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Abstract: The hypothesis formulated by Usener and Diels that Theophrastus’
De sensibus is a crucial source of relevant sections of the Placita is insufficiently
supported by the evidence. Of the fifteen Placita chapters dealing with sense
perception and cognition, only a few are related to the treatise.
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1 Introduction

Theophrastus’ De sensibus® is one of the sources of the tradition on which the
account of sense-perception according to the Presocratics in the Aétian Placita
depends. Usener and Diels, as is well known, spoke of a single Quelle, which
would have been modified by the process of abstraction and undergone further
changes as the material was transmitted.? But their original hypothesis has to be
formulated more modestly, as has been argued in some detail by Ax and Baltus-
sen.? David T. Runia and the present writer have been preparing a new edition with
translation and commentary of the Placita.* It may be of some interest to publish
here in advance some of the results of the study of Book 4 and of Book 1 ch. 15.

A manuscript of DS must of course have been available for making the
excerpts, and Plac. may therefore be included among the indirect witnesses for the
text of DS. The manuscript tradition of DS is not particularly good, or the meaning
of the original text may already have been quite difficult to make out in many

1 Hereinafter DS for Theophr. De sensibus.

2 For Diels’ detailed comparison of the Placita with DS see DG, pp. 222-224.

3 Ax (1986), Baltussen (1993), (2000), (2006).

4 Hereafter I use Plac. for the Aétian Placita. The text is that of our reconstructed version in a
single column from the three witnesses ps. Plutarch (and his tradition), Stobaeus and Theodoret.
For ease of comparison Diels’ numeration of paragraphs is retained.
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places. Sometimes one has the impression that (a predecessor of) Aétius, com-
posing his terse abstracts, decided to cut a knot, or at least to limit his abstract to
something that would make some directly appreciable sense, eventually helped
by evidence available elsewhere, e.g. in Aristotle. In other cases he may have
preserved a better reading of DS (see below section 5, comment on Plac. 4.16.3).

It is of some interest that colour is treated in Book 1 of Plac. (ch. 1.15), in one of
the chapters on ‘body’ (c@pa) and its properties (chs. 1.12-17, prominently begin-
ning with ch. 1.12 ITepi cwpdtwv, On bodies), and not among the chapters dealing
with sense-perception in Book 4, although in Democritus, Plato, Aristotle, and
Theophrastus the study of colour is part of the study of sense-perception. In DS,
the colour theories of Democritus and Plato play an important role. The shift from
epistemology to ontology in Aétius will have been caused by the position of the
corporeal in Stoic thought. In ch. 1.15.1, colour is defined as ‘the quality of a body
that is primarily visible’, but in a Stoicizing context qualities are corporeal. This
reshuffling is evidence for the considerable distance between DS and Plac., and
may also explain the relative lack of direct echoes of DS in Plac. 1.15 as compared
with Plac. 4.13-19.

Book 4 comprises 14 chapters on sense-perception and cognition, from 4.8
to 4.21. The ‘Stoic’ chapters 4.11 and 4.12, serving to make the tract more up to
date, are of course entirely unrelated to DS. But the chapters on voice/sound,
4.19-20, should be included because voice is ‘heard’. Of these 14 chapters only
seven depend in some way on DS. We have seen that ch. 1.15 is to be added to
these seven, so their sum total is eight.

I will look at the relevant paragraphs of the eight chapters involved one by
one, namely of Plac. 4.9 on the reliability of sensations and impressions (inluding
inner sensations), 4.13 on vision, 4.14 on mirror images, 4.16 on hearing, 4.17 on
smelling, 4.18 on tasting, 4.19 on voice, and 1.15 on colours.” Each time I will cite
the Plac. text and its source in DS, sometimes followed by references to other rel-
evant source texts and add brief comments.

2 Pleasure and pain

Two lemmata out of twenty in Plac. 4.9, Ei GAn0€ig ai aioBroeig kai @avtaoia, are
related to an antecedent in DS. These twenty lemmata contain 19 name-labels,

5 I'will not discuss ch. 4.5.12 ‘intellect and soul (are) the same’, for which cf. e. g. Arist. de An. 1.2
404225-"3, with Baltussen’s note (1993), p. 222.
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12 of which are of Presocratics: Pythagoras (twice),® Xenophanes, Parmenides
(twice), Anaxagoras (three times), Empedocles (three times), Zeno, Melissus,
Leucippus, Democritus (three times), Diogenes, Metrodorus, and Protagoras.
These are followed by four Academics and Peripatetics: Plato (twice), Academ-
ics (twice), Aristotle, and Heraclides, and three Hellenistic philosophers: Stoics
(twice), Epicurus (four times), and Chrysippus.

Plac. 4.9.15 'EpnedokAiig tag ndovag yiveabat Toig pév opoiolg (Ex) t@v
Opoiwv katd 8¢ TO ENAETTOV TIPOG TNV GVaTARpWaoLY, MOTE TQ EAAElTOVTL T OpELLg
Tob Opoiov Tag 8 dAynddvag Toig Evavtiolg, AAAOTPLOGOAL Yap TipdG GAANAa doa
BlaEpel KaTa TE TV GVYKPLOLY Kal TNV TWV 0TOLXElWV Kpaotv.”

Empedocles (says) that the pleasures come about through the similars from
the similars, but in accordance with what is lacking for the fulfilment, so that the
desire for the similar comes about through what is lacking; the pains come about
through the dissimilars, for foreign to each other is what is different as to compo-
sition and the blend of the elements.

Theophrastus DS 9 fidecBaL 8¢ Toig Opoiolg katd Te (T&) pOpLX Kal THV
Kpaowv, Aumeiobat 8¢ Toig évavtiolg.? DS 16 GAAG v o0dE T R8OVAY kal ATtV
Opoloyovpévws anodidwaty, f8eobat pev molwv Toig opoiolg, Aumeiobat 8¢ Toig
gvavtiolg: “Ex0pd” yap etval, S16TL “mAeioTov &’ AAARAwY Siéyovot” “yévvn Te
KpaoeL {Te) kal eldeov Expaktoiow”.’

DS 9 Pleasure is caused by things that are similar in their parts and mixture,
pain by their opposites. DS 16 His explanation of pleasure and pain is inconsist-
ent, for he makes pleasure come about by similars and pain by their opposites,
since they are “enemies” because “they stand most distant from each other” “in
origin, mixture and moulded forms.”

Comment. Diels DG 222 argues in favour of a clear link with DS 16, rightly
endorsed by Baltussen (1993), p. 215.

Plac. 4.9.16 ’Ava&ayopag doav aiodnotv petd movov. '
Anaxagoras (says) that each sensation occurs accompanied by stress.
Theophrastus DS 29 Gracav 8 aicOnowv petd Aomng.*
Each sensation is accompanied by pain.

6 In this chapter, the name-label Pythagoras occurs both at 4.9.1 and 4.9.10.

7 Empedocles 31A95 DK.

8 Empedocles 31A86 DK.

9 Empedocles 31A86 DK including Empedocles 31B22 DK. I omit Theophrastus’ criticism.
10 Anaxagoras 59A94.6-7 DK.

11 Anaxagoras 59A92 DK.
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Comment. According to this information Anaxagoras declared all sensations
to be painful. This placitum is not mentioned by Diels or Baltussen, but is clearly
reminiscent of the phrase in DS.

3 Vision

Four lemmata out of thirteen in Plac. 4.13, Tlepi 6pdoewg, S 6ppey, On vision,
how we see, are related to antecedents in DS. These thirteen lemmata contain 16
name-labels, 7 of which are of Presocratics plus Plato: Pythagoras Parmenides
Alcmaeon Empedocles Leucippus Democritus.

Plac. 4.13.1 Aevximnog Anpokpitog ‘Emikovpog kata eldwlwv elokpioty
olovTal 0 OpaTiKOV cuppaively ahog.

Leucippus Democritus Epicurus believe that the visual sensation is the result
of the penetration of images.

Theophrastus DS 50-51 dpéav pév ovv motel Tii Eppaoet: TavTny 8¢ idiwg
Aéyel: TV yap Ep@acty obk 0BV &v Tfi kOpn YiveaBal KTA. ... GAwg 8¢ dmopporv
TOOUVTA TR HOpYRS, worep &v Toig ept TV €ibdv, Ti 8l TNV dnoTuNWoV
TIOLETV; aUTA YOp pgaivetal Ta eidwAa.”® DS 80 opdv 8¢ @not S v &mopporv
Kai TNV Epueacty Ty €ig Ty SPw.™

DS 50-51 He explains vision by reflection; this he describes in a particular
way: the reflection does not occur directly in the pupil (etc.). ... In short, when,
as in his On Forms, he posits an effluence of the form (sc. towards the eyes), why
then has he to posit an imprint? (sc. in the air in between eyes and objects). For
the images are reflected sua sponte.” DS 80 He says that vision occurs by effluence
(sc. from the objects) and reflection towards the eyes.

Cf. Epic. Ep.Hdt. ap. D. L. 10.46, Lucr. DRN 6.921-923, Alex.Aphrod. in Sens.
24, 18-21.

Comment. The doctrine of Leucippus and Democritus has here been reduced
to that of Epicurus, famous for his theory of €i8wAa. The name-labels Leucip-
pus and Epicurus do not occur in DS (Epicurus as a matter of course). Adding
“Epicurus” effectively neutralizes Theophrastus’ objection to Democritus’ com-
plicated theory at DS 51 (for which see Rudolph 2011), not reproduced here. In
terms of redaction ch. 4.13.1is closer to Theophrastus’ extremely brief sentence at
DS 80, where however no £idwAa are found. Theophrastus follows Arist. Sens. 2

12 Leucippus 67A29 DK, Epicurus fr. 318 Usener.
13 Democritus 68A135 DK.
14 Democritus 68A135 DK.
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43835-12. The theory has been downsized to the barest essentials; echoes of what
is in DS are limited to eidwAwv / €i8wAa and to elokpiov / droppory, Eugacet
(Eppaivetan).

Plac. 4.13.4 'EpmedokAfig kol mpog T 81t T@V AKTivwv Kal 1pog TO Sk Tdv
eldwAwv £kBoyag mapéxeTal TAEIoUG BE TpOg (TO) SeVTEPOV” TAG Yap ATTOPPOLag
amodéyetar.

Empedocles provides evidence both with regard to (the view that we see)
through rays and with regard to (the view that we see) through images; but more
in relation to the latter, for he accepts the effluences.

Theophrastus DS 7 @not 10 pév évtog avtiis (sc. Tig dpews) eival mop, TO
8¢ mepl adTO YRV Kol &épa, U WV Suévat AemTtov BV kabAmep TO £V ToIg AapmTHpot
@@G. TOUG 8¢ MOPoVG EVOANIE KeloBat ToD Te TUPOG kai Tod DSATOG, WV TOIg PEV
ToD TVPOG T& AgUkd, Toig 8¢ Tob DBaTOg T& péAava YVwpilev- EVappOTTELY Yap
EKOTEPOLG EXGTEPQA” PEPE0DaL OE TX XpWpaTa TIPOS TRV OtV Sid Trv dropponv.®

DS 7 The interior (sc. of the eye) is fire, and what is around this is earth and
water, through which it (sc. the fire), which is fine-textured, passes like the light
in lanterns. The passages of fire and water lie alternately, and of these (passages)
we know whites with those of fire and blacks with those of water, for these fit into
these and those into those; the colours are borne along to the eyes by the (process
of) effluence.”

Cf. Arist. Sens. 2 437°23-438%4, GC 1.8 324°26-32.

Some philosophers think that the last agent — the agent in the strictest
sense — enters in through certain pores, and so the patient suffers action. It is in
this way, they assert, that we see and hear and exercise all our senses. ... Such was
the theory which some philosophers (including Empedocles) advanced ... (trans.
Barnes 1984)

Comment. The point about the two views of Empedocles, extramission com-
bined with intromission (and so of both sides of the main opposition of the Plac.
chapter ‘On vision’), derives from the first passage in Aristotle, quoted above; see
Mansfeld — Runia (2009), vol. I, pp. 190-191. Baltussen (1993), pp. 217-18 allows
for its influence — ‘perhaps’, he says — in combination with DS 7. Theophrastus
too argues that Empedocles speaks both of the fire in the eye, and of the colours
traveling to it as effluences fitting into the passages of the eye. O’Brien (1969),
p. 140 argues that Aristotle’s attribution of a visual ray to Empedocles is mistaken

15 Empedocles 31A90 DK.
16 Empedocles 31A86 DK.
17 For the colours see also DS 7 at section 9 below.
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and says that “Theophrastus says nothing about fire leaving the eye as a factor
in the act of vision”. But what he says at DS 7 is that “the fire in the eye (10 ...
&vTog aUTiS ... iOp) passes through (Suévai) the water and earth that surround
it because it is fine-textured, just as the light in lanterns’. So he appears to agree
with Aristotle. The placitum at 4.13.4 clearly reflects the contents of DS.

Plac. 4.13.11 TIAGtwv ouvavyelav ToD PEV EK TOV 0POALOV QwTOG &L TTOGOV
GToppEOVTOG €iG TOV OpOYeVT] Gépa, TOD 8€ GO TWV CWUATWY AVTUPEPOUEVOU,
ToD 8¢ Tepl TOV PETAED GEPa, EDBLAXUTOV GVTA KAl EDTPETTOV, GUVTEIVOUEVOL T
mupwdel TG GPewg. avTn Aéyetat [IAATWVIKT Guvavyela.

Plato (says that we see) through co-illumination, the light from the eyes
streaming out over a certain distance into the congeneric air, and the light travel-
ling from bodies is borne in the contrary direction, while that in the air in between,
which (sc. air) is easily diffused and flexible, extends itself together with the fiery
element of vision. This is called Platonic co-illumination.

Theophrastus DS 5 v pév Gy motel mupdg (810 kai 10 xpOpa AGYa TV’
410 TV CWHETWY CUUHETPA HOpLa T GeL Exouoav),'® WG ATOPPOFS TE YIVOREVNG
Kai 8€0v ouvappOTTELY GAATAOLG EEloDoa PEXPL TIVOG GLUPLESOAL Tf| GTOPPOR Kai
oVTWG 0PV NUAC.

DS 5 Vision, he posits, is by fire (which is why colour, too, is a sort of flame
from the bodies having parts that are commensurate with (the organ) of sight);
he assumes that an effluence occurs and, because they (sc. the fire from the eye
and effluence from the objects) have to be commensurate with each other, it (the
effluence) proceeds to a certain point and (the fire) fuses with the effluence, and
this is how we see.

Cf. Plu. Quaest.Conv. 626C Nueig 8¢ v NAXTWVIKIV QUAATTOVTEG GPYXTV
ENéyopev OTL TIveDpa TOV OUUATWY aUYOELSES EXTITITOV GvakipvaTal TG TEPL T&
OWHOTR QWTL KAl AapBavel oupmniy, 0o’ v £€ du@otv owpa 81° OAov oupTadEg
yevéabat KA.

Comment. Plac. 4.13.11 is far clearer than what is in Theophrastus (for the
latter cf. Long 1996, pp. 381-383 and Ierodiakonou 2019), so will rather derive
from the Timaeus or from a better Zwischenquelle than from DS. See also Bal-
tussen (1993), pp. 209-10. The Aétian term cuvavyeia is paralleled in Nemesius,
a cousin writing of Aétius: NH 7, p. 58.11-15. It is also paralleled in several late
Byzantines. The related Aétian term ouvavyaopdg is found only once beyond the
Plac. tradition, namely at Plu. de Facie 9298. The relation of the placitum to DS is
tenuous.

18 Cf. infra p. 163 for Plac. 1.15.4 and Tim. 67cC.
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Plac. 4.13.12 " A\kpaiwv xotd TV 10D Stapavois avtiAndv (sc. 6pav nuag).™
Alcmaeon (says that we see) through the perception of the transparent.
Theophrastus DS 26 d@Balpovg 8¢ 6pav S Tob mEpLE Ddartog: 6TL 8 Eyel

ndp SfAoV elvait, MANYEVTOG yp EKAGpMeLV. Opdtv 8¢ T() GTINBOVTL Kail T Slapavet,

dTav avTipaivn, kai dow &v kaBapwTePOV f HEANOV.2°

DS 26 The eyes see via the water that surrounds (sc. the internal fire); and it is
obvious that it (sc. the water) encloses fire, for when struck it throws sparks; and
they see through the gleaming, i. e. the transparent, when it reflects light, and the
greater the purity the better.

Comment. The terse Plac. 4.13.12 can only be properly understood by con-
sulting its (in itself not crystal clear) antecedent in DS. We note the presence both
times of the anachronistic Aristotelian concept of the “transparent in actuality”,
introduced by Theophrastus to explain the word “gleaming”. The doxographer
has omitted everything else, so the relation to DS is minimal.

Baltussen (1993), p. 219 points out that “Theophrastus’ treatment of Alcmaeon
is far more elaborate than Aristotle’s and Aé&tius’”. Agreeing with Diels he also
states that “all occurrences in Aétius [sc. in Book 4] have their counterpart in”
DS. This is correct for Book 4 (he excludes Plac. 4.2.2 for which cf. Arist. de An.
1.2 405229-"1), although the name-label Alcmaeon occurs remarkably often in the
poorly transmitted Book 5.

4 Mirror images

A single lemma out of four is concerned in Plac. 4.14 Tlepi KATOTTPIKADV EUPAOEWV
On reflections in mirrors. These four lemmata contain 4 name-labels of Presocrat-
ics: Pythagoras, Empedocles, Leucippus, and Democritus.

Plac. 4.14.1 EunedokAiig kot &moppoiag TAG CUVIOTAPEVAG eV EML TG EMupaveiag
ToD KOTOTTPOV, TAovpévag (Stobaeus, TeAelovpévag ps. Plutarch) 8 Unod Tob
EKKPWVOUEVOD €K TOD KATOMTPOU TupWBOUG Kol TOV TIPOKEIHEVOV GEpQ, €ig OV
QEPETAL TA PEVHOTA, CUHPETAPEPOVTOG. 2

Empedocles (says the mirror images come about) by the effluences that come
together on the surface of the mirror and are compacted by the fiery stuff dis-

19 Alcmaeon 24A10 DK.
20 Alcmaeon 24A25 DK.
21 Empedocles 31A88 DK.
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charged from the mirror, which transports across with itself the air lying before it
towards which the streams travel.

POxy 1609 col. ii + PPrinc inv. AM 11224C* 8oxij 8¢ £xel @alivleaBal o0 | yap
T EKElvov TOD KATOTTPOL | OpdTaL, GAN 1| AVakAGOLG £l | TOV Op@VTA. TIEPL PEV
ovV | ToUTWV v 101G £ig Ti|patov (sc. ad Tim. 46a—c) eilp]nTar ov 8¢l 8¢ ‘l|SwAov’
TOLODTOV AKOVELV 010V TO KaTd Anpokpitov? f "Emtijkovpov? | w¢ EpneSokAic?
| dmoppodg @ain av dmuévarl | &mo ékaotov T@V k[at]omtpi|lopévwy kat T[+ 9] |
TIEPLEOV OO,

Comment. In his presentation of the evidence for the dependence of sec-
tions and lemmata of the Plac. (DG, p. 222), Diels refers to this paragraph as
“cum Empedoclea doctrina egregie consentiens”. But there is no precise Theo-
phrastean parallel, only POxy 1609 + PPrinc inv. AM 11224C, fr. A, which became
available to scholars only subsequently. Perhaps Diels had DS 7 in mind, ‘colours
are conveyed to our eyes by means of effluence’ (Gmopponyv), see above ad Plac.
4.13.12. There is of course sufficient evidence for the dnoppotat, e. g. Empedocles
31A89, 31A92 DK (Plato, Meno 76).

Choosing between ps.Plutarch’s teAelovpévag and Stobaeus’s TAovpévag is
not easy, but mAovpévag may perhaps be preferred because of a partial paral-
lel in Theophrastus’ account of Democritus’ (not Empedocles’) theory of vision,
where it is the air between the eye and the object (not effluences or images) that
is compressed by them (DS 50 Tov &Gépa TOV HETAEY THG Bews Kal TOD OpwWHEVOL
Tunoodat cuaTEAOpEVOVY VMO TOD OpwpEVOL Kal ToD opwvTog; cf. Burkert 1977,
p. 100, rather than Avotins 1980, pp. 434-44). According to Epicurus images are
compressed by ouvi{noig so as to fit into the eye, Nat. fr. 23.43.11-13 Arrighetti;
see also Alexander of Aphrodisias(?) Mant. 135.9-10, pace Sharples (2008), p. 189.
For compression in this context cf. also Plato Tim. 45B oupmiAnoavteg. The fiery
substance separated off from the mirror presumably is the returning fiery beam
that originally came from the eye.

22 Comm. in Alc. col. ii ap. CPF III p. 57 + fr. A Democritus 4T + Empedocles 3T ap. CPF 1.1**.
23 Not in DK, Luria or Taylor.

24 Not in Usener.

25 Empedocles 31B109a DK.
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5 Hearing

All four lemmata of Plac. 4.16 Iept &xofig On hearing. These four lemmata contain
4 name-labels of Presocratics plus Plato: Alcmaeon Empedocles Diogenes. Diels
DG, pp. 222-224 and Ax (1986), pp. 80-86 discuss the parallels in DS and else-
where. What is important, as Ax points out, is that Theophrastean antecedents
(name-label plus a tenet) are extant for all four lemmata. We may add that nothing
comparable is found in Aristotle. That the lemmata have been modified in the
course of transmission, or are somewhat garbled, is not surprising. The structure
of the chapter is explained by Laks (1997), pp. 254-57 = (2007), pp. 45—-48; note
especially the diaeretic scheme on p. 50.

Plac. 4.16.1 'EpnedokAiig v &konyv yiveobal Katd mpOOTTWOLV TIVEVHATOG TQ
Xovdpwdel, dmep enotv EEnpTiodat £vtog Tod wTdg Kwdwvog Siknv aiwpovpEeEVOV
Kai TUTTOUEVOV.2®

Empedocles (says that) hearing occurs when pneuma falls against the car-
taliginous body which he says is suspended inside the ear, which is hanging and
struck in the manner of a bell.

Theophrastus DS 9 v 8’ &konv &no v Eowbev yiveabat Yopwv: dtav yap
(6 dnp add. DK) vrtd TG @wviig kvnfi, fyetv évtog: womep yap eival kwdwva
TV lowv fixwv (crucifixit Diels) v dxkony, flv mpocayopevel ‘cdpkivov 6lov’ -
KIVOULEVOV 8¢ TIaELY TOV AEPa IPOG T GTEPEA Kail TTOLETV YOV

DS 9 Hearing comes about from noises in the interior, for when the air is
moved by the sound, there is an echo inside; for hearing is like a bell of the equal
sounds, which he calls ‘fleshy twig’; when moved the air strikes against the solid
parts (sc. of the air inside) and produces the echo.?®

Comment. Diels DG, p. 222 notes the resemblance of Plac. 4.16.1 to DS 9 (con-
venire videntur, sed cum misere haec corrupta sint, ascribere nolo). Ax (1986),
p. 80 rightly argues that (pace Diels) the Empedocles lemma differs from the
passage in Theophrastus more in wording than content. Baltussen (1993), p. 218
and (2006) points at the presence of kw8wv in both texts (also cf. DS 21, kwdwvog),
sure proof of at least partial dependence.

26 Empedocles 31A93 DK.

27 Empedocles 31B99 DK.

28 Empedocles 31A6 DK.

29 Translation not entirely certain.
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Plac. 4.16.2 A\kpaiwv dxovetv UES T6) Kevd T¢) EVTOG TOD WTHG ToDTo Yap eival
TO S0V katd TV ToD TMVEVHATOG EUBOATV: TTGVTA YOP T& Keva el

Alcmaeon (says) that we hear by means of the empty space inside the ear. For
this is what resounds when pneuma enters; for all empty spaces resound.

Theophrastus DS 25 &koVelv PEV 0DV oL ToiG Ootv, SIOTL KEVOV £V aTOlg
Evumapyel- ToUTo yop MEIV (pBEyyeabat 8¢ Td KolAw), TOV dépa 8’ GvTnyeiv.®

DS 25 Now hearing, he says, is with the ears, because there is an empty space
within them; this resounds (a sound is produced by the hollow), and the air
resounds in response.

Comment. Diels correctly sees a strong resemblance of Plac. 4.16.2 with DS 25
(“optime consentiunt” DG, p. 223); Ax (1986), p. 80 agrees.

Plac. 4.16.3 Aoyévng ToD €v Tf| KEQaAf] GEPOG LTO TG PWVIG TUTITOHEVOL Kal
KWVOUEVOU.>

Diogenes (says that we hear) when the air in the head is struck and moved
by the sound.

Theophrastus DS 39 Ty pev 6a@pnotv T mept TOV EyKe@alov GEpt- ToUTov
yap &0povv eivat kot cVppeTpov T} + dKofi (crucifixi, dkofi ms. probat Laks, 6o
coni. Schneider probant Diels DG, FVS, Stratton)- TOV yop £yKEQaAOV aOTOV HavOV
Kal PAepio, AemTdTOTOV 8 €V 01G 1] B1&>Oe01g (restituit Diels ‘ex usu Theophrasti’,
0£01g ms. probat Laks) GoUPHETPOG, Kal 0 piyvuoOat Taig dopaic: wg el Tig €in Th
KPAOEL CUPPETPOG, BfjAov WG aiocBavopevov Gv. DS 40—41 v & dkorpy, Otav 6 &v
TOTG WOtV Gnp KvnBelg LTIO ToD ££w BLABD TIPOG TOV EYKEPANOV. ... KIVOUHEVOV YA
TOV €V TOIG WOV GEPA KIVETV TOV £vTg.>

DS 39 smelling occurs by the air about the brain; for this (air? brain?) is
compact and commensurate with the hearing (? or: the smell)’, etc. DS 40-41
‘hearing occurs when the air in the ears, set in motion by the air outside, conveys
(the sound?) to the brain. ... for the air in the ears, when moved, moves the inner
(air).

Comment. Diels is optimistic about the resemblance between Plac. 4.16.3
and DS 40 (“bene respondet” DG, p. 223), but the Diogenes lemma, in Ax’s view
(Ax 1986, p. 80), is much less close to Theophrastus’ version than Diels believed;
similarly Baltussen (1993), p. 220. Laks (2008), p. 165 states that ‘des trois airs qui
interviennent dans le processus de 'audition, le doxographe ne retient que les

30 Alcmaeon 24A6 DK.
31 Alcmaeon 24A5 DK.
32 Diogenes 64A21 DK, T9 Laks.
33 Diogenes 64A19 DK, T8 Laks.
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deux extrémes, le son et I’air cervical’. However, one notes that the doxographer’s
addition (or perhaps preservation from a better ms., so possibly a contribution to
the constitutio of the text of DS) of pwvn “sound” is quite helpful. So some kind
of dependence seems certain.

Plac. 4.16.4 TINGTwv Kai ot G’ avToD MANTTEGDAL TOV £V Tf| KEQOAf] GEPQ, TODTOV
& avakAaoba gig T NyepoVIKG Kai YiyveoOal TG dkofig TRV aiodnow.>*

Plato and his followers (say that) the air in the head receives a blow, and this
(air) is reflected onto the ruling parts, and so the perception of hearing arises.

Theophrastus DS 6 (de Platone) dxonyv 8¢ 8ta TAg wVAg OpileTal @V
yap eivat mMAnyfy O &épog éyke@aAov kal afpatog 8 MTwv péxpL Yuyis, Ty &
DO TAUTNG KIVOWV ATTO KEPOATIG HEXPL ITATOG AKOTV.

Cf. Pl. Tim. 67A-B, Plu. De E 390B ar|p 8¢ mAnyeig &v &kofj ylyvetat @wvn kai
Po@og, Alcin. Did. c. 19, pp. 173.42-174.2 H.

Comment. Long (1996), pp. 381-382 argues that Plato Tim. 67A-B is cited
‘almost verbatim’. In Plac. 4.16.4 Plato’s definition of hearing — not mentioned by
Diels - is suggested according to Ax (1986), p. 81 vaguely ‘und dazu mit fremder
Begrifflichkeit’ (sc. by naming Ta fiyepovikd). Baltussen (2000), p. 233 speaks of
‘a muddled simplification’. At Tim. 678 (cf. Alcin. Did. c. 19, p. 174.2 H.) and in
DS 6 the recipient of the auditory sensation is the liver. Perhaps the plural ta
flYEHOVIKG is short for Ty aioBnow kai T0 nyepovikov (cf. Plac. 4.5.10 TuBaydpag
TO pev {wTkOV (sc. fyEHOVIKOV) Tiepl TV Kapdiav, TO 8¢ Aoykov kai voepov mept
TV ke@aAnv.).> The connection is indeed vague.

6 Smell

Both lemmata of Plac. 4.17 Tept doppnoews, On smelling, are involved. These
two lemmata contain two name-labels of Presocratics: Alcmaeon Empedocles.
Diels DG, pp. 222-223 discusses the parallels in DS. Theophrastean antecedents
(name-label plus a tenet) are extant for both lemmata. Nothing comparable is
found in Aristotle.

34 But cf. infra pp. 159-60, Plac. 4.19.1a On voice.
35 Also Nemes. NH c. 6, p. 57.7-10, Ptolem. Judic. c. 15.3, p. 15.10 and. c. 16.1-2, p. 22.13-19 Lam-
mert-Boer.
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Plac. 4.17.1 AAkpaiwv &v 16 éyke@dhw eival TO TyEHOVIKOV' TOUTW OLV
00@paivesdat EAkoVTL 810 T@WV Avarvo@v T&G OOUAG.>°

Alcmaeon (says that) the ruling part is in the brain; one then smells with this
part when it draws in odours through inhalation.

Theophrastus DS 25 6g@paivesBot 8¢ pLotv Gua @ Gvarmveiv Gvdyovta tO
TveDpa TIPOG TOV EykEaiov.>”

Comment. The central function of Alcmaeon’s brain is also found in other
sources, but is especially emphasized in DS and paralleled at Plac. 5.3.3, AAkpaiwv
Eyke@aAov pépog, “Alcmaeon (declares that the sperm is) a part of the brain,” for
which no antecedent in DS is extant. The attribution of a fiyepovikov is a matter of
later terminology, since the term simply became part of the philosophical koiné.
Diels DG, p. 223, stating in general that “Alcmaeonis placita optime consenti-
unt,” comparing DS 25 and Plac. 4.17.1 by means of a tabular quotation, still calls
this terminology Stoic: “sed ne Stoicorum accomodationem desideres haec mihi
confer.” But his “optime consentiunt” is correct.

Plac. 4.17.2 "Epne8okAfiG Tolg Gvamvoaic Taig & Tod mvedovog GuVeLTKpiveadal
TV oopRv: O6tav yobv R dvarmvor Bapeia yivnTtal, Katd TPoxuTnTO pn
ovvao0aveodalt, WG L TOV PEVHATIOPEVWY.

Empedocles (says that) odour is introduced with the inhalations of the lung.
But when breathing becomes heavy one no longer perceives it (along) due to
obstruction, as happens in the case of those with lung infections.

Theophrastus DS 9 Go@pnov 8¢ yivesbat Tf dvarvofl- 810 kal poAwota
d0@paivesdal TOUTOUG, 0l GQOBPOTATN TOD AGOBUATOG T Kivnolg: douny 8¢
TIAElO TNV GT0 TAV AeTT@V Kal TV Kou@wV Groppeiv.®® DS 21 &tonwg 8¢ kai TO
Tiepl TV 60QPNOLV EIPNKEV. TIPATOV PEV YAP OV KOV aiTiay Gmedwkev: Evia pev
yap OAwg 008’ Gvamvéel TOV doPPAVOPEVWY. ETEITA TO MAALOTA OO@paivesdat
ToUG TAEioTOV Emonwpévoug elnbeg oVdEV yap G@elog uf Lylawvovong f
U GVEWYHEVNG TwG TAG aioBroews. TOANOIG 8¢ oupPaivel memnpdobat kai
OAw¢ undév aigbaveabat. TPog 8¢ TovTolg of SVoTvooL Kai oi TovohvTeg Kal ol
KaBeVBOVTEG HAANOV GV aioBGVOLVTO TV OOU@MV- TOV TTAETGTOV Yap EAKOVGLY GEpa.
Vv 8¢ oupaivel ToOvavTiov.*°

DS 9 Smell (he says) occurs by inhalation. That is why those in whom the
movement of breath is most vigorous smell most acutely. And the strongest odour

36 Diogenes 24A8 DK.
37 Alcmaeon 24A5 DK.
38 Empedocles 31A94 DK.
39 Empedocles 31A86 DK.
40 Empedocles 31A86 DK.
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comes as an effluence from fine, light objects. DS 21 The account he has given of
smell is also absurd. For in the first place he did not give a universally applicable
cause. For some animals which smell do not breathe at all. Next, it is silly (to say)
that those who draw (breath) most vigorously are the best at smelling. For this
is no use if the sense organ is diseased or not open for some reason. And many
are impaired and do not perceive (i. e. smell) anything at all. In addition, those
who are short of breath and those working hard and those who are asleep would
perceive odours most effectively; for the draw most air. But in fact, the opposite
is true.

Comment. Diels is right to be positive about the connection between Plac.
4.17.2 and DS 21 (DG, p. 222). The remark about the effects of an infection echoes
Theophrastus’ criticism (DS 21), but turns it into a piece of positive doctrine.

7 Taste

Both paragraphs of Plac. 4.18 Ilept yevoewg, On tasting, are involved. These two
lemmata contain 2 name-labels of Presocratics: Alcmaeon Diogenes.

Plac. 4.18.1 AAxpaiwv @ DYp® Kai TG XALap® T@ £V Tf] YAWTTI P0G T LOAAKO TN TL
SlokpivesBat Tovg Yupovg.**

Alcmaeon (says that) flavours are distinguished by the wetness and warmth
in the tongue as well as its softness.

Theophrastus DS 25 YA TTH 8¢ TOUG YuHODG Kpivetv- Alapdv yap ovoav kai
HOAaKIV TAKEW TR OeppotnTt- 8éxeaBal 8¢ kal Sladilbovarl 8k TV pavoTnTa Kai
amaAoTnTOL*?

Plac. 4.18.2 Aoyévng Tf| GpatdtnTt TG YAWTTNG Kai Tff HoAakoTnTL Kai Sk
TO GUVGTITEWV TAG GO TOD owpaTtog €ig avTNV EAEBag Sloyeiobat ToLg YUHOUG
EAKOPEVOLG ETTL TRV a{oBn ot Kai TO fyEHOVIKOV KaOGTEep GO omoyyLie.

Diogenes (says that) through the porousness of the tongue and its softness,
and because of the veins from the body being connected to it, the flavours are
diffused and attracted to the perceptive faculty, that is, the ruling part, as from a
sponge.

41 Alcmaeon 24A9 DK.
42 Alcmaeon 24A5 DK.
43 Diogenes 64A22 DK, T10 Laks.
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Theophrastus DS 43 kpttikwtatov 8€ f80vAg TV YAOTTAV- doeAwTaTov yap
elvat Kol pavov kal Tag eAEBag amdoag Gvikety ic adTAv- 810 onpeia Te MAgioTa
TOTG KApVOVOLV £’ AT Elval, Kail TAV AWV {DWV T& XpWHATA PUVYELY- Omdoa
yap &v i kai 6mtola, TosadTa Eppaivector.*

DS 43 The best judge of pleasure is the tongue, for it is very soft, and fine-tex-
tured, and all the veins are connected with it; for this reason the majority of symp-
toms in case of illness are on it, and it reveals the colours of the other animals, for
it shows all of them and in all their variety.

Cf. ps.Aristotle Probl. XXXIV.6 96424-5, Probl. X.19 892"34-36.

Comment. Diels rightly notes the resemblance between 4.18.1 and Theophr.
Sens. 25 (“concordant”, DG, p. 223). He also notes the resemblance between
Plac. 4.18.2 and DS 43 (apta sunt Theophrasteis), though he again objects to 10
flyepovikov as unwelcome Stoic influence (Stoicorum adulterium). What is of
considerable importance is that genuine Theophrastean antecedents (namely, a
name-label plus a tenet) are extant for both lemmata, though differing in prox-
imity. Plac. 4.18.1 is indeed not far from DS, but 4.18.2 shows greater difference:
Laks (2008), p. 166 observes well that “la fin de la notice [i. e. of 4.18.2] compléte
la présentation de Théophraste.” Nothing comparable is found in Aristotle.

8 Voice/Sound

Two paragraphs out of seven in Plac. 4.19 Ilept @wviig On voice, are involved.
These seven lemmata contain 5 name-labels, 3 of which are of Presocratics plus
Plato: Anaxagoras Democritus.

Plac. 4.19.1a TIAGTwv TRV @RV Opiletarl vedpa 81 oTOHATOG GO Slavoiag
Aypévov: 1b kol TANyRy OO dépog 8U WTWV Kal Eyke@aAov Kal aipatog péExpt
Py StadiBopévny.

1a Plato defines voice/sound as breath directed from the intellect through the
mouth,

1b and as a blow by air through ears and brain and blood up to the soul.

Theophrastus DS 6 dkonv 8¢ 81a Ti{g pwVviig opiletar 1b EwvNY yap eivat
TIANYNV UTC GEPOG £yKEPAAOD Kail aipatog 8U” dTwv pexpt Yuxis. DS 86 1b wvry
8¢ etvat mMAnyfy OO 4éPog Eyke@AAo kail afpaTog 8 MTwv péxpL Puxis.

44 Diogenes 64A19 DK.
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DS 6 He defines hearing by means of voice/sound; 1b for voice/sound is a
blow by air against brain and blood through the ears until the soul.

Cf. 1a Pl. Tht. 206¢-D, 1b Tim. 678, Tim. Loc. 58, p. 220.4-5 Thesleff, Alcin.
Did. c. 19, pp. 173.42-174.4 H.

Comment. The shared term 6pi{etat definition 1a is quite different from The-
ophrastus’ introductory words. But Anymny ... buyfg in definition 1b in Plac. is
very close to Theophrastus, who himself clearly and very carefully excerpts Plato,
although he seems to give “the erroneous impression that Plato takes hearing ...
to be itself a sound” (Long 1996, p. 352, his emphasis). But 8ia818opévny is derived
from Plato not from Theophrastus (Baltussen 2000, pp. 234-37). Note anyhow
that @wvn also means “sound” in general. In our ch. 4.19, this is presented not
only as produced, but also as received (heard). As a consequence, what in the
original sources was formulated primarily as pertaining to spoken, or thought,
logos (Plato, Tht. 206D, Sph. 263E - cf. 1a), or to hearing (Tim. 67B — cf. 1b), has
been rephrased to suit a focus or heading pertaining to voice/sound; this occurs
already in Theophrastus. See Ax (1986), p. 78, who aptly speaks of Umlemma-
tisierung, or ‘placing under a different heading’, but whose claim that in Plac.
4.19 @wvn denotes “voice” alone I cannot follow. In Plato and Theophrastus
(and Arist. de An. 11.8 419°4-421°6 as well as Lucr. DRN 4.524-579) voice/sound
and hearing are mentioned together. But according to the standard Stoic theory
hearing and voice are two distinct parts of the soul, which helps explain why they
are dealt with in separate chapters in Plac., at a certain distance from each other
in a sequence conforming to that of listings of the Stoic parts of soul: Plac. 4.4.4:
The Stoics say the soul is constituted of eight parts: five perceiving parts, (viz.)
seeing (cf. Plac. 4.13-15), hearing (cf. 4.16), smelling (cf. 4.17), tasting (cf. 4.18),
touching (deest); as sixth the speaking (part) (0patikod GkovaTikoD GoEPNTIKOD
YEVOTIKOD GrTikoD, £ktov 8¢ @wvnTkoD).” The relation of 4.19.1a to DS is virtually
inexistent.

Plac. 4.19.5 Ava&ayopag TV QWi yiveoBal TVEDHATOG AVTUIEGOVTOG UEV
oTepeRViw GEPL, T § VOO TPOPT] TG TANEEWS PEXPL TMV AKOMV TTPOCEVEXDEVTOC
ka0 kal TRV Aeyopévny qyw yiveobor.*

Anaxagoras (says) sound occurs when pneuma encounters solid air and,
turning around because of the impact, is carried to the ears; in this manner the
so-called echo also occurs.

45 Anaxagoras 59A106 DK.
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Theophrastus DS 28 dxovewv ... 1@ SukveioBar TOv Pogov Gypt 0D
EYKEQAAOV- TO YOp TIEPLEXOV OGTODV £lval kothov, gig & Epmintev TOV Popov. DS
59 AvaEayopag ... iepi Te PwViG 6TL Kivnalg ToD GEPog.*®

DS 28 Hearing occurs ... through the penetration of sound to the brain, for the
enveloping bone into which the sound enters is hollow. DS 59 Anaxagoras ... on
voice, that it is a movement of air.

Comment. Although an overall resemblance cannot be denied, the distance
from Theophrastus is noteworthy (cf. Baltussen 1993, p. 221). Ax (1986), p. 82
emphasizes the distinction between Yogog ‘sound’ in DS and @wvr| ‘voice’ in
Plac., but as already noted, this reduction of the meaning of gwvr in the Plac.
chapters is mistaken.

9 Colour

Three lemmata out of thirteen in Plac. 1.15, Iept ypwpdtwv On colours, are
involved. These thirteen lemmata contain 10 name-labels (and 3 anonymi), 5 of
which are of Presocratics plus Plato: Pythagoreans (twice), Empedocles, Dem-
ocritus. The relation of the chapter as a whole with DS is quite limited.

Diels DG, pp. 50 and 222, following his predecessors and of course with his
theory of Theophrastus as the most important source in mind, argues that wypov
(“ochre”, “yellow”) in § 3 Empedocles, § 7 Pythagoreans, and § 8 Democritus is
corrupt. He is still followed by Ierodiakonou (2005), p. 11, who in n. 16 cites other
followers of Diels. The original reading would have been yAwpov (“green”), the
last of the four primary colours according to Theophrastus on Democritus at DS
75-82. Since wypov occurs in all witnesses for § 3 plus §§ 7-8 and, if indeed it
is a corruption, has to be an ancient one (“Aetius an librarius tam pertinaciter
peccaverit nescio”); Diels does not introduce xAwpdv in the Greek text of the DG,
flagging wypov with asterisks instead. At PPF (1901), 5A92 he keeps wypov too,
but between the brackets he adds: “an i.q. YAwpov cf. Galen. XV 554* at cf. Hera-
clit. fr. 10.”*® As a matter of fact, wypdg is not attested later than yAwpdg.* In DS
76, Democritus’ fourth colour is xYAwpdg, while in Plac. 1.15.8 it is wypog (just as in

46 Anaxagoras 59A92 DK.

47 Gal. HVA 15.554.6-555.2 K., cf. Hipp.Epid. 17A.929.4-8 K., Hipp.Prog. 18B.31.1-2 K.

48 Heracl. 22B10 DK at ps.Arist. Mu. 5 396P11-15, cf. Plin. Nat. 35.50.

49 See Ferrini (1999), p. 105 on the interchangeability of these two terms, and compare the en-
tries YAwpog and wxpdg in Kithn, Fleischer, Index Hippocraticus (1988-9).
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8§ 7-8). This is evidence that the four-colours theory of the present chapter does
not derive from the De sensibus unchanged.

Plac. 1.15.3 'EpuneSokAijg xp@pa eival Ame@aiveto T0 Toig mopolg Tig SPpewg
EvoppoTToV: TETTAPX 8¢ TOIG OTOElOG (0GPIOpA, Acukdv, péAav, €pubpov,
wxpov.*°

Empedocles declared colour to be what is fitting for the passages of sight,
and (there are) four, equal in number to the elements: white, black, red, ochre
(i.e yellow).

Theophrastus DS 7 toUg 8¢ Opoug EvaANGE kelobat ToD Te TMUPOG Kail ToD
08aTog, MV TOIG Pev Tod MVPOG T AeVKA, TOTG 8& Tob DBATOG T& péAavVA yVwpiletv-
EVOPHOTTELY YOP EKATEPOLG EKATEPA. PEPETOAL BE TA XpWHATAK TTPOG TIV Oty Sk
TNV amopponv.”* DS 59 "EpunedokAiig 8¢ kal mepl TV XpWHETWV Kol &TL TO pév
Aevkov oD updg, TO 8¢ péAav Tod DdaTog.>

DS 7 The passages of fire and water lie alternately, and of these (passages) we
know whites with those of fire and blacks with those of water, for these fit into
these and those into those; the colours are borne along to the eyes by the (process
of) effluence. DS 59 Empedocles discusses the colours too, and posits that white
is a matter of fire and black of water.

Comment. The Empedoclean tenet in Plac. 1.15.3 that colours is what is
fitting for the poroi of vision may derive from Arist. GC 1.8 3242635 (Empedocles
31A87 DK), but perhaps more readily from the shorter accounts at Theophr. DS 7
and 59, cf. DG p. 222. But Diels, DG p. 222 correctly stipulates that the four—colour
theory contradicts Theophrastus’ account (so that it does not derive from the De
sensibus unchanged), which at DS 7 and 59 for Empedocles mentions only two,
namely the traditional primary colours black and white. Cf. Baltussen (1993),
pp. 216-17, who also cites GA V.1 779°15-21 as maybe closer to 1.15.3. See also Ier-
odiakonou (2005).

At Plac. 4.13.4, the chapter on vision (see section 3 above), two competing the-
ories concerned with vision are attributed to Empedocles, namely that of visual
rays stretching out to the objects and that of effluences reaching the eyes. In Plac.
1.15.3, the present lemma, the Greek tradition, which consists of ps. Plutarch
(with ps.Galen’s epitome) and Stobaeus and representing represents one side
of this opposition, has “Empedocles (says) that colour is what fits the pores of
the eyes,” while the Arabic translation of Qusta ibn Liiqa, representing the other

50 Empedocles 31A92 DK.
51 Empedocles 31A86 DK. Cf. DS 7 at section 2 above.
52 Empedocles 31A69a DK.
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side, has “Empedokles war der Meinung, daf3 die Farbe etwas ist, worauf die Seh-
strahlen fallen.” It is quite unlikely that this difference is due to a mistranslation
on Qusta’s part, so represents a genuine reading, or rather tradition. Possibly the
Aétian lemma at 1.15.3 originally presented both views, just as at Plac. 4.13.11, and
ps. Plutarch (with ps.Galen) and Stobaeus omitted one half, and Qusta the other.
The first half of the placitum agrees with what is in DS, the four-colours theory of
the second half, as noted, does not.

Plac. 1.15.4 TIAGtwv @Adya GmO TOV OWUKTWY GUPUETPA HOPLA EYouoay TTPOg THV
Py,

Plato (says that colour is) a flame (emanating) from the bodies, which has
particles commensurate with (the organ of) sight.

Theophrastus DS 5 10 yp@pa @Adya TV’ 4O TV CWHATWY CUHHETPA HOPLX
i Get Egovoav. DS 86 TO 8 XpDua EAGYa Elval Ad TGOV CWHATWY COUHETPA
popta Exovaav Th SPeL AeUKOV PEV TO SIAKPLTIKOV, HEAQY 8E TO GUYKPLTIKOV.

DS 5 Colour is a sort of flame from the bodies having parts that are commen-
surate with the organs of vision. DS 86 white is piercing, black compressing.

Cf. PL. Tim. 67¢, 67E.

Comment. Plato’s doxa in Plac. 1.15.4 is a virtually verbatim reproduction of
a sentence in DS 5 (and of the first phrase of DS 86). Theophrastus closely para-
phrases Tim. 67c (at DS 86 adding a paraphrase of Tim. 67e), and preserves much
of Plato’s wording (cf. Stratton 1917, p. 161; Baltussen 1993, p. 207). The Plac. para-
graph omits the paraphrase of Tim. 67e and fails to inform us about Plato’s actual
palette. What perhaps gives the Theophrastean origin away is the phrase “with
the organ of sight” (pog v 6Y1v), a calque of Theophrastus’ Tfj Gl (twice), not
of Plato’s 6\et alone and of his “with perception” (mpdg aioOnowv), cf. Baltussen
(2000), p. 230, though mpdg is closer to Plato than to Theophrastus. But the final
position of pog v GYv corresponds with that of Theophrastus’ Tf] 6eL.

Plac. 1.15.8 AnpuokpITog QUOEL PEV PNSEV lvatl xp@pa, TA HEV Yap oTotyela dmota,
TG TE VOOTA Kol TO KEVOV* TG 8¢ €€ auT@V ouyKpipata kexp@obat Slatayfi Te Kai
PUBNG Kal TIPOTPOTIH, WV N PV £0TL TAELS, O 8¢ oxijpa, 1] 8¢ B0l mapd TaDTa
yap al @avTaoial. ToUTwv 8¢ TV PO TIV PAVTACIAV XPWHATWY TETTAPES ai
Blaopai, Aevkod, péhavog, £pubpod, wypod.>

Democritus (says that) no colour exists by nature, for the elements are
without quality, being the solids (i.e. atoms) and the void. But the compounds
formed from these are coloured by ‘turning’, by ‘rhythm’ and by ‘inter-contact’,

53 Democritus 68A125 DK.
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of which the first means order, the next shape and the last position. For it is on
the basis of these that the impressions (on the senses arise). Of these colours that
relate to the impression (on the senses) there are four differentiations, white,
black, red, yellow.

Theophrastus DS 60-61 Anuokpttog 8¢ mavta (sc. Ta aioBntd) Madn TAS
Ai0OACEWS TIOL@V. ... ANPOKPITOG PEV 0DV VY OpOlwg Aéyel Tept MAVTWY, GAAX
T eV TOIG pHeyedeat, T 8€ Toig oxnuaoty, évia 8¢ TaEet kai B€ael Slopilel. hote
80&etev v ... EvavTiwg Tfj UIoBEoeL Aéyev.> DS 63 TV 8¢ GAAWV aioBNT@OV 008eVOG
glval VoLV, GANG TavTa TaN THS aioBoewg dAAotovpévng, £ g yiveshat ThHy
@avTaciav. ... oTUEOV 8 WG 0VK £l0l PVOEL ... DS 73-76 TWV 8 XPWHATWY GTAG péV
AEyel TETTAPA. AEUKOV PEV 0DV EIVAL TO AEIOV. ... TO 8 pEAQV £K TV EVAVTIWV ...
£pubpov &’ £€ olwvrep kai TO BEPUOV ... TO & YAwpOV €k TOD 0TEPEOD Kail TOD KeEVOD
GUVECTAVOL HEIKTOV £€ GHPOTV ... TO PEV 0DV KITAG XPWHATA TOVTOLS KeXPT{ oAl TOIg
oXnHaow.>

Simplicius in Phys. 29.15-19 (= Theophrastus Phys. Op. fr. 8 Diels, 229
FHS&G) Anpokprrog 6 ABSnpitng dpxag £0€TO TO TAFPES KAl TO KEVOV ...+ G <Yap»
DAV 101G 0VO1 TAG ATOHOVG DTOTIBEVTEG TX AL YEVVAGL TATG S1apopaig arTiiv-
Tpelg 8¢ elowv avTal PLOPOS TPOTTH Sladtyr], TAVTOV 8¢ eimetv oxfpa Kal TAEIG Kal
Beoig.>e

Cf. Arist. Sens. 4 442°10-12, GC 1.2 315°33-316%1, Met. A.4 985°4-17.

Comment. It is certain that Democritus’ doxa in § 8 does not derive from
DS 73-75 alone. It is “at most a faint echo” of DS according to Baltussen (1993),
p. 224-25. The presentation of atomist principles is based on Arist. Met. A.4
985°4-17 and Theophr. Phys. Op. fr. 8 Diels (possibly, for the sentence may be by
Simplicius citing Aristotle). Note some interesting changes of primary key terms:
pLBU®, Slatayi], mpotpori] instead of Siabyfi, pvop®, Tpomij, but with the same
explanatory substitutes Taig ‘order’, oxfiua ‘shape’ and 6¢oig ‘position’ as in
Aristotle and Theophrastus. These three substitutes, plus as a fourth (or rather a
first), ‘size’ (u€yebog), are also listed at Theophr. DS 60: “he (sc. Democritus) dis-
tinguishes some (sense-data) by their sizes, others by their shapes, and several
by their order and position” (ta pév Toig peyédeat, Ta 8¢ TOig oxNpaoLy, Evia 8¢
TGEeL kol B€oet Slopilel). But here the original Democritean terms, or varieties
thereof, are lacking. The denial of the existence of colour at the level of the indi-
vidual atom is anticipated both at Arist. GC 1.2 315°33-316%1 “he denies that colour
exists, for colouring, he says, is due to position” (xpoldv ob @notv eivat- Tpomi

54 Democritus 68A135.
55 Democritus 68A135.
56 Democritus 68A38 DK.
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yap xpwpoatiteobat), and Theophr. DS 60 “he makes them states of the percep-
tive faculty” (6 pév yop (sc. T& aioBntd) madn mow@v Tiig aiobnocws). For differ-
ent atomic shapes in this context according to Aristotle see Sens. 4 442°10-13 =
68A126 DK. Theophr. DS 61 rubs in the purported contradiction in Democritus
between colours as on the one hand sense-data and on the other as one of the
consequences, as he believes, of varieties at the level of uncompounded atoms,
namely of size and shape. A similar point is made by Aristotle at Met. .5 1009°7—
17, though less specifically. The same purported contradiction is spelled out in § 8
of Plac. 1.15, which in this respect is therefore somewhat closer to Theophrastus’
account.

Note that ‘shape’ not only pertains to individual atoms but also to com-
pounds. The shape of a compound depends on the shape of the majority of the
atoms of which it is composed. Individual atoms cannot be perceived, so even
shape and size are only perceptible through their effects in compounds. But this
is by the way. The connection of the placitum with DS is only partial.

10 Conclusion

Of the Presocratics mentioned by Theophrastus in DS, only Heraclitus (who has
only a token presence) and Clidemus are absent in the chapters of Plac. dis-
cussed above. Of the others (including Plato) discussed in DS, Empedocles is the
favourite in the Plac. chapters with eight mentions, followed by Democritus with
six, Plato with five, Anaxagoras and Diogenes with four, Parmenides with two,
and Alcmaeon with one. But in DS, where Plato and Democritus get most of the
attention, the proportions are different. Pythagoras/Pythagoreans, prominently
present in our Plac. chapters with six mentions, Leucippus, present with three
mentions, and Xenophanes, Zeno, Melissus, Metrodorus, and Protagoras, with
one mention each, are beyond Theophrastus’ canon in DS. Even on this limited
scale, the picture gels with Aétius’ focus on early philosophers (also note that
Leucippus becomes rather a favourite with him) and interest in up to date Neo-
pythagoreanism.*’

We have seen in section 1 above that there are 14 chapters on sense-percep-
tion and cognition in Book 4, to which a single chapter, 1.15, in Book 1, should be
added. Of these 15, no more than eight chapters can be linked to the DS. These
eight chapters, viz. Plac. 4. 9 on sensations and presentations (20 lemmata), 4.13

57 See the evidence in Jeremiah (2018), pp. 299, 310-319, 326, 328, and 357.



166 —— Jaap Mansfeld DE GRUYTER

on vision (13), 4.14 on mirror images (four), 4.16 on hearing (four), 4.17 on smell-
ing (two), 4.18 on tasting (two), 4.19 on voice (seven), and 1.15 on colours (13),
number 53 lemmata. Of these 53 lemmata, no more than 20, minus a single entire
one and two half ones, are to some extent derived from DS, since no connection
to the DS could be established for Plac. 4.14.1, 4.19.1a and 1.15.3b. Thus, we are
forced to fall back on eight chapters out of 26, and on 17 lemmata plus twice half
a lemma out of 53. Of the 15 Placita chapters dealing with sense perception and
cognition, only few turn out to be related to Theophrastus’ treatise.

Acknowledgments: Thanks are due as always to David Runia for valuable sugges-
tions and the removal of infelicities.
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