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ARISTOTLE, THEOPHRASTUS, AND SIMPLICIUS ON
ANAXIMANDER

1. The first time I learned of the famous «fragment» of Anaximander was as a
very young student in the autumn of 1954. Comelia de Vogel had started her
cycle of courses on the whole of Greek philosophy again', and so began with
the Presocratics. The only thing I remember (no lecture-notes survive) is the
fact that she inveighed for weeks against the phantasmagoric interpretation of
Heidegger, whose essay I then read for myself, and at the time admired?. In later
years I have often had occasion to return to this fragment, and have also tried to
keep abreast of the literature concerned with Anaximander (which 1 shall not
quote very much). Accordingly it is quite difficult, perhaps even impossible to
look at the text, so to speak, with fresh eyes. Yet this is what I shall attempt here.
What I shall try is to find out what sense the «fragment» makes when
considered as an argument couched in Peripatetic terms?, an argument,
moreover, which is quoted and/or paraphrased as well as further explained by
Simplicius. So this is not a paper about Anaximander, though it will prove
impossible to avoid him. Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione will

* This paper was received for publication in the year 2000.
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function as a backdrop, since this is where he defines elemental change,
elemental coming to be and elemental passing away, and criticizes his monist
and pluralist predecessors*. But passages in other works of Aristotle are even
more important.

First, the text (I have proleptically changed the punctuation)’:

v OF Ev nai rvovpevov xai dmewov Aeyoviwv "AvaEipavopog |...]
aoynv T xai otouelov elonxe TOV Oviwv 10 WrEwov (TPMOTOS TOUTO
TOUVOUQ XOPoag TiG aoyic). Afyel 6" avtnv punte DOWP UNTE GAAO TL TV
rahovpévy elval otogeiwy, AL Etépav Tiva @uoy, drewpoy, & fig dra-
vrag yiveoBar Tolg ovpavolg xal Tovg v avtolg xoopovs: €5 v d¢ 0 yE-
veoig £0TL Toig oDoL, ®ai v @hopav eig tadta yiveobar xatd 10 yeewv
ddOVaL Yo avtd dixny xai Tiowy GAMAOLS THG adwtiag xatd v ToD ¥0-
VOU TAELY, TOMTIXMTEQOLS OVTMWE OVOUAOLY aUTa AEYWV.

diihov d¢ dtL Thv elg EAANAA PETABOANV TMV TETTAQWYV OTOLXElWY 0TTOg Be-
aoauevog oUx NElwoev Ev TL TOUTWV UITOXEIpEVOV TToLfioal, dhha T diho
Tapd TavTa, 0UTog O 0% GALOLOVPEVOL TOT OTOLYELOV TNV YEVEOLY TTOLEL,
GAL” oxouwvoptévey TV Evavtimv dul Tig diov ®vnoews OO ®ai Tolg
EPL "AVAEaYOQav TOUTOV O "AQLOTOTEANG OUVETAEEY.

I have cut this passage into two parts, since (just as many others)® I believe
that only the first part is to be attributed to Theophrastus, while the second 1s by
Simplicius, who may be following an earlier commentary on the Physics.
Naturally Simplicius and / or this earlier commentator may have been using
something Theophrastus said. In what follows I shall for simplicity’s sake only
mention Simplicius in this connexion.

2. Let us first look at this Simplician section (dfikov &¢ 6117 ... ovvEtaEev).
Aristotle at GC 1.1 fails to mention Anaximander’s name (actually, not a single
one-principle-person is mentioned by name here). He briefly dismisses all the

4. See my paper «Aétius, Arnistotle and others on coming to be and passing away», forthc.

5. SiMp. in Ph. p. 24.13-25 (THPHR. Ph. op. fr. 2, fr. 226 A FHS&G; KRS pp. 101 and 110; 12A9
and B1 DK).

6.E.g KRS, p. 118.

7. HOLSCHER (above, n. 3) 11 (transl. 283) suggests that the formula érAov 8¢ o7t betrays
Simplicius’ hand («Theophrast scheint é7,A%v wg zu schreiben»), and it is indeed often found in his
works (133 instances, and nearly 800 of &7 Aov 67t). However for ér Aoy ée o7t of. PL. The. 185d1,
Phdr. 235¢2, Euth. 285b3, Arist., Car. 14al5, Mer. 1025b3-4, Poer. 1448a7, 1456b2, Turr. CP
5.12.11.4. There are more than 40 instances of érAsv ot in Theophrastus’ major works and
opuscula, and about 450 in Aristotle; 27Aov ¢ is far less frequent in both authors. Snhov 8¢ g
oCCurs nnly once, THPHR. CP 1.20.6.1. In Simplicius there are 9 instances of 67, Aov é¢ w<, and 98 of

-y -

&7 2oy ws. So Holscher's suggestion is not conclusive.
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early monists in general, stating that they say the all is some one thing and make
everything else come to be from this one thing and so can only assume that
coming to be amounts to alteration of this one thing (alloiésis; GC 314a6-11,
cf. 314bl-4). Nonetheless, at Ph. 187a20-3 he says that according to
Anaximander the opposites which are in it are separated out from this one thing
(and so are nor alterations of the primal stuff)®, and that Anaxagoras and
Empedocles too «separate out the other things from the mixture». At Met.
1069b20-4” (a passage badly cut up by Diels and Kranz) he mentions even more
names, putting Anaxagoras’ Opov mavia'’, Empedocles’ «mixture» (viz. the
elements as blended in the Sphere)'!, and that of Anaximander'?, and the way
Democritus formulates this (viz. the panspermia from which a cosmos is
formed)'? on a par, and arguing that it would have been better if these people
had said that «all things were potentially together» in the primordial mixture
rather than actually. This interpretation of Anaximander’s principle as an
elemental mixture 1s consistent with the view that the ingredients of this
mixture must be separated out from it, as stated at Ph. 187a20-3 (see above).
Also compare Arist. Cael. 297a8-b18 (not in DK), commented upon by Simp.
in Ph. 542.14-45.27. Aristotle here argues that the earth must be spherical. As is
his custom he also refers to the view of some of his predecessors (no names
here), which he emends but does not accept. The emended version is that the
ingredients (which are separated off to form the earth) should be so from a
mixture which is a state of potentiality'#, i.e. in which the ingredients are
potentially, not actually, present.

These passages from the Physics and Metaphysics explain the final clause of
the Simplician text quoted above. This phrase tells us that Aristotle placed
Anaximander in the company of Anaxagoras (0L0 ®ai Tolg mepl "AvaEayopayv
tobtov O "ApLototéAng ovvetagev). This in spite of the fact that Simplicius
will shortly be quoting Theophrastus, who also argued that Anaximander’s
view of the material cause, or original mixture, comes close to that of

B. ot 6" ex TOU Evog Evougsag Tag EvavTwTrTag exxsivestar, womes "Avabipavdzos wrat
(12A16 DK; KRS 104).

9. xa tout’ (scil. E'u‘"ﬁ-: [from which] TETvE*':t- TV, SuvapE p.é‘.r'r;l. r:r*ta.:} egtt 70 "Avaka-
YOptu EV' BEATION YA T, «n;mu TAVTA» — A% l:.pr:mnxm:nr 0 p.t'ry.a zat ;\ua.,np.:wﬂ*ﬂu
xat g ANUGKSITOS PRI — «TV OUOU TAVTE SUVALEL, EVESYELR £ 0U%. WITE THE UATS &V Eiev
TLLEVOL RTA.

10. 59A61 DK.

| 1. Not in the Empedocles ch. in DK, but cf. 59A61.

12. Not in the Anaximander ch. in DK, but cf. 59A61.

13. 68A57 DK.

14. Cael. 279a12-9, esp. £v Suvaet o0V HYTOG TOU WIYWATOS TR SLakptvoleva Egézetn (words
which need not have troubled MoRAUX ad. loc.: he should have referred to Met, 1069b20-4),
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Anaxagoras'S. Theophrastus (in what is extant of his output) never mentions his
master’s name even in places where he clearly has Aristotle in mind, or
implicitly refers to one of his works'®, so the name must have been put in by
Simplicius who knew his Aristotle very well. It is indeed generally believed
that the last philosopher discussed in Theophrastus” historical overview of the
principles qua principles (i.e. as principles of what follows)!” is Plato not
Aristotle'®. The overview in the first book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1s the
model, and for Theophrastus Aristotle’s philosophy does not belong with the
past'?.

The first clause of the concluding section, «he does not explain coming to be
by means of the alteration of the element, but by means of the separating off of
the opposites» is also clearly based on Ph. 187a20-1 (cited above), and
bypasses the view found in the De generatione et corruptione. Also compare in
Ph. 149.5-150.4, where Simplicius discusses the interpretation of Arist. Ph.
187a12-6. Aristotle here says that one group of physicists posited a single
element, viz. either «one of the three» or something «denser than Fire but less
dense than Air», from which they generate everything else by means of
rarefaction and condensation?. According to Simplicius Alexander (of
Aphrodisias) argued that Anaximander is meant and that it is he who posited
this substance as the principle besides the common elements (149.12, mapa 1a
otouyeia). Porphyry and Nicolaus (of Damascus)?! basically agreed with this
interpretation, which is rejected by Simplicius because, as he says, Aristotle
ascribed rarefaction and condensation to Anaximenes and separating out to
Anaximander (149.24-5, referring to Ph. 187a20-1): xaitor 100 "AvaSyuav-
dpov, g atrtdg [scil. Aristotle] gnot, pi oUtwg YEVVOVTOS, GAAG XOTA EXXQL-
ow TNV QTo TOU AIELPOV).

Simplicius moreover could find yet another precedent in Aristotle, who at Ph.

15. Ph. ap. fr. 4 (228 FHS&G, containing a verbatim quotation of Theophrastus) ap. Simp. in Ph.
27.11-23, in part repeated ibid. 154.14-23 (228B FHS&G). Cf. KRS p. 365 n. 1.

16. THEM. in An. p. 108.18-9 ~ THPHR. fr. 320A FHS&G adapsvos de xat Tev nest 70U TotnTi-
%00 vou Suwgtspevey T AgtgTotels: is merely a correct inference of Themistius. Cf. further below,
n. 38, and text toton. 77.

17. Cf. ARIST. Ph. 185.4-5, 1, Yag agyn TIVoG 1) TIVGV.

18. See THPHR. Ph. op. fr. 8 DiELs. 230 FHS & Simp. in Ph. 26.7-8: 0 p.zu ot Beogoastog Toug
XN, TPMTTOSTIAG «ioutown, groty, «entyevopevos [TAatwvs xth. Plato also is the last
philosopher discussed in the extract from «Aristotle» by Anonymus Londinensis; see now D. MANETTI,
«Aristotle and the role of doxography in the Anonymus Londinensis (Pbrlibr inv, 137)», in Ph. J. vAN
per Euk, ed., Ancient Histories of Medicine: Essays in Medical Doxography and Historniography in
Classical Antiquity, Studies in Ancient Medicine 20, Leiden 1999, pp. 95-151, esp. pp. 118 {f.

19. If this is correct, the lemma on Aristotle at AET. 1.3.22 DieLs (like those, of course, on
Epicurus, Zeno of Citium, and Strato in this chapter) cannot derive from Theophrastus.

20. 12A15 DK, 105 KRS.

21. Perhaps in the Ilezt fOccov cited Simp. in Ph. 23.14-6, 151.22-3.



Akaénuia ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

ARISTOTLE, THEOPHRASTUS, AND SIMPLICIUS ON ANAXIMANDER 29

204b22-35%* argues that, though «some» hold this to be the case, there really
can be no such thing as «a single simple infinite body apart from the elements
(10 mapa ta orowyeia), from which they make these [scil. the elements] come
to be. There are namely people who posit the Infinite as this [scil. as such a
generative principle], and not Air or Water [...]". All things are dissolved into
that where they came from??, and no such infinite body exists that we can
perceive, Aristotle continues; if it did, it would be here with us, together with
the elements. Simp. in Ph. 479.30 ff., commenting on this passage believes that
Anaximander is meant, and it is hard to find another candidate. We may note
Simplicius’ formula 10 mapa @ otoueia (479.33, 480.4, 23, 25). So the
formula tapda Tavta (scil. next to the four elements mentioned before) found in
the last section of the Simplician passage concerned with the «fragment» of
Anaximander echoes the words 10 mapa t@ otougela at Arist. Ph. 204b23-4,
words which are subsequently used again by Simplicius himself. Theophrastus’
formula at the beginning of the passage (Aéyer & avtnv [scil., v dpynv] wite
VOWE pPNTE GAAO TL TV ®Rahovpévarv elval otoueiwy, GAL’ ETépav Tiva @u-
owv, amewpov) is a bit farther from Aristotle’s wording. He does not say that
Anaximander’s principle is something «apart from the elements», but only
«that 1t 1s neither Water [here he clearly thinks of Thales and Hippo] nor any
other of the so-called elements [here he has Anaximenes and Hippasus and
Heraclitus in mind], but a different substance, undetermined»24.

Although such intimate knowledge of disparate passages in Aristotle
pertaining to the same issue seems to be no less typical of Theophrastus® than
of Simplicius, what we have here will be by Simplicius. In principle, as already
said, 1 see no objection against assuming that to some extent this section too
goes back to Theophrastus (the sentence quoted at the end of the previous
paragraph is a good candidate), but Simplicius will presumably have modified
what he found there.

3. We should, however, revert to the section of our passage which I believe to
be by Theophrastus (t@v 6¢ Ev ... avta Aéywv). This tells us that Anaximander
is to be classified with those who posited a single, mobile, and infinite entity.
He held that «the Infinite is the principle-and-element of the things that are,
being the first to introduce this term [scil., infinite] in relation to the principle
(arché), or alternatively, «... being the first to introduce the term principle
(arché)». It is notoriously difficult to decide between these alternatives.

22. 12A16DK (in part).
23. Cf. below, n. 70 and text thereto.
24. For this interpretation of areizov see below, text to n. 39.

25. See my paper «Aristote et la structure du De sensibus de Théophraste», Phronesis 41, 1996,
pp- 158-188.
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Scholarly opinion 1s divided.

Theophrastus ap. Simplicium provides a revision®® of Aristotle’s famous
diaeresis of the principles of his predecessors in the second chapter of the first
book of his Physics (184b15-25;?7 Anaximander is not mentioned there). Like
Anstotle he uses the term arché right from the start, that is to say not only with
regard to the Eleatics but also of Thales’ principle «Water»?8. In his division
Aristotle assigns the attribute «infinite» to the principles of some of the pluralists
only (Ph. 184b18-21). According to Theophrastus, however, Anaximander the
monist said that his one principle and element is infinire. For this revision he could
find precedent in Aristotle, who (in his discussion of the &newpov as doyn at Ph.
203 al ff., see next paragraph) at 204b22-35% argues that some people went astray
in positing a single infinite generative body apart from and next to the elements,
and at 203b14 mentions Anaximander's view that the &rewpov is immortal and
indestructible. This presumably enabled Theophrastus to add such a single and
infinite principle to Aristotle’s diaeresis and to ascribe it to Anaximander.
Theophrastus ap. Simplicium ad init. moreover tells us that Anaximander is to be
distinguished from the other early monists, who had said the single element is
Water (or Air, or Fire)*. It is this remark which is further elucidated by Simplicius
at the end of the passage quoted at the beginning of the present paper.

For Anaximander’s Infinite as the single principle (arché) Theophrastus could
moreover appeal to the whole of Ph. 203al-b15%!, where Aristotle discusses and
criticizes the philosophers who are really deserving to be called thus, all of
whom regarded the Infinite «as a sort of principle of the things that are» (203al-
4, mavteg yop ol doxodvieg aElohdyms figbal Tig Towmimng @rhocogiag me-
moinvrar AGyov mepl Tob dmeipov, xai mavieg g agynv Twva tbiaot @V
Oviwv). The order of discussion of the philosophers involved is not
chronological®?. Aristotle begins with the Pythagoreans and Plato, who

26. See J. WIESNER, «Theophrast und der Beginn des Archereferats von Simplikios
Physikkommentar», Hermes 117, 1989, pp. 288 ff., and my paper «Gibt es Spuren von Theophrasts
Ph. op. bei Cicero?» in W.W, FORTENBAUGH and P. STEINMETZ, eds., Cicero's Knowledge of the
Peripatos, RUSCH 4, New Brunswick and London 1989, pp. 138-48, repr. in my Studies in the
Historiography of Greek Philosophy, Assen and Maastricht, 1990. Compare below, text to n. 29,

27. See e.g. my paper, «Aristotle, Plato and the Preplatonic doxography and chronography»,
1986, repr. Studies Historiography (above n. 26), p. 29.

28. Ph. op. fr. 1-225 FSH&G, 11A13 DK ap. StMP. in Ph. 23.21.-3: Thales and Hippo Ugwg £he-

You Trv agy Ty (same terminology at ARIST. Mer. 983b18-22).
29. Quoted above, text ton. 22.

30. Quoted above, text to n. 24.

31. 12A15 DK, 108 KRS. For a rejection in general terms of the a=etzov as arché see GC 318a
19-25.

32. Asis often the case, cf. e.g. Cael. 298b12-299a2.
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according to him regarded the Infinite «not as an attribute of something else, but
as a substance» (203a5-6, oy, g ovpuPefnrnog Tive ETEpE aAL’ ovoiav avto OV
10 dmewpov). We need not comment on this section. Later on Aristotle points out
that those who «like Anaximander and the majority of the natural philosophers»
posit a single infinite principle and fail to introduce other causes such as Intellect
or Love (i.e., efficient causes), assume «that this [single principle] surrounds all
things and steers all things» (epuéyewy dmavra ®ai mavra rwupepvav, 206b 6-
15)*3. Which of course means that he was convinced that these early thinkers fail
to distinguish between the matenal and the moving cause, or rather that they
attribute the functions of the moving cause to the material cause, a point of view
that also colours his treatment of the earliest philosophers in the first book of the
Metaphysics. Aristotle adds that Anaximander and his colleagues made their
material-and-moving cause divine, for they held it to be «xmmortal and
imperishable» (&Bdvatov yap xai dvihebpov)>.

But what did Theophrastus, who had already used the term arché in relation to
Thales, actually mean when he said of Anaximander: mp@®T0g TOUTO TOUVONQ
ropioag tig apyic? In his dialectical account of the philosophers who regarded
the Infinite as an arché Aristotle had omitted to single out the Tp®TOg £VPETNC,
though to be sure Anaximander, who virtually comes last in his overview, 1s the
earliest philosopher to be mentioned by name there. Theophrastus however at
this juncture is explicitly concerned with who made what discovery, just as
Aristotle is elsewhere’. One may compare his not entirely original
characterization of Anaxagoras, who as he tells us «was the first to modify the
views about the principles and supply the cause that was lacking [viz. the
efficient cause]»3. One may also adduce his rider to Aristotle’s stipulation®’
that Thales was the first philosopher of nature. According to Theophrastus (who
does not mention Aristotle’s name but only says that Thales is «the first person

33. 12A15 DK, 108 KRS. For the hymnic language see D. FEHLING, Die Wiederhohlungsfiguren
und ihr Gebrauch bei den Griechen vor Gorgias, Berlin 1969, pp. 201-2, who inter alia aptly
quotes the beginning of Diog. Apoll. 64B5 DK ~ 605 KRS, 9 LAKS. ARIsT. Ph. 207al8-21, Ty oe-
UVGTNTE AATE TOU ATELSOU, TO TAVTA TESEYEN XAL TO WAV £V EXUTH €€y, may also be an
allusion to Anaximander’s view,

34, 12B3DK, 108 KRS. Note that this too is a sort of Wiederholungsfigur (assonance and
synomyms), cf. previous note and text thereto.

35. E.g. Met. 983b20-1, Thales as the first natural philosopher; 984b15-32, problem of deciding
who was the first to introduce the efficient and/or final cause, Anaxagoras, Parmenides or Hesiod,
esp. 31-2, Toutoug PHEY GUV TG YA, SLAVELARL REGL TOU TIS TpMTOS ELETTW RGIVELY UTTEZOV.
See my paper (above n. 27), pp. 26-7, 35.

36. Phys. op. fr. 4 ~ 228A FHS&G ap. SiMp. in Ph. 27.3-4, mpwT65 RETETTNIE TAS TERL TV
g ov 865as xat TV EAAELTOUTRY arTiay avenhnpmae. See already ARIST. Met. 984b15 ff., whose
view is to some extent modified by Theophrastus.

37. Above, n. 35.
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on record») Thales had many predecessors we know nothing about and who
were eclipsed by him*®,

The first alternative therefore is that by stating that Anaximander was «the
first to introduce this term of the principle», Theophrastus informs us that he was
the first philosopher to call the principle «infinite». This receives some support
from what he tells us about Anaximenes. This «associate of Anaximander too
says that the underlying substance is single and wunlimited, just as he
[Anaximander] does, but not indefinite, as Anaximander, but definite (0% (6L
oTOV dE MOTEQ EXEIVOG, AALG MOLopévny), saying that it is Air»*?, According to
Theophrastus, then, Anaximenes was the second philosopher of nature to state
that the principle is unlimited (viz., presumably, as to quantity and extension, so
«inexhaustible»). But Anaximenes went less far than his master who according
to Theophrastus had refused to attribute any (elemental) qualities at all to the
arché. (What Anaximander himself may have meant is another matter).

But these considerations are not decisive. One should acknowledge that of
Theophrastus’ three remarks about who was the first to come up with what, two
are concerned with pivotal moments in the development of philosophy. The first
remark is about when natural philosophy began, the third about an absolutely
decisive turning-point. The introduction of the term &mewpov can hardly be
believed to have the same significance, while that of the all-important notion-
and-term &pymM undoubtedly is of major importance. One may further argue that
the formula Aéyer & avtnv xtA., which picks up the immediately preceding tiig
apync and is itself followed once again by an explanation of the meaning of
amewpov, is in favour of the focus’ being on dpyn. So the second alternative is
equally defensible*’. Consequently it is to be preferred, at least in my view, to
resign oneself to a non liguet.

Some doubts as to the second alternative however linger. Theophrastus, for
instance, may have provided a hyper-interpretation of a term Anaximander may
have used rather innocuously (Gpyn in the sense of a «beginning» which
determines the course events are to take)*'. And one should not forget that in
earlier diaereses of the number and attributes of what Anstotle called the
principles of things we do not find the term Gpyai, but Ovia. The earliest

38. Ph. op. fr. | ap. SmP. in Ph. 23.29-32 (~ 225 FHS&G; the part with this information not at
11A13 DK), mohhom pey xat Aoy Rpoyeyovotuy, we xat Te Beogsasto doxet xTh.

39. Ph. op. fr. 2~226A FH5&G ap. SIMP. in Ph. 24.26-9 (~ 13A5 DK). Anstotle does not ascribe
an infinite principle to Anaximenes: according to him (Mer. 984a5-7) Air 1s one of the simple
bodies, i.e. of the common elements.

40. Simp. In. Ph. 150.18 ff. is not decisive, pace M. C. STOKES, One and Many in Presocratic
Philosophy, Cambridge MA 1971, p. 28 with 274 n. 23, because this may be no more than
Simplicius’ interpretation of what Theophrastus said.

41. For this meaning of 2gy7, see C.-J. CLASSEN, «APXH - its earliest use», SCI 15, 1996, pp. 20-4.
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instance thereof 1s provided by Gorgias, who is followed in various ways by
Isocrates, Xenophon, and Plato. Aristotle himself, at the beginning of the
Physics, quotes this division of dvra (without attributing it to anyone in
particular) after his own division according to dpyai and affirms that it is
equivalent to it*2. Admittedly, this fails to prove that Anaximander did not use
the term @y, for the term dvra here belongs to the author of the division. But it

does not support the assumption that he spoke of @pyn in the required
Aristotelian sense either.

4. In what follows in Theophrastus ap. Simplicium one would perhaps expect
a reference to the separating out of the opposites from this (infinite) principle, as
at Arist. Ph. 187a20-1 quoted above®, but what we get is something else
(translation continued): «from which (substance and/or principle) all the
heavens come to be as well as the cosmoi in them». Our source (unlike Aristotle
at Ph. 187a20-3) is not concerned with the opposites; it switches to cosmogony.
Which throws doubt upon Aristotle’s reportage, maybe a hyper-interpretation in
his own terms**. Compare Ph. 204b22-35 (a passage already cited above, pp. 2-
3) where Aristotle, criticizing the earliest philosophers, speaks of those who
introduce the Infinite, or Air, or Water as the arché, and adds that the standard
elements are opposed to each other: «Air is cold, Water wet, Fire warm». The
qualifying opposites are added by Aristotle. In the first book of the Metaphysics
Arnstotle does not say that Thales and Hippo made the Wet the principle, or
Anaximenes and Diogenes of Apollonia the Cold, or Hippasus and Heraclitus
the Hot. He mentions Water, Air, and Fire, which are closer to everyday
experience and common language than the opposites. I do not claim that the
assumption that the opposites play a part is incompatible with Anaximander’s
cosmogony, but it is not to be precluded that Anaximander did not explicitly
mention them but started with a description of the formation of the main masses
that eventually come to constitute our world. But one cannot be sure: Simplicius

42. GORG. ap. [ARIST.] MXG 979a 14-8; Isocr. Hel. 3 and Annid. 268; PL. Sph. 242c-e; ARrIsT. Ph.
184b22-5. Full treatment in my paper cited above, n. 27; also ¢f. my chapter «Sources» in Long
(above, n.1), pp. 26-8.

43. n. 8 and text thereto.

44. Though to explain coming to be, perishing and alteration (one of the principal aims of the
treatise) ARISTOTLE at GC 330a30-b7 defines each of the four sublunary elements as being
characterized by a combination of twe of the four elemental qualities and appeals to this dual nature
throughout, he ibid. 331a3-6 states that each of the four may «in general terms» be described by
means of a single atribute: «earth is something dry rather than cold, water something cold rather
than wet, air something wet rather than hot, and fire something hot rather than dry». At Mete.
382a3-4 water, as one would expect, is defined as the wertest of the simple bodies (authenticity of

the treatise disputed, but it is beyond doubt early Peripatetic). So elements may be characterized in
terms of single opposites.
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may have left out a (Theophrastean) sentence that in one way or another was
concerned with the opposites. Such a sentence is found in the doxographical
report of ps. Plu. Strom. 2 (quoted below, p. 36). But what we find in ps.
Plutarch, again, is not fully consistent with the separating out of the opposites
from the Infinite, as at Anst. Ph. 187a20-3 (see above): he mentions an
intermediate stage between the Infinite and the cosmogonical process, viz. the
coming to be out of the Infinite of «that which is productive from the eternal [i.e.
the Infinite] of both hot and cold».

However this may be, a presentation which fails to mention the opposites is
not without parallels. Compare, first, Ph. 250b15-8, where Aristotle insists that
all philosophers of nature should admit that motion exists, for «all of them are
concerned with the generation of the cosmos and the genesis and phthora of
things, which cannot occur unless motion exists». We should further note that
Theophrastus elsewhere too in his account of the principles of the philosophers
in his Physics is concerned with cosmogony, not with the opposites. See his
remark about Anaxagoras: «but as the cause of motion (kinésis) and coming to
be (genesis) he introduced Intellect, for it is through separation by this that he
explains the coming to be of the cosmoi and of the other natural things»*; note
the plural «cosmoi». See also ibid. on Archelaus*, «who tried to say something
original in his account of the genesis of the cosmos». Indeed no reference to the
opposites here, neither in Anaxagoras’ case nor in that of Archelaus. We may
also adduce his general judgement (in a work which cannot be identified beyond
doubt) on the majority of the Presocratics: «Theophrastus says that those who
speak of the genesis and phthora of the cosmos were led astray by four
considerations [...]*"». And it is the details of cosmogony and cosmology and of
the formation of things in general based on the principles assumed that are on his
mind also in other fragments of his overview of the archai of the early
philosophers.

Nevertheless the clause «from which all the heavens [plural] come to be as
well as the cosmoi [plural] in them»*® is difficult. It appears to be undeniable that

45. Ph. op. fr. 4 (- 228A FHS&G) ap. StMP. in Ph. 27.15-7 ~ 59A41 DK.

46. Same fragment, ap. SIMP, in Ph. 27.24-5 ~ 60A5 DK.

47. The first sentence of Ph. op. fr. 12~184 FHS&G (where it is not in the section «Doxography
on Nature») ap. PH. Aet. 117. See the overview of the status quaestionis at R.W. SHARPLES,
Theophrastus of Eresus. Sources for his Life, Writings, Thought & Influence. Commentary: Vol.
3.1, Sources on Physics, Philos. Ant. 79, Leiden etc. 1998, pp. 131-6, and D.5. SEDLEY, Lucretius
and the Transformation of Greek Wisdom, Cambridge 1998, pp. 179-85.

48. Paralleled at Hipp. Haer. 1.6.1 (~ 12A11 DK), oUtag &gyry E97 TV GYTwY £UTY TV 165
ametzou, €5 e yivesbar Toug olgavels xai Tov &v autols xosuov. The editors of Hippolytus
(DIELS in the Doxographi Graeci; WENDLAND; MARCOVICH) accept RITTER'S emendation toug EV
autols 467y (plural as in Theophrastus' text, as at ps. PLu. Strom. 2 ~ 12A10 DK, and at AET.
1.3.3 DieLs (Ps. Plutarch only) ~ 12A14 DK), although the mss. of Hippolytus and his excerptor
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Theophrastus — rightly or wrongly — attributed a plurality of world-systems to
Anaximander, just as — presumably correctly — he did attribute such a plurality to
Anaxagoras (see above)*”. Whether we have to believe that according to
Theophrastus’ reading there is a succession of single world-systems, as for
instance posited by Empedocles, or a vast number of such systems as posited by
(Anaxagoras and) the early Atomists® is unclear. What Anaximander himself
may have meant remains even more unclear, and [ prefer to leave this question
open’!.

What one should do in the first place is to try and interpret this difficult clause
«from which all the heavens come to be as well as the cosmoi in them». A quite
common and in itself not implausible assumption is that «heaven» here stands
for «world-system», and «cosmos» for the orderly arrangement of such a
system”2, Then the heavens and the cosmoi would be strictly contemporaneous.
But this is to ignore that Theophrastus speaks of a coming to be of the heavens
and of the cosmoi in them. I suggest that what is at issue is a process of
generation in two phases. The preposition «in» (€v), I believe, is short for «being
in» (Evovrag)’?, i.e. being contained in. The heavens which — according to
Theophrastus’ interpretation of this principle — were 1n some way or other
(potentially, a Peripatetic would argue) contained in the Infinite, come to be out
of it>*, and they contain the cosmoi in the same sort of way as they themselves
were contained in the Infinite. The cosmoi come to be from and in, that is to say
eventually evolve from and in, the heavens. The heavens and their contents in
the sense of proto-world-systems evolve into full-blown world-systems. This is

Cedrenus (1.276.16-7 Bekker) all have the singular. At 12A11 DK, on the other hand, the singular
is read and questionably explained in the apparatus as meaning «die innerhalb ihrer herrschende
Ordnung». But ad sententiam there is no difference between the plural xoswous and the singular
woaov, because if there is a plurality of «heavens» and if each of these contains a «cosmos», there
will be a plurality of «cosmoi».

49. See further M. SCHOFIELD, « Anaxagoras’ other world revisited», in K.A. ALGRA, P.W. vaN
DER HORST and D.T. RUNIA, eds., Polvhistor. Studies in the History and Historiography of Ancient
Philosophy, Phil. Ant. 72, Leiden etc. 1996, pp. 3-19.

50. See e.g. KRS, pp. 124-6.

51. Though in view of Anaximander’s use of what came to be called the principle of sufficient
reason in order to explain the suspension of the earth in mid-space, the point of symmetry of the
earth-cylinder coinciding with that of the heavens (ArisT. Cael. 295b10-16 ~ 12A26 DK, 123
KRS), one could argue that there is no suffient reason why there should not be a plurality of worlds,
simultaneously, in succession, or both simultaneously and in succession. [Cf. now R. MCKIRAHAN,
«Anaximander’s Infitite Worlds», in A. PREUS (ed.), Before Plato, Albany 2001, pp. 49-65].

52. Cf. above, n. 48,

53. Cf. Aristotle on the opposites as contained in (evouzaz) the Infinite, above n. 8.

54. Presumably the Infinite still surrounds the heavens, just as the heavens surround the cosmoi;
cf. Ph. 203b6-135, quoted above, text to n. 33. We may compare the report at AET. 5.19.4 DiELS (Ps.
PLUTARCH only; ~ 12A30 DK, 133 KRS), according to which the first animals were «surrounded by
thorny barks» (ghowig megteyopeva axavlindes:).
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a view of a full-blown world-system as bipartite: the heavens on one side, the
sublunary world on the other™>.

This interpretation is to some extent consistent (but so is the traditional one,
which does not read a development in different phases in Theophrastus’ report)
with the description in rather more stages of Anaximander’s cosmogony
reported at ps. Plu.>® Strom. 2:%7

He says that at the generation of this world® that which is productive from the
eternal [i.e. the Infinite] of both hot and cold separated off and from it a ball of
flame (pAoyOg ogaipav) grew round the air about the [cylindrical] earth, like
bark®® on a tree. When the ball burst and [the flames] were enclosed in certain
rings, the sun and the moon and the stars came into being.

Ps.Plutarch, unlike Theophrastus ap. Simplicium, is explicit about the
elemental opposites: from the Infinite a generative something is separated out
which next produces the opposites Hot and Cold; through separating out again, I
presume. Such a process of separation is indeed described, but the opposites are
no longer mentioned. In their stead Ps.Plutarch mentions «the actual phenomena
as we experience them»:%? a ball of flame comes to be, enclosing the air about
the earth, both of which have clearly also come into being. That is to say, both
the bark-like ball of flame and the enclosed air and earth must have come into
being from Ps.Plutarch’s generative something. Such an enclosing ball may in
my view certainly be called, proleptically, by the name of «heaven», because by
a further process of separation it develops into the heavenly bodies we know
from experience. A world-system of heavens and cosmos is then in place as to its
main outlines.

[ believe it is this violent process of interaction between flame on the one hand
and air and earth on the other which, in a shorter form, is described in the

55. Quite Aristotelian. For parallels see my The Pseudo-Hippocratic Tract. [IEPI
EBAOMAAN and Greek Philosophy, Assen 1971, pp. 42-5; add ARisT. Cael. 280a21-2, 1, 8¢ <oy
ONGY BUTTATIS ETTL AOTIGS XAl oupaves, Mete. 339a 19-21 (with the comments of ALEX. in Mete.
5.15-2), 339b 4, 339b 17-18, 340b 10-12 (with the comments of ALEX. in Mete. 13.17-8), 344a 9,
344b 12, 346b 10-11, 355a 23.

56. According to Diels’ well-known thesis this ps.Plutarch depends for the most part on
Theophrastus. The emphasis on astronomy however suggests that Eudemus’ History of Astronomy
(frs. 143-149 WEHRLI) may also have contributed something. For Aristotle see below, n. 60.

57. 12A10 DK. I quote the transl. of J. BARNES, Early Greek Philosophy, Penguin Classics
Harmondsworth 1987, pp. 72-3, slightly modified; additions between square brackets are mine.

58. Note the restriction to a single world-system. But Ps.PLU. Strom. 2 too, a little earlier, speaks
of an infinite plurality of such systems, just as Hippolytus and Theophrastus.

59. Cf. above, n. 54 ad fin.

60. Thus C.-J. CrLASSEN, «Anaximander and Anaximenes: the earliest Greek theories of
change?», Phronesis 22, 1977, p. 91. Perhaps Ps.Plutarch’s opposites derive from Aristotle
(retrograde contamination of the doxography).
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Theophrastean passage as the generation of the heavens and of the cosmoi which
are «in» them and develop out of them®'.
The sea (note that somewhat further on in this passage this is replaced by

Aristotle’s Wet, but next enjoys a come-back) is mentioned Arist. Mete. 353b6-
11:62

Others, wiser in human knowledge, give an account of its [scil. the sea’s]
origin. At first, they say, the whole area round the earth was wet. Then the sun
began to dry it up, part of it evaporated and is the cause of winds and the
turnings back of the sun and moon, while the remainder forms the sea. So the
sea is growing less by being dried up, and will end by being some day entirely
dry. [Rev. Oxf. Transl., modified].

Alexander tells us that according to Theophrastus Aristotle here has
Anaximander in mind®. Whether or not Theophrastus was right is not to the
point now. What is important is that in this indirect way his view of the details of
Anaximander’s cosmogony and cosmology is further attested and elucidated.

5. We now come to the most difficult section of the Anaximander «fragment».
I quote again the passage at issue:

€E (v OF N yéveoig Eomu Toig oo, »ai v @hopav elg Tata yiveobow atd
TO YOEMV' dOOVaL Y0 auTa dixny xai Tiow GAMAOLS THE dadwxiag ®atd TV
TOD %0OVOU TAELY, TOMTMTEQOLS OUTMWE OVOPaoLY avTd Afywmy.

The first problem is: to what does the formula toig ovou refer, i.e. what are
these «existing things’? If we take the same formula when found in different
places in the same passage to have the same meaning each time, they will be the
«existing things» of which according to the first sentence at in Ph. 24.13 f. the
Infinite is the element-and-principle (Goynv Te xai oToLKETOV ElpMHE TDV OVTWV
10 {mewpov). But it is not immediately clear what these existing things are. It is
obvious that all the things which exist now are included: the cosmos and its
parts, individual living beings, individual objects. This makes sense in the
phrase £€ ®v Ot 0 yéveoig EomL ToOlg 0VOL, ®ai ™v @hopay elg Tadta yiveobal,
which we may translate as follows: «from which things coming to be occurs for
the things that exist, to these their perishing too comes about». But one should
add that this holds at all times: one cannot exlude the heavens and the cosmoi

61. Cf. above, n. 56 ad. init.

62. 12A27 DK, in part; 132 KRS.

63. ALEX. APHR. in Metaph. 66.23.67.12 (THPHR. Ph. op. fr. 23 (in part) - FHS&G 221 - not in
the «Doxography on Nature» section —; 12A27 DK, 132 KRS) paraphrases Aristotle and adds
TAUTAG TS G05NG EYEVETH, wg tITogel Oengpaztos, 'Avakimavdsng Te xat Awyevrs. See
SHARPLES (above. n. 47) ad loc., pp. 219-20, who attributes this passage 10 THEOPHRASTUS™ On
Waters.
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from the Ovta, from the things that come into being and perish®. But in the
present context, notwithstanding the meaning of 6v we are used to, the Infinite 1s
not one of these Ovta, for gua principle it does not come into being and does not
perish. And it should, at least in my view, be obvious that Theophrastus’
opening phrase "AvaEipavdpog [...] @oxnv te nai otouyelov®® elonxe 1@V
ovtwv 10 amepov is modelled after Aristotle’s phrase at the beginning of his
overview of those who regarded the Infinite as a, or the, principle (Ph. 3.4,
quoted and discussed more fully above)® navtes... memoinviar Adyov mepi To0
(eipov xrai wavreg g apynv Twva tibéaot t@v ovrwv. Here too the Gvra are
all things at all times, except the principle itself, of course.

The coming to be or the past, the being there or the present, and the perishing
or the future. Pace Heidegger®’, we should avoid attributing a profound sense to

the formulas yéveoig totv and gBopayv [...] yiveobai, and pace Kahn there 1s
nothing special about the dative toig uﬁmﬁ“. For £ v ... eig Talta compare

64. Compare Theophrastus on Hippasus and Heraclitus, Ph. op. fr. | (~ 225 FHS&G, 18A7 and
25A5 DK) ap. Stvp. in Ph. 23.33-24, who «made the principle Fire» and held «that the things that
are are from Fire ... and are resolved again into Fire» (24.2-3, :.:r,‘.- ETOITTAY TIY AP RAL EX
TUSOS TOWGUTL TR GVTE TIURVGITEL XEL RAWDTEL AL GLURAUGUTL TRAALY EL., TUp

65. For the formula apnm:lph: and element» see ARIST. Mer. 938b8°11, ulhﬂ! of which all the
things that are (Zmavr2 T2 Gvta) consist, and from which they first come to be, and into which they
are finally resolved - the substance remaining, but a!tfnng astoits quahulr:s — this, they say, is the
element and principle of things» (6979 Forygiow 2t TRITY AZYNY FATY etvas Tom Gvzwv). This
passage is entirely compatible with the view of the early monists cited (and criticized) in the first
chapter of the De generatione et corruptione (see above, section 2 ad init.). Cf. Ph. 184b25, Me:.
1080b31-2, 1091b12 and 23-4.

66. Text ton. 31.

67. O.c. (above, n.2) p. 315.

68. KAHN (above n. 3) p. 173. For the dative with ygvesis €57t see e.g. ARIST. HA 555222, 1, de
vevesis €57t ToUTOW ToU Exsos, GA T77a28, emt xegakny 8’7, yevesis €371 7015 Lowug, GAL.
Simp. med. 12.254.18-9 K., £x ya5 To10076u aatoq T, <€ 7 ,.m"r Téus-:rL, ETTLAALT, LETA TAUTA
TS0, T‘IH; ”:tf':',w, and SiMP. in Cael. 176.11-2, To15 T010UT0LS STAGVOTL TOLS TIESL EY UTOKELLE-
You Ly ouEveLs T, yevests e5t xan 1) ghoga. For Ttw:-'l;r; z-.:'! «fom snmcthmgu GAL. Simp. med.
12.254.18-9 K., De trem. 7.630.15-7 K., oflev <e 7, TE‘#:‘I“' €57t TT TOWLIT, ;v:am' "T.-e:-:ruﬁr::; "r:,
egr, yivesOa "zr..-mc; auTry, SEXT. M. 10.266, €7t nev Yz Tev EVavTioon T, 10U E"E,.rw 'ﬁﬁr'l TE-
vegig £37t 700 £36pou (cf. e.g. SIMP. in Ph. 1330.36, evflx yaz v, 2k ,,H';,..: 2011 TE‘:IE""L, E3TL
#=2.), Ps. JUST. Res. 591D MOREL, z2t T6 T2 ':'m*ﬂ:u zr;.ﬂn‘.’ T U LTE" v, £5 (v T EXATTOU r:'rr-
paTos Tmrf £57t, SMP. in Cael. 98.26-7, a=e »xt 1) abdou Boza ahhay yevesis €370 2a 1,

%) hers Yevesrs Ahhes Poza. The formula yevesis ex7a is at ARIST. GC 317225 and 317b24, Met.

1082b30, '[Musr ] Cﬂl‘ 792b21; for the infinitive e.g. ARIST. GC 318a22-5, 22’ ouv S T4 TTY
=638 Bty NI evas YEvesty #at Thy Touse Yevesty Aoy etvar Flogay w7

For z0ozay [...] yivesBa: cf. e.g. ArisT. GC 336b23-4, w5=e T..H.IE'IWE!‘. GUZ TIY TOUTWY YEVESY

ardong ywesta fﬂﬁrﬂ Resp. 4ITI:IE 9, <ot T..-p.ﬂmwn -p'mf:ﬂ-:r. ™y ,.ﬂ:u..:w TOLS AVATIVEGUTIY.
THPHR. CP 2.11.8, xat 'wz;.. ag silag asleveic grow etvat Tov ey EE Gov apptegny yvesha
IV G Jr“'-"?‘ For ;ﬂtfﬁ 'fwrm e.g. ARIiST. Juv. 469b26, fﬂr.-*: yiveTat T0U wugos. Resp. 487b31-
2, At pn R Jr-'.'l 11*:5—1' oux Decuns Tovog exnheryv, andG.-.L Comp. med. 13.194.14-5 K.,
walames ev 71 yazTo noluedrg 1 Phoga yvetar am t:-r"'rﬂs'-rm
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not only Aristotle’s «comes from x-perishes to x» formula mentioning the
principle in the singular®, but also Ph. 231b10-1, elrep €€ v £oTuv ExdreQoy,
eic Tavta Sonpeitar and GC 316b14-5, dhha g elg TabTa dlaAveTaL ®ai Yi-
vetal & tovtwv. Here plural forms are found’. Accordingly, agreeing with
many scholars who have dealt with this issue, I believe that the clause €€ dv 8¢ 0
véveoic €oTL Tolg ovoi, ®ai v @hopav eig tatta yiveobBal, in spite of its
chiastic symmetry (which as we have seen can be sufficiently paralleled)
belongs in the first place to Theophrastus. That it may be a paraphrase of
something Anaximander said is not, of course, to be precluded. See further
below, end of this section.

I moreover think that a further chiastic symmetry is at issue. Theophrastus, as
we have seen, writes £€ Qv d¢ 7 yéveoic €oTL Tolg ODOL, ®ai TV @bopav eig
tabta yiveobar xata 10 xeemv: ddoval yap avta dixnv %ol Tow aAANAOLS
i adwiag ®atd ™Y ToD YEOVOU TAELY, TOMTIXWTEQOLS OUTWS OVOUaOLY
avta Aéywv. The formula xata 10 ypewv is generally seen as a quotation, or
mezzo-quotation, of Anaximander’'s own words. What I believe is that it is
explained by Theophrastus’ formula xata v ToD Ypdévov TAEW’!, which
follows a section of this sentence in which, on good grounds, he is generally
believed to quote (perhaps in abridged form) Anaximander’s own phraseology:

69. Met. 983b9-1 quoted above, n. 65, 1066b36-7, EN 1173b5-6, Phys. 204b33-4, 254al 1-4, and
GC 317b24-5 (on {:U'.TT.'I]' A leophmslr:an Vﬂl‘lﬂ}' of the formula in Ihe singula.r is at CP 6.7.6,
TJ-{.IE‘.'I‘.’I‘!E'E <ge> < r.-wgu TIY EATTATLANY TAUTTY Toetgla ;ﬂofar.v eE olmep wal T, GUIKT, YEVE-
G15° EX YRS TOU o&m', xat eig 70 65w xallames eig Trv ukny avahuouevoy petaballet. See furlher
McDIARMID at FURLEY and ALLEN (above, n. 3) 191-3. FEHLING (above n. 33) 217 points out that
this balanced formula must have been quite common; apart from ARISTOTLE he cites XENOPH.
21B27 and the final sentence of DioG. Ap. 64B2 DK ~ 4 LAKS.

70. Cf. ARiST. Met., 1035a24-5, Sux vz T0U70 Evia PEV £ TOUTWY M5 &EY WV EFTIY €18 2 Fhei-
sovtar, Enz 8€ oux £y, CHRYSIPPUS ap. STOB. 1.10.16¢ (~ AR. DiD. fr. 21, SVF 2.413), tettapa
Ieywy etva 1"?@5&“" lHEEH:E"- followed by UseNer, DIELS and WACHSMUTH fills the lacuna
with {nJ,.. :u;,a. .-ﬁ-m,.. vrv, £& @v suvisTasba navea xat Yoa>] xat quia xat Tov ohov x-:r-p.rﬂ
AL TA EV :f:.r'q: "sr.tz;fqma xat eic Tauta shuestiar, MLANT. 7.2, aliog <& ot <15 GLxhuge-
0% £1g TRUTA Tmusw_., ek wv ExagTov suvigTaTal, and Ps. ALEX.APHR. Quaesl 109.24-5, yve T
iz TV TTROWEVWY TEAGS T0 g TauTa sadulinvar, € oy E"]"E‘:E“ﬁ TE RAL FUVETTT,.

71. Cf. ArisT. GC. 336b12-6, mavTow T—:I'.t. £57L :Es:;, #at "-1; GLog xat ;:r_,:wﬁ: uzt;:.t:r'm TE-
..m-uq.- AN OU T, XU, ..sw-s:h,. TV N I.I.E"-I' EATTON G OE TASIOWL TOIS JEV YG EVIZUTOS, TOMS
ge wetlwv, Tog n:-': :f,si--mv T, TEQLOGOS ETTL TO p.: g0V, THPHR. Ph. op. fr.4ap. Simp. in Ph. 24 4-
6 (~ 225 FHS&G, HERACLIT. 12&5 D]{} TOLEL GE XAl TASY TV a.:u Y SN m,..v'y.mv ™G ToU
AT uz:-_:fwa;: RATA TV Eqmt.p.rwu :w:.-.-rxru Pu. Ebr. 48, r;-u-r;., p.s Y -px,. TV EV ;.vﬂwm'
Tty QulATTEW GETAL GEf, TA ';:*:Eu-er,: 1:,..4'::15 oV AT T usm-:,.: :uﬁt.., ELG ALV LYE-
o Suearam, PLU. Qu. conv. 639B, suomer 1::5 p:r WAANGY EGT] THY ARTA jr'w.w Tl ﬂy:r o0s
ATOSELAVITIY :;m'..ml T"-r' agt :.qr‘!.l:q :a,. f:.'..rgu ""‘E"J'E.,-ﬂr‘ul' r:f.:r, AZL TEAEUTALGY O f.:-pi:-;m.,
TV YUY aet setawtar, Mul. virt. 253E, oudey oopevor B AT jr_péww "'i..,sur setglia
™y uzmm.p.ew-u :-:"-:-fm [GAL.] Foet. form. 2.663.12-3 K., zat =ept Th5 #aT% TOV YO0V TA5E-
WG EATTTOU TV WOV,
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OldOVaL yap avta dixnv xai tiow dAlnhoig tig adixiag. The structure of this
medley of quotation and exegetic paraphrase would then be as follows: (a)
Theophrastus, €€ v &€ 1 yéveoig £t TOIg 0VOL, ®ai Ty @hopay eig Tavta yi-
veobar + (b) Anaximander, xata 10 ypewv — ('), Anaximander, SdOvaL Yo
avta dixny xai Tiow dAAnrolg Tig adwiag + (B'), Theophrastus, xatd THv TOD
¥o6vou TGEwv. In other words, (a), £E v 8¢ 1) yéveoic Eoti tolc olol, ®ai v
@bopav eig Tavta yiveobal proleptically helps to explain the opaque (a’), d1d6-
vai yao [yao being epexegetive] avta dixnv xai tioww dhhnlolg Tig adwriac,
and (f’), rata mv toD ¥poévov TaELy, conversely explains the preceding opaque
formula xata 10 YEeWV.

So, supposing Theophrastus’ formula «according to the order of time» indeed
explains Anaximander’s «according to what must be», the above suggestion that
Theophrastus» «from which things coming to be is for the things that exist, to
these their perishing too comes about» pertains at all times to the past, present,
and future of the 6vta in general is confirmed.

Before we attempt to interpret the phrase «for they make just redress and pay
the penalty to each other for the injustice» (this is a bit clumsy attempt to render
the Wiederholungs-relation between dixnv and adwxiag), we should be clear
about the meaning of the phrase momtixmTépolg otitwg dvOpaoLy avtd Aéywv.
The word ait@ («this») here takes up the previous avt@ and so refers to the
Oovta and what is affirmed of them. The word oitwg not only qualifies the
formula rowTikwrépolg Ovopaory, but belongs with the phrase as a whole, and
goes more specifically with Aéywv, thus marking a quotation’?. The formula
TOMTIXWTEQX OvOpaTa meaning «somewhat poetical words» cannot be exactly
paralleled in either Aristotle” or the remains of Theophrastus, but compare
Plato at the end of the myth of the soul at Phdr. 257a, toig dvopaowy [...] wown-
ol Twow’, and e.g. Arist. Po. 1457b1-2, where he distinguishes between a
®vplov Ovopa and (inter alia) one that is a petagopd’. What Theophrastus

72. Cf. AriST. GC 199b14-5, 6hmsg 8" avarget 6 oUtws Aeywy [discussed in what comes before]
T2 pusEL Te U, SIMP. in Cael. 77.4-5. Referring to a quotation which follows: Erot. Voc. hipp.
49.11 KLEIN, ATH. 3.64.17 KamBeL, Hire. Haer. 9.10.6 (HeracuiT. 21B63 DK); to one which
precedes: PHLP. Aer. 107.22. Also to what precedes ARIST. HA 512b12, Suéwesig puev odv xat Aws-
YEVNS 0UTwe elsTxagwy, THPHR. Sens. 61, oUtws eionxey; 1o what follows Arist. Sens. 443a23,
"Heaxhertog outos etonxey.

73. motqTmtegos occurs twice in the Corpus Aristotelicum, viz. at PA 648a2 and Prbl.
958b21, where it means «strongers.

74. See K.J. Dover, The Evolution of Greek Prose Style, Oxford 1997, pp. 103-6.

75. Also cf. Rh. 1406a5 ff., Dover, o.c. (previous n.) 86-7, and A. LAKS, «Substitution et
connaissance: une interprétation unitaire (ou presque) de la théorie anstotélicienne de la
métaphore», in D.J. FURLEY and A. NEHAMAS, eds., Aristotle's Rhetoric. Philosophical Essays,
Princeton 1994, pp. 283-305. At Mer. 991a21-3 (pezagosas ... motnTieas) and Mere. 357a24-7
(mg05 motrgw Hey Yag sUTwe Elmmy 105 EIDhREY IAaV0)5, T, YAS WETA00% TorrTingy) Aristotle
criticizes, respectively, Plato and Empedocles.
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means, of course, is that Anaximander’s turn of phrase is metaphorical. In his
view the Ovra in general (think of the cosmogony and cosmology) are not
agents so this form of speech is not really appropriate in a physicalist context’®,
One should compare his criticism (without mentioning the name) of Aristotle’s
explanation of the motion of the heavens’” at Met. 5al4b16. The butt of his
critique in this other passage is what he calls the égeoig of the heavenly bodies:
to be consistent, one should attribute a soul to them, otherwise the use of Egpeoig
to explain what happens would be a mere «similitude and metaphor» (Met. 5bl-
2, el i Tig AfyoL xaf’ OpowdTNTA ®al PETAPOOAV).

The emphatic combination dixnv + tiowv practically amounts to saying the
same thing twice over. It cannot be paralleled. The only formulas I have found
which come close are, first, Pl. R. 616a, where Plato puts dixag te ol Tiumiag
[Tyuwoia being about synonymous with tiowg] on a par (but this is in the myth,
and the style of Plato’s myths is poetic)’®. The second is in a poem to be dated to
the imperial period, viz. a Hymnus in Dionysum’™, where tio\g is a consequence
of the dixn Zeus has established for those who fight the gods. Anaximander’s ot-
Sovat [...] dixny [...] Tic adkiag is certainly emphatic, a sort of polyptoton®.
Whether in Anaximander’s own day and place this would have been considered
poetic remains to be seen: there is no evidence one way or the other. Even so,
Theophrastus’ point may well be anachronistic. As to the formula xata 10 yQe-
v, Theophrastus — who himself never uses the word xpedv — will not only have
regarded the quasi-personification by means of the article (suggesting «Fate»)
as poetic, but also have been reminded of ypewv as euphemistically signifying

76. Compare, on the other hand, GOETHE's «Selbstanzeige» of his novel Die
Wahlverwandschaften: «Er [scil., der Verfasser] mochte bemerkt haben, daB man in der Naturlehre
sich sehr oft ethischer Gleichnisse bedient, um etwas von dem Kreise menschlichen Wissens weit
Entfernte niiher heranzubringen [.]» In: Werke. Hamburger Ausgabe Bd. 6, Miinchen 171962, p.
639,

77. The divine First Mover (a final cause) acts by «causing motion the way an object of love
causes motion» (Met. 1072b3).

78. DOVER, l.c. above n. 74.

79. P. Ross. Georg. 1.11.55-6, zoiry [oov] epidounns enexpaave Kgaviwy [ avigas: Deropa-
yongt Sixry, wa tige [Enlnzlat]. Procu. In R. 2.184.14 ff., wilfully explaining P1. R. 616a by
referral to Grg. 525b-c and Lg. 728c (where Plato in fact states the difﬁ:rcnce) dittinguiv.hcs
between suar, and Tizis. So does OLYMP. In Grg. 47.7.1 ff., the latter arguing that v, wev yag Gxr,
xallohxwresa eaTiv and T, 88 TIT1G PERIAT).

80. See FEHLING (above, n. 33) p. 164, on «Wiederholungen stammverwandter Worter», and J.
D. DENNISTON, Greek Prose Stvle, Oxford 1952, p. 124 ff., on assonance. Some parallels found: PL.
Grg. a-b (a quite rhetorical passage: note the pulypmlnn in Socrates’ first and the pamr!ersmus
membrorum in his second clause), £0). 2z, 0uv 60 SLAALTUVY, TV ;s_,.t.uuzum woralousty ot
u;ﬁmr; woralovzes: IIQA. 81hov ér. — X yorpatiatier, pev -1,*1 TEVIAS ATAMAATTEL, LLTHIAT,
8E VoS0, MHT ot anotasias wat asuatas: D.CHR. Or. 59. ? 6-7, TouTow 1:-1‘ "*r;; :tﬂ..u.cl.:; aITIAL
p.w:. .wc,sr.., m.-r:r*.r ( rhcmncall J.CHR. in Matth. MPG 57.472.6-7, . .-m*::ﬁ-n oe unw.r IR
HLL :p..;w[w:r "'rr; ar.m.-u.::r; ‘T‘-I m;r:t"-ru Eap.a:n: aATALTEL um‘rv i.’hlgl;.r empham:] SYNES. Ep.
121.50-2, elyomas A2 GLA0L AAL ETTL TWV LOWMWY LESON UTRERTYEW TTS ABRIAG TTY BLATY AL 2O~
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«death», a meaning that is not appropriate to what is inanimate. Furthermore,
there exists only one parallel for the formula xaté 10 ypewv (but without 16) in
the whole of extant Greek literature, viz. Heracl. 22B80 DK, eidévai 8¢ yon 1Ov
TTOAEPOV EOVTA EVVOV, ®ai dlxny EQLy, xal YIVOUEVE TTAVTA kaT EQLV KLl YQE-
wv. Here ypewv is Diels’ generally accepted emendation of ypewmpeva, the
conjecture itself being inspired by Anaximander’s xatd 10 ypedv. If this is
correct (no better alternative having been proposed), Heraclitus’ use of the
formula — also note its context — confirms its poetic character. In poetry and
prose one finds the expression ¥pewmv (£0TL etc.), simply meaning «(it) must», or
«should», or «is necessary»; no article here®'. And there is only one further
parallel for 10 ypewv in the sense one needs in Theophrastus’ quotation, viz.
Chrysippus’ explanation of the various appelations of Fate according to
Diogenianus’ summary®2,

On the other hand, neither the phrase € v 8¢ 7| yéveoic EotL toic ovou xrai
mv @bopav elg tabta yiveobaw nor the formula xatd v 100 YEdvoL TGELY
can be said to be poetic in the sense required by Theophrastus’ observation.
This, I believe, is decisive with regard to the difficult question of the extent of
the verbatim quote from Anaximander®?,

6. I have argued above that the Infinite which qua principle does not come to
be, cannot be one of the dvta which «make just redress and pay the penalty to
each other for the injustice». The Ovia, moreover, like parties in a trial, make
Just redress and pay the penalty to each other, not to the Infinite. If what is going
on 1s compared to the injustice which leads to a lawsuit, to the lawsuit itself, and
to its outcome, one needs a judge (or umpire). This judge, one surmizes, is the
divine Infinite which according to Aristotle «steers and surrounds all things»®4.
Parties in a (civil) lawsuit do not make just redress and pay the penalty to the
judge. But we may also think of a law which has become ingrained in nature in
general, just as the unwritten laws — sometimes, as in Sophocles’ Antigone, said
to be of divine origin — of humanity, or of the Greeks®’, have or should have

81. Already Parm. 28B2.11, 8.11 and 8.54 DK. Frequent in tragedy (esp. Euripides) and
comedy. 8 instances in Democritus (e.g. 68B39 DK), often in Thycydides and Plato, 6 instances in
Arnistotle (e.g. EN 1094a28).

82.Ap. Eus. PE6.8.8-10,323.13 Mras (~ SVF 2.914). Here X gewv (as well as menzwpevny and
eipaspevny) should be written with a capital, just as Moigag, Aayeaw, "Atpomov, and Kiwfe.
There is a single instance of =6 yzewv in PLATO: Phdr. 255a7 (the myth; ¢f. DOVER, above, n. 74).
For yzewv as «fate» (or «death») cf. LSJ s.v. I1.1, KRS, p. 118; in archaic and classical literature
this meaning is virtually restricted to poetry.

83. Accordingly 1 agree with F. DIRLMEIER, «Der Satz des Anaximandros von Milet», RhM 87,
1938, repr. in H.-G. GADAMER, ed., Um die Begriffswelty des Vorsokratiker, Wege der Forschung,
p. 9, Darmstadt 1968.

84. Above, text to n. 33,

85. Cf. e.g. SopH. Ant. 450-61, P1. L. 793a, Xen. Mem. 4.4.19, ArisT. EN 1162b22-3, ANAX. Rh.
Alex. 1.7-8.
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become interiorized (naturally they can be formulated).

We may recall that Aristotle argues that Anaximander and other natural
philosophers attribute the function of the moving, or efficient, cause to their
material principle, and that this is a mistake. Even so the mistake, according to
him, was made. In what way the Infinite manages to direct (xvfepviv - another
metaphor) the coming to be and perishing that is going on remains unclear.
Anaximander says xaté 10 xpemv, «according to what has to be»®®. This is not
very helpful. One understands why Theophrastus, appealing to a different
register, explained this as «according to the order of time»*". Apparently, and
not unreasonably, Theophrastus thought of what we would call laws of nature,
whereas Anaximander described what has to be in moral terms. Nonetheless,
such unclarity is de rigueur when a divine being is concerned, whose ways are
for the most part hidden from man. If an implicit argument is involved, it has to
be the above one from analogy: where unjust behaviour has occurred and justice
is done there will be a law that should be applied. The comparatum may be an
unwritten law, recognized as fundamental for human behaviour. Most probably
the kind Anaximander had in mind is indeed an unwritten law, this time
pertaining to a world-system as a whole, just as the unwritten laws which pertain
to humans alone do or should determine certain types of human behaviour. But
if he thought of positive law one needs a lawgiver who has formulated it, and a
judge who applies it. Then, in the present case law, lawgiver, and judge are one
and the same divine entity.

For the verb xvBepviv in relation to dixn®** compare Cleanthes™ words in the

86. Cf. above, note 81 and text thereto.

§7. Cp. TueopHRASTUS on Heraclitus ap. SiMp. in Ph. 24.4-6 quoted above, n. 71, and the
comments of DIRLMEIER (above n. 83) 91-2.

8. ap. STOB. 1.1.12 (~ SVF 1.537), 865 8¢ wugToat [ Ywansne, ¥ wiguves o4 Siang Jeta navia
whezvas. Compare HESIOD'S prayer to Zeus Op. 9, 8tx, 6" Mhuve B ag. Herop. Mim. 2.99-100
has his yzaupatess advise: navia Ty Sty oghy / yweur zubezvas . which according 1o
Headlam ad. loc. is «one of the commonest metaphors». According to AET. 2.7.1 Diels (this part in
StoB. 1.22.1a only; ~ 28A37 DK) Parmenides called the «cause of all movement and coming to be»
(siiay miare movroems #al Yevésens) by the names of Satwova wufiepvn Ty xat whnsouyo ... |
8ty Te xat avayxry. This presumably is an interpretatio of, inter alia, the SAULY T, AV KU-
Gezva (we are not told in what way she manages this) of 28B12.10 DK. CLEM.AL. Protr. 10.100.4
wants his sailor to «call in the help of the heavenly helsmans (<6 ouganoy wubegvnTny Taga-
x20én). Also cf. Pi. P. 1.86-7 (also quoted Stob. 3.11.7), vyux Steaiey [ wrdahiey 37patov —the
scholia ad. loc. explain: veyua [...] avtt 700 »ubégva. For the idea compare HERACL. 22B64 DK
ap. Hipp. Haer. 9.10.7, =2 8¢ mav=a olaxi’er Kezauvog (also ap. PHLD. Piet. 6a, p. 70, Gomperz,
who adds %at Z[-scholars like to read Z[e)z). staxiZer is explained by Hippolytus loc. cit. as xazeu-
i ver: see further G.S. Kirk, Heraclitus. The Cosmic Fragments, Cambridge, 21962, pp. 354-6, M.
MarcovicH. Eraclito. Frammenti, Florence 1978, pp. 295-8. Compare also GReG. Naz. Carm.
seips. MPG 37.1425.14, niog niantler wuiegva. PL. (7) Clit. 408b speaks of the «art of steering
human beings — this art which you often call political, Socrates’; see S.R. SLINGS, Plato; Clitephon.
Edited with introduction, translation and commentary, CCTC 37, Cambridge 1999, p. 120, where
he usefully compares Euth. 291d, and ibid. p. 295, for literature on this nautical metaphor.
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hymn to his supreme divinity, Zeus, at lines 34-5: «allow me to attain the
knowledge trusting which, with the help of what is just, you steer all things».

Accordingly, 1 believe that the phrase ddOvar yap avtd dixnv xai Tiow
arinrolg The dduxlag plus its elucidation €€ Gv 8¢ 1) yéveoic oL Tolg ovoL xai
™mv @bopav elg Tatta yiveobar should be explained along the following lines.
Some of the things that were at one time did commit injustice towards others, for
(if we may trust ps. Plu. Strom. 2, quoted above, p. 36) the separation which
resulted in the formation of the heavenly rings is a violent process. On the other
hand, the penalty eventually paid by the sea when, as Theophrastus has it (cited
above, p. 36) it is dried up by the action of the fire (in the rings, presumably) also
18 a result of violence on the part of this fire. Accordingly, their injustice toward
each other is compensated for, but not (when we think of the history of a world-
system) at the same time. When we think (as is usually done) of cosmic
processes on a far smaller scale, such as the change from day to night and
conversely, or seasonal change, we again have events that are not
contemporaneous but sequential, i.e. xat@ ™V TOD YOVOU TAELY.

The quite common interpretation of Theophrastus’ Anaximander as the
inventor of a stable cosmic equilibrium® and so as in a way anticipating the
cosmogony and cosmology of Plato’s Timaeus (but Plato, of course, has to
invent a supernatural reason to prevent the destruction of the world), fails to fit
such data as are available. Theophrastus’ general formula ¢ dv 6¢ # yéveoig
E0TL TOlS OVOL ®ai TV @Bopav elg Tadta yiveobar should apply to all dvra at
all imes. It is applicable to the world of our experience, where the day comes
from the night into which it perishes. But it is also applicable to the past process
of coming to be from the Infinite of whatever was around at the time, and to the
coming into being of the main components which constitute our world during
the cosmogonic process, as well as to their final disappearance. By eventually
destroying each other the main ingredients (earth, sea, fire) of the world too give
compensation to each other of the injustice they have been guilty of. This
compensation is just and unjust at the same time (dixnv £ouv, as Heraclitus says
in the fragment where possibly he has Anaximander in mind, see above, p. 42):
for instance, by being destroyed into fire the sea presumably is punished, pays
compensation to fire for what happened at the time of the cosmogonic
explosion, but fire is guilty of injustice in getting this compensation viz. by

89. Thus G. VLasTOs, «Equality and justice in early Greek cosmologies», CP 42, 1947, pp. 156-
78, repr. in FURLEY and ALLEN (above, n. 3) 56-91, though admitting that an Anaximandrean world-
system must come to an end, and most eloquently and influentially Kaun (above, n. 3) 166-96,
Contra: G. FREUDENTHAL, «The theory of the opposites and an ordered universe: physics and
metaphysics in Anaximander», Phronesis 31, 1986, pp. 197-228, and J. ENGMANN, «Cosmic justice
in Anaximander», Phronesis 36, 1991, pp. 1-26.
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destroying the sea in the end. For this, again, it presumably pays the penalty to
the sea by being slowly extinguished. Explosion is counterbalanced by
implosion. This lex talionis leaves no survivors. These entities pay the penalty to
each other for the injustice commited against each other not only during the
cosmogony and the existence of the world as we know it, but also by vanishing
into the Infinite, in successive stages and by proxy, i.e. via transmutation into
something else. The heavens, or rather what is left of them, eventually have to
obey the general law according to which perishing must occur into what things
have come from.

Because a vaiety of different and subsequent process are summarized by the
formula € dv b¢ N yéveoig EoTL Toig oDoL xai ™v @Bopav eig Tatta yiveoba,
«that from which they come to be and into which they perish’ is expressed by
means of a relative pronoun in the plural. So this plural should no longer present
a problem. The plurality £€€ v - eig Taita at issue comprizes the Infinite (itself
exempt from birth and death) as first beginning and ultimate end, and in between
this beginning and end those of the main cosmic masses, and of the individual
objects and living beings. According to Theophrastus’ interpretation, of course.

JAAP MANSFELD
UTRECHT UNIVERSITY

APIETOTEAHE, OEO®PAXTOX KAl ZIMIIAIKIOX IMEPI ANAZIMANAPOY
MepiAnyn

Ol poveg AEEELS OV TOOXRVITOUV WO TNV TEAYHATEIRX TOV "AvaELudy-
doov, evplorovral oty Tapdbeon Evog ywpiov atd 1O Epyo TOD Beo@Ea-
0ToV, TO OMoio ExeL yabel (Ex1og lowg GO OPLOREVES TETOLOV ELDOVS TTaD-
Béoerg). ‘H Epunveia tod "AvaEipuavdpov dwrd tov Oedgpaoto, OgelAeTaL of
Exelvnv 10D "ApLototédovg dv elvar Gpwg Tavtéonun pe avtiv, dmwg N Te-
Aevtaia abvt Stapop@a@vetal drd dudpopa xwEia TEOEpXOpEVa (Td TEMY-
pateieg tov. ®povd Ot naveig meémer va Eexuvioer v poomdbeld tov,
Ao TOV ALY WOLOPO TV YwEiwV TOD Be0PEACTOV Pésa A0 TO XKELUEVO TOD
Zyuthriov xai ®atémy va TEooTatnoeL va XaTavONoeL TA XKELPEVE aQUTA UE
Opovg [eputamnuixiic Prhocogiag. Ol OLagopES PETAED "AQLOTOTEAOUS ®ail
Oeoppaotov divavrar va eEEmynbotv. To dvoroho EENMTRO POVIEAD TOD
OeopaoTov oV cuvopileTal 0N EEAON: «ol ovPavol xai ol ®OopoL TV
EVUTTaQyovv 0" abToUg» WIOQEL va EQunveVdEl LITO TV Evvola pLES HOONO-
yoviag of o otdda (dntwe ral 0td ywolo ad tovg ZTowUATEIS TOD
WAThovtapyov). Mia EEaviinuxn £pevva yud mapOpoies, mapdAinheg
EXQOAOELS PE EXETVES TTOU YOMOLHOTOLODVTOL GO 1OV Oed@ppaoto xablotd
mpogaveg OTL TO POVO ¥wEio o Exer mapatedel attoheEel wrod TOV "Avagi-
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navdEo (ol «romtinég AEEES») elvan 10 £ERC: «Kartd 10 yoewv: Sdoval ...
Oixnv xai tiowv aAAnAols Tic aowiag». Kamowa mepautépm Ouptepaopata
elvar 61t O "AvoEipavdpog, dmwg mapadidetar dnd 1oV Oedgpaoto, Oyt puo-
vov £xave AOYO YUt ®oopoyovia GAAG TEQLEYOME axOMa ®oi TV RaTa-
0TEOgN TOD ®OopoY: Emuthéov Ot dév DploTatal xavéva Emugeipnua xatd
tiic vmobeong Ot elvar mBavov va Exel avagepbel xai of &melpovg xO-
OUOVC.
JAAP MANSFELD



