée (2018) at M-R 4.196–214. He provides an excellent 
and innovative overview of the primary and secondary literature, and of the 
various difficulties and prospects involved. Because some pieces of the puzzle 
do not fit with each other (the Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus lemma for instance is 
hard to place, see below) he discusses the possibility that not only A, but also 
another source or sources are involved. In the end, however, he tentatively 
concludes that the evidence at our disposal will go back to different stages in 
the development of the living text of the Placita. This is one of the reasons why 
he is not against accepting Diels’ (or our earlier) attribution of lemmata from 
CAG 4.5–12 to A. In our view, however, he pays insufficient attention to the 
particular character of this material, and regrettably fails to deal with the crucial 
links between sections of CAG 2.9–11 and 4.5–12 summarily mentioned in 
section A(a) above, or with the parallels for several of T’s lemmata to be 
discerned in the Stromateis attributed to ps.Plutarch. Mansfeld, for his part, 
argues that in CAG 4.5–12 T coalesced a cluster of lemmata abstracted from A 
with evidence deriving from a source shared with these Stromateis. Parallel 
material going back to this shared source pertaining to at least Hippasus-cum-
Heraclitus, Xenophanes, Parmenides and Epicurus is also present in the earlier 
overview at CAG 2.9–11 (cf. M-R 4.242–249 and section A(5)(a) above). 
 The lemmata at CAG 2.9 plus the matching lemmata at 4.5–9 dealing with 
the Eleatic Succession are found in T alone. Consequently they belong with the 
class of so-called irreducible lemmata (on these see General Introduction, 
section 3.3). We are certainly justified in attributing irreducible lemmata in T 
(or S for that matter) to A whenever they occur in an unmistakably Aëtian 
enclave or micro-environment, see the General Introduction at sections 2.3–5. 
This does not apply to the entirely or partly irreducible lemmata on the 
principles, whose nearest relatives are found in the Stromateis of ps.Plutarch.  
 We now turn to the list at CAG 2.9–11, but in the course of our analysis also 
have to adduce the evidence of the Stromateis and of the more detailed list at 
4.5–12. The conspectus parallellorum over three columns at pp. 000–000 [needs 
to be fixed up and spread over two pages] undergirds the complicated 
argument. 
 

Conspectus Parallellorum 
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Theodoret CAG 2.9–11 Theodoret CAG 4.5–12 Ps.Plutarch Strom. 4–11 

(T5) Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος καὶ 
‛Ηράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος 
τῷ πυρὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν τῶν 
πάντων ἀπενειµάτην· 

(Txii) Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος καὶ 
Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Βλόσ-
ωνος ὁ Ἐφέσιος ἓν εἶναι 
τὸ πᾶν, ἀκίνητον 
(ἀ<ει>κίνητον Zeller) 
καὶ πεπερασµένον, 
ἀρχὴν δὲ τὸ πῦρ 
ἐσχηκέναι.  

   deest 

 (T7) Ξενοφάνης δὲ ὁ 
Κολοφώνιος τὸ πᾶν 
ἀίδιον, ἐκ δὲ τῆς γῆς τὰ 
πάντα· 
 

(Ti) Ξενοφάνης µὲν οὖν 
ὁ Ὀρθοµένους ὁ 
Κολοφώνιος, ὁ τῆς 
Ἐλεατικῆς αἱρέσεως 
ἡγησάµενος, ἓν εἶναι τὸ 
πᾶν ἔφησε, σφαιροειδὲς 
καὶ πεπερασµένον, οὐ 
γενητόν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀίδιον καὶ 
πάµπαν ἀκίνητον· 
πάλιν δ᾽ αὖ τῶνδε τῶν 
λόγων ἐπιλαθόµενος, ἐκ 
τῆς γῆς φῦναι ἅπαντα 
εἴρηκεν. αὐτοῦ γὰρ δὴ 
τόδε τὸ ἔπος ἐστίν· 

ἐκ γῆς γὰρ τάδε 
πάντα, καὶ εἰς γῆν 
πάντα τελευτᾷ. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(4.6) ἀξύµφωνοι δὲ 
ἄντικρυς οἵδε οἱ λόγοι. 

(§4) Ξενοφάνης δ’ ὁ 
Κολοφώνιος, ἰδίαν τινὰ 
ὁδὸν πεπορευµένος καὶ 
παρηλλαχυῖαν πάντας 
τοὺς προειρηµένους, 
οὔτε γένεσιν οὔτε 
φθορὰν ἀπολείπει, ἀλλ’ 
εἶναι λέγει τὸ πᾶν ἀεὶ 
ὅµοιον· εἰ γὰρ γίγνοιτο 
τοῦτο, φησίν, ἀναγκαῖον 
πρὸ τούτου µὴ εἶναι· τὸ 
µὴ ὂν δ’ οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο 
οὐδ’ ἂν τὸ µὴ ὂν ποιῆσαί 
τι οὔτε ὑπὸ τοῦ µὴ 
ὄντος γένοιτ’ ἄν τι. 
ἀποφαίνεται δὲ καὶ τὰς 
αἰσθήσεις ψευδεῖς (vid. 
Parmenides infra §5), 
καὶ καθόλου σὺν αὐταῖς 
καὶ αὐτὸν τὸν λόγον 
διαβάλλει. ἀποφαίνεται 
δὲ καὶ τῷ χρόνῳ 
καταφεροµένην συν-
εχῶς καὶ κατ’ ὀλίγον 
τὴν γῆν εἰς τὴν 
θάλασσαν χωρεῖν. 
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εἰ γὰρ ἀΐδιος ὁ κόσµος, 
καὶ ἄναρχος· εἰ δέ γε 
ἄναρχος, καὶ ἀναίτιος· εἰ 
δὲ ἀναίτιος, οὐκ ἔχει 
δήπου µητέρα τὴν γῆν. 
εἰ δὲ αἰτίαν ἔχει τὴν 
γῆν, οὐκ ἄρα ἀναίτιος· 
εἰ δὲ οὐκ ἀναίτιος, οὐδὲ 
ἄναρχος· εἰ δὲ οὐκ 
ἄναρχος, οὐκ ἄρα 
ἀΐδιος.  

(T8) καὶ Παρµενίδης δὲ 
ὁ τούτου ἑταῖρος ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης ὡσαύτως τόνδε 
τὸν λόγον ἐκράτυνε, 
ψεῦδος δὲ ἀπέφηνε τῶν 
αἰσθήσεων τὸ κριτήριον, 
ἥκιστα λέγων ἐφικνεῖσθαι 
τοῦτο τῆς ἀληθείας (cf. 
Xenophanes and 
Parrmenides at Strom. 
4–5)· 
 

(Tii) καὶ Παρµενίδης δὲ 
ὁ Πύρρητος ὁ Ἐλεάτης, 
Ξενοφάνους ἑταῖρος 
γενόµενος, κατὰ µὲν 
τὸν πρῶτον λόγον 
ξύµφωνα τῷ διδασκάλῳ 
ξυγγέγραφεν· αὐτοῦ 
γὰρ δὴ τόδε τὸ ἔπος 
εἶναί φασιν· 
 
 
 
 

οὖλον µουνογενές τε 
καὶ ἀτρεµὲς ἠδ᾿ 
ἀγένητον.  

αἴτιον δὲ τῶν ὅλων οὐ 
τὴν γῆν µόνον, καθάπερ 
ἐκεῖνος (vid. supra 
Xenoph.), ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ 
πῦρ εἴρηκεν οὗτος.  

(§5) Παρµενίδης δ’ ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης, ἑταῖρος 
Ξενοφάνους, ἅµα µὲν 
καὶ τῶν τούτου δοξῶν 
ἀντεποιήσατο, ἅµα δὲ 
καὶ τὴν ἐναντίαν 
ἐνεχείρησε στάσιν· 
ἀίδιον µὲν γὰρ τὸ πᾶν 
καὶ ἀκίνητον 
ἀποφαίνεται {καὶ} 
κατὰ τὴν τῶν 
πραγµάτων ἀλήθειαν· 
εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸ 

µοῦνον µουνογενές 
τε καὶ ἀτρεµὲς ἠδ’ 
ἀγένητον· 

γένεσιν δὲ τῶν καθ’ 
ὑπόληψιν ψευδῆ 
δοκούντων εἶναι· καὶ τὰς 
αἰσθήσεις ἐκβάλλει ἐκ 
τῆς ἀληθείας (vid. CAG 
T8 and Xen-ophanes 
supra §4)· φησὶ δ’ ὅτι, 
εἴ τι παρὰ τὸ ὂν 
ὑπάρχει, τοῦτο οὐκ 
ἔστιν ὄν, τὸ δὲ µὴ ὂν ἐν 
τοῖς ὅλοις οὐκ ἔστιν. 
οὕτως οὖν τὸ ὂν 
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ἀγένητον ἀπολείπει. 
λέγει δὲ τὴν γῆν τοῦ 
πυκνοῦ καταρρυέντος 
ἀέρος γεγονέναι 

(T11–13) καὶ Ζήνων ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης καὶ Διογένης ὁ 
Σµυρναῖος διαφόρους 
ἀρχὰς τῶν ὅλων 
ὑπέθεντο 
(T9) Δηµόκριτος δὲ ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης ἄπειρον τὸ 
πᾶν εἴρηκε καὶ 
ἀγένητον· 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
no doxa defined 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(T10) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ ὁ 
Νεοκλέους ὁ Ἀθηναῖος 
ἐκ τῶν ἀτόµων ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
ξυστῆναι τὸ πᾶν, εἶναι 

   deest 
 
 
 

 
different doxa for 
Democritus 
(Tiii) Μέλισσος δὲ ὁ 
Ἰθαγένους ὁ Μιλήσιος 
τούτου µὲν ἑταῖρος 
ἐγένετο, τὴν δὲ 
παραδοθεῖσαν διδασκ-
αλίαν ἀκήρατον οὐκ 
ἐτήρησεν· ἄπειρον γὰρ 
οὗτος ἔφη τὸν κόσµον, 
ἐκείνων φάντων πεπε-
ρασµένον. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
different doxa 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
different doxa 

(§6) Ζήνων δ’ ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης ἴδιον µὲν 
οὐδὲν ἐξέθετο, 
διηπόρησε δὲ περὶ 
τούτων ἐπὶ πλεῖον 
(§7) Δηµόκριτος δ’ ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης ὑπεστήσατο 
τὸ πᾶν ἄπειρον διὰ τὸ 
µηδαµῶς ὑπό τινος 
αὐτὸ δεδηµιουργῆσθαι, 
ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἀµετάβλητον 
αὐτὸ λέγει· καὶ 
καθόλου, οἷον τὸ πᾶν 
ἐστι, ῥητῶς ἐκτίθεται, 
µηδεµίαν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν 
τὰς αἰτίας τῶν νῦν 
γιγνοµένων, ἄνωθεν δ’ 
ὅλως ἐξ ἀπείρου χρόνου 
προκατέχεσθαι τῇ 
ἀνάγκῃ πάνθ’ ἁπλῶς τὰ 
γεγονότα καὶ ἐόντα καὶ 
ἐσόµενα. ἡλίου δὲ καὶ 
σελήνης γένεσίν φησι. 
(11) Μητρόδωρος ὁ Χῖος 
ἀίδιον εἶναί φησι τὸ 
πᾶν, ὅτι, εἰ ἦν γενητόν, 
ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος ἂν ἦν· 
ἄπειρον δέ, ὅτι ἀίδιον· 
οὐ γὰρ ἔχειν ἀρχὴν ὅθεν 
ἤρξατο οὐδὲ πέρας οὐδὲ 
τελευτήν. 
(§8) Ἐπίκουρος Νεο-
κλέους Ἀθηναῖος … 
οὐδέν, φησί, γίγνεται ἐκ 
τοῦ µὴ ὄντος· ὅτι τὸ πᾶν 
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µέντοι ἄναρχον καὶ 
ἀΐδιον. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ἀεὶ τοιοῦτον ἦν καὶ 
ἔσται τοιοῦτον· ὅτι 
οὐδὲν ξένον ἐν τῷ παντὶ 
ἀποτελεῖται παρὰ τὸν 
ἤδη γεγενηµένον χρόν-
ον ἄπειρον. ὅτι πᾶν ἐστι 
σῶµα, καὶ οὐ µόνον 
ἀµετάβλητον ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἄπειρον. 

 
 At DG 170–171 Diels left room for a few points of resemblance between the 
list of CAG 2.9–11 and the contents of ch. 1.3: ‘nonnulla videntur Aëtianis 
cognata’. Nevertheless he declined to utilize its evidence (‘it seems to have been 
derived from a poor Successions compendium, and to have been beefed up with 
Theodoret’s own learning or balderdash’); and so did we at M–R 1. 284 with n. 
36, while in M–R 2.1 we even neglected this passage entirely. But Diels saw that 
the contents of two brief lemmata, namely T7 Xenophanes and T5 Hippasus-
cum-Heraclitus, anticipate the more substantial lemmata for these name-labels 
and doxai in the later list at CAG 4.5–6. He moreover spotted specific echoes of 
Aristotle’s famous preliminary overview of the principles, or elements, as 
material causes in the first Book of Metaphysics. The Homeric line (Il. 14.201 = 
14.302 with Okeanos and Tethys) cited at T1a for Thales is not that of ch. 1.3.2 
(where we have Il. 14.246 with Okeanos alone), but of Arist. Met. A.3 983b30–31. 
This Aristotelian echo also includes the combination CAG 2.9 T3–T4 
Anaximenes-cum-Diogenes for air, and then CAG 2.10 and 4.12 Hippasus-cum-
Heraclitus (T5)—with its name-labels, as we have seen, not in the reverse order 
of ch. 1.3.9—which in CAG 2.10 is immediately followed by T6 Empedocles. This, 
we may readily agree, indeed resembles an updated calque of Aristotle’s 
shortlist at Met. Α.3 984a2–8, i.e. ‘Thales (sc. water), … Anaximenes air plus 
Diogenes (sc. of Apollonia), Hippasus of Metapontum fire plus Heraclitus, and 
Empedocles the four … ’: monists for the elements water, air and fire, and the 
pluralist Empedocles to complete the full set of four with earth. This is a 
sequence that is not paralleled in P or S. 
 Diels also argued that T2 Anaximander plus the whole series from T7 
Xenophanes to T11–13 Metrodorus, Zeno of Elea and Diogenes of Smyrna are 
foreign to Aristotle, though he grants T a recollection of the Aëtian Xenophanes’ 
doxa (presumably Ti at CAG 4.5, ch. 1.3.12 Diels). We also note—Diels 
surprisingly is not explicit on this point—that Anaximander, not in Aristotle in 
this context, ultimately goes back to Theophrastus’ account of the principles, 
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and that, though the wording has been updated, the succession of the three 
Ionians also recalls the Eresian (Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels = 226A FHS&G). Metrodorus 
(T11), never mentioned by Aristotle, ultimately goes back to Theophrastus too 
(Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels = 229 FHS&G), while the obscure Diogenes of Smyrna (T13), 
elsewhere listed as a follower of Metrodorus, is only rarely mentioned, and only 
by late authors. And while the relative order of appearance of the Eleatics and 
Atomists as protagonists at CAG 2.10–12 and 4.5–11 is the reverse of that in 
Metaphysics Α, the Eleatic triad is the same in T (we anticipate by including Tiii 
Melissus of CAG 4.8) as in Aristotle at Met. Α.5: Xenophanes–Parmenides–
Melissus. 
 Compared with what is in Aristotle and Theophrastus the theological doxa 
of T7 Xenophanes has been ‘Parmenideanized’ in a physicalist sense in T as τὸ 
πᾶν ἄπειρον. Both Eleatics are moreover implicitly charged with self-
contradiction: Xenophanes said ‘the All is everlasting, but all things (come to 
be) from earth’, and T8 Parmenides ‘confirmed this argument in the same way, 
and declared the criterium of the senses/sensations to be false’. This criticism 
resembles the well-known analysis of Parmenides (not Xenophanes) of Aristotle 
Met. Α.5 986b27–33 and Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels (= 227C FHS&G), but 
goes one crucial step further. We note in passing that in the VS Diels did 
nothing to help students to discover the linkage between Aristotle’s and 
Theophrastus’ statements, because he placed the Theophrastus fragment in the 
Leben and the Aristotle quotation at a considerable distance in the Lehre section 
of the Parmenides chapter in that work. This picture of Eleatic philosophy as 
fundamentally at odds with itself is also found in the second archai list in CAG 
Book 4, where it is set out explicitly and in more detail. It is also matched in the 
ps.Plutarchean Stromateis, and is a feature of the parallel accounts of 
Hippolytus, Refutation of All Heresies 1.14 (Xenophanes) and 1.11 (Parmenides), so 
clearly is a later development. 
 We should further note that according to Theophrastus on Xenophanes as 
cited by Galen HNH, CMG 9.1 p. 15.13–254 (= Phys.Op. 5a ~ 213 FHS&G, 21A36 
DK), the work in which the Eresian ‘epitomized the physical doctrines (ἐπιτοµὴν 
ἐποιήσατο τῶν φυσικῶν δοξῶν)’ was silent about earth as element or principle (cf. 
Mansfeld 1987). Parmenides’ rejection of the senses at T8 cannot be attributed 
to Theophrastus either, see now Mansfeld (2018c); here Timon the Pyrrhonist, 
Suppl.Hell. 818 at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.23, is the first witness we know of. The 
inclusion of the Hellenistic philosopher Epicurus (Τ10) is further proof of 
updating. The hurried and rather contemptuous ending with T 11–13 
Metrodorus, Zeno of Elea and Diogenes of Smyrna shows that T epitomized his 
source. Though here we are not told that Metrodorus is an Atomist, this will be 
the reason why he is included. He is explicitly cited as an Atomist at CAG 4.9 
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(Tv), but—as we shall see—in a section of this larger list T derived from A. 
 Other lemmata worthy of note are at CAG 2.11 for Democritus (T9), listed 
third after Xenophanes and Parmenides, and for Epicurus (T10): ‘Democritus of 
Abdera said the All is infinite and ungenerated, and Epicurus son of Nicocles of 
Athens (said) the All consisted of atoms from the beginning, yet is without 
beginning, and everlasting’. The doxa attributed to Democritus presented here is 
better known as one of Melissus (e.g. 30A10 DK). Because Melissus does occur in 
the other list at CAG 4.8 (Tiii), where however his infinite Being has been turned 
into an ‘infinite cosmos’, one could be tempted to argue that, in spite of the 
ethnicon, ‘Democritus’ is a banal doxographical error for ‘Melissus’. But the 
quasi-Melissean doxa can easily be interpreted as an emphatic rendering of an 
important aspect of Democritus doctrine of infinity. An illuminating parallel is 
found in the Stromateis of ps.Plu. §7: ‘Democritus of Abdera posited that the All 
is infinite because it was absolutely not manufactured by anyone … And what 
sort of All this is he sets out verbatim, (saying) that the causes of things that are 
taking place now have no beginning’. In ps.Plu. Strom. 10 we moreover meet with 
a similar picture of Metrodorus of Chios, who ‘says that the All is everlasting, 
because, if it were generated, it would proceed from what is not. It is infinite, 
because it is everlasting, for it has no beginning from where it began, nor any 
limit or termination’. This suggests what the doxa of Metrodorus that has fallen 
by the wayside at CAG 2.11 could have looked like. 
 Zeller (1919–1920) 1186 n. 1, who noticed the resemblance with the tenet of 
Melissus, argued that Metrodorus was influenced by Melissus, while Bicknell (1982) 197 
believed that the Stromateis passage is mistaken and that the name-label Metrodorus 
plus ethnicon is a banal doxographical error for Melissus plus ethnicon. Palmer (2001) 
9, who recognized the ‘striking similarity’ to Melissus’ view too, argued that ps.Plu. 
Strom. 7 is fully compatible with the main doctrine of Democritus, so Strom. 10 would 
have to be compatible with the doctrine of Metrodorus as well. These scholars do not 
take into consideration the also indubitably ‘Melissean’ doxa which as we saw is 
attributed to the Atomist Democritus at CAG 2.11 (T9). 
  As intimated above, we believe we are dealing with a non-standard picture 
of Atomist theory. This may have been prompted by the fact that Melissus 
posited that Being (in later reports modified to the All, or the cosmos) is infinite 
and everlasting, a view the Atomists maintained with regard to the totality of 
matter and void. This interesting interpretation brings the Atomists closer to the 
Eleatics. 
 Epicurus (T10) is even made to contradict himself in exactly the same way 
as the Eleatics, for ‘the All’, though constituted from atoms ‘from the beginning’ 
(we note the conflict with the Democritean view of Strom. 7), is nevertheless 
‘without beginning’, and everlasting. We may be faced with an ad hoc 
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adaptation of Epicurus’ doctrine to that of the Xenophanes and Parmenides who 
come before him on the list. To a large extent this surprising interpretation is 
paralleled in the Epicurus lemma at Strom. §8: ‘Epicurus son of Nicocles of 
Athens … says that nothing comes to be from what is not, because the All always 
was as it is and always shall be as it is, while nothing unusual will be brought 
about in the All in the course of infinite time, because the All is a body and not 
only unchangeable, but also infinite’. We note the ‘Melissean’ ingredients here 
too. 
 The Democritus doxa at CAG 2.11 (T9) with its ‘infinite and ungenerated All’ 
is quite different both from its counterpart at 4.9 (Tiv) and from the match of 
the latter found at S 10.14, with their standard ‘void and solids’. We of course 
accept that this doxa shared by S and T should be attributed to A (ch. 1.3.14). The 
Epicurus doxa at CAG 2.11 (T10) with its ‘All consisting of atoms from the 
beginning’ that is yet ‘without beginning and everlasting’ is very different both 
from its counterpart at CAG 4.10 (Tvi) with ‘atoms’ that are explained in some 
detail while the void is left out, and also from the detailed Epicurean doxa 
common to P and S at ch. 1.3.16. The irreducibility of these two doxai to or 
incompatibility with doxai that are to be assigned to A is proof of provenance 
from a different source. The parallels in ps.Plu. Strom. §7 and §8, respectively, 
enable us to pinpoint this source as the one shared by T with this ps.Plutarch. 
 The Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus doxa at CAG 4.12 (Txii) is incompatible with 
the Heraclitus-cum-Hippasus doxa shared by P and S (ch. 1.3.9). See Journée at 
M-R 4.205–7, with table at p. 206, who correctly states ‘[l]a comparaison des 
textes est sur ce point sans appel’. Diels DG 45 had already noticed that this 
lemma at CAG 4.12 cannot be located in ch. 1.3, so he put it in ch. 1.5, entitled ῝Εν 
τὸ πᾶν. Where, as he admitted, it is not really at home because of the reference 
to fire the physical principle, which does belong in the context of ch. 1.3. He 
remained convinced, however, that it should be assigned to A, even if it 
remained unclear exactly where. 
 If now for a moment we forget about post-Theophrastean interpretations 
and accretions, we may conclude that the list at CAG 2.9–11 forms a unity with 
respectable Peripatetic, that is, Aristotelian-cum-Theophrastean antecedents, 
and is far from being as trivial as Diels believed. Its coherence is enhanced by 
the surprising proximity of the Atomists to the Eleatics as to doctrine and, in the 
case of Epicurus, through an implicitly self-contradictory position. A coherence 
that is not undermined by T’s exploitation of its skeptical colouring for his 
missionary purpose. The Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus lemma at CAG 2.10, a shorter 
version of the one at 4.12, is firmly part of this list because of its shared 
antecedents.  
 We do not know when the standard Successions template was first 
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imposed here on the monists from Thales to Anaximenes, but the use of the 
terms διαδεξάµενος and διάδοχος certainly points to a date after Sotion, so after 
the beginning of the second cent. BCE. This provides a most interesting parallel 
for the dual origin of the macrostructure of ch. 1.3, for which see below at 
section D(c)(4). 
 (c) At CAG 4.5–8, not inaugurated by the Milesian trio, T immediately 
begins with the Eleatic Succession absent from P and S: Ti Xenophanes son of 
Orthomenes of Colophon, Tii Parmenides son of Pyrrhes of Elea, and Tiii 
Melissus son of Ithagenes of Miletus (a slip of the stylus). The long Xenophanes 
section is irreducible to what is in S, for the ingredient that is matched is a 
matter of coincidence rather than proof of a shared source. The line 21B27 DK, 
quoted at S 1.10.12 and CAG 4.5 (with incorrect γῆς) to attest generation from 
earth, also occurs as an option in Sextus Empiricus M. 10.313 (~ fr. 89 Strobel–
Wöhrle, with the cοrrect γαίης), so is a Wanderzitat (see below). The Parmenides 
and Melissus lemmata are likewise irreducible. 
 At CAG 4.5–7 Ti Xenophanes and Tii Parmenides are provided with first 
principles, but these are metaphysical and cannot serve as principles in physics. 
Nevertheless physical principles are listed next to these sterile firsts (earth for 
Xenophanes, earth and fire for Parmenides). We are told explicitly that 
Xenophanes was inconsistent and ‘forgot about’ his ‘immobile One and All’, and 
that Parmenides acted like his inconsistent master, so is a physicist malgré lui as 
well. As we saw above in section A(5)(b), a downsized version of this 
purportedly deplorable state of affairs is already found in the earlier list at CAG 
2.10 (T7–8). It should be noted that this Eleatic ontology with its unfortunate 
consequences is not part of the Xenophanes lemma we have included at ch. 
1.3.11(S5), where the doxa is limited to physics with earth as the element or 
principle, and, as we have seen above, the line 21B27 is also quoted.  
 The metaphysical firsts of Parmenides and Melissus (and Zeno) cannot 
serve as physical principles, but they can be made to function as gods, see ch. 
1.7.17, ‘Parmenides (says that the deity is) the unmoved and limited spherical 
(being).’, and 1.7.18 ‘Melissus and Zeno (say that the deity is) the One and All and 
solely everlasting and unlimited’. The divine first principles of the Eleatics are 
qualified in such a way that (unlike the the divine principles of other 
philosophers) they cannot function in nature. 
 We note that at Vors. 21A36 and 21B27 (like in the DG) Diels attributes CAG 
4.5 (Ti) on Xenophanes to A. But at Vors. 21A36 he attributes the parallel in S, 
which at DG 284 he had included in the right-hand column for A as his §12, to 
the ‘homerischen Allegorien’ (presumably because of the quoted line), so no 
longer to A; he moreover omits to refer to the parallel for this quotation in 



 Aetii qui dicitur 1.3 28 

Sextus M. 10.133, which in PPF is still cited at Xenoph. B27. But it actually is the 
other way round. Only the lemma in S can be assigned to A, for it has 
successfully infiltrated the early Ionian phalanx after Anaximander, so most 
certainly occurs in an Aëtian enclave (see the General Introduction, sections 2.4 
and 2.5). S refrained from lifting it from its position in the Xenophanes lemma 
and moving it to the collection of poetical quotes at the begin of his chapter (for 
which cf. above section A(4)), because with the incorrect γῆς for γαίης the line 
does not scan. Τhe parallels in T CAG 2.10 and 4.5–6 (where the line is also cited 
with γῆς, but T knows the phrase is an ἔπος), firmly encapsulated in passages of 
different provenance, belong with a proximate tradition different from A. 
 CAG 4.8 does not mention a first principle for Tiii Melissus, but cites the 
opposition between those who hold the cosmos to be limited (i.e. Xenophanes 
and Parmenides) and those who hold it to be unlimited. This is a downsized 
cosmological version of the well-known contrast between the Being of 
Parmenides and that of Melissus insisted upon by Aristotle (Met. Α.5 986b18–21). 
There is no mention of Melissus in the extant remains of Theophrastus, so for 
this detail we seem to be closer to Aristotle. 
 (d) We now cone to the cluster of doxai in CAG 4.5–12 derived from A. Most 
remarkably and usefully, there are also four lemmata or parts of lemmata, 
matched in S, for which there is no parallel in P (and so, of course, not in E 
either), namely the triad of Atomists: §14 Democritus at S 1.10.14 and CAG 4.9 
(Tiv), §15 Metrodorus at S 1.10.14 and CAG 4.9 (Tv), and §17 Ecphantus at S 
1.10.16a and at CAG 4.11 (Tvi), plus §22 the Academic Xenocrates at S 1.10.12 and 
CAG 4.12 (Tx). In S Ecphantus is called a Pythagorean (῎Εκφαντος Συρακούσιος, εἷς 
τῶν Πυθαγορείων), he is the first to make the monads corporeal, and he follows 
immediately after the Atomists, just as in T’s list. In his usual brief way T only 
says that Ἔκφαντος ὁ Συρακούσιος Πυθαγόρειος ‘followed’, as to doctrine, that is, 
the Atomists just mentioned (τούτοις … ἠκολούθησε), which ad sententiam 
amounts to the same thing. These lemmata for the three Atomists plus 
Xenocrates provide the first evidence in both our chief witnesses for the S/T 
source, of paramount importance for the reconstruction of A (see above, 
General Introduction section 3.2). This was not taken into account by Mansfeld 
(2016), but is argued for the three Atomist lemmata in the slightly revised 
version of this paper at M-R 4.251–262, together with the conclusion at 262–263. 
 Elter (1880) 19 n. 1 argued that the Xenocrates lemma Tx at S 1.10.12 does not 
belong with ch. 1.3, because the phrase ‘the All is constituted’ (συνέσταναι τὸ πᾶν) 
is different from similar phrases used in the other lemmata of A 1.3 according to 
the other evidence of S and P for this chapter, where τὸ πᾶν is not found. He 
acutely hypothesized a lost chapter ‘On the All’ (Περὶ τοῦ παντός), attested in his 
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view by the heading of S 1.10, which he reads as: ‘On principles and elements and 
the All’ (Περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ τοῦ παντός). On this ‘chapitre fantôme’ see 
also J0urnée at M-R 4.211–213. Against Elter, however, Wachsmuth ad loc. rightly 
pointed out that the καί before τοῦ παντός, though found in the main 
manuscripts as well as in Photius’ index, is not confirmed in the Florentine 
florilegium which attests an earlier stage of the transmission, and he therefore 
preferred the more appropriate ‘On principles and elements of the All’ (Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων τοῦ παντός). The phrase τοῦ παντός without καί is also linked 
to στοιχεῖα at S 1.10.6, where Homer is said to have really meant ‘the generative 
elements of the All’ (τὰ γεννητικὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ παντός) at Il. 7.99, ‘may you all 
become water and earth!’ The presence of τὸ πᾶν in the Xenocrates lemma in ch. 
1.3 is not decisive. As we shall see below, it also occurs in the Xenophanes 
lemma in ch. 1.7.17. 
 We feel justified in adding the Xenocrates lemma of S 1.10.12 and CAG 4.12 
(Tx) as a fourth witness to the S/T source. The doubts of Mansfeld (2018b) at M-
R 4.256–258 were also occasioned by the fact that further down, at ch. 1.7.21, the 
name-label Xenocrates (in this respect the exception in that chapter) is 
accompanied by patronymic and ethnicon: Ξενοκράτης ᾿Αγαθήνορος 
Καλχηδόνιος, just as is the case with 21 out of 24 name-labels in the combined 
evidence of P and S for ch. 1.3 (not all equally complete). With the exception of 
Θαλῆς δ᾿ ὁ Μιλήσιος, already found ch. 1.2.2 (see above, ch. 1 Commentary 
D(d)§2), these make their first appearance in the present ch. 1.3. Thales had to 
be identified again as a Milesian because of his explicit role in the Ionic 
Succession. This identification (or some other information, e.g. affiliation, or 
profession) as a rule is supplied in the Placita by way of introduction the first 
time—which may be the only time—a name-label is cited, see Elter (1880) 18–
20. For clear examples see at chs. 1.7 and 4.1 below. It would follow that the first 
time a doxa of Xenocrates appeared in A occurs at 1.7.21, and not at 1.3.22 (cf. M-
R 2.1.93). 
 But we now believe that this anomaly does not tip the scales in favour of 
the exclusion of the Xenocrates lemma from A. The assumption that S and T did 
derive their Xenocrates lemmata from their common source A is supported by 
the presence in both of the florid term ἀένναον, ‘ever-flowing’ i.e. ‘inexhaustible’, 
or perhaps rather or with as sub-text ‘negating unity’ (ἀ-ἓν-αον). This is 
unparalleled elsewhere as standing for ‘matter’. And Xenophanes’ two principles 
are paralleled in divine form in ch. 1.7.21 (in S alone) Ξενοκράτης ᾿Αγαθήνορος 
Καλχηδόνιος τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν δυάδα θεούς, ‘Xenocrates the son of Agathenor 
from Chalcedon (says that) the Monad and the Dyad are gods’. The cosmological 
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One appears again as the theological Monad, just as, conversely, Plato’s 
cosmological God of ch. 1.3.20 reappears as his theological Monad in ch. 1.7.22. 
 S’s phrase συνέσταναι τὸ πᾶν ἐκ … τοῦ ἀενάου, ἀενάον τὴν ὕλην αἰνιττόµενος is 
both ad sententiam and ad verbum is moreover absolutely equivalent to T’s terse 
phrase ἀενάον τὴν ὕλην, ἐκ ἦς ἅπαντα γέγονε (not counting T’s omission of S’s τοῦ 
ἑνός). S’s Xenocrates is a dualist with two principles, ‘the One’ and the ‘ever-
flowing’, ‘by which (term) he hints at matter’, while T’s is a monist, whose only 
principle is this ‘everflowing matter’. The florid term in fact overrules this 
changeover to monism. That T’s text is shorter is in character, since often 
enough his abstracts from A are shorter, or even much shorter, than those of the 
other two witnesses. The doxa is of course inferior to its Stobaean twin, because 
the derivation of all things from matter alone is hard to square with Xenocrates’ 
doctrine. T’s arbitrary abridgement turns Xenocrates into someone on the level 
of the earliest philosophers of nature, like T1 Thales, T2 Anaximander and T3 
Anaximenes cited in the earlier passage at CAG 2.9–10, and T4/Txiii Diogenes of 
Apollonia and T5/Txii Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus, cited both in the earlier 
passage and at CAG 4.5–12. They generated all things out of a single material 
principle. 
 It should further be noted that the sequence Tvii Ecphantus, Tviii Plato, and 
Tix Aristotle at CAG 4.11 occurs in the same order at S 1.10.16a, and without Tvii 
Ecphantus at the beginning but ending with Txi Zeno of Citium at P 1.3.11–13, 
just as at CAG 4.12. This sequential communality beyond doubt indicates A as 
the common source for all four doxai. The passus in T is an Aëtian enclave, or 
micro-environment. This further supports attribution of the Xenocrates doxa, in 
this environment wedged in between Tix Aristotle (also in P and S) and Txi 
Zeno (also in P and S), to A. In S’s array of abstracts, as we have seen in section 
A(3) above, Xenocrates has oddly strayed to the beginning of the Aëtian enclave, 
but this does not have sufficient weight to neutralize counter the arguments in 
favour of reduction to A. 
 The doxai of Tiv Democritus and Tv Metrodorus at CAG 4.9–10 (different as 
we have seen from what is at 2.11), not matched in P, are the same as those 
attributed to Metrodorus and Democritus (at some distance from each other) at 
S 1.10.14. Being shared by S and T they can safely be assigned to A. They are the 
first lemmata of the Aëtian micro-environment. 
 It is tempting to argue that the brief reference to Tvi Epicurus at CAG 4.9 
between Tv Metrodorus and Tvii Ecphantus should also be included in the 
Aëtian enclave. And the compact comparison appended at CAG 4.10 of the 
various terms used to qualify the corpuscles (conflict again!) is not incompatible 
with the descriptions and explanations of the terminology of Democritus 
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Epicurus in both P and S, and of Metrodorus in S. The original version in A must 
have been ruthlessly abridged by T. Following on after Tvii Ecphantus, the next 
set of lemmata at GAG 4.11-12, namely T viii Plato, Tix Aristotle, and Txi Zeno of 
Citium are shared by T with both P and S, and continue the Aëtian enclave. 
 The reminiscence of the simile visualizing atoms as motes in a sunbeam 
entering through ‘windows’ at Arist. de An. 1.2 404a.1–4 (= 67A28 DK) that 
concludes the section on Atomism is in this form unparalleled elsewhere, and 
we can no longer find out where T found this information. Sextus Empiricus M. 
7.129 on the ‘mind’ (no atoms here) using the ‘pores of the senses’ as ‘windows’ 
to be able to perceive beyond the body is too different. Thus in the midst of the 
excerpts from A we find a passage of unknown provenance, which we can only 
assign to the wider proximate tradition. 
 T ad finem returns to the source shared with the Stromateis after these 
excerpts from A at CAG 4.12: ‘Hippasus of Metapontum and Heraclitus son of 
Bloson of Ephesus (Txii) held that the All (τὸ πᾶν) is one, unmoved [ἀκίνητον, 
after Zeller generally amended to ‘always in motion’ ἀ⟨ει⟩κίνητον] and limited, 
and that the principle is fire; ‘Diogenes of Apollonia (Txiii) said the All has been 
composed from air’. As we have seen these lemmata are anticipated at CAG 2.9–
10: T4 ‘Diogenes agreed (sc. with T3 Anaximenes) in addressing air as the 
principle’, and T5 ‘Hippasus of Metapontum and Heraclitus of Ephesus assigned 
(being) the principle of all things to fire’. We have italicized the differences, 
which are less important than they have been believed to be. In fact the 
italicized words could simply be omitted in the earlier list.  
 Journée at M-R 4.197-199 and 205–207 provides an excellent discussion of 
the Theophrastean parallels for Txii, namely Theophr. Phys.Op. fr. 1 (= 225 
FHS&G) Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος ἓν καὶ οὗτοι καὶ 
κινούµενον καὶ πεπερασµένον, and Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.84 Ἵππασος 
Μεταποντῖνος (18.1 DK) … ἔφη … πεπερασµένον εἶναι τὸ πᾶν καὶ ἀεικίνητον. Zeller’s 
conjecture ἀ⟨ει⟩κίνητον in Tx11 is supported by these two passages. We note in 
passing, however, that T’s (ἓν … τὸ πᾶν) ἀκίνητον (πεπερασµένον) agrees with Ti 
Xenophanes’ (ἓν …τὸ πᾶν … πεπερασµένον) ἀκίνητον and Tii Parmenides’ ἀτρεµές. 
The ancient Verschlimmbesserung, if that is what it is, makes sense in T’s 
context, for it proves Hippasus and Heraclitus to be guilty of self-contradiction. 
They posit a physical principle next to an immovable first, just as the Eleatics 
and some others. 
 In our view the considerations of Elter (a lost chapter) and Journée (various 
stages in the development of the Placita) unnecessarily complicate matters. The 
lemma T5 ‘Hippasus of Metapontum and Heraclitus of Ephesus assigned (being) 
the principle of all things to fire’ is a false friend of ch. 1.3.9 ‘Heraclitus and 
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Hippasus from Metapontum (say that the) principle of all things is fire’. This is 
confirmed by the different order of the name-labels, the fact that T5 is a shorter 
version of Txii with its extra reference to a ‘finite and immobile All’, the 
closeness to the Aristotelian-Theophrastean tradition, and the solid position of 
the shorter version in the coherent list of CAG 2.9–11. The simplest solution, 
surely, is the assumption of a related source, proximate to but other than A. And 
the particular and close relationship of two plus five irreducible lemmata, 
namely T7 and Ti for Xenophanes, T8 and Tii for Parmenides, Tiii for Melissus, 
T9 for Democritus and T10 for Epicurus with the sequence consisting of 
respectively ps.Plu. Strom. §4 Xenophanes, §5 Parmenides, §7 Democritus, and 
§8 Epicurus also points to the presence of a different source, which for the sake 
of convenience we designate as Σ. The doxa of T12 Zeno of Elea is not described, 
but a correspondence may perhaps be posited with the unspecified Eleatic 
stance of Zeno at ps.Plu. Strom. §6, between §5 Parmenides and §4 Epicurus. 
We assume that this source Σ, shared by T and the Stromateis, should be 
assumed for T5/Txii as well, and in the wake of this assumption for T9 
Democritus and Tiii Melissus too, and probably also for the Milesians at T1–3 
and Diogenes of Apollonia at Txiii, which are false friends of ch. 1.3.1–3 and 3.10. 
Fontes non multiplicandae praeter necessitatem. 
  T cannot depend on the Stromateis in Eusebius, where T5/Txii Hippasus-
cum-Heraclitus and Tiii Melissus are not found. At CAG 4.5–12 he carefully 
supplied ethnica and patronimics, and even a few details concerned with 
affiliations. For these adornments he was not dependent on the sources he 
excerpted, as is for instance clear from the patronymic and ethnicon of 
Democritus, added at CAG 4.1 in a passage quoted from Clement. He must have 
had, or known by heart, a list of Diadochai equipped with full paraphernalia.  
 Summarizing the above we may conclude that T has combined, or rather  
intertwined, material deriving from Σ with abstracts deriving from A, in the 
order Σ A Σ A Σ: first a large portion of Σ at CAG 4.5–9 (Xenophanes—
Parmenides—Melissus), then A at 4.9–10 (Democritus—Metrodorus—
Epicurus), followed by a short passage of uncertain provenance at 4.10, followed 
by a quite substantial chunk of A again at 4.11 (Ecphantus—Plato—Aristotle—
Xenocrates—Zeno of Citium), and finally briefly Σ again (Hippasus-cum-
Heraclitus and Diogenes of Apollonia). Switching between sources is not 
unusual with T. At CAG 4.9 he switched from one source to another one 
containing the information on the principles from Democritus to Zeno of 
Citium, just as at for instance CAG 5.24 (p. 129.3 Raeder) he switched from an 
analogue of P 4.2–5 on the soul (of which E only wrote out chs. 4-5) to an 
abstract from Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.4.10.3–5 on the question whether 
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or not plants are ‘animals’, ζῷα, preferring this testis proximus to an analogue to 
P 5.26. 
 T may well have decided to include his damning information on the 
Eleatics and Atomists and to add it to what he could find in A, because their 
views are not only in the usual way at variance with those of other philosophers, 
but as we have seen are also marked out as striking examples of self-
contradiction. For T’s crusade against the philosophers of nature they are thus a 
boon and a blessing. 
 Finally, we should point out that our presentation of the Greeks text of the 
passages from T corresponds to the above analysis and is thus divided between 
two different locations: CAG 4.9–12 (but not entirely) is printed above as the first 
testis primus; CAG 2.9–11 et 4.5–8 + 4.10 + 4.12 is printed below in section E(a) 
General texts among the testes proximi. For the distinction between these two 
kinds of witnesses see the General Introduction section 4.1. For both texts we 
include the numbering of the lists set out above in sub-section (5a). 
 (6)  The Testes secundi, comprising substantial passages in Achilles, 
Nemesius, Hermias, and the Scholia in Basilium are particularly numerous and 
rich for this chapter, as is appropriate for its foundational theme. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition, beginning with Lucretius 
and Cicero and ending with Calcidius and Augustine, and echoed even later, e.g. 
in Epiphanius and Bar-Hebraeus, is also appropriately rich (for Cicero in this 
role see also below chs. 1.7, 4.2–7, 4.9, and 5.1). For the most part these texts 
provide overviews of the archai, sometimes with interspersed material. Equally 
or even more substantial passages are found, as already discussed, in the 
ps.Plutarch to whom a collection of abstracts in E entitled Stromateis is 
ascribed, and in Sextus Empiricus, Ambrose of Milan, Servius, ps.Valerius 
Probus and Theodoret. For these texts see below, section D(e). As has been 
noted above at Testes primi and been argued at some length at A(5), pace Diels 
and others T CAG 4.5–10 and 4.12 (just as 2.9–11) belongs with the testes proximi 
and has not been included among the evidence for the Testes primi. The text is 
printed below at section E(a).  
 (2)  Sources. The traditions relevant for this chapter go back a long way, 
even before Plato and Aristotle (see also below, section D(e) and section E(b) 
General texts). The first Book of Aristotle’s Physics and the first of Metaphysics 
as well as the fragments to be attributed to (the first Book of) Theophrastus’ 
Physics—rather than to the so-called Physicorum Opiniones, better called 
Physicae Opiniones, see above, ch. 1 titulus et index Commentary D(e)3—are 
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important from the point of view of contents, structure, and dialectical criticism 
relating to the Presocratics and Plato. Aristotle had studied the originals and so 
had Theophrastus, though the latter in his exposition is much influenced by the 
former, whom he sometimes supplements or corrects. According to Burkert 
(1972) 53–66, followed by many (the present authors are no exception), the 
Early Academy is often supposed to be involved with most of the doxai of the 
Platonized Pythagoras; this has been called into doubt (Zhmud 2013b). The 
systematic account of Pythagorean philosophy with its echoes of the 
interpretation of Pythagoreanism in the Early Academy in §7 may be derived 
from one or more ps.Pythagorean treatises, see below, section D(d) individual 
points, §7. The Successions literature initiated by Sotion—more on which at 
section D(c)(4) below—also plays a decisive role in this chapter. 
 The ultimate sources for early Hellenistic doxai must be the writings of the 
individuals at issue, but these cannot be traced further than a hypothetical 
reworking of the chapter for which the name-label Strato provides a preliminary 
t.p.q. But see further section D(e) below.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 Umbrella headings. The majority of chapter headings in the Placita, like the 
first half of the present one, are patterned according to the bland ‘on x’ formula, 
namely περί-plus-substantive(s)-in the genitive (περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα), which because 
of its lack of specification allows for the presence of a multiplicity of question 
types and/or categories in a chapter (or book, for that matter). See Mansfeld 
(1992) 93: ‘It is to be noted that the majority of chapter-titles in Aëtius has been 
simplified to the seemingly descriptive and innocuous ‘περὶ x’ type (e.g. ch. 1.9 
‘on matter’, περὶ ὕλης); but study of their contents shows that they are 
concerned with problematic issues’. Numerous instances of this umbrella 
function are cited below, section D(e) individual points: chapter headings.  
 Leszl (2002) 174–175 suggests that the περί + substantive formula perhaps should 
apply to existence only, and the περί + οὐσίας + substantive to essence; he is aware, 
however, that this is not the case for e.g. chs. 1.21 Περὶ χρόνου and 1.22 Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου. 
He is followed by Bottler (2014) 229–230, 251, and 262. Leszl concludes, again followed 
by Bottler, that this makes the application of question types and categories as 
principles of organization uncertain, but fails to see that this is not a matter of the 
headings alone, because it is the contents and structure of the individual chapters that 
show what categories and/or question types are at issue, as is also pointed out in 
Lachenaud’s discussion of ‘la formulation la plus neutre’, (1998) 42–43: ‘il faut lire le 
chapitre pour se faire une idée de la question philosophique’. The formula περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα is not about the existence of whatever it is about, or at the very least not about its 
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existence alone (often enough this is taken for granted), but about this something as a 
subject of description or a matter of inquiry, to be looked at from various angles. 
 In the present chapter this umbrella heading is further specified by means 
of an added phrase, τί εἰσιν, which pertains to the question types/categories of 
substance and quality. An enlightening parallel for this dual denotation is found 
in the Placita itself: ch. 1.7 has the more specific heading Τίς ἐστιν ὁ θεός, but is 
simply referred to in the next chapter (1.8.1) with an umbrella phrase, namely as 
τῷ Περὶ θεῶν λόγῳ. 
 The question-types/categories of substance and quality here pertain to the 
nature(s) of the elements and the corporeality or incorporeality of the 
principles (incorporeals are involved in §7, §20, §21, and §22. There is no need 
for a nominal or conceptual definition of ἀρχή in the technical sense required in 
the present context, as this has been taken care of in the previous chapter, for 
which see this chapter at Commentary D(c). Without ceremony we are 
confronted with a long haul of more or less, but often more than less conflicting 
real definitions proposed by individual philosophers or schools. For types of 
definition in the Placita see below, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and ((e)(2). 
 The category of quantity is also involved, as we learn how many principles 
and/or elements are assumed each time. Perhaps unintentionally it also 
includes the category of time, or the sub-question of origin (πόθεν, ἀπό …—cf. 
the headings of chs. 1.6, 2.5, 2.17, 4.21, 5.11, 5.28 and 2.6; the question unde, a sub-
sub-species of the theoretical quaestio, cf. Cicero Top. 82), because Successions 
are also about beginnings and ‘first finders’: thus 1.3.1 ‘Thales … appears to have 
commenced (the pursuit of) philosophy’ (P), in S’s paraphrastic version 
coalesced with §6 as ‘the Ionian philosophy, given this name because a man 
from Miletus, Thales, began it’ ; and 1.3.7 ‘next, from another beginning, 
Pythagoras’ (P). See further at ch. 1.1 above, Commentary C. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
Introduction. The chapter is part of the introduction of the treatise. Having 
explained the nature of the φυσικὸς λόγος and the purpose of the treatise 
(proœmium), the characteristics of φύσις which determine the objects of that 
λόγος (ch. 1.1), and the difference between ἀρχή and στοιχεῖον (ch. 1.2), A is now 
in a position to give the views of the philosophers on the ἀρχαί, since Aristotle 
traditionally the first subject of natural philosophy. Even in its currently 
mutilated form, it is the longest chapter in the work and is used by the 
doxographer to introduce the Successions and many of the main philosophers 
in the tradition. Such a combination of systematic and prosopographic 
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ingredients is virtually de rigueur in the introductory sections of technical 
treatises; see above, ch. 1.1 Commentary D(e)(1) and (4). 
 That our chapter is followed by one on the origin of the world (1.4, Πῶς 
συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσµος), and then by the theological chs. 1.6–1.8 is not a 
coincidence, but inter alia due to the influence of Stoic and Platonizing 
procedures. The first subpart of the Stoic φυσικὸς λόγος at Diogenes Laertus V.P. 
7.132 is further subdivided into among other things ‘a part about principles, one 
about elements, and one about gods’. See the quotation below at section E(b)§1. 
On the divisions of the Stoic φυσικὸς λόγος, its Aristotelian precedents, and their 
reverberations in the sequential arrangement of chapters in the Placita see M-R 
2.1.97–109 and above, General Introduction sections 2.8 and 5.2.1. Also compare 
the slightly different order in the Platonist treatise Alcinous Did. c. 8, p. 162.24–
27 H.: ‘Following on these topics [sc. introductory matters, logic, mathematics], 
let us turn to a discussion of the principles [cf. A’s present chapter] and of the 
doctrines of theology [cf. A 1.6–8], taking our start from above from the first 
principles [cf. A 1.3], and then descending from these to examine, first, the 
origin of the world [cf. A 1.4]’, etc. The schema essentially derives from Plato’s 
Timaeus (itself influenced by the writings of the early philosophers), the most 
influential philosophical work in the first century BCE and CE when the Placita 
tradition was developed in the form that we find in A chs. 1.6–9. For further 
details see the Introduction to Book 1 section 2, and for ch. 1.4 after 1.3 also 
below at ch. 1.4, Commentary D(a).  
 The second part of ch. 1.7, §§2–25, which deals with the nature and 
substance of the divinity, is to some extent a counterpart and mirror reflection 
(mise en abyme) of ch. 1.3 on the principles (cf. M-R 2.1.87–88), and conversely, 
for the principle can be divine and the divinity a principle. For details see below 
at ch. 1.7 Commentary D(a)(2), and also the parallels listed in Loci Aetiani above. 
Furthermore, in the theological ch. 1.7 at §9 the two divinities attributed to 
Pythagoras, namely the (Platonic and Neopythagorean) Monad and the 
undetermined Dyad, are disertis verbis called principles. And Plato’s θεός at §20 
is a principle too, the first of the Middle Platonist triad.  
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  In the two main sources: The (parts of) doxai preserved in P and S can be 
placed side by side, using the name-labels for identification: 

 
 
 

P1 Thales 

S[2a] Homer (1.10.2) 
S[13a] Heraclitus (1.10.7) 
S[1] Empedocles (1.10.11) 
S2 Thales (1.10.12a) 
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P1a Homer 
P2 Anaximander 
P3 Anaximenes 
P4 Anaxagoras 
P5 Archelaus 

 
P6 Ionic Succession 

 
 

P7 Pythagoras 
P8 Heraclitus and Hippasus 

 
 
 
 

P9 Epicurus (and Democritus) 
P10 Empedocles 
P11 Socrates and Plato 
P12 Aristotle 
P13 Zeno Stoicus 
P14 Italic Succession 

S3 Anaximander (12b) 
S4 Xenocrates (12c) 
S5 Xenophanes (12d) 
S6 Anaximenes (12e) 
S7 Anaxagoras (12f) 
S8 Archelaus (12g) 
S9 Ionic Succession (12h) 
S10 Philolaus (12i) 
S11 Strato (12j)  
S12 Pythagoras (12k) 
S13 Heraclitus and Hippasus (14a) 
S14 Metrodorus (14b) 
S15 Diogenes of Apollonia (14c) 
S16 Zeno Stoicus (14d) 
S17 Leucippus (14e) 
S18 Democritus (14f) 
S19 Epicurus (14g) 
S20 Ecphantus (16a1) 
S21 Plato (16a2) 
S22 Aristotle (16a3) 
S23 Diodorus Cronus (16a4) 

 

 
It is immediately apparent that there is a large agreement between the two 
witnesses, in spite of P’s exclusion of a considerable number of mainly short 
doxai retained by S (who in turn abridges a number of the longer doxai written 
out in full by P). The only lemma in P that is wholly absent in S is the final 
comment on the Italic Succession (P14), while S provides different material on 
Empedocles instead of P10 (apart from the three shared lines of the verbatim 
fragment 31B6 DK he moved to the beginning of his chapter). This results in a 
total of 24 lemmata of which 23 contain doxai. The first fruit of this comparison 
is that we recognize 14 doxai which are shared by P and S and so have to be 
attributed to A, namely: 

§1 Thales  (P1,S2) 
§2 Anaximander  (P2,S3) 
§3 Anaximenes  (P3,S6) 
§4 Anaxagoras (P4,S7) 
§5 Archelaus (P5,S8) 
§6 Ionic Succession (P6,S9) 
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§7 Pythagoras (P7,S12) 
§9 Heraclitus and Hippasus (P8,S13) 
§16 Epicurus (P9,S19) 
§19 Empedocles  (P10,S[1](fr. 31B6 DK shared, 

explanations differ) 
§20 Plato (P11,S21) 
§21 Aristotle (P12,S22) 
§23 Zeno Stoicus (P13,S16) 
 

The order of these shared doxai in the two witnesses also largely corresponds, as 
we see. But Empedocles is brought forward in S because, as always, he 
commences his chapter with poetic quotes, among which are included three 
lines from Homer (1.10.2, 1.10.4, 1.10.6), the first of which has been abstracted 
from the Thales lemma, as well as a brief poeticized quote dealing with 
Heraclitus abstracted from the Heraclitus plus Hippasus lemma (cf. above, 
section A(2)). Although the earlier placement of Zeno the Stoic in S is puzzling 
when compared with P, it is nevertheless justified to retain the order in P as the 
basic framework for the chapter’s reconstruction, as done by Diels, and as will 
become clearer as the result of our comparison of the three witnesses P, S, and 
T.  
 As we saw the one lemma in P not recorded by S is P14 on the Italic 
Succession. It was inserted (perhaps correctly) by Diels after P7 Pythagoras (his 
§8) in the left Aëtian column. Consistently, at S12 the anthologist also omitted 
the words ‘We next have another beginning’ (πάλιν δ᾿ ἀπ᾿ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς, sc. next 
to that starting with Thales also acknowledged at S9), preserved by P as the 
opening words of P7. S thus obliterates every explicit reference to the Italic 
Succession. This may help explain the rather chaotic character of his 
presentation of the evidence. S appears to have interposed ten shorter lemmata 
(S4–5, S10–11, S14–15, S17–18, S20, S23) within the framework of the order as 
attested by P, the rationale of which is sometimes quite obscure. To achieve 
variety he also interposed other material, namely at 1.10.13 a fragment attributed 
to Theano (de Piet., p. 195 Thesleff) between Pythagoras and Heraclitus-and-
Hippasus, and one of a tract from the Corpus Hermeticum (4.10, p. 1.53 Nock–
Festugière) at 1.10.15 between Epicurus and Ecphantus. 
 (2) As argued above in section A5, T at CAG 4.9–12 contains the following 
Aëtian enclave with eight lemmata: 

Tiv Democritus (~ S18, cf. P9) 
Tv Metrodorus  (~ S14) 
Tvi Epicurus (~ P9,S19) 
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(the words κατὰ Δηµόκριτον φιλοσοφήσας in the Epicurean doxa P9 are 
omitted in S19. They presumably are an indication of the original sequence 
in A) 

Tvii  Ecphantus (~ S20) 
Tviii  Plato (~ P11,S21) 
Tix   Aristotle (~ P12,S22)) 
Tx   Xenocrates (~ S4) 
Txi   Zeno of Citium (~ P13,S16) 

For the natural cluster of Atomists cf. M-R 2.1.80. T’s lemmata for Democritus, 
Epicurus, Plato, Aristotle and Zeno which are paralleled in P are listed at 4.9–12 
in the same order as in P’s chapter 1.3, so T and P follow the same original order. 
This order is also followed by S for Democritus, Epicurus, Plato and Aristotle, 
which confirms this order as original in A. The position of Ecphantus between 
Epicurus and Plato is matched in S, so is original too. The original position of 
the Xenocrates lemma, matched in S but found there in an irregular place, is 
only warranted by its position in T’s Aëtian enclave. The position of the Zeno 
lemma in S is also irregular, but its original place is warranted by the agreement 
between T and P. 
 If next we look for other clusters of lemmata with corresponding 
name-labels plus doxai in the same order in our main witnesses, the 
following partial Successions can be discerned (cf. M–R 2.1.76–81): 

—Thales (P1,S2) 
—Anaximander  (P2,S3) 
(in S Anaximander is separated from Heraclitus and Hippasus by two 
interpolated lemmata, namely Xenocrates and Xenophanes) 
—Anaximenes (P3,S6) 
—Anaxagoras (P4,S7) 
—Archelaus (P5,S8) 
—note on Ionic Succession  (P6, cf. S9) 
(in S separated from Pythagoras by two interpolated lemmata, namely 
Philolaus and Strato, not paralleled in either P or T) 
  plus 
—Pythagoras (P7,S12) 
(in S separated from Heraclitus and Hippasus by a pseudepigraphic 
Pythagorean text ) 
—Heraclitus and Hippasus (P8,S13) 

 (3) Relative sequence and remaining problems. This results in the following 
relative sequence of which we can be reasonably certain. mirabile dictu it is the 
same as that of Diels in the DG (so we retract our critique of Diels at M–R 2.1.76): 
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1. Thales 1.3.1 Diels 
2. Anaximander  1.3.3 Diels 
3. Anaximenes 1.3.4 Diels 
4. Anaxagoras 1.3.5 Diels 
5. Archelaus 1.3.6 Diels 
6. note on Ionic Succession 1.3.7 Diels 
7. Pythagoras 1.3.8 Diels 
8. Heraclitus and Hippasus 1.3.11 Diels 
9. Leucippus 1.3.15 Diels 
10. Democritus 1.3.16 Diels 
11. Metrodorus 1.3.17 Diels 
12. Epicurus 1.3.18 Diels 
13. Ecphantus 1.3.19 Diels 
14. Plato 1.3.21 Diels 
15. Aristotle  1.3.22 Diels 
16. Xenocrates 1.3.23 Diels 
17. Zeno Stoicus 1.3.25 Diels 
 

Only limited conclusions can be drawn and differences of opinion will occur 
regarding the location or relative position of the majority of the other lemmata 
(for details cf. Mansfeld 2018b at M–R 4.265–266), namely that referring to the 
Italic Succession (1.3.9 Diels) and those with the name-labels Philolaus (1.3.10 
Diels), Xenophanes (1.3.12 Diels), Empedocles (1.3.19 Diels), Strato (1.3.24 Diels), 
Diogenes of Apollonia (1.3.26 Diels), and Diodorus Cronus (1.3.27 Diels). 
Positions in the Successions that may be preferred are Philolaus after Heraclitus 
and Hippasus and the note on the Italic Succession after Philolaus (or after 
Pythagoras), Xenocrates after Plato (in the Succession), or perhaps after 
Pythagoras (because of a similar dualism), Strato after Aristotle, and Diodorus 
Cronus after Ecphantus (and not, as in Diels, bringing up the rear). We may 
place Empedocles before Plato, as in P. Xenophanes and Diogenes of Apollonia 
belong in the first half of the list rather than in the second, but where one might 
prefer to put them remains unclear. Diels placed Xenophanes in the first half 
after Heraclitus and Hippasus and, oddly, Diogenes in the penultimate position 
of the second half. 
 Given these problems of our evidence we have in the end been forced to 
adopt the unsatisfactory procedure of placing the various additional ten doxai 
in S in the most logical sequence that can be built around the order of doxai in P 
and T. Fortunately the explanation of the present condition of the chapter, also 
works for P and T (who have preserved A’s order) alone. 
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(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Ethnicon and patronymic. 21 out of 24 name-labels in the present ch. 1.3 
are accompanied by ethnicon and patronymic, though by no means all of them 
are equally complete. Bottler (2014) 509, 517 and passim oddly believes that this 
signifies the complicating influence of the genre of biography. 
 To give only a few examples of passages where the issue is not the bios but 
doctrine: the patronymic plus a reference to the ethnicon is already found in Heraclitus 
fr. 22B39 DK (ἐν Πριήνηι Βίας ἐγένετο ὁ Τευτάµεω). Ethnica are prominently present in 
Plato’s list of Wise Men (Prot. 343a); also cf. his remarks about the Eleatics (Phdr. 261d, 
Sph. 242d). The ethnica already occur in Aristotle’s dialectical overviews, e.g. Cael. 1.10 
279b16–17 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος, Cael. 2.10 294a22–23 
Ξενοφάνης ὁ Κολοφώνιος and 29–30 Θαλῆν τὸν Μιλήσιον, and—coupled with a relative 
chronology—Mete. 2.7 365a17–19 Ἀναξαγόρας τε γὰρ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος καὶ πρότερον 
Ἀναξιµένης ὁ Μιλήσιος ἀπεφήναντο, καὶ τούτων ὕστερον Δηµόκριτος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης. The 
patronymic is added in Theophr. Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels = 225 FHS&G (Θαλῆς µὲν Ἐξαµύου 
Μιλήσιος), Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels = 226A FHS&G (Ἀναξίµανδρος µὲν Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος, 
Ἀναξιµένης δὲ Εὐρυστράτου Μιλήσιος), Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels = 228A FHS&G (for 
Ἀναξαγόρας µὲν γὰρ Ἡγησιβούλου Κλαζοµένιος), and Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels = 227C FHS&G 
(verbatim ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν—Physics, as we saw—, Παρµενίδης Πύρητος ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης). Master–pupil relationships are already included in Plato, Aristotle, and 
Theophrastus. 
 (2)  Various diaereses/diaphoniae. With regard to contents various diaereses 
or diaphoniae can be distinguished: (1) according to number (of principles, 
elements, or causes), viz. between monists and (several types of) pluralists, cf. 
M-R 2.1.83; (2) between those who accept and those who reject coming to be 
and passing away; (3) between those who posit corporeal principles or elements 
only and those who posit or include incorporeal elements; and (4) between 
those who fail to distinguish between principle(s) and element(s) (Thales, 
Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Heraclitus andHippasus etc.) and 
those who do (Empedocles, Socrates and Plato, Aristotle, Zeno). Some of these 
contrasts go back a long way (see also below, section D(e)). 
 (3)  The Successions principle. According to Diels DG 178–180 the 
Successions principle, however confusedly applied, is the only (or at least the 
main) rationale of the present chapter, which as he allows, however, also 
contains Theophrastean ingredients. This analysis was endorsed by Schofield 
(1975) 3–4. Referring to Diels’ view Lachenaud (1993) 209 too speaks of a 
‘confusion entre le schéma d’exposition propre aux doxographes et celui des 
διαδοχαί.’ The comment is worthwhile, but he seems to misunderstand Diels’ 
point and omits to tell us what this doxographical scheme would be. 
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 At M-R 2.1.76 we admitted to being unable to provide a better or even an 
alternative reconstruction than that of Diels in the DG. So we limited the 
inquiry to the investigation of ‘particular clusters of name-labels that occupy the 
same, or about the same, sequential arrangement in the three main sources’ (for 
which see now also above, section D(b)). Most of chapter 7 of our earlier book, 
M-R 2.1.72–90, concentrated on this analysis. Cf. Journée (2014) 37, who points 
out that S’s chapter on the principles, which ‘abondamment utilise Aétius’, 
results in ‘un texte dont l’ordre général reste … difficile à expliquer’. See also 
ibid. 46–53 his comparison of P, S and T. Since then, however, we have made 
considerable progress. 
 (4)  Successions plus diaeresis according to number. On the basis of all the 
considerations above we now believe that the best explanation for the confused 
and confusing order of the lemmata in our chapter is that it is the result of the 
interweaving of a sequence determined by a diaeresis according to number with 
the other form of organization already mentioned above, viz. that according to 
Successions. This interweaving also took place in ch. 1.7.2–25, which deals with 
the principles qua divinities; see below, ch. 1.7 Commentary D(c). An earlier 
example of a sequence of physical principles according to number that has been 
reorganized according to Succession is Cicero Luc. 118 (cited below section E(a) 
General texts), for which see Mansfeld (1989b).  
 It is generally agreed that the chapter (at least explicitly as to its first part) 
is set out according to the Successions model originally designed by Sotion. This 
structure is explicitly assigned in §1 (P) and §6 (P and S) to the Ionic 
diadoche/hairesis beginning with its archegete Thales, and in §7 and §8 (P 
alone) to the Italic hairesis beginning with its archegete Pythagoras. Note that P 
uses the words διαδοχή (here only), αἵρεσις (‘sect’), and φιλοσοφία 
interchangeably, while S does not use διαδοχή. The date of Sotion in the first 
third of the 2nd cent. BCE gives us the t.p.q. for this crucial modification of the 
chapter, and for the whole of the Placita insofar as the Successions template 
plays a (relatively modest) part in the treatise (for the latter see Jeremiah at M-R 
4.314–319). 
 Diaeresis according to number is first found in Gorgias. It was perfected by 
Aristotle and Theophrastus, and widely applied by later authors: varieties of 
monists versus pluralists, the latter divided into finitists and infinitists, and 
those who accept movement and those who do not. See e.g. Mansfeld (1989b) 
138-148, Viano (1995) 112–126, M-R 2.1.154–157 (with references),), and for more 
details also below, section D(e) General points. It also underlies the structure of 
the chapter dealing with corporealist theories, or the elemental constitution, of 
soul; see ch. 4.3 at Commentary (D)(c.). We posit that this was the original 
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arrangement of ch. 1.3, before the application of the Successions scheme, though 
it is no longer entirely clear what it may have looked like. The presence of 
Peripatetic-sounding criticisms in several lemmata of ch. 1.3 will also date from 
the phase before it was reconstructed according to the pattern of the Diadochai. 
 As a result we have the following sequence, which from the point of view 
of the number of principles is irregular: 

§§1–3 Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes: 1 material principle; 
§4 Anaxagoras: many material principles plus 1 efficient cause; 
§5 Archelaus: 1 material principle that splits up into two; 
§7 Pythagoras: many principles, viz. numbers and proportions, and (equally 

many?) elements, viz. the geometricals derived from these principles. 
Also 2 principles, viz. the Monad and the Indeterminate Dyad (the latter 
related to matter); 

§9–11 Heraclitus plus Hippasus, Diogenes, Xenophanes: 1 material 
principle; 

§12 Philolaus: 2 principles; 
§§13–15 Leucippus, Democritus, Metrodorus: 2 kinds of principles; 
§16 Epicurus: infinitely many material principles in the void (presumably 

qua other principle); 
§17 Ecphantus: 2 kinds of principles; 
§18 Diodorus Cronus: infinitely many material principles; 
§19 Empedocles: 4 elements, 2 principle-like powers; 
§20 Socrates, Plato: 3 principles; 
§21 Aristotle: 3 principles 4 + 1 elements; 
§22 Xenocrates: 2 principles/elements; 
§23 Zeno: 2 principles 4 elements; 
§24 Strato: 2 elements. 

The arithmetic becomes a bit complicated because not only principles but also 
elements are counted. But things actually become quite simple as soon as we 
realize that §§1–3 + §§9–11 are about monists and §§4–5 + §7 + §§12–24 about 
pluralists, that is, are distributed in keeping with the standard diaeresis 
according to number. It is this primary diaeresis that is disturbed because of the 
combination with the Successions criterion. 
 The pluralist Pythagoras in §7 qua archegete of his hairesis simply had to be 
inserted before the (Pythagorean) monist ‘Hippasus of Metapontum’ in §9, who 
belongs with the Italic Succession also because of his ethnicon. Conversely, the 
pluralist Anaxagoras in §4 had to be separated from the other pluralists further 
down because of his firm position in the Ionic Succession, and moved upwards. 
Archelaus (§5) followed his master Anaxagoras upwards also because of the 
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Succession. The single principle, air, namely that of Anaxagoras’ purported 
teacher Anaximenes, which is attributed to Archelaus here—for another 
tradition, which paradoxically enough makes his relation to Anaxagoras as his 
master clearer than the present one see below, section D(d)—splits up into two, 
viz. the elements fire and water. Therefore he may originally have occupied a 
position as a sort of Übergangsfigur between the monists and the pluralists, 
before the imposition of the Successions model. 
 These decisions apparently made it difficult or unattractive to separate the 
next Ionians, i.e. Diogenes and the Socratic line or lines, neatly from a line or 
lines of later Italians. Also note that Μιλήσιος, the only ethnicon here of 
Leucippus (no mention of the alternatives Ἐλεάτης or Ἀβδηρίτης as at Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 9.30), may cause confusion. §8, which in retrospect tells us that 
‘[t]he school of thought of these men has been named the ‘Italic’’, was placed by 
P at the end of his limited series of excerpts and omitted by S, which shows that 
both P and S did not really know where to put it in the doxai sequence (already 
jumbled in A). As a matter of fact the respective decisions of S and P were not 
such a bad idea in view of this fuzzy state of affairs. Diels relocated the lemma 
immediately after §7—certainly with some justification, because the 
Pythagoras lemma at line [71] also speaks of the Pythagoreans in the plural. We 
have followed his example for want of a better alternative.  
 As we follow the remaining doxai down, the block §§11–16, from 
Xenophanes via Philolaus, Leucippus, Democritus and Metrodorus to Epicurus, 
may be viewed as part of the Italic Succession, as in the account of the two 
Successions of Diogenes Laertius at V.P. 1.15. In other sources such as the one 
used by T for CAG 2.9–11 and important parts of 4.5–12, they may be included in 
a third, namely the Eleatic Succession beginning with the Xenophanes also 
found in T. §§20–24 present us with various branches of the Ionic Succession all 
descending from Socrates: Plato and Xenocrates represent the Early Academy, 
Aristotle and Strato the Peripatos, and Zeno the Stoa. The Hellenistic 
philosophers Zeno and Strato appropriately bring up the rear. 
 Accordingly the two main Successions break down into several sub-
Successions and even individual master-pupil relationships, or διαδοχαί in the 
individual sense. This may explain why A at P1 (§1[4]) says that there ‘were 
quite a number of Successions of philosophy’ (ἐγένοντο γὰρ πλεῖσται διαδοχαὶ 
φιλοσοφίας), see M.-R. 1.2.74. ‘Succession’, strictly speaking, is from one person to 
another and only then applicable to a whole line. Compare the first sentence of 
Theophrastus Sens. 1 ‘the numerous different doxai concerning sense 
perception, when regarded from a general point of view, are two (sets)’ (περὶ δ’ 
αἰσθήσεως αἱ µὲν πολλαὶ καὶ καθόλου δόξαι δύ’ εἰσίν); or Sextus Empiricus M. 9.359 
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(full text quoted below, section E(b) General texts): ‘concerning the highest and 
most primal elements there are two primary positions, with several more 
subdivisions’ (δύο µὲν αἱ πρῶται γεγόνασι στάσεις, πλείους δὲ κατ’ εἶδος)’. A motive 
for placing the lemma with the backward glance at the Ionic Succession at §6, 
after Archelaus, is perhaps found in the remark of Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.16 
that ‘natural philosophy ended with him’ because Socrates (i.e. the next in line) 
introduced ethics. Also cf. V.P. 1.18, ‘The physical part (of philosophy) lasted 
until Archelaus’. 
 (5)  Content of doxai. There are also traces of systematic arrangement based 
on content of doxai: §17 the Pythagorean Atomist Ecphantus has been tacked 
on to the Atomists of §§13–16 and not straightaway to the Pythagorean 
Succession (as represented by §7 Pythagoras or § 12 Philolaus). Diodorus Cronus 
in §18, too, has been attached to the Atomists although, as a Socratic, he belongs 
with the Ionic Succession. §10 Diogenes and §11 Xenophanes perhaps follow 
each other in view of their material principles air and earth, not far from §9 
Heraclitus and Hippasus with fire, though §19 Empedocles with all four 
elements is far away. Empedocles §19, as we have seen, introduces the block of 
doxai that alternate between principles plus elements and principles or 
elements alone. 
 (6)  The Milesians and Anaxagoras. The first four lemmata moreover form a 
particular ensemble. A further structural arrangement in various ways 
characterizes each of §§ 1–4, the three Milesians (see Alt 1973, 139–140, 153–154) 
plus Anaxagoras. At §§1–4 we in each case find (a) personal identification plus 
principle; (b) a formula for change from the principle and back to it (a maxim 
ultimately deriving from Arist. Met. Α.3 983b6–13, cited section E(b) §§1–3); (c) 
an explanatory comment. §§2–3 add (d) a strong criticism, §4 the opposite of 
this criticism in the form of an eulogy. The greater part of this arrangement is 
paralleled at §9 (Heraclitus and Hippasus): (a) personal identification plus 
principle; (b) formula for change from the principle and back; (c) explanatory 
comment. No criticism or eulogy here. This structure is quite similar to that of 
the fragments of Theophrastus on the principles of Anaximander (Phys.Op. fr. 2 
= 226A FHS&G) and Heraclitus (Phys.Op. fr. 1 = 225 FHS&G) and some related 
texts analyzed by Schwabl (1964) 61–64, where we also find the ingredients (a), 
(b) and (c). See also below, section D(d)§1.  
 (7)  Eleatic position of Anaxagoras. An important diaphonia between the 
Milesians and Heraclitus plus Hippasus on the one hand and Anaxagoras on the 
other, amounting to a further structural element, is that the former explicitly 
accept coming to be and passing away, while the latter (as de facto the only 
representative of Parmenidean ontology in the chapter) rejects it: §1 Thales [5–
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6] ἐξ … εἶναι + εἰς … ἀναλύεσθαι, §2 Anaximander [15–16] ἐκ … γίνεσθαι + εἰς … 
φθείρεσθαι, §3 Anaximenes [24] ἐκ … γίνεσθαι + εἰς … πάλιν ἀναλύεσθαι, §9 
Heraclitus and Hippasus [93–94] ἐκ … γίνεσθαι + εἰς … τελευτᾶν, versus §4 
Anaxagoras [34–35] πῶς ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος δύναταί τι γίνεσθαι ἢ φθείρεσθαι εἰς τὸ µὴ 
ὄν; Elsewhere in this chapter hints at coming to be and passing away are only 
found in §16 Epicurus Democritus [111–112] ἀγέννητα, ἀδιάφθαρτα and §20 
Socrates Plato [145] τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ; hints at coming to 
be only at §21 Aristotle [149] τῶν γενητῶν. 
 (8)  Dialectical scrutiny. The critique addressed at both §2 Anaximander 
and §3 Anaximenes is that they made the serious mistake of positing only the 
material cause and omitting the efficient cause. This ultimately derives from 
Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a17–27 and 8 988b22–28 (where note ἁµαρτάνουσιν, cited 
section E(b)§3 and §2, and cf. below, section D(d)). We may however observe 
that Aristotle elsewhere (GC 2.3 330b9–13) argues that those monists who 
generate things through condensation and rarefaction in fact posit two 
principles, the rare and the dense, or the hot and the cold, ‘for these are the 
demiurgic forces, and the one underlies them as matter’ (ταῦτα γὰρ τὰ 
δηµιουργοῦντα, τὸ δ’ ἓν ὑπόκειται καθάπερ ὕλη). This is tantamount to granting 
them, or at any rate the likes of Archelaus, a preliminary notion of the efficient 
cause. Also cf. Mete. 4.1 378b10–13, cited section E(b)§21. More clearly so 
Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels (= 227C FHS&G, 28A7 DK) at Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Met. 31.13–14 (verbatim) on Parmenides: δύο ποιῶν τὰς ἀρχάς, πῦρ 
καὶ γῆν, τὸ µὲν ὡς ὕλην τὸ δὲ ὡς αἴτιον καὶ ποιοῦν. It is brought against the leading 
Atomists by Cicero Fin. 1.18, quoted below, section E(a) §2 and §3. It must have 
been acceptable from a Stoic point of view as well, see §23 Zeno and cf. the texts 
quoted ad loc., section E(a)&(b). That a serious attempt was made to blunt this 
arrow by upgrading the doxa is clear from a note in ch. 1.7.4 below: ‘Anaximenes 
(says that the deity is) the air. Statements such as these should be understood as 
referring to the powers that pervade through all parts of the elements or the 
bodies’. 
 Alt (1973) 141–142 believes, perhaps correctly, that this censure is not 
leveled against Thales in §1 because Aristotle de An. 1.2 405a19–21 (Thales fr. 31 
Wöhrle) cited the attribution to him of the idea that the soul is a ‘motive force’. 
But the ‘statements’ in ch. 1.7.4 include that of Thales at ch. 1.7.2 (though not 
that of Anaximander at 1.7.3). We recall that another dialectical arrow had 
already been shot at Thales in ch. 1.2, and may add that at ch. 4.2.1 below he is 
said to have been ‘the first to declare that the soul is a nature that is ever-
moving, or rather self-moved’—which however does not yet turn it into the 
efficient cause (τὸ ποιοῦν) required here. 
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 The specific criticism addressed at Anaximander in §2 of the present 
chapter is that he fails to tell us which of the standard elements the Infinite 
should be identified with (that is, he fails to tell us τί ἐστι: question type of 
substance), which derives from Aristotle GC 2.1 329a8–13, cited section E(b)§2. 
In Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels (= 226A FHS&G) we also read that he fails to 
identify the Infinite with one of the standard elements (λέγει δὲ αὐτὴν µήτε ὕδωρ 
µήτε ἄλλο τι τῶν καλουµένων εἶναι στοιχείων), but here the explicit criticism of GC 
2.1 329a8–13 as well as that concerned with the efficient cause are lacking. 
 Anaxagoras at §4 on the other hand is applauded for adding the efficient 
cause. This ultimately derives from Aristotle’s eulogy at Met. Α.3 984b15–20 
followed by Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels (= 228A FHS&G), both cited 
section E(b)§4. Alt (1973) 139 posits that the majority of the lemmata of 1.3 
contain a hint (‘Hinweis’) at the efficient cause, but this is true of only six 
among twenty-three, viz. §7 and §§19–23. However the reference to the missing 
cause or principle (which could have been added in §§9–11) makes the 
diaphonia between monists and pluralists even more explicit.  
 (9)  Interpretative techniques. Interpretation, in Antiquity, often entails 
eliciting the ‘real’ intention or meaning of a statement or view believed to be 
insufficiently clear, or in need of exemplification. Aristotle applied this 
interpretative technique to the tenets of, for instance, Thales, Anaximander, 
and Empedocles. The Aëtian explanatory comment (c) at §1 (Thales) derives 
with certain modifications from his not implausible but hypothetical 
explanation at Met. Α.3 983b622–28 (sperm is moist etc.), followed by 
Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels (= 225 FHS&G), both cited at section E(b)§1; cf. 
Alt (1973) 140–141. (A similar but Stoicized comment on Thales is found at 
Heraclitus All.Hom. 22.3–5). The explanatory comment (c) at our §2 
(Anaximander) derives from one of Aristotle’s suggestions at Phys. 3.4 203b18–
20 (coming to be should never fail), cited at section E(b)§2 (cf. Alt (1973) 142–
143). There is no evidence or proof that Anaximander provided this comment 
himself. 
 But the explanatory comment (c) at §2 (Anaximenes: ‘just as our soul, 
being air, holds us together and dominates us, so air contains the whole 
cosmos’) cannot be derived from such a remark of Aristotle or Theophrastus. 
Though both the wording and the thought are disconcerting (the overworked 
compositum συγκρατεῖ is late and somewhat unusual; for ψυχή and κόσµος in 
something like the sense required here we apparently have to wait till 
Heraclitus at the earliest; the idea that the soul holds the body together is first 
paralleled in Aristotle; a form of the microcosm–macrocosm analogy is first 
attested for Democritus), the statement or its separate halves are widely 
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believed to go back in some way to Anaximenes himself (this is of course true 
for air as the principle). It has been argued (e.g. Alt 1973, 155–156) that the 
reference to the soul is awkward because it is generally seen as a motive force, 
so the criticism based on the absence of the efficient cause loses its point. One 
could also argue that the comment is unfortunate because the cohesive and 
containing, i.e. preserving, impact of soul and air fails to illustrate coming to be 
from and passing away into the principle. But the aim of the comment is merely 
to prove by analogy that air is the principle: as it is in our bodies, so it is in the 
universe. See further below at section D(d) individual points, §3. 
 What follows is that, just as in §§1–3, the elucidation of the ontological 
maxim derives from Aristotle, or rather from an upgraded version of what is in 
Aristotle. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
The chapter is a mixed bag. Quite a few lemmata are quite lengthy and are 
written in an expository style, namely §§1–5, 7, 9, 16, 20–21, and perhaps 19. §7, 
expounding a Neopythagorean system, is even the third longest of the whole 
treatise (see at (d)§7 below). But §§10, 12– 15 and 24 are typically terse and 
elliptic ‘oneliners’ consisting of name-label in the nominative plus tenet in the 
accusative plus (only in the present chapter, four cases) ethnicon and/or 
patronymic or affiliation-label. And five of these belong to early philosophers: 
§10 Diogenes (tenet deriving form Theophrastus, see at §10 below), §12 
Philolaus, §13–15 Leucippus–Democritus–Metrodorus, §§17–18 and 20–23 are 
very terse, consisting of elliptic first sentences with name-label etc. and tenet 
followed by concise explanations of terminology. Also noteworthy is that the 
latest philosophers listed are Zeno the Stoic, Didodorus Cronus and Strato. 
 Date.  Alt (1973) 153 argues that the chapter cannot be much later than the 
early Hellenistic period, since the last physicists to be listed (Zeno Stoicus and 
Strato of Lampsacus) provide a t.p.q. But such a relatively early casting is found 
in quite a few other Placita chapters without entailing an early date for the 
chapter itself. The synchronism of Pythagoras and Polycrates in §8, first 
mentioned by Aristoxenus, probably derives from Apollodorus (second half of 
2nd cent. BCE), cf. Mosshammer (1979) 278. The use of αἵρεσις to denote a 
Presocratic school of thought can hardly be posited before works bearing the 
title Περὶ αἱρέσεων, such as those composed by Clitomachus (Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 2.92, fr. 10 Mette) or Panaetius (V.P. 2.87, T 141 Alesse) had become part of 
the standard literature. The combination Ἰωνικὴ αἵρεσις at §1[3] is a hapax, 
while §8[90] αἵρεσις Ἰταλική is only duplicated at T CAG 1.55. Several rare words 
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are not paralleled earlier than the first centuries CE, viz. §3[25] συγκρατεῖ, 
§7[82] χρεµετιστικός in a standard definition, §16[112] διαπλασµός, and §16[120–
121] ἀγκιστροειδής, τριαινοειδής and κρικοειδής (for such words on –ειδής see 
below, chs. 2.2.2, 2.17.2, 3.15.9). The final version of the chapter as whole cannot 
be earlier than its most recent vocabulary. 
 The phrase ἀρχή or ἀρχαὶ τῶν ὄντων, applied to §1 Thales, §2 Anaximander, 
§3 Anaximenes (twice), §4 Anaxagoras (twice), and §16 Epicurus, is originally 
Aristotelian (e.g. Met. Α.3 983b11 the majority of the early philosophers, Α.4 
985b25 the Pythagoreans, Α.5 986b3 the Pythagoreans and Alcmaeon; Phys. 1.6 
189b13 an ‘early view’, 2.3 203a3–4, the Pythagoreans and Plato). Then once in 
Theophrastus (on Anaximander, Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels = 226A FHS&G at 
Simplicius in Phys. 24.14–15). Among the testes proximi it is paralled at 
Hippolytus Ref. 1.6.2 (Anaximander). In A ὄντα in the required sense are only 
paralleled at ch. 1.7.13 (Heraclitus, S only). 
Individual Points 
§1.  We have kept P’s text, rejecting Diels’ bracketing of ὅς and addition of S’s γάρ 
in the text of P, an intervention in support of his view that the mini-biography 
of Thales which in this form is absent in S, but still part of the revision according 
to Successions of this chapter, should be attributed not to A but to P. The 
absence of ὅς from S and the presence of γάρ in S are necessary because of S’s 
abridgment of §1. S inserted part of the material he omitted here in his version 
of §6 (see also below), which proves that the mini-biography was to be found in 
A after all. The whole of §1[2] δοκεῖ … [5] ὃς will have been interpolated in an 
earlier version of the lemma when the chapter was revised to accommodate the 
Successions template. Because of the parallel formula for change from the 
principle and back to it in §2[15–16] (Anaximander), §3[24] (Anaximenes), 
§9[94] (Heraclitus and Hippasus) the part of the sentence from [5] ἐξ to [6] 
ἀναλύεσθαι may derive from A. The formula ultimately derives from Aristotle 
Met. Α.3 983b6–13, who applies it to the ‘majority of the first philosophers’ (τῶν 
… πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων οἱ πλεῖστοι), and continues with Thales. But we note 
that Theophrastus applies it to Anaximander (Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels = 226A 
FHS&G) and to Hippasus and Heraclitus (Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels = 225 FHS&G) but 
not to Thales. Extending it to Thales must be a later development. See also 
above, section D(c). 
 Bottler (2014) 68, who apparently fails to see where P1 is paralleled in S, 
adverts to a purported similarity of P’s paragraph with Porphyry’s custom 
(according to T CAG 2.95–96) of providing both doxai and bios, and recalls T’s 
remark that A and P provided (only) doxai. Nevertheless she is prepared to 
grant the passage to P, who then would be more than a mere epitomator, 
namely an author adding material of his own accord. But this again is to neglect 
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the striking parallels in S. We may add that S abridged several other lemmata as 
well, namely §2, §3, §4, §7, §9 and §16 (see above, section A(2)); so he also 
abridged §1. 
 We have also refrained from following Diels’ example in giving Homer a 
separate lemma, as this would clearly interrupt the chronological sequence of 
Ionians, as noted at M–R 2.1.77. For S’s location of the line see above, sections 
A(2) and D(b). 
 In earlier publications we have made various suggestions about the provenance of 
these passages on Homer in P and S (cf. also Diels DG 95, 170). We now believe that the 
evidence of P is sufficient and reliable, because a Homeric line is included as part of the 
tradition ever since the authority cited by (and so via) Arist. Met. 1.3 983b30 (cf. Alt 
1973, 142). Aristotle’s paraphrastic Ὠκεανόν τε γὰρ καὶ Τηθὺν ἐποίησαν τῆς γενέσεως 
πατέρας refers to Il. 14.201 (= 14.302), subsequently cited in relation to Thales in Iren. 
Haer. 2.14.2, S.E. M. 10.314, Calc. in Tim. c. 280 and Prob. in Buc. 6.31, p. 344.14–15 Hagen. 
But P cites the other line, Il. 14.246 Ὠκεανοῦ (changed, as in the parallel passages, to 
nominative Ὠκεανος) ὅς περ γένεσις πάντεσσι τέτυκται, found in relation to Thales also 
Heracl. All. 22.3–6, ps.Iust. Coh. 5.42, and ps.Plu. Vit.Hom. 2.93. These passages have 
been quoted below, section E(a)§1 and section E(b)§1; a glance at the apparatus of 
West (2000) ad locos shows that Il. 14.201 is cited more often than 14.246.  
 The first reason why A prefers Il. 14.246, we believe, is that Oceanus alone 
qua ‘origin for all things’ can with greater likelihood be claimed as being similar 
to, or even anticipating, Thales’ monistic principle. Secondly, Il. 14.201 is too 
mythological, or theological. In the present lemma, A and the tradition he 
depends on and/or shares, are not concerned with so undeniably a mythological 
figure as ‘mother Tethus’, but with water as the arche. For A’s secular 
preferences see above, ch. 1.1, Commentary D(c) ad finem. Note the formula διὰ 
τοῦτο καὶ Ὅµηρος. The reasons for Thales’ assumption originally hypothesized 
by Aristotle are here attributed to Homer, too, which gives further point to the 
latter’s πάντεσσι: Oceanus, too, is a general principle. T CAG 2.9 (T1) cites the 
other text, Il. 14.201, so here is closer to the Peripatetic tradition, as noted by 
Diels DG 170. 
§§2–3. For ἁµαρτάνει ... οὗτος and explicit dialectical argument in the Placita see 
above at ch. 1.2, Commentary D(d)(3); also ch. 1.7, Commentary D(d), individual 
points §1[35]. 
§2.  Here and in the next two lemmata S records the patronymics of the 
philosophers Anaximander, Anaximenes and Anaxagoras. Given that P (who 
abridges here) reverts back to giving a patronymic to Archelaus in §5, it is as 
good as certain that he left them out rather than that S added them (but in this 
chapter S too abridges elsewhere, most extensively in §7). 
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Anaximander was first inserted into a proto-Succession by Theophrastus, see 

Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels (= 226A FHS&G), where he is the pupil of Thales and then 
himself the teacher of Anaximenes. 
§2[16].  ἀπείρους κόσµους: a garbled version of Anaximander’s view, for which 
see e.g. Mansfeld (2011a). 
§2[17–18].  λέγει γοῦν διότι ἀπέραντον ἐστιν, ἵνα µηδὲν ἐλλείπῃ ἡ γένεσις ἡ 
ὑφισταµένη. The formula λέγει γοῦν, here both in P and S midway a paragraph, as 
a rule introduces verbatim quotations, so we may interpret what follows as the 
paraphrase of a purported quotation. In S it is as a rule used to tack on such 
quotations, for instance from the Timaeus (cf. Diels DG 75, 216, Jeremiah at M-R 
4.286, 353). Aristotle too uses it a few times to announce verbatim quotations, 
though once what follows is a paraphrase, see GC 1.1 314a13–15 (Anaxagoras 
59A52 DK); cf. e.g. Plutarch CN 1077D (SVF 2.1064). The quasi-Anaximandrean 
paraphrase ἵνα µηδὲν ἐλλείπῃ ἡ γένεσις ἡ ὑφισταµένη derives from Aristotle Phys. 
3.4 203b18–20 (cited below section E(b)§2), while ἀπέραντον (first found Pindar 
Nem. 8.38) varies the standard ἄπειρον already paralleled in Homer. 
§3.  Τhe contrast with the previous lemma indicated by the particle δ(έ) is 
between Anaximenes’ air and Anaximander’s inability to say whether the 
principle is air etc. S omits καὶ οὗτος because he interpolated Xenocrates 
Xenophanes between the two Eleatics. 
 The striking parallels with this purported Anaximenes fragment as to 
content and structure found in later authors show that this particular form of 
parallelism between human soul and cosmos should not be dated before the 
early Hellenistic period. These authors are Chrysippus and Posidonius cited at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.138, Diogenes of Babylon cited by Philodemus, Varro 
cited by Tertullian, and Cornutus (Varro and Philodemus, to the best of our 
knowledge, are never mentioned in this context); they are cited at section 
E(b)§3 below. What we have here is a routine explicitation of what was believed 
to have been left unexpressed by the early physicist. On φησιν as not 
introducing formal quotations or even as introducing bogus quotations see the 
material collected by Kerschensteiner (1962) 76–77 n. 4, and cf. §7[74] καὶ ἡ 
ἡµετέρα ψυχή, φησίν, ἐκ τετράδος σύγκειται (our emphasis), which likewise 
focuses on the parallel between the human soul and something constitutive of 
reality in general. The phrase ἡ ἡµετέρα ψυχή (§3[24–25] and §7[74]) is only 
paralleled as late as Plotinus Enn. 5.1[10].10.11 and later. One of the best parallels 
for the Aëtian pseudo-quotation of the Anaximenean doxa is provided by 
Philoponus, a phrase (cited section E(a)§3) that cannot count as independent 
evidence. The suggestion of Alt (1973) 157–161 that Anaximenes was confused 
with Diogenes of Apollonia has not been successful. As a matter of fact 
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Anaximenes is very safe because of his unassailable position in the Ionic 
Succession, which is operative also here. But we note the absence of the theory 
of condensation and rarefaction attested elsewhere for him, which in our 
present chapter has been shifted to Archelaus (§5) and Heraclitus and Hippasus 
(§9). See further Mansfeld (2018e). 
§4.  We have not followed Mau and others in converting the Anaxagorean quote 
into archaic language. The quote has been modernized by A or a predecessor. 
For further examples see Sextus Empiricus M. 9.6, Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.6, 
and Hippolytus Ref. 1.8.1 (59A42 DK) cited section E(a)§4. 
 Just as in §§1–3, an ontological maxim is followed by an explanatory 
passage, here dealing with foodstuffs as the source of a generous collection of 
parts of the human anatomy. In support of the genuine Anaxagorean origin of 
this maxim a purported ontological fragment (verbatim) extant in a late 
scholion on Gregory of Nazianzus (59B10 DK) used to be quoted widely, but the 
doubts of Schofield (1980a) 106 and 136–107 have now been vindicated by a 
discovery of Gemelli Marciano (2010) 155–159. This so-called fragment has been 
formulated by Psellus, who turns out to be an important source of the scholion 
and the originator of the pseudo-quotation. At best there is Aristotelian 
precedent for part of its contents, viz. of the opposites black and white and of 
soft homoiomere (‘uniform parts’) such as flesh and of hard homoiomere such as 
hair. Aristotle provides this information when discussing Anaxagoras’ main 
doctrine in the Physics, and when discussing spermatology in the De generatione 
animalium. We prefer the translation ‘tendons’ for νεῦρα instead of ‘nerves’ 
(which would produce an anachronism comparable to the presence of entities 
only ‘discerned by reason’), because the νεῦρα are listed together with the bones 
(ὀστᾶ), not with the arteries and veins. Veins, arteries and tendons are already 
mentioned together in ps.Aristotle De spiritu, e.g. 3 483b12–16. A remarkably 
similar doctrine concerning the homoiomere of the body as ’discerned by reason’ 
is provided by the Anon. Londiniensis, who attributes it to Erasistratus. The texts 
at issue are cited below at section E(a)§4 and section E(b)§4. 
§5.  Archelaus is never mentioned by Aristotle, but added to the early physicists 
by Theophrastus at Simplicius in Phys. 27.23–26, who briefly cites him and 
attributes ‘the same principles’ to him as to Anaxagoras, whose ‘pupil’ he is 
(Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels = 228A FHS&G). The attribution of air as principle, not in 
Theophrastus, is also found at ch. 1.7.5 (and cf. ch. 4.3.2, where Anaximenes, 
Archelaus and others declare the soul is air-like). This attribution is paralleled at 
Sextus Empiricus M. 9.360, so A is not alone. According to Theophrastus—who 
presumably corrects a general statement of Aristotle (Met. Α.4 985b10–12) and 
in his turn is contradicted by Simplicius who refers to this statement—
compression and rarefaction are valid for Anaximenes alone (cf. above, section 
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D(d)§3, and below, texts at section E(b)§5). ‘Fire’ and ‘water’ are presumably 
paralleled at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.16, δύο αἰτίας εἶναι γενέσεως, θερµὸν καὶ 
ψυχρόν. The link with Anaximenes is not confirmed by Theophrastus, 
Hippolytus, and Augustine, who posit that Archelaus followed Anaxagoras in 
assuming the homoiomereiai. These two traditions are difficult to reconcile with 
each other, though attempts have been made. Betegh (2013) 8 n. 18 prefers the 
version of A. For Aristotelian precedent for the attribution of a notion of the 
efficient cause to Archelaus see above at section D(c). 
§6.  The fact that οὗτοι µὲν οὖν … φιλοσοφίαν is identical in P and S, and that S 
continues with a paraphrase of part of §1 omitted in his own abridged version of 
§1, proves that these references to the Successions were already to be found in 
A.  
§7.  The Pythagoras lemma with its 381 words is the third largest of the Placita 
and by far the largest devoted to a single philosopher and his immediate 
following. It is also exceptional in providing a brief overview of the physics of a 
philosopher and his followers as a whole, i.e. including epistemology, rather 
than of the principles of physics in a narrow sense. This makes Pythagoras the 
protagonist of the chapter. The reason probably is not that A felt attracted to 
Pythagoreanism (in chs. 1. titulus et index & 1.1 we have noticed a preference for 
the Peripatos), but because Platonizing Pythagoreanism had become an 
unavoidable factor on the philosophical scene from the time when the 
traditions on which he depends took shape. These began with the Early 
Academy, as presumably already attested also by Theophrastus, and are very 
much present from the second century BCE, see e.g. Gaiser (1963) 475, Burkert 
(1972) 15–96, Dillon (2003) 56–59, Dillon (2010), (2014), Long (2013) 145–146; 
contra Zhmud (2013b). 
 That the Placita tradition accepts and applies this unhistorical but creative and 
highly influential construction is very clear from ch. 2.6.5–6, where A at P comments on 
the relation, established as we know at Tim. 53c–55c between the five regular bodies 
and the elements plus the sphere of the All, but here attributed to Pythagoras with the 
words ‘Plato in these matters too Pythagorizes’ (Πλάτων δὲ καὶ ἐν τούτοις πυθαγορίζει). 
This, by the way, is the first time the verb occurs in relation to doctrine rather than 
lifestyle. The attribution of Plato’s view to Pythagoras at A 2.6.5 is paralleled at Ach p. 
17.10–13, who however speaks of ‘the Pythagoreans’. See M-R 2.2.386. Also cf. Ethical 
Doxography A at S Ecl. 2.7.3f, p. 49.18–21 εἴρηται (sc. ὁµοίωσιν θεῷ) δὲ παρὰ Πλάτωνος 
κατὰ τὸ τῆς φιλοσοφίας τριµερές, ἐν Τιµαίῳ (90a–d) µὲν φυσικῶς, προσθήσω δὲ καὶ 
Πυθαγορικῶς, σηµαίνοντος ἀφθόνως τὴν ἐκείνου προεπίνοιαν. See also M-R 2.1.85–86. 
 The long lemma may be subdivided into five sections: (1) §7[54–55 (προσ-) 
αγορεύσας] Pythagoras as archegete, name patronymic ethnicon; first finder 
motif; (2) §7[55 ἀρχὰς –57] numbers doctrine similar to that attributed to the 
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Pythagoreans by e.g. Aristotle and Cicero; (3) §7[58–61) Neopythagorean, i.e. 
Platonized account (One and Indefinite Dyad as principles), cf. above, this 
section ad init., and below, this section §7[55–89] and the very similar passage 
ch. 1.7.9; (4) §7[62–73) continuation and illustration of the numbers doctrine of 
§7[55 ἀρχάς –57], ending with the oath and thus commencing psychology and 
epistemology; and (5) §7[74–89] Neopythagorean, i.e. Platonized interpretation 
of the oath in epistemic terms. The transition is signalized by §7[58] πάλιν δέ. 
 At a first glance section §7[74–89] dealing with the soul and epistemology 
will surprise in a chapter disertis verbis dealing with the archai. But the excerpt 
of ps.Archytas’ Περὶ ἀρχᾶν, On Principles (de Princ.) cited S 1.41.5 ~ p. 36.13–37.12 
Thesleff, is also about epistemology—which is why Thesleff adds this excerpt to 
ps.Archytas Περὶ νοῦ καὶ αἰσθάσιος, On Intellect and Sense-Perception (de Intell.) 
cited by S further down at 1.48.6. But a few pages up in the same chapter, at 
1.41.2, S cites another excerpt from the Περὶ ἀρχᾶν, this time dealing with ‘two 
principles of the things that are, one containing the systoichia of what is orderly 
and limited, the other the systoichia of what is disorderly and unlimited’. 
Ps.Archytas’ macro-structure, physics followed by psychology in the ancient 
sense of the word i.e. including epistemology, is not unusual. It is paralleled in 
the Pythagorean Hypomnemata of Alexander Polyhistor at Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 8.24–33. See Laks (2013b) 379 on the ‘organized series of all the topics you 
can expect from a philosophical treatise–a doctrine of principles, a cosmology’ 
[lacking in our §7, but amply represented elsewhere in the Placita], ‘a 
psychology [including a paragraph on perception], a theology, and a code of 
moral and religious practice’ [of course also lacking in our physical Placita]’, to 
be found there. For epistemology included in psychology see also below, 
Introduction to Book 4 at section (6). The present lemma is the only one in ch. 
1.3 comprising a section dealing with epistemology. In the Placita other 
references to Pythagorean epistemic views are scarce. Those at chs. 4.9.1, 4.13.5–
6 + 4.14.3 and 4.20.1 are hardly significant in themselves. Only ch. 1.10.3, 
‘Pythagoras’ on ‘the so-called εἴδη and the ἰδέας’ is more or less consistent with 
our §1.3.7. The ps.Archytean order: principles of reality followed by principles of 
knowledge (based on the principles of reality), is precisely parallel to that of the 
present Aëtian paragraph. 
 The theory of principles in our §7 places the two principles One and 
Indefinite Dyad on the same level. This means that this Aëtian version of the 
Pythagorean first principles is earlier than, or at least not influenced by, one of 
Eudorus in the first cent. BCE, according to whom the Monad produces the 
Dyad (Eud. frs. 3–5 Mazzarelli , in part verbatim, at Simplicius in Phys. 181.7–30). 
For further details see Mansfeld (2020b). 
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§7[54].  ἀπ᾿ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς links up well with §6[53] ἀπὸ Θάλητος. Philosophy is 
believed to have begun with Thales (§1[2–3] δοκεῖ δ᾿ ὁ ἀνὴρ οὗτος ἄρξαι τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας) and gets a ‘second beginning’ (ἄλλη ἀρχή) with Pythagoras. For the 
expression cf. e.g. Galen in Prorrh. 16.750.9–10 K., ἀπ’ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς κελεύοντας 
ἀναγινώσκειν τὰ µετὰ ταῦτα, in Epid. vi 17a.980.10 K. καὶ πάλιν ἀπ’ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς, 
Sextus M. 5.106, Origen C.C. 6.42 ἑξῆς δὲ τούτοις ἀπὸ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς ὁ Κέλσος τοιαῦτά 
φησι καθ’ ἡµῶν. One also finds ἀπὸ ἑτέρας ἀρχῆς. 
§7[54–55]. The πρῶτος εὑρετής (‘first finder’) motif is quite frequently 
encountered elsewhere in the Placita, see M-R 2.1.94–96, and e.g. chs. 2.1.1 with 
Commentary D(d)§1, 2.12.2 and 3.14.2. The attribution of the first use of 
φιλοσοφία to Pythagoras goes back to Heraclides of Pontus, e.g. fr. 87 Wehrli = 84 
Schütrumpf at Diogenes Laertius V.P. proœm 12. See further Kleingunther 
(1933), Thraede (1960). 
§7[55–89].  The One and the Indeterminate Dyad, attributed to Plato’s 
Unwritten Doctrines by Aristotle, are already attributed to both Plato and the 
Pythagoreans (not: Pythagoras) by Theophrastus. These two principles were 
widely attributed to Plato, but next, as we see, also to the Pythagoreans, and 
then to the Pythagoreans alone, e.g. in the Pyth.Hyponemata cited by Alexander 
Polyhistor, and finally to Pythagoras himself, as in our chapter. Baltes (1976) 96 
points out that Speusippus and Xenocrates (like Aristotle and Theophrastus) 
still speak of Pythagoreans—not of Pythagoras, which is what Heraclides of 
Pontus appears to have been the first to do (frs. 87–88 Wehrli, 84–85 
Schütrumpf). 
 The (of course originally and exclusively Platonic) monadic Ideas produced 
from these principles will be based on a creative interpretation of Phlb. 15a–b, 
where ‘monads’ (µονάδας) and ‘henads’ (ἑνάδων) refer to Ideas. In what follows at 
Phlb. 16c–17c Plato, speaking of the limited and the unlimited (πέρας and 
ἀπειρία), uses concepts that are inspired by Pythagorean thought, esp. what are 
held to be the genuine fragments of Philolaus (see Huffman 2001). The view that 
the Platonic Ideas are numbers is several times attributed by Aristotle to 
Xenocrates, at least one of whose doctrines (soul as moving number, cf. ch. 
4.2.3–4) came to be attributed to Pythagoras as well. Thus not only the two 
Platonic principles (the One or Monad, and the Indefinite Dyad), but also the 
Ideas derived therefrom came to be attributed to Pythagoras. For the 
interpretation of Phlb. 15a–b in later authors from Alexander of Aphrodisias to 
Damascius (and possibly ps.Ammonius) see below section E(b)§7[76–82]. As far 
as we know the ‘Pythagorean’ doctrine at ch. 1.3.7[76–82] has not played a part 
in the discussion of these later passages in the secondary literature. 
 Aristotle’s cryptic phrase at Met. A.5 987b20–22, ending with the harsh ἐξ 
ἐκείνων γὰρ κατὰ µέθεξιν τοῦ ἑνὸς τὰ εἴδη εἶναι τοὺς ἀριθµούς, can also be 
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interpreted as referring to Ideas qua numbers (not: ideal numbers!), and so 
supports the reading of the Philebus passage. Aristotle’s text at 987b22 has been 
emended in various ways, most recently by Primavesi (2012), who athetizes τοὺς 
ἀριθµούς. But as Steel (2012) 186 points out, the awkward ending of the sentence 
is supported by virtually the entire textual tradition. One may also appeal to 
Met. A.9 991b9 ‘if the forms are numbers’ (ἔτι εἴπερ εἰσὶν ἀριθµοὶ τὰ εἴδη), a phrase 
that also joins these crucial terms up with each other. Ambiguous or difficult 
texts provoke interpretative ingenuity—this time more pythagorico, hardly 
surprising in a much-visited contexts such as Phlb. 15a–17c, or chapter 5 of 
Metaphysics Α, where Aristotle compares Plato with the Pythagoreans, but also 
insists on the differences. This Platonizing picture of Pythagoras (two 
principles) is notably different from the Middle Platonist account of Plato at §20 
(triad of principles).  
 ‘Man’ and ‘horse’ as examples of Ideas, or general concepts, or substantives, 
are found remarkably often, namely in Plato, Eurytus, Aristotle, the Stoics, etc. A 
few cases are quoted at section E(b)§7[76–80] below. 
§7[71–73]. This is the earliest attestation of the famous oath. We note that P has 
ψυχᾷ, while S has κεφαλᾷ. The transmission elsewhere is also divided between 
these terms, or even has γενεᾷ (the latter in Nicomachus, Porphyry and 
Iamblichus). Here of course we need ψυχᾷ in view of the exegesis concerned 
with the structure of soul that follows in P; so S, who omits this exegesis, was 
able to modify the quotation. Kranz (1938) 438 argued that Empedocles must 
have known the oath, for he calls the elements ῥιζώµατα and uses πηγή in a 
cosmological sense (31B23.10 DK). Burkert (1972) 186–187 suggests that though 
the first line of the oath may originally ‘have stood by itself’, the second, that is, 
the line παγὰν ἀενάου φύσεως ῥιζωµά τ’ ἔχουσαν, ‘cannot be older than 
Empedocles’, since ῥιζώµατα and πηγή will derive from Empedocles, and ‘the 
general idea of φύσις is scarcely likely to have existed before the second half of 
the 5th century’. If this is correct, the second line shows that Empedocles was 
seen as a Pythagorean, or at least as a kindred spirit, by other Pythagoreans. 
References to earlier discussions and the usual balanced judgement are found at 
Zeller–Nestle (1920) 1025–1026 with n. 2. On the oath see also below, ch. 1.15 
Commentary D(d)§7. 
§7[75].  The series νοῦς ἐπιστήµη δόξα αἴσθησις is originally Platonic (according 
to Aristotle, see section E(b)§7[25–43]); the Aristotelian and Stoic concept of 
φαντασία is notably absent. 
§7[76–87]. Each individual monadic entity can be defined (i.e. a horos be 
formulated) in the proper way per genus et differentiam, here man as ‘rational 
living being’ and horse ‘as living being that neighs’. This adds a Platonic-cum-
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Aristotelian ingredient that had become common property. In Alcinous’ 
Didascalicus c. 5 this theory of definition is attributed to Plato. We also read that 
‘every syllogism deduces what is in dispute and effortlessly demonstrates 
something else from agreed premises’, which is nothing more or less than a 
version of Aristotle’s famous definition. In Alcinous’ Didascalicus c. 6 this 
definition is attributed to Plato. Essential features of Aristotle’s logic that we 
find integrated (at far greater length) in a standard Middle Platonist handbook, 
are in §7 already part of a Neopythagorean synthesis. The τινων ὁµολογουµένων 
are the premises of the syllogism taken as a unity, so the deduction is from this 
unity to the other unity, the conclusion, see Themistius’ paraphrase of a passage 
in Aristotle quoted section E(b)§7[84–87]. 
§7[77].  The reading θεωρεῖται as the lectio difficilior should be retained rather 
than the conjecture of Usener and Diels θεωρεῖ, esp. since it is supported by Q. 
§7[89].  It is possible, as surmised by the editors, that there is a lacuna at the 
end of the doxa, because A does not deal with the tetrad of sensation. But it is 
perhaps also possible that P has abridged the last part. S does not help us, since 
(hard to see for what good reason) he omitted all of section (5) §7[74–89], i.e. 
the epistemic interpretation of the oath (he did preserve the epistemic section 
of ps. Archytas de Princ.). 
§9.  T gives the ethnicon for Heraclitus in T5 and both patronymic and ethnicon 
in Txii. In general he gives more of these than we find in P/S (e.g. Xenophanes 
T7, Democritus T9–Tiv), but may have added these himself, see above section 
A(5)(c). It is probable that some have been abridged away, esp. by S (e.g. in S17–
19, but not S14 and S20). 
 The order of names in P/S is the reverse of that in the tradition beginning 
with Aristotle (Met. A.3 984a7) and Theophrastus (Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels (= 225 
FHS&G), cf. Diels DG 170. T CAG 2.10 (T5), 4,12 (Txii), and 5.18 (where he has 
added Heraclitus after Hippasus to ch. 4.3.4), Sextus Empiricus M. 10.313, and 
Clement of Alexandria Protr. 64.2 too begin with Hippasus. The change may at 
some time have been introduced because Heraclitus was much more prominent 
than Hippasus (cited only once more at S for A 4.3). 
 We note that the four-elements cosmology (with air) is more familiar as a 
Stoic doctrine, though it has again been argued that it was already Heraclitean 
(Betegh 2007). The final conflagration is certainly Stoic and probably not 
Heraclitean, and condensation and rarefaction are probably unHeraclitean as 
well. Pace Rösler (1973) 51 the attribution of πυκνώσει καὶ µανώσει at Theophr. 
Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels (= 225 FHS&G) to Hippasus-cum-Heraclitus cannot be 
derived from Theophrastus, since he claimed Phys.Op. fr. 2 (= 226B FHS&G) that 
these concepts are only valid for Anaximenes. Pace DK 1.145.8–9 (followed by 
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Kahn 1978, 134, 290) this entails that Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.8, where we also 
find ἀραιώσει καὶ πυκνώσει, cannot be unadulterated Theophrastus, whose 
support for the ἐκπύρωσις described there too therefore becomes dubious as 
well. So his authority should not be invoked for what is in ch. 1.3.9. Heraclitean 
doxai are upgraded elsewhere in the Placita too, see e.g. at chs. 4.7.2 and 4.3.12. 
§10.  Diogenes’ doxa in T CAG 4.12 is significantly different from its parallel in S 
1.10.14. In the latter ‘air’ (the principle) is said to be ‘infinite’ (ἀέρα ἄπειρον), an 
epitheton not found here in T but paralleled in Phys.Op. fr. 2 ap. Simplicius in 
Phys. 25.4 and attributed by Theophrastus to the ‘air’ of both Anaximenes and 
his purported follower Diogenes. T moreover writes that according to Diogenes 
air is the principle of ‘the All’ (τοῦ παντός), just as Theophrastus. This means that 
both lemmata, that of S as well as that of T, in some way ultimately derive from 
Theophrastus, according to whom Diogenes declared that ‘the nature of the All 
[cf. T] is air which is unlimited [cf. S] and everlasting’, but do so in disparate 
ways.  
§11.  Xenophanes is listed as a monist. Elsewhere lines are quoted that make him 
a dualist (21B29, B33 DK, see also PPF at fr. 33). 
§12.  A doctrine Aristotle ascribes to a group of ‘Pythagoreans’ is here ascribed to 
an individual Pythagorean, Philolaos. The doctrine itself, formulated in a more 
archaic way, is attested in verbatim texts cited as by Philolaus in Diogenes 
Laertius and Stobaeus. These have been generally accepted as genuine 
fragments since the pioneering work of Burkert (1962, Engl. version 1972), and 
are quoted below, section E(b)§12. It should in any case be noted that the 
Placita are the earliest work to make this identification also with regard to 
doctrines beyond the verbatim fragments explicitly attributed to Philolaus by 
later authors. The attribution of (most of) the first part of the detailed 
cosmology of ch. 2.7.6 with its central fire and counter-earth to Philolaus by A 
has been accepted, because Arist. Cael. 2.13 293a17–b11 attributes this to (again) 
‘the Pythagoreans’. This also holds for the cosmological views concerned with 
the earth at chs. 3.11.3 and 3.13.2, once more ascribed to Philolaus. Yet the 
counter-earth is also attributed to the Pythagorean Hicetas at ch. 3.9.2, which if 
correct militates in favour of Aristotle’s ‘Pythagoreans’, or of the phrase ‘some of 
the Pythagoreans, of whom Philolaus is one’ found at ch. 2.30.1. Other 
cosmological lemmata with name-label Philolaus have also been accepted as 
deriving from the original treatise, namely chs. 2.5.3, 2.20.12, and 2.30.1 (where 
the name-label is a little different, see above), although there is no 
corresponding passage in Aristotle. For further information see below at the 
chapters concerned. For other lemmata where the doxography ‘knows’ who is 
meant by Aristotle below at chs. 1.13 Commentary D(d)§2(4) and 1.21, 
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Commentary B(2). On this issue of Pythagorean anonymity vs. naming see also 
M–R 2.1.176–177. 
§14.  The terms ναστά and κενόν used here and below, chs. 1.12.6 and 1.14.8, derive 
from Aristotle’s account in the fragment of his On Democritus preserved by 
Simplicius, cited below section E(b)§14. 
§§16–17.  The diaphonia between Epicurus and Ecphantus regarding atomic 
motion only becomes clear when Hippolytus Ref. 1.15.2 is adduced. 
§16.  S has abridged this doxa considerably compared with P. It is likely that 
both references to Democritus in P were originally present in A (cf. also Tiv). E’s 
text, however, introduces the Democritean name-label first. Given the evidence 
of the other witnesses (including J and T), this is best seen as a modification by 
E himself. 
§16[116–118]. The difference between Epicurus’ and Democritus’ views on 
weight may be explained by assuming that the intrinsic tendency of all atoms to 
move downwards according to Epicurus is lacking in Democritus, according to 
whom weight is not a permanent property like unsplittability, size, or shape, but 
one that is relative and depends on circumstances in compounds (cf. 
Theophrastus Sens. 61–62, cited section E(b)§16[115–116]). Later reports 
apparently reduced relative weight to absence of weight. For other suggestions 
see the discussion at Bakker (2016) 216–220. 
The final clause of the Democritus fragment may perhaps be translated as ‘not 
by a word’ (but we have not done so). Cf. epic phrases such as Il. 1.504 ἢ ἔπει ἢ 
ἔργῳ, Il. 15.106, ἢ ἔπει ἠὲ βίῃ, and Plato’s πᾶς ἡµῖν αἰδείσθω τὸν ἑαυτοῦ πρεσβύτερον 
ἔργῳ τε καὶ ἔπει at Nom. 879c. 
§16[120–121]. The shapes that are excluded by Epicurus as too fragile were 
allowed by Leucippus and Democritus according to Aristotle and Cicero, see e.g. 
texts at section E(b)§16[118–120]. 
§16[126].  We have included Mras’ emendation in our text. He elucidates this 
baffling passage as follows: ‘Die Existenz von Atomen folgt aus der von ἄκενα 
(also unteilbaren) στοιχεῖα καὶ ζῷα sowie aus der der (ebenfalls unteilbaren) 
µόνας’, which is quite incomprehensible. A difficulty is that the word ἄκενος is 
scarcely used in Greek texts (it occurs once at Philo QG 4.30 (Greek fragment) 
and elsewhere only, though often, in Hero Mechanicus. Perhaps we should 
rewrite ms. κενά as ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ. ζῷα here presumably means ‘figures’, i.e. 
atoms of different shapes and sizes ([119–120]); cf. ῥυσµός in earlier Atomism, 
e.g. Aristotle Met. Α.4 985b15–16, while µόνας may stand for the theoretical 
minimal part of the atom (cf. a definition at Iambichus. in Nicom. 2.1 Vinel µονὰς 
δέ ἐστι ποσοῦ τὸ ἐλάχιστον). But one cannot be sure. 
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§17.  Fortunately Ecphantus’ atomism, lacking in P, is here attested for A by the 
convergence of S and T, which again underlines the importance of the evidence 
of S/T. At A 2.3.3 this doxa is attested by S alone. P significantly epitomizes it 
away both times, perhaps because it conflicts with the view of flexible and 
infinitely divisible matter attributed to the successors of Thales and Pythagoras 
at chs. 9.1 and 1.16.2. According to Aristotle Met. Μ.6 1080b16–20 the 
‘Pythagoreans’ posited that the ‘monads’ of which number is composed ‘have 
size’ (τὰς µονάδας … ἔχειν µέγεθος). Which does not make them indivisible—but 
this is not the place for a discussion of the vexing issue of so-called number 
atomism. 
 For the πρῶτος εὑρετής motif see above, section D(d)§7[54–55]. The three 
principles attributed to Plato by Middle Platonist and other later sources are 
first found in Varro Antiquitates rerum divinarum fr. 206 Cardauns (quoted 
below section E(b)§20), where we also have three prepositional phrases, the 
first two identical with those at ch. 1.3.20, the third the same ad sententiam. See 
also at Dörri–Baltes (1996) Baust. 113. They are of Peripatetic and then 
doxographical origin; see references at Mansfeld (2002) 30–34, repr. M-R 3.385–
389. For these principles as involved in the chapter sequence see above, section 
D(a) ad init. and below ch. 1.6 Commentary D(a), ch. 1.7 Commentary D(a), as 
well as ch. 1.11 Commentary D(d)§2. 
§19.  S at 1.10.11a begins by quoting four Empedoclean lines (31B6 + B36 DK). 
These are followed at Ecl. 1.10.11b by an explanation of the divine names in 
prose, which is followed in its turn by 31B16–17 on Philia and Neikos, plus a 
Homeric parallel of three lines for Philia and Neikos (Hera’s words at Il. 14.201–
203, including the line 14.202 already quoted by him at 1.10.4!). The greater part 
of this explanation differs from P and is quite similar to what is in Heraclitus 
All.Hom. 24 and ps.Plutarch Vit.Hom. 99–100. The reference back to Homer is 
precisely paralleled at Vit.Hom. 99, and the singular and lengthy further 
explanation of Aidoneus as air is to some extent paralleled in Hippolytus Ref. 
1.29.5. This explanation must be derived from a different kind of testis proximus 
(cf. Diels DG 88–89). Presumably the fourth Empedoclean line (B36) derives 
from a similar source. As a complete line this is only extant in S, while only the 
last three words (plus a paraphrase of the first three) are paralleled elsewhere, 
namely in a different context at Aristotle Met. Β.4 1000b2–3.  
 S’s first series of excerpts from A 1.3 then follow at 1.10.12, but he does not 
return to Empedocles either here or in his second and third series of excerpts of 
A 1.3 further down, at chs. 1.10.14 and 1.10.16a. Even so, it may look as if S begins 
his excerpts from A 1.3 with (a version of) the Empedocles lemma. But because 
of the extra Empedoclean line and the Homeric lines it is clear that S 1.10.11a–b 
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are the last of the series of poetic quotations with which in the usual way he 
begins his chapter. Kingsley (1994) wanted to derive S 1.10.11a–b from 
Theophrastus and so to attribute it to A, and is followed by Bottler (2014) 111–114. 
They have missed S’s consistency in declining to repeat (parts of) paragraphs 
included by him and thus anticipated in the poetical section of the chapter 
among the prose abstracts from A. 
 P begins with a succinct explanatory introduction in prose, and then 
quotes the three lines of 31B6 but not B36. This is followed by a much shorter 
and different explanation in prose compared with what is in S. Diels rightly did 
not place S 1.10.11a–b in the right-hand column of DG 286–287 (but he does find 
a place for it in the parallel columns at DG 88). There also is a major discrepancy 
between PBE, who equate Hera with air and Aidoneus with earth, and S who 
reverses the identification and adds some words of explanation. Hera as air is 
Platonic (Crat. 404c) and Stoic, e.g. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.147 = SVF 2.1021, and 
attributed to Theagenes of Rhegium, 8.2 DK; also Cicero ND 2.66 aër autem, ut 
Stoici disputant, interiectus inter mare et caelum Iunonis nomine consecratur, 
with Pease’s long note ad loc. (Philippson’s fragment of Philodemus De pietate 
purportedly pertaining to Empedocles (?) printed ad finem at 31A33 DK is too 
uncertain). At ch. 1.7.21 below Xenocrates is said to have held that air is Hades 
and to have passed on this idea to the Stoics which, to say the least, is curious in 
view of the Stoics’ own doctrine. Remarkably Q (who as we know translates a 
version of P that is not everywhere identical with PB and sometimes has better 
readings, but also introduces changes and mistakes of his own) supports the 
reading of S rather than P. It is therefore a real possibility, pace Diels DG 89 and 
Mansfeld (1995) 113 = M-R 3.339, that Q did preserve A’s reading, while S adopted 
the same reading via another intermediary. But it is also possible that Q made a 
swap, as he did with φιλοσοφίαν and σοφίαν at 1.proœm.2. Finally it is not to be 
excluded that the explanation of the divine names in the text translated by Q 
had been corrected to make it fall in line with the other interpretation, which is 
that of the majority (Athenagoras Leg. 22.1, Heraclitus All.Hom. 24.7, Ach c. 3, p. 
9.31–22, Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.76, Hippolytus Ref. 7.29.4, ps.Probus in Buc. 
6.31, p. 333.15 Thilo, and S). 
 This majority interpretation is probably the right one, since Zeus and Hera, 
mentioned first, may well represent heaven and earth, Aidoneus/air and 
Nestis/water being in between and listed top down as well. The epitheton 
φερέσβιος is almost always used of the earth, e.g. Hesiod Th. 693 γαῖα φερέσβιος. 
For a third view, which interprets Zeus as air and Aidoneus as fire (and so Hera 
as earth and Nestis, of course, as water) see Willi (2008) 226–228. 
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 Hillgruber (1994) 38–49, who critically reviews the parallels in the sources 
that are concerned and the interpretations that have been propounded, argues 
(like Diels and others) that S derives from a tract dealing with Homer, though he 
has failed to take the evidence of Q into account. This complicated source-
critical issue cannot be further dealt with in the present context. 
§20. Plato’s principles here are based on the Timaeus and represent his physics; 
see Runia (2003). At ch. 1.7.22 his metaphysical principles are the first to be 
mentioned: ‘the One, the single-natured, the monadic, the true Being, the Good. 
All such names refer to the Intellect. The deity, then, is an Intellect, a separate 
Form’. We note the Early Academic colouring. The Platonic ‘metaphysical’ 
principles One and Indeterminate Dyad have been transferred to Pythagoras in 
§7 above (the One becoming ‘Monad’, as with Xenocrates), see this section §7. 
§20[142–143]. Diels deleted Σωκράτης Σωφρονίσκου Ἀθηναῖος καὶ and αἱ γὰρ αὐταὶ 
περὶ παντὸς ἑκατέρου δόξαι as early ps.Plutarchean interpolations (DG 14 ‘Socratis 
memoria impudentissima fraude adiectus est’). Additions these words certainly 
are, but assuredly of Aëtian provenance. The relative date of this change can be 
exactly determined: it is contemporaneous with the reshuffling and upgrading 
of the lemmata according to the Successions model, which (as the parallels in S 
prove) had already been applied in A. Socrates simply had to be present because 
he had been installed in the Diadochai as the link between Archelaus and Plato 
(and the other Socratics). Consequently both Socrates and Plato are also 
mentioned in 1.7.22 (the principles qua divinities) and 1.10.2 (the same 
description of the ideas as in 1.3.20), so there is emphatic consistency in this 
adaptation. Diels of course deleted 1.7.22 and 1.10.2 Σωκράτης καί as well. The 
attribution of Plato’s three principles to Socrates is unique, false, and 
interesting. It may be due to the belief that he is one of Plato’s spokespersons, 
for which see e.g. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.52. 
§20[144].  The three prepositional phrases placed after (and implicitly 
connected with) the three standard principles of the later accounts of Plato’s 
thought are found only in S and could conceivably have been added by him. But 
the same prepositional phrases are found at ch. 1.11.2 (Plato again), in both P and 
S, so they must be retained here; for the precedent in Varro see above, this 
section §17. 
§20[145–146].  The addition of the god’s ‘internal representations’ to his 
thoughts (ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις θεοῦ) is found only here and at ch. 
1.10.2 below. 
§21.  Aristotle himself calls the element πρῶτον σῶµα, never πέµπτον, but in the 
doxographical tradition and elsewhere ‘fifth’ is preferred to ‘first’. The validity of 
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this fifth beyond the traditional four was questioned by many. See discussion at 
ch. 2.11 Commentary D(e)§4. 
§22.  (1)  Heinze prints the texts from S and T separately but gives them the 
same fragment number (fr. 28), as he generally does with evidence that belongs 
together. Isnardi Parente (2nd ed.) numbers the text of S (calling it Aëtius) as F 21 
and the text of T as F 22, calling it a ‘dull repetition’ of ‘probably the same 
doxographer Aëtius’ in her Commentary, 2012, 262), and rejecting its derivation 
of things from matter for Xenocrates. 
(2)  A tenet rather similar to (one interpretation of) Xenocrates’ description of 
matter is attributed to Pythagoras by Aristotle. This, at least, is what Damascius 
says, in Parm. 172.20–22 ‘Aristotle in his Matters concerning Archytas recounts 
that Pythagoras, too [sc. just as Plato], called matter the ‘other’, as it is flowing 
and continuously becoming ‘other’ ’ (Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ἀρχυτείοις 
(Aristoteles fr. 207 R3; Archytas 47A13 DK) ἱστορεῖ καὶ Πυθαγόραν ‘ἄλλο’ τὴν ὕλην 
καλεῖν ὡς ῥευστὴν καὶ ἀεὶ ἄλλο γιγνόµενον). The attribution to Aristotle of this 
attribution to Pythagoras himself is dubious, but maybe Aristotle spoke of ‘the 
Pythagoreans’, even including Pythagoreanizing Platonists. For discussion of the 
notion of ‘streaming matter’ see Decleva Caizzi (1988) and the criticism of 
Isnardi Parente (1990) and (2012) 261, who for Xenocrates prefers the 
etymologizing ἀ-ἓν-αον (thus accepting Diels’ emendation of ἀένναον, ‘ever 
streaming), but also admits a more literal secondary sense, namely 
‘inexhaustible’. The former in fact accords better with the ‘multiplicity’ of matter 
given as explanation in the tenet itself in the version in S, but we have not put 
the emendation in the text. 
§23.  Μνασέου: S reads Μνασαίου, and so do a number of mss. of T followed by 
Diels (‘eodem errore Theodoretus’), for whom what he sees as a shared error in 
the Lachmannian sense of the concept is proof that T here derives from A. But 
Raeder follows the better mss of T, which have Μνασέου like P. Wachsmuth 
follows the example of P and reads Μνασέου in the text of S. Rather than 
thinking of confusion with the physician Mnaseas cited by Galen we should 
accept a shared spelling mistake, occurring independently in both cases. 
 
(e) Other Evidence 
General Points 
 (1) Lists of elements/principles. The enumeration, description and discussion 
concerned with the principles and elements of ‘the things that are’ begin for us 
in the second half of the fifth century BCE, and continue until the end of 
Antiquity, cf. above, section D(d)(3). As this is not the place to provide a fuller 
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history of this complicated subject we shall discuss a few examples with regard 
to differences and similarities without going into details. 
 The earliest extant lists (cf. below section E(b) General texts) in Gorgias, an 
Hippocratic author, Isocrates, Plato, and Xenophon diaeretically deal with the 
number (one or many, and/or how many, i.e. according to later terminology the 
category of quantity) and the nature (in later terminology the category of 
substance) of the principles or elements, and in some cases also with the issue 
of whether or not they are in motion, and of whether or not they come into 
being and pass away. In Plato we moreover already have a more or less 
historical account, in the sense that the doxai are to some extent described in 
chronological sequence (cf. Sph. 242c–243a, ἔτι πρόσθεν, ὕστερον—in later 
terminology the category of time). Aristotle, who appropriates and substantially 
refines this mode of exposition and analysis and for the most part collects his 
own evidence, applies it on a large scale in his dialectical overviews, which are 
also arranged according to his series of categories. And he combines a more or 
less chronological sequence with a systematic analysis according to the number 
and nature of the principles and elements and their being moved or immobile. 
As a further diaeretic criterium Aristotle added the distinction between 
corporeal or incorporeal to the division. Because of his subsumption of 
elements and principles under the concept of ‘cause’ he was capable of 
alternatively combining multiplicities of elements (homoiomere, atoms) under a 
single overarching material cause. In various ways this organization was taken 
over and modified by Theophrastus Phys.Op. frs. 1–9 Diels (= 224–230 + 234 
FHS&G) and the late commentators on Physics 1 and Metaphysics Α, see e.g. 
Mansfeld (1986) 7–15 and (1989b) 134–138, with references to other literature. Cf. 
above, General Introduction sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2.  
 Seneca Ep. 39.2 speaks of an index philosophorum (the phrase is unique), i.e. 
a ‘list of philosophers’; they are role models, which is a different arrangement.  
 (2)  Successions. The arrangement of the philosophers in schools according 
to Succession was originally designed by Sotion in the early 3rd cent. BCE. In 
Aristotle and Theophrastus partial antecedents are found of Successions in the 
form of master-pupil relationships, see Diels DG 104 with n. 3, and Wehrli 1978, 
10. Presumably such isolated connections, encouraging the overhaul according 
to the template of Sotion, were already present in an earlier version of our 
chapter.  
 The Successions template is used by a wide variety of later authors. Among 
the texts parallel to our ch. 1.3 cited at Testes primi plus Testes secundi above, 
and section E(a) General texts plus section E(b) General texts below, those 
combining the arrangement according to the number of the principles on the 
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one hand with that according to Succession on the other are a small minority: 
among the Testes primi ps.Justin Coh.Gr. 3.2–4.1, 5.4–6.1; among the other 
proximate texts Cicero Luc. 118 (who also imposed upon an earlier arrangement 
one according to number, see Mansfeld 1989b), ps.Plutarch Stromateis, 
Epiphanius, Augustine De civitate Dei 8.2.1–3.4, T CAG 1.55, 2.9–11 and 4.5–11, and 
ps.Galen HPh c. 3 and c. 18. Augustine’s is a straightforward account in an order 
that is the opposite of A’s: De duobus philosophorum generibus, id est Italico et 
Ionico, eorumque auctoribus, i.e. first the Italians, then the Ionians. It was also 
applied to doctors, see e.g. Celsus De medicina proœm. 6-8 and above; to 
rhetors, see e.g. Quintilian Institutiones 3.1.8–2.1, and even to Roman iuris 
consulti, see Sextus Pomponius (a contemporary of the emperor Hadrian) at 
Justinian Digesta 1 tit. 2 rubr. 2.35 ff. 
 For discussions in the scholarly literature see Von Kienle (1959), Nörr (1976) 514–
516, Mejer (1978) 62–73, Giannatasio Andria (1989), M-R 2.1.73–96, and the editions of 
Sotion by Wehrli (1978) as well as those of Philodemus on the Academics by Dorandi 
(1991) and on the Stoics by Dorandi (1994). On Diadochai as lists see Regenbogen (1950) 
1448–1453, and for ancient definitions of αἵρεσις e.g. Havrda (2016) 210–217. See further 
M-R 2.1 ch. 7 ‘Successions and sects’, dealing also with references to Successions 
elsewhere in the Placita, and Jeremiah (2018). 
 (3)  Order according to quantity. Other authors have not modified the 
traditional order according to quantity, for to a decisive extent these later lists 
are rather faithful descendants of Aristotle Met. A and its first revision by 
Theophrastus as preserved in Simplicius, though they have been upgraded in 
various ways. 
 Heraclitus All.Hom. 22.2–9 has a list going from one via two to four, as 
already noted by Diels DG 94: ‘ab elementorum numero procedens oratio’. On 
Sextus Empiricus see the next subsection. 
 (4)  Lists in Sextus Empiricus. Sextus provides several lists, with interesting 
differences from each other, which serve as dialectical introductions to his 
treatment of specific themes and so are adjusted to criteria deriving therefrom. 
First, the main diaeresis at M. 9.4–11 distinguishes those who say the principles 
are ‘efficient’, or ‘active’ (δραστηρίους), from those who say they are ‘material’ 
(ὑλικάς), cf. ps.Galen HPh c.3 ad init. This recalls the part played by this 
distinction in A 1.3.2–3, where Anaximander and Anaximenes are criticized for 
omitting the efficient cause. Also interesting is a rare explicit reference to and 
paraphrase of Aristotle Met. Α.3 984b18–31 on Hermotimus, Parmenides, and 
Hesiod. Because this is a dialectical prelude to the discussion of the doctrines 
concerning the gods in Book 9, the emphasis is on the efficient principle. At P. 
3.1–12 Sextus goes immediately from archai (divided into material and active) to 
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gods, discussing the material principles separately at P. 3.30–37. The link 
between a discussion of principles and one of gods recalls the relation between 
A 1.3 and A 1.6–7.The influence of Peripatetic and Stoic modes of organization is 
also conspicuous in Sextus M. Books 9 and 10, and P. 3.1–150, both devoted to a 
critical discussion of physics. His choice of topics is parallel to the themes of a 
select group of chapters of A Book 1. The order is not the same but similar. He 
begins M. 9.13–198 ~ P. 3.2–12 with the active cause, i.e. with issues concerned 
with the gods (cf. A 1.6–7), adding cause per se at M. 9.195–330 (which also 
includes other themes) ~ P. 9.13–29 (cf. A 1.11), and then, M. 9.360–365 (cf. M. 10. 
228.234, 312–318) ~ P. 3.30–37, treats the material cause, i.e. the principles and 
elements (cf. A 1.2–3). At M. 10.310–318 (the prelude to Sextus’ chapters on 
coming to be and passing away), we have a straightforward division in a rising 
sequence according to number from one to infinitely many, that is, according to 
the category of quantity (‘elementorum ordine niti videtur’ Diels, DG 93). Here 
the distinction is between ‘qualified’ (ἐκ ποιοῦ) and ‘unqualified’ (ἐξ ἀποίου), so 
according to the category of quality, is an additional criterium for division. In 
relation to the former only the Stoics are mentioned. The infinitists are divided 
into those whose first principles are similar and those whose first principles are 
dissimilar (category of quality again) to what is generated. This text is capably 
discussed by Warren (2015) 368–372, and compared with M. 9.360–364.  
 At M. 9.360–364 (the prelude to the chapters ‘On body’) Sextus begins with 
a division between those who say the elements are ‘corporeal’ (σώµατα) and 
those who say they are ‘incorporeal’ (ἀσώµατα). As representatives of the latter 
category he ad finem lists only Pythagoras, the mathematicians, and Plato. The 
first category is represented by no less than twenty-two individuals from 
Pherecydes to Asclepiades in a more or less historical order; they are listed in a 
division according to number in a rising sequence. Eight name-labels are 
accompanied by the ethnicon, and two display a reference to a master-pupil 
relationship, while Empedocles 31B6 is quoted just as in ch. 1.3.19. Finally a 
similar but shorter list, dealing with the ‘material principles’ only (περὶ ὑλικῶν 
ἀρχῶν), is found at P. 3.30–33. The lists in ps.Galen HPh c. 18 and Sextus P. 3.30–
32 plus M. 9.360–364 are placed in parallel columns and compared by Betegh 
(2015) 179–183, who agrees with Volkmann’s correction of Diels’ original 
hypothesis in his dissertation—which was that ps.Galen derives from Sextus—
in favour of the assumption of a shared tradition, already accepted by Diels DG 
246–248. Betegh has noticed (ibid. 182) that the elements are ordered according 
to number, and argues that where applicable they are arranged in order of 
relative weight. 
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 Further parallels will be mentioned below at the chapters that are 
concerned, see (listed in a Sextusian order) at A 1.12, ‘On bodies’, 1.17 ‘On mixture 
and blending’, 1.23 ‘On motion’, 1.24 ‘On coming to be and passing away’, 1.19 ‘On 
place’, and 1.21 ‘On time’.  
 (5)  Parallels in the Stromateis. The important and substantial series of 
excerpts from ps.Plutarch Stromateis preserved by Eusebius is not explicit about 
Succession, but at 1-3 lists the three Milesians after each other and at 4–8 the 
Eleatics Xenophanes, Parmenides and Zeno, after whom the (Eleatic) Atomists 
Democritus and Epicurus. All this is clear enough. At a first glance the lemma 9 
on Aristippus’ ethical principle (brought along as offering a contrast with 
Epicurus’ hedonistic telos, also cited) and his famous proscription of physics is a 
surprising Fremdkörper in this physical doxography. But this reference may well 
constitute a zero-option contrasting with the positive physics of the others that 
are listed. It recalls the position of Socrates among the physicists at Aristotle 
Met. Α.6 987b1–2; note that the line Od. 4.392 is often attributed to or connected 
with Socrates, e.g. Musonius Diss. 3.24, Sextus M. 7.21, 11.2, Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
2.21, 6.103, so Aristippus indeed looks like his stand-in.  For Socrates’ similar role 
in the Ionic Succession at §20 see section D(d) §20[142–143].  
 At Strom. 10-12 the list concludes with Empedocles, Metrodorus and 
Diogenes of Apollonia in a sequence without credible order. There is no way of 
telling what Eusebius may have omitted (as he did in P 1.3, where we do know). 
 For the relation of the Stromateis to T CAG 2.9–11 and 4.5–12 see above, 
sections A(5)(b)–(c). 
 (6) Further parallels, mainly later. The list of Ach c. 3, p. 9.10–10.17 
(discussed M-R 2.127–128) is peculiar in beginning with Zeno and Epicurus and 
ending with Thales and Phercydes with water as principle and Heraclitus with 
fire and the (here anonymous) partisans of earth, so is following an inverted 
chronological order (cited above at Testes secundi). True to the tract’s isagogic 
purpose it includes a quotation from Aratus. Calcidius in Tim. cc. 280–282 is 
even closer to Aristotle’s account in Met. A than Sextus’ first list; see Van 
Winden (1959) 71–74. The enormous list of Epiph. Haer. 3.505–509 (a quite 
mixed bag, at least for the first section) appears to be divided over Ionians, 
Italians and Eleatics. The lists in the commentaries of Servius in Buc. 6.31 and of 
ps.Valerius Probus on the same passage, rich in quotations, belong with the 
evidence of the testes proximi. Ps.Galen HPh c. 3 (only the beginning quoted at 
section E(a)below), a long and substantial chapter but again a mixed bag, 
mentions the three standard Successions and provides extensive information on 
the Ionic (including Stoics, Academics, and Minor Socratics) and rather less on 
the Italic and Eleatic Successions. We need a new critical edition of this chapter 
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(as of the other chapters not edited by Jas 2018), which was in part reordered 
and also interlarded with asterisks by Diels, who moreover, following Usener, 
condemned the lines DG 601.3–4 with their explicit references to Ἰταλιῶται and 
Ἐλαίαν. 
 Another late list is found in ch. 2 137–138 (according to the division into chapters 
of the translator of the Arabic text, Walbridge 2014) of On the Elements According to the 
Opinion of Hippocrates, the third work in the 6th cent. Alexandrian Epitomes of Galen. 
These epitomes combine abstracts from Galen with comments and other ingredients. 
This very interesting chapter, too long to quote, deals with the disagreement about the 
elements in elaborate detail. Some say there is one element, others more than one, 
some of the monists say it moves, others that it does not. And so on, quite close to 
Sextus Empiricus M. 9.4–11, 9.359–364 and 10.310–318, and to the divisions one 
encounters at the beginning of commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics, for which see 
Mansfeld (1989b) and Wiesner (1989). 
 An even later and most interesting representative of an overview according to 
number and, apparently, the distinction between corporeal and incorporeal, is the long 
and composite list of the polymath Barhebraeus (13th cent.), Lamp of the Holy Things, 2nd 
base introd., translated by Gottheil (1887), and by Bakoš (1930) 542–547, who adds some 
parallels. Most of the time the name-labels are accompanied by doxai. This list begins 
with the materialist monists Thales, Homer, Anaximenes (fr. 235 Wohrle), Diogenes, 
Hippasus, Heraclitus and Theophrastus. It goes on with Xenophanes (fr. 331 Strobel–
Wöhrle) (1 moving principle), Parmenides (1 unmoving principle but only in thought, 
and limited), Melissus (1 principle, unlimited). It then deals with (explicitly) the 
pluralists, first in descending order, namely Anaxagoras, Leucippus, Democritus, and 
Epicurus with infinitely many elements, and Empedocles with 4 plus Love and Strife, 
then Aristotle with 3 and the Stoics with 2 principles. Pythagoras follows (numbers, 
presumably as incorporeal principles), who in his turn is followed by a couple of 
Platonists: Atticus, who says Plato has 4 principles, whereas Plato in the Timaeus says 3 
and once elsewhere only 2, then Proclus, Plotinus, Syrianus, and Longinus the teacher 
of Porphyry, who are merely mentioned and not discussed further. At the end we find 
Bardesanes (5 principles) and Mani (2 principles). Compare the doxography about the 
soul in Nemesius NH c. 2 (see below, chs. 4.2–3), where the Manichaeans are 
mentioned as well, just before Ammonius, Plotinus, and Numenius (p. 17.13–17). A 
similar doxography on the soul is found at Lamp of the Holy Things, 8th base introd., 
translated Bakoš (1948) 1–2; there the last authority to be mentioned is Gregory of 
Nyssa; see below, ch. 4.2, Commentary D(e) ad finem. 
Individual Points 
Chapter heading. Numerous parallel titles and headings with umbrella function 
found elsewhere could be enumerated, but a few instances have to suffice. 
Think, for instance, of the titles of Aristotle’s pragmateiai, often quoted by 
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himself, e.g. Περὶ οὐρανοῦ (cf. A 2.11), Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς (cf. A 1.24), Περὶ 
φιλοσοφίας, Περὶ ῥητορικῆς, etc. The so-called second titles, viz. those ἀπὸ τοῦ 
πράγµατος, ‘pertaining to the subject’, of Platonic dialogues and of numerous 
titles of Democritus’ books in the œuvre catalogues of Thrasyllus are early. For 
Plato it is sufficient to cite as examples Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.58 Παρµενίδης ἢ 
περὶ ἰδεῶν (cf. A 1.10) or V.P. 3.60 Τίµαιος ἢ περὶ φύσεως (cf. A 1.30); for 
Democritus V.P. 9.46 Περὶ αἰσθησίων (cf. A 4.8) and Περὶ χροῶν (cf. A 1.15). 
Callimachus already refers to the Phaedo by its second title alone (Πλάτωνος ἓν 
τὸ περὶ ψυχῆς / γράµµ(α), Epigr. 23.3-4 Pfeiffer; cf. Plutarch An.Procr. 1013D), and 
the contents of this dialogue are far from being limited to the soul’s existence. 
Aristotle quite often refers to the treatise we know as his Περὶ ψυχῆς with this 
title (Int. 1.16a8–9, GA 2.3 736a37, etc.)—a work that deals with much more than 
the existence of the soul; actually, this existence is tacitly presupposed. In the 
same way he uses ἐν τοῖς Περὶ φύσεως to refer to the Physics and other physical 
treatises (Met. Α.3 983a33-b1, Met. Μ.9 1086a23–24, etc.) with their multiplicities 
of contents. Philoponus, briefly describing the contents of the Physics, says that 
in Books 1–4 Aristotle deals with ὕλη εἶδος τόπος χρόνος, and in all of Books 5–8 
with motion, ‘because the account of motion is complicated, and has many 
implications’ (in Phys. 2.16–18 ἐν δὲ τοῖς τελευταίοις τέτρασι (sc. διδάσκει) περὶ 
κινήσεως· ποικίλος γάρ ἐστιν ὁ περὶ κινήσεως λόγος, καὶ πολλὰ τούτῳ ἐστὶ τὰ 
παρακολουθήµατα). PB’s own book title, Περὶ τῶν ἀρεσκόντων τοῖς φιλοσόφοις 
φυσικῶν δογµάτων, allows of course for much more than the existence simpliciter 
of the physical tenets. At ch. 1.25.4 below (chapter heading Περὶ ἀνάγκης) the 
theme of necessity (or Necessity) is said to have been treated by Leucippus in a 
treatise entitled Περὶ νοῦ. See also above, section A. 
 Regenbogen (1950) 1474–1475 mentions the popularity of the umbrella 
heading in scientific and scholarly literature. On this vocabulary also in Plato 
and Aristotle see e.g. Zamagni (2004) 88– 97. On Aristotle’s references to his 
own titles see further Bonitz 102a19–104a2, Goulet DPhA 1.424–431. As an 
embedded phrase in Aristotle (‘eorum fit mentio quae proxime vel antecedunt 
vel sequuntur’, Bonitz 95b33; examples also at Friderici (1911) 30–31), a formula 
of this nature is the predecessor or equivalent of the chapter heading, or book 
title, see M-R 2.1.48, 159–161, 162–163, 170, 202–204. The heading or title Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν itself is widely paralleled, see below, section E(b) Chapter heading. 
Unnumbered chapter headings of the umbrella type, followed by definitions 
(e.g. p. 106.4–6 Περὶ τόπου. τόπος ἐστὶ λόγος αὐξητικὸς ὁµολογουµένου πράγµατος 
ἤτοι ἁµαρτήµατος ἢ ἀνδραγαθήµατος) are found in the Progymnasmata of Theon, 
probably to be dated to the first half of the first century CE. 
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§9  The attribution of a (Heraclitean or ps.Heraclitean) cosmic cycle to 
Hippasus perhaps helps understand the difficult lemma on the destruction and 
generation of the world according to Philolaus at ch. 2.5.3. 
§11  In an edition of Xenophanes the line 21B27 DK should of course read ἐκ 
γαίης γὰρ πάντα καὶ εἰς γῆν πάντα τελευτᾷ as at Sextus Empiricus M 10.313, but we 
have here followed the reading ἐκ γῆς of T, and of the mss. of S and of 
Hippolytus Ref. 10.4 (where as we know he plagiarizes Sextus). The beginning 
and end of the line are epic idiom: for ἐκ γαίης at the beginning cf. Hom. Il. 
10.303 and Hes. Th. 725 , for πάντα τελευτᾷ at the end cf. Hom. Il. 18.328 and 
19.90. But note that in Xenophanes’ line the verb is intransive with πάντα as 
subject, in Homer transitive with πάντα as object. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Cicero Luc. 117–118 (Diels DG 119–121) non persequor quaestiones infinitas 
(‘theoretical’, or ‘abstract’ issues’ are not Lucullus’ turf, but he makes an exception here); tantum 
de principiis rerum e quibus omnia constant videamus quem probet; est enim inter magnos homines 
summa dissensio. (118) princeps Thales (fr. 71 Wöhrle) unus e septem, cui sex reliquos concessisse 
primas ferunt, ex aqua dixit constare omnia (~ §1). at hoc Anaximandro (12A13 DK) populari et 
sodali suo non persuasit; is enim infinitatem naturae dixit esse e qua omnia gignerentur (~ §2). post 
eius auditor Anaximenes (13A9 DK) infinitum aëra, sed ea quae ex eo orerentur definita; gigni autem 
terram aquam ignem, tum ex iis omnia (~ §3). Anaxagoras (59A49 DK) materiam infinitam, sed ex 
ea particulas similes inter se minutas, eas primum confusas postea in ordinem adductas mente 
divina (~ §4). Xenophanes (21A4, A34 DK) paulo etiam antiquior, unum esse omnia neque id esse 
mutabile, et id esse deum, neque natum umquam et sempiternum, conglobata figura (~ §10). 
Parmenides (28A35 DK) ignem qui moveat, terram quae ab eo formetur . Leucippus (67A8 DK) 
plenum et inane (~ §13). Democritus (67A8 DK) huic in hoc similis, uberior in ceteris (~ §16). 
Empedocles (—) haec pervolgata et nota quattuor (~ §18). Heraclitus (T 304 Mouraviev) ignem (~ 
§9). Melissus (30A9 DK) hoc quod esset infinitum et inmutabile et fuisse semper et fore (~ Tiii). Plato 
ex materia in se omnia recipiente mundum factum esse censet a deo sempiternum (~ §20). 
Pythagorei (—) e numeris et mathematicorum initiis proficisci volunt omnia (~ §7).  Div. 2.11 quae 
sint initia rerum, ex quibus nascuntur omnia: physicorum est ista prudentia.  Lucretius DRN (1.635–
691) quapropter qui materiem rerum esse putarunt / ignem atque ex igni summam consistere solo, / 
magno opere a vera lapsi ratione videntur. / Heraclitus (T 312 Mouraviev) init quorum dux proelia 
primus. … (645) nam cur tam variae res possent esse, requiro, / ex uno si sunt igni puroque creatae? / 
nil prodesset enim calidum denserier ignem / nec rare fieri. … / (665) quod si forte alia credunt 
ratione potesse / ignis in coetu stingui mutareque corpus … / (690) dicere porro ignem res omnis esse 
neque ullam / rem veram in numero rerum constare nisi ignem.  DRN 1.712–772 adde etiam qui 
conduplicant primordia rerum / aëra iungentes igni terramque liquori, / et qui quattuor ex rebus 
posse omnia rentur / ex igni terra atque anima procrescere et imbri. / quorum Acragantinus cum 
primis Empedocles (31A21 DK) est. … / ( 763) denique quattuor ex rebus si cuncta creantur / atque in 
eas rursum res omnia dissolvuntur. … / (770) sin ita forte putas ignis terraeque coire / corpus et 
aërias auras roremque liquoris, / nil in concilio naturam ut mutet eorum.  DRN 1.830–842 nunc et 
Anaxagorae (59A44 DK) scrutemur homoeomerian / quam Grai memorant nec nostra dicere lingua 
/ concedit nobis patrii sermonis egestas, / sed tamen ipsam rem facilest exponere verbis. / principio, 
rerum quam dicit homoeomerian, / ossa videlicet e pauxillis atque minutis / ossibus hic et de pauxillis 
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atque minutis / visceribus viscus gigni sanguenque creari / sanguinis inter se multis coeuntibus guttis 
/ ex aurique putat micis consistere posse / aurum et de terris terram concrescere parvis, / ignibus ex 
ignis, umorem umoribus esse, / cetera consimili fingit ratione putatque.  Vitruvius 2.2.1 Thales (fr. 85 
Wöhrle) primum aquam putavit omnium rerum esse principium (~ §1); Heraclitus Ephesius (T 322 
Mouraviev), qui propter obscuritatem scriptorum a Graecis σκοτεινός est appellatus, ignem (~ §9); 
Democritus (—) quique est eum secutus Epicurus (—) atomos, quas nostri insecabilia corpora, 
nonnulli individua vocitaverunt (~ §14, §16); Pythagoreorum (—) vero disciplina adiecit ad aquam et 
ignem aëra et terrenum (~ §19) . ergo Democritus, etsi non proprie res nominavit sed tantum 
individua corpora proposuit, ideo ea ipsa dixisse videtur, quod ea, cum sint disiuncta, nec laeduntur 
nec interitionem recipiunt nec sectionibus dividuntur, sed sempiterno aevo perpetuo infinitam 
retinent in se soliditatem.  
ps.Plutarch Strom. (Plu. fr. 179 Sandbach) at Eus. PE 1.8.1–12 Θάλητα (frs. 135, 260 Wöhrle) πρῶτον 
πάντων φασὶν ἀρχὴν τῶν ὅλων ὑποστήσασθαι τὸ ὕδωρ· ἐξ αὐτοῦ γὰρ εἶναι τὰ πάντα καὶ εἰς αὐτὸ χωρεῖν 
(~ §1). (2) µεθ’ ὃν Ἀναξίµανδρον (12A10 DK), Θάλητος ἑταῖρον γενόµενον, τὸ ἄπειρον φάναι τὴν πᾶσαν 
αἰτίαν ἔχειν τῆς τοῦ παντὸς γενέσεώς τε καὶ φθορᾶς· ἐξ οὗ δή φησι τούς τε οὐρανοὺς ἀποκεκρίσθαι, καὶ 
καθόλου τοὺς ἅπαντας ἀπείρους ὄντας κόσµους (~ §2). […] (3) Ἀναξιµένην (13A6 DK) δέ φασι τὴν τῶν 
ὅλων ἀρχὴν τὸν ἀέρα εἰπεῖν, καὶ τοῦτον εἶναι τῷ µὲν µεγέθει ἄπειρον, ταῖς δὲ περὶ αὐτὸν ποιότησιν 
ὡρισµένον· γεννᾶσθαί τε πάντα κατά τινα πύκνωσιν τούτου καὶ πάλιν ἀραίωσιν (~ §3). (…) (4) 
Ξενοφάνης δ’ ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A32 DK, fr. 79 Strobel–Wöhrle), ἰδίαν τινὰ ὁδὸν πεπορευµένος καὶ 
παρηλλαχυῖαν πάντας τοὺς προειρηµένους, οὔτε γένεσιν οὔτε φθορὰν ἀπολείπει, ἀλλ’ εἶναι λέγει τὸ πᾶν 
ἀεὶ ὅµοιον· εἰ γὰρ γίγνοιτο τοῦτο, φησίν, ἀναγκαῖον πρὸ τούτου µὴ εἶναι· τὸ µὴ ὂν δ’ οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο οὐδ’ ἂν 
τὸ µὴ ὂν ποιῆσαί τι οὔτε ὑπὸ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος γένοιτ’ ἄν τι. ἀποφαίνεται δὲ καὶ τὰς αἰσθήσεις ψευδεῖς, καὶ 
καθόλου σὺν αὐταῖς καὶ αὐτὸν τὸν λόγον διαβάλλει. ἀποφαίνεται δὲ καὶ τῷ χρόνῳ καταφεροµένην 
συνεχῶς καὶ κατ’ ὀλίγον τὴν γῆν εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν χωρεῖν (~ §11, Ti). (…) (5 ) Παρµενίδης δ’ ὁ Ἐλεάτης 
(28A22 DK), ἑταῖρος Ξενοφάνους, ἅµα µὲν καὶ τῶν τούτου δοξῶν ἀντεποιήσατο, ἅµα δὲ καὶ τὴν ἐναντίαν 
ἐνεχείρησε στάσιν· ἀίδιον µὲν γὰρ τὸ πᾶν καὶ ἀκίνητον ἀποφαίνεται {καὶ} κατὰ τὴν τῶν πραγµάτων 
ἀλήθειαν· εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸ (cf. 28B8.3 DK) ῾µοῦνον µουνογενές τε καὶ ἀτρεµὲς ἠδ’ ἀγένητον’· γένεσιν δὲ 
τῶν καθ’ ὑπόληψιν ψευδῆ δοκούντων εἶναι· καὶ τὰς αἰσθήσεις ἐκβάλλει ἐκ τῆς ἀληθείας· φησὶ δ’ ὅτι, εἴ τι 
παρὰ τὸ ὂν ὑπάρχει, τοῦτο οὐκ ἔστιν ὄν, τὸ δὲ µὴ ὂν ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις οὐκ ἔστιν. οὕτως οὖν τὸ ὂν ἀγένητον 
ἀπολείπει. λέγει δὲ τὴν γῆν τοῦ πυκνοῦ καταρρυέντος ἀέρος γεγονέναι (~ Tii). (6) Ζήνων δ’ ὁ Ἐλεάτης 
(29A23 DK) ἴδιον µὲν οὐδὲν ἐξέθετο, διηπόρησε δὲ περὶ τούτων ἐπὶ πλεῖον (~ T12). (7) Δηµόκριτος δ’ ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης (68A39 DK) ὑπεστήσατο τὸ πᾶν ἄπειρον διὰ τὸ µηδαµῶς ὑπό τινος αὐτὸ δεδηµιουργῆσθαι, 
ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἀµετάβλητον αὐτὸ λέγει· καὶ καθόλου, οἷον τὸ πᾶν ἐστι, ῥητῶς ἐκτίθεται, µηδεµίαν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν 
τὰς αἰτίας τῶν νῦν γιγνοµένων, ἄνωθεν δ’ ὅλως ἐξ ἀπείρου χρόνου προκατέχεσθαι τῇ ἀνάγκῃ πάνθ’ ἁπλῶς 
τὰ γεγονότα καὶ ἐόντα καὶ ἐσόµενα. ἡλίου δὲ καὶ σελήνης γένεσίν φησι· (~ §14) (…) (8) · (~ §16) … (9 ) 
Ἀρίστιππος ὁ Κυρηναῖος (IV A 166 Giannantoni) τέλος ἀγαθῶν τὴν ἡδονὴν κακῶν δὲ τὴν ἀλγηδόνα· τὴν 
δ’ ἄλλην φυσιολογίαν περιγράφει, µόνον ὠφέλιµον εἶναι λέγων τὸ ζητεῖν (Od. 4.392) ‘ὅττι τοι ἐν 
µεγάροισι κακόν τ’ ἀγαθόν τε τέτυκται’ (—). (10) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος (31A30 DK) στοιχεῖα 
τέσσαρα, πῦρ, ὕδωρ, αἰθέρα, γαῖαν· αἰτίαν δὲ τούτων Φιλίαν καὶ Νεῖκος (~ §19)· (…) (11) Μητρόδωρος ὁ 
Χῖος (70A4 DK) ἀίδιον εἶναί φησι τὸ πᾶν, ὅτι, εἰ ἦν γενητόν, ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος ἂν ἦν· ἄπειρον δέ, ὅτι ἀίδιον· 
οὐ γὰρ ἔχειν ἀρχὴν ὅθεν ἤρξατο οὐδὲ πέρας οὐδὲ τελευτήν (~ §15). … (12) Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης 
(64A6 DK, T22 Laks) ἀέρα ὑφίσταται στοιχεῖον(~ §10) κτλ. Heraclitus All.Hom. 22.2–9 καὶ τῶν 
φυσικῶν κατὰ τὰ στοιχεῖα δογµάτων εἷς ἀρχηγὸς Ὅµηρος, ἑκάστῳ τινὶ τῶν µετ’ αὐτὸν ἧς ἔδοξεν εὑρεῖν 
ἐπινοίας γεγονὼς διδάσκαλος. Θάλητα µέν γε τὸν Μιλήσιον (fr. 94 Wöhrle) ὁµολογοῦσι πρῶτον 
ὑποστήσασθαι τῶν ὅλων κοσµογόνον στοιχεῖον τὸ ὕδωρ· (cf. infra §1) … ἀλλ’ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος Ἀναξαγόρας 
[sic, for Xenophanes], κατὰ διαδοχὴν γνώριµος ὢν Θάλητος, συνέζευξε τῷ ὕδατι δεύτερον στοιχεῖον τὴν 
γῆν κτλ. … ἐσχάτη τοίνυν ὑπὸ τῶν µεγίστων φιλοσόφων ἡ τελεία τετρὰς ἐν τοῖς στοιχείοις συνεπληρώθη. 
…  Galen Hipp.Elem. 2, p. 58.7–10 De Lacy χρὴ γὰρ διελέσθαι πρῶτον µέν, εἰ ἕν τι τὴν ἰδέαν ἐστὶ τὸ 
στοιχεῖον ἢ πολλὰ καὶ ποικίλα καὶ ἀνόµοια, δεύτερον δ’ εἰ πολλὰ καὶ ποικίλα καὶ ἀνόµοια, πόσα τε καὶ 
τίνα καὶ ὁποῖα ταῦτ’ ἐστὶ καὶ ὅπως ἔχοντα τῆς πρὸς ἄλληλα κοινωνίας. 



 Aetii qui dicitur 1.3 72 

Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 6 col. I.8–III.6 Smith παραθήσοµεν προ|[διαλ]υσάµενοι τὰς ἑτέ|[ρων] 
δόξας. v Ἡράκλειτος (T 376 Mouraviev)| [µὲν] οὖν ὁ Ἐφέσιος πῦρ εἶ|[ναι σ]τοιχεῖον εἶ|πεν, v Θα|[λῆς 
(fr. 188 Wöhrle) δ]ὲ ὁ Μειλήσιος ὕδωρ, | [Διογέν]η̣ς̣[δὲ ὁ] Ἀπολλω[II.1]|νιάτης (—) καὶ Ἀναξ̣ιµένης (fr. 
61 Wöhrle) | ἀέρα, v Ἐνπεδοκλῆς δ’ ὁ Ἀ|κραγ⟨αντεῖν⟩ος̣ (—) | καὶ πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα | καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν, v 
Ἀνα|ξαγόρας δ’ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) |τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας ἑκάσ|του πράγµατος, v οἱ δ’ ἀπὸ | τῆς Στοᾶς (—) 
ὕλην καὶ θε|όν. v Δηµόκριτος δὲ ὁ Ἀ|βδηρείτης (fr. 39 Luria) εἶπε µὲν ἀτό|µους φύσεις, καλῶς γε ποι|ῶν· 
v ἐπεὶ δὲ περὶ αὐτῶν | ἐσφάλη τινά, ἐν ταῖς ἡ|µετέραις δόξαις ἐπισκε[III.1]|φθήσεται. v νυνεὶ δὲ τοῖς] | 
εἰρηµένοις ἀνδρά[σιν ἐν]|καλέσοµεν, v οὐ φιλο[νεί]|κῳ πρὸς αὐτοὺς πά[θει] | χρώµενοι, τὴν δ’ 
ἀλ[ήθει]|αν σωθῆναι θέλον[τες.  fr. 100 Smith (2003).  
Irenaeus of Lyon (cited Diels DG 171–172) Haer. 2.14.2-6 Rousseau–Doutreleau (trans. Rufini) 
Thales quidem Milesius (fr. 145 Wöhrle) universorum generationem et initium aquam dixit esse: 
idem autem est dicere aquam et Bythum. Homerus autem poeta (Il. 14.201) Oceanum deorum 
genesim et matrem Tethyn dogmatizavit: quae quidem hi (sc. the Valentinians) in Bythum et Sigen 
transtulerunt. Anaximander (fr. 52 Wöhrle) autem hoc quod immensum est omnium initium 
subiecit, seminaliter habens in semetipso omnium genesim, ex quo immensos mundos constare ait: et 
hoc autem in Bythum et in Aeonas ipsorum transfigurauerunt. Anaxagoras (59A113 DK) autem, qui 
et atheus cognominatus est, dogmatizavit facta animalia decidentibus e caelo in terram seminibus: 
quod et hi ipsi in Matris suae transtulerunt semina, et esse hoc semen seipsos, statim confitentes apud 
eos qui sensum habent et ipsos esse quae sunt Anaxagoris irreligiosi semina. (3) umbram autem et 
vacuum ipsorum a Democrito (—) et Epicuro (—) sumentes sibimetipsis aptaverunt, cum illi 
primum multum sermonem fecerint de vacuo et de atomis, quorum alterum quidem quid esse 
vocaverunt, alterum vero quod non est appellaverunt: quemadmodum et hi esse quidem illa quae 
sunt intra Pleroma vocant, quemadmodum illi atomos, non esse autem haec quae sunt extra 
Pleroma, quemadmodum illi vacuum. semetipsos ergo in hoc mundo cum sint extra Pleroma, in 
locum qui non est deputaverunt. quod autem dicunt imagines esse haec eorum quae sunt sursum, 
manifestissime Democriti et Platonis sententiam edisserunt: Democritus enim primus ait multas et 
varias ab universitate figuras expressas descendisse in hunc mundum, Plato vero rursus materiam 
dicit et exemplum et Deum. … (4) et hoc autem quod ex subiecta materia dicunt Fabricatorem fecisse 
mundum, et Anaxagoras (—) et Empedocles (—) et Plato primi ante hos dixerunt, ut videlicet datur 
intellegi, et ipsi a Matre sua inspirati. quod autem ex necessitate unumquidque in illa secedit ex 
quibus et factum esse dicunt, et huius necessitatis servum esse Deum, ita ut non possit mortali 
immortalitatem addere vel corruptibili incorruptelam donare, sed secedere unumquemque in 
similem naturae suae substantiam, et hi qui ex porticu Stoici (—) appellantur et universi quotquot 
Deum ignorant poetae et conscriptores adfirmant. … (6) quod autem velint in numeros transferre 
universum hoc, a Pythagoricis (—) acceperunt. primum enim hi initium omnium numeros 
substituerunt, et initium ipsorum parem et imparem, ex quibus et ea quae sensibilia et insensata sunt 
subiecerunt. … sensationis autem initia dixerunt, in quem sensus intellegens est eius quod primum 
adsumptum est, quaerit quoadusque defatigata ad unum et indivisibile concurrat. et esse omnium 
initium et substantiam universae generationis hen, id est unum: ex hoc autem dyadem et tetradem et 
pentadem et reliquorum multifariam generationem.   
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) εἴς … καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ 
στοιχείων (cf. chs. 1.2–3).  Tertullian de An. 32.4 ceterum si et atomos Epicuri tenerem et numeros 
Pythagorae viderem et ideas Patonis offenderem et entelechias Aristotelis occuparem, etc.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 9.4–11 ἐπεὶ οὖν οἱ δοκοῦντες ἀκριβέστερον κατὰ τὸν φυσικὸν τόπον περὶ τῶν τοῦ παντὸς 
ἀρχῶν διατετάχθαι τὰς µέν τινας αὐτῶν δραστηρίους εἶναι λέγουσι, τὰς δὲ ὑλικάς ⟨***⟩. ὧν τῆς δόξης 
ἀρχηγὸς ἀξιοῦται τυγχάνειν ὁ ποιητὴς Ὅµηρος καὶ µετὰ τοῦτόν γε Ἀναξαγόρας ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) καὶ 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος (—) καὶ ἄλλοι παµπληθεῖς. (5) ὁ µὲν γὰρ ποιητὴς περὶ τούτων ἀποδιδούς 
φασιν ἐν οἷς περὶ Πρωτέως καὶ Εἰδοθέας ἀλληγορεῖ (Od. 4.365–366), τὸ µὲν πρῶτον καὶ ἀρχικώτατον 
αἴτιον Πρωτέα καλῶν, τὴν δὲ εἰς εἴδη τρεποµένην οὐσίαν Εἰδοθέαν. (6) ὁ δὲ Ἀναξαγόρας φησίν (cf. 59B1 
DK)· ‘ἦν πάντα ὁµοῦ χρήµατα, νοῦς δὲ ἐλθὼν αὐτὰ διεκόσµησεν’, τὸν µὲν Νοῦν, ὅς ἐστι θεὸς κατ’ αὐτόν, 
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δραστήριον ὑποτιθέµενος ἀρχήν, τὴν δὲ τῶν ὁµοιοµερειῶν πολυµιγίαν ὑλικήν. (7) ὁ δὲ Ἀριστοτέλης (Met. 
Α.3 984b18–31 where the fragments of Hesiod and Parmenides are also cited) καὶ Ἑρµότιµόν φησι 
τὸν Κλαζοµένιον καὶ Παρµενίδην τὸν Ἐλεάτην καὶ πολὺ πρότερον τὸν Ἡσίοδον ταῦτα φρονεῖν· 
κατασκευάζοντες γὰρ τὴν τῶν ὅλων γένεσιν ἔρωτα συµπαρέλαβον, τουτέστι τὴν κινητικὴν καὶ 
συναγωγὸν τῶν ὄντων αἰτίαν, (8) ὁ µὲν Ἡσίοδος λέγων (Th. 116–117 + 120) ῾ἤτοι µὲν πρώτιστα χάος 
γένετ’, αὐτὰρ ἔπειτα / γαῖ’ εὐρύστερνος, πάντων ἕδος ἀσφαλὲς αἰεί, / … / ἠδ’ ἔρος, ὃς κάλλιστος ἐν 
ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσιν’, (9) ὁ δὲ Παρµενίδης (28B13 DK) ῥητῶς ἀποφηνάµενος ῾πρώτιστον µὲν ἔρωτα θεῶν 
µητίσατο πάντων’. (10) δόξαι δ’ ἄν, ὡς προεῖπον, καὶ ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τοιοῦτος εἶναι· σὺν γὰρ τοῖς τέσσαρσι 
στοιχείοις τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν Φιλίαν καταριθµεῖται, τὴν µὲν Φιλίαν ὡς συναγωγὸν αἰτίαν, τὸ δὲ Νεῖκος ὡς 
διαλυτικήν· ῾πῦρ’ γάρ φησι (31B17.18–20 DK) ῾καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γαῖα καὶ ἠέρος ἤπιον ὕψος, / Νεῖκός τ’ 
οὐλόµενον δίχα τῶν, ἀτάλαντον ἁπάντη, / καὶ Φιλότης µετὰ τοῖσιν, ἴση µῆκός τε πλάτος τε’. (11) οὐ µὴν 
ἀλλὰ καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.301) δύο λέγοντες ἀρχάς, θεὸν καὶ ἄποιον ὕλην, τὸν µὲν θεὸν ποιεῖν 
ὑπειλήφασι, τὴν δὲ ὕλην πάσχειν τε καὶ τρέπεσθαι.  M. 9.359–364 περὶ τῶν ἀνωτάτω καὶ ἀρχικωτάτων 
στοιχείων δύo µὲν αἱ πρῶται γεγόνασι στάσεις, πλείους δὲ κατ’ εἶδος. οἱ µὲν γὰρ σώµατα ἔλεξαν εἶναι τὰ 
τῶν ὄντων στοιχεῖα, οἱ δὲ ἀσώµατα. (360) καὶ τῶν σώµατα φαµένων Φερεκύδης µὲν ὁ Σύριος (Schibli p. 
179) γῆν ἔλεξε πάντων εἶναι ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖον, Θαλῆς δὲ ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 143 Wöhrle) ὕδωρ, 
Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 51 Wöhrle) δὲ ὁ ἀκουστὴς τούτου τὸ ἄπειρον, Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 30 Wöhrle) δὲ καὶ 
Ἰδαῖος ὁ Ἱµεραῖος (63 DK) καὶ Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) καὶ Ἀρχέλαος ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (60A7 DK), 
Σωκράτους δὲ καθηγητής, καὶ κατ’ ἐνίους Ἡράκλειτος (T 696 Mouraviev) ἀέρα, Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος καὶ κατ’ ἐνίους Ἡράκλειτος (T 696 Mouraviev) πῦρ, (361) Ξενοφάνης δὲ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν, 
‘πάντες γὰρ γαίης τε καὶ ὕδατος ἐκγενόµεσθα’ (21B33 DK), Ἵππων δὲ ὁ Ῥηγῖνος (38A5DK) πῦρ καὶ 
ὕδωρ, Οἰνοπίδης δὲ ὁ Χῖος (—) πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα, Ὀνοµάκριτος (Orph. 108I Bernabé) δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ὀρφικοῖς 
πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν, (362) οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Ἐµπεδοκλέα (31B6 DK) καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (—) γῆν καὶ 
ὕδωρ καὶ ἀέρα καὶ πῦρ, ‘τέσσαρα γὰρ πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· / Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος 
ἠδ' Ἀιδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ', ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον’, (363) Δηµόκριτος (68A55 DK) δὲ καὶ 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους, εἰ µή τι ἀρχαιοτέραν ταύτην θετέον τὴν δόξαν καί, ὡς ἔλεγεν ὁ Στωικὸς 
Ποσειδώνιος (F 286 E.-K., 57b Theiler), ἀπὸ Μώχου τινὸς ἀνδρὸς Φοίνικος καταγοµένην, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ 
ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) ὁµοιοµερείας, Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Κρόνος (fr. 117D Döring, II F 8 
Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα, Ἀσκληπιάδης δὲ ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 
726) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους. (364) τῶν δὲ ἀσώµατα δογµατιζόντων οἱ µὲν περὶ Πυθαγόραν (—) τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς 
ἔλεξαν πάντων ἄρχειν, οἱ δὲ µαθηµατικοὶ τὰ πέρατα τῶν σωµάτων, οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Πλάτωνα τὰς ἰδέας. 
(365) τοιαύτης δὲ οὔσης τῆς κατὰ γένος καὶ κατ’ εἶδος τῶν φυσικῶν διαστάσεως, ἐνέσται πρὸς πάντας 
κοινῶς ἀντερεῖν.  M. 10.310–318 (quoted without naming Sextus in Hippol. Ref. 10.6.2–7.6) τῶν 
σκεψαµένων περὶ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς συστάσεως οἱ µὲν ἐξ ἑνὸς ἐγέννησαν τὰ πάντα, οἱ δ’ ἐκ πλειόνων, καὶ 
(311) τῶν ἐξ ἑνὸς οἱ µὲν ἐξ ἀποίου, οἱ δὲ ἐκ ποιοῦ, καὶ τῶν ἐκ ποιοῦ οἱ µὲν ἐκ πυρὸς, οἱ δ’ ⟨ἐξ⟩ ἀέρος, οἱ δ’ ἐξ 
ὕδατος, ἄλλοι ἐκ γῆς, καὶ τῶν ἐκ πλειόνων οἱ µὲν ⟨ἐξ⟩ ἀριθµητῶν, οἱ δ’ ἐξ ἀπείρων, καὶ τῶν ἐξ ἀριθµητῶν 
οἱ µὲν ἐκ δύο, οἱ δ’ ἐκ τεσσάρων, οἱ δ’ ἐκ πέντε, οἱ δ’ ἐξ ἕξ, καὶ τῶν ἐξ ἀπείρων οἱ µὲν ἐξ ὁµοίων τοῖς 
γεννωµένοις, οἱ δὲ ἐξ ἀνοµοίων, καὶ τούτων οἱ µὲν ἐξ ἀπαθῶν, οἱ δ’ ἐκ παθητῶν. (312) ἐξ ἀποίου µὲν οὖν 
καὶ ἑνὸς σώµατος τὴν τῶν ὅλων ὑπεστήσαντο γένεσιν οἱ Στωικοί (SVF 2.309)· ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων κατ’ 
αὐτούς ἐστιν ἡ ἄποιος ὕλη καὶ δι’ ὅλων τρεπτή, µεταβαλλούσης τε ταύτης γίνεται τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, 
πῦρ καὶ ἀήρ, ὕδωρ καὶ γῆ. (313) ἐξ ἑνὸς δὲ καὶ ποιοῦ γεγενῆσθαι τὰ πάντα θέλουσιν οἵ τε περὶ τὸν 
Ἵππασον (—) καὶ Ἀναξιµένη (fr. 33 Wöhrle) καὶ Θαλῆ (fr. 144 Wöhrle), ὧν Ἵππασος µὲν καὶ κατά 
τινας Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (T 697 Mouraviev) ἐκ πυρὸς ἀπέλιπον τὴν γένεσιν, Ἀναξιµένης δὲ ἐξ ἀέρος 
(fr. 33 Wöhrle), Θαλῆς δὲ ἐξ ὕδατος (fr. 144 Wöhrle), Ξενοφάνης (—) δὲ κατ’ ἐνίους ἐκ γῆς· ‘ἐκ γαίης 
γὰρ πάντα, καὶ εἰς γῆν πάντα τελευτᾷ’ (21B27 DK). (314) ἐκ πλειόνων δὲ καὶ ἀριθµητῶν, δυεῖν µέν, γῆς τε 
καὶ ὕδατος, ὁ ποιητὴς Ὅµηρος, ὁτὲ µὲν λέγων (Il. 14.201) ‘Ὠκεανόν τε, θεῶν γένεσιν, καὶ µητέρα Τηθύν’, 
ὁτὲ δὲ (Il. 7.99) ‘ἀλλ’ ὑµεῖς µὲν πάντες ὕδωρ καὶ γαῖα γένοισθε’. συµφέρεσθαι δ’ αὐτῷ δοκεῖ κατ’ ἐνίους 
καὶ ὁ Κολοφώνιος Ξενοφάνης· φησὶ γάρ (21B33 DK)· ‘πάντες γὰρ γαίης τε καὶ ὕδατος ἐκγενόµεσθα’. (315) 
ἐκ γῆς δὲ καὶ αἰθέρος Εὐριπίδης, ὡς πάρεστιν ἐκδέξασθαι ἐκ τοῦ λέγειν αὐτόν (Antigone fr. 1023 N2, 182a 
Kannicht) ‘Αἰθέρα καὶ Γαῖαν πάντων γενέτειραν ἀείδω’. ἐκ τεσσάρων δὲ ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B6 DK)· 
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‘τέσσαρα γὰρ πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· / Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ Ἀιδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ’, 
ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον’. (316) ἐκ πέντε δὲ Ὄκκελος ὁ Λευκανὸς (48.3a DK) καὶ 
Ἀριστοτέλης· συµπαρέλαβον γὰρ τοῖς τέσσαρσι στοιχείοις τὸ πέµπτον καὶ κυκλοφορητικὸν σῶµα, ἐξ οὗ 
λέγουσιν εἶναι τὰ οὐράνια. (317) ἐκ δὲ τῶν ἓξ τὴν πάντων ὑπέθεντο γένεσιν οἱ περὶ τὸν Ἐµπεδοκλέα. ἐν 
οἷς µὲν γὰρ λέγει (31B6.1 DK) ‘τέσσαρα’ τῶν ‘πάντων ῥιζώµατα’ ἐκ τεσσάρων ποιεῖ τὴν γένεσιν· ὅταν δὲ 
προσθῇ (31B17.19–20 DK) ‘Νεῖκός τ’ οὐλόµενον δίχα τῶν, ἀτάλαντον ἁπάντῃ, / καὶ Φιλίη µετὰ τοῖσιν, ἴση 
µῆκός τε πλάτος τε’, ἓξ παραδίδωσι τὰς τῶν ὄντων ἀρχάς, τέσσαρας µὲν τὰς ὑλικάς, γῆν ὕδωρ ἀέρα πῦρ, 
δύο δὲ τὰς δραστηρίους, Φιλίαν καὶ Νεῖκος. (318) ἐξ ἀπείρων δ’ ἐδόξασαν τὴν τῶν πραγµάτων γένεσιν οἱ 
περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν τὸν Κλαζοµένιον (—) καὶ Δηµόκριτον (—) καὶ Ἐπίκουρον (—) καὶ ἄλλοι παµπληθεῖς, 
ἀλλ’ ὁ µὲν Ἀναξαγόρας ἐξ ὁµοίων τοῖς γεννωµένοις, οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Δηµόκριτον καὶ Ἐπίκουρον ἐξ ἀνοµοίων 
τε καὶ ἀπαθῶν, τουτέστι τῶν ἀτόµων, οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Ποντικὸν Ἡρακλείδην (fr. 120 Wehrli, 61 
Schütrumpf) καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδην (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 726) ἐξ ἀνοµοίων µέν, παθητῶν δέ, 
καθάπερ τῶν ἀνάρµων ὄγκων.  P. 3.30–32 ϛʹ Περὶ ὑλικῶν ἀρχῶν. (30) … συντόµως δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν 
ὑλικῶν καλουµένων ἀρχῶν λεκτέον. ὅτι τοίνυν αὗταί εἰσιν ἀκατάληπτοι, ῥᾴδιον συνιδεῖν ἐκ τῆς περὶ 
αὐτῶν γεγενηµένης διαφωνίας παρὰ τοῖς δογµατικοῖς. Φερεκύδης µὲν γὰρ ὁ Σύριος (fr. 77 Schibli) γῆν 
εἶπε τὴν πάντων εἶναι ἀρχήν, Θαλῆς δὲ ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 140 Wöhrle) ὕδωρ, Ἀναξίµανδρος δὲ ὁ ἀκουστὴς 
τούτου (fr. 49 Wöhrle) τὸ ἄπειρον, Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 30 Wöhrle) δὲ καὶ Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) 
ἀέρα, Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (—) πῦρ, Ξενοφάνης δὲ ὁ Κολοφώνιος (—) γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ, Οἰνοπίδης 
δὲ ὁ Χῖος (41.5 DK) πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα, Ἵππων δὲ ὁ Ῥηγῖνος (38.1 DK) πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ, Ὀνοµάκριτος δὲ ἐν τοῖς 
Ὀρφικοῖς (Orph. 108I Bernabé) πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν, (31) οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Ἐµπεδοκλέα (—) καὶ τοὺς 
Στωικοὺς (—) πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν—περὶ γὰρ τῆς τερατολογουµένης ἀποίου παρά τισιν ὕλης, ἣν οὐδὲ 
αὐτοὶ καταλαµβάνειν διαβεβαιοῦνται, τί δεῖ καὶ λέγειν; οἱ δὲ περὶ Ἀριστοτέλην τὸν Περιπατητικὸν (—) 
πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν τὸ κυκλοφορητικὸν σῶµα, (32) Δηµόκριτος (cf. fr. 124 Luria) δὲ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (—) 
ἀτόµους, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) ὁµοιοµερείας, Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Κρόνος (fr. 117C 
Döring, II F 8 Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα, Ἡρακλείδης δὲ ὁ Ποντικὸς (fr. 119b Wehrli, 
60B Schütrumpf) καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδης ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 726) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους, οἱ 
δὲ περὶ Πυθαγόραν (—) τοὺς ἀριθµούς, οἱ δὲ µαθηµατικοὶ τὰ πέρατα τῶν σωµάτων, Στράτων δὲ ὁ 
φυσικὸς (fr. 43 Wehrli, 45B Sharples) τὰς ποιότητας.  ps.Galen HPh c. 18, DG pp. 610.8–611.3 καὶ περὶ 
µὲν τῆς δραστικῆς αἰτίας ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον. διεξελθεῖν δ’ ἂν εἴη καιρὸς καὶ περὶ τῆς ὑλικῆς. οἱ φυσικοὶ περὶ 
ταύτης εἰπόντες εἶναι µὲν ἀρχὴν ὑλικὴν ἅπαντες ὁµοίως δεδώκασιν, οὐ µὴν ἅπαντες εἶναι τὴν αὐτήν. ἀλλὰ 
Φερεκύδης µὲν ὁ Ἀσσύριος [read Σύρος] γῆν εἶναι ταύτην ἐνόµισε, Θαλῆς (fr. 392 Wöhrle) δὲ ὕδωρ, 
Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 219 Wöhrle) δὲ τὸ ἄπειρον, Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 178 Wöhrle) δὲ καὶ Διογένης ὁ 
Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) ἀέρα, πῦρ δὲ Ἵππασος ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (—), Ξενοφάνης δ’ ὁ Κολοφώνιος (fr. 92 
Strobel–Wöhrle) γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ. Ἵππων δὲ ὁ Ῥηγῖνος (—) πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ, Οἰνοπίδης δὲ ὁ Χῖος (v. fr. 5 
Bódnar) πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα, Ὀνοµάκριτος (vid. 1A1, VS p. 1.10 in app.) δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ὀρφικοῖς (108 F ii, 1114 F i 
Bernabé) γῆν καὶ πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ, οἱ Στωικοὶ (—) δὲ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα γῆν καὶ πῦρ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀέρα, 
Ἀριστοτέλης (—) δὲ τούτοις προσέθηκε καὶ τὸ κυκλοφορητικὸν σῶµα. Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) δὲ τέτταρσι 
στοιχείοις προσήγαγε Φιλίαν καὶ Νεῖκος, τῶν µὲν τεσσάρων στοιχείων ὑλικῶν ὄντων ⟨καὶ⟩ τῆς Φιλίας 
ταῦτα συγκρινούσης, τοῦ δὲ Νείκους διαλύοντος καὶ διακρίνοντος· Δηµόκριτος (fr. 124 Luria) δὲ καὶ 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) τὰς ἀτόµους ἀρχὰς πάντων νοµίζουσιν, Ἡρακλείδης δὲ ὁ Ποντικὸς (fr. 119a Wehrli, 60A 
Schütrumpf) καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδης ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 721) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους τὰς 
ἀρχὰς ὑποτίθενται τῶν ὅλων, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας, Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ Κρόνος 
(fr. 117 Döring, II F8 Giannantoni) ἐπικεκληµένος ἀµερῆ καὶ ἐλάχιστα σώµατα, Πυθαγόρας (—) δὲ 
τοὺς ἀριθµούς, οἱ µαθηµατικοὶ (—) δὲ τὰ πέρατα τῶν σωµάτων, Στράτων (fr. 42 Wehrli, 45A Sharples) 
δὲ ὁ φυσικὸς προσωνοµασµένος τὰς ποιότητας.   
Clement of Alexandria Strom. 1.11.52.4 στοιχεῖα δὲ σέβουσι Διογένης (—) µὲν τὸν ἀέρα, Θαλῆς (fr. 198 
Wörle) δὲ τὸ ὕδωρ, Ἵππασος (—) δὲ τὸ πῦρ, καὶ οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ἀρχὰς ὑποτιθέµενοι (—), φιλοσοφίας 
ὄνοµα ὑποδυόµενοι, ἄθεοί τινες ἀνθρωπίσκοι καὶ φιλήδονοι.  Strom. 1.62.1–64.5 φιλοσοφίας τοίνυν µετὰ 
τοὺς προειρηµένους ἄνδρας (sc. the seven sages) τρεῖς γεγόνασι διαδοχαὶ ἐπώνυµοι τῶν τόπων περὶ οὓς 
διέτριψαν, Ἰταλικὴ µὲν ἡ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου, Ἰωνικὴ δὲ ἡ ἀπὸ Θαλοῦ, Ἐλεατικὴ δὲ ἡ ἀπὸ Ξενοφάνους κτλ.  
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Eusebius PE 1.7.16 (introducing [Plu.] Strom.) τούτῳ (sc. συντυχικὴν δέ τινα καὶ αὐτόµατον εἶναι τὴν 
τοῦ παντὸς διακόσµησιν) δ’ ἂν εὕροις συµφώνους καὶ τοὺς πλείστους τῶν παρ’ Ἕλλησι φιλοσόφων, ὧν 
ἐγώ σοι τὰς περὶ ἀρχῶν δόξας καὶ τὰς πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαστάσεις καὶ διαφωνίας, ἐκ στοχασµῶν ἀλλ’ οὐκ 
ἀπὸ καταλήψεως ὁρµηθείσας, ἀπὸ τῶν Πλουτάρχου Στρωµατέων ἐπὶ τοῦ παρόντος ἐκθήσοµαι.  PE 
10.14.9–14 Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 265 Wöhrle) φυσικὸς πρῶτος Ἑλλήνων γεγονὼς περὶ τροπῶν ἡλίου 
καὶ ἐκλείψεως καὶ φωτισµῶν σελήνης καὶ ἰσηµερίας διελέχθη· ἐγένετο δ' ὁ ἀνὴρ ἐπισηµότατος ἐν τοῖς 
Ἕλλησι. Θάλεω δὲ γίνεται ἀκουστὴς Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 102 Wöhrle), Πραξιάδου µὲν παῖς, γένος δὲ καὶ 
αὐτὸς Μιλήσιος. οὗτος πρῶτος γνώµονας κατεσκεύασε πρὸς διάγνωσιν τροπῶν τε ἡλίου καὶ χρόνων καὶ 
ὡρῶν καὶ ἰσηµερίας. Ἀναξιµάνδρου δὲ γνώριµος ἐγένετο Ἀναξιµένης Εὐρυστράτου Μιλήσιος (fr. 85 
Wöhrle)· τούτου δὲ Ἀναξαγόρας Ἡγησιβούλου Κλαζοµένιος (see below, §4). … Ἀναξαγόρου δὲ 
ἐγένοντο γνώριµοι τρεῖς, Περικλῆς, Ἀρχέλαος, Εὐριπίδης· ὁ δὲ Ἀρχέλαος (—) ἐν Λαµψάκῳ διεδέξατο τὴν 
σχολὴν τοῦ Ἀναξαγόρου, µεταβὰς δ' εἰς Ἀθήνας ἐκεῖ ἐσχόλασε καὶ πολλοὺς ἔσχεν Ἀθηναίων γνωρίµους, 
ἐν οἷς καὶ Σωκράτην.  PE 14.3.7–9 (cited Diels DG 169) ὁ δὲ Δηµόκριτος (—) ἀρχὰς τῶν ὅλων ἔφη εἶναι 
τὸ κενὸν καὶ τὸ πλῆρες· τὸ πλῆρες ὂν λέγων καὶ στερεόν, τὸ δὲ κενὸν µὴ ὄν. ... ὁ δὲ Ἡράκλειτος (T 844 
Mouraviev) ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων ἔφη εἶναι τὸ πῦρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα γίνεται καὶ εἰς ὃ ἀναλύεται. ἀµοιβὴν γὰρ 
εἶναι τὰ πάντα χρόνον τε ὡρίσθαι τῆς τῶν πάντων εἰς τὸ πῦρ ἀναλύσεως καὶ τῆς ἐκ τούτου γενέσεως. οἵδε 
µὲν οὖν πάντα κινεῖσθαι ἔφασαν. ὁ δὲ Παρµενίδης (—), τὸ γένος Ἐλεάτης ὤν, ἓν µὲν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν, 
ἀγένητον δὲ καὶ ἀκίνητον καὶ κατὰ σχῆµα σφαιροειδὲς ὑπάρχειν ἐδογµάτιζε. Παρµενίδου δὲ Μέλισσος 
(—) ἑταῖρος γέγονε, τὰ αὐτὰ τῷ Παρµενίδῃ δοξάζων.  Protr. 66.1 (cited Diels DG 129) τῶν δὲ ἄλλων 
φιλοσόφων ὅσοι τὰ στοιχεῖα ὑπερβάντες ἐπολυπραγµόνησάν τι ὑψηλότερον καὶ περιττότερον, οἳ µὲν 
αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπειρον καθύµνησαν, ὡς Ἀναξίµανδρος (Μιλήσιος ἦν) (fr. 72 Wöhrle) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας ὁ 
Κλαζοµένιος (60A11 DK) καὶ ὁ Ἀθηναῖος Ἀρχέλαος (—). τούτω µέν γε ἄµφω τὸν νοῦν ἐπεστησάτην τῇ 
ἀπειρίᾳ, ὁ δὲ Μιλήσιος Λεύκιππος (cf. 67A12 DK) καὶ ὁ Χῖος Μητρόδωρος (cf. 70A3 DK) διττάς, ὡς 
ἔοικεν, καὶ αὐτὼ ἀρχὰς ἀπελιπέτην τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν.  
ps.Galen HPh c. 3, DG pp. 598.226–601.18 ἔστι τοίνυν ὁ πρῶτος ὑπὸ τῶν πλείστων ὑπειληµµένος τὸν 
φιλόσοφον τρόπον εἰς τοὺς Ἴωνας ὑπειληµµένος Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 391 Wöhrle), δι’ ὃν καὶ τὴν κατ’ 
ἐκεῖνον φιλοσοφίαν Ἰωνικὴν ἅπαντες ὀνοµάζουσιν (~ §1). τούτου δὲ γνώριµος Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 218 
Wöhrle) γεγονὼς ὁµοίως φιλοσοφῶν γέγονε (~ §2) καὶ τὸν Ἀναξιµένην (fr. 177 Wöhrle) µετὰ ταῦτα 
ζηλωτὴν εἶναι (~ §3) τῆς αὑτοῦ προαιρέσεως πεποιηκὼς Ἀναξαγόρου (—) καθηγητὴν γενέσθαι (~ §4) 
παρεσκεύασεν. οὗτος δὲ τὴν Μίλητον ἀπολελοιπὼς ἧκεν εἰς τὰς Ἀθήνας καὶ Ἀρχέλαον τὸν Ἀθηναῖον (—) 
(~ §5) πρῶτον εἰς φιλοσοφίαν παρώρµησεν. … Λεύκιππος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (—) … τὴν τῶν ἀτόµων εὕρεσιν 
ἐπινενόηκε πρῶτος (~ §13)· Δηµόκριτος (fr. 152 Luria) δὲ παρ’ αὐτοῦ τὸ δόγµα παρειληφώς (~ §14). κτλ.  
HPh c. 18 see above section E(a) General texts.  
Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 2.9–10, pp. 74.25–75.19 (cited Diels DG 172–173) qui cunctarum ⟨rerum⟩ 
originem ⟨ignem⟩ esse dicit aut aquam, non Thaleti (fr. 259 Wöhrle) aut Heraclito (T 684 
Mouraviev) credit? qui causam in numeris ponit, non Pythagorae Samio (—), non Archytae (—)? 
qui animam dividit et incorporales constituit formas, non Platoni Socratico? qui quintum elementum 
principalibus adplicat causis, non Aristoteli Peripateticorum patri? qui ignem minatur mundo, et 
venerit cum tempus arsurum, non Panaetio (T 135 Alesse) Chrysippo (—) Zenoni (SVF 1.107)? qui 
individuis corporibus mundos semper fabricatur et destruit, non Epicuro (—) Democrito (—) 
Metrodoro (—)? qui nihil ab homine comprehendi ⟨autumat⟩ atque omnia caecis obscuritatibus 
involuta, non Arcesilae (F 14a Mette), Carneadi (F 13c Mette), non alicui denique Academiae veteris 
recentiorisque cultori? … ipsi demus principes et praedictarum patres sententiarum, nonne ea quae 
dicunt suis credita suspicionibus dicunt? vidit enim Heraclitus res ignium conversionibus fieri, 
concretione aquarum Thales, Pythagoras (—) numeros coire, incorporales formas Plato, 
individuorum Democritus concursiones?  Adv.Nat. 2.56, pp. 130.24–131.7 eundem hunc (sc. mundum) 
alii elementis ex quatuor tradunt et pronuntiant stare, ex geminis alii, ex singulis tertii, sunt qui ex 
his nullo set individua corpora eius esse materiem et primam originem dicant. cumque ex his vera sit 
una sententia, at nulla ex his certa, similiter hic quoque argumenta omnibus praesto sunt, quibus et 
ea quae dicunt vera esse constituant et redarguant positas in aliorum sententiis falsitates.  
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Themistius Or. 26.317A–C Θαλῆς (fr. 300 Wöhrle) δὲ ὕστερον καὶ πρὸς γήρᾳ φύσεώς τε ἥψατο πρῶτος 
καὶ ἀνέβλεψεν εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὰ ἄστρα ἐξήτασε, καὶ προεφήτευσεν ἐν κοινῷ ἅπασι Μιλησίοις ὅτι 
νὺξ ἔσοιτο ἐν ἡµέρᾳ καὶ δύσεται ἄνω ὁ ἥλιος καὶ ὑποθεύσεται αὐτὸν ἡ σελήνη, ὥστε ἀποτέµνεσθαι τὴν 
αὐγὴν καὶ τὰς ἀκτῖνας. Θαλῆς µὲν δὴ τοσαῦτα εἰσενεγκάµενος οὐ κατέθετο ὅµως εἰς συγγραφὴν τὰ 
εὑρήµατα, οὔτε αὐτὸς ὁ Θαλῆς οὔτε ἄλλος τις τῶν εἰς ἐκεῖνον τὸν χρόνον. τούτου γεγονὼς ζηλωτὴς 
Ἀναξίµανδρος ὁ Πραξιάδου (fr. 120 Wöhrle) οὐ πάντῃ ὁµοίως ἐζήλωσεν, ἀλλὰ τοῦτ’ εὐθὺς παρήλλαξέ τε 
καὶ ἐξετράπετο, ὅτι ἐθάρρησε πρῶτος ὧν ἴσµεν Ἑλλήνων λόγον ἐξενεγκεῖν περὶ φύσεως ξυγγεγραµµένον. 
πρὶν δ’ εἰς ὄνειδος καθειστήκει τὸ λόγους συγγράφειν, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐνοµίζετο τοῖς πρόσθεν Ἕλλησι. καὶ ἐῶ 
τὸν Κλαζοµένιον Ἀναξαγόραν (—) καὶ ἐφ’ ὅσον οὗτος ἐνεωτέρισε, νοῦν καὶ θεὸν πρῶτος ἐπαγόµενος τῇ 
κοσµοποιίᾳ, καὶ οὐ πάντ’ ἀνάψας τῆς φύσεως τῶν σωµάτων. ἀλλὰ Σωκράτης ὁ γενναῖος ἆρα τὴν ἀρχαίαν 
καὶ τετριµµένην ἐβάδιζε καὶ ἐγκατέµενε τοῖς ἴχνεσι τοῦ Ἀρχελάου.   
Basil of Caesarea in Hexaem. 1.2, p. 4.6–12 Amand de Mendieta–Rudberg διὰ τοῦτο οἱ µὲν ἐπὶ τὰς 
ὑλικὰς ὑποθέσεις κατέφυγον, τοῖς τοῦ κόσµου στοιχείοις τὴν αἰτίαν τοῦ παντὸς ἀναθέντες· οἱ δὲ ἄτοµα καὶ 
ἀµερῆ σώµατα, καὶ ὄγκους καὶ πόρους συνέχειν τὴν φύσιν τῶν ὁρατῶν ἐφαντάσθησαν. νῦν µὲν γὰρ 
συνιόντων ἀλλήλοις τῶν ἀµερῶν σωµάτων, νῦν δὲ µετασυγκρινοµένων, τὰς γενέσεις καὶ τὰς φθορὰς 
ἐπιγίνεσθαι· καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν διαρκεστέρων σωµάτων τὴν ἰσχυροτέραν τῶν ἀτόµων ἀντεµπλοκὴν τῆς διαµονῆς 
τὴν αἰτίαν παρέχειν.   
Calcidius in Tim. cc. 280–282 alii formam dederunt, ut Thales (fr. 287 Wöhrle), quem ferunt ante 
omnes naturalia esse secreta rimatum, cum initium rerum aquam esse dicat, opinor ideo quod 
omnem victum quo utuntur quae vivunt humectum videret; inque eadem sententia Homerus esse 
invenitur, cum Oceanum et Tethyn dicat parentes esse geniturae (Il. 14.201 and 14.302), cumque 
iusiurandum deorum constituat aquam, quam quidem ipse appellat Stygem (Il. 5.185 and 15.37), 
antiquitati tribuens reverentiam et iureiurando nihil constituens reverentius. at vero Anaximenes (fr. 
94 Wöhrle) aëra iudicans initium rerum, initium quoque corporum ceterorum et ipsius aquae non 
consentit Heraclito caput rerum ignem putanti. omnes ergo hi qui vel aquae vel aëri vel igni tribuunt 
principatum, in motu positam rerum originem censuerunt. (281) sunt tamen qui immobilem fore 
defendant et eandem ex omnibus in unam molem redactam, unum omnia esse censentes immobile 
sine ortu et sine interitu, ut Xenophanes Melissus Parmenides; sed Parmenides quidem unum omne 
perfectum et definitum pronuntiat, Melissus infinitum et indeterminatum. (282) Empedocles varium 
et multiforme quiddam esse silvam docet quattuor diversis sustentatum radicibus ignis aquae aëris 
terrae atque ex his fieri corporum modo concretionem, modo discretionem; idemque concretionem 
quidem vocat amicitiam, discretionem vero discordiam.  in Tim. c. 286 haec ad praesens visa nobis 
necessaria fore ad explanationem Aristotelici dogmatis de initiis rerum.  in Tim. c. 295 Numenius (fr. 
52 des Places) ex Pythagorae magisterio Stoicorum hoc de initiis dogma refellens Pythagorae 
dogmate, cui concinere dicit dogma Platonicum.  in Tim. c. 305 et quoniam singula haec initia sunt, 
rursus erit ex integro de initiis disserendum.   
Ambrose of Milan Exam. 1.1 tantum ne opinionis adsumpsisse homines, ut aliqui eorum tria 
principia constituerent omnium, deum et exemplar et materiam, sicut Plato discipulique eius, et ea 
incorrupta et increata ac sine initio esse adseverarent deumque non tamquam creatorem materiae, 
sed tamquam artificem ad exemplar, hoc est ideam intendentem fecisse mundum de materia, quam 
vocant ὕλην, quae gignendi causas rebus omnibus dedisse adseratur, ipsum quoque mundum 
incorruptum nec creatum aut factum aestimarent, alii quoque, ut Aristoteles cum suis disputandum 
putavit, duo principia ponerent, materiam et speciem, et tertium cum his, quod operatorium dicitur, 
cui subpeteret competenter efficere quod adoriendum putasset.  Servius in Buc. 6.31, p. 69.14–70.6 
Thilo variae sunt philosophorum opiniones de rerum origine: nam alii dicunt omnia ex igne 
procreari, ut Anaxagoras [sic]; alii ex umore, ut Thales Milesius (fr. 319 Wöhrle), unde est 
Oceanumque patrem (Il. 14.201 = 14.302); alii ex quattuor elementis, ut Empedocles (—), secundum 
quem ait Lucretius ex imbri, terra atque anima nascuntur et igni (DRN 1.714–715). Epicurei (—) vero, 
quos nunc sequitur (sc. Vergil), nihil horum comprobant, sed dicunt duo esse rerum principia, corpus 
et inane: omne enim quod est, aut continet aut continetur. et corpus volunt esse atomos, id est 
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quasdam minutissimas partes, quae τοµήν, id est sectionem, non recipiunt, unde et atomi dictae sunt: 
quas Lucretius (DRN 1.268–270, 2.125–128) minutiores dixit esse illis corpusculis, quae in infusis per 
fenestram radiis solis videmus; dicit enim illas nec visum posse recipere. inane vero dicunt spatium, in 
quo sunt atomi. de his itaque duobus principiis volunt quattuor ista procreari, ignem, aërem, aquam, 
terram, et ex his cetera, ut illa duo elementa [[, atomi et inane,]] sint, haec vero quattuor syntheta, id 
est composita ex illis duobus, praestent originem aliis omnibus rebus. hac autem ratione 
comprobatur, ex atomis et inani omnia esse, quod nihil est in rerum natura, quod non et corpus 
habeat, et quia recipit sectionem, indicet etiam inanitatem. [[ergo]] 'uti magnum per inane coacta / 
semina' canebat (Verg. Buc. 6.31–32), inquit, mundi principium, id est quemadmodum coactae et 
collectae atomi per magnum inane fuissent origo ignis, aëris, terrarum et maris; nam 'semina' 
atomos dicit. dicimus autem 'haec atomus' et 'hae atomi'.  Cf. Isidore of Seville Etym. 13.2. 
ps.Valerius Probus in Buc. 6.31, pp. 332.25–335.27 Thilo omnem igitur hanc rerum naturae formam 
tenui primum et inani mole dispersam refert in quattuor elementa concretam … (p. 334.29) Ciceronis 
diversa opinione [vid. below §19]. Aristoteles quattuor elementa ait, aquam et terram ponderibus 
suis deorsum ferri, ignem et aëra tenuitate sua sublevari, et his quattuor elementis quintum quasi 
proprium aethera addit privata mole discretum. idem Aristoteles ait non esse idem ignem et aethera 
diversitatemque eorum elementorum probari ex eo, quod ignis omnia consumat, aether omnia 
conservet et nutriat. Anaxagoras (—) quattuor elementis constitutis rectorem adiungit sive spiritum 
sive Deum sive mentem, per quem haec quattuor regantur. [hic Anaxagoras Abderites fuit Democrito 
popularis et discipulus, quamquam alii Dionysium Smyrnaeum (—), quidam Aristotelem magistrum 
eius adfirment, vir nobilis, amicus Alexandro, apud Persas comes (sic)].  in Buc. 6.31, p. 343.21–344.18 
Thilo sunt qui binis principiis mundum discriminent. nam Xenophanes Colophonius (fr. 182 Str0bel–
Wöhrle) terram et aquam prodidit: quamquam haec antea ab Homero tractata sit opinio (Il. 7.99) 
‘ἀλλ’ ὑµεῖς µὲν πάντες ὕδωρ καὶ γαῖα γένοισθε’. consentit in numero Euripides (fr. 1023 N2, 182a 
Kannicht), sed speciem discriminat. terram enim et aërem inducit principia rerum esse in Antiopa. … 
(p. 344.8) sunt qui singulis elementis principia adsignaverunt: Parmenides Eleates terram [sic], 
Hippasus Metapontinus et Heraclitus Ephesius (T 779 Mouraviev), qui σκοτεινὸς appellatur, ignem, 
Anaximenes Lampsacenus [sic], qui primus existimatur physica induxisse, aërem (—), Thales 
Milesius (fr. 286 Wöhrle), magister eius, aquam. hanc quidem Thaletis opinionem ab Hesiodo putant 
manare, qui dixerit (Th. 116) ‘ἤτοι µὲν πρώτιστα χάος γένετ’· αὐτὰρ ἔπειτα’. nam Zenon Citieus (SVF 
1.103, 1.496) sic interpretatur, aquam χάος appellatam ἀπὸ τοῦ χεῖσθαι, quamquam eandem 
opinionem ab Homero possimus intellegere, quod ait (Il. 14.201) ‘Ὠκεανόν τε θεῶν γένεσιν καὶ µητέρα 
Τηθύν’, quod Vergilius quoque imitatus ait (Georg. 4.382) ‘Oceanumque patrem rerum Nymphasque 
sorores’.   
Augustine C.D. 8.2.1–3.4 Dombart–Kalb (cited Diels DG 173–174) (tit. De duobus philosophorum 
generibus, id est Italico et Ionico, eorumque auctoribus.) quantum enim adtinet ad litteras Graecas, 
quae lingua inter ceteras gentium clarior habetur, duo philosophorum genera traduntur: unum 
Italicum ex ea parte Italiae, quae quondam Magna Graecia nuncupata est; alterum Ionicum in eis 
terris, ubi et nunc Graecia nominatur. Italicum genus auctorem habuit Pythagoram Samium (—), a 
quo etiam ferunt ipsum philosophiae nomen exortum. nam cum antea sapientes appellarentur, qui 
modo quodam laudabilis vitae aliis praestare videbantur, iste interrogatus, quid profiteretur, 
philosophum se esse respondit, id est studiosum vel amatorem sapientiae; quoniam sapientem 
profiteri arrogantissimum videbatur. Ionici vero generis princeps fuit Thales Milesius (fr. 311 
Wöhrle), unus illorum septem, qui sunt appellati sapientes. sed illi sex vitae genere distinguebantur 
et quibusdam praeceptis ad bene vivendum accommodatis; iste autem Thales, ut successores etiam 
propagaret, rerum naturam scrutatus suasque disputationes litteris mandans eminuit maximeque 
admirabilis extitit, quod astrologiae numeris conprehensis defectus solis et lunae etiam praedicere 
potuit. aquam tamen putavit rerum esse principium et hinc omnia elementa mundi ipsumque 
mundum et quae in eo gignuntur existere. nihil autem huic operi, quod mundo considerato tam 
mirabile aspicimus, ex divina mente praeposuit. huic successit Anaximander (12A17 DK), eius 
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auditor, mutavitque de rerum natura opinionem. non enim ex una re, sicut Thales ex umore, sed ex 
suis propriis principiis quasque res nasci putavit. quae rerum principia singularum esse credidit 
infinita, et innumerabiles mundos gignere et quaecumque in eis oriuntur; eosque mundos modo 
dissolvi, modo iterum gigni existimavit, quanta quisque aetate sua manere potuerit; nec ipse aliquid 
divinae menti in his rerum operibus tribuens. iste Anaximenen (13A10 DK), discipulum et 
successorem reliquit, qui omnes rerum causas aëri infinito dedit, nec deos negavit aut tacuit; non 
tamen ab ipsis aërem factum, sed ipsos ex aëre ortos credidit. Anaxagoras (—) vero eius auditor 
harum rerum omnium, quas videmus, effectorem divinum animum sensit et dixit ex infinita materia, 
quae constaret similibus inter se particulis rerum omnium; quibus suis et propriis singula fieri, sed 
animo faciente divino. Diogenes (64A8 DK, T 7c Laks) quoque Anaximenis alter auditor, aërem 
quidem dixit rerum esse materiam, de qua omnia fierent; sed eum esse compotem divinae rationis, 
sine qua nihil ex eo fieri posset. Anaxagorae successit auditor eius Archelaus (60A10 DK). etiam ipse 
de particulis inter se similibus, quibus singula quaeque fierent, ita putavit constare omnia, ut inesse 
etiam mentem diceret, quae corpora aeterna, id est illas particulas, coniungendo et dissipando ageret 
omnia. (3) Socrates huius discipulus fuisse perhibetur, magister Platonis, propter quem breviter 
cuncta ista recolui. Socrates ergo, primus universam philosophiam ad corrigendos componendosque 
mores flexisse memoratur, cum ante illum omnes magis physicis, id est naturalibus, rebus 
perscrutandis operam maximam inpenderent.  
Theodoret CAG 2.9–12: (2.9: T1) Θαλῆς (fr. 329 Wöhrle) µὲν γάρ, τῶν ἑπτὰ καλουµένων σοφῶν ὁ 
πρεσβύτατος, ἀρχὴν πάντων τὸ ὕδωρ ὑπέλαβεν, (T1a) Ὁµήρῳ (Il. 14.201) γε οἶµαι εἰρηκότι πιστεύσας· 
‘Ὠκεανόν τε θεῶν γένεσιν καὶ µητέρα Τηθύν’. (T2) Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 134 Wöhrle) δέ, τοῦτον 
διαδεξάµενος, ἀρχὴν ἔφη τὸ ἄπειρον· 2.9.3 (~ T3) Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 111 Wöhrle) δέ, ὁ τούτου διάδοχος (T4) 
καὶ Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) τὸν ἀέρα ξυµφώνως ἀρχὴν προσηγορευσάτην·  (2.10: T5) Ἵππασος δὲ 
ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (—) καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (fr. 898 Mouraviev) τῷ πυρὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων 
ἀπενειµάτην· (T6) ὁ δὲ Ἀκραγαντῖνος Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) τὰ στοιχεῖα ἔφη τὰ τέτταρα· (T7) Ξενοφάνης δὲ 
ὁ Κολοφώνιος (fr. 194 Strobel–Wöhrle) τὸ πᾶν ἀΐδιον, ἐκ δὲ τῆς γῆς τὰ πάντα· (T8) καὶ Παρµενίδης (—) 
δὲ ὁ τούτου ἑταῖρος ὁ Ἐλεάτης ὡσαύτως τόνδε τὸν λόγον ἐκράτυνε, ψεῦδος δὲ ἀπέφηνε τῶν αἰσθήσεων τὸ 
κριτήριον, ἥκιστα λέγων ἐφικνεῖσθαι τοῦτο τῆς ἀληθείας· (2.11: T9) Δηµόκριτος δὲ ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (—)  
ἄπειρον τὸ πᾶν εἴρηκε καὶ ἀγένητον·  (T10) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ ὁ Νεοκλέους ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (—) ἐκ τῶν ἀτόµων ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς ξυστῆναι τὸ πᾶν, εἶναι µέντοι ἄναρχον καὶ ἀΐδιον· (T11) καὶ Μητρόδωρος δὲ ὁ Χῖος (—),  (T12) καὶ 
Ζήνων ὁ Ἐλεάτης (—)  (T13) καὶ Διογένης ὁ Σµυρναῖος  (—) διαφόρους ἀρχὰς τῶν ὅλων ὑπέθεντο.  
CAG 4.5–12: (4.5: Ti) Ξενοφάνης µὲν οὖν ὁ Ὀρθοµένους ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A36 DK, fr. 197 Strobel–
Wöhrle), ὁ τῆς Ἐλεατικῆς αἱρέσεως ἡγησάµενος, ἓν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ἔφησε, σφαιροειδὲς καὶ πεπερασµένον, 
οὐ γενητόν, ἀλλ᾿ ἀΐδιον καὶ πάµπαν ἀκίνητον· πάλιν δ᾿ αὖ τῶνδε τῶν λόγων ἐπιλαθόµενος, ἐκ τῆς γῆς 
φῦναι ἅπαντα εἴρηκεν. αὐτοῦ γὰρ δὴ τόδε τὸ ἔπος ἐστίν· (21B27 DK) ‘ἐκ γῆς γὰρ τάδε πάντα, καὶ εἰς γῆν 
πάντα τελευτᾷ’.  (4.6) ἀξύµφωνοι δὲ ἄντικρυς οἵδε οἱ λόγοι. εἰ γὰρ ἀΐδιος ὁ κόσµος, καὶ ἄναρχος· εἰ δέ γε 
ἄναρχος, καὶ ἀναίτιος· εἰ δὲ ἀναίτιος, οὐκ ἔχει δήπου µητέρα τὴν γῆν. εἰ δὲ αἰτίαν ἔχει τὴν γῆν, οὐκ ἄρα 
ἀναίτιος· εἰ δὲ οὐκ ἀναίτιος, οὐδὲ ἄναρχος· εἰ δὲ οὐκ ἄναρχος, οὐκ ἄρα ἀΐδιος.  (4.7: Tii) καὶ Παρµενίδης δὲ 
ὁ Πύρρητος ὁ Ἐλεάτης (fr. 55 Coxon, Xenophanes fr. 198 Strobel–Wöhrle), Ξενοφάνους ἑταῖρος 
γενόµενος, κατὰ µὲν τὸν πρῶτον λόγον ξύµφωνα τῷ διδασκάλῳ ξυγγέγραφεν· αὐτοῦ γὰρ δὴ τόδε τὸ ἔπος 
εἶναί φασιν· (28B8.4 DK) ‘οὖλον µουνογενές τε καὶ ἀτρεµὲς ἠδ᾿ (28B28.3 DK) ἀγένητον’. αἴτιον δὲ τῶν 
ὅλων οὐ τὴν γῆν µόνον, καθάπερ ἐκεῖνος, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ πῦρ εἴρηκεν οὗτος. (4.8: Tiii) Μέλισσος δὲ ὁ 
Ἰθαγένους ὁ Μιλήσιος (30A9 DK) τούτου µὲν ἑταῖρος ἐγένετο, τὴν δὲ παραδοθεῖσαν διδασκαλίαν 
ἀκήρατον οὐκ ἐτήρησεν· ἄπειρον γὰρ οὗτος ἔφη τὸν κόσµον, ἐκείνων φάντων πεπερασµένον. [CAG 4.9 (~ 
Tiv–vi) see above Testes primi]  (4.10) (fr. 201 Luria) καλοῦσι δὲ οὕτω τὰ σµικρότατα ἐκεῖνα καὶ 
λεπτότατα σώµατα, ἃ διὰ τῶν φωταγωγῶν εἰσβάλλων ὁ ἥλιος δείκνυσιν ἐν ἑαυτῷ ἄνω καὶ κάτω 
παλλόµενα.   [CAG 4.11–12 (~ Tviii–xi) see above Testes primi]  (4.12: Txii)  Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος (18.7 DK) καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Βλόσωνος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (—) ἓν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν, ἀκίνητον 
(ἀ⟨ει⟩κίνητον Zeller edd.) καὶ πεπερασµένον, ἀρχὴν δὲ τὸ πῦρ ἐσχηκέναι. (Txiii) ὁ δὲ Ἀπολλωνιάτης 
Διογένης (—) ἐκ τοῦ ἀέρος ἔφη ξυστῆναι τὸ πᾶν. 
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Epiphanius Haer. 3.505.1–508.15 Holl.  Olympiodorus the Alchemist Art.Sacr. 18–25, pp. 80.19–
83.14 Berthelot–Ruelle ἡ ἀρχὴ τοίνυν παντὸς πράγµατος κατά τινας ἢ µία ἐστὶν, ἢ πολλαὶ, καὶ εἰ µέν 
ἐστι µία, ἢ ἀκίνητός ἐστιν, ἢ ἄπειρος, ἢ πεπερασµένη· ὡσαύτως καὶ εἰ µὲν πολλαὶ ἀρχαί εἰσιν, πάλιν αὕται 
ἢ ἀκίνητοί εἰσιν, ἢ πεπερασµέναι, ἢ ἄπειροι. … (21) µίαν δὲ πεπερασµένην ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἐδόξαζεν 
Θάλης (—) τὸ ὕδωρ, ἐπειδὴ γόνιµόν ἐστιν καὶ εὐδιάπλαστον· γόνιµον γὰρ οὕτω, ἐπειδὴ γεννᾷ ἰχθύας· 
εὐδιάπλαστον δὲ, τὸ δυνάµενον διαπλᾶσθαι ὡσὰν βούλῃς νῦν· καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ ὡσὰν θέλῃς διαπλάττεις· ἐν ᾧ 
γὰρ ἀγγείῳ βάλῃς τοῦτο … (22) ὁ δὲ Διογένης (—) τὸν ἀέρα, ἐπειδὴ οὗτος πλούσιός ἐστιν καὶ γόνιµος· 
τίκτει γὰρ ὄρνεα· καὶ εὐδιάπλαστος καὶ αὐτός· ὡς γὰρ θέλεις διαπλάττεις καὶ τοῦτον· ἀλλὰ καὶ εἷς ἐστιν 
οὗτος καὶ κινούµενος, καὶ οὐκ ἀΐδιος. (23) Ἡράκλειτος (—) δὲ καὶ Ἵππασος (—) τὸ πῦρ ἐδόξασαν εἶναι 
ἀρχὴν πάντων τῶν ὄντων, ἐπειδὴ δραστικόν ἐστιν τοῦτο· δραστικὴ δὲ βούλεται εἶναι ἡ ἀρχὴ τῶν 
γινοµένων ὑπ’ αὐτὴν πλέον, ὡς δέ τινες λέγουσι, καὶ γόνιµόν ἐστιν τὸ πῦρ· γίνεται γὰρ ἐν τῷ 
ὑπεκκαύµατι. (24) τὴν γὰρ γῆν οὐδεὶς ἐδόξασεν εἶναι ἀρχὴν, εἰ µὴ Ξενοφάνης ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A36 DK)· 
διὰ δὲ τὸ µὴ εἶναι αὐτὴν γόνιµον, οὐδεὶς αὐτὴν στοιχεῖον ἐδόξασεν. … (25) µίαν δὲ κινουµένην ἄπειρον 
ἀρχὴν πάντων τῶν ὄντων δοξάζει Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 174 Wöhrle) τὸν ἀέρα. λέγει γὰρ οὕτως (13B3 DK, 
spurium)· ῾ἐγγύς ἐστιν ὁ ἀὴρ τοῦ ἀσωµάτου· καὶ ὅτι κατ’ ἔκροιαν τούτου γινόµεθα, ἀνάγκη αὐτὸν καὶ 
ἄπειρον εἶναι καὶ πλούσιον διὰ τὸ µηδέποτε ἐκλείπειν’. Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 216 Wöhrle) δὲ τὸ µεταξὺ 
ἔλεγεν ἀρχὴν εἶναι· µεταξὺ δὲ λέγω τὸν ἀτµὸν ἢ τὸν καπνόν· ὁ µὲν γὰρ ἀτµὸς µεταξύ ἐστιν πυρὸς καὶ γῆς, 
καὶ καθόλου δὲ εἰπεῖν, πᾶν τὸ µεταξὺ θερµῶν καὶ ὑγρῶν ἀτµός ἐστι· τὰ δὲ µεταξὺ θερµῶν καὶ ξηρῶν, 
καπνός. 
Chapter heading: Pliny Nat. 1 p. 11.7 de elementis.  Seneca Ep. 89.16 ipse ⟨de⟩ elementis locus.  
Clement of Alexandria Strom. 3.3.13.1 τὸν περὶ ἀρχῶν … λόγον.  Q.D.S. 26.8 ἐν τῇ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ 
θεολογίας ἐξηγήσει.  Eusebius PE 1.8 ὅσα τοῖς φυσικοῖς φιλοσόφοις Περὶ ἀρχῶν διαπεφώνηται (ps.Plu. 
Strom. follows).  PE 10.14.12 τὸν Περὶ ἀρχῶν λόγον. 
§§1–5, 20 Ionian tradition : Hippolytus Ref. 1.10.1 ἡ µὲν οὖν φυσικὴ φιλοσοφία ἀπὸ Θάλητος (fr. 212 
Wöhrle) ἕως Ἀρχελάου διέµεινε· τούτου γίνεται Σωκράτης ἀκροατής.  
§1  Thales Homer:  Hippolytus Ref. 1.1.1 λέγεται Θαλῆν τὸν Μιλήσιον (fr. 210 Wöhrle), ἕνα τῶν ἑπτὰ 
σοφῶν, πρῶτον ἐπικεχειρηκέναι φιλοσοφίαν φυσικήν. οὗτος ἔφη ἀρχὴν τοῦ παντὸς εἶναι καὶ τέλος τὸ 
ὕδωρ· ἐκ γὰρ αὐτοῦ τὰ πάντα συνίστασθαι πηγνυµένου καὶ πάλιν διανιεµένου ⟨εἰς αὐτὸ διαχεῖσθαι 
addidimus⟩.  Heraclitus All.Hom. 22.2–6 καὶ τῶν φυσικῶν κατὰ τὰ στοιχεῖα δογµάτων εἷς ἀρχηγὸς 
Ὅµηρος, ἑκάστῳ τινὶ τῶν µετ’ αὐτὸν ἧς ἔδοξεν εὑρεῖν ἐπινοίας γεγονὼς διδάσκαλος. (3) Θάλητα µέν γε 
τὸν Μιλήσιον (fr. 94 Wöhrle) ὁµολογοῦσι πρῶτον ὑποστήσασθαι τῶν ὅλων κοσµογόνον στοιχεῖον τὸ 
ὕδωρ· ἡ γὰρ ὑγρὰ φύσις, εὐµαρῶς εἰς ἕκαστα µεταπλαττοµένη, πρὸς τὸ ποικίλον εἴωθε µορφοῦσθαι. (4) 
τό τε γὰρ ἐξατµιζόµενον αὐτῆς ἀεροῦται, καὶ τὸ λεπτότατον ἀπὸ ἀέρος αἰθὴρ ἀνάπτεται, συνιζάνον τε τὸ 
ὕδωρ καὶ µεταβαλλόµενον εἰς ἰλὺν ἀπογαιοῦται· (5) διὸ δὴ τῆς τετράδος τῶν στοιχείων ὥσπερ αἰτιώτατον 
ὁ Θάλης ἀπεφήνατο στοιχεῖον εἶναι τὸ ὕδωρ. (6) τίς οὖν ἐγέννησε ταύτην τὴν δόξαν; οὐχ Ὅµηρος, εἰπών 
(Il. 14.246)· ‘Ὠκεανός, ὅσπερ γένεσις πάντεσσι τέτυκται’. 
§§2–3  Anaximander Anaximenes (criticism):  Cicero Fin. 1.18 quamquam utriusque cum multa 
non probo, tum illud in primis, quod, cum duo quaerenda sint, unum, quae materia sit, ex qua 
quaeque res efficiatur, alterum, quae vis sit, quae quidque efficiat, de materia disseruerunt (sc. 
Democritus 301 Luria, Epicurus fr. 281 Usener), vim et causam efficiendi reliquerunt.  Seneca Ep. 
89.16 ipse ⟨de⟩ elementis locus, ut quidam putant, simplex est, ut quidam, in materiam et causam 
omnia moventem et elementa dividitur. 
§2  Anaximander:  Cicero ND 1.25 Anaximandri (fr. 29 Wöhrle) autem opinio est nativos esse deos 
longis intervallis orientis occidentisque, eosque innumerabilis esse mundos.  ps.Plutarch Strom. (Plu. 
fr. 179 Sandbach) at Eus. PE 1.8.2 µεθ’ ὃν Ἀναξίµανδρον (12A10 DK), Θάλητος ἑταῖρον γενόµενον, τὸ 
ἄπειρον φάναι τὴν πᾶσαν αἰτίαν ἔχειν τῆς τοῦ παντὸς γενέσεώς τε καὶ φθορᾶς· ἐξ οὗ δή φησι τούς τε 
οὐρανοὺς ἀποκεκρίσθαι, καὶ καθόλου τοὺς ἅπαντας ἀπείρους ὄντας κόσµους.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.6.1 
Θαλοῦ τοίνυν Ἀναξίµανδρος γίνεται ἀκροατής· Ἀναξίµανδρος Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος (12A11 DK). οὗτος 
ἀρχὴν ἔφη τῶν ὄντων φύσιν τινὰ τοῦ ἀπείρου, ἐξ ἧς γίνεσθαι τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ τοὺς ἐν αὐτοῖς κόσµους. 
ταύτην δὲ ἀίδιον εἶναι καὶ ἀγήρω, ἣν καὶ πάντας περιέχειν τοὺς κόσµους.  Augustine C.D. 8.2.23–30 
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Dombart–Kalb Anaximander (12A17 DK) … innumerabiles mundos gignere et quaecumque in eis 
oriuntur; eosque mundos modo dissolvi, modo iterum gigni existimavit, quanta quisque aetate sua 
manere potuerit. 
§3  Anaximenes:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.3 Ἀναξιµένης (13A1 DK) Εὐρυστράτου, Μιλήσιος, ἤκουσεν 
Ἀναξιµάνδρου.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.7.1 Ἀναξιµένης δέ, καὶ αὐτὸς ὢν Μιλήσιος (13A7 DK), υἱὸς δὲ 
Εὐρυστράτου, ἀέρα ἄπειρον ἔφη τὴν ἀρχὴν εἶναι, ἐξ οὗ τὰ γινόµενα ⟨καὶ⟩ τὰ γεγονότα καὶ τὰ ἐσόµενα καὶ 
θεοὺς καὶ θεῖα γίνεσθαι.  Philoponus in de An. 87.2–5 Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) καὶ Ἀναξιµένης 
(fr. 168 Wöhrle) ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων τὸν ἀέρα λέγοντες, ἐκ τούτου καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ἔλεγον, καὶ γινώσκειν µὲν 
πάντα τὴν ψυχὴν ὡς ἔχουσαν τὴν τῶν πάντων ἀρχήν, κινητικωτάτην δὲ εἶναι διὰ λεπτοµέρειαν. 
§4  Anaxagoras:  Strabo 14.1.36, 645C.34-36 Κλαζοµένιος δ’ ἦν ἀνὴρ ἐπιφανὴς Ἀναξαγόρας (59A7 DK) 
ὁ φυσικός, Ἀναξιµένους ὁµιλητὴς τοῦ Μιλησίου· διήκουσαν δὲ τούτου Ἀρχέλαος (—) ὁ φυσικός καὶ 
Εὐριπίδης ὁ ποιητής.  ps.Aristotle Spir. 3 483b12–16 τὴν ἀρτηρίαν µόνον εἶναι δεκτικὴν πνεύµατος, τὸ δὲ 
νεῦρον οὔ. διαφέρειν δὲ καὶ ὅτι τὸ µὲν νεῦρον ἔχει τάσιν, ἡ δ’ ἀρτηρία ταχὺ διαρρήγνυται, καθάπερ καὶ ἡ 
φλέψ. τὸ δὲ δέρµα ἐκ φλεβὸς καὶ νεύρου καὶ ἀρτηρίας.  Anon. Londiniensis Iatr. col. xx1.23–28 + 32–38 
Manetti ὁ µὲν γὰρ Ἐρασί|στρατoς (fr. 87 Garofalo) καὶ π[ό]ρρω τοῦ ἰατρικοῦ κανό|νος προῆλθε· 
ὑπέλαβεν γὰρ τὰ πρῶτα | σώµατα λόγωι θεωρητὰ εἶναι ὥστε τὴν | [αἰσθητ]ὴν φλέβα συνεστάναι ἐγ 
λόγωι | θε[ω]ρητῶν σωµάτων, φλεβός, ἀρτηρίας, νεύρο(υ). … (32) ἁπλᾶ µὲν οὖν ἐστι τὰ ὁµοιο|µερῆ, κατὰ 
τὰς τοµὰς διαιρούµενα | εἰς ὅµ[οι]α µέρη ὡς ἐγκέφαλός τε καὶ νεῦ|ρον καὶ ἀρτηρία, φλὲψ καὶ τὰ ὑγρά. 
ἕκασ[το]ν γὰρ τούτων καὶ ὁµοιοµερές ἐστιν | καὶ τ[εµ]νόµενον εἰς ὅµοια χωρίζεται | µέρη.  Hippolytus 
Ref. 1.8.1 µετὰ τοῦτον γίνεται Ἀναξαγόρας Ἡγησιβούλου ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (59A42 DK). οὗτος ἔφη τὴν τοῦ 
παντὸς ἀρχὴν Νοῦν καὶ ὕλην· τὸν µὲν Νοῦν ποιοῦντα, τὴν δὲ ὕλην γινοµένην· ‘ὄντων γὰρ πάντων ὁµοῦ, 
Νοῦς ἐπελθὼν διεκόσµησεν’. τὰς δὲ ὑλικὰς ἀρχὰς ἀπείρους ὑπάρχειν καὶ τὰς σµικροτέρας αὐτῶν ἄπειρα 
λέγει.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.6 Ἀναξαγόρας Ἡγησιβούλου (59A1 DK) ἢ Εὐβούλου, Κλαζοµένιος. 
οὗτος ἤκουσεν Ἀναξιµένους, καὶ πρῶτος τῇ ὕλῃ Νοῦν ἐπέστησεν, ἀρξάµενος οὕτω τοῦ συγγράµµατος, ὅ 
ἐστιν ἡδέως καὶ µεγαλοφρόνως ἡρµηνευµένον (59B1 DK)· ‘πάντα χρήµατα ἦν ὁµοῦ· εἶτα Νοῦς ἐλθὼν αὐτὰ 
διεκόσµησεν’.  Eusebius PE 10.14.12 Ἀναξαγόρας Ἡγησιβούλου Κλαζοµένιος (—). οὗτος δὴ πρῶτος 
διήρθρωσε τὸν Περὶ ἀρχῶν λόγον. οὐ γὰρ µόνον περὶ τῆς πάντων οὐσίας ἀπεφήνατο, ὡς οἱ πρὸ αὐτοῦ, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τοῦ κινοῦντος αὐτὴν αἰτίου. ‘ἦν γὰρ ἀρχήν’, φησί (59B1 DK), ‘τὰ πράγµατα ὁµοῦ 
πεφυρµένα· Νοῦς δὲ εἰσελθὼν αὐτὰ ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας εἰς τάξιν ἤγαγεν’.  PE 14.14.8–9 µόνος δ’ οὖν πρῶτος 
Ἑλλήνων Ἀναξαγόρας µνηµονεύεται ἐν τοῖς Περὶ ἀρχῶν λόγοις Νοῦν τὸν πάντων αἴτιον ἀποφήνασθαι. … 
τόν τε Περὶ ἀρχῶν λόγον πρῶτος Ἑλλήνων διήρθρωσεν. οὐ γὰρ µόνον περὶ τῆς πάντων οὐσίας 
ἀπεφήνατο, ὡς οἱ πρὸ αὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τοῦ κινοῦντος αὐτὴν αἰτίου. (9) ‘ἦν γὰρ ἐν ἀρχῇ’, φησίν (59B1 
DK), ‘ὁµοῦ τὰ πράγµατα πεφυρµένα, Νοῦς δὲ εἰσελθὼν αὐτὰ ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας εἰς τάξιν ἤγαγε’.  Servius in 
Aen. 4.625, p. 573.7–12 Thilo ex ossibus: secundum Anaxagoran (—), qui homoeomerian dicit, id est 
omnium membrorum similitudinem, esse in rebus creandis {id est} ex ossibus, ex sanguine, ex 
medullis: nam omnia pro parte sui transeunt in procreationem.  Lucretius (DRN 1.830) ‘nunc ad 
Anaxagorae veniamus homoeomerian’. etc., see General texts above..  Capitula Lucretiana  at DRN 
1.830 contra Anaxagoran.  Simplicius in Phys. 162.26–33 τοῦτο οὖν ὡς ἀξίωµα προλαβὼν ὁ 
Ἀναξαγόρας (—) τὸ µηδὲν ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος γίνεσθαι, δοκεῖ τοιοῦτόν τινα τῇ δυνάµει λόγον ἐρωτᾶν. τὸ 
γινόµενον ἢ ἐξ ὄντος γίνεται ἢ ἐκ µὴ ὄντος· ἀλλ’ ἐκ µὴ ὄντος ἀδύνατον· ἐξ ὄντος ἄρα. εἰ δὲ τοῦτο, καὶ 
ἐνυπάρχοντος τῷ ἐξ οὗ ἐστιν. οὐ γὰρ ἔξωθέν ποθεν ἐπεισιὸν φαίνεται, ὅταν ἐξ ἵππων γεννῶνται σφῆκες ἢ 
ἐξ ὕδατος ἀήρ. ἔνεστιν ἄρα ἐν τῇ ὁµοιοµερείᾳ καὶ σὰρξ καὶ ὀστοῦν καὶ αἷµα καὶ χρυσὸς καὶ µόλυβδος καὶ 
γλυκὺ καὶ λευκόν, ἀλλὰ διὰ µικρότητα ἀναίσθητα ἡµῖν ἐστιν, ὄντα πάντα ἐν πᾶσι.  Psellus Op.Theol. 
1.61.11–12 + 52–78 Gautier ‘καὶ εἰ τὸ πάντα’ γάρ φησιν (sc. Gregory of Nazianzus) ‘ἐν πᾶσι κεῖσθαι µὴ 
πειστέον τοῖς λέγουσιν, ἀλλ’ ἡµῖν γε πειστέον ὡς ἐν ἀλλήλοις καὶ παρ’ ἀλλήλοις ἐκείµεθα’. … (p. 241.55) 
ἀλλὰ τοῖς Ἀριστοτέλους λόγοις ὡµιληκὼς φύσεως τὴν Ἀναξαγόρου (38E Gemelli Marciano) δόξαν 
ἐκεῖσε διαθρυλλουµένην ἐνταῦθα διαµασᾶται. οὗτος γὰρ ὁ ἀνὴρ φανερῶς ὦπται διαµαρτάνων γένεσιν 
ἀναιρῶν καὶ εἰσάγων διάκρισιν· ἐπειδὴ γὰρ εὗρε φυσικὸν δόγµα λέγον µηδὲν ἐκ τοῦ µηδενὸς γίνεσθαι, 
ἀλλὰ πάντα ἐκ τινος, ἀγνοήσας ὁσαχῶς τὸ µὴ ὂν λέγεται καὶ ὅτι τὸ µὲν δυνάµει, τὸ δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ, ὑπερβὰς 
τὴν ὕλην ἀφ’ ἧς οἱ φυσικοὶ πάντα γεννῶσι καὶ εἰς ἣν ἀναλύουσιν, ἐδογµάτιζε ‘πάντα ἐν πᾶσι µεµίχθαι’, 
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καινόν τινα λόγον εἰσάγων. ἐν γὰρ τῇ αὐτῇ γονῇ καὶ τρίχας ἔλεγεν εἶναι καὶ ὄνυχας καὶ φλέβας καὶ 
ἀρτηρίας καὶ συνδέσµους καὶ τἆλλα πάντα τοῦ σώµατος, ἀφανῆ δὲ διὰ µικροµέρειαν, αὐξάνειν δὲ κατὰ 
µικρὸν καὶ ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων διακρίνεσθαι. ‘πῶς γὰρ ἄν’, φησίν, ‘ἐκ µὴ τριχὸς θρὶξ γένοιτο ἢ σὰρξ ἐκ µὴ 
σαρκός’; ἀλλ’ εἶναι καὶ σαρκία βραχύτατα καὶ νεῦρα καὶ ὀστᾶ καὶ τἆλλα πάντα ἐν ἀλλήλοις συγκείµενα, 
βραχύτατά γε µὴν ὥστε µὴ ὁρᾶσθαι, αὐξάνεσθαι δ’ ὕστερον καὶ διακρίνεσθαι ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων καὶ διαφανῆ 
γίνεσθαι. οὐ τῶν σωµάτων δὲ µόνον κατηγόρει τὴν τοιαύτην σύγκρασιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν χρωµάτων· εἶναι 
γὰρ ἔφασκε λευκὸν ἐν τῷ µέλανι καὶ µέλαν ἐν τῷ λευκῷ. τοῦτο δὲ καὶ κατὰ τῶν ῥοπῶν ἐτίθει· ἐν γὰρ τῷ 
βαρεῖ τὸ κοῦφον ἐµίγνυε καὶ ἐν τῷ κούφῳ τὸ βαρύ, ἃ δὴ πάντα ὁ Σταγειρίτης φιλόσοφος φιλοσόφοις 
λόγοις ἐξήλεγξε. ταύτῃ γοῦν τῇ δόξῃ καὶ ὁ µέγας διαµαχόµενος Γρηγόριος, εἰ καὶ µὴ δεῖν φησιν ἕπεσθαι 
ταῖς Ἀναξαγορείοις δόξαις µηδὲ πιστεύειν τοῖς λέγουσι πάντα ἐν πᾶσι κεῖσθαι (πῶς γὰρ ἂν τὰ ἐναντία ἐν 
τοῖς ἐναντίοις εὑρεθείη;), ‘ἀλλ’ ἡµῖν γε’ φησίν ‘πειστέον ὡς ἐν ἀλλήλοις καὶ παρ’ ἀλλήλοις ἐκείµεθα’. τὸ 
γὰρ ἀδύνατον, φησί, τῆς ἐκεῖσε δόξης δυνατὸν ἐν τοῖς ἡµετέροις εὑρίσκεσθαι ἤθεσιν· ἐν ἀλλήλοις γὰρ καὶ 
παρ’ ἀλλήλοις ἐκείµεθα.  Scholium in Gregorium Nazianzenum MPG 36.911a23–38 (Nicetas Comm. 
in xvi Or. Gregorii Nazianzeni fr. 109 Constantinescu, excerpting Psellus) ὁ δὲ Ἀναξαγόρας (59B10 
DK) παλαιὸν εὑρὼν δόγµα ὅτι οὐδὲν ἐκ τοῦ µηδαµῇ γίνεται, γένεσιν µὲν ἀνῄρει, διάκρισιν δὲ εἰσῆγεν ἀντὶ 
γενέσεως. ἐλήρει γὰρ ἀλλήλοις µὲν µεµῖχθαι πάντα, διακρίνεσθαι δὲ αὐξανόµενα. καὶ γὰρ ἐν τῇ αὐτῇ γονῇ 
καὶ τρίχας εἶναι καὶ ὄνυχας καὶ φλέβας καὶ ἀρτηρίας καὶ νεῦρα καὶ ὀστᾶ καὶ τυγχάνειν µὲν ἀφανῆ διὰ 
µικροµέρειαν, αὐξανόµενα δὲ κατὰ µικρὸν διακρίνεσθαι. ‘πῶς γὰρ ἄν’, φησίν, ‘ἐκ µὴ τριχὸς γένοιτο θρὶξ 
καὶ σὰρξ ἐκ µὴ σαρκός’; οὐ µόνον δὲ τῶν σωµάτων ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν χρωµάτων ταῦτα κατηγόρει. καὶ γὰρ 
ἐνεῖναι τῷ λευκῷ τὸ µέλαν καὶ τὸ λευκὸν τῷ µέλανι. τὸ αὐτὸ δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν ῥοπῶν ἐτίθει, τῷ βαρεῖ τὸ κοῦφον 
σύµµικτον εἶναι δοξάζων καὶ τοῦτο αὖθις ἐκείνῷ. ἅτινα πάντα ψευδῇ ἐστί, πῶς γὰρ ἂν τὰ ἐναντία τοῖς 
ἐναντίοις συνέσονται; 
§§5–6  Archelaus Ionic Succession:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.16–17 Ἀρχέλαος (60A1 DK) Ἀθηναῖος ἢ 
Μιλήσιος, πατρὸς Ἀπολλοδώρου, ὡς δέ τινες, Μίδωνος, µαθητὴς Ἀναξαγόρου, διδάσκαλος Σωκράτους· 
οὗτος (sc. Anaxagoras ?) πρῶτος ἐκ τῆς Ἰωνίας τὴν φυσικὴν φιλοσοφίαν µετήγαγεν Ἀθήναζε, καὶ 
ἐκλήθη φυσικός, παρὸ καὶ ἔληξεν ἐν αὐτῷ (sc. Archelaus) ἡ φυσικὴ φιλοσοφία, Σωκράτους τὴν ἠθικὴν 
εἰσαγαγόντος. … ὁ δὲ λόγος αὐτῷ οὕτως ἔχει. τηκόµενόν φησι τὸ ὕδωρ ὑπὸ τοῦ θερµοῦ, καθὸ µὲν εἰς τὸ 
⟨µέσον διὰ τὸ⟩ πυρῶδες συνίσταται, ποιεῖν γῆν· καθὸ δὲ περιρρεῖ, ἀέρα γεννᾶν.  cf. V.P. 1.18 καὶ µέχρι µὲν 
Ἀρχελάου (—) τὸ φυσικὸν εἶδος ἦν (sc. τῆς φιλοσοφίας). 
§5  Archelaus:  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.360 Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 30 Wöhrle) δὲ καὶ Ἰδαῖος ὁ Ἱµεραῖος (63 
DK) καὶ Διογένης ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) καὶ Ἀρχέλαος ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (60A7 DK), Σωκράτους δὲ 
καθηγητής, καὶ κατ’ ἐνίους Ἡράκλειτος (T 696 Mouraviev) ἀέρα (sc. ἔλεξε πάντων εἶναι ἀρχὴν καὶ 
στοιχεῖον).  Hippolytus Ref. 1.9.1 –2 Ἀρχέλαος (60A4 DK) τὸ µὲν γένος Ἀθηναῖος, υἱὸς δὲ Ἀπολλοδώρου. 
οὗτος ἔφη τὴν µίξιν τῆς ὕλης ὁµοίως Ἀναξαγόρᾳ, τάς τε ἀρχὰς ὡσαύτως, αὐτὸς δὲ τοῦ Νοῦ ἐνυπάρχειν τι 
εὐθέως ⟨τῷ⟩ µίγµα⟨τι⟩. (2) εἶναι ⟨δὲ⟩ ἀρχὴν τῆς κινήσεως ⟨τὸ⟩ ἀποκρίνεσθαι ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων τὸ θερµὸν καὶ 
τὸ ψυχρόν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.16 Ἀρχέλαος (60A1 DK) … . ἔλεγε δὲ δύο αἰτίας εἶναι γενέσεως, 
θερµὸν καὶ ψυχρόν.  Augustine C.D. 8.2.42–44 Dombart–Kalb Anaxagorae successit auditor eius 
Archelaus (60A10 DK) etiam ipse de particulis inter se similibus (i.e. ὁµοιοµέρειαι) quibus singula 
quaeque fierent ita putavit constare omnia. 
§6  Ionic Succession:  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 1.14.62.1 φιλοσοφίας τοίνυν … τρεῖς γεγόνασι 
διαδοχαὶ ἐπώνυµοι τῶν τόπων περὶ οὓς διέτριψαν, Ἰταλικὴ µὲν ἡ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου, Ἰωνικὴ δὲ ἡ ἀπὸ 
Θαλοῦ, Ἐλεατικὴ δὲ ἡ ἀπὸ Ξενοφάνους.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. proœm. 13–15 (Socratici fr. I H 6 
Giannantoni, FDS 121) φιλοσοφίας δὲ δύο γεγόνασιν ἀρχαί, ἥ τε ἀπὸ Ἀναξιµάνδρου καὶ ἡ ἀπὸ 
Πυθαγόρου· ... καὶ ἐκαλεῖτο ἡ µὲν Ἰωνική, ὅτι Θαλῆς (fr. 236 Wöhrle) Ἴων ὤν, Μιλήσιος γάρ, 
καθηγήσατο Ἀναξιµάνδρου. … (14) καταλήγει δὲ ἡ µὲν εἰς Κλειτόµαχον καὶ Χρύσιππον καὶ Θεόφραστον 
ἡ Ἰωνική. ... Θαλοῦ µὲν γὰρ Ἀναξίµανδρος, οὗ Ἀναξιµένης, οὗ Ἀναξαγόρας, οὗ Ἀρχέλαος, οὗ Σωκράτης ὁ 
τὴν ἠθικὴν εἰσαγωγών· οὗ οἵ τε ἄλλοι Σωκρατικοὶ καὶ Πλάτων ὁ τὴν ἀρχαίαν Ἀκαδήµειαν συστησάµενος· 
οὗ Σπεύσιππος (test. 13 Tarán) καὶ Ξενοκράτης (—), οὗ Πολέµων (fr. 1 Gigante), οὗ Κράντωρ (test. 4c 
Mette) καὶ Κράτης, οὗ Ἀρκεσίλαος (test. 4c Mette) ὁ τὴν µέσην Ἀκαδήµειαν εἰσηγησάµενος· οὗ 
Λακύδης (test. 4 Mette) ὁ τὴν νέαν Ἀκαδήµειαν φιλοσοφήσας· οὗ Καρνεάδης (test. 4c Mette), οὗ 
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Κλειτόµαχος (test. 6b Mette). καὶ ὧδε µὲν εἰς Κλειτόµαχον. (15) εἰς δὲ Χρύσιππον οὕτω καταλήγει· 
Σωκράτους Ἀντισθένης, οὗ Διογένης ὁ κύων, οὗ Κράτης ὁ Θηβαῖος, οὗ Ζήνων ὁ Κιτιεύς, οὗ Κλεάνθης, οὗ 
Χρύσιππος. εἰς δὲ Θεόφραστον οὕτως· Πλάτωνος Ἀριστοτέλης, οὗ Θεόφραστος. καὶ ἡ µὲν Ἰωνικὴ τοῦτον 
καταλήγει τὸν τρόπον. V.P.  8.1 ἐπειδὴ δὲ τὴν Ἰωνικὴν φιλοσοφίαν τὴν ἀπὸ Θαλοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἐν ταύτῃ 
διαγενοµένους ἄνδρας ἀξιολόγους διεληλύθαµεν κτλ.  Eusebius PE 10.14.9–18.  PE 14.17.10. 
§§7–8  Pythagoras Italic Succession:  Hippolytus Ref. 1.2.1 ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἑτέρα φιλοσοφία οὐ µακρὰν 
τῶν αὐτῶν χρόνων, ἧς ἦρξε Πυθαγόρας, ὃν Σάµιόν τινες λέγουσιν. ἣν Ἰταλικὴν προσηγόρευσαν διὰ τὸ τὸν 
Πυθαγόραν φεύγοντα Πολυκράτην τὸν Σαµίων τύραννον οἰκῆσαι πόλιν τῆς Ἰταλίας κἀκεῖ τὸν βίον 
πληρῶσαι. οὗ τὴν αἵρεσιν διαδεξάµενοι κτλ. (see below §7). 
§7  Pythagoras:  Cicero Luc. 118 Pythagorei e numeris et mathematicorum initiis proficisci volunt 
omnia.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.2.1–2 … Πυθαγόρας ... δὲ περὶ φυσικῶν ζητήσας ἔµιξεν ἀστρονοµίαν καὶ 
γεωµετρίαν καὶ µουσικήν ⟨καὶ ἀριθµητικήν add. edd.⟩· (2) καὶ οὕτως µονάδα µὲν εἶναι ἀπεφήνατο τὸν 
θεόν.  Ref. 1.2.6–9 τῶν δὲ ἀριθµῶν ἀρχὴ γέγονε καθ’ ὑπόστασιν ἡ πρώτη µονάς, ἥτις ἐστὶ µονὰς ἄρσην, 
γεννῶσα πατρικῶς πάντας τοὺς ἄλλους ἀριθµούς. δεύτερον ἡ δυάς, θῆλυς ἀριθµός, ὁ δὲ αὐτὸς καὶ ἄρτιος 
ὑπὸ τῶν ἀριθµητικῶν καλεῖται. τρίτον ἡ τριάς, ἀριθµὸς ἄρσην· οὗτος καὶ περισσὸς ὑπὸ τῶν ἀριθµ⟨ητικ⟩ῶν 
νενοµοθέτηται καλεῖσθαι. ἐπὶ πᾶσι δὲ τούτοις ἡ τετράς, θῆλυς ἀριθµός, ὁ δὲ αὐτὸς καὶ ἄρτιος καλεῖται, ὅτι 
θῆλύς ἐστιν. γεγόνασιν οὖν οἱ πάντες ἀριθµοὶ ληφθέντες ἀπὸ γένους τέσσαρες—ἀριθµὸς δ’ ἦν τὸ γένος 
ἀόριστος—, ἀφ’ ὧν ὁ τέλειος αὐτοῖς συνέστηκεν ἀριθµός, ἡ δεκάς· τὸ γὰρ ἕν, δύο, τρία, τέσσαρα γίνεται 
δέκα, ἐὰν ἑκάστῳ τῶν ἀριθµῶν φυλάσσηται κατ’ οὐσίαν τὸ οἰκεῖον ὄνοµα. ταύτην ὁ Πυθαγόρας ἔφη ἱερὰν 
τετρακτύν, ῾πηγὴν ἀενάου φύσεως’ ὡς ‘ῥιζώµατ’’ ἔχουσαν ἐν ἑαυτῇ. 
§8  Italic Succession:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. proœm.13–15 (Socratici fr. I H 6 Giannantoni, FDS 
121) φιλοσοφίας δὲ δύο γεγόνασιν ἀρχαί, ἥ τε ἀπὸ Ἀναξιµάνδρου καὶ ἡ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου· … (15) ἡ δὲ 
Ἰταλικὴ οὕτω (sc. καταλήγει)· Φερεκύδους Πυθαγόρας, οὗ Τηλαύγης ὁ υἱός, οὗ Ξενοφάνης, οὗ 
Παρµενίδης, οὗ Ζήνων ὁ Ἐλεάτης, οὗ Λεύκιππος, οὗ Δηµόκριτος, οὗ πολλοὶ µέν, ἐπ’ ὀνόµατος δὲ 
Ναυσιφάνης (75.1 DK) {καὶ Ναυκύδης}, ὧν Ἐπίκουρος.  1.122 ἀρκτέον ἀπὸ τῆς Ἰωνικῆς φιλοσοφίας, ἧς 
καθηγήσατο Θαλῆς, οὗ διήκουσεν Ἀναξίµανδρος.  V.P. 8.1–3 … φέρε καὶ περὶ τῆς Ἰταλικῆς διαλάβωµεν, 
ἧς ἦρξε Πυθαγόρας Μνησάρχου …, Σάµιος· … (3) εὑρὼν τὴν πατρίδα τυραννουµένην ὑπὸ Πολυκράτους, 
ἀπῆρεν εἰς Κρότωνα τῆς Ἰταλίας· κἀκεῖ νόµους θεὶς τοῖς Ἰταλιώταις ἐδοξάσθη σὺν τοῖς µαθηταῖς.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.2.1–2 ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἑτέρα φιλοσοφία ... . ἣν Ἰταλικὴν προσηγόρευσαν διὰ τὸ τὸν 
Πυθαγόραν φεύγοντα Πολυκράτην τὸν Σαµίων τύραννον οἰκῆσαι πόλιν τῆς Ἰταλίας κἀκεῖ τὸν βίον 
πληρῶσαι. οὗ τὴν αἵρεσιν οἱ διαδεξάµενοι οὐ πολὺ διήνεγκαν τοῦ αὐτοῦ φρονήµατος.  Eusebius PE 
10.4.17 ὁ µὲν οὖν Πυθαγόρας τοιοῦτος. πρώτη δ’ ἐκ τῆς τούτου διαδοχῆς ἡ κληθεῖσα Ἰταλικὴ φιλοσοφία 
συνέστη, τῆς ἐπωνυµίας ἐκ τῆς κατὰ τὴν Ἰταλίαν διατριβῆς ἀξιωθεῖσα· µεθ’ ἣν ἡ ἀπὸ Θαλοῦ τοῦ τῶν 
ἑπτὰ σοφῶν ἑνὸς Ἰωνικὴ προσαγορευθεῖσα· κἄπειτα ἡ Ἐλεατική, Ξενοφάνην τὸν Κολοφώνιον πατέρα 
ἐπιγραψαµένη. 
§9  Heraclitus Hippasus:  Lucretius DRN 1.635–638 quapropter qui materiem rerum esse putarunt / 
ignem atque ex igni summam consistere solo, / magno opere a vera lapsi ratione videntur. / 
Heraclitus init quorum dux proelia primus.  Capitula Lucretiana at 1.635 Contra Heraclitum.  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.84 Ἵππασος Μεταποντῖνος (18A1 DK) καὶ αὐτὸς Πυθαγορικός. ἔφη δὲ χρόνον 
ὡρισµένον εἶναι τῆς τοῦ κόσµου µεταβολῆς καὶ πεπερασµένον εἶναι τὸ πᾶν καὶ ἀεικίνητον.  9.7–8 (on 
Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) ἐδόκει δ’ αὐτῷ καθολικῶς µὲν τάδε· ἐκ πυρὸς τὰ πάντα συνεστάναι καὶ εἰς τοῦτο 
ἀναλύεσθαι· … (8) … πῦρ εἶναι στοιχεῖον καὶ πυρὸς ἀµοιβὴν τὰ πάντα, ἀραιώσει καὶ πυκνώσει {τὰ} 
γινόµενα. σαφῶς δ’ οὐδὲν ἐκτίθεται. … γεννᾶσθαί τε αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν κόσµον) ἐκ πυρὸς καὶ πάλιν 
ἐκπυροῦσθαι κατά τινας περιόδους ἐναλλὰξ τὸν σύµπαντα αἰῶνα· τοῦτο δὲ γίνεσθαι καθ’ εἱµαρµένην. τῶν 
δὲ ἐναντίων τὸ µὲν ἐπὶ τὴν γένεσιν ἄγον καλεῖσθαι πόλεµον καὶ ἔριν, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ τὴν ἐκπύρωσιν ὁµολογίαν 
καὶ εἰρήνην, καὶ τὴν µεταβολὴν ὁδὸν ἄνω κάτω, τόν τε κόσµον γίνεσθαι κατ’ αὐτήν.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.4.1 
Ἡράκλειτος (T 658 Mouraviev) δὲ φυσικὸς φιλόσοφος ὁ Ἐφέσιος κτλ. 
§10  Diogenes:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.57 Διογένης (59A1 DK) Ἀπολλοθέµιδος Ἀπολλωνιάτης· … 
ἤκουσε δέ, φησὶν Ἀντισθένης (fr. 15 Giannatasio Andria), Ἀναξιµένους. ἦν δὲ τοῖς χρόνοις κατ’ 
Ἀναξαγόραν. ... ἐδόκει δὲ αὐτῷ τάδε· στοιχεῖον εἶναι τὸν ἀέρα. … τόν τε ἀέρα πυκνούµενον καὶ 



 Aetii qui dicitur 1.3 83 

ἀραιούµενον γεννητικὸν εἶναι τῶν κόσµων. 
§11  Xenophanes:  Hippolytus Ref. 1.14.1–4 Ξενοφάνης δὲ ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A33 DK) Ὀρθοµένους υἱός. 
... (4) τὰ δὲ πάντα εἶναι ἐκ γῆς. 
§12  Philolaus:  Varro L.L. 5.1.10 Pythagoras Samius ait omnium rerum initia esse bina ut finitum et 
infinitum, bonum et malum, vitam et mortem, diem et noctem.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.84 Φιλόλαος 
(44A1 DK) Κροτωνιάτης Πυθαγορικός. 
§13  Leucippus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.30–31 Λεύκιππος (67A1 DK) Ἐλεάτης, ὡς δέ τινες, 
Ἀβδηρίτης, κατ’ ἐνίους δὲ Μιλήσιος. οὗτος ἤκουσε Ζήνωνος. … πρῶτός τ’ ἀτόµους ἀρχὰς ὑπεστήσατο. … 
(31) τὸ µὲν πᾶν ἄπειρόν φησιν, ὡς προείρηται· τούτου δὲ τὸ µὲν πλῆρες εἶναι, τὸ δὲ κενόν, ⟨ἃ⟩ καὶ στοιχεῖά 
φησι.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.12.1 Λεύκιππος (67A10 DK) δὲ Ζήνωνος ἑταῖρος … . στοιχεῖα δὲ λέγει τὸ πλῆρες 
καὶ ⟨τὸ⟩ κενόν. 
§14  Democritus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.44 (Democritus 68A1 DK) ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων ἀτόµους 
καὶ κενόν. V.P. 9.45 φύσει δε ἄτοµα καὶ κενόν.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.13.1 Δηµόκριτος δὲ Λευκίππου γίνεται 
γνώριµος· Δηµόκριτος Δαµασίππου Ἀβδηρίτης (68A40 DK) … . λέγει δὲ ὁµοίως Λευκίππῳ περὶ 
στοιχείων, πλήρους καὶ κενοῦ. 
§16  Epicurus Democritus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.1 Ἐπίκουρος Νεοκλέους ... Ἀθηναῖος.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.22.1–2 Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 271 adn., fr. 267 Usener) δὲ σχεδὸν ἐναντίαν πᾶσι δόξαν ἔθετο. 
ἀρχὰς µὲν τῶν ὅλων ὑπέθετο ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν—κενὸν µὲν οἷον τόπον τῶν ἐσοµένων, ἀτόµους δὲ τὴν 
ὕλην, ἐξ ἧς τὰ πάντα—, ἐκ δὲ τῶν ἀτόµων συνελθουσῶν γενέσθαι καὶ τὸν θεόν, καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖα {πάντα}, 
καὶ ⟨τοὺς κόσµους, καὶ⟩ τὰ ἐν αὐτοῖς πάντα, καὶ ζῷα καὶ ⟨τ⟨ἆλλα, ὡς µηδὲν ⟨µήτε⟩ γίνεσθαι µήτε 
συνεστάναι, εἰ µὴ ἐκ τῶν ἀτόµων εἴη. τὰς δὲ ἀτόµους τὸ λεπτοµερέστατον καὶ καθ’ οὗ οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο 
κέντρον οὐδὲ σηµεῖον οὐδέν, οὐδὲ διαίρεσις οὐδεµία, ἔφη εἶναι· διὸ καὶ ἀτόµους αὐτὰς ὠνόµασεν. 
§16[110–114]  Epicurus Democritus:   Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 1.419 corpus et inane esse natura 
rerum. 
§16[113–114] Epicurus Democritus:   Lucretius 1.269–270 accipe praeterea quae corpora tute 
necessest / confiteare esse in rebus nec posse videri.  Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 1.269 corpora quae 
non videantur. 
§16[116–118]  Epicurus Democritus:  Lucretius DRN 2.83–87 nam quoniam per inane vagantur, 
cuncta necessest/ aut gravitate sua ferri primordia rerum / aut ictu forte alterius. nam ⟨cum⟩ cita 
saepe / obvia conflixere, fit ut diversa repente / dissiliant. 
§16[118–122]  Epicurus Democritus:  Lucretius DRN 2.216–224 illud in his quoque te rebus 
cognoscere avemus, / corpora cum deorsum rectum per inane feruntur / ponderibus propriis, incerto 
tempore ferme / incertisque locis spatio depellere paulum, / tantum quod momen mutatum dicere 
possis. / quod nisi declinare solerent, omnia deorsum / imbris uti guttae caderent per inane 
profundum / nec foret offensus natus nec plaga creata / principiis; ita nihil umquam natura creasset.  
DRN 2.333–341 nunc age iam deinceps cunctarum exordia rerum / qualia sint et quam longe 
distantia formis, / percipe, multigenis quam sint variata figuris; / non quo multa parum simili sint 
praedita forma, / sed quia non volgo paria omnibus omnia constant. / nec mirum; nam cum sit 
eorum copia tanta, / ut neque finis, uti docui, neque summa sit ulla, / debent ni mirum non omnibus 
omnia prorsum / esse pari filo similique adfecta figura.  DRN 2.478-480 … pergam conectere rem 
quae / ex hoc apta fidem ducat, primordia rerum / finita variare figurarum ratione.  Capitula 
Lucretiana at DRN 2.333 De figura atomorum. 
§16 [122–124]  Epicurus Democritus:  Lucretius DRN 1.526–535 … sunt ergo corpora certa, / quae 
spatium pleno possint distinguere inane. / haec neque dissolvi plagis extrinsecus icta / possunt nec 
porro penitus penetrata retexi / nec ratione queunt alia temptata labare; / …/ (532) nam neque 
conlidi sine inani posse videtur / quicquam nec frangi nec findi in bina secando / nec capere umorem 
neque item manabile frigus / nec penetralem ignem, quibus omnia conficiuntur.  Dionysius of 
Alexandria Περὶ φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.23.3 ταύτης δὲ τῆς δόξης (sc. on atoms and worlds infinite in 
number) Ἐπίκουρος (cf. fr. 301 Usener) γεγόνασι καὶ Δηµόκριτος (68A43 DK)· τοσοῦτον δὲ διεφώνησαν 
ὅσον ὁ µὲν ἐλαχίστας πάσας καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἀνεπαισθήτους, ὁ δὲ καὶ µεγίστας εἶναί τινας ἀτόµους ὁ 
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Δηµόκριτος ὑπέλαβεν. ἀτόµους δὲ εἶναί φασιν ἀµφότεροι καὶ λέγεσθαι διὰ τὴν ἄλυτον στερρότητα. 
§17  Ecphantus:  Hippolytus Ref. 1.15.1–2 Ἔκφαντός (51.1 DK) τις Συρακούσιος … . τὰ µὲν πρῶτα 
ἀδιαίρετα εἶναι σώµατα. καὶ παραλλαγὰς αὐτῶν τρεῖς ὑπάρχειν, µέγεθος (2) σχῆµα δύναµιν, ἐξ ὧν τὰ 
αἰσθητὰ γίνεσθαι· εἶναι δὲ τὸ πλῆθος αὐτῶν … ἄπειρον. κινεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ σώµατα µήτε ὑπὸ βάρους µήτε 
πληγῆς, ἀλλ’ ὑπὸ θείας δυνάµεως, ἣν νοῦν καὶ ψυχὴν προσαγορεύει. 
§18  Diodorus Cronus:  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.363,  P. 3.32 Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Κρόνος (fr. 117C 
Döring, II F 8 Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα. 
§19  Empedocles:  Lucretius DRN 1.763–766 denique quattuor ex rebus si cuncta creantur /atque in 
eas rursum res omnia dissolvuntur, / qui magis illa queunt rerum primordia dici / quam contra res 
illorum retroque putari? etc. Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 1.716 Contra Empedoclen.  Heraclitus 
All.Hom. 24.6–7 τί δ’ ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος Ἐµπεδοκλῆς; οὐχὶ τὰ τέτταρα στοιχεῖα βουλόµενος ἡµῖν 
ὑποσηµῆναι τὴν Ὁµηρικὴν ἀλληγορίαν µεµίµηται; (31B6.2–3 DK) ‘Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ 
Ἀιδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ’ ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον’. (7) Ζῆνα µὲν εἶπε τὸν αἰθέρα, γῆν δὲ τὴν 
Ἥραν, Ἀιδωνέα δὲ τὸν ἀέρα, τὸ δὲ δακρύοις τεγγόµενον κρούνωµα βρότειον τὸ ὕδωρ.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 8.51 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … Μέτωνος … Ἀκραγαντῖνος (31A1 DK).  V.P. 8.76 ἐδόκει δ’ αὐτῷ τάδε 
(31A1 DK)· στοιχεῖα µὲν εἶναι τέτταρα, πῦρ, ὕδωρ, γῆν, ἀέρα· Φιλίαν θ’ ᾗ συγκρίνεται καὶ Νεῖκος ᾧ 
διακρίνεται. φησὶ δ’ οὕτω (31B6.2–3 DK)· ‘Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ Ἀϊδωνεὺς / Νῆστίς θ’ ἣ 
δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον’· Δία µὲν τὸ πῦρ λέγων, Ἥρην δὲ τὴν γῆν, Ἀϊδωνέα δὲ τὸν ἀέρα, 
Νῆστιν δὲ τὸ ὕδωρ.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.3.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A31 DK) δὲ µετὰ τούτους (sc. τοὺς 
Πυθαγορείους) γενόµενος … . οὗτος τὴν τοῦ παντὸς ἀρχὴν Νεῖκος καὶ Φιλίαν ἔφη.  Ref. 7.29.4–5 λέγων 
ὧδέ πως (31B6 DK)· ‘τέσσαρα τῶν πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· / Ζεὺς *** Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ 
Ἀϊδωνεὺς / Νῆστίς θ’ ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον’. Ζεύς ἐστι τὸ πῦρ, Ἥρη δὲ φερέσβιος ἡ γῆ, 
ἡ φέρουσα τοὺς πρὸς τὸν βίον καρπούς, Ἀϊδωνεὺς δὲ ὁ ἀήρ, ὅτι πάντα δι’ αὐτοῦ βλέπο⟨ν⟩τες µόνον 
αὐτὸν οὐ καθορῶµεν, Νῆστις δὲ τὸ ὕδωρ.  Stobaeus 1.10.11b (after 31B6 + B36 DK cited 1.10.11a) 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς Δία µὲν λέγει τὴν ζέσιν ⟨καὶ⟩ τὸν αἰθέρα, Ἥρην δὲ φερέσβιον τὴν γῆν· ἀέρα δὲ τὸν 
Ἀιδωνέα, ἐπειδὴ φῶς οἰκεῖον οὐκ ἔχει, ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ ἡλίου καὶ σελήνης καὶ ἄστρων καταλάµπεται· Νῆστιν 
δὲ καὶ ‘κρούνωµα βρότειον’ τὸ σπέρµα καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ. ἐκ τεσσάρων οὖν στοιχείων τὸ πᾶν, τῆς τούτων 
φύσεως ἐξ ἐναντίων συνεστώσης, ξηρότητός τε καὶ ὑγρότητος καὶ θερµότητος καὶ ψυχρότητος, ὑπὸ τῆς 
πρὸς ἄλληλα ἀναλογίας καὶ κράσεως ἐναπεργαζοµένης τὸ πᾶν καὶ µεταβολὰς µὲν µερικὰς 
ὑποµενούσης, τοῦ δὲ παντὸς λύσιν µὴ ἐπιδεχοµένης. λέγει γὰρ οὕτως (fr. 31B17.7–8 DK follows) κτλ.  
ps.Valerius Probus in Buc. 6.31, pp. 332.25–334.28 Hagen omnem igitur hanc rerum naturae 
formam tenui primum et inani mole dispersam refert in quattuor elementa concretam et ex his 
omnia esse postea effigiata, ⟨ut⟩ Stoici tradunt Zenon Citieus (SVF 1.102) et Chrysippus Solaeus (SVF 
2.413), Cleanthes et Assius (SVF 1.496), qui principem habuerunt Empedoclem Agrigentinum, qui de 
his ita scribit (31B6 DK) ‘τέσσαρα γὰρ πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· / Ζεὺς ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε 
φερέσβιος ἠδ’ Ἀιδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ’, ἣ δακρύοις (†) γε πικροῖς νωµᾶ βρότειον γένος (interpretative 
paraphrase of τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον)’, ut accipiamus Ζεὺς ἀργὴς ignem, qui sit ζέων et candens, 
quod ignis est proprium, de quo Euripides (fr. 941 N2 / Kannicht) ‘ὁρᾷς τὸν ὑψοῦ τόνδ’ ἄπειρον αἰθέρα 
/ καὶ γῆν πέριξ ἔχονθ’ ὑγραῖς ἐν ἀγκάλαις; / τοῦτον νόµιζε Ζῆνα’, et Ennius (Thyest. fr. vii TRF3 p. 66 
Ribbeck, fr. cliii Jocelyn) ‘aspice hoc sublime candens, quem vocant omnes Iovem’. ἀργής autem id 
est λαµπρός vel ταχύς. nam et Homerus (Il. 1.50) καὶ κύνας ἀργούς, et Argus undique lucens et videns 
(sc. Ἄργος ὁ πανόπτης). […] Ἥρη autem φερέσβιος terram tradit, quae victum firmet, de qua 
Homerus ζείδωρος ἄρουρα (Il. 2.548 etc.) unde τὴν Ἥραν quidam ἐραν appellarunt. ἠδ’ Ἀιδωνεύς 
Ditem quidem patrem glossa significat, sed accipere debemus aëra, quem Euripides (fr. 448 N2, 
[448] Kannicht) in Cadmo χάος appellavit sic: ‘οὐρανὸς ὑπὲρ ἡµᾶς †καινῶς φοτῶν† ἕδος δαιµόνιον/ 
τόδ’ ἐν µέσῳ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τε καὶ χθονός, / οἳ µὲν ὀνοµάζουσι χάος’, […] Νῆστίς aquam significat, quae 
scilicet sincero habitu cuncta confirmet. nam creditur id eundem hominem, quem acceperit, 
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servare. Cicero autem Ἀιδωνέα pro terra interpretatur, Ἥραν pro aëre versa vice in libro secundo De 
deorum natura (ND 2.66): ‘aer’, inquit, ‘ut Stoici (SVF 2.1075) disputant, interiectus inter mare et 
caelum Iunonis nomine consecratur, quae est soror et coniunx Iovis, quod ei similitudo est aëris et 
cum eo summa coniunctio’ (etc.). [… Homer Il. 15.189–193 is also cited]. quoad ad Iovem aether 
pertineat, mare ad Neptunum, aër ad Ditis imperia, in Here terram remansisse. in quo 
animadvertendum, quod Homerus consentiat Empedocli et Heracleoni Ciceronis diversa opinione 
[see above, General texts].  Johannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. 1.1.17 p. 80.9–15 Papathomopoulos 
καὶ ἄλλα δὲ µυρία ὁ αὐτὸς Ὀρφεὺς ἀλληγορεῖ. ἀκούσατε µικρὸν κἀκ τοῦ πρώτου τῶν Φυσικῶν  
Ἐµπεδοκλὲους (B6 follows)· πάντως ἀλληγορικῶς καὶ οὐ µυθικῶς φασιν. Fr. 31B6 DK is also cited at 
Sext. M. 9.362, M. 10.315 reading Ζεὺς ἀργής. 
§20  Socrates Plato:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.18–19 Σωκράτης Σωφρονίσκου ... Ἀθηναῖος … (19) 
ἀκούσας δὲ Ἀναξαγόρου κατά τινας … , µετὰ τὴν ἐκείνου καταδίκην διήκουσεν Ἀρχελάου τοῦ φυσικοῦ.  
3.1 Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος … Ἀθηναῖος.  V.P. 3.69 δύο δὲ τῶν πάντων ἀπέφηνεν (sc. Plato) ἀρχάς, θεὸν καὶ 
ὕλην, ὃν καὶ νοῦν προσαγορεύει καὶ αἴτιον.  V.P. 3.76 ἀρχὰς µὲν οὖν εἶναι καὶ αἴτια τὰ λεχθέντα δύο † 
µὲν ὧν παράδειγµα τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην· ὅπερ ἀνάγκη ἄµορφον εἶναι, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
δεκτικῶν. αἴτιον δὲ τούτων ἐξ ἀνάγκης εἶναι· δεχόµενον γάρ πως τὰς ἰδέας γεννᾶν τὰς οὐσίας.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.1–2 ἀρχὰς εἶναι τοῦ παντὸς θεὸν καὶ ὕλην καὶ παράδειγµα· θεὸν µὲν τὸν ποιητὴν 
καὶ διακοσµήσαντα τόδε τὸ πᾶν καὶ προνοούµενον αὐτοῦ· ὕλην δὲ τὴν πᾶσιν ὑποκειµένην, ἣν καὶ 
δεξαµενὴν (Tim. 53a) καὶ τιθήνην (Tim. 49a etc.) καλεῖ … τὸ δὲ παράδειγµα τὴν διάνοιαν τοῦ θεοῦ 
εἶναι· ὃ καὶ ἰδέαν καλεῖ, οἷον εἰκόνισµά τι, ⟨ᾧ⟩ προσέχων ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ ὁ θεὸς τὰ πάντα ἐδηµιούργει.  
Ambrose of Milan Exam. 1.1, p. 3.1–3 Schenkl tantumne opinionis adsumpsisse homines, ut aliqui 
eorum tria principia constituerent omnium, deum et exemplar et materiam, sicut Plato discipulique 
eius.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 307 sunt igitur initia deus et silva et exemplum, et est deus quidem origo 
primaria moliens et posita in actu, silva vero ex qua prima fit quod gignitur. 
§21  Aristotle:  Arius Didymus fr. 3 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.12.1b, pp. 134.18–135.10 ταύτας δὲ τὰς ἀρχὰς 
ποτὲ µὲν εἶναί φησιν Ἀριστοτέλης δύο, τήν τε ὕλην καὶ τὸ εἶδος, ὃ καὶ µορφὴν καλεῖ καὶ ἐντελέχειαν … 
ἐντελέχειαν ⟨δ’⟩ αὐτὸ προσεῖπεν ἤτοι διὰ τὸ ἐνδελεχῶς ὑπάρχειν ἢ ὅτι τῶν µετεχόντων αὐτοῦ ἕκαστον 
παρέχεται τέλειον· ὁ γὰρ χαλκὸς ἀνδριὰς οὐδέπω πλὴν ὅτι µὴ δυνάµει, διαπλασθεὶς δὲ καὶ τὴν 
πρόσφορον λαβὼν µορφὴν ἐντελεχείᾳ λέγεται· τότε γὰρ ἀπείληφε τὸ τέλος.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
5.1 Ἀριστοτέλης Νικοµάχου … Σταγειρίτης.  V.P. 5.32 εἶναι δὲ παρὰ τὰ τέτταρα στοιχεῖα καὶ ἄλλο 
πέµπτον, ἐξ οὗ τὰ αἰθέρια συνεστάναι. ἀλλοίαν δ’ αὐτοῦ τὴν κίνησιν εἶναι· κυκλοφορητικὴν γάρ.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.20.1 + 1.20.4 Ἀριστοτέλης τούτου (sc. Plato’s) γενόµενος ἀκροατὴς κτλ. ... τῷ 
πέµπτῳ σώµατι, ὃ ὑποτίθεται εἶναι {µετὰ secl. Marcovich} τῶν ἄλλων τεσσάρων—τοῦ τε πυρὸς καὶ 
τῆς γῆς καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος καὶ τοῦ ἀέρος—λεπτότερον, οἷον πνεῦµα. 
§22  Xenocrates:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 4.6 Ξενοκράτης Ἀγαθήνορος Χαλκηδόνιος (Test. 2 
Insnardi-Parente2)· οὗτος ἐκ νέου Πλάτωνος ἤκουσεν. 
§23  Zeno Stoicus:   Clement of Alexandria Strom. 5.14.89.2 φασὶ γὰρ σῶµα εἶναι τὸν θεὸν οἱ 
Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.1035) καὶ πνεῦµα κατ’ οὐσίαν.  Eusebius PE 15.14.1 (Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara, SVF 
1.98) στοιχεῖον εἶναί φασι τῶν ὄντων τὸ πῦρ … τούτου δ’ ἀρχὰς ὕλην καὶ θεόν, ὡς Πλάτων. ἀλλ’ οὗτος 
(sc. Zeno—) ἄµφω σώµατά φησιν εἶναι, καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ πάσχον.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.1 
Ζήνων Μνασέου ... Κιτιεύς (SVF 1.1). V.P. 7.134 δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτοῖς (SVF 1.85 etc.) ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων δύο, 
τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ πάσχον. τὸ µὲν οὖν πάσχον εἶναι τὴν ἄποιον οὐσίαν τὴν ὕλην, τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν τὸν ἐν αὐτῇ 
λόγον τὸν θεόν. ... ἀλλὰ καὶ σώµατα [ἀσώµατα Φ, ἀσωµάτους Suda, perperam uterque] εἶναι τὰς 
ἀρχὰς καὶ ἀµόρφους.  Origen Cels. 6.71, p. 448.13–14 Marcovich κατὰ µὲν οὖν τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς 
(SVF 2.1051), σωµατικὰς λέγοντας εἶναι τὰς ἀρχὰς.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.21.1 Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 1.153, 2.1029) 
… , ὁµόδοξοι γενόµενοι ὅ τε Χρύσιππος καὶ ⟨ὁ⟩ Ζήνων. οἳ ὑπέθεντο καὶ αὐτοὶ ἀρχὴν µὲν τῶν πάντων 
θεόν.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 289 Stoici (—) quoque ortum silvae reiciunt, quin potius ipsam et deum 
duo totius rei sumunt initia, deum ut opificem, silvam ut quae operationi subiciatur; una quidem 
essentia praeditos, facientem et quod fit ac patitur, corpus esse, diversa vero virtute, quia faciat, 
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deum, quia fiat, silvam fore.  Simplicius in Phys. 25.16–18 ὡς οἱ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.312) θεὸν καὶ ὕλην, 
οὐχ ὡς στοιχεῖον δηλονότι τὸν θεὸν λέγοντες, ἀλλ’ ὡς τὸ µὲν ποιοῦν τὸ δὲ πάσχον. 
§24  Strato:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.58 διεδέξατο δ’ αὐτοῦ (sc. Θεοφράστου) τὴν σχολὴν Στράτων 
Ἀρκεσιλάου Λαµψακηνός (fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 Sharples). 
  
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Corpus Hippocraticum NH 1.2–4, pp. 164.10–166.11 Jouanna φασί τε γὰρ ἕν τι εἶναι, ὅ 
τί ἐστι, καὶ τοῦτ’ εἶναι τὸ ἕν τε καὶ τὸ πᾶν, κατὰ δὲ τὰ οὐνόµατα οὐχ ὁµολογέουσιν· λέγει δ’ αὐτέων ὁ µέν 
τις φάσκων ἠέρα εἶναι τοῦτο τὸ ἕν τε καὶ τὸ πᾶν, ὁ δὲ πῦρ, ὁ δὲ ὕδωρ, ὁ δὲ γῆν, καὶ ἐπιλέγει ἕκαστος τῷ 
ἑωυτοῦ λόγῳ µαρτύριά τε καὶ τεκµήρια, ἅ γέ ἐστιν οὐδέν. ὁπότε δὲ γνώµῃ τῇ αὐτῇ πάντες 
προσχρέωνται, λέγουσι δ’ οὐ τὰ αὐτὰ, δῆλον ὅτι οὐδὲ⟨ν⟩ γινώσκουσιν. … ἀλλ’ ἔµοιγε δοκέουσιν οἱ 
τοιοῦτοι ἄνθρωποι αὐτοὶ ἑωυτοὺς καταβάλλειν ἐν τοῖσιν ὀνόµασι λόγων ⟨τῶν⟩ ἑαυτῶν ὑπὸ ἀσυνεσίης, 
τὸν δὲ Μελίσσου (30A6 DK) λόγον ὀρθοῦν.  Gorgias at ps.Arist0tle MXG 5.979a13–18 (cf. 82B3 DK 
ad finem, VS p. 2.283) καὶ ὅτι µὲν οὐκ ἔστι, συνθεὶς τὰ ἑτέροις εἰρηµένα, ὅσοι περὶ τῶν ὄντων λέγοντες 
τἀναντία, ὡς δοκοῦσιν, ἀποφαίνονται αὑτοῖς, οἱ µὲν ὅτι ἓν καὶ οὐ πολλά, οἱ δὲ αὖ ὅτι πολλὰ καὶ οὐχ ἕν, 
καὶ οἱ µὲν ὅτι ἀγένητα, οἱ δ’ ὡς γενόµενα ἐπιδεικνύντες ταῦτα.  Isocrates Hel. 3 πῶς γὰρ ἄν τις 
ὑπερβάλοιτο Γοργίαν (82B1 DK) τὸν τολµήσαντα λέγειν ὡς οὐδὲν τῶν ὄντων ἔστιν ἢ Ζήνωνα (cf. 82B1 
DK) τὸν ταὐτὰ δυνατὰ καὶ πάλιν ἀδύνατα πειρώµενον ἀποφαίνειν ἢ Μέλισσον (—) ὃς ἀπείρων τὸ 
πλῆθος πεφυκότων τῶν πραγµάτων ὡς ἑνὸς ὄντος τοῦ παντὸς ἐπεχείρησεν ἀποδείξεις εὑρίσκειν;  Antid. 
268 τοὺς λόγους τοὺς τῶν παλαιῶν σοφιστῶν, ὧν ὁ µὲν (—) ἄπειρον τὸ πλῆθος ἔφησεν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων, 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) δὲ τέτταρα καὶ Νεῖκος καὶ Φιλίαν ἐν αὐτοῖς, Ἴων (36A6 DK) δ’ οὐ πλείω τριῶν, 
Ἀλκµέων (24A3 DK) δὲ δύο µόνα, Παρµενίδης (—) δὲ καὶ Μέλισσος (—) ἓν, Γοργίας (82B1 DK) δὲ 
παντελῶς οὐδέν.  Xenophon Mem. 1.1.14 τῶν τε περὶ τῆς τῶν πάντων φύσεως µεριµνώντων τοῖς µὲν 
δοκεῖν ἓν µόνον τὸ ὂν εἶναι, τοῖς δ’ ἄπειρα τὸ πλῆθος, καὶ τοῖς µὲν ἀεὶ πάντα κινεῖσθαι, τοῖς δ’ οὐδὲν ἄν 
ποτε κινηθῆναι, καὶ τοῖς µὲν πάντα γίγνεσθαί τε καὶ ἀπόλλυσθαι, τοῖς δὲ οὔτ’ ἂν γενέσθαι ποτὲ οὐδὲν 
οὔτε ἀπολεῖσθαι.  Plato Phdr. 270c–d (quoted Gal. MM 10.13.13–14.6, HNH 15.4.12–5.6 K. = p. 4.26–
5.6 Mewaldt, etc.) τὸ τοίνυν περὶ φύσεως σκόπειν τί ποτε λέγει Ἱπποκράτης τε καὶ ὁ ἀληθὴς λόγος. ἆρ’ 
οὐχ ὧδε δεῖ διανοεῖσθαι (d) περὶ ὁτουοῦν φύσεως· πρῶτον µέν, ἁπλοῦν ἢ πολυειδές ἐστιν οὗ πέρι 
βουλησόµεθα εἶναι αὐτοὶ τεχνικοὶ καὶ ἄλλον δυνατοὶ ποιεῖν, ἔπειτα δέ, ἂν µὲν ἁπλοῦν ᾖ, σκοπεῖν τὴν 
δύναµιν αὐτοῦ, τίνα πρὸς τί πέφυκεν εἰς τὸ δρᾶν ἔχον ἢ τίνα εἰς τὸ παθεῖν ὑπὸ τοῦ, ἐὰν δὲ πλείω εἴδη 
ἔχῃ, ταῦτα ἀριθµησάµενον, ὅπερ ἐφ’ ἑνός, τοῦτ’ ἰδεῖν ἐφ’ ἑκάστου, τῷ τί ποιεῖν αὐτὸ πέφυκεν ἢ τῷ τί 
παθεῖν ὑπὸ τοῦ;  Sph. 242c–243a µῦθόν τινα ἕκαστος φαίνεταί µοι διηγεῖσθαι παισὶν ὡς οὖσιν ἡµῖν, ὁ 
µὲν ὡς τρία τὰ ὄντα, πολεµεῖ δὲ (d) ἀλλήλοις ἐνίοτε αὐτῶν ἄττα πῃ, τοτὲ δὲ καὶ φίλα γιγνόµενα γάµους 
τε καὶ τόκους καὶ τροφὰς τῶν ἐκγόνων παρέχεται· δύο δὲ ἕτερος εἰπών, ὑγρὸν καὶ ξηρόν (—), ἢ θερµὸν 
καὶ ψυχρόν (cf. 60A8 DK), συνοικίζει τε αὐτὰ καὶ ἐκδίδωσι· τὸ δὲ παρ’ ἡµῖν Ἐλεατικὸν ἔθνος, ἀπὸ 
Ξενοφάνους (21A29 DK) τε καὶ ἔτι πρόσθεν (—) ἀρξάµενον, ὡς ἑνὸς ὄντος τῶν πάντων καλουµένων 
οὕτω διεξέρχεται τοῖς µύθοις. Ἰάδες (Heraclitus 22A10, cf. 22B10 DK) δὲ καὶ Σικελαί (Empedocles 
31A29 DK) τινες ὕστερον Μοῦσαι συνενόησαν ὅτι συµπλέκειν ἀσφαλέστατον ἀµφότερα καὶ λέγειν ὡς 
τὸ ὂν πολλά τε καὶ ἕν ἐστιν, ἔχθρᾳ δὲ καὶ φιλίᾳ συνέχεται. ‘διαφερόµενον γὰρ ἀεὶ συµφέρεται’ (fr. 27(c) 
Marcovich), φασὶν αἱ συντονώτεραι τῶν Μουσῶν· αἱ δὲ µαλακώτεραι τὸ µὲν ἀεὶ ταῦτα οὕτως ἔχειν 
ἐχάλασαν, ἐν µέρει δὲ τοτὲ µὲν ἓν εἶναί φασι τὸ πᾶν καὶ φίλον ὑπ’ (243a) Ἀφροδίτης, τοτὲ δὲ πολλὰ καὶ 
πολέµιον αὐτὸ αὑτῷ διὰ Νεῖκός τι (cf. 31B17 DK).  Aristotle Phys. 1.2 184b15–25 ἀνάγκη δ’ ἤτοι µίαν 
εἶναι τὴν ἀρχὴν ἢ πλείους, καὶ εἰ µίαν, ἤτοι ἀκίνητον, ὥς φησι Παρµενίδης (—) καὶ Μέλισσος (—), ἢ 
κινουµένην, ὥσπερ οἱ φυσικοί, οἱ µὲν ἀέρα φάσκοντες εἶναι οἱ δ’ ὕδωρ τὴν πρώτην ἀρχήν· εἰ δὲ πλείους, 
ἢ πεπερασµένας ἢ ἀπείρους, καὶ εἰ πεπερασµένας πλείους δὲ µιᾶς, ἢ δύο ἢ τρεῖς ἢ τέτταρας ἢ ἄλλον 
τινὰ ἀριθµόν, καὶ εἰ ἀπείρους, ἢ οὕτως ὥσπερ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 223 Luria), τὸ γένος ἕν, σχήµατι δὲ 
⟨διαφερούσας⟩, ἢ εἴδει διαφερούσας ἢ καὶ ἐναντίας. ὁµοίως δὲ ζητοῦσι καὶ οἱ τὰ ὄντα ζητοῦντες πόσα· ἐξ 
ὧν γὰρ τὰ ὄντα ἐστὶ πρώτων, ζητοῦσι ταῦτα πότερον ἓν ἢ πολλά, καὶ εἰ πολλά, πεπερασµένα ἢ ἄπειρα, 
ὥστε τὴν ἀρχὴν καὶ τὸ στοιχεῖον ζητοῦσι πότερον ἓν ἢ πολλά.  Cael. 1.8 277b24–26 περὶ µὲν οὖν τῶν 
σωµατικῶν στοιχείων, ποῖά τ’ ἐστὶ καὶ πόσα, καὶ τίς ἑκάστου τόπος, ἔτι δ’ ὅλως πόσοι τὸ πλῆθος οἱ 
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τόποι, δῆλον ἡµῖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρηµένων.  GC 2.3 330b7–20 ἅπαντες γὰρ οἱ τὰ ἁπλᾶ σώµατα στοιχεῖα 
ποιοῦντες οἱ µὲν ἕν, οἱ δὲ δύο, οἱ δὲ τρία, οἱ δὲ τέτταρα ποιοῦσιν. ὅσοι µὲν οὖν ἓν µόνον λέγουσιν, εἶτα 
πυκνώσει καὶ µανώσει τἆλλα γεννῶσι, τούτοις συµβαίνει δύο ποιεῖν τὰς ἀρχάς, τό τε µανὸν καὶ τὸ 
πυκνὸν ἢ τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ ψυχρόν· ταῦτα γὰρ τὰ δηµιουργοῦντα, τὸ δ’ ἓν ὑπόκειται καθάπερ ὕλη. οἱ δ’ 
εὐθὺς δύο ποιοῦντες, ὥσπερ Παρµενίδης (28A35 DK) πῦρ καὶ γῆν, τὰ µεταξὺ µίγµατα ποιοῦσι τούτων, 
οἷον ἀέρα καὶ ὕδωρ. ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ οἱ τρία λέγοντες, καθάπερ Πλάτων (Test.Plat. 46A Gaiser) ἐν ταῖς 
διαιρέσεσιν· τὸ γὰρ µέσον µίγµα ποιεῖ. καὶ σχεδὸν ταὐτὰ λέγουσιν οἵ τε δύο καὶ οἱ τρία ποιοῦντες· πλὴν 
οἱ µὲν τέµνουσιν εἰς δύο τὸ µέσον, οἱ δ’ ἓν µόνον ποιοῦσιν. ἔνιοι δ’ εὐθὺς τέτταρα λέγουσιν, οἷον 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A36 DK)· συνάγει δὲ καὶ οὗτος εἰς τὰ δύο· τῷ γὰρ πυρὶ τἆλλα πάντα ἀντιτίθησιν· οὐκ 
ἔστι δὲ τὸ πῦρ καὶ ὁ ἀὴρ καὶ ἕκαστον τῶν εἰρηµένων ἁπλοῦν, ἀλλὰ µικτόν. Mete. 1.1 338a22–23 καὶ περὶ 
τῶν στοιχείων τῶν σωµατικῶν, πόσα τε καὶ ποῖα.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels, 228A FHS&G at 
Simp. in Phys. 27.3–4 τὰς περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν δόξας.  Sens. 82 πλείστη γὰρ ἀπορία περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν.  
Cicero Div. 2.11 quae sint initia rerum, ex quo nascuntur omnia?  Galen Hipp.Elem. 2.2, 1.415.7–11 K. 
χρὴ γὰρ διελέσθαι πρῶτον µέν, εἰ ἕν τι τὴν ἰδέαν ἐστὶ τὸ στοιχεῖον ἢ πολλὰ καὶ ποικίλα καὶ ἀνόµοια, 
δεύτερον δέ, εἰ πολλὰ καὶ ποικίλα καὶ ἀνόµοια, πόσα τε καὶ τίνα καὶ ὁποῖα ταῦτά ἐστι καὶ ὅπως ἔχοντα 
τῆς πρὸς ἄλληλα κοινωνίας.  HNH 15.5.14–6.6 K. = p. 5.16–30 Mewaldt ἄρχεται γὰρ καὶ αὐτός (sc. 
Epicurus, fr. 73 Usener), ὥσπερ οὖν καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι πάντες, ἀπὸ τοῦ ζητῆσαι πότερον ἕν τι καὶ ἁπλοῦν 
ἐστιν, οὗ τὴν φύσιν εὑρεῖν ἐπιχειροῦµεν, ἢ σύνθετον ἔκ τινων ἑαυτοῦ προτέρων ἁπλῶν, ἅπερ οἱ µετ᾿ 
αὐτοὺς τοὺς παλαιοὺς εἰθίσθησαν ὀνοµάζειν στοιχεῖα, καθάπερ ἐπὶ τῆς φωνῆς οἱ γραµµατικοὶ δ΄ καὶ κ΄ 
φασιν εἶναι τὰ στοιχεῖα, τουτέστιν ἁπλᾶ καὶ πρῶτα µόρια καὶ µηκέτ’ εἰς ἄλλα διαιρεῖσθαι δυνάµενα 
καθάπερ αἱ συλλαβαί.  Sextus Empiricus P. 1.131 (tenth mode) δογµατικὰς δὲ ὑπολήψεις ἀλλήλαις 
ἀντιτίθεµεν, ὅταν λέγωµεν τοὺς µὲν ἓν εἶναι στοιχεῖον ἀποφαίνεσθαι, τοὺς δὲ ἄπειρα.  Lactantius Inst. 
3.25.13 Brandt quomodo ergo illa quae de principiis rerum dicuntur intellegent, quae perplexa et 
involuta vix etiam politi homines adsecuntur?  Simplicius in Phys. 28.30–31 (Theophrastus 
Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229 FHS&G) αὕτη µὲν ἡ σύντοµος περίληψις τῶν ἱστορηµένων περὶ ἀρχῶν οὐ 
κατὰ χρόνους ἀναγραφεῖσα, ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὴν τῆς δόξης συγγένειαν.  Philoponus in Phys. 23.29–24.2 
τῶν δὲ πολλὰς ὑποθεµένων τὰς ἀρχὰς οἱ µὲν ἀπείρους ὑπέθεντο, οἱ δὲ πεπερασµένας, καὶ τούτων 
ἀµφοτέρων οἱ µὲν ἀκινήτους, οἱ δὲ κινουµένας· πλείους µὲν καὶ πεπερασµένας καὶ ἀκινήτους ὁ Τίµαιος 
(Pl. Tim.) ὑπετίθετο, θεὸν ἰδέαν καὶ ὕλην, πλείους δὲ καὶ πεπερασµένας καὶ κινουµένας ὅ τε 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα καὶ τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν Φιλίαν.  differently Clement of 
Alexandria Strom. 2.4.14.2 οὐ προεγινώσκετο δὲ ἡ τῶν ὅλων ἀρχὴ τοῖς Ἕλλησιν, οὔτ’ οὖν Θαλῇ (fr. 
206 Wöhrle) ὕδωρ ἐπισταµένῳ τὴν πρώτην αἰτίαν οὔτε τοῖς ἄλλοις {τοῖς} φυσικοῖς τοῖς ἑξῆς· ἐπεὶ ⟨εἰ⟩ 
καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας (59A57 DK) πρῶτος ἐπέστησε τὸν Nοῦν τοῖς πράγµασιν, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ οὗτος ἐτήρησε τὴν 
αἰτίαν τὴν ποιητικήν, δίνους τινὰς ἀνοήτους ἀναζωγραφῶν σὺν τῇ τοῦ νοῦ ἀπραξίᾳ τε καὶ ἀνοίᾳ.  On the 
Elements According to the Opinion of Hippocrates ch. 2, the third work of the Alexandrian 
Epitomes of Galen at Walbridge (2104) 137–140. Barhebraeus Candélabre des sanctuaires 2nd 
base, PO 42.2.542–547 Bakoš. 
Chapter heading: Theophrastus De principiis trans. lat. p. 3.1–2 Kley incipit liber Aristotelis De 
principiis translatus de greco in latinum a magistro bartholomeo de messina i.e. Theophrastus 
Περὶ ἀρχῶν (transm. as Θεοφράστου τῶν Μετὰ τὰ φυσικά, so with a different (pseudo-)title, see 
Gutas 2010, 25–32).  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.23 (catal. of Aristotle) no. 41 Περὶ ἀρχῆς α΄. 42 Περὶ 
φύσεως γ΄.  ps.Hesychius Vita Aristotelis catal. no. 21 Düring Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἢ φύσεως α΄.  ps.Archytas 
de Princ. at Stob. Ecl. 1.41.2, p. 278.16 ἐκ τοῦ Ἀρχύτου (47B9 DK ‘unecht’) Περὶ ἀρχᾶν, cf. 1.42.5, p. 
282.21, ~ pp. 19.3 + 37.13 Thesleff.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.133 (on the Stoics) τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον 
διαιροῦσιν εἴς … καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων κτλ.  Origen Philocal. 1.1 n.4 ἐκ τοῦ δ΄ τόµου τοῦ Περὶ 
ἀρχῶν.  Porphyry Plot. 74 ἀναγνωσθέντος δὲ αὐτῷ τοῦ τε Περὶ ἀρχῶν Λογγίνου κτλ.  in Harm. p. 
80.22 Düring ἐν µέντοι τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ ἀρχῶν φησιν (sc. Ἀριστόξενος in his Ἁρµονικῶν στοιχείων).  
Proclus Theol.Plat. 1.11, p. 51.4–5 (Porph. 231T, 2T Smith) Πορφύριος … ἐν τῇ Περὶ ἀρχῶν 
πραγµατείᾳ κτλ.  Suda s.v. Π 2098 Πορφύριος, p. 4.418.19 Adler (2Τ, 231T Smith) .  Augustine C.D. 
11.23.14–15 Dombart–Kalb in libris enim quos appellat Περὶ ἀρχῶν, id est De principiis, hoc sensit, 
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hoc scripsit (sc. Origen).  Jerome Ep. 33.2, p. 254.6–18 Hilberg scripsit igitur Varro … De principiis 
numerorum libros viiii.  Damascius de Princ. title Ἀπορίαι καὶ λύσεις περὶ τῶν πρώτων ἀρχῶν.  
Theodoret CAG title Book 2 Περὶ ἀρχῶν.  Simplicius in Cael. 226.19–20 καλεῖ δὲ Περὶ ἀρχῶν τὰ 
τέσσαρα πρῶτα βιβλία τῆς Φυσικῆς ἀκροάσεως, ὥσπερ τὰ λοιπὰ τέσσαρα Περὶ κινήσεως ἐκάλει πρὸ 
ὀλίγου λέγων κτλ. (Arist. Cael. 1.5 272a28-32).  in Phys. 4.11–16 Ἄδραστος δὲ ἐν τῷ Περὶ τῆς τάξεως 
τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους συγγραµµάτων ἱστορεῖ παρὰ µέν τινων Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἐπιγεγράφθαι τὴν πραγµατείαν, 
ὑπ’ ἄλλων δὲ Φυσικῆς ἀκροάσεως, τινὰς δὲ πάλιν τὰ µὲν πρῶτα πέντε Περὶ ἀρχῶν ἐπιγράφειν φησί, τὰ 
δὲ λοιπὰ τρία Περὶ κινήσεως.  Photius Bibl. cod. 8, p. 3b35–36 ἀνεγνώσθη Ὠριγενους τὸ Περὶ ἀρχῶν, 
λόγοι δ΄.  Title of ps.Ammonius according to the prologue (wrong according to the editor, 
Rudolph, but in out view perhaps not so wrong) p. 80 … ‘Ammonios in seinem Buch mit den 
Titel ‘Die unterschiedlichen Lehrmeinungen über die Prinzipien’’ (Rudolph’s title is Über die 
Ansichten der Philosophen). 
§§1–3 + §9: Thales Homer  Anaximander Anaximenes  Heraclitus Hippasus:  Aristotle Met. Α.3 
983b6–13 (Thales 11A12 DK) τῶν δὴ πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων οἱ πλεῖστοι τὰς ἐν ὕλης εἴδει µόνας 
ᾠήθησαν ἀρχὰς εἶναι πάντων· ἐξ οὗ γὰρ ἔστιν ἅπαντα τὰ ὄντα καὶ ἐξ οὗ γίγνεται πρώτου καὶ εἰς ὃ 
φθείρεται τελευταῖον, τῆς µὲν οὐσίας ὑποµενούσης τοῖς δὲ πάθεσι µεταβαλλούσης, τοῦτο στοιχεῖον καὶ 
ταύτην ἀρχήν φασιν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὔτε γίγνεσθαι οὐθὲν οἴονται οὔτε ἀπόλλυσθαι, ὡς 
τῆς τοιαύτης φύσεως ἀεὶ σωζοµένης. 
§1  Thales Homer:  Aristotle Met. Α.3 983b18–33 τὸ µέντοι πλῆθος καὶ τὸ εἶδος τῆς τοιαύτης ἀρχῆς 
οὐ τὸ αὐτὸ πάντες λέγουσιν, ἀλλὰ Θαλῆς (11A12 DK) µὲν ὁ τῆς τοιαύτης ἀρχηγὸς φιλοσοφίας ὕδωρ 
φησὶν εἶναι … , λαβὼν ἴσως τὴν ὑπόληψιν ταύτην ἐκ τοῦ πάντων ὁρᾶν τὴν τροφὴν ὑγρὰν οὖσαν καὶ αὐτὸ 
τὸ θερµὸν ἐκ τούτου γιγνόµενον καὶ τούτῳ ζῶν (τὸ δ’ ἐξ οὗ γίγνεται, τοῦτ’ ἐστὶν ἀρχὴ πάντων)—διά τε 
δὴ τοῦτο τὴν ὑπόληψιν λαβὼν ταύτην καὶ διὰ τὸ πάντων τὰ σπέρµατα τὴν φύσιν ὑγρὰν ἔχειν, τὸ δ’ 
ὕδωρ ἀρχὴν τῆς φύσεως εἶναι τοῖς ὑγροῖς. εἰσὶ δέ τινες (sc. Hippias) οἳ καὶ τοὺς παµπαλαίους καὶ πολὺ 
πρὸ τῆς νῦν γενέσεως καὶ πρώτους θεολογήσαντας οὕτως οἴονται περὶ τῆς φύσεως ὑπολαβεῖν· Ὠκεανόν 
τε γὰρ καὶ Τηθὺν (Hom. Il. 14.201 + 14.302) ἐποίησαν τῆς γενέσεως πατέρας, καὶ τὸν ὅρκον τῶν θεῶν 
ὕδωρ, τὴν καλουµένην ὑπ’ αὐτῶν Στύγα ((Hom. Il. 15.37–38, Od. 5.185–186, etc.){τῶν ποιητῶν}· 
τιµιώτατον µὲν γὰρ τὸ πρεσβύτατον, ὅρκος δὲ τὸ τιµιώτατόν ἐστιν.  Mete. 2.2 354b33–34 γελοῖοι 
πάντες ὅσοι τῶν πρότερον ὑπέλαβον τὸν ἥλιον τρέφεσθαι τῷ ὑγρῷ.  Mete. 2.2 355a11–15 (Heraclitus 
22B6 DK).  Artemon at the Elder Seneca Suas. 1.11 (on Oceanus) εἴτε πρεσβύτατον στοιχεῖον, εἴτε 
γένεσις θεῶν.  ps.Plutarch Hom. 2.93, 959–962 Kindstrand ἀρξώµεθα τοίνυν ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς 
ἀρχῆς καὶ γενέσεως, ἣν Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος (fr. 187 Wöhrle) εἰς τὴν τοῦ ὕδατος οὐσίαν ἀναφέρει, καὶ 
θεασώµεθα εἰ πρῶτος Ὅµηρος τοῦθ’ ὑπέλαβεν, εἰπὼν (Il. 14.246) ῾Ὠκεανός θ’ ὅς περ γένεσις πάντεσσι 
τέτυκται’.  Simplicius in Phys. 23.21–30 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G) τῶν δὲ 
µίαν καὶ κινουµένην λεγόντων τὴν ἀρχήν, οὓς καὶ φυσικοὺς ἰδίως καλεῖ, οἱ µὲν πεπερασµένην αὐτήν 
φασιν, ὥσπερ Θαλῆς µὲν Ἐξαµύου Μιλήσιος (11A13 DK) καὶ Ἵππων (—), … , ὕδωρ ἔλεγον τὴν ἀρχὴν 
ἐκ τῶν φαινοµένων κατὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν εἰς τοῦτο προαχθέντες. καὶ γὰρ τὸ θερµὸν τῷ ὑγρῷ ζῇ καὶ τὰ 
νεκρούµενα ξηραίνεται καὶ τὰ σπέρµατα πάντων ὑγρὰ καὶ ἡ τροφὴ πᾶσα χυλώδης· ἐξ οὗ δέ ἐστιν 
ἕκαστα, τούτῳ καὶ τρέφεσθαι πέφυκεν· τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ ἀρχὴ τῆς ὑγρᾶς φύσεώς ἐστι καὶ συνεκτικὸν 
πάντων. διὸ πάντων ἀρχὴν ὑπέλαβον εἶναι τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ τὴν γῆν ἐφ’ ὕδατος ἀπεφήναντο κεῖσθαι. Θαλῆς 
δὲ πρῶτος παραδέδοται τὴν περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίαν τοῖς Ἕλλησιν ἐκφῆναι κτλ.  Scholia vetera  in 
Iliadem 14.246 Erbse ἐκ γὰρ ὕδατος πάντα τὰ στοιχεῖα· καὶ τὸ σπέρµα δὲ πνεῦµά ἐστιν ὑγρῷ κραθέν. 
§2–3  Anaximander Anaximenes   Aristotle Phys. 3.4 203b15–26 (Anaximander 11A15 DK) τοῦ δ’ 
εἶναί τι ἄπειρον ἡ πίστις ἐκ πέντε µάλιστ’ ἂν συµβαίνοι σκοποῦσιν …· (3) ἔτι τῷ οὕτως ἂν µόνως µὴ 
ὑπολείπειν γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν, εἰ ἄπειρον εἴη ὅθεν ἀφαιρεῖται τὸ γιγνόµενον· … . (5) µάλιστα δὲ καὶ 
κυριώτατον, ὃ τὴν κοινὴν ποιεῖ ἀπορίαν πᾶσι· διὰ γὰρ τὸ ἐν τῇ νοήσει µὴ ὑπολείπειν καὶ ὁ ἀριθµὸς δοκεῖ 
ἄπειρος εἶναι καὶ τὰ µαθηµατικὰ µεγέθη καὶ τὸ ἔξω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ· ἀπείρου δ’ ὄντος τοῦ ἔξω, καὶ σῶµα 
ἄπειρον εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ κόσµοι.  GC 2.1 329a8–13 (Anaximander fr. 11 Wöhrle) ἀλλ’ οἱ µὲν ποιοῦντες 
µίαν ὕλην παρὰ τὰ εἰρηµένα, ταύτην δὲ σωµατικὴν καὶ χωριστήν, ἁµαρτάνουσιν· ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἄνευ 
ἐναντιώσεως εἶναι τὸ σῶµα τοῦτο αἰσθητῆς· ἢ γὰρ κοῦφον ἢ βαρὺ, ἢ ψυχρὸν ἢ θερµὸν ἀνάγκη εἶναι τὸ 
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ἄπειρον τοῦτο, ὃ λέγουσί τινες εἶναι τὴν ἀρχήν.  Athenagoras Leg. 18.3–4 Ὀρφέως (1B13 DK) δέ, ὃς 
καὶ τὰ ὀνόµατα αὐτῶν πρῶτος ἐξηῦρεν καὶ τὰς γενέσεις διεξῆλθεν καὶ ὅσα ἑκάστοις πέπρακται εἶπεν 
καὶ πεπίστευται παρ’ αὐτοῖς ἀληθέστερον θεολογεῖν, ᾧ καὶ Ὅµηρος τὰ πολλὰ καὶ περὶ θεῶν µάλιστα 
ἕπεται, καὶ αὐτοῦ τὴν πρώτην γένεσιν αὐτῶν ἐξ ὕδατος συνιστάντος· ‘Ὠκεανός, ὅσπερ γένεσις πάντεσσι 
τέτυκται’ (Il. 18.201 = 18.302).  Philoponus in Phys. 432.14–23 ὁ Ἀναξίµανδρος (fr. 213 Wöhrle) δεῖν 
µὲν οἰόµενος ἄπειρον εἶναι τὴν ἀρχὴν διὰ τὴν ἀειγενεσίαν, ἵνα µὴ ἐπιλείπῃ, µήπως ἐπιστήσας τῇ 
ἀνακάµψει τῶν πραγµάτων, ὅτι ἐξ οὗ τι γίνεται εἰς τοῦτο καὶ διαλύεται, συνεωρακὼς δὲ ὅτι ἐν τοῖς 
τέτρασι στοιχείοις οὔσης τινὸς ἐναντιώσεως πρὸς τὰ λοιπά, εἰ ὑπόθοιτο ἓν αὐτῶν εἶναι τὴν ἀρχήν, 
ἐπειδὴ ἀνάγκη ταύτην ἄπειρον εἶναι, ἄπειρος δὲ οὖσα φθείρει τὰ λοιπὰ ἀπείρου οὔσης τῆς ἐν αὐτῇ 
δυνάµεως, οὐδὲν µὲντούτων ὑπέθετο εἶναι τὴν ἀρχήν, ἕτερον δὲ εἶναι παρὰ ταῦτα τὴν ἀρχὴν ἐξ οὗ καὶ τὰ 
στοιχεῖα καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τὴν γένεσιν ἔχει. τοῦτο δὲ τὸ µεταξύ πως εἶναι αὐτῶν ὑπέθετο, ἵνα τῇ πρὸς τὰ 
ἐναντία κοινωνίᾳ σῴζηται µᾶλλον τὰ λοιπὰ ἢ φθείρηται ὑπὸ τῆς ἐν αὐτῷ ἀπείρου δυνάµεως.  
Simplicius in Phys. 24.13–18 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels, 226A FHS&G) τῶν δὲ ἓν καὶ 
κινούµενον καὶ ἄπειρον λεγόντων Ἀναξίµανδρος µὲν Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος (12A9 DK), Θαλοῦ γενόµενος 
διάδοχος καὶ µαθητής, ἀρχήν τε καὶ στοιχεῖον εἴρηκε τῶν ὄντων τὸ ἄπειρον, πρῶτος τοῦτο τοὔνοµα 
κοµίσας τῆς ἀρχῆς. λέγει δ’ αὐτὴν µήτε ὕδωρ µήτε ἄλλο τι τῶν καλουµένων εἶναι στοιχείων, ἀλλ’ 
ἑτέραν τινὰ φύσιν ἄπειρον, ἐξ ἧς ἅπαντας γίνεσθαι τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ τοὺς ἐν αὐτοῖς κόσµους. 
§§2–3  Anaximander Anaximenes (criticism):  Aristotle Met. Α.8 988b22–28 ὅσοι µὲν οὖν ἕν τε τὸ 
πᾶν καὶ µίαν τινὰ φύσιν ὡς ὕλην τιθέασι, καὶ ταύτην σωµατικὴν καὶ µέγεθος ἔχουσαν, δῆλον ὅτι 
πολλαχῶς ἁµαρτάνουσιν. … καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς ἐπιχειροῦντες τὰς αἰτίας λέγειν, καὶ περὶ 
πάντων φυσιολογοῦντες, τὸ τῆς κινήσεως αἴτιον ἀναιροῦσιν. 
§3  Anaximenes:  Plato Phdr. 246b (cited Plot. Enn. 4.3.7) ψυχὴ πᾶσα παντὸς ἐπιµελεῖται τοῦ 
ἀψύχου, πάντα δὲ οὐρανὸν περιπολεῖ.  Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a5–7 Ἀναξιµένης (13A4 DK) δὲ ἀέρα καὶ 
Διογένης (—) πρότερον ὕδατος καὶ µάλιστ’ ἀρχὴν τιθέασι τῶν ἁπλῶν σωµάτων [cf. below §10].  Met. 
Α.3 984a17–27 ἐκ µὲν οὖν τούτων µόνην τις αἰτίαν νοµίσειεν ἂν τὴν ἐν ὕλης εἴδει λεγοµένην· … εἰ γὰρ 
ὅτι µάλιστα πᾶσα γένεσις καὶ φθορὰ ἔκ τινος ἑνὸς ἢ καὶ πλειόνων ἐστίν, διὰ τί τοῦτο συµβαίνει καὶ τί τὸ 
αἴτιον; οὐ γὰρ δὴ τό γε ὑποκείµενον αὐτὸ ποιεῖ µεταβάλλειν ἑαυτό· λέγω δ’ οἷον οὔτε τὸ ξύλον οὔτε ὁ 
χαλκὸς αἴτιος τοῦ µεταβάλλειν ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν, οὐδὲ ποιεῖ τὸ µὲν ξύλον κλίνην ὁ δὲ χαλκὸς ἀνδριάντα, 
ἀλλ’ ἕτερόν τι τῆς µεταβολῆς αἴτιον. τὸ δὲ τοῦτο ζητεῖν ἐστὶ τὸ τὴν ἑτέραν ἀρχὴν ζητεῖν, ὡς ἂν ἡµεῖς 
φαίηµεν, ὅθεν ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς κινήσεως.  de An. 1.5 411b7–9 δοκεῖ γὰρ τοὐναντίον µᾶλλον ἡ ψυχὴ τὸ σῶµα 
συνέχειν· ἐξελθούσης γοῦν διαπνεῖται (sc. ἡ ψυχή) καὶ σήπεται (sc. τὸ σῶµα).  Philodemus Piet. 
(PHerc. 1428) col. 8.14–21 Henrichs Διογένης ὁ Βαβυ|λώνιος (SVF 3 Diog. 33) ἐν τῶι Περὶ | τῆς 
Ἀθηνᾶς τὸν | κόσµον γράφει τῶι Δ[ιὶ τ]ὸν αὐτὸν ὑπάρ|[χει]ν ἢ περιέχειν | τ[[ὸ]ν Δία καθά[πε]ρ | 
ἄνθρω[πον ψ]υχήν.  Achilles c. 13, p. 21.4–6 Ποσειδώνιος (F 149 E.-K., 400a Theiler) δὲ ἀγνοεῖν τοὺς 
Ἐπικουρείους ἔφη, ὡς οὐ τὰ σώµατα τὰς ψυχὰς συνέχει, ἀλλ’ αἱ ψυχαὶ τὰ σώµατα, ὥσπερ καὶ ἡ κόλλα 
καὶ ἑαυτὴν καὶ τὰ ἐκτὸς κρατεῖ.  Cornutus Comp. c. 2, p. 2.6–10 Torres ὥσπερ δὲ ἡµεῖς ὑπὸ ψυχῆς 
διοικούµεθα, οὕτω καὶ ὁ κόσµος ψυχὴν ἔχει τὴν συνέχουσαν αὐτὸν, καὶ αὕτη καλεῖται Ζεὺς,  πρώτως 
καὶ διὰ παντὸς ζῶσα καὶ αἰτία οὖσα τοῖς ζῶσι τοῦ ζῆν· διὰ τοῦτο δὲ καὶ βασιλεύειν ὁ Ζεὺς λέγεται τῶν 
ὅλων, ὡς ἂν καὶ ἐν ἡµῖν ἡ ψυχὴ καὶ ἡ φύσις ἡµῶν βασιλεύειν ῥηθείη.  ps.Galen Intr. 14.698.4–13 K. 
κατὰ δὲ τὸν Ἀθήναιον (sc. of Attalia) στοιχεῖα ἀνθρώπου οὐ τὰ τέσσαρα πρῶτα σώµατα, πῦρ καὶ ἀὴρ 
καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆ, ἀλλ’ αἱ ποιότητες αὐτῶν, τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ ψυχρὸν καὶ τὸ ξηρὸν καὶ τὸ ὑγρὸν, ὧν δύο 
µὲν τὰ ποιητικὰ αἴτια ὑποτίθεται, τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ ψυχρὸν, δύο δὲ τὰ ὑλικὰ, τὸ ξηρὸν καὶ τὸ ὑγρὸν, καὶ 
πέµπτον παρεισάγει κατὰ τοὺς Στωϊκοὺς (SVF 2.416) τὸ διῆκον διὰ πάντων πνεῦµα, ὑφ’ οὗ τὰ πάντα 
συνέχεσθαι καὶ διοικεῖσθαι.  Galen Plen. 7.525.10–14 K. οἱ Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.439) τὸ µὲν συνέχον ἕτερον 
ποιοῦσι, τὸ συνεχόµενον δὲ ἄλλο· τὴν µὲν γὰρ πνευµατικὴν οὐσίαν τὸ συνέχον, τὴν δὲ ὑλικὴν τὸ 
συνεχόµενον· ὅθεν ἀέρα µὲν καὶ πῦρ συνέχειν φασὶ, γῆν δὲ καὶ ὕδωρ συνέχεσθαι.  Plen. 7.527.13–16 K. 
οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδ’ οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν Ἡροφιλείων (fr. 280 Von Staden), οὐδ’ οἱ νεώτεροι Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.440) 
λέγουσί τινα ἀπόδειξιν τοῦ τὸ µὲν πνεῦµα καὶ τὸ πῦρ συνέχειν ἑαυτό τε καὶ τὰ ἄλλα, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ καὶ τὴν 
γῆν ἑτέρου δεῖσθαι τοῦ συνέξοντος.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.68 (the Platonic world soul) περιέχειν 
δὲ ἐκ τοῦ µέσου διὰ παντὸς κύκλῳ τὸ σῶµα.  7.138 τὸν δὴ κόσµον διοικεῖσθαι κατὰ νοῦν καὶ πρόνοιαν, 
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καθά φησι Χρύσιππός (SVF 2.634) τ’ ἐν τῷ πέµπτῳ Περὶ προνοίας καὶ Ποσειδώνιος (F 21 E.-K., 345 
Theiler) ἐν τῷ τρισκαιδεκάτῳ Περὶ θεῶν, εἰς ἅπαν αὐτοῦ µέρος διήκοντος τοῦ νοῦ, καθάπερ ἐφ’ ἡµῶν 
τῆς ψυχῆς· ἀλλ’ ἤδη δι’ ὧν µὲν µᾶλλον, δι’ ὧν δὲ ἧττον.  Tertullian Adv.Nat. 2.2.19 Borleffs unde et 
Varro (Rer.Div. fr. 23 Cardauns) ignem mundi animum facit, ut perinde ⟨i⟩n mundo ignis omnia 
gubernet sicut animus in nobis (cited Isid. Etym. 8.6.21 unde et Varro ignem mundi animum dicit, 
proinde quod in mundo ignis omnia gubernet, sicut animus in nobis).  Simplicius in Phys. 24.26–28 
(Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels, 226A FHS&G) Ἀναξιµένης δὲ Εὐρυστράτου Μιλήσιος (13A5 
DK), ἑταῖρος γεγονὼς Ἀναξιµάνδρου, µίαν µὲν καὶ αὐτὸς τὴν ὑποκειµένην φύσιν καὶ ἄπειρόν φησιν 
ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνος, οὐκ ἀόριστον δὲ ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνος, ἀλλὰ ὡρισµένην, ἀέρα λέγων αὐτήν. 
§4  Anaxagoras:  Plato Phd. 97b–d.  Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a11–16 Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος 
(59A43 DK) τῇ µὲν ἡλικίᾳ πρότερος ὢν τούτου (sc. τοῦ Ἐµπεδοκλέους, 31A6 DK), τοῖς δ’ ἔργοις 
ὕστερος [cf. Met. A.8 989b4–6 + b19–21], ἀπείρους εἶναί φησι τὰς ἀρχάς· σχεδὸν γὰρ ἅπαντα τὰ 
ὁµοιοµερῆ καθάπερ ὕδωρ ἢ πῦρ οὕτω γίγνεσθαι καὶ ἀπόλλυσθαί φησι, συγκρίσει καὶ διακρίσει µόνον, 
ἄλλως δ’ οὔτε γίγνεσθαι οὔτ’ ἀπόλλυσθαι ἀλλὰ διαµένειν ἀΐδια.  Met. Α.3 985a19–20 Ἀναξαγόρας (—) 
τε γὰρ µηχανῇ χρῆται τῷ νῷ πρὸς τὴν κοσµοποιίαν. Met. Α.3 984b15–20 νοῦν δή τις εἰπὼν ἐνεῖναι, 
καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς ζῴοις, καὶ ἐν τῇ φύσει τὸν αἴτιον τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τῆς τάξεως πάσης οἷον νήφων ἐφάνη 
παρ’ εἰκῇ λέγοντας τοὺς πρότερον. φανερῶς µὲν οὖν Ἀναξαγόραν (59A58 DK) ἴσµεν ἁψάµενον τούτων 
τῶν λόγων, αἰτίαν δ’ ἔχει πρότερον Ἑρµότιµος ὁ Κλαζοµένιος εἰπεῖν.  Phys. 3.4 203a24–26 
(Anaxagoras 59A45) ἐντεῦθεν γὰρ ἔοικε καὶ ‘ὁµοῦ ποτὲ πάντα χρήµατα’ φάναι εἶναι, οἷον ἥδε ἡ σὰρξ 
καὶ τόδε τὸ ὁστοῦν, καὶ οὕτως ὁτιοῦν.  Phys. 1.4 187a19–b8 οἱ δ’ ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἐνούσας τὰς ἐναντιότητας 
ἐκκρίνεσθαι … καὶ ὅσοι δ’ ἓν καὶ πολλά φασιν εἶναι, ὥσπερ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A36 DK) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας 
(59A52 DK)· ἐκ τοῦ µίγµατος γὰρ καὶ οὗτοι ἐκκρίνουσι τἆλλα. διαφέρουσι δὲ ἀλλήλων τῷ τὸν µὲν 
περίοδον ποιεῖν τούτων, τὸν δ’ ἅπαξ, καὶ τὸν µὲν ἄπειρα, τά τε ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ τἀναντία, τὸν δὲ τὰ 
καλούµενα στοιχεῖα µόνον. ἔοικε δὲ Ἀναξαγόρας ἄπειρα οὕτως οἰηθῆναι διὰ τὸ ὑπολαµβάνειν τὴν κοινὴν 
δόξαν τῶν φυσικῶν εἶναι ἀληθῆ, ὡς οὐ γιγνοµένου οὐδενὸς ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος (διὰ τοῦτο γὰρ οὕτω 
λέγουσιν, ἦν ὁµοῦ πάντα, καὶ τὸ γίγνεσθαι τοιόνδε καθέστηκεν ἀλλοιοῦσθαι, οἱ δὲ σύγκρισιν καὶ 
διάκρισιν)· ἔτι δ’ ἐκ τοῦ γίγνεσθαι ἐξ ἀλλήλων τἀναντία· ἐνυπῆρχεν ἄρα· εἰ γὰρ πᾶν µὲν τὸ γιγνόµενον 
ἀνάγκη γίγνεσθαι ἢ ἐξ ὄντων ἢ ἐκ µὴ ὄντων, τούτων δὲ τὸ µὲν ἐκ µὴ ὄντων γίγνεσθαι ἀδύνατον …, τὸ 
λοιπὸν ἤδη συµβαίνειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἐνόµισαν, ἐξ ὄντων µὲν καὶ ἐνυπαρχόντων γίγνεσθαι, διὰ µικρότητα 
δὲ τῶν ὄγκων ἐξ (187b) ἀναισθήτων ἡµῖν. διό φασι πᾶν ἐν παντὶ µεµῖχθαι, διότι πᾶν ἐκ παντὸς ἑώρων 
γιγνόµενον· φαίνεσθαι δὲ διαφέροντα καὶ προσαγορεύεσθαι ἕτερα ἀλλήλων ἐκ τοῦ µάλισθ’ ὑπερέχοντος 
διὰ πλῆθος ἐν τῇ µίξει τῶν ἀπείρων· εἰλικρινῶς µὲν γὰρ ὅλον λευκὸν ἢ µέλαν ἢ γλυκὺ ἢ σάρκα ἢ ὀστοῦν 
οὐκ εἶναι, ὅτου δὲ πλεῖστον ἕκαστον ἔχει, τοῦτο δοκεῖν εἶναι τὴν φύσιν τοῦ πράγµατος.  GA 1.18 723a6–
11 ὁ αὐτὸς γὰρ λόγος ἔοικεν εἶναι οὗτος τῷ Ἀναξαγόρου  (—), τῷ µηθὲν γίγνεσθαι τῶν ὁµοιοµερῶν· 
πλὴν ἐκεῖνος µὲν ἐπὶ πάντων, οὗτοι δ’ ἐπὶ τῆς γενέσεως τῶν ζῴων τοῦτο ποιοῦσιν. ἔπειτα τίνα τρόπον 
αὐξηθήσεται ταῦτα τὰ ἀπελθόντα ἀπὸ παντός; Ἀναξαγόρας µὲν γὰρ εὐλόγως φησὶ σάρκας ἐκ τῆς 
τροφῆς προσιέναι ταῖς σαρξίν. For a list of ὁµοιοµερῆ see HA 1.1 487a1–10 ἔστι δὲ τῶν ὁµοιοµερῶν τὰ 
µὲν µαλακὰ καὶ ὑγρά, τὰ δὲ ξηρὰ καὶ στερεά, ὑγρὰ µέν, ἢ ὅλως ἢ ἕως ἂν ᾖ ἐν τῇ φύσει, οἷον αἷµα, ἰχώρ, 
πιµελή, στέαρ, µυελός, γονή, χολή, γάλα ἐν τοῖς ἔχουσι, σάρξ τε καὶ τὰ τούτοις ἀνάλογον, ἔτι ἄλλον 
τρόπον τὰ περιττώµατα, οἷον φλέγµα, καὶ τὰ ὑποστήµατα τῆς κοιλίας καὶ κύστεως· ξηρὰ δὲ καὶ στερεὰ 
οἷον νεῦρον, δέρµα, φλέψ, θρίξ, ὀστοῦν, χόνδρος, ὄνυξ, κέρας (ὁµώνυµον γὰρ τὸ µέρος, ὅταν τῷ σχήµατι 
καὶ τὸ ὅλον λέγηται κέρας), ἔτι ὅσα ἀνάλογον τούτοις.  Simplicius in Phys. 27.2–17 (Theophrastus 
Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels, 228A FHS&G) Ἀναξαγόρας µὲν γὰρ Ἡγησιβούλου Κλαζοµένιος (59A41 DK), 
κοινωνήσας τῆς Ἀναξιµένους φιλοσοφίας, πρῶτος µετέστησε τὰς περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν δόξας καὶ τὴν 
ἐλλείπουσαν αἰτίαν ἀνεπλήρωσε, τὰς µὲν σωµατικὰς ἀπείρους ποιήσας· πάντα γὰρ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ, οἷον 
ὕδωρ ἢ πῦρ ἢ χρυσόν, ἀγένητα µὲν εἶναι καὶ ἄφθαρτα, φαίνεσθαι δὲ γινόµενα καὶ ἀπολλύµενα συγκρίσει 
καὶ διακρίσει µόνον, πάντων µὲν ἐν πᾶσιν ὄντων, ἑκάστου δὲ κατὰ τὸ ἐπικρατοῦν ἐν αὐτῷ 
χαρακτηριζοµένου. χρυσὸς γὰρ φαίνεται ἐκεῖνο, ἐν ᾧ πολὺ χρυσίον ἐστὶ καίτοι πάντων ἐνόντων…. τῆς δὲ 
κινήσεως καὶ τῆς γενέσεως αἴτιον ἐπέστησε τὸν Νοῦν ὁ Ἀναξαγόρας, ὑφ’ οὗ διακρινόµενα τούς τε 
κόσµους καὶ τὴν τῶν ἄλλων φύσιν ἐγέννησαν.   
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§5  Archelaus:  Aristotle GC 2.3 330b9–12 ὅσοι µὲν οὖν ἓν µόνον λέγουσιν, εἶτα πυκνώσει καὶ µανώσει 
τἆλλα γεννῶσι, τούτοις συµβαίνει δύο ποιεῖν τὰς ἀρχάς, τό τε µανὸν καὶ τὸ πυκνὸν ἢ τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ 
ψυχρόν.  GA 5.3 783a37–b2 τὸ µὲν ψυχρὸν οὐ µόνον σκληρύνει ἀλλὰ καὶ πυκνοῖ, τὸ δὲ θερµὸν 
µανότερον ποιεῖ.  Met. Α.4 985b10–12 καὶ καθάπερ οἱ ἓν ποιοῦντες τὴν ὑποκειµένην οὐσίαν τἆλλα τοῖς 
πάθεσιν αὐτῆς γεννῶσι, τὸ µανὸν καὶ τὸ πυκνὸν ἀρχὰς τιθέµενοι τῶν παθηµάτων. [but cf. Simp. in Phys. 
149.32–150.2 ἐπὶ γὰρ τούτου (sc. Anaximenes, 13A5 DK) µόνου Θεόφραστος ἐν τῇ Ἱστορίᾳ (Phys.Op. 
fr. 2, 226B FHS&G) τὴν µάνωσιν εἴρηκε καὶ πύκνωσιν (δῆλον δὲ ὡς καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι τῇ µανότητι καὶ 
πυκνότητι ἐχρῶντο)]. Simplicius in Phys. 27.23–28 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels, 228A 
FHS&G) Ἀρχέλαος ὁ Ἀθηναῖος (60A5), ᾧ καὶ Σωκράτη συγγεγονέναι φασὶν Ἀναξαγόρου γενοµένῳ 
µαθητῇ, ἐν µὲν τῇ γενέσει τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις πειρᾶταί τι φέρειν ἴδιον, τὰς ἀρχὰς δὲ τὰς αὐτὰς 
ἀποδίδωσιν ἅσπερ Ἀναξαγόρας. οὗτοι µὲν οὖν ἀπείρους τῷ πλήθει καὶ ἀνοµογενεῖς τὰς ἀρχὰς λέγουσι, 
τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας τιθέντες ἀρχάς. 
§6 + §8  Ionic Italic:  Aristotle Met. Α.5 987a9–14 µέχρι µὲν οὖν τῶν Ἰταλικῶν καὶ χωρὶς ἐκείνων 
µορυχώτερον εἰρήκασιν οἱ ἄλλοι περὶ αὐτῶν, πλὴν ὥσπερ εἴποµεν δυοῖν τε αἰτίαιν τυγχάνουσι 
κεχρηµένοι, καὶ τούτων τὴν ἑτέραν οἱ µὲν µίαν οἱ δὲ δύο ποιοῦσι, τὴν ὅθεν ἡ κίνησις· οἱ δὲ Πυθαγόρειοι 
δύο (58B.8 DK) µὲν τὰς ἀρχὰς κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν εἰρήκασι τρόπον. 
§6  Ionic Sicilian:   Plato Sph. 242d Ἰάδες δὲ καὶ Σικελαί τινες ὕστερον Μοῦσαι κτλ. 
§7[54–55]  Pythagoras:  Plato Grg. 507e–508a φασὶ δ’ οἱ σοφοί, ὦ Καλλίκλεις, καὶ οὐρανὸν καὶ 
(508a) γῆν καὶ θεοὺς καὶ ἀνθρώπους τὴν κοινωνίαν συνέχειν καὶ φιλίαν καὶ κοσµιότητα καὶ σωφροσύνην 
καὶ δικαιότητα, καὶ τὸ ὅλον τοῦτο διὰ ταῦτα ‘κόσµον’ καλοῦσιν, ὦ ἑταῖρε, οὐκ ἀκοσµίαν οὐδὲ ἀκολασίαν.  
Cicero Tusc. 5.8 omnes, qui in rerum contemplatione studia ponebant, sapientes et habebantur et 
nominabantur, idque eorum nomen usque ad Pythagorae manavit aetatem. quem, ut scribit 
auditor Platonis Ponticus Heraclides (fr. 88 Wehrli, 85 Schütrumpf), vir doctus in primis, 
Phliuntem ferunt venisse, eumque cum Leonte, principe Phliasiorum, docte et copiose disseruisse 
quaedam. cuius ingenium et eloquentiam cum admiratus esset Leon, quaesivisse ex eo, qua 
maxime arte confideret; at illum: artem quidem se scire nullam, sed esse philosophum. admiratum 
Leontem novitatem nominis quaesivisse etc. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.prooem. 12 φιλοσοφίαν δὲ 
πρῶτος ὠνόµασε Πυθαγόρας καὶ ἑαυτὸν φιλόσοφον, ἐν Σικυῶνι διαλεγόµενος Λέοντι τῷ Σικυωνίων 
τυράννῳ (ἢ Φλειασίων, καθά φησιν Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Ποντικὸς (fr. 87 Wehrli, 84 Schütrumpf) ἐν τῇ Περὶ 
τῆς ἄπνου).  8.1.  8.8.  Diodorus Siculus 10.10.1 ὅτι Πυθαγόρας φιλοσοφίαν, ἀλλ’ οὐ σοφίαν ἐκάλει τὴν 
ἰδίαν αἵρεσιν. 
§7[55–70]  Pythagoras:  Anon. Photii cod. 249, pp. 237.23–238.1 Thesleff καὶ ἐπειδὴ πάντα εἰς τοὺς 
ἀριθµοὺς ἀνῆγον ἔκ τε τῆς µονάδος καὶ τῆς δυάδος, καὶ τὰ ὄντα πάντα ἀριθµοὺς προσηγόρευον, ὁ δὲ 
ἀριθµὸς συµπληροῦται τοῖς δέκα, ὁ δὲ δέκα σύνθεσις τῶν τεσσάρων κατὰ τὸ ἑξῆς ἀριθµούντων ἡµῶν, 
καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τὸν ἀριθµὸν πάντα τετρακτὺν ἔλεγον. 
§7[55–57] Pythagoras:  Aristotle Met. Α.6 985b23–986a2 ἐν δὲ τούτοις καὶ πρὸ τούτων οἱ 
καλούµενοι Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.4 DK) τῶν µαθηµάτων ἁψάµενοι πρῶτοι ταῦτά προήγαγον, καὶ 
ἐντραφέντες ἐν αὐτοῖς τὰς τούτων ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων ἀρχὰς ᾠήθησαν εἶναι πάντων. ἐπεὶ δὲ τούτων οἱ 
ἀριθµοὶ φύσει πρῶτοι, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀριθµοῖς ἐδόκουν θεωρεῖν ὁµοιώµατα πολλὰ τοῖς οὖσι καὶ γιγνοµένοις, 
µᾶλλον ἢ ἐν πυρὶ καὶ γῇ καὶ ὕδατι, … ἔτι δὲ τῶν ἁρµονιῶν ἐν ἀριθµοῖς ὁρῶντες τὰ πάθη καὶ τοὺς 
λόγους,—ἐπεὶ δὴ τὰ µὲν ἄλλα τοῖς ἀριθµοῖς ἐφαίνετο τὴν φύσιν ἀφωµοιῶσθαι πᾶσαν, οἱ δ’ ἀριθµοὶ 
πάσης τῆς φύσεως πρῶτοι, τὰ τῶν ἀριθµῶν στοιχεῖα τῶν ὄντων στοιχεῖα πάντων εἶναι ὑπέλαβον. 
§7[58–80] Sextus Empiricus M. 10.261–263 (Test.Plat. 32 Gaiser, 12 Krämer, C1–C2 Isnardi 
Parente) ὁ Πυθαγόρας ἀρχὴν ἔφησεν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων τὴν µονάδα, ἧς κατὰ µετοχὴν ἕκαστον τῶν ὄντων 
ἓν λέγεται· … (262) δύο οὖν τῶν ὄντων ἀρχαί, ἥ τε πρώτη µονάς, ἧς κατὰ µετοχὴν πᾶσαι αἱ ἀριθµηταὶ 
µονάδες νοοῦνται µονάδες, καὶ ἡ ἀόριστος δυάς, ἧς κατὰ µετοχὴν αἱ ὡρισµέναι δυάδες εἰσὶ δυάδες. … καὶ 
ὅτι ταῖς ἀληθείαις αὗταί εἰσι τῶν ὅλων ἀρχαί, (263) ποικίλως οἱ Πυθαγορικοὶ διδάσκουσιν. τῶν γὰρ 
ὄντων, φασί, τὰ µὲν κατὰ διαφορὰν νοεῖται, τὰ δὲ κατ’ ἐναντίωσιν, τὰ δὲ πρός τι. κατὰ διαφορὰν µὲν οὖν 
εἶναι τὰ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ καὶ κατ’ ἰδίαν περιγραφὴν ὑποκείµενα, οἷον ἄνθρωπος ἵππος φυτὸν γῆ ὕδωρ ἀὴρ 
πῦρ. 
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§7[55–57] + [62–70] Pythagoras:  Simplicius in Phys. 26.26–29 τινὲς µέντοι καὶ µέχρι δεκάδος 
προήγαγον τὰς ἀρχάς, εἰ καὶ µὴ τὰς στοιχειώδεις, ὥσπερ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (possibly a neglected 
fragment of Theophr. Physikai Doxai) τοὺς ἀπὸ µονάδος ἄχρι δεκάδος ἀριθµοὺς ἀρχὰς ἔλεγον τῶν 
ἁπάντων (ἢ τὰς δέκα συστοιχίας, ἃς ἄλλοι ἄλλως ἀνέγραψαν). 
§7[58–61] Aristotle Met. Α.6 987b20–27 (on Plato, Test.Plat. 22A Gaiser, 9 Krämer, A1 Isnardi 
Parente) ὡς µὲν οὖν ὕλην τὸ µέγα καὶ τὸ µικρὸν εἶναι ἀρχάς, ὡς δ’ οὐσίαν τὸ ἕν· ἐξ ἐκείνων γὰρ κατὰ 
µέθεξιν τοῦ ἑνὸς τὰ εἴδη εἶναι τοὺς ἀριθµούς. τὸ µέντοι γε ἓν οὐσίαν εἶναι, καὶ µὴ ἕτερόν τι ὂν λέγεσθαι 
ἕν, παραπλησίως τοῖς Πυθαγορείοις ἔλεγε, καὶ τὸ τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς αἰτίους εἶναι τοῖς ἄλλοις τῆς οὐσίας 
ὡσαύτως ἐκείνοις· τὸ δὲ ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀπείρου ὡς ἑνὸς δυάδα ποιῆσαι, τὸ δ’ ἄπειρον ἐκ µεγάλου καὶ µικροῦ, 
τοῦτ’ ἴδιον. Speusippus at Procl. in Parm. 3.501.4–9 Steel et ut Speusippus (fr. 62 Isnardi Parente, 
48 Tarán) narrans tamquam placentia antiquis audi quid dicit. ‘le unum melius ente putantes (sc. 
the ancients—i.e. the Pythagoreans?) et a quo le ens et ab ea quae secundum principium 
habitudine ipsum liberaverunt; existimantes autem quod, si quis le unum ipsum seorsum et solum 
meditatum sine aliis secundum se ipsum suadere, nullum alterum elementum ipsi apponens, nichil 
utique fiet aliorum, interminabilem dualitatem entium principium inducens.’ (Steel’s retroversion: 
‘τὸ γὰρ ἓν κρεῖττον τοῦ ὄντος ἡγούµενοι καὶ ἀφ’ οὗ τὸ ὄν, καὶ τῆς κατ’ ἀρχὴν σχέσεως αὐτὸ ἀπήλλαξαν· 
ὑπολαµβάνοντες δὲ ὅτι, εἴ τις τὸ ἓν αὐτὸ χωρὶς καὶ µόνον διανοούµενος ἄνευ τῶν ἄλλων καθ’ αὑτὸ τιθείη, 
µηδὲν ἕτερον στοιχεῖον αὐτῷ προσθείς, οὐδὲν ἂν γένοιτο τῶν ἄλλων, τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα τῶν ὄντων 
ἀρχὴν εἰσήγαγον.’)  Theophrastus Met. 31 11a27–b7 Πλάτων (p. 494 Gaiser, Test.Plat. B3 Isnardi 
Parente) δὲ καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.14 DK) µακρὰν τὴν ἀπόστασιν, ἐπιµιµεῖσθαι τ’ ἐθέλειν ἅπαντα· 
καίτοι καθάπερ ἀντίθεσίν τινα ποιοῦσιν τῆς ἀορίστου δυάδος καὶ τοῦ ἑνός, ἐν ᾗ καὶ τὸ ἄπειρον καὶ τὸ 
ἄτακτον καὶ πᾶσα ὡς εἰπεῖν ἀµορφία καθ’ αὑτήν, ὅλως δ’ οὐχ οἷόν τ’ ἄνευ ταύτης τὴν τοῦ ὅλου φύσιν, 
ἀλλ’ οἷον ἰσοµοιρεῖν ἢ καὶ ὑπερέχειν τῆς ἑτέρας, ᾗ καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἐναντίας.  ps.Plutarch Hom. 2.145, 
1743–1747 Kindstrand ὁ γὰρ Πυθαγόρας τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς µεγίστην δύναµιν ἔχειν ἡγούµενος καὶ πάντα 
εἰς ἀριθµοὺς ἀναφέρων, … , δύο τὰς ἀνωτάτω ἀρχὰς ἐλάµβανε, τὴν µὲν ὡρισµένην µονάδα, τὴν δὲ 
ἀόριστον δυάδα καλῶν, τὴν µὲν ἀγαθῶν, τὴν δὲ κακῶν οὖσαν ἀρχήν.  Galen Di.Dec. 9.343.12–14 K. καθ’ 
ἕτερον τρόπον ἰδέαν µὲν τὴν µονάδα, τὴν δυάδα δὲ ὕλην ἄπειρον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 
39.14–15 διὰ τὸ µόνιµον δὲ καὶ τὸ ὅµοιον πάντῃ καὶ ἀρχικὸν τὸν νοῦν µονάδα τε καὶ ἓν ἔλεγον (sc. the 
Pythagoreans).  ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 6.4–5 de Falco ὅτι τὴν µονάδα ἐκάλουν οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι 
νοῦν, εἰκάζοντες τῷ ἑνί from Anatolius de Dec. p. 5.19–21 Heiberg ἐκάλουν δὲ αὐτὴν (sc. τὴν µονάδα) 
οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι νοῦν, εἰκάζοντες τῷ ἑνὶ αὐτήν, τῷ νοητῷ θεῷ, τῷ ἀγεννήτῳ, αὐτοκαλῷ, αὐτοαγαθῷ κτλ. 

Differently on the first principles:  Pythagorica Hypomnemata at Alex.Polyh. fr. 9 
Giannatasio Andria (Pythagorei 58B.1a DK) at D.L. 8.24–25 φησὶ δ’ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος ἐν Ταῖς τῶν 
φιλοσόφων διαδοχαῖς καὶ ταῦτα εὑρηκέναι ἐν Πυθαγορικοῖς ὑποµνήµασιν· (25) ἀρχὴν µὲν τῶν ἁπάντων 
µονάδα· ἐκ δὲ τῆς µονάδος ἀόριστον δυάδα ὡς ἂν ὕλην τῇ µονάδι αἰτίῳ ὄντι ὑποστῆναι· ἐκ δὲ τῆς 
µονάδος καὶ τῆς ἀορίστου δυάδος τοὺς ἀριθµούς κτλ.  Eudorus frs. 3–5 Mazzarelli  (in part verbatim) 
at Simp. in Phys. 181.7–30 καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι δὲ οὐ τῶν φυσικῶν µόνων ἀλλὰ καὶ πάντων ἁπλῶς µετὰ 
τὸ ἕν, ὃ πάντων ἀρχὴν ἔλεγον, ἀρχὰς δευτέρας καὶ στοιχειώδεις τὰ ἐναντία ἐτίθεσαν, αἷς καὶ τὰς δύο 
συστοιχίας ὑπέταττον οὐκέτι κυρίως ἀρχαῖς οὔσαις. γράφει δὲ περὶ τούτων ὁ Εὔδωρος τάδε· ῾κατὰ τὸν 
ἀνωτάτω λόγον φατέον τοὺς Πυθαγορικοὺς τὸ ἓν ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων λέγειν, κατὰ δὲ τὸν δεύτερον λόγον 
δύο ἀρχὰς τῶν ἀποτελουµένων εἶναι, τό τε ἓν καὶ τὴν ἐναντίαν τούτῳ φύσιν. ὑποτάσσεσθαι δὲ πάντων 
τῶν κατὰ ἐναντίωσιν ἐπινοουµένων τὸ µὲν ἀστεῖον τῷ ἑνί, τὸ δὲ φαῦλον τῇ πρὸς τοῦτο ἐναντιουµένῃ 
φύσει. διὸ µηδὲ εἶναι τὸ σύνολον ταύτας ἀρχὰς κατὰ τοὺς ἄνδρας. εἰ γὰρ ἡ µὲν τῶνδε ἡ δὲ τῶνδέ ἐστιν 
ἀρχή, οὐκ εἰσὶ κοιναὶ πάντων ἀρχαὶ ὥσπερ τὸ ἕν’. (fr. 4) καὶ πάλιν ῾διό’, φησί, καὶ κατ’ ἄλλον τρόπον 
ἀρχὴν ἔφασαν εἶναι τῶν πάντων τὸ ἕν, ὡς ἂν καὶ τῆς ὕλης καὶ τῶν ὄντων πάντων ἐξ αὐτοῦ γεγενηµένων. 
τοῦτο δὲ εἶναι καὶ τὸν ὑπεράνω θεόν’. (fr. 5) καὶ λοιπὸν ἀκριβολογούµενος ὁ Εὔδωρος ἀρχὴν µὲν τὸ ἓν 
αὐτοὺς τίθεσθαι λέγει, στοιχεῖα δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἑνὸς γενέσθαι φησίν, ἃ πολλοῖς αὐτοὺς ὀνόµασιν 
προσαγορεύειν. λέγει γάρ· ῾φηµὶ τοίνυν τοὺς περὶ τὸν Πυθαγόραν τὸ µὲν ἓν πάντων ἀρχὴν ἀπολιπεῖν, 
κατ’ ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον δύο τὰ ἀνωτάτω στοιχεῖα παρεισάγειν. καλεῖν δὲ τὰ δύο ταῦτα στοιχεῖα πολλαῖς 
προσηγορίαις· τὸ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ὀνοµάζεσθαι τεταγµένον ὡρισµένον γνωστὸν ἄρρεν περιττὸν δεξιὸν 
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φῶς, τὸ δὲ ἐναντίον τούτῳ ἄτακτον ἀόριστον ἄγνωστον θῆλυ ἀριστερὸν ἄρτιον σκότος, ὥστε ὡς µὲν 
ἀρχὴ τὸ ἕν, ὡς δὲ στοιχεῖα τὸ ἓν καὶ ἡ ἀόριστος δυάς, ἀρχαὶ ἄµφω ἓν ὄντα πάλιν. καὶ δῆλον ὅτι ἄλλο µέν 
ἐστιν ἓν ἡ ἀρχὴ τῶν πάντων, ἄλλο δὲ ἓν τὸ τῇ δυάδι ἀντικείµενον, ὃ καὶ µονάδα καλοῦσιν’.  Anon. 
Photii cod. 249, p. 237.16–23 Thesleff ὅτι διαφέρειν ἔλεγον οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου µονάδα καὶ ἕν. µονὰς 
µὲν γὰρ παρ’ αὐτοῖς ἐνοµίζετο ἡ ἐν τοῖς νοητοῖς οὖσα, ἓν δὲ τὸ ἐν τοῖς ἀριθµοῖς· ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ δύο τὸ ἐν 
τοῖς ἀριθµητοῖς· ἔλεγον δὲ τὴν δυάδα ἀόριστον, ὅτι ἡ µὲν µονὰς κατὰ τὴν ἰσότητα καὶ τὸ µέτρον 
λαµβάνεται, ἡ δὲ δυὰς καθ’ ὑπερβολὴν καὶ ἔλλειψιν· µεσότης µὲν οὖν καὶ µέτρον οὐ δύναται µᾶλλον καὶ 
ἧττον (439a) γενέσθαι· ἡ δὲ ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψις ἐπειδὴ ἐπ’ ἄπειρον προχωρεῖ, διὰ τοῦτο ἀόριστον 
αὐτὴν ἔλεγον δυάδα.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.261 + 277 (Test.Plat. 32 Gaiser, 12 Krämer, C1 + C2 
Isnardi Parente) ὁ Πυθαγόρας ἀρχὴν ἔφησεν εἶναι τῶν ὄντων τὴν µονάδα, ἧς κατὰ µετοχὴν ἕκαστον 
τῶν ὄντων ἓν λέγεται· καὶ ταύτην κατ’ αὐτότητα µὲν ἑαυτῆς νοουµένην µονάδα νοεῖσθαι, ἐπισυντεθεῖσαν 
δ’ ἑαυτῇ καθ’ ἑτερότητα ἀποτελεῖν τὴν καλουµένην ἀόριστον δυάδα. … (277) φασὶν ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς 
ταύταις τὸν µὲν τοῦ δρῶντος αἰτίου λόγον ἐπέχειν τὴν µονάδα, τὸν δὲ τῆς πασχούσης ὕλης τὴν δυάδα.   
§7[62–70]  Pythagoras  Aristotle Met. Α.6 986a22–23 (Pythagorei 58B.5 DK) ἕτεροι δὲ τῶν αὐτῶν 
τούτων τὰς ἀρχὰς δέκα λέγουσιν εἶναι τὰς κατὰ συστοιχίαν λεγοµένας.  ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 
83.5–9 de Falco λέγει δὲ (sc. Σπεύσιππος fr. 4 Lang, 122 Isnardi Parente, 28 Tarán; Philolaus 44A13 
DK) τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον περὶ αὐτῆς· ‘ἔστι δὲ τὰ δέκα τέλειος ⟨ἀριθµός⟩, καὶ ὀρθῶς τε καὶ κατὰ φύσιν εἰς 
τοῦτον καταντῶµεν παντοίως ἀριθµοῦντες Ἕλληνές τε καὶ πάντες ἄνθρωποι οὐδὲν αὐτοὶ ἐπιτηδεύοντες.  
Theon of Smyrna Exp. p. 99.17–23 Hiller πάντα µὲν γὰρ τὸν ἀριθµὸν εἰς δεκάδα ἤγαγον, ἐπειδὴ ὑπὲρ 
δεκάδα οὐδείς ἐστιν ἀριθµός, ἐν τῇ αὐξήσει πάλιν ἡµῶν ὑποστρεφόντων ἐπὶ µονάδα καὶ δυάδα καὶ τοὺς 
ἑξῆς· τὴν δὲ δεκάδα ἐπὶ τετράδα συνίστασθαι· ἓν γὰρ καὶ β΄καὶ γ΄ καὶ δ΄ ἐστι ι΄, ὥστε τοὺς 
δυνατωτάτους ἀριθµοὺς ἐντὸς τῆς τετράδος θεωρεῖσθαι. 
§7[62–63] Pythagoras:  ps.Aristotle Probl. 15.3 910b23–35 διὰ τί πάντες ἄνθρωποι, καὶ βάρβαροι καὶ 
Ἕλληνες, εἰς τὰ δέκα καταριθµοῦσι, καὶ οὐκ εἰς ἄλλον ἀριθµόν, οἷον βʹ, γʹ, δʹ, εʹ, εἶτα πάλιν 
ἐπαναδιπλοῦσιν, ἕνπεντε δύοπεντε, ὥσπερ ἕνδεκα δώδεκα; … πότερον ὅτι τὰ δέκα τέλειος ἀριθµός; … ἢ 
ὅτι ἀρχὴ ἡ δεκάς; ἓν γὰρ καὶ δύο καὶ τρία καὶ τέτταρα γίνεται δεκάς. Philo of Alexandria Opif. 47 εἰ 
γοῦν οἱ ἀπὸ µονάδος ἄχρι τετράδος ἑξῆς συντεθεῖεν ἀριθµοί, δεκάδα γεννήσουσιν, ἥτις ὅρος τῆς ἀπειρίας 
τῶν ἀριθµῶν ἐστι, περὶ ὃν ὡς καµπτῆρα εἱλοῦνται καὶ ἀνακάµπτουσι. Anatolius de Dec. p. 15.4–9 
Heiberg cf. at ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 86.1–5 de Falco δεκὰς … κύκλος ἐστὶ παντὸς ἀριθµοῦ καὶ 
πέρας· περὶ αὐτὸν γὰρ εἰλούµενοι ⟨καὶ⟩ ἀνακάµπτοντες ὥσπερ καµπτῆρα δολιχεύουσιν. ἔτι ὅρος ἐστὶ 
τῆς ἀπειρίας τῶν ἀριθµῶν· ἀπὸ µονάδος ⟨γὰρ⟩ µέχρι αὐτοῦ ἀριθµήσαντες καὶ στάντες ἕνδεκα καὶ 
δώδεκα λοιπὸν λέγοµεν.  Elias Prol. 25.20–22 ὁ δὲ δέκα τέλειος, οὐχ ὡς ἴσος τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ µέρεσιν, ἀλλ’ 
ὅτι πᾶς ἀριθµὸς καµπτῆρι αὐτῷ κέχρηται. 
§7[70–73]  ps.Pythagoras Carm.Aur. 47–48 (reading ναὶ µὰ τὸν ἁµετέρᾳ ψυχᾷ).  Theon of Smyrna 
Exp. p. 94.6–7 Hiller.  ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 22.21–22 de Falco.  Sextus Empiricus M. 4.2, 
7.94.  Hippolytus Ref. 6.23.  Porphyry V.P. 20.  Iamblichus V.P. 28.150, 29.162. etc.  Macrobius in 
Somn. 1.6.41 quaternarium quidem Pythagorei, quem τετρακτύν vocant, adeo quasi ad perfectionem 
animae pertinentem inter arcana venerantur, ut ex eo et iuris iurandi religionem sibi fecerint: οὐ µὰ 
τὸν ἁµετέρᾳ ψυχᾷ παραδόντα τετρακτύν / per qui nostrae animae numerum dedit ipse quaternum. 
§7[74–89]  Pythagoras:  Aristotle de An. 1.2 404b21–26 (on Plato, Test.Plat. 25A Gaiser, A22 
Isnardi Parente) ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἄλλως, νοῦν µὲν τὸ ἕν, ἐπιστήµην δὲ τὰ δύο (µοναχῶς γὰρ ἐφ’ ἕν), τὸν δὲ 
τοῦ ἐπιπέδου ἀριθµὸν δόξαν, αἴσθησιν δὲ τὸν τοῦ στερεοῦ. οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἀριθµοὶ τὰ εἴδη αὐτὰ καὶ αἱ ἀρχαὶ 
ἐλέγοντο, εἰσὶ δ’ ἐκ τῶν στοιχείων, κρίνεται δὲ τὰ πράγµατα τὰ µὲν νῷ, τὰ δ’ ἐπιστήµῃ, τὰ δὲ δόξῃ, τὰ δ’ 
αἰσθήσει· εἴδη δ’ οἱ ἀριθµοὶ οὗτοι τῶν πραγµάτων [v. below Themist. ad loc.].  ps.Archytas  de Intell. 
pp. 39.18–40.1 Thesleff τυγχάνοντι δὲ καὶ ἐν ἁµῖν αὐτοῖς κατὰ ψυχὰν γνώσιες τέτταρες· νόος, 
ἐπιστάµα, δόξα, αἴσθασις· ὧν αἱ µὲν δύο τῶ λόγω ἀρχαί ἐντι, οἷον νόος καὶ αἴσθασις, τὰ δὲ δύο τέλη, οἷον 
ἐπιστάµα καὶ δόξα. τὸ δ’ ὅµοιον ἀεὶ τῶ ὁµοίω γνωστικόν. φανερὸν ὦν ὅτι ὁ µὲν νόος ἐν ἁµῖν τῶν νοατῶν 
γνωστικός, ἁ δὲ ἐπιστάµα τῶν ἐπιστατῶν, ἁ δὲ δόξα τῶν δοξαστῶν, ἁ δὲ αἴσθασις τῶν αἰσθατῶν.  
Theon of Smyrna Exp.  p. 99.5 Hiller ὀγδόη (sc. τετρακτὺς) νοῦς ἐπιστήµη δόξα αἴσθησις.  Ut.Math. 
p. 98.1–3 νοῦς ἐπιστήµη δόξα αἴσθησις. νοῦς µὲν ὡς µονὰς ἐν οὐσίᾳ· ἐπιστήµη δὲ ὡς δυάς, ἐπειδή τινός 
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ἐστιν ἐπιστήµη· ⟨δόξα δὲ ὡς τριάς, ἐπειδὴ … .  Themistius in de An. 12.5–12 ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἄλλως τὸν αὐτὸν 
τοῦτον λόγον µετῄεσαν· ἐπειδὴ γὰρ ἡ ψυχὴ πλείοσι δυνάµεσι χρῆται εἰς κατάληψιν τῶν ὄντων, νῷ καὶ 
ἐπιστήµῃ καὶ δόξῃ καὶ αἰσθήσει, τὸν µὲν νοῦν ἔχειν ἐκ τῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἰδέας αὐτὴν διωρίζοντο, τὴν δὲ 
ἐπιστήµην ἐκ τῆς πρώτης δυάδος· ἀφ’ ἑνὸς γὰρ ἐφ’ ἓν καὶ ἡ ἐπιστήµη, ἀπὸ γὰρ τῶν προτάσεων ἐπὶ τὸ 
συµπέρασµα· τὴν δόξαν δὲ ἐκ τῆς πρώτης τριάδος, ὅσος ἦν καὶ τοῦ ἐπιπέδου ἀριθµός· τῆς γὰρ δόξης ἤδη 
καὶ τὸ ἀληθὲς καὶ τὸ ψεῦδος ἐκ τῶν προτάσεων· αἴσθησιν δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης τετράδος κτλ.  Simplicius 
in Phys. 26.26–29 see above at §7[3–5] + [10–14]. 
§7[76–82]  Pythagoras:  Plato Phlb. 15a–b ὁπόταν, ὦ παῖ, τὸ ἓν µὴ τῶν γιγνοµένων τε καὶ 
ἀπολλυµένων τις τιθῆται … . ἐνταυθοῖ µὲν γὰρ καὶ τὸ τοιοῦτον ἕν, ὅπερ εἴποµεν νυνδή, συγκεχώρηται τὸ 
µὴ δεῖν ἐλέγχειν· ὅταν δέ τις ἕνα ἄνθρωπον ἐπιχειρῇ τίθεσθαι καὶ βοῦν ἕνα καὶ τὸ καλὸν ἓν καὶ τὸ 
ἀγαθὸν ἕν, περὶ τούτων τῶν ἑνάδων καὶ τῶν τοιούτων ἡ πολλὴ σπουδὴ µετὰ διαιρέσεως ἀµφισβήτησις 
γίγνεται.—πῶς;—(b) πρῶτον µὲν εἴ τινας δεῖ τοιαύτας εἶναι µονάδας ὑπολαµβάνειν ἀληθῶς οὔσας· 
εἶτα πῶς αὖ ταύτας, µίαν ἑκάστην οὖσαν ἀεὶ τὴν αὐτὴν καὶ µήτε γένεσιν µήτε ὄλεθρον προσδεχοµένην, 
ὅµως εἶναι βεβαιότατα µίαν ταύτην, µετὰ δὲ τοῦτ’ ἐν τοῖς γιγνοµένοις αὖ καὶ ἀπείροις εἴτε διεσπασµένην 
καὶ πολλὰ γεγονυῖαν θετέον, εἴθ’ ὅλην αὐτὴν αὑτῆς ἓν ἅµα ἐν ἑνί τε καὶ πολλοῖς γίγνεσθαι.  Aristotle 
Περὶ τἀγαθοῦ fr. 2 Ross = fr. 28 R3  at Alex. in Met. 55.20–26.4 ἀρχὰς µὲν τῶν ὄντων τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς 
Πλάτων (Test.Plat. 22B Gaiser, 10 Krämer, C3 Isnardi Parente) τε καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι () ὑπετίθεντο … 
. καὶ ἐπεὶ τὰ εἴδη πρῶτά τε καὶ αἱ ἰδέαι πρῶται τῶν πρὸς αὐτὰ ὄντων κατ’ αὐτὸν καὶ παρ’ αὐτῶν τὸ εἶναι 
ἐχόντων (ἃ ὅτι ἔστι, διὰ πλειόνων ἐπειρᾶτο (sc. Πλάτων) δεικνύναι), τὰ εἴδη ἀριθµοὺς ἔλεγεν. εἰ γὰρ τὸ 
µονοειδὲς πρῶτον τῶν πρὸς αὐτοῦ ὄντων, µηδὲν δὲ πρῶτον ἀριθµοῦ, τὰ εἴδη ἀριθµοί.  Met. Α.6 987b20–
22 (on Plato, Test.Plat. 22A Gaiser, 9 Krämer, A1 Isnardi Parente) ὡς µὲν οὖν ὕλην τὸ µέγα καὶ τὸ 
µικρὸν εἶναι ἀρχάς, ὡς δ’ οὐσίαν τὸ ἕν· ἐξ ἐκείνων γὰρ κατὰ µέθεξιν τοῦ ἑνὸς τὰ εἴδη εἶναι τοὺς ἀριθµούς 
[cf. above §7[6–9], below §20].  Met. Α.9 991b10–11 (on Xenocrates, F 12 Isnardi Parente2) ἔτι 
εἴπερ εἰσὶν ἀριθµοὶ τὰ εἴδη, πῶς αἴτιοι ἔσονται;  Met. Ζ.2 1028b25–27 ἔνιοι (on Xenocrates, fr. 34 
Heinze, F 23 Isnardi Parente2) δὲ τὰ µὲν εἴδη καὶ τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχειν φασὶ φύσιν, τὰ δὲ 
ἄλλα ἐχόµενα, γραµµὰς καὶ ἐπίπεδα, µέχρι πρὸς τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ οὐσίαν καὶ τὰ αἰσθητά.  Met. Μ.1 
1076a19–21 ἐπεὶ δὲ οἱ µὲν δύο ταῦτα γένη ποιοῦσι, τάς τε ἰδέας καὶ τοὺς µαθηµατικοὺς ἀριθµούς, οἱ δὲ 
(Xenocrates fr 34 Heinze, F 27 Isnardi Parente2) µίαν φύσιν ἀµφοτέρων.  Met. Μ.9 1086a.5–11 οἱ δὲ 
(Xenocrates fr. 34 Heinze, F 30 Isnardi Parente2) τὰ εἴδη βουλόµενοι ἅµα καὶ ἀριθµοὺς ποιεῖν, οὐχ 
ὁρῶντες δέ, εἰ τὰς ἀρχάς τις ταύτας θήσεται, πῶς ἔσται ὁ µαθηµατικὸς ἀριθµὸς παρὰ τὸν εἰδητικόν, τὸν 
αὐτὸν εἰδητικὸν καὶ µαθηµατικὸν ἐποίησαν ἀριθµὸν τῷ λόγῳ, ἐπεὶ ἔργῳ γε ἀνῄρηται ὁ µαθηµατικός 
(ἰδίας γὰρ καὶ οὐ µαθηµατικὰς ὑποθέσεις λέγουσιν).  ps.Archytas  de Intell. p. 38.9–10 Thesleff ἔτι ὁ 
µὲν νόος ἀµερὴς καὶ ἀδιαίρετος, καθάπερ µονὰς καὶ στιγµή.   Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 
123.19–124.9 οἱ τὰς ἰδέας θέµενοι τὸ ἓν τὴν κυριωτάτην οὐσίαν ὑπολαµβάνοντες εἶναι, ὥσπερ οὖν καὶ οἱ 
Πυθαγόρειοι (—), τὴν κατὰ τὸ εἶδος τῶν ὄντων ἀρχήν τε καὶ αἰτίαν ταύτην ἐπίστευσαν εἶναι, διὰ τὸ 
ὁρᾶν τοῦ µὲν εἶναί τε καὶ σώζεσθαι ἑκάστῳ τὴν τοῦ ἑνὸς φύσιν οὖσαν αἰτίαν (ἓν γάρ τι ἕκαστον τῶν 
ὄντων καθὸ ἔστι), φθορᾶς δὲ αἰτίαν τὴν εἰς πολλὰ διάλυσιν τοῦ ἑνός· … διὰ τοῦτο ἀρχὴν αὐτὸ (sc. τὸ ἓν) 
τὴν κυριωτάτην πάντων τῶν ὄντων ὑπέθεντο, καὶ δὴ τὰς ἰδέας αἰτίας ἔλεγον τοῖς ἄλλοις τοῦ εἶναι 
ὥσπερ ἑνάδας τινὰς οὔσας, καὶ κατὰ τοῦτο τοῦ εἶναι τοῖς εἰς αὐτὰς ἀναγοµένοις τε καὶ ὑπαγοµένοις 
εἰδητικὰς οὔσας αἰτίας.  Plotinus Enn. 6.6.[34]9.27–34 ἢ γὰρ ἡ οὐσία αὐτοῦ ἢ ἡ ἐνέργεια ὁ ἀριθµὸς 
ἔσται, καὶ τὸ ζῷον αὐτὸ καὶ ὁ νοῦς ἀριθµός. ἆρ’ οὖν τὸ µὲν ὂν ἀριθµὸς ἡνωµένος, τὰ δὲ ὄντα 
ἐξεληλιγµένος ἀριθµός, νοῦς δὲ ἀριθµὸς ἐν ἑαυτῷ κινούµενος, τὸ δὲ ζῷον ἀριθµὸς περιέχων; ἐπεὶ καὶ ἀπὸ 
τοῦ ἑνὸς γενόµενον τὸ ὄν, ὡς ἦν ἓν ἐκεῖνο, δεῖ αὐτὸ οὕτως ἀριθµὸν εἶναι· διὸ καὶ τὰ εἴδη ἔλεγον καὶ 
ἑνάδας καὶ ἀριθµούς.  Proclus in Parm. 2.880.22–28 Steel, ὅθεν καὶ ὁ ἐν τῷ Φιλήβῳ (Phlb. 15a–b) 
Σωκράτης ποτὲ µὲν ‘ἑνάδας’ καλεῖ τὰς ἰδέας, ποτὲ δὲ ‘µονάδας’· εἰσὶ γὰρ ὡς µὲν πρὸς αὐτὸ τὸ ἓν 
µονάδες, διότι καὶ πλῆθός ἐστιν ἑκάστη καὶ ὄν τι οὖσα καὶ ζωὴ καὶ εἶδος νοερόν· ὡς δὲ πρὸς τὰ ἀπ’ 
αὐτῶν παραγόµενα καὶ τὰς σειρὰς ἃς ὑφιστᾶσιν, ἑνάδες· πληθύνεται γὰρ τὰ µετ’ αὐτὰς µεριστὰ 
γινόµενα ἀπὸ ἀµερίστων ἐκείνων.  Damascius in Phlb. 44 ναʹ. ὅτι ‘µονάδας’ καλεῖ καὶ ‘ἑνάδας’ τὰς τῶν 
εἰδῶν κορυφάς· πρὸς µὲν τὰ οἰκεῖα πλήθη τὰ ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ἑνάδας, πρὸς δὲ τὰ ὑπερούσια µονάδας.   
§7[76–80]  Pythagoras:  Plato Phd. 96d–e σκέψαι δὴ καὶ τάδε ἔτι. ᾤµην γὰρ ἱκανῶς µοι δοκεῖν, 



 Aetii qui dicitur 1.3 95 

ὁπότε τις φαίνοιτο ἄνθρωπος παραστὰς µέγας σµικρῷ (e) µείζων εἶναι αὐτῇ τῇ κεφαλῇ, καὶ ἵππος 
ἵππου.  Crat. 385a.  Tht. 195d ‘oὐκοῦν,’ φησί, ‘λέγεις ὅτι αὖ τὸν ἄνθρωπον ὃν διανοούµεθα µόνον, ὁρῶµεν 
δ’ οὔ, ἵππον οὐκ ἄν ποτε οἰηθείηµεν εἶναι, ὃν αὖ οὔτε ὁρῶµεν οὔτε ἁπτόµεθα, διανοούµεθα δὲ µόνον καὶ 
ἄλλ’ οὐδὲν αἰσθανόµεθα περὶ αὐτοῦ;’  Tht. 195d.  Aristotle Cat. 1b27–28 ἔστι δὲ οὐσία µὲν ὡς τύπῳ 
εἰπεῖν οἷον ἄνθρωπος, ἵππος.  Met. Ν.5 1092b8–11 οὐθὲν δὲ διώρισται οὐδὲ ὁποτέρως οἱ ἀριθµοὶ αἴτιοι 
τῶν οὐσιῶν καὶ τοῦ εἶναι, πότερον ὡς ὅροι (οἷον αἱ στιγµαὶ τῶν µεγεθῶν, καὶ ὡς Εὔρυτος (45A3 DK) 
ἔταττε τίς ἀριθµὸς τίνος, οἷον ὁδὶ µὲν ἀνθρώπου ὁδὶ δὲ ἵππου).  Theophrastus Met. 11 6a19–22 τοῦτο 
γὰρ τελέου καὶ φρονοῦντος, ὅ περ Ἀρχύτας (47A13 DK, A13 Text H Huffman) ποτ’ ἔφη ποιεῖν Εὔρυτον 
(45A2 DK) διατιθέντα τινὰς ψήφους· λέγειν γὰρ ὡς ὅδε µὲν ἀνθρώπου ὁ ἀριθµός, ὅδε δὲ ἵππου, ὅδε δ’ 
ἄλλου τινὸς τυγχάνει.  Aristotle Met. Δ.10 1018b5–6 οἷον ἄνθρωπος καὶ ἵππος ἄτοµα τῷ γένει οἱ δὲ 
λόγοι ἕτεροι αὐτῶν.  Varro LL 8.4.11 Aristoteles orationis duas partes esse dicit: vocabula et verba, ut 
homo et equus, et legit et currit.  Arius Didymus fr. 1 Diels at Eus. PE 11.23.3 and Stob. Ecl. 1.12.2a, p. 
135.20–136.2 =  Alcinous Did. c. 12 (where a few more words) p. 166.39–167.5 H. περὶ δὲ τῶν ἰδεῶν 
ὡδὶ διεξήρχετο· τῶν κατὰ φύσιν αἰσθητῶν κατὰ γένος ὡρισµένα τινὰ παραδείγµατα φάµενος εἶναι τὰς 
ἰδέας, ὧν τὰς ἐπιστήµας γίγνεσθαι καὶ τοὺς ὅρους· παρὰ πάντας γὰρ ἀνθρώπους ἄνθρωπόν τινα νοεῖσθαι 
καὶ παρὰ πάντας ἵππους ἵππον καὶ κοινῶς παρὰ πάντα ζῷα ζῷον ἀγένητον καὶ ἄφθαρτον· ὃν τρόπον δὲ 
σφραγῖδος µιᾶς ἐκµαγεῖα γίνεσθαι.  Arius Didymus fr. 40 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.12.3, pp. 136.23–137.3 
(on Stoics, SVF 1.65) ταῦτα δὲ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχαίων ἰδέας προσαγορεύεσθαι. τῶν γὰρ κατὰ τὰ ἐννοήµατα 
ὑποπιπτόντων εἶναι τὰς ἰδέας, οἷον ἀνθρώπων, ἵππων, κοινότερον εἰπεῖν πάντων τῶν ζῴων καὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων ὁπόσων λέγουσιν ἰδέας εἶναι.  Sextus Empiricus M. 3.41 ἐπισυνθετικῶς δὲ (sc. κατὰ δὲ τὴν ἀπὸ 
τῶν ἐναργῶν µετάβασιν νοεῖται) καθάπερ ἀπὸ ἵππου καὶ ἀνθρώπου ἱπποκένταυρος· ἵππεια γὰρ καὶ 
βρότεια µίξαντες µέλη ἐφαντασιώθηµεν τὸν µήτε ἄνθρωπον µήτε ἵππον ἀλλ’ ἐξ ἀµφοτέρων σύνθετον 
ἱπποκένταυρον.  M. 10.263 (on Plato, Test.Plat. 32 Gaiser, 12 Krämer, C2 Isnardi Parente) τῶν γὰρ 
ὄντων, φασί, τὰ µὲν κατὰ διαφορὰν νοεῖται, τὰ δὲ κατ’ ἐναντίωσιν, τὰ δὲ πρός τι. κατὰ διαφορὰν µὲν οὖν 
εἶναι τὰ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ καὶ κατ’ ἰδίαν περιγραφὴν ὑποκείµενα, οἷον ἄνθρωπος ἵππος φυτὸν γῆ ὕδωρ ἀὴρ 
πῦρ.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.58 ἔστι δὲ προσηγορία µὲν κατὰ τὸν Διογένην (SVF 3 Diog. 22) µέρος 
λόγου σηµαῖνον κοινὴν ποιότητα, οἷον ἄνθρωπος, ἵππος.  Dionysius Thrax p. 1.34.1–2 Uhlig 
προσηγορικὸν δέ ἐστι τὸ τὴν κοινὴν οὐσίαν σηµαῖνον, οἷον ἄνθρωπος, ἵππος.  Ammonius Hermeiou in 
Isag. 40.6–9 ὁ τοίνυν Ἀντισθένης (fr. 50c Decleva Caizzi, 149A Prince) ἔλεγε τὰ γένη καὶ τὰ εἴδη ἐν 
ψιλαῖς ἐπινοίαις εἶναι λέγων ὅτι ‘ἵππον µὲν ὁρῶ, ἱππότητα δὲ οὐχ ὁρῶ’, καὶ πάλιν ‘ἄνθρωπον µὲν ὁρῶ, 
ἀνθρωπότητα δὲ οὐχ ὁρῶ’. 
§7[81–82]  Pythagoras:  Philo of Alexandria Agric. 67 χρεµετιστικῷ ζῴῳ.  Galen MM 10.149.11–12 
K. ἵππον γὰρ δήπου καλεῖς τὶ, τὸ ζῶον δηλονότι τὸ χρεµετιστικόν;  Sextus Empiricus P. 2.211 ῾ὦ ζῷον 
λογικὸν θνητόν, νοῦ καὶ ἐπιστήµης δεκτικόν, ἀπήντητό σοι ζῷον γελαστικὸν πλατυώνυχον, ἐπιστήµης 
πολιτικῆς δεκτικόν, ζῴῳ θνητῷ χρεµετιστικῷ τὰ σφαιρώµατα ἐφηδρακός’.  ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 
30.2–5 de Falco οὐ µόνον δὲ τὸν τοῦ σώµατος ἐπέχει λόγον τετράς, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸν τῆς ψυχῆς· ὡς γὰρ τὸν 
ὅλον κόσµον φασὶ κατὰ ἁρµονίαν διοικεῖσθαι, οὕτω καὶ τὸ ζῶον ψυχοῦσθαι. 
§7[84–87]  Pythagoras:  Aristotle Top. 1.1 100a25–27 ἔστι δὴ συλλογισµὸς λόγος ἐν ᾧ τεθέντων 
τινῶν ἕτερόν τι τῶν κειµένων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συµβαίνει διὰ τῶν κειµένων.  APr. 1.1 24b18–20 συλλογισµὸς 
δέ ἐστι λόγος ἐν ᾧ τεθέντων τινῶν ἕτερόν τι τῶν κειµένων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συµβαίνει τῷ ταῦτα εἶναι.  Cael. 
1.1 286a10–19 καθάπερ γάρ φασι καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.17 DK), τὸ πᾶν καὶ τὰ πάντα τοῖς τρισὶν 
ὥρισται· τελευτὴ γὰρ καὶ µέσον καὶ ἀρχὴ τὸν ἀριθµὸν ἔχει τὸν τοῦ παντός, ταῦτα δὲ τὸν τῆς τριάδος. … 
ἀποδίδοµεν δὲ καὶ τὰς προσηγορίας τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον· τὰ γὰρ δύο ἄµφω µὲν λέγοµεν καὶ τοὺς δύο 
ἀµφοτέρους, πάντας δ’ οὐ λέγοµεν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ τῶν τριῶν ταύτην τὴν κατηγορίαν κατάφαµεν πρῶτον.  
Alcinous Did. c. 6, p. 157.5–10 H. ἔστι δὲ  ὁ συλλογισµὸς λόγος, ἐν ᾧ τεθέντων τινῶν ἕτερόν τι 
τῶν κειµένων δι’ αὐτῶν τῶν τεθέντων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συµβαίνει.  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.354.4–6 K. ιθ΄. 
συλλογισµός ἐστι λόγος ἐν ᾧ τεθέντων τινῶν ἕτερόν τι τῶν τεθέντων κατ’ ἀνάγκην συνάγεται πρότερον 
ἀγνοούµενον.  Apollonius Sophista Lex.Hom. p. 154.35–155.1 Bekker τὰ γὰρ τρία ἀρχὴν πλήθους 
σηµαίνει, ὅθεν καὶ ‘τρὶς µάκαρες Δαναοί’ (Hom. Od. 5.306).  Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 26.3 de Falco 
πλῆθος ἐν τριάδι πρῶτον ὤφθη.  Sextus Empiricus M. 7.151 (SVF 1.69) τρία γὰρ εἶναί φασιν ἐκεῖνοι τὰ 
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συζυγοῦντα ἀλλήλοις, ἐπιστήµην καὶ δόξαν καὶ τὴν ἐν µεθορίῳ τούτων τεταγµένην κατάληψιν, ὧν 
ἐπιστήµην µὲν εἶναι τὴν ἀσφαλῆ καὶ βεβαίαν καὶ ἀµετάθετον ὑπὸ λόγου κατάληψιν, δόξαν δὲ τὴν 
ἀσθενῆ καὶ ψευδῆ συγκατάθεσιν, κατάληψιν δὲ τὴν µεταξὺ τούτων.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.47 (SVF 
1.68) αὐτήν τε τὴν ἐπιστήµην φασὶν ἢ κατάληψιν ἀσφαλῆ ἢ κτλ.  Themistius in de An. 12.7–9 τὸν µὲν 
νοῦν ἔχειν ἐκ τῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἰδέας αὐτὴν διωρίζοντο, τὴν δὲ ἐπιστήµην ἐκ τῆς πρώτης δυάδος· ἀφ’ ἑνὸς 
γὰρ ἐφ’ ἓν καὶ ἡ ἐπιστήµη, ἀπὸ γὰρ τῶν προτάσεων ἐπὶ τὸ συµπέρασµα. 
§8  Italic Succession:  Aristotle Met. Α.6 987a29–31 … ἡ Πλάτωνος ἐπεγένετο πραγµατεία, τὰ 
µὲν πολλὰ τούτοις (sc. τοῖς Πυθαγορείοις) ἀκολουθοῦσα, δὲ καὶ ἴδια παρὰ τὴν τῶν Ἰταλικῶν 
ἔχουσα φιλοσοφίαν.  Met. Α.6 988a26 οἱ δ’ Ἰταλικοί. 
§9  Heraclitus Hippasus: Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a7–8 Ἵππασος δὲ πῦρ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (18A7DK) 
καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (cf. 22A5 DK).  Simplicius in Phys. 23.33–24.12 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. 
fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G) Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (18A7 DK) καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (22A5 
DK) ἓν καὶ οὗτοι καὶ κινούµενον καὶ πεπερασµένον, ἀλλὰ πῦρ ἐποίησαν τὴν ἀρχὴν καὶ ἐκ πυρὸς ποιοῦσι 
τὰ ὄντα πυκνώσει καὶ µανώσει καὶ διαλύουσι πάλιν εἰς πῦρ, ὡς ταύτης µιᾶς οὔσης φύσεως τῆς 
ὑποκειµένης· πυρὸς γὰρ ἀµοιβὴν εἶναί φησιν Ἡράκλειτος πάντα. ποιεῖ δὲ καὶ τάξιν τινὰ καὶ χρόνον 
ὡρισµένον τῆς τοῦ κόσµου µεταβολῆς κατά τινα εἱµαρµένην ἀνάγκην. … ἔτι δὲ εἰ στοιχεῖον µὲν τὸ 
ἐλάχιστόν ἐστιν ἐξ οὗ γίνεται τὰ ἄλλα καὶ εἰς ὃ ἀναλύεται, λεπτοµερέστατον δὲ τῶν ἄλλων τὸ πῦρ, 
τοῦτο ἂν εἴη µάλιστα στοιχεῖον. 
§10  Diogenes:  Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a5–7 Ἀναξιµένης (fr. 2 Wöhrle) δὲ ἀέρα καὶ Διογένης (—) 
πρότερον ὕδατος καὶ µάλιστ’ ἀρχὴν τιθέασι τῶν ἁπλῶν σωµάτων [cf. above §3].  Simplicius in Phys. 
25.1–4 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels, 226A FHS&G) Διογένης δὲ ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (64A5 DK, 
T4 Laks), σχεδὸν νεώτατος γεγονὼς τῶν περὶ ταῦτα σχολασάντων … · τὴν δὲ τοῦ παντὸς φύσιν ἀέρα 
καὶ οὗτός φησιν ἄπειρον εἶναι καὶ ἀίδιον. 
§11  Xenophanes:  Aristotle Met. Α.5 986b21–22 Ξενοφάνης (21A30 DK) δὲ πρῶτος τούτων ἑνίσας (ὁ 
γὰρ Παρµενίδης τούτου λέγεται µαθητής).  Simplicius in Phys. 22.26–29 µίαν δὲ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἤτοι ἓν τὸ 
ὂν καὶ πᾶν καὶ οὔτε πεπερασµένον οὔτε ἄπειρον οὔτε κινούµενον οὔτε ἠρεµοῦν Ξενοφάνην τὸν 
Κολοφώνιον (21A31 DK) τὸν Παρµενίδου διδάσκαλον ὑποτίθεσθαί φησιν ὁ Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. fr. 5 
Diels, 224 FHS&G). 
§12  Philolaus:  Philolaus at D.L. 8.85  τοῦτόν (sc. Φιλόλαον, 44B1 DK) φησι Δηµήτριος ἐν Ὁµωνύµοις 
(fr. 26 Mejer) πρῶτον ἐκδοῦναι τῶν Πυθαγορικῶν ⟨τὰ⟩ Περὶ φύσεως, ὧν ἀρχὴ ἥδε · ‘ἁ φύσις δ’ ἐν τῷ 
κόσµῳ ἁρµόχθη ἐξ ἀπείρων τε καὶ περαινόντων καὶ ὅλος ⟨ὁ⟩ κόσµος καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ πάντα’.  at Stob. 
Ecl. 1.21.7a (44B2.6–7 DK) δῆλον τἆρα ὅτι ἐκ περαινόντων τε καὶ ἀπείρων ὅ τε κόσµος καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ 
συναρµόχθη.  Aristotle Met. Α.5 986a22–23 ἕτεροι δὲ τῶν αὐτῶν τούτων (sc. τῶν Πυθαγορείων, 58B.5 
DK) τὰς ἀρχὰς δέκα λέγουσιν εἶναι τὰς κατὰ συστοιχίαν λεγοµένας, πέρας {καὶ} ἄπειρον κτλ. 
§§13–14  Leucippus Democritus:  Simplicius in Phys. 28.4–19 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 
229 FHS&G) Λεύκιππος δὲ ὁ Ἐλεάτης ἢ Μιλήσιος (67A8 DK) … ἄπειρα καὶ ἀεὶ κινούµενα ὑπέθετο 
στοιχεῖα τὰς ἀτόµους … τὴν γὰρ τῶν ἀτόµων οὐσίαν ναστὴν καὶ πλήρη ὑποτιθέµενος ὂν ἔλεγεν εἶναι καὶ 
ἐν τῷ κενῷ φέρεσθαι … . παραπλησίως δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος αὐτοῦ Δηµόκριτος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (68A38 DK) 
ἀρχὰς ἔθετο τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν. 
§13  Leucippus:  Aristotle Met. Α 4.985b4–6 Λεύκιππος (67A6 DK) δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος αὐτοῦ 
Δηµόκριτος στοιχεῖα µὲν τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενὸν εἶναί φασι.  Simplicius in Phys. 28.4–16 
(Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229 FHS&G) Λεύκιππος δὲ ὁ Ἐλεάτης ἢ Μιλήσιος (67A8 DK) 
(ἀµφοτέρως γὰρ λέγεται περὶ αὐτοῦ) … τὴν γὰρ τῶν ἀτόµων οὐσίαν ναστὴν καὶ πλήρη ὑποτιθέµενος … 
παραπλησίως δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος αὐτοῦ Δηµόκριτος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης ἀρχὰς ἔθετο τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν. 
§14  Democritus:  (cf. above §13) Aristotle Περὶ Δηµοκρίτου fr. 208 R3 (verbatim) at Simp. in Cael. 
294.33–295.5 ὀλίγα δὲ ἐκ τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους περὶ Δηµοκρίτου παραγραφέντα δηλώσει τὴν τῶν ἀνδρῶν 
ἐκείνων διάνοιαν· ῾Δηµόκριτος (68A37 DK) ἡγεῖται τὴν τῶν ἀιδίων φύσιν εἶναι µικρὰς οὐσίας πλῆθος 
ἀπείρους, ταύταις δὲ τόπον ἄλλον ὑποτίθησιν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει· προσαγορεύει δὲ τὸν µὲν τόπον 
τοῖσδε τοῖς ὀνόµασι τῷ τε κενῷ καὶ τῷ οὐδενὶ καὶ τῷ ἀπείρῳ, τῶν δὲ οὐσιῶν ἑκάστην τῷ τε δὲν καὶ τῷ 
ναστῷ καὶ τῷ ὄντι.’ (κτλ.) 
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§16[117–118]  Epicurus Democritus:  Cicero Fat. 46 'declinat', inquit (Epicurus fr. 281, p. 200.31–33 
Usener), 'atomus'. primum cur? aliam enim quandam vim motus habebant a Democrito (68A47 
DK) inpulsionis, quam ‘plagam’ ille appellat, a te, Epicure (fr. 281, p. 200.30–33 Usener), gravitatis 
et ponderis. 
§16[115–117] Epicurus Democritus:  differently Aristotle GC 1.8 326a9–10 βαρύτερόν γε κατὰ τὴν 
ὑπεροχήν φησιν εἶναι Δηµόκριτος (68A60 DK) ἕκαστον τῶν ἀδιαιρέτων.  Theophrastus Sens. 61–62 
(Democritus 68A135 DK) βαρὺ µὲν οὖν καὶ κοῦφον τῷ µεγέθει διαιρεῖ Δηµόκριτος. εἰ γὰρ διακριθείη 
καθ’ ἓν ἕκαστον, εἰ καὶ κατὰ σχῆµα διαφέροι {διαφέρει}, σταθµοῦ ἂν ἐπὶ µεγέθει τὴν φύσιν ἔχειν. οὐ µὴν 
ἀλλ’ ἔν γε τοῖς µικτοῖς κουφότερον µὲν εἶναι τὸ πλέον ἔχον κενόν, βαρύτερον δὲ τὸ ἔλαττον. ἐν ἐνίοις µὲν 
οὕτως εἴρηκεν. (62) ἐν ἄλλοις δὲ κοῦφον εἶναί φησιν ἁπλῶς τὸ λεπτόν.  Simplicius in Cael. 569.5–9. 
§16[118–119]  Leucippus Democritus:  differently on the early Atomists e.g. Aristotle GC 1.1 
314a21–23 Δηµόκριτος (fr. 240 Luria) δὲ καὶ Λεύκιππος (67A9 DK) ἐκ σωµάτων ἀδιαιρέτων τἆλλα 
συγκεῖσθαί φασι, ταῦτα δ’ ἄπειρα καὶ τὸ πλῆθος εἶναι καὶ τὰς µορφάς. 
§16[119–121]  Leucippus Democritus:  Aristotle Cael. 3.4 303a12–14 ποῖον δὲ καὶ τί ἑκάστου τὸ 
σχῆµα τῶν στοιχείων, οὐθὲν ἐπιδιώρισαν (Leucippus 67A15 DK), ἀλλὰ µόνον τῷ πυρὶ τὴν σφαῖραν 
ἀπέδωκαν .  Cicero ND 1.66 ista enim flagitia Democriti sive etiam ante Leucippi (67A15), esse 
corpuscula quaedam levia alia aspera, rutunda alia, partim autem angulata et hamata, curvata 
quaedam et quasi adunca. etc. 
§16  Epicurus:  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.42 πρός τε τούτοις τὰ ἄτοµα τῶν σωµάτων καὶ µεστά, ἐξ 
ὧν καὶ αἱ συγκρίσεις γίνονται καὶ εἰς ἃ διαλύονται, ἀπερίληπτά ἐστι ταῖς διαφοραῖς τῶν σχηµάτων· οὐ 
γὰρ δυνατὸν γενέσθαι τὰς τοσαύτας διαφορὰς ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν σχηµάτων περιειληµµένων. καὶ καθ’ 
ἑκάστην δὲ σχηµάτισιν ἁπλῶς ἄπειροί εἰσιν αἱ ὅµοιαι, ταῖς δὲ διαφοραῖς οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἄπειροι, ἀλλὰ µόνον 
ἀπερίληπτοι.  Cicero Fat. 46 see §16[11–12]   Simplicius in Phys. 81.34–82.3 τὸ ἀδιαίρετον πολλαχῶς, 
ἢ τὸ µήπω διῃρηµένον οἷόν τε δὲ διαιρεθῆναι καθάπερ ἕκαστον τῶν συνεχῶν, ἢ τὸ µηδὲ ὅλως πεφυκὸς 
διαιρεῖσθαι τῷ µὴ ἔχειν µέρη εἰς ἃ ⟨ἂν⟩ διαιρεθῇ, ὥσπερ στιγµὴ καὶ µονάς, ἢ τῷ µόρια µὲν ἔχειν καὶ 
µέγεθος, ἀπαθὲς δὲ εἶναι διὰ στερρότητα καὶ ναστότητα, καθάπερ ἑκάστη τῶν Δηµοκρίτου (fr. 212 
Luria) ἀτόµων. 
§19  Empedocles:  Aristotle Met. Α.3 984a8–11 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A28 DK) δὲ τὰ τέτταρα, πρὸς τοῖς 
εἰρηµένοις (sc. ὕδατι ἀέρι πυρί) γῆν προστιθεὶς τέταρτον (ταῦτα γὰρ ἀεὶ διαµένειν καὶ οὐ γίγνεσθαι 
ἀλλ’ ἢ πλήθει καὶ ὀλιγότητι, συγκρινόµενα καὶ διακρινόµενα εἰς ἕν τε καὶ ἐξ ἑνός).  Simplicius in Phys. 
25.19–26 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels, 227A FHS&G) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ὁ Ἀκραγαντῖνος (31A7 
DK), οὐ πολὺ κατόπιν τοῦ Ἀναξαγόρου γεγονώς, Παρµενίδου δὲ ζηλωτὴς καὶ πλησιαστὴς καὶ ἔτι 
µᾶλλον τῶν Πυθαγορείων. οὗτος δὲ τὰ µὲν σωµατικὰ στοιχεῖα ποιεῖ τέτταρα, πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα καὶ ὕδωρ 
καὶ γῆν, ἀίδια µὲν ὄντα πλήθει καὶ ὀλιγότητι, µεταβάλλοντα δὲ κατὰ τὴν σύγκρισιν καὶ διάκρισιν, τὰς 
δὲ κυρίως ἀρχάς, ὑφ’ ὧν κινεῖται ταῦτα, Φιλίαν καὶ Νεῖκος. δεῖ γὰρ διατελεῖν ἐναλλὰξ κινούµενα τὰ 
στοιχεῖα, ποτὲ µὲν ὑπὸ τῆς Φιλίας συγκρινόµενα, ποτὲ δὲ ὑπὸ τοῦ Νείκους διακρινόµενα· ὥστε καὶ ἓξ 
εἶναι κατ’ αὐτὸν τὰς ἀρχάς. 
§§20–21  Plato Aristotle:  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 21 Diels (fr. 161A FHS&G) at Taurus fr. 26B 
Lakmann at Philop. Aet. 520.18–521.2 Θεόφραστός φησιν ‘εἰ τὸ ὁρατὸν καὶ τὸ ἁπτὸν ἐκ γῆς καὶ πυρός 
ἐστιν, τὰ ἄστρα καὶ ὁ οὐρανὸς ἔσται ἐκ τούτων (Pl. Tim. 31B)· οὐκ ἔστιν δέ’. ταῦτα λέγει εἰσάγων τὸ 
πέµπτον σῶµα τὸ κυκλοφορητικόν. ὅταν οὖν ἐκεῖνο παραστήσῃ, ὅτι ἔστιν, τότε πρὸς ταῦτα 
ἐνιστάσθω’.—σκοπεῖν ἄξιον, πῶς οὐ µόνον ἀληθὲς οἴεται Πλάτωνα ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων µόνων στοιχείων 
συγκεῖσθαι τὸν κόσµον λέγειν ὁ τούτου ἐξηγητὴς Ταῦρος, ἀλλὰ καὶ Θεοφράστῳ µάχεται λέγοντι µὴ 
εἶναι ἐκ τούτων τὸν οὐρανόν (τῆς γὰρ Ἀριστοτέλους διατριβῆς ὁ Θεόφραστος).  Philo of Alexandria 
Heres 283 πέµπτη γάρ, ὡς ὁ τῶν ἀρχαίων λόγος, ἔστω τις οὐσία κυκλοφορητική, τῶν τεττάρων κατὰ τὸ 
κρεῖττον διαφέρουσα, ἐξ ἧς οἵ τε ἀστέρες καὶ ὁ σύµπας οὐρανὸς ἔδοξε γεγενῆσθαι.  Atticus fr. 7.1 Des 
Places at Eus. PE 15.17.1 ἐλπίσας (sc. ᾿Αριστοτέλης) περιττότερος φανεῖσθαι τῷ φρονεῖν εἴ τι σῶµα ἐκ 
περιττοῦ προσθείη, προσκατηρίθµησε τοῖς φαινοµένοις τέτταρσι σώµασι τὴν πέµπτην οὐσίαν.  fr. 8.7 
Des Places at Eus. PE 15.8.7 ὁ δ’ (sc. ᾿Αριστοτέλης) ᾗπερ ἄλλῳ σώµατι ἄλλην, οὕτω δὲ καὶ τὴν ἐν 
κύκλῳ (sc. κίνησιν), καθάπερ σωµατικήν τινα, τῷ πέµπτῳ προσένειµε σώµατι, πάντ' εὐκόλως αὑτὸν 
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ἐξαπατήσας.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Mete. 5.15–17 λαβὼν (sc. ᾿Αριστοτέλης) τέσσαρα εἶναι 
σώµατα ἁπλᾶ τε καὶ ἐπ’ εὐθείας κινούµενα, εἶναι δὲ καὶ πέµπτον τὸ αἰθέριόν τε καὶ κυκλοφορητικόν, 
τούτοις χρῆται πρὸς τὴν τῶν προκειµένων θεωρίαν. 
§20  Plato:  Aristotle de An. 3.4 429a27–29 καὶ εὖ δὴ οἱ λέγοντες τὴν ψυχὴν εἶναι τόπον εἰδῶν, πλὴν 
ὅτι οὔτε ὅλη ἀλλ’ ἡ νοητική, οὔτε ἐντελεχείᾳ ἀλλὰ δυνάµει τὰ εἴδη.  Met. Α.6 988a7–10 Πλάτων ...· 
φανερὸν δ’ ἐκ τῶν εἰρηµένων ὅτι δυοῖν αἰτίαιν µόνον κέχρηται, τῇ τε τοῦ τί ἐστι καὶ τῇ κατὰ τὴν ὕλην.  
Met. Α.6 987a29–b21 (Test.Plat. 22A Gaiser, 9 Krämer, A1 Isnardi Parente) µετὰ δὲ τὰς εἰρηµένας 
φιλοσοφίας ἡ Πλάτωνος ἐπεγένετο πραγµατεία, τὰ µὲν πολλὰ τούτοις ἀκολουθοῦσα, τὰ δὲ καὶ ἴδια 
παρὰ τὴν τῶν Ἰταλικῶν ἔχουσα φιλοσοφίαν. … Σωκράτους δὲ περὶ µὲν τὰ ἠθικὰ πραγµατευοµένου περὶ 
δὲ τῆς ὅλης φύσεως οὐθέν, ἐν µέντοι τούτοις τὸ καθόλου ζητοῦντος καὶ περὶ ὁρισµῶν ἐπιστήσαντος 
πρώτου τὴν διάνοιαν, ἐκεῖνον ἀποδεξάµενος διὰ τὸ τοιοῦτον ὑπέλαβεν ὡς περὶ ἑτέρων τοῦτο γιγνόµενον 
καὶ οὐ τῶν αἰσθητῶν τινος. … οὗτως οὖν τὰ µὲν τοιαῦτα τῶν ὄντων ἰδέας προσηγόρευσε, τὰ δ’ αἰσθητὰ 
παρὰ ταῦτα καὶ κατὰ ταῦτα λέγεσθαι πάντα. … ἐπεὶ δ’ αἴτια τὰ εἴδη τοῖς ἄλλοις, τἀκείνων στοιχεῖα 
πάντων ᾠήθη τῶν ὄντων εἶναι στοιχεῖα. ὡς µὲν οὖν ὕλην τὸ µέγα καὶ τὸ µικρὸν εἶναι ἀρχάς, ὡς δ’ οὐσίαν 
τὸ ἕν.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 9 Diels, 230 FHS&G at Simp. in Phys. 26.7-15 (verbatim) ὁ µέντοι 
Θεόφραστος τοὺς ἄλλους προϊστορήσας ‘τούτοις, φησίν, ἐπιγενόµενος Πλάτων, τῇ µὲν δόξῃ καὶ τῇ 
δυνάµει πρότερος τοῖς δὲ χρόνοις ὕστερος καὶ τὴν πλείστην πραγµατείαν περὶ τῆς πρώτης φιλοσοφίας 
ποιησάµενος, ἐπέδωκεν ἑαυτὸν καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἁψάµενος τῆς περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίας· ἐν ᾗ δύο τὰς 
ἀρχὰς βούλεται ποιεῖν τὸ µὲν ὑποκείµενον ὡς ὕλην ὃ προσαγορεύει ῾πανδεχές’ (Tim. 51a), τὸ δὲ ὡς 
αἴτιον καὶ κινοῦν ὃ περιάπτει τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ δυνάµει.’ ὁ µέντοι Ἀλέξανδρος ὡς τρεῖς 
λέγοντος τὰς ἀρχὰς ἀποµνηµονεύει τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ παράδειγµα, καίτοι σαφῶς τὸ τελικὸν 
αἴτιον τοῦ Πλάτωνος προσθέντος κτλ.  Philo of Alexandria Opif. 20 καθάπερ οὖν ἡ ἐν τῷ 
ἀρχιτεκτονικῷ προδιατυπωθεῖσα πόλις χώραν ἐκτὸς οὐκ εἶχεν, ἀλλ’ ἐνεσφράγιστο τῇ τοῦ τεχνίτου 
ψυχῇ, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον οὐδ’ ὁ ἐκ τῶν ἰδεῶν κόσµος ἄλλον ἂν ἔχοι τόπον ἢ τὸν θεῖον λόγον τὸν ταῦτα 
διακοσµήσαντα.  Plutarch Is.Osir. 374F τόν τε νοῦν ἔνιοι (Arist. de An. 3.4 429a27) τόπον εἰδῶν 
ἀπεφήναντο καὶ τῶν νοητῶν οἷον ἐκµαγεῖον (cf. below ch. 1.9.4).  Quaest.Conv. 720A-B ‘εἴσεσθε 
ῥᾳδίως’, εἶπον, ‘ἀναµνήσαντες αὑτοὺς τῆς ἐν Τιµαίῳ (29e ff.) διαιρέσεως, ᾗ διεῖλε τριχῇ τὰ πρῶθ’, ὑφ’ 
ὧν τὴν γένεσιν ὁ κόσµος ἔσχεν, ὧν τὸ µὲν θεὸν (B) τῷ δικαιοτάτῳ τῶν ὀνοµάτων τὸ δ’ ὕλην τὸ δ’ ἰδέαν 
καλοῦµεν. ἡ µὲν οὖν ὕλη τῶν ὑποκειµένων ἀτακτότατόν ἐστιν, ἡ δ’ ἰδέα τῶν παραδειγµάτων κάλλιστον, 
ὁ δὲ θεὸς τῶν αἰτίων ἄριστον.  Alcinous Did. 9 p. 163.11–14 H. ἀρχικὸν δὲ λόγον ἐπεχούσης τῆς ὕλης, 
ἔτι καὶ ἄλλας ἀρχὰς παραλαµβάνει, τήν τε παραδειγµατικήν, τουτέστι τὴν τῶν ἰδεῶν, καὶ τὴν τοῦ 
πατρός τε καὶ αἰτίου πάντων θεοῦ.  Apuleius Plat. 1.4 p. 91.22–23 Moreschini initia rerum tria esse 
arbitratur Plato: deum et materiam inabsolutam, informem, nulla specie nec qualitatis 
significatione distinctam, rerumque formas, quas ἰδέας idem vocat.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.52 
περὶ µὲν τῶν αὐτῷ (sc. τῷ Πλάτωνι) δοκούντων ἀποφαίνεται διὰ τεττάρων προσώπων, Σωκράτους, 
Τιµαίου, τοῦ Ἀθηναίου ξένου, τοῦ Ἐλεάτου ξένου.  Theodoret CAG 2.104 (from Eusebius) τῶν γὰρ 
ἀτοπωτάτων Πλάτωνος µὲν ἀνέχεσθαι καὶ αἴτιον τῆς ὕλης τὸν Θεὸν λέγοντος καὶ ξυναΐδιον τοῦ Θεοῦ 
τὴν ὕλην ἀποκαλοῦντος καὶ τὰς ἰδέας ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ ξὺν τῷ Θεῷ φάσκοντος εἶναι.  Augustine C.D. 
7.28.15–23 Dombart–Kalb (Varro Ant.Rer.Div. fr. 206 Cardauns) hinc etiam Samothracum nobilia 
mysteria in superiore libro sic interpretatur (sc. Varro) eaque se, quae nec suis nota sunt, scribendo 
expositurum eisque missurum quasi religiosissime pollicetur. dicit enim se ibi multis indiciis 
collegisse in simulacris aliud significare caelum, aliud terram, aliud exempla rerum, quas Plato 
appellat ideas; caelum Iovem, terram Iunonem, ideas Minervam vult intellegi; caelum a quo fiat 
aliquid, terram de qua fiat, exemplum secundum quod fiat.  Proclus in Tim. 1.357.12–16 καλεῖν δὲ 
εἰώθασι τὸ µὲν τελικὸν αἴτιον δι’ ὅ, τὸ δὲ παραδειγµατικὸν πρὸς ὅ, τὸ δὲ δηµιουργικὸν ὑφ’ οὗ, τὸ δὲ 
ὀργανικὸν δι’ οὗ, τὸ δὲ εἶδος καθ’ ὅ, τὴν δὲ ὕλην ἐξ οὗ ἢ ἐν ᾧ, ταῦτα καὶ αὐτῷ τῷ Πλάτωνι δοκοῦντα τὰ 
ὀνόµατα λαµβάνοντες.  Philoponus Aet. 6.8, p. 147.19–20 Rabe ἔστιν γὰρ ἀρχὴ καὶ ὁ δηµιουργὸς καὶ 
τὸ παράδειγµα καὶ ἡ ὕλη.  Simplicius in Phys. 26.5–7 Πλάτων τρία µὲν τὰ κυρίως αἴτια τίθησι τό τε 
ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ παράδειγµα καὶ τὸ τέλος, τρία δὲ τὰ συναίτια τήν τε ὕλην καὶ τὸ εἶδος καὶ τὸ ὄργανον.  
Martianus Capella 7.733 idem mundana perfectio est (sc. trias); nam monadem fabricatori deo, 
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dyadem materiae procreanti, triadem idealibus formis consequenter aptamus. (cf. below ch. 1.7, 
Commentary D(d)§22). 
§21  Aristotle:  Aristotle Phys. 1.7 191a15–21 πρῶτον µὲν οὖν ἐλέχθη ὅτι ἀρχαὶ τἀναντία µόνον, ὕστερον 
δ’ ὅτι ἀνάγκη καὶ ἄλλο τι ὑποκεῖσθαι καὶ εἶναι τρία· ἐκ δὲ τῶν νῦν φανερὸν τίς ἡ διαφορὰ τῶν ἐναντίων, 
καὶ πῶς ἔχουσιν αἱ ἀρχαὶ πρὸς ἀλλήλας, καὶ τί τὸ ὑποκείµενον. πότερον δὲ οὐσία τὸ εἶδος ἢ τὸ 
ὑποκείµενον, οὔπω δῆλον. ἀλλ’ ὅτι αἱ ἀρχαὶ τρεῖς καὶ πῶς τρεῖς, καὶ τίς ὁ τρόπος αὐτῶν, δῆλον.  Met. Λ.1 
1069b32–34 τρία δὴ τὰ αἴτια καὶ τρεῖς αἱ ἀρχαί, δύο µὲν ἡ ἐναντίωσις, ἧς τὸ µὲν λόγος καὶ εἶδος τὸ δὲ 
στέρησις, τὸ δὲ τρίτον ἡ ὕλη.  Cael. 1.3 270b1–3 διότι µὲν οὖν ἀΐδιον καὶ οὔτ’ αὔξησιν ἔχον οὔτε φθίσιν, 
ἀλλ' ἀγήρατον καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον καὶ ἀπαθές ἐστι τὸ πρῶτον τῶν σωµάτων.  GC 2.3 330a30–b1 ἐπεὶ δὲ 
τέτταρα τὰ στοιχεῖα, τῶν δὲ τεττάρων ἓξ αἱ συζεύξεις, τὰ δ’ ἐναντία οὐ πέφυκε συνδυάζεσθαι (θερµὸν 
γὰρ καὶ ψυχρὸν εἶναι τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ πάλιν ξηρὸν καὶ ὑγρὸν ἀδύνατον), φανερὸν ὅτι τέτταρες ἔσονται αἱ 
τῶν στοιχείων συζεύξεις, θερµοῦ καὶ ξηροῦ, καὶ θερµοῦ καὶ ὑγροῦ, καὶ πάλιν ψυχροῦ καὶ ὑγροῦ, καὶ 
ψυχροῦ καὶ ξηροῦ.  Mete. 4.1 378b10–13 ἐπεὶ δὲ τέτταρα αἴτια διώρισται τῶν στοιχείων, τούτων δὲ κατὰ 
συζυγίας καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖα τέτταρα συµβέβηκεν εἶναι, ὧν τὰ µὲν δύο ποιητικά, τὸ θερµὸν καὶ τὸ ψυχρόν, 
τὰ δὲ δύο παθητικά, τὸ ξηρὸν καὶ τὸ ὑγρόν.  ps.Plato i.e. Philip of Opus Epin. 981b–c στερεὰ δὲ 
σώµατα λέγεσθαι χρὴ κατὰ τὸν εἰκότα λόγον πέντε, ἐξ ὧν κάλλιστα καὶ ἄριστά τις ἂν πλάττοι … πέντε 
οὖν ὄντων τῶν σωµάτων, πῦρ χρὴ φάναι καὶ ὕδωρ εἶναι καὶ τρίτον ἀέρα, τέταρτον δὲ γῆν, πέµπτον δὲ 
αἰθέρα.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 2 392a7–9 ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ ἀεὶ θεῖν κυκλοφορουµένην, στοιχεῖον οὖσαν ἕτερον 
τῶν τεττάρων, ἀκήρατόν τε καὶ θεῖον.  Mu. 2 392a31–33 τὴν αἰθέριον καὶ θείαν φύσιν, ἥντινα 
τεταγµένην ἀποφαίνοµεν, ἔτι δὲ ἄτρεπτον καὶ ἀνετεροίωτον καὶ ἀπαθῆ.  ps.Philolaus 44B12 DK at 
Stob. Ecl. 1.pr., p. 18.5–7 καὶ τὰ ἐν τᾷ σφαίρᾳ σώµατα πέντε ἐντί· τὰ ἐν τᾷ σφαίρᾳ, πῦρ, ὕδωρ καὶ γᾶ καὶ 
ἀήρ, καὶ ⟨τ⟩ὸ τῆς σφαίρας ὅλ{κ}ας, πέµπτον [⟨τ⟩ὸ scripsimus, ὃ codd.; ὅλ{κ}ας Zeller].  Cicero Tusc. 
1.22 (Aristotle de Phil. fr. 22 Walzer/Ross) cum quattuor nota illa genera principiorum esset 
complexus, e quibus omnia orerentur, quintam quandam naturam censet esse, e qua sit mens.  
Galen MM 10.772.2–5 Ἀριστοτέλης αὐτὸς οὐκ ἐφύλαξε τὴν ἑαυτοῦ νοµοθεσίαν ἐν τοῖς ὀνόµασιν, ἡνίκα 
τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὑπὸ φύσεως διοικουµένων ὕλην ἔθετο καὶ εἶδος καὶ στέρησιν.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias Mixt. 223.10–11 ἡ τοῦ θείου τε καὶ κυκλοφορητικοῦ καὶ αἰθερίου σώµατος φύσις.  in Mete. 
2.16–17 πρῶτον µὲν στοιχεῖον λέγων τῶν σωµάτων τὸ κυκλοφορικόν τε καὶ αἰθέριον σῶµα.  Plotinus 
Enn. 2.5[25].3.18–19 οἷον καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης φησὶ τὸ πέµπτον σῶµα ἄυλον εἶναι.  Simplicius in Phys. 
25.18–19 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels, 227A FHS&G) οἱ δὲ τρεῖς (sc. τὰς ἀρχάς), ὡς ὕλην καὶ 
τὰ ἐναντία Ἀριστοτέλης.  in Phys. 25.15–18 οἱ µὲν δύο (sc. τὰς ἀρχάς) ... ὡς οἱ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.312) θεὸν 
καὶ ὕλην, οὐχ ὡς στοιχεῖον δηλονότι τὸν θεὸν λέγοντες, ἀλλ’ ὡς τὸ µὲν ποιοῦν, τὸ δὲ πάσχον. 
§23  Zeno Stoicus:  Cicero Varr. 24 de natura autem … ita dicebant, ut eam dividerent in res duas, 
ut altera esset efficiens, altera autem quasi huic se praebens, eaque efficeretur aliquid.  Seneca Ep. 
65.2 dicunt, ut scis, Stoici nostri (SVF 2.303) duo esse in rerum natura ex quibus omnia fiant, 
causam et materiam. materia iacet iners, res ad omnia parata, cessatura si nemo moveat; causa 
autem, id est ratio, materiam format et quocumque vult versat, ex illa varia opera producit. esse 
ergo debet unde fiat aliquid, deinde a quo fiat: hoc causa est, illud materia.  Ep. 65.23 nempe 
universa ex materia et ex deo constant.  Plutarch CN 1085B–C καὶ µὴν οὗτοι (SVF 2.313) τὸν θεὸν 
ἀρχὴν ὄντα σῶµα νοερὸν καὶ νοῦν ἐν ὕλῃ ποιοῦντες οὐ καθαρὸν οὐδὲ ἁπλοῦν οὐδ’ ἀσύνθετον ἀλλ’ ἐξ 
ἑτέρου καὶ δι’ ἕτερον ἀποφαίνουσιν. ἡ δὲ ὕλη καθ’ αὑτὴν ἄλογος (C) οὖσα καὶ ἄποιος τὸ ἁπλοῦν ἔχει καὶ 
τὸ ἀρχοειδές.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 225.3–4 εἰ γὰρ θεὸς κατ’ αὐτοὺς (SVF 2.310) σῶµα, 
πνεῦµα ὢν νοερόν τε καὶ ἀΐδιον, καὶ ἡ ὕλη δὲ σῶµα κτλ. 
 Hairesis (school, sect):  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.16.2 (SVF 1.121) αἵρεσίς ἐστι 
πρόσκλισις δογµάτων ἤ, ὥς τινες, πρόσκλισις δόγµασι πολλοῖς ἀκολουθίαν πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τὰ 
φαινόµενα περιέχουσι πρὸς τὸ εὖ ζῆν συντείνουσα. καὶ τὸ µὲν δόγµα ἐστὶ κατάληψίς τις λογική, 
κατάληψις δὲ ἕξις καὶ συγκατάθεσις τῆς διανοίας.  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.352.5–15 K. ιβʹ. αἵρεσίς ἐστι 
πλήθους δογµάτων πρόσκλησις τεχνικῶς συντεταγµένων καὶ ἐφ’ ἓν τέλος ἐχόντων τὴν ἀναφοράν. ἢ 
οὕτως. αἵρεσίς ἐστι σύστηµα δογµάτων ἀκολουθούντων ἀλλήλοις τε καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἢ νοµιζοµένων 
ἀκολουθεῖν. δύναιτο δὲ ἄν τις καὶ οὕτως εἰπεῖν. αἵρεσίς ἐστι συγκατάθεσις πλειόνων δογµάτων 
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ἀλλήλοις καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἀκολουθούντων ἢ νοµιζοµένων ἀκολουθεῖν. εὑρίσκεται δὲ καὶ τοιοῦτός τις 
ὅρος. αἵρεσίς ἐστι πρόσκλησις πλήθους δογµάτων ἀκολουθίαν ἐχόντων ἑαυτοῖς καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις. ἢ 
οὕτως. αἵρεσίς ἐστι πρόσκλησις ἐπὶ πλήθει δογµάτων ἀκολουθίαν ἐχόντων πρὸς ἄλληλα ἐφ’ ἓν τέλος.  
For sects see also below, Celsus Med. proœm. 6–11, Galen Περὶ αἱρέσεων τοῖς εἰσαγοµένοις’ (ὃ 
πρῶτον ἂν εἴη πάντων ἀναγνωστέον), etc. 
 Succession:  For Greek texts see above, section E(a) §6, §8.  Celsus Med. proœm. 6–11 
primoque medendi scientia sapientiae pars habebatur, ut et morborum curatio, et rerum naturae 
contemplatio sub iisdem auctoribus nata sit: scilicet iis hanc maxime requirentibus, qui corporum 
suorum robora quieta cogitatione, nocturna que vigilia minuerant. ideoque multos ex sapientiae 
professoribus peritos ejus fuisse accepimus; clarissimos vero ex iis Pythagoram (—), et 
Empedoclem (—), et Democritum (68, unecht B10 DK). hujus autem, ut quidam crediderunt, 
discipulus Hippocrates Cous, primus quidem ex omnibus memoria dignis, ab studio sapientiae 
disciplinam hanc separavit, vir et arte et facundia insignis. post quem Diocles Carystius (fr. 2 Van 
der Ejk), deinde Praxagoras (fr. 3 Steckerl) et Chrysippus (—), tum Herophilus (T2 Von Staden) et 
Erasistratus (fr. 9 Garofalo) sic artem hanc exercuerunt, ut etiam in diversas curandi vias 
processerint. … post quos Serapion, primus omnium, nihil hanc rationalem disciplinam pertinere 
ad medicinam professus, in usu tantum et experimentis eam posuit. quem Apollonius, et Glaucias, 
et aliquanto post Heraclides Tarentinus (fr. 4 Deichgräber), et alii quoque non mediocres viri 
sequuti, ex ipsa professione se ἐµπειρικούς appellaverunt. sic in duas partes ea quoque, quae victu 
curat, medicina divisa est, aliis rationalem artem, aliis usum tantum sibi vindicantibus: nullo vero 
quidquam post eos qui supra comprehensi sunt, agitante, nisi quod acceperat, donec Asclepiades 
(cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 714) medendi rationem ex magna parte mutavit. ex cujus 
successoribus Themison nuper ipse quoque quaedam in senectute deflexit.  Sextus Pomponius 
Enchiridion at Iust. Pand. 1 tit. 2 rubr. 2.35 ff. iuris civilis scientiam plurimi et maximi viri professi 
sunt: sed qui eorum maximae dignationis apud populum Romanum fuerunt, eorum in praesentia 
mentio habenda est, ut appareat, a quibus et qualibus haec iura orta et tradita sunt. et quidem ex 
omnibus, qui scientiam nancti sunt, ante Tiberium Coruncanium publice professum neminem 
traditur: ceteri autem ad hunc vel in latenti ius civile retinere cogitabant solum que consultatoribus 
vacare potius quam discere volentibus se praestabant. (36) fuit autem in primis peritus Publius 
Papirius, qui leges regias in unum contulit. ab hoc Appius Claudius unus ex decemviris, cuius 
maximum consilium in duodecim tabulis scribendis fuit. … (37) fuit post eos maximae scientiae 
Sempronius … (etc.).  Enchiridion ap. Iust. Pand. 1 tit. 2 rubr. 2.47 post hunc [sc. Tuberonem] 
maximae auctoritatis fuerunt Ateius Capito, qui Ofilium secutus est, et Antistius Labeo, qui omnes 
hos audivit, institutus est autem a Trebatio. … hi duo primum veluti diversas sectas fecerunt: nam 
Ateius Capito in his, quae ei tradita fuerant, perseverabat, Labeo ingenii qualitate et fiducia 
doctrinae, qui et ceteris operis sapientiae operam dederat, plurima innovare instituit 
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Titulus  δ΄. Πῶς συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσµος (P) 1 
§1 ὁ τοίνυν κόσµος συνέστη περικεκλασµένῳ σχήµατι ἐσχηµατισµένος τὸν  2 

τρόπον τοῦτον. τῶν ἀτόµων σωµάτων ἀπρονόητον καὶ τυχαίαν ἐχόντων  3 
τὴν κίνησιν συνεχῶς τε καὶ τάχιστα κινουµένων εἰς τὸ αὐτό, πολλὰ  4 
σώµατα συνηθροίσθη διὰ τοῦτο, ποικιλίαν ἔχοντα καὶ σχηµάτων καὶ  5 
µεγεθῶν. ἀθροιζοµένων δ᾿ ἐν ταὐτῷ τούτων, τὰ µέν, ὅσα µείζονα ἦν καὶ  6 
βαρύτατα, πάντως ὑπεκάθιζεν· ὅσα δὲ µικρὰ καὶ περιφερῆ καὶ λεῖα καὶ  7 
εὐόλισθα, ταῦτα καὶ ἐξεθλίβετο κατὰ τὴν σύνοδον τῶν σωµάτων εἴς τε  8 
τὸ µετέωρον ἀνεφέρετο. ὡς δ᾿ οὖν ἐξέλιπε µὲν ἡ πληκτικὴ δύναµις  9 
µετεωρίζουσα, οὐκέτι δ᾿ ἦγεν ἡ πληγὴ πρὸς τὸ µετέωρον, ἐκωλύετο δὲ  10 
ταῦτα κάτω φέρεσθαι, ἐπιέζετο πρὸς τοὺς τόπους τοὺς δυναµένους  11 
δέξασθαι· οὗτοι δ᾿ ἦσαν οἱ πέριξ, καὶ πρὸς τούτοις τὸ πλῆθος τῶν  12 
σωµάτων περιεκλᾶτο, περιπλεκόµενα δ᾿ ἀλλήλοις κατὰ τὴν περίκλασιν  13 
τὸν οὐρανὸν ἐγέννησεν. τῆς δ᾿ αὐτῆς ἐχόµεναι φύσεως αἱ ἄτοµοι,  14 
ποικίλαι οὖσαι, καθὼς εἴρηται, πρὸς τὸ µετέωρον ἐξωθούµεναι τὴν τῶν  15 
ἀστέρων φύσιν ἀπετέλουν· τὸ δὲ πλῆθος τῶν ἀναθυµιωµένων σωµάτων  16 
ἔπληττε τὸν ἀέρα καὶ τοῦτον ἐξέθλιβε· πνευµατούµενος δ᾿ οὗτος κατὰ  17 
τὴν κίνησιν καὶ συµπεριλαµβάνων τὰ ἄστρα συµπεριῆγε ταῦτα καὶ τὴν  18 
νῦν περιφορὰν αὐτῶν µετέωρον ἐφύλαττε. κἄπειτα ἐκ µὲν τῶν ὑποκαθι- 19 
ζόντων ἐγεννήθη ἡ γῆ, ἐκ δὲ τῶν µετεωριζοµένων οὐρανὸς πῦρ ἀήρ.  20 
πολλῆς δ᾿ ὕλης ἔτι περιειληµµένης ἐν τῇ γῇ, πυκνουµένης τε ταύτης  21 
κατὰ τὰς ἀπὸ τῶν πνευµάτων πληγὰς καὶ τὰς ἀπὸ τῶν ἀστέρων αὔγας,  22 
προσεθλίβετο πᾶς ὁ µικροµερὴς σχηµατισµὸς ταύτης καὶ τὴν ὑγρὰν  23 
φύσιν ἐγέννα· ῥευστικῶς δ᾿ αὕτη διακειµένη κατεφέρετο πρὸς τοὺς  24 
κοίλους τόπους καὶ δυναµένους χωρῆσαί τε καὶ στέξαι, ἢ καθ᾿ αὑτὸ τὸ  25 
ὕδωρ ὑποστὰν ἐκοίλανε τοὺς ὑποκειµένους τόπους. (P1) 26 

§2 τὰ µὲν οὖν κυριώτατα µέρη τοῦ κόσµου τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον ἐγεννήθη.  27 
(P2) 28 

  
§1 67A24 DK (Leucippus), fr. 308 Usener (Epicurus) 
  
caput non hab. S    titulus  συνέστηκεν] συνέστη PPs, cf. PE2, aliter Q wie (entstand) die 
Festigkeit der Welt?    §1[2]  συνέστη PB : om. PE, συνέστηκε PG (qui ordinem verborum 
mutat σ. τοίνυν ὁ κόσµος), al. Q die Festigkeit der Welt … entstand (om. περικεκλασµένῳ) || 
[2] ἐσχηµατισµένος PBG : ἐσχηµάτισται PE || σχήµατι] om. PG, rest. Jas [4] πολλὰ] τὰ πολλὰ 
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PB(II) || [5] post συνηθροίσθη hab. PBE καὶ, del. edd. || καὶ PB : om. PE || [6] post µεγεθῶν 
coni. Usener καὶ βαρῶν || [7–9] βαρύτατα … ἀνεφέρετο : al. PG τῶν µὲν βαρυτάτων σωµάτων 
⟨εἰς τὸ⟩ (coni. Diels) κάτω, τῶν δὲ κουφοτάτων εἰς τὸ ἄνω φεροµένων || [7] βαρύτατα PBEPs , 
cf. PG βαρυτάτων : βαρύτερα coni. Usener Diels : Q groß und schwer || πάντως PB : πάντων 
PE || [8] εὐόλισθα PB : εὐολίσθητα PE || καὶ PB : om. PE || κατὰ … σωµάτων PB(I)E : κατὰ 
σωµάτων σύνοδον PB(II), κατὰ σωµάτων τὴν σύνοδον PB(III) || σωµάτων] ἀτόµων coni. Usener 
Diels VS || τε PB : δὲ PE || [9–12] ὡς δ᾿ οὖν … πέριξ] al. PG τῶν δὲ πέριξ ἐκ τούτων 
συνηρµοσµένων || [9] µὲν PB : om. PE || [10] οὐκέτι … µετέωρον] om. Q || [11] ἐπιέζετο PB : 
ἐβιάζετο PE || [12] δ᾿ PB : om. PE || [14] αἱ PE : om. PB || [15] καθὼς εἴρηται] om. Q || 
ἐξωθούµεναι] und wenn sich der eine von ihnen in den anderen einhüllte Q || [16] ἀστέρων 
PB : ἄστρων PE || [18] συµπεριλαµβάνων PB : περιλαµβάνων PEQ || συµπεριῆγε ταῦτα PB : 
συµπεριῆγεν αὐτὰ PEQ || [19] νῦν περιφορὰν PB : συµπεριφορὰν PE || [21] ἔτι περιειληµµένης 
PB(III)E : ἐµπεριειληµµένης PB(I) : περιειληµµένης PB(II)Q(ut vid.) || [22] πνευµάτων PB : σωµάτων PE 
Usener ||  αὐγὰς PEQ Usener : αὔρας PB Diels Mau Lachenaud || [23] πᾶς] om. Q || [25] 
τόπους] Orte der Erde Q || [27] τὰ … ἐγεννήθη non hab. PE || οὖν P(II,III:E) : om. P(I,III:A)Q  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 33  (~ tit.) Πῶς συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσµος (text Jas) 
33.1  (~ P1) συνέστηκε τοίνυν ὁ κόσµος περικεκλασµένῳ ⟨σχήµατι⟩ ἐσχηµατισµένος τὸν 
τρόπον τοῦτον, τῶν µὲν βαρυτάτων σωµάτων ⟨εἰς τὸ⟩ κάτω, τῶν δὲ κουφοτάτων εἰς τὸ ἄνω 
φεροµένων, τῶν δὲ πέριξ ἐκ τούτων συνηρµοσµένων. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 151 (~ tit.) Πῶς συνέστη ὁ κόσµος 
τὴν σύστασιν ὁ κόσµος ἔλαβεν ἀπὸ τῆς φύσεως καὶ κινήσεως τῶν στοιχείων. ἐπειδὴ γὰρ 
τούτων τὰ µὲν εἰσὶ κουφότατα, οἶον πῦρ καὶ ἀήρ, τὰ δὲ βαρύτατα, οἶον ὕδωρ καὶ γῆ, τὰ µὲν 
ὅσα βαρύτατα κάτω τοῦ παντὸς ὑπεκάθητο, τὰ δ’ ὅσα κουφότατα εἰς τὸ µετέωρον ἐξεθλίβετο, 
τὰ δ’ αὐτὰ ταῦτα καὶ εἰς τὸ πέριξ ἐφέρετο. πᾶν δὲ τὸ ἀπὸ γῆς φερόµενον ἄνω ἐστί. διὰ ταύτην 
οὖν τὴν αἰτίαν οἶον περικεκλασµένος καὶ κυρτὸς ὁ κόσµος ἐστί. συνθλιβοµένων δὲ τῶν 
σωµάτων ἀλλήλοις ἡ τοῦ ὕδατος ἐγεννήθη φύσις, ῥευστικῶς δὲ τοῦτο καταφερόµενον 
ἐκοίλανε τοὺς ὑποκειµένους τόπους καὶ τοὺς καλουµένους κόλπους θαλαττίους ἐποίησεν. ἐκ 
µὲν οὖν τῶν ὑποκαθιζόντων σωµάτων ἐγεννήθη ἡ γῆ, ἐκ δὲ τῶν µετεωριζοµένων οὐρανός, πῦρ, 
ἀήρ (P1). 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
titulus  A 3.16 Περὶ θαλάττης, πῶς συνέστηκεν καὶ πῶς ἐστι πικρά. 
§1 A 1.3.16 Ἐπίκουρος … ἔφη τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων σώµατα, λόγῳ θεωρητά, ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ, 
ἀγέννητα, ἀδιάφθαρτα, οὔτε θραυσθῆναι δυνάµενα οὔτε διαπλασµὸν ἐκ τῶν µερῶν λαβεῖν οὔτ᾿ 
ἀλλοιωθῆναι· εἶναι δ᾿ αὐτὰ λόγῳ θεωρητά· ταῦτα µέντοι κινεῖσθαι ἐν τῷ κενῷ καὶ διὰ τοῦ 
κενοῦ· εἶναι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ κενὸν ἄπειρον καὶ τὰ σώµατα ἄπειρα. συµβεβηκέναι δὲ τοῖς 
σώµασι τρία ταῦτα, σχῆµα µέγεθος βάρος. … ὁ δ᾿ Ἐπίκουρος τούτοις καὶ τρίτον, τὸ βάρος, 
ἐπέθηκεν· ‘ἀνάγκη γάρ’, φησί, ‘κινεῖσθαι τὰ σώµατα τῇ τοῦ βάρους πληγῇ· ἐπεὶ οὐ 
κινηθήσεται’. εἶναι δὲ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν ἀτόµων ἀπερίληπτα, οὐκ ἄπειρα. A 1.5.4 ἄφθαρτος δ᾿ 
οὐκ ἔστιν (sc. ὁ κόσµος) οὐδὲ δύναται εἶναι, γενητὸς ὤν. A 1.12.5 ᾿Επίκουρος ἀπερίληπτα εἶναι 
τὰ σώµατα, καὶ τὰ πρῶτα δὲ ἁπλᾶ, τὰ δὲ ἐξ ἐκείνων συγκρίµατα πάντα βάρος ἔχειν. κινεῖσθαι 
δὲ τὰ ἄτοµα τότε µὲν κατὰ στάθµην, τότε δὲ κατὰ παρέγκλισιν· τὰ δὲ ἄνω κινούµενα κατὰ 
πληγὴν καὶ ἀποπαλµόν. A 1.15.4 οἱ ἀπὸ Λευκίππου τὰ ἄτοµα πολυσχήµονα. A 1.24.2 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ᾿Αναξαγόρας Δηµόκριτος Ἐπίκουρος καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι κατὰ συναθροισµὸν τῶν 
λεπτοµερῶν σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι, συγκρίσεις µὲν καὶ διακρίσεις εἰσάγουσι, γενέσεις δὲ καὶ 
φθορὰς οὐ κυρίως· οὐ γὰρ κατὰ τὸ ποιὸν ἐξ ἀλλοιώσεως, κατὰ δὲ τὸ ποσὸν ἐκ συναθροισµοῦ 
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ταύτας γίνεσθαι. A 2.3.2 Λεύκιππος δὲ καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὅσοι τὰ ἄτοµα 
εἰσηγοῦνται καὶ τὸ κενὸν οὔτ᾿ ἔµψυχον οὔτε προνοίᾳ διοικεῖσθαι, φύσει δέ τινι ἀλόγῳ. A 2.4.1 
Πυθαγόρας Ἡράκλειτος γενητὸν κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν τὸν κόσµον, οὐ κατὰ χρόνον. A 2.4.2 οἱ Στωικοὶ 
ὑπὸ θεοῦ (sc. γεγενῆσθαι τὸν κόσµον). A 2.4.3 Ἐπίδικος ὑπὸ φύσεως γεγενῆσθαι τὸν κόσµον. 
A 2.4.4 Ἀρχέλαος ὑπὸ θερµοῦ καὶ ἐµψυχίας συστῆναι τὸν κόσµον. 
§2  A 4.proœm. Περιωδευµένων δὲ τῶν τοῦ κόσµου µερῶν διαβήσοµαι πρὸς τὰ κατὰ µέρος. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The chapter is only preserved in the tradition of P. It is written out fully in PB 
and Q, i.e. inclusive of §2, and in E without §2, with E providing numerous 
interesting textual variants that may go back to the early history of the text. E, 
writing his own work, has no use for P’s (i.e. A’s) authorial remarks. G reduces 
the long account to just three lines and Ps only takes over the main themes of 
the description, combining them with other material and carefully expunging 
all references to atomism. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition.  The proximate tradition, apart from brief 
passages in Hippolytus (who Ref. 1.12.2 attributes a version of the cosmogony to 
Leucippus), is represented by the account of Leucippus’ cosmogony in 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. Book 9, and esp. by the cosmogony in Lucretius DRN 
Book 5. The resemblance between our chapter and Diogenes’ Leucippean 
cosmogony has led to the attribution of ch. 1.4 to Leucippus as 67A24 DK 
(‘Auszug aus dem Μέγας διάκοσµος’ DK ad loc.), but to us this ascription seems 
less likely, though of course the report is in what one may call the Leucippean 
tradition. The overall structure and numerous details of Lucretius’ version are 
in entire agreement with what is found in our chapter. In fact §1 reads like a 
series of excerpts from Lucretius or conversely, see Robin on Lucretius and the 
doctrine of A 1.4 at Ernout– Robin (1928) 3.55: ‘On verra avec quelle fidélité 
L(ucrèce) l’interprète’. Another proximate parallel is provided by Dionysius of 
Alexandria in Eusebius, who seems to be dependent on the Placita tradition 
(cf. below at ch. 1.14, Commentary D(d)§6). It is to be noted that Epicurus, 
Ep.Pyth. 89–90, sharply criticizes certain aspects of what is in fact the account 
given by Lucretius and A. But in the context of the present inquiry we cannot 
attempt to solve the problem of the relation between Lucretius’ and Epicurus’ 
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diverging versions of the cosmogony, or find a solution for the question of the 
Epicurean vs. the Leucippean origin of the contents of the chapter. Worthwhile 
discussion and rich material are to be found at Spoerri (1959) 6–30; see also 
Bakker (2016) 224–235. 
 (2)  Sources.  The ultimate sources of §1 will be works of Leucippus and 
Democritus as well as of Epicurus and his followers. In favour of an Epicurean 
source is the reference to the weight of the larger atoms (§1[7] βαρύτατα), and 
the continuity of the principal ideas from Leucippus to his own time is attested 
by Cicero ND 1.66 (cited at section E(a)§1) and others. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  A quite precise formula and a fairly common expression, dealing with 
the sub-question unde and the question type of cause, with some variations 
attested by the sources. In phrases about the generation of the cosmos the 
form συνέστηκε(ν) is rather more common than συνέστη, which explains Diels’ 
and our preference for the longer form. συνέστη is perhaps more poetical, cf. 
Euripides fr. 910.6–7 Kannicht (Anaxagoras 59A30 DK) κόσµον ἀγήρων, πῇ τε 
συνέστη / καὶ ὅπῃ καὶ ὅπως—but see also e.g. Aristotle Cael. 1.10 279b25, Philo 
Plant. 7. On the other hand the fact that the text of the lemma itself has κόσµος 
συνέστη may weigh in favour of the reading of PE2 and PPs. The parallels in the 
Placita, found in the headings of chs. 2.13 and 3.16, have συνέστη not 
συνέστηκε(ν): 2.13 Τίς οὐσία τῶν πλανητῶν καὶ ἀπλανῶν,  καὶ πῶς συνέστη, 3.16 Περὶ 
θαλάσσης, πῶς συνέστη καὶ πῶς ἐστι πικρά. Ad sententiam there is of course no 
difference.  
 (2)  Among the Placita headings beginning with Πῶς or containing πῶς a 
little later there are several with the formula πῶς γίνεται (or γίνονται), all 
revealing a particular interest in the causal elucidations of a problem. See e.g. 
chs. 2.19 … πῶς γίνεται χειµὼν καὶ θέρος, 3.17 Πῶς ἀµπώτιδες γίνονται καὶ 
πλήµµυραι. Πῶς + γίνονται or γίνονται is found particularly in headings in the 
last book. On headings see further above at ch. 1.1, Commentary C. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  Introduction.  The chapter belongs with the introduction of the treatise 
to the extent that, after ch. 1.3 on the material (and occasionally other) 
principles, it provides in §1 a compacted history of the generation of the 
cosmos and its main parts, albeit from an Atomist point of view. For all this 
one-sidedness it still preludes upon Books 2 and 3 as a whole. Now ch. 1.4, 
exclusively Atomist, only speaks of a single cosmos, so the reader may wonder 
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why there is no mention of the usual multiplicity of kosmoi according to the 
Atomists. Presumably this is because this single cosmos very much resembles 
our world, so in fact serves as the world of the Placita. In the next chapter, 1.5, 
moreover, the single cosmos or All is opposed to the infinitely many kosmoi of 
the Atomists (an issue that is also part of the problem in ch. 2.1), so the topic is 
postponed for a little while rather than avoided. 
 We may add that, though our present chapter (i.e. §1) could very well have 
found a place at the beginning of Book 2, it fulfils an important role in its 
present position. Together with ch. 1.3 as its immediate predecessor and ch. 1.5 
as its sequel, it demonstrates that that the treatise is to an important extent 
about physics in the sense of cosmogony and cosmology, and not concerned 
with theoretical and abstract conceptions alone. In fact, as pointed out M-R 
2.1.22–24 and 2.1.54, the block consisting of chs. 6–29, dealing with more 
abstract matters, have so to speak been interpolated in a detailed account of 
cosmology comprising chs. 1.4-5 plus Book 2. What is more, Ach ch. 3, ‘On the 
principle of the whole’, is parallel to A 1.3, while Ach ch. 4, ‘On the construction 
of the whole’, is parallel to A 1.4. This parallel of sequence and contents in A 
and its cousin source shows that A’s order, or the inclusion in the introductory 
section of the cosmogonical ch. 1.4, is not contra morem, but pace Diels DG 58 
agrees with the broader tradition; see M-R 2.1.127–129. Of some importance is 
also the fact that in ch. 1.3.2 (Anaximander), 1.3.4 (Anaxagoras), and 1.3.9 
(Hippasus Heraclitus), cosmogony, even inclusive of some details, is briefly 
mentioned after the principles or elements from which things come forth. And 
this is already the case in Theophrastus in Simplicius on Anaximander 
(Phys.Op. fr. 2 Diels ~ 226A FHS&G) and Anaxagoras (Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels ~ 
228A FHS&G); see M-R 2.1. 132–133 for the details. For the influence of Platonist 
and Stoic orderings see above ch. 1.3, Commentary D(a).  
 (2)  Authorial comment.  The final sentence (§2), summarizing the 
cosmogony of §1, is an authorial comment understandably omitted by E 
(inadvertently incorporated by Diels 67A24 DK ad finem). It is comparable to 
those made at other nodal points of the treatise. The corresponding proem of 
Book 4 (Greek text cited loci Aetiani §2), looking back on Books 2 and 3 and 
forward to the contents of Books 4 and 5 and thus placed in the omphalos 
position as regards these preceding and following Books, states that ‘The parts 
of the cosmos having now been treated systematically, I shall continue in the 
direction of the particular phenomena’. See further M-R 2.1.42–59. 
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(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  We need not assume that lemmata providing alternative cosmogonies 
have been abridged away (see above), but cannot of course be certain. What 
nevertheless causes some surprise is that the view of Aristotle and others that 
the cosmos is ungenerated and everlasting is lacking. Accordingly the 
opportunity is missed of presenting a standard diaphonia, for which see e.g. 
already Plato Tim. 28b, then e.g. Diodorus Siculus 1.6.3, with reference to 
philosophers of nature (φυσιολόγοι) and historians, or the three choices of 
Philo Aet. 9 (see below section E(b)§1). Possibly the omission (if omission it is) 
is deliberate and economical in view of the presence of this issue in the next 
chapter, 1.5.4, and esp. of the whole series of alternatives in ch. 2.4 below (with 
emphasis on the destructibility of the cosmos, as is also clear from its heading); 
see ch. 2.4, Commentary B. 
 (2)  The authorial remark in §2 follows upon §1 in the same way as the 
authorial remark in ch. 3.8.2 follows a first lemma of the standard type. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The skopos (aim) of the chapter is to provide a short and introductory account 
of the generation of the cosmos and its main parts. At a first glance the choice 
of an Atomist account of cosmogony causes some surprise in a treatise that in 
the prologue intimates and in its first chapter declares its preference for 
Peripatetic thought. The reason why an available Atomist account was chosen 
seems to be purely pragmatic: it is very systematic, discusses matters in 
sequence, and still manages to be comparatively brief and quite detailed, so is 
quite useful from a didactic point of view. The cosmos at issue resembles or 
rather is our cosmos, not one of the oddly shaped kosmoi in found in infinite 
space according to Epicurus (cf. A 2.2.5). Actually neither infinite space not the 
infinitely many other kosmoi found in infinite space according to Epicurus’ 
master Metrodorus in the next chapter are mentioned here.  This emphasis on 
the origin of a single cosmos just like ours may help explain why the lemma 
lacks a name-label.  
 Comparable accounts of Platonist or Stoic origin may have been less 
informative within a small compass. Cf. M-R 2.1.22–23, 50–51. An option that is 
certainly lacking is the widely popular creationist view associated with the 
cosmogony of Plato’s Timaeus. A’s secularist penchant may be responsible, for 
which see above, ch. 1.1, Commentary D(c) ad finem. Atomist and creationist 
cosmogonies are often opposed to each other, e.g. Pl. Phlb. d–e and Basil in 
Hexaem. 1.2, p. 3.14–4.17 Amand de Mendieta–Rudberg. 
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(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1[16].  A does not appear to distinguish clearly in his terminology between 
ἄστερες and ἄστρα. Certainly it is not possible to consistently translate the 
former as ‘planets’ and the latter as ‘stars’. See further our comments on ch. 2.13 
Commentary D(a). In l. 16 there is a discrepancy between PB and PE precisely 
on this point, with PB ἀστέρων reading and PE ἄστρων. It is safest in all three 
cases (l. 16, 18 and 22) to translate ‘heavenly bodies’.  
§1[23].  Is the drying out of the earth caused only by the winds resulting from 
the revolution of the heavens and the air below it, or also by the heat of the 
heavenly bodies? By reading αὔρας PB supports the former view, with αὔγας PE 

the latter. Though the former is perhaps the lectio difficilior, we have chosen 
the latter because of the role of solar heat in similar cosmogonies, see ch. 3.16 
below. 
§2. On the authorial remark see M-R 2.1.50–51. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Atomist cosmogonies.  On Lucretius see at section B above. The song of 
Silenus in Vergil’s Sixth Eclogue, which 6.31–40 begins with a briefly sketched 
Atomist cosmogony presumably inspired by Lucretius, provides an interesting 
parallel: such secular theories of Atomist provenance may have been 
acceptable as being representative of cosmogony per se. The formation of the 
four elements from concatenations of atoms mentioned ch. 1.4.§1[20–26]: γῆ, 
πῦρ, ἀήρ, τὴν ὑγρὰν φύσιν / τὸ ὕδωρ] is paralleled in Silenus’ song. Spoeri (1970a) 
and (1970b) on the song of Silenus and its ancient commentators argues 
persuasively in favour of an Epicurean (or even Lucretian) narrative that is free 
of Empedoclean echoes. 
 (2) Similar cosmogonies.  Comparable cosmogonies, for instance in 
Diodorus Siculus, no longer believed to be Democritean, and Ovid (see below 
section E(b)§1), are more eclectic (assuming the use of this term is still 
permitted), while that of Apollonius Rhodius Arg. 1.496–502 is quite 
Empedoclean; see Spoerri (1959) 1–30, 38–44, Myers (1994) 40–49, Barchiesi 
(2005) 145–166.  
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
Chapter heading: Capitula Lucretiana  ad DRN 5.419 Origo mundi et omnium. 
§1  Atomism:  Lucretius DRN 5.419–430 nam certe neque consilio primordia rerum / ordine se 
suo quaeque sagaci mente locarunt / nec quos quaeque darent motus pepigere profecto, / sed quia 
multa modis multis primordia rerum / ex infinito iam tempore percita plagis / ponderibusque suis 
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consuerunt concita ferri / omnimodisque coire atque omnia pertemptare, / quaecumque inter se 
possent congressa creare / propterea fit uti magnum volgata per aevom / omnigenus coetus et 
motus experiundo / tandem conveniant ea quae coniecta repente / magnarum rerum fiunt 
exordia saepe.  DRN 5.449–459 quippe etenim primum terrai corpora quaeque, / propterea quod 
erant gravia et perplexa, coibant / in medio atque imas capiebant omnia sedes; / quae quanto 
magis inter se perplexa coibant, / tam magis expressere ea quae mare sidera solem / lunamque 
efficerent et magni moenia mundi; / omnia enim magis haec e levibus atque rutundis / seminibus 
multoque minoribu’ sunt elementis / quam tellus. ideo per rara foramina terrae / partibus 
erumpens primus se sustulit aether / ignifer et multos secum levis abstulit ignis.  DRN 5.467–477 
sic igitur tum se levis ac diffusilis aether / corpore concreto circumdatus undique saepsit / et late 
diffusus in omnis undique partis / omnia sic avido complexu cetera saepsit. / hunc exordia sunt 
solis lunaeque secuta, / interutrasque globi quorum vertuntur in auris; / quae neque terra sibi 
adscivit nec maximus aether, / quod neque tam fuerunt gravia ut depressa sederent, / nec levia ut 
possent per summas labier oras, / et tamen interutrasque ita sunt, ut corpora viva / versent et 
partes ut mundi totius extent.  DRN 5.480–494 his igitur rebus retractis terra repente, / maxuma 
qua nunc se ponti plaga caerula tendit, / succidit et salso suffudit gurgite fossas. / inque dies 
quanto circum magis aetheris aestus / et radii solis cogebant undique terram / verberibus crebris 
extrema ad limina fartam / in medio ut propulsa suo condensa coiret, / tam magis expressus 
salsus de corpore sudor / augebat mare manando camposque natantis, / et tanto magis illa foras 
elapsa volabant / corpora multa vaporis et aëris, altaque caeli / densabant procul a terris 
fulgentia templa. / sidebant campi, crescebant montibus altis / ascensus; neque enim poterant 
subsidere saxa / nec pariter tantundem omnes succumbere partes.  Cicero ND 1.66  ista enim 
flagitia Democriti sive etiam ante Leucippi (67A11 DK), esse corpuscula quaedam levia alia 
aspera, rutunda alia, partim autem angulata et hamata, curvata quaedam et quasi adunca, ex iis 
effectum esse caelum atque terram nulla cogente natura sed concursu quodam fortuito—hanc tu 
opinionem C. Vellei usque ad hanc aetatem perduxisti, priusque te quis de omni vitae statu quam 
de ista auctoritate deiecerit; ante enim iudicasti Epicureum te esse oportere quam ista cognovisti: 
ita necesse fuit aut haec flagitia concipere animo aut susceptae philosophiae nomen amittere.  
Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.18–23 ὧν οἱ µὲν ἄτοµα σώµατα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, κατὰ σχῆµα 
καὶ µέγεθος µόνον τὴν πρὸς ἄλληλα διαφορὰν ἔχοντα, τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖά φασιν εἶναι, καὶ τῇ 
τούτων συνθέσει τε καὶ ποιᾷ περιπλοκῇ ἔτι τε τάξει καὶ θέσει τἆλλα γίνεσθαι· ἐφ’ ἧς δόξης πρῶτοι µὲν 
Λεύκιππός (—) τε καὶ Δηµόκριτος (—) γενέσθαι δοκοῦσιν, ὕστεροι δὲ Ἐπίκουρός (—) τε καὶ οἱ τὴν 
αὐτὴν τούτῳ τραπέντες.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.12.1–2 Λεύκιππος (67A10 DK) δὲ Ζήνωνος ἑταῖρος οὐ τὴν 
αὐτὴν δόξαν διετήρησεν (sc. as Parmenides), ἀλλά φησιν ἄπειρα ,⟨τὰ ὄντα⟩ εἶναι καὶ ἀεὶ κινούµενα, 
καὶ γένεσιν καὶ µεταβολὴν συνεχῶς οὖσαν, στοιχεῖα δὲ λέγει τὸ πλῆρες καὶ ⟨τὸ⟩ κενόν.  κόσµους δὲ 
⟨ὧδε⟩ γίνεσθαι λέγει· ὅταν εἰς ⟨µέγα κενόν⟩ ἐκ τοῦ περιέχοντος ἀθροισθῇ πολλὰ σώµατα καὶ συρρυῇ, 
προσκρούοντα ἀλλήλοις συµπλέκεσθαι τὰ ὁµοιοσχήµονα καὶ παραπλήσια τὰς µορφάς, καὶ 
περιπλεχθέντων ⟨αὐτῶν κατ᾿ αὕξησιν suppl. Marcovich⟩ ἄστρα γίνεσθαι, αὔξειν δὲ καὶ φθίνειν διὰ 
τὴν ἀνάγκην. τίς δ’ ἂν εἴη ἡ ἀνάγκη, οὐ διώρισεν.  Ref. 1.22.3 (Epicurus fr. 359 Usener) ὅλως πρόνοιαν 
µὴ εἶναι µηδὲ εἱµαρµένην, ἀλλὰ πάντα κατὰ αὐτοµατισµὸν γίνεσθαι.  Dionysius of Alexandria Περὶ 
φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.23.1–3 ἢ καὶ πολλὰ καὶ ἄπειρα (sc. ἐστι τὸ πᾶν), ὥς τισιν ἄλλοις ἔδοξεν, οἳ 
πολλαῖς τῆς διανοίας παραφοραῖς καὶ ποικίλαις προφοραῖς ὀνοµάτων τὴν τῶν ὅλων ἐπεχείρησαν 
κατακερµατίζειν οὐσίαν ἄπειρόν τε καὶ ἀγένητον καὶ ἀπρονόητον ὑποτίθενται; (2) οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἀτόµους 
προσειπόντες ἄφθαρτά τινα καὶ σµικρότατα σώµατα πλῆθος ἀνάριθµα καί τι χωρίον κενὸν µέγεθος 
ἀπεριόριστον προβαλόµενοι, ταύτας δή φασι τὰς ἀτόµους ὡς ἔτυχεν ἐν τῷ κενῷ φεροµένας αὐτοµάτως 
τε συµπιπτούσας ἀλλήλαις διὰ ῥύµην ἄτακτον καὶ συµπλεκοµένας διὰ τὸ πολυσχήµονας οὔσας 
ἀλλήλων ἐπιλαµβάνεσθαι, καὶ οὕτω τόν τε κόσµον καὶ τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ, µᾶλλον δὲ κόσµους ἀπείρους 
ἀποτελεῖν. (3) ταύτης δὲ τῆς δόξης Ἐπίκουρος (cf. fr. 301 Usener) γεγόνασι καὶ Δηµόκριτος (68A43 
DK).  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.31–32 (on Leucippus, 67A1 DK) γίνεσθαι δὲ τοὺς κόσµους οὕτω· 
φέρεσθαι κατὰ ἀποτοµὴν ἐκ τῆς ἀπείρου πολλὰ σώµατα παντοῖα τοῖς σχήµασιν εἰς µέγα κενόν, ἅπερ 
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ἀθροισθέντα δίνην ἀπεργάζεσθαι µίαν, καθ’ ἣν προσκρούοντα καὶ παντοδαπῶς κυκλούµενα 
διακρίνεσθαι χωρὶς τὰ ὅµοια πρὸς τὰ ὅµοια. ἰσορρόπων δὲ διὰ τὸ πλῆθος µηκέτι δυναµένων 
περιφέρεσθαι, τὰ µὲν λεπτὰ χωρεῖν εἰς τὸ ἔξω κενόν, ὥσπερ διαττώµενα· τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ συµµένειν καὶ 
περιπλεκόµενα συγκατατρέχειν ἀλλήλοις καὶ ποιεῖν πρῶτόν τι σύστηµα σφαιροειδές. (32) τοῦτο δ’ 
οἷον ὑµένα ἀφίστασθαι, περιέχοντ’ ἐν ἑαυτῷ παντοῖα σώµατα· ὧν κατὰ τὴν τοῦ µέσου ἀντέρεισιν 
περιδινουµένων λεπτὸν γενέσθαι τὸν πέριξ ὑµένα, συρρεόντων ἀεὶ τῶν συνεχῶν κατ’ ἐπίψαυσιν τῆς 
δίνης. καὶ οὕτω γενέσθαι τὴν γῆν, συµµενόντων τῶν ἐνεχθέντων ἐπὶ τὸ µέσον. αὐτόν τε πάλιν τὸν 
περιέχοντα οἷον ὑµένα αὔξεσθαι κατὰ τὴν ἐπέκρυσιν τῶν ἔξωθεν σωµάτων· δίνῃ τε φερόµενον αὐτὸν 
ὧν ἂν ἐπιψαύσῃ, ταῦτα ἐπικτᾶσθαι. τούτων δέ τινα συµπλεκόµενα ποιεῖν σύστηµα, τὸ µὲν πρῶτον 
κάθυγρον καὶ πηλῶδες, ξηρανθέντα καὶ περιφερόµενα σὺν τῇ τοῦ ὅλου δίνῃ, εἶτ’ ἐκπυρωθέντα τὴν τῶν 
ἀστέρων ἀποτελέσαι φύσιν.  V.P. 9.43–44 δοκεῖ δὲ αὐτῷ (Democritus 68A1 DK) τάδε· ἀρχὰς εἶναι 
τῶν ὅλων ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν … . καὶ τὰς ἀτόµους δὲ ἀπείρους εἶναι κατὰ µέγεθος καὶ πλῆθος, 
φέρεσθαι δ’ ἐν τῷ ὅλῷ δινουµένας, καὶ οὕτω πάντα τὰ συγκρίµατα γεννᾶν, πῦρ, ὕδωρ, ἀέρα, γῆν· εἶναι 
γὰρ καὶ ταῦτα ἐξ ἀτόµων τινῶν συστήµατα· ἅπερ εἶναι ἀπαθῆ καὶ ἀναλλοίωτα διὰ τὴν στερρότητα. 
τόν τε ἥλιον καὶ τὴν σελήνην ἐκ τοιούτων λείων καὶ περιφερῶν ὄγκων συγκεκρίσθαι. Epiphanius 
Haer. 1.8.1 Ἐπίκουρος (—) … ἀπρονοησίαν τῷ κόσµῳ εἰσηγήσατο· ἐξ ἀτόµων δὲ συνεστάναι τὰ πάντα 
ἠδ’ αὖ πάλιν εἰς ἄτοµα χωρεῖν. 
 
(b) Τestes alii II: Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
Chapter heading: — 
§1  Atomism: Plato Tim. 28b ὁ δὴ πᾶς οὐρανὸς—ἢ κόσµος ἢ καὶ ἄλλο ὅτι ποτὲ ὀνοµαζόµενος 
µάλιστ’ ἂν δέχοιτο, τοῦθ’ ἡµῖν ὠνοµάσθω—σκεπτέον δ’ οὖν περὶ αὐτοῦ πρῶτον, ὅπερ ὑπόκειται περὶ 
παντὸς ἐν ἀρχῇ δεῖν σκοπεῖν, πότερον ἦν ἀεί, γενέσεως ἀρχὴν ἔχων οὐδεµίαν, ἢ γέγονεν, ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς 
τινος ἀρξάµενος. / γέγονεν.  Vergil Buc. 6.31–40 namque canebat uti magnum per inane coacta / 
semina terrarumque animaeque marisque fuissent / et liquidi simul ignis; ut his ex omnia primis, 
/ omnia et ipse tener mundi concreverit orbis; / tum durare solum et discludere Nerea ponto / 
coeperit et rerum paulatim sumere formas; / iamque novum terrae stupeant lucescere solem, / 
altius atque cadant summotis nubibus imbres, / incipiant silvae cum primum surgere cumque / 
rara per ignaros errent animalia montis [lines 6.31–38 are cited at Macrob. Sat. 6.2.22 and 
compared with Lucr. DRN 5.432–439 + 5.446–448 + 5.455];  cf. Servius ad loc., p. 69.18 Thilo 
Epicurei vero, quos nunc sequitur (sc. Vergil); (more cited above, ch. 1.3 section E(b) General 
texts).  Diodorus Siculus 1.6.3–7.1 (on Democritus, 68B5 DK) περὶ τῆς πρώτης τοίνυν γενέσεως 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων διτταὶ γεγόνασιν ἀποφάσεις παρὰ τοῖς νοµιµωτάτοις τῶν τε φυσιολόγων καὶ τῶν 
ἱστορικῶν· οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ἀγέννητον καὶ ἄφθαρτον ὑποστησάµενοι τὸν κόσµον, ἀπεφήναντο καὶ τὸ 
γένος τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐξ αἰῶνος ὑπάρχειν, µηδέποτε τῆς αὐτῶν τεκνώσεως ἀρχὴν ἐσχηκυίας· οἱ δὲ 
γεννητὸν καὶ φθαρτὸν εἶναι νοµίσαντες ἔφησαν ὁµοίως ἐκείνῳ τοὺς ἀνθρώπους τυχεῖν τῆς πρώτης 
γενέσεως ὡρισµένοις χρόνοις. (7.1) κατὰ γὰρ τὴν ἐξ ἀρχῆς τῶν ὅλων σύστασιν µίαν ἔχειν ἰδέαν 
οὐρανόν τε καὶ γῆν, µεµιγµένης αὐτῶν τῆς φύσεως· µετὰ δὲ ταῦτα διαστάντων τῶν σωµάτων ἀπ’ 
ἀλλήλων, τὸν µὲν κόσµον περιλαβεῖν ἅπασαν τὴν ὁρωµένην ἐν αὐτῷ σύνταξιν, τὸν δ’ ἀέρα κινήσεως 
τυχεῖν συνεχοῦς, καὶ τὸ µὲν πυρῶδες αὐτοῦ πρὸς τοὺς µετεωροτάτους τόπους συνδραµεῖν, ἀνωφεροῦς 
οὔσης τῆς τοιαύτης φύσεως διὰ τὴν κουφότητα· ἀφ’ ἧς αἰτίας τὸν µὲν ἥλιον καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν πλῆθος τῶν 
ἄστρων ἐναποληφθῆναι τῇ πάσῃ δίνῃ’ τὸ δὲ ἰλυῶδες καὶ θολερὸν µετὰ τῆς τῶν ὑγρῶν συγκρίσεως ἐπὶ 
ταὐτὸ καταστῆναι διὰ τὸ βάρος (κτλ.).  Philo of Alexandria Aet. 3–19 ἄξιον οὖν τοὺς ζητοῦντας εἰ 
ἄφθαρτος ὁ κόσµος … §7 τριτταὶ δὲ περὶ τοῦ ζητουµένου γεγόνασι δόξαι, τῶν µὲν ἀίδιον τὸν κόσµον 
φαµένων, ἀγένητόν τε καὶ ἀνώλεθρον, τῶν δὲ ἐξ ἐναντίας γενητόν τε καὶ φθαρτόν· εἰσὶ δ᾿ οἳ παρ᾿ 
ἑκατέρων ἐκλαβόντες, τὸ µὲν γενητὸν παρὰ τῶν ὑστέρων παρὰ δὲ τῶν προτέρων τὸ ἄφθαρτον, µικτὴν 
δόξαν ἀπέλιπον, γενητὸν καὶ ἄφθαρτον οἰηθέντες αὐτὸν εἶναι (κτλ).  Ovid Fast. 1.103–118 me Chaos 
antiqui (nam sum res prisca) vocabant: / aspice quam longi temporis acta canam. / lucidus hic 
aër et quae tria corpora restant, / ignis, aquae, tellus, unus acervus erat. / ut semel haec rerum 
secessit lite suarum / inque novas abiit massa soluta domos, / flamma petit altum, propior locus 
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aëra cepit, / sederunt medio terra fretumque solo. / tunc ego, qui fueram globus et sine imagine 
moles, / in faciem redii dignaque membra deo. / nunc quoque, confusae quondam nota parva 
figurae, / ante quod est in me postque videtur idem. / accipe quaesitae quae causa sit altera 
formae, / hanc simul ut noris officiumque meum. / quicquid ubique vides, caelum, mare, nubila, 
terras, / omnia sunt nostra clausa patentque manu.  Ars 2.467–476.  Met. 1.5–88.  Met. 15.237–252.  
Plutarch Def.Or. 424E–F δῆλον δὲ τῷ µετακοσµούµενα ταῖς οὐσίαις ἕκαστα καὶ τὰς χώρας ἅµα 
συµµεταβάλλειν· αἱ µὲν γὰρ διακρίσεις ἀπὸ τοῦ µέσου τὴν ὕλην αἰροµένην ἄνω κύκλῳ διανέµουσιν· αἱ 
δὲ συγκρίσεις (F) καὶ πυκνώσεις πιέζουσι κάτω πρὸς τὸ µέσον καὶ συνελαύνουσι.  differently 
Epicurus Ep.Pyth. at D.L. 10.90 οὐ γὰρ ἀθροισµὸν δεῖ µόνον γενέσθαι οὐδὲ δῖνον ἐν ᾧ ἐνδέχεται 
κόσµον γίνεσθαι κενῷ κατὰ τὸ δοξαζόµενον ἐξ ἀνάγκης, αὔξεσθαί τε ἕως ἂν ἑτέρῳ προσκρούσῃ, 
καθάπερ τῶν φυσικῶν καλουµένων φησί τις. τοῦτο γὰρ µαχόµενόν ἐστι τοῖς φαινοµένοις. ἥλιος τε καὶ 
σελήνη καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ ἄστρα ⟨οὐ⟩ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ γενόµενα ὕστερον ἐµπεριελαµβάνετο ὑπὸ τοῦ κόσµου καὶ 
ὅσα γε δὴ σῴζει, ἀλλ’ εὐθὺς διεπλάττετο καὶ αὔξησιν ἐλάµβανεν (ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ γῆ καὶ θάλαττα 
additamentum iud. Usener prob. Dorandi), κατὰ προσκρίσεις καὶ δινήσεις λεπτοµερῶν τινων 
φύσεων, ἤτοι πνευµατικῶν ἢ πυροειδῶν ἢ τὸ συναµφότερον· καὶ γὰρ ταῦτα οὕτως ἡ αἴσθησις 
ὑποβάλλει.  
§2  Authorial remark: Aristotle Cael. 3.1 289a27–29 λέγω δ’ οὐσίας µὲν τά τε ἁπλᾶ σώµατα, οἷον 
πῦρ καὶ γῆν καὶ τὰ σύστοιχα τούτοις, καὶ ὅσα ἐκ τούτων, οἷον τόν τε σύνολον οὐρανὸν καὶ τὰ µόρια.  
Ocellus §38 πρῶτον µὲν γὰρ ἀεὶ ὄντος τοῦ κόσµου ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τὰ µέρη αὐτοῦ συνυπάρχειν (λέγω 
δὲ µέρη οὐρανόν, γῆν, τὸ µεταξὺ τούτων ὃ δὴ µετάρσιον καὶ ἀέριον ὀνοµάζεται), οὐ γὰρ ἄνευ τούτων 
ἀλλὰ σὺν τούτοις καὶ ἐκ τούτων ὁ κόσµος.  Simplicius in Phys. 28.15–24 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 
8 Diels, 229 FHS&G) παραπλησίως δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος αὐτοῦ (sc. Λευκίππου) Δηµόκριτος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης 
(68A38 DK) ἀρχὰς ἔθετο τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν, ὧν τὸ µὲν ὄν, τὸ δὲ µὴ ὂν ἐκάλει· ὡς ⟨γὰρ⟩ ὕλην τοῖς 
οὖσι τὰς ἀτόµους ὑποτιθέντες τὰ λοιπὰ γεννῶσι ταῖς διαφοραῖς αὐτῶν. τρεῖς δέ εἰσιν αὗται ῾ῥυσµὸς’ 
῾τροπὴ’ ῾διαθιγή’, ταὐτὸν δὲ εἰπεῖν σχῆµα καὶ θέσις καὶ τάξις. πεφυκέναι γὰρ τὸ ὅµοιον ὑπὸ τοῦ ὁµοίου 
κινεῖσθαι καὶ φέρεσθαι τὰ συγγενῆ πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τῶν σχηµάτων ἕκαστον εἰς ἑτέραν 
ἐγκοσµούµενον σύγκρισιν ἄλλην ποιεῖν διάθεσιν· ὥστε εὐλόγως ἀπείρων οὐσῶν τῶν ἀρχῶν πάντα τὰ 
πάθη καὶ τὰς οὐσίας ἀποδώσειν ἐπηγγέλλοντο, ὑφ' οὗ τέ τι γίνεται καὶ πῶς. διὸ καί φασι µόνοις τοῖς 
ἄπειρα ποιοῦσι τὰ στοιχεῖα πάντα συµβαίνειν κατὰ λόγον.  in Phys. 327.24–25 Δηµόκριτος (68B167 
DK) ἐν οἷς φησι ῾δεῖνον ἀπὸ τοῦ παντὸς ἀποκριθῆναι παντοίων εἰδέων’.  
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 879A; pp. 291a10–292a19 Diels—PPh : Philo Prov. 1.22, p. 12.1–5 
Aucher, 146.13–15 Hadas-Lebel (interpolatus)—PE: Eusebius PE 15.32.8 (capitulatim) + 
15.33.1–5 (textus), pp. 406.7–8 + 407.10–408.13 Mras—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 32; pp. 
617.1–7 Diels; pp. 103–109 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 108–111 Daiber—PPs : Psellus 
Omn.Doctr. 152, p. 79 Westerink (titulus solus) 
S : Stobaeus Ecl. 1.22.3a, p. 198.18 (tit.) + pp. 198.19–199.8 Wachsmuth + 3d, p. 199.23 
Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b7–8 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Ach: Achilles Univ. c. 5, p. 16.8–9 Di Maria; Hermias Irr. 18.2–4 Hanson 
 

Titulus  ε΄. Εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν (P,S) 1 
§1 οἱ µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς ἕνα κόσµον ἀπεφήναντο, ὃν δὴ καὶ τὸ πᾶν ἔφασαν  2 

εἶναι τὸ σωµατικόν. (P1,S2) 3 
§2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ κόσµον µὲν ἕνα, οὐ µέντοι τὸ πᾶν εἶναι τὸν κόσµον ἀλλ᾿  4 

ὀλίγον τι τοῦ παντὸς µέρος, τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν ἀργὴν ὕλην. (P2,S1) 5 
§3 Πλάτων δὲ τεκµαίρεται τὸ δοκοῦν, ὅτι εἷς ὁ κόσµος καὶ ἓν τὸ πᾶν, ἐκ  6 

τριῶν, ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ἔσεσθαι τέλειον, ἐὰν µὴ πάντα περιέχῃ· ἐκ τοῦ µὴ  7 
ἔσεσθαι ὅµοιον τῷ παραδείγµατι, ἐὰν µὴ µονογενὴς ᾖ· ἐκ τοῦ µὴ 8 
ἔσεσθαι αὐτὸν ἄφθαρτον, ἐὰν ᾖ τι ἐξωτέρω αὐτοῦ. πρὸς δὴ τὸν Πλά- 9 
τωνα ῥητέον, ὅτι οὐ τέλειος ὁ κόσµος· οὐδὲ γὰρ ⟨εἰ⟩ πάντα περιέχει·  10 
καὶ γὰρ ὁ ἄνθρωπός ἐστι τέλειος, ἀλλ᾿ οὐ πάντα περιέχει· καὶ πολλὰ 11 
παραδείγµατα ἔστιν, ὥσπερ ἐπ᾿ ἀνδριάντων καὶ οἰκιῶν καὶ ζῳγραφιῶν. 12 
πῶς δὲ εἶπεν ῾ἔξωθέν τι αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστι’, περιδινεῖσθαι γὰρ οὐκ ἐδυνατο. 13 
ἄφθαρτος δ᾿ οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδὲ δύναται εἶναι, γενητὸς ὤν. (P3,S4) 14 

§4 Μητρόδωρος ὁ καθηγητὴς Ἐπικούρου φησιν ἄτοπον εἶναι ἐν µεγάλῳ  15 
πεδίῳ ἕνα στάχυν γεννηθῆναι καὶ ἕνα κόσµον ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ. ὅτι δ᾿  16 
ἄπειρο⟨ι⟩ κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος, δῆλον ἐκ τοῦ ἄπειρα τὰ αἴτια εἶναι· εἰ γὰρ  17 
ὁ µὲν κόσµος πεπερασµένος, τὰ δ᾿ αἴτια πάντα ἄπειρα, ἐξ ὧν ὅδε ὁ  18 
κόσµος γέγονεν, ἀνάγκη ἀπείρους εἶναι. ὅπου γὰρ ἀπέραντα τὰ αἴτια,  19 
ἐκεῖ καὶ τὰ ἀποτελέσµατα· αἴτια δ᾿ ἤτοι αἱ ἄτοµοι ἢ τὰ στοιχεῖα.  20 
(P4,S3) 21 

  
§1 Stoici SVF 2.530; §2 Empedocles 31A47 DK; §3 Plato cf. Ti. 30c–31b, 33a–d; §4 
Metrodorus 70A6 DK 
  
§1 [2] µὲν PBGQ : µὲν οὖν PES prob. Diels || ἕνα] τὸν PB(II)Q || [2–3] ἀπεφήναντο … τὸ2] al. PG 
εἰρήκασι καὶ τοῦτον || [3] καὶ post εἶναι P prob. edd. Plutarchi ab Arnim : om. S, delevimus  
|| τὸ σωµατικόν (τὸ om. PQ(ut vid.)) PB : τὸν σωµατικόν SFP1 (τὸ SP2) : τὰ σωµατικά PE    §2  hoc 
lemma ante §1 hab. S || [4] δὲ] om. S || [5] ὀλίγον] µικρόν PG || µέρος] µέρους PB(II) || ἀργὴν] 
om. S || ὕλην] εἶναι τὴν ὕλην PB(III:AE)    §3 [6–14]  Πλάτων … γενητὸς ὤν P : Πλάτων ἕνα τὸν 
κόσµον ἀπεφήνατο· λέγει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ κτλ. S || [6] τεκµαίρεται … πᾶν] al. PG κόσµον 
ἕνα φησὶ καὶ ἓν τὸ πᾶν εἶναι γενητόν || τὸ δοκοῦν] τόδ᾿ οὖν PE || ὁ PEQ Diels : om. PBG || [7] 
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ἔσεσθαι PEQ(ut vid.) Diels : εἶναι PB || περιέχῃ PBGQ(ut vid.) : ἐµπεριέχῃ PE Diels || [9] αὐτὸν 
ἄφθαρτον] αἰώνιον PG || ἐὰν … αὐτοῦ] εἰ τὸ ἐλλιπές τι ἔχει PG || post αὐτοῦ hab. ᾖ PE || ῥητέον 
PB : λεκτέον PE || [10] εἰ coni. Mau prob. Lachenaud || [10–11] καὶ … περιέχει PB(I,III) : desunt 
in PB(II)EQ || [11] παραδείγµατα] : παραδείγµα‹τος µιµήµα›τα Reiske || [12] καὶ οἰκιῶν] om. PQ 
|| [13] πῶς … ἐδυνατο (ἠδυνατο Diels) PE Diels : al. PB (cf. Q) πῶς δὲ τέλειος, εἴπερ ἔξωθέν τι 
αὐτοῦ περιδινεῖσθαι δύναται;    §4 lemma non hab. PG || [15]  ὁ … Ἐπικούρου S : δὲ P || [16] 
γεννηθῆναι P : γενηθῆναι S || 17] ἄπειρο⟨ι⟩ corr. Meineke prob. Wachsmuth (in app.) Diels 
DK Mau Lachenaud Laks–Most : ἄπειρος PS crucif. Diels DG ‘antiquum mendum in trad. 
Aetii’ || ἐκ … εἶναι] om. PQ || ἄπειρα τὰ] ἀπείρατα SF, ἀπείρατος SP, corr. Diels Wachsmuth 
|| [18] µὲν PBE : om. S (ὅδε ὁ coni. Usener, prob. Wachsmuth) || [19–20] ὅπου … 
ἀποτελέσµατα : om. PQ || [19] ὅπου … αἴτια coni. Usener Wachsmuth Torraca, cf. S sed 
ἀπέραντα non hab. : ὅπου γὰρ τὰ πάντα γέγονε αἴτια PB (om. γέγονε PE), crucif. Mau 
Lachenaud, … ἄπειρα τὰ αἴτια Reiske prob. Laks–Most, … τὰ αἴτια ἄπειρα coni. Diels || 
[20] τὰ1 PB : om. PE, add. in S Wachsmuth || post §4 add. Diels in apparatu ex T CAG 4.12 
lemmaἽππασος καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ἓν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ἀ⟨ει⟩κίνητον καὶ πεπερασµένον, vid. comm. 
infra sub A(3) 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 32 (~ tit.) Εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν (text Jas) 
32.1  (~ P1) οἱ µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς ἕνα κόσµον εἰρήκασι καὶ τοῦτον σωµατικόν. 
32.2  (~ P2) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ κόσµον ἕνα, οὐ µέντοι τὸ πᾶν εἶναι κόσµον, ἀλλὰ µικρόν τι τοῦ 
παντὸς µέρος, τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν ἀργὴν ὕλην. 
32.3  (~ P3) Πλάτων δὲ κόσµον ἕνα φησὶ καὶ ἓν τὸ πᾶν εἶναι †γενητόν [. . .]† ἐὰν µὴ πάντα 
περιέχῃ, ⟨ἐκ⟩ τοῦ µὴ ἔσεσθαι ὅµοιον τῷ παραδείγµατι {τοῦτ᾿ ἔστι τῷ θνητῷ κόσµῳ}, ἐὰν µὴ 
µονογενὴς ᾖ, ⟨ἐκ⟩ τοῦ µὴ ἔσεσθαι αἰώνιον, εἰ τὸ ἐλλιπές τι ἔχει.  
 
Philo Alexandrinus (interpolatus) Prov. 1.22 Aucher, cf. Diels DG 1–2 (~ P2) Empedocles 
mundum unum, nec tamen universum illum, sed minorem istius universi partem, 
reliquum vero vacuum esse materia. 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 5, p. 16.8–9 (~ §4) Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 301 Usener) δὲ πολλοὺς κόσµους 
ὑποτίθεται καὶ ὁ διδάσκαλος αὐτοῦ Μητρόδωρος. 
 
Hermias Irr. 18.2–4 προκύψας δέ µοί φησιν Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 301 Usener)· σὺ µὲν δὴ κόσµον 
ἕνα µεµέτρηκας, ὦ φιλότης, εἰσὶ δὲ κόσµοι πολλοὶ καὶ ἄπειροι (~ quaestio). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio:  A 1 prooem. 3 ζητεῖται ὁµοίως εἰ ἄπειρος ὁ κόσµος ἐστι. 
§1  A 2.1.2 Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας Ἐµπεδοκλῆς Ἔκφαντος Παρµενίδης Μέλισσος Ἡράκλειτος 
Ἀναξαγόρας Πλάτων Ἀριστοτέλης Ζήνων ἕνα τὸν κόσµον. (al.) A 2.1.9 οἱ Στωικοὶ διαφέρειν τὸ 
πᾶν καὶ τὸ ὅλον· πᾶν µὲν γὰρ εἶναι σὺν τῷ κενῷ τῷ ἀπείρῳ, ὅλον δὲ χωρὶς τοῦ κενοῦ τὸν 
κόσµον· ὥστε {οὐ} τὸ αὐτὸ εἶναι τὸ ὅλον καὶ τὸν κόσµον. 
§2  A 1.18.2 ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς· ‘οὐδέ τι τοῦ παντὸς κενεὸν πέλει οὐδὲ περιττόν’. 
§3  A 2.2a.2 οἱ δὲ τρόχου δίκην περιδινεῖσθαι (sc. τὸν κόσµον). A 2.4.1 Πυθαγόρας Ἡράκλειτος 
γενητὸν κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν τὸν κόσµον, οὐ κατὰ χρόνον. A 1.22.9 Πλάτων δὲ γενητὸν κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν 
(sc. τὸν χρόνον). A 2.4.9 Πλάτων φθαρτὸν µὲν τόν κόσµον, ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ φύσει, αἰσθητὸν γὰρ 
εἶναι, διότι καὶ σωµατικόν, οὐ µὴν φθαρησόµενόν γε προνοίᾳ καὶ συνοχῇ θεοῦ. A 4.19.3 ἔχοι δ᾿ 
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ἄν τις πρὸς τούτους εἰπεῖν· πῶς … A 5.23.1 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ ἄρχεσθαι τοὺς 
ἀνθρώπους τῆς τελειότητος περὶ τὴν δευτέραν ἑβδοµάδα κτλ.  
§4  A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι δι᾿ ὃ τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα κτλ. A 1.18.3 Λεύκιππος Δηµόκριτος Δηµήτριος 
Μητρόδωρος Ἐπίκουρος τὰ µὲν ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. A 
2.proœm. τετελεκὼς τοίνυν τὸν περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ τῶν συνεδρευόντων αὐτοῖς 
λόγον τρέψοµαι πρὸς τὸν ἐπὶ τῶν ἀποτελεσµάτων. A 2.1.4 Ἀναξίµανδρος Ἀναξιµένης 
Ἀρχέλαος Ξενοφάνης Διογένης Λεύκιππος Δηµόκριτος Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὁ τούτου καθηγητὴς 
Μητρόδωρος ἀπείρους κόσµους ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ κατὰ πᾶσαν περίστασιν. A 2.1.5 Σέλευκος ὁ 
Ἐρυθραῖος καὶ Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Ποντικὸς ἄπειρον τὸν κόσµον. A 2.1.6 Διογένης καὶ Μέλισσος τὸ 
µὲν πᾶν ἄπειρον, τὸν δὲ κόσµον πεπεράνθαι. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The chapter is quite broadly attested. 
 (1)  In addition to the text of PB and Q, it is also fully written out by E, who 
in the third doxa preserves a fine reading that is superior to what is found in 
the later transmission. G cites three doxai, the first two fairly faithfully, the 
third a longer Platonic lemma in a reduced form. The doxa of Empedocles has 
been interpolated in the text of Philo Prov. 1.22 as part of the interpolation of 
material from 1.3. Ps uses only the heading. 
 (2)  S includes the chapter together with ch. 2.7 in his ch. 1.22 ‘On the 
ordering of the cosmos’. The Platonic doxa is pared down to a five-word 
summary at 1.22.3d, followed by the quote from Tim. 31a–b on which A’s doxa is 
ultimately based. 
 (3) Diels DG 292 with some hesitation added a final lemma from T, CAG 
4.12 (see app. crit.), which he placed not in the text but in the apparatus and 
gave the number §5: ‘Hippasus of Metapontum [18A7 DK] and Heraclitus, son 
of Bloson, of Ephesus (T 200 Mouraviev) held that the All is one, unmoved [sic; 
ἀκίνητον, after Zeller generally amended to ἀ⟨ει⟩κίνητον ‘always in motion’] and 
limited, and that the principle is fire’ (on this emendation see above ch. 1.3 
Commentary A(5)(c)). This may seem justified because of the mention of the 
singularity of the All, but entails neglecting the part about fire as the principle, 
which as to theme belongs with the chapter on the principles, A 1.3. The 
assumption that the Theodoretean lemma must be a combination of two 
lemmata from different Aëtian chapters does not convince, because the two 
themes are already combined in Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 (= fr. 225 FHSG, ap. 
Simp. in Phys. 23.33–24.2) and Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.84, see Diels DG 168 and 
221, Journée (2018) at M-R 4, passim, and Mansfeld (2018) at M-R 4.247–248. 
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Subsequently, at Hippasus 18A1 DK (~ V.P. 8.84) we are told by Diels that the 
phrase is ‘aus Theophrast’, with reference to 18A7 (Theophr. Phys.Op. fr. 1). The 
present lemma is not printed in DK. So we have decided not to follow Diels 
here. See further ch. 1.3 Commentary A(5)(c). 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1) Proximate tradition.  For the proximate tradition see below on ch. 2.1. 
This chapter deals with the same theme. 
 (2) Sources. The account of Plato’s view ultimately derives from the 
Timaeus. For the counter-arguments, mostly of Atomist provenance, see below 
at section D(d)§4.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  This heading, formulating a very precise question, is only found in the 
traditions of S and P up to Psellus and nowhere else. Pace Leszl (2002) 175 the 
question ‘whether one ...’ obviously entails a contrast between one and more 
than one (: question type of quantity). The relation between ‘one’ (or unique) 
and ‘all’ adverts us to the various senses in which these terms have been used. 
 (2)  In S it is surprising to find that the material in this chapter is not used 
in ch. 1.21 on the cosmos etc. which contains some doxai from A 2.1, but rather 
in ch. 1.22 the heading of which is based on A 2.7 (Ecl. p. 195.3). The heading of 
our ch. 1.5 is then cited as a sub-heading halfway this chapter (p. 198.18). 
Photius’ index combines chapter heading and sub-heading, both obviously 
taken from S 1.22. The Laurentianus manuscript has Περὶ κόσµου τάξεως· ἐν 
αὐτῷ καὶ τάδε· εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν, which means that the Stobaean chapter ‘On the 
ordering of the cosmos’ also contains ‘Whether the All (sc. the universe) is 
unique’. Wachsmuth should not have added the sub-heading between angle 
brackets to the main one at p. 195.3. Bottler (2014) 124–127 appears to argue in 
favour of a single chapter Περὶ τάξεως τοῦ κόσµου· εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν in the source 
shared by P and S, because Photius is only able to count this heading as no. 22 
in his second decad of headings if it is that of a single chapter. But Photius 
counts headings in S not P. It is, however, quite unlikely that P, the epitomator, 
would have distributed the lemmata over two different chapters in two 
different books, whereas S’s combination and even coalescence of different 
chapters from A in one of his own is his standard practice. In S 1.22 there is no 
coalescence or close combination of lemmata of chs. 1.5 and 2.7. This is not to 
be wondered at, because the two chapters have very little in common. Chs. 1.5 
and 2.1, on the other hand, to a considerable extent deal with the same topic, 
so lemmata excerpted from them are cited in two successive blocks, 2.1 at Ecl. 
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1.22.3b following 1.5 at 1.22.3a. See also M–R 1.11, 1.22–24 (on chs. 1.5–2.1 and 
their overlap), 2.2.306–322 (on ch. 2.1). 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
Introduction. The chapter is part of the introduction of the treatise. The 
question of the uniqueness or plurality of kosmoi follows in a natural way upon 
the (Atomist) account of the generation of a single cosmos in ch. 1.4. It is no 
less general than ch. 1.4, and equally preliminary to the account of the cosmos 
as a whole that is to follow in Book 2. Even so, the present chapter together 
with ch.1.4 could very well have found a place at the beginning of Book 2. This 
is also clear from the fact that the issues of plurality vs. uniqueness, and of the 
infinite according to size or number, are also part of the subject of ch. 2.1, ‘On 
the cosmos’. Coalescing the two chs. 1.5 and 2.1 would have saved space. S of 
course noticed the overlap; under the sub-heading Εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν in his ch. 1.22 he 
has copied out, without interruption, first 3a: A 1.5.2 + 1.5.1 + 1.5.4, then 3b: 2.1.2 
+ 2.1.3 and 3c: 2.1.4 + 2.1.5, a quite sensible arrangement. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  P has four lemmata, S three. S has omitted P3, name-label Plato, 
replacing it in his usual way with an abstract from Plato, viz. Tim. 31a–b, 
preceded by the words (Ecl. p. 199.23–24) Πλάτων ἕνα τὸν κόσµον ἀπεφήνατο· 
λέγει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ οὕτως, of which the first colon, ‘Plato said there is only 
one cosmos’, can be read as terse summary of P3. But at 1.22.3d this 
replacement only follows farther down, after the excerpts from ch. 2.1 at 
1.22.3b–c and so not after those from ch. 1.5 at 1.22.3a.  
 (2)  Two of the three lemmata S shares with P are presented in a different 
order, viz. S1 = P2 and S2 = P1, while S3 = P3. Which of these two arrangements 
is to be attributed to A it is hard to say, because from a systematic point of view 
the difference is irrelevant. 
 (3)  As to the place of the Plato lemma (P3), no argument against P’s order 
is available because of the fact that S placed the text he substituted for this 
lemma after his excerpts from A. We therefore have decided to follow Diels in 
the DG who, as usual, followed P. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
Diaphoniae.  See above, section C ad init. Three lemmata in favour of the 
uniqueness of the cosmos, §§1–3, are contrasted with a single lemma, §4, in 
favour of plurality—in fact in favour of an infinite multiplicity of atomist 
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kosmoi, which amounts to a neat and strong diaphonia. §1 and §2 are opposed 
to each other because according to the Stoics the cosmos constitutes the 
totality of what is corporeal, while according to Empedocles it is only a small 
part of the All (: the universe), the remainder being inert matter. There is also a 
distinction between §§1–2 on the one hand, dogmatically presenting doxai 
without argumentation, and §§3–4, where the doxai are accompanied by 
arguments—which, moreover, in §3 are argued against (an explicitly 
dialectical feature not often found in the Placita), but not in §4. The opposition 
between uniqueness and plurality as first and last is maintained by both P and 
S, and is not affected by the displacement of §3 in S. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  The lemma as transmitted can be rendered: ‘The (philosophers) from the 
Stoa declared the cosmos to be unique, and also said that it was all that is 
corporeal’. This awkward phrase compares uneasily with but does not 
contradict the standard Stoic doctrine concerned with the distinction between 
‘the All’ (the cosmos + the empty space beyond the cosmos) and ‘the whole’ 
(the cosmos alone) reported elsewhere, viz. ch. 2.1.7 below; cf. Ach c. 5 p. 15.11–
13, Sextus Empiricus M. 9.332 (= SVF 2.524), and see Long–Sedley (1987) 1.270. 
In line [2] the καὶ after εἶναι (in P, not in S) should be omitted, while in the first 
τό in the same line may be a corruption (easily explained as a perseveration of 
the τό in the τὸ πᾶν of the heading) that was already present in the text of A. An 
improved constitutio would look like ὃν δὴ καὶ πᾶν ἔφασαν εἶναι τὸ σωµατικόν. 
For the phrase πᾶν τὸ σωµατικόν cf. Plu. Def.Or. 428D ἡ δὲ τοῦ δωδεκαέδρου φύσις 
περιληπτικὴ τῶν ἄλλων σχηµάτων οὖσα τοῦ ὄντος εἰκὼν πρὸς πᾶν ⟨ἂν⟩ τὸ 
σωµατικὸν γεγονέναι δόξειε, ‘… a model with reference to all corporeal being’ 
(trans. Babbit LCL). 
§2.  The information that the cosmos is ‘but a small part of the All (: the 
universe), the remainder being unworked matter’ is not confirmed in other 
accounts of Empedocles, let alone in the fragments quoted verbatim. It is not 
clear to which phase, or phases, of the cosmic cycle this should refer. 
§3.  The counter-arguments against Plato are: (1) That man is ‘full-grown’ or 
‘perfect’ or ‘complete’ (τέλειος), has reached his τέλος, although he does not 
(like the Platonic cosmos) contain everything, entails that there will be a 
multiplicity of men, just as there will be a multiplicity of ‘finished’ statues etc. 
So being ‘complete’ is not a sufficient condition for being unique. So far we 
have found no parallels. (It is clear that ‘complete’ here has a different sense 
than in ch. 1. proœm. 3 above). (2) The refutation of the assumption that there 
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is nothing (i.e. no void) beyond the cosmos because otherwise it could not 
‘whirl around’ is based on a reductio ad absurdum in favour of the sphericity of 
the cosmos at Arist. Cael. 2.4 287a11–22 cited section E(b)§4. Aristotle here 
argues that if a cosmos were rectilinear or lentil- or egg-shaped it would when 
turning in a circle not return to the same place, so presuppose the existence of 
a void or place beyond—quod non (note that Alexander at Simp. in Cael. 
409.32–410.8 argues against). This dialectical argument against Plato 
presupposes that a cosmos may have a variety of shapes, as is clear from ch. 2.2 
below, and as was in fact the outcome of a difference of view among some 
Presocratics, and the considered view of Epicurus, see Ep.Hdt. at Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 10.74 plus scholion, Ep.Hdt. at V.P. 10.88, and A ch. 2.2.5, but fails 
to account for Aristotle’s original point that a spherical cosmos is able to move 
in a circle although there is nothing beyond. As already noted above, S 
drastically abridged the lemma; in fact we only have P and his tradition for an 
argument that may have been set out more fully in A. (3) Arist. Cael. 1.10 
280a28–32 already directed the ancient argument that what comes into being 
would necessarily perish against Plato (he refused to accept the way-out 
devised by Speusippus and Xenocrates, for which see Cael. 1.9 279b32–280a2, 
cited section E(b)§4). A point of view similar to Aristotle’s is at Lucretius DRN 
5.156–165, also cited section E(b)§4, who argues against unidentified 
philosophers who combined Plato’s view with the Stoic idea that the world has 
been created for the benefit of humanity. Note that P at ch. 2.4 in his first 
lemma ascribes Plato’s view as formulated at 1.5.4 to ‘Pythagoras and Plato and 
the Stoics’ (Cyril Juln. 2.15, using this passage, says ‘Pythagoras and the Stoics’); 
while S in this later chapter carefully distinguishes the Stoic view from the 
Platonic, see A 2.4.8–9. So Lucretius’ opponents, if not a mere dialectical ploy, 
may derive from an epitomizer’s reckless combination of name-labels as in P’s 
lemma. (4) καὶ πολλὰ παραδείγµατα ἔστιν κτλ. Edward Jeremiah has pointed out 
to us that this line gives a counter-argument against the second of Plato’s 
justifications for the uniqueness of the world (it would not be similar to the 
model, if it were not alone in its sort). I.e. ‘And there are many models (for a 
multiplicity of worlds), just as there are in the case of statues, buildings, and 
paintings’. This interpretation is supported by four points: (a) It makes the set 
of counter-arguments complete and gives them the same order as the original 
arguments. There would then be a corresponding sequential counter-argument 
for each of Plato’s three justifications instead of just the first and third ones. (b) 
The word παράδειγµα has just been used above in precisely this sense. (c) The 
test cases given (statues, buildings, and paintings) are all things built from 
models. (d) This interpretation of the Greek actually makes sense as an 
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argument. Plato’s second justification relies on the premise that there is only 
one model, so that what represents it most faithfully should also be one. But if 
there are plural models, then there are conceivably plural worlds, just as in the 
case of statues there are many models of statues and many actual statues 
corresponding to each of these models. 
 In line 13 there is a significant divergence between PE and PB (supported by 
Q). The former reading is obviously superior because it argues against the 
premise of Plato’s third argument, whereas the latter reading provides an 
argument that hardly makes sense. Diels was right to base the text on E, who 
here preserves an earlier reading later corrupted in transmission 
(unfortunately G and S do not help us). The argument adopts an Atomist point 
of view (cf. ch. 1.4), as also in the final doxa. It is not accepted by the standard 
Platonic-Aristotelian cosmological model. 
 See also ch. 2.4, Commentary D(d)§1 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
The formula ἓν τὸ πᾶν is widely paralleled, but as a rule has a different 
connotation, namely not a numerical sense, as here, but a qualitative sense, 
pertaining to the rigid one-ness of the One-and-All that is for instance 
attributed to the Eleatics. For the numerical sense see e.g. Plato Sph. 244b τῶν 
ἓν τὸ πᾶν λεγόντων (opposed to τῶν ἄλλων ὅσοι πλεῖον ἑνὸς λέγουσι τὸ πᾶν εἶναι), 
for both senses Aristotle Phys. 1.5 188a19–20 οἵ τε λέγοντες ὅτι ἓν τὸ πᾶν, Met. Α.3 
984b1–2 τῶν µὲν οὖν ἓν φασκόντων εἶναι τὸ πᾶν, Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 5 Diels 
= 224GHS&G ap. Simp. in Phys. 22.26 µίαν δὲ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἤτοι ἓν τὸ ὂν καὶ πᾶν, 
Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels = 227C FHS&G at Alexander in Met. 31.11–12 κατ’ ἀλήθειαν µὲν 
ἓν τὸ πᾶν (Parmenides 28A7 DK), and Hippolytus Ref. 1.14.2 λέγει δὲ … ὅτι ἓν τὸ 
πᾶν ἐστιν (Xenophanes 21A33 DK). Cf. also below, ch. 1.7.27 Μέλισσος καὶ Ζήνων 
τὸ ἓν καὶ πᾶν (sc. θεὸν εἶναι), καὶ µόνον ἀίδιον καὶ ἄπειρον τὸ ἕν. There is quite a 
body of literature on the history of the word κόσµος, but nothing that we know 
of on the phrase τὸ πᾶν, ‘the All’, in a cosmological sense. τὸ πᾶν meaning ‘the 
universe’ is first found in Empedocles 31B14, B17.32 and B30.3 DK, then 
frequently in Plato’s Timaeus, e.g. 27a4, 28c4, 29c5, 30b5, etc., in Arist. Met. Α.4 
985a25, 5 986b17, 8 988b21, See also Mansfeld (2002) 277–281 = M-R 3.422–427 
and Mansfeld (2018a) 249–251. See further our comments on the parallel 
chapter ch. 2.1 below. 
 In relation to §4 Metrodorus’ argument at ps.Plu. Strom. 11 (before the 
lacuna in the text of the paragraph; cited below section E(a)§5) that the All (: 
the universe) is infinite looks like a pastiche of the well-known argument of 
Melissus 30B1–B4 DK, inclusive of the difficulty inherent in the move from 
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temporal to spatial infinity (for the ‘full’ and the ‘void’ see 30B7.7 DK). Zeller–
Nestle 1920) 1.2.1186 n. 1 argued that Metrodorus was in a position to follow 
Melissus (inclusive of the Melissean ‘Fehlschluß’), and that Strom. 11 and our §4 
are in agreement. Bicknell (1982) 197 argued that Μητροδῶρος ὁ Χῖος was 
substituted for Μέλισσος ὁ Σάµιος. Palmer (2001) 7–9, who cites our §4 as well, 
again argues in favour of Metrodorus. We may add that at T CAG 2.7 this 
Melissean tenet is attributed to Democritus as well (‘Democritus of Abdera 
said the All is infinite and ungenerated’), largely paralleled at ps.Plu. Strom. 7: 
‘Democritus of Abdera posited that the All is infinite because it was absolutely 
not manufactured by anyone’ [or: ‘anything’]. … And what sort of All it is he 
sets out verbatim, (saying) that the causes of things that are taking place now 
have no beginning’. This attribution has to be accepted as a selective emphasis 
on an important aspect of his doctrine, facilitated by the fact that Melissus 
posited Being (in later reports modified to the All, or the cosmos), and the 
Atomists the void and matter, to be infinite and everlasting. Aristotle reports 
that ‘Democritus shows how impossible it that everything can have been 
generated, because time was not generated’ (Arist. Phys. 8.1 251b15–17, 
Democritus 68A71 DK, fr. 64a Taylor.). 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition (see also below at ch. 2.1) 
General texts: Cicero Ep. 9.26.3 ille baro te putabat quaesiturum unum caelum esset an 
innumerabilia.  Div. 2.11 unusne mundus sit an plures.  Philo of Alexandria Abr. 162 πότερον εἷς ἢ 
πλείονές εἰσι κόσµοι.  Ebr. 188–189 (skeptical trope) πολλάκις δὲ καὶ ἐναντία οὐ περὶ ἑνὸς τίθεται 
τοῦ τυχόντος, ἀλλὰ σχεδὸν περὶ πάντων µικρῶν τε καὶ µεγάλων, ἐν οἷς αἱ ζητήσεις συνίστανται· οἱ γὰρ 
ἄπειρον τὸ πᾶν εἰσηγούµενοι τοῖς πεπερασµένον εἶναι λέγουσιν κτλ.  Quintilian Inst. 7.2.6 quaeritur 
per coniecturam et qualitatem circa modum speciem numerum: …unus mundus an plures.  Galen 
Loc.Aff. 8.159.5–7 (καὶ τοῦ) ἄπειρόν τε τὸ πᾶν ἢ πεπερασµένον, ἢ πολλοὺς εἶναι κόσµους ἢ 
ἀπεριλήπτους κατὰ τὸν ἀριθµὸν, ἢ ἕνα µόνον, τοῦτον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 171.15–16 ὁ 
δὲ περὶ τοῦ ἢ ἕνα ἢ πολλοὺς εἶναι τοὺς κόσµους διαλέγοιτο.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.331–334 καὶ δὴ 
οἱ µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς φιλόσοφοι (SVF 2.524) διαφέρειν ὑπολαµβάνουσι τὸ ὅλον καὶ τὸ πᾶν· ὅλον µὲν 
γὰρ εἶναι λέγουσι τὸν κόσµον, πᾶν δὲ τὸ σὺν τῷ κόσµῳ ἔξωθεν κενόν, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τὸ µὲν ὅλον 
πεπερασµένον εἶναι (πεπέρασται γὰρ ὁ κόσµος), τὸ δὲ πᾶν ἄπειρον (τοιοῦτον γὰρ τὸ ἐκτὸς τοῦ 
κόσµου κενόν). ὁ δὲ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 75 Usener) ἀδιαφόρως τήν τε τῶν σωµάτων καὶ τὴν τοῦ κενοῦ 
φύσιν ὅλον τε καὶ πᾶν προσαγορεύειν εἴωθεν. … οἱ δὲ φάµενοι µηδ’ ὅλως εἶναι κενόν, ὡς οἱ ἐκ τοῦ 
Περιπάτου, τὸ ὅλον καὶ τὸ πᾶν τῶν σωµάτων µόνον, οὐχὶ δὲ καὶ τοῦ κενοῦ ἐπικατηγοροῦσιν.  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.84 Ἵππασος Μεταποντῖνος (18A1 DK) … ἔφη δὲ … πεπερασµένον εἶναι τὸ 
πᾶν καὶ ἀεικίνητον.  Ambrose of Milan Exam. 1.1.3, p. 4.2–5 Schenkel Pythagoras (—) unum 
mundum adserit, alii innumerabiles dicunt esse mundos, ut scribit Democritus (fr. 358 Luria), cui 
plurimum de physicis auctoritatis vetustas detulit.  Galen Loc.Aff. 8.158.11–159.4 K. ὥσπερ δ’ 
ἐνταῦθα φιλονεικίαν αἰσχρὰν ἐπιδείκνυνται προφανῶς, οὕτως ἄνοιαν, ὅταν οἴωνται πάνθ’ ἑαυτῶν 
σαλεύεσθαι τὰ δόγµατα, κᾂν ἓν ὁτιοῦν ἐλεγχθῇ· τινὰ µὲν γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἀκολουθεῖ … καθάπερ … 
ἄπειρόν τε τὸ πᾶν ἢ πεπερασµένον, ἢ πολλοὺς εἶναι κόσµους ἢ ἀπεριλήπτους κατὰ τὸν ἀριθµὸν, ἢ ἕνα 
µόνον τοῦτον (cf. also ch. 2.1). Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 2.58, p. 133.4–5 locus ipse ac spatium, in 
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quo situs est ac volutatur, quid sit? infinitus, finitus inanis an solidus?  cf. Eusebius PE 15.32.8 
(capitulatim) εἰ χρὴ τὸ πᾶν ἓν ἢ πολλὰ ἡγεῖσθαι καὶ εἰ ἕνα τὸν κόσµον ἢ πλείους. 
Chapter heading: Εἰ ἓν τὸ πᾶν] εἰ χρὴ τὸ πᾶν ἓν ἢ πολλὰ ἡγεῖσθαι καὶ εἰ ἕνα τὸν κόσµον ἢ πλείους 
PE p. 406.7–8 
§1  Stoics: Arius Didymus fr. 29 Diels at Eus. PE 15.15.1 (on Stoics, SVF 2.528) ὅλον δὲ τὸν κόσµον 
σὺν τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ µέρεσι προσαγορεύουσι θεόν· τοῦτον δὲ ἕνα µόνον εἶναί φασι καὶ πεπερασµένον καὶ 
ζῷον καὶ ἀΐδιον καὶ θεόν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.140 (on Stoics, SVF 3 Antip. 43, Posidonius F 8 
E.-K., 260 Theiler) ἕνα τὸν κόσµον εἶναι καὶ τοῦτον πεπερασµένον. Cf. Theodoret CAG 4.5 
Ξενοφάνης µὲν οὖν ὁ Ὀρθοµένους ὁ Κολοφώνιος (21A36DK) ὁ τῆς Ἐλεατικῆς αἱρέσεως ἡγησάµενος ἓν 
εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ἔφησε σφαιροειδὲς καὶ πεπερασµένον, οὐ γενητὸν ἀλλ’ ἀίδιον καὶ πάµπαν ἀκίνητον. 
§3  Plato:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.71–72 (on Plato) κόσµον τε εἶναι ἕνα γεννητόν … ἕνα τε αὐτὸν 
καὶ οὐκ ἄπειρον κατεσκευάσθαι, ὅτι καὶ τὸ ὑπόδειγµα ἓν ἦν ἀφ’ οὗ αὐτὸν ἐδηµιούργησε … ἀλλὰ µὴν 
καὶ ἄφθαρτον διαµένειν τὸν κόσµον διὰ τὸ µὴ διαλύεσθαι εἰς τὸν θεόν.  Ambrose of Milan Exam. 
2.2.5, p. 44.10–15 Schenkel nam sunt qui unum caelum esse dicant nec alterius caeli faciendi, dum 
esset una ὕλη, ut ipsi aiunt, potuisse subpetere substantiam, quoniam cum omnis superiori caelo 
esset expensa, nihil reliqui fuit quod ad aedificationem secundi caeli tertiive proficeret alii vero 
innumeros caelos et mundos esse adserunt. 
§4  Metrodorus:  Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 1.951 (cited from Epic. Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.41, 
but without diacritics) το παν απειρον· το γορ πεπερασµενον ακρον εχει.  ad DRN 2.1058 apiros 
mundus.  ps.Plutarch Strom. 11 (fr. 179 Sandbach) at Eus. PE 1.8.11 Μητρόδωρος ὁ Χῖος (70A4 DK) 
ἀΐδιον εἶναί φησι τὸ πᾶν, ὅτι εἰ ἦν γενητόν, ἐκ τοῦ µὴ ὄντος ἂν ἦν· ἄπειρον δέ, ὅτι ἀΐδιον, οὐ γὰρ ἔχειν 
ἀρχὴν ὅθεν ἤρξατο οὐδὲ πέρας οὐδὲ τελευτήν. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts (see also below at ch. 2.1)  
General texts: Aristotle Phys. 8.1 250b18–22 ἀλλ’ ὅσοι µὲν ἀπείρους τε κόσµους εἶναί φασιν … ὅσοι 
δ’ ἕνα.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G at Simp. in Phys. 23.33–24.2 Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος (18A7 DK) καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (22A5 DK) ἓν καὶ οὗτοι καὶ κινούµενον καὶ 
πεπερασµένον· ἀλλὰ πῦρ ἐποίησαν τὴν ἀρχὴν.  Divisiones Aristoteleae 42, p. 56.1–2 φυσικὸν δέ 
(sc. πρόβληµα), οἷον πότερον εἷς κόσµος ἐστὶν ἢ πλείους.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.17 (on 
Archelaus, 60A1 DK) τὸ πᾶν ἄπειρον.  Eusebius PE 15.62.13 (on Ariston, SVF 1.353) τήν τ’ αὖ 
διαφωνίαν παµπόλλην οὖσαν· τοὺς µὲν γὰρ ἄπειρον ἀποφαίνειν τὸ πᾶν, τοὺς δὲ πεπερασµένον. 
Chapter heading: Pliny Nat. 1 p. 11.2–3 Mayhoff an finitus sit mundus et an unus. 
§1  Stoics:  Proclus in Tim. 3.143.18–20 ὡς γὰρ τὸ πᾶν τὸ σωµατικὸν ἐντὸς ἐτεκτήνατο τῆς ψυχῆς, 
οὕτω καὶ τὴν γῆν ἐντὸς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ δεδηµιούργηκεν. 
§2  Empedocles:  Empedocles 31B13–14 DK at ps.Arist. MXG 2 967b23–27 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … λέγων 
ὡς ‘τοῦ παντός οὐδὲ κενεόν. πόθεν οὖν τί κ’ ἐπέλθοι’; ὅταν δὲ εἰς µίαν µορφὴν συγκριθῇ, ὡς ἓν εἶναι, 
οὐδέν φησι τό γε ‘κενεὸν πέλει οὐδὲ περισσόν’. 
§3  Plato:  Plato Tim. 28b ὁ δὴ πᾶς οὐρανὸς—ἢ κόσµος ἢ καὶ ἄλλο ὅτι ποτὲ ὀνοµαζόµενος µάλιστ’ ἂν 
δέχοιτο, τοῦθ’ ἡµῖν ὠνοµάσθω—σκεπτέον δ’ οὖν περὶ αὐτοῦ πρῶτον, ὅπερ ὑπόκειται περὶ παντὸς ἐν 
ἀρχῇ δεῖν σκοπεῖν, πότερον ἦν ἀεί, γενέσεως ἀρχὴν ἔχων οὐδεµίαν, ἢ γέγονεν, ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς τινος 
ἀρξάµενος. γέγονεν.  Tim. 30c–31b τῶν µὲν οὖν ἐν µέρους εἴδει πεφυκότων µηδενὶ καταξιώσωµεν—
ἀτελεῖ γὰρ ἐοικὸς οὐδέν ποτ’ ἂν γένοιτο καλόν—οὗ δ’ ἔστιν τἆλλα ζῷα καθ’ ἓν καὶ κατὰ γένη µόρια, 
τούτῳ πάντων ὁµοιότατον αὐτὸν εἶναι τιθῶµεν. τὰ γὰρ δὴ νοητὰ ζῷα πάντα ἐκεῖνο ἐν ἑαυτῷ 
περιλαβὸν ἔχει, καθάπερ ὅδε ὁ (d) κόσµος ἡµᾶς ὅσα τε ἄλλα θρέµµατα συνέστηκεν ὁρατά. τῷ γὰρ 
τῶν νοουµένων καλλίστῳ καὶ κατὰ πάντα τελέῳ µάλιστα αὐτὸν ὁ θεὸς ὁµοιῶσαι βουληθεὶς ζῷον ἓν 
ὁρατόν, πάνθ’ ὅσα (31a) αὐτοῦ κατὰ φύσιν συγγενῆ ζῷα ἐντὸς ἔχον ἑαυτοῦ, συνέστησε. πότερον οὖν 
ὀρθῶς ἕνα οὐρανὸν προσειρήκαµεν, ἢ πολλοὺς καὶ ἀπείρους λέγειν ἦν ὀρθότερον; ἕνα, εἴπερ κατὰ τὸ 
παράδειγµα δεδηµιουργηµένος ἔσται. … ἵνα οὖν (b) τόδε κατὰ τὴν µόνωσιν ὅµοιον ᾖ τῷ παντελεῖ ζῴῳ, 
διὰ ταῦτα οὔτε δύο οὔτ’ ἀπείρους ἐποίησεν ὁ ποιῶν κόσµους, ἀλλ’ εἷς ὅδε µονογενὴς οὐρανὸς γεγονὼς 
ἔστιν καὶ ἔτ’ ἔσται.  Tim. 33a πρὸς δὲ τούτοις ἕν, ἅτε οὐχ ὑπολελειµµένων ἐξ ὧν ἄλλο τοιοῦτον γένοιτ’ 
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ἄν, ἔτι δὲ ἵν’ ἀγήρων καὶ ἄνοσον ᾖ (quoted Philo Aet. 26).  Tim. 33c–d ἀπῄει τε γὰρ οὐδὲν οὐδὲ 
προσῄειν αὐτῷ ποθεν—οὐδὲ γὰρ ἦν—αὐτὸ γὰρ ἑαυτῷ τροφὴν τὴν ἑαυτοῦ φθίσιν παρέχον καὶ πάντα 
ἐν ἑαυτῷ καὶ ὑφ’ (d) ἑαυτοῦ πάσχον καὶ δρῶν ἐκ τέχνης γέγονεν· ἡγήσατο γὰρ αὐτὸ ὁ συνθεὶς 
αὔταρκες ὂν ἄµεινον ἔσεσθαι µᾶλλον ἢ προσδεὲς ἄλλων.  Aristotle fr. 206 R3 at Simp. in Cael. 
296.16–17 Ἀριστοτέλης … τοῦ Πλάτωνος Τίµαιον ἐπιτεµνόµενος γράφει· ‘φησὶ δὲ γενητὸν εἶναι’. Cael. 
1.10 279b32–280a2 ἥν δέ τινες βοήθειαν ἐπιχειροῦσι φέρειν ἑαυτοῖς τῶν λεγόντων ἄφθαρτον µὲν εἶναι 
γενόµενον δέ, οὐκ ἔστιν ἀληθής· ὁµοίως γάρ φασι τοῖς τὰ διαγράµµατα γράφουσι καὶ σφᾶς εἰρηκέναι 
περὶ τῆς γενέσεως, οὐχ ὡς γενοµένου ποτέ, ἀλλὰ διδασκαλίας χάριν ὡς µᾶλλον γνωριζόντων, ὥσπερ 
τὸ διάγραµµα γιγνόµενον θεασαµένους.  Cael. 1.10 280a28–32 εἰσὶ γάρ τινες οἷς ἐνδέχεσθαι δοκεῖ καὶ 
ἀγένητόν {τι} ὂν φθαρῆναι καὶ γενόµενον ἄφθαρτον διατελεῖν, ὥσπερ ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ· ἐκεῖ γάρ φησι τὸν 
οὐρανὸν γενέσθαι µέν, οὐ µὴν ἀλλ’ ἔσεσθαί γε τὸν λοιπὸν ἀεὶ χρόνον. Cael. 1.12 283a4–7 τὸ δὲ φάναι 
µηδὲν κωλύειν γινόµενόν τι ἄφθαρτον εἶναι καὶ ἀγένητον ὂν φθαρῆναι, ἅπαξ ὑπαρχούσης τῷ µὲν τῆς 
γενέσεως τῷ δὲ τῆς φθορᾶς, ἀναιρεῖν ἐστι τῶν δεδοµένων τι.  Cael. 1.12 283a29–31 ἔστι δὲ καὶ ὧδε 
θεωρῆσαι ὅτι ἀδύνατον ἢ γενόµενόν ποτε ἄφθαρτον διατελεῖν, ἢ ἀγένητον ὂν καὶ ἀεὶ πρότερον ὂν 
φθαρῆναι. κτλ.  Cael. 2.4 287a11–22 ἔτι δὲ ἐπεὶ φαίνεται καὶ ὑπόκειται κύκλῳ περιφέρεσθαι τὸ πᾶν, 
δέδεικται δ’ ὅτι τῆς ἐσχάτης περιφορᾶς οὔτε κενόν ἐστιν ἔξωθεν οὔτε τόπος, ἀνάγκη καὶ διὰ ταῦτα 
σφαιροειδῆ εἶναι αὐτόν. εἰ γὰρ ἔσται εὐθύγραµµος, συµβήσεται καὶ τόπον εἶναι ἔξω καὶ σῶµα καὶ 
κενόν. κύκλῳ γὰρ στρεφόµενον τὸ εὐθύγραµµον οὐδέποτε τὴν αὐτὴν ἐφέξει χώραν, ἀλλ’ ὅπου 
πρότερον ἦν σῶµα, νῦν οὐκ ἔσται, καὶ οὗ νῦν οὐκ ἔστι, πάλιν ἔσται, διὰ τὴν παράλλαξιν τῶν γωνιῶν. 
ὁµοίως δὲ κἂν εἴ τι ἄλλο σχῆµα γένοιτο µὴ ἴσας ἔχον τὰς ἐκ τοῦ µέσου γραµµάς, οἷον φακοειδὲς ἢ 
ᾠοειδές· ἐν ἅπασι γὰρ συµβήσεται καὶ τόπον ἔξω καὶ κενὸν εἶναι τῆς φορᾶς, διὰ τὸ µὴ τὴν αὐτὴν 
χώραν κατέχειν τὸ ὅλον.  Ocellus 13 εἰ δὲ καὶ δοξάζοι τις αὐτὸ (sc. τὸ πᾶν) φθείρεσθαι, ἤτοι ὑπό τινος 
τῶν ἔξω τοῦ παντὸς φθαρήσεται δυναστευόµενον ἢ ὑπό τινος τῶν ἐντός. οὔτε δ’ ὑπό τινος τῶν ἔξωθεν· 
ἐκτὸς γὰρ τοῦ παντὸς οὐδέν, τὰ γὰρ ἄλλα πάντα ἐν τῷ παντί, καὶ τὸ ὅλον καὶ τὸ πᾶν ὁ κόσµος· … εἰ δὲ 
οὔτε ὑπό τινος τῶν ἔξωθεν οὔτε ὑπό τινος τῶν ἔνδοθεν φθαρήσεται τὸ πᾶν, ἄφθαρτος ἄρα καὶ 
ἀνώλεθρος ὁ κόσµος· τοῦτον γὰρ ἔφαµεν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν.  Philo of Alexandria Aet. 78 (SVF 3 Boeth. 
7).  Plutarch de E 389F ‘πολλὰ δ’ ἄλλα τοιαῦτ’ ἔφην ἐγώ ‘παρελθὼν τὸν Πλάτωνα προσάξοµαι 
λέγοντα (Tim. 31a) κόσµον ἕνα’.  Lucretius DRN 1.958–959 omne quod est igitur nulla regione 
viarum / finitumst; namque extremum debebat habere.  DRN 5.156–165 dicere porro hominum 
causa voluisse parare / praeclaram mundi naturam proptereaque / adlaudabile opus divom 
laudare decere / aeternumque putare atque inmortale futurum, / nec fas esse, deum quod sit 
ratione vetusta / gentibus humanis fundatum perpetuo aevo, / sollicitare suis ulla vi ex sedibus 
umquam / nec verbis vexare et ab imo evertere summa, / cetera de genere hoc adfingere et addere, 
Memmi, / desiperest.  Cicero ND 1.20–23 sed illa palmaris (sc. sententia), quod, qui (sc. Plato) 
non modo natum mundum introduxerit sed etiam manu paene factum, is eum dixerit fore 
sempiternum. hunc censes primis ut dicitur labris gustasse physiologiam id est naturae rationem, 
qui quicquam quod ortum sit putet aeternum esse posse? … (23) an haec, ut fere dicitis, hominum 
causa a deo constituta sunt? sapientiumne? propter paucos igitur tanta est rerum facta molitio. 
an stultorum?  Scholium in Aristotelem Cael. 1.9, p. 4.489a9–12 Brandis ὁ Ξενοκράτης (fr. 54 
Heinze, 73 Isnardi Parente2) καὶ ὁ Σπεύσιππος (fr. 54a Lang, 94 Isnardi Parente, 61a Tarán) 
ἐπιχειροῦντες βοηθῆσαι τῷ Πλάτωνι ἔλεγον ὅτι οὐ γενητὸν τὸν κόσµον ὁ Πλάτων ἐδόξαζεν ἀλλὰ 
ἀγένητον, χάριν δὲ διδασκαλίας καὶ τοῦ γνωρίσαι καὶ παραστῆσαι αὐτὸ ἀκριβέστερον ἔλεγε τοῦτον 
γενητόν. 
§4  Metrodorus  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.45 ἀλλὰ µὴν καὶ κόσµοι ἄπειροί εἰσιν.  Ep.Pyth. at 
D.L. V.P. 10.89 ὅτι δὲ καὶ τοιοῦτοι κόσµοι εἰσὶν ἄπειροι τὸ πλῆθος ἔστι καταλαβεῖν.  Cicero Luc. 55 
ais Democritum (68A81 DK) dicere innumerabiles esse mundos.  Valerius Maximus 8.14.2 
Alexandri pectus insatiabile laudis, qui Anaxarcho (72A11 DK) comiti suo ex auctoritate 
Democriti (fr. lxxxiii Luria) praeceptoris innumerabiles mundos esse referenti 'heu me' inquit 
'miserum, quod ne uno quidem adhuc sum potitus!'  Plutarch Tranq.An. 466D Ἀλέξανδρος 
Ἀναξάρχου (72A11 DK) περὶ κόσµων ἀπειρίας ἀκούων ἐδάκρυε.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.31 τὸ µὲν 
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πᾶν ἄπειρόν φησιν (Leucippus 67A1 DK), ὡς προείρηται (V.P. 9.30)· τούτου δὲ τὸ µὲν πλῆρες εἶναι, 
τὸ δὲ κενόν, ⟨ἃ⟩ καὶ στοιχεῖά φησι. κόσµους τε ἐκ τούτων ἀπείρους εἶναι καὶ διαλύεσθαι εἰς ταῦτα. 



Liber 1 Caput 6 
 

PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 879C–880D; pp. 292a20–297a10 Diels— PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 
34; pp. 617.13–21 Diels; pp. 116–121 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 110–115 Daiber—PC : 
Cyrillus Juln. 2.22.7–17 p. 116 Riedweg (pars prima repetita 2.52.21–24, p. 158)—PPs : 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. 19, p. 25 Westerink (titulus solus) 
Cf. Ath: Athenagoras Leg. 4.2.12–14; 16.1.1–3 Marcovich 
 

Titulus  ϛ΄.  Πόθεν ἔννοιαν ἔσχον θεῶν ἄνθρωποι (P) 1 
§1 ὁρίζονται δὲ τὴν τοῦ θείου οὐσίαν οἱ Στωικοὶ οὕτως· ‘πνεῦµα νοερὸν καὶ  2 

πυρῶδες οὐκ ἔχον µὲν µορφήν, µεταβάλλον δ᾿ εἰς ἃ βούλεται καὶ συνεξ- 3 
οµοιούµενον πᾶσιν’.  4 

         ἔσχον δ᾿ ἔννοιαν τούτου πρῶτον µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ κάλλους τῶν ἐµφαινο- 5 
µένων προσλαµβάνοντες· οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν καλῶν εἰκῆ καὶ ὡς ἔτυχε  6 
γίνεται, ἀλλὰ µετά τινος τέχνης δηµιουργούσης. καλὸς δ᾿ ὁ κόσµος·  7 
δῆλον δ᾿ ἐκ τοῦ σχήµατος καὶ τοῦ χρώµατος καὶ τοῦ µεγέθους καὶ τῆς  8 
περὶ τὸν κόσµον τῶν ἀστέρων ποικιλίας. σφαιροειδὴς γὰρ ὁ κόσµος, ὃ  9 
πάντων σχηµάτων πρωτεύει· µόνον γὰρ τοῦτο τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ µέρεσιν  10 
ὁµοιοῦται· περιφερὴς δ᾿ ὢν ἔχει τὰ µέρη περιφερῆ· (διὰ τοῦτο γὰρ κατὰ  11 
τὸν Πλάτωνα ἐν τῇ κεφαλῇ τὸ ἱερώτατον συνέστηκε νοῦς). καὶ τὸ  12 
χρῶµα δὲ καλόν· κυανώσει γὰρ κέχρωσται, ὃ πορφύρας µέν ἐστι  13 
µελάντερον στίλβουσαν δ᾿ ἔχει τὴν ποιότητα· καὶ διὰ ταύτην τὴν αἰτίαν  14 
τῷ τῆς χροιᾶς συντόνῳ διακόπτον τηλικαύτην ἀέρος σύστασιν ἐκ  15 
τοσούτων διαστηµάτων θεωρεῖται. καὶ ἐκ τοῦ µεγέθους καλός· πάντων  16 
γὰρ τῶν ὁµογενῶν τὸ ὑπερέχον καλὸν ὡς ζῷον καὶ δένδρον. ἐπιτελεῖ τὸ  17 
κάλλος τοῦ κόσµου καὶ ταῦτα τὰ φαινόµενα· ὁ µὲν γὰρ λοξὸς κύκλος ἐν  18 
οὐρανῷ διαφόροις εἰδώλοις πεποίκιλται· 19 

 τῷ δ᾿ ἔνι Καρκίνος ἐστί, Λέων δ᾿ ἐπὶ τῷ, µετὰ δ᾿ αὐτὸν 20 
 Παρθένος, ἠδ᾿ ἐπί οἱ Χηλαὶ καὶ (ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ) Σκορπίος αὐτὸς  21 
 Τοξευτής τε καὶ Αἰγόκερως, ἐπὶ δ᾿ Αἰγοκέρωτι 22 
 Ὑδροχόος· δύο δ᾿ αὐτὸν ἐπ᾿ Ἰχθύες ἀστερόεντες,  23 
 τοὺς δὲ µέτα Κριός, Ταῦρος δ᾿ ἐπὶ τῷ Δίδυµοί τε. 24 
  µυρία δ᾿ ἄλλα καθ᾿ ὁµοίας τοῦ κόσµου περικλάσεις πεποίηκεν· ὅθεν καὶ  25 

Εὐριπίδης φησί·  26 
 τό τ᾿ ἀστερωπὸν οὐρανοῦ σέλας,  27 
 χρόνου καλὸν ποίκιλµα, τέκτονος σοφοῦ. 28 
           ἐλάβοµεν δ᾿ ἐκ τούτου ἔννοιαν θεοῦ· ἀεί τε γὰρ ἥλιος καὶ σελήνη  29 

καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν ἄστρων τὴν ὑπόγειον φορὰν ἐνεχθέντα ὅµοια µὲν  30 
ἀνατέλλει τοῖς χρώµασιν, ἴσα δὲ τοῖς µεγέθεσι καὶ κατὰ τόπους καὶ  31 
κατὰ χρόνους τοὺς αὐτούς.  32 
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        διόπερ οἱ τὸν περὶ τῶν θεῶν παραδόντες σεβασµὸν διὰ τριῶν  33 
ἐξέθηκαν ἡµῖν εἰδῶν, πρῶτον µὲν τοῦ φυσικοῦ, δεύτερον δὲ τοῦ µυθικοῦ,  34 
τρίτον δὲ τοῦ τὴν µαρτυρίαν ἐκ τῶν νόµων εἰληφότος. διδάσκεται δὲ τὸ  35 
µὲν φυσικὸν ὑπὸ τῶν φιλοσόφων, τὸ δὲ µυθικὸν ὑπὸ τῶν ποιητῶν, τὸ δὲ  36 
νοµικὸν ὑφ᾿ ἑκάστης ἀεὶ πόλεως συνίσταται.  37 

         διαιρεῖται δ᾿ ἡ πᾶσα διδαχὴ εἰς εἴδη ἑπτά· καὶ πρῶτον µὲν τὸ ἐκ  38 
τῶν φαινοµένων καὶ µετεώρων· θεοῦ γὰρ ἔννοιαν ἔσχον ἀπὸ τῶν φαινο- 39 
µένων ἀστέρων, ὁρῶντες τούτους µεγάλης συµφωνίας ὄντας αἰτίους καὶ  40 
τεταγµένους ἡµέραν τε καὶ νύκτα καὶ χειµῶνα καὶ θέρος, ἀνατολάς τε  41 
καὶ δυσµάς, καὶ τὰ ὑπὸ τῆς γῆς ζῳογονούµενα καὶ καρπογονούµενα. διὸ  42 
πατὴρ µὲν ἔδοξεν αὐτοῖς οὐρανὸς ὑπάρχειν, µήτηρ δὲ γῆ· τούτων δ᾿ ὁ  43 
µὲν πατὴρ διὰ τὸ τὰς τῶν ὑδάτων ἐκχύσεις σπερµάτων ἔχειν τάξιν, ἡ δὲ  44 
γῆ µήτηρ διὰ τὸ δέχεσθαι ταῦτα καὶ τίκτειν· βλέποντες δὲ τοὺς ἀστέρας  45 
ἀεὶ θέοντας αἰτίους τε τοῦ θεωρεῖν ἡµᾶς ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην θεοὺς  46 
προσηγόρευσαν. εἰς δεύτερον δὲ καὶ τρίτον τόπον τοὺς θεοὺς διεῖλον, εἴς  47 
τε τὸ βλάπτον καὶ τὸ ὠφελοῦν· καὶ τοὺς µὲν ὠφελοῦντας Δία Ἥραν  48 
Ἑρµῆν Δήµητραν· τοὺς δὲ βλάπτοντας Ποινὰς Ἐρινύας Ἄρην, τούτους  49 
ἀφοσιούµενοι χαλεποὺς ὄντας καὶ βιαίους. τέταρτον καὶ πέµπτον  50 
προστεθείκασι τοῖς πράγµασι καὶ τοῖς πάθεσι, καθάπερ Ἔρωτα  51 
Ἀφροδίτην Πόθον, πραγµάτων δ᾿ Ἐλπίδα Δίκην Εὐνοµίαν. ἕκτον δὲ  52 
τόπον προσέλαβε τὸ ὑπὸ τῶν ποιητῶν πεπλασµένον· Ἡσίοδος γὰρ  53 
βουλόµενος τοῖς γενητοῖς θεοὺς πατέρας συστῆσαι εἰσήγαγε τοιούτους  54 
αὐτοῖς γεννήτορας·  55 

 Κοῖόν τε Κρεῖόν θ᾿ Ὑπερίονά τ᾿ Ἰαπετόν τε·  56 
        διὰ τοῦτο καὶ µυθικὸν κέκληται. ἕβδοµον δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ πᾶσι τὸ διὰ τὰς  57 

εἰς τὸν κοινὸν βίον εὐεργεσίας ἐκτετιµηµένον ἀνθρώπινον δὲ γεννηθέν,  58 
ὡς Ἡρακλέα ὡς Διοσκόρους ὡς Διόνυσον. ἀνθρωποειδεῖς δ᾿ αὐτοὺς  59 
ἔφασαν εἶναι, διότι τῶν µὲν ἁπάντων τὸ θεῖον κυριώτατον, τῶν δὲ ζῴων  60 
ἄνθρωπος κάλλιστον καί, κεκοσµηµένον ἀρετῇ διαφόρως κατὰ τὴν τοῦ  61 
νοῦ σύστασιν, τὸ κράτιστον. τοῖς οὖν ἀριστεύουσι τὸ κράτιστον ὁµοίως  62 
καὶ ⟨κάλλιστον ἐπιτιθέναι⟩ καλῶς ἔχειν διενοήθησαν. (P1) 63 

  
§1 Stoici SVF 2.1009 (= Posidonius fr. 364 Theiler (ab l. 5 usque ad l. 37)); [2–4] 
Posidonius F 101 E.-K, 349 Theiler (cf. infra 1.7.10); [11–12] cf. Plato Tim. 44d; [20–24] 
Aratus Phaen. 545–549; [27–28] immo Critias Sisyph. fr. 1.33–34 Kannicht, 88B25.33–34 
DK; [56] Hesiodus Th. 134  
  
cap. non hab. ST    titulus   ἔννοιαν ἔσχον PB, cf. Q : ἔσχοµεν ἔννοιαν PG || θεῶν PB(I,II)G : θεοῦ 
PB(III)QPs || ἄνθρωποι PB(I,III)QPs2 : οἱ ἄνθρωποι PB(II)Ps1, om. PG     §1[2]  θείου PB (cf. Q das 
göttliche Wesen) : θεοῦ PC index libri Diels, cf. PG θεὸν || οὐσίαν PBQ : ἔννοιαν PC || νοερὸν 
PBCQ (vernunftbegabtes Q) : νοητὸν PG || [3] µεταβάλλον PB(I,II) : µεταβαλλόµενον PB(III)G || εἰς 
ἃ PB : εἰς ὃ PCG Diels || [5] ἔσχον PBCQ: ἔσχοµεν PG || [5–6] τῶν ἐµφαινοµένων PB(I,III)Q : τὴν 
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ἐµφαινοµένην PB(II) || [6] προσλαµβάνοντες PBQ : προσβάλοντες PC || οὐδὲν γὰρ PB : ὡς οὐδὲν 
PCQ || [9] περὶ τὸν κόσµον] om. Q || γὰρ PB(I,II)Q : δὲ PB(III) || [10] post πάντων add. PB(III) τῶν || 
[12] ἱερώτατον PB(I,III)Q : ἱερὸν PB(II) || [12–14] καὶ … µελάντερον] al. Q ferner ist die Farbe der 
Welt himmelblau || [13] γὰρ] om. PB(II) || [15] σύστασιν PB(II) Mau Lachenaud : ἀπόστασιν 
PB(I,III)Q Diels || [17] τῶν] om. PB(II) || ὑπερέχον PB(II) Mau Lachenaud : περιέχον PB(II,III)Q Diels, 
cf. Ath. Leg. 16.1 || [18] τὰ PB(II) : om. PB(I,III) || [21] post καὶ inserunt PBQ ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ 
(interpolatio redactoris) || [22] αἰγοκέρωτι PB(III) : αἰγοκέρῳ PB(I,II) : αἰγοκερῆι edd. Aratum 
secuti || [23] ὑδροχόος PB(II) : ὑδρηχόος PB(I,III) || [25] τοῦ κόσµου] om. PB(I) || [26] φησί PBQ : 
εἶπεν PG || [27] τό τ᾿ : τὸν PB, corr. edd. || οὐρανοῦ] οὐρανόν PQ || [28] χρόνου corr. Beck ex 
Sexto Empirico : χρόνον PBQ || [29] ἥλιος PB(I,II) : ὁ ἥλιος PB(III)Q, cf. PG || [30] ὑπόγειον PB : 
οἰκεῖον PQ || φορὰν] om. PC || [31] τοῖς χρώµασιν PBCQ : τοῖς χρώµασιν καὶ τοῖς σχήµασι PG || 
[31–32] καὶ κατὰ χρόνους] om. PC || [33] τῶν] om. PB(II) || [35] τὴν µαρτυρίαν] om. PQ || post 
εἰληφότος hab. PB διοικεῖσθαι (sed non exhib. PQ), del. edd. || [38] δ᾿ ἡ Diels : δὴ PB(II) : δὲ 
PB(I) : µὴν PB(III) || [41] τεταγµένους PB(II) : -νως PB(I) : -νας PB(III) || [41–42] ἀνατολάς τε καὶ 
δυσµάς glossema susp. Diels, non hab. PQ qui legit γιγνόµενα || [43] ante οὐρανὸς hab. ὁ 
PB(III)Q || δὲ γῆ PB(I,II) : δὲ τούτων ἡ γῆ PB(III)Q || τούτων δὲ non exhib. PQ || [43–44] ὁ µὲν πατὴρ 
PB(II) : ὁ µὲν ἀὴρ πατὴρ PB(II,III) : ὁ µὲν ἀὴρ PQ || [45] γῆ hab. PBQ, secl. Diels || [45–46] τοὺς … 
θέοντας PB(I,II)Q : ἀεὶ ante τοὺς PB(III) || [46] ἡµᾶς PB(I,II)Q : ἡµῖν PB(III) || [53] προσέλαβε PB(I,III) : 
προσέλαβον PB(II)Q Diels qui προστεθείκασι l. 51 respicit || [54] γενητοῖς PB(I,III) : γεννητοῖς 
PB(II) || θεοὺς corr. Diels : θεοῖς PB, non exhib. PQ || [55] αὐτοῖς corr. Wyttenbach : αὐτὸς PB 
|| [58] ἀνθρώπινον δὲ γεννηθέν corr. Diels sec. Beck : ἀνθρώπινον δὲ γεννηθέντα PB(I) : 
ἀνθρώπινα δὲ γεννηθέντα PB(II) : ἀνθρώπινως δὲ γεννηθέντας PB(III) || [61] καὶ κεκοσµηµένον 
Wyttenbach Mau Lachenaud : καὶ κοσµηµένον PB(I) : κεκοσµηµένον PB(II,III) Diels || [61–62] 
κατὰ … σύστασιν om. PQ || [62] τὸ κράτιστον PBQ, secl. Diels || [63] κάλλιστον ἐπιτιθέναι 
suppl. Mau prob. Lachenaud (καὶ καλῶς cruxif. Diels). 
  
Testes primi: 
Athenagoras Leg. 16.1.1–3  (~ §1[5–19]) καλὸς µὲν γὰρ ὁ κόσµος καὶ τῷ µεγέθει περιέχων 
καὶ τῇ διαθέσει τῶν τε ἐν τῷ λοξῷ κύκλῳ καὶ τῶν περὶ τὴν ἄρκτον καὶ τῷ σχήµατι σφαιρικῷ 
ὄντι· ἀλλ’ οὐ τοῦτον, ἀλλὰ τὸν τεχνίτην αὐτοῦ προσκυνητέον. cf. Leg. 4.2.12–14 (~ §1[5–9, 39–
42) supra cit. ad c. 1.3. 
 
 traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 34  (~ tit.) Πόθεν ἔσχοµεν ἔννοιαν θεῶν (text Jas) 
34.1  (~ P1[1–32]) ὁρίζονται τὸν θεὸν οἱ Στωικοὶ πνεῦµα νοητὸν, οὐκ ἔχον µορφήν, 
µεταβαλλόµενον δὲ εἰς ὃ βούλεται. ἔσχοµεν δὲ ἔννοιαν τούτου ἐκ τοῦ κάλλους καὶ µεγέθους 
τῶν φαινοµένων αὐτοῦ δηµιουργηµάτων. οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν καλῶν εἰκῆ γεγένηται, ἀλλ᾿ ὑπὸ 
δηµιουργοῦ σοφοῦ. ὅθεν Εὐριπίδης εἶπεν· ‘ἀστέρες δ᾿ ἐν οὐρανῷ ποίκιλµα τέκτονος σοφοῦ’. 
ἐλάβοµεν δὲ ἔννοιαν ἐκ τοῦ τὸν ἥλιον καὶ τὴν σελήνην καὶ τοὺς λοιποὺς τῶν ἀστέρων τὴν 
ὑπόγειον φορὰν ἐνεχθέντας ὁµοίους ἀνατέλλειν τοῖς σώµασι καὶ τοῖς σχήµασιν, ἴσους δὲ καὶ 
τοῖς µεγέθεσι καὶ κατὰ τόπους τοὺς αὐτοὺς καὶ χρόνους. 
 
Cyrillus Juln. 2.22 (~ P1[33–37]) ἔφη γάρ που περὶ αὐτῶν ἰσχνὸς ὢν ἄγαν ὁ Πλούταρχος ἐν 
τῷ πρώτῳ βιβλίῳ Φυσικῶν δογµάτων συναγωγῆς· ‘ἔλαβον δὲ ἐκ τούτου ἔννοιαν Θεοῦ· ἀεί τε 
γὰρ ἥλιος καὶ σελήνη καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν ἄστρων τὴν ὑπόγειον ἐνεχθέντα ὅµοια µὲν ἀνατέλλει 
τοῖς χρώµασιν, ἴσα δὲ τοῖς µεγέθεσι καὶ κατὰ τόπους τοὺς αὐτούς’· (~ P1[1–7]) καὶ πάλιν ἐν τῷ 
αὐτῷ βιβλίῳ· ‘ὁρίζονται δὲ τὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ ἔννοιαν οὕτως· πνεῦµα νοερὸν καὶ πυρῶδες, οὐκ ἔχον 
µὲν µορφήν, µεταβάλλον δὲ εἰς ὃ βούλεται καὶ συνεξοµοιούµενον πᾶσιν’. ἔσχον δὲ ἔννοιαν 
τούτου πρῶτον µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ κάλλους τῶν ἐµφαινοµένων προσβαλόντες ὡς οὐδὲν τῶν καλῶν 
εἰκῇ καὶ ὡς ἔτυχε γίνεται, ἀλλὰ µετά τινος τέχνης δηµιουργούσης’. 
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Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 19 (~ tit.) Πόθεν ἔννοιαν ἔσχον θεοῦ ἄνθρωποι 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 4.11.1–4 πρῶτος δὲ {ὁ} τῆς ἀναγραφῆς (sc. τῶν ἐννοιῶν) τρόπος ὁ διὰ τῶν 
αἰσθήσεων· αἰσθανόµενοι γάρ τινος οἷον λευκοῦ, ἀπελθόντος αὐτοῦ µνήµην ἔχουσιν· ὅταν δ᾿ 
ὁµοειδεῖς πολλαὶ µνῆµαι γένωνται, τότε φαµὲν ἔχειν ἐµπειρίαν· ἐµπειρία γάρ ἐστι τὸ τῶν 
ὁµοειδῶν ⟨φαντασιῶν⟩ πλῆθος. τῶν δ᾿ ἐννοιῶν αἱ µὲν φυσικῶς γίνονται κατὰ τοὺς εἰρηµένους 
τρόπους καὶ ἀνεπιτεχνήτως, αἱ δ᾿ ἤδη δι᾿ ἡµετέρας διδασκαλίας καὶ ἐπιµελείας· αὗται µὲν οὖν 
ἔννοιαι καλοῦνται µόνον, ἐκεῖναι δὲ καὶ προλήψεις. A 5.23.2 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ κατὰ τὴν πρώτην 
ἑβδοµάδα (sc. ἄρχεσθαι τοὺς ἀνθρώπους τῆς τελειότητος), καθ᾿ ἣν ἔννοια γίνεται καλῶν τε 
καὶ αἰσχρῶν καὶ τῆς διδασκαλίας ἀρχή. 
§1[2]  A 4.8.1 οἱ Στωικοὶ ὁρίζονται οὕτως τὴν αἴσθησιν. 
§1[2–4]  A 1.7.10 Ποσειδώνιος πνεῦµα νοερὸν καὶ πυρῶδες, οὐκ ἔχον µὲν µορφὴν, µεταβάλλον 
δὲ εἰς ὃ βούλεται καὶ συνεξοµοιούµενον πᾶσιν. A 1.7.33 oἱ Στωικοὶ νοερὸν θεὸν ἀποφαίνονται 
… πνεῦµα µὲν διῆκον δι᾿ ὅλου τοῦ κόσµου, τὰς δὲ προσηγορίας µεταλαµβάνον δι᾿ ὅλης τῆς 
ὕλης δι᾿ ἧς κεχωρήκει παραλλάξεις. A 4.3.3 οἱ Στωικοὶ πνεῦµα νοερὸν θερµόν (sc. τὴν ψυχήν). 
§1[9–11]  A 1.7.1 [29–30] ἢ πῶς σφαιροειδῆ τὸν θεόν, ὄντα ταπεινότερον ἀνθρώπου. A 1.7.22 
αἰσθητὰ δὲ τοῦ πρώτου θεοῦ ἔγγονα ἥλιος, σελήνη, ἀστέρες, γῆ καὶ ὁ περιέχων πάντα κόσµος. A 
1.14.2 oἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων, µόνον δὲ τὸ ἀνώτατον πῦρ 
κωνοειδές (sic). A 2.2.2 οἱ µὲν Στωικοὶ σφαιροειδῆ τὸν κόσµον. A 2.12.4 Λεύκιππος καὶ Δηµόκριτος 
σφαιροειδῆ τὸν κόσµον. A 2.22.3 οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι οἱ Στωικοὶ σφαιροειδῆ, ὡς τὸν κόσµον καὶ τὰ 
ἄστρα. 
§1[11–12]  A 4.5.1 Πλάτων Δηµόκριτος ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ κεφαλῇ (sc. τὸ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡγεµονικόν). A 
4.21.5 (de Stoicis) αὐτὸ δὲ τὸ ἡγεµονικὸν ὥσπερ ἐν κόσµῳ ⟨ὁ θεὸς⟩ κατοικεῖ ἐν τῇ ἡµετέρᾳ 
σφαιροειδεῖ κεφαλῇ.  
§1[17]  Ἐπίκουρος πλείστοις τρόποις τὸν κόσµον φθείρεσθαι· καὶ γὰρ ὡς ζῷον καὶ ὡς 
φυτὸν καὶ πολλαχῶς. 
§1[27–28]  versus alii eiusdem Sisyphi fragmenti laudantur ap. A 1.7 [13–14, 20–21]. 
§1[58–60]  A 1.7.1 [56–58] καὶ ὁ τούτου δὲ συγγενὴς Ἡρακλῆς πολλὰ τῶν ἐπιλυµαινοµένων 
τὸν ἀνθρώπινον βίον καθάρας ὑπὸ Δηιανείρας φαρµακευθεὶς ἐδολοφονήθη. 
§1[59]  A 1.3.34 Ἐπίκουρος ἀνθρωποειδεῖς µὲν πάντας τοὺς θεούς. 
§1[60–62]  A 1.7.1 [29–30] ἢ πῶς σφαιροειδῆ τὸν θεόν, ὄντα ταπεινότερον ἀνθρώπου. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The chapter is only recorded in P and his tradition (with only the 
heading in Ps), so lacking in S just like ch. 1.7.1, and there is no evidence of its 
use in S or T, but the parallels in the earlier and later proximate tradition for 
the proximity of the discussion of the origin of the concept of god (or gods) and 
the dispute about their existence and nature is certainly in favour of attributing 
the chapter to A, just as is the case with A ch. 1.7.1 (see the present chapter 
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below, sections D(a) and (e), and ch. 1.7 Commentary A and D(c)). Parallels for 
this association are to be found at Cicero ND 2.4–19 and Sextus Empiricus M. 
9.13–48 about the origin of the concept, Cicero ND 2.20–44 about their 
existence, ND 2.45–72 about their nature, and Sextus Empiricus M. 9.49–194 
about their existence and nature. Cf. below, section D(a). In the case of 
Athenagoras we cannot be certain whether he has based his text on A or P; see 
above General Introduction, section 4.3.  
 (2)  The single doxa that it contains is the longest in the work. It is found 
in full in PB and PQ. PG drastically reduces the chapter to about a seventh of its 
original length. The anonymous definition of the essence of the divine with 
which it begins is that of Posidonius quoted in S (and not in P) at ch. 1.7.10 
(wording identical). Brief verbatim quotations (in a different order) are found 
in Cyril, while Ps utilizes it quite superficially in the theological section of his 
work.  
 (3)  The brief paraphrase of §1[5–19] at Ath Leg. 16.1, καλὸς µὲν γὰρ ὁ κόσµος 
καὶ τῷ µεγέθει περιέχων καὶ τῇ διαθέσει τῶν τε ἐν τῷ λοξῷ κύκλῳ καὶ τῶν περὶ τὴν 
ἄρκτον καὶ τῷ σχήµατι σφαιρικῷ ὄντι, anticipated ibid. 4.2 τοσαῦτα ἔχοντες πρὸς 
θεοσέβειαν ἐνέχυρα, τὸ εὔτακτον, τὸ διὰ παντὸς σύµφωνον, τὸ µέγεθος, τὴν χροιάν, 
τὸ σχῆµα, τὴν διάθεσιν τοῦ κόσµου, may derive from either P or A, or may even go 
back to the original source of A. It cannot be concluded that the Christian 
apologist, whose work is to be dated to c. 177 CE made direct use of P, although 
he may well have done so. The question has implications for the dating of P; 
see further M–R 1.75, 124–125, 312–314. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1) Proximate tradition.  The proximate tradition consists for the most 
important part in the substantial accounts of Philodemus, Cicero, Sextus 
Empiricus and Clement of Alexandria; see at section D(e) below. 
 (2) Sources.  Although the use of Stoic handbooks (as in Philodemus, 
Cicero, Sextus and Clement) can hardly be denied, e.g. because of the parallel 
between the sevenfold didache and Cicero ND 2.60–71 plus Clement of 
Alexandria Protr. 26, the introductory passage about the beauty of the 
firmament or sky as apparent from its shape, colour, size and decoration of 
stars does not bear the stamp of the handbook, but rather impresses one as an 
abstract from a major work. This in spite of the parallels in Lucretius DRN 
2.1026–1032 cited below, section E(a)§1[7–9], or in well-known arguments of 
Aristotle surviving in Cicero and Sextus (cited below section E(b)§1[29–32]). 
The parallel in A has not been noticed in the Lucretius commentaries we have 
seen; for that of the Lucretius passage with Aristotle’s On Philosophy see Clay 
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(1983) 243–244. Only the ‘Stoic’ definition at the beginning is, as we have seen, 
ascribed to Posidonius at A 1.7.10 (F 101 E.-K., 364 Theiler). Yet one understands 
that scholars have thought of Posidonius (though less so today than formerly) 
and that some among them, e.g. Theiler, have even attributed (almost) the 
whole chapter to the Apamaean. Cf. further below, section D(d)§1[5–32] and 
[47–50].    
 
C  Chapter Heading 
A precise and detailed heading. The sources differ as to god/gods in the 
singular or plural. Obviously the plural is to be preferred, since Q and Ps would 
automatically opt for a monotheistic formula. This is the first of the six 
headings beginning with Πόθεν (unde), the issue of source or origin, a sub-
species of the question type of cause and a sub-sub-species of the theoretical 
quaestio. The others are at chs. 2.5, 2.17, 4.21, 5.11, and 5.28; for this question 
unde cf. Cicero Top. 82, coniecturae ratio in quattuor partes distributa est, 
quarum … altera (sc. est) unde ortum sit. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
(1)  The chapter on the origin of the concept of God is the first of the three 
chapters dealing with theological matters. It is closely connected with the next 
chapter, 1.7, which deals at length with the question types of the existence (or 
not) and nature, or substance, of the gods. In its turn this chapter is followed 
by the short ch. 1.8, ‘On demons and heroes’. Compare Cicero (in whose 
announcement at ND 2.3 the origin of the conception is encapsulated in the 
question of existence: primum docent esse deos, deinde quales sint): first ND 
2.4–15 the origin of the conception, then 16–167: questions of existence and 
nature etc. Also see Sextus Empiricus M. 9.13–48 (with section-heading Περὶ 
θεῶν of the umbrella type): origin of the conception; 9.49–194: questions of 
existence and nature (heading εἰ εἰσὶ θεοί announced at the end of 9.48). At M. 
9.12 Sextus says explicitly (but without doubt too sweepingly) that ‘in each 
investigation the concept of the theme of the investigation is placed first’ (κατὰ 
πᾶσαν ζήτησιν προτάττεται ἡ τοῦ ζητουµένου πράγµατος νόησις), which entails 
that in the present case we have to find out how ‘the concept of God’ (ἔννοιαν … 
θεοῦ) is acquired. Cf. above, section A. This order, first a discussion of the 
concept (ch. 1.6), and then of the question of existence and that of substance 
according to a multiplicity of authorities (ch. 1.7), corresponds with the rule 
that before setting out differences of (philosophical) opinion concerned with a 
particular theme it is useful to formulate a (nominal, or conceptual) definition 
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that is generally acceptable, see below, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and D(e)(2). 
This rule is not followed entirely strictly here, since the chapter that represents 
this conceptual ingredient starts with a definition of the essence according to a 
particular school, the Stoics. 
 The parallels in both the anterior and subsequent proximate tradition 
therefore strongly support the ascription of our chapter to A, in spite of its 
omission by S. They do not exist for Bottler (2014), who hops from ch. 1.5 to ch. 
1.7.2 (so also excluding 1.7.1). It is to be noted that the natural origin of the 
conception (see below, section D(c)) may certainly be used as belonging with 
the proofs of existence, so anticipates the theme of ch. 1.7.1. 
 (2) According to a complementary perspective ch. 1.6 (plus chs. 1.7–8) 
links up with ch. 1.9, ‘On matter’, and ch. 1.10, ‘On idea’. This combination 
God—matter—idea is reminiscent of a Middle Platonist background, viz. the 
well-known triad of Platonist principles (cf. Gersh 1986, 1.244–246, Lachenaud 
1993, 89 n. 9) going back to the Timaeus. See also above ch. 1.3, Commentary 
D(a) and D(d)§20, and below at ch. 1.8, Commentary D(a); also M-R 2.1.51, 
2.1.69. The prominence given to theology in Middle Platonism is mostly a Stoic 
and Epicurean legacy—one only has to think of Cicero’s De natura deorum. For 
theology as the culmination of physics and as being an ‘initiation’ see 
Cleanthes and Chrysippus SVF 1.538, 2.42 and 2.1008. 
 (3) There is an equally important backwards connection with ch. 1.3 
(Περὶ τῶν ἀρχῶν τί εἰσιν) plus ch. 1.4 (Πῶς συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσµος); compare 
e.g. Alcinous Did. c. 8, p. 162.24–27 H.: ‘Following on these topics (sc. 
introductory matters, logic, mathematics), let us turn to a discussion of the 
principles and of the doctrines of theology [cf. ch. 1.6–8], taking our start 
from above from first principles [cf. ch. 1.3], and then descending from 
these to examine, first, the origin of the world [cf. ch. 1.4]’ etc. This 
sequence of principles and gods coincides with that of the subpart ‘on 
principles and elements’ and ‘on gods’ of the first section of the Stoic 
φυσικὸς λόγος, for which see above, ch. 1. proœm., Commentary D(a), and 
M-R 2.1.197–109, esp. 2.1.100, and below at ch. 1.12, Commentary D(a). Also 
see above, ch. 1.3, Commentary D(a), and below, ch. 1.7, Commentary D(a). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
At a first glance there is only a single very long lemma with the name-label ‘the 
Stoics’. For the sake of convenience one may carve it up along its natural joints: 
[2–4] definition with name-label; [5–28] first explanation from design (ex 
operibus, ἀπὸ/ἐκ τῶν ἔργων) beginning with the quasi-name-label ἔσχον 
(‘they’—i.e., either the Stoics of the definition, or the humans in general of the 
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heading—‘obtained’); [29–32] additional explanation from design beginning 
with the quasi-name-label ἐλάβοµεν (‘we’—i.e. we humans—‘obtained’); [33–
37] theologia tripartita with an implied quasi-name-label οἱ … παραδόντες; [38–
63] sevenfold teaching with the quasi-name-labels διαιρεῖται and ἔφασαν. See 
however immediately below, main diaeresis. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1) Main diaeresis.  The main diaeresis of the chapter is between nature 
and culture, that is, between [5–32], the origin of the conception in a natural 
and immediate way and the conclusions to be drawn therefrom, and [33–63], 
its origin as mediated by teaching and tradition, though teaching and tradition 
also appealed to perception and drew conclusions from it. 
 (2) Definition.  The (Posidonian) definition of the theion comes first, just as 
in several other Placita chapters the first lemma contains a conceptual 
definition (cf. the anonymous definitions at A 1.9, 1.10, 1.11, 1.12, 1.14, and 1.15, and 
οἱ Στωικοὶ ὁρίζονται at 4.8.1, and see below ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)2). 
As in some of these other cases, so also here the definition hardly contributes 
to our understanding of what follows. It just is an important definition on offer. 
Nevertheless, also because of the name-label, it imparts a Stoic colouring to the 
text as a whole. 
 (3) Parts of chapter.  The chapter, as we saw in section D(c)(1) above, 
divides into two main parts. Its first subpart is again divided into subparts, viz. 
first [5–28] a Stoic argument, as the presence of the name-label at the 
definition and the formula ‘they obtained a conception’ in fact seem to claim, 
although the chapter heading speaks of ‘human beings’ in general. The second 
subpart [29–32], which starts afresh with the formula ‘we obtained a 
conception’, precisely because of this ‘we’ i.e. ‘we humans’ (as in the chapter 
heading), need not be interpreted as presenting a point of view that is 
uncontaminatedly Stoic. This is a well-worn argument, see e.g. Plato Philebus 
28e and Xenophon Memorabilia 4.3.13, cited below, E(b)§1[29–32]. 
 The second main part is again divided into two subparts. The origin of the 
so-called theologia tripartita [33–37] in its first subpart is not known, though it 
may have been formulated by a Stoic who for us has remained hidden (the 
Stoics, we may note, had a certain fondness of tripartite divisions, though they 
were not the only ones). To posit a Stoic origin for the theologia tripartita on 
the basis of its presence in the present chapter amounts to begging the 
question. See further below, section D(d) §1[33–37].  
 The ‘sevenfold teaching’ [38–63] in the second subpart is a complicated 
affair. The matter of fact reference at [57–63] to the assumption that the gods 
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have a human shape does not agree with the Stoics’ contempt for this 
widespread belief (for which see e.g. SVF 2.1057–1060). The argument for 
anthropomorphism (on the term see Santoro 2000, 144–145) is soundly 
Epicurean, see Demetrius Laco De forma dei (PHerc. 1055) cols. xiv-xvi Santoro 
on the form of the human body as the only one compatible with the presence 
of intellect (partially cited section E(b)§1[57–63]), so that also the god must 
have this form; further Cicero De natura deorum 1.46–48 and 1.76, also cited 
section E(b)§1[57–63]. At ch. 1.7.1[29–30] below the praise of human beauty 
nullifies that of the sphericity of the heavens, or cosmos: ‘And how (can he 
Plato say) the deity is spherical in shape, humbler in status than man?’ On the 
other hand it should be noted that the ‘sevenfold teaching’ is point for point 
paralleled by the exposition of Cicero’s Stoic spokesperson Balbus in ND Book 
2 (though the order of these points is not always the same), as supplemented 
by a remark of Cotta the Academic in Book 3.63 quoted at section E(a)§1.38–
63. The striking parallels with the second-generation Stoics Cleanthes and 
Persaeus are discussed at section D(d)§1[5–32] and [47–50].  
 The only further (weak) contrast—one cannot speak of a diaphonia, as 
these two accounts supplement rather than contradict each other—is that 
between tripartite theology and sevenfold teaching. There is no reference to 
the various other theories famously listed by Cicero ND 1.25–41 and 
Philodemus de Piet. 1 cols. i–xv or Sextus Empiricus M. 9.13–28 (apart from 
those ingredients which have been gratefully incorporated by Stoics), and so 
certainly not to those of Epicurus and his followers. A diaphonia or diaeresis of 
philosophical views is absent. Note, however, that our almost entirely positive 
chapter forms a sort of diptych with the negative first section of the next 
chapter, 1.7, in which the views of the atheists are listed and argued. 
Accordingly the diaphonia, desirable as well as de rigueur, manifests itself 
through the combination of these two successive chapters (cf. Lachenaud 1993, 
217 n. 3). 
 Let us look at some of the details. We begin with a variety of so-called 
natural theology, the familiar (but for most of us today invalid) argument from 
design or sensus Dei ex operibus suis [5–37] (also at [38–47]). This first section 
of the chapter argues from the beauty of the firmament or sky as well as what 
appears in it according to four aspects: its shape, its colour, its size, and the 
variety of the heavenly bodies that adorn it. This beauty demonstrates that a 
craftsmanlike technical force is at work (familiar of course from Stoic 
philosophy, and not from Stoic philosophy alone). The four aspects are 
demonstrated in strict succession: [9–12] shape, [12–16] colour, [16–17] size, 
and [17–28] the adorning heavenly bodies all contribute to the beauty of the 
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firmament. For κάλλος and µέγεθος as well as their combination as belonging 
with the defining characteristics of the gods see Verdenius (1949) 297–298 and 
Mussies (1988) 4–7. 
 This way of thinking is not restricted to Greek thought, see e.g. 
Septuaginta Ps. 18.1 οἱ οὐρανοὶ διηγοῦνται δόξαν θεοῦ, ποίησιν δὲ χειρῶν αὐτοῦ 
ἀναγγέλλει τὸ στερέωµα (King James Version 19:1 ‘The heavens declare the glory 
of God; and the firmament sheweth his handywork’). For Philo’s repeated and 
detailed use of this topos see Runia (1981) 132. 
 (4) Colour.  A reference to colour occurs both at [12–16] on the sky, and at 
[29–31] on the sun, the moon and the other stars. Though elsewhere, too (e.g. 
Cleanthes at Cicero ND 2.15 solis lunae siderumque omnium distinctionem 
utilitatem pulchritudinem ordinem, in general Cicero ND 2.98–115), the beauty, 
pulchritudo or ornatus, of the sky and the heavenly bodies plays an important 
part in theological argumentation, we have not been able to find a parallel 
reference to colour in this specific context apart from the brief parallel passage, 
or rather doublet, at Ath Leg. 4.2, cited Testes secundi. In a different context, 
namely a passage in Lucretius (DRN 2.77–87) about the surprise that things we 
are accustomed to would cause us when seen for the first time, there is a 
reference to the sky, its ‘clear and pure colour’, and the planets, sun and moon 
it contains. He uses a standard description for a different purpose. At DRN 
5.1183–1210 he returns to this theme in order to explain that it is fear that 
makes us believe in the gods. The wonderful spectacle of the heavens and its 
colour, and of the constellations and their movements, is also described DRN 
2.1023–1104, who however he argues that no divinity can be involved, thus 
negating the argument ex operibus dei. Cf. further below section, D(d)§1[14–16]. 
Pliny NH 19.23 tells us the vela (‘awnings’) in the amphitheatre of Nero were 
colore caeli, stellata.  
 (5) Natural origin.  According to [29–32] the risings of the sun and its 
fellow stars that are invariably repeated at the same time and in the same place 
demonstrate that they continue to preserve their shape and colour unchanged. 
Note the emphasis on repetition here at [29–32], not present at [5–28], which 
from an epistemic point of view constitutes a crucial further point. The 
exceptional focus on colour and visibility at [12–16] shows that the conception, 
ἔννοια, of the divine from beauty as revealed by the shape, colour, size of the 
firmament and the variety of the (fixed) stars that adorn it comes about 
‘naturally … and without technical elaboration’, as formulated further down in 
ch. 4.11.1. The primary example of such a conception cited in this 
epistemological chapter is that of a colour term too, ‘white’, originally a datum 
perceived by the sense of sight and remembered because of repeated 
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occurrences (for which in our present chapter cf. [30–32]). This type of 
conception is contrasted with conceptions ‘produced by our instruction and 
diligence’ (cf. the tripartite theology and the sevenfold teaching). ‘The latter’ 
(the later chapter goes on) ‘are just called conceptions, the former [e.g. this 
conception of ‘white’] also preconceptions’. 
 (6) Argument for existence.  The obtainment of the conception of the 
divine from the beauty of the sky induces an argument for the existence of the 
divine. This section is not without its learned asides either (the reference to 
Plato and the quotation of the poet Aratus are instances of instruction and 
diligence). Yet it stands in clear contrast to the accounts that follow, viz. that of 
conceptions organized by the tripartite theology (‘those people who have 
transmitted reverence for the gods have done so by means of three kinds of 
exposition’—the first taught (διδάσκεται) by philosophers, the second by 
poets), and ‘the teaching’ that ‘is divided into seven kinds’. The latter also 
include ingredients that pertain to perception: the visible signs that people see 
([40] ὁρῶντες and [45] βλέποντες), as well as the inner perception, or self-
awareness, which is also natural (see below at ch. 4.11, Commentary D(d)): the 
πάθη (‘passions’) instantiated by their subsequent interpretation as the 
divinities Eros, Aphrodite, and Pothos. 
 Boys-Stones (2003) 194 n. 4 distinguishes between the origin of the conception as 
a ‘common concept’ and ‘the very different issue of who was responsible for the 
particular gods described in traditional theology’; the sevenfold teaching ‘deals with 
the origins, not of our concept of god as such, but of the particular representations of 
god in traditional theology’. This is all very well, but surely the traditional theology is 
the source of quite a few (perhaps not always correct) conceptions of the gods. The 
contrast between direct perception and its consequences on the one hand and 
tradition and teaching on the other has been noticed by Wildberger (2006) 1.28, who 
does not however refer to its epistemic background. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1[2].  The convergence of PB and PQ make it quite certain that we should read 
θείου in preference to θεοῦ. Authors such as Eusebius and Cyril often modify 
texts in favour of Christian monotheism. οὐσία here is a good example of 
substance in the sense of material or corporeal substance. 
§1[2–4].  According to ch. 1.7.10 (in S only) this is Posidonius’ definition. 
Wildberger (2006) 512 n. 175 argues that S may have taken it from 1.7 (a chapter 
S preferred to omit) and inserted it in the next chapter, while P ‘simplified’ the 
name-label. This is possible, but perhaps too ingenious. 
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§1[5–32] & [47–50].  Of Cleanthes’ four explanations of the origin of our 
notions of the divine at Cicero ND 2.13–15 (SVF 1.528) the fourth and second (in 
that order) are paralleled at [5–32] and [47–49]. The second explanation is 
shared by Zeno’s other pupil Persaeus. The ‘division of the teaching into seven 
parts’, as noted, is paralleled in Cicero ND 2.60–70, expounded by Balbus, plus 
3.63, in Cotta’s account, and in Clement of Alexandria (who describes the 
seven subdivisions in exactly the same order as A). Wildberger, in an excellent 
note (2006, 512–513 n. 175) argues for Posidonius as source of the greater part of 
the fragment (minus the theologia tripartita), but whether the anonymous 
definition with which this account begins is his cannot be proved. Wendland 
(1888) and others a long time ago already argued in favour of Posidonius (cf. 
above, section B(2)). Something is to be said for attributing most of the text to 
the influence of ‘the’ Stoics in general, though doubt lingers as to the tripartite 
theology, while the eulogy of anthropomorphism is absolutely un-Stoic. 
§1[7–25].  Torraca renders ‘cosmo’ and Lachenaud ‘monde’, but the meaning of 
κόσµος here is ‘sky’, ‘heaven’, or ‘firmament’ (see examples at LSJ s.v. iv), and 
the next section, §1.14–16.  
§1[14–16]. The visibility of the heaven is caused by its ‘blue colour, darker than 
purple but still bright’, which is said to traverse the air and to be visible (to us) 
at a vast distance. Wildberger (2006) 1.28 on this passage speaks of the 
‘Schönheit des Äthers’.  
 Compare Lucretius DRN 2.1039 caeli clarum purumque colorem, and 
mundus at DRN 5.772 magni per caerula mundi, ‘through the blue spaces of the 
great firmament’, which is equivalent to 1.1090, per caeli caerula, ‘through the 
blue sky’ (transl. Smith, LCL), and Manilius 1.703 on the Milky Way, which 
‘shines like a glowing path in the dark-blue of the heavens’ (in caeruleo … 
mundo, transl. Goold, LCL; more lines cited below, ch. 3.1 section E(a)§1). With 
Lucretius compare Epicurus’ definition at Ep.Pyth. at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
10.88, ‘‘cosmos’ is a sort of container of the heavens, containing heavenly 
bodies and earth and all the phenomena’ (κόσµος ἐστὶ περιοχή τις οὐρανοῦ, 
ἄστρα τε καὶ γῆν καὶ πάντα τὰ φαινόµενα περιέχουσα). See also Verg. Ecl. 6.34 on 
the origin of the ‘celestial vault’, ipse tener mundi concreverit orbis (more of this 
text cited at ch. 1.4 section E(b)§1), Seneca Thyestes 828 picti sidera mundi, 
Lucan 2.291 sidera quis mundumque velit spectare cadentem. 
 Note that the theory of visual perception implied at §1[12–16] is that of 
intromission, not the usual Stoic one of visual rays issuing from the eyes 
(extramission; for these two rival theories see below, ch. 4.13, and for Chrysippus’ 
doctrine ch. 4.15.2). That the heavenly sphere is meant is also clear from the argument 
that it is the largest representative of its species, i.e. the largest of the nested series of 



 Book 1 Chapter 6 13 

concentric spherical layers (the others being air and water) constituting the world 
together with the globe of the earth (see below, ch. 1.14.2, Commentary D(d)). In a 
non-Atomist context it does not make sense to assume other worlds that are smaller 
than ‘the’ world. The author of the Epinomis, discussing the god Ouranos, says 
‘whether one pleases to give him the name Cosmos or Olympos or Ouranos—let him 
call him thus’ (977b εἴτε κόσµον εἴτε ὄλυµπον εἴτε οὐρανὸν ἐν ἡδονῇ τῳ λέγειν, λεγέτω 
µέν), and at 978b says that ‘the sphere of the fixed stars might be pre-eminently called 
κόσµος’ (Cornford 1934, 1); see esp. Tarán (1972) 81–82. This meaning is also attested for 
Xenocrates in Clement of Alexandria Protr. 66.2 (= fr. 15 Heinze, 135 Isnardi Parente2). 
Philo Aet. 3–4, who confirms that the word κόσµος has ‘many meanings’ (τῶν πολλαχῶς 
λεγοµένων ἐστίν), says the second meaning is ‘the heaven only: it was on heaven that 
Anaxagoras had been gazing, when in answer to the person who asked why he 
suffered discomfort by spending the whole night under the open sky, he replied that 
he did this in order to contemplate the cosmos, meaning by cosmos the choric 
movements and revolutions of the stars’ (Greek text cited infra at section E(b)§1[7-9], 
trans. Colson LCL). ‘Sphere of the fixed stars’ (κόσµος ἐστὶν ἡ τῶν ἀπλανῶν σφαῖρα) is 
the fifth of the six senses of the word κόσµος listed by the astronomer Diodorus of 
Alexandria at Ach c. 5, p. 15.6–7, who appeals to Plato’s Timaeus, presumably 28b (not 
a very good parallel) or 40a (better ps.Plato, i.e. Philip of Opus, Epin. 977b or 987b, 
cited above). Also found Alcinous Did. c. 15, p. 170.19–20 H., see Whittaker’s note ad 
loc. (parallels in Proclus). It is the second of the three senses of κόσµος cited Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.137 (SVF 2.526) ‘and they also call the orderly arrangement of the 
heavenly bodies cosmos’ (καὶ αὐτὴν δὲ τὴν διακόσµησιν τῶν ἀστέρων [τῶν ἀστέρων 
wrongly deleted by Von Arnim, Long–Sedley, and Dorandi] κόσµον εἶναι λέγουσι). Also 
cf. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.48, on Pythagoras: τὸν οὐρανὸν πρῶτον ὀνοµάσαι κόσµον. 
This meaning of κόσµος in our chapter is further confirmed in the parallel account of 
the sevenfold exposition in Clement of Alexandria Protr. 26.1, where in the first 
subdivision we find the ‘contemplation of the ouranos’ (τὴν οὐρανοῦ θέαν). Also cf. the 
first section of the parallel sevenfold exposition at Eusebius PE 5.3.2, πρῶτον µὲν τὸ ἐκ 
τῶν φαινοµένων κατ’ οὐρανὸν φωστήρων. This interpretation is also to be preferred at 
Ath Leg. 16.1 cited above, Testes secundi, where περιέχων means ‘encompasses’, and 
where we find the same emphasis on the adornment of the outer heaven with stars. 
Also see Cicero ND 2.4 ‘when we have have looked up at the heaven and have 
contemplated the heavenly things’ (cf. section E(a)§1[29–32]). Finally cf. ch. 1.7.31 (a 
part of lemma only in S) ‘the visible descendants of the first God: sun, moon, stars, 
earth and the all-embracing cosmos (ὁ περιέχων πάντα κόσµος)’. Note that in Book 2 
there is a ch. 2.2 on the shape (σχῆµα) of the κόσµος in the sense of ‘world’, but that 
among the chapters dealing with the οὐρανός (2.11–2.12) there is no chapter on the 
shape of the οὐρανός. The only time κόσµος possibly means ‘world’ in the present 
chapter is in the phrase ‘it alone corresponds to its own parts, since it is round and so 
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are its parts’, for these parts may be the nested concentric spheres of which the sky is 
the largest—but ‘sky’ or ‘heaven’ is equally possible, for the stars that are its parts 
presumably are also spherical. 
 Conversely, one of the meanings of οὐρανός and caelum is ‘world’ or ‘All’, see e.g. 
Arist. Cael. 1.9 278b20–21 τὸ γὰρ ὅλον καὶ τὸ πᾶν εἰώθαµεν λέγειν οὐρανόν, Pomponius 
Mela 1.3 omne igitur hoc, quidquid est cui mundi caelique nomen indidimus, Plin. Nat. 
2.1.1 mundum et hoc quodcumque nomine alio caelum appellare libuit, Calc. in Tim. c. 98 
caelum quoque usurpantes mundum omnem vocamus, Macr. in Somn. 2.11.12 mundus 
proprie caelum vocatur.  
 This is not to deny that often enough the spherical κόσµος is the ‘world’, as is the 
view of the majority of philosophers (Plato, Aristotle, Stoics) and scientists (Euclid, 
Ptolemy), see at ch. 2.2.1 and the passages cited above at loci Aetiani §1[9–11] and 
below at section section E(b)§[9–11], and of course all of chs. 2.1–10 below. Further, we 
should not forget either that the word κόσµος also means ‘ornament,’ i.e., something 
worth looking at, something beautiful, and that this association is not entirely absent 
when other senses predominate. Cf. Isidore of Seville Etym. 13.1.2 Graeci vero nomen 
mundo de ornamento adcommodaverunt, propter diversitatem elementorum et 
pulchritudinem siderum. appellatur enim apud eos κόσµος, quod significat ornamentum. 
On both meanings see also Psellus Theol. 6.52–54 Gautier αὐτίκα δ’ ὁ φιλόσοφος 
Ἀριστοτέλης νῦν µὲν ἰδίᾳ τὸν οὐρανὸν κόσµον ὠνόµασε, νῦν δὲ τὸ ἐκ τῶν στοιχείων σύστηµά 
τε καὶ σύγκριµα.  
§1[15].  The minority reading σύστασιν makes better sense than the majority 
reading ἀπόστασιν, so we have followed recent editors in preferring it. The 
same applies to the reading ὑπερέχον in l. [17]. It should be noted that in this 
chapter PB(II), i.e. the ms. Marcianus 521, though the youngest of the main 
manuscripts, has quite a number of deviant and often superior readings. 
§1[18].  ταῦτα τὰ φαινόµενα, ‘the familiar visible signs’: immediately before the 
quotation from Aratus’ Phaenomena the word surely alludes to the meaning of 
this title. Missed by Torraca, who translates ‘quelle cose che ci appaiono’, and 
Lachenaud, who has ‘les phénomènes suivants’. See also below, on §1[38–39]. 
§1[20–24].  One should exercise care in regularising a quotation in conformity 
with the original. Therefore the metrically sound αἰγοκέρωτι in l. 22 should be 
retained in favour of αἰγοκερῆι, the reading in the Aratus tradition. The non-
metrical words ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ in [21] have been added by A, or perhaps P. These 
lines are the earliest extant list of the constellations of the Zodiac (Aratus 
Phaen. 544 Ζωϊδίων δέ ἑ κύκλον ἐπίκλησιν καλέουσιν, Cicero Arat. 317–319). That 
Cicero’s spokesperson Balbus at ND 2.104–114 quotes numerous lines from the 
author’s Aratea is not a coincidence: the Stoic literature consulted by Cicero 
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and A certainly made use of the famous poem. At ch. 2.19.3 Aratus is cited too 
(Phaen. 10–12), though not in a theological context. 
§1[27–28].  The lines of Critias are quoted out of context, see below at §1[38–
45].  
§1[33–37].  The argument of Rüpke (2005) that Varro has no Greek 
predecessors fails to convince because of his Greek terminology (mythicon, 
physicon) and for instance the partial parallels already found in Strabo cited 
below, section E(b)§1[33–37]. A will hardly have been dependent upon an 
author writing in Latin (the present passage is not mentioned by Rüpke). 
The politikon is noted as evidence of atheism by Ciceo ND 1.118, cited ch. 1.7 
section E(a)§1[47–50]. 
§1[33].  διόπερ. According to Dihle (1996) 184–185 this conjunction is ‘völlig 
unpassend’; ‘der Hinweis auf die Theologia tripertita (bildet) einen durchaus 
störenden Einschub’. But the fact that the argument that comes before the 
διόπερ appeals to the sensus Dei ex operibus, that is, is an argument from the 
realm of physics, justifies the associative connection with the first genus of the 
tripartite theology to be mentioned, the physikon. 
§1[34–36].  For the physical theology taught by the philosophers see below, ch. 
1.7.2–25, with Commentary B. 
§1[38–63]. The third and seventh part of the sevenfold didache are noted as 
evidence of atheism by Cicero ND 1.118–119, cited ch. 1.7 section E(a)§1[47–50]. 
§1[38–59].  For the parallels between A and Cicero ND 2.60–71 see Wildberger 
(2006) 1.28–30, with tabular arrangement at 1.29 and further references at 
2.512–513 n. 175. 
§1[38–45].  ‘It is typical for the Stoic position that the adverse aspects of the 
heavenly phenomena have been suppressed completely’ is what Henrichs 
(1975) 98 n. 24 notes on this passage. That these aspects, familiar from 
numerous other accounts, have been left out is of course true, but this stance is 
by no means typically Stoic. Quite the contrary: it is Platonic rather than Stoic 
(see e.g. ps.Pl. Epin. 976e–977b, cited below at section E(b) General texts), and 
it is a characteristic trait of A. One of Seneca’s aims in providing lofty scientific 
explanations for earthquakes and thunder and lightning and so on in the 
Naturales quaestiones is to liberate his readers from fear, which of course 
allows him to describe these untoward events in striking detail. Cleanthes’ 
third reason for the formation of our conceptions of the divine at Cicero ND 
2.14 (SVF 1.528) pertains to the fears inspired by ‘lightning, storms, rain, snow, 
hail, floods, pestilences, earthquakes and occasionally subterranean rumblings, 
showers of stones and raindrops the colour of blood, also landslips and chasms 
suddenly opening in the ground, also unnatural monstrosities human and 
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animal, and what are called by the Greeks ‘comets’ and by us ‘long-haired stars’ 
… and the doubling of the sun …’ (trans. Rackham, LCL). This long list 
comprises the subjects of quite a few chapters of A’s meteorological Book 3 and 
of one chapter in Book 5 (5.8, Πῶς τέρατα γίνεται); nowhere in these chapters 
do we find any allusion to the divine. In an entirely similar way only the 
positive lines of the Critias fragment are quoted at [27–28], though they are 
part of a text that highlights the negative side of the gods on high and of 
thunder and lightning (88B25.29–39 DK; some of these other lines are then 
quoted in the next chapter, 1.7.1). This elimination of the fear of the heavenly 
bodies and other natural phenomena associated with religion is typical for the 
secular attitude of A, who detheologizes elsewhere and virtually confines 
treatment and discussion of the divine to the chapters on principles and 
divinities. See Runia at M-R 3.268 with n. 56, Mansfeld (2013a), and above, ch. 
1.1, Commentary D(c) ad finem. At ch. 2.19.3 Aratus is cited too (Phaen. 10–12), 
though not in a theological context 
§1[38].  διαιρεῖται δ᾿ ἡ πᾶσα διδαχὴ εἰς εἴδη ἑπτά plus [47] εἰς δεύτερον δὲ καὶ 
τρίτον τόπον τοὺς θεοὺς διεῖλον: the use of both topos and eidos in the sense of 
‘part’ (‘subdivision’) reminds one of the Stoic terminology at Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 7. 39–40 and 7.132, but may have become common usage. 
§1[38–39].  ἐκ τῶν φαινοµένων καὶ µετεώρων is practically a hendiadys. We 
translate φαινοµένων as ‘visible signs’ (think of the title of the works of Aratus 
and others, and cf. above at [18]) and not as ‘appearances’ in general, because 
the term (or rather both terms together) is/are resumed with τῶν φαινοµένων 
ἀστέρων in the next line, and the paragraph as a whole is about the 
contemplation of the heavenly bodies and the realization of what they bring 
about. See also above at §1[7-25]. Torraca translates ‘fenomeni celesti’, 
Lachenaud ‘les phénomènes visibles dans le ciel’. 
§1[45–46]. For this etymology of θεός see the numerous passages beginning 
with Plato Crat. 397c–d cited below, section E(b)§1[39–47]. 
§1[48–49]. More Stoico the earlier idea of Prodicus can be interpreted as being 
consistent with the notion of Providence. 
§1[52].  ἔλπις should have been listed among the πάθη (Wendland 1888, 203) as 
indeed occurs in Clement of Alexandria Protr. 26.4. Is this a lapsus of A? 
§1[59–63]. The coda concerned with anthropomorphism in a way adds an 
eighth point to the sevenfold teaching, or perhaps rather a fourth species to the 
theologia tripertita. We suggest that it is a veiled reference to the 
representation in human shape of the gods in painting and sculpture. Compare 
Dio Chrysostomus Or. 12.44: ‘now that we have set before us three sources of 
man’s conception of the divine being, to wit, the implanted, that derived from 
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the poets, and that derived from the lawgiver, let us name as the fourth that 
derived from the plastic arts and the work of skilled craftsmen who make 
statues and likenesses of the gods—I mean painters and sculptors’, etc. (trans. 
Cohoon LCL, slightly modified; see Dihle 1996, 185). The justification for this 
practice given by A, as noted above, has an Epicurean ring. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
(1)  A in ch. 1.6 and ch. 1.7 deals in succession with the origin of the conception 
of God and with that of its existence and nature. This sequence is paralleled in 
Cicero and Sextus Empiricus cf. above, section D(a). For the relation between 
these issues in the sources see e.g. Schmekel (1892) 85–86, Mansfeld (1999b) 
453, 454-462, and 469–474. The order ‘that they exist’ (~ ch. 1.6) on the one 
hand, and ‘whether they exist’ (~ ch. 1.7.1)—‘what they are’ (~ ch. 1.7.2–25) on 
the other, is that of the original order of the question types in Aristotle APo. 2.1 
89b24–25, ζητοῦµεν δὲ τέτταρα, τὸ ὅτι, τὸ διότι, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστιν (on this passage 
see Charles (2000) 69–71). For further parallels see below, section E(b) ad 
finem, and for the later tradition of ‘the four types of inquiry’ in al-Kindī and 
others Altmann–Stern (1958) 8–23, Hein (1985) 57–62, Rudolph (1989) 120–121, 
Menn–Wisnowsky (2012), and Adamson–Pormann (2012) 10–11. See also above, 
ch.1. proœm., Commentary D(e)(3a) and (3b). 
 (2)  Epicurus in Book 12 of his On Nature discussed the formation of the 
conception of divinity by early man (quoted Philodemus de Piet. 225–231 
Obbink = fr. 84 Usener), and in the same Book criticised the atheists Prodicus, 
Diagoras and Critias (de Piet. 523–533 Obbink = fr. 87 Usener, cited below, ch. 
1.7, section E(b)§1). See Sedley (1998) 121, with references. Both the present 
chapter ad finem (§1[59–63], see below, section D(c)) and the critical §1 of ch. 
1.7, which, as we may note, follows immediately after the final section of ch. 1.6, 
have a strong Epicurean colouring; cf. below, ch. 1.7 Commentary B. The 
parallel with the sequence in a Book of Epicurus’ On Nature may be a 
coincidence, and again it may not. It may be used as a further argument in 
favour of the Aëtian authenticity of chs. 1.6 and 1.7.1, and hardly as one against 
this assumption. 
 (3)  Apart from the other views on the origin of the conception listed by 
Philodemus, Cicero, and Sextus one also misses the widespread appeal to what 
happens in dreams and the occasional references to divination and epiphanies. 
But this is not due to an accident of transmission or a case of authorial whimsy. 
Divination is accepted by some and rejected by others according to ch. 5.1, and 
the natural origin of dreams conflicts with their being divinely inspired in ch. 
5.2. The Placita are about physics. Accordingly pride of place is given to the 
‘natural’ origin of the conception of the Divinity in a cosmological setting. The 
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two theoretical theological tables are not only added for the sake of 
completeness, but also because both of them deal with physics: the first 
species of the tripartite theology is the physikon, just as the first subdivision of 
the sevenfold teaching is about the origin of the conception from the 
contemplation of the stars. 
 (4)  For the distinction between nature and argument (or culture) in the 
formation of the conception of the divine cf. Cicero, who Tusc. 1.36 says ‘that 
the gods exist we believe naturally, what their nature is we get to know by 
reasoning’ (deos esse natura opinamur, qualesque sint, ratione cognoscimus). 
Also compare the distinction between on the one hand the origin of the belief 
in the deity in the ‘ingrown notion ex operibus ’ (τὴν ἔµφυτον ἅπασιν ἀνθρώποις 
ἐπίνοιαν, ἐξ αὐτῶν γιγνοµένην τῶν ἔργων [: ex operibus] καὶ τἀληθοῦς), and on the 
other the notion ‘that has been acquired through arguments and myths and 
customs’ (τὴν ἐπίκτητον καὶ δι’ ἑτέρων ἐγγιγνοµένην ταῖς ψυχαῖς λόγοις τε καὶ 
µύθοις καὶ ἔθεσι) of Dio Chrysostomus Or. 12.39. Epicurus and his followers, too, 
distinguished between the immediate and the derivative acquisition of such 
conceptions, see Ep.Men. at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.123 and Cicero ND 1.47, 
sed ne omnia revocentur ad primas notiones, ratio hoc idem ipsa declarat. For 
the Stoic distinction between primary concepts, or ennoiai also called 
prolepseis, that are formed naturally on the one hand and secondary concepts, 
just called ennoiai, acquired through ‘our instruction and diligence’ and so are 
a matter of culture on the other, see below, ch. 4.11[10–12], with Commentary 
D(e). 
 (5) In Plato Tim. 30a–b the cosmos is beautiful because it is endowed with 
intellect and soul. In fact Plato has various reasons for regarding the cosmos as 
καλός. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Sextus Empiricus P. 3.2–6. M. 9.12 ἀλλ’ ἐπεὶ κατὰ πᾶσαν ζήτησιν προτάττεται ἡ τοῦ 
ζητουµένου πράγµατος νόησις, ἴδωµεν πῶς εὐθὺς ἔννοιαν ἐλάβοµεν θεοῦ.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
7.52 (SVF 2.71 and 84) ἡ δὲ κατάληψις γίνεται κατ’ αὐτοὺς αἰσθήσει µὲν λευκῶν καὶ µελάνων καὶ 
τραχέων καὶ λείων, λόγῳ δὲ τῶν δι’ ἀποδείξεως συναγοµένων, ὥσπερ τὸ θεοὺς εἶναι, καὶ προνοεῖν 
τούτους. 
Chapter heading: Philo of Alexandria Det. 86 µηκέτ’ οὖν ἀπορῶµεν, πῶς ἔννοιαν ἔλαβεν ἄνθρωπος 
θεοῦ τοῦ ἀειδοῦς. Capitula Lucretiana  at DRN 5.1161 quomodo hominibus innata sit deorum 
opinio. 
§1[2–4] Stoics i.e. Posidonius cf. below on ch. 1.7.10: Arius Didymus fr. 20 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 
1.11.5c, p. 133.18–23 ἔφησε δὲ ὁ Ποσειδώνιος (F 92 E.-K., 267 Theiler) τὴν τῶν ὅλων οὐσίαν καὶ ὕλην 
ἄποιον καὶ ἄµορφον εἶναι, καθ’ ὅσον οὐδὲν ἀποτεταγµένον ἴδιον ἔχει σχῆµα οὐδὲ ποιότητα καθ’ αὑτήν, 
ἀεὶ δ’ ἔν τινι σχήµατι καὶ ποιότητι εἶναι.  
§1[2–63]  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.60 οἱ τοίνυν θεοὺς ἀξιοῦντες εἶναι πειρῶνται τὸ προκείµενον 
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κατασκευάζειν ἐκ τεσσάρων τρόπων, … δευτέρου δὲ τῆς κοσµικῆς διατάξεως.  M. 9.74–76. 
§1[8–11]  Calcidius in Tim. c. 129 quae porro in locis differentia est, eadem etiam in 
magnitudinibus invenitur: caelestis maximus, quippe qui omnia intra complexum suum redigat, 
brevissimus terrae, quia ceteris omnibus corporibus ambitur, iuxtaque rationem continui 
competentis ceteri medii. 
§1[7–9] + [12–16] + [17–32] Lucretius DRN 2.1026–1032 principio caeli clarum purumque 
colorem / quaeque in se cohibet, palantia sidera passim, / lunamque et solis praeclara luce 
nitorem; / omnia quae nunc si primum mortalibus essent / ex improviso si sint obiecta repente, / 
quid magis his rebus poterat mirabile dici, / aut minus ante quod auderent fore credere gentes? 
§1[7–9]  Philo of Alexandria Aet. 3–4 ‘κόσµος’ τῶν πολλαχῶς λεγοµένων ἐστίν … (4) λέγεται 
τοίνυν ὁ κόσµος … καθ’ ἕτερον δὲ µόνος οὐρανός, εἰς ὃν ἀπιδὼν Ἀναξαγόρας (—) πρὸς τὸν πυθόµενον, 
ἧς ἕνεκα αἰτίας ταλαιπωρεῖται διανυκτερεύων ὕπαιθρος, ἀπεκρίνατο ‘τοῦ τὸν κόσµον θεάσασθαι’, τὰς 
χορείας καὶ περιφορὰς τῶν ἀστέρων αἰνιττόµενος. ps.Aristotle Mu. 2 391b9–12. 
§1[9–10]  Hippolytus Ref. 1.15 (on Ecphantus, 51.1 DK) τού⟨του⟩ µὲν οὖν τὸν κόσµον εἶναι ἰδέαν, δι’ 
ὃ καὶ σφαιροειδῆ ὑπὸ θείας δυνάµεως γεγονέναι. 
§1[9–11] Cicero ND 1. 24 (the Epicurean Velleius speaks) admirabor eorum tarditatem qui 
animantem inmortalem et eundem beatum rutundum esse velint (sc. mundum), quod ea forma 
neget ullam esse pulchriorem Plato. 
§1[29–32]  Cicero ND 2.4–5 (the Stoic Lucilius Balbo speaks) quid enim potest esse tam apertum 
tamque perspicuum, cum caelum suspeximus caelestiaque contemplati sumus, quam esse aliquod 
numen praestantissimae mentis quo haec regantur? … (5) quod nisi cognitum conprehensumque 
animis haberemus, non tam stabilis opinio permaneret nec confirmaretur diuturnitate temporis 
nec una cum saeclis aetatibusque hominum inveterare potuisset.  
§1[33–59]  Tertullian ad Nat. 2.2.14–20 Borleffs (Varro Rer.Div. fr. 23 Cardauns) de mun⟨do deos 
di⟩dicimus. hinc enim physicum theologiae genus cogunt, ⟨qui elemen⟩ta deos tradiderunt, ut 
Dionysius Stoicus (—) trifariam deos d⟨ividens⟩ unam vult speciem quae in promptu sit, ut solem, 
lunam, ⟨***⟩; aliam, quae non compareat, ut Neptunum; reliquam, qu⟨ae de ho⟩minibus ad 
divi⟨ni⟩⟩tatem transisse dicitur, ut Herculem Amphiaraum. aeque Arcesilaus [leg. Acusilaus —] 
trinam formam divinitatis ⟨in⟩ducit, Olympios, Astra, Titanios de Caelo et Terra; ex his, Saturno et 
Ope, Neptunum, Iovem et Orcum, et ceteram successionem. Xenocrates Academicus (fr. 19 
Heinze, 138 Isnardi Parente2) bifariam facit Olympios et Titanios, qui de Caelo et Terra. 
Aegyptiorum plerique quattuor deos credunt, Solem et Lunam, Caelum ac Terram. cum reliquo 
igni superno deos ortos Democritus (68A74 DK) suspicatur, cuius instar vult esse naturam Zenon 
(SVF 1.171). unde et Varro (cited Isid. Etym. 8.6.21) ignem mundi animum facit, ut perinde ⟨i⟩n 
mundo ignis omnia gubernet sicut animus in nobis. atqui vanissime. ‘qui cum est’, inquit, ‘in nobis, 
ipsi sumus; cum exivit, emorimur’. 
§1[38–63]  Cicero ND 2.60–70 (the Academic Cotta speaks)  (1) ND 2.63 alia quoque ex ratione 
et quidem physica magna fluxit multitudo deorum, qui induti specie humana fabulas poetis 
suppeditaverunt, hominum autem vitam superstitione omni referserunt [cf. ND 2.63–70].  (2) ND 
2.60–61 quicquid enim magnam utilitatem generi adferret humano, id non sine divina bonitate 
erga homines fieri arbitrabantur. itaque tum illud quod erat a deo natum nomine ipsius dei 
nuncupabant, ut cum fruges Cererem appellamus vinum autem Liberum, ex quo illud Terenti 
(Eun. 732) ‘sine Cerere et Libero friget Venus’.  (3) ND 3.63 tantus error fuit, ut perniciosis etiam 
rebus non nomen deorum tribueretur sed etiam sacra constituerentur.  (4) ND 2.61 tum autem res 
ipsa, in qua vis inest maior aliqua, sic appellatur ut ea ipsa vis nominetur deus, ut Fides ut Mens.  
(5) ND 2.61 quo ex genere Cupidinis et Voluptatis et Lubentinae Veneris vocabula consecrata sunt, 
vitiosarum rerum neque naturalium—quamquam Velleius aliter existimat, sed tamen ea ipsa 
vitia naturam vehementius saepe pulsant.  (6) ND 2.63 alia quoque ex ratione et quidem physica 
magna fluxit multitudo deorum, qui induti specie humana fabulas poetis suppeditaverunt, 
hominum autem vitam superstitione omni referserunt. …  ND 2.64 physica ratio non inelegans 
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inclusa est in impias fabulas. …  ND 2.70 videtisne igitur ut a physicis rebus bene atque utiliter 
inventis tracta ratio sit ad commenticios et fictos deos.  (7) ND 2.62 suscepit autem vita hominum 
consuetudoque communis ut beneficiis excellentis viros in caelum fama ac voluntate tollerent. 
hinc Hercules hinc Castor et Pollux hinc Aesculapius hinc Liber etiam. … quorum cum remanerent 
animi atque aeternitate fruerentur, rite di sunt habiti, cum et optimi essent et aeterni.  Leg. 2.19 (7) 
(laws of 12 tables) ‘divos et eos, qui caelestes semper habiti, colunto et ollos, quos endo caelo 
merita locaverint, Herculem, Liberum, Aesculapium, Castorem, Pollucem, Quirinum’. (for (7) cf. 
ND 3.19).  Leg. 2.28.  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 26.1–7 (1) οἳ µὲν γὰρ εὐθέως ἀµφὶ τὴν οὐρανοῦ 
θέαν ἀπατώµενοι καὶ ὄψει µόνῃ πεπιστευκότες τῶν ἀστέρων τὰς κινήσεις ἐπιθεώµενοι ἐθαύµασάν τε 
καὶ ἐξεθείασαν, θεοὺς ἐκ τοῦ θεῖν ὀνοµάσαντες τοὺς ἀστέρας, καὶ προσεκύνησαν ἥλιον (ὡς Ἰνδοί) καὶ 
σελήνην (ὡς Φρύγες)·  (2) οἳ δὲ τῶν ἐκ γῆς φυοµένων τοὺς ἡµέρους δρεπόµενοι καρποὺς Δηὼ τὸν 
σῖτον (ὡς Ἀθηναῖοι) καὶ Διόνυσον τὴν ἄµπελον (ὡς Θηβαῖοι) προσηγόρευσαν.  (3) ἄλλοι τὰς ἀµοιβὰς 
τῆς κακίας ἐπισκοπήσαντες θεοποιοῦσι τὰς ἀντιδόσεις προσκυνοῦντες καὶ τὰς συµφοράς· ἐντεῦθεν 
τὰς Ἐρινύας καὶ τὰς Εὐµενίδας Παλαµναίους τε καὶ Προστροπαίους, ἔτι δὲ Ἀλάστορας 
ἀναπεπλάκασιν οἱ ἀµφὶ τὴν σκηνὴν ποιηταί.  (4) φιλοσόφων δὲ ἤδη τινὲς καὶ αὐτοὶ µετὰ τοὺς 
ποιητικοὺς τῶν ἐν ὑµῖν παθῶν ἀνειδωλοποιοῦσι τύπους τὸν Φόβον καὶ τὸν Ἔρωτα καὶ τὴν Χαρὰν καὶ 
τὴν Ἐλπίδα, ὥσπερ ἀµέλει καὶ Ἐπιµενίδης (fr. 3A7 DK) ὁ παλαιὸς Ὕβρεως καὶ Ἀναιδείας Ἀθήνησιν 
ἀναστήσας βωµούς·  (5) οἳ δὲ ἐξ αὐτῶν ὁρµώµενοι τῶν πραγµάτων ἐκθεοῦνται τοῖς ἀνθρώποις καὶ 
σωµατικῶς ἀναπλάττονται, Δίκη τις καὶ Κλωθὼ καὶ Λάχεσις καὶ Ἄτροπος καὶ Εἱµαρµένη, Αὐξώ τε 
καὶ Θαλλώ, αἱ Ἀττικαί.  (6) ἕκτος ἐστὶν εἰσηγητικὸς τρόπος ἀπάτης, θεῶν περιποιητικός, καθ’ ὃν 
ἀριθµοῦσι θεοὺς τοὺς δώδεκα· ὧν καὶ Θεογονίαν Ἡσίοδος ᾄδει τὴν αὑτοῦ, καὶ ὅσα θεολογεῖ Ὅµηρος.  
(7) τελευταῖος δὲ ὑπολείπεται (ἑπτὰ γὰρ οἱ ἅπαντες οὗτοι τρόποι) ὁ ἀπὸ τῆς θείας εὐεργεσίας τῆς εἰς 
τοὺς ἀνθρώπους καταγινοµένης ὁρµώµενος. τὸν γὰρ εὐεργετοῦντα µὴ συνιέντες θεὸν ἀνέπλασάν τινας 
σωτῆρας Διοσκούρους καὶ Ἡρακλέα ἀλεξίκακον καὶ Ἀσκληπιὸν ἰατρόν.  Arnobius Adv.Nat. 1.38, p. 
32.15–22 Marchesi si enim vos Liberum, quod usum reppererit vini, si quod panis, Cererem, si 
Aesculapium, quod herbarum, si Minervam, quod oleae, si Triptolemum, quod aratri, si denique 
Herculem, quod feras, quod fures, quod multiplicium capitum superavit conpescuitque natrices, 
divorum retulistis in censum: honoribus quantis adficiendus est nobis, qui (etc.).  Eusebius PE 
5.3.1–9.  Servius auctus in Aen. 8.275, p. 236.4–8 Thilo Varro (Rer.Div. fr. 32* Cardauns) dicit 
deos alios esse qui ab initio certi et sempiterni sunt, alios qui inmortales ex hominibus facti sunt: et 
de his ipsis alios esse privatos, alios communes. privatos quos unaquaeque gens colit, ut nos 
Faunum, Thebani Amphiaraum, Lacedaemonii Tyndareum: communes quos universi, ut 
Castorem Pollucem Liberum Herculem. 
§1[45–46]  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 26.1 θεοὺς ἐκ τοῦ θεῖν ὀνοµάσαντες τοὺς ἀστέρας. 
§1[49–52]  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) fr. 13.28–35 Vassallo (Hyperboreus 22 (2016) 33, on 
Parmenides) ἔοικ[ε δ]ὴ τόν | τε πρῶτον [θ]εὸν ἄ|ψυχον ποιεῖν, τ[ούς | τε γεννωµένους ὑ|πὸ τούτου τὰ 
µὲν | αὐτὰ τοῖς πάθεσιν | τοῖς περὶ ἀνθρώ||[πους  Cicero ND 1.28 (the Epicurean Velleius speaks) 
(on Parmenides, 28A37 DK) multaque eiusdem monstra, quippe qui bellum qui discordiam qui 
cupiditatem ceteraque generis eiusdem ad deum revocet, quae vel morbo vel somno vel oblivione 
vel vetustate delentur.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.186–188 (on Carneades, F3 Mette) εἴγε µὴν τὴν 
Ἀφροδίτην θεὰν λέγοµεν εἶναι, ἔσται καὶ ὁ Ἔρως υἱὸς ὢν Ἀφροδίτης θεός. (187) ἀλλ’ εἰ ὁ Ἔρως θεός 
ἐστι, καὶ ὁ Ἔλεος ἔσται θεός· ἀµφότερα γάρ ἐστι ψυχικὰ πάθη, καὶ ὁµοίως ἀφωσίωται τῷ Ἔρωτι καὶ ὁ 
Ἔλεος· παρὰ Ἀθηναίοις γοῦν Ἐλέου βωµοί τινες εἰσίν. (188) εἰ δὲ ὁ Ἔλεος θεός ἐστι, καὶ ὁ Φόβος· 
῾ἀµορφότατος {γὰρ} τὴν ὄψιν (εἰµὶ γὰρ φόβος), / πάντων ἐλάχιστον τοῦ καλοῦ µετέχων θεός’ (CAF fr. 
154 Kock = 873 Kassel–Austin)· εἰ δὲ ὁ φόβος, καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῆς ψυχῆς πάθη. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 976e–977b ὃν δὲ θεὸν ἡγοῦµαι, φράζειν χρή, 
καίπερ ἄτοπον ὄντα, καί πως οὐκ ἄτοπον αὖ· πῶς γὰρ τὸ ἀγαθῶν αἴτιον ἡµῖν συµπάντων οὐ καὶ τοῦ 
πολὺ µεγίστου, τῆς φρονήσεως, αἴτιον ἡγεῖσθαι δεῖ γεγονέναι; τίνα δὴ καὶ σεµνύνων ποτὲ λέγω θεόν, ὦ 
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Μέγιλλέ τε καὶ Κλεινία; σχεδὸν Οὐρανόν, ὃν καὶ δικαιότατον, ὡς σύµπαντες ἄλλοι δαίµονες ἅµα καὶ 
θεοί, τιµᾶν τε καὶ εὔχεσθαι διαφερόντως αὐτῷ. τὸ δὲ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων αἴτιον ἀγαθῶν πάντων ἡµῖν αὐτὸν 
γεγονέναι πάντες ἂν ὁµολογοῖµεν· δοῦναι δὲ ἅµα καὶ ἀριθµὸν ἡµεῖς γε ὄντως αὐτόν φαµεν, ἔτι δὲ καὶ 
δώσειν, ἐάν τις θέλῃ συνακολουθεῖν. ἐὰν γὰρ ἴῃ τις ἐπὶ θεωρίαν ὀρθὴν τὴν τοῦδε, εἴτε κόσµον εἴτε 
Ὄλυµπον εἴτε οὐρανὸν ἐν ἡδονῇ τῳ λέγειν, λεγέτω µέν, ἀκολουθείτω δὲ ὅπῃ ποικίλλων αὑτὸν καὶ τὰ 
ἐν αὑτῷ στρέφων ἄστρα πάσας διεξόδους ὥρας τε καὶ τροφὴν πᾶσιν παρέχεται. καὶ τὴν ἄλλην δὲ οὖν 
φρόνησιν, ὡς φαῖµεν ἄν, σὺν ἀριθµῷ παντί, καὶ τἆλλ’ ἀγαθά· τοῦτο δὲ µέγιστον, ἐάν τις τὴν ἀριθµῶν 
αὐτοῦ δόσιν δεξάµενος ἐπεξέλθῃ πᾶσαν τὴν περίοδον.  Epin. 987b ἕνα δὲ τὸν ὄγδοον χρὴ λέγειν, ὃν 
µάλιστά τις ἂν κόσµον προσαγορεύοι.  Plutarch SR 1051E Ἀντίπατρος ὁ Ταρσεὺς (SVF 3 Antip. 33) ἐν 
τῷ Περὶ θεῶν γράφει ταῦτα κατὰ λέξιν· ‘πρὸ δὲ τοῦ σύµπαντος λόγου τὴν ἔννοιαν, ἣν ἔχοµεν περὶ 
θεοῦ, διὰ βραχέων ἐπιλογιούµεθα· θεὸν τοίνυν νοοῦµεν ζῷον µακάριον καὶ ἄφθαρτον καὶ εὐποιητικὸν 
ἀνθρώπων.’  Stobaeus Ecl. 4.2.19, pp. 123.12–124.6 Hense Ζαλεύκου Προοίµια νόµων. τοὺς 
κατοικοῦντας τὴν πόλιν καὶ τὴν χώραν πάντας πρῶτον πεπεῖσθαι χρὴ καὶ νοµίζειν θεοὺς εἶναι 
ἀναβλέποντας ἐς οὐρανὸν καὶ τὸν κόσµον καὶ τὴν ἐν αὐτοῖς διακόσµησιν καὶ τάξιν· οὐ γὰρ τύχης οὐδ’ 
ἀνθρώπων εἶναι δηµιουργήµατα· σέβεσθαι δὲ τούτους καὶ τιµᾶν, ὡς αἰτίους ὄντας ἁπάντων ἡµῖν 
ἀγαθῶν τῶν κατὰ λόγον γιγνοµένων. 
Chapter heading: Dio Chrysostomus Or. 12 tit. Ὀλυµπικὸς ἢ Περὶ τῆς πρώτης τοῦ θεοῦ ἐννοίας. 
Question types:  Cicero Top. 81–82.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.6.17.2–3 ἔπειτα ζητητέον 
… , εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, τί αὐτῷ συµβέβηκεν, ἢ καὶ οὕτως, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, διότι ἐστίν.  Galen UP 6.17, 
3.495.18–496.4 K. νυνὶ γὰρ οὐχ ὅτι τόδε γίγνεται κατὰ τὸ σῶµα τοῦ ζῴου, πρόκειται δεικνύειν, ἀλλὰ 
διότι· τῷ δ’ ἐξ ἀνάγκης προηγεῖσθαι, καθάπερ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης ἔλεγε, τοῦ διότι τὸ ὅτι.  in lib. vi Epid. 
p. 12.16–19 Wenkebach–Pfaff ὁ γὰρ Ἀριστοτέλης ἀξιοῖ προεγνωσµένου βεβαίως τοῦ ὅτι ζητεῖσθαι 
χρῆναι τὸ διότι. πρὶν δ’ ὅτι γίνεται βεβαίως µαθεῖν, εἴ τις ζητοίη τὸ διότι, φανερός ἐστιν ἀδολεσχεῖν τε 
καὶ ληρεῖν προῃρηµένος, οὐ τἀληθὲς εὑρεῖν ὀρεγόµενος).  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 92.31–
93.3 πρῶτον µὲν τὸ τί ἐστι τάσσοντας, οἷον ὅτι πᾶν ζῷον οὐσία ἐστὶν ἔµψυχος αἰσθητική, ἢ ὅτι οὐσία, 
εἶτα ποῖόν τι, ὅτι ἔµψυχον, ὅτι αἰσθητικόν, ἢ ὅλως εἴ τι αὐτῷ ὑπάρχει, οἷον ὅτι πᾶν ζῷον ἢ πεζὸν ἢ 
ἔνυδρον ἢ πτηνόν. Proclus in Alc. 275.1–5 εἴρηταί που καλῶς ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἀριστοτέλους (APo. 2 1), ὅτι 
τέτταρα προβλήµατά ἐστι δι’ ἃ οἱ λόγοι καὶ αἱ ζητήσεις, τὸ εἰ ἔστι, τὸ τί ἐστι, τὸ ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ τὸ 
διατί ἐστι, καὶ ὅτι τὸν µέλλοντα γνώσεσθαι τὸ τί ἐστιν ἀνάγκη προειδέναι τὸ εἰ ἔστιν.  Trophonius 
Prol. p. 1.3–5 Rabe ἐπειδὴ τέσσαρές εἰσιν αἱ ἀνωτάτω ζητήσεις, φηµὶ δὴ τὸ εἰ ἔστι, τὸ τί ἐστι, τὸ 
ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ τὸ διὰ τί ἐστιν κλτ.  Elias in Isag. 2.3–6 ἔδει µὲν γὰρ ἡµᾶς ἀρχοµένους τῆς 
φιλοσοφίας ἀπὸ τοῦ εἰ ἔστιν ἄρξασθαι, ἑποµένους νόµῳ διαλεκτικῷ τῷ λέγοντι δεῖν ἐπὶ πάσης τέχνης 
καὶ ἐπιστήµης τέσσαρα προβλήµατα ζητεῖν, εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστιν, ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ διὰ τί ἐστι.  David 
Prol. 1.13–15 δοκεῖ δέ µοι µικρὸν ἀναβάλλεσθαι τὴν ἐγκύκλιον ἐξήγησιν Ἀριστοτελικοῖς πειθοµένῳ 
θεσµοῖς, ὡς δεῖ ἐν ἑκάστω σχεδὸν πράγµατι τὰ τέσσαρα ταῦτα ζητεῖν κεφάλαια· εἰ ἔστι, τί ἐστι, ὁποῖόν 
τί ἐστι καὶ διὰ τί ἐστι.  Agnellus of Ravenna in Galeni De sectis 3, p. 18.9–12 dicamus nunc de 
quattuor titulis quibus utuntur philosophi in arte medicina: primo si est, secundo quid est, tertio 
qualis est, quarto propter quod est. 
§1[2–4] Stoics i.e. Posidonius: cf. infra on ch. 1.7.10. 
§1[5–32]  Cicero ND 1.100 (the Academic Cotta speaks) et eos vituperabas, qui ex operibus 
magnificis atque praeclaris, cum ipsum mundum, cum eius membra caelum terras maria, 
cumque horum insignia solem lunam stellasque vidissent, cumque temporum maturitates 
mutationes vicissitudinesque cognovissent, suspicati essent aliquam excellentem esse 
praestantemque naturam, quae haec effecisset moveret regeret gubernaret.  ND 2.15 (on 
Cleanthes, SVF 1.528) quartam causam (sc. deorum notionum) esse eamque vel maximam 
aequabilitatem motus ⟨constantissimamque⟩ conversionem caeli, solis lunae siderumque omnium 
distinctionem utilitatem pulchritudinem ordinem, quarum rerum aspectus ipse satis indicaret 
non esse ea fortuita: ut, si quis in domum aliquam aut in gymnasium aut in forum venerit, cum 
videat omnium rerum rationem modum disciplinam, non possit ea sine causa fieri iudicare, sed 
esse aliquem intellegat qui praesit et cui pareatur, multo magis in tantis motionibus tantisque 
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vicissitudinibus, tam multarum rerum atque tantarum ordinibus, in quibus nihil umquam 
inmensa et infinita vetustas mentita sit, statuat necesse est ab aliqua mente tantos naturae motus 
gubernari.  Philo of Alexandria Praem. 43 ἀλλ’ οὗτοί γε οἱ θεσπέσιοι καὶ τῶν ἄλλων διενηνοχότες, 
ὅπερ ἔφην, κάτωθεν ἄνω προῆλθον οἷα διά τινος οὐρανίου κλίµακος, ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων  εἰκότι λογισµῷ 
στοχασάµενοι τὸν δηµιουργόν.  differently Galen Propr.Plac. 2, pp. 173.1–4 Boudon-Millot–
Pietrobelli ὅτι δ’ εἰσίν (sc. οἱ θεοὶ) ἐκ τῶν ἔργων γινώσκειν (sc. φηµι)· ἐκείνων γὰρ εἶναι τήν τε τῶν 
ζῴων κατασκευὴν ἔργον, ὅσα τε διὰ κληδόνων ἢ συµβόλων ἢ ὀνειράτων προσµαίνοιυσιν.  Lactantius 
Inst. 1.2.5 Heck–Wlosok nemo est enim tam rudis, tam feris moribus, quin oculos suos in caelum 
tollens, tametsi nesciat cuius dei providentia regatur hoc omne quod cernitur, aliquam tamen esse 
intellegat ex ipsa rerum magnitudine motu dispositione constantia utilitate pulchritudine 
temperatione nec posse fieri, quin id quod mirabili ratione constat consilio maiore aliquo sit 
instructum.  Theophilus of Antioch ad Autol. 1.6 κατανόησον, ὦ ἄνθρωπε, τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ, καιρῶν 
µὲν κατὰ χρόνους ἀλλαγὴν καὶ ἀέρων τροπάς, στοιχείων τὸν εὔτακτον δρόµον, ἡµερῶν τε καὶ νυκτῶν 
καὶ µηνῶν καὶ ἐνιαυτῶν τὴν εὔτακτον πορείαν, σπερµάτων τε καὶ φυτῶν καὶ καρπῶν τὴν διάφορον 
καλλονήν, τήν τε πολυποίκιλον γονὴν κτηνῶν τετραπόδων καὶ πετεινῶν καὶ ἑρπετῶν καὶ νηκτῶν, 
ἐνύδρων τε καὶ ἐναλίων κτλ.  Cicero ND 1.26 quasi aut aer sine ulla forma deus esse possit, cum 
praesertim deum non modo aliqua sed pulcherrima specie deceat esse.  Minucius Felix Oct. 17.5–
6. 
§1[5–9]  Xenophon Cyr. 8.7.22 θεούς γε τοὺς ἀεὶ ὄντας καὶ πάντ’ ἐφορῶντας καὶ πάντα δυναµένους, 
οἳ καὶ τήνδε τὴν τῶν ὅλων τάξιν συνέχουσιν ἀτριβῆ καὶ ἀγήρατον καὶ ἀναµάρτητον καὶ ὑπὸ κάλλους 
καὶ µεγέθους ἀδιήγητον.  Plato Tim. 29a (cited Eus. PE 11.31.1 and T CAG 4.42) εἰ µὲν δὴ καλός ἐστιν 
ὅδε ὁ κόσµος ὅ τε δηµιουργὸς ἀγαθός … .  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.72 (on Plato) σφαιροειδῆ (sc. 
τὸν κόσµον) δὲ διὰ τὸ καὶ τὸν γεννήσαντα τοιοῦτον ἔχειν σχῆµα.  V.P. 8.35 (Pythagorei 58C.3 DK) καὶ 
τῶν σχηµάτων τὸ κάλλιστον σφαῖραν εἶναι τῶν στερεῶν, τῶν δ’ ἐπιπέδων κύκλον. 
§1[9–11]  Parmenides 28B842–49 DK ... τετελεσµένον ἐστί / πάντοθεν, εὐκύκλου σφαίρης 
ἐναλίγκιον ὄγκῳ, / µεσσόθεν ἰσοπαλὲς πάντῃ· τὸ γὰρ οὔτε τι µεῖζον / οὔτε τι βαιότερον πελέναι χρεόν 
ἐστι τῃ ἢ τῃ … / (49) οἷ γὰρ πάντοθεν ἶσον, ὁµῶς ἐν πείρασι κύρει.  Empedocles 31B28 DK ἀλλ’ ὅ γε 
πάντοθεν ἶσος ⟨ἑοῖ⟩ καὶ πάµπαν ἀπείρων / Σφαῖρος κυκλοτερής.  Plato Tim. 33b (cited Stob. Ecl. 
1.15.4) σχῆµα δὲ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὸ πρέπον καὶ τὸ συγγενές. τῷ δὲ τὰ πάντα ἐν αὑτῷ ζῷα περιέχειν 
µέλλοντι ζῴῳ πρέπον ἂν εἴη σχῆµα τὸ περιειληφὸς ἐν αὑτῷ πάντα ὁπόσα σχήµατα· διὸ καὶ 
σφαιροειδές, ἐκ µέσου πάντῃ πρὸς τὰς τελευτὰς ἴσον ἀπέχον, κυκλοτερὲς αὐτὸ ἐτορνεύσατο, πάντων 
τελεώτατον ὁµοιότατόν τε αὐτὸ ἑαυτῷ σχηµάτων, νοµίσας µυρίῳ κάλλιον ὅµοιον ἀνοµοίου.  Aristotle 
Cael. 2.4 286b10–11 σχῆµα δ’ ἀνάγκη σφαιροειδὲς ἔχειν τὸν οὐρανόν· τοῦτο γὰρ οἰκειότατόν τε τῇ 
οὐσίᾳ καὶ τῇ φύσει πρῶτον.  Cael. 2.4 287b14–15 ὅτι µὲν οὖν σφαιροειδής ἐστιν ὁ κόσµος, δῆλον ἐκ 
τούτων.  Euclid Phaen. pr. 50–51 διὰ δὴ τὰ προειρηµένα πάντα ὁ κόσµος ὑποκείσθω σφαιροειδής.  
ps.Aristotle Probl. 16.10 915a33–36 διὰ τί ἐν τοῖς ἐσχάτοις ἀεὶ γίνεται περιφερῆ; ἢ ὅτι ἡ φύσις ἐκ τῶν 
ἐνδεχοµένων πάντα ποιεῖ ὡς δυνατὸν ἄριστα καὶ κάλλιστα, τὸ δὲ σχῆµα τοῦτο κάλλιστον, τὸ αὐτὸ 
αὑτῷ ὁµοιότατον.  Epicurus Ep.Pyth. at D.L. V.P. 10.88 ῾κόσµος’ ἐστὶ περιοχή τις οὐρανοῦ, ἄστρα τε 
καὶ γῆν καὶ πάντα τὰ φαινόµενα περιέχουσα, οὗ λυοµένου πάντα τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ σύγχυσιν λήψεται, 
ἀποτοµὴν ἔχουσα ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀπείρου καὶ καταλήγουσα ἐν πέρατι ἢ ἀραιῷ ἢ πυκνῷ καὶ οὗ λυοµένου 
πάντα τὰ ἐν αὐτῷ σύγχυσιν λήψεται—καὶ λήγουσα ἢ ἐν περιαγοµένῳ ἢ ἐν στάσιν ἔχοντι καὶ 
στρογγύλην ἢ τρίγωνον ἢ οἵαν δήποτε περιγραφήν· πανταχῶς γὰρ ἐνδέχεται.  Cicero ND 2.37 (the 
Stoic Balbus speaks) neque enim est quicquam aliud praeter mundum quoi nihil absit quodque 
undique aptum atque perfectum expletumque sit omnibus suis numeris et partibus.  ND 2.47 quid 
enim pulchrius ea figura quae sola omnis alias figuras complexa continet, quaeque nihil 
asperitatis habere nihil offensionis potest, nihil incisum angulis nihil anfractibus, nihil eminens 
nihil lacunosum; cumque duae formae praestantissimae sint, ex solidis globus (sic enim σφαῖραν 
interpretari placet), ex planis autem circulus aut orbis, qui κύκλος Graece dicitur, his duabus 
formis contingit solis ut omnes earum partes sint inter se simillumae a medioque tantum absit 
extremum, quo nihil fieri potest aptius.  Seneca Ep. 102.21 patria est illi (sc. humano animo) 
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quodcumque suprema et universa circuitu suo cingit, hoc omne convexum intra quod iacent 
maria cum terris, intra quod aër humanis divina secernens etiam coniungit.  Plutarch Sept.Sap. 
153D (on Thales, fr. 121 Wöhrle) ‘τί κάλλιστον;’ ‘κόσµος· πᾶν γὰρ τὸ κατὰ τάξιν τούτου µέρος ἐστί.’  
ps.Aristotle MXG 3 977b1–2 (on Xenophanes, 21A28 p. 1.117 DK) πάντη δ’ ὅµοιον ὄντα σφαιροειδῆ 
εἶναι· οὐ γὰρ τῇ µὲν τῇ δ’ οὐ τοιοῦτον εἶναι, ἀλλὰ πάντη.  Ocellus 38 λέγω δὲ µέρη (sc. τοῦ κόσµου) 
οὐρανόν, γῆν, τὸ µεταξὺ τούτων ὃ δὴ µετάρσιον καὶ ἀέριον ὀνοµάζεται.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 2 391b19–20 
τοῦ δὲ σύµπαντος οὐρανοῦ τε καὶ κόσµου σφαιροειδοῦς ὄντος.  Proclus in Parm. p. 3.1112.27–28 Steel 
δεύτερον (sc. µέρος καλοῦµεν) τὸ συµπληρωµατικόν τινος, ὥσπερ λέγοµεν µέρη τοῦ παντὸς τὰς ὅλας 
σφαίρας. [cf. below on ch. 2.2.2].  Pliny Nat. 2.1.8 equidem et consensu gentium moveor; namque 
et Graeci nomine ornamenti appellavere eum et nos a perfecta absolutaque elegantia mundum. 
§1[11–12]  Plato Tim. 44d τὰς µὲν δὴ θείας περιόδους δύο οὔσας, τὸ τοῦ παντὸς σχῆµα 
ἀποµιµησάµενοι περιφερὲς ὄν, εἰς σφαιροειδὲς σῶµα ἐνέδησαν, τοῦτο ὃ νῦν κεφαλὴν ἐπονοµάζοµεν, ὃ 
θειότατόν τέ ἐστιν καὶ τῶν ἐν ἡµῖν πάντων δεσποτοῦν.  Ptolemy Judic. 15.2, p. 22.1–6 ἐὰν µὲν γὰρ τὸ 
βέλτιστον ἁπλῶς καὶ τιµιώτατον καλῶµεν ἡγεµονικόν, ἐν ἐγκεφάλῳ τοῦτο ἔσται. δέδεικται γὰρ ἡµῖν 
ἱκανῶς, ὅτι τὸ διανοητικὸν καὶ δυνάµει καὶ οὐσίᾳ τιµιώτερον καὶ θειότερόν ἐστιν ἔν τε τῷ παντὶ καὶ ἐν 
ἡµῖν· καὶ ὅτι τόπος αὐτοῦ τὰ ἀνωτάτω, τοῦ κόσµου µὲν ὁ οὐρανός, ἀνθρώπου δὲ ἡ κορυφή.  Corpus 
Hermeticum 10.11, p. 118.13–16 Nock–Festugière ἐπεὶ ὁ κόσµος σφαῖρά ἐστι, τουτέστι κεφαλή, 
κεφαλῆς δὲ οὐδὲν ὑπεράνω ὑλικόν, ... νοῦς δὲ κεφαλή, αὕτη σφαιρικῶς κινουµένη.  Lactantius Op.D. 
8.3–4 Perrin eius prope divina mens quia non tantum animantium quae sunt in terra, sed etiam 
sui corporis est sortita dominatum, in summo capite conlocata tamquam in arce sublimi 
speculatur omnia et contuetur.(4) hanc eius aulam deus non obductam porrectamque formavit ut 
in mutis animalibus, sed orbi et globo similem, quod orbis rotunditas perfectae rationis est ac 
figurae.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 231 rationabili velut arx corporis et regia, … id est domicilium capitis, 
in quo habitet animae principale, quod ad similitudinem mundi sit exaedificatum, teres et 
globosum.  Macrobius in Somn. 1.14.9 solisque inest vel in capite sphaerae similitudo, quam 
formam diximus solam mentis capacem. 
§1[12–17]  Plato Tim. 92c ὅδε ὁ κόσµος οὕτω, ζῷον ὁρατὸν τὰ ὁρατὰ περιέχον… µέγιστος καὶ ἄριστος 
κάλλιστός τε καὶ τελεώτατος γέγονεν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 76.7–15 διαλεκτικοῦ γὰρ 
τὸ ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις διά τινων ἐνδόξων ῥοπήν τινα καὶ πρόσκλισιν ἐµποιεῖν πρὸς θάτερον τῶν 
ἀντικειµένων, οἷον ὅτι ἀίδιος ὁ κόσµος ἢ ὅτι σφαιροειδής. ἐπιχειρήσαι γὰρ ἄν τις διαλεκτικῶς εἰς τοῦτο 
ὅτι τῷ τελειοτάτῳ τῶν σωµάτων οἰκεῖον τὸ τελειότατον σχῆµα, ὁ δὲ κόσµος τελειότατον τῶν 
σωµάτων· πάντα γὰρ τὰ ἄλλα ἐν ἑαυτῷ ἔχει· τῷ κόσµῳ ἄρα τὸ τελειότατον τῶν σχηµάτων οἰκεῖον· 
ἀλλὰ µὴν τελειότατον ἡ σφαῖρα τῶν σχηµάτων· οὔτε γὰρ προσθήκην οὔτε ἀφαίρεσιν δέχεται· οἰκεῖον 
ἄρα τὸ σφαιρικὸν σχῆµα τῷ κόσµῳ. 
§1[12–16]  Philostratus V.Apoll. 1.25 φασὶ δὲ καὶ ἀνδρῶνι ἐντυχεῖν, οὗ τὸν ὄροφον ἐς θόλου ἀνῆχθαι 
σχῆµα οὐρανῷ τινι εἰκασµένον, σαπφειρίνῃ δὲ αὐτὸν κατηρέφθαι λίθῳ—κυανωτάτη δὲ ἡ λίθος καὶ 
οὐρανία ἰδεῖν.  Porphyry Περὶ ἀγαλµάτων at Eus. PE 3.11.23 (359F Smith) τοῦ δ’ αὖ πυρὸς τὴν 
δύναµιν προσειπόντες Ἥφαιστον ἀνθρωποειδὲς µὲν αὐτοῦ τὸ ἄγαλµα πεποιήκασιν, πῖλον δὲ 
περιέθεσαν κυάνεον τῆς οὐρανίου σύµβολον περιφορᾶς ἔνθα τοῦ πυρὸς τὸ ἀρχοειδές τε καὶ 
ἀκραιφνέστατον.  Didymus Caecus in Ps. 35–39 cod. p. 255.21–22, p. 104 Gronewald φιλε]ῖ δὲ ὁ | 
ὑάκινθος µιµεῖσθαι τοῦ αἰθέρος τὸ χρῶµα.  Theodoret in Oct. p. 193.18–19 Fernández Marcos–
Sáenz-Badillos τῶν τιµιωτέρων ὑακίνθινα µόνα τὰ καλύµµατα ἦν. αἰνίττεται δὲ ἡ χρόα τὸν οὐρανόν.  
Olympiodorus in Mete. 243.17–22 ἰδοὺ γοῦν τὸν οὐρανὸν κυανοῦν χρῶµα δοκοῦµεν ἔχειν καὶ τὴν 
θάλασσαν πορφυροῦν διὰ τὸ ἐπὶ πλέον ἐκτεινοµένην ⟨τὴν ὄψιν⟩ διάστηµα ἐξασθενεῖν, καίτοι τοῦ 
Ἀριστοτέλους βουλοµένου ἀχρωµάτιστα εἶναι τὰ οὐράνια σώµατα διὰ τὸ εἶναι ταῦτα τῆς πέµπτης 
οὐσίας, πᾶν δὲ χρῶµα ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων (cf. Aristotle Mete. 1.3 341a31–36 σηµεῖον δ’ ἱκανὸν 
ὅτι ὁ ἄνω τόπος οὐκ ἔστι θερµὸς οὐδ’ ἐκπεπυρωµένος καὶ αἱ διαδροµαὶ τῶν ἀστέρων. ἐκεῖ µὲν γὰρ οὐ 
γίγνονται, κάτω δέ· καίτοι τὰ µᾶλλον κινούµενα καὶ θᾶττον, ἐκπυροῦται θᾶττον. πρὸς δὲ τούτοις ὁ 
ἥλιος, ὅσπερ µάλιστα εἶναι δοκεῖ θερµός, φαίνεται λευκὸς ἀλλ’ οὐ πυρώδης ὤν, but also ps.Aristotle 
Col. 1 791a1–4 ἁπλᾶ τῶν χρωµάτων ἐστὶν ὅσα τοῖς στοιχείοις συνακολουθεῖ, οἷον πυρὶ καὶ ἀέρι καὶ 
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ὕδατι καὶ γῇ. ἀὴρ µὲν γὰρ καὶ ὕδωρ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ τῇ φύσει λευκά, τὸ δὲ πῦρ καὶ ὁ ἥλιος ξανθά. καὶ ἡ γῆ 
δ’ ἐστὶ φύσει λευκή.)  Hesychius Lex. K 4348, p. 539 Latte κύανον· εἶδος χρώµατος οὐρανοειδές.  Al-
Kindī Treatise on the Blue Colour of the Sky, at Adamson–Pormann eds. (2012) 139–1434. 
§1[16–17] Aristotle Met. Ι.4 1055a10–12 ἀλλὰ µὴν τό γε µέγιστον ἐν ἑκάστῳ γένει τέλειον. µέγιστόν 
τε γὰρ οὗ µὴ ἔστιν ὑπερβολή, καὶ τέλειον οὗ µὴ ἔστιν ἔξω λαβεῖν τι δυνατόν.  ps.Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Met. 619.15–17 τὸ µέγιστον γάρ, φησίν, ἐν ἑκάστῳ γένει καὶ ὑποκειµένῳ τέλειον· 
µέγιστον γάρ φαµεν, οὗ µὴ ἔστιν ὑπερβολή· µέγιστος γὰρ ὁ κόσµος, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι τι τὸ ὑπερβάλλον 
αὐτοῦ.  Plutarch Sept.Sap. 153A ‘τί µέγιστον;’ ‘κόσµος.’ 
§1[18–19], [38–40]  Epicurus Ep.Pyth. at D.L. V.P. 10.87 τὰ ἐν τοῖς µετεώροις φαινόµενα (cf. ibid. 
10.95).  Achilles V.Arat. I p. 9.21–10.7 Martin ἐπιτετευγµένως δὲ αὐτῷ (sc. Aratus) ἐγράφη τὰ 
Φαινόµενα, ὡς παρευδοκιµηθῆναι πάντας ὑπ’ Ἀράτου. καὶ γὰρ Εὔδοξος ὁ Κνίδιος (F 3a Lasserre), καὶ 
Λᾶσος ὁ Μάγνης (οὐχὶ ὁ Ἑρµιονεύς, ἀλλ’ ὁµώνυµος ἄλλος Λάσῳ τῷ Ἑρµιονεῖ) καὶ Ἕρµιππος (fr. 95 
Wehrli, T 19a Bollansée) καὶ Ἡγησιάναξ καὶ Ἀριστοφάνης ὁ Βυζάντιος (fr. (dubium) 425 Slater) καὶ 
ἄλλοι πολλοί. ὧν καὶ Πτολεµαῖος µέµνηται ὁ βασιλεὺς (Ptolemaeus III Euergetes I, Suppl. Hell. fr. 
712 Lloyd Jones–Parsons) Ἰδιοφυέσιν οὕτως· ῾πάνθ’ Ἡγησιάναξ τε καὶ Ἕρµιππος ⟨τὰ⟩ κατ’ αἴθρην / 
τείρεα καὶ πολλοὶ ταῦτα τὰ φαινόµενα / βίβλοις ἐγκατέθεντο, † ἀπὸ σκοποῦ δ’ ἐφάµαρτον † / ἀλλ’ ὅ 
γε λεπτολόγος σκῆπτρον Ἄρατος ἔχει’. 
§1[20–32]  Cicero Arat. 320–331 Soubiran aestifer est pandens ferventia sidera Cancer; / hunc 
subter fulgens cedit vis torva Leonis, / quem rutilo sequitur conlucens corpore Virgo; / exin 
proiectae claro cum lumine Chelae, / ipsaque consequitur lucens vis magna Nepai; / inde 
Sagittipotens dextra flexum tenet arcum; / post hunc ore fero Capricornus vadere pergit; / umidus 
inde loci conlucet Aquarius orbe{m}; / exim squamiferi serpentes ludere Pisces; / quis comes est 
Aries, obscuro lumine labens, / inflexoque genu, proiecto corpore, Taurus, / et Gemini clarum 
iactantes lucibus ignem.  Quintus T. Cicero at Auson. Ecl. 25.1–14 Courtney.  Germanicus Arat. 
531 –564.  Seneca Thy. 842–868. 
§1[18–19]  Plato Resp. 7.529c τὰ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ ποικίλµατα.  Tim. 40a νείµας περὶ πάντα κύκλῳ τὸν 
οὐρανόν, κόσµον ἀληθινὸν αὐτῷ πεποικιλµένον εἶναι καθ’ ὅλον. 
§1[29–32]  Diogenes of Apollonia 64B3 DK, fr. 3 Laks at Simp. in Phys. 152.11–16 (verbatim) 
ἐφεξῆς δὲ δείξας ὅτι ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ ἀρχῇ ταύτῃ νόησις πολλή ‘οὐ γὰρ ἄν’, φησίν, ‘οἷόν τε ἦν οὕτω δεδάσθαι 
ἄνευ νοήσιος, ὥστε πάντων µέτρα ἔχειν χειµῶνός τε καὶ θέρους καὶ νυκτὸς καὶ ἡµέρας καὶ ὑετῶν καὶ 
ἀνέµων καὶ εὐδιῶν, καὶ τὰ ἄλλα· εἴ τις βούλεται ἐννοεῖσθαι, εὑρίσκοι ἂν οὕτω διακείµενα ὡς ἀνυστὸν 
κάλλιστα’) κτλ.  Plato Phlb. 28e τὸ δὲ νοῦν πάντα διακοσµεῖν αὐτὰ φάναι καὶ τῆς ὄψεως τοῦ κόσµου 
καὶ ἡλίου καὶ σελήνης καὶ ἀστέρων καὶ πάσης τῆς περιφορᾶς ἄξιον, καὶ οὐκ ἄλλως ἔγωγ’ ἄν ποτε περὶ 
αὐτῶν εἴποιµι οὐδ' ἂν δοξάσαιµι.  Xenophon Mem. 4.3.13 ἐξαρκῇ σοι τὰ ἔργα αὐτῶν ὁρῶντι σέβεσθαι 
καὶ τιµᾶν τοὺς θεούς. ἐννόει δὲ ὅτι καὶ αὐτοὶ οἱ θεοὶ οὕτως ὑποδεικνύουσιν· οἵ τε γὰρ ἄλλοι ἡµῖν τἀγαθὰ 
διδόντες οὐδὲν τούτων εἰς τὸ ἐµφανὲς ἰόντες διδόασι, καὶ ὁ τὸν ὅλον κόσµον συντάττων τε καὶ συνέχων, 
ἐν ᾧ πάντα καλὰ καὶ ἀγαθά ἐστι, καὶ ἀεὶ µὲν χρωµένοις ἀτριβῆ τε καὶ ὑγιᾶ καὶ ἀγήρατα παρέχων, 
θᾶττον δὲ νοήµατος ὑπηρετοῦντα ἀναµαρτήτως, οὗτος τὰ µέγιστα µὲν πράττων ὁρᾶται.  ps.Plato (i.e. 
Philip of Opus) Epin. 978c–979b.  Lucretius DRN 5.1183–1193 praeterea caeli rationes ordine 
certo / et varia annorum cernebant tempora verti / nec poterant quibus id fieret cognoscere 
causis. / ergo perfugium sibi habebant omnia divis / tradere et illorum nutu facere omnia flecti. / 
in caeloque deum sedes et templa locarunt, / per caelum volvi quia nox et luna videtur, / luna dies 
et nox et noctis signa severa / noctivagaeque faces caeli flammaeque volantes, / nubila sol imbres 
nix venti fulmina grando / et rapidi fremitus et murmura magna minarum.  DRN 5.1204–1210 
nam cum suspicimus magni caelestia mundi / templa super stellisque micantibus aethera fixum, / 
et venit in mentem solis lunaeque viarum, / tunc aliis oppressa malis in pectora cura / illa quoque 
expergefactum caput erigere infit, / ne quae forte deum nobis inmensa potestas / sit, vario motu 
quae candida sidera verset.  Cicero ND 1.22 (the Epicurean Velleius speaks) quid autem erat 
quod concupisceret deus mundum signis et luminibus tamquam aedilis ornare? si ut deus ipse 
melius habitaret, antea videlicet tempore infinito in tenebris tamquam in gurgustio habitaverat.  
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Sextus Empiricus M. 9.20–22 Ἀριστοτέλης (Aristotle fr. 10 R3, de Phil. fr. 10 Walzer/Ross) δὲ ἀπὸ 
δυοῖν ἀρχῶν ἔννοιαν θεῶν ἔλεγε γεγονέναι ἐν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, ἀπό τε τῶν περὶ ψυχὴν συµβαινόντων 
καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν µετεώρων…. ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν µετεώρων· θεασάµενοι γὰρ µεθ’ ἡµέραν µὲν ἥλιον 
περιπολοῦντα, νύκτωρ δὲ τὴν εὔτακτον τῶν ἄλλων ἀστέρων κίνησιν, ἐνόµισαν εἶναί τινα θεὸν τὸν τῆς 
τοιαύτης κινήσεως καὶ εὐταξίας αἴτιον. τοιοῦτος µὲν καὶ ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης.  M. 9.24 εἰσὶ δὲ οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν 
γιγνοµένων κατὰ τὸν κόσµον παραδόξων ὑπονοήσαντες εἰς ἔννοιαν ἡµᾶς ἐληλυθέναι θεῶν, ἀφ’ ἧς 
φαίνεται εἶναι δόξης καὶ ὁ Δηµόκριτος (68A75 DK)· ὁρῶντες γάρ, φησί, τὰ ἐν τοῖς µετεώροις 
παθήµατα οἱ παλαιοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καθάπερ βροντὰς καὶ ἀστραπάς, κεραυνούς τε καὶ ἄστρων 
συνόδους ἡλίου τε καὶ σελήνης ἐκλείψεις, ἐδειµατοῦντο, θεοὺς οἰόµενοι τούτων αἰτίους εἶναι.  M. 9.26–
27 (Aristotle fr. 11 R3, de Phil. fr. 12b Walzer/Ross).  Cicero ND 2.95 (Aristotle fr. 12 R3, de Phil. fr. 
13 Walzer/Ross).  Philo of Alexandria Leg. 3.97–99 (Aristotle fr. 12 R3, de Phil. fr. 13b 
Walzer/Ross) ἐζήτησαν οἱ πρῶτοι, πῶς ἐνοήσαµεν τὸ θεῖον, εἶθ’ οἱ δοκοῦντες ἄριστα φιλοσοφεῖν 
ἔφασαν, ὅτι ἀπὸ τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τῶν µερῶν αὐτοῦ καὶ τῶν ἐνυπαρχουσῶν τούτοις δυνάµεων ἀντίληψιν 
ἐποιησάµεθα τοῦ αἰτίου. … εἰσελθών τις ὥσπερ εἰς µεγίστην οἰκίαν ἢ πόλιν τόνδε τὸν κόσµον καὶ 
θεασάµενος οὐρανὸν ἐν κύκλῳ περιπολοῦντα καὶ πάντα ἐντὸς συνειληφότα, πλάνητας δὲ καὶ ἀπλανεῖς 
ἀστέρας κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως κινουµένους ἐµµελῶς τε καὶ ἐναρµονίως καὶ τῷ παντὶ ὠφελίµως 
(κτλ.)   Spec. 1.34–35 (SVF 2.1010) τὸν οὖν ἀφικόµενον εἰς τὴν ὡς ἀληθῶς µεγαλόπολιν, τόνδε τὸν 
κόσµον, καὶ θεασάµενον … εἶτα ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην, τοὺς ἡµέρας καὶ νυκτὸς ἡγεµόνας, καὶ τὰς τῶν 
ἄλλων πλανήτων τε καὶ ἀπλανῶν καὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος οὐρανοῦ περιπολήσεις καὶ χορείας, οὐκ εἰκότως, 
µᾶλλον δὲ ἀναγκαίως, ἔννοιαν λήψεσθαι δεῖ τοῦ (35) ποιητοῦ καὶ πατρὸς καὶ προσέτι ἡγεµόνος; οὐδὲν 
γὰρ τῶν τεχνικῶν ἔργων ἀπαυτοµατίζεται· τεχνικώτατον δὲ καὶ ἐπιστηµονικώτατον ὅδε ὁ κόσµος, ὡς 
ὑπό τινος τὴν ἐπιστήµην ἀγαθοῦ καὶ τελειοτάτου πάντως δεδηµιουργῆσθαι. τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἔννοιαν 
ἐλάβοµεν ὑπάρξεως θεοῦ.  Ptolemy Synt. 1.1, p. 10.3–19 γʹ. Ὅτι σφαιροειδῶς ὁ οὐρανὸς φέρεται. τὰς 
µὲν οὖν πρώτας ἐννοίας περὶ τούτων ἀπὸ τοιαύτης τινὸς παρατηρήσεως τοῖς παλαιοῖς εὔλογον 
παραγεγονέναι· ἑώρων γὰρ τόν τε ἥλιον καὶ τὴν σελήνην καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους ἀστέρας φεροµένους ἀπὸ 
ἀνατολῶν ἐπὶ δυσµὰς αἰεὶ κατὰ παραλλήλων κύκλων ἀλλήλοις καὶ ἀρχοµένους µὲν ἀναφέρεσθαι 
κάτωθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ ταπεινοῦ καὶ ὥσπερ ἐξ αὐτῆς τῆς γῆς, µετεωριζοµένους δὲ κατὰ µικρὸν εἰς ὕψος, 
ἔπειτα πάλιν κατὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον περιερχοµένους τε καὶ ἐν ταπεινώσει γιγνοµένους, ἕως ἂν τέλεον 
ὥσπερ ἐµπεσόντες εἰς τὴν γῆν ἀφανισθῶσιν, εἶτ’ αὖ πάλιν χρόνον τινὰ µείναντας ἐν τῷ ἀφανισµῷ 
ὥσπερ ἀπ’ ἄλλης ἀρχῆς ἀνατέλλοντάς τε καὶ δύνοντας, τοὺς δὲ χρόνους τούτους καὶ ἔτι τοὺς τῶν 
ἀνατολῶν καὶ δύσεων τόπους τεταγµένως τε καὶ ὁµοίως ὡς ἐπίπαν ἀνταποδιδοµένους.  Theodoret 
Prov. MPG 83, p. 573.15–18 βλέπε καὶ τῶν ἀστέρων τὴν φύσιν, τὴν θέσιν, τὴν τάξιν, τῶν σχηµάτων 
τὴν ποικιλίαν, τὴν τέρψιν, τὴν χρείαν, τὴν χορείαν, τὰς ἐπιτολάς, τὰς δύσεις· τούτους ὁ τῶν ὅλων 
δηµιουργὸς πεποίηκεν.  David Prol. 6.2–4 περὶ δὲ τοῦ θεολογικοῦ ἔστιν εἰπεῖν ὅτι εἰ καὶ τὸ θεῖον 
ἄγνωστον, ἀλλ’ οὖν θεωροῦντες τὰ δηµιουργήµατα καὶ τὴν εὔτακτον κίνησιν τοῦ παντὸς εἰς ἔννοιαν 
ἐρχόµεθα τοῦ δηµιουργήσαντος.  [cf. below on [50–54]]. 
§1[33–37]  Cicero ND 2.23 (the Stoic Balbus speaks) id ipsum (sc. esse deos) rationibus physicis 
id est naturalibus confirmari volo.  Varro Ant.Rer.Div. frs. 7–10 Cardauns at Aug. C.D. 6.5.1–3 
Dombart–Kalb deinde illud quale est, quod tria genera theologiae dicit esse, id est rationis quae 
de diis explicatur, eorumque unum mythicon appellari, alterum physicon, tertium civile [i.e. 
politicen, C.D. 6.12.2]? … 6.5.9–10 deinde ait: ‘mythicon appellant, quo maxime utuntur poetae; 
physicon, quo philosophi, civile, quo populi’. …  6.5.23–30 ‘secundum genus est’, inquit, ‘quod 
demonstravi, de quo multos libros philosophi reliquerunt.’ … sic alia, quae facilius intra parietes in 
schola quam extra in foro ferre possunt aures’. nihil in hoc genere culpavit, quod physicon vocant 
et ad philosophos pertinet, tantum quod eorum inter se controversias commemoravit, per quos 
facta est dissidentium multitudo sectarum. …  6.5.56–62 ‘tertium genus est’, inquit, ’quod in 
urbibus cives, maxime sacerdotes, nosse atque administrare debent. in quo est, quos deos publice 
† sacra ac sacrificia colere et facere quemque par sit’. … ‘prima, inquit, theologia maxime 
accommodata est ad theatrum, secunda ad mundum, tertia ad urbem’.  Strabo 1.2.8, 19C.1–20C.7 
καὶ πρῶτον ὅτι τοὺς µύθους ἀπεδέξαντο οὐχ οἱ ποιηταὶ µόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ αἱ πόλεις πολὺ πρότερον καὶ 



 Book 1 Chapter 6 26 

οἱ νοµοθέται τοῦ χρησίµου χάριν· … (20C.4) διὰ ποιητικῆς ἱκανῶς σωφρονίζεσθαι πᾶσαν ἡλικίαν 
ὑπέλαβον· χρόνοις δ’ ὕστερον ἡ τῆς ἱστορίας γραφὴ καὶ ἡ νῦν φιλοσοφία παρελήλυθεν εἰς µέσον. αὕτη 
µὲν οὖν πρὸς ὀλίγους, ἡ δὲ ποιητικὴ δηµωφελεστέρα καὶ θέατρα πληροῦν δυναµένη.  Plutarch Amat. 
763C τῆς δ’ οὖν περὶ θεῶν δόξης καὶ παντάπασιν ἡγεµόνες καὶ διδάσκαλοι γεγόνασιν ἡµῖν οἵ τε 
ποιηταὶ καὶ οἱ νοµοθέται καὶ τρίτον οἱ φιλόσοφοι.  Dio Chrysostomus Or. 12.44 τριῶν δὴ 
προκειµένων γενέσεων τῆς δαιµονίου παρ’ ἀνθρώποις ὑπολήψεως, ἐµφύτου (sc. ἐξ αὐτῶν γιγνοµένην 
τῶν ἔργων καὶ τἀληθοῦς), ποιητικῆς, νοµικῆς.  Tertullian ad Nat. 2.1.9–10 Borleffs hunc (sc. 
Varronem, cf. on Ant.Rer.Div. fr. 7 Cardauns) si interrogem, qui insinua⟨to⟩res deorum, aut 
philosophos designat aut populos aut poetas. triplici enim genere deorum censum distinxit: unum 
esse physi⟨cum⟩, quod philosophi retractant, aliud mythicum, quod inter po⟨etas⟩ volutatur, 
tertium gentile, quod populi sibi quique adoptave⟨runt⟩.  Eusebius PE 4.1.2 ἐπειδὴ γὰρ τὸ πᾶν τῆς 
θεολογίας αὐτῶν εἶδος εἰς τρία γενικώτερον διαιροῦσιν, εἴς τε τὸ µυθικὸν ὑπὸ τῶν ποιητῶν 
τετραγῳδηµένον καὶ εἰς τὸ φυσικὸν τὸ δὴ πρὸς τῶν φιλοσόφων ἐφευρηµένον εἴς τε τὸ πρὸς τῶν νόµων 
διεκδικούµενον ἐν ἑκάστῃ πόλει καὶ χώρᾳ πεφυλαγµένον … .  Calcidius in Tim. c. 264 neque enim 
quisquam deum quaereret aut ad pietatem aspiraret, quod est theologiae proprium, nec vero id 
ipsum quod nunc agimus agendum putaret nisi prius caelo sideribusque visis et amore nutrito 
sciendi rerum causas, eorum etiam, quae ortum habent temporarium, exordia; haec quippe 
demum ad naturalem pertinent quaestionem. quid quod dierum et noctium vice considerata 
menses et anni et horarum curricula dinumerata sunt numerique ortus et genitura dimensionis 
intro data? 
§1[39–47]  Plato Crat. 397c–d (cited Eus. PE 1.9.12 and T CAG 2.27 and 3.7, cf. 3.23) φαίνονταί µοι 
οἱ πρῶτοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων τῶν περὶ τὴν Ἑλλάδα τούτους (d) µόνους θεοὺς ἡγεῖσθαι οὕσπερ νῦν πολλοὶ 
τῶν βαρβάρων, ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ γῆν καὶ ἄστρα καὶ οὐρανόν· ἅτε οὖν αὐτὰ ὁρῶντες πάντα ἀεὶ 
ἰόντα δρόµῳ καὶ θέοντα, ἀπὸ ταύτης τῆς φύσεως τῆς τοῦ θεῖν ‘θεοὺς’ αὐτοὺς ἐπονοµάσαι.  Crat. 410b 
τὸν δὲ αἰθέρα τῇδέ πῃ ὑπολαµβάνω, ὅτι ἀεὶ θεῖ περὶ τὸν ἀέρα ῥέων ‘ἀειθεὴρ’ δικαίως ἂν καλοῖτο.  
Aristotle Mete. 1.3 339b25–26 τὸ γὰρ ἀεὶ σῶµα θέον ἅµα καὶ θεῖόν τι τὴν φύσιν ἐοίκασιν ὑπολαβεῖν.  
GA 1.2 716a15–17 ἐν τῷ ὅλῳ τὴν τῆς γῆς φύσιν ὡς θῆλυ καὶ µητέρα νοµίζουσιν, οὐρανὸν δὲ καὶ ἥλιον ἤ 
τι τῶν ἄλλων τῶν τοιούτων ὡς γεννῶντας καὶ πατέρας προσαγορεύουσιν.  ps.Onatas de Deo p. 
139.15–16 Thesleff at Stob. Ecl. 1.1.39, p. 49.3–4 τοὶ δ’ ἄλλοι θεοὶ οἱ θέοντές εἰσι κατ’ οὐρανὸν σὺν τᾷ 
τῶ παντὸς περιαγήσει.  Cornutus Comp. c. 1, pp. 1.19–2.4 Torres εὔλογον δὲ καὶ τοὺς θεοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς 
θεύσεως ἐσχηκέναι τὴν προσηγορίαν· πρῶτον γὰρ οἱ ἀρχαῖοι θεοὺς ὑπελάµβανον εἶναι οὓς ἑώρων 
ἀδιαλείπτως φεροµένους, αἰτίους αὐτοὺς νοµίσαντες εἶναι τῶν τοῦ  ἀέρος µεταβολῶν καὶ τῆς 
σωτηρίας τῶν ὅλων.  Theophilus of Antioch ad Autol. 1.4 θεὸς δὲ λέγεται διὰ ... τὸ θέειν· τὸ δὲ θέειν 
ἐστὶν τὸ τρέχειν καὶ κινεῖν καὶ ἐνεργεῖν καὶ τρέφειν καὶ προνοεῖν καὶ κυβερνᾶν καὶ ζωοποιεῖν τὰ πάντα.  
Tertullian ad Nat. 2.4.1 Borleffs (Varro Rer.Div. fr. 25 Cardauns) aiunt quidam propterea deos 
⟨appella⟩tos, quod θέειν id est ἵεσθαι pro currere ac motari interpretatio est.  Dionysius of 
Alexandria Περὶ φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.27.8 ὡς οἱ τὸν ἥλιον καὶ τὴν σελήνην καὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας 
θαυµάσαντες διὰ τὸ θέειν ἔφασαν κεκλῆσθαι θεούς.  Macrobius Sat. 1.23.3 θεούς enim dicunt sidera 
et stellas ἀπὸ τοῦ θέειν id est τρέχειν quod semper in cursu sint, ἢ ἀπὸ τοῦ θεωρεῖσθαι (cf. below, 
Plot. 5.8[31].3). [cf. supra on §1[29–32].  Simplicius in Cael. 382.35–383.7 εἰπὼν περὶ τοῦ ὅλου 
οὐρανοῦ … καὶ τῶν περὶ αὐτοῦ κοινῶν ἐννοιῶν ὡς περὶ θεοῦ µαντευοµένων ὑποµνήσας ἡµᾶς· καὶ γὰρ 
πρῶτον τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὰ ἐν οὐρανῷ παρὰ τὸ θέειν θεοὺς ἐκάλεσαν ἄνθρωποι καὶ ἀπὸ τούτων εἰς 
ἐπίγνωσιν ἦλθον τοῦ τε δηµιουργοῦ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων θείων τάξεων.  in Ench. p. 95 Dübner = pp. 
368.194–369.2 Hadot ἀρχὴ δὲ τῆς σκέψεώς ἐστιν, ἰδεῖν πρῶτον, τί σηµαίνει τὸ τοῦ ῾θεοῦ’ ὄνοµα. καὶ 
ἰστέον, ὅτι οἱ πρῶτον θέντες αὐτό, τοὺς ἐν οὐρανῷ περιπολοῦντας, παρὰ τὸ θέειν, τοῦτ’ ἔστι τρέχειν 
καὶ ὀξέως κινεῖσθαι, οὕτως ὠνόµασαν.  differently Plotinus 5.8[31].3.27–28 τῶν δὲ θεῶν οἱ µὲν ἐν 
οὐρανῷ ὄντες–σχολὴ γὰρ αὐτοῖς–θεῶνται ἀεί (cf. above, Macrob. Sat. 1.23.3).  
§1[39–43]  Philo of Alexandria Spec. 1.34 (on Stoics, SVF 2.1010) τὸν οὖν ἀφικόµενον εἰς τὴν ὡς 
ἀληθῶς µεγαλόπολιν, τόνδε τὸν κόσµον, καὶ θεασάµενον τὴν ὀρεινὴν καὶ πεδιάδα βρίθουσαν ζῴων καὶ 
φυτῶν καὶ ποταµῶν αὐθιγενῶν καὶ χειµάρρων φορὰς καὶ πελαγῶν ἀναχύσεις καὶ εὐκρασίας ἀέρος καὶ 
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τῶν ἐτησίων ὡρῶν τροπάς, … ἔννοιαν λήψεσθαι δεῖ τοῦ ποιητοῦ καὶ πατρὸς καὶ προσέτι ἡγεµόνος; 
§1[41]  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 5d Gomperz, fr. 16 Schober, Henrichs (1975) 96, col. 329 
(formerly fr. 16) Vassallo [τ]ῶν ἀνθρώπ[ων κα]|ταφρονεῖν .. [….(.)] | θέρος ἐν τῆι [γ]ῆι | [καὶ] 
χε[ι]µὼν καὶ ἔ[αρ καὶ] | µε{τ}⟨θ⟩όπωρον [κ]αὶ πά[ν]|τα ταῦτα ἄν{οι}⟨ω⟩θεν δι|ειπετῆ γε⟨ίν⟩εται· δι|ὸ 
δὴ καὶ τὸ ἐξεργα|ζόµενον γνόντας | σέβεσθαι. οὐ φαίνε|ται δ᾿ ἐµοὶ Δηµόκρι|τος (68A75 DK) ὥσπερ 
ἔνιοι τὸν [θεὸν 
§1[41–42]  Diogenes of Apollonia 64B3 DK, fr. 6 Laks (verbatim) see above, §1[33–38]. 
§1[43–47]  Philodemus de Mus. Δ col. 38.13–16 Delattre (on Diogenes, SVF 3 Diog. 64) ὅτι δὲ 
πρὸς τ]ὸ | θε[ῖο]ν καὶ αὐτὰ σηµαίνειν | τὰ ὀνόµατα, τό τε θεωρεῖν | καὶ τὸ]ν θεατὴν [καὶ τ]ὸ θέαθρον [ 
§1[47–50]  Philodemus Piet. cols. 348.28–349.14 Vassallo (formerly cols. ii.28–iii.13 Henrichs) 
Περσα[ῖος (SVF 1.448) δὲ δ]ῆ|λός ἐστιν [ἕνα τὸν θ]ε|όν τε κἄγ[νωστον δικά]|ζων τὸ δαιµόνιο[ν] | ἢ 
µηθὲν ὑπὲρ αὐ|τοῦ γινώσκων, ὅταν | ἐν τῶι Περὶ θεῶν µὴ | ἀπίθανα λέγηι | φαίνεσθαι τὰ περὶ τοῦ | τὰ 
τρέφοντα καὶ ὠ|φελοῦντα θεοὺς νε|νοµίσθαι καὶ τετει|µῆσθ[αι] πρῶτ[ο]ν ὑ|πὸ [Προ]δί[κου (84B5 
DK, T 71 Mayhew) γεγραµ|µένα, µετὰ δὲ ταῦ|τα τοὺ[ς εὑρ]όντας | ἢ τροφὰς ἢ [σ]κέπας | ἢ τὰς ἄλλας 
τέχνας | ὡς Δήµητρα κ[α]ὶ Δι|[όνυσον] καὶ τοὺ[ς Δι|οσκούρ]ου[ς  Cicero ND 1.38 (Velleius the 
Epicurean speaks) at Persaeus (SVF 1.448) eiusdem Zenonis auditor … ipsasque res utiles et 
salutares deorum esse vocabulis nuncupatas, ut ne hoc quidem diceret, illa inventa esse deorum, 
sed ipsa divina; quo quid absurdius quam aut res sordidas atque deformis deorum honore 
adficere.  Plutarch Quaest.Conv. 685B ‘ἔστι µὲν δή’ εἶπον ‘οὐδὲ τοῦτ’ ἐλάχιστον. οἱ γὰρ ἄνθρωποι τὰ 
κοινὰ καὶ διήκοντα ταῖς χρείαις ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον ἐκθειάζουσιν, ὡς τὸ ὕδωρ, τὸ φῶς, τὰς ὥρας· τὴν δὲ 
γῆν οὐ µόνον θεῖον, ἀλλὰ καὶ θεὸν ὑπολαµβάνουσιν’.  Cicero ND 1.118 (the Academic Cotta speaks) 
quid Prodicus Cius (84B5 DK, T 73 Mayhew), qui ea quae prodessent hominum vitae deorum in 
numero habita esse dixit, quam tandem religionem reliquit?  ND 2.13 (the Stoic Balbus speaks) 
(on Cleanthes, SVF 1.528) alteram (sc. causam deorum notionum posuit) quam ceperimus ex 
magnitudine commodorum, quae percipiuntur caeli temperatione fecunditate terrarum 
aliarumque commoditatum complurium copia.  Pliny Nat. 2.14 innumeros (sc. deos) quidem 
credere atque etiam ex vitiis hominum, ut Pudicitiam, Concordiam, Mentem, Spem, Honorem, 
Clementiam, Fidem, aut, ut Democrito (68A76 DK) placuit, duos omnino, Poenam et Beneficium, 
maiorem ad socordiam accedit.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.18 Πρόδικος δὲ ὁ Κεῖος (84B5 DK) ‘ἥλιόν’ 
φησι ‘καὶ σελήνην καὶ ποταµοὺς καὶ κρήνας καὶ καθόλου πάντα τὰ ὠφελοῦντα τὸν βίον ἡµῶν οἱ 
παλαιοὶ θεοὺς ἐνόµισαν διὰ τὴν ἀπ’ αὐτῶν ὠφέλειαν, καθάπερ Αἰγύπτιοι τὸν Νεῖλον’· καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τὸν 
µὲν ἄρτον Δήµητραν νοµισθῆναι, τὸν δὲ οἶνον Διόνυσον, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ Ποσειδῶνα, τὸ δὲ πῦρ Ἥφαιστον 
καὶ ἤδη τῶν εὐχρηστούντων ἕκαστον.  M. 9.52 Πρόδικος (84B5 DK) δὲ τὸ ὠφελοῦν τὸν βίον 
ὑπειλῆφθαι θεόν, ὡς ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ ποταµοὺς καὶ λίµνας καὶ λειµῶνας καὶ καρποὺς καὶ πᾶν τὸ 
τοιουτῶδες.  Minucius Felix Oct. 21.1–2 ob merita virtutis aut muneris deos habitos Euhemerus (fr. 
9 Winiarczyk ) exsequitur et eo rum natales patrias sepulcra dinumerat et per provincias 
monstrat, Dictaei Iovis et Apollinis Delphici et Phariae Isidis et Cereris Eleusiniae. (2) Prodicus (cf. 
on 84B5 DK, T 76 Mayhew) adsumptos in deos loquitur, qui errando inventis novis frugibus 
utilitati hominum profuerunt. in eandem sententiam et Persaeus (cf. at SVF 1.448) philosophatur 
et adnectit inventas fruges et frugum ipsarum repertores isdem nominibus, ut comicus sermo est 
‘Venerem sine Libero et Cerere frigere’ (Terentius Eun. 732).  Calcidius in Tim. c. 128 priscorum 
hominum genus omnia quae ad usum hominum vitaeque agendae facultatem divino consilio 
providentiaque demanant auxiliantibus atque operantibus tam potentiis quam rationibus, haec 
ipsa quae auxiliantur deos existimasse, propterea quod rudibus animis nondum insedisset veri dei 
sciscitatio. … quae poetae postea blandientes humanis passionibus propter cupiditatem lucri 
versibus suis formata membratimque effigiata amplis et reconditis nominibus exornaverunt 
usque adeo, ut etiam vitiosas hominum illecebras turpissimosque actus deos cognominarent 
obnoxios passioni.  Themistius Or. 29, 349a–b εἰ δὲ καὶ Διόνυσον καλοῖµεν καὶ νύµφας καὶ 
Δήµητρος κόρην ὑέτιόν τε Δία καὶ Ποσειδῶνα φυτάλµιον, πλησιάζο(349b)µεν ἤδη ταῖς τελεταῖς καὶ 
τὴν Προδίκου (84B5 DK) σοφίαν τοῖς λόγοις ἐγκαταµίξοµεν, ὃς ἱερουργίαν πᾶσαν ἀνθρώπων καὶ 
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µυστήρια καὶ πανηγύρεις καὶ τελετὰς τῶν γεωργίας καλῶν ἐξάπτει, νοµίζων καὶ θεῶν εὔνοιαν 
ἐντεῦθεν εἰς ἀνθρώπους ἐλθεῖν καὶ πᾶσαν εὐσέβειαν ἐγγυώµενος.  Theodoret CAG 3.5 (~ §1[57–59]) 
εἰσὶ δὲ οἳ καὶ ἀνέδην τὰ αἴσχιστα πάθη, τὰ παρὰ σφῶν κατηγορούµενα, καὶ ὧν ἐπιµελῶς κρατεῖν τοῖς 
νέοις παρακελεύονται, θεούς τε ὠνόµασαν καὶ ὡς θεοῖς τὸ γέρας ἀπένειµαν.  CAG 3.48–49 (~ §1[57–
59]) ἔστι δέ γε καὶ τέταρτον (sc. εἶδος θεοποιΐας)· ὃ γὰρ παθητικόν τε καὶ ἄλογον τῆς ψυχῆς 
ὀνοµάζουσι µόριον, τοῦτο θεοποιοῦσιν, ὅπερ τῷ λογισµῷ δουλεύειν παρεγγυῶσιν. (49) καὶ τὴν µὲν 
ἐπιθυµίαν Ἀφροδίτην καλοῦσι καὶ Ἔρωτα, Ἄρεα δὲ τὸν θυµὸν ὀνοµάζουσι, τὴν δὲ µέθην Διόνυσον· καὶ 
τὴν µὲν κλοπὴν Ἑρµῆν, τὸν δὲ λογισµὸν Ἀθηνᾶν· καὶ αὖ πάλιν Ἥφαιστον τὰς τέχνας, ὡς πυρὶ ξυνεργῷ 
κεχρηµένας.  cf. also Empedocles 31B121–123 DK. 
§1[52–56]  Cornutus Comp. c. 17, p. 26.11–15 Torres  ἀλλὰ τῆς µὲν Ἡσιόδου (γενεαλογίας add. 
Lang) τελειοτέρα ποτ’ ἂν ἐξήγησίς σοι γένοιτο, τὰ µέν τινα, ὡς οἶµαι, παρὰ τῶν ἀρχαιοτέρων αὐτοῦ 
παρειληφότος, τὰ δὲ µυθικώτερον ἀφ’ αὑτοῦ προσθέντος, ᾧ τρόπῳ καὶ πλεῖστα τῆς παλαιᾶς 
θεολογίας διεφθάρη. 
§1[57–59]  Philodemus Piet. col. vi.14–16 Henrichs (SVF 2.1076) κα[ὶ ἀν]θρώπους εἰς | θεο[ύ]ς 
φησι µεταβάλ|λει[ν (sc. Chrysippus).  Cicero ND 1.38 at Persaeus (SVF 1.448) eiusdem Zenonis 
auditor eos esse habitos deos a quibus aliqua magna utilitas ad vitae cultum esset inventa. … quo 
quid absurdius … homines iam morte deletos reponere in deos, quorum omnis cultus esset futurus 
in luctu.  ND 1.39 (SVF 2.1077)) atque etiam homines eos qui inmortalitatem essent consecuti (sc. 
ait Chryspippus deos esse).  Diodorus Siculus 1.13.1 (Hecataeus FrGrH 264 F 25) ἄλλους δ’ ἐκ 
τούτων ἐπιγείους γενέσθαι φασίν, ὑπάρξαντας µὲν θνητούς, διὰ δὲ σύνεσιν καὶ κοινὴν ἀνθρώπων 
εὐεργεσίαν τετευχότας τῆς ἀθανασίας.  2.39.4 καὶ τὸν µὲν Ἡρακλέα τὴν ἐξ ἀνθρώπων µετάστασιν 
ποιησάµενον ἀθανάτου τυχεῖν τιµῆς.  3.62.10–63.4 οἱ µὲν οὖν τὴν χρείαν καὶ δύναµιν τοῦ κατὰ τὸν 
οἶνον εὑρήµατος ἀποφαινόµενοι Διόνυσον ὑπάρχειν τοιαῦτα περὶ αὐτοῦ µυθολογοῦσι. … (4) ὁµοίως δὲ 
καὶ τῶν ἄλλων εὑρηµάτων µεταδόντα πᾶσι τυχεῖν αὐτὸν µετὰ τὴν ἐξ ἀνθρώπων µετάστασιν ἀθανάτου 
τιµῆς παρὰ τοῖς εὖ παθοῦσιν.  6 fr. 1.2 at Eus. PE 2.2.53 (Euhemerus FrGrH 63 F 2, F 25 Winiarczyk) 
περὶ θεῶν τοίνυν διττὰς οἱ παλαιοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων τοῖς µεταγενεστέροις παραδεδώκασιν ἐννοίας· … 
ἑτέρους δὲ λέγουσιν ἐπιγείους γενέσθαι θεούς, διὰ δὲ τὰς εἰς ἀνθρώπους εὐεργεσίας ἀθανάτου 
τετευχότας τιµῆς τε καὶ δόξης, οἷον Ἡρακλέα, Διόνυσον, Ἀρισταῖον, καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους τοὺς τούτοις 
ὁµοίους. Cornutus Comp. c. 31, pp. 52.17–53.4 Ἡρακλῆς. … οὐ δεῖ δὲ ὑπὸ τῆς νεωτέρας ἱστορίας 
ἐπιταράττεσθαι· διὰ γὰρ ἀρετὴν ἠξιώθη τῆς αὐτῆς τῷ θεῷ προσηγορίας Ἀλκµήνης καὶ Ἀµφιτρύωνος 
υἱός ὤν, ὥστε δυσδιάκριτα γεγονέναι τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἴδια ἀπὸ τῶν περὶ τοῦ ἥρωος ἱστορουµένων.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 9.35–37 … ὁ Ἡρακλῆς ὁ ἐξ Ἀλκµήνης καὶ Διός. ἦν µὲν γὰρ ἐξ ἀρχῆς, ὥς φασιν, 
Ἀλκαῖος τοὔνοµα, ὑπέδραµε δὲ τὴν Ἡρακλέους προσηγορίαν νοµιζοµένου παρὰ τοῖς τότε θεοῦ. … καὶ 
τοὺς Τυνδαρίδας δέ φασι τὴν τῶν Διοσκούρων δόξαν ὑπελθεῖν πάλιν νοµιζοµένων εἶναι θεῶν. 
§1[57–63]  Scholium in Epicurum RS 1 at D.L. V.P. 10.139 (fr. 355 Usener) ἐν ἄλλοις δέ φησι τοὺς 
θεοὺς … ἀνθρωποειδεῖς.  Demetrius Laco Περὶ τῆς θεοῦ µορφῆς (PHerc. 1055) col. xv.1–10 Santoro 
ἐπειδὴ γὰρ τὸν λογισµὸν οὐχ εὑρίσκ0]||µεν ἐν ἄλληι µορφῆι | δίχα τῆς ἀνθρώπου, φα|νερὸν ὡς καὶ τὸν 
θεὸν |ἀνθρωπόµορφον χρὴ | καταλείπειν, ἵνα καὶ σὺν | λογ[ι]σµῶι τὴν ὑπόστα|σιν ἔχη⟨ι⟩. διόπερ 
ἀνθρω|πόµο]ρφον λέγοµέν [γ’ | εἶ]ν[αι τὸν] θεὸν ὑπ[…|.| εις[..] ἀνάνκης κτλ.  Cicero ND 1.46–48 
(Epicurus fr. 352 Usener) ac de forma quidem partim natura nos admonet partim ratio docet. 
nam a natura habemus omnes omnium gentium speciem nullam aliam nisi humanam deorum; … 
sed ne omnia revocentur ad primas notiones, ratio hoc idem ipsa declarat. nam cum 
praestantissumam naturam, vel quia beata est vel quia sempiterna, convenire videatur eandem 
esse pulcherrimam, quae conpositio membrorum, quae conformatio liniamentorum, quae figura, 
quae species humana potest esse pulchrior? … (48) quod si omnium animantium formam vincit 
hominis figura, deus autem animans est, ea figura profecto est quae pulcherrimast omnium. 
quoniamque deos beatissimos esse constat, beatus autem esse sine virtute nemo potest nec virtus 
sine ratione constare nec ratio usquam inesse nisi in hominis figura, hominis esse specie deos 
confitendum est.  ND 1.76 (adn. at p. 233.10 Usener) non deest hoc loco copia rationum, quibus 
docere velitis humanas esse formas deorum; primum … ; deinde cum, quoniam rebus omnibus 
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excellat natura divina, forma quoque esse pulcherrima debeat, nec esse humana ullam 
pulchriorem.  Philo of Alexandria Spec. 4.14 ἄνθρωπος δέ, ὡς ἔοικε, τὸν καλλιστεύοντα κλῆρον 
ἔλαχεν ἐν ζῴοις, ἀγχίσπορος ὢν θεοῦ καὶ συγγενὴς κατὰ τὴν πρὸς λόγον κοινωνίαν.  Ovid Met. 1.76–
88.  Porphyry Περὶ ἀγαλµάτων at Eus. PE 3.7.3 (352F Smith) ἀνθρωποειδεῖς µὲν ἀπετύπουν τοὺς 
θεούς, ὅτι λογικὸν τὸ θεῖον, καλοὺς δέ, ὅτι κάλλος ἐν ἐκείνοις ἀκήρατον.  Macarius of Magnesia 
Monog. 4.21b, p. 312.10–12 Goulet (Porphyry Contr.Christ. fr. 76.23–25 Harnack, not certain) 
ἀνθρωποειδῆ δὲ τῶν ἀγαλµάτων εἰκότως εἶναι τὰ σχήµατα, ἐπεὶ τὸ κάλλιστον τῶν ζῴων ἄνθρωπος 
εἶναι νοµίζεται καὶ ‘εἰκὼν θεοῦ’ (Gen. 1:27).  Stobaeus Ecl. 2.31.47, p. 209.19–21 Ἀριστοτέλους. οὗτος 
ἐρωτηθείς, τί τῶν ζῴων κάλλιστον, ἔφη· ‘τὴν ψυχὴν παιδείᾳ κεκοσµηµένος’.  Differently the Stoics, 
e.g. Chrysippus at Philod. Piet. col. 5.28–32 Henrichs (SVF 2.1067) 120, κα[ὶ παι]|δαριωδῶς 
λέγεσ[θαι] | [κ]α[ὶ] γράφε[σ]θαι κα[ὶ] | πλάττ[ε]σθαι [θε]οὺς ] ἀνθρω[ποειδεῖς] |. 
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Titulus  ζ΄. Τίς ὁ θεός (P,S) 1 
§1 ἔνιοι τῶν φιλοσόφων, καθάπερ Διαγόρας ὁ Μήλιος καὶ Θεόδωρος ὁ  2 

Κυρηναῖος καὶ Εὐήµερος ὁ Τεγεάτης, καθόλου φασὶ µὴ εἶναι θεούς· τὸν  3 
δ᾿ Εὐήµερον καὶ Καλλίµαχος ὁ Κυρηναῖος αἰνίττεται ἐν τοῖς Ἰάµβοις  4 
γράφων· 5 

 εἰς τὸ πρὸ τείχευς ἱερὸν ἁλέες δεῦτε,  6 
 οὗ τὸν πάλαι χαλκέον ὁ πλάσας Ζᾶνα  7 
 γέρων ἀλαζὼν ἄδικα βιβλία ψήχει,  8 
  ταῦτ᾿ ἔστι τὰ περὶ τοῦ µὴ εἶναι θεούς. καὶ Εὐριπίδης δ᾿ ὁ τραγῳδοποιὸς  9 

ἀποκαλύψασθαι µὲν οὐκ ἠθέλησε, δεδοικὼς τὸν Ἄρειον πάγον, ἐνέφηνε  10 
δὲ τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον· τὸν γὰρ Σίσυφον εἰσήγαγε προστάτην ταύτης τῆς  11 
δόξης καὶ συνηγόρησεν αὐτοῦ ταύτῃ τῇ γνώµῃ· 12 

 ἦν γάρ χρόνος’, φησίν, ‘ὅτ᾿ ἦν ἄτακτος ἀνθρώπων βίος  13 
 καὶ θηριώδης ἰσχύος θ᾿ ὑπηρέτης· 14 
  ἔπειτα φησὶ τὴν ἀνοµίαν λυθῆναι νόµων εἰσαγωγῇ· ἐπεὶ γὰρ ὁ νόµος τὰ  15 

φανερὰ τῶν ἀδικηµάτων εἴργειν ἐδύνατο κρύφα δ᾿ ἠδίκουν πολλοί, τότε  16 
τις σοφὸς ἀνὴρ ἐπέστησεν, ὡς δεῖ ῾ψευδεῖ λόγῳ τυφλῶσαι τὴν  17 
ἀλήθειαν᾿ καὶ πεῖσαι τοὺς ἀνθρώπους 18 

 ‘ὡς ἔστι δαίµων ἀφθίτῳ θάλλων βίῳ,  19 
 ὃς ταῦτ᾿ ἀκούει καὶ βλέπει φρονεῖ τ᾿ ἄγαν’·  20 
  ἀναιρείσθω γάρ, φησίν, ὁ ποιητικὸς λῆρος σὺν Καλλιµάχῳ τῷ λέγοντι·  21 
  ‘εἰ θεὸν οἶσθα,  22 
 ἴσθ᾿ ὅτι καὶ ῥέξαι δαίµονι πᾶν δυνατόν.’  23 
  οὐδὲ γὰρ ὁ θεὸς δύναται πᾶν ποιεῖν· ἐπεί τοί γε, εἰ θεὸς ἔστι, ποιείτω τὴν  24 

χιόνα µέλαιναν τὸ δὲ πῦρ ψυχρὸν τὸ δὲ καθήµενον ὀρθὸν καὶ τὸ  25 
ἐναντίον.  26 
       καὶ γὰρ Πλάτων ὁ µεγαλόφωνος εἰπών ῾ὁ θεὸς ἔπλασε τὸν κόσµον  27 
πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ὑπόδειγµα᾿ ὄζει λήρου βεκκεσελήνου κατά γε τοὺς τῆς  28 
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ἀρχαίας κωµῳδίας ποιητάς· πῶς γὰρ αὑτῷ ἀτενίζων ἔπλασεν; ἢ πῶς  29 
σφαιροειδῆ τὸν θεόν, ὄντα ταπεινότερον ἀνθρώπου; ὁ δ᾿ Ἀναξαγόρας  30 
φησὶν ὡς εἱστήκει κατ᾿ ἀρχὰς τὰ σώµατα, νοῦς δὲ αὐτὰ διεκόσµησε  31 
θεοῦ καὶ τὰς γενέσεις τῶν ὅλων ἐποίησεν. ὁ δὲ Πλάτων οὐχ ἑστηκότα  32 
ὑπέθετο τὰ πρῶτα σώµατα, ἀτάκτως δὲ κινούµενα· διὸ καὶ ὁ θεός,  33 
φησίν, ἐπιστήσας ὡς τάξις ἀταξίας ἐστὶ βελτίων, διεκόσµησε ταῦτα.  34 
κοινῶς οὖν ἁµαρτάνουσιν ἀµφότεροι, ὅτι τὸν θεὸν ἐποίησαν ἐπιστρε- 35 
φόµενον τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων ἢ καὶ τούτου χάριν τὸν κόσµον κατασκευ-36 
άζοντα· τὸ γὰρ µακάριον καὶ ἄφθαρτον ζῷον συµπεπληρωµένον τε  37 
πᾶσι τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς καὶ κακοῦ παντὸς ἄδεκτον, ὅλον ὂν περὶ τὴν συνοχὴν  38 
τῆς ἰδίας εὐδαιµονίας τε καὶ ἀφθαρσίας, ἀνεπιστρεφές ἐστι τῶν  39 
ἀνθρωπίνων πραγµάτων· κακοδαίµων δ᾿ ἂν εἴη ἐργάτου δίκην καὶ  40 
τέκτονος ἀχθοφορῶν καὶ µεριµνῶν εἰς τὴν τοῦ κόσµου κατασκευήν.  41 

        καὶ πάλιν ὁ θεὸς ὃν λέγουσιν ἤτοι τὸν ἔµπροσθεν αἰῶνα οὐκ ἦν, ὅτ᾿  42 
ἦν ἀκίνητα τὰ σώµατα ἢ ἀτάκτως ἐκινεῖτο, ἢ ἐκοιµᾶτο ἢ ἐγρηγόρει ἢ  43 
οὐδέτερον τούτων. καὶ οὔτε τὸ πρῶτον ἔστι δέξασθαι, ὁ γὰρ θεὸς  44 
αἰώνιος· οὔτε τὸ δεύτερον, εἰ γὰρ ἐκοιµᾶτο ἐξ αἰῶνος ὁ θεός, ἐτεθνήκει·  45 
αἰώνιος γὰρ ὕπνος θάνατός ἐστιν· ἀλλ᾿ οὐδὲ δεκτικὸς ὕπνου θεός, τὸ  46 
γὰρ ἀθάνατον τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὸ ἐγγὺς θανάτου πολὺ κεχώρισται. εἰ δ᾿ ἦν  47 
ὁ θεὸς ἐγρηγορώς, ἤτοι ἐνέλειπεν εἰς εὐδαιµονίαν ἢ πεπλήρωτο ἐν  48 
µακαριότητι· καὶ οὔτε κατὰ τὸ πρῶτον µακάριός ἐστιν ὁ θεός, τὸ γὰρ  49 
ἐλλεῖπον εἰς εὐδαιµονίαν οὐ µακάριον· οὔτε κατὰ τὸ δεύτερον, µηδὲν  50 
γὰρ ἐλλείπων κεναῖς ἔµελλεν ἐπιχειρεῖν πράξεσι. 51 

        πῶς δέ, εἴπερ ὁ θεὸς ἔστι καὶ τῇ τούτου φροντίδι τὰ κατ᾿ ἄνθρωπον  52 
οἰκονοµεῖται, τὸ µὲν κίβδηλον εὐτυχεῖ τὸ δ᾿ ἀστεῖον τἀναντία πάσχει; 53 

      Ἀγαµέµνων τε γάρ, 54 
 ἀµφότερον βασιλεύς τ᾿ ἀγαθὸς κρατερός τ᾿ αἰχµητής, 55 
  ὑπὸ µοιχοῦ καὶ µοιχάδος ἡττηθεὶς ἐδολοφονήθη· καὶ ὁ τούτου δὲ συγ- 56 

γενὴς Ἡρακλῆς πολλὰ τῶν ἐπιλυµαινοµένων τὸν ἀνθρώπινον βίον καθ- 57 
άρας ὑπὸ Δηιανείρας φαρµακευθεὶς ἐδολοφονήθη. (P1,T frustula ex P) 58 

§2 Θαλῆς νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου τὸν θεόν, τὸ δὲ πᾶν ἔµψυχον ἅµα καὶ δαιµόνων  59 
πλῆρες· διήκειν δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ στοιχειώδους ὑγροῦ δύναµιν θείαν κινητι- 60 
κὴν αὐτοῦ. (P2,S1) 61 

§3 ᾿Αναξίµανδρος τοὺς ἀπείρους οὐρανοὺς θεούς. (P3,S2) 62 
§4 ᾿Αναξιµένης τὸν ἀέρα· δεῖ δ᾿ ὑπακούειν ἐπὶ τῶν οὕτως λεγοµένων τὰς  63 

ἐνδιηκούσας τοῖς στοιχείοις ἢ τοῖς σώµασι δυνάµεις. (S3) 64 
§5 ᾿Αρχέλαος ἀέρα καὶ νοῦν τὸν θεόν, οὐ µέντοι κοσµοποιὸν τὸν νοῦν. (S4) 65 
§6 ᾿Αναξαγόρας νοῦν κοσµοποιὸν τὸν θεόν. (S5) 66 
§7 Δηµόκριτος νοῦν τὸν θεὸν ἐν πυρὶ σφαιροειδεῖ. (P4,S6) 67 
§8 Διογένης καὶ Κλεάνθης καὶ Οἰνοπίδης τὴν τοῦ κόσµου ψυχήν. (S7) 68 
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§9 Πυθαγόρας τῶν ἀρχῶν τὴν µὲν µονάδα θεὸν καὶ τἀγαθόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἡ  69 
τοῦ ἑνὸς φύσις καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ νοῦς, τὴν δ᾿ ἀόριστον δυάδα δαίµονα καὶ τὸ  70 
κακόν, περὶ ἥν ἐστι τὸ ὑλικὸν πλῆθος, ἐστὶν δὲ καὶ ὁ ὁρατὸς κόσµος.  71 
(P5,S8) 72 

§10 Ποσειδώνιος πνεῦµα νοερὸν καὶ πυρῶδες, οὐκ ἔχον µὲν µορφήν, µετα- 73 
βάλλον δὲ εἰς ὃ βούλεται καὶ συνεξοµοιούµενον πᾶσιν. (S9) 74 

§11 Σπεύσιππος τὸν νοῦν, οὔτε τῷ ἑνὶ οὔτε τῷ ἀγαθῷ τὸν αὐτόν, ἰδιοφυῆ δέ.  75 
(S10) 76 

§12 Κριτόλαος καὶ Διόδωρος ὁ Τύριος νοῦν ἀπ᾿ αἰθέρος ἀπαθοῦς. (S11) 77 
§13 ῾Ηράκλειτος τὸ περιοδικὸν πῦρ ἀίδιον, εἱµαρµένην δὲ λόγον ἐκ τῆς  78 

ἐναντιοδροµίας δηµιουργὸν τῶν ὄντων. (S12) 79 
§14 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς νοῦν κόσµου πύρινον. (S13) 80 
§15 Μνήσαρχος τὸν κόσµον, τὴν πρώτην οὐσίαν ἔχοντα ἀπὸ πνεύµατος.  81 

(S14) 82 
§16 Βόηθος τὸν αἰθέρα θεὸν ἀπεφήνατο. (S15) 83 
§17 Παρµενίδης τὸ ἀκίνητον καὶ πεπερασµένον σφαιροειδές. (S16) 84 
§18 Μέλισσος καὶ Ζήνων τὸ ἓν καὶ πᾶν καὶ µόνον ἀίδιον καὶ ἄπειρον {τὸ ἕν}.  85 

(S17) 86 
§19 ⟨’Εµπεδοκλῆς τὰ στοιχεῖα καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ⟩ τὸ ἕν, καὶ τὸ µὲν ἓν τὴν  87 

ἀνάγκην, ὕλην δὲ αὐτοῦ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, εἴδη δὲ τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν  88 
Φιλίαν. λέγει δὲ καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖα θεοὺς καὶ τὸ µῖγµα τούτων τὸν  89 
{κόσµον} ⟨σφαῖρον⟩, καὶ πρὸς τ⟨οῦτο τὸν κόσµον⟩ ἀναλυθήσεσθαι τὸ  90 
µονοειδές· καὶ θείας µὲν οἴεται τὰς ψυχάς, θείους δὲ καὶ τοὺς µετέχοντας  91 
αὐτῶν ‘καθαροὺς καθαρῶς’. (S18) 92 

§20 Πολέµων τὸν κόσµον θεὸν ἀπεφήνατο. (S19) 93 
§21 Ξενοκράτης ᾿Αγαθήνορος Καλχηδόνιος τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν δυάδα  94 

θεούς, τὴν µὲν ὡς ἄρρενα πατρὸς ἔχουσαν τάξιν, ἐν οὐρανῷ  95 
βασιλεύουσαν, ἥντινα προσαγορεύει καὶ Ζῆνα καὶ περιττὸν καὶ νοῦν,  96 
ὅστις ἐστὶν αὐτῷ πρῶτος θεός· τὴν δὲ ὡς θήλειαν µητρὸς θεῶν δίκην,  97 
τῆς ὑπὸ τὸν οὐρανὸν λήξεως ἡγουµένην, ἥτις ἐστὶν αὐτῷ ψυχὴ τοῦ  98 
παντός. θεὸν δ᾿ εἶναι καὶ τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας πυρώδεις  99 
᾿Ολυµπίους θεούς, καὶ ἑτέρους ὑποσελήνους δαίµονας ἀοράτους.  100 
ἀρέσκει δὲ καὶ αὐτῷ ⟨θείας εἶναι δυνάµεις⟩ καὶ ἐνδιήκειν τοῖς ὑλικοῖς  101 
στοιχείοις. τούτων δὲ τὴν µὲν ⟨διὰ τοῦ ἀέρος⟩ ἀειδοῦς ⟨῞Αιδην⟩  102 
προσαγορεύει, τὴν δὲ διὰ τοῦ ὑγροῦ Ποσειδῶνα, τὴν δὲ διὰ τῆς γῆς  103 
φυτοσπόρον Δήµητραν. ταῦτα δὲ χορηγήσας τοῖς Στωικοῖς τὰ πρότερα  104 
παρὰ τοῦ Πλάτωνος µεταπέφρακεν. (S20) 105 

§22 Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων δὲ τὸ ἕν, τὸ µονοφυές, τὸ µοναδικόν, τὸ ὄντως ὄν,  106 
τἀγαθόν· πάντα δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα τῶν ὀνοµάτων εἰς τὸν νοῦν σπεύδει. νοῦς  107 
οὖν ὁ θεός, χωριστὸν εἶδος, τὸ δὲ χωριστὸν ἀκουέσθω τὸ ἀµιγὲς πάσης  108 
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ὕλης καὶ µηδενὶ τῶν σωµατικῶν συµπεπλεγµένον, µηδὲ τῷ παθητῷ τῆς  109 
φύσεως συµπαθές. τούτου δὲ πατρὸς καὶ ποιητοῦ τὰ ἄλλα θεῖα ἔγγονα  110 
νοητὰ µέν (ὅ τε νοητὸς λεγόµενος κόσµος), παραδείγµατα δ᾿ ἐστὶ τοῦ  111 
ὁρατοῦ κόσµου, πρὸς δὲ τούτοις ἐναιθέριοί τινες δυνάµεις (λόγοι δ᾿ εἰσὶν  112 
ἀσώµατοι), καὶ ἐναέριοι καὶ ἔνυδροι, αἰσθητὰ δὲ τοῦ πρώτου θεοῦ  113 
ἔγγονα ἥλιος, σελήνη, ἀστέρες, γῆ καὶ ὁ περιέχων πάντα κόσµος.  114 
(P6,S21) 115 

§23 ᾿Αριστοτέλης τὸν µὲν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν εἶδος χωριστόν ὁµοίως Πλάτωνι,  116 
ἐπιβεβηκότα τῇ σφαίρᾳ τοῦ παντός, ἥτις ἐστὶν αἰθέριον σῶµα, τὸ  117 
πέµπτον ὑπ᾿ αὐτοῦ καλούµενον. διῃρηµένου δὲ τούτου κατὰ σφαίρας,  118 
τῇ µὲν φύσει συναφεῖς τῷ λόγῳ δὲ κεχωρισµένας, ἑκάστην οἴεται τῶν  119 
σφαιρῶν ζῷον εἶναι σύνθετον ἐκ σώµατος καὶ ψυχῆς, ὧν τὸ µὲν σῶµά  120 
ἐστιν αἰθέριον κινούµενον κυκλοφορικῶς, ἡ ψυχὴ δὲ λόγος ἀκίνητος  121 
αἴτιος τῆς κινήσεως κατ᾿ ἐνέργειαν. (P7,S22) 122 

§24 οἱ Στωικοὶ νοερὸν θεὸν ἀποφαίνονται, πῦρ τεχνικόν ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ  123 
γενέσει κόσµου, ἐµπεριειληφὸς πάντας τοὺς σπερµατικοὺς λόγους,  124 
καθ᾿ οὓς ἕκαστα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην γίνεται· καὶ πνεῦµα µὲν ἐνδιῆκον δι᾿  125 
ὅλου τοῦ κόσµου, τὰς δὲ προσηγορίας µεταλαµβάνον διὰ τάς τῆς ὕλης,  126 
δι᾿ ἧς κεχώρηκε, παραλλάξεις, θεοὺς δὲ καὶ τὸν κόσµον καὶ τοὺς  127 
ἀστέρας καὶ τὴν γῆν· ἀνωτάτω δὲ πάντων νοῦν ἐναιθέριον εἶναι θεόν.  128 
(P8,S23) 129 

§25 ᾿Επίκουρος ἀνθρωποειδεῖς µὲν τοὺς θεούς, λόγῳ δὲ πάντας θεωρητοὺς  130 
διὰ τὴν λεπτοµέρειαν τῆς τῶν εἰδώλων φύσεως. ὁ δ᾿ αὐτὸς ἄλλας  131 
τέσσαρας φύσεις κατὰ γένος ἀφθάρτους τάσδε· τὰ ἄτοµα, τὸ κενόν, τὸ  132 
ἄπειρον, τὰς ὁµοιότητας· αὗται δὲ λέγονται ὁµοιοµέρειαι καὶ στοιχεῖα.  133 
(P9,S24) 134 

  
§1 [2] Diagoras T 47 Winiarczyk; Theodorus Cyrenaeus T 35 Winiarczyk; [3] Euhemerus 
T 16 Winiarczyk; [4–8] Callimachus fr. 191.9–11 Pfeiffer, Euhemerus T 1a Winiarczyk; [9] 
Euripides, immo Critias Sisyph. fr. 19 Kannicht = fr. 88B25 DK; [13–14] Critias fr. 19.1–2 
Kannicht; [17–18] Critias fr. 19.26 Kannicht; [19–20] Critias fr. 19.17–18 Kannicht; [21–23] 
Callimachus fr. 586 Pfeiffer; [24–25] cf. Arist. Cat. 10 12b40–41; [26] cf. Pl. Tim. 29e, 30c, 
D.L. V.P. 3.72; [27–28] cf. Aristoph. Nub. 398; [29] Anaxagoras fr. 59A48, B12 DK; [31] cf. 
Pl. Tim. 30a, D.L. V.P. 3.70; [34–40] Epicurus fr. 361 Usener, cf. KD 1; [53–64] Homerus Il. 
3.178–179; §2 Thales 11A23 DK; §3 Anaximander 12A17 DK; §4 Anaximenes 13A10 DK; §5 
Archelaus 60A12 DK; §6 Anaxagoras 59A48 DK; §7 Democritus 68A74 DK; §8 Diogenes 
Apolloniates 64A8, Diogenes Babylonius SVF 3 Diog. 31; Cleanthes SVF 1.532; Oenopides 
41.6 DK; §9 Pythagoras –; §10 Posidonius F 101 E.-K., 364 Theiler; §11 Speusippus fr. 38 
Lang, 89 Isnardi-Parente, 58 Tarán; §12 Critolaus fr. 16 Wehrli; Diodorus Tyrius fr. 2 
Wehrli; §13 Heraclitus 22A8 DK; §14 Zeno Stoicus SVF 1.157; §15 Mnesarchus –; §16 
Boethus SVF 3 Boeth. 2; §17 Parmenides 28A31 DK; §18 Melissus 30A13 DK; Zeno 
Eleaticus 29A30 DK; §19 Empedocles 31A32 DK; §20 Polemon fr. 121 Gigante; §21 
Xenocrates fr. 15 Heinze, 133 Isnardi-Parente2; §22 Socrates Plato –; §23 Aristoteles –; 
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§24 Stoici SVF 2.1101; §25 [1–3] Epicurus fr. 355 Usener 
  
titulus  Τίς … θεός PB(II,III)QPs Mau Lachenaud : ἐστι  add. PB(I) prob. Diels :  τί PQ sec. 
Browne || Περὶ θεοῦ PG, cf. PE Δόξαι φιλοσόφων περὶ θεῶν : al. S 1.1, p. 23.2–4 Ὅτι θεὸς 
δηµιουργὸς τῶν ὄντων καὶ διέπει τὸ ὅλον τῷ τῆς προνοίας λόγῷ καὶ ποίας οὐσίας ὑπάρχει    §1 
[2–58] non hab. S || [2] Μήλιος Diels, cf. PG : Μιλήσιος PBEQ, cf. T ex PE bis || [3] Κυρηναῖος 
PB T 3.4, cf. PG : Κυρηναϊκὸς PE T 2.112 || [5–9] γράφων … θεούς om. PE || [6] πρὸ] om. PB(II) || 
ἱερὸν] om. PQ || [7–8] al. Q und ihr einen alten Greis, den Zeus erschaffen hat, falsche und 
untaugliche Bücher schreiben seht || [7] χάλκεον PB : Παγχαῖον edd. e Callimacho || [8] 
ψήχει PQ Bentley Diels, cf. S.E. M. 9.51 ψήχων : ψύχει PB(I,II) : ψύχε PB(III) || [9] τὰ] om. PB(I,II) || 
δ᾿] om. PB(III) || [11] τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον PBQ : τοῦτο PE || [12] ταύτῃ PB : om. PEQ || [13–30] ἦν … 
ἀνθρώπου om. PE || [13] ἦν ἄτακτος PB(II) : inv. ord. PB(I,III) || [14] ἰσχύος] ἰσχυρὸς PB(II) || [16] 
δ᾿ coni. Nauck prob. edd : τ᾿ PB || [20] ταῦτ᾿] πάντ᾿ PQ(ut.vid.) || [21] σὺν PB(I,III) : ἄν v.l. ἐν PB(II) 
|| [24] πᾶν PB(II,III)Q : περὶ PB(I) || [25] τὸ2 PB(III)Q(ut vid.) Diels : τὸν PB(I,II) || [28] ἑαυτὸν PB : ἑαυτοῦ 
PQ(ut vid.) Diels || [29] γὰρ PB(I,III) : om. PB(II), al. wenn das nicht (so) wäre, wie wäre es 
möglich, daß er … Q || πῶς] om. PB(II) || [30–31] ἐπὶ τούτοις (sc. Diagoras etc.) πάλιν τὸν 
Ἀναξαγόραν εἰσάγει, πρῶτον φάσκων αὐτὸν ὀρθῶς φρονῆσαι περὶ θεοῦ. λέγει δὲ οὕτως  E || 
[31] δὲ PE : om. PB || [33] ὁ PB(II)EQ, cf. PG : om. PB(II,III) || [34] ταῦτα PB : αὐτά PE Diels || [35] 
κοινῶς οὖν PB : om. PE qui post ἁµαρτάνουσιν add. δὲ || [37] συµπεπληρωµένον τε PB : 
πεπληρωµένον PE || [38] τὴν συνοχὴν PB(II,III)EQ : τὰς συνοχὰς PB(I) || [43] ἢ1 PB : add. ὅτε PE || 
[44] οὔτε PB(II,III) : οὔποτε PB(I) : οὐδὲ PE || ὁ PB : πῶς PE || [46] θάνατός PE Diels : ὁ add. PBQ 
Mau Lachenaud || ἀλλ᾿ οὐδὲ Bernadakis Mau Lachenaud : ἀλλ᾿ οὐτὲ PB : ἀλλά γε PE Diels 
|| δεκτικὸς PB : ἄδεκτος PE Diels || [47] τοῦ … θανάτου PB : καὶ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγγὺς ὕπνου PE || 
[48–49] πεπλήρωτο ἐν µακαριότητι PE Diels (ἐπεπλήρωτο Mau Lachenaud) : πεπληρώκει 
µακαριότητα PB || [49–50] τὸ2 … µακάριον] om. PB(II) || [51] γὰρ PE : δὲ PB || [52–53] τὰ … 
οἰκονοµεῖται PB : τὰ πάντα οἰκονοµεῖται τὰ κατ᾿ ἄνθρωπον PE || [52] τὰ] om. PB(I) || [53] 
τἀναντία PB : τὸ ἐναντίον PE || [54] τε] om. PB(II) || [56] µοιχάδος PB : µοιχαλίδος PE Diels    §2 
[59–61] τὸ … αὐτοῦ non exhib. P || [59] νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου] τὸν κόσµον εἶναι τὸν θεόν E    §3 
[62] post ᾿Αναξίµανδρος add. S ἀπεφήνατο || ἀπείρους PGCQS Diels : ἀστέρας PBE || οὐρανοὺς 
PBQS : οὐρανίους PE : κόσµους PC : νοῦς PG, corr. Diels    §4 [64] ἐνδιηκούσας SP : ἐνδιοικούσας 
SF    §7 [67] νοῦν om. E || ἐν πυρὶ σφαιροειδεῖ PGCS : ἐµπυροειδῆ PB || post σφαιροειδεῖ aut 
ἐµπυροειδῆ add. PBEGC (ex §8) τὴν τοῦ κόσµου ψυχήν (om. τοῦ PE) : al. (ut vid.) die Gottheit 
der Verstand ist, und daß die Seele der Welt kugelförmiges Feuer ist Q    §8 [68] Διογένης 
… Οἰνοπίδης om. P    §9 [70] δ᾿ PBQ : om. S || δαίµονα PBQ : om. S || [71] ἐστὶν … κόσµος PB 
prob. Lachenaud, cf. περὶ ἥν ἐστιν ὁ ὁρατὸς κόσµος PG : om. PES damn. Diels Mau, sed cf. 
supra P,S ap. 1.3.7[60–61]    §11 [75] Σπεύσιππος SP : Πεύσιππος SF    §14 [80] κόσµου corr. 
Krische prob. Diels Wachsmuth : κόσµον S    §15 [81] ἀπὸ] corr. Meineke prob. Diels 
Wachsmuth : ἐπὶ S    §18 [85] {τὸ ἕν} ret. Diels Inwood Vítek, pos. post coniecturam in 
§19 Wachsmuth vid. infra    §19 [87] ⟨᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς … καὶ⟩ scripsimus cf. Mansfeld (1992) 
263–264: ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς τὸν σφαῖρον καὶ coni. Wachsmuth : ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς σφαιροειδῆ 
(σφαιροειδὲς Baltes) καὶ ἀίδιον καὶ ἀκίνητον τὸ ἕν coni. Diels VS: ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς τὰ στοιχεῖα 
καὶ coni. Donini ap. Mansfeld (1992) 263 n. 67 || [88] αὐτοῦ coni. Wachsmuth prob. 
Laks–Most (αὐτὰ Heeren) : αὐτῆς S Diels Vítek || [89] φιλίαν corr. SP2 : φιλονεικίαν SF : 
φινεικίαν SP1 || [90] ⟨σφαῖρον⟩ {κόσµον} Mansfeld (1992) 264 n. 67 || πρὸς … ἀναλυθήσεσθαι 
Mansfeld (1992) 264 n. 67 : πρὸς ταῦτα ἀναλυθήσεσθαι εἰς Krische (ὃς καί ποτε 
ἀναλυθήσεται ἐς dub. Wachsmuth) : προσταναλυθήσεται SF : προστανλυθήσεται SP : καὶ 
πρὸς ταῦτα ἀναλυθήσεται coni. SCod.Vat. : πρὸς τ⟨ούτοις τὸν Σφαῖρον, εἰς ὃν πάντα ταῦτ᾿⟩ 
ἀναλυθήσεται coni. Diels VS prob. Baltes  || [92] signa ‘…’ addidimus partem hexametri 
ad verbum expressam suspicantes    §21 [97] post θεῶν lac. pos. Dillon (1977) 26, (1986) 
49, (2003) 103 quam (1986) 49 explet µητρὸς θεῶν ⟨τάξιν ἔχουσαν, ἥντινα προσαγορεύει καὶ 
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Ῥέαν καὶ ἄρτιον καὶ ὕλην. ὡς δὲ ἔκγονον τούτων ὑποτίθεται⟩ Δίκην || Δίκην grandi littera 
scripsit Boyancé (1948) 228 prob. Dillon || [99] θεὸν SF : θεῖον SP || [101] αὐτῷ corr. Krische 
: αὐτὸς SFP || post αὐτὸς hab. SF lac. 16 litt., explent Zeller Heinze Isnardi Parente Baltes  || 
[102] post µὲν hab. SF lac. 15 litt. SP 9 punctorum, tum ἀειδῆ || διὰ … Ἅιδην scripsimus : 
ἀειδῆ SFP : διὰ τοῦ ἀέρος Ἅιδην ἀειδῆ Heinze Isnardi Parente1, prob. Baltes addendo ὡς 
post Ἅιδη, διὰ τοῦ ἀέρος προσγείου Ἅιδην Wachsmuth, τὴν µὲν ἀειδῆ Isnardi Parente2    
§22 [106] Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων PBEQ : Πλάτων δὲ S (om. δὲ SP) cf. PG, prob. Diels qui ap. P 
verba delevit, ret. Mau Lachenaud || τὸ ἕν] om. τὸ PE || τὸ µονοφυές PEQS : τὸ µονοφυές καὶ 
τὸ αὐτοφυές PB(II,III), trp. PB(I) || [106–107] τὸ ὄντως ὄν τἀγαθόν PES (ἀγαθόν PE) : τὸ ὄντως 
ἀγαθόν PB : τὸ ὄντως ὄν PQ (und welcher allein in Wahrheit existiert Q) || [107] τοιαῦτα S : 
ταῦτα P || [108–110] τὸ … συµπαθές S : al. P χωριστὸν εἶδος (χωριστὸς εἴδους PQ), τουτέστι τὸ 
ἀµιγὲς πάσης ὕλης καὶ (om. καὶ PB) µηδενὶ παθητῷ συµπεπλεγµένον || [109] παθητῷ P : 
πάθει τὸ S || [110–114] τούτου … κόσµος non hab. P || [111] post κόσµος coni. Usener καὶ αἱ 
ἰδέαι, prob. Diels in app., Wachsmuth in text., Runia (2002) 282, Pietsch–Lakmann || 
[113] post καὶ1 coni. Wachsmuth ἔµπυροι καὶ prob. Pietsch–Lakmann || [113] αἰσθητὰ coni. 
Canter prob. Diels : αἰσθητὸς SFP || [113–114] τοῦ … ἔγγονα damn. Usener Wachsmuth, ret. 
Diels    §23 [116] χωριστόν P : ὁµοίως Πλάτωνι S (χωριστόν⟩ add. Heeren Diels Wachsmuth 
ap. S) || [117–118] τὸ … καλούµενον PBES : τὸ µέγιστον ὑπ᾿ αὐτοῦ νοµιζόµενον PG, cf. PQ 
(nämlich das fünfte Element, welches er als daß größte bezeichnete Q) || [118–122] 
διῃρηµένου … ἐνέργειαν om. S || [121] ἀκίνητος] ἀεικίνητος PE    §24 [123] νοερὸν SPE (νοηρὸν 
S per errorem Wachsmuth): κοινότερον PBQ || [124] post ἐµπεριειληφὸς add. ⟨τε⟩ Dübner  
prob. Long–Sedley || [125] ἕκαστα P : ἅπαντα S prob. Long–Sedley  || διῆκον] : ἐνδιῆκον S 
(dittograph. εν) prob. Long–Sedley || [126–127] διὰ … παραλλάξεις Beck prob. Diels, cf. 
κατὰ τὰς τῆς ὕλης, δι᾿ ἧς κεχώρηκε, παραλλάξεις PG prob. Lachenaud Long–Sedley, κατὰ 
τὰς παραλλάξεις τῆς ὕλης, δι᾿ ἧς φασι τὸ πνεῦµα χωρεῖν τοῦ θεοῦ PAth 6.4, τὸ πνεῦµα τοῦ θεοῦ 
διὰ τῆς ὕλης κεχωρηκὸς κατὰ τὰς παραλλάξεις αὐτῆς PAth 22.5 : δι’ ὅλης τῆς ὕλης, δι’ ἧς 
κεχώρηκει, παραλλάξεις PB quod crucif. Mau : δι’ ὅλης τῆς ὕλης, δι’ ἧς κεχώρηκε PE (om. 
παραλλάξεις) : δι’ ὅλης τῆς ὕλης, δι’ ἧς κεχώρηκε, παραλλάξαν S || [126] διὰ : κατὰ 
Lachenaud, fort. recte || [127] θεοὺς PGS : θεὸν PBE, cf. Ath || [128] ἀνωτάτω … θεόν S, cf. PG 
τὸ δὲ ἀνώτατον πάντων τὸν νοῦν εἶναι, τὸν θεόν : τόν τ᾿ (δὲ PE prob. Diels Lachenaud) 
ἀνωτάτω πάντων νοῦν ἐν αἰθέρι PBEQ (ἐναιθέριον PB(I))    §25 [130] τοὺς PEGQS : πάντας τοὺς PB 
|| πάντας PEGS : πάντας τούτους PB: om. PQ || θεωρητοὺς P : διαρητοὺς SF, διαρήτους SP, corr. 
Heeren || [131] ἄλλας PB(III)QS : ἄλλως PB(I,III)E prob. Gassendi Usener, Wigodsky (2007) 521, 
542 (quia Verschlimmbesserung), Montarese (2012) 95 n. 269 
  
Testes primi: 
Athenagoras Leg. 6.2.9–3.19 Πλάτων δὲ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης (καὶ οὐχ ὡς ἐπιδεικνύων τὰ 
δόγµατα τῶν φιλοσόφων ἐπ’ ἀκριβές, οὕτως ἃ εἰρήκασι (~ tit.) περὶ θεοῦ διέξειµι· οἶδα γὰρ ὅτι 
ὅσον συνέσει καὶ ἰσχύι τῆς βασιλείας πάντων ὑπερέχετε, τοσοῦτον καὶ τῷ πᾶσαν παιδείαν 
ἀκριβοῦν πάντων κρατεῖτε, οὕτω καθ’ ἕκαστον παιδείας µέρος κατορθοῦντες ὡς οὐδὲ οἱ ἓν 
αὐτῆς µόριον ἀποτεµόµενοι· ἀλλ’ ἐπειδὴ ἀδύνατον δεικνύειν ἄνευ παραθέσεως ὀνοµάτων ὅτι 
µὴ µόνοι εἰς µονάδα τὸν θεὸν κατακλείοµεν, ἐπὶ τὰς δόξας ἐτραπόµην· φησὶν οὖν ὁ Πλάτων· 
(sequitur Tim. 28b), (~ §22) ἕνα τὸν ἀγένητον καὶ ἀίδιον νοῶν θεόν. εἰ δ’ οἶδεν καὶ ἄλλους 
οἷον ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ ἀστέρας, ἀλλ’ ὡς γενητοὺς οἶδεν αὐτούς· (sequitur Tim. 41a) …  
Leg. 6.4.25–38 (~ §23) ὁ δὲ Ἀριστοτέλης καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ ἕνα ἄγοντες, οἱονεὶ ζῷον σύνθετον, 
ἐκ ψυχῆς καὶ σώµατος συνεστηκότα λέγουσι τὸν θεόν, σῶµα µὲν αὐτοῦ τὸ αἰθέριον νοµίζοντες 
τούς τε πλανωµένους ἀστέρας καὶ τὴν σφαῖραν τῶν ἀπλανῶν, κινούµενα κυκλοφορητικῶς, 
ψυχὴν δὲ τὸν ἐπὶ τῇ κινήσει τοῦ σώµατος λόγον, αὐτὸν µὲν οὐ κινούµενον, αἴτιον δὲ τῆς τούτου 
κινήσεως γινόµενον. (~ §24) οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.1027), κἂν ταῖς προσηγορίαις κατὰ 
τὰς παραλλάξεις τῆς ὕλης, δι’ ἧς φασι τὸ πνεῦµα χωρεῖν τοῦ θεοῦ, πληθύνωσι τὸ θεῖον τοῖς 
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ὀνόµασι, τῷ γοῦν ἔργῳ ἕνα νοµίζουσι τὸν θεόν. εἰ γὰρ ὁ µὲν θεὸς πῦρ τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ 
γενέσει κόσµου ἐµπεριειληφὸς ἅπαντας τοὺς σπερµατικοὺς λόγους καθ’ οὓς ἕκαστα καθ’ 
εἱµαρµένην γίγνεται, τὸ δὲ πνεῦµα αὐτοῦ διήκει δι’ ὅλου τοῦ κόσµου, ὁ θεὸς εἷς κατ’ αὐτούς, 
Ζεὺς µὲν κατὰ τὸ ζέον τῆς ὕλης ὀνοµαζόµενος, Ἥρα δὲ κατὰ τὸν ἀέρα, καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ καθ' 
ἕκαστον τῆς ὕλης µέρος δι’ ἧς κεχώρηκε καλούµενος. 
Leg. 7.2.13–14 ἄλλος ἄλλως ἐδογµάτισεν αὐτῶν καὶ περὶ θεοῦ  … (~ quaestio). 
Leg. 23.2.11–15 (~ ch. 1.8.1). πρῶτος Θαλῆς (fr. 186 Wöhrle) διαιρεῖ, ὡς οἱ τὰ ἐκείνου 
{διαιροῦντας} ἀκριβοῦντες µνηµονεύουσιν, εἰς θεόν, εἰς δαίµονας, εἰς ἥρωας. (~ §2) ἀλλὰ θεὸν 
µὲν τὸν νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου ἄγει, δαίµονας δὲ οὐσίας νοεῖ ψυχικὰς, καὶ ἥρωας τὰς κεχωρισµένας 
ψυχὰς τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἀγαθοὺς µὲν τὰς ἀγαθάς, κακοὺς δὲ τὰς φαύλους. 
Leg. 23.3.30–37 (~ §22).ἆρ’ οὖν ὁ (sc. Πλάτων) τὸν ἀΐδιον, νῷ καὶ λόγῳ καταλαµβανόµενον, 
περινοήσας θεὸν καὶ τὰ ἐπισυµβεβηκότα αὐτῷ ἐξειπών (τὸ ὄντως ὄν, τὸ µονοφυές, τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ ἀποχεόµενον, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἀλήθεια), καὶ περὶ πρώτης δυνάµεως· ... περὶ τῶν ἐκ τῶν 
αἰσθητῶν (γῆς τε καὶ οὐρανοῦ) λεγοµένων γεγονέναι µεῖζον ἢ καθ’ ἑαυτὸν τἀληθὲς µαθεῖν 
ἐνόµισεν;  

 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Eusebius PE 7.11.13 (~ quaestio, non citatus ap. DG) ταῦτα µὲν οὖν ἀπὸ µυρίων ὅσων τῆς 
Ἑβραίων θεολογίας ἐκκείσθω. ἆρ’ οὖν ἄξιον ἐν συγκρίσει παραβάλλειν αὐτοῖς τὰς τῶν σοφῶν 
Ἑλλήνων θεολογίας, τῶν µὲν µηδ’ ὅλως εἶναι θεὸν ἀποφηναµένων, τῶν δὲ τοὺς ἀστέρας εἶναι 
φασκόντων, οὓς καὶ µύδρους τυγχάνειν διαπύρους (deest in DK sed cf. P ap. A 2.20.8 in PE 
15.23.5) ἥλων καὶ πετάλων δίκην ἐµπεπηγότας τῷ οὐρανῷ (deest in DK et Wöhrle sed cf. P 
ap. A 2.14.3–4 in PE 15.31.2), τῶν δὲ πῦρ εἶναι τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ βαδίζον (deest in SVF, sed cf. P 
ap. A §24 in PE 14.16.9) …  
 
ps.Iustinus Coh. 5.2.13–20 (~ §22) Πλάτων µὲν γάρ, ὡς ἄνωθεν κατεληλυθὼς καὶ τὰ ἐν 
οὐρανοῖς ἅπαντα ἀκριβῶς ἑωρακώς, τὸν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν ἐν τῇ πυρώδει οὐσίᾳ εἶναι λέγει. (~ 
§23) Ἀριστοτέλης δέ, ἐν τῷ πρὸς Ἀλέξανδρον τὸν Μακεδόνα λόγῳ σύντοµόν τινα τῆς ἑαυτοῦ 
φιλοσοφίας ἐκτιθέµενος ὅρον, σαφῶς καὶ φανερῶς τὴν Πλάτωνος ἀναιρεῖ δόξαν, οὐκ ἐν τῇ 
πυρώδει οὐσίᾳ τὸν θεὸν εἶναι λέγων· ἀλλά, πέµπτον αἰθέριόν τι καὶ ἀµετάβλητον ἀναπλάττων 
σῶµα, ἐν τούτῳ αὐτὸν εἶναί φησιν. γέγραφε γοῦν οὕτως (Mu. 2.392a5–9)· ‘οὐχ ὡς ἔνιοι τῶν 
περὶ τὸ θεῖον πληµµελούντων ἐν τῇ πυρώδει οὐσίᾳ τὸν θεὸν εἶναί φαµεν’.  
Coh. 6.1.8–12 (~ §22) καὶ αὖθις τοῦ Πλάτωνος ἐν τῇ πρώτῃ τοῦ ἀνωτάτω οὐρανοῦ ἀπλανεῖ 
σφαίρᾳ τόν τε πρῶτον θεὸν καὶ τὰς εἰδέας εἶναι λέγοντος (~ §23) Ἀριστοτέλης µετὰ τὸν 
πρῶτον θεὸν οὐ τὰς εἰδέας ἀλλά τινας νοητοὺς θεοὺς εἶναι λέγει οὕτω µὲν οὖν περὶ τῶν ἐν 
οὐρανοῖς πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαφέρονται πραγµάτων. 
Coh. 31.1.7 (~ §1[27]) ὁ µεγαλόφωνος Πλάτων. 
Coh. 36.3.23–25 ὁ γοῦν Ἀριστοτέλης, ὡς ἀκριβέστερον Πλάτωνος τὰ ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἑωρακώς, 
οὐχ ὥσπερ ὁ Πλάτων ἐν τῇ πυρώδει οὐσίᾳ τὸν θεὸν εἶναι λέγει (οὕτω καὶ αὐτὸς ἔφη), ἀλλ’ ἐν 
τῷ αἰθεριώδει πέµπτῳ στοιχείῳ εἶναι αὐτὸν ἀπεφήνατο. (~ §23). 
 
Theodoretus CAG 2.112–113 (~ P1 sive A1) ἀναγνωστέον δὲ οὐ µόνον τὰ τῶν ἱερῶν 
ἀποστόλων µαθήµατα, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰ τῶν θείων προφητῶν θεσπίσµατα· οὕτω γάρ τις καὶ τῆς 
παλαιᾶς καὶ τῆς καινῆς θεολογίας τὴν ξυµφωνίαν ὁρῶν, θαυµάσεται τὴν ἀλήθειαν καὶ 
φεύξεται µὲν Διαγόρου τοῦ Μιλησίου (sic) καὶ τοῦ Κυρηναϊκοῦ Θεοδώρου καὶ Εὐηµέρου τοῦ 
Τεγεάτου τὸ ἄθεον· τούτους γὰρ ὁ Πλούταρχος ἔφησε µηδένα νενοµικέναι θεόν. 
CAG 3.4 (~ P1 sive A1) οὔκουν µόνοι γε ἄθεοι Διαγόρας ὁ Μιλήσιος (sic) καὶ ὁ Κυρηναῖος 
Θεόδωρος καὶ Εὐήµερος ὁ Τεγεάτης καὶ οἱ τούτοις ἠκολουθηκότες, παντάπασι φάντες µὴ εἶναι 
θεούς, ὡς ὁ Πλούταρχος ἔφη (~ P1 sive A1), ἀλλὰ καὶ Ὅµηρος καὶ Ἡσίοδος καὶ αἱ τῶν 
φιλοσόφων ξυµµορίαι … 
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CAG 6.6 (~ P1 sive A1) τοὺς µὲν οὖν ἀµφὶ τὸν Διαγόραν φασὶν ἀθέους ἐπίκλην ὀνοµασθῆναι 
διὰ τὸ πάµπαν ἀρνηθῆναι τὸ θεῖον ... 
 
Cyrillus Juln. 1.38–39 ὁποῖαι τοίνυν αὐτῶν αἱ δόξαι γεγόνασιν, ἐπὶ καιροῦ λελέξεται πρὸς 
ἡµῶν· (~ P2) Θάλης µὲν οὖν ὁ Μιλήσιος νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου φησὶν εἶναι τὸν θεόν, (~ P7) 
Δηµόκριτος δὲ ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης συµφέρεται κατά τι, προσεπάγει δέ τι καὶ ἕτερον· νοῦν µὲν γὰρ 
εἶναι τὸν θεὸν ἰσχυρίζεται καὶ αὐτός, πλὴν ἐν πυρὶ σφαιροειδεῖ, (~ P8) καὶ αὐτὸν εἶναι τὴν τοῦ 
κόσµου ψυχήν. (~ P3) Ἀναξίµανδρος δὲ οἶµον ὥσπερ ὁλοτρόπως ἑτέραν ἰὼν θεὸν διορίζεται 
εἶναι τοὺς ἀπείρους κόσµους, οὐκ οἶδ’ ὅ τι λέγων. (39) (~ P23) ὁ δὲ πλείστην ἔχων καὶ οὐκ ἔξω 
θαύµατος εἰς βασάνους ἐννοιῶν τὴν δείνωσιν, τὸν Ἀριστοτέλη λέγω τὸν Σταγειρίτην, τὸν 
Πλάτωνος φοιτητήν, ‘εἶδος µὲν χωριστὸν’ ὀνοµάζει τὸν θεόν, ἐπιβῆναι δὲ διατείνεται τῇ τοῦ 
παντὸς σφαίρᾳ. (~ P24) καὶ µὴν καὶ οἱ καλούµενοι Στωϊκοὶ θεὸν εἶναί φασι πῦρ τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ 
βαδίζον ἐπὶ γενέσει κόσµου. γεγράφασι δὲ περὶ τούτων Πλούταρχός τε καὶ ἕτεροι τῶν παρ’ 
αὐτοῖς λογάδων, καὶ ὁ θρασὺς καθ’ ἡµῶν Πορφύριος (cf. fr. 425F Smith). 
 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 35 Περὶ θεοῦ (text Diels) 
35.1(~ P1) ὅσα κατ᾿ ἀρχὰς περὶ θεοῦ λέγοντες (c.16, DG pp. 608.15–609.10, vid. Testes 
secundi ad fin.) παραλελοίπαµεν, ταῦτα νῦν ἐροῦµεν. τοὺς µὲν τῶν πρότερον 
πεφιλοσοφηκότων εὕροιµεν ⟨ἂν⟩ θεοὺς ἠγνοηκότας, ὥσπερ Διαγόραν τὸν Μήλιον καὶ 
Θεόδωρον τὸν Κυρηναῖον καὶ Εὐήµερον τὸν Τεγεάτην· οὐ γὰρ εἶναι θεοὺς εἰπεῖν τετολµήκασιν. 
ἔοικε δὲ ταύτην τὴν ὑπόληψιν Εὐριπίδης † ἐπὶ θεοὺς διὰ δέος τῶν Ἀρεοπαγιτῶν ἐκκαλυµένον 
τοῦτο δι᾿ ἕξιν ὑφίστασθαι. Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ τὸν θεὸν ἐπὶ τὸ διατεταχέναι τὸν κόσµον 
παρειληφὼς ἑστηκότα τὰ σώµατα κατ’ ἀρχὰς διακεκοσµηκέναι φησί, νοῦν δ᾿ εἶναι τὸν 
πεποιηκότα ταῦτα ὑπέλαβεν. Πλάτων δὲ οὐχ ἑστηκότα ταῦτα ὑπέθετο, ἀτάκτως δὲ κινούµενα 
ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ εἰς τάξιν ἦχθαι καὶ τοῦ προσήκοντος µετειληφέναι. 
35.2 (~ P2) Θαλῆς δὲ νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου τὸν θεὸν ἡγήσατο. 
35.3 (~ P3) Ἀναξίµανδρος δὲ τοὺς ἀπείρους οὐρανοὺς θεοὺς εἶναι νοµίζει. 
35.4 (~ P4) Δηµόκριτος δὲ νοῦν ἐν πυρὶ σφαιροειδεῖ τὴν τοῦ κόσµου ψυχὴν ὑπολαµβάνει. 
35.5 (~ P5) Πυθαγόρας δὲ τῶν ἀρχῶν τὴν µονάδα θεὸν καὶ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ᾠήθη, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἡ τοῦ 
ἑνὸς φύσις, αὐτὸς ὁ νοῦς. τὴν δ’ ἀόριστον δυάδα µόνην τὸ κακόν, περὶ ἥν ἐστιν ὁ ὁρατὸς 
κόσµος. 
35.6 (~ P6) καὶ Πλάτωνι µὲν τοῦτο δοκεῖ τὸν θεὸν ἀµιγῆ πάσης ὕλης καὶ µηδενὶ παθητῷ 
συµπεπλεγµένον. 
35.7 (~ P7) Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ τὸν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν εἶδος χωριστὸν ἐπιβεβηκότα τῇ σφαίρᾳ τοῦ 
παντός· ὅθεν ἐστὶν αἰθέριον σῶµα τὸ µέγιστον ὑπ᾿ αὐτοῦ νοµιζόµενον, διῃρηµένον κατὰ τὰς 
σφαίρας {διαιρέσεις} τῇ µὲν φύσει ἡµῶν συναφεῖς, τῷ δὲ λόγῳ κεχωρισµένας· ὥστ᾿ εἶναι ζῷον 
σύνθετον ἐκ σώµατος καὶ θεότητος καὶ τὸ µὲν αἰθέριον, κινούµενον, κυκλοφορητικόν, τὴν δὲ 
ψυχὴν λόγον ἀκίνητον, αἴτιον τῆς κινήσεως κατ᾿ ἐνέργειαν. 
35.8 (~ P8) οἱ Στωικοὶ δὲ τὸν θεὸν πῦρ ἔντεχνον ἢ πνεῦµα νοµίζουσιν, ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ κόσµου 
γένεσιν, ἐµπεριειληφὸς πάντας τοὺς σπερµατικοὺς λόγους, καθ’ οὓς ἕκαστα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην 
γίνεσθαι, καὶ διήκειν δι᾿ ὅλου τοῦ κόσµου τὰς προσηγορίας µεταλαµβάνον{τε} κατὰ τὰς τῆς 
ὕλης δι᾿ ἧς κεχώρηκε παραλλάξεις. θεοὺς δὲ καὶ τὸν κόσµον καὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας καὶ τὴν γῆν 
εἶναι νοµίζουσιν, τὸ δὲ ἀνώτατον πάντων τὸν νοῦν εἶναι, τὸν θεόν. 
35.9 (~ P9) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ ἀνθρωποειδεῖς εἶναι τοὺς θεούς, λόγῳ δὲ πάντας θεωρητοὺς διὰ τὴν 
λεπτοµέρειαν τῆς τῶν εἰδώλων φύσεως· ὁ δὲ αὐτὸς τέτταρας φύσεις κατὰ γένος ἀφθάρτους * 
* * ὁµοιότητας. αὗται λέγονται καὶ ὁµοιοµέρειαι καὶ στοιχεῖα τῷ αὐτῷ. 
 
PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 15 (~ tit.) Τίς ὁ θεός. 
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Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH 2, p. 28.12–14 Morani ἔπειτά φησιν (sc. Αριστοτέλης ἐντελέχειαν οὖσαν τὴν 
ψυχὴν ἀκίνητον εἶναι καθ’ ἑαυτήν, κινεῖσθαι δὲ κατὰ συµβεβηκός (~ §23). 
 
Hermias Irr. 11.3 ὁ µεγαλόφωνος Πλάτων. 

 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 16, DG pp. 608.12–609.5 τῶν οὖν πρότερον ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν τῶν τε 
δραστικῶν καὶ τῶν ὑλικῶν ἠργµένων τῆς φυσικῆς πραγµατείας, ταὐτὰ ἡµῖν εἰκότως 
διανοηθέντες ἁρµόττειν, νοµίζοµεν ἀπὸ τούτων ⟨τὴν⟩ ἀρχὴν ποιεῖσθαι τῶν λόγων. εἰρηκότων 
τοίνυν ἐκείνων, ὡς τὸ πάντων δραστικώτατον αἴτιον τῶν ὄντων καὶ γινοµένων ἐστὶ θεός, καὶ 
νῦν ὁµοίως ἡµῖν ποιητέον (~ quaestio). Πλάτων µὲν οὖν καὶ Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς (SVF 1.153) περὶ 
τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ θεοῦ διεληλυθότες οὐχ ὁµοίως περὶ ταύτης διενοήθησαν, ἀλλ’ ὁ µὲν Πλάτων 
θεὸν ἀσώµατον (~ §22[108–109]) Ζήνων δὲ σῶµα, περὶ τῆς µορφῆς µηδὲν εἰρήκοτες (~§14). 
(~ §25) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ ἀνθρωπόµορφον τοῦτον ὑπέλαβεν. (~ §10) οἱ Στωικοὶ δὲ ἰδίαν µὲν ἰδέαν 
οὐκ ἔχειν διηνεκῶς, πνεῦµα δὲ πυρῶδες ὁµοιούµενον πᾶσι ῥᾳδίως, οἷς ἂν προσρυῇ. (~ §10). 
τόπον δὲ κρατεῖν ὡρισµένον καὶ κινεῖσθαι µεταβατικῶς µόνον Ἐπίκουρος (—) αὐτὸν εἰπεῖν 
ἐπεχείρησεν (~ §24). οἱ δὲ Στωικοὶ (—) ἔµφυτον µὲν ἐπὶ πάντων διήκειν, ὁµοιούµενον δὲ 
ἑκάστῳ κινούµενον καὶ µεταλλάττον (~ §10).  

 
Loci Aetiani: 
§1[29–30]  A 1.6.1[9–10] σφαιροειδὴς γὰρ ὁ κόσµος, ὃ πάντων σχηµάτων πρωτεύει. A 1.6.1 
[59–61] ἀνθρωποειδεῖς δ᾿ αὐτοὺς (sc. τοὺς θεοὺς) ἔφασαν εἶναι, διότι τῶν µὲν ἁπάντων τὸ 
θεῖον κυριώτατον, τῶν δὲ ζῴων ἄνθρωπος κάλλιστον. 
§1[56–58]  A 1.6.1[57–59] ἕβδοµον δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ πᾶσι τὸ διὰ τὰς εἰς τὸν κοινὸν βίον εὐεργεσίας 
ἐκτετιµηµένον ἀνθρώπινον δὲ γεννηθέν, ὡς Ἡρακλέα. 
§2  A 1.3.1 Θαλῆς … ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο τὸ ὕδωρ. A 1.3.20[144] ὁ δὲ θεὸς νοῦς ἐστι 
τοῦ κόσµου. A 1.8.2 Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων οἱ Στωικοὶ δαίµονας ὑπάρχειν οὐσίας ψυχικάς 
(εἶναι δὲ καὶ ἥρωας τὰς κεχωρισµένας ψυχὰς τῶν σωµάτων)· καὶ ἀγαθοὺς µὲν τὰς ἀγαθὰς 
κακοὺς δὲ τὰς φαύλας. 
§3  A 1.3.2 Ἀναξίµανδρος … γεννᾶσθαι ἀπείρους κόσµους, καὶ πάλιν φθείρεσθαι εἰς τὸ ἐξ οὗ 
γίνονται. 
§4  A 1.3.3 Ἀναξιµένης … ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀέρα ἀπεφήνατο.  
§5  A 1.3.5 Ἀρχέλαος … ἀέρα ἄπειρον (sc. ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο). 
§6  A 1.3.4 Ἀναξαγόρας … τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν αἴτιον τὸν νοῦν τὸν τὰ πάντα διαταξάµενον. ἄρχεται δ᾿ 
οὕτως ‘ὁµοῦ πάντα χρήµατα ἦν, νοῦς δ᾿ αὐτὰ διῄρε καὶ διεκόσµησε’ χρήµατα λέγων τὰ 
πράγµατα. ἀποδεκτέος οὖν ἐστιν, ὅτι τῇ ὕλῃ τὸν τεχνίτην προσέζευξεν. 
§7  A 4.3.5 Δηµόκριτος πυρῶδες σύγκριµα ἐκ τῶν λόγῳ θεωρητῶν (sc. τὴν ψυχήν), σφαιρικὰς 
µὲν ἐχόντων τὰς ἰδέας, πυρίνην δὲ τὴν δύναµιν, ὅπερ σῶµα εἶναι. 
§8  A 1.3.10 Διογένης δὲ ὁ ᾿Απολλωνιάτης ἀέρα ἄπειρον. 
§9  A 1.3.7 Πυθαγόρας … τὴν µονάδα καὶ τὴν ἀόριστον δυάδα ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς. σπεύδει δ᾿ αὐτῷ 
τῶν ἀρχῶν ἡ µὲν ἐπὶ τὸ ποιητικὸν αἴτιον καὶ εἰδικόν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ νοῦς ὁ θεός, ἡ δ᾿ ἐπὶ τὸ 
παθητικόν τε καὶ ὑλικόν, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ὁ ὁρατὸς κόσµος. 
§10  A 1.6.1[2–4] ὁρίζονται δὲ τὴν τοῦ θείου οὐσίαν οἱ Στωικοὶ οὕτως· ‘πνεῦµα νοερὸν καὶ 
πυρῶδες οὐκ ἔχον µὲν µορφήν, µεταβάλλον δ᾿ εἰς ἃ βούλεται καὶ συνεξοµοιούµενον πᾶσιν’. 
§13  A 1.3.8 Ἡράκλειτος … ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων τὸ πῦρ· … τούτου δὲ κατασβεννυµένου 
κοσµοποιεῖσθαι τὰ πάντα. A 1.27.1 Ἡράκλειτος πάντα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
ἀνάγκην· γράφει γοῦν· ‘ἔστι γὰρ εἱµαρµένη πάντως’. A 1.28.1 Ἡράκλειτος οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης λόγον 
τὸν διὰ τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ παντὸς διήκοντα· αὕτη δ᾿ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα, σπέρµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς 
γενέσεως καὶ περιόδου µέτρον τεταγµένης. 
§14  A 1.3.23 Ζήνων … ἀρχὰς µὲν τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην, ὧν ὁ µέν ἐστι τοῦ ποιεῖν αἴτιος. 
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§17  A 1.24.1 Παρµενίδης Μέλισσος Ζήνων ἀνῄρουν γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν διὰ τὸ νοµίζειν τὸ πᾶν 
ἀκίνητον. 
§18  A 2.1.3 … Μέλισσος τὸ µὲν πᾶν ἄπειρον …  
§19  A 1.3.19 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … τέσσαρα µὲν λέγει στοιχεῖα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν, δύο δ᾿ ἀρχικὰς 
δυνάµεις, Φιλίαν τε καὶ Νεῖκος· ὧν ἡ µέν ἐστιν ἑνωτικὴ τὸ δὲ διαιρετικόν. A 1.8.2 Θαλῆς 
Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων οἱ Στωικοὶ δαίµονας ὑπάρχειν οὐσίας ψυχικάς (εἶναι δὲ καὶ ἥρωας τὰς 
κεχωρισµένας ψυχὰς τῶν σωµάτων)· καὶ ἀγαθοὺς µὲν τὰς ἀγαθὰς κακοὺς δὲ τὰς φαύλας. A 
1.26.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν στοιχείων. 
§§21–22 aliter A 5.20.1 Πλάτων καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης … τὸν θεὸν ζῷον λογικὸν ἀθάνατον. 
§21  {{A 1.3.22 Ξενοκράτης συνεστάναι τὸ πᾶν ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ τοῦ ἀεννάου, ἀένναον τὴν ὕλην 
αἰνιττόµενος διὰ τοῦ πλήθους.}} 
§22  A 1.3.20 Σωκράτης Σωφρονίσκου Ἀθηναῖος καὶ Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος Ἀθηναῖος (αἱ γὰρ 
αὐταὶ περὶ παντὸς ἑκατέρου δόξαι) τρεῖς ἀρχάς, τὸν θεὸν τὴν ὕλην τὴν ἰδέαν· … ὁ δὲ θεὸς νοῦς 
ἐστι τοῦ κόσµου. A 1.10.1 ἰδέα ἐστὶν οὐσία ἀσώµατος, αἰτία τῶν οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτὴ καὶ παράδειγµα 
τῆς τῶν κατὰ φύσιν ἐχόντων αἰσθητῶν ὑποστάσεως, αὐτὴ µὲν ὑφεστῶσα καθ᾿ ἑαυτήν, 
εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς ἀµόρφους ὕλας καὶ αἰτία γιγνοµένη τῆς τούτων διατάξεως, πατρὸς 
ἐπέχουσα τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς τάξιν. A 1.10.2 Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων χωριστὰς τῆς ὕλης οὐσίας τὰς 
ἰδέας ὑπολαµβάνει, ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ, τουτέστι τοῦ νοῦ, 
ὑφεστώσας. A 1.11.2 Πλάτων τριχῶς τὸ αἴτιον· φησὶ γὰρ ὑφ᾿ οὗ ἐξ οὗ πρὸς ὅ· κυριώτερον δ᾿ 
ἡγεῖται τὸ ὑφ᾿ οὗ· τοῦτο δ᾿ ἦν τὸ ποιοῦν, ὅ ἐστι νοῦς. A 2.6.4 Πλάτων τὸν ὁρατὸν κόσµον 
γεγονέναι πρὸς παράδειγµα τοῦ νοητοῦ κόσµου. 
§23  A 1.3.21 Ἀριστοτέλης … στοιχεῖα δὲ τέσσαρα, πέµπτον δέ τι σῶµα αἰθέριον ἀµετάβλητον. A 
1.12.3 Ἀριστοτέλης βαρύτατον µὲν εἶναι τὴν γῆν ἁπλῶς, κουφότατον δὲ τὸ πῦρ· ἀέρα δὲ καὶ ὕδωρ 
ἄλλοτ᾿ ἄλλως. µηδὲν δὲ πῦρ κυκλοτερῶς φύσει κινεῖσθαι, µόνον δὲ τὸ πέµπτον σῶµα. A 1.28.1 
αὕτη δ’ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα. A 2.3.4 τὰ µὲν γὰρ οὐράνια τούτων πάντων (sc. ἔµψυχον, 
αἰσθητικόν, λογικόν, νοερόν, προνοίᾳ διοικούµενον) κοινωνεῖν, σφαίρας γὰρ περιέχειν ἐµψύχους 
καὶ ζωτικάς. A 2.6.5 Πυθαγόρας … φησὶ γεγονέναι … ἐκ δὲ τοῦ δωδεκαέδρου τὴν τοῦ παντὸς 
σφαῖραν. A 2.7.5 Ἀριστοτέλης πρῶτον µὲν αἰθέρα ἀπαθῆ, πέµπτον δή τι σῶµα· … τοῖς µὲν 
οὐρανίοις ἀποδεδόσθαι τὴν κυκλικὴν κίνησιν. A 2.11.5 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. τὸν 
οὐρανόν). A 2.13.12 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. εἶναι τὰ ἄστρα). A 2.12.1 Θαλῆς 
Πυθαγόρας οἱ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ µεµερίσθαι τὴν τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ σφαῖραν εἰς κύκλους πέντε. A 
2.20.11 Ἀριστοτέλης σφαῖραν ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. εἶναι τὸν ἥλιον). A 2.16.4 
Ἀριστοτέλης ὑπὸ τῶν σφαιρῶν, ἐφ᾿ ὧν ἕκαστος ἐµβέβηκε, φέρεσθαι (sc. τὰ ἄστρα). A 2.30.7 … 
τοῦ αἰθέρος, ὃν προσαγορεύει σῶµα πέµπτον. A 3.6.2 Ἀριστοτέλης ἀκίνητον τὴν ψυχὴν πάσης 
κινήσεως προηγουµένην, τῆς δὲ κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς µετέχειν. A 3.14.1 Πυθαγόρας τὴν γῆν 
ἀναλόγως τῇ τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ σφαίρᾳ διῃρῆσθαι εἰς πέντε ζώνας. A 4.4.6 οἱ δέ γε Πυθαγόρου 
διάδοχοι ἐκ πέντε στοιχείων τὸ σῶµα κραθῆναι φάντες—τοῖς γὰρ τέτταρσι ξυνέταξαν τὸ 
αἰθέριον. 
§24  A 1.1.2 φύσιν τινὲς εἶναι λέγουσι πνεῦµα ἔντεχνον ὁδοποιητικόν. A 2.4.2 οἱ Στωικοὶ ⟨ὑπὸ θεοῦ 
γεγενῆσθαι τὸν κόσµον⟩. A 1.27.5 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς 
ὕλης κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως (sc. τὴν εἱµαρµένην), ἥντινα µὴ διαφέρειν πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν 
καλεῖν. A 1.27.6 ᾿Αντίπατρος ὁ Στωικὸς θεὸν ἀπεφαίνετο τὴν εἱµαρµένην. 
§25  A 1.3.16 Ἐπίκουρος … ἔφη τὰς ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων σώµατα, λόγῳ θεωρητά, ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ, 
ἀγέννητα, ἀδιάφθαρτα, οὔτε θραυσθῆναι δυνάµενα οὔτε διαπλασµὸν ἐκ τῶν µερῶν λαβεῖν οὔτ᾿ 
ἀλλοιωθῆναι· εἶναι δ᾿ αὐτὰ λόγῳ θεωρητά· ταῦτα µέντοι κινεῖσθαι ἐν τῷ κενῷ καὶ διὰ τοῦ 
κενοῦ· εἶναι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ κενὸν ἄπειρον καὶ τὰ σώµατα ἄπειρα. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
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Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
Given the interest of its subject it is not surprising that the long chapter on 
theology is well attested. Indeed with its nine witnesses it is as well attested as, 
or to some extent even better than ch. 1.3 on first principles. 
 (1) The Byzantine mss. of P and Q’s translation preserve nine doxai, of 
which the first is of much greater length than the remaining eight. In §8 the 
three name-labels Diogenes Cleanthes Oenopides preserved by S have fallen 
out in P, though the doxa is saved and combined with §16 in P4 (and G). All of 
P’s extant name-labels, namely P2 Thales, P3 Anaximander, P4 Democritus, P5 
Pythagoras, P6 Plato, P7 Aristotle, P8 Stoics, and P9 Epicurus are paralleled in 
S, and occur in the same order. The doxai of Thales, Plato, and Aristotle in P 
have been abridged. P’s chapter is written out almost in full by E, with 
significant changes in §1 (omission of lines 5–8 and 13–29) and §2 and §7 
(excision of νοῦν for theological reasons, see M-R 1.135–136). It is briefly 
anticipated at PE 7.11.13, which had escaped Diels. All nine doxai are also found 
in G, although with the long first doxa severely reduced. Cyril paraphrases five 
of the doxai in a polemical exposé of Greek philosophical theology. Only the 
heading is found in Ps. 
 (2) Unlike A and under the influence of later developments in ancient 
philosophy (and perhaps also Christianity), S treats theology much earlier than 
the principles (which follow on later at 1.10). In his chapter on positive 
theology at the beginning of Book 1 of the Eclogae (preceded only by a small 
section of his proœmium, the rest of which is lost) he cites no less than twenty-
four doxai in succession without interweaving other material. Only eight of 
these lemmata are paralleled in P. We saw above that their order is the same in 
both chief witnesses. This suggests that S wrote out ch. 1.7.2–24 in full, just as 
he sometimes does elsewhere with entire chapters.  
 Our text of S does not have the first very long doxa extant in P. Diels DG 
59–60 first argued that S ch. 1.2, ‘On those who believe that providence and the 
ensuing divine powers relating to the management of the whole do not exist’ 
(Περὶ τῶν νοµιζόντων µὴ εἶναι πρόνοιαν καὶ ἑποµένας ταύτῃ θείας ἐπὶ τῇ τοῦ παντὸς 
διοικήσει δυνάµεις), a lost chapter, may well have been where S placed the first 
doxa. But as Elter (1880) 22 pointed out Diagoras, Theodorus, and Euhemerus 
are absent from the index of Photius. He concluded against Diels that §1 was 
absent from Stobaeus. But Diels (1881) 348–349 replied that there are omissions 
and irregularities in the index, and, more to the point in the present context, 
that Callimachus, cited by name and patronymic ch. 1.7.1[4] and by name again 
[21], occurs twice in the index, the second time among the poets but the first 
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time (cod. 167 p. 114b6–7) among the philosophers, between Cleanthes and 
Critias. The source for this (fortunate) mistake in his view can only be the 
section of ch. 1.7 lost in our text of S: ‘Dieser wunderliche Irrtum zeigt deutlich, 
daß das atheistische Stück von Stobaios ganz oder theilweise berücksichtigt 
war’, sc. in the lost chapter. See also Winiarczyk (1976) 43 with n. 67. Bottler 
(2014) 135–136 typically declines to take notice of the force of Diels’ refutation. 
We may add that the parallels for the discussion of the atheist position over 
against its opposite in the wider tradition, namely in the earlier (esp. Cicero 
and Philodemus) as well as in the subsequent proximate tradition (Sextus 
Empiricus, Clement of Alexandria), also support the presence of this theme in 
A. See also below at sections A(5) and D(d) for the strikingly parallel arguments 
concerned with creationism of A 1.7.1[27–58] and Cicero ND 1.18–24, the 
evidence for which in Philodemus (assuming it was there) has been lost. For 
the connection with the argument on the natural origin of the concept of god, 
which also testifies in favour of the derivation from A, see x, ch. 1.6 above, 
Commentary A, D(a), and D(c). In S’s rich collection of evidence for positive 
theological ideas there was understandably no place for atheism.  
 (3) T in contrast only makes use of the first doxa, P 1.7.1, on the atheistic 
position. His brief and repetitive abstracts occur in three passages: CAG 2.112 
(Diagoras Theodorus Euhemerus, and ‘Plutarch’ as source), 3.4 (Diagoras 
Theodorus Euhemerus and Plutarch as source, again), and 6.6 (only Diagoras, 
‘Plutarch’ absent). All three are cited above at Testes primi. Note that GAG 3.4 is 
a paraphrase of CAG 2.112: the wording and word-order are somewhat different, 
and that GAG 6.6 is a very short abstract. T in each of these three passages 
adroitly combines this material with information on atheism and the creation 
of false gods culled from several Books of the PE. At CAG 2.113 this information 
is abstracted from elsewhere in the same Book 14. At CAG 3.4–5, where the 
available editions give no information on the source(s), he anticipates his 
much enlarged abstracts from PE proœmium and Books 4–5 in CAG 3.23–59, 
mentioning the tripartite theology and dealing with parts of the sevenfold 
didache concerned with Greek θεοποιία (cf. ch. 1.6[35–60] with Commentary 
and at Further related texts (a)). The abstracts that follow on at CAG 3.6–7 
derive from the same context in E. And what follows on at CAG 6.6 also derives 
fom E. For the details see the excellent apparatus fontium in Raeder’s edition of 
T. This suggests that, in accordance with the law of the least effort, one after 
another these three passages, derived by E from P, were abstracted from E at 
the same time as, and together with, the other abstracts that follow.  
 But this is far from certain. Diels DG 10 and 297 in the apparatus 
underneath ch. 1.7 stated that E was T’s source here. His point was that the 
mistaken ethnicon Μιλήσιος instead of Μήλιος for Diagoras is found in both E 



 Book 1 Chapter 7 13 

and T (twice, sc. also at GAG 3.4), while he believed that the mss. of P read 
Μήλιος. But as is clear from the editions of Mau and Lachenaud all these mss. 
read Μιλήσιος, which is confirmed by Q. Schulte (1904) 55 also argued that T 
excerpted E, and so now does Scholten (2015) 251 n. 104 (cf. also 118–119). At M–
R 1.168, however, we argued that it is more likely that he also possessed a copy 
of P, but elsewhere in his treatise preferred to use A. T never refers to ‘Plutarch’ 
(or, for that matter Aëtius) in the context of the anonymous Placita excerpts 
that, because of extra material shared with S but is lacking in P, must derive 
from A (see Mansfeld at M-R at 4.151–168 and above, General Introduction, 
section 2.5). T elsewhere cites the real Plutarch twenty times by name (though 
as a rule indirectly from his favourite sources Eusebius and Clement), in one 
passage even adding ὁ ἐκ Χαιρωνείας τῆς Βοιωτίας; see overview at Scholten 
(2014) 804–806. 
 (4) There remain a number of snippets from the doxai of Aristotle (§23), 
the Stoa (§24), Thales (§2) and Plato (§22) in Athenagoras. Diels argued that 
these were taken from P and thus provide the earliest witness to that work. 
However, this cannot be certain, since the texts include possible allusions to 
material found only in S, i.e. the apologist may have used A rather than P, or 
even a cousin writing. See further M–R 1.312–314 and General Introduction 
section 2.5. In the case of ps.Justin, however, given that elsewhere in his work 
he cited 10 doxai from ch. 1.3 which are all present in P (see section A(2)), it is 
most likely that he used that source here as well, so we list these above in the 
tradition of P. 
 (5) With no less than thirty different name-labels in twenty-four 
paragraphs (§§2–25) ch. 1.7 is the richest chapter of the Placita as to doxai. As 
we have seen above only eight of S’s name-labels are paralleled in P, so no less 
then twenty-two are contributed by S alone. This in the context of the Placita 
unequalled richness and variety is surely meant as a counterweight to the 
atheist positions and arguments in §1, which provides a further argument for 
attributing §1 to A. Further note that among these thirty there are no less than 
thirteen name-labels that are not paralleled in the related and also quite rich 
ch. 1.3 ‘On principles’, namely (in order of appearance) Cleanthes, Oenopides 
(of Chius), Posidonius, Speusippus, Critolaus, Diodorus of Tyre, Mnesarchus, 
Boethus, Parmenides, Melissus, Zeno (of Elea), Polemo, and the Stoics. Three of 
these, i.e. the recherché name-labels Diodorus of Tyre, Mnesarchus, and 
Polemo, are found only here in the Placita, so we are in the presence of a real 
effort. 
 (6) The Stobaean text of §§2–25 (only!) has been commented upon by 
(Dörrie–Baltes)–Pietsch–Lakmann (2006) 237–259, who blandly situate 
‘Platon’s Theologie und die seiner Schüler—mit den Augen der antiken 
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Doxographen—im Kontext der Vorgänger und Nachfolger’. They are puzzled 
by the order of the lemmata and offer no solution. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The Epicurean colouring of §1 has been widely 
recognized. (For that of the final section of ch. 1.6 see above, 1.6 Commentary 
D(a)). The Epicurean overviews dealing with the doxai on the gods in 
Philodemus De pietate and Cicero De natura deorum Book 1 are of primary 
importance, not only for the doxographies 0f §§2–25 (unlike the lemmata in A 
often with arguments against, esp. in Cicero), but also for the inclusion of the 
so-called atheists of §1. (For Cicero as a witness for the wider doxographical 
tradition see also above ch. 1.3, and below chs. 4.2–7, 4.9, and 5.1.) Cicero refers 
to some of these atheists by name at ND 1.2, as constituting the second part of 
the overarching diaeresis between believers and deniers. In Cotta’s speech at 
ND 1.61 this diaeresis is cited again, and followed at ND 1.63 by a paragraph on 
the atheists and a longer section on the same subject at ND 1.117–121. For 
further parallels in the widespread proximate tradition see the texts collected 
at section E(a)§1 below. Qua structure and contents Sextus Empiricus P. 3.217–
218 is analogous to the whole of ch. 1.7, because he first lists the atheists and 
next a selection of definitions of the divinity. The longer passage on the 
atheists at M. 9.49–57, under the heading ‘Do gods exist?’ (one that would be 
appropriate as part of a heading for A 1.7) is parallel as to its cast of atheists and 
poetic quotations to 1.7.1, see Diels DG 58–59, and Winiarczyk (1976) 43–45, 
who argues for a collection of arguments of various provenance by 
Clitomachus as an important intermediary source. Runia (1996) 553–554 = M-R 
3.353 points out that the third line of Callimachus fr. 191 Pfeiffer on Euhemerus 
is found only in 1.7.1 and Sextus Empiricus M. 9.51; this ‘cannot be a 
coincidence’ (his emphasis). If we were only in possession of these parallels in 
Sextus and did not have those in Philodemus and Cicero we would speak of a 
Sceptical tradition, but it is in our view quite clear that the Sceptical and the 
Epicurean accounts are both part of a more general current. The parallels 
dealing with the atheists in Cicero and Philodemus show that this information 
had already entered the wider doxographical tradition by the 1st cent. BCE. The 
parallels to views of the atheists in Cicero ND 1.118–119 and Sextus M. 9.17–19 
plus 9.50–58 have been cited below, section E(a) General texts and §1[2–8] and 
§1[12–14]. Interestingly, the parallels in ps.Galen HPh c. 16, unlike those in c. 35 
not excerpted from P but from a cousin source, are found under the heading 
‘On the physical (part)’, Περὶ τοῦ φυσικοῦ, which thus not only seems to 
introduce the physical section of the tract (for the term cf. e.g. Sextus P. 3.1), 
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but also to allude to the first species of tripartite theology, the physikon, which 
is taught by the philosophers; see e.g. above, ch. 1.6.1[34–36]. 
 There are important points of agreement between Cicero ND 1.18–24 and 
A 1.7[27–58], see Philippson (1939) 17–21, cited by Pease (1955) 187 and followed 
ibid. 188, though there are of course also differences of emphasis. These 
arguments against creationism and providence are also largely paralleled 
(though not in the same order) in Lucretius DRN 5.156–234, see the Lucretian 
commentaries ad loc. and e.g. the double columns of Hirzel (1877) 10–11 n. 1. 
Lucretius argues against opponents which remain anonymous. It has been 
doubted that Lucretius has not only Plato but also the Stoics in mind, but in 
view of the parallel in Cicero ND 1.18–21 it seems sensible to believe that they 
are included. There is moreover no evidence that Plato believed in creation for 
the sake of humanity, ot that others believed he did.  
 It is also of some interest to note that Clement Protr. 64.1 says ‘Let us look 
briefly at the views (doxai) on the gods boastfully pronounced by the 
philosophers’ (ἐπιδράµωµεν … τῶν φιλοσόφων τὰς δόξας ὅσας αὐχοῦσι περὶ τῶν 
θεῶν). One may compare this utterance with Athenagoras’ more neutral phrase 
at Leg. 6.2 ‘I turned to the doxai’ (ἐπὶ τὰς δόξας ἐτραπόµην). 
 The first Aëtian argument is concerned with providence and creationism 
per se. A 1.7[27–41] argues against Plato’s Demiurge, clearly referring to the 
Timaeus, and against Anaxagoras’ cosmic intellect (Nous), paraphrasing the 
famous opening of the treatise. But how can the god be able to construct a 
cosmos by looking at (sc. and imitating) himself, or how can a god be spherical, 
a shape inferior to that of man? Plato and Anaxagoras ‘are both mistaken’ (A 
1.7.[35] κοινῶς οὖν ἁµαρτάνουσιν ἀµφότεροι), since this kind of activity conflicts 
with the nature of a god qua happy and indestructible anthropomorphic living 
being without worries. Menial work and bothering about humans to the extent 
of constructing the cosmos for the sake of man would be detrimental to the 
divinity’s felicity. Cicero ND 1.18–21 argues at some length against Plato’s 
demiurgic god in the Timaeus and the demiurgic Providence of the Stoics. A 
version of the Aëtian point about God looking at (and imitating) himself is 
taken up by Cicero’s ‘by what eyes of the intellect was Plato able to 
contemplate the construction of so mighty a work?’ The phrase ‘to both of you 
(sc. Plato and the representative of the Stoics) the following question may be 
put …’ (ND 1.21, ab utroque autem sciscitur) corresponds with the κοινῶς 
ἀµφότεροι directed at Plato and Anaxagoras. The analogy is structural and 
based on content, and only in part based on identical name-labels. Similarly 
Lucretius DRN 5.168–170, who wonders what could have motivated the gods to 
change their way of life, and 5.181–186, where he asks where ‘the gods’ could 
have found ‘the model for making things’. 
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 The second argument, at A 1.7.1[42–51], is about the more particular 
question of what the divinity was doing prior to the construction of the 
cosmos. Was he absent, or asleep? Eternal sleep is equivalent to death, and 
mortality is irreconcilable with the nature of the divinity. The decision to 
construct a world moreover must have been motivated by a deficiency in God’s 
felicity, which also conflicts with his nature (for this specific point cf. Lucretius 
DRN 5.170–173). In Cicero ‘the question addressed to both’ pertains to precisely 
this issue: if the builders of the cosmos suddenly became active, they must 
forever have been asleep before (ND 1.21–22). Similarly Lucretius DRN 5.168–173 
and Diogenes of Oenoanda NF 126/127 IX = NF 127 IV + fr. 20 Smith at 
Hammerstedt–Smith (2014) 145–146, of which a sentence is quoted below at 
section A(b)§1[34–50]. 
 These first two points are indebted to Aristotle’s arguments against the 
demiurge of the Timaeus extant at Philo, Aet. 39–43 (without name-label) = 
Aristotle De phil. fr. 19 c Ross (also cf. De phil. fr. 16 Ross at Simplicius in Cael. 
288.28 ff.; and De phil. fr. 20 Ross at Cicero Luc. 119, cited below, section 
E(b)§1[41–50]). See e.g. Mansfeld (1981) 299–303, with references. 
  The third argument, at A 1.7.1[52–58], is one of the rare examples of an 
ethical issue in the Placita. We encounter the problem of moral evil in the 
theodicy, and have to listen to the well-worn complaint that good people suffer 
and evil people prosper, which shows beneficent providence to be an empty 
notion. This argument has only a limited and rather sarcastic analogue in ND 
1.23. If God constructed the world for the sake of humans, the Epicurean 
Velleius asks, did he do so for the wise, a scarce commodity? Or for the fools? 
But God had no cause to favour the wicked (sc. as he clearly does when one 
assumes that he determines what happens in the world). 
 These striking parallels further support the claim that ch. 1.7.1 is indeed 
Aëtian, and at the same time help to place the account of Cicero’s Epicurean 
spokesperson in the context of the wider tradition, where treatment of these 
further matters will have been obligatory as well. 
 (2)  Sources. Of the standard so-called atheists the triad Prodicus (T 70 
Mayhew), Diagoras and Critias are already mentioned together in a famous 
testimonium to Book 12 of Epicurus On Nature (see Obbink (1996) 350–358), for 
which see now also Philod. PHerc. 1428, col. 333 Vassallo (olim fr. 19). Also to be 
included among the ultimate inspirations for the diaeresis concerned with the 
existence or not of the gods is surely Aristotle’s example of the question types 
of existence and essence at APo. 2.1 89b31–35, ‘we investigate some matters in a 
different manner, e.g. whether a centaur or a god is (the ‘whether it is or not’ is 
said simpliciter, and not in the sense of ‘whether white or not’). When we know 
that it exists we inquire what it is, e.g. what is god or what is man’. This general 
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reference to the denial of the god’s existence shows that some sort of 
Atheistenkatalog must have been at the back of Aristotle’s mind. Among the 
ultimate inspirations for several lemmata of our chapter is Aristotle Met. Ν.4 
1091a29–b15, a treatment of the relation between First Principle(s) per se and 
the Good according to various authorities. According to (1) the ancient poets 
and theologians (i.e. the Orphics, Hesiod, and Homer) and some modern 
thinkers—Aristotle means Speusippus, and the Pythagoreans according to 
some of whom the Principle is the One—τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ καλόν appears only 
subsequently in the course of the natural development of things, so is not a 
Principle. But according to (2) the sophoi, e.g. ‘Empedocles and Anaxagoras’, to 
(3) a ‘mixed’ category ‘using myth only part of the time’, viz. Pherecydes and 
the Magi, and to (4) ‘some of those who posit unchangeable substances’ and 
argue that the Good and the One are the same, viz. some of the Platonists, it is 
a Principle and element (and according to Aristotle belongs with first 
philosophy). 
 These theologoi and semi-theologoi, viz. Orphics, Hesiod, Homer, 
Pherecydes, and Magi are absent from A’s overview, which is restricted to the 
views of the sophoi and of Pythagoras and the Platonists (for this characteristic 
secularizing trend cf. above at ch. 1.1, Commentary D(c) and ch. 1.6, 
Commentary D(d)[38–45]). This also holds for the poets and representatives of 
Oriental religions analysed by Eudemus (fr. 150 Wehrli) as cited by Damascius 
Princ. 3.162.19–166.7 Westerink–Combès, see Mansfeld (2013a). On the other 
hand such authorities are still present (and are criticized) in Philodemus De 
pietate (e.g. Mimnermus, Musaeus, Homer, Epimenides, see Henrichs (1975) 
Texts I and II), and in Cicero (the brief paragraph ND 1.42 on the poets in 
general). 
 Of sophoi, on the other hand, we have a more than generous attendance in 
A. We notice a series of Presocratics as well as one of Hellenistic philosophers, 
namely Cleanthes, Posidonius, Critolaus, Diodorus of Tyre, Zeno Stoicus, 
Mnesarchus, the Stoics, and Epicurus. In the third place, we have a group 
consisting of Pythagoras, Speusippus, Xenocrates, and Plato, and perhaps 
including Aristotle. The Presocratics will have arrived via the Peripatetic 
tradition. The ultimate sources of the Hellenistic doxai will be the treatises of 
the authors that are concerned. Runia (1996) 573–574 = M-R 3.370–371, at the 
end of his detailed commentary on §1, concludes that ‘there are three main 
strands of tradition …, the Sceptical, the Epicurean, and the doxographical’. In 
ch. 1.6 we found a blend of mainly Stoic and (at the end of 1.6.1) Epicurean 
points of view. 
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C  Chapter Heading  
 (1)  Formulated according to the question type or category of substance 
and aiming at a definition, just as in a few other cases: ch. 1.1 Τί ἐστι φύσις, ch. 
1.3 Περὶ ἀρχῶν τί εἰσιν, similarly chs. 2.8, 2.10, 2.11, 2.13, 2.32, 3.8, 4.12, 5.3, and 5.17. 
See above ch. 1.1 at Commentary C. The present formula is paralleled only in 
Philo (Fug. 164) and some Christian authors. Strictly speaking this heading 
does not apply to §1, where the question types of existence simpliciter and 
specialiter are at issue, but only to §§2–25: as Runia (1996) 550 = M-R 3.351 
rightly points out, ‘[t]he use of the article is surely deliberate, i.e. the god 
identified as principle’. The final phrase of S’s heading of Ecl. 1.1, ‘of what kind 
of substance is he’ (sc. the god, ποίας οὐσίας ὑπάρχει), further clarifies the issue 
of §§2–25. See also below section D(a)(2). 
 (2)  The often found title, or heading, under which issues like the ones 
found here are discussed elsewhere is the umbrella form Περὶ θεῶν (De natura 
deorum). This, in fact, is the heading with which the present chapter is referred 
to in the next chapter, 1.8.1: παρακειµένως δὲ τῷ περὶ θεῶν λόγῳ τὸν περὶ δαιµόνων 
καὶ ἡρώων ἱστορητέον. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  Ch. 1.7 is the second of the block of three theological chapters, which in 
its turn is connected with chs. 1.9, ‘On matter’ and 1.10, ‘On idea’. This relation 
between (the concepts of) God, matter and idea points at a Middle Platonist 
background. See below at chs. 1.9–1.10, both times at Commentary D(a), and 
above at ch. 1.3, Commentary D(a) and D(d)§20; also ch. 1.6, Commentary D(a) 
for the relation with the Stoic φυσικὸς λόγος and Sextus Empiricus on physics. 
See further M-R 2.1.51, 2.1.69, 2.197-109, and on the relation with the previous 
chapter dealing with the origin of the concept of god (and on some of the 
parallels for this combination) ch. 1.6, Commentary A, D(a), and D(c). For the 
Epicurean link between the two chapters see ch. 1.6, Commentary D(a).  
 (2)  The chapter consists of two large sections that could easily have 
figured as separate chapters (elsewhere the questions of (a) the existence and 
(b) the substance or essence of the divine are indeed sometimes treated at 
some distance from each other, as at Clement of Alexandria Protr. 2.24.2 
(atheists) and 5.64.1–2 and 5.66 (philosophers)). Cf. below, section D(c). 
 (3)  The second section (§§2–25), which deals with the nature of the 
divinity, is a counterpart and sort of mirror reflection of ch. 1.3 on the 
principles, for the principle can be divine and the divinity be presented as a 
principle, cf. for instance Sextus Empiricus P. 3.1–2, who puts active principles 
and the divine on a par, or the account of the principles in Augustine C.D. 
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8.2.1–3.4. See also on the chapter heading at section C above, and above ch. 1.3 
Commentary D(a). 
 There are even particular instances of this relationship between ch. 1.3 and 
1.7. In ch. 1.3 on the principles there are four mentions of gods: 1.3.7[60] 
Pythagoras ‘Intellect the god’ (νοῦς ὁ θεός); 1.3.19[136–138] Empedocles, 
quotation of fr. 31B6: Zeus, Hera, Aidoneus, and Nestis, followed by a physicist 
explanation of the divine names; 1.3.2o[144] Socrates and Plato, ‘the god is the 
Intellect of the cosmos’ (ὁ δὲ θεὸς νοῦς ἐστι τοῦ κόσµου); and 1.3.23[154], Zeno 
Stoicus ‘the god’ (τὸν θεόν). At 1.3.20 (Plato, cf. §31) and 1.3.23 (Zeno) this divine 
principle is mentioned next to the principle of matter (Zeno), and next to the 
principles of matter and Form (Plato). One of the monistic material principles 
found in ch. 1.3 appears again as a divinity in ch. 1.7, namely at 1.3.3 ~ 1.7.4 
(Anaximenes: air), 1.3.5 ~ 1.7.5 (Archelaus: air, in 1.7.5 now accompanied by 
νοῦς). In 1.3.3 Anaximenes’ cosmic air is moreover made to function as an 
analogue of the soul (itself air as well) that holds us humans together. Such a 
dual appearance, as principle and as divinity, also holds for the first of 
Pythagoras’ two principles, the Monad, see ch. 1.3.7[58]. For the relation and 
affinity between principles and divinities see further Sextus P. 3.2–12 (γ΄ περὶ 
θεοῦ, on god), 3.30–37 (ϛ΄ περὶ ὑλικῶν ἀρχῶν, material principles), and (in the 
same order as in A) M. 9.4–12 (α΄ περὶ ἀρχῶν φυσικῶν), 9.13–193 (β΄ περὶ θεῶν). 
Ps.Galen HPh c. 16 (cited above ad finem at Testes secundi) says that like the 
men of old he will begin with the ‘active and material principles’ (ἀρχῶν τῶν τε 
δραστικῶν καὶ τῶν ὑλικῶν), and he follows them in holding that ‘the most active 
cause of what is and comes to being is the god’. The account of the material 
principle follows at ps.Gal. HPh c. 18, a list from Pherecydes to Strato. This 
order, again, recalls that of S, and of Sextus at P. 3.2–37, who likewise says ‘the 
god is the most active principle’ (P. 3.2).  
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata  
 (1)  P has nine lemmata, S no less than twenty-five. The long lemma §1 is 
lost in the text of S as transmitted (see above at section A(2)), and he abridges 
the Aristotle lemma because he intends to cite De mundo. The eight lemmata P 
and S have in common are found in exactly the same order, so the extra 
lemmata of S may easily be inserted among those of P. Accordingly there is no 
reason to deviate from Diels’ order in the DG.  
 (2)  Given the richness of S’ collection of doxai and the fact that he 
appears to have written out the whole of ch. 1.7.224 it is unlikely that one or 
two lemmata originally in A are missing (cf. M-R 2.1.86), though it remains odd 
that there is no Xenophanes lemma; see below, section D(d) General points. 
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But at a first glance the order remains opaque from a systematic point of view 
(see the next section). 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The chapter falls into two large main parts, cf. section D(a)(2) above. 
 (1)  The first part (the long §1) is concerned with the question type of 
existence (for which see ch. 1.6, Commentary D(a)); it collects views and 
arguments against. As we have already noticed it has been thoroughly 
commented upon by Runia (1996) = M–R 3.343–373. The first part of this first 
section (§1[2 –26 ἐναντίον]) is concerned with the question type of existence 
simpliciter, and collects views and arguments against by presenting the views 
of Diagoras and other atheists. Its second part (§1[27 καὶ γὰρ Πλάτων–58) is 
concerned with a subsidiary question of existence, namely that of the existence 
of the Demiurge, that is, of a particular type of divinity, and as a corollary with 
the reality of providence, and collects arguments against both. The Epicurean 
nature of the arguments in §1[26 καὶ γὰρ Πλάτων–68], which emphasize the 
carefree life of the anthropomorphic gods to destroy the creationist option, 
has been recognized. For the question of existence in §1 see above, ch. 1.6 
Commentary D(a), and Mansfeld (1999b) 454–462.  
 (2)  The second part (§§2–25), which is concerned with the question type 
and category of substance in the sense of physical body or incorporeal entity, is 
in many ways a listing of a large number of views that affirm the gods’ 
existence by stating ‘what it is’, with various further structural features. For this 
question type see again see above, ch. 1.6 Commentary D(a). It deals with the 
second subdivision of what according to Augustine’s Varro are the tria genera 
theologiae (which comes first at ch. 1.6 [35–36]: διδάσκεται δὲ τὸ µὲν φυσικὸν ὑπὸ 
τῶν φιλοσόφων). The redactor of the chapter clearly found it important to 
gather the negative and positive aspects in one and the same overview, thus 
achieving a satisfactory doxographical diaphonia. This is not an original idea, 
but goes back to an anterior tradition, for the combination, including names of 
so-called atheists and an anticipatory note about the differences of opinion 
among those who accept the existence of the gods, is paralleled at Cicero ND 
1.2 and worked out at considerable length in Cicero’s treatise. See also Sextus 
Empiricus M. 9.49–57 arguments contra and M. 9.60–136 in favour, and the 
standard atheists at Clement of Alexandria Protr. 24.2 plus the (according to 
Clement atheist) philosophers from Thales to Empedocles at Protr. 64.1–3. See 
also above, sections C and D(a)(2), and ch. 1.6, Commentary D(a). 
 (3)  Diaeresis. It is of undeniable importance (and in fact most a 
satisfactory piece of evidence in favour of our analysis of doxographical 
structure) that Philodemus, looking back upon his dialectical-doxographical 
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discussion and at its introduction at the (for us lost) beginning of his account, 
explicitly calls it a diaeresis: Piet. col. xv.13–23 Henrichs (Greek text above as 
first Philodemus text at Testes secundi): ‘Now this part of the diaeresis that has 
been formulated at the beginning has been completed as well, it would be 
opportune to continue with the doctrine of piety according to Epicurus’. 
 (3)  Successions and order according to contents.  At a first glance no 
dominating diaeresis or diaphonia is clearly visible in the lemmata order of the 
second part of our present chapter, §§2–25. This is because systematic criteria 
have been combined with one belonging with the Successions order, just as in 
ch. 1.3, where see at Commentary D(c) and D(e), also for later parallels and 
earlier tradition, and as in ch. 4.3, cf. below at section D(c). The list ends with 
the four Hellenistic schools and, significantly, Epicurus. Thus, we meet again 
with the diaeresis to be discerned in the earlier ch. 1.3, namely a division 
according to number (monists as distinguished from pluralists)—here of 
divinities, not of the principles of physical theory, although, as we have seen 
above at D.(b), in several cases the divinities of the later chapter are the same 
as the principles of the earlier chapter.  
 In our present chapter we also find arrangements according to a diaeresis 
(or listing) according to affinity (e.g. of substance), a structural feature found in 
numerous other Placita chapters. See for example §§1.7.5–7 on god as Intellect, 
§§1.7.11–12 on Intellect, or §§1.7.4–5 on air. 
 (5)  Monists and pluralists. Furthermore, just as in ch. 1.3, we have monists 
and pluralists. The monists are: §2 Thales, §3 Anaximander, §4 Anaximenes, §5 
Archelaus, §6 Anaxagoras, §7 Democritus, §8 Diogenes, Cleanthes and 
Oenopides, §10 Posidonius, §11 Speusippus, §12 Critolaus plus Diodorus of Tyre, 
§13 Heraclitus (if we may assume that his ‘everlasting fire’ and ‘reason’ are the 
same), §14 Zeno Stoicus, §15 Mnesarchus, §16 Boethus, §17 Parmenides, §18 
Melissus and Zeno Eleaticus, and §20 Polemon. The pluralists are: §9 
Pythagoras, §19 Empedocles, §21 Xenocrates, §22 Socrates and Plato, §23 
Aristotle, §24 the Stoics in general, and §25 Epicurus. Just as in ch. 1.3 this 
numerical diaeresis has been modified to a certain extent by a secondary 
application of the Successions principle. For the continuous series of monists 
at §§ 2–20 is interrupted twice, namely by the pluralist doxai of §9 Pythagoras 
and §19 Empedocles. The continuous series of pluralists at §§19–25 is 
interrupted once, namely by the monist doxa of §20 Polemon. 
 (6)  Successions. Like ch. 1.3, but this time without stating this disertis 
verbis, the second part of our chapter begins with the five lemmata belonging 
to the early Ionian Succession: §2 Thales, §3 Anaximander, §4 Anaximenes, §5 
Archelaus, and §6 Anaxagoras. The same five as in the earlier chapter, but we 
note that the standard sequence Anaxagoras—Archelaus has been inverted. In 
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a subdiaeresis according to affinity of substance Archelaus’ air in §4 joins up 
with Anaximenes’ air in §3. Since the chapter deals with theology Anaxagoras, 
elsewhere a pluralist according to the number of his material principles or 
because he is presented as having two principles, Intellect and matter, can be 
made to figure here as a monist with his single divine Intellect. 
 A few fragments of Successions are also distributed over the chapter. We 
may first mention a Stoic faction (part of the Ionian Succession) consisting of 
§14 Zeno, § 15 Mnesarchus, and §16 Boethus. This little list also deviates from 
the standard order, as Boethus is a pupil of Zeno (but perhaps there is a 
confusion of sorts with another and later Boethus). Other Stoics are found 
scattered elsewhere: Cleanthes at §8 appears in the company of Diogenes (of 
Apollonia rather than the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon, see below section 
D(d)§8) and the earlier scientist Oenopides, collected in a single doxa because 
they are made to claim the world soul is god. Posidonius at §10 appears to be 
on his own after §9 Pythagoras, but in fact is part of a sequence of doxai also 
listed according to affinity: §§2–12 are concerned, in various ways, with 
Intellect (Νοῦς), while §8 on the World Soul is an foreign element that seems 
less awkward because the next lemma, §9 Pythagoras, interrupts the monistic 
sequence too, albeit for another reason, namely its pluralism. 
 Pythagoras, although a pluralist, had to be moved up because he is 
the archegete of the Italian Succession, just as happened in ch. 1.3, and 
exactly as in ch. 1.3 so also here the pluralist doxa of the Pythagoras lemma 
infiltrates a series of monist doxai. 
 The three Stoics of §§14–16 are followed by a group belonging to the 
Italian or Eleatic Succession never explicitly mentioned in the Placita: §17 
Parmenides and §18 Melissus plus Zeno, where (just as at Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 9.24–25) the later Melissus is placed before Zeno, traditionally Parmenides’ 
immediate pupil—but Zeno is claimed to have the same view as Melissus. The 
diaphonic contrast between Parmenides and Melissus goes back to the well-
known distinction first formulated by Aristotle (Met. Α.5 986b18–21). The 
monist Democritus at §7 (monist, like Anaxagoras, in view of his theology not 
his physics), who according to the standard Italian/Eleatic order of Succession 
should have followed in the company of other Atomists after §18 Melissus, is 
placed before the pluralist archegete of the Italian Succession, namely 
Pythagoras at §7. In §12 the Peripatetic Critolaus is accompanied by his 
obscure pupil Diodorus of Tyre (Ionian Succession), and these later 
Peripatetics, qua monists, come before Plato and his followers. Plato at §22 is 
appropriately followed by §23 Aristotle (archegete of the Peripatetic branch of 
the Ionian Succession), but the Early Academics Xenocrates at §21 and 
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Speusippus at §11 are placed before §22 Plato, while Speusippus, who in the 
standard Academic section of the Ionian Succession is found between Plato 
and Xenocrates, is placed here so far before Xenocrates that the traditional link 
between master and follower has been severed. This could happen because as 
a monist he stayed where he was. Polemon at § 20, who according to the 
standard Succession order should have followed somewhere after §21 
Xenocrates, is placed before this paragraph, and this happens because he, too, 
is a monist. That three Stoics are placed before three Eleatics shows that the 
sequence is not chronological throughout, as was of course already clear from 
the position of §9 Pythagoras after §7 Democritus and §8 Diogenes Cleanthes 
Oenopides, a combination of name-labels that is also interesting qua mix of 
individual elements of Successions. Nevertheless §24 the Stoics plus §25 
Epicurus may have been placed after §23 Aristotle for chronological reasons; 
the latter perhaps also because his singular and even in part opaque views are 
(as happens also elsewhere in the Placita) at home in the final position. We 
note moreover that both in Philod. Piet. col. xv.23 Henrichs (according to the 
announcement) and Cicero ND 1.43–56 the doxography is followed by an 
exposition of Epicurus’ theology—standard procedure: discussion of one’s own 
view, as in Aristotle, being preceded by a dialectical-doxographical discussion. 
 (7)  Immanence and transcendence. The majority of the gods of the 
philosophers listed here are immanent entities. The doxographer takes some 
care to show that the monistic principles are not (as in ch. 1.3) mere physical 
elements, for there is something special about them this time. In the case of 
Thales (§2) and Anaximenes (§4) the gods inhabit the elements they are 
connected with in a subtle manner, as special ‘powers’ or ‘qualities’ (δυνάµεις). 
See above, ch. 1.3, Commentary D(c)(5). The presence of the divine in water in 
the Thales paragraph actually recalls the account of Stoic cosmogony at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.135–136 (SVF 2.580). This device resembles the 
doctrine attributed to Xenocrates in the second part of §21, where we 
moreover read that he bequeathed his credo to the Stoics. That the (variously 
named) divinity inhabits the elements is indeed a well-known and common 
Stoic view, as is moreover attested at §24[125–127]. The gods may also be 
recherché elements, as with Critolaus and Diodorus of Tyre (§12, ‘an Intellect 
(derived) from impassive ether’) and Boethus (§16, ‘the ether’), or sophisticated 
material compounds, as with Zeno (§14, ‘the fiery Intellect of the cosmos’), 
Posidonius (§10, ‘an intelligent and fiery Spirit’), and the Atomists (§7 
Democritus, ‘fire with spherical form’, and §25 Epicurus, ‘the fine particles of 
which the nature of their images consists’). Or they are linked in subtle ways 
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with the world as a whole qua soul of the cosmos (§8 Diogenes, Cleanthes and 
Oenopides), or as its Intellect (§2 Thales, §14 Zeno again). 
 One also encounters entities that are in some sense transcendental, or 
metaphysical, as one would expect in a general theological context, for in 
several lemmata, namely §9 Pythagoras (probably), §21 Xenocrates, §22 
Socrates and Plato, and §23 Aristotle, we have theological tenets that (at least 
in some cases) are at home in what Aristotle and Theophrastus called ‘first 
philosophy’. 
 (8)  Diaphoniae. There is a striking diaphonia between §5 Archelaus, 
according to whom ‘the Intellect does not make the cosmos’, and §6 
Anaxagoras, according to whom this ‘Intellect makes the cosmos’ (thus also 
§22 Socrates/Plato). The somewhat paradoxical result is also that here denial 
comes before affirmation, but perhaps the a-chronological suggestion (in 
agreement with the criticism of creationism in §1) is that the doxa of 
Anaxagoras corrects the doxa of Archelaus. There is also a diaphonia between 
§11 Speusippus and §22 Plato, for according to this Plato interpretatus, as we 
saw, the Good is predicated of the first Principle. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
A famous theologian who is conspicuously absent and often present elsewhere 
(and not in the Placita alone) is Xenophanes. It is hard to find an explanation, 
especially given his prominent presence in the Ciceronian account (ND 1.28). 
The name-label occurs 19 times elsewhere in the treatise, 10 of which are found 
in Book 2. As we have seen above his position in ch. 1.3 (§11) is uncertain. 
Individual Points 
§1.  Throughout this long passage on the atheistic position there are 
considerable divergences in the text between PB and PE. Diels generally follows 
PE. In the absence of confirming evidence (PGQ), we have retained PB. On this 
paragraph as a whole see the commentary of Runia (1996), Baltes (2000) 93–99 
and Sedley (2007) 141–144. 
§1[2]. PG, against all the other representatives of P’s tradition as sources for the 
text, including E (for the latter see above section A), has the correct version of 
the ethnicon for Diagoras: Μήλιος. Pace Frede (1999) 141–142 and others we 
maintain that this indicates a superior manuscript tradition represented by G’s 
exemplar, as already posited by Diels DG 14, just as in other cases where G has 
preserved a correct reading or even saved an entire lemma lost elsewhere in 
the Byzantine tradition (sometimes confirmed by the Antinoopolis papyrus, 
still unknown to Diels because first published by Barns and Zilliacus 1960–67, 
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cf. M-R 1.150, 126–130). In the majority of cases other parallel texts have Μήλιος 
not Μιλήσιος. Fourteen erroneous names in Diogenes Laertius deriving from 
the ‘misinterpretation of the abbreviated word’ (e.g. Heraclides for Heraclitus, 
also found elsewhere) have been collected at Mejer (1978) 25–27. For such 
misspellings or misreadings compare for instance below ch. 4.2.7, where for 
PBS’s correct Δικαίαρχος T reads Κλέαρχος and Nem pp. 17.5, 17.10, and 22.19 has 
Δείναρχος, Not too much should be made of this sort of error, although the 
tradition of the better witnesses should in principle be preferred, even if 
wrong. But in view of G’s reading we have of course not done so here. 
§1[7].  P.Oxy. 1011 confirms that Callimachus’ original reading was Παγχαῖον, as 
earlier conjectured by Bentley. The question here, however, must be what 
stood in A’s text. Unfortunately there is no other evidence than PB. His reading, 
which makes reasonable sense in the context, is also found at Scholia ad 
Iohannis Tzetzae Allegorias Iliadis ad Il. 4.37, p. 609 Matranga (see Pfeiffer ad 
loc.). Against all the editors, we retain the reading in PB. In the following line, 
however, there is little doubt that the reading must be ψήχει, as found in PQ and 
Sextus Empiricus, against PB’s reading. 
§1[21].  For φησιν cf. above ch. 1.3, Commentary D(d)§3. 
§1[24–26].  That the gods, esp. Zeus, are able to make the straight crooked and 
conversely, and so on, is a wide-spread belief, for which see e.g. Hes. Op. 3–7 
with West (1978) ad loc., and below at §1[42–51]. What we have here are 
counter-examples derived from Aristotle’s Categories. 
§1[25].  τόν is the lectio difficilior here, but in the logical context τό is to be 
preferred. 
§1[27].  Πλάτων ὁ µεγαλόφωνος is ironical (cf. Hermias Irrrisio 11, ps.Justin 
Cohortatio 31 p. 68.7 Marcovich), but a reference to his ‘loud and clear voice’ 
can also be complimentary, see the Themistius passage quoted section 
E(b)§1[27–34), and Eusebius PE 13.20.7. The parallels in Hermias and ps.Justin 
are striking and surely derive from the same tradition, though not necessarily 
in this case from P or even A; see our comment on ch. 4.2 Commentary A(5). 
§1[27–51].  See the commentary of Baltes (2000) 94–99, who however 
overemphasizes the Epicurean background of this section. 
§1[30–33].  A similar comparison between Plato and Anaxagoras is also found 
in Eusebius PE 10.14.12 and 14.14.9, where the former’s ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας εἰς τάξιν is 
attributed to the latter in a garbled quotation of the opening sentence of his 
book. Conversely, the doxographical Anaxagorean phrase [31] αὐτὰ διεκόσµησε 
becomes the [34] διεκόσµησε ταῦτα of Plato’s Demiurge. 
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§1[35].  κοινῶς οὖν ἁµαρτάνουσιν ἀµφότεροι: for ἁµαρτάνειν and explicit 
dialectical argument in the Placita see above at ch. 1.2, Commentary D(d)(3). 
The originally Aristotelian term survives in an Epicurean context. 
§1[42–51].  Zeus may be credited with turning an opposite into its opposite, as 
for instance in the proem of Hesiod’s Erga, cf. above at §1[24–26]. The point of 
the present argument is that this does not hold for all pairs of opposites. 
§2.  As Pietsch–Lakmann (2006) 240–241 point out, the theology ascribed to 
Thales contains in nuce numerous views attributed to later philosophers. 
§3.  Here, and also in §17 and §21 it may be suspected that the verbum dicendi 
ἀπεφήνατο has been added by S (cf. M–R 1.232–234). But note §24, where 
ἀποφαίνονται is read by both P and S. It is safer to leave the text as it stands. 
There can also be no doubt that S and PG, supported by PQ, have the superior 
reading ἀπείρους. 
§4.  ἐπὶ τῶν οὕτως λεγοµένων can be understood as either neuter or masculine, 
i.e. statements about the gods or the gods themselves. We have followed 
Torraca in opting for the former. 
§7.  The confused doxa is to be explained as based on the view that the 
Democritean soul consists of fiery and spherical particles (Aristotle de An. 1.2 
403b31–404a3) and that according to de An. 1.2 404a27–30 (68A101 DK) and A 
ch. 4.5a.2 below Democritus held that there is no distinction between ψυχή and 
νοῦς. 
§§7–8.  P, or perhaps rather a copyist of an archetypal version, has combined 
§7 with the second part of §8, in a similar way as at ch. 4.7.1–2. Cf. Diels DG 63–
64. 
§8.  Though it may be questioned (Laks 2008, 237) whether Diogenes of 
Apollonia is meant or the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon, the former is virtually 
certain in view of the parallel at Cicero ND 1.29 (Diogenes of Babylon is 
mentioned ND 1.41) and, presumably, Philodemus Piet. 6b Gomperz, fr. 18 
Schober. If this is right, his view of air as the conscious first principle has been 
upgraded. Zeller in Zeller-Wellmann (1909) 50 n. creates a Stoic Oenopides ex 
nihilo, but there is no reason to doubt the presence of Oenopides of Chius here 
(he is also mentioned at chs. 2.12.2 and 2.32.6), victim of a similar upgrading. 
The lemma unites individuals with various backgrounds, which is far from 
unusual in the Placita. For Cleanthes see below at §§14–16.  
§§9–11.  There is a clear diaphonia between §9 Pythagoras and §11 Speusippus: 
according to the former ‘of the principles the Monad is the deity and the Good, 
which is the nature of the One and identical to the Intellect’, while according to 
the latter ‘(the deity is) the Intellect which is not identical to the One or the 
Good, but has a nature of its own’ (our emphasis). Clearly, this 
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Neopythagorean Pythagoras is so to speak retroactively included among those 
authorities who (as formulated at Aristotle Met. Ν.4) declare the Principle and 
the Good to be the same. But Speusippus, as in Aristotle, fails to make his deity 
the primary Principle, clearly locating it somewhere else. Dillon (2003) 63 
writes that Speusippus ‘highest principle’, namely ‘the One’ from which the 
Intellect is distinguished, is in §22 ‘inaccurately given also the Platonic title of 
‘the Good’,’ but this is missing the contrast with the Pythagoras of §9. Tarán 
(1981) 376–379, in his discussion of 1.3.11 (fr. 58 of his Speusippus), adduced ch. 
1.7.22 (Plato) and 1.7.21 (Xenocrates), but likewise forgot to cite 1.7.9 
(Pythagoras), and also failed to look at Met. Ν.4. Our suggestion is that 
Speusippus’ Intellect, or god, is here claimed to be below the One on the one 
hand but beyond the Good on the other, the Good only being operative on the 
level of cosmic Soul (in which this Intellect presumably dwells); for similar 
suggestions see Reydams-Schils (2013) 33–35. This explains why we find 
Speusippus among the for the most part Presocratic theological immanentist 
monists in the early part of the chapter, quite far from his Academic 
colleagues. This position at the beginning copies (or is at least analogous to) 
that in Aristotle’s diaeresis in Met. Ν.4. See also below at §21[94–97]. 
§9.  This paragraph looks like a rather faithful paraphrase (with appropriate 
emphasis on the theological and even moral aspect) of ch. 1.3.7[58–61] on the 
principles, or from its source, cf. Lachenaud (1993) 223. See above ch. 1.3 
Commentary D(d)§7. But that the Dyad is evil is not paralleled in the earlier 
chapter. The two principles as god and daemon, or good and evil, can only be 
exactly paralleled in accounts of Persian dualism, see section E(b)§9. For 
partial antecedents of this kind of interpretation in Aristotle, who has good 
and bad at position nine under respectively limit and unlimited in the 
Pythagorean systoichia at Met. Α.5 986a26 (cf. EN 1.4 1096b5–6 and EN 2.5 
1106b29–30), see below section E(b)§7, Mansfeld (1992b) 269–270 and Donini 
(2011) 263–265. Eudorus fr. 3 Mazzarelli on the principles and elements says the 
second One (the One qua element) is ‘good’ (ἀστεῖον) and the entity opposed to 
it ‘bad’ (φαῦλον), at Simplicius in Phys. 181.13–14. Cf. below section E(b)§9. 
§9[71]. ἐστὶν δὲ καὶ ὁ ὁρατὸς κόσµος: a version of this final phrase is found in 
both P (that is, in PB, and PG, who conflates and alters the meaning—PE omits 
it) and S. So it is wrongly bracketed by some editors here because this time 
extant only in P; Lachenaud rightly keeps it. 
§10.  Posidonius’ pneuma is paralleled in the doxa attributed to the Stoics in 
general at §24[125–127] below, πνεῦµα µὲν ἐνδιῆκον δι᾿ ὅλου τοῦ κόσµου, τὰς δὲ 
προσηγορίας µεταλαµβάνον διὰ τάς τῆς ὕλης, δι᾿ ἧς κεχώρηκε, παραλλάξεις. 



 Book 1 Chapter 7 28 

§11.  The innovative way Plato is depicted in §22 should make us disinclined of 
taking §11 Speusippus, §21 Xenocrates and §20 Polemon au pied de la lettre and 
as absolutely reliable information. Too much has been made esp. of the cryptic 
Polemon doxa, see Reydams-Schils (2013) 40–44. 
§13.  ἐκ τῆς ἐναντιοδροµίας can be understood from Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 
διὰ τῆς ἐναντιοτροπῆς and is ultimately derived from fr. 22B51 DK παλίντροπος 
ἁρµονίη. 
§§14–16 + §24 (and §8).  The dissimilar doxai of the three Stoics Zeno, 
Mnesarchus and Boethus at §§14–16 are the result of a forced selection that 
enables the doxographer to present them as monists. This also holds for 
Cleanthes at §8. According to Cicero ND 1.36 (cited above at section E(b) 
General texts) Zeno also identified God as the ‘law of nature’, the ‘aether’ (here 
attributed to Boethus at §14), the ‘reason that pervades all nature’, and he 
further declared that the stars, the years, the months, the seasons and the 
elements are divine. For Boethus another view is attested at Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 7.148 (SVF 3 Boeth. 3), namely that the sphere of the fixed stars is God. For 
Mnesarchus we have no other information, but his view that the cosmos is God 
is widely paralleled in Stoic sources, and so also here at §24[127] below. Zeno’s 
νοῦν κόσµου πύρινον is about equivalent with the νοερὸν θεὸν … πῦρ τεχνικόν of 
§24[123]. 
§§17–18.  The metaphysical firsts of Parmenides and Melissus (and Zeno) 
cannot serve as physical principles. Therefore they are absent in ch. 1.3, 
but they can be made to function as gods. The lemmata T CAG 4.5–9 cited 
in ch. 1.3 at Commentary E(a) (Ti Xenophanes, Tii Parmenides, Tiii 
Melissus) were excluded from the reconstruction of that chapter, see 
above ch. 1.3, Commentary D(b). Ti and Tii list physical principles next to 
these sterile firsts, telling us explicitly that Xenophanes was inconsistent 
and ‘forgot about’ his ‘immobile one and all’, and that Parmenides 
followed in his master’s footsteps. 
§19.  We have introduced some conjectures ad probabilem sententiam in a text 
that otherwise would be virtually incomprehensible. It is of course certain that 
the name-label ‘Empedocles’ has fallen out. Wachsmuth’s conjecture 
⟨’Εµπεδοκλῆς τὸν σφαῖρον καὶ⟩ τὸ ἕν perhaps assumes that a single line is 
missing. It is remarkable that Diels in the DG does not include a conjecture in 
S’s text. His attempt in the first edition of VS assumes saut du même au même. 
But the placement of τὸ ἕν at the end of §18 is quite awkward, and 
Wachsmuth’s conjecture has the advantage of allowing the phrase θεὸν εἶναι to 
be understood, as in most other doxai. But so does the reading we have 
adopted. Conjecturally interpolating the Σφαῖρος further down and eliminating 
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the difficult κόσµον makes better sense as well. But perhaps we should have left 
the text as it is and reserved the emendations for the apparatus, so also have 
kept προς{τ}αναλυθήσεται. Zeno is here included by S, while he omits him at ch. 
1.24.1. 
 The interpretative presentation of Empedocles combines ingredients from 
Peri physeos and Katharmoi, just as at ch. 1.26.1 below, q.v. Here at 1.7.19 the 
One qua Necessity (ἀνάγκη) rules the four Empedoclean elements as its matter, 
of which Love and Strife are the forms, while at 1.26.1 Necessity (ἀνάγκη) is a 
cause that is able to use the principles (namely Love and Strife) and the 
elements. Originally this Necessity is that of the Katharmoi fragments 31B115 
and B116 DK, which determines the fate of guilty daimones (according to the 
later tradition these are souls, as in our lemma), and is not in the same way 
involved with the cosmic cycle of the elements directed by Love and Strife of 
the Peri physeôs. The formula [92] καθαροὶ καθαρῶς can only be precisely 
paralleled in Christian authors (14 times), e.g. Cyril in Jo. 1.158.3 Pusey ἵνα λοιπὸν 
καθαροὶ καθαρῶς τὸ θεῖον ἐπαθρεῖν ἰσχύσωµεν κάλλος, and obviously has a 
religious ring. The slightly different formula καθαροὺς καθαρῶς, said of humans 
who lead an ethically responsible life (no doubt in the sense preached by the 
Katharmoi), can be part of a hexameter. The background may be ‘Orphic’ and 
so even genuinely Empedoclean, as Bignone (1916) 330 n. 7 argued. Cf. 
Lamellae aureae Orph. frs. 489.1 F–490.1 F–491.1 F Bernabé ἔρχοµαι ἐκ καθαρῶν 
καθαρά, χθονίων βασίλεια. In our text we have added quotation marks to 
indicate that the phrase, reminiscent of the title, sounds like a verbatim 
fragment of the Katharmoi. 
 This interpretation of Empedocles is also found in the main source of fr. 
B115, Hippolytus Ref. 7.29, and in later authors such as Philoponus and 
Simplicius. See O’Brien (1981) 14–20, 73–92, and 111–115 (list of sources for 
31B115), and Mansfeld (1992) 208–221, 262–266.  
§§20–21.  See at section D(d) on §11 above.  
§21[94–97].  Dillon’s hypothesis (2011) 31–34 that the contents of this divine 
Intellect are the Ideas is hard to substantiate, also in view of the fact that the, 
or a, divine Intellect (νοῦς) is attributed in no less than 11 paragraphs of the 
present chapter, namely in §2 even to Thales (as already in Cicero ND 1.25), in 
§5 to Archelaus in the company of §6 Anaxagoras where it does not surprise, in 
§7 surprisingly to Democritus. Then in §9 to Pythagoras, in §11 to Speusippus, 
and in §21 to Xenocrates (see above at §§9–11). Next in §12 to our surprise to 
Critolaus and Diodorus of Tyre and somewhat to our surprise in §14 to Zeno 
the Stoic (as in §24 to the Stoics in general), and finally in §22 to Plato. 
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§21[98–99].  The identification of the Dyad with the world soul is difficult to 
explain. For the generous supplement of Dillon (1986) 49 see the apparatus 
criticus. Translated by Dillon (2003) 103: ‘the other, as female, ⟨holding the 
rank of⟩ Mother of the gods, ⟨which he terms ‘Rhea’ and ‘even’ (artios) and 
‘matter’ (hyle); and as offspring of these he postulates⟩ Dike, ruling over the 
realm below the heavens’.  
§21[102].  The reading ἀειδοῦς can be retained if it is additional to the reference 
to Hades rather than having supplanted it. 
§21[104–105].  For a probable interpretatio stoica of a representative of the Old 
Academy (in the manner of Antiochus) see Reydams-Schils (2013) 36–37, who 
somewhat cavalierly attributes this to ‘the doxographer’. 
§22.  The first divinity described here is quite different from the first member 
of the triad of Timaean physical principles ‘God, matter, and ideas’ at ch. 1.3.20 
above, for this time the deity is 

the One, the single-natured, the monadic, the true Being, the Good. All such names 
refer to the Intellect . The deity, then, is an Intellect , (that is,) a separate Form; by 
‘separate’ let that be understood which is free of all matter, not entwined with any 
of the bodily entities, and also not sharing affection with anything in nature that is 
passible.  

We note that matter is still mentioned alongside the One. According to Baltes 
at Dörrie–Baltes (1996) 441 this metaphysical doxa of §22 recalls Theophrastus’ 
attribution of two principles to Plato. Moreover it ‘könnte ja durchaus letztlich 
auf eine zusammenfassende Darstellung der Lehre Platons durch seinen 
Hauptinterpreten in der alten Akademie, Xenokrates, zurückgehen’. 
Theophrastus indeed already combined the Demiurge qua Intellect and good 
with the Good (of the Republic). However, what we have in §22, we believe, is a 
doctrine based on a combination of ingredients that has gone through a 
metaphysical filter inspired by Aristotelian theology, ultimately deriving from 
(1) the Republic (the Good of 509b, though no longer ἐπέκεινα τῆς οὐσίας), (2) 
the Timaeus (the Demiurge and the cosmology), and (3) an early metaphysical 
interpretation of the Parmenides (the ‘One that is’ of the first hypothesis), 
namely a principle of unity transcending all plurality. See Van Riel (2013) 103–
117. 
 That this divinity is in some sense of the word ‘transcendental’ is beyond 
doubt. Yet it is at the same time said to be ‘Father and Maker’, a formula 
predicated of the Demiurge at Tim. 28c (where he also turns out to be ‘difficult 
to find and impossible to reveal to all’, so bets are hedged and interpretations 
invited). This demiurgic god accompanied by matter and what is passible also 
reminds one of the pair of Stoic first principles, God and matter, just as of the 
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two principles, ‘Soul’ and ‘body’, of Epin. 983d, a dialogue today generally 
attributed to Philip of Opus, but in antiquity in the first place to Plato himself 
and so included in the corpus Platonicum. 
 According to the not unreasonable view of some later Platonists 
transcendence and demiurgic activity are incompatible, which entails splitting 
up the divine, as in Alcinous Did. c. 10 and Numenius e.g. frs. 11 and 20 des 
Places: the transcendental god is distinguished from the Demiurge. Atticus and 
the sources of Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.69 and 3.76 and Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.6–7, 
however, do not make this distinction. The remainder of the lemma here, 
where our attention is directed towards the demiurgic activity, is also quite 
Timaean, though providing interesting details of later origin. The formula 
νοητὸς κόσµος, ‘intelligible world’, is first attested in Philo (see Baltes (1972) 
105–106, Runia (1999) 154–156), and then in the present passage. In our 
paragraph it comments on and explains the opaque formula ‘intelligible divine 
offspring’, θεῖα ἔγγονα νοητά, with which it is equivalent. Ηence the explanatory 
particle τε, misunderstood by editors: we do not need Usener’s supplement 
⟨καὶ αἱ ἰδέαι⟩, because νοητὸς κόσµος followed by ‘models of the visible cosmos’, 
παραδείγµατα … τοῦ ὁρατοῦ κόσµου, is sufficiently clear. It would even seem that 
the term ἰδέαι is avoided; at least we are not prevented from thinking of 
numbers as constituting the furniture of the intelligible world. These Ideas or 
numbers are the intelligible offspring of the Mind qua Father and Maker and 
no longer something beyond him as in the Timaeus, while the sensible 
offspring of this first god, πρώτου θεοῦ, are the sun, moon, stars, earth and the 
‘the all-embracing cosmos’. For the former we may perhaps think of the Mind 
and thoughts of a world soul, while the latter correspond with Plato’s own view 
of the matter but also with the doctrines of the Epinomis and of Xenocrates 
(see §21), and with the ‘young gods’ of Tim. 42d. In between we have 
incorporeal logoi or powers inhabiting aether, air and water, which very much 
resemble Xenocrates’ elemental divinities at §21 and the Stoics’ at §21 and §24 
(and at ch. 1.3.23). In the first place however, and rather precisely, these recall 
the aetherial, aerial and aqueous divinities inhabiting precisely aether, air and 
water of ps.Pl. Epin. 984b–985c. These aetherial and aerial beings are invisible 
to us and fulfil the role of daimones as intermediaries between stellar gods and 
humans, while the aqueous one are visible only intermittently. All in all a quite 
‘Early Academic’ picture of Plato.  
 This exposition is has early Middle Platonic features, but the absence of 
explicit levels of θεός cause it to differ from 2nd century Platonist theology. 
 For parallels in Philonic passages (the Good, the Intellect, the Father and 
Maker, the intelligible world, the powers) see Runia (1999) and esp. (2002).  
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§22[106].  For Σωκράτης καὶ (deleted by Diels and others) see above ch. 1.3, 
Commentary D(d)§20[1–3].  
§22[110].  There is no need to alter ἔκγονα here and in l. 11, since it is often 
equivalent to ἔγγονα in later Greek (cf. LSJ ad loc.). 
§22[113].  Wachsmuth’s conjecture ἔµπυροι καὶ is unnecessary if a Platonic four-
element-universe is assumed. 
§22[113–114].  It is possible that the words τοῦ πρώτου θεοῦ ἔγγονα are a gloss as 
determined by Usener and followed by Wachsmuth. In this case the αἰσθητὸς ὁ 
δὲ in the mss. need only be changed to αἰσθητὸς δὲ. But the words make sense 
in the context, referring back to ll. 6–7, so we follow Canter and Diels in 
emending to αἰσθητὰ δέ. 
§22[114].  For κόσµος ‘heaven’ see above, ch. 1.6 Commentary D(d)§1[7–29], and 
below, ch. 4.21 Commentary D(d)§1[23–24].  
§23.  For S’s ὁµοίως Πλάτωνι cf. ch. 1.27.3 Πλάτωνι ἐµφερῶς (also the only parallel 
for a name-label in the dative). The interpretation of Aristotle is that of later 
sources such as AD cited section E(b)§23. See further Sharples (2002) 14–16. 
§23[116].  The formula ὁµοίως Πλάτωνι, substituted by S (or an intermediate 
hand interested in the harmony between Plato and Aristotle) for χωριστόν, is 
paralleled Doxography A at Stob. Ecl. 2.7.4a, p. 56.9, and Proclus in Tim. 
3.124.25. For ὁµοίως in comparisons between doxai + name-labels cf. A 1.30.2, 
2.28.6, for the equivalent συµφώνως cf. ch. 2.29.7 Πλάτων Ἀριστοτέλης οἱ Στωικοὶ 
οἱ µαθηµατικοὶ συµφώνως and 5.30.6. 
§24.  Individual ingredients of the general Stoic doxa are paralleled at § 10 and 
§§14–16 above, paragraphs dealing with individual Stoics, but not at §8 
(Cleanthes); see our comments above. 
§24[126–127].  The text is corrupt in both PBE and S, but the readings in PG and 
Athenagoras make Beck’s emendation at least probable. 
§25.  Usener fr. 355 rejects and others (e.g. fr. 257 Arrighetti2) omit the opaque 
sentence [131–133] ὁ δ᾿ αὐτὸς … καὶ στοιχεῖα. As to the text it may seem difficult 
to decide between ἄλλας and ἄλλως, but ἄλλας is better attested and the adverb 
is rare in A (only found elsewhere in ch. 1.12.3), so the former is to be preferred. 
Another problem is the antecedent of αὗται, as we must choose between 
(τέσσαρας) φύσεις and ὁµοιότητας. Though farther away φύσεις will be the better 
choice, since in what sense the ‘similarities’ can be called elements is unclear. 
The first three of the four ‘natures’ can appositely be called elements, and that 
‘similarities’ may be called by the name of homoiomereiai is not entirely 
unimaginable. If we assume that the opaque sentence pertains to the gods (it is 
after all part of a paragraph and a chapter dealing with the gods), we may 
presumably associate these homoiomere with the quasi corpus and quasi 
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sanguinem (or tamquam corpus and tamquam sanguinem) attributed to the 
Epicurean gods at Cicero ND 1.49 (cited section E(a)§25) and criticized ibid. 
1.66, 1.71, 1.73, 1.74, and 1.77. (For the meaning of quasi corpus cf. also Cicero 
Tusc. 1.20 Xenocrates animi figuram et quasi corpus negavit esse ullum, 
numerum dixit esse.) The gods like all other compounds consist of the 
‘imperishable’ ‘atoms and void’; they are moreover located in the 
‘imperishable’ ‘infinite’. And according to Cicero ND 1.48–49 (but the meaning 
and constitutio of this passage are disputed) they are sustained because ‘an 
infinite likeness of most similar images derives from the innumerable atoms 
and streams towards the gods’. Cf. Scholia in Epicurum RS 1 (also cited section 
E(a)§25), ‘he says that the gods are seen by reason, on the one hand as existing 
individually, on the other as existing with formal unity (καθ’ ὁµοείδεια) from the 
continuous influx of the similar images (τῶν ὁµοίων εἰδώλων) to the same place’. 
We may associate the ὁµοιότητας and ὁµοιοµέρειαι and ὁµοείδειαν and ὁµοίων 
εἰδώλων with this simillimarum imaginum species, the preformed ingredients 
that are like (Cicero says: ‘most like’) the parts of the gods themselves. 
 This entails a retractatio of part of the argument of Mansfeld (1993) 207–
208 n. 80. Wigodsky (2004) argues convincingly against a common view that 
‘similarities’ just means ‘gods’, but, apparently taking ὁµοιότητας as the 
antecedent of αὗται, argues too philosophically and less convincingly that it 
means ‘natural kinds’, and that the atoms, the four elements, and the 
homoiomereiai (‘types of compound bodies’ according to him) are instances of 
such natural kinds. He is followed with some hesitation by Montarese (2012) 
95–97. Wigodsky believes (2004) 541 that ‘Aëtius was wrong to include the list’ 
[sc. the opaque sentence] ‘in his entry on Epicurus’ theology’. But an 
interpretation that makes sense of the sentence in the context of a theological 
chapter is preferable. 
 
(e) Other Evidence. 
 (1)  Atheists.  Protagoras 80B4 DK famously said that he ‘did not know 
whether or not the gods exist and what their form (or: type) is’ (περὶ µὲν θεῶν 
οὐκ οἶδα οὔθ’ ὡς εἰσὶν οὔθ’ ὡς οὐκ εἰσὶν οὔθ’ ὁποῖοί τινες ἰδέαν). This often cited 
fragment anticipates not only the existential question type of existence, but 
also the distinction between this question and that of the nature, or substance, 
of the gods. He uses ἰδέα where Aristotle and others use οὐσία. See further 
above at section B(2), 
 (2)  Philosophenkritik. As already said above, the most important parallels 
for the overview of theological views at A §§2–25 are the remains of the Book 2 
of the Philosophenkritik of the Epicurean Philodemus’ De pietate and Cicero ND 
1.25–41, in the account of Cicero’s Epicurean spokesperson Velleius, plus, for §1, 
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ND 1.117–121, the Academic spokesperson Cotta’s counter-doxography on the 
atheists including Epicurus. The order of name-labels and doxai in Cicero and 
(as far as visible and reconstructible) Philodemus is believed to be the same, 
and divides into three blocks: (1) early Philosophers, (2) from Plato to Strato, 
and (3) the allegorizing Stoic philosophers, cf. Obbink (2001) 206–207. This 
tripartition is not paralleled in the Placita.  
 Obbink’s long-awaited edition of De pietate Book 2 has not yet been published. 
We have used the columns of Philodemus next to Cicero’s text in Diels’ editon at DG 
pp. 531–550, the editions of Philodemus by Gomperz (1866), Schober (1923, publ. 
1988), Henrichs (1974) and (1975), and Obbink (2001) and (2002), and looked at 
individual lemmata in fragment editions as well as in the relevant secondary 
literature. But it is the material based on his recent autopsy of the papyrus put at our 
disposal by Christian Vassallo that has been crucial. 
 (3)  Comparison between A, Cicero, and Philodemus. The following 
comparison between A, Cicero and Philodemus is based also on Henrichs’ 
overview comparing Philodemus and Cicero at (1974) 94–95, Schober’s at 
(1988) 111–112, and Obbink’s at (2002) 196–197 (some name-labels may have 
gone missing when columns of the De pietate were lost):  
 Cicero and A share 15 name-labels plus doxai, namely, in order of 
appearance in A: Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Democritus, 
Diogenes of Apollonia (see above at section D(d)§8), Cleanthes, Pythagoras, 
Speusippus, Zeno Stoicus, Parmenides, Empedocles, Xenocrates, Plato, and 
Aristotle. The following 12 name-labels plus doxai, again in order of appearance 
in A, are not in Philodemus and Cicero: Archelaus, Oenopides, Posidonius, 
Critolaus, Diodorus of Tarsus, Mnesarchus, Boethus, Melissus (though as 
Vassallo points out a reference may be lost in a lacuna), Zeno of Elea, Polemo, 
Stoics in general, and Epicurus (the positive account of Epicurus’ theology in 
another Book of Philodemus De pietate and ND 1.43–50 is a different matter). 
Heraclitus, present in A and Philodemus, is absent in Cicero. The following 
eleven name-labels plus doxai in order of appearance in Cicero are not in A: 
Alcmaeon of Croton, Xenophanes, Protagoras, Xenophon, Antisthenes, 
Theophrastus, Strato, Aristo (Stoicus), Persaeus, and Chrysippus; three of 
these, namely Alcmaeon, Protagoras, and Aristo are missing in Philodemus. 
Accordingly the account of Philodemus, as far as legible, contains no name-
labels plus doxai that are lacking in Cicero while extant in A, with the 
exception of a badly legible couple of lines on Heraclitus (but the contents of A 
1.7.13 and PHerc. 1428 fr. 17 (6a Gomperz) are very different). To be sure, as 
Christian Vassallo has pointed out to us, the lacunae in Philodemus suggest 
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that name-labels have been lost. But as long as we do not know more, we are 
unable to go further. 
 We do not know whether Cicero and Philodemus derive from a shared 
source, or whether Cicero in the first place followed Philodemus. Diels DG 121–
128 already discussed the alternatives, and listed some parallels with what he 
calls the Vetusta placita, that is, with the anterior doxographical traditions. He 
spoke of Cicero’s ‘conviciandi furor’, ‘maledicentia’, ‘convicia’, and so on, and of 
Philodemus’ moderation. Cicero’s spokesperson is explicit about both sides of 
the coin, whereas Philodemus sometimes omits to contradict. As McKirahan 
(1996) argues and is clear from the parallels collected by Diels in the apparatus 
at DG 531–550, Cicero occasionally may also have availed himself of at least one 
other source. Obbink (2001) again argues in favour of Philodemus as Cicero’s 
source, but not, of course, of his exaggerations; Dyck (2003) 8 endorses. The 
similarities are indeed striking as well as numerous. One of Obbink’s 
arguments is that when Cicero asked Atticus to lend him Phaedrus’ On gods 
(Att. 13.39.2), he had already written the Epicurean section of ND Book 1 (Att. 
13.38.1). But it is not certain that the reference is to this work, for Tusculans is 
another option; see Shackleton Bailey (1999) 113 n. 1, who accepts the view of 
Beaujeu. On the other hand, why, if the reference is to the completion of ND 
Book 1, should he ask for Phaedrus’ treatise, if he did not intend to do some 
more work? Accepting that Cicero used Philodemus On Piety does not preclude 
his consultation of another Epicurean source, or sources, or even of his 
consultation or recollection of non-Epicurean sources.  
 We may further note that both Philodemus (at length, Piet. cols. 3.12–6.16, 
8.14–9.8 Henrichs) and Cicero (briefly, ND 1.41) mention Chrysippus’ and 
Diogenes of Babylon’s allegorical interpretations of the gods, as well as 
Chrysippus’ accommodations of the myths of the poets (cols. vi.16-vii.12 
Henrichs); this element is entirely lacking in A 1.7 (cf. above, section B). 
Velleius in the two paragraphs (ND 1.42–43) following his overview of the 
philosophers strongly criticizes, and totally rejects, the grotesque stories of the 
poets, the absurd doctrines of the Magi and the Egyptians, and the beliefs of 
hoi polloi. Philodemus devotes much space to criticizing the views of the early 
poets and others he cites from the works of his Stoic opponents (Piet. pp. 73–
110 Schober, coll. 278–306 Vassallo). 
 A 1.7 §1 with the arguments of the atheists is de facto critical both of much 
of the contents of A 1.6 and of the contents of A 1.7 §§2–25. Philodemus and 
Cicero’s Velleius are critical of the doxai of other philosophers, not, however, in 
the name of varieties of atheism but in that of refined Epicurean theology. 
Naturally a parallel version of A’s Epicurean doxa is not included in either 
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Philodemus’ or Cicero’s list of doxai. Even so, we acknowledge the parallelism 
between the accounts of A on the one hand and those of Philodemus and 
Cicero on the other, in that all these authors combine exposition with 
criticism, though in rather different ways. 
 (4)  On the existence–substance diaeresis in sources from Plato to Cicero 
see also Theiler (1982) 2.255–256. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) col. xv.13–23 Henrichs * ὥσ|τε καὶ τοῦ µέρ[ο]υς | 
τούτου τῆς δ[ιαι]ρέ|σεως τῆς κατ᾿ ἀρχὰς | ἐκτ[ε]θείσης ἀπο|χρωντω[ς ἐ]ξε[ι]ργασ|µένου καιρὸς ἂν 
εἴ|η{ι} τὸν περί τῆς ευ|σεβείας λόγον τῆς | κατ᾿ ᾿Επίκουρον αὐ|τοῦ παραγράφε[ι]ν.   Cicero ND 1.1–2 
cum multae res in philosophia nequaquam satis adhuc explicatae sint, tum perdifficilis, Brute, 
quod tu minime ignoras, et perobscura quaestio est de natura deorum. (2) in hac quaestione 
plerique, quod maxime veri simile est et quo omnes {sese} duce natura venimus, deos esse 
dixerunt, dubitare se Protagoras (—), nullos esse omnino Diagoras Melius (T 40 Winiarczyk) et 
Theodorus Cyrenaicus (T 29 Winiarczyk) putaverunt. qui vero deos esse dixerunt tanta sunt in 
varietate et dissensione, ut eorum infinitum sit enumerare sententias. nam et de figuris deorum et 
de locis atque sedibus et de actione vitae multa dicuntur, deque is summa philosophorum 
dissensione certatur; quod vero maxime rem causamque continet, utrum nihil agant nihil 
moliantur omni curatione et administratione rerum vacent, an contra ab iis et a principio omnia 
facta et constituta sint et ad infinitum tempus regantur atque moveantur, in primis {quae} magna 
dissensio est.  ND 1.61 quaeritur primum in ea quaestione quae est de natura deorum, sintne dei 
necne sint (~ quaestio).  ND 1.117–121 Diagoras (T 42 Winiarczyk), Theodorus (T 31 Winiarczyk), 
Protagoras (—), Prodicus (84B5 DK, T 73 Mayhew), Euhemerus (T 14 Winiarczyk), Epicurus (—
).  Philo of Alexandria Opif. 170–171 διὰ δὲ τῆς λεχθείσης κοσµοποιίας πολλὰ µὲν καὶ ἄλλα ἡµᾶς 
ἀναδιδάσκει, πέντε δὲ τὰ κάλλιστα καὶ πάντων ἄριστα· πρῶτον µὲν ὅτι ἔστι τὸ θεῖον καὶ ὑπάρχει, διὰ 
τοὺς ἀθέους, ὧν οἱ µὲν ἐνεδοίασαν ἐπαµφοτερίσαντες περὶ τῆς ὑπάρξεως αὐτοῦ, οἱ δὲ τολµηρότεροι 
καὶ κατεθρασύναντο φάµενοι µηδ’ ὅλως εἶναι, λέγεσθαι δ’ αὐτὸ µόνον πρὸς ἀνθρώπων πλάσµασι 
µυθικοῖς ἐπισκιασάντων τὴν ἀλήθειαν· (171) δεύτερον δ’ ὅτι θεὸς εἷς ἐστι, διὰ τοὺς εἰσηγητὰς τῆς 
πολυθέου δόξης, οἳ οὐκ ἐρυθριῶσι τὴν φαυλοτάτην τῶν κακοπολιτειῶν ὀχλοκρατίαν ἀπὸ γῆς εἰς 
οὐρανὸν µετοικίζοντες.  Spec. 1.32 (on Stoics, SVF 2.1010) δύο δ’ ἐν ταῖς περὶ θεοῦ ζητήσεσι τὰ 
ἀνωτάτω ταῦτ’ ἐπαπορεῖ ἡ διάνοια τοῦ φιλοσοφοῦντος ἀνόθως· ἓν µὲν εἰ ἔστι τὸ θεῖον, ἕνεκα τῶν 
ἐπιτηδευσάντων ἀθεότητα, κακιῶν τὴν µεγίστην· ἕτερον δὲ τὸ τί ἐστι κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν. τὸ µὲν οὖν 
πρότερον οὐ πολὺς πόνος ἰδεῖν, τὸ δὲ δεύτερον οὐ χαλεπὸν µόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ ἴσως ἀδύνατον.  Galen 
Inst.Log. 2.1 ⟨τῶν δὲ προτάσεων⟩ ἔνιαι µὲν ὑπὲρ ἁπλῆς ὑπάρξεως ἀποφαίνονται, καθάπερ ὁπόταν 
εἴπῃς ‘πρόνοια ἔστιν· ἱπποκένταυρος οὐκ ἔστιν’.  Aelius Theon Prog. §11, 120.13–18 Patillon–
Bolognesi θέσις ἐστὶν ἐπίσκεψις λογικὴ ἀµφισβήτησιν ἐπιδεχοµένη ἄνευ προσώπων ὡρισµένων καὶ 
πάσης περιστάσεως, οἷον … εἰ θεοί εἰσι. διαφέρει δὲ τοῦ τόπου, ὅτι ὁ µέν ἐστιν ὁµολογουµένου 
πράγµατος αὔξησις, ἡ δὲ θέσις ἀµφισβητουµένου.  Lucian Paras. 11 ὁ γὰρ ζητῶν … περὶ θεῶν, εἴτε 
εἰσὶν εἴτε οὐκ εἰσί, … ἀεὶ πολεµῶν καὶ διαφερόµενος πρός τινας οὐ µόνον ἐν ἀνθρωπίναις, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν 
κοσµικαῖς ἐστιν ὀχλήσεσιν.  Galen Loc.Aff. 8.158.11–159.3 ὥσπερ δ’ ἐνταῦθα φιλονεικίαν αἰσχρὰν 
ἐπιδείκνυνται προφανῶς, οὕτως ἄνοιαν, ὅταν οἴωνται πάνθ’ ἑαυτῶν σαλεύεσθαι τὰ δόγµατα, κᾂν ἓν 
ὁτιοῦν ἐλεγχθῇ· τινὰ µὲν γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἀκολουθεῖ, καθάπερ γε πάλιν ἕτερα µάχεται, τινὰ δὲ οὔτ' 
ἀκολουθίαν οὔτε µάχην ἀναγκαίαν ἔχει, … δυνατόν ἐστιν αὐτῷ καὶ περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν στοιχείων ἣν ἂν 
ἐθελήσῃ δόξαν ἑλοµένῳ µήτε µάχεσθαι τούτῳ µήτ’ ἀκολουθεῖν· καὶ περὶ … καὶ περὶ θεῶν.  Inst.Log. 
14.1 ὃ δ’ ἐστὶ µέγιστόν τε καὶ πρῶτον ἐφ’ ἑκάστου τῶν µὴ φαινοµένων αἰσθήσει, τὸ κατὰ τὴν ὕπαρξιν 
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ἤτοι οὐσίαν † γίγνεται µὴ εἶναι ζήτηµ’ ἐστίν, ἐν ᾧ γε τὰ τοιαῦτα προβάλλεται· … ἆρά γε θεοὶ εἰσίν;  
Propr.Plac. 2, p. 172.33–173.2 Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli, text Lami ἔτι δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἀγνοεῖν φηµι, 
δηλονότι καὶ τὸν δηµιουργὸν ἁπάντων τῶν κατὰ τὸν κόσµον ὁποῖος τί⟨ς⟩ ἐστιν, εἴτ’ ἀσώµατος, εἴτε καὶ 
σωµατοειδής, καὶ πολὺ µᾶλλον ἐν τίνι τόπῷ διατρίβων· ἄρ’ οὖν καὶ περὶ θεῶν ἀπορεῖν φηµι καθάπερ ὁ 
Πρωταγόρας ἔλεγεν; ἢ καὶ περὶ τούτων, ὁποῖοι µέν εἰσι τὴν οὐσίαν, ἀγνοεῖν, ὅτι δ’ εἰσίν ἐκ τῶν ἔργων 
γιγνώσκειν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.50–51 τῶν οὖν περὶ ὑπάρξεως θεοῦ σκεψαµένων οἱ µὲν εἶναί 
φασι θεόν, οἱ δὲ µὴ εἶναι, οἱ δὲ µὴ µᾶλλον εἶναι ἢ µὴ εἶναι. καὶ εἶναι µὲν οἱ πλείους τῶν δογµατικῶν καὶ 
ἡ κοινὴ τοῦ βίου πρόληψις, µὴ εἶναι δὲ οἱ ἐπικληθέντες ἄθεοι.  M. 9.83 πέµπτος (sc. τρόπος, 
Aenesidemus —) … ἐν τούτῳ περιέχεται (καὶ) … περὶ θεῶν.  Theophilus of Antioch ad Autol. 3.7 
θεοὺς γὰρ φήσαντες εἶναι πάλιν εἰς οὐδὲν αὐτοὺς ἡγήσαντο. οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἐξ ἀτόµων αὐτοὺς ἔφασαν 
συνεστάναι, ἢ δ’ αὖ χωρεῖν εἰς ἀτόµους, καὶ µηδὲν πλεῖον ἀνθρώπων δύνασθαι τοὺς θεούς φασιν. 
Πλάτων δέ, θεοὺς εἰπὼν εἶναι, ὑλικοὺς αὐτοὺς βούλεται συνιστᾶν. Πυθαγόρας δέ, τοσαῦτα µοχθήσας 
περὶ θεῶν καὶ τὴν ἄνω κάτω πορείαν ποιησάµενος, ἔσχατον ὁρίζει φύσιν καὶ αὐτοµατισµὸν εἶναί φησιν 
τῶν πάντων· θεοὺς ἀνθρώπων µηδὲν φροντίζειν. ὁπόσα δὲ Κλιτόµαχος ὁ Ἀκαδηµαϊκὸς (—) περὶ 
ἀθεότητος εἰσηγήσατο. τί δ’ οὐχὶ καὶ Κριτίας (—) καὶ Πρωταγόρας ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (cf. 80B4 DK) 
λέγων· ῾εἴτε γάρ εἰσιν θεοί, οὐ δύναµαι περὶ αὐτῶν λέγειν, οὔτε ὁποῖοί εἰσιν δηλῶσαι· πολλὰ γάρ ἐστιν 
τὰ κωλύοντά µε’; τὰ γὰρ περὶ Εὐηµέρου (fr. 19 Winiarczyk) τοῦ ἀθεωτάτου περισσὸν ἡµῖν καὶ λέγειν. 
πολλὰ γὰρ περὶ θεῶν τολµήσας φθέγξασθαι ἔσχατον καὶ τὸ ἐξόλου µὴ εἶναι θεούς, ἀλλὰ τὰ πάντα 
αὐτοµατισµῷ διοικεῖσθαι βούλεται.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 53.2–10 ζητεῖται δὲ καὶ περὶ 
τῶν τοιούτων προβληµάτων ὑπὸ τί δεῖ τάσσειν αὐτά, εἰ θεοί εἰσιν, εἰ ψυχή ἐστι. καὶ τινὲς µὲν λέγουσι 
γενικὰ εἶναι πάντα τὰ τοιαῦτα· ζητεῖσθαι γὰρ ἐν αὐτοῖς εἰ τὸ προκείµενον ἐν γένει τῷ ὄντι ἐστίν. ἢ εἴη 
ἂν ὑπὸ τὸ συµβεβηκὸς καὶ ταῦτα· καὶ γὰρ οἷς οὐ δοκεῖ γένος τὸ ὂν εἶναι, ὅµως ζητοῦσιν οἱ τὰ τοιαῦτα 
ζητοῦντες εἰ συµβέβηκεν αὐτοῖς εἶναι ἢ τὸ ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν εἶναι. περὶ γὰρ ὑπάρξεως ἁπλῆς ἡ ζήτησις καὶ 
ἐπὶ τούτων, οὐ περὶ τρόπου ὑπάρξεως· ἡ δὲ περὶ ἁπλῆς ὑπάρξεως ζήτησις διὰ τοῦ συµβεβηκότος. καὶ 
οὐδὲ πρόσκειται τῷ προβλήµατι τὸ εἰ ὡς ἐν γένει οἱ θεοὶ τῷ ὄντι.  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 
64.1–2 (cited Diels DG 129) ἐπιδράµωµεν δέ, εἰ βούλει, καὶ τῶν φιλοσόφων τὰς δόξας, ὅσας αὐχοῦσι 
περὶ τῶν θεῶν, εἴ πως καὶ φιλοσοφίαν αὐτὴν κενοδοξίας ἕνεκεν ἀνειδωλοποιοῦσαν τὴν ὕλην 
ἐφεύρωµεν, εἰ καὶ δαιµόνια ἄττα ἐκθειάζουσαν κατὰ παραδροµὴν παραστῆσαι δυνηθῶµεν 
ὀνειρώττουσαν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. (2) στοιχεῖα µὲν οὖν ἀρχὰς ἀπέλιπον ἐξυµνήσαντες Θαλῆς ὁ Μιλήσιος 
(fr. 197 Wöhrle) τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ Ἀναξιµένης ὁ καὶ αὐτὸς Μιλήσιος (fr. 53 Wöhrle) τὸν ἀέρα, ᾧ Διογένης 
ὕστερον ὁ Ἀπολλωνιάτης (—) κατηκολούθησεν. Παρµενίδης δὲ ὁ Ἐλεάτης (28A33 DK) θεοὺς 
εἰσηγήσατο πῦρ καὶ γῆν, θάτερον δὲ αὐτοῖν µόνον, τὸ πῦρ, θεὸν ὑπειλήφατον Ἵππασός τε ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος (18.8 DK) καὶ ὁ Ἐφέσιος Ἡράκλειτος (T 611 Mouraviev)· Ἐµπεδοκλῆς γὰρ ὁ 
Ἀκραγαντῖνος (—) εἰς πλῆθος ἐµπεσὼν πρὸς τοῖς τέτταρσι στοιχείοις τούτοις Νεῖκος καὶ Φιλίαν 
καταριθµεῖται.  Protr. 66.1–5 (cited Diels DG 129–130) τῶν δὲ ἄλλων φιλοσόφων ὅσοι τὰ στοιχεῖα 
ὑπερβάντες ἐπολυπραγµόνησάν τι ὑψηλότερον καὶ περιττότερον, οἳ µὲν αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπειρον 
καθύµνησαν, ὡς Ἀναξίµανδρος (Μιλήσιος ἦν) (fr. 72 Wöhrle) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (60A11 
DK) καὶ ὁ Ἀθηναῖος Ἀρχέλαος (cf. 70A3 DK). τούτω µέν γε ἄµφω τὸν νοῦν ἐπεστησάτην τῇ ἀπειρίᾳ, ὁ 
δὲ Μιλήσιος Λεύκιππος (cf. 67A12 DK) καὶ ὁ Χῖος Μητρόδωρος (—) διττάς, ὡς ἔοικεν, καὶ αὐτὼ 
ἀρχὰς ἀπελιπέτην τὸ (2) πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν· προσέθηκε δὲ λαβὼν τούτοιν τοῖν δυεῖν τὰ εἴδωλα ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης Δηµόκριτος (—). ὁ γάρ τοι Κροτωνιάτης Ἀλκµαίων (—) θεοὺς ᾤετο τοὺς ἀστέρας εἶναι 
ἐµψύχους ὄντας. οὐ σιωπήσοµαι τὴν τούτων ἀναισχυντίαν· Ξενοκράτης (Καλχηδόνιος οὗτος) (fr. 15 
Heinze, 135 Isnardi Parente2) ἑπτὰ µὲν θεοὺς τοὺς πλανήτας, ὄγδοον δὲ τὸν ἐκ πάντων τῶν ἀπλανῶν 
συνεστῶτα (3) κόσµον αἰνίττεται. οὐδὲ µὴν τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.1039) παρελεύσοµαι διὰ πάσης 
ὕλης καὶ διὰ τῆς ἀτιµοτάτης τὸ θεῖον διήκειν λέγοντας, οἳ καταισχύνουσιν ἀτεχνῶς τὴν (4) 
φιλοσοφίαν. οὐδὲν δὲ οἶµαι χαλεπὸν ἐνταῦθα γενόµενος καὶ τῶν ἐκ τοῦ Περιπάτου µνησθῆναι· καὶ ὅ γε 
τῆς αἱρέσεως πατήρ, τῶν ὅλων οὐ νοήσας τὸν πατέρα, τὸν καλούµενον ῾ὕπατον’ (Mu. 6 397b24–30) 
ψυχὴν εἶναι τοῦ παντὸς οἴεται· τουτέστι τοῦ κόσµου τὴν ψυχὴν θεὸν ὑπολαµβάνων αὐτὸς αὑτῷ 
περιπείρεται. ὁ γάρ τοι µέχρι τῆς σελήνης αὐτῆς διορίζων τὴν πρόνοιαν, ἔπειτα τὸν κόσµον θεὸν 
ἡγούµενος περιτρέπεται, τὸν ἄµοιρον τοῦ (5) θεοῦ θεὸν δογµατίζων. ὁ δὲ Ἐρέσιος ἐκεῖνος Θεόφραστος 
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(fr. 252B FHS&G) ὁ Ἀριστοτέλους γνώριµος πῇ µὲν οὐρανόν, πῇ δὲ πνεῦµα τὸν θεὸν ὑπονοεῖ. 
Ἐπικούρου (—) µὲν γὰρ µόνου καὶ ἑκὼν ἐκλήσοµαι, ὃς οὐδὲν µέλειν οἴεται τῷ θεῷ, διὰ πάντων 
ἀσεβῶν. τί γὰρ Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Ποντικός (fr. 123 Wehrli, 64 Schütrumpf); ἔσθ’ ὅπῃ οὐκ ἐπὶ τὰ 
Δηµοκρίτου (—) καὶ αὐτὸς κατασύρεται εἴδωλα.  Hippolytus Ref. 4.43.1-2 πᾶσι τοῖς κατὰ τὴν 
οἰκουµένην φιλοσόφοις καὶ θεολόγοις ζητήσασιν οὐ συνεφώνησε περὶ τοῦ θεοῦ, τί ἐστιν ἢ ποδαπός· οἱ 
µὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν λέγουσιν εἶναι πῦρ, οἱ δὲ πνεῦµα, οἱ δὲ ὕδωρ, ἕτεροι δὲ γῆν· ἕκαστον δὲ τῶν στοιχείων 
ἔλαττόν τι ἔχει καὶ ἕτερον ὑπὸ τοῦ ἑτέρου ἡττᾶται. τοῦτο δὴ συνέβη τοῖς τοῦ κόσµου σοφοῖς—ὅπερ 
ἐστὶ τοῖς νοῦν ἔχουσι πρόδηλον.  Tertullian Adv.Marc. 1.13.3 ut ergo aliquid et de isto huius mundi 
indigno loquar, cui et apud Graecos ornamenti et cultus, non sordium, nomen est, indignas 
videlicet substantias ipsi illi sapientiae professores, de quorum ingeniis omnis haeresis animatur, 
deos pronuntiaverunt, ut Thales (fr. 220 Wöhrle) aquam, ut Heraclitus (T 648 Mouraviev) ignem, 
ut Anaximenes (—) aerem, ut Anaximander (fr. 79 Wöhrle) universa caelestia, ut Strato (—) 
caelum et terram, ut Zeno (SVF 1.154) aerem et aetherem, ut Plato sidera, quae genus deorum 
igneum appellat, cum de mundo, considerando scilicet et magnitudinem et vim et potestatem et 
honorem et decorum, opem, fidem, legem singulorum elementorum, quae omnibus gignendis 
alendis conficiendis reficiendisque conspirant, ut plerique physicorum, formidaverint initium ac 
finem mundo constare, ne substantiae eius, tantae scilicet, minus dei haberentur, quas colunt et 
Persarum magi et Aegyptiorum hierophantae et Indorum gymnosophistae.  Apol. c. 47 inventum 
enim solummodo deum non ut invenerant disputaverunt, ut et de qualitate et de natura eius et de 
sede disceptent. alii incorporalem asseverant, alii corporalem, qua Platonici et Stoici (SVF 2.1034); 
alii ex atomis, alii ex numeris, qua Epicurus (—) et Pythagoras (—); alius ex igni, qua Heraclito 
(T 647a Mouraviev) visum; et Platonici quidem curantem rerum factorem et actorem rerum 
contra Epicurei otiosum et inexercitum, et ut ita dixerim, neminem rebus humanis; positum vero 
extra mundum Stoici (SVF 2.1034), qui figuli modo extrinsecus torqueat molem hanc; intra 
mundum Platonici (—), qui gubernatoris exemplo intra id maneat, quod regat.  ad Nat. 2.1.1–19 
Borleff physico (sc. theologiae generi) auctoritas philo<so>phorum ut mancipium sapientiae 
patrocinatur. … invento enim solummodo <d>eo, non ut invenerunt, exposuerunt, ut de qualitate 
eius et de natura, etiam de sede disceptent: Platonici quidem curantem rerum et arbitrum et 
iudicem, Epicurei (—) otiosum et inexercitum, et, ut ita dixerim, neminem; positum vero extra 
mundum Stoici (—), intra mundum Platonici. … exstant testimonia tam ignoratae quam 
dubitatae inter phil<o>sophos divinitatis. Diogenes consultus, quid in caelis agatur, numqu<am>, 
inquit, ascendi. item, an dei essent, nescio, inquit, nisi, ut sint, expedire. Thales Milesius (fr. 217 
Wöhrle) Croeso sciscitanti, quid de deis arbitraretur, pos<t ali>quot deliberandi commeatus, nihil 
renuntiauit. Socrates ips<e> deos istos quasi certus negabat; idem Aesculapio gallinacium 
resecari quasi certus iubebat (Plato Phd. 118a). et ideo cum tam incerta et in<---> definiendi de 
Deo philosophia deprehenditur, quem potu<it metum habe>re eius, quem non liquido tenebat 
determinare? (from here = Varro Rer.Div. fr. 23 Cardauns, see ch. 1.6, section E(a)§1[37–69]).  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί—) … καὶ (sc. εἴς τε τὸν 
τόπον) περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ (sc. εἴς τε τὸν τόπον) περὶ θεῶν.  Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 
1.38, p. 32.25–33.2 Marchesi qui, quod frugiferum primo atque humano generi salutare, deus 
monstravit quid sit, quis, quantus et qualis.  Adv.Nat. 2.56, p. 131.7–11 sic et deos nonnulli esse 
abnegant prorsus; dubitare se alii an sint uspiam dicunt; alii vero existere neque humana curare: 
immo alii perhibent et rebus interesse mortalium et terrenas administrare rationes.  Lactantius 
Epit.Inst. 4.3 Heck–Wlosok  longum est recensere quae de summo deo vel Thales (fr. 258 Wöhrle) 
vel Pythagoras (—) et Anaximenes (—) antea vel postmodum Stoici, Cleanthes et Chrysippus et 
Zeno (—), vel nostrorum Seneca  (fr. 125 Haase, but cf. Lact. Inst. 1.5.26) Stoicos secutus et ipse 
Tullius (ND 2.77) praedicaverint, cum hi omnes et quid sit deus definire temptaverint et ab eo solo 
regi mundum adfirmaverint nec ulli subiectum esse naturae, cum ab ipso sit omnis natura 
generata.  Ambrose of Milan Exam. 6.40, p. 231.17–20 Schenkl quid est deus? caro an spiritus? 
non caro utique, sed spiritus, cuius similis caro esse non potest, quia ipse incorporeus et invisibilis 
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est, caro autem et conprehenditur et videtur.  Isidore of Seville Etym. 8.6.18–26 theologi autem 
idem sunt qui et physici, dicti autem theologi, quoniam in scriptis suis de Deo dixerunt. quorum 
varia constat opinio, quid Deus esset dum quaererent. quidam enim corporeo sensu hunc 
mundum visibilem et quattuor elementis Deum esse dixerunt, ut Dionysius Stoicus (—). alii vero 
spiritaliter intellexerunt mentem esse Deum, ut Thales Milesius (fr. 475 Wöhrle). (19) quidam 
animum in omnibus commanentem et lucidum, ut Pythagoras (cf. Cic. ND 1.27). quidam Deum 
sine tempore incommutabilem, ut Plato (—). quidam mentem solutam, ut Cicero (Tusc. 1.66). 
quidam et spiritum et mentem, ut Maro (Aen. 6.726–727). inventum enim solummodo Deum, non 
ut invenerunt, exposuerunt, quia evanuerunt in cogitationibus suis. dicentes enim se esse 
sapientes stulti facti sunt. … . (26 quoted from Tertullian Praescr.Haer. 7) ubi materia cum Deo 
aequatur, Zenonis (—) disciplina est; et ubi quid de igneo Deo legitur, Heraclitus (—) intervenit.   
Chapter heading: Cicero ad Att. 13.39.2 libros mihi de quibus ad te antea scripsi velim mittas et 
maxime Φαίδρου Περὶ θεῶν.  Div. 1.7 ut fecimus in iis tribus libris, quos De natura deorum 
scripsimus.  Div. 1.8 tuum … tertium De natura deorum.  ND 1.34 Xenocrates (fr. 17 Heinze, 181 
Isnardi Parente2) … cuius in libris qui sunt De natura deorum.  ND 1.41 et haec quidem in primo 
libro De natura deorum (sc. scripsit Chrysippus—), in secundo autem …  ND 1.123 illud quod 
familiaris omnium nostrum Posidonius (F 22a E.-K., 346 Theiler) disseruit in libro quinto De 
natura deorum.  Seneca Dial. 8.4.2 quae sit dei sedes.  Nat. 1 praef. 13 quid est deus?  Pliny Nat. p. 
11.8 de deo. Photius  Bibl. cod. 212, p. 170b12–16 (Aenesidemus fr. 8B Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ δ΄ … περί  
…καὶ θεῶν.  Joannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. prol.1.1.853, p. 51.13–16 Papathomopoulos ἔτι δὲ 
Δωρόθεός (fr. IIIF,1 Pingree) τε καὶ Ἀννουβίων καὶ Κολόκυνθος καὶ πᾶς µαθηµατικὸς ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν 
καὶ φυσικὸς καὶ πᾶς ἀρχαῖος ποιητὴς τὸν περὶ θεῶν λόγον οὕτως ἐκλαµβάνεται. 
§1  Atheism:  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1077) 1.520–531 Obbink καὶ πᾶσαν µ[ανίαν 
Ἐ]|πίκουρος (fr. 87 Usener, dep. libr. fr. [27][2] Arrighetti2) ἐµ[έµψα]|το τοῖς τὸ [θεῖον ἐ]|κ τῶν 
ὄντων [ἀναι]|ροῦσιν, ὡς κἀ[ν τῶι]| δωδεκάτω[ι Προ]|δίκῶι (T70 Mayhew) καὶ Δια[γόραι]| (T 39 
Winiarczyk) καὶ Κριτίαι (cf. TrGF 43F19) κἄ[λλοις]| µέµφ[εται] φὰς πα[ρα]|κόπτειν καὶ 
µ[αινεσ]|θαι, καὶ βακχεύου|σιν αὐτοὺς [εἰ]κά[ζει, κε]|λεύσ[ας µ]ὴ πρᾶγµα ἡ|µεῖν παρέχειν οὐ|δ’ 
ἐνοχλεῖν.  Piet. (PHerc. 1428) col. xiv.32–xv.13 Henrichs ἢ το[ὺ]ς ἐναρ|γῶς ἀναισθήτους | (col. 
xv… ἔφη|σε γὰρ µὴ εἰδέναι εἰ θε|οί εἰσιν. τοῦτο δ’ ἐστὶν | τὸ αὐτὸ τῷ λέγειν εἰδέ|ναι ὅτι µή εἰσιν.) ἢ 
τοὺς ἄγνωστον εἴ | τινές εἰσι θε[οὶ] λέγον|τας ἢ ποῖοί τινές εἰ|σιν (Protagoras 80A23 DK) * ἢ τοὺς 
δι[α]ρρή|δην ὅτι οὐκ εἰ[σ]ὶν ἀ|ποφαινοµένους ἢ φα|νεροὺς ὄντας ὡς ἀν|ήιρουν (cf. e.g. Diagoras 
Melius T 57, Theodorus Cyrenaeus T 41 Winiarczyk). * κατ᾿ἐνίους | δὲ κἄν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν 
προ|τραπείη τοὺς κἀν τοῖς | θε[ο]ῖς· µετὰ φιλαρχείας | πόλ[ε]µον ἄσπονδον | παρεισάγοντα[ς] (cf. 
Parmenides 28A37 DK (Cicero), Empedocles e.g. 31B17.16–17 DK).  Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 6c 
Gomperz, fr. 19 Schober, col. 333 Vassallo κἀγ[αθ]ους οὺς θ[εοὺς εἶ]|να[ι] ἀεὶ Πρόδικος (T 72 
Mayhew) καὶ | Δ[ι]αγόρας (—) φ[ασινασίν· καὶ]| Κρ[ι]τία[ς (—) θ]εὸν φ[ησιν (vacant ca. tres 
lineae et duo aut tria verba) Πρό|[δι]κος (vacant duo verba) καὶ το[ὺς µὲ]ν ὑπὸ [τ]ῶν | 
ἀνθρώπων νοµιζο|µένους θεοὺς οὔτ᾿ εἶ|ναί φησιν οὔτ᾿ εἰδέ|ναι (cf. Protagoras 80A3, B4 DK), τοὺς 
δὲ καρποὺς | καὶ πάνθ᾿ ὅλως τὰ χρή|σιµα πρ[ὸς τ]ὸν βίον | τοὺς ἀρχαίους ἀγα- ||.  Cicero ND 
1.117–121 nisi forte Diagoram (T 42 Winiarczyk) aut Theodorum (T31 Winiarczyk), qui omnino 
deos esse negabant, censes superstitiosos esse potuisse; ego ne Protagoram quidem (—), cui 
neutrum licuerit, nec esse deos nec non esse. … (118) quid ii (—, sc. Critias) qui dixerunt totam 
de dis inmortalibus opinionem fictam esse ab hominibus sapientibus rei publicae causa, ut 
quos ratio non posset eos ad officium religio duceret, nonne omnem religionem funditus 
sustulerunt? quid Prodicus Cius (84B5 DK, T 73 Mayhew), qui ea quae prodessent hominum 
vitae deorum in numero habita esse dixit, quam tandem religionem reliquit? (119) quid qui aut 
fortis aut claros aut potentis viros tradunt post mortem ad deos pervenisse, eosque esse ipsos 
quos nos colere precari venerarique soleamus, nonne expertes sunt religionum omnium? quae 
ratio maxime tractata ab Euhemero (T 14 Winiarcyzk) est, quem noster et interpretatus est et 
secutus praeter ceteros Ennius; ab Euhemero autem et mortes et sepulturae demonstrantur 
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deorum; utrum igitur hic confirmasse videtur religionem an penitus totam sustulisse? … (121) 
Epicurus (—) vero ex animis hominum extraxit radicitus religionem, cum dis inmortalibus et 
opem et gratiam sustulit.  ND 1.23 an haec (sc. caelum et terras), ut fere dicitis, hominum 
causa a deo constituta sunt.  Diogenes of Oenoanda fr.16 I.4–II.12 Smith κα]ὶ δὴ καὶ 
γενή[σεται δῆλον] ὡς οὐχὶ ἡ|[µεῖς ἀναιρο]ῦµεν τοὺς | [θεούς, ἀλλ᾿ ἕτ]εροι. vacat  | [Διαγόρας µὲ]ν 
οὖν ὁ | [Μήλιος (T 62 Winiarczyk), ἔχων σ]υνπαρα|[κολούθους τῆς] δόξης | [ἄλλους τινάς], 
ἄντι|[κρυς εἶπε µὴ εἶν]αι θε[ούς, σφόδρα πᾶ]σι τοῖς | [νοµίζουσιν ἅλλ]α µα[II.1]|χεσάµενος. vv 
Πρωτα|γόρας δ’ ὁ Ἀβδηρείτης (80A23 DK) | τῇ µὲν δυνάµει τὴν | αὐτὴν ἤνενκε Διαγόρᾳ | δόξαν, 
ταῖς λέξεσιν δὲ | ἑτέραις ἐχρήσατο, … ἔφη|σε γὰρ µὴ εἰδέναι εἰ θε|οί εἰσιν. τοῦτο δ’ ἐστὶν | τὸ αὐτὸ 
τῷ λέγειν εἰδέ|ναι ὅτι µή εἰσιν. 
§1[2–8] Atheists:  Cicero ND 1.117–121 Cicero ND 1.117–121 see above §1.   Sextus Empiricus M. 
9.51–55 µὴ εἶναι δὲ οἱ ἐπικληθέντες ἄθεοι, καθάπερ Εὐήµερος (sic—sc. Callim. fr. 191.11 Pfeiffer, 
Euhem. T1a Winiarczyk) ῾γέρων ἀλαζών, ἄδικα βιβλία ψήχων’, καὶ Διαγόρας ὁ Μήλιος (T 57 
Winiarczyk) καὶ Πρόδικος ὁ Κεῖος (84B5 DK) καὶ Θεόδωρος (T 41 Winiarczyk) καὶ ἄλλοι 
παµπληθεῖς· ὧν Εὐήµερος µὲν ἔλεγε τοὺς νοµιζοµένους θεοὺς δυνατούς τινας γεγονέναι ἀνθρώπους 
καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ὑπὸ τῶν ἄλλων θεοποιηθέντας δόξαι θεούς, Πρόδικος δὲ τὸ ὠφελοῦν τὸν βίον ὑπειλῆφθαι 
θεόν, ὡς ἥλιον καὶ σελήνην καὶ ποταµοὺς καὶ λίµνας καὶ λειµῶνας καὶ καρποὺς καὶ πᾶν τὸ τοιουτῶδες. 
Διαγόρας δὲ ὁ Μήλιος (T 57 Winiarczyk) … µεθηρµόσατο εἰς τὸ λέγειν µὴ εἶναι θεόν. ... Κριτίας (cf. 
88B25 DK) δὲ εἷς τῶν ἐν Ἀθήναις τυραννησάντων δοκεῖ ἐκ τοῦ τάγµατος τῶν ἀθέων ὑπάρχειν 
φάµενος, ὅτι οἱ παλαιοὶ νοµοθέται ἐπίσκοπόν τινα τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων κατορθωµάτων καὶ ἁµαρτηµάτων 
ἔπλασαν τὸν θεὸν ὑπὲρ τοῦ µηδένα λάθρᾳ τὸν πλησίον ἀδικεῖν, εὐλαβούµενον τὴν ὑπὸ τῶν θεῶν 
τιµωρίαν. ἔχει δὲ παρ’ αὐτῷ τὸ ῥητὸν οὕτως· ῾ἦν χρόνος, ὅτ’ ἦν ἄτακτος ἀνθρώπων βίος’ κτλ. [the 
other lines of 88B25 DK follow] … συµφέρεται δὲ τούτοις τοῖς ἀνδράσι καὶ Θεόδωρος ὁ ἄθεος (T 46 
Winiarczyk) καὶ κατά τινας Πρωταγόρας ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (80A12 DK) κτλ.  Clement of Alexandria 
Protr. 24.2 ὧν δὴ χάριν … θαυµάζειν ἔπεισί µοι, ὅτῳ τρόπῳ Εὐήµερον (T 20 Winiarczyk) τὸν 
Ἀκραγαντῖνον (sic) καὶ Νικάνορα τὸν Κύπριον καὶ Διαγόραν (T 63 Winiarczyk) καὶ Ἵππωνα (38Α8 
DK) τὼ Μηλίω τόν τε Κυρηναῖον ἐπὶ τούτοις ἐκεῖνον ({ὁ} Θεόδωρος (T 43 Winiarczyk) ὄνοµα αὐτῷ) 
καί τινας ἄλλους συχνούς, σωφρόνως βεβιωκότας καὶ καθεωρακότας ὀξύτερόν που τῶν λοιπῶν 
ἀνθρώπων τὴν ἀµφὶ τοὺς θεοὺς τούτους πλάνην, ἀθέους ἐπικεκλήκασιν, εἰ καὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν αὐτὴν µὴ 
νενοηκότας, ἀλλὰ τὴν πλάνην γε ὑπωπτευκότας, ὅπερ οὐ σµικρὸν φρονήσεως ζώπυρον εἰς ἀλήθειας 
ἀναφύεται σπέρµα.  Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 4.29. 
§1[12–14]  Euhemerus:  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.17 Εὐήµερος (T 27 Winiarczyk) δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς 
ἄθεός φησιν· ῾ὅτ’ ἦν ἄτακτος ἀνθρώπων βίος’ (Critias 88B25.1 DK) οἱ περιγενόµενοι τῶν ἄλλων ἰσχύι 
τε καὶ συνέσει ὥστε πρὸς τὰ ὑπ’ αὐτῶν κελευόµενα πάντας βιοῦν, σπουδάζοντες µείζονος θαυµασµοῦ 
καὶ σεµνότητος τυχεῖν, ἀνέπλασαν περὶ αὑτοὺς ὑπερβάλλουσάν τινα καὶ θείαν δύναµιν, ἔνθεν καὶ τοῖς 
πολλοῖς ἐνοµίσθησαν θεοί. 
§1[24–26] God’s impotence:  Irenaeus of Lyon (cited Diels DG 171–172) Haer. 2.14.4 Rousseau–
Doutreleau (trans. Rufini) quod autem ex necessitate unumquidque in illa secedit ex quibus et 
factum esse dicunt, et huius necessitatis servum esse Deum, ita ut non possit mortali 
immortalitatem addere vel corruptibili incorruptelam donare, sed secedere unumquemque in 
similem naturae suae substantiam. 
§1[27–30]  Demiurge: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.72 (on Plato) ὅτι καὶ τὸ ὑπόδειγµα ἓν ἦν ἀφ’ οὗ 
αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν κόσµον) ἐδηµιούργησε· σφαιροειδῆ δὲ διὰ τὸ καὶ τὸν γεννήσαντα τοιοῦτον ἔχειν σχῆµα. 
§1[32–34]  Plato: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.69 (on Plato) ἀτάκτως δέ ποτε αὐτὴν (sc. τὴν ὕλην) 
κινουµένην ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ φησιν εἰς ἕνα συναχθῆναι τόπον τάξιν ἀταξίας κρείττονα ἡγησαµένου. 
§1[34–36]  Anaxagoras:  Eusebius PE 10.14.8–9 Ἀναξαγόρας … οὐ γὰρ µόνον περὶ τῆς πάντων 
οὐσίας ἀπεφήνατο, ὡς οἱ πρὸ αὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τοῦ κινοῦντος αὐτὴν αἰτίου. ‘ἦν γὰρ ἀρχήν’, φησί 
(cf. 59B1 DK), ‘τὰ πράγµατα ὁµοῦ πεφυρµένα· Νοῦς δὲ εἰσελθὼν αὐτὰ ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας εἰς τάξιν 
ἤγαγεν’. 
§1[35–41]  Providence?:  Cicero ND 1.23 an haec (sc. caelum et terras), ut fere dicitis, hominum 
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causa a deo constituta sunt?  
§§2–25  Theism:  Varro Ant.Rer.Div. fr. 8 Cardauns at Aug. C.D. 6.5.23–28 Dombart–Kalb 
‘secundum genus (sc. theologiae) est’, inquit (sc. Varro), ‘quod demonstravi, de quo multos libros 
philosophi reliquerunt; in quibus est, dii qui sint, ubi, quod genus; quale est: a quodam tempore an 
a sempiterno fuerint dii; ex igni sint, ut credit Heraclitus (T 873 Mouraviev), an ex numeris, ut 
Pythagoras (—), an ex atomis, ut ait Epicurus (—). sic alia, quae facilius intra parietes in schola 
quam extra in foro ferre possunt aures’.  Cicero ND 1.2 qui vero deos esse dixerunt tanta sunt in 
varietate et dissensione, ut eorum infinitum sit enumerare sententias. nam et de figuris deorum et 
de locis atque sedibus et de actione vitae multa dicuntur, deque is summa philosophorum 
dissensione certatur.  Pliny Nat. 2.14 effigiem dei formamque quaerere inbecillitatis humanae 
reor. quisquis est deus, si modo est alius, et quacumque in parte, totus est sensus, totus visus, totus 
auditus, totus animae, totus animi, totus sui. 
§2  Thales:  Cicero Leg. 2.26 Thales (fr. 76 Wöhrle) qui sapientissimus in septem fuit, homines 
existimare oportere omnia, quae cernerent, deorum esse plena.  ND 1.25 Thales enim Milesius (fr. 
72 Wöhrle), qui primus de talibus rebus quaesivit, aquam dixit esse initium rerum, deum autem 
eam mentem quae ex aqua cuncta fingeret.  Seneca Nat. 1 praef. 13 quid est deus? mens universi.  
[cf. Minucius Felix Oct. 19.4, Thales fr. 229 Wöhrle].  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.27 (on Thales, 
11A1 DK) ἀρχὴν δὲ τῶν πάντων ὕδωρ ὑπεστήσατο, καὶ τὸν κόσµον ἔµψυχον καὶ δαιµόνων πλήρη.  V.P. 
7.135–136 (on Stoics, SVF 2.580) ἕν τε εἶναι θεὸν καὶ νοῦν καὶ εἱµαρµένην καὶ Δία· πολλαῖς τε ἑτέραις 
ὀνοµασίαις προσονοµάζεσθαι. (136) κατ’ ἀρχὰς µὲν οὖν καθ’ αὑτὸν ὄντα τρέπειν τὴν πᾶσαν οὐσίαν δι’ 
ἀέρος εἰς ὕδωρ· καὶ ὥσπερ ἐν τῇ γονῇ τὸ σπέρµα περιέχεται, οὕτω καὶ τοῦτον σπερµατικὸν λόγον ὄντα 
τοῦ κόσµου τοιόνδε ὑπολιπέσθαι ἐν τῷ ὑγρῷ, εὐεργὸν αὑτῷ ποιοῦντα τὴν ὕλην πρὸς τὴν τῶν ἑξῆς 
γένεσιν.  Cf. V.P. 9.7 (on Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) ἐδόκει δ’ αὐτῷ καθολικῶς µὲν τάδε· …  καὶ πάντα 
ψυχῶν εἶναι καὶ δαιµόνων πλήρη.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 6 379b16–20 διὸ καὶ τῶν παλαιῶν εἰπεῖν τινες 
προήχθησαν ὅτι πάντα ταῦτά ἐστι θεῶν πλέα τὰ καὶ δι’ ὀφθαλµῶν ἰνδαλλόµενα ἡµῖν καὶ δι’ ἀκοῆς καὶ 
πάσης αἰσθήσεως, τῇ µὲν θείᾳ δυνάµει πρέποντα καταβαλλόµενοι λόγον, οὐ µὴν τῇ γε οὐσίᾳ.  
Lactantius Inst. 1.5.16 Heck–Wlosok (mostly following Cicero) Thales Milesius (fr. 254 Wöhrle) 
qui unus e septem sapientium numero fuit … aquam esse dixit ex qua nata sint omnia, deum 
autem esse mentem quae ex aqua cuncta formaverit. ita materiam rerum posuit in umore, 
principium causamque nascendi constituit in deo.  differently Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.36 (on 
Thales, 11A1 DK) τί τὸ θεῖον—‘τὸ µήτε ἀρχὴν ἔχον µήτε τελευτήν’,  cf. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. 5.14.96.4 (on Thales, fr. 207 Wöhrle).  differently Augustine C.D. 8.2.12–23 Dombart–
Kalb Thales (fr. 311 Wöhrle) … aquam tamen putavit rerum esse principium et hinc omnia 
elementa mundi ipsumque mundum et quae in eo gignuntur existere. nihil autem huic operi, quod 
mundo considerato tam mirabile aspicimus, ex divina mente praeposuit. 
§3  Anaximander:   Cicero ND 1.25 Anaximandri (12A17 DK) autem opinio est nativos esse deos 
longis intervallis orientis occidentisque, eosque innumerabilis esse mundos. sed nos deum nisi 
sempiternum intellegere qui possumus?  Hippolytus Ref. 1.6.1 Ἀναξίµανδρος Πραξιάδου Μιλήσιος 
(12A11, B2 DK). οὗτος ἀρχὴν ἔφη τῶν ὄντων φύσιν τινὰ τοῦ ἀπείρου, ἐξ ἧς γίνεσθαι τοὺς οὐρανοὺς καὶ 
τοὺς ἐν αὐτοῖς κόσµους. ταύτην δὲ ‘ἀίδιον’ εἶναι καὶ ‘ἀγήρω’, ἣν καὶ πάντας περιέχειν τοὺς κόσµους.  
differently Augustine C.D. 8.2.23–30 Dombart–Kalb Anaximander (fr. 128 Wöhrle) … nec ipse 
aliquid divinae menti in his rerum operibus tribuens. 
§4  Anaximenes:   Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 3d Gomperz, fr. 8 Schober, col. 319 Vassallo 
καὶ Ἀνα]ξιµ[ένη]ς (cf. at 13A9 DK) φ[ησὶν τὸν ἀέ]ρα τε (*** omittimus illegibilia) ἄ|πειρο]ν οἴετ’ 
ε[ἶναι λέγ]ων ἀέρα θεὸ[ν·  οὐδὲ | καλ]ῶς θεωρεῖ τ[ὸν θε|όν] ὡς ἐστερη[µένον | τῆς αἰσ]θήσεως, [φὰς 
δ᾿| ἅπαντ]α τὰ γενόµε|να | [καὶ] τὰ γινόµενα καὶ | [..(.) τὰ] ἐσόµεν[α] καὶ ||.  Cicero ND 1.26 post 
Anaximenes (13A10 DK) aëra deum statuit, eumque gigni esseque inmensum et infinitum et 
semper in motu: quasi aut aër sine ulla forma deus esse possit, cum praesertim deum non modo 
aliqua sed pulcherrima specie deceat esse, aut non omne quod ortum sit mortalitas consequatur.  
Minucius Felix Oct. 19.5 Anaximenes (fr. 59 Wöhrle) deinceps et post Apolloniates Diogenes aëra 
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deum statuunt infinitum et inmensum; horum quoque similis de divinitate consensio est. 
Hippolytus Ref. 1.7.1 Ἀναξιµένης (13A7 DK) ... ἀέρα ἄπειρον ἔφη τὴν ἀρχὴν εἶναι, ἐξ οὗ … καὶ θεοὺς 
καὶ θεῖα γίνεσθαι.  Augustine Conf. 10.6.25–26 interrogavi auras flabiles, et inquit universus aër 
cum incolis suis: ‘fallitur Anaximenes (fr. 101 Wöhrle); non sum deus’.  C.D. 8.2.31–34 Dombart–
Kalb iste Anaximenen (13A10 DK) discipulum et successorem reliquit, qui omnes rerum causas 
aëri infinito dedit, nec deos negavit aut tacuit; non tamen ab ipsis aërem factum, sed ipsos ex aëre 
ortos credidit. 
§6  Anaxagoras:   Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) fr. 9 Schober, col. 320 Vassallo (Anaxagoras 
59A48 DK) καὶ κίν[η]σ[ιν τοῦ | ν]οῦ διακο[σµ]ήσαν|τος ἀ⟨ε⟩ὶ {ν} γεγονέναι τε | κ]αὶ εἶναι κα[ὶ 
ἔσ]εσ|[θα]ι καὶ πάντ[ων] ἄρ|[χε]ιν καὶ κρατεῖν καὶ | [νο]ῦν ἄπειρα ὄντα | µε]µείγµενα τὰ σύµ|παντα 
διακοσµῆ[σαι.  Cicero Luc. 118 Anaxagoras (59A49 DK) materiam infinitam, sed ex ea particulas 
similes inter se minutas, eas primum confusas postea in ordinem adductas mente divina.  ND 
1.26–27 inde Anaxagoras (59A48 DK), qui accepit ab Anaximene disciplinam, primus omnium 
rerum discriptionem et modum mentis infinitae vi ac ratione dissignari et confici voluit. in quo 
non vidit neque motum sensu iunctum et {in} continentem infinito ullum esse posse, neque 
sensum omnino quo non ipsa natura pulsa sentiret. deinde si mentem istam quasi animal aliquod 
voluit esse, erit aliquid interius ex quo illud animal nominetur; quid autem interius mente: 
cingatur igitur corpore externo; (27) quod quoniam non placet, aperta simplex que mens nulla re 
adiuncta, quae sentire possit, fugere intellegentiae nostrae vim et notionem videtur. 
§7  Democritus:   Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 5d Gomperz, fr. 16 Schober, Henrichs (1975) 
96, col. 3209 Vassallo [τ]ῶν ἀνθρώπ[ων κα]|ταφρονεῖν .. [….(.)] | θέρος ἐν τῆι [γ]ῆι | [καὶ] χε[ι]µὼν 
καὶ ἔ[αρ καὶ] | µε{τ}⟨θ⟩όπωρον [κ]αὶ πά[ν]|τα ταῦτα ἄν{οι}⟨ω⟩θεν δι|ειπετῆ γε⟨ίν⟩εται· δι|ὸ δὴ καὶ τὸ 
ἐξεργα|ζόµενον γνόντας | σέβεσθαι. οὐ φαίνε|ται δ᾿ ἐµοὶ Δηµόκρι|τος (68A75 DK) ὥσπερ ἔνιοι τὸν 
[θεὸν ||.  Cicero ND 1.29 quid? Democritus (68A74 DK), qui tum imagines eorumque circumitus in 
deorum numero refert, tum illam naturam quae imagines fundat ac mittat, tum sententiam 
intellegentiamque nostram, nonne in maximo errore versatur? cum idem omnino, quia nihil 
semper suo statu maneat, neget esse quicquam sempiternum, nonne deum omnino ita tollit, ut 
nullam opinionem eius reliquam faciat?  Tertullian ad Nat. 2.2.18 Borleffs cum reliquo igni 
superno deos ortos Democritus (68A74 DK) suspicatur, cuius instar vult esse naturam Zenon (SVF 
1.171). 
§8  Diogenes:  Cicero ND 1.29 quid aër, quo Diogenes Apolloniates (64A8 DK, T7a Laks) utitur 
deo, quem sensum habere potest aut quam formam dei?  ND 1.37 Cleanthes (SVF 1.530) autem … 
tum ipsum mundum deum dicit esse, tum totius naturae menti atque animo tribuit hoc nomen, 
etc.  Augustine C.D. 8.2.39–42 Dombart–Kalb Diogenes (64A8 DK) quoque Anaximenis alter 
auditor, aërem quidem dixit rerum esse materiam, de qua omnia fierent; sed eum esse compotem 
divinae rationis, sine qua nihil ex eo fieri posset.  Cicero ND 1.37 (Cleanthes SVF 1.530).  
Differently Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 6b Gomperz, fr. 18 Schober Διογέ|νης (64A8 DK, T 6 
Laks) Διογένης (64A8 DK) ἐπαι[νεῖ] τὸν Ὅ|µηρον ὡς ο[ὐ] µυθικ[ῶς] | ἀλλ’ ἀληθῶς ὑπὲρ το[ῦ] | θείου 
διειλεγµένον. | τὸν ἀέρα γὰρ αὐτὸν | Δία νοµίζειν φησὶν | ἐπειδὴ πᾶν εἰδέ|ναι τὸν Δία λέγει καὶ || and 
Cicero ND  1.29–30 quid aer, quo Diogenes Apolloniates (64A8 DK) utitur deo, quem sensum 
habere potest aut quam formam dei?  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) col. ii.8–9 Henrichs 
γ]ράψας Κλεάν|θης (—). 
§9  Pythagoras:   Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 4b Gomperz, fr. 10 Schober, col. 331321 
Vassallo θεωρεῖτα[ι ·  φαίνε]|ται οὐν τοὺ[ς θεοὺς ἀ]|νασκευά[ζειν. Πυ]|θαγόρου (14.17 DK) δ᾿ αὐτοῦ γ’ 
| οὐδὲν φασί τινε[ς] | εἶναι τῶν ἀναφ[ε]|ροµένων παρὰ ⟨?τὰ τρία ἐκεῖνα βιβλία?› [suppl. Diels]⟩.  
Cicero ND 1.27 nam Pythagoras (—), qui censuit animum esse per naturam rerum omnem 
intentum et commeantem, ex quo nostri animi carperentur, non vidit distractione humanorum 
animorum discerpi et lacerari deum, et cum miseri animi essent, quod plerisque contingeret, tum 
dei partem esse miseram, quod fieri non potest. cur autem quicquam ignoraret animus hominis, si 
esset deus? quo modo porro deus iste, si nihil esset nisi animus, aut infixus aut infusus esset in 
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mundo?  Pythagorica Hypomnemata at Alex. Polyh. fr. 9 Giannatasio Andria (Pythagorei 
58B.1a DK) at D.L. 8.25 ἀρχὴν µὲν τῶν ἁπάντων µονάδα· ἐκ δὲ τῆς µονάδος ἀόριστον δυάδα ὡς ἂν 
ὕλην τῇ µονάδι αἰτίῳ ὄντι ὑποστῆναι.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.2.2 καὶ οὕτως µονάδα µὲν εἶναι ἀπεφήνατο 
(sc. Πυθαγόρας) τὸν θεόν [cf. Ref. 4.43.4, Ref. 5.15.4].  
§10  Posidonius:   Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.148 οὐσίαν δὲ θεοῦ Ζήνων (SVF 1.163) µέν φησι τὸν ὅλον 
κόσµον καὶ τὸν οὐρανόν, ὁµοίως … Ποσειδώνιος (F 20 E.-K. 344 Theiler) ἐν πρώτῳ Περὶ θεῶν.  V.P. 
7.138 τὸν δὴ κόσµον διοικεῖσθαι κατὰ νοῦν καὶ πρόνοιαν, καθά φησι … Ποσειδώνιος (F 21 E.-K., 345 
Theiler) ἐν τῷ τρισκαιδεκάτῳ Περὶ θεῶν, εἰς ἅπαν αὐτοῦ µέρος διήκοντος τοῦ νοῦ, καθάπερ ἐφ’ ἡµῶν 
τῆς ψυχῆς· ἀλλ’ ἤδη δι’ ὧν µὲν µᾶλλον, δι’ ὧν δὲ ἧττον.  
§11  Speusippus:  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 6a Gomperz, fr. 17 Schober, col. 330 321 
Vassallo (DK 1.165 app. ad Heracl. 22B67, cf. frs. 77(c), 79(b) Marcovich) καὶ | τὸ πῦρ θ[ε]όν, ἐν οἷς 
φη|σὶν ὅτι Ζεὺς Κεραυνὸς | ῾π[ά]ντ[α οἰα]κίζει’, κἀ⟨ε⟩ίζ[ωον· σηµ]αίνει δὲ κα[ὶ πόλλ’ ἐ]ναντία | 
θε{ι}ὸν [εἶ]ναι, νύκτα || <ἡµεραν>.  Cicero ND 1.32 nec multo secus Speusippus (fr 39a Lang, 89 
Isnardi Parente, 56a Tarán) Platonem avunculum subsequens et vim quandam dicens, qua omnia 
regantur, eamque animalem, evellere ex animis conatur cognitionem deorum.  
§13  Heraclitus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 (Heraclitus 22A1 DK) ἐκ πυρὸς τὰ πάντα συνεστάναι 
καὶ εἰς τοῦτο ἀναλύεσθαι· πάντα δὲ γίνεσθαι καθ’ εἱµαρµένην καὶ διὰ τῆς ἐναντιοτροπῆς [prob. 
Dorandi, ἐναντιοδροµίας coni. Diels] ἡρµόσθαι τὰ ὄντα. 
§14  Zeno Stoicus:  Cicero ND 1.36 (dispersit ab Arnim: SVF 1.162, 1.154, 1.161, 1.165, 1.167) (Velleius 
the Epicurean speaks) Zeno autem, ut iam ad vestros Balbe veniam, naturalem legem divinam 
esse censet, eamque vim obtinere recta imperantem prohibentemque contraria. quam legem quo 
modo efficiat animantem intellegere non possumus; deum autem animantem certe volumus esse. 
atque hic idem alio loco aethera deum dicit: si intellegi potest nihil sentiens deus, qui numquam 
nobis occurrit neque in precibus neque in optatis neque in votis. aliis autem libris rationem 
quandam per omnium naturam rerum pertinentem vi divina esse adfectam putat. idem astris hoc 
idem tribuit, tum annis mensibus annorumque mutationibus. cum vero Hesiodi Theogoniam id est 
originem deorum interpretatur, tollit omnino usitatas perceptasque cognitiones deorum; neque 
enim Iovem neque Iunonem neque Vestam neque quemquam qui ita appelletur in deorum habet 
numero, sed rebus inanimis atque mutis per quandam significationem haec docet tributa nomina. 
§16  Boethus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.148 Βόηθος (SVF 3 Boeth. 3) δὲ ἐν τῇ Περὶ φύσεως οὐσίαν 
θεοῦ τὴν τῶν ἀπλανῶν σφαῖραν. 
§17  Parmenides:   Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 4d–5a Gomperz, frs. 12.8-13 Schober, coll. 
323.31-324 Vassallo Παρµενείδης (T4 Coxon) δὲ | *** ἔοικ[ε δ]ὴ τόν | τε πρ[ῶ]τον [θ]εὸν ἄ|ψυχον 
ποι[ε]ῖν, τ[ούς] | τε γεννωµένους ὑ|πὸ τ{α}⟨ο⟩ύτου τὰ µὲν | αὐτὰ τοῖς πάθεσιν | τοῖς περὶ ἄνθρω[πους 
πάσχοντας.  Cicero ND 1.28 Parmenides (28A37 DK) quidem commenticium quiddam: coronae 
similem efficit (στεφάνην appellat) continentem ardorum lucis orbem, qui cingit caelum, quem 
appellat deum; in quo neque figuram divinam neque sensum quisquam suspicari potest. 
multaque eiusdem monstra, quippe qui bellum qui discordiam qui cupiditatem ceteraque generis 
eiusdem ad deum revocet, quae vel morbo vel somno vel oblivione vel vetustate delentur; eadem 
que de sideribus, quae reprehensa in alio iam in hoc omittantur.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.11.1 Παρµενίδης 
(28A23 DK) ἓν µὲν τὸ πᾶν ὑποτίθεται ἀίδιόν τε καὶ ἀγένητον καὶ σφαιροειδές. 
§18  Melissus:  differently Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.24 Μέλισσος Ἰθαιγένους Σάµιος (30A1 DK). 
οὗτος ἤκουσε Παρµενίδου· … ἐδόκει δ’ αὐτῷ τὸ πᾶν ἄπειρον εἶναι καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον καὶ ἀκίνητον καὶ ἓν 
ὅµοιον ἑαυτῷ καὶ πλῆρες· κίνησίν τε µὴ εἶναι, δοκεῖν δ’ εἶναι. ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ θεῶν ἔλεγε µὴ δεῖν 
ἀποφαίνεσθαι· µὴ γὰρ εἶναι γνῶσιν αὐτῶν. 
§19  Empedocles:  Cicero ND 1.29 Empedocles (—) autem multa alia peccans in deorum opinione 
turpissume labitur. quattuor enim naturas, ex quibus omnia constare censet, divinas esse vult; 
quas et nasci et extingui perspicuum est et sensu omni career.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 
4.23.150.1 φησὶ δὲ καὶ ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τῶν σοφῶν τὰς ψυχὰς θεοὺς γίνεσθαι ὧδέ πως γράφων (31B146 
DK follows).  Hippolytus Ref. 1.3.1 οὗτος (sc. Empedocles, 31A31 DK) τὴν τοῦ παντὸς ἀρχὴν νεῖκος 
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καὶ φιλίαν ἔφη, καὶ τὸ τῆς µονάδος νοερὸν πῦρ τὸν θεόν, καὶ συνεστάναι ἐκ πυρὸς τὰ πάντα καὶ εἰς πῦρ 
ἀναλυθήσεσθαι.  Ref. 7.29.14 ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (on 31B115 DK) … θεὸν καλῶν τὸ ἓν καὶ τὴν ἐκείνου 
ἑνότητα …  Ref. 7.29.16 ‘δαίµονες οἵτε µακραίωνος λελάχασι βίοιο’ (31B115.5 DK)—δαίµονας τὰς 
ψυχὰς λέγων, µακραίωνας ὅτι εἰσὶν ἀθάνατοι καὶ µακροὺς ζῶσιν αἰῶνας. 
§21  Xenocrates:  Cicero ND 1.34 nec vero eius (sc. Aristotle’s) condiscipulus Xenocrates (fr. 17 
Heinze, 181 Isnardi Parente2) in hoc genere prudentior est, cuius in libris qui sunt De natura 
deorum nulla species divina describitur; deos enim octo esse dicit, quinque eos qui in stellis vagis 
nominantur, unum qui ex omnibus sideribus quae infixa caelo sint ex dispersis quasi membris 
simplex sit putandus deus, septimum solem adiungit octavamque lunam; qui quo sensu beati esse 
possint intellegi non potest.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.2.6 = 4.51.4 (on Pythagoras) τῶν δὲ ἀριθµῶν ἀρχὴ 
γέγονε καθ’ ὑπόστασιν ἡ πρώτη µονάς, ἥτις ἐστὶ µονὰς ἄρσην, γεννῶσα πατρικῶς πάντας τοὺς ἄλλους 
ἀριθµούς. δεύτερον ἡ δυάς, θῆλυς ἀριθµός. 
§22  Plato:  Cicero ND 1.30  (Velleius the Epicurean speaks) iam de Platonis inconstantia 
longum est dicere, qui in Timaeo (28c) patrem huius mundi nominari neget posse, in Legum 
autem libris (7.821a) quid sit omnino deus anquiri oportere non censeat. quod vero sine corpore 
ullo deum vult esse (ut Graeci dicunt ἀσώµατον), id quale esse possit intellegi non potest: careat 
enim sensu necesse est, careat etiam prudentia, careat voluptate; quae omnia una cum deorum 
notione conprehendimus. idem et in Timaeo (34b, 40a) dicit et in Legibus (7.821b–c, 10.866d) et 
mundum deum esse et caelum et astra et terram et animos et eos quos maiorum institutis 
accepimus. quae et per se sunt falsa perspicue et inter se vehementer repugnanti.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 3.77 δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτῷ (sc. τῷ Πλάτωνι) τὸν θεὸν ὡς καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ἀσώµατον εἶναι.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.3 τὸν µὲν θεόν φησιν ἀσώµατόν τε καὶ ἀνείδεον καὶ µόνοις σοφοῖς ἀνδράσι 
καταληπτὸν εἶναι.  Ref. 1.19.6–7 τὸν δὲ θεὸν οἱ µὲν ἕνα φασὶν αὐτὸν εἰπεῖν, ἀγένητον καὶ ἄφθαρτον, ὡς 
λέγει ἐν τοῖς Νόµοις (Leg. 4.715e)· ῾ὁ µὲν δὴ θεός, ὥσπερ καὶ ὁ παλαιὸς λόγος, ἀρχήν τε καὶ τελευτὴν 
καὶ µέσα τῶν ὄντων ἁπάντων ἔχων’ (1B6 DK)—οὕτως ⟨γὰρ⟩ ἕνα αὐτὸν τὸν διὰ πάντων κεχωρηκότα 
ἀποφαίνεσθαι—· οἱ δὲ καὶ πολλοὺς ἀορίστους, ὅταν λέγῃ (Tim. 41a)· ῾θεοὶ θεῶν, ⟨ὧν⟩ ἐγὼ δηµιουργός 
τε καὶ πατήρ’. 
§22[112–113]  Plato  Epiphanius Haer. 1.185.18–22 Holl εἶναι δὲ πρῶτον αἴτιον καὶ δεύτερον καὶ 
τρίτον· καὶ τὸ µὲν πρῶτον αἴτιον θεόν, τὸ δὲ δεύτερον αἴτιον ἐκ θεοῦ γεγενῆσθαι τινὰς δυνάµεις, δι’ 
αὐτοῦ δὲ καὶ τῶν δυνάµεων γεγενῆσθαι τὴν ὕλην. 
§23  Aristotle:  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 7b Gomperz, fr. 22.10–13 Schober παρ᾿ 
Ἀριστοτέλει (fr. 26 R3, 25.2 Gigon, p. 73 Ross) δ᾿ἐν τῶι τρί|τωι Περὶ φιλοσοφίας … .  Cicero ND 1.33 
Aristotelesque in tertio De philosophia libro (fr. 26 R3, 25.1 Gigon) multa turbat a magistro suo 
Platone dissentiens; modo enim menti tribuit omnem divinitatem, modo mundum ipsum deum 
dicit esse, modo alium quendam praeficit mundo eique eas partis tribuit ut replicatione quadam 
mundi motum regat atque tueatur, tum caeli ardorem deum dicit esse non intellegens caelum 
mundi esse partem, quem alio loco ipse designarit deum. quo modo autem caeli divinus ille sensus 
in celeritate tanta conservari potest? ubi deinde illi tot dii, si numeramus etiam caelum deum? 
cum autem sine corpore idem vult esse deum, omni illum sensu privat, etiam prudentia. quo porro 
modo mundus moveri carens corpore aut quo modo semper se movens esse quietus et beatus 
potest?  Philo of Alexandria Her. 283 πέµπτη γάρ, ὡς ὁ τῶν ἀρχαίων λόγος, ἔστω τις οὐσία 
κυκλοφορητική.  Arius Didymus fr. 9 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.22.1c, p. 196.5–16 ⟨(Ἀριστοτέλους)⟩ 
περιέχεσθαι δὲ ταῦτα ὑπὸ τοῦ αἰθέρος, ἔνθα τὰ θεῖα διανενεµηµένα κατὰ σφαίρας ἵδρυται τῶν 
λεγοµένων ἀπλανῶν τε καὶ πλανωµένων ἀστέρων. ὅσας δὲ εἶναι τὰς σφαίρας, τοσούτους ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
τοὺς κινοῦντας θεοὺς ταύτας, ὧν µέγιστον τὸν πάσας περιέχοντα, ζῷον ὄντα λογικὸν καὶ µακάριον, 
συνεκτικὸν καὶ προνοητικὸν τῶν οὐρανίων. συνεστάναι δὲ τὰ ἄστρα καὶ τὸν οὐρανὸν ἐκ τοῦ αἰθέρος, 
τοῦτον δὲ οὔτε βαρὺν οὔτε κοῦφον, οὔτε γενητὸν οὔτε φθαρτόν, οὔτε αὐξόµενον οὔτε µειούµενον ἐς ἀεὶ 
διαµένειν ἄτρεπτον καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον πεπερασµένον καὶ σφαιροειδῆ καὶ ἔµψυχον κινούµενον περὶ τὸ 
µέσον ἐγκυκλίως.  fr. 17 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.56, p. 496.20–23 τοῦ δὲ κινητικοῦ κατὰ τόπον ὃ δὴ 
προσείποµεν ὁρµητικόν, τὸ πρῶτον κινοῦν, καὶ ἐν ἡµῖν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις ζῴοις ἀκίνητον εἶναι.  
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ps.Aristotle Mu. 6 397b24–30 τὴν µὲν οὖν ἀνωτάτω καὶ πρώτην ἕδραν αὐτὸς ἔλαχεν, ὕπατός τε διὰ 
τοῦτο ὠνόµασται, κατὰ τὸν ποιητὴν (e.g. Il. Α 349) ῾ἀκροτάτῃ κορυφῇ’ τοῦ σύµπαντος 
ἐγκαθιδρυµένος οὐρανοῦ· µάλιστα δέ πως αὐτοῦ τῆς δυνάµεως ἀπολαύει τὸ πλησίον αὐτοῦ σῶµα, καὶ 
ἔπειτα τὸ µετ’ ἐκεῖνο, καὶ ἐφεξῆς οὕτως ἄχρι τῶν καθ’ ἡµᾶς τόπων.  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 
66.4 οὐδὲν δὲ οἶµαι χαλεπὸν ἐνταῦθα γενόµενος καὶ τῶν ἐκ τοῦ Περιπάτου µνησθῆναι· καὶ ὅ γε τῆς 
αἱρέσεως πατήρ, τῶν ὅλων οὐ νοήσας τὸν πατέρα, τὸν καλούµενον ῾ὕπατον’ (cf. Arist. Mu. 6 397b24–
27) ψυχὴν εἶναι τοῦ παντὸς οἴεται· τουτέστι τοῦ κόσµου τὴν ψυχὴν θεὸν ὑπολαµβάνων αὐτὸς αὑτῷ 
περιπείρεται. ὁ γάρ τοι µέχρι τῆς σελήνης αὐτῆς διορίζων τὴν πρόνοιαν (cf. Arist. Mu. 6 397b30–
398a1), ἔπειτα τὸν κόσµον θεὸν ἡγούµενος περιτρέπεται, τὸν ἄµοιρον τοῦ θεοῦ θεὸν δογµατίζων.  
ps.Clemens Romanus Recogn. 8.15.4 (trans. Rufini) Aristoteles (de Phil. fr. 27 Walzer/Ross) 
etiam quintum introducit elementum, quod acatonomaston (sc. ἀκατονόµαστον), id est 
inconpellabile nominavit, sine dubio illum indicans, qui in unum quattuor elementa coniungens 
mundum fecerit.  Hippolytus Ref. 7.19.3 ἡ δ’ ἐπιφάνεια (sc. τοῦ οὐρανοῦ), πέµπτη τις οὖσα οὐσία, 
φυσικῶν ⟨ἐστιν add. Marcovich⟩ ἀπηλλαγµένη στοιχείων πάντων, ἀφ’ ὧν ὁ κόσµος τὴν σύστασιν 
ἔχει, καὶ ἔστιν αὕτη {τίς secl. Marcovich} ἡ πέµπτη κατὰ τὸν Ἀριστοτέλην οὐσία οἱονεὶ οὐσία τις 
ὑπερκόσµιος.  Ref. 7.19.4 γέγονε δὲ αὐτῷ περὶ πέµπτης οὐσίας ἴδιος λόγος, ὅς ἐστιν αὐτῷ 
θεολογούµενος.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.32 τὸν δὲ θεὸν ἀσώµατον ἀπέφαινε (sc. Aristotle), καθὰ 
καὶ ὁ Πλάτων· διατείνειν δὲ αὐτοῦ τὴν πρόνοιαν µέχρι τῶν οὐρανίων καὶ εἶναι ἀκίνητον αὐτόν· τὰ δ’ 
ἐπίγεια κατὰ τὴν πρὸς ταῦτα συµπάθειαν οἰκονοµεῖσθαι. εἶναι δὲ παρὰ τὰ τέτταρα στοιχεῖα καὶ ἄλλο 
πέµπτον, ἐξ οὗ τὰ αἰθέρια συνεστάναι.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 223 (on the Peripatetics) animam … , 
quae tamen recipiatur a corpore, quippe corpori perfectionem det ipsa sitque eius entelechia, res 
per semet ipsam immobilis, sicut sunt artes et disciplinae, ex accidenti vero aliquo mobilis 
propterea quod sit in animalibus quae, dum vivunt, moventur. Vita Aristotelis Marciana 39 
Düring τῇ δὲ θεολογίᾳ (sc. προσέθηκε) τὸ µὴ τὰ πάντα ἐγκόσµια εἶναι, ὡς τὸ εἰκός, ἀλλ’ εἶναί τι καὶ 
ὑπερκόσµιον· ἐν γὰρ τῷ πέµπτῳ τῆς φυσιολογικῆς τὸ πρῶτον (Phys. 5.1 224a26–29) µηδὲ κατὰ 
συµβεβηκός φησι κινεῖσθαι, τοῦ ἐγκοσµίου διὰ τὸ ᾧ συντέτακται κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς κινουµένου· καὶ ἐν 
τῷ ὀγδόῳ τῆς Φυσικῆς (Phys. 8.5) τὸ πρώτως κινοῦν ἀκίνητον εἶναι βούλεται.  Vita Aristotelis 
vulgata 27–29 Düring τῇ δέ γε φυσικῇ προσέθηκε τὴν πέµπτην οὐσίαν· (28) τῇ δὲ θεολογίᾳ εἰ καὶ 
µηδὲν προσέθηκεν, ἀλλ’ οὖν οὐδὲν περὶ αὐτῆς ἐλλιπὲς ἐπραγµατεύσατο· (29) οὐ γὰρ τὰ ἐγκόσµια 
µόνα ᾔδει, ὥς τινες ὑπολαµβάνουσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰ ὑπερκόσµια, ὡς δηλοῖ καὶ ἐν τῷ ὀγδόῳ λόγῳ τῆς 
Φυσικῆς ἀκροάσεως (Phys. 8.8–10), λέγων ὅτι τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον οὐδὲ καθ’ ἑαυτὸ κινητόν ἐστιν οὐδὲ 
κατὰ συµβεβηκός, ἐκ τούτου ἐνδεικνύµενος ὅτι οὐδὲ σῶµά ἐστι τὸ θεῖον οὐδὲ παθητόν.  Cf. Minucius 
Felix Oct. c. 19.3–14.  
§24  Stoics:  Cicero ND 1.36 vid. above §14.  ND 1.40 (SVF 2.1077) idemque (sc. Chrysippus) 
disputat aethera esse eum quem homines Iovem appellarent, quique aër per maria manaret eum 
esse Neptunum, terramque eam esse quae Ceres diceretur, similique ratione persequitur vocabula 
reliquorum deorum.  ND 2.57 Zeno (SVF 1.171) igitur naturam ita definit ut eam dicat ignem esse 
artificiosum ad gignendum progredientem via.  ND 3.27 naturae ... artificiose ambulantis ut ait 
Zeno (SVF 1.171).  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.134–136  (on Stoics, SVF 1.85, 2.300) τοῦτον (sc. τὸν 
θεὸν) γὰρ ἀΐδιον ὄντα διὰ πάσης αὐτῆς (sc. τῆς ὕλης) δηµιουργεῖν ἕκαστα. … (135) (SVF 1.102, 2.580) 
ἕν τε εἶναι θεὸν καὶ νοῦν καὶ εἱµαρµένην καὶ Δία· πολλαῖς τε ἑτέραις ὀνοµασίαις προσονοµάζεσθαι. … 
(136) καὶ ὥσπερ ἐν τῇ γονῇ τὸ σπέρµα περιέχεται, οὕτω καὶ τοῦτον, σπερµατικὸν λόγον ὄντα τοῦ 
κόσµου, τοιόνδε ὑπολείπεσθαι ἐν τῷ ὑγρῷ, εὐεργὸν αὑτῷ ποιοῦντα τὴν ὕλην πρὸς τὴν τῶν ἑξῆς 
γένεσιν.  V.P. 7.147 (SVF 2.1021) θεὸν δὲ εἶναι ζῷον ἀθάνατον λογικὸν τέλειον {ἢ νοερὸν} ἐν εὐδαιµονίᾳ, 
κακοῦ παντὸς ἀνεπίδεκτον, προνοητικὸν κόσµου τε καὶ τῶν ἐν κόσµῳ· µὴ εἶναι µέντοι 
ἀνθρωπόµορφον. εἶναι δὲ ⟨αὐ⟩τὸν µὲν δηµιουργὸν τῶν ὅλων καὶ ὥσπερ πατέρα πάντων, κοινῶς τε καὶ 
τὸ µέρος αὐτοῦ τὸ διῆκον διὰ πάντων, ὃ πολλαῖς προσηγορίαις προσονοµάζεται κατὰ τὰς δυνάµεις· 
Δία µὲν γάρ φασι δι’ ὃν τὰ πάντα, καὶ Ζῆνα δὲ καλοῦσι παρ’ ὅσον τοῦ ζῆν αἴτιός ἐστιν ἢ διὰ τοῦ ζῆν 
κεχώρηκεν, Ἀθηνᾶν δὲ κατὰ τὴν εἰς αἰθέρα διάτασιν τοῦ ἡγεµονικοῦ αὐτοῦ, Ἥραν δὲ κατὰ τὴν εἰς 
ἀέρα, καὶ Ἥφαιστον κατὰ τὴν εἰς τὸ τεχνικὸν πῦρ, καὶ Ποσειδῶνα κατὰ τὴν εἰς τὸ ὑγρόν, καὶ 
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Δήµητραν κατὰ τὴν εἰς γῆν· ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ τὰς ἄλλας προσηγορίας ἐχόµενοί τινος οἰκειότητος 
ἀπέδοσαν. 
§25  Epicurus: Cicero ND 1.48–49 hominis esse specie deos confitendum est. (49) nec tamen ea 
species corpus est sed quasi corpus, nec habet sanguinem sed quasi sanguinem. … Epicurus (fr. 
352 Usener) … docet eam esse vim et naturam deorum, ut primum non sensu sed mente cernatur, 
nec soliditate quadam nec ad numerum, ut ea quae ille propter firmitatem στερέµνια appellat, sed 
imaginibus similitudine et transitione perceptis, cum infinita simillumarum imaginum species ex 
innumerabilibus individuis existat et ad eos [adeos or ad deos mss. : ad deos prob. Pease, Long–
Sedley : a deis Davies prob. Dyck, ad nos Lambinus Usener alii] adfluat (etc.).  Scholia in 
Epicurum RS 1 at D.L. V.P. 10.139 ἐν ἄλλοις δέ φησι (Epicurus fr. 355 Usener) τοὺς θεοὺς λόγῳ 
θεωρητούς, οὓς µὲν κατ’ ἀριθµόν ὑφεστῶτας, οὓς δὲ κατὰ ὁµοείδειαν, ἐκ τῆς συνεχοῦς ἐπιρρύσεως τῶν 
ὁµοίων εἰδώλων ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ἀποτετελεσµένων, ἀνθρωποειδεῖς.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.22.2–3 
(Epicurus—) ἐκ δὲ τῶν ἀτόµων συνελθουσῶν γενέσθαι καὶ τὸν θεόν … (3) τὸν δὲ θεὸν ὁµολογῶν εἶναι 
ἀίδιον καὶ ἄφθαρτόν φησι µηδενὸς προνοεῖν, καὶ ὅλως πρόνοιαν µὴ εἶναι µηδὲ εἱµαρµένην, ἀλλὰ πάντα 
κατὰ αὐτοµατισµὸν γίνεσθαι. καθῆσθαι γὰρ τὸν θεὸν ἐν τοῖς µετακοσµίοις οὕτω καλουµένοις ὑπ’ 
αὐτοῦ–ἔξω γάρ τι τοῦ κόσµου οἰκητήριον τοῦ θεοῦ ἔθετο εἶναι, λεγόµενον τὰ µετακόσµια–, ἥδεσθαί τε 
καὶ ἡσυχάζειν ἐν τῇ ἀκροτάτῃ εὐφροσύνῃ, καὶ (Epicurus RS 1) ῾οὔτε αὐτὸν [αὐτὸ Epic. at D.L. V.P. 
10.139] πράγµατα ἔχειν οὔτε ἄλλῳ παρέχειν’. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts:  Aristotle APo. 2.1 89b31–35 ἔνια δ’ ἄλλον τρόπον ζητοῦµεν, οἷον εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µὴ 
ἔστι κένταυρος ἢ θεός· τὸ δ’ εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µὴ ἁπλῶς λέγω, ἀλλ’ οὐκ εἰ λευκὸς ἢ µή. γνόντες δὲ ὅτι ἔστι, 
τί ἐστι ζητοῦµεν, οἷον τί οὖν ἐστι θεός, ἢ τί ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος;  Chrysippus (verbatim) ap. Plu. SR 
1035a τὰ ἐν τῷ τετάρτῳ περὶ Βίων ἔχοντα κατὰ λέξιν οὕτω (SVF 2.1035)· ῾πρῶτον µὲν οὖν δοκεῖ 
µοι, κατὰ τὰ ὀρθῶς ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχαίων εἰρηµένα, τρία γένη τῶν τοῦ φιλοσόφου θεωρηµάτων εἶναι· 
τὰ µὲν λογικά, τὰ δὲ ἠθικά, τὰ δὲ φυσικά· εἶτα τούτων δεῖν τάττεσθαι πρῶτα µὲν τὰ λογικά, 
δεύτερα δὲ τὰ ἠθικά, τρίτα δὲ τὰ φυσικά· τῶν δὲ φυσικῶν ἔσχατος εἶναι ὁ περὶ τῶν θεῶν λόγος, διὸ 
καὶ τελετὰς ἠγόρευσαν τὰς τούτου παραδόσεις’.  Maximus of Tyre Diss. 11.5.85–90 ἴσασιν γὰρ 
οὐχ ἑκόντες, καὶ λέγουσιν ἄκοντες (sc. τὸ θεῖον), κἂν ἀφέλῃς αὐτοῦ τὸ ἀγαθόν, ὡς Λεύκιππος (—
)· κἂν προσθῇς τὸ ὁµοπαθές, ὡς Δηµόκριτος (—)· κἂν ὑπαλλάξῃς τὴν φύσιν, ὡς Στράτων (fr. 36 
Wehrli, 21 Sharples)· κἂν δῷς τὴν ἡδονήν, ὡς Ἐπίκουρος (—)· κἂν µὴ εἶναι φῇς, ὡς Διαγόρας (T 
55 Winiarczyk)· κἂν ἀγνοεῖν τι φῇς, ὡς Πρωταγόρας (—).  Clement of Alexandria Q.D.S. 26.8 
ἐν τῇ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ θεολογίας ἐξηγήσει.  Eusebius PE 7.11.13 ταῦτα µὲν οὖν ἀπὸ µυρίων ὅσων 
τῆς Ἑβραίων θεολογίας ἐκκείσθω. ἆρ’ οὖν ἄξιον ἐν συγκρίσει παραβάλλειν αὐτοῖς τὰς τῶν σοφῶν 
Ἑλλήνων θεολογίας, τῶν µὲν µηδ’ ὅλως εἶναι θεὸν ἀποφηναµένων, τῶν δὲ τοὺς ἀστέρας εἶναι 
φασκόντων, οὓς καὶ µύδρους τυγχάνειν διαπύρους (not in DK but cf. P at A 2.20.8 at PE 15.23.5) 
ἥλων καὶ πετάλων δίκην ἐµπεπηγότας τῷ οὐρανῷ (not in DK or Wöhrle but cf. P at A 2.14.3–4 
at PE 15.31.2), τῶν δὲ πῦρ εἶναι τεχνικὸν ὁδῷ βαδίζον (not in SVF, but cf. P at A §24 at PE 
14.16.9) … Marius Victorinus in Epist.Paul. 2 4.9, p. 47.4–15 Locher sed cum adiunxit ‘egena 
elementa huius mundi’, magis quasi paganos tangit qui etiam de elementis huius mundi 
operantur sibi deos, vel ipsa illa elementa, ut ignem colant, colant aquam, colant terram, 
colant aërem. nulla enim dubitatio, quin singula haec deos dicant, de quibus longa est 
disputatio, dummodo certum sit et ex elementis singula quaeque paganos deos dicere vel 
ipsorum elementorum repertores deos dicere vel ex elementis deos sibi facere, ut et de terra 
deos faciant, sed per ignem deos faciant, deinde etiam quosdam daemones aerios vocent, 
rursus alii empyrios, alii enhydros, alii geinos, id est terrenos, aquaticos, ignitos, aerios.  
Aelian V.H. 2.31 καὶ τίς οὐκ ἂν ἐπῄνεσε τὴν τῶν βαρβάρων σοφίαν; εἴ γε µηδεὶς αὐτῶν ἐς 
ἀθεότητα ἐξέπεσε, µηδὲ ἀµφιβάλλουσι περὶ θεῶν ἆρά γέ εἰσιν ἢ οὔκ εἰσιν, καὶ ἆρά γε ἡµῶν 
φροντίζουσιν ἢ οὔ. οὐδεὶς γοῦν ἔννοιαν ἔλαβε τοιαύτην, οἵαν Εὐήµερος ὁ Μεσσήνιος (T 22A 
Winiarczyk) ἢ Διογένης ὁ Φρὺξ (—) ἢ Ἵππων (—) ἢ Διαγόρας (T 60 Winiarczyk) ἢ Σωσίας (—
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) ἢ Ἐπίκουρος (—) οὔτε Ἰνδὸς οὔτε Κελτὸς οὔτε Αἰγύπτιος.  Lactantius Inst. 1.2.2 Heck–
Wlosok (mostly from Cicero) sed et antea Protagoras (—), qui deos in dubium vocavit, et 
postea Diagoras (T 44 Winiarczyk), qui exclusit, et alii nonnulli, qui non putaverunt deos esse, 
quid aliud effecerunt nisi ut nulla esse providentia putaretur? quos tamen ceteri philosophi ac 
maxime Stoici (SVF 2.1109) acerrime rettuderunt docentes nec fieri mundum sine divina 
ratione potuisse nec constare, nisi summa ratione regeretur.  Origen(?) Sel. in Psalm.(fr. ex 
catenis) MPL 12.1053.25–1056.2 εἰ δὲ καὶ οἱ περὶ Θεοῦ ὅροι, καὶ ὅσα σηµαίνεται ἐκ τῆς Θεὸς 
προσηγορίας, χρήσιµόν τι ἡµῖν παρέξουσιν, ἐκλεξαµένοις ἀπ’ αὐτῶν τοὺς διαφέροντας τῇ Γραφῇ, 
καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπιστήσεις. φησὶν οὖν ὁ αὐτὸς Ἡρόφιλος (Stoic author of a lexicon)· θεὸν µὲν 
γενικώτατα λέγουσι ζῷον ἀθάνατον, λογικὸν, καθὸ πᾶσα λογικὴ ψυχὴ θεός ἐστιν. ἄλλως δὲ, ζῷον 
ἀθάνατον, λογικὸν, καθ’ αὑτὸ ὄν· ὡς τὰς ἐν ἡµῖν περιεχοµένας ψυχὰς µὴ εἶναι θεούς· ἀπαλλαγείσας 
δὲ τῶν σωµάτων ἔσεσθαι. κατ’ ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον θεὸν λέγεσθαι ζῷον ἀθάνατον, λογικὸν, σπουδαῖον· 
ὥστε πᾶσαν ἀστείαν ψυχὴν θεὸν ὑπάρχειν, κἂν ἐν ἀνθρώπῳ περιέχηται· ἄλλως δὲ λέγεσθαι θεὸν 
τὸ καθ’ αὑτὸ ὂν ζῷον ἀθάνατον, σπουδαῖον, ὡς τὰς ἐν ἀνθρώποις σοφοῖς περιεχοµένας ψυχὰς µὴ 
ὑπάρχειν θεούς. καὶ ἔτι ἄλλως λέγουσι θεόν· ζῷον ἀθάνατον, σπουδαῖον, ἔχον τινὰ ἐπιστασίαν ἐν 
τῷ κόσµῳ κατὰ τὴν διοίκησιν, ὃν τρόπον ὁ ἥλιος καὶ ἡ σελήνη. ἄλλως δὲ λέγει θεὸν τὸν πρῶτον 
διοικητικὸν τοῦ κόσµου. ἐπὶ πᾶσι δὲ θεὸν λέγουσι· ζῷον ἄφθαρτον καὶ ἀγέννητον, καὶ πρῶτον 
βασιλέα, ἣν ἔχει χώραν ὁ σύµπας κόσµος.  Eusebius PE 15.62.12 (Ariston SVF 1.353) καὶ ἄλλως 
δὲ εἶναι τοὺς φυσικοὺς λόγους οὐ χαλεποὺς οὐδὲ ἀδυνάτους µόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀσεβεῖς καὶ τοῖς 
νόµοις ὑπεναντίους. τοὺς µὲν γὰρ ἀξιοῦν µηδ’ εἶναι θεοὺς τὸ παράπαν, τοὺς δὲ τὸ ἄπειρον ἢ τὸ ὂν ἢ 
τὸ ἕν, καὶ πάντα µᾶλλον ἢ τοὺς νοµιζοµένους.  Proclus in Eucl. prol. 2, p. 80.10–19 οἱ δὲ περὶ 
Ζηνόδοτον τὸν προσήκοντα µὲν τῇ Οἰνοπίδου (fr. 12 Bodnár) διαδοχῇ, τῶν µαθητῶν δὲ Ἄνδρωνος, 
διώριζον τὸ θεώρηµα τοῦ προβλήµατος, ᾗ τὸ µὲν θεώρηµα ζητεῖ, τί ἐστι τὸ σύµπτωµα τὸ 
κατηγορούµενον τῆς ἐν αὐτῷ ὕλης, τὸ δὲ πρόβληµα, τίνος ὄντος τί ἐστιν. ὅθεν καὶ οἱ περὶ τὸν 
Ποσειδώνιον (F 195 E.-K., 464 Theiler) τὸ µὲν ἀφωρίζοντο πρότασιν, καθ’ ἣν ζητεῖται τὸ εἰ ἔστιν ἢ 
µή, τὸ δὲ {πρόβληµα πρότασιν secl. Kidd}, ἐν ᾗ ζητεῖται τί ἔστιν ἢ ποῖόν τι, καὶ τὴν µὲν 
θεωρητικὴν πρότασιν ἔλεγον δεῖν ἀποφαντικῶς σχηµατίζειν, οἷον πᾶν τρίγωνον µείζους ἔχει τὰς 
δύο τῆς λοιπῆς, καὶ παντὸς ἰσοσκελοῦς αἱ πρὸς τῇ βάσει ἴσαι, τὴν δὲ προβληµατικήν, ὥσπερ 
ζητοῦντας, εἰ ἔστιν ἐπὶ τῆσδε τῆς εὐθείας συστήσασθαι τρίγωνον κτλ. 
Chapter heading  Protagoras at Diogenes Laerius V.P. 9.54 (80A1 DK) πρῶτον δὲ τῶν λόγων 
ἑαυτοῦ ἀνέγνω τὸν Περὶ θεῶν.  Xenocrates at D.L. V.P. 4.13 (p. 158.42 Heinze, test. 2 Isnardi 
Parente2) Περὶ θεῶν αʹβʹ.  Theodorus of Cyrene at D.L. V.P. 2.97 (T 45 Winiarczyk) αὐτοῦ 
περιετύχοµεν βιβλίῳ ἐπιγεγραµµένῳ Περὶ θεῶν, οὐκ εὐκαταφρονήτῳ, ἐξ οὗ φασιν Ἐπίκουρον 
λαβόντα τὰ πλεῖστα εἰπεῖν.  Epicurus at Philod. Piet. (PHerc. 1077) 1.189–190 Obbink (dep. libr. fr. 
[17][2] Arrighetti2) Ἐπι]κούρῳ ἐν | [τῶι Περὶ θ]εῶν.  Chamaeleon at Clem.Alex. Strom. 1.14.60.3 
Χαµαιλέων (fr. 2a Wehrli) δὲ ἐν τῷ Περὶ θεῶν.  Strato at D.L. V.P. 5.59 (fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 Sharples) 4. 
Περὶ θεῶν γʹ.  Persaeus at Philod. de Piet. (PHerc. 1428) col. ii.28–34 Henrichs Περσα[ῖος (SVF 
1.448) … ἐν τῶι Περὶ θεῶν.  Cleanthes at D.L. V.P. 7.175 (SVF 1.481) Περὶ θεῶν.  Chrysippus at D.L. 
V.P. 7.148 Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.1022) ἐν τῷ α΄ Περὶ θεῶν (cf. SVF 3 p. 197 xxiii).  Antipater at Plu. S.R. 
1051Ε (SVF 3 Ant. 33) Ἀντίπατρος ὁ Ταρσεὺς ἐν τῷ Περὶ θεῶν.  Apollodorus of Athens at Hellanic. 
FGrH 323 F 27 Ἀπολλόδωρος (FGrH 244 F 106) ἐν τοῖς Περὶ θεῶν.  Posidonius at D.L. V.P. 7.148 
Ποσειδώνιος (F 20 E.-K., 344 Theiler) ἐν αʹ Περὶ θεῶν.  Antiochus at Plu. Luc. 28.8 Ἀντίοχος (fr. 31 
Luck) ὁ φιλόσοφος ἐν τῇ Περὶ θεῶν γραφῇ.  Philo of Alexandria Fug. 164 εὔχεται παρ’ αὐτοῦ µαθεῖν 
τοῦ θεοῦ, τίς ἐστιν ὁ θεός.  Pliny Nat. 1 p. 11.8 De deo.  Maximus of Tyre Diss. 11 (in mrg.) Τίς ὁ θεός 
κατὰ Πλάτωνα, cf. 11.2c ξυνεπιλαβέσθαι ἡµῖν τοῦ παρόντος λόγου, τί ποτέ ἐστι τὸ θεῖον κατὰ 
Πλάτωνα σκοπουµένοις.  Iamblichus V.P. 146 Πυθαγόραν (fr. Thesleff p. 164.4) συντάξαι τὸν Περὶ 
θεῶν λόγον.  Simplicius in Phys. 23.15–16 (Xenophanes 21A31 DK, Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 5 
Diels, 224 FHS&G) Νικόλαος δὲ ὁ Δαµασκηνὸς … ἐν τῇ Περὶ θεῶν.  Suda s.v. Φ 418 φιλόσοφος (i.e. 
Philip of Opus fr. i Tarán, F 2 Lasserre), p. 4.733.28 Adler Περὶ θεῶν βʹ. 
§1  Atheism, question of existence:   Protagoras fr. 80B4 DK περὶ µὲν θεῶν οὐκ ἔχω εἰδέναι οὔθ’ ὡς 
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εἰσίν, οὔθ’ ὡς οὐκ εἰσίν· πολλὰ γὰρ τὰ κωλύοντα εἰδέναι, ἥ τ’ ἀδηλότης καὶ βραχὺς ὢν ὁ βίος τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου.  Euripides Belleroph. fr. 286 Kannicht at  ps.Justin Mon. 6, p. 98 Marcovich φησίν τις 
εἶναι δῆτ’ ἐν οὐρανῷ θεούς; / οὐκ εἰσίν, οὐκ εἴσ’· εἴ τις ἀνθρώπων λέγει, / µὴ τῷ παλαιῷ µῶρος ὢν 
χρήσθω λόγῳ κτλ.  Epicurus Περὶ φύσεως (Book 12, fr. 87 Usener, dep. libr. fr. [27][2] Arrighetti) 
at Philod. Piet. (PHerc. 1077) 1.518–533 Obbink αὐτ]οῖς δὲ | καὶ πᾶσαν µ[ανίαν Ἐ]|πίκουρος 
ἐµ[έµψα]|το τοῖς τὸ [θεῖον ἐ]|κ τῶν ὄντων [ἀναι]|ροῦσιν, ὡς κἀ[ν τῶι] | δωδεκάτω[ι Προ]|δίκωι (—) 
καὶ Δια[γόραι] (T 39 Winiarczyk) | καὶ Κριτίαι (—) κἄ[λλοις] | µέµφ[εται] φὰς̣ πα[ρα|κόπτειν καὶ 
[µαίνεσ|θαι, καὶ βακχεύου|σιν αὐτοὺς [εἰ]κά[ζει] , κε]|λεύσ[ας µ]ὴ πρᾶγµα ἡ|µεῖν παρέχειν οὐ|δ’ 
ἐνοχλεῖν.  Plutarch CN 1075A οἱ γοῦν ἄθεοι προσαγορευθέντες οὗτοι, Θεόδωροι (T 53 Winiarczyk) 
καὶ Διαγόραι (T 39 Winiarczyk) καὶ Ἵππωνες (cf. 38A8 DK), οὐκ ἐτόλµησαν εἰπεῖν τὸ θεῖον ὅτι 
φθαρτόν ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐπίστευσαν ὡς ἔστι τι ἄφθαρτον, τοῦ µὲν ἀφθάρτου τὴν ὕπαρξιν µὴ 
ἀπολείποντες τοῦ δὲ θεοῦ τὴν πρόληψιν φυλάττοντες.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 4.55 (epigram) 
Βίωνα (T 6A–B Kindstrand), τὸν Βορυσθένης ἔφυσε γῆ Σκύθισσα, / λέγειν ἀκούοµεν θεοὺς ὡς οὐδέν 
εἰσιν ὄντως κτλ.  Lactantius Ir.D. 9.7 Ingremeau verum his postea temporibus quibus iam 
philosophia defloruerat, extitit Melius quidam Diagoras (T 45 Winiarczyk), qui nullum esse 
omnino deum diceret ob eamque sententiam nominatus est atheus, item Cyrenaeus Theodorus (T 
33 Winiarczyk); et ambo, quia nihil novi poterant reperire omnibus iam dictis et inventis, 
maluerunt contra veritatem id negare in quo priores universi sine ambiguitate consenserant. 
§1[24–26]  God’s impotence: Plato Phd. 103d καὶ τὸ πῦρ γε αὖ προσιόντος τοῦ ψυχροῦ αὐτῷ ἢ 
ὑπεξιέναι ἢ ἀπολεῖσθαι, οὐ µέντοι ποτὲ τολµήσειν δεξάµενον τὴν ψυχρότητα ἔτι εἶναι ὅπερ ἦν, πῦρ καὶ 
ψυχρόν.  Aristotle Cat. 10 12b40–41 οὐ γὰρ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ ψυχρὸν εἶναι οὐδὲ τὴν χιόνα µέλαιναν.  
Cat. 10 12b12–15 ὡς γάρ ποτε ἡ κατάφασις πρὸς τὴν ἀπόφασιν ἀντίκειται, οἷον τὸ κάθηται–οὐ 
κάθηται, οὕτω καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ ἑκάτερον πρᾶγµα ἀντίκειται, τὸ καθῆσθαι–µὴ καθῆσθαι.  Cicero Luc. 50 
quis enim tibi dederit aut omnia deum posse aut ita facturum esse si possit?  ND 3.92 (Cotta the 
Academic speaks) vos enim ipsi dicere soletis nihil esse quod deus efficere non possit, et quidem 
sine labore ullo; ut enim hominum membra nulla contentione mente ipsa ac voluntate moveantur, 
sic numine deorum omnia fingi moveri mutarique posse.  Pliny Nat. 2.27 inperfectae vero in 
homine naturae praecipua solatia, ne deum quidem posse omnia—namque nec sibi potest 
mortem consciscere, si velit, quod homini dedit optimum in tantis vitae poenis, nec mortales 
aeternitate donare aut revocare defunctos nec facere ut qui vixit non vixerit, qui honores gessit 
non gesserit—nullumque habere in praeterita ius praeterquam oblivionis atque (ut facetis 
quoque argumentis societas haec cum deo copuletur) ut bis dena viginti non sint aut multa 
similiter efficere non posse.  ps.Plutarch Cons.Ap. 115A τὸ µὲν γὰρ γεγενηµένον οὐδὲ θεῷ δυνατόν 
ἐστι ποιῆσαι ἀγένητον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. 200.19–22 τὰ γὰρ ἀδύνατα τῇ αὑτῶν φύσει 
καὶ παρὰ τοῖς θεοῖς τὴν αὐτὴν φυλάττει φύσιν. ἀδύνατον γὰρ καὶ τοῖς θεοῖς ἢ τὸ τὴν διάµετρον ποιῆσαι 
τῇ πλευρᾷ σύµµετρον ἢ τὰ δὶς δύο πέντε εἶναι ἢ τῶν γεγονότων τι µὴ γεγονέναι.  Galen UP 11.14, 
3.905.1–906.9 K. ἆρ’ οὖν προσέταξε ταύταις µόναις ταῖς θριξὶν ὁ δηµιουργὸς ἡµῶν ἴσον ἀεὶ φυλάττειν 
τὸ µέγεθος, αἱ δ’ ἤτοι δεδοικυῖαι τὴν ἐπίταξιν τοῦ δεσπότου ἢ αἰδούµεναι τὸν προστάξαντα θεὸν ἢ 
αὐταὶ πεπεισµέναι βέλτιον εἶναι δρᾶν τοῦτο διαφυλάττουσιν, ὡς ἐκελεύσθησαν; ἢ Μω⟨ϋ⟩σῆς µὲν 
οὕτως ἐφυσιολόγει, καὶ βέλτιον οὕτως ἢ ὡς Ἐπίκουρος (—); … καὶ τοῦτ’ ἔστι, καθ’ ὃ τῆς Μω⟨ϋ⟩σοῦ 
δόξης ἥ θ’ ἡµετέρα καὶ ἡ Πλάτωνος καὶ ἡ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν παρ’ Ἕλλησιν ὀρθῶς µεταχειρισαµένων τοὺς 
περὶ φύσεως λόγους διαφέρει. τῷ µὲν γὰρ ἀρκεῖ τὸ βουληθῆναι τὸν θεὸν κοσµῆσαι τὴν ὕλην, ἡ δ’ εὐθὺς 
κεκόσµηται· πάντα γὰρ εἶναι νοµίζει τῷ θεῷ δυνατά, κἂν εἰ τὴν τέφραν ἵππον ἢ βοῦν ἐθέλοι ποιεῖν. 
ἡµεῖς δ’ οὐχ οὕτω γιγνώσκοµεν, ἀλλ’ εἶναι γάρ τινα λέγοµεν ἀδύνατα φύσει καὶ τούτοις µηδ’ ἐπιχειρεῖν 
ὅλως τὸν θεόν, ἀλλ’ ἐκ τῶν δυνατῶν γενέσθαι τὸ βέλτιστον αἱρεῖσθαι.  Irenaeus of Lyon Haer. 
(trans. Rufini) 2.28.4 ut puta, si quis (sc. Gnosticus) interroget: antequam mundum faceret Deus, 
quid agebat? dicemus quoniam ista responsio subiacet Deo. quoniam autem mundus hic factus 
est ἀποτελεστικῶς a Deo, temporale initium accipiens, Scripturae nos docent; quid autem ante hoc 
Deus sit operatus, nulla Scriptura manifestat.  Sextus Empiricus P. 1.33 ὁ Ἀναξαγόρας (59A97 
DK) τῷ λευκὴν εἶναι τὴν χιόνα ἀντετίθει ὅτι ἡ χιὼν ὕδωρ ἐστὶ πεπηγός, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ ἐστὶ µέλαν, καὶ ἡ 
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χιὼν ἄρα µέλαινά ἐστιν.   
§1[27–41] Against Plato and Anaxagoras:  Plato Tim. 30a βουληθεὶς γὰρ ὁ θεὸς ἀγαθὰ µὲν πάντα, 
φλαῦρον δὲ µηδὲν εἶναι κατὰ δύναµιν, οὕτω δὴ πᾶν ὅσον ἦν ὁρατὸν παραλαβὼν οὐχ ἡσυχίαν ἄγον 
ἀλλὰ κινούµενον πληµµελῶς καὶ ἀτάκτως, εἰς τάξιν αὐτὸ ἤγαγεν ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας, ἡγησάµενος ἐκεῖνο 
τούτου πάντως ἄµεινον.  Philo of Alexandria Plant. 3 ἐπειδὴ γὰρ τὴν οὐσίαν ἄτακτον καὶ 
συγκεχυµένην οὖσαν ἐξ αὑτῆς εἰς τάξιν ἐξ ἀταξίας καὶ ἐκ συγχύσεως εἰς διάκρισιν ἄγων ὁ 
κοσµοπλάστης µορφοῦν ἤρξατο.  Alcinous Did. c. 12, p. 167.15–19 H. ἐκ τῆς πάσης οὖν ὕλης αὐτὸν 
(sc. τὸν κόσµον) ἐδηµιούργει· ἣν ἀτάκτως καὶ πληµµελῶς κινουµένην πρὸ τῆς οὐρανοῦ γενέσεως ἐκ 
τῆς ἀταξίας παραλαβὼν πρὸς τὴν ἀρίστην ἤγαγε τάξιν.  Themistius Or. 2, p. 39.8–16 Dindorf 
τοὐντεῦθεν ἕποιτ’ ἂν ἡµῖν ἐπισκοπεῖσθαί τε καὶ ἐξετάζειν τί πράττων ὁ θεὸς θεός ἐστι· πότερον ὑπὲρ 
προτάσεων ἐξηγούµενος καὶ τρόπων περαντικῶν τε καὶ ἀπεράντων, ἢ ἄλλου του χρὴ ἐποριγνᾶσθαι 
τὸν µέλλοντα αὐτῷ κατὰ σµικρόν τι ἀπεικασθήσεσθαι. οὐδὲν δὲ ἴσως ἡµᾶς ἂν δέοι πράγµατα ἔχειν 
ζητοῦντας καὶ ἐρευνῶντας, ἀλλ’ αὐτὸς ὁ Πλάτων ἐρεῖ τὸ ἔργον τοῦ θεοῦ τῇ λαµπρᾷ καὶ µεγάλῃ φωνῇ. 
βουληθεὶς γάρ, φησίν, ὁ θεὸς κτλ. (quoting Tim. 30a). 
§1[28]  Aristophanes Nub. 398–400; see also below §1[52–58]. 
§1[35–36]  Providence?:  Dio Chrysostomus Or. 33.47 τί δὴ οἴεσθε, εἰ καθάπερ εἰκός ἐστι καί φασι 
τοὺς οἰκιστὰς ἥρωας ἢ θεοὺς πολλάκις ἐπιστρέφεσθαι τὰς αὑτῶν πόλεις τοῖς ἄλλοις ὄντας ἀφανεῖς ἔν 
τε θυσίαις καί τισιν ἑορταῖς δηµοτελέσιν;  Epictetus Diss. 1.27.13–14 κάθηµαι καὶ στένω καὶ ὃν 
δύναµαι λοιδορῶ, τὸν Δία καὶ τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς ἄλλους· εἰ γὰρ (14) µὴ ἐπιστρέφονταί µου, τί ἐµοὶ καὶ 
αὐτοῖς; 
§1 [35–40]  Epicurean view:  Epicurus Ep.Men. at D.L. V.P. 10.123 πρῶτον µὲν τὸν θεὸν ζῷον 
ἄφθαρτον καὶ µακάριον νοµίζων, ὡς ἡ κοινὴ τοῦ θεοῦ νόησις ὑπεγράφη, µηθὲν µήτε τῆς ἀφθαρσίας 
ἀλλότριον µήτε τῆς µακαριότητος ἀνοίκειον αὐτῷ πρόσαπτε· πᾶν δὲ τὸ φυλάττειν αὐτοῦ δυνάµενον 
τὴν µετὰ ἀφθαρσίας µακαριότητα περὶ αὐτὸν δόξαζε.  Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.78.  R.S. 1 at D.L. V.P. 
10.139 τὸ µακάριον καὶ ἄφθαρτον οὔτε αὐτὸ πράγµατα ἔχει οὔτε ἄλλῳ παρέχει, ὥστε οὔτε ὀργαῖς οὔτε 
χάρισι συνέχεται· ἐν ἀσθενεῖ γὰρ πᾶν τὸ τοιοῦτον.  differently Antipater of Tarsus at Plu. SR 1051E–
F Ἀντίπατρος ὁ Ταρσεὺς (SVF 3 Ant. 33) ἐν τῷ Περὶ θεῶν γράφει ταῦτα κατὰ λέξιν· ‘Πρὸ δὲ τοῦ 
σύµπαντος λόγου τὴν ἐνάργειαν, ἣν ἔχοµεν περὶ θεοῦ, διὰ βρα[F]χέων ἐπιλογιούµεθα· θεὸν τοίνυν 
νοοῦµεν ζῶον µακάριον καὶ ἄφθαρτον καὶ εὐποιητικὸν ἀνθρώπων’.  Lucretius DRN 5.156–167 dicere 
porro hominum causa voluisse parare / praeclaram mundi naturam … / (164) cetera de genere 
hoc adfingere et addere, Memmi, / desiperest. quid enim inmortalibus atque beatis / gratia nostra 
queat largirier emolumenti, / ut nostra quicquam causa gerere adgrediantur?  Cicero ND 1.45 (= 
Epic. R.S. 1) quod beatum aeternumque sit id nec habere ipsum negotii quicquam nec exhibere 
alteri, itaque neque ira neque gratia teneri, quod quae talia essent inbecilla essent omnia.  ND 
2.133–162 (Balbus the Stoic speaks).  Tacitus Ann. 6.22 quippe sapientissimos veterum quique 
sectam eorum aemulantur diversos reperies, ac multis insitam opinionem non initia nostri, non 
finem, non denique homines dis curae; ideo creberrime tristia in bonos, laeta apud deteriores esse. 
§1[42–51] Arguments against demiurge:  Lucretius DRN 5.168–173 quidve novi potuit tanto post 
ante quietos / inlicere ut cuperent vitam mutare priorem? nam gaudere novis rebus debere videtur 
/ cui veteres obsunt; sed cui nihil accidit aegri / tempore in ante acto, cum pulchre degeret aevom, 
/ quid potuit novitatis amorem accendere tali?  Cicero ND 1.21–22 (Velleius the Epicurean 
speaks) sciscitor cur mundi aedificatores repente exstiterint, innumerabilia saecla dormierint; 
non enim si mundus nullus erat saecla non erant. … (22) isto igitur tam inmenso spatio quaero, 
Balbe, cur Pronoea vestra cessaverit. laboremne fugiebat? at iste nec attingit deum nec erat ullus, 
cum omnes naturae numini divino, caelum ignes terrae maria, parerent. … si ut deus ipse melius 
habitaret, antea videlicet tempore infinito in tenebris tamquam in gurgustio habitaverat.  Philo of 
Alexandria Aet. 39–43 (Arist. fr. 21 Rose3, de Phil. fr. 19c Walzer/Ross).  Aet. 83–84 (on Boethus, 
SVF 3 Boeth. 7) ἔτι πρὸς τούτοις, ἐὰν ἐκπυρωθῇ, φασί, τὰ πάντα, τί κατ’ ἐκεῖνον ὁ θεὸς πράξει τὸν 
χρόνον; ἦ τὸ παράπαν οὐδέν; καὶ µήποτ’ εἰκότως· νυνὶ µὲν γὰρ ἕκαστα ἐφορᾷ καὶ πάντων οἷα γνήσιος 
πατὴρ ἐπιτροπεύει καί, εἰ δεῖ τἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν, ἡνιόχου καὶ κυβερνήτου τρόπον ἡνιοχεῖ καὶ πηδαλιουχεῖ 
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τὰ σύµπαντα, ἡλίῳ τε καὶ σελήνῃ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις πλάνησι καὶ ἀπλανέσιν ἔτι δ’ ἀέρι καὶ τοῖς ⟨ἄλλοις⟩ 
µέρεσι τοῦ κόσµου παριστάµενος καὶ συνδρῶν ὅσα πρὸς τὴν τοῦ ὅλου διαµονὴν καὶ τὴν κατ’ ὀρθὸν 
λόγον ἀνυπαίτιον διοίκησιν. (84) πάντων δ’ ἀναιρεθέντων, ὑπ’ ἀργίας καὶ ἀπραξίας δεινῆς ἀβιώτῳ βίῳ 
χρήσεται· οὗ τί γένοιτ’ ἂν ἀτοπώτερον; ὀκνῶ λέγειν, ὃ µηδὲ θέµις ὑπονοεῖν, ὅτι ἀκολουθήσει θεῷ 
θάνατος, εἴ γε καὶ ἠρεµία· τὸ γὰρ ἀεικίνητον ἐὰν ἀνέλῃς ψυχῆς, καὶ αὐτὴν πάντως συνανελεῖς· ψυχὴ δὲ 
τοῦ κόσµου κατὰ τοὺς ἀντιδοξοῦντας ὁ θεός.  Oenomaus of Gadara at Eus. PE 5.19.2.  Diogenes of 
Oenoanda NF 126/127 IX = NF 127 IV.2–4 τί ἤργει] / τὸν πρὸ τοῦ κ[όσµοῦ χρό]/νον ἄπειρο[ν;   
Celsus at Orig. Cels. 6.78.12-14 Marcovich.  Origen Princ. 3.5.3 (trans. Rufini) sed solent (sc. 
Gnostici) nobis obicere dicentes: si coepit mundus ex tempore, quid ante faciebat deus quam 
mundus inciperet? otiosam enim et immobilem dicere naturam dei impium est simul et absurdum 
vel putare quod bonitas aliquando bene non fecerit et omnipotentia aliquando non egerit 
potentatum. haec nobis obicere solent dicentibus mundum hunc ex certo tempore coepisse et 
secundum scripturae fidem annos quoque aetatis ipsius numerantibus. ad quas propositiones non 
arbitror aliquem haereticorum secundum rationem dogmatis sui posse facile respondere. nos vero 
consequenter respondebimus observantes regulam pietatis et dicentes quoniam non tunc primum, 
cum visibilem istum mundum fecit deus, coepit operari, sed sicut post corruptionem huius erit 
alius mundus, ita et antequam hic esset, fuisse alios credimus.  Augustine Conf. 11.10.1–6 nonne 
ecce pleni sunt vetustatis suae qui nobis dicunt: ‘quid faciebat Deus, antequam faceret caelum et 
terram? si enim vacabat’, inquiunt, ‘et non operabatur aliquid, cur non sic semper et deinceps, 
quemadmodum retro semper cessauit ab opere? si enim ullus motus in Deo novus extitit et 
voluntas nova, ut creaturam conderet, quam numquam ante condiderat, quomodo iam vera 
aeternitas, ubi oritur voluntas, quae non erat?’  de Gen. c. Man. 1.2.3 primum ergo librum Veteris 
Testamenti, qui inscribitur Genesis, sic solent Manichaei reprehendere. ‘quod scriptum est, in 
principio fecit Deus coelum et terram’ (Gen. 1:1), quaerunt, ‘in quo principio’; et dicunt: ‘si in 
principio aliquo temporis fecit Deus coelum et terram, quid agebat antequam faceret coelum et 
terram? et quid ei subito placuit facere, quod nunquam antea fecerat per tempora aeterna?’  
Ioannes Cassianus Conl. 8.7.2, pp. 222.26–223.4 Petschenig nec enim existimare debemus 
creationis et opificii sui principia ab huius mundi constitutione Deum primitus inchoasse, quasi in 
illis anterioribus atque innumeris saeculis ab omni providentia et dispensatione divina fuerit 
otiosus, ac tamquam non habens in quos bonitatis suae exerceret beneficia solitarius atque ab 
omni munificentia alienus fuisse credatur.  Isidore of Seville Sent. 1.8.5 dicunt quidam quia 
subito voluit Deus facere mundum, quod ante non fecit, voluntatem Dei inmutari arbitrantes, qui 
aliquando voluit quod aliquando non voluit. quibus respondendum est: ‘voluntas Dei Deus est, 
quia non ipse aliud est, aliud voluntas eius, sed hoc est illi velle quod ipse est, et quod ipse est 
utique aeternus et incommutabilis est’. 
§1[46]  Demiurge asleep:  Sententiae Secundi 20 τί ἐστι θάνατος; αἰώνιος ὕπνος.  
§1[52–58]  Omnipotence? Theodicy:  Hesiod Op. 5–8 ῥέα µὲν γὰρ βριάει, ῥέα δὲ βριάοντα 
χαλέπτει, / ῥεῖα δ’ ἀρίζηλον µινύθει καὶ ἄδηλον ἀέξει, / ῥεῖα δέ τ’ ἰθύνει σκολιὸν καὶ ἀγήνορα κάρφει / 
Ζεὺς ὑψιβρεµέτης.  Aristophanes Nub. 398–400 καὶ πῶς, ὦ µῶρε σὺ καὶ Κρονίων ὄζων καὶ 
βεκκεσέληνε, / εἴπερ βάλλει τοὺς ἐπιόρκους, δῆτ’ οὐχὶ Σίµων’ ἐνέπρησεν / οὐδὲ Κλεώνυµον οὐδὲ 
Θέωρον; καίτοι σφόδρα γ’ εἴσ’ ἐπίορκοι.  Plut. 489-491 φανερὸν µὲν ἔγωγ’ οἶµαι γνῶναι τοῦτ’ εἶναι 
πᾶσιν ὁµοίως, / ὅτι τοὺς χρηστοὺς τῶν ἀνθρώπων εὖ πράττειν ἐστὶ δίκαιον, / τοὺς δὲ πονηροὺς καὶ 
τοὺς ἀθέους τούτων τἀναντία δήπου.  Lucretius DRN 2.1103–1104 … telum, quod saepe nocentes / 
praeterit exanimatque indignos inque merentes.  DRN 6.387–396 quod si Iuppiter atque alii 
fulgentia divi / terrifico quatiunt sonitu caelestia templa / et iaciunt ignem quo cuiquest cumque 
voluntas, / cur quibus incautum scelus aversabile cumquest / non faciunt icti flammas ut fulguris 
halent / pectore perfixo, documen mortalibus acre, / et potius nulla sibi turpi conscius in re / 
volvitur in flammis innoxius inque peditur / turbine caelesti subito correptus et igni? / cur etiam 
loca sola petunt frustraque laborant?  Cicero ND 3.81–82 (the Academic Cotta speaks) 
duodequadraginta Dionysius tyrannus annos fuit opulentissumae et beatissumae civitatis; (82) 



 Book 1 Chapter 7 51 

quam multos ante hunc in ipso Graeciae flore Pisistratus. ... praedones multi saepe poenas dant, 
nec tamen possumus dicere non pluris captivos acerbe quam praedones necatos. Anaxarchum 
Democriteum (—) a Cyprio tyranno excarnificatum accepimus, Zenonem Eleatem (—) in 
tormentis necatum; quid dicam de Socrate, cuius morti inlacrimare soleo Platonem legens?  
Seneca Nat. 2.46.1 'at quare Iuppiter aut ferienda transit aut innoxia ferit?’ ‘in maiorem me 
quaestionem vocas, cui suus dies, suus locus dandus est’.  Gellius N.A. 7.1.pr.–3 quem in modum 
responderit Chrysippus (SVF 2.1169) adversum eos, qui providentiam consistere negaverunt. 
quibus non videtur mundus dei et hominum causa institutus neque res humanae providentia 
gubernari, gravi se argumento uti putant, cum ita dicunt: ‘si esset providentia, nulla essent mala.’ 
nihil enim minus aiunt providentiae congruere, quam in eo mundo, quem propter homines fecisse 
dicatur, tantam vim esse aerumnarum et malorum. adversus ea Chrysippus cum in libro Περὶ 
προνοίας quarto dissereret: ‘nihil est prorsus istis’ inquit ‘insubidius, qui opinantur bona esse 
potuisse, si non essent ibidem mala’ etc.  Lactantius Ira D. 13.20–22 Ingremeau argumentum 
Epicuri (fr. 374 Usener): deus, inquit, aut vult tollere mala et non potest, aut potest et non vult, aut 
neque vult neque potest, aut et vult et potest. (21) si vult et non potest, inbecillus est, quod in deum 
non cadit; si potest et non vult, invidus, quod aeque alienum est a deo; si neque vult neque potest, 
et invidus et inbecillus est ideoque nec deus; si et vult et potest, quod solum deo convenit, unde ergo 
sunt mala aut cur illa non tollit? (22) scio plerosque philosophorum qui providentiam defendunt 
hoc argumento perturbari solere et invitos paene adigi ut deum nihil curare fateantur, quod 
maxime quaerit Epicurus.  Suda s.v. K 1575, p. 3.114.7–8 Adler κίβδηλον µέν ἐστιν ὅταν ἔχῃ 
ἐπιφάνειαν ὡς ἀστεῖον, ᾖ δὲ µοχθηρὸν τῷ τρόπῳ, also found Phot. Lex. K 693.3–4. 
§§2–25  Theism:   Fragmenta tragica adespota fr. 622.1 Snell–Kannicht θεὸν δὲ ποῖον, εἰπέ µοι, 
νοητέον;  Flavius Josephus Ap. 2.167–169 ἕνα αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν θεὸν) ἀπέφηνε (sc. ὁ δ’ ἡµέτερος 
νοµοθέτης) καὶ ἀγένητον καὶ πρὸς τὸν ἀίδιον χρόνον ἀναλλοίωτον πάσης ἰδέας θνητῆς κάλλει 
διαφέροντα καὶ δυνάµει µὲν ἡµῖν γνώριµον, ὁποῖος δὲ κατ’ οὐσίαν {ἐστὶν} ἄγνωστον. ταῦτα περὶ θεοῦ 
φρονεῖν οἱ σοφώτατοι παρ’ Ἕλλησιν ὅτι µὲν ἐδιδάχθησαν ἐκείνου τὰς ἀρχὰς παρασχόντος, ἐῶ νῦν 
λέγειν, ὅτι δ’ ἐστὶ καλὰ καὶ πρέποντα τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ φύσει καὶ µεγαλειότητι, σφόδρα µεµαρτυρήκασι· 
καὶ γὰρ Πυθαγόρας (—) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας (—) καὶ Πλάτων οἵ τε µετ’ ἐκεῖνον ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (—) 
φιλόσοφοι καὶ µικροῦ δεῖν ἅπαντες οὕτως φαίνονται περὶ τῆς τοῦ θεοῦ φύσεως πεφρονηκότες.  
Plutarch Amat. 763C τῆς δ’ οὖν περὶ θεῶν δόξης καὶ παντάπασιν ἡγεµόνες καὶ διδάσκαλοι ἡµῖν οἵ τε 
ποιηταὶ καὶ οἱ νοµοθέται καὶ τρίτον οἱ φιλόσοφοι, τὸ µὲν {οὖν} εἶναι θεοὺς ὁµοίως τιθέµενοι, πλήθους 
δὲ πέρι καὶ τάξεως αὐτῶν οὐσίας τε καὶ δυνάµεως µεγάλα διαφερόµενοι πρὸς ἀλλήλους κτλ.  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. proœm. 6 (Sotion fr. 36 Wehrli) τοὺς δὲ Μάγους ... ἀποφαίνεσθαί τε περὶ 
οὐσίας θεῶν καὶ γενέσεως, οὓς καὶ πῦρ εἶναι καὶ γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ. 
§2  Thales:  Plato Leg. 10 899b ἔσθ’ ὅστις ταῦτα ὁµολογῶν ὑποµενεῖ µὴ θεῶν εἶναι πλήρη πάντα;  
ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 991d ἡγήσαιτ’ ἂν παγκάλως τε καὶ ἱκανῶς εἰρῆσθαι τὸ θεῶν εἶναι 
πάντα πλέα.  Aristotle de An. 1.5 411a7 καὶ ἐν τῷ ὅλῳ δέ τινες αὐτὴν (sc. τὴν ψυχήν) µεµεῖχθαί φασιν, 
ὅθεν ἴσως καὶ Θαλῆς (11A22 DK) ᾠήθη πάντα πλήρη θεῶν εἶναι.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 (on 
Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) καὶ πάντα ψυχῶν εἶναι καὶ δαιµόνων πλήρη.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.1.3 (on Thales, 
fr. 210 Wöhrle) θεὸν δὲ τοῦτ’ εἶναι, τὸ µήτε ἀρχὴν µήτε τελευτὴν ἔχον.  Julian Or. 8 18b πάντα γάρ 
ἐστιν ἐν τοῖς θεοῖς καὶ πάντα περὶ αὐτοὺς ὑφέστηκε καὶ ‘πάντα τῶν θεῶν ἐστι πλήρη’.  Calcidius in 
Tim. c. 269 penetratam siquidem eam (sc. silvam) usque quaque divina mens format plene, ... 
perinde ut natura atque anima solida corpora permeantes universa vivificant. 
§3  Anaximander:  Aristotle Phys. 3.4 203b10–15 διό, καθάπερ λέγοµεν, οὐ ταύτης ἀρχή, ἀλλ’ αὕτη 
τῶν ἄλλων εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ ‘περιέχειν ἅπαντα καὶ πάντα κυβερνᾶν’, ὥς φασιν ὅσοι µὴ ποιοῦσι παρὰ τὸ 
ἄπειρον ἄλλας αἰτίας, οἷον Νοῦν ἢ Φιλίαν· καὶ τοῦτ’ εἶναι τὸ θεῖον· ‘ἀθάνατον’ γὰρ καὶ ‘ἀνώλεθρον’, 
ὥσπερ φησὶν Ἀναξίµανδρος (12A15, B3 DK) καὶ οἱ πλεῖστοι τῶν φυσιολόγων. 
§7  Democritus:  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 66.2 προσέθηκε δὲ λαβὼν τούτοιν τοῖν δυεῖν (sc. τῷ 
πλήρει καὶ τῷ κενῷ) τὰ εἴδωλα ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης Δηµόκριτος (—). 
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§9  Pythagoras:  Aristotle EN 2.5 1106b29–30 τὸ γὰρ κακὸν τοῦ ἀπείρου, ὡς οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (58B7 
DK) εἴκαζον, τὸ δ’ ἀγαθὸν τοῦ πεπερασµένου.  EN 1.4 1096b5–6 πιθανώτερον δ’ ἐοίκασιν οἱ 
Πυθαγόρειοι (58B6 DK) λέγειν περὶ αὐτοῦ, τιθέντες ἐν τῇ τῶν ἀγαθῶν συστοιχίᾷ τὸ ἕν (see Met. A.5 
986a26).   Theophrastus Met. 33 11a25–b7 Πλάτων (fr. B3 Isnardi Parente) δὲ καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι 
(—) µακρὰν τὴν ἀπόστασιν, ἐπιµιµεῖσθαι δ’ ἐθέλειν ἅπαντα· καίτοι καθά περ ἀντίθεσίν τινα ποιοῦσιν 
τῆς ἀορίστου δυάδος καὶ τοῦ ἑνός, ἐν ᾗ καὶ τὸ ἄπειρον καὶ τὸ ἄτακτον καὶ πᾶσα ὡς εἰπεῖν ἀµορφία καθ’ 
αὑτήν, ὅλως οὐχ οἷόν τε ἄνευ ταύτης τὴν τοῦ ὅλου φύσιν, ἀλλ’ οἷον ἰσοµοιρεῖν ἢ καὶ ὑπερέχειν τῆς 
ἑτέρας· ᾗ καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς ἐναντίας.  Plutarch Is.Os. 369D οἱ δὲ τὸν µὲν {γὰρ} ἀµείνονα θεόν, τὸν δ’ 
ἕτερον δαίµονα καλοῦσιν, ὥσπερ Ζωροάστρης ὁ µάγος.  An.Procr. 1026B Ζωροάστρης δὲ θεὸν καὶ 
δαίµονα, τὸν µὲν Ὠροµάσδην καλῶν τὸν δ’ Ἀρειµάνιον.  Simplicius in Phys. 181.10–30 γράφει δὲ περὶ 
τούτων ὁ Εὔδωρος (fr. 3 Mazzarelli) τάδε· ‘κατὰ τὸν ἀνωτάτω λόγον φατέον τοὺς Πυθαγορικοὺς τὸ ἓν 
ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων λέγειν, κατὰ δὲ τὸν δεύτερον λόγον δύο ἀρχὰς τῶν ἀποτελουµένων εἶναι, τό τε ἓν 
καὶ τὴν ἐναντίαν τούτῳ φύσιν. ὑποτάσσεσθαι δὲ πάντων τῶν κατὰ ἐναντίωσιν ἐπινοουµένων τὸ µὲν 
ἀστεῖον τῷ ἑνί, τὸ δὲ φαῦλον τῇ πρὸς τοῦτο ἐναντιουµένῃ φύσει.’ … (fr. 4) καὶ πάλιν ‘διό, φησί, καὶ 
κατ’ ἄλλον τρόπον ἀρχὴν ἔφασαν εἶναι τῶν πάντων τὸ ἕν, ὡς ἂν καὶ τῆς ὕλης καὶ τῶν ὄντων πάντων ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ γεγενηµένων. τοῦτο δὲ εἶναι καὶ τὸν ὑπεράνω θεόν’. … (fr. 5) ‘καὶ δῆλον ὅτι ἄλλο µέν ἐστιν ἓν ἡ 
ἀρχὴ τῶν πάντων, ἄλλο δὲ ἓν τὸ τῇ δυάδι ἀντικείµενον, ὃ καὶ µονάδα καλοῦσιν’.  Philo of Alexandria 
Leg. 2.3 τέτακται οὖν ὁ θεὸς κατὰ τὸ ἓν καὶ τὴν µονάδα, µᾶλλον δὲ ἡ µονὰς κατὰ τὸν ἕνα θεόν.   
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.8 Ἀριστοτέλης δ’ ἐν πρώτῳ Περὶ φιλοσοφίας (fr. 6 R3) … δύο κατ’ αὐτοὺς 
(sc. τοὺς Μάγους) εἶναι ἀρχάς, ἀγαθὸν δαίµονα καὶ κακὸν δαίµονα· καὶ τῷ µὲν ὄνοµα εἶναι Ζεὺς καὶ 
Ὠροµάσδης, τῷ δὲ Ἅιδης καὶ Ἀρειµάνιος. φησὶ δὲ τοῦτο καὶ Ἕρµιππος ἐν τῷ πρώτῷ Περὶ Μάγων 
(F56 Bollansée) καὶ Εὔδοξος ἐν τῇ Περιόδῳ (F 341 Lasserre) καὶ Θεόποµπος ἐν τῇ ὀγδόῃ τῶν 
Φιλιππικῶν (FGrH 115.64a).  Anatolius de Dec. p. 5.19–21 Heiberg ἐκάλουν δὲ αὐτὴν  (sc. τὴν 
µονάδα) οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι νοῦν, εἰκάζοντες τῷ ἑνὶ αὐτήν, τῷ νοητῷ θεῷ, τῷ ἀγεννήτῳ, αὐτοκαλῷ, 
αὐτοαγαθῷ κτλ.  Macrobius in Somn. 1.6.5 haec monas initium finisque omnium … ad summum 
refertur deum.  Damascius de Princ. p. 1.165.17–20 Westerink–Combès Μάγοι δὲ καὶ πᾶν τὸ ἄριον 
γένος, ὡς καὶ τοῦτο γράφει ὁ Εὔδηµος (fr. 150 Wehrli ), οἱ µὲν Τόπον, οἱ δὲ Χρόνον καλοῦσι τὸ νοητὸν 
ἅπαν καὶ τὸ ἡνωµένον, ἐξ οὗ διακριθῆναι ἢ θεὸν ἀγαθὸν καὶ δαίµονα κακόν, ἢ φῶς καὶ σκότος πρὸ 
τούτων, ὡς ἐνίους λέγειν.  
§10  Posidonius:  Seneca Dial. 12.8.3 sive ille deus… , sive divinus spiritus per omnia maxima ac 
minima aequali intentione diffusus.  Commenta Bernensia in Lucanum p. 305.24–26 Usener (at 
Phars. 9.578) ait enim Posidonius Stoicus (F 100 E.-K., 350 Theiler) θεὸς ἐστι πνεῦµα νοερὸν διῆκον 
δι᾿ ἁπάσης οὐσίας, ‘deus est spiritus rationalis per omnem diffusus materiam’ hoc est terram 
aquam aerem caelum. 
§11  Speusippus:  Aristotle Met. Ν.4 1091b22–35 (Speusippus frs. 42g + 35a Lang, 79 + 64 Isnardi 
Parente, 45a Tarán) συµβαίνει γὰρ πολλὴ δυσχέρεια, ἣν ἔνιοι φεύγοντες ἀπειρήκασιν, οἱ τὸ ἓν µὲν 
ὁµολογοῦντες ἀρχὴν εἶναι πρώτην καὶ στοιχεῖον, … ταῦτά τε δὴ συµβαίνει ἄτοπα, καὶ τὸ ἐναντίον 
στοιχεῖον, εἴτε πλῆθος ὂν εἴτε τὸ ἄνισον καὶ µέγα καὶ µικρόν, τὸ κακὸν αὐτό (διόπερ ὁ µὲν ἔφευγε τὸ 
ἀγαθὸν προσάπτειν τῷ ἑνὶ ὡς ἀναγκαῖον ὄν, ἐπειδὴ ἐξ ἐναντίων ἡ γένεσις, τὸ κακὸν τὴν τοῦ πλήθους 
φύσιν εἶναι). 
§13  Heraclitus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.35 (on Thales, 11A1 DK) πρεσβύτατον τῶν ὄντων θεός· 
ἀγένητον γάρ. Tertullian Praescr.Haer. 7.10 ubi aliquid de igneo deo adlegatur, Heraclitus (T 
649(c) Mouraviev) intervenit. 
§14  Zeno Stoicus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.148 oὐσίαν δὲ θεοῦ Ζήνων (SVF 1.163) µέν φησι τὸν 
ὅλον κόσµον καὶ τὸν οὐρανόν. 
§16  Boethus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.148 Βόηθος (SVF 3 Boeth. 3) δὲ ἐν τῇ Περὶ φύσεως οὐσίαν 
θεοῦ τὴν τῶν ἀπλανῶν σφαῖραν. 
§§17–18  Eleatics:  Aristotle Phys. 3.6 207a15–17 βέλτιον οἰητέον Παρµενίδην (DK 1.234.16–18 ad 
28B8) Μελίσσου εἰρηκέναι· ὁ µὲν γὰρ τὸ ἄπειρον ὅλον φησίν, ὁ δὲ τὸ ὅλον πεπεράνθαι, ‘µεσσόθεν 
ἰσοπαλές’(28B8.44 DK).  Met. Α.5 986b17–21 οὗτοι δὲ ἀκίνητον εἶναί φασιν· οὐ µὴν ἀλλὰ τοσοῦτόν γε 
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οἰκεῖόν ἐστι τῇ νῦν σκέψει· Παρµενίδης (28A24 DK) µὲν γὰρ ἔοικε τοῦ κατὰ τὸν λόγον ἑνὸς ἅπτεσθαι, 
Μέλισσος (—) δὲ τοῦ κατὰ τὴν ὕλην (διὸ καὶ ὁ µὲν πεπερασµένον ὁ δ’ ἄπειρόν φησιν εἶναι αὐτό).  
Plato Tht. 180e οἶον [edd. OCT, οἷον mss.] ἀκίνητον τελέθει τῷ παντὶ ὄνοµ’ εἶναι (garbled 
hexameter, cf. 28B8.38 DK) καὶ ἄλλα ὅσα Μέλισσοί (—) τε καὶ Παρµενίδαι (t. 6 Coxon) 
ἐναντιούµενοι πᾶσι τούτοις διισχυρίζονται, ὡς ἕν τε πάντα ἐστὶ καὶ ἕστηκεν αὐτὸ ἐν αὑτῷ οὐκ ἔχον 
χώραν ἐν ᾗ κινεῖται.  Olympiodorus the Alchemist Art.Sacr. 20, p. 81.9–13 µίαν δὲ ἀκίνητον 
πεπερασµένην δύναµιν ἔλεγεν ὁ Παρµενίδης (—) τὸ θεῖον, καὶ αὐτὸς λέγων ἀρχήν· τοῦτο γὰρ ὡς 
εἴρηται καὶ ἕν ἐστιν, καὶ ἀκίνητον … . καὶ σκόπει ὅτι ὁ Μιλήσιος Θαλῆς (fr. 458 Wöhrle, but think of 
Μέλισσος, cf. 30A13 DK) πρὸς τὴν οὐσίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀποβλέπων ἔλεγεν αὐτὸν ἄπειρον. 
§17  Parmenides:  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels, FHS&G (verbatim) at Alex. Aphr. in Met. 
31.11–12 Παρµενίδης (28A7 DK) … κατ’ ἀλήθειαν µὲν ἓν τὸ πᾶν καὶ ἀγένητον καὶ σφαιροειδὲς 
ὑπολαµβάνων.  Philodemus Piet. (PHerc. 1428) 4d–5a Gomperz, frs. 12.8-13 Schober, coll. 323.31-
324 Vassallo Παρµενείδης (T4 Coxon) δὲ | *** ἔοικ[ε δ]ὴ τόν | τε πρ[ῶ]τον [θ]εὸν ἄ|ψυχον ποι[ε]ῖν, 
τ[ούς] | τε γεννωµένους ὑ|πὸ τ{α}⟨ο⟩ύτου τὰ µὲν | αὐτὰ τοῖς πάθεσιν | τοῖς περὶ ἄνθρω[πους 
πάσχοντας (~ §17). 
§18  Melissus:  Aristotle Sph.El. 5 167b13–14 οἷον ὁ Μελίσσου λόγος (30A10 DK) ὅτι ἄπειρον τὸ 
ἅπαν, λαβὼν τὸ µὲν ἅπαν ἀγένητον.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.35 (Thales 11A1 DK) πρεσβύτατον 
τῶν ὄντων θεός· ἀγένητον γάρ. 
§19  Empedocles:  Empedocles 31B6 DK τέσσαρα γὰρ πάντων ῥιζώµατα πρῶτον ἄκουε· / Ζεὺς 
ἀργὴς Ἥρη τε φερέσβιος ἠδ’ Ἀιδωνεύς / Νῆστίς θ’, ἣ δακρύοις τέγγει κρούνωµα βρότειον.  31B28.2 
DK Σφαῖρος κυκλοτερὴς µονίῃ περιηγέι γαίων.  31B31 DK πάντα γὰρ ἑξείης πελεµίζετο γυῖα θεοῖο.  
Aristotle GC 2.6 333b20-22 τά γε στοιχεῖα διακρίνει οὐ τὸ Νεῖκος, ἀλλ’ ἡ Φιλία τὰ φύσει πρότερα τοῦ 
θεοῦ· θεοὶ δὲ καὶ ταῦτα.  GC 2.7 334a26–30 τοῖς λέγουσιν ὡς Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A43 DK) τίς ἔσται 
τρόπος; ἀνάγκη γὰρ σύνθεσιν εἶναι καθάπερ ἐξ πλίνθων καὶ λίθων τοῖχος· καὶ τὸ µίγµα δὲ τοῦτο ἐκ 
σωζοµένων µὲν ἔσται τῶν στοιχείων, κατὰ µικρὰ δὲ παρ’ ἄλληλα συγκειµένων.  Plotinus Enn. 
2.4.[12]7.1–2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα ἐν ὕλῃ θέµενος ἀντιµαρτυροῦσαν ἔχει τὴν φθορὰν 
αὐτῶν.  Themistius in Phys. 42.12–14 ἐπὶ µικρὸν γάρ τι µέρος Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) καὶ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 
99 Luria) τὸ εἶδος ὠνειροπόλησαν, ὁ µὲν τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν Φιλίαν ἀρχὰς θέµενος εἰδοποιούς, 
Δηµόκριτος δὲ κτλ.  Simplicius in Phys. 1124.1–2 τὴν Φιλίαν διὰ τῆς ἑνώσεως τὸν Σφαῖρον ποιοῦσαν, 
ὃν καὶ θεὸν ὀνοµάζει, καὶ οὐδετέρως ποτὲ καλεῖ (? 31B29.5 DK) ‘Σφαῖρον ἔην’. 
§21  Xenocrates:  Plato Phdr. 246e ὁ µὲν δὴ µέγας ἡγεµὼν ἐν οὐρανῷ Ζεύς.  Tim. 40d–41a.  ps.Plato 
(i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 984d θεοὺς µὲν δή, Δία τε καὶ Ἥραν καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους πάντας, ὅπῃ τις 
ἐθέλει, ταύτῃ κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν τιθέσθω νόµον καὶ πάγιον ἐχέτω τοῦτον τὸν λόγον.  Plutarch 
Quaest.Plat. 1007F–1008A τὸ γὰρ ἄνω καὶ πρῶτον ὕπατον οἱ παλαιοὶ προσηγόρευον· ᾗ καὶ 
Ξενοκράτης (fr. 18 Heinze, 136 Isnardi Parente2) Δία τὸν µὲν ἐν τοῖς κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως 
ἔχουσιν ὕπατον καλεῖ, νέατον δὲ τὸν ὑπὸ σελήνην· πρότερος δ’ Ὅµηρος (e.g. Il. 8.31) τὸν τῶν 
ἀρχόντων ἄρχοντα θεὸν ‘ὕπατον κρειόντων’ προσεῖπε.  An.Procr. 1012D–E (Xenocrates fr. 68 
Heinze, 108 Isnardi Parente2) οἱ µὲν γὰρ οὐδὲν ἢ γένεσιν ἀριθµοῦ δηλοῦσθαι νοµίζουσι τῇ µίξει τῆς 
ἀµερίστου καὶ µεριστῆς οὐσίας· ἀµέριστον µὲν γὰρ εἶναι τὸ ἓν µεριστὸν δὲ τὸ πλῆθος, ἐκ δὲ τούτων 
γίγνεσθαι τὸν ἀριθµὸν τοῦ ἑνὸς ὁρίζοντος τὸ πλῆθος καὶ τῇ ἀπειρίᾳ πέρας ἐντιθέντος, ἣν καὶ δυάδα 
καλοῦσιν ἀόριστον.  Clement of Alexandria Protr. 66.2 Ξενοκράτης—Καρχηδόνιος [sic] οὗτος (fr. 
15 Heinze, 135 Isnardi Parente2)—ἑπτὰ µὲν θεοὺς τοὺς πλανήτας, ὄγδοον δὲ τὸν ἐκ πάντων τῶν 
ἀπλανῶν συνεστῶτα κόσµον αἰνίττεται.  Sextus Empiricus M. 5.8 (cited Hipp. Ref. 5.13.6) οἱ 
Πυθαγορικοὶ κινηθέντες τὴν µὲν µονάδα ἄρρεν προσαγορεύουσι, τὴν δὲ δυάδα θῆλυ.  Favonius 
Eulogius in Somn. 5.6–6.2, p. 17.18–19.1 Van Weddingen estque numerus, ut Xenocrates (fr. 15 
Heinze, 134 Isnardi Parente2) censuit, animus, ac deus: non enim aliud est, quam quod ei subest … 
dyas vero, ut theologi asserunt, secundus est motus. primus enim motus in monade stabilis et 
consistens, in dyadem velut foras egreditur: primumque conubium poetae fabulose dixerunt 
sororis et coniugis, quod videlicet unius generis numero coeunte copuletur: et Iunonem vocant, uni 
scilicet Iovi accessio⟨ne⟩ alterius inhaerentem.—Cf. Empedocles 31B6 DK (divine names of the 
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four elements). 
§22[106–110]  Plato:  Plato Resp. 506d αὐτὸ µὲν τί ποτ’ ἐστὶ τἀγαθὸν ἐάσωµεν τὸ νῦν εἶναι.  Resp. 
508e–509b (esp. (b) οὐκ οὐσίας ὄντος τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ, ἀλλ’ ἔτι ἐπέκεινα τῆς οὐσίας πρεσβείᾳ καὶ 
δυνάµει ὑπερέχοντος).  Tim. 28c τὸν µὲν οὖν ποιητὴν καὶ πατέρα τοῦδε τοῦ παντὸς εὑρεῖν τε ἔργον 
καὶ εὑρόντα εἰς πάντας ἀδύνατον λέγειν.  Tim. 29e ἀγαθὸς ἦν (sc. ὁ δηµιουργός).  Tim. 39e ᾗπερ οὖν 
νοῦς ἐνούσας ἰδέας τῷ ὃ ἔστιν ζῷον, οἷαί τε ἔνεισι καὶ ὅσαι, καθορᾷ (sc. ὁ δηµιουργός).  Parm. 137c εἰ 
ἕν ἐστιν, ἄλλο τι οὐκ ἂν εἴη πολλὰ τὸ ἕν;  Parm. 142b ἓν εἰ ἔστιν, ἆρα οἷόν τε αὐτὸ εἶναι µέν, οὐσίας δὲ 
µὴ µετέχειν;—οὐχ οἷόν τε.  ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 983d πρῶτον µὲν τὰ ὄντα εἶναι δύο, 
τὸ µὲν ψυχήν, τὸ δὲ σῶµα, καὶ πολλὰ ἑκατέρου, πάντα δὲ ἀλλήλων ἄλλα καὶ ἑκάτερα ἑκατέρων, καὶ 
τρίτον ἄλλο οὐδὲν κοινὸν οὐδενί, διαφέρειν δὲ ψυχὴν σώµατος. 
§22[106–109] Plato:  Apuleius Plat. lib. 3(?) sive Anonymus Compendiosa expositio 5.1–2 Stover  
in septimo [sc. of the Republic] aeque placet illi deum incorporalem esse et eundem naturae boni.  
§22[107–112] Plato:  Apuleius Plat. lib. 3(?) sive Anonymus Compendiosa expositio 30.9–10 
Stover post hoc incorpoream rem placet esse primam substantiam rerum et incorporalibus 
originem fieri. (Stover reads [in]cor[poralibus, which does not look good). 
§22[112–114]  Plato:  ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 984b–985c νῦν οὖν δὴ περὶ θεῶν 
ἐγχειρῶµεν τό γε τοσοῦτον, τὰ δύο κατιδόντες ζῷα ὁρατὰ ἡµῖν, ἅ φαµεν ἀθάνατον, τὸ δὲ γήινον ἅπαν 
θνητὸν γεγονέναι, τὰ τρία τὰ µέσα τῶν πέντε τὰ µεταξὺ τούτων σαφέστατα κατὰ δόξαν τὴν ἐπιεικῆ 
γεγονότα πειραθῆναι λέγειν. αἰθέρα µὲν γὰρ µετὰ τὸ πῦρ θῶµεν, ψυχὴν δ’ ἐξ αὐτοῦ τιθῶµεν πλάττειν 
ζῷα δύναµιν ἔχοντα, ὥσπερ (c) τῶν ἄλλων γενῶν, τὸ πολὺ µὲν τῆς αὐτοῦ φύσεως, τὰ δὲ σµικρότερα 
συνδέσµου χάριν ἐκ τῶν ἄλλων γενῶν· µετὰ δὲ τὸν αἰθέρα ἐξ ἀέρος πλάττειν τὴν ψυχὴν γένος ἕτερον 
ζῴων, καὶ τὸ τρίτον ἐξ ὕδατος. … (d) … µετὰ δὲ τούτους καὶ ὑπὸ τούτοις (sc. µετὰ τὰ ζῷα τὰ ἐκ 
πυρὸς) ἑξῆς δαίµονας, ἀέριον δὲ γένος, ἔχον ἕδραν τρίτην καὶ µέσην. … (e) … τῶν δὲ δύο τούτων ζῴων, 
τοῦ τ’ ἐξ αἰθέρος ἐφεξῆς τε ἀέρος, οὐ [οὐ ms Kc prob. Tarán : ὄν Burnet] διορώµενον ὅλον αὐτῶν 
ἑκάτερον εἶναι—παρὸν δὴ πλησίον οὐ κατάδηλον ἡµῖν γίγνεσθαι. … τὸ δὲ ὕδατος πέµπτον [sic] ὂν 
ἡµίθεον µὲν ἀπεικάσειεν ἄν τις ὀρθῶς ἀπεικάζων ἐξ αὐτοῦ γεγονέναι, καὶ τοῦτ’ εἶναι τοτὲ µὲν 
ὁρώµενον, ἄλλοτε δὲ ἀποκρυφθὲν ἄδηλον γιγνόµενον, θαῦµα κατ' ἀµυδρὰν ὄψιν παρεχόµενον.  
ps.Plato Def. 411a θεὸς ζῷον ἀθάνατον, αὔταρκες πρὸς εὐδαιµονίαν· οὐσία ἀίδιος, τῆς τἀγαθοῦ φύσεως 
αἰτία.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 9 Diels, 230 FHS&G (verbatim) at Simp. in Phys. 26.8–13 
Πλάτων … ἐπέδωκεν ἑαυτὸν καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἁψάµενος τῆς περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίας· ἐν ᾗ δύο τὰς 
ἀρχὰς βούλεται ποιεῖν τὸ µὲν ὑποκείµενον ὡς ὕλην ὃ προσαγορεύει πανδεχές (Tim. 51a), τὸ δὲ ὡς 
αἴτιον καὶ κινοῦν ὃ περιάπτει τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ δυνάµει.  Aristoxenus Elem.Harm. pp. 
39.9–40.2 da Rios (Πλάτωνος ἀκρόασις Περὶ τἀγαθοῦ, Test.Plat. 7 Gaiser, 1 Krämer, B1 Isnardi 
Parente) καὶ τὸ πέρας ὅτι ἀγαθόν [⟨τ⟩ἀγαθόν coni. Krämer prob. Gaiser Burkert] ἐστιν ἕν.  Philo of 
Alexandria Opif. 16 βουληθεὶς τὸν ὁρατὸν κόσµον τουτονὶ δηµιουργῆσαι προεξετύπου τὸν νοητόν.  
Heres 111 νῷ γὰρ ὁ θεὸς καταλαµβάνειν τὸν µὲν νοητὸν κόσµον δι’ ἑαυτοῦ, τὸν δὲ ὁρατὸν δι’ αἰσθήσεως 
ἐφῆκεν.  Hermogenes  Id. 1.6.14.1–7 Patillon καὶ µὴν καὶ τὸ δι’ ἐµφάσεων µυστικῶς τι καὶ 
τελεστικῶς ἐν ταῖς σεµναῖς τῶν ἐννοιῶν ὑποσηµαίνειν µεθόδου σεµνῆς· ὡς γὰρ αὐτοὶ µὲν εἰδότες, οὐκ 
ὄντες δὲ οἷοί τε λέγειν εἰς τοὐµφανὲς αὐτά, ἐνδεικνύµεθα διὰ τῆς µεθόδου ταύτης µέγεθός τι καὶ 
σεµνότητα ἐννοίας, ὥσπερ ὁ Πλάτων ὅταν λέγῃ (e.g. Sph. 240b) ῾τὸ ὄντως ὄν’ καὶ ῾ἀγαθὸς ἦν’ (Tim. 
29e) καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα.  Alcinous Did. c. 4, p. 156.11–14 H. τοῦ νοητοῦ δὲ κόσµου πρώτου ὄντος νοητοῦ, 
τοῦ δ’ αἰσθητοῦ ἀθροίσµατος, τὸν µὲν νοητὸν κόσµον κρίνει νόησις µετὰ λόγου, τουτέστιν οὐκ ἄνευ 
λόγου, τὸν δὲ αἰσθητὸν ὁ δοξαστικὸς λόγος οὐκ ἄνευ αἰσθήσεως. 
§22[113–114]  Plato:  Plato Resp. 508a τίνα οὖν ἔχεις αἰτιάσασθαι τῶν ἐν οὐρανῷ θεῶν τούτου κύριον, 
οὗ ἡµῖν τὸ φῶς ὄψιν τε ποιεῖ ὁρᾶν ὅτι κάλλιστα καὶ τὰ ὁρώµενα ὁρᾶσθαι;—ὅνπερ καὶ σύ, ἔφη, καὶ οἱ 
ἄλλοι· τὸν ἥλιον γὰρ δῆλον ὅτι ἐρωτᾷς.  Tim. 39e–40b.  Leg. 10 899b ἄστρων δὴ πέρι πάντων καὶ 
σελήνης, ἐνιαυτῶν τε καὶ µηνῶν καὶ πασῶν ὡρῶν πέρι, τίνα ἄλλον λόγον ἐροῦµεν ἢ τὸν αὐτὸν τοῦτον, 
ὡς ἐπειδὴ ψυχὴ µὲν ἢ ψυχαὶ πάντων τούτων αἴτιαι ἐφάνησαν, ἀγαθαὶ δὲ πᾶσαν ἀρετήν, θεοὺς αὐτὰς 
εἶναι φήσοµεν, εἴτε ἐν σώµασιν ἐνοῦσαι, ζῷα ὄντα, κοσµοῦσιν πάντα οὐρανόν, εἴτε ὅπῃ τε καὶ ὅπως;  
Tim. 92c ὅδε ὁ κόσµος οὕτω, ζῷον ὁρατὸν τὰ ὁρατὰ περιέχον, εἰκὼν τοῦ νοητοῦ θεὸς αἰσθητός, 
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µέγιστος καὶ ἄριστος κάλλιστός τε καὶ τελεώτατος γέγονεν εἷς οὐρανὸς ὅδε µονογενὴς ὤν.  ps.Plato 
(i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 981e θεῖον γένος ἄστρων.  Epin. 984d θεοὺς δὲ δὴ τοὺς ὁρατούς, µεγίστους 
καὶ τιµιωτάτους καὶ ὀξύτατον ὁρῶντας πάντῃ, τοὺς πρώτους τὴν τῶν ἄστρων φύσιν λεκτέον. 
§23  Aristotle:  Strabo 15.1.59, 713C.13–14 (Megasthenes FGrH 715 fr. 33 τοὺς Βραχµᾶνας … περὶ 
πολλῶν δὲ τοῖς Ἕλλησιν ὁµοδοξεῖν …) πρὸς δὲ τοῖς τέτταρσι στοιχείοις πέµπτη τις ἐστὶ φύσις, ἐξ ἧς ὁ 
οὐρανὸς καὶ τὰ ἄστρα.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.32 τὸν δὲ θεὸν ἀσώµατον ἀπέφαινε, καθὰ καὶ ὁ 
Πλάτων. 
§24  Stoics: Aristotle de An. 1.3 406a17-20 κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς αὐτῇ (sc. τῇ ψυχῇ)τὸ κινεῖσθαι 
ὑπάρξει, ὥσπερ τῷ λευκῷ ἢ τῷ τριπήχει.  Strabo 15.1.59, 713C.11–12 (Megasthenes FGrH 715 fr. 33 
τοὺς Βραχµᾶνας … περὶ πολλῶν δὲ τοῖς Ἕλλησιν ὁµοδοξεῖν …) ὅτι σφαιροειδὴς ὅ τε διοικῶν αὐτὸν (sc. 
τὸν κόσµον) καὶ ποιῶν θεὸς δι’ ὅλου διαπεφοίτηκεν αὐτοῦ.  Philo of Alexandria Deo 6.82 Siegert (cf. 
SVF 2.422) πῦρ τεχνικόν, ὁδῷ βαδίζον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias de An. 22.7–12 ὡς γὰρ ἡ βαρύτης 
αἰτία µὲν γίνεται τῇ γῇ τῆς εἰς τὸ κάτω φορᾶς καὶ κατὰ τοῦτ’ αὐτῆς ἐστι κινητική, οὐ µὴν κινουµένη 
καθ’ αὑτήν … , οὕτως καὶ ἡ ψυχὴ τῶν ζῴων πασῶν τῶν ὡς ζῴου κινήσεων ἔχουσα τὴν αἰτίαν, ἐπεὶ 
κατὰ ταύτην αὐτῷ ἡ τοῦ κινεῖσθαι τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἐξουσία, οὐκ αὐτὴ κινουµένη καθ’ αὑτὴν οὕτως 
κινεῖ τὸ σῶµα.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.156 δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτοῖς (SVF 1.171, 2.774) τὴν µὲν φύσιν εἶναι 
πῦρ τεχνικόν, ὁδῷ βαδίζον εἰς γένεσιν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ πνεῦµα πυροειδὲς καὶ τεχνοειδές.  V.P. 7.134 (SVF 
2.300) τὸ δὲ ποιοῦν τὸν ἐν αὐτῇ (sc. ἐν τῇ ὕλη) λόγον, τὸν θεόν· τοῦτον γὰρ ἀΐδιον ὄντα διὰ πάσης 
αὐτῆς δηµιουργεῖν ἕκαστα. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 882B; pp. 307a4–16 Diels—PE: Eusebius PE 15.43, pp. 412.6–12 
Mras (et titulus 15.32.8, p. 406.13–14)—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 36; pp. 619.6–11 Diels; pp. 
122–125 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 120–121 Daiber—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. 85, p. 51 
Westerink (titulus solus)—PTz: Johannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. 1.4.1, p. 98.3–6 
Papathomopoulos 
Cf. Ath: Athenagoras Leg. 23.2.11–15 Marcovich 
 

Titulus  η΄. Περὶ δαιµόνων καὶ ἡρώων (P) 1 
§1 Παρακειµένως δὲ τῷ Περὶ θεῶν λόγῳ τὸν περὶ δαιµόνων καὶ ἡρώων  2 

ἱστορητέον. (P1) 3 
§2 Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων οἱ Στωικοὶ δαίµονας ὑπάρχειν οὐσίας  4 

ψυχικάς (εἶναι δὲ καὶ ἥρωας τὰς κεχωρισµένας ψυχὰς τῶν σωµάτων)·  5 
καὶ ἀγαθοὺς µὲν τὰς ἀγαθὰς κακοὺς δὲ τὰς φαύλας. (P2) 6 

§3 Ἐπίκουρος δ᾿ οὐδὲν τούτων ἐγκρίνει. (P3) 7 
  
§2 Thales fr. 150 Wöhrle; Pythagoras cf. D.L. V.P. 8.32; Plato –; Stoici SVF 2.1101; §3 
Epicurus fr. 393 Usener 
  
lemmata non hab. S    titulus  δαιµόνων καὶ ἡρώων PBEPs, cf. PQ : inv. PG Über die hohen 
Kräfte welche die Griechen ‘Daimones’ und ‘Heroes’ nennen Q   §2 [4] Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων] 
µὲν καὶ Πλάτων καὶ Πυθαγόρας PG || ante οἱ Στωικοὶ add. PG καὶ πρὸς τούτοις || [5] σωµάτων 
PBEQG Tzetzes : ἀνθρώπων Ath σπουδαίων prop. Wildberger (2006) 2.502 conl. D.L. V.P. 
7.151 || [6] ἀγαθοὺς … ἀγαθὰς] al. PG τὰς µὲν ἀγαθὰς τῶν τὸν βίον διαγαγόντων ἄριστα 
ἀνθρώπων, κακὰς δὲ τῶν πονηρῶν    §3 [7] ἐγκρίνει] εἶναι συγκεχώρηκεν PG 
  
Testes primi: 
Athenagoras Leg. 23.2.11–15 (~ §2) πρῶτος Θαλῆς (fr. 186 Wöhrle) διαιρεῖ …, εἰς θεόν, εἰς 
δαίµονας, εἰς ἥρωας. ἀλλὰ ‘θεὸν’ µὲν ‘τὸν ‘νοῦν τοῦ κόσµου’ ἄγει, ‘δαίµονας’ δὲ ‘οὐσίας’ νοεῖ 
‘ψυχικὰς καὶ ἥρωας τὰς κεχωρισµένας ψυχὰς’ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ‘ἀγαθοὺς µὲν τὰς ἀγαθάς, 
κακοὺς δὲ τὰς φαύλους’. 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 36  (~ tit.) Περὶ ἡρώων καὶ δαιµόνων (text Jas) 
36.1  (~ P2) Θαλῆς µὲν καὶ Πλάτων καὶ Πυθαγόρας καὶ πρὸς τούτοις οἱ Στωικοὶ γιγνώσκουσιν 
ὁµοίους δαίµονας εἶναι καὶ οὐσίας ψυχικάς. τοὺς δ᾿ ἥρωας ψυχὰς κεχωρισµένας τῶν σωµάτων, 
τὰς µὲν ἀγαθὰς τῶν τὸν βίον διαγαγόντων ἄριστα ἀνθρώπων, κακὰς δὲ τῶν πονηρῶν. 
36.2  (~ P3) Ἐπίκουρος δὲ οὐδὲν τούτων εἶναι συγκεχώρηκεν. 
 
Ioannes Tzetzes Exeg. in Iliad. 1.4.1, p. 98.3–6 Papathomopoulos (~ P2) Θαλῆς 
Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων τε καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ διαφορὰν ἴσασι δαιµόνων τε καὶ ἡρώων· δαίµονας γὰρ 
φάσκουσιν ἀσώµατους εἶναι οὐσίας, ἥρωας δὲ ψυχὰς σωµάτων διαζυγείσας. 
 
PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 85 (~ tit.) Περὶ δαιµόνων καὶ ἡρώων 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
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§1  A 2 proœm. τετελεκὼς τοίνυν τὸν περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων καὶ τῶν συνεδρευόντων 
αὐτοῖς λόγον κτλ. 
§2  A 1.7.2 Θαλῆς … τὸ δὲ πᾶν ἔµψυχον ἅµα καὶ δαιµόνων πλῆρες. A 1.7.19 [91–92] 
⟨᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς⟩ … καὶ θείας µὲν οἴεται τὰς ψυχάς, θείους δὲ καὶ τοὺς µετέχοντας αὐτῶν 
‘καθαροὺς καθαρῶς’. A 1.7.21 [100] Ξενοκράτης ... καὶ ἑτέρους ὑποσελήνους δαίµονας 
ἀοράτους. A 4.7.3 οἱ Στωικοὶ ἐξιοῦσαν ἐκ τῶν σωµάτων οὔπω φθείρεσθαι (sc. τὴν ψυχήν)· τὴν 
µὲν ἀσθενεστέραν ἅµα τοῖς συγκρίµασι {γίνεσθαι}, ταύτην δ᾿ εἶναι τῶν ἀπαιδεύτων· τὴν δ᾿ 
ἰσχυροτέραν, οἵα ἐστὶ περὶ τοὺς σοφούς, καὶ µέχρι τῆς τοῦ παντὸς ἐκπυρώσεως ‹διαµένειν⟩. 
§3  A 4.7.4 … Ἐπίκουρος … φθαρτὴν (sc. τὴν ψυχήν) τῷ σώµατι συνδιαφθειροµένην. A 5.1.2 
Ξενοφάνης καὶ Ἐπίκουρος ἀναιροῦσι τὴν µαντικήν. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  This chapter is only recorded in the tradition of P (but see below on 
Athenagoras). PB, E and Q record it in full. PG omits the first paragraph, which 
connects the chapter to 1.7, and in the next (his first) adds the words 
γιγνώσκουσιν ὁµοίως δαίµονας εἶναι καὶ οὐσίας ψυχικάς, ‘they know that the 
demons are similarly psychic beings’. Tzetzes’ name-labels are the same, and 
with P and against Athenagoras he reads σωµάτων, but he actually modifies the 
doxa so that it means something quite different. 
 (2)  Athenagoras clearly cites the text as found in P 1.8.2, using only the 
name-label Thales and applying the πρῶτος εὑρέτης motif. The text closely 
resembles what we find in P, but in the absence of S, it remains unclear 
whether his source was P or A. See further the comment at ch. 1.7 Commentary 
A(4). 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The modest proximate tradition is limited to a few 
sentences in Varro (in Augustine), Porphyry and Calcidius.  
 (2)  Sources. Among the sources of part of the tradition we may 
presumably think of the Epinomis and of Xenocrates, whose name is not 
mentioned although he played an important part in the development of 
philosophical demonology, going much further than the passage on Eros in 
Plato’s Symp. 202d–e. The exegesis of Hesiod’s lines on the daemons also 
played its part. A debate between Stoics and Epicureans will be involved as 
well. Posidonius’ treatise On heroes and daemons may have contributed, but we 
know next to nothing of its contents. 



 Book 1 Chapter 8 3 

 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  Representative of the umbrella type (περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα) that dominates in 
the Placita (see above, ch. 1.1, Commentary C). Here it comprises existence 
(affirmed and denied) and substance (psychic). It is attested in all our primary 
witnesses, but not in Ath. Q writes Über die hohen Kräfte, welche die Griechen 
‘Daimones’ und ‘Heroes’ nennen. Equivalents of the Greek terms are not found 
in Arabic, so Q has to transliterate and explain them. Cf. chs. 2.1[2–3], 3.7[6], 
4.11.1[17], 4.12[9], and 4.19[7]. 
 (2)  G’s inversion of the two terms is interestingly paralleled in the book 
title of Posidonius cited at section B(2). 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter follows on after 1.7 as an appendix, as stated disertis verbis in the 
authorial comment at §1. Perhaps A’s phrase expresses a certain reluctance, 
understandably in view of his secular preferences. The chapter order 1.7—1.8 
itself reflects the often-found hierarchical and sequential series gods–demons–
heroes, examples of which are cited at section E(b)§1. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  PBEQ have all three lemmata, while PG lacks §1 but has §§2–3 in the 
same order as PBEQ.  
 (2)  The order of §2 and §3 could have been inverted, but this time, in 
contrast to 1.7, we have the positive view first. There is no need to differ from 
Diels’ order. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
Very simple: §1 announces the theme, while §2, attesting a belief in the 
existence of demons and heroes is diaphonically opposed to §3, which rejects 
this belief. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  λόγος, ‘account’, here de facto means ‘chapter’. On the authorial remark see 
M-R 2.1.51–52. 
§2.  Wildberger (2006) 2.502 n. 151 argues that P confused daemons and heroes, 
since it is odd that the text should speak of evil heroes. Ath, she adds, was not 
happy with this either so he read ἀνθρώπων. She therefore proposes to emend 
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σωµάτων to σπουδαίων, but this is not required when the Greek is constructed 
and translated as we have done.  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  The Plutarchean passages cited section E(b)§2 show that the cluster of 
name-labels in A (viz., both the authorities in favour of demons and heroes and 
the Epicureans who are against) is shared with a substantial wider tradition. 
 (2)  The accounts of demonology by Porphyry and Calcidius (references at 
section E(b) General texts) are among the most extensive ancient sources of 
information available. On the various issues see Boys-Stones (2018) 296–298. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a)  Proximate Tradition 
§2  Thales Pythagoras Plato Stoics:  Calcidius in Tim. c. 136 plerique tamen ex Platonis 
magisterio daemonas putant animas corporeo munere liberatas, laudabilium quoque virorum 
aethereos daemonas, improborum vero nocentes. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Hesiod Op. 121–126 αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ δὴ τοῦτο γένος κατὰ γαῖα κάλυψε, / τοὶ µὲν δαίµονες 
ἁγνοὶ ἐπιχθόνιοι τελέθουσιν / ἐσθλοί, ἀλεξίκακοι, φύλακες θνητῶν ἀνθρώπων, {οἵ ῥα φυλάσσουσίν τε 
δίκας καὶ σχέτλια ἔργα / ἠέρα ἑσσάµενοι πάντη φοιτῶντες ἐπ’ αἶαν,} / πλουτοδόται· καὶ τοῦτο γέρας 
βασιλήιον ἔσχον.  Op. 252–255 τρὶς γὰρ µύριοί εἰσιν ἐπὶ χθονὶ πουλυβοτείρῃ / ἀθάνατοι Ζηνὸς 
φύλακες θνητῶν ἀνθρώπων, / οἵ ῥα φυλάσσουσίν τε δίκας καὶ σχέτλια ἔργα / ἠέρα ἑσσάµενοι, πάντη 
φοιτῶντες ἐπ' αἶαν.  Heraclitus 22B63 DK at Hipp. Ref. 9.10.6 † ἔνθα δ ἐόντι † ἐπανίστασθαι καὶ 
φύλακας γίνεσθαι ἐγερτὶ ζώντων καὶ νεκρῶν.  cf. ps.Heraclitus Ep. 9.3 πολλαὶ δίκης Ἐρινύες; 
ἁµαρτηµάτων φύλακες. Ἡσίοδος ἐψεύσατο τρεῖς µυριάδας εἰπών (Op. 252)· ὀλίγαι εἰσίν, οὐκ ἀρκοῦσι 
κακίᾳ κόσµου· πολὺ ἐστὶ πονηρία.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 (on Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) καὶ πάντα 
ψυχῶν εἶναι καὶ δαιµόνων πλήρη.  ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 984d–985d.  Alcinous Did. c. 
15, p. 171.15–20 H.  Apuleius De deo Socratis.  Maximus of Tyre Or. 8–9.  Or. 11.1a περὶ µὲν 
δαιµόνων † ἀµφισβητῶν λόγον λόγῳ φέρω, καὶ ἀνέχοµαι τὴν στάσιν, καὶ οὐδὲν δεινὸν οὐδὲ πληµµελὲς 
οὐδὲ ἔξω τρόπου ἡγοῦµαι δρᾶν τὸν ἀµφισβητοῦντα πρὸς ἑαυτὸν καὶ πρὸς ἄλλον εἰ ἐστὶν τὸ δαιµόνιον, 
καὶ τί, καὶ ὁπόσον· καὶ γὰρ ἦν ἐνταῦθα τὸ µὲν ὄνοµα δῆλον [⟨τἀ⟩δῆλον prop. Markland], ἡ δὲ οὐσία 
ἀφανής, ἡ δὲ δύναµις ἀµφισβητήσιµον.  Porphyry Abst. 2.36–43.  Calcidius in Tim. cc. 127–136. 
Chapter heading  Macrobius Sat. 1.23.7 ut Posidonius (F 24 E.-K., 387 Theiler) scribit in libris 
quibus titulus est Περὶ ἡρώων καὶ δαιµόνων.  Porphyry Plot. 3 ἕγραψε δὲ (sc. Origen the pagan) ... 
τὸ Περὶ τῶν δαιµόνων σύγγραµµα.  Origen CC. 7.67, p. 516.31–32 Marcovich τὸν περὶ δαιµόνων 
λόγον. 
§1  Authorial comment:  Plato Crat. 397d–e τί οὖν ἂν µετὰ τοῦτο σκοποῖµεν; —δῆλον δὴ ὅτι 
δαίµονάς τε καὶ ἥρωας καὶ ἀνθρώπους {δαίµονας} [cf. below §2].  Resp. 3 392a περὶ γὰρ θεῶν ὡς δεῖ 
λέγεσθαι εἴρηται, καὶ περὶ δαιµόνων τε καὶ ἡρώων καὶ τῶν ἐν Ἅιδου.  Plutarch de E 390E εἰσὶ γὰρ 
θεοὶ δήπου καὶ δαίµονες καὶ ἥρωες, εἶτα µετὰ τούτους τὸ τέταρτον ἄνθρωποι γένος, ἔσχατον δὲ καὶ 
πέµπτον τὸ ἄλογον καὶ θηριῶδες.  Def.Or. 415B Ἡσίοδος δὲ καθαρῶς καὶ διωρισµένως πρῶτος ἐξέθηκε 
τῶν λογικῶν τέσσαρα γένη, θεοὺς εἶτα δαίµονας εἶθ’ ἥρωας τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώπους, ἐξ ὧν ἔοικε 
ποιεῖν τὴν µεταβολήν, τοῦ µὲν χρυσοῦ γένους εἰς δαίµονας πολλοὺς κἀγαθοὺς τῶν δ’ ἡµιθέων εἰς 
ἥρωας ἀποκριθέντων.  SR 1035A ὁ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.1035) οἴεται δεῖν τῶν λογικῶν πρῶτον 
ἀκροᾶσθαι τοὺς νέους δεύτερον δὲ τῶν ἠθικῶν µετὰ δὲ ταῦτα τῶν φυσικῶν ὡς ἂν τέλος δὲ τούτοις τὸν 
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περὶ θεῶν λόγον ἔσχατον παραλαµβάνειν.  Eusebius PE 4.5.1 οἱ µὲν δὴ τὴν Ἑλληνικὴν θεολογίαν 
ἐξηκριβωκότες … εἰς γένη τέτταρα πάντα τὸν λόγον διαιροῦντες, πρώτιστα πάντων τὸν πρῶτον 
ἀφορίσαντες θεὸν εἰδέναι φασὶ τοῦτον εἶναι τὸν ἐπὶ πᾶσι πρῶτόν τε ὄντα καὶ πάντων θεῶν πατέρα τε 
καὶ βασιλέα, µεθ’ ὃν γένος τὸ θεῶν ὑπάρχειν δεύτερον, ἑπόµενον δὲ τὸ δαιµόνων, τὸ δὲ ἡρώων 
τέταρτον.  Porphyry V.P. 38 παρῄνει δὲ περὶ µὲν τοῦ θείου καὶ δαιµονίου καὶ ἡρῴου γένους εὔφηµον 
εἶναι.  Iamblichus V.P. 146 τὸν περὶ θεῶν λόγον.  Hermias in Phdr. 206.10 τὰ κρείττονα γένη, θεοὶ, 
δαίµονες, ἥρωες. 
§2  Thales Pythagoras Plato Stoics: Pap. Derveni col. vi.  Plato Crat. 398b–c τοῦτο τοίνυν παντὸς 
µᾶλλον λέγει (sc. Hes. Op. 122–126, 252–255), ὡς ἐµοὶ δοκεῖ, τοὺς δαίµονας· ὅτι φρόνιµοι καὶ 
δαήµονες ἦσαν,῾δαίµονας’ αὐτοὺς ὠνόµασεν· καὶ ἔν γε τῇ ἀρχαίᾳ τῇ ἡµετέρᾳ φωνῇ αὐτὸ συµβαίνει τὸ 
ὄνοµα. λέγει οὖν καλῶς καὶ οὗτος καὶ ἄλλοι ποιηταὶ πολλοὶ ὅσοι λέγουσιν ὡς, ἐπειδάν τις ἀγαθὸς ὢν 
τελευτήσῃ, µεγάλην µοῖραν καὶ τιµὴν ἔχει καὶ (c) γίγνεται δαίµων κατὰ τὴν τῆς φρονήσεως 
ἐπωνυµίαν. ταύτῃ οὖν τίθεµαι καὶ ἐγὼ {τὸν δαήµονα} πάντ’ ἄνδρα ὃς ἂν ἀγαθὸς ᾖ, δαιµόνιον εἶναι καὶ 
ζῶντα καὶ τελευτήσαντα, καὶ ὀρθῶς ῾δαίµονα’ καλεῖσθαι.  Cf. quotation at Theodoret CAG 7.47 κἀν 
τῷ Κρατύλῳ (398b–c) δὲ τόνδε τὸν λόγον διεύρυνεν· ἐπαινεῖ γὰρ τὸν Ἡσίοδον καὶ τοὺς ἄλλους γε 
ποιητὰς εἰρηκότας· ‘ὡς ἐπειδάν τις ἀγαθὸς ὢν τελευτήσῃ, µεγάλην µοῖραν καὶ τιµὴν ἐκεῖ ἔχει, καὶ 
γίνεται δαίµων κατὰ τὴν τῆς φρονήσεως ἐπωνυµίαν· ταύτῃ οὖν τίθεµαι κἀγὼ τὸν δαήµονα ἄνδρα’.  
Cicero Tim. 38 reliquorum autem, quos Graeci δαίµονας appellant, nostri opinor Lares, si modo 
hoc recte conversum videri potest, et nosse et nuntiare ortum eorum maius est quam ut profiteri 
nos scire audeamus.  Plutarch Quaest.Rom. 276E–277A καθάπερ οἱ περὶ Χρύσιππον (—) (277Α) 
οἴονται φιλόσοφοι φαῦλα δαιµόνια περινοστεῖν, οἷς οἱ θεοὶ δηµίοις χρῶνται ‹καὶ⟩ κολασταῖς ἐπὶ τοὺς 
ἀνοσίους καὶ ἀδίκους ἀνθρώπους.  Is.Os. 360D–E (cited Eus. PE 5.5.1) βέλτιον οὖν οἱ τὰ περὶ τὸν 
Τυφῶνα καὶ Ὄσιριν καὶ Ἶσιν ἱστορούµενα µήτε θεῶν παθήµατα µήτ’ ἀνθρώπων, ἀλλὰ δαιµόνων 
µεγάλων εἶναι (E) νοµίζοντες, οὓς καὶ Πλάτων καὶ Πυθαγόρας (—) καὶ Ξενοκράτης (fr. 24 Heinze, 
145 Isnardi Parente2) καὶ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.1103), ἑπόµενοι τοῖς πάλαι θεολόγοις, ἐρρωµενεστέρους 
µὲν ἀνθρώπων γεγονέναι λέγουσι καὶ πολὺ τῇ δυνάµει τὴν φύσιν ὑπερφέροντας ἡµῶν, τὸ δὲ θεῖον οὐκ 
ἀµιγὲς οὐδ’ ἄκρατον ἔχοντας, ἀλλὰ καὶ ψυχῆς φύσει καὶ σώµατος αἰσθήσει {ἐν} συνειληχός, ἡδονὴν 
δεχόµενον καὶ πόνον, καὶ ὅσα ταύταις ἐπιγενόµενα ταῖς µεταβολαῖς πάθη τοὺς µὲν µᾶλλον τοὺς δ’ 
ἧττον ἐπιταράττει. γίγνονται γάρ, ὡς ἐν ἀνθρώποις, κἀν δαίµοσιν ἀρετῆς διαφοραὶ καὶ κακίας.  Is.Os. 
361B–C (also cited Eus. PE 5.5.1) ὁ δὲ Ξενοκράτης (fr. 25 Heinze, 146 Isnardi Parente2) … εἶναι 
φύσεις ἐν τῷ περιέχοντι µεγάλας µὲν καὶ ἰσχυράς, δυστρόπους δὲ καὶ σκυθρωπάς, αἳ χαίρουσι τοῖς 
τοιούτοις, καὶ τυγχάνουσαι πρὸς οὐθὲν ἄλλο χεῖρον τρέπονται. τοὺς δὲ χρηστοὺς πάλιν καὶ ἀγαθοὺς ὅ 
θ’ Ἡσίοδος ‘ἁγνοὺς δαίµονας’ (Op. 122) καὶ ‘φύλακας ἀνθρώπων’ (Op. 123, 253) προσαγορεύει, 
‘πλουτοδότας καὶ τοῦτο γέρας βασιλῄον ἔχοντας’ (Op. 126)· (C) ὅ τε Πλάτων (Symp. 202d–203a) 
ἑρµηνευτικὸν τὸ τοιοῦτον ὀνοµάζει γένος καὶ διακονικὸν ἐν µέσῳ θεῶν καὶ ἀνθρώπων, εὐχὰς µὲν ἐκεῖ 
καὶ δεήσεις ἀνθρώπων ἀναπέµποντας, ἐκεῖθεν δὲ µαντεῖα δεῦρο καὶ δόσεις ἀγαθῶν φέροντας.  (cited 
Eus. PE 5.5.2) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ καὶ δίκας φησὶ διδόναι τοὺς δαίµονας ὧν ⟨ἂν⟩ ἐξαµάρτωσι καὶ 
πληµµελήσωσιν (31B115.9–12 DK follow).  Def.Or. 431B ὑπολαβὼν δ’ ὁ Ἀµµώνιος ‘οἴει γὰρ ἕτερόν τι 
τοὺς ‘δαίµονας’ (Op. 122)’ εἶπεν ‘ἢ ψυχὰς ὄντας περιπολεῖν καθ’ Ἡσίοδον ‘ἠέρα ἑσσαµένους’ (Op. 125);’  
Def.Or. 419A (cited Eus. PE 5.17.4) ‘ἀλλὰ φαύλους µέν’, ἔφη, ‘δαίµονας οὐκ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (cf. 31B126, 
B139 DK) µόνον, ὦ Ἡρακλέων, ἀπέλιπεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ Πλάτων καὶ Ξενοκράτης (fr. 24 Heinze, 148 
Isnardi Parente2) καὶ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.1104), ἔτι δὲ Δηµόκριτος (cf. 68B166 DK) εὐχόµενος 
‘εὐλόγχων εἰδώλων’ τυγχάνειν, ᾗ δῆλος ἦν ἕτερα δυστράπελα καὶ µοχθηρὰς γιγνώσκων ἔχοντα 
προαιρέσεις τινὰς καὶ ὁρµάς’.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.151 (on Stoics, SVF 2.1102) φασὶ δ’ εἶναι καί 
τινας δαίµονας ἀνθρώπων συµπάθειαν ἔχοντας, ἐπόπτας τῶν ἀνθρωπείων πραγµάτων· καὶ ἥρωας τὰς 
ὑπολελειµµένας τῶν σπουδαίων ψυχάς.  Pythagorica Hypomnemata at Alex. Polyh. fr. 9 
Giannatasio Andria (Pythagorei 58B.1a DK, cf. Anon. Alexandri p. 236.15–16 Thesleff ) at D.L. 
V.P. 8.32 εἶναί τε πάντα τὸν ἀέρα ψυχῶν ἔµπλεων· καὶ ταύτας δαίµονάς τε καὶ ἥρωας ὀνοµάζεσθαι· καὶ 
ὑπὸ τούτων πέµπεσθαι ἀνθρώποις τούς τ’ ὀνείρους καὶ τὰ σηµεῖα νόσους τε, καὶ οὐ µόνον ἀνθρώποις 
ἀλλὰ καὶ προβάτοις καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις κτήνεσιν· εἴς τε τούτους γίνεσθαι τούς τε καθαρµοὺς καὶ 
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ἀποτροπιασµοὺς µαντικήν τε πᾶσαν καὶ κληδόνας καὶ τὰ ὅµοια.  Apuleius D.Socr. 148 daemones 
sunt genere animalia, ingenio rationabilia, animo passiva, corpore aëria, tempore aeterna. [cited 
by Augustine e.g. C.D. 8.16.7–10 Dombart–Kalb; Augustine cited by Thomas Aquinas e.g. in ii 
Sent. dist. 8, qu. 1, art. 1, arg. 1].  D.Socr. 152–153 est et secundo significatu species daemonum 
animus humanus emeritis stipendiis vitae corpori suo abiurans: hunc vetere Latina lingua reperio 
Lemurem dictitatum. ex hisce ergo Lemuribus qui posterorum suorum curam sortitus placato et 
quieto numine domum possidet, Lar dicitur familiaris; qui vero ob adversa vitae merita nullis 
{bonis} sedibus incerta vagatione ceu quodam exilio punitur, inane terriculamentum bonis 
hominibus, ceterum malis noxium, id genus plerique Larvas perhibent.  Plat. 1.206 daemonas vero, 
quos Genios et Lares possumus nuncupare, ministros deorum arbitratur custodesque hominum et 
interpretes, si quid a diis velint.  Sextus Empiricus 9.74 (on Stoics, SVF 2.1105) εἰ οὖν διαµένουσιν 
αἱ ψυχαί, δαίµοσιν αἱ αὐταὶ γίνονται.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.27 (on Thales, Thales 11A1 DK) 
ἀρχὴν δὲ τῶν πάντων ὕδωρ ὑπεστήσατο, καὶ τὸν κόσµον ἔµψυχον καὶ δαιµόνων πλήρη.  7.151 (on 
Stoics, SVF 2.1102) φασὶ δ’ εἶναι καί τινας δαίµονας ἀνθρώπων συµπάθειαν ἔχοντας, ἐπόπτας τῶν 
ἀνθρωπείων πραγµάτων· καὶ ἥρωας τὰς ὑπολελειµµένας τῶν σπουδαίων ψυχάς.  Hippolytus Ref. 
1.3.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A31 DK) µετὰ τούτους γενόµενος καὶ περὶ δαιµόνων φύσεως εἶπε πολλά, ὡς 
ἀναστρέφονται διοικοῦντες τὰ κατὰ τὴν γῆν, ὄντες πλεῖστοι.  Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 3.41 Varro 
(Ant. fr. 209† Cardauns) similiter haesitans (sc. ac Nigidius Figulus) nunc esse illos Manes et ideo 
Maniam matrem esse cognominatam Larum, nunc aërios rursus deos et heroas (pronuntiat) 
appellari, nunc antiquorum sententias sequens Larvas esse (dicit) Lares, quasi quosdam genios et 
functorum animas mortuorum.  Porphyry Abst. 38–39 αὗται δ’ αἱ ψυχαὶ δαίµονες µὲν καὶ αὐταί, 
κακοεργοὶ δ’ ἂν εἰκότως λέγοιντο.  Augustine C.D. 7.6.15–18 Dombart–Kalb (Varro Ant. fr. 226 
Cardauns) inter lunae vero gyrum et nimborum ac ventorum cacumina aërias esse animas, sed 
eas animo, non oculis videri et vocari heroas et lares et genios.  Calcidius in Tim. cc. 135–136 erit 
ergo definitio daemonis talis: daemon est animal rationabile immortale patibile aethereum 
diligentiam hominibus impertiens [cf. above, Apul. D.Socr. 148; Calc. cited at Thomas Aquino 
Quaest. de malo qu. 16, art. 1, arg. 8]. … reliqui daemones neque ita probabiles neque ita commodi 
nec invisibiles semper, sed interdum contemplabiles, cum in diversas convertuntur figuras. 
exsanguium quoque simulacrorum umbraticas formas induuntur obesi corporis illuviem 
trahentes, saepe etiam scelerum et impietatis ultores iuxta iustitiae divinae sanctionem (sc. sunt 
daemones). ultro etiam plerumque laedunt; tanguntur enim ex vicinia terrae terrena libidine 
habentque nimiam cum silva communionem, quam malignam animam veteres vocabant. … (126) 
plerique tamen ex Platonis magisterio daemonas putant animas corporeo munere liberatas, 
laudabilium quoque virorum aethereos daemonas, improborum vero nocentes, easdemque 
animas anno demum millesimo terrenum corpus resumere, Empedoclesque non aliter longaevos 
daemonas fieri has animas putat (sc. 31B115.5 δαίµονες οἵτε µακραίωνος λελάχασι βίοιο), 
Pythagoras etiam in suis Aureis versibus: ‘corpore deposito cum liber ad aethera perges, evades 
hominem factus deus aetheris almi’ (sc. Vers.Aur. 70–71 ἢν δ’ ἀπολείψας σῶµα ἐς αἰθέρ’ ἐλεύθερον 
ἔλθῃς, / ἔσσεαι ἀθάνατος θεὸς ἄµβροτος, οὐκέτι θνητός).  Augustine Haeres. c. 86.24–25 Vander 
Plaetse–Beukers dicit sane ipse (sc. Tertullian) animas hominum pessimas post mortem in 
daemones verti.  C.D. 9.11.1–3 Dombart-Kalb (tit.) De opinione Platonicorum, qua putant animas 
hominum daemones esse post corpora. dicit quidem (vid. above, Apul. D.Socr. 152–153) et animas 
hominum daemones esse et ex hominibus fieri lares, si boni meriti sunt; lemures, si mali, seu 
larvas; manes autem deos dici, si incertum est bonorum eos seu malorum esse meritorum.  C.D. 
10.9.37–45 Dombart–Kalb (Porphyry 293F Smith).  Proclus in Tim. 1.76.30–77.23 (Numenius fr. 
37 Des Places).  Hermias in Phaedr. p. 213.14–16 ῾εἰ οὖν’, φησὶν (cf. Phdr. 258e), ῾ἴδοιεν οἱ τέττιγες 
οἱ ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς ἡµῶν’ ὄντες, τουτέστιν αἱ θεῖαι ψυχαὶ ἤτοι δαίµονες ἢ ἥρωες ἢ θεοὶ οἱ ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς 
ἡµῶν ὄντες καὶ ὑπὲρ ἡµᾶς.  SVF 2.1101–1105.  
(Epicurus fr. 394* Usener, Hermarchus fr. 50 (dubium) Longo Auricchio) λεγόντων πρὸς τοὺς 
εἰσαγοµένους ὑπ’ Ἐµπεδοκλέους (—) δαίµονας, ὡς οὐ δυνατὸν εἶναι φαύλους καὶ ἁµαρτητικοὺς ὄντας 
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µακαρίους καὶ µακραίωνας εἶναι, πολλὴν τυφλότητα τῆς κακίας ἐχούσης καὶ τὸ περιπτωτικὸν τοῖς 
ἀναιρετικοῖς, εὔηθές ἐστιν. 



Liber 1 Caput 9 
 
PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 882B–C; p. 307a17–313a13 Diels—PE: Eusebius PE 15.44, p. 412.13–
22 Mras (et titulus 15.32.8, p. 406.114)—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 122–123 Daiber—PPs: 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 86, p. 51 Westerink (titulus solus)—PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 4.56, p. 
59.13 Delatte (titulus solus)—cf. PAth : Athenagoras Leg. 7.2.13–14 Marcovich 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.11.1, p. 130.22–25 + 1.11.3, p. 131.10–19 + 1.11.5b, p. 133.13–16 Wachsmuth; 
cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b1 Henry (titulus solus) 
T: Theodoretus CAG 1.63, p. 21.3–5, 4.23, p. 103.16–25 Raeder 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 2, p. 26.11–16 Morani 
 

Titulus  θ΄. Περὶ ὕλης (P,S) 1 
§1 ὕλη ἐστὶ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πάσῃ γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις µετα-2 

βολαῖς. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ τοὺς µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν κατα-4 

βεβηκότας σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ µεταβλητὴν 5 
καὶ ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν ὕλην. (P2,S2,T1) 6 

§3 οἱ ἀπὸ Δηµοκρίτου ἀπαθῆ τὰ πρῶτα, τὴν ἄτοµον καὶ τὸ κενὸν τὸ  7 
ἀσώµατον. (P3,S3,T2) 8 

§4 Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην σωµατοειδῆ ἄµορφον ἀνείδεον ἀσχηµάτιστον ἄποιον  9 
µὲν ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἰδίᾳ φύσει, δεξαµενὴν δὲ τῶν εἰδῶν οἷον τιθήνην καὶ  10 
ἐκµαγεῖον καὶ µητέρα γενέσθαι. (P4,S4,T3) 11 

§5 Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ σωµατικήν. (P4,T4) 12 
§6 οἱ δ᾿ ὕδωρ λέγοντες ἢ πῦρ ἢ ἀέρα ἢ γῆν τὴν ὕλην οὐκέτι ἄµορφον αὐτὴν  13 

λέγουσιν ἀλλὰ σῶµα· (P5,S5) 14 
§7 οἱ δὲ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰς ἀτόµους ἄµορφον. (P6,S6) 15 
§8 οἱ Στωικοὶ σῶµα τὴν ὕλην ἀποφαίνονται. (S7,T5) 16 
  
§1 cf. Arist. GC 1.4 320a2–4; §2 Thales fr. 151 Wöhrle; Pythagoras –; Stoici SVF 2.324; 
Heraclitus T 410–411 Mouraviev; §3 Democritus frs. 193, 214 Luria; §4 Plato cf. Ti. 49a, 
50b–d, 52d; §5 Aristoteles cf. GC 1.5 320b23, 2.1 329a9–10; §6 anonymi –; §7 anonymi –; 
§8 Stoici cf. SVF 2.324 
  
§1 [2] πάσῃ S : πρώτῃ PB(II,III)Q1 Diels (textus P), πρώτον PB(I)Q2 Mau Lachenaud, om. PE || 
[2–3] καὶ ... µεταβολαῖς om. Q    §2 [4] οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου PBQS : Θαλῆς µὲν καὶ 
Πυθαγόρας κτλ. T || Πυθαγόρου PBS : Πυθαγόρα PE || [4–5] λέγω … Ηρακλείτῳ S : καὶ οἱ 
Στωικοὶ PBEQ : καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας καὶ Ἡράκλειτος καὶ ὁ τῶν Στωϊκῶν ὁρµαθὸς T, nomen 
Anaxagorae add. fort. recte || [5] καὶ µεταβλητὴν PBQS : om. PET || [6] δι᾿ ὅλης PB(II)S : δι᾿ 
ὅλων PB(I)E, δι᾿ ὅλου PB(III) || post ὕλην add. S ἀπεφήναντο    §3 [7] οἱ ἀπὸ Δηµοκρίτου PBEQS : 
Δηµόκριτος δὲ καὶ Μητρόδωρος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος T, nomina Metrodori Epicuri add. fort. 
recte || τὰ πρῶτα] die erste Materie Q || [7–8] τὸ κενὸν τὸ ἀσώµατον : PE || καὶ post κενὸν 
add. PBQ (το2 del. Usener Diels || τὸ ἀσώµατον om. ST    §4 [9] Πλάτων S, cf. T : 
Ἀριστοτέλης καὶ Πλάτων PBEQ || ἀνείδεον] ἀνείδωλον PB(I) || ἄποιον] ἄπιον PB(I) || [10] post 
εἰδῶν add. καὶ S || [11] γενέσθαι PBE : γίγνεσθαι S, cf. ist sie … für die Dinge Q    §5 [12] 
Ἀριστοτέλης … σωµατικήν T, abest ab S (v. nomen in P §4 et S 1.11.4 ubi AD fr. 2 Diels)    
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§6 [13] ἢ πῦρ ἢ ἀέρα ἢ γῆν PQS : ἢ γῆν ἢ πῦρ ἢ ἀέρα PB, ἢ πῦρ ἢ ἀέρα ἢ γῆν PE    §7 [15] τὰς] 
om. PB(II)    §8 [16] post οἱ Στωικοὶ add. δὲ T 
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus  
CAG 1.63 (~ quaestio) (οἱ µὲν ἐκ γῆς,) οἱ δὲ ἐξ ὕλης, οἱ δὲ ἐξ ἀτόµων ξυστῆναι (sc. τὰ 
ὁρώµενα).   
CAG 4.13  
(13.1 ~ §2)  καὶ τὴν ὕλην δέ γε Θαλῆς µὲν καὶ Πυθαγόρας καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας καὶ Ἡράκλειτος   
καὶ ὁ τῶν Στωϊκῶν ὁρµαθὸς τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ ῥευστὴν ἔφασαν εἶναι·  
(13.2 ~ §3)  Δηµόκριτος δὲ καὶ Μητρόδωρος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος ἀπαθῆ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ τὸ κενὸν 
προσηγόρευσαν. 
(13.3 ~ §4)  ὁ δέ γε Πλάτων σωµατοειδῆ τὴν ὕλην ἔφησεν εἶναι καὶ ἄµορφον καὶ ἀνείδεον καὶ 
ἀσχηµάτιστον καὶ ἄποιον παντελῶς. ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα, φησίν, ὕστερον παρὰ τοῦ πεποιηκότος 
ἐδέξατο. 
(13.4 ~ §5)  Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ αὐτὴν σωµατικὴν κέκληκεν, 
(13.5 ~ §8)  οἱ Στωϊκοὶ δὲ σῶµα. 
 
Athenagoras Leg. 7.2.13–14 (~ tit.) ἄλλος ἄλλως ἐδογµάτισεν αὐτῶν … καὶ περὶ ὕλης 

 
 traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 86 (~ tit.) Περὶ ὕλης 
 
Symeon Seth CRN  4.56 (~ tit.) Περὶ ὕλης 
 
Testes secundi: 
al. Nemesius NH c. 2, p. 26.12–16 τὴν οὐσίαν τριχῶς λέγει (sc. Arist. de An. 2.1 412a6–10, 2.2 
414a14–18)· τὸ µὲν ὡς ὕλην ὑποκείµενον, ὃ καθ’ ἑαυτὸ µὲν οὐδέν ἐστι, δύναµιν δὲ ἔχει πρὸς 
γένεσιν· ἕτερον δὲ µορφὴν καὶ εἶδος, καθ’ ἣν εἰδοποιεῖται ἡ ὕλη· τρίτον δὲ τὸ συναµφότερον τὸ 
ἐκ τῆς ὕλης καὶ τοῦ εἴδους γεγενηµένον … . ἔστιν οὖν ἡ µὲν ὕλη δύναµις, τὸ δὲ εἶδος ἐντελέχεια 
(~ quaestio).  NH c. 2, p. 27.17–18 οὐ δύναται δὲ ἐνεργείᾳ εἶναι σῶµα πρὸ τοῦ δέξασθαι τὸ 
εἶδος· ὕλη γάρ ἐστιν ἄποιος καὶ οὐ σῶµα (~ §5). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.2.2 τῆς δὲ γῆς καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος ἔστι τινὰ πρότερα ἐξ ὧν γέγονεν, ἡ ὕλη ἄµορφος 
οὖσα καὶ ἀειδής, καὶ τὸ εἶδος ὃ καλοῦµεν ἐντελέχειαν, καὶ ἡ στέρησις. A 1.3.20 (de Socrate et 
Platone) ὕλη δὲ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ. 
§  A 1.5.2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … οὐ µέντοι τὸ πᾶν εἶναι τὸν κόσµον ἀλλ᾿ ὀλίγον τι τοῦ παντὸς µέρος, 
τὸ δὲ λοιπὸν ἀργὴν ὕλην. A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. 
A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν … A1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι … Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς 
ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 
ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ … A 1.24.3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες ὅσοι 
παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως γενέσεις καὶ φθορὰς γίνεσθαι. 
§2  {{A 1.3.22 Ξενοκράτης … ‘ἀέναον’ τὴν ὕλην αἰνιττόµενος διὰ τοῦ πλήθους.}} . A 1.8.2 
Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων οἱ Στωικοὶ. A 1.16.1 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου παθητὰ ⟨τὰ⟩ 
σώµατα καὶ τµητὰ εἰς ἄπειρον, καὶ πάντα τὰ συνεχῆ, γραµµήν ἐπιφάνειαν στερεὸν σῶµα 
τόπον χρόνον. A 1.17.4 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν τρία σώµατα … τρεπτὰ εἰς ἄλληλα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ κτλ. 
A 1.24.3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως γένεσιν καὶ 
φθορὰν γίνεσθαι· ἐκ γὰρ ἀλλοιώσεως τῶν στοιχείων καὶ τροπῆς καὶ ἀναλύσεως γένεσ⟨ιν⟩ καὶ 
φθο2ρ⟨άν⟩, παράθεσιν καὶ µῖξιν, κρᾶσίν τε καὶ σύγχυσιν γίνεσθαι. A 2.12.1 Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας 
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οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ. A 2.17a.1 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ. A 5.4.2 Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων Ἀριστοτέλης 
ἀσώµατον µὲν εἶναι τὴν δύναµιν τοῦ σπέρµατος ὥσπερ νοῦν τὸν κινοῦντα, σωµατικὴν δὲ τὴν 
ὕλην τὴν προχεοµένην. A 5.23.1 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ. 
§3  A 1.3.16 Ἐπίκουρος … αἱ δ᾿ ἄτοµοι ἀπαθεῖς ἄθραυστοι ... εἴρηται ἄτοµος, οὐχ ὅτι ἐστὶν 
ἐλαχίστη ἀλλ᾿ ὅτι οὐ δύναται τµηθῆναι, ἀπαθὴς οὖσα καὶ ἀµέτοχος κενοῦ. A 1.7.25 
᾿Επίκουρος … ἄλλας τέσσαρας φύσεις κατὰ γένος ἀφθάρτους τάσδε· τὰ ἄτοµα, τὸ κενόν, τὸ 
ἄπειρον, τὰς ὁµοιότητας. A 1.15.8 Δηµόκριτος φύσει µὲν µηδὲν εἶναι χρῶµα, τὰ µὲν γὰρ 
στοιχεῖα ἄποια, τά τε ναστὰ καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 1.18.3 Λεύκιππος Δηµόκριτος Δηµήτριος 
Μητρόδωρος Ἐπίκουρος τὰ µὲν ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. A 
2.3.2 Λεύκιππος δὲ καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὅσοι τὰ ἄτοµα εἰσηγοῦνται καὶ τὸ 
κενὸν κτλ. A 4.9.9 Λεύκιππος δὲ Δηµόκριτος Διογένης … µηδὲν δ’ εἶναι ἀληθὲς µηδὲ 
καταληπτὸν ἐκτὸς τῶν πρώτων στοιχείων, ἀτόµων καὶ κενοῦ. 
§4  A 1.2.2 ἡ ὕλη ἄµορφος οὖσα καὶ ἀειδής. Α 1.3.20 Σωκράτης … καὶ Πλάτων … ὕλη δὲ τὸ 
ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ. A 1.10.1 ἰδέα … εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς ἀµόρφους ὕλας. A 
1.10.4 Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων χωριστὰς τῆς ὕλης οὐσίας τὰς ἰδέας ὑπολαµβάνει. A 1.19.1 
Πλάτων (sc. τόπον εἶναι) τὸ µεταληπτικὸν τῶν εἰδῶν, ὅπερ εἴρηκε µεταφορικῶς τὴν ὕλην, 
καθάπερ τινὰ τιθήνην καὶ δεξαµενήν. A 1.26.3 (Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης) Πλάτων ὁτὲ µὲν τὴν 
ὕλην ὁτὲ δὲ τὴν τοῦ ποιοῦντος πρὸς τὴν ὕλην σχέσιν. 
§5  A 1.13.22 Ἀριστοτέλης … εἶδος καὶ ὕλην καὶ στέρησιν. 

§6  A 1.2.2 ἁµαρτάνει οὖν ὁ Θαλῆς στοιχεῖον καὶ ἀρχὴν λέγων τὸ ὕδωρ. A 1.3.1 Θαλῆς ὁ 
Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων ἀπεφήνατο τὸ ὕδωρ. A 1.3.2 ἁµαρτάνει δὲ οὗτος µὴ λέγων τί ἐστι 
τὸ ἄπειρον, πότερον ἀήρ ἐστιν ἢ ὕδωρ ἢ γῆ ἢ ἄλλα τινὰ σώµατα. ἁµαρτάνει οὖν τὴν µὲν ὕλην 
ἀποφαινόµενος. … τὸ γὰρ ἄπειρον οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἢ ὕλη ἐστίν. A 1.3.9 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ Ἵππασος ὁ 
Μεταποντῖνος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὅλων τὸ πῦρ. A 1.3.3 Ἀναξιµένης δ᾿ ὁ Μιλήσιος ἀρχὴν τῶν ὄντων 
ἀέρα ἀπεφήνατο. … ἁµαρτάνει δὲ καὶ οὗτος ἐξ ἁπλοῦ καὶ µονοειδοῦς ἀέρος καὶ πνεύµατος 
δοκῶν συνεστάναι τὰ ζῷα· ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἀρχὴν µίαν τὴν ὕλην τῶν ὄντων ὑποστῆναι. A 1.3.5 
Ἀρχέλαος Ἀπολλοδώρου Ἀθηναῖος ἀέρα ἄπειρον. A 1.3.10 Διογένης δὲ ὁ ᾿Απολλωνιάτης ἀέρα 
ἄπειρον. {A 1.3.11 Ξενοφάνης ἀρχὴν τῶν πάντων εἶναι τὴν γῆν.} A 1.3.19 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς Μέτωνος 
Ἀκραγαντῖνος τέτταρα µὲν λέγει στοιχεῖα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν. 
§7  A 1.3.18 Διόδωρος ἐπίκλην Κρόνος τὰ ἀµερῆ σώµατα ἄπειρα, τὰ δ’ αὐτὰ λεγόµενα καὶ 
ἐλάχιστα. A 1.13.2 Ἡράκλειτος ψηγµάτιά τινα ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ εἰσάγει. A 1.13.3 
Ξενοκράτης καὶ Διόδωρος ἀµερῆ τὰ ἐλάχιστα ὡρίζοντο. A 1.16.2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ⟨εἰσάγοντες⟩ 
περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον εἶναι τὴν τοµήν. A 4.9.10 οἱ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ οἱ τὰ 
ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ οἱ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰ ἐλάχιστα κτλ. 
§8  A 4.20.2 οἱ δὲ Στωικοὶ σῶµα τὴν φωνήν. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The chapter is well attested in all three major witnesses. 
 (1)  PB, E and Q all record the same six doxai. G, however, does not include 
this chapter in the early part of his compendium (he uses other material in ch. 
18 on the δραστικὴ αἰτία). Ps uses only the heading.  
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 (2)  S devotes a separate chapter to the subject of matter, interweaving all 
of P’s doxai with other material from AD and elsewhere. 
(a) He commences the chapter with the definition also found as the first doxa 
in P, followed by a quote from Hermes Trismegistus. 
(b) Next he records three doxai from A, which correspond to the next three 
lemmata in P. But for the third he has only the name-label Πλάτων, not 
Ἀριστοτέλης καὶ Πλάτων as in P, cf. DG 46, 64; S undoubtedly omits the name-
label Aristotle because as a replacement he cites (as so often) a passage from 
AD, i.e. fr. 2 Diels, which p. 132.13–14 contains a phrase analogous to the Placita 
lemma, namely καὶ ἣ µὲν οὐ σῶµα, σωµατικὴ δέ. So here we have a case of P and 
T (for the latter see immediately below at section A(3)) in agreement against S, 
who has preserved the name-label but swapped the Aëtian doxa for an abstract 
from another source (cf. above, General Introduction, section 2.4), and below, 
ch. 1.28 Commentary A(1), ch. 2.20 Commentary A(2), and ch. 4.2 Commentary 
A(2)). The Platonic doxa is followed by a relevant quote from the Timaeus 
(50b–d). 
(c) There follow three texts attributed to Aristotle, Zeno and Chrysippus that 
Diels persuasively identified as derived from AD. All three commence with the 
name in the genitive and not as part of the opening sentence, i.e. contrary to 
the style of the Placita. 
(d) S then records the final two anonymous doxai in P, adding a further doxa 
attributed to the Stoics that is not found in P. 
(e) The chapter concludes with another excerpt from AD with views of the 
Stoic Posidonius and a final quote from Plato’s Parmenides (144b). 
 Though S has made some changes and interpolated other material his six 
doxai are basically the same as those of P, and they occur in the same order. 
This suggests that S preserved the microstructure of the chapter he copied out, 
and P refrained from abridging it. 
 (3)  The main issue of the chapter, namely the opposition between a view 
of matter as continuous and one of matter as discrete, is anticipated in the 
cluster of anticipations in CAG 1.63, see ch. 1.3 Commentary A(5)(a). At M-R 
1.274 this announcement is taken to pertain to ch. 1.3, but a hint at the excerpts 
from the chapter at CAG 4.13 is more likely. The reference to the earth as 
matter (οἱ µὲν ἐκ γῆς) anticipates Xenophanes at CAG 4.5 rather than his 
presence at ch. 1.3.1. T may have seen this view as particulary absurd, so worthy 
of being singled out. The fuller excerpts from the chapter are found in the 
cosmological Book 4, bearing the title ‘On matter and cosmos’ (T continues 
with excerpts from A 1.18 and a series of chapters of A Book 2). He paraphrases 
it at some length, adding three name-labels not found in P and S: Anaxagoras, 
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Metrodorus, and Epicurus. In view of the agreement between P and S he may 
have added these himself (cf. M-R 1.287), though it is equally likely that he 
excerpted them from A (cf. below section D(d) §§2–3, and ch. 1.25, 
Commentary A). The other doxai he records can all be found in P and S, with 
one exception. He has a separate doxa for Aristotle (not exactly paralleled in 
E), no doubt based on the lemma of which P has epitomised the doxa away, 
keeping only the name-label and moving it to §4. This is one of the five 
significant cases of P and T in agreement against S (see General Introduction, 
section 2.5 with n. 42). S has replaced this Aristotelian lemma with an excerpt 
from AD (fr. 2 Diels). What is more, §8 (Stoics), not in P, is in both S and T, 
which proves again that T excerpted the source shared with S, namely A. Cf. 
Diels DG 46, and below ch. 1.18, Commentary A(3), ch. 1.27, Commentary A(2), 
and ch. 4.3 Commentary A(5). 
 
B. Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. Parallels are found, as is quite often the case, in 
AD and Diogenes Laertius. For the wider doxographical tradition we may cite 
Aristocles, while Calcidius’ lengthy discussion of matter is of particular 
importance.  
 (2)  Sources. Among the ultimate sources we recognize the Timaeus and, 
for certain phrases, Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione. At DG 215 Diels 
includes A 1.9.1 among his sparse examples of a close reading—according to 
him by A—of the text of Aristotle’s pragmateiai (‘[i]psius Aristotelis doctrina 
… ex accurata eius lectione hausta’; cf. chs. 1.23.2, 1.29.2, 4.8.6, 4.9.3, and 5.3.1 at 
Commentary B). He saw that the anonymous definition ὕλη ἐστὶ τὸ ὑποκείµενον 
πάσῃ γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς has been abstracted from Arist. 
GC 1.4 320a2–4 ἐστὶ δὲ ὕλη µάλιστα µὲν καὶ κυρίως τὸ ὑποκείµενον γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς δεκτικόν, τρόπον δέ τινα καὶ τὸ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς. At ch. 1.3.20 its first 
part (but without πάσῃ), ὕλη δὲ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ, is 
attributed to Socrates and Plato. This parallel underlines its generality. The 
doxa of §3 (perhaps somewhat surprisingly) derives from an important passage 
in Met. A, see section E(b)§3.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα. The series of chapters 
1.9–29 (plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without 
exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type. This in principle 
covers more than one category and/or question-type; see above, ch. 1.3 
Commentary C. Here it comprises substance, quality and relation. It is attested 
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in both P and S, and paralleled as an embedded heading in Alcinous, as a 
heading in Calcidius, and as part of the title of treatises on materia medica by 
doctors. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
This is the first of the long series of chapters (1.9–29) in Book 1 concerned with 
the foundational concepts of theoretical physics. They follow on after the 
introductory chapters (which include those dealing with the principles and 
elements, the generation of the cosmos and the number of kosmoi, and the 
divine). Solmsen (1960) 51 points out that already before Plato ‘a set of physical 
questions had become detached from the body of cosmological subjects. … 
Aristotle has a goodly number of subjects that find a more suitable place in 
physics than in cosmology’ (our italics). The Stoics had such subjects too; see 
above, General Introduction, section 2.8. 
 (1)  Hinge function. More particularly it is connected to the next, 1.10 ‘On 
idea’, the link between matter and transcendental Form (plus form-in-matter) 
revealing a Middle Platonist background. A backward glance at chs. 1.6–7 adds 
the divinity, thus completing the Middle Platonist triad of principles (cf. 
Lachenaud 1993, 89 n. 9; see above ch. 1.3 Commentary D(a) and (d)§20, and 
also M-R 2.1.51, 2.1.69). In A we thus have God and then, at some distance, 
matter followed by idea. This hinge function of ch. 1.9 nicely links the series of 
introductory chapters with the more theoretical series. In Apuleius (Plat. 190–
193) the order is the same as in A, but in Alcinous it is the ascending series 
matter (Did. c. 8)—idea (c. 9 )—God (c. 10). Philoponus in Phys. 3.1–8 points 
out that Aristotle in Physics Book 1 treats matter and form but matter more 
than form, and in Book 2 form more than matter. We may add that the divinity 
is at issue only much later in the Physics. 
 (2)  Compartmentalization. Actually the rather meticulous division of 
themes over chs. 1.9 and 1.10 is another instance of the didactic 
compartmentalization so often found in A (think e.g. of the series of six rather 
short chs. on the earth, 3.9–14, where themes are separated that were treated 
together by Aristotle). Even so, in ch. 1.9 the εἴδη are already mentioned in §5 
because after all matter receives them, while in ch. 10 ὗλαι are recalled in 1.10.1 
because they are moulded by the idea, and ὕλη in 1.10.2 and 1.10.4 as what ideas 
and forms are either separate from, or not. Such didactic disassembling holds a 
fortiori for the dispersed treatment, several chapters down, of bodies in ch. 1.12, 
minimal parts in ch. 1.13 and the division (infinite or not) of bodies in ch. 1.16, 



 Book 1 Chapter 9 7 

subjects included for instance by Calcidius as ingredients of the part of his 
discussion of matter that is parallel to ch. 1.9. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  There must be a separate Aristotelian lemma, as attested in T §5 and 
confirmed by the residual name-label in P §4. The order in S makes it likely 
that this lemma followed the Plato lemma and that P coalesced the two.  
 (2)  We have split up §§6–7 in accordance with our usual practice. P has 
six, S seven and T five lemmata. §§3–5 are shared by all three sources, S, P and 
T; §1, §6 and §7 are shared by P and S, §5 by P and T, and § 8 by S and T. The 
relative order is the same throughout, so should not be changed. The Stoics are 
mentioned in two lemmata, a feature occasionally also encountered elsewhere 
(e.g. Stoics at ch. 1.11.5 and 1.11.6, cf. Xenophanes at chs. 2.20.2 and 2.20.5, 
Parmenides at chs. 2.20.3 and 2.20.15). 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definition. Like seven other chapters that follow in Books 1, 2 and 3 our 
chapter begins with an anonymous definition of the technical meaning of a 
word or concept, in this way providing a preliminary explanation of the word 
or concept that is generally acceptable (see below at sections D(d)§1, D(e)2 
and E(b)§1). These other chapters are 1.10 ‘On idea’, 1.11 ‘On causes’, 1.12 ‘On 
bodies’, 1.14 ‘On shapes’, 1.15 ‘On colours’, 2.32,‘On the year, how great the time 
of (the revolution of) each of the planets is, and what the Great year is’, and ch. 
3.1, ‘On the circle of the Milky Way’. In ch. 1.23 the technical definition of 
κίνησις, whicih in everyday language is not connected with ‘matter’, is 
attributed to Pythagoras and Plato. In ch. 2.1 the technical definition of κόσµος, 
which in common parlance means ‘order, or ‘ornament’, is attributed to 
Pythagoras. These definitions, though signed, serve the same introductory 
purpose. Note that the anonymous definition of the present chapter derives 
straight from Aristotle, whose name-label is purposely omitted. 
 A definition which explains the meaning of a term is called nominal. This 
is already and also first so in Aristotle, who introduces the designation 
ὀνοµατώδης , varieties of which became common usage. It can also be 
designated as a ὑπογραφή or ‘delineation’; in this sense this term, which came 
to be widely used as well, may be of Stoic descent (once Aristotle already uses 
the verb in this context, de An. 2.1 413a9–10). Another designation, presumably 
also of Stoic descent but also widely used, is ‘conceptual’ (ἐννοηµατικός) 
definition. For Neoplatonist terminology see e.g. Elias in Isag. 8.12–13 ἕκτος (sc. 
definition of ‘philosophy’) ὁ ἐκ τῆς ἐτυµολογίας ὁ λέγων φιλία σοφίας, or David 
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Prol. 21.21 ἐκ τοῦ ὀνόµατος ὅρον. The nominal sort has to be distinguished from 
the kind that states the ’essence’ (οὐσιώδης), as in Aristotle), or the ’particular 
individuality of something’ (as according to Chrysippus). In later literature 
such a proper definition is called a ὅρος τέλειος. Today this kind of definition is 
called real. 
 The technical meaning of the ‘name’ ὕλη in philosophical prose has to be 
explained, because in ordinary language it just means ‘wood’. It is assumed that 
a nominal of conceptual definition is generally acceptable, while conflict 
ensues when schools or particular individuals formulate their various 
definitions of the essence. The definitions proposed by the various authorities 
and schools that follow in the present chapter differ from each other, yet to 
some extent still agree with the definition at the beginning.  
 In the Placita there is an explicit reminder of the role of the preliminary 
definition in an added note in ch. 1.11.1: ‘it is sufficient (to do this) in the 
manner of a hypographe’, or ‘sketch’ (ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς). This is the only 
case where this clarification survives, and it does so in S’s fuller version not in 
P’s epitome. Another definition found at the beginning of a chapter, also extant 
only in S, is likewise characterized as preliminary, this time by means of the 
word προηγουµένως (A 1.15.1, ‘Colour is the primarily visible quality of a body.’). 
A similar though not anonymous definition is found at the beginning of ch. 1.23 
‘On motion’. This definition too is elucidated by a comment, again extant only 
in S, namely: ‘this is the shared’ (or ‘common’) ‘definition of every (form of) 
motion’. 
 One may well wonder why so few Placita chapters begin with a 
preliminary definition. Presumably the reason is that chs. 1.9–14 are concerned 
with abstract or second-order concepts that are rather far from ordinary 
language and experience, so actually need some sort of introductory 
presentation. The meaning of terms like ‘mixture’ (as used in ch. 1.17), or ‘sun’ 
(in ch. 2.20) and ‘moon’ (in ch. 2.25), to cite but a few examples, is not in need 
of elucidation, but as we have noticed in everyday parlance ὕλη means ‘wood’ 
not ’matter’, so its nominal meaning in the specific context of ch. 1.9 has to be 
cited disertis verbis. 
 For species of definition see further below, section (e)(2) and section E(b) 
§1. For preliminary accounts of definition in the Placita see M-R 2.1.32–33 and 
246, index s.v. definition. 
 Lebedev (2016) 600–601 claims that each of the more than one hundred and 
thirty chapters in the source excerpted by P and S began with an ‘apodictic authorial 
definition’, as he calls it, of which only eight are now extant in P and S, plus perhaps 
two more found only in S alone (ibid., 604). But the extant instances are not ‘apodictic’ 
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but nominal. What is more, given that P and S excerpted their common source 
independently, the possibility that out of much more than one hundred definitions 
they would select exactly the same eight examples is almost nil, as Edward Jeremiah 
elegantly proves in his paper ‘Statistical Explorations of the Placita of Aëtius’ at M-R 4. 
295–297. 
 (2)  Diaphoniae. The main diaphonia of the chapter’s contents, paralleled 
elsewhere, seems to be between those who posit a flexible and undetermined 
but determinable matter and those who posit an impassible matter, as in §2 
and §3. More particularly, the majority tradition comprising the two main 
Successions (from Thales and Pythagoras) in §1 is opposed to the Atomist line 
in §2 (and by implication to §7 too), just as is explicitly the case in ch. 1.16.1–2. 
In ch. 16 the Stoics are not mentioned, but the entities line, surface, 
threedimensional, body, place, and time, listed ch. 1.16.1 as infinitely divisible, 
are Stoic incorporeals. We note that the atomism of the Pythagorean 
Ecphantus (chs. 1.3.17 and 2.3.3, see Commentary D(d)§17) is not taken into 
account, just as at ch. 1.16.1. 
 The opposition between corporeal and incorporeal provides a 
supplementary contrast, which however seems to be more a formal matter, or 
one of words, than of content. The ἀσώµατον void next to matter (the atom) in 
§3 cannot itself count as matter, but is still opposed to (on a gliding scale) the 
σωµατοειδῆ matter of §4, the σωµατική matter of §5, and the σῶµα of §6 and §8. 
Within the second horn of this opposition the more reserved or restricted 
terms σωµατοειδῆ of §4 and σωµατικήν of §5 are distinguished from the more 
resolute σῶµα of §6 and §8. A third distinction, interesting but difficult, 
between the monists of §6 and the pluralists of §7 is that matter according to 
the former is ‘no longer without figure’ (οὐκέτι ἄµορφον), whereas that of the 
latter is ‘without figure’ (ἄµορφον). Presumably a fine distinction is at issue 
between ‘figure’ (µορφή) in the sense of ’quality’ (fire being hot, white; earth 
cold, black etc.) on the one hand and σχῆµα in the sense of ‘a surface or outline 
or a limit of a body’ on the other, as at 1.14.1. For atoms—and presumably also 
‘partless’ particles—do have such shapes, as is confirmed within the Placita 
universe at ch. 1.14.4, οἱ ἀπὸ Λευκίππου τὰ ἄτοµα πολυσχήµονα. Thus it is ἄµορφον 
and ἄποιον, but not ἀσχηµάτιστον, to use the terminology of §3. 
 On the structure and paragraphs of this chapter see also the comments of 
White (2007) 41–49 (who discusses the entire chapter in S) and Gourinat (2011) 
160–161. 
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(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  That the anonymous definition is in fact one of Aristotle’s is 
understandable, because it was Aristotle who first gave the technical meaning 
of ‘matter’ to the word ὕλη which has the basic meaning ‘wood’. As to contents 
it agrees rather well with that of ‘idea’ at ch. 1.10.1 and the Plato lemma (ch. 
1.10.2) of the next chapter. 
§2.  ‘Thales and Pythagoras and their followers, I mean those (philosophers) 
going down to the Stoics together with Heraclitus’: a brief reference to the 
Ionian and Italic Successions (see at ch. 1.3 above, Commentary B, D(a),(c), 
(d)§6 and d§20[142–143]), highlighting the opposition to atomism of these two 
main lines, cf. above, section D(d)(2). We have noticed that S considerably 
abridges this chapter, also as to its information about the Successions, so it is 
quite unlikely he added extra information this time. The Stoics belong with the 
Ionic line, and Heraclitus, as is so often the case, has been coupled with them 
(as in A at chs. 2.17.4 and 5.23.1 Ἡράκλειτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοί). The name-label 
‘Heraclitus’ is confirmed for A by T and S against P, where it is absent: further 
confirmation of the importance of the T,S source for a lemma cited in all three 
witnesses. Possibly T’s extra name-label ‘Anaxagoras’ should also be included, 
because the infinite divisibility of his material principles distinguishes him 
from the Atomists. Diels, in the index nominum s.v. Anaxagoras, DG 661, refers 
to this passage as ‘de materia A I 9 2 (307 t b 3)’, so accepts the name-label for A. 
 The Stoic material cited at section E(a)§2 has caused difficulties, esp. the 
Posidonius text which however should be read in the light of Calcidius in Tim. 
c. 290 (SVF 1.86); see Kidd (1988) 369–71. In our view there is no need to 
interfere with AD’s text; translate ‘the substance that exists according to 
subsistence differs from matter only conceptually’. There is no trace of this 
subtle rider in A. 
§3.  T’s extra name-labels Metrodorus and Epicurus would make excellent 
company for P’s and S’s Democritus. In the index nominum s.v. Metrodorus, 
DG 687, and s.v. Epicurus, DG 679, Diels each time refers to this passage as ‘τὰ 
πρῶτα ἀπαθῆ A I 9 2 (308 t b 2)’, so accepts the name-labels for A. 
§4.  This lemma, though ultimately based on the Timaeus, shows the clear 
influence of early Middle Platonism. Of the four α–privative terms used of 
matter only one is found in Tim. 48–52, i.e. ἄµορφος at 50d7. For the other three 
terms see the parallels cited in section E(a)§4 and section E(b)§4 (originally 
ἄποιος seems to be Stoic). All four terms are found at Alcinous 
 Did. 8, p. 162.29–36 H. The qualifications ad finem, also paralleled at Alcinous, 
loc. cit., derive from the Timaeus: δεξαµενήν (53a, cf. 51a πανδεχές), τιθήνην 
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(49a), ἐκµαγεῖον (50c), and µητέρα (50d). Like §1 this lemma pertains to both 
matter in itself (explicitly: ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἰδίᾳ φύσει) and matter in relation to 
something else. For the distinction cf. Alcinous Did. c. 8, p. 162.29–36 H., cited 
section E(b)§ 4, who mentions the relation to something else first, and what 
matter is in itself (αὐτὴν δὲ καθ’ αὑτὴν) next. 
§5.  Pace AD the doctrine is not Aristotelian. The question, much discussed 
today, of the content and status of Aristotle’s doctrine of (prime?) matter is not 
explicitly at issue in our chapter 
 The verb κέκληκεν is almost certainly an addition by T. It is only found in 
A at 2.7.1 (κεκλήκαµεν). But in T it is very common, e.g. at 3.104, 4.35, 5.13, 5.17–
18, 5.24, 6.13–15 etc. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Although A, as usual, endeavours to highlight the differences, the 
doxographical parallels as well as his own lemmata show that some of these 
doxai (§1, §2, §4) are quite similar and in reality differ only in minor respects. 
The background seems to be a Stoic-Aristotelian-Platonic koinε, as is clear from 
the parallels cited at section E(b). Of indubitable interest in our context is the 
parallel account, three to four centuries later, of Calcidius in Tim. cc. 275–282 
(not counting ch. 276 on the Hebraei and the extensive discussion of Aristotle, 
Pythagoras and Plato chs. 283 ff.). Calcidius treats the same contrast between 
the partisans of undetermined and those of (more) determined matter (name-
labels included). This account comprises a detailed overview of the materialist 
monists of ch. 1.9.6 and some others, not all of which are relevant. This has 
been achieved by the incorporation of material paralleled in A’s chapter on the 
principles, 1.3, enriched with evidence from a tradition close to Aristotle’s 
account in Metaphysics Α (see Waszink’s edition of Calcidius in app. ad loc., 
and esp. Van Winden (1959) 71–74): it was often rewarding to leave the rivuli 
and to return to (intermediary sources closer to) the fontes. The inclusion of 
the monists in A and Calcidius was perhaps originally inspired by Plato’s 
remark on the στοιχεῖα at Tim. 48b, cited section E(b)§6. What we have here is 
a good example of the close relationship that occasionally obtains between 
doxography and Commentary literature, in this case the Placita and Calcidius 
in Timaeum. 
 (2)  Definition: species and uses. A passage in Sextus Empiricus and a 
quotation of Porphyry (F 70 Smith at Simp. in Cat. 213.10–28, cf. Barnes 2003, 
57–60) that does not depend on Sextus (both cited below at Textus alii II, §1) 
deal with the distinction between conceptual, or nominal, and strict or 
essential definitions. Porphyry tells us that ‘the conceptual definitions are 
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agreed upon in common (κοινῇ — cf. ch. 1.21.1 πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος) by all, 
and are the same’, and that ‘the essential definitions differ from each other 
according to the school that propounds them, and are contradicted by those 
who hold a different opinion’. The latter is confirmed in the passage of Sextus, 
according to whom people become involved in ‘endless diaphonia’ as soon as 
they try to establish the definition of the essence. 
 Most likely this distinction goes back to Aristotle’s recommendations at 
esp. APo. 2.10, according to which research may commence with a definition 
that provides a first impression of the meaning of a word, or ‘name’ or ‘name-
like expression’, before one tries to find out whether the thing meant exists, 
and before one tries to determine what the definition of its essence (τὸ τί ἐστι, 
or οὐσία) should be: nominal definition as distinguished from essential 
definition. A clear explanation is provided by Themistius ad loc., in APo. 51.3–
13. Aristotle expresses this distinction more colloquially (paralleled in other 
authors) as one between presenting something ‘in outline’ (τύπῳ) rather 
than—or eventually before—stating ‘the exact account’, or ‘definition’ (τὸν 
ἀκριβῆ λόγον), e.g. Top. 1.1 101a18–24: ‘Let the above be a description in outline 
of the different kinds of reasoning, … since we do not propose to give the exact 
definition of any of them but merely wish to describe them in outline (τύπῳ), 
considering it quite enough, in accordance with the method we have set before 
us, to be able to recognize each of them in some way or other’ (trans. Forster, 
LCL). For common doxai or doxai shared by most people or by members of a 
group see e.g. Arist. Phys. 1.4 187a26–29, Met. B.2 996b27–29, or Theophrastus 
Sens. 37.  
 For the difference between ὅρος and ὑπογραφή in Stoicism see Antipater fr. 
SVF 3.23 at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.60, where the latter is inter alia described 
as ‘a statement that introduces one in a rough way (τυπωδῶς) to the states of 
affairs’; cf. ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.349.6–350.2 K. (SVF 2.227). The Stoic distinction 
between the study ‘of what each existing thing is, and what it is called’ 
(Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.83) is also pertinent. Clement of Alexandria Strom. 
8.2.3.3–4 recommends starting from the meaning ‘of a term’ that is agreed (ἐκ 
τῆς προσηγορίας) among all those speaking the same language. The next step is 
‘to inquire precisely about its nature, what this is’ (ζητητέον τούτου τὴν φύσιν 
ἀκριβῶς, ὁποία τίς ἐστιν). Here ‘nature’, φύσις, is clearly equivalent to οὐσία, 
‘essence’. Plotinus Enn. 3.7.[45].1 provides an illuminating example of this 
approach by first providing preliminary definitions of time and eternity (the 
theme of the treatise), and next listing the plurality of views of the ancients to 
be scrutinized.  
 Discussing the meaning and reference of the term κρίσις, Gal. Di.Dec. 
9.773.14–16 K. argues that one should begin with what can be understood ‘from 
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the word’s’ meaning (ἐκ τῆς προσηγορίας) before giving an account of ‘the 
matter itself’ (περὶ πράγµατος αὐτοῦ)’. See also Ars Med. 1.4, p. 275.8–15 Boudon, 
1.306.9–15 Κ. On the first page of the De difficultate respirationis (7.753.1–7 K.) 
he advises us that the ‘name’ (τοὔνοµα) of the phenomenon to be discussed, 
δύσπνοια, shows that it applies to damaged respiration, but that its many 
varieties, their causes, or how one is to diagnose these cannot be learned ‘from 
the name’ (ἐκ τῆς προσηγορίας), but will be only become clear from ‘the nature 
of respiration itself’ (ἡ φύσις αὐτὴ τῆς ἀναπνοῆς). He is in fact very much aware 
of the doctrinaire differences between essential definitions upheld by various 
schools of thought whenever there is no agreement about the essence, or 
substance. See for instance his account at Diff.Puls. 8.703.18–704.14 K. of the 
particular definitions of the essence of the pulse of the Erasistrateans and 
Herophileans and all the other sects with the conceptual definition accepted 
by everyone (also cited below at section E(b, §1). For his part, he argues that an 
essential definition (to be estabished or accepted) should agree with the 
conceptual definition, Diff.Puls. 8.708.8–14 K. 
 The distinction is also attested by Alexander of Aphrodisias de Fat. 165.15–
19, though his approach is different. Instead of mentioning ‘a common 
definition agreed by all’, contrasting with ‘definitions upheld by various 
schools’, Alexander speaks of ‘the preconception of men’ (ἡ τῶν ἀνθρώπων … 
πρόληψις) and ‘the common nature of men, in accordance with which they hold 
the same opinions on certain subjects’ (ἡ κοινὴ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσις, καθ’ ἣν περί 
τινων ὁµοδοξοῦσιν ἀλλήλοις), as contrasting with ‘being compelled to different 
positions according to certain opinions already laid down, through their desire 
to preserve consistency as to these doxai’ (διά τινας προκαταβεβληµένας δόξας 
ὑφ’ αὑτῶν διὰ τὸ σώζειν βούλεσθαι τὴν πρὸς αὐτὰς ἀκολουθίαν ἄλλως ἀναγκάζονται 
λέγειν). This common and natural preconception tells us that fate ‘is something 
and is the cause of some things’, i.e. is relevant for the question types of 
existence and essence, and for the meaning of the word (i.e. for its conceptual 
or preliminary or nominal definition). For the latter cf. in Met. 5.25–27: 
‘Aristotle says that experts and wise men differ from practicians in respect of 
knowledge, and establishes this on the basis of the common preconception, for 
according to common parlance we call wise those who know’ (τοῦτο συστήσας 
ἐκ τῆς κοινῆς προλήψεως (σοφοὺς γὰρ τοὺς εἰδότας καλεῖν πᾶσιν ἐν χρήσει). ‘But as 
to what fate is and where it is located, the common preconception of men is no 
longer sufficient.’ An inventory of conflicting views follows. Alexander 
concludes that ‘On account of this diaphonia it is necessary for philosophers to 
enquire concerning fate, not whether it exists, but what it is’ etc. (de Fato c. 2, 
p. 165.15–166.15 tr. Sharples, slightly modified; full text below at ch. 1.27, section 
E(a) General texts). 
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 The Neoplatonist Prolegomena to Porphyry’s Isagoge and the so-called 
Commentaria in Dionysium Thracem provide ample information on the 
definitions of ‘definition’. So does Marius Victorinus De definitionibus 16.14–29.2 
(cited below, section E(b)§1 Species of definition), who lists and describes no 
less than fifteen different species, though species two to fourteen are in fact 
conceptual definitions, see Pronay (1997) 228. Victorinus is excerpted by 
Cassiodorus Inst. 2.14 (partly cited ibid.), who in his turn is excerpted by Isidore 
of Seville Etym. 2.29.1–16, cf. Stangl (1888) 33, appar. testim. On lost Greek 
treatises as Victorinus’ sources for these fifteen species see the discussion at 
Pronay (1997) 21–22. 
 Galen’s Aristotelian distinction between ‘Wort- und Sach-Definition’ is already 
mentioned by Prantl (1855) 575; see now also Chiaradonna (2009) 62–66 and Hood 
(2010). On the ‘signification of names’ in this context see Charles (2000) 78–95, as well 
as Demoss–Devereux (1988) and Deslauriers (2007) 68–78 on ‘nominal definition’ 
(λόγος ὀνοµατώδης) in Aristotle. On Stoic doctrines of definition see Rieth (1933) 36–54, 
276–180, Long–Sedley (1987) 1.190–194, Brittain (2005), who also collects examples of 
actual Stoic definitions of various types, but works out a perhaps too intricate 
classification, Chiaradonna (2007) 215–225, and Crivelli (2010). On conceptual and 
substantial definition see Kotzia-Panteli (2000), who fails to mention the Stoic 
ὑπογραφή. For later Platonism and the Arabs see Hein (1985) 72–87. On definition in 
the Placita see also M-R 2.1.246, index nominum et rerum s.v. definition(s), and below, 
chs. 1.11, 1.15, and 1.23, all at Commentary D(d). 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Seneca Ep. 65.4 Aristoteles putat causam tribus modis dici: ‘prima’ inquit ‘causa 
est ipsa materia, sine qua nihil potest effici.  Galen QAM c. 5,p. 29.812 Bazou ὡς δυοῖν οὐσῶν 
αἱρέσεων ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ κατὰ τὴν πρώτην τοµήν—ἔνιοι µὲν γὰρ ἡνῶσθαι τὴν κατὰ τὸν κόσµον οὐσίαν 
ἅπασαν, ἔνιοι δὲ διῃρῆσθαί φασι κενοῦ περιπλοκῇ—.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.75 ἡ τοίνυν τῶν ὄντων 
οὐσία, φασίν (Stoics, SVF 2.311), ἀκίνητος οὖσα ἐξ αὑτῆς καὶ ἀσχηµάτιστος ὑπό τινος αἰτίας ὀφείλει 
κινεῖσθαί τε καὶ σχηµατίζεσθαι· καὶ διὰ τοῦτο, ὡς χαλκούργηµα περικαλλὲς θεασάµενοι ποθοῦµεν 
µαθεῖν τὸν τεχνίτην, ἅτε καθ’ αὑτὴν τῆς ὕλης ἀκινήτου καθεστώσης, οὕτω καὶ τὴν τῶν ὅλων ὕλην 
θεωροῦντες κινουµένην καὶ ἐν µορφῇ τε καὶ διακοσµήσει τυγχάνουσαν εὐλόγως ἂν σκεπτοίµεθα τὸ 
κινοῦν αὐτὴν καὶ πολυειδῶς µορφοῦν αἴτιον.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 5.14.89.5–6 (cited Eus. 
PE 13.13.2) ὕλην ὑποτίθενται οἱ φιλόσοφοι ἐν ταῖς ἀρχαῖς, οἵ τε Στωϊκοὶ (—) καὶ Πλάτων καὶ 
Πυθαγόρας, ἀλλὰ καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης ὁ Περιπατητικός, οὐχὶ δὲ µίαν ἀρχήν. (6) ἴστωσαν οὖν τὴν 
καλουµένην ὕλην ἄποιον καὶ ἀσχηµάτιστον λεγοµένην πρὸς αὐτῶν.  Servius auctus in Aen. 8.601, p. 
282.23–26 Thilo ὕλη autem est faex omnium elementorum, id est ignis sordidior et aër, item aqua 
et terra sordidior, unde cuncta procreantur: quam ὕλην Latini materiam appellaverunt; nec 
incongrue, cum materiae silvarum sint.  ps.Galen HPh c. 17, DG p. 610.4–6 εἰσάγουσι (sc. Stoici ?) 
δὲ καὶ τὴν ἄποιον ὕλην, ὅσοι οὐκ ἂν ἴσα τὰ καθ’ ἕκαστα συντελεῖσθαι διδόασιν [sc. in the manner of 
Plato], ἀλλὰ † ταύτης τε ὑπ’ αὐτῆς τὰ ἀποτελέσµατα γίγνεσθαι.  HPh c. 21, DG p. 612.4–6 
συµβέβηκεν δὲ στοιχείων προτέραν εἶναί τιν’ ἀειδῆ καὶ ἄµορφον οὐσίαν, ἣν οἱ µὲν ἄποιον ὕλην, οἱ δὲ 
ἐντελέχειαν καὶ στέρησιν [sic] ὀνοµάζουσιν.  Philoponus in de An. 55.26–27 τριῶν οὖν τούτων ὄντων 
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ἐν τοῖς φυσικοῖς πράγµασιν, ὕλης, εἴδους καὶ τῆς αἰτίας, καθ’ ἥν ἐστι τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ.  Isidore of 
Seville Etym. 13.3.1 ὕλην Graeci rerum quandam primam materiam dicunt, nullo prorsus modo 
formatam, sed omnium corporalium formarum capacem, ex qua visibilia haec elementa formata 
sunt; unde et ex eius derivatione vocabulum acceperunt. hanc ὕλην Latini materiam 
appellaverunt, ideo quia omne informe, unde aliquid faciendum est, semper materia nuncupatur.  
Suda s.v. Φ 862, p. 4.775.28–776.1 Adler φυσικὸς λόγος παρὰ φιλοσόφοις. … ὅτι τρία εἰσὶν ἐν τοῖς 
φυσικοῖς πράγµασιν, εἶδος, ὕλη καὶ ἡ αἰτία, καθ’ ἥν ἐστι τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ [citing Philop. in de An. 
55.26–27, cf. above].  s.v. Φ 862, p. 776.6–7 Adler ἔστι δὲ φυσικοῦ … διαλεχθῆναι καὶ … (περὶ) τῆς 
ὕλης. 
Chapter heading: Calcidius in Tim. c. 7, p. 60.19 Waszink de silva.  in Tim. c. 269 ex quo de 
natura silvae necessarius esse tractatus ostenditur. 
§1  Definition: Ambrose of Milan Exam. 1.1.1 ... materia, quam vocant ὕλην, quae gignendi causas 
rebus omnibus dedisse adseratur …  Calcidius in Tim. c. 268 ὕλην, quam nos Latine silvam 
possumus nominare, ex qua est rerum universitas eademque patibilis natura, quippe subiecta 
corpori principaliter, in qua qualitates et quantitates et omnia quae accidunt proveniunt. 
§2 + §§4–5  Successors of Thales and Pythagoras, Plato Aristotle:  Calcidius in Tim. c. 272 
primum elementum universae rei silva est informis ac sine qualitate quam, ut sit mundus, format 
intellegibilis species.  in Tim. c. 280 (on Stoics,  SVF 2.321) censent eam (sc. silvam) una quadam 
ab exordio usque ad finem continuatione porrectam, nec tamen omnes eodem modo; aliter enim 
Pythagoras et item aliter Plato diversoque Aristoteles modo et cum aliquanta differentia Stoici (—
). sed hi quidem omnes informem eam et sine ulla qualitate constituunt. (For what follows see 
below on §6.) 
§2  Successors of Thales and Pythagoras:  Cicero ND 3.92 (on Stoics, SVF 2.1107) materiam enim 
rerum, ex qua et in qua omnia sint, totam esse flexibilem et commutabilem, ut nihil sit quod non 
ex ea quamvis subito fingi convertique possit.  Seneca Ep. 65.2 dicunt … Stoici nostri (SVF 2.303) 
duo esse in rerum natura ex quibus omnia fiant, causam et materiam. materia iacet iners, res ad 
omnia parata, cessatura si nemo moveat.  Arius Didymus fr. 20 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.5c, p. 
133.18–23 ἔφησε δὲ ὁ Ποσειδώνιος (F 92 E.-K, 267 Theiler) τὴν τῶν ὅλων οὐσίαν καὶ ὕλην ἄποιον καὶ 
ἄµορφον εἶναι, καθ’ ὅσον οὐδὲν ἀποτεταγµένον ἴδιον ἔχει σχῆµα οὐδὲ ποιότητα καθ’ αὑτήν, ἀεὶ δ’ ἔν 
τινι σχήµατι καὶ ποιότητι εἶναι. διαφέρειν δὲ τὴν οὐσίαν τῆς ὕλης τὴν οὖσαν κατὰ τὴν ὑπόστασιν 
ἐπινοίᾳ µόνον.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.23.1 (on Pyrrho, T 82 Decleva Caizzi) ῥευστὴν γὰρ εἶναι τὴν 
οὐσίαν πᾶσαν καὶ µεταβλητὴν καὶ µηδέποτε ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ µένειν.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 292 Zeno (SVF 
1.88) hanc ipsam essentiam finitam esse dicit unamque eam communem omnium quae sunt esse 
substantiam, dividuam quoque et usque quaque mutabilem.  in Tim. c. 290 plerique tamen silvam 
separant ab essentia, ut Zeno (SVF 1.86) et Chrysippus (SVF 2.316). silvam quippe dicunt esse id 
quod est sub his omnibus quae habent qualitates, essentiam vero primam rerum omnium silvam 
vel antiquissimum fundamentum earum, suapte natura sine vultu et informem.  in Tim. c. 297 
silvam igitur informem et carentem qualitate tam Stoici (—) quam Pythagoras  (—) consentiunt. 
§3  Successors of Democritus:  Diogenes  Laertius V.P. 9.43–44 (on Democritus, 68A1 DK) δοκεῖ 
δὲ αὐτῷ τάδε· ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν. … ἅπερ (sc. τὰ ἄτοµα) εἶναι ἀπαθῆ καὶ 
ἀναλλοίωτα διὰ τὴν στερρότητα.  V.P. 10.27 (Epic. p. 85.14 Usener) Περὶ ἀτόµων καὶ κενοῦ.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.22.1–2 Ἐπίκουρος (—) δὲ σχεδὸν ἐναντίαν πᾶσι δόξαν ἔθετο. ἀρχὰς µὲν τῶν ὅλων 
ὑπέθετο ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν—κενὸν µὲν οἷον τόπον τῶν ἐσοµένων, ἀτόµους δὲ τὴν ὕλην, ἐξ ἧς τὰ 
πάντα.  Simplicius in Phys. 28.17–18 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, fr. 229 FHS&G, 
Democritus 68A38 DK) ὡς ⟨γὰρ⟩ ὕλην τοῖς οὖσι τὰς ἀτόµους ὑποτιθέντες τὰ λοιπὰ γεννῶσι ταῖς 
διαφοραῖς αὐτῶν. 
§4  Plato:  Cicero Ac.Po. 27 sed subiectam (cf. ὑποκείµενον) putant omnibus sine ulla specie (cf. 
ἀνείδεον) atque carentem omni illa qualitate (cf. ἄµορφον / ἀσχηµάτιστον ἄποιον) … materiam (cf. 
ὕλην) quandam, e qua omnia expressa atque effecta sint (cf. ἐκµαγεῖον καὶ µητέρα), quae tota 
omnia accipere (cf. δεξαµενὴν) possit, etc.  Luc. 118 Plato ex materia in se omnia recipiente 
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mundum factum esse censet a deo sempiternum.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.69 (on Plato) εἶναι δὲ 
τὴν ὕλην ἀσχηµάτιστον καὶ ἄπειρον, ἐξ ἧς γίνεσθαι τὰ συγκρίµατα.  V.P. 3.76 (also on Plato) ἀρχὰς 
µὲν οὖν εἶναι καὶ αἴτια τὰ λεχθέντα δύο † µὲν ὧν παράδειγµα τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην· ὅπερ ἀνάγκη 
ἄµορφον εἶναι, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων δεκτικῶν. αἴτιον δὲ τούτων ἐξ ἀνάγκης εἶναι· δεχόµενον γάρ 
πως τὰς ἰδέας γεννᾶν τὰς οὐσίας.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.31 περὶ γὰρ τῆς τερατολογουµένης ἀποίου 
παρά τισιν ὕλης, ἣν οὐδὲ αὐτοὶ καταλαµβάνειν διαβεβαιοῦνται, τί δεῖ καὶ λέγειν;  Galen Prop.Plac. 7 
pp. 178.35–179.2 Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli (text Garofalo–Lami) ἄκουε δὲ µου λέγοντος εἶδος ὡς 
πρὸς τὴν ὕλης ἀντίθεσιν, ἥν ἄ(ποιον) εἶναι νοοῦµεν ὅσον τὸ ἐφ᾿ἑαυτῇ.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.1–3 (on 
Plato) ὕλην δὲ τὴν πᾶσιν ὑποκειµένην, ἣν καὶ ‘δεξαµενὴν’ (Tim. 53a) καὶ ‘τιθήνην’ (e.g. Tim. 49a) 
καλεῖ. ... (3) τὴν δὲ ὕλην δυνάµει µὲν σῶµα, ἐνεργείᾳ δὲ οὐδέπω· ἀσχηµάτιστον γὰρ αὐτὴν οὖσαν καὶ 
ἄποιον, προσλαβοῦσαν σχήµατα καὶ ποιότητας γενέσθαι σῶµα.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 273 quam modo 
‘matrem’ (Tim. 51b), alias ‘nutriculam’ (e.g. Tim. 49a), interdum ‘totius generationis gremium’ 
(Tim. 49a), nonnumquam ‘locum’ (Tim. 52a) appellat quamque iuniores ‘hylen’, nos ‘silvam’ 
vocamus.  in Tim. c. 308 nomen vero ei (sc. silvae) dederunt auditores Platonis; ipse enim 
nusquam silvae nomen ascripsit sed aliis multis ad declarationem naturae eius convenientibus 
nuncupamentis usus est, cum animis nostris intimare vellet intellectum eius utcumque, vel ex 
natura propria rei vel ex passionibus commotionibusque animorum nostrorum, ex natura quidem 
propria ‘primam materiam’ (‘non Platonicum sed Aristotelicum’ Waszink) nuncupans et item 
simile quiddam ‘mollis cedentisque’ materiae in quam imprimuntur ‘signacula’ (Tim. 50c) et 
rerum ‘receptaculum’ (e.g. Tim. 49a) et interdum ‘matrem’(Tim. 51b) atque ‘nutriculam totius 
generationis’ (e.g. Tim. 49a). 
§5  Aristotle:  Arius Didymus fr. 2 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.4, p. 132.13–22 Ἀριστοτέλους. … ἡ µὲν (sc. 
ἡ ὕλη) οὐ σῶµα, σωµατικὴ δέ· … οὐ σῶµα δὲ τὴν ὕλην φασίν, {οὐχ} οὐ µόνον ὅτι ἐστερῆσθαι δοκεῖ τῶν 
περὶ σῶµα διαστάσεων, ἀλλ’ ὅτι καὶ πολλῶν ἄλλων ἀπλείπεται κατὰ τὸν ἴδιον λόγον, ἃ τοῖς σώµασιν 
ὑπάρχει, σχήµατος χρώµατος βαρύτητος κουφότητος, ὅλως πάσης ποιότητος καὶ ποσότητος. εἰ γὰρ 
τούτων µετεῖχε, τῶν ποιῶν ⟨ἂν⟩ ἦν καὶ ποσῶν· οὐ µετειληφυῖα δὲ, κατὰ λόγον σῶµα µὲν οὐκ ἂν εἴη, 
σωµατικὴ δὲ διὰ τὸ πάσαις ὥσπερ ἐκµαγεῖον ὑποκεῖσθαι ταῖς ποιότησιν. 
§6  Anonymi:  Calcidius in Tim. cc. 280 + 281–282 alii formam dederunt, ut Thales (fr. 287 
Wöhrle), quem ferunt ante omnes naturalia esse secreta rimatum, cum initium rerum aquam esse 
dicat. … at vero Anaximenes (fr. 94 Wöhrle) aëra iudicans initium rerum, initium quoque 
corporum ceterorum et ipsius aquae, non consentit Heraclito (—) caput rerum ignem putanti. … 
(281) Empedocles (—) varium et multiforme quiddam esse silvam docet quattuor diversis 
sustentatum radicibus ignis aquae aëris terrae atque ex his fieri corporum modo concretionem, 
modo discretionem ... . (282) hi sunt, opinor, qui formatam descriptamque qualitatibus et corpus 
silvam esse pronuntiant. 
§8  Stoics:  Eusebius PE 15.14.1 (Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara, SVF 1.98) στοιχεῖον εἶναί φασι τῶν ὄντων 
τὸ πῦρ … τούτου δ’ ἀρχὰς ὕλην καὶ θεόν, ὡς Πλάτων. ἀλλ’ οὗτος (sc. Zeno, SVF 1.98) ἄµφω σώµατά 
φησιν εἶναι, καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ πάσχον.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.134 (SVF 1.85, 1.493, 2.300, 3 
Arch. 12) δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτοῖς ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων δύο, τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ πάσχον. τὸ µὲν οὖν πάσχον εἶναι 
τὴν ἄποιον οὐσίαν τὴν ὕλην, … ἀλλὰ καὶ σώµατα [ἀσώµατα Φ, ἀσωµάτους Suda, perperam uterque] 
εἶναι τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ ἀµόρφους.  V.P. 7.150 (SVF 2.316) καλεῖται δὲ διχῶς, οὐσία τε καὶ ὕλη. … σῶµα δέ 
ἐστι κατ’ αὐτοὺς ἡ οὐσία.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 289 Stoici (—) quoque ortum silvae reiciunt, quin 
potius ipsam et deum duo totius rei sumunt initia, deum ut opificem, silvam ut quae operationi 
subiciatur; una quidem essentia praeditos, facientem et quod fit ac patitur, corpus esse, diversa 
vero virtute, quia faciat, deum, quia fiat, silvam fore. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Ocellus c. 24 πρώτως δὲ ὕλη τὸ πανδεχές, κοινὸν γὰρ ὑπόκειται πᾶσιν· ὥστε πρῶτον 
µὲν τὸ δυνάµει σῶµα αἰσθητὸν ἀρχή.  Galen Hipp.Elem. 9.22, 1.486.13–487.2 K. ὅσα γὰρ ἄλλα ταῖς 
ἀπαθῆ µὲν τὴν οὐσίαν ὑποτιθεµέναις αἱρέσεσι, παραπλεκούσαις δὲ τὸ κενὸν ἐναντιοῦται, τὰ µὲν ὑπ’ 
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Ἀριστοτέλους τε καὶ Θεοφράστου (fr. 239 FHS&G) λέλεκται, τὰ δ’ ἂν καὶ ἡµεῖς εἴποιµεν ἰδίᾳ πρὸς 
ἑκάστην τῶν αἱρέσεων ἀντειπόντες.  Nat.Fac. 1.12, 2.27.2–16 K. (SVF 2.1138) καὶ δύο αὗται γεγόνασιν 
αἱρέσεις κατὰ γένος ἐν ἰατρικῇ τε καὶ φιλοσοφίᾳ … τίνες οὖν αἱ δύο αἱρέσεις αὗται καὶ τίς ἡ τῶν ἐν 
αὐταῖς ὑποθέσεων ἀκολουθία; τὴν ὑποβεβληµένην οὐσίαν γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ πᾶσαν ἡνωµένην τε ἅµα 
καὶ ἀλλοιοῦσθαι δυναµένην ὑπέθετο θάτερον γένος τῆς αἱρέσεως, ἀµετάβλητον δὲ καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον 
καὶ κατατετµηµένην εἰς λεπτὰ καὶ κεναῖς ταῖς µεταξὺ χώραις διειληµµένην ἡ λοιπή.  Heraclitus 
All.Hom. 66.7 εὔλογον τὴν µὲν ἄµορφον ὕλην Πρωτέα καλεῖσθαι, τὴν δ’ εἰδωλοπλαστήσασαν ἕκαστα 
πρόνοιαν Εἰδοθέαν (differently Sextus Empiricus M. 9.5 ὁ µὲν γὰρ ποιητὴς περὶ τούτων ἀποδιδούς 
φασιν ἐν οἷς περὶ Πρωτέως καὶ Εἰδοθέας ἀλληγορεῖ (Od. 4.365–366), τὸ µὲν πρῶτον καὶ ἀρχικώτατον 
αἴτιον Πρωτέα καλῶν, τὴν δὲ εἰς εἴδη τρεποµένην οὐσίαν Εἰδοθέαν).  Alexander of Lycopolis 
c.Manich. 2.18–22 τὴν δὲ ὕλην λέγει οὐχ ἣν Πλάτων, τὴν πάντα γινοµένην ὅταν λάβῃ ποιότητα καὶ 
σχῆµα—διὸ πανδεχῆ (Tim. 51a) καὶ µητέρα (Tim. 51b) καὶ τιθήν⟨ην⟩ (e.g. Tim. 51b) καλεῖ—καὶ 
Ἀριστοτέλης, τὸ στοιχεῖον περὶ ὃ τὸ εἶδος καὶ ἡ στέρησις.  Themistius in Phys. 138.14–18 τούτῳ γὰρ 
µάλιστα τῶν συγκρίσει καὶ διακρίσει ποιούντων τὰς γενέσεις διενηνόχαµεν, ὅτι οἱ µὲν προσθέσει καὶ 
ἀφαιρέσει τὰς γενέσεις καὶ τὰς φθορὰς µηχανῶνται καὶ οὐ ποιοῦσι τὸ αὐτὸ ὑποκείµενον πᾶσι τοῖς 
στοιχείοις; ἡµεῖς δὲ µίαν εἶναι τὴν ὕλην ὅλην δι’ ὅλης ἀλλοιουµένην καὶ τρεποµένην.  Augustine 
C.Faust. 20.14, p. 554.1–5 Zycha hylen namque Graeci cum de natura disserunt, materiem 
quandam rerum definiunt nullo prorsus modo formatam, sed omnium corporalium formarum 
capacem, quae quidem in corporum mutabilitate utcumque cognoscitur; nam per se ipsam nec 
sentiri nec intellegi potest. 
Chapter heading:  Alcinous Did. 8, p. 162.29 H. καὶ πρῶτόν γε περὶ ὕλης λέγωµεν. Galen Gloss. 
19.123.12 K. Ἀναζαρβεὺς ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ ὕλης.  Alim.Fac. 1.13, 6.516.16 K. Διοσκουρίδης δ’ ἐν τῷ 
δευτέρῳ Περὶ ὕλης ταυτὶ γράφει.  Athenaeus 3.87.1 Ἱκέσιος δ’ ἐν δευτέρῳ Περὶ ὕλης).  Theodoret 
CAG title Book 4 Περὶ ὕλης καὶ κόσµου.  Simplicius in Phys. 231.6 ὁ Πορφύριος (236F Smith) ἐν τῷ 
δευτέρῳ Περὶ ὕλης.  in Phys. 247.31–33 (Hermodorus F 5 Isnardi Parente2) ὁ Πορφύριος (in Tim. 
146F Smith) ἱστορεῖ τὸν Δερκυλλίδην ἐν τῷ ιαʹ τῆς Πλάτωνος φιλοσοφίας, ἔνθα Περὶ ὕλης ποιεῖται 
τὸν λόγον κτλ. For materia medica, i.e.medical subjects:  Erotianus Voc.Hip. 94.3 Klein Νίγρος 
(Sextius Niger fr. 16 Wellmann) ἐν τῷ Περὶ ὕλης φησὶ κτλ.  Dioscurides Pedianus Mat.Med. 2.1 ἐν 
µὲν τῷ πρὸ τούτου βιβλίῳ, φίλτατε Ἄρειε, ὄντι πρώτῳ τῶν περὶ ὕλης ἰατρικ ⟨ἰατρικῆς⟩ ἡµῖν 
συντεταγµένων κτλ. 
§1  Species of definition:  Aristotle APo. 2.10 93b29–94.2 ὁρισµὸς δ’ ἐπειδὴ λέγεται εἶναι λόγος τοῦ 
τί ἐστι, φανερὸν ὅτι ὁ µέν τις ἔσται λόγος τοῦ τί σηµαίνει τὸ ὄνοµα ἢ λόγος ἕτερος ὀνοµατώδης, οἷον τί 
σηµαίνει {τί ἐστι} τρίγωνον. ὅπερ ἔχοντες ὅτι ἔστι, ζητοῦµεν διὰ τί ἔστιν· χαλεπὸν δ’ οὕτως ἐστὶ 
λαβεῖν ἃ µὴ ἴσµεν ὅτι ἔστιν. … εἷς µὲν δὴ ὅρος ἐστὶν ὅρου ὁ εἰρηµένος, ἄλλος δ’ ἐστὶν ὅρος λόγος ὁ 
δηλῶν διὰ τί ἔστιν. ὥστε ὁ µὲν πρότερος σηµαίνει µέν, δείκνυσι δ’ οὔ, ὁ δ’ ὕστερος φανερὸν ὅτι ἔσται 
οἷον ἀπόδειξις τοῦ τί ἐστι, τῇ θέσει διαφέρων τῆς ἀποδείξεως.  de An. 2.1 413a9–10 τύπῳ µὲν οὖν 
ταύτῃ διωρίσθω καὶ ὑπογεγράφθω περὶ ψυχῆς. (cf. Simplicius (Priscianus?) ad loc., in de An. 
96.17–20 τύπον καλεῖ καὶ ὑπογραφὴν τὸν ἀποδοθέντα τῆς ψυχῆς λόγον, ἐπειδὴ µόνον ἀπεδίδου τὸ 
κοινῇ πάσῃ ὑπάρχον, ὁ δὲ ἀκριβὴς λόγος κατὰ τὴν ἑκάστου ἴδιον ἀποδίδοται οὐσίαν. ἴδιος δὲ ἡ καὶ τὸ 
κοινὸν ἰδιοτρόπως ὁρίζουσα.). EN 2.2 1103b34-1104a3 ἐκεῖνο δὲ προδιοµολογείσθω, ὅτι πᾶς ὁ περὶ τῶν 
πρακτῶν λόγος τύπῳ καὶ οὐκ ἀκριβῶς ὀφείλει λέγεσθαι, ὥσπερ καὶ κατ’ ἀρχὰς εἴποµεν ὅτι κατὰ τὴν 
ὕλην οἱ λόγοι ἀπαιτητέοι.  Cicero Top. 26 definitio est oratio, quae id quod definitur explicat quid 
sit.  Fin. 2.5 atqui haec patefactio quasi rerum opertarum, cum quid quidque sit aperitur, definitio 
est.  Aspasius in EN 75.16-17 ἡ µὲν οὖν προαίρεσις τύπῳ εἴρηται· οὐ γὰρ ἀκριβής ἐστιν ὁ ὁρισµός, ὡς 
ἐδείχθη, ἀλλ’ ὑπογραφῇ ἔοικε µᾶλλον. ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.348.16–349.5 K. α΄. ὅρος τοίνυν κατ’ 
ἐνίους ἐστὶ λόγος δηλῶν ποῖόν ἐστιν ἐκεῖνο καθ’ οὗ ἐστιν ὁ λόγος. δυνατὸν δὲ καὶ οὕτως ὁρίσασθαι· 
ὅρος ἐστὶ λόγος ἐννοίας. τινὲς δὲ καὶ οὕτως ὡρίσαντο· ὅρος ἐστὶ λόγος κατ’ ἀνάλυσιν ἀπαρτιζόντων 
ἐκφερόµενος, ἢ ὅρος ἐστὶ διὰ βραχείας ὑποµνήσεως εἰς ἔννοιαν ἡµᾶς ἄγων τῶν ὑποτεταγµένων ταῖς 
φωναῖς πραγµάτων, ἢ ὅρος ἐστὶ λόγος τὸ εἶναι δηλῶν, ἢ λόγος ἐστὶν ἔννοιαν ἡµῖν τοῦ πράγµατος 
δεικνύς τε καὶ σαφηνίζων.  Def.Med. 19.349.18–350.2 K. στʹ. ὑπογραφή ἐστι λόγος τυπωδῶς εἰσάγων 
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εἰς τὴν δηλουµένην τοῦ πράγµατος γνῶσιν· οἱ δὲ οὕτως· ὑπογραφή ἐστι λόγος τυπωδῶς ἐµφανίζων τὰ 
πράγµατα.  ps.Galen ArsMed. 1.306.9–14 K. εὐµνηµόνευτα γὰρ ἱκανῶς ἐστι τὰ ἐκ τῆς τοῦ ὅρου 
διαλύσεως ἅπαντα, διὰ τὸ περιέχειν ὅλης τῆς τέχνης ἐν ἑαυτῷ τὰ κεφάλαια τὸν ἄριστον ὅρον, ὅν πέρ 
τινες καὶ οὐσιώδη ὀνοµάζουσιν, ἀντιδιαιρούµενοι τοῖς ἐννοηµατικοῖς προσαγορευοµένοις.  Alexander 
of Aphrodisias in Top. 25.15 ὡς ὑπογραφῇ τινι καὶ οὐκ ἀκριβῶς.  in Top. 421.27–32 µὴ κυρίως 
ἀπέδωκεν ὁρισµὸν ἀλλ’ ὑπογραφήν, µηδ’ εἴρηκε τὶ τί ἦν εἶναι,  ἤγουν ἐδήλωσε τὴν φύσιν τοῦ ὁριστοῦ 
(ὁ γὰρ εἰπὼν ζῷον ὀρθοπεριπατητικὸν πλατυώνυχον φαλακρὸν προγαστρικὸν τὸν Σωκράτην πάντα 
µὲν ἐφύλαξεν ἃ εἴποµεν, ὁρισµὸν δὲ οὐκ ἐποίησεν ἀλλ’ ὑπογραφήν, λαβὼν τὰ συµβεβηκότα· διὸ οὐκ 
ἐδήλωσε τὴν φύσιν τοῦ ὁριστοῦ).  in Met. 5.25–6.3 εἰπὼν δὲ ὅτι οἱ τεχνῖται καὶ οἱ σοφοὶ τῶν ἐµπείρων 
κατὰ τὴν γνῶσιν διαφέρουσι, καὶ τοῦτο συστήσας ἐκ τῆς κοινῆς προλήψεως (σοφοὺς γὰρ τοὺς εἰδότας 
καλεῖν πᾶσιν ἐν χρήσει), τί µάλιστά ἐστιν ἴδιον τοῦ εἰδότος προστίθησιν, ὅτι γὰρ ἡ γνῶσις τῆς αἰτίας, 
συνιστὰς καὶ δεικνὺς ὅτι µάλιστα τῆς σοφίας ἐστὶν ἴδιον τὸ τὰς αἰτίας γιγνώσκειν.  in Met. 9.19-23 ἐν 
πᾶσιν ἔθος ἀεὶ Ἀριστοτέλει ταῖς κοιναῖς καὶ φυσικαῖς τῶν ἀνθρώπων προλήψεσιν ἀρχαῖς εἰς τὰ 
δεικνύµενα πρὸς αὐτοῦ χρῆσθαι, … αὗται γάρ εἰσιν αἱ κοιναὶ ἔννοιαι.  Galen PHP 2.3.2–3 ἦν δὲ τὸ 
κεφάλαιον ὡς ἀπ’ αὐτῆς χρὴ τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ ζητουµένου πράγµατος ἐξευρίσκειν τὰ προσήκοντά τε καὶ 
οἰκεῖα λήµµατα, καθάπερ ἐν τούτοις ἐν οἷς Χρύσιππος (—) {τε} ἐπισκοπεῖται περὶ τοῦ τῆς ψυχῆς 
ἡγεµονικοῦ τὸν τῆς οὐσίας λόγον εἰπόντας ὑπὲρ οὗ ζητοῦµεν πράγµατος ἐκείνῳ χρῆσθαι κανόνι τε καὶ 
σκοπῷ τῶν κατὰ µέρος ἁπάντων.  Thras. c. 1, 5.806.7–807.6 Κ. ἀρχὴ τοίνυν εὑρέσεως οὐ τούτῳ µόνῳ 
τῷ νῦν προκειµένῳ σκέµµατι τὸ γνῶναι, τί ποτ’ ἐστὶ τὸ ζητούµενον, ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἅπασιν. αὐτὸ 
δὲ δὴ τοῦτο τὸ γνῶναι διττόν ἐστιν· ἢ γὰρ τὴν ἔννοιαν µόνην τοῦ πράγµατος ἢ καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν 
γιγνώσκοµεν. ὅτῳ δ’ ἀλλήλων ταῦτα διαφέρει, γέγραπται µὲν ἐπὶ πλέον ἐν τοῖς Περὶ ἀποδείξεως.  
Diff.Resp. 7.753.1–7 K. ὅτι µὲν ἡ δύσπνοια βλάβη τις τῆς ἀναπνοῆς ἐστιν, ὥσπερ ἡ δυσαισθησία τῆς 
αἰσθήσεως, καὶ ἡ δυσκινησία τῆς κινήσεως, ἱκανὸν ἐνδείξασθαι τοὔνοµα· πόσαι δὲ τῆς βλάβης 
διαφοραὶ, καὶ διὰ τίνας αἰτίας γιγνόµεναι, καὶ πῶς ἑκάστην αὐτῶν χρὴ διαγινώσκειν, οὐκ ἐκ τῆς 
προσηγορίας διδαχθῆναι νῦν ἔστιν, ἀλλ’ ἡ φύσις αὐτὴ τῆς ἀναπνοῆς ἐνδείξεται.  Diff.Puls. 8.705.11–13 
K. λόγον αὐτὸν ὀνοµατώδη κέκληκεν ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης, ὡς εἰ καὶ λόγον ὀνόµατος ἑρµηνευτικὸν εἰρήκει.  
Diff.Puls. 8.703.16–706.3 K. τὸν ὁρισµὸν οὖν εἴπερ ὅλην τὴν οὐσίαν ἀκριβῶς τοῦ πράγµατος µέλλει 
δηλώσειν, οὐδὲν αὐτῆς τῶν κυριωτάτων παραλείπειν προσήκει·  … (703.18–704.14) τῆς δ’ οὐσίας 
ἀµφισβητουµένης, ἀναγκαῖον ἔσται καθ’ ἑκάστην αἵρεσιν ἴδιον (704.1) ὁρισµὸν γίνεσθαι· ὥστε τοῖς 
Ἐρασιστρατείοις οὕτως ὁριστέον ἐστὶν, ὡς ἐνδείκνυσθαι τὸ ἴδιον ἐξ Ἐρασιστράτου (—)  δόγµα περὶ 
τῆς τῶν σφυγµῶν οὐσίας, τοῖς δ’ Ἡροφιλείοις, ὡς τὸ ἴδιον Ἡροφίλῳ (fr. 277 Von Staden), καὶ τοῖς 
ἄλλοις ἅπασιν ὡσαύτως οἰκεῖον ἑκάστοις ἐστὶν ὅρον ποιητέον τῷ σφετέρῳ δόγµατι. τοῦτο δὲ εὐθέως 
αὐτὸ οὐδεὶς σχεδὸν αὐτῶν ἐπίσταται, καὶ τούτου γ’ ἔτι µᾶλλον ἀναγκαῖον ἐγνῶσθαι δύο γένη τὰ 
πρῶτα τῶν ὁρισµῶν εἶναι, τὸ µὲν ἕτερον ἐξηγούµενον σαφῶς τὴν τοῦ πράγµατος ἔννοιαν, ἣν ἔχουσιν οἱ 
ὀνοµάζοντες αὐτὸ, τὸ δ’ ἕτερον, ὡς εἴρηται, τὸ τὴν οὐσίαν διδάσκον. ἀρετὴ δ’ ἑκατέρου τῶν ὅρων ἰδία 
τοῦ µὲν τὴν ἔννοιαν ἑρµηνεύοντος ὁµολογεῖσθαί τε πᾶσι τοῖς ὁµοφώνοις καὶ µὴ προσάπτεσθαι τῆς 
οὐσίας τοῦ πράγµατος, τοῦ δὲ τὴν οὐσίαν διδάσκοντος ὁµολογεῖν µὲν τῷ κατὰ τὴν ἔννοιαν, ἕτερον δὲ 
ὑπάρχειν αὐτῷ. … (705.11) διὸ καὶ λόγον αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν φαινοµένων ἐναργῶς πραγµάτων ἑρµηνείαν 
ἔχοντα) ὀνοµατώδη κέκληκεν ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης (APo. 2.10 93b30–31), ὡς εἰ καὶ λόγον ὀνόµατος 
ἑρµηνευτικὸν εἰρήκει. τὸν δ’ ἕτερον ὅρον, οὐσιώδη τινὲς ἐκάλεσαν, λόγον εἶναί φησιν (Met. Ζ.5 
1031a11–13 etc.) τὸν τί εἶναι δηλοῦντα. τί µὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἑκάστῳ τῶν ὁριζοµένων τὸ εἶναι τοῦτον 
ἑρµηνεύειν φησὶ, τὰ συµβεβηκότα δὲ ἰδίως αὐτῷ συνδιέρχεσθαι τὸν ἐννοηµατικόν. ὑπολαµβάνει δὲ καὶ 
ἄλλον ὁρισµὸν εἶναι τὸν καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν τοῦ πράγµατος διδάσκοντα. καὶ τί µε δεῖ λέγειν µακρότερον ἔτι 
περὶ τηλικούτων πραγµάτων, ἃ δυοῖν (706.1) ἐδεήθη βιβλίων, τοῦ τρίτου καὶ τετάρτου τῶν 
ὑποµνηµάτων ὧν ἐποιησάµην εἰς τὸ δεύτερον Ἀριστοτέλους τῶν Δευτέρων ἀναλυτικῶν.  Diff.Puls. 
8.708.8.14 K. πρόσκειται δὲ τῷ λόγῳ τὸ ἀκριβῶς, ὅτι τῶν κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν ἄλλος ἄλλο προσθέντες 
ἔνιοι τῶν νεωτέρων ἰατρῶν οὐσιώδη νοµίζουσιν ὅρον εἰρηκέναι τοῦ σφυγµοῦ, πρὸς τῷ κᾀκεῖνο 
µέγιστον ἡµαρτηκέναι, τὸν µόνον εἰρηκέναι τὸ ὁριζόµενον ὑπ’ αὐτῶν οὐσιώδη, µὴ προειρηµένου τοῦ 
κατὰ τὴν ἔννοιαν, ὃς ἐν τοῖς περὶ τούτων λογισµοῖς ἡµῖν ἐπιδέδεικται κριτήριον γενόµενος τοῦ κατὰ 
τὴν οὐσίαν.  Di.Decr. 9.733.14–16 K. βέλτιον δ’ ἦν ἄρα τί ποτε ἐκ τῆς προσηγορίας δηλοῦται γνόντας 
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περὶ πράγµατος αὐτοῦ ποιεῖσθαι τὸν λόγον.  ΜΜ 1.5, 10.39.10–40.19 Κ. καί σοι τὸν ἑξῆς λόγον ἤδη 
ἅπαντα ποιήσοµαι, χρώµενος ταῖς µεθόδοις ἃς ἐν τοῖς Περὶ τῆς ἀποδείξεως ὑποµνήµασι 
κατεστησάµην. ὅτι τε γὰρ ἀρχαὶ πάσης ἀποδείξεώς εἰσι τὰ πρὸς αἴσθησίν τε καὶ νόησιν ἐναργῶς 
φαινόµενα καὶ ὡς ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν ζητουµένων εἰς λόγον χρὴ µεταλαµβάνεσθαι τοὔνοµα, δι’ ἐκείνων 
ἀποδέδεικται. … πῶς οὖν ἐξεύρωµεν αὐτὸ ὀρθῶς µεθόδῳ; πῶς δ’ ἄλλως ἢ ὡς ἐν τοῖς Περὶ ἀποδείξεως 
ἐλέγετο; τῆς ἐννοίας πρότερον ὁµολογηθείσης, ἧς χωρὶς οὐχ οἷόν τέ ἐστιν εὑρεθῆναι τὴν οὐσίαν τοῦ 
προκειµένου πράγµατος· αὐτὴν δὲ τὴν ἔννοιαν ὁµολογουµένην ἅπασιν ἐλέγοµεν χρῆναι λαµβάνειν, ἢ 
οὐδ’ ἂν ἀρχὴν δεόντως ὀνοµάζεσθαι. τίς οὖν ὑπὸ πάντων ἐστὶν ἀνθρώπων ὁµολογουµένη περὶ τοῦ 
νοσεῖν ἔννοια;  Sextus Empiricus P. 2.212 εἴτ’ οὖν λόγος εἶναι λέγοιτο (sc. ὁ ὅρος) διὰ βραχείας 
ὑποµνήσεως εἰς ἔννοιαν ἡµᾶς ἄγων τῶν ὑποτεταγµένων ταῖς φωναῖς πραγµάτων, ὡς δῆλόν γε …, εἴτε 
λόγος ὁ τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι δηλῶν, εἴτε ὃ βούλεταί τις. καὶ γὰρ τί ἐστιν ὁ ὅρος βουλόµενοι παριστᾶν εἰς 
ἀνήνυτον ἐµπίπτουσι διαφωνίαν, ἣν διὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν τῆς γραφῆς παρίηµι νῦν [cf. below Porphyry 
F70].  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.2.3.1–4 τίς ἂν οὖν ἄλλη βελτίων ἢ ἐναργεστέρα µέθοδος εἰς 
ἀρχὴν τῆς τοιᾶσδε εἴη {ἂν} διδασκαλίας ἢ τὸ προταθὲν ὄνοµα λόγῳ διελθεῖν οὕτω σαφῶς ὡς πάντας 
ἀκολουθῆσαι τοὺς ὁµοφώνους; ἆρ’ οὖν τοιοῦτόν ἐστι ⟨τὸ⟩ ὄνοµα τῆς ἀποδείξεως, οἷόν περ τὸ βλίτυρι, 
φωνὴ µόνον οὐδὲν σηµαίνουσα; (2) καὶ πῶς οὔθ’ ὁ φιλόσοφος οὔθ’ ὁ ῥήτωρ, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ ὁ δικαστὴς ὡς 
ἄσηµον ὄνοµα προφέρεται τὴν ἀπόδειξιν, οὔτε τις τῶν δικαζοµένων ἀγνοεῖ τὸ σηµαινόµενον, ὅτι οὐχ 
ὑπάρχει; αὐτίκα ὡς ὑποστατὸν πορίζονται τὴν ἀπόδειξιν οἱ φιλόσοφοι, ἄλλος ἄλλως. (3) περὶ παντὸς 
τοίνυν τοῦ ζητουµένου εἴ τις ὀρθῶς διαλαµβάνοι, οὐκ ἂν ἐφ’ ἑτέραν ἀρχὴν ὁµολογουµένην µᾶλλον 
ἀναγάγοι τὸν λόγον ἢ τὸ πᾶσι τοῖς ὁµοεθνέσι τε καὶ ὁµοφώνοις ἐκ τῆς προσηγορίας ὁµολογούµενον 
σηµαίνεσθαι. (4) εἶτα ἐντεῦθεν ὁρµηθέντα ζητεῖν ἀνάγκη, εἰ ὑπάρχει τὸ σηµαινόµενον τοῦτο π⟨ερὶ⟩ οὗ 
ὁ λόγος εἴτε καὶ µή· ἐφεξῆς δέ, εἴπερ ὑπάρχειν δειχθείη, ζητητέον τούτου τὴν φύσιν ἀκριβῶς, ὁποία τίς 
ἐστιν καὶ µή ποτε ὑπερβαίνει τὴν δοθεῖσαν τάξιν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.60 ὅρος δέ ἐστιν, ὥς 
φησιν Ἀντίπατρος (SVF 3 Antip. 23) ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ ὅρων, λόγος κατ’ ἀνάλυσιν ἀπαρτιζόντως 
ἐκφερόµενος, … ὑπογραφὴ δέ ἐστι λόγος τυπωδῶς εἰσάγων εἰς τὰ πράγµατα, ἢ λόγος ἁπλούστερον 
τὴν τοῦ ὅρου δύναµιν προσενηνεγµένος.  V.P. 7.83 (SVF 2.130) δυοῖν δ’ οὔσαιν συνηθείαιν ταῖν 
ὑποπιπτούσαιν τῇ ἀρετῇ (sc. τῇ ἐν λόγοις θεωρίᾳ), ἡ µὲν τί ἕκαστόν ἐστι τῶν ὄντων σκοπεῖ, ἡ δὲ τί 
καλεῖται.  Porphyry (ad Gaur.) F 70 Smith at Simp. in Cat. 213.11–29 (verbatim) φησιν ὁ 
Πορφύριος ὅτι ῾ὁ περὶ τῆς ποιότητος λόγος ἐννοηµατικός ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ οὐκ οὐσιώδης. ἔστιν δὲ 
ἐννοηµατικὸς ὁ ἀπὸ τῶν γνωρίµων τοῖς πᾶσιν εἰληµµένος καὶ κοινῇ παρὰ πᾶσιν ὁµολογούµενος, οἷον 
ὅτι ‘ἀγαθόν ἐστιν ἀφ’ οὗ συµβαίνει ὠφελεῖσθαι’, ‘ψυχή ἐστιν ἀφ’ ἧς ὑπάρχει τὸ ζῆν’, ‘φωνή ἐστιν τὸ 
ἴδιον αἰσθητὸν ἀκοῆς’. οὐσιώδεις δέ εἰσιν ὅροι οἱ καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν αὐτὴν τῶν ὁριζοµένων διδάσκοντες, 
οἷον ‘ἀγαθόν ἐστιν ἡ ἀρετὴ ἢ τὸ µετέχον ἀρετῆς’, ‘ψυχή ἐστιν οὐσία αὐτοκίνητος’, ‘φωνή ἐστιν ἀὴρ 
πεπληγµένος’, καὶ οἱ µὲν ἐννοηµατικοὶ ὅροι ἅτε κοινῇ παρὰ πᾶσιν ὁµολογούµενοι οἱ αὐτοί εἰσιν, οἱ δὲ 
οὐσιώδεις κατὰ αἱρέσεις ἰδίας προαγόµενοι ἀντιλέγονται ὑπὸ τῶν ἑτεροδόξων [cf. above Sextus P. 
2.212]. … δέδοκται οὖν ἐν ταῖς πρώταις εἰσαγωγαῖς τοῖς παρὰ πᾶσιν ὁµολογουµένοις ὅροις κεχρῆσθαι· 
αὐτοὶ γάρ εἰσιν γνωριµώτεροι καὶ πρὸς τὴν πρώτην ἀκρόασιν ἐπιτηδειότεροι, οἱ δὲ ἕτεροι τῆς πρώτης 
δέονται φιλοσοφίας, ἥτις τὰ ὄντα ᾗ ὄντα θεωρεῖ. διόπερ τὸν µὲν οὐσιώδη λόγον τῆς ποιότητος ἐν τοῖς 
Μετὰ τὰ φυσικὰ (Δ.14 1022a33–b1) ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης ἀποδέδωκεν, τὸν δὲ ἐννοηµατικὸν ἐνταῦθα (sc. 
Cat. 7 8b3–20)’.  cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. 2, p. 165.15–19 οὐ γὰρ κενὸν οὐδ’ ἄστοχον 
τἀληθοῦς ἡ κοινὴ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσις, καθ’ ἣν περί τινων ὁµοδοξοῦσιν ἀλλήλοις, ὅσοι γε αὐτῶν µὴ 
διά τινας προκαταβεβληµένας δόξας ὑφ’ αὑτῶν διὰ τὸ σώζειν βούλεσθαι τὴν πρὸς αὐτὰς ἀκολουθίαν 
ἄλλως ἀναγκάζονται λέγειν.  cf. Priscianus Inst.Gramm. 1.1, p. 5.2–4 Hertz (on Stoics, FDS fr. 479) 
philosophi definiunt, vocem esse aërem tenuissimum ictum [i.e. ἀὴρ πεπληγµένος], vel suum 
sensibile aurium [i.e. τὸ ἴδιον αἰσθητὸν ἀκοῆς], id est quod proprie auribus accidit. et est prior 
definitio a substantia sumpta, altera vero a notione, quam Graeci ἔννοιαν dicunt, hoc est ab 
accidentibus. accidit enim voci auditus, quantum in ipsa est.  Trophonius Prol. p. 8.5–11 Rabe 
δείξαντες, ὅτι ἔστιν ἡ ῥητορική, ἔλθωµεν νῦν καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ τί ἐστιν. ἐπειδὴ δὲ τὸ τί ἐστιν ἢ δι’ ὀνόµατος ἢ 
δι’ ὁρισµοῦ ἀποδίδοται—δι’ ὀνόµατος µέν, ὡς ἵνα ἐρωτηθεὶς τί ἐστι ῥητορικὴ τὸ γενικὸν αὐτῆς εἴποιµι 
ὄνοµα ῾τέχνη’, δι’ ὁρισµοῦ δέ, ὡς ἵνα καὶ τὰς διαφορὰς προσθήσω εἰπὼν ῾τέχνη περὶ λόγου δύναµιν ἐν 
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πράγµατι πολιτικῷ, τέλος ἔχουσα τὸ πιθανῶς εἰπεῖν κατὰ τὸ ἐνδεχόµενον’.  Marius Victorinus Def. 
p. 2.3–4 Pronay ‘definitio est’ ut Tullius in Topicis (Top. 26) ait ‘oratio quae id quod definit explicat 
quid sit’.  Def. p. 16.18––17.5 Pronay est igitur prima (sc. definitio) quae Graece οὐσιώδης dicitur, 
Latine substantialis appellari potest. secunda est ἐννοηµατική, quae solam notionem subicit. tertia 
ποιότης, quae a qualitate nomen accepit. quarta ὑπογραφική, quae a Tullio (de Or. 1.11 etc.) 
descriptio nominatur. quinta κατ’ ἀντίλεξιν, Latine ad verbum possumus dicere. sexta κατὰ 
διαφοράν, Latini de eodem et de altero nominant, quae per differentiam dici potest. septima est 
κατὰ µεταφοράν, id est per translationem. octava κατ' ἀφαίρεσιν τοῦ ἐναντίου, id est per privantiam 
contrarii eius. nona καθ’ ὑποτύπωσιν, id est per quandam imaginationem. decima est ὡς τύπος, 
Latine 'veluti'. undecima est κατ’ ἐλλειπὲς τοῦ πλήρους ὁµοίου γένους, id est per indigentiam pleni 
ex eodem genere. duodecima κατ’ ἔπαινον, id est per laudem. tertia decima est κατ’ ἀναλογίαν, id 
est iuxta rationem, quae proportio dicitur. quarta decima κατὰ τὸ πρός τι, hoc est per id quod ad 
aliquid est. quinta decima est αἰτιολογική, causam tribuens.  Def. p. 20.4–8 Pronay nos … quid 
ὑπογραφική sit, quae a Tullio descriptio (de Or. 1.11 etc.) nominatur, proposita ratione docebimus, 
et per exemplum: quae oratio non quid sit potius dicit, sed, adhibita circuitione dictorum 
factorumque, quid res quaeque sit descriptione declarat.  in Rhet. 1.11, p. 40.7–11 Riesenweber.  
ArsGramm. 1.7, p. 66.6 Mariotti ‘definitio est’, ut ait Cicero (Or. 116) , ‘⟨oratio⟩ quae quid sit de quo 
agitur ostendit quam brevissime’.  Themistius in APo. 51.3–7 ὁρισµὸς δὲ πολλαχῶς λέγεται. εἷς µὲν 
ὁ τί σηµαίνει τοὔνοµα ἐξηγούµενος, ὃς οὐδ’ ὁρισµὸς ἂν καλοῖτο δικαίως ἀλλὰ λόγος ὀνοµατώδης· 
πολλάκις γὰρ ἔχοντες τὸν τοιοῦτον λόγον οὔτε εἰ ἔστι τὸ πρᾶγµα, οὔτε τίς αἰτία τοῦ εἶναι αὐτό, 
γινώσκοµεν· τί µὲν γὰρ σηµαίνει τὸ κενόν, συνίεµεν, οὔτε δὲ εἰ ἔστι κενόν, οὔτε τίς αἰτία τοῦ εἶναι 
κενόν, ἔχοιµεν ἂν λέγειν. … ἄλλος δέ ἐστιν ὅρος ὁ µετὰ τοῦ τί ἐστι καὶ τὴν αἰτίαν ἐκδιδάσκων δι’ ἥν 
ἐστι, καὶ µόνος ὁ τοιοῦτός ἐστιν ὅρος οἷον ἀπόδειξις τοῦ τί ἐστι θέσει µόνῃ διαφέρων τῆς ἀποδείξεως.  
Proclus in Alc. 275.1–13 εἴρηταί που καλῶς ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἀριστοτέλους (APo. 2 1), ὅτι τέτταρα 
προβλήµατά ἐστι δι’ ἃ οἱ λόγοι καὶ αἱ ζητήσεις, τὸ εἰ ἔστι, τὸ τί ἐστι, τὸ ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι καὶ τὸ διατί ἐστι, 
καὶ ὅτι τὸν µέλλοντα γνώσεσθαι τὸ τί ἐστιν ἀνάγκη προειδέναι τὸ εἰ ἔστιν. αὐτῶν δὲ ἄρα τῶν 
τεσσάρων τούτων προεγνῶσθαι δεῖ τὸ τί σηµαίνει· µὴ γὰρ ἔχοντες ψιλὴν τοῦ πράγµατος ἔννοιαν οὐδ’ 
ἂν εἰ ἔστι γιγνώσκοιµεν. ἔχοντες οὖν τὴν σηµασίαν καὶ ὅ τι ἐστὶ περιτυχόντες αὐτῷ γνοίηµεν ⟨ἂν⟩ 
ἀνενδοιάστως ἔχοντες τὴν ἔννοιαν αὐτοῦ. τοῦτο οὖν τὸ τί σηµαίνει τοῦ τί ἐστιν ἕτερον ὑπάρχει. ἡ µὲν 
γὰρ σηµασία ἐστὶ τοῦ πράγµατος ἀνάπτυξις ἐπί τινα νόησιν ὡρισµένην, τὸ δὲ τί ἐστι τῆς τοῦ 
προκειµένου πράγµατος φύσεως ἀκριβὴς κατάληψις. οἱ τοίνυν πολλοί, τί µὲν σηµαίνει αὕτη καὶ τί ἡ 
φωνὴ αὕτη, διδάσκουσιν· ὥσπερ τί σηµαίνει ἄνθρωπος, τί σηµαίνει ἵππος· τί δὲ ἔστι ταῦτα οὔτε 
ἐγνώκασιν οὔτε διδάσκουσιν.  Ammonius in Isag. 54.6–10 δεῖ οὖν ἡµᾶς πρότερον εἰπεῖν, τί ἐστιν 
ὑπογραφὴ καὶ τί ὅρος, καὶ τί διαφέρει ὁρισµὸς ὑπογραφῆς, εἶθ’ ἑξῆς τὴν αἰτίαν ζητῆσαι, τίνος ἕνεκεν 
δι’ ὑπογραφῆς αὐτὸ διδάσκει (sc. ὁ Πορφύριος) καὶ µὴ δι’ ὁρισµοῦ, καίτοι γε εἰώθασιν οἱ ὁρισµοὶ τὴν 
οὐσίαν τοῦ ὑποκειµένου σηµαίνειν πράγµατος καὶ περικλείειν µὲν τὰ οἰκεῖα οὐδὲν δὲ ἀφαιρεῖσθαι τῶν 
ἀλλοτρίων.  in Isag. 57.13–25 ἡ µὲν οὖν ὑπογραφὴ λαµβάνεται ἢ ἐξ ἐτυµολογίας ἢ ἐκ τῆς τῶν 
συµβεβηκότων συνδροµῆς, ἣ καὶ κυρίως ὑπογραφὴ λέγεται. ἐξ ἐτυµολογίας µὲν οἷον ‘ἄνθρωπός ἐστι 
τὸ δυνάµενον ἄνω ἀθρεῖν ἢ ἀναθρεῖν ἃ ὄπωπεν ἢ τὸ ἄνωθεν ἔχον τοὺς ὦπας’, ἐκ τῶν συµβεβηκότων δέ, 
ὡς ἔφθηµεν ἤδη εἰπόντες. ὁ δὲ ὁρισµὸς ἢ ἐξ ὕλης λαµβάνεται, ὥσπερ ὁριζόµεθα τὸν θυµὸν ‘ζέσιν τοῦ 
περικαρδίου αἵµατος’, ἢ ἐξ εἴδους ὡς τὸ ‘ὄρεξις ἀντιλυπήσεως’ ἢ ἐκ τοῦ συναµφοτέρου ὡς τὸ ‘ζέσις τοῦ 
περικαρδίου αἵµατος δι’ ὄρεξιν ἀντιλυπήσεως’. καὶ ὅτε µὲν ἐξ ὕλης µόνης ἢ ἐξ εἴδους µόνου ἐλήφθη, 
ἀτελής ἐστιν, ὅτε δὲ ἐκ τοῦ συναµφοτέρου, τότε ἐστὶ τέλειος ὅρος, ἐπειδὴ τὸ συναµφότερον σηµαίνει. 
ἔστι δὲ τέλειος ὅρος ὁ ἐκ γένους καὶ συστατικῶν διαφορῶν· ἐπέχει γὰρ τὴν µὲν τῆς ὕλης τάξιν τὸ 
γένος, τὴν δὲ τοῦ εἴδους αἱ διαφοραί.  Simplicius (Syrianus?) in de An. 97.29–98.2 τὸν τρόπον τῆς 
διδασκαλίας ὁρίσας (sc. Aristotle) ὡς ἀπὸ τῶν πρὸς ἡµᾶς σαφῶν ἐπὶ τὰ τῇ φύσει τοιαῦτα ἐπανιόντα, 
καὶ ὅτι χρὴ τὸν καλῶς ἔχοντα ὅρον τῆς αἰτίας ἔχεσθαι ὑποµνήσας, καὶ ταύτης ἀκριβῶς, ἀλλ’ οὐ τύπῳ 
τινὶ καὶ ὑπογραφικῶς, διὰ µὲν τὸν τῆς διδασκαλίας τρόπον ἀπὸ τῶν τῇ αἰσθήσει γνωρίµων τῆς περὶ 
ψυχῆς ἄρχεται θεωρίας, ὅπερ καὶ εὐθὺς ποιεῖ τῷ τὸ ἔµψυχον τοῦ ἀψύχου διωρίσθαι (de An. 2.2 
413a20–22) τουτέστι διαφέρειν τῷ ζῆν· διὰ δὲ τῆς εἰς τὸ αἴτιον ἀναδροµῆς οὐ τῷ ἐµψύχῳ ἐµµένει, ἀλλ' 
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εἰς τὸ αἴτιον αὐτοῦ τὴν ψυχὴν ἀναγόµενος. ἵνα δὲ µὴ τύπῳ ἔτι ἀλλὰ ἀκριβεῖ αὐτὴν θεωρῇ ὅρῳ, οὐ 
κοινῶς ἀλλ' ἕκαστον εἶδος ψυχῆς ἰδίᾳ ὁρίζεται.  Philoponus in APo. 372.6–12 ὁρίζεται τὸν ὁρισµὸν 
ἐνταῦθα (APo. 2.10 93b29, cf. above), καὶ φησὶν ὡς ὁρισµός ἐστι λόγος τοῦ τί ἐστιν. ἐν τούτῳ πάντα 
τὰ εἴδη τοῦ ὁρισµοῦ ἐµπεριείληπται καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ ὀνοµατώδης ὁρισµός· καὶ οὗτος γάρ ἐστι λόγος τοῦ τί 
ἐστιν. ἀλλ’ ὅρα καὶ τὴν διαφοράν· τὰ µὲν ἄλλα εἴδη τοῦ ὁρισµοῦ λόγοι εἰσὶ τοῦ τί ἐστιν, ἤγουν 
δηλωτικοὶ τῆς φύσεως τοῦ πράγµατος· ὁ δὲ ὀνοµατώδης ὁρισµὸς λόγος ἐστὶ τοῦ τί ⟨σηµαίνει τί 
add.Wallies ex Arist.⟩ {ἐστιν}, ἤγουν ἐφερµηνευτικὸς τοῦ ὀνόµατος.  Cassiodorus Inst. 2.14 divisio 
definitionum: usiodes, id est substantialis—ennoematice, id est notio—… - ⟨h⟩ypographice, id est 
descriptio—… definitionum prima est usiodes, id est substantialis, quae proprie et vere dicitur 
definitio, ut est: ‘homo animal rationale mortale sensus disciplinaeque capax’. haec enim definitio 
per species et differentias descendens venit ad proprium, et designat plenissime quid sit homo. 
secunda est species definitionis, quae Graece ennoematice dicitur, Latine enuntiatio nuncupatur, 
quam notionem communi non proprio nomine possumus dicere. … quarta species definitionis est, 
quae Graece hypographice, Latine descriptionalis nuncupatur, quae adhibita circuitione 
dictorum factorumque rem quae quid sit descriptione declarat.  David Prol. 2.2–5 τὸ δὲ τί ἐστιν ἢ 
δι’ ὀνόµατος ἢ δι’ ὁρισµοῦ γινώσκεται, δι’ ὀνόµατος µέν, ὅταν βλέπωµέν τι καὶ ἐρωτῶµεν τί ἐστι, καὶ 
λέγωµεν ὅτι ῾ἄνθρωπος’, δι’ ὁρισµοῦ δέ, ὅταν λέγωµεν ῾ζῷον λογικὸν θνητὸν νοῦ καὶ ἐπιστήµης 
δεκτικόν’.  Prol. 12.19–26 ἰστέον ὅτι ὁρισµὸς ὑπογραφῆς διαφέρει, ὅτι ὁ µὲν ὁρισµὸς ἐξ οὐσιωδῶν 
φωνῶν λαµβάνεται καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν αὐτὴν καὶ τὴν φύσιν τοῦ ὑποκειµένου πράγµατος δηλοῖ, οἷον 
‘ἄνθρωπός ἐστι ζῷον λογικὸν θνητὸν νοῦ καὶ ἐπιστήµης δεκτικόν’, ἡ δὲ ὑπογραφὴ ἀπὸ συµβεβηκότων 
λαµβάνεται καὶ τὰ παρεπόµενα τῷ ὑποκειµένῳ πράγµατι καὶ τὰ περὶ τὴν φύσιν αὐτοῦ δηλοῖ, οἷον ὡς 
ὅταν εἴπω ‘ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν ὀρθοπεριπατητικὸν γελαστικὸν πλατυώνυχον’.  ps.Galen HPh c. 11, DG p. 
606.3–6 Περὶ ὅρου. ὅρος δέ ἐστι λόγος σύντοµος εἰς γνῶσιν ἡµᾶς ἄγων ἑκάστου πράγµατος ἢ λόγος 
διὰ βραχείας ὑποµνήσεως ἐµφανὲς ἡµῖν ἀπεργαζόµενος τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρᾶγµα· τῶν δὲ ὅρων οἱ µέν 
εἰσιν οὐσιώδεις, οἱ δὲ ἐννοηµατικοί.  cf. Ptolemy Iudic. 4, p. 7.12–18 πρῶτον δ’ ἐπειδὴ καὶ τοῦτο αὐτὸ 
διαλεγόµενοί πως ποιοῦµεν, προσπαραµυθητέον ὅτι τοῖς µηδέπω διηρθρωκόσιν τὴν τῶν πραγµάτων 
φύσιν, ἀλλ’ ἔτι ζητοῦσιν, ἀπαραποδιστότερον ἂν γένοιτο τὸ τὰς συνηθείας καὶ τοῖς πλείστοις 
καθωµιληµένας κατηγορίας ἐπιφέρειν ἑκάστῳ τῶν ὑποτιθεµένων· ὕστερον δ’ ἂν εἴη τὸ οἰκειότερον 
αὐτῶν ἐπισκοπεῖν. 
§1  Definition of ὕλη:  Aristotle Phys. 1.9 192a31 λέγω γὰρ ὕλην τὸ πρῶτον ὑποκείµενον ἑκάστῳ.  GC 
1.3 318a9–10 νῦν δὲ τὴν ὡς ἐν ὕλης εἴδει τιθεµένην αἰτίαν εἴπωµεν, δι’ ἣν ἀεὶ φθορὰ καὶ γένεσις οὐχ 
ὑπολείπει τὴν φύσιν.  GC 1.4 320a2–4 ἐστὶ δὲ ὕλη µάλιστα µὲν καὶ κυρίως τὸ ὑποκείµενον γενέσεως 
καὶ φθορᾶς δεκτικόν, τρόπον δέ τινα καὶ τὸ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς. Met. Η.1 1042a32–34 ὅτι δ’ ἐστὶν 
οὐσία καὶ ἡ ὕλη, δῆλον· ἐν πάσαις γὰρ ταῖς ἀντικειµέναις µεταβολαῖς ἐστί τι τὸ ὑποκείµενον ταῖς 
µεταβολαῖς.  Met. Η.5 1044b27–28 οὐδὲ παντὸς ὕλη ἔστιν ἀλλ’ ὅσων γένεσις ἔστι καὶ µεταβολὴ εἰς 
ἄλληλα.  Plutarch Amic.Mult. 97A–B ὡς δὲ τὴν ἀσχηµάτιστον οἱ φυσικοὶ καὶ (B) ἀχρώµατον οὐσίαν 
καὶ ὕλην λέγουσιν ὑποκειµένην καὶ τρεποµένην ὑφ’ αὑτῆς νῦν µὲν φλέγεσθαι νῦν δ’ ἐξυγραίνεσθαι, 
τοτὲ δ’ ἐξαεροῦσθαι πήγνυσθαι δ’ αὖθις.  Apuleius Plat. 1.190–191 materiam inabsolutam, 
informem, nulla specie nec qualitatis significatione distinctam … materiam vero improcreabilem 
incorruptamque commemorat, non ignem neque aquam nec aliud de principiis et absolutis 
elementis esse, sed ex omnibus primam, figurarum capacem fictionique subiectam, adhuc rudem 
et figurationis qualitate viduatam deus artifex conformat universa⟨m⟩.  Plat. 1.194 initium 
omnium corporum materiam esse memoravit; hanc et signari inpressione formarum.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.150 (on  Stoics, SVF 2.316) ὕλη δέ ἐστιν ἐξ ἧς ὁτιδηποτοῦν γίνεται. καλεῖται δὲ διχῶς, 
οὐσία τε καὶ ὕλη.  V.P. 7.151 καὶ παθητὴ δέ ἐστιν, ὡς ὁ αὐτός (sc. Ἀπολλόδωρος, SVF 3 Apollod. 4) 
φησιν· εἰ γὰρ ἦν ἄτρεπτος, οὐκ ἂν τὰ γινόµενα ἐξ αὐτῆς ἐγίνετο.  Philoponus in Cat. 65.10–19 τὴν 
πρώτην ὕλην φασὶν οἱ φιλόσοφοι ἀσώµατον εἶναι τῷ οἰκείῳ λόγῳ ἀσχηµάτιστόν τε καὶ ἀµεγέθη καὶ 
πάσης ποιότητος κεχωρισµένην· ὅτι γὰρ ἀνείδεός ἐστι, δείκνυται σαφῶς τῷ πάντων τῶν φυσικῶν 
εἰδῶν αὐτὴν εἶναι δεκτικήν· ὥσπερ γὰρ τὰ ξύλα ὕλης λόγον ἐπέχοντα τοῖς σκεύεσιν ἐστέρηνται 
παντὸς εἴδους τοῦ κατὰ τὰ σκεύη θεωρουµένου (οὔτε γὰρ θρόνου εἶδος ἔχει οὔτε ἀβακίου οὔτε οὐδενὸς 
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ἄλλου τοιούτου), οὕτω καὶ ἡ ὕλη ὑποβάθρα τις οὖσα καὶ δεκτικὴ πάντων τῶν εἰδῶν τῶν ἐν τοῖς 
σώµασι θεωρουµένων, οὐδὲ ἓν ἕξει οἰκεῖον εἶδος. αὕτη οὖν ἐξογκωθεῖσα κατὰ τὰς τρεῖς διαστάσεις 
ποιεῖ τὸ δεύτερον ὑποκείµενον κατὰ Ἀριστοτέλην, τοῦτ’ ἔστι τὸ ἄποιον σῶµα. 
§2  Thales Pythagoras Stoics:  Plutarch Is.Osir. 373F ὁ µὲν οὖν Πλάτων … τὴν δ’ ὕλην καὶ µητέρα 
(Tim. 50d) καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) ἕδραν (Tim. 52b) τε καὶ χώραν γενέσεως (Tim. 52a) … 
ὀνοµάζειν εἴωθεν.  Sextus Empiricus P. 1.217 φησὶν οὖν ὁ ἀνὴρ (sc. Protagoras, 80A18 DK) τὴν ὕλην 
ῥευστὴν εἶναι, ῥεούσης δὲ αὐτῆς συνεχῶς προσθέσεις ἀντὶ τῶν ἀποφορήσεων γίγνεσθαι καὶ τὰς 
αἰσθήσεις µετακοσµεῖσθαί τε καὶ ἀλλοιοῦσθαι παρά τε ⟨τὰς⟩ ἡλικίας καὶ παρὰ τὰς ἄλλας κατασκευὰς 
τῶν σωµάτων.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.23.2 (on Pyrrho, T 82 Decleva Caizzi) ῥευστὴν γὰρ εἶναι τὴν 
οὐσίαν πᾶσαν καὶ µεταβλητὴν καὶ µηδέποτε ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ µένειν.  Macrobius in Somn. 1.12.7 anima 
ergo cum trahitur ad corpus, in hac prima sui productione silvestrem tumultum id est ὕλην 
influentem sibi incipit experiri.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 296 igitur Pythagoras quoque, inquit 
Numenius (fr. 52 Des Places), fluidam et sine qualitate silvam esse censet.  Damascius in Parm. 
172.20–22 Ἀριστοτέλης (fr. 207 R3)) δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ἀρχυτείοις (Archytas 47A13 DK) ἱστορεῖ καὶ 
Πυθαγόραν ‘ἄλλο’ τὴν ὕλην καλεῖν ὡς ῥευστὴν καὶ ἀεὶ ἄλλο γιγνόµενον.  Galen Morb.Diff. 6.841.16–
18 K. ἑξῆς ἐπὶ τὴν ἑτέραν (sc. ὑπόθεσιν) µεταβησόµεθα, τὴν ἀλλοιοῦσθαί τε καὶ τρέπεσθαι τὴν οὐσίαν 
ὅλην δι’ ὅλης ἑαυτῆς ὑποτιθεµένην.  in Aph. 17b.346.16 K. ὁ µὲν οὖν ‘καιρός’ ἐστιν ‘ὀξὺς’ διὰ τὸ τῆς 
ὕλης ῥευστόν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.312 ἐξ ἀποίου µὲν οὖν καὶ ἑνὸς σώµατος τὴν τῶν ὅλων 
ὑπεστήσαντο γένεσιν οἱ Στωικοί (SVF 2.309)· ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων κατ’ αὐτούς ἐστιν ἡ ἄποιος ὕλη καὶ 
δι’ ὅλων τρεπτή, µεταβαλλούσης τε ταύτης γίνεται τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα.  P. 1.217 (Protagoras 80A14 
DK) φησὶν οὖν ὁ ἀνὴρ τὴν ὕλην ῥευστὴν εἶναι.  Nicomachus Intr.Ar. 1.1.3, p. 2.15–19 Hoche τὰ µὲν 
γὰρ σωµατικὰ δήπου καὶ ὑλικὰ ἐν διηνεκεῖ ῥύσει καὶ µεταβολῇ διὰ παντός ἐστι µιµούµενα τὴν τῆς ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς ἀιδίου ὕλης καὶ ὑποστάσεως φύσιν καὶ ἰδιότητα· ὅλη γὰρ δι’ ὅλης ἦν τρεπτὴ καὶ ἀλλοιωτή.  
Pythagorica Hypomnemata at Alex. Polyh. fr. 9 Giannatasio Andria (Pythagorei 58B.1a DK) at 
D.L. 8.25 τὰ στοιχεῖα εἶναι τέτταρα, πῦρ, ὕδωρ, γῆν, ἀέρα· µεταβάλλειν δὲ καὶ τρέπεσθαι δι’ ὅλων.  
Origen CC 6.77, p. 453.17–19 τὴν φύσει τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ εἰς πάντα ἃ βούλεται ὁ 
δηµιουργὸς ὕλην µεταβλητὴν καὶ πάσης ποιότητος, ἣν ὁ τεχνίτης βούλεται, δεκτικήν.  in Joann. 
13.21.127 = Philocal. 15.14 (SVF 2.1054) εἰ δὲ πᾶν σῶµα ὑλικὸν ἔχει φύσιν τῷ ἰδίῳ λόγῳ ἄποιον 
τυγχάνουσαν, τρεπτὴν δὲ καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ δι’ ὅλων µεταβλητὴν καὶ ποιότητας χωροῦσαν κτλ. 
§3  Followers of Democritus:  Aristotle Met. Α.4 985b4–10 Λεύκιππος (67A6 DK) δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος 
αὐτοῦ Δηµόκριτος στοιχεῖα µὲν τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενὸν εἶναί φασι … αἴτια δὲ τῶν ὄντων ταῦτα ὡς 
ὕλην.  Philo of Alexandria Aet. 21–2 κενόν, ἡ ἀπαθὴς φύσις.  Plutarch Colot. 1114B ὅρα µὲν οἵας 
ὑποτίθεσθε πρὸς γένεσιν ἀρχάς, ἀπειρίαν καὶ κενόν· ὧν τὸ µὲν ἄπρακτον ἀπαθὲς ἀσώµατον, ἡ δ’ 
ἄτακτος ἄλογος ἀπερίληπτος.  Galen Hipp.Elem. 2.16–17, 1.418.15–419.4 K. ἀπαθῆ δ’ ὑποτίθενται τὰ 
σώµατ’ εἶναι τὰ πρῶτα, τινὲς µὲν αὐτῶν ὑπὸ σκληρότητος ἄθραυστα, καθάπερ οἱ περὶ τὸν Ἐπίκουρον 
(fr. 288 Usener), ἔνιοι δ’ ὑπὸ σµικρότητος ἀδιαίρετα, καθάπερ οἱ περὶ τὸν ⟨Διόδωρον καὶ⟩ τὸν 
Λεύκιππον (68A49 DK), ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ ἀλλοιοῦσθαι κατά τι δυνάµενα ταύτας δὴ τὰς ἀλλοιώσεις, ἃς 
ἅπαντες ἄνθρωποι πεπιστεύκασιν εἶναι διδαχθέντες ὑπὸ τῶν αἰσθήσεων.  Ther. 14.250.6–8 K. εἰ µὲν 
γὰρ ἐξ ἀτόµου καὶ τοῦ κενοῦ κατὰ τὸν Ἐπικούρου (—) τε καὶ Δηµοκρίτου (—) λόγον συνειστήκει τὰ 
πάντα.  Hipp.Elem. 2.12, 1.417.10 K.,  Med.Exp. 15.7–8, pp.113–114 Walzer.  Sextus Empiricus M. 
7.135 and P. 1.214.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.72 (on Democritus, 68A49, B9, B125 DK verbatim) 
‘ἐτεῇ δὲ ἄτοµα καὶ κενόν’.  Simplicius in Phys. 925.13 Λεύκιππος (67A13 DK) µὲν καὶ Δηµόκριτος οὐ 
µόνον τὴν ἀπάθειαν αἰτίαν τοῖς πρώτοις σώµασι τοῦ µὴ διαιρεῖσθαι νοµίζουσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ σµικρὸν 
καὶ ἀµερές. 
§4  Plato:  Plato Tim. 49a πάσης εἶναι γενέσεως ὑποδοχὴν αὐτὴν οἷον τιθήνην.  Tim. 50b δέχεταί τε 
γὰρ ἀεὶ τὰ πάντα.  Tim. 50c ἐκµαγεῖον γὰρ φύσει παντὶ κεῖται, κινούµενόν τε καὶ διασχηµατιζόµενον 
ὑπὸ τῶν εἰσιόντων.  Tim. 51a διὸ δὴ τὴν τοῦ γεγονότος ὁρατοῦ καὶ πάντως αἰσθητοῦ µητέρα καὶ 
ὑποδοχὴν µήτε γῆν µήτε ἀέρα µήτε πῦρ µήτε ὕδωρ λέγωµεν, µήτε ὅσα ἐκ τούτων µήτε ἐξ ὧν ταῦτα 
γέγονεν· ἀλλ’ ἀνόρατον εἶδός τι καὶ ἄµορφον, πανδεχές.  Tim. 52d–e τὴν δὲ δὴ γενέσεως τιθήνην 
ὑγραινοµένην καὶ πυρουµένην καὶ τὰς γῆς τε καὶ ἀέρος µορφὰς δεχοµένην, καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα τούτοις πάθη 
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συν(c)έπεται πάσχουσαν.  Tim. 53a οὕτω τὰ τέτταρα γένη σειόµενα ὑπὸ τῆς δεξαµενῆς.  Tim. 88d ἥν 
τε τροφὸν καὶ τιθήνην τοῦ παντὸς προσείποµεν.  Aristotle Phys. 4.2 209b11–13 διὸ καὶ Πλάτων τὴν 
ὕλην καὶ τὴν χώραν ταὐτό φησιν εἶναι ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ (Tim. 52a)· τὸ γὰρ µεταληπτικὸν καὶ τὴν χώραν 
ἓν καὶ ταὐτόν.  Cael. 3.8 306b16–19 ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις ἀειδὲς καὶ ἄµορφον δεῖ τὸ ὑποκείµενον 
εἶναι (µάλιστα γὰρ ἂν οὕτω δύναιτο ῥυθµίζεσθαι, καθάπερ ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ (Tim . 51a) γέγραπται, τὸ 
πανδεχές).  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 9 Diels, 230 FHS&G at Simp. in Phys. 26.8–14 (verbatim) 
Πλάτων … ἐπέδωκεν ἑαυτὸν καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἁψάµενος τῆς περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίας, ἐν ᾗ δύο τὰς 
ἀρχὰς βούλεται ποιεῖν τὸ µὲν ὑποκείµενον ὡς ὕλην ὃ προσαγορεύει πανδεχές (Tim . 51a)), τὸ δὲ ὡς 
αἴτιον καὶ κινοῦν ὃ περιάπτει τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ δυνάµει.  ps.Alexander of Aphrodisias 
Apor. (i.e. Ἀπορίαι καὶ λύσεις) 52.20–21 (tit.) τί ἔσται ἡ ὕλη εἰ παρὰ µὲν τῆς στερήσεως ἔχει τὸ 
ἄποιος εἶναι καὶ ἀσχηµάτιστος, παρὰ δὲ τοῦ εἴδους τὸ πεποιῶσθαι καὶ ἐσχηµατίσθαι.  Plutarch 
Is.Osir. 373F ὁ µὲν οὖν Πλάτων … τὴν δ’ ὕλην καὶ µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καὶ τιθήνην (Tim. 49a) ἕδραν 
(Tim. 52b) τε καὶ χώραν γενέσεως (Tim. 52a) ὀνοµάζειν εἴωθεν.  Is.Osir. 374E ὅταν οὖν ὕλην λέγωµεν, 
οὐ δεῖ πρὸς ἐνίων φιλοσόφων δόξας ἀποφεροµένους ἄψυχόν τι σῶµα καὶ ἄποιον ἀργόν τε καὶ 
ἄπρακτον ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ διανοεῖσθαι.  An.Procr. 1015d ἀλλὰ µετὰ πολλῶν ἄλλων καὶ Εὔδηµος (fr. 49 
Wehrli) ἀγνοήσας κατειρωνεύεται τοῦ Πλάτωνος, ὡς οὐκ εὖ τὴν πολλάκις ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ µητέρα (Tim. 
50d) καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) προσαγορευοµένην αἰτίαν κακῶν καὶ ἀρχὴν ἀποφαίνοντος. ὁ γὰρ 
Πλάτων µητέρα µὲν καὶ τιθήνην καλεῖ τὴν ὕλην, αἰτίαν δὲ κακοῦ τὴν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης καὶ περὶ τὰ 
σώµατα γιγνοµένην µεριστὴν ἄτακτον καὶ ἄλογον, οὐκ ἄψυχον δὲ κίνησιν.  CN 1085B–C (SVF 2.313) ἡ 
δ’ ὕλη καθ’ αὑτὴν ἄλογος (C) οὖσα καὶ ἄποιος τὸ ἁπλοῦν ἔχει καὶ τὸ ἀρχοειδές.  CN 1086A τὴν γὰρ 
ὕλην ἄποιον ὀνοµάζουσι (SVF 2.380).  Alcinous Did. c. 8, p. 162.29–36 H. καὶ πρῶτόν γε περὶ ὕλης 
λέγωµεν. ταύτην τοίνυν ἐκµαγεῖόν (Tim. 50c) τε καὶ πανδεχὲς (Tim . 51a) καὶ τιθήνην (Tim. 49a) καὶ 
µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καὶ χώραν (Tim. 52a) ὀνοµάζει καὶ ὑποκείµενον (—) … ἰδιότητα δ’ ἔχειν τοιαύτην, 
ὥστε πᾶσαν γένεσιν ὑποδέχεσθαι τιθήνης (e.g. Tim. 49a) λόγον ἐπέχουσαν τῷ φέρειν αὐτὰς καὶ 
ἀναδέχεσθαι (Tim. 51a) µὲν αὐτὴν πάντα τὰ εἴδη, αὐτὴν δὲ καθ’ αὑτὴν ἄµορφόν (Tim. 51a) τε 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἄποιον καὶ ἀνείδεον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias de An. 3.28–4.4 ἔσται δὴ τὸ τοῖς 
ἁπλοῖς σώµασιν ὑποκείµενον καὶ ἡ τούτων ὕλη ἁπλῆ τις φύσις καὶ χωρὶς εἴδους, ἄµορφός τε καὶ 
ἀνείδεος οὖσα καὶ ἀσχηµάτιστος κατὰ τὸν αὑτῆς λόγον, δι’ ἣν ἀνείδεον οὖσάν τε καὶ λεγοµένην εἶδος 
ὠνόµασται, ὃ γενόµενον ἐν αὐτῇ παύει τῆς προειρηµένης αὐτὴν στερήσεως, καὶ τὴν τοιαύτην φύσιν 
κυρίως ἄν τις ὕλην λέγοι.  ps.Galen Qual.Incorp. p. 14.4–5 Westenberger (SVF 2.323a) ⟨καὶ⟩ πῶς 
ἔτι µόνην λέγουσι τὴν πρώτην ὕλην ἀΐδιον τὴν ἄποιον.  Arius Didymus fr. 20 Diels at Stob. 1.11.5c, p. 
133.18–19 ἔφησε δὲ ὁ Ποσειδώνιος (F 92 E.-K, 267 Theiler) τὴν τῶν ὅλων οὐσίαν καὶ ὕλην ἄποιον καὶ 
ἄµορφον εἶναι.  Alexander of Lycopolis C.Manich. 6.24–26 ὅλως γὰρ καθ’ αὑτὴν µὲν ἡ ὕλη οὔτε 
σῶµά ἐστιν οὔτε ἀκριβῶς ἀσώµατόν τι οὔτε ἁπλῶς τόδε τι, ἀλλ’ ἀόριστός τις προσλαβοῦσα τὸ εἶδος 
γίνεται ὡρισµένη.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 292 Zeno (SVF 1.88) … neque formam neque figuram nec 
ullam omnino qualitatem propriam fore censet fundamenti rerum omnium silvae.  Themistius in 
Phys. 106.18–23 ἀπὸ γὰρ ταύτης τῆς ὁµοιότητος καὶ Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὴν χώραν (Tim. 52a) 
ταὐτόν φησιν εἶναι ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ· τὸ γὰρ µεταλαµβάνον τῶν εἰδῶν (ὅπερ ὕλη) καὶ τὴν χώραν (ὅπερ 
ἐστὶν ὁ τόπος) ταὐτὰ λέγει. καίτοι τὴν ὕλην ἄλλως µὲν ἐν Τιµαίῳ (52d–e) φησὶ δέχεσθαι τὰ εἴδη, 
ἄλλως δὲ ἐν τοῖς ἀγράφοις δόγµασιν· ἐκεῖ µὲν γὰρ κατὰ µέθεξιν, ἐν τοῖς ἀγράφοις δὲ καθ’ ὁµοίωσιν.  
Isidore of Seville Etym. 13.3.1 v. above.  Proclus Theol.Plat. 4.32.22–24 ἐπεὶ καὶ τὴν ὕλην τόπον 
εἰδῶν προσαγορεύσας µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καλεῖ καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) ⟨τῶν⟩ εἰς αὐτὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
ὄντος καὶ τῆς πατρικῆς αἰτίας προϊόντων λόγων.  Sergius of Reshaina Introduction to Aristotle and 
his Categories §65 Aydin In order to make here known to you also the argument of 
philosophers about matter, we will in brief outline for you of what we have found. They say 
that the primary foundation (i.e. substrate) of the bodies is matter, and that it is by nature 
without faculty (ḥaylā) and without figure, whereby its nature seems to be receptive of any 
shape and any figure that is a requirement of its manufacture, since it seems to be found 
without shape and figure.  Scholia vetera in Hesiodi Theog. 116c1, p. 23.18–24.1 di Gregorio 
Πλάτων πανδεχῆ (Tim. 51a) φύσιν λέγει (sc. τὸ χάος)· δεῖ γάρ τόπον ὑποστήσασθαι, ὃς δέχεται τὰ εἰς 
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αὐτὸν γεννώµενα. 
§5  Aristotle:  Aristotle GC 2.1 329a24–26 ἡµεῖς δὲ φαµὲν µὲν εἶναί τινα ὕλην τῶν σωµάτων τῶν 
αἰσθητῶν, ἀλλὰ ταύτην οὐ χωριστὴν ἀλλ’ ἀεὶ µετ’ ἐναντιώσεως.  GC 2.1 329a8–11 οἱ µὲν ποιοῦντες 
µίαν ὕλην παρὰ τὰ εἰρηµένα, ταύτην δὲ σωµατικὴν καὶ χωριστήν, ἁµαρτάνουσιν· ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἄνευ 
ἐναντιώσεως εἶναι τὸ σῶµα τοῦτο αἰσθητόν.  Met. Α.7 983b22–24 ὅσοι µὲν οὖν ἕν τε τὸ πᾶν καὶ µίαν 
τινὰ φύσιν ὡς ὕλην τιθέασι, καὶ ταύτην σωµατικὴν καὶ µέγεθος ἔχουσαν, δῆλον ὅτι πολλαχῶς 
ἁµαρτάνουσιν.  de An. 2.1 412a6–10 λέγοµεν δὴ γένος ἕν τι τῶν ὄντων τὴν οὐσίαν, ταύτης δὲ τὸ µὲν ὡς 
ὕλην, ὃ καθ’ αὑτὸ οὐκ ἔστι τόδε τι, ἕτερον δὲ µορφὴν καὶ εἶδος, καθ’ ἣν ἤδη λέγεται τόδε τι, καὶ τρίτον 
τὸ ἐκ τούτων. ἔστι δ’ ἡ µὲν ὕλη δύναµις, τὸ δ’ εἶδος ἐντελέχεια. 
§6  Anonymi:  Plato Tim. 48b τὴν δὴ πρὸ τῆς οὐρανοῦ γενέσεως πυρὸς ὕδατός τε καὶ ἀέρος καὶ γῆς 
φύσιν θεατέον αὐτὴν καὶ τὰ πρὸ τούτου πάθη· νῦν γὰρ οὐδείς πω γένεσιν αὐτῶν µεµήνυκεν, ἀλλ’ ὡς 
εἰδόσιν πῦρ ὅτι ποτέ ἐστιν καὶ ἕκαστον αὐτῶν λέγοµεν ἀρχὰς αὐτὰ τιθέµενοι στοιχεῖα τοῦ παντός.  
Tim. 53c πρῶτον µὲν δὴ πῦρ καὶ γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀὴρ ὅτι σώµατά ἐστι, δῆλόν που καὶ παντί.  
Aristotle Met. Α.3 983b6–9 τῶν δὴ πρώτων φιλοσοφησάντων οἱ πλεῖστοι τὰς ἐν ὕλης εἴδει µόνας 
ᾠήθησαν ἀρχὰς εἶναι πάντων.  Met. Α.3 983b20–21 Θαλῆς µὲν ὁ τῆς τοιαύτης ἀρχηγὸς φιλοσοφίας 
ὕδωρ φησὶν εἶναι.  Met. Α.3 984a5–9 Ἀναξιµένης (13A4 DK) δὲ ἀέρα καὶ Διογένης πρότερον ὕδατος 
καὶ µάλιστ’ ἀρχὴν τιθέασι τῶν ἁπλῶν σωµάτων, Ἵππασος δὲ πῦρ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (18.7 DK) καὶ 
Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A28 DK)δὲ τὰ τέτταρα, πρὸς τοῖς εἰρηµένοις γῆν προστιθεὶς 
τέταρτον.  Met. Α.10 993a21–22 τὴν ὕλην, ἣν ἐκεῖνος λέγει, πῦρ καὶ γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀέρα.  
Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels, 227C FHS&G at Alex.Aphrod. in Met. 31.113–14 
(verbatim)(Parmenides 28A7 DK) δύο ποιῶν τὰς ἀρχάς, πῦρ καὶ γῆν, τὸ µὲν ὡς ὕλην τὸ δὲ ὡς αἴτιον 
καὶ ποιοῦν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 229.30–32 τὰ γοῦν τέσσαρα σώµατα, ἃ στοιχεῖα 
λέγεται, ἔστι ταῦτα· γῆ καὶ ὕδωρ, ἀήρ τε καὶ πῦρ, ἃ ὕλην τὴν αὐτὴν ἀλλήλοις ἔχοντα κατὰ τὰ εἴδη τὴν 
πρὸς ἄλληλα σώζει διαφοράν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.312 ἐξ ἀποίου µὲν οὖν καὶ ἑνὸς σώµατος τὴν 
τῶν ὅλων ὑπεστήσαντο γένεσιν οἱ Στωικοί (SVF 2.309)· ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων κατ’ αὐτούς ἐστιν ἡ 
ἄποιος ὕλη.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.137 (SVF 2.580) τὰ δὴ τέτταρα στοιχεῖα εἶναι ὁµοῦ τὴν ἄποιον 
οὐσίαν, τὴν ὕλην. εἶναι δὲ τὸ µὲν πῦρ τὸ θερµόν, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ τὸ ὑγρόν, τόν τε ἀέρα τὸ ψυχρὸν καὶ τὴν 
γῆν τὸ ξηρόν. 
§8  Stoics:  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 225.3–4 εἰ γὰρ θεὸς κατ’ αὐτοὺς (SVF 2.310) σῶµα, 
πνεῦµα ὢν νοερόν τε καὶ ἀΐδιον, καὶ ἡ ὕλη δὲ σῶµα κτλ. 
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 882D–E; pp. 308a16–309a10 Diels—PE: Eusebius PE 15.45, p. 
413.1–8 Mras—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 25; p. 615.11–16 Diels; pp. 77–81 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā 
ibn Lūqā pp. 122–123 Daiber—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. 84, pp. 50–51 Westerink (titulus 
solus)—cf. PSy : Symeon Seth CRN 4.58, p. 61.13 Delatte (titulus solus)—PArs : Arsenius 
Apophth. Cent. 8 100c von Leutsch (ex E)—Cf. PAth : Athenagoras Leg. 7.2.12–13 
Marcovich; 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.12.1a, pp. 134.9–16 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b1 Henry 
(titulus solus) 
Cf. Ach: Achilles c. 6, p. 17.10–11 Di Maria;  
 

Titulus  ι΄. Περὶ ἰδέας (P,S) 1 
§1 ἰδέα ἐστὶν οὐσία ἀσώµατος, αἰτία τῶν οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτὴ καὶ παράδειγµα  2 

τῆς τῶν κατὰ φύσιν ἐχόντων αἰσθητῶν ὑποστάσεως, αὐτὴ µὲν ὑφεστ- 3 
ῶσα καθ᾿ ἑαυτήν, εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς ἀµόρφους ὕλας καὶ αἰτία γιγνο- 4 
µένη τῆς τούτων διατάξεως, πατρὸς ἐπέχουσα τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς τάξιν.  5 
(P1,S1) 6 

§2 Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων χωριστὰς τῆς ὕλης οὐσίας τὰς ἰδέας ὑπολαµβά- 7 
νει, ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ, τουτέστι τοῦ νοῦ,  8 
ὑφεστώσας. (P2) 9 

§3 Πυθαγόρας τὰ λεγόµενα εἴδη καὶ τὰς ἰδέας ἐν τοῖς ἀριθµοῖς καὶ ταῖς  10 
ἁρµονίαις αὐτῶν καὶ τοῖς καλουµένοις γεωµετρικοῖς ἐτίθετο ἀχώριστα  11 
τῶν σωµάτων. (S2) 12 

§4 Ἀριστοτέλης δ᾿ εἴδη µὲν ἀπέλιπε καὶ ἰδέας, οὐ µὴν κεχωρισµένας τῆς  13 
ὕλης, ἔξω γεγονὼς τοῦ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. (P3) 14 

§5 οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ Ζήνωνος Στωικοὶ ἐννοήµατα ἡµέτερα τὰς ἰδέας ἔφασαν. (P4) 15 
  
§2 Socrates –; Plato –; §3 Pythagoras –; §4 Aristoteles –; §5 Stoici SVF 1.65, 2.360 (caput 
cit. in Dörrie–Baltes 127.1) 
  
titulus  Περὶ ἰδέας PBEGQSFPPhot : Περὶ ἰδεῶν PPsSL-ind, cf. Eus. PE 15.32.8 (cit. Ars. Cent. 8 
100c)    §1[2–3]  αἰτία … ὑποστάσεως S, desunt in P Ars || [2] post ἰδέα add. δὲ PE Ars || 
οὐσία] : οὖσα Ars || ἀσώµατος] σώµατος PB(II) (haplogr. –α) || τῶν S : τοιούτων ὄντων 
Meineke, ⟨τοιούτων⟩ Diels, ὄντων Usener, τοῦ εἶναι Wachsmuth, an οἷάπερ scribendum 
cf. D.L. V.P. 3.77 ? || [3] µὲν PEGS Diels : µὲν µὴ PBQ Wyttenbach Mau Lachenaud || [4] 
καθ᾿ ἑαυτὴν PBG : post ἑαυτὴν add. ἕν SFP1 del. Wachsmuth || εἰκονίζουσα] ἐνεικονίζουσα SP(II) 
prob. Diels || αἰτία] αἴτιον PB(II) || [5] τῆς τούτων διατάξεως S prob. Baltes : τῆς τούτων 
δείξεως PBEArs : κατὰ τοῦτο PG : für ihr Sichtbarwerden PQ || πατρὸς … τάξιν S : om. P   §2 et 
§§4–5  om. S, §3 om. P    §2[7]  Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων PBEQ Ars : Πλάτων PG Diels || [7–8] 
χωριστὰς … ὑπολαµβάνει PBQ : χωριστὰς (-τὸς Ars) τῆς ὕλης δείξεις, τὰς δὲ ἰδέας PE (δὲ secl. 
Mras) Ars,  al. PG δὲ συγχωρεῖ, ὅσον δυνατόν || [8] ἐν] om. PG || [8–9] τουτέστι … 
ὑφεστώσας] al. PG ζητεῖν περὶ τοῦ θεοῦ || [9] ὑφεστώσας PBQ : om. PE Ars    §4[13]  ἀπέλιπε] 
post ἰδέας pos. PG || [14] ἔξω … θεοῦ Xylander prob. Mras, quos dub. secuti sumus : ἔξω 
τοῦ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ PE Ars: ὃ ἐξ ὧν γεγονὸς (sive -ὼς) τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ PB crucif. Baltes, ⟨οὐδὲ⟩ 
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ἔξω γεγονυίας τοῦ νοῦ (cf. γεγονυίας … νοῦ Reiske) τοῦ θεοῦ perperam rescripsit Gigon, 
crucif. Diels Mau Lachenaud : om. PG || aus welcher geworden ist, was die Gottheit 
geschaffen hat Q, i.e. legit ἐξ ἧς (ὕλης) : ‘respici §3 [sc. supra §2] certum mihi videtur’ 
Diels; fort. glossema || γεγονὼς PB(II) prob. Diels Mras : γεγονὸς PB(III) prob. Mau 
Lachenaud    §5[15] δὲ PG : om. PBE || ἔφασαν PB : om. PE Ars : εἶναι νοµίζουσιν PG : waren 
der Meinung Q 
  
Testes primi: 
Athenagoras Leg. 7.2.12–13 (~ tit.)ἄλλος ἄλλως ἐδογµάτισεν αὐτῶν … καὶ περὶ εἰδῶν 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus c. 25 Περὶ ἰδέας (text Jas) 
25.1  (~ P1) ἰδέα ἐστὶν οὐσία ἀσώµατος, αὐτὴ µὲν ὑφεστῶσα καθ’ αὑτήν, εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς 
ἀµόρφους ὕλας καὶ κατὰ τοῦτο αἰτία γιγνοµένη. 
25.2  (~ P2) Πλάτων δὲ συγχωρεῖ, ὅσον δυνατόν, τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις ζητεῖν περὶ 
τοῦ θεοῦ. 
25.3  (~ P3) Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ εἴδη µὲν καὶ ἰδέας ἀπέλιπεν, οὐ µὴν κεχωρισµένας τῆς ὕλης· 
25.4  (~ P4) οἱ δὲ Στωικοὶ ἐννοήµατα ἡµέτερα τὰς ἰδέας εἶναι νοµίζουσιν. 
 
Symeon Seth CRN 4.58 Περὶ εἴδους (~ tit.) 
 
Arsenius Apophth. Cent. 8 100c von Leutsch (ex E) ἰδέα δὲ ἐστὶν οὖσα ἀσώµατος, αὐτὴ µὲν 
ὑφεστῶσα καὶ καθ’ αὑτήν, εἰκονίζουσα δὲ τὰς ἀµόρφους ὕλας καὶ αἰτία γιγνοµένη τῆς τούτων 
δείξεως. Σωκράτης καὶ Πλάτων χωριστὸς τῆς ὕλης δείξεις, τὰς δὲ ἰδέας ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ 
ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ, τουτέστι τοῦ νοῦ. Ἀριστοτέλης εἴδη µὲν ἀπέλιπε καὶ ἰδέας, οὐ µὴν 
κεχωρισµένης τῆς ὕλης, ἔξω γεγονὼς ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. οἱ ἀπὸ Ζήνωνος Στωϊκοὶ ἐννοήµατα 
ἡµέτερα τὰς ἰδέας. Περὶ ἰδεῶν· ἐκ τῶν Πλουτάρχου. 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 6, 17.10–11	οἱ δὲ Πυθαγόρειοι, ἐπεὶ πάντα ἐξ ἀριθµῶν καὶ γραµµῶν 
συνεστάναι θέλουσι κτλ. (~ §3). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.2.2 τὸ εἶδος ὃ καλοῦµεν ἐντελέχειαν. A 1.7.31 ἰδέα δὲ οὐσία ἀσώµατος. 
§1  A 1.7.21 Ξενοκράτης … τὴν µὲν (sc. τὴν µονάδα) ὡς ἄρρενα πατρὸς ἔχουσαν τάξιν ἐν 
οὐρανῷ βασιλεύουσαν. A 1.7.22 νοῦς οὖν ὁ θεός, χωριστὸν εἶδος, τὸ δὲ χωριστὸν ἀκουέσθω τὸ 
ἀµιγὲς πάσης ὕλης καὶ µηδενὶ τῶν σωµατικῶν συµπεπλεγµένον, µηδὲ τῷ παθητῷ τῆς φύσεως 
συµπαθές. τούτου δὲ πατρὸς καὶ ποιητοῦ κτλ. A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ 
γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν …  A 1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι 
… Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως 
κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ …  
§2  A 1.3.19 Σωκράτης Σωφρονίσκου Ἀθηναῖος καὶ Πλάτων Ἀρίστωνος Ἀθηναῖος … ἰδέα δὲ 
οὐσία ἀσώµατος ἐν τοῖς νοήµασι καὶ ταῖς φαντασίαις τοῦ θεοῦ. A 1.7.31  Πλάτων … νοῦς οὖν ὁ 
θεός, χωριστὸν εἶδος· τὸ δὲ χωριστὸν ἀκουέσθω τὸ ἀµιγὲς πάσης ὕλης καὶ µηδενὶ τῶν 
σωµατικῶν συµπεπλεγµένον, µηδὲ τῷ παθητῷ τῆς φύσεως συµπαθές. 
§3  A 1.3.7 Πυθαγόρας … ἀρχὰς τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς καὶ τὰς συµµετρίας τὰς ἐν τούτοις, ἃς καὶ 
ἁρµονίας καλεῖ, τὰ δ᾿ ἐξ ἀµφοτέρων σύνθετα στοιχεῖα, καλούµενα δὲ γεωµετρικά. … τὰ γὰρ 
εἴδη ταῦτα πάντα καὶ γένη κατὰ µονάδας εἰσί. 
§4  A 1.13.20 Ἀριστοτέλης … εἶδος καὶ ὕλην καὶ στέρησιν. aliter A 1.3.4 ἀποδεκτέος οὖν ἐστιν, 
ὅτι τῇ ὕλῃ τὸν τεχνίτην προσέζευξεν. 
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§5  A 4.10.4 τῶν δ᾿ ἐννοιῶν αἱ µὲν φυσικῶς γίνονται κατὰ τοὺς εἰρηµένους τρόπους καὶ 
ἀνεπιτεχνήτως, αἱ δ᾿ ἤδη δι᾿ ἡµετέρας διδασκαλίας καὶ ἐπιµελείας· αὗται µὲν οὖν ἔννοιαι 
καλοῦνται µόνον, ἐκεῖναι δὲ καὶ προλήψεις. A 4.11.6 ἔστι δ᾿ ἐννόηµα φάντασµα διανοίας 
λογικοῦ ζῴου· τὸ γὰρ φάντασµα, ἐπειδὰν λογικῇ προσπίπτῃ ψυχῇ, τότε ἐννόηµα καλεῖται, 
εἰληφὸς τοὔνοµα παρὰ τοῦ νοῦ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
Material from this chapter is found only in P and S. It is not utilized by T, who 
in CAG 4.14 jumps from the subject of ‘matter’ (A 1.9) to that of ‘the void’ (A 
1.18). The early witness Athenagoras refers only to the title, which he may have 
derived from either A or P (or indeed elsewhere). 
 (1)  The chapter is recorded by all four main witnesses to the tradition of P, 
who all write out the same four doxai (with some abridgement in G). It is the 
last chapter in Book 1 that E writes out. Ps again uses only the heading. 
Exceptionally P is also written out in the late 15th cent. paroemiographer 
Arsenius, who clearly copied his text verbatim from E, not from a ms of PB, but 
is a witness all the same and provides evidence for interest in doxography in 
unexpected quarters, perhaps because of the surmised theological aspect. P is 
in a position to abridge the Pythagoras doxa preserved in S away because the 
remaining doxai with name-labels amount to a diaphonic series that is 
sufficient and clear. 
 (2)  S has a brief chapter on the ideas (plural), 1.12. He commences with the 
same definition as found at the beginning of P’s chapter. It is followed by a 
doxa on Pythagoras that as we saw is not found in P. Thereafter he includes 
long excerpts from AD for Aristotle, Plato (followed by a quote, Parm. 132c–d), 
and Zeno. He thus does not include the final three doxai preserved in P. They 
have plainly been replaced by the material taken from AD.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. A clue to the proximate tradition of at least part of 
this chapter is given by the terse phrase at §1[2], αἰτία τῶν οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτὴ (left out 
by P and his tradition but extant in S). The only parallels for the phrase are 
provided by slightly longer passages in Arius Didymus and Alcinous: Arius 
Didymus fr. 1 Diels (at E PE 11.23.5 and at S 1.12.2a, p. 136.9–10 Wachsmuth) 
αἰτίαν καὶ ἀρχὴν τοῦ ἕκαστον εἶναι τοιοῦτον, οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτή, and Alcinous Did. c. 12, 
p. 167.6–9 H. αἰτίας ⟨καὶ⟩ ἀρχὴς τοῦ ἕκαστον εἶναι τοιοῦτον, οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτή. Of these 
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Arius’ version comes closest. A’s cryptic phrase can only be fully understood 
with the support of these two parallels. Accordingly, the Aetian version must 
be an abstract from the source represented by Arius Didymus and Alcinous. 
(We cannot go into the subsidiary and much-debated question of whether and 
to what extent Arius is the source of Alcinous, or conversely. Göransson (1995) 
105–136 studies the Didascalicus qua ‘work of many sources’; Algra (2018) 
plausibly argues that Alcinous is the source of Arius.) The ‘natural kinds’ (τῶν 
κατὰ φύσιν ἐχόντων) derive from the definition of Xenocrates fr. 30 Heinze (14 
Isnardi Parente2) as attributed in Proclus, cited section E(b)§1 (with 
anonymous parallels in Seneca, Alcinous, Diogenes Laertius and Calcidius—
the attribution to Xenocrates is not certain). The formula τῆς τῶν αἰσθητῶν 
ὑποστάσεως is only paralleled in Sextus Empiricus, where it is found several 
times, e.g. M. 8.187. 
 (2)  Sources. The ultimate sources will be works of Plato, Aristotle, and 
some Stoics.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα. The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of 
physics are without exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type. It 
is capable of comprising an implicit reference to the ‘idea’ both in itself 
(question type/category of οὐσία) and in relation to matter and visible things 
(category of πρός τι). It is paralleled as a book title for Xenocrates, Aristotle, 
Theophrastus and Heraclides Ponticus, and also as an embedded heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
This is the second of the long series of chapters in Book 1 that are concerned 
with the foundational concepts of theoretical physics. More particularly the 
present chapter is connected to the previous one, 1.9 ‘On matter’ (ubi vide for 
more details), as the link between transcendental Form (plus form-in-matter) 
and matter reveals a (Middle) Platonist background. A backward glance at chs. 
1.6–7 and the divine mind of §3 plus the implied absence of God in §4 add the 
divinity, thus completing the triad of principles for which see above at ch. 1.3, 
Commentary D(d)§20, and chs. 1.6 and 1.7, both times at Commentary D(a). 
The separation of the theme of the present chapter (and the previous one, ‘On 
matter’) from that of the next, 1.11 ‘On causes’, is didactic in the manner of the 
Placita. Matter and ἰδέα as well as εἶδος are causes too, as is clear from the 
prepositional formulas used in ch. 1.12. Compare the use of these formulas in 
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Alcinous’ chapter on the idea, Did. 9 (so not separately). There is a good deal of 
system in the way that this block of three chapters is ordered. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  P and his tradition have four doxai, in the order: P1 definition, P2 Plato, 
P3 Aristotle and P4 Stoics.  
 (2)  S has only two doxai, only one of which, viz. S1, corresponds with one 
in P, viz. P1, the definition again. S’s second lemma, name-label Pythagoras, has 
no counterpart in P. S, as we saw at section A above, clearly has replaced 
lemmata for Aristotle, Plato and the Stoa in A by excerpts from AD. Diels in the 
DG put S2 in his reconstructed chapter immediately after P1/S1, presumably 
because in S the unique Pythagorean doxa of S2 follows immediately upon the 
definition in S1 (=P1). But the sequence of the excerpts from A plus AD in S, 
with Plato after Aristotle, fails to entail or suggest a significant order for the 
lemmata in A.  
 (3)  It is clear that the Pythagoras lemma came after the definition in §1, 
but not clear precisely where. The best position for this lemma in A is between 
the Plato lemma and the Aristotle lemma, for reasons to be derived from the 
diaphonic structure of the chapter (see below, section D(c)). This has the 
additional advantage of allowing us to attribute the properties listed in §1 to 
the ideas posited by Plato in §2. For the unhistorical lemmata order Plato—
Pythagoras cf. chs. 1.11.2–3 and 2.6.4–5. For the order Pythagoras (on numbers 
etc.)—Aristotle (on forms in matter) see below, ch. 1.11.3, with Commentary 
D(d) ad loc. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definition and lemmata. For the distinction between nominal and real 
definitions see above, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2). Up to καθ᾿ ἑαυτήν 
and again at πατρὸς ἐπέχουσα τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς τάξιν, the contents of the definition 
in §1 (on which see further below, section D(d)§1) are at odds with the 
immanentist doxai of §§3–5, but quite compatible with the contents of §2.  
 (2)  Diaphoniae. The main diaphonia of the chapter is between §1 (in part, 
namely as to the idea qua ὑφεστῶσα καθ᾿ ἑαυτήν) plus §2, and §§3–5, namely 
between the idea (or Idea/Form) as being in itself and separate on the one 
hand, and (the idea/form or eidos) as related to or inseparable from bodies or 
matter on the other. This contrast recalls the kath’ hauto–pros ti diaeresis of the 
categories, important in philosophical discussion in the first centuries BCE and 
CE. In §1 (for the most part) and §§3–4 the idea is presented in its relation to 
matter etc., thus in the first place as a concept in physics, which after all is 
what the Placita are concerned with. A subsidiary diaphonia is between §2, 
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ideas as concepts in the mind of God, and §5, ideas as human concepts. 
Another subsidiary diaphonia is between §3 Pythagoras, which ahistorically 
modifies the εἴδη and ἰδέαι into immanent numbers (cf. Burkert 1972, 58 n. 28) 
and their ‘harmonies’ (combinations and relations), and §4, Aristotle, formally 
preserving both εἴδη and ἰδέαι (though all inseparable). The Stoics come last in 
§5, obviously because their in this context idiosyncratic and exceptional 
doctrine is farthest from the view expressed in the definition at §1. Their doxa 
produces a third subsidiary diaphonia with the doxai of all the other lemmata 
by excluding any presence whatsoever of (Platonic or Pythagorean or 
Aristotelian) ideas in the world around us. Thereby the Stoics seem to put 
themselves beyond the boundaries of physics, at least from a Platonist or 
Peripatetic point of view.  
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  Although it lacks a name-label this is not a nominal definition. It is a 
virtually complete middle Platonist definition of what it is to be an idea in 
itself, qua incorporeal substance, and of what is its relation to perceptible and 
material things. It accords well with the previous chapter’s anonymous 
definition of matter (ch. 1.9.1) and its Plato lemma (ch. 1.9.2). For the (Platonic) 
ἰδέα as οὐσία ἀσώµατος see also ch. 1.3.20. The various suggestions to emend τῶν 
οἵα are not strictly necessary; it is also possible to follow Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
3.77 and write οἷά⟨περ⟩. 
§2.  For Σωκράτης καὶ (deleted by Diels) and the ideas in the conceptions and 
perceptions of God see above, ch. 1.3 Commentary D(d)§20. 
§3.  The immanent character qua mathematical entities of the Pythagorean ‘so-
called forms and ideas’ (note the presence of both terms) is in line with the 
distinction between Pythagoreans and Plato argued by Arist. Met. A.6 987b10–
13. But observe that Aristotle said that Plato raised the Pythagorean principles 
to a transcendental level, while here we read that, conversely, the (Platonic) 
transcendental level has been collapsed into the immanent level. At A 1.3.7 the 
level of the ‘numbers and the symmetries in them and the harmonies and the 
elements composed therefrom, called geometricals’ is distinguished (281a6, b4 
πάλιν δὲ) from that of the Platonizing or Academic, i.e. undoubtedly 
Neopythagorean ‘Monad and Indefinite Dyad’, and the (immanent and 
individual) εἴδη and γένη of e.g. ‘man’ and ‘horse’ are ranged under the Monad. 
§4.  The text of the final part of the Aristotelian doxa has given rise to much 
discussion. Diels DG ad loc. is right to suggest that its purpose is to indicate a 
diaeretic contrast with the Platonic view in §2 (but it could also be a gloss, or a 
sort of echo of §2 that has found its way into the text). None of the various 
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conjectures which take the text in PB as their starting-point are convincing. 
Taking our cue from Mras, we have started from the text as in the mss. of PE 
and included γεγονώς from PB(II). As interpreted by Mras ad loc. (‘θεοῦ nml. ἰδέας 
γένεσθαι, d.h. Ar. war über die Ansicht hinausgekommen, daß die Ideen von 
Gott geschaffen seien’) this at least makes sense. Mras suggests ἰδέας γένεσθαι, 
but perhaps better is τῇ ὕλῃ προστίθεναι vel. sim. For parallels of the notion 
behind the latter see e.g. Alcinous Did. 12, p. 167.8–10 H. ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τὸ 
κάλλιστον κατασκεύασµα τὸν κόσµον ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ δεδηµιουργῆσθαι (cf. the 
abstract of this passage at AD fr. 1 Diels at Eus. PE 11.23.6 ὑπὸ τοῦ 
δηµιουργήσαντος … ἀπειργάσθαι θεοῦ), Ath Leg. 15.14–15 Marcovich ἡ πανδεχὴς 
ὕλη ἄνευ τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ δηµιουργοῦ διάκρισιν καὶ σχῆµα καὶ κόσµον οὐκ ἐλάµβανεν, 
ps.Justin de Res. 6 καὶ ὁ µὲν Πλάτων φησὶν ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ τὰ πάντα ἐκ τῆς ὕλης 
γεγονέναι). The attempt on the part of Q to make sense of the text is also 
interesting: reading ἐξ ὧν γεγονὸς τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ, he links the phrase with the 
separated ideas in the previous clause (‘aus welcher geworden ist, was die 
Gottheit geschaffen hat’). It is unlikely that A would ascribe the view that God 
had created the cosmos to Aristotle, though not wholly impossible. 
§5.  As noted above in section D(c), the final doxa clearly introduces a further 
contrast with the Platonic view ascribing the ideas to God. Since §4 already has 
an adversative, it is justified to have one here too. We therefore follow G’s text, 
which does include the adversative δέ. We may moreover note that the fact 
that the ideas are concepts implies that the set of Stoic concepts has at the very 
least the same range of reference as that of Platonic ideas. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
For parallels to §1 see above at section B. 
 (1)  εἶδος and ἰδέα. Plato in the dialogues uses ἰδέα and εἶδος 
interchangeably; the distinction, of crucial relevance in our chapter, between 
transcendent ἰδέα and immanent εἶδος (or idos, as in Seneca) made in later 
Platonism is a consequence of Aristotle’s criticism of the so-called Theory of 
Forms. Note, for instance, that Alcinous in his chapter on matter, Did. 8, only 
uses the word εἶδος (five times), but in his chapter on the idea, Did. 9, only the 
word ἰδέα (eleven times), and that with very rare exceptions he sticks to the 
distinction throughout his treatise. On the other hand we observe that at ch. 
1.7.22 above the χωριστὸν εἶδος (‘separate form—by ‘separate’ let that be 
understood which is free of all matter, not entwined with any of the bodily 
entities, and also not sharing affection with anything in nature that is passible’) 
is the God of Plato, and that at 1.7.23 this χωριστὸν εἶδος is the God of Aristotle. 
So there εἶδος is used, not ἰδέα. 
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 (2)  Antecedents of the Stoic position? That a variety of the Stoic position is 
actually anticipated by Plato or in the Early Academy is uncertain. The 
suggestion of ‘Socrates’ at Plato Parm. 132c, that ‘perhaps each of the ideas is a 
thought’ (or ‘concept’, νόηµα) ‘in our souls’ is immediately refuted by 
‘Parmenides’, while the description of the soul as ‘place of the forms’, cited and 
then immediately criticized by Aristotle de An. 3.4 429a27–29 and frequently 
mentioned and discussed in later authors, remains unclear. This also holds for 
the relation of this notion to that of the χώρα of the Timaeus as the place of the 
immanent forms, τόπον τῶν ἐνύλων εἰδῶν (e.g. A 1.19.1 and Simplicius in Phys. 
539.9–11). Proclus’ attribution to Xenocrates of the view expressed in Aristotle’s 
quotation has insufficient authority, since Aristotle (see section E(a)§1) 
explicitly attributes it to Plato; cf. the ambiguous discussion in Parm. 130c–d. 
Cicero Varr. 30 and two parallel passages in the earlier Orator, all cited section 
E(a)§§2 & 5, makes the (Antiochean) point that our mind (mens) is the sole 
judge of what is always simple and uniform and exactly such as it is, i.e. of what 
Plato and his followers called ‘idea’, but this does not divest the (Platonic) 
ideas of objective and permanent existence beyond our minds, as is especially 
clear from parallels at Or. 10 and 101.  
 Interestingly enough, the Stoic position is the only one that is still 
regarded as valid today. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Cicero Ac.Po. 30–31 + 32–33 id quod semper esset simplex et unius modi et tale 
quale esset (hanc illi ἰδέαν appellabant, iam a Platone ita nominatam, nos recte speciem possumus 
dicere). … Aristoteles primus species quas paulo ante dixi labefactavit, quas mirifice Plato erat 
amplexatus, ut in iis quiddam divinum esse diceret.  Suda s.v. Φ 862, p. 4.775.28–776.4 Adler 
φυσικὸς λόγος παρὰ φιλοσόφοις … ὅτι τρία εἰσὶν ἐν τοῖς φυσικοῖς πράγµασιν, εἶδος, ὕλη καὶ ἡ αἰτία, 
καθ’ ἥν ἐστι τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ. 
Chapter heading:  Arius Didymus fr. 1 Diels at Stob. Anth. 1.12.1b, p. 135.20 Wachsmuth περὶ δὲ 
τῶν ἰδεῶν ὡδὶ διεξήρχετο. 
§1  Definition:  Cicero Varr. 30 id quod semper esset simplex et unius modi et tale quale esset 
(hanc illi ἰδέαν appellabant, iam a Platone ita nominatam, nos recte speciem possumus dicere).  
Seneca Ep. 58.18 propria Platonis supellex est: ‘ideas’ vocat, ex quibus omnia, quaecumque 
videmus, fiunt et ad quas cuncta formantur.  Arius Didymus fr. 1 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.121b, p. 
135.20–23 and at Eus. PE 11.23.3–5 (cf. Alcinous Did. 12, p. 166.39–167.8 H., ἐπεὶ γὰρ τῶν κατὰ 
φύσιν αἰσθητῶν κτλ.) περὶ δὲ τῶν κατὰ φύσιν αἰσθητῶν κατὰ γένος ὡρισµένα τινὰ παραδείγµατα 
φάµενος εἶναι τὰς ἰδέας. … εἶναι δὲ τὴν ἰδέαν ἀίδιον οὐσίαν, αἰτίαν καὶ ἀρχὴν τοῦ ἕκαστον εἶναι 
τοιοῦτον, οἵα ἐστὶν αὐτή.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.64 (on Plato) τὴν γοῦν ἰδέαν καὶ εἶδος ὀνοµάζει 
καὶ γένος καὶ παράδειγµα καὶ ἀρχὴν καὶ αἴτιον.  V.P. 3.77 (also on Plato) τὰς δὲ ἰδέας ὑφίσταται, 
καθὰ καὶ προείρηται, αἰτίας τινὰς καὶ ἀρχὰς τοῦ τοιαῦτ’ εἶναι τὰ φύσει συνεστῶτα οἷάπερ ἐστὶν αὐτά.  
Calcidius in Tim. c. 304 porro ideae sunt exempla naturalium rerum. 
§2 Socrates Plato and §4 Aristotle:  Seneca Ep. 58.21 quid intersit (sc. in between idea and 
form) quaeris? alterum exemplar est, alterum forma ab exemplari sumpta et operi inposita. 
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alteram artifex imitatur, alteram facit. habet aliquam faciem statua: haec est idos. habet aliquam 
faciem exemplar ipsum, quod intuens opifex statuam figuravit: haec idea est. etiamnunc si aliam 
desideras distinctionem, idos in opere est, idea extra opus, nec tantum extra opus est, sed ante 
opus.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 337 in exemplo rerum gemina species consideratur: illa, qua exornata 
silva est, nihiloque minus alia species, ad cuius similitudinem illa species facta est quae silvae 
tributa est. et est imposita quidem silvae species secunda, prima vero illa, ad cuius haec secunda 
similitudinem facta est. 
§2  Socrates Plato:  Seneca Ep. 58.18–19 propria Platonis supellex est: ideas vocat, ex quibus 
omnia, quaecumque videmus, fiunt et ad quas cuncta formantur. … (19) quid sit idea, id est, quid 
Platoni esse videatur, audi: ‘ idea est eorum, quae natura fiunt, exemplar aeternum’.  Ep. 65.7 his 
(sc. the four Aristotelian causes) quintam Plato adicit exemplar, quam ipse ‘idean’ vocat: hoc est 
enim, ad quod respiciens artifex id, quod destinabat, effecit  … haec exemplaria rerum omnium 
deus intra se habet numerosque universorum, quae agenda sunt, et modos mente conplexus est; 
plenus his figuris est, quas Plato ‘ideas’ appellat, inmortales, inmutabiles, infatigabiles.  
Tertullian de An. 18.3 vult enim Plato esse quasdam substantias invisibiles incorporales 
supermundiales, divinas et aeternas, quas appellat ideas, id est formas, exempla et causas 
naturalium istorum manifestorum et subiacentium corporalibus sensibus, et illas quidem esse 
veritates, haec autem imagines earum.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.2 τὸ δὲ παράδειγµα τὴν διάνοιαν τοῦ 
θεοῦ εἶναι· ὃ καὶ ἰδέαν καλεῖ, οἷον εἰκόνισµά τι, ⟨ᾧ⟩ προσέχων ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ ὁ θεὸς τὰ πάντα ἐδηµιούργει.  
Calcidius in Tim. c. 330 idea scilicet, quae exemplum est rerum omnium quas natura progenuit, 
hoc est eorum, quae silvae quasi quodam gremio continentur exemplorumque imagines esse 
dicuntur.  ps.Galen HPh c. 17, DG p. 610.3–4 Πλάτων δὲ καὶ τὰς ἰδέας εἰσήγαγεν, αἷς ἴσα µὲν 
ἀπεργάσασθαι δύναται (sc. ὁ θεός). 
§3  Pythagoras:  Cicero Luc. 118 Pythagorei e numeris et mathematicorum initiis proficisci volunt 
omnia. 
§4  Aristotle:  Seneca Ep. 58.20 quartum locum habebit idos.  Ep. 65.4 Aristoteles putat causam 
tribus modis dici: … tertia est forma, quae unicuique operi inponitur tamquam statuae, nam hanc 
Aristoteles ‘idos’ vocat. 
§5  Stoic successors of Zeno:  Arius Didymus fr. 40 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.12.3, pp. 136.21–137.6 
Ζήνωνος (SVF 1.65)  ⟨καὶ τῶν ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ⟩. τὰ ἐννοήµατά φασι µήτε τινὰ εἶναι µήτε ποιά, ὡσανεὶ δέ τινα 
καὶ ὡσανεὶ ποιὰ φαντάσµατα ψυχῆς· ταῦτα δὲ ὑπὸ τῶν ἀρχαίων ἰδέας προσαγορεύεσθαι. τῶν γὰρ 
κατὰ τὰ ἐννοήµατα ὑποπιπτόντων εἶναι τὰς ἰδέας, οἷον ἀνθρώπων, ἵππων, κοινότερον εἰπεῖν πάντων 
τῶν ζῴων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁπόσων λέγουσιν ἰδέας εἶναι. ταύτας δὲ οἱ Στωικοὶ φιλόσοφοί φασιν 
ἀνυπάρκτους εἶναι, καὶ τῶν µὲν ἐννοηµάτων µετέχειν ἡµᾶς, τῶν δὲ πτώσεων, ἃς δὴ προσηγορίας 
καλοῦσι, τυγχάνειν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.61 (on Stoics, SVF 1.65, 3 Diog. 25) ἐννόηµα δέ ἐστι 
φάντασµα διανοίας, οὔτε τὶ ὂν οὔτε ποιόν, ὡσανεὶ δέ τι ὂν καὶ ὡσανεὶ ποιόν, οἷον γίνεται ἀνατύπωµα 
ἵππου καὶ µὴ παρόντος. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Philo of Alexandria Spec. 1.327–328 οἱ µὲν γὰρ τὰς ἀσωµάτους ἰδέας ὄνοµα κενὸν 
ἀµέτοχον ἀληθοῦς πράγµατος εἶναί φασι, τὴν ἀναγκαιοτάτην οὐσίαν ἐκ τῶν ὄντων ἀναιροῦντες, ἥτις 
ἐστὶν ἀρχέτυπον παράδειγµα πάντων ὅσα ποιότητες οὐσίας, καθ’ ἣν ἕκαστον εἰδοποιεῖτο καὶ 
διεµετρεῖτο.  Dionysius of Halicarnassus Thuc. 3 Ἀριστοτέλης τε γὰρ οὐχ ἅπαντα κατὰ τὸ 
κράτιστον εἰρῆσθαι πείθεται τῷ καθηγητῇ Πλάτωνι· ὧν ἐστι τὰ περὶ τῆς ἰδέας καὶ τὰ περὶ τἀγαθοῦ 
καὶ τὰ περὶ τῆς πολιτείας.  Alcinous Did. 9, p. 163.14–17 H. ἔστι δὲ ἡ ἰδέα ὡς µὲν πρὸς θεὸν νόησις 
αὐτοῦ, ὡς δὲ πρὸς ἡµᾶς νοητὸν πρῶτον, ὡς δὲ πρὸς τὴν ὕλην µέτρον, ὡς δὲ πρὸς τὸν αἰσθητὸν κόσµον 
παράδειγµα, ὡς δὲ πρὸς αὑτὴν ἐξεταζοµένη οὐσία, cf. Calcidius in Tim. c. 339 est igitur principalis 
species, ut cum aliqua dicatur effigie, iuxta nos quidem, qui intellectus compotes sumus, primum 
intellegibile, iuxta deum vero perfectus intellectus dei, iuxta silvam modus mensuraque rerum 
corporearum atque silvestrium, iuxta ipsam vero speciem incorporea substantia causaque eorum 
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omnium quae ex ea similitudinem mutuantur, iuxta mundum vero exemplum sempiternum 
omnium quae natura progenuit.  Apuleius Plat. 1.6 ἰδέας vero, id est formas omnium, simplices et 
aeternas esse nec corporales tamen; esse autem ex his, quae deus sumpserit, exempla rerum quae 
sunt eruntve; nec posse amplius quam singularum specierum singulas imagines in exemplaribus 
inveniri gignentiumque omnium, ad instar cerae, formas et figurationes ex illa exemplorum 
inpressione signari.  Heraclitus All.Hom. 78.4 ⟨τί⟩ παρὰ Πλάτωνι τῷ φιλοσόφῳ; πλὴν εἰ µὴ νὴ Δία 
τιµὴν ⟨καὶ⟩ ὠφέλ⟨ειαν φ⟩ήσοµεν εἶναι τὰ σεµνὰ τῶν ἰδεῶν τερετίσµατα (Arist. APo 1.22 83a33) καὶ 
παρ’ Ἀριστοτέλει τῷ µαθητῇ γελώµενα.  Simplicius in Phys. 10.32–35 (Porphyry 120F Smith) ἀλλ’ 
ὁ µὲν Ἀριστοτέλης τὸ ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ µόνον θεασάµενος εἶδος τοῦτο ἔλεγεν ἀρχήν, ὁ δὲ Πλάτων πρὸς τούτῳ 
καὶ τὸ χωριστὸν ἐννοήσας εἶδος τὴν παραδειγµατικὴν ἀρχὴν προσεισήγαγε.  Ambrose of Milan de 
Fid. 4.4.67–70 Faller nisi forte philosophicas tibi ideas Platonica illa disputatione praestituunt, 
quas ab ipsis tamen philosophis scimus inrisas.  Syrianus in Met. 105.19–30 + 106.5–8 ἀλλ’ ἵνα µὴ 
νῦν περὶ τὴν ἱστορίαν φανερὰν οὖσαν διατρίβωµεν, ῥητέον ἕνα λόγον περὶ Σωκράτους καὶ Πλάτωνος 
καὶ τῶν Παρµενιδείων τε καὶ Πυθαγορείων πρὸς αὐτόν, ὡς ἄρα τὰ εἴδη παρὰ τοῖς θείοις τούτοις 
ἀνδράσιν οὔτε πρὸς τὴν χρῆσιν τῆς τῶν ὀνοµάτων συνηθείας παρήγετο, ὡς Χρύσιππος (SVF 1.494, 
2.361) καὶ Ἀρχέδηµος (SVF 3 Arched. 13) καὶ οἱ πλείους τῶν Στωικῶν ὕστερον ᾠήθησαν (πολλαῖς γὰρ 
διαφοραῖς διέστηκε τὰ καθ’ αὑτὰ εἴδη τῶν ἐν τῇ συνηθείᾳ λεγοµένων), οὔτε τοῖς λεκτοῖς τοῖς 
πολυθρυλήτοις ἀνάλογον τῷ νῷ παρυφίσταται, ὡς ᾑρεῖτο Λογγῖνος (fr. 18 Patillon–Brisson) 
πρεσβεύειν· οὐδὲν γὰρ ὅλως παρυφίσταται τῷ νῷ, εἴπερ ἀνούσιόν ἐστι τὸ παρυφιστάµενον· πῶς δ’ ἂν 
τὸ αὐτὸ νοητόν τε εἴη καὶ παρυφίσταιτο; οὐ µὴν οὐδ’ ἐννοήµατά εἰσι παρ’ αὐτοῖς αἱ ἰδέαι, ὡς Κλεάνθης 
(SVF 1.494) ὕστερον εἴρηκεν, οὐδ’, ὡς Ἀντωνῖνος µιγνὺς τὴν Λογγίνου καὶ Κλεάνθους δόξαν, τῷ νῷ 
παρυφίστανται κατὰ τὰς ἐννοητικὰς [ἐννοη⟨µα⟩τικὰς? prop. Patillon–Brisson ad loc.] ἰδέας. … 
παραφέρεται δὲ καὶ Βοηθὸς ὁ Περιπατητικὸς ἐκ τῶν παρὰ τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει κατηχήσεων εἰς ταὐτὸν 
ἄγων τοῖς γενικοῖς τὰς ἰδέας· ᾧ καὶ τὸν Κορνοῦτον συντάττειν εὔλογον, οὐ πόρρω καὶ αὐτὸν ταύτης 
ὑπενεχθέντα τῆς δόξης.  Proclus in Tim. 1.327.1–4 οἳ δὲ λέγουσιν, ὅτι, ἐπεὶ τῶν αἰσθητῶν τὰ µέν ἐστι 
παρὰ φύσιν, τὰ δὲ κατὰ φύσιν, τούτων δὲ τὰ µὲν εἰκόνας ἔχει τινῶν γενητῶν, τὰ δὲ ἀγενήτων ἐστὶν 
ὁµοιώµατα κτλ.  Philoponus in Nic.Ar. 1.60–63 Giardina εἰ γὰρ ἔστιν εἴδη τὰ πάντα τῆς ὕλης 
ἀχώριστα, ἔστι δὲ καὶ τὰ πῆ µὲν χωριστά, πῆ δὲ ἀχώριστα, ἀνάγκη που καὶ τὴν τρίτην τῶν εἰδῶν εἶναι 
µοῖραν, τῶν παντάπασιν χωριστῶν καὶ τῇ οὐσίᾳ καὶ τῇ ἐπινοίᾳ.  Tzetzes Chil. 7.596–620 Leone τῶν 
ἰδεῶν δε λέγουσι τρεῖς δόξας πεφυκέναι. / ψιλὰς ἐννοίας γαρ φησὶ ταύτας ὁ Ἀντισθένης (fr. VA 149 
Giannantoni, 149F Prince) / λέγων· βλέπωµεν ἄνθρωπον καὶ ἵππον δὲ ὁµοίως, / ἱππότητα οὐ βλέπω 
δε οὐδ’ ἀνθρωπότητά γε. / (600) ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ ἐγώ, Ἀντίσθενες, ὁ Τζέτζης ἄρτι βλέπω / ποῦ ποτε 
ἀνθρωπότητα, οὐδ’ ἐν τοῖς πατριάρχαις· / καὶ Ὑδραργύρου γαρ εἰσὶ κλεπτότεροι τοῦ κλέπτου. / ταῦτα 
τὸν Ἀντισθένην µὲν λέγουσι δογµατίζειν. / τὸν Πλάτωνα δὲ λέγουσι δοξάζειν τὰς ἰδέας / (605) 
ὑφεστηκότα πράγµατα καὶ ἀληθῆ καὶ ὄντα, / ὡς σφραγιστῆρας ἀκραιφνεῖς ὄντα καὶ πρωτοτύπους / 
βοός, ἀνθρώπου καὶ λοιπῶν. πρὸς ἃ τὸ θεῖον βλέπον / βοῦν τε ποιεῖ καὶ ἄνθρωπον καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ ὁµοίως. 
/ Ἀριστοτέλην δε φασὶν ἰδέας ὀνοµάζειν / (610) θεοῦ τὸ προεννόηµα πάσης δηµιουργίας. / οἷον ποιῆσαι 
µέλλων τις κλίνην καὶ πρὸ τοῦ ἔργου / τῷ λογισµῷ προεννοεῖ πρῶτον καὶ προγινώσκει, / ὁποίαν 
ἀπεργάσεται καὶ ποδαπὴν τὴν κλίνην. / ταῦτα φασὶ δοξάζειν µὲν εἰς ἰδεῶν τοὺς λόγους / (615)  τὸν 
Ἀντισθένην, Πλάτωνα καὶ τὸν Ἀριστοτέλην. / ἐγὼ δὲ µᾶλλον Πλάτωνα ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ εὗρον / λέγοντα 
ταύτας νόηµα δηµιουργοῦ τυγχάνειν, / κἄνπερ αὐτόθι ἀλλαχοῦ τοῦ λόγου τούτου φέρῃ / (620) οἷα 
ὑφεστηκότα τε καὶ οἷα σφραγιστῆρας. / ὅµως ὡς λέγουσι πολλοὶ κἀγὼ τανῦν εἰρήκειν. 
Chapter heading:  Vita Aristotelis Menagiana Düring nr. 28 Περὶ εἰδῶν α΄, nr. 45 Περὶ ἰδέας α΄,  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.23 nr. 54 Περὶ τῆς ἰδέας α΄.  Commentatores Aristotelis Περὶ εἰδῶν α΄ 
sive α΄β΄.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 4.12–13 (on Xenocrates, p. 158.35 and 40 Heinze, test. 2 Isnardi 
Parente2) Περὶ εἰδῶν α΄… Περὶ ἰδεῶν α΄… (13) Περὶ γενῶν καὶ εἰδῶν α΄.  V.P. 5.23 (Aristotle) Περὶ 
τῆς ἰδέας α΄. V.P. 5.43 (Theophrastus fr. 246 nr. 4 FHS&G) Περὶ εἰδῶν α΄β΄.  V.P. 5.88 (Heraclides 
Ponticus fr. 29 Wehrli, 1 Schütrumpf) Περὶ εἰδῶν α΄.  Porphyry Isag. 3.21 Περὶ εἴδους (cited by 
Ammon. in Isag. 69.12, El. in Isag. 60.21 and Dav. in Isag. 142.23).  Ioannes Damascenus Dial. 10 
(tit.) Περὶ εἴδους. 
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§1  Definition:  Plato Sph. 246b (cited Clem. Alex. Strom. 2.4.15.1) νοητὰ ἄττα καὶ ἀσώµατα εἴδη 
βιαζόµενοι τὴν ἀληθινὴν οὐσίαν εἶναι. Parm. 132d (cited Stob. Ecl. 1.12.2b, p. 136.16–19) τὰ µὲν εἴδη 
ταῦτα ὥσπερ παραδείγµατα ἑστάναι ἐν τῇ φύσει, τὰ δὲ ἄλλα τούτοις ἐοικέναι καὶ εἶναι ὁµοιώµατα, 
καὶ ἡ µέθεξις αὕτη τοῖς ἄλλοις γίγνεσθαι τῶν εἰδῶν οὐκ ἄλλη τις ἢ εἰκασθῆναι αὐτοῖς.  Aristotle Met. 
A.9 990a34 οἱ δὲ τὰς ἰδέας αἰτίας τιθέµενοι.  Met. A.9 991b3–4 ἐν δὲ τῷ Φαίδωνι (100b–c) οὕτω 
λέγεται, ὡς καὶ τοῦ εἶναι καὶ τοῦ γίγνεσθαι αἴτια τὰ εἴδη ἐστίν. Met. Λ.3 1070a18–19 διὸ δὴ οὐ κακῶς 
Πλάτων ἔφη ὅτι εἴδη ἔστιν ὁπόσα φύσει.  Seneca Ep. 58.19 quid sit idea, id est, quid Platoni esse 
videatur, audi: ‘idea est eorum, quae natura fiunt, exemplar aeternum'.  Festus Verb.Sign. p. 
340.40–42 Lindsay ⟨speciem⟩ quam nos dicimus, εἶδος ⟨Graeci dixerunt; Pla⟩ton quidem idean.  
Alcinous Did. c. 9, p. 163.23–24 H. ὁρίζονται δὲ τὴν ἰδέαν παράδειγµα τῶν κατὰ φύσιν αἰώνιον (cf. 
above Calcidius in Tim. c. 330).  Proclus in Parm. p. 2.888.13–15 Steel καθά φησιν ὁ Ξενοκράτης (fr. 
30 Heinze, F 14 Isnardi-Parente2), εἶναι τὴν ἰδέαν θέµενος αἰτίαν παραδειγµατικὴν τῶν κατὰ φύσιν 
ἀεὶ συνεστώτων.  Plutarch Is.Osir. 373F ὁ µὲν οὖν Πλάτων (Tim. 50c–d) τὸ µὲν νοητὸν καὶ ἰδέαν καὶ 
παράδειγµα καὶ πατέρα … ὀνοµάζειν εἴωθεν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.13 (Alcimus Ad Amynt. 
FGrH560 F7, Epicharmus ad 23B2 DK) διὸ καί φησιν (Pl. Parm. 132d) ἐν τῇ φύσει τὰς ἰδέας ἑστάναι 
καθάπερ παραδείγµατα· τὰ δ’ ἄλλα ταύταις ἐοικέναι, τούτων ὁµοιώµατα καθεστῶτα.  Alcinous Did. 
9, p. 163.14–15 H. ἔστι δὲ ἡ ἰδέα ὡς µὲν πρὸς θεὸν νόησις αὐτοῦ.  Did. 9, p. 163.23–24 H. ὁρίζονται δὲ 
τὴν ἰδέαν παράδειγµα τῶν κατὰ φύσιν αἰώνιον.  Did. c. 12, p. 166.39–41 H. ἐπεὶ γὰρ τῶν κατὰ φύσιν 
αἰσθητῶν καὶ κατὰ µέρος ὡρισµένα τινὰ δεῖ παραδείγµατα εἶναι τὰς ἰδέας.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Met. 196.25–27 εἴρηκε δὲ ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ ὅτι οὐσίας ὁριστικὰς αὐτὰς καθ’ αὑτὰς ἔλεγον 
εἶναι τὰς ἰδέας, κεχωρισµένας τῶν αἰσθητῶν, πρὸς παραδείγµατα δὲ τὰς αἰσθητὰς τὸ εἶναι ἔχειν. 
§§2–3  Socrates Plato Pythagoras:  Aristotle Met. A.6 987b7–13 οὗτος (sc. Plato) οὖν τὰ µὲν 
τοιαῦτα τῶν ὄντων ἰδέας προσηγόρευσε, τὰ δ’ αἰσθητὰ παρὰ ταῦτα καὶ κατὰ ταῦτα λέγεσθαι πάντα· 
κατὰ µέθεξιν γὰρ εἶναι τὰ πολλὰ {τῶν συνωνύµων} ὁµώνυµα τοῖς εἴδεσιν. τὴν δὲ µέθεξιν τοὔνοµα 
µόνον µετέβαλεν· οἱ µὲν γὰρ Πυθαγόρειοι µιµήσει τὰ ὄντα φασὶν εἶναι τῶν ἀριθµῶν, Πλάτων δὲ 
µεθέξει, τοὔνοµα µεταβαλών.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 54.23–26 (cited Ascl. in Met. 
49.25–29) εἰπὼν ἐν οἷς διαφωνοῦσι, νῦν λέγει τὴν αἰτίαν δι’ ἣν οὐχ ὁµοίως Πλάτων τοὺς ἀριθµοὺς τῶν 
ὄντων ἀρχὰς ἔθετο τοῖς Πυθαγορείοις, ἀλλὰ καὶ τούτους ἐχώρισε τῶν αἰσθητῶν καὶ τὰς ἰδέας ἄλλας 
τινὰς οὐσίας τε καὶ φύσεις παρὰ τὰς αἰσθητὰς οὐσίας ἐτίθετο.  Asclepius in Met. 45.16–19 ἐφεξῆς τὴν 
Πλάτωνος ἐκτίθεται δόξαν καί φησιν αὐτὸν τὰ µὲν πολλὰ ἀκολουθῆσαι τοῖς Πυθαγορείοις, ἔχει δὲ καὶ 
ἴδιά τινα ἡ Πλάτωνος φιλοσοφία παρὰ τοὺς Ἰταλικούς· λέγει δὲ τὰς ἰδέας. ἰστέον δὲ ὅτι κἀκεῖνοι 
ἔλεγον τὰς ἰδέας, ἀλλὰ ἀριθµοὺς ταῦτα ὑπετίθεντο. 
§§2–4  Socrates Plato Aristotle:  Philo of Alexandria Leg. 2.12 πρότερον µὲν ἐν τῇ ἑξαηµέρῳ τὰ 
γένη τῶν παθῶν καὶ τὰς ἰδέας εἰργάζετο, νυνὶ δὲ τὰ εἴδη προσπλάττει.  Alcinous Did. 4, p. 155.39–41 
H. τῶν νοητῶν τὰ µὲν πρῶτα ὑπάρχει, ὡς αἱ ἰδέαι, τὰ δὲ δεύτερα, ὡς τὰ εἴδη τὰ ἐπὶ τῇ ὕλῃ ἀχώριστα 
ὄντα τῆς ὕλης.  Atticus fr. 9.1–2.13–19 des Places (verbatim) at Eus. PE 15.13.1–2 αὑτῷ κανόνι καὶ 
κριτῇ τῶν ὑπὲρ αὐτὸν χρησάµενος (sc. Aristotle), ἀπέγνω τινὰς εἶναι ἰδίας φύσεις, οἵας Πλάτων ἔγνω, 
λήρους δὲ καὶ τερετίσµατα (APo. 1.22 83a33) καὶ φλυαρίας ἐτόλµησεν εἰπεῖν τὰ τῶν ὄντων ἀνώτατα. 
(2) τὸ µὲν οὖν ἄκρον τε καὶ ἔσχατον τῶν Πλάτωνος φιλοσοφηµάτων ἐστὶ τὸ περὶ τὴν νοητὴν ταύτην 
καὶ ἀίδιον οὐσίαν τὴν τῶν ἰδεῶν. 
§2  Socrates Plato:  Cicero Or. 10 has rerum formas appellat ἰδέας ille non intellegendi solum sed 
etiam dicendi gravissimus auctor et magister Plato, easque gigni negat et ait semper esse ac 
ratione et intellegentia contineri, cetera nasci occidere, fluere labi nec diutius esse uno et eodem 
statu.  Or. 101 redeoque ad illam Platonis de qua dixeram rei formam et speciem, quam etsi non 
cernimus tamen animo tenere possumus (cf. Cicero Luc. 30, below §5). Atticus fr. 9.5.40–43 des 
Places (verbatim) at Eus. PE 15.13.5 τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ νοήµατα πρεσβύτερα τῶν πραγµάτων, τὰ τῶν 
γενοµένων παραδείγµατα, ἀσώµατα καὶ νοητά, κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως ἔχοντα ἀεί.  Apuleius 
Plat. 1.190 rerumque formas, quas ἰδέας idem vocat.  Plat. 1.192 ἰδέας vero, id est formas omnium, 
simplices et aeternas esse nec corporales tamen; esse autem ex his, quae deus sumpserit, exempla 
rerum quae sunt eruntve.  Augustine C.D. 7.28.15–23 Dombart–Kalb (Varro Ant.Rer.Div. fr. 206 
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Cardauns) hinc etiam Samothracum nobilia mysteria in superiore libro sic interpretatur (sc. 
Varro) eaque se, quae nec suis nota sunt, scribendo expositurum eisque missurum quasi 
religiosissime pollicetur. dicit enim se ibi multis indiciis collegisse in simulacris aliud significare 
caelum, aliud terram, aliud exempla rerum, quas Plato appellat ideas; caelum Iovem, terram 
Iunonem, ideas Minervam vult intellegi; caelum a quo fiat aliquid, terram de qua fiat, exemplum 
secundum quod fiat.  Ver.Rel. 4 (where he also cites Cic. Or. 10 (cf. above §2) cetera nasci 
occidere, fluere labi). [cf. also above on chs. 1.3.20 and 1.7.31] 
§3  Pythagoras: Aristotle Met. Α.5 985b23–32 οἱ καλούµενοι Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.4 DK) τῶν 
µαθηµάτων ἁψάµενοι πρῶτοι ταῦτά τε προήγαγον, καὶ ἐντραφέντες ἐν αὐτοῖς τὰς τούτων ἀρχὰς τῶν 
ὄντων ἀρχὰς ᾠήθησαν εἶναι πάντων. ἐπεὶ δὲ τούτων οἱ ἀριθµοὶ φύσει πρῶτοι, ἐν δὲ τούτοις ἐδόκουν 
θεωρεῖν ὁµοιώµατα πολλὰ τοῖς οὖσι καὶ γιγνοµένοις, … ἔτι δὲ τῶν ἁρµονιῶν ἐν ἀριθµοῖς ὁρῶντες τὰ 
πάθη καὶ τοὺς λόγους κτλ.  Met. Λ.8 1073a18–19 ἀριθµοὺς γὰρ λέγουσι τὰς ἰδέας οἱ λέγοντες ἰδέας.  
Met. Ν.3 1090a20–26 οἱ δὲ Πυθαγόρειοι (cf. ad 58B.22 DK) διὰ τὸ ὁρᾶν πολλὰ τῶν ἀριθµῶν πάθη 
ὑπάρχοντα ⟨ε͂ν⟩ τοῖς αἰσθητοῖς σώµασιν, εἶναι µὲν ἀριθµοὺς ἐποίησαν τὰ ὄντα, οὐ χωριστοὺς δέ, ἀλλ’ ἐξ 
ἀριθµῶν τὰ ὄντα. διὰ τί δέ; ὅτι τὰ πάθη τὰ τῶν ἀριθµῶν ἐν ἁρµονίᾳ ὑπάρχει καὶ ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐν 
πολλοῖς ἄλλοις.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 5.3.16.3 ἡ δὲ ἰδέα ἐννόηµα τοῦ θεοῦ, ὅπερ οἱ 
βάρβαροι λόγον εἰρήκασι τοῦ θεοῦ.  
§4  Aristotle: Aristotle Phys. 4.3 210a21 ὅλως τὸ εἶδος ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ.  Met. Η.7 1032b1–2 εἶδος δὲ λέγω 
τὸ τί ἦν εἶναι ἑκάστου καὶ τὴν πρώτην οὐσίαν.  Met. Η.11 1037a29–30 ἡ γὰρ οὐσία ἐστὶ τὸ εἶδος τὸ 
ἐνόν, ἐξ οὗ καὶ τῆς ὕλης ἡ σύνολος λέγεται οὐσία.  Syrianus in Met. 105.30–32 οὐ µὴν οὔτε ὁ 
ὁριστικὸς λόγος οὔτε τὸ ἔνυλον εἶδος καὶ τὸ ὁριστόν ἐστιν ἡ ἰδέα, ὡς ἐν τούτοις καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις ὁ 
Ἀριστοτέλης φησὶν οἰηθῆναι τὸν Σωκράτην. 
§5  Stoic successors of Zeno: Plato Parm. 132b ‘ἀλλά’, φάναι, ‘ὦ Παρµενίδη’, τὸν Σωκράτη, ‘µὴ τῶν 
εἰδῶν ἕκαστον ᾖ τούτων νόηµα, καὶ οὐδαµοῦ αὐτῷ προσήκῃ ἐγγίγνεσθαι ἄλλοθι ἢ ἐν ψυχαῖς’.  
Differently Aristotle de An. 3.4 429a27–29 καὶ εὖ δὴ οἱ λέγοντες τὴν ψυχὴν εἶναι τόπον εἰδῶν, πλὴν 
ὅτι οὔτε ὅλη ἀλλ’ ἡ νοητική, οὔτε ἐντελεχείᾳ ἀλλὰ δυνάµει τὰ εἴδη.  Cicero Varr. 30 mentem 
volebant rerum esse iudicem; solam censebant idoneam cui crederetur, quia sola cerneret id quod 
semper esset simplex et unius modi et tale quale esse. hanc illi ἰδέαν appellabant, iam a Platone ita 
nominatam, nos recte speciem possumus dicere (cf. Or. 10 et 101, above §2).  Cicero Or. 9.3 nec 
vero ille artifex cum faceret Iovis formam aut Minervae, contemplabatur aliquem e quo 
similitudinem duceret, sed ipsius in mente insidebat species pulchritudinis eximia quaedam, 
quam intuens in ea que defixus ad illius similitudinem artem et manum dirigebat.  Plutarch 
Is.Osir. 374F τόν τε νοῦν ἔνιοι (Arist. de An. 3.4 429a27) τόπον εἰδῶν ἀπεφήναντο καὶ τῶν νοητῶν 
οἷον ἐκµαγεῖον.  Alexander of Aphrodisias de An. 85.5–10 διὸ καὶ οὐκ ἀλόγως τινὲς ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ νοῦ 
δυνάµεως κινούµενοι τόπον εἰδῶν τὴν ψυχὴν (Arist. de An. 3.4 429a27–28) εἶπον εἶναι, ὃ τῷ 
κυριωτάτῳ τῆς ψυχῆς ὑπάρχει, τοῦτ’ ἐπὶ πᾶσαν αὐτὴν µεταφέροντες. τόπος δ’ ἂν εἴη τῶν εἰδῶν οὐ 
κατ’ ἐνέργειαν (οὐδὲν γὰρ κατὰ τὴν αὑτοῦ φύσιν τῶν εἰδῶν ἔχων ἐδείχθη), ἀλλ’ ὡς δυνάµενος αὐτὰ 
λαµβάνειν τόπος αὐτῶν ἂν εἴη δυνάµει κατὰ τοῦτο.  Themistius in de An. 95.5–9 εὖ δὴ οἱ λέγοντες 
τὴν ψυχὴν τόπον εἶναι εἰδῶν, εἰ καὶ τῷ ὀνόµατι καταχρῶνται τοῦ τόπου· πλὴν ὅτι οὔτε ὅλη ἡ ψυχή, 
ἀλλὰ αἱ δύο µόναι δυνάµεις καθ’ ἥν τε νοοῦµεν καθ’ ἥν τε αἰσθανόµεθα, οὔθ’ οὕτω τόπος ὡς περιέχειν, 
ἀλλ’ ὡς γίνεσθαί πως ἃ νοεῖ καὶ ὧν αἰσθάνεται.  Ammonius in Isag. 40.6–10 ὁ τοίνυν Ἀντισθένης (fr. 
VA 149 Giannantoni, 149A Prince) ἔλεγε τὰ γένη καὶ τὰ εἴδη ἐν ψιλαῖς ἐπινοίαις εἶναι λέγων ὅτι 
‘ἵππον µὲν ὁρῶ, ἱππότητα δὲ οὐχ ὁρῶ’ καὶ πάλιν ‘ἄνθρωπον µὲν ὁρῶ, ἀνθρωπότητα δὲ οὐχ ὁρῶ.’ ταῦτα  
ἐκεῖνος ἔλεγε τῇ αἰσθήσει µόνῃ ζῶν καὶ µὴ δυνάµενος τῷ λόγῳεἰς µείζονα εὕρεσιν ἑαυτὸν ἀνενεγκεῖν.  
Simplicius in Cat. 105.7–9 (SVF 2.278) ἄξιον δὲ ζητεῖν κατὰ τοὺς ὑπόστασιν διδόντας τοῖς εἴδεσιν καὶ 
γένεσιν εἰ ῥηθήσεται τάδε εἶναι· καὶ γὰρ καὶ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.278) ἀπορεῖ περὶ τῆς ἰδέας, εἰ τόδε τι 
ῥηθήσεται (κτλ).  Philoponus in de An. 165.24–27 (Xenocrates fr. 65 Heinze, F 117 Isnardi 
Parente2) ἀριθµοὺς δὲ τὰ εἴδη ἐκάλουν, ὡς εἴρηται· καὶ αὐτὸς (sc. Aristotle de An. 3.4 429a27–28) 
γοῦν ἐν τοῖς ἑξῆς φησιν ‘καὶ εὖ δὴ οἱ λέγοντες τὴν ψυχὴν τόπον εἰδῶν’. ἀριθµὸν µὲν οὖν διὰ τοῦτο, 
κινοῦντα δὲ αὑτὸν διὰ τὸ αὐτοζῶν αὐτῆς. 
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Titulus  ια΄. Περὶ αἰτίων (P,S) 1 
§1 αἴτιόν ἐστι δι᾿ ὃ τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα ἢ δι᾿ ὃ συµβαίνει τι· ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογρα- 2 

φικῶς. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Πλάτων τριχῶς τὸ αἴτιον· φησὶ γὰρ ὑφ᾿ οὗ ἐξ οὗ πρὸς ὅ· κυριώτερον δ᾿  4 

ἡγεῖται τὸ ὑφ᾿ οὗ· τοῦτο δ᾿ ἦν τὸ ποιοῦν, ὅ ἐστι νοῦς. (P2,S2) 5 
§3 Πυθαγόρας Ἀριστοτέλης τὰ µὲν πρῶτα αἴτια ἀσώµατα, τὰ δὲ κατὰ  6 

µετοχὴν ἢ κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς τῆς σωµατικῆς ὑποστάσεως· ὥστ᾿ εἶναι  7 
τὸν κόσµον σῶµα. (P3,S3) 8 

§4 οἱ Περιπατητικοὶ τῶν αἰτίων εἶναι τὰ µὲν αἰσθητά, τὰ δὲ νοητά. (S6) 9 
§5 οἱ Στωικοὶ πάντα τὰ αἴτια σωµατικά· πνεύµατα γάρ. (P4) 10 
§6 Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ ἐφεξῆς τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον ἀκίνητον ἀπεφήναντο. (S4) 11 
§7 οἱ Στωικοὶ τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον ὡρίσαντο κινητόν. (S5) 12 
  
§1—; §2 Plato cf. Tim. 28a–29a, 46c–e, 50c–d; §3 Pythagoras –; Aristoteles cf. Met. Λ.4, 
Λ.7; §4 Peripatetici –; §5 Stoici SVF 2.340; §6 Thales fr. 347 Wöhrle; §7 Stoici SVF 2.338 
  
§1 [2]  δι᾿ ὃ S : om. PBQ || ἢ om. PQ || [2–3] ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς S : om. PBQ    §2 [4]  φησὶ 
γὰρ PBQ(ut vid.) : om. S || [5] τοῦτο] τὸ PB(III) || ὅ ἐστι νοῦς P, sed fort. glossema : non hab. S    
§3 [6]  Ἀριστοτέλης post Πυθαγόρας PBQ· : om. S qui pro nomine Arist. ap. §3 substituit 
Ecl. 1.13.1b ex AD || κατὰ] om. PB(II) || [7–8] || ὥστ᾿ … σῶµα PBQ : εἶναι S    §5 [10]  πνεύµατα] 
πνευµατικά susp. Diels 
  
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c.14, p. 22.4 (SVF 2.368) ἔστι δὲ ἕξις πνεῦµα σώµατος συνεκτικόν (~ §5). 
 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 19, DG p. 611.5 ἀρχὴν δὲ καὶ αἰτίαν τινὲς µὲν ᾠήθησαν µηδὲν ἀλλήλων 
διαφέρειν. p. 611.7–8 τὸ δὲ ἐν ἑκάστῳ πρῶτον εἶναι δοκοῦν τὸ αἴτιον ἡγήσαντο καθεστάναι, δι’ 
ὃ γίγνεται τὰ ἀποτελέσµατα (~ P1). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.5.4 Μητροδώρος ὁ καθηγητὴς Ἐπικούρου φησὶν ἄτοπον εἶναι ἐν µεγάλῷ πεδίῳ 
ἕνα στάχυν γενηθῆναι καὶ ἕνα κόσµον ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῷ. ὅτι δὲ ἄπειροι κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος, δῆλον ἐκ 
τοῦ ἄπειρα τὰ αἴτια εἶναι. εἰ γὰρ ὁ κόσµος πεπερασµένος, τὰ δ’ αἴτια πάντα ἄπειρα, ἐξ ὧν ὅδε 
ὁ κόσµος γέγονεν, ἀνάγκη ἀπείρους εἶναι· ὅπου γὰρ τὰ αἴτια ἄπειρα, ἐκεῖ καὶ τἀποτελέσµατα. 
αἴτια δὲ ἤτοι αἱ ἄτοµοι ἢ τὰ στοιχεῖα. A 3.4.4 Ξενοφάνης ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ ἡλίου θερµότητος ὡς 
‹προκατ›αρκτικῆς αἰτίας τἀν τοῖς µεταρσίοις συµβαίνειν. A 5.30.1b Ἡρόφιλος τὰς νόσους 
συµπίπτειν ὡς µὲν ὑφ᾿ οὗ ὑπερβολῇ θερµότητος ἢ ψυχρότητος· ὡς δ᾿ ἐξ οὗ διὰ πλῆθος τροφῆς 
ἢ ἔνδειαν· ὡς δ᾿ ἐν οἷς ἢ αἷµα ἢ µυελὸν ἢ ἐγκέφαλον· γίνεσθαι δέ ποτε καὶ ὑπὸ τῶν ἔξωθεν 
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αἰτιῶν …  
§1 A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν 
…  A1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι … Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. 
οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ …  
§2  A 1.3.19 Πλάτων ᾿Αρίστωνος τρεῖς ἀρχάς, τὸν θεόν, τὴν ὕλην, τὴν ἰδέαν· ὑφ’ οὗ, ἐξ οὗ, πρὸς 
ὅ. A 1.29.1 Πλάτων τὴν τύχην ἀπεφαίνετο αἰτίαν ἐν ἀπροαιρέτοις κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς καὶ 
παρακολούθηµα καὶ σύµπτωµα καὶ προαιρέσεως κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸ τέλος πρόθεσιν 
ἐναλλακτικὴν σχέσιν. 
§3  A 1.2.1 οἱ µὲν οὖν περὶ Ἀριστοτέλην καὶ Πλάτωνα διαφέρειν ἡγοῦνται ἀρχὴν καὶ στοιχεῖα. 
A 1.3.7 Πυθαγόρας … σπεύδει δ᾿ αὐτῷ τῶν ἀρχῶν ἡ µὲν ἐπὶ τὸ ποιητικὸν αἴτιον καὶ εἰδικόν, 
ὅπερ ἐστὶ νοῦς ὁ θεός, ἡ δ᾿ ἐπὶ τὸ παθητικόν τε καὶ ὑλικόν, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ὁ ὁρατὸς κόσµος. 1.7.18 
Πυθαγόρας τῶν ἀρχῶν τὴν µὲν µονάδα θεὸν καὶ τἀγαθόν, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἡ τοῦ ἑνὸς φύσις, αὐτὸς ὁ 
νοῦς· τὴν δ᾿ ἀόριστον δυάδα δαίµονα καὶ τὸ κακόν, περὶ ἥν ἐστι τὸ ὑλικὸν πλῆθος· ἔστι δὲ καὶ 
ὁρατὸς ὁ κόσµος. A 1.7.32 Ἀριστοτέλης τὸν µὲν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν εἶδος χωριστὸν … ἑκάστην 
οἴεται τῶν σφαιρῶν ζῷον εἶναι σύνθετον ἐκ σώµατος καὶ ψυχῆς, ὧν τὸ µὲν σῶµά ἐστιν αἰθέριον 
κινούµενον κυκλοφορικῶς, ἡ ψυχὴ δὲ λόγος ἀκίνητος αἴτιος τῆς κινήσεως κατ᾿ ἐνέργειαν. A 
2.10.1 Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων Ἀριστοτέλης. 
§5  A 1.3.22 Ζήνων Μνασέου Κιτιεὺς ἀρχὰς µὲν τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην, ὧν ὁ µέν ἐστι τοῦ ποιεῖν 
αἴτιος ἡ δὲ τοῦ πάσχειν. A 1.27.3 οἱ Στωικοὶ … τὴν δ᾿ εἱµαρµένην συµπλοκὴν αἰτιῶν 
τεταγµένην. A 1.28.3 Χρύσιππος δύναµιν πνευµατικὴν τὴν οὐσίαν τῆς εἱµαρµένης (sc. φησιν 
εἶναι). A 1.28.4 Στωικοὶ εἱρµὸν αἰτίων (sc. τὴν οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης φασιν εἶναι). 
§6  A 1.17.1 (S) Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ. A 3.9.1 Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ. 
§7  A 1.28.5 Ποσειδώνιος τρίτην ἀπὸ Διός (sc. τὴν οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης φησιν εἶναι)· πρῶτον µὲν 
γὰρ εἶναι τὸν Δία, δεύτερον δὲ τὴν φύσιν, τρίτον δὲ τὴν εἱµαρµένην. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 
 
A  Witnesses 
The evidence for the chapter on causes is confined to P and S. 
 (1)  In P and his tradition the chapter is only found in PB and Q. Both 
record the same four doxai. Note that P abridges by skipping §4 and omitting 
the two final paragraphs. The chapter is missing in E, and in G (who offers 
related information from a shared tradition). Ps again takes over the title only. 
 (2)  S includes most of P’s material, but also adds more. 
(a)  He opens his chapter Ecl. 1.13 with the conceptual definition of αἴτιόν, 
which is the first doxa in P; on this definition see further below, section D(d)§1.  
(b)  He continues with the Platonic doxa (second in P) and, similarly to what 
he does with ch. 1.9.4, follows it with a quote from the Timaeus (28a–b).  
(c)  The next doxa is the same as the third in P, but has only the name-label 
Pythagoras while P has Pythagoras (plus) Aristotle. It is followed by another 
doxa attributed to Aristotle that is not in P. This lemma, printed by Diels as A 
1.11.4, most likely derives from AD as suggested by Wachsmuth; see M-R 1.250–
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251 and 3.323. Also note that it comes immediately before the abstracts on the 
Stoics from AD at S 1.13.1c. It may have replaced an Aëtian paragraph with 
name-label Aristotle, whose doxa was epitomized away and whose name-label 
was added to the previous paragraph, just as happened in P at ch. 1.20.1, or in 
the opposite direction at ch. 4.4.12–13. But there are grounds for hesitation, and 
thus for doubting the rejection of attribution to A. Diels DG 64 believed that it 
was the paragraph as formulated in S that was deprived of its doxa, and whose 
name-label was included in the previous paragraph. The presence of the tell-
tale term ἔφησε, characteristic for AD and nowhere found in A, is not sufficient, 
because S sometimes adds this word to a lemma of A, see e.g. ch. 2.3.9, where 
the paragraph is extant in both main sources. Decisive in our view, however, is 
that inclusion of the Aristotle lemma obstructs the reconstruction of the 
chapter. Preserving it entails acceptance of an unusually chaotic sequence of 
lemmata; this, though possible, is not our preference. 
(d)  The extracts from AD on the Stoics follow, showing typical stylistic 
features of his method. They give the partly differing views of Zeno, Chrysippus 
and Posidonius, replacing the Stoic doxa that comes last in P. See Mansfeld 
(2002a) 64 = M-R 3.410: ‘The insertion of a substantial abstract from Arius 
Didymus on Zeno Chrysippus Posidonius on causes which replaces the Aëtian 
lemma with the name-label Stoics is more in the nature of an amplification 
than in that of a correction’. 
(e)  In S then follow three brief doxai not in P, so he has switched from A to AD 
and back again to A. The first two brief doxai deal with the ‘first cause’, the last 
one distinguishes between sense-perceptible and noetic causes. S’s chapter 
concludes with a quote from a pseudonymous work attributed to the 
Pythagorean Ocellus. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is widely represented by 
passages in Cicero, Clement of Alexandria, Sextus Empiricus, Arius Didymus 
and Seneca, all cited at section E(a), to mention only the chief representatives. 
 (2)  Sources. The intermediary sources (predecessors of among others 
Middle Platonist authors) are unknown, but the works of Plato, Aristotle, and 
some Stoics were of course the ultimate sources, however badly these are 
represented in the present chapter. 
 
C Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα. The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of 
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physics are without exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type. 
For chapter headings in general see above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C. The heading 
of the present chapter covers the categories of quantity and action / passivity, 
or the question types of ‘what is it’ and ‘how is it’ and, of course, ‘why is it’, and 
the question type of cause is what the chapter deals with per se. The chapter 
heading is paralleled as a book title for Theophrastus, Strato, Erasistratus, 
Hegetor the Herophilean, Aristaeus and Galen, and also as an embedded 
heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  Diels DG 62 hypothesizes that §§8–9, not paralleled in P, originally 
were part of a separate chapter Περὶ τοῦ πρώτου αἰτίου, although there is no 
evidence in S for this chapter heading. See further section A above, ad finem. 
 (2)  We need not dwell on the relation between the concept of cause and 
material, formal and moving principle in Aristotle, as set out in Metaphysics 
Book Α (and as echoed in ch. 1.3 above). Our ch. 1.11 combines well with chs. 1.7, 
1.9 and 1.10, because God, matter and idea (see above at ch. 1.9, Commentary 
D(a)) qua principles are also causes. All three occur or are involved in §2, while 
matter via the corporeal occurs in §3, via the sensible in §4 and via the 
corporeal again in §5, and First Causes are at issue in §3 and §§6–7. The next 
chapter, 1.12 ‘On bodies’, links up well with 1.9 ‘On Matter’ and with the 
references to the corporeal ingredient in the present chapter. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
  (1)  P (that is, only PB plus PQ) has four, S six lemmata, three of which, §§1 
(definition)–2(Plato)–3(Pythagoras) are shared with P, and occur in the same 
order, which therefore must have been that of A. 
 (2)  Rather than assuming that P, using a habitual epitomator’s ploy, 
inserted the name-label Aristotle to §3 to account for the abridging away of 
this separate lemma, we argue that S abstracted this other lemma from AD and 
therefore deleted the name-label in the previous lemma. 
 (3)  One of P’s lemmata, P4 on the Stoics, is not paralleled in S because it 
was replaced by an excerpt from AD (fr. 18 Diels) as well, and three of S’s 
lemmata are not paralleled in P because they are not of Placita descent. For 
reasons put forth below, at section D(c), we have modified the order of these 
final lemmata in S. And we do not believe that these lemmata (S 4–5–3 are 
now §§4–6–7) represent an original chapter Περὶ τοῦ πρώτου αἰτίου, as 
suggested by Diels DG 62 (cf. above section D(a)(1)), not only because they can 
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be very well accommodated in the present chapter, but also because S5/§4 is 
diaphonically bound up with P4/§5. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  The definition of §1. For the nature of the preliminary definition of the 
term ‘cause’ in the first lemma see above, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2). 
Its nominal, that is, not properly definitory nature is explicitly formulated and 
thereby confirmed in the little added note. The present sentence provides the 
first of only five occurrences of the adverb ὑπογραφικῶς, paralleled three times 
in the late Commentators, e.g. Simplicius (Syrianus?) in de An. 15.14–15, ‘the 
distinction between the correctly and the so to speak descriptively and 
superficially formulated definitions’. For the sense of S’s expression ‘a 
preliminary definition suffices’ (ἀρκεῖ ὑπογραφικῶς) cf. e.g. Aristotle EN 2.7 
1107b14–15 ‘we now give a mere outline and summary, and find this sufficient’ 
(νῦν µὲν οὖν τύπῳ καὶ ἐπὶ κεφαλαίου λέγοµεν, ἀρκούµενοι αὐτῷ τούτῳ). 
 S’s phrase is absent in P. M-R 1.223–224 hesitate in attributing this phrase 
to A. Mansfeld, e.g. (2002a) 29 = M-R 2.378, followed by Bottler (2014) 177, 
attributes the phrase to S. But we now accept that it does derive from A. Extra 
words in S (a verbum declarandi, or words from the chapter heading, or a 
name-label) are added when lemmata are quoted out of their original context, 
which is not the case here. It is too technical to be attributed to S himself 
(forms of the substantive ὑπογραφή or the verb ὑπογράφειν in this sense occur 
11 more times in Book 2 of the Anthology, always in texts that have been 
excerpted, namely Ethical doxography A and the Stoic Ethical doxography B). 
 (2)  Diaeresis/diaphonia. The three counts on which the doxai with name-
labels differ (diaeresis), or disagree (diaphonia), are (a) the number of causes, 
category of quantity; (b) the incorporeality vs. the corporeality of causes, 
category of quality; and (c) the mobility v. the immobility of the first cause, 
category of action/passivity. Cf. Mansfeld (2001) 22–23 = M-R 3.379–381. 
 (3)  Order according to number. The numbers form a diaeretically ordered 
descending series, 3—2—1: according to §2 (Plato) causes are threefold (all 
three are listed), according to §3 (Pythagoras Aristotle) and §4 (Peripatetics) 
two, and according to §5 (Stoics) only one. §6 and §7 also mention only one 
cause. Although a bit unusual, for in the majority of cases ordering according 
to quantity starts with the lowest number, such a sequence is not unparalleled, 
see ch. 3.9.2–3, ‘two—one-and-finite’; also compare ch. 4.4.4–6 with 
Commentary D(c), and ch. 8.1–4 with Commentary D(c), and an early series of 
principles e.g. at Isocr. Antid. 268, discussed above, ch. 1.3 Commentary D(e) ad 
init., and e.g. M-R 2.1.154–157. The diaphonia between incorporeality vs. the 
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corporeality of causes on a gliding scale according to diaeresis is next: §3 
(Pythagoras Aristotle) state that first causes are incorporeal and the others 
participate in or are attributes of the corporeal substructure. (These ‘others’ 
therefore are not, in themselves, fully corporeal.) Similarly §4, the Peripatetics, 
whose tenet is expressed in epistemic terms, posit that some causes are 
sensible (i.e. are corporeal) and others intelligible (i.e. are incorporeal). But the 
Stoics in §5 posit that causes are corporeal. The Peripatetic doxa of §4 belongs 
with the doxai of §5 and §3 both from the point of view of the opposition 
between the corporeal and the incorporeal and of the duality of causes, and 
clearly not in the final position, as in S, who presumably first skipped but then 
decided to preserve it. Finally there is the diaphonia of the two final lemmata, 
Thales and his followers (§6) holding that the first cause is unmoved and the 
Stoics (§7) that it is moved. These two doxai ad finem link up with the final 
clause of §2: ‘Plato ... most properly (regards) the ‘by which’ (as the cause). This 
is the agent, which is the Intellect’, thus lending the character of a ring 
composition to the chapter as an extra feature. And they are also linked to the 
‘first causes’ (plural) of §3, for which see below, section D(d) further detailed 
comments at this paragraph. 
  (4)  The order, with Pythagoras after Plato and Thales in penultimate 
position (his ‘followers’ make this a little bit less obvious), is of course not 
chronological but systematic and due to the variety of oppositions. And the 
Stoics occur in two lemmata with different doxai; for this feature cf. e.g. Stoics 
at ch. 1.9.2 and 1.9.8, Xenophanes at ch. 2.20.2 and 2.20.5, and Parmenides at ch. 
2.20.3 and 2.20.15. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
For chance (τύχη) as cause (αἰτία) see below, ch. 1.29. 
Individual Points 
§1.  The preliminary definition combines words that became, or had become, 
Stoic technical terms (δι᾿ ὅ, ἀποτέλεσµα, συµβαίνει, τι ad finem). But note that δι᾿ 
ὅ is a quite common formula, occurring for instance thirteen times in the 
Corpus Platonicum and twenty times in the Corpus Aristotelicum, in various 
causal or other meanings, and that συµβαίνει too is a quite common term. Even 
so, the emphasis on cause qua una causa id quod facit (to use the vocabulary of 
Seneca Ep. 65.4) shows a liking for the Stoically inspired preference for the 
moving cause, which is said to be the chief one also in §2. 
§2.  Aristotle, who alludes to the agrapha dogmata at Met. A.6 987b21–22 but 
who may quite well be thinking of the Timaeus as well, attributes two 
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principles/causes to Plato in this chapter of Metaphysics, viz. the formal and 
the material. Theophrastus, who refers to Plato’s philosophy of nature, i.e. the 
Timaeus, also attributes two principles/causes, viz. the material and the 
efficient/final (Phys.Op. fr 9 Diels, 230 FHS&G). By combining these items and 
reducing the material cause occurring both times to a single occurrence one 
gets the three types of cause of the present lemma (someone must have 
practised retrograde contamination). The prepositional formulas are later (cf. 
Philo Cher. 125, Runia 1986, 171–173) but may be Peripatetic too, for the relevant 
combination of ὑφ᾿ οὗ with ἐξ οὗ is occasionally found in Aristotle. The term τὸ 
ποιοῦν for the moving cause can already be paralleled in Aristotle (Phys. 2.3 
195a22, GC 2.9 335b27, Met. Β.2 1013b24) and Theophrastus (Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels 
= 228A FHS&G; Phys.Op. fr. 6 Diels = 227C FHS&G, verbatim). The primary 
importance of the moving cause, though anticipated in a fragment of 
Theophrastus, is in the first place a Hellenistic feature that makes ‘Plato’ more 
up to date, while expressions such as τὴν κυριωτέραν αἰτίαν/αἱ κυριώταται αἰτίαι 
are already paralleled in Aristotle (GC 2.9 335b34–35) and Epicurus (at D.L. 
10.79). For the triad see further references at Mansfeld (2002) 30–34, repr. M-R 
3.385–389, and above ch. 1.3.20 where they are not called causes but principles, 
with comments at ch. 1.3 Commentary D(d)§20. 
 The final words in P ὅ ἐστι νοῦς, explaining τὸ ποιοῦν, could be a gloss. They 
are not found in S. Cf. 1.13.1 with Commentary D(d)§1, and esp. 5.14.1 (with 
Commentary D(d)§1), where ὅ ἐστι σπέρµατος and ὅ ἐστι ἀναστοµοῦσθαι in PB are 
not found in PGQ and are not printed in the text by Diels. But they make good 
sense in the context of the present chapter and are also found in PQ, so this 
time may be given the benefit of the doubt (exclusion should not be a matter 
of routine). For such schoolmasterly addenda cf. immediately below at §3. See 
also ch. 3.5a.1 (formerly 3.18), where the explanatory phrase ὃς κύκλος 
φαινόµενος ἅλως καλεῖται, ὅτι ἐστὶν ἅλῳ προσεοικώς, is wrongly bracketed by 
Diels: it is neatly paralleled in the same context at Seneca Nat. 1.2.3 ob hoc tales 
splendores Graeci ‘areas’ vocaverunt, quia fere terendis frugibus destinata loca 
rotunda sunt. 
§3.  Presumably the incorporeal causes of Pythagoras are the One and the Dyad 
and of Aristotle the Unmoved Movers, see the parallels from chs. 1.3.7 plus 
1.7.18 and 1.7.32 quoted at Loci Aetiani §3, where the material principles are also 
mentioned. The other causes of Pythagoras will be the numbers and harmonies 
and geometricals of ch. 1.10.3, of Aristotle the forms in matter of ch. 1.10.4. Also 
compare the distinction between principles and elements of ch. 1.2. 
 The final consecutive clause is not present in S. According to Diels ad loc. 
it has been added by P (cf. DG 65: ‘inepta additamenta’). Cf. ch. 1.7.18, the words 
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ἔστι δὲ καὶ ὁρατὸς ὁ κόσµος at the end of the lemma (in P not S and banished to 
the apparatus by Diels, who refers to ch. 1.11.3), and the added explanation at 
2.1.7 (in P not S, bracketed by Diels), ὥστε {οὐ} τὸ αὐτὸ εἶναι τὸ ὅλον καὶ τὸν 
κόσµον. But such schoolmasterly clauses appear to be part of A’s style; cf. 
immediately above at §2, and chs. 1.27.4, 2.1.8, 2.24.3, 4.8.2. In addition it makes 
a significant philosophical point: the cosmos would not be produced as an 
effect in the form of a body if qualities resulting from ‘participation’ or 
‘attribution’ were not present in matter. So the clause should be retained. 
 For the combination of prepositional phrases cf. A 5.30.1b, quoted above 
at Loci Aetiani. 
§5.  pneuma elsewhere functions as a cohesive cause (αἰτία συνεκτική, cf. Galen 
in Aph. 18a.128.18–20 K.), analogous to the formal cause of Aristotelian 
philosophy. For causation in relation to fate according to the Stoics see below, 
chs. 1.27.3 and 1.28.4, with parallels and Commentary ad locc. 
§§6–7.  Presumably the immobility of Aristotle’s First Mover(s) is also 
attributed to the Succession beginning with Thales. The notion and doxa have 
been certainly stretched in order to achieve a strong diaphonia with the 
moving and flexible God of the Stoics. Cf. Goldschmidt (1953) 93: the Stoic doxa 
‘paraît si surprenante à un ancien historien de la philosophie [sc. A], qu’il 
l’oppose à tous les systèmes précédents’. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  The finer distinctions between the various kinds of causes according to 
the Stoics (see section E(a)§5 and section E(b)§5) are regrettably absent here, 
while for example even ps.Galen HPh c. 19 summarily lists them. Perhaps they 
were left out because the subject is so very complicated. 
 (2)  Alcinous, whose order is matter—idea—God, has no separate chapter 
on causes. In Did. 9 (i.e. in the chapter on the idea, and in this chapter of the 
treatise alone) we encounter the somewhat looser prepositional formulas ἔκ 
τινος pertaining to matter, ὑπό τινος pertaining to the Demiurge, and πρός τι (or 
πρὸς ὅ) pertaining to the idea, see at section E(b) General texts. So he treats the 
causes in an inclusive way in relation to the idea qua bound up with matter 
and the divinity.  
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Cicero Top. 58–59 causarum enim genera duo sunt; unum, quod vi sua id quod 
sub eam vim subiectum est certe efficit, ut: ignis accendit; alterum, quod naturam efficiendi non 
habet sed sine quo effici non possit, ut si quis aes statuae causam velit dicere, quod sine eo non 
possit effici. (59) huius generis causarum, sine quo non efficitur, alia sunt quieta, nihil agentia, 
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stolida quodam modo, ut locus, tempus, materia, ferramenta, cetera generis eiusdem; alia autem 
praecursionem quandam adhibent ad efficiendum et quaedam afferunt per se adiuvantia, etsi 
non necessaria, ut: amori congressio causam attulerat, amor flagitio. ex hoc genere causarum ex 
aeternitate pendentium fatum a Stoicis (—) nectitur.  Fat. 36 interesse autem aiunt, utrum eius 
modi quid sit, sine quo effici aliquid non possit, an eius modi, cum quo effici aliquid necesse sit. 
nulla igitur earum est causa, quoniam nulla eam rem sua vi efficit, {in} cuius causa dicitur. nec id, 
sine quo quippiam non fit, causa est, sed id, quod cum accessit, id, cuius est causa, efficit 
necessario.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 8.9.25.5–26.1 (on Stoics, SVF 2.344–345) αἴτιον δὲ 
κυρίως λέγεται τὸ παρεκτικόν τινος ἐνεργητικῶς, ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸν σίδηρον τµητικόν φαµεν εἶναι οὐ µόνον 
ἐν τῷ τέµνειν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τῷ µὴ τέµνειν· οὕτως οὖν καὶ τὸ παρεκτικὸν ἄµφω σηµαίνει καὶ τὸ ἤδη 
ἐνεργοῦν καὶ τὸ µηδέπω µέν, δυνάµει δὲ κεχρηµένον τοῦ ἐνεργῆσαι. (26.1) οἱ µὲν οὖν σωµάτων, οἱ δ’ 
ἀσωµάτων φασὶν εἶναι τὰ αἴτια. οἱ δὲ τὸ µὲν σῶµα κυρίως αἴτιόν φασι, τὸ δὲ ἀσώµατον καταχρηστικῶς 
καὶ οἷον αἰτιωδῶς· ἄλλοι δ’ ἔµπαλιν ἀναστρέφουσι, τὰ µὲν ἀσώµατα κυρίως αἴτια λέγοντες, 
καταχρηστικῶς δὲ τὰ σώµατα.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.14 δόξαι δ ἂν αἴτιον εἶναι κοινότερον κατ’ 
αὐτοὺς (—) δι’ ὃ ἐνεργοῦν γίνεται τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα, οἷον ὡς ὁ ἥλιος ἢ ἡ τοῦ ἡλίου θερµότης τοῦ χεῖσθαι 
τὸν κηρὸν ἢ τῆς χύσεως τοῦ κηροῦ.  Eusebius PE 15.14.1 (Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara) στοιχεῖον εἶναί 
φασι (SVF 1.98) τῶν ὄντων τὸ πῦρ, καθάπερ Ἡράκλειτος (T 258 Mouraviev), τούτου δ’ ἀρχὰς ὕλην 
καὶ θεόν, ὡς Πλάτων. ἀλλ’ οὗτος ἄµφω σώµατά φησιν εἶναι, καὶ τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ πάσχον, ἐκείνου τὸ 
πρῶτον ποιοῦν αἴτιον ἀσώµατον εἶναι λέγοντος.  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.392.5–9 K. ρνδʹ. αἴτιόν ἐστιν ὃ 
ποιοῦν τι ἐν τῷ σώµατι καὶ αὐτὸ ἀσώµατόν ἐστι. ἢ αἴτιόν ἐστιν, ὡς οἱ φιλόσοφοι (sc. Stoici, —) 
λέγουσι, τό τινος ποιητικὸν ἢ δι’ ὅ τι γίνεται. τριπλοῦν δὲ αἴτιον· ἔστι δὲ τὸ µὲν προκαταρκτικὸν, τὸ δὲ 
προηγούµενον, τὸ δὲ συνεκτικόν.  Def.Med. 19.392.10 K. (cf. SVF 2.354) ρνεʹ. προκαταρκτικὸν µὲν οὖν 
ἐστιν … .  Photius  Bibl. cod. 212, p. 170b3–8 (Aenesidemus fr. 8B Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ βʹ κατὰ µέρος 
ἤδη ἀρχόµενος ἐπεξιέναι τὰ ἐν κεφαλαίῳ εἰρηµένα, περί τε … καὶ αἰτίων διαλαµβάνει … καὶ τῶν 
τούτοις ἐναντίων, κατὰ πάντων αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπορόν τε καὶ ἀκατάληπτον πυκνοῖς, ὡς οἴεται, 
ἐπιλογισµοῖς ὑποδεικνύς. 
Chapter heading: — 
§2  Plato:  Philo of Alexandria Cher. 125–127 πρὸς γὰρ τήν τινος γένεσιν πολλὰ δεῖ συνελθεῖν, τὸ 
ὑφ’  οὗ, τὸ ἐξ οὗ, τὸ δι’ οὗ, τὸ δι’ ὅ· καὶ ἔστι τὸ µὲν ὑφ’ οὗ τὸ αἴτιον, ἐξ οὗ δὲ ἡ ὕλη, δι’ οὗ δὲ τὸ 
ἐργαλεῖον, δι’ ὃ δὲ ἡ αἰτία. ... (127) εὑρήσεις γὰρ αἴτιον µὲν αὐτοῦ (sc. τοῦ κόσµου) τὸν θεὸν ὑφ’ οὗ 
γέγονεν, ὕλην δὲ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα ἐξ ὧν συνεκράθη, ὄργανον δὲ λόγον θεοῦ δι’ οὗ κατεσκευάσθη, 
τῆς δὲ κατασκευῆς αἰτίαν τὴν ἀγαθότητα τοῦ δηµιουργοῦ.   Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.69 δύο δὲ τῶν 
πάντων ἀπέφηνεν ἀρχάς, θεὸν καὶ ὕλην, ὃν καὶ νοῦν προσαγορεύει καὶ αἴτιον. εἶναι δὲ τὴν ὕλην 
ἀσχηµάτιστον καὶ ἄπειρον, ἐξ ἧς γίνεσθαι τὰ συγκρίµατα. ἀτάκτως δέ ποτε αὐτὴν κινουµένην ὑπὸ τοῦ 
θεοῦ φησιν εἰς ἕνα συναχθῆναι τόπον τάξιν ἀταξίας κρείττονα ἡγησαµένου.  Eusebius PE 15.14.1 (, 
Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara on Stoics, SVF 1.98) ἐκείνου (sc. Πλάτων) τὸ πρῶτον ποιοῦν αἴτιον 
ἀσώµατον εἶναι λέγοντος.  Proclus in Tim. 1.456.17–19 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 20 Diels, 242 
FHS&G)῾ἢ γὰρ µόνος ἢ µάλιστα Πλάτων τῇ ἀπὸ τοῦ προνοοῦντος αἰτίᾳ κατεχρήσατο’ φησὶν ὁ 
Θεόφραστος τοῦτό γε καλῶς αὐτῷ µαρτυρῶν. 
§4  Aristotle:  differently Seneca Ep. 65.4 Aristoteles putat causam tribus modis dici: ‘prima’ 
inquit ‘causa est ipsa materia, sine qua nihil potest effici; secunda opifex; tertia est forma, quae 
unicuique operi inponitur tamquam statuae’.  Stobaeus Ecl. 1.13.1b, p. 138.9–12 (A 1.11.4 Diels, 
‘fort. rectius ad Didymum referas’ Wachsmuth) Ἀριστοτέλης ἔφησε δηλοῦν ἕκαστον χρώµενον 
σχήµασι τῆς ἑρµηνείας τοιούτοις, τό τε ἐξ οὗ λέγοντα ⟨τὴν ὕλην⟩, καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ οὗ τὸ ποιοῦν, τὸ δὲ καθ’ ὃ 
τὸ εἶδος, τὸ δὲ δι’ ὃ τὸ τέλος. 
§5  Peripatetics: Arius Didymus fr. 18 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.13.1c, pp. 138.14–139.9 Wachsmuth 
αἴτιον δ’ ὁ Ζήνων (SVF 1.89) φησὶν εἶναι δι’ ὅ, οὗ δ’ αἴτιον συµβεβηκός· καὶ τὸ µὲν αἴτιον σῶµα, οὗ δ’ 
αἴτιον κατηγόρηµα· ἀδύνατον δ’ εἶναι τὸ µὲν αἴτιον παρεῖναι, οὗ δέ ἐστιν αἴτιον µὴ ὑπάρχειν. τὸ δὲ 
λεγόµενον τοιαύτην ἔχει δύναµιν· αἴτιόν ἐστι δι’ ὃ γίνεταί τι, οἷον διὰ τὴν φρόνησιν γίνεται τὸ φρονεῖν 
καὶ διὰ τὴν ψυχὴν γίνεται τὸ ζῆν καὶ διὰ τὴν σωφροσύνην γίνεται τὸ σωφρονεῖν. ἀδύνατον γὰρ εἶναι 
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σωφροσύνης περί τινα οὔσης µὴ σωφρονεῖν ἢ ψυχῆς µὴ ζῆν ἢ φρονήσεως µὴ φρονεῖν. Χρύσιππος (SVF 
2.336) αἴτιον εἶναι λέγει δι’ ὅ. καὶ τὸ µὲν αἴτιον ὂν καὶ σῶµα, ⟨οὗ δὲ αἴτιον µήτε ὄν, µήτε σῶµα⟩ add. 
Wachsmuth prob. ab Arnim alii, ‹οὗ δὲ αἴτιον µή ὂν καὶ κατηγόρηµα› add. Bobzien (1999) 198 n. 
2], καὶ αἴτιον ὅτι {αἴτιον µὲν} ὅ τι Heeren probat Diels, αἴτιον ⟨δι᾿⟩ ὅτι Sandbach prob. Kidd (1972) 
101], οὗ δὲ αἴτιον διά τι [τί Long & Sedley (1987) 2.333, {διά} τι Mansfeld (2001) 104]. αἰτίαν δ’ εἶναι 
λόγον αἰτίου ἢ λόγον τὸν περὶ τοῦ αἰτίου ὡς αἰτίου. Ποσειδώνιος (F 95 E.–K., 269 Theiler) δὲ οὕτως· 
αἴτιον δ’ ἐστί τινος, δι’ ὃ ἐκεῖνο, ἢ τὸ πρῶτον ποιοῦν ἢ τὸ ἀρχηγὸν ποιήσεως· καὶ τὸ µὲν αἴτιον ὂν καὶ 
σῶµα, οὗ δ’ αἴτιον οὔτε ὂν οὔτε σῶµα, ἀλλὰ συµβεβηκὸς καὶ κατηγόρηµα.  Sextus Empiricus M. 
9.211  εἴγε ⟨οἱ⟩ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.341) µὲν πᾶν αἴτιον σῶµά φασι.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 
8.9.25.1 (on Stoics, SVF 2.351) τῶν αἰτίων τὰ µὲν προκαταρκτικά, τὰ δὲ συνεκτικά κτλ.  Strom. 
8.9.33.1 συνεκτικὸν δέ ἐστιν αἴτιον, οὗ παρόντος µένει τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα καὶ αἰροµένου αἴρεται.  
ps.Galen Intr. 8.3, 14.691.17–18 K. συνεκτικὸν δὲ αἴτιόν ἐστιν, οὗ παρόντος πάρεστι καὶ τὸ νόσηµα καὶ 
ἐξαιρουµένου λύεται.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.158 (SVF 2.766) αἰτίας δὲ τῶν παθῶν ἀπολείπουσι 
τὰς περὶ τὸ πνεῦµα τροπάς.  ps.Galen HPh c. 19, DG p. 611.8–10 αἴτια δὲ ὑπέθεντο  (sc. Stoics, FDS 
767A) τέσσαρα· προκαταρκτικόν, ὃ πεποιηκὸς παραµεµένηκεν, καὶ ‹συνεκτικόν›, οὗ παρόντος τὸ 
ἀποτέλεσµα πάρεστι καὶ πεπαυµένου παρενήλλακται καὶ αὐξοµένου εἰς ἐπίδοσιν πρόεισι καὶ 
µειουµένου ἐλαττοῦται, ‹τὸ δὲ› συναίτιον ὑπάρχειν ἔφασαν, ὃ τὴν ἴσην δύναµιν συµβάλλεται πρὸς τὸ 
ἀποτέλεσµα ὡς ἐπὶ τῶν ἀροτικῶν βοῶν, συνεργὸν δὲ δοκεῖ τὸ µικρὰν ῥοπὴν πρὸς τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα 
εἰσάγον ὡς ἐπὶ δυοῖν δοκὸν ἅµα φερόντων δυσκόλως καὶ ῥᾷον οἰσόντων, εἰ τρίτος ἐπιγίνοιτο 
συνδιακουφίζων. 
§7  Stoics: Seneca Ep. 65.2 Stoici nostri (SVF 2.303) duo esse in rerum natura ex quibus omnia 
fiant, causam et materiam. materia iacet iners, res ad omnia parata, cessatura si nemo moveat; 
causa autem, id est ratio, materiam format et quocumque vult versat, ex illa varia opera producit. 
esse ergo debet unde fiat aliquid, deinde a quo fiat: hoc causa est, illud materia.  Ep. 65.4 Stoicis 
(SVF 2.364a) placet unam causam esse id quod facit.  Ep. 65.11–12 haec quae ab Aristotele et 
Platone ponitur turba causarum aut nimium multa aut nimium pauca comprehendit. nam si, 
quocumque remoto quid effici non potest, id causam iudicant esse faciendi, pauca dixerunt. 
ponant inter causas tempus: nihil sine tempore potest fieri. ponant locum: si non fuerit, ubi fiat 
aliquid, ne fiet quidem. ponant motum: nihil sine hoc nec fit nec perit. nulla sine motu ars, nulla 
mutatio est. (12) sed nos nunc primam et generalem quaerimus causam. haec simplex esse debet, 
nam et materia simplex est, quaerimus quae sit causa, ratio scilicet faciens, id est deus. 
 
Τestes alii II: Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts:  Galen UP 6.12, 3.465.4–11 K. ἡµεῖς δ’, ὅπως µὴ δόξωµεν ὑπὲρ ὀνοµάτων 
τερθρεύεσθαι, συγχωρήσαντες γένη πλείω τῶν αἰτίων ὑπάρχειν, πρῶτον µὲν καὶ µάλιστα, δι’ ὃ 
γίγνεταί τι, δεύτερον δ’, ὑφ’ οὗ γίγνεται, καὶ τρίτον, ἐξ οὗ, καὶ τέταρτον, δι’ οὗ, καὶ πέµπτον, εἰ βούλει, 
τὸ καθ’ ὅ, πρὸς ἕκαστον γένος ἀξιώσοµεν αὐτοὺς ἀποκρίνασθαι περὶ πάντων τοῦ ζῴου τῶν µορίων, 
εἴπερ ὄντως εἰσὶ φυσικοί.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.195 τῶν σκεψαµένων περὶ αὐτοῦ οἱ µὲν ἔφασαν 
εἶναί τί τινος αἴτιον, οἱ δὲ µὴ εἶναι, οἱ δὲ µὴ µᾶλλον εἶναι ἢ µὴ εἶναι. καὶ εἶναι µὲν οἱ πλεῖστοι τῶν 
δογµατικῶν ἢ πάντες σχεδόν, µὴ εἶναι δὲ οἱ τὴν µεταβλητικὴν καὶ τὴν µεταβατικὴν κίνησιν ἀνελόντες 
σοφισταί· οὐ χωρὶς γὰρ ταύτης ὑφίσταται τὸ ποιοῦν. µὴ µᾶλλον δὲ εἶναι ἢ µὴ εἶναι τὸ αἴτιόν φασιν οἱ 
ἀπὸ τῆς σκέψεως.  P. 3.13–14 ὅσον µὲν οὖν ἐπὶ τοῖς λεγοµένοις ὑπὸ τῶν δογµατικῶν οὐδ’ ἂν ἐννοῆσαί 
τις τὸ αἴτιον δύναιτο, εἴγε πρὸς τῷ διαφώνους καὶ ἀλλοκότους ἐννοίας τοῦ αἰτίου ‹ἀποδίδοσθαι› ἔτι καὶ 
τὴν ὑπόστασιν αὐτοῦ πεποιήκασιν ἀνεύρετον διὰ τὴν περὶ αὐτὸ διαφωνίαν. οἱ µὲν γὰρ σῶµα, οἱ δὲ 
ἀσώµατον τὸ αἴτιον εἶναί φασιν. δόξαι δ’ ἂν αἴτιον εἶναι κοινότερον κατ’ αὐτοὺς δι’ ὃ ἐνεργοῦν γίνεται 
τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα, οἷον ὡς ὁ ἥλιος ἢ ἡ τοῦ ἡλίου θερµότης τοῦ χεῖσθαι τὸν κηρὸν ἢ τῆς χύσεως τοῦ κηροῦ. 
καὶ γὰρ ἐν τούτῳ διαπεφωνήκασιν, οἱ µὲν προσηγοριῶν αἴτιον εἶναι τὸ αἴτιον φάσκοντες, οἷον τῆς 
χύσεως, οἱ δὲ κατηγορηµάτων, οἷον τοῦ χεῖσθαι. διό, καθάπερ εἶπον, κοινότερον ἂν εἴη τὸ αἴτιον τοῦτο 
δι’ ὃ ἐνεργοῦν γίνεται τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα.  Suda s.v. Φ 862, p. 4.775.28–776.4 Adler φυσικὸς λόγος παρὰ 
φιλοσόφοις … ὅτι τρία εἰσὶν ἐν τοῖς φυσικοῖς πράγµασιν, εἶδος, ὕλη καὶ ἡ αἰτία. 
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Chapter heading:  Apollonius of Citium in Artic. 23.19 (Hegetor the Herophileian T 3 von 
Staden) ἐν γὰρ τῷ Περὶ αἰτίων.  Cicero Top. 65 toto igitur loco causarum explicato.  
ps.Dioscurides Ther. pr. 116–120 ὁ Ἐρασίστρατος (—) … τῇ τε Περὶ αἰτίων γραφῇ.  Galen in 
Progn. 18b.171.8–9 K. ὡς ἐν τοῖς Περὶ αἰτίων λόγοις διῄρηται.  Aretaeus Περὶ αἰτίων καὶ σηµείων 
ὀξέων καὶ χρονίων παθῶν. Sextus Empiricus M. 7.11 ὁ περὶ αἰτίων τόπος, φασίν (Cyrenaici fr. IVA 
168 Gianantoni), ἐκ τοῦ φυσικοῦ µέρους ἐτύγχανεν.  M. 9 pinax  γ΄ Περὶ αἰτίου καὶ πάσχοντος.  M. 
9.194 tit. Περὶ αἰτίου καὶ πάσχοντος.  P. pinax δ΄ Περὶ αἰτίου.  P. 3.13 tit. δ΄ Περὶ αἰτίου.  
ps.Alexander Febr. 20.4.5 Ideler ἀλλὰ πρῶτον περὶ αἰτίων ῥητέον ἐν γένει.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
5.49 (Theophrastus fr. 137 no. 9 FHS&G) Περὶ αἰτίων α΄.  V.P. 5.59 (Strato fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 
Sharples). 35 Περὶ αἰτίων. 
§1  Definition:  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.14 δόξαι δ’ ἂν αἴτιον εἶναι κοινότερον κατ’ αὐτοὺς (sc. τοὺς 
δογµατικοὺς) δι’ ὃ ἐνεργοῦν γίνεται τὸ ἀποτέλεσµα.  Μ. 9.228 εἰ αἴτιόν ἐστιν οὗ παρόντος γίνεται τὸ 
ἀποτέλεσµα.  Simplicius (Priscianus?) in de An. 15.14–15 ἐφ’ οἷς οἷον πόρισµα ἐπάγει πρὸς διάκρισιν 
τῶν τε ὀρθῶς καὶ τῶν οἷον ὑπογραφικῶς καὶ ἐπιπολαίως ἀποδιδοµένων ὁρισµῶν.  in de An. 97.30–32 
ὅτι χρὴ τὸν καλῶς ἔχοντα ὅρον τῆς αἰτίας ἔχεσθαι ὑποµνήσας, καὶ ταύτης ἀκριβῶς, ἀλλ’ οὐ τύπῳ τινὶ 
καὶ ὑπογραφικῶς.  Olympiodorus in Cat. 43.37–44.1 διότι ὑπογραφικῶς τὴν φύσιν ἑκάστου 
ἐδήλωσεν. 
§2  Plato:  Plato Tim. 28a–b (cited Stob. Ecl. 1.13.1a) πᾶν δὲ αὖ τὸ γιγνόµενον ὑπ’ αἰτίου τινὸς ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης γίγνεσθαι· παντὶ γὰρ ἀδύνατον χωρὶς αἰτίου γένεσιν σχεῖν. ὅτου µὲν οὖν ἂν ὁ δηµιουργὸς πρὸς 
τὸ κατὰ ταὐτὰ ἔχον βλέπων ἀεί κτλ.  Tim. 50c–d ἐν δ’ οὖν τῷ παρόντι χρὴ γένη διανοηθῆναι τριττά, 
τὸ µὲν (d) γιγνόµενον, τὸ δ’ ἐν ᾧ γίγνεται, τὸ δ’ ὅθεν ἀφοµοιούµενον φύεται τὸ γιγνόµενον. καὶ δὴ καὶ 
προσεικάσαι πρέπει τὸ µὲν δεχόµενον µητρί, τὸ δ’ ὅθεν πατρί, τὴν δὲ µεταξὺ τούτων φύσιν ἐκγόνῳ.  
Phlb. 30c ἄπειρόν τε ἐν τῷ παντὶ πολύ, καὶ πέρας ἱκανόν, καί τις ἐπ' αὐτοῖς αἰτία οὐ φαύλη, κοσµοῦσά 
τε καὶ συντάττουσα ἐνιαυτούς τε καὶ ὥρας καὶ µῆνας, σοφία καὶ νοῦς λεγοµένη δικαιότατ’ ἄν.  
Aristotle Met. Α.6 988a7–10 Πλάτων… δυοῖν αἰτίαιν µόνον κέχρηται, τῇ τε τοῦ τί ἐστι καὶ τῇ κατὰ 
τὴν ὕλην.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr 9 Diels, 230 FHS&G (verbatim) at Simp. in Phys. 26.8–13 
Πλάτων … ἐπέδωκεν ἑαυτὸν καὶ τοῖς φαινοµένοις ἁψάµενος τῆς περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίας· ἐν ᾗ δύο τὰς 
ἀρχὰς βούλεται ποιεῖν τὸ µὲν ὑποκείµενον ὡς ὕλην ὃ προσαγορεύει πανδεχές, τὸ δὲ ὡς αἴτιον καὶ 
κινοῦν ὃ περιάπτει τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ δυνάµει.  Varro Antiq.rer.div. fr. 206 Cardauns at 
August. C.D. 7.28.18–21 Dombart–Kalb dicit enim se ibi multis indiciis collegisse in simulacris 
aliud significare caelum, aliud terram, aliud exempla rerum, quas Plato appellat ideas; caelum 
Iovem, terram Iunonem, ideas Minervam vult intellegi; caelum a quo fiat aliquid, terram de qua 
fiat, exemplum secundum quod fiat.  Seneca Ep. 65.7 his (sc. Aristotle’s four causes) quintam 
Plato adicit exemplar, quam ipse 'idean' vocat; hoc est enim ad quod respiciens artifex id quod 
destinabat effecit.  ps.Archytas de Princ. p. 19.25–26 Thesleff ὥστε τρεῖς ἀρχὰς εἶµεν ἤδη, τόν τε 
θεὸν καὶ τὰν ἐστὼ τῶν πραγµάτων καὶ τὰν µορφώ.  Alcinous Did. c. 9, p. 163.127–20 H. καθόλου γὰρ 
πᾶν τὸ γινόµενον κατ’ ἐπίνοιαν πρός τι ὀφείλει γίνεσθαι, οὗ ὥσπερ εἰ ἀπό τινός τι γένοιτο, ὡς ἀπ’ ἐµοῦ 
ἡ ἐµὴ εἰκών, δεῖ τὸ παράδειγµα προϋποκεῖσθαι.  Did. c. 9, p. 163.38–42 H. ἔτι γε µὴν εἰ ὁ κόσµος µὴ 
ἐκ ταὐτοµάτου τοιοῦτός ἐστιν, οὐ µόνον ἔκ τινός ἐστι γεγονώς, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὑπό τινος, καὶ οὐ µόνον τοῦτο, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ πρός τι· τὸ δὲ πρὸς ὃ γέγονε τί ἂν ἄλλο εἴη ἢ ἰδέα;  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.10 ὥσπερ τε εἰ 
τὸ ἐξ οὗ τι γίγνεται ἔστι, καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ οὗ τι γίγνεται καὶ τὸ δι’ ὅ, οὕτως ὑπάρχοι ἂν καὶ τὸ ἐν ᾧ τι 
γίγνεται. ἔστι δὲ τὸ ἐξ οὗ τι γίνεται, οἷον ἡ ὕλη, καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ οὗ, οἷον τὸ αἴτιον, καὶ τὸ δι’ ὅ, καθάπερ τὸ 
τέλος· ἔστιν ἄρα καὶ τὸ ἐν ᾧ τι γίγνεται, τουτέστιν ὁ τόπος.  Zosimus Alchemista 2.206.6–7 κατὰ δὲ 
Πλάτωνα καὶ ἕτερα δύο (sc. to be added to Aristotle’s four) εἰσίν, παραδειγµατικὸν καὶ 
ἀποτελεσµατικόν.  Proclus in Tim. 1.357.12–16 καλεῖν δὲ εἰώθασι τὸ µὲν τελικὸν αἴτιον δι’ ὅ, τὸ δὲ 
παραδειγµατικὸν πρὸς ὅ, τὸ δὲ δηµιουργικὸν ὑφ’ οὗ, τὸ δὲ ὀργανικὸν δι’ οὗ, τὸ δὲ εἶδος καθ’ ὅ, τὴν δὲ 
ὕλην ἐξ οὗ ἢ ἐν ᾧ, ταῦτα καὶ αὐτῷ τῷ Πλάτωνι δοκοῦντα τὰ ὀνόµατα λαµβάνοντες.  Simplicius in 
Phys. 11.2–6 (Porphyry 120F Smith) κατὰ δὲ Πλάτωνα καὶ τὸ πρὸς ὃ ὡς τὸ παράδειγµα καὶ τὸ δι’ οὗ 
ὡς τὸ ὀργανικόν· ὁσαχῶς δὲ ἡ ἀρχὴ λέγεται, τοσαυταχῶς καὶ τὸ αἴτιον· καὶ τῷ µὲν ὑποκειµένῳ ταὐτὸν 
ἄµφω, τῇ δὲ ἐπινοίᾳ διαφέροντα.  Philoponus in Phys. 5.7–12 ἀρχὰς δὲ τῶν πραγµάτων πάντων 
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Πλάτων µὲν ἕξ φησιν εἶναι, ὕλην, εἶδος, ποιητικὸν αἴτιον, παραδειγµατικόν, ὀργανικόν, τελικόν· καὶ 
καλεῖ τὴν µὲν ὕλην ἐν ᾧ …, τὸ δὲ εἶδος ὅ …, τὸ δὲ ποιητικὸν ὑφ’ οὗ, τὸ ὀργανικὸν δι’ οὗ, τὸ 
παραδειγµατικὸν πρὸς ὅ, τὸ τελικὸν δι’ ὅ. 
§3  Pythagoras:  Plato Tim. 46c–e τὸν δὲ νοῦ καὶ ἐπιστήµης ἐραστὴν ἀνάγκη τὰς τῆς ἔµφρονος 
φύσεως αἰτίας πρώτας (e) µεταδιώκειν, ὅσαι δὲ ὑπ’ ἄλλων µὲν κινουµένων, ἕτερα δὲ κατὰ ἀνάγκης 
κινούντων γίγνονται, δευτέρας. 
§5  Stoics:  Cicero Varr.. 38 discrepabat (sc. Zeno, SVF 1.90) etiam ab isdem, quod nullo modo 
arbitrabatur quicquam effici posse ab ea quae expers esset corporis, … nec vero aut quod efficeret 
aliquid aut quod efficeretur posse esse non corpus.  Plutarch fr. 134 Sandbach at Stob. Ecl. 
4.20a.34 Περὶ ἔρωτος. τῶν Μενάνδρου δραµάτων ὁµαλῶς ἁπάντων ἓν συνεκτικόν ἐστιν, ὁ ἔρως, οἷον 
πνεῦµα κοινὸν διαπεφοιτηκώς. 
§6  Thales and followers: Aristotle Met. Γ.8 1012b31 τὸ πρῶτον κινοῦν ἀκίνητον αὐτό [according to 
Jaeger ad loc. an ἔλλειµµα].  Ptolemy Synt. 1.1 p. 5.13–16 Heiberg τὸ µὲν τῆς τῶν ὅλων πρώτης 
κινήσεως πρῶτον αἴτιον, εἴ τις κατὰ τὸ ἁπλοῦν ἐκλαµβάνοι, θεὸν ἀόρατον καὶ ἀκίνητον ἂν ἡγήσαιτο.  
Alcinous Did. 10, p. 164.21–24 H. ὁ πρῶτος θεός, αἴτιος ὑπάρχων τοῦ ἀεὶ ἐνεργεῖν τῷ νῷ τοῦ 
σύµπαντος οὐρανοῦ· ἐνεργεῖ δὲ ἀκίνητος. 
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 882F–883B; pp. 310a16–311a13 Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 
124–127 Daiber—PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 92, p. 53 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.14.1a, pp. 140.11–141.2 + 1.14.1d, p. 141.24–25 + 1.14.1.f, pp. 142.9 –143.2 + 
1.14.1h, p. 143.6–8 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b1–2 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Ach.: Achilles c. 4, p. 10.19–23 Di Maria; Nem: Nemesius NH c. 2, p. 18.15–18 Morani 
 

Titulus  ιβ΄. Περὶ σωµάτων (P,S) 1 
§1 σῶµά ἐστι τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, πλάτει βάθει µήκει· ἢ ὄγκος ἀντίτυπος  2 

ὅσον ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτῷ· ἢ τὸ κατέχον τόπον. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Πλάτων µήτε βαρὺ µήτε κοῦφον εἶναί τι φύσει ἔν γε τῷ οἰκείῳ τόπῳ  4 

ὑπάρχον· ἐν δέ γε τῷ ἀλλοτρίῳ γενόµενον τότε νεῦσιν ἴσχειν, ἐκ δὲ τῆς  5 
νεύσεως ῥοπὴν ἤτοι πρὸς βαρύτητα ἢ κουφότητα. (P2,S2) 6 

§3 Ἀριστοτέλης βαρύτατον µὲν εἶναι τὴν γῆν ἁπλῶς, κουφότατον δὲ τὸ  7 
πῦρ· ἀέρα δὲ καὶ ὕδωρ ἄλλοτ᾿ ἄλλως. µηδὲν δὲ πῦρ κυκλοτερῶς φύσει  8 
κινεῖσθαι, µόνον δὲ τὸ πέµπτον σῶµα. (P3,S3) 9 

§4 οἱ Στωικοὶ δύο µὲν ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων κοῦφα, πῦρ καὶ ἀέρα,  10 
δύο δὲ βαρέα, ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν· κοῦφον γὰρ ὑπάρχει φύσει, ὃ νεύει ἀπὸ τοῦ  11 
ἰδίου µέσου, βαρὺ δὲ τὸ εἰς µέσον. καὶ τὸ µὲν περίγειον φῶς κατ᾿  12 
εὐθεῖαν, τὸ δ᾿ αἰθέριον περιφερῶς κινεῖται. (P4,S4) 13 

§5 ᾿Επίκουρος ἀπερίληπτα εἶναι τὰ σώµατα, καὶ τὰ πρῶτα δὲ ἁπλᾶ τὰ δὲ  14 
ἐξ ἐκείνων συγκρίµατα πάντα βάρος ἔχειν. κινεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ ἄτοµα τότε  15 
µὲν κατὰ στάθµην, τότε δὲ κατὰ παρέγκλισιν· τὰ δὲ ἄνω κινούµενα  16 
κατὰ πληγὴν καὶ ἀποπαλµόν. (P5,S5) 17 

§6 Δηµόκριτος τὰ πρῶτά φησι σώµατα (ταῦτα δ᾿ ἦν τὰ ναστά) βάρος µὲν  18 
οὐκ ἔχειν, κινεῖσθαι δὲ κατ᾿ ἀλληλοτυπίαν ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ. δυνατὸν εἶναι  19 
κοσµιαίαν ὑπάρχειν ἄτοµον. (S6) 20 

§7 Στράτων µὲν προσεῖναι τοῖς σώµασι φυσικὸν βάρος, τὰ δὲ κουφότερα  21 
τοῖς βαρυτέροις ἐπιπολάζειν, οἷον ἐκπυρηνιζόµενα. (S7) 22 

   
§1αβγ –; §2 Plato cf. Tim. 62c–63e; §3 Aristoteles cf. Cael. 1.1 269a15–b6, 4.4 311a15–b27; 
§4 Stoici SVF 1.101, 2.571; §5 Epicurus frs. 275, 280 Usener; §6 Democritus 68A47 DK; §7 
Strato fr. 51 Wehrli, 50A Sharples 
  
titulus  Περὶ σωµάτων PBQ, Περὶ σωµάτων καὶ περὶ τῆς τούτων τοµῆς (~ tit. c. 1.16) καὶ περὶ 
ἐλαχίστου (~ tit. c. 1.13)    §1[2] πλάτει βάθει µήκει] µήκει πλάτει βάθει PQ || [3] ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτῷ 
PB(II) : ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτό PB(I), ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτόν PB(III) : ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ SFP, ἐφ᾿ αὑτῷ Wachsmuth || ἢ … τόπον PBQ : 
om. S    §2[4] post Πλάτων hab. PB ὃ del. Diels Mau Lachenaud, non hab. S || τι S : τῇ PB, 
seiner Natur nach Q || [4–5] γε bis PB : om. bis S || [5] ἴσχειν PB : ἴσχει SFP corr. 
Wachsmuth || [6] ἤτοι … κουφότητα] om. PQ    §3[7] ἁπλῶς PBQ : om. S || τὸ] om. PB(II) || 
[8–9] µηδὲν … σῶµα S (ab priore lemmatis parte separata) : om. PBQ || [8] πῦρ] σῶµα 
coni. Meineke    §4[11] φύσει PBS : om. PQ || ὃ νεύει SPQ (was sich … weghebt Q) : οὐ νεύσει 
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PB || [11–12] τοῦ … µέσου PBS prob. Diels Wachsmuth ab Arnim alii : ἰδίου om PQ || [12] τὸ 
PBS : ὃ dub. Wachsmuth || post µέσον hab. PB βαρὺ δ᾿ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ µέσον, damn. Diels (‘ut 
variam lectionem sive ineptum scholion’) Mau Lachenaud, die Mitte selbst aber ist 
weder schwer noch leicht Q; fort. post ἰδίου addendum τῆς γῆς vel sim. || [12–13] καὶ … 
κινεῖται S : om. PBQ   §5[14] post ᾿Επίκουρος hab. PB(I,III) δὲ, deest in SPB(II)Q || ἀπερίληπτα] 
περίληπτα PQ(ut vid.) || post σώµατα add. ἄτοµα Usener prob. Wachsmuth || τὰ σώµατα … 
ἁπλᾶ PS susp. Diels, ἀπερίληπτα … ἁπλᾶ crucif. Mau, in apparatu pro ἀπερίληπτα prop. 
ἀεικίνητα, pro δ’ ἁπλᾶ prop. ἁπλῶς quod prob. Lachenaud || τὰ δὲ PBS : τά τε conj. Usener 
prob. Wachsmuth Torraca || [15] πάντα PBQ : om. S || [15–16] τότε µὲν … τότε δὲ PB(II)S : 
πότε µὲν … τότε δὲ PB(I) : τὸ µὲν … τὸ δὲ PB(III) || [17] καὶ ἀποπαλµόν Diels Wachsmuth (καὶ 
ὑπό παλµόν SF, καὶ ὑποπαλµόν SP, corr. Heeren) : κατὰ παλµόν PB (τολµόν PB(I))    §§6–7 
om. P    §6[18] ἦν τὰ SF : ἂν τὰ SP, ὄντα coni. Heeren || [19] δὲ SP(m.s.) : om. SFP || ante εἶναι 
add. δ᾿ Heeren Diels || [20] ἄτοµον S : an ἄτοπον (sc. ἐστιν) scribendum? vid. infra, 
Comm. D(d)§6. 
   
Testes primi: 
 Traditio  ps.Plutarchi: 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 92 (~ tit.) Περὶ σωµάτων 
(~ P1)  σῶµα ἐστὶ τὸ πλάτος ἔχον καὶ µῆκος καὶ βάθος. καὶ ἔστι µῆκος µὲν λόγου χάριν τὸ ἀπὸ 
κεφαλῆς εἰς πόδας· πλάτος δὲ τὸ ἀπὸ τῆς δεξιᾶς χειρὸς εἰς τὴν ἀριστερὰν ἢ τὸ ἀνάπαλιν· 
βάθος δὲ τὸ ἀπὸ τῶν στέρνων ἐπὶ τὰ νῶτα ἢ τὸ ἔµπαλιν.  
(~ P4)  πᾶν δὲ σῶµα ἢ βαρὺ ἢ κοῦφον ἐστί· καὶ τὸ µὲν βαρὺ κάτω φέρεται, τὸ δὲ κοῦφον ἄνω 
αἴρεται. τόποι δὲ τῶν σωµάτων, τῶν µὲν κούφων ὁ ἄνω τοῦ παντὸς τόπος, τῶν δὲ βαρέων ὁ 
κάτω.  
(~ P3)  καὶ κουφότατον µὲν τὸ πῦρ ὡς πᾶσιν ἐπιπολάζον, βαρύτατον δὲ ἡ γῆ ὡς πᾶσιν 
ὑποκείµενον.  
(~ P2)  πᾶν δὲ σῶµα ἐν µὲν τῷ οἰκείῳ τόπῳ ἑστὼς οὔτε βαρύ ἐστιν οὔτε κοῦφον· ὅτε δὲ 
ἀποστῇ τῶν οἰκείων τόπων καὶ µέλλῃ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἀπιέναι, τότε ἢ βαρύτητα ἴσχει ἢ 
κουφότητα. 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 4, p. 10.19–23 (SVF 2.555) καλῶς ἂν ἔχοι πείθεσθαι τῷ Χρυσίππῳ φήσαντι 
ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων τὴν σύστασιν τῶν ὅλων γεγονέναι, αἴτιον δὲ τῆς µονῆς τούτων τὸ 
ἰσοβαρές. δύο γὰρ ὑποκειµένων βαρέων, γῆς καὶ ὕδατος, δύο δὲ κούφων, πυρὸς καὶ ἀέρος, τὴν 
τούτων σύγκρασιν αἰτίαν εἶναι τῆς τοῦ παντὸς τάξεως (~ §4). [verba sequentia vid. c. 1.14, 
Testes secundi]. 
 
Nemesius NH 2, p. 18.15–18 (Numenius fr. 1.4b des Places) εἰ δὲ λέγοιεν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί,—) 
ὅτι τὰ σώµατα τριχῇ διαστατά ἐστι, καὶ ἡ ψυχὴ δὲ δι’ ὅλου διήκουσα τοῦ σώµατος τριχῇ 
διαστατή ἐστι καὶ διὰ τοῦτο πάντως καὶ σῶµα, ἐροῦµεν ὅτι πᾶν µὲν σῶµα τριχῇ διαστατόν, οὐ 
πᾶν δὲ τὸ τριχῇ διαστατὸν σῶµα (~ §1a).  NH c. 4, p. 44.22–25 Περὶ σώµατος (~ tit.). πᾶν 
σῶµα τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων ἐστὶ σύγκριµα καὶ ἐκ τούτων γέγονε· προσεχῶς δὲ τὰ τῶν 
ἐναίµων ζῴων ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων χυµῶν, αἵµατος φλέγµατος ξανθῆς τε χολῆς καὶ µελαίνης κτλ. 
(~ quaestio). 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.14.2 oἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων, µόνον δὲ 
τὸ ἀνώτατον πῦρ κωνοειδές. A 2.6.5 Πυθαγόρας πέντε σχηµάτων ὄντων στερεῶν, ἅπερ 
καλεῖται καὶ µαθηµατικά, ἐκ µὲν τοῦ κύβου φησὶ γεγονέναι τὴν γῆν, ἐκ δὲ τῆς πυραµίδος τὸ 



 Book 1 Chapter 12 3 

πῦρ, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ ὀκταέδρου τὸν ἀέρα, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ εἰκοσαέδρου τὸ ὕδωρ, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ δωδεκαέδρου 
τὴν τοῦ παντὸς σφαῖραν. 
§1 A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. A 
1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν …  A1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι … Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ ἑτερότης ἐν 
ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 3.1.1 
(γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ …  
A 1.20.1 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ … τὸν δὲ τόπον τὸ ἐπεχόµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος. 
§3 A 1.3.21 Ἀριστοτέλης … πέµπτον δέ τι σῶµα αἰθέριον ἀµετάβλητον. A 1.7.23 ᾿Αριστοτέλης 
τὸν µὲν ἀνωτάτω θεὸν εἶδος ‹χωριστόν› ἐπιβεβηκότα τῇ σφαίρᾳ τοῦ παντός, ἥτις ἐστὶν 
αἰθέριον σῶµα, τὸ πέµπτον ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ καλούµενον. A 1.28.1 αὕτη δ’ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα. A 
2.7.5 Ἀριστοτέλης πρῶτον αἰθέρα ἀπαθῆ, πέµπτον τι σῶµα· µεθ’ ὃν παθητὰ πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ· 
τελευταίαν δὲ γῆν. τούτων δὲ τοῖς µὲν οὐρανίοις ἀποδεδόσθαι τὴν κυκλικὴν κίνησιν, τῶν δ’ ὑπ’ 
ἐκεῖνα τεταγµένων τοῖς µὲν κούφοις τὴν ἄνω τοῖς δὲ βαρέσι τὴν κάτω. A 2.11.5 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ 
πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. εἶναι τὸν οὐρανόν). A 2.13.12 Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος 
(sc. εἶναι τὰ ἄστρα). A 2.20.11 Ἀριστοτέλης σφαῖραν ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου σώµατος (sc. εἶναι τὸν 
ἥλιον). A 2.30.7 … τοῦ αἰθέρος, ὃν προσαγορεύει σῶµα πέµπτον. A 4.4.6 οἱ δέ γε Πυθαγόρου 
διάδοχοι ἐκ πέντε στοιχείων τὸ σῶµα κραθῆναι φάντες—τοῖς γὰρ τέτταρσι ξυνέταξαν τὸ 
αἰθέριον. 
§§5–6 A 1.3.16 Ἐπίκουρος ... ἔφη ... συµβεβηκέναι δὲ τοῖς σώµασι τρία ταῦτα, σχῆµα µέγεθος 
βάρος. Δηµόκριτος µὲν γὰρ ἔλεγε δύο, µέγεθός τε καὶ σχῆµα, ὁ δ᾿ Ἐπίκουρος τούτοις καὶ 
τρίτον, τὸ βάρος, ἐπέθηκεν· ῾ἀνάγκη γάρ᾿ φησί ᾿κινεῖσθαι τὰ σώµατα τῇ τοῦ βάρους πληγῇ· 
ἐπεὶ οὐ κινηθήσεται.᾿ εἶναι δὲ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν ἀτόµων ⟨ἀ⟩περίληπτα, οὐκ ἄπειρα. A 1.15.8 
Δηµόκριτος φύσει µὲν µηδὲν εἶναι χρῶµα, τὰ µὲν γὰρ στοιχεῖα ἄποια, τά τε ναστὰ καὶ τὸ 
κενόν.  
§5 A 1.23.4 Ἐπίκουρος δύο εἴδη κινήσεως, τὸ κατὰ στάθµην καὶ τὸ κατὰ παρέγκλισιν. 
§6 A 1.3.15 Δηµόκριτος τὰ ναστὰ καὶ κενόν. A 1.4.1 τῶν ἀτόµων σωµάτων ἀπρονόητον καὶ 
τυχαίαν ἐχόντων τὴν κίνησιν συνεχῶς τε καὶ τάχιστα κινουµένων εἰς τὸ αὐτό, πολλὰ σώµατα 
συνηθροίσθη, {καὶ} διὰ τοῦτο ποικιλίαν ἔχοντα καὶ σχηµάτων καὶ µεγεθῶν. ἀθροιζοµένων δ᾿ ἐν 
ταὐτῷ τούτων, τὰ µέν, ὅσα µείζονα ἦν καὶ βαρύτατα, πάντως ὑπεκάθιζεν· ὅσα δὲ µικρὰ καὶ 
περιφερῆ καὶ λεῖα καὶ εὐόλισθα, ταῦτα καὶ ἐξεθλίβετο κατὰ τὴν σύνοδον τῶν σωµάτων εἴς τε 
τὸ µετέωρον ἀνεφέρετο. A 1.9.3 οἱ ἀπὸ Δηµοκρίτου ἀπαθῆ τὰ πρῶτα, τὴν ἄτοµον καὶ τὸ κενὸν 
καὶ {τὸ} ἀσώµατον. A 1.23.3 Δηµόκριτος ἓν γένος κινήσεως τὸ κατὰ παλµόν. A 3.13.4 
Δηµόκριτος κατ᾿ ἀρχὰς µὲν πλάζεσθαι τὴν γῆν διά τε µικρότητα καὶ κουφότητα, πυκνωθεῖσαν 
δὲ τῷ χρόνῳ καὶ βαρυνθεῖσαν καταστῆναι. 
 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The evidence of this chapter depends again on P and S only. 
 (1)  The tradition of P has five doxai, beginning as in the previous three 
chapters with a definition, or rather with three more or less complementary 
definitions. Only PB and Q record these five doxai. Like in other chapters (1.13, 
1.14, 15) P abridges by omitting the final lemmata, here §§ 6–7. As was the case 
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for ch. 1.11, the chapter is missing in G (and E), though §1α is paralleled in G’s 
brief ch. 23. Ps takes over the chapter heading, and to some extent echoes the 
contents of §1, §4, §3 and §2 (in that order). 
 (2)  S’s chapter 1.14 on bodies etc. combines material from A 1.12, 1.13 and 
1.16 as his collective chapter heading indicates, as well from other sources 
(mainly AD). 
(a)  He commences at 14.1a by citing the definition of σῶµα from A, followed by 
the same next two doxai as in P. At 14.1b he interpolates S’s version of A 1.16.3 
(paralleled at P) because it preludes upon the next excerpt.  
(b)  This long further excerpt at 14.1c on Aristotelian doctrine has been 
identified as taken from AD (= fr. 5 Diels). It is followed at 14.1d by a final 
sentence on the motion of ‘the fifth body’. Diels plausibly suggests that this is a 
final part of the doxa on Aristotle that was omitted by P. For the next doxa, 
1.14.1e, which he also attributes to A, see ch. 1.16.4. 
(c)  The next block of texts consists of three doxai, the first two of which 
correspond to the fourth and fifth in P. The third, attributed to Democritus, 
will also have come from A, but has been abridged away by P. To it is attached 
a doxa which P attributes to the Atomists in ch. 1.16.2. It is then followed by a 
doxa attributed to Strato on weight, which will again have been taken from the 
present chapter in A. 
(d)  The remainder of the chapter adds material from A 1.13 and AD. It is most 
unlikely that the verses ad finem from Parmenides’ poem (28B8.43–45 DK) 
have been taken from A, pace Diels’ uncertainty at DG 311b in app. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is richer for the three 
definitions in §1 than for the individual doxai. Some information on the latter 
is provided by Cicero, Sextus Empiricus and Arius Didymus, but the 
information about the different views on weight is quite widespread. 
 (2)  Sources. A decisive precedent and source for this issue is Aristotle’s De 
caelo, which in the first chapter of Book 1 provides definitions of body just like 
our §1, and then is especially concerned with primary physical bodies both 
terrestrial and celestial. In A ch. 1.12, too, the bodies (apart from the definitions 
in §1) turn out to be not bodies in general, or bodies inclusive of those of living 
beings, but what Aristotle calls simple bodies, with their specific motions and 
respective weights in §§2–4, that is, the four (§2 and §4), or five (§3) elements. 
This too follows the De caelo, where the simple motions up or down and in a 
circle characterize the elements and are linked with the motion of the first 
body and the respective weights and specific motions of the four terrestrial 
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bodies (Cael. Book 1 chs. 2–3, Book 4). In our chapter bodies according to the 
Hellenistic philosophers, too, turn out to be such bodies. The views of 
Epicurus, Democritus and Plato on the relation between elements and weight 
must ultimately derive from their original writings, though the doxai of 
Democritus and Plato may have percolated through Aristotle’s pragmateiai, 
and those of the former even through his monograph on Democritus. The doxa 
of Strato, like his other doxai in the Placita, ultimately derives from the original 
works, but one does not know through what intermediary. Aristotle Cael. 4.3 
309a19–21 points out that Anaxagoras and Empedocles did not have a theory of 
weight. Accordingly they are absent from the present chapter. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα. The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of 
physics are without exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type. 
Because of its lack of specification it is able to comprise various issues that are 
not mentioned explicitly (cf. ch. 1.3 Commentary C). In the present case the 
emphasis is upon the property of weight (question type of quality) in relation 
to movement, the question type of cause, and the category of place. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  The chapter is the first of the block consisting of chs. 1.12–17, dealing 
with the corporeal in its various aspects. Diels DG 62 argued that ch. 1.16 ‘On 
the division of bodies’ should have followed immediately (P ‘1.16 … absurde a 
1.12 … diremit’), and that S has preserved this arrangement. Similarly Leszl 
(2002) 178. But also elsewhere S combines in one of his chapters matters that 
are further apart in P; think for instance of chs. 1.18 at S 1.18.1 and 2.9 at 1.18.4: 
coalescence on the level not only of paragraphs but also of entire chapters. 
 (2)  Ch. 1.12 is preceded by the block consisting of chs. 1.9–11, dealing with 
the related themes of matter, idea and cause, which were preceded by, among 
others, the introductory chs. 1.2–3 and 1.6–7 dealing with principles, elements, 
and the gods. Roughly, this order corresponds with that of the first sub-section 
of the Stoic φυσικὸς λόγος at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132, cited below at section 
E(a) General texts. There, however, bodies are mentioned first, presumably 
because the next three subparts, namely principles, elements (cf. chs. 1.2–3), 
and gods (cf. ch. 1.7) are corporeals, while the last three, namely bounding 
entities (cf. chs. 1.14.1 and, presumably, 1.15), place (cf. ch. 1.19), and void (cf. ch. 
1.18) are incorporeals. This prominent position of ‘body’ represents a shift in 
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priorities compared with earlier ontologies, despite what was said above at 
section B, and Aristotle Cael. 3.1 298b1–3. See further at ch. 1 above, 
Commentary D(a), and the detailed exposition at M-R 2.1.97–109, also for the 
accommodation and integration of sequences of topics more Aristotelico. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata  
P has five lemmata, S seven of which the first five are parallel to those of P. 
When we disregard the abstracts from other chapters of A and from AD that 
have been interpolated among those belonging to the present chapter (see at 
section A above), it becomes clear that the order in S is the same as in P. The 
two final lemmata in S not paralleled in P are best left where they are. We 
therefore see no reason for changing Diels’ order.  
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definitions. The chapter begins with three different but unattributed 
definitions. As is clear from the parallels cited at section E(a)§1, and (b)§1, the 
first and second definition were acceptable, even in combination, to both 
Epicureans and Stoics, and esp. §1a is also widely paralleled. The third 
definition is best known as Stoic, but when slightly differently formulated not 
incompatible with Aristotle’s view of physical body in a place, for body 
according to the Stoics is of course physical. Therefore we may see these 
definitions as preliminary (nominal or conceptual, cf. above, ch. 1.9, 
Commentary D(d) General points, and also D(e)(2)). 
 (2)  Diaphoniae. Accordingly dissent only appears at the level of the 
property of weight, more explicitly heaviness and lightness, in relation to 
movement. The main diaphonia is between those who attribute weight as an 
intrinsic property to bodies and those who describe it as an adventitious 
property depending on the circumstances. §2 Plato: no ‘natural’ weight, as 
body is heavy or light depending on its being in its own or in a foreign place 
(sc. in the cosmos), with concomitant movement away or towards. Opposed to 
§3 Aristotle: natural weight, since earth is heaviest, fire lightest, the other two 
being in between in various ways; negative information on the movement of 
the four elements only, esp. that fire, unlike the fifth, does not naturally move 
in a circle. The latter (as Diels ad loc. points out) is in contrast with § 4 the 
Stoics, according to whom the aetherial light (i.e. fire) does move in a circle. 
The Stoic view of natural weight also contrasts with Plato’s in §2, and to a 
lesser degree with Aristotle’s in §3, because they posit two light and two heavy 
elements, which do have these properties naturally in virtue of their 
movement away from or towards the centre. 
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 In contrast to the four elements of §§2–4 those of §5 Epicurus (and of §6 
Democritus) are ‘indefinitely many’ in number. In contrast to those of §2 Plato 
the elements of Epicurus do possess (natural) weight, i.e., heaviness but not 
lightness, both when single and when combined. Their (primary) movement is 
not related to where they happen to be, but occurs always either in a straight 
line or by deviation (from this line). Upward movement may occur when they 
strike each other and rebound from each other, so is clearly secondary, and not 
natural in the sense in which the upward movement of the lighter elements is 
natural for Aristotle. The implication is that the primary movement is 
downward. In contrast to the natural weight of Epicurus’ atoms those of 
Democritus lack weight (cf. ch. 1.3.16 above), and they move about by hitting 
each other in infinite space. We are not informed about what happens when 
atoms combine. 
 Finally, Strato §7 agrees with Aristotle §3 about the natural weight of the 
elements, but does not attribute the higher placement of the lighter ones to 
what happens in the cosmos at large or to their own activity, but to the 
tendency of the heavier elements to contract under their own weight, and so to 
expel the lighter stuff. His doxa comes last not only for chronological reasons, 
but also because this view is rather exceptional. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
We may feel that ‘On weight’ would have been a better chapter heading, but 
this neutral concept, comprising both lightness and heaviness, is not an 
ancient one. Nevertheless some further specification after the umbrella 
formula ‘On bodies’ would not have been amiss. The chapter belongs with the 
group in which more than one theme is set forth; here, both body in general 
and body in relation to weight, movement and place. 
Individual Points 
§1β.  The formula ὅσον ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ, just as its Latin counterpart quantum in ipso, 
in fact became quite common and so is not exclusively Stoic. But it is familiar 
from the Stoic definition of the ἀξίωµα (Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.65 = SVF 2.193). 
It is also found in one of the definitions of ‘sound’ (φωνή): Marius Victorinus 
ArsGramm. c. 2 (FDS 500) vox est aër ictus auditu percipibilis, quantum in ipso 
est. Graeci qualiter? ἀὴρ πεπληγὼς αἰσθητὸς ἀκοῇ τὸ ὅσον ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ ἐστιν, 
Diomedes ArsGramm. p. 420.9 (FDS 501). On the Stoic background see Ax 
(1986) 169, and further his index s. vv. ὅσον ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ ἐστιν and quantum in ipso 
est. In combination with ἀντίτυπος it lends a Stoic flavour to the definition. 
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§2.  The paired formulas οἰκείος τόπος—ἀλλότριος τόπος are Aristotelian; e.g. 
Arist. Cael. 1.8 276a12, then also Theophr. Sens. 88.  
§4.  ἀπὸ τοῦ ἰδίου µέσου: Lachenaud literally translates ‘est léger par nature ce 
qui s’incline à partir du centre qui lui est propre’. But a light body does not 
have its own and proper centre. One understands why Q, or perhaps rather his 
Greek source, omitted ἰδίου. The centre of the cosmos must be meant, which 
coincides with that of the earth. According to an anti-Aristotelian argument in 
favour of a plurality of worlds at Plutarch Def.Or. 424A–425C each of the many 
kosmoi has its own centre (425A, ἔχει γὰρ καὶ µέσον ἕκαστος ἴδιον). So maybe, 
though rather unexpectedly, the Stoic position is here considered from a 
neutral point of view, which does not exclude a plurality of kosmoi. Another 
possibility is that these words are what remains of a lost lemma, dealing with 
an Atomist position that was coalesced more doxographico with the present 
one (see, for instance, what happened to ch. 1.20.1–2 in P). Yet it is also not 
unlikely that the words τῆς γῆς vel sim. have fallen by the wayside. Arguing 
against Anaximander’s explanation of the central position of the earth, 
Aristotle writes (Cael. 2.13 295b25) τὸ δὲ φέρεσθαι πρὸς τὸ µέσον ἴδιον τῆς γῆς, 
which means ‘motion towards the centre is peculiar to earth’, but could have 
been misunderstood as ‘motion towards the proper centre of the earth’ (which 
is also that of the cosmos) and so suggested proper centers for each of the 
elements. 
§§5–6.  The remarkably similar expressions (full texts below section E(a)§§5–
6) of Cicero ND 1.69 Epicurus … invenit quo modo necessitatem effugeret, quod 
videlicet Democritum fugerat and Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 54 col. 3.1–6 Smith 
ἐλευθέ|ραν τινὰ ἐν ταῖς ἀτό|µοις κείνησιν εἶναι, ἣ[ν] | Δηµόκριτος µὲν οὐ|χ εὗρεν, 
Ἐπίκουρος δὲ εἰς φῶς̣ ἤγαγεν will derive from a shared tradition. 
§5.  The text of the first part of Epicurus’ doxa is awkwardly phrased and not 
immediately clear. But it is not helpful to apply cruces to τὰ σώµατα, καὶ τὰ 
πρῶτα δὲ ἁπλᾶ as done by Mau, following Diels DG 52 who put these words 
between asterisks, and argued ‘cum elementis gravitatem exemit, peccat 
Aëtius contra Epicuri doctrinam’. ἀπερίληπτα pertains to atomic shapes 
elsewhere (Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.42) and will do so here as well (see also 
the explicit antithesis at ch. 1.3.16): the shapes i.e. qualities of the Epicurean 
elements are indefinitely many, and not four or five in number as with Plato, 
Aristotle and the Stoics mentioned in §§2–4. See also the sensible comments 
ad loc. of Torraca (1961) 447–448. The problem is solved by eliminating the 
comma after ἁπλᾶ, and having πάντα apply to both ἁπλᾶ and συγκρίµατα, 
which moreover makes more sense for πάντα too. 
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§6.  O’Brien (1981b) 282–290 rightly points out that the claim that a 
Democritean atom can be as big as the world cannot be reconciled with the 
evidence in Aristotle and Theophrastus that atoms are too small to be 
perceived. Mugler (1963) 399–401, forgetting that atoms in combination do 
have perceptible qualities (see Theophr. Sens. 73–76), argues that the 
imperceptibility of the individual atom is a matter of its lack of such qualities, 
not of its size. Asmis (1984) 273, inspired by Mugler, believes that in our world 
atoms are below the level of the perceptible, but that somewhere in the infinite 
universe there can be an atom as big as our world (one cannot help being 
reminded of Scott Fitzgerald’s Diamond as Big as the Ritz). Taylor (1999) 173–
174 seems to share O’Brien’s preference, but par acquit de conscience cites a few 
far-fetched and of course hypothetical attempts to make sense of the cosmic 
atom. Other attempts to save the atom as big as the cosmos are cited by 
Fleischer (2016) 295 n. 50. O’Brien discusses several ways in which what in his 
view is a mistake may have come about during the transmission of the texts. To 
a large extent we agree with his explanation. If what we have here is a mistake 
it must be an early one. As Fleischer loc. cit. duly points out, the 3rd cent. CE 
bishop Dionysius of Alexandria (who, like his predecessor Origen as head of 
the Alexandrian catechetical school, had received a good philosophical 
education), says something similar (cited below at section E(a)§6). Dionysius 
may be dependent on the wider Placita tradition (his account of cosmogony 
parallels that of ch. 1.4, see at 1.4 section E(a)) and so provides a proximate 
version of A. The idea of an atom, or atoms, of unlimited size may have been 
deduced from careless formulations such as one found in the doxography at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.44 ‘and the atoms are unlimited in size and number’ 
(καὶ τὰς ἀτόµους δὲ ἀπείρους εἶναι κατὰ µέγεθος καὶ πλῆθος), where µέγεθος 
represents not ‘size’ but σχῆµα, ‘shape’. Diogenes’ source(s) may go back to a 
sentence in the verbatim fragment (fr. 1 Ross, 208R3, Democritus 68A37 DK) of 
Aristotle’s On Democritus preserved by Simplicius in Cael. 295.7–8: ‘he is of the 
opinion that the substances are so small that they escape our senses, and that 
they have all sorts of forms and shapes and differences as to size’ (νοµίζει δὲ 
εἶναι οὕτω µικρὰς τὰς οὐσίας ὥστε ἐκφυγεῖν τὰς ἡµετέρας αἰσθήσεις, ὑπάρχειν δὲ 
αὐτοῖς παντοίας µορφὰς καὶ σχήµατα παντοῖα καὶ κατὰ µέγεθος διαφοράς, or 
italics). The atoms of indefinitely numerous different sizes mentioned by 
Aristotle are still too small to be perceived by the senses. Theophrastus 
Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels (229 FHS&G) at Simp. in Phys. 28.9–10 and 28.25–26 too 
speaks of an ‘infinite numbers of shapes, since there is no reason for them to be 
one shape than another’—not of sizes (τῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς σχηµάτων ἄπειρον τὸ 
πλῆθος διὰ τὸ µηδὲν µᾶλλον τοιοῦτον ἢ τοιοῦτον εἶναι). Perhaps, as Laks–Most 
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(2016j) 985 n. 1 = (2016g) 117 n. 1 suggest, someone inferred (polemically?) that 
an infinite number of shapes entail an infinite number of sizes. But this 
hypothetical interpreter forgot the limiting condition concerned with the 
impercepticle smallness of the atoms. 
 An alternative suggestion is to assume an early corruption and to emend 
ἄτοµον to ἄτοπον (a very comprehensible lapsus calami in this account of 
atoms) and to translate ‘it would be odd (to suppose) that it is possible for one 
of the size of a cosmos to exist’. Cf. Lucretius DRN 2.496–499 (arguing against 
atoms of ‘immense magnitude’, immani maximitate), also cited below at 
section E(b)§6. It would follow that a view of Epicurus is attributed to 
Democritus. We have left the Aëtian text as transmitted, because as we have 
seen the reading of S (the only source for this paragraph) is confirmed by 
Dionysius, which makes it unadvisable it to emend the text of A. For ἄτοπον in 
the Placita cf. chs. 1.1.1 and 1.5.5; at the end of a sentence e.g. Plato Phd. 99a ἀλλ’ 
αἴτια µὲν τὰ τοιαῦτα καλεῖν λίαν ἄτοπον, Aristotle Sens. 3 440a15–17 τὸ µὲν οὖν, 
ὥσπερ οἱ ἀρχαῖοι, λέγειν ἀπόρροιαν εἶναι τὴν χρόαν καὶ ὁρᾶσθαι διὰ τοιαύτην αἰτίαν, 
ἄτοπον. 
 On the issue of weight see above, ch. 1.3, Commentary D(d) §16[116–118]. 
§7.  For the metaphor in the final words see Aristotle Phys. 2.4 214a33–b1, 
where it is used to describe the compression of water in an argument against 
the existence of the void. The metaphor envisages a stone or a pip in fruit 
being squeezed out by compressing the flesh of the fruit. This is the only 
recorded instance of the verb before A. It is not unlikely that the use here 
derives from Strato himself and was inspired by the Aristotelian passage that 
he would have known well. Strato is recorded at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.59 as 
having written a book Περὶ κούφου καὶ βαρέος. A book on the void is not 
included in the list, but his opinion on the subject is found at A 1.18.4. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  For a discussion of body in general see Sextus Empiricus M. 9.359–367 
(including limits), P. 3.38–55. For weight in the context of a discussion of body 
see e.g. M. 10.16. The Chrysippean account cited at Testes secundi above also 
comprises a discussion of the position and weight of the elemental cosmic 
layers (see below, ch. 1.14, also section E). 
 (2)  Atticus fr. 5 des Places at Eusebius PE 15.7.2 states that the primary 
bodies (7.1, τῶν καλουµένων στοιχείων, τῶν πρώτων σωµάτων) are either hot or 
cold, or dry or wet (cf. Aristotle in the De generatione et corruptione), or soft or 
hard, or light or heavy, or rare or dense (λεγόντων γοῦν ἡµῶν ὅτι πᾶν σῶµα ἢ 
θερµὸν ἢ ψυχρόν, ἢ ξηρὸν ἢ ὑγρόν, ἢ µαλακὸν ἢ σκληρόν, ἢ κοῦφον ἢ βαρύ, ἢ ἀραιὸν 
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ἢ πυκνόν), and that the four elements are defined by combinations of these 
properties. In the present chapter, as in the parallel passages in De caelo, the 
essential qualities are limited to light and heavy. 
 (3)  The doxai of Plato and Aristotle deal with ‘heavy’, ‘light’, and the 
‘inclination’ or ‘turn of the scale’ (ῥοπή, the latter in the Plato lemma only—
note, however, that the term does not occur in the Timaeus), but there is no 
separate chapter dealing with ῥοπή in the Placita. Eutocius, in his commentary 
on Archimedes’ De planorum aequilibriis, proœm. 3.264.2–15 Heiberg–Stamatis 
(Greek text cited below at section E(a) General texts) writes as follows on ῥοπή 
in his proem: ‘Aristotle, noblest Peter, says that the turn of the scale (ῥοπή) is 
the common genus of heaviness and lightness, and so does Ptolemy who 
follows him. But Timaeus in Plato says that every turn of the scale depends on 
heaviness, for his point of view is that lightness is a deprivation. Those 
ambitious to learn may collect the doxai from the book On Turnings of the 
Scale written by Ptolemy and from Aristotle’s physical treatises and from 
Plato’s Timaeus and from those who have commented on these works. But 
Archimedes’ view in the present book is’ etc. This advice is absolutely 
fascinating, since as a matter of fact Eutocius advises us that if necessary one 
may, or even should, compile one’s own doxography, and tells us where to look 
for the evidence. He lists the diaphonia between the views of Aristotle 
(followed by Ptolemy) and Plato, and announces the more complicated 
doctrine of Archimedes. One may perhaps infer that Eutocius knew the Placita 
and was aware of what he sees as a lacuna. However this may be, doxographies 
composed by Eutocius himself are in fact found both in the Commentarii in 
libros de sphaera et cylindro 2.1 (a very extensive one), and in the proem of the 
Commentarius in dimensionem circuli. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Sextus Empiricus M. 10.9 εἰ ἔστι τι σῶµα, καὶ τόπος ἔστιν· ἀλλὰ µὴν τὸ πρῶτον· τὸ 
ἄρα δεύτερον. πρὸς τούτοις· εἰ ὅπου τὸ κοῦφον φύσει φέρεται, ἐκεῖ τὸ βαρὺ φύσει οὐ φέρεται, ἔστιν ἴδιος 
τοῦ κούφου καὶ τοῦ βαρέος τόπος· ἀλλὰ µὴν τὸ πρῶτον· τὸ ἄρα δεύτερον. τό γέ τοι πῦρ φύσει κοῦφον 
καθεστὼς ἀνώφορόν ἐστι, καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ φύσει βαρὺ τυγχάνον κάτω βρίθει, καὶ οὔτε τὸ πῦρ κάτω φέρεται 
οὔτε τὸ ὕδωρ ἄνω ᾄττει. ἔστιν ἄρα ἴδιος καὶ τοῦ φύσει κούφου καὶ τοῦ φύσει βαρέος τόπος.  Hippolytus 
Ref. 1.15.2 (on Ecphantus, 51.1 DK) κινεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ σώµατα µήτε ὑπὸ βάρους µήτε πληγῆς, ἀλλ’ ὑπὸ 
θείας δυνάµεως, ἣν νοῦν καὶ ψυχὴν προσαγορεύει.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον 
διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) εἴς τε τὸν περὶ σωµάτων τόπον (cf. ch. 1.12) καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων (cf. 
chs. 1.2–3) καὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ περάτων (cf. chs. 1.14.1 and 1.15) καὶ τόπου (cf. ch. 1.19) καὶ κενοῦ 
(cf. ch. 1.18)· καὶ οὕτω µὲν εἰδικῶς.  ps.Galen HPh c. 23, DG pp. 612.19–613.2 (on Stoics, FDS 745a) 
σῶµα τινῶν ὑπολαβόντων τὸ οἷόν τε ποιεῖν ἢ πάσχειν, ἕτεροι (cf. §1α) τὸ τριχῇ διαστατὸν µετὰ 
ἀντιτυπίας τὸ σῶµα καθεστάναι φασίν. εἶναι µὲν γὰρ σηµεῖον, οὗ µέρος οὐδέν, ἐπιφάνειαν δὲ τὸ µήκους 
καὶ πλάτους µετέχον, τοῦτο δὲ ὁπόταν καὶ βάθος προσλάβῃ, σῶµα νοµίζουσιν εἶναι. τινὲς (cf. 
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Posidonius F 16 E.-K, 311 Theiler) δὲ τὰ πέρατα σώµατα εἶναι ὑπειλήφασιν. 
Chapter heading: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν εἴς τε τὸν περὶ 
σωµάτων τόπον κτλ.  ps.Galen HPh c. 23 tit., DG p. 612.18 Περὶ σωµάτων.  Suda s.v. Φ 862, p. 
4.775.28–29 Adler φυσικὸς λόγος παρὰ φιλοσόφοις. µετὰ τὸν ἠθικὸν διεξέρχονται περὶ τοῦ φυσικοῦ, 
τουτέστι περὶ σωµάτων κτλ. 
§1αγ  Definitions: Arius Didymus fr. 5 at Stob. Ecl. 1.14.1c, p. 141.11–19 ἐπιφάνειαν δ’ εἶναι σώµατος 
πέρας δυσὶν ὁριζοµένην διαστάσεσι· γραµµὴν δὲ τὸ τῆς ἐπιφανείας πέρας κατὰ µίαν διάστασιν· σῶµα 
δὴ τοίνυν ἐστὶ ⟨τὸ⟩ τὰς τρεῖς ἔχον διαστάσεις. ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ περὶ τὸν τόπον εἰσὶν αὗται, προσθετέον τό τε 
µετ’ ἀντερείσεως καὶ τὸ µὴ δεχόµενον ἕτερον εἰς τὸν αὐτὸν τόπον σῶµα· πληρωτικὸν γὰρ εἶναι τοῦ 
τόπου τὸ σῶµα, καθάπερ καὶ τὸν τόπον τοῦ σώµατος δεκτικόν. 
§1α–β  Definitions: Aquilius Def. 82 Rashed σῶµά ἐστιν οὐσία τριχῇ διαστατὴ µετὰ ἀντιτυπίας. 
§1α  Definition: Arius Didymus fr. 19 Diels at Stob. Ecl.  1.14.1l, p. 143.24 σῶµά ἐστι τὸ τριχῇ 
διαστατόν, πλάτει, βάθει, µήκει.  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.356.1–3 K. λ΄. σῶµά ἐστι µέγεθος τριχῇ 
διάστατον ἔχον ἐν ἑαυτῷ µῆκος, βάθος, πλάτος. ἢ µέγεθος ἐκ τριῶν διαστηµάτων συνεστηκός. 
§1β  Definition:  ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.441.10–14 K. τπβ΄. φλεγµονή ἐστιν ὄγκος µετὰ ἐρυθήµατος … 
ἢ ὄγκος ὀδυνηρὸς καὶ ἀντίτυπος … . ἢ φλεγµονή ἐστιν ὄγκος ὀδυνηρὸς, σκληρὸς, ἀντίτυπος κτλ. 
§1γ  Definition:  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.3 (on Stoics, SVF 2.505) τόπον δὲ τὸν ὑπὸ ὄντος 
κατεχόµενον καὶ ἐξισαζόµενον τῷ κατέχοντι αὐτόν, νῦν ὂν καλοῦντες τὸ σῶµα.  cf. P. 3.124. 
§3  Aristotle: ps.Valerius Probus in Buc. 6.31, p. 335.1–4 Hagen Aristoteles quattuor elementa ait, 
aquam et terram ponderibus suis deorsum ferri, ignem et aëra tenuitate sua sublevari, et his 
quattuor elementis quintum quasi proprium aethera addit privata mole discretum. 
§4  Stoics: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.15.6a, p. 147.21 (printed as A 1.14.6 Diels, but probably AD) Ζήνων (SVF 
1.101) ἔφασκε τὸ πῦρ κατ’ εὐθεῖαν κινεῖσθαι. 
§5  Epicurus: Plutarch Adv.Colot. 1114B ὅρα µὲν οἵας ὑποτίθεσθε πρὸς γένεσιν ἀρχάς, ἀπειρίαν καὶ 
κενόν· ὧν τὸ µὲν ἄπρακτον ἀπαθὲς ἀσώµατον, ἡ δ’ ἄτακτος ἄλογος ἀπερίληπτος.  Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 9.44 (Democritus 68A1 DK) τὰς ἀτόµους δὲ ἀπείρους εἶναι κατὰ µέγεθος καὶ πλῆθος, φέρεσθαι 
δ’ ἐν τῷ ὅλῷ δινουµένας, καὶ οὕτω πάντα τὰ συγκρίµατα γεννᾶν, πῦρ, ὕδωρ, ἀέρα, γῆν. 
§6  Democritus: Dionysius of Alexandria Περὶ φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.23.3 ταύτης δὲ τῆς δόξης (sc. 
regarding the infinitely many atoms and kosmoi) Ἐπίκουρος (cf. fr. 301 Usener) γεγόνασι καὶ 
Δηµόκριτος (68A43 DK)· τοσοῦτον δὲ διεφώνησαν ὅσον ὁ µὲν ἐλαχίστας πάσας καὶ διὰ τοῦτο 
ἀνεπαισθήτους, ὁ δὲ καὶ µεγίστας εἶναί τινας ἀτόµους ὁ Δηµόκριτος ὑπέλαβεν. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts Aristotle Cael. 4.1 307b28–30 περὶ δὲ βαρέος καὶ κούφου, τί τ’ ἐστὶν ἑκάτερον καὶ τίς 
ἡ φύσις αὐτῶν, σκεπτέον, καὶ διὰ τίν’ αἰτίαν ἔχουσι τὰς δυνάµεις ταύτας.  Cicero Tusc. 5.69 omnia 
delata gravitate medium mundi locum semper expetant, qui est idem infimus in rutundo.  Ovid 
Met. 1.25–31 ignea convexi vis et sine pondere caeli / emicuit summaque locum sibi fecit in arce; / 
proximus est aër illi levitate locoque, / densior his tellus elementaque grandia traxit / et pressa est 
gravitate sua circumfluus umor / ultima possedit solidumque coercuit orbem.  Met. 1.52–53 
inminet his aër; qui quanto est pondere terrae, / pondere aquae levior, tanto est onerosior igni.  
Met. 15.239–243.  Seneca Dial. 10.19.1 sciturus … quid sit quod … supra levia suspendat, in 
summum ignem ferat.  Sextus Empiricus M. 1.20–21 αἰσθητὰ µὲν οὖν οὐκ ἔστιν (sc. τὰ σώµατα), ὡς 
ἐκ τῆς ἐννοίας αὐτῶν συµφανές. (21) εἰ γὰρ σύνοδός ἐστι κατὰ ἀθροισµὸν µεγέθους καὶ σχήµατος καὶ 
ἀντιτυπίας τὸ σῶµα, ὥς φησιν Ἐπίκουρος (cf. fr. 275 Usener), ἢ τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, τουτέστι τὸ ἐκ 
µήκους καὶ πλάτους καὶ βάθους, καθάπερ οἱ µαθηµατικοὶ λέγουσιν, ἢ τὸ τριχῇ διαστατὸν µετὰ 
ἀντιτυπίας, ὡς πάλιν ὁ Ἐπίκουρος, ἵνα τούτῳ διορίζῃ ⟨καὶ⟩ τὸ κενόν, ἢ ὄγκος ἀντίτυπος, ὡς ἄλλοι κτλ.  
M. 9.366–367 εὐθέως τοίνυν κατὰ µὲν τοὺς σῶµα νοοῦντας τὸ οἷόν τε παθεῖν ἢ διαθεῖναι, ὧν ἀρχηγὸς 
ἱστορεῖται ὁ Πυθαγόρας (—). … (367) κατὰ δὲ τὰς τῶν µαθηµατικῶν ἐννοίας νῦν συντακτέον τὸ 
προκείµενον. φασὶ γὰρ σῶµα εἶναι τὸ τρεῖς ἔχον διαστάσεις, µῆκος βάθος πλάτος, ὧν µῆκος µὲν 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ ἄνωθεν κάτω, πλάτος δὲ τὸ ἀπὸ ἀριστερῶν ἐπὶ δεξιά, τρίτην δὲ διάστασιν ὑπάρχειν, 
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τουτέστι τὸ βάθος, τὸ ἐκ τῶν ἔµπροσθεν εἰς τοὐπίσω. ὅθεν καὶ παρατάσεις εἶναι ἕξ, δύο καθ’ ἑκάστην 
διάστασιν, ἄνω κάτω, δεξιὰ ἀριστερά, πρόσω ὀπίσω.  P. 3.38–39 (on Stoics, FDS 745b) σῶµα τοίνυν 
λέγουσιν εἶναί τινες ὃ οἷόν τε ποιεῖν ἢ πάσχειν. … (39) τινὲς (cf. §1α) δὲ σῶµα εἶναι λέγουσι τὸ τριχῇ 
διαστατὸν µετὰ ἀντιτυπίας.  Macrobius Sat. 1.9.14 M. etiam Messala, Cn. Domitii in consulatu 
collega idemque per annos quinquaginta et quinque augur, de Iano ita incipit: 'qui cuncta fingit 
eademque regit, aquae terraeque vim ac naturam gravem atque pronam in profundum 
dilabentem, ignis atque animae levem in immensum sublime fugientem, copulavit circumdato 
caelo: quae vis caeli maxima duas vis dispares colligavit'.  Eutocius in Aequil. proœm. 3.264.2–15 
Heiberg–Stamatis τὴν ῥοπήν, ὦ γενναιότατε Πέτρε, κοινὸν εἶναι γένος βαρύτητος καὶ κουφότητος 
Ἀριστοτέλης τε λέγει (Cael. 3.2 301a22–26, 4.1 372b28–33) καὶ Πτολεµαῖος (fr. 3 Heiberg) τούτῳ 
ἀκολουθῶν· ὁ δέ γε παρὰ Πλάτωνι Τίµαιος (62c–63e) πᾶσαν ῥοπὴν ἀπὸ βαρύτητος λέγει γίνεσθαι· 
τὴν γὰρ κουφότητα στέρησιν νοµίζει. ὧν ἔξεστι τὰς δόξας τοῖς φιλοµαθέσιν ἀναλέγεσθαι ἔκ τε τοῦ 
Περὶ ῥοπῶν βιβλίου τῷ Πτολεµαίῳ συγγεγραµµένου καὶ ἐκ τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους φυσικῶν πραγµατειῶν 
καὶ ἐκ τοῦ Πλάτωνος Τιµαίου καὶ τῶν ταῦτα ὑποµνηµατισάντων· ὁ δὲ Ἀρχιµήδης ἐν τούτῳ τῷ βιβλίῳ 
κέντρον ῥοπῆς ἐπιπέδου σχήµατος νοµίζει, ἀφ’ οὗ ἀρτώµενον παράλληλον µένει τῷ ὁρίζοντι, δύο δὲ ἢ 
πλειόνων ἐπιπέδων κέντρον ῥοπῆς ἤτοι βάρους, ἀφ’ οὗ ἀρτώµενος ὁ ζυγὸς παράλληλός ἐστι τῷ 
ὁρίζοντι.  Simplicius in Phys. 230.21–26 µήποτε οὖν διττὸν θετέον τὸ σῶµα τὸ µὲν ὡς κατὰ εἶδος καὶ 
κατὰ λόγον ὑφεστὼς καὶ τρισὶν ὡρισµένον διαστάσεσι, τὸ δὲ ὡς πάρεσιν καὶ ἔκτασιν καὶ ἀοριστίαν τῆς 
ἀσωµάτου καὶ ἀµερίστου καὶ νοητῆς φύσεως, οὐ τρισὶ τοῦτο διαστάσεσιν εἰδητικῶς ὡρισµένον, ἀλλὰ 
πάντῃ παρειµένον τε καὶ ἐκλελυµένον καὶ πανταχόθεν ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄντος ἀπορρέον εἰς τὸ µὴ ὄν.  in Cael. 
268.32–269.14 οἱ δὲ τοῦ πάντα πρὸς τὸ µέσον φέρεσθαι κατὰ φύσιν τεκµήριον κοµίζοντες τὸ τῆς γῆς 
ὑποσπωµένης τὸ ὕδωρ ἐπὶ τὸ κάτω φέρεσθαι καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος τὸν ἀέρα ἀγνοοῦσι τὴν τούτου αἰτίαν τὴν 
ἀντιπερίστασιν οὖσαν· τῶν γὰρ παχυτέρων εἰς τὴν τῶν λεπτοτέρων χώραν µετατιθεµένων τὰ 
λεπτότερα τὴν τῶν παχυτέρων χώραν µεταλαµβάνει περιωθούµενα πρὸς τὸ κάτω διὰ τὸ µηδὲν εἶναι 
κενὸν µηδὲ σῶµα διὰ σώµατος χωρεῖν. ἰστέον δέ, ὅτι οὐ Στράτων (fr. 50 Wehrli, 49 Sharples) µόνος 
οὐδὲ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 276 Usener) πάντα ἔλεγον εἶναι τὰ σώµατα βαρέα καὶ φύσει µὲν ἐπὶ τὸ κάτω 
φερόµενα, παρὰ φύσιν δὲ ἐπὶ τὸ ἄνω, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὁ Πλάτων οἶδε φεροµένην † αὐτὴν † (leg. ταύτην τὴν 
δὸξαν) καὶ διελέγχει τό τε κάτω καὶ τὸ ἄνω ἐπὶ τοῦ κόσµου µὴ καλῶς εἰρῆσθαι νοµίζων καὶ τὸ βαρέα 
λέγεσθαι οὕτως ὡς πρὸς τὸ κάτω φερόµενα µὴ ἀποδεχόµενος. γράφει δὲ ἐν Τιµαίῳ τάδε (62c)· ‘φύσει 
γὰρ δή τινας τόπους δύο εἶναι διειληφότας διχῇ τὸ πᾶν ἐναντίους, τὸν µὲν κάτω, πρὸς ὃν φέρεται 
πάντα, ὅσα τινὰ ὄγκον σώµατος ἔχει, τὸν δὲ ἄνω, πρὸς ὃν ἀκουσίως ἔρχεται πᾶν, οὐκ ὀρθὸν οὐδαµῇ 
νοµίζειν’. καὶ γὰρ καὶ οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους λέγοντες ναστὰς οὔσας βαρείας ἔλεγον αὐτὰς καὶ βάρους τοῖς 
συνθέτοις αἰτίας, ὥσπερ κουφότητος τὸ κενόν.  in Cael. 710.14–711.11 Πτολεµαῖος (fr. 1 Heiberg) δὲ ὁ 
µαθηµατικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ ῥοπῶν τὴν ἐναντίαν ἔχων τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει δόξαν πειρᾶται κατασκευάζειν καὶ 
αὐτός, ὅτι ἐν τῇ ἑαυτῶν χώρᾳ οὔτε τὸ ὕδωρ οὔτε ὁ ἀὴρ ἔχει βάρος. καὶ ὅτι µὲν τὸ ὕδωρ οὐκ ἔχει, 
δείκνυσιν ἐκ τοῦ τοὺς καταδύοντας µὴ αἰσθάνεσθαι βάρους τοῦ ἐπικειµένου ὕδατος, καίτοι τινὰς εἰς 
πολὺ καταδύοντας βάθος. … τὸ δὲ τὸν ἀέρα ἐν τῇ ὁλότητι τῇ ἑαυτοῦ µὴ ἔχειν βάρος καὶ ὁ Πτολεµαῖος 
ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ τεκµηρίου τοῦ κατὰ τὸν ἀσκὸν δείκνυσιν οὐ µόνον πρὸς τὸ βαρύτερον εἶναι τὸν 
πεφυσηµένον ἀσκὸν τοῦ ἀφυσήτου, ὅπερ ἐδόκει τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει, ἀντιλέγων, ἀλλὰ καὶ κουφότερον 
αὐτὸν γίνεσθαι φυσηθέντα βουλόµενος. … τῶν δὲ πρὸ ἐµοῦ τις καὶ αὐτὸς πειραθεὶς τὸν αὐτὸν 
εὑρηκέναι σταθµὸν ἔγραψε, µᾶλλον δὲ πρὶν φυσηθῆναι βαρύτερον ὄντα ἐλαχίστῳ τινί, ὅπερ τῷ 
Πτολεµαίῳ συµφθέγγεται. καὶ δῆλον, ὅτι, εἰ µέν, ὡς ἐπειράθην ἐγώ, τὸ ἀληθὲς ἔχει, ἀρρεπῆ ἂν ἐν τοῖς 
οἰκείοις τόποις εἴη τὰ στοιχεῖα µήτε βάρος ἔχοντα µηδὲν αὐτῶν µήτε κουφότητα, ὅπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ ὕδατος 
ὁ Πτολεµαῖος ὁµολογεῖ. … εἰ δέ, ὡς ὁ Πτολεµαῖός φησι, κουφότερος ὁ πεφυσηµένος ἐστὶν ἀσκὸς τοῦ 
ἀφυσήτου, ὁ µὲν ἀὴρ κουφότητα ἔχει ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ τόπῳ, τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ ἀκόλουθον ἂν εἴη κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν 
λόγον βάρος ἔχειν ἐν τῷ ἑαυτοῦ τόπῳ κτλ. 
Chapter heading: Aristotle Cael. 3.1 298b1–3 φανερὸν ὅτι τὴν πλείστην συµβαίνει τῆς περὶ φύσεως 
ἱστορίας περὶ σωµάτων εἶναι.  Sextus Empiricus M. 1.20 tit. Περὶ σώµατος.  M. 9 pinax ε΄ Περὶ 
σώµατος.  M. 9.359 tit. Περὶ σώµατος.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 (on the Stoics) τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν 
λόγον διαιροῦσιν εἴς τε τὸν περὶ σωµάτων τόπον καὶ κτλ. 



 Book 1 Chapter 12 14 

§1αβ Definitions: Heron Mechanicus Deff. 11.1 σῶµα µὲν οὖν µαθηµατικόν ἐστι τὸ τριχῆ διαστατόν, 
σῶµα δὲ ἁπλῶς τὸ τριχῆ διαστατὸν µετὰ ἀντιτυπίας.  ps.Galen Qual.Incorp. 19.464.14–17 K. ἆρ' οὐχὶ 
σῶµά τινος φήσαντος εὐθὺς νοεῖν ἡµῖν συµβέβηκε τριχῇ τινα διαστατὴν οὐσίαν ἀντίτυπον, αὐτὸ δὲ 
µόνον εἰ φαίη τι τριχῇ διαστατόν, οὐ µᾶλλον σῶµα νοῆσαι τὸ λεγόµενον ἢ καὶ τὸ κενὸν καὶ τὸν τόπον;  
Qual.Incorp. 19.483.13–14 (SVF 2.381) διὰ τί δὲ µόνου, καθάπερ ἔφην, τοῦ σώµατος τοῦτον ὅρον εἶναί 
φασι, τὸ τριχῇ διαστατὸν µετ’ ἀντιτυπίας.  ps.Galen HPh c. 23, DG p. 612.19–20 ἕτεροι τὸ τριχῇ 
διαστατὸν µετὰ ἀντιτυπίας τὸ σῶµα καθεστάναι φασίν. 
§1α Definition: Plato Tim. 32a–b εἰ µὲν οὖν ἐπίπεδον µέν, βάθος δὲ µηδὲν ἔχον ἔδει γίγνεσθαι τὸ τοῦ 
παντὸς σῶµα, µία µεσότης ἂν ἐξήρκει (b) τά τε µεθ’ αὑτῆς συνδεῖν καὶ ἑαυτήν, νῦν δὲ στερεοειδῆ γὰρ 
αὐτὸν προσῆκεν εἶναι.  Tim. 53c τὸ δὲ τοῦ σώµατος εἶδος πᾶν καὶ βάθος ἔχει. τὸ δὲ βάθος αὖ πᾶσα 
ἀνάγκη τὴν ἐπίπεδον περιειληφέναι φύσιν.  Aristotle Top. 6.5 142b23–25 ἁµάρτηµα ἔστιν ἐν οἷς οὐ 
πρόκειται τοῦ λόγου τὸ τί ἐστιν, οἷον ὁ τοῦ σώµατος ὁρισµὸς ‘τὸ ἔχον τρεῖς διαστάσεις’.  Phys. 4.1 
209a4–6 διαστήµατα µὲν οὖν ἔχει τρία (sc. ὁ τόπος), µῆκος καὶ πλάτος καὶ βάθος, οἷς ὁρίζεται σῶµα 
πᾶν.  Cael. 1.1 268a6–8 συνεχὲς µὲν οὖν ἐστι τὸ διαιρετὸν εἰς ἀεὶ διαιρετά, σῶµα δὲ τὸ πάντῃ 
διαιρετόν. µεγέθους δὲ τὸ µὲν ἐφ’ ἓν γραµµή, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ δύο ἐπίπεδον, τὸ δ’ ἐπὶ τρία σῶµα.  Met. Δ.13 
1020a13–14 µῆκος δὲ γραµµὴ πλάτος δὲ ἐπιφάνεια βάθος δὲ σῶµα.  Euclid Elem. 11 hor. 1 στερεόν 
ἐστι τὸ µῆκος καὶ πλάτος καὶ βάθος ἔχον.  Elem. 11 hor. 2 στερεοῦ δὲ πέρας ἐπιφάνεια.  Philo of 
Alexandria Somn. 1.26 ὅτι τὸ σῶµα καὶ τριχῇ διαστατὸν … ἴσµεν, διαστάσεις µὲν τρεῖς ἔχον, µῆκος, 
βάθος, πλάτος.  Opif. 102 µηριώσαιτο δ’ ἄν τις ἐκ τοῦ πᾶν σῶµα ὀργανικὸν τρισὶ µὲν κεχρῆσθαι 
διαστάσεσι, µήκει πλάτει καὶ βάθει.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.135 σῶµα δ’ ἐστίν, ὥς φησιν 
Ἀπολλόδωρος (SVF 3 Apoll. 6) ἐν τῇ Φυσικῇ, τὸ τριχῆ διαστατόν, εἰς µῆκος, εἰς πλάτος, εἰς βάθος· 
τοῦτο δὲ καὶ στερεὸν σῶµα καλεῖται.  Tertullian de An. 9.1 illud trifariam distantivum, 
longitudinem dico et latitudinem et sublimitatem, quibus metantur corpora philosophi.  
Eustratius in EN 322.4–10 ὡς ὁ Πτολεµαῖος (fr. 6 Heiberg) τὸν ὅρον τοῦ τελείου σώµατος ἀπέδειξεν 
ἔχοντα καλῶς σηµεῖον ὑποθέµενος καὶ εἰς τρία δείξας γινοµένην τὴν ῥύσιν αὐτοῦ, τὴν µὲν κατὰ µῆκος, 
τὴν δὲ κατὰ πλάτος, τὴν δὲ κατὰ βάθος, καὶ ἐπεὶ µὴ ἐνδέχεται ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ σηµείου πλείους τῶν 
τριῶν ἐπινοῆσαι ῥύσεις γινοµένας, δῆλον, ὡς οὐδὲ πλείους τῶν τριῶν ἐνδέχεται διαστάσεις γενέσθαι. 
καὶ οὕτω δείκνυται τέλειος ὢν ‹ὁ› ὅρος τοῦ σώµατος ὁ λέγων εἶναι σῶµα τὸ τριχῆ διαστατόν. 
§1βαγ Definitions:  Sextus Empiricus M. 1.21 εἰ γὰρ σύνοδός ἐστι κατὰ ἀθροισµὸν µεγέθους καὶ 
σχήµατος καὶ ἀντιτυπίας τὸ σῶµα, ὥς φησιν Ἐπίκουρος (cf. fr. 275 Usener), ἢ τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, 
τουτέστι τὸ ἐκ µήκους καὶ πλάτους καὶ βάθους, καθάπερ οἱ µαθηµατικοὶ λέγουσιν, ἢ τὸ τριχῇ 
διαστατὸν µετὰ ἀντιτυπίας, ὡς πάλιν ὁ Ἐπίκουρος, ἵνα τούτῳ διορίζῃ τοῦ κενοῦ, ἢ ὄγκος ἀντίτυπος, 
ὡς ἄλλοι.  
§1β Definition: Plato Sph. 246a (cited by Clem. Strom. 2.4.15.1, by Eus. PE 14.4.10 and by Theod. 
CAG 2.19) διισχυρίζονται τοῦτο εἶναι µόνον ὃ παρέχει προσβολὴν καὶ ἐπαφήν τινα, ταὐτὸν σῶµα καὶ 
οὐσίαν ὁριζόµενοι.  Philodemus Sign. (Pherc. 1065) 52, col. xxxiv.5–9 [κ]α[ὶ τ]ὸ λό|γον ἴδιον εἶναι 
τόν[δε το]ῦδε καὶ | ταύτην τὴν πρόληψιν, ὡ[σ]περ ὅταν | εἴπωµεν τὸ σῶµα καθὸ σῶµα | ὄγκον ἔχειν 
καὶ ἀντ[τυ]πίαν.  Lucretius DRN 1.304 tangere enim et tangi nisi corpus nulla potest res.  DRN 
1.336–337 namque officium quod corporis exstat, / officere atque obstare.  Plutarch de E 390D 
µέχρι τοῦ σῶµα τελειῶσαι καὶ παρασχεῖν ἁπτὸν ὄγκον καὶ ἀντίτυπον.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.221–
222 ἀχώριστα µὲν οὖν ἐστι τῶν οἷς συµβέβηκεν ὥσπερ ἡ ἀντιτυπία µὲν τοῦ σώµατος, εἶξις δὲ τοῦ 
κενοῦ· (222) οὔτε γὰρ σῶµα δυνατόν ἐστί ποτε νοῆσαι χωρὶς τῆς ἀντιτυπίας οὔτε τὸ κενὸν χωρὶς 
εἴξεως, ἀλλ’ ἀίδιον ἑκατέρου συµβεβηκός, τοῦ µὲν τὸ ἀντιτυπεῖν, τοῦ δὲ τὸ εἴκειν. 
§1γ Definition: Aristotle Phys. 3.5 205b31 πᾶν σῶµα αἰσθητὸν ἐν τόπῳ. 
§§2–3 Plato Aristotle: Atticus fr. 6.11–12 Des Places at Eus. PE 15.8.11–12 (verbatim) καὶ περὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων δὲ σωµάτων, ὑπεξαιρουµένου τοῦ πέµπτου, φαίνεται φιλονεικῶν Ἀριστοτέλης µὴ τὰ αὐτὰ 
λέγειν Πλάτωνι. ζητήσαντος γὰρ τοῦ Πλάτωνος, εἰ ἔστι φύσει βαρὺ σῶµα ἢ φύσει κοῦφον, καὶ ἐπειδὴ 
ταῦτα κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸ ἄνω καὶ κάτω σχέσιν ἐφαίνετο λέγεσθαι, σκεψαµένου, εἴτε ἐστί τι κάτω φύσει 
καὶ ἄνω εἴτε µή, καὶ ἀποδείξαντος ἀκριβῶς, ὅτι κατὰ µὲν τὰς τῶν σωµάτων πρὸς τοὺς τόπους 
οἰκειότητας τὸ κάτω λέγοιτο ἑκάστοις ἐφ’ ὃ φέροιτο, ἄνω δὲ ἑκάστοις τὸ ἀλλότριον ἀφ’ οὗ ἀναχωροῖεν, 
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καὶ κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν σχέσιν καὶ τὸ βαρὺ καὶ τὸ κοῦφον διανείµαντος καὶ πρόσω τούτων ἀποδείξαντος 
ὅτι µήτε τὸ µέσον µήτε τὸ πέριξ αὐτῶν εὔλογον ἄνω τι ἢ κάτω λέγεσθαι· (12) ὅδε ἀντίθησι πανταχόθεν 
καταβάλλειν δεῖν ἡγούµενος τὰ ἐκείνου, καὶ τὸ µὲν ἐπὶ τὸ µέσον φερόµενον βαρὺ λέγειν βιάζεται, τὸ 
δὲ ἐπὶ τὸ πέριξ κοῦφον· καὶ τὸν µὲν τόπον τὸν ἐν µέσῳ κάτω φησί, τὸν δὲ πέριξ ἄνω. 
§2  Plato: Plato Tim. 63b–d εἴ τις ἐν τῷ τοῦ παντὸς τόπῳ καθ’ ὃν ἡ τοῦ πυρὸς εἴληχε µάλιστα φύσις, 
οὗ καὶ πλεῖστον ἂν ἠθροισµένον εἴη πρὸς ὃ φέρεται, ἐπεµβὰς ἐπ’ ἐκεῖνο καὶ δύναµιν εἰς τοῦτο ἔχων, 
µέρη τοῦ πυρὸς ἀφαιρῶν ἱσταίη τιθεὶς εἰς πλάστιγγας, αἴρων τὸν ζυγὸν καὶ τὸ πῦρ ἕλκων εἰς ἀνόµοιον 
ἀέρα βιαζόµενος (c) δῆλον ὡς τοὔλαττόν που τοῦ µείζονος ῥᾷον βιᾶται· ῥώµῃ γὰρ µιᾷ δυοῖν ἅµα 
µετεωριζοµένοιν τὸ µὲν ἔλαττον µᾶλλον, τὸ δὲ πλέον ἧττον ἀνάγκη που κατατεινόµενον συνέπεσθαι 
τῇ βίᾳ, καὶ τὸ µὲν πολὺ βαρὺ καὶ κάτω φερόµενον κληθῆναι, τὸ δὲ σµικρὸν ἐλαφρὸν καὶ ἄνω. ταὐτὸν 
δὴ τοῦτο δεῖ φωρᾶσαι δρῶντας ἡµᾶς περὶ τόνδε τὸν τόπον. ἐπὶ γὰρ γῆς βεβῶτες γεώδη γένη 
διιστάµενοι, καὶ γῆν ἐνίοτε αὐτήν, ἕλκοµεν εἰς ἀνόµοιον ἀέρα βίᾳ καὶ παρὰ φύσιν, ἀµφότερα τοῦ (d) 
συγγενοῦς ἀντεχόµενα, τὸ δὲ σµικρότερον ῥᾷον τοῦ µείζονος βιαζοµένοις εἰς τὸ ἀνόµοιον πρότερον 
συνέπεται· κοῦφον οὖν αὐτὸ προσειρήκαµεν, καὶ τὸν τόπον εἰς ὃν βιαζόµεθα, ἄνω, τὸ δ' ἐναντίον 
τούτοις πάθος βαρὺ καὶ κάτω. 
§3 Aristotle: Aristotle Cael. 4.4 311a16–b16 πρῶτον µὲν οὖν διωρίσθω … βαρὺ µὲν ἁπλῶς τὸ πᾶσιν 
ὑφιστάµενον, κοῦφον δὲ τὸ πᾶσιν ἐπιπολάζον. ἁπλῶς δὲ λέγω εἴς τε τὸ γένος βλέπων, καὶ ὅσοις µὴ 
ἀµφότερα ὑπάρχει· οἷον φαίνεται πυρὸς µὲν τὸ τυχὸν µέγεθος ἄνω φερόµενον, ἐὰν µή τι τύχῃ κωλῦον 
ἕτερον, γῆς δὲ κάτω· τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ θᾶττον τὸ πλεῖον. ἄλλως δὲ βαρὺ καὶ κοῦφον, οἷς 
ἀµφότερα ὑπάρχει· καὶ γὰρ ἐπιπολάζουσί τισι καὶ ὑφίστανται, καθάπερ ἀὴρ καὶ ὕδωρ· ἁπλῶς µὲν γὰρ 
οὐδέτερον τούτων κοῦφον ἢ βαρύ· γῆς µὲν γὰρ ἄµφω κουφότερα (ἐπιπολάζει γὰρ αὐτῇ τὸ τυχὸν 
αὐτῶν µόριον), πυρὸς δὲ βαρύτερα (ὑφίσταται γὰρ αὐτῶν ὁπόσον ἂν ᾖ µόριον), πρὸς ἑαυτὰ δὲ ἁπλῶς 
τὸ µὲν βαρὺ τὸ δὲ κοῦφον· ἀὴρ µὲν γὰρ ὁπόσος ἂν ᾖ, ἐπιπολάζει ὕδατι, ὕδωρ δὲ ὁπόσον ἂν ᾖ, ἀέρι 
ὑφίσταται. … πάντα βάρος ἔχει πλὴν πυρὸς καὶ κουφότητα πλὴν γῆς. γῆν µὲν οὖν καὶ ὅσα γῆς ἔχει 
πλεῖστον, πανταχοῦ βάρος ἔχειν ἀναγκαῖον, ὕδωρ δὲ πανταχοῦ πλὴν ἐν γῇ, ἀέρα δὲ πλὴν ἐν ὕδατι καὶ 
γῇ· ἐν τῇ αὑτοῦ γὰρ χώρᾳ πάντα βάρος ἔχει πλὴν πυρός, καὶ ὁ ἀήρ. … ὅτι δ’ ἐστί τι ἁπλῶς κοῦφον καὶ 
ἁπλῶς βαρύ, ἐκ τῶνδ’ ἐστὶ φανερόν. λέγω δ’ ἁπλῶς κοῦφον ὃ ἀεὶ ἄνω καὶ βαρὺ ὃ ἀεὶ κάτω πέφυκε 
φέρεσθαι µὴ κωλυόµενον.  Cael. 3.1 269a12–b6 εἰ οὖν πῦρ ἢ ἄλλο τι τῶν τοιούτων ἐστὶ τὸ κύκλῳ 
φερόµενον, ἐναντία ἡ κατὰ φύσιν αὐτοῦ φορὰ ἔσται τῇ κύκλῳ. … εἰ µέν ἐστιν ἡ κύκλῳ τινὶ φορὰ κατὰ 
φύσιν, δῆλον ὡς εἴη ἄν τι σῶµα τῶν ἁπλῶν καὶ πρώτων, ὃ πέφυκεν, ὥσπερ τὸ πῦρ ἄνω καὶ ἡ γῆ κάτω, 
ἐκεῖνο κύκλῳ φέρεσθαι κατὰ φύσιν. Cicero ND 2.44 nec vero Aristoteles (fr. 24 Rose3, de Phil. fr. 21 
Walzer/Ross) non laudandus in eo quod omnia quae moventur aut natura moveri censuit aut vi 
aut voluntate; moveri autem solem et lunam et sidera omnia; quae autem natura moverentur, 
haec aut pondere deorsum aut levitate in sublime ferri, quorum neutrum astris contingeret 
propterea quod eorum motus in orbem circumque ferretur; nec vero dici potest vi quadam maiore 
fieri ut contra naturam astra moveantur (quae enim potest maior esse?); restat igitur ut motus 
astrorum sit voluntarius. 
§4 Stoics: Aristotle Cael. 4.4 312a7–8 διὸ καὶ εὐλόγως τὸ βαρὺ καὶ κοῦφον δύο ἐστίν· καὶ γὰρ οἱ 
τόποι δύο, τὸ µέσον καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον.  Seneca Nat. 2.10.1 ab aethere lucidissimo aïr in terram usque 
diffusus est, agilior quidem tenuiorque et altior terris nec minus aquis, ceterum aethere spissior 
graviorque.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 218.2–6 καὶ τῶν στοιχείων δέ φασι (SVF 2.473) τῶν 
τεσσάρων τὰ δύο, τό τε πῦρ καὶ τὸν ἀέρα, λεπτοµερῆ τε καὶ κοῦφα καὶ εὔτονα ὄντα διὰ τῶν δύο, γῆς 
τε καὶ ὕδατος, παχυµερῶν καὶ βαρέων καὶ ἀτόνων ὄντων, διαπεφοιτηκέναι ὅλα δι’ ὅλων, σώζοντα τὴν 
οἰκείαν φύσιν καὶ συνέχειαν αὐτά τε καὶ ἐκεῖνα. 
§§5–6 Epicurus Democritus: Cicero ND 1.69 Epicurus (fr. 281 Usener) cum videret, si atomi 
ferrentur in locum inferiorem suopte pondere, nihil fore in nostra potestate, quod esset earum 
motus certus et necessarius, invenit quo modo necessitatem effugeret, quod videlicet Democritum 
(fr. 38 Luria) fugerat: ait atomum, cum pondere et gravitate directo deorsus feratur, declinare 
paululum.  Fat. 22 (Epicurus fr. 281 Usener) itaque tertius quidam motus oritur extra pondus et 
plagam, cum declinat atomus intervallo minimo (id appellat ἐλάχιστον); quam declinationem sine 
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causa fieri si minus verbis, re cogitur confiteri.  Fat. 46 ‘declinat’ inquit ‘atomus’. primum cur? 
aliam enim quandam vim motus habebant a Democrito (68A47 DK) impulsionis, quam plagam 
ille appellat, a te, Epicure (fr. 281), gravitatis et ponderis.  Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 54 cols. 2.3–
3.9 Smith ἂν γὰ[ρ] τῷ Δηγµο|κρίτου (68A50 DK) τις̣ [ρ]ήσηται | λόγῳ, µηδεµίαν µὲν | ἐλευθέραν 
[φ]άσκων | ταῖς ἀτόµ|[οι]ς κείνη|σιν εἶναι  διὰ τὴν πρὸς | ἀλλήλας σύ[ν]κρουσιν| αὐτῶν, ἕνθεν δὲ 
φαί|νεσθαι κατ[η]νανκασ|µένως πά[ν]τα κεινεῖσ|θαι, φή[σοµ]εν πρὸς | αὐτόν, ὡ[ς ῾οὐκ] οἶδας, ὅσ|τις 
ποτὲ εἶ, καὶ ἐλευθέ|ραν τινα ἐν ταῖς ἀτό|µοις κείνησιν εἶναι, ἣ[ν] | Δηµόκριτος µὲν οὐ|χ εὗρεν, 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) δὲ εἰς φῶς̣ ἤγαγεν, παρεν|κλιτικὴν ὑπάρχουσαν, | ὡς ἐκ τῶν φαινοµέ|νων δείκνυσιν;’ 
§5 Epicurus:  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.42 πρός τε τούτοις τὰ ἄτοµα τῶν σωµάτων καὶ µεστά, ἐξ 
ὧν καὶ αἱ συγκρίσεις γίνονται καὶ εἰς ἃ διαλύονται, ἀπερίληπτά ἐστι ταῖς διαφοραῖς τῶν σχηµάτων. … 
ταῖς δὲ διαφοραῖς οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἄπειροι ἀλλὰ µόνον ἀπερίληπτοι.  Ep.Hdt. 43–44 κινοῦνταί τε συνεχῶς 
αἱ ἄτοµοι … αἱ δὲ αὐτοῦ τὸν παλµὸν ἴσχυσαι, ὅταν τύχωσι τῇ περιπλοκῇ κεκλειµέναι ἢ στεγαζόµεναι 
παρὰ τῶν πλεκτικῶν. (44) ἥ τε γὰρ τοῦ κενοῦ φύσις ἡ διορίζουσα ἑκάστην αὐτὴν τοῦτο 
παρασκευάζει, τὴν ὑπέρεισιν οὐχ οἵα τε οὖσα ποιεῖσθαι· ἥ τε στερεότης ἡ ὑπάρχουσα αὐταῖς κατὰ τὴν 
σύγκρουσιν τὸν ἀποπαλµὸν ποιεῖ, ἐφ’ ὁπόσον ἂν ἡ περιπλοκὴ τὴν ἀποκατάστασιν ἐκ τῆς 
συγκρούσεως διδῷ.  Lucretius DRN 2.216–224 illud in his quoque te rebus cognoscere avemus, / 
corpora cum deorsum rectum per inane feruntur / ponderibus propriis, incerto tempore ferme / 
incertisque locis spatio depellere paulum, / tantum quod momen mutatum dicere possis. / quod 
nisi declinare solerent, omnia deorsum / imbris uti guttae caderent per inane profundum / nec 
foret offensus natus nec plaga creata / principiis; ita nihil umquam natura creasset.  DRN 2.284–
293 quare in seminibus quoque idem fateare necessest, / esse aliam praeter plagas et pondera 
causam / motibus, unde haec est nobis innata potestas, / de nilo quoniam fieri nihil posse 
videmus. / pondus enim prohibet ne plagis omnia fiant / externa quasi vi; sed ne mens [Lambinus 
alii, res codd.] ipsa necessum / intestinum habeat cunctis in rebus agendis / et devicta quasi 
cogatur ferre patique, / id facit exiguum clinamen principiorum / nec regione loci certa nec 
tempore certo.  Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 221 de ⟨de⟩clinatione motus.  Plutarch Adv.Col. 
1116D ἅτε δὴ καὶ τῶν ἐν βάθει τοῦ συγκρίµατος ἀτόµων οὐδέποτε λῆξαι κινήσεως οὐδὲ παλµῶν πρὸς 
ἀλλήλας δυναµένων, ὥσπερ αὐτοὶ λέγουσιν.  Galen Morb.Diff. 6.848.12–15 K. οἷον ἀναπέτειά τις 
οὖσα ἐκπτώσει τῶν στοιχείων, ἃ δὴ καὶ κυρίως σώµατα προσαγορεύεσθαι φασὶν ἁπλᾶ τε καὶ πρῶτα 
ὑπάρχοντα· τὰ γὰρ ἐκ τούτων συντιθέµενα συγκρίµατα καλοῦσιν. 
§5 + §7 Epicurus Strato:  Simplicius in Cael. 267.29–268.4 ὅτι δὲ οὐδὲ τῇ ὑπ’ ἀλλήλων ἐκθλίψει 
βιαζόµενα κινεῖται (sc. τὰ στοιχεῖα), δείκνυσιν ἐφεξῆς (sc. Ἀριστοτέλης). ταύτης δὲ γεγόνασι τῆς 
δόξης µετ’ αὐτὸν Στράτων (fr. 52 Wehrli, 50B Sharples) τε καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 276 Usener) πᾶν 
σῶµα βαρύτητα ἔχειν νοµίζοντες καὶ πρὸς τὸ µέσον φέρεσθαι, τῷ δὲ τὰ βαρύτερα ὑφιζάνειν τὰ ἧττον 
βαρέα ὑπ’ ἐκείνων ἐκθλίβεσθαι βίᾳ πρὸς τὸ ἄνω, ὥστε, εἴ τις ὑφεῖλε τὴν γῆν, ἐλθεῖν ἂν τὸ ὕδωρ εἰς τὸ 
κέντρον, καὶ εἴ τις τὸ ὕδωρ, τὸν ἀέρα, καὶ εἰ τὸν ἀέρα, τὸ πῦρ. 
§6 Democritus: Aristotle GC 1.8 325a30–31 (Leucippus 67A7 DK) ἄπειρα τὸ πλῆθος (sc. atomi) 
καὶ ἀόρατα διὰ σµικρότητα τῶν ὄγκων.  Simplicius in Cael. 295.5–8 (Aristotle Περὶ Δηµοκρίτου, fr. 
208 R3; 68A37 DK) νοµίζει (sc. Δηµόκριτος) δὲ εἶναι οὕτω µικρὰς τὰς οὐσίας ὥστε ἐκφυγεῖν τὰς 
ἡµετέρας αἰσθήσεις, ὑπάρχειν δὲ αὐτοῖς παντοίας µορφὰς καὶ σχήµατα παντοῖα καὶ κατὰ µέγεθος 
διαφοράς.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.55–56 ἀλλὰ µὴν οὐδὲ δεῖ νοµίζειν πᾶν µέγεθος ἐν ταῖς ἀτόµοις 
ὑπάρχειν, ἵνα µὴ τὰ φαινόµενα ἀντιµαρτυρῇ· παραλλαγὰς δέ τινας µεγεθῶν νοµιστέον εἶναι. … (56) 
πᾶν δὲ µέγεθος ὑπάρχον οὔτε χρήσιµόν ἐστι πρὸς τὰς τῶν ποιοτήτων διαφοράς, ἀφῖχθαί τε ἅµ’ ἔδει καὶ 
πρὸς ἡµᾶς ὁρατὰς ἀτόµους· ὃ οὐ θεωρεῖται γινόµενον οὔθ’ ὅπως ἂν γένοιτο ὁρατὴ ἄτοµος ἔστιν 
ἐπινοῆσαι.  Lucretius DRN 2.496–499 ... quare non est ut credere possis / esse infinitis distantia 
semina formis, / ne quaedam cogas inmani maximitate / esse, supra quod iam docui non posse 
probari.  DRN 4.111–113 ... quoniam primordia tantum / sunt infra nostros sensus tantoque minora 
/ quam quae primum oculi coeptant non posse tueri. 
§7 Strato: Aristotle Cael. 4.1 308a9–13 περὶ µὲν οὖν τῶν ἁπλῶς λεγοµένων οὐδὲν εἴρηται παρὰ τῶν 
πρότερον, περὶ δὲ τῶν πρὸς ἕτερον· οὐ γὰρ λέγουσι τί ἐστι τὸ βαρὺ καὶ τί τὸ κοῦφον, ἀλλὰ τί τὸ 
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βαρύτερον καὶ κουφότερον ἐν τοῖς ἔχουσι βάρος.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Mete. 127.28–30 
οὕτως γοῦν ἤδη τινὰ βάρος ἔχοντα διὰ τὸ κάτωθεν ἐκθλίβεσθαι ἄνω φέρεται οἷον ἐκπηδῶντα, ὡς 
ὁρῶµεν τά τε ἐκπυρηνιζόµενα φερόµενα πολλάκις καὶ ὕδατα πολλά. 



Liber 1 Caput 13 
 
PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883B; DG p. 312a1–7 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 26; p. 615.17–
20 Diels— PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 126–127 Daiber—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 93, p. 54 
Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.14.1k, p. 143.13–22 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b2 Henry 
(titulus solus) 
 

Titulus  ιγ΄. Περὶ ἐλαχίστων (P,S) 1 
§1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων θραύσµατα ἐλάχιστα, οἱονεὶ  2 

στοιχεῖα πρὶν στοιχείων, ὁµοιοµερῆ, ὅ ἐστι στρογγύλα. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Ἡράκλειτος πρὸ τοῦ ἑνὸς δοκεῖ τισι ψηγµάτιά τινα εἰσάγει⟨ν⟩. (P2,S2) 4 
§3 Ξενοκράτης καὶ Διόδωρος ἀµερῆ τὰ ἐλάχιστα ὡρίζοντο. (S3) 5 
§4 Ἡρακλείδης θραύσµατα. (S4) 6 
   
§1 Empedocles 31A43 DK; §2 Heraclitus T405–407 Mouraviev; §3 Xenocrates fr. 51 
Heinze, F 68 Isnardi Parente2; Diodorus Cronus fr. 117B Döring, II F8 Giannantoni; §4 
Heraclides fr. 121 Wehrli, 62 Schütrumpf 
  
titulus  Περὶ ἐλαχίστων PBGQ : Περὶ σωµάτων (~ tit. c. 1.12) καὶ περὶ τῆς τούτων τοµῆς (~ tit. 
c. 1.16) καὶ περὶ ἐλαχίστου S    §1[2] post Ἐµπεδοκλῆς add. S περὶ ἐλαχίστου ἔφη, i.e. tit. 
repetit ex pleniore tit. capitis sui 1.14, ἔφη retin. Vítek || [2–3] οἱονεὶ … στοιχείων] om. PQ 
|| πρὶν PB : πρὶν τῶν S, ἀπὸ PG || [3] ὅ … στρογγύλα  post ὁµοιοµερῆ add. PB, cf. PQ (die 
einander in den runden Teilen ähnlich sind Q), non hab. S, secl. edd.    §2[4] πρὸ ἑνὸς S : 
om. PB, die ersten unter den Arten PQ|| δοκεῖ τισι S: om. P || ψηγµάτιά τινα PB : ψήγµατα S, 
ex suo §1 PG || ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ post ψηγµάτιά τινα PB, νοήσει µόνον ληπτά paraphr. PG, 
kleinste, unteilbare Teile von äußerster Kleinheit PQ : non hab. S, ‘ex §3 falso translata’ ap. 
PB Diels ad loc. || [4 εἰσάγει⟨ν⟩ scripsimus: εἰσάγει PBG , καταλείπειν S    §§3–4 om. P 
  
Testes primi: 
 Tradito ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 26 (~ tit.) Περὶ ἐλαχίστων (text Diels) 
26.1  (~ P1–2) τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων πράγµατα βαρύτατα οἷον στοιχεῖα ἀπὸ στοιχείων ἢ 
ψήγµατα νοµίζουσιν εἶναί τινες τὰ λεγόµενα ἐλάχιστα. 
26.2 (~ P2) Ἡράκλειτος δὲ εἰσάγει ταῦτα νοήσει µόνον ληπτά. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 93 (~ tit.) Περὶ ἐλαχίστων 
ἐλάχιστα φασὶν οἱ φιλόσοφοι σωµάτια τινὰ ὦν οὐκ ἔστιν ἕτερα σµικροµερέστερα. καὶ 
ὑποτίθενται ἀµερῆ τινα, ἤτοι σµικροµερῆ, καὶ ἄογκα, ἤτοι σµικροµεγέθη, ἀρχὰς τῶν ὄντων· 
κτλ. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.16.2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ‹εἰσάγοντες› περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον 
εἶναι τὴν τοµήν. A 4.9.10 οἱ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ οἱ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ οἱ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰ ἐλάχιστα 
πάντ’ ἐν πᾶσι τὰ αἰσθητὰ ἀναµεµῖχθαι κτλ. 
§§1 et 4 A 4.19.2 Ἐπίκουρος τὴν φωνὴν εἶναι ῥεῦµα ἐκπεµπόµενον ἀπὸ τῶν φωνούντων ἢ 
ἠχούντων ἢ ψοφούντων· τοῦτο δὲ τὸ ῥεῦµα εἰς ὁµοιοσχήµονα θρύπτεσθαι θραύσµατα. A 4.19.3 
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Δηµόκριτος καὶ τὸν ἀέρα φησὶν εἰς ὁµοιοσχήµονα θρύπτεσθαι σώµατα καὶ συγκαλινδεῖσθαι 
τοῖς ἐκ τῆς φωνῆς θραύσµασι. … ἔχοι δ᾿ ἄν τις πρὸς τούτους εἰπεῖν· πῶς ὀλίγα θραύσµατα 
πνεύµατος µυρίανδρον ἐκπληροῖ θέατρον; 
§§1–2 A 1.24.2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ᾿Αναξαγόρας Δηµόκριτος Ἐπίκουρος καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι κατὰ 
συναθροισµὸν τῶν λεπτοµερῶν σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι, συγκρίσεις µὲν καὶ διακρίσεις 
εἰσάγουσι κτλ. A 1.17.2 οἱ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον τὰς κράσεις κατὰ παράθεσιν 
γίγνεσθαι τῶν στοιχείων. 
§1 A 1.14.3 ᾿Αναξαγόρας τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ πολυσχήµονα.  A 1.17.3 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς καὶ Ξενοκράτης 
ἐκ µικροτέρων ὄγκων τὰ στοιχεῖα συγκρίνει, ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἐλάχιστα καὶ οἱονεὶ στοιχεῖα 
στοιχείων. Α 1.30.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς φύσιν µηδὲν εἶναι, µῖξιν δὲ τῶν στοιχείων καὶ διάστασιν. 
§2 + §3 A 1.16.2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ‹εἰσάγοντες› περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον εἶναι 
τὴν τοµήν. A 4.9.10 οἱ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ οἱ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ οἱ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰ ἐλάχιστα κτλ. 
§3  A 1.3.18 Διόδωρος ἐπίκλην Κρόνος τὰ ἀµερῆ σώµατα ἄπειρα, τὰ δ’ αὐτὰ λεγόµενα καὶ 
ἐλάχιστα. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The witnesses for this chapter are P and S. 
 (1)  P records two doxai in PB, as do also Q and G, who strangely has a 
chapter on the ἐλάχιστα σώµατα, but not on bodies in general (Diels omits a 
reference to this chapter at DG 312). Ps takes over the chapter heading and the 
beginning of his chapter reveals slight influence from its contents.  
 (2)  S refers to the chapter heading of A 1.13 in the collective heading of Ecl. 
1.14 on bodies etc. and includes a block of four successive doxai, which follow 
on from the doxai of 1.13 and the first doxa from 1.16. The first two doxai are the 
same as in P, and in the same order. The remaining two are not in P and will 
have been abridged away by him, though part of the contents of §3, i.e. the 
reference to ἀµερῆ, ended up in the abridged §2. So like in other chapters (1.12, 
1.14, 1.15) P abridges by omitting the final lemmata, here §§ 3–4. It would seem 
that S wrote out the entire chapter. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. Doxographical overviews of tenets concerned 
with the smallest elements are to be found in Sextus Empiricus and elsewhere; 
see further below, section D(e). 
 (2)  Sources. It is to be noted that this chapter is anticipated in, or rather, 
dependent on, the account of ‘body’ in Aristotle’s De caelo Book 1 ch. 1, and of 
body qua physical or elemental body in relation to weight ibid. Books 3–4. In 
De caelo 3.4–5 Aristotle, among other things, criticizes elemental theories that 
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posit minimal bodies, viz. those of Leucippus and Democritus, of Plato in the 
Timaeus, and of various anonymous philosophers who make fire the element. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. The question types/categories involved in the 
present chapter are substance (in the physical sense) and quality, as is the 
category of quantity (sc. size: smallest particles). It is paralleled as a book title 
for the Stoic Sphaerus. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter is the second of the block consisting of chs. 1.12–17, which deals 
with body in its various aspects. A chapter on the smallest type of bodies quite 
naturally follows upon ch. 1.12 on bodies, and is followed by 1.14 on the shapes 
of the cosmos, the elements and the elementary particles. See also above at 
section B.  
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
P has two, S four lemmata of which the first two, as we noted at section A, are 
the same as those of P and in the same order. Moreover P’s second lemma 
incorporates an element from S’s third. Accordingly there is no reason to 
modify the order of S, which is also that of Diels. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The Placita rather scholastically devotes a separate chapter to this subject, 
boosting the evidence on bodies in ch. 1.12 with extra lemmata about 
Empedocles and Heraclitus and omitting references to the ordinary Atomists. 
Rather exceptionally in a plurilemmatic chapter there is no clear diaphonia, 
but only a diaeretic overview on a gliding scale of various views concerned 
with minima. Major differences pertain to the elements: four in §1 Empedocles, 
one in §2 Heraclitus, who are depicted as agreeing about the priority of the 
particles vis-à-vis the elements. Nothing is said about priority in §§3–4. §3 fails 
to advise us about the different natures of these partless minima in Xenocrates 
and Diodorus Cronus respectively. We only hear about the views concerning 
ἀµερῆ of the latter and possibly Epicurus below, at the anonymous lemma ch. 
1.16.2. Anyhow the result is a series of recherché examples, pleasing to the 
doxographical taste. 
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(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
The genus minima (ἐλάχιστα) has ‘fragments’ (θραύσµατα), ‘little filings’ 
(ψηγµάτια) and ‘partless entities’ (ἀµερῆ) as species, but it is not immediately 
clear in which respects these species are believed to differ from each other. 
Perhaps we may assume that unlike the atomic ἀµερῆ the θραύσµατα and 
ψηγµάτια are not unsplittable. For the visible ἐλάχιστον and the atomic 
ἐλάχιστον, i.e. for the technical use of the term, see Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.58–59. 
Individual Points 
§1.  The additional words in PB ὅ ἐστι στρογγύλα are confirmed as part of the P 
tradition by Q. Diels and other editors opted for exclusion, believing it to be a 
glossema. But P, the epitomator, is as a rule not prone to adding something. 
For other additional phrases using the phrase ὅ ἐστι (‘i.e.’, thus explaining the 
meaning of a word or adding a further elucidation), see above, ch. 1.11.2 with 
Commentary D(d)§2, and below, ch. 5.14.1, twice, with commentary D(d)§1. 
Even so, and though small things may well be round and round things small, 
‘round’ as the explanation of ‘smallest’ is not immediately clear. The adjective 
στρογγύλος is used for descriptions of specific kinds of atoms (cf. e.g. 67A129, 
Democritus cited by Theophrastus; Epicurus at A chs. 3.4.5, 4.19.3), but there is 
no (other) evidence of its use in relation to Empedocles. Since it does not make 
sense to say that the smallest parts have similar parts (unless one thinks of 
Epicurus’ minimal parts, but this lemma is about Empedocles), the adjective 
ὁµοιοµερῆ will pertain to στοιχεῖα: the elements have similar parts, namely their 
θραύσµατα, earth consisting of small pieces of earth etc. ‘Round’ should pertain 
in the first place not to smallest parts but to the spherical shape of the 
elemental layers around the spherical earth. Perhaps however one may believe 
that, exceptionally, ὁµοιοµερῆ pertains not to substance but to shape, round 
elements having round parts. A curious passage in ps.Alexander’s Problems 
(cited below at section E(b)§1) states that ‘water is a spherical element, just 
like the other elements’, and argues from the ‘roundness of a falling drop of 
water’ to the roundness of the element as a whole: ‘water as a whole is just like 
its part; therefore it consists of similar parts’. In the next chapter, ‘On shapes’ 
1.14.2–3, the smallest parts according to Anaxagoras and the Atomists, viz. the 
‘things with like parts’ and the atoms, are said to be of ‘many shapes’ 
(πολυσχήµονα), while according to the Pythagoreans the ‘shapes of the four 
elements’ (τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων), except ‘cone-like’ (κωνοειδές) fire, are said 
to be ‘spherical’ (σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα). The conical form of fire can only 
pertain to the elemental parts. Cf. below, ch. 1.14, Commentary D(d)§2, also for 
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parallels of confusion between the shape of the elements qua wholes and of 
their smallest parts. Empedocles was often considered a Pythagorean, e.g. 
Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels = 227A FHS&G at Simplicius in Phys. 25.20–21, 
Timaeus FrGrH 566 F14 at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.54. So these parallels rescue 
P’s extra phrase: ii is a typical doxographical oddity, or confusion. 
 For the interpretation of Empedocles in Atomist terms, or rather in terms 
of a doctrine pertaining to smallest parts, beginning with Aristotle see Gemelli 
Marciano (1991). 
§2.  Remarkably all four witnesses have rather different texts for this short 
doxa; see the critical apparatus above. We note the following, but are aware of 
the eclectic and hypothetical nature of our constitutio: 
 (1) The version of S has a periphrastic character (see below at section 
D(d)(2)), so some preference has to be given to PB. But S’s reading πρὸ τοῦ ἑνός, 
confirmed by Q but absent in PB, should not be sacrificed. Mouraviev (2000) T 
406 rightly translates ‘avant l’⟨élément⟩ unique’. We have refrained from 
adding ⟨στοιχείου⟩ in our text. §2 πρὸ τοῦ ἑνός (sc. στοιχείου) takes up §1 πρὸ τῶν 
τεσσάρων στοιχείων. as Heraclitus’ single element is contrasted with 
Empedocles’ four (see at section D(c) above). G too has resorted to paraphrase. 
 (2) Diels’ kept ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ in the text of P, though in his apparatus 
he plausibly asserted that ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ have been imported from §3, 
presumably before P decided to omit this paragraph. It is indeed likely that P 
coalesced two paragraphs, as is so often his practice. It is surely surprising to 
find Heraclitus credited with minima; the phrase δοκεῖ τισι (‘some people 
believe’) shows that this interpretation of a remark in Aristotle (see below at 
section D(d)(4)) was not the opinio communis, see M-R 2.1.191. 
 (3) The verb εἰσάγειν is standard idiom in A, see Diels DG 746a s.v.: ‘saepe 
de dogmatis velut ψηγµάτια, συγκρίσεις, µαντικήν, πέµπτον σῶµα al.’. S’s verb 
καταλείπειν does not occur (elsewhere) in A. εἰσάγει is supported by the 
agreement of PB and G; we venture to amend to the infinitive after δοκεῖ τισι (as 
in S).  
 (4) Instead of PB’s ψηγµάτιά τινα S and G have ψήγµατα (Aristotle Cael. 3.5 
304a18–21, for which see below, has ψήγµατος). Although the Aristotelian 
precedent favours the common word the more unusual reading should be 
retained (only four more cases in extant Greek literature, including κονιορτώδη 
ψηγµάτια at Philoponus in de An. 67.22 = Democritus fr. 200 Luria, the familiar 
comparison of Democritus’ atoms with ‘motes of dust’ visible in sunbeams 
shining through windows). ψήγµατα means ‘gold dust’ or ‘motes in the air’; our 
translation of ψηγµάτια follows Guthrie’s rendering (LCL) of the Aristotelian 
precedent at Cael. 3.5 304a18–21 where no name-label is provided; cited below 
in section E(b)§2. The tradition on which the Placita depends ‘knows’ that 
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Aristotle here means Heraclitus; for other instances of this sort of knowledge 
see above, ch.1.3 Commentary D(d)§13 and below, ch. 1.21, Commentary B(2). 
Lebedev (1979–1980) has meritoriously noticed that the gist of our lemma is 
anticipated in Aristotle’s text, which however lacks a name-label. He argues 
that Aristotle provides us with a genuine fragment of Heraclitus. But this 
identification of Aristotle’s anonymus is a hyper-interpretation. For other, 
sometimes more plausible instances see ad ch. 3.10.4 below, where the Placita 
‘knows’ that Aristotle at Cael. 2.13 293b34–294a1 means Leucippus, and in other 
lemmata where—one does not know on what authority—it provides the 
names of individual Pythagoreans, e.g. Philolaus at ch. 2.7.6 or Hicetas at ch. 
3.9.2, while Aristotle had mentioned the cosmology of ‘the Pythagoreans’ in 
general, as at Cael. 2.13 293a17–27. Cf. above ch. 1.3, Commentary D(d)§15. 
§3.  In ch. 1.16.3 ἀµερῆ are attribued to ‘those thinkers who introduce the 
atoms’, but it is not immediately clear what exactly this term refers to. In ch. 
1.3.18 (as also elsewhere) Diodorus Cronus is credited with partless bodies 
(ἀµερῆ σώµατα) as minima. For Xenocrates the theory of indivisible lines must 
be meant, much different from Diodorus’ atomism. Ch. 4.9.10 (no name-labels) 
puts those who posit ἄτοµα or ὁµοιοµερῆ or ἀµερῆ or ἐλάχιστα on a par without 
providing further information as to what these terms mean, or in what respect 
they differ; the atoms and the void are mentioned immediately before at ch. 
4.9.9 and attributed to Leucippus, Democritus and Diogenes. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
The account of smallest particles qua elements belongs with the final section 
of doxographical overviews of theories concerned with the elements starting 
with Thales. Compare e.g. ps.Galen HPh c. 18, DG pp. 610.20–611.2, and Sextus 
Empiricus P. 3.32, M. 9.363–364, M. 10.254, cited below section E(a) General 
texts and §§2–3. Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.15–214.5, cited section E(a) 
General texts, opposes the various Atomists to those thinkers who favour 
infinite division (see full text as cited below, at chs. 1.16 and 1.17, section E(a) 
General texts). Note, on the other hand, that only Diodorus is cited for a view 
on minima in the chapter on the principles above (1.3.18). For references to 
minima in these other Placita chapters see the Commentary and at Loci 
Aetiani. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.15–214.5 οὐ γὰρ µόνον διηνέχθησαν πρὸς 
ἀλλήλους περὶ τοῦδε τοῦ δόγµατος οἱ µίαν ὕλην ὑποκεῖσθαι πᾶσι τοῖς ἐν γενέσει σώµασιν λέγοντες 
πρὸς τοὺς ἐκ διωρισµένων τε καὶ κεχωρισµένων σωµάτων ποιοῦντας αὐτήν (ὧν οἱ µὲν ἄτοµα σώµατα 
ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, κατὰ σχῆµα καὶ µέγεθος µόνον τὴν πρὸς ἄλληλα διαφορὰν ἔχοντα, τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ 



 Book 1 Chapter 13 7 

τὰ στοιχεῖά φασιν εἶναι, καὶ τῇ τούτων συνθέσει τε καὶ ποιᾷ περιπλοκῇ ἔτι τε τάξει καὶ θέσει τἆλλα 
γίνεσθαι· ἐφ’ ἧς δόξης πρῶτοι µὲν Λεύκιππός τε καὶ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 225 Luria) γενέσθαι δοκοῦσιν, 
ὕστεροι δὲ Ἐπίκουρός (—) τε καὶ οἱ τὴν αὐτὴν τούτῳ τραπέντες· οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν, οὐκ ἀτόµους, ὁµοιοµερῆ 
δέ τινά φασιν ἄπειρα εἶναι σώµατα, ἐξ ὧν ἡ τῶν αἰσθητῶν γένεσις σωµάτων γινοµένη κατὰ σύγκρισιν 
καὶ σύνθεσιν, ἧς δόξης Ἀναξαγόρας (—) τε καὶ Ἀρχέλαος (—) δοκοῦσι γεγονέναι· ἤδη δέ τινες (sc. 
Diodorus Cronus —) καὶ ἀµερῆ τινα σώµατα τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ στοιχεῖα τῶν πάντων προήχθησαν 
εἰπεῖν· ἔστι δέ τις δόξα (Tim. 53c–56c) καὶ ἐξ ἐπιπέδων τὴν γένεσιν ποιοῦσα τῶν σωµάτων καὶ ἐξ 
ἀριθµῶν τις ἄλλη (—).  Dionysius of Alexandria Περὶ φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.23.4 οἱ δὲ τὰς ἀτόµους 
µετονοµάσαντες ἀµερῆ φασιν εἶναι σώµατα, τοῦ παντὸς µέρη, ἐξ ὧν ἀδιαιρέτων ὄντων συντίθεται τὰ 
πάντα καὶ εἰς ἃ διαλύεται. καὶ τούτων φασὶ τῶν ἀµερῶν ὀνοµατοποιὸν Διόδωρον (—) γεγονέναι· 
ὄνοµα δέ, φασίν, αὐτοῖς ἄλλο Ἡρακλείδης (fr. 118 Wehrli, 59 Sharples) θέµενος ἐκάλεσεν ὄγκους, 
παρ’ οὗ καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδης ὁ ἰατρὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 716) ἐκληρονόµησε τὸ ὄνοµα.  
Galen Hipp.Elem. 1.416.6–10 K. ἰδέᾳ δὲ καὶ δυνάµει δύναιτ’ ἄν τις ἓν, p. εἶναι λέγειν τὰ πάντα, 
καθάπερ οἱ περὶ τὸν Ἐπίκουρόν (fr. 288 Usener) τε καὶ Δηµόκριτον (fr. 215 Luria) τὰς ἀτόµους· ἐκ 
ταὐτοῦ δ’ εἰσὶν αὐτοῖς χοροῦ καὶ οἱ τὰ ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἄναρµα καὶ ἀµερῆ τιθέµενοι στοιχεῖα. Cf. 
Med.Nam. 27.39–28.2 Meyerhof–Schacht Was mich am meisten bei Menschen dieses Schlages 
wundert, ist, daß sie … nicht gehört haben, daß die Naturphilosophen, wenn sie nach der Natur 
jedes bestehenden Dinges forschen, es (das Forschen) teils auf ungeteilte Elemente beziehen und 
sagen, daß die Dinge aus diesen Elementen zusammengesetzt sind, teils auf unteilbare Elemente 
(:Atomists), teils auf unzusammenhängende Elemente (:Asclepiades or Heraclides of Pontus), 
teils auf an Teilen gleichartigen Elemente (Anaxagoras) und teils auf das Feuer, die Luft, das 
Wasser und die Erde (:Empedocles etc.).  Sextus Empiricus P. 1.147–148 δογµατικὴ δέ ἐστιν 
ὑπόληψις παραδοχὴ πράγµατος δι’ ἀναλογισµοῦ ἤ τινος ἀποδείξεως κρατύνεσθαι δοκοῦσα, οἷον ὅτι 
ἄτοµα ἔστι τῶν ὄντων στοιχεῖα (148) ἢ ὁµοιοµερῆ ‹ἢ› ἐλάχιστα ἤ τινα ἄλλα.  P. 3.32 Δηµόκριτος (cf. 
fr. 124 Luria) δὲ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) ὁµοιοµερείας, 
Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Κρόνος (fr. 117C Döring, II F 8 Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα, 
Ἡρακλείδης δὲ ὁ Ποντικὸς (fr. 119b Wehrli, 60B Schütrumpf) καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδης ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. 
Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 726) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους.  M. 9.363 Δηµόκριτος (68A55 DK) δὲ καὶ 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους, εἰ µή τι ἀρχαιοτέραν ταύτην θετέον τὴν δόξαν καί, ὡς ἔλεγεν ὁ Στωικὸς 
Ποσειδώνιος (F 286 E.-K., 57b Theiler), ἀπὸ Μώχου τινὸς ἀνδρὸς Φοίνικος καταγοµένην, Ἀναξαγόρας 
δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—) ὁµοιοµερείας, Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς Κρόνος (fr. 117D Döring, II F 8 
Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα, Ἀσκληπιάδης δὲ ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 
726) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους.  ps.Galen HPh c. 18, DG pp. 610.20–611.2.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 279 restat 
nunc, ut eorum quoque qui generatam esse corpoream silvam negant sententias exequamur; 
quorum aeque diversae opiniones omnino sunt. sunt enim qui textum eius et quasi 
continuationem quandam corpusculis, quae intellegantur potius quam sentiantur, conexis sibi 
invicem assignent in aliquo modo positis et aliquatenus figuratis, ut Democrito (—) et Epicuro 
(—) placet. addunt alii qualitatem, ut Anaxagoras (—), sed hic omnium materiarum naturam 
proprietatemque in singulis materiis congestam esse censet; alii propter exiguitatem 
individuorum corporum, quorum numerus in nullo fine sit, subtilitatem silvae contexi putant, ut 
Diodorus (—) et non nulli Stoicorum [sic], quorum sit fortuitus tam coetus quam segregatio. quas 
opiniones, cum sint omnino sine fine, praetereo.  Cf. in Tim. c. 203. 
§1 Empedocles:  Galen HNH 15.49.12–150.3 K. κἀκεῖνος (sc. Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 31A43 DK) γὰρ ἐκ µὲν τῶν 
αὐτῶν στοιχείων, ὧν καὶ Ἱπποκράτης, γεγονέναι φησὶν ἡµᾶς τε καὶ τὰ ἄλλα σώµατα πάντα τὰ περὶ 
τὴν γῆν, οὐ µὴν κεκραµένων γε δι’ ἀλλήλων, ἀλλὰ κατὰ σµικρὰ µόρια παρακειµένων τε καὶ ψαυόντων.  
Propr.Plac. 7, p. 179.23–24 Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli, text Lami καὶ πότερον κατατεθραυσµένον, 
ὡς ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς ὑποτίθεται τὴν ἐκ τῶν στοιχείων ὑπάρχειν ἡµῖν γένεσιν.  Propr.Plac. 15, p. 188.23–24 
Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli, text Lami οὐχ ὡς ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ἡγεῖτο, κατὰ σµικὰ µόρια 
κατατεθραυσµένων (cf. Gal. 4.726.11–12 K. ad Emp. 31A43 DK, … καταθραυοµένων). 
§§1–2 Empedocles Heraclitus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.8 (Anaxagoras 59A1 DK) ἀρχὰς δὲ τὰς 
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ὁµοιοµερείας· καθάπερ γὰρ ἐκ τῶν ψηγµάτων λεγοµένων τὸν χρυσὸν συνεστάναι, οὕτως ἐκ τῶν 
ὁµοιοµερῶν µικρῶν σωµάτων τὸ πᾶν συγκεκρίσθαι. 
§§2–3 Heraclitus Xenocrates:  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.32 Δηµόκριτος (cf. fr. 124 Luria) δὲ καὶ 
Ἐπίκουρος (—) ἀτόµους, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ὁ Κλαζοµένιος ὁµοιοµερείας (—), Διόδωρος δὲ ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς 
Κρόνος (fr. 117C Döring, II F 8 Giannantoni) ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ σώµατα, Ἡρακλείδης δὲ ὁ 
Ποντικὸς (fr. 119b Wehrli, 60B Schütrumpf) καὶ Ἀσκληπιάδης ὁ Βιθυνὸς (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, 
p. 726) ἀνάρµους ὄγκους (sc. τὰς ὑλικὰς ἀρχὰς εἶναι) (cf. ps.Galen HPh c. 18, DG p. 610.20–611.2).  
M. 9.363–364 (cf. Democritus 68A55 DK). M. 10.254. 
§3 Xenocrates:  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.85-86 καὶ µὴ κινεῖσθαι µέν, τοῦτο ἀκόλουθόν ἐστι ταῖς κατ' 
αὐτὸν (sc. Διόδωρος Κρόνος, fr. 123 Döring, II F 13 Giannantoni) τῶν ἀµερῶν ὑποθέσεσιν. (86) τὸ 
γὰρ ἀµερὲς σῶµα ὀφείλει ἐν ἀµερεῖ τόπῳ περιέχεσθαι, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο µήτε ἐν αὐτῷ κινεῖται … µήτε ἐν 
ᾧ µὴ ἔστιν κτλ. 
§4 Heraclides:  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.33 οὐ γὰρ δήπου δυνησόµεθα καὶ τοῖς περὶ Ἀσκληπιάδην (cf. 
Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 726) συγκατατίθεσθαι, θραυστὰ εἶναι τὰ στοιχεῖα λέγουσι καὶ ποιά. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts:  Plato Tim. 53b ὅτε δ’ ἐπεχειρεῖτο κοσµεῖσθαι τὸ πᾶν, πῦρ πρῶτον καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν 
καὶ ἀέρα, ἴχνη µὲν ἔχοντα αὑτῶν ἄττα, παντάπασί γε µὴν διακείµενα ὥσπερ εἰκὸς ἔχειν ἅπαν ὅταν 
ἀπῇ τινος θεός, οὕτω δὴ τότε πεφυκότα ταῦτα πρῶτον διεσχηµατίσατο εἴδεσί τε καὶ ἀριθµοῖς.  
Plutarch Prim.Frig. 948C καὶ Πλάτων ὀρθῶς καὶ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 506 Luria) αἰτίαν θερµότητος καὶ 
βαρύτητος ζητοῦντες οὐ κατέπαυσαν ἐν γῇ καὶ πυρὶ τὸν λόγον ἀλλ’ ἐπὶ τὰς νοητὰς ἀναφέροντες 
ἀρχὰς τὰ αἰσθητὰ µέχρι τῶν ἐλαχίστων ὥσπερ σπερµάτων προῆλθον.  Iamblichus de An. at Stob. 
Ecl. 1.49.32, p. 363.11–14 τινὲς εἰς τὰς τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων ἀρχὰς τὴν οὐσίαν τῆς ψυχῆς 
ἐπαναφέρουσιν. εἶναι µὲν γὰρ τὰ πρῶτα σώµατα ἄτοµα, πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων 
στοιχειωδέστερα.  John Philoponus Aet. 16.1, p. 542.2–5 Rabe ὅταν ἐπεχείρει τὸ πᾶν δηµιουργεῖν ὁ 
θεός, πρῶτον µὲν τὰ στοιχεῖα εἰδοποιήσας διεσχηµάτισεν, καὶ πρὶν δὲ τὰ στοιχεῖα γενέσθαι 
προϋπάρχειν αὐτῶν τὰ ἴχνη ἀλόγως καὶ ἀµέτρως ἔχοντα. 
Chapter heading: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.178 (Sphaerus SVF 1.620) Περὶ ἐλαχίστων. 
§§1–2  Empedocles Heraclitus:  Philo of Alexandria Opif. 131 οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι φιλόσοφοι τὸ σύµπαν 
ὕδωρ ἓν στοιχεῖον εἶναί φασι τῶν τεττάρων, ἐξ ὧν ὁ κόσµος ἐδηµιουργήθη· Μωυσῆς δ’ κτλ. 
§1  Empedocles:  Aristotle Cael. 3.5 304b6–9 τοῖς δὲ τῷ µεγέθει διορίζουσι πρότερόν τι τοῦ 
στοιχείου στοιχεῖον εἶναι, καὶ τοῦτ’ εἰς ἄπειρον βαδίζειν, εἴπερ ἅπαν σῶµα διαιρετὸν καὶ τὸ 
µικροµερέστατον στοιχεῖον.  Cael. 3.6 305a1–4 εἰ δὲ στήσεταί που ἡ διάλυσις, ἤτοι ἄτοµον ἔσται τὸ 
σῶµα ἐν ᾧ ἵσταται, ἢ διαιρετὸν µὲν οὐ µέντοι διαιρεθησόµενον οὐδέποτε, καθάπερ ἔοικεν Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
(31A43a DK) βούλεσθαι λέγειν.  GC 1.8 325b5–9 σχεδὸν δὲ καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλεῖ (—) ἀναγκαῖον λέγειν, 
ὥσπερ καὶ Λεύκιππός (—) φησιν· εἶναι γὰρ ἄττα στερεά, ἀδιαίρετα δέ, εἰ µὴ πάντῃ πόροι συνεχεῖς 
εἰσιν.  GC 2.7 334a26–30 τοῖς λέγουσιν ὡς Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A43 DK) τίς ἔσται τρόπος; ἀνάγκη γὰρ 
σύνθεσιν εἶναι καθάπερ ἐξ πλίνθων καὶ λίθων τοῖχος· καὶ τὸ µίγµα δὲ τοῦτο ἐκ σωζοµένων µὲν ἔσται 
τῶν στοιχείων, κατὰ µικρὰ δὲ παρ’ ἄλληλα συγκειµένων.  Sens.  4.441a3–6 ἡ µὲν οὖν τοῦ ὕδατος 
φύσις βούλεται ἄχυµος εἶναι· ἀνάγκη δ’ ἢ ἐν αὑτῷ τὸ ὕδωρ ἔχειν τὰ γένη τῶν χυµῶν ἀναίσθητα διὰ 
µικρότητα, καθάπερ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A94 DK) φησίν.  Theophrastus Sens. 11 (31A86 DK) ὧν δὲ 
πυκνὰ καὶ κατὰ µικρὰ τεθραυσµένα (sc. κεῖται τὰ στοιχεῖα), τοὺς δὲ τοιούτους ὀξεῖς φεροµένους καὶ 
πολλὰ ἐπιβαλλοµένους ὀλίγα ἐπιτελεῖν διὰ τὴν ὀξύτητα τῆς τοῦ αἵµατος φορᾶς.  Arius Didymus fr. 4 
Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.17.2 p. 152.13–16 Ἀριστοτέλους καὶ τῶν ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ· τὰ µὲν σώµατα φασὶ 
θρυπτόµενα κατὰ µικρὰ µόρια παρατίθεσθαι ἀλλήλοις.  ps.Alexander  Probl.. 2.39 Ideler 
σφαιροειδὴς δὲ γίνεται, διότι τὸ ὕδωρ στοιχεῖόν ἐστι σφαιροειδές, καθάπερ καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ στοιχεῖα. 
δεῖξις δὲ τούτου, κατὰ φύλλων βαλλόµενον τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ καταφερόµενον ἐξ ὕψους στρογγυλοῦσθαι. 
καὶ ὡς ἔχει τὸ µέρος, οὕτω καὶ τὸ ὅλον ὕδωρ· διὸ καὶ ὁµοιοµερές ἐστιν.  Arethas Schol. in Cat. p. 
300.66–67 Share ζητηθήσεται στοιχεῖα στοιχείων, ὅπερ ἄτοπον. 
§2 Heraclitus: Aristotle Cael. 3.5 304a9–21 (Heraclitus T181 Mouraviev) οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν σχῆµα 
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περιάπτουσι τῷ πυρί, … οἱ δὲ περὶ µὲν σχήµατος οὐδὲν ἀποφαίνονται, λεπτοµερέστατον δὲ µόνον 
ποιοῦσιν, ἔπειτ’ ἐκ τούτου συντιθεµένου φασὶ γίγνεσθαι τἆλλα καθάπερ ἂν εἰ συµφυσωµένου 
ψήγµατος.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.8 (Anaxagoras 59A1 DK) ἀρχὰς δὲ τὰς ὁµοιοµερείας· καθάπερ 
γὰρ ἐκ τῶν ψηγµάτων λεγοµένων τὸν χρυσὸν συνεστάναι, οὕτως ἐκ τῶν ὁµοιοµερῶν µικρῶν σωµάτων 
τὸ πᾶν συγκεκρίσθαι.  Simplicius in Phys. 23.33–24.11 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 
FHS&G) Ἵππασος δὲ ὁ Μεταποντῖνος (—) καὶ Ἡράκλειτος ὁ Ἐφέσιος (T 934 Mouraviev) … πῦρ 
ἐποίησαν τὴν ἀρχὴν …, ἔτι δὲ εἰ στοιχεῖον µὲν τὸ ἐλάχιστόν ἐστιν ἐξ οὗ γίνεται τὰ ἄλλα καὶ εἰς ὃ 
ἀναλύεται, λεπτοµερέστατον δὲ τῶν ἄλλων τὸ πῦρ, τοῦτο ἂν εἴη µάλιστα στοιχεῖον.  Lucretius DRN 
1.834–835 (on Anaxagoras, 59A45DK) ex aurique putat micis consistere posse / aurum.  
§3 Xenocrates:  Aristotle Cael. 3.1 299a6–11 (Xenocrates fr. 41 Heinze, F 45 Isnardi-Parente2) 
ἔπειτα δῆλον ὅτι τοῦ αὐτοῦ λόγου ἐστὶ στερεὰ µὲν ἐξ ἐπιπέδων συγκεῖσθαι, ἐπίπεδα δ’ ἐκ γραµµῶν, 
ταύτας δ’ ἐκ στιγµῶν· οὕτω δ’ ἐχόντων οὐκ ἀνάγκη τὸ τῆς γραµµῆς µέρος γραµµὴν εἶναι· περὶ δὲ 
τούτων ἐπέσκεπται πρότερον ἐν τοῖς περὶ κινήσεως λόγοις (sc. Phys. 6.1), ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἀδιαίρετα 
µήκη.  Simplicius in Phys. 140.6–16 (Porphyry 135F Smith)) οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν Ξενοκράτην (fr. 45 
Heinze, F 60 Isnardi-Parente2) τὴν µὲν πρώτην ἀκολουθίαν ὑπεῖναι συνεχώρουν, τουτέστιν ὅτι εἰ ἕν 
ἐστι τὸ ὂν καὶ ἀδιαίρετον ἔσται, οὐ µὴν ἀδιαίρετον εἶναι τὸ ὄν. διὸ πάλιν µηδὲ ἓν µόνον ὑπάρχειν τὸ ὄν, 
ἀλλὰ πλείω. διαιρετὸν µέντοι µὴ ἐπ’ ἄπειρον εἶναι, ἀλλ’ εἰς ἄτοµά τινα καταλήγειν. ταῦτα µέντοι µὴ 
ἄτοµα εἶναι ὡς ἀµερῆ καὶ ἐλάχιστα, ἀλλὰ κατὰ µὲν τὸ ποσὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην τµητὰ καὶ µέρη ἔχοντα, τῷ 
δὲ εἴδει ἄτοµα καὶ πρῶτα, πρώτας τινὰς ὑποθέµενος εἶναι γραµµὰς ἀτόµους καὶ τὰ ἐκ τούτων ἐπίπεδα 
καὶ στερεὰ πρῶτα. τὴν οὖν ἐκ τῆς διχοτοµίας καὶ ἁπλῶς τῆς ἐπ’ ἄπειρον τοµῆς καὶ διαιρέσεως 
ὑπαντῶσαν ἀπορίαν ὁ Ξενοκράτης οἴεται διαλύεσθαι τὰς ἀτόµους εἰσαγαγὼν γραµµὰς, καὶ ἁπλῶς 
ἄτοµα ποιήσας µεγέθη.  Xenocrates FF 44–67 Isnardi-Parente2. 
§4  Heraclides:  Galen Constit. 1.249.13–15 K. οὐ µὴν οὐδὲ τὸ ἄναρµον τὸ Ἀσκληπιάδου (cf. Vallance 
ANRW 2.37.1, p. 716) θραυστὸν ὂν ὀδυνήσεται θραυόµενον, ἀναίσθητον γάρ ἐστιν.  Nat.Fac. 2.39.4–7 
K. κατὰ δὲ τὸν Ἀσκληπιάδην (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 716) οὐδὲν οὐδενὶ συµπαθές ἐστι φύσει, 
διῃρηµένης τε καὶ κατατεθραυσµένης εἰς ἄναρµα στοιχεῖα καὶ ληρώδεις ὄγκους ἁπάσης τῆς οὐσίας.   
Caelius Aurelianus Cel.Pas. 1.105–106 Bendz Asclepiadi (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 713) 
responsuri eius primum dogma proponamus, qua voluti apprehensionis falsitate peccatis etiam 
involvuntur curationum.  primordia namque corporis  prima constituerat atomos, secunda 
corpuscula intellectu sensa sine ulla qualitate solita atque ex initio concitata ⟨et⟩ aeternum 
moventia, quae suo incursu offensa mutuis ictibus in infinita partium fragmenta solvantur, 
magnitudine atque schemate differentia. quae rursum eundo sibi adiecta vel coniuncta omnia 
faciant sensibilia, vim in semet mutationis habentia aut per magnitudinem sui aut per 
multitudinem aut per schema aut per ordinem. (106) nec, inquit, ratione carere videatur, quod 
nullius faciant qualitatis corpora. aliud enim partes, aliud universitatem sequetur. 
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883B–C; p. 312a8–13 Diels—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 28; p. 616.7–8 
Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 126–127 Daiber — PPs : Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 88, p. 53 
Westerink (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.15.3b, p. 145.5–6 + 1.15.6a, p. 146.14–20 Wachsmuth—cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, 
p. 112b2–3 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Ach: Achilles Univ. c. 4, p. 11.1–8; c. 12, p. 20.12 Di Maria 
 

Titulus  ιδ΄. Περὶ σχηµάτων (P,S)  1 
§1 σχῆµά ἐστιν ἐπιφάνεια καὶ περιγραφὴ καὶ πέρας σώµατος. (P1,S1)  2 
§2 οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων,  3 

µόνον δὲ τὸ ἀνώτατον πῦρ κωνοειδές. (P2,S2) 4 
§3 ᾿Αναξαγόρας τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ πολυσχήµονα. (S3) 5 
§4 οἱ ἀπὸ Λευκίππου τὰ ἄτοµα πολυσχήµονα. (S4) 6 
§5 Κλεάνθης µόνος τῶν Στωικῶν τὸ πῦρ ἀπεφήνατο κωνοειδές. (S5) 7 
  
§2 Pythagorei –; §3 Anaxagoras 59A51 DK; §4 Leucippei cf. 68A43 DK; §5 Cleanthes SVF 
1.498 
  
§2[3] post οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου hab. S τὸν κόσµον typis exaravit Diels ap. text. Stob. sed secl. 
in app., secl. Wachsmuth || σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα Diels, cf. PQ (die Gestalten … sind 
kugelförmig Q) : σφαιρικὰ τὰ σώµατα PB Mau Lachenaud : σφαίραν κατὰ σχῆµα SFP, 
retinuit Diels ap. text. Stob., emend. Wachsmuth ex P : τὸν κόσµον σφαίραν κατὰ σχῆµα 
τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων prob. Sachs    §§3–5 om. P   §§3–4[5–6] ὁµοιοµερῆ et ἄτοµα inv. 
SFP, corr. Diels. sed ipse inv. §3 et §4 perperam    §5[7] µόνος SF: om. SP || post κωνοειδές 
habet S Ζήνων ἔφασκε τὸ πῦρ κατ᾿ εὐθεῖαν κινεῖσθαι, quod typis exaravit Diels DG 1.14.6 
quamquam ad 1.12 addendum esse opinavit; sed Ario Didymo tribuendum 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus c. 28 (~ tit.) Περὶ σχηµάτων (text Diels) 
28.1 (~ P1) σχῆµά ἐστιν ἐπιφάνεια καὶ περιγραφὴ καὶ πέρας σώµατος. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 88 (~ tit.) Περὶ σχηµάτων 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 4, p. 11.1–8 (SVF 2.555) τὸν δὲ αἰθέρα καὶ οὐρανὸν —εἴτε ὁ αὐτός, εἴτε 
διάφορος—ἔξωθεν εἶναι, σφαιρικὸν σχῆµα ἔχοντα. µετὰ δὲ τοῦτον ἐντὸς αὐτοῦ τὸν ἀέρα εἶναι, 
καὶ αὐτὸν σφαιρικῶς περικείµενον ἔξωθεν τῇ γῇ. ἐνδοτέρω δὲ αὐτοῦ τρίτην εἶναι σφαῖραν, τὴν 
τοῦ ὕδατος, περὶ αὐτὴν τὴν γῆν µεταξὺ τοῦ ἀέρος καὶ τῆς γῆς. ἐν δὲ τῷ µεσαιτάτῳ τὴν γῆν 
εἶναι,κέντρου τάξιν καὶ µέγεθος ἐπέχουσαν, ὡς ἐν σφαίρᾳ· καὶ τὰς µὲν ἄλλας τρεῖς σφαίρας ἢ 
τέσσαρας περιδινεῖσθαι· τὴν δὲ τῆς γῆς µόνην ἑστάναι (~ §2) [verba antecedentia vid. c. 
1.12, Testes secundi].  c. 12, p. 20.12 Κλεάνθης (SVF 1.498) αὐτοὺς (sc. τοὺς ἀστέρας) 
κωνοειδὲς ἔχειν σχῆµά φησι (~§5). 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
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titulus A 2.2 tit. Περὶ σχήµατος κόσµου. A 2.14 tit. Περὶ σχηµάτων ἀστέρων. A 2.22 tit. Περὶ 
σχήµατος ἡλίου. A 2.27 tit. Περὶ σχήµατος σελήνης. A 3.10 tit. Περὶ σχήµατος γῆς. 
§1 A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. A 
1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι … Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ 
ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 
3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ … A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, πλάτει βάθει µήκει. Α 
1.15.1 οἱ Πυθαγορικοὶ χροιὰν ἐκάλουν τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ σώµατος. A 4.8.9 οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἀρχαίων *** τῶν περὶ τὰ σώµατα ἀσωµάτων λόγων, ἅπερ ἤδη σχήµατα προσαγορεύουσι. Α 
4.20.1 πᾶσα δ᾿ ἐπιφάνεια ἀσώµατος. συγκινεῖται µὲν γὰρ τοῖς σώµασιν, αὐτὴ δ᾿ ἀσώµατος 
πάντως καθέστηκεν, ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς καµπτοµένης ῥάβδου ἡ µὲν ἐπιφάνεια οὐδὲν πάσχει ἡ δ᾿ 
ὕλη ἐστὶν ἡ καµπτοµένη. 
§2 A 2.6.2 Πυθαγόρας ἀπὸ πυρὸς καὶ τοῦ πέµπτου στοιχείου (sc. ἄρξασθαί φησι τὴν γένεσιν 
τοῦ κόσµου). A 2.6.5 Πυθαγόρας πέντε σχηµάτων ὄντων στερεῶν, ἅπερ καλεῖται καὶ 
µαθηµατικά, ἐκ µὲν τοῦ κύβου φησὶ γεγονέναι τὴν γῆν, ἐκ δὲ τῆς πυραµίδος τὸ πῦρ, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ 
ὀκταέδρου τὸν ἀέρα, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ εἰκοσαέδρου τὸ ὕδωρ, ἐκ δὲ τοῦ δωδεκαέδρου τὴν τοῦ παντὸς 
σφαῖραν. A 2.2.2 ἄλλοι δὲ κωνοειδῆ (sc. τὸν κόσµον ἀπεφήναντο). A 2.7.6[27] καὶ πάλιν πῦρ 
ἕτερον ἀνωτάτω, τὸ περιέχον 
§4 A 1.4.1[4–6] πολλὰ σώµατα …, ποικιλίαν ἔχοντα καὶ σχηµάτων καὶ µεγεθῶν. A 4.3.5 
Δηµόκριτος πυρῶδες σύγκριµα ἐκ τῶν λόγῳ θεωρητῶν (sc. τὴν ψυχήν), σφαιρικὰς µὲν ἐχόντων τὰς 
ἰδέας, πυρίνην δὲ τὴν δύναµιν. A 4.19.5[15–16] Δηµόκριτος καὶ τὸν ἀέρα φησὶν εἰς ὁµοιοσχήµονα 
θρύπτεσθαι σώµατα κτλ. 
§5 A 2.14.2 Κλεάνθης κωνοειδεῖς (sc. τοὺς ἀστέρας). A 4.15.3 Χρύσιππος κατὰ τὴν συνέντασιν 
τοῦ µεταξὺ ἀέρος ὁρᾶν ἡµᾶς, νυγέντος µὲν ὑπὸ τοῦ ὁρατικοῦ πνεύµατος, ὅπερ ἀπὸ τοῦ 
ἡγεµονικοῦ µέχρι τῆς κόρης διήκει, κατὰ δὲ τὴν πρὸς τὸν περικείµενον ἀέρα ἐπιβολὴν 
ἐντείνοντος αὐτὸν κωνοειδῶς κτλ.  

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The witnesses to this chapter are again P and S. 
 (1)  PB and Q record only two lemmata, the former a general, or nominal, 
definition of σχῆµα, the second a doxa attributed to ‘Pythagoras and his 
followers’. Of these G retains only the former. As was the case for 1.13, Diels 
omits to include a reference to this chapter in his text at DG 312. Ps makes use 
of the title only. Like in other chapters (1.12, 1.13, 1.15) P abridges by omitting the 
final lemmata, here §§ 3–5. 
 (2)  The five doxai in S are all found in his ch. 1.15 on shapes (for a detailed 
analysis of his procedure in this chapter see M–R 1.219–220). The two doxai 
matched in P are in the same order. He may have written out the entire 
chapter, interpolating other material between §1 and the succession of §§2–5 
and adding a snippet from AD as final doxa at the end. 
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(a)  He does not commence this time with A’s definition, but first writes 
out three brief poetic quotes, including one from Empedocles (31B28.2 DK).  

(b)  He then quotes the first doxa in A, the definition of σχῆµα. 
(c)  Next he presents a brief doxa attributed to Plato on the sphericity of 

the cosmos which is probably his own work (on ch. 2.2 see further section D(d) 
below), followed by two quotes from Plato’s Timaeus (33b, 62d–63a).  

(d)  Thereafter he cites the remaining doxa in P, followed by three 
further doxai on the shapes of primary bodies not found in P. The last of these 
has the name-label ‘Cleanthes alone of the Stoics’. These three doxai are all 
very likely derived from A; the concluding phrase of the first (attributed to 
Pythagoras and his followers) anticipates the last doxa in the block. It is 
followed by a further doxa attributed to Zeno on the motion of fire, which 
Diels included in his S column, but which in view of its use of the verb ἔφασκε 
is best regarded as derived from AD. 

(e)  The remainder of S’s chapter contains material from A Book 2 and a 
final quote attributed to Philolaus’ Bakchai (on this text see Huffman 1993, 16). 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  The proximate tradition is negligible.  
 (2)  Sources. Naturally the ultimate sources for §§3–5 are the original 
writings of Anaxagoras, Leucippus, and Cleanthes, but the information ending 
up in §§2–5 arrived via secondary sources, among which (for the Atomist 
theory) perhaps Aristotle’s monograph on Democritus, and/or passages in the 
school writings. For Anaxagoras too we may think of intermediate Peripatetic 
sources. §2 is a confused and typically doxographical fabrication (see section 
D(d)§2 below), composed from on the one hand Platonic, Peripatetic and Stoic 
views about the concentric elemental components of the cosmos, and on the 
other from Cleanthes’ view that fire is conical, itself a revision of Plato’s view 
that molecule of fire molecule has the shape of a pyramid. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter the heading pertains to 
the category of quality (σχῆµα, ‘shape’ itself) and that of quantity (the number 
of shapes involved). Its meaning ‘On rhetorical figures’ is paralleled as the title 
of treatises by e.g. Herodian and Apollonius Dyscolus, or of chapters, e. g. in 
ps.Longinus. 
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D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter is the third of the block consisting of chs. 1.12–17, dealing with 
body in its various aspects. ‘Shape’ as defined here belongs with the 
subdivision of the eidetic Stoic division of physics at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
7.132, for which see above at ch. 1.12, Commentary D(a). Note that S 1.15.4 may 
have replaced an original Platonic lemma lost in P (since a reference to the 
Platonic atomic shapes might be expected). Cf. ch. 2.6.5 (where we have the 
name-label Pythagoras). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  §6 in Diels has been rejected as out of context and most likely drawn 
from AD; cf. the discussion in M–R 3.324. 
 (2)  PB and Q have two lemmata, of which PG only has the former. S has 
five lemmata, of which the first two are the same as those of PBQ. 
 There is no need to change the order of the DG. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Cshapter 
 (1)  For the function of the nominal definitions in the first lemma cf. 
above, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2).  
 (2)  Diaeresis according to number. The chapter is a mix of information on 
shape in general (the definition) on the one hand and particular shapes on the 
other, namely of the elements, or rather of the elementary particles. In §§2–4 
we have a diaeretic list of elemental shapes according to number. When we 
accept the second phrase in §2 we have two shapes, if we reject it only one. 
According to §§3–4 we have to account for many shapes, the (many) 
elementary particles being contrasted with the four (or five) elements of §2, 
and their many shapes with the one or two shapes of that previous paragraph. 
The view of §5 is exceptional (doxography is interested in the bizarre), and 
appropriately comes last. 
 
(d)  Further Comments: 
Individual Points 
§1.  We note that ‘shape’ is defined as incorporeal, cf. ch. the puzzling lemma at 
ch. 4.8.9. At S 1.15.3a the name-label ‘Porphyrius’ has been preserved, but the 
text is lost. Volkmann erroneously concluded that §1 derives from Porphyry, 
see Diels DG 48 et n. 1, Wachsmuth ad loc.  
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§2.  Diels (though he did not change his text accordingly) argued that the 
reference to the cosmos in S’s text has been brought in from the context (S 
1.15.4 Plato’s Timaeus, 1.15.6b excerpts from A 2.2 on the sphericity of the 
cosmos) and that A’s original text is to be found in PB (thus, we may add, also 
in PQ). Eva Sachs (1917) 12 n. 1, 68 argued that S’s text is probably right 
(‘wahrscheinlich … die bessere Fassung’), and it certainly makes some sense. 
That the cosmos is spherical (cf. A 2.2) follows from the spherical shape of the 
elemental layers (cf. Aristotle Cael. 2.4 287a30–b4), or rather conversely (cf. 
Cael. 2.4 287a2–11), which is worth remembering. Anyhow, the spherical shape 
of the four elements (from earth up to fire) should pertain to the spherical 
earth and the spherical layers of the intra-cosmic bodies of the three other 
elements, application to their atomic structure being out of the question. The 
(Cleanthean) cone-like shape of the fifth element, celestial fire, on the other 
hand can only be understood as pertaining to its quasi-atomic micro-structure. 
In the vicinity of cosmic layers this conical fire is a Fremkörper. For this sort of 
hodgepodge, jumbling macro-shape and micro-shape together, we may 
compare Cleomedes 1.5.10–23 Todd (quoted below, ch. 3.10, section E(b) 
General texts), where in a polemical context various shapes of the earth qua 
cosmic body are discussed, such as flat, concave, and spherical, but also 
‘square’, ‘rectangular’ and ‘pyramidical’, which can only pertain (originally) to 
the microstructure of earth qua element. Ps.Alexander Probl. 2.39 (see above, 
ch. 1.13 Commentary D(d)§1), arguing from the spherical shape of a drop of 
water to that of the element (and of the other elements) is the only other 
parallel we have found. 
 The present lemma, which perhaps sets up a straw doxa to be refuted (cf. 
Euclid Phaen. cited below section E(b)§2) conflicts with the Pythagorean 
lemma of ch. 2.6.5 below. The attribution of cone-like fire to the Pythagoreans 
perhaps is only a lapsus calami, anticipating the final lemma.  
§3.  Only A and his tradition (not illogically) attribute a plurality of shapes to 
the homoiomere. In §§3–4 the homoiomere are placed on a par with the atoms, 
as in ch. 4.9.10.  
§5.  Cleanthes’ idiosyncratic view that the shape of the stars and of fire is cone-
like may perhaps be connected with the optical theory that the visual rays 
form a cone, professed by Chrysippus and other Stoics (for which see below ch. 
4.15.2). Cleanthes’ view on the shape of the stars as recorded in A 2.14.2 is not 
mentioned here, but if we add it to that of fire in general we have a mixture of 
cosmic body and elemental particle in this doxa too.  
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(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  For the contents of §1 we may look to mathematical or mathematically 
inspired literature (Euclid, Archimedes) echoed in other sources. For the 
concentric layers of the other elements around the spherical earth the 
evidence extends from Aristotle to Proclus. 
 (2)  The parallel passage in Achilles (see at Testes secundi) is part of a 
Chrysippean cosmological account, which begins with a discussion of the 
weight, circular movement and position of the elements, themes of ch. 1.12 
above. It is followed, in its turn, by accounts of the issue ascribed to ‘the 
Archimedeans’ and ‘the Orphics’ (cf. 114F II Bernabé). 
 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
§1  Definition:  Arius Didymus fr. 5 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.15.1c, p. 141.11–13 (on Aristotle) ἐπιφάνειαν 
δ’ εἶναι σώµατος πέρας δυσὶν ὁριζοµένην διαστάσεσι.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν 
λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) εἴς τε τὸν περὶ σωµάτων τόπον (i.e. ch. 1.12) καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ 
στοιχείων (cf. chs. 1.2–3) καὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ περάτων (i.e. ch. 1.14.1, and cf. ch. 1.15) καὶ τόπου 
(cf. ch. 1.19) καὶ κενοῦ (cf. ch. 1.18)· καὶ οὕτω µὲν εἰδικῶς.  V.P. 7.135 (SVF 3 Apoll. 6) ἐπιφάνεια δὲ 
ἐστὶ σώµατος πέρας ἢ τὸ µῆκος καὶ πλάτος µόνον ἔχον, βάθος δ᾿ οὔ. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
Chapter heading (rhetorical): Longinus Subl. 16.1 αὐτόθι µέντοι καὶ ὁ περὶ σχηµάτων ἐφεξῆς 
τέτακται τόπος.  Apollonius Dyscolus de Pron., Gramm.Gr. 2.1, p. 63.4 Schneider εἴρηται ἡ αἰτία 
ἐν τῷ Περὶ σχηµάτων.  Herodian Π. Ἰλιακ. προσῳδ., Gramm.Gr. 3.2, p. 66.36 Lenz περὶ ὧν 
ἐντελέστερον λέγεται ἐν τοῖς Περὶ σχηµάτων.  Hermogenes Id. 1.3.17.1 Patillon µετὰ δὲ τὸν περὶ 
σχηµάτων λόγον. 
§1  Definition:  Euclid Elem. 1 ὅροι 14 σχῆµά ἐστι τὸ ὑπό τινος ἤ τινων ὅρων περιεχόµενον.  
Archimedes Sph.Cyl. 1.72.2 τὸ σχῆµα τὸ περιγραφόµενον.  Heron Mechanicus Def. 8.1 ἐπιφάνειά 
ἐστιν, ὃ µῆκος καὶ πλάτος µόνον ἔχει ἢ πέρας σώµατος καὶ τόπου ἢ κτλ.  Def. 23 σχῆµά ἐστι τὸ ὑπό 
τινος ἤ τινων ὅρων περιεχόµενον ἢ τὸ πέρατι ἢ πέρασι συγκλειόµενον.  Def. 24 ὅροι δὲ σχηµάτων εἰσὶν 
αἵ τε ἐπιφάνειαι καὶ γραµµαί.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 373.34–374.1 τὸ γὰρ ἑκάστου 
σώµατος ἢ µεγέθους πέρας, χωρίζον ἀπὸ τῶν ἄλλων αὐτό, αἴτιον αὐτῷ τοῦ τόδε εἶναι κατὰ 
περιγραφὴν οἰκείαν ὅ ἐστιν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.415 ἡ δὲ ἐπιφάνεια πέρας σώµατος.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.135 (Apollodorus SVF 3 fr. 6) ἐπιφάνεια δὲ ἐστὶ σώµατος πέρας.  Porphyry in Cat. 
123.20–24 τί οὖν ἐστι τὸ τέταρτον εἶδος τῆς ποιότητος;—σχῆµα καὶ ἡ περὶ ἕκαστον µορφή. —τί οὖν 
ἐστι τὸ σχῆµα καὶ πῶς αὐτὸ ὡρίσαντο οἱ γεωµέτραι;—σχῆµά ἐστι τὸ ὑπό τινος γραµµῆς ἤ τινων 
γραµµῶν περιεχόµενον.  Boethius Div. MPL 64.888–889, p. 42.5–13 Magee alio autem modo (sc. 
divisionis) secundum modum, haec enim non plura significant, sed multis modis, ut cum dicimus 
‘infinitum’, unam rem quidem significat, cuius terminus inveniri non possit. sed hoc dicimus aut 
secundum mensuram, aut secundum multitudinem, aut secundum speciem: … rursus secundum 
speciem, ut infinitas dicimus figuras, infinitae enim sunt species figurarum. 
§2  Pythagoreans:  Aristotle Mete. 2.2 354b23–25 τοῦ γὰρ ὕδατος περὶ τὴν γῆν περιτεταµένου, 
καθάπερ περὶ τοῦτο ἡ τοῦ ἀέρος σφαῖρα καὶ περὶ ταύτην ἡ λεγοµένη πυρός.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 3 
392b35–a4 πέντε δὴ στοιχεῖα ταῦτα ἐν πέντε χώραις σφαιρικῶς ἐγκείµενα, περιεχοµένης ἀεὶ τῆς 
ἐλάττονος τῇ µείζονι—λέγω δὲ γῆς µὲν ἐν ὕδατι, ὕδατος δὲ ἐν ἀέρι, ἀέρος δὲ ἐν πυρί, πυρὸς δὲ ἐν 
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αἰθέρι—τὸν ὅλον κόσµον συνεστήσατο.  Anon. Photii  cod. 249, p. 239.7–8 Thesleff εἶτα ἡ τοῦ πυρὸς 
σφαῖρα, ἑξῆς ἡ τοῦ ἀέρος, µετ’ αὐτὸν ἡ τοῦ ὕδατος, λοιπὴ καὶ ἐπὶ πᾶσιν ἡ γῆ.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Mete. 72.1–2 ὅτι δὲ σφαιρικὰ τὰ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων σώµατα, ἔδειξε καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
Περὶ οὐρανοῦ.  Ptolemy Synt. 1.3–7.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.155 ἀρέσκει δὲ αὐτοῖς (SVF 2.558) 
καὶ τὴν διακόσµησιν ὧδε ἔχειν· µέσην τὴν γῆν κέντρου λόγον ἐπέχουσαν, µεθ’ ἣν τὸ ὕδωρ σφαιροειδές, 
ἔχον τὸ αὐτὸ κέντρον τῇ γῇ, ὥστε τὴν γῆν ἐν ὕδατι εἶναι· µετὰ τὸ ὕδωρ δὲ ἀέρα ἐσφαιρωµένον.  
Salustius 6.5 καὶ σφαίρας δὲ τούτων ἔστιν ἰδεῖν· Ἑστίας µὲν γῆν, Ποσειδῶνος δὲ ὕδωρ, Ἥρας ‹δὲ› 
ἀέρα, Ἡφαίστου δὲ πῦρ.  Euclid Phaen. pr. 50–54 διὰ δὴ τὰ προειρηµένα πάντα ὁ κόσµος ὑποκείσθω 
σφαιροειδής· εἴτε γὰρ ἦν κυλινδροειδὴς ἢ κωνοειδής, ἐπὶ τῶν λοξῶν κύκλων καὶ τεµνόντων τὸν 
ἰσηµερινὸν δίχα λαµβανόµενοι ἀστέρες ἐν τῇ περιφορᾷ οὐκ ἂν ἐφαίνοντο ἀεὶ ἐπὶ ἡµικυκλίων ἴσων 
φερόµενοι.  ps.Alexander Probl. 2.3 Ideler see ch. 1.13 under section E(b)§2.  Proclus in Tim. 
2.8.8–13 καὶ πρὸς τούτοις, ὅτι τὸν ὀφθαλµὸν ἀνὰ λόγον εἶναι τῷ πυρὶ δείκνυσιν ὁ Πυθαγόρας ἐν τῷ 
Πρὸς Ἄβαριν λόγῳ (ps.Pythagoras ad Abar. fr. 2 Thesleff) · καὶ γὰρ ἀνωτάτω τῶν αἰσθητηρίων 
ἐστίν, ὡς τὸ πῦρ τῶν στοιχείων, καὶ ὀξείαις ἐνεργείαις χρῆται, ὡς ἐκεῖνο, τό τε κωνοειδὲς ὁµοιότητα 
ἔχει πρὸς τὸ πυραµοειδὲς οὐκ ὀλίγην [vid. below §5].  Suda s.v. Φ 862, p. 4.776.9–13 Adler ὅτι τῶν 
οὐρανίων ὕλη οὐχὶ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, ἀλλὰ ἕτερόν τι σῶµα. πάλιν, τί τὸ εἶδος; ὅτι σφαιρικά. καὶ διὰ 
τί σφαιρικά; ὅτι πολυχωρητότατον ἐν ἐπιπέδῳ µὲν τῶν ἄλλων σχηµάτων ὁ κύκλος, ἐν στερεοῖς δὲ ἡ 
σφαῖρα. ὡς καὶ ὁ Πλάτων ἐν Τιµαίῳ (33b) διὰ τοῦτο σφαιρικὸν γενέσθαι τὸν οὐρανὸν ἀποδέδωκε. 
§3  Anaxagoras:  Anaxagoras at Simp. in Phys. 156.2–4 ~ in Cael. 609.5–8 (59B4, p. 2.34.5–8 DK, 
verbatim) τούτων δὲ οὕτως ἐχόντων, χρὴ δοκεῖν ἐνεῖναι πολλά τε καὶ παντοῖα ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς 
συγκρινοµένοις καὶ σπέρµατα πάντων χρηµάτων καὶ ἰδέας παντοίας ἔχοντα καὶ χροιὰς καὶ ἡδονάς. 
§4  Followers of Leucippus:  Aristotle Phys. 1.5 188a22–26 Δηµόκριτος (68A45 DK) τὸ στερεὸν 
[πλῆρες Simp. in Phys. 44.16] καὶ κενόν, ὧν τὸ µὲν ὡς ὂν τὸ δὲ ὡς οὐκ ὂν εἶναί φησιν· ἔτι θέσει, 
σχήµατι, τάξει. ταῦτα δὲ γένη ἐναντίων· θέσεως ἄνω κάτω, πρόσθεν ὄπισθεν, σχήµατος γεγωνιωµένον 
ἀγώνιον, εὐθὺ περιφερές.  Cael. 3.4 303a10–14 (Leucippus 67A15 DK) καὶ πρὸς τούτοις, ἐπεὶ 
διαφέρει τὰ σώµατα σχήµασιν, ἄπειρα δὲ τὰ σχήµατα, ἄπειρα καὶ τὰ ἁπλᾶ σώµατά φασιν εἶναι. ποῖον 
δὲ καὶ τί ἑκάστου τὸ σχῆµα τῶν στοιχείων, οὐθὲν ἐπιδιώρισαν, ἀλλὰ µόνον τῶι πυρὶ τὴν σφαῖραν 
ἀπέδωκαν. de An. 1.2 405a8–13 Δηµόκριτος (68A101 DK) … · ψυχὴν µὲν γὰρ εἶναι ταὐτὸ καὶ νοῦν, 
τοῦτο δ’ εἶναι τῶν πρώτων καὶ ἀδιαιρέτων σωµάτων, κινητικὸν δὲ διὰ µικροµέρειαν καὶ τὸ σχῆµα· τῶν 
δὲ σχηµάτων εὐκινητότατον τὸ σφαιροειδὲς λέγει· τοιοῦτον δ’ εἶναι τόν τε νοῦν καὶ τὸ πῦρ.  Aristotle 
Περὶ Δηµοκρίτου, fr. 208 R3; at Simp. in Cael. 295.5–8 νοµίζει (Democritus 68A37 DK) δὲ εἶναι 
οὕτω µικρὰς τὰς οὐσίας ὥστε ἐκφυγεῖν τὰς ἡµετέρας αἰσθήσεις, ὑπάρχειν δὲ αὐτοῖς παντοίας µορφὰς 
καὶ σχήµατα παντοῖα καὶ κατὰ µέγεθος διαφοράς.  in Phys. 28.8–10 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 
Diels, 229 FHSG, Leucippus 67A8 DK, Democritus 68A38 DK) οὗτος ἄπειρα καὶ ἀεὶ κινούµενα 
ὑπέθετο στοιχεῖα τὰς ἀτόµους καὶ τῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς σχηµάτων ἄπειρον τὸ πλῆθος.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at 
D.L. 10.42 πρός τε τούτοις τὰ ἄτοµα τῶν σωµάτων καὶ µεστά, ἐξ ὧν καὶ αἱ συγκρίσεις γίνονται καὶ εἰς 
ἃ διαλύονται, ἀπερίληπτά ἐστι ταῖς διαφοραῖς τῶν σχηµάτων· οὐ γὰρ δυνατὸν γενέσθαι τὰς τοσαύτας 
διαφορὰς ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν σχηµάτων περιειληµµένων. καὶ καθ’ ἑκάστην δὲ σχηµάτισιν ἁπλῶς ἄπειροί 
εἰσιν αἱ ὅµοιαι, ταῖς δὲ διαφοραῖς οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἄπειροι, ἀλλὰ µόνον ἀπερίληπτοι.  Dionysius of 
Alexandria Περὶ φύσεως at Eus. PE 14.23.2 (on Democritus, 68A43 DK, cf. Epicurus fr. 301 
Usener) οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἀτόµους προσειπόντες ἄφθαρτά τινα καὶ σµικρότατα σώµατα … ταύτας δή φασι 
τὰς ἀτόµους … διὰ τὸ πολυσχήµονας οὔσας ἀλλήλων ἐπιλαµβάνεσθαι. 
§5  Cleanthes: Plato Tim. 56b ἔστω δὴ κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον καὶ κατὰ τὸν εἰκότα τὸ µὲν τῆς 
πυραµίδος στερεὸν γεγονὸς εἶδος πυρὸς στοιχεῖον καὶ σπέρµα.  Proclus in Tim. 2.8.11–12 Diehl τό τε 
κωνοειδὲς ὁµοιότητα ἔχει πρὸς τὸ πυραµοειδὲς οὐκ ὀλίγην (see above §2). 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883C–D; pp. 313a3–19 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 27; pp. 
615.21–616.6 Diels; pp. 81–88 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 126–127 Daiber—PPs: Psellus 
Omn.Doctr. c. 89, p. 52 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.16.1, pp. 148.12–150.8 Wachsmuth; cf. Photius Bibl. 167, p. 112b3 Henry 
(titulus solus) 
 

Titulus  ιε΄. Περὶ χρωµάτων (P,S) 1 
§1 χρῶµά ἐστι ποιότης σώµατος ὁρατή προηγουµένως. (P1,S1) 2 
§2 οἱ Πυθαγορικοὶ χροιὰν ἐκάλουν τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ σώµατος. (P2,S2a) 3 
§3 ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς τὸ τοῖς πόροις τῆς ὄψεως ἐναρµόττον· τέτταρα δὲ τοῖς  4 

στοιχείοις ἰσάριθµα, λευκόν, µέλαν, ἐρυθρόν, ὠχρόν. (P3,S3) 5 
§4 Πλάτων φλόγα ἀπὸ τῶν σωµάτων σύµµετρα µόρια ἔχουσαν πρὸς τὴν 6 

ὄψιν. (P4,S4) 7 
§5 ᾿Αρίσταρχος Σάµιος µαθηµατικός, ἀκουστὴς Στράτωνος, φῶς εἶναι τὸ  8 

χρῶµα τοῖς ὑποκειµένοις ἐπιπῖπτον. (S5) 9 
§6 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς τὰ χρώµατα πρώτους εἶναι σχηµατισµοὺς τῆς ὕλης.  10 

(P5,S6) 11 
§7 οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου τὰ γένη τῶν χρωµάτων λευκόν τε καὶ µέλαν,  12 

ἐρυθρόν, ὠχρόν· τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς τῶν χρωµάτων παρὰ τὰς ποιὰς µίξεις  13 
τῶν στοιχείων· τὰς δὲ τῶν ζῴων παρὰ τὰς ποικιλίας τῶν τροφῶν καὶ  14 
τῶν ἀέρων. (P6,S2b) 15 

§8 Δηµόκριτος φύσει µὲν µηδὲν εἶναι χρῶµα, τὰ µὲν γὰρ στοιχεῖα ἄποια,  16 
τά τε ναστὰ καὶ τὸ κενόν· τὰ δὲ ἐξ αὐτῶν συγκρίµατα κεχρῶσθαι  17 
διαταγῇ τε καὶ ῥυθµῷ καὶ προτροπῇ, ὧν ἣ µέν ἐστι τάξις, ὃ δὲ σχῆµα, ἣ  18 
δὲ θέσις· παρὰ ταῦτα γὰρ αἱ φαντασίαι. τούτων δὲ τῶν πρὸς τὴν  19 
φαντασίαν χρωµάτων τέτταρες αἱ διαφοραί, λευκοῦ, µέλανος, ἐρυθροῦ,  20 
ὠχροῦ. (S7) 21 

§9 ᾿Επίκουρος καὶ ᾿Αρίσταρχος τὰ ἐν τῷ σκότῳ σώµατα χροιὰν οὐκ ἔχειν.  22 
(S8) 23 

§10 ᾿Αριστοτέλης πέρας ἐν ὡρισµένῳ διαφανεῖ, διαφανὲς δὲ ὕλην εἶναι  24 
διηθηµένην καθαρὰν καὶ ἀµιγῆ, τούτου δὲ αὐτοῦ τὸ κινητικὸν χρῶµα  25 
ὑπάρχειν· ἐν δὲ τῷ σκότῳ τὰ σώµατα χροιὰν δυνάµει µὲν ἔχειν, ἐνεργείᾳ  26 
δὲ µηδαµῶς· πολὺ δὲ τὸ µεταξὺ τοῦ τε µὴ ἔχειν καὶ µὴ ὁρᾶσθαι. (S9) 27 

§11 οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι τὰ στοιχεῖα κεχρῶσθαι φυσικῶς, (S10) 28 
§12 οἳ δὲ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ ποιότητος µετέχειν τὰ πρῶτα, (S11) 29 
§13 οἳ δὲ τὰ ἄτοµα πάντα συλλήβδην ἄχροα, ἐξ ἀποίων δὲ τῶν λόγῳ  30 

θεωρητῶν τὰς αἰσθητὰς ὑποφαίνουσι γίγνεσθαι ποιότητας. (S12) 31 
  
§1 –; §2 cf. Pythagorei 58B.42 DK; §3 Empedocles 31A92 DK; §4 Plato Ti. 67c; §5 
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Aristarchus ap. Strato fr. 7 Sharples; §6 Zeno SVF 1.91; §7 Pythagorei –; §8 Democritus 
68A125 DK; §9 Epicurus fr. 29 Usener; Aristarchus –; §10 Aristoteles Sens. 3 439b11–12, 
de An. 2.7 418a31–b3; §11 SVF 2.419; §§12–13 anonymi – 
  
§1 [2] προηγουµένως om. P    §2 [3] οἱ Πυθαγορικοὶ] Πυθαγόρειοι S || post οἱ add δὲ PG || 
ἐκάλουν] ἀνεκάλουν PB(III) || post σώµατος add. S §7 τὰ δὲ (δὲ non hab. P) γένη … ἀέρων unum 
lemma pythagoricum confectans ubi P habet duo    §3 [4] post nomen χρῶµα εἶναι 
ἀπεφαίνετο add. S || ἐναρµόττον PB : ἐναρµόττον SFP corr. Wachsmuth || post ἐναρµόττον ex §7 
iterata ap. S verba τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς … παρὰ τῶν τροφῶν τὰς ποικιλίας conservanda et 
Empedocli tribuenda esse pos. Primavesi (2011) 512, reiec. Diels Wachsmuth alii || τὸ ... 
ἐναρµόττον] al. etwas ist, worauf die Sehstrahlen fallen Q || [4–§4.6] ἐναρµόττον … φλόγα lac. 
hab. PG et pro σωµάτων legit ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν || [4–5] τέτταρα … ὠχρόν S, non hab. P || [5] ὠχρόν] 
χλωρόν maluit Diels DG, prob. Ierodiakonou (2005a) 11    §§5, 8–13 exhibet S solus    §6 [10] 
χρώµατα] PBQS : τρίµµατα PG ret. Jas    §7 [13–15] τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς … ἀέρων addenda esse ad §3 
iudic. Primavesi (2011) 512, vid. supra ap. §3 || [13] ἐρυθρόν, ὠχρόν PB : ἐρυθρόν τε καὶ ὠχρόν S : 
καὶ ἐρυθρὸν (et add. νοµίζουσιν) PG || ὠχρόν] χλωρόν maluit Diels DG || post δὲ hab. ἄλλας PG || 
ποιὰς PBG, cf. PQ (von der besonderen Art Q) : hic om. S, sed hab. in iteratis ap. §3 || [14] παρὰ 
PGQS : καὶ παρὰ PB || τροφῶν S prob. edd. Primavesi : τροπῶν PB : τόπων PGQ || [14–15] καὶ … 
ἀέρων om. Primavesi (2011) 512    §8 [16] φύσει edd. : φύσιν S || χρῶµα, τὰ edd. : χρώµατα S || 
ἄποια Heeren prob. Wachsmuth ποιὰ S || [17] ναστὰ Diels prob. Wachsmuth µεστὰ S || 
κεχρῶσθαι edd. : κέχρωσται S || [18] προτροπῇ S Diels Wachsmuth : τροπῇ Meineke || ὃ δὲ 
σχῆµα edd. : ἡ δὲ σχῆµα SF, om. SP || [21] ὠχροῦ] χλωροῦ maluit Diels DG, prob. Sassi (1978) 138    
§9 [22] σώµατα Usener Wachsmuth (prob. Diels sed non in textu pos.) : χρώµατα S || χροιὰν 
scripsimus, cf. §2 : χρόαν S Diels Wachsmuth    §10 [24] διαφανὲς corr. Diels : διαφανὲν S 
prob.Wachsmuth, διαφανῆ Heeren || [25] διηθηµένην S Wachsmuth, crucif. Diels || κινητικὸν 
corr. Diels ex de An. 418b1, prob. Wachsmuth : κινητὸν S || [26] σώµατα idem ut ap. §9 [22]: 
χρώµατα S || χροιὰν scripsimus, cf. §2 : χρόαν S Diels Wachsmuth    §11 [28] κεχρῶσθαι SP2 : 
κεχρῆσθαι SFP1    §13 [31] ποιότητας SP2 : ποιότητος SFP1 
  
Testes primi: 
 Tradito ps.PlutarchiI: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 27  (~ tit.) Περὶ χρωµάτων (text Jas) 
27.1 (~ P1) χρῶµά ἐστι ποιότης σώµατος ὁρατή. 
27.2 (~ P2) οἱ δὲ Πυθαγόρειοι χροιὰν ἐκάλουν τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ σώµατος.  
27.3 (~ P3) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ τὸ τοῖς πόροις τῆς ὄψεως [. . .] 
27.4 (~ P4) [ …] ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν σύµµετρα µόρια ἔχουσαν πρὸς τὴν ὄψιν. 
27.4 (~ P5) Ζήνων δὲ ὁ Στωικὸς τὰ χρώµατα [τρίµµατα Jas per litt.] ἐπίχρωσιν τῆς ὕλης 
ὑπέλαβεν. 
27.5 (~ P6) οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου τὰ γένη τῶν χρωµάτων λευκόν τε καὶ µέλαν καὶ ἐρυθρὸν 
νοµίζουσιν, τὰς δ᾿ ἄλλας διαφορὰς παρὰ τὰς ποιὰς µίξεις τῶν στοιχείων, τὰς δὲ τῶν ζῴων 
παρὰ τὰς τῶν τόπων καὶ τῶν ἀέρων. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 89  Περὶ χρωµάτων (~tit.) 
89.1 ( ~P1) χρῶµα ἐστὶν ὁρατὴ ποιότης τῆς τῶν σωµάτων ἐπιφανείας.  
89.2 ( ~P2) ὁ δέ γε Πλάτων καινόν τινα τρόπον διερµηνεύει περὶ τῶν χρωµάτων. λέγει δὲ ὅτι 
κτλ. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 4.15 (tit.) Εἰ ὁρατὸν τὸ σκότος. 
§1  A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. A 
1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A 1.14.1 Σχῆµά ἐστιν …  Α 1.23.1 … κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ 
ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι ... A 
3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ …  
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§2 A 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν ἐπιφάνεια καὶ περιγραφὴ καὶ πέρας σώµατος. 
§3 A 4.13.12 ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς (sc. τὸ ὁρατικὸν συµβαίνειν πάθος) καὶ πρὸς τὸ διὰ τῶν ἀκτίνων καὶ 
πρὸς τὸ διὰ τῶν εἰδώλων ἐκδοχὰς παρέχεται· πλείους δὲ πρὸς ‹τὸ› δεύτερον· τὰς γὰρ 
ἀπορροίας ἀποδέχεται. 4.14.1᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς κατ’ ἀπορροίας τὰς συνισταµένας (sc. τὰς 
κατοπτρικὰς ἐµφάσεις γίνεσθαι) µὲν ἐπὶ τῆς ἐπιφανείας τοῦ κατόπτρου, πιλουµένας δ’ ὑπὸ 
τοῦ ἐκκρινοµένου ἐκ τοῦ κατόπτρου πυρώδους καὶ τὸν προκείµενον ἀέρα, εἰς ὃν φέρεται τὰ 
ῥεύµατα, συµµεταφέροντος. A 4.5.9 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ἐν τῇ τοῦ αἵµατος συστάσει (sc. τὸ τῆς 
ψυχῆς ἡγεµονικόν). A 5.22.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τὰς µὲν σάρκας γεννᾶσθαι ἐκ τῶν ἴσων τῇ κράσει 
τεττάρων στοιχείων· τὰ δὲ νεῦρα ἐκ πυρὸς καὶ γῆς ὕδατι διπλασίονι µιχθέντων· τοὺς δ᾿ ὄνυχας 
τοῖς ζῴοις γεννᾶσθαι τῶν νεύρων καθὸ τῷ ἀέρι συνέτυχε περιψυχθέντων· ὀστᾶ δὲ δυεῖν µὲν 
ὕδατος καὶ γῆς, τεττάρων δὲ πυρὸς, ‹ἔσω τῆς› γῆς τούτων συγκραθέντων µερῶν· ἱδρῶτα καὶ 
δάκρυον γίνεσθαι τοῦ αἵµατος τηκοµένου καὶ παρὰ τὸ λεπτύνεσθαι διαχεοµένου. 
§4 A 4.13.7 Πλάτων (sc. ὁρᾶν ἡµᾶς κατὰ) συναύγειαν τοῦ µὲν ἐκ τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν φωτὸς ἐπὶ 
ποσὸν ἀπορρέοντος εἰς τὸν ὁµογενῆ ἀέρα, τοῦ δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν σωµάτων ἀντιφεροµένου, τοῦ δὲ 
περὶ τὸν µεταξὺ ἀέρα, εὐδιάχυτον ὄντα καὶ εὔτρεπτον, συντεινοµένου τῷ πυρώδει τῆς ὄψεως. 
αὕτη λέγεται Πλατωνικὴ συναύγεια. 
§5 A 4.13.4 ᾿Αρίσταρχος (sc. ὁρᾶν ἡµᾶς κατὰ) σχήµατα συνδιατυποῦντά πως αὑτοῖς τὸν ἀέρα. 
§7 A 1.14.2 oἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου σφαιρικὰ τὰ σχήµατα τῶν τεττάρων στοιχείων. A 5.19.6[20–
23] (de Empedocle) τῶν δὲ ζῴων πάντων τὰ γένη διακριθῆναι διὰ τὰς ποιὰς κράσεις· τὰ µὲν 
ὑγρότερα εἰς τὸ ὕδωρ τὴν ὁρµὴν ἔχειν, τὰ δ᾿ εἰς ἀέρα ἀναπτῆναι, ὅσ᾿ ἂν πυρῶδες ἔχῃ τὸ πλέον, 
τὰ δὲ βαρύτερα ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, τὰ δ᾿ ἰσόµοιρα τῇ κράσει πᾶσι τοῖς χωρίοις σύµφωνα εἶναι. 
§8 A 1.3.15 Δηµόκριτος τὰ ναστὰ καὶ κενόν. A 1.12.6 Δηµόκριτος τὰ πρῶτά φησι σώµατα 
(ταῦτα δ᾿ ἦν τὰ ναστά) κτλ. A 4.9.9 Λεύκιππος δὲ Δηµόκριτος Διογένης νόµῳ, τοῦτο δ’ ἐστὶ 
δόξῃ καὶ πάθεσι τοῖς ἡµετέροις· µηδὲν δ’ εἶναι ἀληθὲς µηδὲ καταληπτὸν ἐκτὸς τῶν πρώτων 
στοιχείων, ἀτόµων καὶ κενοῦ· ταῦτα γὰρ εἶναι µόνα φύσει, τὰ δ’ ἐκ τούτων, θέσει καὶ τάξει καὶ 
σχήµατι διαφέροντα ἀλλήλων, συµβεβηκότα. 
§§9–10 A 4.15.1α Σφαῖρος ὁ Στωικὸς ὁρατὸν εἶναι τὸ σκότος. 4.15.1 [7–8] διὰ τοῦτο µὴ ὁρᾶν 
ἡµᾶς ἐν τῷ σκότει ἀλλ’ αὐτὸ µόνον τὸ σκότος. 4.15.2[13–14] διόπερ ὁρατὸν εἶναι τὸ σκότος. 
§10 A 4.13.9 Ἀριστοτέλης ὁρᾶν ἡµᾶς κατὰ κίνησιν τοῦ κατ᾿ ἐνέργειαν διαφανοῦς. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
Our knowledge of A’s chapter on colours again depends on the evidence of P 
and S. 
 (1)  PB and Q preserve six doxai. P skipped §7 and edited out the whole 
final section §§7–12, even more than in chs. 1.12–14. All six are taken over by G 
in his epitome, but the third and fourth have been coalesced into a single doxa 
in the mss. Ps retains the chapter heading and slightly abridges the nominal 
definition that opens the chapter. 
 (2)  S in his chapter on colours (1.16) in all likelihood simply writes out the 
chapter as he found it in A, making one significant alteration. He joins together 
what in P are the second and fifth doxai, which have (in the version of P) very 
similar name-labels (οἱ Πυθαγορικοί, οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου), for which S substitutes 
Πυθαγόρειοι … The third doxa (in both P and S) attributed to Empedocles is 
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also longer in S than what is preserved in P, for S here has a slightly different 
version of the lines τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς τῶν χρωµάτων … καὶ τῶν ἀέρων in the 
Pythagorean lemma (he does not have καὶ τῶν ἀέρων the second time). S thus 
preserves 13 doxai in all, including all those found in P. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The traditio proxima is virtually non-existent. The 
few parallels in Hippolytus and Sextus Empiricus pertain to generalities. 
 (2)  Sources. The relation of the chapter with Theophrastus De sensibus is 
less marked than Diels believed, though in some instances beyond reasonable 
doubt.  

(a)  In the first place there are no Pythagoreans in the De sensibus. The 
Pythagorean definition οἱ Πυθαγορικοὶ ῾χροιὰν’ ἐκάλουν τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ σώµατος 
in §2 ultimately derives from Aristotle Sens. 3 439a30 τὸ γὰρ χρῶµα ἢ ἐν τῷ 
πέρατί ἐστιν ἢ πέρας, διὸ καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (58B42 DK) τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν ‘χρόαν’ 
ἐκάλουν, as Diels ad loc. and DG 215 already saw. He included it among the 
purported excerpts from the pragmateiai about the Pythagoreans listed at DG, 
loc. cit., almost all of which however have to be attributed not to A but to S; see 
below, ch. 1.18.6, Commentary D(d), individual points §6. For the doxa of ‘the 
successors of Pythagoras’ at §7, a later construct, see below section D(d), 
individual points §7. 

(b)  The Empedocles doxa in §3 that colour is what is fitting for the poroi 
of vision may ultimately derive from Aristotle GC 1.8 324b26–35, but perhaps 
more readily from the shorter account at Theophrastus Sens. 7, see DG 222. But 
Diels correctly stipulates that the four–colour theory is at variance with 
Theophrastus’ account, who for Empedocles mentions only two colours and 
Sens. 17 argues that the other colours cannot be perceived, for the basis of 
perception is that of like by like. 

(c)  Plato’s doxa in §4 is a virtually verbatim reproduction of Theophrastus 
Sens. 5 and 86. Theophrastus closely paraphrases Tim. 67c and preserves much 
of Plato’s wording. What apparently gives the Theophrastean origin away is the 
phrase ‘with the organ of sight’ (πρὸς τὴν ὄψιν), a calque of Theophrastus’ τῇ 
ὄψει (twice), not of Plato’s ὄψει alone and of his ‘with perception’ (πρὸς 
αἴσθησιν). Theophrastus and A have ἀπὸ τῶν σωµάτων, while there is no 
preposition in Plato. Cf. Baltussen (2000) 230; πρός, on the other hand, is again 
closer to Plato than to Theophrastus. But the final position of πρὸς τὴν ὄψιν 
corresponds with that of Theophrastus’ τῇ ὄψει. 

(d)  On the other hand it is certain that Democritus’ doxa in §8 does not 
derive from Sens. 60, 63 and 73–76 alone. Baltussen (1993) 224–225 hears ‘[a]t 
most a faint echo’. The compact presentation of atomist principles is based on 
Aristotle’s classic account at Met. A.4 985b4–17 and (possibly, for the sentence 
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may be by Simplicius citing Aristotle) Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels = 229 
FHS&G. Not, however, without interesting modifications of primary key terms, 
namely, instead of διαθιγῇ, ῥυσµῷ, τροπῇ the words ῥυθµῷ [normalization], 
διαταγῇ [‘arrangement’, found only here instead of διαθιγῇ], προτροπῇ 
[‘impulse’, ‘exhortation’, the original term apparently being too unfamiliar]. 
They are accompanied by the same explanatory substitutes τάξις ‘order’, σχῆµα 
‘shape’ and θέσις ‘position’, as in Aristotle and Theophrastus (these substitutes, 
but not the (variations of) the original terms, are paralleled at A ch. 4.9.9). But 
the original Democritean terminology is not paralleled in the De sensibus. 
Their equivalents, plus as a fourth (or rather first) property ‘size’ (µέγεθος), are 
listed Theophratus Sens. 60: ‘he (sc. Democritus) distinguishes some (sense-
data) by their sizes, others by their shapes, and several by their order and 
position’ (τὰ µὲν τοῖς µεγέθεσι, τὰ δὲ τοῖς σχήµασιν, ἔνια δὲ τάξει καὶ θέσει διορίζει). 

The denial of the existence of colour at the level of the individual atom is 
anticipated both at Aristotle GC 1.2 316a2–3 ‘he denies that colour exists, for 
colouring, he says, is due to position’ (χροιὰν οὔ φησιν εἶναι· τροπῇ γὰρ 
χρωµατίζεσθαι), and Theophrastus Sens. 60 ‘he makes them states of the 
perceptive faculty’ (ὁ µὲν γὰρ (sc. τὰ αἰσθητά) πάθη ποιῶν τῆς αἰσθήσεως). See 
also below, ch. 4.9.9. For different atomic shapes in this context according to 
Aristotle see Sens. 4 442b10–13 = 68A126 DK. Theophrastus Sens. 61 rubs in the 
purported contradiction in Democritus between colours as on the one hand 
sense-data and on the other as one of the consequences of varieties at the level 
of uncompounded atoms, namely of size and shape. A similar point is made by 
Aristotle Met. Γ.5 1009b7–17, though less specifically. This contradiction is not 
paralleled in §8 of our chapter. We should anyway realize that ‘shape’ not only 
pertains to individual atoms but also to compounds. The atomic shape of a 
compound depends on the shape of the majority of the atoms of which it is 
composed. Individual atoms cannot be perceived, so also shape and size are 
only perceptible via compounds. A compound consisting of smooth elements 
can be perceived as white, of rough elements as black, of round elements 
(larger than those of soul) as red, and varieties of shape and arrangement also 
determine various shades of white or black or red or green (Theophrastus Sens. 
73–76, cited section E(b)§8). In our present paragraph the colours are 
connected with shapes and arrangements. We should recall that compounds 
consisting of similarly shaped atoms of about the same size are formed by 
means of a natural process, when like meets with like in the precosmic or 
cosmic whirl. 

Our information on Democritus’ views on perception is varied, because in 
some sources he is depicted as a true-blue Skeptic denying the possibility of 
knowledge in any form, and in others as someone who believes that there is a 
significant relation between the shapes and arrangements of the elements in 
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compounds and the qualities that are perceived, though these qualities cannot 
be attributed to the individual elements or the compounds themselves. 
 (3)  Apart from a brief reference in §7 there is no discussion of mixed 
colours, though for Plato and Democritus these are discussed at some length 
by Theophrastus. This is another difference between the present chapter and 
the De sensibus. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and again of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, 
περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 
(plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception 
introduced by headings of the umbrella type. Here the heading comprises the 
question types of substance, quality and existence, or the categories of 
substance, quality and quantity. The phrase is paralleled as the title of a 
treatise in the Corpus Aristotelicum that belongs with the present context, as a 
title of Strato, and as a heading in the ps.Alexandrian Problemata. 
 
D.  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  The chapter is the fourth of the block of six chapters, 1.12–17, which 
deal with body in its various aspects. It follows not unnaturally on 1.12 ‘On 
bodies’, 1.13 ‘On smallest (bodies)’, and 1.14 ‘On shapes’, and is followed by 1.16, 
‘On cutting of bodies’, which is closely related to the theme of 1.13, ‘On smallest 
(bodies)’. The structure of ch. 1.15 is quite complicated, because it takes several 
issues in its stride. These could very well have been distributed over several 
chapters. According to Diels DG 62 §§8–13, not paralleled in P, are a separate 
‘quaestio’ dealing with the issue of whether colours are by nature or by 
convention etc., and he posits they originally formed a separate chapter, 
although there is no evidence in S for an appropriate chapter heading. We 
hesitate to follow Diels. Distribution of related themes over different chapters 
and their combination in a single one occur fairly equally. 
 (2)  In various ways the chapter is related to ch. 4.13 ‘On vision, how we 
see’, and ch. 4.15, ‘Whether darkness is visible’. Thus, it is noteworthy that the 
colour theme is placed here, in Book 1, and not further down in Book 4 among 
the epistemological chapters dealing with perception, esp. those dealing with 
vision. In an uncontaminated Peripatetic environment this is where colour 
would be discussed in the first place, as in Aristotle’s De sensu et sensibilibus 
and Theophrastus De sensibus. Goethe in the first pages of the ‘historischer 
Theil’ of the the Farbenlehre actually combined several lemmata of chs. 1.15 and 
4.13, namely those having the same name-labels. The present positioning 
presumably depends on the preliminary definition of colour as ‘the primarily 
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visible quality of a body’, itself not so very far from the modified Pythagorean 
view adopted by Aristotle, or from the Stoic view (cf. §6, §11). Thus, the shift 
from epistemology to ontology will have been caused by the position of the 
corporeal in Stoic thought, attested by the prominent place in Book 1 of ch. 1.12 
‘On bodies’, ubi vide at Commentary D(a). The definition in §1 explicitly ranges 
colour under the category of quality, but in a Stoicizing context qualities are 
corporeal. This nominal definition is also acceptable to those (e.g. the 
Platonists) who see quality as an incorporeal.  
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
P has six lemmata, S twelve, combining at S2ab the second and fifth doxa with 
their similar Pythagorean name-labels, as noted above at section A. For the rest 
the order of the lemmata, which are shared by P and S, is the same, so we may 
follow that of the more complete S but emend his order by putting back S2b to 
the fifth position according to P. This is also Diels’ order in the DG. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definition. For the preliminary and descriptive definition of a word, or 
concept (as here ‘colour’ in §1) see above ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2). 
We used to think that προηγουµένως had been added by S, but have now come 
to the conclusion that it was left out by P. Like ch. 1.11.1 ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς 
and ch. 1.23.1 οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος it serves to identify the definition 
as a preliminary and nominal, or conceptual, one. The definition places colour 
in the category of quality, but at section D(a)(2) above we have noticed that in 
a Stoicizing context qualities are corporeal.  
 (2)  Diaphoniae. The first diaphonia opposes §§2–7 to §8, the former being 
concerned with the substance and corporeality of colour, while the latter 
denies its objective reality, claiming that it is the secondary result of the 
various ways primary corpuscles are arranged in combination. This combines 
the question types of substance and existence. §9 provides an addendum to 
the atomist doctrine of §8: bodies have no colour in the dark. This, in its turn, 
conflicts with §10, where according to Aristotle in darkness bodies do have 
colour, though not actually but potentially. The brief reference to Aristotle’s 
view with regard to coloured surfaces and the ‘transparent’ explains why the 
appeal to potentiality is justified, but this is only comprehensible, or so we 
believe, to one who is familiar with his complicated theory of the transparent. 
Finally §§ 11–13 to some extent summarize what has gone before (and thus are 
formally parallel to what is found at ch. 4.3.1 below): §11 opposes the realists of 
§§2–7 to the Atomists of §§8–9 and also to those of §13, who in their turn also 
recall §8–9, while a subspecies of those who assume primary corpuscles is 
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added in §12, as an ally of the people mentioned in §11 and an opponent of 
those mentioned in §13. 
 (3)  Other ingredients of colour theory are added here and there. The four-
colour theory (category of quantity) is represented in §3 and §§7–8. Secondary 
and further colours that are the product of these main colours (by mixture) are 
mentioned in §7, but only play a very limited part, while Democritus (as 
discussed esp. in Theophrastus De sensibus), Plato, and Aristotle also discuss 
the ways primary colours mix to produce further colours. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§§3 and 7–8. Diels DG 50 and 222, following his predecessors and of course 
with his theory of Theophrastus qua most important source of A in mind, 
argues that ὠχρόν (‘ochre’, ‘yellow’) in §3 Empedocles, §7 Pythagoreans and §8 
Democritus is corrupt (cf. Ierodiakonou 2005a, 11, who n. 16 cites other 
followers of Diels). The original reading would have been χλωρόν (‘green’), the 
last of the four primary colours according to Theophrastus on Democritus at 
Sens. 75–82. Since ὠχρόν occurs in all witnesses for §3 plus §§7–8 and, if it is 
indeed a corruption, has to be an ancient one (‘Aetius an librarius tam 
pertinaciter peccaverit nescio’, Diels says), he does not introduce χλωρόν in the 
text of the DG, flagging ὠχρόν with asterisks instead. At PPF 5A92 (1901 p. 104) 
he keeps ὠχρόν too, but adds, between brackets: ‘an i.q. χλωρόν cf. Galen. XV 
554? [i.e. HVA p. 182.8 Mewaldt, where one reads ἔστι δὲ τὸ ὠχρὸν χρῶµα] ‘at cf. 
Heraclit. fr. 10’ [i.e. 22B10 DK]; these two texts are quoted below at section E(b) 
General texts, where we have added a few more examples. Galen rather often 
provides the information that the two terms are equivalent although χλωρός is 
‘ancient’ (but so, we must say, is ὠχρός, see below) and ‘Asian’, and ὠχρός 
standard usage. Diels also keeps ὠχρόν in his quotations of §3 and §8 in the 
first edition of the Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (no change in all subsequent 
editions). In several four-colour lists, some of which are also quoted at section 
E(b) General texts, we do not find χλωρός but ὠχρός. This supports Galen’s 
point about the equivalence of the two terms. Both Pliny and the author of the 
De mundo, contemporaries of A, attribute a palette of four colours including 
ochre to the great painters of the past, or to the art of painting in general. See 
also Ferrini (1999) 105 on the interchangeability of these two terms, and 
compare the entries χλωρός and ὠχρός in the Index Hippocraticus. The 
Hippocratic treatise De aere aquis locis 15.15–16 τήν τε χροιὴν ὠχρὴν ἔχουσιν, 
ὥσπερ ὑπὸ ἰκτέρου ἐχόµενοι and similar passages in the Corpus Hippocraticum 
show that Galen’s claim that only χλωρός is ‘ancient’ is false. So pace a majority 
of scholars we need not assume a corruption or vulgarization, quite the 
contrary. What is more to the point, the fact that in the De sensibus 
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Democritus’ fourth colour is χλωρός, while here it is ὠχρός (just as in §§7–8), 
shows that the four-colours theory of the present chapter does not derive from 
the De sensibus unchanged. 
§1.  χρῶµα εἶναι ἀπεφαίνετο may well have been added by S (the verbal form 
ἀπεφαίνετο does not occur in P), but we have left it in the text. 
§3.  PB,S attribute the intromission theory of vision, while Q presents the 
extramission theory. We return to this below. 
 Primavesi (2001) 512 posits that the lines τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς … παρὰ τῶν 
τροφῶν τὰς ποικιλίας (see app. crit.), occurring in virtually the same form in our 
§7 (= the second part of S2), which were rejected by Diels and Wachsmuth as 
repetitive, are to be left in §3, and as to contents to be attributed to 
Empedocles. That the contents are arguably Empedoclean is correct, see 
below, section D(d)§7, where however their ascription to the Pythagoreans is 
explained. What is against the constitutio as defended by Primavesi is that S 
combined what in P’s chapter is divided over two paragraphs, P2 and P7, by 
adding the latter to the former. By mistake S then repeated this move, omitting 
the reference to the four colours of §7 because there is already one in §2, and 
abridging the end from παρὰ τὰς ποικιλίας τῶν τροφῶν καὶ τῶν ἀέρων to the 
shorter παρὰ τῶν τροφῶν τὰς ποικιλίας. 
 That the colours are equal in number to the elements does not entail that 
each element has, or produces, its own specific colour (see Ierodiakonou 
2005a). The point of Empedocles’ simile in 31B23 DK is that just as in painting 
you need no more than four colours, so in cosmology you need no more than 
four elements. According to 31B71 DK the elements produce all the various 
colours, but it is not said—though not excluded either!—that each element 
contributes its own specific colour. At 31B21.3–5 DK the sun is ‘white to look on’ 
and ‘warm’, and the other heavenly bodies are ‘flooded with white light’, while 
rain is ‘dark’ (these lines about sun and rain are also cited by Aristotle). 
Theophrastus Sens. 7 attests that for Empedocles the pores of fire of the eyes 
‘know’ white and those of water ‘know’ black, and Sens. 59 tells us that for 
Empedocles fire is white and water black. (See already Arist. GA 5.1 779b15–20). 
Theophrastus does not mention the other two elements, or the other two 
primary colours, though at Sens. 17 he speaks of ‘grey and other mixed colours’, 
sc. mixed from black and white. It is not certain, however, that he is right in 
doing this, for—to give an example—he also makes the astonishing mistake of 
stating that Plato discusses ony two senses, hearing and sight (Sens. 5). A 
mistake that is not as innocent as it has been made out to be by some scholars, 
because the sequential ordering of doctrines according to the number of 
senses at issue is one of the structural determinants of the Theophrastean 
treatise. We assume that we may argue from a certain to a possible mistake; 
the actual number (two) is incidental to this argument. 
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 The list of the four ‘roots of all things’ represented by four divinities at 
31B6 DK begins with fire and ends with water, the first being ‘white Zeus’ (Ζεὺς 
ἀργής). So water at the other end may represent ‘black’ (cf. the rain at 31B21.5 
DK cited above), while no clue is provided as to the colour of earth and air, 
which are in between. Contrary evidence however seems to be provided by 
31B67, where black is linked to heat. It is hard to believe that air and water have 
no colour at all, for how can one see something that is colourless? According to 
31B109 ‘we see earth with earth, water with water, divine air with air, but 
annihilating fire with fire, love with live, and strife with baneful strife’. The 
separate visibilities of the individual elements suggest that each has a colour, 
but love and strife presumably lack one, so the verb ‘to see’ in this fragment is 
not used in a purely visual sense. 
 That all colours can be perceived if one departs from black and white as 
the opposite ends of the spectrum has been plausibly argued by Ierodiakonou 
(2005a). Now blood is red; there is no Empedoclean text telling us that this is 
so, but one can hardly doubt that he will have known. Blood is what we think 
with (31B105 DK etc.), and what we think with and are able to do what we are 
good at is said to consist of all four elements in more or less equal proportions, 
1 : 1 : 1 : 1 (Theophrastus Sens. 10–11, 31A86 DK). So we should perhaps assume 
that air and earth too are white and black, respectively, especially if these 
colour terms are made to comprise a multiplicity of shades. 
 If, as seems to be the case, the attribution to Empedocles of the four-
colour theory is an interpretation rather than a report based on unambiguous 
textual evidence, it will be based on a creative reading of the painter simile of 
31B23 DK. As to elements and colours, although Parmenides, whose theory of 
two elements inspired Empedocles’ theory of four, is not explicit, he certainly 
gives a hint by the names he gives to the pair: φλογὸς αἰθέριον πῦρ and νύκτ’ 
ἀδαῆ (28B8.56 and 59 DK), or φάος καὶ νύξ (28B9.1)—‘fire’ or ‘light’ and ‘night’ or 
darkness, which amounts to their being white and black, respectively. 
 At ch. 4.13.12, in the chapter on vision, both competing theories concerned 
with vision are attributed to Empedocles, namely that of extramission, the 
visual rays stretching out to the objects, and that of intromission, the 
effluences from the objects reaching the eyes. See below, ch. 4.13, Commentary 
D(d)§12. In ch. 1.15.3, the present lemma, the Greek tradition consisting of PB, 
PG and S, representing one side of this diaphonia, has ‘Empedocles (says) that 
colour is what fits the pores of the eyes’, while Q, representing the other side, 
has ‘Empedokles war der Meinung, daß die Farbe etwas ist, worauf die 
Sehstrahlen fallen’. This difference cannot be due to a mistranslation on Q’s 
part, so represents a genuine reading, or rather tradition. Possibly the Aëtian 
lemma at ch. 1.15.3 originally presented both views, just as ch. 4.13.11, and PB as 
well as S lost one half and PQ the other. For other genuine readings preserved 
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by Q see e.g. at ch. 2.20.13[35] den Berg …, welcher ‘Olympos’ genannt wird, and 
ch. 5.30.2[6] Herophilos glaubte. 
§5.  ᾿Αρίσταρχος Σάµιος µαθηµατικός, ἀκουστὴς Στράτωνος. Because this is the 
first mention of Aristarchus in A he is given both his ethnicon and professional 
status. That he is a pupil of Strato enlists him in a philosophical Succession. He 
is cited at §9 below, and at chs. 2.24.7 and 4.13.4 (where he follows directly after 
4.13.3 Strato). An edition of his fragments is still lacking. 
§7.  The reading of τροφῶν in S (τὰς ποικιλίας τῶν τροφῶν) is probably to be 
preferred to G’s and Q’s τόπων and to τροπῶν in P (where it is emended to 
τροφῶν by Corsinus). The varia lectio may have been caused not so much by 
stories about animal mimicry (for which see Theophrastus frs. 365A–D FHS&G, 
Philo Ebr. 172–175) as by the association of τόπων with ἀέρων, as in the famous 
Hippocratic title. Aristotle GA 5.6 treats the varying colours of animal species 
and individual animals from a different perspective, though he also allows for 
changes due to environmental factors. And so does Theophrastus CP 2.16.6; see 
further Amigues (2012) 220 n. 12, with references to other Aristotelian passages. 
For the ‘varying foodstuffs’ (ποικίλη τροφή) on the other hand see Plutarch 
Quaest.Conv. 663A (with Empedocles 31B90 DK) cited at section E(b)§7, a text 
adduced by Primavesi (2011) 512 to justify his transposition of lines from the 
Pythagoreans in §7 to Empedocles in §3 (for which see above, app. crit. and 
section D(d)§3). 
 The phrase γένη τῶν χρωµάτων varies Aristotle’s formula εἴδη χρωµάτων 
(e.g. Sens. 3 440b23–24). According to Aristotle Sens. 4 442a20–21 there are 
exactly seven species of primary colours, but according to the present chapter, 
which agrees with what is a very common view, there are just four. The 
attribution to the Pythagoreans of the four elements is to be explained by the 
interpretation of the ῥιζώµατ(α), contained in the tetraktys (‘tetrad’, quaternary 
number) of the famous Pythagorean oath, as the τέσσαρα πάντων ῥιζώµατα of 
Empedocles 31B6 DK. (On the oath see above ch. 1.3, Commentary D(d)§7[72–
73]). 
 Empedocles, at any rate, was often seen as a Pythagorean, or a 
Pythagorean in part: Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels = 227A FHS&G at 
Simplicius in Phys. 25.20–21, Timaeus FrGrH 566 F14 at D.L. 8.54, Neanthes 
FrGrH 84 F26 at Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.55, etc. So the four roots with their 
purported colours could be projected back upon the archegete Pythagoras. 
There is in fact quite a lot of evidence for the attribution of the four elements 
to Pythagoras and his followers, often explicitly linked to the oath, or at any 
rate to the tetraktys. Some examples: Sextus Empiricus M. 7.100 tells us that the 
number ‘four pertains to the solid; for when we hang a fourth over three points 
a pyramid results, which is the first shape of the solid; rightly therefore the 
tetraktys is the fount of all nature’ (ἡ τετρακτὺς πηγὴ τῆς τῶν ὅλων φύσεως ἐστίν). 
Theon Exp. p. 97.4–12 Hiller tells us that ‘the fourth tetraktys is that of the 
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simple bodies, fire, air, water, earth’. Hippolytus Ref. 6.23.4 says that the 
Pythagoreans swear by the ‘symphony of the four elements’ (ὅρκος τίς ἐστι τοῖς 
Πυθαγορικοῖς ἡ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων συµφωνία), then cites the oath, adding 
that ‘the tetraktys is the principle of the physical and solid bodies’. 
Ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 22.18–22 De Falco attributes the oath to both the 
Pythagoreans and Empedocles (ἐπώµνυον δι’ αὐτῆς τὸν Πυθαγόραν οἱ ἄνδρες … 
καθά που καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς), and p. 23.19–23 lists the four elements among the 
wonderful products of the tetraktys. See further Anatolius de Dec. pp. 7.22–8.7 
Heiberg, Eusebius L.Const. 6.5. 5–7 τὴν τῶν στοιχείων τετρακτὺν ἐπινοήσας, γῆν, 
ὕδωρ, ἀέρα, πῦρ, πηγὰς ἀενάους εἰς τὴν τοῦδε τοῦ παντὸς προὐβάλετο χορηγίαν, 
Hierocles in Carm.Aur. 20.19.1–4, Proclus in Tim. 3.67.29 τὴν τῶν στοιχείων 
τετρακτύν, and the substantial accounts of David Prol. 48.23–31 and David/Elias 
in Isag. 4.18–28 Westerink. The Lexicon of Hesychius at τ 625 explains 
τετρακτύς as ‘Pythagorean oath pertaining to the four elements’ (Πυθαγορικὸς 
ὅρκος, ἤγουν τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων σηµαίνων). Again the Placita are among the 
first sources to inform us about a particular and widespread Neopythagorean 
doctrine. Another early one is Vitruvius 2.2.1, whose brief overview of physical 
elements, derived from an unknown source, lists Thales’ water, Heraclitus’ fire, 
and next says that the Pythagoreans added air and earth (Pythagoreorum vero 
disciplina adiecit ad aquam et ignem aëra et terrenum). The Pythagoreans 
rather than Empedocles and even two further elements, not earth only, as 
Aristotle has it Met. A.3 984a8–9 (Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ τὰ τέτταρα, πρὸς τοῖς εἰρηµένοις 
γῆν προστιθεὶς τέταρτον).  
 This purported ἐµπεδοκλίζειν of the Pythagoreans also helps to understand 
the final sentence about the various colours of the living beings as depending 
on their nurture and environment. At ch. 5.19.6 [20–23] (Empedocles 31A72 
DK) the various kinds of living beings move to inhabit the various elements 
depending on their elementally mixed constitution (‘the more moist ones 
having an impulse towards the water (τὰ µὲν ὑγρότερα εἰς τὸ ὕδωρ), others flying 
up to the air, namely those in which the fiery element (πυρῶδες) 
predominates’). In our present chapter we first have the various mixtures of 
the colours, then the various colours of the living beings according to their 
environment. Perhaps we may include the mixed elemental constitutions in 
thought, and the colours at ch. 5.19.5. The variety of foodstuffs has been 
mentioned above. 
§8.  See above at section B, sources. 
§§9–10.  For the issue of what or whether one sees in the dark see below, ch. 
4.15, ‘Whether darkness is visible’, which (just as ch. 4.13 ‘On vision’) is closely 
connected qua theme with the present chapter. 
§9.  It does not seem plausible to have two different spellings of χροιά c.q. χρόα 
in the one chapter. We have changed the occurrence of χρόαν in §9 and §10 to 
the χροιάν as in §2, which is attested by both P and S. 
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§11.  Attributed to the Stoics as SVF 2.419 by Von Arnim SVF 2 p. 137 in app. ad 
loc., who compares SVF 1.91 (consisting of P5 of the present chapter plus G4 
because of its phrase ἐπίχρωσιν τῆς ὕλης). But ps.Aristotle Col. 1 791a1–10, cited 
section E(b)§11, provides the perfect parallel. For the third-century Peripatetics 
in this context see Ganson (2004).  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Plato’s theory of colours at Tim. 67d–68d is part of his account of sense 
perception. In Aristotle too colour is part of an account of sense perception at 
Sens. 3–4, then a theme at Mete. 3.4 (colours of the halo and the rainbow), but 
not the subject of a monograph of its own. Therefore the pseudepigraphic 
monobiblos On Colours, which has been dated to the generation of Strato, fills 
a gap in the Corpus Aristotelicum, whether or not it was meant to. 
Theophrastus critically discusses earlier theories of colour in the De sensibus, 
with special attention to Empedocles, Plato, and Democritus. 
 (2)  Alcinous’ Didascalicus, which in its chapters on sense-perception 
contains echoes of Theophrastus’ treatise, fails or declines to mention colour in 
this context. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General Texts: Aulus Gellius NA 2.26. 
Chapter heading: cf. Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 2.755 colores non esse. 
§7 Pythagoreans:  Hippolytus Ref. 6.23.4 ὅρκος τίς ἐστι τοῖς Πυθαγορικοῖς ἡ τῶν τεσσάρων 
στοιχείων συµφωνία· ὀµνύουσι δ’ οὕτως· ‘ναὶ µὰ τὸν ἁµετέρᾳ κεφαλᾷ παραδόντα τετρακτύν, / πηγὴν 
ἀενάου φύσεως ῥι(ζώµ)ατ’ ἔχουσαν’. ἔστι γὰρ ἡ τετρακτὺς τῶν φυσικῶν καὶ στερεῶν σωµάτων ἀρχή, 
ὡς ἡ µονὰς τῶν νοητῶν. 
§8 Democritus:  Diogenes of Oenoanda fr. 7 col. 2.2–8 Smith ἐσφά|λη δ’ ἀναξίως ἑαυτοῦ | καὶ 
Δηµόκριτος (fr. 61 Luria), τὰς | ἀτόµους µόνας κατ’ ἀ|λήθειαν εἰπὼν ὑπάρχειν | ἐν τοῖς οὖσι, τὰ δὲ 
λοιπὰ | νοµιστεὶ ἅπαντα.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.43–44 δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτῷ (Democritus 68A1 DK) 
τάδε· ἀρχὰς εἶναι τῶν ὅλων ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν, τὰ δ’ ἄλλα πάντα νενοµίσθαι. 
§§11–12 Various anonymi:  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.33 οὐ γὰρ δήπου δυνησόµεθα … 
συγκατατίθεσθαι … καὶ τοῖς περὶ Δηµόκριτον (—), ἄτοµα ταῦτα (sc. τὰ στοιχεῖα) εἶναι φάσκουσι καὶ 
ἄποια, καὶ τοῖς περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν (—) πᾶσαν αἰσθητὴν ποιότητα περὶ ταῖς ὁµοιοµερείαις 
ἀπολείπουσιν. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Aristotle Cat. 10 12a20–21 ἐπ’ ἐνίων µὲν οὖν ὀνόµατα κεῖται τοῖς ἀνὰ µέσον, οἷον 
λευκοῦ καὶ µέλανος τὸ φαιὸν καὶ ὠχρόν ⟨καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα τοιαῦτα χρώµατα add. Bodéüs⟩.  Sens. 3 
439b18–22 περὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων χρωµάτων ἤδη, διελοµένοις ποσαχῶς ἐνδέχεται γίγνεσθαι, λεκτέον. 
ἐνδέχεται µὲν γὰρ παρ’ ἄλληλα τιθέµενα τὸ λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν, ὥσθ’ ἑκάτερον µὲν εἶναι ἀόρατον διὰ 
σµικρότητα, τὸ δ’ ἐξ ἀµφοῖν ὁρατόν, οὕτω γίγνεσθαι.  + Sens. 3 440a15–17 τὸ µὲν οὖν, ὥσπερ οἱ 
ἀρχαῖοι, λέγειν ἀπόρροιαν εἶναι τὴν χρόαν καὶ ὁρᾶσθαι διὰ τοιαύτην αἰτίαν ἄτοπον.  Theophrastus 
Sens. 59 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A69a, cf. 31B94 DK) δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν χρωµάτων, καὶ ὅτι τὸ µὲν λευκὸν τοῦ 
πυρὸς τὸ δὲ µέλαν τοῦ ὕδατος· οἱ δ’ ἄλλοι τοσοῦτον µόνον, ὅτι τό τε λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν ἀρχαί, τὰ δ’ 
ἄλλα µειγνυµένων γίνεται τούτων.  Philo of Alexandria Leg. 3.57 εὐθὺς ὁ νοῦς κατέλαβε τὸ ὁραθέν, 
ὅτι µέλαν ἢ λευκὸν ἢ ὠχρὸν ἢ φοινικοῦν.  Pliny Nat. 35.50 quattuor coloribus solis immortalia illa 
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opera fecere—ex albis Melino, e silaciis Attico, ex rubris Sinopide Pontica, ex nigris atramento—
Apelles, ⟨A⟩etion, Melanthius, Nicomachus, clarissimi pictores, cum tabulae eorum singulae 
oppidorum venirent opibus.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 5 396b11–15 (Heraclitus 22B10 DK) ἔοικε δὲ καὶ ἡ 
τέχνη τὴν φύσιν µιµουµένη τοῦτο ποιεῖν· ζωγραφία µὲν γὰρ λευκῶν τε καὶ µελάνων, ὠχρῶν τε καὶ 
ἐρυθρῶν, χρωµάτων ἐγκερασαµένη φύσεις τὰς εἰκόνας τοῖς προηγουµένοις ἀπετέλεσε συµφώνους.  
Galen Hipp.Elem. 6.18, 1.461.5–7 K. φαµὲν γὰρ τῶν χρωµάτων τὸ µὲν λευκὸν εἶναι, τὸ δὲ µέλαν, τὸ δ’ 
ἐρυθρόν, τὸ δὲ ξανθόν, τὸ δ’ ὠχρόν.  MM. 10.58.4–8 K. τί γὰρ δὴ καὶ πρὸς ἔπος οὐκ εἶναι τὴν νόσον 
ἐναντίον ὑγείᾳ, διότι µέσον αὐτῶν ἐστί τι; δῆλον γὰρ ὡς οὐδὲ τὸ λευκὸν ἐναντίον ἔσται τῷ µέλανι, διότι 
µέσον αὐτῶν ἐστι τὸ ξανθόν τε καὶ τὸ φαιὸν, ἐρυθρόν τε καὶ ὠχρὸν ἕκαστόν τε τῶν ἄλλων χρωµάτων.  
HVA 15.554.6-11 K. ‘καὶ οὐρεῖν θερµόν τε καὶ χλωρόν’ (Hipp. Acut. 9.31), θερµὸν µὲν λέγων δηλονότι 
τὸ τοῦ συνήθους θερµότερον, χλωρὸν δὲ κατά τι τῶν ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσίας Ἑλλήνων ἔθος, ὅ ἐστι καὶ νῦν ἔτι 
διασῳζόµενον. ὠχροὺς γάρ τινας ἰδόντες ἐρωτῶσι τὴν αἰτίαν, δι' ἣν οὕτω γεγόνασι χλωροί, µηδὲν 
διαφέρειν ἡγούµενοι χλωρὸν εἰπεῖν ἢ ὠχρόν. ἔστι δὲ τὸ ὠχρὸν χρῶµα κατ’ ἀλήθειαν τοιοῦτον, οἷόν περ 
καὶ τὸ τῆς καλουµένης ὤχρας, ὀξυνοµένης κατὰ τὴν προσηγορίαν τῆς πρώτης συλλαβῆς· καὶ γίνεται 
τοιοῦτον ἐπιµιγνυµένης τῷ ὑδατώδει περιττώµατι τῆς ὠχρᾶς τε καὶ ξανθῆς ὀνοµαζοµένης χολῆς· ὅσον 
γὰρ τοῦ ἐρυθροῦ χρώµατος ἐπὶ τὸ λευκότερον ἀποκεχώρηκε τὸ ξανθόν, τοσοῦτον τούτου τὸ ὠχρόν.  
Hipp.Epid. 17A.929.4–8 K. ὁρῶµεν γὰρ καὶ νῦν ἔτι καθάπερ κατὰ τὴν Κὼ αὐτὴν τὴν Ἱπποκράτους 
πατρίδα καὶ πᾶσαν τὴν ἡµετέραν Ἀσίαν ‘χλωρὰ’ µὲν ὀνοµαζόµενα καὶ λάχανα καὶ δένδρα καὶ φυτὰ τὰ 
οἷον χλοερὰ ‘χλωράζειν’ τε καὶ τὰ κτήνη λέγοµεν τὰ τὴν ἐαρινὴν βοτάνην ἐσθίοντα. λέγουσί γε µὴν καὶ 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐνίους χλωροὺς οὐκ ἔχοντας ὁµοίαν τῇ χλόῃ τὴν χρόαν, ἀλλὰ µᾶλλον ὠχράν.  
Hipp.Prog. 18B.31.1–2 Κ. τὸ χλωρὸν εἰώθασι δὲ οὕτως ὀνοµάζειν οἱ παλαιοί ποτε µὲν τὸ ὠχρόν.  
Hipp.Prog. 18B.70.10–11 Κ. εἴποµεν δ’ ἔµπροσθεν ὡς τὸ χλωρὸν ἐνίοτε µὲν σηµαίνει ταὐτὸν τῷ ὠχρῷ.  
Philostratus V.Apoll. 2.22 ‘τὰ χρώµατα’ ἔφη ‘ξυγκεράννυσιν, ὁπόσα ἐστί, τὰ κυανᾶ τοῖς βατραχείοις 
καὶ τὰ λευκὰ τοῖς µέλασι καὶ τὰ πυρσὰ τοῖς ὠχροῖς’.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 1.22–2.1 
πολλαὶ γὰρ αἱ τῶν χρωµάτων διαφοραὶ µεταξὺ τῶν ἄκρων λευκοῦ καὶ µέλανος τυγχάνουσιν, οἷον 
φαιόν, ξανθόν, πυρρόν, ἐρυθρόν, ὠχρόν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) Quaest. 13, p. 25.18–24 ὅτι µὴ 
ὁµοίως κατά τε τὰς ἄλλας αἱρέσεις καὶ κατ᾿ Ἐπίκουρον εἰσάγεται τὰ χρώµατα, ὡς ἔλεγεν Κηνσορῖνος 
ὁ Ἀκαδηµαικός. ὅτι µὴ ὁµοίως κατ’ Ἐπίκουρον (—) εἰσάγεται τὰ χρώµατα, ὡς ἔλεγέν τις 
παριστάµενος αὐτοῦ τῇ δόξῃ, καὶ κατὰ τὰς ἄλλας αἱρέσεις. ὁ µὲν γὰρ ἐν τοῖς στοιχείοις, ‹ἃ› ἀρχὰς 
ὑποτίθεται τῶν ἁπάντων, οὐδὲν τούτων φησὶν εἶναι, καθ’ οὓς δὲ στοιχεῖα τὰ τέσσαρα, κατὰ τούτους ἐν 
τοῖς στοιχείοις ἐστὶν καὶ ταῦτα.  Porphyry in Cat. 130.28–30 ἡ λευκότης φηµὶ καὶ ἡ µελανία καὶ αἱ 
ἄλλαι χροιαὶ παθητικαὶ ποιότητες λέγονται τῷ πεπονθέναι τὰ ἔχοντα· ὠχρὸς γάρ τις φοβηθεὶς καὶ 
ἐρυθρὸς αἰσχυνθεὶς παθόντος τοῦ σώµατος ἐγένετο. Sextus Empiricus P. 3.51 αἱ µὲν αἰσθήσεις κατὰ 
ἐπέρεισιν καὶ νύξιν ἀντιλαµβάνεσθαι δοκοῦσι τῶν αἰσθητῶν, οἷον ἡ ὅρασις, … ἐάν τε κατὰ εἰδώλων 
ἀποκρίσεις τε καὶ ἐπικρίσεις, ἐάν τε ⟨κατ’⟩ ἀκτίνων ἢ χρωµάτων ἀποχύσεις. 
Chapter heading  ps.Aristotle Περὶ χρωµάτων.  ps.Alexander Probl. 1.2, p. 5.1 Ideler Περὶ 
χρώµατός τινα.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 5.59 (Strato fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 Sharples) 22. Περὶ χρωµάτων.  
9.46 (Democritus 68B5h DK) Περὶ χροῶν.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 7, p. 60.24–25 Waszink De 
colorum varietate et conversione ex alio in alium quaeque coloribus similia sunt.  Isidore of 
Seville Etym. 19.17 De coloribus. 
§1 Definition:  Aristotle Cat. 1 1a27–29 καὶ τὸ τὶ λευκὸν ἐν ὑποκειµένῳ µέν ἐστι τῷ σώµατι (ἅπαν 
γὰρ χρῶµα ἐν σώµατι) καθ’ ὑποκειµένου δὲ οὐδενὸς λέγεται.  Galen Ant. 14.62.1–2 K. ἐπ’ ἐνίων δὲ καὶ 
τὰς ὁρατὰς ποιότητας οὐ σµικρὰ συντελούσας εὑρήσεις.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 113.7-8 
(cited Suda s.v. Χ 538, p. 4.820.10–11 Adler) χρῶµα γὰρ σηµαίνει καὶ τὸ ἐν τοῖς σώµασιν, ὡς τὸ 
λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν καὶ τὰ τούτων µεταξύ.  in Top. 166.30–32 ἀλλὰ καὶ ὅτι τοῦ χρώµατος µή ἐστιν 
ὁρισµὸς τὸ ἴδιον ὄψεως αἰσθητόν, οὕτως δείκνυται· εἰ γὰρ ἐν τούτῳ αὐτῷ τὸ εἶναι, πρός τί ἐστι τὸ 
χρῶµα· οὐκ ἔστι δὲ πρός τι· ποιότης ἄρα.  in APr. 359.26 τὸ χρῶµα ποιότης ἐστίν. 
§2 Pythagoreans:  Aristotle Sens. 3 439a30–31 τὸ γὰρ χρῶµα ἢ ἐν τῷ πέρατί ἐστιν ἢ πέρας (διὸ καὶ 
οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.42 DK) τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν ‘χρόαν’ ἐκάλουν).  Met. Λ.4 1070b18–21 ὥσπερ εἴ τις 
εἴποι ὅτι ἀρχαὶ εἰσὶ τρεῖς, τὸ εἶδος καὶ ἡ στέρησις καὶ ἡ ὕλη. ἀλλ’ ἕκαστον τούτων ἕτερον περὶ ἕκαστον 
γένος ἐστίν, οἷον ἐν χρώµατι λευκὸν µέλαν ἐπιφάνεια.  differently Met. A.8 990a16–18 (on 
Pythagoreans, 58B22 DK) περὶ πυρὸς ἢ γῆς ἢ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν τοιούτων σωµάτων οὐδ’ ὁτιοῦν 
εἰρήκασιν, ἅτε οὐθὲν περὶ τῶν αἰσθητῶν οἶµαι λέγοντες ἴδιον.  ps.Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 22.4–6 De 
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Falco ἀλλ’ ὅτι καὶ ἴδιον τοῦ διδασκάλου τούτου, τὰς ἐπιφανείας, ἃς δὴ ‘χροιὰς’ ἔφασκον, γεωµετρίαν 
περαινούσας ὀνοµάζειν ἀεί.  Theol.Ar. p. 25.14–16 De Falco ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰ ἐν ἀριθµῷ στοιχειωδέστατα 
ἰδιώµατα τέσσαρα. ταὐτὸν ἐν µονάδι, ἕτερον ἐν δυάδι, χροιὰ ἐν τριάδι, σῶµα ἐν τετράδι. 
§3 Empedocles:  Empedocles 31B71 DK at Simp. in Cael. 530.1–4 ‘εἰ δέ τί σοι περὶ τῶνδε λιπόξυλος 
ἔπλετο πίστις, / πῶς ὕδατος γαίης τε καὶ αἰθέρος ἠελίου τε / κιρναµένων εἴδη τε γενοίατο χροῖά τε 
θνητῶν / τόσσ’, ὅσα νῦν γεγάασι συναρµοσθέντ’ Ἀφροδίτῃ’.  31B23 DK at Simp. in Phys. 159.27–
160.4 καὶ παράδειγµα δὲ ἐναργὲς παρέθετο τοῦ ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν γίνεσθαι τὰ διάφορα· ῾ὡς δ’ ὁπόταν 
γραφέες ἀναθήµατα ποικίλλωσιν / ἀνέρες ἀµφὶ τέχνης ὑπὸ µήτιος εὖ δεδαῶτε, / οἵτ’ ἐπεὶ οὖν µάρψωσι 
πολύχροα φάρµακα χερσίν, / ἁρµονίῃ µείξαντε τὰ µὲν πλέω, ἄλλα δ’ ἐλάσσω’ (κτλ).  Pap.Strasb. 
1665/66 a–c, l. 309–313 = Empedocles 31B21 DK at Simp. in Phys. 159.13–17 ‘ἀλλ’ ἄγε, τόνδ’ ὀάρων 
προτέρων ἐπιµάρτυρα δέρκευ, / εἴ τι καὶ ἐν προτέροισι λιπόξυλον ἔπλετο µορφῇ, / ἠέλιον µὲν λευκὸν 
[thus Arist. GC 1.1 314b20–22] ὁρᾶν καὶ θερµὸν ἁπάντῃ, / ἄµβροτα δ’ ὅσσ’ εἴδει τε καὶ ἀργέτι δεύεται 
αὐγῇ, / ὄµβρον δ’ ἐν πᾶσι δνοφόεντά τε ῥιγαλέον τε·’ (κτλ).  Empedocles 31B96 DK at Arist. de An. 
1.2 410a4–6 ‘ἡ δὲ χθὼν ἐπίηρος ἐν εὐστέρνοις χοάνοισιν / τὼ δύο τῶν ὀκτὼ µερέων λάχε νήστιδος 
αἴγλης, / τέσσαρα δ’ Ἡφαίστοιο· τὰ δ’ ὀστέα λευκὰ γένοντο’.  cf. comment on this passage of 
Simplicius (Priscianus?) in de An. 68.10–14 µίγνυσι δὲ πρὸς τὴν τῶν ὀστῶν γένεσιν τέσσαρα µὲν 
πυρὸς µέρη, διὰ τὸ ξηρὸν καὶ λευκὸν χρῶµα ἴσως πλείστου λέγων αὐτὰ µετέχειν πυρός, δύο δὲ γῆς καὶ 
ἓν µὲν ἀέρος ἓν δὲ ὕδατος· ἃ δὴ ἄµφω ‘νῆστιν αἴγλην’ προσαγορεύει (31B96.2 DK), ‘νῆστιν’ µὲν διὰ τὸ 
ὑγρὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ νάειν καὶ ῥεῖν, ‘αἴγλην’ δὲ ὡς διαφανῆ.  Empedocles 31B98 DK at Simp. in Phys. 32.1–
10 ἄκουσον αὐτοῦ τῶν ἐν τοῖς Φυσικοῖς λεγοµένων, ἐν οἷς καὶ τῆς ἐνταῦθα δηµιουργικῆς συγκράσεως 
τὴν Ἀφροδίτην ἤτοι τὴν Φιλίαν αἰτίαν φησί. καλεῖ δὲ τὸ µὲν πῦρ καὶ Ἥφαιστον καὶ ἥλιον καὶ φλόγα, 
τὸ δὲ ὕδωρ ὄµβρον, τὸν δὲ ἀέρα αἰθέρα. λέγει οὖν πολλαχοῦ µὲν ταῦτα, καὶ ἐν τούτοις δὲ τοῖς ἔπεσιν ‘ἡ 
δὲ χθὼν τούτοισιν ἴση συνέκυρσε µάλιστα / Ἡφαίστῳ τ’ ὄµβρῳ τε καὶ αἰθέρι παµφανόωντι, / Κύπριδος 
ὁρµισθεῖσα τελείοις ἐν λιµένεσσιν, / εἴτ’ ὀλίγον µείζων εἴτε πλέον ἐστὶν ἐλάσσων. / ἐκ τῶν αἷµά τε 
γέντο καὶ ἄλλης εἴδεα σαρκός’.  Aristotle GC 1.8 324b26–33 τοῖς µὲν οὖν δοκεῖ πάσχειν ἕκαστον διά 
τινων πόρων εἰσιόντος τοῦ ποιοῦντος ἐσχάτου καὶ κυριωτάτου, καὶ τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον καὶ ὁρᾶν καὶ 
ἀκούειν ἡµᾶς φασι καὶ τὰς ἄλλας αἰσθήσεις αἰσθάνεσθαι πάσας, ἔτι δὲ ὁρᾶσθαι διά τε ἀέρος καὶ 
ὕδατος καὶ τῶν διαφανῶν, διὰ τὸ πόρους ἔχειν ἀοράτους µὲν διὰ µικρότητα, πυκνοὺς δὲ καὶ κατὰ 
στοῖχον, καὶ µᾶλλον ἔχειν τὰ διαφανῆ µᾶλλον. οἱ µὲν οὖν ἐπί τινων οὕτω διώρισαν, ὥσπερ καὶ 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A87 DK).  GA 5.1 779b15–28 τὸ µὲν οὖν ὑπολαµβάνειν τὰ µὲν γλαυκὰ πυρώδη, 
καθάπερ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A91 DK) φησι, τὰ δὲ µέλανα πλεῖον ὕδατος ἔχειν ἢ πυρός, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τὰ 
µὲν ἡµέρας οὐκ ὀξὺ βλέπειν, τὰ γλαυκά, δι’ ἔνδειαν ὕδατος, θάτερα δὲ νύκτωρ δι’ ἔνδειαν πυρός, οὐ 
λέγεται καλῶς, εἴπερ µὴ πυρὸς τὴν ὄψιν θετέον ἀλλ’ ὕδατος πᾶσιν. ἔτι δ’ ἐνδέχεται τῶν χρωµάτων τὴν 
αἰτίαν ἀποδοῦναι καὶ κατ’ ἄλλον τρόπον, ἀλλ’ εἴπερ ἐστὶν ὥσπερ ἐλέχθη πρότερον ἐν τοῖς Περὶ τὰς 
αἰσθήσεις (Sens. 2 438a16) καὶ τούτων ἔτι πρότερον ἐν τοῖς Περὶ ψυχῆς (de An. 3.1 425a4) 
διωρισµένοις, καὶ ὅτι ὕδατος καὶ δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν ὕδατος ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἀέρος ἢ πυρὸς τὸ αἰσθητήριον τοῦτ’ ἔστι, 
ταύτην αἰτίαν ὑποληπτέον εἶναι τῶν εἰρηµένων. οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἔχουσι τῶν ὀφθαλµῶν πλέον ὑγρόν, οἱ δ’ 
ἔλαττον τῆς συµµέτρου κινήσεως, οἱ δὲ σύµµετρον.  Theophrastus Sens. 7 (on Empedocles, 31A86 
DK) τοὺς δὲ πόρους ἐναλλὰξ κεῖσθαι τοῦ τε πυρὸς καὶ τοῦ ὕδατος, ὧν τοῖς µὲν τοῦ πυρὸς τὰ λευκά, 
τοῖς δὲ τοῦ ὕδατος τὰ µέλανα γνωρίζειν· ἐναρµόττειν γὰρ ἑκατέροις ἑκάτερα. φέρεσθαι δὲ τὰ χρώµατα 
πρὸς τὴν ὄψιν διὰ τὴν ἀπορροήν.  Sens. 17 (on Empedocles, 31A86 DK)  ἔτι δ’ ἐν ταῖς κατὰ µέρος· 
συµβαίνει γὰρ τῷ ὁµοίῳ γίνεσθαι τὴν γνῶσιν· τὴν γὰρ ὄψιν ὅταν ἐκ πυρὸς καὶ τοῦ ἐναντίου συστήσῃ, 
τὸ µὲν λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν δύναιτ’ ἂν τοῖς ὁµοίοις γνωρίζειν, τὸ δὲ φαιὸν καὶ τἄλλα χρώµατα τὰ µικτὰ 
πῶς; οὔτε γὰρ τοῖς τοῦ πυρὸς οὔτε τοῖς τοῦ ὕδατος πόροις οὔτ’ ἄλλοις ποιεῖ κοινοῖς ἐξ ἀµφοῖν· ὁρῶµεν 
δ’ οὐδὲν ἧττον ταῦτα τῶν ἁπλῶν.  Sens. 59 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A69a DK) δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν χρωµάτων καὶ 
ὅτι τὸ µὲν λευκὸν τοῦ πυρός, τὸ δὲ µέλαν τοῦ ὕδατος.  Philo of Alexandria Vit.Mos. 2.88 τὰς δὲ τῶν 
ὑφασµάτων ὕλας ἀριστίνδην ἐπέκρινεν ἐκ µυρίων ὅσων ἑλόµενος τοῖς στοιχείοις ἰσαρίθµους, ἐξ ὧν 
ἀπετελέσθη ὁ κόσµος, καὶ πρὸς αὐτὰ λόγον ἐχούσας, γῆν καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ ἀέρα καὶ πῦρ· ἡ µὲν γὰρ 
βύσσος ἐκ γῆς, ἐξ ὕδατος δ’ ἡ πορφύρα, ἡ δ’ ὑάκινθος ἀέρι ὁµοιοῦται—φύσει γὰρ µέλας οὗτος—, τὸ δὲ 
κόκκινον πυρί, διότι φοινικοῦν ἑκάτερον. 
§4 Plato: Plato Tim. 67c τέταρτον δὴ λοιπὸν ἔτι γένος ἡµῖν αἰσθητικόν, ὃ διελέσθαι δεῖ συχνὰ ἐν 
ἑαυτῷ ποικίλµατα κεκτηµένον, ἃ σύµπαντα µὲν χρόας ἐκαλέσαµεν, φλόγα τῶν σωµάτων ἑκάστων 
ἀπορρέουσαν, ὄψει σύµµετρα µόρια ἔχουσαν πρὸς αἴσθησιν.  Theophrastus Sens. 5 (on Plato) τὸ 
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χρῶµα φλόγα τιν’ ἀπὸ τῶν σωµάτων σύµµετρα µόρια τῇ ὄψει ἔχουσαν.  Sens. 86 τὸ δὲ χρῶµα φλόγα 
εἶναι ἀπὸ τῶν σωµάτων σύµµετρα µόρια ἔχουσαν τῇ ὄψει· λευκὸν µὲν τὸ διακριτικόν, µέλαν δὲ τὸ 
συγκριτικόν. 
§5 Aristarchus:  Aristotle de An. 2.6 418b11 τὸ δὲ φῶς οἷον χρῶµά ἐστι τοῦ διαφανοῦς. 
§6 Zeno Stoicus:  Plutarch SR 1054A–B (on Stoics, SVF 2.449) τὴν ὕλην ἀργὸν ἐξ ἑαυτῆς καὶ 
ἀκίνητον ὑποκεῖσθαι ταῖς ποιότησιν ἀποφαίνουσι, τὰς δὲ (B) ποιότητας πνεύµατα οὔσας καὶ τόνους 
ἀερώδεις, οἷς ἂν ἐγγένωνται µέρεσι τῆς ὕλης εἰδοποιεῖν ἕκαστα καὶ σχηµατίζειν. 
§7 Pythagoreans:  Aristotle Sens. 3 440b23–25 διὰ τίνα δ’ αἰτίαν εἴδη τῶν χρωµάτων ἐστὶν 
ὡρισµένα καὶ οὐκ ἄπειρα ... ὕστερον ἐπισκεπτέον.  GA 5.6 786a2–7 µάλιστα δὲ µεταβάλλουσι καὶ τὰ 
φύσει ὁλόχροα µὲν ὄντα τῷ γένει δὲ πολύχροα (sc. τὰ ζῷα) διὰ τὰ ὕδατα· τὰ µὲν γὰρ θερµὰ λευκὴν 
ποιεῖ τὴν τρίχα τὰ δὲ ψυχρὰ µέλαιναν ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν φυτῶν. αἴτιον δ’ ὅτι τὰ θερµὰ πνεύµατος 
πλέον ἔχει ἢ ὕδατος, ὁ δ’ ἀὴρ διαφαινόµενος λευκότητα ποιεῖ καθάπερ καὶ τὸν ἀφρόν.  Theophrastus 
CP 2.16.6 εἰ δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ζώων τοῦτο συµβαίνει (sc. ἡ µεταβολὴ γίνεσθαι) καθάπερ φασὶν ἐπὶ τῶν 
ὀρνίθων καὶ χρώµασι καὶ σχήµασι καὶ δυνάµεσι καὶ τοῦτο καθ’ ἕκαστον ἐνιαυτὸν οὐκ ἐν πλήθει χρόνου 
πλείονι.  Plutarch Quaest.Conv. 663A εἴτε γὰρ ἐξ ὁµοίων ἀναλαµβάνει τὸ οἰκεῖον ἡ φύσις καὶ εἰς τὸν 
ὄγκον αὐτόθεν ἡ ποικίλη τροφὴ πολλὰς µεθιεῖσα ποιότητας ἐξ ἑαυτῆς ἑκάστῳ µέρει τὸ πρόσφορον 
ἀναδίδωσιν, ὥστε γίνεσθαι τὸ τοῦ Ἐµπεδοκλέους (31B90 DK)· ‘ὡς γλυκὺ µὲν γλυκὺ µάρπτε, πικρὸν δ’ 
ἐπὶ πικρὸν ὄρουσεν, ὀξὺ δ’ ἐπ’ ὀξύ ⟨σπεῦ⟩δ’ [e.g. Primavesi, alii alia], ἁλερὸν δ’ ἁλεροῦ λάβετ’ ὦκα’.  
Anon. Photii c. 239, p. 238.20–23 Thesleff ὅτι ἡ ὄψις κατὰ Πυθαγόραν καὶ Πλάτωνα καὶ 
Ἀριστοτέλην τῶν δώδεκα χρωµάτων ἐστι κριτική, λευκοῦ καὶ µέλανος καὶ τῶν µεταξύ, ξανθοῦ φαιοῦ 
ὠχροῦ ἐρυθροῦ κυανοῦ ἁλουργοῦ λαµπροῦ ὀρφνίνου. 
§8  Democritus:  Democritus 68B9, B125, 68A49 DK at Gal. Elem.Hipp. 2.12, 1.417.9–13 K. ‘νόµῳ 
γὰρ χροιὴ νόµῳ γλυκὺ νόµῳ πικρὸν, ἐτεῇ δ’ ἄτοµα καὶ κενόν’ ὁ Δηµόκριτός φησιν ἐκ τῆς συνόδου τῶν 
ἀτόµων γίγνεσθαι νοµίζων ἁπάσας τὰς αἰσθητὰς ποιότητας ὡς πρὸς ἡµᾶς τοὺς αἰσθανοµένους αὐτῶν, 
φύσει δ’ οὐδὲν εἶναι λευκὸν ἢ µέλαν ἢ ξανθὸν ἢ ἐρυθρὸν ἢ γλυκὺ ἢ πικρόν.  Plutarch Adv.Col. 1110E τὸ 
γὰρ ‘νόµῳ χροιὴν εἶναι καὶ νόµῳ γλυκὺ ’ καὶ νόµῳ σύγκρισιν ‹ἅπασαν perperam add. Westman› 
⟨’ἐτεῇ δὲ τὸ κενὸν καὶ add. Wyttenbach alii⟩ τὰς ἀτόµους’ εἰρηµένον φησὶν (sc. Colotes) ὑπὸ 
Δηµοκρίτου (fr. 61 Luria) ⟨µάχεσθαι add. Reiske alii⟩ ταῖς αἰσθήσεσι.  Plotinus Enn. 3.6[26].12.22–
24 εἴ τις οὖν ἐνταῦθα τὸ ⟨νόµῳ χροιὴ⟩ καὶ τὰ ἄλλα ⟨νόµῳ⟩ λέγοι τῷ τὴν φύσιν τὴν ὑποκειµένην µηδὲν 
οὕτως ἔχειν, ὡς νοµίζεται, οὐκ ἂν ἄτοπος εἴη τοῦ λόγου (—).  
Aristotle Phys. 1.5 188a22–26 Δηµόκριτος (68A45 DK) τὸ στερεὸν [πλῆρες Simp. in Phys. 44.16] καὶ 
κενόν, ὧν τὸ µὲν ὡς ὂν τὸ δὲ ὡς οὐκ ὂν εἶναί φησιν· ἔτι θέσει, σχήµατι, τάξει. ταῦτα δὲ γένη ἐναντίων· 
θέσεως ἄνω κάτω, πρόσθεν ὄπισθεν, σχήµατος γεγωνιωµένον ἀγώνιον, εὐθὺ περιφερές.  GC 1.2 
315b33–316a1 ὅµως δὲ τούτοις ἀλλοίωσιν καὶ γένεσιν ἐνδέχεται ποιεῖν {καθάπερ εἴρηται} τροπῇ καὶ 
διαθιγῇ µετακινοῦντα τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ταῖς τῶν σχηµάτων διαφοραῖς, ὅπερ ποιεῖ Δηµόκριτος (68A123 
DK). διὸ καὶ χροιὰν οὔ φησιν εἶναι· ‘τροπῇ’ γὰρ χρωµατίζεσθαι.  Sens. 4 442b10–12 ... ὥσπερ 
Δηµόκριτος (68A126)· τὸ γὰρ λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν τὸ µὲν τραχύ φησιν εἶναι τὸ δὲ λεῖον.  Met. A.4 
985b4–19 Λεύκιππος (67A6 DK) δὲ καὶ ὁ ἑταῖρος αὐτοῦ Δηµόκριτος στοιχεῖα µὲν τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ 
κενὸν εἶναί φασι, … οὗτοι τὰς διαφορὰς αἰτίας τῶν ἄλλων εἶναί φασιν. ταύτας µέντοι τρεῖς εἶναι 
λέγουσι, σχῆµά τε καὶ τάξιν καὶ θέσιν· διαφέρειν γάρ φασι τὸ ὂν ῥυσµῷ καὶ διαθιγῇ καὶ τροπῇ µόνον· 
τούτων δὲ ὁ µὲν ῥυσµὸς σχῆµά ἐστιν ἡ δὲ διαθιγὴ τάξις ἡ δὲ τροπὴ θέσις. διαφέρει γὰρ τὸ µὲν Α τοῦ Ν 
σχήµατι, τὸ δὲ ΑΝ τοῦ ΝΑ τάξει, τὸ δὲ Ι τοῦ Η θέσει.  Met. Γ.5 1009b7–17 ἔτι δὲ καὶ πολλοῖς τῶν 
ἄλλων ζῴων τἀναντία {περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν} φαίνεσθαι καὶ ἡµῖν, καὶ αὐτῷ δὲ ἑκάστῳ πρὸς αὑτὸν οὐ ταὐτὰ 
κατὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν ἀεὶ δοκεῖν. ποῖα οὖν τούτων ἀληθῆ ἢ ψευδῆ, ἄδηλον· οὐθὲν γὰρ µᾶλλον τάδε ἢ τάδε 
ἀληθῆ, ἀλλ’ ὁµοίως. διὸ Δηµόκριτός (68A112) γέ φησιν ἤτοι οὐθὲν εἶναι ἀληθὲς ἢ ἡµῖν γ’ ἄδηλον. ὅλως 
δὲ διὰ τὸ ὑπολαµβάνειν φρόνησιν µὲν τὴν αἴσθησιν, ταύτην δ’ εἶναι ἀλλοίωσιν, τὸ φαινόµενον κατὰ τὴν 
αἴσθησιν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀληθὲς εἶναί φασιν· ἐκ τούτων γὰρ καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων ὡς ἔπος εἰπεῖν ἕκαστος τοιαύταις δόξαις γεγένηνται ἔνοχοι.  Simplicius in Phys. 29.15–19 
(Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229 FHS&G) Δηµόκριτος ὁ Ἀβδηρίτης (68A38 DK) ἀρχὰς 
ἔθετο τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν …· ὡς ⟨γὰρ⟩ ὕλην τοῖς οὖσι τὰς ἀτόµους ὑποτιθέντες τὰ λοιπὰ γεννῶσι 
ταῖς διαφοραῖς αὐτῶν· τρεῖς δέ εἰσιν αὗται· ῥυσµὸς τροπὴ διαθιγή, ταὐτὸν δὲ εἰπεῖν σχῆµα καὶ τάξις 
καὶ θέσις.  Theophrastus Sens. 60–61 Δηµόκριτος (68A135) δὲ πάντα (sc. τὰ αἰσθητά) πάθη τῆς 
αἰσθήσεως ποιῶν. … Δηµόκριτος µὲν οὖν οὐχ ὁµοίως λέγει περὶ πάντων, ἀλλὰ τὰ µὲν τοῖς µεγέθεσι, τὰ 
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δὲ τοῖς σχήµασιν, ἔνια δὲ τάξει καὶ θέσει διορίζει. ὥστε δόξειεν ἂν … ἐναντίως τῇ ὑποθέσει λέγειν.  
Sens. 73–76 (68A135) τῶν δὲ χρωµάτων ἁπλᾶ µὲν λέγει τέτταρα. λευκὸν µὲν οὖν εἶναι τὸ λεῖον. ὃ γὰρ 
ἂν µὴ τραχὺ µηδ’ ἐπισκιάζῃ µηδὲ δυσδίοδον ᾖ, τοιοῦτον πᾶν λαµπρὸν εἶναι. δεῖ δὲ καὶ εὐθύτρυπα καὶ 
διαυγῆ τὰ λαµπρὰ εἶναι. τὰ µὲν οὖν σκληρὰ τῶν λευκῶν ἐκ τοιούτων σχηµάτων συγκεῖσθαι οἷον ἡ 
ἐντὸς πλὰξ τῶν κογχυλίων· οὕτω γὰρ ἂν ἄσκια καὶ εὐαγῆ καὶ εὐθύπορα εἶναι. τὰ ‹δὲ› ψαθυρὰ καὶ 
εὔθρυπτα ἐκ περιφερῶν µὲν λοξῶν δὲ τῇ θέσει πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ κατὰ δύο συζεύξει, τὴν δ’ ὅλην τάξιν 
ἔχειν ὅτι µάλιστα ὁµοίαν. τοιούτων δ’ ὄντων ψαθυρὰ µὲν εἶναι, διότι κατὰ µικρὸν ἡ σύναψις· 
εὔθρυπταδ’, ὅτι ὁµοίως κεῖνται· ἄσκια δέ, διότι λεῖα καὶ πλατέα· λευκότερα δ’ ἀλλήλων τῷ τὰ 
σχήµατα τὰ εἰρηµένα καὶ ἀκριβέστερα καὶ ἀµιγέστερα εἶναι καὶ τὴν τάξιν καὶ τὴν θέσιν ἔχειν µᾶλλον 
τὴν εἰρηµένην. τὸ µὲν οὖν λευκὸν ἐκ τοιούτων εἶναι σχηµάτων. τὸ δὲ µέλαν ἐκ τῶν ἐναντίων … ἐρυθρὸν 
δ’ ἐξ οἵωνπερ καὶ τὸ θερµόν … τὸ δὲ χλωρὸν ἐκ τοῦ στερεοῦ καὶ τοῦ κενοῦ συνεστάναι µεικτὸν ἐξ 
ἀµφοῖν … τὰ µὲν οὖν ἁπλᾶ χρώµατα τούτοις κεχρῆσθαι τοῖς σχήµασιν.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 
10.54 καὶ µὴν καὶ τὰς ἀτόµους νοµιστέον µηδεµίαν ποιότητα τῶν φαινοµένων προσφέρεσθαι πλὴν 
σχήµατος καὶ βάρους καὶ µεγέθους καὶ ὅσα ἐξ ἀνάγκης σχήµατος συµφυῆ ἐστι. ποιότης γὰρ πᾶσα 
µεταβάλλει· αἱ δὲ ἄτοµοι οὐδὲν µεταβάλλουσιν.  Scholia in Epicurum Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.44 τὸ δὲ 
χρῶµα παρὰ τὴν θέσιν τῶν ἀτόµων ἀλλάττεσθαι ἐν ταῖς Δώδεκα στοιχειώσεσί φησι (Epicurus fr. 56 
Usener).  Lucretius DRN 2.730–738 nunc age dicta meo dulci quaesita labore / percipe, ne forte 
haec albis ex alba rearis / principiis esse, ante oculos quae candida cernis, / aut ea quae nigrant 
nigro de semine nata; / nive alium quemvis quae sunt inbuta colorem, / propterea gerere hunc 
credas, quod materiai / corpora consimili sint eius tincta colore; / nullus enim color est omnino 
materiai /corporibus, neque par rebus neque denique dispar.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Sens. 
56.11–15 ὡς ἄρα τοῦ ὁρᾶν κατὰ τὴν ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρωµένων ἀπόρροιαν γινοµένου· εἴδωλα γάρ τινα 
ὁµοιόµορφα ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρωµένων συνεχῶς ἀπορρέοντα καὶ ἐµπίπτοντα τῇ ὄψει τοῦ ὁρᾶν ᾐτιῶντο. 
τοιοῦτοι δὲ ἦσαν οἵτε περὶ Λεύκιππον καὶ Δηµόκριτον (67A29 DK), οἳ καὶ ἐκ τῆς τῶν ἀοράτων διὰ 
µικρότητα παραθέσεως τὴν τῶν µεταξὺ χρωµάτων [sc. intermediate between black and white] 
φαντασίαν ἐποίουν.  Plotinus Enn. 3.6[26].12.22–24 εἴ τις οὖν ἐνταῦθα τὸ νόµῳ χροιὴ καὶ τὰ ἄλλα 
νόµῳ λέγοι τῷ τὴν φύσιν τὴν ὑποκειµένην µηδὲν οὕτως ἔχειν, ὡς νοµίζεται, οὐκ ἂν ἄτοπος εἴη τοῦ 
λόγου (—).   See also below, ch. 4.9, section E(b)§9. 
§9 Epicurus:  Plutarch Adv.Col. 1110C–D αὐτὸς γὰρ οὖν ὁ Ἐπίκουρος ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ τῶν Πρὸς 
Θεόφραστον (fr. 29 Usener, in part verbatim) οὐκ εἶναι λέγων τὰ χρώµατα συµφυῆ τοῖς σώµασιν, 
ἀλλὰ γεννᾶσθαι κατὰ ποιάς τινας τάξεις καὶ θέσεις πρὸς τὴν ὄψιν, οὐ µᾶλλόν φησι κατὰ τοῦτον τὸν 
λόγον ἀχρωµάτιστον σῶµα εἶναι ἢ χρῶµα ἔχον. ἀνωτέρω δὲ κατὰ λέξιν ταῦτα γέγραφεν· ‘ἀλλὰ καὶ 
χωρὶς τούτου τοῦ µέρους οὐκ οἶδ’ ὅπως δεῖ τὰ ἐν τῷ σκότει ταῦτ’ ὄντα φῆσαι χρώµατα ἔχειν’. καίτοι 
πολλάκις ἀέρος ὁµοίως σκοτώδους (D) περικεχυµένου οἱ µὲν αἰσθάνονται χρωµάτων διαφορᾶς οἱ δὲ 
οὐκ αἰσθάνονται δι’ ἀµβλύτητα τῆς ὄψεως· ἔτι δ’ εἰσελθόντες εἰς σκοτεινὸν οἶκον οὐδεµίαν ὄψιν 
χρώµατος ὁρῶµεν, ἀναµείναντες δὲ µικρὸν ὁρῶµεν’. οὐ µᾶλλον οὖν ἔχειν ἢ µὴ ἔχειν χρῶµα ῥηθήσεται 
τῶν σωµάτων ἕκαστον.  Lucretius DRN 2.795–810 praeterea quoniam nequeunt sine luce colores / 
esse neque in lucem existunt primordia rerum, / scire licet quam sint nullo velata colore; / qualis 
enim caecis poterit color esse tenebris? lumine quin ipso mutatur propterea quod / recta aut 
obliqua percussus luce refulget. … (817) non certis certa figuris / est natura coloris et omnia 
principiorum / formamenta queunt in quovis esse nitore.  Servius Auctus in Aeneid. p. 2.47 
Thilo–Hagen on 6.272 ‘nox abstulit atra colorem’: hoc et videmus et tractatur ab Epicureis, 
rebus tollere noctem colorum varietatem: unde etiam apud inferos omnia nigra esse dicuntur. 
§10 Aristotle:  Aristotle Sens. 2 439b11–12 ὥστε χρῶµα ἂν εἴη τὸ τοῦ διαφανοῦς ἐν σώµατι ὡρισµένῳ 
πέρας.  de An. 2.7 417b31–418a1 πᾶν δὲ χρῶµα κινητικόν ἐστι τοῦ κατ’ ἐνέργειαν διαφανοῦς, καὶ τοῦτ’ 
ἐστὶν αὐτοῦ ἡ φύσις· διόπερ οὐχ ὁρατὸν ἄνευ φωτός, ἀλλὰ πᾶν τὸ ἑκάστου χρῶµα ἐν φωτὶ ὁρᾶται.  de 
An. 2.8 420a27–28 ὥσπερ γὰρ ἄνευ φωτὸς οὐχ ὁρᾶται τὰ χρώµατα.  de An. 3.2  426a20–25 οἱ 
πρότερον φυσιολόγοι τοῦτο οὐ καλῶς ἔλεγον, οὐθὲν οἰόµενοι οὔτε λευκὸν οὔτε µέλαν εἶναι ἄνευ 
ὄψεως, οὐδὲ χυµὸν ἄνευ γεύσεως. τῇ µὲν γὰρ ἔλεγον ὀρθῶς, τῇ δ’ οὐκ ὀρθῶς· διχῶς γὰρ λεγοµένης τῆς 
αἰσθήσεως καὶ τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ, τῶν µὲν κατὰ δύναµιν τῶν δὲ κατ’ ἐνέργειαν, ἐπὶ τούτων µὲν συµβαίνει 
τὸ λεχθέν, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἑτέρων οὐ συµβαίνει.  de An. 3 5.430.16–17 τρόπον γάρ τινα καὶ τὸ φῶς ποιεῖ τὰ 
δυνάµει ὄντα χρώµατα ἐνεργείᾳ χρώµατα.  Alexander of Aphrodisias de An. 42.6–7 εἴ γε χρῶµά 
ἐστι τὸ κινητικὸν τοῦ κατ’ ἐνέργειαν διαφανοῦς.  in Sens. 51.24 τὸ πέρας ἄρα τοῦ ὡρισµένου 
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διαφανοῦς, καθὸ διαφανές, χρῶµά ἐστι.  Alexander of Aphrodisias? de An.Mant. c. 16 tit. p. 147.26 
Ὅτι τὸ χρῶµα πέρας τοῦ διαφανοῦς.  An.Mant. c. 16, p. 147.29–30 ἔστι γὰρ ἡ διαφάνεια ὕλη πως 
χρώµατος.  Probl. 1.2, p. 5.2–3 τὸ χρῶµα ὡρίσατο Ἀριστοτέλης πέρας τοῦ ὡρισµένου διαφανοῦς ᾗ 
διαφανές.  Thomas Aquinas in de An. liber: 2, lectio: 14, numerus: 403, linea: 8 et quia 
diaphanum non fit in actu nisi per lumen, sequitur quod color non sit visibilis sine lumine. 
§11 Anonymi:  ps.Aristotle Col. 1.791a1–10 ἁπλᾶ τῶν χρωµάτων ἐστὶν ὅσα τοῖς στοιχείοις 
συνακολουθεῖ, οἷον πυρὶ καὶ ἀέρι καὶ ὕδατι καὶ γῇ. ἀὴρ µὲν γὰρ καὶ ὕδωρ καθ’ ἑαυτὰ τῇ φύσει λευκά, 
τὸ δὲ πῦρ καὶ ὁ ἥλιος ξανθά. καὶ ἡ γῆ δ’ ἐστὶ φύσει λευκή, παρὰ δὲ τὴν βαφὴν πολύχρους φαίνεται. … 
τὸ δὲ µέλαν χρῶµα συνακολουθεῖ τοῖς στοιχείοις εἰς ἄλληλα µεταβαλλόντων. 
§12 Anonymi:  Theophrastus Sens. 59 οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι τοσοῦτον µόνον, ὅτι τό τε λευκὸν καὶ τὸ µέλαν 
ἀρχαί, τὰ δ’ ἄλλα µιγνυµένων γίνεται τούτων. καὶ γὰρ Ἀναξαγόρας (59A92 DK) ἁπλῶς εἴρηκε περὶ 
αὐτῶν. 
 



Liber 1 Caput 16 
 
PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883D; pp. 313a29–315a4 Diels— PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 128–129 
Daiber 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.14.1b, p. 141.4–5 + 1.14.1g, p. 143.4–5 + 1.14.1i, p. 143.10–12 Wachsmuth; 
cf. Photius Bibl. 167, p. 112b2 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 2, p. 17.18–19 Morani 
 

Titulus  ιϛ΄. Περὶ τοµῆς σωµάτων (P,S) 1 
§1 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου παθητὰ ⟨τὰ⟩ σώµατα καὶ τµητὰ εἰς  2 

ἄπειρον, καὶ πάντα τὰ συνεχῆ, γραµµήν ἐπιφάνειαν στερεὸν σῶµα  3 
τόπον χρόνον. (P1,S3) 4 

§2 οἱ τὰς ἀτόµους ⟨εἰσάγοντες⟩ περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ ἵστασθαι καὶ µὴ εἰς ἄπειρον  5 
εἶναι τὴν τοµήν. (P2,S2) 6 

§3 Ἀριστοτέλης δυνάµει µὲν εἰς ἄπειρον ἐντελεχείᾳ δ᾿ οὐδαµῶς. (P3,S1) 7 
  
§1 Thales frs. 152, 348 Wöhrle; Pythagoras –; §2 Atomisti: Democritus 68A48 DK; §3 
Aristoteles cf. GC 1.2 316b20–23 
  
titulus Περὶ … σωµάτων P : Περὶ σωµάτων (~ tit. c. 1.12) καὶ περὶ τῆς τούτων τοµῆς καὶ περὶ 
ἐλαχίστου (~ tit. c. 1.13) S, Περὶ τῆς σωµάτων τοµῆς Diels (S)    §1[2] ⟨τὰ⟩ add. edd. : om. 
PBS || [3–4] καὶ … χρόνον S : om. P    §2[5] οἱ PB(II)Q : ἢ PB(I,III) (ὁ δ᾿ αὐτὸς (sc. Δηµόκριτος de 
priore lemmate 1.12.6) ἔλεγε S) || ⟨εἰσάγοντες⟩ add. Mau Lachenaud cf. c. 1.21.2[4] : 
⟨λέγοντες⟩ add. Diels in app.; cf. c. 1.9.6 atque welche behaupten Q : non prob. Laks–M0st 
|| περὶ τὰ ἀµερῆ] om. PQ || περὶ S : ἢ PB corr. edd. || [5–6] καὶ … εἶναι PBQ : om. S    §3[7] 
post ἄπειρον add. τέµνεσθαι S || οὐδαµῶς PB : µηδαµῶς S 
  
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH 2, p. 17.18–19 (Numenius 1 fr. 4b des Places) τὰ σώµατα τῇ οἰκείᾳ φύσει 
τρεπτὰ ὄντα καὶ σκεδαστὰ καὶ διόλου εἰς ἄπειρον τµητά (~ quaestio). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
cf. A 1.12 Περὶ σωµάτων 
§1 A 1.9.2 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ τοὺς µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν καταβεβηκότας 
σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ  µεταβλητὴν καὶ ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν 
ὕλην. A 2.12.1 Θαλῆς Πυθαγόρας οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ. A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, πλάτει 
βάθει µήκει … ἢ τὸ κατέχον τόπον. Α 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν ἐπιφάνεια καὶ περιγραφὴ καὶ πέρας 
σώµατος. A 1.18 tit. Περὶ τόπου. A.1.20 tit. Περὶ χρόνου. A 4.19.4 οἱ δὲ Στωικοί φασι τὸν ἀέρα 
µὴ συγκεῖσθαι ἐκ θραυσµάτων, ἀλλὰ συνεχῆ δι᾿ ὅλου µηδὲν κενὸν ἔχοντα.. 
§2  A 1.3.16[122–125] καὶ εἴρηται ἄτοµος, οὐχ ὅτι ἐστὶν ἐλαχίστη ἀλλ᾿ ὅτι οὐ δύναται 
τµηθῆναι, ἀπαθὴς οὖσα καὶ ἀµέτοχος κενοῦ· ὥστε, ἐὰν εἴπῃ ἄτοµον, ἄθραυστον λέγει καὶ 
ἀπαθῆ, ἀµέτοχον κενοῦ. A 1.3.18 Διόδωρος ἐπίκλην Κρόνος τὰ ἀµερῆ σώµατα ἄπειρα, τὰ δ’ 
αὐτὰ λεγόµενα καὶ ἐλάχιστα. A 1.13.3 Ξενοκράτης καὶ Διόδωρος ἀµερῆ τὰ ἐλάχιστα ὡρίζοντο. 
A 4.9.10 οἱ τὰ ἄτοµα καὶ οἱ τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ καὶ οἱ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ τὰ ἐλάχιστα κτλ. A 4.19.2 
Ἐπίκουρος … τοῦτο δὲ τὸ ῥεῦµα εἰς ὁµοιοσχήµονα θρύπτεσθαι θραύσµατα … . A 4.19.3 
Δηµόκριτος καὶ τὸν ἀέρα φησὶν εἰς ὁµοιοσχήµονα θρύπτεσθαι σώµατα. 
§3  A 4.2.6 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐντελέχειαν πρώτην σώµατος φυσικοῦ, ὀργανικοῦ, δυνάµει ζωὴν 
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ἔχοντος· τὴν δ’ ἐντελέχειαν ἀκουστέον ἀντὶ τοῦ εἴδους καὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας. 
 

For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
Texts belonging to this chapter are found in P and S. 
 (1)  PB and Q record three doxai. G does not include it. Ps lacks a chapter 
on the subject and so does not testify to the title. 
 (2)  S absorbs the contents of this chapter into his ch. 1.14, as his collective 
chapter heading indicates. But the four doxai he preserves are scattered 
throughout the chapter. 

(a)  Diels acutely saw that the third Aristotelian doxa in P was placed in 
between extracts from A 1.12 and AD. 

(b)  He then argued that a rather long doxa attributed to Chrysippus on 
the cutting of bodies and other subjects was taken from the present chapter. 
However, from a stylistic point of view (note the tell-tale ἔφασκε) it is more 
likely to have been drawn from AD. It is not impossible that it replaced a Stoic 
doxa in A. But the Stoic doctrine falls under the first doxa and the diaeresis 
with three views did not need to be expanded further. So we have left out this 
lemma. 

(c)  The second doxa in P is then found coalesced with the Democritean 
doxa from ch. 1.12.6, which meant that a change of name-label was required (P 
has the Atomists). 

(d)  Finally the first doxa in P is placed after the citation of the final doxa A 
1.12.7 of the earlier chapter on bodies. It was the last one remaining. There is no 
more material in S’s chapter that he can have derived from A’s chapter. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The rather rewarding proximate tradition is 
mostly limited to Arius Didymus, Cicero, Seneca, Sextus Empiricus and 
Calcidius (see section E(a) below).  
 (2)  Sources. The ultimate sources of §2 are clearly the writings of the 
Atomists, and of §3 those of Aristotle, while for §1 we may think of Platonists, 
Stoics and mathematicians (the purported successors of Pythagoras). We recall 
that Aristotle in the first chapter of the De caelo closely links three-
dimensionality of ‘body’ (generously ambiguous between mathematical and 
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physical body) and infinite divisibility in all directions. But (ultimately in the 
wake of the De caelo too) the term ‘bodies’ (ch. 1.12) here brings about an 
association with ‘smallest bodies’ (heading of 1.13), a subject that crops up 
again in §2 of our present chapter. The intermediary sources are unknown. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter we note a specialized 
version of the standard type through addition of the term ‘cutting’, which 
moreover does not pertain to any kind of division whatsoever but only to that 
of bodies. Body here means not only physical but also three-dimensional 
geometrical body. The umbrella also covers the categories of place (place is 
defined as what is occupied by body at chs. 1.12.1 and 1.20.1) and time, 
analogous to place in respect of divisibility according to Aristotle (this aspect is 
not mentioned in chs. 1.21–22). Remarkably it is not precisely paralleled 
elsewhere as a title or embedded heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter belongs with the block consisting of chs. 1.12–17, dealing with body 
in its various aspects, but would perhaps have been better placed immediately 
after 1.12, ‘On bodies’. See Diels DG 62, who goes a bit far in calling the present 
arrangement absurd (‘Plutarchus I 16 … absurde a c. 12 diremit’). Lachenaud ad 
loc. (1993) 231 points out that Aristotle at GC 1.10 327b31–328a5 discusses 
infinite divisibility together with mixture, the theme of the next chapter, 1.17 
‘On mixture and blending’, which appropriately follows. These processes 
variously depend on matter as either corpuscular (here §2) or continuous 
(here §1). For place see chs. 1.19–20, for time 1.21–22. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  We may be confident that the three-lemmatic chapter is complete, as S 
did not combine further material that would have belonged in 1.16 with 
lemmata with other name-labels (Plato, Heraclitus etc.) from the chs. A 1.12 
and 1.13 he abstracted for Ecl. 1.14 as well.  
 (2)  P and S have the same three lemmata, but the order of S is the 
converse of that of P. It seems safest to interpret S’s order as depending on his 
rather intricate coalescence of the Aëtian doxai and other material. We 
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therefore, in this case just as Diels in the DG, have stuck to the order of P, 
which also has the obvious advantage from the point of view of the chapter’s 
rationale in allowing the compromise Aristotelian doxa to be placed at the 
end. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  A simple and clear structure, opposing in diaphonia the followers of 
Thales and Pythagoras (that is, the two main Successions), who posit infinite 
division, to the Atomists who reject it; cf. ch. 1.9.1, which explicitly adds the 
Stoics to the grand tradition. Line, surface, three-dimensional body, place, and 
time are Stoic incorporeals. We note that the atomism of the Pythagorean 
Ecphantus (attested for ch. 1.3.17 by S and T not P, and for 2.3.3 by S not P) is 
not taken into account where we have P alone. Aristotle’s doctrine of 
potentially not actually infinite division is presented ad finem as a compromise 
between Thales and Pythagoras and their followers on the one hand and the 
Atomists on the other. A nice example of an a-historical doxographical 
construct, for originally Aristotle’s view of infinite divisibility as potential was 
directed against Zeno of Elea’s paradoxical assumption of infinite divisibility in 
actuality. 
 (2)  We may compare ch. 2.3 on providence, where similarly the Atomists 
are opposed (even) to ‘all others’, and Aristotle’s is the second of two 
compromise positions that are listed.  
 
(d) Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§2.  A participle is definitely required at the beginning of the doxa to complete 
the periphrastic reference to the Atomists. Mau’s suggestion, which we have 
incorporated in our text, is an excellent one, cf. chs. 1.13.2, 1.23.4, 1.24.2, 5.1.1, 
though it cannot be considered certain. Diels ad loc. writes ‘audiendum 
λέγοντες’, but his parallels are not good enough, and Q’s ‘welche behaupten’ not 
decisive, since he often adds a verbum declarandi. 
 According to Simplicius (see below section E(b)§2), Leucippus and 
Democritus attributed partlessness (τὸ ἀµερές) to the atoms, but Epicurus did 
not do so because of Aristotle’s criticism. The term ἀµερῆ (for ἀµιγῆ, non prob. 
Dorandi), pertaining to the smallest parts that constitute the indivisible atom, 
has been introduced by conjecture in Epicurus Ep.Hdt. 10.59 (also cited below 
section E(b)§2), but this reading has by no means been universally accepted. 
For discussion see Verde at Spinelli–Verde (2010) 162–176 and (2013) 58–73, in 
favour of ἀµερῆ. 
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 In the present paragraph the early Atomists may be meant to the extent 
that physical division is meant, while if Epicurus is involved as well theoretical 
division may also be at issue. However, building on the ambiguity of ἀµερῆ 
denoting on the one hand whole atoms (Leucippus Democritus) and on the 
other smallest atomic parts (Epicurus) is perhaps too subtle for a 
doxographical lemma. Epicurus unfortunately does not figure in ch. 1.13, ‘On 
smallest parts’. In this earlier chapter ‘minima’ (ἐλάχιστα) are attributed to 
Empedocles Heraclitus Xenocrates Diodorus Cronus and Heraclides, and ἀµερῆ 
indiscriminately to Xenocrates and Diodorus (for the latter see also ch. 1.3.18). 
Ch. 4.9.10 (no name-labels) puts those who posit ἄτοµα or ὁµοιοµερῆ or ἀµερῆ or 
ἐλάχιστα on a par without providing further information as to what these terms 
mean, or in what respect they differ; the atoms and the void are mentioned 
immediately before at ch. 4.9.9 and attributed to Leucippus, Democritus and 
Diogenes. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
Epicurus argued against Aristotle’s argument against the assumption of the 
earlier Atomists that the atoms are not only in reality but also theoretically 
indivisible, and in reply developed his theory of the minimal parts of the atom 
(Furley 1967). For the Stoics, here absent, see AD at S 12.14.1e, p. 142.2–7 
(printed by Diels as A 1.16.4, but below at section E(b) General texts) and in 
general SVF 2.482–491 ‘de infinita divisione’. The majority of these texts, 
however, are not about division ad infinitum.  
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Arius Didymus at Stob. Ecl. 12.14.1e, p. 142.2–7 (printed by Diels as A 1.16.4) 
Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.482) ἔφασκε τὰ σώµατα εἰς ἄπειρον τέµνεσθαι καὶ τὰ τοῖς σώµασι προσεοικότα, 
οἷον ἐπιφάνειαν, γραµµήν, τόπον, κενόν, χρόνον· εἰς ἄπειρόν τε τούτων τεµνοµένων οὔτε σῶµα ἐξ 
ἀπείρων σωµάτων συνέστηκεν οὔτ’ ἐπιφάνεια οὔτε γραµµὴ οὔτε τόπος ⟨οὔτε κενὸν οὔτε χρόνος⟩. fr. 
26 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.42, p. 106.15–17 (SVF 2.509) ἐπεὶ γὰρ εἰς ἄπειρον ἡ τοµὴ τῶν συνεχόντων 
ἐστί, κατὰ τὴν διαίρεσιν ταύτην καὶ πᾶς χρόνος εἰς ἄπειρον ἔχει τὴν τοµήν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 
1.27 αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἀνεπικρίτως διαφωνεῖσθαι παρὰ πᾶσι τοῖς φιλοσόφοις, τῶν µὲν ἄτοµον τοῦτο (sc. τὸ 
σῶµα) λεγόντων ὑπάρχειν τῶν δὲ τµητόν, καὶ τῶν τµητὸν φαµένων εἶναι ἐνίων µὲν εἰς ἄπειρον 
τέµνεσθαι τοῦτο ἀξιούντων, ἐνίων δὲ εἰς ἐλάχιστον καὶ ἀµερὲς καταλήγειν.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.15–214.10 οὐ γὰρ µόνον διηνέχθησαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους περὶ τοῦδε τοῦ δόγµατος 
(sc. τῶν περὶ µίξεώς τε καὶ κράσεως λόγων) οἱ µίαν ὕλην ὑποκεῖσθαι πᾶσι τοῖς ἐν γενέσει σώµασιν 
λέγοντες πρὸς τοὺς ἐκ διωρισµένων τε καὶ κεχωρισµένων σωµάτων ποιοῦντας αὐτήν (ὧν οἱ µὲν ἄτοµα 
σώµατα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, κατὰ σχῆµα καὶ µέγεθος µόνον τὴν πρὸς ἄλληλα διαφορὰν ἔχοντα, τὰς 
ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖά φασιν εἶναι, καὶ τῇ τούτων συνθέσει τε καὶ ποιᾷ περιπλοκῇ ἔτι τε τάξει καὶ 
θέσει τἆλλα γίνεσθαι· ἐφ’ ἧς δόξης πρῶτοι µὲν Λεύκιππός τε καὶ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 225 Luria) γενέσθαι 
δοκοῦσιν, ὕστεροι δὲ Ἐπίκουρός (—) τε καὶ οἱ τὴν αὐτὴν τούτῳ τραπέντες· οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν, οὐκ ἀτόµους, 
ὁµοιοµερῆ δέ τινά φασιν ἄπειρα εἶναι σώµατα, ἐξ ὧν ἡ τῶν αἰσθητῶν γένεσις σωµάτων γινοµένη κατὰ 
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σύγκρισιν καὶ σύνθεσιν, ἧς δόξης Ἀναξαγόρας (—) τε καὶ Ἀρχέλαος (—) δοκοῦσι γεγονέναι· ἤδη δέ 
τινες (sc. Diodorus Cronus —) καὶ ἀµερῆ τινα σώµατα τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ στοιχεῖα τῶν πάντων 
προήχθησαν εἰπεῖν· ἔστι δέ τις δόξα (Tim. 53c–56c) καὶ ἐξ ἐπιπέδων τὴν γένεσιν ποιοῦσα τῶν 
σωµάτων καὶ ἐξ ἀριθµῶν τις ἄλλη (—), οὐ δὴ πρὸς ἀλλήλους µόνον, ὡς ἔφην, οὗτοι διηνέχθησαν κατὰ 
τὴν πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς διαφόρους οὔσας ἀκολουθίαν καὶ τὰς κράσεις διαφόρως γίνεσθαι λέγοντες, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ αὐτῶν τῶν ἡνωµένην τὴν ὕλην λεγόντων καὶ πάλιν αὖ τῶν διωρισµένην τε καὶ κεχωρισµένην ἐστί 
τις πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαφωνία.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 275 qua ratione factum ut, cum nullus eam (sc. 
silvam) veterum dubitet esse, utrum tamen facta an contra infecta sit disceptetur eorumque 
ipsorum, qui infectam sine generatione posuerunt, plerique continuam et iugem, alii vero divisam 
putent, rursumque eorum, qui dividuam esse censent, partim sine qualitate et informem, partim 
formatam esse pronuntient, hi vero, qui iugem continuatamque posuerunt, disceptent inter se de 
qualitatibus formaque eorum quae ibidem conformantur et omnium quae isdem accidunt, utrum 
ex silva proveniant an ex alio potiore numine accommodentur. quorum breviter perstringentur 
opiniones.  in Tim. c. 251.  in Tim. c. 254. 
§1  Followers of Thales and Pythagoras:  Calcidius in Tim. c. 292 Zeno (SVF 1.88) hanc ipsam 
essentiam finitam esse dicit unamque eam communem omnium quae sunt esse substantiam, 
dividuam quoque et usquequaque mutabilem.  in Tim. c. 315 sunt item qui putent infinitae 
sectionis patibilem silvam. sed omne quod secatur compositum minimeque simplex erit et in 
aliquo spatio, quod est proprium quantitatis: ergo silva minime secabitur; caret enim quantitate 
perinde ut qualitate, quamvis qualitatem quantitatemque comitetur. si vero, quia corpora 
qualitatibus et quantitatibus praedita, quae ab ea continentur, secari queunt, ipsam quoque una 
cum isdem secari fingamus, non erit omnino abhorrens a ratione vel inconveniens praesumptio. 
§2  Atomists:  Capitula Lucretiana  ad DRN 1.551 contra εἰς ἄπειρον τὴν τοµήν.  Servius in Buc. 
6.31, p. 69.21–23 Thilo et corpus volunt esse atomos, id est quasdam minutissimas partes, quae 
τοµήν, id est sectionem, non recipiunt, unde et atomi dictae sunt.  
§3  Aristotle:  Arius Didymus fr. 5 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.14.1c, p. 141.8–11 (on Aristotle) διαιρεῖσθαι 
δὲ εἰς ἄπειρον τὰ µεγέθη καὶ τὰ µέγεθος ἔχοντα. ταῦτα δὲ καὶ συνεχῆ καλεῖσθαι· µεγέθη δ’ εἶναι 
µῆκος, πλάτος, βάθος· τὰ δ’ ἔχοντα µέγεθος ἓξ ὑπάρχειν, σῶµα, τόπον, ἐπιφάνειαν, γραµµήν, κίνησιν, 
χρόνον. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Aristotle Sens. 6 445b3–7 ἀπορήσειε δ’ ἄν τις, εἰ πᾶν σῶµα εἰς ἄπειρον διαιρεῖται, 
ἆρα καὶ τὰ παθήµατα τὰ αἰσθητά, οἷον χρῶµα καὶ χυµὸς καὶ ὀσµὴ καὶ ψόφος, καὶ βαρῦ καὶ κοῦφον, καὶ 
θερµὸν καὶ ψυχρόν, καὶ σκληρὸν καὶ µαλακόν, ἢ ἀδύνατον κτλ.  Seneca Dial. 8.4.2 continua sit 
omnis et plena materia ex qua cuncta gignuntur, an diducta et solidis inane permixtum.  Dial. 
8.5.6 individua sint per quae struitur omne quod natum futurumque est, an continua eorum 
materia sit et per totum mutabilis.  Galen QAM 4.785.4–7 K. δυοῖν οὐσῶν αἱρέσεων ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ 
{κατὰ τὴν πρώτην τοµήν} —ἔνιοι (SVF 2.544) µὲν γὰρ ἡνῶσθαι τὴν κατὰ τὸν κόσµον οὐσίαν ἅπασαν, 
ἔνιοι δὲ διῃρῆσθαί φασι κενοῦ περιπλοκῇ.  in NH 15.60.8–12 διττῆς δ’ οὔσης τῷ γένει τῆς ἐν ταῖς 
λογικαῖς αἱρέσεσι στοιχειώσεως, ἡ µὲν ἑτέρα κατὰ παράθεσίν τε καὶ περιπλοκὴν τῶν πρώτων 
σωµάτων τὰς γενέσεις τῶν συνθέτων γενέσθαι φησίν, ἡ δὲ ἑτέρα κατὰ κρᾶσιν. ἡ µὲν οὖν προτέρα τὴν 
συµµετρίαν ἐν τῇ ποροποιίᾳ τίθεται, ἡ δὲ ἑτέρα κατὰ τὴν εὐκρασίαν τῶν στοιχείων ὑγιαίνειν ἡµᾶς 
φησιν.  Clemens Romanus (trans. Rufini) Recog. 8.13.2, p. 224.15–16 Rehm – Paschke omne 
autem corpus duas recipit differentias; aut enim conexum est et solidum aut divisum et 
separatum. 
titulus  Heron Mechanicus Def. pinax 1 no. 93 Περὶ τοµῆς κοινῶς. 
§§1–2 Followers of Thales and Aristotle, Atomists:  Lucretius DRN 1.551–564.  DRN 1.746–752 
deinde quod omnino finem non esse secandis / corporibus facient neque pausam stare fragori / 
nec prorsum in rebus minimum consistere qui‹cquam›, / cum videamus id extremum cuiusque 
cacumen / esse quod ad sensus nostros minimum esse videtur, / conicere ut possis ex hoc, quae 
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cernere non quis / extremum quod habent, minimum consistere ‹rerum›. 
§1 Followers of Thales and Aristotle:  Aristotle Cael. 1.1 268a6–7 συνεχὲς µὲν οὖν ἐστι τὸ διαιρετὸν 
εἰς ἀεὶ διαιρετά, σῶµα δὲ τὸ πάντῃ διαιρετόν.  Cicero Ac.Po. 27 partes (sc. of matter) … quae 
infinite secari ac dividi possint, cum sit nihil omnino in rerum natura minimum quod dividi 
nequeat.  Heron Mechanicus Def. 119 µέγεθός ἐστι τὸ αὐξανόµενον καὶ τεµνόµενον εἰς ἄπειρον· εἴδη 
δὲ αὐτοῦ γ΄, γραµµή, ἐπιφάνεια, στερεόν.  Galen PHP 8.2.8–9 περὶ δὲ τῆς κατὰ µέγεθος τοµῆς τῶν 
σωµάτων ἐπιδέδεικται τοῖς γεωµετρικοῖς ἀνδράσιν ὡς οὐδέποτε στῆναι δυναµένης ἀλλ’ αἰεὶ τοῦ 
τεµνοµένου µικρότερον ἑαυτοῦ τὸ µέγεθος ἔχοντος.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.142 πρὸς µὲν οὖν τοὺς 
εἰς ἄπειρον τέµνεσθαι λέγοντας τά τε σώµατα καὶ τοὺς τόπους καὶ τοὺς χρόνους (οὗτοι δέ εἰσιν οἱ ἀπὸ 
τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.491)) ταῦθ’ ἥρµοζε λέγειν.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.150–151 ἔνθεν κἀκεῖνος ὡς ἥ 
τε τοµὴ ⟨µὴ⟩ εἰς ἄπειρόν ἐστιν ἣν ἄπειρον φησιν ὁ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.482) (151) (οὐ γάρ ἐστί τι 
ἄπειρον, εἰς ὃ γίνεται ἡ τοµή), ἀλλ’ ἀκατάληκτός ἐστι.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 164.5–6 ὁ 
διεξιὼν τὴν συνεχῆ γραµµὴν τὴν ἐπ’ ἄπειρον διαιρετὴν.  Themistius in Phys. 141.24–25 διότι συνεχὴς 
ὁ χρόνος καὶ εἰς ἄπειρα διαιρετέος.  Proclus Inst.Phys. 1.5.8–9 πᾶν ἄρα τὸ συνεχὲς διαιρετὸν εἰς ἀεὶ 
διαιρετά.  Simplicius in Phys. 645.27–28 ἐπειδὴ ἡ κίνησις ἢ πεπερασµένη ἢ ἄπειρος δοκεῖ καὶ 
συνεχὴς οὖσα ἐπ’ ἄπειρόν ἐστι διαιρετὴ ὥσπερ πάντα τὰ συνεχῆ.  Boethius Div. MPL 64.888–889, p. 
42.5–11 Magee alio autem modo (sc. divisionis) secundum modum, haec enim non plura 
significant, sed multis modis, ut cum dicimus ‘infinitum’, unam rem quidem significat, cujus 
terminus inveniri non possit. sed hoc dicimus aut secundum mensuram, aut secundum 
multitudinem, aut secundum speciem: … . secundum multitudinem, ut est infinitam esse 
corporum divisionem, infinitam namque divisionum multitudinem significamus. 
§2 Atomists:  Aristotle GC 1.2 316a13–26 Δηµόκριτος (68A48b DK) δ’ ἂν φανείη οἰκείοις καὶ 
φυσικοῖς λόγοις πεπεῖσθαι. δῆλον δ’ ἔσται ὃ λέγοµεν προιοῦσιν. ἔχει γὰρ ἀπορίαν, εἴ τις θείη σῶµά τι 
εἶναι καὶ µέγεθος πάντῃ διαιρετόν, καὶ τοῦτο δυνατόν. τί γὰρ ἔσται ὅπερ τὴν διαίρεσιν διαφεύγει; εἰ 
γὰρ πάντῃ διαιρετόν, καὶ τοῦτο δυνατόν, κἂν ἅµα εἴη τοῦτο πάντῃ διῃρηµένον, καὶ εἰ µὴ ἅµα διῄρηται· 
κἂν εἰ τοῦτο γένοιτο, οὐδὲν ἂν εἴη ἀδύνατον. οὐκοῦν καὶ κατὰ τὸ µέσον ὡσαύτως, καὶ ὅλως δέ, εἰ πάντῃ 
πέφυκε διαιρετόν, ἂν διαιρεθῇ, οὐδὲν ἔσται ἀδύνατον γεγονός, ἐπεὶ οὐδ’ ἂν εἰς µυρία µυριάκις 
διῃρηµένα ᾖ, οὐδὲν ἀδύνατον· καίτοι ἴσως οὐδεὶς ἂν διέλοι. ἐπεὶ τοίνυν πάντῃ τοιοῦτόν ἐστι τὸ σῶµα, 
διῃρήσθω. τί οὖν ἔσται λοιπόν; µέγεθος; οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τε· ἔσται γάρ τι οὐ διῃρηµένον, ἦν δὲ πάντῃ 
διαιρετόν κτλ.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.56 οὐ µόνον τὴν εἰς ἄπειρον τοµὴν ἐπὶ τοὔλαττον 
ἀναιρετέον. … ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν µετάβασιν µὴ νοµιστέον γίνεσθαι ἐν τοῖς ὡρισµένοις εἰς ἄπειρον µηδ’ ἐ‹πὶ› 
τοὔλαττον.  Ep.Hdt. at D.L. 10.59 ἔτι τε τὰ ἐλάχιστα καὶ ἀµερῆ (Von Arnim : ἀµιγῆ BPF prob. 
Dorandi alii) πέρατα δεῖ νοµίζειν τῶν µηκῶν τὸ καταµέτρηµα ἐξ αὑτῶν πρῶτον τοῖς µείζοσι καὶ 
ἐλάττοσι παρασκευάζοντα τῇ διὰ λόγου θεωρίᾳ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀοράτων.  Lucretius DRN 1.615–618 
praeterea nisi erit minimum, parvissima quaeque / corpora constabunt ex partibus infinitis, / 
quippe ubi dimidiae partis pars semper habebit / dimidiam partem nec res praefiniet ulla.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 10.61s οἱ δ’ ἀξιοῦντες ἀµερῆ εἶναι σώµατα καὶ τὴν κατάληξιν τῆς τῶν σωµάτων τοµῆς 
εἰς ἐλάχιστον γίνεσθαι.  Iamblichus de An. at Stob. Ecl. 1.49.32, p. 363.12–16 εἶναι µὲν γὰρ τὰ πρῶτα 
σώµατα ἄτοµα, πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων στοιχειωδέστερα· εἰλικρινῆ δ’ ὄντα καὶ πεπληρωµένα 
πάντῃ καθαρᾶς πρώτης οὐσίας µὴ δέχεσθαι µηδ’ ὁπωστιοῦν εἰς αὑτὰ διαίρεσιν.  Themistius in Phys. 
98.21–24 ἀλλὰ τίς ἂν βλάπτοι γεωµετρίαν τῶν περὶ φύσεως λόγων; ὁ τὰ ἀµερῆ καὶ ἐλάχιστα ἀρχὰς 
ὑποτιθέµενος καὶ στοιχεῖα· τὴν γὰρ εἰς ἄπειρον τοµὴν ἀναιρεῖ, ᾗ συναναιρεῖται πολλὰ τῶν ἐν τοῖς 
µαθήµασιν νῦν προχείρως δεικνυµένων.  Simplicius in Phys. 925.10–22 οἱ δὲ τῆς ἐπ’ ἄπειρον τοµῆς 
ἀπεγνωκότες, ὡς οὐ δυναµένων ἡµῶν ἐπ’ ἄπειρον τεµεῖν καὶ ἐκ τούτου πιστώσασθαι τὸ ἀκατάληκτον 
τῆς τοµῆς, ἐξ ἀδιαιρέτων ἔλεγον ὑφεστάναι τὰ σώµατα καὶ εἰς ἀδιαίρετα διαιρεῖσθαι. πλῆν ὅτι 
Λεύκιππος (67A13 DK) µὲν καὶ Δηµόκριτος οὐ µόνον τὴν ἀπάθειαν αἰτίαν τοῖς πρώτοις σώµασι τοῦ µὴ 
διαιρεῖσθαι νοµίζουσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ σµικρὸν καὶ ἀµερές, Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 268 Usener) δὲ ὕστερον 
ἀµερῆ µὲν οὐχ ἡγεῖται, ἄτοµα δὲ αὐτὰ διὰ τὴν ἀπάθειαν εἶναί φησι. καὶ πολλαχοῦ µὲν τὴν Λευκίππου 
καὶ Δηµοκρίτου δόξαν ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης διήλεγξεν, καὶ δι’ ἐκείνους ἴσως τοὺς ἐλέγχους πρὸς τὸ ἀµερὲς 
ἐνισταµένους ὁ Ἐπίκουρος, ὕστερον µὲν γενόµενος, συµπαθῶν δὲ τῇ Λευκίππου καὶ Δηµοκρίτου δόξῃ 
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περὶ τῶν πρώτων σωµάτων, ἀπαθῆ µὲν ἐφύλαξεν αὐτά, τὸ δὲ ἀµερὲς αὐτῶν παρείλετο, ὡς διὰ τοῦτο 
ὑπὸ τοῦ Ἀριστοτέλους (Phys. 6.1) ἐλεγχοµένων.  
§3  Aristotle:  Aristoteles Phys. 8.8 263a28–29 (cited ps.Justin Confut. 143A) ἐν δὲ τῷ συνεχεῖ 
ἔνεστι µὲν ἄπειρα ἡµίση, ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἐντελεχείᾳ ἀλλὰ δυνάµει.  Phys. 8.8 263b3–6 ὥστε λεκτέον πρὸς 
τὸν ἐρωτῶντα εἰ ἐνδέχεται ἄπειρα διεξελθεῖν ἢ ἐν χρόνῳ ἢ ἐν µήκει, ὅτι ἔστιν ὡς, ἔστιν δ’ ὡς οὔ. 
ἐντελεχείᾳ µὲν γὰρ ὄντα οὐκ ἐνδέχεται, δυνάµει δὲ ἐνδέχεται.  GC 1.2 316b20–23 τὸ µὲν οὖν ἅπαν 
σῶµα αἰσθητὸν εἶναι διαιρετὸν καθ’ ὁτιοῦν σηµεῖον καὶ ἀδιαίρετον οὐδὲν ἄτοπον· τὸ µὲν γὰρ δυνάµει 
διαιρετόν, τὸ δ’ ἐντελεχείᾳ ὑπάρξει.  Themistius in Phys. 199.17–18 ῥητέον δέ, ὡς οὐκ ἐνεργείᾳ 
πρῶτον ἐπ’ ἄπειρον ἡ διαίρεσις ἐν τοῖς συνεχέσιν, ἀλλὰ δυνάµει.  Simplicius in Phys. 1291.1–2 πῶς 
ἐστι τὰ συνεχῆ ἐπ’ ἄπειρον διαιρετά· διότι γὰρ δυνάµει ἔχει τὰ ἄπειρα, οὐκ ἐντελεχείᾳ.  Philoponus 
in de An. 371.16–19 τὰ γὰρ µεγέθη, φησί, δυνάµει µὲν {φησίν} ἐπ’ ἄπειρόν εἰσιν ὡς µεγέθη διαιρετά· 
δυνατὸν γὰρ ἀεὶ ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ ἰδίᾳ φύσει τὸ δοθὲν τεµεῖν τῇ ἐπινοίᾳ, κἀκεῖνο εἰς ἄλλο, καὶ τοῦτο ἐπ’ 
ἄπειρον. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883E; p. 315a5–18 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 29; p. 616.9–14 
Diels; pp. 88–94 Jas—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 128–129 Daiber—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. 
90, p. 53 Westerink (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.17.1, p. 152.2–12 Wachsmuth; cf. Photius Bibl. 167, p. 112b3 Henry 
(titulus solus) 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 5, p. 50.25–26 Morani 
 

Titulus  ιζ΄. Περὶ µίξεως καὶ κράσεως (P,S) 1 
§1 Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ τὰς τῶν στοχείων µίξεις κατ᾿ ἀλλοίωσιν. (P1,S1) 2 
§2 οἱ δὲ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον κατὰ παράθεσιν. (P2,S2) 3 
§3 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς καὶ Ξενοκράτης ἐκ µικροτέρων ὄγκων τὰ στοιχεῖα συγ- 4 

κρίνει, ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἐλάχιστα καὶ οἱονεὶ στοιχεῖα στοιχείων. (P3,S3) 5 
§4 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν τρία σώµατα (οὐ γὰρ θέλει κυρίως αὐτὰ εἶναι στοιχεῖα ἢ  6 

προσονοµάζειν) τρεπτὰ εἰς ἄλληλα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ, τὴν δὲ γῆν εἴς τι  7 
τούτων ἀµετάβλητον. (P4,S4) 8 

  
§1 Thales 11A13a DK ; §2 Anaxagoras 59A54 DK; Democritus fr. 341 Luria; §3 
Empedocles 31A43 DK; Xenocrates fr. 50 Heinze, F 71 Isnardi Parente2; §4 Plato cf. Tim. 
49b–d, 54b–d 
  
titulus  Περὶ µίξεως καὶ κράσεως PBQPsS : Περὶ µίξεως PG    §1[2] Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ S : οἱ 
µὲν ἀρχαῖοι PBQ : οἱ µὲν παλαιότεροι PG || post αὐτοῦ hab. S κράσεις εἶναι, non exhib. P || 
µίξεις] om. PG1 Jas, sed hab. P G2 et Nic (ante τὰς), ret. Diels || post κατ᾿ ἀλλοίωσιν hab. PG 
ἤτοι κρᾶσιν ᾠήθησαν γίγνεσθαι    §2[3] οἱ δὲ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον PBGQ : om. S || 
κατὰ παράθεσιν PBGQ : τὰς κράσεις κατὰ παράθεσιν γίγνεσθαι τῶν στοιχείων S    §3[4] 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς καὶ Ξενοκράτης S : Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δ᾿ PBGQ || µικροτέρων PBS : µικροτάτων PG, aus 
kleinen Teilen Q || ὄγκων] οἴεται PG || [4–5] συγκρίνει] συγκρίνειν PG || [5] ἅπερ … 
στοιχείων] om. PG    §4 [6] post σώµατα hab. PG εἶναι || [6–7] οὐ … προσονοµάζειν PBQ : 
om. PGS || [7] τρεπτὰ] µικτὰ coni. Jas ex Nic miscibilia, Diels lac. pos. || πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ] 
om. PG || [7–8] εἰς τι τούτων ἀµετάβλητον PBQS (τῶν ἀµεταβλήτων S corr. Diels 
Wachsmuth) : ἀµετάβλητον µόνην PG  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus c. 29  Περὶ µίξεως (text Jas) (~ tit.) 
29.1  (~ P1) οἱ µὲν παλαιότεροι τὰς τῶν στοιχείων κατ᾿ ἀλλοίωσιν ἤτοι κρᾶσιν ᾠήθησαν 
γίγνεσθαι,   
29.2  (~ P2) οἱ δὲ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον κατὰ παράθεσιν. 
29.3  (~ P3) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ ἐκ µικροτάτων οἴεται τὰ στοιχεῖα συγκρίνειν. 
29.4  (~ P4) Πλάτων δὲ τὰ µὲν τρία εἶναι τρεπτὰ εἰς ἄλληλα λέγει, τὴν δὲ γῆν ἀµετάβλητον 
µόνην. 
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 5, p. 50.25–26 (~ §4) Πλάτωνι (Tim. 55c) δὲ δοκεῖ τὰ µὲν τρία στοιχεῖα 
µεταβάλλειν εἰς ἄλληλα, τὴν δὲ γῆν ἀµετάβλητον µένειν. 
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Loci Aetiani: 
§1  A 1.15.7 οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου … τὰς δὲ διαφορὰς τῶν χρωµάτων παρὰ τὰς ποιὰς µίξεις τῶν 
στοιχείων. A 1.24.3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως 
γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν γίνεσθαι· ἐκ γὰρ ἀλλοιώσεως τῶν στοιχείων καὶ τροπῆς καὶ ἀναλύσεως 
γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν, παράθεσιν καὶ µῖξιν, κρᾶσίν τε καὶ σύγχυσιν γίνεσθαι. 
§§2–3  A 1.24.2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ᾿Αναξαγόρας Δηµόκριτος Ἐπίκουρος καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι κατὰ 
συναθροισµὸν τῶν λεπτοµερῶν σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι, συγκρίσεις µὲν καὶ διακρίσεις 
εἰσάγουσι, γενέσεις δὲ καὶ φθορὰς οὐ κυρίως· οὐ γὰρ κατὰ τὸ ποιὸν ἐξ ἀλλοιώσεως, κατὰ δὲ τὸ 
ποσὸν ἐκ συναθροισµοῦ ταύτας γίνεσθαι. 
§3  A 1.3.19 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … τέσσαρα µὲν λέγει στοιχεῖα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ γῆν. A 1.13.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων θραύσµατα ἐλάχιστα, οἱονεὶ στοιχεῖα πρὶν στοιχείων, ὁµοιοµερῆ. A 
1.30.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς φύσιν µηδὲν εἶναι, µῖξιν δὲ τῶν στοιχείων καὶ διάστασιν. A 4.3.12 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
µῖγµα ἐξ αἰθερώδους καὶ ἀερώδους ‹καὶ ὑδατώδους καὶ γεώδους› οὐσίας (sc. εἶναι τὴν ψυχήν). A 
4.9.15 ... τὰς δ’ ἀλγηδόνας (sc. γίνεσθαι) τοῖς ἐναντίοις· ἠλλοτριῶσθαι γὰρ πρὸς ἄλληλα ὅσα 
διαφέρει κατά τε τὴν σύγκρισιν καὶ τὴν τῶν στοιχείων κρᾶσιν. A 5.22.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τὰς µὲν 
σάρκας γεννᾶσθαι ἐκ τῶν ἴσων τῇ κράσει τεττάρων στοιχείων· τὰ δὲ νεῦρα ἐκ πυρὸς καὶ γῆς ὕδατι 
διπλασίονι µιχθέντων κτλ. 
§4 A 1.3.20 ἡ δὲ ὕλη τὸ ὑποκείµενον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ. A 1.9.1 ὕλη ἐστὶ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πάσῃ 
γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς. A 1.9.2 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ τοὺς 
µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν καταβεβηκότας σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ µεταβλητὴν καὶ 
ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν ὕλην. A 1.24.3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην 
ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν γίνεσθαι· ἐκ γὰρ ἀλλοιώσεως τῶν στοιχείων καὶ τροπῆς 
καὶ ἀναλύσεως γένεσ‹ιν› καὶ φθορ‹άν›, παράθεσιν καὶ µῖξιν, κρᾶσίν τε καὶ σύγχυσιν γίνεσθαι. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The witnesses to this chapter are P and S, presenting the same lemmata in the 
same order. 
 (1)  PB and Q have four doxai. G includes all four, but shortens the final 
two. Ps makes use only of the title. 
 (2)  S has a chapter with the same title as A (also 1.17) and writes out the 
four doxai found in P at the beginning of his chapter. This suggests that he 
copied out at least part of the chapter of A in full (for possible omissions see 
below section D(b)). The remaining texts in his chapter are drawn from AD.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition in AD and Philo is for the 
most part devoted to Stoic thought.  
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 (2)  Sources. The main concepts ultimately depend in various ways on the 
discussion of alteration according to Anaxagoras, Empedocles, the Atomists 
and Plato (read, of course, and excerpted by Aristotle), and of mixture, in 
Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione. Aristotle does not provide a detailed 
dialectical overview of other views, which is made good by Alexander of 
Aphrodisias Mixt. ch. 1 (see section E(b) General texts), who must have used 
doxographical sources along with Aristotle’s treatise. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter comprising the question 
types/categories of substance and quality. The headings Περὶ µίξεως and Περὶ 
κράσεως are quite often paralleled, their combination far less often (Hipp. Ref. 
5.21.12, see section E(b), chapter heading). 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  The chapter is the last of the block consisting of chs. 1.12–17, dealing 
with body in its various aspects. It is appropriately preceded by ch. 1.16 dealing 
with smallest particles, as these are one of the pair of decisive factors in ch. 1.17. 
It is followed by the triad of chapters 1.18–20 dealing with the void, place, and 
space, so we have body first, then the environment where it may find itself. 
 (2)  The overarching diaphonia is prefigured in Aristotle’s chapter on 
mixture (GC 1.10); see section E(b) General texts.  
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  Both main witnesses have four lemmata and these are the same, so the 
chapter may be complete in spite of the omission of the Stoic view(s). The 
lemmata order too is the same (and not interrupted by interpolated matter in 
S), and capable of a satisfactory explanation (see below, at section D(c)). Thus 
there is no reason to modify this order, which is also that of Diels.  
 (2)  Even so, P may have omitted Aristotle’s and the Stoic’s views, and S, as 
so often, may have replaced them with abstracts from Arius Didymus. For the 
Plato doxa in final position, after that of his pupil Xenocrates, see below, 
section D(c)(4). 
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 (c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Parmenides’ introduction of the concept of elements that cannot 
change into each other, which was accepted and revised by Anaxagoras, 
Empedocles and the Atomists, necessitated the introduction of the concept of 
mixture as a combination of parts of such elements, and so of the idea that 
they must be divisible into parts.  
 (2)  In the present chapter mixture and blending are restricted to the basic 
blending and mixture of simple bodies, the conditions for which are 
formulated. The first two lemmata present a standard overarching diaphonia, 
namely between alteration (ἀλλοίωσις) and juxtaposition (παράθεσις) of 
elemental parts, which are preconditions for contrasting ways of mixture. We 
should assume that in §1 the elements are the standard four: water, air, fire and 
earth, and in §2 smallest particles: atoms and homoiomere.  
 (3)  §3 presents a special case of juxtaposition, combining the notion of 
the standard four (as in §1) with that of smallest particles (as in §2) by positing 
that each of the four is a primary blend, or compound, of ‘smaller masses’ of 
water, of air, and so on. What is not said but follows is that more complicated 
mixtures of water and earth and so on are brought about by the juxtaposition 
of various such small ‘elements prior to elements’ (ch. 1.13.1, στοιχεῖα πρὶν 
στοιχείων), that is, of small, or smallest, masses of water to small masses of 
earth, and so on.  
 (4)  §4, on the other hand, presents a special case of alteration which is an 
exception to the axiom formulated in §1, namely that of only three out of these 
four elements changing into each other while the fourth, earth, does no change 
into either of the others, and conversely. It is thus a compromise position, 
presenting mixture according to change (fire air water) as well as to 
juxtaposition (earth), and is appropriately placed last. 
 
(d) Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  The unclear name-label οἱ ἀρχαῖοι in P is a unique occurrence in the texts of 
PB, PG and S. G records οἱ παλαιότεροι, which is also unique and equally vague. 
There can hardly be any doubt that preference should be given to Θαλῆς καὶ οἱ 
ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ in S, which also occurs elsewhere in the Placita. See similar name-
labels at chs. 2.12.1, 3.9.1, 3.10.1 (but at 2.1.2 and 2.28.5 these are the result of 
abridgement of P, who thus emulates the practice of A that he had observed 
elsewhere in the compendium).  
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(e)  other evidence 
In Aristotle mixture, treated in a sort of appendix at the end (ch. 10) of Book 1 
of De generatione et corruptione and again at GC 2.7, is not a concept that is 
discussed prominently, but still an important one, since all compounds are 
mixtures. See Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 228.7—10 on the brevity 
(συντοµία) of Aristotle’s treatment of the subject, which prevented his view 
from becoming widely known. The subject became more prominent in 
Hellenistic philosophy, the Stoic theory of continuous and infinitely divisible 
matter being the competitor of the Epicurean theory of discrete matter. 
Alexander’s monograph De mixtione was intended to fill a gap in the 
Peripatetic panoply. Surprisingly, in our present chapter the complex Stoic 
theory is absent (Alexander criticizes it at appropriate length; it is criticized 
briefly at Sextus Empiricus P. 3.56–62, and again by Plotinus Enn. 2.7[37], who 
is believed to have used Alexander’s account). For the terms relating to the 
four states of mixture according to the Stoics, namely παράθεσις, µῖξις, κρᾶσίς 
and σύγχυσις, see below A 1.24.3, where they are attributed to ‘Pythagoras and 
all those who assume that matter is passive’. The difference between Plato and 
Aristotle is not mentioned explicitly, but perhaps Aristotle is included among 
the followers of Thales in §1, and Plato excluded. In S’s ch. 1.17 with the same 
heading as our chapter the Aristotelian and Stoic views are represented by 
abstracts from AD, the former briefly (fr. 4 Diels), the latter at some length (fr. 
28 plus fr. 38 Diels), so S (provided A’s chapter has been transmitted complete, 
see above at section D(b)) must have noticed what was missing. Blending is 
discussed by Sextus Empiricus P. 3. 56–62 (omitted in PG chs. 1–25, not in M.). 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Arius Didymus fr. 28 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.17.4, p. 154.8–155.14 διαφέρειν γὰρ 
ἀρέσκει τοῖς ἀπὸ τῆς Στωικῆς αἱρέσεως (SVF 2.471) παράθεσιν µῖξιν κρᾶσιν σύγχυσιν κτλ.  Philo of 
Alexandria Conf. 183–188.  Anonymus Londiniensis Iatr. col. xiv.15–26 Manetti διαφέρειν δὲ 
ταῦτα· | σύνφθ[αρσιν, µ]ῖξιν, κρᾶσιν. καὶ σύµ|φθαρσιν [µὲν] καὶ ̣σύγχυσιν, ὅταν σώµατα | διὰ ἑαυ[τῶν 
ὅλω]ν ἥ[κ]οντα µίαν ὑπεράνω | ἀποτελέσῃ ποιότητα, ὡς ἐπὶ τῆς τετρα|φαρµάκου. µῖξις δέ | ἐστιν, 
ὅταν σώµατά | τινα ἑαυτοῖς κατὰ παράθεσιν παρακέηται | καὶ µὴ δι’ ἑαυτῶν ἥκῃ ὡς σωρὸς πυροῦ, | 
κριθῆς. δ̣[ιάκρ]ασις δέ ἐστιν, ὅταν σώµατά | τινα ἐπὶ [τ[αὐ]τ[ὸ σ]υνελθόντα ἀλλήλοις | παρακ[έη]ται, 
ὡς ἐπὶ τοῦ οἰνοµέλιτος | βλέποµ[εν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.15–214.11 οὐ γὰρ µόνον 
διηνέχθησαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους περὶ τοῦδε τοῦ δόγµατος (sc. τῶν περὶ µίξεώς τε καὶ κράσεως λόγων) οἱ 
µίαν ὕλην ὑποκεῖσθαι πᾶσι τοῖς ἐν γενέσει σώµασιν λέγοντες πρὸς τοὺς ἐκ διωρισµένων τε καὶ 
κεχωρισµένων σωµάτων ποιοῦντας αὐτήν (ὧν οἱ µὲν ἄτοµα σώµατα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, κατὰ σχῆµα 
καὶ µέγεθος µόνον τὴν πρὸς ἄλληλα διαφορὰν ἔχοντα, τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ τὰ στοιχεῖά φασιν εἶναι, καὶ τῇ 
τούτων συνθέσει τε καὶ ποιᾷ περιπλοκῇ ἔτι τε τάξει καὶ θέσει τἆλλα γίνεσθαι· ἐφ’ ἧς δόξης πρῶτοι µὲν 
Λεύκιππός τε καὶ Δηµόκριτος (fr. 225 Luria) γενέσθαι δοκοῦσιν, ὕστεροι δὲ Ἐπίκουρός (—) τε καὶ οἱ 
τὴν αὐτὴν τούτῳ τραπέντες· οἱ δὲ αὐτῶν, οὐκ ἀτόµους, ὁµοιοµερῆ δέ τινά φασιν ἄπειρα εἶναι σώµατα, 
ἐξ ὧν ἡ τῶν αἰσθητῶν γένεσις σωµάτων γινοµένη κατὰ σύγκρισιν καὶ σύνθεσιν, ἧς δόξης Ἀναξαγόρας 



 Book 1 Chapter 17 6 

(—) τε καὶ Ἀρχέλαος (—) δοκοῦσι γεγονέναι· ἤδη δέ τινες (sc. Diodorus Cronus —) καὶ ἀµερῆ τινα 
σώµατα τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ στοιχεῖα τῶν πάντων προήχθησαν εἰπεῖν· ἔστι δέ τις δόξα (Tim. 53c–56c) καὶ 
ἐξ ἐπιπέδων τὴν γένεσιν ποιοῦσα τῶν σωµάτων καὶ ἐξ ἀριθµῶν τις ἄλλη (—), οὐ δὴ πρὸς ἀλλήλους 
µόνον, ὡς ἔφην, οὗτοι διηνέχθησαν κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς διαφόρους οὔσας ἀκολουθίαν καὶ τὰς 
κράσεις διαφόρως γίνεσθαι λέγοντες, ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτῶν τῶν ἡνωµένην τὴν ὕλην λεγόντων καὶ πάλιν αὖ 
τῶν διωρισµένην τε καὶ κεχωρισµένην ἐστί τις πρὸς ἀλλήλους διαφωνία. 
§1 Thales and followers:  Arius Didymus fr. 38 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.17.3, pp. 152.19–153.6 Ζήνωνα 
(SVF 1.102) δὲ οὕτως ἀποφαίνεσθαι διαῤῥήδην· ‘… τὴν δὲ µῖξιν ⟨καὶ⟩ (conj. Diels Wachsmuth, del. 
Von Arnim) κρᾶσιν γίνεσθαι τῇ εἰς ἄλληλα τῶν στοιχείων µεταβολῇ, σώµατος ὅλου δι’ ὅλου τινὸς 
ἑτέρου διερχοµένου’. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts:  Aristotle Top. 4.2 122b30–31 οὔτε γὰρ ἡ µεῖξις ἅπασα κρᾶσις (ἡ γὰρ τῶν ξηρῶν 
µεῖξις οὔκ ἐστι κρᾶσις).  GC 1.10 328a7–9 δῆλον ὡς οὔτε κατὰ µικρὰ σωζόµενα δεῖ τὰ µιγνύµενα φάναι 
µεµίχθαι· σύνθεσις γὰρ ἔσται καὶ οὐ κρᾶσις οὐδὲ µίξις.  Sens. 3 440a31–b4 εἰ δ’ ἔστι µίξις τῶν 
σωµάτων µὴ µό νον τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον ὅνπερ οἴονταί τινες, παρ’ ἄλληλα τῶν ἐλαχίστων τιθεµένων, 
ἀδήλων δ’ ἡµῖν διὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν, ἀλλ’ ὅλως πάντη πάντως, ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς περὶ µίξεως εἴρηται καθόλου 
περὶ πάντων.  Galen Temp. 2.2, 1.587.10–13 K. ἀρχὴ µὲν ἁπάσης ἐστὶ τῆς περὶ τῶν κράσεων 
πραγµατείας ἡ περὶ τῶν στοιχείων ἐπίσκεψις, εἴτ’ ἀπαθῆ καὶ ἀµετάβλητα τελέως ἐστὶν εἴτ’ 
ἀλλοιοῦσθαί τε καὶ µεταβάλλεσθαι δυνάµενα.  HNH 15.60.8–11 K. διττῆς δ’ οὔσης τῷ γένει τῆϲ ἐν ταῖς 
λογικαῖς αἱρέσεσι στοιχειώσεως, ἡ µὲν ἑτέρα κατὰ παράθεσίν τε καὶ περιπλοκὴν τῶν πρώτων 
σωµάτων τὰς γενέσεις τῶν συνθέτων γενέσθαι φησίν, ἡ δὲ ἑτέρα κατὰ κρᾶσιν. HNH 15.32.8–16 K. ἔνιοι 
µὲν γὰρ τὰς τέτταρας ποιότητας µόνας κεράννυσθαι δι’ ὅλων ἀλλήλαις λέγουσιν, ἔνιοι δὲ τὰς οὐσίας 
ἀπεφήναντο, Περιπατητικοὶ µὲν τῆς προτέρας δόξης προστάντες, Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.463) δὲ τῆς 
δευτέρας· ἔτι τε τούτων ἔµπροσθεν Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A34 DK) ἐξ ἀµεταβλήτων τῶν τεσσάρων 
στοιχείων ἡγεῖτο γίνεσθαι τὴν τῶν συνθέτων σωµάτων φύσιν, οὕτως ἀναµεµιγµένων ἀλλήλοις 
τῶπρώτων, ὡσεί τις λειώσας ἀκριβῶς καὶ χνοώδη ποιήσας ἰὸν καὶ χαλκίτην καὶ καδµείαν καὶ µίσυ 
µίξειεν, ὡς µηδὲν ἐξ αὐτῶν δύνασθαι µεταχειρίσασθαι χωρὶς ἑτέρου.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.56 
πολλὰ µὲν γὰρ λέγεται περὶ κράσεως, καὶ σχεδὸν ἀνήνυτοι περὶ τοῦ προκειµένου σκέµµατός εἰσι 
παρὰ τοῖς δογµατικοῖς στάσεις.  P. 3.62 διόπερ εἰ µήτε κατὰ θίξιν παρατιθέµενα ἀλλήλοις τὰ 
καλούµενα στοιχεῖα µήτε ἀνακιρνώµενα ἢ µιγνύµενα ποιητικὰ τῶν συγκριµάτων εἶναι δύναται, 
ἀνεπινόητός ἐστιν ἡ κατὰ τοὺς δογµατικοὺς φυσιολογία.  Plotinus Enn. 2.7[37]1.1–9 περὶ τῆς δι’ 
ὅλων λεγοµένης τῶν σωµάτων κράσεως ἐπισκεπτέον. …. οἱ µὲν γὰρ τῇ παραθέσει διδόντες ὡς 
µιγνύντες µᾶλλον ἢ κιρνάντες ἐατέοι, εἴπερ δεῖ τὴν κρᾶσιν ὁµοιοµερὲς τὸ πᾶν ποιεῖν, καὶ ἕκαστον 
µέρος τὸ σµικρότατον ἐκ τῶν κεκρᾶσθαι λεγοµένων εἶναι. οἱ µὲν οὖν τὰς ποιότητας µόνας κιρνάντες 
κτλ. 
Chapter heading:  Aristotle Sens. 3 440b3–4 ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς περὶ µίξεως (CG 1.10) εἴρηται.  
ps.Aristotle Probl. 14 Ὅσα περὶ κράσεις.  Galen SMT 11.385.2–3 K. ὡς κᾀν τοῖς Περὶ κράσεως 
ἐλέγετο.  ps.Galen Rem. 14.485.6–7 K. ὡς ἔν τε τῷ πρὸ τούτου λόγῳ (sc. Book of Rem.) κᾀν τῷ 
τρίτῳ Περὶ κράσεως διῄρηται.  Ord.Propr.Libr. 2.10, 19.56.4 K. τὰ Περὶ κράσεων ὑποµνήµατα τρία.  
Sextus Empiricus P. 3 pinax ηʹ Περὶ κράσεως. P. 3.56 tit. ηʹ. Περὶ κράσεως.  Hippolytus Ref. 5.21.1–
2 πείθουσι δὲ ⟨διὰ τοῦ⟩ ἐντυγχάνειν τῷ Περὶ κράσεως καὶ µίξεως λόγῳ τοὺς µαθητευοµένους, ὃς 
⟨µέντοι⟩ µεµελέτηται πολλοῖς ⟨τε⟩ (2) ἄλλοις καὶ Ἀνδρονίκῳ τῷ Περιπατητικῷ. λέγουσιν οὖν οἱ 
Σηθιανοὶ τὸν περὶ κράσεως καὶ µίξεως λόγον συνεστάναι τῷδε τῷ τρόπῳ κτλ.  Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 5.59 (Strato fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 and 17 Sharples) 16. Περὶ µίξεως.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 
213.15 τῶν περὶ µίξεώς τε καὶ κράσεως λόγων, but his book title is Περὶ κράσεως καὶ αὐξήσεως.  
Porphyry Plot. 5 et 24,  Plotinus Enn. 2.7[37] Περὶ τῆς δι’ ὅλων κράσεως.  Themistius in Phys. 
104.20–21 ὅ τε Ἀφροδισιεὺς Ἀλέξανδρος ἐν τῷ Περὶ κράσεως συγγράµµατι.  Nemesius NH c. 2, p. 
24.15 ὡς αὐτὸς (sc. Galen) ἐν τῷ Περὶ κράσεως ἔδειξεν. 
§1 Thales and followers:  Eusebius PE 3.13.7–8 οὕτω δῆτα καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος κόσµου, ἑνὸς µὲν 
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ὄντος καὶ ἐκ µιᾶς τῆς σωµατικῆς ὕλης συνεστῶτος, εἰς µέρη δὲ πλεῖστα διῃρηµένου καὶ µίαν τῶν ὅλων 
φυσικὴν συµπάθειαν ὑποφαίνοντος κρᾶσίν τε καὶ µῖξιν τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ στοιχείων ἀλλοιώσεις τε καὶ 
µεταβολὰς αὐτῶν εἰς ἑαυτά, ὅλον δὲ καὶ τὸ πᾶν ἕνα κόσµον καὶ µίαν ἁρµονίαν ἐπιδεικνυµένου, οὐ 
πολλὰς χρῆν ὑποτίθεσθαι δηµιουργοὺς δυνάµεις, µόνην δὲ θεολογεῖν τὴν ὡς ἀληθῶς ‘θεοῦ δυνάµιν καὶ 
θεοῦ σοφίαν’ (1 Cor 1:24). 
§2 Anaxagoras Democritus and followers:  Seneca Ep. 102.6 (on Stoics, SVF 3.160) quaedam 
(sc. corpora) esse composita, ut navem, domum, omnia denique, quorum diversae partes iunctura 
in unum coactae sunt.  Nat. 2.2.3 quaedam sint composita (illa constant aut nexu aut acervatione 
‹aut compactione›, ut puta funis frumentum navis).  Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 214.18–25 
Δηµόκριτος (68A64 DK) µὲν οὖν ἡγούµενος τὴν λεγοµένην κρᾶσιν γίνεσθαι κατὰ παράθεσιν 
σωµάτων, διαιρουµένων τῶν κιρναµένων εἰς µικρὰ καὶ τῇ παρ’ ἄλληλα θέσει τὴν µίξιν ποιουµένων, 
οὐδὲ τὴν ἀρχήν φησιν εἶναι πρὸς ἀλήθειάν τινα κεκραµένα, ἀλλ’ εἶναι τὴν δοκοῦσαν κρᾶσιν παράθεσιν 
σωµάτων ἀλλήλοις κατὰ µικρὰ σωιζόντων αὐτῶν ἑκάστου τὴν οἰκείαν φύσιν, ἣν εἶχον καὶ πρὸ τῆς 
µίξεως· δοκεῖν δ’ αὐτὰ κεκρᾶσθαι τῶι τὴν αἴσθησιν διὰ µικρότητα τῶν παρακειµένων µηδενὸς αὐτῶν 
αἰσθάνεσθαι δύνασθαι µόνου.  Mixt. 216.14–22 ἔστι δὲ ἡ Χρυσίππου (SVF 2.310) δόξα περὶ κράσεως 
ἥδε· ἡνῶσθαι µὲν ὑποτίθεται τὴν σύµπασαν οὐσίαν, πνεύµατός τινος διὰ πάσης αὐτῆς διήκοντος, ὑφ’ 
οὗ συνέχεταί τε καὶ συµµένει καὶ σύµπαθές ἐστιν αὑτῷ τὸ πᾶν, τῶν δὲ µιγνυµένων ἐν αὐτῇ σωµάτων 
τὰς µὲν παραθέσει µίξεις γίνεσθαι λέγει, δύο τινῶν ἢ καὶ πλειόνων οὐσιῶν εἰς ταὐτὸν συντεθειµένων 
καὶ παρατιθεµένων ἀλλήλαις, ὥς φησιν, καθ’ ἁρµήν, σωζούσης ἑκάστης αὐτῶν ἐν τῇ τοιαύτῃ 
παραθέσει κατὰ τὴν περιγραφὴν τὴν οἰκείαν οὐσίαν τε καὶ ποιότητα, ὡς ἐπὶ κυάµων φέρε εἰπεῖν καὶ 
πυρῶν ἐν τῇ παρ’ ἀλλήλους θέσει γίνεται.  ps.Alexander Probl. 1.106.4–5 Ideler λέγω ὅτι τὸ εἶναι τὰ 
ἐν αὐτοῖς ἄτοµα καὶ σµικρότατα σώµατα κατὰ παράθεσιν καὶ µὴ κατὰ κρᾶσιν. 
§3 Empedocles Xenocrates:  Parmenides 22B16.1 DK ‘ὡς γὰρ ἔκάστοτ’ ἔχει κρᾶσις µελέων 
πολυπλάγκτων ...’.  Empedocles 31B21.13–14 DK ‘αὐτὰ γὰρ ἔστιν ταῦτα, δι’ ἀλλήλων δὲ θέοντα / 
γίγνεται ἀλλοιωπά· τόσον διὰ κρῆσις ἀµείβει’.  Aristotle de An. 1.5 410a1–6 οὐ γὰρ ὁπωσοῦν ἔχοντα 
τὰ στοιχεῖα τούτων ἕκαστον, ἀλλὰ λόγῳ τινὶ καὶ συνθέσει, καθάπερ φησὶ καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B96.1–3 
DK) τὸ ὀστοῦν· ‘ἡ δὲ χθὼν ἐπίηρος ἐν εὐστέρνοις χοάνοισι / τὼ δύο τῶν ὀκτὼ µερέων λάχε Νήστιδος 
αἴγλης, / τέσσαρα δ’ Ἡφαίστοιο· τὰ δ’ ὀστέα λευκὰ γένοντο’.  GC 2.6 333a35-b3  ἀλλὰ µὴν οὐδ’ 
αὔξησις ἂν εἴη κατ’ Ἐµπεδοκλέα (31B37 DK) , ἀλλ’ ἢ κατὰ πρόσθεσιν· πυρὶ γὰρ αὔξει τὸ πῦρ· ‘αὔξει δὲ 
χθὼν µὲν σφέτερον δέµας (or: γενος leg. Rashed), αἰθέρα δ’ αἰθήρ’.  ταῦτα δὲ προστίθεται· δοκεῖ δ’ οὐχ 
οὕτως αὔξεσθαι τὰ αὐξανόµενα.  GC 2.7 334a27–30 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A43 DK) … ἀνάγκη γὰρ σύνθεσιν 
εἶναι ...· καὶ τὸ µίγµα δὲ τοῦτο ἐκ σωζοµένων µὲν ἔσται τῶν στοιχείων, κατὰ µικρὰ δὲ παρ’ ἄλληλα 
συγκειµένων.  Met. Α.4 985a23–27 (on Empedocles, 31A37 DK) πολλαχοῦ γοῦν αὐτῷ ἡ µὲν Φιλία 
διακρίνει τὸ δὲ Νεῖκος συγκρίνει. ὅταν µὲν γὰρ εἰς τὰ στοιχεῖα διίστηται τὸ πᾶν ὑπὸ τοῦ Νείκους, τότε 
τὸ πῦρ εἰς ἓν συγκρίνεται καὶ τῶν ἄλλων στοιχείων ἕκαστον.  Galen HNH 15.49.13–50.3 K. 
(Empedocles 31A34 DK) κἀκεῖνος γὰρ ἐκ µὲν τῶν αὐτῶν στοιχείων, ὧν καὶ Ἱπποκράτης, γεγονέναι 
φησὶν ἡµᾶς τε καὶ τὰ ἄλλα σώµατα πάντα τὰ περὶ τὴν γῆν, οὐ µὴν κεκραµένων γε δι’ ἀλλήλων, ἀλλὰ 
κατὰ σµικρὰ µόρια παρακειµένων τε καὶ ψαυόντων.  Propr.Plac. 7, p. 179.23–24 Boudon-Millot – 
Pietrobelli, text Lami καὶ πότερον κατατεθραυσµένον, ὡς ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς ὑποτίθεται τὴν ἐκ τῶν 
στοιχείων ὑπάρχειν ἡµῖν γένεσιν.  Propr.Plac. 15, p. 188.23–24 οὐχ ὡς ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ἡγεῖτο κατὰ 
σµικὰ µόρια κατατεθραυσµένων (cf. fragment of this work at 4.726.11–12 K. … καταθραυοµένων). 
§4 Plato:  Plato Tim. Tim. 54b–c τὸ δὴ πρόσθεν ἀσαφῶς ῥηθὲν νῦν µᾶλλον διοριστέον. τὰ γὰρ 
τέτταρα γένη δι’ ἀλλήλων εἰς ἄλληλα ἐφαίνετο πάντα γένεσιν ἔχειν, οὐκ ὀρθῶς φανταζόµενα· γίγνεται 
µὲν γὰρ ἐκ (c) τῶν τριγώνων ὧν προῃρήµεθα γένη τέτταρα, τρία µὲν ἐξ ἑνὸς τοῦ τὰς πλευρὰς ἀνίσους 
ἔχοντος, τὸ δὲ τέταρτον ἓν µόνον ἐκ τοῦ ἰσοσκελοῦς τριγώνου συναρµοσθέν. οὔκουν δυνατὰ πάντα εἰς 
ἄλληλα διαλυόµενα ἐκ πολλῶν σµικρῶν ὀλίγα µεγάλα καὶ τοὐναντίον γίγνεσθαι, τὰ δὲ τρία οἷόν τε· ἐκ 
γὰρ ἑνὸς ἅπαντα πεφυκότα λυθέντων τε τῶν µειζόνων πολλὰ σµικρὰ ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν συστήσεται, 
δεχόµενα τὰ προσήκοντα ἑαυτοῖς σχήµατα, καὶ σµικρὰ ὅταν αὖ πολλὰ κατὰ  τὰ τρίγωνα διασπαρῇ, 
γενόµενος εἷς ἀριθµὸς ἑνὸς ὄγκου µέγα ἀποτελέσειεν ἂν ἄλλο εἶδος ἕν. ταῦτα µὲν οὖν λελέχθω περὶ 
τῆς εἰς ἄλληλα γενέσεως.  Timaeus Locrus 34, p. 216.10–12 Thesleff βαρύτατόν τε καὶ δυσκίνατον ἁ 
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γᾶ, ἀµετάβλητόν τε σῶµα εἰς ἄλλα διὰ τὸ ἀκοινώνατον εἶµεν τῶ ἄλλω γένεος τῶ τριγώνω. µόνα γὰρ ἁ 
γᾶ ἴδιον στοιχεῖον ἔχει τὸ ἁµιτετράγωνον.  Damascius in Phaed. vers. 1, 179.9 ὁ Τίµαιος (Tim. 55e) 
µόνην ποιεῖ τὴν γῆν ἀµετάβλητον.  Simplicius in Cael. 643.17 γῆ δὲ πᾶσα ἀµετάβλητός ἐστιν, ὅταν ᾖ 
γῆ µόνον.  Philoponus in GC 243.24–25 ὥσπερ Πλάτων ἔλεγε τὴν γῆν ἀµετάβλητον ὑποτιθέµενος. 
 



Liber 1 Caput 18 
 

PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 883E–F; pp. 315a19–316a14 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh. c. 30; p. 
616.15–21 Diels; pp. 94–99 Jas—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 128–129 Daiber—PPs: Psellus 
Omn.Doctr. c. 153, p. 79 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.18.1ab, pp. 155.16–156.5 + 1.18.1d, p. 156.27–28 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. 
Bibl. 167, p. 112b3–4 Henry (titulus solus) 
T: Theodoretus CAG 4.14, pp. 103.14–104.7 Raeder 
Cf. Ach: Achilles c. 8, pp. 17.20–18.7 Di Maria 

 

Titulus  ιη΄. Περὶ κενοῦ (P,S) 1 
§1 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω φυσικοὶ πάντες µέχρι Πλάτωνος τὸ κενὸν ὡς ὄντως κενὸν  2 

ἀπέγνωσαν. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς· ‘οὐδέ τι τοῦ παντὸς κενεὸν πέλει οὐδὲ περιττόν’. (P2,  4 

S2,T2) 5 
§3 Λεύκιππος Δηµόκριτος Δηµήτριος Μητρόδωρος Ἐπίκουρος τὰ µὲν  6 

ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. (P3,S3,T1) 7 
§4 Στράτων ἐξωτέρω τοῦ κόσµου µὴ εἶναι κενόν, ἐνδοτέρω δὲ δυνατὸν  8 

γενέσθαι. (S4,T4) 9 
§5 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ ἐντὸς µὲν τοῦ κόσµου µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἔξω δ’  10 

αὐτοῦ ἄπειρον. (P4,S6,T3) 11 
§6 Ἀριστοτέλης τοσοῦτον εἶναι τὸ κενὸν ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου, ὥστ᾿ ἀναπνεῖν  12 

εἰς αὐτὸ τὸν οὐρανόν· ἔνδοθεν γὰρ εἶναι τόπον πύρινον. (P5, cf. S5) 13 
   
§1 Thales frs. 153, 350, 488 Wöhrle; physici—; §2 Empedocles 31B13 DK; §3 Leucippus 
67A15 DK; Democritus fr. 187 Luria; Demetrius Laco pp. 19–20 De Falco, test. 3 Gigante; 
Metrodorus—; Epicurus fr. 295 Usener; §4 Strato fr. 55 Wehrli, 26B Sharples; §5 Zeno 
Stoici—; §6 Aristoteles fr. 201 R3, cf. infra Comm. A(b) infra ad §6.  
  
titulus Περὶ κενοῦ PBQPs : Περὶ κενοῦ καὶ τόπου (~  tit. c. 1.19) καὶ χώρας (~  tit. c. 1.20) SLPhot, 
καὶ χώρας om SFP    §1[2] οἱ … Πλάτωνος PS: al. post §2 T οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι ἅπαντες τοῦτόν γε 
ἄντικρυς κωµῳδοῦσι τὸν λόγον || Θάλεω PBQS : Πυθαγόρου PG || ante φυσικοὶ add. PG καὶ οἱ || 
[2–3] ὡς … κενὸν S, cf. fest Q : om. PBG || [3] ἀπέγνωσαν PBS : ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ κενὸν εἶναι 
λέγουσιν PG, cf. waren von (der Existenz) des leeren Raumes überzeugt Q (fort. legit 
ἐπέγνωσαν)    §2 [4] οὐδέ S : οὐδὲν PBQ , corr. edd. || κενεὸν T: κενὸν PBS corr. ed.    §3[6] 
Λεύκιππος … Ἐπίκουρος PBQ : Δηµοκρίτου καὶ ἑτέρων (ἕτεροι corr. Diels DG) Λεύκιππος SP, 
(Δ)ηµόκριτος Λεύκιππος SF : Δηµήτριος Μητρόδωρος om. PG : Δηµήτριος non hab. S, ut 
dittographiam (Δηµ–οκρ.) del. Crönert    §4  om. P || [8] post ἐξωτέρω verba µὲν ἔφη add. 
S    §5 [10] Ζήνων … αὐτοῦ S : οἱ Στωικοὶ PBG, οἱ δὲ Στωικοὶ T || µηδὲν PGST : οὐδὲν PB || ἔξω S : 
ἔξωθεν PBG : ἐκτὸς T, qui post αὐτοῦ add. πάµπολύ τε καὶ    §6  om. T || [12–13] pro 
lemmate Aetiano subst. S verisimiliter ex AD ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐν τετάρτῳ Φυσικῆς (4.6 
213b22–27) γράφει· ῾εἶναι δέ φασιν οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι κενὸν καὶ ἐπεισιέναι αὐτὸ τῷ οὐρανῷ ἐκ 
τοῦ ἀπείρου πνεύµατος ὡς ἀναπνέοντι.’ ἐν δὲ τῷ Περὶ τῆς Πυθαγόρου φιλοσοφίας (fr. 201 R3, 
de Pyth. fr. 11 Ross) γράφει τὸν µὲν οὐρανὸν εἶναι ἕνα, ἐπεισάγεσθαι δὲ ἐκ τοῦ ἀπείρου χρόνον 
τε καὶ πνοὴν καὶ τὸ κενόν, ὃ διορίζει ἑκάστων τὰς χώρας ἀεί. καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει, τόπον εἶναι 
τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας ἀκίνητον κτλ. || [12] post Ἀριστοτέλης add. PG δὲ || τὸ] om. PG || 
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ἐκτὸς] ἔξω PG || [13] εἰς αὐτὸ PG : om. PBQ || ἔνδοθεν … πύρινον PG : εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸν πύρινον 
PBQ 
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 4.14  
14.1 (~ §3) τὸ δὲ κενὸν οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον τῶν ἀτόµων ὠνοµάκασι τόπον. 
14.2 (~ §1) οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι ἅπαντες τοῦτόν γε ἄντικρυς κωµῳδοῦσι τὸν λόγον. 
14.3 (~ §2) αὐτίκα τοίνυν Ἐµπεδοκλῆς οὕτω φησίν· οὐδέ τι τοῦ παντὸς κενεὸν πέλει οὐδὲ 
περιττόν. 
14.4 (~ §5) οἱ δὲ Στωϊκοὶ ἐντὸς µὲν τοῦ παντὸς µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἐκτὸς δὲ αὐτοῦ πάµπολύ τε 
καὶ ἄπειρον. 
14.5 (~ §4) ὁ δὲ Στράτων ἔµπαλιν ἔξωθεν µὲν µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἔνδοθεν δὲ δυνατὸν εἶναι. 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 30 (~ tit.) Περὶ κενοῦ (text Jas) 
30.1 (~ P1–2) οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου οἱ φυσικοὶ πάντες µέχρι Πλάτωνος ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ κενὸν εἶναι 
λέγουσιν. 
30.2 (~ P3) Λεύκιππος δὲ καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος τὰ µὲν ἄτοµα ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει, τὸ 
δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει. 
30.3 (~ P4) οἱ Στωικοὶ δὲ ἐντὸς µὲν τοῦ κόσµου κενὸν οὐδὲν εἶναι νοµίζουσιν, ἔξωθεν δ’ αὐτοῦ 
ἄπειρον. 
30.4 (~ P5) Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ τοσοῦτον εἶναι κενὸν ἔξω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, ὥστ’ ἀναπνεῖν τὸν οὐρανόν. 
ἔνδοθεν γὰρ εἶναι τόπον πύρινον. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 153 Περὶ κενοῦ (~ tit.). 
τὸ κενὸν οὐ πάντες, ἀλλ’ ἔνιοι τῶν φιλοσόφων εἰσήνεγκάν τε τῷ λόγῳ καὶ ὠνοµάκασιν (~ 
quaestio).  
(~ P5) ἀποφαίνονται δὲ τοῦτο πάντη σώµατος ἔρηµον οἷον τι χάος ἀόρατον, καὶ φασὶ τοῦτο 
προϋποκεῖσθαι τοῦ κόσµου· εἶτα τῶν στοιχείων γεγονότων καὶ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τῇ κυκλοφορίᾳ τὰ 
σώµατα πάντα συσφίγξαντος κενὸν µὲν ἐντὸς µηδὲν ἀπολελεῖφθαι, τὸ δ’ ἐκτὸς τῆς ἔξω 
περιφερείας αὐτοῦ ὅλον κενὸν εἶναι, ἄπειρον ἐν ἀπείρῳ τόπῳ ἐµφανταζόµενον. 
(~ P6) τοῦτον δὲ τὸν λόγον Ἀριστοτέλης µὲν ἀπογινώσκει παντάπασι, καὶ οὐδαµοῦ τίθεται 
οὔτε ἐντὸς τοῦ κόσµου οὔτε ἐκτός· 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 8, p. 17.20–18.7 Εἰ ἔστι τι ἐκτός 
(~ quaestio) οἳ µὲν εἶναί τι ἐκτός φασιν, ὥσπερ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 301 Usener), ὃς καὶ 
ἀπείρους κόσµους ὑποτίθεται ἐν ἀπείρῳ τῶ κενῶ. οἱ δὲ Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.610) ἐκπύρωσιν 
λέγοντες κόσµου κατά τινας ὡρισµένους χρόνους εἶναι κενὸν µέν, οὐ µὴν ἄπειρόν φασιν, ἀλλὰ 
τοσοῦτον ὅσον χωρῆσαι λυθὲν τὸ πᾶν. οἱ δὲ µηδὲν εἶναι λέγοντες χρῶνται λόγῳ τοιούτῳ· τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ σφαιρικῶς κινουµένου εἰ ἔστι τι ἐκτὸς κενόν, συµβήσεται τὴν σφαῖραν παρεγκλίσεις 
τινὰς ὑποµένειν ἐξολισθαίνουσαν τῇδε κἀκεῖσε· τοῦτο δὲ οὐ γίνεται· οὐκ ἄρα ἔστι κενόν· ἀεὶ 
γὰρ κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῶν ὁρῶµεν τὰς ἀνατολὰς καὶ τὰς δύσεις . 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.proœm. §3[17–19] ζητεῖται ὁµοίως εἰ ἄπειρος ὁ κόσµος ἐστὶ καὶ εἰ ἔξω τι τοῦ 
κόσµου ἔστι· ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα θεωρητικά.  
titulus  A 2.9 Περὶ τοῦ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου, εἰ ἔστι κενόν.  
§1  A 2.9.4 Πλάτων ᾿Αριστοτέλης µήτ᾿ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου µήτ᾿ ἐντὸς µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν. 
§3  A 1.3.15 Λεύκιππος Μιλήσιος ἀρχὰς καὶ στοιχεῖα τὸ πλῆρες καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 1.3.16 
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Δηµόκριτος τὰ ναστὰ καὶ κενόν. A 1.3.17 Μητρόδωρος Θεοκρίτου Χῖος τὰ ἀδιαίρετα καὶ τὸ 
κενόν. A 1.3.18 Ἐπίκουρος Νεοκλέους Ἀθηναῖος κατὰ Δηµόκριτον φιλοσοφήσας … ἀρχὰς εἶναι 
τῶν ὄντων σώµατα λόγῳ θεωρητά, ἀµέτοχα κενοῦ … ταῦτα µέντοι κινεῖσθαι ἐν τῷ κενῷ καὶ 
διὰ τοῦ κενοῦ, εἶναι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ κενὸν ἄπειρον καὶ τὰ σώµατα ἄπειρα. A 1.3.19 ῎Εκφαντος 
Συρακούσιος, εἷς τῶν Πυθαγορείων, πάντων τὰ ἀδιαίρετα σώµατα καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 1.7.34 
᾿Επίκουρος ... ἄλλας τέσσαρας φύσεις κατὰ γένος ἀφθάρτους τάσδε· τὰ ἄτοµα, τὸ κενόν, τὸ 
ἄπειρον κτλ. A 1.9.3 οἱ ἀπὸ Δηµοκρίτου ἀπαθῆ τὰ πρῶτα, τὴν ἄτοµον καὶ τὸ κενόν. A 2.1.4 
Ἀναξίµανδρος, Ἀναξιµένης, Ἀρχέλαος, Ξενοφάνης, Διογένης, Λεύκιππος, Δηµόκριτος, 
Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὁ τούτου καθηγητὴς Μητρόδωρος ἀπείρους κόσµους ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ κατὰ πᾶσαν 
περίστασιν. A 2.1.5 Σέλευκος ὁ Ἐρυθραῖος καὶ Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Ποντικὸς ἄπειρον τὸν κόσµον. A 
2.1.6 Διογένης καὶ Μέλισσος τὸ µὲν πᾶν ἄπειρον, τὸν δὲ κόσµον πεπεράνθαι. A 2.3.2 
Δηµόκριτος δὲ καὶ Μητρόδωρος καὶ Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὅσοι τὰ ἄτοµα εἰσηγοῦνται καὶ τὸ κενὸν 
κτλ. A 4.9.9 Λεύκιππος δὲ Δηµόκριτος … µηδὲν δ’ εἶναι ἀληθὲς µηδὲ καταληπτὸν ἐκτὸς τῶν 
πρώτων στοιχείων, ἀτόµων καὶ κενοῦ. 
§§3–6  A 1. proœm. §3[17–18] ζητεῖται ὁµοίως … εἰ ἔξω τι τοῦ κόσµου ἔστι. 
§5  A 2.1.9 οἱ Στωικοὶ διαφέρειν τὸ πᾶν καὶ τὸ ὅλον· πᾶν µὲν γὰρ εἶναι σὺν τῷ κενῷ τῷ ἀπείρῳ, 
ὅλον δὲ χωρὶς τοῦ κενοῦ τὸν κόσµον. A 2.9.2 οἱ δὲ Στωικοί (sc. ἐκτὸς εἶναι τοῦ κόσµου κενόν), 
εἰς ὃ κατὰ τὴν ἐκπύρωσιν ἀναλύεται, τὸ ἄπειρον. A 4.19.4 οἱ δὲ Στωικοί φασι τὸν ἀέρα µὴ 
συγκεῖσθαι ἐκ θραυσµάτων, ἀλλὰ συνεχῆ δι᾿ ὅλου µηδὲν κενὸν ἔχοντα. 
§6  A 2.9.1 οἱ µὲν ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου ἐκτὸς εἶναι τοῦ κόσµου κενόν, εἰς ὃ ἀναπνεῖ ὁ κόσµος καὶ ἐξ 
οὗ. A 2.9.3 Ποσειδώνιος οὐκ ἄπειρον (sc. τὸ κενόν), ἀλλ᾿ ὅσον αὔταρκες εἰς τὴν διάλυσιν. A 
2.5a.4 Φιλόλαος ... τὸ δὲ ἡγεµονικὸν (sc. τοῦ κόσµου) ἐν τῷ µεσαιτάτῳ πυρί, ὅπερ τρόπεως 
δίκην προϋπεβάλλετο τῇ τοῦ παντὸς ‹σφαίρᾳ› ὁ δηµιουργὸς θεός. A 2.7.6 Φιλόλαος πῦρ ἐν 
µέσῳ περὶ τὸ κέντρον, ὅπερ ἑστίαν τοῦ παντὸς καλεῖ καὶ Διὸς οἶκον καὶ µητέρα θεῶν, βωµόν τε 
καὶ συνοχὴν καὶ µέτρον φύσεως καὶ πάλιν πῦρ ἕτερον ἀνωτάτω, τὸ περιέχον. πρῶτον δ’εἶναι 
φὺσει τὸ µέσον κτλ. A 3.11.3 Φιλόλαος ὁ Πυθαγόρειος τὸ µὲν πῦρ µέσον, τοῦτο γὰρ εἶναι τοῦ 
παντὸς ἑστίαν. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The chapter is represented in all three main sources, P, S, and T. The 
witnesses for P are PB, PG and PQ (E did not include P chs. 1.2–3 and 1.10–30 
among his excerpts from Book 1). PB and PQ have the same lemmata, but §2 has 
gone missing in PG. P has mechanically combined P1 and P2 in such a way that 
the view of Empedocles is attributed to the Pythagoreans (not in P and the rest 
of his tradition). Did G’s copy of P read something like P’s οἱ ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου οἱ 
φυσικοὶ κτλ., and did he replace ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου by ἀπὸ Θάλεω? For he did 
preserve the important phrase ἔνδοθεν γὰρ εἶναι τόπον πύρινον, while P’s reading 
has been corrupted to εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸν πύρινον. 
 (2)  In S the lemmata of our chapter are found mixed with those of A chs. 
1.19 , 1.20 and 2.9 (!)—sometimes coalesced with each other—in a chapter with 
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the collective heading Περὶ κενοῦ καὶ τόπου καὶ χώρας (‘On void and place and 
space’). A separate problem is provided by S 1.18.1c, the long and interesting 
lemma printed by Diels with some misgivings in the right column as ch. 1.18.6, 
which we exclude from the present chapter (see below, section D(d)§6), since 
for systematic reasons we prefer the bizarre lemma of P. The contents of the 
lemmata which S shares with P are virtually the same. 
 (3)  The abstract of this chapter in T is found in the cosmological Book 4, 
bearing the title ‘On matter and cosmos’ (following abstracts from A 1.18 and 
continued with a series chapters of A Book 2). T as to the lemmata he preserves 
agrees with S (minus S’s 1.18.1c lemma) and in his usual way partly rewrites the 
sentences; see M–R 1.278–279. Pace Bottler (2014) 219–220 T’s simpler version 
of the Atomist doxa (§3) should not be given the same weight as that of P and 
S, let alone more. Whenever these two main witnesses agree, as here in respect 
of a multiplicity of name-labels and a specific doxa, we always have to start 
from their agreement as providing our evidence for A. What is more, T agrees 
with S against P in providing the Strato lemma, which proves that he also here 
abstracted A directly. Cf. Diels DG 46, Mansfeld at M-R 4.174–195 and cf. above, 
ch. 1.9 Commentary A(3), ch. 1.27, Commentary A(2), and below, ch. 4.3 
Commentary (5), ch. 4.7 Commentary A(2). 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. For the proximate tradition we may presumably 
include the passage from the anonymous Commentary on the Aristotelian 
Categories in the Archimedes palimpsest printed below at section E(a) under 
General texts; probably by Porphyry, see Tchernetska and Wilson at Netz (2011) 
253–257, Chiaradonna & alii (2013). This text—interestingly enough—cites the 
(contents of) three lemmata in the order of T (the Empedocles lemma found in 
T and S is an appendix to the one before it). Note however that the wording of 
the tenet of its third proposition (πρότασις, Plato plus Aristotle) does not 
correspond to ch. 1.18.1 (which includes Plato) plus 1.18.6 (Aristotle) but to ch. 
2.9.4, thus underscoring for us the interdependence of these two Placita 
chapters on the void (or perhaps rather the advantage of combining them), as 
is also implied by S, who combined extracts from both in his ch. 1.18. The 
intersection of a Commentary and the Placita tradition is itself of great 
interest, as is of course Porphyry’s(?) explicit use of the term diaeresis for the 
presentation of the diaphoniae. That the lemmata are here called 
‘propositions’, προτάσεις, and not doxai or dogmata or kephalaia, is due to the 
fact that the commentator explains a logical treatise. He clearly knew what 
doxography is about and how it works. 
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 The Aristotelian lemma at S 1.18.1c, which Diels reluctantly printed as A 
§6, is also relevant for the traditio proxima; see below.  
 (2)  Sources. The sources appear to be a mixed bag. §2, name-label 
Empedocles, finds a surprising, singular and interesting parallel in ps.Arist. 
MXG (31B14 DK). Moreover §3, the Atomist lemma, echoes a fragment of 
Aristotle’s treatise against Democritus rather precisely. The tenet of §5 is rather 
widely paralleled. For the very complicated tradition(s) relating to §6 see 
below, section D(d)§6. For the Aristotelian background see below, section 
D(c). And for the tradition relating to 1.18 and 2.9 see further below, at section 
D(a). 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter it comprises the question 
types of existence and quality, and the categories of place and quantity. It is 
confirmed by the three witnesses for P, and by S’s collective heading. It is also 
paralleled in Aristotle as an imbedded indication of the subject to be treated, 
see section E(b) Chapter heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  Ch. 1.18 is the first of a trio of chapters 1.18–20 dealing with the 
traditionally related issues of void / place / space. The first sub-section of the 
Stoic φυσικὸς λόγος (quoted above ch. 1.1, Testes secundi, §1) contains in 
succession inter alia a part about the void and one about space. For 
Aristotelian precedents see below section D(c), and for reverberations in the 
sequential arrangement of chapters in the Placita see M-R 2.1.97–109. 
 Such triads of related chapters also occur elsewhere in the Placita, e.g. chs. 
1.6–8 on knowledge of gods / existence and substance of God / daemons and 
heroes, and chs. 4.13–15 on vision / mirror images / visible darkness. In the 
present case the parcelling out of chapters with different headings is rather 
scholastic. κενόν also occurs in 1.20, χώρα in both 1.19 and 1.20, and 1.20 is a sort 
of appendix to 1.18–19. 
 (2)  We have seen that there are important links with a later chapter 
dealing with the void, 2.9 ‘On what is outside the cosmos, whether a void 
exists’, for which see M-R 2.2.426–427 and our treatment below. On ch. 1.18 see 
also M-R 2.1.220 and 2.2.421, which we now no longer follow in the case of the 
final lemma. The presence of closely related themes in two different books of 
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the Placita is also to be explained by a proprium originis attesting the tenacity 
of the tradition; cf. M-R 2.1.101, 135–138. For Aristotle, too, discusses the void in 
several places, namely both in the Physics and the On the Heavens: in the 
Physics esp. at 4.6–9, chs. 4.6–8 being about the void per se and the assumption 
of a void outside the cosmos, ch. 4.9 about internal void; and in On the Heavens 
in chs. 1.9 279a11–18, 2.4 287a11–22, 3.7 305b16–20, and 4.2 309a6–16. Cf. also GC 
1.8, on the purported relation between void and motion. Both in Aristotle and 
in the Placita such questions may clearly have both a general and preliminary, 
i.e. a conceptual, character, and a more specific one, i.e. one at home in a 
cosmological context. 
 (3)  We note in particular that ch. 1.18.1–3 are about the void per se, while 
1.18.4–6 are about the void in relation to the cosmos, just like the four lemmata 
of ch. 2.9. Yet the heading of ch. 2.9 intimates that the issue of the existence or 
not of the void is included, and this is confirmed by the content of its lemmata. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  All three witnesses, P, S and T, have five lemmata (counting §2 as an 
appendix to §1), but not always the same. A lemma with the name-label Strato 
is found as both S4 and T4 but not in P (but there is a significant proximate 
parallel with this name-label in the passage from the Commentary on the 
Categories cited below at section E(a)§4), while P’s final lemma with name-
label Aristotle is not paralleled in either S (who replaces it with other material) 
or T. The order of the first three lemmata is the same in P and S, so this 
sequence of §§1–3 should be accepted for A. §4 is lacking in P and present in S, 
so that (including the lemma missing in P) the order of §3 followed by §5 in P 
is the same as that of §3 followed by §4 followed by §5 in S. This not only 
makes the order §1–§5 secure for A, but also leaves only the final position, §6, 
for the Aristotle lemma found only in P. This order entirely agrees with that of 
Diels in the DG, who as usual follows P’s order. 
 (2)  T has not only modified the wording but also the order of his excerpts, 
presumably in order to emphasize the oppositions better. Thus we find the 
lemma corresponding to §3 as T1 before the lemma corresponding to §1 as T2 
(still followed, as in P and S, by §3 the Empedocles lemma as T3). In the same 
way T4 before T5 corresponds to §5 after §4. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Diaphoniae. The diaphonic structure is quite complex, but easily 
followed. There is, first, an opposition of §§1–2: no void (cf. ch. 2.9.4), to §§3–6: 
various forms of acceptance of a void (cf. ch. 2.9.1–3). Next we have an 
opposition between §3: infinitely large (and clearly omnipresent) void, and 
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§§4–6: varieties of void that are related to the cosmos and qualified in different 
ways. There is a strong opposition between §4: no void outside the cosmos but 
possible within, and §5: no void within the cosmos but infinite void outside. 
Finally there is the opposition between §5: infinite void outside the cosmos 
and §6: a relatively small void outside (cf. the contrast between ch. 2.9.2 and 
ch. 2.9.3). 
 A discussion of opposed views is said to be necessary in this context in 
Book 4 of Aristotle’s Physics, 4.6 213a19–22: ‘We must begin the investigation by 
looking at what those who say that it (sc. the void) exists say and what those 
who deny this say (λαβοῦσιν ἅ τε λέγουσιν οἱ φάσκοντες εἶναι καὶ πάλιν ἃ λέγουσιν 
οἱ µὴ φάσκοντες), and thirdly at the common views’. His representative of those 
against is Anaxagoras (not mentioned explicitly in our chapter, but not 
excluded either in §1 or presumably falling under the general label in §1), while 
those in favour are represented by Democritus and Leucippus and numerous 
other natural philosophers (cf. §3), and subsequently also by the Pythagoreans 
(cf. A ch. 2.9.1). 
 (2)  Question types. We also note the presence of question types: the 
diaphonia of §§1–2 versus §§3–6 is concerned with the question of existence 
(‘whether it exists or not’, εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µή), just as is the case for ch. 2.9 according 
to the second part of its heading, ‘whether the void exists’ (εἰ ἔστι κενόν). This 
agenda was set by Aristotle Phys. 4.6 213a12–14: ‘in the same manner it is to be 
assumed that it is the task of the natural philosopher to inquire about the void 
as well, whether it is or not, and how it is, and what it is, just as about place’ 
(τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ὑποληπτέον εἶναι τοῦ φυσικοῦ θεωρῆσαι καὶ περὶ κενοῦ, εἰ 
ἔστιν ἢ µή, καὶ πῶς ἔστι, καὶ τί ἐστιν, ὥσπερ καὶ περὶ τόπου). The question type of 
the attribute (‘how it is’, πῶς ἔστι) is represented by the categories: §§3–6 are 
concerned with quantity, and §§4–6 also with place. Note the explicit 
subdivision into number and size in the category of quantity at §3 (cf. for this 
subdivision Arist. Met. Δ.13 1020a8–10). But the question type ‘what it is’ (τί 
ἐστιν) is not at issue in our chapter: void is not defined. For a definition we 
have to wait till ch. 1.20.1, name-label Zeno and his followers: τὸ µὲν κενὸν εἶναι 
ἐρηµίαν σώµατος, ‘void is vacancy of body’. Compare the definitions cited by 
Aristotle Phys. 4.1 208b26–27, ‘the void should be a place bereft of body’ (τὸ ... 
κενὸν τόπος ἂν εἴη ἐστερηµένος σώµατος), or 4.7 213b31, ‘the void is believed to be 
a place in which there is nothing’ (δοκεῖ δὴ τὸ κενὸν τόπος εἶναι ἐν ᾧ µηδέν ἐστι), 
as well as the general definition cited from Arist. Phys. 4.1 208b26–27 at Anon. 
in Cat., Archimedes-palimps. fol. 78v + 75r.20–21, ‘for the void is believed to be 
a place bereft of body’ (τοῦ γὰρ κε⟨νοῦ⟩ δοκοῦντος εἶναι τόπος [scripsimus, vid. 
below] ἐστερηµένος σώµατος). The reason, as rather often, is that in the other 
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location of the doxography an effective (or more effective) diaphonia can be 
obtained, as clearly occurs in ch. 1.20. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
For a preliminary reconstruction and discussion of the chapter see Mansfeld 
(2014). 
§1 plus §3.  These lemmata oppose sections of Successions to each other: §1 the 
Ionian succession from Thales to Plato (no void), §3 the Italian (or perhaps 
rather Eleatic) Succession of Atomists from Leucippus to Epicurus (void). We 
note that the physikoi in §1 exclude the Atomists, listed §3; that is because the 
former belong with the Ionian and the latter with the Italian (or Eleatic) 
Succession. Of G Diels DG 13 rightly says ‘Pythagorae memoria citra Plutarchi 
fidem inlata est’. For chapters beginning with the earliest archegetes, Thales 
and/or Pythagoras, see M-R 2.1.94–95, so G’s alternative name-label Pythagoras 
is perhaps not so surprising. Q may have made a mistake in translation, or read 
the different verbal form ἐπέγνωσαν. We note that T here omits the name-
labels and just mentions ‘all the others’. S at Ecl. 1.18.1a, where he quotes §1, 
omits the name-label Plato. We have noted that elsewhere too, to begin with 
his abridgements of paragraphs of ch. 1.3, he leaves out details pertaining to 
Successions. He does so also here because further down in his chapter (at 
1.18.4c) he coalesces the tenet of ch. 1.19.1 (preserving the name-label Plato) 
with ch. 2.9.4 (now omitting both name-labels) followed by an abstract from 
the Timaeus (32c–33a plus 33b) at 1.18.4c. Thus S’s mini-cento combines two 
passages in A with an excerpt from the original Platonic source, a type of 
expansion by appending found in his case also elsewhere (see Diels DG 75 n. 2, 
and M-R 1.249–254). It is quite unlikely that epitomator P added the words 
µέχρι Πλάτωνος suo Marte, but entirely in character that he omits the phrase ὡς 
ὄντως κενόν, for τὸ κενόν alone already suffices for his purpose. 
Individual Points 
§1.  The first lemma might seem problematic because G’s version, apparently 
confirmed by Q, states the opposite of the parallel lemmata in PB, S and T: the 
existence of the void is not denied but accepted. But these three parallels (T 
and S also deriving from A directly) outweigh G’s and Q’s evidence. 
§2.  Empedocles is cited to exemplify the physicists, so the lemma is a sort of 
appendix to §1. The meaning of οὐδὲ περιττόν is clarified by the parallel at 31B14 
DK (πόθεν οὖν τί κ’ ἐπέλθοι;), for there is nothing beyond the All that could 
come in to fill a vacuum. 
§3.  On this lemma see Algra (1995) 41–58. Crönert (1906) 105 n. 503 argues that 
Δηµήτριος is a dittography of Δηµόκριτος, but De Falco (1923) 20 defends the 



 Book 1 Chapter 18  9 

reading. Again it is extremely unlikely that P would have added this obscure 
name-label. Metrodorus presumably is not the Epicurean Metrodorus of 
Lampsacus (the younger; not to be confused with Anaxagoras’ contemporary 
Metrodorus of Lampsacus the elder, no. 61 DK), but the Democritean 
Metrodorus of Chios (no. 70 DK), who appears to be the only Metrodorus cited 
in the Placita. Cf. Simplicius in Phys. 648.15, cited below at section E(b) General 
texts, and Diels DG 686–687, s. vv. Metrodorus Chius and Metrodorus 
(Lampsacenus). Even so, the fact that he is cited after Demetrius Laco may be a 
reason for doubt. 
§4.  Lemmata on void and place with name-label Strato are extant only in S 1.18 
(and on the void in the passage from the Commentary on the Categories cited 
below section E(a)§4). Note that at Ecl. 1.18.4b, p. 160.9–14, S inserted the first 
three lemmata of ch. 2.9, and as first item of 1.18.4c the fourth lemma of this 
chapter, which he coalesced with 1.18.1 (here omitting the name-labels). 
Wachsmuth’s division of paragraphs 4b and 4c is unfortunate, because it cuts 
right through the sequential quotation of the whole of ch. 2.9. For the contents 
of the present paragraph see further Algra (1995) 58–69, esp. 63–64. 
§5.  On this lemma see Algra (1995) 263–281. 
§6.  The final lemma is the most difficult. For G’s text see above, section A. 
Diels DG 316b14–317b21 included in his right-hand column the long lemma with 
name-label Aristotle found at S 1.18.1c (printed partly in the app. crit. and as a 
whole below at section E(a)§6) as S’s version of ch. 1.18.6, but in his apparatus 
ad loc. and at DG 75 n. 2 he expressed well-founded doubts. Here as elsewhere, 
in his view, snippets (‘frustula’) from Arius Didymus could have been blended 
in. But he refrained from identifying them. The correspondence of S 1.18.1c with 
the final lemma of P is indeed unsatisfactory. It is clear that the view P 
attributes to Aristotle himself (‘Plutarchea ut ridicule perversa sunt’ says Diels) 
is basically the one Aristotle himself attributed to the Pythagoreans, as is 
documented by means of the two laudationes—ἐν δὲ τῷ Περὶ τῆς Πυθαγόρου 
φιλοσοφίας γράφει: fr. 201 R3 = de Pyth. 11 Ross and ἐν τετάρτῳ Φυσικῆς γράφει: 
Phys. 4.6 213b22–27—in the first section of S 1.18.1c, p. 156.8–15 = DG 316b14–
317b4. Yet at DG 215 Diels is more optimistic about the Aristotelian connection, 
comparing the two titles together with their verbatim quotations in our 
present paragraph with ch. 2.29.4, DG 360b1–3: ‘according to the research of 
Aristotle and the assertion of Philip of Opus’ (κατὰ τὴν Ἀριστοτέλειον ἱστορίαν 
καὶ τὴν Φιλίππου τοῦ Ὀπουντίου ἀπόφασιν) as evidence for his belief that 
Aristotle ‘in testimonium vocatur’. In ch. 2.29.4 the sentence referring to 
Aristotle and Philip is not found in P. Note that Diels DG 215–216 argues that 
references to Aristotelian book titles at S 1.24.2, p. 201.1–23 Wachsmuth (λέγει 
γοῦν ἐν τοῖς Περὶ τῆς φυσικῆς ἀκροάσεως καὶ οὐρανοῦ λόγοις οὕτως) were added by 
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S to A’s terse Aristotelian lemma 2.11.3, so would be an interpolation. Finally, PB 
(not contradicted by PQ, not yet known to Diels) has a plus compared with S, 
viz. ‘for it is fiery’ (εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸν πύρινον), to which ‘inside there is a fiery place’ 
(ἔνδοθεν γὰρ εἶναι τόπον πύρινον) in PG corresponds. This supplementary piece of 
information, as Diels ad loc. duly noted, is in favour of accepting P’s lemma as 
Aëtian, for P epitomizes his source and does not make things up. Subsequently 
Diels printed Arist. fr. 201 R3 at 58B.30 DK as from S, not from A. We are aware 
that this argument has the drawback of showing up A’s lack of knowledge of 
basic views in Greek philosophy, in this case Aristotle’s view on the void. 
 The sequel in S, p. 156.15–25 = DG 317b4–21 Diels, from ‘and he says 
elsewhere’ (καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει) onwards, is not paralleled in the left-hand 
column (Diels rightly points out that ‘cetera, loci motus infiniti definitiones ab 
hoc capite abhorrere videntur’). 
 ἐν ἄλλοις, meaning ‘elsewhere’, need not refer to more than a single work, book, 
section, or even line. References to works without a title are found in the Scholia in 
Epicurum at D.L. V.P. 10.66, 10.74, and 10.139; to one with a title at V.P. 10.135, µαντικὴν 
δ’ ἅπασαν ἐν ἄλλοις ἀναιρεῖ (sc. Epicurus), ὡς καὶ ἐν τῇ Μικρᾷ ἐπιτοµῇ. καί φησι κτλ. See 
also Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.65 ὡς ἐν ἄλλοις εἰρήκαµεν, a telling reference to 3.36; 
Aristotle de An. 3.3 427a24–25, two references to single lines of Empedocles, the 
second of which is announced with the formula καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει (cf. Pol. 8.3 1338a27-
30, καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις δέ φησιν, citing Od. 9.7–8), as well as some of Aristotle’s references to 
his own works, e.g. EN 10.4 1174b3, reference to Phys. Books 6–8, GA 2.3 736a37 
referring to de An. 2.4, GC 1.3 317b13 referring to Phys. 1.6–9. A TLG search for ἐν ἄλλοις 
plus verbum declarandi in the Scholia in Homerum alone produced almost a hundred 
instances. 
 Primavesi (2018) has proved that the text from καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει consists 
of excerpts from Physics Book 4, viz. ch. 4.212a20–21 + ch. 6.213a15–18 + ch. 
6.213a31–b2 + ch. 7.214a26–30 (and 6.213b4–14) + ch. 4.187b7–9 (and 6.213b22–
27). The caesura between the two parts of the lemma at 1.18.1c, p. 317b4, may 
therefore be less strong than one would suppose at a first glance. Earlier David 
Runia had argued that the second part, from p. 317b4-5 καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει, 
should be attributed to AD, though he pointed out that the puzzle had not 
been solved entirely. See Runia (1996) at M-R 3.324–325, and M-R 1.251–252. 
 We have come to believe that the first part of S 1.18.1c, pp. 316b14–317b4, 
need not be attributed to A either, so no longer follow the analysis of M-R 
2.1.220 and 2.2.421. In the first place it is far from clear how P, practising his 
standard technique of epitomazation and abridging things away, could have 
derived the text of his final lemma from the first section of the text as found in 
S. The formula τοσοῦτον … ὥστ᾿, ‘precisely large enough in order to’, though 
perfectly at home in P’s chapter where it shores up a diaphonia in the category 
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of quantity, fails to correspond to the lemma in S, where a void that should be 
limited in this way is not mentioned. This in fact constitutes the perfect fit of 
§6 in P’s version in the diaeretic exposition of ch. 1.18, which is responsible for 
our conviction that in its present form (however bizarre this may seem from 
the point of view of the combination of name-label and contents) it precisely 
performs the diaphonic function it should perform—an aspect which Diels, as 
so often, did not take into account. This function is not performed by the 
Pythagorean section of S’s Aristotle lemma, which if attributed to A should be 
considered to fall within the category of exceptional tenets placed at the end of 
a chapter because they do not fit its diaeresis; see Runia (1996), cited above. 
 It is, however, clear that the contents of P’s final lemma ultimately derive 
from a source that is not dissimilar to the first section (DG 316b14–317b4 with its 
laudationes) of S’s text. In the course of transmission the original information 
was rephrased in order to suit the purposes of discussion better. The last 
lemma in P as a matter of fact presents us with an Aristotle who has been 
turned into a sort of Pythagorean, which is not too surprising in a (late 
Hellenistic) environment that—like some of our contemporaries—strived to 
admit other philosophers as members of a wider Pythagorean school of 
thought (the Aristotelian categories are originally Pythagorean according to 
the evidence of ps.Archytas Περὶ τοῦ καθόλου λόγου ἤτοι τῶν κατηγοριῶν, and his 
physics originally Pythagorean according to the evidence of ps.Ocellus Lucanus 
Περὶ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως). A, as has been pointed out at M-R 2.1.99, 175, 192, 
and 217, takes Neopythagorean views into account. Thus, in A’s lemma as 
witnessed at P Aristotle is made to adopt the view of philosophers he in reality 
only quoted. We may say that he is included among οἱ … ἀπὸ Πυθαγόρου, who 
declare that ἐκτὸς εἶναι τοῦ κόσµου κενόν, εἰς ὃ ἀναπνεῖ ὁ κόσµος καὶ ἐξ οὗ (2.9.1). 
 We are furthermore convinced that the originally Aristotelian information 
on the Pythagoreans does not constitute the only ingredient of P’s lemma. The 
τοσοῦτον … ὥστ᾿ formula calls the ὅσον in a lemma of the related chapter 
dealing with the void to mind, viz. ch. 2.9 (on the void outside the cosmos): 
‘Posidonius (says that the void) is not infinite, but large enough to be sufficient 
for the dissolution (of the cosmos)’’ (2.9.3, paralleled without attribution to 
Posidonius at Ach c. 8, cited above at Testes secundi). To be sufficiently large to 
sustain the expansion of the cosmos at its dissolution is similar to being 
sufficiently large to provide it with room for breathing. See already Algra (1993) 
484–485. The false Aristotelian view of A at P §6 plays the same part vis-à-vis 
the Stoic view of §5 as the dissident view of Posidonius at 2.9.3 does vis-à-vis 
the general Stoic view at 2.9.2. P’s lemma, then, will be the result of a very 
doxographical conflation of the view of ‘Aristotle’ with that of Posidonius. 
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 Whether S’s text, from ‘elsewhere he says’, really derives from AD or not 
we do not not know, though another candidate is hard to find. This type of 
coalescence is after all found more often in the Anthology, see Diels DG 75 n. 2, 
M-R 1.249–254, and Jeremiah at M–R 4.286 and 353. The fact that, if this 
attribution is correct, we would, in one and the same chapter in S, have not 
only a fragment dealing with Chrysippus at 1.18.4d, but also one before it 
dealing with Aristotle at 1.18.4c, is a further argument in favour of the 
attribution. The remains of AD on physics almost without exception deal with 
either the Peripatetics or the Stoics. In the individual chapters of his first Book 
S often quotes a Didymean passage on Aristotle (and/or the Peripatetics) plus 
one on Chrysippus (and/or on the Stoics, or other Stoics), e.g. in ch. 1.8 ‘On the 
substance and parts of time and of how many things it is the cause’. Here we 
find at 1.8.40c Aristotle (AD fr. 6 Diels), 1.40d Aristotelians (AD fr. 7), 1.40e Zeno 
(AD fr. 26), and 1.42 Apollodorus, Posidonius, and Chrysippus (also AD fr. 26). 
This important fact is obscured because Diels in the DG (perhaps inspired by 
the lay-out of the ethical doxography in S Book 2, or just obeying the dictates of 
chronology) separated the physical fragments of AD dealing with the 
Peripatetics (frs. 2–17) from those dealing with the Stoics (frs. 18–40). 
 A second and more important argument in favour of the attribution is 
that, as we saw, the section of S’s text at 1.18.c beginning with καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει 
deals with a number of themes, viz. ‘loci / motus / infiniti / definitiones’, as 
Diels correctly pointed out; it also mentions the void. Exactly the same analysis 
of contents applies to S 1.18.4d, AD fr. 25, on Chrysippus: this, too, is a mixed 
bag. It deals with and defines place (τόπος), describes the void, tells us that 
outside the cosmos the void is infinite, and indeed mentions the infinite per se 
as well. Placing these two texts next to each other in a double column would 
immediately show where and how they correspond to each other. 
 These arguments for the attribution of this section to AD seem 
compelling. They may be capped by the observation that S also omitted the 
Aristotle lemma of ch. 1.19.2 (ubi vide), clearly believing that its contents are 
amply represented by the Aristotelian definition of τόπος included at 1.18.1c, p. 
156b15–16 Wachsmuth, τόπον εἶναι τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας ἀκίνητον, ἢ ἐν ᾧ µένει 
τε καὶ κινεῖται τὰ σώµατα.  
 Accordingly, we hypothesize that, finding A’s lemma mistaken or at the 
very least insufficient (cf. Algra 1993, 483), S looked for and then substituted a 
better account, as he often does where Plato or Aristotle or the Stoics are 
concerned. S can hardly have failed to see that the name-label Aristotle of the 
first lemma in ch. 1.18 (as now known to us in P’s version) is at odds with that of 
the first lemma of ch. 2.9, which he quotes further down at Ecl. 1.18.4b: 
‘Pythagoras and his followers (say that) a void outside the cosmos exists, into 
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which and from which the cosmos breathes’, for the doxai are virtually the 
same. (This was also noticed by a copyist of Q, see Daiber (1980) 361–362). He 
also must have thought that the attribution of a void outside the cosmos to 
Aristotle is flagrantly contradicted by 2.9.4 (a lemma he transcribed as well), 
according to which ‘Plato and Aristotle (declare that) there is no void either 
outside the cosmos or inside’. So he looked for better material on Aristotle, and 
found it. His interest in Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism generally must also be 
taken into account, as this should have motivated him to look for better 
evidence for the Pythagorean doxa as well. S then not inelegantly coalesced 
these two accounts, that of Aristotle on the Pythagoreans and AD on Aristotle, 
which he introduced with the word ‘and elsewhere he says’ (καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις 
λέγει). As to S’s source for the former, we may refuse a chronological 
association with A or P, and think of a Commentary on the Aristotelian Physics. 
 Our preference for the final clause of ch. 1.18.1 as preserved by PG, ‘inside 
there is a fiery place’, derives from the fact that Philolaus according to ch. 2.7.6 
said that ‘there is a fire in the middle around the centre (of the cosmos), which 
he calls the universe’s hearth and Zeus’ house etc. (cf. also ch. 3.11.3). This fire is 
‘primary’. The central fire (of the Pythagoreans—no mention of Philolaus) is 
already mentioned at Arist. Cael. 2.13 293a21, ‘for they say there is a fire at the 
centre’ (ἐπὶ µὲν γὰρ τοῦ µέσου πῦρ εἶναί φασι). That the cosmos itself is fiery, as 
the reading of PB has it, seems to be less plausible, although this consideration 
is not decisive against the reading itself, which after all is of doxographical 
quality and perhaps echoes another item also in ch. 2.7.6, viz. the fire at the 
circumference of the cosmos: ‘and again another fire, at the highest place, the 
surrounding (firmament)’ (καὶ πάλιν πῦρ ἕτερον ἀνωτάτω, τὸ περιέχον). But as 
Primavesi has shown (not yet published, cited Jas 2018, 8–9) the fact that the 
cosmos inhales from the void to cool the fire at the centre is consistent with 
Philolaus’ view at 44A27 DK (cited below at E(b)§6)—so with a Pythagorean 
doctrine—that the inhalation of cold air from outside serves to cool our 
bodies.  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  There is a certain overlap between issues concerned with the infinite, 
with the void, and with place. Aristotle treated these questions separately, the 
infinite at Phys. 3.4–8, the void at Phys. 4.6–9, place at Phys. 4.1–5, but did not 
keep them strictly apart. A Pythagorean infinite outside the cosmos is 
mentioned at Phys. 3.4 203a6–8, which at 4.6 213b22–26 becomes a ‘void that 
enters the cosmos out of the infinite breath’ (the latter passage is quoted by 
AD, see below section E(b)§6). At 4.1 208b25–26 he says that those who posit 
the existence of the void accept that of place, as ‘the void would be place bereft 
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of body’ (τὸ γὰρ κενὸν τόπος ἂν εἴη ἐστερηµένος σώµατος). We note that in the 
Placita the void and place have changed places compared with Aristotle’s 
Physics; this may be due to the presence of the ‘infinite’ in ch. 1.18. 
 (2)  Surprisingly enough there is no reference either here or in ch. 1.23 ‘On 
motion’ to the well-known view of Melissus or the Atomists (e.g. Melissus fr. 
30B7.(7–10) DK and at Aristotle Phys. 4.6 213b12–14; Leucipp. fr. 67A7 DK at 
Arist. GC 1.8 325a23–32; Epicurus Ep.Hdt. 67) that motion is only possible 
because of the existence of the void. However, a version of the Early 
Pythagorean view of the void is present (in disguise) even when one eliminates 
S 1.18.1c on Aristotle from the chapter, as we argue one probably should. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Seneca Dial. 8.5.6 ‘illud’ inquit ‘scrutor quod ultra mundum iacet, utrumne 
profunda vastitas sit an et hoc ipsum terminis suis cludatur’.  Anon. (Porphyry?) in Categorias, 
Archimedes-palimps. fol. 78v + 75r.20–28, τοῦ γὰρ κε|[νοῦ] δοκοῦντος εἶναι τόπος {scripsimus, 
τόπου litteris incertis codex} ἐστερηµένος σώµατος, | λάβοντες τὸ ἐντὸς καὶ τὸ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου ὡς 
δύο, | [φήσοµεν, τ]οῦ κενοῦ ἑνὸς κατὰ δυεῖν φεροµένου, τέσ|[σα]ρας γενέσθαι κατὰ διαίρεσιν 
προτάσεις, ἢ | ἐκτὸς (καὶ) ἐντὸς τοῦ κόσµου εἷναι κενόν ὡς Δηµο|κρίτῳ τε καὶ Ἐπικοὺρῳ ἢρεσκεν, ἢ 
οὔτ’ ἐντὸς | οὔτε ἐκτὸς ὡς Ἀριστοτέλει καὶ Πλάτωνι, ἢ ἐκτὸς µὲν | ἐντὸς δὲ οὐ, ⟨καθάπερ τοῖς ἀπὸ 
Ζήνωνος, ἢ ἐντὸς µὲν ἐκτὸς δὲ οὐ⟩ καθάπερ Στράτωνι (fr. 26C Sharples) ἔδοξεν [lac. ex. gr. suppl. 
edd.].  Commentaria in Aratum Anon. I 3, pp. 92.34–93.2 Maass cited on A 2.9.  Galen PHP 
9.6.21 ἐν µὲν γὰρ φιλοσοφίᾳ µὴ πεπαῦσθαι τὰς πλείστας τῶν διαφωνιῶν οὐδὲν θαυµαστόν, ὡς ἂν µὴ 
δυναµένων τῶν πραγµάτων ἐναργῶς τῇ πείρᾳ· καὶ διὰ τοῦτο τινῶν µὲν ἀποφηναµένων … οὐδὲν ἔξωθεν 
αὐτοῦ περιέχον εἶναι, τινῶν δὲ εἶναι λεγόντων καὶ τούτων αὐτῶν {περιεχόµενόν τι φάντων} ἐνίων µὲν 
κενὸν ἀποφηναµένων εἶναι τοῦτο µηδεµίαν οὐσίαν ἔχον ἐν ἑαυτῷ.  Propr.Plac. c. 2, p. 172.31–173.2 
Boudon-Millot–Pietrobelli, text Lami πότερον ἀγέννητός ἐστιν ὁ κόσµος ἢ γέννητος, εἴτε τι µετ᾿ 
αὐτὸν ἔξωθεν, εἴτε µηδέν, … ἀγνοεῖν φηµι.  ps.Galen Gloss. 19.73.9–11 K. ‘ἄκριτον πάγος’· τὸ οἷον 
ἀδιάκριτον· εἴρηται δὲ ἐν τῷ Περὶ ἑβδοµάδος (where ἀκρίτου κόσµου 1.44–45 Roscher, 1.2.1 West) 
ἐπὶ τοῦ µετὰ τὸν κόσµον ἤτοι ἀπείρου ἢ οἷον ἀδιατυπωτοῦ κενοῦ.  PHP 9.7.9 µόνοις οὖν ἐκείνοις τοῖς 
φιλοσόφοις καὶ τὸ µηδὲν εἰς ἦθός τε καὶ τὰς πολιτικὰς πράξεις χρήσιµον ζητεῖν ἀκόλουθόν ἐστιν, ὅσοι 
τὴν θεωρητικὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἵλοντο, καθάπερ γε καὶ εἰ µετὰ ‹τὸν› κόσµον τοῦτόν ἐστί τι, καὶ εἰ ἔστιν, 
ὁποῖόν τι τοῦτο.  Inst.Log. 14.1 ὃ δ’ ἐστὶ µέγιστόν τε καὶ πρῶτον ἐφ’ ἑκάστου τῶν µὴ φαινοµένων 
αἰσθήσει, τὸ κατὰ τὴν ὕπαρξιν ἤτοι οὐσίαν † γίγνεται µὴ εἶναι ζήτηµ’ ἐστίν, ἐν ᾧ γε τὰ τοιαῦτα 
προβάλλεται· … ἆρά γε κενὸν ἔστιν;  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Phys. lib. 4, Schol. 89 Rashed οἱ 
µεν περὶ Δηµόκριτον … οἱ δὲ περὶ τὴν Στοὰν … · κοινὸν δὲ αὐτοῖς τὸ ἔξω τοῦ κόσµου ἄπειρον κενὸν 
εἶναι.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) εἴς τε τὸν περὶ 
σωµάτων τόπον (cf. ch. 1.12) καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων (cf. chs. 1.2–3) καὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ 
περάτων (cf. ch. 1.14.1 and ch.1.15) καὶ τόπου (cf. ch.1.19) καὶ κενοῦ (i.e. ch. 1.18)· καὶ οὕτω µὲν 
εἰδικῶς.  Arnobius of Sicca Adv.Nat. 2.58, p. 133.3–5 locus ipse ac spatium, in quo situs est ac 
volutatur, quid sit? infinitus, finitus inanis an solidus?  
Chapter heading: Capitula Lucretiana  at DRN 1.334 de inani. 
§4  Strato:  Anon. (Porphyry?) in Categorias, Archimedes-palimps. fol. 78v + 75r.27–28 (see 
above, General texts) ⟨ἢ ἐντὸς µὲν ἐκτὸς δὲ οὐ⟩ καθάπερ Στράτωνι ἔδοξεν. 
§5  Zeno Stoicus and followers:  Arius Didymus fr. 25 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.18.4d, p. 161.17–26 (SVF 
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2.503) τὸ µὲν οὖν κενὸν ἄπειρον εἶναι λέγεσθαι· τὸ γὰρ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου τοιοῦτ’ εἶναι, τὸν δὲ τόπον 
πεπερασµένον διὰ τὸ µηδὲν σῶµα ἄπειρον εἶναι. καθάπερ δὲ τὸ σωµατικὸν πεπερασµένον εἶναι, οὕτως 
τὸ ἀσώµατον ἄπειρον, ὅ τε γὰρ χρόνος ἄπειρος καὶ τὸ κενόν. ὥσπερ γὰρ τὸ µηδὲν οὐδέν ἐστι πέρας, 
οὕτως οὐδὲ τοῦ µηδενός, οἷόν ἐστι τὸ κενόν. κατὰ γὰρ τὴν αὑτοῦ ὑπόστασιν ἄπειρόν ἐστι· περατοῦται 
δ’ αὖ τοῦτο ἐκπληρούµενον· τοῦ δὲ πληροῦντος ἀρθέντος οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτοῦ νοῆσαι πέρας. fr. 26 Diels at 
Stob. Ecl. 1.8.42a, p. 106.11 (SVF 2.509) τὸ κενὸν πᾶν ἄπειρον εἶναι πάντῃ.  Sextus Empiricus P. 
3.124 οἱ Στωικοί (cf. at SVF 2.505) φασι κενὸν µὲν εἶναι τὸ οἷόν τε ὑπὸ ὄντος κατέχεσθαι µὴ 
κατεχόµενον δέ, ἢ διάστηµα ἔρηµον σώµατος, ἢ διάστηµα ἀκαθεκτούµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος.  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.143 (SVF 3 Apollod. 9) ὁ µὲν οὖν κόσµος πεπερασµένος ἐστί, τὸ δὲ κενὸν ἄπειρον.  
Anon. (Porphyry?) in Categorias, Archimedes-palimps. fol. 78v + 75r.24–28 (see above, General 
texts) ἢ ἐκτὸς µὲν ἐντὸς δὲ οὐ, ⟨καθάπερ τοῖς ἀπὸ Ζήνωνος …⟩. 
§6  Aristotle:  Stobaeus Ecl. 1.18c, p. 156.8–25 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ἐν τετάρτῳ Φυσικῆς (4.6 213b22–27) 
γράφει· ῾εἶναι δέ φασιν οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (55B.30 DK) κενὸν καὶ ἐπεισιέναι αὐτὸ τῷ οὐρανῷ ἐκ τοῦ 
ἀπείρου πνεύµατος ὡς ἀναπνέοντι.’ ἐν δὲ τῷ Περὶ τῆς Πυθαγόρου φιλοσοφίας (fr. 201 R3, fr. 11 Ross) 
γράφει τὸν µὲν οὐρανὸν εἶναι ἕνα, ἐπεισάγεσθαι δὲ ἐκ τοῦ ἀπείρου χρόνον τε καὶ πνοὴν καὶ τὸ κενόν, ὃ 
διορίζει ἑκάστων τὰς χώρας ἀεί. (the remainder is to be attributed to AD:) καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει, 
τόπον εἶναι τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας ἀκίνητον, ἢ ἐν ᾧ µένει τε καὶ κινεῖται τὰ σώµατα, πλήρη µέν, 
ὅταν πανταχόθεν περιέχῃ τὸ σῶµα, κενὸν δέ, ὅταν µηθὲν ἔχῃ τὸ παράπαν ἐν ἑαυτῷ. τόπον µὲν οὖν 
ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν καὶ σῶµα, κενὸν δὲ οὐδαµῶς, εἰ µὴ µόνον πρὸς νόησιν· ἀναιρετικὴν γὰρ εἶναι τὴν 
κατ’ ἐνδελέχειαν αὐτοῦ φύσιν τῆς τε τῶν ὄντων συµπαθείας καὶ τῆς τῶν σωµάτων ἀλληλουχίας· τὰς 
δὲ κινήσεις γίνεσθαι τὰς κατὰ τόπον {κατὰ τὸ πρότερον} ἀντιπεριισταµένων ἀλλήλοις τῶν σωµάτων. 
ἄπειρον δὲ οὐθὲν ἀπολείπει οὔτε κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος οὔτε κατὰ τὸ µέγεθος. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Aristotle Phys. 4.6 213a12–b14 τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ὑποληπτέον εἶναι τοῦ φυσικοῦ 
θεωρῆσαι καὶ περὶ κενοῦ, εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µή, καὶ πῶς ἔστι, καὶ τί ἐστιν… . ἄρξασθαι δὲ δεῖ τῆς σκέψεως 
λαβοῦσιν ἅ τε λέγουσιν οἱ φάσκοντες εἶναι καὶ πάλιν ἃ λέγουσιν οἱ µὴ φάσκοντες, καὶ τρίτον τὰς 
κοινὰς περὶ αὐτῶν δόξας. οἱ µὲν οὖν δεικνύναι πειρώµενοι ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν, οὐχ ὃ βούλονται λέγειν οἱ 
ἄνθρωποι κενόν, τοῦτ’ ἐξελέγχουσιν, ἀλλ’ ⟨ὃ⟩ ἁµαρτάνοντες λέγουσιν. ὥσπερ Ἀναξαγόρας (—) καὶ οἱ 
τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἐλέγχοντες … . δεῖ δεικνύναι … ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι διάστηµα ἕτερον τῶν σωµάτων, οὔτε 
χωριστὸν οὔτε ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν, ὃ διαλαµβάνει τὸ πᾶν σῶµα ὥστε εἶναι µὴ συνεχές, καθάπερ λέγουσιν 
Δηµόκριτος καὶ Λεύκιππος (67A19 DK) καὶ ἕτεροι πολλοὶ τῶν φυσιολόγων … . Μέλισσος (30A8 DK) 
µὲν οὖν καὶ δείκνυσιν ὅτι τὸ πᾶν ἀκίνητον ἐκ τούτων· εἰ γὰρ κινήσεται, ἀνάγκη εἶναι (φησί) κενόν, τὸ 
δὲ κενὸν οὐ τῶν ὄντων.  Heron Mechanicus Pneum. prooem. 17–23 πρὸ δὲ τῶν λέγεσθαι µελλόντων 
πρῶτον περὶ κενοῦ διαληπτέον. οἱ µὲν γὰρ τὸ καθόλου µηδὲν εἶναι κενὸν ‹διατείνονται›, οἱ δὲ ἄθρουν 
µὲν κατὰ φύσιν µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, παρεσπαρµένον δὲ κατὰ µικρὰ µόρια τῷ ἀέρι καὶ τῷ ὑγρῷ καὶ ‹τῷ› 
πυρὶ καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις σώµασιν.  Galen in Epid. vi, p. 215.3–7 Wenkebach–Pfaff τὸ δὲ κενὰς εἶναί 
τινας χώρας ἢ κατὰ τὸ ὕδωρ ἢ κατὰ τὸν ἀέρα, τῇ µὲν Ἐπικούρου (fr. 285 Usener) τε καὶ 
Ἀσκληπιάδου (cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 719) δόξῃ περὶ τῶν στοιχείων ἀκόλουθόν ἐστιν· τῇ δ’ 
Ἀριστοτέλους τε καὶ Στωικῶν (SVF 2.433) ἐναντίον, οὐδαµόθι κενὸν οὐδὲν ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ πεπεισµένων 
ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλ’ ἐκπεπληρῶσθαι πάντα σώµασιν.  ps.Galen Gloss. 19.73.9–11 K. see above, section 
E(a) General texts.  Sextus Empiricus M. 8.146 φύσει δὲ ἦν ἄδηλα τὰ δι’ αἰῶνος ἀποκεκρυµµένα καὶ 
µὴ δυνάµενα ὑπὸ τὴν ἡµετέραν πεσεῖν ἐνάργειαν, καθάπερ … τὸ ἀξιούµενον ἐκτὸς εἶναι τοῦ κόσµου 
τισὶ φυσικοῖς ἄπειρον κενόν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Top. 76.26–28 ἑκάτεροι δὲ ἑαυτοῖς 
ἐναντίως δοξάζουσιν, ἐν µὲν τοῖς σοφοῖς περὶ κενοῦ, … περὶ τῶν τοιούτων.  Themistius in Phys. 
123.15–22 δύο γὰρ οὗτοι τῆς θέσεως τοῦ κενοῦ τρόποι, ἢ παρεσπάρθαι τοῖς σώµασιν αὐτό, καθάπερ 
λέγουσι Δηµόκριτός τε καὶ Λεύκιππος (—) καὶ ἄλλοι πολλοὶ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος (—) ὕστερον (οὗτοι γὰρ 
πάντες τὴν τοῦ κενοῦ παρεµπλοκὴν αἰτιῶνται τῆς διαιρέσεως τῶν σωµάτων, ἐπεὶ τό γε ἀληθὲς 
συνεχὲς ἀδιαίρετον κατ’ αὐτούς), ἢ κεχωρισµένον καὶ ἀθρόον εἶναι, καθ’ αὑτὸ περιέχον τὸν οὐρανόν, ὡς 
πρότερον µὲν ᾤοντο τῶν ἀρχαίων τινές, µετὰ δὲ ταῦτα οἱ περὶ Ζήνωνα τὸν Κιττιέα (FDS 729).  



 Book 1 Chapter 18  16 

Simplicius in Phys. 648.11–22 ἐκεῖνοι γὰρ ἔλεγον ἐνεργείᾳ τι τοιοῦτον εἶναι διάστηµα, ὃ µεταξὺ τῶν 
σωµάτων ὑπάρχον οὐκ ἐᾷ συνεχῆ εἶναι τὰ σώµατα, ὡς οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον καὶ Λεύκιππον (67A20 DK) 
ἔλεγον, οὐ µόνον ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ κενὸν εἶναί τι λέγοντες, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἔξω τοῦ κόσµου, ὅπερ δῆλον ὅτι τόπος 
µὲν οὐκ ἂν εἴη, αὐτὸ δὲ καθ’ αὑτὸ ὑφέστηκε. ταύτης δὲ τῆς δόξης γέγονε καὶ Μητρόδωρος ὁ Χῖος 
(70A8 DK), καὶ τῶν Πυθαγορείων τινές (—), ὡς µετ’ ὀλίγον αὐτὸς (sc. Aristotle) ἐρεῖ· ὕστερον δὲ καὶ 
Ἐπίκουρος (—). ὁ µέντοι Πορφύριος (157F Smith) οὐ γράφει ῾οὔτε χωριστὸν οὔτε ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν’, ἀλλ’ 
῾οὔτε ἀχώριστον αὐτῶν οὔτε χωριστόν’ . ‘ἀχώριστον µὲν γὰρ ἔθεντο’, φησίν, ‘αὐτὸ οἱ περὶ τὸν 
Δηµόκριτον (fr. 268 Luria), διόπερ µηδὲ συνεχὲς τὸ πᾶν µεσολαβουµένων τῶν σωµάτων ὑπὸ τοῦ 
κενοῦ· χωριστὸν δὲ οἱ λέγοντες ἔξω τοῦ κόσµου κενόν, συνεχὲς δὲ ἀπολείποντες τὸ πᾶν, ὡς οἱ 
Πυθαγορικοί (—)’.  Philoponus in Phys. 613.18–26 χωριστὸν µὲν ἀντὶ τοῦ δυνάµενον χωρισθῆναι, 
λέγω δὴ διάστηµα ἔχον µὲν σῶµα, δυνάµενον δὲ χωρισθῆναι καὶ εἶναι κενὸν καθ’ αὑτό, ἐνεργείᾳ δὲ 
διάστηµα κενὸν σώµατος. καὶ τοῦτο ἤτοι ἐγκατεσπαρµένον ἐν τοῖς σώµασι καὶ κωλῦον αὐτὰ συνεχῆ 
εἶναι, ὥσπερ ἔλεγον οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον καὶ Λεύκιππον (fr. 270 Luria), ἤγουν µὴ κατεσπάρθαι µὲν ἐν 
τοῖς σώµασιν, ἀλλ’ εἶναι συνεχῆ, ἔξω δὲ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ εἶναι κενόν τι καθ’ αὑτό, ὥσπερ µάλιστα καὶ ἡ 
τῶν πολλῶν ἔχει φαντασία ἄπειρόν τι νοµίζουσα εἶναι κενὸν ἔξω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ οἱ Πυθαγόρειοι (—) 
δὲ οὕτως ἔλεγον, ὡς ἤδη εἶπε (sc. Aristotle). φασὶ δὲ καὶ τοὺς περὶ Ζήνωνα τὸν Κιτιέα (FDS 730) 
οὕτω δοξάζειν.  Philoponus in Phys. 608.26–609.8 ὁ Μέλισσος (—) διὰ τοῦτο ἐνόµισεν ἀκίνητον 
εἶναι τὸ πᾶν, διὰ τὸ ὑπολαµβάνειν µὴ εἶναι τὸ κενόν, ὡς δὴ µὴ ἂν ἄλλως κινήσεως γενέσθαι δυναµένης, 
εἰ µὴ διὰ κενοῦ. ὁ µὲν οὖν Μέλισσος τῇ ἀναιρέσει τῶν δήλων τὰ ἄδηλα κατασκευάζει· τὸ µὲν γὰρ εἶναι 
τὴν κίνησιν σαφὲς καὶ δῆλον τῷ αἰσθήσεως µετέχοντι, τὸ µέντοι εἶναι ἢ µὴ εἶναι τὸ κενὸν ἄδηλον. 
λαµβάνων οὖν τὸ ἄδηλον ὡς ὁµολογούµενον, οὕτως ἀναιρεῖ τὰ προφανῆ· εἰ γὰρ ἔστι, φησί, κίνησις, 
ἔστι κενόν, ἀλλὰ µὴν κενὸν οὐκ ἔστιν, οὐδὲ κίνησις ἄρα. εὐλογώτερον δὲ οἱ τὸ κενὸν εἰσάγοντες τῇ 
θέσει τῶν ὁµολογουµένων κατασκευάζουσι τὸ ἀγνοούµενον· εἰ γὰρ ἔστι κίνησις, ἔστι κενόν, ἀλλὰ µὴν 
ἔστι τὸ πρότερον, καὶ τὸ δεύτερον ἄρα. 
Chapter heading: Aristotle Phys. 4.6 213a12–13 τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ὑποληπτέον εἶναι τοῦ φυσικοῦ 
θεωρῆσαι καὶ περὶ κενοῦ.  Epicurus at D.L. V.P. 10.27 (p. 85 Usener) Περὶ ἀτόµων καὶ κενοῦ.  Strato 
fr. 18 Wehrli, 1 and 17 Sharples at D.L. V.P. 5.59 Περὶ τοῦ κενοῦ.  Chrysippus at D.L. V.P. 7.140 φησὶ 
δὲ περὶ τοῦ κενοῦ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.543) µὲν ἐν τῷ Περὶ κενοῦ.  Sextus Empiricus M. 8.350 τὴν 
περὶ κενοῦ.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον διαιροῦσιν (sc. Stoici) εἴς τε τὸν περὶ 
σωµάτων τόπον … καὶ τόπου καὶ κενοῦ.  Verba interpol. A 2.9.4 ἐν τῲ πρώτῳ περὶ κενοῦ [vid.  DG p. 
9].  Themistius in Phys. 67.14 ὁ περὶ κενοῦ (sc. λόγος). 
§1  From Thales to Plato:  Plato Tim. 58a ἡ τοῦ παντὸς περίοδος … σφίγγει πάντα καὶ κενὴν χώραν 
οὐδεµίαν ἐᾷ λείπεσθαι.  Tim. 59a πάλιν δ’ ἐκπίπτοντος αὐτόθεν τοῦ πυρός, ἅτε οὐκ εἰς κενὸν ἐξιόντος.  
Aristotle GC 1.8 325b32–33 (on Plato) κενὸν ... οὐκ εἶναί φησιν.  Alcinous Did. c. 13 p. 169.12–13 H. 
(on Plato) διὰ τοῦτο δὲ µηδὲν κενὸν ὑπολείπεται σώµατος ἔρηµον.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.334 οἱ δὲ 
φάµενοι µηδ’ ὅλως εἶναι κενόν, ὡς οἱ ἐκ τοῦ Περιπάτου.  ps.Aristotle MXG 2.976b12–22 ἀκίνητον δ’ 
εἶναι φησίν (on Melissus, 30A5 DK), εἰ κενὸν µή ἐστιν· ἅπαντα γὰρ κινεῖσθαι τῷ ἀλλάττειν τόπον. 
πρῶτον µὲν οὖν τοῦτο πολλοῖς οὐ συνδοκεῖ, ἀλλ’ εἶναί τι κενόν, οὐ µέντοι τοῦτό γέ τι σῶµα εἶναι, ἀλλ’ 
οἷον καὶ ὁ Ἡσίοδος (Th. 106) ἐν τῇ γενέσει πρῶτον τὸ χάος φησὶ γενέσθαι, ὡς δὲ χώραν πρῶτον 
ὑπάρχειν τοῖς οὖσιν. τοιοῦτον δέ τι καὶ τὸ κενὸν οἷον ἀγγεῖόν τι ἀνὰ µέσον εἶναι ζητοῦµεν. ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ 
εἰ µή ἐστι κενόν, µηδέ τι ἧσσον ἂν κινοῖτο, ἐπεὶ καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας (—) τὸ πρὸς αὐτὸ πραγµατευθείς, καὶ 
οὐ µόνον ἀποχρῆσαν αὐτῷ ἀποφήνασθαι ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν, ὅµως κινεῖσθαί φησι τὰ ὄντα, οὐκ ὄντος κενοῦ 
[cf. below §2]. 
§2  Empedocles:  Aristotle Cael. 4.2 309a19–21 ἔνιοι µὲν οὖν τῶν µὴ φασκόντων εἶναι κενὸν … οἷον 
Ἀναξαγόρας (59A68 DK) καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—).  Theophrastus Sens. 13 (on Empedocles, 31A86) 
φησὶ γὰρ ὅλως οὐκ εἶναι κενόν.  ps.Aristotle MXG 2.976b22–27 ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B14 
DK) … φησι … κενὸν δὲ οὐδὲν εἶναι, λέγων ὡς ῾τοῦ παντὸς δ(ὲ) οὐδὲν κενεόν· πόθεν οὖν τί κ’ ἐπέλθοι;’ 
ὅταν δὲ εἰς µίαν µορφὴν συγκριθῇ, ὡς ἓν εἶναι, οὐδέν φησι (31B13 DK) τό γε ‘κενεὸν πέλει οὐδὲ 
περισσόν’ [cf. above on §1]. 
§3  Leucippus Democritus Demetrius Metrodorus Epicurus:   Aristotle de Democr. fr. 208 R3 at 
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Simp. in Cael. 295.1–4 Δηµόκριτος (68A37 DK) ἡγεῖται τὴν τῶν ἀιδίων φύσιν εἶναι µικρὰς οὐσίας 
πλῆθος ἀπείρους, ταύταις δὲ τόπον ἄλλον ὑποτίθησιν ἄπειρον τῷ µεγέθει· προσαγορεύει δὲ τὸν µὲν 
τόπον τοῖσδε τοῖς ὀνόµασι τῷ τε ῾κενῷ’ καὶ τῷ ῾οὐδενὶ’ καὶ τῷ ῾ἀπείρῳ’ κτλ.  GC 1.1 314a21–23 
Δηµόκριτος δὲ καὶ Λεύκιππος (67A9 DK) ἐκ σωµάτων ἀδιαιρέτων τἆλλα συγκεῖσθαί φασι, ταῦτα δ’ 
ἄπειρα καὶ τὸ πλῆθος εἶναι καὶ τὰς µορφάς.  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229 FHS&G at 
Simp. in Phys. 28.4–10 Λεύκιππος (67A8 DK) … ἄπειρα καὶ ἀεὶ κινούµενα ὑπέθετο στοιχεῖα τὰς 
ἀτόµους καὶ τῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς σχηµάτων ἄπειρον τὸ πλῆθος.  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L.  
V.P. 10.40 εἰ ‹δὲ› µὴ ἦν ὃ κενὸν καὶ χώραν καὶ ἀναφῆ φύσιν ὀνοµάζοµεν, οὐκ ἂν εἶχε τὰ σώµατα ὅπου 
ἦν οὐδὲ δι’ οὗ ἐκινεῖτο, καθάπερ φαίνεται κινούµενα.  Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.41 καὶ µὴν καὶ τῷ πλήθει 
τῶν σωµάτων ἄπειρόν ἐστι τὸ πᾶν καὶ τῷ µεγέθει τοῦ κενοῦ.  Lucretius DRN 1.329–339 nec tamen 
undique corporea stipata tenentur / omnia natura; namque est in rebus inane. / quod tibi 
cognosse in multis erit utile rebus / nec sinet errantem dubitare et quaerere semper / de summa 
rerum et nostris diffidere dictis. / qua propter locus est intactus inane vacansque. / quod si non 
esset, nulla ratione moveri / res possent; namque officium, quod corporis exstat, / officere atque 
obstare, id in omni tempore adesset / omnibus; haud igitur quicquam procedere posset, / 
principium quoniam cedendi nulla daret res.  Sextus Empiricus M. 7.213–214 ὁ Ἐπίκουρος (—) 
λέγων εἶναι κενόν, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἄδηλον, πιστοῦται δι’ ἐναργοῦς πράγµατος τοῦτο, τῆς κινήσεως· µὴ 
ὄντος γὰρ κενοῦ οὐδὲ κίνησις ὤφειλεν εἶναι, τόπον µὴ ἔχοντος τοῦ κινουµένου σώµατος εἰς ὃν 
περιστήσεται διὰ τὸ πάντα (214) εἶναι πλήρη καὶ ναστά.  M. 9.333 ὁ δὲ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 75* Usener) ... 
ὁτὲ µὲν γάρ φησιν, ὅτι ἡ τῶν ὅλων φύσις σώµατά ἐστι καὶ κενόν, ὁτὲ δέ, ὅτι τὸ πᾶν κατ’ ἀµφότερα 
ἄπειρόν ἐστι, κατά τε σώµατα καὶ τὸ κενόν, τουτέστι κατά τε τὸ πλῆθος τῶν σωµάτων καὶ κατὰ τὸ 
µέγεθος τοῦ κενοῦ.  Simplicius in Cael. 242.14–23 δείξας (sc. Aristotle) … ὅτι οὐδὲ ὡς διωρισµένα 
ἄπειρα τῷ πλήθει δυνατὸν εἶναι τὰ στοιχειώδη σώµατα, ὡς οἱ περὶ Λεύκιππον καὶ Δηµόκριτον (67A14 
DK) ὑπετίθεντο πρὸ αὐτοῦ γεγονότες καὶ µετ’ αὐτὸν Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 284 Usener). οὗτοι γὰρ ἔλεγον 
ἀπείρους εἶναι τῷ πλήθει τὰς ἀρχάς … . ταύτας δὲ τὰς ἀτόµους ἐν ἀπείρῳ τῷ κενῷ … φέρεσθαι κτλ. 
§4  Strato:  Simplicius in Phys. 693.11–15 ὁ µέντοι Λαµψακηνὸς Στράτων (fr. 65a Wehrli, 30A 
Sharples) δεικνύναι πειρᾶται, ὅτι ἔστι τὸ κενὸν διαλαµβάνον τὸ πᾶν σῶµα, ὥστε µὴ εἶναι συνεχές, 
λέγων ὅτι ῾οὐκ ἂν δι’ ὕδατος ἢ ἀέρος ἢ ἄλλου σώµατος ἐδύνατο διεκπίπτειν τὸ φῶς οὐδὲ ἡ θερµότης 
οὐδὲ ἄλλη δύναµις οὐδεµία σωµατική’ κτλ. 
§5  Zeno of Citium and followers:  Cleomedes Cael. 1.1.148–149 ἀναγκαῖον τοίνυν ὁµολογεῖν ἡµᾶς 
ἄπειρον εἶναι τὸ ἔξω τοῦ κόσµου κενόν (cf. Psellus Omnif.Doctr. c. 153, p. 79.10–11 Westerink 
Κλεοµήδης δὲ ὁ φιλόσοφος ἐντὸς µὲν τοῦ κόσµου οὔ φησιν εἶναι τὸ κενόν, ἐκτὸς δὲ καὶ πάνυ βιάζεται.)  
Plutarch SR 1054B (on Stoics, SVF 2.549) ὅτι τοῦ κόσµου κενὸν ἐκτὸς ἄπειρόν ἐστι, τὸ δ’ ἄπειρον 
οὔτ’ ἀρχὴν οὔτε µέσον οὔτε τελευτὴν ἔχει, πολλάκις ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ (sc. Chrysippus) λέγεται.  Galen 
Pec.Dig. 67.14–15 De Boer ὁ µὲν γὰρ Στωικός (SVF 2.542) οὐκ ἔνδον εἶναί τι κενὸν (λέγων) ἔξωθεν δὲ 
τοῦ κόσµου ὑπάρχειν αὐτό.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.332 οἱ µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς φιλόσοφοι (SVF 2.524) 
… ὑπολαµβάνουσι … τὸ δὲ πᾶν ἄπειρον (τοιοῦτον γὰρ τὸ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου κενόν).  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias at Simp. in Phys. 671.4–7 λέγει δὲ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος ὅτι ‘δυνατὸν τούτῳ τῷ ἐπιχειρήµατι 
καὶ πρὸς τοὺς Στωικοὺς (SVF 2.552) χρήσασθαι ἄπειρον κενὸν λέγοντας ἐκτὸς περιέχειν τὸν κόσµον. 
διὰ τί γὰρ ἀπείρου ὄντος τοῦ κενοῦ ἐνταῦθα οὗ ἐστι µένει ὁ κόσµος καὶ οὐ φέρεται;’  Diogenes 
Laertius V.P. 7.140 (on Stoics, SVF 1.95) ἔξωθεν δὲ αὐτοῦ (sc. τοῦ κόσµου) περικεχυµένον εἶναι τὸ 
κενὸν ἄπειρον, ὅπερ ἀσώµατον εἶναι. ἀσώµατον δὲ τὸ οἷόν τε κατέχεσθαι ὑπὸ σωµάτων οὐ 
κατεχόµενον· ἐν δὲ τῷ κόσµῳ µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἀλλ’ ἡνῶσθαι αὐτόν· τοῦτο γὰρ ἀναγκάζειν τὴν τῶν 
οὐρανίων πρὸς τὰ ἐπίγεια σύµπνοιαν καὶ συντονίαν. φησὶ δὲ περὶ τοῦ κενοῦ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.543) 
µὲν ἐν τῷ Περὶ κενοῦ καὶ ἐν τῇ πρώτῃ τῶν Φυσικῶν τεχνῶν καὶ Ἀπολλοφάνης (SVF 1 Apolloph. 404) 
ἐν τῇ Φυσικῇ καὶ Ἀπολλόδωρος (SVF 3 Apollod. 5) καὶ Ποσειδώνιος (F 6 E.-K., 259 Theiler) ἐν 
δευτέρῳ τοῦ Φυσικοῦ λόγου.  V.P. 7.143 τὸ δὲ πᾶν λέγεται, ὥς φησιν Ἀπολλόδωρος (SVF 3 Apollod. 
9), ὅ τε κόσµος καὶ καθ’ ἕτερον τρόπον τὸ ἐκ τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τοῦ ἔξωθεν κενοῦ σύστηµα.  Philoponus 
in Phys. 613.23–27 µὴ κατεσπάρθαι µὲν ἐν τοῖς σώµασιν (sc. κενόν), ἀλλ’ εἶναι συνεχῆ, ἔξω δὲ τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ εἶναι κενόν τι καθ’ αὑτό, ὥσπερ µάλιστα καὶ ἡ τῶν πολλῶν ἔχει φαντασία, ἄπειρόν τι 
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νοµίζουσα εἶναι κενὸν ἔξω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. … φασὶ δὲ καὶ τοὺς περὶ Ζήνωνα τὸν Κιτιέα (SVF 1.96) οὕτω 
δοξάζειν 
§6  Aristotle:  Aristotle Phys. 3.4 203a6–8 οἱ µὲν Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.28 DK) … εἶναι τὸ ἔξω τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ ἄπειρον.  Phys. 3.6 206b23–24 ὥσπερ φασὶν οἱ φυσιολόγοι τὸ ἔξω σῶµα τοῦ κόσµου, οὗ ἡ 
οὐσία ἢ ἀὴρ ἢ ἄλλο τι τοιοῦτον, ἄπειρον εἶναι.  Phys. 4.6 213b22–26 εἶναι δ’ ἔφασαν καὶ οἱ 
Πυθαγόρειοι (58B.30 DK) κενόν, καὶ ἐπεισιέναι αὐτὸ τῷ οὐρανῷ ἐκ τοῦ ἀπείρου πνεύµατος ὡς 
ἀναπνέοντι καὶ τὸ κενόν, ὃ διορίζει τὰς φύσεις, ὡς ὄντος τοῦ κενοῦ χωρισµοῦ τινὸς τῶν ἐφεξῆς καὶ 
{τῆς} διορίσεως.  (And note Aristotle himself, e.g., at Phys. 4.8 216b20–21 ὅτι µὲν τοίνυν οὐκ ἔστι 
κεχωρισµένον κενόν, ἐκ τούτων ἐστὶ δῆλον.)  Anonymus Londiniensis Iatr. col. 18.21–28 Manetti 
µε[τὰ γὰρ], φ(ησιν) (Philolaus 44A27 DK), τὴν ἔκτεξιν εὐθέως {το} | τὸ ζῶιον ἐπισπᾶται τὸ ἐκτὸς 
πνεῦµα | ψυχρὸν ὄν· εἶτα πάλιν καθαπερεὶ χρ̣έος | ἐκπέµπε[ι] αὐτό· διὰ τοῦτο δὴ καὶ ὄρεξις | τοῦ ἐκτὸς 
πνεύµατος, ἵνα τῆι | ἐπεισάκτωι τοῦ πνεύµατος ὁλκῇ θερµο|τερα ὑπάρχοντα τὰ ἡµέτερα σώµατα 
π(ρὸς) αὐτοῦ | καταψύχηται. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884AB; p. 317a1–7 Diels — PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 130–131 Daiber 
— PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 154, p. 80 Westerink — cf. PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 4.62, p. 
64.16 Delatte (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.18.4c, p. 160.17–19 + 1.18.1b, pp. 156.5–6 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, 
p. 112b4 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 3, p. 41.22–23 Morani 
 

Titulus  ιθ΄. Περὶ τόπου (P,S) 1 
§1 Πλάτων τὸ µεταληπτικὸν τῶν εἰδῶν, ὅπερ εἴρηκε µεταφορικῶς τὴν  2 

ὕλην, καθάπερ τινὰ τιθήνην καὶ δεξαµενήν. (P1,S2) 3 
§2 Ἀριστοτέλης τὸ ἔσχατον τοῦ περιέχοντος συνάπτον τῷ περιεχοµένῳ.  4 

(P2) 5 
§3 Στράτων τὸ µεταξὺ διάστηµα τοῦ περιέχοντος καὶ τοῦ περιεχοµένου.  6 

(S1) 7 
  
§1 Plato cf. Tim. 49a, 50a–d, 53a; §2 Aristoteles cf. Phys. 4.4 211b10–12, Cael. 4.4 310b7–8; 
§3 Strato fr. 55 Wehrli, 26B Sharples 
  
titulus  Περὶ τόπου PBQPs : Περὶ κενοῦ (~ tit. c. 1.18) καὶ τόπου καὶ χώρας (~ tit. c. 1.20) SPhotL, 
καὶ χώρας om. SFP    §1 [2] post Πλάτων add. glaubte, der Ort ist Q, τόπον εἶναι S || [3] 
καθάπερ … δεξαµενήν PBS : das für die Materie empfänglich ist Q    §2  lemma non hab. S 
|| [4] post Ἀριστοτέλης add. glaubte: der Ort ist Q    §3  lemma om. P || [6] post Στράτων 
add.  τόπον δὲ εἶναι S, seclusimus, ret. Diels || post διάστηµα verba τῶν ἐσχάτων add. 
Gottschalk prob. Sharples 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 154 (~ tit.) Περὶ τόπου 
ὁ τόπος, ὡς αὐτὸ τοὔνοµα δηλοῖ, πρᾶγµα ἐστὶ δεκτικὸν σώµατος (cf. c. 1.20.1) ἢ ἀσωµάτου 
φύσεως. 
(~ P1)  ἐπεὶ οὖν ἡ ὕλη τὸ εἶδος δέχεται, τόπος ἂν λέγοιτο ἡ ὕλη τοῦ εἴδους· ἀσώµατον δὲ τὸ 
εἶδος. πάλιν ἐπεὶ τὸ διάστηµα ἔρηµον ὂν καὶ κενὸν σώµατα δύναται δέξασθαι, τόπος σωµάτων 
εἴη ἂν τὸ ὂν καὶ κενὸν σώµατα δύναται δέξασθαι, τόπος σωµάτων εἴη ἂν τὸ διάστηµα. 
(~ P2)  κυρίως δὲ τόπος ἐστὶ τὸ ἔσχατον τοῦ περιέχοντος µέρος τὰ σώµατα. οἶον ὁ ἀὴρ 
περιέχει τὰ φυσικὰ σώµατα, ἀλλ’ οὐ πᾶς ὁ ἀήρ· οὐ γὰρ καὶ ὁ ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ἢ ὁ πλησίον τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ, ἀλλὰ τὸ ἔσχατον µέρος αὐτοῦ περιέχει ἡµᾶς· αὕτη οὖν ἡ τελευταία τοῦ ἀέρος 
ἐπιφάνεια τόπος ἐστὶ τῶν ἡµετέρων σωµάτων. 
 
Symeon Seth CRN 4.62 (~ tit.) Περὶ τόπου 
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 3 pp. 41.22–42.1 τόπος γάρ ἐστι πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος, καθ’ ὃ περιέχει τὸ 
περιεχόµενον (~ §2). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
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quaestio A 1.20.1 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ διαφέρειν κενόν, τόπον, χώραν … 
§1  A 1.3.22 Πλάτων … ὕλη δὲ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πρῶτον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ … A 1.9.4 Πλάτων 
τὴν ὕλην… δεξαµενὴν δὲ τῶν εἰδῶν καὶ οἷον τιθήνην … Α 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι τὸ τριχῇ διαστατόν, 
πλάτει βάθει µήκει·ἢ ὄγκος ἀντίτυπος ὅσον ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτῷ· ἢ τὸ κατέχον τόπον. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
The witnesses for this brief chapter are rather limited, namely P (represented 
by PB and PQ) and S, who have only one lemma and the chapter heading in 
common. It is absent from PE and PG. Psellus in his chapter on topos utilized 
the heading and paraphrased the first two lemmata of P 1.19, augmenting the 
text with exegetic material. For S’s omission of the Aristotle doxa see below, 
section D(b)(1).  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is virtually non-existent 
for the three extant lemmata. 
 (2)  Sources. As to the sources we must note that the theme and structure 
of this chapter as well as the gist of the alternative definitions that it provides 
derive without exception from Aristotle’s account and overview in Book 4 of 
the Physics. Phys. 4.4 211b6–9 lists exactly four possible denotations of τόπος: (1) 
form (µορφή or εἶδος), (2) matter (ὕλη), (3) the interval between the extremities, 
or (4) the extremities themselves. Aristotle then argues in favour of the fourth. 
These different options are also listed by e.g. Sextus Empiricus M. 10.24, and 
Simplicius in Phys. 571.21–31, so may be seen as having become standard. Three 
of these four are present in our chapter: (2) matter, (4) the extremities, and (3) 
the interval between the extremities. So the first listed, τόπος as form, is 
lacking, presumably because it had never been adopted by any individual or 
school. 
 §1 is a virtually verbatim reproduction of a conflation of two passages in 
Aristotle (with the addition of Platonic designations of χώρα) that provide a 
critical account of Plato’s view of space, Phys. 4.2 209b11–17 plus 209b33–210a2 
(see section E(b)§2): ‘Plato says in the Timaeus that matter (τὴν ὕλην) and 
space (τὴν χώραν) are the same; for what partakes (τὸ … µεταληπτικόν: A 
preserves Aristotle’s verbal form) and space (τὴν χώραν) are one and the same 
thing. His account of what partakes differs in the Timaeus and the so-called 
Unwritten Doctrines, but he still declared that place and space are the same 



 Book 1 Chapter 19 3 

(ὅµως τὸν τόπον καὶ τὴν χώραν τὸ αὐτὸ ἀπεφήνατο). […] One has to inquire of 
Plato … why the Forms and numbers are not in place, if place is what partakes 
(sc. of them, εἴπερ τὸ µεθεκτικὸν ὁ τόπος)’. By this interpretative move Plato’s 
view of τόπος is made to dovetail into the pattern of the four options, filling the 
slot of theoretical option (2), ‘matter’. This background also helps to explain 
the presence of the lemma under the heading Περὶ τόπου rather than under 
Περὶ χώρας. Even so we note that Aristotle’s claim (not reproduced in the 
lemma) that according to Plato place and space are one and the same preludes 
upon the theme of the next chapter, 1.20, where the differences, or lack of 
difference, of the denotation(s) of void, place, and space are at issue. The 
suppressed or at any rate hidden past of 1.19.1 apparently contributed to the 
thematic agenda of our triad of Placita chapters. 
 §2 is an abridged version of one of the formulae in the Physics, 4.4.212a5–7, 
ἀνάγκη τὸν τόπον εἶναι … τὸ πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος σώµατος καθ’ ὃ συνάπτει τῷ 
περιεχοµένῳ. It corresponds to the last of Aristotle’s four options listed above, 
i.e., (4) the extremities themselves. 
 §3 corresponds to the third of Aristotle’s options, (3) the interval between 
the extremities. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter. In the present chapter it 
pertains to definitions of the (incorporeal) substance, or question type of ‘what 
it is’. It is paralleled in Aristotle as embedded indication of the subject that is to 
be treated, see section E(b) Chapter heading. 
 The indication of the theme in the heading is indispensable for 
understanding the chapter, since the word for place, τόπος, is not found in the 
lemmata. As the text in P shows, the mentions of τόπος in S’s §§1 and 3 are 
added for the sake of his process of coalescence. Diels’ method of double 
columns meant he had to retain them.  
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
Ch. 1.19 is the second of the triplet of chapters 1.18–20 dealing with the 
traditionally related issues of the void, place, and space. See Commentary D(a) 
at ch. 1.18 above.  
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(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  Both P and S have two lemmata. S has omitted the Aristotle lemma 
extant as P2, clearly believing that its contents are amply represented by what 
is in the large abstract (to be attributed to AD) concerned with Aristotle’s 
views of place and void at his 1.18.1c. On the other hand he has preserved a 
Strato lemma not found in P, just as is the case with the Strato lemma in ch. 1.18 
(but there is a lemma with this name-label in the passage from the 
Commentary on the Categories cited above, ch. 1.18, at section E(a) General 
texts). He furthermore coalesced these two Strato lemmata at 1.18.1b, citing first 
the lemma from ch. 1.18 with name-label and next that from ch. 1.19 without it, 
and placed his abstracts concerned with Plato further down in his chapter, at 
1.18.4c. This explains why his quotation of the Plato lemma of ch. 1.19.1 comes 
second after his quotation of the Strato lemma, whereas the first position of 
the Plato lemma in P will be original. The lemmata at §2 and §3 that we have 
obtained by combining the evidence of P and S obviously form a pair. The 
sequence of lemmata this time is not only systematic but also chronological, as 
is often the case also elsewhere in the Placita, see M-R 2.1.94–95 (and Jeremiah 
at M-R 4.310–319): Plato–Aristotle–Strato. Our reconstruction of the order has 
the same result as reached by Diels in the DG. 
 (2)  The absence of lemmata with the Stoic and Epicurean definitions of 
place is noteworthy, esp. because ch. 1.20 is about the ways Zeno and his 
followers and Epicurus use the terms void, τόπος, and space. A brief version of 
the Stoic definition is actually found at ch. 1.20.1 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ … τὸν … 
τόπον τὸ ἐπεχόµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος (cf. AD fr. 25 Diels = SVF 2.503 at Stob. Ecl. 
1.18.4d, p. 161.8–11 τόπον δ εἶναι ὁ Χρύσιππος ἀπεφαίνετο τὸ κατεχόµενον δι’ ὅλου 
ὑπὸ ὄντος ἢ τὸ οἷόν ⟨τε⟩ κατέχεσθαι ὑπὸ ὄντος καὶ δι’ ὅλου κατεχόµενον εἴτε ὑπὸ 
τινὸς ⟨εἴτε⟩ ὑπὸ τινῶν). One of the reasons, presumably, is that they can be 
subsumed under the definition of §3, see Simplicius in Phys. 571.21-24, cited 
below at section E(b) General texts. The other is that the presence of the Stoic 
definitions in ch. 1.20 makes for a more inclusive diaphonia with the Epicurean 
view. Cf. the presence of the Stoic doctrine of vision in 4.15 instead of in 4.13. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Diaphoniae. The structure is simple. §2 is diaphonically opposed to §3: 
place either clings to the object on the outside or is the interior distance from 
side to side. This alternative is paralleled in other sources, from Aristotle to 
Simplicius. The pair of §§2–3 in its turn is opposed to Plato’s purported and 
very different view of place as the matter that participates in the Forms. The 
agenda for this chapter (just as for ch. 1.18 and in identical terms) was set by 
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Aristotle, Phys. 4 1.208a27–29 ὁµοίως δ’ ἀνάγκη καὶ περὶ τόπου τὸν φυσικὸν ὥσπερ 
καὶ περὶ ἀπείρου γνωρίζειν, εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µή, καὶ πῶς ἔστι, καὶ τί ἔστιν. 
 (2)  Question types. All three lemmata are concerned with the category and 
question-type of the τί ἐστιν, ‘what is it’ (we have three definitions here). The 
question-type of the attribute (πῶς ἔστι) is also at issue in the various 
qualifications of the notion of place in each of the three lemmata. And because 
it is ‘about place’ the chapter is, obviously, also concerned with the category of 
place—per se, so to speak, but also, paradoxically, with the place of ‘place’. For 
of the two alternative doxai the first (§2) places place at the periphery of the 
object, as ‘the outermost of what surrounds connecting with what is 
surrounded’, while the other (§3) puts it inside, as ‘the interval between what 
surrounds and what is surrounded’. The question-type of existence (εἰ ἔστιν ἢ 
µή) is not included. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
For a preliminary reconstruction and discussion of the chapter see Mansfeld 
(2014). 
Individual Points 
§3.  Lemmata on void and place with name-label Strato are extant only in S 
(and in the passage from the Commentary on the Categories cited above, ch. 
1.18, at section E(a) General texts). Gottschalk’s emendation is attractive, but 
superfluous in the doxographical context. Sharples (2011a) 73, who accepts the 
emendation, comments: ‘the place of the water in a jar is the interval between 
the inner surface of the container on opposite sides, or between the outer 
surface of what is contained—it makes no difference, as the two are 
contiguous’. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
Sextus Empiricus discusses place at M. 10.1–36 and P. 3.119–135 (including 
discussion of the void). Rich documentation on the topic is found at 
Simplicius’ Corollarium de loco, translated by Urmson (1992); extracts cited 
below in section E(b) General texts. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Alexander of Aphrodisias de An. 14.19–20 οὕτως γὰρ ἔσται τὸ σῶµα ἢ διάστηµά τι 
κενὸν ἢ πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος· αὗται γὰρ αἱ περὶ τόπου δόξαι.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.5 περὶ δὲ τοῦ 
τόπου … ἐπὶ τοῦ παρόντος σκεψόµεθα.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.132 τὸν δὲ φυσικὸν λόγον 
διαιροῦσιν (sc. οἱ Στωικοί) εἴς τε τὸν περὶ σωµάτων τόπον (cf. ch. 1.12) καὶ περὶ ἀρχῶν καὶ στοιχείων 
(cf. chs. 1.2–3) καὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ περάτων (cf. ch. 1.14.1 and ch. 1.15) καὶ τόπου (i.e. ch. 1.19) 
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καὶ κενοῦ (cf. ch. 1.18)· καὶ οὕτω µὲν εἰδικῶς. 
Chapter heading: — 
§3  Strato:  Arius Didymus (?) at Stob. Ecl. 1.18.1c, p. 156.15–16 (printed by Diels as A 1.18.6, cf. 
above on ch. 1.18.6) καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις λέγει (sc. Aristotle) τόπον εἶναι τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας 
ἀκίνητον, ἢ ἐν ᾧ µένει τε καὶ κινεῖται τὰ σώµατα. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts:  Aristotle Phys. 4.1 208a27–29 ὁµοίως δ’ ἀνάγκη καὶ περὶ τόπου τὸν φυσικὸν … 
γνωρίζειν, εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µή, καὶ πῶς ἔστι, καὶ τί ἐστιν.  Phys. 4.4 211b6–9 σχεδὸν γὰρ τέτταρά ἐστιν ὧν 
ἀνάγκη τὸν τόπον ἕν τι εἶναι· ἢ γὰρ µορφὴ ἢ ὕλη ἢ διάστηµά τι τὸ µεταξὺ τῶν ἐσχάτων, ἢ τὰ ἔσχατα, 
εἰ µὴ ἔστι µηδὲν διάστηµα παρὰ τὸ τοῦ ἐγγιγνοµένου σώµατος µέγεθος.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.2–
3 see below on ch. 1.20 §§1–2.  M. 10.10 (on Stoics, printed as part of SVF 2.501) ὥσπερ τε εἰ τὸ ἐξ 
οὗ τι γίγνεται ἔστι, καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ οὗ τι γίγνεται καὶ τὸ δι’ ὅ, οὕτως ὑπάρχοι ἂν καὶ τὸ ἐν ᾧ τι γίγνεται. ἔστι 
δὲ τὸ ἐξ οὗ τι γίνεται, οἷον ἡ ὕλη, καὶ τὸ ὑφ’ οὗ, οἷον τὸ αἴτιον, καὶ τὸ δι’ ὅ, καθάπερ τὸ τέλος· ἔστιν ἄρα 
καὶ τὸ ἐν ᾧ τι γίγνεται, τουτέστιν ὁ τόπος.  M. 10.24 εἰ ἔστιν ὁ τόπος, ὀφείλει τι τούτων τυγχάνειν ὧν 
τὸ µέν ἐστιν ὕλη, τὸ δὲ εἶδος, τὸ δὲ µεταξὺ διάστηµα τῶν ἐσχάτων τοῦ σώµατος περάτων, τὸ δὲ 
πέρατα ἔσχατα.  P. 3.119 ζητοῦµεν οὖν περὶ τοῦ τόπου ‹τοῦ› πρὸς ἀκρίβειαν. τοῦτον δὲ οἱ µὲν ἔθεσαν, 
οἱ δὲ ἀνεῖλον, οἱ δὲ ἐπέσχον περὶ αὐτοῦ.  Stobaeus Ecl. 1.18.1e, p. 157.4–5 Θαλης (cf. p. 205 Wöhrle) 
ἐρωτηθείς, τί τὸ µέγιστον; ἔφησε, τόπος· τἆλλα µὲν γὰρ ὁ κόσµος, τὸν δὲ κόσµον οὗτος περιέχει.  
Iamblichus fr. 112 Dalsgaard Larsen at Simp. in Cat. 361.7–15 τούτοις δὲ πᾶσι τὴν νοερὰν θεωρίαν 
προστιθεὶς ὁ Ἰάµβλιχος ζητεῖ πρῶτον, πότερον αὐτὰ τὰ πράγµατα ἐν τόπῳ ὄντα ἀφορίζει τὸν τόπον 
περὶ ἑαυτὰ ἢ σὺν αὑτοῖς, ἢ ὁ τόπος ἀφορίζει τὰ πράγµατα ὡς ἂν αὐτὸς αὐτὰ συµπεραίνων. καί φησιν 
ὅτι, εἰ µὲν ὡς οἱ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.507) λέγουσιν, παρυφίσταται τοῖς σώµασιν ὁ τόπος, καὶ τὸν ὅρον ἀπ’ 
αὐτῶν προσλαµβάνει τὸν µέχρι τοσοῦδε, καθ’ ὅσον συµπληροῦται ὑπὸ τῶν σωµάτων· εἰ µέντοι οὐσίαν 
ἔχει καθ’ αὑτὸν ὁ τόπος καὶ οὐδὲ ὅλως εἶναί τι τῶν σωµάτων δύναται, ἐὰν µὴ ᾖ ἐν τόπῳ, ὥσπερ ἔοικεν 
Ἀρχύτας (de Cat., p. 24.9–11 Thesleff) βούλεσθαι σηµαίνειν, αὐτὸς ὁ τόπος ἀφορίζει τὰ σώµατα καὶ ἐν 
ἑαυτῷ συµπεραίνει (κτλ).  Simplicius in Phys. 571.21–31 καί φησιν (sc. Arist. Phys. 4.4 211b6–7) ὅτι 
‘τέτταρά ἐστιν, ὧν ἀνάγκη τὸν τόπον ἕν τι εἶναι’. ἢ γὰρ τὸ εἶδος τοῦ ἐν τόπῳ ἢ ἡ ὕλη αὐτοῦ ἢ τὸ 
διάστηµα τὸ µεταξὺ τῶν ἐσχάτων τοῦ περιέχοντος τὸν τόπον ἀνάγκη εἶναι (ὃ τινὲς καὶ τῶν προτέρων 
ὡς οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον (—) καὶ τῶν ὑστέρων ὡς οἱ περὶ Ἐπίκουρον (fr. 273 Usener) καὶ οἱ Στωικοί 
(SVF 2.508), τινὲς δὲ καὶ κατὰ Πλάτωνα τοῦτο τὸν τόπον εἶναι ἐνόµισαν) ἢ τὰ ἔσχατα τοῦ 
περιέχοντος. εἰ οὖν µηδὲν τῶν τριῶν ἐστιν, ὡς δείξει, ἀνάγκη τὸ λειπόµενον εἶναι τὸν τόπον· τὸ δὲ 
διάστηµα τοῦτο οἱ µὲν περὶ Δηµόκριτον καὶ Ἐπίκουρον κενὸν εἶναι λέγουσιν οὕτως ὥστε ποτὲ µὲν 
πληροῦσθαι σώµατος ποτὲ δὲ καὶ κενὸν ἀπολείπεσθαι, οἱ δὲ Πλατωνικοὶ καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ εἶναι µὲν ἄλλο 
παρὰ τὰ σώµατά φασιν, ἀεὶ δὲ σῶµα ἔχειν, ὡς µηδέποτε κενὸν ἀπολείπεσθαι.  in Phys. (coroll. de 
loco) 601.14–24 ἰστέον οὖν ὅτι τῶν περὶ τόπου τι γραψάντων οἱ µὲν σῶµα τὸν τόπον, οἱ δὲ ἀσώµατον 
ὑπέθεντο· σῶµα µὲν ὥσπερ Πρόκλος ὁ ἐκ τῆς Λυκίας φιλόσοφος (in Resp. 2.198.14–15)· τῶν δὲ 
ἀσώµατον λεγόντων οἱ µὲν πάντῃ ἀδιάστατον, οἱ δὲ διαστατὸν λέγουσι· καὶ τῶν πάντῃ ἀδιάστατον οἱ 
µὲν ὑποκείµενον τοῖς σώµασιν ὡς Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην τόπον λέγων, οἱ δὲ τελεσιουργὸν τῶν σωµάτων, 
ὡς ὁ ἡµέτερος Δαµάσκιος· τῶν δὲ διαστατὸν λεγόντων οἱ µὲν ἐπὶ δύο διεστὼς ὡς ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης τε καὶ 
ὁ Περίπατος ἅπας, οἱ δὲ ἐπὶ τρία, καὶ τούτων οἱ µὲν πάντῃ ἀδιάφορον καί ποτε καὶ ἄνευ σώµατος 
µένον ὡς οἱ περὶ Δηµόκριτον καὶ Ἐπίκουρον (cf. fr. 273 Usener), οἱ δὲ διάστηµα καὶ ἀεὶ σῶµα ἔχον καὶ 
ἐπιτήδειον πρὸς ἕκαστον ὡς οἱ κλεινοὶ τῶν Πλατωνικῶν καὶ ὁ Λαµψακηνὸς Στράτων (cf. fr. 59 
Wehrli, 27A Sharples). 
Chapter heading:  Aristotle Phys. 4.1 208a27–28 ἀνάγκη καὶ περὶ τόπου τὸν φυσικὸν ... γνωρίζειν.  
Phys. 4.6 213a14 ὥσπερ καὶ περὶ τόπου.  Phys. 4.7 214a16 ἐπεὶ δὲ περὶ τόπου διώρισται.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 10 pinax α΄ Περὶ τόπου.  M. 10.1 ἡ περὶ τοῦ τόπου ζήτησις; cf. M. 10.5 cited above.  P. 
3 pinax ιη΄ Περὶ τόπου.  P. 3.119 tit.  ιη΄ Περὶ τόπου.  Simplicius in Phys. 566.18–19 Θεόφραστος (cf. 
app. at Theophr. fr. 147 FHS&G) καὶ Εὔδηµος (fr. 79a Wehrli) ἐν τοῖς Περὶ τόπου ἀξιώµασι. 
§0  Whether it exists  ps.Aristotle MXG 6.979b25–26 µηδαµοῦ δὲ ὂν οὐδὲ εἶναι (sc. τὸν τόπον) 
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κατὰ τὸν Ζήνωνος (—) λόγον περὶ τῆς χώρας. 
§1  Plato:  Plato Tim. 49a πάσης εἶναι γενέσεως ὑποδοχὴν αὐτὴν οἷον τιθήνην.  Tim. 50d καὶ δὴ καὶ 
προσεικάσαι πρέπει τὸ µὲν δεχόµενον µητρί.  Tim. 52a–b τρίτον δὲ αὖ γένος ὂν τὸ τῆς χώρας ἀεί …, 
(b) ἕδραν δὲ παρέχον ὅσα ἔχει γένεσιν πᾶσιν, … καί φαµεν ἀναγκαῖον εἶναί που τὸ ὂν ἅπαν ἔν τινι 
τόπῳ καὶ κατέχον χώραν τινά, τὸ δὲ µήτ’ ἐν γῇ µήτε που κατ’ οὐρανὸν οὐδὲν εἶναι.  Tim. 53a τῆς 
δεξαµενῆς.  Aristotle Phys. 4.2 209b11–16 διὸ καὶ Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὴν χώραν ταὐτό φησιν εἶναι 
ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ (Tim. 53a) · τὸ γὰρ µεταληπτικὸν καὶ τὴν χώραν ἓν καὶ ταὐτόν. ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον ἐκεῖ τε 
λέγων τὸ µεταληπτικὸν καὶ ἐν τοῖς λεγοµένοις ἀγράφοις δόγµασιν, ὅµως τὸν τόπον καὶ τὴν χώραν τὸ 
αὐτὸ ἀπεφήνατο.  Phys. 4.7 214a13–14 διό φασίν τινες εἶναι τὸ κενὸν τὴν τοῦ σώµατος ὕλην (οἵπερ καὶ 
τὸν τόπον τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο), λέγοντες οὐ καλῶς.  Plutarch Is. 373E ὁ µὲν οὖν Πλάτων … τὴν δ’ ὕλην καὶ 
µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) ἕδραν (Tim. 52b) τε καὶ χώραν γενέσεως (Tim. 52a) … 
ὀνοµάζειν εἴωθεν.  Is.Osir. 374B Πλάτων χώραν γενέσεως (Tim. 52a) καὶ δεξαµενήν (Tim. 53a).  
Epit.An.Procr. 1032A καὶ χώραν (Tim. 52a) τε γὰρ καλεῖ τὴν ὕλην ὥσπερ ἕδραν (Tim. 52b) ἔστιν ὅτε 
καὶ ὑποδοχήν (Tim. 49a).  Def.Or. 414F Πλάτων τὸ ταῖς γεννωµέναις ποιότησιν ὑποκείµενον στοιχεῖον 
ἐξευρών, ὃ νῦν ὕλην καὶ φύσιν καλοῦσιν.  Alcinous Did. 8 p. 162.29–31 H. καὶ πρῶτόν γε περὶ ὕλης 
λέγωµεν. ταύτην τοίνυν ἐκµαγεῖόν (Tim. 50c) τε καὶ πανδεχὲς (Tim. 51a) καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) 
καὶ µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καὶ χώραν (Tim. 52a) ὀνοµάζει καὶ ὑποκείµενον (—).  Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.1 
ὕλην δὲ τὴν πᾶσιν ὑποκειµένην, ἣν καὶ δεξαµενὴν (Tim. 53a) καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) καλεῖ.  
Calcidius in Tim. c. 273 corpora cum sola et per se ac sine suscipiente {ex} eadem essentia esse 
non possunt, quam modo ‘matrem’ (Tim. 50d), alias ‘nutriculam’ (e.g. Tim. 49a), interdum ‘totius 
generationis gremium’ (Tim. 52a), nonnumquam ‘locum’ (Tim. 52a) appellat quamque iuniores 
hylen, nos silvam vocamus.  Themistius in Phys. 106.18–23 ἀπὸ γὰρ ταύτης τῆς ὁµοιότητος καὶ 
Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὴν χώραν ταὐτόν φησιν εἶναι ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ· τὸ γὰρ µεταλαµβάνον τῶν εἰδῶν 
(ὅπερ ὕλη) καὶ τὴν χώραν (ὅπερ ἐστὶν ὁ τόπος) ταὐτὰ λέγει. καίτοι τὴν ὕλην ἄλλως µὲν ἐν Τιµαίῳ 
φησὶ δέχεσθαι τὰ εἴδη, ἄλλως δὲ ἐν τοῖς Ἀγράφοις δόγµασιν· ἐκεῖ µὲν γὰρ κατὰ µέθεξιν, ἐν τοῖς 
ἀγράφοις δὲ καθ’ ὁµοίωσιν.  Proclus Theol.Plat. 4.32.22–24 ἐπεὶ καὶ τὴν ὕλην τόπον εἰδῶν 
προσαγορεύσας µητέρα (Tim. 50d) καλεῖ καὶ τιθήνην (e.g. Tim. 49a) ‹τῶν› εἰς αὐτὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ ὄντος 
καὶ τῆς πατρικῆς αἰτίας προϊόντων λόγων.  Simplicius in Phys. 601.17–18 οἱ µὲν ὑποκείµενον τοῖς 
σώµασιν ὡς Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην τόπον λέγων. 
§2  Aristotle: Aristotle Cael. 4.4 310b7–8 ὁ τόπος ἐστὶ τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας.  Phys. 4.4 211b10–
12 διὰ µὲν τὸ περιέχειν δοκεῖ (sc. ὁ τόπος) ἡ µορφὴ εἶναι· ἐν ταὐτῷ γὰρ τὰ ἔσχατα τοῦ περιέχοντος καὶ 
τοῦ περιεχοµένου.  Phys. 4.4 212a5–7 ἀνάγκη τὸν τόπον εἶναι … τὸ πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος σώµατος 
καθ’ ὃ συνάπτει τῷ περιεχοµένῳ.  Phys. 4.4 212a30–21 ὥστε τὸ τοῦ περιέχοντος πέρας ἀκίνητον 
πρῶτον, τοῦτ’ ἔστιν ὁ τόπος.  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.30 ναί, φασὶν οἱ ἀπὸ τοῦ Περιπάτου 
φιλόσοφοι, ἀλλὰ τόπος ἐστὶ τὸ πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος σώµατος.  Themistius in Phys. 112.23–25 
φανερὸν ἐκ τούτων, τί ἐστιν ὁ τόπος, ὅτι τὸ πέρας καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον τοῦ περιέχοντος, ὃ τοῦ σώµατος 
ἅπτεται, ὃ περιέχει.  P. 3.131 οἱ δὲ Περιπατητικοί φασιν εἶναι τόπον τὸ πέρας τοῦ περιέχοντος, καθὸ 
περιέχει, ὡς ἐµοῦ τόπον εἶναι τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τοῦ ἀέρος τὴν περιτετυπωµένην τῷ ἐµῷ σώµατι. 
§3  Strato:  Aristotle Phys. 4.4 211b7–8 ἢ διάστηµά τι τὸ µεταξὺ τῶν ἐσχάτων.  Phys. 4.6 213a27–31 
οἱ δὲ ἄνθρωποι βούλονται κενὸν εἶναι διάστηµα ἐν ᾧ µηδέν ἐστι σῶµα αἰσθητόν· οἰόµενοι δὲ τὸ ὂν ἅπαν 
εἶναι σῶµα φασίν, ἐν ᾧ ὅλως µηδέν ἐστι, τοῦτ’ εἶναι κενόν, διὸ τὸ πλῆρες ἀέρος κενὸν εἶναι.  
Simplicius in Cat. 423.12–14 (Strato fr. 27 Wehrli, 15 Sharples) πρῶτον δὲ τῇ φύσει ὡς µὴ 
ἀντιστρέφον κατὰ τὴν τοῦ εἶναι ἀκολούθησιν, ὅπερ δυνατὸν εἶναι θατέρου µὴ ὄντος, ὡς τόπος σώµατος 
καὶ σῶµα χρώµατος κτλ.  in Phys. 601.19–24 (coroll. de loco) τῶν δὲ διαστατὸν λεγόντων οἱ µὲν ἐπὶ 
δύο διεστὼς ὡς ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης τε καὶ ὁ Περίπατος ἅπας, οἱ δὲ ἐπὶ τρία (sc. διεστώς), καὶ τούτων … οἱ 
δὲ διάστηµα καὶ ἀεὶ σῶµα ἔχον καὶ ἐπιτήδειον πρὸς ἕκαστον ὡς … ὁ Λαµψακηνὸς Στράτων (fr. 59 
Wehrli, 27A Sharples). 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884AB; p. 317a11–14 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh. c. 31; p. 616.22–
25 Diels; pp. 99–102 Jas—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 130–131 Daiber—PPs: Psellus 
Omn.Doctr. c. 154, p. 80 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.18.1d, pp. 156.27–157.3 + 1.18.4a, p. 160.6–7 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 
167, p. 112b4 Henry (titulus solus) 
 

Titulus  ιθ΄. Περὶ χώρας (P,S) 1 
§1 Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ διαφέρειν κενόν, τόπον, χώραν· καὶ τὸ µὲν κενὸν  2 

εἶναι ἐρηµίαν σώµατος, τὸν δὲ τόπον τὸ ἐπεχόµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος, τὴν  3 
δὲ χώραν τὸ ἐκ µέρους ἐπεχόµενον, ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς τοῦ οἴνου πιθάκνης.  4 
(P1,S1) 5 

§2 ᾿Επίκουρος ὀνόµασι πᾶσιν παραλλάττειν κενόν τόπον χώραν. (S2) 6 
  
§1 Zeno Stoici SVF 1.95, 2.504; §2 Epicurus fr. 271 Usener 
  
titulus Περὶ χώρας PBQPs : Περὶ κενοῦ (~ tit. c. 1.18) καὶ τόπου (~ tit. c. 1.19) καὶ χώρας SPhotL, 
καὶ χώρας om. SFP    §1 [2] Ζήνων … αὐτοῦ S : οἱ Στωικοὶ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος PBQG (Ἐπικούρειοι 
PG) οἱ Στωικοὶ ab Arnim qui nomen Epicuri om. || Ζήνων … διαφέρειν scripsimus : Ζήνων 
καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ ἐντὸς µὲν τοῦ κόσµου µηδὲν εἶναι κενόν, ἔξω δ’ αὐτοῦ ἄπειρον [i.q. A 1.18.5] 
διαφέρειν δὲ κενόν κτλ. S || διαφέρειν … χώραν] al. PG διαλλάττειν τὸν τόπον τῆς χώρας 
ἐνόµισαν || [2–3] τὸν … σώµατος PBS : der Ort das einen Körper umfassende Q : al. PG τὸν 
µὲν γὰρ τόπον ὑπὸ σώµατος ⟨κατέχεσθαι⟩ || [3–4] τὴν … ἐπεχόµενον] al. PG τὴν δὲ χώραν 
κατὰ µέν τι κατέχεσθαι, κατὰ δέ τι οὐδαµῶς || [4] ἐπεχόµενον S : ἐχόµενον PB ||  ὥσπερ … 
πιθάκνης PBQ : om. PGS    §2 lemma om. P, qui erravit nomen Epicuri ad §1 addendo || [6] 
πᾶσιν del. Usener prob. Diels Wachsmuth Long–Sedley || παραλλάττειν S: διαλλάττειν G 
vid. supra ad §1[2] 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 31 (~ tit.) Περὶ χώρας (text Jas) 
31.1 (~ P1) οἱ Στωικοὶ καὶ Ἐπικούρειοι διαλλάττειν τὸν τόπον τῆς χώρας ἐνόµισαν. τὸν µὲν γὰρ 
τόπον ὑπὸ σώµατος ⟨κατέχεσθαι⟩, τὴν δὲ χώραν κατὰ µέν τι κατέχεσθαι, κατὰ δέ τι οὐδαµῶς. 
 
Psellus Univ. c. 155, p. 80.1 + 6–11 (~ tit.) Περὶ χώρας 
(~ P1)  … χώραν πάλιν τινὲς τῶν φιλοσόφων εἰρήκασι τὴν µερικὴν τοῦ περιέχοντος τὸ σῶµα 
περιοχήν. οἶον ὁ πίθος περιέχει τὸν οἶνον· ὑποκείσθω δὲ καὶ ὁ οἶνος περιχειλής· ἀλλ’ οὐχ’ ὅλον 
τὸ σῶµα τοῦ πίθου τὸν οἶνον ἐδέξατο, ἀλλὰ µόνη ἡ κοίλη αὐτοῦ περιφέρεια. τοῦτο γοῦν τὸ 
µέρος χώραν φασὶ τῶν φυσικῶν φιλοσόφων τινές·  
(~ P1)  οὐκ ἀπεικότως δὲ τοῦτο καὶ τόπον τὶς ὀνοµάσειε. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio v. A 1.18 Περὶ κενοῦ; A 1.19 Περὶ τόπου. 
§1  A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … τὸ κατέχον τόπον.  

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
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Commentary 

A  Witnesses  
 The witnesses for the lemmata of this brief and dilemmatic chapter are 
again P and S. S has two lemmata. P (represented by PB and PQ) has only one 
lemma, combining Zeno (generalised to ‘Stoics’) and Epicurus by lifting the 
name-label ‘Epicurus’ (generalising it to ‘Epicureans’) from the second lemma 
and including it in the first, thus attributing to the latter to opposite of what is 
attributed in §2. The chapter is not found in PE. G not unintelligently edits out 
the void and paraphrases the rest of P’s single lemma, on place and space. But 
he unnecessarily replaces §1[1]διαφέρειν (‘differ’) with its synonym διαλλάττειν, 
which reminds on of S’s παραλλάττειν. This suggests that a remnant of §2 
survived as a varia lectio in his copy of P. Ps’ paraphrase leaves out the void too. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is limited to a fragment of 
AD cited at section E(a)§1. The partial parallel with the account in Sextus 
Empiricus cited at section E(b)§1 seems to show that the chapter reflects the 
main Hellenistic philosophical views that were current.  
 (2)  Sources. The source of §2 is without doubt the passage from the Letter 
to Herodotus cited at section E(b)§2, or a similar but lost verbatim passage.  
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, 
περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 
(plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception 
introduced by headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter pertaining 
to the question type of ‘what it is’. The word χώρα occurs here for the first time, 
but the chapter is not about views concerned with χώρα alone in the way 1.18 is 
about the void, but only with the difference or the lack of difference as to the 
meaning of all three terms κενόν τόπος χώρα according to the authorities listed. 
 (2)  Περὶ χώρας, unlike the headings of chs. 1.18 and 1.19 is not paralleled in 
Aristotle; in fact, this formula is never found elsewhere with reference to an 
account or discussion of place or space in the strict sense, but usually means 
‘about a country’ and is preceded by words like ‘war’.  
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D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
Ch. 1.20 is the third of the triplet of chapters 1.18–20 dealing with the 
traditionally related issues of the void, place, and space. See Commentary D(a) 
at ch. 1.18 above. It is a sort of appendix dealing with semantic matters. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  The two lemmata have been coalesced by P, who from the point of 
view of both philosophy and doxography blundered by omitting §2 and 
including its name-label in §1 (cf. at ch. 1.11.3 above), thus jettisoning the 
diaphonia. See Diels DG 64. For a similar coalescence cf. e.g. ch. 4.7.1–2 (cf. ch. 
4.7 Commentary A), or ch. 4.13.12–13. There is however a partial parallel for this 
coalescence, or perhaps proof of its influence, elsewhere, for Sextus Empiricus 
M. 10.2–4, cited below at section E(b) General texts, formulates Epicurus’ view 
in such a way that the difference with the Stoic view is somewhat less; see M-R 
2.1.101. 
 (2)  There is no reason to change the order of S, also because P (abridging 
Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ to οἱ Στωικοί, as he also does elsewhere) included the 
name-label Epicurus from §2 after the name-label Stoics of §1. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The structure of this bilemmatic chapter is simple and effective: a strong 
diaphonia between the Stoics, who carefully distinguish between the meaning 
of the three terms, and Epicurus, who treats them as equivalent. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
For a preliminary reconstruction and discussion of the chapter see Mansfeld 
(2014). 
A reference to the principle of the χώρα of the Timaeus that one would have 
expected to find in a chapter with this heading is absent because of the 
interpretation of this concept as being equivalent to ὕλη, see above, ch. 1.19.1 
(though the term is not used there). Aristotle Phys. 4.2 209b11–12 said that 
according to Plato ὕλη and χώρα are the same, so this quasi-tenet could have 
been deployed as a lemma, but as Plato rejected the void only these two terms 
were available, not three as in the other two lemmata. 
Individual Points 
§2.  There is no need to eliminate πᾶσιν with Usener, as the adjective 
underlines that all the concepts at issue in chs. 1.18–20 are involved. Note that 
Sedley (1982) 187–188, and Long and Sedley (1987) 1.30, argue in favour of 
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Sextus Empiricus’ presentation at M. 10.2 cited at section E(b) General texts. 
That different words (names) are irrelevant as long as one knows that what is 
meant is the same thing is a thought often expressed by Galen too, e.g. PHP 
2.5.81. 
 
(e) Other Evidence 
For the distinction between Stoics and Epicurus, though more low-key, see 
Sextus Empiricus M. 10.2–4 at section E(b) General texts. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Philo of Alexandria Somn. 1.184 δικαίως οὖν ἐφοβήθη καὶ εἶπε θαυµαστικῶς· ῾ὡς 
φοβερὸς ὁ τόπος οὗτος’ (Gen 28:17)· ὄντως γὰρ τῶν ἐν φυσιολογίᾳ τόπος ἀργαλεώτατος, ἐν ᾧ 
ζητεῖται, ποῦ καὶ εἰ συνόλως ἔν τινι τὸ ὄν, τῶν µὲν λεγόντων, ὅτι πᾶν τὸ ὑφεστὼς χώραν τινὰ 
κατείληφε, καὶ ἄλλων ἄλλην ἀπονεµόντων, ἢ ἐντὸς τοῦ κόσµου ἢ ἐκτὸς αὐτοῦ µετακόσµιόν τινα (cf. 
ch. 1.18), τῶν δὲ φασκόντων, ὅτι οὐδενὶ τῶν ἐν γενέσει τὸ ἀγένητον ὅµοιον, ἀλλὰ τοῖς ὅλοις 
ὑπερβάλλον. 
§1  Zeno Stoicus: Arius Didymus fr. 25 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.18.4d, p. 161.8–26 τόπον δ εἶναι ὁ 
Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.503) ἀπεφαίνετο τὸ κατεχόµενον δι’ ὅλου ὑπὸ ὄντος ἢ τὸ οἷόν ⟨τέ⟩ κατέχεσθαι ὑπὸ 
ὄντος καὶ δι’ ὅλου κατεχόµενον εἴτε ὑπὸ τινὸς ⟨εἴτε⟩ ὑπὸ τινῶν. ἐὰν δὲ τοῦ οἵου τε κατέχεσθαι ὑπὸ 
ὄντος τὶ µὲν κατέχηται, τὶ δὲ µή, τὸ ὅλον ⟨οὔτε⟩ κενὸν ἔσεσθαι οὔτε τόπον, ἕτερον δέ τι οὐκ 
ὠνοµασµένον· τὸ µὲν γὰρ κενὸν τοῖς κενοῖς ἀγγείοις λέγεσθαι παραπλησίως, τὸν δὲ τόπον τοῖς 
πλήρεσι· χώραν δὲ πότερον τὸ µεῖζον οἷόν τε κατέχεσθαι ὑπὸ ὄντος καὶ οἷον µεῖζον ἀγγεῖον σώµατος ἢ 
τὸ χωροῦν µεῖζον σῶµα; τὸ µὲν οὖν κενὸν ἄπειρον εἶναι λέγεσθαι· τὸ γὰρ ἐκτὸς τοῦ κόσµου τοιοῦτ’ 
εἶναι· τὸν δὲ τόπον πεπερασµένον διὰ τὸ µηδὲν σῶµα ἄπειρον εἶναι. καθάπερ δὲ τὸ σωµατικὸν 
πεπερασµένον εἶναι, οὕτως τὸ ἀσώµατον ἄπειρον, ὅ τε γὰρ χρόνος ἄπειρος καὶ τὸ κενόν. ὥσπερ γὰρ τὸ 
µηδὲν οὐδέν ἐστι πέρας, οὕτως οὐδὲ τοῦ µηδενός, οἷόν ἐστι τὸ κενόν. κατὰ γὰρ τὴν αὑτοῦ ὑπόστασιν 
ἄπειρόν ἐστι· περατοῦται δ’ αὖ τοῦτο ἐκπληρούµενον· τοῦ δὲ πληροῦντος ἀρθέντος οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτοῦ 
νοῆσαι πέρας.   fr. 5 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.15.1c, p. 141.17–19 (on Aristotle) πληρωτικὸν γὰρ εἶναι τοῦ 
τόπου τὸ σῶµα, καθάπερ καὶ τὸν τόπον τοῦ σώµατος δεκτικόν. 
§2  Epicurus:  Plutarch Adv.Col. 1112E–F Ἐπικούρου (fr. 76 Usener) δὲ λέγοντος ‘ἡ τῶν ὄντων φύσις 
σώµατά ἐστι καὶ τόπος’, πότερον οὕτως ἀκούωµεν ὡς ἄλλο τι τὴν (F) φύσιν παρὰ τὰ ὄντα βουλοµένου 
λέγειν ⟨ἢ⟩ τὰ ὄντα δηλοῦντος ἕτερον δὲ µηθέν, ὥσπερ ἀµέλει καὶ κενοῦ φύσιν αὐτὸ τὸ κενόν, καὶ νὴ 
Δία τὸ πᾶν ‘παντὸς φύσιν’ ὀνοµάζειν εἴωθε.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.22.1–2 Ἐπίκουρος (Usener fr. 271 
adn.) … ἀρχὰς µὲν τῶν ὅλων ὑπέθετο ἀτόµους καὶ κενόν–κενὸν µὲν οἷον τόπον τῶν ἐσοµένων, ἀτόµους 
δὲ τὴν ὕλην, ἐξ ἧς τὰ πάντα. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Sextus Empiricus M. 10.2–4 προληπτέον, ὅτι κατὰ τὸν Ἐπίκουρον (fr. 271 Usener) 
τῆς ἀναφοῦς καλουµένης φύσεως τὸ µέν τι ὀνοµάζεται κενόν, τὸ δὲ τόπος, τὸ δὲ χώρα, 
µεταλαµβανοµένων κατὰ διαφόρους ἐπιβολὰς τῶν ὀνοµάτων, ἐπείπερ ἡ αὐτὴ φύσις ἔρηµος µὲν 
καθεστηκυῖα παντὸς σώµατος κενὸν προσαγορεύεται, καταλαµβανοµένη δὲ ὑπὸ σώµατος τόπος 
καλεῖται, χωρούντων δὲ δι’ αὐτῆς σωµάτων χώρα γίνεται. κοινῶς µέντοι φύσις ἀναφὴς εἴρηται παρὰ 
τῷ Ἐπικούρῳ διὰ τὸ ἐστερῆσθαι τῆς κατὰ ἀντίβασιν ἁφῆς. (3) οἱ Στωικοί (SVF 2.505) φασι κενὸν µὲν 
εἶναι τὸ οἷόν τε ὑπὸ ὄντος κατέχεσθαι µὴ κατεχόµενον δέ, ἢ διάστηµα ἔρηµον σώµατος, ἢ διάστηµα 
ἀκαθεκτούµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος, τόπον δὲ διάστηµα ὑπὸ ὄντος κατεχόµενον καὶ ἐξισαζόµενον τῷ 
κατέχοντι αὐτόν, (νῦν ὂν καλοῦντες τὸ σῶµα, καθὼς καὶ ἐκ τῆς µεταλήψεως τῶν ὀνοµάτων ἐστὶ 
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συµφανές), χώραν δέ φασιν εἶναι διάστηµα κατὰ µέν τι κατεχόµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος κατὰ δέ τι 
ἀκαθεκτούµενον. (4) ἔνιοι δὲ χώραν ἔλεξαν ὑπάρχειν τὸν τοῦ µείζονος σώµατος τόπον, ὡς ταύτῃ 
διαφέρειν τοῦ τόπου τὴν χώραν, τῷ ἐκεῖνον µὲν µὴ ἐµφαίνειν µέγεθος τοῦ ἐµπεριεχοµένου σώµατος 
(κἂν γὰρ ἐλάχιστον περιέχῃ σῶµα, οὐδὲν ἧττον τόπος προσαγορεύεται), τὴν δ’ ἀξιόλογον ἐµφαίνειν 
µέγεθος τοῦ ἐν αὐτῇ σώµατος. 
Chapter heading: Sextus Empiricus M. 10.5 περὶ δὲ τοῦ τόπου καὶ τῆς συζυγούσης τούτῳ χώρας, 
ἥτις καὶ αὐτὴ κατὰ τὸ γένος ἐστὶ τόπος, ἐπὶ τοῦ παρόντος σκεψόµεθα. 
§1  Zeno Stoicus: Philo of Alexandria Somn. 1.62 τριχῶς δὲ ἐπινοεῖται τόπος, ἅπαξ µὲν χώρα ὑπὸ 
σώµατος πεπληρωµένη, κτλ.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.124 οἱ Στωικοί (cf. SVF 2.505) φασι κενὸν µὲν 
εἶναι τὸ οἷόν τε ὑπὸ ὄντος κατέχεσθαι µὴ κατεχόµενον δέ, ἢ διάστηµα ἔρηµον σώµατος, ἢ διάστηµα 
ἀκαθεκτούµενον ὑπὸ σώµατος, τόπον δὲ διάστηµα ὑπὸ ὄντος κατεχόµενον καὶ ἐξισαζόµενον τῷ 
κατέχοντι αὐτόν, νῦν ὂν καλοῦντες τὸ σῶµα, χώραν δὲ διάστηµα κατὰ µέν τι κατεχόµενον ὑπὸ 
σώµατος κατὰ δέ τι ἀκαθεκτούµενον, ἐνίων χώραν εἰπόντων εἶναι τὸν τόπον τοῦ µεγάλου σώµατος, ὡς 
ἐν µεγέθει τὴν διαφορὰν εἶναι τοῦ τε τόπου καὶ τῆς χώρας.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.53 (SVF 2.87) 
νοεῖται δὲ καὶ κατὰ µετάβασίν τινα, ὡς τὰ λεκτὰ καὶ ὁ τόπος.  Iamblichus fr. 112 Dalsgaard Larsen 
at Simp. in Cat. 361.10–11 ὡς οἱ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.507) λέγουσιν, παρυφίσταται τοῖς σώµασιν ὁ τόπος.  
Porphyry in Cat. 77.23–24 ἔστιν ἔν τινι καὶ τὸ ὡς ἐν ἀγγείῳ οἷον ὡς ἐν τῷ ἐκπόµατι τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ ἐν 
τῷ ἀµφορεῖ ὁ οἶνος.  Ammonius in Cat. 29.6-8 ἐν τόπῳ … ἐν ἀγγείῳ, λέγοµεν γὰρ τὸν οἶνον ἐν τῷ 
κεράµῳ εἶναι.  Olympiodorus in Cat. 47.6–7 λέγεται ἔν τινι ὡς ἐν ἀγγείῳ, ὡς ὅταν φαµὲν τὸν οἶνον ἐν 
τῷ ἀµφορεῖ εἶναι.  Simplicius in Cat. 46.6–7 ὡς ἐν τόπῳ … ὡς ἐν ἀγγείῳ ὡς οἶνος ἐν τῷ ἀµφορεῖ.  
Elias in Cat. 149.17–128 ἐν τόπῳ … ἐν ἀγγείῳ, ὡς ὁ οἶνος ἐν τῷ ἀµφορεῖ. 
§2  Epicurus: Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.40–41 τόπ{ρ}ος ⟨δὲ⟩ (coni. Usener prob. Dorandi) 
εἰ µὴ ἦν ὃ κενὸν καὶ χώραν καὶ ἀναφῆ φύσιν ὀνοµάζοµεν, οὐκ ἂν εἶχε τὰ σώµατα ὅπου ἦν οὐδὲ δι’ οὗ 
ἐκινεῖτο, καθάπερ φαίνεται κινούµενα. … (41) …  καὶ µὴν καὶ τῷ πλήθει τῶν σωµάτων ἄπειρόν ἐστι 
τὸ πᾶν καὶ τῷ µεγέθει τοῦ κενοῦ.  Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.44 ἥ τε … τοῦ κενοῦ φύσις.  Ep.Pyth. at D.L. 
V.P. 10.86 τὸ πᾶν σῶµα (σώµα⟨τα⟩ Usener) καὶ ἀναφὴς φύσις ἐστίν.  Lucretius  DRN 1.334 … locus 
est intactus inane vacansque. DRN 1.426 tum porro locus ac spatium, quod inane vocamus.  DRN 
1.520–524 tum porro si nil esset quod inane vacaret, / omne foret solidum; nisi contra corpora 
certa / essent quae inane complerent quae cumque tenerent, / omne quod est, spatium vacuum 
constaret inane.  Plutarch Adv.Col. 1112E Ἐπικούρου (fr. 76 Usener) δὲ λέγοντος ‘ἡ τῶν ὄντων φύσις 
σώµατά ἐστι καὶ τόπος’.  Adv.Col. 1114A Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 74 Usener), … ἐν ἀρχῇ δὲ τῆς πραγµατείας 
ὑπειπὼν τὴν τῶν ὄντων φύσιν σώµατα εἶναι καὶ κενὸν ὡς µιᾶς οὔσης εἰς δύο πεποίηται τὴν διαίρεσιν, 
ὧν θάτερον ὄντως µὲν οὐθέν ἐστιν, ὀνοµάζεται δ’ ὑφ’ ὑµῶν ἀναφὲς καὶ κενὸν καὶ ἀσώµατον.  Cf. 
Aristotle Phys. 4.2 209b11–12 (on Plato) τὸν τόπον καὶ τὴν χώραν τὸ αὐτὸ ἀπεφήνατο. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884B; pp. 318a1–14 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 37; p. 619.12–15 
Diels—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 130–131 Daiber—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 102, p. 57 
Westerink (titulus solus)—cf. PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 4.65, p. 66.15 Delatte (titulus 
solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.8.40b, p. 102.17–18 + 1.8.45, p. 109.3–4 Wachsmuth 
 

Titulus  κα΄. Περὶ χρόνου (P,S) 1 
§1 Πυθαγόρας τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ περιέχοντος. (P1,S1) 2 
§2 Πλάτων αἰῶνος εἰκόνα κινητήν, ἢ διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως.  3 

(P2,S3) 4 
§2α Aristoteles behauptete, daß sie die Zahl der Bewegung der Himmels- 5 

Sphäre ist. (Q3) 6 
§3 Ἐρατοσθένης τὴν τοῦ ἡλίου πορείαν. (PBG3,S2) 7 
  
§1 Pythagoras 58B33 DK; §2 Plato cf. Tim. 37d; §2α cf. Arist. Phys. 4.11 219b1–2, 4.14 
223b21–23, Cael. 1.9 279a14–15; §3 Eratosthenes fr. V 6 Bernhardy.  
  
titulus Περὶ χρόνου P : al. S Περὶ χρόνου οὐσίας καὶ µερῶν καὶ πόσων εἴη αἴτιος (cf. Περὶ 
οὐσίας χρόνου tit. c. 1.22)    §1 [2] Πυθαγόρας … περιέχοντος S : ante τὴν hab. P τὸν χρόνον 
fort. recte, post περιέχοντος hab. P εἶναι fort. recte, τὸν χρόνον PBG (τὸν χρόνον εἶναι ante 
Πυθαγόρας PG), cf. Pythagoras glaubte, daß die Zeit … ist Q || εἶναι PBG, cf. Q : om. S : post 
Πυθαγόρας add. PG ὑπείληφε    §2  [3] post Πλάτων hab. PG δὲ || αἰῶνος … ἢ] om. sive lac. 
PG || post ἢ Bobzien (2015) 308 coni. ⟨τὴν τοῦ κόσµου κίνησιν οἱ Στωικοὶ⟩ vid. comm. infra  
τῆς σφαιρῆς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κινήσεως]    §2α lemma hab. solus PQ nisi additio Q; vid. comm. 
infra    §3 [7] post Ἐρατοσθένης hab. PG δὲ || ἡλίου PBS : κόσµου PGQ 
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 37 (~ tit.) Περὶ χρόνου (text Diels) 
27.1 (~ P1) τὸν χρόνον εἶναι Πυθαγόρας ὑπείληφε τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ περιέχοντος. 
27.2 (~ P2) Πλάτων δὲ διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως. 
27.3 (~ P3) Ἐρατοσθένης δὲ τὴν τοῦ κόσµου πορείαν. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 102 Περὶ χρόνου). 
 
Symeon Seth CRN 4.65 (~tit Περὶ χρόνου. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio A 1.22 Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου. Α 2.32 Περὶ ἐνιαυτοῦ, πόσος ἑκάστου τῶν πλανητῶν 
χρόνος καὶ τίς ὁ µέγας ἐνιαυτός. 
§1 A 1.16.1 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου παθητὰ ⟨τὰ⟩ σώµατα καὶ τµητὰ εἰς ἄπειρον, καὶ 
πάντα τὰ συνεχῆ, γραµµήν ἐπιφάνειαν στερεὸν σῶµα τόπον χρόνον. A 2.12.1 Θαλῆς 
Πυθαγόρας οἱ ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ µεµερίσθαι τὴν τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ σφαῖραν εἰς κύκλους πέντε. A 
3.14.1 Πυθαγόρας τὴν γῆν ἀναλόγως τῇ τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ σφαίρᾳ διῃρῆσθαι εἰς πέντε 
ζώνας. 
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§2 Α 1.25.2 Πυθαγόρας ἀνάγκην ἔφη περικεῖσθαι τῷ κόσµῳ. 
 

For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 
 
Commentary 
 
A  Witnesses 
 (1)  This short chapter is witnessed by the Byzantine mss. of P and the 
translation of Q (who has one lemma more than PB and S). It is found in an 
abridged (or lacunose) and muddled form in G. PPs utilises only the title. 
 (2)  It is also found complete (except for the extra lemma in Q) but 
dispersed in S’s long chapter on time, which apart from a large collection of 
poetic fragments and a few apophthegms comprises the lemmata of A 1.21–22, 
AD frs. 6 and 7 Diels on Aristotle and the Aristotelians, AD fr. 26 Diels on Zeno, 
Apollodorus, Posidonius, and Chrysippus (interwoven between Zeno and 
Apollodorus with a Hermetic fragment), then ch. 3.8.1 followed by ch. 2.1–4, by 
a prose paraphrase of a fragment of Scythinus (Heraclitus 22C3.2 DK, note 
verse restoration by Wilamowitz), by an excerpt from Plutarch’s Numa, and 
concluding with one from Plato’s Timaeus preceded by a combination of chs. 
1.21.2, 1.22.9 and 1.22.1. For further details see the analysis at M–R 1.226–228, and 
also below at ch. 1.22, Commentary D(b). With some hesitation we have revised 
earlier suggestions and included Q’s Aristotle lemma, retaining Daiber’s 
numbering with 2α, because it seems after all unlikely that it was added on Q’s 
initiative. Q is quite often at a loss to understand his Greek source yet still 
provides a sort of translation, which makes the occasional nugget, when more 
or less unexceptionable in itself, all the more gratifying. 
 (3)  P, or rather A, has distributed material on time over two chapters that 
could just as well have been placed in a single chapter, just as in S, see 
Cavagnaro (1994) 239. See below at section C. He just attempted to follow the 
tradition, as is clear from Sextus Empiricus’ parallels for the distinction 
between ‘on time’ and ‘on the substance/essence of time’ (cf. sections C and 
D(a) below). The distinction between chs. 4.2 ‘On soul’ (soul qua incorporeal, 
so without substance in the sense of matter), and 4.3 ‘On the substance of soul’ 
(soul qua corporeal entity) is much clearer at a first glance. As the authorial 
remark at ch. 4.3.1 tells us disertis verbis, ‘all those arrayed previously [sc. in ch. 
4.2] assume that the soul is incorporeal’, while the doxai that follow list 
corporeal entities. 
 (4)  Sharples (2011) 90–91 prints the material for chs. 1.21–22 from S alone 
in its Stobaean order as Strato fr. 33, as follows: A 1.21.1 plus 1.21.3 (both in both 
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S and P) plus 1.22.7–8 (both in both S and P) plus 1.22.2 (not in P) plus 1.22.3–6 
(not in P), strangely omitting to add 1.22.8 (in both S and P). He rejects Diels’ 
reconstruction of A, and argues that Diels ‘inserts a reference to Plato in his 
Stobaeus column’, i.e. at ch. 1.21.2, as if Diels took this from P instead of from S 
1.8.45 (but he does not cite the other evidence of S 1.8.45 either). He also argues 
that Diels ‘inserts a heading “On Time”’ and “one On the Being of Time”’ in the 
S column of 1.21 and 1.22, as if these derive from P alone, and omits to tells us 
that the first ingredient of the heading of S’s own chapter is an epitomized 
combination of those in P. He also rejects other details of Diels’ reconstruction, 
but on the other hand retains a phrase from AD fr. 26 Diels (without revealing 
its provenance) that has been inserted by S in the midst of the Aëtian material. 
But then, surprisingly, he concludes that ‘Diels’ reconstruction of the original 
sequence in Aetius may be correct, but that does not alter the potentially 
misleading nature of the way in which he presents the text of Stobaeus. One 
wonders what particular purpose can be served by presenting the rudis 
indigestaque moles of S. It certainly does little or nothing for the interpretation 
of Strato. It is also a good example of what happens when an individual witness 
is cited in isolation without taking into account the need to reconstruct the 
original text of A. 
 (5)  Bobzien (2015) 293–312 rejects Diels’ reconstruction of chs. 1.21–22 
from P and S. She argues that the attribution of the Stoic view of time as 
διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως (for which cf. below, ch. 1.22 Commentary 
D(d) individual points §2) to Plato in ch. 1.21.2 must be due to a textual 
corruption that occurred somewhere in the tradition, because it cannot be 
derived from something Plato really said or meant. She therefore posits (307 n. 
81) that Diels was wrong in inserting the five lemmata 1.22.3–7 (Xenocrates, 
Hestiaeus, Strato, Epicurus, Antiphon and Critolaus) from S in ch. 1.22, and 
suggests (in rather cavalier fashion) that S excerpted them ‘from one or more 
additional sources’. ‘In this way’ (she adds) ‘no long gap has to be postulated 
for’ P. According to her reconstruction (o.c. 307–308, inclusive of italics and 
bold characters) the text must have looked as follows in S’s source (note that 
P’s chapter headings are omitted): 

Πυθαγόρας τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ περιέχοντος. Πλάτων αἰῶνος εἰκόνα κινητήν, ἢ διάστηµα 
τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως. Ἐρατοσθένης τὴν τοῦ ἡλίου πορείαν. [Πλάτων] οὐσίαν 
χρόνου τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κίνησιν. οἱ Στωικοὶ ⟨χρόνου οὐσίαν⟩ αὐτὴν τὴν κίνησιν. Οἱ 
πλείους ἀγένητον τὸν χρόνον. [Πλάτων] γενητὸν δὲ κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν. 

Although in the exactly parallel versions of P the name-label Πλάτων actually 
occurs each time, Bobzien has bracketed it both times because in S’s Plato 
lemma at Ecl. 1.8.45, coalesced (as we have seen) from three Aëtian lemmata, 
the name-label occurs only with the first excerpt, as he did not need repeat it. 
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We stipulate that adding ⟨χρόνου οὐσίαν⟩ for the Stoics is unnecessary, since 
these words occur both in the previous lemma and in the chapter heading 
(rejected by Bobzien). Deleting the five lemmata of 1.22.3–7, notwithstanding 
their perfect Aëtian form and presentation, is a consequence of arguing 
towards a conclusion rather than from the evidence, and is entirely 
unwarranted (for Aëtian enclaves or micro-environments in S see above, 
General Introduction sections 2.4 and 3.3). Nevertheless, concluding that 
sections of chs. 1.21.2 and 1.22.1 should be combined in the above way, Bobzien 
goes on to emend the text of ch. 1.21.2 in the following elegant way: 

… Πλάτων αἰῶνος εἰκόνα κινητήν, ἢ ⟨τὴν τοῦ κόσµου κίνησιν· οἱ Στωικοὶ⟩ διάστηµα τῆς 
τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως. … 

Note a minor slip: 1.22.1 reads οὐρανοῦ, not κόσµου. What is more important is 
that uncoupling the contents of chs 1.21.2 and 1.22.1 was not Diels’ doing, since 
they are already distributed over different chapters in P (confirmed by Q and 
G). In S’s coalesced Plato lemma the two lemmata are included in the same 
order as they have in P on either side of the chapter division, namely of 1.21.2 
first and of 1.22.1 second, and are separated from each other by a stray lemma 
from the next chapter on time, namely 1.22.9. 
 Even so, this emendation is probably correct as far as the wider tradition 
of A is concerned. But we need not involve ch. 1.22.1 and the rest of ch. 1.22 
(thus preserving 1.22.3–7 for A), and can afford to limit the hypothetical 
emendation to the prehistory of ch. 1.21.2. What happened, as Bobzien saw, is 
that the name-label οἱ Στωικοί (or something similar) has at some time fallen 
by the wayside. Accidents or occurrences of this nature are not unusual in A, as 
could have been learned at Diels DG 64, or M-R 1.192–193. 
To repeat some of Diels’ examples: At ch. 1.20 P coalesced A’s two lemmata (both 
extant in S) suo more by adding (note the adventitious καί) the name-label ᾿Επίκουρος 
to the name-label οἱ Στωικοί (S has Ζήνων καὶ οἱ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ), taking the false attribution 
of a Stoic doctrine to Epicurus in his stride; see above ch. 1.20, Commentary D(b). An 
even better parallel is provided by ch. 4.7.1–2, where the parallel in T (S is almost 
entirely lost for this chapter) shows that the name-label Ἡράκλειτος has fallen out 
unintentionally or been omitted in P, with as a consequence that a doxa originally 
ascribed to Heraclitus has now by mistake though in itself not implausibly been 
attributed to Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων; see below ch. 4.7, Commentary A. At ch. 4.13.12–13, 
again, P abridged his predecessor so as to produce a single lemma, epitomizing away 
both the name-label ῾Εστιαῖος of §13 and the Empedoclean tenet of §12, thus 
combining the ῾Εστιαῖος doxa with the name-label ᾿Εµπεδοκλῆς. Finally ch. 3.3.13–14, 
where P has coalesced two lemmata by omitting the first lines of the second, including 
the name-label Στράτων; cf. ch. 3.3, Commentary A. We may add another example, 
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namely ch. 4.23.1–2, where a bizarre new lemma is produced by saut du même au 
même in part of P’s tradition; see ch. 4.23 Commentary D(d)§§1–2.  
The fact, as noted above, that P and S have transmitted the text of 1.21.2 in 
exactly the same form demonstrates that this was already A’s text. Mistakes 
may become part of the tradition! We note that the improbable Plato doxa is 
also found in Philo (as it seems, cf. Aet. 52) and Alcinous (see below, section 
D(d)§2), so it infiltrated a Middle Platonist strand of the tradition without 
causing offence. Later Platonists do not repeat the mistake. 
 Bobzien’s reading not only entails obliterating P’s chapter division, which 
is only permitted when the evidence warranting such a surgical intervention is 
unavoidable, but also means rewriting A’s text, which of course we should not 
do at all. If a corruption occurred, as is indeed most likely, this must have 
happened in one of A’s doxographical predecessors. Which in its turn would 
entail that some lemmata in this source of A had the same terse structure as 
the majority of A’s lemmata, which constitutes a quite important piece of 
information. 
  
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. Examples of the proximate tradition are found as 
far apart as in Sextus Empiricus and Simplicius, blended with that for ch. 1.22.  
Parallels virtually constituting a rather full summary of the proximate tradition 
concerned with chs. 1.21 and 1.22 together are found in Plotinus Enn. 3.7[45] On 
time and eternity. See esp. the summary at Enn. 3.7[45].7.17–27, cited 
belowsection E(b) General texts, and section D(e). 
 (2)  Sources.  The link with Aristotle Phys. 4.10 218a31–b10 is unmistakable 
(cf. Burkert 1972, 75-76) and decisive; this text may therefore count as an 
ultimate source. Aristotle first asks ‘what time is and under what category it 
falls’ (τί δ’ ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος καὶ τίς αὐτοῦ ἡ φύσις), giving as examples two 
anonymous doxai echoed in our two Placita chapters, though now with name-
labels added, namely ‘Pythagoras’ in the echo at A 1.21.1 and ‘Plato’ in the not 
fully verbatim echo at 1.22.1; we note that, again, the Placita ‘knows’ who are 
meant here (cf. above, ch. 1.3, Commentary D(d)§14). Aristotle argues that 
‘time is most usually supposed to be motion and a kind of change’ (ἐπεὶ δὲ δοκεῖ 
µάλιστα κίνησις εἶναι καὶ µεταβολή τις ὁ χρόνος, τοῦτ’ ἂν εἴη σκεπτέον), a point of 
view that corresponds with the overarching focus of 1.21.2–3 and 1.22.1–5. 
Accordingly Aristotle first speaks of time as an accident—or incorporeal—, 
namely ‘the motion of the whole’, and then as a substance, or physical entity—
something corporeal—, namely ‘the sphere itself’ (see for this pair §1 + first 
part of §2). 
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 Aristotle then concentrates on the specifics of the incorporeal entity, 
namely of ‘time qua something belonging to motion’ (Phys. 4.11 219a8-10). 
 The Plato doxa at §2 has been modified by the incorporation, as it would 
seem in the course of the transmission, of a Stoic notion at §2b (see above at 
section A). The Aristotle doxa in the third lemma (§2α, provided we may 
include it) amounts to a remarkable misunderstanding of his doctrine, perhaps 
based on identifying his summary of someone else’s view at Phys. 4.14 223b21–
23 (cited below at section E(b)§2α) as representing his own doctrine. It would 
also fit in between ch. 1.22.1 and 1.22.2. The Eratosthenes doxa at §3 is an 
addition to the earlier material, but we do not know by what route these 
contents have travelled to our chapter. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, 
περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 
(plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception 
introduced by headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter it 
encompasses physical substance as well as a number of accidents (or 
incorporeals), namely time, which of course is a category by itself, plus motion 
in the categories of place and quantity. For more information see below ch. 
1.22, Commentary C.  
 (2)  We note that P’s headings Περὶ χρόνου (1.21) and Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου 
(1.22) have been coalesced into Περὶ χρόνου οὐσίας as the heading of S 1.8 (note 
the modified word order), who also adds further specifications. The difference 
between the heading of the present chapter and that of the next, which 
includes οὐσίας, suggests that there must be a meaningful difference between 
them, but this is not so easy to discover. For the distinction and connection 
between Περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα and Περὶ οὐσίας τοῦ δεῖνα see above, ch. 1.3, Commentary 
C ad init., and for similar problems below at chs. 1.25–26 and 1.27–28. The 
distinction between and conjoined treatment of ‘time’ and ‘the οὐσία of time’ is 
paralleled disertis verbis at Sextus Empiricus M. 10.170–181, 10.215–219, 10.227–
229, and P. 3.136–138 (partly cited below section E(a) General texts, and at 1.22, 
section E(a) General texts). Leszl (2002) 174–175 and, following him, Bottler 
(2014) 229–230, who have difficulties with the relation between our twin 
chapters, fail to mention this parallel discussion, which at least proves that we 
have to take the duality seriously. See further below at section D(c). 
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D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The twin chapters 1.21 ‘On time’ and 1.22 ‘On the substance of time’ appositely 
follow upon chs. 1.18–20, the triad of chapters dealing with the void, place, and 
space. They are appropriately followed by the two chapters 1.23, ‘On motion’ 
(motion already plays an important part in chs. 1.21–22) and 1.24, ‘On coming to 
be and passing away’. Appropriately, because already since Aristotle the 
concept of motion is closely bound up with the concept of time and 
conversely, and the concept of time with those of coming to be and passing 
away. There is also a connection of ch. 1.22 with ch. 2.4, ‘Whether the cosmos is 
indestructible’, since the issue of the coming to be and passing away of the 
cosmos versus its eternity or indestructibility is associated with the question of 
time. See esp. ch. 2.4.1, ‘Pythagoras and Heraclitus (say that) the cosmos is 
generated in thought (κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν), but not in time’, which is parallel to ch. 
1.22.9, ‘Plato (says that it, sc. time, is) generated in thought (κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν)’. This 
association is formulated disertis verbis by Sextus Empiricus M. 10.169, cited 
below at section E(a) General texts, and present in Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.141 
= SVF 2.589 (reproduced Suda s.v. Χ 533 χρόνος). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
PB and S provide three lemmata, Q four. The relative order of P1 and PB3 + Q4 is 
the same as that of S1 and S2. S took §2 on Plato away from this chapter to 
coalesce it, in his usual way, with 1.22.1 and 1.22.9 as a preamble to his lengthy 
abstract from the Timaeus on time at 1.8.45 (cf. ch. 1.22 Commentary D(b)). If 
§2α, the Aristotle lemma preserved in Q, is genuine, we must suppose that S 
left it out (compare his handling of §2 Plato), because he preferred to replace it 
with AD frs. 6 and 7 Diels on Aristotle and the Aristotelians on time at 1.8.40c–
d, and that for whatever reasons it was epitomized away by PB. To indicate the 
hypothetical nature of this consideration we have preserved Daiber’s 
numbering. 
 We may in any case preserve the order of P, just as Diels did. This time the 
lemmata are presented in a relative chronological sequence. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter  
 (1)  Corporeal vs. incorporeal.  As we have seen above at section C, 
according to Sextus Empiricus M. 10.215, 10.218, 10.227–229 and P. 3.138 the 
issue of the οὐσία of time is concerned with its being corporeal or incorporeal. 
This diaeresis has no explicit counterpart here in A, though the explicit 
distinction between incorporeal and corporeal does figure elsewhere in the 
Placita, see M-R 2.1.14, 2.1.57–58, and 2.1.147. Nevertheless it is reflected in the 
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present chapter. In chs. 1.21 and 1.22 we only find a single doxa that certainly 
pertains to body, namely 1.21.1: ‘the sphere of the encompassing’, and another 
one that possibly does so, namely the ‘image of eternity’ of 1.21.2 qua collection 
of functioning heavenly bodies. But §2b, ‘Plato’s purported (and originally 
Stoic) second definition, is about the dimension of the motion of the cosmos, 
i.e. an incorporeal.  
 (2)  Diaphoniae and diaeresis.  There is a gradual diaeresis from §2b to §3 
in that §2b is about the motion of the cosmos as a whole, §2α (if we may 
include it) about the motion or its quantitative aspect of a more limited entity, 
namely of the outer heaven, and §3 about even an even further restricted 
motion of this nature, namely that of the sun alone. Accordingly the diaphonia 
is between §1 (and §2α): physical substance(s), and §§2b–3 accidents. This 
opposition ultimately derives from Arist. Phys. 4.10 218a33–b10, see above at 
section B. The accidents themselves are ordered diaeretically on a gliding scale, 
as their differences seem to be partial rather than complete and are a matter of 
emphasis rather than pointers to noticeable variety. §§1–7 and presumably §8 
of the next chapter are all about accidents, i.e. incorporeals, while §9, Plato’s 
generated time, is an incorporeal in the next chapter, but a corporeal if we look 
at §2α of the present chapter. Ch. 1.22.1–7, comprising only doxai pertaining to 
incorporeals, is a natural sequel to the second part of ch. 1.21, although, as 
already pointed out, all the doxai (so also including 1.22.8–9) could have been 
collected in a single chapter under a single heading.  
 (3)  Chronology?  As a subsidiary reason for the presence of two chapters 
we may perhaps assume that ch. 1.21, a sort of calque of Aristotle’s account at 
Phys. 4.10-11 (see above at section C), is earlier than ch. 1.22, with its more 
generous selection of Hellenistic doxai. We may anyhow conclude that the 
presence in our chapter of both corporealist and incorporealist doxai is to be 
explained by its descent from Aristotle’s brief overview. For this piece of 
Quellenforschung we do have the Quelle. That all the doxai apart from that of 
Pythagoras in §1 (plus perhaps that of Plato in §2α) pertain to properties or 
incorporeals is not surprising, because no one apart from the rather primitive 
anonymous authority cited by Aristotle (Pythagoras according to our chapter) 
saw time as a physical entity. 
 
(d) Further Comments 
General Points 
Chs. 1.21–22 are translated in Mejer’s overview of doxography at (2006) 24–26, 
and critically discussed as representative examples of Aëtian chapters.  
For the diaeresis between corporeal and incorporeal (οὐσία) in general see 
Szlezák (1972) 171, and below section E(b) ad fin. 
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Individual Points 
§1.  (1)  It is noteworthy that in the case of the first lemma, S is compacter than 
P, not including the subject of the doxa and the verb in the infinitive as found 
in P. Usually it is the other way around, with S having the longer form. With 
some hesitation we have opted for S, since the abridged form is what is most 
commonly found in A.  
 (2)  Aristotle’s remark Phys. 4.10 218a33–34 that ‘some people say that time 
is the sphere itself (of the All)’ is applied to Pythagoras by the doxographer, 
and to the Pythagoreans by people who may have misunderstood Archytas or 
some of the Stoics according to Simplicius (in Phys. 700.19–22). This view, 
according to Simplicius in the same passage (in Phys. 700.28–30), is not refuted 
by Aristotle because it is entirely implausible. It may actually be early and 
perhaps even Pythagorean, as it is based on the idea that things really are 
numbers. A parallel in the Placita for ‘Pythagoras’ on the sphere of the All is at 
ch. 2.6.5, where the dodecahedron derives from a Timaeus interpretatus (55c), 
cf. Timaeus Locrus p. 216.20–21 Thesleff τὸ δὲ δωδεκάεδρον εἰκόνα τῶ παντὸς 
ἐστάσατο, ἔγγιστα σφαίρᾳ ἐόν, and the comments of Cornford (1937) 218–221. 
A possible parallel for the sphericity of the heavens in Hellenistic Pythagoreanism is 
ps.Philolaus 44B12 DK, if one of the conjectures of Zeller (1876) 376 n. 3 is accepted, 
namely ὅλ{κ}ας for mss. ὁλκάς, see Mansfeld (2016b). For the phrase τῆς ὅλης σφαίρας 
cf. Arist. Mete. 2.7 365a23–24, AD fr. 23 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.19.4, p. 166.13; for the Doric 
genitive ἄλλας σφαίρας Archim. Fluit. pp. 3.10.6, 3.12.12 (γεγράφθω τις ἄλλας σφαίρας 
ἐπιφάνεια περὶ κέντρον). 
§2.  The double definition attributed to Plato is paralleled in the Didascalicus, 
the introduction to Plato’s philosophy of the Middle Platonist Alcinous, and 
Philo knew it both as a Stoic (Aet. 4, 54) and, perhaps, a Platonic view (cf. Aet. 
52), see below section E(a)§2. Note however that the phrase διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ 
κόσµου κινήσεως is generally quoted as Stoic (also by Simplicius), see section 
E(b) General texts and §2 and ch. 1.22.2 with section E(b)§2, and that only the 
first part of the doxa corresponds to the genuine Plato. Even so, κινήσεως 
διάστηµα to some extent catches the element of succession that is 
characteristic of time also according to Plato, so one sees why it came to be 
tolerated. For the emendation proposed by Bobzien see above, section A(5) ad 
finem. In the next chapter an early doxa that is anonymous in Aristotle comes 
to be attributed to the Stoics, see at 1.22.2. 
§2α.  For the inclusion of the lemma found only in Q see above at section D(b). 
S 1.8.40c–40d presumably preferred AD fr. 6 Diels on Aristotle on time and fr. 7 
Diels on the Aristotelians on time. 
§3.  This text is not included in Jacoby’s rather limited collection at FrGrH 
2.1010–1021 (Nr. 241). Given that S confirms PB, the inferior reading of κόσµου 
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rather than ἡλίου may have been introduced by G and Q from §2 
independently of each other. G’s inferior version of 1.22.1–2 (ubi vide) attributes 
τὴν τοῦ ἡλίου πορείαν of 1.21.3 (Eratosthenes) in the paraphrased version ἡλίου 
τὴν κίνησιν to the Stoics and as τὴν πορείαν τούτου to Plato, thus once again 
exposing his cavalier handling of ingredients of lemmata, because the 
preservation of variety and/or conflict is the only thing that matters to him. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  A fair selection of doxai, decorated with a poetic quotation, is found at 
Plutarch Platonic Questions 1006F–1007D, cited below section E(b) General 
texts, remembered either from a doxography similar to what is in A, or from a 
doxographical excursus in a Timaeus Commentary. 
 (2)  Time is discussed at length by Sextus Empiricus at M. 10.169–247 and 
P. 3.136–150, accounts that are to some degree indebted to doxographical 
traditions comparable to A. Here (M. 10.215, P. 3.138) the οὐσία of time applies 
to the distinction between incorporeal and corporeal that is often found in 
Sextus. At M. 10.215 and 10.219 Epicurus (cf. A ch. 1.22.6) and at 10.228 Strato (cf. 
A ch. 1.22.5) are made to hold that time is an incorporeal. His representative for 
the view that time is a body, namely Aenesidemus at M. 10.216, 10.230 and P. 
3.138 (frs. B28A–C Polito), is not paralleled in A, who instead mentions 
Pythagoras. A detailed discussion of the doxographical material on time up to 
and including Sextus is found at Bobzien (2015) 296–321, see above at section 
A(5). See also the next chapter, 1.22.2. 
 (3)  Time was also discussed by Galen in the De demonstratione, see 
Chiaradonna (2009) 54–62. 
 (4)  In the first chapter of his treatise ‘On eternity and time’ (3.7.1), cited 
section E(b) General texts, Plotinus begins with what is in fact a preliminary 
and conceptual definition (cf. above, ch. 1.9, Commentary D(c) and (e)(2)) of 
the dialectically opposed words and concepts  ‘time’ and ‘eternity’, by stating 
that we more or less know what these words mean and what they refer to; such 
an introductory definition is not a feature of our chapter. He then provides a 
noteworthy description of the use and utility of, among other things, a 
doxography: ‘(W)hen we try to concentrate on them (sc. eternity and time) 
and, so to speak, to get close to them, we find again that our thought runs into 
difficulties; we consider the statements of the ancient philosophers about 
them, who differ from one another, and perhaps also different interpretations 
of the same statements. … Now we must consider that some of the blessed 
philosophers of ancient times have found out the truth; but it is proper to 
investigate which of them have attained it most completely, and how we too 
could reach an understanding about these things’ (trans. Armstrong, LCL). 
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Aristotle’s overarching contrast between motion and a substance that is moved 
(cf. above, at section B) is paralleled at Enn. 3.7[45].2.2–3, where Plotinus 
mentions the Pythagorean view first, just as our Placita chapter, (though 
anonymously). But at ibid. 3.7[45].7.18–20 he briefly presents a tripartition, first 
mentioning (just as Aristotle) motion and secondly the (corporeal) thing 
moved, and thirdly what he calls ‘something belonging to motion’, which is not 
paralleled in this diaeresis, but at Phys. 4.11 219a8-10 prepares Aristotle’s own 
definition. Both Plotinian texts are cited below section E(a)§1; for the 
tripartition itself cf. further below, ch. 1.22, Commentary D(c). In Enn. 3.7.7–10 
the detailed doxographical overview concerned with time (likewise cited 
below at section E(b) General texts), comprising doxai paralleled in A chs. 1.21–
22, then follows; in these chapters ‘(ist) die Zeit doxographisch behandelt’ 
(Harder & alii 1967, 513). See also the detailed discussion of Kalligas (2014) 
600–602. Among the doxai cited by Plotinus is the view that time is the 
‘dimension of the motion’ (διάστηµα τῆς κινήσεως), which is Stoic and by 
mistake attributed to Plato at 1.21.2 and elsewhere (see above, section  A(5), 
and AD fr. 26 at section E(b)§2 below). This is not found in Aristotle, so the 
dialectical discussion at Phys. 4.10 218a30–b20 is not Plotinus’ only point of 
departure, as is of course also clear from the other parallels with post-
Aristotelian tenets. E.g. Enn. 3.7.10.1–8 briefly cites and criticizes Epicurus’ 
view. Strange (1994) argues that Plotinus’ dialectical method derives from 
Aristotle’s, with modifications, which of course is right to a not important 
extent. But he fails to discusses the Placita chapters, and seems to be unaware 
of the fact that the dialectical method (a critical discussion of views of 
predecessors) had become a quite general tool of research and is relied upon 
and used by numerous authors, as has been pointed out by us usque ad 
abundantiam. See e.g. Cicero in the first book of the De natura deorum, Galen 
in many places (see now Tieleman 2018), Alexander of Aphrodisias (in the 
introduction to his De fato), as well as Sextus Empiricus, passim. And so on. 
 Plotinus apparently remembered or used a text resembling our chs. 1.22.1 
and 1.22.2. The references in the apparatus fontium of Henry–Schwyzer are in 
this respect insufficient.  
 (5)  Rich documentation, above all concerned with developments that are 
much later, is to be found in Simplicius’ Corollarium de tempore, translated by 
Urmson (1992) and discussed by Meyer (1969) and Sonderegger (1982). 
Simplicius’ observation (in Phys. 700.22–24, cited below section E(b) General 
texts) that Aristotle’s ‘tripartite division of the doxai on time leaves out the 
mythological examples and actually comprises all the options’ (τρεῖς γὰρ 
ἱστορεῖ περὶ χρόνου δόξας τὰς µυθικωτέρας παρείς· ἐν αἷς ἐκ διαιρέσεως εἰληµµέναις 



 Book 1 Chapter 21 12 

πάσας συνείληφεν) is valuable from a methodological point of view, for this 
secular presentation is also what an Aëtian chapter aims at. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  [N.B. pertains to both ch. 1.21 and ch. 1.22; see also below ch. 1.22 section E(a) 
General texts]  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.169–170 πειρασόµεθα καὶ περὶ χρόνου ζητεῖν· τάχα γὰρ καὶ 
περὶ τούτου ὁ λόγος ἄπορος φανεῖται τοῖς τε αἰώνιον ὑποτιθεµένοις εἶναι τὸν κόσµον φυσικοῖς καὶ τοῖς 
ἀπό τινος χρόνου λέγουσιν αὐτὸν συνεστάσθαι (cf. ch. 2.4).  (170) καὶ δή τινές (SVF 2.513) φασι 
χρόνον εἶναι διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως (cf. ch. 1.21.2), οἱ δὲ αὐτὴν τὴν τοῦ κόσµου κίνησιν.  
M. 10.176 Ἀριστοτέλης (Phys. 4.11 219b2–9) δὲ χρόνον ἔφασκεν εἶναι ἀριθµὸν τοῦ ἐν κινήσει πρώτου 
καὶ ὑστέρου.  Μ. 10.215 ἐνέσται δὲ τοῦτο ἀπορεῖν καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς οὐσίας, ὡς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐννοίας 
προηπόρηται. αὐτίκα γὰρ τῶν δογµατικῶν φιλοσόφων φασὶν οἱ µὲν σῶµα εἶναι τὸν χρόνον οἱ δὲ 
ἀσώµατον, καὶ τῶν ἀσώµατον φαµένων οἱ µὲν ὡς καθ’ αὑτό τι νοούµενον πρᾶγµα, οἱ δ’ ὡς 
συµβεβηκὸς ἑτέρῳ.  Μ. 10.218 ὥσθ’ οὗτοι µὲν σῶµα ποιοῦσι τὸν χρόνον, οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς φιλόσοφοι 
(SVF 2.331) ἀσώµατον αὐτὸν ᾠήθησαν ὑπάρχειν.  M. 10.228 Πλάτων δὲ ἔλεγεν, ὡς δέ τινες 
Ἀριστοτέλης (Phys. 4.11 219b1–2), χρόνον εἶναι ἀριθµὸν τοῦ ἐν κινήσει προτέρου καὶ ὑστέρου, 
Στράτων δὲ ὁ φυσικός (fr. 79c Wehrli, 35 appar. Sharples), ὡς δ’ ἄλλοι Ἀριστοτέλης, µέτρον 
κινήσεως καὶ µονῆς.  P. 3.136–138 χρόνον γὰρ εἶναί φασιν οἱ µὲν διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ ὅλου κινήσεως (cf. 
ch. 1.21.2) (ὅλον δὲ λέγω τὸν κόσµον), οἱ δὲ αὐτὴν τὴν κίνησιν τοῦ κόσµου (cf. ch. 1.22.1), Ἀριστοτέλης 
(Phys. 4.11 219b2–9) δέ, ἢ ὥς τινες Πλάτων, ἀριθµὸν τοῦ ἐν κινήσει προτέρου καὶ ὑστέρου, (137) 
Στράτων (fr. 79b Wehrli, 35 app. Sharples) δέ, ἢ ὥς τινες Ἀριστοτέλης, µέτρον κινήσεως καὶ µονῆς 
(cf. ch. 1.22.5), Ἐπίκουρος (cf. ch. 1.28.6, ad fr. 294 Usener, pp. 352.32–353.3) δέ, καθὼς Δηµήτριος ὁ 
Λάκων (test. 6 Gigante at Puglia (1988) 19) φησί, σύµπτωµα συµπτωµάτων, παρεπόµενον ἡµέραις 
τε καὶ νυξὶ καὶ ὥραις καὶ πάθεσι καὶ ἀπαθείαις καὶ κινήσεσι καὶ µοναῖς· (138) κατ’ οὐσίαν τε οἱ µὲν 
σῶµα αὐτὸν ἔφασαν εἶναι, ὡς οἱ περὶ τὸν Αἰνησίδηµον (fr. B28C Polito) (µηδὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν διαφέρειν 
τοῦ ὄντος καὶ τοῦ πρώτου σώµατος), οἱ δὲ ἀσώµατον. ἤτοι οὖν πᾶσαι αἱ στάσεις αὗταί εἰσιν ἀληθεῖς, ἢ 
πᾶσαι ψευδεῖς, ἢ τινὲς µὲν ἀληθεῖς, τινὲς δὲ ψευδεῖς.  Plutarch Plat.Quaest. 1006F–1007D ἐκεῖνο δὲ 
µᾶλλον ἄν τις ὑπίδοιτο, µὴ παρὰ τὸ εἰκὸς ὁ ἥλιος καὶ ἀτόπως λέγεται µετὰ τῆς σελήνης καὶ τῶν 
πλανήτων εἰς διορισµὸν χρόνου γεγονέναι (cf. Tim. 38c … . (1007A) … ῥητέον οὖν τοὺς ὑπὸ τούτων 
ταραττοµένους δι’ ἄγνοιαν οἴεσθαι τὸν χρόνον ‘µέτρον εἶναι κινήσεως καὶ ἀριθµὸν κατὰ ‹τὸ› πρότερον 
καὶ ὕστερον’ ὡς Ἀριστοτέλης (Phys. 4.11219b1–2, 220a24–25 etc.) εἶπεν, ἢ ‘τὸ ἐν (B) κινήσει ποσόν’ 
ὡς Σπεύσιππος (fr. 53 Lang, 93 Isnardi Parente, 60 Tarán, cf. ch. 1.22.5), ἢ ‘διάστηµα κινήσεως’ 
ἄλλο δ’ οὐδὲν ὡς ἔνιοι τῶν Στωικῶν (SVF 2.515) ἀπὸ συµβεβηκότος ὁριζόµενοι τὴν δ’ οὐσίαν αὐτοῦ καὶ 
τὴν δύναµιν οὐ συνορῶντες. … ὅ τε Πυθαγόρας (—), ἐρωτηθεὶς τί χρόνος ἐστί, τὴν τοὐρανοῦ ψυχὴν 
εἰπεῖν (cf. §1). οὐ γὰρ πάθος οὐδὲ συµβεβηκὸς ἧς ἔτυχε κινήσεως ὁ χρόνος ἐστίν, αἰτία δὲ καὶ δύναµις 
καὶ ἀρχὴ τῆς πάντα συνεχούσης τὰ γιγνόµενα συµµετρίας καὶ τάξεως, ἣν ἡ τοῦ ὅλου φύσις ἔµψυχος 
οὖσα κινεῖται· µᾶλλον δὲ κίνησις (C)  οὖσα καὶ τάξις αὐτὴ καὶ συµµετρία χρόνος καλεῖται. … καὶ γὰρ ἡ 
ψυχῆς οὐσία κατὰ τοὺς παλαιοὺς (Xenocrates fr. 60 Heinze, F 92 Isnardi Parente2) ‘ἀριθµὸς ἦν 
αὐτὸς ἑαυτὸν κινῶν’. … (D) … οὕτως οὖν ἀναγκαίαν πρὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν ἔχων συµπλοκὴν καὶ 
συναρµογὴν ὁ χρόνος οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἐστι κίνησις ἀλλὰ ὥσπερ εἴρηται κίνησις ἐν τάξει µέτρον ἐχούσῃ καὶ 
πέρατα καὶ περιόδους.  Plotinus  Enn. 3.7[45].2.2–4 ὥσπερ ἂν εἴ τις λέγοι τὸν χρόνον τὸν σύµπαντα 
οὐρανὸν καὶ κόσµον εἶναι (cf. §1); καὶ γὰρ αὖ καὶ ταύτην τὴν δόξαν ἔσχον τινές, φασι, περὶ τοῦ χρόνου 
+ 3.7[45].2.21 ὥσπερ ἐνταῦθα τὸν χρόνον κατὰ τὴν κίνησίν φασιν (cf. §§2–3 and ch. 1.22.1–5).  Enn. 
3.7[45].1.7–17 πειρώµενοι µὴν εἰς ἐπίστασιν αὐτῶν (sc. τοῦ αἰῶνος καὶ τοῦ χρόνου) ἰέναι καὶ οἷον 
ἐγγὺς προσελθεῖν πάλιν αὖ ταῖς γνώµαις ἀποροῦντες τὰς τῶν παλαιῶν ἀποφάσεις περὶ αὐτῶν ἄλλος 
ἄλλας, τάχα δὲ καὶ ἄλλως τὰς αὐτὰς λαβόντες ἐπὶ τούτων ἀναπαυσάµενοι καὶ αὔταρκες νοµίσαντες, εἰ 
ἔχοιµεν ἐρωτηθέντες τὸ δοκοῦν ἐκείνοις λέγειν, ἀγαπήσαντες ἀπαλλαττόµεθα τοῦ ζητεῖν ἔτι περὶ 
αὐτῶν. εὑρηκέναι µὲν οὖν τινας τῶν ἀρχαίων καὶ µακαρίων φιλοσόφων τὸ ἀληθὲς δεῖ νοµίζειν· τίνες δ’ 
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οἱ τυχόντες µάλιστα, καὶ πῶς ἂν καὶ ἡµῖν σύνεσις περὶ τούτων γένοιτο, ἐπισκέψασθαι προσήκει.  Enn. 
3.7[45].7.17–27 τριχῇ δ’ ἴσως διαιρετέον τοὺς λεγοµένους περὶ αὐτοῦ (sc. τοῦ χρόνου) λόγους τὴν 
πρώτην. ἢ γὰρ κίνησις ἡ λεγοµένη (cf. §§ 2–2α and ch. 1.22.1–5), ἢ τὸ κινούµενον λέγοι ἄν (cf. §1), ἢ 
κινήσεώς τι τὸν χρόνον (cf. ch. 22.6)· τὸ γὰρ στάσιν ἢ τὸ ἑστηκὸς ἢ στάσεώς τι λέγειν παντάπασι 
πόρρω τῆς ἐννοίας ἂν εἴη τοῦ χρόνου οὐδαµῇ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ὄντος. τῶν δὲ κίνησιν λεγόντων οἱ µὲν πᾶσαν 
κίνησιν ἂν λέγοιεν, οἱ δὲ τὴν τοῦ παντός· οἱ δὲ τὸ κινούµενον λέγοντες τὴν τοῦ παντὸς ἂν σφαῖραν 
λέγοιεν (cf. §1)· οἱ δὲ κινήσεώς τι ἢ διάστηµα κινήσεως (cf. §2), οἱ δὲ µέτρον (cf. ch. 1.22.3, 22,7), οἱ δ’ 
ὅλως παρακολουθοῦν (cf. ch. 1.22.6) αὐτῇ· καὶ ἢ πάσης ἢ τῆς τεταγµένης.  Enn. 3.7[45].8.20–21 εἰ 
τοίνυν µηδὲ ἡ κίνησις τῆς σφαίρας (cf. §1) ὁ χρόνος, σχολῇ γ’ ἂν ἡ σφαῖρα αὐτή, ἣ ἐκ τοῦ κινεῖσθαι 
ὑπενοήθη χρόνος εἶναι.  Simplicius in Cat. 346.12–20 (Iamblichus fr. 104.38–46 Dalsgaard Larsen) 
καὶ κατὰ τὰς παλαιὰς δὲ δόξας ἡ αὐτὴ ἔννοια φαίνεται τοῦ χρόνου· ἢ γὰρ κίνησιν ἢ κινήσεώς τι ἤτοι 
χωριστὸν ἢ ἀχώριστον τὸν χρόνον ὑπολαµβάνουσιν. Στράτων (fr. 78 Wehrli, 33 Sharples; cf. A 1.22.5) 
µὲν γὰρ τὸ ποσὸν τῆς κινήσεως εἰπὼν τὸν χρόνον ἀχώριστόν τι αὐτὸν ὑπέθετο τῆς κινήσεως, 
Θεόφραστος (fr. 151A FHS&G) δὲ συµβεβηκός τι καὶ Ἀριστοτέλης (Phys. 4.11 219b1–2) ἀριθµὸν εἰπὼν 
ὡς χωριστὸν ἐθεάσαντο· ἡνίκα δὲ ἕξιν ἢ πάθος κινήσεως λέγει, ὡς ἀχωρίστῳ καὶ αὐτὸς ἐχρήσατο. 
ἀλλὰ τούτων µὲν ὡς διὰ τὸ ἀκριβὲς τὴν εἰσαγωγικὴν πραγµατείαν ὑπερβαινόντων οὐκ ἐφάπτεται νῦν, 
τὸ µέντοι συνεχῆ καὶ ποσὸν εἶναι τὸν χρόνον ὡς κοινὸν ἀξίωµα λαµβάνει.  in Cat. 350.10–16 τὴν δὲ τοῦ 
χρόνου φύσιν θεωρητικώτερον παραδιδοὺς ὁ Ἰάµβλιχος (fr. 106 Dalsgaard Larsen) τὸν Ἀρχύταν 
(ps.Archytas Categ. p. 24.15–16 Thesleff) πάλιν ἡγεµόνα προΐσταται, ὅς φησιν ὅτι ῾ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος 
κινάσιός τινος ἀριθµὸς ἢ καὶ καθόλω διάστηµα τᾶς τοῦ παντὸς φύσιος (cf. ch. 1.21.2)’, οὐ τὴν 
Ἀριστοτέλους καὶ τῶν Στωικῶν δόξαν εἰς ταὐτὸ συλλαµβάνων, ὥς τινες οἴονται, διότι ὁ µὲν 
Ἀριστοτέλης (Phys. 4.11 219b1–2) ἀριθµὸν κινήσεως εἶναί φησι τὸν χρόνον, τῶν δὲ Στωικῶν Ζήνων 
(SVF 1.93) µὲν πάσης ἁπλῶς κινήσεως διάστηµα τὸν χρόνον εἶπεν, Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.510) δὲ 
διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως.   
Chapter heading: Sextus Empiricus Μ. 10 pinax γ΄ Περὶ χρόνου.  Μ. 10.169 tit. Εἰ ἔστι χρόνος.  P. 3 
pinax ιθ΄ Περὶ χρόνου.  P. 3.136 ιθ΄ Περὶ χρόνου.   
§1  Pythagoras:  Plotinus Enn. 3.7[45].2.2–4 see above General texts .   
§2  Plato:  Arius Didymus fr. 26 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.40e + 42, pp. 104.6–11 + 105.8–106.9 Ζήνων 
(SVF 1.93) ἔφησε χρόνον εἶναι κινήσεως διάστηµα ,τοῦτο δὲ καὶ µέτρον καὶ κριτήριον τάχους τε καὶ 
βραδύτητος, ὅπως ἔχει ‹ἕκαστα add. Wachsmuth probat ab Arnim› ...  Ἀπολλόδωρος (SVF 3 Apoll. 
8, verbatim) δ’ ἐν τῇ Φυσικῇ τέχνῃ οὕτως ὁρίζεται τὸν χρόνον· ‘χρόνος δ’ ἐστὶ τῆς τοῦ κόσµου 
κινήσεως διάστηµα’ … Ποσειδώνιος (F 98 E.-K., 270 Theiler)· ‘διάστηµα κινήσεως ἢ µέτρον τάχους τε 
καὶ βραδύτητος, ὅπως ἔχει τὸ ἐπινοούµενον’. … ὁ δὲ Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.509) χρόνον εἶναι κινήσεως 
διάστηµα, καθ’ ὃ ποτὲ λέγεται µέτρον τάχους τε καὶ βραδύτητος· ἢ τὸ παρακολουθοῦν διάστηµα τῇ 
τοῦ κόσµου κινήσει, καὶ κατὰ µὲν τὸν χρόνον κινεῖσθαί τε ἕκαστα καὶ εἶναι· κτλ.  Philo of Alexandria 
Aet. 4 λέγεται τοίνυν ὁ κόσµος … κατὰ δὲ τρίτον, ὡς δοκεῖ τοῖς Στωικοῖς (SVF 2.621), διῆκον ἄχρι τῆς 
ἐκπυρώσεως, οὐσία τις ἢ διακεκοσµηµένη ἢ ἀδιακόσµητος, οὗ τῆς κινήσεώς φασιν εἶναι τὸν χρόνον 
διάστηµα.  Aet. 52 µεγίστην µέντοι παρέχεται πίστιν εἰς ἀιδιότητα καὶ ὁ χρόνος. εἰ γὰρ ἀγένητος ὁ 
χρόνος, ἐξ ἀνάγκης καὶ ὁ κόσµος ἀγένητος. διὰ τί; ὅτι, ᾗ φησιν ὁ µέγας Πλάτων (Tim. 37c), ἡµέραι καὶ 
νύκτες µῆνές τε καὶ ἐνιαυτῶν περίοδοι χρόνον ἔδειξαν. ἀµήχανον δέ τι τούτων συστῆναι δίχα ἡλίου 
κινήσεως καὶ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ περιφορᾶς· ὥστ’ εὐθυβόλως ἀποδεδόσθαι πρὸς τῶν εἰωθότων τὰ 
πράγµατα ὁρίζεσθαι χρόνον διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως.  Aet. 54 τάχα τις εὑρεσιλογῶν 
Στωικὸς (—) ἐρεῖ, τὸν χρόνον ἀποδεδόσθαι διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως οὐχὶ τοῦ νυνὶ 
διακεκοσµηµένου µόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦ κατὰ τὴν ἐκπύρωσιν ὑπονοουµένου.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
3.73 (on Plato) χρόνον τε γενέσθαι εἰκόνα τοῦ ἀιδίου. κἀκεῖνον µὲν ἀεὶ µένειν, τὴν δὲ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 
φορὰν χρόνον εἶναι· καὶ γὰρ νύκτα καὶ ἡµέραν καὶ µῆνα καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα πάντα χρόνου µέρη εἶναι. 
διόπερ ἄνευ τῆς τοῦ κόσµου φύσεως οὐκ εἶναι χρόνον· ἅµα γὰρ ὑπάρχειν αὐτῷ καὶ χρόνον εἶναι. 
Plotinus Enn. 1.5[36].7.14–17 ὅλως δὲ τοῦ χρόνου τὸ πλέον σκέδασιν βούλεται ἑνός τινος ἐν τῷ 
παρόντι ὄντος. διὸ καὶ εἰκὼν αἰῶνος εἰκότως λέγεται ἀφανίζειν βουλοµένη ἐν τῷ σκιδναµένῳ αὐτῆς τὸ 
ἐκείνου µένον.  Enn. 3.7[45].7.25 οἱ δὲ …  διάστηµα κινήσεως.  Enn. 3.7[45].8.54–56 εἰ δὲ τὸ διάστηµα 
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τῆς κινήσεως λέγοι τις χρόνον, οὐ τὸ αὐτῆς τῆς κινήσεως, ἀλλὰ παρ’ ὃ αὐτὴ ἡ κίνησις τὴν παράτασιν 
ἔχοι οἷον συµπαραθέουσα ἐκείνῳ, τί δὲ τοῦτό ἐστιν οὐκ εἴρηται.   
§2α: Aristotle:  Arius Didymus fr. 6 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.40c, p. 103.10–16 τὸν δὲ χρόνον ἀριθµὸν 
εἶναι κινήσεως κατὰ τὸ πρότερον καὶ τὸ ὕστερον, οὔτ’ ἀρχὴν ἔχοντα οὔτε τελευτήν, ἀλλ’ ἀεὶ ὄντα καὶ 
ἀεὶ γιγνόµενον, εἶναι δὲ συνεχῆ καὶ διαιρετόν· λαµβάνεσθαι γὰρ αὐτοῦ τὸ µὲν πρότερον τὸ δ’ ὕστερον, 
ὅρον δ’ ὑπάρχειν ἑκατέρων τὸ νῦν· τοῦτο γὰρ νοεῖσθαι τοῦ µὲν προτέρου πέρας, τοῦ δὲ µέλλοντος 
ἀρχήν. fr. 7 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.40d, p. 103.18–104.5 οἱ Ἀριστοτελικοὶ τὸν χρόνον ἀριθµὸν τῶν κατὰ 
τὸ νῦν ἀφοριζοµένων κινήσεων κτλ. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Aristotle Phys. 4.10 217b29–218b1 ἐχόµενον δὲ τῶν εἰρηµένων ἐστὶν ἐπελθεῖν περὶ 
χρόνου. … τί δ’ ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος καὶ τίς αὐτοῦ ἡ φύσις, ... (218a32) ἔκ τε τῶν παραδεδοµένων ἄδηλόν 
ἐστιν … οἱ µὲν … οἱ δὲ …  Cicero ND 1.21 saecla nunc dico non ea quae dierum noctiumque numero 
annuis cursibus conficiuntur; nam fateor ea sine mundi conversione effici non potuisse; sed fuit 
quaedam ab infinito tempore aeternitas, quam nulla circumscriptio temporum metiebatur, spatio 
tamen qualis ea fuerit intellegi potest, quod ne in cogitationem quidem cadit ut fuerit tempus 
aliquod nullum cum tempus esset.  Seneca Ep. 88.33 magna et spatiosa res est sapientia. vacuo illi 
loco opus est: de divinis humanisque discendum est, de praeteritis de futuris, de caducis de 
aeternis, de tempore. de quo uno vide quam multa quaerantur: primum an per se sit aliquid; 
deinde an aliquid ante tempus sit sine tempore; cum mundo coeperit an etiam ante mundum quia 
fuerit aliquid, fuerit et tempus.  Alexander of Aphrodisias On Time 1.1–7, p. 92.31–93.34 Théry 
Those who disagree with us concerning place raise a difficulty by saying that it has three 
dimensions; and similarly there is a difficulty to resolve in what is said by those who think 
concerning time that it is neither the heavenly sphere (cf. §1), nor its motion (cf. ch. 1.22.1, nor 
the number of its motion (cf. §2α). We have indeed already spoken at length elsewhere about 
time; now we will speak briefly, though we may perhaps, even while abbreviating, mention 
here things, which we did not mention there. What is said by those who say that time is the 
heavenly sphere itself (cf. §1) is empty, and the person who says this deserves to be laughed at. 
For there are many spheres at a single moment, but not many times at a single moment. And 
time includes what is past and what is future, but the spheres are not like that. And what is 
said by those who think that motions, that is the motions of the sphere (cf. ch. 1.22.1), are time 
is feeble. For the parts of time, when they are spoken of, are time, but on the other hand the 
parts of a circular motion, when they are spoken of, are not circular motion. And what is said 
by those who think that time is motion, simply (cf. ch. 1.22.7), need not be accepted; for motion 
is in the moving thing and in the place in which it moves, ‹whereas time is neither in the 
moving thing nor in the place in which it moves›, but in every place. And again, one motion is 
swifter than another, since the motion of the highest sphere, which does not pause or cease, is 
swifter than the motion of Saturn, and the motion of Saturn is slower; but 'swift' and 'slow' are 
not applicable to time, but rather to motion. And similarly the motion of the sphere of the 
Moon is swifter than the others; but 'swift' and 'slow' are only determined in relation to time, 
since a swift motion is one which takes place in a small time, and a slow motion one which 
takes place over a great time. Some however think that time is not any of these things, nor yet 
the number of the motion of the heavenly sphere; they think it is a single thing that other 
things encounter. For they say that if we were to think of the sphere standing still, its standing 
still would be in time; and since its standing still would be in time, its motion would be in time; 
‹and if its motion is in time, the attendant number of its motion is in time too›. But what they 
say is not true; for if we were to think of the sphere standing still, time would be done away 
with. If time exists and is the number of the motions of the sphere, what harm does it do if it is 
thought of as different from that? For even if people think that the globe of the moon touches 
the globe of the earth, ‹this› does not affect it in its being and essence, which is raised above 
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the earth and unaffected by what affects the earth. But they ask about the essence of that time 
(cf. ch. 1.22 tit.), and what has made it to be time, indeed, what proof there is of its being, and 
whether it is not to be thought that there is some other ‹time› existing after time itself (trans. 
Sharples, slightly modified).  Stobaeus Ecl. 1.8.40a, p. 102.7–8 Θαλῆς (fr. 342 Wöhrle) ἐρωτηθείς, 
’τί σοφώτατον’; ἔφη, ῾ χρόνος· ἀνευρίσκει γὰρ τὰ πάντα’.  Proclus in Tim. 3.8.28–35 χρόνου µὲν οὖν 
ἔννοιαν καὶ συναίσθησιν καὶ οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἔχουσιν, εἴς τε τὴν ‹τῶν› ὑπὸ σελήνην καὶ τὴν 
τῶν οὐρανίων κίνησιν ἀποβλέποντες καὶ κινήσεώς τι τὸν χρόνον εἶναι νοµίζοντες, οἷον ἀριθµὸν ἢ 
παράτασιν ἢ ἄλλο τι τοιοῦτον. αἰῶνος δὲ οἱ περιττότεροι προῆλθον εἰς ἐπίστασιν, κατιδόντες οὐχὶ 
κίνησιν ἁπλῶς, ἀλλὰ κίνησιν ἀίδιον οὖσαν ἐν τῷ παντὶ καὶ τεταγµένην καὶ ἀεὶ ὡσαύτως 
ἀνακυκλουµένην.  in Tim. 3.95.7–15 ἔτι δὲ κἀκεῖνο ληπτέον ἀπὸ τῶν προειρηµένων, ὅτι πολλοῦ δεῖ 
τοιοῦτον ὑπονοῆσαι τὸν χρόνον ὁ Πλάτων, οἷον οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.521) ὑπέλαβον ἢ τῶν ἐκ τοῦ 
Περιπάτου πολλοί, οἳ µὲν κατ’ ἐπίνοιαν ψιλὴν αὐτὸν συνιστάντες ἀµενηνὸν καὶ ἔγγιστα τοῦ µὴ ὄντος 
(ἓν γὰρ ἦν τῶν παρ’ αὐτοῖς ἀσωµάτων ὁ χρόνος, ἃ δὴ καταπεφρόνηται παρ’ αὐτοῖς ὡς ἀδρανῆ καὶ οὐκ 
ὄντα καὶ ἐν ἐπινοίαις ὑφιστάµενα ψιλαῖς), οἳ δὲ συµβεβηκὸς τῆς κινήσεως λέγοντες.  Inst.Phys. 2 
Ὅροι τοῦ δευτέρου p. 30.17–18 Ritzenfeld xiii. χρόνος ἐστὶν ἀριθµὸς κινήσεως οὐρανίων σωµάτων.  
Simplicius in Phys. 700.11–25 δείξας (sc. ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης) … ὅτι ἄδηλόν ἐστι τὸ εἶναι τὸν χρόνον, 
εἴπερ οὕτως εἰσὶ πιθανοὶ καὶ οἱ λέγοντες µὴ εἶναι λόγοι, ἐφεξῆς φησιν ὅτι καὶ τὸ ‘τί ἐστιν ὁ χρόνος καὶ 
τίς ἡ φύσις αὐτοῦ’, εἴπερ τις ἐκ τῶν παραδεδοµένων ἐπιχειρήσει σκοπεῖν, ὁµοίως ἄδηλον εὑρήσει. … 
ἄδηλον οὖν καὶ τὸ τί ἐστιν, εἴπερ ῾οἱ µὲν’ ῾τὴν τοῦ ὅλου κίνησιν’ (SVF 2.516) καὶ περιφορὰν τὸν χρόνον 
εἶναί φασιν, ὡς τὸν Πλάτωνα νοµίζουσιν ὅ τε Εὔδηµος (fr. 82a Wehrli) καὶ ὁ Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. 
fr. 15 Diels, 150 FHS&G) καὶ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος· ῾οἱ δὲ τὴν σφαῖραν αὐτήν’ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, ὡς τοὺς 
Πυθαγορείους (cf. ch. 1.21.1) ἱστοροῦσι λέγειν οἱ παρακούσαντες ἴσως τοῦ Ἀρχύτου (ps.Archytas 
Categ. p. 24.15–126 Thesleff) λέγοντος καθόλου ‘τὸν χρόνον διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως’, ἢ ὥς 
τινες τῶν Στωικῶν (SVF 2.516) ἔλεγον· οἱ δὲ τὴν κίνησιν ἁπλῶς· τρεῖς γὰρ ἱστορεῖ περὶ χρόνου δόξας 
τὰς µυθικωτέρας παρείς· ἐν αἷς ἐκ διαιρέσεως εἰληµµέναις πάσας συνείληφεν. ἢ γὰρ κίνησις ὁ χρόνος 
ἐστὶν ἢ τὸ κινούµενον πρώτως ἢ τοῦ παντὸς σφαῖρα.  in Phys. 702.24–703.6 ὁ δὲ Ἀλέξανδρος 
φιλονεικῶν δεῖξαι τοῦ Πλάτωνος οὖσαν δόξαν τὴν λέγουσαν χρόνον εἶναι τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ φοράν, 
πρῶτον µὲν τὸν Εὔδηµον (fr. 82b Wehrli) µαρτύρεται λέγοντα· ‘ἠκολούθησε δὲ καὶ Πλάτων τῇ δόξῃ 
ταύτῃ καὶ µάλα ἀτόπως· πρὶν γὰρ οὐρανὸν γενέσθαι, φησὶ κίνησιν εἶναι ἄτακτον (Tim. 43b). οὐ λίνον 
δὴ λίνῳ συνάπτει, εἴπερ πᾶσα κίνησις ἐν χρόνῳ.’ ἔπειτα οὐκ ἀποδέχεται τῶν λεγόντων ὅτι καὶ ὁ 
Πλάτων συµφώνως τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει τὸν χρόνον ἀριθµὸν λέγει κινήσεως εἰπών· ‘κατ’ ἀριθµὸν ἰοῦσαν 
αἰώνιον εἰκόνα (Tim. 37d).’ ‘οὐ γὰρ ἀριθµὸν κινήσεως’, φησί, ‘λέγει τὸν χρόνον, ἀλλὰ κατὰ ἀριθµὸν 
κίνησιν, ὅ ἐστι κατὰ τάξιν’. ταῦτα µὲν ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος. ἐµὲ δὲ ὑποδεῖξαι χρεών, πρῶτον µὲν πόθεν ὁ 
Εὔδηµος ὑπενόησε χρόνον λέγειν τὸν Πλάτωνα τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ περιφοράν, εἶτα ὅτι οὐκ ἀκολουθεῖ 
τοῦτο τὸ ἄτοπον τῷ Πλάτωνι, ὡς ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος συνελογίσατο, τὸ χρόνον εἶναι πρὸ χρόνου. ‘εἰ γὰρ 
πᾶσα κίνησις’, φησίν, ‘ἐν χρόνῳ, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ ἡ πληµµελὴς καὶ ἄτακτος κίνησις ἐν χρόνῳ. εἰ οὖν ἡ 
τοιαύτη κίνησις ἦν πρὶν οὐρανὸν γενέσθαι, δῆλον ὅτι καὶ χρόνος ἦν πρὸ τῆς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ περιφορᾶς. εἰ 
οὖν αὕτη ὁ χρόνος, εἴη ἂν χρόνος πρὸ χρόνου.’  in Phys. 785.12 (coroll. de tempore) τὰς δὲ τῶν 
προτέρων περὶ τοῦ χρόνου δόξας ἐπισκεψώµεθα.  in Cat. 350.10–21 τὴν δὲ τοῦ χρόνου φύσιν 
θεωρητικώτερον παραδιδοὺς ὁ Ἰάµβλιχος (fr. 106 Dalsgaard Larsen) τὸν Ἀρχύταν (ps.Archytas 
Categ. p. 24.15–126 Thesleff) πάλιν ἡγεµόνα προΐσταται, ὅς φησιν ὅτι ‘ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος κινάσιός τινος 
ἀριθµὸς ἢ καὶ καθόλω διάστηµα τᾶς τοῦ παντὸς φύσιος’, οὐ τὴν Ἀριστοτέλους καὶ τῶν Στωικῶν δόξαν 
εἰς ταὐτὸ συλλαµβάνων, ὥς τινες οἴονται, διότι ὁ µὲν Ἀριστοτέλης (Cael. 1.9 279a14–15) ἀριθµὸν 
κινήσεως εἶναί φησι τὸν χρόνον, τῶν δὲ Στωικῶν Ζήνων (SVF 1.93) µὲν πάσης ἁπλῶς κινήσεως 
διάστηµα τὸν χρόνον εἶπεν, Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.510) δὲ διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως. οὐ γὰρ δύο 
ὅρους εἰς ταὐτὸν συνάπτει, ἀλλ’ ἕνα ὁρισµὸν ποιεῖται καὶ ἰδιάζοντα τοῦτον παρὰ τὰς τῶν ἄλλων 
ἀποφάσεις· οὐ γὰρ εἶπεν κινήσεως ἀριθµὸν τῆς πάσης, ὥσπερ Ἀριστοτέλης ἀφωρίσατο, ἀλλὰ 
κινήσεως τινός, οὐ τῶν ἐν µέρει, οἷον τῆς τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἢ τῆς τοῦ ἡλίου ἢ ἄλλης τινὸς ἐν τοῖς καθ’ 
ἕκαστα διωρισµένης. 
 σῶµα // ἀσώµατον: Philo of Alexandria Agr. 139 τῶν ὄντων τὰ µέν ἐστι σώµατα, τὰ δ’ 
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ἀσώµατα.  Seneca Ep. 58.14 ‘quod est’ in has species divido, ut sint corporalia aut incorporalia, 
nihil tertium est.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.2 τῶν ἐννοουµένων ἡµῖν πραγµάτων τὰς οὐσίας ἐπινοεῖν 
ὀφείλοµεν, οἷον εἰ σώµατά ἐστιν ἢ ἀσώµατα.  ps.Archytas Cathol. p. 5.31–32 Thesleff διαιρεῖται ἁ 
οὐσία εἰς σῶµα καὶ ἀσώµατον. cf. A 1.3.20 οὐσία ἀσώµατος (on the idea). 
Chapter heading: Aristotle Phys. 4.10 218a31 τί δ’ ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος καὶ τίς αὐτοῦ ἡ φύσις ... .  Cael. 3.4 
303a23–24 περὶ ὧν εἴρηται πρότερον ἐν τοῖς περὶ χρόνου καὶ κινήσεως.  Aristotelis Vita Menagiana 
l. 190 = Vita Aristotelis Ptolemaei 96 Περὶ χρόνου α΄.  Cleanthes at D.L. V.P. 7.174 (SVF 1.481) Περὶ 
χρόνου.  Strato at D.L. V.P. 5.59 (fr. 18.31 Wehrli, 1.40 Sharples) Περὶ χρόνου.  Porphyry Plot. 26 τὸ 
δὲ ῾Περὶ αἰῶνος καὶ χρόνου’ διὰ τὸ περὶ τοῦ χρόνου ἐνταῦθα ἐτάξαµεν.  Plot. 5 et 24 ~ Plotinus 
3.7.[45].tit. Περὶ αἰῶνος καὶ χρόνου.  Suda s.v. Φ 418 φιλόσοφος (i.e. Philippus Opuntius fr. i 
Tarán, F3 Lasserre) p. 4.733.28 Adler Περὶ χρόνου ἕν.  Psellus Op.Phil. 1 Duffy, 41 tit. Περὶ αἰῶνος 
καὶ χρόνου. 
§0 Aristotle: Phys. 4.10 217b30–33 πρῶτον δὲ καλῶς ἔχει διαπορῆσαι περὶ αὐτοῦ (sc. περὶ χρόνου) 
καὶ διὰ τῶν ἐξωτερικῶν λόγων, πότερον τῶν ὄντων ἐστὶν ἢ τῶν µὴ ὄντων, εἶτα τίς ἡ φύσις αὐτοῦ. ὅτι 
µὲν οὖν ἢ ὅλως οὐκ ἔστιν ἢ µόλις καὶ ἀµυδρῶς, ἐκ τῶνδέ τις ἂν ὑποπτεύσειεν κτλ.   
§1  Pythagoras: Aristotle Phys. 4.10 218a33–b10 οἱ µὲν γὰρ τὴν τοῦ ὅλου κίνησιν εἶναί φασιν 
(Pythagoreans 58B33 DK).  Simplicius in Phys. 700.19–22 οἱ δὲ ‘τὴν σφαῖραν αὐτὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ’, 
ὡς τοὺς Πυθαγορείους ἱστοροῦσι λέγειν οἱ παρακούσαντες ἴσως τοῦ Ἀρχύτου (ps.Archytas Categ. p. 
24.15–126 Thesleff) λέγοντος καθόλου τὸν χρόνον διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως (cf. §2!), ἢ ὥς 
τινες τῶν Στωικῶν (SVF 2.516) ἔλεγον.  in Phys. 700.28–30 τὸ δὲ τὴν σφαῖραν αὐτὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ 
εἶναι τὸν χρόνον ὡς ἄγαν ἀπίθανον οὐδὲ ἀντιλογίας ἠξίωσεν ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης.   
§2  Plato:  Plato Tim. 37d ἡ µὲν οὖν τοῦ ζῴου φύσις ἐτύγχανεν οὖσα αἰώνιος, καὶ τοῦτο µὲν δὴ τῷ 
γεννητῷ παντελῶς προσάπτειν οὐκ ἦν δυνατόν· εἰκὼ δ’ ἐπενόει κινητόν τινα αἰῶνος ποιῆσαι, καὶ 
διακοσµῶν ἅµα οὐρανὸν ποιεῖ µένοντος αἰῶνος ἐν ἑνὶ κατ’ ἀριθµὸν ἰοῦσαν αἰώνιον εἰκόνα, τοῦτον ὃν δὴ 
χρόνον ὠνοµάκαµεν.  Tim. 38c ἐξ οὖν λόγου καὶ διανοίας θεοῦ τοιαύτης πρὸς χρόνου γένεσιν, ἵνα 
γεννηθῇ χρόνος, ἥλιος καὶ σελήνη καὶ πέντε ἄλλα ἄστρα, ἐπίκλην ἔχοντα πλανητά, εἰς διορισµὸν καὶ 
φυλακὴν ἀριθµῶν χρόνου γέγονεν.  ps.Plato (i.e. Philip of Opus) Epin. 991c–d ἔτι δὲ τὴν ἀκρίβειαν 
τοῦ χρόνου ἡµῖν ληπτέον, ὡς ἀκριβῶς ἀποτελεῖ πάντα τὰ κατ’ (d) οὐρανὸν γιγνόµενα.  Eudemus fr. 
82b Wehrli.  Varro LL 5.1.12 neque unquam tempus, quin fueri{n}t motus : eius enim intervallum 
tempus.  L.L. 6.2.3 tempus esse dicunt in‹ter›vallum mundi {et} motus.  Timaeus Locrus 30, p. 
215.1–6 Thesleff χρόνω δὲ µέρεα τάσδε τὰς περιόδως λέγοντι, ὃν ἐγέννασεν ὁ θεὸς σὺν κόσµῳ. οὐ γὰρ 
ἦν πρὸ κόσµω ἄστρα· διόπερ οὐδ’ ἐνιαυτὸς οὐδ’ ὡρᾶν περίοδοι, αἷς µετρέεται ὁ γεννατὸς χρόνος οὗτος. 
εἰκὼν δ’ἐστὶ τῶ ἀγεννάτω χρόνω, ὃν αἰῶνα ποταγορεύοµες· ὡς γὰρ ποτ' ἀίδιον παράδειγµα, τὸν 
ἰδανικὸν κόσµον, ὅδε ὠρανὸς ἐγεννάθη, {οὕτως} ὣς ποτὶ παράδειγµα, τὸν αἰῶνα, ὅδε χρόνος σὺν κόσµῳ 
ἐδαµιουργήθη.  Philo of Alexandria Aet. 3–4 κόσµος …. ὡς δοκεῖ τοῖς Στωικοῖς (SVF 2.621) … οὗ 
τῆς κινήσεώς φασιν εἶναι τὸν χρόνον διάστηµα.  Aet. 54 τάχα τις εὑρεσιλογῶν Στωικὸς (SVF 2.509) 
ἐρεῖ, τὸν χρόνον ἀποδεδόσθαι διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως οὐχὶ τοῦ νυνὶ διακεκοσµηµένου 
µόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦ κατὰ τὴν ἐκπύρωσιν ὑπονοουµένου.  Opif. 26 (SVF 2.511) χρόνος γὰρ οὐκ ἦν πρὸ 
κόσµου, ἀλλ’ ἢ σὺν αὐτῷ γέγονεν ἢ µετ’ αὐτόν· ἐπεὶ γὰρ διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεώς ἐστιν ὁ 
χρόνος, προτέρα δὲ τοῦ κινουµένου κίνησις οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο (cited Eus. PE 11.24.4–5).  Alcinous Did. c. 
14, p. 170.24–26 H. καὶ γὰρ τὸν χρόνον ἐποίησε (sc. ὁ θεὸς) τῆς κινήσεως τοῦ κόσµου διάστηµα, ὡς ἂν 
εἰκόνα τοῦ αἰῶνος, ὅς ἐστι µέτρον τοῦ αἰωνίου κόσµου τῆς µονῆς.  Apuleius Plat. 201 eiusdem 
temporis spatiis mensuras mundanae conversionis intellegi.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.141 (SVF 
2.520) ἔτι δὲ καὶ τὸν χρόνον ἀσώµατον, διάστηµα ὄντα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως.  cit. Suda s.v. Χ 533 
χρόνος, p. 4.827.15–19 Adler οἱ φιλόσοφοι ἀσώµατον αὐτὸν εἶναί φασι, διάστηµα ὄντα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου 
κινήσεως.  Basil of Caesarea Adv.Eun. MPG 29.560.26–29 χρόνος δέ ἐστι τὸ συµπαρεκτεινόµενον τῇ 
συστάσει τοῦ κόσµου διάστηµα· ᾧ πᾶσα παραµετρεῖται κίνησις, εἴτε ἀστέρων, εἴτε ζώων, εἴτε 
οὑτινοσοῦν τῶν κινουµένων κτλ.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 23 ‘simulacrum’ est enim ‘tempus aevi’ (Tim. 
37d ff.).  In Tim. c. 105.  Simp. in Phys. 786.11–13 ὁ µέντοι θεῖος Ἰάµβλιχος (fr. 107 Dalsgaard Larseν) 
ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν εἰς τὰς Κατηγορίας ὑποµνηµάτων τὸν Ἀρχύταν (fr. 30a Nolle) ὁρίζεσθαί φησι ‘τὸν 
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χρόνον’ ὡς ‘ἔστι ‘κινάσιός τις ἀριθµὸς ἢ καὶ καθόλω διάσταµα τᾶς τῶ παντὸς φύσιος’ (ps.Archytas 
Categ. p. 24.15–16). 
§2α  Aristotle:  Aristotle Phys. 4.11 219a8-10 ὥστε ἤτοι κίνησις ἢ τῆς κινήσεώς τί ἐστιν ὁ χρόνος. ἐπεὶ 
οὖν οὐ κίνησις, ἀνάγκη τῆς κινήσεώς τι εἶναι αὐτόν.  Cael. 1.9 279a14–16 χρόνος δὲ ἀριθµὸς κινήσεως.  
GC 2.10 337a22–24 συνεχοῦς δ’ ὄντος τοῦ χρόνου ἀνάγκη τὴν κίνησιν συνεχῆ εἶναι, εἴπερ ἀδύνατον 
χρόνον χωρὶς κινήσεως εἶναι· συνεχοῦς ἄρα τινὸς ἀριθµὸς ὁ χρόνος, τῆς κύκλῳ ἄρα.  GA 4.9 777b16–
778a4.  Phys. 4.14 223b21–23 δοκεῖ (sc. to others) ὁ χρόνος εἶναι ἡ τῆς σφαίρας κίνησις, ὅτι ταύτῃ 
µετροῦνται αἱ ἄλλαι κινήσεις καὶ ὁ χρόνος ταύτῃ τῇ κινήσει.  Themistius in Phys. 144.23–29 δῆλον 
οὖν, ὡς οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ χρόνος ἄνευ κινήσεως, ἄνευ κινήσεως δὲ οὐχ ὃν τρόπον οἴεται Γαληνός, ἐπειδὴ 
κινούµενοι νοοῦµεν τὸν χρόνον· οὕτω γὰρ ὑπολαµβάνει λέγειν Ἀριστοτέλην, ἀλλ’ ἐπειδὴ τῇ τῆς 
κινήσεως ἐννοίᾳ συνήρτηται ἡ τοῦ χρόνου. τί οὖν µάτην ἤθλει πρὸς τοῦτο δῆθεν ἀντιλέγειν ἐπιχειρῶν; 
‘καὶ γὰρ τὰ ἀκίνητα’, φησί, ‘νοοῦµεν κινούµενοι, οἷον τοὺς πόλους τοῦ κόσµου καὶ τὸ κέντρον τῆς γῆς, 
καὶ ὅµως οὐκ ἔστι ταῦτα µετὰ κινήσεως’.  in Phys. 149.4–7 Γαληνῷ δὲ οὐ προσεκτέον οἰοµένῳ τὸν 
χρόνον ἀφορίζεσθαι δι’ αὑτοῦ· πολλὰ γὰρ ἐξαριθµησάµενος σηµαινόµενα τοῦ προτέρου τε καὶ ὑστέρου 
τὰ µὲν ἄλλα οὐκ ἐφαρµόζειν φησὶ τῷ ὁρισµῷ, τὸ κατὰ χρόνον δὲ µόνον, ὥστε εἶναι τὸν χρόνον ‘ἀριθµὸν 
τῆς κινήσεως’ κατὰ χρόνον.  Proclus Inst.Phys. 2 def. xiii  χρόνος ἐστὶν ἀριθµὸς κινήσεως οὐρανίων 
σωµάτων.  in Tim. 1.295.17–19 καὶ ὃ (sc. Plato) µὲν ἅµα τῇ οὐσίᾳ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τὸν χρόνον 
ἀπεγέννησεν, ὃ δὲ (sc. Aristotle) ἅµα τῇ κινήσει· τὸν γὰρ ἀριθµὸν αὐτῆς εἶναι τὸν χρόνον.  Arethas in 
Cat. §227, p. 153.14–17 Share ἡ γὰρ τῶν οὐρανίων κίνησις ἐποίει τὸν χρόνον, ὡς µηδὲν ἕτερον εἶναι τὸν 
χρόνον εἰ µὴ ἀριθµὸν κινήσεως τῆς σφαίρας ἢ µέτρον κινήσεως καὶ τοῦ κινεῖσθαι, ὡς Ἀριστοτέλης ἐν 
τῷ δʹ φησι τῆς Φυσικῆς (Phys. 4 12.221b7–11).  Simplicius in Phys. 721.9 τῆς πρώτης καὶ ἁπλῆς τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ κινήσεως ἀριθµητὸν ὁ χρόνος.  differently Arius Didymus fr. 6 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.40c, p. 
103.10–16. 
§3  Eratosthenes:  cf. ps.Plato Def. 411b χρόνος ἡλίου κίνησις, µέτρον φορᾶς. ἡµέρα ἡλίου πορεία ἀπ’ 
ἀνατολῶν ἐπὶ δυσµάς.  Eudemus fr. 83 Wehrli at Simp. in Phys. 702.13–15 (verbatim) εἶτα 
προελθὼν καὶ ταῦτά φησιν· ‘οἱ δὲ λέγοντες τὴν τοῦ ἡλίου κίνησιν τὸν χρόνον, πῶς ἐροῦσι περὶ τῶν 
ἄλλων ἀστέρων;’ κτλ.  Euclid Phaen. pr.108–111 κόσµου περιστροφῆς χρόνος ἐστίν, ἐν ᾧ ἕκαστον τῶν 
ἀπλανῶν ἀστέρων ἀπ’ ἀνατολῆς ἐπὶ τὴν ἑξῆς ἀνατολὴν παραγίνεται ἢ ἀφ’ οὑδηποτοῦν τόπου ἐπὶ τὸν 
αὐτὸν τόπον.  Cicero Tim. 28–29 *** ratione igitur et mente divina ad originem temporis 
curriculum inventum est solis et lunae [cf. Tim. 38c, above §2].  Macrobius Somn. 2.10.9 nihil 
aliud tempora nisi cursus solis efficiat.  Augustine Conf. 11.23.1 audivi a quodam homine docto, 
quod solis et lunae ac siderum motus ipsa sint tempora, et non adnui.  Doctrina Patrum p. 265.22 
Diekamp χρόνος ἐστὶν ἡλίου κίνησις· ἡλίου πορεία µέτρον φορᾶς. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884C; pp. 318a8–14 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 38; pp. 619.16–
19 Diels—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 130–131 Daiber 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.8.40b, pp. 102.19–21, 103.2–8 + 1.8.45, p. 109.4–5 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. 
Bibl. 167, p. 112a40 Henry (titulus solus) 
 

Titulus  κβ΄. Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου (P,S) 1 
§1 Πλάτων οὐσίαν χρόνου τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κίνησιν. (P1,S9) 2 
§2 οἱ Στωικοὶ αὐτὴν τὴν κίνησιν. (P2,S1) 3 
§3 Ξενοκράτης µέτρον τῶν γενητῶν, καὶ κίνησιν ἀίδιον. (S3) 4 
§4 ῾Εστιαῖος ὁ Περίνθιος φυσικὸς φορὰν ἄστρων πρὸς ἄλληλα. (S4) 5 
§5 Στράτων τὸ ἐν κινήσει καὶ ἠρεµίᾳ ποσόν. (S5) 6 
§6 ᾿Επίκουρος σύµπτωµα, τοῦτο δ᾿ ἐστὶ παρακολούθηµα, κινήσεων. (S6) 7 
§7 ᾿Αντιφῶν καὶ Κριτόλαος νόηµα ἢ µέτρον τὸν χρόνον, οὐδ᾿ ὑπόστασιν.  8 

(S7) 9 
§8 καὶ οἱ µὲν πλείους ἀγένητον τὸν χρόνον, (P3,S2) 10 
§9 Πλάτων δὲ γενητὸν κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν. (P4,S8) 11 
  
§1 Plato cf. Tim. 37d; §2 Stoici SVF 2.514; §3 Xenocrates fr. 40 Heinze, 79 Isnardi 
Parente2; §4 Hestiaeus F3 Lasserre; §5 Strato fr. 78 Wehrli, 33 Sharples; §6 Epicurus fr. 
294 Usener; §7 Antiphon 87B9 DK, F9 Pendrick; Critolaus fr. 14 Wehrli; §8 anonymi –; 
§9 Plato – (cf. Arist. Cael. 1.10 279b32–280a2, Simp. in Cael. 303.33–304.6) 
  
titulus Περὶ … χρόνου P : Περὶ χρόνου οὐσίας καὶ µερῶν καὶ πόσων εἴη αἴτιος S    §1 [2] 
Πλάτων οὐσίαν χρόνου PBQ, cf. S Πλάτων … οὐσίαν δὲ χρόνου : τοῦ δὲ χρόνου τὴν οὐσίαν οἱ 
Στωικοὶ PG || τὴν … κίνησιν PBQS (om. τοῦ S) : ἡλίου τὴν κίνησιν νοµίζουσιν PG    §2 [3] οἱ 
Στωικοὶ S : οἱ πλείους τῶν Στωικῶν PBQ || ante αὐτὴν add. S χρόνου οὐσίαν || al. (sed cf. c. 
1.21.3) Πλάτων δὲ τὴν πορείαν τούτου PG    §3 [4] γενητῶν SF : γεννητῶν SP     §4 [5] φυσικὸς 
transp. post Στράτων in §5 Krische    §5 [6] τὸ SP2 Wachsmuth : τὸν SFP1 : τῶν edd. usque 
ad Diels    §6 [7] post σύµπτωµα add. συµπτωµάτων Heeren ex S.E. M. 10.238, prob. Diels 
Wachsmuth    §7 [8] Ἀντιφῶν SF : ᾿Αντιφάνης SP et SF(in marg.)Phot    §8 [10] καὶ οἱ µὲν πλείους 
PBQ (om. καὶ PQ ut vid.) : οἱ πλείους S prob. Diels : καὶ τινὲς µὲν PG || ἀγένητον PB(I)QG Diels : 
ἀγέννητον PB(II,III)S || post χρόνον add. PG εἶναι    §9 [11] Πλάτων P : ap. S 1.8.45 ante 1.21.2 + 
1.22.9 +1.22.1 || γέννητον] PB(III:AE) || κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν] om. PG  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 38 Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου (text Diels) 
38.1  (~ P1) τοῦ δὲ χρόνου τὴν οὐσίαν οἱ Στωικοὶ ἡλίου τὴν κίνησιν νοµίζουσιν. 
38.2  (~ P2) Πλάτων δὲ τὴν πορείαν τούτου. 
38.3  (~ P3) καὶ τινὲς µὲν ἀγένητον τὸν χρόνον εἶναι, 
38.4  (~ P4) Πλάτων δὲ γενητόν. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio A 1.21 Περὶ χρόνου 
§§1–4  A 2.32 tit. Περὶ ἐνιαυτοῦ, πόσος ἑκάστου τῶν πλανητῶν χρόνος. A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός ἐστι 
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Κρόνου µὲν ἐνιαυτῶν περίοδος τριάκοντα, Διὸς δὲ δώδεκα, Ἄρεος δυεῖν, Ἡλίου δώδεκα µῆνες· 
οἱ δ᾿ αὐτοὶ Ἑρµοῦ καὶ Ἀφροδίτης, ἰσόδροµοι γάρ·σελήνης ἡµέραι τριάκοντα· οὗτος γὰρ ὁ 
τέλειος µὴν ἀπὸ φάσεως εἰς σύνοδον. A 2.32.2–10 τὸν δέ γε µέγαν ἐνιαυτὸν οἱ µὲν κτλ. 
§4  A 1.6.1[27–28] τό τ᾿ ἀστερωπὸν οὐρανοῦ σέλας, / χρόνου καλὸν ποίκιλµα, τέκτονος σοφοῦ. 
§9  A 2.4.1 Πυθαγόρας Ἡράκλειτος γενητὸν κατ᾿ ἐπίνοιαν τὸν κόσµον, οὐ κατὰ χρόνον. A 
2.4.9 Πλάτων φθαρτὸν µὲν τόν κόσµον, ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ φύσει, αἰσθητὸν γὰρ εἶναι, διότι καὶ 
σωµατικόν, οὐ µὴν φθαρησόµενόν γε προνοίᾳ καὶ συνοχῇ θεοῦ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  This chapter, which forms a diptych with the previous chapter ‘On 
time’, 1.21, has the same witnesses. In P it is severely reduced, and further 
garbled in G. In S a much fuller presentation of its contents is found, see at 
section D(b) below, and for the contents of S’s chapter as a whole ch. 1.21 above 
at Commentary B.  
 (2)  Sharples in his edition of the fragments of Strato (2011) 89–91 prints 
what is found at S 1.8.40b, i.e. the mixture of lemmata from A 1.21 and A 1.22. 
His comments at p. 91, however, are not to the point, as noted above in ch. 
1.21.1, Commentary A(4). It is true that Diels deviates from what is found in S, 
but the transmitted text of Stobaeus is a reworking of what was originally 
found in A and has no independent value except for those interested in the 
anthologist’s methods. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition.  In the proximate tradition (Sextus Empiricus and 
Simplicius, cited below section E(a) General texts; cf. above ch. 1.21 section E(a) 
General texts) the evidence for the present chapter is blended with that for ch. 
1.21. The eternity or generation of time is also discussed in Philo Aet. 4 and 52–
54 (cf. below, E(b)§9, namely as an issue concerned with the debate about the 
eternity of the cosmos). See also above, ch. .1.21, Commentary D(d)§2. 
 (2)  Sources.  For the connection with Aristotle Phys. 4.10 218a31–b10 see 
above, ch. 1.21, at Commentary B. The final diaphonia §§8–9 between the 
majority and Plato derives straight from Phys. 8.1 251b10–19 (Πλάτων δὲ γεννᾷ 
µόνος). Plato’s cosmogony-in-time has been interpreted not literally as by 
Aristotle, but (as so often in the wake of Speusippus and Xenocrates, see below 
section E(b)§9) as being presented in the way it is for pedagogical reasons.  
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C  Chapter Heading 
 (1)  Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, 
περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 
(plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception 
introduced by headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter we note a 
specialized version of the standard type through addition of the term οὐσία. 
This specification suggests some sort of meaningful difference from the 
umbrella heading of the previous chapter, 1.21 Περὶ χρόνου, but as pointed out 
there at Commentary C, it is not immediately clear what this is. According to 
Sextus the issue of the οὐσία of time is concerned with its being corporeal or 
incorporeal. We assume that this distinction plays a role here as well. For other 
chapters entitled Περὶ + substantive twinned with others entitled Περὶ οὐσίας + 
substantive see also below at chs. 1.25–26 and 1.27–28. The question type of 
‘what it is’ can be formulated in every category. In the present chapter it clearly 
pertains (like at ch. 1.21.2–3) to accidents, that is, to incorporeals: here 
especially motion in the categories of quantity and place, then also coming to 
be (a species of motion), and the category of time.  
 The formula Περὶ οὐσίας plus substantive denoting a matter at hand is also found 
at 1.26 Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης, 1.28 Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης, 2.20 Περὶ οὐσίας ἡλίου, and 2.25 
Περὶ οὐσίας σελήνης. The first two of these parallel headings, 1.26 Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης 
and 1.28 Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης, likewise serve to distinguish the chapters from their 
companion chapters, 1.26 Περὶ ἀνάγκης and 1.28 Περὶ εἱµαρµένης, with their umbrella 
headings. In the same way our chapter Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου is distinguished from its 
predecessor 1.21 Περὶ χρόνου. The formula οὐσία χρόνου is only paralleled in late 
authors: Simplicius in Cat. 346.31 etc., Philoponus in Phys. 712.7–8. 
 (2)  The parallel headings in Book 2 serve to distinguish chs. 2.20 and 2.25 
on the substance (in the sense of physical substance) of sun and moon from 
chs. 2.21–24 and 2.26–30, which deal with sun and moon from other categorical 
points of view. Similar headings, all of which are about physical entities, or 
corporeals, are those of ch. 2.11, Περὶ οὐρανοῦ, τίς ἡ τούτου οὐσία, abridged to 
Περὶ τῆς οὐρανοῦ οὐσίας in S, 2.14, Τίς ἡ οὐσία τῶν ἄστρων, πλανητῶν καὶ ἀπλανῶν, 
abridged to Περὶ οὐσίας ἄστρων in S. The physical substance is also at issue in 
ch. 3.9 Περὶ γῆς καὶ τίς ἡ ταύτης οὐσία καὶ πόσαι, ch. 4.3 Εἰ σῶµα ἡ ψυχὴ καὶ τίς ἡ 
οὐσία αὐτῆς, on souls qua corporeals (combined with ch. 4.2 Περὶ ψυχῆς, on 
souls qua incorporeals), and ch. 5.3 Τίς ἡ οὐσία τοῦ σπέρµατος. It is therefore 
quite remarkable that here the formula περὶ οὐσίας refers to incorporeals. But 
as the issue concerned with the οὐσία may pertain to the distinction between 
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corporeals and incorporeals, so that the οὐσία may be characterized as either 
corporeal or incorporeal, this is entirely legitimate. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
For chs.1.21–22 together see at ch. 1.21, Commentary D(a). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  The relation between the evidence in the tradition of P and in S is 
complex. P drastically reduces the number of lemmata from nine to four, 
forming two contrasting pairs. For Bobzien’s unnecessary suggestion that the 
lemmata in S not shared by P should be rejected see above, ch. 1.21 at 
Commentary A(5). 
 (2)  The lemmata order can be determined with confidence if the 
somewhat erratic procedure followed by S is understood (see the detailed 
analysis in M–R 1.226–228). He includes all the lemmata in his chapter on time, 
proceeding as follows: 

(a)  He reserves the two Platonic doxai (= P1, P4) for his subsequent 
presentation of Plato’s views in Ecl. 1.8.45, including them in his introduction to 
the quotation of Tim. 37c–38b (cf. above at ch. 1.21 Commentary D(b)). 

(b)  He then writes out the next lemma on the Stoics (= P2). 
(c)  He then follows with the next doxa as found in P (P3). 
(d)  Thereafter there is a block of six doxai commencing with Xenocrates, 

none of which were included by P. Of these the second deviates from the 
others in placing the name-label Chrysippus at the end. As Diels acutely saw, it 
is an interpolated quote from the long lemma in AD cited at Ecl. 1.8.42a, p. 
106.6–7. It is inserted because both views introduce the notion of ‘measure’. 
The remaining five doxai will have come from A and no doubt are cited in their 
original order. 

(e)  Later at 1.8.45 S then writes out the two Platonic lemmata he had 
earlier passed over. 
 (3)  If this reconstruction is correct, then S deviates from the original order 
in A not only in his treatment of Plato, but also in placing the anonymous doxa 
that time is ungenerated (= P3) before the block of five doxai rather than after 
it as in A. It is difficult to understand why he did this. The suggestion made at 
M–R 1.228 is that he saw a connection with Xenocrates’ view that time was 
everlasting motion and so placed it ahead of that doxa. This explanation is not 
entirely satisfactory. The alternative would be to place the block of five after 
the anonymous doxa (and its twin Platonic lemma). But this would mean that 
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the seven views on the nature of time (§§3–7 in our text) are broken up by this 
couplet (§§8–9). What is certain is that Diels must be wrong in inserting the 
block between the first two doxai in P. This destroys the clear diaphonia 
between these first two views in P. For Sharples’ comments see at section A(2) 
above, and at ch. 1.21 Commentary A(4). 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The chapter organises a good deal of material according to a series of criteria. It 
falls into four parts, of which the first three, i.e. §§1–5, §6 and §7 are on a 
gliding scale. See also above at ch. 1.21, Commentary D(c). 
 (1)  §§1–5 are about time qua συµβεβηκός, but still regard it as something 
that subsists in reality. §6 defines time as something at several removes from 
physical substance but as still having some reality, but §7 defines it as 
something entirely conceptual.  
 (2)  §§8–9 diaphonically address a different issue, namely whether time 
has come into being. Unexpectedly the majority are made to say that it has not 
(the implications for the Presocratics are apparently irrelevant, and the 
alternative that it has come into being is ignored), while Plato says it came into 
being only conceptually, which entails its being real (see above at section B). 
So the chapter ends by implicitly acknowledging the subsistence of time, thus 
achieving a ring composition with its Platonic ending corresponding to its 
Platonic beginning. 
 (3)  On the other hand, comparing the structure of the first six paragraphs 
with the distinction between the first and third types of Plotinus’ tripartition of 
traditional views on time at Enn. 7.2.7[45].18–20 (cf. above, ch. 1.21, 
Commentary B), we observe that §§1–4 are about motion (κίνησις) and §§5–6 
about an aspect of motion (κινήσεώς τι, ‘something belonging to motion’). 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
Chs. 1.21–22 are translated in Mejer’s overview of doxography at (2006) 24–26, 
and critically though not entirely satisfactorily discussed as representative 
examples of Aëtian chapters. 
Individual Points 
§§1–2.  For the first two lemmata the text in G differs substantially from the 
remaining P tradition. The name-labels Stoics and Plato are reversed. The 
being of time according to the Stoics is said to be the motion of the sun, and for 
Plato in the next doxa its course. G’s notion of the sun’s πορεία is derived from 
the doxa of Eratosthenes in A at P 1.21.3 It is difficult to reconstruct how G 
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could have made these errors. On the other hand, what happened is instructive 
in showing how more or less bizarre doxographical lemmata may come about.  
§1.  The Plato doxa is ad sententiam the same as the (falsely attributed) second 
part of the doxa of ch. 1.21.2. 
§2.  P’s οἱ πλείους (τῶν Στωικῶν) anticipates the οἱ µὲν πλείους of his next 
lemma, while S’s χρόνου οὐσίαν repeats the gist of the chapter heading and was 
probably added by himself. AD fr. 26 Diels attests the definition of time as ‘the 
dimension of motion (κινήσεως διάστηµα), and this is also the measure and 
criterium of speed and slowness, how ⟨each thing⟩ is’, for Zeno; as ‘the 
dimension of the motion of the cosmos (τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως διάστηµα)’ for 
Apollodorus; as ‘the dimension of motion (διάστηµα κινήσεως) or the measure 
of speed and slowness’ for Posidonius; and as ‘the dimension of motion 
(κινήσεως διάστηµα), according to which it is said to be the measure of speed 
and slowness, or the dimension that accompanies the motion of the cosmos 
(τὸ παρακολουθοῦν διάστηµα τῇ τοῦ κόσµου κινήσει) and according to time all 
things do move and exist’ for Chrysippus. The Aëtian lemma, speaking of 
‘motion itself’, appears to favour a formula that includes times of all sorts, both 
general cosmic time and whatever other times there may be, so is a drastic 
reduction of all these definitions, though a bit closer to Zeno’s than to the 
others, which seem to be elaborations of Zeno’s view, just as later formulations 
of the Stoic summum bonum are elaborations of the view of Zeno. Rist (1969) 
273, following Bréhier, believes that our paragraph is a mistake. At ch. 1.21 
Commentary A(5) we have seen that and possibly how the significantly Stoic 
phrase διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως came to be attributed to Plato in the 
world of the Placita.  
 One would have expected to be notified that time according to the Stoics 
is an incorporeal (cf. Sextus Empiricus M. 10.218 (SVF 2.331), Diogenes Laertius 
V.P. 7. 141 (SVF 2.520). 
§4.  Hestiaeus, who is recorded as a pupil of Plato and a member of the 
Academy (see Dorandi 2000 at DPhA 3.677), is cited elsewhere in A only at ch. 
4.13.5 (on vision). The epithet φυσικός is often used of Strato by Sextus 
Empiricus (e.g. P. 3.33) and others, so Krische’s suggestion to move it to the 
following lemma is attractive, but too speculative to be followed in our text. 
§6.  Heeren’s suggestion to add συµπτωµάτων in order to make the doxa 
consistent with Epicurus’ customary definition of time (cf. Sextus Empiricus P. 
3.137, M. 10.219, 10.238 etc.) has been accepted by all subsequent editors. But in 
a simplifying doxographical lemma such meticulousness is not needed, and at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.73 we just find σύµπτωµα. For σύµπτωµα and 
παρακολούθηµα together cf. ch. 1.29.1, παρακολούθηµα καὶ σύµπτωµα. 
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§7.  Sharples in his apparatus at (2011) 89 is wrong in stating that Wachsmuth 
reads ᾿Αντιφᾶν. Close examination of Wachmuth’s text shows that there is a 
typo, with only half of the omega showing. Physical doxai are attributed to the 
sophist Antiphon in the Placita on three further occasions (chs. 2.20.4, 2.28.4, 
and 2.29.3), and the name-label Ἀντιφῶν also occurs in the Index of Photius at 
Bibl. cod. 167, p. 115a28.  
 Critolaus’ view may be connected with what Aristotle says about time in 
relation to the counting soul at Phys. 4.14 223a16–29 (cited section E(b)§7), but 
goes further. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
Rich documentation concerned with later concepts of time is found in 
Simplicius’ Corollarium de tempore, translated by Urmson (1992) and discussed 
by Meyer (1969) and Sonderegger (1982). Discussion of the doxographical 
material as a whole is found at Bobzien (2015) 296–321. See further the previous 
chapter, Commentary A(5) and D(e). 
 Evidence on Galen’s view of time qua ‘substance’ in the later Greek and 
the Arabic tradition is discussed by Chiaradonna (2009) 54–57; also see 
Adamson (2012), who says more about the Arabic tradition. But, as far as we 
can see, it is not clear in what sense of ‘substance’ this was meant. For two 
Greek texts criticising Aristotle’s definition as cited in 1.21.2a see above, ch. 1.21 
section E(a)§2a. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: [see also above ch. 1.21 section E(a) General texts]  Aquilius Def. 81 Rashed 
χρόνος ἐστὶ µέτρον κινήσεως καὶ µονῆς ἢ ἀριθµὸς τοῦ ἐν κινήσει προτέρου καὶ ὑστέρου.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 10.215–219 ἐνέσται δὲ τοῦτο ἀπορεῖν καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς οὐσίας, ὡς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἐννοίας 
προηπόρηται. αὐτίκα γὰρ τῶν δογµατικῶν φιλοσόφων φασὶν οἱ µὲν σῶµα εἶναι τὸν χρόνον οἱ δὲ 
ἀσώµατον, καὶ τῶν ἀσώµατον φαµένων οἱ µὲν ὡς καθ’ αὑτό τι νοούµενον πρᾶγµα, οἱ δ’ ὡς συµβεβηκὸς 
ἑτέρῳ. (216) σῶµα µὲν οὖν ἔλεξεν εἶναι τὸν χρόνον Αἰνησίδηµος (fr. B28A Polito) κατὰ τὸν 
Ἡράκλειτον (T 699 Mouraviev)· µὴ διαφέρειν γὰρ αὐτὸν τοῦ ὄντος καὶ τοῦ πρώτου σώµατος. … (218) 
ὥσθ’ οὗτοι µὲν σῶµα ποιοῦσι τὸν χρόνον, οἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς φιλόσοφοι (SVF 2.331) ἀσώµατον αὐτὸν 
ᾠήθησαν ὑπάρχειν· τῶν γὰρ τινῶν φασι τὰ µὲν εἶναι σώµατα, τὰ δὲ ἀσώµατα, τῶν δὲ ἀσωµάτων 
τέσσαρα εἴδη καταριθµοῦνται ὡς λεκτὸν καὶ κενὸν καὶ τόπον καὶ χρόνον. ἐξ οὗ δῆλον γίνεται, ὅτι πρὸς 
τῷ ἀσώµατον ὑπολαµβάνειν τὸν χρόνον, ἔτι καὶ καθ’ αὑτό τι νοούµενον πρᾶγµα δοξάζουσι τοῦτον. 
(219) Ἐπίκουρος δέ κτλ. (v. below, § 6).  M. 10.229–230 ὅθεν τοιαύτης οὔσης καὶ περὶ τῆς κατὰ τὸν 
χρόνον οὐσίας διαστάσεως, πάρεστι µὲν ἤδη συµβαλεῖν ἐκ τῶν προηπορηµένων, ὅτι οὐδ’ ἐκ ταύτης 
οἷόν τέ ἐστι βεβαίως τι µαθεῖν, ὅµως δὲ καὶ τὰ νῦν λεκτέον πρὸς Πλάτωνα καὶ Ἀριστοτέλην καὶ 
Στράτωνα τὸν φυσικὸν (—) τὰ ἐν ἀρχαῖς ἀντειρηµένα (sc. 10.170 ff.), ὅτε ἐκ τῆς ἐννοίας τοῦ χρόνου 
συνήγοµεν τὸ µηδὲν εἶναι τὸν χρόνον. πρὸς δὲ τοὺς σωµατικὴν ἀξιοῦντας εἶναι τὴν οὐσίαν τοῦ χρόνου, 
φηµὶ δὲ τοὺς Ἡρακλειτείους (Aenesidemus B28B Polito), κινοῖτο προχειρότατον, ὅτι εἰ χρόνος σῶµά 
ἐστι κτλ.  P. 3.138 κατ’ οὐσίαν τε οἱ µὲν σῶµα αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν χρόνον) ἔφασαν εἶναι, ὡς οἱ περὶ τὸν 
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Αἰνησίδηµον (fr. B28C Polito) (µηδὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν διαφέρειν τοῦ ὄντος καὶ τοῦ πρώτου σώµατος), οἱ δὲ 
ἀσώµατον. ἤτοι οὖν πᾶσαι αἱ στάσεις αὗταί εἰσιν ἀληθεῖς, ἢ πᾶσαι ψευδεῖς, ἢ τινὲς µὲν ἀληθεῖς, τινὲς 
δὲ ψευδεῖς.  [cf. P. 3.136–7, above c. 1.21 section E(a) General texts].  Simplicius in Phys. 700.16–
25 ἄδηλον οὖν καὶ τὸ τί ἐστιν, εἴπερ οἱ µὲν ‘τὴν τοῦ ὅλου κίνησιν’ καὶ περιφορὰν τὸν χρόνον εἶναί φασιν, 
ὡς τὸν Πλάτωνα (cf. ch. 1.22.1) νοµίζουσιν ὅ τε Εὔδηµος (fr. 82a Wehrli) καὶ ὁ Θεόφραστος (fr. 150 
FHS&G) καὶ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος· ‘οἱ δὲ τὴν σφαῖραν αὐτὴν’ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, ὡς τοὺς Πυθαγορείους (—) 
ἱστοροῦσι λέγειν οἱ παρακούσαντες ἴσως τοῦ Ἀρχύτου (ps.Archytas Categ. p. 24.15–126 Thesleff) 
λέγοντος καθόλου τὸν χρόνον διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως, ἢ ὥς τινες τῶν Στωικῶν ἔλεγον (SVF 
2.516)· οἱ δὲ τὴν κίνησιν ἁπλῶς (cf. ch. 1.22.2)· τρεῖς γὰρ ἱστορεῖ περὶ χρόνου δόξας τὰς µυθικωτέρας 
παρείς· ἐν αἷς ἐκ διαιρέσεως εἰληµµέναις πάσας συνείληφεν. ἢ γὰρ κίνησις ὁ χρόνος ἐστὶν ἢ τὸ 
κινούµενον πρώτως ἢ τοῦ παντὸς σφαῖρα. 
§2  Stoics:  Arius Didymus fr. 26 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.8.42 see above ch. 1.21 at section E(a)§2.  
§5  Strato:  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.177 Στράτων ὁ φυσικὸς (fr. 79a Wehrli, 35 Sharples) ἀποστὰς 
τῆσδε τῆς ἐννοίας (sc. Aristotle’s, cited M. 10.176) ἔλεγε χρόνον ὑπάρχειν µέτρον πάσης κινήσεως καὶ 
µονῆς· παρήκει γὰρ πᾶσι τοῖς κινουµένοις, ὅτε κινεῖται, καὶ πᾶσι τοῖς ἀκινήτοις, ὅτε ἀκινητίζει, καὶ διὰ 
τοῦτο πάντα τὰ γινόµενα ἐν χρόνῳ γίνεται.  P. 3.137 Στράτων (fr. 79b Wehrli, 35 app. Sharples) δέ, ἢ 
ὥς τινες Ἀριστοτέλης, µέτρον κινήσεως καὶ µονῆς. 
§§8–9  The majority  Plato:  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.203 εἰ ἔστι τι χρόνος, ἤτοι ἄφθαρτός ἐστι καὶ 
ἀγένητος ἢ φθαρτὸς καὶ γενητός.  M. 10.206 ἐπιχειρητέον δὲ καὶ οὕτως· εἰ ἔστι τι χρόνος, ἤτοι 
γενητός ἐστιν ἢ ἀγένητος ἢ τὶς µὲν γενητός, τὶς δὲ ἀγένητος.  P. 3.147 λέγεται κατὰ τοῦ χρόνου 
κἀκεῖνος ὁ λόγος· εἰ ἔστι χρόνος, ἤτοι γενητός ἐστι καὶ φθαρτὸς ἢ ἀγένητος καὶ ἄφθαρτος. 
§8  The majority:  ps.Plutarch Strom. 7 (Plu. fr. 179 Sandbach) at Eus. PE 1.8.7 Δηµόκριτος ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης (68A39 DK) … µηδεµίαν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν τὰς αἰτίας τῶν νῦν γιγνοµένων, ἄνωθεν δ’ ὅλως ἐξ 
ἀπείρου χρόνου προκατέχεσθαι τῇ ἀνάγκῃ πάνθ’ ἁπλῶς τὰ γεγονότα καὶ ἐόντα καὶ ἐσόµενα. 
§9  Plato:   Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.73 (on Plato) χρόνον τε γενέσθαι εἰκόνα τοῦ ἀιδίου. κἀκεῖνον 
µὲν ἀεὶ µένειν, τὴν δὲ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ φορὰν χρόνον εἶναι· … διόπερ ἄνευ τῆς τοῦ κόσµου φύσεως οὐκ 
εἶναι χρόνον· ἅµα γὰρ ὑπάρχειν αὐτῷ καὶ χρόνον εἶναι. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts  Proclus in Tim. 3.95.7–15 ἔτι δὲ κἀκεῖνο ληπτέον ἀπὸ τῶν προειρηµένων, ὅτι πολλοῦ 
δεῖ τοιοῦτον ὑπονοῆσαι τὸν χρόνον ὁ Πλάτων, οἷον οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.521) ὑπέλαβον ἢ τῶν ἐκ 
τοῦ Περιπάτου πολλοί (cf. §7 and below on §7), οἳ µὲν κατ’ ἐπίνοιαν ψιλὴν αὐτὸν συνιστάντες 
ἀµενηνὸν καὶ ἔγγιστα τοῦ µὴ ὄντος (ἓν γὰρ ἦν τῶν παρ’ αὐτοῖς ἀσωµάτων ὁ χρόνος, ἃ δὴ 
καταπεφρόνηται παρ’ αὐτοῖς ὡς ἀδρανῆ καὶ οὐκ ὄντα καὶ ἐν ἐπινοίαις ὑφιστάµενα ψιλαῖς), οἳ δὲ 
συµβεβηκὸς τῆς κινήσεως λέγοντες (cf. §6). 
§1  Plato:  Plato Tim. 37d διακοσµῶν ἅµα οὐρανὸν ποιεῖ µένοντος αἰῶνος ἐν ἑνὶ κατ’ ἀριθµὸν ἰοῦσαν 
αἰώνιον εἰκόνα, τοῦτον ὃν δὴ χρόνον ὠνοµάκαµεν.  Euclid Phaen. pr. 108–111 κόσµου περιστροφῆς 
χρόνος ἐστίν, ἐν ᾧ ἕκαστον τῶν ἀπλανῶν ἀστέρων ἀπ’ ἀνατολῆς ἐπὶ τὴν ἑξῆς ἀνατολὴν παραγίνεται ἢ 
ἀφ’ οὑδηποτοῦν τόπου ἐπὶ τὸν αὐτὸν τόπον.  Philo of Alexandria Leg. 1.2–3 λέγοιτ’ ἂν οὖν ὀρθῶς, ὅτι 
οὐκ ἐν χρόνῳ γέγονε κόσµος, ἀλλὰ διὰ κόσµου συνέστη χρόνος· ἡ γὰρ οὐρανοῦ κίνησις χρόνου φύσιν 
ἔδειξεν.  Macrobius Sat. 1.8.7 tempus est certa dimensio quae ex caeli conversione colligitur.  
Simplicius in Phys. 700.16–18 οἱ µὲν ‘τὴν τοῦ ὅλου κίνησιν’ καὶ περιφορὰν τὸν χρόνον εἶναί φασιν, ὡς 
τὸν Πλάτωνα νοµίζουσιν ὅ τε Εὔδηµος (fr. 82a Wehrli) καὶ ὁ Θεόφραστος (Phys.Op. fr. 15 Diels, 150 
FHS&G) καὶ ὁ Ἀλέξανδρος.  in Phys. 702.24–703.1 ὁ δὲ Ἀλέξανδρος φιλονεικῶν δεῖξαι τοῦ Πλάτωνος 
οὖσαν δόξαν τὴν λέγουσαν χρόνον εἶναι τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ φορὰν πρῶτον µὲν τὸν Εὔδηµον (fr. 82b 
Wehrli) µαρτύρεται κτλ. … ἐµὲ δὲ ὑποδεῖξαι χρεών, πρῶτον µὲν πόθεν ὁ Εὔδηµος ὑπενόησε χρόνον 
λέγειν τὸν Πλάτωνα τὴν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ περιφοράν. 
§4  Hestiaeus:  Plotinus Enn. 3.7[45]12.25–28 εἰ δέ τις λέγοι χρόνους λέγεσθαι αὐτῷ καὶ τὰς τῶν 
ἄστρων φορὰς, ἀναµνησθήτω, ὅτι ταῦτά φησι γεγονέναι πρὸς δήλωσιν καὶ ῾διορισµὸν χρονοῦ’ καὶ τὸ 
ἵνα ᾐ ῾µέτρον ἐναργές’ (Pl. Tim. 38c, 39b). 
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§5  Strato:  Plutarch Plat.Quaest. 1007A–B  ‘τὸ ἐν (B) κινήσει ποσόν’ ὡς Σπεύσιππος (fr. 53 Lang, 
93 Isnardi Parente, 60 Tarán).  Simplicius in Cat. 346.14–15 Στράτων (fr. 34 Sharples, not in 
Wehrli) µὲν γὰρ τὸ ποσὸν τῆς κινήσεως εἰπὼν τὸν χρόνον ἀχώριστόν τι αὐτὸν ὑπέθετο τῆς κινήσεως.  
in Phys. 788.36–789.4 (coroll. de tempore) ὁ µέντοι Λαµψακηνὸς Στράτων (fr. 75 Wehrli, 31 
Sharples) αἰτιασάµενος τὸν ὑπ’ Ἀριστοτέλους τε καὶ τῶν Ἀριστοτέλους ἑταίρων ἀποδοθέντα τοῦ 
χρόνου ὁρισµὸν αὐτὸς καίτοι Θεοφράστου (fr. 151B FHS&G) µαθητὴς ὢν τοῦ πάντα σχεδὸν 
ἀκολουθήσαντος τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει καινοτέραν ἐβάδισεν ὁδόν· ἀριθµὸν µὲν γὰρ κινήσεως εἶναι τὸν 
χρόνον οὐκ ἀποδέχεται, διότι ὁ µὲν ἀριθµὸς διωρισµένον ποσόν, ἡ δὲ κίνησις καὶ ὁ χρόνος συνεχής, τὸ 
δὲ συνεχὲς οὐκ ἀριθµητόν.  in Phys. 789.34–35 (coroll. de tempore) ὁ Στράτων (fr. 76 Wehrli, 31 
Sharples) αὐτὸς τὸν χρόνον τὸ ἐν ταῖς πράξεσι ποσὸν εἶναι τίθεται. 
§6  Epicurus:  Epicurus Ep.Hdt. at D.L. V.P. 10.73 καὶ γὰρ τοῦτο οὐκ ἀποδείξεως προσδεῖται ἀλλ’ 
ἐπιλογισµοῦ, ὅτι ταῖς ἡµέραις καὶ ταῖς νυξὶ συµπλέκοµεν καὶ τοῖς τούτων µέρεσιν (sc. τὸν χρόνον), 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τοῖς πάθεσι καὶ ταῖς ἀπαθείαις, καὶ κινήσεσι καὶ στάσεσιν, ἴδιόν τι σύµπτωµα περὶ 
ταῦτα πάλιν αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐννοοῦντες, καθ’ ὃ χρόνον ὀνοµάζοµεν. φησὶ δὲ (frs. 26 and 79 Usener) τοῦτο 
καὶ ἐν τῇ δευτέρᾳ Περὶ φύσεως καὶ ἐν τῇ Μεγάλῃ ἐπιτοµῇ. Lucretius DRN 1.456–463 ... cetera 
quorum / adventu manet incolumis natura abituque, / haec soliti sumus, ut par est, eventa (sc. 
συµπτώµατα) vocare. / tempus item per se non est, sed rebus ab ipsis / consequitur sensus, 
transactum quid sit in aevo, / tum quae res instet, quid porro deinde sequatur; / nec per se 
quemquam tempus sentire fatendumst / semotum ab rerum motu placidaque quiete.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 10.219 Ἐπίκουρος δέ (cf. ch. 1.28.6, fr. 294 Usener at pp. 352.32–353.3), ὡς αὐτὸν 
Δηµήτριος ὁ Λάκων (test. 8 Gigante at Puglia (1988) 22–23) ἐξηγεῖται, τὸν χρόνον σύµπτωµα 
συµπτωµάτων εἶναι λέγει, παρεπόµενον ἡµέραις τε καὶ νυξὶ καὶ ὥραις καὶ πάθεσι καὶ ἀπαθείαις καὶ 
κινήσεσι καὶ µοναῖς. πάντα γὰρ ταῦτα συµπτώµατά ἐστι τισὶ συµβεβηκότα, καὶ ὁ χρόνος πᾶσι τούτοις 
συµπαρεπόµενος εἰκότως ἂν λεχθείη σύµπτωµα συµπτωµάτων.  differently M. 10.181 δοκεῖ δὲ καὶ εἰς 
τοὺς περὶ Ἐπίκουρον (fr. 294 Usener) καὶ Δηµόκριτον (68A72 DK) φυσικοὺς τοιαύτη τις 
ἀναφέρεσθαι τοῦ χρόνου νόησις ῾χρόνος ἐστὶν ἡµεροειδὲς καὶ νυκτοειδὲς φάντασµα’.  Plotinus Enn. 
3.7.[45].7.26 οἱ δ᾿ ὅλως παρακολουθοῦν αὐτῇ.  Enn. 3.7.[45].10.1–4 τὸ δὲ παρακολούθηµα λέγειν τῆς 
κινήσεως, τί ποτε τοῦτό ἐστιν οὐκ ἔστι διδάσκοντος οὐδὲ εἴρηκέ τι, πρὶν εἰπεῖν τί ἐστι τοῦτο τὸ 
παρακολουθοῦν· ἐκεῖνο γὰρ ἂν ἴσως εἴη ὁ χρόνος. 
§7  Antiphon:  Aristotle Phys. 4.12 220b32–221a2 ἐπεὶ δ’ ἐστὶν ὁ χρόνος µέτρον (221a) κινήσεως καὶ 
τοῦ κινεῖσθαι, µετρεῖ δ’ οὗτος τὴν κίνησιν τῷ ὁρίσαι τινὰ κίνησιν ἣ καταµετρήσει τὴν ὅλην.  Phys. 4.14 
223a16–29 ἄξιον δ’ ἐπισκέψεως καὶ πῶς ποτε ἔχει ὁ χρόνος πρὸς τὴν ψυχήν. … πότερον δὲ µὴ οὔσης 
ψυχῆς εἴη ἂν ὁ χρόνος ἢ οὔ, ἀπορήσειεν ἄν τις. ἀδυνάτου γὰρ ὄντος εἶναι τοῦ ἀριθµήσοντος ἀδύνατον 
καὶ ἀριθµητόν τι εἶναι, ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι οὐδ’ ἀριθµός. ἀριθµὸς γὰρ ἢ τὸ ἠριθµηµένον ἢ τὸ ἀριθµητόν. εἰ 
δὲ µηδὲν ἄλλο πέφυκεν ἀριθµεῖν ἢ ψυχὴ καὶ ψυχῆς νοῦς, ἀδύνατον εἶναι χρόνον ψυχῆς µὴ οὔσης, ἀλλ’ 
ἢ τοῦτο ὅ ποτε ὂν ἔστιν ὁ χρόνος, οἷον εἰ ἐνδέχεται κίνησιν εἶναι ἄνευ ψυχῆς. τὸ δὲ πρότερον καὶ 
ὕστερον ἐν κινήσει ἐστίν· χρόνος δὲ ταῦτ’ ἐστὶν ᾗ ἀριθµητά ἐστιν.  Sextus Empiricus M. 101.81 δοκεῖ 
δὲ καὶ εἰς τοὺς περὶ Ἐπίκουρον (fr. 294 Usener) καὶ Δηµόκριτον (68A72 DK)) φυσικοὺς τοιαύτη τις 
ἀναφέρεσθαι τοῦ χρόνου νόησις ‘χρόνος ἐστὶν ἡµεροειδὲς καὶ νυκτοειδὲς φάντασµα’.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias at Them. in de An. 120.18–20 ποιητὴν εἰπὼν τοῦ χρόνου τὸν ἄνθρωπον ὁ ἐξηγητὴς 
Ἀλέξανδρος οὐκ οἴεται φαύλως εἰρηκέναι, ἄντικρυς ἐπίνοιαν ἡµετέραν ποιῶν τὸν χρόνον, ὑπόστασιν δὲ 
οἰκείαν αὐτῷ µὴ διδούς· οὐκ ὀρθῶς οὐδὲ ἑποµένως Ἀριστοτέλει, εἴπερ τι δεῖ προσέχειν τοῖς ἐν τῇ 
Φυσικῇ ἀκροάσει (4.10 ff.).  Plotinus Enn. 3.7.[45].7.26 οἱ δὲ µέτρον. 
§§8–9  The majority Plato:  Aristotle Phys. 8.1 251b10–19 πρὸς δὲ τούτοις τὸ πρότερον καὶ ὕστερον 
πῶς ἔσται χρόνου µὴ ὄντος; ἢ χρόνος µὴ οὔσης κινήσεως; εἰ δή ἐστιν ὁ χρόνος κινήσεως ἀριθµὸς ἢ 
κίνησίς τις, εἴπερ ἀεὶ χρόνος ἔστιν, ἀνάγκη καὶ κίνησιν ἀΐδιον εἶναι. ἀλλὰ µὴν περί γε χρόνου ἔξω ἑνὸς 
ὁµονοητικῶς ἔχοντες φαίνονται πάντες· ἀγένητον γὰρ εἶναι λέγουσιν. καὶ διὰ τούτου Δηµόκριτός 
(68A71 DK) γε δείκνυσιν ὡς ἀδύνατον ἅπαντα γεγονέναι· τὸν γὰρ χρόνον ἀγένητον εἶναι. Πλάτων δὲ 
γεννᾷ µόνος· ἅµα µὲν γὰρ αὐτὸν τῷ οὐρανῷ {γεγονέναι}, τὸν δ’ οὐρανὸν γεγονέναι φησίν.   
§8  The majority:  Aristotle Phys. 8.1 251b16–17 Δηµόκριτός (68A71 DK) γε δείκνυσιν ὡς ἀδύνατον 
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ἅπαντα γεγονέναι· τὸν γὰρ χρόνον ἀγένητον εἶναι.  Met. Λ.6 1071b6–10 ἀδύνατον κίνησιν ἢ γενέσθαι ἢ 
φθαρῆναι (ἀεὶ γὰρ ἦν), οὐδὲ χρόνον. οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τε τὸ πρότερον καὶ ὕστερον εἶναι µὴ ὄντος χρόνου· καὶ 
ἡ κίνησις ἄρα οὕτω συνεχὴς ὥσπερ καὶ ὁ χρόνος· ἢ γὰρ τὸ αὐτὸ ἢ κινήσεώς τι πάθος. Cicero ND 1.21 
fuit quaedam ab infinito tempore aeternitas, quam nulla circumscriptio temporum metiebatur, 
spatio tamen qualis ea fuerit intellegi potest, quod ne in cogitationem quidem cadit ut fuerit 
tempus aliquod nullum cum tempus esset. 
§9  Plato:  Plato Tim. 38b χρόνος δ’ οὖν µετ’ οὐρανοῦ γέγονεν, ἵνα ἅµα γεννηθέντες ἅµα καὶ λυθῶσιν, 
ἄν ποτε λύσις τις αὐτῶν γίγνηται.  Aristotle Cael. 1.10 279b17–280a2 τὸ µὲν οὖν γενέσθαι µὲν ἀΐδιον 
δ’ ὅµως εἶναι φάναι τῶν ἀδυνάτων. … ἣν δέ τινες (Speusippus fr. 54a Lang, F 94 Isnardi-Parente, 61a 
Tarán; Xenocrates fr. 54 Heinze, F 73 Isnardi-Parente2) βοήθειαν ἐπιχειροῦσι φέρειν ἑαυτοῖς τῶν 
λεγόντων ἄφθαρτον µὲν εἶναι γενόµενον δέ, οὐκ ἔστιν ἀληθής· ὁµοίως γάρ φασι τοῖς τὰ διαγράµµατα 
γράφουσι καὶ σφᾶς εἰρηκέναι περὶ τῆς γενέσεως, οὐχ ὡς γενοµένου ποτέ, ἀλλὰ διδασκαλίας χάριν ὡς 
µᾶλλον γνωριζόντων, ὥσπερ τὸ διάγραµµα γιγνόµενον θεασαµένους.  Philo of Alexandria Opif. 26 
(SVF 2.511) χρόνος γὰρ οὐκ ἦν πρὸ κόσµου, ἀλλ’ ἢ σὺν αὐτῷ γέγονεν ἢ µετ’ αὐτόν· ἐπεὶ γὰρ διάστηµα 
τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεώς ἐστιν ὁ χρόνος, προτέρα δὲ τοῦ κινουµένου κίνησις οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο, ἀλλ’ 
ἀναγκαῖον αὐτὴν ἢ ὕστερον ἢ ἅµα συνίστασθαι, ἀναγκαῖον ἄρα καὶ τὸν χρόνον ἢ ἰσήλικα κόσµου 
γεγονέναι ἢ νεώτερον ἐκείνου· πρεσβύτερον δ’ ἀποφαίνεσθαι τολµᾶν ἀφιλόσοφον.  Aet. 52 µεγίστην 
µέντοι παρέχεται πίστιν εἰς ἀιδιότητα καὶ ὁ χρόνος. εἰ γὰρ ἀγένητος ὁ χρόνος, ἐξ ἀνάγκης καὶ ὁ κόσµος 
ἀγένητος. διὰ τί; ὅτι, ᾗ φησιν ὁ µέγας Πλάτων (Tim. 37e), ἡµέραι καὶ νύκτες µῆνές τε καὶ ἐνιαυτῶν 
περίοδοι χρόνον ἔδειξαν. ἀµήχανον δέ τι τούτων συστῆναι δίχα ἡλίου κινήσεως καὶ τῆς τοῦ παντὸς 
οὐρανοῦ περιφορᾶς· ὥστ’ εὐθυβόλως ἀποδεδόσθαι πρὸς τῶν εἰωθότων τὰ πράγµατα ὁρίζεσθαι χρόνον 
διάστηµα τῆς τοῦ κόσµου κινήσεως.  Ambrose of Milan Exam. 1.6.20 in principio itaque temporis 
caelum et terram deus fecit. tempus enim ab hoc mundo, non ante mundum.  Simplicius in Cael. 
303.33–304.6 (ad Cael. 1.10 279b32) δοκεῖ µὲν πρὸς Ξενοκράτην (fr. 54 Heinze, F 74 Isnardi-
Parente2) µάλιστα καὶ τοὺς Πλατωνικοὺς ὁ λόγος τείνειν, διότι ἐξ ἀτάκτου καὶ πληµµελοῦς γεγονέναι 
τὸν κόσµον φασί, τοῦ Πλάτωνος εἰπόντος (Tim. 30a)· παραλαβὼν γὰρ ὁ θεὸς πᾶν, ‘ὅσον ἦν ὁρατόν, οὐχ 
ἡσυχίαν ἄγον, ἀλλὰ κινούµενον πληµµελῶς καὶ ἀτάκτως, εἰς τάξιν αὐτὸ ἤγαγεν ἐκ τῆς ἀταξίας’. οὗτοι 
οὖν γενητὸν καὶ ἄφθαρτον λέγοντες τὸν κόσµον τὴν γένεσιν οὐχ ὡς ἀπὸ χρόνου φασὶ δεῖν ἀκούειν, ἀλλ’ 
ἐξ ὑποθέσεως εἰρηµένην διδασκαλίας χάριν τῆς τάξεως τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ προτέρων τε καὶ συνθετωτέρων.  
Philoponus Opif. 1.3, p. 8.16–17 Reichardt οὐκ ἦν ἄρα χρόνος πρὶν οὐρανὸν ὑποστῆναι. Opif. 2.21, p. 
123.15–19 καʹ. Ὅτι οὐ καθ’ ὑπόθεσιν, ὥς φασιν, εὐσεβείας ἢ διδασκαλίας χάριν ὡς γινόµενον τὸν 
κόσµον ὁ Πλάτων εἰσηγεῖται, καὶ ὅτι, δι’ ὧν ταῦτα λέγουσιν, ἀνασκευάζουσι τὰ πρότερα τοῦ γενητοῦ 
σηµαινόµενα. 



Liber 1 Caput 23 
 
PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884D; pp. 318a15–320a2—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 132–133 Daiber 
—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 103, p. 58 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.19.1, p. 162.1–18 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b4 Henry (titulus 
solus) 
Cf. Ach: Achilles Univ. c. 36, p. 57.18 Di Maria 
 

Titulus  κγ΄. Περὶ κινήσεως (P,S) 1 
§1 Πυθαγόρας Πλάτων· κίνησίς ἐστι διαφορά τις ἢ ἑτερότης ἐν ὕλῃ, ᾗ ἔστιν  2 

ὕλη. οὗτος πάσης κινήσεως κοινὸς ὅρος. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Ἀριστοτέλης· ἐντελέχεια κινητοῦ. (P2,S10) 4 
§3 Δηµόκριτος· ἓν γένος κινήσεως τὸ κατὰ παλµόν. (P3,S2) 5 
§4 ᾿Επίκουρος δύο εἴδη κινήσεως, τὸ κατὰ στάθµην καὶ τὸ κατὰ παρ- 6 

έγκλισιν. (P4,S3) 7 
§5 εἰσὶ δέ τινες, οἳ καὶ τέταρτον εἶδος εἰσάγουσι, τὸ κατ᾿ οὐσίαν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ  8 

τὸ κατὰ γένεσιν. (S4)  9 
§6 ἄλλοι δὲ καὶ τὴν διανοητικὴν προστιθέασι, µέχρι γὰρ τῶν πέντε προὔ- 10 

βησαν. (S5) 11 
§7 Διόδωρος ὁ Κρόνος κεκινῆσθαι µέν τι, κινεῖσθαι δὲ µηδέν. (S6) 12 
§8 ῾Ηράκλειτος ἠρεµίαν µὲν καὶ στάσιν ἐκ τῶν ὅλων ἀνῄρει· ἔστι γὰρ  13 

τοῦτο τῶν νεκρῶν· κίνησιν δ᾿ ἀίδιον µὲν τοῖς ἀιδίοις φθαρτὴν δὲ τοῖς  14 
φθαρτοῖς ἀπεδίδου. (P6,S7) 15 

§9 ῾Ηρόφιλος κινήσεως τὴν µὲν λόγῳ θεωρητήν, τὴν δ᾿ αἰσθητήν. (P5,S8) 16 
§10 ᾿Ασκληπιάδης πᾶσαν κίνησιν αἰσθητήν. (S9) 17 
  
§1 Pythagoras—; Plato—; §2 Aristoteles Phys. cf. 3.2 202a7–8, 3.7 251a9–10, 8.5 257b8ª–
9; §3 Democritus 68A47 DK; §4 Epicurus fr. 280 Usener; §§5–6 anonymi—; §7 
Diodorus Cronus fr. 121 Döring, II F 11 Giannantoni; §8 Heraclitus 22A6 DK; §9 
Herophilus fr. 142 Von Staden; §10 Asclepiades cf. Vallance ANRW 2.37.1, p. 726  
  
§1 [2] Πλάτων PBQ : om. S || διαφορά τις PBQ(ut vid.) : διαφορότης S (corr. Heeren, SFP 
διαφερότης) || [2–3] ᾗ … ὅρος S : om. P || [3] post ὑλῇ add. ἔφασκε SP    §2 [4] ἐντελέχεια 
κινητοῦ P, cf. PPs : ἐνέργειαν εἶναι τοῦ δυνάµει κινητοῦ ᾗ κινητόν S fort. recte, seqq. ex Ario 
Didymo verisimiliter    §3 [5] ante κινήσεως hab. τῆς PB || παλµὸν S : πλάγιον PB, πληγὴν 
coni. Gassendi Zeller, fort. ⟨ἀπο⟩παλµόν scribendum cf. c. 1.12[17], D.L. V.P. 10.44 || post 
παλµὸν add. ἀπεφαίνετο S    §§3 [5]–4[6] τὸ κατὰ παλµὸν ... κινήσεως om. PQ per 
haplographiam     §4 [6] ante κινήσεως hab. τῆς PB :  κινήσεως] κινήσεων SF || [6–7] post 
παρέγκλισιν lemma de tertio genere excidisse statuerunt Meineke Diels (sed cf. DG 
853b), ‘additum olim fuisse’ καὶ τρίτον δὲ τὸ κατὰ πληγὴν καὶ ἀποπαλµὸν αὐτὸς 
ἐπεισήγαγε propos. Usener in app. fr. 280    §8 [13] ὅλων PB(I,III)S : λόγων P B(II), cf. PQ 
(Gestalt Q; vid. adn. infra) || [13–14] ἔστι γὰρ τοῦτο τῶν νεκρῶν om. S || [14–15] ἀίδιον … 
φθαρτοῖς PBQ : τοῖς πάσι S || [15] ἀπεδίδου S, cf. PQ (zukomme Q) : om. PB     §10 [17] post 
αἰσθητήν add S ἀπεφήνατο. 



 Book 1 Chapter 23 2 

  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 103 (~ tit.) Περὶ κινήσεως 
δυσκατανόητόν τι πρᾶγµα ἡ κίνησις. ἔστι δὲ εἶδος τὶ καὶ ἐνέργεια κινουµένου πράγµατος καθ’ 
ὃν χρόνον κινεῖται. … ὅπερ δὴ καὶ ἐντελέχειαν Ἀριστοτέλης ὠνόµασεν (~ P2). 
 
Testes secundi: 
Achilles Univ. c. 36, p. 57.18 (~ tit.) Περὶ κινήσεως 
 
Loci Aetiani:  
quaestio  cf. A 1.21 Περὶ χρόνου. A 1.22 Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου. 1.24 Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς. 
2.4 Εἰ ἄφθαρτος ὁ κόσµος. 
§A 1.9.1  ὕλη ἐστὶ  … A 1.10.1  ἰδέα ἐστὶν… A 1.11.1 αἴτιόν ἐστι … ἀρκεῖ γὰρ ὑπογραφικῶς. A 
1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι … ἢ … ἢ … A 1.14.1 σχῆµά ἐστιν …  A1.15.1 χρῶµα ἐστι … A 2.32.1 ἐνιαυτός 
ἐστι ... A 3.1.1 (γαλαξιος) κύκλος ἐστὶ …  
§2  A 1.2.2.[10–11] τὸ εἶδος ὃ καλοῦµεν ἐντελέχειαν. A 4.2.6 ᾿Αριστοτέλης …· τὴν δ’ 
ἐντελέχειαν ἀκουστέον ἀντὶ τοῦ εἴδους καὶ τῆς ἐνεργείας. 
§3  A 1.12.6 Δηµόκριτος τὰ πρῶτά φησι σώµατα … βάρος µὲν οὐκ ἔχειν, κινεῖσθαι δὲ κατ᾿ 
ἀλληλοτυπίαν ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ. 
§4  A 1.3.16[117–119] ὁ δ᾿ Ἐπίκουρος τούτοις … καὶ τὸ βάρος, ἐπέθηκεν· ‘ἀνάγκη γάρ’, φησί, 
‘κινεῖσθαι τὰ σώµατα τῇ τοῦ βάρους πληγῇ’. A 1.12.5 κινεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ ἄτοµα τότε µὲν κατὰ 
στάθµην, τότε δὲ κατὰ παρέγκλισιν· τὰ δὲ ἄνω κινούµενα κατὰ πληγὴν καὶ ἀποπαλµόν. 
inter §6 et §7 (?)  A 3.15.10 Πλάτων πάσης µὲν κινήσεως ἓξ εἶναι περιστάσεις κτλ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The abridged version of the chapter in the P tradition is found 
only in PB and Q, with the material in Ps telling us little more than that he 
found the chapter in his copy of PB. G declined to excerpt it. 
 (2)  The chapter is basically written out in full in S at the beginning of 
his ch. 1.19 Περὶ κινήσεως, but with extensive material from AD (much too 
extensive to be from A) replacing A on Aristotle for almost the entire 
doxographical excerpt, except the name-label and the synonym ἐνέργεια 
for ἐντελέχεια. Thus P2 corresponds to S10, the AD fragment placed by S ad 
finem. This type of coalescence is found more often in the Anthology, see 
Diels DG 75 n. 2, M-R 1.249–254, and Jeremiah at M–R 4.286 and 353. Diels 
printed this AD material (quoted below section E(a)§2) in the right-hand 
column of the Aëtian text at DG 319, but in the apparatus ad loc. (with 
backward reference to p. 75 n. and p. 215, see below at section B) said 
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‘addubitavi an Stobaeis Ariana admixta essent’. Wachsmuth ad loc. agrees. 
The fact that this same Stobaean chapter comprises substantial abstracts 
from AD (frs. 22–24 Diels) on the Stoics, too, strengthens this assumption, 
since S often places abstracts from AD on Aristotle as well as on the Stoics 
in one and the same chapter. The extant Aëtian material oddly lacks a 
Stoic doxa about motion, while S’s version of this chapter includes three 
substantial AD extracts on the Stoics (one each for Chrysippus, Zeno, and 
Apollodorus, AD frs. 3–5 Diels). It appears that, apart from his substitution 
of an AD fragment for a lemma in A, S wrote out the chapter in full.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is limited to a couple of 
lines in Lucretius parallel to §4, and the Stobaean passage overgenerously 
parallel to §2, which Diels in spite of his doubts printed in the right-hand 
Aëtian column, but which we have thought better to assign to Arius Didymus. 
 (2)  Sources.  Without doubt most of the information percolated through 
the wider doxographical tradition. At DG 215 Diels includes §2 among his rare 
examples of a close reading—according to him by A, but see at section A 
above—of the text of Aristotle’s pragmateiai (‘[i]psius Aristotelis doctrina … ex 
accurata eius lectione hausta’; cf. chs. 1.9.1, 1.29.2, 4.8.6, 4.9.3, and 5.3.1 at 
Commentary B). He refers to Phys. 3.2 202a7(–8) and 8.1 251a9(–10). A’s 
definition ἐντελέχεια κινητοῦ is indeed an abridgement of Phys. 3.2 202a7(–8) ἡ 
κίνησις ἐντελέχεια τοῦ κινητοῦ, ᾗ κινητόν. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter it comprises various 
categories and/or question types, viz. quantity, quality, and existence. Note 
moreover that there is no Aristotelian category of ‘motion’. According to 
Theophrastus in Book 3 of his On Motion ‘there are as many types of motion as 
there are categories’, while others are of a different opinion. Cf. above ch. 1. 
proœm., Commentary D (e)(3b), and see below section E (b) General texts ad 
finem for Simplicius in Cat. 139.34–140.6, who cites several views, among which 
that of Theophrastus. 
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D.  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter comes quite naturally before 1.24 ‘On coming to be and passing 
away’, and equally naturally follows upon the two chapters on time, in both of 
which motion plays an important part. In Aristotle’s œuvre the books of 
Physics dealing with motion (referred to by him as ἐν τοῖς Περὶ κινήσεως, e.g. 
Cael. 1.5 272a30–31) are followed by On the Heavens and On Coming To Be and 
Passing Away (cf. Mete. 1.1 338a20–25). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  P has 6 lemmata, S 10. Diels DG prints 8 lemmata because he does not 
give separate lemmata to Epicurus, ‘some’, and ‘others’, as we habitually do. All 
of P’s lemmata are paralleled in S.  
 (2)  There is a discrepancy in order between P and S in relation to §§8–9. 
We have followed S, not only because he provides an apparently solid block 
(except the Aristotle doxa), but also because of the patent diaphonia of §9 
Herophilus with §10 Asclepiades. 
 (3)  Meineke persuasively argued that a lemma with a third genus had 
fallen by the wayside. Diels accepted this but later changed his mind, see DG 
853a and Wachsmuth ad loc. He believed that §3 could count as first, §4 as 
second plus third, §5 as fourth, so no missing lemma. We have not followed 
this move, for this is not how numerical lists are constructed. What we now 
have is one, two (i.e., not second and third), and then a fourth i.e. one added to 
the triad that has dropped out, then five: a gap clearly remains. Usener’s 
attempt to fill this gap (see app. crit. ad loc.) is not helpful. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The chapter presents much material according to a series of criteria. 
 (1)  Definition.  First we find a definition (§1, name-labels Pythagoras Plato) 
that disertis verbis is said to hold for every variety of motion, so is conceptual.  S 
has preserved an important comment, namely that ‘it is the shared (or 
‘common’, κοινός) definition of every (form of) motion’. (Despite its being 
called ‘common’ we have been unable to find a parallel for this phrase, so this 
is perhaps postulated because of its specific function rather than based on 
actual precedent.) The elucidation should be accepted as genuine A, see M-R 
1.223. For the distinction between common or conceptual definition on the one 
hand and essential (i.e. real) definition on the other at ch. 1.9 above, 
Commentary D(c) and (e)(2). 
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 The first lemma is followed by no less than nine lemmata that provide 
contrasting definitions of motion, so here too the nominal definition is 
followed by essential definitions that are sectarian. The first of these, in §2 with 
name-label Aristotle, is still fairly general too.  
 (2)  Order according to number.  A block of four lemmata follows, §§3–6, 
listing the (3) species of motion according to number on a rising scale, from 
one to five (as Meineke and (originally) Diels saw, a lemma for the number 
three has been lost; see our comment at section D(b) above). One for the 
number six may also have been lost, see Plato’s six species of locomotion at ch. 
3.15.10 below. This is a diaeresis according to the category of quantity. 
 (3)  Question of existence.  Four doxai, concerned with other matters than 
the first two plus four, conclude the chapter. The first of these, §7 Diodorus 
Cronos, comes close to the zero-position of stating that motion does not exist 
at all, as it denies its actuality and paradoxically only allows that things have 
moved. Apparently Diodorus represents the Eleatics, whose ban on motion to 
our surprise is not mentioned now but presented in the next and related 
chapter, 1.24.1. His doxa conflicts with that of §8, because (in the first half of the 
lemma) Heraclitus is said to have abolished rest, the perfect and traditional 
counter-position to the famous thesis of Parmenides and Melissus discussed by 
Plato, Aristotle, and others. 
 (4) Intelligible vs. sensible. The second half of §8 goes with §9 Herophilus 
and §10 Asclepiades. Heraclitus divides motion into two, eternal and 
perishable (category of time), Herophilus in an analogous manner likewise 
into two, namely into motion observable by reason and sense-perceptible 
motion. §10 Asclepiades, sense-perceptible motion only, conflicts with §9. We 
may on the other hand compare the bipartite motion of §§8–9 with that of §4, 
and the single motion of §10 with that of §3, although the specific differences 
belong with a different register. The distinction between sense-perceptible and 
observable by reason of §9 corresponds with that between the (sense-
perceptible) motions of §§3–5 and the intelligible motion of §6. 
 
(d)  Further Comments  
General Points 
A preliminary reconstruction of the chapter and a discussion of its 
methodology as being typical for A were provided by Runia (1999b) 199–206 = 
M-R 3.525–532. 
Individual Points 
§1.  The practice of commencing with a definition in direct speech is found 
more often in Book 1, but not when attributed to particular philosophers as 
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here. Ch. 1.25.1, in direct speech too, is not a general definition. In P the direct 
speech is continued for §2, but in the absence of S we do not know if this is 
taken over from A. Mau continues the direct speech for §§3–4, but this is 
unnecessary, as Diels DG saw, given the evidence of S. 
§2.  The information provided by Aristotle about the number of species of 
motion to be posited varies, so the doxographer’s decision to cite only the 
present definition is probably a wise one. 
§§3–4.  Note that not two but three kinds of motion are attributed to Epicurus 
at ch. 1.12.5 above, by Lucretius DRN 2.284–293, and by Cicero Fat. 22: 
perpendicular through weight, spontaneous deviation, and the one absent 
here: by blow (collision). We arrive at this triad if (inspired by Diels) we add 
the single motion attributed to Democritus in §3 to Epicurus’ two, but a 
paragraph with a real triad is still missing. §4 can be better understood if we 
are allowed to consider motion by weight and spontaneous deviation as the 
two primary kinds, and collision as a result of the interaction of these two. 
§8.  S omitted the quasi-quotation ἔστι γὰρ τοῦτο (sc. στάσις) τῶν νεκρῶν. Did he 
do this because of the similarity between στάσις νεκρῶν and the Christian 
ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν?  
 The meaning ‘standing still’ for στάσις is much more rare than ‘strife’, 
though prominent in Plato’s Sophist (e.g. 250a) as opposed to ‘motion’, κίνησις. 
Even so, the striking phrase στάσις ἔστι τῶν νεκρῶν may well go back to 
Heraclitus. 
 As Gutas (1982) 122 notes, there is a discrepancy between Daiber’s 
translation of the Arabic equivalent of ἐκ τῶν ὅλων on p. 133 and his apparatus 
on p. 369. It appears that the translation aus der Gestalt renders the reading of 
the mss., whereas the apparatus gives Daiber’s conjecture for the original 
Arabic text. However, the transmitted reading could be the ἐκ τῶν λόγων of PB 
Marcianus 521.  
 The final verb ἀπεδίδου is missing in P and not included by its editors. But 
its presence in S suggests it will have stood in A. In his edition of Heraclitus, 
Marcovich fr. 40(d1) adds it to the text of P, followed by Mouraviev T412. We 
revise the view of Runia (1999b) 202 = M-R 3.528. 
§10.  On the basis of a comparison with P (cf. app. crit. at ch. 1.7.3) it appears 
that S added the verb ἀπεφήνατο also here, cf. Runia (1999b) 202 = M-R 3.528. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  A lemma presenting the doxa of Plato (see section E(b) General texts) 
that there are six kinds of motion (as there are six kinds of place) is absent. The 
Stoic view, as pointed out at section A above, is likewise conspicuously absent.  
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 (2)  Motion is discussed at length at Sextus Empiricus M. 10.37–168 
(including accounts of the ‘place’ where it occurs, and of divisibility) and P. 
3.63–91 (also including an account of the ‘place’ where it occurs). Views are 
arranged according to the category of quantity at M. 10.37–38 (in a decreasing 
order, from ‘Aristotle’s’ six species to ‘Aenesidemus’ two’). Only the former is 
listed P. 3.64, anonymously. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
Chapter heading: Capitula Lucretiana at DRN 2.62 De motu principiorum et infinita esse. 
General texts: Photius Bibl. cod. 212, p. 170b3–8 (Aenesidemus fr. 8B Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ βʹ κατὰ 
µέρος ἤδη ἀρχόµενος ἐπεξιέναι τὰ ἐν κεφαλαίῳ εἰρηµένα, περί τε … καὶ κινήσεως … καὶ τῶν τούτοις 
ἐναντίων, κατὰ πάντων αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπορόν τε καὶ ἀκατάληπτον πυκνοῖς, ὡς οἴεται, ἐπιλογισµοῖς 
ὑποδεικνύς. ps.Galen HPh c. 22, DG p. 612.10–11 τὴν κίνησιν σχεδὸν τῶν φιλοσόφων πάντες οἱ 
ἀκριβέστατοι γίνεσθαι νοµίζουσιν. 
§2 Aristotle: Stobaeus 1.20.1, pp. 162.19–163.13 (printed as A 1.19.2 Diels DG p. 319, but most 
likely to be attributed to Arius Didymus) Ἀριστοτέλης τὴν κίνησιν ἐνέργειαν εἶναι τοῦ δυνάµει 
κινητοῦ ᾗ κινητόν. τῶν δὲ κινήσεων τὰς µὲν εἶναι κατὰ τὸ ποσόν, τὰς δὲ κατὰ τὸ ποιόν, τὰς δὲ κατὰ 
τόπον. κατὰ µὲν τὸ ποσὸν αὔξησιν καὶ µείωσιν, ἐν προσθέσει τινὶ θεωρουµένην καὶ ἀφαιρέσει· κατὰ δὲ 
τὸ ποιὸν ἀλλοίωσιν καὶ µεταβολήν, ὡς τὴν ἐκ θερµοῦ εἰς ψυχρόν, ἐκ γλυκέος εἰς πικρόν· κατὰ δὲ 
τόπον, ἣν ἰδιώτερον φορὰν ὠνόµασε (Phys. 8.7 260a28), καθ’ ὃν ἐξ οὗ εἰς ὃ µεταβαίνει τὰ κινούµενα. 
ταύτης δὲ τρεῖς εἶναι διαφοράς, ὧν δύο µὲν ἁπλᾶς, τήν τε κατ’ εὐθεῖαν καὶ τὴν ἐν κύκλῳ, µίαν δὲ 
µικτήν· ‹κατ’› εὐθεῖαν µὲν τὴν ἄνω καὶ κάτω κατά τε κουφότητα καὶ βαρύτητα τῶν σωµάτων, ἐν 
κύκλῳ δὲ τὴν περιφερῆ, µικτὴν δὲ τὴν κατ’ ἔγκλισιν· τῆς δὲ κατὰ τόπον κινήσεως τὴν µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
µέσου γίνεσθαι, τὴν δὲ ἐπὶ τὸ µέσον, τὴν δὲ περὶ τὸ µέσον· πυρὸς µὲν οὖν καὶ ἀέρος ἀπὸ τοῦ µέσου, γῆς 
καὶ ὕδατος ἐπὶ τὸ µέσον, τοῦ πέµπτου {ὅλον} περὶ τὸ µέσον. τούτοις δὲ πληροῦσθαι τὸν ὅλον κόσµον. 
§4  Epicurus: Lucretius DRN 2.83–87 nam quoniam per inane vagantur, cuncta necessest / aut 
gravitate sua ferri primordia rerum / aut ictu forte alterius. nam ‹cum› cita saepe / obvia 
conflixere, fit ut diversa repente / dissiliant.  DRN 2.216–224 illud in his quoque te rebus 
cognoscere avemus, / corpora cum deorsum rectum per inane feruntur / ponderibus propriis, 
incerto tempore ferme / incertisque locis spatio depellere paulum, / tantum quod momen 
mutatum dicere possis. / quod nisi declinare solerent, omnia deorsum / imbris uti guttae caderent 
per inane profundum / nec foret offensus natus nec plaga creata / principiis; ita nihil umquam 
natura creasset.  DRN 2.284–293 quare in seminibus quoque idem fateare necessest, / esse aliam 
praeter plagas et pondera causam / motibus, unde haec est nobis innata potestas, / de nihilo 
quoniam fieri nihil posse videmus./ pondus enim prohibet ne plagis omnia fiant / externa quasi vi; 
sed ne res ipsa necessum / intestinum habeat cunctis in rebus agendis / et devicta quasi cogatur 
ferre patique, / id facit exiguum clinamen principiorum / nec regione loci certa nec tempore certo. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Plato Tht. 181d δύο δὴ λέγω τούτω εἴδει κινήσεως, ἀλλοίωσιν, τὴν δὲ φοράν.  Tim. 
43a–b τὸ (b) µὲν ὅλον κινεῖσθαι ζῷον, ἀτάκτως µὴν ὅπῃ τύχοι προϊέναι καὶ ἀλόγως, τὰς ἓξ ἁπάσας 
κινήσεις ἔχον· εἴς τε γὰρ τὸ πρόσθε καὶ ὄπισθεν καὶ πάλιν εἰς δεξιὰ καὶ ἀριστερὰ κάτω τε καὶ ἄνω καὶ 
πάντῃ κατὰ τοὺς ἓξ τόπους πλανώµενα προῄειν.  Aristotle Cat. 14 15a13–19 κινήσεως δέ ἐστιν εἴδη 
ἕξ· γένεσις, φθορά, αὔξησις, µείωσις, ἀλλοίωσις, κατὰ τόπον µεταβολή. αἱ µὲν οὖν ἄλλαι κινήσεις 
φανερὸν ὅτι ἕτεραι ἀλλήλων εἰσίν· οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ γένεσις φθορὰ οὐδέ γε ἡ αὔξησις ⟨οὐδέ ἡ⟩ µείωσις 
οὐδὲ ἡ κατὰ τόπον µεταβολή· ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι· ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς ἀλλοιώσεως ἔχει τινὰ ἀπορίαν, 
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µήποτε ἀναγκαῖον ᾖ τὸ ἀλλοιούµενον κατά τινα τῶν λοιπῶν κινήσεων ἀλλοιοῦσθαι. τοῦτο δὲ οὐκ 
ἀληθές ἐστιν.  (Cf. ps.Galen Def.Med. 19.366.10–12 οε΄. εἰσὶ κινήσεις ἐν ἡµῖν ὡς Ἀριστοτέλης ἐκ 
κατηγορίας [sic, read ἐν Κατηγορίαις] λέγει ἕξ· γένεσις, φθορὰ, µείωσις, ἀλλοίωσις, αὔξησις καὶ ἡ 
κατὰ τὸν τόπον φορά.)  Phys. 3.1 201a8–9 κινήσεως καὶ µεταβολῆς ἔστιν εἴδη τοσαῦτα ὅσα τοῦ ὄντος.  
Phys. 3.1201b4–5 ἡ τοῦ δυνατοῦ, ᾗ δυνατόν, ἐντελέχεια φανερὸν ὅτι κίνησίς ἐστιν.  Phys. 3.2 201b16–
202a3.  Phys. 8.1 250b15–18 εἶναι µὲν οὖν κίνησιν πάντες φασὶν οἱ περὶ φύσεώς τι λέγοντες διὰ τὸ 
κοσµοποιεῖν καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς εἶναι τὴν θεωρίαν πᾶσαν αὐτοῖς, ἣν ἀδύνατον ὑπάρχειν µὴ 
κινήσεως οὔσης.  Cael. 4.3 310a23–26 ἐπεὶ γάρ εἰσι τρεῖς αἱ κινήσεις (ἡ µὲν κατὰ µέγεθος, ἡ δὲ κατ’ 
εἶδος, ἡ δὲ κατὰ τόπον), ἐν ἑκάστῃ τούτων τὴν µεταβολὴν ὁρῶµεν γινοµένην ἐκ τῶν ἐναντίων εἰς τὰ 
ἐναντία καὶ τὰ µεταξύ, καὶ οὐκ εἰς τὸ τυχὸν τῷ τυχόντι.  Mete. 1.1 338a20–25 περὶ µὲν οὖν … καὶ περὶ 
πάσης κινήσεως φυσικῆς, … καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς τῆς κοινῆς εἴρηται πρότερον.  Met. Κ.12 
1068a8–14 εἰ οὖν αἱ κατηγορίαι διῄρηνται οὐσίᾳ, ποιότητι, τόπῳ, τῷ ποιεῖν ἢ πάσχειν, τῷ πρός τι, τῷ 
ποσῷ, ἀνάγκη τρεῖς εἶναι κινήσεις, ποιοῦ ποσοῦ τόπου· κατ’ οὐσίαν δ’ οὔ, διὰ τὸ µηθὲν εἶναι οὐσίᾳ 
ἐναντίον, οὐδὲ τοῦ πρός τι (ἔστι γὰρ θατέρου µεταβάλλοντος µὴ ἀληθεύεσθαι θάτερον µηδὲν 
µεταβάλλον, ὥστε κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς ἡ κίνησις αὐτῶν), οὐδὲ ποιοῦντος καὶ πάσχοντος.  Philo of 
Alexandria Sobr. 34 (SVF 3.244) σχέσις καὶ κίνησις διαφέρουσιν ἀλλήλων· ἡ µὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἠρεµία, 
φορὰ δὲ ἡ κίνησις· ἧς εἴδη δύο, τὸ µὲν µεταβατικόν, τὸ δὲ περὶ τὸν αὐτὸν τόπον εἰλούµενον.  Sextus 
Empiricus M. 10.37–42 tit. εἰ ἔστι κίνησις. ὁ µὲν Ἀριστοτέλης (Cat. 14.15a13–19) ἓξ εἴδη τῆς 
κινήσεως ἔλεγεν ὑπάρχειν, ὧν τὸ µέν τι εἶναι τοπικὴν µετάβασιν, τὸ δὲ µεταβολήν, τὸ δὲ γένεσιν, τὸ δὲ 
φθοράν, τὸ δὲ αὔξησιν, τὸ δὲ µείωσιν· οἱ δὲ πλείους, ἐν οἷς εἰσι καὶ οἱ περὶ τὸν Αἰνησίδηµον (fr. B10 
Polito), διττήν τινα κατὰ τὸ ἀνωτάτω κίνησιν ἀπολείπουσι, µίαν µὲν τὴν µεταβλητικήν, δευτέραν δὲ 
τὴν µεταβατικήν. … (42) καίτοι τινὲς τῶν φυσικῶν, ἐξ ὧν ἐστι καὶ ὁ Ἐπίκουρος (fr. 291 Usener), τὴν 
µεταβλητικὴν κίνησιν εἶδος ἔλεξαν εἶναι τῆς µεταβατικῆς.  M. 10.45–46 τρεῖς γεγόνασι στάσεις κατὰ 
τὸ ἀνωτάτω περὶ κινήσεως. οἱ µὲν γάρ φασι κίνησιν εἶναι, οἱ δὲ µὴ εἶναι, οἱ δὲ οὐ µᾶλλον εἶναι ἢ µὴ 
εἶναι. καὶ εἶναι µὲν ὅ τε βίος, τοῖς φαινοµένοις προσέχων, καὶ οἱ πλείους τῶν φυσικῶν, ὥσπερ οἱ περὶ 
Πυθαγόραν (—) καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλέα (—) καὶ Ἀναξαγόραν (—) Δηµόκριτόν (—) τε καὶ Ἐπίκουρον (—
), οἷς καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τοῦ Περιπάτου ἔτι δὲ καὶ οἱ ἀπὸ τῆς Στοᾶς (SVF 2.493) συναπεγράψαντο καὶ ἄλλοι 
παµπληθεῖς· (46) µὴ εἶναι δὲ οἱ περὶ Παρµενίδην (28A26 DK) καὶ Μέλισσον, οὓς ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης (de 
Phil. fr. 9 Walzer/Ross) στασιώτας τε τῆς φύσεως καὶ ἀφυσίκους κέκληκεν, στασιώτας µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς 
στάσεως, ἀφυσίκους δὲ ὅτι ἀρχὴ κινήσεώς ἐστιν ἡ φύσις, ἣν ἀνεῖλον φάµενοι µηδὲν κινεῖσθαι· κτλ.  P. 
3.64 φασὶ τοίνυν οἱ δοκοῦντες ἐντελέστερον περὶ κινήσεως διειληφέναι (Arist. Cat. 14 15a13–20) ἓξ 
εἴδη ταύτης ὑπάρχειν, τοπικὴν µετάβασιν, φυσικὴν µεταβολήν, αὔξησιν, µείωσιν, γένεσιν, φθοράν.  P. 
3.65 τρεῖς δέ, οἶµαι, γεγόνασιν αἱ ἀνωτάτω περὶ κινήσεως στάσεις. ὁ µὲν γὰρ βίος καί τινες τῶν 
φιλοσόφων εἶναι κίνησιν ὑπολαµβάνουσιν, µὴ εἶναι δὲ Παρµενίδης (—) τε καὶ Μέλισσος καὶ ἄλλοι 
τινές, µὴ µᾶλλον δὲ εἶναι ἢ µὴ εἶναι ἔφασαν οἱ σκεπτικοί.  Divisiones Aristoteleae 12 διαιρεῖται ἡ 
κίνησις εἰς τρία. ἔστι γὰρ αὐτῆς ἓν µὲν κατὰ τόπον, ἓν δὲ κατὰ ἀλλοίωσιν, ἓν δὲ αὐτὴ καθ’ ἑαυτὴν ἡ 
κίνησις. ἔστι δὲ ἡ µὲν κατὰ τόπον τὸ ἐξαλλάσσειν τόπον ἐκ τόπου, οἷον οἱ τρέχοντες καὶ πηδῶντες καὶ 
πλέοντες καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι αἱ τοιαῦται κινήσεις. ἡ δὲ κατὰ ἀλλοίωσιν, οἷον ‹οἱ› αὐξανόµενοι καὶ 
γηράσκοντες καὶ φθίνοντες καὶ ἄλλα τοιαῦτα. ἡ δὲ αὐτὴ καθ’ ἑαυτήν, οἷον οἱ τροχοὶ καὶ οἱ ἔµβικες καὶ 
ὁ κόσµος καὶ ἄλλα τοιαῦτα.  Eusebius PE 15.62.13 (Ariston SVF 1.353) τήν τ’ αὖ διαφωνίαν 
παµπόλλην ὅσην· … καὶ τοὺς µὲν ἀξιοῦν ἅπαντα κινεῖσθαι, τοὺς δὲ καθάπαξ µηδέν.  Simplicius in 
Cat. 139.34–140.6 ἔοικεν πολλή τις ἀµφιβολία γεγονέναι περὶ τὴν κίνησιν, εἴπερ οἱ µὲν ὑπὸ τὸ πρός τι 
αὐτὴν ἀνάγεσθαί φασιν, οἱ δὲ ὑπὸ πλείονας κατηγορίας ἐν αἷς θεωρεῖται (καὶ γὰρ ἐν ποσῷ κίνησις, ὡς 
αὔξησις καὶ µείωσις, καὶ ἐν ποιῷ, ὡς ἀλλοίωσις, καὶ κατὰ τόπον ἄλλη, καὶ δὴ καὶ κατ’ οὐσίαν)· ἄλλοι 
δέ τινες τὸ δυνάµει καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ κοινῶς ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν γενῶν θεωροῦντες τὴν κίνησιν ἐντελέχειαν 
οὖσαν τοῦ κινητοῦ, ᾗ κινητόν, κατὰ τὴν Ἀριστοτέλους ἀπόδοσιν (Phys. 3.2 202a7–8 etc.), κοινὴν εἶναι 
τῶν δέκα γενῶν φασιν· οἱ δὲ ἐν τῷ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν αὐτὴν κατατάττουσιν.  in Cat. 435.17–20 πῶς δὲ 
αὐτὸς Ἀριστοτέλης ἐν τῷ τρίτῳ τῆς Φυσικῆς σαφῶς εἰπὼν (Phys. 3.1 201a8–9) ‘ὥστε κινήσεως καὶ 
µεταβολῆς ἔστιν εἴδη τοσαῦτα ὅσα τοῦ ὄντος’, ὅµως καὶ ἐν τῷ πέµπτῳ τῆς πραγµατείας ἐκείνης 
(Phys. 5.1 224b35–2.226b10) καὶ ἐνταῦθα οὐκέτι δέκα ἀλλὰ τέσσαρα εἴδη κινήσεως ἀπαριθµεῖται;  in 
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Phys. 412.31–413.11 καὶ οἶδα µὲν ὅτι προπετὲς εἶναι δοκεῖ τὸ τὴν ἐναντίαν ἀφιέναι τῷ Ἀριστοτέλει 
φωνήν, ἕως δ’ ἂν γνῶναι δυνηθῶµεν ἀκριβῶς τὴν αἰτίαν τῆς τοιαύτης αὐτοῦ διατάξεως, ἀρκούµεθα 
πρὸς παραµυθίαν τῇ τε Εὐδήµου (fr. 59 Wehrli) συνηγορίᾳ ἐπὶ τῆς ποτὲ κατηγορίας ῥηθείσῃ καὶ ἔτι 
µᾶλλον τῇ Θεοφράστου (fr. 153B FHS&G) σαφῶς τὴν κίνησιν καὶ µεταβολὴν ἐν πάσαις ταῖς 
κατηγορίαις θεωροῦντος. λέγει γοῦν ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ τῶν Περὶ κινήσεως· ῾οἰκειότερον δέ (ὅπερ καὶ 
λέγοµεν καὶ ἔστιν) ἐνέργειαν τοῦ δυνάµει κινητοῦ ᾗ κινητὸν κατὰ γένος ἕκαστον τῶν κατηγοριῶν οἷον 
οὐσίας ποιοῦ ποσοῦ φορητοῦ τῶν ἄλλων. οὕτω γὰρ ἀλλοίωσις αὔξησις φορὰ γένεσις καὶ αἱ ἐναντίαι 
ταύταις.᾿ ἐν τῷ τρίτῳ δὲ ἔτι σαφέστερον οἶµαι τάδε γέγραφεν· ῾ἐν µὲν τῷ ἀφορισµῷ τῆς κινήσεως 
τοσαῦτά φαµεν αὐτῆς εἴδη, ὅσαι κατηγορίαι· τὴν γὰρ τοῦ δυνάµει ὄντος ᾗ τοιοῦτον ἐντελέχειαν 
κίνησιν.’ καὶ τοῦτο δὲ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ βιβλίῳ φησί· ῾τοῦ δὲ πρός τι κίνησις τοῦ µὲν κατὰ λόγον οὐκ ἔστι, 
τοῦ δὲ κατὰ δύναµιν ἔστιν. ἡ γὰρ ἐνέργεια κίνησίς τε καὶ καθ’ αὑτό.᾿ ἀλλὰ ταῦτα µὲν καὶ ἐπὶ πλέον 
ζητητέον τὴν Ἀριστοτέλους γνώµην ἀνιχνευόντων ἡµῶν. 
Chapter heading: Plato Parm. 136b καὶ περὶ κινήσεως καὶ περὶ στάσεως.  Aristotle Cael. 1.5 
272a30–31 δέδεικται γὰρ τοῦτο πρότερον ἐν τοῖς περὶ κινήσεως.  Sextus Empiricus P. 3.63 pinax θ΄ 
Περὶ κινήσεως.  P. 3.63 tit. θ΄ Περὶ κινήσεως.  Themistius in Phys. 192.2–3 τοῦτο δὲ ὁ Θεόφραστος 
(fr. 155Α FHS&G) ἀπορεῖ διαρρήδην ἐν τῷ Περὶ κινήσεως πρώτῳ.  Simplicius in Phys. 965.10 
(Strato fr. 74 Wehrli, 41 Sharples) λέγει οὖν ἐν τῷ Περὶ κινήσεως. 
Species of definition  see quoted passages above, ch. 1.9, section E(b)§1.   
§2  Aristotle: Aristotle Phys. 3.2 202a8–9 διὸ ἡ κίνησις ἐντελέχεια τοῦ κινητοῦ, ᾗ κινητόν.  Phys. 8.5 
257b8–9 ἔστιν δ’ ἡ κίνησις ἐντελέχεια κινητοῦ ἀτελής.  Alexander of Aphrodisias (verbatim) at 
Simp. in Phys. 436.26–28 ‘καὶ δοκεῖ’, φησὶν Ἀλέξανδρος, ‘σαφέστερον νῦν (sc. Phys. 3.2 202a8–9) 
λέγειν τί ποτέ ἐστιν ἡ κίνησις ἤπερ ὅτε ἔλεγεν (Phys. 3.1 201b4–5) αὐτὴν ἐντελέχειαν τοῦ δυνατοῦ ᾗ 
δυνατόν’. 
§4  Epicurus:  Cicero Fat. 22 sed Epicurus (frs. 281, 379 Usener) declinatione atomi vitari 
necessitatem fati putat. itaque tertius quidam motus oritur extra pondus et plagam, cum declinat 
atomus intervallo minimo (id appellat ἐλάχιστον); quam declinationem sine causa fieri si minus 
verbis, re cogitur confiteri. non enim atomus ab atomo pulsa declinat. nam qui potest pelli alia ab 
alia, si gravitate feruntur ad perpendiculum corpora individua rectis lineis, ut Epicuro placet? 
sequitur enim, ut, si alia ab alia numquam depellatur, ne contingat quidem alia aliam. ex quo 
efficitur, etiam si sit atomus eaque declinet, declinare sine causa. 
§7 Didodorus Cronus:   Sextus Empiricus M. 10.48 συµφέρεται δὲ τούτοις τοῖς ἀνδράσι (sc. τοῖς 
περὶ Παρµενίδην καὶ Μέλισσον) καὶ Διόδωρος ὁ Κρόνος (fr. 122 Döring, II F 12 Giannantoni), εἰ µή τι 
ῥητέον κατὰ τοῦτον κεκινῆσθαι µέν τι, κινεῖσθαι δὲ µηδὲ ἕν.  M. 10.85 κοµίζεται δὲ καὶ ἄλλη τις 
ἐµβριθὴς ὑπόµνησις εἰς τὸ µὴ εἶναι κίνησιν ὑπὸ Διοδώρου τοῦ Κρόνου (fr. 123 Döring, II F 13 
Giannantoni), δι’ ἧς παρίστησιν, ὅτι κινεῖται µὲν οὐδὲ ἕν, κεκίνηται δέ. καὶ µὴ κινεῖσθαι µέν κτλ.  
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884D; pp. 320a10–26 Diels—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 39; pp. 
619.20–620.2; pp. 125–130 Jas—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 132–133 Daiber—PPs : Psellus 
Omn.Doctr. c. 91, p. 53 Westerink (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.20.1a, p. 170.2–5 + 1.20.1d, p. 170.14–24 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, 
p. 112b5 Henry (titulus solus) 
Cf. Hermias Irr. 6.2–12 Hanson; Scholia in Basilium I 4, p. 196.8–10 Pasquali 
 

Titulus  κδ΄. Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς (P,S) 1 
§1 Παρµενίδης Μέλισσος Ζήνων ἀνῄρουν γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν διὰ τὸ  2 

νοµίζειν τὸ πᾶν ἀκίνητον. (P1,S1) 3 
§2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ᾿Αναξαγόρας Δηµόκριτος Ἐπίκουρος καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι  4 

κατὰ συναθροισµὸν τῶν λεπτοµερῶν σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι, συγκρί- 5 
σεις µὲν καὶ διακρίσεις εἰσάγουσι, γενέσεις δὲ καὶ φθορὰς οὐ κυρίως·  6 
οὐ γὰρ κατὰ τὸ ποιὸν ἐξ ἀλλοιώσεως, κατὰ δὲ τὸ ποσὸν ἐκ συναθροισ- 7 
µοῦ ταύτας γίνεσθαι. (P2,S2) 8 

§3 Πυθαγόρας καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι παθητὴν τὴν ὕλην ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως  9 
γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν γίνεσθαι· ἐκ γὰρ ἀλλοιώσεως τῶν στοιχείων καὶ  10 
τροπῆς καὶ ἀναλύσεως γένεσ⟨ιν⟩ καὶ φθορ⟨άν⟩, παράθεσιν καὶ µῖξιν,  11 
κρᾶσίν τε καὶ σύγχυσιν γίνεσθαι. (P3,S3) 12 

  
§1 Parmenides 28A29 DK; Melissus 30A12 DK; Zeno –; §2 Empedocles 31A44 DK; 
Anaxagoras 59A65; Democritus –; Epicurus –; §3 Pythagoras etc. – 
  
§1[2] Παρµενίδης … Ζήνων : PBQ : Παρµενίδης καὶ Μέλισσος S Diels VS1 DK : οἱ περὶ 
Μέλισσον καὶ Ζήνωνα τὸν Ἐλεάτην καὶ Παρµενίδην PG || ἀνῄρουν] : ἀνῃρήκασιν PG post 
φθορὰν || [2–3] διὰ … ἀκίνητον] ἀκίνητον εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ὑπολαβόντες PG    §2[4]  Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
… Ἐπίκουρος S : Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος P || [5–6] συγκρίσεις S : καὶ συγκρίσεις PB : 
σύγκρισιν PGQ || διακρίσεις PBS : || διάκρισιν PGQ || [6] εἰσάγουσι PBG : ἄγουσι S || καὶ PBG : ἢ S 
|| οὐ κυρίως PBS : οὐκ οἰκείως PG : non hab. PQ || [7] τὸ1 S : om. PB, rest. Diels || κατὰ … 
ἀλλοιώσεως PBQS : al. PG κατὰ ποιὰν ἀλλοίωσιν || [7–8] κατὰ2 … συναθροισµοῦ PBQS : al. PG 
κατὰ παράθεσιν (ex §3[11]?) καὶ συναθροισµὸν    §3[10]  ἐκ γὰρ PBS (infolge Q) : καὶ περὶ PG 
|| τῶν S, cf. PQ ut vid. : om. PBG || [11] καὶ ἀναλύσεως SPB : καὶ διαλύσεως PG, om. PQ || [11–12] 
γένεσιν … σύγχυσιν S : ταῦτα PB, cf. PQ (das Werden Q) : om. PG || [11] γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν 
coni. Mansfeld (2002b) 286, perseverationem suspicans : γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς S, secl. 
edd. ut glossema, γενέσε⟨ι⟩ς δὲ καὶ φθορὰς coni. Van Ophuijsen || [12] γίνεσθαι PBQS : om. 
PG  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 39  (~ tit.) Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς (text Jas) 
39.1 (~ P1) οἱ περὶ Μέλισσον καὶ Ζήνωνα τὸν Ἐλεάτην καὶ Παρµενίδην γένεσιν καὶ φθορὰν 
ἀνῃρήκασιν ἀκίνητον εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ὑπολαβόντες. 
39.2 (~ P2) Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ καὶ Ἐπίκουρος καὶ ὅσοι κατὰ συναθροισµὸν τῶν λεπτοµερῶν 
σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι σύγκρισιν µὲν καὶ διάκρισιν εἰσάγουσι, γενέσεις δὲ καὶ φθορὰς οὐκ 
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οἰκείως. οὐ γὰρ κατὰ ποιὰν ἀλλοίωσιν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ παράθεσιν καὶ συναθροισµὸν γίνεσθαι τὰ 
πάντα νοµίζουσιν. 
39.3 (~ P3) Πυθαγόρας δὲ καὶ ὅσοι παθητὴν ⟨τὴν⟩ ὕλην ὑποτίθενται, κυρίως γένεσιν καὶ 
φθορὰν λέγουσι γίγνεσθαι· περὶ [ἐκ γὰρ corr. Diels ex P] ἀλλοιώσεως στοιχείων καὶ τροπῆς 
καὶ διαλύσεως ⟨ταῦτα γίγνεσθαι coni. Diels in app., non prob. Jas⟩. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 105 (~ tit.) Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς 

 
Testes secundi: 
Hermias Irr. 6.2–12 Ἀναξαγόρας (—) … · ἀρχὴ πάντων ὁ νοῦς καὶ οὗτος αἴτιος καὶ κύριος 
τῶν ὅλων καὶ παρέχει τάξιν τοῖς ἀτάκτοις καὶ κίνησιν τοῖς ἀκινήτοις καὶ διάκρισιν τοῖς 
µεµιγµένοις καὶ κόσµον τοῖς ἀκόσµοις. ταῦτα λέγων Ἀναξαγόρας ἐστί µοι φίλος καὶ τῷ 
δόγµατι πείθοµαι. ἀλλ’ ἀνθίσταται τούτῳ Μέλισσος (—) καὶ Παρµενίδης (—). ὅ γε µὴν 
Παρµενίδης καὶ ποιητικοῖς ἔπεσιν ἀνακηρύσσει τὴν οὐσίαν ἓν εἶναι καὶ ἀίδιον καὶ ἄπειρον καὶ 
ἀκίνητον καὶ πάντῃ ὅµοιον. πάλιν οὖν εἰς τοῦτο τὸ δόγµα οὐκ οἶδ’ ὅπως µεταβάλλοµαι· ὁ  
Παρµενίδης τὸν Αναξαγόραν τῆς ἐµῆς γνώµης ἐξήλασεν (~ §1). 
 
Scholia in Basilium I 4, p. 196.8–10 νῦν µὲν γὰρ συνιόντων ἀλλήλοις τῶν ἀµερῶν σωµάτων, 
νῦν δὲ µετασυγκρινοµένων (= Bas. in Hex. 1.2.4.9 Amand de Mendieta–Rudberg)] ταύτην 
τὴν αἰτίαν φθορᾶς καὶ γενέσεως ἀπέδωκεν Ἐπίκουρος (~ §2). 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio A 2.4 Εἰ ἄφθαρτος ὁ κόσµος 
§1  A 1.7.17 Παρµενίδης τὸ ἀκίνητον καὶ πεπερασµένον σφαιροειδές. A 1.7.18 Μέλισσος καὶ 
Ζήνων τὸ ἓν καὶ πᾶν καὶ µόνον ἀίδιον καὶ ἄπειρον. 
§2  A 1.4.1[2–5] ὁ τοίνυν κόσµος συνέστη … πολλὰ σώµατα συνηθροίσθη. A 1.13.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων θραύσµατα ἐλάχιστα, οἱονεὶ στοιχεῖα πρὶν στοιχείων, ὁµοιοµερῆ. 
A 1.17.2 οἱ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον τὰς κράσεις κατὰ παράθεσιν γίγνεσθαι τῶν 
στοιχείων. A 1.17.3 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς καὶ Ξενοκράτης ἐκ µικροτέρων ὄγκων τὰ στοιχεῖα συγκρίνει, 
ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἐλάχιστα καὶ οἱονεὶ στοιχεῖα στοιχείων. A 1.30.1–2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς φύσιν µηδὲν εἶναι, 
µῖξιν δὲ τῶν στοιχείων καὶ διάστασιν. γράφει γὰρ οὕτως ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Φυσικῶν· ‘ἄλλο δέ 
τοι ἐρέω· φύσις οὐδενός ἐστιν ἁπάντων / θνητῶν, οὐδέ τις οὐλοµένου θανάτοιο τελευτή, / ἀλλὰ 
µόνον µῖξίς τε διάλλαξίς τε µιγέντων / ἐστί, φύσις δὲ βροτοῖς ὀνοµάζεται ἀνθρώποισιν’. (2) 
Ἀναξαγόρας ὁµοίως τὴν φύσιν σύγκρισιν καὶ διάκρισιν, τουτέστι γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν. A 2.20.5 
Ξενοφάνης, ⟨ὡς⟩ Θεόφραστος ἐν τοῖς Φυσικοῖς γέγραφεν, ἐκ πυριδίων τῶν συναθροιζοµένων 
µὲν ἐκ τῆς ὑγρᾶς ἀναθυµιάσεως συναθροιζόντων δὲ τὸν ἥλιον. 
§3  A 1.3.20 ἡ δὲ ὕλη τὸ ὑποκείµενον γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ. A 1.9.1 ὕλη ἐστὶ τὸ ὑποκείµενον πάσῃ 
γενέσει καὶ φθορᾷ καὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις µεταβολαῖς. A 1.9.2 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου, λέγω δὲ 
τοὺς µέχρι τῶν Στωικῶν καταβεβηκότας σὺν ῾Ηρακλείτῳ, τρεπτὴν καὶ ἀλλοιωτὴν καὶ 
µεταβλητὴν καὶ ῥευστὴν ὅλην δι᾿ ὅλης τὴν ὕλην. A 1.16.1 οἱ ἀπὸ Θάλεω καὶ Πυθαγόρου 
παθητὰ ⟨τὰ⟩ σώµατα καὶ τµητὰ εἰς ἄπειρον, καὶ πάντα τὰ συνεχῆ, γραµµήν ἐπιφάνειαν 
στερεὸν σῶµα τόπον χρόνον. A 1.17.4 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν τρία σώµατα (οὐ γὰρ θέλει κυρίως αὐτὰ 
εἶναι στοιχεῖα ἢ προσονοµάζειν) τρεπτὰ εἰς ἄλληλα, πῦρ ἀέρα ὕδωρ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
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Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The witnesses for this chapter are the same as for the previous chapter 
from which it follows on, with the important difference that PG has retained all 
three lemmata in a slightly revised form. For P there is the evidence of the 
Byzantine mss. and Q, as well as G (while Ps only uses the title). 
 (2)  S writes out the entire chapter (as it seems) at the beginning of his 
chapter with the same title, but intersperses it with some other material.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition consists of a few headings 
and of Arius Didymus on Zeno c.s. on coming to be and passing away cited at 
section E(a)§2, as well as on Stoic theories of mixture cited at section E(a)§3. 
 (2)  Sources.  The main division derives from a combination of dialectical 
arguments and overviews in Aristotle’s De caelo and De generatione et 
corruptione, passages from which are quoted below section E(b) General texts. 
Aristotle had of course studied the Presocratics as well as Plato and the Early 
Academics. See also below at ch. 1.30 ‘On nature’, Commentary B. In the 
Hellenistic period Epicurus was added to Democritus and his colleagues, as has 
also happened elsewhere, e.g., chs. 1.18.3, 2.3.2 and 4.13.1. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter it comprises the 
category/question type of substance and the question type of existence (see 
§1–2 in contrast to §3). It is rather widely paralleled (mostly in relation to 
Aristotle’s treatise), see section E(b) Chapter heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter follows quite naturally on from ch. 1.23 ‘On motion’, which 
pertains to a closely related concept, but it is also closely related to ch. 1.17 ‘On 
mixture and blending’, as is clear from its contents; so it would equally be at 
home close to 1.17. The five chapters that follow deal with a very different series 
of issues, namely necessity, fate, and accident. It is only with ch. 1.30 ‘On 
nature’, the position of which remains something of a riddle, that we return to 
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the theme of the present chapter. In Aristotle an entire treatise entitled On 
Coming to Be and Passing Away (or a substantial part of it) follows on after the 
On the Heavens, which in its turn comes after the books of the Physics dealing 
with motion. In the Placita the subjects of the On the Heavens are for the most 
part to be found subsequently, in Book 2. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  Both P and S have three lemmata, which are the same as to contents 
and listed in the same relative order, which there is no reason to modify. In S 
1.20.1b a reference to Heraclitus (T 796 Mouraviev, quoted from Plato Crat. 
402a = 22A6 DK) Ἡράκλειτός φησιν, ὅτι πάντα χωρεῖ καὶ οὐδὲν µένει· καὶ ποταµοῦ 
ῥοῇ ἀπεικάζων τὰ ὄντα λέγει ὡς ‘δὶς ἐς τὸν αὐτὸν ποταµὸν οὐκ ἂν ἐµβαίης’, and the 
lemma ch. 2.4.9 have been interpolated between the first and second lemmata 
of the present chapter. Mansfeld in (2002b) 281–282 = M–R 3.427–430 suggests 
that S may have substituted (as so often) a quote from his favourite Plato for a 
Placita lemma, this time for one with name-label Heraclitus (epitomized away 
by P, perhaps because seen as duplicating A 1.23.8). This may have resembled 
the Heraclitean doxa opposed to those of the Eleatics (cf. §1 of the present 
chapter) and Hesiod on genesis, Cael. 3.1 289b29–32: ‘others say that all other 
things come to be and are in flux and that nothing is stable, and that only one 
thing remains underneath, from which all these (other) things derive by 
change of shape; this seems to be what many others and Heraclitus the 
Ephesian (fr. 40 (b2) Marcovich) want to say’. The supposition, however, is not 
strong enough to include something the text. 
 (2)  There is no Stoic lemma in our chapter, though the Stoic theory of 
mixture is echoed in §3 ad finem, see below, section D(d)§3. Immediately after 
his abstracts from ch. 1.24 at 1.20.1d S at 1.20.1e has a short AD extract (fr. 36 
Diels) on Zeno Cleanthes Chrysippus Panaetius, so may have substituted this 
for an Aëtian lemma omitted by P. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The structure is simple and clear. The diaphonia is between §1, denial of 
coming-to-be and passing-away, and §§2–3, acceptance of coming-to-be and 
passing-away, with the subsidiary diaphonia between §2, acceptance but not 
‘in the true sense’, and §3, acceptance ‘in the true sense’. This subsidiary 
diaphonia, which is also a sort of compromise position (cf. ch. 1.30 below) is 
determined by the opposition between the doctrines of matter: corpuscular in 
§2, continuous in §3.  
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(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
A preliminary reconstruction of the chapter and a discussion of its 
methodology is provided by Mansfeld (2002b) = M-R 3.415–445. 
Individual Points 
§1.  Parmenides’ other follower Zeno, whose multiple arguments against 
motion are of course familiar but who according to our other evidence did not 
argue against coming to be and passing away, presumably was thrown in for 
good measure. This also happens elsewhere in the Placita, see ch. 1.7.18 and 
elsewhere in the tradition, see ps.Plutarch Strom. §6 (after §4 Xenophanes and 
§5 Parmenides) ‘Zeno of Elea put forward no views of his own, but argued 
further on these matters’, tr. Sandbach LCL  (Ζήνων δ’ ὁ Ἐλεάτης ἴδιον µὲν οὐδὲν 
ἐξέθετο, διηπόρησε δὲ περὶ τούτων ἐπὶ πλεῖον). Zeno is here omitted by S, though 
he did include him at A 1.7.18. 
§2.  We note the application of the categories of quality and quantity. 
Remarkably, editors of Democritus, with the exception of Taylor (1999) fr. 79.b, 
have overlooked the present doxa. 
§3.  The text follows the interpretation given by Mansfeld (2002) 284–286 (= 
M–R 3.433–435), in which the genitives γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς are explained as 
the result of perseveration, i.e. continuing the previous four genitives. If 
amended to accusatives, they are the first subjects of the verb γίνεσθαι in the 
accusative and infinitive construction. 
 The Neopythagorean Pythagoras has become the archegete of what in 
effect are the early monists (referred to anonymously by Aristotle as well), and 
of the Stoics, as is clear from the four modes of mixture according to the Porch 
listed ad finem. In ch. 1.9.2 he shares this honour with Thales, ubi vide 
Commentary D(c)(2). Note the technical terminology deriving from the Stoic 
theory of mixture, for which cf. Arius Didymus, and Alexander of Aphrodisias 
cited at section E(b)§3. 
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(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Coming to be and passing away are the theme of one of Aristotle’s 
major physical treatises, the De Generatione et Corruptione. These concepts are 
critically discussed at Sextus Empiricus M. 10.310–350, which begins with a 
historical overview of the physical principles from which things are generated 
according to the philosophers (M. 10.310–318, cited in full at ch. 1.3 above, 
section E(a) General texts), and P. 3.109–114 (from a different perspective). M. 
10.310–318 is discussed and compared with M. 9.360–364 by Warren (2015) 
368–372. 
 (2)  Parmenides at 28B8.4–5 DK seems to derive ‘being ungenerated and 
imperishable’ from being ‘entire, unique, unmoved (ἀτρεµές)’, but at B8.26–28 
DK he clearly derives Being’s motionlessness from the successful banishment 
of generation and perishing. Melissus at 30B1 DK derives being ungenerated 
from the thesis that coming to be entails coming to be from nothing, which is 
impossible, and in 30B2 DK argues that having an end is entailed by having a 
beginning (so is also impossible). Thus he does not derive being ungenerated 
and imperishable from being motionless, while being motionless itself follows 
from Being’s fullness (30B7 DK). Also cf. Melissus 30B8(1–2) DK. In our §1 the 
resulting immobility is not attributed to Being, but to the All into which 
Parmenides’ and Melissus’ Being have meanwhile been transposed, a move 
prepared by Arist. Met. Α.5 986b16–17. The word πᾶν is applied in the verbatim 
fragments to the Being of Parmenides (28B8.5, B8.22, B8.25, B8.48) and to that 
of Melissus (30B2, B7(1), B7(4)), but as a predicate. Consequently the Placita 
lemma modifies the priorities in the Eleatic arguments, presumably because of 
the emphasis by Plato and esp. Aristotle of the anti-physical stance about 
motion of Parmenides and Melissus, see above ch. 1.5 Commentary C, and 
further Mansfeld (2002) 277–281 = M-R 3.422–427, Mansfeld (2016c) 86–92, and 
Mansfeld (2018e). We note in passing that this anti-physical stance cannot not 
so easily be matched with all those lemmata in the Placita where Parmenides is 
credited with fairly standard physical tenets, for which see Mansfeld (2016a). 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts:  Galen Loc.Aff. 8.158.11–159.2 Κ. ὥσπερ δ’ ἐνταῦθα φιλονεικίαν αἰσχρὰν ἐπιδείκνυνται 
προφανῶς, οὕτως ἄνοιαν, ὅταν οἴωνται πάνθ’ ἑαυτῶν σαλεύεσθαι τὰ δόγµατα, κᾂν ἓν ὁτιοῦν ἐλεγχθῇ· 
τινὰ µὲν γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἀκολουθεῖ, καθάπερ γε πάλιν ἕτερα µάχεται, τινὰ δὲ οὔτ’ ἀκολουθίαν οὔτε 
µάχην ἀναγκαίαν ἔχει, καθάπερ … · καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς ὁµοίως.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
9.83 πέµπτος (sc. τρόπος, Aenesidemus —)… ἐν τούτῳ περιέχεται …  καὶ (περὶ) γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς τῶν φαινοµένων πάντων. Diogenes Laertius V.P. 10.30 τὸ δὲ φυσικὸν περὶ γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς, καὶ περὶ φύσεως (Usener p. 104).  Photius  Bibl. cod. 212, p. 170b3–8 (Aenesidemus fr. 8B 
Polito) ἐν δὲ τῷ βʹ κατὰ µέρος ἤδη ἀρχόµενος ἐπεξιέναι τὰ ἐν κεφαλαίῳ εἰρηµένα, περί τε … γενέσεώς 
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τε καὶ φθορᾶς καὶ τῶν τούτοις ἐναντίων, κατὰ πάντων αὐτῶν τὸ ἄπορόν τε καὶ ἀκατάληπτον πυκνοῖς, 
ὡς οἴεται, ἐπιλογισµοῖς ὑποδεικνύς. 
Chapter heading:  Sextus Empiricus M. 10 pinax εʹ Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  M. 10.310 tit. εʹ 
Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  P. 3. Pinax ιϛʹ Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  P. 3.109 tit. ιϛʹ Περὶ γενέσεως 
καὶ φθορᾶς. 
§1  Parmenides Melissus Zeno: Sextus Empiricus M. 10.46–48 µὴ εἶναι (sc. τὴν κίνησιν) δὲ οἱ περὶ 
Παρµενίδην (28A26 DK) καὶ Μέλισσον (—), οὓς ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης (de Phil. fr. 9 Walzer/Ross) 
στασιώτας τε τῆς φύσεως καὶ ἀφυσίκους κέκληκεν, στασιώτας µὲν ἀπὸ τῆς στάσεως, ἀφυσίκους δὲ 
ὅτι ἀρχὴ κινήσεώς ἐστιν ἡ φύσις, ἣν ἀνεῖλον φάµενοι µηδὲν κινεῖσθαι. … (48) συµφέρεται δὲ τούτοις 
τοῖς ἀνδράσι καὶ Διόδωρος ὁ Κρόνος (II F 12 Giannantoni), εἰ µή τι ῥητέον κατὰ τοῦτον κεκινῆσθαι 
µέν τι, κινεῖσθαι δὲ µηδὲ ἕν.  P. 3.65 µὴ εἶναι δὲ (sc. τὴν κίνησιν) Παρµενίδης (—) τε καὶ Μέλισσος 
καὶ ἄλλοι τινές.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.24 ἐδόκει δὲ αὐτῷ (Melissus 30A1 DK) τὸ πᾶν ἄπειρον 
εἶναι καὶ ἀναλλοίωτον καὶ ἀκίνητον καὶ ἓν ὅµοιον ἑαυτῷ καὶ πλῆρες· κίνησίν τε µὴ εἶναι, δοκεῖν δὲ 
εἶναι.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.11.2 ὁ αὐτὸς (Parmenides 28A23 DK) δὲ εἶπεν ἀίδιον εἶναι τὸ πᾶν καὶ οὐ 
γενόµενον καὶ σφαιροειδὲς καὶ ὅµοιον, οὐκ ἔχον δὲ τόπον ἐν ἑαυτῷ , καὶ ἀκίνητον καὶ πεπερασµένον.  
Theodoret CAG 4.5–7 (cf. ch. 1.3.12–13 Diels; not in DK or Coxon) Ξενοφάνης µὲν οὖν ὁ 
Ὀρθοµένους ὁ Κολοφώνιος ὁ τῆς Ἐλεατικῆς αἱρέσεως ἡγησάµενος ἓν εἶναι τὸ πᾶν ἔφησε σφαιροειδὲς 
καὶ πεπερασµένον, οὐ γενητὸν ἀλλ’ ἀίδιον καὶ πάµπαν ἀκίνητον. … καὶ Παρµενίδης δὲ ὁ Πύρρητος ὁ 
Ἐλεάτης Ξενοφάνους ἑταῖρος γενόµενος κατὰ µὲν τὸν πρῶτον λόγον ξύµφωνα τῷ διδασκάλῳ 
ξυγγέγραφεν· αὐτοῦ γὰρ δὴ τόδε τὸ ἔπος εἶναί φασι (28B8.4 DK) ‘οὖλον µουνογενές τε καὶ ἀτρεµὲς 
ἠδ’ ἀγένητον.’  ps.Plutarch Strom. 4–6 at Eus. PE 1.8.4–6 (Plu. fr. 179 Sandbach) Ξενοφάνης δὲ ὁ 
Κολοφώνιος (21A32 DK) … οὔτε γένεσιν οὔτε φθορὰν ἀπολείπει, ἀλλ’ εἶναι λέγειτὸ πᾶν ἀεὶ ὅµοιον. … 
(5) Παρµενίδης δὲ ὁ Ἐλεάτης (28A22DK), ἑταῖρος Ξενοφάνους, ἅµα µὲν καὶ τῶν τούτου δοξῶν 
ἀντεποιήσατο. … ἀΐδιον µὲν γὰρ τὸ πᾶν καὶ ἀκίνητον ἀποφαίνεται καὶ κατὰ τὴν τῶν πραγµάτων 
ἀλήθειαν· εἶναι γὰρ αὐτὸ (28B8.3–4 DK) ‘µοῦνον µουνογενές τε καὶ ἀτρεµὲς ἠδ’ ἀγένητον’. … (6) 
Ζήνων δὲ ὁ Ἐλεάτης (29A23 DK) ἴδιον µὲν οὐδὲν ἐξέθετο, διηπόρησεν δὲ περὶ τούτων ἐπὶ πλεῖον. [for 
ps.Plu. Strom. cf. above ch. 1.3 at Testes primi] 
§2  Empedocles Anaxagoras Democritus Epicurus and all those ... : Arius Didymus fr. 36 Diels 
at Stob. Anth. 1.20.1e, p. 171.1–7 Ζήνωνι (SVF 1.107) καὶ Κλεάνθει (SVF 1.512) καὶ Χρυσίππῳ (SVF 
2.596) ἀρέσκει τὴν οὐσίαν µεταβάλλειν οἷον εἰς σπέρµα τὸ πῦρ, καὶ πάλιν ἐκ τούτου τοιαύτην 
ἀποτελεῖσθαι τὴν διακόσµησιν οἵα πρότερον ἦν. 
§3  Pythagoras and all those ... : Arius Didymus fr. 10 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.5a, p. 132.27–133.3 
Ζήνωνος (SVF 1.87). οὐσίαν δὲ εἶναι τὴν τῶν ὄντων πάντων πρώτην ὕλην, ταύτην δὲ πᾶσαν ἀίδιον καὶ 
οὔτε πλείω γινοµένην οὔτε ἐλάττω· τὰ δὲ µέρη ταύτης οὐκ ἀεὶ ταὐτὰ διαµένειν, ἀλλὰ διαιρεῖσθαι καὶ 
συγχεῖσθαι.  fr. 38 Diels at Stob. Anth. 1.17.3, p. 153.4–6 (SVF 1.207) τὴν δὲ µῖξιν ‹καὶ add. 
Wachsmuth› κρᾶσιν γίνεσθαι τῇ εἰς ἄλληλα τῶν στοιχείων µεταβολῇ σώµατος ὅλου δι’ ὅλου τινὸς 
ἑτέρου διερχοµένου.  fr. 28 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.17.4, p. 154.5–10 ἡ τοιαύτη δὲ κίνησις (sc. κινοῦν 
ἑαυτὸ πρὸς ἑαυτὸ καὶ ἐξ αὑτοῦ) κατὰ µόνους γίνεται τοὺς νοµίζοντας τὴν οὐσίαν πᾶσαν µεταβολὴν 
ἐπιδέχεσθαι καὶ σύγχυσιν καὶ σύστασιν καὶ σύµµιξιν καὶ σύµφυσιν καὶ τὰ τούτοις παραπλήσια. 
διαφέρειν γὰρ ἀρέσκει τοῖς ἀπὸ τῆς Στωικῆς αἱρέσεως (SVF 2.471) παράθεσιν, µῖξιν, κρᾶσιν, σύγχυσιν 
(κτλ).  Sextus Empiricus M. 10.312 ἐξ ἀποίου µὲν οὖν καὶ ἑνὸς σώµατος τὴν τῶν ὅλων ὑπεστήσαντο 
γένεσιν οἱ Στωικοί (SVF 2.309)· ἀρχὴ γὰρ τῶν ὄντων κατ’ αὐτούς ἐστιν ἡ ἄποιος ὕλη καὶ δι’ ὅλων 
τρεπτή, µεταβαλλούσης τε ταύτης γίνεται τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Plato Phd. 95e–96a ὅλως γὰρ δεῖ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς τὴν αἰτίαν (96a) 
διαπραγµατεύσασθαι.  Parm. 136b καὶ περὶ κινήσεως καὶ περὶ στάσεως καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  
Aristotle Cael. 3.1 298b8–299a1 ἅµα δὲ συµβήσεται περὶ τούτων λέγουσι καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς διασκέψασθαι· … οἱ µὲν οὖν πρότερον φιλοσοφήσαντες περὶ τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ πρὸς οὓς νῦν 
λέγοµεν ἡµεῖς λόγους καὶ πρὸς ἀλλήλους διηνέχθησαν· οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ὅλως ἀνεῖλον γένεσιν καὶ 
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φθοράν … [see below §1]· … ἕτεροι δέ τινες ὥσπερ ἐπίτηδες τὴν ἐναντίαν τούτοις ἔσχον δόξαν. εἰσὶ 
γάρ τινες οἵ φασιν οὐθὲν ἀγένητον εἶναι τῶν πραγµάτων, ἀλλὰ πάντα γίγνεσθαι· … οἱ δὲ τὰ µὲν ἄλλα 
πάντα γίνεσθαί φασι καὶ ῥεῖν, εἶναι δὲ παγίως οὐθέν, ἓν δέ τι µόνον ὑποµένειν, ἐξ οὗ ταῦτα πάντα 
µετασχηµατίζεσθαι πέφυκεν [cf. below §3]· … εἰσὶ δέ τινες καὶ οἳ πᾶν σῶµα γενητὸν ποιοῦσι, 
συντιθέντες καὶ διαλύοντες εἰς ἐπίπεδα καὶ ἐξ ἐπιπέδων.  GC 1.1 314a1–13 περὶ δὲ γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς τῶν φύσει γενοµένων καὶ φθειροµένων, ὁµοίως κατὰ πάντων, τάς τε αἰτίας διαιρετέον καὶ τοὺς 
λόγους αὐτῶν, ἔτι δὲ περὶ αὐξήσεως καὶ ἀλλοιώσεως, τί ἑκάτερον, καὶ πότερον τὴν αὐτὴν ὑποληπτέον 
φύσιν εἶναι ἀλλοιώσεως καὶ γενέσεως, ἢ χωρίς, ὥσπερ διώρισται καὶ τοῖς ὀνόµασιν. τῶν µὲν οὖν 
ἀρχαίων οἱ µὲν τὴν καλουµένην ἁπλῆν γένεσιν ἀλλοίωσιν εἶναί φασιν, οἱ δ’ ἕτεροι ἀλλοίωσιν καὶ 
γένεσιν. ὅσοι µὲν γὰρ ἕν τι τὸ πᾶν λέγουσιν εἶναι καὶ πάντα ἐξ ἑνὸς γεννῶσι, τούτοις µὲν ἀνάγκη τὴν 
γένεσιν ἀλλοίωσιν φάναι καὶ τὸ κυρίως γινόµενον ἀλλοιοῦσθαι· ὅσοι δὲ πλείω τὴν ὕλην ἑνὸς τιθέασιν, 
οἷον Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας (59A52 DK) καὶ Λεύκιππος (—), τούτοις δὲ ἕτερον.  Mete. 1.1 
338a20–25 περὶ µὲν οὖν … καὶ περὶ πάσης κινήσεως φυσικῆς, … καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς τῆς 
κοινῆς εἴρηται πρότερον.  ps.Plato Def. 411a γένεσις κίνησις εἰς οὐσίαν· µετάληψις οὐσίας· πόρευσις 
εἰς τὸ εἶναι.  Dio Chrysostomus Or. 33.4 δοκεῖτέ µοι πολλάκις ἀκηκοέναι θείων ἀνθρώπων, οἳ πάντα 
εἰδέναι φασὶ καὶ περὶ πάντων ἐρεῖν ᾗ διατέτακται καὶ τίνα ἔχει φύσιν … καὶ περὶ φθορᾶς καὶ γενέσεως. 
Alexander of Aphrodisias Mixt. 213.15–17 οὐ γὰρ µόνον διηνέχθησαν πρὸς ἀλλήλους περὶ τοῦδε τοῦ 
δόγµατος (sc. τῶν περὶ µίξεώς τε καὶ κράσεως λόγων) οἱ µίαν ὕλην ὑποκεῖσθαι πᾶσι τοῖς ἐν γενέσει 
σώµασιν λέγοντες πρὸς τοὺς ἐκ διωρισµένων τε καὶ κεχωρισµένων σωµάτων ποιοῦντας αὐτήν. 
Chapter heading  Aristotle GC tit. Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  Mete. 1.1 338a24–25 περὶ γενέσεως 
καὶ φθορᾶς τῆς κοινῆς εἴρηται πρότερον.  Galen Elem. c. 9.27, 1.487.15–16 K. Ἀριστοτέλης … κἀν τοῖς 
Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς.  Alexander of Aphrodisias in Met. 310.16 ἐν τοῖς Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ 
φθορᾶς.  Vita Aristotelis  Ptolemaei el-Garib nr. 41 Stein = Vita Aristotelis  Hesychii nr. 149 
Moraux Περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς β΄. 
§1  Parmenides Melissus Zeno: Parmenides 28B8.4–5 DK ὡς ἀγένητον ἐὸν καὶ ἀνώλεθρόν ἐστιν· 
ἐστι γὰρ οὐλοµελές τε καὶ ἀτρεµές.  28B826–28 DK αὐτὰρ ἀκίνητον µεγάλων ἐν πείρασι δεσµῶν / 
ἔστιν ἄναρχον ἄπαυστον, ἐπεὶ γένεσις καὶ ὄλεθρος / τῆλε µάλ’ ἐπλάχθησαν, ἀπῶσε δὲ πίστις ἀληθής.  
Melissus 30B7(1–2) DK οὕτως οὖν ἀίδιόν ἐστι καὶ ἄπειρον καὶ ἓν καὶ ὅµοιον πᾶν. (2) καὶ οὔτ’ ἂν 
ἀπόλοιτο οὔτε µεῖζον γίνοιτο οὔτε µετακοσµέοιτο οὔτε ἀλγεῖ οὔτε ἀνιᾶται. εἰ γάρ τι τούτων πάσχοι, 
οὐκ ἂν ἔτι ἓν εἴη. εἰ γὰρ ἑτεροιοῦται, ἀνάγκη τὸ ἐὸν µὴ ὅµοιον εἶναι, ἀλλὰ ἀπόλλυσθαι τὸ πρόσθεν ἐόν, 
τὸ δὲ οὐκ ἐὸν γίνεσθαι.  Plato Tht. 180e οἷον (edd. OCT, †οἶον mss.) ἀκίνητον τελέθει τῷ παντὶ ὄνοµ’ 
εἶναι† καὶ ἄλλα ὅσα Μέλισσοί τε καὶ Παρµενίδαι (ad 28B8 DK) ἐναντιούµενοι πᾶσι τούτοις 
διισχυρίζονται.  Aristotle Phys. 1.2 184b15–16 ἀνάγκη δ’ ἤτοι µίαν εἶναι τὴν ἀρχὴν ἢ πλείους, καὶ εἰ 
µίαν, ἤτοι ἀκίνητον, ὥς φησι Παρµενίδης καὶ Μέλισσος (—) … . Phys. 1.2 184b25–185a1 (cited Gal. 
Elem. 1.448.9–10 K., v. below) τὸ µὲν οὖν εἰ ἓν καὶ ἀκίνητον τὸ ὂν σκοπεῖν οὐ περὶ φύσεώς ἐστι 
σκοπεῖν.  Phys. 4.6 213b12–13 Μέλισσος (30A8 DK) µὲν οὖν καὶ δείκνυσιν ὅτι τὸ πᾶν ἀκίνητον ἐκ 
τούτων.  Cael. 3.1 298b14–17 οἱ µὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν (sc. τῶν πρότερον φιλοσοφησάντων) ὅλως ἀνεῖλον 
γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν· οὐθὲν γὰρ οὔτε γίγνεσθαί φασιν οὔτε φθείρεσθαι τῶν ὄντων, ἀλλὰ µόνον δοκεῖν 
ἡµῖν, οἷον οἱ περὶ Μέλισσόν τε καὶ Παρµενίδην (28A25 DK).  GC 1.2 315a26–27 ὅλως τε δὴ περὶ 
γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς τῆς ἁπλῆς λεκτέον, πότερον ἔστιν ἢ οὐκ ἔστι καὶ πῶς ἔστιν.  GC 1.8 325a14–15 ἓν 
καὶ ἀκίνητον τὸ πᾶν εἶναί φασι καὶ ἄπειρον ἔνιοι (28A25 DK)... .  Met. Α.5 986b17–19 οὗτοι δὲ 
ἀκίνητον εἶναί φασιν (sc. τὸ πᾶν) …  Παρµενίδης (—) … Μέλισσος (—).  Galen Elem. c. 5.2, 1.448.8–
14 K. προειπὼν (sc. Ἀριστοτέλης Phys. 1.2 184b26–185a1) γὰρ εὐθὺς ἐν ἀρχῇ· ῾τὸ µὲν οὖν εἰ ἓν καὶ 
ἀκίνητον τὸ ὂν σκοπεῖν οὐ περὶ φύσεώς ἐστι σκοπεῖν·’ εἶτ’ αὐτὸ τοῦτ’ ἀποδείξας καὶ διὰ τοῦτο µηδ’ 
ἀντιλογίας τινὸς δεῖσθαι φήσας τὸν Μελίσσου (—) τε καὶ Παρµενίδου (—) λόγον ἐναργῶς ἑκάτερον 
ἄτοπον ὄντα προϊόντος τοῦ συγγράµµατος ἀντιλέγων αὐτοῖς εὑρίσκεται.  Simplicius in Phys. 28.7 –8 
(Theophr. Phys.Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229 FHS&G) ἐκείνων (sc. Παρµενίδης (28A8 DK) καὶ Ξενοφάνης (—
)) γὰρ ἓν καὶ ἀκίνητον καὶ ἀγένητον καὶ πεπερασµένον ποιούντων τὸ πᾶν.  
§2  Empedocles Anaxagoras Democritus Epicurus and all those ... :Plato Sph. 243b ὅταν τις 
αὐτῶν φθέγξηται λέγων ὡς ἔστιν ἢ γέγονεν ἢ γίγνεται πολλὰ ἢ ἓν ἢ δύο, καὶ θερµὸν αὖ ψυχρῷ 
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συγκεραννύµενον, ἄλλοθί πῃ διακρίσεις καὶ συγκρίσεις ὑποτιθείς, τούτων, ὦ Θεαίτητε, ἑκάστοτε σύ τι 
πρὸς θεῶν συνίης ὅτι λέγουσιν;  Aristotle GC 1.1 314a11–13 ὅσοι δὲ πλείω τὴν ὕλην ἑνὸς τιθέασιν, οἷον 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) καὶ Ἀναξαγόρας (59A52 DK) καὶ Λεύκιππος (—), τούτοις δὲ ἕτερον (sc. τὴν 
ἀλλοίωσιν τῆς γενέσεως) + 314b4–6 τοῖς δὲ τὰ γένη πλείω ποιοῦσι διαφέρειν τὴν ἀλλοίωσιν τῆς 
γενέσεως· συνιόντων γὰρ καὶ διαλυοµένων ἡ γένεσις συµβαίνει καὶ ἡ φθορά.  GC 1.8 325a23–32 
Λεύκιππος (67A7 DK) δ’ ἔχειν ᾠήθη λόγους οἵ τινες πρὸς τὴν αἴσθησιν ὁµολογούµενα λέγοντες οὐκ 
ἀναιρήσουσιν οὔτε γένεσιν οὔτε φθορὰν οὔτε κίνησιν … φησὶν εἶναι τὸ κυρίως ἓν παµπλῆρες ὄν, ἀλλ’ 
εἶναι τὸ τοιοῦτον οὐχ ἕν, ἀλλ’ ἄπειρα τὸ πλῆθος καὶ ἀόρατα διὰ σµικρότητα τῶν ὄγκων. ταῦτα δ’ ἐν τῷ 
κενῷ φέρεσθαι (κενὸν γὰρ εἶναι), καὶ συνιστάµενα µὲν γένεσιν ποιεῖν, διαλυόµενα δὲ φθοράν.  
Plutarch Def.Or. 424E–F δῆλον δὲ τῷ µετακοσµούµενα ταῖς οὐσίαις ἕκαστα καὶ τὰς χώρας ἅµα 
συµµεταβάλλειν· αἱ µὲν γὰρ διακρίσεις ἀπὸ τοῦ µέσου τὴν ὕλην αἰροµένην ἄνω κύκλῳ διανέµουσιν· αἱ 
δὲ συγκρίσεις (F) καὶ πυκνώσεις πιέζουσι κάτω πρὸς τὸ µέσον καὶ συνελαύνουσι.  Adv.Col. 1113B–C 
ἐµοὶ µέντοι δοκεῖ µὴ τοῦτο κινεῖν τὸ ἐκ(C)φορικὸν ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς, ἀλλ’ ὡς πρότερον εἴρηται, 
πραγµατικῶς διαφέρεσθαι περὶ τῆς ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων γενέσεως, ἣν φύσιν τινὲς καλοῦσι (31B8.4 DK), 
δηλοῖ δὲ µάλιστα διὰ τούτων τῶν ἐπῶν (31B11 DK)· ‘νήπιοι· οὐ γάρ σφιν δολιχόφρονές εἰσι µέριµναι· / 
οἳ δὴ γίγνεσθαι πάρος οὐκ ἐὸν ἐλπίζουσιν / ἤ τι καταθνήισκειν τε καὶ ἐξόλλυσθαι ἁπάντῃ’. ταῦτα γὰρ 
τὰ ἔπη µέγα βοῶντός ἐστι τοῖς ὦτα ἔχουσιν, ὡς οὐκ ἀναιρεῖ γένεσιν ἀλλὰ τὴν ἐκ µὴ ὄντος, οὐδὲ 
φθορὰν ἀλλὰ τὴν πάντῃ , τουτέστι τὴν εἰς τὸ µὴ ὂν ἀπολλύουσαν. 
§3  Pythagoras and all those ... : Aristotle GC 1.1 314a8–11 ὅσοι µὲν γὰρ ἕν τι τὸ πᾶν λέγουσιν εἶναι 
καὶ πάντα ἐξ ἑνὸς γεννῶσι, τούτοις µὲν ἀνάγκη τὴν γένεσιν ἀλλοίωσιν φάναι καὶ τὸ κυρίως γινόµενον 
ἀλλοιοῦσθαι. GC 1.2 315a29–31 Πλάτων µὲν οὖν µόνον περὶ γενέσεως ἐσκέψατο καὶ φθορᾶς, ὅπως 
ὑπάρχει τοῖς πράγµασι, καὶ περὶ γενέσεως οὐ πάσης ἀλλὰ τῆς τῶν στοιχείων. GC 2.1 328b26–30 περὶ 
µὲν οὖν µίξεως καὶ ἁφῆς καὶ τοῦ ποιεῖν καὶ πάσχειν εἴρηται πῶς ὑπάρχει τοῖς µεταβάλλουσι κατὰ 
φύσιν, ἔτι δὲ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς τῆς ἁπλῆς, τίνος καὶ πῶς ἐστὶ καὶ διὰ τίν’ αἰτίαν. ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ 
περὶ ἀλλοιώσεως εἴρηται, τί τὸ ἀλλοιοῦσθαι καὶ τίν’ ἔχει διαφορὰν αὐτῶν.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias Mixt. 216.14–28 ἔστι δὲ ἡ Χρυσίππου (SVF 2.573) δόξα περὶ κράσεως ἥδε· ἡνῶσθαι µὲν 
ὑποτίθεται τὴν σύµπασαν οὐσίαν, πνεύµατός τινος διὰ πάσης αὐτῆς διήκοντος, ὑφ’ οὗ συνέχεταί τε καὶ 
συµµένει καὶ σύµπαθές ἐστιν αὑτῷ τὸ πᾶν, τῶν δὲ µιγνυµένων ἐν αὐτῇ σωµάτων τὰς µὲν παραθέσει 
µίξεις γίνεσθαι λέγει, … τὰς δέ τινας συγχύσει …· τὰς δέ τινας γίνεσθαι µίξεις λέγει δι’ ὅλων τινῶν 
οὐσιῶν τε καὶ τῶν τούτων ποιοτήτων ἀντιπαρεκτεινοµένων ἀλλήλαις µετὰ τοῦ τὰς ἐξ ἀρχῆς οὐσίας τε 
καὶ ποιότητας σώζειν ἐν τῇ µίξει τῇ τοιᾷδε, ἥντινα τῶν µίξεων κρᾶσιν ἰδίως εἶναι λέγει.  Calcidius in 
Tim. c. 317 quod vero sit universi corporis fomes et prima subiectio, facile probatur ex 
elementorum in se conversione mutua et ex qualitatum inconstanti mutatione.  Isidore of Seville 
Etym. 13.3.2 Graeci autem elementa στοιχεῖα nuncupant, eo quod sibi societatis concordia et 
communione quadam conveniant. nam sic ea inter se naturali quadam ratione iuncta dicuntur, 
{ut} modo originem ab igni repetentes usque ad terram, modo a terra usque ad ignem, ut ignis 
quidem in aëra desinat, aër in aquam densetur, aqua in terram crassescat; rursusque terra 
diluatur in aquam, aqua rarescat in aëra, aër in ignem extenuetur. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884E; pp. 321a1–11 Diels— PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 40; pp. 620.3–
620.8 Diels; pp. 131–134 Jas—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 132–135 Daiber—PL: Joannes 
Lydus Mens. 4.81, p. 133.12–13 Wuensch—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 104 (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.4.7a, p. 72.1–2 + 1.4.7c, p. 72.6–17 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 
112a36 Henry (titulus solus) 
T: Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 p. 150.9–15, 6.13, p. 153.12–17 Raeder 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–26 Morani 
 

Titulus  κε΄.  Περὶ ἀνάγκης (P,S) 1 
§1 Θαλῆς· ἰσχυρότατον ἀνάγκη, κρατεῖ γὰρ τοῦ παντός. (P1,S1) 2 
§2 Πυθαγόρας ἀνάγκην ἔφη περικεῖσθαι τῷ κόσµῳ. (P2,S2,T2) 3 
§3 Παρµενίδης καὶ Δηµόκριτος πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν αὐτὴν δ᾿ εἶναι  4 

εἱµαρµένην καὶ Δαίµονα καὶ Δίκην καὶ πρόνοιαν καὶ κοσµοποιόν. (P3,- 5 
S3,T1,3) 6 

§4 Λεύκιππος πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν εἱµαρµένην·  7 
λέγει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Περὶ νοῦ· ‘οὐδὲν χρῆµα µάτην γίγνεται, ἀλλὰ πάντα  8 
ἐκ λόγου τε καὶ ὑπ᾿ ἀνάγκης’. (S4) 9 

§5 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν ἀνάγει, τὰ δ᾿ εἰς ἀνάγκην. (P4,S5b) 10 
  
§1 Thales frs. 154, 341, 395 Wöhrle; §2 Pythagoras –; §3 Parmenides 28A32, B12.3, B8.14 
DK; Democritus frs. 23, 589 Luria; §4 Leucippus 67B2 DK; §5 Plato cf. Tim. 30b–c, 44c, 
47e–48a 
  
titulus Περὶ ἀνάγκης P : plenior S Περὶ ἀνάγκης θείας (θείας om. FP) καθ᾿ ἣν ἀπαραιτήτως 
τὰ κατὰ τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ γίνεται βούλησιν    §1 [2] Θαλῆς … παντός PBQ : al. S Θαλῆς ἐρωτηθείς, 
τί ἰσχυρότατον; εἶπεν· ἀνάγκη, κρατεῖ γὰρ πάντων || post παντός CH fr. 13 Nock–Festugière 
interpos. S    §2 [3] περικεῖσθαι PBQG(Nic)ST : περιθέσθαι PG Diels || post κόσµῳ add. PG τὴν 
ἀνάγκην ὑπολαµβάνει    §3 [4] Παρµενίδης καὶ Δηµόκριτος P (post Παρµενίδης add. δὲ PG) : 
Παρµενίδου καὶ Δηµοκρίτου οὗτοι S : cf. οἱ ἀµφὶ τὸν Δηµόκριτον καὶ Χρύσιππον (ex 1.27.2 ?) 
καὶ Ἐπίκουρον T || post ἀνάγκην add. PG συµβαίνειν εἰρήκασιν || inv. PG εἶναι δὲ τὴν αὐτὴν || 
[5] καὶ post εἶναι add. PB(III) || καὶ Δαίµονα T (cf. c. 2.7.1[7] : om. P,S || καὶ3] om. PB(II) || καὶ 
κοσµοποιόν om. PG    §4  om. P    §5 hoc lemma ut ultimum huius capitis recte ponit PG 
(prob. Wyttenbach Diels), ut primum capitis proximi per errorem PBQ (add. ad 1.26.3 PL) 
quod ret. Mau Lachenaud || [10] ἀνάγει PGS : ἄγει PBQ || ἀνάγει (ἄγει PBQ) … ἀνάγκην PBQS : 
aliter PG τὰ δὲ εἰς ἀνάγκην ἀνάγει τῆς οὐσίας, sed τῆς οὐσίας ut marginalia secl. Jas 
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 καὶ εἱµαρµένην καὶ πεπρωµένην καὶ τύχην καὶ µοίρας εἰσάγουσι καὶ 
τὴν βιαίαν ἀνάγκην ἐφιστῶσιν ἑκάστῳ καὶ ταύτην φασὶ παρὰ γνώµην ποιεῖν καὶ τοὺς 
ἀνδροφόνους καὶ τοὺς τοιχωρύχους καὶ τῶν γάµων τοὺς ἐπιβούλους. φέρε τοίνυν πάλιν τὰς 
Ἑλληνικὰς ἐξετάσωµεν δόξας, καὶ τοῖς ἀποστολικοῖς ταύτας καὶ προφητικοῖς παραθῶµεν 
δόγµασιν (quaestio). 
6.13.1 (~ §3–4) οὐ µόνον δὲ οἱ ἀµφὶ τὸν Δηµόκριτον καὶ Χρύσιππον καὶ Ἐπίκουρον πάντα κατ᾿ 
ἀνάγκην ἔφασαν γίνεσθαι, ἀνάγκην καλοῦντες τὴν εἱµαρµένην, 
6.13.2 (~ §2) ἀλλὰ καὶ Πυθαγόρας ὁ πολυθρύλητος ἀνάγκην εἶπε περικεῖσθαι τῷ κόσµῳ. 
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6.13.3 (~ §3) ὁ δὲ Παρµενίδης τὴν ἀνάγκην καὶ Δαίµονα κέκληκε καὶ Δίκην καὶ πρόνοιαν. 
 
 traditio ps.Plutarchi 
Ioannes Lydus Mens. 4.81 (ad tota c. 1.25–28 pertinentia) (~ ch. 1.26.1) ὅτι ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν στοιχείων ἐνέκρινεν· (~ ch. 1.26.2) ὁ δὲ 
Δηµόκριτος τὴν ἀντιτυπίαν καὶ πληγὴν καὶ φορὰν τῆς ὕλης. (~ chs. 1.25.5 + 1.26.3) Πλάτων 
γε µὴν τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν, τὰ δὲ εἰς ἀνάγκην ἀνήγαγεν, ὅτε µὲν τὴν ὕλην, ὅτε δὲ τὴν τοῦ 
ποιοῦντος σχέσιν αἰτιώµενος. (~ ch. 1.27.1) τὴν δ’ εἱµαρµένην Ἡράκλειτος τὴν αὐτὴν καὶ 
ἀνάγκην εἶναι βούλεται, (~ ch. 1.27.2) ὁ δὲ Πλάτων προστίθησι καὶ τὴν παρ’ ἡµᾶς αἰτίαν. (~ 
ch. 1.27.3) οἱ µὲν οὖν Στωϊκοὶ τὴν µὲν ἀνάγκην ἀκίνητον, τὴν δὲ εἱµαρµένην φασὶ συµπλοκὴν 
εἶναι αἰτιῶν τεταγµένων· ἐν ᾗ συµπλοκῇ καὶ τὰ παρ’ ἡµᾶς, ὥστε τὰ µὲν εἱµάρθαι, τὰ δὲ 
συνειµάρθαι. (~ ch. 1.28.1) οὐσίαν δὲ εἱµαρµένην ὁ Ἡράκλειτος τὸν διὰ παντὸς ἥκοντα λόγον 
ἐνέκρινεν. (~ ch. 1.28.3) ὁ δὲ Χρύσιππος τάξιν τοῦ παντὸς ἢ λόγον τῶν ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ 
διοικουµένων. (~ ch. 1.27.5) ὁ δὲ Ποσειδώνιος τρίτην ἀπόδοσιν ποιεῖται· πρώτην µὲν γὰρ εἶναι 
τὸν Δία, δευτέραν ‹δὲ› τὴν φύσιν, τρίτην ‹δὲ› τὴν εἱµαρµένην. {ὁ δὲ Πλάτων τὴν φύσιν, τρίτην 
τὴν εἱµαρµένην} (~ ch. 1.28.2) ὁ δὲ Πλάτων λόγον ἀΐδιον τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως. 
 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 40 (~ tit.) Περὶ ἀνάγκης (text Jas) 
40.1 (~ P1) τὴν ἀνάγκην Θαλῆς ἰσχυροτάτην εἶναί φησι. κρατεῖν γὰρ αὐτὴν τοῦ παντός. 
40.2 (~ P2) Πυθαγόρας δὲ καὶ περικεῖσθαι τῷ κόσµῳ τὴν ἀνάγκην ὑπολαµβάνει. 
40.3 (~ P3) Παρµενίδης δὲ καὶ Δηµόκριτος πάντα κατὰ ἀνάγκην συµβαίνειν εἰρήκασιν· εἶναι 
δὲ τὴν αὐτὴν εἱµαρµένην καὶ δίκην καὶ πρόνοιαν. 
40.4 (~ P4) Πλάτων δὲ τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν, τὰ δὲ εἰς ἀνάγκην ἀνάγει {τῆς οὐσίας}. 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 104 (~ tit.) Περὶ ἀνάγκης 
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–26 (ad tota c. 1.25–28 pertinentia) τῶν γινοµένων πάντων ἢ 
θεόν φασιν αἴτιον εἶναι ἢ ἀνάγκην (cf. cc. 1.25–26) ἢ εἱµαρµένην (cf. cc. 1.27–28) ἢ φύσιν (cf. 
c. 1.1) ἢ τύχην ἢ τὸ αὐτόµατον (cf. c. 1.29), ἀλλὰ τοῦ µὲν θεοῦ ἔργον οὐσία καὶ πρόνοια, τῆς δὲ 
ἀνάγκης τῶν ἀεὶ ὡσαύτως ἐχόντων ἡ κίνησις, τῆς δὲ εἱµαρµένης τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὰ δι’ αὐτῆς 
ἐπιτελεῖσθαι (καὶ γὰρ αὕτη τῆς ἀνάγκης ἐστί), τῆς δὲ φύσεως γένεσις αὔξησις φθορὰ φυτὰ 
καὶ ζῷα (cf. c. 1.1.2), τῆς δὲ τύχης τὰ σπάνια καὶ ἀπροσδόκητα (cf. c. 1.29)· ὁρίζονται γὰρ τὴν 
τύχην σύµπτωσιν καὶ συνδροµὴν δύο αἰτίων ἀπὸ προαιρέσεως τὴν ἀρχὴν ἐχόντων ἄλλο τι, 
παρ’ ὃ πέφυκεν, ἀποτελούντων, ὡς τάφον ὀρύσσοντα θησαυρὸν εὑρεῖν· οὔτε γὰρ ὁ θεὶς οὕτω 
τέθεικεν ὡς τοῦτον εὑρεῖν, οὔτε ὁ εὑρὼν οὕτως ὤρυξεν ὡς εὑρεῖν θησαυρόν, ἀλλ’ ὁ µὲν ἵν’ ὅταν 
θέλῃ ἀνέληται, ὁ δὲ ἵνα τάφον ὀρύξῃ· συνέπεσε δὲ ἄλλο τι, παρ’ ὃ προῄρηντο ἀµφότεροι. τοῦ 
δὲ αὐτοµάτου τὰ τῶν ἀψύχων ἢ ἀλόγων συµπτώµατα ἄνευ φύσεως καὶ τέχνης. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  A 1.1.2 πάντα γὰρ τὰ ὁρώµενα, ὅσα µήτε ὑπὸ τύχης µήτε ὑπ᾿ ἀνάγκης µήτ᾿ ἐστὶ 
θεῖα µήτε τοιαύτην αἰτίαν ἔχει, φυσικὰ λέγεται καὶ φύσιν ἔχει ἰδίαν. 
§2  A 1.21.1 Πυθαγόρας τὴν σφαῖραν τοῦ περιέχοντος (sc. τὸν χρόνον). 
§§3–4  A 1.29.4 Ἀναξαγόρας καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ … ἃ µὲν γὰρ εἶναι κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, 
ἃ δὲ καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην. 
§3  A 1.27.1 Ἡράκλειτος πάντα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἀνάγκην. A 1.27.5 
Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως, 
ἥντινα µὴ διαφέ-ρειν πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν καλεῖν. A 2.7.1[1,6–8] Παρµενίδης … τῶν δε 
συµµιγῶν τὴν µεσαιτάτην ἁπάσαις ⟨ἀρχήν⟩ τε καὶ ⟨αἰτίαν⟩ πάσης κινήσεως καὶ γενέσεως 
ὑπάρχειν, ἥντινα καὶ δαίµονα κυβερνῆτιν καὶ κλῃδοῦχον ἐπονοµάζει, δίκην τε καὶ ἀνάγκην. 
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§5  A 2.3.1 οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι πάντες ἔµψυχον τὸν κόσµον καὶ προνοίᾳ διοικούµενον. A 1.27.5 Ζήνων 
ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως, ἥντινα µὴ 
διαφέρειν πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν καλεῖν. A 2.4.9 Πλάτων φθαρτὸν µὲν τόν κόσµον, ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ 
φύσει, αἰσθητὸν γὰρ εἶναι, διότι καὶ σωµατικόν, οὐ µὴν  φθαρησόµενόν γε προνοίᾳ καὶ συνοχῇ 
θεοῦ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The chapter is attested by all the major witnesses except E. For the 
tradition of P there are PB, Q and a full rendering in G (Ps uses the chapter 
heading only). P abridged the chapter by leaving out the penultimate §4. 
 (2)  S in his ch. 4 combines the present chapter with the next and 
intersperses other material. He copied out all five lemmata in succession, but 
interpolated a Hermetic text between §1 (where his reading interestingly 
differs from P’s) and §2. From the next chapter he interpolated the Plato 
lemma ch. 1.26.3 before ch. 1.26.5, coalescing them to form a single lemma with 
only one name-label. At the end he added a quotation from the Timaeus. 
Wachsmuth omits to number the lemmata. 
 (3)  T announces at the beginning of his Book 6 that he will examine the 
‘Hellenic doxai’ on the concepts of fate and chance and necessity as opposed to 
divine providence, thus anticipating the main key words (CAG 6.4), see ch. 1.3 
Commentary A(5)(a). A few pages later he cites excerpts from A, beginning at 
6.13 with doxai from the present chapter. Chs. 1.25 plus 1.26–29 have been 
excerpted at CAG 6.13–15 in the chapter order they have in P, but not from P 
but from A, as is clear from the two lemmata at 1.27.4–5 shared by T and S that 
are absent in P. Book 6 of the CAG has the title ‘On divine providence’, so the 
abstracts on necessity, fate and chance belong there as a matter of course. Cf. 
above, General Introduction, section 2.5; also Mansfeld at M–R  4.178, 4.181.  
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition is limited to a few 
passages in Diogenes Laertius and one in Hippolytus.  
 (2)  Sources. The ultimate source for §4 is of course the Timaeus, while §3 
echoes some of Parmenides’ own words. That according to §3, doxa of 
Democritus, and §4, doxa of Leucippus, necessity and fate are identical may 
well derive from Epicurus’ critique at Epistle to Menoeceus at Diogenes Laertius 
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V.P. 10.133–134. The doxa of §2 is related to the doxa of ch. 1.21.1 (cf. ch. 1.21 
Commentary B(2)) and may derive from a similar context, see Burkert 1972, 75-
76. The source of §1 is presumably a collection of sayings of the seven wise 
men. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. It forms a pair with the Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης of 
the next chapter. On this pairing of headings see above, ch. 1.22 Commentary 
C, and below section D(c). In the present chapter the heading comprises the 
question type ‘what is it?’ (so also what it is not), and the categories of quality 
(§1) and place (§2). Our heading is only paralleled in the descendants of A and 
as an interpolation (?) in Vettius Valens 4.25.48. The long version in S conflicts 
with A’s secular preferences. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 (1)  This is the first chapter of the block of five interrelated chapters 
dealing with necessity (ἀνάγκη, two chapters), fate (εἱµαρµένη, two chapters), 
and chance (τύχη, one chapter). We have noticed above at section A that one 
plus three chapters have been excerpted at T CAG 6.13–15 in precisely the order 
they have in P.  
 (2)  The opposition between necessity (chs. 1.25–26) and fate (chs. 1.27–28) 
on the one hand and chance (ch. 1.29) on the other needs no comment. 
Successive treatment of these issues can moreover be paralleled in for instance 
ps.Plutarch De fato and Calcidius in Timaeum; also cf. Maximus of Tyre , Diss. 
5.80–144 Trapp. Tacitus Ann. 6.22, citing the disagreement among the wise 
men of old and their competitors, wonders whether our lives depend on fate 
and necessity or on chance, and whether there is room for a free will; the 
famous passage (see Theiler 1946) is cited below section E(b) General texts. In 
S ch. 1.4 on divine necessity and ch. 1.5 on fate are followed by ch. 1.6 on 
chance. A’s somewhat imprecise distribution over different sets of Placita 
chapters of the related concepts of necessity and fate (occasionally inter-
defined, as at chs. 1.25.3, 1.27.1) is worthy of note. 
 (3)  An interesting distinction between this set of two chapters on 
necessity and that of two chapters on fate as distinguished by their headings, is 
that the former is concerned with the Presocratic philosophers and Plato and 
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do not proceed beyond Plato, and that only the chapters on fate add and so 
contain Hellenistic doxai, though of Stoic provenance only. Presumably the 
explanation is that it is especially in Stoic thought that fate is important, 
whereas the concept of necessity also plays a not unimportant part in various 
ways in Presocratic and Platonic as well as Aristotelian contexts.  
 (4)  Judging from the extant evidence Epicurus the anti-fatalist makes only 
a surprisingly late Placita appearance in ch. 1.29, ‘On chance’, where at 1.29.3 
necessity is said to be one of the three types of cause he recognizes (the others 
being choice and chance). But as noted at section B(2) above there may be an 
implicit echo of an Epicurean point of view in the ascription at A 1.25.3–4 to 
Democritus and Leucippus of the identity of necessity and fate. On Epicurus in 
the Placita see Runia at M–R 4.377–432. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  The evidence of P and S is quite straightforward. P has four doxai. Of 
these the last ascribed to Plato is erroneously attached to the following chapter 
in PB and PQ, but correctly placed in PG. It is possible that it was also already 
misplaced in Ioannes Lydus’ copy of P, for like S he coalesces it with the 
Platonic lemma in 1.26. There can be no doubt that it belongs in ch. 1.25. See 
also Lachenaud (1993) 98 n. 1, who agrees with Diels but conservatively keeps 
the lemma in 1.26, as in PB and PQ. P’s four doxai are found in the same order in 
S, but with the extra doxa of Leucippus placed between the third and fourth 
doxa in P.  
 (2)  T’s evidence must also be taken into account. He records the second 
and third lemmata in P,S, but splits up the second of these (= P3,S3) into two 
doxai. For the former he gives three name-labels, of which only one 
(Democritus) occurs in P,S. Chrysippus may have been taken from 1.27.2, but 
there is no equivalent for Epicurus in P,S (as we saw in chs. 1.25–29 Epicurus is 
only mentioned at 1.29.5 on τύχη). We cannot be certain that Epicurus received 
a mention in A in this context, for T could have added his name. The latter part 
of the doxa is ascribed to Parmenides (as less clearly in P,S), and he includes 
Δαίµονα (paralleled in PS at ch. 2.7.1.[8]!) among the concepts that are said to 
be equivalent to ἀνάγκη in this doxa. This most likely derives from A. The fact 
that extra names in T can occasionally be attributed to A would be in favour of 
doing so also here, but in the end we have decided to include Δαίµονα in the 
body of the doxa, but (perhaps inadvisedly) not the name-labels Χρύσιππον and 
Ἐπίκουρον. See further below at section D(d)§§3–4. 
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(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Conceptual definitions.  The chapter has to be studied in connection 
with its companion chapter (ch. 1.26) and the two chapters on fate and the 
οὐσία of fate (chs. 1.27–28), and even with that on chance (ch. 1.29). Here we 
concentrate on the distinction between ch. 1.25 ‘On necessity’ and ch. 1.26 ‘On 
the οὐσία of necessity’. One may be tempted to interpret the distinction 
between the two chapters as one between a collection of nominal, or 
conceptual, definitions (1.25) and one of real, or essential definitions (1.26). For 
nominal definitions and their role in the Placita see above, ch. 1.9 Commentary 
D(c) and (e)(2). One may also be inclined to think in terms of the distinction 
between actuality on the one hand and essence, or substance, on the other, 
advocated by ps.Plutarch and Calcidius (see below, ch. 1.27 Commentary D(a)). 
What is clear, however, is that the doxai of ch. 1.25 are concerned with (a 
preliminary impression of) the meaning and reference of the term ‘necessity’, 
so are indeed conceptual definitions. Note that the enigmatic, therefore 
typically Pythagorean doxa at §2 only tells us where to locate necessity, but not 
what it is or what the word means. This only becomes clear by association with 
the other lemmata, just as the meaning of the word in the final lemma (Plato) 
only becomes clear by association. This overall agreement as to sense of §§1–4 
confirms that we are dealing with varieties of a conceptual definition. The 
three doxai of ch. 1.26, on the other hand, are all concerned with necessity as a 
physical entity. One should recall the distinction between incorporeals and 
corporeals (see e.g. ch. 1.21 at Commentary B, C, and D(c)), and note that our 
two chapters do not refer in any way to logical necessity, although elsewhere in 
the Placita the word ἀνάγκη is used in a logical sense, namely at chs. 1.3.16[118] 
(Epicurus), 1.5.4[19], and 3.5.4[4]. 
 (2)  Diaphoniae.  The main diaphonia is between §§1–4, agreeing on and 
emphasizing the dominant role of Necessity, and §5, which divides the roles 
between Providence (mentioned first) and Necessity (mentioned second), in 
an order corresponding to that of the treatment one before the other of the 
Demiurge (whose providence is mentioned disertis verbis at Tim. 44c) and the 
Errant Cause, or Necessity, in Plato. A minor difference among §§1–4 is that §4 
Leucippus is credited not only with the idea of Necessity but also with that of 
Fate (cf. chs. 1.27–28), which now is said to be the same as Necessity. 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  S presents the Thales doxa in the gnomic form often associated with the 
seven sages (also found at Plutarch Sept.Sap.Conv. 153D, Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
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1.35 and Gnomologium Vaticanum 320 Sternbach). Cf. the section on time at S 
1.8.40a, with utterances attributed to Thales, Periander and the Cnidian 
physician Euryphon. Preference should be given to the doxa as found in P, who 
unusually uses oratio recta here to preserve the customary form of the 
pronouncement but significantly lacks the verbum dicendi. The version found 
here is cosmological, as befits a treatise on physics, while the poetically 
sounding parallel ‘it rules over all things’ at Diogenes Laertius (κρατεῖ γὰρ 
πάντων) and Gnomologium Vaticanum (κρατεῖ γὰρ ἁπάντων) has a more general 
purport.  
§2. περικεῖσθαι: presumably κύκλῳ. The verb recalls περιέχειν, familiar from 
early cosmological contexts, e.g. Arist. Phys. 3.4 203b11–12 (Anaximander 12A15 
DK) περιέχειν ἅπαντα καὶ πάντα κυβερνᾶν. 
§§3–4. The attribution of the quotation in §4 to Leucippus (in a treatise of 
which the title is also cited) necessitated the repetition in quasi-identical form 
of the first part of §3 πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν αὐτὴν δ᾿ εἶναι εἱµαρµένην as §4 
πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν εἱµαρµένην. The word ὑπάρχειν 
instead of εἶναι is the only difference. As to doctrine Democritus and Leucippus 
could of course have been accommodated in a single lemma. An alternative 
arrangement of the material in §§3–4 could therefore have read: 

§3♦ Λεύκιππος Δηµόκριτος πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν 
εἱµαρµένην· λέγει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Περὶ νοῦ· ‘οὐδὲν χρῆµα µάτην γίγνεται, ἀλλὰ πάντα 
ἐκ λόγου τε καὶ ὑπ᾿ ἀνάγκης’. 

§4♦ Παρµενίδης πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν αὐτὴν δ᾿ εἶναι Δαίµονα καὶ Δίκην 
καὶ πρόνοιαν καὶ κοσµοποιόν. 

It seems that something like this is what T did, assuming it is not what he 
abstracted from his source, which after all remains a definite possibility. P and S 
agree in combining the name-labels Parmenides and Democritus in §3, and the 
doxa cited is also identical. Following T entails imputing a folie à deux to P and S, 
which is in favour of assigning their text of §3 to A as we have done, though a 
non liquet is arguable. T omits the name and quote of Leucippus. S’s extra lemma 
derives from A in the usual way. 
§3.  Dührsen (1998) 117–118 argues that in T’s phrase καὶ Δαίµονα κέκληκε καὶ 
Δίκην the word Δαίµονα is to be attributed to A as well, because it corresponds 
to Parm. fr. 28B12.3 DK and T says κέκληκε. We indeed also recognize 
Parmenides’ ‘logical’ Δίκη (Justice) and Ἀνάγκη (Necessity) as found in 28B10.6–
7 and B8.30–31 (though functioning differently in the latter), who on this 
hypothesis would have been combined with the cosmological Ἀνάγκη of 
28B10.6–7 DK and the cosmological steering Δαίµων (Goddess) of 28B12. But 
the verbum dicendi can hardly be cited on its own in favour of authenticity, 
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because it equally pertains to πρόνοιαν (for κέκληκε see also below, ch. 1.27 at 
Commentary D(d)§1). A better argument is that S at ch. 2.7.1 (where P is much 
shorter) reads ἥντινα καὶ Δαίµονα κυβερνῆτιν καὶ κλῃδοῦχον ἐπονοµάζει, Δίκην τε 
καὶ Ἀνάγκην. Here the verbum dicendi ἐπονοµάζει (not a rare word, though a 
hapax in the DG) belongs to A, and here Δαίµονα, Δίκην, and Ἀνάγκην are again 
identified with each other. So A would have been consistent in mentioning all 
three entities both at ch. 1.27.1 and in the present lemma. We have therefore 
included the word in our text, noting that all these divinities here have a 
cosmological role, just as in ch. 2.7.1 (cf. Mansfeld 1981, 266–270). 
 Accordingly Parmenidean motifs have been reinterpreted, and coalesced 
with a reinterpreted motif of Democritus. The introduction of ‘fate’ and even 
‘providence’ is anachronistic, and caters to a Hellenistic audience. Still, 
providence as a term for what happens in Parmenides’ cosmogony is not 
entirely off the mark, though it goes entirely against the grain for Democritus. 
§4.  It is not certain that the famous quotation is verbatim. What is noteworthy 
is that the Περὶ νοῦ is here not attributed to Democritus, as in the catalogue at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.46, but to Leucippus. This has caused the attribution 
to be doubted, though the catalogue contains another title attributed to 
Democritus and then at once also to Leucippus (V.P. 9.49 Μέγας διάκοσµος, ὃν 
οἱ περὶ Θεόφραστον Λευκίππου φασὶν εἶναι). This entails that some attributions 
were, and so are, uncertain, as after all is only normal. For Περὶ νοῦ as book title 
or chapter heading see below, ch. 4.5a, section E(b) Chapter heading. It would 
be the earliest instance if genuine. 
 We have found no parallel for the phrase ἐκ λόγου in the above meaning. 
§5.  This lemma in the mss. is placed after the chapter heading of 1.26 to be the 
first lemma of that chapter. Diels rightly saw that it was better placed in ch. 1.25 
as in the text of G and we follow his decision. Mau and Lachenaud too 
conservatively retains the order of the mss. (as noted by Jas 2016, 131, Mau’s 
note in his app.crit. on Wyttenbach is incorrect). 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
Cf. chs. 1.26–28. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
§1  Thales:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 1.35 (on Thales, 11A1 DK) ἰσχυρότατον ἀνάγκη· κρατεῖ γὰρ 
πάντων. 
§2  Pythagoras:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 8.85 δοκεῖ δ’ αὐτῷ (Philolaus 44A1 DK) πάντα ἀνάγκῃ 
καὶ ἁρµονίᾳ γίνεσθαι. 
§3  Parmenides Democritus: Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.45 (on Democritus, 68A1 DK, quoted 
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Suda s.v. A 1827) πάντα τε κατ’ ἀνάγκην γίνεσθαι, τῆς δίνης αἰτίας οὔσης τῆς γενέσεως πάντων, ἣν 
ἀνάγκην λέγει.  ps.Plutarch Strom. 7 at Eus. PE 1.8.7 (Plu. fr. 179 Sandbach) Δηµόκριτος ὁ 
Ἀβδηρίτης (68A39 DK) … µηδεµίαν ἀρχὴν ἔχειν τὰς αἰτίας τῶν νῦν γιγνοµένων, ἄνωθεν δ’ ὅλως ἐξ 
ἀπείρου χρόνου προκατέχεσθαι τῇ ἀνάγκῃ πάνθ’ ἁπλῶς τὰ γεγονότα καὶ ἐόντα καὶ ἐσόµενα. 
§4  Leucippus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.33 (on Leucippus, 67A1 DK) εἶναί τε ὥσπερ γενέσεις 
κόσµου, οὕτω καὶ αὐξήσεις καὶ φθίσεις καὶ φθοράς, κατά τινα ἀνάγκην, ἣν ὁποία ἐστὶν ‹οὐ› διασαφεῖ.  
Hippolytus Ref. 1.12.2 (on Leucippus, 67A10 DK) κόσµους δὲ ‹ὧδε› γίνεσθαι λέγει· ὅταν εἰς µέγα 
κενόν ἐκ τοῦ περιέχοντος ἀθροισθῆι πολλὰ σώµατα καὶ συρρυῆι, προσκρούοντα ἀλλήλοις 
συµπλέκεσθαι τὰ ὁµοιοσχήµονα καὶ παραπλήσια τὰς µορφάς, καὶ περιπλεχθέντων ἄστρα γίνεσθαι, 
αὔξειν δὲ καὶ φθίνειν διὰ τὴν ἀνάγκην. τίς δ’ ἂν εἴη ἡ ἀνάγκη, οὐ διώρισεν. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: [NB these pertain to all of chs. 1.25–28]  Cicero Fat. 39 ac mihi quidem videtur, 
cum duae sententiae fuissent veterum philosophorum, una eorum, qui censerent omnia ita fato 
fieri, ut id fatum vim necessitatis adferret, in qua sententia Democritus, Heraclitus, Empedocles, 
Aristoteles fuit, altera eorum, quibus viderentur sine ullo fato esse animorum motus voluntarii, 
Chrysippus (SVF 2.974) tamquam arbiter honorarius medium ferire voluisse, sed adplicat se ad 
eos potius, qui necessitate motus animorum liberatos volunt; dum autem verbis utitur suis, 
delabitur in eas difficultates, ut necessitatem fati confirmet invitus.  Philo of Alexandria QG 1 fr. 
29 φανερῶς δὲ πάλιν καὶ διὰ τούτου πᾶν τὸ ἑκούσιον καὶ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν διατυποῖ, τοὺς πάντα κατ’ ἀνάγκην 
εἶναι λέγοντας δυσωπῶν.  Gnomologium Vaticanum Epicureum xl Usener–Wotke (Epic. p. 64 
Von der Mühl, p. 112 Bailey, p. 149 Arrighetti, etc.) ὁ λέγων πάντα κατ’ ἀνάγκην γίνεσθαι οὐδὲν 
ἐγκαλεῖν ἔχει τῷ λέγοντι µὴ πάντα κατ’ ἀνάγκην γίνεσθαι· αὐτὸ γὰρ τοῦτό φησι κατ’ ἀνάγκην 
γίνεσθαι.  Cornutus c. 13, p. 10.9–11.17 Torres Εἱµαρµένη δέ ἐστι καθ’ ἣν µέµαρπται καὶ συνείληπται 
πάντα ἐν τάξει καὶ στοίχῳ µὴ ἔχοντι πέρας τὰ γινόµενα {… (glossema)}. Ἀνάγκη δέ ἐστιν ἣν ἆξαι καὶ 
ἧς περιγενέσθαι οὐκ ἔστιν ἢ ἐφ’ ἣν πᾶν ὃ ἂν γένηται τὴν ἀναγωγὴν λαµβάνει. κατ’ ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον 
τρεῖς Μοῖραι παρεισάγονται κατὰ τὸ τρισσὸν τῶν χρόνων· … (p. 11.6) αὕτη δέ ἐστι καὶ Ἀδράστεια, 
ἤτοι παρὰ τὸ ἀνέκφευκτος καὶ ἀναπόδραστος εἶναι ὠνοµασµένη ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἀεὶ δρᾶν τὰ καθ’ αὑτήν, 
ὡσὰν ἀειδράστεια οὖσα, ἢ τοῦ στερητικοῦ µορίου πλῆθος νῦν ἀποδηλοῦντος ὡς ἐν τῇ ‘ἀξύλῳ ὕλῃ’ 
(Hom. Il. 11.155)· πολυδράστεια γάρ ἐστι. Νέµεσις δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς νεµήσεως προσηγόρευται — διαιρεῖ 
γὰρ τὸ ἐπιβάλλον ἑκάστῳ —, Τύχη δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ τεύχειν ἡµῖν τὰς περιστάσεις καὶ τῶν συµπιπτόντων 
τοῖς ἀνθρώποις δηµιουργὸς εἶναι, Ὄπις δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ λανθάνουσα καὶ ὥσπερ παρακολουθοῦσα ὄπισθεν 
καὶ παρατηροῦσα τὰ πραττόµενα ὑφ’ ἡµῶν κολάζειν τὰ κολάσεως ἄξια.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 7.401b7–14 
(cited S 1.5.22, p. 82.22–83.4) καὶ τὴν Ἀνάγκην οὐκ ἄλλο τι λέγεσθαι πλὴν τοῦτον [: τοῦτο S], οἱονεὶ 
ἀνίκητον αἰτίαν ὄντα, Εἱµαρµένην δὲ διὰ τὸ εἴρειν τε καὶ χωρεῖν ἀκωλύτως, Πεπρωµένην δὲ διὰ τὸ 
πεπερατῶσθαι πάντα καὶ µηδὲν ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν ἄπειρον εἶναι, καὶ Μοῖραν µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ µεµερίσθαι, 
Νέµεσιν δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ἑκάστῳ διανεµήσεως, Ἀδράστειαν δὲ ἀναπόδραστον αἰτίαν οὖσαν κατὰ φύσιν, 
Αἶσαν δὲ ἀεὶ οὖσαν. τά τε περὶ τὰς Μοίρας καὶ τὸν ἄτρακτον εἰς ταὐτό πως νεύει· τρεῖς µὲν γὰρ αἱ 
Μοῖραι, κατὰ τοὺς χρόνους µεµερισµέναι, κτλ. [cited Stob. Ecl.  1.5.22].  Plutarch An.Procr. 1026A–
C συλλαβοῦσα (sc. τὸ παθητικὸν τῆς ψυχῆς (World Soul)) δὲ τὸ ταὐτὸν καὶ τὸ θάτερον ὁµοιότησι καὶ 
ἀνοµοιότησιν ἀριθµῶν (B) ἐκ διαφορᾶς ὁµολογίαν ἀπεργασαµένων ζωή τε τοῦ παντός ἐστιν ἔµφρων 
καὶ ἁρµονία καὶ λόγος ἄγων πειθοῖ µεµιγµένην ἀνάγκην (cf. ch. 1.25.5), ἣν εἱµαρµένην οἱ πολλοὶ 
καλοῦσιν, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ (31A45 DK) Φιλίαν ὁµοῦ καὶ Νεῖκος (cf. chs. 1.3.19, 1.26.1), Ἡράκλειτος δὲ 
(cf. 22B51 DK) ‘παλίντροπον ἁρµονίην κόσµου [κόσµου added by Plut. 0r his source, v. Heracl. fr. 
27 (e3) Marcovich] ὅκωσπερ λύρης καὶ τόξου’ (cf. ch. 1.27.1), Παρµενίδης δὲ (e.g. 28B9 DK) ‘φῶς’ καὶ 
‘σκότος’, Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ ‘Νοῦν’ καὶ ‘ἀπειρίαν’ (—), Ζωροάστρης δὲ θεὸν καὶ δαίµονα, τὸν µὲν 
Ὠροµάσδην καλῶν τὸν δ’ Ἀρειµάνιον. Εὐριπίδης δ’ οὐκ ὀρθῶς ἀντὶ τοῦ συµπλεκτικοῦ τῷ διαζευκτικῷ 
κέχρηται (Tro. 886) ‘Ζεὺς εἴτ’ ἀνάγκη φύσεος εἴτε νοῦς βροτῶν·’ (C) καὶ γὰρ ἀνάγκη καὶ νοῦς ἐστιν ἡ 
διήκουσα διὰ πάντων δύναµις (cf. ch. 1.25.5).  Tacitus Ann. 6.22 sed mihi … in incerto iudicium est 
fatone res mortalium et necessitate immutabili an forte volvantur. quippe sapientissimos veterum 
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quique sectam eorum aemulantur diversos reperies, ac multis insitam opinionem non initia nostri, 
non finem, non denique homines dis curae; ideo creberrime tristia in bonos, laeta apud deteriores 
esse. contra alii fatum quidem congruere rebus putant, sed non e vagis stellis, verum apud 
principia et nexus naturalium causarum; ac tamen electionem vitae nobis relinquunt, quam ubi 
elegeris, certum imminentium ordinem. [etc.]  ps.Plutarch Fat. 568E–569A δυνάµει µὲν οὖν 
εἴρηται ὁποῖα χρὴ λέγεσθαι (F) περὶ τῆς κατ’ οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης· καὶ γὰρ ἥτις ἐστὶ (sc. ἡ τοῦ κόσµου 
ψυχή) καὶ πόση τις (sc. τριχῇ διανεµηθεῖσα) καὶ ὁποία (sc. Κλωθώ, Ἄτροπος, Λάχεσις) καὶ ὅπως 
τέτακται (sc. ἀνωτάτω, µετ’ αὐτὴν, κατωτάτω) καὶ ὅπως ἔχει αὐτή τε πρὸς ἑαυτὴν (sc. Λάχεσις 
δεχοµένη µὲν τὰς οὐρανίας τῶν ἀδελφῶν ἐνεργείας) καὶ δὴ καὶ πρὸς ἡµᾶς (sc. διαδιδοῦσα ταύτας εἰς 
τὰ ὑπ’ αὐτῇ τεταγµένα τὰ ἐπίγεια) ὡς ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ εἴρηται.  Marcus Aurelius 4.3 ἤτοι πρόνοια ἢ 
ἄτοµοι.  12.14 ἤτοι ἀνάγκη εἱµαρµένης καὶ ἀπαράβατος τάξις ἢ πρόνοια ἱλάσιµος ἢ φυρµὸς εἰκαιότητος 
ἀπροστάτητος. εἰ µὲν οὖν ἀπαράβατος ἀνάγκη, τί ἀντιτείνεις; εἰ δὲ πρόνοια ἐπιδεχοµένη τὸ 
ἱλάσκεσθαι, ἄξιον ἑαυτὸν ποίησον τῆς ἐκ τοῦ θείου βοηθείας. εἰ δὲ φυρµὸς ἀνηγεµόνευτος, ἀσµένιζε ὅτι 
ἐν τοιούτῳ τῷ κλύδωνι αὐτὸς ἔχεις ἐν ἑαυτῷ τινα νοῦν ἡγεµονικόν, κἂν παραφέρῃ σε ὁ κλύδων, 
παραφερέτω τὸ σαρκίδιον, τὸ πνευµάτιον, τἆλλα· τὸν γὰρ νοῦν οὐ παροίσει.  Ptolemy Tetr. 1.3.4–6 
πρῶτον µὲν γὰρ δεῖ σκοπεῖν, ὅτι καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀποβησοµένων τὸ µὲν ἀπροσδόκητον τούς τε 
θορύβους ἐκστατικοὺς καὶ τὰς χαρὰς ἐξοιστικὰς µάλιστα πέφυκε ποιεῖν, τὸ δὲ προγινώσκειν ἐθίζει καὶ 
ῥυθµίζει τὴν ψυχὴν τῇ µελέτῃ τῶν ἀπόντων ὡς παρόντων καὶ παρασκευάζει µετ’ εἰρήνης καὶ 
εὐσταθείας ἕκαστα τῶν ἐπερχοµένων ἀποδέχεσθαι· ἔπειθ’ ὅτι µηδ’ οὕτως ἅπαντα χρὴ νοµίζειν τοῖς 
ἀνθρώποις ἀπὸ τῆς ἄνωθεν αἰτίας παρακολουθεῖν ὥσπερ ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἀπό τινος ἀλύτου καὶ θείου 
προστάγµατος καθ’ ἕνα ἕκαστον νενοµοθετηµένα καὶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀποβησόµενα, µηδεµιᾶς ἄλλης 
ἁπλῶς αἰτίας ἀντιπρᾶξαι δυναµένης, ἀλλ’ ὡς τῆς µὲν τῶν οὐρανίων κινήσεως καθ’ εἱµαρµένην θείαν 
καὶ ἀµετάπτωτον ἐξ αἰῶνος ἀποτελουµένης, τῆς δὲ τῶν ἐπιγείων ἀλλοιώσεως καθ’ εἱµαρµένην 
φυσικὴν καὶ µεταπτωτήν κτλ. 
[pertaining to both chs. 1.25–26] Xenophon Mem. 1.1.11 οὐδὲ γὰρ περὶ τῆς τῶν πάντων φύσεως, 
ᾗπερ τῶν ἄλλων οἱ πλεῖστοι, διελέγετο (sc. ὁ Σωκράτης) σκοπῶν ὅπως ὁ καλούµενος ὑπὸ τῶν 
σοφιστῶν κόσµος ἔχει καὶ τίσιν ἀνάγκαις ἕκαστα γίγνεται τῶν οὐρανίων, ἀλλὰ κτλ. 
§1  Thales: Plutarch Sept.Sap. 153D ‘ τί ἰσχυρότατον;’ (sc. ἔφη Θαλῆς, fr. 121 Wöhrle) ‘ἀνάγκη· 
µόνον γὰρ ἀνίκητον.’  Gnomologium Vaticanum 320 Sternbach Θαλῆς (fr. 564 Wöhrle) ἐρωτηθεὶς 
‘τί ... ἰσχυρότατον’ (εἶπε·) ‘ἀνάγκη· κρατεῖ γὰρ ἁπάντων’. 
§2  Pythagoras: Iamblichus Theol.Ar. p. 81.19–22 De Falco εἰ δὲ καὶ τὴν Ἀνάγκην οἱ θεολόγοι τῇ 
τοῦ παντὸς οὐρανοῦ ἐξωτάτῃ ἄντυγι ἐπηχοῦσι διηνεκῶς ἐλαύνουσαν καὶ κατεπείγουσαν ἀδαµαντίνῳ 
καὶ ἀτρύτῳ µάστιγι τὴν σύµπασαν περιδίνησιν κτλ.  cf. Parm. 28B10.6–7 DK, cited below on §3. 
§§3–4   Parmenides Democritus Leucippus: Epicurus Ep.Men. at D.L. 10.133–134 τὴν δὲ ὑπό 
τινων δεσπότιν εἰσαγοµένην πάντων †ἀγγέλλοντος† … . (134) ἐπεὶ κρεῖττον ἦν τῷ περὶ θεῶν µύθῳ 
κατακολουθεῖν ἢ τῇ τῶν φυσικῶν εἱµαρµένῃ δουλεύειν· ὁ µὲν γὰρ ἐλπίδα παραιτήσεως ὑπογράφει 
θεῶν διὰ τιµῆς, ἡ δὲ ἀπαραίτητον ἔχει τὴν ἀνάγκην.  Cicero ND 1.55 illa fatalis necessitas, quam 
εἱµαρµένην dicitis. 
§3  Parmenides: 28B8.13–15 DK τοῦ εἵνεκεν οὔτε γενέσθαι / οὔτ’ ὄλλυσθαι ἀνῆκε Δίκη χαλάσασα 
πέδηισιν, / ἀλλ’ ἔχει.  28B8.30–31 DK κρατερὴ γὰρ Ἀνάγκη / πείρατος ἐν δεσµοῖσιν ἔχει.  28B8.37–38 
DK ἐπεὶ τό γε Μοῖρ’ ἐπέδησεν / οὖλον ἀκίνητόν τ’ ἔµεναι.  28B10.6–7 DK ὥς µιν ἄγουσ(α) ἐπέδησεν 
Ἀνάγκη / πείρατ’ ἔχειν ἄστρων.  28B12.3 DK ἐν δὲ µέσωι τούτων δαίµων ἣ πάντα κυβερνᾶι.  28B13 DK 
πρώτιστον µὲν Ἔρωτα θεῶν µητίσατο πάντων.  Aristotle fr. 208 R3 (verbatim) at Simp. in Cael. 
295.18–20 … ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον οὖν χρόνον σφῶν αὐτῶν ἀντέχεσθαι (sc. τὰς οὐσίας) νοµίζει (Democritus 
68A37 DK) καὶ συµµένειν, ἕως ἰσχυροτέρα τις ἐκ τοῦ περιέχοντος ἀνάγκη παραγενοµένη διασείσῃ καὶ 
χωρὶς αὐτὰς διασπείρῃ.  GA 5.8 789b2–4 Δηµόκριτος (68A66 DK) δὲ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα ἀφεὶς λέγειν, πάντα 
ἀνάγει εἰς ἀνάγκην οἷς χρῆται ἡ φύσις.  Epicurus fr. 34.30.7–15 Arrighetti at PHerc. 1056 (inc. lib.) 
(Democritus 68A69 DK) … οἱ] δ’ αἰτιολ[ο]|γήσαντες [ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἱκανῶς] | καὶ ο[ὐ] µό[νον τ]ῶν 
προ[τ]έ[ρ]ω[ν] | πολὺ διενέγκαντες ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν | ὕστερον πολλαπλ[α]σίως, ἔλαθον | ἑαυτούς, 
κα‹θά›περ ἐν πολλοῖς, µε|γάλα κουφίσαντες ἐν το̃⟨ι⟩ τ[ὴ]ν ἀ|νάγκην καὶ ταὐτόµατον πάν|τα 
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[αἰτιᾶσ]θαι.  Sextus Empiricus M. 9.113 ὥστε κατ’ ἀνάγκην µὲν καὶ ὑπὸ δίνης, ὡς ἔλεγον οἱ περὶ τὸν 
Δηµόκριτον (68A83 DK), οὐκ ἂν κινοῖτο ὁ κόσµος. 
§4   Leucippus: Euripides Tro. 885 Ζεύς, εἴτ’ ἀνάγκη φύσεως εἴτε … .  Simplicius in Phys. 330.14–
15 τὸ δὲ 'καθάπερ ὁ παλαιὸς λόγος εἶπεν ὁ ἀναιρῶν τὴν τύχην' (Arist. Phys. 2.4  196a14–15 ) πρὸς 
Δηµόκριτον (68A68 DK) ἔοικεν εἰρῆσθαι. 
§5  Plato: Plato Tim. 30b–c οὕτως οὖν δὴ κατὰ λόγον τὸν εἰκότα δεῖ λέγειν τόνδε τὸν κόσµον ζῷον 
ἔµψυχον ἔννουν τε τῇ ἀληθείᾳ διὰ τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ (c) γενέσθαι πρόνοιαν.  Tim. 44c τὰ δὲ πρὸ τούτων, 
περὶ σωµάτων κατὰ µέρη τῆς γενέσεως καὶ περὶ ψυχῆς, δι’ ἅς τε αἰτίας καὶ προνοίας γέγονε θεῶν, τοῦ 
µαλιστα εἰκότος ἀντεχοµένοις, οὕτω καὶ κατὰ ταῦτα πορευοµένοις διεξιτέον.  Tim. 47e–48a τὰ µὲν 
οὖν παρεληλυθότα τῶν εἰρηµένων πλὴν βραχέων ἐπιδέδεικται τὰ διὰ νοῦ δεδηµιουργηµένα· δεῖ δὲ καὶ 
τὰ δι’ ἀνάγκης γιγνόµενα τῷ λόγῳ παραθέσθαι. µεµειγµένη γὰρ (48a) οὖν ἡ τοῦδε τοῦ κόσµου γένεσις 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης τε καὶ νοῦ συστάσεως ἐγεννήθη· νοῦ δὲ ἀνάγκης ἄρχοντος τῷ πείθειν αὐτὴν τῶν 
γιγνοµένων τὰ πλεῖστα ἐπὶ τὸ βέλτιστον ἄγειν, ταύτῃ κατὰ ταῦτά τε δι’ ἀνάγκης ἡττωµένης ὑπὸ 
πειθοῦς ἔµφρονος οὕτω κατ’ ἀρχὰς συνίστατο τόδε τὸ πᾶν. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884E–F; pp. 321a11–19 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 41; pp. 
620.9–13 Diels; pp. 134–138 Jas—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 134–135 Daiber—PL: Ioannes 
Lydus Mens. 4.81, p. 133.9–14 Wuensch 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.4.7c, pp. 73.1–2, 72.15–16 Wachsmuth 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–17 Morani 
 

Titulus  κϛ΄. Περὶ οὐσίας ἀνάγκης (P) 1 
§1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν  2 

στοιχείων. (P1, S2) 3 
§2 Δηµόκριτος τὴν ἀντιτυπίαν καὶ φορὰν καὶ πληγὴν τῆς ὕλης. (P2) 4 
§3 Πλάτων ὁτὲ µὲν τὴν ὕλην ὁτὲ δὲ τὴν τοῦ ποιοῦντος πρὸς τὴν ὕλην  5 

σχέσιν. (P3,S1) 6 
  
§1 Empedocles 31A45 DK; §2 Democritus 68A66 DK; §3 Plato cf. Tim. 47e–48a, 68e–69a 
  
titulus  Περὶ … ἀνάγκης PBQ : Τίς οὐσία ἀνάγκης PG : S vid. supra app. crit. ad c. 1.25    §1 
[2–3] Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (τὴν add. PG) οὐσίαν … στοιχείων PBQ PG (mss. Diels) : al. PG Jas Nic. sec. 
τὴν οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν στοιχείων αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν ἡγεῖται || [2] 
οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης] om. S    §2  om. S || [4] φορὰν PGL Diels (τὴν φορὰν coni. Xylander) : 
φθορὰν PB(I,II)Q : τὴν φθορὰν PB(III) || πληγὴν PB(II,III)QGL : τὴν πληγὴν PB(I) || φορὰν et πληγὴν 
inv. PL    §3 [5] post Πλάτων add. PL γε µὴν τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν, τὰ δὲ εἰς ἀνάγκην ἀνήγαγεν 
ex 1.25.5 || τὴν ὕλην PBQS : αὐτὴν PG || [6] post σχέσιν add. PL αἰτιώµενος  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus c. 41 Τίς οὐσία ἀνάγκης (text Jas) (~ tit.) 
41.1 (~ P1) τὴν οὐσίαν ἀνάγκης Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τῶν ἀρχῶν καὶ τῶν στοιχείων αἰτίαν χρηστικὴν 
ἡγεῖται. 
41.2 (~ P2) Δηµόκριτος δὲ τὴν ἀντιτυπίαν καὶ φορὰν καὶ πληγὴν τῆς ὕλης. 
41.3 (~ P3) Πλάτων δὲ ὁτὲ µὲν τὴν ὕλην, ὁτὲ δὲ τὴν τοῦ ποιοῦντος πρὸς αὐτὴν σχέσιν. 
 
ioannes Lydus Mens. 4.81 cit. ad c. 1.25  
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–17 cit. ad 1.25 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
§1  A 1.7.19 ⟨’Εµπεδοκλῆς τὰ στοιχεῖα καὶ τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ⟩ τὸ ἕν (sc. εἶναι θεούς), καὶ τὸ µὲν ἓν 
τὴν ἀνάγκην, ὕλην δὲ αὐτοῦ τὰ τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, εἴδη δὲ τὸ νεῖκος καὶ τὴν φιλίαν. 
§2  A 1.3.16[118–119] Ἐπίκουρος …· ῾ἀνάγκη γάρ᾿ φησί ᾿κινεῖσθαι τὰ σώµατα τῇ τοῦ βάρους 
πληγῇ· ἐπεὶ οὐ κινηθήσεται.᾿ A 1.5.5 Μητρόδωρος … ἀνάγκη ἀπείρους εἶναι (sc. τοὺς 
κόσµους). A 1.12.1 σῶµά ἐστι ... ὄγκος ἀντίτυπος ὅσον ἐφ᾿ ἑαυτῷ. A 1.12.6 Δηµόκριτος τὰ 
πρῶτά φησι σώµατα … κινεῖσθαι δὲ κατ᾿ ἀλληλοτυπίαν ἐν τῷ ἀπείρῳ. A 1.29.5 ᾿Επίκουρος 
κατ’ ἀνάγκην, κατὰ προαίρεσιν, κατὰ τύχην. A 3.3.3 Μητρόδωρος … τῇ δὲ πληγῇ καὶ τῷ 
σχισµῷ διαυγάζει, τῇ δ’ ὀξύτητι τῆς φορᾶς προσλαµβάνον κτλ. 
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§3  A 1.3.3[28–29] ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἀρχὴν µίαν τὴν ὕλην τῶν ὄντων ὑποστῆναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ 
ποιοῦν αἴτιον χρὴ ὑποτιθέναι. A 1.3.19 Πλάτων ᾿Αρίστωνος τρεῖς ἀρχάς, τὸν θεόν, τὴν ὕλην, 
τὴν ἰδέαν· ὑφ’ οὗ, ἐξ οὗ, πρὸς ὅ. A 1.11.2 Πλάτων τριχῶς τὸ αἴτιον· φησὶ γὰρ ὑφ᾿ οὗ ἐξ οὗ πρὸς 
ὅ· κυριώτερον δ᾿ ἡγεῖται τὸ ὑφ᾿ οὗ· τοῦτο δ᾿ ἦν τὸ ποιοῦν, ὅ ἐστι νοῦς. A 1.29.1 Πλάτων αἰτίαν 
(sc. τὴν τύχην) … προαιρέσεως κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸ τέλος πρόθεσιν ἐναλλακτικὴν σχέσιν. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 

 
 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The witnesses for this compact chapter differ from those of its 
companion piece ch. 1.25 in two respects. The P tradition is represented by PB, 
Q and G (who copies it out almost verbatim). In addition, for chs. 1.26–28 we 
have the evidence of the Laurentianus manuscript, which copies out all the 
lemmata in P except 1.28.4 (it also cites a phrase from 1.25.5, but may have 
taken this from its text of 1.26; see further below section D(b)). 
 (2)  S includes it in his chapter on necessity, but surprisingly leaves out 
one lemma.  
 (3)  T passes over this chapter, in contrast to his treatment of 1.25. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
See at ch. 1.25, Commentary B. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. Here we note a specialized version of the 
standard type through addition of the term οὐσία.  It forms a pair with the Περὶ 
ἀνάγκης of the previous chapter. On this pairing of headings and the problem 
of finding a meaningful difference see above, ch. 1.22 Commentary C; also cf. 
below section D(c). In the present chapter the heading pertains to the question 
type or category of substance in the physical sense. 
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D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
This is the second chapter of the block of five dealing with the related subjects 
of necessity (ἀνάγκη, two chapters), fate (εἱµαρµένη, two chapters), and chance 
(τύχη, one chapter). See further ch. 1.25 above at Commentary D(a). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  Unusually S has less material than P. His deletion of the Democritus 
lemma (= P2) is quite unusual (cf. M–R 1.234). Admittedly he cited Democritus 
(together with Parmenides) for ch. 1.25.3 and Leucippus for 1.25.4, but these 
lemmata do not give as much insight into Atomist views as the omitted doxa. 
The chapter is likely to be complete as transmitted by the tradition of P. The 
(chronological) order of P need not be changed. 
 (2)  Ioannes Lydus combines material from several chapters, see quotation 
at ch. 1.25 Testes primi and comments at 1.25 Comm. A(1) and D(b)1. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Definitions.  We have noted above (ch. 1.9 Commentary D(c) and 
(e)(2)) that a discussion of the οὐσία may be concerned with the distinction 
between nominal and real definitions. The present chapter seems to be about 
real definitions and (for the most part) corporeal realities. All paragraphs deal 
with physical forces or entities, while §2–3 include compromise positions in 
that both a physical entity and (incorporeal) attitudes are presented.  
 (2)  Diaphoniae.  In §1 necessity is superior to the principles and elements 
it makes use of, in §2 it is the behaviour of matter, i.e. it is on the same level as 
matter, in §3 it is on the one hand identified with matter and on the other (in 
another shape) associated with a cause (or entity) beyond matter that 
effectively informs it. This ‘maker’ links up with the ‘cause that makes use of 
the principles and elements’ of §1, so lends the chapter a sort of ring 
composition  
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  For Necessity in relation to the principles and elements and the 
combination of ingredients from both Empedoclean poems see above ch. 1.3 
Commentary D(d)§19. 
§3.  The Platonic doxa is obviously based on the Timaeus, as was the case for 
the doxa attributed to the same thinker in the previous chapter, 1.25.5. S is right 
in seeing a link with Tim. 47e–48a (after citing 1.26.3 and 1.25.5 in that order, he 
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continues with the quote 47e5–48a2). The identification of nous with the 
demiurge and necessity with matter is an easy, if superficial, way of 
understanding the two causal factors introduced by Plato. The second view on 
necessity is most likely linked with the passage at Tim. 68e–69a, where the 
demiurge makes use of the secondary causes associated with necessity. 
Compare Cornford’s often cited description (1937, xv–xviii) of Timaeus’ 
account, distinguishing the works of reason (Tim. 29d–47e) from what comes 
about of necessity (Tim. 47e–69a) and from the co-operation of reason and 
necessity (Tim. 69a–92c). 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
See at chs. 1.25 and 27–28. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
§1  Empedocles:  Cicero Fat. 39 ac mihi quidem videtur, cum duae sententiae fuissent veterum 
philosophorum, una eorum, qui censerent omnia ita fato fieri, ut id fatum vim necessitatis 
adferret, in qua sententia Democritus (fr. 24 Luria), Heraclitus (T 305 Marcovich), Empedocles 
(—), Aristoteles fuit.  Hippolytus Ref. 7.29.23 τοῦτον εἶναί φησιν ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς νόµον µέγιστον τῆς 
τοῦ παντὸς διοικήσεως, λέγων ὧδέ πως (31B115.1–2 DK)·῾ἔστιν Ἀνάγκης χρῆµα, θεῶν ψήφισµα 
παλαιόν, / ἀίδιον, πλατέεσσι κατεσφρηγισµένον ὅρκοις’· Ἀνάγκην καλῶν τὴν ἐξ ἑνὸς εἰς πολλὰ κατὰ 
τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ ἐκ πολλῶν εἰς ἓν κατὰ τὴν Φιλίαν µεταβολήν· θεοὺς δέ, ὡς ἔφην, τέσσαρας µὲν θνητούς, 
πῦρ, ὕδωρ, γῆν, ἀέρα, δύο δὲ ἀθανάτους, ἀγεννήτους, πολεµίους ἑαυτοῖς διὰ παντός, τὸ Νεῖκος καὶ τὴν 
Φιλίαν. 
§3  Plato:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.69 δύο δὲ τῶν πάντων ἀπέφηνεν (sc. Plato) ἀρχάς, θεὸν καὶ 
ὕλην, ὃν καὶ νοῦν προσαγορεύει καὶ αἴτιον.  3.75–76 ἐπεὶ δ’ αἰτίαι εἰσὶ δύο, τὰ µὲν διὰ νοῦ εἶναι, τὰ δ’ ἐξ 
ἀναγκαίας αἰτίας, φησί, λεκτέον. ταῦτα δ’ ἐστὶν ἀήρ, πῦρ, γῆ, ὕδωρ καὶ οὐκ ὄντα µὲν στοιχεῖα κατὰ 
ἀκρίβειαν, ἀλλὰ δεκτικά. ταῦτα δ’ ἐκ τῶν τριγώνων εἶναι συντιθεµένων καὶ διαλύεσθαι εἰς ταῦτα· 
στοιχεῖα δ’ αὐτῶν εἶναι τό τε πρόµηκες τρίγωνον καὶ τὸ ἰσοσκελές. ἀρχὰς µὲν †ᾧν εἶναι καὶ αἴτια τὰ 
λεχθέντα δύο ὧν µὲν παράδειγµα τὸν θεὸν καὶ τὴν ὕλην· ὅπερ ἀνάγκη ἄµορφον εἶναι, ὥσπερ καὶ ἐπὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων δεκτικῶν.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.s1 ἀρχὰς εἶναι τοῦ παντὸς θεὸν καὶ ὕλην καὶ παράδειγµα· 
θεὸν µὲν τὸν ποιητὴν καὶ διακοσµήσαντα τόδε τὸ πᾶν καὶ προνοούµενον αὐτοῦ· ὕλην δὲ τὴν πᾶσιν 
ὑποκειµένην 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
§1  Empedocles: Empedocles 31B115.1–2 DK ἔστιν Ἀνάγκης χρῆµα, θεῶν ψήφισµα παλαιόν, / ἀίδιον, 
πλατέεσσι κατεσφρηγισµένον ὅρκοις.  Aristotle Phys. 8.1 252a7–10 ἔοικεν Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A38 DK) 
ἂν εἰπεῖν, ὡς τὸ κρατεῖν καὶ κινεῖν ἐν µέρει τὴν Φιλίαν καὶ τὸ Νεῖκος ὑπάρχει τοῖς πράγµασιν ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης, ἠρεµεῖν δὲ τὸν µεταξὺ χρόνον.  Met. Β.4 1000b9–13 (ad Empedocles 31B30) τοῦτό γε 
φανερόν, ὅτι συµβαίνει αὐτῷ τὸ Nεῖκος µηθὲν µᾶλλον φθορᾶς ἢ τοῦ εἶναι αἴτιον· ὁµοίως δ’ οὐδ’ ἡ 
Φιλότης τοῦ εἶναι, συνάγουσα γὰρ εἰς τὸ ἓν φθείρει τὰ ἄλλα. καὶ ἅµα δὲ αὐτῆς τῆς µεταβολῆς αἴτιον 
οὐθὲν λέγει ἀλλ' ἢ ὅτι οὕτως πέφυκεν.  Plutarch An.Procr. 1026B ἀνάγκην, ἣν εἱµαρµένην οἱ πολλοὶ 
καλοῦσιν, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A45 DK) δὲ Φιλίαν ὁµοῦ καὶ Νεῖκος.  Simplicius in Phys. 197.10–14 καὶ 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (—) γοῦν καίτοι δύο ἐν τοῖς στοιχείοις ἐναντιώσεις ὑποθέµενος θερµοῦ καὶ ψυχροῦ καὶ 
ξηροῦ καὶ ὑγροῦ εἰς µίαν τὰς δύο συνεκορύφωσε τὴν τοῦ Νείκους καὶ τῆς Φιλίας, ὥσπερ καὶ ταύτην εἰς 
µονάδα τὴν τῆς Ἀνάγκης. ἀλλ’ αὕτη µὲν ὡς ἕν, τὸ δὲ Νεῖκος καὶ ἡ Φιλία ὡς δύο.  in Phys. 465.12–14 



 Book 1 Chapter 26 5 

τῆς ποιητικῆς τε καὶ τελικῆς (sc. ἀρχῆς), ἣν Ἀναξαγόρας (—) µὲν τῷ νῷ, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς δὲ τῇ Φιλίᾳ 
καὶ τῷ Νείκει καὶ τῇ Ἀνάγκῃ ἀνατίθησι.  in Phys. 1184.5–17. 
§2  Democritus:  Aristotle de An. 2.8 419b13 πληγὴ δ’ οὐ γίνεται ἄνευ φορᾶς. 
§3  Plato: Plato Tim. 47e τὰ µὲν οὖν παρεληλυθότα τῶν εἰρηµένων πλὴν βραχέων ἐπιδέδεικται τὰ 
διὰ νοῦ δεδηµιουργηµένα· δεῖ δὲ καὶ τὰ δι’ ἀνάγκης γιγνόµενα τῷ λόγῳ παραθέσθαι.  Tim. 68e διὸ δὴ 
χρὴ δύ’ αἰτίας εἴδη διορίζεσθαι, τὸ µὲν ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δὲ θεῖον. Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 9 Diels, 230 
FHS&G at Simp. in Phys. 26.7-3 (verbatim) ὁ µέντοι Θεόφραστος τοὺς ἄλλους προϊστορήσας 
‘τούτοις, φησίν, ἐπιγενόµενος Πλάτων, τῇ µὲν δόξῃ καὶ τῇ δυνάµει πρότερος τοῖς δὲ χρόνοις ὕστερος 
καὶ τὴν πλείστην πραγµατείαν περὶ τῆς πρώτης φιλοσοφίας ποιησάµενος, ἐπέδωκεν ἑαυτὸν καὶ τοῖς 
φαινοµένοις ἁψάµενος τῆς περὶ φύσεως ἱστορίας· ἐν ᾗ δύο τὰς ἀρχὰς βούλεται ποιεῖν τὸ µὲν 
ὑποκείµενον ὡς ὕλην ὃ προσαγορεύει πανδεχές (Tim. 51a), τὸ δὲ ὡς αἴτιον καὶ κινοῦν ὃ περιάπτει τῇ 
τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ δυνάµει.’  Timaeus Locrus 1, p. 205.4–6 Thesleff  Τίµαιος ὁ Λοκρὸς τάδε 
ἔφα· ῾δύο αἰτίας εἶµεν τῶν συµπάντων, νόον µὲν τῶν κατὰ λόγον γιγνοµένων, ἀνάγκαν δὲ τῶν βίᾳ 
καττὰς δυνάµεις τῶν σωµάτων.’ κτλ.  Plutarch Def.Or. 435F–436A ἐκεῖνος γὰρ ὁ ἀνὴρ (sc. Πλάτων) 
Ἀναξαγόραν (—) µὲν ἐµέµψατο τὸν παλαιόν, ὅτι ταῖς φυσικαῖς ἄγαν ἐνδεδεµένος αἰτίαις καὶ τὸ κατ’ 
ἀνάγκην τοῖς τῶν σωµάτων ἀποτελούµενον πάθεσι µετιὼν ἀεὶ καὶ διώκων, τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα καὶ ὑφ’ οὗ, 
βελτίονας αἰτίας οὔσας καὶ ἀρχάς, ἀφῆκεν· αὐτὸς δὲ πρῶτος ἢ µάλιστα τῶν φιλοσόφων ἀµφοτέρας 
(sc. αἰτίας καὶ ἀρχάς) ἐπεξῆλθε, τῷ µὲν θεῷ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἀποδιδοὺς τῶν κατὰ λόγον ἐχόντων, οὐκ 
ἀποστερῶν δὲ τὴν ὕλην (436A) τῶν ἀναγκαίων πρὸς τὸ γιγνόµενον αἰτιῶν. 



Liber 1 Caput 27 
 
PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 884F–885A; p. 322a1–14 Diels— PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 134–135 
Daiber—PL: Ioannes Lydus Mens. 4.81, p. 133.14–20 Wuensch—PPs  Psellus Omn.Doctr. 
c. 105, p. 58 (titulus solus) 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.5.15, p. 78.4–6, 78.10–12, 78.18–22 Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 
112a38 Henry (titulus solus) 
T: Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 p. 150.9–15, 6.13–14, p. 153.17–23 Raeder 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 2 p. 34.11–16, c. 35, p. 105.6–14; c. 35 p. 106.9–10; c. 38 p. 109.10–
11 Morani 
 

Titulus  κζ΄. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης (P,S) 1 
§1 Ἡράκλειτος πάντα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἀνάγ- 2 

κην· γράφει γοῦν· ‘ἔστι γὰρ εἱµαρµένη πάντως’. (P1,S2b,T1) 3 
§2 Πλάτων ἐγκρίνει µὲν τὴν εἱµαρµένην ἐπὶ τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων ψυχῶν καὶ  4 

βίων, συνεισάγει δὲ καὶ τὴν παρ᾿ ἡµᾶς αἰτίαν. (P2) 5 
§3 οἱ Στωικοὶ Πλάτωνι ἐµφερῶς, καὶ τὴν µὲν ἀνάγκην ἀνίκητόν φασιν  6 

αἰτίαν καὶ βιαστικήν, τὴν δ᾿ εἱµαρµένην συµπλοκὴν αἰτιῶν τεταγµένην,  7 
ἐν ᾗ συµπλοκῇ καὶ τὸ παρ᾿ ἡµᾶς, ὥστε τὰ µὲν εἱµάρθαι τὰ δ᾿ ἀνειµάρ- 8 
θαι. (P3) 9 

§4 Χρύσιππος µὴ διαφέρειν τοῦ εἱµαρµένου τὸ κατηναγκασµένον, τὴν δὲ  10 
εἱµαρµένην εἶναι κίνησιν ἀΐδιον συνεχῆ καὶ τεταγµένην κατ᾿ ἐπιπλοκὴν  11 
τῶν µερῶν συνηρτηµένην. (S1,T2) 12 

§5 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης κατὰ  13 
ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως, ἥντινα µὴ διαφέρειν πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν καλεῖν.  14 
(S5,T3) 15 

§6 Ἀντίπατρος ὁ Στωικὸς θεὸν ἀπεφαίνετο τὴν εἱµαρµένην. (S6) 16 
  
§1 Heraclitus 22A8, 22B137 DK (dubium); §2 Plato cf. Leg. 10.904c; §3 Stoici SVF 2.976; 
§4 Chrysippus SVF 2.916; §5 Zeno SVF 1.176; §6 SVF 3 Antipater 35 
  
titulus  Περὶ εἱµαρµένης P (et cf. G c. 42 ~ P 1.28) : cf. plenior S Περὶ εἱµαρµένης καὶ τῆς τῶν 
γινοµένων εὔταξίας    §1[2] καὶ PBL : om. PQS, cf. T || [3] γράφει … πάντως S, non hab. P 
(fort. add. S) || εἱµαρµένη SP Diels DG : εἱµαρµένα SF Wachsmuth Diels VS || post πάντως 
lac. statuerunt edd., negat Mouraviev    §2[4] ψυχῶν] om. PQ(ut vid.) || [5] συνεισάγει PB(I,III) : 
συνάγει PB(II)    §3[6] ἀνίκητόν PBQ : ἀκίνητον PL || ἀνίκητόν et βιαστικήν inv. PQ || [7] 
τεταγµένην] τεταγµένων PL || [8] ἡµᾶς PB(I,III)L : ἡµῖν PB(II) || [8–9] τὰ µὲν … ἀνειµάρθαι] : τὰ 
µὲν εἱµαρτά, τὰ δ᾿ ἀνειµαρτά Diels in app.|| ἀνειµάρθαι] : συνειµάρθαι PL    §§4–6 om. P    
§4[10] Χρύσιππος suppl. Diels ex T ubi Χρύσιππος δὲ ὁ Στωϊκὸς, nomen deest ap. S || µὴ S 
: µηδὲν T || [10–11] τὴν … τεταγµένην deest ap. S, supplevimus ex T (pro ξυνεχῆ καὶ 
τεταγµένην coni. Wachsmuth τῶν ὅλων conlato Aulo Gellio 7.2.3) || [12] τῶν SP : om. SF 
Diels    §5[14] ταὐτὰ SF : ταῦτα SP || διαφέρειν corr. Scod.Aug. : διάφερον SF : διάφορον SP 
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 vid. supra ad c. 1.25. 
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CAG 6.13–14  
13.1  (~ §1) καὶ ὁ Ἡράκλειτος δὲ πάντα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην εἴρηκε γίνεσθαι· ἀνάγκην δὲ τὴν 
εἱµαρµένην καὶ οὗτος ὠνόµασεν. 
14.1  (~ §4) καὶ Χρύσιππος δὲ ὁ Στωϊκὸς µηδὲν διαφέρειν εἶπε τοῦ εἱµαρµένου τὸ 
κατηναγκασµένον, εἶναι δὲ τὴν εἱµαρµένην κίνησιν ἀΐδιον ξυνεχῆ καὶ τεταγµένην. 
14.2  (~ §5) Ζήνων δὲ ὁ Κιτιεὺς δύναµιν κέκληκε τὴν εἱµαρµένην κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης, τὴν δὲ 
αὐτὴν καὶ Πρόνοιαν καὶ Φύσιν ὠνόµασεν. οἱ δὲ τοῦτον διαδεξάµενοι … (v. c. 1.28) 
 
 Ttraditio ps.Plutarchi: 
Ioannes Lydus Mens. 4.81 vid. c. 1.26 
 
Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 105 (~ tit.) Περὶ εἱµαρµένης 

 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 2 p. 34.11–16 ταύτην (sc. τὴν τοῦ παντὸς ψυχήν) δὲ εἶναι τὴν ψυχὴν τὴν 
διακυβερνῶσαν τὸ πᾶν καὶ τὴν τὰς µερικὰς ψυχὰς τὰς πρότερον παρὰ τοῦ δηµιουργοῦ 
γενοµένας ἐπιπέµπουσαν, δηλαδὴ αὐτοῦ τοῦ δηµιουργοῦ καὶ νόµους αὐτῇ δεδωκότος, καθ’ οὓς 
διεξάγειν ὀφείλει τοῦτο τὸ πᾶν, οὓς καὶ εἱµαρµένην καλεῖ, καὶ χορηγοῦντος δύναµιν ἀρκοῦσαν 
πρὸς τὸ διέπειν ἡµᾶς (~ §2).  c. 35, p. 105.6–14 οἱ δὲ λέγοντες ὅτι καὶ τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν καὶ τὸ καθ’ 
εἱµαρµένην σῴζεται …  οἱ ταῦτα λέγοντες (εἰσὶ δὲ τῶν Στωικῶν Χρύσιππός (SVF 2.991) τε καὶ 
Φιλοπάτωρ καὶ ἄλλοι πολλοὶ καὶ λαµπροί) οὐδὲν ἕτερον ἀποδεικνύουσιν ἢ πάντα καθ’ 
εἱµαρµένην γίνεσθαι.  c. 35, p. 106.9–10 (SVF 2.991) ὁ Φιλοπάτωρ ἐν τῷ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης (~ 
tit.).  c. 38 p. 109.10–11 Πλάτων δὲ διχῶς λέγει τὴν εἱµαρµένην, τὴν µὲν κατ’ οὐσίαν, τὴν δὲ 
κατ’ ἐνέργειαν (~ quaestio). [per continuationem vid. sequentia ap. c. 1.28 Testes 
secundos]. 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
titulus  A 1.28 Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης 
§1  A 1.7.13 ῾Ηράκλειτος τὸ περιοδικὸν πῦρ ἀίδιον, εἱµαρµένην δὲ λόγον ἐκ τῆς ἐναντιοδροµίας 
δηµιουργὸν τῶν ὄντων. A 1.27.4 Λεύκιππος πάντα κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν 
εἱµαρµένην. A 1.28.1 Ἡράκλειτος οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης λόγον τὸν διὰ τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ παντὸς 
διήκοντα· αὕτη δ᾿ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα, σπέρµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς γενέσεως καὶ περιόδου 
µέτρον τεταγµένης. 
§2  A 1.28.2 Πλάτων λόγον ἀίδιον καὶ νόµον ἀίδιον τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως. 
§3  A 1.28.4 οἱ ἄλλοι Στωικοὶ εἱρµὸν αἰτιῶν, τουτέστι τάξιν καὶ ἐπισύνδεσιν ἀπαράβατον. 
§4  A 1.28.3 Χρύσιππος δύναµιν πνευµατικὴν τάξει τοῦ παντὸς διοικητικήν· καὶ πάλιν ἐν τοῖς 
Ὅροις· ‘εἱµαρµένη ἐστὶν ὁ τοῦ κόσµου λόγος· ἢ λόγος τῶν ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων· 
ἢ λόγος, καθ᾿ ὃν τὰ µὲν γεγονότα γέγονε τὰ δὲ γινόµενα γίνεται τὰ δὲ γενησόµενα γενήσεται.᾿ 
§5  A 1.1.2 φύσιν τινὲς εἶναι λέγουσι πνεῦµα ἔντεχνον ὁδοποιητικόν. 1.7.2 Θαλῆς νοῦν τοῦ 
κόσµου τὸν θεόν …· διήκειν δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ στοιχειώδους ὑγροῦ δύναµιν θείαν κινητικὴν αὐτοῦ. 
A 1.7.24 οἱ Στωικοὶ νοερὸν θεὸν ἀποφαίνονται, πῦρ τεχνικόν, ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ γενέσει κόσµου, 
ἐµπεριειληφὸς πάντας τοὺς σπερµατικοὺς λόγους, καθ᾿ οὓς ἕκαστα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην γίνεται. 
A 1.25.5 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν ἀνάγει, τὰ δ᾿ εἰς ἀνάγκην. A 1.27.5 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν 
τῷ Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως, ἥντινα µὴ διαφέ-ρειν 
πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν καλεῖν. A 1.28.3 Χρύσιππος … εἱµαρµένη ἐστὶν … ἢ λόγος τῶν ἐν τῷ 
κόσµῳ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων. A 2.3.1 οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι πάντες ἔµψυχον τὸν κόσµον καὶ προνοίᾳ 
διοικούµενον. A 2.4.9 Πλάτων φθαρτὸν µὲν τόν κόσµον, ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ φύσει, αἰσθητὸν γὰρ εἶναι, 
διότι καὶ σωµατικόν, οὐ µὴν  φθαρησόµενόν γε προνοίᾳ καὶ συνοχῇ θεοῦ. 
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For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  For this chapter in the P tradition we have to do without the evidence 
of G, who passes it over and gives the following chapter the title Περὶ 
εἱµαρµένης (§42). But this loss and the lemmata absent in S (see section A(2) 
immediately below) are well compensated for by the contribution of T, who 
includes three doxai in his brief survey of views on fate. As is the case for chs. 
1.26 and 1.28 the chapter is succinctly excerpted by Ioannes Lydus. P 
contributes three lemmata, viz. §§ 1–3, of which only the first is shared with S. 
P abridges the chapter by omitting the three lemmata §§4–6 ad finem. 
 (2)  S interweaves material from this chapter and the next in his chapter 
on the same subject, Ecl. 1.5. He contributes four lemmata, viz. (in S’s order) §4, 
§1, §5 and §6. See further below, section D(b).  
 (3)  It is striking that two lemmata, §4 Chrysippus and §5 Zeno, lacking in 
P, are shared by S and T, which again proves that T excerpted the source 
shared with S, namely A. Cf. Diels DG 46, and see above, General Introduction, 
section 2.5; also Mansfeld at Μ–R 4.178, 181. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. The proximate tradition for this chapter and the 
next consists of doxographical overviews in the treatises On Fate of Cicero and 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, cited at section E(a) General texts. 
 (2)  Sources.  Diels DG 178 thought of a Stoic treatise On Fate similar to one 
purportedly used by the Peripatetic Diogenianus at Eus. PE 6.8, for ‘singulari 
quadam eruditione splendent capitula de fato’. No doubt he had in mind the 
doxai at chs. 1.27.5 and 1.28.3 with their book titles ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως and ἐν τοῖς 
Ὅροις (but note that for ch. 1.28.3 he includes in A, and so prints in the right-
hand column, the section that in our view is to be assigned to AD, which 
contains two more Chrysippean book titles). Clearly the Heraclitean and 
Platonic doxai of chs. 1.27–28 have been (re)formulated from a Hellenistic 
perspective, but we cannot now ascertain by what routes this information 
ended up in the Placita chapters. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
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δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. The present chapter consists of a series of 
nominal definitions (cf. above, ch. 1.9 Commentary D(c) and (e)(2)) elucidating 
the meaning of ‘fate’, including its relation to necessity (§1, §3, §4), to the 
liberum arbitrium (§§2–3), and to providence (§5) or God (§6). The question 
type or category therefore is that of quality. 
 Unsurprisingly, this chapter heading is widely paralleled, namely as a 
book title for Xenocrates, for Epicurus, for the Stoics Chrysippus, Boethus, 
Posidonius, and Philopator, as the title of an extant Middle Platonist treatise 
attributed to Plutarch and of one partly extant by the learned Cynic 
Diogenianus quoted by Eusebius (and also as part of chapter headings 
elsewhere in Eusebius), as the title of a treatise of Alexander of Aphrodisias 
and of a chapter in the Mantissa, as part of a chapter heading in Origenes’ 
Philocalia, as a title of a treatise of Plotinus, as a chapter heading in Nemesius, 
and as part of the collective title of six orations of Johannes Chrysostomus. For 
a full list see section E(b) Chapter heading. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
 For chs. 1.25–29 as a block see above ch. 1.25 at Commentary D(a). 
Calcidius in Tim. cc. 142–155 deals with fate (fatum) from, mainly, a Middle 
Platonist point of view, an account of which rather numerous passages are 
paralleled almost verbatim in the earlier ps.Plutarch Fat. c. 1, 568C–c. 6, 570E 
on εἱµαρµένη. Both these authors, just as Nem. NH c. 38 p. 109.10–18, distinguish 
between fate ‘in actuality’ (ἐνέργεια / ex his quae agit et esse id et cuius modi vim 
habeat) and ‘in essence’ (οὐσία / substantia). The οὐσία (/substantia) of fate is 
also the theme of ch. 1.28, but one is rather hard put to indicate anything in 
chs. 1.27–28 even vaguely corresponding to this ἐνέργεια, apart from ch. 1.28.2, 
ubi vide; see further below at section D(c). In Calcidius this exposition is 
continued (after ch. 157 on divination) by chs. 158–159 on chance and fortune 
and in ps.Plutarch de Fato at ch. 7, 571E–572E on τύχη plus τὸ αὐτοµάτον, both 
times in a sequential position comparable to that of A 1.29, ‘On chance’, 
following on after 1.27–28 on fate. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
Because of the procedure of S, who combines material from this chapter and 
the next, it is necessary to take the two closely linked chapters on εἱµαρµένη 
together. In P the two chapters show a striking parallelism, both commencing 



 Book 1 Chapter 27 5 

with Heraclitus, continuing with Plato and ending with Stoic doxai. The 
following table indicates the doxai of the two chapters in the order of the 
witnesses, taking P as our anchor point in the left column. 

P 
1.27.1 Heraclitus 
1.27.2 Plato 
1.27.3 Stoics 
1.28.1 Heraclitus 
1.28.2 Plato 
1.28.3 Chrysippus 
1.28.4 other Stoics 
1.28.5 Posidonius 
 – 
 – 
 – 

S 
1.5.15.2b Heraclitus 
 – 
 – 
1.5.15.2a Heraclitus 
1.5.15.3 Plato 
1.5.15.7 Chrysippus 
 – 
1.5.15.4 Posidonius 
1.5.15.1 Chrysippus 
1.5.15.5 Zeno 
1.5.15.6 Antipater  

T 
T1 Heraclitus 
 – 
 – 
 – 
 – 
T4 those after Zeno 
T5 Stoics 
 – 
T2 Chrysippus 
T3 Zeno 
 – 

This table gives rise to two questions. 
 (1) Where should S1, S5 and S6 be placed? Diels puzzlingly located S1 
(Chrysippus) as second lemma of the chapter in the right column after P for 
1.27.1 (Heraclitus) in the left column, perhaps because its equation of fate and 
what has been necessitated is similar to the Heraclitean doxa. But it makes 
more sense to place it at 1.27.4, i.e. after the Stoic doxa at ch. 1.27.3 (not in S,T), 
which distinguishes between the two. It then forms a diaphonia by not 
differentiating between them. Zeno (S5) then follows on with the additional 
view that he too does not differentiate, but this time not between necessity 
and providence/nature. We note that if they are thus placed in ch. 1.27 as the 
final two doxai, the order of T’s five doxai in relation to P is perfectly preserved. 
T is going down the list (of course he does not always do this). 
 (2)  How can we explain the order in S? It is apparent that he did not 
follow his frequent practice of excerpting blocks of doxai (as basically happens 
in his previous chapter on ἀνάγκη). Instead he weaves his own idiosyncratic 
dialectic, which bears little relation to that of A. It may be surmised that he 
starts with Chrysippus because there is a link with the previous chapter on 
necessity and it then includes a neat definition of what fate is. Heraclitus 
follows with a complementary description as given in ch. 1.28.1, after which the 
earlier doxa of the same thinker is coalesced with it. The Platonic doxa follows, 
as in ch. 1.28. It too speaks of λόγος. He then jumps to the final doxa ascribed to 
Posidonius, which has an interesting theological hierarchy (S is always 
interested in theology). In contrast to that doxa he then returns to the 
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Zenonian doxa in ch. 1.27, which equates the three levels of hierarchy. Note 
however that his order for §§4–5 (lacking in P) is the same as that of T, so 
presumably reproduces A. The view of Antipater continues the theological 
theme. We have given thought to whether this lemma is better placed in ch. 
1.7, but the position of θέον before τὴν εἱµαρµένην is against this intervention (in 
ch. 1.7 words like θέον invariably come after words like νοῦν). Antipater does not 
say that the god is fate but that fate is (a) god. 
 (3)  Finally S presents the longest doxa of all with its interesting mythical 
details about the Μοῖραι at the end in order to round off the doxographical 
section, before moving on to no less than seven prose excerpts, including from 
Plato’s Republic (1.5.21) and ps.Aristotle De mundo (1.5.22). This longest doxa is 
a combination of an excerpt from A (namely, ch. 1.28.3) with a series of 
excerpts from the works of Chrysippus which we should attribute to AD, see 
M–R 1.253–254 (= M–R 3.326) and the next chapter ad loc. For his probable 
motive to place this lemma in the final position see the next chapter, 
Commentary A(4). 
 On the basis of these considerations we can be reasonably certain of the 
basic contents and order of these two chapters. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Diaphoniae.  Restricting the enquiry to ch. 1.27, we note a contrast in 
the first and another one in the second half of a gliding diaeretic scale. A third 
and complementary antithesis opposes §5 with §1. The first diaphonia holds 
between §1 Heraclitus: ‘all things dependent on fate’, and §§2–3 Plato plus the 
Stoics (resembling Plato): ‘on the human level both what is fated and what is 
not’. Next we have a considerable difference of opinion among the Stoics 
themselves, namely from the nuanced view of §3 to the uncompromising 
stance of §4 (wrongly ascribed to Chrysippus) in favour of a total dominance of 
fate, and from there to §5, another nuanced view. According to §4 (just as 
according to §1) there is no difference between fate and necessity, while §5 
does not mention necessity and identifies fate with providence and nature. 
This identification of fate and providence is opposed to that between fate and 
necessity, presumably as a more mitigated view to one that is more inflexible; 
see below at section D(d) §§3–5. 
 (2)  It should also be noted that the doxai have been (re)formulated and 
arranged the better to bring out the differences.  
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(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
The chapter has to be studied together with its companion piece on the οὐσία 
of fate, ch. 1.28. It has been pointed out above at section C that it consists of 
conceptual definitions. The crucial distinction between essential (i.e. real) and 
conceptual (i.e. nominal) definitions, for which see above ch. 1.9 at 
Commentary D(d)(1) and D(e)(2), fails to be mentioned in the parallel account 
of Calcidius, but surfaces in the pseudo-Plutarchean De fato. In c. 4 the author 
speaks of the ‘conditional’ (ἐξ ὑποθέσεως) nature of fate, which means that the 
consequences following from the exercise of our liberum arbitrium are fated 
and inescapable. At Fat. c. 4, 570B we read: ‘That fate is actually of this 
description is evident from its substance (οὐσία) and from its name (ἐκ τῆς 
προσηγορίας). It is given the name ‘fate’ (εἱµαρµένη … προσαγορεύεται) for being 
a thing concatenated (εἰροµένη τις), and it exists (ὑπάρχει) qua ordinance and 
law, because it has laid down the consequences that follow upon occurrences, 
as in the legislation of a state’ (tr. after De Lacy and Einarson, LCL). This 
definition of the οὐσία insofar as it is to be distinguished from the meaning of 
its name, perhaps a more traditional one, differs considerably from the one 
that prevails in the de Fato (ch. 2, 568E–F, precisely paralleled at Calc. in Tim. c. 
144), namely fate as the tripartite World Soul. This latter is not paralleled in A.  
See also below ch. 1.28 at Commentary D (d) general points. 
Individual Points  
§1.  The phrase γράφει γοῦν indicates that what follows purports to be a literal 
quotation. This passage is the only evidence for the quote, which is regarded as 
a dubium in VS1 and DK, because the formula γράφει γοῦν has virtually the 
same function as λέγει γοῦν, which is quite often used by S to attach a 
quotation to something else (see above at ch. 1.3 Commentary D(d)§2). And 
though γοῦν occurs several times in P it never serves to introduce a purported 
quote. It is therefore far from certain that the Heraclitean phrase should be 
attributed to A. Editors from Bywater to Marcovich have regarded it as 
truncated, but with some hesitation we follow the suggestion of Mouraviev 
T416. Perhaps however we should supply ἔστι γὰρ εἱµαρµένη πάντως (sc. καθ’ 
ἀνάγκην) and understand ‘fate in every respect agrees with (or: occurs 
according to) necessity’.  Cf. phrases like ps.Plutarch De fato 573B καὶ ἡ µὲν 
εἱµαρµένη πάντως κατὰ πρόνοιαν, ἡ δὲ πρόνοια οὐδαµῶς καθ’ εἱµαρµένην. Possibly 
something like καθ’ ἀνάγκην was omitted by predecessor of A to turn the 
phrase in to a properly obscure utterance. If εἱµαρµένη is the same as ἀνάγκη, 
ἀνάγκη is the same as εἱµαρµένη; for the latter see Theophrastus on Heraclitus 
(22A5 DK): ‘he posits a certain order and a determinate period of time for the 



 Book 1 Chapter 27 8 

transformation of the cosmos according to a certain fated necessity (κατά τινα 
εἱµαρµένην ἀνάγκην)’, Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G cited below, section 
E(b)§1.  
 Dührsen (1998) 115–116 argues that T’s formula CAG 6.13 ἀνάγκην δὲ τὴν 
εἱµαρµένην καὶ οὗτος ὠνόµασεν derives from A and is to be preferred to the 
virtually unanimous text in P,S εἱµαρµένην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἀνάγκην, 
which is confirmed by Ioannes Lydus 4.81 (not cited by him). But this is to 
ignore the periphrastic variatio, often including added verba declarandi that is 
characteristic of T’s manner of dealing with these excerpts. Immediately above 
in the same chapter CAG 6.13 T adds κέκληκε and ὠνόµασεν to the text of 
another lemma of the present chapter of A, namely §5. Compare further his 
version of ch. 2.13.1, where P,S have exactly the same phrase Θαλῆς γεώδη µέν, 
ἔµπυρα δὲ τὰ ἄστρα, and T at GAG 4.17 enlarges to καὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας δὲ Θαλῆς µὲν 
γεώδεις καὶ ἐµπύρους ὠνόµασεν (the paraphrase of Ach §11, p. 19.23, Θαλῆς µὲν δὴ 
γηΐνην ἔµπυρον εἶπε τὴν τῶν ἀστέρων οὐσίαν, inserts another verbum declarandi). 
His ὀνοµασθῆναι in the Anaxagoras lemma, ch. 2.13.3 at GAG 4.17, is not 
paralleled in P or S either. Or take his addition of κέκληκε at CAG 6.15 to ch. 
1.19.1, and at CAG 4.18 to ch. 4.2.6, and see above, ch. 1.25 Commentary D(d)§3. 
So ἀνάγκη should not be attributed to Heraclitus’ authentic vocabulary on the 
basis of this evidence. 
§§3–5. The complicated problem of the relation between fate and necessity in 
Stoic texts is discussed by e.g. Sharples (2007c), who argues that it is difficult to 
find out whether or not Chrysippus identified Fate and Necessity, as the 
evidence is far from unanimous. The present commentary is not the place for 
an appropriate discussion of this issue. The difference between Fate and 
Necessity, which leaves room for ‘what is up to us’ (τὸ παρ᾿ ἡµᾶς, more familiar 
as τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν), is argued in the famous passage at Cicero Fat. 39–45, partly cited 
below section E(b)§3, where in Cicero’s translation Chrysippus is quoted 
verbatim; see esp. Bobzien (1999) 206–218. Here in § 3 of our chapter this 
distinction is ascribed to the Stoics in general, whereas the opposite of what he 
worked hard to disprove (aestuans laboransque, as Cic. Fat. at Gellius NA 7.2.15 
has it), namely that ‘what is fated does not differ from what has been 
necessitated’, is nevertheless ascribed to Chrysippus in our §4, just as e.g. by 
his critics, and this identification is also found with other Stoics, e.g. Seneca Ep. 
101.7 inexorabilis fatorum necessitas = ἀνάγκη εἱµαρµένης, Marcus Aurelius 12.14. 
Among the critics we may cite Velleius at Cic. ND 1.40 and 1.55—note the 
formula fatalis necessitas (cf. Cic. Fat. 20 fati necessitas, also found 
elsewhere)—, Plutarch at SR 1056C, AD fr. 29 Diels, Gellius NA 7.2.1–3, and 
Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara, all cited below at section E(b)§3. It should be observed 
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that the contrast between Chrysippus and the (other) Stoics in the next 
chapter is the opposite of that in the present chapter, for at ch. 1.28.3 
Chrysippus speaks of Logos and Providence, whereas at 1.28.4 the (other) Stoics 
posit the ‘inviolable concatenation of causes’ (if we may assume that being 
‘inviolable’ is equivalent to ‘being necessitated). The position of Zeno in §5 of 
in the present chapter is close to that of ‘the Stoics’ in §3.  
§§3–4.  According to Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 23, p. 193.4–8 (cited 
below at section E(b)§§3–4), the Stoic ‘weaving together’, or concatenation 
(συµπλοκή, ἐπιπλοκή), of causes belongs with the οὐσία τῆς εἱµαρµένης, so would 
be more pertinent to the next chapter, 1.28 Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης (where at 
section E(b)§3 we cite this witness again). For the meaning of the rather rare 
word ἐπιπλοκή see the rhetorician Rutilius Lupus, cited section E(b)§4. 
§3.  For the phrase Πλάτωνι ἐµφερῶς cf. ch. 1.7.23 ὁµοίως Πλάτωνι (only in S and 
the only parallel for a name-label in the dative). Because of the purported 
similarity with Plato we have to reject Ιoannes Lydus’ συνειµάρθαι, which 
introduces the Chrysippean doctrine of the confatalia (‘co-fated’, Cicero Fat. 
30) attested in the verbatim fragment from Book 2 of his Περὶ εἱµαρµένης 
quoted by Diogenianus at Eusebius PE 6.8.27–30 (SVF 2.998). 
§4.  Fortunately the missing part of Chrysippus’ definition in S can be 
supplemented from T. Wachsmuth’s attempt to include words from the 
definition in Gellius NA 7.2.3 (note the incorrect reference in his apparatus, p. 
78) is misguided. τὰ µέρη will refer to parts of the causal chain, or rope; 
compare ὁ καθ᾿ ἕκαστα διορισµός in the explanation of Atropos at DG p. 324a2–
4 (S 1.5.15, p. 79.15–16), that is, in the latter part of 1.28.3 Diels, which as we 
believe derives from AD (see at 1.28 Commentary A). 
§5.  (1)  In this paragraph we have the only mention in this chapter and the 
following of the often-found identification of Fate and Nature, for which see 
the fragment of Iamblichus’ Letter to Sopatros at S 1.5.18, p. 81.8–9, with the rich 
comments of Taormina–Piccione (2010) 196-198 and 347–349. (We have 
assigned the Chrysippean doxai at DG 323b21 ff. to AD, see at ch. 1.28 
Commentary A.) 
 (2)  Though fate is identified with Nature, we are not told in what way fate 
works in the world of nature; for this information we must turn to the next 
chapter on the οὐσία of fate. Note, however, that Alexander of Aphrodisias 
includes the Stoic concatenation of fate under the οὐσία of fate (see below, 
section D(d)§§3–4), just as happens at ch. 1.28.4 below. We have noted a 
similar frustrating ambiguity (with some consequences for the interpretation 
of chs. 1.21–22) in Sextus’ handling of the distinction between time and the 
οὐσία of time, see above at ch. 1.21 Commentary D(c). So perhaps we may 
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believe that fate’s moving ‘matter in the same respect and in the same way’ 
pertains to the eternal recurrence of same in the cosmic cycle, cf. Mansfeld 
(1979) 163–165. Zeno would have adapted a well-known Platonic formula 
pertaining to the Ideas. 
 (3) Περὶ φύσεως: this title does not occur in Zeno’s bibliography at 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.4; it is perhaps an alternative or lectio facilior for Περὶ 
τοῦ ὅλου (V.P. 7.4) or Περὶ οὐσίας (V.P. 7.134) through association with the word 
φύσιν ad finem (Mansfeld 1979, 169 n. 106). 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
 (1)  Especially the accounts in ps.Plutarch and Calcidius mentioned above 
at section D(a), and also a series of chapters in Nemesius, namely NH c. 35–40 
are to be noted. Proclus in Tim. 3.271.29–275.23, commenting on the νόµους 
εἱµαρµένους of Tim. 41e, provides a quasi-doxographical overview of views on 
fate in relation to nature (cf. above, section D(d)§5), namely those of 
Alexander Fat. c. 6, Aristotle (rather forced), Theodore of Asine (test. 32 
Deuse), Porphyry (—), and ps.Aristotle Mu. c. 7. Proclus then expounds the 
true doctrine and his own view (useful notes in Festugière 1968, 5.147–151). See 
further ch. 1.28 below, the companion piece of the present chapter. Much 
material is found in Pease (1955) 273–274, 339–341. 
 (2)  The theme was en vogue in Hellenistic philosophy, and beyond. 
Calcidius in Tim. c. 142 speaks of ‘an important and difficult matter, much 
discussed among the ancients and continuing even today’. For the Latin 
equivalent of De fato we heave Cicero’s mutilated treatise and a piece by 
Ambrosiaster. No doubt there are more examples. Of course the contents of 
these works are not restricted to the existence of fate. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Cicero Fat. 39 ac mihi quidem videtur, cum duae sententiae fuissent veterum 
philosophorum, una eorum, qui censerent omnia ita fato fieri, ut id fatum vim necessitatis 
adferret, in qua sententia Democritus (68A66 DK), Heraclitus (T 305 Mouraviev), Empedocles 
(—), Aristoteles [? Anaxagoras prop. Karsten, cf. Plu. An.Procr. 1026B, v. supra ch. 1.25 section 
E(b) General texts] fuit, altera eorum, quibus viderentur sine ullo fato esse animorum motus 
voluntarii, Chrysippus (SVF 2.974) tamquam arbiter honorarius medium ferire voluisse, sed 
adplicat se ad eos potius, qui necessitate motus animorum liberatos volunt; dum autem verbis 
utitur suis, delabitur in eas difficultates, ut necessitatem fati confirmet invitus.  Seneca Ep. 16.4–6 
dicet aliquis: ' quid mihi prodest philosophia, si fatum est? quid prodest, si deus rector est? quid 
prodest, si casus imperat? nam et mutari certa non possunt et nihil praeparari potest adversus 
incerta, sed aut consilium meum occupavit deus decrevit que quid facerem, aut consilio meo nihil 
fortuna permittit'. (5) quicquid est ex his, lucili, vel si omnia haec sunt, philosophandum est: sive 
nos inexorabili lege fata constringunt, sive arbiter deus universi cuncta disposuit, sive casus res 
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humanas sine ordine inpellit et iactat, philosophia nos tueri debet.Haec adhortabitur, ut deo 
libenter pareamus, ut fortunae contumaciter; haec docebit, ut deum sequaris, feras casum. (6) sed 
non est nunc in hanc disputationem transeundum, quid sit iuris nostri, si providentia in imperio 
est, aut si fatorum series inligatos trahit, aut si repentina ac subita dominantur.  ps.Plutarch Fat. 
570B ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἡ εἱµαρµένη τοιοῦτον (sc. ἐξ ὑποθέσεως) τυγχάνει ὄν, ἔκ τε τῆς οὐσίας αὐτῆς καὶ ἐκ 
τῆς προσηγορίας δῆλον. εἱµαρµένη τε γὰρ προσαγορεύεται ὡς ἂν εἰροµένη τις· θεσµὸς δὲ καὶ νόµος 
ὑπάρχει τῷ τὰ ἀκόλουθα τοῖς γινοµένοις πολιτικῶς διατετάχθαι.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 
1, p. 164.17–20 οὐ γὰρ ὁµοίως περὶ τὰς πράξεις ἔχουσιν οἵ τε πάντα ἐξ ἀνάγκης καὶ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην 
γίγνεσθαι πεπιστευκότες καὶ οἷς δοκεῖ γίνεσθαί τινα καὶ µὴ τοῦ πάντως ἔσεσθαι προκαταβεβληµένας 
αἰτίας ἔχοντα.  Fat. c. 2, p. 165.14–166.22 τὸ µὲν οὖν εἶναί τι τὴν εἱµαρµένην καὶ αἰτίαν εἶναι τοῦ 
γίνεσθαί τινα κατ’ αὐτὴν ἱκανῶς ἡ τῶν ἀνθρώπων συνίστησιν πρόληψις (οὐ γὰρ κενὸν οὐδ’ ἄστοχον 
τἀληθοῦς ἡ κοινὴ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσις, καθ’ ἣν περί τινων ὁµοδοξοῦσιν ἀλλήλοις, ὅσοι γε αὐτῶν µὴ 
διά τινας προκαταβεβληµένας δόξας ὑφ’ αὑτῶν διὰ τὸ σώζειν βούλεσθαι τὴν πρὸς αὐτὰς ἀκολουθίαν 
ἄλλως ἀναγκάζονται λέγειν· δι’ ἣν αἰτίαν οὐδὲ Ἀναξαγόρας ὁ Κλαζοµένιος (—), καίτοι τἆλλα ὢν ἐν 
τοῖς τὴν φυσικὴν φιλοσοφίαν φιλοσοφήσασιν οὐκ ἀπερριµµένος, οὐκ ἀξιόπιστος ἀντιµαρτυρῶν τῇ 
κοινῇ τῶν ἀνθρώπων πίστει περὶ εἱµαρµένης· λέγει γὰρ οὗτός γε µηδὲν τῶν γινοµένων γίνεσθαι καθ’ 
εἱµαρµένην, ἀλλ’ εἶναι κενὸν τοῦτο τοὔνοµα), τί δέ ποτ’ ἐστὶν ἡ εἱµαρµένη καὶ ἐν τίσιν, οὐκέθ’ {οὐ γὰρ 
µόνον οὐκ ἀλλήλοις ἅπαντες, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ} ἡ τῶν ἀνθρώπων κοινὴ πρόληψις ἱκανὴ τοῦτο µηνῦσαι. οὔτε 
γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἅπαντες, ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ αὐτὸς αὑτῷ τις περὶ αὐτῆς αἰεὶ αὐτῷ τὰ αὐτὰ δοξάζει. πρὸς γὰρ τοὺς 
καιρούς τε καὶ τὰς περιεστώσας τύχας καὶ τὴν περὶ τῆς εἱµαρµένης δόξαν µεταφέρουσιν. ὅσοι µὲν γὰρ 
αὐτῶν πάντα καθ’ εἱµαρµένην γίνεσθαι λέγουσιν, τὴν εἱµαρµένην ὑπολαµβάνουσιν ἀπαράβατόν τινα 
αἰτίαν εἶναι καὶ ἀναπόδραστον, εἰσὶ δ’ οἷς οὐ πάντα τὰ γινόµενα γίνεσθαι δοκεῖ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην, ἀλλ’ 
εἶναί τινας ὑπολαµβάνουσιν τῶν γινοµένων καὶ ἄλλας αἰτίας· ἀλλ’ οὐδὲ τὴν εἱµαρµένην αὐτὴν τὸ 
πάγιόν τε καὶ ἀπαράβατον ἔχειν τίθενται, ἀλλὰ γίνεσθαί τινα καὶ τῶν καθ’ εἱµαρµένην γίνεσθαι 
πεφυκότων οὐ κατ’ αὐτήν, ἀλλὰ παρὰ µοῖραν ὡς οἱ ποιηταί (e.g. Hom. Od. 1.34–35 cited by 
Chrysippus e.g. SVF 2.999; Hom. Od. 14.509) φασιν, καὶ παρὰ τὴν εἱµαρµένην. ἔστι δ’ οἷς ποτὲ πάντα 
γίνεσθαι τὰ γινόµενα δοκεῖ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην καὶ µάλιστ’ ἂν αὐτοῖς τὰ τῆς τύχης ἀντιπίπτῃ, 
κατορθοῦντες δὲ ἐν τοῖς προκειµένοις αὑτοὺς αἰτίους εἶναι τῶν κατορθωµάτων ὑπολαµβάνουσιν, ὡς 
οὐκ ἂν ἀπαντησάντων τῶν ἀπηντηκότων, εἰ µὴ αὐτοὶ τάδε µᾶλλον ἔπραξαν ἀντὶ τῶνδε, ὡς ἔχοντες καὶ 
τοῦ µὴ πράττειν αὐτὰ τὴν ἐξουσίαν. δι’ ἣν διαφωνίαν ἀναγκαία τοῖς φιλοσοφοῦσιν ἡ ζήτησις ἡ περὶ τῆς 
εἱµαρµένης, οὐκ εἰ ἔστιν, ἀλλὰ τί ποτ’ ἐστὶν καὶ ἐν τίσιν τῶν γινοµένων τε καὶ ὄντων ἐστὶν ἡ τοιαύτη 
φύσις. ὅτι µὲν οὖν αἰτίαν τινὰ τὴν εἱµαρµένην τοῖς γινοµένοις {ὧν} εἶναι λέγουσιν πάντες οἱ περὶ 
εἱµαρµένης λέγοντές τι, γνώριµον (ταύτην γὰρ ἀποδιδόασίν τε καί φασιν αἰτίαν εἶναι τοῦ γίνεσθαι τὰ 
γινόµενα ὃν τρόπον γίνεται), ἐπεὶ δὲ πλεοναχῶς λέγεται τὰ αἴτια, ἀναγκαῖον τοῖς ἐν τάξει τὸ 
πρόβληµα µετιοῦσιν πρῶτον λαβεῖν, ὑπὸ τίνα τρόπον τῶν αἰτίων χρὴ τιθέναι τὴν εἱµαρµένην· οὐδὲν 
γὰρ τῶν πολλαχῶς λεγοµένων γνώριµον χωρὶς τῆς οἰκείας διαιρέσεως λεγόµενον.  cf. partial abstract 
of this passage at Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) de An.Mant. 25, p. 179.25–180.14.  [For the 
parallel passage An.Mant. c. 24, p. 176.2–10 see below ch. 1.29, section E(a) General texts.]  
Galen Loc.Aff. 8.158.11–159.4 K. ὥσπερ δ’ ἐνταῦθα φιλονεικίαν αἰσχρὰν ἐπιδείκνυνται προφανῶς, 
οὕτως ἄνοιαν, ὅταν οἴωνται πάνθ’ ἑαυτῶν σαλεύεσθαι τὰ δόγµατα, κᾂν ἓν ὁτιοῦν ἐλεγχθῇ· τινὰ µὲν γὰρ 
ἀλλήλοις ἀκολουθεῖ, καθάπερ γε πάλιν ἕτερα µάχεται, τινὰ δὲ οὔτ’ ἀκολουθίαν οὔτε µάχην ἀναγκαίαν 
ἔχει, καθάπερ αὐτὸ τοῦτο τὸ περὶ τοῦ τῆς ψυχῆς ἡγεµονικοῦ (cf. ch. 4.5). ἐάν τε γὰρ ἐν καρδίᾳ τις ἐάν 
τ’ ἐν ἐγκεφάλῳ περιέχεσθαι τοῦτό φησι, δυνατόν ἐστιν αὐτῷ καὶ περὶ τῶν φυσικῶν στοιχείων ἣν ἂν 
ἐθελήσῃ δόξαν ἑλοµένῳ µήτε µάχεσθαι τούτῳ µήτ’ ἀκολουθεῖν· καὶ περὶ γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς (cf. ch. 
1.24). ὁµοίως, ὥσπέρ γε καὶ περὶ ψυχῆς οὐσίας (cf. ch. 4.2). καὶ περὶ θεῶν (cf. ch. 1.7) καὶ προνοίας καὶ 
εἰµαρµένης (i.e. chs. 1.27–28).  Iamblichus Ep. ad Maced. at Stob. Ecl. 1.5.17, p. 81.5–6 µίαν οὖν 
τάξιν, πάσας τάξεις ὁµοῦ περιλαβοῦσαν ἐν αὑτῇ, τὴν εἱµαρµένην ἀφοριστέον.—v. also below ch. 1.28.  
Chapter heading: ps.Plutarch Fat. tit. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης. 
§1  Heraclitus:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 (Heraclitus 22A1 DK) πάντα δὲ γίνεσθαι καθ’ 
εἱµαρµένην καὶ διὰ τῆς ἐναντιοτροπῆς [ἐναντιοδροµίας Diels] ἡρµόσθαι τὰ ὄντα.  9.8 γεννᾶσθαί τε 
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αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν κόσµον) ἐκ πυρὸς καὶ πάλιν ἐκπυροῦσθαι κατά τινας περιόδους ἐναλλὰξ τὸν σύµπαντα 
αἰῶνα· τοῦτο δὲ γίνεσθαι καθ’ εἱµαρµένην. 
§§2–3  Plato Stoics:  Aquilius Def. 77 Rashed ἐφ᾿ ἡµῖν ἐστιν ὃ καὶ αὐτὸ δυνάµεθα ποιεῖν καὶ τὸ 
ἀντικείµενον.  
§4  Chrysippus:  Philodemus Piet. col. iv.32–v.2 Henrichs (SVF 2.1076) καὶ ο[ὕ]τω[ς | ἀν]ὰ 
λ⟨ό⟩γον σ[υ]νά[γε]σ|θαι τὸν Δία καί τὴν | κοινὴ[ν] πάντων | φύσιν καὶ εἱµαρµέ|νην καὶ ἀνάγκην.  
Cicero Tusc. 5.70 ipsa enim cogitatio … rerum causas alias ex aliis aptas et necessitate nexas 
videt, quibus ab aeterno tempore fluentibus in aeternum ratio tamen mensque moderatur.  Div. 
1.125 (SVF 2.921) fatum autem id appello, quod Graeci εἱµαρµένην, id est ordinem seriemque 
causarum, cum causae causa nexa rem ex se gignat.  Servius auctus in Aen. 3.376, p. 409.12–14 
Thilo ‘volvitque vices’: definitio fati secundum Tullium, qui ait fatum est conexio rerum per 
aeternitatem se invicem tenens, quae suo ordine et lege variatur ita tamen, ut ipsa varietas habeat 
aeternitatem. 
§5  Zeno Stoicus:  Arius Didymus fr. 20 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.5a, p. 133.3–5 διὰ ταύτης (sc. τῆς 
ὕλης) δὲ διαθεῖν τὸν τοῦ παντὸς λόγον, ὃν ἔνιοι εἱµαρµένην καλοῦσιν, οἷόν περ καὶ ἐν τῇ γονῇ τὸ 
σπέρµα.  Epiphanius Haer. p. 1.184.4–5 Kroll (on Stoics, SVF 1.87) εἱµαρµένην τε εἶναι καὶ γένεσιν, 
ἐξ ἧς τὰ πάντα διοικεῖται καὶ πάσχει. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts  
General texts: Cicero Fat. 1 quod autem in aliis libris feci, qui sunt De natura deorum, itemque in 
iis, quos De divinatione edidi, ut in utramque partem perpetua explicaretur oratio, quo facilius id 
a quoque probaretur, quod cuique maxime probabile videretur, id in hac disputatione De fato 
casus quidam ne facerem impedivit.  Cornutus c. 13, p. 10.9–11 Torres εἱµαρµένη δέ ἐστι καθ’ ἣν 
µέµαρπται καὶ συνείληπται πάντα ἐν τάξει καὶ στοίχῳ µὴ ἔχοντι πέρας τὰ γινόµενα.  Tacitus Ann. 
6.22 sed mihi haec ac talia audienti in incerto iudicium est fatone res mortalium et necessitate 
immutabili an forte volvantur. quippe sapientissimos veterum quique sectam eorum aemulantur 
diversos reperies, ac multis insitam opinionem non initia nostri, non finem, non denique homines 
dis curae; ideo creberrime tristia in bonos, laeta apud deteriores esse. contra alii fatum quidem 
congruere rebus putant, sed non e vagis stellis, verum apud principia et nexus naturalium 
causarum; ac tamen electionem vitae nobis relinquunt, quam ubi elegeris, certum imminentium 
ordinem.  Plutarch fr. 21 Sandbach at Stob. Ecl. 1.5.19, p. 81.19–26 ἐκ τοῦ Εἰ ἡ τῶν µελλόντων 
πρόγνωσις ὠφέλιµος τὸ γὰρ εἱµαρµένον ἄτρεπτον καὶ ἀπαράβατον, ‘χὤπερ µόνον ὀφρύσι νεύσῃ, 
καρτερὰ τούτῳ κέκλωστ’ ἀνάγκα’ (PMG lyr. adesp. fr. 99.1 Page){καὶ πεπρωµένη} διὰ τοῦτο τὴν 
εἱµαρµένην ‹καὶ Πεπρωµένην› καὶ Ἀδράστειαν καλοῦσιν, ὅτι πέρας ταῖς αἰτίαις ἠναγκασµένον 
ἐπιτίθησιν ἀνέκφευκτος οὖσα καὶ ἀναπόδραστος.  ps.Plutarch Fat. 568C πρῶτον τοίνυν ἴσθι, ὅτι 
εἱµαρµένη διχῶς καὶ λέγεται καὶ νοεῖται· ἡ µὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἐνέργεια ἡ δ’ οὐσία.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias in Top. 95.7–11 ἔστι δέ τινα προβλήµατα καὶ προτάσεις καὶ ἐν τοῖς φυσικοῖς ‘πρὸς 
αἵρεσιν καὶ φυγὴν’ τὴν ἀναφορὰν ἔχοντα· τὸ γὰρ ‘πότερον πάντα καθ’ εἱµαρµένην καὶ 
κατηναγκασµένως γίνεται;’ φυσικὸν ὂν τὴν ἀναφορὰν ἔχει ‘πρὸς αἵρεσιν καὶ φυγήν’· εἰ γὰρ δοκεῖ 
βουλεύεσθαι περὶ τῶν πρακτέων ἢ µή, ἐντεῦθεν ἤρτηται.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 142–143 ‘legesque 
immutabilis decreti’ (sc. νόµους .. τοὺς εἱµαρµένους, Pl. Tim. 41e) docuit. hic iam magnam et 
difficilem rationem commovet, de qua multa disceptatio habita inter veteres perseverat 
etiamnunc. perfunctorium ergo tractatum haberi nunc convenit iuxta Platonicum dogma; 
longum est enim persequi ceterorum, quorum plerique nihil putant fato fieri, alii omnia, nec 
quicquam arbitrio ac voluntate, quidam alia esse quae fato nihiloque minus alia esse quae 
voluntate fiant. (143) …  fatum ergo iuxta Platonem dupliciter intellegitur et dicitur, unum, cum 
substantiam eius animo intuemur, alterum, cum ex his quae agit et esse id et cuius modi vim 
habeat recognoscimus.  in Tim. c. 190 namque fato quaedam agi verum est, et quod quaedam in 
nostra potestate sint, hoc quoque verum esse monstratum est. quare qui omnia fato fieri dicunt, 
merito reprehenduntur ab his qui probant esse aliquid in nostra potestate, demum qui omnia in 
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nostra potestate constituunt nec quicquam fato relinquunt, falli deteguntur; quis enim ignoret 
esse aliquid in fato et extra nostrum ius? sola igitur vera illa ratio est fixaque et stabilis sententia, 
quae docet quaedam fato fieri, alia porro ex hominum arbitrio et voluntate proficisci.  Proclus in 
Tim. 3.271.29–275.23. 
Chapter heading: Philodemus Piet. 124.19-21 Gomperz (Epicurus libr.deperd. rel. fr. 14.1 
Arrighetti) [κ]ἀν | τ[ῶι Π]ερὶ τῆς εἱ|µ[αρµέ]νης.  Cicero Div. 2.3 quae ut plane esset cumulateque 
perfecta, De divinatione ingressi sumus his libris scribere; quibus, ut est in animo, De fato si 
adiunxerimus, erit abunde satis factum toti huic quaestioni.  Diogenianus at Eus. PE 6.7.44 
πρῶτα δὴ οὖν σοι παραναγνώσοµαι ἀπὸ τῶν Διογενιανοῦ τὰ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης, ὧδέ πως τῷ Χρυσίππῳ 
(SVF 2.925) ἀντειρηµένα.  at PE 6.8.25 (SVF 2.998) ἐν µὲν οὖν τῷ πρώτῳ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης βιβλίῳ 
τοιαύταις τισὶν ἀποδείξεσι κέχρηται (sc. ὁ Χρύσιππος), ἐν δὲ τῷ δευτέρῳ κτλ.  Bardesanes at Eus. 
HE 4.30.2 ὁ πρὸς Ἀντωνῖνον ἱκανώτατος αὐτοῦ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης διάλογος (Liber regionum).  
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 4.12 (Xenocrates p. 157.28 Heinze, test. 2 Isnardi Parente2) Περὶ 
εἱµαρµένης αʹ.  V.P. 7.149 Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.915) ἐν τοῖς Περὶ εἱµαρµένης καὶ Ποσειδώνιος (F 25 E.-K., 
381 Theiler) ἐν δευτέρῳ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης …, Βόηθος (SVF 3 Boeth. 5) δ’ ἐν πρώτῳ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης.  
10.28 (Epicurus) Περὶ εἱµαρµένης.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Περὶ εἱµαρµένης.  Alexander of 
Aphrodisias(?) de An.Mant. 179.24 Περὶ εἱµαρµένης. de An.Mant. 186.30–31 Πολύζηλος δὲ ἐν τῷ 
οὕτως ἐπιγραφοµένῳ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης συγγράµµατι.  Porphyry Plot. 4 and 24 (Enn. 1.3[19]) Περὶ 
εἱµαρµένης.  Origen Philoc. c. 23 tit. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης, καὶ πῶς προγνώστου ὄντος τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν ὑφ’ 
ἑκάστου πραττοµένων τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν σώζεται.  Philoc. c. 23.1.5 εἰς τὸν περὶ τῆς εἱµαρµένης τόπον.  
Theodoret CAG title Book 6 Περὶ τῆς θείας προνοίας.  Johannes Chrysostomus Περὶ εἱµαρµένης 
καὶ πρόνοιας λόγοι.  Nemesius NH c. 35, p. 106.10 ὁ Φιλοπάτωρ ἐν τῷ περὶ εἱµαρµένης.  Stobaeus 
Ecl. 2.8.43 ἐκ τῆς Ἰαµβλίχου ἐπιστολῆς Πρὸς Μακεδόνιον Περὶ εἱµαρµένης.  Proclus De providentia 
et fato et eo quod in nobis est ad Theodorum mechanicum. 
§1  Heraclitus: Simplicius in Phys. 9.24–26 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G) ποιεῖ 
(sc. Heraclitus, 22A5 DK) δὲ καὶ τάξιν τινὰ καὶ χρόνον ὡρισµένον τῆς τοῦ κόσµου µεταβολῆς κατά 
τινα εἱµαρµένην ἀνάγκην. 
§2  Plato: Plato Resp. 10 617d–e Ἀνάγκης θυγατρὸς κόρης Λαχέσεως λόγος. ‘ψυχαὶ ἐφήµεροι, ἀρχὴ 
ἄλλης περιόδου θνητοῦ γένους (e) θανατηφόρου. οὐχ ὑµᾶς δαίµων λήξεται, ἀλλ’ ὑµεῖς δαίµονα 
αἱρήσεσθε. πρῶτος δ’ ὁ λαχὼν πρῶτος αἱρείσθω βίον ᾧ συνέσται ἐξ ἀνάγκης. ἀρετὴ δὲ ἀδέσποτον, ἣν 
τιµῶν καὶ ἀτιµάζων πλέον καὶ ἔλαττον αὐτῆς ἕκαστος ἕξει. αἰτία ἑλοµένου· θεὸς ἀναίτιος’.  Tim. 41e 
συστήσας (sc. ὁ δηµιουργός) δὲ τὸ πᾶν διεῖλεν ψυχὰς ἰσαρίθµους τοῖς ἄστροις, ἔνειµέν θ’ ἑκάστην πρὸς 
ἕκαστον, καὶ ἐµβιβάσας ὡς ἐς ὄχηµα τὴν τοῦ παντὸς φύσιν ἔδειξεν, νόµους τε τοὺς εἱµαρµένους εἶπεν 
αὐταῖς.  Alcinous Did. c. 26, p. 179.1–13 H. περὶ δὲ εἱµαρµένης τοιαῦτά τινα τῷ ἀνδρὶ ἀρέσκει. πάντα 
µέν φησιν ἐν εἱµαρµένῃ εἶναι, οὐ µὴν πάντα καθειµάρθαι. ἡ γὰρ εἱµαρµένη νόµου τάξιν (cf. Leg. 904c) 
ἐπέχουσα οὐχ οἷον λέγει, διότι ὅδε µὲν τάδε ποιήσει, ὅδε δὲ τάδε πείσεται· εἰς ἄπειρον γὰρ τοῦτο, 
ἀπείρων µὲν ὄντων τῶν γεννωµένων, ἀπείρων δὲ τῶν περὶ αὐτοὺς συµβαινόντων· ἐπεὶ καὶ τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν 
οἰχήσεται καὶ ἔπαινοι καὶ ψόγοι καὶ πᾶν τὸ τούτοις παραπλήσιον· ἀλλὰ διότι ἥτις ἂν ἕληται ψυχὴ 
(Phdr. 248c) τοιοῦτον βίον καὶ τάδε τινὰ πράξῃ, τάδε τινὰ αὐτῇ ἕψεται (cf. Leg. 904b). ἀδέσποτον 
οὖν ἡ ψυχὴ (cf. Resp. 617e) καὶ ἐπ’ αὐτῇ µὲν τὸ πρᾶξαι ἢ µή, καὶ οὐ κατηνάγκασται τοῦτο, τὸ δὲ 
ἑπόµενον τῇ πράξει καθ’ εἱµαρµένην συντελεσθήσεται.  Hippolytus Ref. 1.19.19 εἱµαρµένην ‹δέ› φησιν 
εἶναι, οὐ µὴν πάντα καθ’ εἱµαρµένην γίνεσθαι, ἀλλ’ εἶναί τι καὶ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν, ἐν οἷς φησιν (Resp. 617e)· 
‘αἰτία ἑλοµένου, θεὸς ἀναίτιος’ καὶ (Phdr. 248c) ‘θεσµός τε Ἀδραστείας ὅδε’· οὕτω τὸ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην 
οἶδε καὶ τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 145 sed Platoni placet neque omnia ex providentia fore, 
neque enim uniformem naturam esse rerum quae dispensantur; ita quaedam ex providentia 
tantum, quaedam ex decreto, non nulla ex voluntate nostra. 
§§3–4  Stoics Plato Chrysippus:  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 23, p. 193.4–8 (on Stoics, SVF 
2.945) τὸ γοῦν πρῶτον εἰρηµένον ὡς πάντων τῶν ὄντων αἰτίων τινῶν γινοµένων τῶν µετὰ ταῦτα καὶ 
τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἐχοµένων ἀλλήλων τῶν πραγµάτων τῷ δίκην ἁλύσεως τοῖς πρώτοις συνηρτῆσθαι 
τὰ δεύτερα, ὃ ὥσπερ οὐσίαν τῆς εἱµαρµένης ὑποτίθενται, πῶς οὐ φανερῶς ἀπᾴδει τῶν πραγµάτων; 
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§3  Stoics Plato:  Chrysippus in Diogenianus at Eus. PE 4.3.1 (on Stoic, SVF 2.939) φέρει δὲ καὶ 
ἄλλην ἀπόδειξιν ἐν τῷ προειρηµένῳ βιβλίῳ (sc. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης) τοιαύτην τινά· ‘µὴ γὰρ ἂν τὰς τῶν 
µάντεων προρρήσεις ἀληθεῖς εἶναί’ φησιν, ῾εἰ µὴ πάντα ὑπὸ τῆς εἱµαρµένης περιείχοντο’.  at 
Diogenian. at Eus. PE 6.8.25–26 (SVF 2.998) ἐν δὲ τῷ δευτέρῳ (sc. Περὶ εἱµαρµένης βιβλίῳ) λύειν 
πειρᾶται τὰ ἀκολουθεῖν δοκοῦντα ἄτοπα τῷ λόγῳ τῷ πάντα κατηναγκάσθαι λέγοντι, ἅπερ καὶ ἡµεῖς 
κατ’ ἀρχὰς ἐτίθεµεν· οἷον τὸ ἀναιρεῖσθαι δι’ αὐτοῦ τὴν ἐξ ἡµῶν αὐτῶν προθυµίαν περὶ ψόγους τε καὶ 
ἐπαίνους καὶ προτροπὰς καὶ πάνθ’ ὅσα παρὰ τὴν ἡµετέραν αἰτίαν γιγνόµενα φαίνεται. (26) φησὶν οὖν 
ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ βιβλίῳ τὸ µὲν ἐξ ἡµῶν πολλὰ γίνεσθαι δῆλον εἶναι, οὐδὲν δὲ ἧττον συγκαθειµάρθαι καὶ 
ταῦτα τῇ τῶν ὅλων διοικήσει. κέχρηταί τε παραδείγµασι τοιούτοις τισί· κτλ.  Cicero Top. 58–59 
causarum enim genera duo sunt; unum, quod vi sua id quod sub eam vim subiectum est certe 
efficit, ut: ignis accendit; alterum, quod naturam efficiendi non habet sed sine quo effici non possit, 
ut si quis aes statuae causam velit dicere, quod sine eo non possit effici. (59) huius generis 
causarum, sine quo non efficitur, alia sunt quieta, nihil agentia, stolida quodam modo, ut locus, 
tempus, materia, ferramenta, et cetera generis eiusdem; alia autem praecursionem quandam 
adhibent ad efficiendum et quaedam afferunt per se adiuvantia, etsi non necessaria, ut: amori 
congressio causam attulerat, amor flagitio. ex hoc genere causarum ex aeternitate pendentium 
fatum a Stoicis (—) nectitur.  Fat. fr. 1 Giomini at Aul.Gell. 7.2.15 itaque M. Cicero in libro, quem 
De fato conscripsit, cum quaestionem istam diceret obscurissimam esse et inplicatissimam, 
Chrysippum quoque philosophum non expedisse se in ea ‹ait› his verbis: ‘Chrysippus aestuans 
laboransque, quonam hoc modo explicet et fato omnia fieri et esse aliquid in nobis, intricatur’.  
Fat. 41–42 Chrysippus (SVF 2.974) autem cum et necessitatem inprobaret et nihil vellet sine 
praepositis causis evenire, causarum genera distinguit, ut et necessitatem effugiat et retineat 
fatum. ‘causarum enim’, inquit, ‘aliae sunt perfectae et principales, aliae adiuvantes et proximae. 
quam ob rem, cum dicimus omnia fato fieri causis antecedentibus, non hoc intellegi volumus: 
causis perfectis et principalibus, sed causis adiuvantibus {antecedentibus} et proximis’. itaque illi 
rationi, quam paulo ante conclusi, sic occurrit: si omnia fato fiant, sequi illud quidem, ut omnia 
causis fiant antepositis, verum non principalibus causis et perfectis, sed adiuvantibus et proximis. 
quae si ipsae non sunt in nostra potestate, non sequitur, ut ne adpetitus quidem sit in nostra 
potestate. at hoc sequeretur, si omnia perfectis et principalibus causis fieri diceremus, ut, cum eae 
causae non essent in nostra potestate, ne ille quidem esset in nostra potestate. quam ob rem, qui 
ita fatum introducunt, ut necessitatem adiungant, in eos valebit illa conclusio; qui autem causas 
antecedentis non dicent perfectas neque principalis, in eos nihil valebit.’ (and so on until Fat. 42–
43, where Chrysippus revertitur ad cylindrum et ad turbinem suum, quae moveri incipere nisi 
pulsa non possunt. … (43) visum obiectum imprimet illud quidem et quasi signabit in animo suam 
speciem, sed adsensio nostra erit in potestate.)  Seneca Dial. 11.4.1 diutius accusare fata 
possumus, mutare non possumus: stant dura et inexorabilia; nemo illa convicio, nemo fletu, nemo 
causa movet; nihil umquam ulli parcunt nec remittunt.  ps.Aristotle Mu. 7.401b7–9 οἶµαι δὲ καὶ 
τὴν Ἀνάγκην οὐκ ἄλλο τι λέγεσθαι πλὴν τοῦτον, οἱονεὶ ἀνίκητον αἰτίαν ὄντα, Εἱµαρµένην δὲ διὰ τὸ 
εἴρειν τε καὶ χωρεῖν ἀκωλύτως κτλ. (cited Stob. Ecl. 1.5.22).  differently Plutarch SR 1056C (SVF 
2.997) τὴν δ’ εἱµαρµένην αἰτίαν ἀνίκητον καὶ ἀκώλυτον καὶ ἄτρεπτον ἀποφαίνων αὐτὸς Ἄτροπον 
καλεῖ (sc. ὁ Χρύσιππος) καὶ Ἀδράστειαν καὶ Ἀνάγκην κτλ.  Diogenianus at Eus. PE 6.8.30 πάλιν 
οὖν κἀνταῦθα θαυµάσειέ τις τἀνθρώπου (sc. Chrysippus,—) τὸ ἀθεώρητον καὶ ἀνεπιλόγιστον καὶ 
τῶν ἐναργειῶν καὶ τῆς τῶν ἰδίων λόγων ἀνακολουθίας. οἶµαι γάρ, ὅτι καθάπερ τὸ καλούµενον γλυκὺ 
τῷ καλουµένῳ πικρῷ ἐναντίον εἶναι συµβέβηκεν τῷ τε λευκῷ τὸ µέλαν καὶ τῷ ψυχρῷ τὸ θερµόν, 
οὑτωσὶ δὲ καὶ τὸ παρ’ ἡµᾶς τῷ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην, εἴ γε καθ’ εἱµαρµένην µὲν ἐκεῖνα καλεῖν 
προειλήφαµεν, ὅσα καὶ ἑκόντων ἡµῶν καὶ ἀκόντων πάντως γίνεται, παρ’ ἡµᾶς δέ, ὅσα ἐκ τοῦ 
σπουδάζειν ἡµᾶς καὶ ἐνεργεῖν ἐπὶ τέλος ἔρχεται ἢ παρὰ τὸ ἀµελεῖν καὶ ῥαθυµεῖν οὐκ ἐπιτελεῖται. 
§4  Chrysippus:  Cicero ND 1.40 (the Epicurean Velleius speaks) idemque (sc. Chrysippus, SVF 
2.1077) etiam legis perpetuae et aeternae vim, quae quasi dux vitae et magistra officiorum sit, 
Iovem dicit esse, eandemque fatalem necessitatem appellat sempiternam rerum futurarum 
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veritatem.  ND 1.55 (the Epicurean Velleius speaks) hinc vobis extitit primum illa fatalis 
necessitas, quam εἱµαρµένην dicitis, ut quicquid accidat id ex aeterna veritate causarumque 
continuatione fluxisse dicatis.  P. Rutilius Lupus Schem.Lex. 1.13, p. 8.20–22 ἐπιπλοκή. in hoc ex 
prima sententia secunda oritur, ex secunda tertia, atque ita deinceps complures. nam quem ad 
modum catenam multi inter se circuli coniuncti vinciunt, sic huius schematis utilitatem complures 
sententiae inter se conexae continent.  Seneca Dial. 1.5.7 causa pendet ex causa.  Arius Didymus 
fr. 29 Diels at Eus. PE 15.15.6 (SVF 2.528) καθ’ ὅσον δὲ εἰροµένῳ λόγῳ πάντα διοικεῖ (sc. Ζεὺς) 
ἀπαραβάτως ἐξ ἀιδίου, προσονοµάζεσθαι εἱµαρµένην· Ἀδράστειαν δέ, ὅτι οὐδὲν ἔστιν αὐτὸν 
ἀποδιδράσκειν· πρόνοιαν δ’, ὅτι πρὸς τὸ χρήσιµον οἰκονοµεῖ ἕκαστα.  Aulus Gellius NA 7.2.1–3 
fatum, quod εἱµαρµένην Graeci vocant, ad hanc ferme sententiam Chrysippus (SVF 2.1000), 
Stoicae princeps philosophiae, definit: ‘fatum est’ inquit ‘sempiterna quaedam et indeclinabilis 
series rerum et catena volvens semetipsa sese et inplicans per aeternos consequentiae ordines, ex 
quibus apta nexaque est.’ ipsa autem verba Chrysippi, quantum valui memoria, ascripsi, ut, si cui 
meum istud interpretamentum videbitur esse obscurius, ad ipsius verba animadvertat. in libro 
enim Περὶ προνοίας quarto εἱµαρµένην esse dicit ‘φυσικήν τινα σύνταξιν τῶν ὅλων ἐξ ἀιδίου τῶν 
ἑτέρων τοῖς ἑτέροις ἐπακολουθούντων καὶ µεταπολουµένων ἀπαραβάτου οὔσης τῆς τοιαύτης 
ἐπιπλοκῆς’.  Aristocles fr. 3 Chiesara at Eus. PE 15.14.2 (SVF 1.98, verbatim) τὸ µέντοι πρῶτον πῦρ 
εἶναι καθαπερεί τι σπέρµα, τῶν ἁπάντων ἔχον τοὺς λόγους καὶ τὰς αἰτίας τῶν γεγονότων καὶ τῶν 
γιγνοµένων καὶ τῶν ἐσοµένων· τὴν δὲ τούτων ἐπιπλοκὴν καὶ ἀκολουθίαν εἱµαρµένην καὶ ἐπιστήµην 
καὶ ἀλήθειαν καὶ νόµον εἶναι τῶν ὄντων ἀδιάδραστόν τινα καὶ ἄφυκτον.  Marcus Aurelius 10.5 ὅ τι ἄν 
σοι συµβαίνῃ, τοῦτό σοι ἐξ αἰῶνος προκατεσκευάζετο καὶ ἡ ἐπιπλοκὴ τῶν αἰτίων συνέκλωθε τήν τε 
σὴν ὑπόστασιν ἐξ ἀιδίου καὶ τὴν τούτου σύµβασιν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 22, pp. 191.32-
192.11 (on Stoics, SVF 2.945) ἔχειν τὴν τῶν ὄντων διοίκησιν ἀίδιον κατὰ εἱρµόν τινα καὶ τάξιν 
προιοῦσαν, τῶν πρώτων τοῖς µετὰ ταῦτα γινοµένοις αἰτίων γινοµένων καὶ τούτῳ τῷ τρόπῳ 
συνδεοµένων ἀλλήλοις ἁπάντων, καὶ µήτε οὕτως τινὸς ἐν αὐτῷ γινοµένου, ὡς µὴ πάντως 
ἐπακολουθεῖν αὐτῷ καὶ συνῆφθαι ὡς αἰτίῳ ἕτερόν τι, µήτ’ αὖ τῶν ἐπιγινοµένων τινὸς ἀπολελύσθαι 
δυναµένου τῶν προγεγονότων, ὡς µή τινι ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀκολουθεῖν ὥσπερ συνδεόµενον, ἀλλὰ παντί τε τῷ 
γενοµένῳ ἕτερόν τι ἐπακολουθεῖν, ἠρτηµένον ‹ἐξ› αὐτοῦ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὡς αἰτίου, καὶ πᾶν τὸ γινόµενον 
ἔχειν τι πρὸ αὑτοῦ, ᾧ ὡς αἰτίῳ συνήρτηται. µηδὲν γὰρ ἀναιτίως µήτε εἶναι µήτε γίνεσθαι τῶν ἐν τῷ 
κόσµῳ διὰ τὸ µηδὲν εἶναι τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ ἀπολελυµένον τε καὶ κεχωρισµένον τῶν προγεγονότων 
ἁπάντων.  Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) An.Mant. 185.1–5 (SVF 2.920) ἀλλὰ µὴν ὁµολογεῖται 
πάντα τὰ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην γιγνόµενα κατὰ τάξιν καὶ ἀκολουθίαν γίγνεσθαί τινα καί τι ἐφεξῆς ἔχειν ἐν 
αὑτοῖς. … τὸ δὲ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην πᾶν τοὐναντίον· εἱρµὸν γοῦν αἰτίων αὐτήν φασιν εἶναι.  Plotinus Enn. 
3.1[3].2 (on Stoics, SVF 2.946) καὶ µὴν καὶ τὴν τῶν αἰτίων ἐπιπλοκὴν πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τὸν ἄνωθεν 
εἱρµὸν καὶ τὸ ἕπεσθαι τοῖς προτέροις ἀεὶ τὰ ὕστερα καὶ ταῦτα ἐπ’ ἐκεῖνα ἀνιέναι δι’ αὐτῶν γενόµενα 
καὶ ἄνευ ἐκείνων οὐκ ἂν γενόµενα, δουλεύειν δὲ τοῖς πρὸ αὐτῶν τὰ ὕστερα, ταῦτα εἴ τις λέγοι, 
εἱµαρµένην ἕτερον τρόπον εἰσάγων φανεῖται.  Enn. 3.1[3].7 (SVF 2.986) λοιπὸν δὲ ἰδεῖν τὴν 
ἐπιπλέκουσαν καὶ οἷον συνείρουσαν ἀλλήλοις πάντα καὶ τὸ πὼς ἐφ' ἑκάστου ἐπιφέρουσαν ἀρχὴν 
τιθεµένην µίαν, ἀφ’ ἧς πάντα κατὰ λόγους σπερµατικοὺς περαίνεται. 
§5  Zeno Stoicus:  Lactantius Inst. 4.9.2 Heck–Wlosok hunc sermonem divinum ne philosophi 
quidem ignoraverunt, siquidem Zenon (SVF 1.160) rerum naturae dispositorem atque opificem 
universitatis Λόγον praedicat, quem et ‘fatum’ et ‘necessitatem rerum’ et ‘deum’ et ‘animum Iovis’ 
nuncupat, ea scilicet consuetudine, qua solent Iovem pro Deo accipere.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 
7.135 (on Stoics, SVF 1.102) ἕν τε εἶναι θεὸν καὶ νοῦν καὶ εἱµαρµένην καὶ Δία πολλαῖς τε ἑτέραις 
ὀνοµασίαις προσονοµάζεσθαι.  Tertullian Apol. 21 apud vestros quoque sapientes Λόγον, id est 
sermonem atque rationem, constat artificem videri universitatis. hunc enim Zeno (SVF 1.160) 
determinat factitatorem, qui cuncta in dispositione formaverit; eundem et fatum vocari et deum et 
animum Iovis et necessitatem omnium rerum. haec Cleanthes (SVF 1.533) in spiritum congerit, 
quem permeatorem universitatis affirmat. 
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4.81, p. 133.20–143.2 Wuensch 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.5.15, pp. 78.7–10, 78.13–14, 79.1–8 Wachsmuth 
T: Theodoretus CAG 6.14, p. 153.24–154.2 Raeder 
Cf. Nem.: Nemesius NH c. 37, p. 108.15–17; c. 38 p. 109.10–18 Morani 
 

Titulus  κη΄. Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης (P) 1 
§1 Ἡράκλειτος οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης λόγον τὸν διὰ τῆς οὐσίας τοῦ παντὸς  2 

διήκοντα· αὕτη δ᾿ ἐστὶ τὸ αἰθέριον σῶµα, σπέρµα τῆς τοῦ παντὸς  3 
γενέσεως καὶ περιόδου µέτρον τεταγµένης. (P1,S2a) 4 

§2 Πλάτων λόγον ἀίδιον καὶ νόµον ἀίδιον τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως. (P2,S3) 5 
§3 Χρύσιππος δύναµιν πνευµατικὴν τάξει τοῦ παντὸς διοικητικήν· καὶ  6 

πάλιν ἐν τοῖς Ὅροις· ‘εἱµαρµένη ἐστὶν ὁ τοῦ κόσµου λόγος· ἢ λόγος τῶν  7 
ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων· ἢ λόγος, καθ᾿ ὃν τὰ µὲν γεγονότα  8 
γέγονε τὰ δὲ γινόµενα γίνεται τὰ δὲ γενησόµενα γενήσεται.᾿ (P3,S7,T4) 9 

§4 οἱ ἄλλοι Στωικοὶ εἱρµὸν αἰτιῶν, τουτέστι τάξιν καὶ ἐπισύνδεσιν ἀπαρά- 10 
βατον. (P4,T5) 11 

§5 Ποσειδώνιος τρίτην ἀπὸ Διός· πρῶτον µὲν γὰρ εἶναι τὸν Δία, δεύτερον  12 
δὲ τὴν φύσιν, τρίτην δὲ τὴν εἱµαρµένην. (P5,S4) 13 

  
§1 Heraclitus 22A8 DK; §2 Plato –; §3 cf. Chrysippus SVF 2.913; §4 Stoici SVF 2.917; §5 
Posidonius F 103 E.-K., 382a Theiler 
  
titulus  Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένης PBQ : Περὶ εἱµαρµένης PG : cf. S Περὶ εἱµαρµένης καὶ τῆς τῶν 
γινοµένων εὔταξίας    §1 [2] post εἱµαρµένης hab. S ἀπεφαίνετο || τὸν] PG mss. Jas per litt., 
om. Diels per accidens || τῆς οὐσίας PBQ(ut vid.) : τῆς om. S : τῆς οὐσίας om. PGL || [4] καὶ … 
τεταγµένης S : om. P    §2 [5] post ἀίδιον1 hab. S τὴν οὐσίαν τῆς εἱµαρµένης   §3 [6] post 
πνευµατικὴν hab. S τὴν οὐσίαν τῆς εἱµαρµένης || τάξει PBS : τάξιν PGLQ (nisi leg. καὶ τάξιν PQ 
cf. und eine … Ordnung Q) : τάξεως coni. Meineke || [6–7] καὶ πάλιν ἐν τοῖς Ὅροις P : 
τοῦτο µὲν οὖν ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ Περὶ κόσµου, ἐν δὲ τῷ δευτέρῳ Περὶ ὅρων καὶ ἐν τοῖς Περὶ τῆς 
εἱµαρµένης καὶ ἐν ἄλλοις σποράδην πολυτρόπως ἀποφαίνεται λέγων· post διοικητικήν 
interpol. S verisimiliter ex AD || καὶ πάλιν PBGQ (πάγην PB(I)) : om. S || [7–9] post Ὅροις al. 
PG λέγει τὴν εἱµαρµένην, καθ᾿ ἣν τὰ µὲν … || [7] ὁ τοῦ κόσµου] om. PQ || λόγος ἢ λόγος τῶν S 
: λόγος τῶν PLQ, cf. T : λόγος ἢ νόµος τῶν ὄντων PB(I,III), ὄντων del. Diels DG Mau Lachenaud : 
κόσµος ἢ λόγος ἢ νόµος τῶν ὄντων PB(II)) || [9] post γενήσεται Diels DG 323b22–324b10 add. 
text. ex p. 79.12–20 Wachsmuth verisimiliter ex AD, vid. Comm. infra    §4 [10] ἄλλοι 
scripsimus e PG δὲ ἄλλοι, cf. Beck : non hab. PBQ || [10–11] τουτέστι … ἀπαράβατον om. PG 
|| [10] ἐπισύνδεσιν PB(I,III)  cf. Nem : ἐπίδεσιν PB(II)    §5 [12] post Ποσειδώνιος add. PB(II)G δὲ ||c 
τρίτην] τρίτον PG || δεύτερον] δεύτεραν dub. Diels, cf. PL  || [13] δὲ1] om. PB(III) || τρίτον PB : 
τρίτην S, cf. PL  
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 vid. supra ad c. 1.25. 
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CAG 6.14 
6.14.3 (~ §§3–4) οἱ δὲ τοῦτον διαδεξάµενοι τὴν εἱµαρµένην λόγον ἔφασαν εἶναι τῶν ἐν τῷ 
κόσµῳ προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων, καὶ πάλιν ἐν ἑτέροις ξυγγράµµασιν εἱρµὸν αἰτιῶν τὴν 
εἱµαρµένην κεκλήκασιν.  
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 42 Περὶ εἱµαρµένης (text Diels) (~tit.) 
42.1 (~ P1) Ἡράκλειτος οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης λόγον διὰ παντὸς διήκοντα. ἡ δὲ εἱµαρµένη ἐστὶ τὸ 
αἰθέριον σῶµα, σπέρµα τῆς τῶν πάντων γενέσεως. 
42.2 (~ P2) Πλάτων λόγον ἢ νόµον ἀίδιον τῆς τοῦ παντὸς φύσεως. 
42.3 (~ P3) Χρύσιππος δύναµιν πνευµατικήν, τάξιν τοῦ παντὸς διοικητικήν. καὶ πάλιν ἐν τοῖς 
Ὅροις λέγει τὴν εἱµαρµένην, καθ᾿ ἣν τὰ µὲν γεγονότα γέγονε, τὰ δὲ γινόµενα γίνεται, τὰ δὲ 
γενησόµενα γενήσεται. 
42.4 (~ P4) οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι Στωικοὶ εἱρµόν. 
42.5 (~ P5) Ποσειδώνιος δὲ τρίτον ἀπὸ Διός· πρῶτον µὲν γὰρ εἶναι τὸν Δία, εἶτα τὴν φύσιν, 
εἶτα τὴν εἱµαρµένην. 
 
Ioannes Lydus Mens. 4.81 cit. ad c. 1.25. 

 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 38 p. 109.10–18 Πλάτων δὲ διχῶς λέγει τὴν εἱµαρµένην, τὴν µὲν κατ’ οὐσίαν, 
τὴν δὲ κατ’ ἐνέργειαν (~ quaestio)· κατ’ οὐσίαν µὲν τὴν τοῦ παντὸς ψυχήν, κατ’ ἐνέργειαν δὲ 
θεῖον νόµον ἀπαράβατον δι’ αἰτίαν ἀναπόδραστον· καλεῖ δὲ τοῦτον ῾θεσµὸν Ἀδραστείας’ 
(Phdr. 248c). τοῦτον δὲ τὸν νόµον δεδόσθαι παρὰ τοῦ πρώτου καὶ ἀνωτάτου θεοῦ τῇ τοῦ 
παντὸς ψυχῇ εἰς διακόσµησιν τῶν ὅλων, καθ’ ὃν διεξάγεται τὰ γινόµενα· ταύτην δὲ τὴν κατ’ 
ἐνέργειαν εἱµαρµένην καὶ κατὰ πρόνοιαν λέγει. ἀπὸ γὰρ τῆς προνοίας ἐµπεριέχεσθαι τὴν 
εἱµαρµένην· πᾶν γὰρ τὸ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην καὶ κατὰ πρόνοιαν γίνεσθαι, οὐ µὴν πᾶν τὸ κατὰ 
πρόνοιαν καὶ καθ’ εἱµαρµένην εἶναι (~ §2).  NH c. 37, p. 108.15–17 (SVF 2.918) ἡ δὲ εἱµαρµένη 
εἱρµός τις οὖσα αἰτιῶν ἀπαράβατος (del. Morani) (οὕτω γὰρ αὐτὴν οἱ Στωικοὶ ὁρίζονται, 
τουτέστι τάξιν καὶ ἐπισύνδεσιν ἀπαράλλακτον [ἀπαράβατον Morani]) οὐ κατὰ τὸ συµφέρον, 
ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν κίνησιν καὶ ἀνάγκην ἐπάγει τὰ τέλη (~ §4). 

 
Loci Aetiani: 
titulus  A 1.27 Περὶ εἱµαρµένης 
§1  A 1.3.21 ᾿Αριστοτέλης ... πέµπτον δέ τι σῶµα αἰθέριον. A 1.7.13 ῾Ηράκλειτος τὸ περιοδικὸν 
πῦρ ἀίδιον, εἱµαρµένην δὲ λόγον ἐκ τῆς ἐναντιοδροµίας δηµιουργὸν τῶν ὄντων. A 1.7.23 
᾿Αριστοτέλης ... τῇ σφαίρᾳ τοῦ παντός, ἥτις ἐστὶν αἰθέριον σῶµα, … , σφαίρας …, ὧν τὸ µὲν 
σῶµά ἐστιν αἰθέριον. A 1.12.4 οἱ Στωικοὶ … τὸ µὲν περίγειον φῶς κατ’ εὐθεῖαν, τὸ δ’ αἰθέριον 
περιφερῶς κινεῖται. A 1.27.1 Ἡράκλειτος πάντα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, τὴν δ᾿ αὐτὴν ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
ἀνάγκην. A 2.7.5 Ἀριστοτέλης πρῶτον αἰθέρα ἀπαθῆ, πέµπτον τι σῶµα. A 4.4.6 oἱ δέ γε 
Πυθαγόρου διάδοχοι ἐκ πέντε στοιχείων τὸ σῶµα κραθῆναι φάντες—τοῖς γὰρ τέτταρσι 
ξυνέταξαν τὸ αἰθέριον … . 
§2  A 1.27.2 Πλάτων ἐγκρίνει µὲν τὴν εἱµαρµένην ἐπὶ τῶν ἀνθρωπίνων ψυχῶν καὶ βίων, 
συνεισάγει δὲ καὶ τὴν παρ᾿ ἡµᾶς αἰτίαν. 
§3  A 1.25.5 Πλάτων τὰ µὲν εἰς πρόνοιαν ἀνάγει, τὰ δ᾿ εἰς ἀνάγκην. A 1.27.4 Χρύσιππος µὴ 
διαφέρειν τοῦ εἱµαρµένου τὸ κατηναγκασµένον, τὴν δὲ εἱµαρµένην εἶναι κίνησιν ἀΐδιον συνεχῆ 
καὶ τεταγµένην κατ᾿ ἐπιπλοκὴν τῶν µερῶν συνηρτηµένην. A 1.27.5 Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ 
Περὶ φύσεως δύναµιν κινητικὴν τῆς ὕλης κατὰ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὡσαύτως, ἥντινα µὴ διαφέρειν 
πρόνοιαν καὶ φύσιν καλεῖν. A 2.3.1 οἱ µὲν ἄλλοι πάντες ἔµψυχον τὸν κόσµον καὶ προνοίᾳ 
διοικούµενον. A 2.4.9 Πλάτων φθαρτὸν µὲν τόν κόσµον, ὅσον ἐπὶ τῇ φύσει, αἰσθητὸν γὰρ εἶναι, 
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διότι καὶ σωµατικόν, οὐ µὴν  φθαρησόµενόν γε προνοίᾳ καὶ συνοχῇ θεοῦ. 
§4  A 1.7.24 οἱ Στωικοὶ νοερὸν θεὸν ἀποφαίνονται, πῦρ τεχνικόν, ὁδῷ βαδίζον ἐπὶ γενέσει 
κόσµου, ἐµπεριειληφὸς πάντας τοὺς σπερµατικοὺς λόγους, καθ᾿ οὓς ἕκαστα καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην 
γίνεται. A 1.27.3 οἱ Στωικοὶ Πλάτωνι ἐµφερῶς, καὶ τὴν µὲν ἀνάγκην ἀνίκητόν φασιν αἰτίαν καὶ 
βιαστικήν, τὴν δ᾿ εἱµαρµένην συµπλοκὴν αἰτιῶν τεταγµένην, ἐν ᾗ συµπλοκῇ καὶ τὸ παρ᾿ 
ἡµᾶς, ὥστε τὰ µὲν εἱµάρθαι τὰ δ᾿ ἀνειµάρθαι. 
§5  A 1.11.7 οἱ Στωικοὶ τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον ὡρίσαντο κινητόν. 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The witnesses are the same as for the preceding chapter, which is its 
companion piece; with the important exception that G includes the present 
chapter as his single one on fate (so ch. 1.27 is lacking) and retains all five 
doxai. For the P tradition we have PB, Q, G and the paraphrase of Ioannes 
Lydus (complete except for P4). 
 (2)  In addition S has all doxai except P4 (now §4 in A), viz. in his order §1, 
§2, §5, and §3. See further section A(4) below. 
 (3)  Of this chapter T records a phrase of §3 plus §4, which are his nos. 4 
and 5. 
 (4)  §3: The doxa of Chrysippus in S is considerably longer than its 
equivalent in P and is not corroborated by T. At M–R 1.253–254 (= M–R 3.326) 
we have argued that the final lines of the doxa, S 1.5.15 p. 79.8–20 (quoted 
below at section E(b)§3) printed by Diels as part of the paragraph in the b-
column of DG, with their interesting etymological content, are more likely for 
stylistic reasons to have been excerpted from AD than A, so we do not include 
them in our reconstruction of A. This type of coalescence is found more often 
in the Anthology, see Diels DG 75 n. 2, M-R 1.249–254, and Jeremiah at M–R 
4.286 and 353. (Von Arnim at SVF 2.913 assigns the whole of S p. 79.1–20 to S 
only, neglecting the parallel of the first section in P, so goes too far in the other 
direction.) This section of the paragraph has much in common with 
Diogenianus at Eus. PE 6.8.8–10 (SVF 2.914, see section E(b)§3), a text copied 
from Eusebius by T at CAG 6.11–12—that is, interpolated by him a little before 
his excerpts from A 1.25–29 at CAG 6.13–15, while it would have been much 
easier to copy from A if it had been there! So one has to acknowledge that he 
did not find it in A. When this is added to the stylistic peculiarities of the text, 
the argument for exclusion from A may be considered settled. By placing the 
Chrysippus lemma at the end of his series of excerpts from chs. 1.28–29, he 
facilitated the coalescence of material from A with material from AD. The 
quotation from Chrysippus On Definitions in A may have inspired him to look 
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for similar evidence elsewhere, though in other cases he did not need such 
prompting.    
 (5)  A similar conclusion may be suggested for the beginning of §3; 
perhaps, for we cannot be certain, as S’s ἀποφαίνεται (two more instances in S: 
at p. 232.35 for A 3.3.10 and p. 472.12 for A 4.8.3) is paralleled at p. 79.5 in P for A 
4.8.3, and the section µεταλαµβάνει … ἑτέρας ἐπιβολάς (p. 79.8–12) is not 
incompatible with A’s manner. But instead of P’s single brief reference ‘and 
again in On Definitions’ followed by three definitions shared by both sources, S 
attributes the definition with which the lemma begins in both sources at §3[2] 
to ‘Book 2 of the On the Cosmos’, and the three definitions that come next at 
§3[2–5] to ‘Book 2 of the On Definitions ’, the On Fate ’, and ‘other works’. This 
seems to be excessive for A and more germane to AD’s mode of presentation, 
cf. M-R 1.253–254, Mansfeld (2002a) 61 = M-R 3.408, n. 111. So S presumably 
coalesced A and AD already at the beginning of 1.5.15, p. 79.1–8 too; cf. above, 
critical apparatus to §3. 
 (6)  §4. The lemma, preserved in both P and T, is missing in S, this time 
without compensation from AD. Instead he adds the final two lemmata from 
ch. 1.27 (Zeno, Antipater). He may have thought that he had enough Stoic 
doxai with specific name-labels, and so decided to delete the general doxa §4. 
Whatever the reason, this is one of the five significant cases of P and T in 
agreement against S (see Introduction, section 2.5 with n. 42). 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
See at ch. 1.27 above at Commentary B. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S, and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ 
δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) 
on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter we note a specialized 
version of the standard type through addition of the term οὐσία. The precise 
heading Περὶ οὐσίας εἱµαρµένη should denote some sort of meaningful 
distinction from that of the previous chapter, 1.27 Περὶ εἱµαρµένης. Compare ch. 
1.22 at Commentary C, on the distinction between 1.22 Περὶ οὐσίας χρόνου and 
1.21 Περὶ χρόνου (with a preliminary account of parallel Placita headings). The 
distinction between fate according to ‘activity’ (ἐνέργεια) and fate according to 
‘substance’, or ‘essence’ (οὐσία), which is of prime importance in the 
Platonizing expositions of both ps.Plutarch De fato and Calcidius, cannot easily 
be reconciled with that between the previous chapter and the present one; see 
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below, section D(d) general points. What we have here, rather, is a distinction 
between nominal definitions of fate in ch 1.27 and of fate qua physical entity in 
ch. 1.28 (esp. §1 σπέρµα, §2 λόγος, §3 δύναµις πνευµατική); see at ch. 1.27 
Commentary C. 
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
See above ch. 1.25 at Commentary D(a). 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  See above ch. 1.27 at Commentary D(b) for the problems thrown up by 
the witnesses and S in particular. For the present chapter the number and 
order of the lemmata are hardly in dispute, although §3 could perhaps also 
have been accommodated in ch. 1.27. For reasons that we try to explain at 
section A(4) above, S postpones the long Chrysippean doxa combined from A 
and AD until the final place in his doxographical excerpts. Otherwise all three 
witnesses agree in their ordering of the five doxai to the extent that they retain 
them (only P, it seems, is complete). 
 (2)  It is worth noting that there is a sort of correspondence between chs. 
1.27 and 1.28 in that both end with a theological doxa. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
 (1)  Diaphoniae.   The three doxai assembled in §§1–3 are also concerned 
with fate as logos, or Logos, on a gliding scale and in chronological sequence. In 
contrast §§4–5 not only are not explicit about the physical role of fate, but also 
no longer include logos. Furthermore §2 is opposed to §1 in that this logos is 
said to be eternal for Plato, whereas it is, in the guise of fire, the origin of 
cosmogony for Heraclitus. There is no reference to cosmogony in §§3–5 either, 
so these paragraphs too are opposed to §1, although the eternity of the 
equivalents of fate is not mentioned. Finally there are differences of opinion 
among the Stoics of §§3–5, though what is in §4 is an addendum to §3 rather 
than a critical response to it. 
 (2)  The view of Posidonius in §5 is the maverick and so is appropriately 
listed at the end, as in contrast to the others he is said to locate fate not in the 
primary and dominating position, but only as a third factor, after Zeus and 
nature.  
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(d)  Further Comments 
General Points 
 (1)  Nominal definitions.   At ch. 1.27, Commentary C, we pointed out that 
the definitions found there have a general and conceptual character. The first 
three paragraphs of the present chapter are about the role of fate in the 
universe (§1, §2, §3), or the cosmos (§3 again), so clearly belong with physics. 
This may be thought to imply that we are faced with what the other 
ps.Plutarch and Calcidius call the ‘activity’ of fate, and not with what these 
other authors understand its οὐσία to be (cf. at section C above). §§3–4 lack 
this physical application, but perhaps this is implied after what has been 
expressed in the previous three paragraphs. On the other hand, while Plato on 
fate as the eternal logos and law of the nature of the universe is located at §2 of 
our present chapter on the οὐσία, this same Plato on the ‘laws applying to the 
nature of the All’ belongs with the ἐνέργεια of fate according to ps.Plutarch Fat. 
c. 1, 568C. Plato’s view, moreover, is said to have been ‘roughly sketched’ by 
him (τύπῳ ὑπέγραψεν); accordingly, this first account of the actuality of fate, a 
cento of Platonic citations, is of a conceptual nature, and the exposition of the 
real nature of this actuality is still to follow. This characterization is not found 
in Calcidius’ parallel version, or in Nemesius. For nominal definitions and their 
role in the Placita see above, ch. 1.9 Commentary D(c) and (e)(2). 
 (2)  As noted before, this distinction between fate in actuality and its 
οὐσία, which prevails both in the ps.Plutarchean De fato and the account of 
Calcidius and could be a later development, is not paralleled in A. Finally, 
according to ps.Plutarch and Calcidius the οὐσία of fate is the tripartite World-
Soul consisting of (1) the sphere of the fixed stars, (2) the spheres of the 
planets, and (3) the sphere below the moon. Of this view there is no trace 
whatsoever in our Placita chapters either. Accordingly, just as with chs. 1.21–22 
and the parallels in Sextus Empiricus, so also with chs. 1.27–28 and the parallels 
in ps.Plutarch and Calcidius there is no overall agreement as to structure, some 
shared features notwithstanding. 
 See also above ch. 1.27 at Commentary D(d) general points. 
Individual Points 
§1.  In the description of the activity of the logos the phrase τῆς οὐσίας is 
omitted by G and Ioannes Lydus and might seem unnecessary. But S records 
οὐσίας without the article and the awkward repetition of οὐσία in a different 
sense makes it the lectio difficilior. 
 αἰθέριον σῶµα as a rule pertains to the so-called fifth element. The fire of 
this thoroughly Stoicized Heraclitus is called αἰθέριον σῶµα, which is not 
unparalleled in a Stoic context though more usual as a formula for Aristotle’s 
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fifth (or first) element. The circular movement of the fire, or aether, is 
transposed into one directing the cosmic cycle. The divine seed responsible for 
the cosmic cycle is of Stoic provenance. 
§§3–4.  The present contrast between Chrysippus and the other Stoics is the 
opposite of that in the previous chapter. Chrysippus now speaks of Logos and 
Providence, while ‘the (other) Stoics’ posit the ‘inviolable concatenation of 
causes’. But at 1.27.3–4 ‘the Stoics’ were said to hold that ‘some things are fated 
(for us) and others not fated’, while Chrysippus was said to identify ‘what is 
fated’ with ‘what has been necessitated’. The phrase λόγος τῶν ἐν τῷ κόσµῳ 
προνοίᾳ διοικουµένων, shared by P, S, and T (and paralleled in Nem) certainly 
goes back to A. 
§3[6].  τάξει in the dative with διοικητικήν is awkward, but must be retained. 
τάξιν in G and Ioannes Lydus smoothens the text but slightly alters its 
meaning, while Meineke’s emendation τάξεως is otiose. Q may have read καί 
between the two nouns, but it may also be part of a smoothing process on his 
part. 
§3[7–9]. There is considerable variation in the mss. in relation to the triple 
description of fate here. It is best to take all three as based on the role of λόγος, 
as found in S, with the variant νόµος in PB(I,III) perhaps introduced under the 
influence of §2, with the different reading in PB(II) being the result of confusion. 
§4.  G reads οἱ ἄλλοι Στωικοί here, whereas all the other witnesses read οἱ 
Στωικοί. Given that the previous doxa was attributed to the celebrated Stoic 
Chrysippus, the reading in G makes excellent sense and was adopted by Beck 
(1787) 36 for P, though he places ἄλλοι in square brackets. It is a difficult 
decision. There is only one real parallel for a named member of a school being 
contrasted with other members of a school, but it is imperfect: at ch. 2.15.1–2, 
where Xenocrates (not a Stoic, but claimed to be an inspiration for them at ch. 
1.7.21) is followed by οἱ ἄλλοι Στωικοί in P,S. The phrase (οἱ µὲν) ἄλλοι as name-
label is rather common in G (10 cases), compared with P (8), S (11), and T (3). So 
he may have easily added the qualification himself. Since S omits the second 
doxa and T is too skimpy to help, sound methodology dictates that we must 
record what we deem to be the correct reading in P. Given that G regularly has 
superior readings to PB and Q and his reading makes superior sense, it is 
justified to follow G, as we have done in our text above. A further argument in 
favour is that in the previous chapter (not excerpted by G), namely at ch. 
1.27.3–4, Chrysippus is contrasted with οἱ Στωικοί, although there the word 
ἄλλοι is lacking. 
§5.  A different order is found in the parallel at Cicero Div. 1.125, see Theiler 
(1982) 2.300. 
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(e) Other Evidence 
Especially the accounts in ps.Plutarch De fato cc. 1–6 and Calcidius in Tim. cc. 
142–190, and also Nemesius NH cc. 35–40, are valuable parallels. As to the 
differences with those sources concerned with the οὐσία of fate that have been 
pointed out above, one should bear in mind that Α and his tradition are earlier 
than the lost source of the others. It is only natural that views about the activity 
and substance of fate underwent a further development. This apparently 
helped to overcome the unsatisfactory ambiguities of the situation represented 
by our chs. 1.27–28 (and 1.25–26). 
 Also compare our comments on the companion piece of the present 
chapter, ch. 1.27. 
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: Cicero Div. 1.125 (on Stoics, SVF 2.921) quocirca primum mihi videtur, ut 
Posidonius (F 107 E.-K, 377 Theiler) facit, a deo, de quo satis dictum est, deinde a fato, deinde a 
natura vis omnis divinandi ratioque repetenda. fieri igitur omnia fato ratio cogit fateri. fatum 
autem id appello, quod Graeci εἱµαρµένην, id est ordinem seriemque causarum, cum causae causa 
nexa rem ex se gignat. ea est ex omni aeternitate fluens veritas sempiterna. quod cum ita sit, nihil 
est factum, quod non futurum fuerit, eodemque modo nihil est futurum, cuius non causas id ipsum 
efficientes natura contineat. ex quo intellegitur, ut fatum sit non id, quod superstitiose, sed id, 
quod physice dicitur, causa aeterna rerum, cur et ea, quae praeterierunt, facta sint et, quae 
instant, fiant et, quae sequuntur, futura sint.  ps.Plutarch Fat. 568C πρῶτον τοίνυν ἴσθι, ὅτι 
εἱµαρµένη διχῶς καὶ λέγεται καὶ νοεῖται· ἡ µὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἐνέργεια ἡ δ’ οὐσία. 
Chapter heading: see ps.Plutarch Fat. c. 1, 568C and Calcidius §§143–144 below §2 
§1  Heraclitus: Arius Didymus fr. 20 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.11.5a, p. 133.3–5 (on Zeno, SVF 1.87) διὰ 
ταύτης (sc. τῆς ὕλης) δὲ διαθεῖν τὸν τοῦ παντὸς λόγον, ὃν ἔνιοι εἱµαρµένην καλοῦσιν, οἷόν περ καὶ ἐν 
τῇ γονῇ τὸ σπέρµα.  fr. 36 Diels at Stob. Ecl. 1.20.1e, p. 171.2–5 Ζήνωνι (SVF 1.107) καὶ Κλεάνθει (SVF 
1.512) καὶ Χρυσίππῳ (SVF 2.596) ἀρέσκει τὴν οὐσίαν µεταβάλλειν οἷον εἰς σπέρµα τὸ πῦρ, καὶ πάλιν 
ἐκ τούτου τοιαύτην ἀποτελεῖσθαι τὴν διακόσµησιν, οἵα πρότερον ἦν = at Eus. PE 15.18.3 ἀρέσκει γὰρ 
τοῖς Στωϊκοῖς φιλοσόφοις (SVF 2.596) τὴν ὅλην οὐσίαν εἰς πῦρ µεταβάλλειν, οἷον εἰς σπέρµα, καὶ 
πάλιν ἐκ τούτου αὐτὴν ἀποτελεῖσθαι τὴν διακόσµησιν, οἵα πρότερον ἦν. καὶ τοῦτο τὸ δόγµα τῶν ἀπὸ 
τῆς αἱρέσεως οἱ πρῶτοι καὶ πρεσβύτατοι προσήκαντο, Ζήνων (SVF 1.107) τε καὶ Κλεάνθης (—) καὶ 
Χρύσιππος. 
§2  Plato:  ps.Plutarch Fat. 568C–D πρῶτον τοίνυν ἴσθι, ὅτι εἱµαρµένη διχῶς καὶ λέγεται καὶ νοεῖται· 
ἡ µὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἐνέργεια ἡ δ’ οὐσία. πρῶτον µὲν οὖν ἐνέργειαν τύπῳ ὑπέγραψεν ὁ Πλάτων ἔν τε τῷ 
Φαίδρῳ (248c) λέγων ‘θεσµός τε Ἀδραστείας ὅδε, ἥτις ἂν ‹ψυχὴ› θεῷ ξυνοπαδὸς γενοµένη’, ἐν τε τῷ 
Τιµαίῳ (cf. Tim. 41e) ‘νόµους’ οὓς ἐπὶ τῇ τοῦ παντὸς φύσει ὁ θεὸς εἶπε ταῖς ἀθανάτοις (D) ψυχαῖς· ἐν 
δὲ τῇ Πολιτείᾳ (Rep. 617d) ‘Ἀνάγκης θυγατρὸς κόρης Λαχέσεως λόγον’ φησὶν εἶναι τὴν εἱµαρµένην, οὐ 
τραγικῶς ἀλλὰ θεολογικῶς τὸ ἀρέσκον αὑτῷ ἀποφαινόµενος. εἰ δὲ κοινότερον ἐθέλοι τις ταῦτα 
µεταλαβὼν ὑπογράψαι, ὡς µὲν ἐν Φαίδρῳ, λέγοιτ’ ἂν ἡ εἱµαρµένη λόγος θεῖος ἀπαράβατος δι’ αἰτίαν 
ἀνεµπόδιστον, ὡς δ’ ἐν τῷ Τιµαίῳ, νόµος ἀκόλουθος τῇ τοῦ παντὸς φύσει, καθ’ ὃν διεξάγεται τὰ 
γινόµενα, ***.  Fat. 568F πάλιν γε µὴν τὴν κατ’ ἐνέργειαν εἱµαρµένην ἀναλαβόντες λέγωµεν· περὶ γὰρ 
ταύτην τὰ πολλὰ ζητήµατα φυσικά τε καὶ ἠθικὰ καὶ διαλεκτικὰ τυγχάνει ὄντα. τίς µὲν οὖν ἐστιν, 
ἐπιεικῶς ἀφώρισται· ὁποία δ’ ἐστίν, ἑξῆς ῥητέον, εἰ καὶ πολλοῖς ἄτοπον φαίνεται.  Calcidius in Tim. 
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cc. 143–144 fatum ergo iuxta Platonem dupliciter intellegitur et dicitur, unum, cum substantiam 
eius animo intuemur, alterum, cum ex his quae agit et esse id et cuius modi vim habeat 
recognoscimus. idem fatum in Phaedro (248c) quidem ‘scitum inevitabile’, in Timaeo (cf. Tim. 41e) 
‘leges quas deus de universae rei natura dixerit caelestibus animis’, porro in Politia (Resp. 617d) 
‘Lacheseos’ appellat ‘orationem’, non tragice sed more theologorum. possumus ergo inevitabile 
quidem ‘scitum’ interpretari legem minime mutabilem ex inevitabili causa, ‘leges’ vero, quas ‘de 
universa natura dixit animis’ deus, legem quae mundi naturam sequitur et qua reguntur 
mundana omnia, Lacheseos vero, hoc est Necessitatis ‹filiae›, orationem divinam legem, qua 
praeteritis et item praesentibus conectuntur futura.  in Tim. c. 147 ipsae vero ‘leges’ quae ‘dictae’ 
sunt fatum est idque divina lex est mundi animae insinuata, salubre rerum omnium regimen.  in 
Tim. c. 148 nunc iam de fato, quod in munere atque actu positum est, loquemur, quippe de hoc 
plurimae disceptationes habentur morales naturales logicae.  in Tim. c. 149–150 ‘scitum’ porro dei 
lex est, quam inexcusabilem fore asseruimus ob inevitabilem causam. (150) haec porro lex et 
‘oratio’ est et ‘sanctio’ (Tim. 41a), quam sanxit deus animae mundi (i.e., fato in substantiam 
posito) ad perpetuam rerum omnium gubernationem, neque enim ut esset mundus modo, sed ut 
aeternus et indissolubilis esset, curaverat.  in Tim. c. 152 est igitur universae rei anima fatum in 
substantia positum; est item data huic informatio rem omnem recte gerendi lex, quae in munere 
atque actu positum fatum continet.  in Tim. c. 189 lex porro ipsum fatum est, ut saepe diximus. 
§3  Chrysippus:  Cicero Div. 1.125–126 (SVF 2.921) ex quo intellegitur, ut fatum sit … quod physice 
dicitur, causa aeterna rerum, cur et ea, quae praeterierunt, facta sint et, quae instant, fiant et, 
quae sequuntur, futura sint.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.149 (SVF 2.915) ἔστι δ’ εἱµαρµένη αἰτία τῶν 
ὅλων εἰροµένη ἢ λόγος καθ’ ὃν ὁ κόσµος διεξάγεται. 
§5  The other Stoics:  Cicero Div. 1.125 quocirca primum mihi videtur, ut Posidonius (F 107 E.-K., 
377 Theiler) facit, a deo, … , deinde a fato, deinde a natura vis omnis divinandi ratioque 
repetenda. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
§1  Heraclitus:  Plutarch An.Procr. 1026B ἀνάγκην, ἣν εἱµαρµένην οἱ πολλοὶ καλοῦσιν, Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
δὲ [cf. section E(b) for 1.26.1] … , Ἡράκλειτος δὲ (cf. 22B51 DK ) ‘παλίντροπον ἁρµονίην κόσµου 
[κόσµου added by Plutarch 0r his source, vid.. Heracl. fr. 27 (e3) Marcovich] ὅκωσπερ λύρης καὶ 
τόξου’.  Clement of Alexandria Strom. 5.14.89.2–3 (quoted at Eus. PE 13.13.1) φασὶ γὰρ σῶµα εἶναι 
τὸν θεὸν οἱ Στωϊκοὶ (SVF 2.1035) καὶ πνεῦµα κατ’ οὐσίαν, … ἀλλ’ οἳ µὲν διήκειν διὰ πάσης τῆς οὐσίας 
τὸν θεόν φασιν, ἡµεῖς δὲ κτλ.  ps.Galen Qual.Inc. 19.478.1–2 K. (SVF 2.327) τὸ αἰθέριον δὴ ἐκεῖνο πῦρ, 
ὑφ’ οὗ φασι (SVF 2.327) τά τε στοιχεῖα καὶ τὸν κόσµον γεγονέναι.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 9.7 (on 
Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) πάντα δὲ γίνεσθαι καθ’ εἱµαρµένην καὶ διὰ τῆς ἐναντιοτροπῆς [ἐναντιοδροµίας 
Diels] ἡρµόσθαι τὰ ὄντα.  9.8 (on Heraclitus, 22A1 DK) γεννᾶσθαί τε αὐτὸν (sc. τὸν κόσµον) ἐκ 
πυρὸς καὶ πάλιν ἐκπυροῦσθαι κατά τινας περιόδους ἐναλλὰξ τὸν σύµπαντα αἰῶνα· τοῦτο δὲ γίνεσθαι 
καθ’ εἱµαρµένην.  Porphyry (Περὶ ἀγαλµάτων) F359.106–110 Smith at Eus. PE 3.11.42 τοῦ δὲ λόγου 
τοῦ πάντων ποιητικοῦ τε καὶ ἑρµηνευτικοῦ ὁ Ἑρµῆς παραστατικός. ὁ δὲ ἐντεταµένος Ἑρµῆς δηλοῖ τὴν 
εὐτονίαν· δείκνυσι δὲ καὶ τὸν σπερµατικὸν λόγον τὸν διήκοντα διὰ πάντων.  Simplicius in Phys. 24.4–
6 (Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 1 Diels, 225 FHS&G) πυρὸς γὰρ ἀµοιβὴν εἶναί φησιν Ἡράκλειτος 
(22A5 DK) πάντα· ποιεῖ δὲ καὶ τάξιν τινὰ καὶ χρόνον ὡρισµένον τῆς τοῦ κόσµου µεταβολῆς κατά τινα 
εἱµαρµένην ἀνάγκην. 
§2  Plato:  Plato Tim. 41d–e διεῖλεν ψυχὰς ἰσαρίθµους τοῖς ἄστροις, (e) ἔνειµέν θ’ ἑκάστην πρὸς 
ἕκαστον, καὶ ἐµβιβάσας ὡς ἐς ὄχηµα τὴν τοῦ παντὸς φύσιν ἔδειξεν, νόµους τε τοὺς εἱµαρµένους εἶπεν 
αὐταῖς.  Leg. 10 904c µεταβάλλει µὲν τοίνυν πάνθ’ ὅσα µέτοχά ἐστιν ψυχῆς, ἐν ἑαυτοῖς κεκτηµένα τὴν 
τῆς µεταβολῆς αἰτίαν, µεταβάλλοντα δὲ φέρεται κατὰ τὴν τῆς εἱµαρµένης τάξιν καὶ νόµον.  Alcinous 
Did. c. 16, p. 172.8–11 H. ἐµβιβάσας τε ὡς εἰς ὄχηµα ἄστρον τὸ σύννοµον (cf. Tim. 41d–e, 42b) ἁπάσας 
(sc. τὰς ψυχὰς) ῾νόµους τοὺς εἱµαρµένους εἶπεν αὐταῖς’ (cf. Tim. 41d) νοµοθέτου τρόπον, ὅπως αὐτὸς 
‘ἀναίτιος’ ᾖ (cf. Rep. 617c).  Did. c. 26, p. 179.3–4 H. ἡ γὰρ ῾εἱµαρµένη νόµου τάξιν’ (cf. Leg. 904c) 
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ἐπέχουσα.  ps.Plutarch Fat. 568E–F ἡ ⟨δὲ⟩ κατ’ οὐσίαν (sc. εἱµαρµένη) ἔοικεν εἶναι σύµπασ’ ἡ τοῦ 
κόσµου ψυχὴ τριχῇ διανεµηθεῖσα, εἴς τε τὴν ἀπλανῆ µοῖραν καὶ εἰς τὴν πλανᾶσθαι νοµιζοµένην καὶ 
τρίτην εἰς τὴν ὑπουράνιον τὴν περὶ γῆν ὑπάρχουσαν· ὧν ἡ µὲν ἀνωτάτω Κλωθὼ προσαγορεύεται, ἡ δὲ 
µετ’ αὐτὴν Ἄτροπος, ἡ κατωτάτω δ’ αὖ Λάχεσις, δεχοµένη µὲν τὰς οὐρανίας τῶν ἀδελφῶν ἐνεργείας, 
συµπλέκουσα δὲ καὶ διαδιδοῦσα ταύτας εἰς τὰ ὑπ’ αὐτῇ τεταγµένα τὰ ἐπίγεια. δυνάµει µὲν οὖν 
εἴρηται, ὁποῖα χρὴ λέγεσθαι (F) περὶ τῆς κατ’ οὐσίαν εἱµαρµένης· καὶ γὰρ ἥτις ἐστὶ (sc. ἡ τοῦ κόσµου 
ψυχή) καὶ πόση τις (sc. τριχῇ διανεµηθεῖσα) καὶ ὁποία (sc. Κλωθώ, Ἄτροπος, Λάχεσις) καὶ ὅπως 
τέτακται (sc. ἀνωτάτω, µετ’ αὐτὴν, κατωτάτω) καὶ ὅπως ἔχει αὐτή τε πρὸς ἑαυτὴν (sc. Λάχεσις 
δεχοµένη µὲν τὰς οὐρανίας τῶν ἀδελφῶν ἐνεργείας) καὶ δὴ καὶ πρὸς ἡµᾶς (sc. διαδιδοῦσα ταύτας εἰς 
τὰ ὑπ’ αὐτῇ τεταγµένα τὰ ἐπίγεια) ὡς ἐν ἐπιτοµῇ εἴρηται.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 144 at vero in 
substantia positum fatum mundi anima est, tripertita in aplanem sphaeram inque eam quae 
putatur erratica et in sublunarem tertiam; quarum elatam quidem ad superna dici Atropon, 
mediam Clotho, imam Lachesin. 
§§3–5  Chrysippus , the other Stoics, Posidonius:  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 7.149 καθ’ εἱµαρµένην 
δέ φασι τὰ πάντα γίνεσθαι Χρύσιππος (SVF 2.915) ἐν τοῖς Περὶ εἱµαρµένης καὶ Ποσειδώνιος (F 25 E.-
K., 381 Theiler) ἐν β΄ Περὶ εἱµαρµένης καὶ Ζήνων (SVF 1.175), Βόηθος (SVF 3 Boeth. 5) δ’ ἐν α΄ Περὶ 
εἱµαρµένης. ἔστι δὲ εἱµαρµένη αἰτία τῶν ὄντων εἰροµένη ἢ λόγος καθ’ ὃν ὁ κόσµος διεξάγεται. 
§3  Chrysippus: Chrysippus SVF 2.937 at Plu. SR 1050C–D (verbatim; ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ περὶ Φύσεως 
?) ἔτι δὲ καὶ ταῦθ’ ὅρα τὰ κατὰ λέξιν οὕτως ἔχοντα· ῾τῆς γὰρ κοινῆς φύσεως εἰς πάντα διατεινούσης 
δεήσει πᾶν τὸ ὁπωσοῦν γινόµενον ἐν τῷ ὅλῳ καὶ τῶν µορίων ὁτῳοῦν κατ’ ἐκείνην γενέσθαι καὶ τὸν 
ἐκείνης λόγον κατὰ τὸ ἑξῆς ἀκωλύτως διὰ τὸ µήτ’ ἔξωθεν εἶναι τὸ ἐνστησόµενον τῇ οἰκονοµίᾳ µήτε 
τῶν µερῶν µηδὲν ἔχειν ὅπως κινηθήσεται ἢ σχήσει ἄλλως ‹ἢ› κατὰ τὴν κοινὴν φύσιν’.  Diogenianus 
at Eus. PE 6.8.8–10 (cf. Theodoret CAG 6.11–12) τεκµήριον δὲ καὶ ἄλλο ἰσχυρὸν φέρειν Χρύσιππος 
(SVF 2.914) οἴεται τοῦ ἐν ἅπασιν εἱµαρµένην τὴν θέσιν τῶν τοιούτων ὀνοµάτων. τήν τε γὰρ 
πεπρωµένην πεπερασµένην τινά φησιν εἶναι καὶ συντετελεσµένην διοίκησιν, τήν τε εἱµαρµένην 
εἰροµένην τινὰ εἴτε ἐκ θεοῦ βουλήσεως εἴτε ἐξ ἧς δή ποτε αἰτίας. (9) ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰς Μοίρας ὠνοµάσθαι 
ἀπὸ τοῦ µεµερίσθαι καὶ κατανενεµῆσθαί τινα ἡµῶν ἑκάστῳ. οὕτως δὲ καὶ τὸ χρεὼν εἰρῆσθαι τὸ 
ἐπιβάλλον καὶ καθῆκον κατὰ τὴν εἱµαρµένην. τόν τε ἀριθµὸν τῶν Μοιρῶν τοὺς τρεῖς ὑποβάλλει 
χρόνους ἐν οἷς κυκλεῖται τὰ πάντα καὶ δι’ ὧν ἐπιτελεῖται. (10) καὶ Λάχεσιν µὲν κεκλῆσθαι παρὰ τὸ 
λαγχάνειν ἑκάστῳ τὸ πεπρωµένον, Ἄτροπον δὲ κατὰ τὸ ἄτρεπτον καὶ ἀµετάθετον τοῦ µερισµοῦ, 
Κλωθὼ δὲ παρὰ τὸ συγκεκλῶσθαι καὶ συνείρεσθαι τὰ πάντα καὶ µίαν αὐτῶν τεταγµένην τινὰ εἶναι 
διέξοδον. ταῦτα γὰρ καὶ τὰ τούτοις παραπλήσια φλυαρῶν ἀποδεικνύναι τὴν ἐν ἅπασιν ἀνάγκην 
νοµίζει.   also at Eus. PE 6.8.20 (—) ὅ τε γὰρ τῶν Μοιρῶν ἀριθµὸς καὶ τὰ ὀνόµατα αὐτῶν καὶ ὁ τῆς 
Κλωθοῦς ἄτρακτος καὶ τὸ ἐπειληµένον αὐτῷ νῆµα καὶ τὸ ἐπίκλωσµα τούτου καὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα ἄλλα 
λέγεται ἐν ἐκείνοις, ἐνδείκνυται τὸ ἀπαράβατον καὶ ἐξ αἰῶνος καθῆκον τῶν αἰτιῶν, ὅσα οὑτωσὶ 
κατηνάγκασται γενέσθαι καὶ ὅσα ἄλλως ἔχειν κεκώλυται.  Arius Didymus fr. 29 Diels at Eus. PE 
15.15.6 (SVF 2.527) διὸ δὴ καὶ Ζεὺς λέγεται ὁ κόσµος … . καθ’ ὅσον δὲ εἰροµένῳ λόγῳ πάντα διοικεῖ 
ἀπαραβάτως ἐξ ἀϊδίου προσονοµάζεσθαι Εἱµαρµένην· Ἀδράστειαν δὲ, ὅτι οὐδὲν ἔστιν αὐτὸν 
ἀποδιδράσκειν.  Stobaeus 1.5.15, p. 79.8–20 (SVF 2.913—prob. Arius Didymus, see above, AD fr. 
29 Diels and section A) µεταλαµβάνει (sc. Χρύσιππος) δ᾿ ἀντὶ τοῦ λόγου τὴν ἀλήθειαν, τὴν αἰτίαν, 
τὴν φύσιν, τὴν ἀνάγκην, προστιθεὶς καὶ ἑτέρας ὀνοµασίας, ὡς ἐπὶ τῆς αὐτῆς οὐσίας τασσοµένας καθ᾿ 
ἑτέρας καὶ ἑτέρας ἐπιβολάς. Μοίρας δὲ καλεῖσθαι ἀπὸ τοῦ κατ᾿ αὐτὰς διαµερισµοῦ, Κλωθὼ καὶ 
Λάχεσιν καὶ ῎Ατροπον. Λάχεσιν µέν, ὅτι ὃν κλῆρον λελόγχασιν ἕκαστοι κατὰ τὸ δίκαιον ἀπονέµεται· 
῎Ατροπον δέ, ὅτι ἀµετάτρεπτος καὶ ἀµετάβλητός ἐστιν ὁ καθ᾿ ἕκαστα διορισµὸς ἐξ ἀιδίων χρόνων· 
Κλωθὼ δέ, ὅτι ἡ κατὰ τὴν εἱµαρµένην διανέµησις καὶ τὰ γεννώµενα τοῖς κλωθοµένοις παραπλησίως 
διεξάγεται, κατὰ τὴν ἐτυµολογικὴν ἐξήγησιν τῶν ὀνοµάτων ἅµα καὶ τῶν πραγµάτων 
συµπαρισταµένων εὐχρήστως. 
§4  The other Stoics:  Seneca Prov. 5.7 causa pendet ex causa.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 
22, p. 191.32-192.11 (on Stoics, SVF 2.945) ἔχειν τὴν τῶν ὄντων διοίκησιν ἀίδιον κατὰ εἱρµόν τινα καὶ 
τάξιν προιοῦσαν κτλ.  Fat. c. 23, p. 193.4–8 (SVF 2.945) τὸ γοῦν πρῶτον εἰρηµένον ὡς πάντων τῶν 
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ὄντων αἰτίων τινῶν γινοµένων τῶν µετὰ ταῦτα καὶ τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἐχοµένων ἀλλήλων τῶν 
πραγµάτων τῷ δίκην ἁλύσεως τοῖς πρώτοις συνηρτῆσθαι τὰ δεύτερα, ὃ ὥσπερ οὐσίαν τῆς εἱµαρµένης 
ὑποτίθενται, πῶς οὐ φανερῶς ἀπᾴδει τῶν πραγµάτων; Fat. c. 25, p. 195.1–4 (on Stoics, SVF 2.948) 
θαυµάσειεν ἄν τις αὐτοὺς τὴν τῶν αἰτίων ἀπόδοσιν τοῦτον ποιουµένους τὸν τρόπον ὡς αἰεὶ τὸ πρῶτον 
γεγονὸς αἰτιᾶσθαι τοῦ µετὰ τοῦτο καὶ ποιεῖν ἐπισύνδεσίν τινα καὶ συνέχειαν τῶν αἰτίων, καὶ ταύτην 
τοῦ µηδὲν ἀναιτίως γίνεσθαι φέρονται τὴν αἰτίαν.  Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) de An.Mant. 105.5 
εἱρµὸν γοῦν αἰτίων αὐτήν φασιν (SVF 2.920) εἶναι.  Corpus Hermeticum fr. 13 Nock–Festugière at 
Stob. Ecl. 1.4.7b, p. 72.4–5 ἀνάγκη ἐστὶ κρίσις βεβαία καὶ ἀµετάτρεπτος δύναµις προνοίας.  fr. 14 
Nock–Festugière at Stob. Anth. 1.5.16, pp. 79.23–80.3 εἱµαρµένη δὲ ἄγει καὶ περιάγει πάντα 
καταναγκάζουσα (φύσις γάρ ἐστιν αὐτῆς τὸ ἀναγκάζειν), αἰτία γενέσεως καὶ φθορᾶς. καὶ ἡ µὲν 
διακρατοῦσα τὸν ὅλον κόσµον πρόνοιά ἐστιν, ἡ δὲ συνέχουσα καὶ περιέχουσα ἀνάγκη ἐστίν. 
§5  Posidonius:  Cf. Numenius fr. 22 Des Places. 
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PB: ps.Plutarchus Plac. 885C–D; pp. 324a7–326a8 Diels—PG: ps.Galenus HPh c. 43; p. 
620.23–27 Diels—PQ: Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 136–137 Daiber—PPs: Psellus Omn.Doctr. c. 
106, p. 59 Westerink 
S: Stobaeus Ecl. 1.6.17a, p. 87.17–22, 87.9–16 + 1.6.17c, p. 89.6–7 + 1.7.9a, p. 92.12–17 
Wachsmuth; cf. Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112a39 Henry (titulus solus) 
T: Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 p. 150.9–15; 6.15, p. 154.2–9 Raeder 
Cf. Nem: Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.13–113.1 Morani 
 

Titulus  κθ´.  Περὶ τύχης (P,S) 1 
§1 Πλάτων αἰτίαν ἐν προαιρετικοῖς κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς καὶ παρακολούθηµα  2 

καὶ σύµπτωµα, καὶ προαιρέσεως κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸ τέλος πρόθεσιν  3 
ἐναλλακτικὴν σχέσιν. (P1,S2,T1) 4 

§2 ᾿Αριστοτέλης αἰτίαν κατὰ συµβεβηκός ἐν τοῖς καθ᾿ ὁρµὴν ἕνεκά τινος  5 
γιγνοµένοις ἄδηλον καὶ ἄστατον. διαφέρειν δὲ τῆς τύχης τὸ αὐτόµατον·  6 
τὸ µὲν γὰρ ἀπὸ τύχης καὶ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου εἶναι ἐν τοῖς πρακτέοις  7 
πάντως· τὸ δ᾿ αὐτόµατον οὐκ ἀπὸ τύχης, ἐν γὰρ τοῖς ἔξω πράξεως· καὶ  8 
τὴν µὲν τύχην τῶν λογικῶν, τὸ δ᾿ αὐτόµατον καὶ τῶν λογικῶν καὶ τῶν  9 
ἀλόγων ζῴων καὶ ἀψύχων σωµάτων· καὶ τὴν µὲν τύχην προαιρέτως  10 
συµβαίνειν, τὸ δ᾿ ἀπροαιρέτως· καὶ τὴν µέν τινος ὑπάρχοντος γίγνεσθαι,  11 
τὸ δὲ ἀλόγως, µηδενὸς ἔξω βουλευθέντος. (P2,S3–S1,T2) 12 

§3 Ἐπίκουρος ἄστατον αἰτίαν προσώποις χρόνοις τόποις· ⟨καὶ πάντα⟩ κατ᾿  13 
ἀνάγκην κατὰ προαίρεσιν κατὰ τύχην ⟨γίγνεσθαι⟩. (P3,S4–S5) 14 

§4 Ἀναξαγόρας καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ ἄδηλον αἰτίαν ἀνθρωπίνῳ  15 
λογισµῷ· ἃ µὲν γὰρ εἶναι κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην, ἃ δὲ καθ᾿ εἱµαρµένην, ἃ δὲ  16 
κατὰ προαίρεσιν, ἃ δὲ κατὰ τύχην, ἃ δὲ κατὰ τὸ αὐτόµατον. (P4,S6,T3) 17 

  
§1 Plato –; §2 Aristoteles cf. Phys. 2.5 197a5–10, 2.6 197a33–b32, Met. Κ.8 1065a30–
1065b4; §3 Epicurus frs. 380, 375 Usener; §4 Anaxagoras 59A66 DK; Democritus 68A70; 
Stoici SVF 2.966 
  
titulus  Περὶ τύχης PBQG : Περὶ τύχης καὶ αὐτοµάτου PPs : Περὶ τύχης ἢ αὐτοµάτου S (et cf. tit. 
S 1.7 ὅτι ἀλόγιστος ἡ φορὰ τῆς τύχης)    §1 [2] ante αἰτίαν add. τὴν τύχην ἀπεφαίνετο S || ἐν 
προαιρετικοῖς P : ἀπροαιρέτοις S || καὶ PBQS : om. PG || [3–4] καὶ1 … σχέσιν S (cf. T), om. P || 
[3–4] κατὰ … σχέσιν S : om. T     || [3] καὶ σύµπτωµα καὶ S : καὶ πάλιν ξύµπτωµα φύσεως ἢ T 
(‘fortasse recte’ Diels)   §2 [6] ἄδηλόν (τε T) καὶ ἄστατον PBQT : ἄστατον καὶ ἄδηλόν S || δὲ 
PBQ(ut vid.) : om. S || [7] γὰρ] om. PB(II) || ἀπὸ PBQ(ut vid.)SF : ἐκ SP || [9] τῶν3] om. SP || [10] ζῴων 
om. S, secl. Diels ap. P ut glossema || σωµάτων om. S, secl. Diels ap. P ut glossema || [9–
11] καὶ … βουλευθέντος S, om. PT    §3 [13] ἄστατον PB(I,II)QS : ἀσύστατον PB(III)  || τόποις 
PB(I,II)Q : τρόποις PB(III) S, corr. Wachsmuth || [13–14] καὶ ⟨πάντα⟩ … ⟨γίγνεσθαι⟩ scripsimus, 
Usener secuti : κατ᾿ ἀνάγκην κατὰ προαίρεσιν κατὰ τύχην S, om. PB    §4 [15] Ἀναξαγόρας … 
Στωικοὶ scripsimus : Ἀναξαγόρας (δὲ PG) καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ PBQGS : Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ καὶ 
Δηµόκριτος καὶ οἱ ἐκ τῆς Ποικίλης T || [15–16] ἀνθρωπίνῳ λογισµῷ PBQS : ἀνθρωπίνῳ λόγῳ T : 
ἀνθρωπίνοις λογισµοῖς PG(Nic) ἀνθρωπίνων λογισµῶν PG(mss.) sec. Jas per litt. || [16–17] ἃ µὲν … 
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ἃ δὲ κτλ.] τὰ µὲν … τὰ δὲ κτλ. PG  
  
Testes primi: 
Theodoretus CAG 6.3–4 vid. supra ad c. 1.25.  
6.15 καὶ τὴν τύχην δὲ ὡσαύτως οἱ µὲν θεὸν ὑπέλαβον καὶ ὡς θεὸν ἐσεβάσθησαν· 
15.1  (~ §1) ὁ δὲ Πλάτων αἰτίαν εἶναι εἶπε κατά τι ξυµβεβηκὸς γινοµένην, καὶ πάλιν ξύµπτωµα 
φύσεως ἢ προαιρέσεως κέκληκεν. 
15.1  (~ §2) καὶ ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης δὲ ὡσαύτως αἰτίαν ἔφη κατὰ ξυµβεβηκὸς ἐν τοῖς καθ᾿ ὁρµὴν 
ἕνεκέν τινος γινοµένοις ἄδηλόν τε καὶ ἄστατον. 
15.3  (~ §4) Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ καὶ Δηµόκριτος καὶ οἱ ἐκ τῆς Ποικίλης ὠνοµασµένοι ἄδηλον αἰτίαν 
ἀνθρωπίνῳ λόγῳ. 
 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus  HPh c. 43 (~ tit.) Περὶ τύχης (text Diels) 
43.1 (~ P1) Πλάτων αἰτίαν ἐν προαιρετικοῖς κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς παρακολούθηµα. 
43.2 (~ P4) Ἀναξαγόρας δὲ καὶ οἱ Στωικοὶ αἰτίαν ἄδηλον ἀνθρωπίνῳ λογισµῷ (sed in app. 
suo ἀνθρωπίνων et ἀνθρωπίνοις λογισµοῖς, vid. app. supra). καὶ τὰ µὲν εἶναι κατὰ ἀνάγκην, 
τὰ δὲ κατὰ προαίρεσιν, τὰ δὲ κατὰ τύχην, τὰ δὲ κατὰ τὸ αὐτόµατον. 
 
Psellus  Omn.Doctr. c. 106 Περὶ τύχης καὶ αὐτοµάτου 
τὴν τύχην οὐχ, ὡς νοµίζουσι τινές, οἱ ἀκριβέστεροι τῶν φιλοσόφων ἐδέξαντο οἶον ἄλογον τινὰ 
φύσιν καὶ µὴ ἔχουσαν τάξιν µὴδὲ εἱρµόν, ἀλλὰ παρακολούθηµα ταύτην ἀόριστον ἐν τοῖς κατὰ 
προαίρεσιν καὶ ἕνεκα τινὸς γινοµένοις ὡρίσαντο (cf. P1) … τὸ µέντοι γε αὐτόµατον καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
λογικοῖς καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἀλόγοις τιθέασιν (cf. P2)· ἐν µὲν τοῖς λογικοῖς … 
 
Testes secundi: 
Nemesius NH c. 39, p. 112.19–113.1 τῶν γινοµένων πάντων … ἢ τύχην ἢ τὸ αὐτόµατον, τῆς δὲ 
τύχης τὰ σπάνια καὶ ἀπροσδόκητα (sc. φασιν αἴτιον εἶναι)· ὁρίζονται γὰρ τὴν τύχην 
σύµπτωσιν καὶ συνδροµὴν δύο αἰτίων ἀπὸ προαιρέσεως τὴν ἀρχὴν ἐχόντων ἄλλο τι, παρ’ ὃ 
πέφυκεν, ἀποτελούντων, ὡς τάφον ὀρύσσοντα θησαυρὸν εὑρεῖν· οὔτε γὰρ ὁ θεὶς οὕτω τέθεικεν 
ὡς τοῦτον εὑρεῖν, οὔτε ὁ εὑρὼν οὕτως ὤρυξεν ὡς εὑρεῖν θησαυρόν, ἀλλ’ ὁ µὲν ἵν’ ὅταν θέλῃ 
ἀνέληται, ὁ δὲ ἵνα τάφον ὀρύξῃ· συνέπεσε δὲ ἄλλο τι, παρ’ ὃ προῄρηντο ἀµφότεροι. τοῦ δὲ 
αὐτοµάτου τὰ τῶν ἀψύχων ἢ ἀλόγων συµπτώµατα ἄνευ φύσεως καὶ τέχνης (~ §2). 
 
Loci Aetiani:  
quaestio  A 1.1.2 πάντα γὰρ τὰ ὁρώµενα, ὅσα µήτε ὑπὸ τύχης µήτε ὑπ᾿ ἀνάγκης µήτ᾿ ἐστὶ 
θεῖα µήτε τοιαύτην αἰτίαν ἔχει, φυσικὰ λέγεται καὶ φύσιν ἔχει ἰδίαν. A 5.12.1 οἱ µὲν πλεῖστοι 
τῶν ἰατρῶν τυχικῶς καὶ αὐτοµάτως (sc. ἄλλοις γίνονται ὅµοιοι οἱ γεννώµενοι). 
§1  A 1.22.6 ᾿Επίκουρος σύµπτωµα, τοῦτο δ᾿ ἐστὶ παρακολούθηµα κινήσεων. 
§2  A 1.2.3 ἔστιν οὖν κατὰ τὸν Ἀριστοτέλην φύσις ἀρχὴ κινήσεως καὶ ἠρεµίας, ἐν ᾧ πρώτως 
ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ κατὰ συµβεβηκός. A 1.11.3 Πυθαγόρας Ἀριστοτέλης τὰ µὲν πρῶτα αἴτια ἀσώµατα, 
τὰ δὲ κατὰ µετοχὴν ἢ κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς τῆς σωµατικῆς ὑποστάσεως. 
§4  A 2.8.1 Διογένης Ἀναξαγόρας µετὰ τὸ συστῆναι τὸν κόσµον καὶ τὰ ζῷα ἐκ τῆς γῆς 
ἐξαγαγεῖν ἐγκλιθῆναί πως τὸν κόσµον ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου εἰς τὸ µεσηµηβρινὸν αὑτοῦ µέρος 
κτλ. 

 
For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
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Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  The chapter is quite well attested in all three major witnesses, but 
there are complications in the evidence of S. In the P tradition G only preserves 
two of the four lemmata found in PB and Q, while Ps takes over only snippets. S 
spreads the material he drew from A over two short chapters, namely §§1–2 
(plus a Theophrastus lemma) in ch. 6 ‘On chance or the spontaneous’ and §§3–
4 in ch. 7 ‘That the course of chance is not calculable’. 
 (2)  T includes limited but valuable material from A’s chapter in his broad-
brush survey of Hellenic views on necessity, fate and chance; cf. above, General 
Introduction, section 2.5, and also Mansfeld at M–R 4.78, 181. 
 (3)  Difficulties are caused by S, who cites rather more than P and in so 
doing includes material, the origin of which is difficult to determine. His 
evidence must be examined in detail. In part our present conclusions are 
different from earlier efforts. 

(a)  At ch. 1.6.17a, p. 87.17–20, S cites the Platonic doxa (P1,S2) in a fuller 
form than is found in P, followed by the first two lines of the Aristotelian doxa 
(P2,S3), in exactly the same order as in P, so these two texts are clearly lifted 
from A as a block. 

(b)  The second part of this Aristotelian doxa (S1,P2) is inserted at p. 87.9–
16 by S before the Platonic doxa (P1,S2), with a necessary addition of the name-
label. This too is quoted in a fuller form than is found in P. Since he has called 
his chapter ‘On chance or the spontaneous’ and has already introduced the 
terms in the poetic quotes in his ch. 6.1–16, S apparently wished first to clarify 
the difference between them, for his coalesced section of doxai from A 1.29 
now begins with διαφέρειν δὲ τῆς τύχης τὸ αὐτόµατον instead of the Plato doxa 
on τύχη alone. His addition of τὴν τύχην ἀπεφαίνετο to the Plato doxa (S2) 
shows that from now on he no longer deals with the αὐτόµατον. 

(c)  After the first two lines of the Aristotelian doxa (P2,S3), he appends 
another eight lines (p. 87.23–88.6, καὶ ὑποθέσεις … τεταγµένοις) on principles 
and causes not in P that cannot be regarded as certainly derived from A. This 
type of coalescence is found more often in the Anthology, see Diels DG 75 n. 2, 
M-R 1.249–254, and Jeremiah at M–R 4.286 and 353. Diels, however, prints 
them in §2. At M–R 1.254 and 3.326–327 we argued that they more likely reflect 
the more discursive approach of AD, and still believe that this is the more 
likely attribution. We have thus excluded them from our text. The inverted 
order of the final words of the first two lines of the Aristotelian doxa (P2,S3) in 
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S (ἄστατον καὶ ἄδηλον) as compared with P’s ἄδηλον καὶ ἄστατον betrays the 
seam. 

(d)  After a quote from Plato Leg. 4 709a–c at 1.6.17b, S continues at 1.6.17c 
p. 89.2–5 with a doxa attributed to Theophrastus, which commences with the 
words Θεόφραστος προσδιαρθροῖ ταῖς αἰτίαις τὴν κατὰ προαίρεσιν. The rare verb 
προσδιαρθρέω is also found in S at 2.7.6a, p. 2.76.1 in an ethical doxography from 
AD, and elsewhere in extant Greek literature before the 4th cent. CE only at 
Anon. in Theaeteum p. 56.36 Bastianini–Sedley. There are no other doxai in A 
directly reporting Theophrastus’ views (if our reconstruction of ch. 2.20 is 
accepted; at A 1.proœm.3 his name is conjoined with that of Aristotle). It is very 
likely, therefore, that this brief report is taken from AD, who is excerpted a few 
pages later in the chapter on time. Departing from Diels DG, we have not 
included it in our text. See further M–R 1.254 and 3.327. 

(e)  After the Theophrastean report there is a very brief and no doubt 
incomplete doxa attributed to Epicurus, but differing from the doxa cited later 
at ch. 1.7.9a. Since its contents are unexceptionally doxographical and run 
parallel to the doxa of Anaxagoras etc. at §5, a place must be found for them in 
our reconstruction. There are two possibilities. (i) The words can be attached 
to the Epicurean doxa §3. Its two parts would then be parallel to those in the 
following doxa §4. (ii) They can be added as a further doxa after §4. They 
would then make a contrast with the second part of that doxa. Although it is 
not uncommon for two doxai to be ascribed to the same philosopher in a 
single chapter (cf. e.g. chs. 2.13, 2.20, 2.24), we have chosen the former and 
simpler option, deviating from Diels DG, who simply juxtaposes them in the 
order found (in separate chapters) in S, see immediately below at section A(f). 
We have filled out the doxa following the suggestion of Usener (1887) 253, 
although the verb γίγνεσθαι may be unnecessary as the formulations at chs. 
1.25.2 and 1.25.4 indicate. 

(f)  In the next chapter 1.7.9a S then cites a brief doxa ascribed to Epicurus, 
similar in form to the first parts of the other three doxai in P. It certainly 
derives from A. 

(g)  Next S cites the final lemma in P in an identical form to that in P. A 
difficulty here is that P and S both independently of each other have just the 
name-labels Anaxagoras and the Stoics, whereas T adds the name of 
Democritus between the two others. We follow Diels and Luria in accepting 
the additional attribution. The doxa is certainly compatible with Atomist 
thought (cf. Aristotle Phys. 2.4 196b6–7 (68A70 DK); Met. Γ.5 1009b7–10 (68A112 
DK), note ἄδηλον at b10).  
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(h)  Finally S cites a brief aphoristic description of chance: τύχη ἀτάκτου 
ἐνεργείας ἐστὶ προσηγορία. Lacking a name-label, this sentence does not fit in 
the chapter and should be set aside. It may be related to the Hermetic 
definition at S 1.41.1, l. 118 τύχη φορὰ ἄτακτος, ἐνεργείας εἴδωλον, δόξα ψευδής. 
 (4)  We may conclude that, although S adds some material to P in three of 
the four doxai, P has preserved the basic structure and thought of the chapter. 
It is very likely had no more than the four doxai preserved in P. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition.   The proximate tradition is particularly rich. It 
consists of the largely parallel accounts in ps.Plutarch Fat. c. 8 and Calcidius in 
Tim. cc. 158–159, to some extent paralleled in Nemesius NH c. 33 (cited as a 
testis secundus) and Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. cc. 7–8. The final note of §4 
is also paralleled in the proximate tradition. See Gercke (1886).  
 (2)  Sources.   §2 has been abstracted from two successive chapters 
belonging to the argument dealing with τύχη and τὸ αὐτόµατον in Aristotle’s 
Physics, as Diels already noted (for additions to this material by S see above, at 
section A). At DG 215 Diels includes ch. 1.29.2 (29.2–3 in his numbering, 
including the section we attribute to AD) among his sparse examples of a close 
reading—according to him by A—of the text of Aristotle’s pragmateiai 
(‘[i]psius Aristotelis doctrina … ex accurata eius lectione hausta’, cf. chs. 1.9.1, 
1.23.2, 4.8.6, 4.9.3, and 5.3.1 at Commentary B), and next refers to Phys. 2.5 
197a5–10 and 2.6 197a36. It is at least clear that §2[5–6] ᾿Αριστοτέλης αἰτίαν κατὰ 
συµβεβηκός ἐν τοῖς καθ᾿ ὁρµὴν ἕνεκά τινος γιγνοµένοις ἄδηλον καὶ ἄστατον has been 
literally abstracted from Phys. 2.5 197a5–10 δῆλον ἄρα ὅτι ἡ τύχη αἰτία κατὰ 
συµβεβηκὸς ἐν τοῖς κατὰ προαίρεσιν τῶν ἕνεκά του. … ὅθεν καὶ ἡ τύχη τοῦ ἀορίστου 
εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ ἄδηλος ἀνθρώπῳ. The substitution of ὁρµήν for προαίρεσιν is 
interesting, but note that the word προαιρέτως follows a few lines further down. 
 The extremely terse §3 on Epicurus derives from passages in the Letter to 
Menoeceus or similar expositions in one or more lost works. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
Attested in both P and S (but see below), and of the standard umbrella type 
‘about x’, περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of 
chapters 1.9–29 (plus 1.30) on the foundational concepts of physics are without 
exception introduced by headings of the umbrella type. In the present chapter 
it allows for the question type/category of substance and the question type of 
cause. It is widely paralleled as a book title. The longer umbrella heading Περὶ 
τύχης ἢ αὐτοµάτου as in S (and the parallel embedded headings in the related 
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accounts of ps.Plutarch Fat. c. 7, 571E and Calcidius in Tim. c. 158), though more 
accurately reflecting the contents of the chapter, should not be favoured, 
because τύχη and not τὸ αὐτόµατον is to be understood as the grammatical 
subject of the first sentences of all four lemmata (in §1 S has to add τὴν τύχην 
ἀπεφαίνετο).  
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
This is the last chapter of the block of five interrelated chapters dealing with 
necessity, fate, and chance. Treatment of chance after fate can be paralleled in 
for instance ps.Plutarch De fato and Calcidius In Timaeum. In S ch. 1.5 ‘On fate 
and the spontaneous’ is followed by 1.6 ‘On chance’. With the chapter Περὶ 
τύχης the presentation of the important theoretical concepts of physics ends 
for all practical purposes, since ch. 1.30 Περὶ φύσεως is an appendix to ch. 1.24, 
and is also associated with ch. 1.1 Τί ἐστιν ἡ φύσις. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  The four doxai in P can all be located in S and three of the four are also 
cited by T in the same order as in P (the exception is the Epicurean doxa).  
 (2)  S has split up the Aristotle doxa, citing a first part before and a second 
part after the Plato doxa, which makes the repetition of the name-label 
Aristotle unavoidable. Diels gives a separate paragraph (his §2 and §3) to each 
of these, presumably also inspired by the fact that they have been abstracted 
from successive chapters in Aristotle’s Physics, see above at section B. Thus, P1 
= S2 and P2 = S1 + S3. Adapting P’s single original paragraph to the arrangement 
in S, he distributes P’s Aristotle doxa over the two paragraphs §2 and §3. S also 
appears to have added more material to the Aristotelian material, see above at 
A. We have not followed Diels’ rearrangement. 
 
(c)  Rationale–Structure of chapter 
 Diaphoniae.   The structure is not very clear, and the oppositions are not 
very pronounced. The doxai are listed on several gliding scales. §1 Plato and §2 
Aristotle are in agreement that chance is an accidental cause, §2 Aristotle and 
§3 Epicurus that it is unstable, though according to the first in the context of 
purposeful action, and according to the second under several kinds of 
circumstances. Again, §2 Aristotle and §4 Anaxagoras Democritus the Stoics 
are agreed in distinguishing between chance and the spontaneous, while §1 
Plato and §3 Epicurus do not mention the latter. Furthermore, §4 Anaxagoras 
Democritus the Stoics distinguish necessity (cf. chs. 1.25–26) and fate (cf. chs. 
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1.27–28) on the one hand from chance and the voluntary and the spontaneous 
on the other; §3 Epicurus distinguishes from each other necessity, the 
voluntary, and chance; while §1 Plato includes chance in the realm of the 
voluntary and does not mention necessity (which presumably implies that he 
is made to distinguish it from chance, but see ch. 1.27.2). 
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  Diels ad loc. is correct in preferring P’s ἐν προαιρετικοῖς to ἐν ἀπροαιρέτοις in 
S, as the rest of the doxa shows. Diels gives as parallel the discussion at 
ps.Plutarch Fat. c. 7, 571E–572C, which shows that the treatment of chance in 
Platonist interpretations emphasizes its role in human action (digging in order 
to plant a tree and fortuitously finding gold). Note that κατὰ συµβεβηκός goes 
with ἐν προαιρετικοῖς only, but even the term σύµπτωµα appears to refer to 
human action only. A similar approach is found in the Aristotelian doxa, lines 
[8–12], where the contrast with τὸ αὐτόµατον is made explicit. We note that S 
(σύµπτωµα, καὶ προαιρέσεως) and T (ξύµπτωµα φύσεως ἢ προαιρέσεως) have 
preserved words not found in P’s lemma; these must go back to A, another 
instance of the significance of agreement between S and T against P. 
 Diels ad loc. further argues that T’s καὶ πάλιν ξύµπτωµα φύσεως ἢ 
προαιρέσεως may be correct. But the addition of ἢ προαιρέσεως makes the 
sentence grammatically awkward, if not impossible. We follow Wachsmuth in 
placing a comma after σύµπτωµα and taking προαιρέσεως with the final word 
σχέσιν. 
§3.  On the second part of the doxa see above section D(b). The combination 
persons times places is originally rhetorical, see Nem c. 31, p. 31.14–17, quoted 
section E(b)§3. 
§4.  Diels ad loc. places the name Anaxagoras in parentheses because he 
believes that it is not found in the mss. of S. However, as indicated by 
Wachsmuth ad loc., the Presocratic’s name is found in an abbreviated form in 
the margin of the ms. P and fully written out in the margin of F a little higher 
on the page. 
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
Aristotle discusses chance and the spontaneous at Phys. 2.4–6. The substantial 
accounts of ps.Plutarch, Nemesius and Calcidius have been mentioned above 
at section B.  
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E  Further Related Texts 
(a) Proximate Tradition 
General texts: ps.Plutarch Fat. 571E περὶ δὲ τῆς τύχης καὶ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου καὶ εἴ τι παρὰ ταῦτα 
θεωρεῖται, νῦν ἡµῖν λεκτέον. αἴτιον µὲν δή τι ἡ τύχη.  Calcidius in Tim. c. 158 nunc, quoniam quid 
rerum sit providentia quidve fatum in substantia positum et item quod in munere atque actu 
invenitur quidve in hominis potestate sit, quid item quod iuxta fati decretum provenit, prosecuti 
sumus, de fortuna deque his quae casu proveniunt disseremus. 
Chapter heading: see General texts 
§1  Plato:  ps.Plutarch Fat. 572A–B κατὰ δὲ τοὺς (B) ἀπὸ Πλάτωνος, ἔγγιον ἔτι προσιόντας αὐτῆς 
τῷ λόγῳ, οὕτως ἀφώρισται ἡ τύχη· αἰτία κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς τῶν ἕνεκά του ἐν τοῖς κατὰ προαίρεσιν 
[but the definition is Aristotelian, see Phys. 2.5 197.5–6 δῆλον ἄρα ὅτι ἡ τύχη αἰτία κατὰ 
συµβεβηκὸς ἐν τοῖς κατὰ προαίρεσιν τῶν ἕνεκά του].  Calcidius in Tim. cc. 158–159 fortunae 
quidem inrationabilis et cum admiratione proventus inopinus ex hominum proposito (sc. ἀπὸ 
προαιρέσεως) sumit originem. … (159) … sic etiam fortuna recte definiri potest: fortuna est 
concursus simul cadentium causarum duarum originem ex proposito trahentium, ex quo 
concursu provenit aliquid praeter spem cum admiratione. 
§2  Aristotle:  ps.Plutarch Fat. 572D–E τὸ δὲ (E) ὅλον, ὡς τὸ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν µέρος τοῦ ἐνδεχοµένου, οὕτως 
ἡ τύχη τοῦ αὐτοµάτου. ἔστι τε ἑκατέρου ἑκάτερον σύµπτωµα, τὸ µὲν αὐτόµατον τοῦ ἐνδεχοµένου, ἡ δὲ 
τύχη τοῦ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν, καὶ τούτου οὐχ ἅπαντος, ἀλλ’ ὅπερ ἂν καὶ κατὰ προαίρεσιν ᾖ, ὡς προείρηται. διὸ 
καὶ τὸ µὲν αὐτόµατον κοινὸν ἐµψύχων τε καὶ ἀψύχων, ἡ δὲ τύχη ἀνθρώπου ἤδη πράττειν δυναµένου. 
Calcidius in Tim. c. 158 fortunae potestatem omnem in rebus hominum dicit esse [sc. Plato, but in 
fact a view of Aristotle, cf. Phys. 2.6 179b6–8, vid. below at section E(b)§2], casus aliam 
quandam iurisdictionem. quae enim vel rebus vita carentibus vel sine ratione viventibus 
animalibus accidunt non ex natura vel arte, haec omnia casu facta dicuntur, quae vero hominibus 
accidunt vel faventia negotiis eorum vel adversantia, fortuita et ex fortunae arbitrio putantur. 
§3  Epicurus:  Stobaeus Ecl. 1.6.17.c, pp. 87.23–88.6 (printed by Diels as 1.29.2, DG 325b3–15, but 
possibly to be attributed to AD) καὶ ὑποθέσεις µὲν δύο ταῖς ἀρχαῖς ἐνυπάρχειν (sc. Ἀριστοτέλης 
ἀπεφαίνετο), τάξιν τε καὶ ἀταξίαν, αἰτίας δὲ τέτταρας ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις καθ’ ἃς ἅπαντα συνίσταται, νοῦν 
φύσιν ἀνάγκην τύχην (EN 3.4 1112a30–34)· καὶ τούτων διπλῆν ἑκάστην, τὴν µὲν ἐν τοῖς ἀνθρωπίνοις 
πράγµασι τὴν δ’ ἐν ἄλλοις· τελεῖσθαι δὲ τὰ µὲν πάντως τὰ δὲ κατὰ τὸ πλεῖστον τὰ δ’ ἄλλοτε ἄλλως. 
τὴν δ’ εἱµαρµένην οὐκ αἰτίαν µέν, τρόπον δέ τινα αἰτίας, συµβεβηκότα πως τοῖς τῆς ἀνάγκης 
τεταγµένοις.  Ecl. 1.6.17c, p. 89.2–5 (printed by Diels as 1.29.4, DG 325b29–326b2, but probably to 
be attributed to AD) Θεόφραστος (fr. 503 FHS&G) προσδιαρθροῖ ταῖς αἰτίαις τὴν κατὰ προαίρεσιν· 
φέρεται δέ πως εἰς τὸ εἱµαρµένην εἶναι τὴν ἑκάστου φύσιν· ἐν ᾗ τόπον τεττάρων αἰτιῶν ποικίλων, 
προαιρέσεως ⟨φύσεως add. Heeren prob. Wachsmuth⟩ τύχης καὶ ἀνάγκης. 
§4  Anaxagoras Democritus:  ps.Plutarch Fat. 572A διὸ καὶ ἀπρονόητον αἰτίαν καὶ ἄδηλον 
ἀνθρωπίνῳ λογισµῷ τὴν τύχην ἀπέδοσαν τῶν παλαιῶν ἔνιοι. 
 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Aristotle Phys. 2.4 195b31–196a3 λέγεται δὲ καὶ ἡ τύχη καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον τῶν αἰτίων, 
καὶ πολλὰ καὶ εἶναι καὶ γίγνεσθαι διὰ τύχην καὶ διὰ τὸ αὐτόµατον· τίνα οὖν τρόπον ἐν τούτοις ἐστὶ τοῖς 
αἰτίοις ἡ τύχη καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον, καὶ πότερον τὸ αὐτὸ ἡ τύχη καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον ἢ ἕτερον, καὶ ὅλως τί 
ἐστιν ἡ τύχη καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον, ἐπισκεπτέον. ἔνιοι (Democritus fr. 24 Luria) γὰρ καὶ εἰ ἔστιν ἢ µὴ 
ἀποροῦσιν· οὐδὲν γὰρ δὴ γίγνεσθαι ἀπὸ τύχης φασίν, ἀλλὰ πάντων εἶναί τι αἴτιον ὡρισµένον ὅσα 
λέγοµεν ἀπὸ ταὐτοµάτου γίγνεσθαι ἢ τύχης.  Phys. 2.4 196a324–35.  Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) 
An.Mant. c. 24, p. 176.2–10 ἡ τύχη καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον, ὅτι µέν ἐστιν ἐν τοῖς οὖσιν, ἱκανὴ περὶ αὐτῶν ἡ 
κοινὴ τῶν ἀνθρώπων πρόληψις µαρτυροῦσα, τί δέ ποτέ ἐστιν ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν καὶ περὶ τίνα τῶν ὄντων, 
οὐκέθ’ οἱ πολλοὶ τῆς τῶν δεδογµένων διδασκαλίας κύριοι. οὔτε γὰρ ἑαυτοῖς οὔτε ἀλλήλοις 
συµφωνοῦσιν περὶ τῶνδε, συµφωνοῦντες ἐν τῇ περὶ τοῦ εἶναι ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν δόξῃ. ἄξιον τοίνυν 
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ἐπιστῆσαι, τίς ποθ’ ἡ φύσις αὐτῶν καὶ περὶ τίνα τῶν ὄντων γίγνεται. δοκεῖ τοίνυν ἐν τοῖς {αὐτοῖς} 
αἰτίοις καὶ ταῦτα καταριθµεῖσθαι· καὶ γὰρ ἡ τύχη αἰτία δοκεῖ τῶν γιγνοµένων ἀπὸ τύχης, καὶ τὸ 
αὐτόµατον τῶν τοιούτων [cf. above ch. 1.29, section E(a) General texts].  Basil of Caesarea 
Hexaem. 2.5 ἀεὶ γὰρ τῶν γινοµένων τὰ µὲν ἐκ φύσεως ἡµῖν ἐπιγίνεται, οἷον γῆρας καὶ ἀσθένειαι· τὰ δὲ 
ἀπὸ ταὐτοµάτου, οἷον αἱ ἄλογοι περιπτώσεις ἀλλοτρίαις ἀρχαῖς ἐπισυµβαίνουσαι, σκυθρωπῶν τινων 
πολλάκις ἢ καὶ τῶν φαιδροτέρων· ὡς τῷ φρέαρ ὀρύσσοντι ἡ τοῦ θησαυροῦ εὕρεσις, ἢ τῷ πρὸς τὴν 
ἀγορὰν ὡρµηµένῳ ἡ τοῦ λυσσῶντος κυνὸς ἔντευξις· τὰ δὲ ἐφ’ ἡµῖν τυγχάνει, ὡς τὸ κρατῆσαι τῶν 
ἐπιθυµιῶν, ἢ µὴ κολάσαι τὰς ἡδονάς· ὡς τὸ κατασχεῖν ὀργῆς, ἢ χεῖρας ἐπαφεῖναι τῷ παροξύναντι· 
ἀληθεύειν, ἢ ψεύδεσθαι· ἐπιεικῆ τὸ ἦθος εἶναι καὶ µέτριον, ἢ ὑπέρογκον καὶ ἀλαζονείαις 
ὑπεραιρόµενον. Boethius in de Int. ed. sec. p. 193.26–194.24 Meiser Peripatetici enim, quorum 
Aristoteles princeps est … et casum quidem esse in physicis probant: quotiens aliquid agitur et non 
id evenit, propter quod res illa coepta est quae agebatur, id quod evenit ex casu evenisse 
putandum est, ut casus quidem non sine aliqua actione sit, quotiens autem aliud quiddam evenit 
per actionem quae geritur quam speratur, illud evenisse casu Peripatetica probat auctoritas. si 
quis enim terram fodiens vel scrobem demittens agri cultus causa thesaurum reperiat, casu ille 
thesaurus inventus est, non sine aliqua quidem actione (terra enim fossa est, cum thesaurus 
inventus est), sed non illa erat agentis intentio, ut thesaurus inveniretur. … Stoici (—) autem 
omnia quidem ex necessitate et providentia fieri putantes id quod ex casu fit non secundum ipsius 
fortunae naturam, sed secundum nostram ignorantiam metiuntur. id enim casu fieri putant, quod 
cum necessitate sit, tamen ab hominibus ignoretur. 
Chapter heading:  Demetrius of Phaleron fr. 74 Wehrli at D.L. V.P. 5.81 no. 27 Περὶ τύχης αʹ. 
Diogenes Laertius V.P. 2.85 (Aristippus IV A 144 Giannantoni) Περὶ τύχης.  Diodorus Siculus 
31.10.1 Δηµήτριος ὁ Φαληρεὺς ἐν τῷ Περὶ Τύχης.  Sphaerus SVF 1.620 at D.L. V.P. 7.178 Περὶ τύχης.  
Plutarch Περὶ τύχης.  Dion Chrysostomus Or. 63 Περὶ τύχης πρῶτος λόγος.  Or. 64 Περὶ τύχης 
δεύτερος.  Or. 65 Περὶ τύχης τρίτος.  Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) de An.Mant. 171.1 Περὶ τύχης.  
Macrobius Sat. 3.18.5 meminit Varro in logistorico qui inscribitur Marius de fortuna. 
§2  Aristotle: Aristotle APo. 2.11 934b36–935a6 ἡ µὲν γὰρ ἕνεκά του ποιεῖ φύσις, ἡ δ’ ἐξ ἀνάγκης. ἡ 
δ’ ἀνάγκη διττή· ἡ µὲν γὰρ κατὰ φύσιν καὶ τὴν ὁρµήν, ἡ δὲ βίᾳ ἡ παρὰ τὴν ὁρµήν, ὥσπερ λίθος ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης καὶ ἄνω καὶ κάτω φέρεται, ἀλλ’ οὐ διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν ἀνάγκην. ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀπὸ διανοίας τὰ µὲν 
οὐδέποτε ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου ὑπάρχει, οἷον οἰκία ἢ ἀνδριάς, οὐδ’ ἐξ ἀνάγκης, ἀλλ’ ἕνεκά του, τὰ δὲ καὶ 
ἀπὸ τύχης, οἷον ὑγίεια καὶ σωτηρία.  Phys. 2.5 197a5–10 δῆλον ἄρα ὅτι ἡ τύχη αἰτία κατὰ συµβεβηκὸς 
ἐν τοῖς κατὰ προαίρεσιν τῶν ἕνεκά του. διὸ περὶ τὸ αὐτὸ διάνοια καὶ τύχη· ἡ γὰρ προαίρεσις οὐκ ἄνευ 
διανοίας. ἀόριστα µὲν οὖν τὰ αἴτια ἀνάγκη εἶναι ἀφ’ ὧν ἂν γένοιτο τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης. ὅθεν καὶ ἡ τύχη τοῦ 
ἀορίστου εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ ἄδηλος ἀνθρώπῳ.  Phys. 2.6 197a36–b20 διαφέρει δ’ ὅτι τὸ αὐτόµατον ἐπὶ 
πλεῖόν ἐστι· τὸ µὲν γὰρ ἀπὸ τύχης πᾶν ἀπὸ ταὐτοµάτου, τοῦτο δ’ οὐ πᾶν ἀπὸ τύχης. ἡ µὲν γὰρ τύχη 
καὶ τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης ἐστὶν ὅσοις καὶ τὸ εὐτυχῆσαι ἂν ὑπάρξειεν καὶ ὅλως πρᾶξις. … ὥσθ’ ὁπόσοις µὴ 
ἐνδέχεται πρᾶξαι, οὐδὲ τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης τι ποιῆσαι. καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὔτε ἄψυχον οὐδὲν οὔτε θηρίον οὔτε 
παιδίον οὐδὲν ποιεῖ ἀπὸ τύχης, ὅτι οὐκ ἔχει προαίρεσιν· οὐδ’ εὐτυχία οὐδ’ ἀτυχία ὑπάρχει τούτοις, εἰ 
µὴ καθ’ ὁµοιότητα. … τὸ δ’ αὐτόµατον καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις ζῴοις καὶ πολλοῖς τῶν ἀψύχων, οἷον ὁ ἵππος 
αὐτόµατος, φαµέν, ἦλθεν, ὅτι ἐσώθη µὲν ἐλθών, οὐ τοῦ σωθῆναι δὲ ἕνεκα ἦλθε· καὶ ὁ τρίπους 
αὐτόµατος κατέπεσεν· ἔστη µὲν γὰρ τοῦ καθῆσθαι ἕνεκα, ἀλλ' οὐ τοῦ καθῆσθαι ἕνεκα κατέπεσεν. 
ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι ἐν τοῖς ἁπλῶς ἕνεκά του γιγνοµένοις, ὅταν µὴ τοῦ συµβάντος ἕνεκα γένηται ὧν ἔξω 
τὸ αἴτιον, τότε ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου λέγοµεν· κτλ.  GC 2.6 333b4–7 τὰ γὰρ γινόµενα φύσει πάντα 
γίνεται ἢ ἀεὶ ἢ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ, τὰ δὲ παρὰ τὸ ἀεὶ καὶ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ ἀπὸ ταὐτοµάτου καὶ ἀπὸ τύχης.  
Philo of Alexandria Prov. fr. 2.34 τὸ ἄστατον τῆς τύχης.  ps.Plutarch Cons. 103F τὸ τῆς τύχης 
ἄστατον καὶ ἀβέβαιον.  ps.Aristotle Ep. 4.4 Hercher θεωροῦντες τὸ τῆς τύχης ἄστατον.  Simplicius 
in Phys. 345.6–26 µετὰ τὸν περὶ τύχης λόγον ἀκόλουθον ἦν περὶ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου διδάξαι λοιπόν, τί τέ 
ἐστι καὶ τί τῆς τύχης διαφέρει. πρῶτον δὲ τὴν κοινωνίαν αὐτῶν παραδίδωσιν, ὅτι ἔστιν ἄµφω κατὰ 
συµβεβηκὸς αἴτια· … εἰπὼν τὴν κοινωνίαν τῆς τύχης καὶ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου τὴν διαφορὰν αὐτῶν ἐφεξῆς 
παραδίδωσιν, ἐπὶ πλέον λέγων τὸ αὐτόµατον τῆς τύχης, διότι τὸ µὲν ἀπὸ τύχης πᾶν καὶ ἀπὸ 
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ταὐτοµάτου, τὸ δὲ ἀπὸ ταὐτοµάτου οὐ πᾶν ἀπὸ τύχης. ἡ µὲν γὰρ τύχη ἐν µόνοις ἐστὶ τοῖς πρακτοῖς, 
ἅπερ ἐστὶ κατὰ προαίρεσιν, … . διὸ καὶ ἔλεγε τὴν τύχην ἐν τοῖς ἀπὸ διανοίας εἶναι καὶ προαιρέσεως, τὸ 
δὲ αὐτόµατον καὶ ἐν τούτοις καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις, ὅσα ἕνεκά του γινόµενα µάτην µὲν ὅσον ἐπ’ ἐκείνῳ 
ἐγένετο, ἄλλο δέ τι τέλος ἔσχε τοῖς προηγησαµένοις ἀκολουθοῦν, εἴτε ἐν φυσικοῖς εἴτε ἐν ἀλόγοις εἴτε 
ἐν προαιρετικοῖς τοῦτο συµβαίη. 
§3  Epicurus:  Epicurus Ep.Men. at D.L. V.P. 10.131 τὸ συνεθίζειν οὖν ἐν ταῖς ἁπλαῖς … διαίταις … 
πρὸς τὴν τύχην ἀφόβους παρασκευάζει.  Ep.Men. at D.L. V.P. 10.133–134 τὴν δὲ ὑπό τινων δεσπότιν 
εἰσαγοµένην πάντων † ἀγγέλλοντος †, ἃ δὲ ἀπὸ τύχης, ἃ δὲ παρ’ ἡµᾶς, διὰ τὸ τὴν µὲν ἀνάγκην 
ἀνυπεύθυνον εἶναι, τὴν δὲ τύχην ἄστατον ὁρᾶν, τὸ δὲ παρ’ ἡµᾶς ἀδέσποτον, ᾧ καὶ τὸ µεµπτὸν καὶ τὸ 
ἐναντίον παρακολουθεῖν πέφυκεν. (134) (ἐπεὶ κρεῖττον ἦν τῷ περὶ θεῶν µύθῳ κατακολουθεῖν ἢ τῇ τῶν 
φυσικῶν εἱµαρµένῃ δουλεύειν· ὁ µὲν γὰρ ἐλπίδα παραιτήσεως ὑπογράφει θεῶν διὰ τιµῆς, ἡ δὲ 
ἀπαραίτητον ἔχει τὴν ἀνάγκην), τὴν δὲ τύχην οὔτε θεόν, ὡς οἱ πολλοὶ νοµίζουσιν, ὑπολαµβάνων … 
οὔτε ἀβέβαιον αἰτίαν, ‹οὐκ› οἴεται µὲν γὰρ ἀγαθὸν ἢ κακὸν ἐκ ταύτης πρὸς τὸ µακαρίως ζῆν 
ἀνθρώποις δίδοσθαι, ἀρχὰς µέντοι µεγάλων ἀγαθῶν ἢ κακῶν ὑπὸ ταύτης χορηγεῖσθαι.  Philodemus 
Sign. (Pherc. 1065) col. xxxiv.54.1–6 De Lacy–De Lacy διαπί|πτουσιν δὲ καὶ καθόσον οὐ 
συν|βλέπουσιν τὸ λαµβάνειν ἡµᾶς | ὅτι οὐδὲν ἀντιπίπτει διὰ τ̣ῶ̣ν | φαινοµένων. οὐ γὰρ ἱκανὸν εἰς | τὸ 
προσδέξασθαι τὰς ἐπ’ ἐλάχι|στον παρενκλίσεις τῶν ἀτόµων | διὰ τὸ τυχηρὸν καὶ τὸ παρ’ ἡµᾶς, | ἀλλὰ 
δε[ῖ] προσεπιδεῖξα[ι] καὶ τ[ὸ] | µηδ’ ἄλλ[ο] ἓ̣[ν τούτ]ωι µάχεσθ[αι] | τῶν ἐνα[ρ]γ̣[ῶν].  Philo of 
Alexandria Conf. 114 ἢ ὡς ὁ κόσµος οὔποτε γενέσεως ἔλαβεν ἀρχήν, ἢ ὡς γενόµενος ἀστάτοις αἰτίαις 
ὡς ἂν τύχῃ φέρεται.  Nemesius NH c. 31, p. 97.14–17 τούτων οὕτω διωρισµένων ἑξῆς ῥητέον, ποῖά 
ἐστι τὰ καθ’ ἕκαστα· ταῦτα δέ ἐστιν ἃ καλεῖται παρὰ τοῖς ῥήτορσι περιστατικὰ µόρια· τίς τίνα τί τίνι 
ποῦ πότε πῶς διὰ τί, οἷον πρόσωπον πρᾶγµα ὄργανον τόπος χρόνος τρόπος αἰτία. 
§4  Anaxagoras Democritus:  Aristotle Phys. 2.4 196b5–7 εἰσὶ δέ τινες οἷς δοκεῖ εἶναι µὲν αἰτία ἡ 
τύχη, ἄδηλος δὲ ἀνθρωπίνῃ διανοίᾳ ὡς θεῖόν τι οὖσα καὶ δαιµονιώτερον.  Phys. 2.5 197a910 ἡ τύχη τοῦ 
ἀορίστου εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ ἄδηλος ἀνθρώπῳ.  ps.Plato Def. 411b τύχη φορὰ ἐξ ἀδήλου εἰς ἄδηλον, καὶ ἡ 
ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοµάτου αἰτία δαιµονίας πράξεως.  ps.Plutarch Fat. 572A ἀπρονόητον αἰτίαν καὶ ἄδηλον 
ἀνθρωπίνῳ λογισµῷ τὴν τύχην ἀπέδοσαν τῶν παλαιῶν ἔνιοι.  Alexander of Aphrodisias Fat. c. 8, p. 
174.1–3 τί γὰρ ἄλλο ποιοῦσιν οἱ τὴν τύχην καὶ τὸ αὐτόµατον ὁριζόµενοι αἰτίαν ἄδηλον ἀνθρωπίνῳ 
λογισµῷ, ‹ἢ› τύχης τι σηµαινόµενον ἴδιον εἰσάγουσίν τε καὶ νοµοθετοῦσιν; Fat. c. 8, p. 179.6–9 (SVF 
2.967) τὸ δὲ λέγειν τὴν τύχην αἰτίαν ἄδηλον ἀνθρωπίνῳ λογισµῷ οὐκ ἔστι φύσιν τινὰ τύχης τιθεµένων, 
ἀλλ' ἐν τῇ τῶν ἀνθρώπων πρὸς τὰ αἴτια ποιᾷ σχέσει τὴν τύχην εἶναι λεγόντων.  Simplicius in Phys. 
333.1–5 τινὲς δὲ καὶ αὐτόθεν ὁµολογοῦσιν εἶναι τὴν τύχην καὶ αἰτίαν αὐτὴν εἶναι λέγουσι· τί δέ ἐστιν, 
οὐκ ἔχουσι λέγειν ἄδηλον αὐτὴν ἀνθρωπίνῃ διανοίᾳ νοµίζοντες ὡς θεῖόν τι οὖσαν καὶ δαιµόνιον καὶ διὰ 
τοῦτο τὴν ἀνθρωπίνην γνῶσιν ὑπερβαῖνον, ὥσπερ οἱ Στωικοὶ (SVF 2.965) δοκοῦσι λέγειν. 
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PB : ps.Plutarchus Plac. 885D; pp. 326a9–23 Diels—PG : ps.Galenus HPh c. 20; pp. 611.16–
18 Diels—PQ : Qusṭā ibn Lūqā pp. 136–139 Daiber—cf. PSy: Symeon Seth CRN 4.59, p. 
62.12 Delatte (titulus solus) 
S : Stobaeus Ecl. 1.41, p. 273.1–2 Wachsmuth (titulus solus e Phot. Bibl. 167, p. 112b24–25 
Henry) 
 

Titulus  λ´.  Περὶ φύσεως (P,cf. S) 1 
§1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς φύσιν µηδεν⟨ὸς⟩ εἶναι, µῖξιν δὲ τῶν στοιχείων καὶ διά- 2 

στασιν. γράφει γὰρ οὕτως ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Φυσικῶν·  3 
ἄλλο δέ τοι ἐρέω· φύσις οὐδεν⟨ός⟩ ἐστιν ἁπάντων  4 
θνητῶν, οὐδέ τις οὐλοµένου θανάτοιο τελευτή,  5 
ἀλλὰ µόνον µῖξίς τε διάλλαξίς τε µιγέντων  6 
ἐστί, φύσις δὲ βροτοῖς ὀνοµάζεται ἀνθρώποισιν. (P1) 7 

§2 Ἀναξαγόρας ὁµοίως τὴν φύσιν σύγκρισιν καὶ διάκρισιν, τουτέστι  8 
γένεσιν καὶ φθοράν. (P2) 9 

  
§1 Empedocles 31B8 DK; §2 Anaxagoras cf. 59B17 DK 
  
titulus  Περὶ φύσεως PBQG, cf. Περὶ φύσεως καὶ τῶν συµβαινόντων ἐξ αὐτῆς SPhot    §1[2] 
µηδενὸς Stein prob. Diels : µηδὲν PBQ  prob. Mau Lachenaud || τῶν στοιχείων] om. PQ || τῶν 
PB(II)Q : om. PB(I,III) || [3] Φυσικῶν PB(I,II)Q : Φυσικῷ PB(III) || [4] οὐδενός coni. Stein Diels ex Plu. 
Adv.Col. 1111F et Arist. Met. Δ.4 1015a1 prob. edd. : οὐδὲν P || [6] post τε1 hab. PB(III) καὶ    §2[ 
[8] Ἀναξαγόρας ὁµοίως] al. PG ἄλλοι δὲ || καὶ διάκρισιν] om. PQ  
  
Testes primi: 
 Traditio ps.Plutarchi: 
ps.Galenus HPh c. 20 (~ tit.) Περὶ φύσεως (text Diels) 
20.2  (~ P2) ἄλλοι δὲ τὴν τῶν σωµάτων σύγκρισιν εἶναι καὶ διάκρισιν τὴν φύσιν 
ὑπολαµβάνουσιν. 
 
Symeon Seth CRN 4.59 (~ tit.) Περὶ φύσεως 
 
Loci Aetiani: 
quaestio  cf. A 1.1 
titulus  A 1.1 Τί ἐστι φύσις. A 1.3.11 Ξενοφάνης … γράφει γὰρ ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως. A 1.27.5 
Ζήνων ὁ Στωικὸς ἐν τῷ Περὶ φύσεως. 
§§1–2  A 1.13.1 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς πρὸ τῶν τεσσάρων στοιχείων θραύσµατα ἐλάχιστα, οἱονεὶ 
στοιχεῖα πρὶν στοιχείων, ὁµοιοµερῆ. A 1.17.2 οἱ περὶ Ἀναξαγόραν καὶ Δηµόκριτον τὰς κράσεις 
κατὰ παράθεσιν γίγνεσθαι τῶν στοιχείων. A 1.24.2 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς ᾿Αναξαγόρας Δηµόκριτος 
Ἐπίκουρος καὶ πάντες, ὅσοι κατὰ συναθροισµὸν τῶν λεπτοµερῶν σωµάτων κοσµοποιοῦσι, 
συγκρίσεις µὲν καὶ διακρίσεις εἰσάγουσι, γενέσεις δὲ καὶ φθορὰς οὐ κυρίως· οὐ γὰρ κατὰ τὸ 
ποιὸν ἐξ ἀλλοιώσεως, κατὰ δὲ τὸ ποσὸν ἐκ συναθροισµοῦ ταύτας γίνεσθαι. 
§1  A 5.25.4 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς τὸν θάνατον γεγενῆσθαι διαχωρισµὸν τοῦ ⟨γεώδους καὶ ὑδατώδους 
καὶ ἀερώδους καὶ⟩ πυρώδους, ἐξ ὧν ἡ σύγκρισις τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ συνεστάθη. A 5.28.1 (de dolore) 
Ἐµπεδοκλῆς … τὰς δ᾿ ὀχλήσεις κατὰ τὰς τῶν ἐναντίων συγκρίσεις καὶ κράσεις. 
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For an English translation of the Aëtian text see Volume 5.4 
 

 
Commentary 

A  Witnesses 
 (1)  This chapter is very poorly attested, being found only in PB and Q, with 
in §2 of G’s ch. 20, with the same title, a terse and generalized abstract (there is 
no chapter Περὶ φύσεως in Ps). G combined this abstract from the present 
chapter (his §2) with two others, one from ch. 1.1 (his §3) and another (his §1) 
from elsewhere. See ch. 1.1 above, Commentary A(4). 
 (2)  It is not entirely to be excluded that the title of S 1.41 Περὶ φύσεως καὶ 
τῶν συµβαινόντων ἐξ αὐτῆς includes a reference to our present chapter (cf. M–R 
3.416), but it does not record any of its contents. The other witnesses may have 
regarded it as doubling up on the earlier chapters 1.1, 1.17 and 1.24. 
 
B  Proximate Tradition and Sources 
 (1)  Proximate tradition. There is no proximate tradition apart from that 
reflected at ch. 1.24.2, q.v. 
 (2)  Sources. The ultimate sources are the works of Anaxagoras and 
Empedocles, but the combination of the doctrines of these philosophers with 
the focus on combination and separation of (parts of) elements derives from 
Aristotle GC 1.1 and Met. Α.3. This is also the case for Theophrastus in Phys.Op. 
frs. 3 and 4 Diels (227A and 228A FHS&G) preserved in Simplicius. Elsewhere 
too Aristotle provides comparisons of Anaxagoras and Empedocles. This focus 
on combination and separation is combined with the related treatment of 
φύσις at Met. Δ.4, where Anaxagoras is not explicitly mentioned but the 
Empedocles fragment is quoted. We note that only a small section of the 
discussion of Met. Δ.4 is reflected in our chapter. Moreover Aristotle’s different 
treatment of the Empedocles fragment has not been taken into account, 
namely what appears to be his interpretation of φύσις in the sense of οὐσία, 
‘substance’. The interpretative introduction to the fragment in §1, in other 
words, does not derive from Aristotle, but anticipates the views of Plutarch and 
(if this treatise is to be dated later) ps.Aristotle MXG; see at section E(b)§1. 
 
C  Chapter Heading 
 Attested in P (and perhaps S), and of the standard umbrella type ‘about x’, 
περὶ τοῦ δεῖνα (cf. above, ch. 1.3 Commentary C). The series of chapters 1.9–29 
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on the foundational concepts of physics are without exception introduced by 
headings of the umbrella type and so is 1.30. In the present chapter it allows for 
existence, the question at issue here. But we should not forget that the 
quotation of Empedocles is first found in Aristotle’s philosophical lexicon at 
Met. Δ.4, which deals with the various meanings of φύσις. This reference may 
be more to the point than the parallel with the ubiquitous book title Περὶ 
φύσεως, ‘On nature’, in the sense of ‘On philosophy of nature’, which is 
attributed to the Presocratics in general and first used by Aristotle himself to 
refer to his own Physics, e.g. Met. Α.2 983b1, Α.4 985a12, Α.5 986b31, and Α.8 
989a24. The parallel titles and headings at section E(b) Chapter heading have 
been cited below for the sake of completeness.  
 
D  Analysis 
(a)  Context 
The chapter is found in an isolated position at the end of the book, after the set 
of chs. 1.25–29 dealing with fate and related issues, and at quite a distance from 
ch. 1.24 to which it can be regarded as a sort of sequel, as it takes up the theme 
of the compromise doxa of 1.24.2 in different terms. It is an appendix 
(‘mantissa’, Diels DG 57) to ch. 1.1 ‘What is nature’, as it raises a point absent in 
the earlier chapter. So there is a return to φύσις, although a peculiar one. And it 
can also be regard as an appendix to the Book as a whole, for as we leave the 
chapters on necessity, fate, and chance, the last of the theoretical chapters, and 
return, at least formally, to nature qua process, a transition is achieved to the 
next Book, on cosmology. Lachenaud (1993) 239–240 adduces ch. 1.24.2 and 
gives some information about the discussion in the secondary literature. 
 
(b)  Number–Order of Lemmata 
 (1)  Two doxai are preserved in P, the former including four lines quoted 
from Empedocles’ poem (also found at Aristotle Met. Δ.4 1015a1–3 (slightly 
abridged), Plutarch Adv.Col. 1111F). Though the Atomists are lacking and no 
doxa that would create a diaphonia is included, the chapter may well be 
complete. But in the absence of S we have no proof. 
 (2)  The order, first Empedocles and then Anaxagoras—though we learn 
in Met. A.4 984a8–11 and Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels, 227A FHS&G, that 
Anaxagoras was earlier—, is determined by the fact that the quotation of the 
Empedoclean lines is inspired by Met. Δ.4 1015a1–3, a chapter that fails to 
mention Anaxagoras, who was added at a later stage of the tradition. His 
verbatim fragment has been preserved by the conscientious Simplicius alone. 
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(c)  Rationale–Structure of Chapter 
The not very strong diaphonia, exceptionally and interestingly, is not between 
the lemmata themselves but between the heading ‘On nature’ and the contents 
of the lemmata. The heading at the very least suggests a treatment of some 
aspect of the philosophy of nature in line with what is mentioned in ch. 1.1, 
‘What is φύσις’ and with the sort of work that provides an account of the 
physikos logos. But the lemmata reproduce the unanimous denial of the reality 
of φύσις qua ‘origin’ at §§1–2 by Empedocles and Anaxagoras. Unlike Aristotle 
at Met. Δ, later interpreters preferred to interpret φύσις in Empedocles and 
Anaxagoras as γένεσις, ‘origin’, in the sense of one element changing into 
another, or of genesis ex nihilo, both of which are of course denied by 
Anaxagoras and Empedocles.  
 
(d)  Further Comments 
Individual Points 
§1.  In the first line Diels follows Stein in emending the mss. (φύσιν) µηδὲν to 
(φύσιν) µηδενός on the basis of the poetic quote. This genitive, likely enough in 
itself, finds further confirmation in the balancing genetive τῶν στοιχείων in the 
contrasting phrase µῖξιν δὲ τῶν στοιχείων καὶ διάστασιν. Mau and Lachenaud 
follow the mss., though µηδέν as attribute of φύσιν cannot be paralleled. The 
English ‘no such thing as nature’ would attempt to translate this bizarre 
construction. Lachenaud translates as ‘il n’y a en rien naissance’. A’s poetic 
quote has also been emended, and rightly so, from mss. οὐδέν, on the basis of 
the quotation in Aristotle and Plutarch. Nevertheless A (as so often happens) 
may have written a non-metrical version of the quote and anticipated this in 
the introductory sentence, and our task is in the first place to find out what A 
and not what Empedocles wrote, so doubts remain. The differences in meaning 
between these different readings are unsubstantial.  
 
(e)  Other Evidence 
See chs. 1.1 and 1.24.2 above.      
 
E  Further Related Texts 
(b) Sources and Other Parallel Texts 
General texts: Aristotle Phys. 2.1 193a28–30 ἕνα µὲν οὖν τρόπον οὕτως ἡ φύσις λέγεται, ἡ πρώτη 
ἑκάστῳ ὑποκειµένη ὕλη τῶν ἐχόντων ἐν αὑτοῖς ἀρχὴν κινήσεως καὶ µεταβολῆς.  Met. Δ 4 1014b16–37 
φύσις λέγεται ἕνα µὲν τρόπον ἡ τῶν φυοµένων γένεσις … ἔτι δ’ ἄλλον τρόπον λέγεται ἡ φύσις ἡ τῶν 
φύσει ὄντων οὐσία, οἷον οἱ λέγοντες τὴν φύσιν εἶναι τὴν πρώτην σύνθεσιν, ἢ ὥσπερ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B8 
DK) λέγει ὅτι ῾φύσις οὐδενὸς ἔστιν ἐόντων’ [ἁπάντων Aët.] κτλ. 
Chapter heading: Aristotle Met. Α.3 983a33–b1 τεθεώρηται µὲν οὖν ἱκανῶς περὶ αὐτῶν ἡµῖν ἐν τοῖς 
Περὶ φύσεως (cf. Diogenes Laertius. V.P. 5.25 Περὶ φύσεως α΄ β΄ γ΄).  Epicurus Ep.Pyth. at D.L. V.P. 
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10.91 ὅπερ ἐν τοῖς Περὶ φύσεως βιβλίοις δείκνυµεν.  Plutarch SR 1038C (on Chrysippus, SVF 3.526) 
ἐν τῷ τρίτῳ Περὶ φύσεως.  Diogenes Laertius V.P. 3.60 Τίµαιος ἢ περὶ φύσεως, φυσικός.  4.11 (on 
Xenocrates, p. 157.1 Heinze, test. 2 Isnardi Parente2) Περὶ φύσεως α΄ β΄ γ΄ δ΄ ε΄ ϛ΄.  5.45 (on 
Theophrastus, fr. 137 no. 3 FHS&G) Περὶ φύσεως α΄ βͅ΄ γ΄, cf. 5.50 Περὶ φύσεως.  5.87 (on 
Heraclides, fr. 22 Wehrli, 1 Schütrumpf) Περὶ φύσεως.  6.17 (on Antisthenes, fr. V A 41 
Giannantoni) Περὶ φύσεως α΄ β΄.  7.148 Βόηθος (SVF 3 Boeth. 3) δὲ ἐν τῇ Περὶ φύσεως.  8.77 (on 
Empedocles, 31A1 DK) τὰ µὲν οὖν Περὶ φύσεως αὐτῷ.  9.5 (Heraclitus fr. 22A1 DK) τὸ δὲ φερόµενον 
αὐτοῦ βιβλίον ἐστὶ µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ συνέχοντος περὶ φύσεως.  9.12 (on Heraclitus, fr. 22A1 DK) 
ἐπιγράφουσι δ’ αὐτῷ … οἱ δὲ Περὶ φύσεως.  9.46 (on Democritus, 68B5c DK) 4.1. Περὶ φύσεως 
πρῶτον.  10.27 Περὶ φύσεως (sc. Epicuri), λζ΄.  Porphyry Plot. 25 τὸ δὲ ῾Περὶ φύσεως καὶ θεωρίας καὶ 
τοῦ ἑνὸς’ (Enn. 3.8[30]) διὰ τὸ περὶ φύσεως κεφάλαιον ἐνταῦθα τέτακται.  Themistius in de An. 
32.3–4 … Ξενοκράτης (fr. 61 Heinze, F 180 Isnardi Parente2) … ἐκ τοῦ πέµπτου τῶν Περὶ φύσεως 
τἀνδρὶ γεγραµµένων.  Suda s.v. T 601, p. 4.553.25–26 Adler Τίµαιός Λοκρός (49.1a DK) … Περὶ 
φύσεως. 
§§1–2  Empedocles Anaxagoras:  Aristotle GC 1.1 314a6–14.  Met. Α.3 984a8–16 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
(31A28 DK) δὲ τὰ τέτταρα, πρὸς τοῖς εἰρηµένοις γῆν προστιθεὶς τέταρτον· ταῦτα γὰρ ἀεὶ διαµένειν καὶ 
οὐ γίγνεσθαι ἀλλ’ ἢ πλήθει καὶ ὀλιγότητι, συγκρινόµενα καὶ διακρινόµενα εἰς ἕν τε καὶ ἐξ ἑνός, 
Ἀναξαγόρας (59A43 DK) … σχεδὸν γὰρ ἅπαντα τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ καθάπερ ὕδωρ ἢ πῦρ οὕτω γίγνεσθαι 
καὶ ἀπόλλυσθαί φησι, συγκρίσει καὶ διακρίσει µόνον, ἄλλως δ’ οὔτε γίγνεσθαι οὔτ’ ἀπόλλυσθαι ἀλλὰ 
διαµένειν ἀΐδια. 
§1  Empedocles:  Aristotle GC 1.1 314b4–8 τοῖς δὲ τὰ γένη πλείω ποιοῦσι διαφέρειν τὴν ἀλλοίωσιν 
τῆς γενέσεως· συνιόντων γὰρ καὶ διαλυοµένων ἡ γένεσις συµβαίνει καὶ ἡ φθορά. διὸ λέγει τοῦτον τὸν 
τρόπον καὶ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31B8.1 + 8.3 DK), ὅτι ‘φύσις οὐδενός ἐστιν, ... ἀλλὰ µόνον µίξις τε διάλλαξίς 
τε µιγέντων’. GC 2.6 333b13–15 οὐδ’ ἡ Φιλία καὶ τὸ Νεῖκος· συγκρίσεως γὰρ ⟨τὸ µέν⟩, τὸ δὲ 
διακρίσεως αἴτιον. τοῦτο δ’ ἐστὶν ἡ οὐσία ἡ ἑκάστου, ἀλλ’ οὐ µόνον ῾µίξις τε διάλλαξίς τε µιγέντων’ 
(31B8.3 DK), ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνός φησιν. Met. Δ 4 1014b35–1015a3 ἔτι δ’ ἄλλον τρόπον λέγεται ἡ φύσις ἡ 
τῶν φύσει ὄντων οὐσία, οἷον οἱ λέγοντες τὴν φύσιν εἶναι τὴν πρώτην σύνθεσιν, ἢ ὥσπερ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς 
λέγει ὅτι (31B8.1 + 8.3–4 DK follow).  Theophrastus Phys.Op. fr. 3 Diels (227A FHS&G) at Simp. 
in Phys. 25.19–23 Ἐµπεδοκλῆς (31A28 DK)…· οὗτος δὲ τὰ µὲν σωµατικὰ στοιχεῖα ποιεῖ τέτταρα, πῦρ 
καὶ ἀέρα καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ γῆν ἀίδια µὲν ὄντα, µεταβάλλοντα δὲ πλήθει καὶ ὀλιγότητι κατὰ τὴν σύγκρισιν 
καὶ διάκρισιν.  Plutarch Adv.Col. 1111F–1112A (Empedocles 31B9 DK, fr. 54b Primavesi (2011)) ‘οἱ δ’ 
ὅτε µὲν κατὰ φῶτα µιγέντ’ φῶς αἰθέριον ⟨βῆι⟩, / ἢ κατὰ θηρῶν ἀγροτέρων γένος ἢ κατὰ θάµνων / ἠὲ 
κατ’ οἰωνῶν, τό γε µὲν ⟨καλέουσι⟩ γενέσθαι, / εὖτε δ’ ἀποκρινθῶσι, τὸ δ’ αὖ δυσδαίµονα πότµον· / ἧι 
θέµις ⟨οὐ⟩ καλέουσι, νόµωι δ’ ἐπίφηµι καὶ αὐτός’. ταῦτ’ ἐγὼ µὲν οὐχ ὁρῶ καθ’ ὅ τι πρὸς τὸ ζῆν 
ὑπεναντιοῦται τοῖς ὑπολαµβάνουσι µήτε γένεσιν τοῦ µὴ ὄντος εἶναι µήτε φθορὰν τοῦ ὄντος, ἀλλ’ ὄντων 
τινῶν συνόδῳ πρὸς ἄλληλα τὴν γένεσιν διαλύσει δ’ ἀπ’ ἀλλήλων τὸν θάνατον ἐπονοµάζεσθαι. ὅτι γὰρ 
ἀντὶ τῆς γενέσεως εἴρηκε τὴν φύσιν, ἀντιθεὶς τὸν θάνατον αὐτῇ δεδήλωκεν ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς.  Adv.Col. 
1113C ἐµοὶ µέντοι δοκεῖ µὴ τοῦτο κινεῖν τὸ ἐκφορικὸν ὁ Ἐµπεδοκλῆς, ἀλλ’ ὡς πρότερον εἴρηται, 
πραγµατικῶς διαφέρεσθαι περὶ τῆς ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων γενέσεως, ἣν φύσιν τινὲς καλοῦσι (31B8.1 DK) δηλοῖ 
δὲ µάλιστα διὰ τούτων τῶν ἐπῶν (31B11 DK)· ‘νήπιοι· οὐ γάρ σφιν δολιχόφρονές εἰσι µέριµναι, / οἳ δὴ 
γίγνεσθαι πάρος οὐκ ἐὸν ἐλπίζουσιν / ἤ τι καταθνήισκειν τε καὶ ἐξόλλυσθαι ἁπάντηι’. ταῦτα γὰρ τὰ 
ἔπη µέγα βοῶντός ἐστι τοῖς ὦτα ἔχουσιν, ὡς οὐκ ἀναιρεῖ γένεσιν ἀλλὰ τὴν ἐκ µὴ ὄντος, οὐδὲ φθορὰν 
ἀλλὰ τὴν ἁπάντηι, τουτέστι τὴν εἰς τὸ µὴ ὂν ἀπολλύουσαν.  ps.Aristotle MXG 5.975b–5–7 οὐδεµία 
γὰρ ἑτέρα, ὡς οἴεται, γένεσίς ἐστι τοῖς οὖσιν, ‘ἀλλὰ µόνον µίξις τε διάλλαξίς τε µιγέντων ἐστί· φύσις δ’ 
ἐπὶ τοῖς ὀνοµάζεται ἀνθρώποισιν’ (31B8.3–4 DK). 
§2  Anaxagoras:   Anaxagoras 59B17 DK at Simp. in Phys. 163.19–24 (verbatim) σαφῶς δὲ 
Ἀναξαγόρας ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῶν Φυσικῶν τὸ γίνεσθαι καὶ ἀπόλλυσθαι συγκρίνεσθαι καὶ διακρίνεσθαι 
λέγει γράφων οὕτως· ‘τὸ δὲ γίνεσθαι καὶ ἀπόλλυσθαι οὐκ ὀρθῶς νοµίζουσιν οἱ Ἕλληνες· οὐδὲν γὰρ 
χρῆµα γίνεται οὐδὲ ἀπόλλυται, ἀλλ’ ἀπὸ ἐόντων χρηµάτων συµµίσγεταί τε καὶ διακρίνεται. καὶ οὕτως 
ἂν ὀρθῶς καλοῖεν τό τε γίνεσθαι συµµίσγεσθαι καὶ τὸ ἀπόλλυσθαι διακρίνεσθαι’.  Theophrastus 
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Phys.Op. fr. 4 Diels (228A FHS&G) at Simp. in Phys. 27.2–7 Ἀναξαγόρας (59A41 DK) … πάντα γὰρ 
τὰ ὁµοιοµερῆ, οἷον ὕδωρ ἢ πῦρ ἢ χρυσόν, ἀγένητα µὲν εἶναι καὶ ἄφθαρτα, φαίνεσθαι δὲ γινόµενα καὶ 
ἀπολλύµενα συγκρίσει καὶ διακρίσει µόνον. 
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