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1. Introduction

Aétius placit. 111 Diels* “On Causes” (ITepi alticov) is based
the usual way on a chapter in the Placita of ps.-Plutarch (1 11,
MMepi aitiov) and one in Stobaeus’ Anthologium, viz. in book
one, also known as Eclogae physicae (1 13, Tlept aitiov)?. No

' All references to Aétius with the siglum AET. will be to Diels’ edi-
tion in the Doxographi Graeci, Berlin 1879 and later repr., pp. 268-444.
For the Placita of ps.-Plutarch [ have consulted G. LAcHENAUD (éd.), Plu-
tarque. (Envres morales, xu 1: Opinions des Philosopbes, Paris 1993, and
1. Daiser {Hrsg.), Aetius Arabus. Die Vorsokratiker in arabischer Uberlie-
ferung (“Akademie der Wissenschaften und Literatur. Verdffentlich-
ungen der orientalischen Kommission”, xxxmy}, Wiesbaden 1980, Sto-
baeus is quoted from C. WacnsmuTH (ed.), loannis Stobaei Anthologii li-
bri duo priores qui inscribi solent Eclogae physicae et ethicae, Bd. 1-2, Berlin
1884, repr. Ziirich 1974.

? A treatise entitled [Mepi uitiov is attributed to Theophrastus
(DioG. LAerT. v 49). Perhaps SToB. anthol 1 &, 17° (in the chapter
Tepi toxns § tadtopdtou) = Theorur. fr. 503 FHS&G belongs with
this work (see infra, note 96 ad fin.) Diels attributed this Stobaean
lemma to Aétius {1 29, 4), followed by e.g. H. DORRIE, Pripositionen
und Metaphysik. Wechselwirkung zweier Prinzipienreiben, «Museum Hel-
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parallels from Theodoret or other such sources for Aétius are
available this time’. Diels’ reconstruction is questionable. In the
first part of the present paper [ shall argue in favour of a diffe.
rent reconstruction and attempt to explain the rationale behind
it*. In the second part some comments on Aétian lemmas in ps.-

veticum», XXvI (1969) pp. 217-28, repr. in Ip., Platonica Mirora, Miin-
chen 1976, pp. 124-36, esp. p. 217 = p. 124. But it is a fragment of
Arius Didymus, see D.T. Runta, Additional Fragments of Arius Didymius
on Physics, in K.A. ALra-P.W. van pEr HorsT-D.T. Runia (eds.), Po-
Iybistor. Studies in the History and Historiography of Ancient Philosophy
(“Philosophia Antiqua”, txxu), Leiden-New York-Kéln }996, pp.
363-81, esp. p. 376, and J. MansrrLD-D.T. Runita, Aétiana: The Method
and Intellectual Context of a Doxographer, 12 The Sources (" Philosophia
Antiqua”, Lxxm), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1997, p. 254; cfr. fu,rr‘hcr in-
fra, note 7, and text after note 12. Works with the title Mepi aitiov are
alsa attributed to Strato (Diog. Lagrt. v 35) and the Herophilean phy-
sisian Hégétor (APOLLON. in Hippoer. de articul. p. 23.19). Galen quotes
a book of his as &v toig INepi altiov Adyorg {(xXviu 8 p. 171, 9-10 K.). For
the Cyrenaics the =epi uitiov 10rog was a part of physics according to
SEXT. EMp. adp. math vi 11 = S.S.R. {r.1v A 168. For the formula rzpi
ultiov 1d70g cfr. Cic. top. 65: toto igitur loco causarum explicata, and
GALEN. de diff. puls. vitt p. 664, 3-6 K., mpdH3 1@ m.i axaipmg arwolm
Kovig Dempiag, ToD 15 repi TOV &V TOIS GPUYHOTG QiTiow TONVL Kai Toh
repi Tiig 81" abTdV TpoyveTEm?:. '

* Diels’ reconstruction is at Dox. Graee. cit., pp. 309-10. It is re-
printed here in the Appendix, together with the text of the sources
for this chapter (which now include the Arabic translation of ps.-Plu-
tarch by Qusta ibn Luga).

* The first example of such a reconstruction is brilliantly provided
by D.T. Runta, Xenophanes on the Moon: A ‘doxographicum’ in Aétius,
«Phronesis», xxxtv (1989) pp. 245-69. See also e.g. In., The 'Placita’
Ascribed to Doctors in Aétius’ Doxography on Physics, in Pi. J. VAN DER
Enk (ed)), Ancient Histories of Medicine. Essays in Medical Doxography
and Historiography in Classica! Antiguity (“*Studics in Ancient Medicine”,
xx}), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1999, pp. 189-250, esp. pp. 199-204; A.
L.ARS, Du témoignage comme fragment, in G.W. MosTt (ed.), Collecting
Fragments - Fragmente sammeln (“Aporemata”, 1), Géttinger. 1997, pp.
237-72, and J. MansreLD-D.T. RuNia, Aétiana cit., pp. 226-8. On Diels’
methodology, the sources for Agtius, and the working-methods of ps.-
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Plutarch and Stobaeus and in the third and last part some on
exclusively Stobaean lemmas will be provided, but I shall deal
only in passing with the passage from the Tinzeus quoted by
Stobaeus, and shall not comment on his “Ocellus” quotation.
Commenting on these lemmas is not so easy, and I can
here only reconnoitre the field to some extent. A more serious
study should have to take all the Placita chapters and indivi-
dual lemmas into account both as to their interrelations and as
to their antecedents, but each time one has to begin some-
where’. Most of the time, naturally, the situation one finds

Plutarch and Stobacus see now J. Mansrerp-ID.T. Runia, Aétiana cit.
On the sources of Aétius see my preliminary papers Gibt es Spuren von
Theophrasts ‘Phys. op." bei Cicero?, in W.W. FORTENBAUGH-P. StEIN-
METZ (eds.), Cicero’s Knowledpe of the Peripatos (“Rurgers Studies in
Classical Humanities”, 1v), New Brunswick N. J.-London 1989, pp.
133-58 (repr. in my Studies in the Historiography of Greek Philosophy, As-
sen-Maastricht 1990, pp. 238-63); ‘Physikai Doxai’ e ‘Problemata Phy-
sica’ da Aristotele ad Aezio (ed oltre), in AM. BATTEGAZZORE (a cura
di), Dimostrazione, argomentazione dialettica e argomentazione relorica
nel pensiern antico, Genova 1993, pp. 311-82 (revised and amplified ver-
sion of *Physikai Doxai’ and *Problemata Physica’ from Aristotle to Aétius
(and beyord), in W.W. Fortensatcir-D. Guras (eds.), Theophrastus: I'lis
Psychological, Doxographical and Scientific Writings (“Rutgers Studies in
Classical Humanities”, v), New Brunswick N. J.-London 1992, pp. 63-
111}, and Cosmic Distances: Aétius 2.31 Diels and Some Related Texts,
«Phronesis», x1.v (2000} pp. 175-204. On doxography in general {apart
from the literaure cited supra) see my papers Chrysippus and the 'Placita’,
«Phronesis», xxxtv (1989} pp. 311-42; Doxograpby and Dialectic: The
itz im Leben' of the 'Placita’, in ANR W, 36.4 (1990) pp. 3076-229,
and Doxographical Studies, Quellenforschung, Tabular Presentation and
Other Varieties of Comparativisn, in W. Bukkexr-L. GEMELL] Mag-
c1aNo-E. MateireLl. Orenny (Hrsg), Fragmentsammibungen philosophi-
scher Texte der Antike - Le Ruccolte dei Frammenti di Filosofi Antichi
(“Aporemara”, ), Géttingen 1998, pp. 16-40; also see the averview
of D.T. Runia, What is Doxography?, in Piv.]. van ver Eyk, Ancient His-
tories cit., pp. 33-55.

* For other attempts in this direction see my papers Doxography and
Dialectic cit., *Physikai Doxai’ cit., and Cosmic Distances cit.
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oneself in may be compared to that of noticing a stick of
which one only sees one end, or (more rarely) of which one
is able to see both ends while the long middle section remains
invisible,

11. Reconstructing a Chapter in Aétius

Stobaeus has the following lemmas: first (anthol. 113, 1)
a general definition of “cause” (aitiov), followed by what is
usually seen as the well-known Middle Platonist triad of prin-
ciples attributed to Plato. This section corresponds to the first
two lemmas of ps.-Plutarch’s chapter (placit. 113, 1-2). To the
Plato lemma Stobaeus in his usual way appends a slightly
normalized but otherwise verbatim quotation from Plato,
viz. Tim. 28 A-B, introduced by the formula Afyer vodv év
Tipaie. This is followed by a snippet from Arius Didymus¢
on Aristotle’s four types of cause {anthol. 113, 1%). This Ari-
stotle lemma which has no counterpart in ps.-Plutarch was
wrongly attributed to A&tius (placit. 1 13, 4) by Diels?. The
third Stobaean lemma (1 13, 1%) is a fragment of, or presuma-
bly rather abstract from Arius Didymus (fr. 18 Diels)® con-
cerning the Stoics; it lists the tenets of Zeno Chrysippus
Posidonius in that order, and naturally there is no correspon-

¢ Not to be indentified, pace Meineke and Diels, with the emperor
Augustus’ court philosopher, sece T. Goransson, Albinus, Alcinous,
Arius Didymus (**Studia Graeca et Latina Gothoburgensia”, 1x1), Gdte-
borg 1995, esp. pp. 203-18. His t.a.¢. is 233 CE, the date of arrival of
Origen at Caesarea, who took his splendid library with him. See D.T.
RunNia, Caesarea Maritima and the Survival of Hellenistic-Jewish Literature,
in A. Rapan-K.G. Horum (eds.}, Caesarea Maritima. A Retrospective after
Two Millennia, Leiden-New York-Kéln 1998, pp. 476-95, esp. p. 490.

! See already Wachsmuth ad loc.: «fort. rectius ad Didymum referas».
Cfr. D.T. RuNia, Additional Fragments cit., pp. 372-3, J. Mansresp-D.T.
Runia, Aétiana cit., pp. 250-1, and infra, note 87 and text thereto.

* Dox. Graec. cit., p. 457.
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ding lemma in ps.-Plutarch. At anthol. 1 13, 19 we have three
further Aétian lemmas (= Aét. placit. 111, 6-8), not paralleled
in ps.-Plutarch. Ps.-Plutarch at Aét. placit. 1 11, 5 on the other
hand has a lemma on the Stoics in general which is not paral-
leled in Stobaeus, because it has been replaced by the far more
informative and longer abstract from Arius Didymus. The last
Stobacan lemma is a pseudo-Pythagorean fragment, “Ocellus”
fr. 3 Harder at anthol. 1 13, 1°. Hermetic and “Pythagorean™
texts and relatively faithful verbatim quotations from Plato
are among Stobaeus’ favourites. The “Ocellus” fragment,
with its Platonizing contents and religious overtones, fits in
well both with the quotation of the Timaeus passage and with
Stobaeus’ predilections. There are no poctic quotations to be
found in this short chapter, but otherwise the medley is typi-
cal for the first book of the Anthologium: Aétius - Plato -
Aétius again - Arius Didymus - Aétius for the third time -
the “Pythagorean Ocellus”.

It is clear that the Aétian chapter provides the framework
for this Stobaean chapter. For the moment 1 shall for the most
part ignore the extras inserted by the anthologist, that is to
say the quotation from the Timaeus, the two fragments of
Arius Didymus (the first of which is A&t. placit. 113, 4 Diels),
and the “Ocellus” fragment. In translating the text of ps.-
Plutarch I indicate where it differs from that of Stobaeus (the
differences are small). We then have, in Diels’ order (for the
Greek texts see infra, p. 65 tf. Appendix):

(1) [A descriptive general definition of cause:] «Cause is
that owing to which the effect (occurs) or something takes
place». Stobaeus adds® the words «for this is sufficient in a
descriptive way».

(2) «Plato (described) cause in a threefold manner: for he
says [“for he says” omitted by Stobaeus] by what from what
with a view to what. He considers the by what to be more

* Cfr. J. MansreLp-D.T. Runia, Aétiana cit., p. 223,
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potent [“most potent” Stobacus], and this is that which acts,
which is intellect». [“which is intellect” not in Stobaeus].

(3) «Pythagoras Aristotle [“Aristotle” not in Stobaeus]
{hold) that the first causes are incorporeal, and that others
are [this “are” not in ps.-Plutarch] according to participation
in or by way of attribute of the corporeal substructure». [Final
clause not in Stobaeus *:] «So that the cosmos is a body».

(5) «The Stoics (held) that all causes are corporeal; for
(they are) preumas». [Lacking in Stobaeus].

(6) «Thales and those who come after him' stated the
first cause to be immobile». [Lacking in ps.-Plutarch].

(7) «<The> Stoics defined the first cause as mobile».
[Lacking in ps.-Plutarch].

(8) «The Peripatetics (held) that of the causes some are
sensible, others intelligible». [Lacking in ps.-Plutarch].

Diels’ order mechanically combines the sequences of ps.-
Plutarch and Stobaeus. He naturally omits the latter’s quota-
tion from the Timaeus and the Didymus fragment he recogni-
zed as well as the “Ocellus” fragment, but as we have seen
inserted the Didymus fragment dealing with the four Aristo-
telian causes as his fourth lemma (at Agt. placit. 113, 4). His
fifth lemma, in the left column containing the text of ps.-
Plutarch, occupies the position held in Stobacus by the Didy-
mus fragment on the three great Stoics. His lemmas six to
eight are found in Stobaeus only.

We now are in a position to inquire about the rationale of
the Aétius chapter. This is threefold. The issues on which the
authorities which are represented by name-labels differ (diaere-
sis), or disagree (diaphonia), are (a) the number of causes, (b) the
incorporeality versus the corporeality of causes, and (c) the mo-
bility versus the immobility of the first cause. In some cases more
than one such issue is concerned in a combination of lemmas.

We may look first at the issuc of the number of causes.

© Delevit Diels.
¥ Viz., in the lontan succession.
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According to (2) Plato there are three kinds of causes, accor-
ding to (3) Pythagoras and Aristotle #wo kinds, and according
to (5) the Stoics only one kind. The digeresis (division) and
ordering, then, are according to number: 3 -2 - 1" Thisis a
bit unusual, because in the majority of cases an ordering ac-
cording to number starts with the lowest number. Still, there
it is (we shall see shortly why the usual order is inverted in
this case), and it provides supplementary proof for the attri-
bution of the Stobaean lemma on Aristotle’s four kinds of
cause to Arius Didymus and not, pace Diels, to Aétius, for
in the latter it would disturb or even destroy the sequence.
The incorporeality versus the corporeality of causes is
next?. (3) Pythagoras and Aristotle hold that first causes are
incorporeal and that the others participate in or are attributes
of the corporeal substructure. These “others” therefore are not,
in themselves, fully corporeal. Aristotle and Pythagoras do not
differ as to the incorporeal causes, but as to the semi-corporeal
others. I take it that “participation” has to be linked to Pytha-
goras and “attribute” to Aristotle (see infra, section 111 at sub-
section (3)). (5) The Stoics hold that all causes are corporeal,

" For ordering according to number see my papers Doxography and
Dialectic cit., pp. 3157-61, and Aristote et la Structure du 'De sensibus’ de
Théophraste, «Phronesis», XL1 (1996) pp. 158-88; also D.T. Runia, The
‘Placita’ Ascribed cit., p. 203 (on AET. 1 23), and D. MaNeTTI, “Aristotle”
and the Role of Doxography in the Anonymus Londinensis (PBrLibr Inv.
137), in Pu.J. van per Enk, Ancient Histories cit., pp. 93-142, esp. pp.
115-20. It is to be remembered that the earliest list of principles there
called “things that are”, dvta) starts with the largest number: Isocr. an-
tidor. 268: infinitely many, four, three, two, one, none; for this list and
similar early ones sce my paper Aristotle, Plato and the Preplatonic Doxo-
graphy and Chronography, in GG. CaMBIANO (a cura di), Storiografia e Dos-
sografia nella Filosofia Antica, Torino 1986, pp. 1-36, esp. pp. 32-9 (repr.
with same pagination in my Studies in the Historiography cit.).

¢ Cfr. J. MansreLn-D.T. Runia, Aétiana cit., p. 251; for another
example of this type of diaphonia see e.g. AET. 1v 2-3, with my com-
ments at Doxography and Dialectic cit., pp. 3065-85.



24 JAAP MANSFELD

while (8) the Peripatetics, whose tenet is expressed in epistemic
terms, said that some causes are sensible (i.e. are corporeal) and
others intelligible (i.e. are incorporeal). Here a diaphonia is
clearly involved, but the order of the lemmas is not good. My
belief is that Stobaeus, who inserted other material to replace
the name-labels Aristotle and Stoics, while copying out the rest
of the Agtian chapter overlooked the Peripatetics lemma and so
decided to add it at the end. It does not make Aétian sense after
lemmas (7) on Thales c.5. and (8) on the Stoics, which are
concerned with a different theme, but belongs with lemmas
(3) and (5). Stobaeus is not concerned with Aétius’ diaeretic
and diaphonic rationale, as the passages he inserted into the
Aétian framework already prove. To restore A&tius’ purposive
original sequence we therefore have to correct Stobaeus’ orde-
ring {or rather lack of it). The diaphonic A&tian order is (3) - (8)
- (5): (3) Pythagoras and Aristotle hold that of the #vo kinds of
causes some are incorporeal and the others semi-corporeal; (8)
the Peripatetics hold that of the #wo kinds of causes some are
incorporeal and the others corporeal, while (3) the Stoics hold
that there is only one kind, all causes being corporeal.

It follows that lemma (8), on the Peripatetics, has to be
inserted between (3) Pythagoras and Aristotle, and (5), the
Stoics. The fuller A&tian sequence therefore is (1) the descrip-
tive general definition; (2) Plato; (3) Pythagoras and Aristotle;
(8) the Peripatetics; and (5) the Stoics. From (3), Pythagoras and
Aristotle, to (5), the Stoics, the diapbonia as to corporeality and
incorporeality is neatly bound up with the sequence according to
number. This diaphonia even explains why the numerical order
as a whole begins with the number #ree (Plato). The sequence
(3) Pythagoras and Aristotle (fwo + incorporeal/quasi-cotpo-
real) - (8) the Peripatetics (fwo + sensiblefintelligible) ~ and
(5) the Stoics (one + bodies) is determined both by the number
of causes and by the opposition corporeal versus incorporeal, but
happens to begin with the number two. Logically, Plato’s triad of
causes had to constitute the beginning of a sequence arranged
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from a numerical point of view, though nothing is said abour the
corporeal or incorporeal nature of his causes.

Two lemmas remain, viz. (6) Thales c.s. on the immobility of
the first cause, and (7) the Stoics on its mobility. A clear dia-
phonia**. Mobility versus immobility is not an issue in the pre-
ceding lemmas of the chapter. In fact, this pair of lemmas form a
sort of appendix. They may be, or not be (one cannot be sure ),
the remains of a separate Aétian or perhaps rather proto-Aétian
chapter entitled "On the First Cause” vel sim. However this
may be, there is one undeniable link with what comes before. In
a single earlier lemma, (2) on Pythagoras and Aristotle, “first™
causes (plural) are explicitly mentioned. In (6) Thales ¢.s. and (7)
the Stoics there is only a single first cause. This diaphonia as to
the number of first causes assumed and the fact that first causes
are involved nicely connects the first part of the chapter with its
second part. How many kinds of causes Thales c.s. posited is not
revealed. But we also have (7) the Stoics on the single first
cause, and know from lemma (5) that they only assumed one
kind of causes. We may therefore, I believe, assume that it is
implied that also Thales ¢.s. posited only one kind of cause. This
fits in with the sequence from the numerical point of view: the
chapter then ends with (5) the Stoics, one kind: (6) Thales c.s.,
one kind but from a different perspective: and (7) the Stoics
again, ore kind, from the same different perspective.

[ have not yet said, but it naturally goes without saying
that the Agtian lemmas as to their actual contents (the doxai)
are at best pale, modified and simplified versions of the views
of the authorities that serve as name-labels. The attribution of
the doxa to Pythagoras (Pythagoras himself, no less), who is
said to share it with Aristotle is an interesting fiction for

“ For another example of this kind of diaphonia cfr. e.g. AET. v 6,
with my comment at Doxography and Dialectic cit., p. 3089,

" See e.g. my papers Doxography and Dialectic cit., p. 3181 and Cos-
mic Distances cit., and J. Manseern-D.'T. RUNIA, Aétiana cit., p. 232.
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which see infra, section I1I at subsection (3). The tenets have
been flattened out and adapted the better to fit in with the
diaphonic and diaeretic Aétian rationale.

I append my argued reconstruction of the orginal Aétian
chapter. It will be noted that it very much resembles Diels’
mechanical reconstruction, the only visible differences (apart
from minor ones as to the constitutio of individual lemmas)
being the elimination of his fourth lemma (Arius Didymus on
Aristotle’s four types of cause) and its replacement in a new
fourth position by his eighth lemma, on the Peripatetics:

Mept aitiov
(1) aitidv ot 81" 6 10 (’mors'ks.cpa ﬁ ' 6 csupﬁaivm .
{2) IMhdtov tp1ym<; 70 uitiov (pnm yap. Uq) on €€ o Trpoc
& koprdtepov 8 fyeltar o by’ oV TOVTO 8¢ v 16 notovv, O

dot1 volG.

(3) fIUOw(opw; Aplc‘corekng 0 pEv mpdta aina aom-
pata, 1@ 68 Kutd puoxnv 1l Kuti cupPEPNKOG THg COUATIKTG
VMOCTAoEWS, BOT mvm OV KOGLOV CONU.

4= (8) Diels] of Ilgpimatntikoi tdv aitiov eival Td piv

aloOnta, 1@ 3¢ vomu
(5) of Troixol Tavta T aitic cPATIKG: nvrupam yap.
(6) Ouriig kai ol &pe&iig 10 mpdtov aitiov akivntov

GREPTIVAVTO. '
(7) <oi> Itoikoi 10 npATOV TiTiov WPICAVTO KIVNTOV.

As is the rule in the Placita literature this time too the
order of the lemmas is determined by content, not by the
chronology of the authorities that serve as name-labels. “Py-
thagoras” comes after Plato, and “Thales and his immediate
followers”, in the sixth position, are wedged in between two
lemmas bearing on the Stoics.

111. Some Comments on Individual Lemmas of Aétius

Though these lemmas, as pointed out, provide at best only
partial and pale information when considered from a modern
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historical point of view, it is not true to say that there are no
links at all between name-labels and contents. In what follows
some observations about these sometimes quite tortuous con-
nections will be submitted.

(1) aitiov éott <81” 6> % 16 arotéreoua §j §1” 8 cupPuiver
1t. The supplement <1’ 6> in ps.-Plutarch is unavoidable and
vouched for by the Stobaean lemma. Note the Verschlimmbes-
serung in Qusta ibn Luga, (the ancestor of) whose text of ps.-
Plutarch lacked the second 61" 6 as well.

The descriptive definition" is originally and basically
Stoic. For 80 & in its role as a Stoic technichal term see for
instance the definitions at Stob. anthol. 113, 1%, printed infra,
Appendix. It should, however, be acknowledged that & 8 is a
perfectly common expression: it occurs for instance four times
in Thucydides, once in the corpus Lysiacum, thirteen times in
the corpus Platonicum ¥, three in Xenophon, nine in Demos-
thenes, and twenty in the corpus Aristotelicum ¥, in various
causal meanings. dnotérecpa is found for the first time in
Polybius, viz. at i1 39, 11 and v 78, 3; here it is not yet a
technical term. It cannot be paralleled in early Stoic frag-
ments, but as a technical term, viz. meaning the effect of a
cause, it is indeed and certainly Stoic. See for instance the
ninth chapter of book eight of the Stromata of Clemens Ale-

* Supplevit Diels ex Stobaco; deest in Qusta ibn Luga.

Y ps.-PLUTARCH. placit. 19-12 and 114-5 (9 [epi bang, 10 Mepi i8éus,
11 Tepi aitiov, 12 Tepi ocoudtav, 14 llepi oxnuatov, 15 Tepi
ypwpatov) all begin with a general definition. Virtually the same defini-
tions are to be found at the beginning of STos. anthol. 1 11 Hepi ting, 112
Hepi i8zdv, 113 Mepi altiov, 114 Tlepl copazon kti., in third position at
1 15 Hepl oynpatov, and again at the beginning of 1 16 Tlepi xpopdtmv,

“ E.g. Tim. 46 £ 8 in the sense of what came to be called a final
cause, Men. 72 ¢ 7-8 in that of a formal cause.

® E.g. eth eud. B 10. 1227 a 14: 10 &’ &, 1001" o1t 10 ob Evexa (fi-
nal cause), metaph. A 9. 992 a 30-1: aiziov, 81" § kei rdg voic kai ndoa
pooig rowel (efficient cause).
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xandrinus, an interesting medley of Stoic and other ingre-
dients, where it is frequently found in undeniably Stoicizing
passages ®. The formula cupfaiver Ti pertains to the effect as
actualized according to Stoic doctrine?. It is of course well-
known that the Stoics held that cause is a body which produ-
ces an incorporeal effect in another body #; this incorporeality
is expressed by the use of 1 ”.

» CLEM. ALEX. stroms. vin 9, 27, 3-4 = Cumys. fr. 347 S V.F. up.
120; ibid. 32, 33-9 = Curys. fr. 351 S.V.F. 1 pp. 121.2. Cfr. Sxt.
Emp. adp. math. 1x 196-201 = Curys. {r. 337 S.V.F. u p. 118. Also
see SExT. EMP. pyrb. byp. 11 21: t6te yip xei 011 drnotéieaud foTiv av-
10D yIvoKety Soxobpey, dtav 1o aitov ultod 6 aitioy abtod Katahdfo-
pev, and CLEM. ALEX. strom. vil 9, 29, 1: méav aitiov @2 ainov <umAi>
Stavoig ANRTOV TUYEAVEL, EREL TIVOS Kai Tpdg Tivt [cfr. infra, text to note
82] vogitar TivOg kv, Tob droteléopatos, kabanep N payarpa tod -
vewy, Tpbg Tive 8¢, [xudinep] 1® Emndeimg Exovi, xalanep O 1HP O
Ebhe: 10V @8apavia yip ol kavoet, both absent from §.V.F. For aitiou
@ altiov see Crrys. fr. 336 S.V.F. 11 p. 118 apud STOB. anthol 111, 1°
{printed infra, Appendix) Xoyov 1oV mepi Tod attiov &g aitiov.

® Cfr. ZEN. fr. 89 §.V.F. 1p. 25 and Posp. fr. 95 E.-K. apud Arium
Didymum (printed infra, Appendix) on auppepnrog and katmyopnua.
For cupfefnrog (“actualized predicate™) see A.A. LonG-D.N. SEDLEY,
The Hellenistic Philosophers, n, Cambridge et al. 1987, p. 333, and S.
BosziEN, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, Oxford 1998,
pp. 23-7. viverm would perhaps be more in line with Stoic usage (sce
S. Bonziew, Determinism cit., pp. 19-27), but cfr. e.g. Sexr. EmP. ady.
math. x1 22-7 and 33-4 = Curys. fr. 75 S.V.F. 1 pp. 18-9.

a E g, Sext. Emp, adv. math. 1x 211 = Curys. fr. 341 S.V.F. 1 p.
119, and the views of Zeno Chrysippus Posidonius apud STOB. anthol. 1
11, 1¢, printed infra, Appendix. See for instance A.A. Long-D.N. Sep-
LEY, op. cit., 1, Cambridge et al. 1987, p. 199, and clr. supra, note 20, in-
fra, text to note 82. SENEC. ep. Luc, 95, 13 states that decreta {e.g. defini-
Lions of virtues) are the causes of precepts (praecepta) and everything else
(et horum causae sunt et ommium). | assume that the decreta here are not
“sayables' (Aekta) but in order to function as causes have been interiori-
zed, that is to say have been integrated in the regent part of the soul.

u Cfr. Posip. fr. 95 E.-K. apud SToB. anthol. 1 11, 1° (printed infra,
Appendix): aitov 8’ éoti tvog, 8 8 ékeivo, and Zen. fr. 90 SV.F 1p.
25 apud Cic. ac. post. 139, quicquam and aliquid.
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The phrase apxei yap dnoypupikdg has been added by
Stobaeus?. The word droypagpixk®g is only found here and at
Olympiod. in Aristot. cat. p. 44.1, and ps.-Simpl. in Aristot. de
an. pp. 15.15 and 97.32. The adjective Omoypugixds too is
late and rare. For Unoypag as the Stoic term for a simpler or
preliminary sort of definition see for instance Antipater fr. 23
S.V.F. 1 p. 247 apud Diog. Laert. vi 60.

(2) ITAatov tpryde T aitiov: @noi yap ™, o' o &£ ob
npog & kuprdtepov & Hysital 1O G’ ovr TOLTO B MV TO
notobv, 6 £att voie. For the various strings of causes attribu-
ted to Plato see the texts collected and commented upon in
the opus magnum of Dérrie and Baltes*. The Platonic triad is
attested for the first time in the first century BCE, in Varro’s
explanation of the mysteries of Samothrace?. We do not

# See J. MansrELD-D.T. RuNia, Aétiana cit., p. 223.

¥ pnai yip is omitted by Stobaeus, presumably because he appends
a quotation from Plato {to which we shall revert several times) introdu-
ced by the phrase iéyer yobv év Tpaie. pnoi occurs 37 times in ps.-Plu-
tarch's Placita and so is Aétian. As so often it does not introduce a ver-
batim quotation.

# [H. DormE 11-M. BALTES, Der Platonismus in der Antike, Bd. 1v,
Die philosophische Lebre des Platonismus. Einige grundiegende AxiomefPla-
tonische Physik (im antiken Verstindnis) I, Bausteine 101-124, Stuttgart-
Bad Canstatt 1996, pp. 118-201 and 387-538. For the triad see also J.
PEpiN, Théologie Cosmigue et Théologie Chrétienne (Ambroise, Exam. I 1,
14), Paris 1964, pp. 17-34, and D.T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria and the
‘Timaeus’ of Plato (“Philosophia Antiqua”, xL1v), Leiden-New York-
Kaln 1986, pp. 171-4. For the attribution of principles to Plato in nu-
merous sources see the evidence collected in R.W. SuarrLs, Counting
Plato’s Principles, in L. Avres (ed.), The Passionate Intellect, Festschrift
[.G. Kidd (“Rutgers Studies in Classical Humanities”, vii), New Brun-
swick-London 1995, pp. 76-82 (to whose suggestions concerning AET. 1
11, 2 and Aétius in general, at pp. 77-8, 1 cannot subscribe).

2 VARRO antig. rer. div. fr. 206 Cardauns apud AUGUST. de civ. Dei
vit 28 = [H. Dorrie 71-M. Bavres, Platonismus cit., tv, p. 118, Baust.
113.1: in simulacris aliud significare caelum, alind terram, aliud exempla re-
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know what was his source for the original triad he used for
this allegorical exegesis (it may have been a Timaeus commen-
tary, supposing one to have been available which dealt with
Plato’s principles®), but we do know that (like Cicero) he
knew and used a predecessor of Aétius?, who possibly (but
see next paragraph) may have been dependent on such a com-
mentary too. There is a not so insignificant difference: in
Aétius the formal cause is rendered, as it usually is, by the
Platonizing formula npdg 8, in Varro by the Latin equivalent

of Greek ka0’ 8. which is more Aristotelian.

It is however far more probable that the triad of causes is
of Peripatetic ™ and doxographical origin. Aristotle, discussing
the agrapha dogmata and the theory of Forms, had argued that
Plato only knew #wo causes, viz. the formal and the material
cause ™ (note that he does not use the prepositional formulas

rum quas Plato appellat ideas: caelum lovem, terram lunonem, ideas Miner-
vam vult [scil. Varro) intellegi; caelum a quo [0y’ ot fiat aliquid, terram de
qua [£5 ob] fiat, exemplum secundum [xa® 6 - not npdg 6!] quod fiat. See
also R.\WV. Stiarpres, Counting cit., pp. 79-82.

# See Baltes at [H. Dorrie tFM. BaLtes, Der Platonismus in der
Antike, Bd. 111, Der Platonismus im 2. und 3. Jabrbundert nach Christus,
Bausteine 73-100, Stuttgart-Bad Canstatt 1993, pp. 162-6, who dates the
first scholastic uses of the fortlaufende Kommentar to (at the latest?) the
first century BCE.

» Thus already H. Dsevs, Dox. Graec. cit., p. 199 ff. .

“ Cfr. ]. PEpin, Théologie cit., p. 33, who writes that the triad «doit
provenir en derniére analyse d’une présentation aristotélicicnne de Pla-
tonw, and goes on to argue that this “présentation” must be later than
Theophrastus. . o

% ARISTOT. metaph. A 6. 988 a 7-10: IThdtov pév ouv nepi v
InToupEvav obtm Sibpoty: Puvepov 8 €K Ty ElppEVOY "0'n duoiv ui-
tiatv povov kéypniay, T T& Tob T fon Kal T Katd v bhnv ktx. In
his De philosophia (PHILO de actemn. wrund. 39-43 = ARISTO’I". fr. 21
R?, 19 ¢ Ross - provided the attribution is correct) however he discussed
and rejected Plato’s Demiurge, probably introduced in the discussion for
dialectical reasons; see my paper Providence and the Destruction of the
Universe in Early Stoic Thought, in M.]. VERMASEREN (ed.), Studies in
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£E o0 and =pdg 8). Theophrastus concurred as to the number
of causes to be attributed to Plato, but disagreed as to what
these are. Ile pointed out that Plato for the most part had
dealt with first philosophy (Aristotle’s theme in metaph. A),
but that, as to physics (viz., in the Timaeus, from which
Theophrastus quotes significant terminology) he had introdu-
ced two causes, viz. the material and the efficient cause (note
that he does not use the prepositional formulas £ o0 and npog
6). The latter according to Theophrastus he connected with
«the power of the god and the good»*?. An interpretation of
the nature and number of the principles, or causes, in the
Timacus accordingly is not a privilege of the commentary li-
terature, burt already to be found in Theophrastus’ account of
the principles of Aristotle’s predecessors from Thales to Plato,

Hellenistic Religions (“Ftudes Préliminaires aux Religions Orientales
dans 'Empire Romain”, 1.xxvii), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1979, pp.
129-88, esp. p. 142 (repr. with same pagination as Study 1 in my Studies
in Later Greek Philosopby and Gnosticism {*'Collected Studies Series”,
cexc), London 1989). Also cfr. infra, note 75 and text thereto.

“ THEOPHR. phys. opin. fr. 9 Diels = fr. 230 FHS&G apud Simpr.
in Aristot. phys. p. 26.11-3: 600 14g apya: Paviezat moigly, 10 pEv Hrto-
keipevov 6g bany & npocayopevet “ravdexes” [Tim. 51 A 7], 16 8" &3 ai-
tov [Tim. 29 A 6] kui xivobv 8 repranter =i 100 “Beod” le.g. Tim. 30 a
2] xal i) “tayadod” le.g. Tim. 29 1 1, 30 A 2] Suvaper. The “good” more
properly is the final cause, but according to Theophrastus this final
cause works as a moving cause (cfr. already Aristotle on Anaxagoras
and others at metaph. A 3. 984 b 20-2: of piv olv ot drorupfivove:
Guu tob Kaiéic TV witlav apyRv eivin tdv dvieov #0eouv xai thv
oy 88ev f) xitvyaie Smdpyer voig ovevl. The doubts concerning
the authenticity of this fragment expressed by D.T. Runia, Philo cit.,
p. 482 note 37, are unjustified. See also THEOPHR. pbys. opin. fr. 20
Diels = fr. 242 FHS&G apud Proci.. in Plat. Tim. 1 p. 456.16-7 (appa-
rently verbatim), § yap pdvos fj paiota Midzov («Plato was the only or
the principal person») <§) and o0 npovoouvtos [scif. the Demiurge] aitig
KateypRoato, onoiv & Ovoppuatos. Clr. also another quotation (verba-
i) Theornr. fr. 320 A FHS&G apud ‘THEMIST. in Aristot. de an. p.
108.19-21, «EKEIvVO» PAIv «ETIOKERTEOV, O 81 pupey &V ndary ebosl 10
HEV (e DAY Kal duvduel, 10 88 alTiov Kal TomTIKOw.,
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an account generally believed, also by the present writer, to
be one of the sources of physical doxography of the A&tian
type.

If now we combine the accounts of Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus and notice what they share, viz. the material cause,
we get the Platonic triad of efficient cause (Theophrastus),
material cause (both Aristotle and Theophrastus), and formal
cause (Aristotle). To the best of my knowledge this has not
been observed before. What I like to call “retrograde conta-
mination” of doxographical literature, for instance with ma-
terial deriving from Aristotle’s school writings or from Plato,
is a not uncommon phenomenon®. And Aristotle’s writings
may well have been more accessible in Hellenistic times than
has been believed on the basis of the story of their being hid
in the cellar at Scepsis*. A Platonic triad of causes as expres-
sed by prepositional formulas, atttested as we have seen by
Varro, is anyhow earlier than Aétius. Whoever was the first
to employ these formulas it is impossible to say . We shall

% H. Diews, Dox. Graec. cit., pp. 215-7, believed that Aétius him-
self is responsible for contamination with Aristotle’s esoteric writings.
For various examples see J.N.M. BarTusseN, Theopbrastus on Theories
of Perception: Argument and Purpose in the 'De sensibus’ (“*Quaestiones In-
finitae”, vi), diss. Utrecht 1993, pp. 195-250 (chapter not to be found in
the revised version, H. BALTUSSEN, Theophrastus against the Presocratics
and Plato: Peripatetic Dialectic in the ‘De sensibus’ (“Philosophia Anti-
qua"”, 1xxxv1), Leiden-New York-Kéln 2000) and my papers Doxography
and Dialectic cit., pp. 3090-1, Doxographical Studies cit., pp. 24 and 31,
and Physicai ‘Doxai’ in the 'Phacdo’, in M. Karnaun-J. SPrUYT (eds.),
The Winged Chariot. Collected Essays on Plato and Platonism in Honour
of L.M. de Rijk (“Brill's Studies in Intellectual History”, ¢), Leiden-
New York-Kéln 2000, pp. 1-17, esp. p. 2 note 7.

* See ]. BARNES, Roman Aristotle, in J. BArNEs-M. GRIFFIN (eds.),
Philosophia Togata Il Plato and Aristotle at Rome, Qxford et al. 1997,
repr. 1999, pp. 1-69.

» Note that ALEX. APHROD. in Aristot. metaph. p. 59.28 {f. (= Ari-
STOT. de bono fr. 30 R, fr. 4 Ross, Test. 22 Gaiser), who criticizes Ari-
stotle’s statement at metaph. A 6. 988 a 7-10 that Plato only knew two
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however find that such evidence as is available indeed points
to the Hellenistic period, even later, presumably, than Strato
of Lampsacus *.

This triad is consistently paralleled elsewhere in Aétius,
viz. in the chapter “On Principles”; one should be aware of
the impact of the originally Aristotelian equivalence of “prin-
ciples” and “causes” revealed by this parallel”. See Stob.
anthol. 1 10, 16" at Aét. 1 3, 21* IMidrov 'Apictovog Tpelg
apxag, tov 0eov TV SANV v (8éav, ie’ 0b & ob npog b, & 8¢
Bed¢ voug Eatt Tob kdopoL *, 1y 82 AN 1O vroKeipEvoy yevéost

causes, does not use the prepositional formulas but standard Aristotelian
terminology: {ntfica & &v 1ig ndg Aéyovtog Mhiatwvog kai momtikdy
aimiov [efficient cause] év oig Aéyer «tév pév odv TOMTAV Kai ratépu
o0 mavtdg eOpelv te kai Seikar Epyovs [PLaT. Tim. 28 cl, @&Xxa xui 10
ob Evekev kai 1Ehog [final cause] 81 dv mahiv Aéyer «nepl 1OV ndviev Pa-
clhéa navia £o1i kdxeivov Evexa tavias [Ps.-PLAT. epist. 11 312 E] o0de-
TEPOL TOUTOV THV aiticy Euvnudvencey 6 "Aptototédng év ti 86k ti)
Midravog;

% Cfr. infra, note 93 and text thereto.

7 ARISTOT. metaph. A 1. 1013 a 16-7: {oaydc 8 kai t¢ uina Aéye-
Tau miv:m yap 1@ alna apyai, A 2. 982 a 4-6, A 3. 983 a 24: 16w £k
apyxfg aitiov {next the four causes are listed), A 3. 983 b 6-8. See fur-
ther J. Pépin, Théologie cit., pp. 60-7; Aristotle’s De Generatione et Cor-
ruptione, Translated with Notes by C.J.F. Wiriams (“Clarendon Ari-
stotle Series”), Oxford 1982, p. 86, and [H. DérriE t1-M. BALTES, Pla-
tonismus cit., 1v, pp. 3789,

* [H. DSRRIE 11-M. BaLTEs, ibid., pp. 118-20, Baust. 113.2, print
the ms. text of ps.-Plutarch (see also infra). Dicls believed that in this
text the words Zokpatng Zogpoviokou "ABnvaios, a second 'Abnvaiog
after "Apiotwvog, and ai yip adrai nepi raviog Exatépov 86kt (which
are confirmed by Qusta ibn Luga) have been interpolated, but they may
also have been abridged away by Stobaeus (ethnicon and father’s name
are frequently found in the lemmas of this chapter). Baltes, at pp. 392-
33, who points this out, also reminds us that the three principles doc-
trine, the definition of matter, and that of God as the intellect of the
cosmos belong with the «iibliche Lehre des Mittelplatonismuss.

” Doxa anachronistically attributed to Thales at AfT. | 7, 11 (the
chaprer Tig &otiv 6 8edg), presumably because he is the archegete of
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xai @Oopd ©. 166 8¢ ovoia dodpatog év Toig vofipaat xai taig
paviaciaic Tob feod*. God as the intellect of the universe is
not, of course, Peripatetic, but Stoic* and Middle Platonist.
The positioning of the ideas in the divine intellect is Middle
Platonist as well. The description of matter is compatible with
Aristotle’s views on the subject. The parallels cited in footno-
tes 39-41 moreover show to what extent lemmas in the Placita
may be coherent. It should however be pointed out that the
parallel text at ps.-Plutarch. placit. 897 B lacks the prepositio-
nal formulas which accordingly have been abridged away here

by the epitomator ®.
As to the causes themselves Aétius posits a distinction:

«Plato believes the 0g’ 00, the efficient cause, to be the more
potent» of the three (ps.-Plutarch; Stobaeus has “most po-
tent” *). The verbal difference between ps.-Plutarch and Sto-

the Tonian succession which has Anaxagoras as a member. Cfr. also 17,
31 (Plato lemma) vodg odv & 8£0g.

© Cfr. the general definition of matter at AET. 19, 1.

@ Cfr. the first part of the general definition of {8éa at AET. 110, 1.

“ See e.g. the abstract from Zeno's [lepi tod Shov apud DioG.
LAERT. vi 135-6 = Zen. fr. 102 S.V.F. 1 p. 28, and Curys. fr. 580
S.V.F. u p. 179; further the abstract from Chrysippus’ Mepi npovoiag
and Posidonius’ Mepi Oeidv book three apud Dio6. LAERT. vi 138 =
Cirys. fr. 634 S.V.F. u p. 192 and Posm. fr. 21 E.-K. For the Placita
see STOB. anthol. 11, 29° (p. 35.9 W.) at AEt. 17, 23 = Zen. fr. 157
S.V.F. 1 p. 42: Zfvov 6 Ztnkdg volv kdopov miptvov (scil. wov 956\:
dneprivato), and AET. 17, 33 = Curys. fr. 1027 S.V.E. 11 p. 306: oi
Stankoi [...] tov T dvetato [scil. Beov] naviwv vody év aibépr (ps.-Pru-
TARCH, placit. 882 A); STob. anthol. 1 1, 29° (p. 38.3 W.} has voov Evai-
Béprov glvan Beov.

# Ps.-Plutarch’s text (again confirmed by Qusta ihn Luqa) also
lacks 1o xéopov after & 88 Bedg voig £ot, and adds & B¢ Beog vobg
611 to0 xocpov ad finem (the latter deleted by Diels, followed by
Mau, Lachenand, and Baltes). Possibly the epitomater first scrapped
100 kGopov, then repented by supplying a clause at the end. There is
no difference between ps.-Plutarch and Stobaeus ad sententiam here.

“ Or, less likely: <he holds that the “by which" is said to be the
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baeus is minimal and may be accidental. What is ia ps.-Plu-
tarch is sufficiently clear: “more than the other two™ is logi-
cally equivalent to “‘most of the three”. Yet an explanation of
Stobaeus’ superlative is perhaps possible. Since the triad of
causes is a sort of stenographic rendering of the foundations
of the Timaeus, the efficient cause, naturally, represents the
Demiurge. Plato at Tins. 29 A 6 calls the Demiurge «the best
of causes (ipiotog t@v aiti@v)». Compared to this elative
characterization ps.-Plutarch’s expression is on the modest
side, and Stobaeus’ more in tune. This does not prove,
however, that Stobaeus’ version is what A&tius wrote, since
he may well have introduced a slight but in his view signifi-
cant change. After the Ag&tian Plato lemma (in which as we
shall see he made another change too) he appends Tim. 28 A-8
(see below), from the proem of Timaeus’ virtual monologue in
the dialogue, and 29 A is not so far away.

Furthermore, the statement concerning Plato’s view on
causality in general in Aétius is also interesting in that it re-
presents an (interpretative) effort to modernize Plato by ma-
king him fully concur with the primary importance the effi-
cient cause acquired in the Hellenistic period *.

cause more strictly (/properly speaking) than the others» - i.e. de dicto
rather than de re.

® On the striking use of superlatives in the Timaeus see D.T. Ru-
Nia, Philo cit., pp. 104 and 144, and Ip., The Language of Excellence in
Plato’s ‘Timaeus' and Later Platonism, in S. GeRsH-C. KANNENGIESSER
{eds.), Platonism in Late Antiquity (*'Christianity and Judaism in Anti-
quity”, vim), Notre Dame 1992, pp. 11-37. The formula kuprotépay ai-
tiav occurs once in Aristotle (de gen. et corr. B 9. 335 b 35-6), where
however it pertains to the formal cause; no parallel in Plato.

“ Cfr. M. Frepx, The Original Notion of Cause, in his Essays in An-
cient Philosophy, New York 1987, pp. 125-50. For Plato’s not infrequent
use of “cause” in the sense of an efficient cause or responsible agent see
C. Natawl, Le Cause del ‘Timeo’ e la Teoria delle Quattro Cause, in T.
Carvo-L. BrissoN (eds.), Interpreting the ‘Timaeus - Critias’ (“Internatio-
nal Plato Studies”, 1x), Sankt Augustin 1997, pp. 207-13. A useful ana-
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The tems b’ 00, 8§ ob, mpdg 8, in this sense can hardly be
paralleled in Plato’s own works, and they never occur in com-
bination. & oV, for instance, as a rule has a temporal mea-
ning¥". & ob is however quite often found in Aristotle as a
siglum for matter tout court (also for matter gua cause, and for
proximate matter)*, sometimes combined with ¢’ oV as si-
glum for the efficient cause®. There are also a few more or
less coincidental instances of npog & in a teleological sense in
Aristotle*®, but this too is not standard terminology and npdg
& is not, as far as | have been able to see, combined anywhere
in Aristotle with either 6’ o0 or &€ ov. Even so, Aristotle’s
occasional combination &€ o plus 0¢’ o0 may well have been
one of the points of departure of the prepositional string as
applied to Plato, and should be seen in relation to the attri-
butions of causes to Plato by Aristotle and Theophrastus ana-
lyzed above. We may further quote the interesting triad of
material, efficient and formal causes as expressed in part by
propositional formulas (one of which however is different
from its “Platonic” ecquivalent, viz. with glg instead of
npbg), to be found at metaph. A 3. 1069 b 36-1070 a 2 ndv
yap petaParrer ti [material cause] xai oméd tivog [efficient
cause] kai eic n* [formal cause]: by’ oD [efficient cause]

lysis of Plato’s causal doctrine is provided by D. SEDLEY, Platonic Causes,
«Phronesis», xLu1 (1998) pp. 114-32, but Plato's more important points
and arguments are not an issue in the Placita lemma. - Galen's view is
different from that of the Placita lemma, see infra, note 90.

a At Prar. Crat. 398 ¢, and Tim. 36 85-6 and 54 A 7 £&E ol does not
pertain to the “matter” of the Tinaeus.

% E.g. ARISTOT. phys. B 3. 194 b 23-195 a 3; pol. A 8.1256a 8-11;
de cael T 1. 298 b 31; metaph. U 5. 1010 2 20-1, 4 2, 1013 2 24; de gen.
anim. B 1. 733 b 31-2.

+ ARISTOT. metaph. I' 5. 1010 a 20-1; de gen. anim. B 1.733b 31-2.

® ARISTOT. eth. nic. H11.1152b 1-3, metaph. © 3. 1046b37-1047al.

% g{c 1 is moreover standardly used by Aristotle for the change or
development from a to b or conversely, e.g. de cael. A 8. 277 a 14-5:
Shoc yap 10 KivoUpevov Ek Tivog Eig Tl petaPardrer, kai tadra €€ ob
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uév, tob npatov Kivobvtog: 8 [material cause] 8¢, 1) ODAn- elg 8
[formal cause] 8¢, 10 €idog. Aristotle’s terminology is not al-
ways the same ™.

Stobaeus is of some help in our present context, more-
over, for in the Timaeus proof-text he usefully appends to the
Aétian Plato lemma (see also above) he succeeds in finding
parallels for the prepositions On6 and npdc: Tin. 28 A-B, ndv
8¢ ab 16 ylyvopevov im’ qitiov 1wvog [efficient cause”] €5
Gvayxng viyveaOur mavti yip d8Vvatov yepic aitiov yéveoty
oyelv, 8tav ouv 6 Snuovpyos [efficient cause] 7poc [formal
cause ™] 16 ka1t Tavtd Exov Prérmv dei kth. What is more,

xai eig 6 €i5e1 Srapéper, and the standard formula found at metaph. A 3
9’83"b 8-9: EE ol yap oy dnavia 1a dva Kai & ob yiyvera mphrov xai
€1g 0 pleipetar tehevtaiov, cfr. K 10, 1066 b 36-7; eth. nic. K 3. 1173 b
5-6; phys. ['5.204 b 33-4 and © 3. 254 a 11-4, and de gen. et corr. A 3.
.317 b 24-5. So also Theophrastus, e.g. phys. opin. fr. 2 Diels apud SmmpL.,
in Aristot. phys. p. 24.18-9 (= fr. 226A FHS&G) : & dv 88 1) yéveoic
£o11 T01G obat, kai TV glopav gig tadta yiveslm. D, FenLing, Die Wie-
derhohlungsfiguren und ihr Gebrasuch bei den Griechen vor Gorgias, Berlin
19.69, p. 217, points out that such balanced formulas must have been
quite common; apart from Aristotle and Theophrastus he cites XEnorH
21 827 D.-K. and the final sentence of Dioc. ApoLL. 64 B2 DK, = fr‘
4 Laks. See further infra, note 96 and text thereto. Interesting echo a£
PLUTARCH. sept. sapient. conviv. 159 ¢: andrhvtar yip 8€ ob népuke 10
uetapariiov eic @rro.
2 Cfr. also the somewhat different series 0’ o [efficient cause] -
1 or ka@' 6 [formal cause] ~ €€ o0 [material cause] at metaph. Z 6. 1032 a
15.-2_5 (on various senses of poaig). At A 18. 1022 a 14-26 ka8’ 5 is ex-
plicitly said to be used in four senses, viz. in the same four as aitiov (see
further infra, section 1v at subsection (a)). For €ig u see previous note
* Cir. D.T. Runia, Philo cit., p. 104. '
* This passage from the Timaeus is the first of the selection of pas-
sages from the dialogue printed [H. DORRrIE 11-M. Bavtes, Platonismus
¢it.,, v, pp. 110-3, Baust. 111.0, where the proposition npog occurs seve-
ral times. Baltes at pp. 379-81 points out that de facto four types of cause
(efficiens, exemplaris, finalis and materialis) are 1o be discerned here, so

ti:at perhaps these Timaean passages were where later exegetes found
them.
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at anthol. 1 11, 3 in his chapter “On Matter” he likewise
helpfully appends a quotation from the Timaeus to the Aétian
Plato lemma (A€t. 1 9, 5), viz. 50 bd on the éxpayeiov -
though no verbal parallel for the formula £E o0 is to be found
there. These two quotations help us to understand in what
way some Platonists in retrospect may have looked for proof-
texts pertaining to the prepositional triad of Platonic causes in
the master’s own oeuvre, but this is by the way.

The final part of the Aétian Plato lemma has it that the b¢’
oV is the more {or most) potent cause, and adds (ps.-Plutarch’s
text, who gua epitomator is not likely to have added anything
here): tolto & v 1O nowovv. 6 £oTi voig*. Stobaeus omits the
words & £ott vodg. The reason for this omission, we may be-
lieve, is that the explanatory Timaeus quotation he appends
mentions the Demiurge (called nowntng by Plato at Tim. 28 ¢
3, a passage not cited by Stobaeus). The first thing to be poin-
ted out is that the Aétian formula 16 no100v meaning the effi-
cient cause can be paralleled from Theophrastus, in a passage
where we also find voig in combination with the prepositional
formula 0¢’ ov. In the fragment from the Physikai Doxai dealing
with Plato the term is not rowovv but xivoiv (just as in Eu-
demus’ formulation of Aristotle’s four types of cause apud
Simpl. in Aristot. phys. p. 332.6 = fr. 52 Wehili, verbatim).
But in other fragments of the same work we find the term
nowobv. See phys. opin. fr. 6 Diels = Theophr. fr. 227 C
FHS&G (on Parmenides) apud Alex. Aphrod. in Aristot. metaph.
p. 31.14-5, verbatim: 500 now@v g apyag, tip Kai yijv, T pév
g BAnV 16 8¢ m¢ aitiov xai norobv. Also compare phys. opin. fr.
4 Diels = Theophr. fr. 228 A F1IS&G (on Anaxagoras)* apud

* Note that after vobg the words 100 xdopoy, found in the parallel
passage quoted supra, text to note 39, are absent. So is the god, also
found in the parallel passage.

* Quoted supra, note 32.

" Theophrastus here revises Aristotle’s view, according to which
Anaxagoras (and Hermotimus?) were the first to introduce Intellect as
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Simpl. in Aristot. phys. p. 27.4 + 15-6 + 21-2: tijv EAAeinovoav
aitiav dvenAfipaoe [...] g 8& xiviormg Kai T yevésenc ui-
TI0v €néonot 1OV voiv 6 *Avakaydpag, e’ ob xTA. [...], accor-
dingly cvuBaiver 800 tag dpyag avTov Aéyetv TV T& 100 dreipov
@botv xai tov vodv. As a matter of fact 10 mowobv indicating
the efficient cause can already be found in Aristotle®, while
Tomtikov aitiov for the efficient cause occurs quite often, e.g.
Aristot. de gen. et corr. A 7. 324 b 13-4, and is also used by
Theophrastus *.

There is no lack of parallels for this phraseology in Aétius.
Anaximander is criticized (ps.-Plutarch. placit. 876 A, a criti-
cism absent from the parallel lemma in Stobaeus) because he
spoke of matter only and left out the nolodv aitiov (Aét. 1 3,
3). So is his follower Anaximenes (in both sources) at Aét. 1 3,
4% Further see ps.-Plutarch. placit. 876 p at Aét. 1 3, 24,
where Anaxagoras (as in Aristotle and Theophrastus) is
made to introduce 16 [...] mo100v aitiov tdv vouv. Also com-
pare Aét. 1 3, 8 (both sources; Pythagoras lemma), 16 noinni-
KOV uitiov Kai £i8ixév [ps.-Plutarch; Gidiov Stobaeus), énep
gati voug & 86 (ps.-Plutarch’s Arabic translator Qusta ibn
Luqa has, in Daiber’s rendering: «... die wirkende, spezielle

the cause of what is good and of motion (metaph. A 3. 984 b 15-22). The
fact that Anaxagoras himself spoke of Nous is irrelevant insofar as Aristo-
tle’s and Theophrastus’ impact on later doxography is concerned.

* ARISTOT. metaph. A 2. 1013 b 23-5: 10 82 onéppa kai 6 tatpdc kai
6 Poukedoag kai 8hwg 16 mowby, mhviu 80ev ) apyh Tig petaBoliic i)
otaoewmg, phys. B 3. 194 b 29-32: Eu 60ev | apyy g petaPordg 4
mpa fi g Npsunasns, olov & Bovkedae; aitog, xui & mutip 10D TéK-
vou, kai 8hog 10 no1ohy Tob rO10LIEVOL Kai 10 petaPdiiov Tod petafak-
houtvov, de gen. et corr. B'9. 335 b 27, Cfr. already PLaT.(2) Hipp. ma.
296 E: 10 rowodv 8¢ ¥° €0Tiv odk GhAo T | 10 ainwov, and the Cratylus
passages quoted infra, section 1v at subsection (b), and in note 109,

" Clr. ARISTOT. de an. T'5. 430 a 11-3; for Theophrastus see supra,
note 32 ad fin.

“ See also infra, note 85.
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Ursache ..., nimlich Gott {- michtig und erhaben ist er -} *
und der Verstand») .

Accordingly what in the present lemma may at first glance
look like Stoic or Middle Platonist terminology in A&tius - and
so would be acceptable, even normal, in a Stoicizing or Middle
Platonist context where it would not stand out - has most of
its roots in the early Peripatos. The npoc 8, more difficult to
parallel in Aristotle, looks like the addition of specifically Ti-
maean material. This is of some importance for understanding
the continuity characterizing the doxographic tradition that is
at issue here. And as a shorthand rendering of the foundations
of Plato’s account in the Timaeus the Propositionsreibe is not
bad at all, in fact can hardly be bettered although, naturally, it
fails to preserve Plato’s finer points®.

A final remark. The Platonic triad of causes, or principles,
has been interpreted as having a specifically metaphysical
colouring, metaphysical in the old-fashioned sense of the
word. But on the one hand the prepositional formulas them-
selves are quite ordinary, even colloquial Greek, and on the
other one should take the existence of strings of prepositional
formulas into account which have no metaphysical purport at
all. The Platonic string is not “metaphysical” in itself, but
became metaphysical because of its extension, viz. because of
the Timaean entitites these formulas refer to*.

“ Added by the pious translator, or a gloss by a pious reader.

“ Cfr. SeneC. ep. Luc. 65.12: quaerimus, quid sit causa? ratio scilicet
faciens, id est deus.

“ For the deformations see . PEriN, Théologie cit., pp. 18-25.

“ For these metaphysics see e.g. H. DOrrIE, Prapositionen cit. For
other strings see infra at 111 (4) on Aristotle, note 75 and text thereto for
“the Peripatetics” and a string in Sextus Empiricus, and note 102 for a
Stoic doctrine. Strings of prepositions also occur in the New Testament:
epist. Roman. 11:36, 811 &€ abdrod kai 1" autod xui £ig adtov 1d ndvia,
cfr. 1 epist. Corinth. 8:6, epist. Coloss. 1:16, epist. Hebr. 2:10. For the re-
lation to Greek philosophy see the account of G.I1. van Kooten, The
Pauline Debate on the Cosmos, Leiden 2001, pp. 111-3.
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(3) NMubayépag *Apiototédng T pév Tpdte uitia doo-
EL(IT(l, T 88 kOt peTOYNV T Kath cupBePnkog i copatikic
LROCTAcEDS, (Mot givut 1oV kOopov odpa. A complicated
lemma*’. For the Aétian combination Pythagoras plus Aristo-
tle compare Aét. 1 23, 6 (ps.-Plutarch. 890 g only) [MAdrav
lvBayopag "Apiatotédng, v 20, 1 and v 4, 2 (ps.-Plutarch.
902 F and 905 B only) and 1 10, 1 (both sources) TTvBaydpag
Miatov "Apiototéing. We have noticed above that Stobaeus
omitted the name-label Aristotle because he inserted a lemma
on Aristotle taken from Arius Didymus.

Pythagoras - Plato - Aristotle, or, more briefly (in the
present chapter Plato has his own lemma) Pythagoras - Aris-
totle. What I believe is that what we have in these Aétian
passages is one of earliest surviving explicit attestations of the
constructed Pythagorean diadoche, or succession, later also
found in Nicomachus of Gerasa and Hippolyrus®. In a way
this construction has its roots in Aristotle himself, who in his
critical historical overview at metaph. A 6 links Plato not only
with Socrates and Heraclitus but also and even especially
with the Pythagoreans (not: Pythagoras), though he emphasi-
zes the differences ”. The most important of these differences

@ Useful comments at W. BURKERT, Lore ard Science in Ancient Py-
thagoreanism, Cambridge MA 1972, pp. 59-60.

“ For Nicomachus see my Prolegomena Mathematica from Apollo-
nius of Perga to the Late Neoplatonists (“Philosophia Antiqua”, 1xxx),
Leiden-New York-Koln 1998, pp. 86-7, 118. Especially note Nicomach.
intr. arithm. 1 28, 1 at p. 140.14-6 Hoche: Pythagoras, Plato and Aristo-
tle. For Hippolytus sce my Heresiography in Context: Hippolytus' 'Elen-
chos’ as a Source for Greek Philosophy (' Philosophia Antiqua”, Lv1), Lei-
den-New York-Koln 1992, pp. xv-xvni and passim.

" For the less cautious contribution of the early Academy and
Theophrastus see W. BurkerT, Lore cit., pp. 62-6, and, for its influence
on the later traditions, pp. 53-83. But pace Burkert the inclusion of Aris-
totle in several Aétian lemmas (cited supra, text alter note 65) makes the
derivation of these lemmas from Theophrastus most unlikely.
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is that Plato according to Aristotle was the first to introduce
the distinction between what is corporeal and what is incor-
68
POfe’;lhe- construction of a diadoche of the kind mentioned
above leaves ample room for the attribution of tenets to a
particular member, or members, of the succession, or hairesis:
Platonic doctrine may with a clear conscience be artributed to
the purported archegetes Pythagoras, or even to Plato’s' pupil
Aristotle. Conversely, Peripatetic doctrines may be attributed
to an early Pythagorean, as in the pseudo-Pythagorean tract
On the Nature of the All published as if written by “QOcellus”,
presumably to be dated to the second century BCE, or in th’e
Mepi 1@V kaddhov Aéywv of “Archytas” based on Aristotle’s
Categories, to be dated not later than the first century CE. To
a remarkable degree this is the case also here. Timaeus, Pla-
to’s fictional spokesperson in the dialogue, is represented as
(or was believed to be) a Pythagorean?, and the dogmatic
pseudo-Pythagorean tract On the Nature of Cosmos and Soul
by “Timaeus Locrus” was written to prove that Plato had
taken over the main doctrines of the Timaeus from the Py-
thagoreans, or at the very least written by someone who sin-
cerely believed (just as the early Academics and Theophrastus
as well as, to a considerable extent, Aristotle) that Plato be-
longs with the tradition of Pythagorean philosophy. As
Franco Ferrari pointed out to me during the discussion follo-
wing the oral presentation at Rome, the present lemma has as
its background Plato’s distinction between fwo kinds of cau-
ses at Tim. 46 c-E {which has no counterpart in “Timaeus
Locrus”). The Timaeus, 1 have come to believe, really was a

% See W. BurkerT, Lore cit., pp. 30-2.

® See M. Bavtes, Timaios Lokros. Uber die Natur des Kosmos und
der Seele (“Philosophia Antiqua”, xx1), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1_972,
pp. 1-4, and W. Marg (ed.), Timaeus Locrus. De Natura Mundi ¢t Amm(ie
(*Philosophia Antigua”, xx1v), Leiden-New York-Kéln 1972, pp. 83-3.
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kind of super-market for ancient exegetes, who managed to
find there all and whatever they wanted or needed.

At Tim. 46 c-e “Timaeus” {(i.e. Plato) states that there is
one type of causes that are primary (aitiag npidtag) because
they belong with intelligent nature and the soul, which is
invisible (@6patov) in contrast to the four elements, all of
which are visible bodies (copata mévia dpatd). The soul
and intelligence, we may infer, are incorporeal, and so are
the primary causes. The other type of causes, called auxiliary
(ouvaitia) and secondary (8evtépac) by Plato - though people
in general, he says, consider them to be primary - , are moved
by others and move others through the force of necessity
{xatd dvaykng). The term dviyxkn is suggestive: in some pas-
sages it is one of Plato’s names for what later came to be called
the material principle . The secondary causes belong with the
elements which are bound up with the material principle Plato
elsewhere calls «the errant kind of cause» (16 tfig thavopévng
eldoc aitiag, Tim. 48 A 6-7).

In the Aétian lemma this doctrine of the Timaeus is sum-
marized as ta pév npata aitio dodpate, 1¢ 8¢ katd petoynv i
kutd oupfefnkog tig copanikig vnoatdceng. We observe
that npdta aitie corresponds to Plato’s aitiug npértag and
in fact is directly derived therefrom, and that their attribute
aompata represents his adputov. The peculiar formula copa-
kT Omootacig” (corporeal substructure”) corresponds to

? E.g. Tim. 47 £ 5-48 a 2: peperypévy yip odv 1y tobde 100 kéopov
yéveog 68 "Avayxng 1€ wal Nob ovotaseng vevwiiOn. See further F.M.
Connrorp, Plato’s Cosmology. The ‘Timaeus’ of Plato Translated with a
Running Commentary, London 1948 and later repr., pp. 159-77, on
"“Reason and Necessity”.

" No parallels earlier than a number of Christian writers (Basil,
Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanius), and the late Platonists Proclus,
Simplicius, and Philoponus. The term dr061a01z occurs several times in
Aétius, in the sense of “material” (SToB. anthol 112, 1* at AET. 110, 1;
Ps.-PLUTARCH. placit. 910 » at AET. v 27, 1), or in opposition to ppucig
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Plato’s oopata and avaykn (or rather "Avidykn). The (Plato-
nic) relation of these causes to the material principle is ex-
pressed by the originally Platonic concept of participation
(netoyn). I believe this pertains in the first place to “‘Pytha-
goras”. “Aristotle” is brought in by means of Aristotle's tech-
nical term copPefnrdg, used a shade kataypnotixag. It has
to be acknowledged that (like “Pythagoras”) he posited the
existence of primary incorporeal causal entities, viz. the First
Mover or First Movers; though these apparently are final
rather than efficient causes, gua “First” they may indeed be
called ““first causes”. kutd ocupPePnrdc seems to embrace all
the Aristotelian causal factors which are bound up with mat-
ter. What is interesting is that “matter” itself is not presented
as a cause here (quite un-Aristotelian!), but as something in
which the causal factors inhere. Stobaeus really was on the
right track when he deleted “Aristotle” from the Aétius
lemma and substituted the abstract from Arius Didymus on
the four Aristotelian types of cause.

If the above analysis is correct, we have also found an
explanation for the final phrase ®ot’ eivar TOv KOGROV Odpa,
found in ps.-Plutarch only. Diels considered this to be have
been interpolated ™. But a non sequitur it is not: the cosmos
would not be produced as apotelesma in the form of body if
the corporeal qualities (resulting from participation) were not
present in “‘matter”’. This is good Platonic doctrine, set out in
the Timaeus. See Tim. 32 B 8-c 2, where 10 10D KOGUOL GHuL
(for which cfr. also 28 B 8) comes into being as a whole
consisting of the four elements”; as we are to learn shortly

(SToB. 126, 5 at AET. 11 31, 5; Afr. 11 5, 1, both sources; ps.-PLUTARCIL.
894 £-895 A at AET. 11 6) or to vonpa (SToB. 1 8, 14 at AETt. 122, 6, and
once in its original sense (ps.-Prutarch. 895 b at AET. m 9, 5). ps.-PLy-
TARCH, 901 B at AET 1v 14, 2 is corrupt.

% Dox. Graec. cit., pp. 61, 63: “inepta additamenta”. He blamed
Aétius himself, or a dumb scriba,

7 Apparently a well-known passage, discussed by PLUTARCH. de an.
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(Tim. 53 c-55 ¢, 55 p-E, 56 ¢) these elements themselves are
constituted of the prime material factor and the incorporeal
triangles and polyedra which determine their respective cha-
racters. One may add by the way that the doctrine that the
cosmos is a body is also Stoic, see e.g. Chrys. fr. 550 S.V.E. n
p. 173 apud Plutarch. de stoic. rep. 1054 E-F, a verbatim quo-
tation from the second book of Chrysippus’ On Motion: té-
Aeov pév 6 kocpog adud éotv. And ps.-Plutarch. 886 E at
Agt. m 4, 1-2 (which actually in this author is a single lemma,
not two), summarizing no less than three A&tian lemmas (cfr.
Stob. anthol. 121, 65 20, 1*, and 20, 1! at Aét. 11 4,1:4, 2and
4, 7), states that according to Pythagoras, Plato, and the
Stoics the cosmos is cotporeal, a statement that is consistent
with the dot" eivai 1ov kdopov odua in the other lemma.
Aristotle himself once makes a distinction between two
types of causes similar to that found in Plato’s Timaeus. In
chapters nine and ten of the second book of the De generatione
et corruptione he discusses the causes of coming to be and
passing away in general. He naturally argues that the material
as well as the formal cause are involved; note that the latter is
explicitly said to include the final cause (de gen. et corr. B 9.
335 b 7: G¢ 8¢ 1O oV Evekev 1) popeT kai 10 £i0c). But he
insists that we also need a third cause of continuous coming to
be and passing away. This turns out to be the cause of motion
and change, or the efficient cause, specified in chapter ten as
the «motion along the inclined circles (B 10. 336 2 32) . Now
Aristotle argues that his predecessors only dreamed of this
third type of cause and were never explicit about it”. He

procr. 1016 p-E, 1017 A; quoted Eus. praep. evang. x1 32, 2 and xur 18, 4
and STOB. anthol 120, 9*. Also cfr. AET. 16, 4.

" Passage discussed by J. PEPIN, Théologie cit., pp. 24, 65-7, but not
in relation to the present Aétian lemma.

® This is somewhat surprising in view of what he says about Ana-
xagoras Hesiod Parmenides Empedocles at metaph. A 3. 984 b 8-4. 985
b 3, though we should take his rider into account {985 a 10-8: «They
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then gives two examples (B 9. 335 b 9-336 a 12}, viz. Socrates
in the Phaedo, who argues that the Forms are causes of coming
to be and passing away, and others (viz., the early materia-
lists, whose view is to be preferred to that of “Socrates”) who
believed that matter itself, e.g. the hot, or fire, is the cause of
motion. Both these options, naturally, are argued against and
rejected. It is not entirely to be precluded that Aristotle has
Tim. 46 c-E in mind, since he stands Plato’s hierarchic order
on its head and in this dialectical context prefers the point of
view of those who according to the Timaeus passage call those
causes primary which according to Plato are secondary. We
notice anyway to what extent the Aétian lemma distorts Aris-
totle’s view by attributing to him the exact reverse of what he
believed. And we also see that this lemma attributes to “Py-
thagoras” the Platonic distinction between corporeal and in-
corporeal entities which according to Aristotle (metaph. A 6,
see above) the Pythagoreans did not make ™.

(4) ol Mepratnrikoi tdV aitiov civar ta pév aiohnrd, ta
3¢ vontd. Several chapters in Aétius feature “Aristotle” as
well as “the Peripatetic(s)”, in sepatate lemmas”, so what we
have in the present chapter is no exception. At Aét. placit. u 3
“Aristotle” (in both sources) is found in lemma three, “Hera-
cleides and all the Peripatetics” in lemma five. Stob. anthol. 1
49, 1% at A&t placit. 1v 3, 10 has the name-label “Xenarchus

seem to have come into contact with two of the causes which we have
defined in our On Nature, viz. the material and the moving cause, but
only vaguely so and in no way clearly», etc.) It also is quite surprising
that the Demiurge is not mentioned (see supra, note 31). Obviously Aris-
totle did not take the god of the Timaeus any more seriously than he did
Parmenides’ Daimon or Hesiod's Eros, but he could have mentioned him
nevertheless.

* Cfr. W. BURKERT, Lore cit., p. 60.

7 I here simply follow Diels’ questionable reconstruction but have
checked the sources.
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the Peripatetic” (Aristotle occurs in 1v 2, 6, both sources
again; chapters v 2 and 1v 3, on the soul gua incorporeal
and gua corporeal, belong together). The other cases with
the name-label “Peripatetics’ derive from Stobaeus.

Stob. anthol. 150, 3 at Aét. placit. v 8, 4 (in the chapter
“On Sense-Perception and the Senses”, where “Aristotle” is
at 8, 6) has an interesting lemma with prepositional formulas
and a blend of Stoic and Peripatetic terminology: xaté tovg
Mepinatnrikodg teTpay®dg &€ ov 10 fyepovikdv, 8 ov 10
Spyavov kai alobnmprov, kal’ 8 1) Evépyeie, kai <ov> Evexa
76 atcOntov™. [ had some doubt as to whether this lemma
really is Aétian rather than Didymean, for the introductory
katé Tov¢ cannot be paralleled in ps.-Plutarch or, for that
matter, in Aétian lemmas found in Stobaecus only. The usual
formula is ot (8¢). There is a single parallel for xatd tol¢ in
Arius Didymus, viz. in the account of Stoic ethics at Stob.
anthol. 1 7, 7 p. 79, 14 W., xata 1toug and tfi¢ aipéosnc
tadtng. But this is not enough. What is more, in favour of
Aétian authorship is rhe fact that the lemmas at Aét. 11 8, 2.4
are arranged according to a numerical sequence: Epicurus two
factors, Plato three, the Peripatetics four.

™ The 81" o0 of this lemma for the dpyavov is paralleled in Philo
{scc infra, note 97) and in Sextus Empiricus, sce immediately below;
£E ob does not pertain to matter but apparently to the moving cause,
while xa0' 6 for the energeia apparently pertains to the specific effort
one has 1o make. One is reminded of Sextus Empiricus’ use of preposi-
tional formulas in a similar context, viz. in his discussion of the criterion
at pyrrh. byp. 11 22-84 (chapter 5: mepi 100 0@’ o), 6 nEpi 100 81 09, 7 mept
100 kaB" 6) and adv. math. vi1 263-313, 320-34, 343-58, 370-9, 388 ff.
Announced at pyrrh. byp. 11 16: 16 A071KOV Kpiiiprov Aéyort dv tpiyds,
70 O’ ov [efficient cause] kui 16 81 00 [instrumental cause] xui 16 ka®®
[specific effort], olov 0p’ ob pév avlparog, 6t° od 8k fitol aloBnog §f Sua-
vour ka®’ 8 88 1) Tpoaforn tiig puvtaciag, kad' iy 6 dvlpwnog &niBalie
kpivewy S1a tivog tov npotiphuévov. The sense of these formulas is in
some cases different, but the agreement as to the use of & ob and
ka0’ 6 is noteworthy.
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In the same Aétian chapter there is another lemma with
the name-label “the Peripatetics”, Stob. anthol. 1 50, 16 at
Aét. placit. v 8, 14: oi IepiraTnTiKol OUK GVEV PEV GLYKU-
taféoemg tac aiodfoelg, ob péviol cuykatadioerg. But Stob.
1 50, 14-6 at Aét. v 8, 12-4 is a sort of appendix to this
chapter, listing differing tenets concerned with xataAnyig
and ovykatdfeoig with (in succession) the name-labels Stoics,
Academics, and Peripatetics. [t may, or may not, originally
have been (part of) a separate Aétian, or even proto-Aétian,
chapter ™.

Next is Stob. anthol. 150, 23 at Aét. placit. 1v 9, 7, in the
chapter “Whether the Senses are Veridical” (where Aristotle
is at 9, 3; Stobaeus only): ol [TepitatnTixol Tapt TG SLVANELS
dv aionnpiev [scil. 1ag xata pépog atodnoelg yivesOai], as
opposed to the pores theory of the lemma which comes be-
fore. In this chapter too there is a second lemma with this
name-label, Stob. 1 50, 29 at Aét. 1v 9, 12: ol INepiratnuixot
1@V vontdv [scil. tiag Hdovig xai tag Adrug sivar] o yap ndot
gaivetal t@ adtd Adéu te kai hunnpa xabanep Aevkd t6 xal
uérava. The diaphonia here is with Epicurus in the preceding
lemma, to whom the view is ascribed that pleasures and pains
derive from the perception of sensibles.

The last item to be mentioned is from ps.-Plutarch’s
proem, placit. 874 F at Aét. placit. prooem. 3. Here “Aristotle
and Theophrastus and all the Peripatetics” are cited for their
view on the division of philosophy. No difference, let alone
disagreement. This harmony puts the distinctions between
Aristotle and the Peripatetics as set out in the chapters cited
above into sharper relief. In some cases it clearly was of some
relevance to point this out, just as throughout the Placita
differences between the Stoics in general and individual mem-
bers of the school, or between Plato and other Academics are
not infrequently highlighted. Accordingly this also holds for

* See supra, note 15 and text thereto.
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the causal doctrines of Aristotle (and Pythagoras ...) and the
Peripatetics at Aét. placit. 1 13, though the difference as for-
mulated, as we have seen, is more a question of wording and
perspective than of content. The reason behind the mention
of both Aristotle (and Pythagoras ...} and the Peripatetics may
be that in the third lemma Aristotle belongs with the plato-
nizing Pythagorean succession, or hairesis, and that the Peri-
patetics gua school had to to be listed too - a school which in
this context, i.e. on the basis of the tenet attributed to it, is a
branch of the Pythagorean hairesis.

(5) ot Zrwwwol mavie Td el COMATIKG: TVELROTA Yap.
For the well-established fact that according to the Stoics cau-
ses are corporeal see e.g. Ar. Didym. fr. 18 Diels apud Sto-
baeum, quoted infra, Appendix. What may be noticed is that
navia before 1a aitie not only brings out the diaphonia with
Pythagoras, Aristotle, and the Peripatetics, bur also leaves
room for distinctions between different types of causes. We
know that the Stoics distinguished between antecedent and
containing causes, and also spoke of perfect and supplemen-
tary causes®. But as far as we know Aétius was not interested
in these differences; even the far more detailed Arius Didy-
mus abstract just cited provides no information on this score.
The reason for their corporeality as given in this Jemma, viz.
that they are “breaths”, and so parts of the divine Preuma
which is the now00v par excellence, pertains to their active rdle
and internal strength *. Only bodies can act, for only bodies

® Overview at RJ. Hankinson, Cause and Explanation in Greek
Thought, Oxford 1998, pp. 238-52.

* See Cic. top. 58: unum [scil. genus causarum est] guod vi sua id
quod sub cam vim subicctum est certe efficit, on which see P.L. Doniyi,
Fato e volonta umana in Crisippo, «Atti dell’ Accademia delle Scienze di
Torino», crx (1974-75) pp. 1-43, csp. pp. 3-4, and de fat. 42-3 on which
see [n., Fato cit., pp. 4-10, and M. FrepE, Original Notion cit., pp. 139-
40; also S. BowzieN, Deterninism cit., p. 33 note 97, and at greater
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possess pneumatic force. But we should acknowledge that this
lemma merely characterizes the causes gua corporeal, not gua
causes; for information about the latter we have to turn for
instance to the abstract from Arius Didymus apud Stobaeum.
Assuming one may use later terminology: to be a (body with)
preuma, scil. a brokeipevov nordv and ndg £xov is a necessary
condition for being a cause, but not a sufficient one. To be a
cause a body also has to be a npdg i (or Tivi) ndg éxov. And
this i or Tivi must be an émdeing Exov ™.

(6} Bakiig xai ol £gelfic 16 mp@TOV ditiov axivitov
arepnvavro. At first glance this is odd, even if we are prepa-
red to take Thales and his following (oi €@e&fig) cum grano
salis. But we should not do so. A closer look demonstrates how
a doxographical lemma on Thales c.s. can state that these
philosophers believed the First Cause to be immobile. We
do know that the early lonian monists posited a single princi-
ple (Aristotelian term) only. Aristotle criticizes them for pre-
cisely this reason at mefaph. A 3. 983 b 6-18: they posit a
single material substance as element and principle of things,
which remains what and as it is because according to them
nothing comes to be or perishes simpliciter (10010 atoiyeiov
xal TadTV apynv eaatv eival Tdv dviov, kai Sid tobto obte
yiyvesOm ovliv ofovrar obte andrivebar, dg Tfig ToOradTNG
pdoeme el colopivnc). Even if we force ourselves to disre-
gard the a-historical treatment of the early monists as a sort of
crypto-Eleatics®, the fact remains that according to Aristotle
their single principle, or cause, in itself remains wnchanged
{not affected by coming to be and passing away insofar as it

length in In., Chrysippus’ Theory of Causes, in K. IEropiakonou (ed.), To-
pics in Stoic Philosophy, Oxford 1999, pp. 200-1.

%2 Cfr. supra, notes 20 and 22.

® Cfr. phys. A 4. 187 a 27-8 on the xowvf) §6%a 1@V uoikdv, and A
8. 191 a 24-33.
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is water, etc.) The Greek word dxivntov means “unchanged”
as well as “unmoved”. The lemma in the doxography thus is a
much compressed rendering of Aristotle’s point, which mo-
reover was implicitly accepted by Theophrastus who pointed
out that Anaxagoras was the first to posit the efficient
cause ™. We have also seen above that in Aétius’ chapter
“On principles” two of Thales’ purported followers, Anaxi-
mander and Anaximenes, are criticized for failing to take the
moving, or efficient, cause into account®.

Generalizing statements about the early physicists, as we
see, are already found in Aristotle. In the A8tian Placita this
tendency is even stronger. Thales, of whom Aristotle and
Theophrastus did not know very much, becomes a symbolic
figure, not unlike his counterpart Pythagoras. To both these
figure-heads (for Pythagoras see for instance supra, this section
at subsection (3)) doctrines associated with their purported fol-
lowers may be attributed (name-labels sometimes added. some-
times not). But the issue of the part, or rather the variety of
parts played by succession (diadoche) and school (hairesis) in the
Placita literature is too big to be treated in the present paper.

(7) <oi> Ztwowol 10 mpdTov aitiov dpicavio kivnov.
The first 7.e. most important cause of the Stoics is without
doubt the God, who is not only the motobv and mover, but
also is moved and changes throughout the cosmological-and-
cosmogonic processes *,

* See supra, text to note 57.

® Supra, text to note 60. Thales may be included ad sententiam, be-
cause according to Aristotle and Theophrastus (supra, note 57 and text
thereto) Anaxagoras was the first early physicist to posit the moving
cause. Note moreover that at ps.-PLUTARCH. placit. 873 b (part of text
omitted by Stobaeus) at AET. 1 2, 2 Thales is criticized because he
on]y' spoke of matter and left out 1o eldog & xurodpey Eviedéyelay,
Kai f oTEPNOIG.

* See Plutarch’s paraphrase of what was to be found in book one of
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1V. Some Comments on QOther (Stobaean) Lemmas

Stobaeus’ chapter not only depends on the Aétian chapter
as a whole as its matrix, bur is also, as to several of the
passages he chose to insert, much influenced by the 61" 6 of
the general descriptive definition in its first lemma. The Di-
dymean lemma, anthol. 1 13, 1° on the three Stoics, emphasi-
zes that all three said that the cause is a &’ 6. The final
lemma, anthol. 113, 2 on “Ocellus”, is introduced by a phrase
which without doubt was written by Stobaeus: 'Oxeihog Epn-
oev givul aitiov 81° 6 yiyvetal .

(a) anthol. 1 13, 1°, second text: *Apiototéing £enoe
SnAovv EKaaToV YPOUEVOV OYNPEoL THG EPUTVELLG TOLOVTOLG,
10 1€ £E 00 Aéyovta <tV DANV>, Kol o V@' 0b T0 nowodv, 10 8¢
xu0’ 8 10 £idog, 10 8& 81" 8 10 téhog. It has been pointed out
above that this lemma is to be attributed to Arius Didymus®.
The verbal form &gnoe is not Aétian, but typical for Arius
Didymus and occasionally used by Stobaeus himself, ¢.g. in
the “Ocellus” lemma at the end of the chapter (see above),
and he also interpolates it in an Aétian lemma where ps.-
Plutarch lacks a verb®. Wachsmuth in apparatu states that

Chrysippus’ On Providence at de stoic. rep. 1052 ¢ = Chrys. fr. 604
S.V.F. up. 185, 10v Alu gnoiv ableobm peyxpig dv £lg adtdv dravia ka-
taveraoT), and his report at de comm. not. 1077 p-£ = CHrys. fr. 1064
S.V.F. up. 312.

% Cfr. supra, notes 2 and 7, text after note 12, and section 11 at
subsection (2). Its very briefness suggests that we are dealing with an
abstract from a larger context. For proof that Stobaeus abridged and
modified a Didymean text (ArR. Dioym. fr. 36 Diels) compare Eus.
praep. evang. xv 18, 3 with StoB. anthol. 120, 1°, on which see the com-
ment of D.T. RuNia, Additional Fragments cit., pp. 366-7.

* Anthol. 118, 4° at AET. placit. 119, 3. Anthol. 124, 1 at AET. 119,
3 has no counterpart in ps.-Plutarch, but here Epnoev will be a Stobaean
addition too, see J. MANSFELD-D.T. Runia, Aétiana cit., p. 232. Also cir.
anthol. 121, 6% at AT, 11 5, 5 (drdhaog Epnoe kti.), included between
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dniodv is intransitive, but I prefer to take it as transitive, The
word #xactov pertains to “cach’ of the four prepositional
formulas that follow. The formula oyfpuct 1fig Epunveiug
can be paralleled®: g £ppmveiug oyfjue, “form of expres-
sion”, pertains to (the meaning of) a metaphor or formula. So
the translation of this lemma is: «Aristotle said that one ma-
kes each cause clear if one uses such figures of expression as
the following, and calls the “from what” <the matter>, the
“by what” what acts, the “according to what” the form, and
the “owing to what” the end».

This lemma can be exactly paralleled. Porphyry apud
Simpl. in Avristot. phys. pp. 10.35-11.3% states terpayds odv

brackets by Diels as a “fraus Stobaci” and not even mentioned in C.A.
HurrMAN, Philolaus of Croton. Pythagorean and Presocratic, A Commen-
tary on the Fragments and Testimonia with Tnterpretive Essays, Cam-
bridge 1993. épuoav on the other hand occurs five times in ps.-Plutarch,
with two Stobaean parallels; this form is therefore Aétian.

* Cfr. GALEN, de meth. medend. % p. 225.4-5 K.: 10 yap preypaivov
Eik0g obtosi Aeyopevov Spotov pev Exel 1o Thg Eppnvelug oyxfpa 1O pi-
kpov Elkos, schol. veter. in Pindar. pyth. 4, schol. 318 b 3-4: @ 6&
EPUNVEIQS GYNUATL TALIOTAKLS TALKHAY KEYPTTUL,

" Porrn. {r. 122F Smith (= [H. DSRRIE T)-M. BavTES, Platonismus
cit., 1v, pp. 142-6, Baust. 117), auributed by Smith to Porphyry's Com-
mentary on the Physics. SENEC. ep. Luc. 63, 4-11 (= [H. Dérrix 1]1-M.
BALTES, Platonismus cit., 1v, pp. 132-5, Baust. 116.1) lists and discusses
Aristotle’s four types of cause but does not use prepositions. He goes on
to say {(a-historically) that Plato “added a fifth”, viz. the exemplar or
idea, and includes (65, 8) the following Platonic list, this time using pre-
positional formulas (applied to the making of a statue): id ex guo aes est,
id a quo artifex est, id in quo forma est quae aptatur illi, id ad quod exemplar
est quod imilatur is, id propter guod facitentis propositum est, There is a
partial parallel in Galen’s De usu partium (m p. 464.7-465.10 = [I1.
Dorrie f1-M. BAvTES, Platonismus cit., 1v, pp. 138-41, Baust. 116.2).
Galen first discusses a view he ascribes to Plato, viz. that the avonog
{final cause, aim) tiig évepyeiag is the first, or primary, cause for all
things that come to be. He then formulates a doctrine he accepts
(Mueig [...] ovyywpiouvisg), listing five types of cause expressed by pre-
positional formulas: mpdiov pév wai paiote, St § yiyverei n [final
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1 GpyM Katd OV  ApiototéAny- i yap 10 &€ ob &g ©| bAn fj 10
kad & b 10 £idog fi ©o BY” o (g O "oODY 1j TO B’ O g 10
téhoc. To be sure, the sequence is slightly different, and
Porphyry uses épyf instead of aitiov - but cfr. ibid. p.
11.4-5, where he says 6oay®g 8¢ 1 apyi Aéyetal, tocauta)®G
xai 1o aitiov. This paraphrases a statement of Aristotle him-
self ', so the substitution is entirely legitimate from an Aris-
totelian point of view.

I submit that Arius Didymus and Porphyry depend on
the same exegetical tradition. This particular series of prepo-
sitional formulas cannot be paralleled from Aristotle's own
works, though we have seen above that he occasionally pro-
vides clusters of prepositional expressions — but we have also
noticed that the prepositions used by him may vary®. It is
interesting to adduce what he has to say about the formula
xa® 6, which according to Arius Didymus and Porphyry
pertains to the formal cause only. This formula is discussed
at metaph. A 18. 1022 a 14-26; according to Aristotle is has
several different meanings (Aéyetan mohiay®g), to begin with
as many meanings as there are causes (GAwg 868 10 xaf’ §
louyde xai 10 aitiov drapkel), of which the formal cause
comes first and the material second. For the quartet as di-
scussed at length by Aristotle one may further refer to wze-
taph. A 2. 1013 a 24-b 28, where the only prepositional
formula is ¢ o0 for the material cause, and to phys. B 3.
194 b 23-195 a 3, where we have the combination £€ oV plus
ov Evexa plus 81d ti. As to the fact that there are four types
of cause Aristotle is explicit, see metaph. A 3. 983 a 26-7: 1¢
& ditwe Méyetar terpayde. His pupil Eudemus of Rhodes,

cause], devtepov &', U’ ob yiyverm [efficient causel, kui tpitov, €& ob
[material cause], kui 1étaptov, 8¢ ob [instrumental cause], xai népntov,
el Bodiet, 10 kal' o [formal cause].

“ Metaph. A 1. 1013 a 16-7, quoted supra, note 37.

% Supra, notes 48-52 and text thereto.
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apparently referring to Aristotle’s historical overview in mre-
taph. A, agreed, see fr. 52 Wehrli apud Simpl. in Aristot. phys.
p. 322.6-9 (= [Dérrie] and Baltes cit., pp. 128-9, Baust.
115.1): Aéyer 0 EUSnuog 6T «10 pév LROKEIUEVOV Kai 10
kwvobv npdtog ravieg [scil. all the physicists] nuudvio. ™y
8& popenv moArol, 10 8& oL Eveka EAGTTOVEG Kul ERi KPOVY.
Note that the only prepositional formula used by Eudemus is
the standard Aristotelian o0 &veka, not found in the later
strings of prepositions. Accordingly the term tetpuydg and
the identifications of the four causes as matter, form etc. we
have in Arius Didymus and Porphyry derive from Aristotle,
while the petrified prepositional formulas found there repre-
sent a later development®.

It is not possible to say what happened between Aristotle
and Arius Didymus; the situation, as already pointed out in
the introductory section of the present paper, may be compa-
red to that of having a stick of which one only sees both ends,
while the long middle part remains invisible. The only evi-
dence that Aristotle’s followers the Peripatetics used a prepo-
sitional string consisting of four items is found in Aétius, but
the context is different and the prepositions (one of which is
itself different, and one entirely lacking) are mostly used in a
ditferent way *. And the only observation by an early Peripa-
tetic [ have been able to find concerning the correct use of
prepositional formulas is in a fragment (not verbatim) of Eu-
demus, who argues that motions and comings into being are

* The passage metaph. A 3. 983 a 24-b 1 (= [H. Dérrig {]-M. Bar-
TES, Platonismus cit., v, p. 128, Baust. 115.0) briefly discusses the four
types of cause (on the possibly Academic origin of this doctrine see Bal-
tes, at p. 407, with references). Cfr. also phys. ' 7. 207 b 34-5: &nel 3¢ 1a
aitiu Sifjpntar rerpaydy; kth. See further the elaborate discussion of the
four types of cause at phys. B 3, esp. 195 a 15-6: Gravza 82 ta viv eipn-
péva uitwa &g thTTapag RIRTEr TPOTONG TONG puvepwsatovs, For Eudemus
cfr. infra, note 96,

“ See supra, text to note 78.
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more properly characterized by the glg 6™ than by the €& on™.
Nevertheless, the situation regarding Aristotle is not so bad
when compared to that in which we find ourselves regarding
lemmas on for instance the Stoics in Arius Didymus and Agé-
tius, where we can only see one end of the stick. Amalgams of
the Platonic, Aristotelian, and Peripatetic strings are found in
Philo”, so (as was to be expected) it is certain that not only

» Cfr. supra, note 51.

* Eubpem. fr. 94 Wehrli apud SimpL. in Aristot. phys. p. 863.4-5: év
toitorg & EiSnpog npootinoty 6t ndow ai kivieeg xai ai peraPolai
ano tov eig & pariov Aéyoviwt § and tob £8 ob kth. (For Eudemus’ stan-
dard formulation of the four Aristotelian types of cause see supra, text to
note 93). Strato may have disagreed, see fr. 72 Wehrli apud SwmpL. in
Aristot. phys. p. 807.3-4: & Trpatwv TV KivioLy 0D povov £v T Kivou-
péve enotv elvat, Ghid kai &v 1o €5 ob kai év 1@ el 6, k1A, We should
observe that both in the Eudemus and in the Strato {ragment the propo-
sitional formulas are substantivated (rob £ig 6 ete.), just as in the formu-
las found in Sextus Empiricus (supra, note 78). This indeed points to a
discussion about such formulas, provided Simplicius’ rendering is to be
trusted. Nothing is known about the contents of Strato’s lepi aitiowv (su-
pra, note 2). From the fragments of the Physikai Doxai on the principles
it is already clear that Theophrastus subscribed to Aristotle’s doctrine of
the four types of cause. He uses £ ob not infrequently in the sense of
proximate matter, with verb forms such as mowbowv or cuvtiBéacv,
e.p. hist. plant. v 7, 5, de caus. plant. v 7, 2, and the preposition &ig stan-
dardly with pezaforn or petaParlewv, e.g. hist. plant. 1 3, 1, de caus.
plant. 11 16, 4, de sens. 85, elvan 8 kanvov pév petaforiv & D3atog eig
aépa, duixinv 8¢ tiv & atpos cig Hdwp. (Alsa cfr. supra, note 51.) There
are a few examples of amalgams of prepositional clusters and of causes/
principles in his works, but there is no standardization: e.g. de caus.
plant. 1 11, 2: aviyxn yap dig 16 tag piag pnd® dpa und’ opoing Exetv
7 1o0g dxpepdvag pn déyechar pnd’ Eknéttay & Gy A npatn Practmois.
Tadtu 88 d1¢ 71 kai tivos Frexa yEvoLt Gv, ook sbhovov cineiv, metaph. 9 b
27-10 a 2: To0TOL KATRAOTOV T4 T8 ApDTA KIVODYTH KA1 TO TIvog Bvexa hE-
yew Kai tic i pooi; Exdatou. At fr. 503 FHS&G (see supra, note 2) he s
said to have distinguished «four different causes {tertipov aitiov mor-
kirow): choice, <nature>, chance, and necessity», but there are ro pre-
positional formulas in this passage, and the context is quite different.

“ See PHILO quaest. in genes. 1 58 (Greek {ragment ed. Petit, exege-
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the Platonic but also the Aristotelian and Peripatetic series
have to be dated before Aé&tius.

(b) anthol. 1 13, 1°, too long to quote here™ (sce infra,
Appendix). This fragment of Arius Didymus, especially the
section on Chrysippus, is discussed elsewhere”. For the sec-
tion on Posidonius and the Didymus fragment as a whole see
Kidd’s commentary *. In the Zeno section the formula aitiov
€01 81 & yivetal 1 echoes Plato’s at Crat. 413 a 3-4, 80 & vap
yiyvetat, tout’ Eont 16 aitiov. Whether or not this formula
really derives verbatim from Zeno himself, and whether or
not, if such were to be the case, Zeno would virtually be
echoing Plato T do not know. [lis thesis that the presence
of a virtue makes someone virtuous sounds Platonic enough,
see e.g. Plat. Theaet. 145 b 11: copia 8¢ v’ oipur cogoi ol
copol ™. | am aware of the differences.

What should at any rate be observed is that Stobaeus

sis of genes. 4:1: einev [seil. Eva after the birth of Cain] éxtnedpny
avOpwrov id ot Beob): @ALO TO <<VTO TIvOg>> Kul <<EK TIVOg>>
Kui <<B1G TIVOg>>: TO PEY <<EK>D (g 65 BANG, T0 8¢ <<Omd>> dic ultiov,
10 88 <<Bra>> dg Opyavou, and de cherub. 125-6 (= [H. DorriE 1]-M.
Bavtes, Platonisnus cit., v, p. 130, Baust. 115.2), esp. 125: npo; yap
TAV TIvog yEveov Tolk( Sel cuvehlely, 1O Uo ob, 10 €8 oD, 10 &' ol,
0 8" 6 kai &0t O piv 09’ 00 1O uitov, £5 ob §& A DAy, $1” ol 82 16 Lp-
yadeiov, 8¢ 8 8¢ fj aitia. The two Philonic texts are studied by J. Pépiy,
Théologie cit., pp. 349-51, and D.T. Ruma, Philo cit., pp. 172-4. Runia
also quotes the slightly different list at de prov. 123 in a new translation
from the Armenian. He states: «Apparently the scheme is so well-known
{scil. in Philo’s days] that it scarcely needs explanation» (p. 172).

** Perhaps abridged and rewritten by Arius Didvmus, see supra.
note 87.

* See my paper Chrysippus’ Definition of Cause in Arius Didymus,
«Llenchos», xxn (2001) pp. 99-109.

* LG, Koo, Posidonius, 1. The Commentary (i), Testimonia and
Fragments 1-149 (“Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries”, xiv
A), Cambridge 1988, pp. 380-4.

b See DL Seprey, Platonic cit., pp. 116-7 with note 6.
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adopts the Zenonian formula in the phrase which introduces
the “Ocellus” fragment at the end of the chapter, anthol. 113,
2: 'Okehrog Epnoev elvar aitiov &” & yiyvetai . Another,
presumably coincidental link between the Didymean Zeno
section and the “Ocellus” quotation is that both passages
state the common-place idea that the soul is the cause of
life; to Zeno the phrase d1d v woymyv yivetat 10 {Rv is
attributed, while “Ocellus” has <{wa>, tadtu &' aitiov yoya.

Furthermore, it is Zeno's view is that it is impossible for
the cause to be present without the effect being realized im-
mediately '*%; according to later Stoic doctrine this holds for
containing causes only.

The interchangeability of “cause” and “‘owing to which”,
here atttributed not only to Zeno but also to Chrysippus and
Posidonius, was criticized. The objection is found in Clement
of Alexandria and Cicero; this is directed more specifically
against the so-called chain (some scholars prefer to speak of
“series”) of antecedent causes'”, so perhaps Zeno's use of the

¥ Of the three examples given in the Zeno section two concern the
primary virtues wisdom and temperance, e.g. d1i Ty @povncv yivetat
o ppoveiv. Other reports (in a different context) about the effects of
virtue use different prepositions, see AR, DibYM. apud SToB. anthol. 11
7, 5% pp. 69.17-70.7 W. = Curys. fr. 74 S.V.F. w1 p. 18, and Sexr.
EMe. adv. math. x1 25-6 = Curys, fr. 75 S.V.F. m p. 18 (various defi-
nitions of the &yaf6v): ka8’ Eva pév 1pdmov 10 by’ ob | de’ 0b EcTv dee-
AeToBar, 6 87 dpyucdratov Oripye kai dpetyy (scil. virtue as the source of
utility), [...] xa® &tepov 8& 16 xaf' & cupPaiver Heeheicba (scil. virtues
and virtuous actions). Cfr. E. SPINELLI (a cura di), Sesto Empirico. Contro
gli Etici, Introduzione, edizione, traduzione e commento (“Elenchos”,
xx1v), Napoli 1995, pp. 181-8, also for references to earlier literature
(but there is no discussion of the prepositional formulas). What is the
relation, if any, of these combined formulas to those pertaining to Plato,
Aristotle, or the Peripatetics [ do not know.

 For the chain of causes see e.g. ps.-PLUTARCH. placit. 885 B at
AET. 128, 4 = Curys. fr. 917 5.V.F. 11 p. 265: eippov altiwv (definition
of fate; the earliest attestation); Arex. ApHrop. de fat. pp. 191.30-
192.11 = Curys. fr. 945 S.V.F. 11 pp. 272-3; [ALEX. APHROD.] guaest.
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formula 8’ & was restricted to the kind of causes (viz., con-
taining causes) instantiations whereof are listed in the Didy-
mus fragment.

It has been pointed out by scholars that effects, being
incorporeals, cannot be causes so cannot be links in a causal
chain*. True, but the affected bodies, that is to say the
bodies at which the effects do or did obtain can, so the chain
is real enough. Clem. Alex. strom. vur 9, 273 (= Chrys. fr.
347 S.V.F. u p. 120), xai &l pév i éonv aitiov kai moinnikodv.
10010 mavtmg £oti kui 81’ 8, &l 8 i dom & B, ob miviwg
tobt0 Kal gitiov xTA., makes the point that only Medea is
the cause (aitiov) of her offspring: the trees cut down for
the Argo on mount Pelion and each intermediate “owing to
which” that followed is a §° 6 of her having offspring, but not
an aitiov ', This really is an objection, not (in spite of the
inclusion of this passage in the S.V.F.) a point of Stoic doc-
trine, though it may be indebted to a discussion among later
Stoics about the extensions of 81”6 and aitiov, respectively.
Zeno's apparently less sophisticated theory (we know very

et solut. 14 pp. 8.29-10.30 {five times; cfr. Curys. fr. 962 5.V.F. 1t pp.
279-80); PLOT. enn. 1u 1, 4: 16dv aiticv tov eippdv; ProcL. in Plat. remp.
1 p. 29.15: eippov [...] tHv altiov pepikav xui Siov; also see the next
note. The eippdg (without aitiov, which are implied) is mentioned five
times and attacked at length by the Cynic Oenomaus apud Eus. praep.
evang. Vi 7, 23-37 who clearly (like Alexander, ps.-Alexander and Ploti-
nus) considers it to be the siglum for the Stoic theory of fate. For Oeno-
maus see A. Brancaccr, Liberta e fato in Enomao di Gadara, in Ip. (a cura
di), La filosofia in etd imperiale. Le scuole e le tradizioni filosofiche. Napoli
2000, pp. 37-67, esp. pp. 56-64.

™ See R.J. Hankinson, Cicero’s Rope, in K. ALGRA et al., Polybistor
cit., pp. 185-205, and S. Bosz1EN, Determinism cit., p. 50 {who observes
that the &ippds is not artested for Chrysippus, but one should acknow-
ledge that the term plays a conspicuous role in Oenomaus' arguments
against Chrysippus; see previous note).

¥ See also C1c. top. 61, de far. 34, with the comments of R.W. Suag-
pLES, Cicero: On Fate {De Fato) & Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy
IV.5-7, (Philosophiae Consolationis), Warminster 1991, p. 184.
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little about it, though) as presented here at any rate is not
affected by this criticism.

The first part of the text of the Chrysippus section is
corrupt. 1 argue elsewhere ™ that Wachsmuth’s supplement
is superfluous {as are others that have been proposed), and
that the text makes perfect Stoic sense once dut is eliminated,
as follows: XpOownog aitiov eivar kéyer 8¢ 6, Kai 10 piv
aitiov Bv kai chua: kai aitov piv 811, ov 8 ulniov [Brd] 1.
This 1t represents the incorporeal effect.

As to the Posidonian formulas aitiov § eoti Tivog. 81" 6
gxeivo, §| 10 mpdTov motolv, § 10 upynyov momoswg Kidd
argues " that f; - 1 indicate equivalent alternatives, and that
10 dpynyov noioews is another term for the npdrov motovv
in the sense of First Cause. For this meaning of mpatov
nowodv he refers to Stob. anthol. 1 11, 19 16 npdtov aitiov,
but this lemma (though in the same Stobaean chapter) is A&é-
tian not Didymaean ', and Kidd admits that np@tov could
pertain to “something more immediate”. One should add that
Gpynyov too may pertain to something more immediate .
Even so, Kidd’s interpretation of t0 npdrov molobv is attrac-
tive. On the other hand, the formula 81" & is much wider than
“First Cause” in a theological sense, and may well embrace

% See supra, note 99.
% See supra, note 100.

W See supra, section I at subsection (7).

9 Cfr. PLAT. Crat. 401 p: 10 obv aitiov Kai T Gpynyov adtdv gival
10 dbody, PoLYB. 166, 10.4-6: oyddv dg sinelv apynyov kai povov ai-
Tov yivetut otaoswg, AR. DIpYM. apud SToB. antbol. 117, 10 (= CHRrys,
fr. 378 S.V.F. mt p. 92, on the Stoic pathe): it pév mpite elvar xai
apynyd, GALEN. de nat. fac. 1t p. 129.1 K. (Script. minor. m p. 194.20-
1 Helmreich = Erasistr. fr. 131 Garofalo): 10 8" fitig npodmy T8 Kui
apymyoe aitie TovTov, nig ovk Ensoxkéyato (scil. Erasistratus); de foc.
aff- vur p. 442,12 K.: tyv apynyov aitiav, On the other hand Cleanthes
in the second line of his Hymn ({r. 537 S.V.F. 1 p. 121) addresses Zcus as
pioeng apy e, Kidd, foc. cit., quotes |ARisToT.] de mund. 399 a 26: 1y
rPGINY ki apyéyovov [apyiyyoviovl ? JM] altiuv.
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for instance what came to be called the antecedent and con-
taining causes. Accordingly T vate for a distinction berween
Posidonius’ general 81" & and his np@dtov no100v as referring to
the Stoic god: the latter is a & &, but the former is not
identical with the latter, though it may represent the preuma,
in an acting body, which is a particle of this god.

The Stoic god, as is well-known, is a principle (dpyn), next
to matter which is the other principle '*°. There is some evi-
dence that one of the many names of this god is “cause”, for
according to Stob. 15, 15 p. 79.1.20 W. = Chrys. fr. 913
S.V.F. 11 pp. 264-5 (printed by Diels as Aét. placit. 128, 3 - in
the chapter Iepl sipapuévne, “On fate” -, though the crucial
section, from p. 79.8 ff. W. is not paralleled in ps.-Plutarch '**)
Chrysippus held that one among the many appellations of God
attributed from a variety of perspectives is Aitiu . This can-
not be entirely right in view of Chrysippus’ distinction bet-

“0 E.g. Dioc. LAERT. vi1 134, with references to Zeno's On Sub-
stance, Cleanthes' On Atoms, book one of Chrysippus' Physics (“near
the end”), Archedemus’ On the Elements, and book two of Posidonius’
Physical Treatise.

** Von Arnim in the 5. V.F. has failed to notice Dicls’ attribution to
Aétius and gives Stobaeus as the source. ps.-PLuTarcH. placit. 885 B at
Afr.128,4 = CHrys. fr. 917 S V.F. u p. 265 {cfr. supra, note 103} in
this same chapter has a brief lemma defining fate, with the name-label
Stoics, which is not paralleled in Stobacus though ad sententiam it
roughly corresponds to the second part of the Stobaean lemma cited
in the text 1o the present note. Therefore it is most likely that Stobaeus
in his usual way replaced a brief Aétian lemma with a larger and more
informative picce taker {from another source, viz. Arius Didymus again.
See D.T. Runia, Additional Fragments cit., pp. 377-8, who has the Didy-
mus fragment begin at p. 79.12 W., Moipug xta.

U2 Note that the restoration of PHiLop. de pietat. col. 4, 25-6 Hen-
richs is hypothetical (Plkarsiod|oa, Alia) 8¢ dth] P (raviev aitiov kai
KU-) “prov *1). See A. Henricus, Die Kritik der stoischen Theologie in
Pllere. 1428, «Cronache Ercolanesi», v (1974) p. 15 ad loc. But cfr.
Stom. anthol. 1 1, 26 = Cnrys. fr. 1062 S.V.F. 11 p. 312, atrributed
to Arius Didymus (fr. 30) by Diels, attribution doubted by Wachsmuth
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ween aitiov, “cause’’, and aitia, “explanation” or “‘account”
of the cause. But reports about the Stoics are not always me-
ticulous as to terminology. Plutarch, for instance, in the De
Stoicorum repugnantiis and De communibus notitiis, paraphra-
sing Chrysippus and arguing against him, fails to distinguish
between aitiov and aitiu and uses the latter more often than
the former. And Latin authors, whose language only has the
word causa, are prevented from making the distinction at all.

However this may be, it is not at all unlikely that Posi-
donius, as argued above, distinguished between the god, or
np@Tov motodv, as aitiov (still a v &) on one side, and the
aitiov or 81’ 6 in a wider sense on the other. It is even not to
be precluded that npdtov motolv and dpyxnyodv rowcemg are
ambiguous, and do not only refer to the very First Cause but
may also pertain to a rather remote cause, for instance to the
fateful timber hewn on Pelion.

V. Conclusion

What, hopefully, have we learned from comparing the
two chapters “On Causes” in ps.-Plutarch and Stobaeus and
from the study of their individual lemmas? The chief results
that have been argued for may be summed up as follows:

1. The Aétian chapter provides the framework for the
Stobaean chapter.

2. The sequence of lemmas in Aé&tius is based on (a) a
diaeresis of causes according to number, (b) a diaphonia accor-
ding to the opposition incorporeal versus corporeal, and (c)
another diaphonia according to the opposition immobile versus
mobile.

ad loc., and by D.T. Runia, Additional Fragments cit., p. 377: Al 8¢ ab-
oV Réyousty, BTt maviny fotiv aitiog kai &1 abtov mivia.
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3. The two final A&tian lemmas form a sort of appendix,
as the issue is considered from a different perspective.

4. Several Aérian lemmas can be traced back to a Peripa-
tetic tradition, which to some extent bridges the gap between
Aristotle and Theophrastus on the one hand and Aétius on
the other:

4.1. The Aétian lemma with the name-label Plato is a re-
formulated combination (somewhat influenced by an exegesis
of Plato’s Timaeus) of the accounts by Aristotle and Theophras-
tus of the number and nature of the causes adopted by Plato.
This is of some importance for the prehistory of the Middle
Platonist triad of (Platonic) principles - cfr. infra, 4.2 - and
that of the so-called “metaphysics of prepositions”. This “me-
taphysics”, we have noticed, is not a matter of these preposi-
tions themselves but of the nature of the entities they refer to.

4.2. Comparison of the Aétian lemma with the name-label
Plato with the Stobaean version of A#t. 3, 21 reveals the
influence of Aristotle’'s view that “causes” and “principles”
may be used interchangeably.

4.3. The Aétian lemma with the name-label Thales c.s.
derives from Aristotle’s criticism of the early physicists, taci-
tly accepted by Theophrastus.

4.4. Though the term 10 nowobv for the efficient cause
suggests a Stoic environment (and would not be noticed as
something special in this environment) it can be paralleled in
Theophrastus, and Aristotle {and even to some extent in Plato).

5. The tenets of the A&tian lemma with the name-labels
Pythagoras and Aristotle are ultimately drived from (the exe-
gesis of} a passage in Plato’s Timaeus. The attribution to Py-
thagoras and Aristotle is to be explained against the backdrop
of a constructed Pythagorean succession including Plato and
his pupil Aristotle.

6. Stobacus did not follow the rationale of the Aétian
chapter - he wasn’t, of course, obliged to. He had to insert
the lemma with the name-label Peripatetics as his last excerpt
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from Aétius, added a quotation from the Timaeus to the
lemma with the name-label Plato, and made minor changes
in the wording of individual lemmas. He further intelligently
inserted abstracts from Arius Didymus to replace the Aétian
name-label Aristotle and the lemma with the name-label
Stoics (it is clear that he had made a serious study of both
sources before he started making and arranging his excerpts).
At the end of the chapter he piously quoted from a pseudo-
Pythagorean tract ascribed to “Ocellus”.

6.1. The insertion of a brief abstract from Arius Didymus
on Aristotle’s doctrine of the four types of cause is aimed
against the presence of the name-label Aristotle in Aétius.
Though Aristotle’s view is correctly represented, the string
of prepositional formulas (just as that ascribed to Plato in the
Aétian lemma with his name-label) is due to later attempts at
systematization. But there are several passages in Aristotle
where the four types of cause are listed and discussed, and
the word te1puy®g already occurs in one of them. A precise
parallel in Porphyry suggests that Arius Didymus and Por-
phyty depend on the same exegetical tradition.

6.2. The insertion of a substantial abstract from Arius
Didymus on Zeno Chrysippus Posidonius on causes which re-
places the Agtian lemma with the name-label Stoics is more in
the nature of an amplification than in that of a correction.

7. The Didymean section on Chrysippus should be emen-
ded in a simple way.

8. Our discussion of the Stoic doctrine of corporeal cause
and incorporeal effect and of the chain of antecedent causes
led to the conclusion that, though effects gua incorporeals
cannot be causes, the affected bodies can so the chain is
real enough ',

** Thanks are due to Keimpe Algra, Jan van Ophuijsen, and David T.
Runia for their patience in reading earlier drafts, and for their observa-
tions and criticisms. Naturally such errors as remain are my responsibility.
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ArreENnpIx: Sourck TEXTS

ps.-PLUTARCHUS Placita 111 (882 £-F)
w'. Mept altiov

”» I 9 . ¢ n LAY I3

aitdv fomi 10 anotéreopa 7 §1° 6 cupPaiver Tr.

[Thatov tpiydg 10 aitiov- enol yap O’ ob & od npdc &
o RS ARSI LN S e g A
Kupratepov 8” fyeitul 10 VY’ 0b: TovTo 8 AV 10 ToLODVY, 6 ot
VOUG.

IMuBuyopug "Apiototédng ta ptv mpeta dina acmparty,
T 8¢ Kata petoyiv fi xatd cupfefnnog tig COUUTIKTS DTTO-
oTUcERg OGT £lval 16v kOopOV SO,

oi Ztowkol mavia ta it copetikg: TVEDHATY Y(p.
[= S.V.F. 11 340 p. 119]

QusTa 18N Luoa Placita 1 11 Daiber
Uber die Ursachen

Die Ursache ist die Vollendung, infolge derer etwas ge-
schieht (= aftév éon1 70 drotéheopa ' 6 ovpfaiver 1)

Platon lehrte, daB die Ursache in drei Arten auftritt: das,
wodurch (etwas wird); das, wovon (etwas wird) und das, wozu
(etwas wird). Davon ist am meisten berechtigt hierfiir das,
wodurch {etwas wird). Das ist die wirkende Ursache, welche
der Verstand ist.

Pythagoras und Aristoteles glaubten, daB die ersten Ursa-
chen keine Korper sind, jedoch diejenigen, welche durch Teil-
nahme oder der Zufall (existicren), Kérper sind. Auf diesem
Weg ist die Welt ein Kérper.

Die Stoiker glaubten, daf alle Ursachen kérperlich sind:
denn sie sind Pneumata.

STOBAEUS Anthologium 1 13 (pp. 137.7-40.9 Wachsmuth)
[epl altiov

1* (AET. 1 11, 1-2 Diels plus Prar. Tim. 28 A-B)
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Aftiov gott 83U 8 10 anotéreope, {f 81 & oupPuiver T
dpxel yap OLnoYpREIKGS.

Midtwv Tprydg 1o aitiov: He’ ob, &€ ov, Tpdg & xuprOTa-
tov &' Nyeltar 16 LY’ ob, 10010 & NV 10 "oV, AEYEL YOUV &V
Tipale: «rndv 8& ad 10 yiryvopsvov Or aitiov Tivog €€ avaykng
yiyvetar mavti yép addvutov ywplg altiov yévesiv Exsiv.
Stav obv 6 Snpovpyog mpdg t0 katd tudtd Exov PAémwv
asl, Too0Te TV Y pduevog mapadeivpaty, THY 1dav kal v
Sovapy dnepyalntar, kakdy €€ aviykng obtag anoteisiolul
nav: O6métav & elg 10 yeEyovos. yevnid mapadsiypatt
TPOCHPOREVOS, 00 Kahdv»,

..

1° (AET. 1 11, 3-4, 310 Diels)

Mubaydpug ta pév npdta aitie dodpata, @ §¢ ket pe-
toxnv | xatd cupPefnkdg g copaTiKg LTOCTUCEWNS EivaL.

5930&»:@ wesam m:yo? EXQLOTOV IPOUEVOV CYTLLCL
Hsﬂ wotzﬁ.ém T0100701G, 16 T8 &€ oL Afyovia A3< DANV>,
kai 1o 0@’ ol 16 notodv, 10 8¢ kald’ 6 16 £idog, 1O 8¢ §” 6 16
610G,

1° (Ar. Dipym. fr. 18 Diels = Zew. fr. 89 S.V.F. 1p. 25 plus
Curys. fr. 336 S.V.F. u p. 118; Posip. fr. 95 E.-K))

. o

{ZAvovoc. '} aitiov 8§ 0 N:<8< enoiv elvar 8’ 6- oh 8¢
aitiov oouPefnkdc kui 10 pEv aitiov oGpa, o0 8¢ aitiov
Katnyopnpa- addvatov & eivar 10 pév altiov mapeival, ov
8¢ fomiv aitiov pf) rdpyewy. to 8¢ Aeyopevov totadny Exel
Sovapy aitdv fott 8 6 yiveral 11, olov 81d TV gpdvnoy
yivetal 16 @povely kai Si1d v woynv yivetar 10 Lijv kai fia
TV CEEPOSUVIV Yivetat 10 cwepoveiv. adivatov yap sival
oWEPOCHVIG TEPL TIVE OBATG UT) COEPOVETY, | Woxfic i Liv.
i ppoviioEwg un epovelv.

{Xpuvoinrmov}. Xphoinrog aitiov eivat >m,_§ 81 6. xal 10
uev aitiov 6v Kol oduu, kel aitiov pév 81, o 8¢ aitiov Sud Tu.

{Znvavog.}) {Xpusinnov}.{lloseidoviov}: bracketed because
added either by Stobaeus or (in this case more probably) a redactor.
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»n

E.:m< & elvan Aoyov aitiov, § Adyov Tov nepi 10U altiov Gg
altiov.

A:oqm&eSo& :oquBSOn 8¢ ocaan. S.ﬁo< & Lot
Tvog, 8t' 6 Exeivo, 1 10 :930< notobv, 1 16 :333 aoS-
oewg. Kai 10 pév altiov 8v kui odpa, ob 88 aitiov obte By obte
obpa, Gl copPePnkoc kai Katnyopnua.

19 (AET. 1 11, 6-8 Dicls)

Oualilg Kai of £getiig 10 npdTov aitiov alkivnTov aneen-
vavIo.

Zrwikoi 1 npaTov eitiov Gpicavto kuntév. (= S.V.F. i
338 p. 119) ! o

ol Mepmatntixol 1oV aitiov elvar 1 pév alobntd, ta 8¢
vona.

2 'Okérdov (= fr. 1 Harder)

.Or\;wOn mesqm«\ elvat aitiov 8t \5; gTal T, wim_ yap
¢v 1o Mepi <o:cC obteg: cuvéyet <no 0 HEV OKAVER TGOV
m8€< <Lowd>, Ecgn & ditiov €c\n OV 8¢ xcqro< apuo-
via, tabtag § aitiog 6 omOw g 6" oikwg xai 25 :o?nm
orc<o§ Scﬂno 0" aitiog vopog. tic mv aitiu wai' eco_m
TOV [EV KOGUOV nctow?: Sux ::SoJ Kul pndénox’ &g gro-
opiav ;uQZmE g 88 mohiag Kal .zom 0;8« ok Qoaucfen
nuev; 6ca pév av «mﬁﬁg ral Ovatd tav guoty, 88 dg ouve-
OTUKEV DA as, Tav adtav aitiav SﬁmF g SLady SUSIa CUVE-
OTUKE ﬁ% ma tﬁameixo_qnn Kai E.SnmmOm @ yap tov
,\m<<8tm<c< anoyévvacig QC.Z%E a5 veveteipag DAiac. o
8¢ QEZ<:8< zcmw?j 10 & deinadig rcmmnSTE Kai 1o
HEV nnoﬁmco(ﬂ T mci#: 10 8% botepov: kai to tm< Ociov kai
Adyov Exov xal Eugpov, 16 8¢ YEVVaTOV Kal aloyov [to
petafdiiov].

* fv Usener, followed by Wachsmuth.
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A¥rtius Placita 1 11 Diels'*

pS.-PLUTARCHUS

. Mepi attiov.
(1) Altidv gonr <BU 0> 10
anotédecpa 1 8U” 6 ocuvpPui-
VEL TL.
(2) MAGtov TpLEdG 10 altiov:
pnoi yap, v’ ob £ ob mpdg
6 kuprdtgpov & Myeitul 10
Ve’ ol todto 8 WV 1o
notobv, & £oTt voig.
(3) MuBuyodpag "Aprototédng
T pév npdta gitie aocOpaTd,
T4 8% Katd METOXNV T KatQ
cuuPefnkog Thg copatikig
vrootdocns. [Got eival tov

STOBAEUS
Mepi aitiov.

{1} ATtiov fon 8¢ 8 10 dno-
tédeopn i 8¢ 6 cupfaiver Tu.
Gpxel yup DIOYPUQPIKDC.

(2) HNiarov Tprydg 10 uitiov,
U9’ ou &€ ol npdg & Kupl®-
TaTov 8 NyEltal 10 Vg’ ov,
10010 88 MV 1O MoouV.

(3) IMubaydpag ta pév npdTa
aditie doopata, 1@ 8¢ katd
HETOY TV 1 Kutd ovpfefnkog
TG CONATIKTG LTOGTACEWG
givat.

Koopov odpul.

(5) Oi Ttwixol RavTa T¢ aitia
COUATIKA TVEDUATA Yip.

(4) "Apwototéing Epnoe 8n-
AoOv  EKUOTOV Y pPOUEVOV
oyxfuuct  ti¢  Epunveiug
TO100t015, TO 1€ €5 00 Aé-
yovia thv DANY, Kal 10 0@’
ol 10 wowovv, 10 8¢ kal &
10 £180¢, 1O 8& 81" 6 tO TEAOG.

(6) Bukiig xai ol épekiig 1o
npdToV aittov axivntov ane-
ervavro.

(7) <Ot> Ztoixol 18 npdTOV
aiTiov OpioUvTo KIvnTov.,
(8) O1 NepramTixol @V ai-
tiov gival T pév ulobnrd, 1@
8¢ vonra.

t¢ Underlining in individual lemmas indicates textual differences

between the two sources.
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