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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." 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.* We made
the decision to work together on the Aétian Placita in 1989 and the project
entitled ‘Aétiana: 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.> 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.*

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 (Geneve); Gérard Journée (Paris); André Laks (Mexico
City); the late Jorgen Mejer; Constantin Macris (Paris); Glenn Most (Pisa);
Lorenzo Perilli (Rome); Christian Vassallo (Cosenza); Georg Wohrle (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

"Mansfeld (1971).

* Runia (1981).

% ]. Mansfeld and D. T. Runia (1997), Aétiana: The Method and Intellectual Context of a
Doxographer, Vol. 1: The Sources, Philosophia Antiqua 73, Leiden: Brill; (2009), Aétiana: The
Method and Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, Vol. 2: The Compendium, Part I:
Macrostructure and Microcontext, Part I, Aétius Book II: Specimen Reconstructionis, Philosophia
Antiqua 114, Leiden: Brill; (2010), Aétiana: The Method and Intellectual Context of a
Doxographer, Vol. 3: Studies in the Doxographical Traditions of Greek Philosophy, Philosophia
Antiqua 118, Leiden: Brill; (2018), Aétiana, Vol. 4: Towards an Edition of the Aétian 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.

* 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 Vandceuvres 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
Vandceuvres, 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 Miinster in 1990. A crucial support was provided in the years 2005
to 2016 by the Australian Research Council through two Discovery Project
grants, DPo557196 Aétiana: laying foundations for the study of the history of
ancient philosophy; and DPog85167 Aétiana: 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 Aétius and his Tradition

A (or Aét) Aétius

Ach Achilles

AD Arius Didymus

Ath Athenagoras

C Cyril of Alexandria

E Eusebius

G ps.Galen

] 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 Qusta) Qustaibn Luqa

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
P’ : papyrus, edited by J.W. Barns and H. Zilliacus (1960-67), The
Antinoopolis Papyri Part Il & III, London
P’ : Byzantine manuscripts

Family  Manuscript Date

I Mosquensis 339 12" century

11 Marcianus 521 13"/14™ century

11 (Planudean family)
o Ambrosianus 859 shortly before 1296
A Parisinus 1671 1296
Y Vaticanus 139 shortly after 1296
E Parisinus 1672 shortly after 1302

Laur. Laurentianus 31,37 14" century
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P®: edited by H. Diels (1879 and unaltered reprints), Doxographi Graeci,
Berlin, 273—444; edited by ] 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 (Euvres morales T. 12.2,
Opinions des Philosophes, Paris (Collection Budé);

(for earlier editions see below §4 Works frequently cited)

P™ : Philo of Alexandria, edited by J.-B. Aucher (1822), Philonis Judaei
sermones tres hactenus inediti, I. et II. De Providentia et IIl. 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 ceuvres de
Philon d’Alexandrie 35, De Providentia I et II (Paris)

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

PAth

P" : Eusebius Praeparatio Evangelica, edited by K. Mras (1956 ), Eusebius
Werke, Bd. VIII, Die Praeparatio Evangelica, 1982—83°, 2 vols., Berlin
(abbr. PE)

P ps.Galen Historia philosopha, edited by H. Diels (1879 and later
unaltered reprints), Doxographi Graeci, Berlin, 505-648 (abbr.
HPh); partiallly edited by M. Jas (2018), Nicolaus Rheginus als
Ubersetzer der pseudo-Galenischen Schrift De historia philosopha:
ein Beitrag zur lateinischen Uberlieferung des Corpus Galenicum,
Wiesbaden

PN text of P® based on 1341 Latin translation of Nicolaus of Rhegium

P’ : ps,Justinus Cohortatio ad Graecos, edited by M. Marcovich (1990), ),
ITustini 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

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

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

P": Joannes Lydus De mensibus, edited by R. Wuensch (1898), loannis
Laurentii Lydi liber de mensibus, Leipzig (abbr. Mens.)

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

P*": Scholia Platonica, edited by G.C. Greene (1938), Haverford PA
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P™ : 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, ].M. (2002), Leipzig; EmiAboeig mowiAwy
gpwtnuatwy, Michael Psellus De operatione daemonum cum notis
Gaulmini: accedunt inedita opuscula Pselli (abbr. Epi.), edited by ].F.
Boissonade (1838), Nuremberg (repr. Amsterdam 1964)

P¥ : Symeon Seth, Conspectus rerum naturalium, edited by A. Delatte
(1939), Anecdota atheniensia et alia, T. 2: Textes relatifs a Uhistoire des
sciences, Liege (abbr. CRN)

P" : Joannes Tzetzes, Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem, edited by G. Hermann
(1812) in Draconis Stratonicensis Liber de metris poeticis. loannis
Tzetzes Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem, Leipzig; E&jynats Twdyvov
Tpaupatixod tod T¢ér{ov eis v Ounpov TAwdda, edited by M.
Papathomopoulos (2007), Athens; P : Arsenius Paroemiographus,
Apothegmata edited by E.L. von Leutsch (1851), Corpus
paroemiographorum Graecorum, vol. 2, Gottingen (repr. Hildesheim
1958), 240-744

S :loannes Stobaeus = ed. by C. Wachsmuth (1884 and unaltered
reprints), loannis 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 1™
century

P Parisinus 2129 15"
century

L Laurentianus 14"
century

"¢ 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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§"™*): = manus secunda, where Wachsmuth has P*, e.g. at 1.24.2d
$™*: index Photius, edited by R. Henry (1960 and unaltered
reprints), Photius Bibliothéque, vol. 2, Paris

Se4Va-: codex Vaticanus gr. 201 (according to Wachsmuth (1882) 71

derived from F)

geedMon- . 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 P* and S are not cited;
significant variation between manuscript readings is expressed through
numbers, e.g. P%, P% 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. 1); Anonymus 111, pp. 102—133 (abbr. Anon. 1I);

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 paiens, edited by R.P.C. Hanson
(1993), Paris

Isidore of Pelusium  Isidore de Péluse Lettres (nos. 1214-1700), edited by P.
Evieux (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, 67125 (diss. Konigsberg
1923); edited by C. Vassallo, (forthc.), ‘Philodemi De pietate
[Praesocraticorum philosophorum de deis opiniones] P.Herc. 1428,

coll. 318-333 (olim frr. 7-19)’

psJustinus 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 /, edited by G. Pasquali

3

(1910) ‘Doxographica aus Basiliosscholien’, Nachrichten der
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gittingen, 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

Latin Abbreviations in the Apparatus Criticus (and elsewhere)

<> () litterae additae

1}

litterae deletae

U status incertus

11

litterae qui non extant (papyri)

. (sublineam) litterae dubiae (papyri)

e

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



cf.
coni.
conl.
COIT.
crit.
crucif.
dub.
duce
ed.
edd.
emend.
exh.
fort.
fr., frs.
gloss.
hab.
ind.
init.
inv.

L, 11
lac.
mal.
marg.

msS., mss.

n., nn.
om.
P PP-
pap.

paraphr.

prob.
procem.
prop.
put.
recc.
restit.
ret.
schol.
sc.

scr.

List of Sigla and Abbreviations

confer

coniecit

conlato

correxit

criticus

crucifixit
dubitanter, dubitat
= primus

editor, editio
editores
emendavit
exhibet, exhibuit
fortasse
fragmentum, fragmenta
glossa, glossema
habet

indicavit

initium

invertit

linea, lineae
lacuna

maluit

margo, in margine
manuscriptum, manuscripta
nota, notae
omittit

pagina, paginae
papyrus
paraphrasit
probat, probavit
procemium
proposuit

putat, putavit
recentiores
restituit

retinuit

scholion

scilicet

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.qg. 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

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

Bollack

Corsini

Coxon

Daiber

C.D. Beck (1787), Plutarchi De Physicis philosophorum decretis libri
quinque, Leipzig

J. Bollack (1969), Empédocle vol. I1: Les Origines. Edition et
traduction des fragments et des témoignages, Paris

E. Corsinus (1750), Plutarchi De placitis philosophorum libri V,
Florence

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)

H. Daiber (1980), Aetius Arabus. Die Vorsokratiker in arabischer
Uberlieferung, 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, 1" edition, Berlin

DK, Vors.  H.Diels and W. Kranz (1951-1952 and unaltered reprints), Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6™ 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, Diisseldorf

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 Ubersetzer der pseudo-
Galenischen Schrift De historia philosopha: ein Beitrag zur
lateinischen Uberlieferung des Corpus Galenicum, Wiesbaden

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

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

Mansfeld R* ]. Mansfeld (1983-1986), Die Vorsokratiker Griechisch / Deutsch, 2
vols., Stuttgart

Mansfeld R®, Primavesi R* ]J. Mansfeld and O. Primavesi (2011), Die
Vorsokratiker Griechisch / Deutsch, Stuttgart

Mau JMau (1971), Plutarchus Placita Philosophorum, Leipzig

M-R J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (1997—2018), Aétiana, 4 vols.

M-R1 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (1997), Aétiana: The Method and
Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, vol. 1: The Sources, Leiden

M-R 2 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (2009), Aétiana: The Method and
Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, vol. 2: The Compendium, Part
I: Macrostructure and Microcontext, Part 11, Aétius Book II:
Specimen Reconstructionis, Leiden

M-R 3 J. Mansfeld and D.T. Runia (2010), Aétiana: 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), Aétiana IV: Papers of the
Melbourne Colloquium on Ancient Doxography, Leiden

Meineke  A. Meineke (1855-1857), loannis Stobaei florilegium. 4 vols., Leipzig

Primavesi see above under Mansfeld”

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
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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 Aétius 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 loannes
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 Aétius 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.’ 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.”

2.3 Ps.Plutarch and his Tradition

The practically complete Greek text of ps.Plutarch’s Ilept Tév dpeaxdvtwy Tolg
1A0adgols puatkiv Soypdtwy émttouy), ‘On the Physical Doctrines Accepted by
the Philosophers, Abridged Version’,’ is extant in several Byzantine

'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.

* 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
1121195, 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 Aétiana see
below section 3.3. In section A of the Commentary of each individual chapter the contribution
of each witness is analysed in detail.

® 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 ITept TOV GpeardvTwy TOTS PLA0TEPOIS UKV doypdTwy EmITopiS (TO A' etc.)
c.q. &v émropy. 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 émttopy. Cyril’s very brief title
Duoiv doypdTwy cuvaywyis at Jul. 2.14 and 2.22 adroitly replaces ITept Tév dpeawdvtwy Tolg
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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.*

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.’ 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 Aétius in Stobaeus is
basically the same as the chapter order of ps.Plutarch, although there are a few
noteworthy differences.’ 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
Aétian 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

@roadgolg plus émitouy) with the single word cuvaywyis. Theodoret’s shortened title ITept TGV
10ls phogdgots Sokdvtwy émitopy) at CAG 4.3 replaces dpeoxévtwy with do&dvtwy and omits the
words ¢uaik@v Soypdtwy. The title of Aétius quoted at Theod. CAG 4.31 is Ilepl dpeaxdvtwy
Euvaywyy), which confirms the word dpeoxévrwy 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.

’ 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.

¢ See below, n. 14 and text thereto.
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lemmata order of ps.Plutarch are a calque of those of in Aétius. 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 Aétius and not ps.Plutarch’s abridged
version. And he presents his aggregates of selected abstracts from Aétius 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
Aétius 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 (procemium 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
procemium 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 procemia.” Aétian 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 Theodoret® (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

"' This also applies to procemial 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.
® On irreducible texts see below section 3.3 and Runia (2020).
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derivation from Aétius; 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,” 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.”

Abridgement was primarily carried out on the micro-level of the chapter.”
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,” 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

% See the following section 2.4.

' Below section 2.5.

"M-R 1.187-192.

™ 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 éxAoy@v, dmopleypdtwy, dmodnxdv, BipAla Técoapa,”
‘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 procemium 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 Aétius. 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. "

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).” The sixty Stobaean chapters are less in
number, but they are substantially larger than Aétian 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 authors™® and also
from secondary sources dealing with physics. Among these secondary sources
are very substantial excerpts from Aétius, but, just as is the case with other
secondary material on physics that is often combined with the Aétian 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

¥ Phot. Bibl. cod. 167, p. 112a.

** 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.

' M-R 1.195-202 and see further below sub-sections 4.3.2—3.

' 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 Aétian ingredients, is his division of the anonymous secondary
material on physics into three different traditions: (1) the doxographical
tradition proper represented by Aétius, 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.”

The contents of approximately 115 of the 135 chapters of Aétius had to be
accommodated into 52 of the 60 chapters of the Eclogae physicae.”® Thus
Stobaeus each time had to make room for on average two or three related
Aétian 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 Aétian 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 Aétian 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 anthologist by coalescing doxai deriving from several
original Aétian chapters in newly arranged clusters sharing the same name-
labels. ™ 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 Aétius he also could not avoid combining various Aétian 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 Aétian
abstracts from several chapters constitutes an enclave, a micro-environment

7 M-R 1.210-213, and in detail on Arius Didymus 238—265; see also Algra (2018) and below at n.
48.

¥ 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.

¥ On coalescence see M—R 1.218—224.
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that is Aétian. Typically terse doxographical lemmata concerned with the
topic(s) at issue which are located in this environment can be safely attributed
to Aétius, 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.”” 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 Aétius has been lost entirely or for the most part,
the latter in those cases where his Byzantine editors edited out all Aétian
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 Aétius 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.” Where available Stobaeus’ evidence is of primary
importance, where lost it is sorely missed.

2.5 The Crucial Role of Theodoret

The ‘EXAnvix@v latpue mabyudtwy, 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

** This was an important reason that Book 2 was chosen as our specimen reconstructionis in M—
R2.2.

* 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.”” 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
(Tapdppacts, uetdppacts)® and elaboration (é&gpyaoia),* the former being, as it
would appear, often used, the latter only when it was needed.” 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,” 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.” The purpose of

** For an example see below at ch. 1.7, Commentary A(3).

* 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 petdgpacis is also used for what we call ‘translation’.

** Aelius Theon Prog. c. 16, preserved only in Armenian, French trans. Patillon-Bolognesi (1997)
10-111, English trans. Kennedy (2003) 70—-71; see Patillon-Bolognesi (1997) cvii—cxi.

* 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’ (vodv), although he has
occasionally corrected or clarified or abridged ‘the text’ (tjv Aé&w). 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’.

* Patillon-Bolognesi (1997) 110.

*7 Prot. 316d—e; cf. Phdr. 270c oxémel ti mote Aéyet Trmoxpdtyg e xai 6 dAndng Adyos, Arist. Met.
A.4 985a4—5 €l ydp Tig dxorovboiy xai AapBdvor mpdg v Stdvotay xal ) Tpdg & PeAXileTat Aéywy
"EpmedoxAijs. And the happy formula of Syrianus in Met. 1. 11—13: ‘it will be our job to say what
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such instances or groups of reformulated abstracts, often described as
naptopLa, ‘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
Aétius, in a much fuller version.” 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.”

Theodoret, as was first seen by Diels,* is the third chief witness for Aétius,
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.* At Curatio 4.31 he adds the titles of their
treatises, and at 2.95 he puts ‘Plutarch and Aétius’ 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
Aétius 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 ‘¢he philosophers’ cited above does not
impose this chronological limit. Aétius dealt with doxai just like ps.Plutarch
did.*

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’ (&
8¢ wi) Aéye pév adtéfey, Emdpeva 8¢ Eatwv dvaryxalng ol Tibnat, Tadt &v ety Aéyew pétepov). 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 éepyaaia, for it can
also mean ‘careful explanation’, ‘detailed exposition’.

*8 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).

*9 See the discussion at ch. 1.3, Commentary A(5).

% DG 45-49; cf. M—R 1.77-84.

% Quoted below at 1.0 titulus et index, Testes primi.

% 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.” These texts are explicitly attributed by him to ‘Plutarch’.** 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 Aétius.* 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.*® 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 émttoun. As we have seen, this crucial term is not found in
Eusebius,” 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 Aétius 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 arché’, Book 4 ‘On matter and the cosmos’, Book 5

3 For the details see M—R 1.132-134; see also further below, section 4.2.2.

% PE14.15.1 (on gods) is of particular importance in our context.

% Diels DG 45-49. We followed him at M—R 1.168, 178. For the discussion see Mansfeld (2016)
153-154, (2018) 176-177.

3 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 Qusta all have the erroneous
MiAnoiog, but ps.Galen preserves the correct MiAtog, 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.

87 Cf. M—-R 1122, 1.168, 2.1.18, and see above n. 3.
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‘On human nature’, and Book 6 ‘On divine providence’?* 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.*

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 Aétian abstracts from Eusebius’ ps.Plutarch, which would largely
exclude or entirely remove him as a direct witness for Aétius.* 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:* CAG 4.11—24 ~ Plac. 1.3, 1.9, 118, 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. 118, 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

3% Overview at M—R 1.274—275.

% The distribution is: Book 127 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.

* Frede (1999b), Gourinat (2011), most emphatically Bottler (2014).

4 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,” 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.®

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.*

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 Aétian material from ps.Plutarch
himself but from a shared source. Such a shared source has also to be
postulated for the Aétian 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.* 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 Aétian 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

* For these examples see M—-R 4.183

* For detailed references to these passages see M-R 4.262 and 4.181-184.

* 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.

% 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
Aétian. 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 Aétius, 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 Aétius 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 Aétius, because in the
source which he used Xenophanes and Parmenides and Melissus so usefully
contradict themselves. This was grist to his apologetic mill.*

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 Aétius into account, we
attribute this work to an otherwise unknown author, or redactor, and we call
him Aétius, just like Theodoret and Diels did.

% 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 Aétian 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 (00
uévov dAANAoL, dANG xal opiaty adTols Tepl TRV adTAVY EvavTia yeypagnxaaw).
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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 ‘Aétiog is a lapsus calami for "Apetog (sc. "Apetog Aidvpog), another
personage hardly better known than Aétius.”” 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.*
Continuing Lebedev’s argument, the Dutch scholar Jan Bremmer, in a very
learned paper, insisted that the personal name Aétiog is unattested for a
person living in the first century CE, and only occurs more often later.* But a
list of proper names in the second century CE grammarian Aelius Herodian
discussed by Bremmer contains, apart from Aétiog, also the names "Yrartiog,
Edatpdriog, and ‘ABavdatos.” These names too appear here for the first time in
the literary record, and like ‘Aétiog are only paralleled rather much later,”
though not very often as well. Accordingly, the arguments of Lebedev,
Bremmer and others against the plausibility of the personal name Aétiog 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.” The best
and simplest option, therefore, is to follow the tradition and to go on calling
him Aé&tius. 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

“ Lebedev (1984), (1988), see M—R 1.333—338; most recently Lebedev (2016).

# See now Algra (2018). There is some evidence for his interest in Platonism and logic.

* 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.

% Aelius Herodian Pros.Cath. p. 1.119.35-120.6 Lentz.

% 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 Aétius in the TLG (apart from our
doxographer) is Aétius of Amida, sixth century again.

5* As already argued at M—R 1.86, 3.177-178.
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cited in the literature, especially since the appearance of the first edition of the
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker in 1903.%

2.7 The Extent of the Original Work

We have seen above that Aétius’ 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.** 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 Aétian 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.” 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.%° Thus

% 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 Aétius and distinguished this Aétius/Plutarch from the ‘Plutarch’ he cites.

5 Jeremiah (2018) at M-R 4.284—295, paraphrased from 295.

% 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.)

5 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.” 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.*These 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 procemium of Book 1 define the purpose, later
commonly called oxomég, of the work: péAhovtes v Quatkdy mapadwaew Adyov,
‘our objective is to teach the physical theory’, or alternatively ‘to hand down
the account of nature’. The Latin translation of the substantive mapddoais that
belongs with the verb mapadwaoew 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 1is a detailed presentation of foundational
concepts of theoretical physics such as matter, body, motion, time, and

" 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.

¥ 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 procemium 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.
318 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.”

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.’” 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 Aétiana Volumes 1—2

In Aétiana vol. 1 our first purpose was the critical evaluation of Diels’ famous
Aétius 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.” 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.”

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

% 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 procemia 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.

% See Higbie (2010).

® 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 Aétian Placita M—R 1.328.

% See Appendices 1 & 2 below.
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material.”® 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.**

However, Diels’ approach to the sources for his tabular reconstruction of
Aétius 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—on whom see below,
section 5.2.2—in the fourth/third century BCE, to Aétius 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.” The focus of his interest was on the
thought of the largely lost early Greek philosophers. So in Aétius 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.*

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

% 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.

% See e.g. Regenbogen (1961) 545: ‘Es braucht jetzt kaum mehr gesagt zu werden, daf3 eigentlich
eine neue Wissenschaft, mit einem neuen Stoffgebiet und einer so noch nie gehandhabten
Methode damit begriindet war’.

% De orat. 2.117; see the discussions at M—R 1.66, g7—101.

% 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.”

The purpose of Aétiana 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,” 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.% 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 procemium
of the Meteorology, the procemium of the On Sensation, and two passages of
the On the Generation of Animals. At Meteorology 1.1, looking back, Aristotle

% Frede (1999); see above n. 2, and section 2.5 text to and after n. 40.

% Also using results reached in our earlier publications, many of which were collected in M—R
vol. 3.

% 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.” 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.” 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.

" Hecquet-Devienne (2004), endorsed by Gutas (2012) 12—-14.
™ 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.” 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,” which illustrates the specific technical meaning of an
everyday word: for instance UAy), ‘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

™ 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.

™ 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.” 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.”

As a systematic overview of the methodology of the Placita this volume of
Aétiana 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.” 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.” 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.” 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

*M-R 2.1.3-16, 173-195.

> At chs. 1.2.2, 1.3.1-3, 1.7.7, each time using the verb apoptdvery; see further M—R 2.1.69—72.
" M-R 2.1.195-224.

" M-R 2.1.97-109.

7 Jeremiah (2018) at M—R 4.310-310.
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time went on, likely indicating the systematic importance of dialectical
practice in the Hellenistic era’.”” We return to the subject of dialectic in
Aristotle and Theophrastus below at section 5.2.

Aétiana 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 17a*) we printed and patiently analyzed the
evidence of the individual witnesses in sequence.” 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
Aétius. 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 Aétian 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.” 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

™ Jeremiah (2018) at M—R 4.345.

% 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.

% 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 Qusta ibn Luqa), Stobaeus and Theodoret, together with
Achilles as testis secundus.

% 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.”

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 Aétiana 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 Aétiana 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 Aétius resuscitated by
its author; and (2) determining the position of this Aétius in the context of the
doxographical tradition which his Doktorvater Usener had postulated as
deriving from Theophrastus.™

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,® written at the turn of the third century BCE, which
Usener and he (followed by numerous other scholars) called ®vouév 88&at but
we call duowai 36&at. The next stage is the hypothetical treatise he called

% Particularly in the case of ps.Galen and Qusta for the tradition of ps.Plutarch, and to a lesser
extent with regard to the information of the Laurentianus ms. for Stobaeus.

% Usener in his 1858 dissertation on the fragments of Theophrastus cites parallels in various
authors, many of whom are witnesses to Aétius in Diels.

% 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 Aétius, 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 Aétius on the one
hand and Philodemus, Cicero, and Soranus in Tertullian for the psychology of
Book 4 on the other, and between Aétius 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 Aétius, the new player
who Diels introduced, is subtracted.” Diels later identified this intermediary
work, ‘more precisely’, as he stated, as ‘Poseidianische Apéoxovra’.*” 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.**

Diels also set out to construct additional proof for the Theophrastean
antecedents of Aétius by isolating the postulated parallel Theophrastean
evidence in other sources. For this purpose he adroitly exploited the
fashionable technique of tabulation.” 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, Aétius, and finally Theophrastus.” He moreover believed
that the disposition of Theophrastus’ foundational treatise was mirrored in the

o1 ¢

compendia of ps.Plutarch and Aétius and the Vetusta placita:” ‘principles, God,

) 92

cosmos, meteora, psychology, physiology’.”” This seems to be, and in a way
really is, spot on. But in fact the Theophrastean evidence that he had for this

% See our account of this earlier stage in M—R 1.49-63.

% Diels (1893b) 101-102.

% See M-R 3.125-157, a paper first published in 1989.

% As noted above, text to n. 64.

% DG 133-144.

" DG 183.

9 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 ®uoudv 86&aut.
Nevertheless, he was right in positing a connection between the De sensibus
and Aétius Book 4, though it is rather more limited than he suggested, and
there are also a few traces of Theophrastus on principles in Aétius Book 1. But
there is no comparable Theophrastean evidence for ‘cosmology’ and
‘physiology’, unless one includes two references to him in the Aétian doxai on
the moon in Book 2.%

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.” In 1918 an Arabic translation of a Metarsia, attributed to
Theophrastus in the manuscripts, was published and made accessible by
Bergstrasser. 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,” 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.”®

A further consideration is that, as we saw in section 2.8 above,” the
sequence of themes in the five Books of Aétius derives from Aristotle and the
Stoics, where in fact we do have evidence. ‘Principles’ and ‘God’ are treated in
Aétius 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 Aétius’ treatise, we should
first note that at one time Diels toyed with the idea of providing a unified

% In chs. 2.25 and 2.29; see the use of the horizontal brace across ‘Aetii’ and ‘Theophrasti fragm.’
at DG 138 and 140.

% See Diels (1893a) and (1893b) and Manetti (1999) and (2001).

% 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.

% We have checked Oniga Farra’s publication of Diels’ marginalia of 198s.

9 Cf. above, n. 69 and text thereto.
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text.” This was to be printed on the left page, with testimonia and an overview
of differences between ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus underneath. Alongside this
Aétian 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.”

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.”” On each page too, underneath the column on the left he

101

placed ‘testimonia’ for ps.Plutarch’s text,” and on the column on the right
‘excerpts from Aétius 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 Aétius, 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-Aétian material, or coalesces
a chapter used as matrix (as for instance ch. 2.13) with material from other
Aétian 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

% See M-R 1.19 for his letter to Usener of July 10 1872.
9 See above text at n. 64.

*° DG 273-444.
"' 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 Aétius, 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 Aétius redivivus, but there again it is not, for
although the witnesses have been Aétianized 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 Aétian 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.” The crucial role played by the Aétian 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.” From their basis in the
Poetarum Philosophorum Fragmenta of 1901 and the Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker of 1903 and later editions, the Aétian 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 ‘Aét.’, plus reference to the Aétian
numbers system conveniently followed by the page number of the Doxographi
Graeci.”* Occasionally lemmata from two witnesses are coalesced and the

"> We generally limit of references to this work to the first 1903 edition and the final edition
revised by W. Kranz (1951-52).

'8 These is no index locorum in Diels (1901) and (1903).

**E.g. for Thales 1A23 PPF = 1A23 VS and 1A23 DK, the reference is Aét. 17, 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 ‘Aét.”” But it should be further noted that several
lemmata abstracted from Theodoret are not cited as straightforward Aétian
texts but announced as ‘Theodoret. aus Aetios’ (with reference to DG added).”
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 Aétius, 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 Aétian 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 Aétius 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.”” Note that there are
no Stobaean parallels for Diocles, since Stobaeus is almost entirely lost for
Book 5.

The solution of Wohrle 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

"5 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.
S E.g. at Xenophanes PPF 11A36 = 21A36 D and 31A36 DK ‘Theodoret. IV 5 aus Aétios (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 ‘Aétian’ passages.

7 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. 146165, those of Stobaeus as frs. 339—371,
those of ps. Galen as frs. 391—405, and even four from Qusta ibn Luqa (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. The laudable motive behind this breakup is to reveal the
particular nature of each of these contributors,” 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 ‘Aétius’ 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 ‘Aétius”.”
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 Aétius”." 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 Aétian lemmata deriving from Book 2 of the earlier edition with
the reconstructed texts in a single column of Aétiana 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

8 Same procedure in Wohrle (2012) for Anaximander and Anaximenes, and Strobel-Wahrle
(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.

9 Wahrle (2009) 5-6.

"> Sharples (2010) xvi.

" Isnardi Parente (2012) 262.
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further down.” We note that his decision to put the Peripatetics before the

Stoics™

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 Aétius.

3.2 A New Edition without Columns and with Commentary

Diels’ edition of Aétius 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 Aétius. 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 Aétiana, 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.” 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.”™

" See the analysis of Runia (1996), reprinted in M—R 3.313—332, aspects of which are further
advanced in the present edition.

S 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.

" An exception should be made for the research on Presocratic cosmology by the Dutch
scholar Dirk Couprie.

"5 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 Aétian text of Theodoret and the
traditio ps.Plutarchi, but have decided not to include the far more voluminous
texts of ps.Plutarch and Stobaeus.™ Actually the texts of these two primary
witnesses are present in the single column of the Aétian 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’

6 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."

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 Aétius’ 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

"7 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 ‘tibersichtlicher’, 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 Reconstruction™®

It seems that the Placita attributed to Aétius 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.” 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.””
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 4.1 and 4.12 on Stoic epistemology, all of which deviate from the
usual method of the Placita.”

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

" For the argument of this section in more detail see Runia (forthcoming).

" See the comparison with six different kinds of incompletely extant texts in Runia
(forthcoming) §s.

" 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.

" 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 procemia which are only found in P). In the case of 4.12 the heading
ITept pavtaciag xal xpttypiov in Photius is probably an indication that S took up material from
this chapter.



General Introduction 38

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.”* 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).” It is easy to show that the ps.Plutarchean material not
paralleled in Stobaeus has a legitimate place in the kind of compendium that
Aétius was putting together, including the important introductory passages.”*

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).” 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

2 See above section 2.3, text below n. 4, and section 2.5 at n. 41.

31t should be noted that ps.Galen does not call his work an Epitome, but introduces the new
title @1Adgogog latopla.

4 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.

"5 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.”* Just because a text is only known to
us through a single witness only, this does not mean that its Aétian 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, ™’
generally retains it as the default option unless his anthological techniques
determine otherise. Ps.Plutarch’s practice conforms of course to what we have
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above called the law of least effort.”” 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,

*® 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.

7 See above section 2.3 at n. 6 and section 2.4 at n. 14.

8 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.” 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
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witnesses (including manuscripts and a secondary witness).”” 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.” 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.” Much more difficult is when the
witnesses furnish texts of the same doxa which differ on essential points.™
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

9 On these headings see our preliminary treatment at M—R 2.196—204.
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These are: short, Ilept NAlov; fuller, Iept odaiag NAlov; and two extended variants (Ilept odalag
NAfov xal Tt 0o xat Tpels elaty, Ilept NAlov xat 81t xal dbo xal Tpels ioiv); for more details see
Runia (2020) ooo.

¥ See ch. 2.1.3—4. A more difficult example in ch. 2.3 is given in Runia (2020) ooo.
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On this practice see above section 2.5 final paragraph.
3 For some salient examples see Runia (2020) ooo.
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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 Aétius, 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 Aétius. 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
Aétius. The taxonomy that we shall now set out refines the earlier distinction
that we made between witnesses and sources.”*

(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

3¢ See above n. 1.
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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 Qusta thus are primary witnesses, but their knowledge of Aétius’
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.” 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 Aétius’ work was based. In an earlier
volume we described these works as ‘cousin writings’.** 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 Aétius’ 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
Aétius 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.

5 On Nicolaus see further below section 2.2. For Arsenius see Apophthegmata, Cent. 8 100c Von
Leutsch, the text of 1.10 ITept 1déag 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 Ilept
aipéoewyv 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 Aétius.
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 Aétius drew
his stock.™” 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 Aétius 1.7, and for this reason Diels included these
texts in parallel columns in the Doxographi Graeci.®® These texts could have
been placed among the secondary witnesses, but the fact that they are
dependent on texts that clearly antedate Aétius’ 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
Aétius’ compendium, but have a more distant relation to it because they do
not belong to the doxographical tradition narrowly defined.” 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

%7 See our text and commentary on chs. 2.11, 2.13, 2.25, 4.2, 4.5.

38 See ch. 1.7 and Diels DG 529-550. His text of Philodemus is now obsolete.

9 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 Aétius’ 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
Aétius, 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
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amount of the original text."” 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

141

century CE.
Chaeronea, whose name was appropriated for the pseudonymous work. The

He is certainly not to be identified with the famous Plutarch of

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."** 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.” They give fascinating information about the early state of the work,
including a possible different book division,** and also interesting insight into
often rather careless scribal practices, e.g. omissions and haplography.” In one
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For the exact statistics see above at n. 5.
' See the fuller account at M—R 1.126-130.
“* Barns—Zilliacus (1960), (1967).

3 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).

'**The number 42 at ch. 5.4, on which see M-R 1.127 and A 5.4 Comm. C.

5 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."*’

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."” 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.** 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 below*—obeli
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proliferate with alarming frequency.” 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
Téetog, 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 Qusta we know of only seven lemmata

wholly missing, all but two of which occur towards the end of the work (5.19—
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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. 51 Commentary D(b).

¥ 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.

“® As postulated by Diels in his stemma at DG 40; cf. also MR 1.172.
49 Section 4.2.

%° There are 64 in total in a text of 104 pages.
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29).” 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).” In his Praeparatio Evangelica,
written in the early years of his episcopate which commenced in 313,
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 ceuvre.” 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 (Stagwvia) and strife
(Aoyopayia) of the philosophers, as opposed to the unified truth of the
Gospel.”” The method to do this is to use as evidence the testimony (paptupia)
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.™ 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.”” 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

' 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
Qusta: 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.

%% A lengthier account of Eusebius as witness for the Placita is given in M—R 1.130-141. On the
Patristic authors Athenagoras and ps.Justin, who may have utilised the Epitome see below 4.2.3
and 4.4.1.

'3 Barnes (1981) 278.

'* On Eusebius’ library see Carriker (2003); on ps.Plutarch p. 114.

%5 On Eusebius’ articulately presented programme in PE, see M-R 1.130-132.

' See discussion and references to scholarship in Inowlocki (2006) 33-73.

7 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.”®
In Book 15 the citations are much more extensive, covering large sections of
cosmology and meteorology, with just two chapters cited on psychology.”™ He
emphasizes in his connecting passages that he cites the very words of his
source.” 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.”” 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."®

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.® 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.

"9 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.

% E.g. PE 15.31.2: &x T adTig pavBorve Tod TTAovtdpyov puvil.

* See Inowlocki (2006) 291293, but only in relation to Jewish authors. She concludes that he
resorts to textual changes only rarely and rather discreetly.

2 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.

%3 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.** He also argues that its title was
not the traditional Adyog mapatvetindg mpog "EAAnvag, but rather Ipog ‘EAAvag
mepl TS dANBolg BeoaePelag Adyos as indicated in its exordium (§1.2). Since the
philosophers are the teachers of piety (0cocefeia), it is their views that need to
be examined. For this purpose he will expound the 3¢&a of each of them on the
subject, thereby showing their disagreement with each other. This is probably
a covert reference to the Placita.® In ch. 1.3 he cites an extensive list of ten
apxal. 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.”® For the text of this work we use the edition of Marcovich."”’

4.2.4 Ps.Galen

Like ps.Plutarch’s work, the ®A\égogog lotopia 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,” but it could just as easily be dated to an earlier date
in the third or fourth century."® We simply do not know.

"% 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.

%5 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 Co. 3.1.8 (poets), 5.1.10 (Plato and Aristotle), 5.4.44
(Aristotle), 7.1.2 (Plato), 35.2.29 (philosophers in conflict).

*® 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.

7 Marcovich (199ob). See also the Lesetext of Riedweg (1994) 530-582 which deviates in a few
details.

' DG 16-17; cf. M-R 1.151-152. For a more detailed treatment of ps.Galen’s evidence see M—R
1141-152.

' 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 énttouy, 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.”

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 Theodoret™

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.” 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 Aétius). 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 ot Tpayparteio Aptototédous év 1), a idiosyncratic reference which
Diels rightly saw was foreign to the method of the Placita.” Ps.Galen reads
simply ITAdtwv xal AptatotéAyg, and in this reading is supported not only by
Qusta’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 Aétius.

7° 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%.

' See above section 2.5 at n. 25.

72 M-R 1.148.

' 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.”
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.” 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.” 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.”
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.”™ The remaining chapters of ps.Galen that are
based on ps.Plutarch have been collated, but not yet published in a new
edition.” 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.™

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,” 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

74 Diels DG 595-648; Diels (1870).

' Diels used A and B (both in Florence), but neglected O (Oxford) and was unaware of C
(Cheltenham, not in Provo Utah).

%% Jas (2016), a Munich dissertation prepared under the guidance of O. Primavesi. She also
attended a number of workshops organised by the Aétius project.

77 See the stemma at (2016) 70.

7% For the identification of these chapters see Jas (2016) 14, 41-44.

' Le. the 44 remaining chapters of Nicolaus’ translation and the remaining 15 which he did not
translate.

** Indicated in the app.crit. with the tag per litteram, or based on the edition of Empedocles’
fragments in the Reclam® volume.

% 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." They were unknown to Diels, but were identified by the treatise’s
editor Dieter Hagedorn.™ 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.** His method of citation resembles that of Eusebius, including
twice indicating the title and location of the cited text.™ 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.* 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."*
Importantly he explicitly states in two of these texts that the information is
drawn from ‘Plutarch’. As already noted above in section 2.5, 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

8 Chs. 2.12; 3.2-5; 3.7; also possible references to chs. 2.2 and 2.11.

' 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.

% For a more detailed discussion of Cyril’s usage see M—R 1.166-168.

%5 On the title see above 1. 3.

% Riedweg (2016); very brief comment on usage of ps.Plutarch on p. clxix (by W. Kinzig).
87 CAG 2.112-113; 3.4, 6.6.

88 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 Aétius.

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 Aétius). He was able to demonstrate, however, that they
were interpolated at a later date.® 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
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is the only one available.

4.2.9 loannes Lydus

The learned early Byzantine civil servant loannes Lydus (490—c. 565) cites
doxai from about ten chapters of the Epitome in his work De mensibus.” 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 memvpwuévov at ch. 2.25.3, feomvedatoug 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
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source.®” We have cited the text of Wuensch and recorded all textual variants

in the apparatus criticus.™

% Diels DG 1—4; on this text see further M—R 3.447, 461. His theory, however, that Prov.1as we
have it now is a reduced version of an original dialogue remains controversial; see Runia (2017)
172.

9 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.

' 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).

9% 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.
41 Commentary B.

8 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.** 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
gth cent. ms. Parisinus Graecus 1807 (A) and belongs to the group known as
the Scholia vetera.” We cite it in the collection of Greene." For the scholia to
Aratus and Basil of Caesarea see below under 4.4 Secondary witnesses.

4.2.11 Qusta ibn Luqa
The Arabic translation of ps.Plutarch’s Epitome by the Syrian Christian of

197 3

Greek origin, Qusta ibn Luqga (in Latin Constans Lucae filius, c. 840-912), is

an important witness to its text. The existence of the translation was known to

¥ The landmark edition of Daiber has made

Diels, but he had no access to it.
this work fully accessible, though unfortunately its title is in two respects
misleading. 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, Qusta’s translation is more complete than that of

the Greek mss., with four additional lemmata, mainly at the end.*” It is also

"9 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.

"% 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).

9 Greene (1938) 240—241. His note that it is probably derived from a commentator such as
Proclus is beside the mark.

97 For biographical details on Qusta see Daiber (1980) 4.

9 It is mentioned at DG 27—28, but he thinks it is no longer extant.

99 Daiber (1980). The full title is Aetius Arabus: die Vorsokratiker in arabischer Uberlieferung. It
is of course not a translation of Aétius, but of ps.Plutarch, and its contents extend far beyond
the Presocratic tradition.

*° See above n. 151. The additional Aristotelian doxa at 1.21.2a is surprising but we have now,
pace M-R 1157, given it the benefit of the doubt. The doxai of ch. 2.27 (but not the title) are

missing through a saut du méme au méme.
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basically a faithful translation of the Greek.*” There are, needless to say,
numerous instances of paraphrase, explanations, simplifications, omissions,
small additions and outright mistakes. For example, on four occasions Qusta
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.*”* 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.”” On many occasions Qusta’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 Qusta, which is now finding acceptance by
scholars.*

The copy of the Epitome used by Qusta 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.** 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 Qusta’s variants in our own
apparatus, referring to his text as P® 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

> For a full discussion of the nature and value of Qusta’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.

% See comment at ch. 2.1 Commentary D(d)§1.

*%8 See discussion at ch. 5.30 Commentary D(b).

*°% First by Mansfeld R', M-R 2.530, Primavesi R*, and Laks—Most LCL 5.476.

2% 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.*** 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.*” 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.”® 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.*” For this work we
use the excellent edition of Westerink, who has made all the necessary
identifications.”” 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

21

work are of little weight,” with the exception of extended excerpt from ch. 5.30
fortuitously preserved in the 'EmiAboeig mowiAwy €pwtnpdtwy, which is
particularly interesting because of the poor state of transmission of the final

part of the treatise.””

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

**% See also the brief account at M—R 1170-171. We ignore here the two separate redactions.

" There are 133 chapters in the Epitome, excluding the procemia and two of Aétius’ 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.

% At M-R 1170 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.
* 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.

#°Westerink (1948), his Nijmegen dissertation.

* Chapter headings from Book 3 are used in treatises published in the Opera logica 20, 22—24
and 26 edited by Duffy (1992).

“* 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 Qusta and ps.Galen.
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outlining of various opinions.”® What is needed is demonstrated science
(yv&ois pet’ dmodeifews), beginning modo Aristotelico with what is visible and
advancing to the very dpyy 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. His work too consists of five Adyot, but in order to follow
the outlined method he has to rearrange the contents.” 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.” We list these appropriations under the
testes primi, using the edition of Delatte.”® 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 histo