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ABSTRACT: This paper presents 16 fragments of the Peripatetic philosopher Eudemus
(c. 350-290 BC), which were not printed in the (still) standard edition of Wehrli (1955;
revised 1969), but which had been signalled in passing by De Lacy (1957) and
Gottschalk (1973). The aim is to provide a text with translation and brief annotation, to
be included in a future edition, and to argue that context can add to our understanding of
these passages. Their importance lies in bringing greater comprehensiveness to the
collection, offering at least five additional (near) quotations, and illustrating the new
trend in fragment studies to contextualize fragments on several levels in order to gain
further insight into their value and reception.

1. Preface: déja vu?

In a recent paper' I have argued that Wehrli’s edition of the fragments of
Eudemus (Die Schule des Aristoteles vol. VIII, 1955; revised 1969) is badly in
need of revision. Apart from serious flaws in his editorial methodology I pointed
to a number of omissions—in addition to those already indicated by other
scholars. I listed the missing passages by page and line numbers with brief notes,
but refrained from a fuller treatment of the text as the paper was intended as a
broad and critical assessment of Wehrli’s approach, not as a philological
commentary.

The present paper aims to present the texts of all the missing passages with
notes: it 1S a modest start to facilitate a revision of the Eudemean collection,
presenting the additional material relevant for Eudemus’ Physics not found as
fragments in Wehrli.” Obviously some overlap with my previous publication will
occur, in particular with regard to the interpretive framework of how we may
understand Eudemus’ methodology (§2), some of the notes to the fragments, and
in the preliminary thoughts I formulate on how the critique of Wehrli may inform
the approach to a new edition of fragments (now §5). But I have as a rule referred
back to the main arguments of the earlier paper, giving only the gist of them here,
while providing more extensive philological notes on the passages (including a
few minor corrections).

* My title is a deliberate reference to that of H.B. Gottschalk (1) ‘Addenda Peripatetica’ in
Phronesis 1973 (see also below n.8) to whom this paper is dedicated in gratitude for his inspiring
scholarship and learned advice which he gave me when he was my ‘second Doktorvater’ (1989-
1993) and after. I regret I was unable to attend the conference on Heraclides of Pontus (Leeds,
2003) celebrating his long and productive career. I am confident he would have accepted this paper
as a token of my respect; whether it succeeds in meeting his exceptionally high standards of
scholarship is another matter.

! Baltussen 2002b, 127-156.

% T have currently no intention to prepare a full new edition myself, as I have too many other
commitments (see Bibliography, Baltussen forthcoming 1 & 2).
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Most (but not all) omitted passages come from Simplicius, the Neoplatonic
commentator of Aristotle, who wrote his voluminous works around AD 530 (see
Appendix 1). His importance for recovering information about the philosophy of
many ancient philosophers is well known.” His sources range from Parmenides
(6th c. BC) down to thinkers of his own day (e.g. Damascius). One will find
quotations, name references and book titles scattered all over his commentaries:
for instance, he quotes from Alexander of Aphrodisias’ (lost) commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics, from Porphyry’s (lost) commentary (books 1-4) and synopsis
(books 5-8) of Aristotle’s Physics, and from Themistius’ paraphrase of Aristotle’s
Physics.* In the case of Eudemus of Rhodes our knowledge of the fragmentary
work also depends to a large extent on Simplicius’ references, as can be easily
seen from Wehrli’s fragment edition.” For physics no less than 102 fragments
(nos. 31-123 with subdivisions into a, b etc.) are listed and commented upon in
that volume, and all but 2 are taken from Simplicius.®

In 1985 H.B. Gottschalk remarked that ‘in collecting fragments completeness
is an aim in itself*.” I here intend to follow his injunction by gathering together the
missing fragments known so far.® First, for the sake of clarity and convenience, I
summarize the main points of my previous analysis of the overall structure and
plan of Eudemus’ physics (§2), then I list and discuss an additional 12 passages
with name reference from Simplicius’ commentary to Aristotle’s Physics not in
Wehrli as well as other omissions (§3).” Finally, as there is no easy way to
conclude a philological commentary in a synoptic manner, I shall briefly list what
I believe are the main results, adding a few recommendations for further work.

2. Eudemus’ pvowké: content and nature of the work"

The fragments on physics show Eudemus as an exegete and interpreter of
Aristotle’s Physics. It is generally assumed that his Physics consisted of lecture
notes used to teach Aristotle’s physics in his own ‘school’ in Rhodes. I believe that
this may also explain the fact that Eudemus’ comments seem to possess a
dogmatic and systematizing tendency (pace Wehrli, n.14 below). His work
follows the order of Aristotle’s treatise closely (see below) and it is already

* Though not sufficiently studied: Parmenides, Empedocles and Anaxagoras are the best examples
of Presocratics whose ipsissima verba we get mostly from the Neoplatonic commentator. See
O’Brien 1969; Sider 1981; Perry 1983; Hadot 1987; Taran 1987.

* For a more complete list of authors in Simplicius see Taran 1987, 247 and CAG Index. I have
given a tree diagram mapping out his main sources in Baltussen 2002a.

> Die Schule des Aristoteles (SA) vol. VIII (1955, revised in 1969 with some additions, one of
which was already mentioned in the appendix to volume X (1959) ‘Addenda’, pp.198-200, at
p.199).

% Fr. 49 is from Plutarch, fr. 89 is from Diogenes Laertius; see also below T15-16.

7 Gottschalk 1985, 543.

¥ Gottschalk was also one of the first to stress the importance of context in editing these
philosophical fragments, see e.g. Gottschalk 1980, 154, where he points to a recurrent flaw in
Wehrli’s editorial activity: ‘these texts [S4 Heraclides fr. 98] have been printed without their
context in Wehrli’s edition, so that much of their meaning has been lost.’

? I discuss references found in the index to vol. X and in commentary vol VIII.

' This section is a summary of Baltussen 2002b, §3. See also Sharples 2002.
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commented upon in antiquity that he passed over book 7."" From the remarks in
Simplicius we can get a fairly good idea in what order and in how many books he
wrote down his clarifications. On the basis of the references to specific books we
know that Eudemus’ work contained at least 4, possibly 5, books. This indicates
that a certain degree of compression and/or editing had taken place. The
correspondences with Aristotle’s work cannot be established accurately, but
Simplicius refers to:

book 1 Aristotle, book 1.1, 10.3 &pyopevog 1@V @uokdv (= fr. 32W; see
also 1.2, 48.6 = fr. 34W); 1.3, 133.21 év 1® TpOT® TAOV QUOIKAV (=
fr. 44W; 11.1, 263.20 = fr. 50W)

book 2 Aristotle, book IIL.1, 411.15 év t® devtépy @OV Quokdv (= fr.
S59W; see also I11.4, 459.25 = fr. 62W)

book 3 Aristotle, book IV.1, 533.14 év 1pit® TV @uowkdv (= fr. 75W; see
also IV.7, 662.25 = fr. 81W; IV.11, 710.33 = fr. 85W; IV.11, 717.6 =
fr. 86W; IV.11, 723.36 = fr. 87W); IV.12, 732.24 éx 100 1pitov TAV
evoik®v (= fr. 88W); (V.2, 860.9 év toig €avtod @uoikolg = fr.

93aW)

book 4 Aristotle, book VI.2, 942.18 év 1® 1et4pTt®d TOV QLOIK®DV = fr.
101W; see also VI.5, 989.26-30 = fr. 104W; VI.6, 991.29 = fr.
105W)

book 5(?) Aristotle, book VIII'

This list shows that the work discussed subjects which Aristotle dealt with in
books 1-6 and 8."* He clearly needed fewer books than Aristotle did."*

The main features of Eudemus’ method and the nature of his exegesis as they
emerge from Simplicius’ reports can be summarized as follows."> Possibly one of
the reasons why Simplicius (and perhaps Alexander and others before him) found
Eudemus’ comments useful is that his approach towards Aristotle’s text was
helpful in understanding it.'"® In his comments one can observe an attempt to

"' Simpl. in Phys. 1036.14f. 10910 [i e. book 7] Taped@v GO TePLTTOV EML T& €V 0 TEALEVTOA®
BBAlw peTHAOEV.

'2 A similar but shorter list already in Spengel 1870, viii (very close to Brandis 1860, 215ff.: see
Spengel, p.vii). Here I build on and expand on Schobe 1931, 9-10; Sider 1981, 24. Wehrli does not
attempt to reconstruct the structure of Eudemus’ work in detail (see his commentary, pp.87-8).

13 On the system for numbering books see Baltussen 2002b, 131-2 n.16.

'* From this it has been assumed that Eudemus’ Physics was an abbreviated and reworked version
of Aristotle’s. So Wehrli p.87: ‘Aus den Fragmenten ergibt sich das Bild einer verkiirzenden
Bearbeitung der aristotelischen Physik, welche deren Anordnung und Problemstellung beibehilt
und nur in Einzelheiten der Behandlung selbstindig ist.” See also Sharples 2002, 107-8 and n.18
below.

'* Here I present a summary of Baltussen 2002b, 130-6.

'® Cf. Wehrli p.88: ‘Die ... erhohte Verstindlichkeit machte E.s Physik zum bequemen Ausgangs-
punkt der Aristoteleskommentatoren’; Sharples 2002. Wehrli also points out (p.87) that Alexander
was not the first to use Eudemus for elucidation of Aristotle’s text, as Andronicus is mentioned in
fr. 98W, and we know of a Eudemean interpolation into the text from the time of Andronicus
(reference to Diels ad loc.).
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clarify Aristotle’s words further: he is drawing out implicit or tacit assumptions
and reformulating them as explicit stages in his reasoning, thus spelling out what
Aristotle expressed in a more compact style. Simplicius’ qualifying remarks
before quotations from Eudemus support such an interpretation: for instance,
Eudemus is said to follow Aristotle closely in the main topics of his treatise (ftr.
98W and 109W) often using shortening paraphrase (frr. 113W and 35W) without
necessarily losing in clarity (fr. 149W).

From Simplicius’ descriptions one is inclined to think of these lecture-notes as
a shorter version of Aristotle’s Physics with some comments added, since they are
both shorter in terms of the general line of argument (note xepoiaiolg 1036.13
and the number of books) and more elaborate in terms of clarification
(PLLOKGAMG, Gopdc £kTOepévny, doeordc).’ Wehrli (p.88) also infers that,
because of both shorter and longer treatment, ‘mufl E. einzelne Abschnitte
tibergangen haben’, adding that E. skipped ‘vermutlich solche [Abschnitte], die
seiner systematisierenden Tendenz widerstrebten (cf. z.B. zu fr. 78)’. It is
tempting to think of them as ‘commentary’, but this is not a matter of philological
commentary, but rather one of philosophical response to the content in such a way
that the doctrine changes through paraphrase, refinement and correction.'® Tt is
safe to say that he seems quite independent vis-a-vis the treatise (more so than
Theophrastus apparently: see Sharples 2002) creating a reworked version of some
of Aristotle’s ideas on physics while keeping to the main layout and structure.
Compared to Theophrastus, Eudemus may be trying to replace Aristotle’s work
with an independent reworking of it, whereas his colleague is selectively
commenting on it in an aporetic fashion.'” Thus the master’s works became only
slowly canonised as authoritative expressions of a particular view, as they still
considered it possible to correct and explicate his work rather than rejecting it.

The amount and detail of Simplicius’ information, illustrated in particular by
the numerous references to the individual books (listed above), make it more than
probable that he had a copy of Eudemus’ work. Yet a few remarks in Simplicius
suggest that he had a less complete copy than Alexander.*’ Obviously the situation
is complex, because Simplicius is referring to and quoting from Eudemus’
comments alongside those of e.g. Alexander, Porphyry and Themistius, and
Alexander himself also quotes from Eudemus, so that Simplicius on several
occasions reports Eudemus via Alexander (e.g. 133.21 = fr. 44W;*' 930.34 = fr.

'7 This cannot be proven: see Sharples 2002, 112-17 and Baltussen 2002b, 133.

'8 Space does not allow me to deal with this problem of adaptation and its impact on the form of
the work here (see Baltussen forthcoming 1). To characterise the work as ‘notes on (Aristotle’s)
physics’ might imply that Aristotle’s text was considered to be canonical (as Bob Sharples pointed
out, e-mail May 6 1997). Wehrli seems to waver between incidental characterisation as elaboration
(cf. p.87) and (some form of?) commentary (p.107, on fr. 103).

' The question whether the nature of treatises on physics by Aristotle’s pupils is an indication of
their differing motivation (commenting or replacing) needs further study.

% See Sider 1981, 25f. (whom I partly paraphrase here) and Wehrli p.88.

I Fr. 43W is more complex: 10010 8¢ i pév dAloyod mov yéypagev obtmg capdc EHdnuoc,
obk Eym Aéyewv: €v 8¢ tolg @uoikolg mepl IMoppevidov 1éde yphoetr, €€ OV iowg
cvvayoyetv 10 eipnuévov dvvatoév. Here Simplicius seems to be reporting on two separate
works from Eudemus, or at least from two different sources (uev .. 8¢) and one of them is the
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100W).”> But when he states that he was unable to find the words which
Alexander quotes from Eudemus (e.g. in Phys. 133.26 = fr. 44W "ALEEavVIPOG
enowv: £y yop ovy edpov £v Td Eddnueio v A&Ev tardTtnv) we should be
on our guard. Of the three suggestions made so far to explain this remark I prefer
the one which assumes his copy was incomplete.”> So we cannot exclude the
possibility that Simplicius’ copy of Eudemus’ notes on physics was less complete
than Alexander’s.**

3. Addenda Eudemea: subject matter and method

The majority of Eudemean fragments presented here are found in Simplicius’
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics and all but one contain Eudemus’ name.
Wehrli may have felt he could omit them because most do not offer much in
content which is not already known from other passages.” However, as I
indicated above, I agree with the view that in collecting fragments, and especially
of material otherwise not extant, completeness is an aim in itself. Moreover, I also
intend to show that the immediate context of fragments should be used more
extensively to glean relevant bits of information from them. It can be argued that
context contributes to a better understanding of the fragments. Finally, at least five
passages added here purport to give a ‘quotation’ from Eudemus’ work, that is,
they offer wording which may be taken as (close to) his actual statements. In
prose texts it is admittedly very difficult to distinguish between paraphrase and
‘quotation’ (or even reminiscences) but in these cases Simplicius indicates (in
different ways) that he is reproducing accurately the author’s words from a written
source.”® In my conclusion I shall come back to the issue of (supposed)
duplication of quotations—presumably another reason why some of these texts
were excluded in Wehrli.

In terms of procedure the following elements will be presented: all the
passages discussed refer to Eudemus by name. I note that all passages were

ovoikd (it seems unlikely he is twice quoting from the guvoikd, and that two passages are meant
here).

22 On some aspects of Simplicius’ use of quotation see Baltussen 2002b.

2 The three options are: (1) either a less complete version than Alexander’s (Schobe 1931, 72) or
(2) Alexander’s paraphrase obscures the Eudemian material (Wehrli p.95) or (3) Simplicius
criticizes Alexander for extreme brevity (Sider 1981, 26: ‘a not very oblique criticism of
Alexander’s scholarship’). Incompleteness is supported, among other things, by fr. 122b
(1355.28ff., not mentioned by Sider). For the full argument in favour of this interpretation see
Baltussen 2002b, 133-6.

** Even if—as both Sharples 2002, 115 n.25 and Sider (personal communication) have pointed out
to me—in this instance Simplicius is relying on Alexander for information. Since we know from
several examples that manuscripts did come in different versions, it is not unlikely to have been
the case here (see e.g. in Phys. 167.33ff. where 168.2 & pev eic épe éA00vta Bifrio ToDTO TO
pnoeidiov ovk €yxel shows that Alexander had a more elaborate text than Simplicius, and cf. Alex.
in de Sensu 86.2-3, Simplicius in Phys. 440.12-15, where a difference between MSS is mentioned).
See also Moraux 1985, 231-2.

** Even De Lacy admits that (1957).

*% T hope to return to these terminological problems another time. For some judicious remarks on
this topic see Wildberg 1987, 29-31 (on Simplicius) and van den Hoek 1996, 227-29 (on Clement
of Alexandria).
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already noted (not discussed) by Phillip De Lacy in his acute review of S4 VIII in
1957. While pointing to Wehrli’s selectivity of references to Eudemus by name he
lists the following passages he thought were not included by Wehrli:*” in Phys.
11.17; 48.26, 28; 63.19; 69.22; 74.29; 118.6, 9, 19; 120.6; 121.9 [quote at 13];
138.29 and 30; 433.13; 717.15; 725.23. 1 shall discuss the additions and/or
parallels mentioned by Gottschalk after the passages from S.** In defense of
Wehrli one might perhaps say that this kind of omission can be explained because
indexes of earlier editions—usually the first (and often only?) source of passages
for modern (pre-TLG?) editors—were incomplete. Yet in this particular case this
cannot be the whole story: Wehrli at times includes texts not in the CAG index,
but he also leaves out texts which are in the CAG index.”” The new count
established by the addition of the texts discussed below amounts to 132 passages
with name reference; Spengel had indicated 116, the CAG 125. Wehrli does refer
to some of these passages in several places, but his reasons for this approach are
far from obvious, or poorly justified.

4. Texts, translation and commentary

In this section I shall go over the passages in order of occurrence and
importance, listing brief name references first (SECTION A, texts 1-7) and more
extensive reports and/or ‘quotations’ second (SECTION B, texts 8-12); in addition
four more texts not from Simplicius are listed (SECTION C, texts 13-16; see n.28).
In each case I give:

(1) a provisional number (e.g. T1 for Text 1)

(i1) the lines of the text as printed (some context may be added)

(ii1) the reference where Eudemus’ name occurs;

(iv) the text (CAG; critical apparatus where it may affect the meaning);
(v) a translation (all translations are tentative).

(vi) a brief commentary; its parts are labelled POSITION (i.e. in Simplicius, and in
relation to known fragments) CONTEXT and COMMENTS; the comments are
primarily historical and philological.*

" De Lacy 1957, 270 n.1. As far as I know he was the only reviewer to indicate omissions of this
kind.

2 Gottschalk 1973, 98. To fr. 7-8: cf. Olympiodorus, in Cat. 13.25; to fr. 79: cf. Philoponus, in
Phys. 541.71; to fr. 80: cf. Themistius, in Phys. 119.25; to fr. 100: cf. Themistius, in Phys. 182.24.
¥ Here I would like to present some examples to back this up. We may provisionally distinguish
three categories: (a) texts found in Wehrli and Spengel, not in CAG (e.g. fr. 43W =11 Sp., fr. 103 =
65 Sp., fr. 111 =71 Sp.); (b) texts found in Wehrli, but not Spengel nor in CAG (e.g. fr. 54b and
70W); (c) texts not found in Wehrli or Spengel, but in CAG (e.g. in Phys. 11.17, 118.6,9,19; 120.6;
121.9,13; 138.29; 433.13; 725.23 [all noted by De Lacy]).

30T should mention that to establish my approach here (and in 2002b) I have benefited enormously
from examining the methodology and the approaches in more recent fragment editions (e.g. I.
Kidd, Posidonius 1987-1999; P. van der Eijk, Diocles of Carystus 2001), but also from
participating in the working group preparing the new edition of the Early Stoics under the
guidance of J. Mansfeld (1990-1996) and the work on FHSG fr. 225-45 (forthcoming) in
cooperation with W.W. Fortenbaugh, R.W. Sharples, P. Huby and D. Gutas (since 1987). And as
always the TLG has been an invaluable resource.

6
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An attempt to present a synthetic appreciation is made in the conclusion, but given
my focus on the individual texts and given the disparate nature of the texts
discussed, such a ‘synthesis’ can only be very tentative and provisional.

A. Short references by name (T1-7)

T1. in Phys. 1.2, p.11.16-17 Diels (name at 11.17)

POSITION: Text is found between name-references at 10.23 (fr. 32W) and 22.15 (fr.
33aW).

CONTEXT: Since it is a short reference containing Simplicius’ objections, it does not seem
necessary to print more text. The lemma at issue for S. is Ar. Phys. 184a10 and deals with
the archai; the views of Theophrastus (9.7-10), Porphyry (9.11ff. and 10.25ff.), Eudemus
(10.3ff.) and Alexander (10.12ff.) are given on the issue of the different kinds of arché
and the difference between arché and aition.

/ N ; \ \ \ > / \ \ / 1
tohtev 8¢ fuiv ioTopnuéveov mpog pev v "AAEEaVSpov kol mpd TobTov |
npog tov EBdnpov pntéov, 0Tl ...

Now that I have reported these views, against Alexander and before him against
Eudemus must be stated, that ...

COMMENTS:

16 AAéEavdpov] In the commentary Alexander and Eudemus are mentioned
together quite a number of times, but there is a conspicuously uneven spread
across the whole commentary (in Phys. book 1: 10.3, 13; 11.17; 42.14; 60.22, 27,
83.28, 31; 133.21; book 6: 930.35) and often Eudemus’ view is preferred (cf.
Sider 1981, 24). In this case Alexander was quoted earlier (10.12) as following
Eudemus (fr. 32W) in the view that ‘cause, while being defined in four ways, is
said to be element with regard to matter’ (10.13f.). A little later S. also argues
against Porphyry on the same issue (nmpog pév tov "AléEovdpov ... at 11.17 is
answered by mpog 6¢ tov IMopeiOprov, €1t .. at 11.23). S. exhibits a clear
historical awareness of relative dates (but he is inaccurate in his indication of
absolute dates).

T2. [ad fr. 34W] in Phys. 1.2, p.48.26-29 Diels (name at 48.26, 28)
POSITION: Concluding statement to fr. 34W.

CONTEXT: The lemma (184b25) reads: ‘the question whether being is one and unmoved
does not belong to the inquiry into nature’ (46.9-10).

tohtnv THY T0® EdSARov ALELV capdc EkTilepévny T T |7 mpoBAfpott
TpochKovoay &moplay SANY Topedéuny Toig {mtntiketépotc. [*° kol 6 piv
E¥dnpog ThHv émixpiowy, & elmov, eic teAelotépog mpoypoteiog |
avepareto.

26 tv] pev Spengel, post Evdnuov collocant v DE | 27 {ntntiketépolg a :
Intnxotéporg D : Intikwtéporg EF | 28 dndkproty a

I have added to the more problematic questions this quotation from Eudemus in
its entirety which has so clearly expounded the aporia relevant to the problem.
The decision Eudemus also defers, as I said, to a treatise of a more
accomplished nature.



H. BALTUSSEN, ADDENDA EUDEMEA

COMMENTS:

27 napedépunv]| There is strong indication that in the commentators mopotifechon
(cf. moapayphoerv) is almost always used to introduce (fairly) accurate quotations
(exceptions exist, see e.g. Themistius in de Anima, p.107.30 Heinze [CAG V.3]
nopadécOar); cf. below T7 and e.g. one of the famous Empedocles passages from
his poem (31B17 DK) which is introduced with the same verb (t& €08Vg €v
apxn mapatedEvta, Simpl. in Phys. 161.14); see also Martin and Primavesi 1998,
112 n.5 (‘cit¢’), and Wildberg 1993, 193f. (with notes), who translates ‘ganz
genau zitieren’ (but not verbatim, ibid. n.20) and points out the very interesting
implication that S. does not distinguish between the basic meaning of mopo-
TifecOav/nopa-ypheety, ‘marking a text with signs’ (in the margin) and
‘quoting’, so that it is possible that Simplicius himself marked citations (adducing
in Cat. 64.20-25). One may add T €0b0vg €v dpyn mopotedévta, cf. Simpl., in
de Cael. 135.15, 637.12, 644.5; in Phys. 161.15 [less relevant 225.22, 1173.32];
also in Phys. 83.28 + 725.23 pet’ dAlyov) mopabnoopot, 97.9 mopabécOar,
175.33 mopedéuny, and 432.20f. [announced in 431.5-6: pet OAiyov £€oton
onAov, Otav v I[MAGTwvog | Priowy Tapobduev] GAAX KApOg Ol AOLTOV
€ott TNV [MAGTOVog Topafeésbat pioly Ty €v TIHol® YEYPOUUEVNY ... (quotes
Tim. 57e-58c); 433.14 mpo OAlyov mopebeéuny, 733.4 pet OAlyov TOV 1o
mopoteféviov  yEypogev (subject is Aristotle, and a quote follows); 1165.20
nopedEUNy PO  OAlyov 1t 1oV [Adtwvog advto  phuote 1132.26f.
TOPOOEUEVOG O€ Kol TOD OgUIOTIOV TNV _TOPAPPOCLY TOOTNG ThHe AéEemg
Aéyovoav (quote follows); 1333.33 (after a long quote from Philoponus) tadta
To000ToL TOPEBEUNY, Tvor kol Ty €€y 100 &vdpog toDTov mopadel&m). Cf.
Plutarch Aristides 26.4 mopatibecBol T0VG iotopodviag on the use of
documentary evidence (quoted and translated in Higbie 1999, 47). In his
comments on marginalia N.G. Wilson (1984, 108) discusses two cases, one from
late 7th c. AD, the other from c. 800 AD, where the verb ‘indicates the normal
position of notes in the margin without implying anything about their origin or
complexity’; they are the basis for marginal commentaries on classical texts.

28 v énixpiowv] The word picks up on 48.9 kpivet, it implies a decision on the
question whether each discipline is able to find its own archai (cf. Arist. Top. 1.2
101a34-b4).

28-9 a¢ elmov, eig tederotépag mpaypoateiog dvepdiero] With the g einov S.
is referring to line 7 (indicated by Diels ad loc.) as is clear from the restatement of
the introduction to fr. 34W, p.48.7 v 8¢ AVoLV €ig GAAONG TPOYMLOTELOG
tedewtépog Lreptibeton [om. DE]). The ‘treatise of a more accomplished nature’
must refer to the Metaphysics (cf. line 3).

T3. in Phys. 1.2, p.63.19-20 Diels (name at 63.19)

POSITION: Belongs to fr. 140W (in Phys. 60-63) but is not printed; it is the closing
statement to in Phys. 63.10-18 (see Wehrli, p.62, lines 1-7).

CONTEXT: In the long fr. 140W, reporting passages from Eudemus’ Geometriké historia
book 2, Wehrli has selectively omitted lines from CAG. He follows Diels in all but two
demarcations of Eudemean passages (his commentary, p.118, 2nd paragraph; cf. above
T2 COMMENTS). On pp.58-66 (S4 1969) Wehrli prints as a continuous text a number of
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passages which are only divided by short breaks with dots and the phrase ‘Simplicii
interpretatio’ (he only sporadically adds the ‘Simpl. interpr.” as text, noting on p.117 of
his commentary: ‘Unser Text 146t die erlduterenden Zwischenbemerkungen des
Simplicius aus, soweit sie als solche evident sind.” It is the last part of the remark that
gives us an inkling of how Wehrli made decisions about inclusion or exclusion of
material). [NB The omitted lines are: p.54.12-55.28; 60.18-61.9; 61.14-27; 61.34-62.1;
62.5-8; 62.10-23; 62.30-63.7+8-10 Simpl. interpr.; 63.10-18; 64.7-24; 65.9-10+10-23
Simpl. interpr.; 65.7-8 + 65.24-66.2; Simpl. interpr. 66.3-6; 66.6-12; 66.14-67.6; 67.11-
68.3; Simpl. interpr. 68.3-6; 68.6-11; Simpl. interpr. 68.11-13; 68.13-32; 68.32-33
(Simpl. concluding statement).]

TOV 3¢ 10D UNVIOKOL TOVTOL TETPAYWVICUOV Topiikev 6 EBdnpog g |20
copf otpoL.

The quadrature of that lune (= crescent-shaped figure) Eudemus skipped as
unproblematic it seems to me.

COMMENTS:

19-20 mopfikev .. dg ocoefi] A passing remark in which S. reports Eudemus’
silence on the quadrature of the lune. It can be asked whether S. found Eudemus
actually saying that the matter was clear and therefore needed no comment. Given
the brevity of Eudemus in general (see above p.4) it seems more likely that
Eudemus’ silence is interpreted as intended, as oipon suggests. On the actual
proof see Heath (below T4 COMMENTS).

T4. in Phys. 1.2, p.69.18-24 Diels (name at 69.22)
POSITION: Comes between name-references at 63.19 (fr. 140W) and 74.18 (fr. 35W).
CONTEXT: Text is connected to the discussion of T3 on the squaring of the circle.

g odv St yevdoypogelobon  S6Eel 6 10D  Inmo|' kpdtong
TETPUYWOVIOHOG, €1 PAT® gLpHcBat DTO 10D "APLoTOTELOVG €VOUIoON |20
Aéyovtog €v Katnyoplong “olov 6 10D KOKAOL TETPAYOVIOHOG €1 €0TLV
ém|210'cmc’)g, EMOTAUN HEV 0VTOD 0Vk €0TL T, 10 d¢ €motntoév €otl’,
kaitor [* 100 Xiov Inmokpdtovg Tpd “ApLlototédovg dvtog, (GoTe Kol TOV
Ebdnpov |2 &v 10lg maAotoTépole adTOV AptORELY. PATOTE 0DV 0D KOBOAOL
nag unvickog [** Hmd 10d Inmokpdrovg £TeTparymvicn.

19 &l aE” : § D | 20 Katnyopioug ¢.7 p.7b31 eiye Aristoteles | 21 odk &ott 008émw,
adtog 8¢ émottév éott Aristoteles, kaitor aE”: kol D | 24 étetpayovicdn Hmo
100 ‘Inmokpdtovg a

(22-3) ... since even Hippocrates the Chian lived before Aristotle, for which
reason also Eudemus counts him among the earlier mathematicians ...

COMMENTS:

23 &v toig moAonotéporg] This (scholarly?) note on chronology probably belongs
to the Geometriké historia. The proof discussed at p.54-55 (see T3) was attributed
to Hippocrates of Chios, fI. end 5th c¢. BC (p.55.27). For a full discussion of the
whole passage—including the scholarly literature, and the mathematical details of
the quadrature of lunes and of the circle—see Heath 1921, 1.182-202, 220-22.
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TS. [ad fr. 35W] in Phys. 1.2, p.74.29-30 Diels (name at 74.29)
POSITION: Closing statement to fr. 35W.
CONTEXT: The lemma is concerned with Phys. 185a20 ‘the most proper arché’.

> 2 2 A\ \ \ ~ k] 30 4 \ \ \ /
OAN émewdn kol to To® EDSNApov mpoot| otoépntan, TO KAUTA TNV AEELY
EMOTAOEWG AEL0L TPOCOETEOV.

29 énei D | 30 trv om. D, mpoBetéov a

But now that the words of Eudemus have also been related, we should add what
is worth knowing in connection with the passage.

COMMENTS:

29-30 mpoowotépnran] In fr. 35W, after paraphrasing Porphyry with approval
(xaAdg 8¢ O IMopeOplog ... 74.5-18) S. discusses Eudemus (74.18-29) whom he
quotes as giving a more concise analysis of the problem (0 pévrtor Ebdnpog
CULVTOLMTEPOV 0VTMOG €miyelpel t@ Adyw, 18f) another indication of his
usefulness for a commentator.

T6. [ad fr. 86 W] in Phys. IV.11, p.717.14-20 Diels (name at 717.15)
POSITION: Concluding statement to fr. 86W (‘third book of Eudemus’ Physics’)
CONTEXT: Discussion of time as number of change (Phys. [V.11) and Eudemus’ aporia.

TOVTO GOPAG ]15 oVt To® EDdNpov yeypopdtog @Elov €moTthcatl Ti TO
KoBOLOV TOVTO. €1 \16 HEV Yap €0TLV €V DNOCGTACEL 1| KABOAOVL KIVNOlG, Ol
1 pun kol &veparog | kol {nmog kol TV EAA®V Ekootov; Sid T 8E un
@domep N KIVNOLG 1 HEV \18 KoBOLov, N 8¢ (810G, 0Vt kKol O XPOVOG O pHEV
Kowog, 6 8¢ dlog; el 8¢ | 10 xoBOAOV TAg KvACE®DS A 008EV 7| DoTEpOV,
g 8¢ €xeL M Klvnolg €xel |20 Kol xpovog, kol oVTog dpo i 00dEV T
g€mvolg pLovov.

Since Eudemus has written these things so clearly, it is worth our while to take
note of what this general <change> is. For if general change subsists, why
<does> not man and horse and each of the other <substances> also <subsist>?
For what reason should there not be general time and particular time, just as
there is change in general and in particular? If the universal of change either is
not(hing) or posterior, and as is change, so also is time, then that too is either
not(hing) or in thought alone.

COMMENTS: Fr. 86W deals with time and Eudemus’ comments in his book 3.

14-15 coapdg ... yeypagpdtog] The Eudemian remarks on the discussion of time
are praised for clarity (fr. 86W = in Phys. 717.6-14); S. next paraphrases and
develops this in his own words. Here he clearly relies on Eudemus’ explanation
for developing his own argument.

15 16 xaB6Aov] E. speaks of kowvov 11ig xivnoewg (in Phys. 717.9) and ko®6Lov
(ibid. 717.11). The Neoplatonic view of time in the world, and time as
‘supernatural’ no doubt underlies his remarks here. Eternity existed before time in
the physical realm and is as such immune to change in the ordinary sense.

10
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T7. in Phys. 1V.12, p.725.19-28 Diels (name at 725.23)
POSITION: Comes between name-references at 723.36 (fr. 87W) and 732.24 (fr. 88W).

CONTEXT: The remark is too brief to be clear unless one adds some of the preceding
lines.

KOl YOp a0T0g OAlYov TpoelBav €pel, 0Tl domep N Kivnolg @ ]20 eldel N
oVt T@® TaAY Kol TdALY, oVT® kol 6 (pdvog. 1O 8¢ 0VTWG TQ \21 eldel 10
o0T0 Mg KoTh HUNdev €lvorl dLdpopov, Kol T@ GPOUd Twg TO oOTO \22
Sokel, OC KOl €Ml TAOV POVAd®V elpnton TPOTEPOV. KAl UET OALYOV TOV \23
EY¥dnpov pdptupa mapodnoopot. d16mep ovde TAVL SOKET CKAMPA M TPOG
** v otypmy kol 1O @epdpevov HpotdTNg Tod VOV. Tpdg 8¢ 1O dehTepov
1@y |2 {mneéviov pntéov, St 1O kivnpo mépog 6Tl KIVAcEMS, 0O péVToL
obte |*° apxn kwhoemg obte aitio. d¢ oitie 0dv THY Te GTUYHHY Kol TO
vov Omol 'tiBépevoc, 1O pEv TAg Ypoppfic, TO 88 10D xpdvov, eikdtog
tobtolg dvdhoyov [** 1o pepdpevov ELaBev.

(22-3) And a little further along I shall quote Eudemus as (additional) witness.
COMMENTS:

22 pet OAiyov .. mopa@hoopar] On the verb see my remarks to T2. The
announcement of a quotation further on is an interesting aspect of Simplicius’
procedure. The phrase pet OAilyov/-o is not used very often for this kind of
reference ahead: most cases concern the order of exposition in Aristotle (a sign of
S.’s thorough knowledge of the text), but some may concern matters of doctrine
(e.g. related to time, as in 752.3). When it is used for Simplicius’s own working-
order, et OAilyov is hard to interpret (cf. Barnes et. al. 1991, 4 n.25 regarding
Alexander) but remarkable nevertherless. In this case the reference ahead is to
p.732 (= fr. 88W, noted by Diels in CAG index) which means 7 pages (!) later in
our present edition. On other occasions it may be less: as Perry notes (1983, 202)
at 43.19 pet OAtlya means ‘a jump of 45 lines of an OCT text’, while at 180.8
concerning Parmenides ‘it is unclear how many verses <he> omits’. See also
Wehrli’s comments (p.105-6).

23 pépropa] Cf. T8, and frr. 37bW and 59W; S. seems to have regarded quotation
as an essential part of his argument (see Baltussen 2002a). Perry (1983, 128, 264-
5, 267) points to some interesting examples of quotations where this is more or
less implicitly stated; S. often introduces these by saying that it will be useful and
appropriate to ‘listen to the words’ (&xovewv, e.g. 644.25) or he reproaches others
for not ‘listening carefully’ to the doctrines of the ancient philosophers (e.g.
contra Alexander at 80.16-17). This cannot be explained only by saying that these
notes were meant to be read and listened to (cf. Praechter 1910; Hadot and
Hoffmann (2001), introduction to in Cat.; Barnes et. al. 1991, 6; Schenkeveld
1992; Opsomer and Sharples 2000; for this particular point of how S. marks out
quotations with specific verbs see Baltussen 2002a).

B. Paraphrase and (approximate) quotation (T8-12)

This section discusses longer passages containing Eudemus’ name and
‘quotations’. Inverted commas indicate that we may encounter several degrees of

11
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supposed reporting of Eudemus’ words, ranging from paraphrase to approximate
quotation to fairly accurate quotation. The deliberate use of quotation by
Simplicius is discussed in Baltussen (2002a).

T8. in Phys. 1.3, p.118.5-20 Diels (name at 118.6, 9, 19)

POSITION: This text (as T9 and T10) is found in S. between 115.11 (fr. 43W) and 133.21
(fr. 44W). Perhaps Wehrli did not include this passage, because it is a comment on
Parmenides, i.e. not representing Eudemus’ view on Aristotle; T8-10 are fr. 11 Spengel
(p.1144° CAG index).

CONTEXT: Discussion of Parmenides’ €v 10 6v thesis. The problem of unity and being

was a particularly important one for the Neoplatonists (see e.g. Plotinus Enn. 5.1; Dodds
1923; Wallis 1971, 55).

K&V povay®dc 8¢ Tic dmoBnTon 1o Ov AéyeoBat, ¢ |° pvnuoveder BOSpoC,
yeddog kol obTog AapuPdiver od yop povox®dc tO Ov, | el ye dexox®dc.
Eneltol 003 0VTMG CUUTEPALVEL OTL €V TO OV. KAV im()en\gtm 0¢ TG pundev
GALO Topda TV obolov elvor, 00dEV KmADEL obolog HEV \9 glvol povaog,
ToAAdC 88 TardTog, Smep kol & Eddmpog £dhmoe S tod |0 “odde i Tig
adT) cVYXWPAoELE povaydc AéyecBor TO &V kol 1O £Efc | “hg yop el
TovTo T Ovial KA €in kol umBev ein AoPetv O ovk €o0TL |12 KOAOV,
KoAd pév Eoton ThvTo, 0O PNV &v ye 10 KoAdv GAAY TOAAG (O pév [P
YOp YPAOHC KAAOV €0Tal TO O¢ EMLTHOEVHO TO O OTONTOTE)”, TO O€ AVTO
" &nl 1o Aevkod Edeifev O "ApLoTOTEANG, 0DTO 8N KOl dvta pEv mhvra
gotar, | GAL ody v 0D8E TO odTH KOl Wevdne T Emipopd N Aéyovoa
“ev Gpa 10 |'® V7 kol odk £k 1@V kepévov covmypévn. K&V Yo
povay®dc to Ov, ovK \17 Nnon €v 10 Ov' povay®d¢ yop AEYETOL Kol YEVEL Kol
eldel EXKATEPWG OE \18 TOAAG. KOl CUUPACETOL TO €Ml TOV KOTO TO KOAOV
TOPUOELYLOTOG VO  TOD ]19 Ebddfipov eipnuévov 01t “koddt pev €otat
TavTo, 00 PNy &v 10 KooV’ 1@ [* aplopd.

If anyone posits that being is defined in one way (only) he too would be wrong,
as Eudemus reminds us. For being <is> not <defined> in one way, rather in ten
ways. Next, the argument will not even in that case reach its conclusion that
being is one. If anyone assumes that there is nothing else besides substance,
there is nothing to prevent there being substances alone, but many of them,
which is what Eudemus explained by the words “but if one admits that being is
defined in one way”, and the following “for if all existing things would be
beautiful and one could not imagine anything that is not beautiful, everything
will be beautiful, but even so beautiful will not be one thing just (the) one as the
beautiful, but many (for the color will be beautiful, and the behaviour, and the
whatever-it-may-be)”, and Aristotle has shown the same with regard to the
white, ... [Phys. 186a27?] and the statement ‘for being is one’ is false and cannot
be deduced from the premisses [cf. 186a24]. For even if being is spoken of in a
unified way, it is still not one; for ‘in a unified way’ is said both generically and
specifically, yet in both cases there is many. And what is said by Eudemus about
the example according to the beautiful will also apply, i.e. that “there are many
beautiful things, but still the beautiful will be one” numerically.

12
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COMMENTS: S. is giving a detailed (though not very sophisticated) clarification of
Eudemus’ critical comments of a certain type of interpretation of being; the
terminology here, alluding to the ten categories (dexoy®dc), is basic and spells out
the issue of the ‘one and many’, i.e. the problem of participation and how the
Form of Beauty can have many instantiations without being divided (physically).

9 &dMAwoe dx Tod] Does this introduce a paraphrase? If the interpretation of
nopatifecBar (above T2, T7) is correct, the present report would qualify as
paraphrase (this does not immediately solve the issue of accuracy, and it does
make the task of separating out E.’s words more difficult). The substantivated
phrasing of the report (10 T0oD kTA) is not uncommon, but still less frequent than
examples introduced with verbs of speaking or writing (cf. T9-10).

10 ol 10 €Efig] On occasion S. will indicate a ‘jump’ in his referencing; when it
concerns his own narrative we can infer that it may differ in size from some lines
to several pages (cf. T7).

14 éni 10D Aevkod Edegev 6 "ApiototéAng] Diels refers to 186a27 but only
Agvkod is found there. That is why, pace Diels/Wehrli, I leave out the quotation
marks (on Agvkod cf. comments to T9).

T9. in Phys. 1.3, p.120.1-12 Diels (name at 120.6)

POSITION: See remark to T8; a partial doublet with 115.25-116.4 = fr. 43W (which may
be the reason why W. omitted it). Fr. 43W is a fuller quotation according to Perry 1983,
101.

CONTEXT: Discussion of Aristotle’s very formal refutation of Parmenides (186a22ff., as
with Melissos immediately before at 186a4{f.) concerning the multiplicity of being.

T00T0 0€, ONOot, Hocpusvi|28ng obmw €mpoa [186a31-2], o1t dvvatov T 11
brootdoel v dvra Adyoug dopdpove P Exelv kol Kotd TODTO TOAAN
elvol. Kol 008V HEV AV BOLHOGTOV ToVG |* kavdvag Tdv Adymv untm tote
Srokekpiobot, GAAY VoTepov @mpabéviog £E |0 adTIOV TOV TPOYLETOV
oVTg €EeveyBfval TPOg TAELOVOL GLVIEAODVIOG |6 axpifelov: @¢ kol 6
Eddnpog  poptopel  Aéyov  “Tloppevidov peév  odv  éyal'cbein  Tig
AVOELOTLOTOLG AKOAOVONCOVTOG AOYOLS KOl VIO TOLOVTMV ATOTNOEVTOG |8 o
obmw 10te dlecapeito. obte Yap 1O TMOANaY®DG EAeyev oddelg, GAAL |
[MAGTOV TPATOG TO O1000V eloNyoyev, 0oVTE T0 k0B OVTO KOl KOTO
GuuBe|IOBnKég' QUIVETOL O€ VIO TOLTMV JLOWELOONvOL. TOVTO OE €K TAOV
AOYOV KOl |11 TOV AVTIAOYI®V €0epndn Kol TO GLAAOYLOTIKOV. OV YOP
ovveywpeito, et |2 pn eoivorto dvaykaiov of 8¢ mpdTEPOV GVOTOSEIKTOC
ATEPOLVOVTO.”

6 pev odv] odv om. D (cf. 120.6) : pev odv <ovkx av> DK 28A28 | 7
avoélomiotolg F : av d€loniotoig DE : Gv dva&lonictolg a

But this, he [= Aristotle] says, Parmenides did not yet understand [Phys. 186a3-
12], that it is possible for the things that are one in real existence to have
different accounts and be many in accordance with this. And it was thus not
surprising that the set meanings(?) of the words had not (yet) been distinguished
then, but were developed after their discovery from the things themselves
towards a greater accuracy in this way. And Eudemus also testifies to this,

13
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stating: “One may wonder at Parmenides’ obsequiousness to reasonings
unworthy of belief and his being deceived by these kind of things, which were
not yet clarified then. For nor did anyone speak of ambiguity—Plato being the
one who first introduced ambiguity (10 diocov)—nor of inherence or the
contingent; it would seem he was misled by these. These <concepts> were
investigated from arguments and counter-arguments, as was deductive
reasoning. For they were not admitted, if it did not appear necessary. Those
before then made claims without (offering) proof.”

COMMENTS: The interpretation S. is proposing is backed up with Eudemus’
comment.

4 xavovog] Originally ‘rod, bar to keep a thing straight’ (LSJ s.v. I.1), it came to
be used for anything fixed as a standard in several areas, whether philosophy (cf.
the Kanon of Epicurus on logic), art, or grammar. The latter discipline can use it
as ‘general rule’ (LSJ s.v. I1.3). This could lead to a translation ‘rules for (the
proper use of) words’ (based on a suggestion by Malcolm Heath) or my slightly
looser rendering which tries to capture the notion of /inguistic standard.

6 dg xai 6 E¥dnpog poptopet Aéywv] E. is invoked as witness to the
interpretation of Aristotle’s words. It is not quite clear to me where the quotation
ends (see below).

7 &vakroniotorg] The word is rare (twice in S.: here and 115.25) and the present
case may be the earliest occurrence (if it is Eudemus’); cf. Aristoxenus fr. 51.5
(ap. Cyrill. Contra Julianum VI 208), Alexander in Metaph. 317.15.

11 0 ovAAoyiotikév] This term found only here and at 51.20, 6 tpdémog THg
ovVvBEcemg O KOTO TO OYNUC TO GUVAAOYLGTIKOV MUdpTntor; hence we may
suggest oyt as ellipse here. S. often schematizes arguments beyond the original
text, in an attempt to connect Aristotle’s argumentative practice with his theory
(APost.; see also cvALoyLoTIK®DG at 266.5, 384.3, 436.7 etc). The term could be an
indication that the quote ends earlier (e.g. after dtoyevoBijvon) or that there is
more paraphrase here than is apparent from poptopel Aéywv.

T10. in Phys. 1.3, p.121.5-17 Diels (name at 121.9)
POSITION: Between name-references 115.15 (fr. 43W) and 133.21 (fr. 44W).

CONTEXT: A discussion of the meanings of ‘is’ in relation to absolute concepts (Forms)
and their instantiations (participation: petéyov 8-9); the quote occurs in lines 13-17 (after
vphopel 3¢ oVTMC).

&KpLBo\%oyouuévog 0¢ 000¢ ToVTOV TO aVTO €0TLV OVOPO, €lmep TO MEV
AevKkoV, 1O | 88 AevkdTng, kol 1O pEv mowdv, TO 8¢ mowdTng. S0 Kol
oplopedo TV peEV |8 AEVKOTNTOL YPAUO SLOKPLTIKOV OYEMG, TO O AEVKOV
odpa Aevkdtntog pel téxov. tadto 81 cuviddv og Eotkev & BHdmpog odk
éplacato Emi  TOOTOD |10 T} VMOOTAcEL €VOG Oet&ol TNV TV A0Y®V
dwopopdy, QAN €Ml KOLVOD TLVOG |ll T00 KoAOD TNV Oelélv €molnooto
ToAholg katd AOyov dropépovoty Eeoppdt| *tovtoc, Gote THALY 1O S0koDV
gv elvor t0dT0 KOTd THY KowoTnTo, mMOAAL |° 88 katd Todg Adyouc.
Tpbiper 88 obrmg “domep 8¢ el mévta ein to Sviar [ kaAd kod pn@ev ein

14
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AoPely O odk EoTt kaAdv, kohd pev Eotal mhvta, od |° pnv Ev ye 10
KOAOV QALY TOAAGL (TOde HEV Yap YPOHK KOAOV E€oTol, TOdE Of
EmTNOEVOL OTIONTOTE), 0VT® [€] d1 Kol Ovior pev mhvia €0ton, AAAS oV,
gv ' 0088 10 odtdr Etepov pév yop 1O Vdwp, EALO 8¢ 1O TOp.”

To someone who is giving an accurate description a name of these things is not
the same either, if the white is one thing, whiteness another, and the qualified
one thing, quality another. For this reason we define, on the one hand, whiteness
as color dispersing (or decomposing) sight (diokpitikov Oyewc), the white as a
body participating (petéxov) in whiteness. Eudemus, understanding these
distinctions, it seems, did not forcibly try to show the difference of the words in
view of the same existent one, but he set up a proof in view of some common
feature of the beautiful as fitting many different things according to proportion,
so that again what seems one is that in respect of the common feature, but is
many in respect of their relations (to the common feature?). And he writes as
follows: “similarly if all existing things would be beautiful and one could not
imagine anything that is not beautiful, everything will be beautiful, but even so
beautiful will not be one thing just (the) one as the beautiful, but many (for this
<thing> will be a beautiful colour, and this <a beautiful> behaviour whatever-it-
may-be), so also all things that exist <will be beautiful>, yet not <as> one nor
<as> the same; for water is a different thing, and fire (yet) another.”

COMMENTS: Note Diels in app. to line 13: ‘cf. 115, 22. 118, 11.” The reference to

115.22 is to fr. 43W; 118.11 is not in Wehrli (only as a brief reference in app.
p-29).

8 xpdpa drakprtikdv Syewg] The phrase is also at Arist. Top. 119a30-1 (cf.
107b28, 153a38) and Metaph. 1057b8-9 (but not in Phys.). S. may be conflating
information from different treatises, perhaps as a result of working from memory.

13-15 domep &8¢ ei ... 6TdAmote] Apart from a few elisions these lines are almost
identical to T8, 11-13.

13 ypéoer] The verb does not guarantee accuracy, but for Simplicius it usually
does indicate reliability, better than Aéyer and equivalent to mwopatiBecBon (see
T2, T7).

T11. in Phys. 1.3, p.138.25-139.5 Diels (name at 138.29, 30)

POSITION: Between name reference at 133.21 (fr. 44W) and 143.5 (fr. 45W); cf. Diels
CAG ad 138.30 (app.): ‘fr. 7 p.14.8 Sp. cf. p.97.11 [= fr. 37aW]’, a partial doublet.
CONTEXT: Zeno’s thesis against plurality (‘argument from dichotomy’, Arist. Phys.
187al, cf. Simpl. 138.3 Diels), and Eudemus’ role in Alexander’s interpretation.

el 8¢ oc{)|26tég 0 Znvov davipet 10 €v TOAAG €ivoil deikvig, oDk £3eltd
twvog ovvnyoplag |7 6 Adyoc, el pun Epa Aéyor Tic STL Mg GvTIBETOV
T00T0L TOD AOYOL TOD ké|2870v10<; oA povov  glvar  Toe  Gvto
guvnuovevoey. [ GAL Eowkev émd tdv EddAMov Adyav O AAEEAvVSpOC
do0Eov mepl TOD |30 Zhvovog AoBetv ®g &vorpodvtog TO €v- AEyel yop O
Eb¥dnpog év toic @uf’'okolg “Gpa 0DV T00T0 pev odk EoTiy, 0Tt 8¢ T v
10010 YOp Amopelto.” | kol ZAvevé eactv Aéyewy, ‘el Tic adt® 10 v
&modoin 1t moté oy, EEewv [ 1o Gvtar Adyetv. Amdpel 8¢ g Eotke S TO
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TOV PEV aloONTOV EKaoTOV ||139'1 KOTNYOPLK®G T€ TOAAX A€yecHol Kol
HEPIOU®, TNV 8¢ OTIYUNHV UMBEv Tléval. |© & yop WATE TPOCTIOEHEVOV
abEel pnte dpotpodpevov petol, odk deto tav | dvtav elvon”. kol eikog
HEV Ay 1OV ZAvovo G¢ £¢° xdtepo yupvaotik®dg || émuxepodvia (810 kol
‘appoTepdyAmocog’ Aéyetan) kol tolohtovg ékeépelv | Adyovg mept Tod
€VOG ATOPOVVTQL ...

138.30 év om. F toig om. D | 32 11 moté éotiv, €Eerv [€E---v cum litura F] DEF :

T moté €otiv, AéEewv a | 33 pev (post tdv) om. E | 139.1 Aéyecbon] yevécbor E,
unéev DE : undeva aF : pnde €v p.97.15

If Zeno himself abolished the one, showing that it is manyfold, the account
would not be in need of any advocacy, unless someone would say that he called
attention to that argument (that existing things are many) as a (possible) counter-
argument. But Alexander seems to take a view about Zeno from the words of
Eudemus, as if he does away with the One; for Eudemus says in his Physics:
“does that [i.e. the one] then not exist, yet a one does? For that is the subject of
his aporia.” They also state that Zeno says, <that> “if someone would explain to
him what the one [unit] is, that he would be able to say what things are like. He
was puzzled, it seems, with the fact that because each perceptible thing may be
called many both predicatively and in virtue of having many parts, while the
point may be supposed to be nothing. For that which, when added <to
something>, will not augment it nor, when taken away, will diminish it, he
considered not to belong to being.” And it was likely that Zeno attacked <the
position> in a dialectical practice mode (hence the name ‘double-tongued’) and
formulating an aporia setting out such arguments on the one ...

COMMENTS:

138.26 6 Znvwv] Here S. refers Alexander’s position on Zeno back to Eudemus,
an indication that Alexander does not always acknowledge the source of his
interpretation (note line 29: €oikev amo t@v EVdNHoOL AdYwv .. AoPelv). It is
unclear here whether S. takes Eudemus’ view from Alexander or from Eudemus
himself, but as we saw in other passages (cf. pp.3-6) we need not doubt that S. had
Eudemus’ work.

138.30 év 1oig @uowkoig] ‘In his Physics’; for references to titles see p.3-4 above.
Title and direct speech support the assumption that this is a genuine quotation.

139.4 apgotepdyhwooog]| Zeno was credited with the invention of dialectic, the
art of speaking ‘in both directions’ (for and against a thesis) by Aristotle (D.L.
9.25).

T12. in Phys. 111.2, p.433.13-18 Diels (name at 433.13)
POSITION: Comes between name-references at 431.6 (fr. 60W) and 439.17 (fr. 61W).

CONTEXT: Since Simplicius offers a short recap here (he refers back to and repeats
431.10-12) some lines are printed before and after. In his commentary (p.99) Wehrli
refers to p.430.12 and 432.21; the passage repeats part of fr. 60W (p.431.10-12). [NB The
commentary on fr. 60W (see p.99) is run together with that of fr. 59W due to a printing
error. |
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kol 6 yve EV¥dnpog capéotepov €E€Beto TNV ApioTotédovg AmddELELY, \14
0ig TPO OAlyov mopebiunv S 00 “mapobong yop dokel KLVACEWG
kel "oBo 10 év @. avicov 8¢ 8viog | Gvopdiov mpocovaykdlely St
kwvetton, |'® yeholov”. opolog 8¢ 0bdE iV avicdTnTar 008E 1O iy dv 0hde
10 o0tV | petéxovior kivnow eikdc AapPévetv, GAAL TRV &vicooly
xai odotwowv A |'* évovsimoiv. odrar yép eiot kivAoels, petoforod Tiveg
Ko® €KOGTOV YEVOG KTA.

And Eudemus has set out Aristotle’s proof more clearly, in the words I quoted a
little earlier thus: “when change is present that in which (it is present) seems to
be changed. But when it is unequal or uneven, it is ridiculous to try and prove in
addition that it changes.” Likewise ...

COMMENTS:

13 cagéotepov €E€Beto TNV "AprototéAovg andde&iv] The previous reference
to the phrase that follows does not qualify it as cogéctepov. Is the term a
comparative form (‘more clearly’) or should it be taken in an absolute sense
(‘rather clear’)? It is probably the former, and if so, we must assume clearer than
Aristotle: ‘rather clear’ is hardly worth mentioning, while the general trend in the
commentary is to use E. to improve our understanding of Aristotle. Note that
‘clearer’ implies that Aristotle says pretty much the same thing, but formulates it
in a way which may not be clear to everyone. The commentators construed
Aristotle’s unclarity as intentional, in part to fend off the uninitiated (Baltussen,
forthcoming 1).

14 &v oilg mpo OAiyov mapedéunv] Must refer to 431.10-12 = fr. 60W (for the
verb, used for signalling a quotation, see T2).

C. Texts not from Simplicius (T13-16)

T13. (cf. ffr. 7-8W) Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories
13.23-35

POSITION: Could be placed near fr. 7-8W (= fr. 71F FHSG, see vol. 1.127-8).

CONTEXT: Discussion of authenticity starting at line 7 (mentioning 3 ways for corruption
to occur); brief mention of the writing of Categories, and possible mistaken authorship
(by similarity of titles).

83U opavopiov 8¢ cuyypopupdtev évobebovto to PBAie, [** S16TL pn povog
"AplototéAng €ypoye Kotnyoplog, GAAd kol Oedppactog kol |25 Ebdnpog,
ol 100TOV podntol. WOAAGKLG 0DV TG TepLTuxOV Tolg Katmyoploig |26
OeoppéioTon, £l TOYOL, EVOpoey adTag elvan "Aplototédove. £c60 te 8¢ |*
00O Ol OH®MVLHIOY  OCVYYPoPE®V €voBebovio Ta PipAlor  0VdE S
OL®VVpLOY \28 CUYYPOUUATOV, GALY 010 OPOVUUIOY DTORVNUATOV, S10TL
TOAAAKLG  DTOUVNULE \29 TG €molnoev €ig OUMOVLHOV TPAYHOTELOLY Kol
évopiodn EAANG elvor (i)(mep]30 o0V kol @ed@pactog £moincev VTOPVIUOL
el tog oikelog Kotnyopilog, ko \3 ' moAdékic Tig dmomAovatal §TL TRV
"AploTOTEAOVG €0TL TO VWOUVNMUOL T |32 TOAAGKLG EVIVYYXOAVOV TIG T
VmopVIpOTL  CAAEEAVIpov TOD A@podiclémg  eig |33 10 Kotnyopiog
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> g 5.\ ’ B A~ > / / 34 o > ’
évoplev a0TO TAVIMG €lval TAV “ApPLoToTEAOVS, AavBdvov |7 6Tt 00 povov
YEYPOTTOL OVT® €1C TAG APLOTOTEAOVG BAAAN KOl €1G TOG @so|35(pp(’xcsron.

By homonymy of the writings the books’ authorship has become problematic,
because not only Aristotle wrote a Categories, but also Theophrastus and
Eudemus, his students. So often whenever somebody happens by chance to
come across a <work entitled> Categories of Theophrastus, he thought it to be
by Aristotle. Sometimes books are considered spurious neither by homonymy of
authors nor of the writings, but by homonymy of commentaries, because often
someone wrote a commentary on a treatise of the same name and <then> it was
considered <a commentary> of another (work); as for instance Theophrastus
also wrote a commentary on his own Categories, and often someone erred (in
thinking) that it is the commentary to Aristotle’s (Categories). Or many a times
someone coming across the commentary of Alexander of Aphrodisias to the
Categories kept thinking that this is to Aristotle’s <Categories>, not aware of
the fact that he not only had written one on Aristotle’s, but also on
Theophrastus’ <Categories>.’

COMMENTS: Given that Olympiodorus’ comments concern Theophrastus in the
following lines, mention of E. looks rather perfunctory, though the emphatic ‘his
students’ may point to a more conscious choice of adding both (the point about
confusion over titles of works would presumably be even stronger if three authors
are involved). According to a search on TLG-E Theophrastus is only mentioned
three times in this work (all on p.13), while his name occurs eight times in
Olympiodorus’ commentary on Meteorology (18.15; 47.10; 80.31; 97.7;102.2;
156.28-158.8; 175.6ft.; 178.6; 266.36).

23 &voBebovto] vobebw, the cognate of voBog, means ‘to be impure, a bastard’,
hence ‘spurious’; this aspect of ancient works refers to one of the preliminary
issues (‘isagogical issues’, Mansfeld 1994) dealt with in the Platonic school when
discussing Aristotle’s works: authenticity. It is of course interesting to see that by
the 6th c. AD there was an awareness of the possible confusion over authorship.
Same point found in David, On Porphyry’s Isagoge p.13 (= 71B FHSQ), ps.-Elias
On Porphyry’s Isagoge p. 13 (= 71C FHSG), Abu-al-Farag Ibn-at-Tayyib, On
Aristotle s Categories, Introduction (p.82 Basawi in Mohagegh and Izutsu) (= 71H
FHSQG).

28 ocvyypappédtov] There is a marked distinction between cOyypoppo and
vropvnpe (29 etc.) in this passage. The first is usually the more generic ‘writing,
work’, while the second is a technical term for a set of notes or
comments/commentary (see Dorandi 1991).

T14. (cf. fr. 79W) Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics 541.2-9
(Vitelli)
POSITION: Near fr. 79W (= Simpl).

CONTEXT: Physics IV.4 is part of the discussion of place, where Aristotle by elimination
comes to the conclusion that place is not form, matter or extension, but ‘the remaining
<option> of the four, the limit of the surrounding body’ (212a2-6). Here Philoponus
comments on Phys. 210b32-211a6.
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10 88 yoplotdv elvon katd THY Ypoenv | Todbtny Gvii Tod pndév eivon
T00 TPAYUOTOG, GAAR €kTOC elvarl ThHg 00oiog |4 oVToD Kol UMOEV E€1g
DTV ovVTEAETY. TéTopTov 10 TOV mhvior tomov | Exewv 10 éve kol TO
KOTm, 0V AMADG £€KOGTOV TOTOV (EKOGTOC Yop |6 TV KB €xoota N Gve
€0TLV N KAT®) GAAG €V T® TOVTL TOTM® €0TL TO |7 aveo Kol TO KAT.
TpooTIBéact 8¢ kol mEpumTov TL ol &Emymrod adtod, 10 [° dxivmrov elvon
1OV TOmOV, dmep kol adTOg Hikpov DoTepov Tpooti| Bnot.

2 xywpiotov €0t K | 4 10v mavta] mavta Aristoteles (cf. p.513.7) | 5 kol ovy M | 8
cf. Philop. 328

‘Being separable’ according to this text stands for ‘the thing being nothing’
(211al), but being outside of substance itself and in no respect on its way to
becoming complete. A fourth <point> the holding of all place above and below,
not simply every place (for every one of the individual cases is either above or
below), but in every place is above and below. His exegetes add a fifth <point>,
that place is immobile, which he himself also adds a little later.

COMMENTS: Philoponus’ commentary on books 1-4 survives in Greek, with books
5-8 only in fragmentary form (CAG XVII) and in an Arabic summary (translated
in Lettinck 1994). Eudemus is mentioned in the latter (Philop. [Arabic summary]
656.10ff.) which corresponds to his mention in Simpl. in Phys. 973.21-974.8;
977.31-978.16.

7 &Enynrai] Admittedly this is an ‘anonymous’ reference, but to take exegerai as
referring to Theophrastus and Eudemus (noted in the apparatus by Vitelli) is made
highly probable on the grounds of content which concurs with another passage,
Simpl. 566.17 (= fr. 79aW). Their addition seems redundant, given that Aristotle
presents the point himself later (212a18-19: BovAetor & dakivntog elvon O
tonog). Cf. Morison 2002, 148-66, esp. 155-61.

T15. Themistius, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s Physics 119.17-120.2 (Schenkl)
POSITION: Close to fr. SOW.

CONTEXT: Discussion of place (t6mog) and the motion of the heaven (is it in a place or
not?) (Arist. Phys. IV). Eudemus is basically in agreement with Aristotle. Cf. Morison
2002, 170.

MG 0OV KIVETTOL O 0VPOVOG N MV €V \18 TOn®; N €0TL HEV O KLVETTOL,
€otL 8¢ ¢ oV; OAog peEV YOp OV KlvelTtou \19 ovde yap dpueifer tov OAov
tomov  (abhTn  yop kivnolwg OV OAwv  @dOTEp TAOV |20 E€m €00elOG
HEBLOTOEVOY) KOKA® 8¢ Kiveltar. odtn 8¢ kivnowg tdv |* poplwv éotiv
Kol To0TOLG €0TL TOMOG EKAOTN YOP CEUIPO TOV €V KUKA® |22 QEPOPEVMV
apeifel NG €QeENG oQalpoc EKELVNG TNV EMLEAVELRLY. TOOTNG |23 obvV kol
16mOC €07y mEpLEXOVTOL Yap VT GAAAL@V. dpolmg 8¢ kol 1O mav 7 kol
70 AoV odTd eV 0Dk &v TOmm, To poplor 8. T pev yap adtdv 2 khkdo
Kwvelton, & 8¢ dve kol kéto, doa Exel THkveowy kol pévaoty. [ tadto
¢ EVddnpog év 1@ 1tpit® TV adtod Quotk®dv ToploTnot, AEYeEL 3¢ oVTWG
|27 “o0T0g 0 TOTEPOV €0TILV €V TOM® 1| OVK €0TLV; | TAG EKATEPOV; ]28
OAwg HEV yap oLk €0Tv €v TOm®, €l pun €oTt T €KTOG oVT® Yop OV
nepyPéyortor 10010 8¢ Emokewouedo. TO 8¢ GoTpar Kou So0 E£vidg TOD
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EmTaTO |30 OOUATOC €V TQ EKELVOL TEPATL £0TLV, T TMEPLEYOV EGTLV. TOL O
obtog &v || Tt év tome Aéyeton, &v @ 8¢ th poplo kol 1O SAov
Aéyopev elvor. [© obtom pév odv ein av &v 16me, Eott 8¢ kol SAA®G mov:
€v 10lg poplolg |3 Yép €6TL 10 OAov, TOAAOY®DG 8¢ 1O moD.”

How then does the heaven move while not being in a place? Or is it the case that
1t sometimes moves, sometimes not? For it does not move as a whole. It does
not change its place as a whole (for that is the motion of things fully displaced in
a straight line) but it moves in a circular motion. This is the motion of parts and
they have place: for each sphere of things borne around in a circle exchanges the
surface of the subsequent sphere. Of that there is a place; for they are contained
by each other. Likewise the universe itself is not in a place, but its parts are.
Some of them move cyclically, others (which possess compression and
expansion) up and down. These things Eudemus adds in the third book of his
Physics, commenting as follows: “is it [i.e. heaven] in a place or not? Or how
can it be either of these? For in a general sense it is not in a place, if there is
nothing outside; for in this way it would not be enclosed, that is the point we are
investigating. The stars and all that is within the outermost body, are (with)in the
limit of that, in so far as they are enclosed. These are thus said to be in a place,
in which we say the parts and the whole are. In this way it would be in a place,
but it is also somewhere in another way; for the whole is in the parts, the
‘where’ is defined in many ways.”

COMMENTS: Themistius’ paraphrases are more than just that: he offers interpretive
summaries with added materials (Todd 1996, 2-4; 2003, 1-2). This passage
discusses the question how the heaven moves if it is not in a place. The problem
arises out of the Aristotelian definition of place as something delimited by things
external to it; the heaven has nothing outside it, hence it is assumed that it is not in
a place. This paradox, as Wehrli signals, was not addressed by Aristotle. A globe
which moves in its location may not be said to move at all (i.e. no locomotion),
except in a restricted sense, as it is also stationary.

When Wehrli comments: ‘Die Kommentatoren sind befremdet, dal3
Aristoteles in seinen allgemeinen Bestimmungen von Topos (Physik 210 b 32) die
Unbeweglichkeit iibergeht, diese dann aber 212al8 als selbstverstindlich
behandelt.  E(udemos) und  Theophrast korrigieren diese  kleine
Unausgeglichenheit gemal ihrer allgemeinen Straffung des Werkes (cf. zu fr. 31-
123)’, he could also have pointed out that Aristotle does discuss ‘nuances in
meaning’ of akinétos in Phys. IV.2, 226b10-15 (Morison 2002, 156). We need not
assume that Theophrastus and Eudemus overlooked this passage, since the point is
that they want to justify what Aristotle seems to take for granted.

26 E¥dnpog év 1@ tpited Tdv adtod @uoikdv] A reference to the third book of
the Physics, corresponding to the subject matter of Aristotle’s book 4, ‘on place’.
Explicit references to book 3 in Simplicius are found 533.14 (fr. 75W), 662.25 (ft.
81W), 710.33 (fr. 85W), 717.6 on ‘time’ (fr. 86 W), 723.36. For references to the
discussion of témog by Eudemus in Simplicius, see 566.18 (fr. 79aW), 583.10 (ft.
79bW).

26 mapiotnot] ‘Adds, contributes’.
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T16. (ad fr. 100W) Themistius, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s Physics 182.23-7
POSITION: Cf. fr. 100W.

CONTEXT: ‘Fr. 100 enthélt ein zusétzliches Argument fiir den Satz des Aristoteles, daf3 die
Teile eines Continuums unbegrenzt teilbar seien, cf. Physik 231b10° (Wehrli p.108).

. 0AAG 00K elg adiaipeta (Kol YOp €€ AdLAPETOV CVYKEOLTO |24 Av, Omep
advvotov Amedeiydn), elg del tolvov dwoupetd. €t el péyebog EE \25
auepdV, kol Ypoppuny peilo onuel® YPOpURRG dvvaTtov YevEsOol, GAANL €l
% t0d10, diyxo SronpedhceTon O GNUETOV.

... but not towards indivisibles (for it would be composed of indivisibles, which
has been shown to be impossible), but rather infinitely divisible. Moreover, if a
magnitude consists of partless things, a line could be bigger than <another> line
by a mathematical point, but if that <is the case>, the mathematical point will be
divided in two.

COMMENTS: Another anonymous reference, but already spotted by Schenkl in app.
as coming from Alexander (ex Alexandro) and quoted by Simplicius 930.34ff. (=
fr. 100W). In frr. 98-100W (on Arist. Phys. 234a24) Eudemus discusses the issue
of divisibility of ‘now’. As Wehrli indicates in his commentary, lines 24-6 give an
added argument: €11 el peyebog ktA corresponds to Wehrli 44.16-21, with minor
differences relating to direct speech (E.) vs indirect speech (Themistius).
Interestingly, Themistius seems to elaborate with an example of a circle not
mentioned in Aristotle. Konstan (1989, 23 n.13) also notes that Themistius’
version makes it appear that Eudemus is referring ‘to area, not the circumference,
of circles and semi-circles’.

25 onpeio] = otiypn, LSJ s.v. II1: Arist. APost. 76b5, Phys. 240b3; Euclid Def. 1.

5. Concluding remarks’’

I would like to conclude by summarizing the insights emerging from this
material with particular emphasis on two aspects: (a) the justification for adding
these texts to the fragment collection, and (b) how the analysis of the added texts
and the approach of Wehrli may have implications for a new fragment edition.

(a) On the basis of the material studied I conclude that the shorter references (T1-
6) should be added to our collection for the sake of completeness (cf. n.7), even if
they do not produce new insights of major import. It is not surprising that our
knowledge does not increase dramatically, because the material is limited and
taken from the same source as most of the known texts. They can nevertheless be
taken as further evidence that Simplicius is reading Eudemus’ notes closely
alongside Aristotle’s text, as the brevity of such references suggests that
Simplicius is on the look-out for useful comments and adding them whenever they
occur (e.g. T8). Moreover, some of the closing statements, which follow (and fall
outside) the actual quotations, do teach us more about Simplicius’ method of
demarcating (or ‘bracketing’) his quotations and draw atttention to certain features
of Eudemus’ approach (T2-3, TS, T7). We also found details which further

3! This section is partly based on, and further develops, Baltussen 2002b, ‘Conclusion’.
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clarified aspects of Eudemus’ role in the exegetical tradition. For instance, in T1
we see Simplicius formulate objections against both Eudemus and Alexander, an
unusual move since he normally prefers the former to the latter and in general
only disagrees with Alexander in a limited number of cases (roughly a quarter out
of ¢. 700 references, to be discussed more fully in Baltussen, forthcoming 2). In
T2 and T6 Eudemus’ value in clarifying a problem is noted. These insights arise
from including more of the context of the source text, thus using a broader
approach towards the study of fragments which is a fairly recent phenomenon (see
n.30).

The longer passages (T8-12) yielded five further ‘quotations’, or at least
passages supposedly reporting Eudemus’ words: as explained at T2,
nopotiBecOon justifies thinking of them as quotations (as do verbs such as
vYpaoperv, Aéyewv). They give us additional glimpses of his working method, such
as his discussion of Being (T8), of Parmenides (T9), of predication (T10), and of
how he deals with Aristotle’s arguments (T12). Further quotations in other authors
outside Simplicius (T13-16) added to our knowledge of the engagement with and
transmission of Aristotle’s text among the immediate successors (and also signals
the further absence of Arabic sources in Wehrli): T15-16 (Themistius, Philoponus)
confirm a text we have from Simplicius (frr. 79-80W), while T15 offers an
additional quotation. Above all, most additions offer quite valuable insights
relevant for the transmission, interpretation and editing of the Eudemean
fragments.

I have also further developed the view (hinted at by Wehrli, above n.16) that it
was the value of the Eudemean material as an exegetical aid for Simplicius that
ensured that so much material has survived. Simplicius almost treats him as a
‘colleague’ who also aimed at clarifying Aristotle’s difficult prose. The higher
ratio of references (c. 132) as compared to Theophrastus (36) might be an
indication for that: Eudemus’ clarifications of Aristotle’s thought in physics can be
regarded as more useful and therefore found their way into later exegetical
writings.”> My previous suggestion (2002a), that Simplicius perhaps thought of
Eudemus’ comments as a useful cure for Aristotle’s unclarity, would explain the
emphasis placed on the clear exposition (the frequent coepdg), perhaps to
counteract Aristotle’s—supposedly intended—unclarity (&caeeia, see esp. in
Cat. 7.1-22).* Specific reference to the mode of expression in Eudemus also
indicates that he makes confident and reliable contributions: he is a ‘witness’ (T7
paptopa, T9 poptopetl Aéywv) who skips bits (T3, T13), recounts or clarifies (T2
100 E0dnpov A€y copdc E€xtibepévny, T8 pvnpoveder, €dnilwoe, T12
€E€0e10), understands (T10 cvvidav), and states things (T11 A€yer) in writing (T6

32 Blumenthal 1996, 10 has expressed the paradox well: ‘The general consensus of the
commentators after Themistius seems to have been that Theophrastus was a major figure in the
history of philosophy whose opinions could nevertheless be ignored on most matters” and adds as a
possible reason ‘for Theophrastus gave no help to those seeking to impose Platonist constraints on
Peripatetic psychology’. Whether this holds for Eudemus needs further analysis.

3 0n acdpeto in Aristotle and the commentators see Barnes 1992, 268-70 and Mansfeld 1994, 24,
29 etc. (see his index s.v.).
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veypopotoc, T10 ypdeer). All in all, he is a reliable contemporary source offering
an authoritative contribution to the explication of Aristotle’s text.

(b) The transmission of Eudemus’ work seems to be a fairly straightforward one,
depending almost completely on the later commentators, in particular Alexander,
Proclus, Philoponus and Simplicius. The omission of a small number of references
presented above is only one of several reasons to re-evaluate the method and form
of Wehrli’s edition, whose methodology is too implicit (Baltussen 2002b) and an
example of an outdated approach to fragments, in which the focus is primarily
(and unrelentingly) on the so-called quotations; nowadays much more attention is
given to context, providing a more comprehensive textual and intellectual
embedding of the passages. Insofar as knowledge of the source author’s method
can (and in many cases will) influence our reading of the reported views, even
doublets may be of interest; in this case it also assisted our understanding of
Simplicius’ approach. Context is an important factor in work on fragment editions
and needs to be given a role in the editorial process. Renewed interest in Eudemus
has already resulted in a fine collection of essays (Fortenbaugh and Bodnar 2002)
in which his work is given philosophical and historical context, thus making his
thought more easily available to a wider audience. It is hoped that the present
study may contribute to a new edition of the Eudemean fragments.**

3 With thanks to the editor for helpful comments on the final draft, and to Verity Harte (then at
Kings College London) for suggesting to publish these texts.
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Appendix I: Addenda Eudemea

A listing of all the known fragments missing from Wehrli, S4 vol. VIIL. Nos. [1],
[2], [15], and [16] were indicated by Gottschalk 1973 (above n.28).

Alphabetical by author:

OLYMPIODORUS, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories

[1] 13.25 T13 (cf. fr. 7-8W)
PHILOPONUS, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics

[2] 541.71 T14 (cf. fr. 79W)
SiMpLICIUS, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics

[3] 1.2,p.11.16-17 Diels (name at 11.17) T1

[4] 1.2,p.48.26-29 Diels (name at 48.26, 28) T2

[5] 1.2,p.63.19-20 Diels (name at 63.19) T3

[6] 1.2,p.69.18-24 Diels (name at 69.22) T4

[7] 1.2,p.74.29-30 Diels (name at 74.29) TS

[8] 1.3, p.118.5-20 Diels (name at 118.6, 9, 19) T8 (quotation)

[9] L1.3,p.120.1-12 Diels (name at 120.6) T9 (quotation)
[10] L3, p.121.5-17 Diels (name at 121.9) T10 (quotation)
[11] 1.3, p.138.25-139.3 Diels (name at 138.29, 30) T11 (quotation)
[12] III.2, p.433.13-18 Diels (name at 433.13) T12 (quotation)
[13] IV.11,p.717.14-20 Diels (name at 717.15) T6

[14] 1V.12,p.725.19-24 Diels (name at 725.23) T7

THEMISTIUS, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s Physics

[15] 119.25 T15 (cf. fr. 8OW)
[16] 182.24 T16 (cf. fr. I00W)

24



H. BALTUSSEN, ADDENDA EUDEMEA

Appendix II: Textual issues in Eudemus’ Physics™

Obiter lecta on textual matters, omissions and errors in Physics fragments culled
from reviews of the 1st edition of Wehrli, S4 vol. VIII. On misprints see also De
Lacy 1957, 271 n.2.

ovowkd (frr. 31-123 Wehrli)

fr. 36 comm.: ‘at p.91, on fr. 36, read “puépn Swwpiopévo und cvveyi”’ (Rees
1957, 332)

fr. 37a: ‘(p.27, n.1) the lemma should be t&de’ (De Lacy 1957, 271)

fr. 43.8: ‘later conjectures of Diels [FVS] ought to have been mentioned’ (Kerferd
1957, 33)

fr. 60.25: ‘later conjectures of Diels [FVS] ought to have been mentioned’
(Kerferd 1957, 33)

fr. 68: the thought of the fr. becomes obscured because W. starts in the middle of

the sentence ‘with the resultant loss of the object of kataokevdler’ (De Lacy
1957, 270).

fr. 72: ‘(p.36, n.[sic] 13) Diels reports that F repeats €v 1ot and omits t@v
avirypbowv’ (De Lacy 1957, 271) [should be ‘line 137]

fr. 74: add two more lines (referred to in commentary) (De Lacy 1957, 270)

fr. 77: because onpelwtéov is omitted one can be misled in thinking that enot is
governed by 611 (De Lacy 1957, 270)

fr. 123b: ‘There is no reference to some rather interesting similarities between
some of the fragments and Proclus’ Institutio physica (compare for example
Proclus’ first proposition, Vo épepti [sic] ovy Gwetar dAlnimv [1.1], with fr.
123b)’ (De Lacy 1957, 271)

3 Part of Appendix 1 in Baltussen 2002b.
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