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The Historiographical Project of the Lyceum 

The Peripatetic History of Science, Philosophy, and Medicine 

Leonid Zhmud (St. Petersburg) 

What 1 mean by the historiographical project of the Lyceum is a group of writings 

by three of Aristotle's students, Theophrastus, Eudemus. and Menon, which are related 

to the history of philosophical and scientific knowledge (in the Arisiotelian sense). 

‘These writings, which survive only in fragments. include, first. three histories of sci- 

enee by Eudemus: History of Geometry (Pewuerpuen iotopia, fr. 133-141 Wehrh}. 

History of Arithmetic (AmBunurt tetopia, fr. 142), and History of Astronomy 
CAampokovuch istopta, fr, 143-149). The next work is Eudemus’ Historv of 
Theology (Tlepi 76 Getov Igtöpie, fr. 150), Then comes the famous doxographical 
treatise by Theophrastus. Opinions of the Natural Philosophers (Ououcbv Sótau.! 

The fast work is Menon’s Medical Collection Cloarpuchy ouvaryayııı“ a medical 

doxography analogous to Theophrastus’ physical doxography. 

I shall try to demonstrate both common and individual features of these writings 
and io examine how they relate to Aristotle's theoretical and historical views, But first 
I have to admit that this ,histeriographical project’ is not something given in our 

sources. IL is rather my reconstruction that relics on what can be inferred from the close 

interrelationship between the separate treatises of individual Pertpatetics, the obvious 

coordination of their working plans, and the marked conformity of their writings with 

Aristotle's ideas on the development of various ‚sciences‘ and on the boundaries be- 
tween them. Taken together, these characteristics prompt me Lo consider all the afore- 

mentioned writings to be parts of the general project initiated by Aristotle and carried 

out by his students. 

The Peripateties viewed the then-contemporary configuration of the sciences 

through the prism of Aristotelian classification. The ancient classification of sciences 
originated with the Pyihagoreans, whe sel apart geometry. arithmetic. astronomy, and 
harmonies as a specifie group ef uefquaz Following this scheme, Aristotle in- 

cluded in the tante not only astronomy and harmonics, but also optics and me- 

ehanies, although he regarded them as „more physical than pure mathematics.’ Gener- 
ally, Greek .mathematics’ embraced a number of key disciplines that in the modern pe- 

1 Hermann Diels, Doxoeraphi Gracci, Berlin 1879. 
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Ananymns Londinensis. Ex Aristetelis latricis Menoniis et als medicts eclogae. Fd. by Hermann 

Diels. Berlin 1893. 

Arelyytas (47 13 1). 

4 Phys 194 a 8-10, Afetuph. 1078 a 14-17. Richard MeKirahan, Aristotle's Subordinate Sciences. 

British Journal fer the History of Science 11, 1978, 197-220; Joseph Owens, ‘The Aristotelian | 

Conception of the Sciences. in: Collected Papers. Ed, by J. R. Catan, Albany 1987. 23-34, 
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tied have been transferred to the sphere of physics,” whereas ancient ,physies* included 

natural philosophy and those natural sciences that did not use mathematics. 

In ifs most general form, Aristotle’s classification of the sciences is presented in 
book E of the Metaphysics (1025 b — 1026 a), which can go back to his earlier work 

Fept émoimuév (Diog, Laert. 5,265 Any Science (&methun) is either practical, pro- 

ductive, or theoretical. npakt Emery includes practically oriented sciences that 

regulate nonproductive human activity, like ethics and politics; mouytuct] Emory 
includes ,,productive sciences“, or arts (ceyvext); and Bewperur) embraces theoretical 
sciences. Benprrxai émiatipce are further divided into Hanger, pooucn, and 
BeoAoyıct (1026 a 6-19, ef. 1064 b 1-3; Phys. 193 b 22-36). 
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It has long been noted that Aristotle distributed the historiography of different 

branches of knowledge among his students.’ However, many important aspects of this 
project have net been. sufficiently clarified. The project as a whole was primarily de- 
voted to one of the three kinds of sciences, — the theoretical. Individual parts of the 

project correspond to the division of the theoretical sciences into mathematics, physics, 

and theology. These three sciences were distributed in such a way that Eudemus re. 

ceived the first and the third type, the histories of mathematics and theology, while 

Theophrastus dealt with the second, physical doxography. Menon’s medical doxogra- 

5 According to the classification of Posidonius’ student Geminus, the paper include geometry, 

arithmetic, astronomy, harmonics, optics, mechanics, logistics, and geodesy (Gemin, ap. Proel. In 

Eucl., 38,4-42,8). 

6 Paul Moraux, Les listes anciennes des ouvrages d’Aristote, Louvain 1951, 46. 

7 Friedrich Leo, Die griechisch-römische Biographie nach ihrer literarischen Form, Leipzig 1901, 

99f.; Werner Jaeger, Aristotle: Fundamentals of the History of his Development, Oxford 21048, 

334ff. 
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phy belongs to this type as well. All material was distributed in a way designed to 
avoid duplication as far as possible, ¢.g, between physics and medicine, physics and 
theology, mathematical and physical astronomy, etc. 

Aristotle regarded the theorctical sciences as the most important, and it is only 
natural that theology, physics, and mathematics became the subject of a special histo- 

riegraphical project. Judging from the amount of material and the effort put into it, 

physical doxography was certainly the central part of the project. DuoikGv Sega con- 
sisted of 16 (or 18) books (Diog. Laert. 3,46, 48), whereas none of Eudemus’ histories 

of the exact sciences exceeded four books. This can be explained by the amount of 
material in each science and by the methods of its selection. At the same time, this re- 

flects Aristotle’s own interests as a ‚physieist‘, interests shared by Theophrastus and 

Eudemus. The subject matter of the Doo cay ö6&on largely coincided with the subject 

matter of most pre-Socratic writings, but was already presented in Aristotelian terms. It 

included fundamental physical principles, notions, and categories (matter, „causes“, 

space, time, etc), astronomy, meteorology, psychology, and physiology. 

According to Aristotle, theoretical science deals with two kinds of phenomena and 
processes: the first kind are general and regular (rè xo06A.ov), the second occur „as a 

general rule“ (be éni 16 700). This approach allowed him to consider the theoretical 
part of medicine, related to physics, along with physical theories, without changing 
medicine’s status as a „productive science” aiming to attain health (Eth. Eud. 1216 b 
16-18), Aristotle notes several times that, in regard to the causes (œitiox) of health and 

disease, „physicists““ and doctors have à common task, so that the former often com- 

plete their works with medical topics, whereas the latter start from a consideration of 
nature.’ Menon’s medical doxography corresponded fully to Aristotle’s views on this 

subject. It was built on the same principles as physical doxography, but was limited to 

a much narrower set of problems, namely to the causes of diseases,'° This again 

stressed its closeness to the investigation of the physical Gpyet and citiat. In contrast 
to this, Theophrastus’ work did not contain a special section on the causes of discases, 

although these were included in the later versions of this work, together with the opin- 
ions of some early doctors.’ 

8 An. Pr 43 b 30-38, An. Post 96.2 8-19; Meraph 1027 a 20-24, 1064 b 32-36, 1065 a 1-6. G E. M. 

De Ste, Croix, Aristotle on History and Poetry, in: Essays on Aristotle’s Poetics. Ed. by ALO. 

Rorty, Princeton 1992, 23-32; Mario Mignucei, wg Ext To mod et nécessaire dans la conception 

aristotelienne de la science, in: Aristotle on Science. The Posterior Analytics. Ed. by Enrico 
Berti, Padova 1981, 173-204. 

9 Sens. 436a 17 -b 2; De vit. 480 b 21-31, Medicine as émotiprn that investigates the causes of 
health: Metaph. 1026 a If., 1032 b 2-22, 1064 a If. 

19 äpyai (tv voowv):4,28, 18.31, 18.47; altıan (av vöorwvw) 4.41, 5.35, 940, 33.8 Diels (n. 2}. 

1? Diels, Doxographi (n. 1), 232; David Runia, The Placita Ascribed to Doctors in Aëtius’ Doxogra- 

phy on Physies, in: Ancient Histories of Medicine. Essays in Medical Doxography and Historio- 
graphy in Classical Antiquity. Ed. by Philip L van der Eijk. Leiden 1999, 189-250, esp. 248f Cf: 
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As for the composition of these treatises, the opinions of ,physicists’ were organ- 
ized according to two main principles — systematic and chronological. The first al- 
iowed Theophrastus to put together opinions of different philosophers in books and 

chapters devoted to individual topics and problems; the second, to place these opinions 
in the chapters according to their historical sequence. For example, the first chapter of 
the Bvo1xGy 8601, which deals with the doyat of philosophers, starts with Thales, 

the first ‚physicist‘ according to Aristotle (Metaph. 983 b 20), and ends with Plato. Eu- 
demus’ History of Geometry and History of Astronomy also start with Thales, who was 

regarded as the progenitor of both sciences, and they finish with Eudemus’ own con- 
temporaries, the students of Eudoxus (fr. 133 Wehrli). In contrast to doxography, the 

history of science did not entail the application of systematic principles; Eudemus’ ex- 

position was purely chronological. Menon, following Theophrastus, divided. doctors 
into two groups on the basis of similarities in their theories, Within each group, it 

seems they were placed in more or less chronological order.” Menon started with the 

most ancient doctors whose writings were available at the time — Euryphon and Hero- 

dicus of Selymbria’’ — and probably finished with Plato.'* Earlier Croton doctors, like 
Calliphon and Democedes, either did not leave writing that corresponded to the topic 
of Menon’s doxography, or like Alemacon were considered pucikot and correspond- 
ingly figured in Theophrastus’ book. 

Primary ,causes' and principles (7c np@ta. oft Kai at Gpyoi) that define Being 
as such became the subject of the BeoAoyuer) emorfun, or metaphysics. In amore nar- 
row sense, the subject of Aristotle’s thealogy, presented in book A of the Metaphysics, 

is the first principles of the divine (16 Geiov) — eternal, immutable, and separable from 
matter (1026 a 15f., 1069 a 1gff.).'° Aristotle saw incipient forms of theology under- 

Jaap Mansfeld, Doxography and Dialectic; ‘The Sitz im Leben of the „Placita“, in: ANRW II 364, 

1990, 3058f. 

12 Hermann Diels, Uber die Excerpte von Menons latrika in dem Londoner Papyrus 137, Hermes 

28, 1893, 415. See, eig. the second group, where the number of unknown names is limited: Phi 

lolaus, Polibus (Hippocrates’ student), Menecrates (fourth century), Petron, Philistion of Locri 

(Plato's contemporary); Plato, Cf: Daniela Manetti, „Aristotle“ and the Role of Doxography in 

the Anonymus Londinensis, in: Ancient Histories of Medicine {n. 11), 102, 

13 According to Grensemann, Euryphon was born before 500 BC (Hermann Grensemann, Knidische 
Medizin. T. 1, Berlin 1975, 19717), but this seems to be too early (Leonid Zhmud, Wissenschaft, 
Philosophie und Religion im frithen Pythagoreismus, Berlin 1997, 243 n, 67), 

14 In the papyrus text, the last person mentioned is Plato's contemporary Philistion, but according to 

a very plausible reconstruction, Plato came after him: Manetti fn, 12}, 118f. 

15 Although Alernaeon did practice medicine (Zhmud {n. 13), 239-240), the content of his book cor- 

responds generally to mepi pooews totopic, so he was rightly placed among the guowcor. On the 
other hand, the papyrus that preserved Menon’s work is full of lacunae, so it is possible that 

Alcmaeon was also mentioned in this work, which includes the opinions of at least three other 
@udixol see below, 114, 

16 Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Ed. by W D. Ross, Oxford 1924, Ixxviiz Leo Elders, Aristotle’s Threo- 

logy. A Commentary on the Book A of the Metaphysics, Assen 1972. 
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stood in these terms in the early cosmogonies and cosmologies, Usually he called their 
authors BeoAöyoı.'” The incomplete and even wrong answers these authors offered on 
questions concerning the principles of the divine became the subject of Eudemus’ 
History of Theology (ft. 150 Wehrli).'® This book was a chronologically organized out- 
line of the specific principles of the divine introduced by Greek and oriental ,theologi- 
ans‘. First came Orpheus, who introduced Night as dpyr, he was followed by Homer, 
Hesiod, Acusilaus, Epimenides, and Pherecydes. The &pyot of the Babylonians, 

Magi, Sydonians, and Egyptians were treated separately. 

Eudemus’ choice of main personages for his History of Theology fits quite well 

with what the Metaphysics says about the Beohóyen. Here they comprise a rather defi- 
nite group of ancient poets (Orpheus, Homer, Hesiod) and the authors of mythical 
cosmogonics (Pherccydes), who were to be treated separately from the philosophers, 

ihe mvorKoi.”' In the first place, @eoAGyot belong to a more ancient period:” second, 
they reasoned not rationally but „mythically“: wodikas optLöuevor (1000 a 18). 
Accordingly, those philosophers whom Aristotle placed among the pvuousot and whom 

we usually call the pre-Socratics do not figure in the History of Theology. And vice 
versa! none of Budemus’ QeoAdyor are mentioned in Theophrastus’ compendium. The 
boundary between these groups coincides toa considerable degree with the contempo- 

17 Metaph. 983 b 29, 1000 a 9, 107] b 27, 1091 a 34. J, Palmer, Aristotle on the Ancient Theclo- 

gians, Apeiron 33, 2000, 181-205, 

18 The only fragment of this work (fr. 150 Wehrli) does not contain a title, but Usener (Hermann 

Usener, Analecta Theophrastea, in: Kleine Schriften, Leipzig 1912, 64) rightly related it to Tov 

MEPL ro Oetov tetoplag a’-c’, listed among Theophrastus’ works (251 Ne 2 FHSG). Wehrli denied 
this (Fritz Wehrli, Theophrast, in: Die Philosophie der Antike, Ed. by Hellmut Flashar, Vol. 3, 

Basel 1983, 501, cf. 531), cf. Gábor Betegh, On Eudemus fr, 150 (Wehrli), in: Eudemus of Rho- 

des. Ed. by Istvan Bodnar and William Fortenbaugh, New Brunswick 2002, 337-357. 

19 Acusilaus (ca, 500 BC) is mentioned after Hesiod, but before Epimenides and Pherecydes, who 

are older than him. One reason for this might be thal Acusilaus appears to follow Hesiod very 

closely in his Gerealogial (9 A 4). This was explicitly mentioned by Plato (Symp. 178 b= 9 B 2), 

on whom Eudemus could have relied. It could alsa be that Eudemus simply did not know the cor- 

rect chronology of Acusilaus. 

20 oi nepì Hsiodov (1000 a 9} où dpyeion momtat (1091 b 3ff), among them Orpheus (dpyy 
Night), Homer (&pyr Ocean, cf. 983 b 27), and Hesiod (apyi Chaos, cf, 984 b 26-28); on Phere- 

cydes and the Persian Magi, see 1091 b 9-10. Aristotle mentions the &pyad of the Magi, Ormuzd 
and Ahriman, in his dialogue On Philosophy (fi. 6 Rose = fr, 23 Gigon). The same dpyat are to 

be found in Eudemus (fr. 150 Wehrli). 

21 These two groups are always set apart (Afetaph. 1071 627, 1075 b 26, 1091 a 34), 

22 Ol rauréAcor Kai rproi Beokerhoavtes (Afetaph. 983 b 28-29), ol VOv—ol npérepov (1000 
a 5-6). To be sure, this boundary should net be taken too literally: Pherecydes was younger than 

Thales and Anaximander. 

23 Cf: Jaap Mansfeld, Aristotle, Plato, and the Preplatonic Doxagraphy and Chronography, in: Jaap 

Mansfeld, Studies in Historiography of Greek Philosophy, Assen 1990, Alf, Palmer (n. 17) 

LSF, 
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general and toward the history of knowledge in particular? What goals did he try to 
achieve by directing his students to the history of the theoretical sciences? 

As with the natural sciences, when looking at history Aristotle revealed a keen in- 
terest in the empirical investigation of particular facts, without however forgetting his 

theoretical tasks: to explain the ,causes‘ of things. Being fully aware of the historical 
character of such human accomplishments as the state, art, philosophy, and science, 

Aristotle endeavored to reveal the inner logic of their development. Even tf he does not 
entirely meet the modern requirements of history, Aristotle did much more for its de- 
velopment than any other ancient philosopher, both through his own studies and 
through the projects he initiated.” Although we are not identifying Peripatetic histori- 
ography with modern historiography, we have every reason to compare them, particu- 

larly since we are dealing with the development of one and the same phenomenon. 

According to Aristotle, history describes particular things, t& xa’ Ekuotov, and 
therefore is not a science.” None of the passages in which he discusses sciences in- 
cludes history. A possible explanation for this is that little of what Aristotle said on 

history” refers to its „common“ type (ouvrjdng, Poet. 1459 a 21f.), and not to history, 
as it was practiced in the Lyceum. But even if this „common“ history does not explore 
general causes and is not a true science, it still produces knowledge that can be used as 

the foundation of such a science. We should bear in mind that Aristotle’s theory of sci- 

ence stresses the empirical origin of any knowledge. The question of Gt (the collection 
and description of facts) precedes and predetermines the question of S1dtt (the expla- 
nation of general or particular causes). Thus, even a purely descriptive work is a nec- 
essary part of scientific procedure, since it is the prerequisite for subsequent theoretical 
analysis; and the Peripatetics, as we know, wrote hundreds of such works. Many other 

ioropten were not purely descriptive, For example, two of Theophrastus’ works, His- 

toria plantarum and De causis plantarum, are devoted to the research of ott and of 
-Bôu respectively. In Historia plantarum, however, we find not merely assembled data 

but botanical classification, morphology, and taxonomy. 

The other important point is that, when trying to understand why and how Aristotle 

and his students studied the history of knowledge, we should rely on their actual schol- 

arly practice and not only on their theoretical views on igropia. Let me start with 
some parallels. Some ,practical’ and „productive“ sciences, like rhetoric and poetics, 

3: Kurt von Fritz, Die Bedeutung des Aristoteles für die Geschichtsschreibung, Entretiens 4, 1956, 
O1; George L. Huxley, On Aristotle’s Historical Methods, GRBS 13, 1972, 157-169; Raymond 
Weil, Aristote et l'histoire, Paris 1960; idem, Aristetle’s View of History, in: Articles on Aristotle 

2, Ethics and Politics. Ed. by Jonathan Barnes et al, London 1977, 202-217; R. Blum, Kallima- 

chos. The Alexandrian Library and the Origin of Bibliography. Madison 1991, 20ff, 

32 Pierre Louis, Le mot TETOPTA chez Aristote, RPh 29, 1955, 39-44; Weil, Aristote (n. 31), 90f. 

33 Rhet 1360 237; Poet 1451 63,6, 1459 a 1747. 

34 Ott pév yop obtm rabi ovHBoiver, Sthov Em aig ietoplag Tg guauckig, Site 88, vv 
oKentéoy (Inc. an. 704 69-11). See also An. Post. 89629, 93 a 16fF and especially Hist an. 49] 

a 7-14, Wolfgang Kullmann, Wissenschaft und Methode, Berlin 1974, 204 ff. 
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also became a subject of historical and antiquarian studies. In his Teyv@v ouvayoyr,, 
Aristotle presented the history of rhetoric with special attention to the np&roı eopetat 
and their discoveries. He started with the founders of this science, Corax and Tysias, 

and probably ended with Isocrates.** His dialogue On the Poets belongs to those works 

exploring the history of poetry, Here much attention is given to the founders of various 
genres and their relative chronciogy.* Note that these outlines are devoted to those 

disciplines that Aristotle later studied in his theorctical treatises, Rhetoric and Poet- 
ies?! Following the first attempts made by Hippias and Hellanicus, Aristotle compiled 

lists of the Olympian and Pythian victors and of the dramatic victors at the Dionysia 

and Lenaca.”® He also compiled {probably with help of his students) the so-called 

Méacrkaklo, an extensive list of all the tragedies, comedies, and satyr plays per- 
formed at these artistic festivals, and dated them by the names of the Athenian ar- 

chons.” He used these lists in the study of the Attic tragedy in his Poetics. 

Another, more extensive and difficult Peripatetic project, in the course of which the 

158 polities of the various Greck cities were described, demonstrates an even stronger 

relationship between empirical and theoretical studies. Relying on this collected and 
arranged material, Aristotle later wrote his Politics. His own Aihenian Polity consists 

of two parts: the first gives an outline of the development of the Athenian constitu- 

tional system; the second describes the main principles of its functioning. It should be 
stressed thal Athenian Polity is a historical treatise of independent value, addressed to.a 
broad audience, and not just a dossier. It is revealing that the preserved fragments of 
other polities show an obvious predominance of separate „Geschichten“, ie. interest- 

ing stories.” Even if this correlation is accidental, there is no doubt that in recognizing 

an independent value and interest in these storics, Aristotle was ready to use them for 
further theoretical generalizations, Therefore, in a political project, historical subject 
matter does not exclude subsequent systematization, but rather presupposes it. 

It is very likely that, by directing his students to the history of the theoretical sci- 
ences, Aristotle expected to discover in the process new knowledge that could be used 
later in his theoretical investigations. Also corresponding to this final goal were the 

immediate tasks of the project: collection, systematization, and preliminary analysis of 
the evidence related to historical development of the theoretical sciences. But whereas 
these immediate tasks are quite safely reconstructed on the basis of sources available to 
us, exactly how Aristotle and his students intended to apply the results of their studies 

35 Fr 136-141 Rose = fr. 123-134 Gigon. Leo (n. 7), 49, 998; Blum (n. 31), 46. C£ Soph. El 183 b 

Sf, where this history is presented in compressed form, 

36 Fr. 70-77 Rose = fr. 14-22 Gigon; see npbroc eúperig in fr. 14, 15, 17 Gigon, 

37 Blum (n. 31), 46; comm. on Arist. fr. 390 Gigon. 

38 Diog. Laert. 5,26 Ns 130-131, fr. 615-617 Rose = fr. 408-414 Gigon; Ding. Laert. 5,26 Ne 134+ 
135. Weil, Aristote (n. 31), 131f; Blum (n, 31), 23 ff. 

39 Diog. Laert. 5,26 Ne 137 = fr. 415-462 Gigon, Weil, Aristote {n, 31), 137, Blum (n. 31), 24ff. 

40 Eg, fr. 504, 512, 532, 540, 558, 583 Rose, 
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must remain a matter of speculation.” The problem is that this project falls in the last 
decade of Aristotle’s life, and what was to follow afterward remained unrealized. Nei- 

ther his preserved works, nor fragments, nor even titles of the perished writings tell us 
what type of theoretical treatise or treatises was to crown the historiographical project 
the way the Politics crowned the corpus of the polities. Traces of works or theorics 

based on this historiographical material are not to be found in the legacy of Aristotle's 

students, either. Strictly speaking, both the project as a whole and its separate paris 

possess a genuine valuc of their own, even if we do not pastulate a general ‚final goal’. 

Still, let us look for a plausible common goal of the project, while excluding the least 
plausible. 

In my view, the chronological method of organizing the material — the method cha- 

racteristic, although in varying degrees, of all parts of the project — can be regarded as 

an important indicator of its historical orientation. Other scholars are inclined to stress 

the systematic method of doxography, from which they postulate its systematic pur- 
poses,” Meanwhile, from the point of view of Aristotelian isotopic, a historical and a 

systematic approach hardly contradict each other; rather, they are different methods of 

systematizing facts, In the contemporary humanities, chronology and systematics often 

complement each other. It is easy 10 imagine a history of Greek culture consisting of 

chapters on religion, mythology, literature, etc, or an economic history of Rome with 

chapters on trade, agriculture, slavery, etc. The extent to which each chapter can be or- 

ganized chronologically depends on the material and intentions of the author. There- 

fore, if Eudemus employs a strictly chronological approach, while Theophrastus and 
Menon combine it with a systematic approach, this does not undermine the historical 
orientation of doxography. 

Both before and after Aristotle, scientists and philosophers described the opinions 
of their predecessors and disputed them without attaching to this procedure any inde- 
pendent value that might be described in terms of historical interest. The doxographical 

overview at the beginning of the Metaphysics (A 3-7) undoubtedly reveals such an m- 

terest. Aristotle’s students demonstrate an even keener interest in historical studies. 
Significantly, these studies were much less related to the problems of their own theo- 

retical works, Eudemus was neither a mathematician, nor an astronomer, nor a ‚theolo- 

gian‘, and could not regard the heroes of his histories as his predecessors. Theophras- 
tus was a puoikôc, but his own PAysies, judging by the preserved fragments, followed 

Aristotle's Physies, Le. developed contemporary to him povouen émomun, leaving 
aside the Bucwöv S660. which he had collected.” It is revealing that Democritus is 

41 Gigon’s hypothesis that Aristotle relied on Theephrastus’ Docuwóv Sao (Olof Gigon, Die 

apyai der Vorsokratiker bei Theaphrast und Aristoteles, in: Naturphilosophie bei Aristoteles und 

Theophrast. Ed. by Ingemar Düring, Heidelberg 1969, 114ff) did not find confirmation: Mans- 

feld, Studies (n. 23), 73 n. 29. 

42 Runia, What is Doxegraphy (n. 27), 51. 

43 It is possible, of course, thal the Physics was written before Duo Soc, but doxographical 

passages in Theophrastus’ systematic works are generally very rare: Hans Gottschalk, Recs, Gno- 
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nearly the only pre-Soeratie mentioned in the fragments of Theophrastus’ Physics (fr. 
238 FHSG). This is why I cannot subscribe to the thesis that Theophrastus systema- 
tized the opinions of the pre-Socratics in order to return to them once again in his theo- 
retical discussion. 

The following also testifies against this thesis: from the Peripatetic point of view, 

the problems presented in the Ducık®v 86&a1 are among those already solved, in- 

cluding those solved by Aristotle himself. It is hard to imagine that Aristotle commis- 
sioned Theophrastus to collect the opinions of Anaximenes, Xenophanes, Heraclitus, 

Anaxagoras, and others on the moon’s eclipses in order to rethink this question again. 
Masi of his physical treatises were written before Theophrastus started to collect mate- 
rial for the Duoikdy 86É04, and it is unlikely that Aristotle intended to rewrite them 

after his student had finished his work. Unlike in physics, Aristotle and his students 
could net claim to offer any independent solution of the problems in mathematics and 

mathematical astronomy; they could only register the problems that contemporary spe- 

cialists regarded as solved. As for the &pyat of the theologians, they were of purely 
historical interest for the Lyceum. 

Another confirmation that Theophrastus’ doxography deals mainly with already 
solved physical problems comes from Aristotle’s treatise De inundatione Nili, known 

only in late Latin translation.” At the beginning of this work, he poses the problem, 
„Why do the Nile’s floods, unlike those of all other rivers, come in the summer?" Then 

he cites and criticizes his predecessors’ opinions." In contrast to doxography, the end- 

ing of this work contains a solution of the problem: oùkér zpóBkeud éotw, notes 

mon 39, 1967, 20, Eudemus’ Physies, although it contains many such passages, followed Ari- 

stotle's Physics even closer than Theophrastus’, sometimes coming close to paraphrasing it. It is 

unlikely that Eudemus used Theophrastus’ doxography, 

44 According to Stobaeus, Theophrastus referred to Xenophanes Ev Tolg Duoixoic (fr. 232 FHSG), 

but one can not be sure that this reference really comes from the Physics and not from PuciuKay 
&ögen. Cf: Peter Steinmetz, Die Physik des Theophrastos von Eresos, Berlin 1964, 334ff; Ri- 

chard W. Sharples, Theophrastus on the Heavens, in: Aristoteles Werk und Wirkung. Ed. by J. 

Wiesner, Bd. I, Berlin 1985, 577-593; Mansfeld, Studies (n. 23), 147Ff; David Runia, Xenopha- 

nes or Theophrastus? An Aétian Dexographicum on the Sen, in: Theophrastus of Eresus: His 
Psychological, Dexographical and Scientific Writings. Ed. by William Fortenbaugh/ Dimitri 

Gutas, New Brunswick 1992, 112-140. 

45 Diels, Doxographi (n, 1), 226€; Josef Partsch, Des Aristoteles Buch „Über das Steigen des Nil“, 

Abhandlungen der Königlich-Sächsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, philol.-hist. Kl. 27, 

1969, 553-600; J. Balty-Fontaine, Pour une édition nouvelle du „Liber Aristotelis de Inundatione 
Nili®, Chronique d'Égypte 34, 1959, 95-102; D, Bonneau, Liber Aristotelis De inundatione Nili, 

Etudes de Papyrologie 9, 1971, 1-33; Mayotte Bollack, La raison de Lucrèce, Paris 1979, 5391. 

Editions of the text: Arist. fr, 248 Rose; FGrH 646 F 1; Bonneau, 3-7; references by ancient 

authors to the Greck text of Aristotle: FGrH 646 T 1-2. 

46 In particular, of Thales, Diogenes, Anaxagoras, Nicagoras of Cyprus, and Herodotus. The theo- 

ries of Euthymenes of Massalia, Oenopides, and possibly Ephorus and Plato (from Timaeus) are 

presented anonymously. 
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Aristotle (FGrH 646 T 2a), „the problem does not exist anymore“, and gives a correct 

explanation of the Nile’s floods. It is obvious that he did not turn to the history of this 

problem in order to so/ve it on the basis of earlier opinions. He addressed this issue 

after paining access io the new empirical evidence that finally settled it.” The 
Ducikav S661 do not contain „correct answers‘, Le, the solutions to the problems 

posed by the pre-Socratics, because these answers belong to the pvou émotur and 

are given in the respective theoretical works ol Aristotle and Theophrastus. But the 

principal approach to the 66€a1 remains the same: their collection does not open a dis- 

cussion on the specific physical problem, but gives a historical retrospective of this 

discussion after the problem itself appears to have been solved. 

The historiographical project presupposed a certain completeness of evidence, 
which indeed was achieved in most cases. Apart from the oucikoi mentioned in 
Theophrastus, we do not know anyone else from the relevant period. The same is true 
for the ppa8raticot: Eudemus gives the names of practically all the mathematicians 

up to his own time.® His list of Greck ‚theologians‘ is indeed complete, and his ac- 
count of the Oriental theogonies is highly valuable. Almost half of the names given by 

Menon not to be found in other sources, and there are other reasons to believe that he 

too was trying to achieve ‚completeness‘, Theophrastus and Menon missed neither 

those whom Aristotle obviously held in low regard (like Hippon), nor those whose 
names he preferred not to mention at all (like Philolaus),” As a result, the Peripatetics 

collected much more data than was needed for the most detailed analysis of every par- 
ticular problem, which speaks to the significance of the facts themselves. For example, 

in Aétius we find 15 different answers to the question concerning the nature of the sun 
(2,20); none of thern concurs with the solution offered by Aristotle and Theophrastus.” 

What was the purpose of collecting them? It is very unlikely that they intended to turn 

to this problem again after enriching themselves with new — or rather with old — 

knowledge. This collection was mainly of historical interest, showing the difficult path 
to the truth that was finally revealed in Aristotle’s physical teaching, i.e, outside of the 
Pvoikdv 63a. 

47 Apparently, Aristotle relied on the results of an expedition organized by Alexander to answer a 

question about the causes of the Nile’s floods: Bonneau (n. 45), ZH. 

48 There is reason to believe that Hippasus and Democritus were omitted not by Eudemus, but by 

his excerptors (Leonid Zhmud, Eudermus’ History of Mathematics, in: Eudemus of Rhodes (n. 
18), 275-276, 287-188). 

49 On Hippon cf. 38 A 6 (= Arist. Metaph. 984 a 3) and A 3-4, 10, 13-14, ete. (from Theophrastus), 

A 1] (from Menon). Aristotle mentions Philolaus only once, referring to his oral dictum, whereas 

he ascribes Philolaus’ astronomical views to certain anonymous Pythagoreans. Theophrastus and 

Menon attribute specific theories to Philolaus (44 A 16-23, 27). 

50 Contrary to Steinmetz (Physik (n. 44), 116ff, 16110), Theophrastus hardly abandoned the idea of 

the heavenly aiôhp (Richard Sharples, Theophrastus of Eresus. Commentary. V. 3,1, Sources on 

Physics, Leiden 1998, 85ff and fr, 158, 161A FHSG). 
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Aristotle attributed to facts an independent value. They acquire even greater sig- 

nificance when, properly selected and arranged, they help in the search for the ,causes* 

(bn). But explaining the „causes“ was not among the tasks of the historiographical 
project; otherwise they would have been preserved even in our fragmentary material. 

In this sense, lovopic as practiced in the Lyceum differs from contemporary histories 
of science and philosophy, but neatly corresponds to the situation that existed until the 
end of the 18th century: descriptive history collects and arranges facts, philosophy 

analyses their ‚causes‘.”” What kind of ‚eauses‘ did Aristotle have in mind when the 

historiographical project was conceived? Most probably, those universal laws that un- 

derpin the growth of knowledge and the development of the sciences. The general 

character of the evidence collected by the Peripatetics and the parallels with Aristotle’s 

other works and projects related to history bring me to the following hypothesis: Aris- 
totle regarded this project of embracing all the Gempntixai morue as a prelimi- 
nary stage in developing a theory of science. In any case, it is very likely that this was 
one of the original objectives of the project. 

On the other hand, the discoveries of the scientists and the opinions of the philoso- 

phers, doctors, and theologians not only paved the way for conclusions of a universal 
character, they themselves had already been selected and arranged in. accordance with 

Aristotle’s theoretical views on science and its development.” This means that the 

conclusions, as so often happens, were to a certain extent known in advance. At the 

beginning of his History of Geometry, Eudemus states a general rule of cognitive 
evolution from alo@non to Aoyısuög and further to vobg (fr. 133), and this is not the 
only case in which philosophical ideas are applied to historical material.” The 
Peripatetics regarded the history of knowledge as a development from a less to a more 
perfect state, as a progressive advance toward the truth. Even tf they tried to limit their 
historical studies to particular facts and to avoid generalizations, they failed to apply 

this principle consistently. 

Let us turn now from the general goal of the project to the various forms in which 

it was realized. Eudemus’ history of science was the most historical part of the project. 

The history of theology can be placed somewhere between the history of science and a 
much more systematically organized doxography. What are the reasons for these dif- 
ferences? 

The subject of Eudemus’ works was the development of the exact sciences from 
their Oriental origins to the middle third of the fourth century. In the History of Ge- 

51 Huxley (n. 31), 159. 

52 As one of the founders of the modern history of philosophy repeated after Aristotle, hıstoria dicit, 

guod sit; scientia et philosophia, cur sit. [la singularia, haec universalia considerat (Johannes 

Jonsius, De scriptoribus historiae philosoph icae, Frankfurt a.M. 1659, 2), 

53 Zhmud, Eudemus’ History (n. 48), 296-300. 

54 Dicaearchus’ Bioc EAAcdog deals with the general stages of the development of civilization, 

apart from particular events and individuals (fr. 47-51 Wehrli). 
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omeiry, all the names of the mathematicians are given in chronological order, often 

with indications of who was older and younger, who was whose student, etc. Eudemus 
focused his attention on mathematical discoveries,” whose variety did not allow him to 

subsume them in categories of the same type. With rare exceptions, he could not ar- 

range them „problemgeschichtlich“,”° In exactly the same way, the History of Astron- 
omy was not organized in accordance with the problems, like the moon’s eclipses or 
the order of the planets, but in accordance with the np@tog ebpetiys principle,” bs 

according to the chronology of those who made astronomical discoveries. Eudemus 
preferred the chronological approach even in the History of Theology, where much 
more limited material referred to the history of one problem, the dpyet of the theolo- 
gians, and where he could apply a systematic principle. 

In the history of science, Eudemus could employ a historical approach much more 
consistently than his colleagues, mostly because of the character of his material. The 

discoveries of mathematicians necessarily depended on what had been achieved before 
them: Hippocrates and Theactetus relicd on Pythagorean mathematics, Archytas and 

Eudoxus developed the theories of Hippocrates. Progress in mathematics is all the 
more evident, because, according to Aristotle’s concession, „it alone among human 

activities knows of proofs.“”® That is why a mathematician could base his research on a 
solid foundation created by his predecessors and then move further in his quest for the 

truth. To be sure, Eudemus records some unsuccessful attempts to solve mathematical 
problems, e.g. Antiphon’s attempt to square a circle (fr. 139-140 Wehrli). It is, how- 

ever, in the nature of mathematics that its history includes many more victories than 

failures, especially in comparison with ether sciences. 

In the History of Astronomy, Eudemus also focused net on epinions, but on the 

most important discoveries, starting from Thales’ prediction of the solar eclipse (fr. 

143-144) and ending with Callippus’ modification of Eudoxus’ system (fr. 149). Un- 

like the astronomical part of Theophrastus’ doxography, Eudemus’ history was sclec- 

live: he presented the development of astronomy by charting the figures of the „first 

discoverers" in succession. From the earlier periods of astronomy, he selected those 

55 todo td Bedprua ebprjkävov brad Oadod npwrov (fr. 135 Wehrli), sûpeou (fr. 136), 
avotpata téyv Tvdayopsiav (fr. 137), Oivoriéou Ebpque (fr 138), Trnokpdrns xal 

‘Avtipdéy Énmonvrec … suprKaci (fr, 139), oo ‘Irrokpérous &ypdıpncav mpaytov (fr. 140), 
‘Apyotov ebpnois (fr. 141). 

56 Cf: „Der Stoff war nach Auftreten und Entwicklung der maßgebenden Gedanken, nicht nach 
Autoren geordnet“ (Fritz Wehrli, Eudemos von Rhodos, Die Schule des Aristoteles, H. 7, Basel 

“1969, 113); „problemgeschichtliche Anordnung“ (ibid., 119). Such a principle is suitable for the 

examination of how different mathematicians solved the same problem — e.g, the duplication of 

the cube — but it does not fit the historical study of whom a particular mathematical discovery be- 

longs to. 

57 T[p@tog eopemg occurs in five of the seven fragments of the History of Astronomy (fr, 144-148). 

58 Aristot. ap. lamb. De comm. math. sc., 78.8. Walter Burkert, Lore and Science in Ancient Pytha- 

goreanism, Cambridge (Mass.} 1972, 4471, 
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ideas that his own time considered to be true, or at least those that appeared significant 
in the progressive development of this science. Eudemus’ histories of geometry and 
astronomy are two generations longer than Theephrastus’ doxography, which con- 

cludes with Plato. This means that Theophrastus’ point of departure was Aristotle’s 

physical teaching, It is from this position that he treated and criticized all the previous 

86Ea1, whereas Eudemus relied on the criteria shared by the community of contempo- 
rary mathematicians and astronomers. 

Doxography aimed to describe a! the (relevant) 66Ëcu, and this aim itself dictated 
another methed of arranging the material, differing from that employed in the history 
of science. Apart from the true opinions, which could be qualified as ebpreta and 

presented in chronological order, Theophrastus had to register a great deal of ‚wrong‘ 

opinions. Furthermore, he had to deal with many identical opinions on the same 

problem, e.g. whether the cosmos is eternal or not.” In the history of mathematics, 

such a situation could hardly have arisen: after a theorem that the sum of the interior 
angies of a triangle is equal to two right angles had been proven, no one would return 

to the problem again.” In the history of astronomy, Eudemus apparently registered 

only the mp@to¢ enopetis of any important thesis, e.g. that the moon reflects the sun’s 

light (fr. 145), but not the names of all those who shared this view. Finally, Peripatetic 

physics covered a much wider range of problems than any mathematical science. 

As a result, the number of various opinions — opposite, similar or identical — that 
were included in the doxography, as well as the number of their authors, greatly ex- 

ceeded the relatively limited material that Eudemus worked on. Together with the dis- 

tinctive features of the physical opinions that had to be fitted to the Procrustean bed of 
the Peripatetic categories, this factor of excess largely predetermined the complicated 
structure of the Booicd@v Söfen, which combined several principles of arranging ma- 
terial, Some of these principles were used in the earliest doxographical accounts, °! 
while others were developed by Aristotic. Particularly interesting from this point of 

view is the doxographical survey in the Metaphysics À 3-7, which can be regarded as 

one of the most important models for the Puoucmy Sog. In this survey, which 

traces Ihe development of the notions connected with the four ‚causes‘, the main prin- 

59 Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Archelaus. Diogenes, Leucippus: the cosmos is perisha- 

ble; Xenophanes, Parmenides, Melissus: the cosmos is elernal (Adt. 2,4). 

60 Even in those cases where Eudemus gives several solutions of the same problem (as with the du- 

plication of the cube by Archytas, Eudoxus, and Menaechmus), from the mathematical point of 

view, these solutions are in fact quite different. 

61 Herodotus’ doxographical overview (2,20-23) presupposes chronological order: Thales, Euthy- 

menes of Massalia, Anaxagoras (ef. FGrH 1 F 302; 647 F |, 5 and 2, 1-3 (= Aét. 4,1,1-3). Olof 

Gigon, Der Ursprung der griechischen Philosophie, Basel 1945, 48ff; A. B, Lloyd, Herodotus 

Book IL Commentary 1-98, Leiden 1976, 9 If, OBE; Ballack (n. 45), 539f). Hippias put together 

similar 66€01; Gorgias and lsocrates classified them along different principles, but also systema- 

tically (Mansfeld, Studies (n. 23), 55) 

62 J. B. McDiarmid, Theophrastus on Presocratic Causes, HSPh 61, 1953, 91 if. 
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ciple for presenting the 60€c1 is by the type of ‚causes: first comes the material, then 
the cause of the gran, ete. But from the very beginning this is combined with histori- 
cal characteristics,” the most important of which are the following. 1) Chronological 

sequence. Without being the only or even the main method of arranging the material, it 

is, nevertheless. constantly on the foreground of Aristotle’s attention. 2) Frequent ref 
erences to the mpdtog sbperrc of the important ideas. 3) Direct references to the 

teacher-student relationship (Xenophanes and Parmenides, Leucippus and Democri- 
tus). 4) Where the principles held by two philosophers are identical, the earlier is men- 

tioned first (Thales and Hippon, Anaximenes and Diogenes, Hippasus and Heraclitus); 
in controversial cases, Aristotle solves the problem of priority by resorting to chroro- 
logical arguments (Alemaeon and the Pythagoreans). 5) Attention is paid to the influ- 

ence of earlier thinkers on the later (Pythagoreans and Plato). 6) There are some refer- 

ences to places of birth (Hippasus, Heraclitus, Anaxagoras, Hermotimus, Alemaéon). 

All these features and the systematic grouping of the 3681 were developed by 
Theophrastus, especially in the first chapter of his work. As ] mentioned, its. material 

was arranged in books and chapters in accordance with the categories of Peripatetic 

physics. In the chapters devoted to specific problems, the main ‚units‘ or „blocks“ con- 
sisted of the theories of individual philosophers, which were united in the groups ac- 
cording to their similarity — if this was relevant — and/or which often, but not necessar- 
ily, followed each other in chronological order. This reflects Theophrastus’ attention 
not so much te the opinions as such (Duoixkai Sé), but rather to the doctrines of 
conercte philosophers (Pueuxév 86561). in which he tried to emphasize both what 

was held in common and what remained individual. 

Theophrastus records the relative chronology of the qooixkoi much more consis- 
tently than Aristotle does. In the first chapter, chronological. indications of various 

kinds are made for 13 philosophers. Four others (Hippasus, Heraclitus, Hippon and 
Melissus) do not have them, although it is very possible that they were given by 

Theophrastus but omitted by Simplicius, who quoted him. References to teacher-stu- 

dent relationships here are also more numerous and differentiated than in the Meta- 
physics. In a number of cases, they presuppose personal connection (Thales and Anaxi- 
mander, Anaximander and Anaximenes); the others imply influence and the borrowing 

of ideas (Parmenides and Leucippus, Anaxagoras and Diogenes). The birthplaces of all 
the philosophers except Hippon are given. Apart from their birthplaces, ‘Theophrastus 

gives the patronymics of the philosophers. Simplicius preserved these in five cases, but 
there are many reasons to believe that Theophrastus did so as a rule, rather than as an 
exception. Finally, the principle of the xp@roc ebpettig was alse applied to such 
figures as Thales, Anaximander, and Anaxagoras (fr. 1, 2, 4 Diels). References to the 

pro sbpetal are not confiried to the first book: c.s. Parmenides’ discoveries (fr. Ga, 

63 W. von Kienle, Die Berichte über die Sukzessionen der Philosophen in der hellenistischen und 
spätantiken Literatur (Diss.), Berlin 1961, 5 If, Gigon (n. 41), IZ Tf. 

64 It is almost certain that the title of Theophrastus’ work was Docixaay Sofa, and not Bug 

Soon, as Mansfeld insists, See: Zhmud (n. 26), 227f. 
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17 Diels} do not belong to the principles, but to astronomy. It is no coincidence Br the 

other references to the np&roı sbperat in Aétius are also related to astronomy:® > In 

this science it was possible 10 speak about discoveries, i.e, about indisputable things 
and not just about true opinions, as e.g. in meteorology or psychology. 

Thus, there is no doubt that the first chapter of the Duoikdv b6G01 was organized 

in such a way as to present a historical picture of the gradual perfection of philosophy 
from its first immature ideas to the present state, Le, in accordance with Aristotle’s 
, teleological progressivism” (ef. Metaph. 993 a 15-17; fr, 53 Rose), Except for some 
biographical data (place of birth, patronymic, name of teacher), Theophrastus’ entire 
attention is focused on the origin and reception of the new ideas, on specifie forms of 
their development, on each thinker’s individual contribution, and on their dependence 
on predecessors.” 

Any detailed reconstruction of the original sequence of the names in Theophrastus’ 
first chapter is highly problematic. I am not sure if the relative chronology of the pre- 
Socralics was the only method of arranging their principles, We should bear in mind 

that no contemporary history of Greek philosophy is based solely on chronology. 
Usually the latter is combined with the history of schools, such as the Innians, Pythago- 

reans, etc. Such an approach to the philosophical past was already widespread in Hel- 
lenistic historiography, Hence, von Kienle was probably right in assuming that Theo- 

phrastus, too, used an analogous method, arranging the pre-Socraties in „succes- 

sions“.’ I is very likely that after the first series: Thales — Anaximander — Anaxime- 
nes — Anaxagoras — Archelaus, he turned again te Xenophanes, who was followed by 

Parmenides — Leueippus — Democritus — Diogenes — Plato. Indeed, Theophrastus 

begins with Thales and ends with Plato, before whom comes Diogenes („perhaps the 
youngest of the physicists“, fr. 2 Diels). Further, u subsequent philosopher is 

connected with the previous one in his own series ® At the same time, the only 

reference connecting philosophers from one series with those in the other concerns 
Xenophanes (he is said to study with Anaximander}, which implies: that, soon after 
Archelaus, Theophrastus tums back to the 6th century. This arrangement is all the 
more probable because Aristotle, in his doxographical overview, also returns to 

Xenophanes, Parmenides, and Melissus after the Atomists and the (younger) Pythago- 

reans (Metaph. 986 b SIE, 226). 

65 Pythagoras (DG 327,8; 340.21), Thales (353,20; 358, 15), Parmenides (377,18; 345 b 14), Anaxa- 

goras (562,26). 

66 Kienle (n. 63), IEC, SLE, 58, Mansfeld, Studies (n. 23), 28E 

67 Kienle (n. 63), 61-62; cf. McDiarmid (n. 62), 89. 

68 1) Anaximander studied with Thales, Anaximenes with Anaximander, Anaxagoras followed 
Anaximander and Anaximenes, Archelaus his teacher Anaxagoras. 

2) Parmenides studied with Xenophanes, Leucippus developed Parmenides ideas, Democritus 

was a student of Leucippus,
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Having presented in the first chapter a general genealogical schema of the devel- 
opment of philosophy, Theophrastus hardly felt compelled to reproduce it in exactly 
the same way in every chapter. Any reader interested in knowing who influenced 
whom could easily check his hypothesis against the schema presented at the beginning 
of the book.
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