
' I I I 

I 

• 





Rutgers University Studies 
in Classical Humanities 

Series Editor: 

Advisory Board: 

William W. Fortenbaugh 

Dimitri Gutas 
Pamela M. Huby 
Eckart Schtitrumpf 
Robert W. Sharples 

On Stoic and Peripatetic Ethics: The Work of Arius Didymus, 
volume I 

Theophrastus of Eresus: On His Life and Work, volume II 

Theophrastean Studies: On Natural Science, Physics and 
Metaphysics, Ethics, Religion and Rhetoric, volume III 

Cicero's Knowledge of the Peripatos, volume IV 

Theophrastus: His Psychological, Doxographical, and Scientific 
Writings, volume V 

Peripatetic Rhetoric After Aristotle, volume VI 

The Passionate Intellect: Essays on the Transformation of 
Classical Traditions presented to Professor LG. Kidd, 
volume VII 

Theophrastus: Reappraising the Sources, volun1e VIII 

Demetrius of Phalerum: Texts, Translation and Discussion, 
volume IX 

Dicaearchus of Messana: Text, Translation, and Discussion, 
volumeX 



OF 

TEXT, T~NILATION, AND DllCUlilON 

RUT't~S VNIVf~SITY STUD JES 
IN CLASSICAL HUMANITIES 

VOLUME 10 

WILLIAM W. FO~TENBAU~H 
ECKA~T SCHOT~UMPF 
EDIT01'.S 

"' ~ Routledge 
~ Taylor & Francis Group 

LONDON AND NEW YORK 



Copyright© 2001 by Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick, New Jersey. 

All rights reserved under International and Pan-American Copyright Conven­
tions. No part of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by 
any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording, or any 
information storage and retrieval system, without prior permission in writing 
from the publisher. All inquiries should be addressed to Transaction Publishers, 
Rutgers-The State University, 35 Berrue Circle, Piscataway, New Jersey 08854-

8042. 

This book is printed on acid-free paper that meets the American National Stan­
dard for Permanence of Paper for Printed Library Materials. 

Library of Congress Catalog Number: 2001023965 

ISBN: 0-7658-0093-4 
Printed in the United States of America 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 

Dicaearchus of Messana: text, translation, and discussion / edited by William 

Fortenbaugh, Eckart Schiitrumpf. 
p. cm. -(Rutgers University studies in classical humanities; v. IO) 

Includes bibliographical references and index. 
ISBN 0-7658-0093-4 (cloth: alk. paper) 
l. Dicaearchus, Messenius, 4th cent. B.C. 2. Philosophy, Ancient. 

I. Fortenbaugh, William W. II. Schiitrumpf, Eckart. III. Series. 

2001023965 



Professor Trevor J. Saunders 
Scholar, Colleague and Friend 

1934-1999 
In Memoriam 



Preface 
Contributors 

Contents 

1. Dicaearchus of Messana: The Sources, 
Text and Translation 

David C. Mirhady 

2. Dicaearchus on the Soul and on Divination 
Robert W Sharples 

3. Dicaearchus' Philosophy of Mind 
Victor Cc,sto,z 

4. Priricipes Sa1;ientiae: Dicaearchus' Biography of 
Philosophy 
Stephen A. White 

5. Dicaearchus' Historical Anthropology 
Trevor J. Saunders 

6. Dikaiarchs Bio<; 'EAAaoo; und die Philosophie des vierten 
J ahrhunderts 
Eckart Sc/1.iitrit111.pf 

7. Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados und Varros De vita populi 
Romani 
Wolfram Ax 

8. The Controversia between Dicaearchus and 
Theophrastus about the Best Life 
Pamela M. Huby 

•• VII 

• 
lX 

• 
Xl 

1-142 

143-73 

175-93 

195-236 

237-54 

255-77 

279-310 

311-28 



viii Dicaearchus of Messana 

9. Neues aus Papyrus-Hypotheseis zu verlorenen 
Euri pides-Dramen 
Wolf gang Luppe 

10. La Tradizione Papirologica di Dicearco 
Tiziano Dorandi 

11. The Geographical Work of Dikaiarchos 
Paul T. Ke)1Ser 

Index of Ancient Sources for Articles 2-11 

329-41 

343-52 

353-72 

373-89 



Preface 

This volume is the tenth in the series Rutgers University Studies in 
Classical Humanities. The majority of the preceding volumes have been 
concerned with Theophrastus of Eresus, the pupil of Aristotle and his 
successor as head of the Peripatetic School. With Volume IX a new 
direction was taken. We turned our attention to the colleagues and suc­
cessors of Theophrastus and produced a volume devoted to Demetrius 
of Phalerum. The volume includes a new edition of the fragments of 
Demetrius, text and facing translation, as well as essays which discuss 
issues of special interest. The present volume, no. X, continues this 
work. It is devoted to Diaearchus of Messana~ who, like Theophrastus, 
was a pupil of Aristotle. Again the volume includes text, translation and 
essays. Future volumes will continue this focus. No. XI will be a col­
lection of essays concerning Eudemus of Rhodes. It will be followed by 
Volume XII on Lyco, Arista of Ceos and Hieronymus of Rhodes, and 
by Volume XIII on Heraclides Ponticus. The last two volumes will 
contain not only essays but also new editions of the fragments. 

Earlier versions of the essays appearing in this volume were pre­
sented at a conference held at the University of Colorado at Boulder. We 
are grateful for the space and funding which was provided by the Col­
lege of Arts and Sciences of the university. In addition, we wish to ac­
knowledge the editorial assistence provided by Jennifer Faulkner of 
Rutgers University and the prepartation of camera ready copy by Diane 
Smith of Waco, Texas. 

One participant in the Boulder conference was Professor Trevor 
Saunders of Newcastle on Tyne. He had already contributed to Volume 
VIII on Theophrastus; now a second contribution of his is appearing in 
this volume on Dicaearchus. Sadly, Trevor died during the interval 
between the Boulder conference and the publication of this volume. He 
was a special person: a good scholar, a man of great integrity, always 
fun to be with and a friend of Project Theophrastus. To his memory we 
dedicate the edition of Dicaearchus and the several essays contained in 
this volume. 

WWFandES 
September 2000 
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INTRODUCTION 

The methodology of this collection follows that established in the 
FHS&G edition of Theophrastean material, 1 beginning ,vith a list of 
titles of works ascribed to Dicaearchus and continuing with texts relat­
ing to his life, writings, thought and influence. Almost without excep­
tion, the fundamental criterion for inclusion has been that Dicaearchus 
is named in the text. This collection also shares many things with that of 
Wehrli, but the order is significantly different in some are,1s, and much 
more contextual material has been included with many of the texts. 
Moreover, since we have no clear evidence that indicates that 
Dicaearchus wrote discrete works on divination, Homeric ,questions, or 
a collection of sayings, there are no separate sections on these matters. 

The list of titles 1 is conceived very broadly to include all passages 
that describe Dicaearchus' writings, whether or not the desc~ription actu­
ally constitutes a title. 2-12 deal with Dicaearchus' life ctnd writings. 
These texts locate him within the Peripatos 5 ( cp. 53 for his inclusion in 
the Academy), as a student of Aristotle 2, 4 and contt!mporary of 
Aristoxenus 3. He was, however, not in agreement with Aristotle on all 
things 6. He was a good teacher, citizen and human being 7-8. Several 
texts that mention his writings without mentioning doctrine are also in­
cluded here 9-12. 

Those texts that deal with psychology 13-32 are arranged in such a 
way that varying understandings of Dicaearchus' doctrine are collected 
.together. (Like other Peripatetics', his views are said to ]1ave been at 
odds with Plato's 13.) Those texts that portray him as an "eliminativist," 
as denying the existence of the soul, come first 14-20, followed by 
those that see him embracing some sort of ''epiphenomenalist'' position 
21-29. Whether the soul is characterized as a ''harmon:y'' 21 A-22, 

1 Theophrastus of Eresus: Sources for his Life, Writings, Thought and Influence. 
Edited and Translated by William W. Fortenbaugh, Pamela M. Huby, Robert W. Sharples 
and Dimitri Gutas, et al. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 

3 



4 Dicaearchus of Messana 

simply a "quality'' or an "arrangement'' of the body 23-24, 
Dicaearchus is said in all of the sources to have denied the substantiality 
or causative function of the soul, a point made particularly in 25-26, so 
that his position is materialist 27, like that of the Epicureans 28-29. On 
the other hand, and somewhat paradoxically, he is said to recognize a 
faculty of divination through dreams and madness 30A-31C, although 
rejecting the utility of divination 32. 

There is little indication beyond 1 no.5 (On Lives) that Dicaearchus 
actually wrote a discrete work on philosophical biography, but the di­
rection of the texts that deal both with the life of a philosopher in general 
and with specific philosophers' lives encourages having a section incor­
porating these matters 33-52. Dicaearchus is portrayed as advocating a 
life of action rather than mere contemplation 33-34, and this theme 
seems to be maintained throughout these texts, which embrace wisdom 
only when it has some practical value. Accordingly, Dicaearchus is said 
to reject impractical ideals with regard to friendship 35, and to have 
prized the Seven Wise Men not for their wisdom, but for their practical 
sense and legislative abilities 36-37. His discussion of whether the 
ancient poets and singers were wise appears to belong in this context 
39. The philosophers on whom Dicaearchus appears to have focused 
were Pythagoras 40-42, Socrates 43-45 and Plato 46-49, as well as 
Plato's students 50-51. The proverb concerning learning pottery on a 
wine-jar 44 seems as if it may be related to the description of Socrates 
43. 

The largest number of texts in the collection deal with cultural history 
53-85. Most of these stem, or appear to stem, from his Life of Greece 
53-77. In that work, Dicaearchus appears to have begun with human 
origins 53-57 before discussing ancient Egypt 58-59, Chaldaea 60-
61, and perhaps Media 62. Several texts that relate to mythical figures 
and foundation myths of Greek cities are gathered here 63-70, as is one 
relating to Italy 71. Then come texts relating to early musical practices 
and dancing 72-74 and several relating to historical times, right up to 
Philip of Macedon 75-77. Finally, there are grouped a wide range of 
texts that are ascribed to other works that also seem to relate to cultural 
history 78-85. 

The smallest section deals with politics 86-88, although there are 
several texts that mention titles that are political 9-11 C. 

The texts dealing with contests and literary criticism 89-104 indicate 
Dicaearchus' further interest in music, beyond what appears in 72-74. 
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Dicaearchus appears concerned in these texts with the rel(1tionship be­
tween poetry and wisdom 89, 91, although he is also interested in issues 
of performance 93, textual variations in Homer 94, and ethical ques­
tions in poetry 95. With regard to dramatic contests, he apJJears to have 
been interested in various aspects of the dramatic producti<lns 99-104. 
Most of the texts relating to On Alcaeus 105-111 derive t·rom a single 
source and discuss the game of cottabus 105-109. While two others 
relate to Alcaeus 110-111, they do not name the work. 

Four texts relate Dicaearchus by name.to the massive amc1unt of mate­
rial contained in the Hypotheses or Summaries now ass,Clciated with 
him, 112-11 SA. They appear to consist of only the title an◄j a short plot 
summary rather than any details of date or production, wl1ich he dealt 
with in other texts (see 99-104). 

The final group of texts deals with geography 116-127. These touch 
on the measurement of mountains 118-120, the sphericit)' of the earth 
121-122, mapping the Mediterranean 123·-125, the Nile River 126 
and tides 127. 

I have received the help of many people in the preparation of this 
edition. My thanks are due to Tiziano Dorandi, Bill F'ortenbaugh, 
Pamela Huby, Dirk Obbink, Bob Sharples, Diane Smith, Peter Stork, 
and the Dean of the Faculty of Humanities at the University of Calgary. 
Eckart Schiitrumpf organized the conference in Boulde~r when this 
project was only just begun and read the entire text througt1 with a keen 
eye near its completion. To him are owed special thanks. 
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Tabula inscriptionum 

1 Tabula inscriptionum 

1 IlEpt vux11~] Plutarchus, Adv. Colotem 14 1115A = 13; Cicero, Ad 
Atticum 13.32.2 = 11 B (utrosque); Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.33.2 = 
11 C (titulum add. Lambinus) 

2 Sermo Corinthi habitus tribus libris] Cicero, Tusculanae disputa­
tiones 1.21 = 19 

3 Lesbiaci libri, tres libri] Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.77 = 
27 

4 Epistula ad Aristoxenum] Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.32.2 = 11 B 

5 IlEpt ~icov] Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 3.4 = 47 (iv 1tpattcp) 

6 Antiquitates] Hieronymus, Adv. Jovinianum 2.13 = 56B (in libris) 

7a 'EAAo:Oo~ ~{o<;, ev ~t~Aiotc; y'] Suda, s.v. dt1eaiapxo<; = 2; 
Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. XaAOatot = 60 (e:v 1tp001ecp); 
Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. LiOOptov = 63 (Ka/ta 1:01tpfutov); 
scholion in Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica 4.272-4 = 58 (Ev a'); 
scholion in Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica 4.276 (ms. L) = app. 59 
(ev ~'); Hypothesis in Euripidis Medeam 25-7 = 62 

b Ilrpl 1ou 1:11~ 'EAAa6o~ ~iou] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.39 
636C = 72 (tv tote;); Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.5 557B = 77 
(EV ~pttcp) 

c 'EAAllVtKoc; Pio<;] scholion in Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica 4.272-
4 (ms. P) = 58 (Ev ~'); Varro, De re rustica 1.2.16 = 55 (Graeca 
Vita) 

d Dept 171~ 'EAAa8o~] Zenobius 5.23 = 57 (EV ~Ot<;) 
e 'Avaypacpl) 'tllc; 'EAAabo<;] Codex Parisinus Graecus, Supplemen­

tum 443 = 12 
f Descriptio Graeciae] Hieronymus, Adv. J ovinianum 2.13 = 56B 

8a Ilep1. tll~ eic; Tpocpcov{ou Katcx~acrEcoc;] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 
13.67 594E = 81 (Ev 1:o'ic;); cf. Lampriae tabulam librorum Plutarchi 
181, ubi eadem inscriptio invenitur 
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Titles 

1 List of titles 

1 On the Soul] Plutarch, In Reply to Colotes 14 1115A = 13; Cicero, 
To Atticus 13.32.2 = 118 (''both''); Cicero, To Atticus 13.33.2 = 
11 C (Lambinus added the title) 

2 Dialogue set at Corinth, 3 books] Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 
1.21 = 19 

3 Lesbian Books, 3 books] Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.77 = 27 

4 Letter to Aristoxenus] Cicero, To Atticus 13.32.2 = 11 B 

5 On Lives] Diogenes Laertius, Lives 3.4 = 47 (''in the first book'') 

6 Antiquities] Jerome, Against J ovinian 2.13 = 568 (''in the books") 

7a Life of Greece, in 3 books] Suda, on Dicaearchus = 2; Stephen of 
Byzantium, Place-Names, on Chaldaeans = 60 (''in the first book''); 
Stephen of Byzantium, Place-Names, on Dorium = 63 (''according 
to the first book''); Scholion on Apollonius of Rhodes' Argonautica 
4.272-4 = 58 ("in book one"); Scholion on Apollonius of Rhodes' 
Argonautica 4.276 (ms. L) = app. 59 (''in book two"); Hypothesis 
to Euripides' Medea= 62 

b On the Life of Greece] Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 14.39 
636C = 72 ("in the books"); Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 
13.5 557B = 77 ("in the third book'') 

c Greek Life] Scholion on Apollonius of Rhodes' Argonautica 4.272-
4 (ms. P) = 58 (''in the second book''); Varro, On Farming 1.2.16 = 
55 (Greek Life) 

d On Greece] Zenobius 5.23 = 57 ("in the books'') 
e Description of Greece] Cod. Parisinus Gr., Supplement 443 = 12 
f Description of Greece] Jerome, Against Jovinian 2.13 = 568 

8a On the Descent into (the Cave) ofTrophonius] Athenaeus, The Soph­
ists at Dinner 13.67 594E = 81 (''in the books''); cf. the Lamprias 
Catalogue of Plutarch's works 181, where the same title is found 
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b Ei<; Tpocproviou KaTCtf3aat~] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.48 
641E = 80 (EV 1tpOO~<p) 

c Ko:,;Ct~acrtc;] Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.32.2 = 11 B (librum); Cicero, 
AdAtticum 13.33.2 = 11C 

d Trophoniana narratio] Cicero, Ad Atticum 6.2.3 = 79 

9 Il£pt tll<; iv 'IAt<p 0uaia<;] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.80 603A 
=83 

10 De interitu hominum, liber] Cicero, De officiis 2.16 = 78 

l la IloAt'ttKO<; cruAAoyo~, Olympiae habitus] Cicero, Ad Atticum 
13.30.2 = 10 

b 'OAuµntKo<;] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.12 620D = 85 

12 Tpt1toAt'ttK6~] Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.32.2 = 11 B; Athenaeus, 
Deipnosophistae 4.19 141 A = 87 

13a TioAttEia L1tapttcx1:&v] Suda, s.v. ~tx:a{apxo<; = 2 
b TIEAAflvairov] Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.2.2 = 9 
c Koptv0irov] Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.2.2 = 9 
d 'A0rtvairov] Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.2.2 = 9 

14 TTEpt LitovucrtaK&v ayOOvrov] Scholion in Aristophanis Aves 1403 
= 99 (EV ~ip) 

15 IlEpt µoucrtKfuv ClyOOvrov] Suda, s.v. crKoAt6v = 89 (iv tip); scholion 
in Aristophanis Nubes 1364c = 90, ubi verbum ayOOvrov ab 
editoribus additum est 

16 Ilava0rtvatx:6<;] Scholion in Aristophanis Vespas 544b = 84 

17a (y no0£cr£t<; Tfuv Euptnioou KClt LO<p01CA€OUc; µu0rov] Sextus 
Empiricus,Adv. mathematicos 3.3 = 112; cf. Hypothesis in Rhesum 
= 114 

b 'Y n60Eat<; 'AAlcrlcr'tt~o<;] Hypothesis in Euripidis Alcestem ( codex 
Laurenti anus) = 11 SA 



The Sources 9 

b Descent into (the Cave) ofTrophonius] Athenaeus, The Sophists at 
Dinner 14.48 64 lE = 80 ("in the first book") 

c Descent] Cicero, To Atticus 13.32.2 = 11 B ('~the book"); Cicero, 
To Atticus 13.33.2 = 11 C 

d Trophonian Story] Cicero, To Atticus 6.2.3 = 79 

9 On the Sacrifice at Ilium] Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 13.80 
603A = 83 

IO On Human Destruction, book] Cicero, On Duties 2.16 = 78 

Ila Political Dialogue, (set at Olympia)] Cicero, To Atticus 13.30.2 = 
10 

b Olympic (Dialogue)] Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 14.12 620D 
=85 

12 Three-City (Dialogue)] Cicero, To Atticus 13.32.2 = 11 B; Athe­
naeus, The Sophists at Dinner 4.19 141A = 87 

13a Constitution of the Spartans] Suda, on Dicaearchus = 2 
b (Constitution) of the Pellenaeans] Cicero, To Atticus 2.2.2 = 9 
c (Constitution) of the Corinthians] Cicero, To Atticus 2.2.2 = 9 
d (Constitution) of the Athenians] Cicero, To Atticus 2.2.2 = 9 

14 On Dionysiac Contests] Scholion on Aristophanes' Birds 1403 = 
99 ("in the'') 

15 On Musical Contests] Suda, on skolion = 89 (''in the''); Scholion 
on Aristophanes' Clouds 1364c = 90, where the word 'Contests' 
has been added by the editors 

16 Panathenaic (Dialogue)] Scholion on Aristophanes' Clouds 544b 
=84 

17a Summaries of the Plots of Euripides and Sophocles] Sextus 
Empiricus, Against the Mathematicians 3.3 = 112; cf. Hypothesis 
to Rhesus= 114 

b Hypothesis to Alcestis] Hypothesis to Euripides' Alcestis (Lauren­
tian codex) = 115A 
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18 IlEpt 'AAKatou] Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 11.4 461A = 105; 
Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae I 5.5 667B = 107; Athenaeus, 
Deipnosophistae 15.7 668E = 108 (ev tip) 

19 Ilepiooo<; 1'11<;] Ioannes Lydus, De mensibus 4.107 = 126 

20 Tabulae] Cicero, Ad Atticum 6.2.3 = 79 

21 Kataµ£tpiia£t~ ~rov ev IleA01tovv~crcp 6p001v] Suda, s. v. ~ 11ea{apxo~ 
=2 

Vita et Scripta 

2 Suda, s.v. LltKaiapxo~ (no. 1062, LG t.1 pars 2 p.93.3O-94.4Adler) 

<l>£tOiou, LtK£At00'trt<;, EK 1tOAEco<; MEOO"T)Vf\<;, 'Aptcr'toteAou<; 
<l1eoucr111c;, <ptA6croq>o<; KCXt Pll'tOOp Kat yeroµe1tp11c;. Ka'taµE'tpt1crttc; 
-rOOv Ev TIEA01tovvl}acp OpOOv, 'EAA<lOo<; ~iov Ev ~t~Afot<; y'. o{l'to<; 
eypave 'tllV 1t0At't£l<XV L1tap1tta'tOOV. K<lt v6µoc; £te0ti f,V AaKE-

8a{µovt Ka0' £Kacrtov Eto~ avay1v00crKEcr0a1 tov A6yov Ei<; --co ,;O)v 5 
'Ecp6prov apxe'iov, ~OU<; bE 't~V ft~rrttlcr1v exovta<; ~AtKtav <lKpO-
acr0at. l((lt tOUtO EKpatEt µexpt 7tOAAOU. 

1 LtKEAtrot11c; : LlKEA.Etmtrt~ AFV MEcrcrfiv11~: MEcrftv11<; VM 7 ElCpCXtEt: 

EKpatT\crE M cp. V 

3 Suda, s. v. 'Aptcr'to~Evo<; (no. 3927, LG t.1 pars 1 p.357 .12-14 Adler) 

yeyove Oe E7tt tOOv 'AAE~cxvopou Kat 'tOlV µet£1tEttCX xp6vcov, 
COs dva.t &1tO -rfis pta.' 6Auµ1t1Cl6oc;. aUyxpovoc; i11KcnO:pxcp 'tip 
Mecrcr17vicp. 

4 Anonymus, Vita Aristotelis Latina 46-7 (AABT p.157.13-17 
During) 

47 et mortuus est in Calchide . .. dimisit autem filium Nicomachum 
et filiam Pithaida, proprios autem discipulos Theofrastum, Phaniam, 
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18 On Alcaeus] Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 11.4 461 A= 105; 
Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 15.5 667B = 107; Athenaeus, 
The Sophists at Dinner 15.7 668E = 108 ("in the'') 

19 Circuit of the Earth] John of Lydia, On Months 4.107 = 126 

20 Accounts] Cicero, To Atticus 6.2.3 = 79 

21 Measurements of the Mountains of the Peloponnesus] Suda, on 
Dicaearchus = 2 

Life and Writings 

2 Suda, on Dicaearchus (no. 1062, LG v.1 part 2 p.93.30--94.4 Adler) 

(Son of) Pheidias, a Sicilian from the city of Messana, a student 
of Aristotle, philosopher, rhetorician and geometrician. Measure­
ments of the Mountains in the Peloponnesus, Life of Greece in 3 
books. He wrote the Constitution of the Spartans, and a law was 
established in Lacedaemon each year to read the text to the council 
of ephors, and the young were also to listen. And this was in force 
for a long time. 

3 Suda, on Aristoxenus (no. 3927, LG v.1 part 1 p.357.12-14 Adler) 

(Aristoxenus) lived at the time of Alexander and those follow­
ing him, so that he was from the 111 th Olympiad. 1 A contempo­
rary to Dicaearchus the Messanian. 

1 I.e., c. 332 o.c. 

4 Anonymous, Latin Life of Aristotle 46-7 (AABT p.157 .13-17 
During) 

47 And (Aristotle) died in Chalcis ... He also1 left behind a son 
Nicomachus and daughter Pithais, as well as his personal students 
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Eudimium, Clitum, Aristoxenum et Dicearchum. 

1-3 Anonymus, Vita Aristotelis Marciana 196 (p.6.32 et 77.30-2 Gigon) 2 
Theophrastus, JO no.2 FHS&G Phanias, fr. 6 Wehrli 3 Aristoxenus, fr. 65 
Wehrli 

2 et filiam Pithaida: et alteram (filiam nonnulli) phytiandam c 2-3 discipulorum 
nomina turbata in muftis ,nss. 3 Dicearchum: dircatum a2

: dircum b3 alii alia 

5 Cicero, De finibus 4.79 (BT p.155.7-14 Schiche) 

quam illorum tristitiam atque asperitatem fugiens Panaetius nee 
acerbitatem sententiarum nee disserendi spinas probavit fuitque in 
altero genere mitior, in altero illustrior semperque habuit in ore 
Platonem, Aristotelem, Xenocratem, Theophrastum, Dicaearchum, 
ut ipsius scripta declarant. quos quidem tibi studiose et diligenter s 
tractandos magnopere censeo. 

1 Panaetius, fr. 55 van Straaten. fr. 79 Alesse 4 Theophrastus, 56 FHS&G 

6 Themistius, 23 Sophistes 285C (BT t.2 p.79.8-12 Schenkel et al.) 

Kricpiao800pou~ be Kat Eu~OUAtOa<; Kat T1µa{ou<; (Kat) 
LitKatapxou; Kat cr~patov OAOV 't&v Ent0eµevcov 'Aptcr'tOtEA£t tip 

"' L'tayetpitn 1t61' av KataAE~atµt EU7tet&c;, cbv KClt Aoyot 
E~tlCVOUV'CCXt eic; tOVOE tOV xp6vov, OtCX/t,ipouvtE~ 't'JlV &1tex8etcxv 

' ~ , 
Kat <pt/\,OVEtKtcxv; 

I Kat Re 

7 Cicero, Epistulae ad Atticum 8.4.1 (BT t.1 p.294.14-16 Shackleton 
Bailey) 

Dicaearchum mehercule aut Aristoxenum diceres arcessi, 
non unum hominem omnium loquacissimum et minime aptum 

5 
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Theophrastus, Phanias, Eudimius, Clitus, Aristoxenus and 
Dicaearchus. 

1 Besides his will and writings. 

5 Cicero, On Ends 4.19 (BTp.155.7-14 Schiche) 

Avoiding their (sc. the Stoics') austerity and roughness, Panaetius 
approved of neither the severity of their opinions nor the thorns of 
their disputation, and in the f onner he was milder and in the latter 
more lucid, and always had Plato, Aristotle, Xenocrates, 
Theophrastus and Dicaearchus on his lips, as his own writings show. 
And these men especially I strongly recommend you to study at­
tentively and diligently. 

6 Themistius, 23 Sophist 285C (BT v.2 p.79.8-12 Schenkel et al.) 

I might easily recount men like Cephisodorus1 and Euboulides2 

and Timaeus3 and Dicaearchus4 and a whole army of those who 
have attacked Aristotle the Stagirite. Their words survive into this 
time, maintaining their odium and love of strife. 

1 Cephisodorus, a student of Isocrates, defended his teacher against Aristotle's 
attacks (DH, De /soc. 18); he criticized Aristotle on other grounds also (Athen. 
Deipn. 2.56 60D). 

2 Euboulides of Miletus' attacks on Aristotle are recorded by Athenaeus, 
Deipn. 7 .50 354C. 

3 The hostility of the historian Timaeus toward Aristotle is criticized by 
Polybius, Histories 12.11. 

4 Some have thought that Themistius confused Dicaearchus with Demachares. 
See Huby, p. 312 n.2, in this volume. 

7 Cicero, Letters to Atticus 8.4.1 (BT v.1 p.294.14-16 Shackleton 
Bailey) 

By Hercules, you would say that I was summoning Dicaearchus 
or Aristoxenus, not the one man (Dionysius) 1 most garrulous of all 
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ad docendum. 

2 non unum hominem Purser: novi unum hominem s: non unum EOR: non unum 
hominum bm 

8 Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.12.4 (BT t.1 p.69.6-12 Shackleton Bailey) 

Dicaearchum recte amas. luculentus homo est et ci vis baud paulo 
melior quam isti nostri Cl3i1eaiapxo1. . ... Kat KtKeprov o 
cptA6crocpo~ tov 1toAtttKov Titov acr1ta~E1:at. 

9 Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.2.2 (BTt.1 p.53.21-54.5 Shackleton Bailey) 

IlEAArtvairov in manibus tenebam et hercule magnum acervum 
Dicaearchi mihi ante pedes exstruxeram. o magnum hominem, et 
unde multo plura didiceris quam de Procilio. Koptv0irov et 
'A011vairov puto me Romae habere. mihi crede (sed ego te hoc 
doceo ?) mirabilis vir est. t H pCOOT\<;, si homo esset, eum potius legeret s 
quam unam litteram scriberet. 

4 crede (Lambinus) (sed scilicet olim) Shackleton Bailey scripsit: credes (hredes 
M, heredes M) lege nz te om. 8 hoc HNRbds: h(a)ec GMm 

10 Cicero, Ad Atticum 13.30.2 (BTt.2 p.545.15-16 Shackleton Bailey) 

volo aliquem Olympiae aut ubivis habitum 1toA1t1Kov auAAoyov 
more Dicaearchi familiaris tui. 

1 Olympiae aut ubivis habitum Schmidt: Olympia aut ubi visum codd.: habitum 
onz. Shackleton Bailey 

11 A Cicero, Ad Atticum 13 .31.2 (BT t.2 p.546. 9-11 Shackleton Bailey) 

Dicaearchi quos scribis libros sane velim mi mittas, addas etiam 
Ka'ta~cicrew;. 
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and least able to teach. 

1 M. Pomponi us Dionysius was an ungrateful former teacher of Cicero's son. 
See also 79 n.2. 

8 Cicero, ToAtticus 2.12.4 (BTv.l p.69.6-12 Shackleton Bailey) 

You are right to like Dicaearchus. He is a splendid human being 
and a citizen by no means a little better than those adikaiarchoi 
(unjust rulers) of ours. 1 

... And Cicero the philosopher salutes the 
statesman Titus. 

1 Cicero is referring to the Triumvirs, Caesar, Pompey and Crassus, whose 
grip on power had shut Cicero out of active political life. 

9 Cicero, To Atticus 2.2.2 (BT v.1 p.53.21-54.5 Shackleton Bailey) 

I was holding in my hands (the constitution) of Pellene and I 
had piled up an ungodly large heap (of books) of Dicaearchus be­
fore my feet. What a great man! You would learn much more from 
that source than from Procilius. 1 I think I have (his constitutions) 
of Corinth and Athens at Rome. Believe me, (but am I teaching 
you this?) the man is a marvel. Herodes,2 if he were a (sensible) 
human being, would rather read him than write a single letter. 

1 From Varro (LL 148.154) and Pliny (NH 8.4) we learn that Procilius wrote 
on Roman topography and antiquities. 

2 Herodes was a mentor of M. Cicero. Apparently he wanted to write about 
Cicero's consulship. 

10 Cicero, To Atticus 13.30.2 (BTv.2 p.545.15-16 Shackleton Bailey) 

I want to write a sort of political dialogue, set at Olympia or 
wherever you like, in the manner of your intimate Dicaearchus. 

11 A Cicero, To Atticus 13.31.2 (BT v.2 p.546.9-11 Shackleton Bailey) 

Please send me the books of Dicaearchus, about which you wrote, 
and add the Descent. 
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11 B Cicero,AdAtticum 13.32.2 (BTt.2 p.547.16-19 Shackleton Bailey) 

Dicaearchi IlEpt 'VUXll<; utrosque velim mittas et Kcx,1:ap&creroc;. 
Tp11t0Att1Kov non invenio et epistulam eius, quam adAristoxenum 
misit. tris eos libros maxime nunc vellem, apti essent ad id quod 
cogito. 

2 cf. Joseph., Contra Apionem 1.220 = 7071 Wehrli 

2 et epistolam Victorius: te epistola PLi 

11 C Cicero, Ad Atticum 13 .33 .2 (BT t.2 p.549 .14-15 Shackleton Bailey) 

Dicaearchi librum accepi et Kata~&creoo<; exspecto. 

1 TTepi. 'VUXll~ posuit Lambinus post librum 

12 Codex Parisinus Graecus, Suppl. 443 (GGM t.1 p.243al 9 Muller) 

DeAnima 

13 Plutarchus, Adversus Colotem 14 1115A (BT t.6.2 p.189.7-19 
Pohlenz et Westman) 

Kat np&--c6v ye 'tflV £1ttµ£AEtav Kat 1t0AuµCl8£1.av '!OU q>tAo­

cr6cpou crKE\JfC0µ£0a, AEyov-toc; Ott 1outot<; tote; 86yµcx.crt --cou 
TTA&1rovo<; E7tl\KOAou0~Kcx.crtv 'Aptcr--ro'tEAr\~ Kat 2£vo1epa.1:11~ 
Kat 0£6cppacrto<; KCXl 1tciVtEc; oi IlEpt1t<Xt1l'ttKOt. 7tOU yap Olv t~~ 
ao11CT11:ou 't() ~tPAtOV Eypaq,ec;, tva ,:auta cruvtt0Et~ 'ta eyx:A11µa1a 5 

µ11 'tOl~ EKEtVCOV auvtayµacrtv ev--ruxn<; µ118' avaAa~n<; Et<; XEt­
pa~ 'AptcrtO'tEAOU<; ta Ticpl oupavou Kat ta IlEpt \VUXll~, 
0Eocppacr'tOU OE ta Tipo~ 'tOU~ cpucrtKOU~, fHpaKAEtOOU 8e 'tOV 

Zwpoacrtp17v, "CO TTEpt t&v EV t,At8ou, 'tO Tiept 't&v q)UO"tK&<; 

Cl1topouµf-vcov' ~tKat<Xpxou 8E -ca Iltpl \jf\)xllc;; Ev olc; 1tpOc; -ca 10 
I \ I - ,-., t I -

KUp1cota1:a l((Xl µEytcr'ta 'tO)V <pUO"lKffiV U7tEVaV'ttOUµE.VOt --rep 
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11 B Cicero, ToAtticus 13.32.2 (BTv.2 p.547.16-19 Shackleton Bailey) 

I would like you to send Dicaearchus' two books On the Soul 
and Descent. I am not finding the Three-City1 (Dialogue) and his 
letter, which he sent to Aristoxenus. I would like these three books 
especially now (since) they touch on what I am considering. 

1 Or: Dialogue on Three Constitutions, cf. G.J.D. Aalders H. Wzn, Die Theorie 
der gemischten Verfassung im Altertum, Amsterdam 1968, 73 n.5. 

11C Cicero, ToAtticus 13.33.2 (BTv.2 p.549.14-15 Shackleton Bailey) 

I have received Dicaearchus' book (On the Soul) and am ex-. 
pecting the Descent. 

12 Paris Codex, Greek supplement 443 ( GGM v.1 p.243al 9 Muller) 

Dicaearchus' Description of Greece. 1 

1 The work has been shown to be by a Dionysius, son of Kalliphon. See the 
paper by Keyser in this volume. 

Psychology 

13 Plutarch, In Reply to Colotes 14 1115A (BT v.6.2 p.189.7-19 
Pohlenz and Westman) 

And first let us consider the carefulness and wide learning of 
the philosopher (Colotes), when he says that these doctrines of Plato 
were followed by Aristotle and Xenocrates and Theophrastus and 
all the Peripatetics. In what uninhabited region did you write the 
book, so that when you put together these accusations you did not 
come across their compositions or take into your hands Aristotle's 
On Heaven and On the Soul, Theophrastus' In Reply to the Natural 
Philosophers, Heraclides' Zoroaster, On the U,iderworld, and On 
Difficulties in Natural Philosophy, and Dicaearchus' On the Soul? 
In these works they are continually at variance with Plato and wran­
gling (with him) in relation to the greatest and most important mat-
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IlAci'toovt Kat µax6µevot Ota'tEAoucrt. 

1-12 Theophrastus, 245 FHS&G 4-12 Heraclides,fr. 68, 71 Wehrli 

8 ~HpaKA£ioou Reiske: i,pKAE11:ou FB 

14 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.24 (BT p.229.24-5 Pohlenz) 

quid de Dicaearcho dicam, qui nihil omnino animum dicat esse? 

15 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.41 (BT p.238.8-17 Pohlenz) 

Dicaearchum vero cum Aristoxeno aequali et condiscipulo suo, 
doctos sane homines, omittamus, quorum alter ne condoluisse 
quidem umquam videtur, qui animum se habere non sentiat, alter 
ita delectatur suis cantibus, ut eos etiam ad haec transf erre conetur. 
apµov{av autem ex intervallis sonorum nosse possumus, quorum s 
varia compositio etiam harmonias efficit pluris, membrorum vero 
situs et figura corporis vacans animo quam possit harmoniam 
efficere non video. 

3 animum] animam Wehrli 

16 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.51 (BT p.243.11-13 Pohlenz) 

Dicaearchus quidem et Aristoxenus, quia difficilis erat animi 
quid aut qualis esset intellegentia, nullum omnino animum esse 
dixerunt. 

1 Dicaearchus : dice archus X 

17 Cicero, Academici libri 2.124 (BT p.89.19-21 Plasberg) 

tenemusne, quid sit animus? ubi sit? denique sitne an, ut Dicaear­
cho visum est, ne sit quidem ullus? 

I an Lambinus: aut AB 1-2 Dicaearcho A2NB2
: dicet archo B1

: dicect A1 
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ters in natural philosophy. 

14 Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.24 (BT p.229 .24--5 Pohlenz) 

What shall I say about Dicaearchus, who says that the mind is 
nothing at all? 

15 Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.41 (BT p.238.8-17 Pohlenz) 

But let's ignore Dicaearchus, with his contemporary and fellow­
student Aristoxenus, even though they were learned men. The one 
appears never to have felt grief, since he was not aware he had a 
soul; 1 the other is so pleased by his own songs that he tries to apply 
them even to (philosophy). Certainly we can recognize the 
harmonia resulting from the intervals of tones: their varying arrange­
ment creates a greater number of musical modes. But I do not see 
what harmony the positioning of the limbs and the shape of the body, 
void of soul,1 can create. 

1 Cicero here uses the masculine form, animus, which is translated "mind" 
elsewhere. See the paper of Sharples, p. 148 n.22, in this volume. 

16 Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.51 (BT p.243 .11-13 Pohlenz) 

Indeed, since it was difficult to comprehend what the mind was 
or what sort of thing it was, Dicaearchus and Aristoxenus said that 
there was no mind at all. 

17 Cicero, Academics 2.124 (BT p.89.19-21 Plasberg) 

Do we grasp what the mind is? Where it is? Finally, does it 
exist or is it really not anything, as it appeared to Dicaearchus? 
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18 Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes 2.31 (BT t.1 p. 71.28-
72.2 Mutschmann et Mau) 

ott Be <lKataA11n16� E<J'ttV au111, 8ftAov evteu0ev • 1&v 1t€pt 
\VUXll� OtaAa�OV'tOlV' Yva 'tllV 7tOAA�v Kat av11vui:ov µ6:x11v 
1tapaAi1troµ£v, oi µEv µ11 Eivat 'tT}V 'JIUX�V Eq:>acrav, co� Qt 1t£pt tOV

M£crO-�VtOV �tKaiapxov, oi 8e EiV<lt, Ot OE enecrxov. 

1 EVteu8Ev om. EAB 4 MEcrcr�vtov: µEcr�vtov G: messanensem T

19 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.21 (BT p.228.2-15 Pohlenz) 

Dicaearchus autem in eo sermone, quern Corinthi habitum tribus 
libris exponit, doctorum hominum disputantium primo libro multos 
loquentes f acit; duobus Pherecratem quendam Phthiotam sen em, 
quern ait a Deucalione ortum, disserentem inducit, nihil esse ornnino 
animum et hoc esse nomen totum inane frustraque animalia et s 
animantes appellari, neque in homine inesse animum vel animam 
nee in bestia, vimque ornnem earn, qua vel agamus quid vel sentia­
mus, in omnibus corporibus vivis aequabiliter esse fusam nee 
separabilem a corpore esse, quippe quae nulla sit, nee sit quicquam 
nisi corpus unum et simplex, ita figuratum, ut temperatione naturae 10 
vigeat et sentiat. 

1 Dicaearchu: dice archus KRV: dicaearcis G' 4-5 omnino animum] animum 
omnino K

20 Atticus Platonicus, fr. 7.9-10 (CB p.63.16-2O des Places)= 
Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 15.9.10 

OU yap 11 vuxii, cp11aiv' aAA' () av0pro1t6<; EO"'ttV O tOUt(.l)V 
1 o EKacrtov tvepy&v, ll 'Jf'UX'fl o' a Ki vrrro� oi.>tffi<;. -tot yapouv e1t6µrvo<; 

�tKCXtapxo;, KClt t' <l1eoA,ou8ov lKClVO; (f)y 0£ropEtV, <lvfipfl1C€ 't�V 
OAflV un6crtaatv 'tll<; vux11�. 

I Aristoteles, De anima 1.4 408b13-15 3-4 cf Plutarchus, De lib. et aegr. 5
54.18-19 

1 cpflatv ID: <pacriv OVN 2 a.1eiv11'to<; ou'tcoc;. 1:oryapouv codd.: aK(vrrco�. 
'tOUtcp yap £1t6µevo<; Stephanus 
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18 Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyr rhonism 2.31 (BT v. l p.71.28-

72.2 Mutschmann and Mau) 

That it (the soul) is non-apprehensible is clear from the follow­

ing: of those who have taken up discussion concerning the soul­

so that we may avoid the long and endless battle-some said that 

there is no soul, like those associated with the Messanian 

Oicaearchus, others (have said) that there is (a soul), and others 

have withheld Uudgment). 

19 Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.21 (BT p.228.2-15 Pohlenz) 

However, in the first book of the dialogue, which is set in Corinth 

in three books, Dicaearchus has many of the learned men who are 

in debate speak. In the (other) two (books) he introduces a certain 

Pherecrates, an old man from Phthia who, he says, was descended 

from Deucalion. (Pherecrates) argues that the animus (mind) is 

nothing at all, that the term is entirely empty and that it is pointless 

to use the terms animalia (animate creatures) and animantes 

(ensouled creatures). There is neither in man, an anim.us (mind) or 

anim.a (soul), nor in a beast. All the force by which we do or feel any­

thing is spread equally in all living bodies. It is inseparable from the 

body, for it is nothing (by itself) nor is there anything except a body, 

single and plain, so configured that it has strength and feeling by 

means of a natural blending. 

20 Atticus the Platonist, fr. 7.9-10 (CB p.63.16-20 des Places)= 

Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospels 15.9.10 

For it is not the soul, says (Aristotle), but the man that actualizes 

each of these (mental processes), and the soul is in this way un-

10 moved. Dicaearchus followed accordingly, and since he was com­

petent at observing what was entailed (sc. in Aristotle's view), he 

rejected the entire existence of the soul. 
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21 A Nemesius, De natura hominis 2 (BT p.17 .1-10 Morani) 

0aA~s µEv yap 1tp&tos tllV wuxiiv E<p,icrev UetKlVT\tOV Kat 
aU'tOKlVf\tOV, I1u0ay6pa~ {)£ apt0µov £CXU'tOV KlVOUVtO:, I1Aatrov 
{)£ oucricxv VOT)~~v E~ EClU'tll<; KtVll't'flV Kata apt0µov EVapµ6viov, 
'A ptatot EAll <; Be evt EAEX£tav n pOOtn v crOOµato<; cpu crt 1<:ou, 
opyavtKOU, 6uvaµEt ~(l)~V EXOV'tO<;, ~tKatapxo<; OE &pµoviav t&v 5 

I I , , - "" \ I -

tEcrcraprov cr1:otxe1rov av-rt tou Kpacrtv Kat cruµcpcovtav tcov 
crtotxeirov. OU yap 't~V £1( t&v q,06yyrov crvv1crtaµev11v' aAAfl 1:11v 
EV -rip crOOµatt 8Epµ&v Kat 'Vuxp&v Kat uyp&v Kat ~11p&v 
evapµ6vtov Kpacrtv KCXt auµcproviav ~OUAE~at AeyEtV. 011Aov ()£ 

On Kat -coU-crov ol µEv &A.A.ot -cllv 'Vuxllv oUcr{a,v Et vat A.Eyoucrt v. 10 

'Apt<J'CO'tEAllc; OE Kat ~tKaiapxo<; avoucrtOV. 

l-6 { Plutarchus], De placitis philosophorum 4.2.5 898B-C (BT t.5.2.1p.115.11-
20 Mau) et Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.49.la (t. l p.318. 19-320.3 Wachsmutli), quibus 
locis nonien Dicaearchi in codd. legitur; Theodoretus, Graecarum affectionum 
curatio 5.18 (BTp.126.22- 127.4 Raedner) ubi tamen nomen Clearclzi legitur I 
Thales, FVS 11 A22a 2 Platon, cf Timaeus 43a 3 Aristoteles, De anima 
2.1 412a27 5 Her,nias, lrrisio gentilium philosophorum 2 (DG p.651.13 
Diets), quo loco nomen Dicaearchi pro nomine Deinarchi inseruit Diels 

5 et 11 dtKaiapxo~ Matthaei: '1e{vcxpxo~ codd. et Marani 6-7 CXV'tt tou-
cr101xe1cov {3DP Alf.arm.: om. KF 9 Kpcicrtv] ta~1v K 

21 B Nemesius, De natura hominis 2 (BT p.22.19-22 Morani) 

£1tEl0f\ OE Kat ~tKatapxo<; apµov{av cbp{aato 't~V 'JIUXllV Kat 
Ltµµta<; CXVttAEyrov 'tip LmKpet'tEt 't~V wux11v apµoviav ecpacrKEV 

dvat, A.£ywv EotKEvat -c~v µ£v 'Vuxllv &pµov{~ tO 8£ cr&µa A.Up~, 
EK0Et€0V 't<X<; AUC!Et<; 'tOU'tOU ta~ EV 'tip <l>a{6covt ITA<itcovo<; 

4 Platon, Phaedo 91 E et 93A 

I ~tKaiapxo~: '1e.ivo.pxo~ codd. et Morani 

22 Meletius, De natura hominis, De anima (Anecdota Graeca Oxon. 
t.3 p.145.3-11 Cramer) 

5 
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21A Nemesius, On Human Nature 2 (BT p.17.1-10 Morani) 

First, Thales said the soul was ever moving and self-moving: 
Pythagoras (said it was) number moving itself; Plato (said that it 
was) mental substance moved of itself in harmony according to 
number; Aristotle (said that it was the) first actuality of a natural, 
organic body, having life potentially. Dicaearchus1 (said that it was) 
a harmony of the four elements, meaning by this the mixture and 
concord of the elements. For he does not mean the (harmony) cre­
ated from sounds, but rather the harmonious mixture and concord 
in the body of hot, cold, wet and dry (constituents). It is clear that 
the others say that the soul is a substance, but Aristotle and 
Dicaearchus (say that it is) non-substantial. 

1 In both instances where the name "Dicaearchus" appears in this text, the 
manuscripts actually say "Deinarchus." Theodoretus, who provides a parallel 
text, gives the name as "Clearchus," while [Plutarch] and Stobaeus give 
"Dicaearchus." See the paper of Sharples, p.145-6 n.10, in this volume. 

21 B Nemesius, On Human Nature 2 (BT p.22.19-22 Marani) 

Since Dicaearchus1 defined the soul as a harmony and Simmias, 
when contradicting Socrates, asserted that the soul was a harmony, 
saying that the soul was like a harmony and the body like a lyre, it 
is necessary to set out (Socrates') solutions, which are in Plato's 
Phaedo. 

1 As in 21 A, the manuscripts of this text actually say "Deinarchus. ,, 

22 Meletius, On Human Nature, On the Soul (Anecdota Graeca Oxon. 
v.3 p.145.3-11 Cramer) 

Dicaearchus defined the soul as a harmony and the body as a 
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tO cr&µa. • &AA' ft &pµovla £7n6£xtta.t ,:() µftAAov Ka.l n't'tOV, ,:ip 
xaAftcr0at Kat ent~£tVEo0at • ~ruxii OE 'truxi,c; ou1e ecr~t µftAAov 
Kat n'ttOV • aAA' ou8£ <XU'tf\ eaui;i,~ • OUK apa apµovia ft 'lfUXll• 
Ett ~ 'lfUXfl apet~V Kell KaKiav E:7tt0EXEtat K(lt &pµovia 5 

Euapµocrt{av Kat avapµocrtiav OUK £1tt8exetat, OUK &pa ii 'lfUX'Jl 
&pµovia • E'tt 11 'JIUXf\ 'tCfl £7ttOEXEcr0at 1Ct ivav1:{a 1tapCt µEpo<;, 
oucr{a ecrtt Kat U1tOKEtµEVOV. 11 be &pµov{a 1t0tO'tT\~, Kat EV 
t I , '1 t I ~ I 

U7tOKEtµevcp • OUK apa apµovta 11 'VUX11· 

1 ~lKCX.lcx.pxo~: ~Etva.pxo~ codd. et Cramer 5 cxpµovfa: apµov{av Cramer 

23 Iamblichus, De anima ap. Stobaeum, Anthologium 1.49.32 (t.1 
p.366.25-367 .9 Wachsmuth) 

ttVE~ µev t&v 'Apt<J'tOtEAtK&v ai0eptov a&µa 't~V wux~v 
i:t0EV'tClt • £1:EpOt 0£ tEAEtOtlltCX CX1YtllV acpopil;ovtat 1(0,1:' oucriav 
'tOU 0eiou crOOµatoc;, ftv EVtEA£XEtav KClAEt 'Aptcrto'tEAll<;, OOcr1tEp 
011 EV EVtOtt; 0e6cppacr~ot;, 11 'tO U1toyevvOOµ,EVOV U1to 't&v 0ct0~£prov 
yev&v OACOV' OOcr1tEp av 'tt<; VEOlt€ptcr£tEV EV 1:a'ic; E7ttVOtat<;. 11 'tO 5 

cruyKEKpaµivov 101~ crOOµaatv, ffia1t£p oi 2/tOOtKOt AEyoucrtv ·~to 
,-... , f " \ ,...., f ,, t I \ 

't11 <pU0-£1 cruµµEµtyµEVOV rt 'tO 'tOU c;coµato~ OV (0(;1tEp 'tO 

E,1fux&cr0at, a'\J'tft 611 µ'l11tapOv 1ft \j/UXU 01tcocr0Uv imcipxtiv, ola 
611 A€)'EtCXt 7tEpt vux11~ 1tClpCX ~lKCXtCtpxcp i:ip MEcra11vicp. 

3 Theophrastus, 269 FHS&G 6-8 Plutarchus, De lib. et aeg r. 5 54.12-13 

3 EV'tEAEXEtav Heeren: ev0£AEXEtav FP 8 E'Vuxrocr0a.t Wachsmuth: 
Eµvuxcocr8at FP c511 Wachsmuth: oe FP onrocrouv proposuit Wachs,nuth: 
000'7tEp FP U7tllPXElV Wachsmuth: uncipxov FP 

24 Sextus Empiricus, Ad versus mathematicos 7 .348-9 (t.2 p.80.6-12 
Mutschmann) 

EXP'llV Kat t~V 8t&votav, €t1t€p OtCXKpt'tt1Cll Ecrtl ~OU 0.AT}0ou<; 
KCX,t 'tOU 'lfEUbou~, 7tOAAip 1tpOt£pov 'tfl eau~ftc; <pU<JEl. O"UVE1tl­

~&AAnv Ot' ~v' oUcri~ 1ft E~ nc; Ecrn, 1:61tcp 'tip Ev ql 1tEcpUK£, 1:otc; 
349 aAAOt~ a1tacrtv. OU 1tCtvu bE YE tCt 'tOlUU'ta cruvop&v 8uvatat, ,,... 

Ety£ oi µEV µ118ev cpacrlV EtVat au't~V 1tapa 'tO 1t&t; EXOV cr&µa, 5 
Ka8&1ttp 6 ~tKa.ia.pxoc;, oi 8£ dva.t µEv EAt~av, oUK Ev 1ip aU1:ip 
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lyre. But harmony allows the more and less by slackening and tight­
ening; and soul is not more and less than soul; but it is also not 
(more or less) than itself, so soul is not a harmony. Moreover, soul 
allows excellence and badness, and harmony does not allow har­
moniousness and non-harmoniousness, so soul is not a harmony. 
Moreover, by allowing opposites in tum soul is a substance and 
subject. But harmony is a quality and (it is) in a subject; so soul is 
not a harmony. 

23 Iamblichus, On the Soul, in Stobaeus, Anthology 1.49.32 (v.1 
p.366.25-367 .9 Wachsmuth) 

Some of the Aristotelians suppose that the soul is a body made 
of ether; others define it as perfection in accordance with the sub­
stance of the divine body, which Aristotle calls 'actuality' -so, in 
some places, Theophrastus-or the product of all the more divine 
kinds, as if modernising their notions; or (they say that it) is what is 
mixed with bodies, just as the Stoics say, or (that it is) what is blended 
by nature, or (that it is) the (quality) of the body like 'having been 
ensouled', it not actually being possible for the soul itself to exist 
in any way at all, which are the sorts of things said about the soul 
by Dicaearchus the Messanian. 

24 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Professors 7.348-9 (v.2 p.80.6-12 
Mutschmann) 

If it is capable of distinguishing truth and falsity, the mind must 
much earlier be aware of its own nature by which [it exists], the 
substance out of which it exists, the place where it naturally exists 

349 and all the rest. But it cannot comprehend such things at all, if 
indeed some, such as Dicaearchus, say that there is no mind be­
yond body in a certain state, while others agree that it exists, but 
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OE t61tcp 1tep1ixecr8a1. 

5 cf Plutarchus, De lib. et aegr. 5 54. I 5 

I OlClKpttKTl : OtaKplttKOV c; 2-3 q>UCJ£l O"UV£1ttJ3aAA€tv-cp codd. : q>UCJ€t 

E7tl~CLA.A.ElV, cruve1ttPaA.A.etV OE tft OU<Jt<t, E~ nc; £(jtl, 'tq> t61tcp EV q> Kayser 3 
Ot' ~v oucr{~ Gen.: Otovoucr{a NEL: ot' ov ouai~ ~ 4 ta om. c; 5 Eivcx{ 
<paotv N 6 EAE~av NLE: i:Atyov ~ 7 -r61tco <;: toutro NLE 

25 Tertullianus, De anima 15.1-3 (CC Series latina, pars 2p.801.4-17 
Waszink) 

in primis an sit aliqui summus in anima gradus vitalis et 
sapientalis, quod T1YEµov1K6v appellant, id est principale, quia si 
negetur, totus animae status periclitatur. denique qui negant 

2 principale, ipsam prius animam nihil censuerunt. Messenius aliqui 
Dicaearchus, ex medicis autem Andreas et Asclepiades, ita s 
abstulerunt principale, dum in animo ipso volunt esse sensus, quo-

3 rum vindicatur principale ... sed plures et philosophi ad versus 
Dicaearchum, Plato, Strato, Epicurus, Democritus, Empedocles, 
Socrates, Aristoteles et medici ... 

7-8 adversus Dicaearchum] adverdi cae arcum A 
Diets 

9 Socrates] Xenocrates 

26 Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias 8b25 (CAG t.8 p.216.12-15 
Kalbfleisch) 

oi Cl1t0 t'Jl~ 'EpE~pia~ Uv·ftpouv tUc; 1t0tOtfltCl~ <be; ouoaµ&<; 
ixoucra<; 'tl KOlVOV oucrt&8e<;, EV 8k 'tOl<; Ka0' EKU<Jta Kat 

cruvet~otc; U7t<lPXOU(ja~. KCl1 ~tKaicxpxo<; ~€ <l1t0 tll~ au1:17~ aitiac; 
1:0 µEv l;q:>Ov ouvexffipn civat, 1:T)v 3£ ahiav aU1:oU 'lfUxllv <ivflpEt. 

3 OE om. A 

27 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 1.77 (BT p.256.23-7 Pohlenz) 

acerrime autem deliciae meae Dicaearchus contra hanc immor­
talitatem disseruit. is enim tres libros scripsit, qui Lesbiaci vocantur 
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not that it is contained in the same place. 1 

1 That is, some say that it exists outside the body while others say it exists 
throughout the entire body. 

25 Tertullian, On the Soul 15.1-3 (CC Latin Series, part 2 p.801.4-17 
Waszink) 

In particular, (there is the question) whether there is some high­
est level in the soul pertaining to life and wisdom, which they call 
''hegemonic," i.e., ruling, since if it be denied, the whole status of 
the soul is in jeopardy. In short, those who deny that there is a 
ruling part ( of the soul) have first determined that the soul itself is 

2 nothing. A certain Messanian, Dicaearchus, and of the physicians 
Andreas and Asclepiades, rejected the ruling part in this way, while 
they want the senses, whose ruling part it is claimed to be, to be in 

3 the mind itself ... But most, including the philosophers, are against 
Dicaearchus: Plato, Strato, Epicurus, Democritus, Empedocles, 
Socrates, Aristotle, and of the physicians ... 

26 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotles Categories 8b25 (CAG v.8 
p.216.12-15 Kalbfleisch) 

The Eretrians 1 rejected the qualities on the grounds that they 
have nothing substantial in common at all, but exist in things that 
are particulars and compounds. For the same reason Dicaearchus 
agreed that the ''living creature'' exists, but rejected its cause, soul. 

1 Founded by Menedemus (D.L. 2.125-44), the Eretrians represented a con­
tinuation of the school of Elis. 

27 Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1.77 (BTp.256.23-7 Pohlenz) 

But my favourite, Dicaearchus, has written most incisively 
against this immortality (of the mind). For he wrote three books, 
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quad Mytilenis sermo habetur, in quibus volt efficere animos esse 
mortales. 

28 [Galenus], De historia philosophica 24 (DG p.613.14-16 Diels) 

I Llt1ea.io.pxo~ Camerariu.s: diapxo~ AB: Diocles N (versio Latina) 

29 Lactantius, Institutiones divinae 7.13.7 (CSEL t.19 pars 1 sec.2 
p.627 .1-9 Brandt) 

falsa est ergo Democriti et Epicuri et Dicaearchi de animae disol­
utione sententia. qui prof ecto non auderent de interitu animarum 
mago aliquo praesente disserere, qui sciret certis carminibus cieri ab 
inferis animas et adesse et praebere se humanis oculis videndas et 
loqui et futura praedicere, et si auderent, re ipsa et documentis prae- s 
sentibus vincerentur. sed quia non pervidebant animae rationern, 
quae tam subtilis est, ut oculos humanae mentis effugiat, interire 
dixerunt. 

1-2 Zeno Veronensis, Tractatus 1.2.4 (CCSL t.22 p.15.27-9 Lofstedt) 

6 rationem: ratione H 

30A [Galenus], De historia philosophica 105 (DG p.639.27-9 Diels) 

'Aptcr'totEAr\~ Kat Li1Katapxo<; tou~ ovEtpou~ Eicrciyoucrtv, 
a0&va'tOV µev ~T\V 'tfUXllV OU voµisovtE~, 0EtOU be 'tlVO<; µE'tEXElV. 

I d 1 Kaiapxo<; Die ls: ~ ia.pxo<; codd. 

3OB [Plutarchus], De placitis philosophorum 5.1 9O4E (BT t.5.2.1 
p.134.1-3 Mau) 

'Ap1cr1:0'tEA1l<; Kat LitKatapxoc; 'tO Kat' lv0oucrtacrµov µ6vov 
1tapE1crciyoucrt KCll 'tOU<; OVEtpou<;, &0civa'tOV µev eivat OU 

voµt~OV't£<; 'tT)V wux11v, 0£iou OE ttVO~ µE't€XEtV aut~V. 

1 Aristoteles, cf. Parva naturalia = De divinatione in somno 2 463b14-16 
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which are called 'Lesbian' because the dialogue is set at Mytilene, 
in which he wishes to show that minds are mortal. 

28 Pseudo-Galen, History of Philosophy 24 (DG p.613.14-16 Diels) 

Epicurus and Dicaearchus1 thought that the soul was mortal, but 
Plato and the Stoics (thought it was) immortal. 

1 The name "Dicaearchus" has been restored from "Diarchos." 

29 Lactantius, Divine Institutes 7.13.7 (CSEL v.19 part 1 sec.2 p.627 .1-
9 Brandt) 

The ref ore the view of Democritus an,d Epicurus and Dicaearchus 
concerning the dissolution of the soul is false. They would not 
dare to discuss the perishing of souls in the presence of some magi­
cian, who knew that souls are summoned from the underworld by 
specific charms and come to us and present themselves to be seen 
by human eyes and speak and predict future events-and if they 
dared, they would be defeated by the fact itself and the proofs there 
before them. But since they did not succeed in seeing the make-up 
of the soul, which is so fine that it escapes the eyes of the human 
mind, they said that it perished. 

30A Pseudo-Galen, History of Philosophy 105 (DG p.639.27-9 Diels) 

Aristotle and Dicaearchus1 admit dreams, not because they think 
that the soul is immortal, but that it shares something divine. 

1 The name ''Dicaearchus" has been restored from "Diarchus." 

308 Pseudo-Plutarch, On the Opinions of the Philosophers 5.1 904E 
(BTv.5.2.1 p.134.1-3 Mau) 

Aristotle and Dicaearchus admit only that (sort of divination) 
that is according to inspiration and dreams, since they do not be­
lieve the soul to be immortal but that it shares in something divine. 
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31A Cicero, De divinatione 1.5 (BT p.4.11-13 Giomini) 

Dicaearchus Peripateticus cetera divinationis genera sustulit, 
somniorum et furoris reliquit. 

318 Cicero, De divinatione 1.113 (BTp.65.3-7 Giomini) 

nee vero umquam animus hominis naturaliter divinat, nisi cum 
ita solutus est et vacuus, ut ei plane nihil sit cum corpore, quod aut 
vatibus contingit aut dormientibus. itaque ea duo genera a 
Dicaearcho probantur et ut dixi 1 a Cratippo nostro. 

1 I.e., in De div. 1.5. 

31C Cicero, De divinatione 2.100 (BT p.124.25-125.3 Giomini) 

haec me Peripateticorum ratio magis movebat et veteris 
Dicaearchi et eius qui nunc floret Cratippi, qui censent esse in 
mentibus hominum tamquam oraclum aliquod, ex quo futura 
praesentiant, si aut furore divino incitatus animus aut somno 
relaxatus solute moveatur ac libere. s 

1 haec Giomini : ac V 

32 Cicero, De divinatione 2.105 (BT p.127.2-4 Giomini) 

at nostra interest scire ea quae eventura sint. magnus Dicaearchi 
liber est, nescire ea melius esse quam scire. 

I sci re] sci re ex scribere V 

De Vita Philosophica 

33 Cicero, Ad Atticum 2.16.3 (BT t.1 p.74.5-12 Shackleton Bailey) 

nunc prorsus hoc statui, ut quoniam tanta controversia est 
Dicaearcho familiari tuo cum Theophrasto amico meo, ut ille tuus 
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31 A Cicero, On Divination l .5 (BT p.4.11-13 Giomini) 

Dicaearchus the Peripatetic rejected all the other forms of divi­
nation, but left those from dreams and madness. 

31 B Cicero, On Divination 1.113 (BT p.65.3-7 Giomini) 

Indeed, the human mind never divines naturally, except when it 
is so loosened and empty that it has absolutely nothing to do with 
the body, which occurs to either mantics or dreamers. And so two 
kinds ( of divination) are approved by Dicaearchus and by our 
Cratippus, as I said. 1 

1 In On Divination 1.5, above (following our excerpt), Cicero also identifies 
Cratippus' views with those of Dicaearchus. 

31C Cicero, On Divination 2.100 (BTp.124.25-125.3 Giomini) 

This reasoning of the Peripatetics used to move me somewhat, 
that of Dicaearchus of old and Cratippus, who is popular now. They 
think there is in the minds of men, as it were, some oracle, from 
which they foresee future events, if either the soul is excited by a 
divine madness or if it is relaxed by sleep and moved loosely and 
freely. 

32 Cicero, On Divination 2.105 (BTp.127.2-4 Giomini) 

But (the Stoics say) it matters to us to know what will happen. 
There is a large book of Dicaearchus, (which says) it is better not to 
know these things than to know (them). 

Philosophical Biography 

33 Cicero, ToAtticus 2.16.3 (BTv.1 p.74.5-12 Shackleton Bailey) 

At present I have fully resolved, that, since the controversy be­
tween your intimate Dicaearchus and my friend Theophrastus is so 
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tov 1tpaKtix:ov ~iov longe omnibus anteponat, hie autem 'tOV 

0rrop11-t1K6v, utrique a me mos gestus esse videatur. puto enim me 
Dicaearcho adf atim satis fecisse; respicio nunc ad hanc familiam s 
quae mihi non modo ut requiescam permittit sed reprehendit quia 
non semper qu1er1m. 

2 Theophrastus, 481 FHS&G 

34 Cicero,AdAtticum 7.3.1 (BTt.1 p.246.24-247.6 Shackleton Bailey) 

ac primum illud, in quo te Dicaearcho adsentiri negas, etsi 
cupidissime expetitum a me est et te approbante, ne diutius anno in 
provincia essem, tamen non est nostra contentione perf ectum: sic 
enim scito, verbum in senatu factum esse numquam de ullo nos­
trum, qui provincias obtinuimus, quo in iis diutius quam ex senatus 5 

consulto maneremus, ut iam ne istius quidem rei culpam sustineam, 
quod minus diu fuerim in provincia, quam fortasse fuerit utile. 

1 cf Cic. Ad Att. 7.1 

2 est Wisenberg: sit Q et om. H te approbante HC: ap- NORM: ap- te 8 

35 Plutarchus, Quaestiones convivales 4 Praef. 659E-66OA (BT t.4 
p.117 .6-16 Hubert) 

tou TioAu~iou LK1l1tirovt napatvouvtoi:; 'Acpp1Kavip µ11 
1tpOtEpov £~ ayopa<; Cl7tEA0e'iv ;, cptAOV 'ttVa 7tOtr,aaa0at t&v 

F 7t0Att&v, cpiAov ◊Et µ117ttKp&<; µ11oe aocptO'ttlC&<; UKOUElV €K£lVOV 

tOV aµE't<X1ttOOtOV Kat ~£~Ctt0V, aAAa KOtv&<; 'tOV EUVOUV • fficr1t£p 
ipE'tO XPllVUt ~tKaiapxoc; EUVOU~ µev cxutip napaOKEUUSElV 5 

660 anavta<;, cp{Aou<; 0£ 1tOtEtcr0at 'tOU<; aya0ouc;. cptAta yap EV xp6vcp 
7tOAAip Kat Ot' Clpetr}<; <XACOcrtµov. c:uvo1a OE l((ll XP£t<t Kat oµtAl~ 
Kell 1tat81ff 1tOAt'ttK&v avop&v E:1taye--cat, Katpov A-a~ouaa 
7tEt0ou~ cptAav0pC01tou KCXt xo:pttO<; cruvepy6v. 

3 cf [Arist.J, MM 2.111209b12 
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great that that man of yours puts the active life far ahead of all 
others, while this (friend of mine prefers) the contemplative life, I 
may appear to practise the rule of both. For I think that I have suf­
ficiently satisfied Dicaearchus; now I am looking back toward this 
school (the Epicurean), which not only permits me to be at leisure, 
but criticizes (me) since I have not always been at rest. 

34 Cicero, To Atticus 7.3.1 (BTv.l p.246.24-247.6 Shackleton Bailey) 

But first on that point in which you claim not to agree with 
Dicaearchus: even if it was sought most desirously by me, with 
your approval, not to be in a province longer than a year, 1 neverthe­
less it was not brought about through my own effort; for you should 
know that no word was ever said in the senate concerning any of us 
who got provinces, that we should stay in them longer than was 
commanded by the senate, so that now I should take no blame for 
that business of yours because I was in the province less long than 
might have been useful. 

1 Cicero was governor in Cilicia from summer 51 to summer 50. 

35 Plutarch, Table Talk 4 Pref. 659E-660A (BTv.4 p.117 .6--16 Hubert) 

When Polybius advises Scipio Africanus not to leave the mar-
F ketplace before having made a friend of one of the ctizens, one 

must not understand ''friend" narrowly and pedantically as unfail­
ing and sure, but more widely, as someone with goodwill, just as 
Dicaearchus thought it necessary to make all people well disposed 

660 to oneself, but to make the good people one's friends. For friend­
ship is won over great time and through virtue; but goodwill comes 
about through business, social contact and cultural gatherings with 
people in the city, when one takes the opportunity for benevolent 
persuasion and sharing favors. 
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36 Codex Vaticanus 435, TIAOUtap(xou ~) KEKtAtOU a1tocp8eyµa1a 

tProµatKa (Hermes t.27 [1892] p.119.37-120.26 Amim) 

oUK E~o'UAov-co oi rrcxA.cxt0l 'Proµcx{rov, 6) rn~O)O'E &v8p&v 
&ptO''tE, crocpol dvat 801<:Elv, 08ev oUOE £811prov 'tT\v 66~av 
OEtVOtl7tl Aoyrov 11 7t£pttt0t~ Kat 1tt0cxvot~ a1tocp0eyµaotv' ot~ 
Exp·~cravto 'EAA~vrov ttve;, a 8ta~E~611tat xp11crµ&v EiVat 

bOKOUVta ~8117tt0t01:Epa, µ11oev ayav, Kat E1tOU 0Eip, KCXt xp6vrov 5 

cpEtOou, Kat yv&0t crautov' Kat eyyua 1t<Xpa 8' &1:a Kat aAAa 1:0U­

'tOt~ E:OtKOta, l<J(O~ µev K:Clt cbcpeAtµcx 'tote; 1tEt0oµevot~, exovta OE 
tt EV tip ~paxe,'i 111<; a1to86crero<; ~8u Kat 1tpocrKAT)tlKOV. 

Li11<:cx1<Xpxcp 0£ oU6£ 'tcxU'tcx crocp&v dvat &v6p&v 601<:El, µT\ yfJ.p 611 
YE -ro'Uc; rr&A.cxt Mycp cpiA.ocrocptlv. &AA' dvat 'tT\v crocp{av 't6'tE yot>v 10 

E7tttT)beucrtv epyrov KaA&v, xp6vcp ()£ Aoyrov OXAtic&v yevecr0at 
tEXV11V. Kat vuv µEv tov nt0av&~ OtaAEx0ivta µiyav Et vat 8oK£tv 

cptA6crocpov, EV OE tot~ 1tciAat xp6vot<; o &ya0o~ µ6vo<; ~v 
<ptA6crocpo~, Et Kat µ111tEpt~AE1ttOU~ Kat OXAtKOU<; acrKOttO Aoyou~. 
OU yap E~~'tOUV EKEtVOl YE ei 7t0At tEU'tEOV ou8e 1tfu<;, &AA' 15 

£7tOAt'tEUOV'tO autot KaA&c;, ou8e El XP~ yaµEtV, aAAfJ. rfiµav1:E<; 

Ov ◊El 'tp61tov yaµclv "Cal~ yuvat~l cruvePirov. -caU-ca ,iv, cp11criv, 
Epycx &v6p&v 1<:al E1t1't118e'Uµcx-ra crocp&v, al 0£&1tocp0£y~Et~ ai>-cat 
1tpayµa cpop'tt KOV. t010U1:0U~ 7tEt0oµat K<lt touc; uµEt£p0U~ 

yev£cr8a1 rra-r£pcxc; • civat yfJ.p &ya8ol £PoUA.ov-ro Kcxl 'to'U'tou 'tol~ 20 

epyot~ Eq>tKVOUV'tO • crtpoyyuAa~ 6' Cl7tOq>0Ey~Et~ Kat Ka.AAtp­

p11µova~ OOcrtE 1tEp11:1:ou<; Et vat OoKEtV ou-r' £1t£t~8cuov ou~E 
iyiyvffi<JKOV. ototc; µev101 Aoy1crµo'i; £Ketcrta €7tp<lt'tOV, 'tOtOUtOt<; 
Kat Aoyot<; 7t£pt airt&v txpfuvto, OUK eic; ~paxu cruvnyµevot<;, 
aAAa KaAOl<;, Ei tOV vouv O"K£7t't0l't0 ttc;, µ~ E7ttb£tl('ttKfuc; 25 

E~Etat;oov aAA' E7tt t~V XPEtCXV EKacrta avayrov. 

I Lf,~cocrE Dittenberger; Egermann (Sitz.her. Wien. Ak. 214 p.53.1): li~oaaEcod. 
15 EKE'ivot Arni,n: EK"Et cod. 17 auvEj3irov Arnim : auvE(3{ouv cod. et Wehrli 

qn1criv Arnim: <paaiv cod. 20 toutou Arnim: toutrov cod. 22 1tEper1:ou<;] 
1tEpt tta.<; White 

37 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 1.40 (OCTt.1 p.16.21-6 
Long) 

7t€pt 811 ~wv E1t1a-a~tOV yfJ.p EVtau0a 1ea.0oAtKfu<; 1e'aK£tVCOV 
£1ttµv11cr8i,va1-A6yot cpepovtat 1:0lOUtOt. ~&µrov O Kup11va'io~, 
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36 Vatican Codex 435, Plutarch's or Caecilius' Roman Sayings 
(Hermes v.27 [1892] p.119.37-120.26Amim) 

The ancient Romans, Sebosus my fine fellow, did not wish to be 
considered wise, so they did not pursue a reputation through clev­
erness of speeches or exceptional and persuasive sayings, which 
some of the Greeks used and which have commonly been thought 
to be regarded as even more credible than oracles, e.g. 'nothing in 
excess', 'obey god', 'save time', 'know thyself', 'stand surety and 
suffer greatly' and others similar to these-perhaps they are even 
beneficial to those who obey them, and they do have something in 
their shortness of expression that is pleasant and inviting. But to 
Dicaearchus not even these are reputed to be by wise men, since 
the ancients did not do philosophy with speech. Indeed (he thought) 
that wisdom at that time was the practice of good deeds, but in time 
the craft of popular speeches developed. Nowadays the one who 
speaks persuasively appears to be a great philosopher, but in an­
cient times only the good man was a philosopher, even if he did not 
create admired and popular speeches for himself. For (the ancients) 
did not enquire whether they should practise politics or how, al­
though they themselves did practise politics nobly, (nor did they 
enquire) whether it was necessary to marry, but having married in 
the manner in which they were supposed to marry, they lived to­
gether with their wives. These, he says, were the deeds of men and 
the practices of the wise, but these proverbializings are a vulgar 
matter. I believe your ancestors were also this way. For they wished 
to be good and they achieved this by their deeds, but they neither 
practised nor knew pithy and elegant sayings coined for the sake of 
appearing exceptional. Indeed, like the reasons they used each time 
they acted, so also were the words they used about them; they were 
composed not for brevity, but they were noble-if one examines 
their content, not by investigating their presentation but by recall­
ing their usefulness on each occasion. 

37 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 1.40 ( OCT v.1 p.16.21-
6 Long) 

Concerning the seven-for it is right to mention them in general 
here-the following sorts of statements are made: Damon of Cyrene, 
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yrypacpOl<; Tiept tfuv cp1Aocr6q,cov' 1t&crtv eyKaAEt, µaAtcrta OE tot~ 
E7tta • 'Ava~tµevric; ()£ <pll<Jt 1tav,;a~ E:1ti8ecr0at 1t0tll~tKfl. 0 0£ 
~tKatapxo~ out£ crocpouc; OU'tE cp1Aocr6cpou~ cp11crtv autou<; 5 
y£yovevat, (j\)Vf.tou; ()£ 'ttVa<; Kat voµo0E.ttKOU~. 

4 Anaximenes, FGrH 72 F22 
2.7 

4-5 cf Plato, Prot. 342a-343c et Cic., De am. 

38 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 1.41 (OCT t.1 p.17 .9-18 
Long) 

crtaa1Cl~E'tat bt KCll 1tEpt tOU Clpt0µou aut&v. AeClv8ptoc; µev 
yap <XV'tt KAEO~OUAOU Kat Mucrrovo~ AeOOq>aV'tOV fopy1&8a, 
AE~E◊tOV 11 'Ecpea1ov, EyKptVEt Kat 'E1ttµEvi811v tOV Kpi,1:a. 
TIAatrov {)£ EV Ilprotay6p<t Mucrrova Clvtt Tieptavopou • "Ecpopo~ 
8e Clvtt Mucrcovo; 'AvClxapatv. oi OE Kat TTu0ay6pav 1tpocr- 5 

ypacpoucrtv. LltKa.tapxo<; OE teacrapa<; ffiµ0Aoy11µevou~ ftµtv 
1tapa818rocr1, 0aA11v' Biavta, Ilt't'tClKOV' I6Acova. aAAOU<; 0£ 
OvoµClSEt E~, cbv EKA.£~acr0cu 'tpE'i~, 'Aptcr't6811µov , TIClµq,u/1.ov, 
XiAwva AaKe8aiµ6vtov, KAEO~OUAOV, 'Avaxapcrtv, IlEptavopov. 

3 Epimenides, FGrH 492 F 16 4 Plato, Protagoras 343a Ephorus, FGrH 
70 Fl82 

1 AeavBpto~ codd. : MatavOpto<; Keil 
alii alia 

2 ropy1aoa Reiske : yopcrtaba BP1 
: 

39 Philodemus, De musica, PHerc. 1572, fr. 2.20-39 (Ricerche sui 
Papiri Ercolanesi l [ 1969] 239a2-11 Rispoli) 

... £~ cbv OE 1tapa-tl8c1t[ at] 
[~tK]atClpxou ACl~ot tt<; av oo[a ~ou-] 
[AE't ]at 1tpo<; 'tllV EVE<ftllKU[t-] 

av] u1t60£crtv [11] 10 tOU<; 7t<l-

[Aa ]touc; Kat O"O<pOV tOV cb(t)bo[v] 
vo]µiSav, 00; dvai 8ftA.ov • 
[e1e] ~OU 1tapa tlll KAu'tatµv~­
[ (Jt pat lC(l~] <XAEtcp0ev,;o~ • KClt 
[µaAlO-'t ]a yv&vai <pacrtv' o[[b]]<; [ iiv] 
[ n 't ]oU'c~v <iK0Ucr11 [ t], 61' o'b YE 

5 

10 
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who wrote On the Philosophers, attacks everyone, but especially 
the seven; Anaximenes says that they all did poetry; Dicaearchus 
says that (the seven wise men) were neither wise men nor philoso­
phers, but intelligent people and capable lawmakers. 

38 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 1.41 (OCTv.1 p.17.9-
18 Long) 

There is dispute also about the number of (the seven wise men). 
Leandrius includes Leophantus, son of Gorgias, from Lebedus or 
Ephesus, and Epimenides of Crete in place of Cleobulus and Myson; 
Plato in the Protagoras includes Myson instead of Periander; 
Ephorus includes Anacharsis instead of My son; others add 
Pythagoras also. Dicaearchus reports to us four who are agreed 
upon: Thales, Bias, Pittacus, and Solon. He names six others of 
whom three (he says) are to be selected, Aristodemus, Pamphylus 
and Chilon the Lacedaemonian, Cleoboulus, Anacharsis, and 
Periander. 

39 Philodemus, On Music, PHerc. 1572, fr. 2.20-39 (Ricerche sui 
Papiri Ercolanesi 1 [1969] 239a2-11 Rispoli) 

... from what he (Diogenes of Babylon) cites from Dicaearchus, 
one might derive as much as one wants for the present supposition: 
The ancients thought that the singer was also wise, as is clear from 
the one left with Clytemnestra; and they say that whoever hears 
any of these things recognizes this especially. Through him (the 
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[ cruµ]q>roVEt'tat 1eat 1tA£to-
[ crt 1tapicr ]'ta[ 't ]at to npo(<;) 'tCXt<; l.iA­
[Acx:t<; ouvaµ]Ecrtv to µeAo<; Kat 
[cn&cremv x:]al. 'tapax&v d-
[vat x:]a'ta.1t[U]ucrnx:6v, ffi<; £nl. 
[ 't&v O.v0pc6]nmv Ka.l -rffiv SO)t-

• • 

[ wv q,aiv ]E(a)0a1 x:ata1tpauvo-
[µevro]v. Oto Kat 'tOV 'ApxiAo­
[xov A-]tynv "K11A-ffi(v)-ra.t 6' One; 
[ O.crt] &v ao18atc;. '' 

5 cf Philodem., De musica, PH ere. 225,fr. 22.13-20 (CE 19 [ 1989 J 133 Delattre) 
7-8 cf Hom., Od. 3.267 18-19Archilochus,fr. 253 West 

2 ~tic]a(cx.pxou restituit Kemke 
1CT1AE1tat Rispoli 

19 1<11A&(v)~cxt Gigante: lCTlACi.rtat pap. : 

40 Porphyrius, Vita Pythagorae 18-19 (CB p.44.1-45.3 des Places) 

E7tEt BE tf\~ 'ltaAia~ E1teB111eat EV Kp6trovt E"(EVEtO, q>ytcrtv o 
Litx:aiapxo;, ffic; avopo<; a<ptKOµEVOU 7tOAU1tACXVOU 'Ce lCClt 7C£pt1:'tOU 
Kat Kat<l tllV ioiav q>Ucrtv U1t0 111c; tUX11<; ei KEXOPllYTlµEVOU, 'tr}V 

15 

20 

te y<lp tOEClV EiV<Xt EAcu0eptOV lC<Xt µ€yav xU.ptv 't£ 7tA£tcrtrtV Kat 

Kocrµov E1tt 'tE 'tll<; cprov11<; Kat 'tOU ii0ou<; Kat E7tt 'tffiV aAArov 5 

a1tavtrov £XEtV, ou'tro~ <>ta0etvat 't~V Kpotrovtcx,1r&v 1t0Atv, OOcrt' 
£7tEt 'tO ~rov yEpOV't(t)V apxctOV lwuxay©yt1crE TtOAA<l KCXt K<XACX 
8taAEX0Eic;, --rot~ vlo1<; naAtv ll~ll'ttK<l<; E1tOtflCJCX'tO 1tapa1vecr£t~ 

U7t0 t&v apx6vtrov K£AEucr0Et<;, µEt<l be 1auta tot<; 7t(ll<JtV EK -r&v 
Ot8acrKaA£irov &0p6ot<; cruv£A0oucrtv, et-ta 1a1~ yuvat~i, (e1tet) 10 

Kat yuva11e&v cruAAoyo<; autip KCl'tEO"KEUaa811. 

19 yevoµivrov Oe 'tOt>tCOV µEy6.A111tEpl autov 11u~110ti 86~a, Kat 
1tOAAOU<; µEv EACX~EV E~ ClU'tll<; 'tll<; 7tOAECO<; 0µ1A111:a<; OU µ6vov 
l.ivOpClC; O,A,A,(l Ka.l yuvalx:a<; tilv µtac; ye 0eavoUc; x:al Ott~o~en 
touvoµa, 1t0AAOU<; 8' (l7t() 'tllc; CJUVE)'YU<; ~app&pou xffipa<; 15 

~a.crtA.tlc; -re Kal Ouv&cr-rm;. a µEv o'Ov £A.eye -role; cruvo'Ucrtv oUO£ 
El~ £X£l cppacrat ~E~airo~ • x:at yap ouo' ii 'tuxouaa ~v nap, ClU'tOt<; 

cr1001tfi. µaAt<J't(X µEV'tOl yvOOptµcx 1tap<l 1t&cr1v EY£VE't0 1tpffi'tOV µEv 
COc; &06.v-ra-rov dva.{ qn1crt 'tllv \j/UX~V, d -ra µe-ra.~U.A-A.oucra.v eic; 
aAAa yev11 slpoov, 1tpo<; OE 'tOUtOt<; O'tl Kata 7Cept6~ou~ ttv<l<; 'ta 20 
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singer), at any rate, song is made concordant and provides to rather 
many, in addition to its other powers, a damper on strife and distur­
bances, as is seen both with regard to humans and animals, which 
are soothed (by it). For this reason Archilochus says, "each citizen 
is beguiled by songs." 

40 Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 18-19 (CB p.44.1-45.3 des Places) 

Dicaearchus says that when (Pythagoras) arrived in Italy and 
came to be in Croton-as a man who had arrived after wandering 
far, was exceptional and was well endowed in his personal nature 
by fortune, for he had a great and free-born physique, much charm 
and beauty in his voice, character and everything else-he had such 
an effect on the city of the Crotoniates that after he had influenced 
the council of the elders with many fine arguments, he made ad­
dresses suitable for their age in tum to the young, when bidden by 
the councillors, and after this to the children gathered in groups 
from the schools, then to women, when an assembly of women 
was created for him. 

19 When these things happened, fame grew great around him and 
he won over many followers from this city, not only men but also 
women, one of whom, Theano at least, made a famous name for 
herself, and also many from the neighbouring non-Greek territory, 
both kings and rulers. What he said to those with him, however, it 
is not possible for anyone to say exactly, for there was no ordinary 
silence among them. However, it was especially well-known by 
all, first, that he said that the soul is immortal, then, that it transmi­
grates into other kinds of animals, and in addition that what hap-



40 Dicaearchus of Messana 

yev6µeva 7t01:E 7tCXAtV yivE'tCXl, VEOV 8' ouBev &nA&c, EO'tt, KCXt 01:t 
7tCXV'tCl 'ta ytv6µEva Eµ'Vuxa oµoyevr, 8et voµisEtV. <patV£'t<Xt yelp 
Ei~ 1:11v 'EAAa8a ta 86yµa1:a 1tp&i:o; Koµ{crat ,:au,:a nu0ay6pa<;. 

1-24 FVS 14A8a 

5 £1tt ( bis)] a1to Nauck IO (E7tEt) supplevit Westermann: om. des Places 19 
q>T}crt BM: cpaat VLW 21 yEvoµEVCI Wester1nan11: y1v6µEva codd. 22 <patvE-
tat] <p£pE"tCXt Nauck et des Places 

41 A Porphyrius, Vita Pythagorae 56-7 (CB p.63.4-64.1 des Places) 

dtKaiapxo~ oe Kat oi aKpt~EO't£pot Kat tov TTu0o:y6pav cpacrlv 
1tapEtva1 1:ft E1ttPouAi,. <l>EpEKU011V yap 1tpo ~11~ EK Io:µou 
anapaero~ 1:EAEUtllOClt. t&v o' Etatprov a0p6ou<; µev 'tE'tta­

paKOVta EV OtKl<t, 1:tVO<; 7tClpE8peuovta~ A11cp0i,vat, 'tOU~ OE 
7t0AAOU<; CT1t0 pa8riv KO/t(l 't~V 1t6At V Ol<; EtUXOV EKacrtot 5 

Dtacp0apfivat. nu0ay6pav OE Kpatouµevcov 't&v cptA<OV to µev 
1tp&1ov eic; KauAoovio:v i:ov opµov crro0·ftvat, £Ket0ev 8£ n&Atv Et~ 

AoKpou~. nu0oµevou<; OE 'tOU<; AoKpou~ --c&v y£pOV'tOOV 'tlV<l<; £7tt 
'ta 1:~c; xffipac; opta a1tocrt£tAat. 1:0Utouc; OE 1tpoc; <X'l>tOV 
cinavtT}cravta; d1tElv • "llµtl;, ti) Ilu8ay6pa, cro<f)Ov µ£v &v6pa 10 

CTE Ka l OEt VOV &KouoµEv. aAA' E7t£t tOtt; ioiotc; v6µot; ou0ev 
fxoµEv EyKaAElV, CXU'tOl µ£v €1tt ~rov U1tapx6vtcov 7tEtpacr6µ£0a 
µEVElV' <JU 8' Et£pco0{ 7tOU ~cx8t~E Aa~OOv 1tap' ~µ&v El 1:0U 

KEXP11µ€vo<; [ ,:O)y avayK<XlffiV] 'tuyxavEts." £7t£l 8' &no tll<; t&v 
AoKp&v 1tOAECO~ 'tOV Eipriµevov Cl1tT\AAayri tp61tov' Et~ Tapav'ta 15 

1tAEucra1. 1taAtv OE Ka.Ket napanArtata 1ta86v1:a 101<; 1t£pt 
Kp61:cova Et~ MEtarrOV'tlOV EA0£tV. rravtaxou yap EY£VOV't0 

µEyaAat O'ta<JEt~, a<; E'tt l((Xl vuv oi 7tEpt 'tOU<; 't07COU~ µ11vµOVEU­
oucr{ 'tE Kat 011ryouv1:at, --rel~ E1tt i=&v I1u0ayopeicov Kcx.Aouvte~. 
[Ilu0ay6pEtot 8' EKA17811crav Tl crua'tacrt<; a1tacra ii cruvax:oAou- 20 

57 0i,cracra autip.] EV 0€ 'tTI 1C£pt M£tCX1tOV'ttOV Kat nu0ay6pav CX\YtOV 

AEyoucrt tEAeu--c11crat Katacpuy6v--ra £7tt --ro Moucr&v tEp6v, a1tave1 
'tffiV avayKatOOV 'tEO<JapaKOVta 11µepa<; 0taµ£tVUVta. 

4 cf. lamblichus, De vita P)'th. 249; Plut., De genio Socratis 13 583A 

41tapEOpeuovta~] cruveOpEuovta~ Nauck 5 EKacr101 Usener: ei<; acr1u codd. 
7 'tOV Rittershusius: 'tflV codd. 14 t&v &vayKa fwv expunxit Cobet 20-1 
nu8ay6pEtot-ai>'tcp secl. Nauck 
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pens happens again at some time according to certain cycles, that, 
in short, there is nothing new, and that it is necessary. to believe that 
all ensouled beings are of the same kind. For it appears that 
Pythagoras was the first to bring these teachings into Greece. 

41 A Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 56-7 (CB p.63.4-64.1 des Places) 

Dicaearchus and the more accurate reporters say that Pythagoras 
was present during the conspiracy. For Pherecydes died before 
ejection from Samos. Forty of his companions were caught sitting 
gathered at someone's house, but most perished scattered across 
the city, wherever each happened to be. When his friends were 
overwhelmed, Pythagoras at first reached refuge safely at Caulonia, 
and from there went to Locri. When the Locrians discovered this, 
they sent some of the elders to the borders of their territory. Ap­
proaching him, they said, ''Pythagoras, we hear that you are a wise 
and crafty man. But since we have no accusation to make on the 
basis of our laws, we ourselves shall attempt to remain within the 
present (arra11gements). But you, take from us if you happen to 
have need of something and go somewhere else." When he left the 
city of Locri in the aforesaid way, he sailed to Tarentum. There 
again he had experiences very similar to those at Croton, and went 
to Metapontum. For everywhere there were great revolutions, which 
they recall and discuss even now in those places, calling them the 
(revolutions) in the time of the Pythagoreans. [And the entire group 

57 following him was called Pythagorean.] They say that Pythagoras 
died, because of a lack of necessities, in the area around 
Metapontum, having fled to the temple of the Muses and remained 
there forty days. 
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41B Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 8.40 (OCT t.2 p.410.11-
13 Long) 

cp11crt OE ~tKatcxpxoc; 1:0V Tiu0ayopav a1to8ave'iv KCX~a<puy6vta 
eic; 'tO EV ME'tCX7t0Vttcp t£pov t&v Moucr&v, t£'t't<lprtKOV'tCX i,µepa~ 
, , 
acr11:ncrav--ca. 

1-3 cf Themistius, 23 Sophistes 285b 

1 Ka'ta<puyov'ta BP: Cl7tO<puy6vta F 

42 Gellius, Noctes Atticae 4.11.14 (OCT t. l p.178.26-179.3 Marshall) 

Pythagoram vero ipsum sicuti celebre est Euphorbum primo 
fuisse dictasse, ita haec remotiora sunt his, quae Clearchus et 
Dicaearchus memoriae tradiderunt, fuisse eum postea Pyrandrum, 
deinde Aethaliden deinde feminam pulcra facie meretricem cui 
nomen fuerat Alco. s 

2 Clearchus, fr. JO Wehrli 

3 Pyrandrurn Wehrli: pirrandum vel pyrrandum codd. meliores: Pyrrum Hertz et 
Marsliall 4 Aethaliden Hosius alii: thalidena vel talidena codd. 

43 Plutarchus, An seni sit gerenda res publica 26 796C-797 A (BT 
t.5.1 p.53.17-54.28 Hubert et Drexler) 

7tO:pa 1tCXV'ta OE. 1:CXU'ta XPll µv11µ0V€U€tV, cb~ OUK E<i'tt 7tOAl­

t£UEcr0at µ6vov 'tO apxEtV Kat 1tpecr~€U£tV Kat µe:ya ~oav EV 

EKKAT\0-l(!, Kat 1tept to ~-nµa ~<XKXEUEtV A£YOV'tct<; 11 ypcicpovta~, a 
oi 7tOAAot 1:0U 1t0At'tEUEcr0at voµisoucrtv, OOcr1tEp aµEAEt Kat 

D cptAocrocpetv touc; Cl7t0 'tOU oicppou 8taAeyoµevouc; KCXt crxoA<X<; E1tt 5 

~l~Aioic; 7tEpaivovta~. ~ Be 0-UVEXll~ EV epyot~ Kat 1tp<i~£CTlV 

opcoµevr, Ka0' iiµipav oµaA&~ 1tOAltEta Kat cptAocrocp{a AEAfl0£v 
, I \ \ \ , ,-.. r. , I r. 

a,Yrou~. KCXt yap tou; EV tatc; crtoatc; avaKaµ1t-rov1:cx; 1tEpt1tat£tv 

<pacr{ V' cb~ £A€"(£ dtKaiapxo~, 01)1(£1:t 0£ 'tOU<; €t<; aypov 11 npo<; 
cptAOV paoil;ov'ta<;. 0µ01ov 8' £(jtl tip cptAocrocpEtV 1:0 7t0At- 10 

tEUE.cr0at. LOOKp<itll<; youv 0'01:E ~a0pcx 0£tc; OU1:' El<; 0p6vov 
Ka0icrac; ou0, ffipav Ota'tpt~llc; Tl 1t£pt1tCX'tOU 1:01c; yvrop{µot~ 
't£'tayµev11v cpuAC£t1:COV, rtAAa K<ll 7t<Xt~rov O'tE 'tUXOt Kat cruµ1tivrov 
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41 B Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 8.40 (OCT v.2 
p.410.11-13 Long) 

Dicaearchus says that Pythagoras died after having fled to the 
temple of the Muses at Metapontum, after he had starved for forty 
days. 

42 Gellius, Attic Nights 4.11.14 (OCT v. l p.178.26-179.3 Marshall) 

Just as is very well known, Pythagoras said that he had previ­
ously been Euphorbus, but what is more obscure than this, which 
Clearchus and Dicaearchus have committed to record, is that he 
was later Pyrander, then Aethalides and then a woman prostitute 
with a beautiful face whose name was Alco. 

43 Plutarch, Old Men in Public Affairs 26 796C-797 A (BT v.5.1 
p.53.17-54.28 Hubert and Drexler) 

Above all it is necessary to recall that practising politics not 
only consists in holding office, going on embassies, shouting in the 
assembly and raving like a bacchant around the speaker's platform 
when speaking or proposing a law. That is what ·most think is char-

o acteristic of politics, just as they assume that those who discourse 
from a chair and write lectures in books are doing philosophy. But 
they overlook the regular practice of politics and philosophy that is 
daily seen alike in deeds and actions. For they say that those who 
are promenading up and down in the stoas are 'doing peripatetics', 
as Dicaearchus used to say, but those who stroll in the country or to 
a friend are not. Doing politics is like doing philosophy. 1 Socrates, 
at any rate, did philosophy, but he did not set up benches or sit on a 
throne. He did not keep a set time for conversing with his students 
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KCll cruai:pCl't€UOµ£VO<; EVlOt<; K<lt cruvayopcisrov' tEAOs be Kat 

[cruv ]OEOEµevo~ KClt 1tlV(t)V 't() q>cipµaKOV E<p1Aocroq>Et, 1tp&1to~ 15 

E Cl7tOc>Et~CX<; 'tOV ~{ov &1tCXV'tt xp6vcp K<Xt µepEt Kat 1tci8cot K<lt 
1tpayµacrtv U1tA&<; anacrt cptAoaoq,iav OEXOµEVOV. OU'tffi 0~ 
s: , ' \ 1 , ' S:' \ ' 
ul<XVO'Jl'tEOV l((ll 7t€pt 1t0Al'tElU~, . . . 'tOV u€ KOtVCOVtKOV KCll 

cptAciv0pronov Kat <ptA61toAtv Kat KT\Oeµov1Kov 1<:at 1tOAt'tt1eov 

&A110&<;, Kav µ11oe1to'tE t~v xAcx.µu<5a ncpi~tat, noA1tru6µEvov 20 

<lEl. 'tip 1ta.popµClv tOU<; ouvaµevou~, U<pT\')'Eto0at 'tOt<; beoµivot<;, 
cruµnapEtVCXt tot<; PouAeuoµevot~, Ota'tpE1tEtV 'tOU~ K:<lKO-

,.,. ' , ' ' , ' ';-1tpayµovouvta~, £1ttpprovvuva1 tou~ euyvroµova~, cpavepov Et vat 
µ111tapEpyro<; 1tpocrexovtcx 'tOl~ KOtVOt~ µ110' 01tOU crnouo~ 'tt~ Tl 
1tapaKA17crt<; Ota to 7tpCO't£lOV Ei<; to 0ea:tpov ~abt~OVta Kat 'tO 25 

~OUAEUtf\ptov, ciAAro<; OE Otayooyft<; xciptv cb~ inl 0iav 11 
797 &x:p6acr1 v, o'tav eneA0n, 1tapay1 v6µevov, &AAci, 1<:&v µ11 

1tapcxyevrrtat 'tip crcbµa'tt, 1tapOV'ta 't'!l yvcbµn KCll 'tip 1tUV0cive.cr0at 

'ta µEV Cl1t00EXOµEVOV 1:01; 0£ OucrKoAaivov-ta t&v 1tpatto-, 
µEvrov. 

7 oµaA&<; Coraes : ouoa.µ&~ codd. 9 <pacr{v XJ 1

y<pa : q>11criv Jy 15 (j'\)V 

del. Wyttenbach I 6 xpovcp l((l\ µep£t B n: µEpEt xp6vcp O: µEpel xpovou 
dub. Man.: xpovcp del. Drexler 

44 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 3.65 
(CPG t.1 p.73.6-13 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

EV ni0cp 'tf\V K£paµ£{av µav0civro • 1tapotµia E1tt t&v ta~ 

1tpcb'ta<; µa0fia£t<; U1tEp~<ltVOV'tffiV, <l7ttOµEVCOV OE eu0iro<; 1:&v 
µEtSOVCOV. co~ cl 'Ct<; µav0civcov K£paµ£U£tV, 1tptv µcx0EtV 7ttV<X.KCX.~ 

30 

11 aAAo 'tt t&v µtKp&v 1tAcittEtV' ni0cp £YXEtpoi11. ~tKatapxo<; OE 
cp11cr1v EtEp6v tt 011Aouv ti\v 1tapo1µiav, oiovet tiiv µEAE'tT)V iv 5 

'tOt<; oµoiot<; 7t0tEicr0at, cbc; KU~EPVTl'tll<; £1tl 'tll~ VflO~ K<lt f\v{oxo<; 
, ' - ,, 
£7tl 'tCOV t7t1tCOV. 

5~1 cf Arist., NE 2.11102a32-bl2 

1-7 Hesychius, Lexicon, s. v. i,v 1ti8qi (no. 3276 t. l p.107.31-108.2 Latte) l cf. 
Plato, Gorgias 5 l 4e6, Laches 187b et { Plut. ], Prov. Alex. 112 

I µav0avco] µcxv8aV€1~ B 
6 oµotot~: Ot1C€t0t~ Hesychius 

3 µEt~6vcov] µEycxA.oov Kat t£AEtrov Hesychius 
7 -r&v 11t1tOlV : -rou 11t1tou H esychius 
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or walking with them. He did philosophy just as he happened to 
play and drink with them, serve in the military and share the mar­
ket-place, and in the end, as he was imprisoned and drank poison. 

E He was the first to demonstrate the life at all times and in every 
part, in all that he experienced and all that he did, that embraced 
philosophy without qualification. Sur1ely we must have the same 
thoughts about politics ... that the community-spirited, humane, 
patriotic, concerned and political individual, even if he never wears 
a chlamys, is always truly politically active by advising those in 
power, guiding the needy, standing by those in deliberation, con­
verting those doing wrong, and supporting those with good judg­
ments; he clearly does not give (only) casual attention to public 
concerns, and whenever some serious matter arises, or a summons, 
he does not go to the theater and to the 1council, because of the first 
prize, being there for the sake of entertainment with no purpose, as 

797 if (he were) at a performance or recitation, but, even if he cannot be 
there physically, he is present in thought and interest, approving 
some of the things being done and showing displeasure at others. 

1 Since Dicaearchus speaks approvingly of the ancients who identified wis­
dom with the practice of doing good deeds (see 36.11), it seems that by ho,noion 
he means a closer identificaiton than we might assume: for Dicaearchus doing 
philosophy and politics appear not just similar, but one and the same. 
Cf. 44.4-7. 

44 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 3.65 (CPG v.1 p.73.6-13 Lentsch and Schneidewtn) 

I learn pottery on a wine-jar: A saying referring to those who 
skip over their first lessons and immediately attempt greater things. 
For example, if someone is learning to do pottery and before learn­
ing how to form tablets or some other small object tried his hand at 
a wine-jar. Dicaearchus says that the saying means something else, 
such as getting practice in similar things, as a helmsman on a ship 
and a charioteer with horses. 
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45 Plutarchus, Quaestiones convivales 8.2 719A-B (BT t.4 p.262.19-
263.7 Hubert) 

oU y&p 1:{ nou Kat 0t0c; 8t'i'tat µa01lµa'toc; o'tov Opy&vou 
, ' \ - - ' , ' \ ' ,, ' 

O'tpccpOV'tO~ a1to 'tCOV YEVT\'tC.OV Kat 1tEptayovrco~ E7tt 't<X OV'tU 'tllV 
8t<ivo1av. EV Cl\YtipyUp EcrttV EK€tVCX Kat cruv au'tql Kat 7t£pt Cl\YtOV. 

aAA' opa µi, tt <JOt 1tpO<J1lKOV () IlA<itrov Kat oix:e'iov aivt't'tOµEVO<; 
AEArt0Ev, 0/CE 811 ~0 l:roKpatEt tOV Aux:oupyov &vaµtyvu~ oux 5 

~'t'tOV 11 't0v Ilu0ay6pav (ffic;) qSE'tO .1tKaiaxoc;. 0 yUp AuKoUpyoc; 
B otcr0a B111tou0cv ott 'tf\V &pt0µf\ttK11V &vaAoyiav, cbc; 

Oriµox:paulCT\v Kat OxA.udw oi>crav, E~E~aA.tv Ex: tll<; AaK£0ai­
µovo~, £1t£tcr11yayEv 0£ 'tllV ytroµE'tptlCllv' oAtyapxi~ oCOcppovt Kat 
~acr1A.d~ voµ{µn np£noucrav • 11 µEv yClp Clp10µql tO lcrov 11 8£ 10 

Aoycp 1:0 Katt' a~iav &1toveµEt. 

3 £KEtva Valckenaer: EKEtvro codd. et Hubert 
" 

6 cbs supplevit Osann 

46A Philodemus, Academicorum historia, PHerc. 1021, col. 1.1--43 
(p.148.1-15O.13 Gaiser) 

'' ... EVOE[x]oµevoov [µe]v err.a-
• 

VtKCXtVtO'E 7tCXAtV a1tacrav' 
~riv t' e[1taioo]ucr[av 01]U tout' 

ev tote; [A]6yot<; £upu0µ{av 
• • 

7tpOcrEAaPEv, auto<; 6e 1tOA-

AU £1encrriv £yKato lg[la, 01 ' ci) ]v 
• • 

-Et YE Ota 1tapp11[o{a~ 8et t]a y[e]-
v6µtva A.Eyttv-~A.[t'icrtov] • • 
8·~ t&v 1t<ivtrov [av0p]C0-
1tffiV o-btoc; eU~TlcrE[ v cp ]tAo-

• • 

aocpiav Kat KateAucr[e]. 1tpo-
[Et ]p£'1f<X'tO µEy" y&.p &nE[{P]ou[c;] 

• • • • 

co~ Et7tEtV E7t' aut~V 8ta 
• • • 

1:11c; avaypacpfl; t&v A[6]-
[yoo]v. E1t11toA[a]iro~ 8£ Kat 
['ttvO.c;] Eno[{~cr]~ cp1Aocrocpe'iv 

• 

q>avepUv EK'tpE[1trov] Et[~] 
'tpi[~ov]. ~ricrt O' On '[0t0c; 1:0v <l]­
[pt0µov] KUt tll[V t]ffiv cicr[,:prov] 

• 

5 

10 

15 
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45 Plutarch, Table Talk 8.2 719A-B (BTv.4 p.262.19-263.7 Hubert) 

For a god surely has no need at all for mathematics as some 
instrument for turning his mind away from created things and di­
recting it around to what really exists. For those things exist in him, 
with him and regarding him. But see whether Plato, without your 
notice, may enigmatically have suggested something proper and 
familiar to you, since he mixed Lycurgus no less than Pythagoras 
with Socrates, <as> Dicaearchus thought. For I suppose you know 

B that Lycurgus expelled the arithmetic model from Lacedaemon as 
being democratic and mob-oriented. He introduced the geometric, 
since it fits a temperate oligarchy and a lawful monarchy. For the 
one distributes equality by number, the other an amount according 
to worth by means of proportion. 

46A Philodemus, History of the Academics, PHerc. 1021, col. 1.1-43 
(p.148.1-150.13 Gaiser)1 

'' ... Out of what he received, (Plato) renewed (philosophy) again 
entirely, and added the pleasant rhythm that accompanies it in his 
dialogues on account of this. 2 But he himself introduced many of 
his own thoughts, through which-since I must say frankly what 
happened-this man of all people most strengthened philosophy 
and subverted it. For he converted (so to speak) countless people to 
it through the recording of his dialogues. However, he also made 
some do philosophy superficially by diverting them onto a ready­
made path. He says, 'god gave number and the sight of the stars as 
a guide for doing philosophy', so that those who neither learned 
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[ow1v t]ou <ptA[ocr]oq>EtV tvo6-
crtµov e8oo[Kev],' Wat£ µn1e [µE]-

• 

µa0'f\KOta[<; cpa]crµatrov 
'tE µ116ev µ[111t]o~[E ~OUAOµE]­
vouc; µa0E[lv o~] µ6vov de; 
1:0 1:&v qnA.[ o06~ro\l aU,: ]oUc; 
Katapt0µE[t 1tA:110o<;, <X]AAa 
Kat n[A11µµeAe1c; voµi~Et]. cpcx­
[vEp&~ b' opµ&.v e]~Ea[i:tv £]i~ 
[ 1:flV tpt~OV EKEt]v11[v ], o[ tt] ao-
[ q,&<; y£ypa<{)E • 'xp ]11 tOU [ ~] av [0p] 00-

• 
[nou; 'tOV "Eprota ttµ&.v Kat] 
[ ta EprottK<l OtacpEpOV'tO)~] 
[ acrKElV t&t 't' ''E prott 7trtVta<;] 
a[Et] 7tE[t]8ecr0cxt,' [OOcr]tE Et<; 
£Kc'ivo[v n]ap~~'.n;(Oµc- • • 
vo[tj n[vcc;j lKaVO\/ fxnv 
1tp6~A11[µ]a tft~ i8ia<; <Xµa0{-

• • 
a~ voµ[i~]oucrtv, µ&.AAov be 
a[pE]t[il<; Ktll(j ]tv, µ6vot 't'f1V 
1:oU y[ cvvaio ]u 1eal croq>ro1:CX.-

• 

tou OtO[acrx:6.Ao]u KCX/tavoouv-
1:cc; ~a(paivtcrtv.t O µ£v ci1t€­
[Oct~~v o{YCo<; aU]'toU ~a,:a-

• 

1-6 cf. Them., 26 318c-319a 18-27 cf. Plat., Resp. 7 522c-534e et 53Jd-
532d, Tim. 47a-c; Epinomis 976c-978b 30-4 cf Plat., Symp. 212b 

ante I OU't(l) 'tftV <ptAOOO<ptav EK 'tffiV Gaiser: EK 'tO)V Mekler: Sta trov Lasserre 
l (µe]v Lasserre, Gaiser, Dorandi: [ot>]v Arnim et Mekler 3 i[1taioo]ucr[<Xv 
Gaiser: e[A.AE11to]ucr[av Arni,n, Mekler, Lasserre 8 1tA[Eicrtov] Praechter et . 
Gaiser: 1tp[ roto~ Gomperz, Mekler, Lasserre 11 1Ca.1teA.ucr[ E M ekler, Dorandi, 
Lasserre: x:at{ivucr[ € Gaiser 15-16 x:a{ I [ t1va~j Gaiser: 1e. [patl0uµc.o<; . . 
Mekler: [pciiov] Lasserre 39 cx[pe]t[f,c; Ktt1a]1v Gaiser: a(µap]t[civoucr]1v 

• • 

Buechele,; Mekler, Lasserre 

468 Philodemus, Academicorum historia, PHerc. 1021, col. Y.1-41 
(p.152.1-154.7 Gaiser) 

[yvou<; 1t]o 8e cruva['Va]c; napEypa[ '1/t] • 
• • 

"Ka[ te]vEv6rrco OE'' cp,i[ cr ]{ "Kat t&v µa-
• 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 
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nor ever wanted to learn anything from heavenly signs (Plato) not 
only counted among those who loved simply appearance, but also 
thought offensive. But clearly it is possible to set people onto that 
ready-made path·, because he has wisely written, 'it is necessary for 
people to honor Love and to cultivate the ele~ents of Love espe­
cially and for everyone always to obey Love', so that those who 
are drawn to (Love) believe that they have a sufficient defense for 
their own lack of learning, or rather a store of virtue (such that) 
they alone understand the teaching of the noble and most wise 
teacher (Plato)." 

This was one thing (Dicaearchus) pointed out in criticizing 
(Plato) ... 

1 The Greekless reader of these texts should be alerted that the Greek text of 
Gaiser on which this translation is based includes many conjectures, only a few 
of which have gained widespread scholarly support (see Dorandi in this vol­
umej. Gaiser's conjectures do allow, however, a readability that is scarcely pos­
sible in the editions of more cautious editors. 

2 It is unclear what the ''this" refers to. Gaiser suggests that it refers some­
how to the combining of Pythagorean and Socratic philosophy. See 45. 

468 Philodemus, History of the Academics, PHerc. 1021, col. Y.1-41 
(p.152.1-154.7 Gaiser) 

And after he had connected the other part he (?)1 wrote in addi­
tion: ''much progress was also acknowledged," he said, ''in math-
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811µatoov E1t18ocrt~ 1tOAA17 KO/t' EKEl-
v [ ov] tOV xp6vov apxtteK'tOVOUVto[s] 
µ[e]v Kal 1tpo~A--~µcet[o:] 8186v10<; 1:01) 5 

Il[A]atwvo<;, ST\'t01JV'tCOV 8e µe-ta (J7t0U-

[8i,]c; aU'tU 'tfuV µa0,iµattKffiV. 'tOl"(Clp 

[-caU]-rT1(t) [-cU] ncpl µc-rpoAoyiav n1v8cv 
• 

[ £1t1 Kopu ]cp~v 'tOtE 1tp&tov Kat --cU 1tEp1 
[tOU<; opt]crµou<; 1tpo~Af\µa1a t&v 1tEpl 10 

E[UOo] ~ov • µc-racr'tT]cr.civ-coov -rOv &[ cp' 'In]-
• 

1to[Kpa]'tOU~ apxa1crµ6v. EAa~E [OE Kat] 
• • ii yc[roµ]E'tpta noAA17v E1ti8ocrtv • iyE[v ]-

vl)0[ Tl] yUp x:al 11 &v&A ucrt<; x:al 1:b ·~cpl 
• 

81op1crµou<; A17µ[µa], Kat OAOO[ <;] ta rt[Ept] 15 
• • • • • • 

[ t]i,v y£roµEtptav Ent noAu n[po ]17v[Ey]-
• 

K[ov· ou]8ev 1€ [61t]t[tK]ll Kat µ11[x]av1K[T1] 
[y· naa]v [&]µ[c]A£tc;. 1:Tlv Una[aav S~] a[uA]­
A[o]YT1v 't

0

&v 1:0[10-~}too[v, £~ ~<; £axov 6]~ 
[ V ]~crtµa cruxvot [ t&v CJ7tE] pµoAoycov, 20 

au~O)y EV€[K' E:1tOlflO"]av • O"XEOOV ya[p] 
nv q>Ot 'tT]'tfu[ V y£voc;] &A.Ao, x:al 1:&[ V] 
[ y] £ 0cpfuv 1:0 iO[ iron x:Ov] <lv EAa~ov. 

• • • 

[o]u µE'ta[Aa~6vt£<; 8e tfl npa}yµat[a] 
[i1~TlV x:al [x:otv~v axoA~v nyov, x:lat 25 

• • 
tOUtOV 1:[ov ~iov tOtE Kat]EA[a]~o[v ]-
['to] 1tp[&'tot]. Ot[etAOVtO yap] aAAO 
[µEv] av0pW1tro[v £Aeu0£prov a]AT10[ 1]­
[ vll]v auvo'Uaia[v x:otvoovlav 1:' dvat], 

• • 
a[AAO] 8e~arov K<Xl [re~Wv icrov]oµ{[av]. 30 

• 

1a[A]T10[e~ cie] Kat [np]o<; tOUtO [ta µa0~]-
• 

µ[at'] Cl7t~ptf\<JUV tfuV avay[Kat]rov • 
• • 
o~iy[Ct]p 1tEpt 1&v [6v]11aiµrov [vo]o]ucrt, 0]11eai-
ooc; ·c[i]vat OoKoUcrtv oix:o-rpt~f<;. [ 1:T\t 0£ 'Ypa ]-
cp1Kf1[ t] 8uvaµEVO<; 0 TTAatrov 7tOAA[ OU<; E]- 35 

0cip[au]vc K~l-c&v CXn6v1:oov 1:ol<; [~u~]Aiot[~]. . . - ,,.... . . . 
i8tWtai: '-oi8' ouv-t&v UJtEPll pEt[ KO ]'tffiV 
Tl 'tE [•A~t]o0£a auvnapcy£v[£'Co, ~ell cr]ocpl) 
Y' oil[v ~]v <XvOp6~'£n' <X[p.E]'ti\[i n&v-c'En]t-

• • 

v[o~cra]cra Kat yvouaa, Kat 8~ 1<01v[co]v[11]cr[a]- 40 . . . . .. . 
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ematics at that time, since Plato was designing and setting out prob­
lems and the mathematicians were investigating them seriously. 
Consequently, in this way the theory of measurement and the prob­
lems of definition first reached a high point then, once those asso­
ciated with Eudoxus revised the older style of Hippocrates. Geom­
etry also made much progress then; for the analytical method was 
created then and the auxiliary theorem regarding definitions, and, 
in general, they brought the practice of geometry a great step for­
ward. And in no way were optics and mechanics ignored. They 
created the entire collection of such (inquiries) as these for their 
own sake, from which a great many scavengers took profit. For 
there was another sort among those in attendance, and they took a 
private interest in their rewards. Since they took no part in (public) 
affairs, they pursued an equal and shared scholarship, and they were 
at that time the first who attained this lifestyle. For they distin­
guished true communalism and sharing of free men from the equality 
of the Dacians and Getae.2 They separated the truth and studies 
directed toward it from those pursuits necessary (for living). For 
those who think (only) about what is useful are justly considered 
like household servants. Through the power of his writing, Plato 
even inspired many at a distance with books. Most peculiarly-I 
am aware-among those who submitted themselves (to his writ­
ings), Axiothea joined in, and she was indeed a wise woman with 
regard to every quality of a man, since she reflected and under­
stood, and in fact shared in wearing a worn-out cloak without a 
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[cra tOU t]pi~rovo[c; a]veu aicr[xuv11<;· e]cpot't[a] 
• • • • 

2-18 cf. Procl., In pri1nun1 Euclidis Elementorum librum, p.66.4-68.4 Friedlein 
14cf Diog. Wert. 3.24 et Procl., In prim. Eucl. El. libr., p.211.18-23 34-6 cf 
Epist. Socraticorum 22.2 35-7 PHerc. 164,fr. I Dorandi 

1 O'UVCX['Jla]~ Gaiser: cruva[yco]v Lasserre 1-2 napeypa[wE] hca[tE] Gaiser: 
napEypal'Jf a [ 1ea1:E] Dorandi 

46C Philodemus, Academicorum historia, PHerc. 1021, col. 2.1-8 
(p.157.1-8 Gaiser) 

'' . .. OE [ &yvrocr10<; tot~] aAAOt<;. [6 be] 
<l."C[ EAEtav E1tolE1 qn]Aav8[p ]co-
,c{av [1t&cn O]oU<;, O[u] 1tPot[E]-

• • 

'CO tcr[ Ot.]~ tcra." tOtau,;a "(Eypa-

cp6'tQ[ <; Ll]tKatcipxou, cI>1A6x[o]- s 
po; iv t&t 1:11; 'A't0[i]8[ o~] e-
K'tCOt 1tap£(1)1tat[cr]Ev t1tl 't0 [Ovo]-

• 
[µat ]au,;'. 

7 1tape(1)1ta1[a]Ev Mekler et Gaiser: 1tClp£1tt1tt£v Croenert et Jacoby 
• • 

47 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 3.4 (OCT t.1 p.122.13-
23 Long) 

Kal E1ta.t6E1>0T) µEv ypciµµa.1:a. m:xpCX, Lltovucr{cp, ot> Kal 
µv11µoveuet EV tot~ 'AvtEpacrtat~. eyuµv<Xcrato bE 1tapCX, 
'Apicrtrovt 'tip 'ApyEtcp 1taAatcrtft ... Eicrt o' oti Kcxt 1taAatcra.i <pa.crtv 
(X,\YtOV 'Icr0µot, Ka0a Kat ~tKaiapxo<; EV 1tpOO'tcp IlEpt J3{rov, K<Xt 

ypo:q,tKTI~ E1ttµEAT1811vat KCX,t 1totftµcx1ta yp<i'V<Xt, 1tp&tov µev 5 

Ot0up<lµ~ou<;, E7t£t'ta x:at µtAT\ Kat ,;paycpbta<;. 

1-2 Plato, Amatores 132A 2-4 cf Apul., De Plat. 1.2 

48 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 3.38 (OCT t.1 p.137 .22-
5 Long) 

Aoyoc; be np&'tOV ypa\Vat aui:ov ~ov <l>at8pov. Kat yap £XEtV 
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sense of shame. But she attended ... '' 

1 The consensus of most scholars (see Dorandi and White in this collection) 
is that despite Gaiser's intuitions, the source of this text is not Dicaearchus but 
Philip of Opus. 

2 Cultures considered uncivilized and servile by the Greeks .. 

46C Philodemus, History of the Academics, PH ere. 1021, col. 2.1-8 
(p.157.1-8 Gaiser) 

'' .. . without being recognized by the others. (Plato) sometimes 
made a payment exemption, and was benevolent to everyone, be­
cause he freely gave 'equal for equals'." Although Dicaearchus 
has written these sorts of things, Philochorus in the 6th book of his 
Atthis mocked Plato's name, saying ... 

47 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 3.4 (OCTv.1 p.122.13-
23 Long) 

(Plato) was taught his letters at the school of Dionysius, whom 
he also recalls in his Rival Lovers. He did gymnastics with Ariston 
of Argos the wrestler ... There are others who say that he wrestled 
in the Isthmian games, like Dicaearchus in the first book On Lives, 
and that he practised painting and writing poetry, first dithyrambs, 
then also lyric poems and tragedies. 

48 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 3.38 ( OCT v. l 
p.137.22-5 Long) 

There is an account that (Plato) wrote the Phaedrus first. For 
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µetpa1et&Oe~ tt 10 1tp6~A11µa. ~t1Catcxpxo<; 6e lCClt 'tOV 'tp01tOV 'tll<; 
ypacpi,~ OAOV €1ttµeµ<pEtat co~ <pOpttKOV. 

I EXEtV B: EXEt FP 

49 Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes 4. 71 (BT p.398.1-5 Pohlenz) 

atque horum omnium lubidinosos esse amores videmus: 
philosophi sumus exorti, et auctore quidem nostro Platone, quern 
non iniuria Dicaearchus accusat, qui amori auctoritatem tribu­
eremus. 

2 et] ex G1 

50 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 3.46 (OCT t. l p.140.19-
141.3 Long) 

µa0111:al O 'a.UtoU ... Kal ciAAot nAEtou<;, o'Uv ol<; Kal yuvalKt<; 
buo, Aaa0eveta MaV'ttVlKll KCXt 'A~to0ea <l>Actacria, ft K<lt 

&vopeta i\µ1tt<JXEtO, OOr, cp11cr1 ~tKaiapxo;. 

1-2 cf Diogenes Laertius, Vitae 4.2 

2 Aacr8EvE1a Se,ninarii Basil. soda/es: Aav8avEta codd. 

51 Philodemus, Academicorum historia, PHerc. 164, fr. 22.1-7 = 
PHerc. 1021, col. 11.17-21 (p.179.15-21 et 225 Dorandi) 

] U1t .... [ 

]1tcpacrtaKov .[ 
~tK]atapxoc; <pflCJtV 

[.]tovta. aAAa tc: 
OEt~aµrvoc; bt<l 
• • 

t6Aµ11~ epya x:a[Acx 
• • • 

]ev[ 

In PHerc. 1021, col. 11.17-21 haec tantum leguntur: a]1tollet~aµ[evo~ I 01a ~n; 
t6A]µ11~ epya. Ka[Acx 
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the subject has something youthful about it. But Dicaearchus criti­
cizes the whole manner of the writing on the grounds that it is vul­
gar. 

49 Cicero, Titsculan Disputations 4.71 (BTp.398.1-5 Pohlenz) 

But we see that the love poetry of all of these (Alcaeus, Anacreon, 
Ibycus) is lustful: we philosophers have arisen, indeed under the 
authority of our Plato~whom Dicaearchus criticizes not unjustly­
to give authority to love, 

50 Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosophers 3.46 (OCT v. l 
p.140.19-141.3 Long) 

Students of (Plato) ... and many others, including two women, 
Lastheneia of Mantinea and Axiothea of Phlius, who, Dicaearchus 
says, used to wear men's clothing. 

51 Philodemus, History of the Academics, PHerc. 164, fr. 22.1-7 = 
PHerc. 1021, col. 11.19-21 (p.179.1-5 and 225 Dorandi) 

• • • 

• • • 

. . . Dicaearchus says ... 
Because (Chaeron)1 had demonstrated 
other fine deeds through his 
boldness ... 

1 Chaeron, a student of Plato, is the subject of this part of Philodemus' work. 
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52 Philodemus, De Stoicis, PHerc. 155, fr. 15 (CE 12 [1982] 104.29 
Dorandi) 

Kat ~]tKaia.pxo[c;] 
• • 

]K[ .. ]11tou ~iou a11µ[a{ 
• • • • • 

VEl ]aptcri:[ 
• • 

1-2 Ota tOU tHpa]K[At]itou Croenert 3 'Aptat Croenert 
• • 

De hun1ana vita 

53 Censorious, De die natali 4.2--4 (BT p.4.18-5.10 Saltman) 

alii semper homines fuisse nee umquam nisi ex hominibus natos, 
atque eorurn generi caput exordiumque nullum extitisse arbitrati 
sunt., alii vero fuisse tempus cum homines non essent, et his ortum 

3 aliquem principiumque natura tributum. sed prior ilia sententia, qua 
semper humanum genus fuisse creditur, auctores habet Pythagoran 5 

Samium et Occelum Lucanum et Archytan Tarentinum omnesque 
adeo Pythagoricos. sed et Plato Atheniensis et Xenocrates et 
Dicaearchus Messenius itemque antiquae Academiae philosophi 
non aliud videntur opinati, Aristoteles quoque Stagirites et 
Theophrastus multique praeterea non ignobiles Peripatetici idem 10 

scripserunt eiusque rei exemplum dicunt quo negant omnino posse 
reperiri, avesne ante an ova generata sint, cum et ovum sine ave et 

4 a vis sine ovo gigni non possit. itaque et omnium, quae in sempiterno 
isto mundo semper fuerunt futuraque sunt, aiunt principium fuisse 
nullum, sed orbem esse quendam generantium nascentiumque, in 1s 

quo unius cuiusque geniti initium simul et finis esse videatur. 

6 Occelus, FVS 48 A2 Archytas deest FVS 47 7 Plato, cf. Leges 6 781£7 
Xenocrates, Jr. 59 Heinze 9 Aristoteles, De gen. anim. 2.1 73Jb35-36 
Theophrastus, 185 FHS&G 

5 credi tur] traditur Wehrli 6 Occelum Diels: Ocellum Canter et Sallman: 
occeium CP alii codices habent alia Archytan edd. : adrenytan CP: architam 
V: archita / 11 exemplum Giusta: exempla codd. 16 quo Sall,nan: quod 
codd. edd. 
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52 Philodemus, On the Stoics, PHerc. 155, fr. 15 (CE 12 [1982] 104.29 
Dorandi) 

... and Dicaearchus . .. 
of Iif e indicates . . . 

Cultural History 

53 Censorious, About the Day of Birth 4.2-4 (BT p.4.18-5 .10 Saltman) 

Some have thought that human beings have always existed and 
have never been born except from human beings, and that there has 
been no inception or origin of their species; others, however, (say) 
that there was a time when human beings did not exist, and that 

3 some origin and beginning was assigned to them by nature. The 
former opinion, according to which the human race is believed to 
have existed always, has as its supporters Pythagoras of Samos and 
Occelus of Lucania and Archytas of Tarentum and absolutely all of 
the Pythagoreans. Moreover Plato the Athenian and Xenocrates 
and Dicaearchus of Messana and likewise the ( other) philosophers 
of the Old Academy do not seem to have held a different opinion; 
and Aristotle of Stagira too and Theophrastus and many not undis­
tinguished Peripatetics besides wrote the same. And as an illustra­
tion of this point they say that it is altogether impossible to find out 
whether birds or eggs were created first, since it is the case both 
that the egg cannot come to be without the bird and that the bird 

4 cannot come to be without the egg. And so they say that of all the 
things that have always existed in this eternal universe and always 
will exist, there has been no beginning; rather, there is a certain 
cycle of those who produce and of those who are born, in which the 
beginning and the end of each and everything that is begotten seem 
to coincide. 
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54 Varro, De re rustica 2.1.3-9 (CB t.2 p.13.7-16.9 Heurgon) 

igitur, inquam, et homines et pecudes cum semper fuisse sit 
necesse natura-sive enim aliquod fuit principium generandi 
animalium, ut putavit Thales Milesius et Zeno Citieus, sive contra 
principium horum exstitit nullum, ut credidit Pythagoras Samius et 
Aristoteles Stagirites-necesse est humanae vitae a summa memoria 5 

gradatim descendisse ad bane aetatem ut scribit Dicaearchus, et 
summum gradum fuisse naturalem, cum viverent homines ex iis re-

4 bus, quae inviolata ultro ferret terra; ex hac vita in secundam 
descendisse pastoriciam e feris atque agrestibus, ut arboribus ac 
virgultis [ac] decarpendo glandem, arbu[s]tum, mora, poma 10 

colligerent ad usum, sic ex animalibus cum propter eandem utilitat­
em quae possent silvestria deprenderent ac concluderent et man­
suescerent. in quis primum non sine causa putant oves assumptas et 
propter utilitatem et propter <p>laciditatem. maxime enim hae 
natura quietae et aptissimae ad vitam hominum. ad cibum enim lacte 1s 

s et caseum adhibitum, ad corpus vestitum et pelles attulerunt. tertio 
denique gradu a vita pastorali ad agri culturam descenderunt, in qua 
ex duobus gradibus superioribus retinuerunt multa, et quo descend­
erant, ibi processerunt longe, dum ad nos perveniret. etiam nunc in 
locis multis genera pecudum ferarum sint aliquot, ab ovibus, ut in 20 

Phrygia, ubi greges videntur conplures, in Samothrace caprarum, 
quas Latine rotas appellant. sunt enim in Italia circum Fiscellum et 
Tetricam montes multae. de subus nemini ignotum, nisi qui apros 
non putat sues vocari. boves perferi etiam nunc sunt multi in 
Dardanica et Maedica et Thracia, asini feri in Phrygia et <Ly>caonia, 2s 

equi feri in Hispania citeriore regionibus aliquot. 
6 origo, quam dixi; dignitas, quam dicam. de antiquis inlustrissimus 

quisque pastor erat, ut ostendit et Graeca et Latina lingua et veteres 
poetae, qui alios vocant po1yarnas, alios polymelos, alios polybutas; 
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54 Varro, On Farming 2.1.3-9 (CB v.2 p.13.7-16.9 Heurgon) 

''Therefore," I said, ''humans and domesticated animals must 
always have existed by nature-for whether there was some begin­
ning of generation for animals, as Thales of Miletus and Zeno of 
Citium thought, or there existed no beginning for them, as 
Pythagoras of Samos and Aristotle of Stagira believed, human life 
must have come down by steps from the earliest history until our 
time, as Dicaearchus writes, and the earliest stage was natural, when 
humans lived from those things that the inviolate earth bore spon-

4 taneously. From this mode of life they must have descended to the 
second, pastoral mode, in which, by plucking from wild and wood­
land trees and shrubs acorns, arbutus berries and mulberries and 
( other) fruits, they made a store for (later) use. Likewise toward 
the same purpose, they captured such wild animals as they could 
and shut them up and tamed them. Among these they believe, not 
without reason, that sheep were gathered because of their useful­
ness and gentleness. For they were especially quiet by nature and 
fit very well with the human lifestyle. Milk and cheese were added 
to the (humans') food, and for clothing the body (the sheep) fur-

s nished their skins. Finally, in the third stage they arrived from the 
pastoral life to the agricultural, in which they maintained many 
things from the previous two stages and then progressed for a long 
time in that stage in which they had descended until it arrived at 
our civilization. Even now in many places there are several kinds 
of wild herds, such as sheep, as in Phrygia, where many flocks are 
seen; in Samothrace (many flocks) of goats (are seen), which they 
call rotae in Latin. 1 There are indeed many of them in Italy around 
the mountains Fiscellus and Tetrica. Everyone knows about the 
wild pigs, except those who believe that wild boars are not prop­
erly called pigs. There are also many very wild bulls now in Dardania 
and Maedica and Thrace, wild asses in Phrygia and Lyconia and 
wild horses in some areas of Hither Spain. 

6 I have spoken (so far) about the origin (of agriculture); I shall 
now speak of its dignity. From ancient times every famous man 
was a shepherd, as both the Greek and Latin shows and the older 
poets, who called some men 'rich in sheep,' others 'rich in goats'; 
and others 'rich in oxen'; they reported that the sheep themselves 
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qui ipsas pecudes propter caritatem aureas habuisse pelles 30 

tradiderunt, ut Argis, Atreus quam sibi Thyesten subduxe queritur; 
ut in Colchide <ad> Aeetam, ad cuius arietis pellem profecti regio 
genere dicuntur Argonautae; ut in Libya ad Hesperidas, unde aurea 
mala, id est secundum antiquam consuetudinem capras et oves, 
[quas] Hercules ex Africa in Graeciam exportavit. eas enim <a> 35 

1 sua voce Graeci appellarunt mela. nee multo secus nostri ab eadem 
voce sed ab alia littera (vox earum non me sed be sonare videtur) 
oves baelare vocem efferentes dicunt, e quo post balare extrita littera, 
ut in multis. quod si apud antiquos non magnae dignitatis pecus 
esset, in caelo describendo astrologi non appellassent eorum 40 

vocabulis signa, quae non modo non dubitarunt ponere, sed etiam 
ab iis principibus duodecim signa multi numerant, ab Ariete et Tauro, 
cum ea praeponerent Apollini et Herculi. ii enim dei ea secuntur, 

8 sed appellantur Gemini. nee satis putarunt de duodecim signis 
sextam partem obtinere pecudum nomina, nisi adiecissent, ut 45 

quartam tenere<n>t, Capricomum. praeterea a pecuariis addiderunt 
Capram, Haedos, Canes. an non etiam item in marl terraque ab his 
regiones notae [a pecore], in mari, quad nominaverunt a capris 
Aeg<a>eum pelagus, ad Syriam montem Taurum, in Sabinis 
Cantherium montem, <Bosporum> unum Thracium, alterum so 

9 Ci<m>merium? nonne in terris multa, ut oppidum in Graecia 
Hippion Argos? denique non Italia a vitulis, ut scribit Piso? 

I pecudes m: pecu (peed) vel pecua ceteri codd. 10 ac expunxit lucundus 
[s] expunxit Politian. 14 p supplevit Politian. 19 ad nos Victorius: annus 
codd. 22 Latine rotas] platycerotae Scaliger: strepsicerotae Schneider 25 
Lycaonia Plinius: chaonia codd. 32 ad Aeetam Keil: actam codd. 33 Libya 
Politian. : libro codd. 35 quas expunxit Gesner a supplevit Ursinus 46 
n supplevit lucundus 47 an non Politian. : anno codd. 48 regiones A 2 : 

regionibus VA 1 b,n, edd .. -num Jue. a pecore expunxit Gesner 50 Bosporum 
supplevit Politian. 

55 Varro, De re rustica 1.2.15-16 (CB t.1 p.16.18-17.6 Heurgon) 

certe, inquit Fundanius, aliud pastio et aliud agri cultura, sed 
adfinis et ut dextra tibia alia quam sinistra, ita ut tamen sit quodam 
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had golden fleeces because of their value, like the one at Argos, 
which Atreus complains Thyestes stole for himself; or there was 
the one at Colchis belonging to Aeetes, in quest of whose fleece the 
Argonauts, of royal kind, are said to have voyaged. In Libya in the 
garden of the Hesperides there were golden mala, i.e. goats and 
sheep according to the ancient manner of speech, which Hercules 
took from Africa to Greece. For the Greeks called them mela from 

7 the sound of their voice, and our people not very differently say 
that sheep baelare ('bah') when using their voice (their voice seems 
to sound 'b' not 'm') from which afterwards (we have) balare ('to 
bleat'), once a letter is removed, as in many words. But if among 
the ancients sheep and goats had not had great dignity, in describ­
ing the sky the astrologers would not have called the signs by their 
names, which they not only did, but many even enumerate the twelve 
beginning with them, from the Ram (Aries) and Bull (Taurus), which 
they place before Apollo and Hercules. For those gods follow them, 

8 but they are called Gemini.2 Not satisfied that a sixth of the twelve 
had the names of cattle they added Capricorn ('Goathom') to make 
up a quarter. From the domestic animals, besides, they added the 
Goat, Kids and Dogs. Both by sea and on land are not areas known 
( as named) from these, by sea what they called the Aegean Sea 
from goats, in Syria Mount Taurus ('Bull'), Mount Cantherius 
('Gelding') in the Sabine region, and both the Thracian and 

9 Cimmerian Bosporus ('Cattle-crossing')? Are there not many places 
on land like the town in Greece called Horsey Argos? Finally, is 
not Italy from 'bulls', as Piso3 writes? 

1 The text is corrupt here. Rotae would mean 'chariots'. What appears to be 
needed is some word like oreobatae (opr1Pa:tat), 'mountain-ranging'. 

2 Like the other signs of the zodiac, the constellation Gemini ('Twins') was 
first identified by the Babylonians. In Greece they were usually identified with 
the Discouri, Castor and Pollux, or with Amphion and Zethus of Thebes, but 
their identification with Heracles and Apollo, who were half-brothers, was not 
unheard of. 

3 M. Pupius Piso was a politician and soldier active c. 83-60 n.c. "Italia" is 
derived from vitulus, "bull." 

55 Varro, On Farming 1.2.15-16 (CB v.1 p.16.18-17.6 Heurgon) 

"Certainly," said Fundanius,1 ''the shepherding of stock is one 
thing, agriculture another, but they are related as the right pipe of 
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modo coniuncta, quod est altera eiusdem carminis modorum 
16 incentiva, altera succentiva. et quidem licet adicias, inquam, 

pastorum vitam esse incentivam, agricolarum succentivam auctore s 
doctissimo homine Dicaearcho, qui Graeciae vita qualis fuerit ab 
initio nobis ita ostendit, ut superioribus temporibus fuisse doceat, 
cum homines pastoriciam vitam agerent neque scirent etiam arare 
terram aut serere arbores aut putare; ab iis inferiore gradu aetatis 
susceptam agri culturam. quocirca ea succinit pastorali, quod est 10 

inferior, ut tibia sinistra dextrae f oraminibus. 

7 doceat Vb: docent Am l O ea U rsinus: ei codd. 11 dextrae Heurgon: 
addextre A : a dextrae ceteri et Wehrli 

56A Porphyrius, De abstinentia ab esu animalium 4.2.1-9 (CB t.3 p.1.16--
4. 7 Patillon et Segonds) 

&p~ffiµc0a 6' &nO 'tllc; Ka'tft E0vn nvffiv &noxllc;, ci>v 111Tlo-ov'tat 
'tOU Aoyou ol "EAAflVEc;, ID<; av t&v µaptupoUV'tO)V OV'tE~ 

oiKEtO'tCX'tOt. t&v 'tOtVUV cruvi:6µw<; 1:£ oµou Kat ax:pt~ffi; ta 

tEAA:r1vtKa cruvayayov'twv ecr11 Kato IlEptnatT\'ttKo~ ~tKcxtapxo<;, 
0~ tOV cxpxaiov ~{ov tfic; 'EAAabo<; aqrrryouµEvoc; tOU<; 1taAatOU<; 5 
Kat E)'YU<; 0e&v (f)T\Ol yeyov6trt<;, ~EA/tlO"'tOU~ "CE ovtac; cpucret Kat 
'tOV aptcr'tOV £~11 KO'ta~ ~{ov, ID~ xpucrouv yevo~ voµ t~Ecr0cxt 
1tapa~aAAoµevou~ 7tp0<; tou; vuv, Kt~Ol)AOU Kat cpaUAOtCXtll~ 

2 U1tapxov1:ac; UAfl<;, µ118ev <pOVEUEtV Eµ'Jl'UXOV. 0 011 l((lt 1:0U~ 

1t0tr}1:CX~ 1taptO't<lVtac; xpucrouv µev E1tovoµal;EtV yevor;,, 10 

ecr0Aa 6e nav~a, Aeyetv, 
totcrtv l11v • Kapnov O' E<pEpE ~Etbropo~ &poupa 
au1oµ<l't11 7tOAAOV tE Kat &<p0ovov. oY. B, E0EAflµOt 
iiouxo1 epy' EVEµOV'tO auv ia0Aotcrtv 1tOA££(j(1lV 

3 a 8~ Kat e~11youµevo~ 0 ~11eaiapxoc; 'tOV E7tl Kp6vou ~iov 1:0tOUtOV 15 
..... 

£tVat <pf\O"lV, ei b£t Acxµ~aVclV µev autov ID<; yEyov6ta Kat µ~ 
µrt'tflV €7tt1tE<pllµtcrµevov, to OE A{a,v µu0tKOV acpevta~, El~ --co Ota 
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the flute is other than the left, yet in such a way that they are con­
nected in a certain way, because the one is the lead, the other the 

16 accompaniment of the melodies of the same song." ''Indeed, you 
may add," I said, ''that the life of shepherding is the lead, agricul­
tural the accompaniment, according to the authority of a most 
learned man, Dicaearchus, who has shown us in his Life of Greece 
what quality it had from its beginning. In the earlier times, he 
teaches, when people led a pastoral life they knew neither how to 
plough the earth nor how to plant trees nor how to prune. At a time 
later than this they took up agriculture. Therefore (agriculture) 
accompanies the pastoral life, because it is secondary, as the left 
pipe of the flute is to the stops of the right hand." 

1 C. Fundanius was Varro's father-in-law and one of the interlocutors in book 
one of On Farming. 

56A Porphyry, On Abstinence 4.2.1-9 (CB v.3 p.1.16--4.7 Patillon and 
Segonds) 

Let us begin with the abstinence (from eating meat) of some 
nations, of whom the Greeks will lead our discussion since they 
would be the most suitable witnesses. Among those, therefore, that 
have concisely and at the same time accurately composed an ac­
count of the affairs of the Greeks, there is included the Peripatetic 
Dicaearchus, who in narrating the ancient life of the Greeks says 
that the men of old, who were actually born close to gods, were 
naturally most excellent, and led the best life, so that they are re­
garded as a golden race, when compared with those of the present 
day, who consist of an adulterated and most vile matter; and they 

2 killed no animate being. The truth of this, he also says, is attested 
by the poets, who call these ancients a Golden Race, and assert that 

All good things were theirs, the grain-giving fields of their 
own accord bore much fruit ungrudgingly. Willing and at peace, 
they enjoyed their possessions with many good things. 

3 In explanation of this, Dicaearchus says that life under Cronus was 
of this kind-since it is necessary to accept that it did exist, that it 
has not been renowned to no purpose, but also, by laying aside 
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tOU Aoyou qruatKOV avayEtV. CX,U'toµa'ta µEv y<lp ncivta eqruetO, 
eix:61:00~. OU y<lp autoi YE KU'tEO"KEUa~ov ou0Ev bt<l to µi\1:E 't~V 

4 yEropytlCTlv EXEtV 7tCO 1:exv11v µ~0' €t£pav µ,iocµiav 0/TtA&c,. 'CO 8' 20 

au~o Kat 'tOU crxoA~V 0/'(ElV atttOV EytyvEtO CXU'tOl~ l((ll 'tOU OtCX')'€lV 
avEu 1t6vcov Kat µEp{µv11~, ei OE 1ft 1&v yAacpupro'ta'trov ia1p&v 
E1taKOAou8ficrat OEt <>tavo{a, Kat "COU µ11 VOCTEtV. ou0ev yap Et<; 

~ . 
uyietav au't&V µetsov 1tapayyeAµa EUpOt 'tt<; a.v ~ "CO µ11 notEtV 

1tEpt ttCOµa:ta, &v Ot<l navtO~ EKE'ivot Ka0ap<l tCX crCOµata 2s 

E<pUACX/t'tOV. OU'tE y<lp tllV 'tlls <pUcr£ros icrxupotepcxv tpocpriv aAA' 
1,<; ft cpuat<; icrxupo1:epa 1tpocrecpepovto, OUtE tllV 7tA£l(l) 'tll<; µEtpta<; 
Ot<l 't~V E'tOtµOtT]ta, aAA' 00; t<l rcoAA<l 't'JlV EAUttO) tll<; tKavn~ 

5 ()t(X t'Tlv cr1tciv1v. 0.')..J ... CX µTlv oUBE 1t6AEµot aUtol~ llcrav oUOE 
crt<lcrEtc; npOc; O.AAT)Aou~ • &0Aov y<lp oU0Ev O.~t6Aoyov Ev tq'> µ£crcp 30 

1tpOKEtµEVOV U1tTlPXEV, U7tEp 01:0U 'tt<; civ Otacpopav tocrautnv 
evEcr't11aa'to, OlcrtE 'tO KE<paAatov Eivat tou ~{ou cruv€.~atV€V 
crxoA~V, P<t0U µ iav &no 't&V avayx:a{rov, U)'let<lV, Etp~v11v, <ptAiav. 

6 tote; 8£ t)(J't£potc; E<ptEµEVOt<; µ£yaArov KCX,t 7tOAAot~ 7tEpt1tl1t'COUcrt 
1eaK01c; no0Etvo; £tK6tro<; £K£tvo~ o ~io<; eyiyvE'tO. b'flAOt OE 1:0 35 

AttOV t&v 1tplO'troV Kat autoaxi8tov 'tll~ tpoqr11<; 'tO µe0ucrtepov 
P110Ev "&Ate; Opu6~," -coU µEta~&AA.ov-coc; 1tpOYCou, ola dK6c;, -coUto 
cp0ey~aµevou. 

7 UCT't£pov O voµa81Koc; £icrf1A0Ev ~{o~, Ka0' ov 7t£ptttO't£pav ~811 
K'tT\CTlV 1tpoa1tEptE~aAAOVtO Kat ~!pffiv 11wavto, Ka-tavo11craV't£~ 40 

O'tt 'ta µev acrtvn EtuyxavEv OV'tCX, tCX OE KCXKOupya Kat xaAE1ta. 
Kat OUtffi 8~ 'tel µEv £tt0acr£uaav' 'tOt<; ()£ £7t£8£V't0, Kat aµa EV 
tc'p a1rcq> ~icp cruve:1a11A0Ev 1t6Ac:µoc;. Kat 1:au1a, cp11criv, oux 11µet<;, 

8 aAA' oi ta 1tCXAata icrtopi<t OtE~EA06vi:ec; Etp·~l((XCJlV. ~811 yap 

a~t6Aoya K'tT\µCl't<l £VU7tll pxov' a o'i µEv E7tl 'tO 7tClpEAEcr0at 45 

<ptAO'ttµiav E7t0tOUV'tO, &0pots6µEvoi 'CE Kat 1tapax:aAOUV't€<; 

aAA~AOU~, Ot o' E7tl '"CO 8ta<puAa~at. 1tpot6vto<; 0€ OU'tO) '!OU 
, - \ \ ' \ " , ';' 

xpovou, KCX/tavoouvtE~ 1<:a1a µtKpov aEl tcov XPllO'tµcov Etvat 

8oKouvtrov, Et~ ~o 'tpt'tOV 'tE Kat yEcopytKOV £VE1tEcrov Ei◊o~. 
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what is excessively mythical, to reduce it to natural terms based on 
reason. All things, therefore, are very reasonably said to have grown 
of their own accord; for men themselves did not procure anything 
because they were still unaquainted with the agricultural art, or, in 

4 fact, any other art. This very thing, likewise, was the cause of their 
being at leisure and living free from labours and care; and if it is 
proper to assent to the view of the most skillful physicians, it was 
also the cause of their being free from disease. For one could find 
no prescription which contributed more to their health than avoid­
ing the production of excesses, from which those Greeks of old 
always preserved their bodies pure. For they neither consumed 
food that was stronger than their nature, but (only) such that their 
nature was stronger, nor more than is moderate because of its ready 
availability, but for the most part less than (we would consider) 

5 sufficient, on account of its scarcity. Moreover, they neither had 
wars nor dissensions against each other. For no reward worth men­
tioning was set before them, for the sake of which someone might 
begin such dissension, so that that life consisted mainly of leisure 
and rest from necessary occupations, together with health, peace 

6 and friendship. And, of course, to those in later times, who aspired 
after great things and fell into many evils, this ancient life became 
desirable. The simple and extemporaneous food of the early men 
is manifested in the saying that was afterwards used, "enough of 
oak," this adage being introduced by the man who first changed 
(his mode of living), as seems reasonable. 

7 The pastoral life succeeded this, in which men began to procure 
superfluous possessions for themselves, and handle animals. They 
perceived that some of them were not in fact harmful, but others 
destructive and difficult, so they tamed the farmer and attacked the 
latter. At the same time, together with this life, war was intro­
duced. And these things, says (Dicaearchus), are not asserted by 
us, but by those who have spoken after researching thoroughly an-

8 cient matters. For, as possessions were now worthwhile, some made 
it a point of honor to seize them (from others) by gathering them­
selves together and calling on each other (for help), but others (made 
it a point of honor) to protect (what they had). Time, thus, gradu­
ally proceeding, and men concerned evermore with what appeared 
to be useful, they entered the third, agricultural form of life. 
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9 tClUtt µEV ~tKCXt<lpxou tCl naAata t&v 'EAAflVtK&v OtE~tOV'tO~ 50 

µaK<lp16v 1:E 1:0V ~iov aq,rryouµevou 't&v 1tCXACXt't<l'troV' ov oux 
frr'tOV i:&v aAArov lC(lt ii &nox11 ~wv Eµ'Vuxcov CTUVE1tA11pou. Oto 
1t6A£µ0<; 0U1e t}v' O}~ av &B11eia~ E~£AnAaµEv11~. <>UV£tcrftA0£V BE 
ucrtEpov Kat 7tOAeµo<; K<lt Ei~ <lAAllAOU<; 7tAEOVE~ia &µa ,;ft t&v 
~q)cov &cit1ei~. 0 1eal 0auµUl;co 1:&v 1:0Aµncr<lv1:cov 't~v &1wx~v 1:&v ss 
~(prov aOtKtac; µr]tEpa Ei1t£tV, 'tll<; l<J'tOptac; Kat tf}c; 7t£tpac; aµa 
'tq'> cp6vep aut&v itpucp~v 'tE Kat 7tOAEµov KCXl aOtKtClV O"UVEtcrEA0ctV 

I 

µnvuoua11~-

11-14 Hesiodus, Opera et dies 116-19 
Zenob. 2.40 

37 de proverbio aAt~ 8pu6<; vid. 

19 µ ll'tE Reiske : µ ~1tro V 20 y£ropy1 lCT\v Nauck: yEropyiav V 22 tfl Reiske : 
'tl V 26-7 aA)•1w, ... icrxupotepa expun~xit Nauck 28 tft~ llCClVTl<; expunxit 
Nauck 35 ey(yveto V: £cpa{veto Nauck 40 1tp00'1tEptePaAAovto V: 
rrpoa1tEptePaAovto Nauck 48 lCU~Cl µrtepov ante a.Et traiecerunt Patil/on et 
Segonds: ante ou1co habet V 

568 Hieronymus, Adversus Iovinianum 2.13 (PL t.23 col. 315.42-316.5 
Migne) 

Dicaearchus in libris Antiquitatum et Descriptione Graeciae ref ert 
sub Saturno (id est in aureo saeculo), cum omnia humus funderet, 
nullum comedisse carnem, sed universes vixisse frugibus et pomis 
quae sponte terra gignebat. 

57 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 5 .23 
(CPG t.1 p.125.3-11 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

µEpt<; OU 7tVty£t. ~tKaiapxo<; q>r}<JlV EV 1:0t<; IlEpt i;11c; ~EAA<iOo<; 
Ev 1:o'i; 6d1tvo1~ µ~ dvat crUvn0£; 1:ot~ Clpxaioi~ 01av£µ£tv 
µEptOa<;. 81& 0£ 1tpocpacr£t~ ttvClc; rv◊EEaittprov yEvoµtvmv 1&v 
EOEcrµrt'tCOV' Kpat11crat i;o e0o~ 1&v µEptbcov' Kat btCl 'tOU'tO 't'llV 
napotµiav €tpf\cr0at. 1:&v yap EOEcrµUtrov KOtvn Kat µ~ KaTa 5 

µ€,poc; tt0Eµ£V(J)V 1:0 1tp0tEpov Ol 8uvatC0t£p0t 'ta~ tpoq>a.~ 1&v 
acr0£v&v np1ta~ov' Kat O"UVE~<XlVt tOUtouc; U7t07tVtyEcr0at, µ~ 
BuvaµEvou; Eau,:ol~ ~on0£lv. OtCl 'toU'to 01'.>v O µtptcrµO<; , , e 
E7tEVOTl ·11. 
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9 This is (what is said) by Dicaearchus when he narrates the an-
cient affairs of the Greeks and relates as blessed the life of the ear­
liest people, to which abstinence from animal food contributed no 
less than other things. Therefore there was no war, inasmuch as 
injustice had been driven out. But later, together with injustice to­
wards animals, came war and competition towards each other. That 
is why I wonder at those who dare to say that abstinence from ani­
mals is the mother of injustice, since enquiry and experience reveal 
that luxury, war and injustice came in together with their slaughter. 

568 Jerome, Against Jovinian 2.13 (PL v.23 col. 315.42-316.5 Migne) 

Dicaearchus in the books of Antiquities and Description of 
Greece says that under Saturn, that is, in the golden age, when the 
earth provided all things, no one ate meat, but all lived from the 
fruits and vegetables that the earth bore spontaneously. 

57 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 5.23 (CPG v.1 p.125.3-11 Leutsch and Schneidewin) 

''A portion does not choke.'' Dicaearchus says in the books On 
Greece that at the meals it was not the custom for the ancients to 
distribute portions. But when for some reasons shortages of meats 
occurred, the custom of portions prevailed, and the saying was 
coined because of this. For earlier, when meats were set out as com­
mon dishes and not in individual portions, the more powerful seized 
the food from the weaker, and it happened that these choked to 
death because they were not able to save themselves. For this rea­
son then the portioning was contrived. 
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58 Scholion in Apollonii Rhodii Argo~autica 4.272--4 (p.277 .24-278.3 
Wendel) 

~tKaiapxo~ Be tv a' 'EAAu8o<; ~iou Lecr6yxrocrtv, Kat v6µou<; 
au1:ov 0eivat '"Aeyet, ffiOT,£ µ118iva KataAt7tetv 't~V 1ta1:p(pcx,v 

'tf.xv11v. 'tOUto yCXp U1t0Aaµ~Ovnv &px~v dvat 1tA.EovE~im;. Kal 
1tp&t6v q,11cr1v au1ov EUpT}Kevat t1t1trov Uv8pco1tov E1ttPaivetV. oi 
{)£ tau1a tOV ';'npov, OU ~ov L£XOYXCO<.llV. 5 

1-2 in fine scholii habet P Kat 'tou-ro oe <Pll<lt ~tKaiapxo~ iv ~, fEA.A1lvt1eou ~{ou 
LEcrcocr'tpt8t µEµEAT\KEVUl. 2 ClU'tOV expunxit Wendel 

59 Scholion in Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica 4.276 (p.278.8-12 
Wendel) 

~ tKatapxoc; <>E tv a' µE'ta 'tOV "Icriooc; Kat 'OcriptOoc; "ilpov 
~aatAea YE"(OVEV<ll LE(jO"fXCOO"tV. ytVE'tat Se &1to LecrorxOOaEro<; £1tt 
't~V NEtAOU ~acrtA£tav Etll ,~cp'' (a1to OE tile; NEtAOU ~acrtAEta<; 
E7tt 't~V 'IAtOU ciAcocriv ~'), ano 0£ t,ic; 'IAiou aAOOaEro~ E1tt t~V a' 
'OAuµ1ttcx:8a UA<;

1

' oµou /~ ~µy'. 5 

2 LEO'OYXCDO'tV-LEO'O'YXC.00'£(0<; L: LEO'WO'"tptc;-1:eacocr'tptbo<; P 3 0.1tO­

O.ACDatv s' supplevit Keil: Cl7t0 0£ 111~ 'IA.tau O.ACOO'EOl<; L: a1to 't'll<; NetAOU 
~acrtAEiac; P 4 ,~1tµy' L: ,~1tA~

1 

P 

sub finem scholii habet L ~lKaicxpxo~ BE <?llO'lV EV ~, 'EAA.aooc; ~iou L£00')'XCO<JlV 

60 Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. XaA6atot (p. 680.4-14Meineke) 

EKA-~01,crav OE a1to XaAOaiou ~1v6;, O)~ ~tlCatapxo<; EV 1tpOOtcp 
~OU 1:1)~ fEAA<ibo<; ~iou. 'tOU~rov bE cruvecrEt Kat buvaµ£t 8t0cpopov 
YEVOµEVOV 10V KaAot>µEVOV N {vov 't~V oµOOvuµov au~cp 
cruvo1Kicra1 n6Atv. a1to OE toutou tEtapi:ov £1tt 0£Ka ~acrtAEa 
yEv6µEvov, q> -ro'Uvoµa XaA◊alov dvat A.Eyoucrtv, Ov cpacrt Kal s 
Ba~uA&va t'JlV ovoµacr'tO"tcit11v 7tOAlV 7tEpt 1:0V Eu<pp&trtV 

\ I ,1 ' ' ' I \ notcxµov 1eatacr1eeuacrat, a1tavta~ Et~ tauto cruvayayovta tou<; 
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58 Scholium on Apollonius of Rhodes' Argonautica 4.272-4 
(p.277 .24-278.3 Wendel) 

Dicaearchus in the first book of the Life of Greece1 (calls him) 
Sesonchosis2 and says that he established laws that no one should 
abandon his father's trade. For he assumed that this was the origin 
of greed. (Dicaearchus) says that he was the first man to discover 
mounting horses. Others (say) that Oros (Horus) did these things, 
not Sesonchosis. 

1 At the end of the scholium, P adds, "'Dicaearchus in book 2 of Greek lzfe 
says Sesostris was responsible for this." 

2 One of the scholia reads ''Sesostris," the version of his name that appears in 
Hdt. 2.102-10, which is a composite account of several Egyptian rulers of the 
Twelfth Dynasty (2040-1785) called Senwosret in Egyptian. In Egyptian propa­
ganda "Sesostris" came to embody an ideal kingship. 

59 Scholium on Apollonius of Rhodes' Argonautica 4.276 (p.278.8-
12 Wendel) 

In the first book 1 Dicaearchus says that after Oros (Horus), the 
son of Isis and Osiris, Sesonchosis became king. From Sesonchosis 
to the kingship of Nilus was 2500 years, <from the kingship of 
Nilus to the destruction of Ilium was 7 years>, from the capture of 
Ilium to the first Olympiad was 436 years, altogether 2943 years. 

1 Under this scholium L adds~ "Dicaearchus in book 2 of Life of Greece 
(says) Sesonchosis.,. 

60 Stephen of Byzantium, Place-Names, on Chaldaeans (p.680.4-14 
Meineke) 

They were named after a certain Chaldaeus, as Dicaearchus says 
in the first book of his Life of Greece. Of them the one called Ninus 
became outstanding in intelligence and power and settled a city 
named after himself. From this time, the fourteenth king was, they 
say, Chaldaeus by name, who they say built Babylon, the most re­
nowned city, around the river Euphrates, collecting all those called 
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KCXAouµlvou~ XaA8atOt><;. A£"(E'tat Kat XaAoaia xCOpa. Et<Jl OE 
lCClt XcxAO<XlOl e0vo~ 1tA,icriov 'tll<; KoAxibo<;. LO<pOKATl<; 

Tuµ1tav1a1:atc; • K6Axo<; tE XaAba'i6<; tE Kat ruprov f0vo<;. 10 

9 Sophocles, fr. 638 Radt 

2 tO\Ytrov Neue: toutco vel toutov codd. 
" 

61 Eustathius, Commentarium in Dionysii perigetae orbis descrip­
tionem 767 (GGM t.2 p.350.34 44 Muller) 

xCOpa ()£ 'ApµEvla<; 11 XaAO{a, ~<; µExp1<; 11 Ilov1:ud1 ~acnAda. 
tOU<; 8e EKEtCJE XaAOou~ AeyEcr0at E1tl Kp<XtEl ii auv118cta 
OtauAACl~roc;, ou XaAoaiou<;. XaA8a101 y<lp 'tptcruAACl~ro<; oi 7tO'tE 
µev K11q,ftvE<;, &no OE TTEpcrero<; Ilepcrat • XaAOa'iot KA110£V1:E<; <X7t0 
'ttvoc; Xa.AOa{ou, ov cpacrt tE:tcxp'tov £1tt 8e1ea, 11youv tEcrcra- s 
pEcrKatbEKCl'tOV' ~acr1AE<l µEta Nivov yev6µevov 'tllV Ba~uA&va 
oiKt<JCXt, KClt tOU<; cruvax0evta<; KCXAEcrat <lq,' ECXU'tOU XcxA8aiou<;. 
AE)'OV1:at µEvtot 1tapCl ttV(l)V Kat oi 1tEpt ~11v KoAxioa XClAbot 
XaAOatot 'tptcrUAAa~co;, KatCl LitKCX,t<lpxov. 

62 Hypothesis in Euripidis Medeam 27-9 (BT p.4.5-7 Van Looy) 

'tO Opaµa bOK£l U7tO~CXAEo0at 1tapa Ne6cppovo<; ◊tacrKEUClcra~, 
cbc; dtKaiapxo<; (Ev) 1tp(COtcp) tOU 't~<; 'EAAa8o~ ~iou Kat 
,Ap1crtOtEA1l<; iv unoµvnµaat. 

I Neophron.,fr. 15 TrGF Snell: cf Suda, s. v. NEocpprov et Diog. Laert. 2. 134 3 
Aristot., fr. 635 Rose3 

I unopaAecr0et] napapaAicr0at Hn 2-3 ro~ ... u1toµv11µacr1 om. Pet A,nbros 
2 (Ev) 7tp(drtcp) Luppe (RhM 135 [1992] 94): (ev ) Van Looy: (EV a) vel si,n. 
Klotz tOU 'tT}~ W: '!OU 'tE FHn: 1tcpl tout€ A 

63 Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. ~COplov (p.251.6-9 Meineke) 

1t6At<; µ{a -c&v 'tpt&v dlv "0µ11po<; µv11µov£-6£t "Kal Il'ttAtOv 
Kat "EAo<; Kat ~COptov." 8lKaiapxo<; OE tE'ttapa<; tau1a<; eivai 
cp11cri, l((ll Il't£AE<X<;, OU IltEAEOV t~V µ{av lCClAEt, Kat<l to 1tp&tov 
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Chaldaeans into the same spot. A land is also called Chaldaea, and 
there is a race ( of people called) Chaldaeans near Colchis. Sophocles 
in the Tympanistai: ''Colchian and Chaldaean and the race of Syr­
ians." 

61 Eustathius, Commentary on Dionysius Periegetes' Guide to the 
World 767 (GGM v.2 p.350.34--44 Muller) 

Chaldia is a region of Armenia up to which the Pontic kingdom 
extends. According to customary usage, the people there are called 
"Chaldi," in two syllables, not Chaldaeans. For the ''Chaldaeans," 
in three syllables, were once the "Cephenes," and then "Persians" 
after Perseus; the Chaldaeans were named after a certain Chaldaeus, 
who they say became the fourth after ten, i.e., the 14th, king after 
Ninus and settled Babylon. And he named those gathered 
Chaldaeans after himself. The Chaldi around Col chis are also said 
by some, however, to be ''Chaldaeans" in three syllables, accord­
ing to Dicaearchus. 

62 Hypothesis to Euripides' Medea 27-9 (BT p.4.5-7 Van Looy) 

(Euripides) appears to have passed off the play as his own, hav­
ing reworked it (from an original) by Neophron, as Dicaearchus 
says in the first book of his Life of Greece and Aristotle in the Memo­
randa. 

63 Stephen of Byzantium, Place-Names, on Dorium (p.251.6-9 
Meineke) 

One of the three cities that Homer mentions, "and Pteleum and 
Helus and Dorium." Dicaearchus says that these are four and he 
calls the one Ptelea, not Pteleum, according to the first book of the 
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1-2 Hom., fl. 2.594 

2 -tE't'tapac; dubitat Meineke, qui proponit 0ettaAia~ 

64 Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. 1tet/tpa (p.511.17-512.13 
Meineke) 

Ev t&v tpt&v nap' "EAAT}crt Kotvcovia<; Ei8&v, (J)~ L\t1ea{apxo<;, 
a Ort KaAoUµEv 1t<X1: pav <ppat piav <pUAT\V. EKA~ 011 OE 7t<lt pa µEv 
ti<; -c'Jlv 8tu-c£pav µt-c<X~acrtv £A06v-coov 11 Ka-ell µ6va<; EK<icr't'¼) 

"' 1tpOtEpov Ql)(j(l cruyy£VEta, &no 'tOU 1tpecr'3U't<l'tOU te Kat µaAtcr'ta 
, I , - I \ , I ,r f' " , 

1crxucrav'to~ ev tcp yevet tr\V ercoovuµtav Exoucrex,, ov av 1:po1tov s 
AiaKtOa<; 11 IlEA01tt8cx<; Et7t0t tt<;. q>atpiav OE cruve~11 A€yEcr0at 
Kell cppatptaV, £1tEl01l ttVE<; Et<; £1£pClV 1t<itpav £{)t()OCTUV 

0uyatepa<; Eaut&v. OU yap Ett t&v 1tCl'tptrottK&v tcp&v £iX£ 

KOtvroviav T\ 8o0etcra, &AA' ei<; tT]V tou Afl~6vto~ aut~v ouveteAet 
1t<Xtpav' ©crtE 1tp6tepov 7t00C¼) tll<; cruv66ou ytyvoµevt)<; a8EA<pat<; 10 

cruv aOEAcpip EtEpa tt~ iep&v Et€811 KOtVCOVtKll cruvooo~, ~v 0~ 
cppatpiav COvoµasov. l((ll. 1tClAtV. ©at£ 1t<Xtpa µev OV1t€p €t1toµev 
£1( ~11s auyyEVEta<; 'tp07tOV eyeve:to µaAtcr'ta 'tll~ yoverov cruv 
tEKVOt<; Kat tEKVCOV <JUV )'OV£Ucrt, <ppatpicx Oe £1( ~11~ t&v &8eA<p&v. 
q>UA~ OE Kat <pUAEtat 1tpo'tEpov COvoµ<Xcr011aav EK i;11~ ei~ 'ta~ 1s 
7tOAEtc; 1(0:1 ta KaAouµevcx e0v11 cruv68ou y£voµEVfl~. £1((l(J't0V yap 
't&v OUV£A06vtrov cpuAov £A£y£t0 £tva1. 

2 c:ppa1piav RX: <patpiav AV 6 q>atpiav Butt,nann: 1tatpiav codd. 1 
na-rpav Buttmann: <pcx:tpav vel cppci-cpav codd. 12 <ppa-cp(av Bultmann: 
na'tpiav codd. 14 'tEKVCJ.lV Buttmann : tEKV<X codd. 

65 Scholion in Homeri Iliadem 6.396 (t.1 p.244.3-1O Dindort) 

r p<XvtKO<;, oi 0£ "Atpaµu~, IlEAcxcryo~ 'tO yevoc,, <X<plKE'CO 7t01£ 

{mO -c'Jlv Ev -cft AuKl~ "lcil'lv, 1eal 1t6A.1v K-r{cra~ EKe'icrt &q>' Eau-coU 
1tpocrrty6p£UCT£V 'A8pa.µui:tt0V. y£vvf\aa~ OE 0uycx:t€pa E>11~11v 'tql 
ov6µatt, 1tapa 't~V aKµiiv 'COU yaµou e8eto yuµvtKOV ay&va lC(lt 

tOV taUtT\<; yaµov 1tip aptcrtEUO"ClV'tt. 'Hpcx,1eAfi; Oe Kat' EKEtVO 5 

Katpou cpavEt<; EAa~£ 1:itv E>11~11v yuvatKa, x:at K'ttcra~ 1t6Atv u1to 
to IlA<iKtOV KClAOUµEVOV opo~ tll~AUKta<; IlACX:Kt<XV 01l~11v <XU'tllV 
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Life of Greece. 

64 Stephen of Byzantium, Place-Names, on patra (p.511.17-512.13 
Meineke) 

One of the three forms of union among the Greeks, as 
Dicaearchus says, which we call patra, phratria and phyle. The 
kinship existing first for each person individually on coming into 
the second generation is called patra; it has its name from the old­
est and strongest in the clan, as one might say Aeacidae or Pelopidae. 
There is said to be a phatria and phratria when some have given 
their daughters into another patra. For the woman who is given 
away no longer has a sharing in the rites of her father's people, but 
she contributes to the same patra as her husband, so that earlier, 
because of the longing of sisters for the meeting with a brother to 
occur, another shared meeting of rites was established, which they 
called a phratria. And again, the patra came about from kinship in 
the way we mentioned, especially of parents with children and chil­
dren with parents, and the phratria from the siblings. A phyle and 
phyletai were earlier named from the association that came to be­
come cities and what are called tribes. For each of (the groups) 
that came together used to be called a phyle. 

65 Scholion on Homer, Iliad 6.396 (v.1 p.244.3-10 Dindorf) 

Granicus, others (say) Atramys, a Pelasgian by race, came then 
to Mount Ida in Lycia, and having founded a city there called it 
Adramyttion after himself. After he had fathered a daughter named 
Thebe, when she was ready for marriage, he arranged an athletic 
contest and (promised) her in marriage to the best athelete. At that 
moment, Heracles appeared and took Thebe as his wife, and hav­
ing founded a city under what is called the Placian mountain of 
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Cl7t0 'tll<; yuvatKO<; EKUAECTEV .11 icr1opia 1tapa 11tKatcxpxcp. 

1-8 cf Erbse, p. I 97 3-7 cf schol. in Hom. II. l .366C 

I "A'rpaµu~ Muller: atpaµouc; cod. 7 AuKta<;] KtAtKiac; Miiller 

66 Scholion in EuripidisAndromacham 1 (p.247.10-12 Schwartz) 

't~V Ev 'Acri~ AEyct 'Y 1tu1tAUx:tov 011 ~11v, ~<; 'H t'tirov 
E~acrtAEUO"EV. ~tKatapx6~ <?T\OlV Ev0abE a1t6crnacrµa 'tt 'tOU µEla 
1ou Ka8µou crt6Aou oiKT\crat. 

2 a.1t6cr1tcxcrµci 'tl tau Schwartz: ci1tocr1tacrµat1 MN: a1tocr1tcicravta O 3 crt6-
AOU omisit M oi"Kllaat] oiK&v NO 

67 Clemens Alexandrinus, Protrepticus ad Graecos 2.30.7 (GCS t. l 
p.23.2-7 Stahlin) 

Li lKCXtapxoc; be axt~ {av' VEUpC0011, µeAava, ypunov' 1J1t0-
' I 

XClp01tOV, lE'tCXVO'tptxcx. 

68 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 4.26 
(CPG t. l p.91.4-6 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

~ H pUKAEto<; v6ao<; • ~ t Ka iapx6<; cpT]at iriiv iepUv v6crov 
'HpUKAEtOV ovoµasEcr0at. Et<; 1:aut11v yap EK tffiv µaKpffiv 1t6vrov 
1t£pt1tEO-EtV cpacrl 1:ov 'HpaKAE<l. 

1-3 Par. Graec. Suppl.B474 (p.61.19-22 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

1 v6cro~: 'JfCOpa. B 2 1t6vrov: noprov codex Atheniensis 1083 (S.B. Munchen 
[1910] 22) 3 q>acri: omisitcodexAtheniensis 1083 

69 Phlegon, Mirabilia 4-5 (Paradoxographi Graeci p.130.24-131.20 
Westermann) 

t<J'tOpEt OE lCCXt 'Hcriooo~ Kat Lit1ea{apxoc; Kat KAEttapxo~ Kat 

KaAAiµa.xo<; l((ll, aAAOt 'ttvec; 7t£pt TEtpEcrtou 1:U8E. TetpE<Jtav tOV 

Eu11pou~ EV 'ApKabi~ [&vopa] OVta EV 'tip Opet tip EV KuAA11vn 
oq>Etc; i86vta oxEuov1tac; tpfficrat tov ttEpov Kat 1tapaxpftµa 
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Lycia~ he called it Placian The be after his wife. The story is in 
Dicaearchus. 

66 Scholion on Euripides, Andromache 1 (p.247.10-12 Schwartz) 

She (Andromache) means Hypoplacian Thebe, where (her fa­
ther) Eetion was king. Dicaearchus says that a detachment of 
Cadmus' expedition settled there. 

67 Clement of Alexandria, Protreptic to the Greeks 2.30.7 (GCS v.1 
p.23.2-7 Stahlin) 

Dicaearchus (says) that (Heracles was) well defined, sinewy, 
dark, hook-nosed, somewhat bright-eyed and straight-haired. 

68 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 4.26 (CPG v. l p.91.4--6 Leutsch and Schneidewin) 

Heraclean disease: Dicaearchus says that the sacred disease was 
called Heraclean. For they say Heracles fell ill as a result of it after 
his great labours. 

69 Phlegon, Miraculous Occurrences 4-5 (Greek Writers on Marvels 
p.130.24-131.20 Westermann) 

Hesiod, Dicaearchus, Clitarchus, Callimachus and some others 
report the following concerning Teiresias: Teiresias the son of 
Eueres, when he was in Arcadia (and) saw snakes mating on the 
mountain in Cy Ilene, wounded one of them and suddenly changed 
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µEta~aAetv t~V ioeav. yEvecr0at yap €~ <lvopo<; yuvatKa l((Xl 5 

µ1x811vat av8pi. tOU be 'A1t6AArovoc; au,;ip xp~cravto~, co~ EUV 
I , I t I I \ t I ,1 °t' ';' 

'tll p11cra<; OXEUOV't<l<; oµotco~ 'tprocrn 'tOV eVCX. Ecrtat OlO~ 11V, 

napacpuAa~avta 'tOV TEtpEOlClV 1to111crat 'ta U7t0 'tOU 0EOU p110ev'ta 
Kat outroc; (ava)Koµicracr0at ~TlV &pxaiav qr6crtv . .dtoc; 0€ 
ipicrcx.v'toc; ''Hp~ x:at cpaµivou EV tat~ auvouaiat<; 1tAEOVEK'tEtv 10 

'tflV yuvcxtKCX, 'tOU cxvbpo<; 'tU 1:&v aq,pobtcrirov iioovn Ka.t tT}<; "Hpa<; 
q,acrKOUCTT]<; 'ta EVCXV'tta, o6~at au1:01c; µ£'t(l1t£µwaµevot<; epicr0at 
tOV Tetpecriav 8ta 't() t&v 'tp01tO)V <lµcpoteprov 7tc7tEtpacr0at. 'tOV 
8e iprotOOµEvov <lno<p~vacr0at, Oto'tt µotp&v oua&v 8eKa 'tov 

avOpa 't£p1tEcr8at tT)V µiav, 'tllV 8e yuvatKCX ta<; EVVEa. 'tflV be 15 

"Hpav opyta0Etcrav KCX't<lVU~at (l1)'t0U 'tOU<; ocp0aAµou<; K<Xl 

1totr,cra1 'tU<pA6v, tov be ~ia Ocop11cracr0at autip 't~v µcxv'ttKTlv, 
Kat ~touv ent yevear, £1tta. 

5 oi autot ia1:opoucr1v KO/'CU 'tllV Aa1ti0cov xOOpav yevicr0at 
'EAatcp tip ~acrtAEt 0uya'tepa, ovoµa~oµev11v Katvi8a. ,:a{rcn be 20 

Tiocrn6&va µry£v'ta E1ta.yydA.acr8a.11tot~creiv a.U'tllv O &v £0£A.n, 
't~V OE a~t&crat µE'taAAft~at au1:11v ct<; avopa 7t0l'Jl<J<lt 1:£ 

&tprotov. 'COU 0€ IloaetO&voc; Kata to Cl~tro0ev 1totftcra.V'tO~ 
µE'tOVOµacr011vat Katvea. 

I Hesiodos, cf. fr. 275 Merkelbach et West 
Callimachus, fr. 576-7 Pfeiffer 

Clitarchus, FGrH 137 F 37 2 

1 KAEi-rapxoc;] KAenpxoc; Muller 3 Eu~pouc; Meursius: ruµupouc; cod. 
avbpa expunxit Keller 9 ava supplevit Nauck 11 -rn ... 11oovft Hercher: 
'tJl c; ... 11oovf\~ cod. et Weste nnann 

70 Plutarchus, Theseus 32.5 (BT t.1.1 p.31.11-16 Ziegler) 

o 6e ~tx:aiapxoc; 'Exeµou <?llCJt KCXt Mapa0ou crucrtpa­
'tf,U(jftV'tCOV 1:0~E ~Ot~ Tuv8ap(Oat<; E~ 'Apx:aoia~ <lcp' ot µev 
'Exe811µiav 1tpoaayopeu6r,vat 'tllV vuv 'AKa811µEtav' a<p' oi> ◊£ 
Mcxpa0&vcx tov <>11µov, £1tt~6vto; ecxu1:ov eKoua{ro<; Kat& tt 

Aoy1ov cr<paytacracr0at 1tpo tll<; 1tapata~EO)~. 5 

1-3 de Echemo, Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica, s.v. 'EKaOftµeicx, et Hes)'chius, 
s. v., Dicaearcho non nominato 

I 'Exeµou codd. et Dorandi (CQ 38 [1988] 577): 'EXEO~µou anon. (Xylander?) 
et Ziegler 
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his form. For he became a woman instead of a man and slept with 
a man. When Apollo prophesied to him that if he should watch out 
for snakes mating and similarly wound one of them (the male) he 
(she) would again be such as he had been, Teiresias took care to do 
what the god had said and thus regained for himself his original 
nature. When Zeus was disputing with Hera and claiming that the 
woman got more sexual pleasure than the man in their sexual unions 
and Hera claimed the opposite, they decided to send for Teiresias 
to give his opinion since he had experienced both ways. When 
asked, he said that of the ten portions the man got one of pleasure, 
the woman nine. In her anger Hera darkened his eyes and made 
him blind, but Zeus gave him prophecy and made him live seven 
generations. 

s The same people report that in the land of the Lapiths a daugh-
ter was born to King Elatus, named Caenis. When Poseidon had 
intercourse with her and promised to do whatever she wished, she 
demanded he change her into a man and make her invulnerable. 
When Poseidon had done what was demanded, (her) name was 
changed to Caineus. 

70 Plutarch, Theseus 32.5 (BT v.1.1 p.31.11-16 Ziegler) 

But1 Dicaearchus says that Echemus and Marathus of Arcadia 
fought then alongside the Tyndaridae, from the first of these 
(Echemus) the present Academy was named Echedemia, from the 
second the town of Marathon, since, according to a certain story, 
he voluntarily gave himself to be sacrificed before the line of battle. 

1 Plutarch has just said that the Academy was named for a hero named 
Academus. 
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71 [Demetrius], De elocutione 181-2 (CB p.52.11-22 Chiron) 

t<:&v µt'tponOft OE Tl, 'tTlv ffl>'tllv 1totl\crtt x&ptv, Aav0av6v'tco<; 
OE 'tOt 1tapaOU£'t<Xt Tl EK ~11<; "COtaUtll<; ftoov11<; xapts. K<lt 1tAEt<J~OV 

µEv 10 'tOtoU'tov d06<; Ecrn 1tap<X 'tol<; IlEpt1ta't1l'ttt<:ol<; Kal 1tap<X 
IlAatO>Vt Kat 1tap<X :EVO<p&Vtl Kat (HpobO't(p, t&xa 0£ Kat nap<X 
d11µ008EvEt noA.AaxoU, 0ouKu0i011; µEv'tot 1tE<pEUYE 't0 dOo<;. s 

2 1tapaOElyµa'ta OE a'l>'toU A&~ot n<; &v 'tot&Oe, olov ffi<; 0 
LitKatapxo<; • "ev 'EAE<t," <p11cri, ''~Tl<; 'ltaAiac; 1tpE<J~Utt1 brt ,;~v 
r\AlKtav OV'tt . " t&v y<Xp KC0Arov aµcpoteprov ai &1toA{i~£t~ 

µE'tpOEtbE<; tt exoucrtv, U7t0 OE tOU Eipµou Kat "tll<; <JUV<X<pf.ta<; 

KAE7ttEtat µev to µ£tplKOV' iiciov~ 0' OUK 0AtY11 E7t€(Jtt. 10 

7 7tpEcr~utn 011 Rademacher: 7tpccr~U'C, 11011 P. a.c. : 7tpE<J~UtllV ~011 Pp. : 
1tpecrp{rtT} 11011 M 8 ov-ra] ovtt Pet Rademacher 

72 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.39 636C-D (BT t.3 p.404.16-405.2 
Kaibel) 

~v y<Xp 011 'ttVa Kal xcopl<; 't&v Eµq,ucrcoµEvcov Kat xopOal<; 
btElAflµµevrov EtEpa 'J'Ocpou µ6vov 1tapacrKEUCl<J'ttK&, Ka0attEp 

" t<X Kp£µ~aAa. 1t£pt cbv cp11cr1 ~tKaiapxoc; ev tot<; Ilep1. tou tll~ 
'EAAa8o<; Piou, E1t1xrop1acrat cp&crKCOV 1tO'tE Ka0' 1J1t£p~oA~V Ei<; 

D 'tO 1tpocropx£tcr8cxi tE Kat 1tpocr~8E1V tat<; yuvat~lV opyava ttva 5 

7tOta, <bv O~E tt~ 0:1t'tOttO 'tOt<; OaK'tUAOt<; 7tOtEtV Atyupov 'JIO<pOV. 

BrtAoUa0at OE Ev 'tip 'tftc; 'Ap't£µ10oc; (!,aµan oil Ecr-ttv &pxll 
"Apteµ1, croi µe 'tl cppnv €<ptµ£pov 
uµvov u(<p<ltVEµ)evat 0c:60Ev 
abE Ll<; aAAa xpucrocpa(evv)a 

K peµ~aAa X<XAK01t&pa( t)a XEpcri V. 

8-11 Aleman, fr. 60D Bergk 

8 E<ptµEpov Wila,nowitz: lcpi11cr1v codd. 9 u(<patvEµ)Evat Bergk: ucvat codd. 
10 xpucrocpa(Evv)a Bergk: xpucroq>avta codd. 

73 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 1.25 14D-E (CB t.l p.32.9-14 
Desrousseaux) 

opx~aEt<; o' Eicrt 1tap' 'Oµ~p<p a'i µiv 'ttVE<; t&v KUPtcr~rtt~prov, 
al OE Ot<l -ell<; aq,aipm;. ~<; 1:'flv EUpecrtv 'AyaAA.l<; 11 K£pKUpaia 

10 
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71 Pseudo-Demetrius, On Style 181-2 (CB p.52.11-12 Chiron) 

Even something like a meter will achieve the same delight, 1 and 
the delight of such pleasure steals in unnoticed. This form occurs 
most often in the Peripatetics, in Plato, in Herodotus, and often in 
Demosthenes, but Thucydides avoided the form. 

2 One may take examples of this, e.g. what Dicaearchus says, ''In 
Elea in Italy, when he was already advanced in age." The endings 
of the two parts have a certain metrical form, and while the 
metricality is concealed by the sequence and repetition of feet, the 
pleasure (that results) is not small.2 

1 I.e., as something properly metrical. 
2 For an account of the metrical qualities discussed here, see Chiron, p.119. 

72 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 14.39 636C-D (BT v.3 p.404.16-
405 .2 Kaibel) 

For of course besides wind instruments and those divided by 
strings there were other instruments, which are capable of provid­
ing only a loud noise, like the crembala. Concerning them, 
Dicaearchus says in the books On the Life of Greece that they were 

o a sort of instrument once exceedingly fashionable for women to 
dance and sing to; when one touched them with the fingers they 
made a ringing sound. It is clear in the hymn to Artemis which 
begins: 

To you, Artemis, my heart impels me 
to sing a lovely hymn from the gods 
Here some other (plays) in her hands golden shining 
crembala with bronzen sides. 

73 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 1.25 14D-E (CB v.l p.32.9-14 
Desrousseaux) 

Some of the dances in Homer are by tumblers, others are per­
formed with a ball, the invention of which Agallis1 the Corcyraean 
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Y11paµµattKll Nau<JtKci~ &.vati&riatv (O<; noAinBt xap1l;oµEv11, 
E LitKaiapxo<; OE Lt1eurov{o1<;, "ln1tacroc; oe AaKeOatµoviot~ 1:au111v 

\ ' , , 
'tE Kat 'ta yuµvacr1a 1tproto1;. 

1 KU~tcrtlltflpcov edd. : icu~tcr-rftprov codd. 

74 Plutarchus, Theseus 21.1-3 (BTt.1.1 p.18.22-19.3 Ziegler) 

EK 8e tft<; Kp~trt<; a1to1tA£0lV eic; ~i,Aov K<X'tEOX£, KClt 1:q) Seip 
Sucra~ Kat ava.0etc; to 'AcppoOtcrtov o 1tapCl 'tll~ 'AptaOVT\<; £A<l~£V, 

ex6pEUCf£ µ£'tel 1&v 1110ecov xopeiav' ftv Ett vuv £1tt'ttAEtV LlflA{ouc; 
Aeyouat, µiµriµa t&v lv 'tip Aa~up{v0cp 1tEp168rov icat OtE~68rov 

5 

EV 'ttVt pu0µcp 1tapaAAci~et<; KCXt &.ve.At~£t<; EXOV'tt ytyvoµevnv. 5 

2 KClAtl'tCll 8e 'tO yevo<; 'tOU'tO 'tT\<; xopEtCX,~ U7t0 Lil}At(t)V yepavo<;, cb<; 
tO"'tOpEt LitKaiapxo<;. EXOPEUO"E Oe 7tEpt 'tOV KEpat&va ~roµ6v, EK 

3 KEpCl'tffiV C,UVllpµoaµEVOV EU(J}VUµoov CX1tciV'tOOV. 7tOtll<rClt ()£ KCXt 

ay&vci <pcx.crtv au'tOV EV ~T}Aql K<lt tot<; v11e&crt 't0t£ 1tp&tov U1t' 

ElCtlVOU cpotVtKa oo0nvat. 10 

7-8 cf Plut., Mor. 983E 

• 75 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 6.16 
(CPG t.1 p.166.6-9 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

tcior M1180<; OU cpuAa~£t. ~ l Ka {apx6s <?11 crt V' Ott µeAAoucr11<; 
tll~ Sep~ou cr1p<X'tEl<X~ ytvEa0at oi 

0

EAAf\Ve<; &.noyv6v'tec; tllc; 
(JCO'tllpiac; ta~ oucria<; au1:&v &.v11At<JlCOV, £7t1AeyovtE~. Ta◊£ 
M11<>0~ OU <pUAU~Et. 

1-4 cf Pausanias Atticista, s. v. 

I q>UAO.~El] Aa<pu;Et Kassel (Hermes 91 [1963] 57) 

76 Plutarchus, Agesilaus 19.9 (BT t.3.2 p.217 .17-21 Ziegler) 

0 µEv o'Ov Stvoq,&v Ovoµa -cflc; 'Ay11a1Aciou 0uya'tp0c; oU 
I \ t I ' I ' f \ yeypaq>E, Kat o LitKatapxo~ E1t11yava1<:'tytcrEv, oo<; µ11tE triv 

'Ay11a1Aciou 0uya-r£pa µTne 'tllv 'EnaµttvCOvOou µT)'t£pa 
/ f ~ 

ytVffi(jKQV'tO)V 11µrov. 
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grammarian ascribes to Nausicaa inasmuch as she favoured her 
E own countrywoman. But Dicaearchus ascribes it to the Sicyonians, 

and Hippasus ascribes it, as well as gymnastics, to the 
Lacedaemonians first. 

1 Desrousseaux thinks this is perhaps a daughter of Agallias of Corcyra. 

74 Plutarch, Theseus 21.1-3 (BTv.1.1 p.18.22-19.3 Ziegler) 

When sailing from Crete (Theseus) put in at Delos. And after 
sacrificing to the god and setting up the image of Aphrodite that he 
got from Ariadne, he danced with his youths a dance which they 
say even now the Delians perform, an imitation of the paths around 
and out of the Labyrinth in a rhythm having releases and tightenings. 

2 This kind of dance is called 'th·e crane' by the Delians, as 
Dicaearchus reports. Theseus danced around the altar Keraton, 

3 which is constructed from all left horns. They say he also held a 
contest on Delos and palms were then given by him to the victors 
for the first time. 

75 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 6.16 (CPG v.l p.166.6-9 Leutsch and Schneidewin) 

A Mede will not keep1 these things: Dicaearchus says that when 
the campaign of Xerxes was about to come, the Greeks despaired 
for their own safety and destroyed their belongings, saying: ''a Mede 
will not keep these things.'' 

1 Kassel has suggested the emendation 'devour'. 

76 Plutarch, Agesila11,s 19.9 (BT v.3.2 p.217.17-21 Ziegler) 

Xenophon, then, has not written the name of the daughter of 
Agesilaus, and Dicaearchus was indignant that we know neither 
the daughter of Agesilaus nor the mother of Epaminondas. 
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77 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.5 557B (BT t.3 p.228.16-21 Kaibel) 

<lliA11t1tO<; 0' 0 MaKE0Olv OUK E1tr})'E't0 µev Et<; -touc; 1t0Aeµou<; 
yuvatKa~, fficr1tEp ~apEtO~ o UTC' 'AAe~Uvopou KCX1:ClAU0Et~, 0~ 1tEpt 

--c&v oArov 1tOA£µ&v 'tplaKOCTta<; £~r\1COV't<l 1tEPlTl)'£10 1taAAa1<:a~, 
We; icr1:op£t ~tKatapxoc; EV tpttcp TTept tOU 1:11~ tEAAabo<; Piou. o 
OE <l>tAt1t7tO~ ai€t Kat<X 1t6Aeµov eyClµEt. 5 

78 Cicero, De officiis 2.16-17 (OCT p. 7 4.21-7 5 .2 Winterbottom) 

est Dicaearchi liber De interitu hominum, Peripatetici magni et 
copiosi, qui collectis ceteris causis eluvionis, pestilentiae, vastitatis, 
beluarum etiam repentinae multitudinis, quarum impetu docet 
quaedam hominum genera esse consumpta, deinde comparat, quanto 
plures deleti sint homines hominum impetu, id est bellis aut 5 

11 seditionibus, quam omni reliqua calamitate. cum igitur hie locus 
nihil habeat dubitationis, quin homines plurimum hominibus et 
prosint et obsint, proprium hoc statuo esse virtutis, conciliare animos 
hominum et ad usus suos adiungere. 

2-3 cf. Plato, Leg. 3 677a et Arist., Meteor. 35Jb12 et Polybius 6.5.5 

5 aut B: et B' 7 nihil] nil L 8 proprium hoc Z: primum et hoc X 

79 Cicero, Ad Atticum 6.2.3 (BT t.1 p.220.7-22 Shackleton Bailey) 

Peloponnesias civitates omnis maritimas esse hominis non 
nequam sed etiam tuo iudicio probati Dicaearchi Tabulis credidi. is 
multis nominibus in Trophoniana Chaeronis narratione Graecos in 
eo reprehendit, quod mare tantum secuti sunt nee ullum in 
Peleponneso locum excipit. cum mihi auctor placeret, etenim erat 5 

ia~optKC01:a1:o<; et vixerat in Peloponneso, admirabar tamen et vix 
accredens communicavi cum Dionysio; atque is primo est 
commotus, deinde, quod de isto Dicaearcho non minus bene 
existimabat quam tu de C. Vestorio, ego de M. Cluvio, non dubitabat 
quin ei crederemus: Arcadiae censebat esse Lepreon quoddam 10 

maritimum, Tenea autem et Aliphera et Tritia VEOKttcr'ta ei 
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77 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 13.5 557B (BTv.3 p.228.16-21 
Kaibel) 

Philip the Macedonian did not bring women into wars, as did 
the Darius deposed by Alexander, who, (even) when making war 
concerning everything brought 360 concubines along, as 
Dicaearchus writes in the third book On the Life of Greece. But 
Philip always married in war. 

78 Cicero, On Duties 2.16-17 (OCTp.74.21-75.2 Winterbottom) 

There is a book On Human Destruction by Dicaearchus, a great 
and prolific Peripatetic. He collected all the other causes of de­
struction, flood, epidemic, famine, even sudden increases in the 
populations of wild animals by the onslaught of which, he teaches, 
certain tribes of humans have been entirely consumed. Then he 
makes a comparison of how many more humans have been de­
stroyed by the onslaught of humans, that is, by war and revolu-

17 tions, than by every other calamity. Therefore, since this point of­
fers no doubt but that humans both help and hurt humans most, I 
conclude that it is the peculiar function of (human) excellence to 
conciliate human minds and to join them to its service. 

79 Cicero, To Atticus 6.2.3 (BT v.1 p.220. 7-22 Shackleton Bailey) 

I trusted the Accounts of a man, Dicaearchus, who is not worth­
less but who is approved even by your judgement, (who said) that 
all the Peloponnesian states were on the sea. In the Trophonian 
Story of Chaeron, 1 he criticizes the Greeks in many respects be­
cause they only pursued the sea, and he did not except any place in 
the Peloponnesus. Although he pleased me as an authority, for he 
was "most given to enquiry'' and had lived in the Peloponnesus, I 
wondered still and, scarcely believing it, corresponded with 
Dionysius2

; he also was shaken at first; then, because he approved 
of your Dicaearchus no less than you do of C. Vestorius3 and I of 
M. Cluvius, he did not doubt that we should believe him: he thought 
Arcadia had a certain port ( called) Lepreon, but Tenea, Aliphera 
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videbantur, idque tq} t&v vE&v 1eataA6ycp confirmabat, ubi mentio 
non fit istorum. itaque istum ego locum totidem verbis a Dicaearcho 
transtuli. 

13-14 cf Cic., De rep. 2.8 

4 mare tantum Orelli alii: mare tam codd. : maritima Shackleton Bailey 7 
accredens Bosius: adgredens, -iens codd. 8 de isto Orelli alii: cum de isto, de 
deo cum isto alia codd. : de deo isto Shackleton Bailey: de Chaerone isto 
Dicaearcho Purser 

80 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.48 641E-F (BT t.3 p.417 .9-14 
Kaibel) 

dtKaiapxoc; o' ev 1tpffi1:cp tile; Ei<; Tpocproviou Kata~Ucreffi<; 
F cp11crtv outroc;. "11 ye 't~V 1tOAAT\V Oa1tUv11v EV tot<; 0Et7tVOt<; 

napexouaa ()£Ut€pa tp<l1t£sa 1tpoa£yEVE'tO, Kat cr'tEcpavot Kat 

µupa Kat 0uµtaµata ical 'tel tOU'tOt<; &1e6Aou0a 7tCXV'ta." 

81 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 13.67 594E-595A (BT t.3 p.311.4-
18 Kaibel) 

dtx:aiapxo<; o' lv iot~ Ilept 't'Jl<; ei<; Tpocpcoviou 1ea1:cx.f3<icrEffi<; 
F <p11crt. ''~auto()£ 1t<l0ot tt<; &v £1tt t'flV 'A811vairov 7tOAlV CX<ptKVOU­

µEVO<; l((l'tcx, tllV <l1t' 'EAeucrtvo~ 'tllV iepav o6ov 1C(XAOUµ€VT}V. l((ll, 

yCX,p Ev-raU0a 1ea-racHUc;, o'll iiv <pavft 't0 np&-rov O -rl]c; 'A0rtvfo; 
&cpopffiµEvo~ vEOO<; Kcxt to 1t6Ataµa, O'lfEtat 1tapU 'tf\V ooov aU't'JlV s 
q)1e0Soµ11µEvov µvl]µa olov oUx £n:pov o'UciE cr'l>vEyyu<; oUciEv Ecr'tt 
lip µEy£0Et. tOUtO ◊E 'tO µev 1tp&lOV, 07tf.p EiK6~, n M tA 'ttabou 

<p~cr£t£V (a.v) craq>&<; 11 IleptKAeou~ ~ Kiµrovo<; ii ~tvoc; etepou t&v 
595 <lya0&v <ivcip&v dvat, (1eal) µ&Atcr-ca µEv imO -cl]c; n6/\.Eroc; 

bf\µOcrtCt KO/tE<lKEUCXcrµevov, ei OE µ~, OE<>oµevov 1C<ltCXaK€U<l- 10 

cracr0at. nU/\.tv 3' Otav E~E-ccicrn nu0tovi1CT)<; TI)c; i:taipw; Ov, tiva 
XPll 1tpoabOKt<lV ACX~EtV aui:ov;'' 

6--12 cf Paus., 1.37.5 et Plut., Phoc. 22 

3 Kata tflV Jacoby: Kat tatYtT)V A 4 <pa.v'ft Valckenar: Tl A o -rft~ 'A0T\va<; 
Meineke: ct<; 'A0nvac; A 8 av supplevit Kaibel 9 Kat suppl. Kaibel 10 
OEOoµivov Kaibel : 8c6oyµevov A 
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and Tritia appeared to him to be newly created, which he verified 
by the Catalogue of Ships, where there is no mention of them. And 
so I took over that passage from Dicaearchus verbatim. 

1 According to Paus. 9.40.5, Chaeron was the son of Apollo and Thero, after 
whom the Boeotian city of Chaeroneia was named. Dicaearchus apparently used 
the name for a character in his dialogue because of its Boeotian association. 

2 M. Pomponius Dionysius, a scholar and teacher, is praised by Cicero in Ad 
Att. 7 .4.1. 

3 C. Vestorius and M. Cluvius were businessmen from Puteoli, which was 
formerly called Dicaearchia. Cicero is not serious; he considered both men to be 
uncultivated (Ad Att. 14.12). 

80 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 14.48 641E-F (BTv.3 p.417.9-
14 Kaibel) 

Dicaearchus in the first book of his Descent into (the Cave) of 
F Trophonius says, ''there was added the dessert, which causes great 

expense at the dinner party, wreaths, perfumes, incense, and all the 
things that go with them." 

81 Atheneaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 13.67 594E-595A (BT v.3 
p.311.4-18 Kaibel) 

Dicaearchus in the books On the Descent into ( the Cave) of 
F Trophonius says, ''but a man would experience the same thing on 

arriving at the city of the Athenians on the road from Eleusis called 
the Sacred Way. For standing there where the temple of Athena 
and the citadel (i.e., the Acropolis) first appear, he will see built 
beside the road itself a monument such as no other, nor is any like 
it in size. At first he would likely say that it is clearly of Miltiades 

595 or Pericles or Cimon, or some other noble man, and that certainly it 
had been set up publicly by the city, or, if not, that its erection had 
been allowed. But when he reflects on its being of a courtesan, 
Pythionike, what expectation (of the city) should he assume? 
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82 Schol ion in Pindari Olympiacas 6. 7b (BT p.155 .24-156. 2 
Drachmann) 

-Ot' eµ1tupcov EV "HAtOt 'laµibat lµavt£UOV't0. acp' cbv to yevo~ 
Eixev 'AY11crta~. --cou 0£ µcxv'tEtou --cou EV '-'HAtOt Kat ~t1ea{apxo~ 

I 

µeµ v111:a t. 

1 'laµ{oat] 'laµµioi b 

83 Athenaeus~ Deipnosophistae 13.80 603A-B (BT t.3 p.330.4-10 
Kaibel) 

cptA.6m:x u; 0' ~v fxµav fu<; Ka l 'AAE~a.vOpo<; 0 ~a.crtA.£'U<;. 
LitKatapxo<; youv EV tip Ilcpl 1:11~ ev 'IAtcp 0uata<; Ba.yCOou lOU 

B euvouxou outro; au1:6v cp11crtv 111:1:acrSat CO<; EV O'J'El 0e6:tpou OAOU 

Ka'tacptAElV autov CXVClKAaaa.vta, K<Xl 1:&v 0ea-t&v E1tt­

q>cov11cr6:v'tCOV µEtCl 1ep6tou ouK <l1tc1811cra~ 1t6:Atv <lva1CA6:cra; s 
Ecp tAT}crcv. 

1-6 cf Plut., Alex. 67.4 

84 Scholion in Aristophanis Vespas 544b (p.86.10-17 Koster) 

0aAAocp6pou~ yap E<pr\, ~ouAoµEVO<; tOU<; yepOV't<X<; Ot1A&aat, 
f:7tEt0~ EV 'tOt<; Tiava811vaio1~ oi yepOVtEc; 0aAAouc; EXOV'tE; 

En6µncuov. cb<; o'Ov £i<; oU8Ev Ov-rrov xp11alµrov aU-r&v E~ro -ro'U 
0cx.AAO<p0 pEt V' OUtroc; CX.\YCOU~ E1tE<JKOl'VEV. 0 µevtot ii tKa {apxo<; EV 
-rep IIa.va.0nvatKc'p <prtcrtv-O"l>K olOa. E~ O-rou-"1to1:E Kat 1:Clc; ypa'Uc; s 
ev tote; TTava011va{ot~ u1tEtA11cp0at 0aAAocpopEtV ," noAA&v 
aAAT}AOt~ oµoAoyouvtrov unep tOU µ6vouc; tOU~ 7tpEa~utac; 
0aAAoq,opEtV. 

5 e~ 01ou post not£ ponendum esse censer Holwerda; sine ulla interpunctione 
ante ouK et post otou Dindorf, Duebner, Wehrli 

85 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14.12 620D (BT t.3 p.367.27-368.1 
Kaibel) 

tou~ 8' 'Eµneoo1eAEou~ Ka0apµou~ Eppcx'lfcf>811aev 'OAuµn{acr1. 



The Sources 87 

82 Scholium on Pindar's Olympian Ode 6.7b (BT p.155.24-156.2 
Drachmann) 

The Iamidae used to divine through fires in Elis. Agesias 
was their descendant. Dicaearchus also recalls the divination in 
Elis. 

83 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 13.80 603A-B (BTv.3 p.330.4-
10 Kaibel) 

King Alexander was also madly in love with boys. Indeed, 
Dicaearchus, in the work On the Sacrifice at Ilium, says that he 

B was so overcome by Bagoas the eunuch that in view of the entire 
theater he bent him over to kiss him passionately and then, when 
the spectators shouted approval, he obliged and again bent him over 
and kissed him. 

84 Scholion on Aristophanes' Wasps 544b (p.86.10-17 Koster) 

For he said "olive-shoot carriers" because he wished to show 
that they were old men, since in the Panathenaiac (processions) the 
old men used to process holding olive shoots. Indeed, inasmuch as 
they (contributed) nothing that was useful outside of carrying olive 
shoots, in this way he ridiculed them. However, Dicaearchus in the 
Panathenaic (Dialogue) says-I do not know from what source­
"at some time the practice was taken up for old women also to 
carry olive shoots in the Panathenaic (processions)," since many 
agree with each other about only old men carrying olive shoots. 

85 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 14 620D (BTv.3 p.367.27-368.1 
Kaibel) 

The rhapsodist Cleomenes performed the Purifications of 



88 Dicaearchus of Messana 

1-2 cf. Diog. Laert. 8.63, ubi Favorinus non Dicaearchus nominatur I 
Empedocles, FVS 31A12 

Politica 

86 Cicero, De legibus 3.14 (CB p.88.10-18 de Plinval) 

nam veteres verbo tenus acute illi quidem, sed non ad hunc usum 
popularem atque civilem de re publica disserebant. ab hac familia 
magis ista manarunt Platone principe, post Aristoteles illustravit 
omnem hunc civilem in disputando locum;, Heraclidesque Ponticus 
profectus ab eodem Platone; Theophrastus vero, institutus ab 5 

Aristotele, habitavit ut scitis in eo genere rerum, ab eodemque 
Aristotele doctus Dicaearchus huic rationi studioque non defuit. 
post a Theophrasto Phalereus ille Demetrius, de quo feci supra 
mentionem, mirabiliter doctrinam ex umbraculis eruditorum otioque 
non modo in solem atque in pulverem, sed in ipsum discrimen 10 

aciemque produxit. 

4 Heracleides Ponticus, fr. 143 Wehrli 5 Theophrastus 591 FHS&G 7 
Demetrius, 57 SOD; cf. Cic., De leg. 2.64-6 

2 ab hac (hanc) familia] Academia Haupt et de Plinval 

87 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 4.19 141A--C (BT t. l p.319.25-320.17 
Kaibel) 

7tEpt ()£ tOU t&v <ptOltlOlV 0El7tVOU 11tKCltapxo; tCXOE t0"1:0p£t EV 

tip E7tt ypaq,oµevq> T pt1t0Al tt Kip· "to ()£t7tVOV 1tp&tov µev £Kacrtq> 
xoopl~ 1tapatt8EµEVOV Kat rtpo~ Et€pov KOtvroviav OUOEµiav EXOV • 

s dta µU~av µEv Ocrriv &v EKaO''CO<; 11 ~ouA.6µtVO<;, Kal 7tt£lv 1t&Atv 
0-rav n 0uµO<; £K&crtq> KC00cov 1tapaKe{µev6<; £cr'tlV. 0\j/OV 8€ taU10v 5 

&ei 7tOtE 1t&aiv EO"ttV' U£t0V Kpea; i:q,06v' EVlOtE 8' (oub ') 
OttµEVOUV 1tA~V towovt 'tl µtKpov exov O-ta0µov cbc; tE'tap,:ov 
µaAtcr'ta Kat 1tapU tOU'tO Et£pov ouoev 1tA11V O YE ano tOUtCOV 

~roµo; tKavo; &v 1tapa 7tUV to 0Et7tVOV &1tavta<; O,U'tOU<; 1tapa-
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Empedocles at Olympia, as Dicaearchus says in the Olympic Dia­
logue. 

Politics 

86 Cicero, On Laws 3.14 (CB p.88.10-18 de Plinval) 

For the old (philosophers) discussed the state intelligently, in so 
far as theory goes, but not, as here, with a view to things useful for 
the people and citizens. Those things (i.e. theoretical discussions) 
have been derived more from this school (the Academy) led by 
Plato. Afterwards Aristotle clarified the whole topic of politics in 
dialogues, as did Heraclides of Pontus, who also got his start from 
the same Plato. Indeed Theophrastus, who was instructed by 
Aristotle, spent his time, as you know, in this kind of subject, and 
Dicaearchus, who was taught by the same Aristotle, did not neglect 
this area of thought and discipline. Afterwards a student of 
Theophrastus, that Demetrius of Phaleron concerning whom I made 
mention above, admirably brought the teaching forward from the 
shadows and leisure of scholars not only into the sun and arena, but 
also into conflict itself and the line of battle. 

87 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner4.19 141A---C (BTv.l p.319.25-
320.17 Kaibel) 

Concerning the dinner of the messes (in Sparta) Dicaearchus 
reports the following in the work entitled Three-City (Dialogue): 
''First the dinner is served to each individually, there being no shar-

B ing with another. Then each (receives) a barley cake as large as he 
wishes, and drinks whenever he has desire, a cup being set beside 
each one. The same meat dish is always given to all, a piece of 
boiled pork, but sometimes <not> even that, but rather some small 
dish of meat having at most a quarter portion. And beyond that 
there is nothing else except the broth resulting from these things, 
which is sufficient to be sent around to all throughout the whole 



90 Dicaearchus of Messana 

1tEµ1t£tV, KO-V &pa eMa tt<; 11 tUpO<;;, crUKOV, &AAa K&v tt A<lProcrtv IO 

c E1t1◊6cr1µov, ix0Uv t\ Aa:yffiv t\ q>Ut'ta.v 11 'tt to10Utov. eh' O~Eco<; 
f\811 OEOEt1tv,iK6cr1v ucr'tEpa 1tEpt<p£pEtat tau,;cx, 1tU e1t<lt1<:Aa 
1eaAouµEva. auµcpEpEt 8' EK<lOtO~ El~ to <ptOtttOV UA<pttCOV µ£v 
co~ tpta µaAtata ftµtµEOtµva 'AttlKCX, OtVOU 8e xoet~ EV0€K<l 
'tlV<X~ ~ 8COOEKCl, 1tcxpa be tClU'ta tupou cr~a0µ6v 'ttVa Kat O"UKffiV, 15 

E'tt 0£ £i~ owcov{av 7tEpt ()£Ka 'tlva; Aiytva{ou~ o~oAou;." 

6-8 cf Plut., Lye. 12 12-13 cf Athen., 4.16-19 139B-141£ 

5 Kro8wv Casaubonus : x:a0 ' ©V A 6 ouo' crttµEVOUV Schltveighiiuser: OE tl 
µovov A 7 cruces pos. Wehrli 8 ,' ' A'' ' C anotoutrov :a~otou~ou 

88 Photius, Bibliotheca 37 (CB t.1 p.22.20-30 Henry) 

avcyv<Ocr011 Ticpt 1tOAl'ttKT\~ We; £V 81aA6ycp, M11v&v 1t<l'tptKlOV 
Kat 0roµav pE<pEpcvo<lptov 'ta OtaAEyoµeva Eia<lyov 1tp6aro1ta. 
1tep1tx£t ()£ 1' 1tpa.yµa.'tda. A6you<; €~, Ev ol~ Ka.l €'ttpov dbo~ 
1toAttEia~ nap& tU tot; 1taAato'i<; eipi,µEva eiaciyei, o Kat KCXAEt 
LltKatapxtKov. E1ttµEµ<pEtat OE tft~ TIA<l'tmvo<; OtKatco~ noAtteiac;. 5 

~v 8' autot 7t0At t€lCXV Eicrayoucrtv £1( ~rov 'tpt&v ci8&v 'tll<; 
7t0At t£t(X.~ 8eov CX/Ut~V cruyKEtcr0a{ cpacrt, ~acrtAtKOU Kat 
aptcrtOKpattKOU Kat ◊l\µOKpa'ttKOU, 'tO EiAtKptvEc; airtft £K<iO''tT\<; 

1t0AttEtac; crUVEtcrayoucrT)<;, KUKElVT\V 'tTlV co~ UAfl0&c; aptcr'tT)V 
noAtteiav a1to'tEA£toucr11c;. 10 

7-8 cf Polybius, 6.3 et 10 

2 eicr&yov AM': Eiaayoov M 
Cl7tO'tEA.oucr11~ A 

7 o{ov A : om. M 

Certa1nina, Ars critica 

10 <X7tOtEAElOUCJll~ A 1 M : 

89 Suda, s.v. crKOAt6v (no. 643, LG t.1 pars 4 p.382.28-383.3 Adler) 

r\ 1tapoiv1oc; Q)on, We; µEv dtKatapxo~ EV tip TIEpt µoucriK&v 
0.y<Ovcov, On 1:p{a. y£v11 ~v Q)8&v, 't0 µEv {mO 1t&v1:cov i06µevov, 
(to bE) Ka0' eva £~17<;, to 8' urco 1&v O"UVE'tffi't<ltrov CO<; E1UXE 111 
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dinner, and there may be some olive or cheese or fig, and if they get 
something added, it is a fish or a hare or a ring-dove or something 
of that sort. After they have quickly dined there are passed around 
the so-called epaikla. Each contributes to the mess about three 
Attic half medimni of barley, eleven or twelve pitchers of wine, 
and beyond this a measure of cheese and figs, and for the meat dish 
about twelve Aigenetan obols." 

88 Photius, Library 37 (CB v.1 p.22.20-30 Henry) 

There was read (a work) On Political Theory in dialogue form, 
introducing Menas the patrician and Thomas a ref erendarius as the 
characters in the discussion. The work contains six dialogues, in 
which (the author) introduces a different form of constitution from 
those discussed by the ancients, which he even called Dicaearchic. 1 

He justly found fault with the Republic of Plato. They (the inter­
locutors) say that the constitution that they introduce must be com­
bined from the three forms of constitution, the monarchical, aristo­
cratic and democratic, each constitution contributing to it its pure­
ness and perfecting what is truely the best constitution. 

1 This may have nothing to do with Dicaearchus; it may refer only to 'just 
rule' (dikaia arche); cf. Suda, s.v. Dikaiarcheia. Dicaearchus' name appears in a 
list of names of orators, historians and generals in Photius, Library 167. 

Contests, Literary Criticism 

89 Suda, on scolion (no. 643, LG v. l part 4 p.382.28-383.3 Adler) 

As Dicaearchus (says) in the work On Musical Contests, (scolio,i) 
was a drinking song. There were three kinds of songs, one was 
sung by all, another was sung by each individually one after an­
other, and the last by the most quick-witted in order as it happened. 



92 Dicaearchus of Messana 

1-4 Pausanias Atticista, s.v., (no.16, p.209.18-20 Erbse) et scholion in Platonis 
Gorgiam 45Je (p.134.1-4 Greene) 2-4 cf Athen., Deipn. 15.49 694A-B, et 
Plut., Quaest. conv. 1 615A-C, ubi tamen non Dicaearchus sed Artemon nominatur 

3 to be supplevit Wehrli post Hermann 

90 Scholion in Aristophanis Nubes 1364c (p.239.8-12 Koster) 

~tl(Cltapxo<; EV 'tip Ile:pl µoucrtKfuv (<iyffivrov). ''ett OE KOtVOV tt 

na0o; cpatVE1:Cll cruva1eoAou0EtV 'tOt~ btEpxoµevot<; Et'tE µe--cCt 
µeAou~ El'tE UVEU µEAOU<;, EXOV'tci~ tt ev -tft X£tpt 1t0tEtcr0at 't~V 

acp~yr\OlV. oY 'tE yCtp g,oovtE<; EV 'tOt<; cruµ1tocriot<; £K 1tcxAata<; 'ttvoc; 
1tapa860Eco~ KA00va 6cicpv11c; 11 µupp1v11<; Aa~6vtE~ ~Ooucrtv." s 

1 ayrovcov supplevit Dindorf "H , .. dd £'tt ermann: £1tEt co . 

91 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 3.99 
(CPG t. l p.83.3-6 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

eKKeKocp0' ~ µoucrix:11 • cp11crtv o--c1 tOOv naAatOOv EV tote; 
auµ1tocriotc; cptAOAoyrov ~1ltl10-£t xproµevoov oi ucr--cepov ta~ 

µoucrou pyou~ Ka l Kt0apiat pta<; Kat o PX'll<rt pta<; E1tEta11yayov, 
o8ev 'tflV l(CllVOtOµ{av ttVE~ ait1COµevo1 ~n 1tapotµiq, exp&vto. 

1-4 Plutarchus 1.38, Apostolius 6.94 

1 EKKEKoq,0'] EKKEKocp' L q,11olv 0~1 codexAtheniensis 1083 (S.B. Munchen 
4 [ 1910] 22 Kugeas): omit. L, Plut.: <paalv P, Apostolius 2 q>lA.OAoyrov cod. 
Athen. 1083: cptAoAoy~ P 4 o8ev ... ixprov'to cod. Athen. 1083: o,nit. P 

92 Plutarchus, Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 12 1095A 
(BT t.6.2 p.144.11-15 Pohlenz et Westman) 

OU yap av €1tllA0Ev autotc; Et~ vouv ~aAecr0at ~a~ tUcpACtc; Kat 
vro8a~ EKEtVa~ 'VllAa<p~O-Etc; Kat £1tl1tl10110"Et<; tOU rtKOAacrtou, 
µeµa0'f\KO<JlV, Et µ11oev aAAo, ypciq>EtV 7tEpt 'Oµf\pou Kat 7tEpt 

Eup11ttOOU, Ole; 'AptatO'tEAll<; KCX,l (HpaKAElOT}<; Kat ~tKaiapxo;. 

4 H eraclides Ponticus, fr. 168 Wehrli 
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This was called scolion on account of the order. 1 

1 Skolion literally means "crooked." That is, there was no particular order. 

90 Scholion on Aristophanes' Clouds 1364c (p.239.8-12 Koster) 

Dicaearchus in the work On Musical <Contests>: "It still ap­
pears to be a common affectation associated with those performing 
either with a song or without a song, to hold something in their 
hand when doing their recitation. For from some old tradition those 
singing in the symposia take a twig of laurel or myrtle when they 
sing.'' 

91 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 3.99 (CPG v.l p.83.3-6 Lentsch and Schneidewin) 

''Music1 has been cut out:'' (Dicaearchus)2 says that while the 
ancient lovers of literature practiced inquiry at their symposia, those 
who came later introduced girls who sang, played the lyre, and 
danced. As a result, those who criticized the change used the say-
• 1ng. 

1 I.e. culture. 
2 This text appears in the codex Atheniensis 1083 immediately following 73, 

68 and 7 4, each of which names Dicaearchus. Kugeas proposed that Dicaearchus 
be seen as the source for this text also. Cf. Kassel, Hermes 91 (1963). 

92 Plutarch, That Epicurus Actually Makes a Pleasant Life Impossible 
12 1095A (BT v.6.2 p.144.11-15 Pohlenz and Westman) 

It would not have occurred to them to put into their minds those 
blind and toothless fingerings of and leapings upon wantonness if 
they had learned, if nothing else, to write about Homer and 
Euripides, as did Aristotle and Heraclides and Dicaearchus. 



94 Dicaearchus of Messana 

93 Anonymus Grammaticus Romanus, De notis veterum criticis 3 
(Lexicon Vindobonense p.273.16-17 Nauck) 

t~V OE 1COlflCJlV &vay1vCOcr1eecr0at a~tot ZC01tupoc; 0 M<Xyvll<; 
AioAi8t OtaAEKtq>, to o' cxuto Kat LltKaiapxo<;. al µivtot 
pa\lfq>Otat Kata cruvacpEtav ~~rovto, KOproviOt µ6vn OtaatEAAo-

" '1 '1 ~' 'S: , µEVCX.t, ClA"'q} u OUuEVt. 

1 Zopyrus, FGrH 494F 3 

3 palfcpOiat Osannus: pa'Jfrobetat cod. ~~mv10] fivcov10 Osannus 

94 Apollonius Dyscolus, De pronomine 60B (t.1.1 p.48.1-11 Uhlig et 
Schneider) 

o0ev 'ttVE~, 1tClAlV ayvo~Q'CXV1£<; to µE'tCX~CX/ttKOV' 'tO 

attEt o' oirovov, £0V 0/'('(tAOV 

µetaypacpoucriv Ei<; to 'taxuv ayyeAov, n tOV aya0ov 
EKOixovta1.Katent0~AulCTl~ 

tov ~Etvov 1teµ1troµev E17v £<; 1tatp{oa ya'iav 5 

cpacrt OE Kat 'tOV 'Apicrtapxov &crµ€vm<; 't~V ypacpnv tOU 

~tKatapxou 1tapa8i~acr8a1, EV yap a1tacra1~ ~v 1:0 

eft ev natpiot yain, 
U1tOAa~6v1a '"CO EaUt'f1c; VOEtcr8cxt €1C tOU en, 8€ov 1t<lAtV 'JftA&<; 
µEtCXA-aµpavEtV, 10 

2 Homerus, /Lias 24.292; cf 24.296 5 Homerus, Odysseas 13.52 9 Homerus, 
/Lias 3. 243-4 ch~ <pa,o, rove; 8' ff 811 KatEXEV <pva{{oo~ ata I tv Aa'Keoa{µov1 
a-60r, <p{An EV 1ra1:p{8i ya{n. Cf Apollon. Dysc., De Syntaxi 2.115 

4 0nAu1Cllc; Skrzeczka: ai-rtattlOl~ Ab 7 napa6i~aa0at: avaB£~acr8a1 A et 
Wehrli 8 kfl EV 1ta-rp{81 yain bin var. feet. : £f\V e~ 1tatp{8a ya111v Ab 9 

Eau117<; Naeke: EUU'tou Ab 

95 Scholion in Homeri Odysseam 1.332 (p.58.25-59.12 Dindorf) 

ai-t1ntat EK -t&v e1t&v -tou1:rov Litx:aiapxoc; t~v 1tap' 'Oµ~ pq> 
n T\V eA61tT\ v 

Tl 8' O'tE 6~ µv17crt11pa<; a<ptlCEtO 6'ia yuva1K&v, 
cr--r11 pa 1tapU (J'ta0µov itEyeo~ 1tUKa 1tOlT')t0t0 
,1 I 

av-ta 1tape1aoov 5 
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93 Anonymus Roman Grammarian, Critical Notes on the Ancients 3 
(Vienna Lexicon p.273.16-17 Nauck) 

Zopyrus of Magnesia thinks the poetry (of Homer) ought to be 
sung in the Aeolic dialect and Dicaearchus (thinks) the same thing. 
However, rhapsodic poetry had its vigour through repetition of the 
same metrical foot and was distinguished by the ending alone, by 
nothing else. 

94 Apollonius Dyscolus, On the Pronoun 60 B (v.1.1 p.48.1-11 Uhlig 
and Schneider) 

For this reason, again, some who are ignorant of the change ( of 
the possessive adjective) rewrite 

ask for a bird of omen, his messenger 
as 'swift messenger', or they understand 'the good' (messen­
ger). And with regard to the feminine 

let us send the stranger to his native land, 
they say that even Aristarchus gladly accepted the reading of 
Dicaearchus-for in all (copies) there was the (reading) 

in her native land-
since he supposed that 'her' meant 'her own', it requiring again 
(only) a simple substitution. 

95 Scholion on Homer, Odyssey 1.332 (p.58.25-59.12 Dindorf) 

From these words Dicaearchus found fault with the Penelope in 
Homer: 

When she reached the suitors, divine of women, 
She stood beside a pillar of the strongly made building, 
Before her cheeks. 



96 Dicaearchus of Messana 

Kat 'tu £~fie;. oUOaµ&c; yUp t'Ui:aK'tOV dvai cp11cn i:Tlv Il11vtA61t11v, 
1tpffi'ta µEv O'tt 1tpo<; µ£0uovta~ aut17 1tapaytV£'t<Xt V£avtcrKOU<;, 
E7t£tta tip Kpytbeµvcp 'ta 1eciAAtcr'ta µepri 'COU 1tpocrC01tou KflAU'tfU<Ja 

i:o'Uc; Ocp0aAµoUc; µ6vouc; &noA€Aot1tE 0troptla0at. 1ttpltpyoc; y&.p 
t I I \ I fl I -

T\ 'tOtaU't"ll crx11µa1:ono1ta Kat 1tpoanotn'to<;, 11 'tE napcxa'tacrt<; 1:cov 10 

0epaxatv{3cov £Kcit€p0Ev El~ to KClt' E~oxiiv cpaivEa0cxt KCXA~V 

o'UK &vt1tt'tl10tui:ov OtiKVucn. <pciµtv oi>v On ,:() Ka06Aou £0oc; 
&yvoEtV £0tK£V O ~tKatapxo~. auv110c~ yflp 1tapU 'tOt~ apxaiot<; 
'tCl<; EAcu0epa<; yuvcxtKCX<; Et~ tfl t&v avop&v Eiotevat cruµ1t6crta. 

96 Plutarchus, Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 13 1096A 
(BT t.6.2 p.146.10-19 Pohlenz et Westman) 

oUK ~v OE 1tpOc; ,:() ftOiroc; ~'llv E1ttttKia1:tpov µUpa Kat 
0uµtaµata bucrxcp<ltVEtV O)~ x:civ0apot KClt )"\)1t£<;, 11 Kpt'ttKffiv Kat 
µoucrtKffiV AaAtav ~8EAUttEcr0cxt Kat <pEUyetv; 1t0t0<; yflp av auAo<; 
11 Kt0apa 8111pµocrµ€v11 1tpoc; (p811v 11 tic; xopo<; ''Eupuona KEMlbov 
ax:pocr6cpcov ayvuµE:VOV Ota cr--roµatrov'' cp0cyy6µEVO~ O'U'tO)~ 5 

Eucppavev 'E1ttKoupov Kat Mrrrp68ropov, CO~ 'Aptcr1:otEAT]V Kat 
0e6cppaa,:ov Kat ~lKaiapxov l((ll, 'lcpCOvuµov oi 1tEpl xop&v Aoyot 
l((Xl OtOacrKaAtffiv Kat ta [bt '] auA&v 1tpoPA11µata Kat pu0µ&v 

\ ' ,.... 
Kat apµovtrov; 

1-2 cf Theophrastus, CP 6.5. 1 5 PMG fr. 1008 (adesp. 90) 6 Epicurus, 
fr. 512 Usener = 136 Arrighetti2 Aristoteles, fr. 99 Rose3 7 Theophrastus, 
715 FHS&G Hieronymus, fr. 26 Wehrli 

6--7 C0<;-6 lKO.tapxov Om. I' 8 c>t6acrKCXA.tOOV] 6tc>O.O-KaA.tat fl [Ol '] 
o:uA&v Pohlenz: OtCXUAtrov Reiske: OtCl'UA.l(l)V Apelt: 7tEpt auA&v W}1ttenbach 

97 Zenobius, Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 2.15 
(CPG t.l p.35.7-9 Leutsch et Schneidewin) 

0.Et0E 'ta T£AA11voc; • of>-coc; 0 TfAAT}v EyfvE'CO aUA11'tllc; Kat 
µeAffiv aVU7t0tClKt(J)V 7t0tT)'t~~- µEµVfl't<X,t <lU'tOU ~lKCXtapxo<; 0 
M£CJCJT}Vt0<;. 

2 iltKa:iapxo~ Schottus: Jl{apxo<; codd. 
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and so on. He says that Penelope is by no means well-behaved, 
first, because she comes into the presence of drunk young men, 
then, because she covers the most beautiful parts of her face with 
the veil, she leaves her eyes alone to be seen. For such posturing is 
superfluous and pretentious, and the accompanying of the women 
servants on each side for the purpose of appearing outstandingly 
beautiful shows it was not unintended. However, we say that 
Dicaearchus seems to be ignorant of the general custom. For it was 
common among the ancients that the free women entered the men's 

.. 
symposia. 

96 Plutarch, That Epicurus Actually Makes a Pleasant Life Impossible 
13 1096A (BTv.6 .. 2 p.146.10-19 Pohlenz and Westman) 

With a view to living pleasantly, wouldn't it be more reasonable 
to feel disgust at sweet oil and burnt offerings, as do dung-beetles 
and vultures, rather than to loathe and avoid the talk of literary and 
musical critics? For what sort of aulos or cithara tuned for song or 
what chorus giving forth ''far-sounding voice passed through ex­
pert mouths'' could so have cheered Epicurus and Metrodorus as 
the discussions of choruses and the productions, and the problems 
concerning auloi (pipes) and rhythms and harmonies (cheered) 
Aristotle and Theophrastus and Dicaearchus and Hieronymus? 

97 Zenobius, Summary of the Collections of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and 
Didymus 2.15 (CPG v.1 p.35.7-9 Leutsch and Schneidewin) 

Sing the (story) of Tellen: This Tellen was a piper and com­
poser of unruly songs. Dicaearchus of Messana mentions him. 



98 Dicaearchus of Messana 

98 Zenobius, Epitome proverbiorum Didymi Tarrhaei 2.100 (Melanges 
de litterature grecque [1868] p.368.16-18 Miller) 

tOV auA111:11v a,uAEtV. 1:cxu~11c; µeµv111:at <l>tA11µrov () x:roµ1K6;. 

iltKatapxo<; Se cp11a1v Ott CXUAll'tll~ 'tt~ E"(£V£t0 µ'fl 1t<lvu ~Ot~ 

CXUAfl'tllCOt~ eµµevrov v6µot~, rtAAft 1tcxpa1<:tv&v • o0Ev Ei~ 

1tapotµiav t\A.8ev O A.&yoc;. 

1 Philemon, PCG 7 F 183 KA 

3 v6µotc; CPG App. 4. 94 : Aoyot<; cod. 

99 Scholion in Aristophanis Aves 1403 (p.241a.41-7 Duebner) 

'A vi:i1tat po<; 6£ KCX,t E U<p pov toe; EV i;o l~ 'Y noµ VT) cracri <p<Xcrt tOU<; 
KUKAtOU~ xopou~ crtflcrat np&,;ov Acioov 'tOV ~Epµtovea, oi ()£ 

O.pxa16t£pOt 'EAA<lVtKO<; KCXt ~tKCltClpxoc; 'Apiova 'tOV M110uµ­
VCltOV, ~tKatapxo<; µEv EV tip 1tEpt ~tOVUcrtaK&v ayCOvrov, 
'EAAavtKO<; OE EV i:ot~ Kapve,ovi1eat~. s 

2 Lasus, vid. fr. 703 Page 2, 4 Hellanicus, FGrH 4 F 86 4-5 cf. Arist.,fr. 677 
Rose3 

5 Kapv£ov{1ea.t<; Dahlmann: Kapva11eoi<; vel Kpa.vatKOt<; codd. et Duebner 

100 Vita Aeschyli 15 (TrGF t.3 p. 36.56-9 Radt) 

exp~cra10 0£ U1tOKp1i;11 npCOtcp µev KAeavOpcp, E1tEtta Kat tOV 

0£\YtEpOV CltYtip 1tpocrfl'VE Muvvicrx:ov tOV KaAXtOea, 'tOV 0£ tpltOV 

U7t0Kpt~~v CX/U'tO~ E;eupEV, CO<; 8e LltK<Xtapxo<; 0 M£<JO"T1VtO~, 

1:oq,01<:A 11c;. 

2-3 cf Them.~ Or. 26 316d 3-4 cf Diog. Laert. 3.56; cf. Arist., Poet. 4 
1449al5-19 4 Sophocles, TrGF T98 Radt 

101 Hypothesis secunda Sophoclis Oedipodis tyranni (OCT p.109.20-
3 Pearson) 

o Tupavvoc; Oioinouc; €7tt Ota1Cpta€t 0atepou €1ttyeypa1t'tCXt. 
xcxptEVtCO<; OE Tupcxvvov UnaV'tE<; CXU'tOV E7ttypCl<poucrtv cbc; 
E~Exov-ca 1tClcrT1; 't'll~ LocpoKA.€ou; 1tot~cn:~, Kat7tep TlttT10€vta 
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98 Pseudo-Zenobius, Summary of the Proverbs of Didymus Tarrhaeus 
2.100 (Melanges de litterature grecque [1868] 368.16-18 Miller) 

"The piper pipes:" Philemon the comic poet mentions this say­
ing. Dicaearchus says that there was a certain piper who did not 
abide at all by the rules of piping, but violated them. This story 
became a saying. 

99 Scholion on Aristophanes Birds 1403 (p.241a.41-7 Duebner) 

Antipater and Euphronius in the Memoranda say that Lasus of 
Hermione first created circular choruses, but the older authors, 
Hellanicus and Dicaearchus say it was Arion of Mythymna, 
Dicaearchus (writing) in the work On the Dionysiac Contests and 
Hellanicus in the Carnean Victors. 

100 Life of Aeschylus 15 (TrGF v.3 p.36.56-9 Radt) 

(Aeschylus) used Cleandros as first actor, and then added 
Mynniscus of Kalchis to him as the second, and he himself in­
vented the third actor, but Dicaearchus the Messanian says it was 
Sophocles. 

101 Second Hypothesis of Sophocles' Oedipus Tyrannus ( OCT 
p.109.20-3 Pearson) 

The Oedipus Tyrannus has been given this title (Tyrannus) in 
order to distinguish it from the other. All graciously give it the 
additional title Tyrannus as standing out above all Sophocles' work, 



100 Dicaearchus of Messana 

U7t0 <l>tAOKAEOU<;, ro~ q,1101 LitKatapxo~. Eicrt OE Kat oi 1tpO'tEpOV, 
OU i;upavvov, <lU'tOV E1ttypacpOV'tEc;, btcx 'tOU<; xp6vou; --r&v 5 

OtOacrKaAt&v KClt Ota tU 1tpayµata. 

2 enrypa.q>oucrtv L: l1teypcxcpov vulgo 
(Hermes 119 [ 1991 J 467-9) 

4 ror, q>T)O"lV fl. t l((X {apxo~ dubitat Luppe 

102 Plutarchus, De E apud Delphos 1 384D (BT t.3 p.1.4-8 Sieveking) 

crttxt8lou; -ctcrlv oU cpa'UA.ro<; £xoucnv, i1 cplAE Lapa.nlrov, 
eve1uxov 1tp{p11v' a ~tKaiapxo<; Eupt7tt0rtV OlE'tClt 7tp0<; 'ApxlAaov 

' ,... 
Et7tElV 

ou ~ouAoµa11tAoutouvtt OropEto0at 1tEVl1~, 
µ~ µ' ciq,pova Kpivn<; n btoou~ aitetv OoK&. 

2 Euripides, fr. 969 Mauck! 4-5 cf Menander, fr. 109b Kock 

103 Scholion in Platonis Apologiam 19C (p.421.16-20 Greene) 

'tpEt<; 8' EO"XEV UtOU<;, <l>tAt7t1tOV 'tOV tot<; Eu~OUAOU opaµacrtv 
ayrovtcr<Xµevov' Kat 'Apap61:a i8io1c; ~E 1Cat tOU 7t<Xtpo~ 8paµcxot 
0111yrovtcrµevov, Kat 'tpltOV, OV 'AttOAA66ropo; µev NtKOcr'tpCXtOV 

KaAEt, oi OE 1tEpt ~tKa.iapxov <l>tAEtatpov. 

1-3 PCG 3(2) TJ.14-16 KA 3-4 cf PCG 3(2) Tl.55-7, T2.8-9, T7, TB KA 
3 Apollodorus, FGrH 244 F 75 

104 Hypothesis in Aristophanis Ranas 1 (c) (p.114.26-9 Dover) 

eo1o<Xx811 E1tt KcxAA{ou &pxov'to~ tOU µE~a 'Avttyev11 biU 

5 

<1>1A.rovi8ou d~ AT}vata.. 1tp&'to~ ~v, <I>p'Uvtxo~ W Mo'Ucrat~, 
TTAatrov tpttO<; KAEO<p&vtt. OU'CO) OE t8auµ<Xcr811 to 8p&.µa 81U 
tiiv Ev aui:ip napCX~aotv, (1ea8' ~v btaAACX't't£t tou~ evtiµou<; tote; 
Cl'ttµot~ KCll 1:0U~ 1tOAltCl<; 'tOl~ cpuyacrtv), ffiotE lC(lt <lvEOtB<Xx0ti, 5 
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although it was beaten by Philocles, as Dicaearchus says. Some 
have also entitled it the Earlier, not Tyrannus, because of the chro­
nology of the productions and because of the (dramatic) eyents. 

102 Plutarch, The Eat Delphi l 384D (BT v.3 p.1.4-8 Sieveking) 

My dear Serapion, I recently came upon some lines that were 
not too bad. Dicaearchus thinks Euripides addressed them to 
Archelaus: 1 

Poor as I am I do not wish to bestow a gift on a rich man 
lest you judge me a f 001 or I appear in giving to demand ( a 
return). 

1 Archelaus was king of Macedon c. 413-399 and served as Euripides' pa­
tron after the playwright left Athens c. 408. It seems unlikely that the lines were 
taken from the play entitled Archelaus. 

103 Scholion on Plato, Apology 19C (p.421.16-20 Greene) 

(Aristophanes) had three sons, Philippus who competed with 
the plays of Eubulus, Araros who performed in his own and his 
father's plays, and a third, whom Apollodorus called Nicostratus, 
but those associated with Dicaearchus call Philetaerus. 

104 Hypothesis to Aristophanes' Frogs l(c) (p.114.26-9 Dover) 

(The play) was produced when Callias was archon following 
Antigenes 1 by Philonides for the Lenaia. (Aristophanes) was first, 
Phrynicus second with Muses, and Platon third with Cleophon. The 
play was so admired because of its parabasis-through which 
(Aristophanes) reconciled the enfranchised to the disenfranchised 
and the citizens to the exiles-that it was produced again, as 
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1, 3-6 Hypothesis Thomae Magistri (OCTt.2 p.102.16-19 Hall et Ge/dart) 3-
4 cf Vit. Ar. (PCG 3(2) Tl.35-9 KA) 

4 1tapapacrtv] lCCX'ta~acrtv Weil 4-5 x:a0' ... <puyacrtv suppl. Wehrli e Thoma 
Magistro 

105 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 11.4 460F--461A (BT t.3 p.3.25--4.1 
Kaibel) 

a~tOV b' ECT'tl srrr11crat ei oi apxaiot µEyaAot~ E7ttVOV 1tot11piot<;. 

461 ~tKaiapxo~ µev yap O Mecrcr~VlO<;, 0 'AptcrtOtEAOU<; µcx0T\tll<;, EV 

tip TI£pl 'AAK<XtOU µtKpOl~ ({)llCTtV autou~ £K1tCOµacrt KEXPilcr0at 
Kett ubapEcrtepov 7t£1tO)K£VUt. 

106 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 15.2 666B-C (BT t.3 p.472.6-17 
Kaibel 

1tp&tov µev ii 't&V KOttci~cov EUpEcrt~ LtKEAtKll EO"ttV 1tCitOtci, 

~aU'tf\V 1t pCO~cov EU p6vtrov It KEA&v, co~ Kpt tta<; <?ll (Jl v 6 
KaAAaicrxpou £V 'tOl~ 'EA£y£t0t<; bta tOUtCOV 

KOttcxPo<; EK LlKEAll<; ECTtl x0ovo<; EK1tpE7tE~ £pyov, 
ov crK07tOV E~ ACX/tciyrov t6~a Ka0tcrtaµE0a. 

~11eaiapxo<; (Oe) o Mecrcrf\vto<;, 'Aptcr~otEAouc; µa0T\t~<;, iv tip 
TIEpl 'AAxaiou Kat -c~v A.a-c&ynv cp11crlv dvat LtKEAtKOv Ovoµa. 

C Acxtayn 8' ECTtlV 1:0 U1tOA£l1tOµEVOV U7t0 tOU E:K1t00£vto<; 7tO't11PlOU 

uyp6v, o <JUVEO"--Cpaµµ€vn i;n XEtpt Uvro0Ev Eppi1ttOUV oi naiso-
, \ IR_ 

V"tEt:; Et~ ~O KO't~ClptOV. 

2-9 scliolion in Aristophanis Pacem 1244 (p.176.9-16 Holwerda) 2 Critias, 
FVS 88B2 6 Alcaeus, fr. 462 Voigt 

5 £~ A then. 28B: EK cod. 6 OE supplevit Wehrli 7 A.atarr,v] Aataya schol. 
Aristoph. 8 a.1to] EK schol. Aristoph. 

107 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 15.5 667B-C (BT t.3 p.474.23--475.4 
Kaibel) 

UyKuAouv~a. yap Oct crcpoopa. t~V XEtpa EUpuSµroc; 1tEµ1tEtV tOV 
KOttCX~OV, CO<; ~lKaiapx6<; <pflO"lV Kat TIAatcov 3' EV 'tip ~tl [tip] 

5 

10 



Dicaearchus says. 

1 I.e., 406/5 s.c. 
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105 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 11.4 460F--461A(BTv.3 p.3.25-
4.1 Kaibel) 

It is worth enquiring whether the ancients drank with large cups. 
461 For Dicaearchus of Messana, a student of Aristotle, says in On 

Alcaeus that they used small cups and drank rather watery wine. 

106 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 15.2 666B-C (BT v.3 p.472.6-
17 Kaibel) 

First of all, the discovery of the game of the cottabos is Sicilian, 
since the Sicilians were the first to discover it, as Critias, son of 
Callaeschrus, says in his elegies in the following words: 

cottabos is the outstanding work of the land of Sicily, which we 
set up as a target for arrows made of drops (latagai) of wine. 

Dicaearchus of Messana, a student of Aristotle, says in his On 
c Alcaeus that latage as well is a Sicilian word. The latage is the 

remaining moisture in an emptied cup, which the players flung up 
into the cottabion with a flick of the hand. 1 

1 Cf. scholium on Aristophanes, Peace 1244. 

107 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 15.5 667B-C (BTv.3 p.474.23-
475.4 Kaibel) 

It is necessary to bend the arm very rhythmically when shooting 
the cottabos, as Dicaearchus says, and Platon in Zeus Outraged. 



104 Dicaearchus of Messana 

KCXKouµEvcp. napax:eAEUEtat Oe 'tt<; tip 'HpaKAEt µ11 crx:A11pClv EXEtV 

c 'tr\V XEtpa µeAAov,:a KOtta~i~EtV. EKCXAOUV o' &1t' &yx:uAf\<; t~V 

,:ou KO~'ta~ou 1tpOEO"tV Ota ,:o E1tayKUAOUV 'tflV OE~tCXV xe'ipa iv 5 

tot~ a1t0Koti:a~taµo'i<;. 

2 Plato, PCG 7 F47 KA 

2 ~cr expunxit Kaibel 
Athenaei 

5 E1tayKUA.OUV schol. Aristoph. : a1tayKUAOUV codd. 

108 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 15.7 668D-E (BT t.3 p.478.12-15 
Kaibel) 

01:t OE ecrnouOacr,:o 1tcxpa tot~ LtKEAtCirtat<; o KOtta~o~, 811Aov 
E EK 'tOU Kat oiK17µa1:a E1ttt~0Eta tn 1tat8t~ KataaKE:1Jci~£(j0at, OOc; 

icrtopet ~tKatapxo<; ev i:ip TTEpt 'AAKcxiou. 

3 Alcaeus, fr. 462 Voigt 

109 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 11.58 479D-E (BT t.3 p.55.10-56.1 
Kaibel) 

'HYJlcrav6po<; 6' 0 AtA<pO<; Ev 'Y 1toµv1lµa.crtv, ©v <ipxll "Ev ·rft 
aptcri-n. 1t0Att£t<t, ,, q>T1criv. "o KClAOUµ£VO~ KOtta~o<; 1tapftA0ev 
£i<; 'tU cruµ1tocr1cx, 1e&v 1tEpt LlKEA.tav' Ole, q,11criv ~tKatapxo<;, 1tp«YCov 
eicrayayov't<OV. 'tOCJClUtll Oe EyEVf/CO cr1touo11 7tEpt to E7tt'tllb£uµa, 
Olcrtt d<; tCl cruµn6crta. 1tapncrcp£pttv &.0Aa KOtta.P£ta. 1eaAoUµtva.. s 
Ei'ta lCUAtKE<; ai 1tpo<; 'tO npayµa xp11cr1µut µciAtcr't' EiVat OOKOUO"Ut 
KO/tEO-KEu<XsoV'tO, KCXAouµEVCXt 1CO't'taf3i6ec;. 1tpo<; OE tOU'tOt<; oiKOt 

E Ka~EaKeu<X~ov'to x:u1eAotEpe'i<;, Yva nav'tE<; ei~ 'tO µEcrov 1:ou 

KO't'ta~ou tE0Ev1toc; E~ CX7tOO"tT}µai=o<; taou Kat 't01tOOV oµoirov 
&yoovisotV'tO 1tEpt 'tll~ VtlCT\<;. OU yClp µ6vov Eq>tAOttµouvto P<XAAEtV 10 

£7tl tOV CJK01tOV, <lAACl K<ll KaA&<; tEKClcrta aut&vt. £Ott yap El<; 
1:0V aptcr'tEpov ciyx:&va EpEtaavta Kat t~V OE~tClv CX)'KUAC0cravta 
EUpu0µro~ <iq,EtVat tllV Acitaya. OUtCO yap EKCXAOUV to 7tt1t'tOV EK 
'tll<; KUAtKO<; uyp6v. OlcrtE £Vl0t µEt~OV ecpp6vouv E7tt tip KaA&~ 
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Someone advises Heracles not to hold his arm stiffly when about 
c to shoot. They called the throwing of the cottabos 'from the bent 

arm' from the 'bending' of the right arm in the cottabos games. 

108 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 15.7 668D-E (BTv.3 p.478.12-
15 Kaibel) 

That the cottabos was taken seriously among the Sicilians is 
E clear from the practice of even fitting out special rooms for the 

game, as Dicaearchus reports in his On Alcaeus. 

109 Athenaeus, The Sophists at Dinner 11.58 4 79D-E (BT v.3 p.55 .10-
56.1 Kaibel) 

Hegesander of Delphi in his Memoranda, which begins, ''in the 
best form of government,'' says, ''the (game) called cottabos was 
introduced into their symposia, the Sicilians being the first to bring 
it in, according to Dicaearchus. So great an interest was aroused in 
the game that they even introduced prizes, called cottabeia, into 
the drinking parties. Thereupon cups (kylixes) that were especially 
adapted to the purpose were manufactured, and they were called 
cottabides. In addition to this, circular rooms were constructed in 

E order that when the cottabos was set up in the center, all might 
compete for victory at an equal distance and from similar posi­
tions. For they were proud not merely to hit the mark, but also to 
carry through each motion with good form. The player, leaning on 
his left elbow, was obliged to bend his right arm and rhythmically 
toss the latax; for that is what they called the liquid that fell from 
the cup. Some people took more pride in playing cottabos well 



106 Dicaearchus of Messana 

1 Hegesander, FHG 4.419 

9 t07t(J)V oµoirov] Kai E7tt 'tCOV oµo{rov suspicatur Kaibel 11 EKacrta a.u-r&v] 
EKCl.(}'t(l 1t0l£tV Wila,nowitz : cruces pos. Wehrli 12 't'flV OE~tav a:ylCUArocrav'!a. 

Kaibel: Ln 8E~tq. KUKA.rocrav-ra. codd. 13 eupu0µwc; Kaibel: iryp&<; codd. 
1t11ttov A : 1tt1ttEtv £: pt1tt6µevov proposuit Kaibel 

110 Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 3 .31 85F (BT t.1 p.198.14-24 Kaibel) 

KaAAia~ O' o Mu-tiA11vato<; lv tip IlEpt 111c; nap' 'AAKatcp 
At1t&Oo~ 1tapCl tq'> 'AAKaicp cp11crlv dvat (f)Ollv n; T\ CLpxll 

Iletpa~ lCClt 7t0At&~ 0aAacrcra<; tEKVOV, 

n~ £7tt tEAEt yeypacp0at 

15 

EK OE 1tai8rov xauvot<; cppeva<;, a 0cx.Aaacria Aen&c;. 5 

6 0' 'Aptcr1:ocpav11~ yp&cpct CXV1:t 1:0U Ac1tfl<; XEAU<; Kai cp,icrtv 0\)1( 

Et) LitKaiapxov EKOt~&µtvov Af:yav t<X; Atn&Oa;. t<X natO&pta 
OE TlVlK' av Etc; 'tO cr--c6µa Aa~cocrtv, ClUAEtV ev tautatc; K<Xl 1tat~£tV. 

1 Callias, cf Strabone,n, 13.618 Alcaeus,fr. 359 Lobel et Page 6 Aristophanes 
Byzantius, fr. 367 Slater 

5 £K OE 1ta{8wv Ahrens: EK A.€1t(X()(l)V codd. 6 A£1ta<;: XEAU~ cum germano 
Alcaeo Wilamowitz; Diehl 1 EKbE~nµEvov Valckenar. : eKAe~aµEvov codd. 

111 Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 2506, fr. 6a, 77, 79, 137b (CPF pars 1 t.1.2 
p.30-1 Montanari) 

fr. 6a OT}Ka .. [ 
• • 

npocra[ 
U7t00tKa[ 

tcxutaµa[ 
• 

pta~O'tE[ 

naptcr'tap[ 
1:0VU p[. ] .. [ 
1t. [ 

µ11[ 
KE<p[ 

3 u1to ~ t KCl[ icipxou proposuit Page 

5 

10 
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than do people who pride themselves on hurling the javelin." 

110 Athenaeus, TheSophistsatDinner 3.3185F(BTv.1 p.198.14-24 
Kaibel) 

Callias ofMytilene, in the work On the (Word) Limpet inAlcaeus, 
says that there is an ode in the collection of Alcaeus' works that 
begins 

Child of the rocks and of the hoary sea, 
and at the end is written: 

Limpet of the sea, swell the hearts of children, 
Aristophanes writes 'tortoise' instead of 'limpet' and says that 
Dicaearchus had not understood well in saying 'limpets'. But when 
children put them to their mouths, they blow on them like a pipe 
and play tunes with them. 

111 Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 2506, fr. 6a, 77, 79, 137b ( CPF part I v.1.2 
p.30-1 Montanari) 

fr. 6a 

by Dicaearchus (?) 

Aristotle 
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fr. 77 
].t[.]AA[ 

<l>1}t1:aKo[ • • 
]vaauµ<p[ 
]11v 'AA1ea10[ 
]:p U7t00tK[ 

]'tov aA.[ 
]ou1:Ecp[ 
]µou <pov.[ 
]cr µEAeO[ 
] . a µa. [ ...... ]. [ 

5 U7t0 ~tK[atapxou Page 

fr. 79 
]v1tp.[ 
]aAA1a[ 
]vt:o[ • 
]K~ib[ 
].aui[ 

]Kata[ 
].apx.[ 
]ovtt[ 
]OKt[ 

]1:. [ 

6 ~1]Ka1a[px- Page 

fr. 137b 
]ov[ 
]vvEw[ 

]E'tatEtcr[ 

]~otcraA[ 
]vEtKocr[ 
]oOtKat[ 
• ]riocr[ 

]voanpocr[ 
]yuvcx1 [ 
]ocrev [ 
] .. yap [ 

• • 

6 o ~tKat[apxo<; Page 

5 

10 

5 

10 

5 

IO 
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fr. 77 

Pittacus 

Alcaeus 
by Dicaearchus (?) 

fr. 79 

Dicaearchus (?) 

fr. 137b 

Dicaearchus (?) 
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Argumenta 

112 Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos 3.3 (BT t.3 p. l 07 .11-
17 Mau) 

7tOAAax&c; µev Kat aAAro<; un60£crt~ 1tpocrayopEUEtat, ta vuv 
OE U1tapK£0"£t tptx&~ AEyEcr0at. KaO' £Va µev -tp61tov ~ 8paµa1:tK'Tl 
7t£pt7tE'tEta, Ka0o KCXt 1:paytK~V Kat x:roµtKllV u1t60ccrtv Eivat 
Aeyoµcv Kat LltKatcipxou ttva<; U1to8ecrEt<; t&v Eupt1ttOou Kat 
1:ocpOKAEOU~ µ u0rov' OUK aAAO 'tt KUAOUV~E<; un60£crt V 11 ,;~v 1:0U 5 

8p&µato<; 1tEpt1tE'tEtcxv. 

5 Sophocles, TrGF Tf 53 Radt 

113 Hypothesis Sophoclis Aiacis (OCT p.1.11-13 Pearson) 

dtKaiapxoc; OE AtaV'tO~ 0avatov E1ttypacpEt. EV OE tat<; 
Ll t◊CXO"KaAtat<; 'lftA&~ A ta~ avayeypa1t'tat. 

1-2 A ristoteles, fr. 623 Rose3 

114 Hypothesis Rhesi 1.26 (BT p.4.3-12 Zanetto) 

tOUtO to Opuµa EVtOt v60ov U1t£v6r1aav cb<; OUK OV Eupt1ti8ou • 
tOV yap LOcpOKAElOV µ&AAOV U1tocpatV£l xapaK'tT)p<X. EV µevtot 
tat~ LltOacrKaAtatc; cbc; yv~crtov avayeypa1t'ta1. l((X,1, Tl 7tEpt ta 

µEtapcrta 8e EV atYtip 1tOAU1tpayµoauv11 tOV Eupt1ttbT)V oµoAoy£t. 
1tp6Aoyot 8e Ott'tOt q,epovtat. 0 youv ~tKatapxo~ EKtt0Et~ tllV 5 

{m60tcnv -roU 'PT\crou ypcicpn Kat<X AE~tv oUtcoc; ('Pflcroc;, oi> <ipxT\ ·) 
''vuv EU<JEA'f\VOV q,eyyo<; 11 Ot<pp~Aa-to<;" Kat * * * Kat EV EVtOt~ 0£ 
t&v civtrypcicpcov EtEp6<; i:t; <pEpetat 1tp6Aoyo<;, 1tE~<><; ncivu Kat 
ou 1tpE1trov Eup1.nion. 

2 Sophocles, TrGF Tl29 Radt 3 Aristoteles, Jr. 626 Rose3 

I ro<; OUlC ov Eup11tiOou HLPQ: Eupt7tt00U OE µ11 eivat V 3 ~tOacrKaA.tat<;] 
cS18acrKaA.1ac; Zanetto haud recte 4 post oe habet A EV a1Ytq> 5 dtKaiapxo<; 
Nauck: <51Kaiav VLP: 0111it. Q EK1:l0ElS V: E7tl1:t0Et<; LPC 6 rPncro~ oi> 
<XPXll supplevit Luppe (ZPE 84 [ 1990] 11-13): lacunam indicat Schwartz 7 
* * *: "t.E. supplevit Wila,nowitz 8 <pEpEtat LPQ: <paive1:a1 V 
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Hypotheses 

112 Sextus Empiricus, Against the Mathematicians 3.3 (BTv.3 p.107.11-
17 Mau) 

Hypothesis (summary) has been used in many other ways, but 
for the moment three ways of speaking are enough. According to 
one way, the hypothesis is the play's progression of incidents 
(peripeteia), just as we say that there is both a tragic and a comic 
hypothesis, and we speak of certain Hypotheses of the Plots of 
Euripides and Sophocles by Dicaearchus, calling a hypothesis noth­
ing other than the progression of incidents of the play. 

113 Hypothesis of Sophocles' Ajax ( OCT p.1.11-13 Pearson) 

Dicaearchus entitles (the play) Death of Ajax. But in the Cata­
logites of the Dramas simply Ajax has been recorded. 

114 Hypothesis of Rhesus 1.26 (BT p. 4.3-12 Zanetto) 

Some suspect that this play is inauthentic, that it is not by 
Euripides, for it appears to be more Sophoclean in character. In the 
Catalogues of the Dramas, however, it is recorded as genuine. The 
keen interest in astronomical matters in it confirms Euripides. There 
are double prologues. Indeed, Dicaearchus in setting down the 
hypothesis of the Rhesus word for word writes as fallows <''Rhesus, 
which begins> 'now the chariot-born (goddess brings) moonlit 
splendour'" and * * * and in some of the copies another prologue is 
reported which is entirely prosaic and uncharacteristic of Euripides. 1 

1 The extant manuscripts of the play do not use either of the prologues cited 
by the HyJJothesis. 



112 Dicaearchus of Messana 

115AHypothesis Euripidis Alcestis (OCT t.l p.33.3-14 Diggle) 

u1t68eatc; 'AAlCTlcr'ttOoc; 6t1Catapxou 
'Ax6AArov '!lt11cra1:o 1tapa t&v Motp&v onoo~ "A8µ11to~ 

tEAEUt&v µeAArov napacrxn tOV unEp EaUtOU EKOVta 
·n:9vTJ~6µEvov, lva tcrov 'tip npo'tEpq> xp6vov ~llcrn. 1eat 6~ 
,, AAKllO"tt<;, Tl yuv~ 'tOU 'A3µ~'tOU, £7t€0COKEV eaut~V' OUOE'tEpou 5 

t&v yoverov e0EAT]O"ClV'tO<; U1tEp tOU 1tat8oc; a1to0avEtV. µEt' OU 
1tOAU be 'tCXUt11<; til~ cruµcpopnc; yevoµev11c; 'HpaKAll<; 1tapa­
YEVOµ£VO<; KCXt µa000v 1tapa ttVO~ 0Ep<l1toVtO<; tCX 1tEpt 't~V 

"AAKf\crttV E7tOpEU0rt E1tl tOV 't<lq>OV Kat 8ava1:ov a1tOCi'tl1V<ll 

1totficrac; ecr0fitt KClAU1ttEt tiiv yuvatKa, 'tOV ()£ "Aoµ11tov ti~iou 10 
Aa~6v'to: 'tTJpE'iv. EiATJcpEvo:1 y<Xp aU't~V nciATJ~ &8Aov EAEyEv. µ~ 
~OUAoµevou OE ElC£lVOU a1tOKClAU\j/ac; E0£t~EV 11v £1tEV0Et. 

1 ~llC(llapxou addidit Triclinius L 2-12 schol. in Platonis Symp. 179B 

1158Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 2457 (Philologus 126 (1982] 14 Luppe) 

('Hpax:Ai,~) Ka]tEAUcrEV 1ta[pCX tip 'Aoµri-] 
['tq>. 0 6' EKpU'lfEV 'ti,v cru]µcpop<iv, On[ro<; aU'tOv µfl] 
[ &1teAacrn, Kat µ£0' U1tEp ]ox11c; aut ]ov E~EVlCJ£V.] 

" . 
[ End 6' ot>'to<; iSOOv 6ES]aKpuµEv[ ou<; 'tol><; 1tE-] 
[pt 1:0V "Aoµ11tov E]µa0£v 1tcxp[Cl ttvoc; 'CCX 7tE-] 

[pt tT)V "AAlcrlO"ttV, 1tap ]ayEvoµEv [ 0~ £7tl 'COV] 
[t<lcpov autil<; £1t0tf10"E]v tOV 0av[atov &1toa~11-] 
va1. <lvE~iro µEv o'Ov ~ v ]EKpU Ko:l 't[ 

• 
[ ]Aa ... [ ] 

• 
[ 1;11]v "AAK,icrt[ 1v ] 

Ecr0f\n cr ]uyKaAU] [ 'lfO:<; a'U't~V] 
[tov "A8µ,itov ,;~irocr]e Aa~6vt[a tflp£tV.] 
[ dATJcpEvai y<Xp a'l>'tfl]V n<lATJ~ &8[Aov E<pTJCTEV.] 
[EKEivou SE 'ti,~ cruvEU]vou x<lptv 'ta[U'tTJV Ao:-] 
[~Elv µfl ~ou.AoµEvou] ~KKaAUwo:[ ~ £6Et~Ev] 
[~v en]€v0[Et.] 

• • • 

2 EKPU'+fEV vel EKpu1tt€v Luppe 

5 

IO 

15 
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115AHypothesis of Euripides' Alcestis (OCT v.1 p.33.3-14 Diggle) 

Dicaearchus' Hypothesis of Alcestis. 
Apollo had asked from the Fates that Admetus, who was about 

to die, might provide someone willing to die on his behalf, so that 
he might live a time equal to what (he would have lived) before. 
However, Alcestis, the wife of Admetus, gave herself, since neither 
of his parents were willing to die for their son. Not long after this 
misfortune, Heracles came by and, after learning from a servant 
what happened concerning Alcestis, went to her grave and, having 
made Death restore the woman, dressed her in disguised clothing. 
Then he asked Admetus to take her to watch over; for he said that 
he had won her as a wrestling prize. But when (Admetus) did not 
wish (to take her), (Heracles) revealed her and showed that it was 
the woman he was mourning. 

115BPapyrus Oxyrhynchus 2457 (Philologus 126 [1982] 14 Luppe) 

Heracles stayed at Admetus' palace, but Admetus hid his mis­
fortune in order not to drive Heracles away, and gave him exagger­
ated hospitality. But when Heracles saw Admetus' attendants in 
tears and learned from one of them the news concerning Alcestis, 
he went to her grave and made Death restore her. The corpse did 
indeed come back to life and ... 
. . . he disguised Alcestis with clothing and demanded that Admetus 
take her to guard. For he said that he had won her as a wrestling 
prize. When, for the sake of his wife, Admetus did not wish to take 
her, Heracles revealed her and showed that she was the woman that 
he was mourning. 



114 Dicaearchus of Messana 

Geographia 

116 Plinius in primo libro Naturalis historiae materiam ex Dicaearchi 
scriptis in his libris componendis se desumpsisse asseverat: 

lib. 2] NH l .[2] (CB t. l p.61.28 Beaujeu) 
lib. 4] NH 1.[4] (CB t.1 p.64.8 Beaujeu) 
lib. 5] NH 1.[5] (CB t.1 p.66.2 Beaujeu) 
lib. 6] NH 1.[6] (CB t.1 p.67 .34 Beaujeu) 

117 Strabo, Geographica 1.1.1 (CB t.1 p.1.1-10 Lasserre) 

tl)c; toU cptAoa6cpou 1tpayµan:iac; dvat voµi~oµEv, El1tEp &AA.riv 
nv&, Kat t'J1v yEroypacptlCTlv ... ol tE y&p 1tp&to1 0appl)aav-rEc; 
au1:f\c; U\Jfacr0at 'tOtOU'tOt tl v Ee; U1tll p~av, ''0µ11 po<; 'te Kat 

'Ava~iµav8po~ 0 MtA~crto~ Kat 'EKa:tatoc; 0 7t0Al't11~ au1:ou, 
Ka0Wc; Kat 'Epa1ocr8ev11; cp11cri Kat drtµ6Kptt0~ 8£ Kat Eu8o~oc; 5 

Kat LitKatapxoc; x:al "Ecpopo<; Kat aAAOl 1tA€tOU~. E'tt OE oi µE't<l 
--coutou~, 'Epatoa0evri<; 1:E Kat IloAu~to<; Kat Ilocret<>OOvto<;, 
&v6pe<; cptA6croq>ot. 

4Anaxiniander, FVS 12A6 Hecataeus, FGrH 1 T Ila 5 De,nocritus, FVS 
68B15 Eudoxus, fr. 273b Lasserre 6 Ephorus, FGrH 70 T 19 7 
Posidonius, T75 Edelstein et Kidd 

118 Plinius, Naturalis historia 2.162 (BTt.1 p.188.23-189.4 Mayhoff) 

globum tamen effici mirum est in tanta planitie maris camp­
orumque. cui sententiae adest Dicaearchus vir in primis eruditus 
regum cura permensus mantis, ex quibus altissimum prodidit Pelion 
MCCL passuum, ratione perpendiculi nullam esse earn portionem 
universae rotunditatis colligens. s 

119 Geminus, Elementa astronomiae 17.5 (CB p.84.12-15 Aujac) 

Kat E<Jtl µ£v ,:fl~ KuAA11Vll<; ~o U'tJO<; EAacrcrov crtabirov tE
1

, cbc; 
dtK:Utapxo~ &vaµ£µ£1PT1Kffi~ a1tocpaivei;ex,1 • tOU ◊€ 'A'tapup(ou 
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Geography 

116 Pliny in the first book of the Natural History says that he has taken 
material from Dicaearchus in composing the following books: 

Book 2] NH 1.[2] (CB v.1 p. 61.28 Beaujeu) 
Book 4] NH 1.[4] (CB v.l p. 64.8 Beaujeu) 
Book 5] NH l.[5] (CB v.1 p. 66.2 Beaujeu) 
Book 6] NH l.[6] (CB v. 1 p. 67.34 Beaujeu) 

117 Strabo, Geography 1.1.1 ( CB v.1 p.1.1-10 Lasserre) 

We believe that geography belongs to the activity of a philoso­
pher, if any (activity) does .... For the first to dare to touch upon it 
were people like Homer and Anaximander the Milesian and 
Hecataeus his fellow citizen, as Eratosthenes too says, and 
Democritus and Eudoxus and Dicaearchus and Ephorus and many 
others. Even after them there were philosophers like Eratosthenes, 
Polybius and Posidonius (doing geography). 

118 Pliny, Natural History 2.162 (BTv.1 p.188.23-189.4 Mayhoft) 

It is nevertheless amazing that in such a great level expanse of 
sea and fields a sphere is created. Dicaearchus supports this view, 
a man among the first in learning. Under the patronage of kings he 
measured the height of mountains and reported that the highest is 
Mount Pelion at 1250 paces. He concluded from the calculation of 
the vertical that this proportion amounted to nothing compared to 
the entire roundness (of the earth). 

119 Geminus, Elements of Astronomy 17.5 (CB p.84.12-15 Aujac) 

The height of Cy Ilene is less than fifteen stades, as Dicaearchus 
has shown by measurement. The vertical drop of Mount Ataburius 



116 Dicaearchus of Messana 

eA&crcrrov E<JttV 11 x:&0ct0~ a~aoirov 11 /. 

1 cf. Strabonem 8.1 

2 ~tKaiapxoc; AC: ~1K£Clp;:oc; B avaµEµE1:p171emc; Manitius: a.vaµEtptKffi~ 
codd. 'A 1a~u p{ou Pet. : l:a1apu p{ou codd. 3 11' Aujac : ,o' (?) ABC: 10 
(sic) Lat. transl. 

120 Theon Smyrnaeus, De utilitate mathematicae (p.124.19-125 .1 
Hiller) 

(OEKCl Be crtabirov ECJ'ttV 11) t&v Uo/flAOt&trov op&v 1tpo; tU 
x0aµaAOltCX'tCX ti,~ )'llc; U7tEPOX11 Kat& x:&ec~OV, Kaea 'Epa~o­
cr0EV1l~ KCXt LltKatapxo~ £UP11KEVClt cpacr{v' Kat opycxvtK&<; OE 1atc; 
,;CX, E~ a1tocr1:T)µa1cov µ£yE011 µ£1:pouaatc; 8t61t~pat~ 'tllAtKaU't(X, 

0rrop£ttat. s 

1 cf Plutarchi Vitam Aemiliani 15 

I OEKa ... ~ supplevit Martin 

121 Martianus Capella, De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii 6.590-1 
(p.292.16-293.3 Dick) 

formam totius terrae non planam, ut aestimant, positioni qui earn 
disci diffusioris assimulant, neque concavam, ut alii, qui descendere 
imbrem dixere telluris in gremium, sed rotundam, globosam etiam 

591 [sicut Secundus] Dicaearchus asseverat. namque ortus obitusque 
siderum non diversus pro terrae elatione vel inclinationibus s 
haberetur, si per plana diffusis mundanae constitutionis operibus 
uno eodemque tempore supra terras et aequora nituissent aut item, 
si emersi solis exortus concavis subductioris terrae latebris abderetur. 

3 cf. Arist., De caelo 2.14 297a8 

4 sicut Secundus (i.e. Plinius) ut glossema delevit Dick: sicut secundum 
Dicaearchum asseverant Eyssh. 5 elatione] elevatione Wehrli 
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is less than eight stades. 

120 Theon of Smyrna, Exposition of Mathematics (p.124.19-125.1 
Hiller) 

The vertical difference between the highest mountains and the 
lowest points of the earth is less <than ten stades>, as Eratosthenes 
and Dicaearchus claim to have discovered. Such great amounts 
are observed mechanically by means of optical devices measuring 
the magnitudes f ram intervals. 

121 Martianus Capella, On the Marriage of Philology and Mercury 
6.590-1 (p.292.16-293.3 Dick) 

The shape of the entire earth is not flat, as some suppose who 
liken it to the position of an expanded disk. Nor is it concave, as 
others (say), who have said that rain descends into the ''lap of earth," 

591 but it is rounded, even spherical, as Dicaearchus had claimed. For 
the rising and the settings of the stars would not vary according to 
the elevation or inclinations of the earth if the activities of the heav­
enly firmament were spread out across flat surfaces and at one and 
the same time they shone above the lands and waters, or likewise, 
if the rising of the emerging sun were concealed by the concave 
shadows of the depressed land. 



118 Dicaearchus of Messana 

122 Agathemerus, Geographiae informatio, prooemion 2 (GRBS t.16 
[1975] p.60.24-8 Diller) 

oi µEv o'Ov 1to.A.o.wl 1:'flv oiKouµ£v11v £-ypo.cpov cr-cpoyy'UA.11v, 
µecniv bE KEta0at tiiv (EAA<loa Kat 'CCXU'tftc; ilEAcpouc;, tOV oµ<paAOV 
yap £XEtV ttl<; yf)<;. 1tp&to~ 0£ L\11µ61<:pttoc;, 1tOAU7tEtpoc; &vnp, 
cruvetOEv ott 1tpoµ111cr1c; icrttv ~ )'11, 11µt6Atov to µ11x:o<; tou 1tAatou~ 
fxoucra. OUVUV£(j£ toutcp Kat dtKatapxo~ 0 IlEpt1tCX't1lttKO<;. 5 

2 BE K£ta0a1 Gronovius: 8' iiyeicr0at codd. et Diller 3 Democritus, FVS 68A94 

123 Agathemerus, Geographiae informatio, prooemion 5 (GRBS t.16 
[1975] p.61.13-16 Diller) 

LitKaiapxo<; {)£ opisct 't~V )'11v oux uoacrtv, aAAa 1:oµft £U0£t~ 
EUKpatcp Cl1to O"tf}A&v Ot<l L<Xpbouc; LtKEAtac; IleA01tOVV~crou 

'lcoviac; Ka.pia<; AUKlCl~ Ilaµ<pUAtCl<; KtAtKtac; Kat Taupou £~11<; 
eroc; 'I µaou o pou~. t&v tot vuv t01t(l)V tOV µev ~6 pEtOV, 'COV 0£ 
VOttOV OVOµUSEt. 5 

2 £UKpa:tcp B: aKpa'Cql edd. 3 'lrov{a~ def. Gronovius 

124 Strabo, Geographica 2.4.1-3 (CB t.1 p.7O.5-73.2 Lasserre) 

IloAU~lO~ ()£ t~V Eupffi1tllV xropoypacp&v '"COU~ µEv apxa{ouc; 
EUV cp,ia1, tOU~ 8' EK£1VOU<; EA£yxovta~ E~E'tUSElV LitKatapx6v "CE 

l((ll 'Epatocr0evn tOV 'ttAEUtatov 1tpayµat£UcraµEVOV 1t€pt 

yeroypo.cplo.c; Kal nu0Eo.v, Ucp' ot 1to.po.Kpoucr8~vo.1 noAA.oUc; .... 
1tOAU OE <?TlO"t ~EA/ttOV ~er M£cro11vicp 1tt(j'!£UE1V '11 ~outcp. 6 µEV'tOl 5 

ye eic; µiav xffipav t~V Ilayxaiav AEyet 1tAEucrat, 0 be Kat µexp1 
- - I I I , I -

'tCOV tOU Kocrµou 1t€patrov K(X't(L)7t't£UKEVat 111v 1tpoaapK1:lOV 'tf\<; 
2 Eup001tT\<; n&crav ... 'Epatocr0ev11 ()£ tOV µev Euf\µEpov BEpyatov 

1eo.A.Etv, nu0E(f OE 1ttO"'CE'UEtV, Ko.l 1:0.U-co. µ110E LltKat&pxou 
7tt(!'tEUcravtoc;. to µEv o~v µT\bE Li 1 KCX tapxou 7ttCT1'EUcravto<; 10 

yEA.Olov, fficr1tEp £Kdvcp Ko.v6v1 xp~cro.cr0o.t 1tpocrl)Kov, Ko.0' o'b 
~ocroutou~ eAeyxou<; au~o~ npocpEpe~at. 'Epatoa0evou~ be 
Etp11~at ll 1t£pt ta Ecr1tepta Kat ta apKi;tK<l ti,<; Eup001t11c; &yvota. 
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122 Agathemerus, Sketch of Geography, Proem 2 (GRBS v.16 [1975] 
p.60.24-8 Diller) 

Therefore the ancients wrote that the inhabited region is circu­
lar, that Greece lay in its middle and Delphi in (Greece's) middle. 
For it holds the navel of the earth. Democritus, a very learned man, 
was the first to see that the earth is oblong, having a length one and 
a half times the width, and Dicaearchus the Peripatetic agreed with 
him. 

123 Agathemerus, Sketch of Geography, Proem 5 (GRES v.16 [1975] 
p.61.13-16 Diller) 

Dicaearchus divides the earth not by waters, but by a straight, 
proportioned cut from the Pillars through Sardinia, Sicily, 
Peloponnesus, Ionia, Caria, Lycia, Pamphylia, Cilicia and Taurus 
in tum until Mount Imaus. In terms of these places, the ref ore, he 
applied the names North and South. 

124 Strabo, Geography 2.4.1-3 (CB v.1 p.70.5-73.2 Lasserre) 

In writing his geography of Europe, Polybius says he passes 
over the ancient geographers but examines those who criticize them, 
Dicaearchus and Eratosthenes, the last to have been active con­
cerning geography, and Pytheas, by whom (Polybius says) many 
have been misled. . . . (Polybius) says it is much better to believe 
(Euhemerus) the Messanian than (Pytheas). (Euhemerus), you see, 
claims that he sailed only to one country, Panchaea, whereas Pytheas 
claims that he saw for himself the whole northern region of Europe 

2 up to the limits of the world ... Eratosthenes calls Euhemerus a 
storyteller and he believes Pytheas, although not even Dicaearchus 
believed these things. However, that phrase "although not even 
Dicaearchus believed," is ridiculous; as if it were fitting for Era­
tosthenes to use that man as a standard, against whom he himself 
directs so many criticisms. Eratosthenes' ignorance concerning 
the western and northern parts of Europe has already been stated. 



120 Dicaearchus of Messana 

aAA' EKEtvcp µev lC(ll ~tKatapxcp cruyyv©µ11, 'tOt<; µ11 K<X'ttOOU<Jt 
'tOU<; t07tOU~ €KEtvouc;. IloAu~icp OE l((Xl. Ilocr£t0roviq> tic; av 15 

cruyyvoi,i; aAAfX µ11v Il0Au~16<; yi ecrttv 6 Acxo8oyµcxtt1efX<; KaA&v 
, I t\ - ' ,-. , I ,-. I 

anoq>ClO'Et<;, Cl<; 1t0t0UV'tat 1tEpt trov EV tOU'tOl<; tote; t07t0t<; 

8tacr't11µctt(OV l((ll EV aAAOt<; 7tOAAOt<;, aAA' ou8' £Vol~ £1CetVOU<; 

EAEYXEl Ka0apEUCOV. 1:0U youv LltKatUpxou µupiou<; µev £i1t6v1:oc; 
touc; €1tl <JtllA<l<; Cl1to 't'll<; IlEA07tOVVT\ClOU crtaoiouc;, 7tA€tOU<; bt 20 

'tOU'tffiV touc; E1tt 'tOV 'Aopicxv µexpt tOU µuxou, tOU O' £1tt crt11Afl; 
to µexpt tOU 1top0µou tp1crx1Aiouc; Cl1tob6vto<;, ffic; yivecr0at to 

AOt7tOV E1ttCXKtcrx1AtOU<; to &no 1top0µou µEXPl crtrtA&v. 'tOU~ µEv 
-rptcrxtAiou~ £<iv q>flcrtv, el-r' e'O Aaµ~Uvov'tat £l't€ µfl, 'toU~ 0' 
E1t'taK1crx1Aiou<; ou◊Etepcoc;, ouOE t~v xapaAicxv eKµEtpouvtt, 25 

OU'!€ tl)V 81a µecrou tOU 1tEAClyouc;. . .. 1tpocrtE8EV'tOOV OE -t&v Cl1to 
't'Jl~ TIEA01tovv11crou £7tl tOV 1top0µov tp1crx1Airov' oi cruµ1taV1tE~ -
EO-OV'tUl atabtOt, autot f,1t' eu0cia~, 7tAEtOU<; 11 8t1tAClatot cbv 
~tKatapxo<; £in£· ttAEtOU<; {)£ 'tOUtOOV ~OU<; £7tl tOV µuxov tOV 

'A8ptattKOV OEfl<JEt, <pl)crl, 'tt0evat Kat' EKEtVOV. 30 

3 aAA., 6) cptAE TToAU~lE, q>Cltll 1:t<; &v, OOcr1tEp tOU~OU tOU -
'4f EU<Jµa~os evaprrl 1tapicrtricrt tOV EAE"(XOV Tl 7tEtpa E~ aui;&v' cbv 

,1 , I ( I ,, '"' I I ' , I 

ElPT\KU~ auto<;, ... ou1roc; KUKElVa '!fEUcrµa'tCX E<J'tlV aµq>O'tEpCX, 

1eal 6 ~tKalapxo~ £i1t€, 't0 &nO nop0µoU Enl l:-rflAm; dvat cnaOlrov 
E7t'tCXKtcrxtAtrov' Kat O cru OOKEt<; Cl7t00£l~Clt. 35 

I Polybius 34. 1 .1-6 Buttner et Wobst 3 Eratosthenes, fr. 2 Berger 4 Pythias, 
fr. 7a Mette 14 Posidonius, T25 Edelstein et Kidd 

9 µf\OE Meineke: Be µi\tE codd. et Lasserre 10 µ,ioe Meineke : µ11te codd. 
16 A.aoooyµattKa~ Tyrwhitt: oA.a~ c5oyµattKa~ A OJ' 17 1tOlOUVt<ll Groskurd: 
1totpitcxt Aw' 

125 Strabo, Geographica 3.5.5 (CB t.2 p.87.11-13 Lasserre) 

~tx:aiapxo; OE Kat 'Epatocr0lvn; x:cxt TioAu~to<; 1eat oi 
7tA£l(jt0t t&v tEAAJlVCOV 1t£pt 'tOV nop0µov &1to<pa1voucr1 -tac; 
at~Aa~. 

1 Polybius, 34.9.4 
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But while pardon may be allowed to him and Dicaearchus because 
they had not seen those regions, who would pardon Polybius and 
Posidonius? It is in fact Polybius who calls the statements made by 
them concerning the distances in those regions and many other re­
gions 'folk wisdom', though he does not get clear (himself) the 
points which he criticizes. Now Dicaearchus estimates the distance 
from the Peloponnesus to the Pillars at ten thousand stadia, and 
(from the Peloponnesus) to the recess of the Adriatic sea at more 
than this, and when he reckons the part up to the Straights ( of Sic­
ily) at three thousand stadia, the rest from the Straights to the Pil­
lars becomes seven thousand stadia. (Polybius) says that he disre­
gards the three thousand-whether or not they are correctly ac­
cepted-but in no way does he allow the seven thousand, neither 
measuring by the shoreline nor through the middle of the sea. . .. 
If the three thousand from the Peloponnesus to the straight were 
added, the entire number of stades, those alone that fallow a straight 
line, will be more than double what Dicaearchus said; and, says 
(Polybius), according to (Dicaearchus) the number of stades (from 
the Peloponnesus) to the recess of the Adriatic will need to be more 
than this. 

3 But my dear Polybius, one might say, just as the test of these 
things, which you yourself have stated, furnishes the clear refuta­
tion of this falsity, . . . so also both those others are false, what 
Dicaearchus said, namely, that the distance from the Straight to the 
Pillars is seven thousand stades, and what you think you demon­
strate. 

125 Strabo, Geography 3.5.5 (CB v.2 p.87.11-13 Laserre) 

Dicaearchus and Eratosthenes and Polybius and most of the 
Greeks represent the Pillars ( of Heracles) as near the Strait ( of 
Gibraltar). 
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126 Joannes Lydus, De mensibus 4.107 (BT p.147.1-3 Wunsch) 

aAAa Kat LitKCXtapxoc; EV I1£pt68cp 111<; EK 'tll<; 'AtAaVtlKll~ 

0cxAcit~flc; tOV NEtAOV avaxe1cr8at ~OUAe1tCXt. 

1-2 Seneca, Natura/es quaestiones 4a fr. 6 (BT p.189.1-2 Hine); cf Lucani 
Pharsalia 10.255-7 

127 Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.38.2 (t.1 p.252.13-17 Wachsmuth) 

(dtKaiapxoc; 0 Mecrcr)T\vt0<; TlAicp Ka'U't~ Tilv ai-tiav civatifh)crt, 
Ka0'ou<; µev av 't07tOU<; yiv11tat 'tll<; ytl<; 1tA:riµµupov~1 ~a 1tEA<lY17, 

,... 

E~ ffiv 8' av tuxn 1tapa1tocrtac; U7tOCJUVEAKOV'tt. 't<XUta OE 
cruµ~atVEtV 1tEpt t<l<; e!pa<; K<Xt tCl<; µEcrnµ~ptv<l<; €KKAtO"Et<;. 

I 6t1eo:{apxoc; o Mecro Meineke, Diels: (Eu)11v1oc; Wachsmuth: ... . 11v10<; D 4 
1tep1. Meineke: 1tapa. codd. 
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126 John of Lydia, On Months 4.107 (BTp.147.1-3 Wunsch) 

But even Dicaearchus in the Circuit of the Earth wants the Nile 
to takes its rise from the Atlantic ocean. 

127 Stobaeus, Selections 1.38.2 ( v.1 p.252.13-17 Wachsmuth) 

(Dicaearchus) the Messanian also himself refers the cause to 
the sun, which causes the seas to overflow in whatever areas of the 
earth they are, and draws them away with itself from the places it 
recedes from on each occasion. These things occur around the morn­
ing and the noon shifts. 
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CONCORDANCES 

F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles, Texte und Commentar, Band 1: 
Dikaiarchos Basel, Schwabe, 1967 .2nd edition. 

Mirhady Wehrli Mirhady Wehrli Mirhady Wehrli Mirhady Wehrli 

2 I 33 25 63 61 95 92 
3 2 34 28 64 52 96 74 
4 1, I 35 46 65 53 97 103 
5 3 36 31 66 53, I 98 103,I 
6 26 37 30 67 54 99 75 
7 4 38 32 68 101 100 76 
8 27 39 93 69 37-8 101 80 
9 69 40 33 70 66 102 77 
10 68 41A 34 71 39 103 83 
11A-C 18a, 70, 418 35a-b 72 60 104 84 

18c 42 36 73 62 105 98 
12 117 43 29 74 85 106 95 
13 5 44 100 75 102 107 96 
14 8c 45 41 76 65 108 94 
15 8d 46A om. 77 64 109 97 
16 8e 46B om. 78 24 110 99 
17 Sf 46C 45 79 20 112 78 
18 8b 47 40 80 19 113 79 
19 7 48 42 81 21 114 81 
20 8i 49 43 82 22 115A 82 
21A-B 1 l,12a-d 50 44 83 23 115B om. 
22 12e 52 118 84 86 116 116 
23 8k 53 47 85 87 117 104 
24 8a 54 48 86 67 118 105 
25 8h 55 51 87 72 119 106 
26 8g 56A-B 49-50 88 71 120 107 
27 9 57 59 89 88 121 108 
28 IOa 58 57a 90 89 122 109 
29 10b 59 58a 91 om. 123 110 
30A-B 13a-b 60 55 92 73 124 Ill 
31A-C 14-16 61 56 93 90 125 112 
32 17 62 63 94 91 126 113 

127 114 
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w M w M w M w M 

1 2 19 80 53,I 66 86 84 
1,1 4 20 79 54 67 87 85 
2 3 21 81 55 60 88 89 
3 5 22 82 56 61 89 90 
4 7 23 83 57a 58 90 93 
5 13 24 78 57b app.58 91 94 
6 118 25 33 58a 59 92 95 
7 19 26 6 58b app.59 93 39 
8a 24 27 8 59 57 94 108 
8b 18 28 34 60 72 95 106 
8c 14 29 43 61 64 96 107 
8d 15 30 37 62 73 97 109 
8e 16 31 36 63 62 98 105 
8f 17 32 38 64 77 99 110 
8g 26 33 40 65 76 100 44 
8h 25 34 41A 66 70 101 68 
8i 20 35a 41A 67 86 IO 1,1 app.68 
8k 23 35b 418 68 10 102 75 
9 27 36 42 69 9 103 97 
10a 28 37 69 70 11B 103, I 98 
10b 29 38 69 70,I om. 104 117 
11 21a 39 71 71 88 105 118 
12a app.21A 40 47 72 87 106 119 
12b app.21A 41 45 73 92 107 120 
12c app.21A 42 48 74 96 108 121 
12d app.21A 43 49 75 99 109 122 
12e 22 44 50 76 100 110 123 
13a 30A 45 46C 77 102 111 124 
13b 308 46 35 78 112 112 125 
14 31A 47 53 79 113 113 126 
15 318 48 54 80 101 114 127 
16 31C 49 56A 81 114 115 79 
17 32 50 568 82 115A 1 I 6 116 
18a 11A 51 55 83 103 117 12 
18b 118 52 58 84 104 118 52 
18c 11C 53 65 85 74 
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C. Muller, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum. vol. 2. pp. 225-68. 
Paris: Didot, 1848 (repr. 1975). 

Millier Mirhady Muller Mirhady Millier Mirhady Muller Mirhady 

1 56A 20 9 39 101 58 119 
2 56B 21 2 40 102 62 19 
3 53 22 118 41 103 63 23 
4 54 23 87,88 42 104 64 18, 20, 
5 55 24 47 43 89 21A, 24, 
6 57 25 48 44 90 25 
7 58,59 26 50 45 99 65 27 
8 60,61 27 45 46 84 66 29 
9 64 28 37,38 47 85 67 78 
10 67 29 40 48 73 69 31A-B, 
11 65 30 42,69 49 74 32 
12 63 31 41A 50 97 70 308 
13 70 32 418 51 44 71 80 
14 82 33 71 52 126 72 81 
15 72 34 106-9 53 118, 121 73 79 
16 62 35 105 54 122 74 35 
17 76 36 110 55 123 75 43 
18 77 37 100 56 124 
19 83 38 113 57 125 

Mirhady Muller Mirhady Muller Mirhady Muller Mirhady Muller 

2 21 35 74 55 5 71 33 
9 20 37 28 56A 1 72 15 
118 22 38 28 568 2 73 48 
18 64 40 29 57 6 74 49 
19 62 41A 31 58 7 76 17 
20 64 418 32 59 7 77 18 
21A 64 42 30 60 8 78 67 
23 63 43 75 61 8 79 73 
24 64 44 51 62 16 80 71 
25 64 45 27 63 12 81 72 
27 65 47 24 64 9 82 14 
29 66 48 25 65 I 1 83 19 
30b 70 50 26 67 10 84 46 
31A-B 69 53 3 69 30 85 47 
32 69 54 4 70 13 86 67 
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Mirhady Millier Mirhady Millier Mirhady Millier Mirhady Millier 

87 72 95 33a 105 35 118 53 
88 71 97 50 106 34 119 58 
89 43 99 45 107 34 121 53 
90 44 100 37 108 34 122 54 
92 73 101 39 109 34 123 55 
93 90 102 40 110 36 124 56 
94 91 103 41 113 38 125 57 

126 52 



INDEX OF TEXTS AND PASSAGES 

AGATHEMERUS (post saec. 1 ante Chr.) 
Geographiae inf ormatio 

Wehrli Mirhady 

prooemion 2 (GRBS t.16 [1975] p.60.24-28 Diller) 109 122 
prooemion 5 (GRBS t.16 [1975] p.61 .13-16) 110 123 

ANECDOTA GRAECA OXONIENSIA: vid. MELETIUS 

ANONYMUS 
Vita Aristotelis Latina (post saec 6 a.D.) 

46-7 (AABT p.157.13-17 During) 
Vita Aristotelis Marciana (post saec. 6 a.D.) 

196 (p.6.32 et 17 .30-2 Gigon) 

ANONYMUS GRAMMATICUS ROMANUS 
De notis veterum criticis 

3 (Lexicon Vindobonense p.273.16-17 Nauck) 

APOLLONIUS DYSCOLUS (saec. 2. a.D.) 
De pronomine 

60B ( t.1.1 p .48 .1-11 Uhlig et Schneider) 

ATHENAEUS (nat. c. a.D. 200) 
Deipnosophistae 

1.25 14D-E (CB t.1 p.32.9-14 Desrousseaux) 
3.31 85F (BT t.1 p.198.14-24 Kaibel) 
4.19 141A-C (BTt.1 p.319.25-320.17) 
11.4 460F-461A (BT t.3 p.3.25--4.1) 
11.58 479D-E (BT t.3 p.55.10-56.1) 
13.5 557B (BT t.3 p.228.16-21) 

128 

1,1 4 

app.1,1 app.4 

90 

91 

62 
99 
72 
98 
97 
64 

93 

94 

73 
110 
87 

105 
109 

77 



13.67 594E-595A (BT t.3 p.311.4-18) 
13.80 603A-B (BT t.3 p.330.4-10) 
14.12 620D (BT t.3 p.367.27-368.1) 
14.39 636C-D (BT t.3 p.404.16-405.2) 
14.48 641E-F (BT t.3 p.417.9-14) 
15.2 666B-C (BT t.3 p.472.6--17) 
15.5 667B-C (BT t.3 p.474.23-475.4) 
15.7 668D-E (BT t.3 p.478.12-15) 

ATTICUS PLATONICUS: vid. EUSEBIUS 
fr. 7.9-10 (CB p.63.16-20 des Places) 

CENSORINUS (saec. 3 a.D.) 
De die natali 

4.2--4 (BT p. 4.18-5.10 Sallman) 

CICERO (106-43 a.C.) 
Academici libri 

2.124 (BTp.89.19-21 Plasberg) 
Ad Atticum 

2.2.2 (BT t.1 p.53.21-54.5 Shackleton Bailey) 
2.12.4 (BT t.l p.69.6--12) 
2.16.3 (BT t.l p.74.5-12) 
6.2.3 (BT t.1 p.220. 7-22) 
7.3.1 (BTt.l p.246.24-247.6) 
8.4.1 (BT t.l p.294.14-16) 
13.30.2 (BT t.2 p.545.15-16) 
13.31.2 (BT t.2 p.546.9-11) 
13.32.2 (BT t.2 p.547.16-19) 
13.33.2 (BT t.2 p.549.14-15) 

De divinatione 
1.5 (BT p.4.11-13 Giomini) 
1.113 (BT p.65.3-7) 
2.100 (BT p.124.25-125.3) 
2.105 (BT p.127.2-4) 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

21 
23 
87 
60 
19 
95 
96 
94 

8i 

47 

8f 

69 
27 
25 
20 
28 
4 

68 
18a 
70 

18c 

14 
15 
16 
17 

81 
83 
85 
72 
80 

106 
107 
108 

20 

53 

17 

9 
8 

33 
79 
34 

7 
10 

11A 
11B 
11C 

31A 
31B 
31C 

32 
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De finibus 
4.79 (BT p.155.7-14 Schiche) 

De legibus 
3.14 (CB p.88.10-18 de Plinval) 

De officiis 
2.16-17 (OCT p.74.21-75.2 Winterbottom) 

Tusculanae disputationes 
1.21 (BT p.228.2-15 Pohlenz) 
1.24 (BT p.229.24-5) 
1.41 (BT p.238.8-17) 
1.51 (BTp.243.11-13) 
1.77 (BT p.256.23-7) 
4.71 (BT p.398.1-5) 

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS (c. a.D. 150-215) 
Protrepticus ad Graecos 

2.30.7 (GCS t. l p.23.2-7 Stahlin) 

CODICES 
Parisinus Graecus 

Wehrli Mirhady 

3 5 

67 86 

24 78 

7 19 
8c 14 
8d 15 
8e 16 
9 27 

43 49 

54 67 

supplementum 443 (GGM t. l p.243al 9 Millier) 117 12 
Vatican us 

435 (Hermes t.27 [1892] p.119.37-120.26 Amim) 31 36 

[DEMETRIUS] (saec. I ante Chr.-saec. 1 a.D.) 
De elocutione 

181-2 (CB p.52.11-22 Chiron) 39 71 

DIOGENES LAERTIUS (saec. 3 a.D.) 
Vitae philosophorum 

1.40 (OCT t.l p.16.21-6 Long) 30 37 
1.41(OCTt.lp.17.9-18) 32 38 
3.4 (OCT t. I p.122.13-23) 40 47 
3.38 (OCT t. l p.137 .22-5) 42 48 
3.46 (OCT t.1 p.140.19-141.3) 44 50 
8.40 (OCTt.2 p.410.11-13) 35b 41B 



EUSEBIUS (A.D. 265-339/40) 
Praeparatio evangelica 

15.9.10 (vid. ATIICUS) 

EUSTATHIUS (saec. 12 a.D) 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

8i 20 

Commentarium in Dionysii periegetae orbis descriptionem 
767 (GGM t.2 p.350.34 44 Muller) 56 61 

[GALENUS] (post. saec. 2 a.D.) 
De historia philosophica 

24 (DG p.613.14-16 Diels) 
105 (DG p.639.27-9) 

GELLIUS, AULUS (c. a.D. 130-180) 
Noctes Atticae 

4.11.14 (OCTt.1 p.178.26-179.3 Marshall) 

GEMINUS (saec. 1 ante Chr.) 
Elementa astronomiae 

17.5 (CB p.84.12-15 Aujac) 

HERMIAS (saec. 2-6 a.D.) 
Irrisio gentilium philosophorum 

2 (DG p.651.13 Diels) 

HESYCHIUS (saec. 5 vel 6 a.D.) 
Lexicon 

10a 
13a 

36 

106 

28 
30A 

42 

119 

12dapp.21A 

s.v. ev ni0cp (no.3276, t.1 p.107.31-108.2 Latte) app.100 app.44 

HIERONYMUS (c. a.D. 350 420) 
Adversus Iovinianum 

2.13 (PL t. 23 col.315.42-316.5 Migne) 

IAMBLICHUS: vid. STOBAEUS 

IOANNES LYDUS (saec. 6 a.D.) 
De mensibus 

4.107 (BT p.147.1-3 Wunsch) 

50 568 

113 126 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

LACTANTIUS (c. a.D. 240-320) 
Institutiones divinae 

7.13.7 (CSEL t.19 pars 1 sec. 2 p.627.1-9 Brandt) ]Ob 29 

MARTIANUS CAPELLA (saec. 4-5 a.D.) 
De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii 

6.590-1 (p.292.16-293.3 Dick) 108 121 

MELETIUS (saec. 7-9 a.D.) 
De natura hominis 

De anima (Anecdota Graeca Oxon. t.3 p.145.3-11 
Cramer) 

NEMESIUS (saec. 4 a.D.) 
De natura hominis 

2 (BT p.17.1-10 Morani) 
2 (BT p.22.19-22) 

PAPYRUSOXYRHYNCHUS 
2506 

fr. 6a, 77, 79, 137b (CPF pars 1 t.1.2 
p.30--1 Montanari) 

2457 
(Philologus 126 [1982] 14 Luppe) 

PAUSANIAS AITICISTA (c. saec. 2 a.D.) 
s.v.crKoA16v (no. 16, p.209.18-20 Erbse) 

PHILODEMUS (saec. 1 ante Chr.) 
Academicorum historia 

PHerc. 164, fr. I Dorandi 
PHerc. 164, fr. 22.1-7 (p.179.15-21, 225 Dorandi) 
PHerc. 1021, col. 1.1-43 (p.148.1-150.13 Gaiser) 
PHerc. 1021, col. 2.1-8 (p.157.1-8) 
PHerc. 1021, col. Y.1-41 (p.152.1-154.7) 

12e 22 

11 21A 
lla 21 B 

om. 111 

om. 115B 

app.468 
51 

46A 
45 46C 

468 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

De Musica 
PHerc. 1572, fr. 2.20-39 (Ricerche soi Papiri 
Ercolanesi 1 [1969] 239a2-ll Rispoli) 93 39 

De Stoicis 
PHerc. 155, fr. 15 (CE 12 [1982] 104.29 Dorandi) 118 52 

PHLEGON 
Mirabilia 

4-5 (Paradoxographi Graeci p.130.24-131.20 
Westermann) 

PHOTIUS (c. a.D. 810-95) 
Bibliotheca 

37 (CB t.1 p.22.20--30 Henry) 

PLINIUS (a.D. 23/24-79) 
Naturalis historia 

1.[2] (CB t.1 p.61.28 Beaujeu) 
l.[4] (CB t.l p.64.8) 
1.[5] (CB t.l p.66.2) 
1.[6] (CB t.1 p.67.34) 
2.162 (BT t. l p.188.23-189 .4 Mayhoff) 

PLUTARCHUS (c. a.D. 46-120) 
Moralia 
De E apud Delphos 

37-38 

71 

116 
116 
116 
116 
105 

69 

88 

116 
116 
116 
116 
118 

1 384D (BT t.3 p.1.4-8 Sieveking) 77 102 
Quaestiones convivales 

4 Praef. 659E-660A (BT t.4 p.117 .6-16 Hubert) 46 35 
8.2 719A-B (BT t.4 p.262.19-263.7) 41 45 

An seni gerenda res publica 
26 796C-797 A (BT t.5.1 p.53.17-54.28 
Hubert et Drexler) 29 43 

Non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum 
12 1095A (BT t.6.2 p.144.11-15 Pohlenz et Westman)73 92 
13 1096A (BT t.6.2 p.146.10-19) 74 96 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

Adversus Colotem 
14 1115A (BT t.6.2 p.189.7-19 Pohlenz et Westman) 5 13 

Vitae 
Agesilaus 

19.9(BTt.3.2p.217.17-21 Ziegler) 65 76 
Theseus 

21.1-3 (BT t.1.1 p.18.22-19.3 Ziegler) 85 74 
32.5 (BTt.1.1 p.31.11-16) 66 70 

[PLUTARCHUS] 
De placitis philosophorum (saec. 2 a.D.) 

4.2.5 898B-C (BT t.5.2.1 p.115.11-20 Mau) 
5.1 904E (BT t.5.2.1 p.134.1-3) 

PORPHYRIUS (c. a.D. 232/3-305) 
Vita Pythagorae 

12aapp.21A 
13b 308 

18-19 (CB p.44.1--45.3 des Places) 33 40 
56-7 (CB p.63.4-64.1) 34, 35a 41A 

De abstinentia ab esu animalium 
4.2.1-9 (CB t.3 p.1.16--4.7 Patillon et Segonds) 49 56A 

SCHOLIA 
In Apollonii Rhodii Argonautica 

4.272-4 (p.277 .24-278.3 Wendell) 
4.276 (p.278.8-12) 

In Aristophanis Aves 
1403 (p.24la.41-7 Duebner) 

In Aristophanis Nubes 
1364c (p.239.8-12 Koster) 

In Aristophanis Pacem 
1244 (p.176.9-16 Holwerda) 

In Aristophanis Ranas 
Hypothesis 1 ( c) (p.114.26-29 Dover) 

In Aristophanis Vespas 
544b (p.86.10-17 Koster) 

In Euripidis Alcestem 
Hypothesis (OCT t.1 p.33.3-14 Diggle) 

57a 58 
58a 59 

75 99 

89 90 

app.95 app.106 

84 104 

86 84 

82 115A 
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In Euripidis Andromacham 
1 (p.247.10-12 Schwartz) 

In Euripidis Medeam 
Hypothesis 27-9 (BT p.4.5-7 Van Looy) 

In [Euripidis] Rhesum 
Hypothesis 1.26 (BT p.4.3-12 Zanetto) 

In Homeri Iliadem 
6.396 (t.1 p.244.3-10 Dindorf) 

In Homeri Odysseam 
1.332 (p.58.25-59 .12 Dindorf) 

In Pindari Olympiacas 
6.7b (BT p.155.24-156.2 Drachmann) 

In Platonis Apologiam 
19c (p.421.16-20 Greene) 

In Platonis Gorgiam 
451e (p.134.1--4 Greene) 

In Sophoclis Aiacem 
Hypothesis (OCT p.1.11-13 Pearson) 

In Sophoclis Oedipodem Tyrannum 
Hypothesis secunda (OCT p.109.20-3 Pearson) 

SENECA, LUCIUS ANNAEUS (2 ante Chr.-a.D. 65) 
Naturales quaestiones 

Wehrli Mirhady 

53,1 66 

63 62 

81 114 

53 65 

92 95 

22 82 

83 103 

app.88 app.89 

79 113 

80 101 

4a fr. 6 (BT p.189.1-2 Hine) app.113 app.126 

SEXTUS EMPIRICUS (exeunte saec. 2 a.D.) 
Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes 

2.31 (BT t.1 p.71.28-72.2 Mutschmann et Mau) 
Adversus mathematicos 

3.3 (BTt.3 p.107.11-17 Mau) 
7.348-9 (BT t.2 p.80.6-12 Mutschmann) 

SIMPLICIUS (saec. 6 a.D.) 
In Aristotelis Categorias 

8h25 (CAG t. 8 p.216.12-15 Kalbfleisch,) 

8b 

78 
8a 

8g 

18 

112 
24 

26 
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STEPHANUS BYZANTIUS (saec. 6 a.D.) 
Ethnica 

s.v. ~OOp1ov (p. 251.6-9 Meineke) 
s.v. 1tci~pa (p. 511.17-512.13) 
s.v. XaAOato1 (p.680.4-14) 

STOBAEUS (saec. 5 a.D.) 
Anthologium 

1.38.2 (t.1 p.252.13-17 Wachsmuth) 
1.49.la(t.1 p.318.19-320.3) 
1.49.32 (t.1 p.366.25-367 .9) = IAMBLICHUS 

STRABO (c. 63 ante Chr.-a.D. 19) 
Geographica 

I.I.I (CB t.1 p.1.1-10 Lasserre) 
2.4.1-3 (CB t.1 p.70.5-73.2) 
3.5.5 (CB t.2 p.87.11-13) 

SUDA (exeunte saec. 10 a.D.) 
s.v. 'Ap1at6~EVO<; (no. 3927, LG t.l pars I 

Wehrli Mirhady 

61 
52 
55 

63 
64 
60 

114 127 
12bapp.21A 
8k 23 

104 
111 
112 

117 
124 
125 

p.357.12-14 Adler) 2 3 
s.v. Ll1Kaiapxo<; (no. 1062, LG t.1 pars 2 p.93.30-94.4) 1 2 
s.v. crKOAtov (no. 643, LG t.1 pars 4 p.382.28-383.3) 88 89 

TERTULLIANUS (c. a.D. 160-225) 
De anima 

15.1-3 (CC Series latina, pars 2 p.801.4-17 Waszink) 8h 25 

THEMISTIUS (c. a.D. 317-88) 
23 Sophistes 

285C (BT t.2 p.79.8-12 Schenkel et al.) 

THEODORETUS (ineunte saec. 5 a.D.) 
Graecarum aff ectionum cu ratio 

5.18 (BT p.126.22-127.4 Raeder) 

26 6 

12capp.21A 



THEON SMYRNAEUS (saec. 2 a.D.) 
De utilitate mathematicae 

(p.124.19-125 .1 Hiller) 

VARRO (116-27 ante Chr.) 
De re rustica 
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Wehrli Mirhady 

107 120 

1.2.15-16 (CB t.l p.16.18-17.6 Heurgon) 51 55 
2.1.3-9 (CB t.2 p.13.7-16.9) 48 54 

VITA AESCHYLI 
· 15 (TrGF t.3 p.36.56-9 Radt) 76 100 

ZENOBIUS (saec. 2 a.D.) 
Epitome collectionum Lucilli Tarrhaei et Didymi 

2.15 (CPG t.1 p.35.7-9 Lentsch et Schneidewin) 103 97 
3.65 (CPG t.1 p.73.6-13) 100 44 
3.99 (CPG t.l p.83.3-6) om. 91 
4.26 (CPG t.1 p.91.4-6) 101 68 
5.23 (CPG t.1 p.125.3-11) 59 57 
6.16 (CPG t.1 p.166.6-9) 102 75 

Epitome proverbiorum Didymi Tarrhaei 
2.100 (Melanges de litterature grecque [ 1868] 
p.368.16-18 Miller) 103, I 98 

ZENO VERONENSIS (SAEC. 4 a.D.) 
Tractatus 

1.2.4 (CCSL t.22 p.15.27-9 Lofstedt) om. app.29 
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67 

Nausicaa 
Neophron 
Nicomachus 4 
Nicostratus, son of Aristophanes, aka 

Philetaerus 103 
Nile 126 
Nilus 59 
Ninus 60 

Occelus of Lucania 
Olympia 10, 85 

Pamphylia 
Pamphylus 
Panchaea 
Panaetius 

123 
38 

124 
5 
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53 
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Philip of Macedon 77 
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Phrynicus, comic poet 1 04 
-Muses 104 
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-Phaedo 218 
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-Roman Sayings 36 
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Seven Wise Men 37, 38 
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Socrates 25, 43, 45 
Solon 38 
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-Tympanistai 60 
Spain 54 
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-In Reply to the Natural Philoso-

phers 13 
Thero 79 n.1 
Theseus 74 
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53 

Xenophon 76 
Xerxes 75 

Zeno of Citium 54 
Zeus 68 
Zopyrus of Magnesia 93 
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Dicaearchus on the Soul 
and on Divination 

R. W. Sharples 

The problem I wish to discuss in this paper1 can be stated simply 
enough. On the one hand, Dicaearchus is reported in some texts as hav­
ing denied the very existence of the soul. On the other, he is said to have 
given the soul a part to play in divination. How are these conflicting 
reports to be reconciled? 

The question is a significant one for several interlocking reasons. 
There has been much discussion in recent years2 of Aristotle's position 
on what for us is the ''mind-body" problem, but in the context of 
Aristotle's thought (leaving aside, for the moment only, the Active Intel­
lect) rather the "soul-body'' problem.3 That discussion has in part been 

1 This paper was given successively at the Boulder conference on Demetrius and 
Dicaearchus~ and to a seminar at the University of Edinburgh; I am grateful to all who 
contributed to the discussion, and especially to Victor Caston, who was the respondent 
at the conference, and to Jeff Carr, Paolo Crivelli, Bill Fortenbaugh, David Robinson and 
Dory Scaltsas. 

2 Comprehensively represented by the papers in M. C. Nussbaum and A. 0. Rorty 
(eds.), Essays on Aristotle s De Anima (Oxford, 1992). 

3 The modern statement of the problem in terms of mind being above all due to 
Descartes; cf. Michael Frede, "'On Aristotle's Conception of the Soul,'' in Nussbaum and 
Rorty (above, n. 2) 93-107, at 93-94. 
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stimulated by contemporary philosophical controversy, of which more 
later; and it is not only in connection with Aristotle that the question of 
the reducibility or otherwise of the psychological has been raised in the 
context of interpretations of ancient philosophy.4 Moreover, since soul 
for Aristotle is f onn, discussion of the relation between soul and body in 
Aristotle is directly linked to the debate over whether ancient Peripatet­
ics-first Aristotle's immediate colleagues and successors, and later 
Andronicus and Alexander of Aphrodisias-held materialist views 
which were essentially un-Aristotelian.5 For all these reasons study of 
Dicaearchus' views on the soul seems both philosophically and philo­
logically opportune. The present paper will in part be an investigation 
of the methods to be used in assessing ancient evidence, and of the 
grounds on which we may or may not be justified in dismissing any 
particular piece of it. 

The apparent conflict stated in my first paragraph is indeed reminis­
cent of one much discussed in connection with another, and more fa­
mous, ancient philosopher: Empedocles, who on the one hand appar­
ently interpreted thought materialistically,6 and on the other believed in 
reincarnation. Much discussion of whether Empedocles was a "scien­
tist'' or a ''mystic''-or, as some have suggested, was first one and then 
the other, in whichever order7-reflects the working out in the labora­
tory of antiquity of modern tensions and anxieties;8 and in pursuing the 
modem literature on Dicaearchus one sometimes catches echoes of the 

4 Notably in David Sedley's seminal papers 4'Epicurus' Refutation of Determinism," 
Syzetesis, Festschrift Gigante (Naples, 1983) 11-51, and id., "Epicurean Anti-reduction­
ism," in Matter and Metaphysics, ed. J. Barnes and M. Mignucci (Naples, 1988) 297-
327 .. However, I do not think that his attribution to Epicurus of an emergentism that in­
volves the causation of atomic swerves by mental events succeeds; see my HEpicurus, 
Carneades and the Atomic Swerve," BICS 38 (1991-1993) 174-90. 

5 Below, nn. 38-40, 44. 
6 Empedocles, frr. I 05, I 07, I 09 DK. 
7 The views respectively of Bidez and of Diels and Kern; cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, A 

History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 2 (Cambridge, 1965) 124-25. 
8 In the light of D. O'Brien's comments in "Empedocles Revisited," Ancient Philoso­

phy 15 ( 1995) 403-70 especially 437 and 441, I should perhaps emphasise that I am not 
claiming that the connection of an interpretation with particular more recent preoccu• 
pations is in itself any argument against it as an interpretation, nor yet that the particu­
lar point with which O'Brien is there concerned, the distinction (and also connection) 
between Empedocles' two poems in terms of their contents, is not established by con­
vincing evidence. My claim is simply that anachronistic preoccupations can, and some­
times have, influenced the reporting and interpreting of earlier thinkers both in later 
antiquity and more recently (O'Brien agrees: 458), and that we should be aware of the 
possibility that this has happened in the case of Dicaearchus. 
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same issues. There has however been much less interest until relatively 
recently, at least in countries which have English as their primary lan­
guage, both in post-Aristotelian philosophy in general, and in particular 
in Aristotle's own successors and in the doxographical tradition which 
will provide much of our evidence. It may be such incidental reasons 
that explain why Dicaearchus has been less of a cause celebre than his 
fellow-Sicilian Empedocles. 

Before coming to the central issue, however, it will be necessary to 
engage in some analysis of the ancient evidence for Dicaearchus' posi­
tion. 

1. A ''Harmony'' Theory of the Soul in Dicaearchus? 

Ancient sources from the doxographical tradition-the pseudo-Plutarch 
Placita, Stobaeus, Theodoret-attribute to Dicaearchus an identifica­
tion of the soul as a ''harmony'' or attunement of the four elements;9 that 
is, presumably, though we are not explicitly told so, of earth, air, fire and 
water. Nemesius 10 gives a similar report, but immediately glosses it by 

9 [Plutarch] Plac. 4.2.5, Stobaeus Eel. 1.49.1, Theodoret Gr. aft. cur. 5.18 (cf. app. 
21 A). The view that soul is a harmony, with no further specification, is attributed to 
Dicaearchus by Hermias (below, n. 10) and by Meletius = Anecd. Oxon vol. 3 145.3 
Cramer= 22 (for Meletius see H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der 
Byzantiner, vol. 2. Byzantinisches Handbuch 5.2 [Munich, 1978] 304). 

10 Nemesius nat. horn. 2, p. 17.10 Morani (Leipzig, 1987) = 21A. The MSS of 
Nemesius inf act have not "Dicaearchus" but "Deinarchus"; ''Dicaearchus" is Matthaei 's 
substitution based on [Plutarch] and Stobaeus. Not surprisingly, a text dependent on 
Nemesius also has ''Deinarchus" (Hermias irris. gentil. philos. 1 = H. Diels, Doxographi 
Graeci [Berlin, 1879] 651.13, cf. app. 21 A; the names from Nemesius according to Diels 
262, but see also J. Mansfeld, "Doxography and Dialectic. The Sitz im Leben of the 
'Placita' ," ANRWII.36.4 [Berlin, 1990] 3056-3229, at 3072 n. 47). Theodoret too has 
not "Dicaearchus" but "Clearchus" (Theodoret gr. aff cur. 5.18 p. 127.4 Raeder= 
Clearchus, fr. 9 Wehrli). "Clearchus" at any rate must be wrong, for Clearchus argued 
that the soul can be independent of the body (Clearchus frr. 7-8 Wehrli. H.B. Gottschalk, 
"Soul as Harmonia," Phronesis 16 (1971) l 79-98, at 186-87 n. 26; P. M. Huby, "The 
Paranormal in the Works of Aristotle and his Circle," Apeiron 13 [1979] 53-62, 
at 57-58). . 

Morani retains "Deinarchus" in the text of Nemesius. Gottschalk argues (186-87 
n. 26) that no such philosopher is known; actually this isn't quite true, for there was a 
Deinarchus who was a first-generation Pythagoreant recorded in Iamblichus' Life of 
Pythagoras (lamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 36.267, p. 145.15 Dtibner; R. Goulet (ed.), 
Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antiques, t. II [Paris, 1994] 617). There is however no 
other evidence to connect him with the theory of soul as harmony. But even if it is 
Dicaearchus who is the ultimate object of these reports, Mansfeld argues (3078) that 
"Deinarchus" and "'Clearchus" are what Nemesius and Theodoret respectively wrote, 
and so should not be emended by editors of those authors' texts. Gottschalk argues (loc. 
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describing it as an attunement of the four primary qualities, hot, cold, 
wet and dry. To a certain extent these reports may give a not unreason­
able characterisation of the type of view of the soul Dicaearchus held, in 
its general outline. But both the definition of soul as an attunement, and 
its identification as an attunement of the four elements, have been ques­
tioned. It is therefore necessary to consider these two points, in this or­
der, at the outset. But it should be emphasised that they are both in a 
sense preliminary and ancillary to the main argument of this paper. 

Cicero attributes to Dicaearchus, in a dialogue set at Corinth, the view 
that life-rather than soul; we shall return to this point later-is a power 
in a body "configured" in such a way that it has strength and sensation 
through a ''natural blending" (temperatio naturae). 11 As Gottschalk has 
pointed out, 12 there is no reference to ''harmony" or attunement either 
here or in a reference by Lactantius13 to the soul as mortal for Dicae­
archus. Cicero links Dicaearchus with Aristoxenus, 14 and Gottschalk 
suggests that the term ''harmony'' may have been transferred by the 
other sources from the latter to the former, while the actual borrowing in 
terms of theory may have been in the opposite direction. That is to say, 
Dicaearchus may have formulated a theory of the soul, or of life, as the 
arrangement of the body, and Aristoxenus, whose specifically musical 
interests are much better attested, may have borrowed the theory and 
applied the term "harmony'' to it. 15 A theory of soul as ''harmony'' was 
indeed already attacked by Plato in the Phaedo, 16 and Plutarch describes 

cit.) that Nemesius' HDeinarchus" shows that he is not dependent on a doxographical 
source; but if "Deinarchus" is indeed simply a mistake Nemesius may still be so depen­
dent, albeit indirectly (cf. Mansfeld, 3078 n. 77. On Nemesius' sources, and his (indi­
rect) connection with the doxographical tradition here, cf. Mansfeld 3076ff. and n. 70; 
H. Dorrie, Porphyrios' Su1n1nikta Zetenzata, Zetemata 20 [Munich, 1959] 111-26). Just 
to add to the complexities, [Galen]'s History of Philosophy twice has '~Diarchus," ap­
parently not a personal name in regular use at all, in texts which seem secured by other 
parallels as referring to Dicaearchus, on the mortality of the soul and on divination re­
spectively ([Galen] hist. philos., Dox. p. 613.15 = 28 and p. 639.27 = 30A. The former 
passage was emended by Camerarius; Marani in his note on the Nemesius passage cited 
above seems to say that HDiarchus" should be kept, but it is not clear who this "Diarchus" 
would be. Mansfeld (3078, n. 77) suggests that "Deinarchus'' and Theodoret's 
"Clearchus" (above) ,nay be mistaken ancient attempts to correct "Diarchus"; but the 
context in [Galen] seems different from those in Nemesius and in Theodoret 

11 Dicaearchus 19. See below, n. 31. 
12 Gottschalk (above, n. 10) 179-98, at 184-86. 
13 Dicaearchus 29. 
14 Dicaearchus 15-16. 
15 Gottschalk (above, n. 10) 190. 
16 Plato Phaedo 91-94. 
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Dicaearchus as opposing Plato concerning the soul.17 Even if Plutarch 
is right, however, it need not follow that Dicaearchus was def ending the 
''harmony'' theory in precisely the terms in which Plato attacked it. 

What is important for our present concerns is indeed not so much the 
question whether Dicaearchus used the term ''harmony'' for the configu­
ration that produces life, but rather the question how this configuration 
is to be understood. In the Phaedo the harmony theory, put forward by 
the Pythagorean Simmias in arguing against the immortality of the soul, 
is presented in terms of a tempering of the physical constituents of the 
body, and specifically of the extremes of the four primary qualities hot, 
cold, dry and wet. 18 As Gottschalk has pointed out, 19 for Aristoxenus at 
least there is no suggestion that "harmony" is to be understood as a rela­
tion between the elements that go to make up the body; it is rather the 
end-product of the activity of the living organism as a whole. The view 
attributed, though without use of the term "harmony," to Dicaearchus by 
Cicero in 19 is very similar; and Rohde and Gottschalk have therefore 
suggested20 that Dicaearchus' view was like Aristoxenus' and that the 
doxographical tradition has attributed to him the idea of a harmony of 
bodily constituents through a confusion with the theory reported and 
criticised in the Phaedo. Indeed, as we hav,e seen, Nemesius actually 
makes the harmony a harmony of the four primary qualities, as in the 
Phaedo. 

The possible importance of this issue for our present concerns is that a 
"harmony of the whole organism'' theory held by Dicaearchus might 
seem closer, at any rate, than a harmony-of-the-four-elements theory 

17 Plut. adv. Colot. 14 1115a = 13. There is perhaps room for doubt whether Plutarch 
intends to attribute this motive to Dicaearchus as a historical fact, rather than just de­
scribing the relation between Dicaearchus' views and Plato's. 

18 Plato Phaedo 86bd. One solution to the conundrum of what Simmias, a 
Pythagorean, is doing there representing as Pythagorean a theory which excludes the 
immortality of the soul, has indeed been to suggest that a more general Pythagorean 
theory of the soul as a Hharmony" -perhaps expressing the notion of degrees of virtue, 
or something of the sort-was replaced by a more narrowly physical theory (J. Burnet, 
Plato's Phaedo [Oxford, 1911] 82; id., Early Greek Philosophy, 4th ed. [London, 1930] 
295f. But cf. R. Hackforth, Plato's Phaedo [Cambridge, 1955] 102-3). The conclud­
ing argument of Gottschalk's paper (above, n. 10, 190ff.) is that this did in a sense hap­
pen, but that the person who made the change, for the purposes of his own general ar­
gument, was Plato himself in the Phaedo. 

19 Gottschalk (above, n. 10) 183. Cf. also F. Wehrli, Die Schute des A ristoteles 
(Basel, 1967) 22:84. 

20 E. Rohde, Psyche, vol. 2, tr. W. B. Hillis (New York, 1966) 400 n. 52; Gottschalk 
(above,n. 10) 186-88. 
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would be to Aristotle's own hylomorphism, interpreted as stressing 
the unity in the compound individual of form, in this case soul, and 
body.21 

2. Did Dicaearchus Deny the Existence of the Soul? 

As we have seen, Cicero in Tusculans 1.21 = 19 reports Dicaearchus as 
denying the very existence of the soul. And while the doxographical 
tradition and Nemesius give alleged definitions of the soul by 
Dicaearchus-which presumably implies its existence in some sense­
other texts too attribute to Dicaearchus a denial of the existence of the 
soul altogether. I shall henceforth refer to these texts as ''the 
eliminativist reports." True, several others of them too are from 
Cicero,22 and may have no value as evidence independently of 19. If we 
believed in a Cicero who assembled his philosophical works from 
Greek sources by use of the ancient equivalent of scissors and paste, 
without ever letting his own thoughts interfere with the process, we 
might be able to argue that different Ciceronian texts constituted inde­
pendent pieces of evidence; but in fact it is quite clear that Cicero, as one 
would in any case expect, associated certain doctrines with certain indi­
viduals in his own mind in such a way that they tend to recur.23 

21 Even Simmias' theory in the Phaedo does not presumably exclude the existence 
of more complex structures, first Aristotle,s uniform and then his non-uniform parts, 
between the level of the four primary qualities on the one hand and the whole living 
creature on the other. But a theory of the harmony of the four primary bodies might seem 
to accommodate these less readily. Admittedly much depends on the detail in which such 
a theory is developed-precisely what doxographical summaries tend to obscure. 
Alexander of Aphrodisias has an account of the soul as the product of the mixture of the 
bodily elements which starts from the four simple bodies, indeed, but works upward 
through successively more complex structures before arriving at the level of the whole 
livinf organism, the form of which is the soul. See below, n. 42, also n. 68. 

2 Cic. Tusc. 1.24, 41, 51 = 14-16; Cic. A cad. pr. 2.124 = 17. ( In the second of these 
passages I take it the sense of ne condoluisse umqua,n videtur, qui animam se habere non 
sentiat is that Dicaearchus felt no grief, since he was not aware that he had a soul [and 
feeling grief implies awareness of the soul], rather than, as J. E. King in the Loeb edi­
tion [Cambridge, Mass./London, 1927] has it, that he felt no grief "at not noticing that 
he had a soul" [my italics].) 

23 Cf., for example, the way in which he repeatedly cites together Aris to of Chios and 
Pyrrho: On Ends 2.43, 3.11-12~ 4.43. J. M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge, 1969) 
7 5 and n. 2; R. J. Hankinson, The Sceptics (London, 1995) 87. The claim that reports 
of particular doctrines in different passages in Cicero may just repeat the same material 
and are not independent of one another does not in any way conflict with the claim that 
he may not be as concerned as we might wish with connections between doctrines at-
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As well as by Cicero, however, Dicaearchus' denial of the existence 
of soul is reported by Tertullian and by Sextus Empiricus. Tertullian24 

reports Dicaearchus as holding that the soul has no ruling part; 
Mansfeld25 links this with the fact that Cicero too, in Tusculans 1.21, 
attributes to Dicaearchus a denial of the existence of mind before devel­
oping this to a general denial of the existence of soul, and suggests26 that 
what we have in both texts is a reflection of a section of a discussion in 
the Vetusta Placita concerned with the location of the ruling part, rather 
than with the nature of the soul as such. Clearly Dicaearchus cannot 
have denied the very existence of the phenomena, such as thought, sen­
sation and the initiation of movement, commonly ascribed to the ruling 
part; so the origin of these reports must be either that he denied that the 
ruling part had any specific physical location, being regarded as a func­
tion of the whole body, or that his denial of a substantial soul has caused 
him to be cited, in a list concerned with the location of the ruling part, as 
denying that this part existed at all (and hence, as it might seem to the 
compiler, a fortiori denying that it had any specific location). These 
explanations are not mutually exclusive. 

Sextus in one text simply reports Dicaearchus as denying that the soul 
exists, 27 but in another reports his view as being that the soul is nothing 
but body in a certain state-pas ekhon soma, in Stoic terminology.28 

Stoic terminology is apparently present in Cicero's report in 19, too, 
soul there being described as a power spread (fusa) throughout living 

tributed to a single philosopher on diverse t(?pics; see below in the final section of this 
paper. 

24 Tertullian De anima 15 = 25 .. J. H. Waszink, Tertullian: De Anima (Amsterdam, 
194 7) 223, takes Tertullian 's argument to be that Dicaearch us, Andreas and Asclepiades 
did away with the ruling part because they placed the senses in the mind, since the abo­
lition of the distinction between sensation and the higher soul-faculties implies the abo­
lition of the senses including the mind. This involves taking dum in a causal sense, and 
presents the abolition of the ruling part as an implication rather than an actual assertion; 
on the other hand Tertullian continues by saying that Asclepiades at least argued directly 
for the non-existence of the ruling part, by citing creatures that still live even when di­
vided so that the part of the body thought to contain the ruling part of the soul has been 
removed. 

25 Mansfeld (above, n. 10) 3130; also 3163 on the parallel between Tertullian (fol­
lowing Soranus: Diels [above, n. 10] 206ff.; Waszink, ibid. 219; and Mansfeld 3068) and 
Sextus. 

26 Ibid. 3068; cf. 3099ff. 
27 Sextus PH 2.31 = 18. 
28 Sextus M 7.349 = 24. The Stoic language here is noted by L. Repici, La natura 

e l'anima: saggi su Stratone di Lampsaco (Torino, 1988) 14. 
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bodies, 29 though Mo via has suggested that the language may rather re­
flect the influence of Strata's theory.30 However that may be, the de­
scription in the same pass~ge of life as a power of a body configured in 
a certain way indicates that talk of a power extending through the body 
must be understood metaphorically, and not as suggesting-as it would 
for the Stoics or for Strato-soul as a separate substance or pneuma. 

Cicero, as already noted, reports that Dicaearchus gave this view of 
soul or life in two books of a three-book dialogue set at Corinth, and 
placed it in the mouth of a character Pherecrates. Pherecrates, we are 
told, was presented as a descendant of Deucalion, and Wehrli31 suggests 
that this was for the sake of an allusion to the origin of humans from 
stones, after Deucalion's flood, as excluding any notion of soul as a 
spiritual substance. And Julia Annas has described Dicaearchus' posi­
tion as amounting to the claim that '~our distinction between lifeless and 
living things answers to nothing real,"32 and has said that his tone sug­
gests that his motive in discussing the soul was eliminativist rather than 
reducti vist. 33 

29 Wehrli (above, n. 19) I 2:45. 
30 G. Movia, Anima e intelletto: ricerche sulla psicologia peripatetica da Teofrasto 

a Cratippo (Padua, 1968) 73. 
31 Wehrli (above, n. 19) I 2:45. The question arises whether 44Pherecrates" was indeed 

a mouthpiece for Dicaearchus' own views. Cicero certainly took it so (14-17), and so 
too do other authors (Sextus, above, nn. 27-28; Iamblichus, below, n. 34; Atticus, below, 
n . 35; Simplicius, below n. 43). They can hardly all be dependent on Cicero~ so if 
"Pherecratesn' views have mistakenly been taken for Dicaearchus' own, either the mis­
take would have to have been made by Cicero and others independently, or else it goes 
back to a common source. But it looks as if Cicero knew the Corinthian dialogue at first 
hand (cf.t as well as 19t ad Att. 13.32 = 11 B, with Wehrli 12:44). Mansfeld (above, n. 
I 0) 3129 and n. 336, argues that Cicero followed a doxographic source but consulted or 
remembered the dialogue as well; perhaps a misinterpretation in the doxographic tradi­
tion could have led Cicero to fail to read the dialogue with a sufficiently open mind, but 
this seems unlikely. Cicero was after all himself a writer of dialogues. Moreover, the ar­
rangement described in 19-review of opinions in the first book, followed by 
-'Pherecrates'" statement in the next two--does sound very much as if "Pherecrates" had 
the major part of the work in order to put forward D. 'sown thoughts (so Wehrli 12:45). 
The pattern of the work would then reflect Aristotelian procedure in general, beginning 
with a survey of endoxa, and in particular the three-book structure of Aristotle's own De 
anima. Dicaearchus' dialogue could have ended without a definite decision on the points 
at issue, but in that case the amount of space given to "Pherecrates" seems rather dispro­
portionate.-! am grateful to Bill Fortenbaugh for raising the issue discussed in this note. 

32 J. E. Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of Mind (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1992) 31. 

33 Ibid. 31 n. 43. 
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One wonders, however, whether this may not be too extreme a 
characterisation of Dicaearchus' position. To say that there is not a real 
separate thing that makes living bodies alive is one thing; to say that 
there is no real distinction between animate and inanimate another. 
Iamblichus gives Dicaearchus' view as an example of the claim that the 
body is ensouled while the soul has no existence of its own 
(huparkhon);34 and Atticus describes Dicaearchus as doing away with 
the substance (hupostasis) of the soul.35 Ne1nesius couples Dicaearchus 
with Aristotle, whose own definition of the soul as the entelechy of an 
organic body he gives accurately, and claims that Aristotle and 
Dicaearchus regard the soul as insubstantial, by contrast with Thales, 
Pythagoras and Plato. 36 It is therefore not surprising that some scholars 
have interpreted the ancient sources which say that Dicaearchus denied 
the existence of the soul as indicating only that he denied the existence 
of the soul as a separable substance in itself.37 And it would be odd if, as 
our evidence at face value implies, Dicaearchus both denied the exist­
ence of the soul altogether and gave a definition of it as an attunement. 
Reports that present Dicaearchus as an eliminativist are therefore even 
more suspect than those attributing to him a definition of the soul as the 
attunement of the four simple bodies. In the case of the eliminativist 
reports we are dealing with an actual conflict between two sets of evi­
dence (assuming indeed that the reports of Dicaearchus' definition of 
the soul, even if distorted, do rest on something), while in that of the 
reports of a harmony doctrine what may prompt doubt is the fact that 
references to an attunement of the primary bodies appear in only one 
group of our reports of Dicaearchus' views, most of them more or less 
closely linked with the doxographical tradition, coupled with the plausi­
bility-and only the plausibility-of the suggestion that there has been 
influence from reports of Aristoxenus or from the theory of the Phaedo. 

34 Iamblichus ap. Stob. Eel. 1.49.32 p. 367 W. = 23. 
35 Atticus fr. 7.10, p. 63 des Places= 20. 
36 Nemesius nat. hom. 2, p. 16.21ff. Morani = 21 A. 
37 Movia (above, n. 30) 76. Gottschalk (above, n. 10) 185 n. 24 points out that Atticus 

and Nemesius were wrong to deny that soul was substance for Aristotle (below), unless 
their point was that it did not have separate existence. Dorrie (above, n. 10) 1 l 2f., cited 
by Mansfeld (above, n. 10) 3079 and n. 81, held that Aristotle and Dicaearchus were 
coupled as holding that soul was quality rather than substance; Mansfeld notes (3080 n. 
83) that, while this is not accurate for Aristotle, already in Boethus ap. Simpl. in Cat. 
78.4ff. there is the suggestion that eidos might be quality or quantity. 
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3. Dicaearchus and Aristotle 

The issue of whether the soul is to be defined in terms of the body or its 
arrangement was to recur later in the Aristotelian tradition. 
Andronicus38 and Alexander of Aphrodisias39 both identified soul with 
the product of the mixture of the bodily elements. Alexander in particu­
lar has been denounced by critics for un-Aristotelian materialism.40 But 
the criticisms-or some of them-have tended to reflect a particular 
Thomistic understanding of soul in Aristotle. It is certainly not un-Aris­
totelian to assert that a given type of form can only be realised in a 
certain type of matter;41 the question is which has priority in explana­
tion, matter or form, or indeed the combination of the two.42 While 

38 Galen Quod animi ,nores 44.18 Mtiller (hepomene). Cf. P. Moraux, Der Aristo­
telis,nus bei den Griechen, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1973) 132-34; H. B. Gottschalk, "Aristote­
lian Philosophy in the Roman World," inANRWII.36.2, ed. H. Temporini and W. Haase 
(Berlin, 1987) 1079-1174, at 1113. 

39 Alexander De ani,na 24.21-23 (epi .. . gennomene). 
4o P. Moraux, Alexandre d' Aphrodise: Exegete de la noetique d'Aristote (Liege and 

Paris, 1942) 29-62; H. Robinson, "Form and the Immateriality of the Intellect from 
Aristotle to Aquinas," in Aristotle and the Later Tradition, Oxford Studies in Ancient 
Philosophy, suppl. vol., ed. H. Blumenthal and H. Robinson (Oxford, 1991) 207-26, es­
pecially 214--18; also, from a different perspective, William Charlton, "Aristotle and the 
Harmonia Theory/' inAristotle on Nature and Living Things: Philosophical and Histori .. 
cal Studies presented to David Ba/me, ed. Allan Gotthelf (Pittsburgh, 1985) I 31-50, at 
134-36. But for a more sympathetic treatment cf. P. L. Donini, "L' anima e gli elementi 
nel De Anima di Alessandro di Afrodisia," Atti dell' Accademia delle Scienze di Torino, 
classe di scienze morali , storiche e filologiche 105 ( 197 I) 61-107 (though Alexander's 
view is indeed here described as a wrong interpretation of Aristotle De anima 1.4. 
408a24-26); also my reply to Robinson at Classical Review 43 (1993) 87-88, and .. On 
Body, Soul and Generation in Alexander of Aphrodisias,'' Ape iron 27 ( 1994) 163-70; P. 
Accattino, "Generazione dell' anima in Alessandro di Afrodisia, de anilna 2.10-11.13? ," 
Phronesis 40 ( 1995) 192-201, and V. Caston, '"Epiphenomenalisms, Ancient and Mod­
ern," Phil. Rev. I 06 ( 1997) 309-63. (I am grateful to Professor Caston for the opportu­
nity to discuss this paper with him in advance of its publication.) 

41 Aristotle Physics 2.9 200a8ff. (saws have to be made of iron). There is indeed the 
difference that iron can be used to make things other than saws, while in the case of an 
animal body, though its ultimate constituents can make up other things too, its proximate 
matter cannot-flesh and bone only occur in animal bodies. Cf. (but of non-uniform 
parts like hands) Metaph. Z 10 1036b24ff.; and below, n. 74. 

42 Cf. David Charles, "Matter and Form: Unity, Persistence and Identity,'' in Unity, 
Identity and Explanation in Aristotle's Metaphysics, ed. T. Scaltsas, D. Charles and M. 
L. Gill (Oxford, 1994) 75-105, at 78ff. Though regarding form as explanatorily and 
ontologically prior (103) Charles has no difficulty in proceeding through the type of 
ascending account (l00ff.) which has been found objectionable in Alexander. Alexander 
explicitly argues that the compound derives its substantiality from that of form and 
matter (Alexander De ani,na 6.3-4). 
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Alexander's (and Andronicus') talk of a product may be unwise, it is not 
clear that Alexander wants, as some critics have argued, to deny the 
substantiality of form. And if ''form'' can be understood as ' 4arrange­
ment," it does not seem un-Aristotelian to suggest that the soul is the 
arrangement of the body-as a whole, rather than specifically of the 
four elements or four primary qualities. Of course such a doctrine will 
not provide critics with the sort of soul as a separate substance, material 
or immaterial, that will satisfy a Stoic or a Platonist respectively; but 
that does not mean that soul does not exist in the way an Aristotelian 
enmattered form does. Indeed, when Simplicius43 reports Dicaearchus 
as denying soul for the same reason as the Eretrians who denied the 
existence of qualities because they had no common substantiality but 
existed only in particulars and compounds, the suggestion seems hard to 
resist that Dicaearchus' crime was not to believe in Platonic separable 
souls-just as some of the ancient, and perhaps also the modem criti­
cisms of Alexander as an un-Aristotelian nominalist seem on examina­
tion to amount to little more than his failure to believe in transcendent 
Platonic Forms,44 or just as the criticisms of Strato for denying teleology 
may to a large extent, as Repici has shown, reflect his fallowing Aris­
totle in denying that the natural world is shaped by a conscious force.45 

Certainly when sources report Dicaearchus as denying the immortal­
ity of the soul46 they are saying nothing more than is implied by every-

43 Simplicius, in cat. 216. l 2ff. = 26. 
44 Simplicius, in cat. 82.22; Dexippus, in cat. 45.12. Cf. R. W. Sharples, "Alexander 

of Aphrodisias: Scholasticism and Innovation," in Temporini and Haase (above, n. 38) 
117 6-1243, at 1199, and references there. 

45 Plut. Against Colotes 14 1114F = Strata fr. 35 Wehrli; Cic. On the Nature of the 
Gods 1.35 = Strato fr. 33 Wehrli; cf. also id. Academica Posteriora 1.121 = Strato fr. 32 
Wehrli; Repici (above, n. 28) 117-56. But cf. also M. van Raalte, uThe Idea of the Cos­
mos as an Organic Whole in Theophrastus' Metaphysics," in Theophrastean Studies. 
RUSCH III, ed. W.W. Fortenbaugh and R. W. Sharples (New Brunswick, NJ9 1988) 189-
215, at 203. 

46 Cic. Tusc. 1.77 = 27, coupling Dicaearchus with Epicurus and citing Dicaearchus' 
Lesbian Dialogues; [Galen] hist. philos. 24 = 28; Lactantius Instil. 7.13.7 = 29 
(Dicaearchus, with Democritus and Epicurus, would retract his view if he saw a nec­
romancer raising souls from the dead(!)). Mansfeld (above, n. 10) 3130, points out 
that this report in Cicero, by saying souls are mortal, implies that they do exist, con­
trary to Cicero's other reports; he also suggests (3129) that Cicero in those earlier pas­
sages has been influenced by a source which saw the denial of a ruling part (cf. above, 
nn. 24-26) as tantamount to denying the existence of the soul altogether. I suspect that 
in the later passage Cicero is simply, but significantly, careless with his language; in a 
context concerned with the immortality or otherwise of the soul, as opposed to a 
doxographical listing of views on the soul like that earlier in Tusculans 1, it is unim-
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thing we have heard so far as Dicaearchus' view; and, while Aristotle 
himself may in fact have believed in individual personal immortality, it 
is rather difficult to reconcile it with his metaphysical views. (I am 
thinking here of Robinson's description of the Aristotelian soul as a 
single form part of which requires matter for its existence and part of 
which does not.)47 And when Zeller, followed by Wehrli, links 
Dicaearchus' well-attested preference for the practical as opposed to the 
contemplative life48 with his rejection of the Aristotelian immortal Ac­
tive Intellect, I at least cannot help thinking that modem scholarship 
may be imposing on its fourth-century predecessors connections and 
preoccupations which they might not have readily recognised.49 

The relation between Dicaearchus' view of soul and that of Aristotle 
himself has indeed been assessed in the most varied ways. Among the 
ancients, not only does Nemesius couple Dicaearchus and Aristotle as 
allegedly denying the substantiality of soul; Atticus too, in the passage 
already cited, reports Dicaearchus as "following Aristotle'' in denying 
the substance of soul.50 It is true that, as Movia points out,51 the 
Platonism of such reporters as Atticus and Nemesius cuts both ways; 
they may be assimilating Aristotle to Dicaearchus, as equally unsatis-

portant whether a thinker denies the immortality of the soul because he says there is a 
soul but denies its immortality~ or because he denies the soul exists at all especially 
when, as we have seen, there is a certain amount of unclarity about just what consti­
tutes --existing" in any case. 

47 Robinson (above, n. 40) 223. For a rather different account of Aristotle's doctrine 
of soul cf. Frede in Nussbaum and Rorty (above, n. 2), esp. 104-7. 

48 Cic. ad Att. 2.16.3 = 33, against Theophrastus. 
49 E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen 2.23 (Leipzig, 1879) 891; Wehrli (above, 

n. 19) 12:50. I am not claiming that the suggested connection cannot be correct. But 
Aris tot] e's argument in Niconiachean Ethics 10. 7-8 rests on the idea of a nous which 
is god-like, not on that of individual immortality; and Alexander at least, though deny­
ing individual immortality, did not exclude theoria from the good life, even if Ethical 
Prob/e,n 25 attributed to him suggests that practical and theoretical activity are both parts 
of the end (cf. R. W. Sharples, Alexander of Aphrodisias: Ethical Proble,ns [London, 
1990] 69 and n. 238).-1 am grateful to Bill Fortenbaugh for discussion of this issue. 

50 Atticus, loc. cit. inn. 35 above. Des Places translates hepomenos by 44being logi­
cal." There is a problem over the text; the MSS have he psukhe d' akinetos houtos. 
toigaroun hepomenos ... , which Stephanus emended to ... akinetos. toutoi gar 
heponienos .... Des Places rejects the emendation, citing J. D. Denniston .. The Greek 
Particles, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1954) 566-67 for toigaroun normally coming as the first 
word in its clause (though Denniston notes this as an exception in Hippocrates and a 
partial exception in Lucian). But even so, the interpretation of heponzenos as ·'being 
logical" seems forced. 

51 Movia (above, n. 30) 83-84. 
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factory from a Platonist point of view, rather than the reverse. 
Some modern scholars have asserted that Dicaearchus is entirely in 

agreement with Aristotle, apart from excluding the Active Intellect as an 
immortal element proper to the soul of each individual, as Alexander too 
was to do. 52 Others have argued that Dicaearchus misunderstood 
Aristotle,53 or that his approach, while relating formal and material ele­
ments in Aristotelian fashion, reverses the direction of causation 
between the two. This is Gottschalk's view;54 he not only draws an 
explicit comparison to the case of Alexander, already mentioned, but 
also connects Dicaearchus' view with a general decline of interest in the 
notion of form in the post-Aristotelian Peripatos, a trend whose reality it 
does indeed seem hard to deny.55 Yet other interpreters, including 
Movia,56 have argued that it is a mistake to approach Dicaearchus' views 
primarily in the context of Aristotle's De anima; the relevant context 
might rather be opposition to Plato,57 and perhaps also to the theory of 
Aristotle's Eudemus. One is reminded of Glenn Most's argument that 
the discussion of teleology in Theophrastus' so-called Metaphysics, far 
from being criticism of Aristotle, is directed against Plato and reflects 
the developmental stages of Aristotle's own work.58 And Dicaearchus 
and Aristoxenus' views have been linked with a Peripatetic interest in 
earlier theories59-whether genuinely Pythagorean, or mediated and 
modified by the Phaedo, perhaps does not matter here. The question 
whether Plato rather than Aristotle was Dicaearchus' target is in any 
case relevant to the historical question of Dicaearchus' attitude to and 
relations with Aristotle, rather than to the philosophical question 
whether Dicaearchus' view was such as to be liable to Aristotle's 
objections to a harmony theory. 

52 So, among others, Tennemann, Chaignet, Brink, Adorno. References at Movia 
(above, n. 30) 79-81 . 

53 Ritter cited by Movia (above, n. 30) 82. 
54 Gottschalk (above, n. I 0) 188-89 and n. 31. 
55 The tiny relative size of the ''Metaphysics" section in FHS&G is one relevant in­

dication. 
56 Movia (above, n. 30) 82-83. 
57 As suggested by Plutarch; above, n. 17. But how far Plutarch is drawing on posi­

tive information about the historical relationship between Dicaearchus and Plato, and 
how far he is simply influenced by the fact that Dicaearchus' recorded views were at 
variance with Plato's, must remain uncertain. 

58 A. Laks, G. W. Most and E. Rudolph, "Four Notes on Theophrastus' Metaphys­
ics," in Fortenbaugh and Sharples (above, n. 45) 224-56, at 224-33. 

59 Movia (above, n. 30) 92-93; cf. Annas (above, n. 32) 30. 
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Victor Caston, in an as yet unpublished paper,60 examines Dicaear­
chus' theory of soul in the context of an analysis of the Peripatetic tradi­
tion from Aristotle himself to Alexander, and argues that Dicaearchus' 
view of the soul was epiphenomenalist whereas Aristotle's was 
emergentist, in senses of both these terms which he carefully distin­
guishes;61 both views can be classed as varieties of supervenience, but 
the crucial difference is the denial in epiphenomenalism of any causa­
tion by the psychic62 qua psychic. As varieties of supervenience, 
epiphenomenalism and emergentism are both to be contrasted with, on 
the one hand, eliminativism, the denial that the term ''soul'' has any ref­
erence at all, and on the other with that form of dualism, found for ex­
ample in Plato, which makes the soul a separate substance existing in its 
own right and not dependent on the body at all. The latter will hence­
forth be referred to as "substance-dualism." 

Caston's evidence for regarding Dicaearchus as an epiphenomenalist 
where Aristotle is an emergentist rests in part on the criticism of the har­
mony theory by Aristotle himself which we will shortly come to, and 
also in part on a passage from Plutarch(?) On Desire and Grief reporting 
a discussion by Heraclides of Pontus which does not mention Dicae­
archus and Aristoxenus by name, but which Caston interprets as allud­
ing to their views for the sake of refuting them. It will be convenient to 
divide the passage into sections for the sake of subsequent discussion. 

(a) Some extend both belief and reasoning to the body outright, saying 
that the soul is not a cause at all, but that such things are brought about 
by the variation and quality and power of the body. (b) For some think 
that the book entitled On the Things in Hades, in which the account de­
clares that the soul's existence is derived from (that of) substance, is not 

60 Above, n. 40. 
61 See also the discussions by Jaegwon Kim, "Epiphenomena! and Supervenient 

Causation," Midwest Studies in Philosophy 9 (1984) 257-70 = Jaegwon Kim, 
Supervenience and Mind (Cambridge, 1993) 92-108; ''The Myth of Non-reductive 
Materialism," Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 
63 (1989) 31-47 = Supervenience and Mind, 265-84; and "The Non-reductivist's 
Troubles with Mental Causation," in Mental Causation-, ed. J. Heil and A. Mele (Oxford, 
1993) 189-210 = Supervenience and Mind, 336-57. It is noteworthy that Kim regards 
a non-reductive physicalism as untenable~ epiphenomenalist reductionism and dualism 
are the tenable options. And this seems to mean that he would side with Caston's 
epiphenomenalist Dicaearchus against Caston's emergentist Aristotle. But see further 
below, n. 76. 

62 In the ancient sense; Caston himself uses "mental" as more easily understood in 
the context of modern debate. Above, n. 3. 
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by Heraclides at all, others that it was composed to refute what had been 
said by others about the substance of the soul. (c) Well, whoever wrote 
it, it does away with the substance of (the soul) outright, since the body 
has in itself all the powers mentioned. 

Plutarch(?) On Desire and Grief 5 = 
Heraclides of Pontus fr. 72 Wehrli.63 

The interpretation of the passage is indeed controversial; Sandbach, for 
instance, suggests that Heraclides might himself have attributed con­
sciousness to the body while regarding the soul as a separate life-giving 
force, an ''occult" notion of the soul for which there are precedents in 
Greek thought.64 And even if the view represented in the passage is one 
that Heraclides was attacking rather than endorsing, its connection with 
Dicaearchus and Aristoxenus remains circumstantial; they are simply 
the most likely candidates for holding such a view at the appropriate 
time. But even if we concede these points, the question remains of how 
the passage is to be interpreted. 

63 (a) ''Evtot 6' &vttlCpU~ lCClt 66~a.v Kat OtaA.oytcrµov Ei~ to <1roµa l((l1:(l't£lVOUO'lV, 

ouo' £ivat aitiav (oucr(av Pohlenz) (to) (suppl. Bernadakis) 1to.pa1tav \JIUXllV ( vulg.: 
\JIUXll<; Laurent.) AeyovtE<;, aAAa ~n tOU ac.oµato<; Bta<pop~ KClt 7tOlO"CT)~l Kat OuvaµEt 
O"UV't€AEtcr8at 't(l 'tOtO.tYta.. (b) to µev yap Ilept 'tCOV EV "A tc5ou ~l~AlOV £7ttypa.q,6µevov, 
EV cp 'C'f1V o/UXT}V til oucri<t 1tapu1tapxetV 0:1tOq>CXtVEta.t o Aoyo~, oi µtv ouli, etvat to 
n:apa1tav ~ H paKAEtOou voµ (~oucrtv, oi 0€ 1tpo~ O.V'tt1tape~ayory11v (cruv)tE'tax8at trov 
£ip11µtvmv Etepou; 7tEpt oua{a~ \VUX'Jlc; • (c) otcp (8' oilv) y£ypaµµevov, O:V'ttKpuc; 

avatpcl 'tT\V oucrfav auti,~, cb; tOU crroµatoc; fxovto~ EV aiYtcp ta<; Eip11µevcx<; ouvaµEt<; 
naacxc;. I am grateful to Victor Caston for bringing this passage to my attention, and for 
the opportunity to draw here on our discussions of it. F. H. Sandbach, who edited the text 
for the Loeb Plutarch, devoted two careful and balanced discussions to the question of 
the authenticity of the work. In his Loeb edition (Plutarch Moralia, vol. 15 [Cambridge, 
Mass., 1969] 32-35) he comes to the conclusion that "some may think'' that similari­
ties with Plutarch's authentic works make the genuineness of the treatise "probable,'' but 
that they may also be explained by its being by an associate of Plutarch. At the end of 
an equally careful discussion in "L'auteur du De libidine et aegritudine," Revue de 
Philologie 43 ( 1969) 211-16, he opts for its being genuine. (I am grateful to Victor 
Caston for drawing my attention to the latter discussion; see his paper in this volume.)-
1 have translated parhuparchein by "derives its existence from": the word is rare (only 
eleven occurrences for it and parhuparxis in the TLG CD-ROM "E" index), but the sense 
of '4derivative" is suggested by the analogy of, e.g., Aristotelian "paronymy." However, 
one may note that the soul is said, in the middle part of the passage, to depend on sub­
stance, not on body (cf. below, at n. 72). 

64 Sandbach, Loeb ed. 46-47 n. See below, at n. 110. 
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(a) and (c) might seem to suggest an eliminativist view at least for 
those aspects of consciousness they discuss,65 but (b) indicates some 
form of supervenience-the soul exists, but owes its existence to the 
body. If the passage were by Plutarch himself one might be tempted to 
suggest that the first and last sentences reflected Plutarch's own Pla­
tonic prejudices-a separate substantial soul or eliminativism being the 
only two real possibilities from his point of view-and would thus be no 
guide as to precisely what form of supervenience we should find in the 
middle part of the passage. Even if On Desire a1zd Grief is not by 
Plutarch himself, it may be by an associate of his who would share his 
views (see above, n. 63). And in any case, our passage forms the second 
half of a rhetorical contrast with the view of those who attribute all con­
sciousness, sensation included, to the soul rather than the body. (The 
example given of this is none other than the third head of the Lyceum, 
Strata, whom Plutarch himself, along with many other interpreters an­
cient and modem, certainly did regard as an un-Platonic materialist.) 
The author's desire, for the sake of rhetorical contrast at this point in his 
exposition, for a view attributing all consciousness to the body as op­
posed to the soul, might itself have the same effect as Platonist meta­
physical assumptions in making him insensitive to the nuances of differ­
ent forms of supervenience. And this means that we cannot safely use 
the fact that (a) and (c) suggest epiphenomenalism (or as I would argue, 
eliminativism), to interpret the middle sentence as evidence for 
epiphenomenalism rather than emergentism. Putting it another way, 
epiphenomenalism, as opposed to emergentism on the one hand and 
eliminativism on the other, may be the only position that provides a 

65 (a) being ambiguous between -'the soul exists but is not a causen and Hthe soul is 
not a cause and doesn't exist," and (c) being ambiguous between eliminativism and 
denial of both causal efficacy and substance-dualism. We might indeed argue that the 
first and last sentences must be interpreted in a non-eliminativist way because the middle 
part is clearly not eliminati vist; but that is to presuppose that [Plutarch] is aware of the 
distinctions we are drawing.-"Extend'' in (a) might be thought to suggest a non­
eliminativist view, suggesting that belief and reasoning are shared by the soul and the 
body; but the context makes it clear that we are dealing with a view in which they are 
attributed to the body alone, and "extend" is probably to be interpreted as Plutarch(?)'s 
own contrast of the view he describes with others which as it were "'confine" belief and 
reasoning to the soul; used from that point of view, "extend" need not imply that the 
particular thinkers referred to here themselves connect belief and reasoning with both 
soul and body, and as indicated that would conflict with the contrast between views in­
volving the soul and views involving only the body which provides the context for the 
entire passage. 
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completely consistent reading of the whole passage; but is that clear 
evidence for the claim that Plutarch(?) himself intended epipheno­
menalism rather than emergentism or eliminativism? The passage as a 
whole reflects Plutarch(?) rather than his source, and for that reason we 
cannot escape consideration of Plutarch(?)'s own understanding of the 
issues if we wish to use the passage as historical evidence. If on the 
other hand we base our argument for Dicaearchus' views only on the 
middle section (ii), then we cannot use the opening and closing sections 
as evidence for an eliminativist rather than an emergentist reading of 
this middle section.66 

The major problem for the claim that, the Active Intellect apart, there 
is not really that much difference between Dicaearchus' and Aristotle's 
views on the soul is that Aristotle in De anima 1.4 explicitly rejects the 
notion of soul as "harmony." He gives a number of arguments for doing 
so, one of which is the point essentially used already by Socrates in 
the Phaedo-that a ''harmony" cannot be an efficient cause of motion.67 

It has been suggested above that the term ''harmony'' may not have been 
Dicaearchus' own but transferred by the tradition from Aristoxenus, and 

66 The question how far one can or should infer a position on a particular issue from 
the words of an author who may not have had that issue in mind in those terms raises 
questions that go to the heart of what we are doing in studying the history of philoso­
phy; it also raises questions about the nature of philosophical debate between contem­
poraries. One person, notoriously, had no qualms whatsoever about seeing implications 
in people's words that they themselves were unaware of-namely, Socrates. In the 
present context, however, we are concerned with a slightly different issue: that of the 
relevance of a writer's awareness of the issues, or lack of it, not to our interpretation of 
his own thoughts, but to his reliability as a guide to the views of others. 

67 Aristotle De aninia 1.4 407b32ff.; cf. Plato Phaedo 93A6-7. It is highly signifi­
cant that S. Marc Cohen, "Hylomorphism and Functionalism,'' in Nussbaum and Rorty 
(above, n. 2) 57-73, regards the role of f arm as efficient cause as the major obstacle to 
a functionalist interpretation of soul in Aristotle (71-72). However, in the light of 
Aristotle, De anima 1.4 408b 13-15, one wonders whether the question at 2.4 416a6-9 
(below, n. 71) should be answered not by saying that it is a living creature's soul that 
holds it together, but that a living creature holds itself together and maintains itself by 
virtue of having a soul. Aristotle's other objections to the harmony theory include the 
observation that harmony is better applied to health or bodily excellences (cf. Phaedo 
93Bff.), and the arguments-or assertions-that the soul is not a relation between or a 
combination of elements, and that it is difficult to assign to harmony what the soul suf­
fers and does. Cf. also Aristotle, Eudemus fr. 45 Rose3; Wehrli (above, n. 19) 12:46. 
Alexander expressly distinguishes his doctrine of soul (above) from a harmony theory: 
Alexander, De ani,na 24. l 8ff. But critics are not convinced that he draws the distinc­
tion radically enough. Cf. Donini (above, n. 40) 82-89, and Alessandro di Afrodisia, 
L'anima: a cura di Paolo Accattino e Pierluigi Donini (Rome, 1996) 146ff.; Charlton, 
Joe. cit. inn. 40 above. 
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that the identification of the harmony as a harmony of the four elements 
is in any case dubious; but this simply means that, terminology apart, we 
are driven back to the question, in any case more interesting, whether 
Dicaearchus' theory, in so far as we can reconstruct it, succumbs to 
Aristotle's objections in the De anima passage. Gottschalk has argued68 

that Dicaearchus and Aristoxenus, in seeing the soul as a function of the 
whole organism, might have been seeking to answer one of Aristotle's 
objections to a Phaedo-style harmony theory, namely that if soul is a 
mixture of the bodily elements-i.e, the four primary elements or the 
four primary qualities-there will be different souls in different organs 
of the same body, since the proportion of the elements in each will be 
different.69 And Aristotle does end his discussion by referring to the 
difficulties that there are in rejecting the harmony theory.70 

The problem in assessing Dicaearchus' position is simply lack of evi­
dence. At least for Alexander we have twenty-six quarto pages of Greek 
text setting out his general metaphysics of the soul, which make pos­
sible a detailed comparison between his position and Aristotle's, what­
ever exactly that was. For Dicaearchus we have, essentially, a number 
of statements that he denied the soul's substantiality or made it a dispo­
sition of the body; but the former are rendered suspect by their readiness 
to describe Aristotle too as denying the substantiality of the soul in the 
sense the critics apparently require, and the latter, using later terminol­
ogy, look like recasting of Dicaearchus' presumed position in the light 
of later understanding, which may well have involved dropping his own 
qualifications and perspectives. As for our fullest report, Cicero's in 19, 
just how much does it contain that is incompatible with essential Aristo­
telian doctrine? Only, I would suggest, the claim that there is nothing 
involved in a living creature apart from the body;71 Aristotle, who in the 

68 Gottschalk (above, n. I 0) 189. Repici (above, n. 28) 43 n. 62, apparently attributes 
to Gottschalk the view that the link between Dicaearchus' theory and Aristotle's discus­
sion is justified only if Dicaearchus explicitly described the soul as a harmony; but for 
Gottschalk the point does not tum on the term harmonia ( cf. 188), and Dicaearchus could 
be seen as responding to Aristotle's discussion even if he did not use the specific term 
"harmony." Gad Freudenthal, Aristotle's Theory of Material Substance: Heat and 
Pneuma, Form and Soul (Oxford, 1995) 43-44 n. 73, endorses the view that an 
attunement-of-the-whole-body theory would be proof against this objection by Aristotle. 

69 Aristotle De anima 1.4 408a l 3ff. 
70 Ibid. 408a24-28. 
71 Freudenthal argues that the question Hwhat holds a living creature together, for 

Aristotle?" (above, n. 68, 15, citing Aristotle De anima 2.4 4 l 6a6-9; I am grateful to 
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Metaphysics regards all three off orm, matter and the combination of the 
two as substance, would not have put the point quite like that. On the 
other hand, ''body'' is not the same as ''matter," and in Metaphysics H6 
Aristotle is prepared to regard even the question what unifies form and 
matter as an unreal question, on the grounds that there is really only one 
thing.72 

The problem, if we try to take Aristotle's hylomorphism seriously, is 
that human beings are not typical compounds of form and matter, just 
because in their case the form has a separate name, "soul," and is con­
trasted with a term ''body'' which seems to designate, not indeed the 
matter as opposed to the form, but the compound as opposed to the 
form.73 There has been much discussion recently of how "body," in the 
sense of ''body potentially possessing life,'' can for Aristotle be defined 
independently of soul.74 Our problem is the reverse one, of how, if the 
hylomorphic view is taken seriously, ''soul'~ can be defined indepen­
dently of ''body," if "body" is understood-as it must be, if it is "a body 
potentially possessing life"-to include not just the material ingredients 

Victor Caston, too, for drawing my attention to this passage) is to be answered in terms 
of natural heat and corinate pneuma, and that from a physical point of view it does not 
matter whether one describes this as the operation of natural heat, or of nutritive soul 
using heat; though it may, he says, matter philosophically (34-35)-an issue he explic­
itly (68-69) declines to discuss. In other words, on the physical level at least Freudenthal 
regards the distinction between emergentism and epiphenomenalism as simply irrel­
evant. But see further below, n. 76. 

72 Cf. especially 1045b17ff. Robinson (above, n. 40) 215 seesAlexander's statement 
(De anima 6.3f. Bruns) that the combination of form and matter is substance as embody­
ing the "reductionist" approach he objects to in Alexander; but Alexander is here qua}j .. 
fying his previous suggestion that form and matter are substances only because they are 
parts of the combination. See my discussion cited inn. 40 above. Walter E. Wehrle, ''The 
Definition of Soul in Aristotle's De anima ii. I is not Analogous to the Definition of 
Snub," Ancient Philosophy 14 ( 1994) 297-317, at 302-3 insists that the identity of form 
and matter in Metaphysics H6 is not strict identity; this is surely right (if it were not, we 
would, I take it, have eliminativism), but I shall argue below that it is not clear that 
Cicero's report of Dicaearchus' position should be taken at its eliminativist face value 
either. 

73 Cf. Wehrle, ibid., esp. at 310-16. 
74 The problem was given its classic statement by J. L. Ackrill, "Aristotle's Defini ... 

tions of psuche," Proc. Arist. Soc. 73 ( 1972-1973) 110-33. Cf. especially B. Williams, 
''Hylomorphism," Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 4 (1986) 189-99; S. Marc 
Cohen (above, n. 67); Jennifer Whiting, "Living Bodies," in Nussbaum and Rorty 
(above, n. 2) 75-91; C. Shields, "The Homonymy of the Body in AristotJe,'' Archiv fur 
Geschichte der Philosophie 15 (1993) 1-30; Frank A. Lewis, "Aristotle on the Relation 
Between a Thing and its Matter," in Scaltsas, Charles and Gill (above, n. 42) 247-77. 
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but their arrangement into non-uniform parts.75 Even if we leave aside 
the question of the survival of intellect without body, it may still be 
possible to stress the primacy off orm and soul; a particular bodily con­
figuration is both necessary and sufficient for life, but circularity is 
avoided because the life of a particular type of creature-a horse, say, or 
a human being_..can be described independently of the bodily configu­
ration which is indeed explained by the soul. That seems a thoroughly 
Aristotelian explanation;76 it is not clear that there is anything in it that 
would be unacceptable to Alexander, and it is not even clear that it con­
flicts with Dicaearchus' view, unless we give Cicero's precise wording 
more credence than it perhaps deserves. 

Cicero's report in 19 comes from a catalogue which promptly goes on 
to assert confidently that Aristotle himself identifies mind, or rather as it 
turns out soul in general, with the fifth element, 77 a fact that may lead us 
to suspect that the appearance of more detailed knowledge than is pos­
sessed by the other reports of Dicaearchus should not necessarily lead us 
to attribute to Cicero's report greater understanding or sympathy. On the 
face of it, Cicero in 19 represents Dicaearchus as an eliminativist; if we 

75 From an Aristotelian perspective as interpreted by Robinson, indeed, one should 
presumably argue that Dicaearchus' view as formulated by Cicero is topsy-turvy; rather 
than saying that there is nothing in a living creature except body~ even if this is under­
stood as "'body potentially possessing life," we should say that there is nothing in a liv­
ing creature except soul, both the part that requires matter and that which does not. 

76 It is at any rate how Alexander of Aphrodisias (?) Quaestio 2.8 answers the charge 
of circularity in Aristotle's definition of soul; cf. R. W. Sharples, Alexander of 
Aphrodisias: Quaestiones 1.1-2. 15 (London, 1992) 104-5, with the further corrective 
remarks at id., Alexander of Aphrodisias: Quaestiones 2.16-3. 15 (London, 1994) 96. 
And in the modern context, while Kim (abovet n. 61) regards non-reductive physical­
ism as an unacceptable compromise, R. Van Gulick ("Who's in Charge Here? And Who's 
Doing All the Work," in Heil and Mele [above, n. 61] 233-56) argues that the privileg­
ing of "'physical" explanations is in fact a mirage; there is no fundamental bedrock of 
physical explanation, and claims to the contrary undermine biochemical explanations 
no less than psychological ones. Van Gulick does not indeed want to argue that higher• 
level explanations are superior to lower-level ones; nevertheless, when he argues (251) 
that self-sustaining and self-reproductive patterns are real features of the world and caus­
ally potent, the parallel with Aristotelian form is striking. See also Fred J. Miller, Jr., 
Nature, Justice and Rights in Aristotle s Politics (Oxford, 1995) 336-46. In connection 
with Aristotle, at least, talk of ''physicalism" should be seen only as stressing that the 
forms the Hphysicist" or natural philosopher studies are a part of nature or phusis, not 
as implying that matter is somehow ,nore fundamental than form or soul. 

77 Cf. on this H. J. Easterling, "'Quinta natura/' MH 21 (1964) 73-85; Mansfeld 
(above, n. l 0) 3083 n. 108 and 3130-3 I. It is true that just before the reference to 
Dicaearchus Cicero has reported Plato's view accurately from the Timaeus (Tusculan 
Disputations 1.20). 
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do not accept that interpretation of Dicaearchus, should we attach much 
weight to 19 as evidence for epihenomenalism rather than emer­
gentism? 

What does seem clear is that almost78 the entire ancient Peripatetic 
tradition-including notably Aristotle,79 Dicaearchus, Andronicus and 
Alexander-is in agreement in rejecting both the idea that the soul is a 
substance separate from the body, on the one hand, and a view that 
would completely eliminate the soul, on the other. 80 And this is in itself 
enough to create problems in connection with Dicaearchus' reported 
views on divination, with which the remainder of this paper will be 
concerned. 

4. Dicaearchus and Divination-I 

The reports we have of Dicaearchus' views on divination can be dealt 
with under three heads, which Martini indeed argued reflected three 
separate works.81 Two of them offer few problems and can be dismissed 
pretty rapidly in the context of the present discussion. First, we know 
that Dicaearchus wrote a work on the oracle of Trophonius at Lebadaea 
in Boeotia. The procedure at this oracle is graphically described by 
Pausanias;82 after preparations lasting for several days the person 
consulting the oracle was dragged by his feet into a subterranean cham­
ber, after which he saw visions of the dead before eventually regaining 
his senses and the power to laugh. Plutarch adds that a certain 
Timarchus, after entering the chamber, seemed to feel himself being 
struck on the head in such a way that his soul left his body.83 It is not too 
unreasonable to suppose that the procedures may have left room for a 
certain amount of sharp practice, perhaps with blunt instruments, on the 
part of the officials of the oracle, and that Dicaearchus' work may have . 

78 But not perhaps quite all; Clearchus (above, n. 10) and Cratippus (below, n. 108) 
may be among the exceptions. (I am grateful to Victor Caston for emphasising this to 
me.) 

79 With a possible exception for an Active Intellect in the individual, if such there is. 
80 I am grateful to Victor Caston (above, n. 40) for discussion on this point. His pa­

per outlines a debate within the Peripatetic tradition between epiphenomenalists and 
emergentists; but what is clear is that this debate takes place on the middle ground be­
tween the extremes of eliminativism on the one hand and a separate substantial soul on 
the other, which all the participants agree in rejecting. 

81 Martini at RE 5. l ( 1903) 588. 
82 Pausanias 9.39.4ff. 
83 Pl ut. De genio Socratis 590b I 0. 
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been critical in tone; unfortunately, though, none of the six extant refer­
ences to the work84 relate to the actual subject of its title, most being 
concerned rather with topographical details in the Peloponnese and in 
Attica, presumably on the journey to the oracle; though we do also have 
a reference which may be from it to an oracle at Elis where divination 
took place by means of burnt offerings.85 

Secondly, we know from Cicero that there was a ''large book'' by 
Dicaearchus asserting that it was better not to know the future than to 
know it.86 

The third and most relevant, but also most contentious, group of re-
ports relate to Dicaearchus' theory of divination through dreams and 
altered psychic states, i.e. divine inspiration or enthousiasmos. Pseudo­
Galen and the pseudo-Plutarch Placita report, in virtually identical lan­
guage, that ''Aristotle and Dicaearchus'' recognised divination of this 
type because they held that the soul, though not immortal, had some 
share in divinity.87 The Aristotelian basis for this view is perhaps to be 
found in On Divination through Sleep, where the traces of earlier im­
pressions may become apparent to the soul in sleep and may sometimes 
indicate the course of future events, and where the ''di vine'' nature of the 
proceeding is explained, in terms reminiscent of the Hippocratic trea­
tises, by the claim that nature as a whole is divine.88 What is clear, how­
ever, is that the functioning of the soul involved in this process is for 
Aristotle a sub-rational, rather than a supra-rational functioning.89 

s4 11 A-C, 79, 80, 81. 
85 82. 
86 Cicero De divinatione 2.105 = 32. For other treatments of the theme cf. A. S. 

Pease, M. Tullii Ciceronis De divinatione, University of Illinois Studies in Language and 
Literature 6.2-3, 8.2-3 ( 1920, 1923) 523. 

87 [Galen] hist. phi/. I 05, [Plut.] plac. 5.1 (= 30A-B). Apart from variations in word 
order the only difference is that [Plutarch] mentions prophetic ecstasy (enthousiasmos) 
as well as dreams, while [Galen] does not. Cf. S. Pines, ''The Arabic Recension of Parva 
Naturalia," Israel Oriental Studies 4 ( 1974) I 04-53, reprinted in id., Studies in Ara­
bic Versions of Greek Texts and in Medieval Science, The Collected Works of S. Pines, 
vol. 2 (Jerusalem/Leiden, 1986) 96-145, at p. 146 and n. 254 of the original pagination. 
I am grateful to Inna Kupreeva for drawing my attention to this discussion. 

88 Aristotle De div. per somn. 2 463b 14ff. Cf. Philip J. van der Eijk (ed.), Aristoteles, 
De insomniis, de divinatione per somnum, Aristoteles Werke in deutscher Obersetzung, 
14.3 (Berlin, 1994) 293-95, who compares "Hippocrates" On the Sacred Disease and 
Airs Waters Places, but argues that in the Aristotelian context the nature in question is 
to be understood as that of the individual human being; also id. 93 n. 137. 

89 Van der Eijk (ibid.) 91 contrasting Aristotle fr. 10 Rose (12a Ross), from the De 
philosophia, if indeed, he remarks (89ff.), this gives Aristotle's own view. See further 
below, n. 97. 
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And-the point that really concerns us here-there seems nothing in the 
account so far that is incompatible with what we have learned about 
Dicaearchus' view of the soul,90 so long as we are prepared to allow that 
for him the soul existed to the extent that, even if it was not a separate 
substance, it was legitimate to speak of functions normally regarded as 
psychic and to attempt to talk of the relation of these to the body. 

Where problems arise is with two of a series of three references to 
Dicaearchus in Cicero's On Divination.91 The first of these, from the 
survey of the views of various philosophers at the beginning of the 
work, simply repeats what we know already, that Dicaearchus allowed 
only divination through dreams and ecstatic states (furor), without giv­
ing any further explanation.92 But the second and third appear to at­
tribute to Dicaearchus and to Cratippus, the Peripatetic friend of Cicero, 
the view that the mind can divine the future in these conditions because 
it is then free from the body and has nothing to do with it.93 

At this point it may be useful to draw some distinctions, just because 
the ancient texts do not seem to draw them clearly. For Aristotle in On 
Divination through Sleep, as we have seen, prophetic dreams are ex­
plained by a sub-rational functioning of the soul in sleep. It will be 
helpful to label this view (A) and to distinguish from it both 

(B) the view that in dreams a rational part of the soul, while still located 
in the body, functions in a way that does not involve bodily organs, nota­
bly the senses 

and also 

(C) the view that in dreams a rational part of the soul not only functions 
without the bodily organs but, because it is not tied to these organs or to 

90 Wehrli (above, n. 19) 12:46 argues that Dicaearchus' reference to the soul's share 
in the divine is to be interpreted in the same way as Aristotle's reference to dreams be­
ing divine because nature is . 

91 K. Reinhardt, Kosmos und Sympathie (Munich~ 1926) 2~9-70, argued that the 
account of divination at Plut. Obsolescence of Oracles 40 432cff. derived from 
Dicaearchus (cf. Huby [above, n. 10] 59); but cf. Moraux (above, n. 38) 244-45. 

92 Cicero De div. 1.5 = 31 A. 
93 Cicero De div. 1.113 = 31 B, and (less explicitly, but note libere) ibid. 2.100 = 

31 C. The idea has classical antecedents; cf., in addition to Plato Republic 57 ld-572a 
(below, n. 96) and Aristotle fr. 10 Rose (below, n. 97), Pindar, fr. 116 Bowra and 
Xenophon Cyropaedia 8.7.21 (below, n. 97). E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the lrratio• 
nal (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1951) 135 and nn. 
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the body at all, can travel away from the body and apprehend truths be­
cause it can travel in space, and conceivably in time as well.94 

Following Dodds,95 I shall label view (C) the Hpsychic excursion'' view. 
It is tempting to label view (B) as ''dualistic," following van der Eijk, 
but to do so may risk obscuring a further distinction. For if view (B) is 
interpreted in terms of a radical mind-body dualism, there seems no rea­
son why the rational part of the soul, or mind, ref erred to should have to 
remain in the body during sleep, if indeed it makes any sense to talk 
about its location anywhere. On such an interpretation the difference 
between (B) and (C) would reduce to the point that in (C) it is supposed 
that the relevant part of the soul has physical location and actually has to 
travel on excursions to other places to perceive what is happening there, 
whereas in (B) interpreted dualistically-let us call it (B2)-the mind, if 
it functions through means independent of the senses and superior to 
ordinary reasoning, can presumably (B2a) remain in the body while 
having access to events remote in space and time,96 or perhaps better 
(B2b ), on such a view the question whether it remains in the body or not 
makes no sense because it is not the sort of thing to have a specific 
location. More importantly for our present purpose, all our evidence 
concerning Dicaearchus' theory of soul strongly suggests that view 
(B2), just as much as (C), would be out of the question for him. So for 
the moment we might consider another variant of (B ), (B 1 ), in which the 
part or faculty of the soul involved in prophetic dreaming is one that is 
as linked to the body as every other part of the soul, but is capable of 
functioning without the senses, and is best able to do so in sleep. How it 
functions in such a way as to divine the future remains obscure, but then 
so it does on view (B2), unless indeed we reduce the absence of spatial 

94 I say "in time as well," because this seems to be required for dreams to be prophetic 
through precognition. Cf. on this Huby (above, n. I 0) 60. Attributing notions of objec­
tive time-travel to the ancient Greeks may seem anachronistic, but Plato in Republic 572a 
can refer to the rational part of the soul in sleep seeing past, present and future (Dodds, 
ibid. 135ff.), and we can seem to relive past events in dreams (ibid. 156-57 n. l). 
Theophrastus fr. 343 FHS&G refers to experiencing many more things in the course of 
a dream than one could live through in a single year, but comes from a highly dubious 
source~ cf. R. W. Sharples, Theophrastus of Eresus: Sources for his Life, Writings, 
Thought and Influence. Commentary, vol. 5: Sources on Biology (Leiden, 1995) 22-24. 

95 Dodds ( above, n. 93) 141. 
96 This is perhaps Plato's view in Republic 57ld-572a; above, n. 93. 
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location (B2b) to an omnipresence that would allow the soul to ''see'' 
things in the same way as in (C).97 

97 Aristotle seems to have put forward a view more like that attributed to Dicaearchus 
than that in On Divination through Sleep in his De philosophia, fr. 10 Rose(= Sextus 
Empiricus M. 9.20-22; compared with the views of Dicaearchus and Cratippus by van 
der Eijk [above, n. 88] 60 n. 43. See below, at n. 111 ): 

Aristotle said that the notion of gods originated among human beings from two 
origins, from the things that happen concerning the soul and ·from heavenly phe­
nomena. From the things that happen concerning the soul, on account of the in­
stances of inspiration and prophecy that it undergoes in sleep. For when, he 
says, the soul comes to be on its own in sleep, then it gets back its own proper 
nature and divines and foretells the future. It is also like this when undergoing 
separation from the body in death. At any rate he accepts the poet Homer's ob­
servation of this. For (Homer) made Patroclus, when dying, foretell the death 
of Hector, and Hector the end of Achilles. So it is from these (occurrences), 
(Aristotle) says, that people formed the notion that some divinity exists, which 
is in itself like the soul and understands all things. And also from heavenly phe­
nomena. 

'AptcrtotEAll<; 0£ 0,1t() Ouotv &px,&v tVVOt<XV 0£rov £AEYE y£yovevat EV tot<; 
av8pc.o1tot<;, a.1t6 tE t&v 7tEpl 'VUXllV auµpatVOV'tCOV Kat <X1t0 trov µ£t£roprov. 
aAA' Cl1t0 µEv t&v 7tEpt t~V \JfUXllV au µf3a.tv6vtc.ov Ota 'tOU~ EV tOl~ 'U1tVOt<; 

ytvoµEvouc; 'taUtll~ ev8ouotacrµou~ l((ll, tac; µavteia~. otav yap, qrr1criv, £V tip 
U7tVOUV Ka.0 ' eaU'tT]V yevrrtat ii \VUXll, tot£ tT)V t010V a1t0Aaf3ouaa <pUO'lV 

1tpoµav't£Uc'tCll t£ Kat 1tpoayopeuet ta µeAAovta . tOtfJ.\Ytll 0£ EO'tt Kat EV tip 
Kata 'tOV 0civa'tOV xcopi~ea8at t&v aroµa.trov. CX1tOb£X£tat youv 1(0,l tOV 
7t0tll't11V "0µ11pov roe; 'tOU'tO 1ta.patT)p11oavta. 1t£7tOlflKE yap tOV µev TTcxtpo­
KAOV ev tip a.vatpeicr0at 1tpoayopeuovta 1tepl tt1<; "Ex:tppo~ <lVCllpEO"EOl<;, 'tOV 

o' "EK'topcx 1tEp1 'tll~ 'AxtAAeroc; tEAEu~11c;. £K -routffiv ouv, q>f1<1tv, u1tEv611crav 
oi av8pco1tot Eiva{ tt 8t6v, to x:cx0' £(lUtO £0tKO<; tfi \VUXU KClt 1tUV'tffiV 

E1ttcr't11µov11ec.oi;atov. aAAfl OT} KClt 0.7t0 'tO)V µe-rEroprov. 

This text first describes the soul as functioning prophetically when on its own (Ka0' 
ea,Ytrtv) in sleep, in a way that could perhaps be interpreted as compatible with On Divi­
nation through Sleep, or at least-since it does refer to the soul urecovering its own 
nature" in sleep-in terms of (Bl). (That there was no change in Aristotle's view and 
that he explained divination by a natural mechanism throughout is the thesis of J. Kany­
Turpin and P. Pellegrin, ·'Cicero and the Aristotelian Theory of Divination by Dreams," 
in Cicero s Knowledge of the Peripatos, RUSCH IV, ed. W.W. Fortenbaugh and P. 
Steinmetz [New Brunswick, NJ, 1989] 220-45; cf., on this passage, 232.) However, the 
De philosophia fragment then goes on to say that something similar happens when the 
soul is separated from the body at death, this explaining how in Homer Patroclus and 
Hector, at the point of their own deaths, could prophesy those of Hector and Achilles 
respectively. Perhaps this can be interpreted in such a way that it does not imply that 
divination comes about through the soul's literally going on a "psychic excursion." To 
do this we would have to suppose that the actual point of comparison was not between 
psychic excursions in sleep and the soul's existing separately from the body afterdeath, 
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Whether (B 1) really makes any metaphysical sense I would not like to 
say. My immediate concern is rather to see whether Cicero's reports of 
Dicaearchus' theory of divination can be read in terms of (B 1 ), and thus 
at least made compatible with what we know of Dicaearchus' views on 
the soul.98 And, on the face of it, if we allow for a certain amount of 
rhetorical exaggeration on the part of Cicero, the reports of Dicaear­
chus' view that we have seen so far could be seen in these terms. No 
doubt in terms of (B 1) to say, as Cicero does, that in sleep the mind has 
absolutely (plane) nothing to do with the body is an exaggeration--tcer­
tainly if (B 1) is to be compatible with ·the views of Dicaearchus for 
whom the body is in a sense the self. But to use ''body'' for ''functions 
clearly recognisable as performed by obvious bodily organs," i.e., the 
senses, does not seem impossible. 

but rather between the soul's functioning without reference to the body in sleep on the 
one hand and when it is on the way out of the body, death being imminent, on the other. 
The fact that "is separated" is in the Greek in the present tense (khorizesthai) rather than 
the aorist could be seen as supporting this. (See now the discussion of this passage by 
John Glucker, ''A Platonic Cento in Cicero," Phronesis 44 [1999] 30-44, at 41-42.) 
Xenophon (above, n. 93) uses the freedom of the soul in sleep as an argument for its 
survival apart from the body after death Whether Pindar fr. 116 Bowra (above, n. 93) 
should be understood as implying a literal separation of soul from body depends on 
whether the reference to death in the first line of the fragment should be understood as 
-merely figurative in connection with sleep or as implying a real continuity between sleep 
and death; the latter seems far more likely (cf. Heraclitus fr. 26). Cf. also Aristotle 
Eudemus fr. 11 Ross (from al-Kindi), and other texts possibly from Aristotle On Philoso­
phy discussed at Huby (above, n. 10) 55-56 and van der Eijk (above, n. 88) 92. See also 
Pines (above, n. 87) 140-43, where however the principal issue is not that of the sepa­
ration of the soul from the body but that of the divine origin of dreams .. 

98 Philip J. van der Eijk, 0 Aristotle on 'Distinguished Physicians' and on the Medi­
cal Significance of Dreams," in Ancient Medicine in its Socio-cultural Context, ed. Philip 
J. van der Eijk, H.F. J. Horstmanshoff, P.H. Schrijvers (Amsterdam, 1995) 447-59, at 
455, indeed cites [Hippocrates] De victu 86 for the view that "when the body is at rest 
the soul, being set in motion and awake, administers its own household, and of itself 
performs all the acts of the body," and comments that "Aristotle ... views the soul as 
the principle of organization of all bodily functions. . . . It would be impossible for 
Aristotle to say-as the writer of Viet. does-that in sleep the body is at rest but the soul 
works" (my emphasis). Yes: but my present suggestion (BI) claims only that one as­
pect of the soul's functioning can occur in sleep in separation from one aspect of the 
body's functioning, namely the senses. If all aspects of soul-functioning must have some 
physiological correlate, we ought in principle to be able to say what the bodily corre­
late of divinatory soul-activity is; but, the problem of access to events remote in time 
and/or space apart (see above, at the end of the previous paragraph), this seems no more 
of a difficulty in connection with divination than in connection with mental activity 
generally. 
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5. Dicaearchus and Divination-II 

However, though we have reviewed the evidence in Cicero relating to 
Dicaearchus by name, we have not yet reviewed all the relevant pas­
sages in Cicero. And when we do it will become clear that the position 
sketched out in the preceding section, which may already have seemed 
like a desperate act of special pleading, cannot even be reconciled with 
Cicero's evidence in its entirety. 

The problem is that in our passages Dicaearchus is coupled with 
Cratippus. And elsewhere in On Divination Cicero says that Cratippus 
explained divination in dreams, and oracular prophecy, by holding that 
human minds come "from outside''99 and that the rational part of the 
mind ( as opposed to that concerned with sensation, movement and de­
sire) 100 functions best when most apart from (absit a) the body. 

I have set out as briefly as I could oracles from dreams and frenzy, 
which I had said did not involve skill. Both these kinds have a single ex­
planation, which our Cratippus customarily uses: the minds of human 
beings are to a certain extent derived and drawn from outside-from 
which we understand that there is outside (us) a divine mind, from 
which the human (mind) is drawn. And of the human mind that part 
which possesses sensation, the power of movement, and desire is not 
separate from the influence of the body; but that part of the mind which 
shares in reasoning and intelligence is at its greatest strength when it is 
most apart from the body. 101 

99 Presumably an echo of the nous thurathen of Aristotle GA 2.3 736b27ff. Cf. 
Moraux (above, n. 38) 231. But already Pindar, cited in n. 93 above, could refer to the 
part of the soul active in sleep as being the only part that comes from the gods. 

100cr. Moraux (above, n. 38) 229. 
IOI Exposui quam brevissime potui somni et furoris oracula, quae carere arte 

dixeram. quorum amborum generum una ratio est, qua Cratippus noster uti so/et: 
animos hominum quadam ex parte extrinsecus esse tractos et haustos ( ex quo intellegitur 
esse extra divinum animu1n, humanus unde ducatur ); humani autem animi eam partem, 
quae sensum, quae motum, quae appetitum habeat, non esse ab actione corporis 
seiugata,n,· quae autem pars animi rationis atque intellegentiae sit particeps, earn tum 
maxime vigere, cum plurimum abs it a corpore . . Cicero De div. I. 70.--H. Tarrant, "Rec­
ollection and Prophecy in the De Divinatione," Phronesis 45 (2000) 64-76, at 76 objects 
to the spatial reading (my ''C") of this passage that Hwhen it is most apart from the body" 
would imply, implausibly, that the soul is more affected by the body when only six 
kilometres away from it than when seven kilometres away. He also well observes (75) 
that "the question of precisely how the soul becomes free of bodily influence was un­
likely to have been a matter of intense debate," and (76) that Cicero, De div. 1.113 
(above, n. 93) is ambiguous as to whether the withdrawal from the body in question is 



170 Dicaearchus of Messana 

"Apart from'' need not be understood in a literally spatial sense, but 
even if this is not the "psychic excursion'' view (C) it certainly sounds 
more like (B 2) than (B 1). Cicero's understanding of Crati ppus' position 
is presumably similar where Cratippus is cited alone and where 
Cratippus and Dicaearchus are cited together; and it is on the face of it 
entirely incompatible with everything we have heard so far about 
Dicaearchus' views on the soul. 

Pease102 cites ·Zeller and Rohde as saying that it is odd that Dicaear­
chus should couple belief in divination with disbelief in an animus sepa­
rable from the body. He is correct about Rohde, who writes as follows: 

It remains very remarkable that Dicaearchus, who naturally knew noth­
ing of a separabilis animus, Tusculans 1.21, nevertheless, believed not 
merely in mantic dreams-that would be just intelligible [citi~g 
Aristotle On Divination through Sleep ]-but also in the prophetic power 
of enthousiasmos, which invariably presupposes the dogma of a special 
substance of the "soul" and its separability from the body.103 

One may question whether Rohde is right in saying that enthousiasmos 
can only be understood in terms of a separation of soul from body;104 

even if one interprets it as "ecstasy," meaning that the inspired person 
has departed from their .normal condition, it does not seem that this has 
to be understood as a spatial or even a metaphysical separation of part of 
the self from the rest. 105 

Zeller, on the other hand, though he does indeed say, as Pease indi­
cates, that the combination of belief in divination with denial of a sepa-

literal (my HC" ) or metaphorical (my HB"). On this passage see also Pines (above, n. 87) 
128-29, and 143 n. 239. 

102 Pease (above, n. 86) 58-59. 
103 Psyche, ed. cit. vol. 2 p. 512 n. 34. Rohde cites not only Cicero in On Divina-­

ti on, but also pseudo-Plutarch, who as we saw (30B: above, n. 87) attributed to 
Dicaearchus belief in divination not only through dreams but also through ecstatic states. 

104 He is certainly wrong to interpret in this way the term enthousias,nos, which re­
fers to a divine power entering into and "'possessing" the individual; on the difference 
between this conception and that of "ecstasy," cf. Dodds (above, n. 93) 70-71 and 80 
n. 41. 

105 '-'Ekstasis did not originally involve (as Rohde assumed) the idea of the soul's 
departure from the body": Dodds (above, n. 93) 94 n. 84, citing Pfister. If indeed 
Dicaearchus had explained prophetic frenzy naturalistically in a similar way to 
Aristotle's explanation of dreams in On Divination through Sleep, he would be going 
beyond Aristotle in that work at least, for there is there no reference to ecstatic proph­
ecy; but that is not unnatural given the subject of Aristotle's work. On Aristotle's posi­
tion in earlier works see above, at n. 97. 
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rable soul is ''striking," interprets Dicaearchus' account of divination 
naturalistically, as following Aristotle, and claims that Cicero in On 
Divination 1.113 = 31 B does not in fact attribute separation of soul 
from body to Dicaearchus himself .106 There are two different points that 
Zeller could have had in mind here. First of all, Cicero's wording here 
does not absolutely have to be understood in terms of a soul that func­
tions separately from the body. But since Cicero does explicitly at­
tribute such a theory to Cratippus elsewhere in the treatise, it seems 
artificial to deny that this is the meaning of his words here. 107 Secondly, 
Zeller might have in mind the precise form of Cicero's statement: 
Cicero does not, indeed, say in so many words that Dicaearchus and 
Cratippus held the theory of prophecy through separation of soul from 
body, but first outlines the theory and then says that "therefore (itaque)'' 
the two types of prophecy in question, that through dreams and that 
through divine inspiration, were approved by Dicaearchus and 
Cratippus. But, while this may not amount to a statement expressis 
verbis that Dicaearchus and Cratippus held this theory, it is in my view 
practically impossible to read it as implying anything else. 

It seems, then, that Cicero's reports of Dicaearchus' views on divina­
tion are strictly incompatible with what we know from elsewhere of his 
views on the soul. Wehrli suggested 108 that Cratippus did believe in a 
soul that mad~ psychic excursions from the body, and that Cicero has 
erroneously transferred Cratippus' view by association to Dicaearchus 
as well. It may not be irrelevant here that Cicero refers back to 31 c 
twice in what follows, but each time refers only to Cratippus and not 
also to Dicaearchus.109 

Moraux suggested~ though only tentatively, that Dicaearchus could 
have distinguished between a soul which is the body in a certain state, 
and a separate prophetic spirit entering the soul from outside-much as 
the Active Intellect enters the individual soul in Alexander of 

106 Zeller (above, n. 49) 891 and n. 4. 
107 Putting it another way: unless Cicero intended a distinction between Dicaearchus' 

views on divination and Cratippus', the fact that his wording does not absolutely rule 
out such a distinction, and the attribution of a soul that functions separately from the 
body view only to Cratippus, may be nothing more than a lucky coincidence-lucky, 
that is, for those who want to absolve him from the charge of attributing incompatible 
views, on the soul on the one hand and on divination on the other, to Dicaearchus. But 
then we have to ask, if Cicero did intend such a distinction, why does he give no clearer 
indication of it? 

108 Wehrli (above, n. 19) 12:46; cf. Dodds (above, n. 93) I 21 and n. 117. 
109 Cicero De div. 2.101 and 2.107-9. 
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Aphrodisias' interpretation of Aristotle's theory of intellect (the com­
parison is Moraux' own). 110 Van der Eijk, too, regards Dicaearchus as 
well as Cratippus as actually a dualist where divination is concerned, 111 

presumably accepting a reconciliation of this with Dicaearchus' theory 
of soul in general along the lines suggested by Moraux. However, the 
theory of a separate prophetic spirit from outside hardly seems the most 
natural way to read Cicero's reports either of Dicaearchus or of 
Cratippus. 

If Wehrli is right, it might seem easiest to suppose that Cicero was 
simply misinformed by Cratippus. 112 It is however clear, both from 
what Cicero says about the other aspects of Dicaearchus' writings on 
divination mentioned earlier, and from what he says about Dicaearchus' 
views on the nature of the soul, that he had direct acquaintance with at 
least some of Dicaearchus' works. 113 And the two conflicting theories, 
on the one hand the apparent attribution to Dicaearchus of an interpreta­
tion of divination in terms of a separable soul, and on the other the claim 
that Dicaearchus denied the existence of a soul at all, are both contained 
in works, albeit different works, by Cicero himself. 

There seem to be three possibilities: 

(a) Cicero simply copied mechanically, in the Tusculans, a source which 
told him that Dicaearchus denied the existence of the soul, and, in O,z 

Divination, one which told him that Dicaearchus explained divination in a 

110 Moraux (above, n. 38) 246. One may perhaps compare one way of reconciling 
the tension that was perceived between Empedocles' account of the soul and his belief 
in a reincarnated daimon, with the difference that the daimon is for Empedocles in some 
sense personal. Cf. G. S. Kirk and J.E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers (Cam­
bridge, 1957) 358-61; contrast the second edition (G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven and M. 
Schofield [Cambridge, I 983] 320-21 ), but cf. now A. Martin and 0. Primavesi, 
l 'Enzpedocle de Strasbourg, Strasbourg: Bibliotheque Nationale et Universitaire (Ber­
lin, 1999) 90-95. 

111 He compares the views of both Dicaearchus and Cratippus to the dualist position 
suggested, in his view, by Aristotle De philosophia fr. l 0 Rose; see above, n. 97, and 
Moraux (above, n. 38) 235-43. 

112 Glucker (above, n. 97) 40 n. 20, finds this implausible and suggests rather that 
Dicaearchus' views on the soul may have changed during his career. Cicero does not 
himself invoke the idea of such a development, and it would not be in the style of an­
cient philosophical interpretation to do so. So, even if Glucker is right, my argument in 
what follows for adopting (b) as the correct account of Cicero's procedure is unaffected. 
Van der Eijk (above, n. 88) 98-99 n. 152, suggests that an unpublished Arabic compen­
dium of Aristotle's Parva Naturalia may reflect a '"'Hellenistic recension'' relating to the 
dualistic interpretation of divination by Cratippus and (in his view) Dicaearchus. 

113 See also above, nn. 11, 31, 86. 
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way incompatible with this. Few, I think, will accept this view. 

(b) Cicero has information about Dicaearchus, partly based on a study of 
Dicaearchus' own writings, on which he bases his statements about 
Dicaearchus' views, not just reproducing his sources mechanically; but he 
composes his works topic by topic, citing earlier philosophers with a view 
to what their views as he interprets them can contribute to his own argu­
ment, and does not see it as his task to investigate whether different areas 
of a philosopher's thought can be reconciled with one another, if such dis­
cussion is not germane to his immediate purpose.• 14 

( c) Although Cicero does not go out of his way to explain how the views 
on divination he attributes to Dicaearchus are compatible with 
Dicaearchus' views on the soul as he presents them, he in fact holds that 
there is no incompatibility. 

Whether Cicero held that there was no incompatibility in Dicaearchus' 
views as he reports them is a different question from whether there was 
in fact any incompatibility in Dicaearchus' actual views. But it is diffi­
cult to see, from the way in which Cicero actually reports Dicaearchus, 
how he could have supposed that there was no incompatibility. Thus we 
are driven back to · (b). Cicero's approach to his material, while not the 
thoughtless and mechanical copying sometimes attributed to him by 
students of Quellenforschung in the past, is piecemeal rather than sys­
tematic. He was engaged-like many before and since-in philosophi­
cal debate rather than in historical reconstruction, and the question how 
Dicaearchus' or anyone else's alleged views on different topics were to 
be reconciled with one another simply did not trouble him if it was not 
germane to the immediate debate. If this is right, it has implications for 
our general understanding of Cicero's methods in his philosophical 
works. 115 

114 Thus, in On Divination 1.113 and 2.100 the purpose of citing Cratippus and 
Dicaearchus is to draw the contrast between "'natural" divination and '~artificial" divi­
nation by omens; Cicero could have objected in Book 2 that Dicaearchus, given his views 
on the soul as reported in the Tusculans, had no business to be putting forward such a 
theory at all-but this would not be particularly helpful to his general argument. 

115 See also, on another aspect of this question, R. W. Sharples, "Causes and Nec­
essary Conditions in the Topica and Defato," in Cicero the Philosopher, ed. J. G. F. 
Powell (Oxford, 1995) 247-71, at 271. 



. 

3 

Dicaearchus' Philosophy of Mind 1 

Victor Caston 

In recent years, controversy has raged over Aristotle's philosophy of 
mind. Many have thought it to have contemporary relevance, as an 
early form of functionalism. Others have argued that such rapproche­
ment is impossible, even in principle-the overthrow of Aristotelian 
physics, they claim, puts his philosophy of mind forever beyond our 
reach.2 Understandably, discussion has focused largely on central texts 
such as the De anima. But the debate would be better served by viewing 
Aristotle in his own context, especially in relation to members of his 
own school who worked on the topic, such as Dicaearchus and 
Aristoxenus. What we find is a debate within the Lyceum, parallel at 
numerous points to the current debate over mental causation-a debate, 
that is, within a broadly materialist framework about the reality and 

1 I would like to take the opportunity to thank Professor Robert Sharples of Uni­
versity College London very warmly for our extended correspondence, which I have 
found to be invaluable, as well as for his suggestion that I attend the conference .. 

2 For the debate in general, see Martha C. Nussbaum and Amelie Oksen berg Rorty 
(eds.), Essays on Aristotle's De anima (Oxford, 1992), and in particular the challenge 
issued in the opening essay by Myles Burnyeat ("Is an Aristotelian Philosophy of Mind 
Still Credible?"). 

175 
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causal role of the mental. 3 What is distinctive about Dicaearchus and 
Aristoxenus is that they reject the positions of both Aristotle and Plato, 
in favor of one that closely resembles contemporary epiphenomenal­
ism. 4 

The fragmentary nature of our evidence for Dicaearchus, of course, 
makes for familiar difficulties. Without exception, his views are re­
ported either (i) by hostile authors who are largely uninterested in the 
nuances of different types of materialism; or (ii) by doxographers whose 
main concern is to tabulate the voting records of philosophers on key 
questions, and so lump together very different positions under a single 
formula, often not in the original authors' phrasing. Discrepancies and 
confusion are inevitable. Sifting through such reports requires good 
judgement as well as a keen eye for detail and, in cases where the evi-
dence does not admit of resolution, a willingness to withhold judge­
ment. 5 

The critical question is whether such difficulties are genuinely intrac­
table. In the particular case at hand, I think they have been somewhat 
overrated. Apparent conflicts dissolve on further scrutiny, and in many 
instances we can explain why particular reports disagree in the way they 
do. The picture which emerges is a philosophically coherent one, of 
power and interest. Against both Plato and Aristotle, Dicaearchus ac­
cepts a version of the ''harmonia'' theory of the soul, essentially a form 
of psychophysical supervenience (section I). In Aristotle's view, such a 
theory leaves no room for mental causation, a result he finds unaccept­
able. But Dicaearchus rises to this challenge and accepts the inefficacy 
of the mental, thus embracing a fonn of epiphenomenalism (section II). 
Such views would conflict with any kind of spiritualism, a view which 
has occasionally been ascribed to him. But the evidence adduced for 
this claim requires no such conclusion (section Ill). In the end, then, 
there is no good reason to doubt that Dicaearchus held epipheno­
menalism firmly and unflinchingly. In this he shows philosophical in­
tegrity and courage-indeed, more so than many of our contemporaries. 

3 For my use of the terms '4 mental" and "physical'' in relation to ancient authors, 
seen. 9 below. 

4 I explore the history of this debate in "Epiphenomenalisms, Ancient and Mod­
ern," Philosophical Review 106 (1997) 309-63. 

5 See Professor Sharples' essay in this volume, which provides an excellent and 
balanced survey of the state of our evidence and its various difficulties. 
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I. The Harmonia Theory of the Soul 

In Plato's Phaedo, the Pythagorean Sirnmias famously objects that the 
soul would not be immortal if it were like the harmonia or tuning of an 
instrument (85E-86D). Though not one of the parts of an instrument, a 
tuning is nevertheless dependent upon them and their relation to one 
another. A given tuning will not exist unless an instrument is arranged 
in certain ways, but whenever the instrument is arranged in one of these 
ways, it will have that sort of tuning, necessarily, as a matter of nature. 
To claim that the soul is a harmonia of the body, then, is to claim that it 
depends in a similar way on the arrangement of bodily parts-in con­
temporary terminology, it is to claim that the mental supervenes on the 
physical.6 If the soul is a harmonia, it will not exist apart from a func­
tioning, living body, and its state or disposition is determined (e1tecr8at, 
93A) by the state or disposition of the body underlying it. 

A harmonia theory is clearly attributed to Dicaearchus in a number of 
fragments (21 A-8, 22). Still, the attribution has been questioned: it is 
the result, allegedly, of a doxographical confusion, incorrectly assimi­
lating Dicaearchus' views to those of his colleague Aristoxenus. 7 There 
seem to be two main grounds for this contention. First, a positive view 
like the harmonia theory seems to conflict with other reports, including 
one from Cicero, according to which Dicaearchus denied there was 
''any soul at all." Secondly, the attribution of a harmonia theory occurs 
only in late sources, many of whom seem confused over Dicaearchus' 
name. Cicero, in contrast, explicitly attributes such a theory only to 
Aristoxenus, even though he generally discusses the two philosophers 
in tandem. 

It does not take much, however, to dissolve these apparent conflicts. 
Our best evidence suggests that all that Dicaearchus denied was the ex-

6 For my use of "mental" and "physical," seen. 9 below. As for "supervenience," I 
take Simmias to be endorsing strong supervenience, which holds across possible worlds: 
necessarily, if any body were to possess a given "tuning," it would be in the corre­
sponding mental state. For the classic discussion of different forms of supervenience, 
see Jaegwon Kim, "Concepts of Supervenience," Philosophy and Phenomenological 
Research 45 (1984) 153-76, reprinted in his Supervenience and Mind: Selected Philo­
sophical Essays (Cambridge, 1993) 53-78. For more reflections on this notion, see 
also "Supervenience as a Philosophical Concept," Metaphilosophy 21 (1990) 1-27, 
reprinted in Supervenience and Mind, 131-60. 

7 H. Gottschalk, "Soul as Harmonia," Phronesis 16 ( 1971) 179-98, at 185-87. 
Dicaearchus is cited according to Mirhady (this volume) and Aristoxenus according to 
Wehrli (19672). All translations are my own. 
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istence of a substantial soul that could exist separate from the body. But 
such a denial is compatible with a host of positive views about the soul, 
and certainly with one that identifies the soul with a harmonia of the 
body. To a dualist, of course, a harmonia theory might still seem tanta­
mount to eliminativism, since from a dualist's point of view nothing 
short of a substantial soul could adequately account for mental phenom­
ena. But then ''eliminativism'' functions less as a description than as a 
critique-an unacceptable consequence to which the view is thought to 
lead inexorably. Such evaluations are evident in the testimonia attribut­
ing total eliminativism when taken in their original context, Cicero and 
Atticus being the clearest examples (cf. the end of 15 and 20, respec­
tively). 

More revealing still is Iamblichus' report (23), which in a single 
breath describes Dicaearchus both as identifying the soul with some­
thing bodily and as denying that the soul ''can exist in any way at all." 
There is no need to trace this confusion back to Dicaearchus. The nega­
tive view Iamblichus reports is just the expression of a dualist's despair 
over the harmonia theory, much as before, and as such it can be dis­
counted. But the positive view conforms to what else we know of the 
harmonia theory: it claims the soul is "something that has been natu­
rally compounded or that belongs to the body like the state of being 
animate'' ( 10 't'!l <pUO"Et cruµµeµtyµEVOV Tl to 'tOU crffiµatoc; ov fficr1tEp 'tO 

E'Vux&cr0at). Both alternatives recognize the reality of the mental. But 
they conceive of the mental as intimately related to the body, as its being 
structured in a certain way. Dicaearchus is not an eliminativist, then, in 
the sense of denying the existence of the mental in general.8 What he 
denies is that there is any substance over and above the body. That is, he 
adopts a form of monism, which holds that mental states are just at­
tributes of a single, bodily substance.9 

8 Pace Julia Annas, Hellenistic Philosoph)' of Mind (Berkeley, 1992) 31, esp. n. 43. 
9 Because the word "soul" has substantialist connotations, it will be useful to use a 

term like "the mental" to refer to the phenomena associated with the soul-the adjec­
tive upsychic," though cognate with the Greek word for soul, is too awkward given its 
ordinary associations. But we must be careful then to avoid Cartesian connotations: 
for the ancients, phenomena involving the soul can include nonintentional, vital phe­
nomena like digestion and growth, as well as intentional and conscious states. No 
assumption is made here as to whether the mental and the physical overlap or are 
,nutually exclusive: the terminology as I shall use it leaves open whether something 
mental might also be physical. Accordingly, I will use "'physical" to designate the 
subject matter of the lowest level natural science concerned with inanimate objects­
in, e.g., Aristotle's scheme, that would be the study of the four elements. 
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This characterization is supported by other passages. Sextus Empir­
icus, who elsewhere reports that Dicaearchus denies there is a soul (18), 
also ascribes to him the position that thinking (Ot<lvota) is ''nothing 
other than the body in a certain state'' (µ118ev ... 1tap<l -to n&<; EXOV 
cr&µa, 24). Thinking is perfectly real on such a view. It is just not to be 
understood as the affect of a separate, substantial soul, but rather along 
the lines of the Stoic category Sextus alludes to, as the body modified in 
a certain way. It is thus the body itself which has the ability to think. 
Exactly the same point is reported by Plutarch, without attribution: 

Or is this the case: that the substance of the soul isn't anything at all, but 
the tempered body possesses the power of thinking and living? 

Adv. Colot. 1119AB 

The reference to the ''tempered" body (KEKpaµevov), like Iamblichus' 
reference to its being "compounded" (auµµEµtyµevov), is a clear allu­
sion to the terminology of the harmonia theory. 10 

This interpretation finds further confirmation in 19, taken from 
Cicero's Tusculan Disputations. Cicero makes explicit that he is sum­
marizing a speech from one of Dicaearchus' dialogues on the soul, a 
dialogue we know he had sent from Athens shortly before writing the 
Tusculans. 11 The main speaker, Pherecrates, finds it perfectly accept­
able to speak about life, awareness, and action, as he does himself re­
peatedly (vel agamus quid vel sentiamus . .. corporibus vivis ... vigeat 
et sentiat). His objection is instead to talk of "the soul or the spirit'' 
(animum vel animam) and any derivative terminology that might be 
taken to imply them, such as "animalia et animantes"-thus, in Greek 
to "'lfuxai" and ''Eµ'Vuxa," respectively (not "sipa", a point explicitly 
confirmed by Simplicius, 26). 12 Unlike the contemporary eliminativist, 
then, Pherecrates assumes folk psychology can be accommodated 
within materialism, once mental states are properly reconceived as be­
longing to the body. The reason why is clear from his description of life 
as due to a power that is inseparable from the body and, in some sense, 
not even distinct from it. What Pherecrates objects to is not folk psy­
chology, but a metaphysical theory, substantial dualism. And the surest 

1 ° Cf. esp. Plato Phaedo 86B 7-C2, 86D2; Aristotle De anima 1.4 407b30-408a28. 
11 Ep. ad Atticum 13.32 = 11 B. 
12 I would like to thank David Sedley for discussion on this point. 
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way to remove temptation, he believes, is simply to obliterate any ves­
tige of these words from our vocabulary: talk of ''souls'' and "spirits'' 
must simply be eliminated. But once our mental vocabulary has been 
purified, there is no reason the rest of it cannot remain, suitably 
reconstrued. Compare our own attitude to the words "temperature'' and 
"caloric." The fonner is acceptable, once properly redefined within sta­
tistical mechanics. The latter, in contrast, has no place and must-like 
"witch," ''curse," and ''hex''-be excised completely from our scientific 
vocabulary. 

This nuanced position naturally leaves Dicaearchus ample room for a 
harmonia theory. According to Cicero, the ''whole power by which we 
do or feel something" imbues the bodies of living things and is insepa­
rable from them (vimque omnem earn, qua vel agamus quid vel 
sentiamus, in omnibus corporibus vivis aequabiliter esse fusam nee 
separabilem a corpore esse), since there is ''nothing else apart from the 
body, just alone by itself, which is so configured that it lives and per­
ceives by the tempering of its nature" (nee sit quicquam nisi corpus 
unum et simplex, ita figuratum ut temperatione naturae vigeat et 
sentiat). ''The tempering of its nature," once again, is a clear allusion to 
the harmonia theory, and Pherecrates' claim is that a certain "temper­
ing'' and configuration of the body is sufficient for living, acting, and 
perceiving. Whether or not Dicaearchus felt comfortable referring to 
this as a ''soul," he plainly acknowledges the reality of mental states and 
identifies our capacity for them with a harmonia of the body. 

But we can make an even stronger case. First, the alleged conflict in 
our evidence attributing a harmonia theory to Dicaearchus is not pecu­
liar to Dicaearchus. It is equally present in the evidence for his col­
league Aristoxenus, who is uncontroversially recognized as a harmonia 
theorist. Aristoxenus is also reported as having ''said that the soul is 
nothing at all''-in fact, both the harmonia theory and the rejection of 
the soul are attributed to Aristoxenus in Book I of Cicero's Tusculans, 
the very source which was alleged to have distinguished their views. 13 

But given that both views are assigned to both thinkers, there is no 
longer any evidence to suggest their views have been wrongly assimi­
lated, and so no basis for assigning one view to one and the other to the 

13 Cicero Tusc. disp. 1.22.51 (= Aristoxenus fr. 118) together with 1.10.19 (= fr. 
120a), 1.11.24 (= fr. 119); cf. also Lactantius lnstit. 7.13 and De opif. Dei 16 (= fr. 120c 
and l 20d~ respectively). Note that Lactantius only infers the denial of the soul from the 
harmonia theory at 1.11.24. 
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other. The most straightforward hypothesis is that both thinkers shared 
a view later dualists could not distinguish from ''eliminativism'' (or, at 
any rate, did not wish to). 

Secondly, the later tradition attributing a harmonia theory to 
Dicaearchus is more respectable than has be1en appreciated. Nemesius 
comments on Dicaearchus' exact choice of words: he says that 
Dicaearchus uses the word ''harmonia'' in place of (avt{) ''tempering'' 
or ''concord,'' which is, he claims, what Dicaearchus in fact means 
(~oUAE'tat AE"(EtV, 21A). But this suggests, at least prima facie, that 
Nemesius depends on a source which attributes those very words to 
him. Now, it would be trivial to devise a story to undermine this evi­
dence: it is always possible to concoct sceptical hypotheses to put such 
evidence in question. But the point is we no longer have independent 
reason to do so. Bare possibilties are not enough to reject uncontested 
evidence; if they were, nothing could stop such doubts from becoming 
all-corrosive. We should not, therefore, reject the tradition attributing a 
harmonia theory to Dicaearchus. 

II. Dicaearchus and Aristotle on Mental Causation 

None of this puts Dicaearchus at any great distance from Aristotle's 
views. Both are realists about mental states; both reject Plato's substan­
tial dualism in the Phaedo; and both are in some sense material monists. 
But that still leaves plenty of room for disagreement. And Dicaearchus 
and Aristotle did disagree. They started a debate within the Peripatos 
that would continue among Aristotle's commentators centuries later. 14 

What is at stake is whether there is any causal role left for the mental 
qua mental to play, once Platonic dualism has been rejected. Dualism 
obviously leaves ample scope for the mental in the production of behav­
ior. But if the mental depends on the physical, how distinct can its con­
tribution be? Can monism do justice to our intuitions about mental 
causation? 

Aristotle is the first to level a charge along these lines. He accuses the 
harmonia theory of epiphenomenalism, of stripping the mental of all 
efficacy, a result he thinks unacceptable. He tries to restore the balance 
in his own theory, by arguing that some effects are due exclusively to the 
soul, without slipping back into dualism. But Dicaearchus is not per-

14 See my "Epiphenomenalisms" (above, n. 4). 
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suaded. Instead, he reaffirms the harmonia theory over Aristotle's ob­
jections, candidly embracing the inefficacy of the mental. What we 
have is a dispute between materialists over mental causation, not mo-

• n1sm. 
To see this, we must clearly distinguish two issues: ( 1) the ontological 

relationship between body and soul and (2) their respective causal re­
sponsibilities. Attention is usually directed to the first question, since it 
is often assumed that if the mental depends on the physical for both its 
character and existence, it could not have any irreducible efficacy of its 
own qua mental, or equivalently, that if the mental does have such effi­
cacy, it cannot depend on the physical in this way. But this does not in 
fact fallow. 

One might take the view, for example, that the physical is 
ontologically basic, in the sense that (a) every mereological part of a 
substance is physical and (b) once the physical characteristics of an ob­
ject have been fixed, eo ipso so have the rest: the chemical, vital, men­
tal, and even moral characteristics supervene on the physical. 15 Yet one 
might also hold that some of these higher-level characteristics were effi­
cacious witl1out themselves being physical powers: in particular, not all 
of the laws governing their behavior could be deduced from physical 
laws governing the lowest level. An atom-for-atom replica of Francis of 
Assisi, for example, would necessarily possess all the same properties 
and character traits; he would thus be every bit as inspiring as the real 
Francis. But on this view his inspirational power could not be captured, 
even in principle, by the laws of atomic physics-there would be genu­
inely new causal powers that emerge, necessarily, from the physical 
level without being reducible to that level. Such a position is easier to 
imagine with a relatively spare physics like Aristotle's, whose lowest 
level is limited to four elements, their four simple qualities, and their 
tendency to move towards their natural places. These powers cannot 
account for even the simple chemical phenomena described in Meteo­
rology Book 4, not to mention phenomena involving life and conscious­
ness, 16 and yet there is no other element in the sublunary world apart 

15 See esp. Geoffrey Hellman and Frank Thompson, HPhysicalism: Ontology, De­
termination, and Reduction,'' The Journal of Philosophy 72 ( 1975) 551-64, for a pre­
cise characterization of these conditions (in their terminology "physical exhaustion" 
and "determination," respectively, the latter being equivalent to a form of what others 
have called "supervenience"). 

16 De an. 2.4 416a6-b9; 1.3 406bl5-25. 
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from these four. 17 These higher-level powers are thus irreducible for 
Aristotle, but not basic-they are powers, that is, which are ultimately 
founded on physical structures without being physical themselves. 

Accordingly, the question of how different levels are related to one 
another ontologically must be separated from the question of how they 
are related causally. We should therefore distinguish the fallowing po­
sitions: 

(i) the mental does not supervene on the body, but is efficacious 
(ii) the mental supervenes on the body, but is not efficacious 
(iii) the mental supervenes on the body, but is efficacious nonetheless. 

The first position resembles a type of dualism, the second a contempo­
rary version of epiphenomenalism, and the third either a kind of reduc­
tionism or a kind of emergentism, depending on whether the causal effi­
cacy of the mental is reducible to the physical. 18 

The harmonia theory as stated in Plato's Phaedo (86B-C) is explicitly 
committed only to supervenience, and is thus compatible with either (ii) 
or (iii). But it is precisely supervenience that Socrates objects to. The 
state of the body, he argues, does not fix the state of the soul: the state of 
the soul can vary freely with respect to the body (92E-93A). Socrates, 
of course, also assumes that the soul is efficacious, giving him a dualism 
like (i) above. But his criticisms of the harmonia theory are purely on­
tological. 19 By cutting off monism at the root, he does not worry about 
efficacy. 

Aristotle, in contrast, shows no concerns over supervenience. But as a 
result, the question of mental causation is critical. Epiphenomenalism 
and emergentism both accept supervenience-they differ only with re­
gard to mental causation, and Aristotle's criticism is addressed to pre-

17 Metaph. Z 17; De gen. et corr. 2.7 334bl6-20; Meteor. 1.2 339al 9-20, a27-28; 
De part. anim. 2.1 646bl2-24. 

18 For a more detailed discussion of these positions, see my ''Epiphenomenalisms" 
(above, n. 4). For a precise statement of different forms of epiphenomenalism, see 
Brian McLaughlin, ''Epiphenomenalism," in A Companion to the Philosophy of Mind, 
ed. Samuel Guttenplan (Oxford, 1994) 277-88. For a lucid discussion of different 
forms of emergentism, see Jaegwon Kim, ""Downward Causation' in Emergentism 
and Nonreductive Physicalism," in Emergence or Reduction? Essays on the Prospects 
of Nonreductive Physicalisnz, ed. Angsar Beckerman et al. (Berlin, 1992) 119-38, and 
Brian McLaughlin, "The Rise and Fall of British Emergentism,,, in E1nergence or Re­
duction?, 49-93. 

19 Pace Sharples (this volume). For a discussion of 92e-93a, see my "Epiphen­
omenalisms" (above, n. 4). 
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cisely this point. Tunings, he argues, cannot affect anything, while the 
soul preeminently can; therefore, the soul cannot be a harmonia (De 
anima 1.4 407b34 408a5). The objection is subtler than might first ap­
pear. For tuned instruments do affect other things, something Aristotle 
would not contest. His point is rather that musical instruments cannot 
affect anything in virtue of their tuning; when they produce effects, they 
do so solely in virtue of their physical powers. If we sometimes say that 
a minor key can make someone sad, that cannot strictly speaking be 
right. On his view, any "efficacy" we attribute to a tuning is parasitic on 
the physical powers of the instrument. 

The situation is otherwise, Aristotle thinks, with living things: ani­
mals do genuinely produce effects in virtue of their soul. In fact, he is 
willing to claim even more strongly that the contribution of the mental is 
nonredundant in these cases-physical powers alone do not suffice to 
bring such effects about. If we were to consider the four elements in a 
plant apart from anything else, he argues, their tendency would be to 
separate and move to their natural places-these powers do not, on his 
view, balance each other out. But plants don't disintegrate; they remain 
unified wholes. There must, then, be a power holding them together that 
is not reducible to the elemental powers, and this, he concludes, is the 
soul (De an. 2.4 416b8-9; cf. a9-18). Human action similarly results 
from mental states, such as desire and thought, which function qua men­
tal as ''changed changers" and the "sources of change."20 The body, in 
contrast, functions only as an instrument (opyavov), that by which de-

'"' sire effects change (ql Ktve1), something Aristotle distinguishes sharply 
from the changer itself.21 In both cases, he insists the mental has a genu­
ine causal role, which does not reduce to the efficacy of the body. But if 
he also believes these powers supervene on the body, as he seems in­
clined to,22 then he is committed to the emergence of new causal pow­
ers. Which causal powers a body has will be determined by its elemen-

20 De an. 1.3 406b24-5; 3.10 433bl4-18 b27-30; De motu anim. 6 700bl7-l9, 
b35-701al; 7 701a35; 10 703a4-6. 

21 De motu anim. 10 703a20, a28-29; De an. 3.10 433bl9-27; De brev. et long. 4 
469bl-2. Cf. De an. 3.10 433b14, 19; De motu anim. 7 70lb2-3; 8 702a32-bl 1. 

22 The evidence suggests in fact that Aristotle does so in a way that avoids the 
notorious homonymy problems raised by Ackrill. He is committed to the generation, 
persistence, and demise of the soul supervening on changes in matter, where those 
changes are described independently of their being animated: see esp. Phys. 7 .3 246a4-
9; De an. 1.4 408a24-28; 1.5 41lb7-9. See my "Epiphenomenalisms" (above, n. 4) 
for a full discussion. 
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tal makeup, from the ''bottom up." But causation itself will run (in the 
relevant cases) from the ''top down." 

This is precisely where Dicaearchus comes in. Although he too re­
jects Platonic dualism, he cannot accept the idea of emergent causation. 
Instead he bites the bullet. He accepts Aristotle's claim that a harmonia 
cannot have causal powers. But he does not think that this is a reason to 
reject the harmonia theory; if anything, it is reason to change our views 
about the soul. He thinks that while there are mental events, they are 
completely inefficacious-their alleged effects are to be accounted for 
solely in terms of the powers of the body. Dicaearchus' position is that 
of the modem epiphenomenalist. He accepts material monism, but de­
nies the efficacy of the mental. 

The most explicit statement of this position can be found in a passage 
of De libidine et aegritudine, a treatise plausibly attributed to Plutarch:23 

Some straightforwardly extend belief and calculation into the body, say­
ing that the soul is not a cause at all, but that it is rather by the difference, 
quality, and power of the body that such things come about. For some 
people think the book titled On the Underworld, in which it is argued 
that the soul is dependent on the substance, does not belong to 
Heraclides at all, while others [think] it was composed as a polemic 
against what others had said about the substance of the soul. But who­
ever wrote it, it destroys the substance of [the soul] straightaway, since 
the body possesses within itself all of the powers mentioned. 

De lib. et aegr. 5 p. 54.10-20 Pohlenz-Ziegler 
= Heraclides Ponticus fr. 72 Wehrli 

Although Dicaearchus is not mentioned here by name, he is almost 
without a doubt the source of this view. The only person named in this 
connection, Heraclides Ponticus, could not have held it himself: he 
thought the soul was composed of light and travelled without the body 
through the Milky Way.24 The only plausible hypothesis, as the ancient 
sources suggest, is that Heraclides presents the theory of a contempo-

23 F. Sandbach shows that the arguments against authenticity cannot be sustained 
on pp. 32-35 of his edition of Plutarch Fragments= Plutarch's Moralia, Loeb Classi­
cal Library, vol. 15 (London~ 1969) and at greater length in "Plutarque etait-il I' auteur 
du De libidine et aegritudine," Revue de Philologie 43 (1969) 211-16. In the latter 
piece, he argues unequivocally for its authenticity. 

24 Frr .. 96-100 Wehrli, together with fr. 92. See also H. Gottschalk, Heraclides of 
Ponticus (Oxford, 1980) 98-110, 153-55. 
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rary simply in order to criticize it. He is known, in fact, to have tangled 
with other Peripatetics of this period.25 But Dicaearchus is clearly the 
target here. The view is strongly reminiscent of our other reports, espe­
cially 19 from Cicero, which similarly holds that mental states, while 
real, are due entirely to the body, which contains all of the powers nor­
mally ascribed to the soul. Nor is it accidental that proponents of this 
view are described here as ''extending" or, more literally, ''stretching" 
(Kata1Eivoucr1v, 54.11) belief and reasoning into the body, a punning 
ref ere nee to the harmonia theory itself. 

The position is straightforwardly epiphenomenalist. First, it rejects a 
substantial soul, without denying the reality of the mental altogether. 
The descriptions, in fact, strongly suggest supervenience: the soul is 
dependent on the substance (tn oucri~ 1tapU1t<lPXEtV, 54.15), and vari­
ous mental states ''come about by the difference, quality, and power of 
the body'' ( tfl 101) crCOµa'tO<; Ota<popq, Kat 1t0tO'tT}tt Kat ouvUµEt 

auv1:eAeto0at, 54.12-13). Second, it plainly rejects mental causation 
at the beginning and end of the passage: the soul is ''not a cause in any 
way at all" ( oub' Eivat ai'tiav to 1ta.pa1tav' 54.11 );26 on the contrary, 
the body possesses "all these powers within itself' (iv au1tip ta~ 

Eip11µ€va<; 8uvUµEt; 1tUcra~, 54.19-20). 
The rejection of mental causation is significant. If the version of the 

harmonia theory in the Phaedo is just a supervenience thesis, compat­
ible with either epiphenomenalism, reductionism, or emergentism, this 
version is not. Both emergentism and reductionism insist that there is 
mental causation: emergentism holds that some things come about 

25 According to DL 5.92 (= Heraclides fr. 176 Wehrli), he accused Chamaeleon of 
plagiarism. 

26 Reading aitiav with the mss. The explicitly predicative use of Eivo:t in this 
cannot naturally be construed as His not a cause and does not exist" as Sharples sug­
gests (this volume), which would rather have been expressed by "ouo' ait{av ouo' 

';' \ I ' Etvat to 1tapa1tav.' 
Pohlenz' conjecture, oucriav (followed by Ziegler and Sandbach), is unnecessary. 

Not only is the question about causal responsibility explicitly addressed in 54.12-13 
and again at 54.19-20, but it is the point of the whole treatise: the present view is 
being contrasted with another, discussed in the preceding chapter, according to which 
all responsibility is assigned to the soul (4 53.10-54.9), and with the view discussed 
immediately afterwards, that the body and the soul are both held to be responsible (5-
6 54.21-56.20). Chapter 8 57 .23-58.19 argues that even when someone claims that 
the person as a whole is the agent, responsibility must still be assigned either to the 
body or the soul. I would like to thank Professor Sharples for extended correspon­
dence on this passage, from which I have profited greatly, although we come to quite 
different conclusions. 
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solely in virtue of the mental, while reducti 1onism holds that anything 
that comes about in virtue of the mental eo ipso comes about in virtue of 
the physical as well. Both, therefore, are straightforwardly incompat­
ible with the present position, which holds that all ·events come about 
solely in virtue of the physical powers of the body and not at all in virtue 
of the mental. There is no ambiguity over the type of supervenience 
thesis involved.27 The present position firmly embraces epiphen­
omenalism. 

Nor is there any reason to doubt the reliablity of the De libidine et 
aegritudine regarding inefficacy. The treatise as a whole is concerned 
precisely with the question of causal responsibility-whether behavior 
occurs in virtue of the body or in virtue of the soul-and the author is 
worried about just the sort of nuanced case we are interested in. When, 
for example, he expresses sympathy for the Aristotelian view that it is 
the person who grieves and not the soul (7 56.23-57 .10), he correctly 
insists that this does not resolve the question, once we distinguish be­
tween the agent and that by which the agent acts (8 58.3-19). And more 
generally, he realizes that a broadly materialist stance is compatible 
with a wide variety of positions on the causal efficacy of the mental and 
the physical. In fact, all of the philosophers he discusses are material­
ists: Democritus, Theophrastus, Strato, Aristotle, Zeno, Posidonius, 
Diodotus, and (if I am right) Dicaearchus. His main concern is not an 
ontological one, pitting dualists against materialists, but a causal one (8 
58.3-6). The treatise does not show any signs of confusion on the ques­
tion of causal responsibility.28 

27 Against Sharples' suggestion (this volume). 
28 Sharples (this volume) finds the treatise's claim that Strato ascribes all experi­

ence to the soul so implausible as to put the rest of its evidence in peril. But it is 
implausible only if one assumes the contrast between body and soul is a contrast be­
tween the material and the immaterial, which is quite inappropriate here; otherwise 
what is described is perfectly compatible with Strata's other views. Ancients who 
take the soul to be a body often distinguish it from "the" body, and Plutarch need not 
be presenting Strato as doing more than that here. Indeed, the passage in question 
seems only to be making a distinction between, in effect, the central nervous system 
and the rest of the body, and attributing experiences exclusively to the former. 

Sandbach (above, n. 23) attacks the treatise's reliability on more questionable 
grounds, when he speaks of it as possessing "more of a sophistical nature, using vari­
ous devices of rhetoric to adorn a superficial treatment of its subject. The author 
appears to be showing off to an audience of no great learning" (34). But what Sandbach 
calls ''sophistical" is in fact something valued in good philosophy-a concern for nu­
ance and precision on even the subt]est questions. We should remember that high-
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But the author of De libidine et aegritudine draws a further, ontologi­
cal conclusion at the end of our passage. The position, he claims, is an 
eliminativist one, which ''destroys the substance of [the soul] straight­
away'' (avttKpU<; &vatpEt 't~V oucriav autf\<;, 54.18-19). This might 
appear to attribute to Dicaearchus a sweeping form of eliminativism, 
much as in our earlier testimonia. But like them, eliminativism would 
not be so much a report as an assessment. In fact, the author explicitly 
infers it from inefficacy: the position ''destroys the soul's substance," he 
says, because ( ©<;, 54.19) all causal powers belong to the body on this 
view-that is, because he thinks inefficacy is tantamount to 
eliminativism. He would be in good company, too. In his Presidential 
Address to the American Philosophical Association, J aegwon Kim has 
attacked Donald Davidson's position, anomalous monism, along just 
the same lines. According to that position, Kim argues, the mental char­
acter of an event is ''causally irrelevant." But then, he continues, 

[I]t's difficult to see what point there is in recognizing mentality as a 
feature of the world. I believe that if we push anomalous monism this 
way, we will find that it is a doctrine virtually indistinguishable from 
outright eliminativism ... anomalous monism, rather than giving us a 
form of nonreductive physicalism, is esse,itially a form of eliminativism. 
Unlike elminativism, it allows mentality to exist; but mentality is given 
no useful work and its occurrence is left wholly mysterious and causally 
inexplicable. This doesn't strike n1e as afor111 of existence worth having. 
(My emphasis)29 

This argument presupposes a tight connection between causality and 
existence. Kim has in mind a particularly strong version of this, which 
he calls "Alexander's Dictum'': to be real is to have causal powers.30 

The principle derives from Samuel Alexander's mocking reductio of 
epiphenomenalism in his emergentist work Space, Time, and Deity: 

[Epiphenomenalism] supposes something to exist in nature which has 
nothing to do, no purpose to serve, a species of noblesse which depends 

handedness of this sort once consigned much of Plato's Parmenides to the realm of 
"parody." 

29 Cf. p. 270 of Jaegwon Kim, 44The Myth of Nonreductive Materialism," in 
Supervenience and Mind (above, n. 6) 265-84. (Originally published in Proceedings 
and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 63 (1989] 31-47.) 

3° For Kim's discussion of this principle, see p. 348 of HThe Nonreductivist's 
Troubles with Mental Causation," in Supervenience and Mind (above, n. 6) 336-57. 
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on the work of its inferiors, but is kept for show and might as well, and 
undoubtedly would in time, be abolished.31 

Both Kim and Alexander take such a picture to be absurd on its face; 
perhaps the author of De libidine et aegritudine does too. Faced with 
such ridicule, many, such as Davidson, would deny that the picture ap­
plies to their own theories. 32 But others, like Dicaearchus, would show 
n1ore courage and just deny that it is absurd. Any epiphenomenalist 
worth his salt should be prepared to deny Alexander's Dictum. For 
whatever the importance of the causal, it is hard to see why we should 
believe it exhausts the real. 

In any case, there is reason to think the author of the De libidine et 
aegritudine did not mean anything so sweeping when he claimed that 
the position "destroys the substance of [the soul] straightaway." A fully 
general eliminativism would in fact contradict the sentence immedi­
ately preceding, where the soul is recognized as something real, but de­
pendent on the substance ( tft oucri~ 1tapu1tapxEtV, 54.15), and the rep­
etition of the word "substance'' in both sentences suggests that what is at 
stake is not existence, but the ontological category and status of the soul. 
Taken at its word, then, his conclusion need be nothing more than the 
correct observation that the position rejects substantial souls-that it is 
(once again) not eliminativist about the mental in general, but only 
eliminativist in a narrower sense, concerning substantial souls. Here the 
inference from the causal to the ontological is more plausible. It relies 
on the principle that while there may be inefficacious characteristics of a 
substance, no substance can be inefficacious itself. For that could occur 
only if none of its characteristics were efficacious either, but a wholly 
inefficacious substance is absurd. 

III. Dicaearchus and Divination 

Dicaearchus' interest in the mind was not limited to such issues, how­
ever: he also seems to have written on the topic of divination, oracles, 
and dreams (11 A-C, 30A-32, 79-81 ). His attitude towards such phe­
nomena need not, of course, have been credulous. But some scholars33 

have thought the evidence reveals a more favorable disposition than a 

31 Space, Time, and Deity, vol. 2 (London, 1927) 8. 
32 See Donald Davidson, ''Thinking Causes" in Mental Causation, ed. John Heil 

and Alfred Mele (Oxford, 1993) 3-17. 
33 For references and detailed discussion, see Sharples (this volume). 
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materialist of his sort ought to have shown. Possible conflicts arise at 
two points: first, statements that the soul, though mortal, has a certain 
kind of ''divinity," and secondly, the association of some of 
Dicaearchus' views on divination with the spiritualism of the much later 
Peripatetic Cratippus. In both cases, again, the conflicts are merely ap­
parent. None of the evidence entails any inconsistency in Dicaearchus' 

• views. 
According to two late doxographies, both Aristotle and Dicaearchus 

appealed to dreams and inspiration on the grounds that soul, though 
mortal, ''has a share in the divine'' (0e{ou oe ttvoc; µEtEXEtV, 30A and 
308). This report is instructive, since relevant texts are available for 
Aristotle. The comparison could not be more sobering. Aristotle does, 
of course, famously speak of part of the human soul as ''having a share 
in the divine."34 But we should be careful about what this means for 
him. For he also speaks in his mature works of bees as ''divine'' (0E'iov), 
not because they are infused with some spiritual principle, but because 
they are intelligent and social. 35 And in his discussion of prophetic 
dreams he expressly denies that such dreams are sent from the gods, 
arguing that instead they are ''daemonic" (Oa1µ6vta), since all of nature 
is daemonic, though not divine (ft yUp cpucrt<; 6atµovia, aAA' OU 0£ia, 
De div. per somn. 2 463bl2-15). In fact, the veracity of such dreams is 
purely accidental, he goes on to explain, due to the profuse number of 
images such people generate: their "daemonic" character is nothing 
other than this fecundity, which he compares with throwing dice 
(463bl5-21). These observations rely upon his thoroughly naturalistic 
account of dream production (see his De insomniis, passim). 

To speak of ''sharing in the divine," then, need not conflict with mate­
rialism, and it certainly does not entail dualism. Dicaearchus need not 
have meant anything more than Aristotle did; and given his other views, 
he could not, on pain of contradiction. We have no independent reason 
to think otherwise. 

The more significant threat comes from the association of 
Dicaearchus' views with those of Cratippus and in particular the view 
that prophesy does not occur ''unless the soul is loosened and empty, 
having nothing at all to do with the body" (nisi cum ita solutus est et 
vacuus, ut ei plane nihil sit cum corpore, 31 B) and ''is moved loosely 

34 Eth. Nie. l 0. 7 I 177b26-I I 78a8; De part. anim. 2.10 656a7-8; 4.10 686a27-28. 
35 De gen. anim. 3.10 76la5-6. 
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and freely'' (solute moveatur et libere, 31 C). The evidence we consid­
ered earlier straightforwardly conflicts with such a claim, whether we 
construe this as involving the soul's leaving the body and travelling to 
other times or places; or the soul's functioning without the body; or 
even, should Tertullian be right (25), without the sense organs36-op­
tions (C), (B2), and (B 1), respectively in Professor Sharples' enumera­
tion. 37 The "power by which we act and are aware'' is a power of the 
body, located in the same place and inseparable from its functioning 
(19). So understood, none of these views can be ascribed to him, if he is 
to be consistent. 

Two equally simple, but drastic, solutions immediately present them­
selves. One would be to contend that all of our earlier evidence should 
not be attributed to Dicaearchus himself, but only to Pherecrates, a char­
acter in his dialogues. Given the way this evidence is presented, 
though-especially by Cicero, who had first-hand access to the dia­
logue-so extreme a solution seems unjustified. Pherecrates' speeches 
seem to have been given pride of place, with,out any significant opposi­
tion, as if they expressed Dicaearchus' own views; they were certainly 
understood as such by ancient writers. Alternatively, we could reject all 
the attributions concerning divination out of hand. But that, too, seems 
unreasonable, in the absence of evidence directly contesting these re­
ports. 

Instead, we should ask whether on closer scrutiny there is any genu­
ine conflict in our evidence at all. Do our sources really assimilate 
Dicaearchus and Cratippus in the way we have been considering? All 
that our sources in fact attribute to Dicaearchus explicitly is (i) the view 
that the ''soul has a share in the divine'' and (ii) the view that there are 
only two forms of divination, in dreams and in furor. Regarding the 
latter we have only two passages, both from Cicero's De divinatione 
( 1.113 == 31 B; and 2.100 = 31 C). When taken in context, though, it is 
clear 31 B does not attribute anything more to Dicaearchus than (ii)­
the spiritualist explanation which immediately precedes it (nee vero 
umquam . .. aut dormientibus) and which requires the soul to be freed 
from the body, belongs to the speaker, Quintus Cicero. Dicaearchus is 

36 It is doubtful whetherTertullian is right, however. His assimilation of Dicaearchus' 
position with that of Asclepiades is surely due to a conflation of their neighboring 
reports in the doxography: Ps.-Plut. Plac. philos. 4.2.7-8 and Stob. Eel. 1.49 (= Diels 
Doxogr. 387.5-9). 

37 See "'Dicaearchus on Soul and Divination," this volume. 
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cited only to back up Quintus' general position limiting divination to 
dreamers and prophets.38 31 C, in tum, says only that the soul is "moved 
loosely and freely'' in sleep, which is much vaguer and does not require 
any of the alternatives mentioned above. Like talk about the mind visit­
ing distant times and places, this is almost certainly a dead metaphor for 
someone like Dicaearchus. If thoughts were described in earnest as 
"winged'' ( Od. 7.36) or darting through the universe like Hera (//. 
15.80), such phrases were not always taken so literally, especially by 
later, more urbane authors. When ps.-Longinus, for example, says that 
"the whole universe does not suffice for our ideas and reflections, but 
our thoughts often travel beyond the boundaries of the surrounding 
world" (De subl. 35.3), we know he is only speaking about the breadth 
of what we can think about, not shamanistic journeys. Why suppose 
Dicaearchus meant anything more? 

Context suggests that we cannot rely on these passages as straightfor­
ward reports of Dicaearchus' views in any case. The speaker, Quintus 
Cicero, is trying to build up his case with authorities by namedropping, 
and it is to his advantage to force Dicaearchus into this pigeonhole. For 
his case will seem stronger if he can claim that his position is accepted 
by philosophers across the spectrum, especially those known to be hard­
headed, like Dicaearchus, against expectations. The juxtaposition of 
Cratippus and Dicaearchus in this context is meant to be striking. But 
the mere appearance of agreement is all that is required for Quintus to 
score his rhetorical point. If Diceaerchus did speak of someone's soul 
as becoming "loosened and freed," he need not have meant anything 
like what Cratippus did.39 

IV. Conclusion 

Closer attention to our sources shows, then, that the alleged conflicts do 
not run very deep. There is good reason to think that Dicaearchus ac­
cepted the reality of mental activity, such as perceiving, thinking, and 
dreaming, even if he was unwilling to countenance talk of substantial 
souls. He appeals instead to the tempering or ''tuning'' of the body to 
explain mental capacities and activities, seeing them as inseparable 
from the body and fundamentally one. He is thus a mental realist and a 

38 If this is how E. Zeller's brief remark should be understood (Die Philosophie der 
Griechen, 3rd ed. [Leipzig, 1879-1892] 2.2 89 I n. 4 ), I am in full agreement. 

39 See esp. De div. 1.70 and Sharples' discussion (this volume). 
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monist, squarely rejecting Platonic dualism. But he would have found 
Aristotle's position difficult to accept as well. For he seems to hold, not 
merely that mental activity depends on the state of the body, but that the 
body by itself is causally responsible for everything we might otherwise 
have assigned to the soul. He thus could not accept either reductionism 
or a nuanced emergentism like Aristotle's, both of which give a causal 
role to the mental, while tying it ontologically to the body. Instead, he 
seems to favor the straightforwardness of a position like epipheno­
menalism, which makes mental activity dependent on the body, both 
causally and ontologically. That having been said, he could still adrnire 
these bodily powers as something very special, perhaps even ''divine" in 
some urbane and etiolated sense; and, like his teacher Aristotle, he 
might well have tried to account for what appeared to be cases of pre­
science on the naturalistic principles of his own system. But that hardly 
requires a departure from his other views and certainly not the heady 
spiritualism of a Cratippus. 

In dealing with fragments, doubt easily becomes infectious. But this 
should not paralyze us. Often, with patient and watchful supervision, 
our sources can be healed 
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Principes Sapientiae: Dicaearchus' 
Biography of Philosophy 

Stephen A. White 

Nearly fifty years ago, Comford's Principium Sapientiae (Cambridge, 
1952) questioned prevailing views about the origins of Greek philoso­
phy by exploring its affinities to religious speculation and prophecy. His 
book h3:s won little favor among scholars, not least because he underes­
timates Presocratic conceptions of natural order. 1 But it continues a 
venerable tradition, which first flourished in the early Lyceum, of ana­
lyzing the nature of philosophy by tracing its origins. In particular, it 
resembles pioneering work by Dicaearchus. Cornford focused on 
speculative cosmology, whereas Dicaearchus was more interested in 
practical matters. But like Comf ord, I shall argue, he tried to chart the 
evolution of philosophy by highlighting a series of epochal figures: the 
principes sapientiae of my title. This novel form of intellectual history, 
which I call the biography of philosophy, included elements of what we 
have since come to call biography: accounts of what people did and 

1 See the critical review by G. Vlastos, Gnomon 27 ( 1955) 65-76, reprinted in his 
Studies in Greek Philosophy, vol. 1 (Princeton, 1995) 112-23; cf. the sober discussion 
by G. E. R. Lloyd, "'The Debt of Greek Philosophy and Science to the Ancient Near 
East," in his Methods and Problems in Greek Science (Cambridge, 1991) 278-98. 
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said. But he organized these accounts in a chronological sequence that 
revealed evolving conceptions of wisdom. His biographical work thus 
formed a history at once of the philosophical way of life and of progres­
sively richer forms of philosophy. 

First, a few words about our evidence and the interests and methods it 
indicates. By the lofty standards of the Lyceum, Dicaearchus was not a 
prolific writer. Pamela Huby rightly emphasizes how much has been 
lost.2 But the only ancient list of his writings (in the Suda: 2) names only 
three titles, and many of the twenty titles recorded elsewhere may well 
ref er to parts of the same few works. 3 He also lacked the encyclopedic 
range of his more famous colleagues. Dialogues on the soul (13-32) 
addressed some abstract issues, though the dialogue form (19, 27) sug­
gests a rather popular treatment. And work in geography (116-27, cf. 
2) shows an interest in applied science. But the rest of his attested work 
covered biography, government, and cultural or literary history. Most of 
this work, moreover, had a distinctly practical focus and a decidedly 
historical orientation. Cicero, who had access to many of his works (see 
9-11, 19, 27, 78-79), emphasizes the practical value of his political 
writings (Leg. 3.14: 86, cf. 9) and calls him icrtopi-x:COicxto<; (Att. 6.2.2: 
79)-if not literally "an excellent historian," certainly "very learned'' 
(cf. 5, 7, and Varro's doctissimus, RR 1.2.15: 55). In fact, it is only for 
his views on the soul and divination that his name ever appears in 
doxographical reports. 

Arguments from silence, of course, are never conclusive. But the ex­
tant testimony strongly suggests that Dicaearchus' primary interest was 
in ~iot, both lifestyles and individual lives. The work cited most often 
and most widely is Life of Greece (1 no. 7a-f), which gave an historical 
account of the origins and development of Greek culture, but apparently 
also included biographical data (58-77). So did his work on poetry and 
festivals (102-4, cf. 85 and 47). But the most substantial biographical 
material Wehrli grouped under the dual heading ''Lebensformen, 
Biographien" (frr. 25-45; cf. 33-52). Most of this material recounts the 
activities of individuals from the past. But Jaeger, in his seminal study 
"Ober Ursprung und Kreislauf des philosophischen Lebensideals," pro-

2 In this volume. 
3 Both 78 and 83 could well come from Life of Greece (cf. 76-77), as could 39, 

93-95, 105-10 (cf. 72); and 74, 84-85, 112-15 could all coine from a comprehen­
sive study of musical contests (cf. 89, 90, 99). For twenty possible titles, see J.-P. 
Schneider, in Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antiques 2 (Paris, 1994) 760-64. 
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posed that it derives instead from a work on a fundamental issue in eth­
ics.4 Taking his cue from a casual remark by Cicero (33, quoted in §V 
below), he argued that Dicaearchus composed an historical survey of 
political activity by earlier philosophers in order to show, in opposition 
to Aristotle and Theophrastus, that ''die cpp6v11a1<; statt der crocpia [ist] 
die herrschende Macht in der menschlichen Seele'' because ''die 
Bestimmung des Menschen im 1tpUttetv und nicht im 0ecopetv [ist].''5 

Jaeger's reconstruction, which depicts Dicaearchus as a thorough 
pragmatist whose opposition to the alleged intellectualism of his col­
leagues in the early Lyceum left its mark on Magna Moralia, is percep­
tive on many points. But it overlooks crucial evidence and misconstrues 
his aims. Jaeger, I shall argue, was right to ascribe an historical frame­
work to Dicaearchus' work on the lives of philosophers and to maintain 
that it focused not on ''individuality as such'' but on representatives of 
an ideal type.6 But he was wrong to identify this ideal as ''the philo­
sophical reformer and lawgiver'' and to impute polemical aims to the 
work.7 Rather than trying to settle an ethical debate simply by accumu­
lating examples, Dicaearchus remained more faithful at once to history 
and to philosophy. His biography of philosophy presented neither a 
doxography of ethical theories nor a survey of competing ideals as in 
Aristotle's discussions of ~io1 (NE 1.5, EE 1.5). Nor did it challenge the 
claim by Aristotle (NE 10.6-8, cf. 6. 7, MM 1198b9-2O) and 
Theophrastus (461, 481-82 FHS&G) that a philosopher's life is best, a 
politician's only second best. Rather, it showed that the cultivation of 
wisdom has both moral and intellectual dimensions (cf. Theophr. 479-
80), and it sought to clarify the relation between theory and practice by 
examining the lives of earlier philosophers. Like his Life of Greece, it 
examined cultural evolution. But adopting a much narrower focus, it 

4 Originally in Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaft, Phil.­
hist. Kl. 25 (Berlin, 1928) 390-421; cited here from his Scripta Minora 1 (Rome, 
1960) 34 7-93; an English translation is in his Aristotle, 2nd. ed. (Oxford, 1948) 426-
61. For specific objections to Jaeger's account, see below, n. 32 and §VI. 

5 Ibid. 379. 
6 Ibid. 383 n. 1: "Die sogenannte Biographie erwachst aber nicht aus dem blossen 

Interesse filr die Individualitat als solche, sondern sie sucht im Leben der individuellen 
Vertreter die Auspragung des Typus, also dessen was die philosophische Ethik unter 
(l{o<; versteht und dessen Arten sie entwickelt." Cf. 381: "Die altesten Vertreter der 
Philosophie sind offenbar auch fiir ihn [sc. Dicaearchus] die Reprasentanten eines 
Ideals, an denen die Philosophen der eigenen Zeit gemessen werden." 

7 Ibid. 384~ cf. 385: "'keinen blossen Theoretiker modernen Stils .. . sondern einen 
Staatsgrunder und Gesetzgeber. '' 
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sought to analyze and describe the nature and origins of philosophy. 
While his colleagues in the Lyceum compiled histories of specific disci­
plines, Dicaearchus focused on the philosophical way of life itself. Or 
rather, since he approached his topic historically, he recounted the lives 
of philosophers in order to show how the pursuit of wisdom had devel­
oped over time. The result, which may have been entitled On Lives 
(named only once, DL 3.4: 47), singled out those who introduced new 
conceptions of wisdom and its pursuit; it thus included biographical 
data. In so doing, it also marked out three stages in the evolution of phi­
losophy, inaugurated successively by Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato. 

I. Canons of Wisdom 

Many today take it for granted that philosophy began in Greece, and 
most modern histories of philosophy start with the Ionians.8 But it is 
worth recalling that the story was not always so simple or so clear. 
Hippias, who compiled the first attested survey of earlier thought, 
started with the mythical poets Orpheus and Musaeus and the barely 
historical Hesiod and Homer, and he included barbarians alongside 
Greeks (Clem. Strom. 6.2.15: B6). Many centuries later~ Diogenes 
Laertius still began by citing those who traced philosophy to foreign 
sources, such as the Persian Magi, the Babylonians or Chaldeans, and 
Egyptian priests (1.1-2). These accounts he promptly rebuts by credit­
ing Musaeus with the first theogony and Linus with the first cosmogony 
( 1.3-4 ). But he then returns to barbarians, and drawing primarily on 
work by Aristotle, Eudemus, and Clearchus (all more or less Dicae­
archus' contempories), he outlines barbarian conceptions of the gods 
and cosmos (1.8-9). Evidently, debate about the origins of philosophy 
first flourished in the fourth century, and principally in the Lyceum. 

At issue were rival conceptions of philosophy. Major advances in sev­
eral fields of inquiry intensified discussion of the nature and aims of 
philosophy, and it is surely no coincidence that methodical treatments of 
its history also began to appear.9 Charting the origins and progress of a 

8 This picture, which owes most to Aristotle (esp. Meta. A), had rivals in antiquity 
and has dominated only since Hegel; see J. Mansfeld, "Myth, Science, Philosophy: A 
Question of Origins," Studies in the Historiography of Greek Philosophy (Assen, 1990) 
1-21, who argues rather that philosophy began not with Ionian <pucr10Aoyia but only 
when Heraclitus and Parmenides subjected earlier speculations to systematic critiques. 

9 Also the famously pessimistic etymology of the word, according to W. Burkert, 
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discipline is an effective way to characterize its scope and methods, as 
well as to organize and assess its results, and a history of philosophy 
provides at least an ostensive definition of philosophy itself. Apart from 
Aristotle's critiques of his predecessors, most of the early fruits of this 
labor are now lost, or preserved only indirectly and in fragmentary 
form. But even these meager remains are tantalizing. The Lyceum in 
particular spawned histories of several sciences as well as numerous 
monographs on individuals or groups. The first comprehensive treat­
ment that is attested, in fact, is Aristotle's Ori Philosophy, and its con­
tents challenge modem assumptions. Rigorous thinkers like Parmenides 
and Plato apparently bulked largest. But joining them were many earlier 
and more exotic forms of wisdom, including Persian, Chaldean, and 
Egyptian cosmologies (fr. 6 Rose; cf. Meta. A.1), Orphic verse (fr. 7), 
and the renowned maxims of the so-called sages (frr. 3, 4, 13).10 

How far back Dicaearchus might have followed Aristotle here is hard 
to tell from our meager evidence. He did discuss some barbarian ante­
cedents in his Life of Greece: the legendary Ninos he praised as ''excep­
tionally shrewd" ( cruvecr£t 6tCXcpopov) for unifying Ninevah long before 
the foundation of Babylon (60-61 ), and he singled out the legislation of 
Sesostris (or Senosret) in nineteenth-century Egypt (58-59). 11 We can 
no longer tell whether these assessments figured also in a scheme of 
specifically intellectual history. But it is presumably not fortuitous that 
he described the sages in precisely the same terms, as Diogenes Laertius 
reports at the end of his life of Thales ( 1.40: 37). 

Damon of Cyrene, who wrote On the Philosophers, criticizes them all 
but especially the seven; Anaximenes says they all wrote poetry; and 

"Platon oder Pythagoras? Zurn Ursprung des Wortes 'Philosophie' ," Hermes 88 (1960) 
159-77. 

10 Though the practical connotations of "sage" (which reflect Dicaearchus' ac-
count, as we shall see) are plainly prejudicial and p1otentially misleading, I use the 
traditional label here for convenience. 

11 The only law Dicaearchus cites made practice of the crafts hereditary, which he 
might have seen as a forerunner of the principle of specialization that underlies Plato's 
Republic (see §V below). Sesostris is cited also by Aristotle for novel legislation and 
among those who "philosophize about government" ( tot<; 1tepl noAttttac; 
<ptA.ocrocpoucrtv, Pol. 7. IO 1329a40-b5); and Herodotus traces the origin of geometry 
to him (2.109). Contemporary work on Egypt by Hecataeus of Abdera may also have 
influenced Dicaearchus, though its date (probably shortly after 320) rules out influ­
ence on Aristotle; see 0. Murray, "'Hecataeus of Abdera and Pharaonic Kingship," 
Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 56 ( 1970) 141-71. 
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Dicaearchus says they were neither wise nor philosophers, but shrewd 
and skilled in lawmaking. 

What Dicaearchus did attribute to ''the sages'' is fairly clear. 12 His 
first term (cruvE~ou~) refers to practical insight (cf. NE 6.10), as ex­
pressed in wise maxims or sound decrees (as Bias of Priene was famous 
for fair judgment: Hipponax fr. 123, Heraclitus B39 and B 104). His 
other term (voµo0r1:1Kou<;) refers to skill in organizing society and its 
institutions ( cf. NE 6.8), whether by statute or decree. But what 
Dicaearchus meant to deny is much less clear. He was plainly critical of 
prevailing views of these traditional exemplars of wisdom, and his criti­
cism implies some sort of distinction between practical insight and ac­
tion on one side, and wisdom and philosophy on the other. But instead 
of appealing to Cicero's casual remark that Dicaearchus ranked a ''prac­
tical life'' ahead of a ''theoretical life'' (33, quoted in §V below), we 
should ask what he meant by the labels he refuses to apply to the sages. 
The context in Diogenes points to larger issues. Cited beside 
Dicaearchus is Anaximenes, probably the contemporary who authored 
the so-called Rhetorica ad Alexandrum.13 Both reject the tradition en­
dorsed by Diogenes Laertius, and dozens of other authorities he cites, 
that the sages were wise: Anaximenes makes them out to be poets, and 
Dicaearchus says their insight was strictly practical. And neither stands 
alone. Not much later, Lobon of Argos discussed them in his work On 
Poets, and he either compiled or forged verses for at least six sages. 14 

Poets, after all, had for centuries been considered paradigms of ao<picx 
for their supposedly divine gifts of vatic vision and verbal facility as 
well as prodigious memory and practical insight. 15 Plato, on the other 

12 Dicaearchus probably did not think that every sage exhibited both traits (Kat 
may be epexegetic); and the absence of celebrated lawmakers like Lycurgus and 
Charondas from his list of sages in 38 (contrast Ar. Pol. 2. 7-9 and 2.12) suggests that 
he did not consider legislative skill a sufficient criterion; cf. n. 26 below. 

13 On Anaximenes, see H. Lloyd Jones and P. Parsons, Supplementum H ellenisticum 
(Berlin, 1983) fr. 45. This Damon cannot be identified with certainty; but C. J. Classen, 
"Zu zwei griechischen 'Philosophiehistorikern' ,'' Philologus I 09 ( 1965) 178-81, makes 
a strong case that he was a student of the late third-century Academic Lacydes; cf. T. 
Dorandi, in Schneider (above, n. 3) 607. 

14 Supplementum Hellenisticum, frr. 504-26. 
15 Cf. Aristodemus in Xen. Mem. 1.4.3; see M. Griffith, "Contest and Contradic­

tion in Early Greek Poetry," in Cabinet of the Muses, eds. M. Griffith and D. Mastronarde 
(Berkeley, 1990) 185-207. Among the leading sages, only Solon is known to have 
composed poetry (which he calls oo<ptll: fr. I 3.52), though some well-known verses 
were sometimes ascribed to Cleobulus (DL 1.89-91 ). It is striking, in fact, that no 



Principes Sapientiae 201 

hand, evidently agreed with Dicaearchus. In the earliest extant ref ere nee 
to a group of seven sages, he has Socrates characterize them only as 
pious moralists (Prot. 342A-343C; cf. Charm. 164D-165A, Hip. Maj. 
281c). Socrates also likens the ''laconic'' speech of Spartan warriors to 
the maxims of his seven sages. But the parallel is plainly ironic, offered 
only to bolster a pair of preposterous claims: that Sparta and Crete were 
home to the ''oldest and most abundant <ptAooocpia of the Greeks'' 
(342A7-8), and that Spartan hegemony was secured not by military 
training but by their cptAocro<picx (342B~C). 

Dicaearchus' dispute over labels figured in an ongoing debate about 
the nature of wisdom and its cultivation that encompassed earlier 
maftres de sagesse, from archaic poets and sages down to Socrates and 
the sophists. Early in the fourth century, Alcidamas lumped poets, 
statesmen, and philosophers together when citing Archilochus, Homer, 
and Sappho alongside the Spartan ephor Chilon and the archetypal theo­
rists Pythagoras and Anaxagoras all as exemplars of wisdom (Rhet. 2.23 
1398bll-20).16 About the same time, Plato had Protagoras rank him­
self alongside poets, seers, and other experts as ''sophists'' (Prot. 316D­
E); he also created a complex diachronic debate about wisdom and vir­
tue pitting the philosopher Socrates against the sophist Protagoras 
against the poet Simonides (cf. 316D7) against the sage Pittacus (339-
48). Similar debates long continued: Hermippus discussed the sages in 
his work On the Wise, but Hippobotus in his List of the Philosophers 
(DL 1.42; quoted in §II below). Yet a remarkably large proportion of 
what we hear about the sages comes from fourth-century sources. 
Diogenes Laertius alone cites dozens of authorities in his survey of 
eleven sages in Book 1. Some are little more than names. 17 Others 
clearly came later, though often only a generation or so (Satyrus, 

poets, not even acknowledged masters of gnomic elegy, appear in lists or stories about 
sages: only the mythical Orpheus and Linus (called cro<po<; in Hesiod fr. 306) appear in 
Hippobotus' list (DL 1.42, quoted in §II below); and though Hermippus includes 
Simonides' rival, Lasus of Hermione, the text shows si_gns of interpolation (no other 
figure is identified by either city or father, yet three names are reported for Lasus' 
father; cf. Dicaearchus 99). 

16 Only these six names can be securely ascribed to Alcidamas. He may also have 
named the three others Aristotle mentions (presumably all as statesmen): Solon, 
Lycurgus, and "the leaders at Thebes" (sc. Epaminondas and his associates); but the 
mention of Thebans suggests a date after 380, which would be rather late for Alcidamas. 

17 No reliable date can be assigned to Eleusis or Alexon (or Alexander?) of Myndos 
(1.29), Phanodicus (1.31: or perhaps Phanodemus the Atthidographer?), or Euanthes 
of Miletus and Archetimus of Syracuse (1.40). 
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Callimachus, Hermippus, Hieronymus, Hippobotus). But besides 
Dicaearchus and Anaximenes, he cites the histories of Ephorus ( 1.40: 
Fl 81, 1.41: Fl 82), chronicles by Leandrius of Miletus ( 1.28, 41 ), 
Andron of Ephesus ( 1.30), and Dai machos of Plataea ( 1.30; cf. FGrH 
65), Plato ( 1.22) and Eudoxus ( 1.30) from the Academy, and 
Aristoxenus ( 1.42: fr. 86), Clearchus ( 1.30: fr. 70), Demetrius ( 1.22: 93 
SOD, cf. 87 SOD), and Eudemus (1.23: fr. 144) from the Lyceum; and 
he could have cited Theophrastus (Plut. Sol. 4: fr. 583), Chamaeleon 
(Clem. Strom. 1.14.60: fr. 2), and Strate (Strom. 1.14.61: fr. 147) as 
well. 

One explanation for the preponderance off ourth-century sources here 
is scholarly respect for seniority: older writers carried more authority, 
and to judge from extant testimony, very little had been written about 
the sages earlier.18 But that hardly explains why discussion of the sages 
surged in the fourth century, especially in the Lyceum. This clearly re­
flects a newly self-conscious interest in the nature of philosophy, which 
in turn inspired research into its past, its origins, and its antecedents. In 
short, debate about the sages was part of an attempt to consolidate intel­
lectual progress by defining and classifying distinct forms of knowl­
edge. The debate also had implications for the value of different forms 
of knowledge. As widely accepted paragons of crocp{a, the sages posed 
an implicit challenge to new conceptions of croq>ia and the methods of 
its pursuit introduced by fourth-century philosophers. 

One way to meet this challenge is to draw distinctions, as Aristotle 
does in his account of intellectual virtues in NE 6. Marking boundaries 
that Plato left unclear, he distinguishes theoretical, productive, and 
practical forms of knowledge, which he labels £1ttcrtt1µ11, 'tEXVll, and 
q,p6v11cr1<; (6.3-5). But before introducing his own account of cro<pta., he 
reveals the great elasticity of this most honorific tenn by recounting 
three others (6.7). 19 Traditional usage equated crocpia with t£XV~ quite 

18 D. Fehling, Die sieben Weisen und die friihgriechischen Chronologie (Bern, 
I 985) 9-18, argues that Plato invented the seven sages, primarily on the ground that 
Protagoras is the earliest extant depiction of the sages as a group; 8. Snell, Leben und 
Meinungen der Sieben Weisen (Munich, 1971) 62-67, more plausibly proposes an ear­
lier tradition of sympotic tales. In either case, Plato invented neither the category of 
sage nor its chronological unity. 

19 See G. E. R. Lloyd, The Revolutions of Wisdom (Berkeley, 1987) 83-108. His 
observation that "anyone could set himself up as a philosopher or sophist" ( 103) ap­
plies equally to "wise"; such claims rarely went unchallenged, of course, as the very 
elasticity of the terms encouraged controversy. 
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generally (even ditch-digging, as in the pseudo-Homeric Margites, 
1141a12-16), and especially with "the most precise crafts'' (exempli­
fied by "Phidias the stonemason and Polyclitus the sculptor," a9-12);20 

and some equated aocpia with political skill (a20-b2). This trio recalls 
the three classes of putative crocpo{ questioned by Socrates after Delphi 
pronounced none wiser than he (Ap. 21C-22E). Despite this diverse us­
age, Aristotle follows Plato's later view (cf. Theaet. 145E) that crocp{a is 
restricted to "the most precise of the E1ttcr~11µa1": systematic knowledge 
derived from principles (1141a16-19), as of the eternal truths of cos­
mology studied by Anaxagoras and Thales (bl-8). 

The homonymy Aristotle analyzes has historical roots, and though he 
ignores the issue here, his distinctions correlate with stages of cultural 
development.21 His account in Meta. A.1 of the progress from technol­
ogy to "liberal arts'' and then theoretical speculation, which captures 
three of the four varieties of crocpia in NE 6, is explicitly developmental. 
A fuller account, in a passage from Philoponus that some have ascribed 
to Aristotle's On Philosophy, similarly explains that crocpia first desig­
nated technology, then successively the several arts, political skill, the 
natural sciences, and finally theology (In Nicom. 1.1: fr. 8b Ross). How­
ever, while this does correspond closely to material in Aristotle, 
Philoponus ascribes the fivefold account specifically to Aristocles, and 
a mention of u1tep1e6crµta. in the fifth stage sounds suspiciously post­
Aristotelian. It thus remains doubtful that Aristotle proposed a develop­
mental scheme for conceptions of wisdom.22 The first to offer an ex­
plicitly historical account centered on specific individuals was appar­
ently Dicaearchus. 

II. Gnomic Wisdom: The Sages 

As modem debates about the literary canon illustrate, compiling lists of 
exemplars can be an effective way either to define or to challenge cul­
tural authority. Ancient catalogues of the wise are a case in point, and as 

20 The daunting mathematical complexity of Phidias' architectural projects (in­
cluding the Parthenon) and Polyclitus' celebrated "canon" of proportions suggests that 
Aristotle may have had a link to mathematics in mind. 

21 His examples in NE 6.7 do not suggest a chronological scheme: earliest is the 
legendary Margites (AristotleconsideredMargites Homeric: Po. 41448b28-38); Thales 
substantially predates the rest, who all flourished in the mid-fifth century. 

22 Fr. 8b Ross appears neither in Rose nor in 0. Gigon, Aristotelis Fragmenta 
(Berlin, 1987). 
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canons began to develop in the fourth century, rival lists proliferated.23 

So it is time to look more closely at those Dicaearchus denied were 
wise. Diogenes Laertius reports a veritable battle of the books involving 
several conflicting accounts (DL 1.41--42: 38). 

There is also dispute about their number. Leandrius has Leophantus son 
of Gorgias, from Lebedos or Ephesus, and Epimenides the Cretan in­
stead of Cleobulus and Myson. Plato in Protagoras has Myson instead 
of Periander, and Ephorus has Anacharsis instead of Myson, while still 
others list Pythagoras also. Dicaearchus supplies four accepted figures: 
Thales, Bias, Pittacus, and Solon; and he names six others from whom to 
select three:24 Aristodemus, Pamphylus, Chilon of Lacedaemonia, 
Cleobulus, Anacharsis, and Periander. Some add Acusilaus son of Cabas 
or Scabas, from Argos. Hermippus in his On the Wise says there are sev­
enteen who are put in various groups of seven: they are Solon, Thales, 
Pittacus, Bias, Chilon, <Myson>, Cleobulus, Periander, Anacharsis, 
Acusilaus, Epimenides, Leophantus, Pherecydes, Aristodemus, 
Pythagoras, Lasus (son of Charrnantides or Sisymbrinus, or Chabrinus 
according to Aristoxenus) from Hermione, and Anaxagoras. Hippobotus 
in his List of the Philosophers: Orpheus, Linus, Solon, Periander, 
Anacharsis, Cleobulus, Myson, Thales, Bias, Pittacus, Epicharmus, and 
Pythagoras. 

The number of candidates here is daunting: twenty-two different 
names altogether. Dicaearchus alone names ten, and it was not long be­
fore Hermippus and Hippobotus together doubled his total.25 The four 
he singles out as ''accepted'' do appear in every known list. His list also 
backs up his emphasis on conduct and politics: all eight who can be 
identified were renowned for practical insight, all had engaged in public 
affairs, and most were known for little or nothing else.26 Those he ex-

23 For early canons in other fields, see R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 
(Oxford, 1968) 203-8. 

24 The subject of EKA£~ao0at, which could represent a quotation from Dicaearchus 
or simply the loose syntax so common in Diogenes, is unclear: did Dicaearchus report 
lists by others ("'from whom they selected three"), and if so, who were 44they"? 

25 Diogenes here cites his sources in chronological order, from Leandrius and Plato 
to Hippobotus. 

26 Not all were "lawmakers" in the same sense: only Solon is known to have intro­
duced statutary reforms; Chilon, Sparta's model ephor, may have; Bias was renowned 
for adjudication (see§ I above); Thales gave shrewd advice to the Ionians (Hdt. 1.170) 
and then Croesus (Hdt. 1.75); Pittacus, Periander, and Cleobulus were leaders in their 
own cities; Anacharsis was brother of a Scythian king, introduced Greek customs in 
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eludes, conversely, were best known for poetry (Epicharmus, Lasus, 
Linus, Orpheus) or speculation (Acusilaus, Anaxagoras, Pythagoras). 
His list is also chronologically unified: the eight identifiable figures all 
flourished in the sixth century, which accords with the claim of his col­
league, Demetrius of Phaleron, that the group was first proclaimed wise 
by Delphi in 582 (dated by archon to the year Delphi inaugurated qua­
drennial games, DL 1.22: 93 SOD). But puzzles remain. Did 
Dicaearchus exclude Myson, whom Plato included and Hipponax had 
dubbed ''most sensible'' (DL 1.107: fr. 63), because he avoided public 
affairs (DL 1.107-8: Aristoxenus fr. 130)? And why did he include 
Aristodemus and Pamphy lus, who appear on no other list and cannot be 
firmly identified?27 Moreover, how can he call them wise at all when he 
denies in 37 that any sages were wise? And how can he include Thales 
when he also denies that any were philosophers? Did he disagree with 
Aristotle and the many others who considered Thales one of the first 
philosophers (Meta. A.3 983b20-21 )?28 Or did he reject the tradition, 
endorsed by Heracleides (iStacr-tTl<;, DL 1.25: fr. 45; cf. Cic. De or. 
3.137), that Thales stayed out of politics? Answers to these questions 
can be found in a passage Jaeger overlooked from a short Greek work 
(Codex Vaticanus 435) of uncertain author and date that is dedicated to 
a Roman and bears the tentative title ''Plutar<ch's or> Caecilius' Roman 
Maxims'' (IlAou--c<Xp(xou ft) KeKtAtOU a1tocp0eyµa,;a (PooµatKa: 36; in­
direct discourse is italicized).29 

Scythia, and supposedly wrote on v6µtµa (DL 1.101 ); for the other two, see following 
note. Jaeger (above, n. 4) 381-84 suggests that Dicaearchus was the first to assemble 
these reports. 

27 Both names recur too frequently to identify either securely. Aristodemus is prob .. 
ably the Archaic font of maxims (see Pindar /sth. 2.9), or perhaps an earlier Spartan 
king, who would be chronologically anomalous but figured in Euripides' Temenos, 
which Dicaearchus discussed (if POxy. 2455 frr. 9-10 represents his work; cf. W. Luppe 
in this volume). Pamphylos is probably a Spartan also, perhaps the eponymous hero of 
a Dorian tribe (Hdt. 5.68). Two points favor Spartans: the names precede Chilon (un­
necessarily identified as "Lacedaemonian": was the adjective originally plural?), and 
Dicaearchus would know them from working on his Spartan P oliteia (2; cf. Hippias' 
recitations of Spartan genealogies, Hip. Maj. 285D-E). 

28 An important qualification is often overlooked: Aristotle pronounces Thales the 
founder only of "this type of philosophy," by which he means theories about material 
princi pies, hence at best the "second philosophy" of natural science. Diogenes evinces 
similar reservations when he presents Thales as the first of eleven sages in Book I but 
makes Anaximander the first philosopher in Book 2, and when he calls Thales a sage 
(1.13) but says only that he Ka0i,yi,crato ("introduced" rather than "began") what he 
calls "Ionian philosophy" ( 1.122). 

29 The text survives only in one ms. of Synesius on a leaf bound between his letters 
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The Romans of old, my fine Sebosus, did not want to be reputed wise, so 
they did not hunt for reputation by cleverness in discourse or subtle and 
cogent maxims, which some Greeks employed and which are pro­
claimed more trustworthy than oracles: nothing in excess, follow god, 
waste no time, know thyself, a pledge brings bane, and the like. Presum­
ably these do benefit those who are convinced, and there is something 
pleasant and attractive in their brevity of expression. But Dicaearchus 
thinks not even these are the mark of wise men [crocprov avop&v], since 
men of old never philosophized in discourse; wisdom back then, at any 
rate, was performing honorable deeds, and only in time did techniques 
of public speaking arise. Nowadays, anyone who argues cogently gets a 
reputation for being a great philosopher; but in the old days~ only the 
good man was a philosopher, even though he was not trained in standing 
up and speaking in public. For those men of old did not inquire whether 
or how one should engage in politics; rather, they did so honorably. Nor 
did they inquire whether one ought to marry; rather, they married the 
way one should and lived together with their wives. Those, he [sc. 
Dicaearchus] says, are deeds and performances of men who are wise, 
whereas these maxims are a vulgar affair. This is what I believe your an­
cestors as well were like: they wanted to be good men and they achieved 
this by their deeds; but incisive maxims and elegant phrases that could 
win a reputation for ingenuity [rocrtE 7tEpttta<; eiva1 OOKEtv] they nei­
ther performed nor knew. They used language just like their reasons for 
acting, not concisely worded but honorable, provided one considers the 
thought and refers each point to its utility rather than looking for display. 
[Roman exempla follow.] 

The scope of this testimony is fairly unproblematic.30 But its point is 

and speeches; for text and discussion, see J. von Arnim, "Ineditum Vaticanum," Hermes 
27 ( 1892) 118-30. The possibility of a disjunction in the lacuna ("'Plutarch or Caecilius") 
makes ascription uncertain. Synesius himself is unlikely, given the favorable opinion 
of proverbs he expresses elsewhere ( Calvit. Enc. 22: Aristotle fr. 13 ). Von Arnim dates 
the excerpt to the first or second century CE; and the ascription in the ms. makes 
Plutarch, who knew Dicaearchus' work (cf. esp. 35, 43, 45; cf. 70 [Thes. 32] and 
Thes. 3, which echoes the conception of gnomic wisdom found here), the most likely 
author. But F. Egermann, Sitzungsberichte der Akademie der Wissensclzaften in Wien, 
Phil-hist. Kl. 214.3 (Vienna, 1933) 53 n. I and 54 n. 1, argues that the addressee and 
hence the author were contemporary with Cicero; his case rests on identifying Sebosus 
with a travel-writer from the late Republic, which would afford a credible but hardly 
necessary motive for citing Dicaearchus, who was highly respected as a geographer .. 

30 Dicaearchus is the only authority cited in the entire text, and indirect discourse 
following his name ensures that at least the gist of these lines comes from him. The 
fallowing lines reiterate and expand the same points (complete with verbal echoes in 
OXAtKO\ AOYOl, and epyo. and E7tlt1lOeuµa1a) before turning to Roman examples; the 
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not. At issue is what counts as wisdom, and the writer's main thesis is 
that deeds, not words, make a man wise. But his argument is compli­
cated by three further contrasts: Romans vs. Greeks, wisdom of the past 
vs. pretense of the present, and maxims vs. discourse. The first, which 
clearly does not come from Dicaearchus, is what casts the sages in a 
negative light; hence, we must be wary of ascribing a similar opinion to 
him. The other two contrasts, which he is cited to support, each turn on 
historical changes. Unfortunately, they are formulated ambiguously. 
The crux is aocp&v av8p&v. If this is a genitive of source, as Wehrli as­
sumed, Dicaearchus denied either that the sages coined the maxims for 
which they were famous, or that they were really wise. The former de­
nial, while not impossible, is highly implausible. Aristotle (fr. 3 Rose) 
and Clearchus (fr. 69) ascribed the famous ''know thyself' to Pythian 
Apollo, and Theophrastus called it proverbial (fr~ 738). Dicaearchus did 
discuss some less famous sayings (44, 57, 68, 75, 97, 98). But no­
where does anyone claim that no sage coined any maxims; and all seven 
sages whose sayings Demetrius of Phaleron collected (87 SOD) appear 
in Dicaearchus' lists in 38. Hence, the alternative, that Dicaearchus de­
nied the sages were wise, is more plausible. It would also harmonize 
with 37, as would the denial here that the sages were philosophers. But 
here we find a crucial qualification: the sages did not philosophize "in 
discourse'' (Aoycp).This points to a third interpretation: if crocp&v av3p&v 
is a genitive of characteristic, the claim is only that knowing maxims is 
not a sufficient condition for wisdom. Some did regard maxims highly: 
in the episode from Plato's Protagoras discussed above (Prot. 343A), 
Socrates remarks ironically that "both some today and some from long 
ago have recognized that being Laconic involves philosophy much 
more than physical training, since they know that the ability to utter say­
ings like that is the mark of a perfectly educated person." 

Rejecting such claims, Dicaearchus maintains that wisdom requires 
good conduct: ''wisdom back then [t61E] was performing honorable 
deeds." But since the sages did live honorably, how can he deny they 
were wise? If standards of aoq,ia changed,; then he can consistently 
maintain that the sages were wise by earlier standards but not by 
present ones. At one level, usage simply changed. In the archaic period, 

shift to direct discourse here is insignificant if von Arnim (ibid.) was right to emend 
q,cxcriv (which has no antecedent) to cp11criv, which is also supported by a parallel to 
<popttK6v in 48. 
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good conduct and sage advice were necessary, and apparently sufficient 
conditions for the ''gnomic wisdom'' of the sages. Later, however, wis­
dom came to require skill in speaking ("A6yrov 1:exvrt) as well. 
Dicaearchus shows similar sensitivity to semantic change when he ob­
serves that even poets were once called wise (39): ''the ancients consid­
ered the bard wise [ ~OU~ 1taAatouc; l((Xl, aocpov iov ql8ov voµi~etV ], as is 
clear from the one left with Clytemnestra'' ( cf. Od. 3.267-72, discussed 
also by Aristoxenus fr. 123).31 Behind these shifts, however, he uncov­
ers important continuity in two areas. First, ''public speaking'' (A6yot 
oxAtKoi) and ''cogent argument'' (1ti8av&~ OtaAex0Evi:cx.) came to win a 
reputation for wisdom (note recurrent OoKetv, o6~a), just as pithy max­
ims had earlier. But second, in neither period was verbal dexterity suffi­
cient for genuine wisdom, which always requires good conduct as well 
as sound speech. But why are sage maxims inferior to later forms of 
wisdom? Why did Dicaearchus deny the sages ''philosophized in dis­
course'' (l6ycp)? 

Dicaearchus' point here is not that the sages were wise but not phi­
losophers. He refers indifferently to "wisdom back then'' and ''philoso­
phers in the old days." The key is rather a contrast between maxims and 
Aoyot-between gnomic utterance and discursive argument or reason­
ing. The sages, after all, were famous for maxims, practical insight, 
civic leadership, and lawmaking, but not for ''cleverness in discourse'' 
(OctVO'tT\tl Aoyrov) or ''arguing cogently'' (1t18av&; OtaA£x0evta). And 
maxims, decrees, and laws, while inherently general, are only isolated 
pronouncements, mere conclusions without reasons, explanation, or ar­
gument. Adopting the standards of his own era, Dicaearchus maintained 
that wisdom and philosophy require articulate reasoning. But he also 
required good conduct, which cleverness in argument hardly ensures. In 
short, a twofold conception of wisdom and philosophy underlies the 
contrast in 36. The archaic sages led honorable lives, acting as ''one 

31 Philodemus quotes this remark to illustrate the view that poetry can be morally 
instructive. That Dicaearchus shared this generally Peripatetic attitude is confirmed by 
his account of •'skolia" as sympotic verse sung by Uthe most shrewd'' ( 'trov cruvetrotcx.trov, 
89 ). This term echoes his description of the sages in 37, which suggests in turn that he 
may have associated them with skolia, which were often gnomic: Ath. 15 694A-B 
(quoted by Wehrli on fr. 88 = 89) presents the same account of skolia more fully (but 
without naming Dicaearchus), calls the singers "wise" as well as ·'shrewd," and adds 
that their verses were thought to contain "precepts and maxims useful for life" 
(1tapa.ivecriv -re ttvcx. Kat yvroµ11v xp11aiµ11v Ei<; tov ~(ov ); similar ideas may explain 
why Loban ascribed gnomic verses to seven sages (see above, n. 14). 
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should'' in civic and family affairs, but were unversed in arguments and 
speeches(µ~ ... aaKotto Aoyouc;). Many later figures, conversely, were 
skilled in "cogent argument," which won them a ''reputation" for phi­
losophy, but debated what to do in civic and family affairs because they 
had no insight into how to live. 

The evidence for this distinction may be slender here. But it appears in 
other testimony, as we shall see, and it explains two otherwise puzzling 
implications of Dicaearchus' denial that the sages were either wise or 
philosophers (37).32 If he did not recognize different usage of these 
terms, he could not consistently accept either the traditions he summa­
rizes in 38, which make Thales one of only four ''accepted" sages, or the 
conclusions of his colleagues, which present Thales as a paradigm of 
specifically theoretical wisdom (NE 6.7) and a pioneer in the study of 
nature and number (Eudemus frr. 133-35, 143-45). But if Dicaearchus 
did understand Aoyo~ in the way I suggest, he could endorse both tradi­
tions. In that case, all he need deny is that Thales established his ideas 
by arguments (Aoyot) or articulated them in speeches or writings 
(A6yot). Both of these claims, in fact, were widely doubted then as now. 
Many denied that Thales had committed his discoveries to writing (DL 
1.23-24), and the absence of texts left the details of his work in doubt. 
Many of his ideas, most notably his famous prediction of an eclipse, 
would sound like oracular pronouncements to the many who failed to 
understand their basis (cf. Charm. 164E, Luer. 1.731-33); and though 
he was widely credited with some major insights in geometry and as­
tronomy, no extant authority maintains that he offered any proofs for 
them.33 In short, even his theoretical insights remained essentially "gno­
mic" like the practical insight of his fellow sages; or as Eudemus put it, 
"he discovered many things himself and laid the basis of many more for 

32 Jaeger (above, n. 4) argues that Dicaearchus ranked the sages alongside all later 
philosophers as paradigms of the same purely practical conception of both wisdom 
and philosophy; but he overlooks 36, and despite quoting 37, he ignores its denial that 
the sages were either wise or philosophers. 

33 When Proclus (In Eucl. 157, probably following Eudemus) says that Thales 
''showed" (a.1toOE'i~at) that a circle is bisected by its diameter (which Euclid posits as 
Def. 17), he clearly does not have a rigorous "demonstration" in mind, since he goes 
on to describe an operation of superposition; cf. his contrast between Thales' "discov­
ery,, of Prop. 1 .15 and its much later "scientific demonstration'' (E1ttcrtrtµovt1ei1c; 
a1to8ef~ero~, In Eucl. 352: Eudemus fr. 134). On the other hand, it is quite possible that 
Dicaearchus was among those who believed Thales had grasped the cause of eclipses; 
see A. Lebedev, uAristarchus of Samas on Thales' Theory of Eclipses," Apeiron 23 
(1990) 77-85. 
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those after him, handling some points quite generally [Ka0oAtKC0'tepov] 
and others quite empirically [aicr~'ttlCCOtEpov]'' (fr. 133). His discover­
ies, many of which had clear practical applications, may even have been 
essentially technological, as Plato suggests (£1tivotcxt Euµ~xavot eis 
1;ixva<; ~ ttva<; aAAa<; 1tpci~ct<;, Rep. 600A). Dicaearchus could thus 
maintain that Thales had investigated nature and mathematics, but deny 
that he had developed his ideas systematically or circulated them to a 
wider audience in written or "public'' discourse. 

III. Archaic Wisdom: Pythagoras 

The chronological unity of the sages has nostalgic overtones. Their wis­
dom, it suggests, had not been rivalled since. But it also points to the 
origins of philosophy as we know it. Those who became known as sages 
mark an epoch: they were the earliest non-poets to win a lasting reputa­
tion for aocpia; yet they were also the last to do so before Pherecydes 
and Anaximander recorded their speculations in the first reliably at­
tested prose.34 Anaximander, of course, was considered Thales' intellec­
tual heir, and Pherecydes in turn had reputedly taught Pythagoras. That 
brings us to a new paradigm of crocp{a who also figured prominently in 
fourth-century debates about the origins of philosophy. According to 
Heraclides (fr. 88), Pythagoras had invented the very word.35 Some 
gave him credit for geometrical discoveries that others ascribed to 
Thales (including perhaps the so-called Pythagorean theorem: DL 1.25, 
cf. Callim. fr. 191.59-61). He also appears, as we saw, in some lists of 
sages (38, quoted above). Yet Dicaearchus excludes him, which sug­
gests that he did consider him both wise and a philosopher. Other evi­
dence, though scanty, also suggests that his reasons for doing so rest on 
Pythagoras' use of Aoyoc;. 

Dicaearchus apparently discussed Pythagoras at some length. All that 
survives concerns his political activity and untimely death~ and his 

34 The advance of literacy also led to the first written laws; see K.-J. Holkeskamp, 
.. Written Law in Archaic Greece," PCPhS 38 ( 1992) 87-117. In calling the sages 
cruvEtou~ ttvac; 1eal voµo0£'ttKou~, Dicaearchus may have had in mind primarily oral 
precepts, decrees, and customs rather than inscribed statutes; maxims could also have 
quasi-legal force, as shown by the Peisistratid ploy of having them inscribed on herms 
throughout Attica; see pseudo-Plato, Hipparchus 228C-229B, and H. A. Shapiro, Art 
and Cult Under the T}'rants in Athens (Mainz, 1989) 125-32. 

35 See Burkert (above, n. 9). 
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novel theories only indirectly.36 This led Jaeger to infer that Dicaearchus 
assimilated Pythagoras to his own (supposedly purely practical) con­
ceptions of wisdom and philosophy. 37 But the evidence supports a rather 
different picture. The most significant testimony comes from Porphyry, 
who cites Dicaearchus for his account of Pythagoras arriving in Croton 
and delivering a series of "public speeches'' ( VP 18-19: 40). 

When he reached Italy and came to Croton, says Dicaearchus, the arrival 
of this ingenious [1t£ptttou] man who had travelled far and whose own 
nature was also well endowed by fortune-for he was tall and free­
minded in appearance and possessed consummate grace and charm in 
his voice and character and all else-his arrival so impressed the people 
of Croton that, after he had captivated the ruling elders with his many 
fine arguments [1toAAa Kat KaAa Ota.Aex0ei<;], the leaders requested 
him to deliver again precepts on youth to the young people, then to the 
children assembled from the schools, and finally to the women in a 
meeting specially arranged for him. 

When Pythagoras spoke to the civic leaders of Croton, he so ''capti­
vated'' (E'lruxayWYJlcre) them that he was not only permitted but actually 
"requested" (KEAEucr0£t;) to address the rest of the city, and in three 
separate gatherings. Dicaearchus thus depicts Pythagoras as a man 
whose natural gifts and wide experience gave him not only a charis­
matic presence, but above all, immense moral authority. This focus on 
moral advice (napatveaEtc;) and public instruction recalls the sages. 
But Pythagoras differed from them in two important ways: he addressed 
his teaching directly to large audiences, and he used the rhetorical tactic 
of tailoring his speeches to different audiences as he addressed in turn 
the council, ephebes, children, and women.38 In short, whereas the sages 
were lawmakers, he was a public speaker and teacher. Porphyry did not 
record what if anything Dicaearchus said about the content of these 

36 His peculiar religiosity appears in two reports: 41 A-8 describes his fasting to 
death in a temple of the Muses (cf. the death of Socrates in 43); and 42 summarizes 
the legend of his previous incarnations (DL 8.5; cf. Heraclides fr. 89), which Dicaearchus 
must have dismissed since he denied the soul survives after death (14-20, 23-29). 

37 Jaeger (above, n. 4) 384-89. 
38 Antisthenes also thought this instance of Pythagoras' rhetorical skill a mark of 

his aocp{a; and he argued that Homer considered Odysseus wise because being 
rroA{rrponoc; means being Setvo~ BtaAEyecr8at and knowing how to tailor each Aoyor; 
to its audience, which only the wise can do (Sch. Ocl. 1.1: fr. 187 Giannantoni). Plato, 
in a context showing Pythagorean influence (Gorgias 502D), complains that Athenian 
democracy ignores this rule. 35 may also be relevant here. 
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speeches, though the legendary Pythagorean rules of secrecy suggest 
that little was said about speculative topics or his novel ideas about 
souls. 39 What Dicaearchus clearly did highlight is Pythagoras' "capti­
vating'' rhetoric and arguments, the like of which Croton had apparently 
never heard before. Indeed, in the only other passage where Porphyry 
names Dicaearchus as his source (for Pythagoras' flight from Croton to 
Caulonia, then Locri, Tarentum, and Metapontum), we find Pythagoras 
refused sanctuary at Locri for two quite telling reasons: the Locrians 
had no interest in new laws, and they had heard that Pythagoras was ''a 
wise and clever man" (VP 56: 41 A). In short, Dicaearchus characterized 
him as having both what he ascribed to the sages in 37 and what he 
denied them in 36. Like the sages, Pythagoras enjoyed a reputation for 
practical insight and political activity ( as in 41 A), but like the philoso­
phers of later eras, also for articulate argument ( btaA£X0ei;, 40) and 
clever and forceful speaking (8£tv6v, 41A). 

No extant text shows Dicaearchus calling Pythagoras a philosopher. 
But extant testimony does ascribe to Pythagoras what he expects of phi­
losophers in 36: both honorable conduct and persuasive discourse. 
Pythagoras and his later followers were assigned a very prominent part 
in fourth-century accounts of philosophy. How much of this 
Dicaearchus endorsed is now unclear. But it would be highly anomalous 
if he refused to call him a philosopher, at least in some sense of the term. 
He need not have endorsed the legend that Pythagoras coined the word, 
much less the famous but surely apocryphal tale from Heraclides that 
explains its point with an Olympic parable (Tusc. Disp. 5.8-10: fr. 88). 
Unlike Heraclides, Dicaearchus apparently took a dim view of the gran­
diose tales then circulating and presented a remarkably sober narra­
tive. 4° Porphyry ranks him among his most reliable sources 
( aKpt~E<JtEpOt, VP 56: 41 A; cf. aKpt~&<;, 56A); and Gellius says he 
reported the multiple incarnations of Pythagoras only as what the man 

39 In the following lines, Porphyry reports that Pythagoras attracted numerous com­
panions (oµtA11ta~) but says that it is impossible to know what he taught them, due to 
their rules of secrecy. The only teaching he is willing to ascribe even here ( toic; 
cruvoucrtv) concerns the immortality and transmigration of souls (VP 19), doctrines 
Dicaearchus rejected. This caution suggests that he is still following Dicaearchus; see 
W. Burkert, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism (Cambridge, Mass., I 972) 
122- 23. For plainly fictitious versions of the Croton speeches, probably derived from 
Timaeus (see Burkert, 104 n. 37), see Iambi. VP 37-57. 

40 See H. Gottschalk, Heraclides of Pontus (Oxford, 1980) 143; cf. Burkert, ibid. 
106. 
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himself was wont to claim (dictitasse), adding scornfully that his pre­
ceding incarnation had been as a courtesan (42). This critical attitude, 
however, did not prevent Dicaearchus from recognizing that Pythagoras 
had advanced beyond the sages in his endeavor to spread his ideas. In a 
word, he was a teacher; and what he taught, as Plato puts it in Republic 
l 0, was a ~io~ or way of life (oo6v ttva ~iou or ~p07tOV ~OU ~{ou, 600B; 
cf. Alcidamas in DL 8.56). For Dicaearchus, this marked a radically 
new conception of wisdom and a new stage in his history-or rather 
biography-of philosophy. 

The Pythagorean ~{o~ or way of life involved two major innovations, 
each closely connected to fourth-century debates about wisdom. Rather 
than use civic institutions to promulgate his insights, as the sages had, 
Pythagoras tried to shape people's conduct by education; and as 
Dicaearchus also reported ( 41 A), he attracted a body of companions 
who shared his interests (etaipcov and <ptArov). This cultivation of char­
acter and devotion to learning fully warrants the label ''philosophy''; for 
whatever doctrines or practices Pythagoras taught, his commitment to 
learning itself implies a consuming interest that it would be natural to 
call ''love of wisdom."41 Similarly, anyone who had special expertise in 
these studies and ventured to teach others would be naturally called a 
crocptcri:~~' whether or not he specialized in the rhetorical skills we now 
associate with the term. Thus Plato has the preeminent sophist 
Protagoras present himself as only the latest in a long line of ''sophists'' 
or teachers that includes poets, seers, medical men, and experts in music 
(Prot. 316D-317B), where the only shared feature he mentions is "edu­
cating people'' (317B4-5). Moreover, one of the main differences be­
tween the sages and Pythagoras in Dicaearchus' account is the latter's 
skill in public speaking and persuasion. It is therefore hard not to infer 
that he considered Pythagoras both a philosopher and a sophist, though 
the absence of explicit testimony precludes certainty.42 What is clear is 

41 See the range of <ptAo-terms Aristotle uses when discussing rival ~iot in NE 1.8 
(1099a7-l 6); his observation that doing what we "love" makes life enjoyable indi­
cates the force of these terms. 

42 The earliest reference to Pythagoras as a "sophist" is by Herodotus (4.95, from 
which Them. Or. 23 286bc evidently derives). What exactly he meant by the term is 
unclear, in part because he seems to apply it to sages (1.29); but it is suggestive that he 
presents Pythagoras as the teacher of Zalmoxis, and the only others he calls Hsophists" 
are "exegetes" of Dionysian rites (2.49; cf. the Orphics in Prot. 316D); cf. Burkert 
(above, n. 39) 210-11. When Aristotle called the sages "sophists" (De phil. fr. 5), he 
probably had in mind the moral instruction supplied by their maxims, much as Phainias 
probably did when he applied the term to some poets (fr. 10). 



214 Dicaearchus of Messana 

that Dicaearchus assigned Pythagoras a decisive role in the develop­
ment of moral education. Wisdom henceforth was something for adults 
to pursue as a way of life, and the Pythagorean life of teaching and study 
long remained a model of the philosophical life. The end of the Archaic 
period thus coincides with the origin of philosophy as Dicaearchus un­
derstood it. 

IV. Dialectical Wisdom: Socrates 

To indicate the difference between archaic and contemporary wisdom, 
the author of the letter to Sebosus (36) depicts the sages as honorable 
public servants but complains that philosophers in his own day merely 
debate ' 'whether to engage in politics'' (Ei 1toA1--reutiov). Plutarch, who 
clearly fell on the later side of this divide, wrote an essay late in life 
addressing the more specific question "Whether an older man should 
engage in politics." Near the close of the essay, he draws an analogy 
between politics and philosophy to help explain his belief-and prac­
tice-that good citizens engage in politics even outside of official ca­
pacities (An se11i resp. ger. 26 796C: 43). 

Above all, we must remember that engaging in politics is not limited to 
holding office, serving as an envoy, shouting in an assembly, and raving 
around the podium, saying and writing the things most people think 
characteristic of engaging in politics, just as they no doubt think those 
who discourse from a lectern and publish their lectures in books engage 
in philosophy. But people overlook the constant political activity [or 
citizenship] and philosophy observed regularly in daily deeds and ac­
tions. After all, they say those who go back and forth in the porticoes are 
strolling [1tep11tat£t'Etv ], as Dicaearchus used to say, but not those who 
walk to the farm or a friend. Engaging in politics is like engaging in phi­
losophy. Socrates, at any rate, engaged in philosophy not by putting out 
benches or holding a chair or offering regular lectures or strolling with 
colleagues, but rather even when he happened to be socializing, or at 
parties, on campaign, in the market, and finally, bound in prison when 
he drank the poison. He was the first to exhibit a life engaged in philoso­
phy at every time, in every part, and in absolutely all situations and ac­
tivities. 

The boundaries of what here should be ascribed to Dicaearchus are 
problematic. But there are good reasons for thinking that the description 
of Socrates, which explains his joke about walking, also comes from 
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him, and I shall assume that it does.43 What then is his point? To Jaeger 
and others who dwell on Cicero's melancholy jests about the rival 
claims of theory and practice (8, quoted below and 33), the close anal­
ogy drawn here between politics and philosophy may seem odd. But 
context points in another direction. The crucial contrast here is not be­
tween action and theory, but rather between an activity performed to 
achieve something else and the same activity performed for its own 
sake. Specifically, the passage contrasts occupations and vocations (in 
the moral or religious sense): doing something/or a living, and doing it 
as a way of life. This is plainly the contrast Plutarch draws in the politi­
cal sphere. He concedes that popular usage, then as now, equates poli­
tics with what ''career'' politicians do, which he summarizes by describ­
ing the four main areas of ancient government (administration, diplo­
macy, legislation, and litigation). But in keeping with the thesis of the 
entire essay, he argues that law-abiding citizens who serve the interests 
of the city in unofficial capacities are also engaged in politics (cf. 
796D). He then points to a parallel difference in philosophy, which 
popular usage again equates with what paid t1eachers do: lecturing, pub­
lishing, and talking to colleagues. But the case of Socrates, who was 
universally considered a philosopher, shows that professional activities 
are unnecessary. He engaged in philosophy in all manner of settings, 
among friends at their homes, away on military service, and downtown 
in the agora. But what did he do that made this philosophy? 

Plutarch's own contrast between politicians and private citizens turns 
on differences between public and private action. But Dicaearchus' de­
scription of Socrates' activities, which depicts both public and private 
scenes (the army and the agora as well as drinking parties), points in a 
different direction. Philosophy, it implies, can be done both in private 
and in public; an institutional setting is only incidental. Plutarch's the­
sis, after all, is not that politicians never serve their cities well, only that 

43 The joke turns on a contrast between walking as a means (to get somewhere) or 
as an end in itself (strolling); and the analogy implies that people also practice politics 
and philosophy both ways. If 1tEpt1ta-reiv had acquired its doctrinal connotations (from 
Aristotle's habit of strolling while lecturing, according to Hermippus fr. 45: DL 5.2; 
but cf. Hesychius and Suda s. v. Aristotle), the joke also suggests that philosophy is 
studied for its own sake in the Lyceum. But Dicaearchus' mention of crtoat<;, which 
probably predates its doctrinal sense (though the etymology at DL 7 .5 echoes his 
avaKaµn,;ov'ta~), suggests he was characterizing philosophers and students in gen­
eral (cf. Euthyd. 273A, Eryxias 392A, Alexis frr. 151 and 206); in that case, the joke 
itself implies the contrast that fallows. 
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official standing is neither necessary nor sufficient for civic service. The 
same contrast appears in Cicero's remarks in a letter to Atticus (Att. 
2.12.4 = 30.4 SB: 8): "You're right to like Dicaearchus: he's a splendid 
person and a far better citizen than those unjust officials of ours. [Greet­
ings from Terentia.] Cicero the philosopher embraces the politician 
Titus.'' The letter is dated 19 April 59. Cicero, a supremely active politi­
cian who had spent his entire adult life (nearly thirty years) in official 
capacities, ironically dubs himself a ''philosopher" because his virtual 
exile from Rome under the Triumvirate that had recently seized power 
left him more leisure for study.44 Atticus, whose equestrian rank and 
business interests, as well as his personal and philosophical preferences 
for Epicureanism, kept him out of government, he styles a ''politician" 
not because he held any office, but because at that time his dynamic 
social life inside the Roman beltway involved frequent discussion of 
politics. A recent letter from him had even reported hobnobbing with 
Clodia (2.12.4; cf. 2.14.1, a week later), whose brother Clodius had 
been instrumental in driving Cicero out of Rome. In the same vein, 
Cicero calls Dicaearchus, a learned scholar who was excluded by his 
alien status from political office in Athens, a much better ''citizen" than 
the corrupt politicians then running Rome. Cicero obviously singles out 
Dicaearchus for his name, which affords a sly pun.45 But the gibe is all 
the weightier given Cicero's high regard for him as a political thinker 
(9, 10, 11 B, 86, cf. 79). Both Cicero and Plutarch, then, associate 
Dicaearchus with a distinctly unconventional conception of politics. 
Plutarch even assimilates this conception to Dicaearchus' account of 
Socrates. It thus appears that Dicaearchus accepted the picture of 
Socrates drawn in Plato's early dialogues, including the claim in 
Gorgias that Socrates, despite avoiding official business, was a true 
politician because he always sought what was best in all he said and did 
(521 D; contrast Callicles' derisive charges, 484C-486D). In short, 
Dicaearchus singled out Socrates as a model philosopher primarily be­
cause he devoted his life to the pursuit of wisdom and virtue. 

44 Most assume that Cicero calls himself <ptA6crocpo<;. But W. S. Watt, uNotes on 
Cicero, Ad Atticum 1 and 2," CQ 12 ( 1962) 252-62, adduces parallels that strongly 
suggest this refers to Cicero's son, though allowing that he was simply "attributing to 
him his own philosophical interests and pursuits,, (258). For the point of calling Atticus 
1toAtttK6v, see Shackleton Bailey's note ad loc. 

45 The pun is double-barrelled: the Triumvirs were not only unjust leaders 
(a01Kaiapx,01) but also held office (apx,~) unjustly, thanks to corrupt elections. 
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If Plutarch, and apparently Dicaearchus as well, did not condemn pro­
fessional politicians as a class, then it is surely implausible that either 
meant to disparage teachers wholesale.46 The point in 43 is rather that 
being a professor, like knowing maxims, is neither necessary nor suffi­
cient for being a philosopher. Why, then, did Dicaearchus consider 
Socrates a philosopher? Surely because of what he is shown doing in all 
known dialogues, whether by Plato or other Socratics: examining fun­
damental problems in the conduct of life through dialectical argument. 
Recall the portrait of Socrates in 43. The fin,al image plainly alludes to 
Phaedo, where Socrates passes his entire last day in prison arguing with 
his friends, about the very topics Dicaearchus discussed at length in his 
own dialogue on the soul (13-32).47 But th1e preceding images evoke 
several other Socratic dialogues: "chance'' encounters with young men 
as in Lysis, Charmides, and Phaedrus (which Dicaearchus also dis­
cussed, DL 3.38: 48);48 symposia as dramatized by both Plato and 
Xenophon; military service as reported in Laches and Symposium; and 
conversations in the agora as recreated in Euthyphro and recalled in 
Apology and Xenophon. Philosophy and the pursuit of wisdom as de­
picted in these works center on the same two factors central to 
Dicaearchus' account of Pythagoras: good conduct and sustained dis­
cussion. The former aligns Socrates with what Dicaearchus said about 
both the sages and Pythagoras. The latter corresponds to what he found 
new in Pythagoras. But there are also important differences. 
Dicaearchus presented Pythagoras as a persuasive public speaker and a 
teacher of esoteric doctrines, but apparently not as a proponent of open 
debate or methodical argument. What Dicaearchus considered new in 
Socrates, it seems, was essentially twofold: he employed dialectical ar­
gument in discussions of conduct, as Aristotle also reports (Meta. A.6 
987bl-4, cf. M.4 1078b23-29); and he pursued his inquiries in all 
realms of life, public and private alike. As the first to integrate these 
factors in a methodical examination of how to live, Socrates introduced 

46 Wehrli (51; cf. 52 on fr. 31 = 36) needlessly suspects polemics against Theo­
phrastus, whose lectures were famously well attended (DL 5.37). 

47 22 even suggests direct criticism of arguments in Phaedo; cf. H. Gottschalk, 
"Addenda Peripatetica," Phronesis 18 (1973) 91-100. 

48 He criticized Phaedrus for its "vulgar style" (tov tp61tov tftc; ypaq,11c; oAov 
£1ttµeµq>EtCXl roe; <poptllCOV ); cf. K. Gaiser, Philodems Academica ( Stuttgart, 1988) 33 8-
40. He may also have objected to its "juvenile subject" (µetpa1et&Oe~ 1tp6f3A11µa); this 
charge precedes mention of Dicaearchus, but if its target is the dialogue's focus on 
love and pederasty, the criticism corresponds to views reported in 49 and 83. 
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a new conception of wisdom and exemplified a new form of the philo­
sophical life. 

V. Systematic Wisdom: Plato 

Like Pythagoras before him, Socrates so impressed some of his contem­
poraries that they tried to imitate him in deed and in word. Also like 
Pythagoras (Porph. VP 57-58), he committed none of his ideas to writ­
ing.49 But unlike Pythagoras, he was apparently quite willing to share 
his ideas with any and all, and after his death, several of his followers 
began to circulate written recreations of his conversations in a novel 
literary form soon labelled ''Socratic Aoyot" (Arist. Po. 1447b8-13; cf. 
On Poets fr. 72). This once again transformed philosophy, as 
Dicaearchus recognized, for the last exemplary philosopher he dis­
cussed is the one Socratic most responsible for this change. His treat­
ment of Plato apparently included elements of biography in the modern 
sense: Plato's early activity in athletics, painting, and poetry (DL 3.4: 
4 7), 50 the origins of the Academy (70), and at least some of the students 
he attracted (50). Plato's writings were also covered: besides ascribing 
to him verse in several genres (dithyramb, lyric, and tragedy: 47), 
Dicaearchus criticized his Phaedrus (DL 3.38: 48; seen. 48 above). But 
the most substantial evidence, and the most intriguing, is from 
Philodemus, whose history of the Academy quotes Dicaearchus at 
length, both praising Plato's dialogues and crediting him with "doing 
more than anyone else to advance philosophy-and to undermine it'' 
(Acad. col. 1.1-2.7, excluding col. Y= 46A and 46C).51 

49 Porphyry may still be following Dicaearchus here in denying Pythagoras left 
any writings; all that intervenes after 41 A is an alternative version of Pythagoras' 
death. For telling arguments that later reports that Pythagoras wrote books are unreli­
able and anachronistic, see Burkert (above, n. 39) 239-40. 

50 Wehrli cites parallels to support including in 47 a preceding account of Plato's 
education; this may derive from Dicaearchus, but it should be noted that Wehrli omits 
an intervening passage that cites Alexander's Successions and Neanthes, who (along 
with many others) may instead be its source. 

51 The relevance of this text, which greatly enlarges Wehrli 's fr. 45 ( = col. 2.4-7), 
was first shown by K. Gaiser, '·La biografia di Platone in Filodemo: nuovi dati dal 
?Herc 1021," Cronache Ercolanesi 13 (1983) 53-62; his later book develops and 
modifies his views (above, n. 48) 307-66. Gaiser's analysis is very instructive but 
rests on a highly conjectural text that at key points is inconsistent with the papyrus; for 
discussion, see T. Dorandi in this volume, and for the text, see his Filodemo: Storia dei 
filosofi (Naples, 1991) 125-28 and 203-11. What I translate is Dorandi's duly conser• 
vative text, minus what is too lacunose to construe but with three modest supplements: 
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" ... from the available material he [sc. Plato] further renewed all of it 
[sc. philosophy] once again, and for this reason he added the enchanting 
cadences in his dialogues. But he also introduced many new things of 
his own, and thereby-if one must honestly describe what happened­
he did more than anyone else to advance philosophy and to undermine 
it; for he converted virtually unlimited numbers of people to it [sc. phi­
losophy] through the composition of his dialogues, but he also made 
some people engage in philosophy superficially by diverting them to a 
patent .... " He also says that H ••• [I line] ... provided a prelude to phi-
losophy, so that neither having learned ... and nothing ... learn, not 
only count themselves among the philosophers but also .. {c. 6 lines] ... 
persuaded, so that some people, while drawn to him, believe they have 
an adequate defense for their own ignorance; or rather ... since they 
alone recognize the ... of the noble and wisest teacher ... [ c. 3 lines] .. . 
generosity ... equals." While this is the sort of thing Dicaearchus has 
written, Philochorus in the sixth book of his Atthis mocked ... 

The initial claim that Plato ''renewed philosophy again'' (e1tave­
Katvto■E naAtv) confirms that Dicaearchus organized his work chrono­
logically, and that he discussed at least two earlier forms or stages of 
philosophy (both its first and its renewal). Moreover, the passage again 
highlights two innovations. First, Plato composed elegant dialogues 
(Aoyot refers at once to the dialogues and to the arguments they record), 
which greatly ''increased'' philosophy by "converting'' many new stu­
dents to its study. The second innovation is very different: Plato ''under­
mined" (1<:a/tEAUcrE) philosophy by "diverting'' (EK~pe1trov) many stu­
dents to a "superficial'' form of philosophy.52 This remarkable verdict, 
which Dicaearchus pauses to excuse by pleading a need for candor 
(1tapp11cria~) much as Aristotle does before criticizing Plato's form of 
the good (NE 1.6 1096a13-17), was apparently explained more fully in 
the following lines. The passage is lamentably lacunose but it suffices to 
indicate a striking parallel to Dicaearchus' accounts of the sages in 36 

Gaiser's e[1t~8o]ucr[av in 1.3, Mekler's cptA[ocr6cprov in 1.25, andau]tou~ KCX't<lpt0µt[iv 
in 1.25-26. 

52 See J. Barnes, "Philodemus and the Old Academy," Apeiron 22 (1989) 139-48 
on 147 t for this interpretation of Dorandi 's KatEA.ucre, rather than the favorable verdict 
Gaiser based on KatftvuoE (which Dorandi rules out). The following lines elaborate 
this charge if supplements proposed by Gaiser and Praechter are correct: q,avEpav 
E1CtpE[1tcov Ei~] 'tpt[~11v] ("diverting [students] to what is patently a [mere] routine"; 
cf. Gorg. 463B4, 501 A 7, Rep. 4938, Phdr. 260E) would charge Plato with fostering 
technical expertise without moral virtue or understanding. 
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and of Socrates in 43. There he contrasts true moral insight with preten­
tious discourse; here he observes that Plato was a ''noble and very wise 
teacher," but complains that many of his students remained seriously 
ignorant.53 What was his basis for this charge? 

The text is too meager to afford a definitive answer. But supplemented 
with other testimony, it strongly suggests that the charge involved 
Plato's revolutionary approach to some very traditional problems. 
Dicaearchus focuses his praise on the dialogues but his criticism on new 
ideas that Plato introduced (1toAAa E1t£1cr11vey1ecx:to tOta) and on the su­
perficial study (E1tt1t0Aa1roc; <ptAocrocpetv) he allegedly promoted. 54 The 
most likely target of the first complaint, especially for someone familiar 
with Aristotle's critique of Plato for turning Socrates' search for defini­
tions of moral terms in a new but fruitless direction (see Meta. A.6; esp. 
10ta at 987a31), is Plato's ''separation'' of universals from phenomenal 
particulars. As I observed at the outset, there is little sign that 
Dicaearchus worried much about ontology. But a more pragmatic objec­
tion, and one more in keeping with his generally practical orientation, is 
ready to hand. Just as Aristotle argued that even if there is a form of the 
good, it is useless for conduct (NE 1.6 1096b30-l 097a 13 ), so 
Dicaearchus may have worried that Plato's theoretical proposals would 
have little or no practical benefit. Cicero associates just such concerns 
with his name in another letter to Atticus slightly later than the one 
quoted in §IV (Att. 2.16.3 = 36.3 SB: 33, on or about 30 April 59). 

I have finally made up my mind. Since your friend Dicaearchus and my 
dear Theophrastus are so opposed that your man puts tov 1tpa.Kt1Kov 

~iov far ahead of everything whereas mine puts tov 0Emprrc11e6v first, 
each shall approve my conduct. I do think I have done quite enough for 

53 Dicaearchus charged many of Plato's converts with failing to learn or understand 
(µ~tE µEµa8111<61:a~, µ116ev ... µcx0eiv) and yet Hbelieving they have an adequate de­
fense ( or rationale?) for their own ignorance" (i Kavov exr1v 1tp6PAT1µa tll<; i6(a<; aµa0 ia~ 
voµ i~oucrt v ). The following lines about "the wisest teacher,, seem to contain a very similar 
charge: Gaiser (above, n. 48) 335 cites a close parallel at Phaedo 9OC, where Plato warns 
that practice (81atpt'JlaVtE<;, cf. 1.18 tpt[~~v?) in ''contradictory arguments" often leads 
people to imagine they ualone" (cf. 1.39) are Hwisest" (cf. 1.40) and to adopt 
(Ko.tavevoT)KEvat, cf. 1 .41 Katcx.voouvi:E~) scepticism and "misology." 

54 The opening passage exhibits a sustained antithesis. Barnes (above, n. 52) points 
out that the twofold verdict eu~T)ae:v/1eateAUCJ£ is explained by the fallowing contrast 
(1tpOE'tPE'Vato µiv/E1tt1t0Ao.iro~ Be); the same contrast also appears in the opening lines 
(E1tave1eaiv1crE/e:1tEtcrrtvly1eato, also marked by µ£v/6e.) . The first term in all three 
pairs involves literary aspects of the dialogues; the second involves their content. 
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Dicaearchus. Now I am turning my attention back to this other group 
who not only permit me leisure but reproach me for not having always 
maintained leisure. So let's apply ourselves, my dear Titus, to those 
splendid studies and return at long last to what we never should have 
left. 

Cicero, who studied philosophy intensely in his youth, does not say 
that Dicaearchus saw no value in theoretical studies. The position 
Cicero ascribes to him is simply that action matters most (Longe omni­
bus anteponat). Cicero, in a letter to his closest friend, may have spoken 
loosely. But I think we can press his words a bit further. If Dicaearchus 
valued action most, he must have objected to ignoring practical matters 
entirely, and to pursuing theoretical studies without regard to anything 
else. But this does not imply any objection to research that yields practi­
cal benefits or has useful applications. If we now return to Philodemus, 
we can see better how this demand bears on Plato. The text of cols. 1-2 
translated above was written continuously in two successive columns. 
But Philodemus apparently decided at a later stage to append some fur­
ther material that occupies a column directly on the reverse side (col. 
Y). Both Gaiser and Dorandi place this passage between cols. 1 and 2. 
But in the absence of any sign in the text where it was to be inserted, it 
should probably be treated separately.55 It may even come from a differ­
ent source (none is named in the extant lines). But whatever its origin, 
the passage addresses a topic closely related to Dicaearchus' critique, 
which is surely why Philodemus chose to add it. After mentioning the 
''progress in mathematics'' that resulted from a program of research di­
rected by Plato, the passage singles out advances in purely theoretical 
disciplines but finds nothing comparable in the applied fields of optics 
and mechanics (Acad. Y.1-33 = 46B).56 

55 See Dorandi in this volume. The lacunose state of the papyrus precludes cer­
tainty, but pace Gaiser (above, n. 48) 76-77, whose arguments are at best inconclu­
sive, it is very likely that cols. 1 and 2 should be read continuously: no sign survives to 
indicate that col. Y belongs between them (as 2.38 indicates where col. V belongs, and 
6.26/7 where col. T belongs); µev in 1.42 can be answered by oe in 2.1; and though OE 
also appears in Y.1, the editorial 1ta.peypava strongly suggests a fresh start. Why· 
Philodemus added col. Y is less clear: it may come from another source, or simply 
elsewhere in Dicaearchus' book. Dorandi is cautiously agnostic about the source for 
col. Y, but Gaiser (above, n. 48) 347, is probably right to infer that Dicaearchus drew 
on work by Eudemus: col. Y corresponds with Proclus' summary of Eudemus (fr. 133) 
on several points, but merely summarizes what is there covered in much greater detail. 

56 The text translated is again Dorandi 's, minus lacunose sections but with two 
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... I inserted: "Much progress," he says, "had also been recognized in 
mathematics at that time, since Plato was designing a program and pos­
ing problems, and the mathematicians were investigating them in­
tensely. Accordingly, the theory of proportion first reached maturity 
then, as did the problems in definition, since Eudoxus and his associates 
replaced the old-fashioned approach of Hippocrates [sc. of Cos]. There 
was also much progress in geometry, since the method of analysis was 
created as well as the use of lemmas for deciding what is provable, and 
in general problems in geometry were much ... optics and mechanics 
not at all ... [c. 2 lines] ... lots of scavengers ... things for themselves; 
for there was virtually another ... of students, and from this harvest they 
each picked out their own private part without sharing ... [c. 9 lines] . .. 
they detached from necessities ... about beneficial things ... 

Dicaearchus credits Plato with organizing a program of research 
(apxttEK'tOVOUV'tO<; µev Kat 1tpo~Aftµatcx OtbOV'tO<;) that for the first 
time established firm foundations for several fields of mathematics. 
Hence the mention of a ''theory of proportion'' (µE'tpoAoyiav ), and the 
emphasis on definitions (optcrµouc;) and the methods of ''analysis" and 
"dioris,nos," which yielded proofs more methodical and systematic 
than the ''primitive" efforts ( apxa1crµ6v) of earlier geometry. Some of 
these points recall ideas sketched in Plato's dialogues (methodical study 
of irrationals in Theaetetus 147D-148B; an obscure example of 
dioris,nos ·in Me110 87 A-B, cf. Phaedo 78B) and recounted (no doubt 
more fully) by Eudemus in his history of geometry (fr. 133).57 But the 
claim that Plato framed the program for this work points clearly to Re­
public 7, where Plato outlines a radically new approach to number, 
plane and solid geometry, astronomy, and harmonics (521-31 ).58 His 
goal, roughly put, was to transform these fields into systematic sciences 
by deriving all theorems rigorously from basic principles. But the way 

minor changes: I translate a{rtoov (instead of aut&v) in Y.21, and Schenk!' s i<S[ twttKov] 
in Y.23. 

57 See G. E. R. Lloyd, "The Meno and the Mysteries of Mathematics," Phronesis 
37 ( 1992) 166-83; Lloyd g]osses diorisn10s as "establishing the conditions on the given 
for a solution to a problem to be possible" (his italics). 

58 For a sympathetic assessment and further references, see G. Vlastos, "Observa .. 
tion in Plato's Astronomy" in Studies, vol. 2 (above, n. I) 223-46. Gaiser (above, n. 
48) supplements col. 1.18-2 l to yield a similar account by Dicaearchus: [0£o~ tov 
apt8µov] Kat 111[v 1]&v acr[1prov O\V\V 't]ou q>tA[ocro]<pclV EVOOcrtµov £0CO[KEv]; his 
reconstruction, while intriguing, is highly conjectural and not entirely consistent with 
Dorandi 's readings. 
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he proposes to achieve this goal requires ignoring or at least bracketing 
the practical needs and uses that had allegedly driven previous work. 
This new focus, and the general disdain Plato expresses for utility as 
well as observation and empirical methods, also supplies a target for the 
complaints that Philodemus records. Why was there little progress in 
the applied fields of optics and mechanics? The explanation offered 
here seems to be that Plato's program ignored what Ben Franklin called 
''useful knowledge," which led his colleagues to "detach [sc. their work] 
from necessities" (U1tllP'tf\CTUV ~O)y avayKCXlCOV). 

The accuracy of this critique is irrelevant here. The problematic ori­
gins of 468 also preclude certainty about its author. But Dicaearchus 
did discuss the origins of Plato's Academy (70) and at least some of the 
students he attracted (50). It was presumably his critical account of 
Plato in 46A that prompted Philodemus to append this account. More­
over, these complaints would come naturally from someone as inter­
ested in applied mathematics as Dicaearchus was. Not only was he iden­
tified by some as a ''geometer'' (2), but as Paul Keyser shows, he was 
also responsible for some major advances in geography that had lasting 
influence.59 Most of these involve applications of geometry (a term that 
was applied also to surveying and geography, as 2 shows): astronomical 
observations that confirm the earth's sphericity (121 ), estimates of the 
shape (122) and size (124) of the Mediterranean oiKouµfv11, establish­
ment of a meridian latitude (123), and calculations of altitude (118-20, 
cf. 2). His measurements of mountains, in fact, not only involved some 
sort of instruments (opyavtKffi~) but also exploited theorems in optics 
(120), one of the very fields 468 accuses Plato's colleagues of neglect­
ing. By Dicaearchus' standard of practical utility, then, the revolution 
Plato instigated in science and mathematics had mixed results. Great 
progress was made in rigor, but the gap between theory and practice 
yawned wider. The foolish or vicious could already parrot sage maxims, 
deliver impressive speeches, or engage in dialectical debate. Now, like 
parasites or scavengers ( cr1tEpµoA6yrov, 468), they were also enabled 
and even encouraged to construct systematic theories without regard for 
practical affairs or the proper conduct of life. 

This verdict brings me to one more item concerning Plato. Plutarch 
recounts a discussion, at a dinner celebrating Plato's birthday, of 

59 In this volume; cf. Wehrli,s observation (76) that "mathematische Hohen­
berechnungen lassen sich aber vor D. nicht nachweisen" (italics added). 
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whether god does geometry (QC 8.2, cf. 8.1 717 A). A Spartan first sum­
marizes the argument in Republic 7 that study of mathematics diverts 
the mind from physical phenomena (quoting 527E at 718D), which he 
illustrates by describing how Plato reproached the leading mathemati­
cians of his day (Archytas, Eudoxus, and Menaechmus are named) for 
using empirical methods to solve the famous problem of the Delian 
cube (7 l 8C-F).60 The speaker thus agrees with Dicaearchus on two 
points of fact, though they disagree sharply about the merits in each 
case: Plato favored a strictly theoretical approach to mathematics, and 
he spurned mechanical methods (opyavtKa~ Kat µrixav11eO:<; 
1ea1aaKeuci<; at 718E, echoing both the charge in col. Y.17 that "me­
chanics" languished under Plato's supervision, and Theon's description 
of Dicaearchus' own work as opyavtKffi~, 120).61 Where Plutarch stood 
on these issues does not matter here (but see 719F-720C). What is sig­
nificant is that he then has Florus, his Roman patron (whose name he 
had adopted), respond by def ending the application of mathematics to 
practical affairs (719A-B); and his defense, which is prefaced by a 
claim Dicaearchus made about Plato ( 45), focuses on politics. 

You helped us, Florus said, by offering this argument not as your own 
but in common. For you gave us a way to refute its claim that geometry 
is necessary not for gods but for us. For of course god has no need of 
mathematics as a tool to turn his thought away from generated things 
and redirect it to the real beings; those depend on god and are with and 
about god. But see whether you haven't missed something closely re­
lated to you in Plato's enigmatic claim [sc. that god always does geom­
etry], given that he mixes Lycurgus in with Socrates no less than 

6° For the problem and its ancient solutions (including one by Eratosthenes in his 
Platonicus), see T. Heath, A History of Greek Mathematics, vol. I (Oxford, 1921) 
244-70. Its name arose from the story that the Delians received an oracle to build an 
altar twice as large as one they already had; which altar this was is not recorded, though 
it is worth noting that Dicaearchus apparently discussed the famous Delian "altar of 
horns" (Plut. Thes. 21: 74). 

61 The Delian problem offers a third point of contact: the problem is to double a 
given cube, which is the analogue in solid geometry to the much simpler problem in 
plane geometry that Plato uses to exhibit recollection in Meno 82-85; following that 
passage, Plato introduces and illustrates the method of diorismos (cf. Y.15), which the 
Delian problem also famously exemplifies, since its solution was recognized to de­
pend on solving a clearly defined preliminary problem (find two mean proportionals 
in continuous proportion). 
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Pythagoras, as Dicaearchus thought.62 For you surely know that 
Lycurgus banished numeric proportion from Sparta for being demo­
cratic and populist, and introduced the geometric proportion that suits a 
moderate oligarchy and constitutional monarchy. For the former distrib­
utes what is equal numerically, but the latter distributes rationally ac­
cording to merit: instead of mixing everything together, it provides a 
clear discrimination between the helpful and troublesome people, using 
no balances or lotteries but the difference between virtue and vice, so 
that everyone receives what suits them. 

Dicaearchus here presents Plato as endebted to earlier philosophy (cf. 
ev8exoµevrov, Acad. col. 1.1 = 46A), and in particular, to the two other 
figures he singled out as exemplary philosophers. Plato's primary debt, 
he implies, is to Socrates, presumably not only as the protagonist of his 
dialogues but also as the dialectician and moral exemplar portrayed 
therein. Socrates thus lies behind the new literary form Plato gave to 
philosophy, the dialectical method he continued, and the moral values 
he championed. A debt to Pythagoras is also intelligible, though we can 
no longer tell whether Dicaearchus emphasized similarities in their edu­
cational and political proposals, shared interests in theoretical specula­
tion and especially mathematics (as emphasized by Aristotle Meta. 
A.6), or some combination of these. But Lycurgus is a new element in 
the picture.63 What did Dicaearchus think Plato owed to the legendary 
Spartan lawmaker? His main point was surely political. Dicaearchus, 
who wrote about the Spartan politeia (2), must have recognized the 
laconizing features of Plato's own Politeia: its class divisions, system­
atic military training, comprehensive paternalism, and pervasive social 
and economic conformism (including communal dining: 87). But 
Plutarch explains Plato's debt to Lycurgus in very general and abstract 
terms, describing the Spartan politeia as an embodiment of geometric 
equality. Ascribing a mathematical blueprint to Lycurgus, who predates 

62 Osann's emendation <co<;> is surely necessary; but it leaves unclear what Plutarch 
ascribes to Dicaearchus. Gaiser (above, n. 49) 318 ascribes to Dicaearchus only the 
widely shared idea that Plato drew on Pythagoras and Socrates. But I follow Jaeger 
(above, n. 4) 389-91, who argues that he mentioned all three figures, since Plutarch 
would have cited him only if he went beyond the standard view. On the other hand, 
this leaves unexplained the provisional tone of cpeto, as Jaeger concedes. 

63 Aristotle, who singles out Heracliteanism alongside Pythagoreans and Socrates 
as the three decisive influences on Plato's ontology (Meta. A.6, M.4; cf. DL 3.8), says 
nothing about debts to Lycurgus, political or otherwise. 
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even the pre-philosophical sages, is plainly anachronistic.64 Similar 
claims, however, were made by Plato, who associates geometric propor­
tion with the rule of reason and virtue ( Gorg .. 508A) and pronounces 
Sparta its closest historical approximation (Rep. 8 544-50, La,ws 3 691-
93). Ranking it first after_ the ideal, he characterizes Spartan timocracy 
as the ''mean'' between monarchy and democracy (547C-D, 550B6), 
whereas democracy embodies numeric equality (558C). La,ws, besides 
reasserting that Sparta exemplified the mean between monarchy and 
democracy (3 693D-694B), ascribes divine insight to its founding law­
maker (surely Lycurgus: 691E, 696A-B) and expects Magnesia to ex­
emplify the same mean, which Plato explicitly ties to geometric propor­
tion (6 757). The substance of Plutarch's assessment is thus authenti­
cally Platonic. 65 It was also familiar to Aristotle (Pol. 2.6, esp. 
1265b26-33; cf. 1266al-7), and surely to Dicaearchus as well. And he 
had good reason to discuss these issues. 

Dicaearchus evidently shared Plato's admiration for the Spartan con­
stitution. His ideal, which he probably articulated in his aptly entitled 
Tripoliticus, was a ''mixed constitution'' that combined elements of 
monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy and later became known as 
"Dicaearchic" (88). But as Aristotle reports, Sparta was considered by 
many the model of mixed systems (Pol. 1265b31-1266al, 4.9 
1294b 13-41; cf. La,ws 4 712D-E). Whether Dicaearchus adopted either 
of the two rival accounts of the Spartan mixture summarized by 
Aristotle is no longer clear, though his account of its austere common 
meals (87, from Tripoliticus) suggests he agreed with those who 
thought this a democratic element in the Spartan ~io~ ( 1265a41, cf. 
l 271a32-37). But that he did consider Sparta a form of mixed constitu­
tion is very likely.66 And that his account of its politeia was generally 
favorable is implied by a later Spartan law that required all ephebes to 

64 Cf. Tusc. Disp. 5.7; Dicaearchus presumably agreed with Aristotle that it was 
acrKe1tt6tepov -r&v xpovrov to imagine, as some did, that Lycurgus was a near contem­
porary of the sages (Pol. 2. I 2 1274a25-3 l ). 

65 Plutarch echoes Laws 757 on many points. For the history of these ideas, which 
were widely associated with Archytas, see F. D. Harvey, "Two Kinds of Equality," 
C lassica et M ediaevalia 26 ( I 965) l O 1-46. 

66 The format of his TToAttEta Irrcxp-rta-r&v (2) is unrecorded, but even if it empha­
sized institutions (as in Ath. Pol.), it probably also discussed wider social and educa­
tional factors (as Xenophon's did), if not the Spartan Pio<; or "way of life" as a whole. 
If so, Dicaearchus' claim that Plato borrowed from Lycurgus had an ethical basis as 
well, since the product (and ostensibly the goal) of Lycurgan legislation was a very 
distinctive way of life not unlike what Plato's own Politeia envisioned. 
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hear his work read every year in a veritable civics lesson (2). On the 
other hand, his assessment of Plato's "politeia'' (in Republic, and per­
haps also in Laws) was evidently critical (88). What exactly he criti­
cized, and how his objections squared with his admiration for Sparta, is 
nowhere reported. But a likely explanation, I suggest, is that he en­
dorsed many of the laconizing features in Plato's proposals, including 
his program of physical and literary education, but rejected his program 
of higher education for ''philosopher-kings" because of its strictly theo­
retical focus . In underscoring Plato's debt to Lycurgus ( 45), then, 
Dicaearchus highlighted features he approved in Plato's model society, 
while excluding features he considered flawed ( 468). If he also ad­
vanced the mathematical explanation that follows in Plutarch, as the 
context suggests he did,67 then he also pinpointed an awkward tension in 
Plato: while deprecating applied mathematics, he analyzes social and 
political systems mathematically. Lycurgan Sparta in particular illus­
trates the political benefits of applied mathematics, and in a sphere very 
dear to Plato. Dicaearchus thus singled out Sparta as an application of 
mathematics that Plato himself deeply admired. 

Plato's ''renewal'' of philosophy, according to Dicaearchus, had three 
central features. The novel form and literary charm of his dialogues 
brought philosophy to the attention of much wider audiences and at­
tracted many more to the pursuit of wisdom ( 46A and 50). His bold 
methodological proposals helped revolutionize mathematics and paved 
the way for systematic theory (468). And the community he founded in 
the Academy (cf. 50, 70) created a hospitable setting for sustained 
study and research. One result was a new way of life: the academic phi­
losopher. In Plato and many of his colleagues, this devotion to wisdom 
embraced both moral and intellectual virtues. But while attracting many 
who shared his ideal, Plato also opened another way for philosophy and 
morality to diverge, as Dicaearchus observed ( 46A). Just as gnomic in­
sight, captivating rhetoric, and subtle dialectic can be mimicked or ex­
ploited by the foolish or corrupt, so can systematic theory. None of these 
intellectual attainments entails moral insight or virtuous conduct, which 
remain the essential basis of genuine wisdom. Plato's own program, 
Dicaearchus worried, even encouraged this divorce, primarily because 
he advocated theoretical study for its own sake and disdained the ap-

67 A parallel may iurk in Acad. col. 2.3-4, which Gaiser plausibly supplements as 
rrpo[ te}to [i'crot]~ toa; though the context is lost, this would be a clear application of 
geometric equality. 



228 Dicaearchus of Messana 

plied sciences. In so doing, Plato reversed what Dicaearchus considered 
the true order of priority: the ultimate justification for all inquiry, he 
held, is practical. Progress in philosophy, as in earlier stages, came at a 

. 
pnce. 

VI. Philosophy Matured 

The ~io~ of Plato brought Dicaearchus' biography of philosophy down 
to the recent past. The history of philosophy had continued since, as had 
progress in many fields of inquiry, especially in the Lyceum. But the 
philosophical way of life and the conception of wisdom introduced by 
Plato had not changed; and these, not doctrinal disputes, were the focus 
of Dicaearchus' biography of philosophy. Or so the surviving evidence 
suggests. Most scholars have assumed that he covered other figures as 
well; and Jaeger proposed that he composed a ''systematic'' survey of 
political activity by earlier philosophers.68 But there is no evidence that 
anyone but the sages, Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato figured promi­
nently in his work.69 The extant testimony, in fact, contains only one 
certain mention of another philosopher; but it is only to report that 
Empedocles' Purifications were once recited at Olympia, and it is 
explicitly ascribed to a different work (entitled Olympic, 85). Cronert 
proposed, and Jaeger accepted, that 52 mentions Heraclitus; but the 
supplement is highly conjectural and rightly discounted by Wehrli.70 

Others have suspected that the ''old man in Elea'' named in 71 was a 
philosopher.71 But even so, he could have received only passing men­
tion, perhaps in connection with Plato or Pythagoras; and again, the re­
mark more likely comes from a different work, probably one of the dia­
logues, since the phrase is quoted for its exemplary prose rhythm ( On 
Style 182). 

68 Jaeger (above, n. 4) 381-84. 
69 Wehrli suggests 69 figured in Dicaearchus' account of Pythagoras; see below, n. 

85. 
70 Even if sound, the reference need have no bearing on the scope of Dicaearchus' 

work, since he could have named Heraclitus alongside the sages for his "riddling apho­
risms" (cf. Theaet. 180A, Luer. 1.638--44 ), or Pythagoras for his esoteric ideas (cf. the 
Suda life, which reports that he studied with the Pythagorean Hippasus). 

71 His identity is uncertain: Mueller proposed Xenophanes; Wehrli suggests 
Pythagoras as an alternative; other plausible candidates include Parmenides (cf. 
1tpEcr~ut,iv, Parm. 127B2), Archytas, and even Plato's '~Eleatic stranger" (identified 
by some as Parmenides: POxy. 3219 fr. 2; but dismissed at DL 3.52). 
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Neglect of other philosophers is readily explained, however, if 
Dicaearchus thought no others had introduced new ways of cultivating 
wisdom or embodied new conceptions of philosophy. Parmenides and 
Empedocles, for example, advanced radically new theories, which 
earned each a prominent place in doxographies. But besides clothing 
their thought in epic verse and adopting the stance of visionary seers, 
both associated closely with Pythagoreans, whose philosophical way of 
life Dicaearchus may well have thought they adopted.72 Especially odd 
on Jaeger's hypothesis is the absence of Protagoras, who was close to 
Pericles and helped design a legal system for Thurii (DL 9.50: 
Heraclides fr. 150). But he was also notorious for charging his students 
fees (Prot. 328b, cf. DL 9.52), which puts him on the wrong side of 
Dicaearchus' contrast between professional teachers and devoted phi­
losophers ( 43); and even if Dicaearchus agreed with those who consid­
ered him the father of dialectic (''the Socratic form of argument," DL 
9.53), he is quite unlikely to have considered Protagoras an exemplar, 
much less the originator of the Socratic ~ioc; and its consuming cultiva­
tion of moral knowledge and wisdom. On the other hand, if the aim of 
Dicaearchus' work was to isolate distinctive conceptions of philosophy, 
the omission of these and other earlier philosophers is only natural. A 
polemical survey of politically engaged thinkers, such as Jaeger pro­
posed, would be far more comprehensive. So too would a doxographic 
survey of earlier theories. But whereas histories that chart the dialectical 
progress of philosophical views and arguments tend to fallow the evolu­
tionary model of gradualism, the attempt to discern distinct stages in 
intellectual history favors a focus on boundaries and the model of punc­
tuated equilibrium. 

Paucity of evidence precludes certainty here. But three striking paral­
lels favor my hypothesis that Dicaearchus' biography of philosophy 
highlighted only three individuals. One comes from Magna Moralia, 
which Jaeger thought endebted to Dicaearchus for its alleged preference 
for "the practical life." Dispensing with the surveys of competing values 
and ~{01 that open Aristotle's NE and EE, this work begins with a cri­
tique of earlier philosophical accounts of virtue (1.1 1182a10-3 l). But 
instead of offering a comprehensive survey, it criticizes the views of 

72 Iambi. VP 166; for Parmenides, cf. VP 267 (where the Sch. trace both dialectic 
and rhetoric back to Pythagoras via Parmenides and Empedocles respectively), 104, 
135; for Empedocles, cf. DL 9.21 and 8.54-55 (containing B 129). 
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only three figures. Not only are these the same three we know 
Dicaearchus discussed; the survey also suits his treatment of them.73 

Like Aristotle, it faults Socrates for over-intellectualizing virtue and 
Plato for tying virtue to ontological issues of "the good'' that are alien to 
ethics. But unlike Aristotle, who names Socrates as the first moral theo­
rist (Meta. M.4 1078bl 7-30) and favors cautious references to 
''Pythagoreans'' (rather than their founding figure),74 it singles out 
Pythagoras himself as the first moral theorist and as the source of an 
application of mathematics to ethics, in fact the very focus on propor­
tional equality that Dicaearchus ascribes to him in 45 and portrays him 
following in 40 when adapting his speeches to different audiences. 
Moreover, the historical format of the survey, which is unparallelled in 
other extant work on ethics from the early Lyceum, also fits 
Dicaearchus' approach closely. Jaeger may well have been right, then, 
to suspect his influence behind this three-stage survey, which adopts the 
very same model of punctuated equilibrium as Dicaearchus did. 

Two much later parallels point the same way. Diogenes Laertius, after 
discussing Plato's life, discusses his writings at some length (3.47-66) 
before summarizing his doctrines. After distinguishing various types of 
dialogues, and before describing how Thrasyllos arranged them in te­
tralogies, he draws an intriguing analogy between progress in philoso­
phy and drama (3.56). 

Just as long ago the chorus in tragedy first acted all alone, but later 
Thespis invented a single actor to allow the chorus a break, then 
Aeschylus added a second, and Sophocles completed [cruvE1tA7lproaEv] 
tragedy with a third, so too in philosophy discourse [ o Aoyo~] was first 
only about nature, Socrates added ethics second, and Plato perfected 
[e'tEAecr1oupY11cre; cf.Them. Or. 27 337b] philosophy by adding dialec­
tic third. 

Diogenes cites no source for this analogy, and it would be rash to 
ascribe it to Dicaearchus. But several points suggest his influence.75 The 

73 Although the author and date of MM are notoriously controversial, there is much 
evidence to support Jaeger's suggestion (above, n. 4) 365-79, that it was composed 
late enough to be influenced by Dicaearchus, either late in the fourth or early in the 
third century. See I. During 's review of F. Dirlmeier, Magna Moralia (Berlin, 1958) in 
Gnomon 33 (1961) 547-57, esp. 557; cf. C. Rowe, ''A Reply to John Cooper on the 
Magna Moralia," AJP 96 (1975) 160--72. 

74 On Aristotle's caution, see Burkert (above, n. 39) 29-30. 
75 H. Tarrant, Thrasyllan Platonis,n (Ithaca, 1993) 89-90 and 105-6, suggests that 
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three-stage scheme, with its focus on pivotal figures and on Socrates 
and Plato in particular, corresponds closely to what we know about his 
work. All this became commonplace, of course, and here it is tied to a 
threefold division of philosophy into physics, ethics, and logic that is 
elsewhere traced back to the fourth century but nowhere explicitly to 
Dicaearchus.76 But while the analogy differs from Dicaearchus on some 
points, it bears his stamp at others. First, it matches his account of the 
development of tragedy, for it is explicitly on his authority that later 
scholars ascribed the third actor to Sophocles rather than Aeschylus 
(100).77 The analogy likewise follows his account of the origin of phi­
losophy: just as tragedy began when Thespis transformed choral poetry 
by introducing the first actor, so philosophy began not with the maxims 
of the sages but with the first Aoyo~ or ''reasoned discourse'' ( cf. 36, 37, 
40, 43). Finally, the last stage follows his account both in ending with 
Plato and in crediting him with "perfecting'' philosophy (cf. E7tt 
1<opucp~v tO~E 1tp&tov, 468, cf. 46A). 

The same analogy appears again in Themistius ( Or. 26 3 l 6d-3 l 9a), 
who recounts the progress of philosophy in greater detail and in terms 
that correspond quite closely to Dicaearchus' work. After outlining the 
development of tragedy in similar terms (3 l 6d),78 he describes four sue-

the whole analogy goes back to Aristophanes of Byzantium. But he may in turn have 
taken it from Dicaearchus, whose work on drama and lyric he certainly used (101, 
103-4, 110, 113-15); see Pfeiffer (above, n. 23) 193, cf. 181 and 222. 

76 Sextus (Adv. math. 7.16) says the "founder" (apxrryo<;) of the trichotomy was 
"in principle" (Ouvaµet) Plato (cf. Cic. Ac. 2.19) "but explicitly [p11t6tatcx] Xenocrates 
and those from the Peripatos." Aristotle mentions the trichotomy casually (Top. 1.14 
105b 19-29, Rhet. 1.2 1358a 17-20), and Cicero (Fin. 5. 9-11) adds that Theophrastus 
also used it; so it was apparently available to Dicaearchus, though we have no evi­
dence that he did follow it. 

77 Aristotle says the same in Poetics 4 1449a 15-1 9. But Hellenistic scholars may 
not have known this (the famous story about the loss of Aristotle's treatises suggests 
they did not); and even the learned Themistius says Aristotle ascribed the third actor to 
Aeschylus (Or. 26 316d). Modem scholars follow Dicaearchus; see B. Knox, ''Aeschylus 
and the Third Actor," AJP 93 (1972) 104-24. But claims about numbers of actors­
certainly modern claims, and presumably ancient ones as well-rest on the evidence 
of extant plays; debates about priority thus depend on didascalic records, which both 
Aristotle and Dicaearchus used. 

78 Besides adding a few details, Themistius contradicts Diogenes and Dicaearchus 
(and Po. 4) in ascribing the third actor to Aeschylus (cf. previous note). Yet he cites 
Aristotle as his source. Assuming he is not simply confused, the best explanation is 
that he drew on Aristotle's On Poets rather than Poetics, which was not much read in 
antiquity: apart from these two passages in Themistius, the earliest evidence for knowl­
edge of Poetics is from the late fifth century; and while Or. 27 337b parallels Po. 
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cessive stages that echo Dicaearchus at several points. Themistius starts 
with the antecedents or "seeds'' of philosophy, which he identifies as "a 
few sayings of Thales and the other sages, which still now fill walls and 
tablets'' (317a); and while acknowledging the utility of these maxims, 
he emphasizes their limitations by pointing out that they contain only 
"as much insight [ vou~] as two words can, and are devoid of confirma­
tion, like orders, and instructive [sc. only] for a small part of virtue'' 
(317b ). Two developments then mark the first stage of philosophy: 
Thales receives some of the credit because he proposed the first natural­
istic explanations of celestial phenomena (317b); but since he expressed 
his ideas obscurely like a prophet (1tpO£<pT1t£UcrEv) and formulated noth­
ing in writing, Anaximander is also named for composing the first writ­
ten ti.6yo~ (3 l 7bc ). Another stage began with Socrates, who was the first 
to examine practical matters methodically (318a), and the first to share 
his Aoyot openly with anyone "over tables, in the shops, and at the gym­
nasia'' (318b).79 Philosophy finally reached full maturity when Plato 
united its disparate branches in a coherent system (3 l 8c-319a) and in­
troduced a new type of Aoyoc,, his ''captivating and inspiring'' dialogues 
(319a). Thernistius, signalling his own primary philosophical affilia­
tion, goes on to assign further innovations to Aristotle: the trichotomy of 
philosophy (319b ), technical treatises (3 l 9b-d), and formal logic 
(320a). But apart from this supplement, his account corresponds to 
Diogenes' analogy at every point. It also follows Dicaearchus, not only 
in singling out the sages, Socrates, and Plato, but also in focusing on the 
form rather than the content of their thought. 80 At some points, 
Themistius even echoes Dicaearchus' phrasing.81 Thus, however much 

1449b6-7, 1448a33, and 1449al 1-12, it contains information not found there. The 
contradiction in Aristotle could then be explained if he changed his view between 
writing the dialogue and the treatise, perhaps thanks to Dicaearchus, research. At any 
rate, Themistius follows the same scheme of three stages, each introduced by Thespis, 
Aeschylus, and Sophocles (though he adds Euripides, just as he adds Aristotle to his 
account of philosophy). 

79 Themistius describes interrogations of a general, a demagogue, a rhetor, and a 
poet (318bc), evoking in turn Laches, Rep. 1, Gorgias, and Jon. 

80 The one difference reflects the trichotomy of philosophy: like DL 3.56, Themistius 
starts with physics, rather than the first philosophical ()io~, hence substitutes Thales 
and Anaximander for Pythagoras. 

81 Especially in his treatment of Plato: e1tE1011v€.yKato appears in 319a and 46A; 
Kcxtvo-c6µo<; (318c) echoes inav£JC<:xtvtcrE (col. l .2); 319a highlights Plato's rhythmic 
prose as in col. 1.4 (cf. DL 3.37: Arist. fr. 73 Rose); and 31 Sd parallels the renewal 
described in 46A. 
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this scheme was reworked by Themistius and Diogenes or their sources, 
the parallels with Dicaearchus' work support the hypothesis that he too 
distinguished four stages and counted only three as philosophy. 

One more passage from Themistius, which contains his only explicit 
reference to Dicaearchus (6), complements this scheme and confirms 
the possibility of direct influence. Responding to charges that he had 
misused philosophy in public life, Themistius aligns himself with four 
famous philosophers from the distant past ( Or. 23 285a-d). He opens 
his defense by claiming that wisdom and philosophy, like most good 
things, tend to evoke resentment in those who lack them (284d-285a), 
and he backs up his claim by recalling hostile reactions to Pythagoras, 
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. With one addition (again readily expli­
cable), his list matches Dicaearchus' three paradigms. But two further 
points of correspondence are more telling: Themistius here presents 
Pythagoras as the first philosopher ( cf. Clp~<iµevov and 'tote; Cln' 
iKe{vou, 285a); and he gives the same account of his peregrinations and 
death as Dicaearchus did (41A).82 In short, Themistius here follows 
Dicaearchus closely for the one period where he diverges from his ac­
count in Or. 26. Pythagoras, of course, suits his interest here in perse­
cuted philosophers, whereas Thales and Anaximander do not. But the 
shift also reflects his own choice of philosophical models (285d).83 

Both the list itself, then, and its explicit rationale correspond to the ac­
count I reconstructed for Dicaearchus. Here, moreover, Themistius lists 
Dicaearchus himself among writers (albeit critics of Aristotle) whose 
works could still be read (285c ). The possibility of direct influence is 
thus clear. One final point increases its probability. 

Both Themistius and Diogenes Laertius describe the evolution of 
philosophy in three stages. Both also recognize crucial differences 
between philosophy and the gnomic insight of the sages. And both 

82 The itinerary (from Samas to Croton, then Locri, Tarentum, and finally 
Metapontum) matches 41 A. So does the treatment of Cylon, which contradicts Aristotle 
fr. 191 and Aristoxenus fr. 18; see Burkert (above, n. 39) I I 7. And the death-scene (in 
a shrine of the Muses after fasting forty days) follows 41 A-8. 

83 And perhaps the wider audience to which this speech was addressed: both Or. 23 
and 26 answer the same complaints and were apparently composed about the same 
time; but the proem of Or. 23 addresses the general public, whereas the proem to Or. 
26 (which seems to refer to 23 as delivered 1tpoJflV, 31 lc) addresses a smaller audience 
of the learned. For date (357-359) and background, see J. Vanderspoel, Themistius 
and the Imperial Court (Ann Arbor, 1995) 106-11 and 236-40. 
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knew Dicaearchus' work, at least indirectly. 84 The parallels could 
be mere coincidence. But another explanation is much more likely. 
Wehrli collected twenty-three testimonia under the heading 1tEpt ~{cov 
(frr. 25-46, including 35a and b). If we exclude frr. 37-38 = 69,85 

every item comes from writers who knew the history of philosophy 
well. Some wrote histories themselves: Diogenes, Porphyry, and 
Philodemus. The rest had read quite widely: Cicero, Plutarch, 
Themistius, Gellius, and the author of On Style (who cites many 
lost works of fourth-century philosophy). This striking affinity in­
vites the inference that Dicaearchus' work on the evolution of phi­
losophy long remained both a popular work for serious students of 
philosophy and a major source for subsequent histories of philoso­
phy. To what extent his "biography of philosophy'' influenced these 
histories, whether by helping define the parameters of philosophy 
or simply by supplying useful information about its founding fa­
thers, we can no longer tell. But its use by Diogenes and appar­
ently by Themistius, nearly seven centuries after its composition, 
shows that its influence was lasting. 

Two lines of development stand out in the four stages of the "bi­
ography of philosophy'' that I have ventured to reconstruct. These 
two strands reflect two related but distinct forms of Aoyot (a term 
which looms large in the testimony I have examined): first, the de­
gree of articulation and argument; second, types or modes of dis-

84 Besides being our only sources for the analogy with tragedy, they both report the 
obscure tale of Axiothea (50: DL 3.46; cf. Them. Or. 23 295c). 

85 69 recounts Teiresias and Caenis changing sex. Wehrli suspected they figured in 
Dicaearchus' account of Pythagoras, perhaps to ridicule his claims about prior incar­
nations (cf. 42). But neither is ascribed to a specific work and both probably belong 
elsewhere. The source is Phlegon, who recounted several similar tales (FGrH 257 F 
36.4-10), but he cites Hesiod in each case, which points to wider poetic traditions. The 
Hesiodic Mela,npodia (fr. 275), about the legendary prophet whom Herodotus cred­
ited with introducing divination into Greece (2.49), told a similar tale about Teiresias; 
and since 69 provides an aition for his powers of divination, it may well come from 
Dicaearchus' work on that topic (cf. 30-32). OrTeiresias could have figured in life of 
Greece (cf. the exegesis of Hesiodic myth in 56A). That is also a likely source for the 
tale of Caenis: after changing her sex, she became a proverbially sacrilegious king 
named Caeneus, whom Theophrastus discussed in On Kingship (fr. 600 FHS&G; cf. 
Hesiod fr. 87, Pindar fr. 128f). Or Dicaearchus may have discussed Caenis/Caeneus in 
his work on plays for the Dionysia (99, cf. 100-4 ): two comedies entitled Caenis are 
attested, both from the first half of the fourth century, one by Antiphanes (subject of a 
monograph by Demetrius of Phaleron, 118 no. 11 SOD) and another (probably later) 
by Araros, whom Dicaearchus numbered among the sons of Aristophanes (103). 
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course (cf. Them. Or. 26 3 l 6d-3 I 9a). Dicaearchus portrayed all of 
his paradigms as living virtuous lives; moral virtue he evidently 
considered an essential part of wisdom. But all of them also exhibit 
intellectual virtues. The sages acquired a reputation for wisdom not 
only for the way they lived but also because they helped others live 
honorably by formulating their insights in memorable maxims and 
general rules or laws. But their proposals were disiecta membra neither 
explained nor supported by argument, and they remained essentially 
practical figures. Pythagoras, however, developed a more compre­
hensive model of conduct, and he sought for the first time to elabo­
rate and promulgate his ideas both in public speeches and in pri­
vate instruction. His revolutionary way of life, with its new meth­
ods of education and study, thus marks the first stage of philoso­
phy. Socrates in turn, whose methodical questioning brought new 
rigor to moral debates and thoroughly i11tegrated education and con­
duct, advanced a new conception of wisdom. His way of life also 
exemplified a new form of its devoted pursuit, and hence a richer 
form of philosophy. Finally, with the advent of Plato, who estab­
lished the framework for systematic theory and composed dialogues 
that converted many to theoretical studies, Dicaearchus found the 
first "compleat philosopher." That is not to say that he endorsed Pla­
tonic doctrines. On the nature and powers of the soul, we know he 
did not; and we have seen that he criticized Plato for exalting pure 
theory without regard to its practical applications. Yet he did credit 
Plato with completing philosophy through the new literary form of 
his dialogues, his organization of the Academy, and his systematic 
conception of wisdom. 

Dicaearchus did not imagine that Plato or anyone since had dis­
covered a philosophical panacea. Philosophical methods, like sage 
insights, are always liable to misuse and abuse, and innumerable 
questions remained for further study. But solutions to specific prob­
lems and the accumulation of wider knowledge were not the focus 
of his "biography of philosophy." Rather, by focusing more narrowly 
on the pursuit of wisdom itself, he described how philosophy had 
evolved as a series of thinkers introduced new ways to cultivate learn­
ing and virtuous conduct. As an intellectual historian, then, 
Dicaearchus was neither a triumphalist nor a primitivist, and nei­
ther optimist nor pessimist tout court. But his account did reveal 
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progress in philosophy. Casting a critical eye over the course of Greek 
thought, he singled out three pivotal figures; and by describing the 
strengths and weaknesses of their philosophical methods, he tried 
to show how each transformed prevailing conceptions of wisdom 
and enriched the intellectual and educational resources of Greek 
culture.86 

86 I am very grateful for comments and criticism I received at the Colorado Confer­
ence and in colloquia at Cornell University and the University of Washington. Special 
thanks to Tiziano Dorandi for help with Philodemus and to Carl Huffman for help with 
Pythagorica. 
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Dicaearchus' Historical Anthropology 

Trevor J. Saunders 

Antecedents 

It is a sad paradox that what seems to have been a central theme, or the 
central theme, in the historical anthropology of early and classical 
Greece survives only in accounts that are either brief, or lacunose, or 
diluted. I mean the thesis that from some primitive stage mankind has 
progressed materially, technologically, socially, legally, and morally, by 
its own efforts exclusively, to the point where a civilised life in a polis 
has become possible. A brief source would be a summary in the 
Anonymus lamblichi (6); a lacunose source would be the pitifully few 
relevant fragments of Democritus (DK B30, B 144, B 154). By ''diluted" 
I mean (a) the admixture of gods as givers of resources or skills or vir­
tues as gifts to mankind, as in Protagoras' ''great speech" in Plato's dia­
logue of that name; (b) the presence of moral miserabilism, i.e. the 
theme of moral decay, in spite of, or indeed because of, material and 
technological progress from initial ignorance and poverty (e.g. in Plato, 
Laws III ad i1iit.). That the gods appear pari passu with men themselves 
as the cause of progress is perhaps not too worrying, as ''double deter­
mination'' is common in Greek thought; and in any case the gods can of 
course always be rationalised: even in the P. V., Prometheus, while 

237 
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claiming to have ''given'' ( 446, cf. 506) all crafts etc. to men, consis­
tently says ( 458, 460, 469, 482, 489, 503) that he ''found'' or "marked 
out'' or "showed" them, which, if one wants to insist on men's own ef­
forts, betokens at any rate some work in learning. Of miserabilism, often 
called moral ''primitivism,'' we have only one full-blown example, 
Hesiod's myth of the five ages/races. In his account, however, 
mankind's original condition was not hardship but effortless abundance 
of resources, and the sequential changes in technology are not pre­
sented, at least not explicitly, as the causes of moral decline; and there is 
some moral recovery at stage 4, the age of heroes. Hesiod in fact dis­
plays a double primitivism, moral and material. It is not, I think, until 
Diodorus Siculus' celebrated account (I init.), in the first century B.C., 
which draws on heaven knows what sources, that we have a non-frag­
mentary, full-scale historical anthropology entirely disinfected of gods 
and primitivism of either kind. 

''But," you may protest, ''you miss the joker in the pack: Aristotle." 
The objection is only half true. Aristotle did indeed collect a great deal 
of material we should now call historical anthropology, as distinct from 
history political and constitutional, notably in his Nomima Barbarika. 1 

But so far as we can tell, the material remained raw: it was not system­
atically exploited to produce a connected and principled anthropology, 
either progressivist or primitivist or some mixture, from earliest times to 
his own day. There is nothing comparable to Protagoras' On the State of 
Things in the Beginning-if indeed this work did extend right down to 
the fifth century. 

Nevertheless, Aristotle does write several scattered passages in which 
he accepts and exploits the progressivist tradition: 

(i) In his chapter devoted to Hippodamus, II viii, he asks whether it is desir­
able to encourage changes in laws. Yes, he says, at least primafacie, on the 
analogy of skills and customs; for they certainly have changed for the bet­
ter through history, and it would be silly to stick to the quaint practices (he 
gives examples) of early folk, who were probably rather witless 
( 1268b3 l-I 269a8). 

(ii) Similarly, in Book VII ( I 329b25ff.), he blesses research to discover good 
constitutional practices, on the analogy of the historical discoveries of 
things which meet our physical needs and serve our comforts (cf. 1264al-
5, 133lal-2, EN 1098a23-26). 

1 For an evaluation, see G. Huxley, 44Qn Aristotle's Historical Methods," GRBS 13 
( 1972) 157-69. 
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These two passages, and others like them (e.g. fr. 53 Rose), incorpo­
rate the assumptions and results of the optimistic tradition of anthropol­
ogy, which is obviously ready-made for Aristotle's teleology. So too 
does (iii), the star exhibit, Pol. I ii, his celebrated historical description 
of the growth of human organisation from the primitive pairings 
through houshold and village to the polis. Clearly this constitutes an­
thropology of a kind; but its focus is essentially political. Aristotle tells 
how in response to a naturally inbuilt opµ~ man gradually met, in a 
series of authority-structures, the totality of his needs and comfort, and 
achieved ''happiness," Eubatµov{a, in a political framework which al­
lows him to fulfil his complete potentiality as a human being. This bril­
liant reconstruction is highly schematic and highly selective: specific 
material conditions, the food supply, technical skills, benefactors, 
gods-all are either ignored or mentioned only sketchily or by implica­
tion. Aristotle does not even tell us how men progressed-their state of 
mind, their experiments and methods, their successes and failures etc.; 
but it is clear that they did so progress, and by their own efforts. The 
central point is this: he is not a primitivist in either sense. He believes 
neither that early men Ii ved a life of material abundance, nor that there 
was a general moral decline through history. That men often make poor 
moral judgements and inflict disaster on themselves and others is of 
course admitted passim in his ethical and political works; but that does 
not make him a primitivist. It is after all integral to his teleology that 
things can ''get in the way'' of the final perfection of any process. 

The Bios Hellados: Problems of Interpretation 

So much by way of preliminaries, which I hope are not controversial; at 
any rate, I shall utilise them as we proceed. It is now time to approach 
Dicaearchus,2 and to ask, ''what made him tick, as an anthropologist?'' I 
am not here enquiring what his sources were: obviously they were many 
and various, as a skim through the ''fragments" will show; indeed, as a 
collector of information he seems to have been a veritable magpie. In 
particular, I have not the space to go into the relationship of his histori­
c al anthropology to the historical anthropology employed by 
Theophrastus in his denunciation of animal sacrifice, also reported by 

2 References to Dicaearchus are to the edition of Mirhady, which is Chapter 1 in this 
volume. 
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Porphyry, and at vast length. There are important similarities and differ­
ences; but here I concentrate on interpreting Dicaearchus alone. Nor do 
I enquire about the overall economy and structure of his Life of Greece. 
It is clear enough, as we shall see, that it started with a description of the 
very first men (though how, if at all, it distinguished early Greek men 
from early other men, is obscure); then it described the life of hunters 
and shepherds as the next stage, then that of farmers as the next. What 
course it then took is not so clear. The several passages relating to Ori­
ental cultures make plausible C. Muller's thesis in the last century that 
before further Greek material there was a consideration of the debt of 
Greek culture to Oriental (PW 1903 548-49). Reconstruction beyond 
this point I leave to others. 3 

My central concern is, then, ''what controlling assumptions or prin­
ciples or purposes guided Dicaearchus' narrative?" The question sounds 
as if it ought to be easy to answer: ''Peripatetic principles, of course." 
But the plain fact is that we simply do not know whether Aristotle's 
optimistic teleology was some sort of orthodo1xy in the writing of his­
tory by Peripatetics when Dicaearchus was at work. Were there really 
Peripatetic canons of historiography? Even if there were, was 
Dicaearchus attempting to conform to them, or to modify them, or to 
pursue some independent line? Was he, even, a primitivist of some 
kind? E. R. Dodds certainly supposed so: he speaks of his having 
Hidealised early man in a way which would surely have surprised [his] 
master," and of a decisive "shift of value judgement." 

In fact, in the fairly few studies that have been made of the Bios 
Hellados there is a pronounced but not universal tendency to take pas­
sage 56A at face value, as evidence that Dicaearchus was indeed pre­
cisely that: a primitivist.4 I shall argue that this view of him is mistaken. 

3 See W. Ax's paper in this volume. 
4 E. R. Dodds, The Ancient Concept of Progress (Oxford, 1973) 16-17. Cf. E. 

Passamonti, "Dicearco di Messina: Nota di E. P., presentata dal S. Ferri," Rendiconti 
delta Reale Accademia dei Lincei 208, IV 7 (1891) 243; A. 0. Lovejoy and G. Boas~ 
Pri1nitivis1n and Related Ideas in Antiquity (Baltimore, 1935) 93-96; F. Wehrli, Die 
Schule des Aristoteles, vol. 1 (Basel, 1944) 56; B. Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit und 
sinnverwandte Vorstellungen (Hildesheim, 1967) 156-57; L. Edelstein, The Idea of 
Progress in Classical Antiquity (Baltimore, 1967) 134-35, 139; G. Bodei Giglioni, 
"Dicearco e la riflessione sul passato," Riv. Stor. Ital. 98 ( 1986) 629-52. Agnostic: F. C. 
Seeliger in Roscher's Lexicon, vi 409. Critical of Porphyry's reliability: E. Graf, Ad 
aureae aetatis fabulam sy,nbola, Leipz. Stud. z. Class. Philo!. 8 ( 1885) 45-47. 
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56A: Structure and Theme 

Of the many pieces which could with more or less reason be printed 
under the title Bias Hellados, the following are relevant for our pur­
poses: 53, the first half of 54, 55, 56A-B, and 58. The most important 
is 56A. It comprises most of Porphyry, De Abstinentia IV 2. Wehrli 
omits the chapter's opening sentence and its last two; but he ought to 
have printed the whole of it, with IV 1 as well. For IV 1 outlines 
Porphyry's purposes in IV 2, and tells us why it takes the shape it does; 
and the final two sentences of IV 2 betray the parti pris with which it is 
written. 

The formal or technical status of 56A is far from clear. Porphyry pre­
sents the whole thing as Dicaearchus' own account; he says cp11cri in 
lines 6 and 43 and ciq,rryouµEVO<; and E~,iyouµ£voc; in lines 5 and 51; of 
Dicaearchus' methods he says he wrote ''succinctly and accurately," 
that he "collected'' material, and that he "went through it." But nothing 
in the passage tells us anything about the degree, if any, to which Por­
phyry is quoting directly, nor about the degree to which the passage is 
summary, abridgement, selection, rewriting, insertion, or expansion. 
Note that, at the end of his account in 584A of Theophrastus (i.e., at de 
Abst. II 32 iii), Porphyry admits to having made certain additions and 
abbreviations to Theophrastus' text. One wonders, but cannot know, 
what liberties he has taken in 56A of Dicaearchus (cf. below, n. 9). 

At this point it will be useful to clear up a point of punctuation and 
translation, in lines 15-16. In his line 9, Wehrli prints a full stop, and 
Patillon and Segonds, in the recent Bude text, print a semi-colon. But 
that leaves Ei 0£t ... av&yetv as a long protasis in dire need of an 
apodosis. Surely a mere comma is needed (adequately translated by''-'' 
in the Bude), and Et= etnep, "since it is the case that" [ we have to inter­
pret myth in historical and rational terms].5 

In IV 1 Porphyry undertakes to pursue what he calls certain ''particu­
lar'' or ''specialised'' enquiries, notably (i) into the belief that there is 
benefit to be gained from eating meat, and (ii) into the thesis that no 
race, and no wise individual, has ever rejected the practice. It is impor-

5 In what tone of voice is Ei BE'i to be said? Grudgingly?" ... if one has to rationalise 
this fanciful material, the only material we have for this early period, it being impossible 
to use it in any other way, since it is clearly unhistorical as it stands?" But grudgingly 
or not, Dicaearchus evidently accepts the obligation, so "since,, seems natural. "If' 
would leave open the possibility that rationalisation might not be necessary. 
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tant to realise that his purpose, in interpreting Dicaearchus' text, is re­
stricted to finding evidence contrary to these two propositions. He is not 
interested in the wider question, which we ask, ''was Dicaearchus a 
primitivist or a progressivist?'' If he had wanted to present him as an 
out-and-out primitivist, he would scarcely have allowed to survive in 
his account of him some fairly strong progressivist points which he evi­
dently found in his text; or he would have at least explained them away. 
But he is wholly indifferent to them, as we shall see. 

56A is articulated on the basis of the three historical stages in the 
food-supply of the Greek race: (A, lines 5-38) the Golden Age, in which 
men simply ate the spontaneous produce of the earth, without having to 
labour for it; (B, 39--47) the pastoral stage, characterised by mastery of 
animals, and the eating of their flesh, which I take to be implied by ''laid 
hands on" (T\'tfCXV'tO, 28); and (C, 47--49) the agricultural stage. It is im­
mediately obvious, from the length and elaboration of A, that it is the 
Golden Age that primarily interests Porphyry; for a high proportion of 
the description of A is devoted to the technicalities of certain features of 
B, which were absent from A: he is keen to establish that A did not have 
certain disbenefits of later stages. Only when he has done that, does he 
formally enumerate B, at 39, ucr1epov. So in a sense it would be possible 
to regard B (and C, come to that: note yEoopyiKTlv in 20) as starting as 
early as 19, with OU yap. 

This basic threefold development in terms of the source of the food­
supply is surely genuinely Dicaearchean~ and as far as I can tell it is 
original to him. Jerome attributes stage A to him in 56B ( on what evi­
dence?), Varro Band C in 55; and the full scheme is attributed to him by 
Varro in 54-but with very different emphases.6 That fragment states, 
indeed, that the earth's produce emerged spontaneously; but we hear 
nothing of the goldenness or ideality of stage A (it is simply termed 
"natural"), nothing about Hesiod and how to interpret myth, nothing 
about the later adoption of meat-eating, nothing about the illnesses thus 
induced, and nothing about the growth in possessions, competition, in-
justice, and warfare. Primitivism, if such there was in Dicaearchus, has 
been filtered out. Varro's chief concern is to dwell on the dignitas pos­
sessed by the pastoral life, which for that reason was evidently better 

6 Cf. the perceptive account in B. Reischl, Reflexe griecliischer Kulturenent­
stehungslehren bei augusteischen Dichtern, Diss. Ludwig - Maximilians Universitat 
MOnchen ( 1976) 90-96 of Varro's relationship to Dicaearchus. 
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than the ''natural" one; and this he does at length. In sum, the interpreta­
tion he puts on Dicaearchus is progressivist. 

It is significant that Varro mentions two things we would have as­
sumed anyway, but which have largely dropped out of Porphyry's re­
port: (a) the non-lethal use of anim~ls for their milk, and for their exteri­
ors, as in shearing sheep, for clothing (though of course the use of actual 
skin does involve the animal's death).7 Porphyry's account is skewed, 
because he is overwhelmingly concerned with meat-eating; the nearest 
he gets to the other uses of animals is in 29-30. (b) The notion that the 
historical sequence is not a series of discrete stages, but that B retains 
elements of A, and C elements of both. This progressivist point is made 
explicitly by Varro in 54 (cf. the progressivist utilitas), but only vaguely 
by Porphyry in 56A: by ''noticing'' what was ''useful'' men arrived at 
stage C. Porphyry, anxious to dwell on the bodily ills and on the moral 
and social decline caused by meat-eating, inevitably mutes the idea of 
material progress; but he does not eliminate it. In view of all this, it 
becomes difficult to regard Dicaearchus as a primitivist across the 
board.8 For can a primitivist believe, as Dicaearchus evidently does, 
that initally man did not have enough to eat, and that later he won 
greater material resources by ''noticing'' what was "useful''? 

56A: Rationalisation of the Golden Age 

I now tum to the crucial sentences at the start of 56A, down to line 9, 
Eµ'lfuxov. Their core theme is: ''Dicaearchus says the ancients slaugh­
tered no living thing." One must, I think, accept that as a genuinely 
Dicaearchean position, though whether it had a Pythagorean inspira­
tion, and whether he dwelt on it with Porphyry's messianic zeal, is much 
less certain-indeed wholly improbable, in my view~ or Porphyry 

7 Graf (above, n. 4) 46 argues that "touch, laid hands on" (56A.40) is a clever piece 
of ambiguity on Porphyry's part: tangere I pro cibo uti, only the former practices (taming 
etc.} being found (in whatever words) in Dicaearchus. 

8 My respondent, Teun Tieleman, argues that summum (54.7) must be evaluative: 
"highest in rank." But surely it has the same meaning as in summa memoria in line 5 
(''as far back as memory goes"), and is merely chronological: Hremotest in time." Simi­
larly secuncla,n (vitam) in 8, tertio in 16, and superioribus in 18 simply mark the stages 
of an historical sequence. The word descendere, which appears four times, is also purely 
chronological; it does not signify any sort of decline; cf. Reischl (above, n. 5) 93 
(summus gradus = "die erste Stufe,', 95). 
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would have reported as much,9 probably at some length. Further, if 
Dicaearchus did not believe in the immortality, or even the existence, of 
the soul, how could he have espoused a Pythagorean-sty le disapproval 
of meat-eating?10 And for what it is worth (very little), in 87 he reports 
meat-eating at Sparta without disapproval. At the very least, however, 
the absence of meat-eating from stage A is a sound inference from what 
is evidently his belief in the rest of the piece, namely that it is only in 
stage B, the pastoral life, that animals were conquered. But caution is 
needed. The quotation from the Works and Days does not say explicitly 
that meat-eating was absent from the Golden Age (and indeed the possi­
bly spurious line 120 mentions flocks); one has to infer it, on the as­
sumption that the quotation describes the only mode of food-getting in 
that age. I assume that the inf ere nee is Dicaearchus' inference, and that 
the point has been highlighted by Porphyry for his own purposes. 

The core theme is much elaborated by a fulsome description of the ex­
cellence of the ancients' way of life, and a comparison between them 
and men of the present day. Most of the account is a single sentence, 
long, highly participial, and confusing. The main verb is cpT)crt, and a 
string of participles intervenes before the infinitive in indirect speech, 
µ118ev cpOVEUEtV tµ'lfUXOV. The other infinitive, voµtl;Ecr0at, is to be 
taken, unavoidably I think, with We; in the sense of OOa-tE; and the two 
following participles belong to that consecutive construction: 1tcxpa­
~aAAoµevou<; are the ancients, U1tapxov1a~ the moderns. There is a 
tangle of problems. First, what is the nuance of Kai before eyyuc;? The 
recent Bude, citing Plato, Philebus 16C, takes it as epexegetic/conse­
quential: ''de ce fait, proches des <lieux": "ancient and so in virtue of this 
fact born near gods." Ancientness, on this view, entails being born near 
gods. The Bude translation then effectively inserts a further Kat in front 
of ~EA'ttcr-rou<;, and treats the 'tE ... 1eai clause as merely two further 
items in a list of the ancients' attributes. Or perhaps the editors took the 
'tE itself as linking on to what went before: "the ancients and therefore 
born near gods and best by nature and livers of the best life." It is hard to 
know. 

But there is another way of talcing x:a{ and the 'tE ... Kat clause: '' ... 
says that the ancients were born actually/in fact close to gods, in virtue 

9 Cf. M. Patil Ion and A. Ph. Segonds, Porphyre, De I 'Abstinence= Bude ed., t. 111, 
livre IV (Paris, 1995) xiv-xv. 

1 ° Cf. Graf (above, n. 4) 45. 
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of being best by nature and livers of the best life .... " That is, the 
tE ... Kai clause is by way of giving a reason for the claim ''born near 
gods''; and the historical consequences of that reason are then elabo­
rated at length, starting with 00<;. For Kai as "actually'' see Denniston 
Greek Particles s. v., II C: it calls attention to something a little surpris­
ing or even crucial, which is then justified by the 'tE ... Kai clause. 
Exploiting the explanatory function of brackets, I translate: ''In present­
ing the ancient life of the Greeks he says that the men of old were born 
actually close to gods (they were best by nature and lived the best life, 
so that they are regarded as a golden race when compared with men of 
today, who are made of adulterated and low-grade matter), and killed no 
living thing." This is of course tendentious; but so is any translation of 
such awkward and ambiguous Greek. 

On the face of it, Dicaearchus makes four claims about the ancients: 

(i) that precisely in virtue either of their ancientness or of their nature etc., 
they were born "near" gods, either chronologically or in some other sense; 

(ii) that they were best by nature; 
(iii) that they lived the best life; 
(iv) that they were constituted of better "matter" than men of the present day. 

But for two complementary sets of reasons, one set negative and the 
other positive, I am sceptical that such claims can be those of 
Dicaearchus himself. Negatively, in the mouth of a pupil of Aristotle 
they are very strange indeed. (i) Dicaearchus evidently believed the spe­
cies man is eternal: it has no beginning, but has existed always (see 53, 
which attests a Peripatetic orthodoxy on the matter). In what sense, then, 
can the ancients be ''born," except from men even more ancient? There 
cannot, despite what 56A says in line 36, have been any men who were 
first, literally-though the meaning could be ''the first we are consider­
ing." And how can men of an early era be "close to," i.e., presumably 
''closer to" gods than men of a later era, chronologically? All men of any 
era look equally "close to'' the gods. Or perhaps ''close to the birth of 
the gods'' is meant. If that is so, how can the moral qualitites of one era 
differ from those of another, in so far as those qualities depend on men's 
being ancient or modem, and so in a different relationship to the birth of 
the gods? These obscurities may be brushed aside, however, if ''near 
gods" is taken to have no real or functional or chronological reference to 
gods, and to be only a way of saying ''very virtuous." That would indeed 
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point to a plain primitivistic thesis of a moral kind, perhaps unlikely in a 
Peripatetic, but still possible in one of an independent tum of mind. But 
even then there are awkward questions to ask, e.g., "what accounts for 
the transition to stage B occurring at one time and not another?'' 

Claims (ii) and (iii), that the ancients were best by nature and lived the 
best life, are mysterious. For can a Peripatetic claim that whole genera­
tions of men can have different <pU<JEt<;, as distinct from acquired social 
and moral characteristics? Individuals certainly can: one man's natural 
endowments fit him to be a master, and another's fit him to be a slave 
(Pol. I vi etc.). Aristotle's own description of early men as ''witless," if it 
is a reference to their cpuat<;, rather than to their acquired knowledge and 
skills (surely the more probable reference), would nevertheless presup­
pose an improvement in cpucrt~ across the generations, whereas 
Dicaearchus' text here assumes a deterioration. Or perhaps Dicaearchus 
means, by ''best nature" and ''best life," moral simplicity or lack of cor­
rupt sophistication (cf. Plato, Laws 679C), or even ''ignorance is bliss'' 
(cf. 32)-but that is again simply not Aristotelian. As for the ''best life" 
itself, it is of course, according to Aristotle, life based on moderate, not 
meagre, resources, lived by a citizen in a polis, an institution which ob­
viously early man did not have. Specifically, I ask again, can the "best" 
life be one in which you do not have enough to eat? 

(iv) The notion that different generations of men are constituted from 
different "matter" seems to me equally fishy. Is there any sense in which 
it could be consistent with Aristotle's biology? Does ''matter" mean 
menstrual fluid? Dicaearchus' point might be that the superior diet of 
early human beings caused superior menses in their women. That would 
be very interesting; but it is a great deal to squeeze from the text. 

To tum to my positive reasons, and to pull out of the hat the rabbit 
whose ears have no doubt long been visible, claims (i)-(iv) make fine 
sense if they are taken to be, in plain and sober prose, reports and sum­
maries of features of Hesiod_ I I (i) ''Ancient and near gods'' I take to be a 
reproduction, using the same verb, y{yvoµat, of Hesiod's own attempt 
to locate the origin of early men (WD 108): co~ oµ60Ev yey<iacrt 0eot 
0vT\'tO{ 't' &v0pronoi, i.e, they were "near" gods in that they lived the 
same kind of life in early times. This is followed immediately by a de­
scription of how the gods had created (110) the first men, the golden 
race, who then lived like gods (OOatE 0eot 112), in the time of Cronus, 

11 Graf (above, n. 4) 45. 
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i.e., in the Golden Age. The Phoenicians of the Odyssey are also ''near­
gods'' (V 35, ayxi0£ot, and VII 205). 'Eyyi><; 0Effiv is simply a prose 
version of that.12 As for (ii) and (iii), the men of Hesiod's Golden Age 
obviously were indeed best in nature and lived the best life of the five he 
enumerates. The clincher is (iv): the "matter" is obviously the iron in the 
constitution of the men of today and Kt~811Ao<; "counterfeit,'' while it 
can be used in a moral sense, is precisely the adjective used to describe 
inferior metal, especially coins. And UAfl is of course just the word a 
Peripatetic would instinctively use in reference to the basic stuff from 
which something is made. 

You may reasonably ask, ''So what?'' Dicaearchus "relates'' this stuff, 
and "says" it: he must therefore be committed to primitivism, and prays 
Hesiod in aid. But the point is absurdly simple. If I relate to you the story 
of Adam and Eve and the tree of knowledge in the Garden of Eden, in 
my own and not biblical style, and you repeat or summarise it for me, 
prefacing it by identifying its immediate source by the words ''you say," 
that is literally accurate; but you do not (I trust) mean to imply that I 
believe it. 13 Pretty obviously, in the text which Porphyry has in front of 
him, Dicaearchus is engaging in the old game, a constant habit of the 
Master, of assuming that myth and poetry, as well as common reputable 
opinions, EVbo;a, and the work of early philosophers, contain some 
kernel of truth, which one often proceeds to winkle out (lines 35-38 
have another instance of the same thing). But plainly you cannot do that 
without ref erring to or summarising or quoting the author you propose 
to interpret. It therefore looks as if Dicaearchus first summarised, in his 
own words and concepts, Hesiod's myth of the five ages, with special 
reference to the Golden Age, and then quoted the three and a half lines 
relating to his special interest, the food supply. And he inserted, in lines 

12 Some simplification could be achieved by taking yeyov6'ta(, (56A, line 6) as sim­
ply "were," rather than "(having been) born''; but that would lose a reference, surely 
probable enough, to Hesiod's account of the creation of men. 

13 Indeed, "he says" in Porphyry guarantees nothing: the whole of the long first 
sentence of 56A could at an extreme be mere Porphyrean invention, justified only by 
Dicaearchus' citation of Hesiod. Consider the medley of quotation, paraphrase, and 
exegesis of Plato Theaetetus 173C-l 7 4A, at I 37, which has q>T]ai ter ( cf. J. Bernays, 
Theophrastus ' Schrift uber Frommigkeit [Berlin, 1866]; W. Potscher, Theophrastos 
nEPI EYIEBE!Al;[Leiden, 1964] 1-14; and J. Bouffartigue and M. Patillon, Porphyre, 
De [·Abstinence, Bude ed., t. I, Iivre I [1977] xxv-xxxvii, on Porphyry's general han­
dling of his sources). On the other hand, the quasi-technical uA11 does suggest that in 
56A Porphyry did have a source, a Peripatetic one. 
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36-38, the point that this story of the Golden Age is the historical expla­
nation why men of today think (wrongly, as it turns out) that the life of 
early man was bliss compared to their own. 

What Dicaearchus means to achieve is to present the life of early men 
as autarkic, a good thing in Aristotle's political philosophy, but to 
present it as only minimally autarkic. Porphyry, to whom abstention 
from meat is wonderful and highly desirable, is anxious to find an au­
thority that will justify placing it in a wonderful and highly desirable 
context-a godlike autarkic life (cf. Eudemian Ethics 1244b8, 
1249bl6). By accident or design he writes in such a way as to give the 
impression that Dicaearchus too so placed it. 

At any rate, Porphyry himself, in lines 15ff., makes very clear that 
Dicaearchus does not endorse Hesiod at face value. In fact, in this line 
we pass from narrative, acprryouµEvo;, to interpretation, E~T)youµevo<;. 
The pivotal term, whether it be Dicaearchus' ipsissimum verbum or 
Porphyry's summary, is 101oui;ov. The right nuance would be caught by 
translating, ''after that fashion," "of that ilk,'' or ''in that category," or 
"has similarities to." The word's essential purpose is to introduce a re­
striction: Dicaearchus' ancients lived a life in some important respect or 
respects like that of Hesiod's, but not in all respects like it. Each is an 
autarkic life, in which food is simply ''there'' for the taking, and men 
have no toil or trouble. But Hesiod's men live a life of luxury, whereas 
Dicaearchus' do not, as emerges later. The two lives are species of a 
single genus, the autarkic. The restriction is made necessary by the 
methodology I have outlined, which is set out for us in lines 16-17: 
". . . since one has on the one hand to take it [life under Cronus] as 
having happened14 and as not having received a pointless name, but on 
the other to jettison the excessively mythical element and reduce it to 
natural terms by means of reason." And an example of what he means 
by reason occurs immediately: claiming, very much in the traditional 

14 Teun Tieleman interestingly suggests, as an "educated guess," that Dicaearchus 
is here engaging in Euhemerism: Cronus was an historical ideal king (cf. 58), later 
treated as a god by Hesiod, whose beneficent and happy reign is now rationalised by 
Dicaearchus. But that does nothing to make Dicaearchus a primitivist: he himself can­
not have supposed such a reign to have led to a life of felicity, since lines 28-29 tell us 
that men did not have enough to eat. Tieleman also notices, though he sees that noth­
ing would hinge on the point, that technically au-r6v in line 16 could refer to Cronus, 
not to the Pio~ under him~ But in that case, why the ado about naming? That the Golden 
Age was in some respect (rudimentary autarky) appositely called golden, is relevant; but 
that Cronus was appositely called Cronus would in this context be a mysterious claim. 
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progressivist manner, that early men did not ''yet'' have either the skill 
of farming or any other, and so could not have got their food that way, he 
reasons reasonably (EiKotroc;, cf. 35); that since they survived neverthe­
less (cf.Euripides, Suppl. 199-200), they must have got it in some other 
fashion, by just taking what (little) emerged spontaneously. Hesiod's 
text is simply a mythical and idealised description of that mode of life. 15 

The Medical Connection 

Dicaearchus now makes an easy transition from a lack of toil to a lack of 
disease. His argument, if Porphyry reports him correctly, is again infer­
ential. In stage A, precisely because there could have been no over-eat­
ing, or eating of foods ''stronger than nature," therefore no 
1tEptt'tCOµa'ta, ''excesses'' or ''residues," which (inter alia?) cause dis­
ease, could have arisen. Who are the ''most finished" doctors? 16 It 
seems certain that they do not include Hippocrates; at any rate the term 
1t£pt1:1troµa occurs nowhere in that corpus. But it is prominent in 
Aristotle's biological works (see the masterly summary in A. L. Peck's 
Loeb edition of the Generation of Animals, pp. 65-67). To simplify, 
residues are what is left over ( GA 724b26) after the processes of diges­
tion and nourishment are complete, or left incomplete because of some 
defect in the food. Some residues are natural and useful ( e.g. semen and 
menstrual fluid); others are useless, and are excreted; but others again 
are actually harmful, and can in divers ways cause disease-though 

15 Pace W. K. C. Guthrie, In the Beginning (London, 1957) 76, Dicaearchus is not 
really concerned to "accommodate [my italics] an essentially romantic and poetic view 
of the state of early man to the more realistic theories." His procedure is to cut it down 
to size, by isolating and reinterpreting its one element of truth: autarky. That is not to 
acconimodate romance; it is to kill it. As Guthrie himself puts it in the same sentence, 
he gives us "the Golden Age stretched almost to breaking point.,, 

16 The "sophisticated" (xap(evte<;) doctors in Aristotle (e.g. Div. Somn. 463a3-7) 
seem to be those whose methods are not simply empirical, but who study medicine in 
the wider context of natural science (P. J. van der Eijk, "Aristotle on 'Distinguished 
Physicians' and on the Medical Signficance of Dreams," in Ancient Medicine in its 
Socio-Cultural Contest, vol. II, eds. P. J. v. d. E., H.F. J. Horstmanshoff, P.H. Schrijvers 
[Amsterdam, 1995] 447-57). Obviously the same point could be conveyed by "most 
finished," yAacpupc.otcttot: these doctors relate health to dietetics (cf. Hipp. Reg. I ii). 
On the other hand, in a socio-political context, "finished" seems to mean "exact, neat, 
delicate, elaborate (laws etc.)," like a spider's web (see Aristotle HA 623a8ff., Pol. 
1271 b20ff., l 274b7-8; T. J. Saunders, Aristotle, Books I and I I, translated with a com■-

mentary [Oxford, 1995] 158-59). The point may then be that Dicaearchus' doctors dis­
tinguish multiple causes of 1teptttcoµata; see below. 
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there is less evidence for this latter point than one would expect: I am 
aware of only seven passages, three in the Problems ( out of many, ap­
parently17), one in On Sleeping and Waking, one in On Length of Life, 
but two in the GA itself (725a4ff., 738a27-33)-and of course our 
present passage, for what it is worth. 

What, then, is going on in our present passage? It has in common with 
ch. III of On Ancient Medicine the notion of a kind of fight between the 
constitution of the body and the food it ingests: ''strong'' food appar­
ently overcomes the strength of the digestive process (cf. On Plants 
822a25ff .), and causes illness. Thus far, one could ascribe to 
Dicaearchus a conflation of Hippocratic and Peripatetic thought: 1t£pt~­

--cCOµa'ta are the intermediate step between poor digestion and disease. 
But Anonymus Londinensis (V 37ff.) attributes the same conflation to 
Hippocrates himself, with the additional point that the residues give rise 
to breaths, cpucrat, the immediate cause of disease-and all this, alleg­
edly, on the authority of Aristotle. A little later, however, Anonymus 
claims (VII 37ff.) that these opinions were not the opinions of 
Hippocrates. 

Now it is commonly supposed that Anonymus is reproducing, or at 
least summarising, the work of one Meno, who according to Galen com­
piled a collection of medical opinions, which was labelled as being by 
Aristotle (who, one assumes, supervised its production). Anonymus 
may then have been available to Dicaearchus. But the common story is 
very likely wrong: 18 Manetti throws strong doubt on the relevance of 
Meno, and argues, from a close inspection of the papyrus, that 
Anonymus wrote in the first century A.D. In that case, we are simply left 
guessing at Dicaearchus' sources: ''wide reading in Aristotle and 
Hippocrates'' will be as much as one could say. 

However, to hedge my bets, let me adopt briefly the usual hypothesis 
about Anonymus' date. If he wrote about the end of the fourth century 
B .C., and if he drew on Meno, and if Dicaearchus had one or both of 
them in front of him, then knowing 1t£pt t'tOOµai:a to be Aristotelian, and 
being in no better position than we to see through the fog Anon./Meno/ 
Aristotle/Hippocrates (not to mention Euryphon and Herodicus, both of 
Cnidos, who also believed in residues, IV 20ff ., as well as the Hippo-

17 Van der Eijk, ibid. 53 n. 57. 
18 See D. Manetti, "Note di Lettera dell' Anonimo Londinese/' ZPE 63 (1986) 57-

74, cf. 83 (1990) 219-33; Id. HAutografi e incompiuti: il caso dell' Anonimo Londinese, 
P. Lit. Lond. 165,'' ZPE 100 (1994)47-59. 
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cratic Dexippus of Cos, XII 14, and Aegimius, XIII 18), he blandly and 
discreetly described his medical authority as ''the most finished doc­
tors." At any rate, Dicaearchus' elaboration ( see note I 5 above) of the 
causes of residues may derive from Anonymus, who (V 39ff.) lists three 
features of food that are productive of 1teptt'tOOµa1a: (i) (excess) quan­
tity, (ii) variety, (iii) "strength," i.e., resistance to digestion. Of these 
Dicaearchus certainly has the first and last; and if ''enough of the acorn'' 
in line 37 indicates that monotony as well as frugality of diet disap­
peared in stage B, he has all three. There are, then, two possible points of 
contact between Dicaearchus and Anonymus: the "conflation'' of 
thought about the role of 1tEpt1:1:00µa-ra, and the plurality of their causes. 

Far more important, however, is the use Dicaearchus makes of his 
medical material. 19 The treatise On Ancient Medicine, which so far as I 
know is the only other work to give an extended treatment to medicine in 
an historical anthropology, finds its origin in dietetics. It posits that early 
men had the same diet as animals: the produce of the earth, fruits, wood, 
grass. In spite of their being inured to such a diet, raw, unmixed, and 
having great Hpowers," they suffered grievously, and in time, by trial and 
error, they arrived at the diet suitable for their nature-by e.g. grinding, 
kneading, and baking wheat; and medicine prescribes such practices in 
the promotion of health. Dicaearchus himself says nothing about medi­
cine ( or perhaps Porphyry edited that theme out of his text); but he in­
verts the sequence of events. The disease-free stage is the ''interpreted" 
Golden Age, and it is now stage B that contains the unsuitable ''strong" 
foods, conspicuously meat, presumably, that cause disease. What hap­
pened at stage C is not clear; but if we put y£ropytlCTlv (20) together with 
yEropytKov (49), we might suppose that the farming life too generated 
illness through bad diet. Does not all this, then, amount to a primitivist 
account of dietetics and disease? 

I think not. I believe Dicaearchus' dietetics are teleological, like 
Aristotle's. In Politics I viii and ix Aristotle gives a long account of vari­
ous modes of obtaining food, including the pastoral and the agricultural, 
Dicaearchus' stages Band C. He proceeds, however, ahistorically: at the 
present day all modes are practised simultaneously, some by some 
people and some by others, and different combinations of them by dif­
ferent people, in accordance with suitability and in response to neces­
sity. Yet some historical reference is perhaps implicit in his account; for 

19 P.H. Schrijvers, "Intertextualite et polemique dans le De Rerum Natura (V 925-
1010); Lucrece vs Dicearque de Messene," Philologus 138 (1994) 288-304. 
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"response to necessity'' is of course a key concept in progressivist his­
torical anthropology. However that may be, Aristotle draws a parallel 
( 1256b7ff.) between nature's provision of food to species and her supply 
of it to the individuals of each species. In the latter case, there are two 
stages: that in which nature supplies food gratuitously, before the as yet 
young animal can fend for itself (mother's milk in the case of human be­
ings and other mammals), and that in which she "supplies" food (fruits, 
crops, etc.) for it to acquire for itself later. It does not take much extrapo­
lation from that schema to suppose that the species man also must have 
had a stage when food was supplied for it gratuitously, when it was not 
yet able to fend for itself by mastery of the skills of exploiting animals 
and agriculture. This is, I hazard, the point of Dicaearchus' stage A: it is 
the first step in a teleological progression; skills, as he says, come later. 
Perhaps he regarded his own sequential account of the food supply as 
superseding Aristotle's own ahistorical one and wished to present the 
Pio~ of the species on the model of the ~io<; of the individual. 

In Pol. Ix medicine takes its place without special remark beside the 
art of acquisition as one skill providing a good, namely health. But the 
recognition of that which calls for medicine, namely disease, does not 
make Aristotle a primitivist. On the contrary, he is aware that there has 
been progress in medicine (1268b35ff.). Similarly, to suppose that dis­
ease arose at stage B, when men were unused to meat, and ate it raw, 
and/or too much of it, does not make a primitivist of Dicaearchus. Any 
disadvantage at any stage will make the preceding stage, when it was 
absent, look better; and Dicaearchus, unless he was quite unscrupu­
lously selective, cannot have failed to acknowledge the rise of medicine, 
along with the other skills. In fact, his own medical passage in 56A is at 
once diagnosis and remedy. It is Porphyry again, who has stressed the 
evils .of stage B, to the exclusion of the remedies, in order to make the 
non-meat-eating stage A look ideal. 

Moral and Social Questions 

I have left little space to deal with the development of strife in stage B 
and presumably C. Dicaearchus' story, if indeed the glowing account in 
line 33 is his own words and not Porphyry's rhetoric, is that in stage A 
the low level of resources, and the lack of need to work to obtain them, 

20 Guthrie (above, n. 15) 76. 
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entailed peace and friendship; it was only when resources increased to 
the stage where they were worth competing for that strife arose (cf. 
Plato, Laws 679B7-C2). There is something charmingly quaint about 
this; and it is easy to make the point, as Guthrie (above, n. 15) 76 in 
effect does, that one can as readily quarrel about a berry as about a ban­
quet. (Read carefully, however, 30-32, esp. 'tocraU'tf\V, may leave open 
the possiblity of minor dispute even in the Golden Age; cf. also 57.) Yet 
Dicaearchus' schema is not unintelligent. His point, I conceive, is an 
intellectual one. So long as one's conception of need is only of basic 
need, and all one's basic needs are met automatically (this is the hypoth­
esis of the Golden Age), then one does not compete for more. But the 
resources of that age, it seems, though sufficient for survival, leisure and 
friendship, were not abundant; they could indeed be scarce. One had no 
need to compete for necessities, but more than necessities was not avail­
able; life was frugal (cf. Theophrastus 584A line 26). Men somehow 
began then to distinguish between sufficient and more than sufficient; 
note E<ptEµevot~ (34): in stage B they ''aimed at'' or "desired" great 
things-and before one can aim at or desire something one has to have a 
certain conception of it; note also Ka1avoouvt£~ ( 48), the conception of 
the means useful to getting more than the basic resources of the Golden 
Age. It is not difficult to imagine how the need for effort, absent during 
that age, led to competition, strife, and war. 

All this has some parallel in the anthropology of Aristotle himself. In 
Pol. I ii init. the household was founded to satisfy ''daily needs," the 
village for ''more than daily needs''; and he has an intellectualising ex­
planation of the desire to obtain great wealth. In I viii-ix he distin­
guishes (i) natural modes of acquisition, i.e., taking what nature offers, 
by farming etc., and exchanging the produce for other produce to meet 
local shortages; (ii) unnatural modes, i.e., trade and usury. What makes 
the difference between natural and unnatural is sufficiency and more 
than sufficiency: the natural kinds aim to supply goods sufficient for 
life, the unnatural ones to gain unlimited wealth, by false analogy with 
skills such as medicine, whose aim is to produce unlimited health. 
These distinctions, retrojected into the remote past in an account of the 
food supply, could have been Dicaearchus' broad inspiration. I suggest, 
the ref ore, that his account of the origin of greed and war is far more 
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respectable, and peripatetically orthodox, than the version we get of it in 
Porphyry. 

As for greed, 58 has a report that Sesonchosis (Sesostris, a king of 
Egypt) laid down a law that no one should desert his father's 1rexv11; for 
he took this to be the start of nAeove~ia. Does ''start'' mean we have to 
locate this law in stage B, where 1tAEove~icx did apparently arise? It 
seems to presuppose, like cr~cicr£t<; (30), some kind of structured soci­
ety; but a structured society is not the focus of 56A. 

Conclusion 

I conclude briefly. Having navigated as best I can the twin reefs of our 
ignorance-the degree of Dicaearchus' Aristotelianism, and the degree 
of trust we may place in Porphyry's report of him-I judge Dicaearchus 
to be certainly not a primitivist, glorifying a life of hardy but bare sub­
sistence; but neither is he a progressivist across the board. Rather he is 
what I would call an ironic progressivist,21 who sounds quite modem. 
More men have been killed by attacks by men, he claims in 78, than by 
any other calamity. We nowadays, who are acutely aware that, e.g., suc­
cessful drugs are all too apt to have side-effects, or that increased lon­
gevity produces demographic problems, must respond sympathetically 
to Dicaearchus' belief that a better food-supply generated disease, and 
that greater material resources, far from satisfying men, led to war be­
tween them.22 In short, what impresses me most about Dicaearchus' 
historical anthropology is his keen sense of irony and paradox. 

This paper was read to the C'onference of Project Theophrastus at Boul­
der in September 1995, and subsequently to the North Eastern Classical 
Research Seminar at Newcastle upon Tyne. I am grateful to niembers of 
both audiences for fruitful comnients and suggestions, and especially to 
my respondent at Boulder, Dr. Teun Tieleman. 

21 Cf. Reischl (above, n. 5), who uses the term "ambivalente Aszendenz," and J. 
Haussleiter, Der Vegetaris,nus in der Antike (Berlin, I 935) 62-63. 

22 Notice also the irony in "the same life" (43), if indeed these words are 
Dicaearchus', and not part of a tendentious report by Porphyry, designed to link meat­
eating and war; cf. the penultimate sentence of IV 2, and Bude (above, n. 9) xv, follow­
ing Graf (above, n. 4) 46; also Bude (above, n. 13) xxx. R. Hirzel, AfPA¢OI NOMOI, 
Abh. d. K. S. Ges. d. Wiss., Phil.-hist. cl. 20.1 (Leipzig, 1903) 88 detects irony in 
Dicaearchus' description of the Golden Age. 
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Dikaiarchs Bloc; 'EAA<lOoc; und die 
Philosophie des vierten J ahrhunderts 

Eckart Schutrumpf 

Nach einer weit verbreiteten Deutung1 beschrieb Dikai~rch in seinem 
B tos 'EAAa8oc;2 das Leben der Mense hen der Friihzeit in einer 
idealisierenden Weise und vertrat damit einen Primitivismus, der sich so 
schlecht mit dem Fortschrittsdenken seines Lehrers3 zu vertragen 
scheint. Demgegeni.iber hat sich T. Saunders4 gegen eine simple 
Deutung dieser Schrift des Dikaiarch als primitivistisch ausgesprochen. 
Er argumentiert, daB gewisse ihm von Porphyrios, dem Gewahrsmann 
des ausfiihrlichsten Berichtes, zugeschriebene Auffassungen e~er mit 
Vorsicht zu benutzen seien; bestimmte Annahmen des Dikaiarch fiber 
Kulturentwicklung seien auch mit peripatetischen Grundtiber­
zeugungen unvereinbar; er weist ihm daher eine paradoxe oder 

1 Z. B. H. Schwab}, ''Zurn antiken Zeitaltermythos und seiner Verwendung als 
historiographisches Modell," Klio 66 (1984) 405-15, 411 . 

2 Ftir die Fragmente dieses Werkes s. 53-77. Der Ti tel ist bezeugt in 1 no. 7a-f. 
3 S. E. Schtitrumpf, Aristoteles Politik, Buch II-III, iibersetzt und erlautert, in 

Aristoteles Werke in Deutscher Obersetzung, Bd. 9, Teil II (Berlin und Darmstadt, 1991) 
Anm. zu II 5 l 264a2. 

4 Dicaearchus' Historical Anthropology, dies er Band S. 237-54. 
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ironische5 Einstellung zum Fortschritt zu. Saunders hatte nicht 
beansprucht, die Quellen Dikaiarchs zu untersuchen, und our einzelne 
ausgewahlte Aspekte des uns erhaltenen Werkes, besonders die 
medizinischen Vorstellungen, zu zeitgenossischem Gedankengut in 
Beziehung gestellt. Einige der Probleme, die ihm schwer losbar 
erscheinen (z.B. S. 245), erklaren sich jedoch leicht oder erledigen sich 
vollig vor dem Hintergrund der bei Dikaiarch vorausgesetzten 
Vorstellungen, die wir bei Denkem des vierten Jahrhunderts finden. 
Klarheit iiber die Deutung der Gedanken und Absicht des Dikaiarch laBt 
sich eher gewinnen, wenn man in umfassenderer Weise seine Tendenz, 
die Methodik und die Auswahl der von ihm berticksichtigten 
Erscheinungen in die Tradition oder zeitgenossische Diskussion um 
Fortschritt stellt und von anderen AuBerungen besonders des vierten 
J ahrhunderts zu den gleichen oder verwandten Fragen abgrenzt. Ein 
solcher Ansatz soil bier verfolgt werden. 

Wir besitzen zwei indirekte Wiedergaben von Dikaiarchs Darstellung 
der verschiedenen Stufen menschlicher Zivilisationsentwicklung. 54, 
aus Varros Rerum Rusticarum Buch II, bietet nur den allerknappsten 
Bericht. Nach meiner Deutung hat Varro am starksten den iiberkommen 
Argumentationszusammenhang fur seine Zwecke verandert. Der zweite 
Bericht (56A) stammt aus Porphyrios De abstinentia IV 2, einer 
Schrift, die die Enthaltsamkeit von FleischgenuB propagiert. Er ist weit 
detaillierter als derjenige Varros, insbesondere fur die erste 
Entwicklungsstufe. Man hat zu bedenken gegeben, da8 Porphyrios, 
bewuBt oder unbewuBt, Dikaiarchs Darstellung in einer Weise 
wiedergegeben haben konnte, wie sie seiner Intention entsprach, 
namlich zu zeigen, daB der GenuB von Fleisch Ungerechtigkeit 
gegeniiber Tieren und ein Symptom der Ungerechtigkeit, die jeden 
Bereich des gese1lschaftlichen Lebens durchdringt, ist. Eine solche 
Skepsis6 scheint jedoch unangebracht, wie ich unter Hinweis auf 
ahnliche Vorstellungen in Texten, mit denen sich Dikaiarch berilhrt, 
nachzuweisen versuchen werde. 

Ich beginne mit Varros Darstellung (54), die nach zwei 
Gesichtspunkten geordnet ist: origo und dignitas. Unter origo unter-

5 Schon R. Hirzel, AfPA<l>OI NOM01: (Leipzig, 1900) (Abh. Konigl. Sachs. Ges. 
Wiss XX, 1) 88, hatte Ironie in der Zuweisung von Gliick an diese Menschen, die alle 
Tugend, hohere Intelligenz und Arbeit vermissen lassen, erkennen wollen. 

6 U.a. von F. Wehrli, Die Schute des Aristoteles: I, Dikaiarchos (Basel, 21967) 56, 
der bestreitet, daB fUr Dikaiarch der vegetarische Gedanke eine Rolle gespielt habe. 
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scheidet Dikaiarch drei Entwicklungsstufen: die alteste, in der die 
Menschen von dem lebten, was die Natur bereitstellt, ohne daB sie 
selber eingreif en oder sich abmilhen muBten. Die zweite Stufe des 
Lebenserwerbs (vita) ist die der Hirten, die wilde Tiere fingen, 
einpferchten und zahmten. Die dritte Stufe ist <lurch den Obergang zum 
Ackerbau charakterisie1t, in der aber Wesensziige der beiden f riiheren 
erhalten blieben.7 Diese Abfolge ist auch in dem von Porphyrios auf 
Dikaiarch zuri.ickgefiihrten Gedankenzusammenhang enthalten, sie 
kann als dikaiarchisch gelten. Ihre friiheste Stufe enthalt Ztige der 
goldenen Zeit,8 die beiden anderen begegnen auch vor Dikaiarch.9 

Dies waren Entwicklungsstuf en der Vergangenheit, aber es scheint, 
da6 fiir Dikaiarch die Entwicklung dabei nicht zu Ende kam, denn Varro 
erwahnt eine weitere, ja weitreichende Entwicklung: ''processerunt 
longe, dum ad nos perveniret."10 Wir wissen nicht, wie Dikaiarch den 
Entwicklungsstand des zeitgenossischen Griechenlands 11 bezeichnete. 
Spiegelte seine Beschreibung das Sentiment, das er nach Porphyrios als 
das der 'Spateren' angab, die von vielen Obeln, Kriegen und intemen 
Auseinandersetzungen, heimgesucht wurden und sich nach den 
segensreichen Bedingungen der Vergangenheit zuriicksehnten (56A. 
29ff.)? 

Jede neue Entwicklungsstufe ist bei Varro <lurch Formen des Wortes 
descendere beschrieben.12 Man konnte dariiber streiten, ob er bei 
Dikaiarch ein Dekadenzmodell gefunden hat oder lediglich die Angabe 

7 Das ist ein Nebeneinander verschiedener Erwerbsweisen, nicht notwendigerweise 
ihre Kombination, die schon Aristot. Pol. I 8 1256b2-7 als "novita maggiore" eingefiihrt 
hatte: G. Cambiano und L. Repici, "Cibo e f orme di sussistenza in Pl atone e Dicearco," 
in 0. Longo und P. Scarpi, Homo Edens. Regimi, Miti e pratiche dell'alimentazione nella 
civilta del Mediterraneo (Verona, 1989) 86. 

8 S. generell B. Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit und sinnverwandte Vorstellungen. 
S pudasmata 16 ( 1967). 

9 Die fruheren Griechen, die von Weidetieren lebten, bearbeiteten noch nicht das 
Land: Thuk. I 2, 2. Die Hirten, die die groBe Flut tiberlebt hatten (Plat. Ges. III 678Eff.), 
wandten sich viele Generationen spater dem Ackerbau zu ( 680E). Die zei tliche Abf olge 
von nomadischer Hirtenwirtschaft und Ackerbau ist auch aristotelisch: Pol. VII 10 
1329b14. 

IO 1st vielleicht pervenirent zu lesen? 
11 77 (aus B{o~ 'EA.Ao.Boe; B. Ill) und 76 zeigen, daB Dikaiarch sich auf Ereignisse 

des 4. Jahrh.s bezog. 
12 Die Wahl des Wortes inviolata (54-58) filr den Zustand der Erde im friihesten Sta­

dium scheint emotional starker geladen und die Folie zur spateren Entwicklung, in der 
Menschen weder Tiere noch einander schonten, zu bilden. 
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einer zeitlichen Abfolge.13 Eindeutig ist auch nicht 55, wo Varro unter 
Berufung auf Dikaiarch Ac kerb au einem 'inferior grad us aetatis' als 
Weidewirtschaft zuweist. 14 Eine Deutung, daB Dikaiarch ein 
Dekadenzmodell vertrat, 15 wird durch 58 (Schol. vetus Apollon. Rhod. 
IV 272-74) gestiitzt, wonach Sesonchosis ein Gesetz gab, das 
untersagte, daf3 jemand eine vom Vater ererbte techne auf gab, da dies 
der Anfang von Habgier sei -das Aufgeben von Nahrungserwerb, wie 
ihm Hirten nachgehen, um stattdessen Ackerbau zu treiben, ware ein 
Beispiel filr <las Auf geben einer tiberkommenen techne, um groBeren 
Gewinn zu machen. 

Dieses Argument, daB Habgier den Dbergang zu einer neuen 
Entwicklungsstufe erklart, wird besonders deutlich im Bericht des 
Porphyrios zum Ausdruck gebracht (56A), fehlt aber bei Varro 54. Die 
Erklarung daftir mag wohl darin zu suchen sein, daB Varro die beiden 
Aspekte origo und dignitas auseinanderhielt, der Gesichtspunkt des 
Wertes-oder Unwertes-der Entwicklungsstufen wurde daher nicht 
bei der Darstellung ihres Zustandekommens erortert. Diese Trennung 
von origo und dignitas erlaubte es Varro, unter dignitas seine eigenen 
Einsichten und Beobachtungen, etwa solche, die auf der lateinischen 
Sprache beruhen, vorzutragen, ohne die Wiedergabe von Dikaiarchs 
Erklarung des Ursprungs damit zu beeintrachtigen. Bei origo war er 
einf acher und wohl getreuer Berichterstatter, die Bemerkungen zur 
dignitas, die Romisches enthielten, konnen dagegen nicht auf Dikaiarch 
zuriickgehen und sind der deutlichste Hinweis, daB Varro hier seine 
eigenen Wege geht. 

Man muB beachten, daB Varro sich diesem Thema von einer Seite 
nahert, zu der es keine Entsprechung bei Dikaiarch gibt: die 
-Oberlegenheit der Menschen, die auf dem Lande wohnten, iiber die 
Stadtbewohner (II 1). Varro iibertragt geradezu dikaiarchische Motive 
auf diese Gegen.iiberstellung: Die Lebensfonn (vita) der Landbewohner 
ist alter als die der Stadtbewohner und ist besser (III 1,1-4). Gottliche 

13 So T. J. Saunders (oben, Anm. 4) 243 mit Anm. 8 .. 
14 Varro gebraucht su,nmus filr die frilheste Stufe. Die gewohnliche Bedeutung von 

su1n1nus zur Bestimmung der Zeit ist ~letzte' (Oxford Latin Dictionary, ed. P. G. W. Glare 
[ 1982] s. v. 5), ftir die Bedeutung 'frtiheste' zitiert OLD s.v. 2 d nur die vorliegende Stelle. 
Das Wort mag gewahlt sein, um die Vorstellung des Abstiegs (descendisse) 
auszudriicken. 

15 Wehrli (oben Anm. 6) 56, weist zurecht darauf hin, daB in sophistischen 
Darstellungen wie auch bei Theophrast die Friihzeit ntichtemer geschildert wurde. 



Dikaiarchs Bio<; 'EAAa6oc; 259 

Natur gab die Landereien, menschliche Kunst baute Stadte. 16 Varro 
kann zeitlich nicht hinter Ackerbau zuriickgehen, und so entspricht 
dieser in seiner Beschreibung (gottliche Nati,r) Dikaiarchs erstem Sta­
dium, das im Mythos das Zeitalter des Kronos war, in dem Menschen 
entsprechend der Natur11 und noch ohne techne lebten. Das Attribut, das 
Varro stadtischer Ansiedlung zuweist (ars humana), hatte Dikaiarch 
entsprechend fiir Ackerbau gebraucht: techne (yEropytKll ~EXV11 
56A.20). 

Dikaiarchs Annahme von Lebensstuf en und seine Bewertung war so 
verschieden von derjenigen Varros, daB dieser den Bericht iiber den 
Ursprung, der sich an Dikaiarch orientierte, einerseits und seine 
Wertung andererseits auseinanderhalten muBte. Dies legt nahe, daB erst 
Varro diese Trennung von origo und dignitas vorgenommen hat, um 
Romisches und seine eigene Wertung in seine Erorterung der 
verschiedenen landwirtschaftlichen Bemiihungen einzubringen. Diese 
Trennung hat allerdings zur Falge, daB wir bei Varro nicht erfahren, wie 
nach Dikaiarch die Qualitiit der einen Stufe dafi.ir verantwortlich war, 
daB man nach etwas anderem sucht und so eine neue Stufe erreichte, die 
innere Logik dieses Ablaufes ist so nicht mehr einsichtig. Alles deutet 
darauf hin, daB die wertneutrale Darstellung der Entwicklungsabfolge 
bei Varro auf seine Unterscheidung von origo und dignitas 
zurtickzuftihren und nicht Dikaiarch zuzuschreiben ist. 

In dem Abschnitt zur dignitas spricht Varro von dem hohen Ansehen, 
<lessen sich die Hirten erfreuten: die beriihmtesten Manner der Vorzeit 
waren Hirten. In der Tat nennt er hier niemanden aus dem goldenen 
Zeitalter, aber das muB nicht heiBen, daB er deswegen dem Hirtenleben 
den Vorzug vor dem natiirlichen gab und Fortschritt positiv beurteilte. 18 

Da Varro von Mannern sprach, die illustrissimi waren, d.h. sich <lurch 
besondere Leistungen ewigen Ruhm erwarben, muBte er bei seinem 
Preis der Alten (antiqui, 54.27) die Menschen der ersten, naturgemaBen 
Stuf e, denen all es in den SchoB fie I und die fiir ruhmeswerte Taten keine 
Notwendigkeit oder Motivation kannten, 19 iibergehen. Verlangen nach 
Ehre (cptAO'ttµta) kommtja erst in der zweiten Stufe auf (56A). 

Von diesen Einschrankungen abgesehen, spricht aber auch der 
Abschnitt zur dignitas fur eine Dekadenztheorie: hier belegt Varro das 

16 III 1, 4 .. . divina natura dedit agros, ars humana aedificavit urbes. 
11 naturalem, 54.7. 
18 Saunders (oben, Anm. 4) 242f .. 
19 E. Martini, s. v. Dikaiarchos, REV 1 ( 1903) 548. 
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hohe Ansehen, <lessen sich-auf der dem Ackerbau vorausgehenden 
Stufe-Hirten und damit auch Weidetiere erfreuten, an sprachlichen 
und mythischen Beispielen.20 Die Hochschatzung der Verga11genheit ist 
darin erhalten, daB er die bertihmtesten Manner der Vorzeit-er nennt 
Herakles-als Hirten identifizierte. Diese iibermenschlichen Gestalten 
kennzeichnen eine der Gegenwart iiberlegene Vorzeit, und dies ist die 
der Hirten. Varros Verweis auf Herakles legt nahe, daB auch hier 
Dikaiarch seine Quelle war. Denn Dikaiarch schreibt Herakles die 
Griindung der Stadt Thebe in Lykia zu (64) • dies ist die Gegend in 
Klein Asien, wo nach dem Bericht zur origo in 54 das Hirtenleben 
''auch jetzt noch"21 anzutreffen war. Herakles' Rolle in Lykia, <lessen 
Gesellschaft selbst in der Gegenwart noch nicht iiber die Hirtenkultur 
hinausgekommen war, paBt vollig zu seiner Beschreibung bei Varro zur 
dignitas der verschiedenen Kulturstufen. Diese Hirtenkultur bildete 
einen noch starkeren Gegensatz zur Verstadterung, gegen die sich Varro 
aussprach. 

Porphyrios' Referat von Dikaiarchs Bio<; 'EAAcioo~ (56A) ist weit 
ausfiihrlicher als die Bemerkungen Varros zur origo, besonders fur die 
Beschreibung der ersten Stuf e. Er bemerkt zuerst, daB die Mense hen, 
die damals lebten, die besten natiirlichen Anlagen batten und sich des 
besten Lebens erfreuten. Sie toteten kein lebendes Geschopf. Nach 
Porphyries' Darstellung hatte Dikaiarch diese erste Stufe menschlicher 
Entwicklung mit dem goldenen Zeitalter, d.h. dem Leben unter Kronos, 
gleichgesetzt. Er griff aber nicht einfach auf diesen Mythos als von der 
Tradition ilberkommenes und zur Benutzung bereitliegendes Modell 
der ldealisierung der Vergangenheit zuriick, sondem setzte bei dem 
BewuBtsein der spateren Generationen an, deren ungliickselige 
Lebensbedingungen (vgl. auch 56A.34-35) die Vergangenheit wie Gold 
erscheinen lassen-nach einer auch sonst belegten Ausdrucksweise.22 

20 Die goldenen Apfel (,nala, griech. µfiAa), die Herakles von den Hesperiden 
gebracht haben soll, waren in Wirklichkeit Ziegen und Schafe (µf\Aa). Die Benutzung 
der Sprache retlektiert wohl eher Varros wissenschaftliches lnteresse als das des 
Dikaiarch, aber rationalisierende Umdeutung des Mythos schreibt ihm auch Porphyrios 
56A. l l zu, sodaB Varros Vorgehen dem Dikaiarchs nicht sehr fern steht. 

21 Etiam nunc, 54.19 = Varro II 1,5. Die Denkform, die Frtihzeit aus gegenwartigen 
Yerhaltnissen rtickstandiger Volker zu erschlieBen oder die Richtigkeit der 
Rekonstruktion an ihnen zu bestatigen, ist vor Dikaiarch auch sonst belegt: Thuk. I 5, 
3 µ€xp11ouOE\ vgl. 6, 6; Aristot. Pol. I 2 l 252b20 Kat vuv e1:1, ebenso Theophr. 584A 
5, 5; 21,4 FHS&G. 

22 Plat. ep. 7 324D7: op&v B111tou tOU~ avBpa~ EV xp6vcp oA(ycp xpucrov (l7tQ()Et­

~av1:ac; T~v £µ1tpocr8Ev 1t0At tEtav. 
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Diese Kennzeichnung 'golden' stellt die Briicke zum goldenen Zeitalter 
her. Den Riickgriff auf die goldene Zeit vollzog Dikaiarch also nicht 
direkt und unmittelbar, sondem auf dem Umweg iiber die Menschen 
spaterer Generationen, die ein Gegenbild zu den eigenen schlimmen 
Erfahrungen entwarfen und die Vergangenheit sozus. vergoldeten. Die 
Dichter, wie Hesiod, haben nach Dikaiarch lediglich diesem 
verbreiteten Sentiment Ausdruck gegeben und den Gegensatz zur 
beklagenswerten Gegenwart iibertrieben. Dikaiarch las Hesiod23 als ein 
aufgeklarter, moderner Mann, der den Mythos wenn iiberhaupt,24 dann 
nur in einer naturwissenschaftlich erklarten Form akzeptierte und seine 
Obertreibung auf sinnvolle Verhaltnisse zurechtstutzte.25 In der Tat 
stellte die Erde alle Giiter bereit,26 denn die Menschen konnten noch 
nichts anbauen. Das Angebot an Nahrung war entsprechend eher 
bescheiden. Die Menschen lebten in MuBe, batten noch nicht die 
Erf ah rung von Schmerz und waren frei all er Sorgen - Dikaiarch gibt 
bier im Einklang mit seiner rationalisierenden Deutung der friiheren 
Dichtung eine wissenschaftliche Erklarung unter Berufung auf 
medizinische Experten,27 die Gesundheit auf MaBigung in der Nahrung 
zuriickfiihrten.28 Zu dieser Zeit gab es auch keinen Krieg oder inneren 
Kampf. Es herrschten Frieden und Freundschaft unter den Menschen. 
Dieses Leben erschien spateren Generationen attraktiv, die vielen 
Unannehmlichkeiten ausgesetzt waren, was die Falge ihres Verlangens 
nach Dingen, die iiber die Notwendigkeiten des einfachen Lebens 
hinausgingen, war.29 

23 Auch Aristoteles geht auf den Dichter Hesiod zurilck, vgl. Pol. I 2 1252b 10, aber 
nicht, indem er ihn als vorwissenschaftlichen Zeugen einer auf andere Weise 
begrtindbaren richtigen Erkenntnis anftihrt, eine solche Argumentation eher Met. A 8 
1074a38ff. 

24 Das ist der Sinn von Et ◊£1 Aaµ~avEtV µev autov (1)~ yeyovo'ta ... 56A.16. 
25 Ei<; to oia 1ou Aorou q,ucrtKov &vayEtv, ssA.11-1 s. 
26 V gl. 54 quae inviolata ultra ferret terra. Aus diesem Sammeln von Frtichten 

konnte man eine vegetarische Lebensweise entnehmen, dies lieB sich schon aus Hes. op. 
116-19 ablesen, vgl . H. Schwabl, Klio 66 (1984) 411. Zurn Vegetarismus in 
Vorstellungen vom goldenen Zeitalter s. Gatz (oben, Anm. 8) 165-71 . 

27 Saunders (oben, Anm. 4) 249ff. hat dies weiter verfolgt. 
28 V gL T. J. Tracy, Physiological Theory and the Doctrine of the Mean in Plato and 

Aristotle (Chicago, 1969). 
29 tot~ 0£ UO"'tEpotc; £<pt£µevot<; µEya.AffiV Kat 7tOAAOt<; 1t€pt1tt1t'tO'UCJl l((ll(Ot<; . .. 

56A.34-35. Diese zusatzlichen Begierden sind die Ursache fur die unmittelbar danach 
beschriebenen Obelstande (fur den Zusammenhang zwischen Gier und verheerenden 
Folgen vgl. Theogn. 45; 50), wie umgekehrt das Fehlen solcher begehrenswerter Gtiter 
Frieden sichert: Dikaiarch 56A.29-30. 
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Die nachste Stufe, die der Hirtenkultur, verdankt entsprechend ihr 
Entstehen der Unzufriedenheit mit dem frugalen Leben der Vorvater. 
''Uns reicht es mit den Eicheln"30 soil der Schlachtruf des Mannes 
gewesen sein, der den Wandel herbeiftihrte31 und bessere und 
abwechslungsreichere Nahrung wiinschte. Tiere bildeten jetzt eine 
Grundlage der Nahrungsbeschaffung. 32 Mit dem jetzt erworbenen 
Reichtum kam es zu Kampfen. Der Konflikt entstand, als einige den 
Ehrgeiz entwickelten, den Besitz anderer an sich zu reiBen, und dazu 
Helf ershelfer um sich scharten - sie bildeten eine Ban de von Dieben, 
die Weidetiere stahlen - wahrend andere ihren Besitz schiltzen 
wollten. Die Gesellschaft wurde gespalten, es standen sich diejenigen 
gegeniiber, die aggressiv andere ihres Besitzes beraubten, und die, die 
sich selber gegen solche Versuche wehrten. 

Diese Menschen, die standig versuchten, das was niitzlich ist, zu 
entdecken, nahmen dann die Lebensform von Ackerbau an. Porphyrios 
hat wenig darilber zu sagen, man muB annehmen, daB mit ihren 
gesteigerten Begierden ihre sozialen Beziehungen noch schlimmer 
gestort wurden. Porphyrios schlieBt mit der Bemerkung, Dikaiarch babe 
das Leben der frilhesten Menschen als <las gli.icklichste angesehen. 

In dieser Entwicklungsgeschichte der ~tot ist 'Leben' in einem sehr 
eingeschrankten Sinne gebraucht: als die spezifische Form der 
Beschaffung und Versorgung mit den fur das Leben erf orderlichen oder 
wiinschenswerten Giitern, in erster Hinsicht mit Nahrung. In anderen 
philosophischen Erorterungen bildet dieser Aspekt von Leben wohl den 
Ausgangspunkt der Entwicklung des Menschengeschlechts, z.B. im 
Mythos des Protagoras in Platens Protagoras,33 der jedoch dann sofort 
in eine andere Richtung geht: er hebt ganz auf die Organisation der 
Gemeinschaft und die sozialen Beziehungen ab,34 die aber ganz 

30 Ebenso Theophr. De pie tat. 584A 5, 6 FHS &G, aber bei einem weniger radikalen 
Obergang, demjenigen von wilden Frtichten zu kultivierten. 

31 Dikaiarch hat demnach das Motiv des 1tp&toc; EUpEtll<; verwandt, vgl. 58: 
Sesonchosis erf and die Nutzung von Pferden fur das Reiten. Fur die Suche nach dem 
'protos heuretes' im Peripatos vgl. Aristoteles' Sammlung von Erfindungen, eup~µata. 
63 Rose. 

32 ~cpc.ov 11\VO.Vto 56A.40. Bei Dikaiarch findet sich nicht die Zwischenstufe von 
Kannibalismus, wie bei Theophr. De piet. 584A 27, I FHS&G. 

33 N achdem Prometheus das Feuer von Hephai stos und Athene gestohlen hatte, 't~v 
µev oi>v 1tEpt 'tOV ~iov cro<piav av8pco1to~ EO'XEV: 321 D3, vgl. E3; 322A6: Erfindung von 
Behausung, Kleidung, Schuhen, Lagerstatten Kat tac; ex: rf\c; tpo<po.c;; 83 ~ 8,iµtoupyucri 
'tEXVll autotc; 1tpo~ µev tpo<p~V i KUV'fl Pot18oc; nv. 

34 HSie lebten zerstreut, grtindeten Stadte," 322A, B, vgl. Isokr. 3, 6; 15, 254. 
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unabhangig von der Sicherung der Nahrung dargestellt werden. Auch 
der Anon. Jambl. setzt die Sicherung der Lebensbedtirfnisse voraus und 
leitet sofort zur Qualitat des Zusammenlebens, das auf Gesetze 
angewiesen ist, iiber. 35 Dikaiarch unterscheidet sich von ihnen darin, 
daB er die Form der Nahrungsquelle nicht nur auf jeder neuen 
Entwicklungsstuf e betrachtet, sondern sie fur ihr Aufkommen 
verantwortlich macht. Sie erklart auch die zunehmende Zerstorung 
sozialer Beziehungen. 

Es ist nicht auszumachen, ob Dikaiarch sich damit kritisch gegen 
Protagoras gewendet hat, aber der Unterschied in der Betrach­
tungsweise ist deutlich: Man kann nach Dikaiarch nicht sagen, daB zu 
irgendeinem Zeitpunkt die Versorgung gesichert sei und man sich nun 
Gerechtigkeit und den zwischenmenschlichen Beziehungen zuwenden 
mtisse, die Arten der Nahrung(sbeschaffung) bilden vielmehr die 
Grundlage aller Stufen der Kulturentwicklung. Und Gerechtigkeit ist 
viel starker materiell begriindet, Dikaiarch weist die Auff as sung zutiick, 
daB Gerechtigkeit, die die Beziehungen zwischen Menschen regelt, ein 
rein ethisches oder rechtliches Ordnungsprinzip sei. 

Naber kommt der Darstellung des Dikaiarch schon Aristoteles in Pol. 
I 8 bei der Einfiihrung seiner Unterscheidung nattirlicher und 
unnatiirlicher Erwerbsformen: aAACI. µ11v £tbfl YE rtOA~CI. tpO<pll~, Oto 
Kal ~iot noAA.ol 1eal t&v Scflrov 1eal -c&v &v0p00nrov dcr{v • oU yC/.p oi6v 
1£ sf\v aV£U tpocpflc;, fficrtE at 8taq>opat ~ii~ tpocpf1c; ~OU<; ~{ou~ 
1t£1t0t 11 l((X(Jl Otaq>EpOV't<X<; t&v scflrov. 36 Dies ist genau die Rtickftihrung 
verschiedener Formen von Leben auf die unterschiedlichen Arten des 
Nahrungserwerbes wie bei Dikaiarch. Wenn Aristoteles hierbei nicht 
Menschen eine Sonderstellung einraumt, sondem fiir seine Argumenta­
tion gleichwertig die Nahrungsbeschaffung von Tieren als Beispiel 
benutzen kann, so liefert dies einen willkommenen Hinweis auf den 
konzeptuellen Zusammenhang: seine Zoologie. In Hist. anim. I 1 
(487al 1 ff.) behandelt er die Charakteristika, nach denen man Tiere 
voneinander unterscheiden kann, das erste ist der Unterschied in ihren 

35 nuaa OE 11 sro11 CX1Yt0t~ eup111:at Kat ta t£xvftµa.,:a 1tpo~ ta{rc11v, cruv UA.A.T}A.ot; 
oe Eivat a1Ytou<; Kav avoµi~ Ota1ta.cr8a1 oux ot6v ~E, H. Diels und W. Kranz, Die 
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 3 Bde. (Berlin, 11 1961) 89 6, I (Bd. 2, 402). 

36 1256a 19. Auch die Ausdrucksweise 'leben von': 1256a35, a39 to bE 1tAEtatov 
YEVO~ 't(OV av0pronrov a1to 'tr\~ yfi~ (~n) hat ihre Entsprechung bei Dikaiarch 54 (Varro): 
vi verent homines ex his rebus quae ... ferret terra, vgl. Ari st. VI 4 I 318b 10: der beste 
Demos lebt von Ackerbau oder als Hirten. 
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Lebensweisen (al OE Ota<popat ~rov ~(f>rov €tat l((l~a ~E tOU<; ~tOU<; ... ); 
diese Unterschiede ergeben sich wiederum aus den unterschiedlichen 
Orten, an denen sie leben. Bei den Tieren, die im Wasser leben, trifft er 
die folgende Unterscheidung: ... EVUOpa 0£ 01x&<;, 't<X µev O~t 'tOV ~tOV 

Kat t'JlV tpocpiiv 1t0tEttat EV tip uypip, Kat b£XE't<lt . 10 uypov Kat 
&q>tT\CTl, tOU'tOU 3£ 0-t€ptcrKOµEva OU ouva'tat silv, otov 7tOAAOt<; 
cruµ~alVEt t&v ix0urov. 'tCl 6e 'tllV µev tpoq,~v 1t0tEttat Kat btCX/tpt~~v 
lv tip uypip ... (487a16-20). Hier findet man, wie das auch im 
Abschnitt Pol. I 8 aus_gedriickt war, eine Unterscheidung der 
Lebensformen, wie sie sich aus der Nahrung, von der sie leben, und der 
Art ihres Erwerbs ergibt, und auf diesen Zusammenhang verweist 
Aristoteles haufig. 37 

Man konnte einwenden, daB diese biologische Betrachtungsweise 
allein Dikaiarchs Ptot nicht gerecht wird, da er iiber die drei Formen 
von Nahrungsbeschaffung hinausgeht, wenn er die damit 
einhergehenden sozialen Beziehungen von Freundschaft oder Krieg 
behandelt. Aber Aristoteles geht in seinen zoologischen Schriften auch 
darauf ein: nach Hist. anim. IX 1 608b 19ff. herrscht Krieg unter Tieren, 
qie im gleichen 'Revier' und von der gleichen Nahrung leben: TT6AEµoc; 
µEv ot>v 1tpOc; &AAT}Aa. -role; ~(f>o1c; Ea-riv, Oaa -roU<; a.U1:0U<; 't£ Ka:tEXEt 
1:61touc; Kat <i1tO 1:&v aU1:0w 1tOtE'ita11:'flv ~rollv • £Clv yClp TI a1tcivt0c; ~ 
~pocp11, Kat 1tpo<; ciAAi,Aa 'tCl oµoq>UAa µ<iXE'tCXt ... 38 Bei Mangel an 
Nahrung kampfen selbst Tiere der gleichen Art gegeneinander, m.a.W.: 
sie verhalten sich nicht anders als Menschen, deren elementare 
Bedtirfnisse oder weitergehende Begierden nicht befriedigt sind. Gibt 
es dagegen genug Nahrung, dann leben selbst die wildesten Tiere in 
Frieden miteinander,39 sie erfreuen sich des gleichen Friedens, den bei 
Dikaiarch Menschen in der frtihesten Zeit batten~ als die Erde alles in 
ausreichendem MaBe hervorbrachte.40 Der Unterschied liegt darin, daB 
das Verhalten der Tiere ganz von dem Nahrungsangebot abhangt, 
wahrend die Menschen mit Gier bzw. der Kontrolle solcher Begierden 

37 487b33-488a20; IX 34 620a5ff.; 41 628bl3. 
38 Vgl. auch 609a22ff.; 609b28ff.; 610al3ff. 
39 608b28ff. Wenn man Nahrung reicht, kann man wilde Tiere zahmen, wie es in 

Agypten die Priester mit Krokodilen tun. 
40 Es ist wichtig, daB bei Dikaiarch Auseinandersetzungen nicht mit dem Besitz von 

Land, sondern schon demjenigen von Tieren beginnen, s. G. Bodei Giglioni, ''Dicearco 
e la Riflessa sul Passato," Riv. Stor. Ital. 98 ( 1986) 639. 
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den Mangel oder das ausreichende Angebot an Nahrung und die damit 
gegebenen sozialen Beziehungen selber schaffen. 

Es wird deutlich, daB Dikaiarch und Aristoteles in der grundlegenden 
und elementaren Einteilung von Leben sf ormen entsprechend der Art 
der Nahrung und ihrer Beschaffung iibereinstimmen, sodaB man den 
Eindruck gewinnt, Dikaiarch habe diesen Teil seiner Konzeption von 
Aristoteles iibemommen. Diese Einteilung ist deswegen elementar, da 
sie zunachst einmal Unterschiede im Tierleben nach Aristoteles' 
zoologischen Schriften erklart. Ein Abschnitt in Aris tote I es' EN 
illustriert dies: bei seinem Versuch, menschliche Arete zu bestimmen, 
beginnt er mit dem irrationalen Seelenteil: 'tOU flAoyou Be~() µev €011(£ 

KOtVip Kat cputtKip, Aeyro 6e ~() at'ttOV 'tOU 'tpE.<pecr0at Kat au~Ecr8at • 

~11v 'tOtaU'tT}V yap 8uvaµtv ,,;ft; \lfUXll~ EV &nacrt 'tote; 'tpc<poµevot<; 0£t1l 
ttc; av ... (113 1102a32ff.). Das Seelenvermogen, das die Beschaffung 
und Auf nahme von N ah rung kontrolliert, findet sich in alien, . die 
Nahrung zu sich nehmen, es wird aber in EN I beiseitegelassen, da es 
ungeeignet ist, <las spezifische Menschliche zu bestimmen, das 
vielmehr in der Verwirklichung der ethischen und dianoetischen 
Qualitaten und letztlich dem theoretischen Leben besteht. 

In anderer Beziehung geht Aristoteles iiber die elementaren 
Bedingungen in dem beriihmten Kapitel Pol. I 2 hinaus, wo er ebenfalls 
drei Entwicklungsstuf en auf unterschiedliche Form en der Versorgung 
zuri.ickfiihrt. Aber er spricht nicht von einer Versorgung mit 
unterschiedlichen Giitem, sondem einer zunehmenden Verbesserung 
der Versorgung, die auf der zweiten Stufe auf langere Frist41 und auf der 
letzten in vollkommenster Weise gesichert werden kann. AuBerdem 
stellt Aristoteles diese Entwicklung in ihrer Wechselwirkung mit den 
Unterschieden in der sozialen Organisation (Haus; Dorf; Stadt) oder 
Herrschaftsformen dar. Bei Dikaiarch sind dagegen die unter­
schiedlichen Leben sf ormen zunachst nichts an deres als die unter­
schiedlichen Quellen der Nahrungsversorgung und sind als solche 
gekennzeichnet: nomadisches-landbearbeitendes Leben (56A.39 und 
49). Mit diesem geradezu materialistischen Ansatz geht eine Bewertung 
der dadurch bedingten menschlichen Beziehungen einher: Gesteigerte 
Bediirfnisse entzweien Menschen. Wahrend Dikaiarch somit soziale 
Beziehungen insof ern beriicksichtigt, als er von Frieden und 
Freundschaft der Menschen der goldenen Zeit spricht und dem den 

41 XP11Cl£(0~ £VEK£V µi, Ecpf\µepou, 1252bl6. 
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Zwist der spateren Epochen entgegenhalt, sieht er doch keinen 
Zusammenhang zwischen der Entwicklung der Versorgung und 
sozialen Organisationsformen:42 in dieser Hinsicht scheint er keinen 
Unterschied beim Ubergang von der nomadischen Kulturstufe der 
Hirten zur sesshaften der Ackerbauer festgestellt zu haben. 

Indem Dikaiarch von den sozialen Organisationsf ormen absieht, 
ignoriert er die soziale Teleologie, die das beherrschende Element der 
Betrachtung der Erwerbsweisen bei Aristoteles ist. Deren naturliche 
Form muB ''einen reichlichen Vorrat an Gtitern, die ftir das Leben 
unerlaBlich und fiir die staatliche und hausliche Gemeinschaft niitzlich 
sind ... bereitstellen. ''43 Dikaiarch interessiert our der erste Teil, 
'Leben', nicht die Form der Gemeinschaft, Ietztlich der Staat, der mit 
der Vollkommenheit der Versorgung auch <las beste Leben ermoglicht. 
Wir finden nichts wie die aristotelische Vorstellung eines hochsten 
Gutes, das nur in den am weitesten entwickelten Formen menschlicher 
Gemeinschaft, der polis, ereicht werden kann. Dikaiarchs Interesse gilt 
dagegen ausschlieBlich den elementarsten Bediirfnissen der 
Emahrung,44 seine Erklarung der zwischenmenschlichen Beziehungen 
baut darauf auf - in einer Weise, wie es Aristoteles ebenfalls nicht 
akzeptiert hatte. 

In Pol. II 7 nimmt Aristoteles kritisch zu Phaleas von Chalkedon 
Stellung, der in gewisser Hinsicht viel mit Dikaiarch gemein hat: 
wahrend Phaleas nicht Zivilisationsstufen der Vergangenheit erorterte, 
ist er doch einer der Theoretiker, die, wie Aristoteles behauptet 
( 1266a36), eher von lebensnotwendigen Erfordernissen ausgehen. 
Phaleas hatte inneren Krieg auf die ungleiche Verteilung dieser 
notwendigen Gtiter zuriickgefilhrt. Aristoteles wies dies als eine zu 
simple Erklarung, die dariiberhinausgehende Motive menschlichen 
Handelns ignoriere, zuriick. Wenn Dikaiarch die Lebensfonnen nach 
der Art der Beschaffung der elementarsten Mittel zum Uberleben, der 
Nahrung, unterschied, und Frieden mit der einen, Krieg der anderen in 
Verbindung brachte, dann stimmt er eher mit Phaleas i.iberein als mit 
Aristoteles. Entsprechend <lessen Kritik an Phaleas konnte man 
Dikaiarchs vorrangiges Interesse an Nahrung und den Methoden ihrer 
Beschaffung genauso als eine simplifizierende Erklarung menschlicher 

42 Anders Giglioni (oben, Anm. 40) 634; sie schreibt dem nomadischen Leben schon 
erste Gesetze zu ( 638), aber daB sich 57 oder 58 darauf beziehen, bleibt spekulati v. 

43 Pol. I 8 l 256b26ff. 
44 Fast wie in dem Sprichwort: uder Mensch ist, was er iBt." 
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Entwicklung bezeichnen. Es gibt zusatzliche Griinde, Dikaiarch als 
einen ''Fundamentalisten'' zu deuten, der-zumindest fiir seine 
Darstellung der Entwicklung menschlicher Zivilisation-sich mit 
elementaren Erklarungsmustem begniigte und auf fortgeschrittenere 
Elemente, etwa die aristotelische soziale Teleologie, verzichtete. Dies 
wird deutlich, wenn man Dikaiarchs Darstellung der ersten Stufe 
menschlicher Zivilisationsentwicklung mit aristotelischen Vorstel­
lungen vergleicht. 

Die friihste Stuf e menschlichen Lebens 

DaB nach Dikaiarch Menschen im Zeitalter des Kronos nicht weit iiber 
den Tieren lebten, zeigt sich daran, daB sie noch keine techne besaBen,45 

diese wurde erst auf der nachsten Entwicklungsstufe erfunden.46 

Aristoteles nahm an, daB die Natur einige der Aufgaben, die sie begann, 
nicht vollenden konnte, sie belieB Menschen hungernd und voll anderer 
Bediirfnisse, sodaB sie techne entwickeln muBten. Deren Funktion ist 
damit dadurch bestimmt, daB sie dort helfen soil, wo die Natur allein 
nicht ihre Auf gabe erftillen kann-als Beispiel fiihrt er den Ackerbau 
an.47 Da8 Menschen ohne techne nicht in befriedigender Weise leben 
konnen, steht fiir ihn auBer Zweifel. Der Mensch ist auf techne 
angewiesen, schon um zu tiberleben, erst recht um gut zu leben.48 

Technischer Fortschritt ist eine unverzichtbare Notwendigkeit fiir ein 
Leben, das wirklich verdient, menschlich genannt zu werden, ein 
Leben, in dem der Mensch seine Potentialitat voll erfiillt. 

Sind die Lebensverhaltnisse in Dikaiarchs erstem Entwicklungs­
stadium ebenfalls von Mangel gekennzeichnet, der die Entwicklung 
von techne zu einer Notwendigkeit macht? Zweifellos nicht. Wahrend 
er die Lebensdingungen der ersten Entwicklungsstuf e als karglich 
beschreibt, zwingen sie doch keinesfalls die Menschen dazu, durch 

45 56A.20, das folgende µ118' i:tepav µ116Eµiav (tEXVllV) konnte sich auf das 
Zahmen von Tieren beziehen, welches eine techne ist: lsokr. 2, 12-vgl. Dikaiarch spater 
56A.40-42. 

46 56A.40 KatavoftaavtE<;: sie erkannten Unterschiede zwischen Tieren, weshalb 
sie einige zahmten (dies als techne, s. vorigeAnm.), vgl. l. 34 Ka-ravoouv'te<;, was zum 
Ackerbau ftihrt-aristotelisch gesprochen tritt techne hinzu, wo die Natur alleine nicht 
ausreicht-sein Beispiel ist Ackerbau: Protr. B I 3 DU., s.u. 

47 Protr. ·B 13 DU. Generell s. Pol. VII 17 1337al; Phys. II 8 199a15. 
48 Pol. IV 4 1290b39ff. 
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Erfindungen ihre armseligen Verhaltnisse zu verbessem49 es war nicht 
Unteremahrung oder andere mit Gesundheit verbundene Griinde, die 
zwangen, andere Nahrung zu suchen. Ftir Dikaiarch war <las Leben in 
der ersten Entwicklungsstufe gesund,50 er vertritt eher eine idealistische 
Vorstellung von der ersten Entwicklungsstufe. So ist die zweite Stufe 
auch nicht das Ergebnis von Bediirfnissen, die man besser befriedigen 
muBte, sondern von neuen und verfeinerten Anspriichen und 
Begierden,51 deren Erftillung Probleme brachte, die man vorher nicht 
kannte. Saunders sieht das anders: "For can a primitivist believe ... that 
initially man did not have enough to eat, and that later he won greater 
material resources by 'noticing' what was 'useful'?''52 In der Tat ist bei 
Dikaiarch die dem Unfang nach angemessene (µetpia) Nahrung <loch 
in den meisten Fallen eher knapp (EAattrov, 56A.28ff.). Aber bei 
Dikaiarch ist dies der Gegensatz zu dem spateren Zustand, als man nach 
vielem trachtete (34). In der aristotelischen Tradition macht das eher 
knappe MaB an Nahrung Sinn: die richtige Mitte ist nicht mathematisch 
bestimt, vielmehr erscheint der Endpunkt, zu dem man der Natur nach 
starker strebt, weiter von der Mitte entfernt, diese liegt naher bei dem 
anderen Extrem (EN II 8 1109a12ff.). Wenn man bei Nahrung 

•• 

gewohnlich eher nach Uberfiille verlangt, dann ist nach diesem 
Verstandnis der eher kargliche Zustand der angemessenere. DaB das 
spatere Angebot an raffinierter N ah rung, die nicht nur Gesundheits­
sc haden, sondern auch Kriege nach sich zieht, als Fortschritt zu 
betrachten sei, wie es Saunders mochte, widerspricht dem ganzen 
Gedankengang.53 Im Gegenteil: in einer Schrift Ober den Untergang 
der Menschen hatte Dikaiarch ausgeftihrt, daB mehr Menschen 
voneinander als von all en Katastrophen oder Angriff en von Tieren 

49 V gl. Giglioni ( oben, Anm. 40) 650, die richtig Dikaiarch auch den sophistischen 
Theorien von der Entwicklung der Menschen, die mit xpr{a einsetzten, gegentiberstellt. 

50 In Gulliver's Travels, Part IV, ch. 3, beschreibt J. Swift den Aufenthalt Gullivers 
bei den Houyhnhnms, wo er von Hafer leben mu8te, den er zu einer Art Brot machte: 
"It was at first a very insipid diet, though common enough in many parts of Europe, but 
grew tolerably by time; and having been often reduced to hard fare in my life, this was 
not the first experiment I had made how easily nature is satisfied. And I cannot but ob­
serve, that I never had one hour's sickness while I stayed in this island." Gulliver ist 
ehrlich genug zuzugeben, daB er bisweilen seine Diat durch einen Hasen oder Vogel 
bereicherte. 

51 Vgl. Giglioni oben, Anm. 40) 650; ebd. 635 notiert sie diesen Unterschied 
zwischen Dikaiarch und den Begrtindern der politischen Okonomie im 18. Jahrhundert. 

52 Saunders (oben, Anm. 16) 243. 
53 S. auch Giglioni (oben, Anm. 40) 635. 
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umkamen (78)-das wiirde nicht durch die Lebenserleichterungen 
technischen Fortschritts auf gewogen. 

Der friiheste Zustand ist fiir Dikaiarch der gesi.indeste, friedlichste 
und gliicklichste. An diesem Punkt weicht er somit grundlegend von 
Aristoteles ab, der den friihesten Bedingungen inharente Mangel 
zuschreibt54 und entsprechend die ersten Schritte, sie zu iiberwinden, 
nicht von moralischer Dekadenz belastet darstellt. Fur Aristoteles war 
auch der Besitz landwirtschaftlicher Produkte naturgemaB, nur der von 
Geld widematiirlich (Pol. I 8-9). Bei Dikaiarch spaltet dagegen schon 
der Besitz in nomadischen und dann erst recht agrarischen 
Gesellschaften die Menschen und ist filr Erscheinungen wie Krieg 
verantwortlich. Anders gesagt: wahrend bei Dikaiarch die sozialen 
Probleme schon zu dem Zeitpunkt beginnen, als der Mensch zum ersten 
Male seine Lebensverhaltnisse verbessem wollte und nur die goldene 
Zeit von diesen Obeln frei war, liegt bei Aristoteles der Naturzustand 
weniger weit zurtick, denn die agrarische Form der Giiterbeschaffung 
ist naturgemaB (Pol. I 8), und diese Menschen leben anstandig.55 

Aristoteles, dem sicherlich die Vorstellungen einer goldenen Zeit 
bekannt waren, hat einen ihrer Ziige, namlich in MuBe ohne Mi.ihe zu 
leben, vom goldenen Zeitalter, dem auch Dikaiarch sie zuschreibt, auf 
die Stufe, die bei Dikaiarch darauf folgt, iibertragen, das nomadische 
Leben: ii yftp Cl1to ~rov ftµEprov 'tpO<pf\ ~(f>cov &veu 7tOVOU yivE~at 
crxoAal;oucrtv, Pol. I 8 1256a32. Das Ideal bleibt, aber es Iiegt nicht in 
einer so ungreitbaren Ferne wie bei Dikaiarch. 

Es ist unbestreitbar, daB Dikaiarch in seiner Beurteilung der friihesten 
Entwicklungsstufe nicht Aristoteles folgt.56 Ich glaube, daB man die 
Tradition, der er sich anschlieBt, identifizieren kann. Zu seiner 
Beschreibung der Vorzi.ige des goldenen Zeitalters, wie sie bei 
Porphyrios erhalten ist, namlich Gesundheit, Frieden, Freundschaft, 
gibt es eine genaue, beinahe wortliche Parallele in Platons Rep. II, der 
Darstellung der ersten Gesellschaft: Kat outro Ot<Xyov~E~ to ~{ov EV 

Eipftvn µ£ta uytElCl~ ... yr\pa1ot t£AEUt&vtE<; ... (372D), und wenige 
Zeilen vorher beriihrte er ihre sozialen Beziehungen.57 Falls Dikaiarch 

54 Ftir Aristoteles waren die Menschen der Vergangenheit primitiv: Pol. II 8 1268b38. 
55 VI 4 1318b9ff., 13 l 9al 9ff. 
56 V gl. Giglioni ( oben, Anm. 40) 641. 
57 ii8Ew~ CTUVOV'!E<; llAA~AOl~, 372B8, vgl. Cl EUAa~ouµEVOl ... 7t0A£µov. 

Dikaiarchs Erklarung dafUr, daB es noch keinen Krieg gabt namlich, daB man nichts 
besaB, worum man streiten konnte, ist die gleiche wie bei Plat. Rep. IV 422D. Die Um-
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diesen platonischen Abschnitt kannte-ich werde spater nachweisen, da8 
er zu einem betrachtlichen Teil von Platen beeinfluBt war-dann mag 
ihn dabei die Tatsache angezogen haben, daB Platon der Nahrung dieser 
Menschen betrachtliche Aufmerksamkeit schenkte (0pt'lfOV~at, bl). 
Sie bestand aus Weizen und Gerste. Der Mitunterredner Glaukon ist mit 
diesem Speiseplan unzufrieden, er vermiBt O'JIOV im Sinne von Fleisch 
(C2), was Sokrates veranlaBt, ihrer Nahrung owov hinzuzufiigen, 
jedoch in anderem Sinne,58 als den Brotbelag, der in Oliven, Kase, 
Zwiebeln, Salat und anderen Produkten wie Bohnen und schlieBlich 
natiirlich Eicheln bestand-nach Dikaiarch war "Uns reicht es mit den 
Eicheln'' der Schlachtruf des Mannes, der die zweite Stufe mensch­
licher Entwicklung einfiihrte, eines Mannes, der genauso unzufrieden 
mit dem frugalen Leben des goldenen Zeitalters war wie Glaukon in 
Platons Rep: unzufrieden mit der Nahrung des ersten Staates ist. Die 
Menschen dieses ersten Staates in Platons Rep. waren Vegetarier,59 das 
einzige tierische Produkt, das Platon erwahnt, ist Kase. Diese Menschen 
brauchten fur ihre Versorgung noch keine Tiere. zu toten, genau wie dies 
im goldenen Zeitalter bei Dikaiarch der Fall war. Diese Charakteristik 
der goldenen Zeit ist also philosophisches Gedankengut des friihen 
vierten Jahrhunderts,60 es ist nicht erst Porphyrios, der dies entdeckte.61 

In dem auf gedunsenen Staat, der bei Platon auf den ersten fol gt, iBt man 
Fleisch, und Platon sieht sofort als unvermeidliche Begleiterscheinung 
das Aufkommen von Arzten, die die nun auftretenden Krankheiten 
behandeln,62 die Gesundheit des frtiheren Stadiums, das er wie 
Dikaiarch preist, war verlorengegangen. Es gibt einen anderen Zug im 
ersten Staat in Platons Rep., der auf das goldene Zeitalter hindeutet: 
diese Menschen starben gesund in hohem Alter, was die Variation eines 

kehrung dieses Motivs bei der Erklarung innerer Auseinandersetzungen oder Kriegen 
mit Nachbarn aus groBem oder wertvollen Besitz ist aber alter, vgl. Thuk. I 2, 4. 

58 V gl. J. J. Adam, The Republic of Plato, edited with critical notes, commentary, etc., 
with an introduction by D. A. Rees, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 21965) I zu 372C 17. 

59 Vgl. Adam Kommentar zu 372B9. 
60 Also auBerhalb der Pythagoreer oder Orphiker (vgL dazu Plat. Leg. VI 782C), 

hinzukommt Theophrast De pietat., s.u. Anm. 80. 
61 568 (Hieron. Adv. lovin. II 13), eine von Porphyries unabhangige Dberlieferung, 

schrieb ebenfalls dem frtihesten Stadium bei Dikaiarch Enhaltsamkeit von FleischgenuB 
zu: nullum comedisse carnem. 

62 II 373C4-D2, vgl. III 405A. 
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Aspektes des goldenen Zeitalter in Hesiods Beschreibung des Lebens 
unter Kronos darstellt.63 

Ein etwas klareres Bild von Dikaiarchs Bias Hellados im Verhaltnis 
zur Tradition sollte sich damit ergeben haben: seine Ri.ickfilhrung von 
Lebensformen auf unterschiedliche Arten der Nahrungsversorgung 
deckt sich beinahe wortlich mit aristotelischen AuBerungen. Dagegen 
war Dikaiarch in anderen Beziehungen, etwa der Vorstellung vom 
besten Leben (s.o. S. 266), kein Aristoteliker. Nach meiner Deutung der 
erhaltenen Fragmente des Bio~ (EAA<Xbo~ ging Dikaiarch in wichtigen 
Annahmen seiner Anthropologie eigene Wege. Denn wahrend er die 
Vorstellung vertrat, daB die Menschheit eine Anfangsstufe auf gab, die 
Ziige des hesiodeischen goldenen Zeitalters besaB, reflektierte 
Aristoteles tiber eine solche Stuf e ilberhaupt nicht, naturgemaj3 war bei 
ihm allein die agrarische Erwerbsf orm von Hirten und Ackerbauem, die 
bei Dikaiarch die weit minderwertigeren Leben sf ormen der f olgenden 
Stufen reprasentieren.64 Dikaiarchs Auffassung iiber das erste Stadium 
menschlicher Entwicklung stimmt eher mit dem platonischen in Rep. II 
iiberein. 

Platonischen EinfluB in Dikaiarch hatte schon Wehrli65 angenommen, 
wenn er iiber die Entwicklung von Friichtesammeln zu Herdenbesitz 
und Ackerbau bemerkte, daB Dikaiarch ''die sittliche Problematik dieser 
Entwicklung bei Platon (Leges III 678E: iiber Krieg und Aufruhr) 
vorgezeichnet fand." Platon beschrieb dort die Wirkung der groBen 
Flut, die beinahe alles zerstorte: die Stadte am Meer und in der Ebene 
wurden ausgeloscht.66 Die gesamte Kenntnis technischer Erfindungen 
ging verloren (678C7). Nur die Tiere, die auf den Bergwiesen weideten 
und bescheidene Versorgung mit Lebensnotwendigem brachten, 67 

iiberlebten zusammen mit den Hirten. 
Diese Flut vernichtete nicht nur technische Errungenschaften, sie 

anderte auch das moralische Klima der Gesellschaft: wahrend die 

63 Op. 113: dem goldenen Geschlecht blieben die Plagen des Alters erspart. 
64 Richtig Giglioni (oben, Anm. 40) 644. 
65 "'Dikaiarchos von Messene," in H. Flashar, Grundriss der Geschichte der 

Philosophie, begrtindet v. F. Ueberweg, Die Philosophie der Antike. Band 3, Altere 
Akademie, Aristoteles-Peripatos (Basel und Stuttgartt 1983) 537; s. auch Giglioni (oben, 
Anm. 40) 635; 645 Anm. 49 und W. Ax (dieser Band) S. 287. 

66 677C, vgl. Tim. 22D6ff.; Arist. n. <l>tAocro<p. fr. 8 Ross (OCT) S. 76. 
67 677E9ff.; spater hatten diese Menschen mehr: 679Aff. 



272 Dicaearchus of Messana 

Zivilisation vor der Flut viele Beispiele von Tugenden wie Lastem 
kannte (678A8ff.), werden die Menschen der Hirtengesellschaft "gut'' 
genannt (679B7ff.) - man konnte sagen, sie lebten noch in einem 
Zustand der Unschuld, in dem sich die Moglichkeit, Schlechtes zu 
wahlen, noch nicht bot. Platon behauptet, daB es unter ihnen weder 
Krieg nocl1 inneren Kampf gab (678E6ff.; 679B4; D7) - dies ist ein 
wichtiges Motiv Dikaiarchs. Nach Platon freute man sich, die 
Mitmenschen zu sehen,68 d.h. man erfreute sich der Freundschaft, von 
der Dikaiarch gesprochen hatte. 

Platon beschrieb diese bessere Gesellschaft der Vergangenheit als 
Folie der Obel der Gegenwart. Dies wird daran deutlich, daB er bei der 
Vergangenheit hervorhebt, daB die Probleme der Gegenwart fehlten: 
weil man genug Nahrung (Milch und Fleisch) hatte, gab es noch nicht 
die extreme Armut, weshalb man keine Zwietracht kannte. Das F ehlen 
von Silber und Gold bewirkte, daB niemand sehr reich werden konnte. 
Da die Menschen weder arm noch reich waren, gab es nicht die Laster, 
die mit diesen beiden Besitzlagen verbunden sind (679Aff.).69 

Wahrend bei Platon die Vergangenheit attraktive Ziige besitzt, war 
<loch die groBe Flut, die ja das Oberleben nur gerade der altesten 
Zivilisationsstufe sicherte, kein ungetrtibtes positives Ereignis, etwa in 
dem Sinne, daB man so mit einem Schlage der spateren Degeneration 
enthoben wurde-eine Zerstorung Sodoms-, vielmehr gingen 
wichtige Errungenschaften, wie Staatsverfassungen, verloren. Das gilt 
auch auf einer elementareren Ebene: Menschen muBten in der Kultur, 
die die Flut iiberlebte, fur ihren Unterhalt arbeiten, aber nur die 
primitivsten Mittel standen ihnen zur Verfiigung, wahrend die 
f ortgeschritteneren Methoden, die ihre Arbeit leichter und effizienter 
machten, verloren gegangen waren. Es gibt in diesem Zusammenhang 
von Platons Gesetzen nicht die Regierung des Kronos, die man bei 
Dikaiarch findet, kein Zeitalter, in dem die Erde selber alle Giiter 
bereitstellte.70 Die friiheste Stufe, zu der Platon zurtickgehen kann, die 
Hirtengesellschaft, 71 besitzt zwar einige Ziige des goldenen Zeitalters, 
aber es wird <loch so dargestellt, daB der primitive Zustand der 
materiellen Bedingungen Verbesserungen geradezu verlangte oder 

68 678C5ff., cf. E9: iiyanwv Ka.l E<plAOq>povouvto aAA.llAOU~. 
69 Diese Erklarung moralischer, und impliziert sozialer Probleme kommt derjenigen 

des Phaleas von Chalkedon nahe, s. oben S. 266f. 
70 Vgl. Cambiano und Repici (oben, Anm. 7) 85. Auf die Zeit unter Kronos geht 

Platon spater im Mythos von Gesetze IV 713C ein. 
71 Eine frtihere wird nicht in Erwagung gezogen, s.o. S. 269 zu Aristot. Pol. I 8. 
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gebot. Die Menschheit muBte wieder von vom anf an gen und Schritt fur 
Schritt72 ihr Los verbessern, um den Stand der Entwicklung wieder zu 
erreichen, den ihre Vorfahren schon besaBen. Platon gibt somit eine eher 
ambivalente Beschreibung der Vergangenheit,73 die nebeneinander 
lobenswerte (moralische Unschuld) wie unzureichende Bedingungen 
aufwies. Man findet keine Spur dieser Ambivalenz bei Dikaiarch, der 
eine klare Trennungslinie zwischen dem goldenen Zeitalter auf der 
einen und den Entartungsformen auf der anderen Seite, angefangen mit 
der Hirtengesellschaft, zog. Man iibersieht Wichtiges, wenn man 
Dikaiarchs Vorstellung menschlicher Kulturentwicklung auf Platons 
Gesetze zuriickfiihren mochte. 

Platon kehrte in den Gesetzen haufig zu Themen zuriick, die er in 
friiheren Werken behandelt hatte und die ihm wichtig waren, die 
Spekulation iiber menschliche Kulturentwicklung ist eines dieser 
Themen. Statt bei Dikaiarch den EinfluB der platonischen Gesetze 
anzunehmen, glaube ich, daB man eher in seinem Politikos das Vorbild 
fur Dikaiarchs Vorstellung von der Vergangenheit finden kann. Das 
Therna dieses Dialogs ist die Klarung des Wissens des Herrschers 
(~cxcr1Atl01 texvn bzw. E1ttcr1:fiµn, 258Eff.). Bei der Widerlegung der 
Auffassung, ein Konig sei der Hirte seines Volkes, bemerkt Platon, daB 
eine solche Rolle in einer anderen Periode zutraf-Periode in der 
wortlichen Bedeutung eines Zyklus' kosmischer Bewegung (274E10). 
In diesem friiheren Zyklus regierte Kronos,74 wahrend die gegenwartige 
Periode mit der des Zeus gleichgesetzt wird (272B2). In dem frtiheren 
Zyklus batten die Menschen Naturen, die iiber denjenigen der anderen 
Peri ode standen, 75 gegeniiber den Tieren sind sie ein gottlicheres 

72 OuKOUV 1tpot6vtoc; µev tou xp6vou ... ei~ 7tCXVt<X 't(l vuv Ka0ecrt,iK6ta 
1tpOEA{iAu0ev 1tavta; ... OuK E~at<pv11c; ye, ch~ ei1e6~, Kata µucpov OE EV 1taµ1t6A.Acp ttvl 
xp6vcp, 678b5ff., vgl. Dikaiarch 54: gradatim descendisse ad hanc aetatem. 

73 Vgl. P. Vidal-Naquet, ''Plato's Myth of the Statesman, the Ambiguities of the 
Golden Age and of History," in The Black Hunter, tibers. von A. Szegedy-Maszak (1986) 
298. 

74 271C4ff., 272B, vgl. 269A6. 
75 Die Oberlegenheit dieser Manner der Vergangenheit ist bei Plat. Pol. 273B7ff. 

auch dadurch ausgedruckt, daB die Verschlechterung von allem unter dem neuen Zyklus 
kosmischer Bewegung beschrieben wurde, vgl. auch Rep. VIII 546C5ff. Fur Dikaiarch 
s. 56a.6. Seine Annahme, daB Menschen verschiedener Entwicklungsstufen 
unterschiedliche Naturen haben, erscheint Saunders (oben, Anm. 4) S. 246 bei einem 
Schiller des Aristoteles 'mysterious'. Aber vgL Aristoteles Poet. 2 1448a 17 ~EAttou~ 
trov vuv. Die Vergangenheit, auf deren Begebenheiten sich die Sujets der Tragodie 
beziehen sollten, besa8 Menschen, die besser sind, als man sie heutzutage findet. 
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Geschlecht.76 Das war die Zeit, als Menschen alles ohne eigenes Zutun 
zufiel (1tcivtcx CX/tYtoµata ytyvEa0at tot<; av0p0>1tot<;).77 Sie lebten von 
der Ertle, die Friichte in reichlichem MaBe produzierte,78 Ackerbau gab 
es noch nicht (272Al--4). Platon fiigt spater hinzu, daB die Menschen 
sich der MuBe erfreuten (B9). 

Die Frage, ob das Leben dieser Menschen gliicklicher als das der 
Gegenwart war, wird aufgeworfen und positiv beantwortet. Ein Grund 
fiir diese Beurteilung liegt darin, daB es keinen Krieg oder inneren 
Kampf gab (271E2). Die Menschen schlossen in ihre Unterhaltungen, 
die philosophischer Natur waren, auch Tiere ein (272B9ff.). Und spater 
heiBt es: oute &AAflArov e8ro6a{ (271El). Einerseits bedrohten Tiere 
nicht Menschen,79 andererseits enthielten sich auch Menschen des 
Genusses jeglichen Fleisches. Die vegetarische Lebensweise, die schon 
beim ersten Staat von Rep. II beschrieben wurde, ist bier prononzierter 
zur Sprache gebracht und mit dem spezifischen Verhaltnis zwischen 
Menschen und Tieren in Verbindung gebracht. 80 

Dieser Mythes (274E) in Platons Politikos81 kommt Dikaiarch naher 
als jeder bisher betrachtete Text: in beiden Fallen ist die frilheste 
Periode diejenige unter Kronos (vgl. 56A.15). Die Menschen standen 
den Gottern naher. Damals hatte man MuBe (Plat. Polit. 272B9; 
56A.20-21). Keio Lebewesen wurde getotet.82 Nach der Bedeutung, 
die dieser Gedanke bei Platon findet, muB es damit weniger 
iiberraschen, daB auch Dikaiarch, der in so vielem mit Platon 
ilbereinstimmt, diesen Zug herausstellte-es besteht damit umso 
weniger Grund, dies erst als Porphyrios' Entstellung anzusehen, s.o. 
270. Es gab keinen Krieg oder inneren Kampf.83 Das Leben der 
Vergangenheit war gliicklicher als das der folgenden Stufe (272B3ff.; 
56A.50), es war auf jeden Fall viel besser als das der Gegenwart. 

In Pol. 272A3 Kap1tou<; oe acp06vou<; hatte Platon zweifellos Hes. op. 
l l 7f. Kapn6v o' ... acp0ovov im Sinne, Dikaiarch zitiert diese Zeilen. 
Er scheint jedoch dire kt auf Hesiod zuriickgegriff en zu haben, wenn er 

76 271E5-7. Plat. mochte schon an Hes. op. I 08 gedacht haben. 
77 271D1, vgl .E4f.; 272A; 274C2. 
78 272A3: Kap1touc; OE a<p86vou~; vgl. C6: Eµ1ttµ1tA<Xµ£VOl crttffiV U~f\V. 
79 Wie im anderen Zyklus: 274B8; vgl. Prot. 322B. 
80 Theophr. 584A22, 1 FHS&G erklart mit der Freundschaft unter allem, was 

verwandt war, dat3 man nichts, auch nicht Tiere, totete. 
81 V gl. Cambiano und Repici (oben, Anm. 7) 84; Vidal-Naquet (oben, Anm. 73) 291 f. 
82 56A.9; vgl. o. 270 mit Anm. 59. 
83 56A.29; Plat. Pol. 271E2. 
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Eigenschaften des Lebens dieser Manner erwahnt, die sich nicht bei 
Platon finden, die aber Hesiod erwahnt hatte. Mit &veu 1t6vmv Kat 
µ£piµv11~ (56A.22) hat Dikaiarch ganz eindeutig Hes. op. 113 v6crq>tv 
atEp tE 7tOVOU K<.lt 61suoc; wiedergegeben. Bei Hesiod ist dieser Zug in 
der Weise erklart, daB Menschen nicht den korperlichen Niedergang 
hohen Alters erleiden, sondem schlieBlich ein friedliches Ende finden. 
Es liegt nahe, daB Dikaiarch, der zum Leben ohne Schmerzen und 
Sorgen im goldenen Zeitalter als nachsten Zug nennt, daB sie von 
Krankheit verschont blieben (SGA.22-23), die Anregung daftir von 
Hesiods Schilderung der Gesundheit des goldenen Geschlechts 
empfing. Aber er las Hesiod als ein wissenschaftlich gebildeter Mann, 
der im Mythos den vorwissenschaftlichen Ausdruck durchaus richtiger 
Einsichten sah und die mythologische Obertreibung auf die nattirlichen 
Grilnde zuriickfiihrte (s.o. Anm. 25). Zu dieser Rationalisierung des 
Mythos fiigt sich gut die medizinische Erklarung, die deswegen 
besonders paBt, weil sie einen Zusammenhang zwischen Natur und 
Nahrung herstellt (56A.26-29). Bei seiner Riickfiihrung der 
. ' 
Ubertreibung des Mythos auf sinnvolle Verhaltnisse beschrieb 
Dikaiarch das Leben des goldenen Geschlechtes nicht als eines von 
uberfluB, sondem Kargheit. 84 

Versucht man die Stellung des Dikaiarch zur Tradition zu bestimmen, 
so zeigt sich, daB die einzelnen Elemente seiner Entwicklungs­
philosophie in ganz unterschiedlichen Zusammenhangen bei seinen 
Vorgangem vorgegeben sind. Die Rtickfiihrung von Lebensformen auf 
Nahrungsversorgung hat wortliche Parallelen in aristotelischem 
biologischem Denken. Aber wahrend fur Aristoteles diese Zusammen­
hange sozusagen die animalische Grundlage bildeten, i.iber die 
Menschen mit Erfindungen und verschiedenen Entwicklungen, u.a. der 
sozialen Organisation, hinauszugehen hatten, um die spezifische Form 
menschlichen guten Lebens moglich zu machen, setzt Dikaiarch diesem 
Fortschrittsdenken ein Dekadenzmodell entgegen. Die urspriingliche 
Lebensordnung, die auf die Einfachheit der Nahrung zurtickgeftihrt 
wurde, war natilrlich und ist der gegenwartigen vorzuziehen. In dieser 
Deutung der Entwicklung lieBen sich enge Obereinstimmungen mit 
platonischen Vorstellungen nachweisen. Man konnte geradezu sagen, 
daB Dikaiarch aristotelisches biologisches Denken mit platonischer 
Dekadenztheorie verbindet. DaB Dikaiarch dabei spezifische eigene 

84 a1tcivt<; 56A.29, cf. 35-36. S.o. 268 zur Mitte. 
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Akzente setzte, z.B. in der gleichsam naturwissenschaftlichen 
Erklarung der friihesten Vergangenheit, wurde im einzelnen bier 
dargelegt. 

Bei Dikaiarch bietet <las so neuinterpretierte goldene Zeitalter, <lessen 
Kennzeichen nicht mehr der OberfluB mythischer Phantasie, sondem 
Kargheit eines einf achen Lebens wurde, eine eher realistische 
Lebensform. Es scheint, daB Dikaiarch mehr geben wollte als nur seine 
Theorie vergangener Entwicklung, seine Darstellung des Wandels der 
Lebensweisen enthielt ja moralische Urteile iiber menschliche 
Verhaltensweisen, die wiederum soziale MiBstande erklarten. Hier hilft 
eine Gegeniiberstellung mit Platon, der im 7. Brief (326B6) seinem 
MiBfallen iiber <las als gli.icklich gepriesene Leben in Syrakus Ausdruck 
verleiht. Als ersten Zug dieses Lebens nennt er u.a., daB man lebe, 
indem man sich zweimal am Tag an den Tafeln fiille. Kein Staat konne 
in Rube leben, wenn Menschen glauben, sie miiBten alles auf 
reichliches Essen und ahnliche Geniisse im UbermaB vergeuden. Platon 
bezieht sich hier auf einen J3io~ (B7; Cl), den er ftir die moralische 
Krise und politische Misere verantwortlich macht. 

Ich mochte Dikaiarchs Primitivismus so als paradigmatisches Model! 
deutena Es enthielt die Moral, daB Verhaltensweisen, sich mit wenigem 
zufrieden zu geben, ein sorgenfreies Leben verheiBen, und dies konnte 
als naturgemaB sogar nach dem Erkenntnisstand zeitgenossischer 
Medizin begriindet werden. Die Zustande der Vergangenheit sind somit 
nicht ein filr allemal verloren, der Mythos vom goldenen Zeitalter war ja 
nur eine dichterische Obertreibung medizinisch erklarbarer Tatsachen. 
Jeder, der maBvoll und gesund lebt, konnte fur sich das goldene 
Zeitalter wieder entstehen lassen.85 

Eine Parallele gibt es bei Aristoteles: in seiner Darstellung der 
zeitlichen und rangmaBigen Abf olge der Erwerbsweisen ist die 
agrarische urspriinglich und naturgemaB (Pol. I 8), in anderem 

85 V gl. Plat. Rep. X 608B I: die Verfassung, die man in sich selber hat. V gl. Vidal­
Naquet (oben, Anm. 73) 289 zum "Leben in der Zeit des Kronos" als Slogan ftir 
philosophische und religiose Sekten, die mit der herrschenden Ordnung nicht zufrieden 
waren, vgl. 297. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 6) 57 verweist darauf, daB Gehorsam gegentiber 
der Natur, die alles Notige gewahrt, zur gemeinsamen Lehre der hellenistischen Schulen 
wird, vgl . Giglioni (oben, Anm. 40) 651, sie vergleicht Hor. od. III 16, 42-44. 
Gentigsamkeit bei der Nahrung ist besonders ein Grundzug der kynischen Lehre, vgl. 
Krates von Theben bei DL VI 90 = Demetrios von Phaleron, 58A/B SOD; Teles in 0. 
Hense, Teletis Reliquiae (Ttibingen, 21909) 41, 3ff. 
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Zusammenhang begrtindet sie die beste Demokratie. 86 Eine naturge­
ma.Be, von der Entwicklung verdrangte Erwerbsweise behalt ihre 
Bedeutung als Richtschnur fur die Gestaltung der Gegenwart. Bei 
Dikaiarch braucht man nicht vorauszusetzen, daB er die alteste 
Lebensform in groBem Stile wiederherzustellen empfehlen wollte. Er 
gibt ja zu, daB sich ursprtingliche Ziige spater erhalten haben. 87 Die 
Rilckkehr zu gesunden Verhaltnissen blieb also auch fiir ei11zelne eine 
Wahl, selbst wenn nicht alle dem f olgten. Dies fiigt sich gut in den 
Gesamtcharakter des B {o~ 'EAAcxOo~, des sen beherrschender Zug ja das 
Absehen von sozialen Organisation sf ormen war. 

86 VI 4, vgL l 3 l 9a20, gegeniibergestellt extreme Demokratie IV 12 l 296b28ff., vgl . 
III 4 1277a39ff. 

87 ... ex duobus gradibus superioribus retinuerunt multa, 54. 
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Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados und Varros 
De vita populi Romani 

Wolfram Ax 

Dikaiarch aus dem sizilischen Messene, geb. um 376 v. Chr., neben 
Theophrast und dem ihm nahestehenden Aristoxenos einer der altesten 
Schiller des Aristoteles, erlitt als Schriftsteller das gleiche Schicksal 
wie fast alle seine Nachfolger im Peripatos. Obwohl spater, 
insbesondere von den Romero, hochgeschatzt, ging, was er schrieb, 
verloren, und nur noch wenige Spuren geben heute Auskunft fiber sein 
philosophisches Werk. 118 Testimonien und Fragmente hat Wehrli in 
der bislang maBgeblichen Textsammlung ''Die Schule des Aristoteles" 
zusammentragen konnen, darunter allerdings verschwindend wenig 
Wortliches. 1 Dennoch laBt sich wenigstens in Umrissen immer noch 
nachvollziehen, in welchen Werken und in welchen Schwerpunkten 
sich seine Philosophie niedergeschlagen hat.2 

1 Vgl. F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles. Texte und Kommentar, Bd. I: 
Dikaiarchos (Basel/Stuttgart, 1967). Eine frtihere Textsammlung stammt von Carl 
Millier, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, Bd. II (Paris, 1848) 225-68. 

2 V gl. zu Dikaiarchs Leben und Werk: F. Martini, "Dikaiarchos 3) Peripatetiker," RE 
V.l (1903) 546-63, F. Wehrli, "Dikaiarchos 3)," RE Suppl. 11 (1968) 526-34, S. E. 
Smethurst, HCicero and Dicaearchus," TAPA 83 (1952) 224-32 und zuletzt G. Bodei 
Giglioni, "Dicearco e la riflessione sul passato,'' Rivista storica Italiana 98 (1986) 629-
52. 

279 



280 Dicaearchus of Messana 

Da ist zunachst ein Werk Ilepl wux11~ / Ober die Seele in 6 Biichern 
mit zwei Dialogen zu je drei Biichern mit Schauplatzwechsel (Korinth 
und Lesbos) wie spater in Ciceros de finibus (1 nos. 1--4 ). Ein weiterer 
Dialog von mindestens zwei Biichern mit dem Titel Abstieg in das 
Heiligtum des Trophonios behandelte Probleme der Mantik (1 nos. Sa­
d). Von den folgenden nicht (in einem Fall nicht sicher) dialogischen 
Schriften werden drei weitere der Ethik zugerechnet: Ober das Op/ er in 
Troja (1 no. 9)-gemeint ist das Achilleusopfer Alexanders-, Ober die 

' / IO 

Zerstorung der Menschen (1 no. 10) und Tiept ~trov / Uber Leberzs-
formen (1 no. 5) mit unbekannter Buchzahl. In den Bereich der Kultur­
geschichte gehoren It. Wehrli die drei Bucher Bioc; tEAAa8oc;/Leben 
Griechenlands (1 nos. 6-7), die gleich im Zentrum unserer Ober­
legungen stehen werden.3 Die politischen Schriften (1 nos. 11-13) ent­
halten eine moglicherweise dialogische Verfassung der Spartaner, eine 
Schrift Tpt1toAt--rtK6c; (Dreierverfassung), wenn nach einer Vermutung 
Wehrlis beide Titel nicht ein und dieselbe Schrift meinen,4 und drei 
weitere, allerdings ebenfalls nicht zweifelsfreie Verfassungen der 
Pellenier, Korinther und Athener.5 Zu nennen sind weiter, ohne sie hier 
noch im einzelnen auszuweisen, einige Schriften zu Kulten und Festen 
(1 nos. 14-16), Philologisches zu Homer, Aikman und zu Sprich­
wortern (1 no. 18) und zum SchluB natiirlich die spater viel genutzten 
geographischen Schriften (1 no. 19), die Erdbeschreibung, die Pinakes 
(Landkarten) und die Vermessungen der Berge in der Peloponnes 
(1 nos. 20-21). 

Auch wenn diese uns soeben noch zuganglichen Werke sicher nicht 
das Gesamtwerk Dikaiarchs reprasentieren-es existiert leider kein 
Schriftenverzeichnis-, so zeigt sich doch auch schon in dem, was uns 
geblieben ist, das typische Bild der Spezialisierung auf bestimmte 
Gebiete und Einzelaspekte in der Nachfolge des Aristoteles. In der 
Physik interessieren ihn als Detailgebiete die Psychologie und die 
Mantik, vor allem aber natiirlich die Geographie, die er zu einem 
bedeutenden Schwerpunkt ausbaute. Auch in der Ethik fehlen die 
groBen systematischen Entwiirfe, statt <lessen wird neben Einzel­
problemen ein starkes Interesse an Fragen konkreter Lebensfiihrung 

3 V gl. F. Wehrli, '4§21. Dikaiarchos van Messene/' in Altere Akademie Aristoteles 
Peripatos. Die Philosophie der Antike, Bd. 3, ed. Hellmut Flashar (Basel/Stuttgart, 
1983) 535. Ebenda 537 firmieren sie dann allerdings unter den Schriften zur Ethik. 

4 V gl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 64; (oben, Anm. 2) 532 und (oben, Anm. 3) 537. 
5 Vgl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 64f. und (oben, Anm. 2) 532. 
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deutlich, das zu biographischen (wie bei Aristoxenos) und allgemein 
kulturhistorischen Arbeiten ftihrt. In der Politik konzentriert er sich auf 
Sparta, in der Literaturwissenschaft auf zwei Autoren. Die Logik, 
Sprachphilosophie und Rhetorik scheinen ganz zu fehlen. So ist es nicht 
verwunderlich, daB Dikaiarch in der spateren Lehrtradition vor allem 
als Geograph, Kulturhistoriker und politischer Schriftsteller gewirkt 
hat.6 DaB er dabei durchaus eigenstandige Ansichten auch gegen die 
eigene Schultradition vertrat, ist bekannt, so in den Prinzipien seiner 
Psychologie und in der expliziten Bevorzugung der vita activa vor der 
vita contemplativa gegen Aristoteles und Theophrast. 7 

Im folgenden Beitrag werde ich mich ausschlieBlich Dikaiarchs 
kulturhistorischer Schrift Bio<; 'EAAaooc; zuwenden. Ich versuche 
zunachst das Werk selbst, soweit das noch moglich ist, zu beschreiben. 
Dann werde ich zweitens seiner Wirkung nachgehen, und zwar vor 
allem der Frage, inwieweit die Schrift de vita populi Romani des M. T. 
Varro den EinfluB Dikaiarchs erkennen laBt. Zunachst also zum Bias 
Hellados selbst, und zwar in der Reihenfolge der Aspekte (1) Aufbau 
und Inhalt, (2) Titel, (3) Literarische Gattung und (4) Gesamttendenz: 

ad (1): Der Titel ist weitgehend, die Buchzahl des Werks (3 Bucher) 
vollig zweifelsfrei.8 Nur 20 Texte haben sich erhalten, wovon die 
weitaus meisten, namlich 11, so gut wie sicher dem ersten Buch 
angehoren.9 Trotz dieses auBerst kargen B 1estandes lassen sich doch 
noch Inhalt und Aufbau der Schrift in groBen Ziigen und in einigen 
Einzelheiten rekonstruieren. 10 Ich gebe zunachst ein tabellarische 
Obersicht: 

6 V gl. dazu die unter Anm. 2 genannte Literatur. 
7 Vgl. dazu z.B. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 3) 538. 
8 Seltsamerweise wird die Schrift in den Dikaiarchfragmenten nirgendwo unter dem 

heute iiblich gewordenen Titel Bios Hellados zitiert .. Es existieren mehrere Varianten .. 
Welcher Titel original ist, laBt sich wohl nicht mehr absichern. Jason von Nysa, wie 
Varro ein Nachfolger Dikaiarchs (s.dazu untenAnm. 55) nannte sein Werk It. Herodian 
(Gramm.Graec .. III 1, 274,2) o ~to<; ,;f\c; 'EAA.a.bo<;. 

9 Kein Fragment gehort sicher in das zweite Buch (Die beiden Erwahnungen des 
zweiten Buches in 59 und 60 sind wohl fehlerhaft). Nur ein Fragment (77) kann ohne 
Zweifel, zwei weitere (76 und 70) konnnen mit groBer Wahrscheinlichkeit dem dritten 
Buch zugeschrieben werden. Sechs Fragmente (58, 63, 65, 67, 72 und 73) sind in ihrer 
Zuweisung ungesichert. 

IO Vgl. dazu Mtiller (oben, Anm. 1) 232ff.; Martini (oben, Anm. 2) 548f.; Wehrli 
(oben, Anm. 1) 63f.; Id. (oben, Anm. 2) 530f.; Id. (oben, Anm. 3) 537. 
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Buch 1: 11 sichere Fragmente 

I. Kulturgeschichte der Urzeit (Vom Urzustand bis zum Ackerbau) 
-Die Menschheit ist ohne Anf ang 53-54 
-Kulturentstehung in drei Schritten 55-56B 

1. Naturzustand, goldene Zeit unter Kronos 
(vita naturalis, o E1tt Kp6vou ~ioc;) 

2. Hirtenleben 
(vita pastoralis, o voµa311eo~ ~{o~) 

3. Ackerbau 
(agri cultura, yEropytKov Ei0o~) 
Zu 2.: Kein Teilen beim Essen 

2. Orientalische Kulturen vor Griechenland 
-A.gypten: Sesonchosis /Sesostris 

-Standegesetze/Erfinder des Reitens 
-Chronologie 

-Babylonien: Chaldaios, Grunder Babylon Chaldaer 

3. Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands: Anfang 
-3 Stadte Nestors bei Homer, Thamyrissage 

(Musikgeschichte ?) 

Buch 2: Kein sicheres Fragment 

Buch 1, 2 oder 3: 6 unsichere Fragmente 
Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands: Fortsetzung 

-Gentilizisch-politische Verbande: Patra, Phratria 
und Phyle 

-Griindung des kilikischen Theben durch Herakles 
-DbermaBiger Gebrauch von Kastagnetten im 

kultischen Tanz und Gesang der Frauen 
( Aikman, Musikinstrumente) 

-Erfindung bestimmter Tanzf ormen (Ballspiel) 
und vielleicht anderer sportlicher Dbungen 

-Medea nicht von Euripides, sondem van Neophron 
(Tragodie) 

57 

58 
59 

60-61 

63 

64 
65-67 

72 

73 

62 
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Buch 3: 3 Fragmente 

Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands bis auf die eigene Zeit 
-Agesilaos' Tochter und Mutter des Epameinondas 

unbekannt. (Schlichtheit der spartanischen 
Lebensfiihrung ? Moralische Vorziige von Frauen ?) 76 

-Philipp von Makedonien geht ohne Frauen in den Krieg. 
Dareios mit 360 Nebenfrauen (Orientalische 
Oppigkeit ?) 77 

-Etymologie des Namens Akademos (Heros der 
platonischen Akademie; Philosophie) 70 

Aus dieser Obersicht wird unmittelbar evident: Dikaiarchs Kultur­
geschichte war nicht systematisch, also etwa nach Sachgebieten wie 
Kleidung, Ernahrung, Spiel, Sport o.a., sondern primar historisch 
angelegt. Dabei wahlt sie den denkbar groBten zeitlichen Rahmen: vom 
Urzustand der Menschheit bis auf die eigene Zeit. 11 Mit welchen 
Einschnitten dieser geschichtliche Ablauf gegliedert war, ist jedoch nur 
noch im grobsten Umriss nachvollziehbar. Vollig unklar ist ferner, ob 
auf einer unteren Gliederungsebene auch systematische Aspekte eine 
Rolle gespielt haben. Allenfalls <las erste Buch zeigt hier deutlichere 
Konturen: Es begann mit Problemen der Anthropogenese-ob vorher 
auch die Kosmogonie und Zoogonie behandelt wurde, wissen wir 
nicht-, und zwar offensichtlich mit einer Parteinahme fiir die 
Anfangslosigkeit der Menschheit. 12 Darauf folgte die dreistufige 
Kulturentstehung vom urspriinglichen Naturzustand (I) iiber das 
Hirtenleben (2) zum Ackerbau (3). Der eigentlich historische Teil 
begann mit einer Beschreibung der orientalischen Kulturen vor 
Griechenland, zunachst wohl der Agyptens mit <lessen sagenhaftem 
Konig Sesonchosis oder Sesostris; vielleicht wurde auch Assyrien 
behandelt, 13 sicher aber Babylon mit dessen Griinderkonig Chaldaios 
und den nach ihm benannten Chaldaern. 14 Noch im ersten Buch muB 

11 V gl. 55: Dicaearcho, qui, Graeciae vita qualis fuerit ab initio, nob is ita ostendit. 
12 Zurn Problem vgl. Wehrli (oben,Anm. 1) 56. 
13 V gl. die Erwahnungen des Grunders von Ninive, Ninos, in 60 und 61. 
14 Hier hat sich ilbrigens ein bis in einzelne Zahlen nachvollziehbarer 

chronologischer Rahmen erha]ten, der die Zeit vom Beginn der agyptischen Geschichte 
bis zur ersten Olympiade in Griechenland in vier Epochen meist mit genauen 
Zahlenangaben einteilt (59): Von Horus zu Sesostris (ohne Zeitangabe), von Sesostris 
zu Neilos (2500 Jahre), von Neilos zur Eroberung Trojas (7 Jahre) und von da zur ersten 
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dann die Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands eingesetzt haben, mit 
we I chem Beginn und nach welcher Ratio laBt sich auf grund des 
einzigen Fragments (63) nicht mehr feststellen. Es bezeugt Dikaiarchs 
Kritik an der Erwahnung dreier Stadte Nestors im homerischen 
Schiffskatalog, die, verbunden mit der Thamyrissage, vielleicht in 
einen musikgeschichtlichen Zusammenhang gehort. 15 Was dann im 
weiteren Verlauf der Abhandlung noch in das erste oder schon in das 
zweite Buch fallt, muB ebenfalls ungeklart bleiben. Sieber ist der 
chronologischen Ausrichtung entsprechend zuerst iiber die mythische 
Frilhzeit Griechenlands berichtet worden (Gene, Phratrien, Phylen; 
Herakles' Brautwerbung und Griindung des kilikischen Theben; .. 
Kultische Tanze und Gesange, Kastagnetten; Tanz). Der Ubergang zur 
historischen Zeit16 bleibt uns verborgen, jedoch deutet die Tatsache, daB 
Dikaiarch die Erfindung bestimmter Formen des Tanzes und vielleicht 
auch sportlicher Ubungen den Sikyoniern zuschreibt (73) auf das 6. 
und, daB er die Tragodie Medea dem Euripides abschreibt (62) 17 auf 
das 5. Jhdt. v. Chr. Das dritte Buch hat dann offensichtlich vor allem 
dem 5./4. Jahrhundert (Agesilaos/Epameinondas) und der Zeit 
Diakaiarchs selbst ( 4. Jhdt.) gegolten, wie man noch aus den 
Fragmenten iiber Philipp II von Makedonien und Alexander (77) und 
iiber die platonische Akademie (76) erschlieBen kann. 

Sovie! zum zeitlichen Rahmen. Welche Themen Dikaiarch fur seine 
Kulturgeschichte wahlte, ist natilrlich bei den iiberaus sparlichen ... 
Resten, deren Auswahl zudem noch vom Uberlieferungszufall abhangt, 
nicht mehr zufriedenstellend zu beantworten. Deutlich hebt sich der 
Komplex der Kulturentstehungslehre (53-55) ab, ebenso der Abschnitt 
der orientalischen Volker vor Griechenland (58-60). Im Bereich der 
eigentlichen griechischen Kulturgeschichte begegnen Fragen der 

Olympiade (436 Jahre), insgesamt also 2943 Jahre.Das ergibt nach unserer Zeitrechnung 
fur Sesostris 3719 v. Chr. und fi.ir den Fall Trojas 1212 v. Chr., wenn man ftir die 1. 
Olympiade von 776 v. Chr. ausgeht. Es muB auch eine Zahlung nach Konigen gegeben 
haben. V gl. 60 und 61: Chaldaios, der 14. Konig nach Ninos. Leider wissen wir nicht, 
inwieweit diese Chronologie auch zur Disposition des ersten Buches gedient hat. 

15 V gl. Wehrli ( oben, Anm. 1) 61. 
16 Der Unterschied "mythisch-historisch'' wird hier nur vermutungsweise 

eingebracht, er ist fiir Dikaiarch noch nicht bezeugt, wohl aber spater fur Varro (s.u. 
Anm. 63). 

17 Nach Wolfgang Luppe, "Zu Dikaiarchos Fr. 63 Wehrli," RM 135 (1992) 94-95 
gehort 62 allerdings in das erste Buch. In diesem Fall mtiBte Euripides in einem 
chronologisch anderen Zusammenhang erwahnt worden sein. 
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allgemeinen Lebensfi.ihrung (57: Verhalten beim Essen, 76: 
Schlichtheit), ein gewisser Schwerpunkt scheint bei Beobachtungen im 
fraulichen Bereich gelegen zu haben (65-66: Werbungsagon, 
Hochzeit; 72: Verhalten beim Kult, 76: Unbekanntheit bedeutender 
Frauen; 77: Mitfiihren von Frauen im Krieg, Philipp/Dareios). Weiter 
werden Probleme der Sozialordnung (64: Verwandtschaftsverbande im 
friihen Griechenland, 58: standische Ordnung per Gesetzgebung in .. 
Agypten) behandelt, der politische Bereich also durchaus mitein-
bezogen. Von den einzelnen Kulturbereichen miissen Musik (lnstru­
mentalmusik, Gesang 72, Anfange der Musik 63), Tanzformen/ 
Ballspiel, also wahrscheinlich auch Sport (63, 73), Dichtung (62) und 
Philosophie (70) ebenfalls gebiihrende Beachtung gefunden haben. 18 

Im Zusammenhang mit dieser Themenwahl werden Interessen 
Dikaiarchs deutlich, die ihn klar in die peripatetische Tradition stellen. 
Er interessiert sich fiir Dichtung (Euripides, 62), arbeitet gern 
Dichterzitate ein (Hesiod, Sophokles, Alkman, Homer), die er zur 
Stiitzung seiner Argumentation (56A, 60, 72) anfilhrt, die er dabei aber 
auch rationalisiert (besonders deutlich bei Hesiod 56A) und kritisiert 
(Homer 63) und erklart gem Sprichworter (56a und 57). Das alles paBt 
gut zu seinen auch sonst bezeugten literaturwissenschaftlichen und 
philologischen Interessen.19 In der Herleitung von Sprichworten wird 
auBerdem ein aitiologischer Zug erkennbar, dem er auch bei andere11 
Themen nachgibt, z.B., wenn er Volkernamen etymologisch ableitet 
(Chaldaer von Chaldaios 60, 61 ), die Etymologie des Wortes 
"Akademie'' liefert (70) oder Stadtegriindungen erwahnt, die in 
unserem sparlichen Material immerhin dreimal belegt sind (Herakles­
Theben 65; Ninos-Ninive, Chaldaios-Babylon 60, 61 ). DaB damit 
natilrlich auch ein ethnographisch-geographisches Interesse bezeugt 
ist, ist bei einem Autor wie Dikaiarch nicht verwunderlich (vgl. 60, 61 
zwei Volker mit dem Namen Chaldaioi). Hierher gehort dann auch 
seine filr den sonstigen Peripatos ebenfalls bezeugte Vorliebe fur 
Heuremata, z.B. die Standeordnung des Sesostris, <lessen Erfindung 
des Reitens (58) und die Erfindung bestimmter Tanzformen <lurch die 
Sikyonier (73). Nicht vergessen darf man die chronologischen 
Interessen, die filr uns im altorientalischen Teil noch erkennbar sind.20 

18 Vgl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 64. 
19 Vgl. Wehrli (oben,Anm. 3) 537f. 
20 V gl. oben Anm. 14. 
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Ich kann bier nicht weiter auf die vielfachen Probleme des Autbaus 
und der einzelnen thematischen Aspekte eingehen und muB stattdessen 
aufWehrlis Kommentar verweisen. Allerdings muB ich wenigstens zum 
Komplex der Kulturentstehungslehre bei Dikaiarch etwas sagen, weil 
sich darin grundsatzliche Tendenzen in der Anlage und Zielsetzung 
seines Werkes zu verbergen scheinen. Die Forschung ist deshalb auch 
besonders intensiv auf diesen Punkt eingegangen.21 Problematisch ist 
zunachst die Einordnung des dikaiarchischen Modells der drei 
Entwicklungsstufen Urzeit, Hirtenleben und Ackerbau in die frilhere 
Lehrtradition. Ferner ware zu bestimmen, ob Dikaiarchs Modell im 
Sinne einer moralisch neutralen, zivilisatorisch-technischen Aszendenz 
(Rohe, tierhafte Anfange mit schweren Mangelzustanden, Ober­
windung der Mangelszustande durch zivilisatorische Hoherent­
wicklung) mit der Folge einer positiven Wertung der letzten Epoche 
oder als ein auf moralischen Wertungen beruhendes Dekadenzmodell 
zu deuten ist, demzufolge die letzte Epoche (in der ja der Autor noch 
selbst lebt) im Vergleich zu einer idealisierten, paradiesischen Frtihzeit 
<loch wohl negativ einzuschatzen ware. Nach der Antwort auf diese 
Frage ware schlieBiich noch zu klaren, welche Folgen sich daraus fur 
den ''ideologischen" Unterbau, die moralische Deutung des 
kulturhistorischen Ablaufs ergeben, die Dikaiarch seinem Werk 
zugrundelegt. 

Die communis opinio in der Frage nach der Lehrtradition, in der 
Dikaiarchs Kulturentstehungslehre steht, ist vor allem von Wehrli 
gepragt worden.22 Die Abfolge Hirtenleben-Ackerbau, fuhrt er mit dem 
Verweis auf Thukydides I 2 auf sophistische Vorlaufer zurilck. Ob diese 
Parallele wirklich ausreicht, um sophistischen EinfluB auf Dikaiarch zu 
unterstellen, bleibt fraglich .23 Sehr viel tragfahiger ist dagegen Wehrlis 

21 Vgl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 56-58; Id. (oben, Anm. 2) 530f.; Id. (oben, Anm. 3) 
537~ Martini (oben, Anm. 2) 548f.; Bodo Gatz, Weltalter, goldene Zeit und sinn­
verwandte Vorstellungen, Spudasmata XVI (Hildesheim, 1967) 156f.; Bernhard Reischl, 
Reflexe griechisc}zer Kulturentstehungslehren bei augusteisc}ien Dichtern~ Diss. 
Mtinchen (Augsburg, 1976) 90ff. und Bodei Giglioni (oben, Anm. 2). Weitere Literatur 
zur Kulturentstehungslehre Dikaiarchs im Beitrag von Trevor Saunders in diesem Band. 

22 V gl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 56; Id. (oben, Anm. 2) 531 undid. (oben, Anm. 3) 537. 
23 Weder laBt sich m.E. das Thukydideskapitel I 2 zweifelsfrei auf sophistische 

Quellen zurtickftihren, noch kann man daraus eine eindeutige Reihenfolge der 
Kulturstufen Hirtenleben /Ackerbau im Sinne Dikaiarchs ableiten. Die Unterschiede 
zwischen Thukydides und Dikaiarch betont auch schon Bodei Giglioni (oben, Anm. 2) 
644f. Dagegen sieht P. H. Schrijvers, "Intertextualite et polemique dans le de rerum 
natura (V 925-1010). Lucrece vs. Dicearque de Messene," Philologus 138 (1994) 288-
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Hinweis auf Platons Nomoi III 677Bff., wo in ahnlicher Abfolge auf ein 
Stadium des Hirtenlebens der Ackerbau folgt mit entsprechenden 
moralischen Implikationen.24 Hier scheint tatsachlich ein Traditions­
strang erfaBt, dem sich Dikaiarch verpflichtet fiihlte. Trotzdem bleibt 
die systematische Eingliederung des Dreischritts in den Kontext der 
Kulturentstehungslehre Dikaiarchs Verdienst oder ist zumindest 
erstmals bei ihm belegt. 

Das zweite Problem liegt, wie gesagt, in der Zuordnung von 
Dikaiarchs Modell zu den verschiedenen Typen von Kulturent­
stehungslehren.25 Drei Typen werden gewohnlich unterschieden: die 
mythische Deszendenz (z.B. Hesiods Weltzeitalter in den Erga), die 
sophistisch-atomistische Aszendenz (Protagoras, Demokrit u.a.) und 
die spatere "dialektische'' Synthese von Deszendenz und Aszendenz 
(erkennbar in der Vulgata des 2./1. Jhdts v. Chr., z.B. Poseidonios, 
Diodor, Lukrez ).26 Im Fall Dikaiarchs liegt die Schwierigkeit ~arin, 
daB sein Dreistuf enmodell in zwei Fragmenten tiberlief ert ist, die 
durchaus unterschiedliche Typenzuordnungen zulassen (54 Varro und 
56A Porphyrios) und daher sorgfaltig miteinander verglichen werden 
miissen, bevor man sie fi.ir Dikaiarch auszuwerten versucht.27 Varro 
und Porphyrios referieren zweifellos beide Dikaiarchs Dreischritt, aber 
es ist evident, daB sie dabei ihr Ref erat den eigenen Darstellungszielen 
oder Anschauungen angepasst und so umgefarbt haben, daB ihre 
Quelle, Dikaiarch, nicht mehr klar genug erkennbar wird. Wie Reischl 

304, 293 und 302, Anm. 33 die Abhangigkeit Dikaiarchs in 56A von Thukydides <lurch 
Formulierungsparallelen gesichert, die jedoch m.E. nicht tragfahig sind. Ein ahnlich 
systematischer Dreischritt wie bei Dikaiarch laBt sich auBerdem in den bekannten 
sophistisch-atomistischen Kulturentstehungslehren (Protagoras VS 80 C I , Demokrit 
VS 68 B 5) nicht nachweisen, und wenn Dikaiarch, jedenfalls nach 56A, das 
hesiodeische Dekadenzschema (wenn auch mit sophistischer Rationalisierung, wie 
Wehrli sagt) adaptiert, so sollte man bedenken, daB er sich damit, wie Wehrli (oben, 
Anm. 1) 56 selbst zugibt, in einen prinzipiellen Gegensatz zur sophistischen Aszen­
denztheorie setzt. 

24 V gl. Wehrli ( oben, Anm. 1) 56f., Id. ( oben, Anm. 2) 531 und id. ( oben, Anm. 3) 
537 und dazu noch die Hinweise von Gatz (oben, Anm. 21) 150. Bodei Giglioni (oben, 
Anm. 2) 643 sieht eher Unterschiede zu Platon. 

25 V gl. dazu Gatz ( oben, Anm. 21) 144ff. und Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 1 ff. 
26 V gl. dazu Gatz ( oben, Anm. 2 I) 161 und Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) 1. 
27 Dies hat, soweit mir bekannt, erstmals Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) 88-96 geleistet. 

Gatz ( oben, Anm. 21) 157 und Bodei Giglioni ( oben, Anm. 2), stiltzen sich zu einseitig 
auf Porphyrios (56A). Skeptisch gegeniiber Porphyrios ist auch Francesco Della Corte, 
"L'idea della preistoria in Varrone,'' Atti del Congresso Internazionale di Studi 
Varroniani, 2 vols. (Rieti, 1976) I: 111-36, 128, zu Varros Zeugnis vgl. ebenda l 29f. 
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uberzeugend herausgearbeitet hat, erscheint Dikaiarchs Model! bei 
Varro (54) als rein aszendente Variante, in deres ausschlieBlich um den 
technisch-zivilisatorischen Fortschritt im Nahrungserwerb in drei Kul­
turstufen geht, deren hochste der Landbau ist (Natiirlicher Urzustand = 
Keine Nahrungsvorsorge, vegetarische Ernahrung; Hirtenstufe = 
Nahrungsvorratswirtschaft im vegetarischen Bereich durch Sammeln 
von Frtichten, im tierischen Bereich durch Domestikation; Agrikultur = 
kiinstliche (vegetarische) Nahrungserzeugung <lurch Landbau). DaB 
dies von Varro als eine Reihe des technischen Fortschritts gedacht ist, 
zeigt deutlicher noch 55. Von einer eventuell damit verbundenen 
moralischen Dekadenz ist bei Varro keine Rede, obwohl gerade ihm 
sonst kulturkritische Ansatze nicht fremd sind. Vor allem wird der 
Urzustand bei ihm nicht idealisiert und mit dem goldenen Zeitalter 
unter Kronos gleichgesetzt wie in Porphyrios Bericht. Dies mag seinen 
Grund darin haben, daB Varro fiir seine res rusticae nur auf die 
zivilisatorisch-technische Seite auschlieBlich der agrarischen Kultur­
entwicklung abhob und andere Ziige seiner Vorlage beiseite lieB.28 

Anders Porphyrios (56A). Hier erscheint Dikaiarchs Modell als eine 
fiir die spatere Vulgata typische Kombination von technisch­
zivilisatorischer Aszendenz und deren Bewertung als einer physischen 
und moralischen Deszendenz: Der Bios der ersten Menschen unter 
Kronos-das goldene Geschlecht Hesiods wird zur Erlauterung 
herangezogen, aber zugleich auch rationalisiert-gilt hier ebenfalls als 
die zivilisatorisch niedrigste, aber anders als bei Varro als die Stufe 
physisch und moralisch gesehen hochster Lebensqualitat. Diese 
Menschen, standen noch den Gottern nahe, waren von Natur aus gut, 
hatten die beste Art der Lebensfiihrung, die Nahrung wuchs von selbst 
(<las berilhmte Automaton-Motiv), d.h. sie wendeten keinerlei 
agrarische (und auch sonst keine) Technik an, hatten also MuBe und 
keine Miihe und Sorge. Ihre genilgsame Diat hielt sie gesund. Es gab 
keinen Besitz, also auch keinen Streit und keinen Krieg. Besonderer 
Nachdruck wird dabei, wie im gesamten folgenden Text, auf den Ver­
zicht auf die Totung von Tieren, also auf die vegetarische Ernahrung 
der Menschen dieser Epoche gelegt (Bezeugt auch <lurch 568). 
Dementsprechend entsteht auf der zweiten Stufe, dem voµaOtKO~ Pio~, 
in dem erstmals Tiere getotet und domestiziert werden, Zwietracht und 

,... 

Krieg <lurch Besitz. Die dritte Stufe, das y£ropytKOV Etbo<;, wird nicht 

28 V gl. Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) 94--96. 
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naher charakterisiert, daftir noch einmal das Gluck der Friihzeit 
gepriesen unter emeuter Erwahnung der Enthaltung vom FleischgenuB. 

Obwohl Porphyrios, wie das haufige cp11cr1.v und die groBere 
Detailgenauigkeit besonders in der Hesiodpassage zeigt, naher am 
Originaltext zu referieren scheint als Varro, ist auch hier im Hinblick 
auf die Authentizitat des Wortlautes und die Vollstandigkeit der 
Wiedergabe der Lehre Dikaiarchs Vorsicht geboten. 29 Insbesondere ist 
das Merkmals des Vegetarismus der goldenen Frtihzeit, das Porphyrios 
so betont, strittig. Hat schon Dikaiarch, wie in der Seelenlehre vielleicht 
auch hier den Pythagoreem folgend, in der Totung von Tieren eine Art 
"Siindenfall'' der Menschheit gesehen, der zum moralischen Nieder­
gang der Folgeepochen fiihrte ? Wie schwer hier eine Antwort zu geben 
ist, zeigt Wehrli, der im Kommentar 1967 dem Gedanken des 
Vegetarismus fur Dikaiarchs Kulturentstehungslehre jede Bedeutung 
abspricht, ihn aber spater doch wieder als dekadenzauslosenden Faktor 
nach dem Vorbild von Theophrasts de pietate auch fiir Dikaiarch 
zulaBt.30 

Wie dem auch sei-Porphyrios scheint insgesamt doch insofern 
Dikaiarch vollstandiger wiederzugeben als Varro, als Dikaiarch in 
seiner Kulturentstehungslehre am Anf ang des Bios H el/ados nicht nur 
den technisch-zivilisatorischen Fortschritt im Nahrungserwerb 
beschrieb, sondern eine, wie Reischl sich ausdriickt, "ambivalente 
Aszendenztheorie'' vertrat, 31 die unter partieller Verwendung des 
poetischen Weltzeitaltermythos Hesiods den Gedanken gleichzeitiger 
physischer und moralischer Dekadenz (Krankheit, Luxusstreben/ 
Habgier/Krieg etc.) einbrachte, wohl in der Absicht, nicht nur den 
technischen Fortschritt, sondem auch die Obel in der Welt zu erklaren. 

Es ergibt sich daraus die bereits erwahnte weitere Frage, welche 
Reichweite dieser Gedanke im Gesamtwerk Dikaiarchs hatte, ob er z.B. 
nur auf die Urperiode der Menschheitsgeschichte beschrankt oder filr 
den gesamten im Bios Hellados beschriebenen historischen Ablauf 
bestimmend war. Mir scheint das erste zuzutreff en, denn der Dekadenz­
gedanke dominiert die gesamte Darstellung keineswegs so wie bei 
Hesiod, etwa in dem Sinne, daB die Zeit von der Entstehung der 
hochsten Kulturstufe, der Agrikultur, bis zur Zeit des Autors selbst 
standig als ein moralisch verkommenes Jammertal vorgestellt wiirde. 

29 V gl. oben Anm. 28. 
30 Vgl. Wehrli (oben, Anm. 1) 56 undid. (oben, Anm. 3) 493 und 537. 
31 VgL Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 93. 
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Im Gegenteil, es gibt spater ja auch moralische Verbesserungen (57-
59) und Lobenswertes (76 und 77). Aus dem Kulturmodell Dikaiarchs 
laBt sich m.E. jedenfalls nichts fur die moralische Gesamttendenz des 
Werkes ab lei ten. 32 Sovie I zum Autbau und zum Inhalt der Schrift, mit 
deren Hilf e sich sch on mane hes zu seinen Spezifika ennitteln lieB. 

ad (2): Mehr kann sicher noch aus der im Titel verborgenen 
Begriffsgeschichte des Wortes ~{o~ und seiner Verbindung mit 
fEAAcx6o~ gewonnen werden. Die Bedeutungen von p{oc; zur Zeit 
Dikaiarchs I assen sich leicht an Aristoteles 11 Gebrauch des Wortes 
ablesen. Es bedeutet hauptsachlich ( 1) Lebensdauer, -zeit (2)Lebens­
unterhalt (victus) und (3) Lebensweise, -fuhrung. 33 In der dritten 
Bedeutungs-gruppe ist im menschlichen Bereich die Obertragung des 
~io~-Begriffs vom lndividuum auf den Staat ganz selbstverstandlich. 
Die in der Ethik entwickelten Prinzipien der Lebensfiihrung gelten fiir 
das menschliche Individuum wie fiir den Staat und seine Verfassung in 
gleicher Weise, ja die Verfassung (1t0Att£tcx) ist die Lebensform, -
filhrung (~{o~) des Staates (Politik 4.11 1294a40 und 7 .3 1325b30-32). 
Obwohl die Verbindung von ~io; mit einem konkreten Staat m. W. bei 
Aristoteles nicht belegt ist, fiihrt von hier aus kein weiter Weg zum Pio<; 
~EAAaOoc; Dikaiarchs, den man dann im Sinne von Ober die Lebensfiih­
rung/Lebensweise Griechenlands verstehen konnte. 

Aber man kommt, was eventuelle Vorlauf er Dikaiarchs im Gebrauch 
von ~{o~ betrifft, durchaus fiber Aristoteles hinaus, namlich bis zu den 
Vorsokratikern und zwar in den Umkreis ihrer fiir Dikaiarch ja so 
wichtigen Kulturenstehungslehre.34 Hier trifft man auf Stellen, die von 
einem kollektiven ~io~ der Menschen reden, der sich in Stufen hoher 
entwickelt. Z.B. spricht Kritias von einem anfanglich ungeordneten, 
tierischen Bias der Menschen ohne Recht und Gesetz (Kritias VS 88 B 

32 Hier mochte ich eher der vorsichtigen Skepsis Wehr I is ( oben, Anm. 1) 64 f olgen 
als der Zuversicht Bodei Giglionis (oben, Anm. 2), die ja9 wie schon gesagt (Anm. 28), 
von 56A aus die moralische Gesamttendenz des Werkes ermitteln zu konnen glaubt. 

33 In diesen Bedeutungen kann es sich mit Mensch, Tier und Pflanze (Gen. an. 
736bl3) verbinden (exemplarische Zusammenstellung von piot von Mensch und Tier 
in Politik l 8). Dabei wird ~to<; immer auf Gattungen bezogen (z.B. maximale 
Lebensspanne der Pferde 576a29; Lebensunterhalt der Adlerjungen 619b27; 
verschiedene Arten der Lebensfiihrung (~tot) des Menschen. ·selege bei Bonitz, Index 
Aristotelicus, s. v. ~{o;) Eine Verbindung von ~{o<; mit einer individuellen Person (etwa 
~(o<; 'Apxuta wie bei Aristoxenos) ist jedoch, wenn ich nichts Obersehen habe, bei 
Aristoteles nicht belegt. 

34 Vgl. die Hinweise bei Gatz (oben, Anm. 21) 146ff. und oben Anm. 22. 
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25), ahnlich auch Demokrit-Diodor (VS 68 B 5, II 135, 33ff., 136, 12). 
Besonders beziehungsreich ist hier der Palamedes-Komplex. 
Palarnedes, der Forderer des zivilisatorischen Fortschritts der 
Menschheit par excellence (Kriegskunst, Recht, Buchstabenschrift, 
MaBe und Gewichte, Rechnen u. a.), riihmt sich bei Gorgias (VS 82 B 
1 la §30, II 301, 23ff. D.-K.) den menschlichen Bios in Griechenland 
entscheidend verbessert zu haben. Und in dieser Motivtradition stoBen 
wir auch auf den m. W. n. ersten und altesten Beleg der Junktur 
( EAAaooc; ~io~. Es ist das Aischy losfragment 181 a Radt aus der 
Tragodie Palamedes.35 Palamedes sagt dort: 

£1tEtta 7t<l0"Tl<; tEAAa8oc; Kat ~uµµaxrov ~{ov Ot4,Kt(J' OV't<l 1tptv 
1tEq>upµevov 011pcriv 0' oµotov, 1tp&~a µEv tov 1tavcroq>ov apt0µov 
EUPllK' E~oxov cro<ptcrµatrov. 

. 
Dann ordnet ich des ganzen Hellas wie auch der Mitkampfer Leben,das 
zuvor verworren war und Tieren gleich. Zuerst erfand die Zahl ich, die 
Allweise, aller Wissenschaften trefflichste. 

Kein Zweifel, Dikaiarch stellt sich mit seiner Titeljunktur uber 
Aristoteles hinaus auch in die vorsokratische Tradition der Kultur­
entstehungslehre, die ~ioc; im Rahmen eines aszendenten technisch­
zivilisatorischen Entwicklungsmodells als Kulturzi,stand, Zivilisation­
stufe o.a. verstanden wissen will, und so konnte man den Titel seiner 
Schrift auch mit Ober die Kultur, Zivilisation Griechenlands wie­
dergeben. Die Schrift selbst war dann als eine Kultur- bzw. 
Zivilisationsgeschichte Griechenlands gedacht. 

Wenn im vorsokratischen Pio~-Begriff das Merkmal der Kultur­
entstehung und -entwicklung, also ein historisches Moment immer 
schon mitgegeben ist, so ist damit noch nicht das Merkmal des 
vollstandigen historischen Ablaufs der griechischen Kultur von den 
Anfangen bis auf die Zeit des Autors erklart. Hier konnte eine neue 
Bedeutung von ~{o~ eine Rolle gespielt haben, die mit der Ent­
stehungsgeschichte der Biographie von Individuen im Peripatos nach 
Theophrast zusammenhangt. ~io<; bedeutet hier nicht mehr nur 
Lebensfiihrung, sondern auch individueller Lebensverlauf, Lebensge­
schichte und in deren Folge auch Beschreibung dieses Lebens-

35 Radt versieht <las Fragment zwar mit zwei Sternen (nicht filr Aischylos belegt), 
halt es aber doch ftir echt. 
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verlaufes, Biographie. Es ist nun eine alte These Fr. Leos, daB 
Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados von dieser Entwicklung beeinflu6t ist und in 
dieser Schrift analog zur Individualbiographie nicht nur die 
Lebensfiihrung, sondern auch die "Lebensgeschichte'' eines Volkes 
beschrieben werden sollte. 36 Dikaiarch hatte also, wenn diese 
Vermutung stimmt, im komplexen Spiel begrifflicher Assoziationen die 
vorsokratische zivilisatorische ~io<;-Bedeutung (Zivilisationsstufe, 
Kulturzustand) mit der ethisch-politischen des Aristoteles (Lebens­
weise,-fuhru,zg) und der neuen biographisch-literarischen Bedeutung 
(Lebensgeschichte) verbinden wollen. Ob diese These stimmt, wird 
gleich zu priifen sein. Seinen Werktitel miiBten wir allerdings in jedem 
Fall wegen seiner zweifellos auch historischen Nebenbedeutung als 
Lebensweise, Kultur Griechenlands in ihrem vollstiindigen historischen 
Verlauf oder einfacher, wie ja schon oft geschehen, als Kulturgeschichte 
Griechenlands paraphrasieren und sein Werk selbst entsprechend 
verstehen. 

ad (3): Solche Beobachtungen lenken den Blick, wie schon 
angekiindigt, auf die Frage, welche Rolle der Bios Hellados Dikaiarchs 
im Geftige verwandter literarischer Gattungen spielt. Offenbar muB 
diese Schrift im Hinblick auf ihren Gattungscharakter als etwas vollig 
Neues bewertet werden, ist doch kein Werk gleichen Titels und auch 
keine irgendwie anders betitelte monographische Behandlung der 
Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands vor ihr bekannt.37 Auf eine Ar­
chegetenrolle Dikaiarchs deuten, wie schon haufiger vermerkt wurde, 
auch die Nachahmungen seines Werkes <lurch Schriften gleichen Titels 
von Jason von Nysa (4 Bucher ~io~ tll<; EAA<l0o<;)38 und von Varro (de 
vita populi Romani). Doch worin genau besteht eigentlich <las Novum 
dieser Schrift, das sie von anderen, verwandten Gattungen absetzen 
konnte? 

Wenn dieses Novum, wie oben erlautert, in der erstmaligen 
Obertragung der Gattungskriterien der Einze.Jbiographie auf die Vita 
eines Volkes liegen sollte, hatten wir als erste verwandte Gattung die 

36 Vgl. Friedrich Leo, Die griechisch-roniische Biographie nach ihrer literarischen 
Form (ND Hilsheim, 1901) 99, Albrecht Dihle, Studien zur griechischen Biographie 
(Gottingen, 1970) 71, Wehrli (oben, Anm. l) 63 undid. (oben, Anm. 3) 537. 

37 V gl. Dihle, ibid. 71: "das erste und bedeutendste kulturgeschichtliche Werk der 
Antike." 

38 Zu Jason s. unten Anm. 54. 
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Biographie heranzuziehen. Vorstufe der im friihen Peripatos ent­
standenen biographischen Literatur ist bekanntlich die theoretische 
Systematik der Bioi (Lebensweisen, Berufe) in der aristotelischen Ethik 
und Politik. Schon bei Theophrast verdichtet sie sich zu einer nur dem 
Titel nach bekannten monographischen Behandlung der Leben sf ormen, 
in der sicher viel konkretes biographisches Material zur Exempli­
fizierung der verschiedenen Leben sf ormen verarbeitet war. 39 FaBbarere 
Spuren solcher Bioi-Sammlungen finden sich aber erst bei Dikaiarch 
selbst und besonders bei <lessen Zeit- und Schulgenossen Klearch von 
Soloi (geb. vor ca. 340 v. Chr.). Von Dikaiarch stammt eine mindestens 
zwei Bucher umfassende Schrift IlEpt ~iwv, die jedoch fiir uns leider 
nur noch ein Schemen bleiben muB.40 Sie behandelte allgemeine 
Fragen der Lebensfiihrung sicher mit einem fiir die Romer spater so 
attraktiven Pladoyer fur den (insbesondere politischen) ~io<; 
npaK'ttK:oc;. Desweiteren muB die Schrift-wahrscheinlich unter 
Beschrankung auf Philosophen-unter dem leitenden Aspekt des ~io~ 
npax:ttKO<; Beispiele fur verschiedene Lebensfiihrungen, also Ein­
zelbiographien enthalten haben, vielleicht iiber die Sieben Weisen, 
Pythagoras, Sokrates und Platon. Von den Fragmenten dieses Werks aus .,. 

fiihrt noch keine Briicke zum Bios Hellados, wohl aber von den 
Fragmenten des gleichnamigen Werks 1t£pt ~irov von Klearch in 
mindestens acht Biichern.41 Laut Wehrli stellte Klearch ''Biographien 
als Veranschaulichung prinzipiell moglicher Daseinsformen dar." 
Dabei erwahnt Wehrli zwei wichtige Unterschiede zur Biographie von 
Individuen: ''Das Leben des Einzelnen brauchte dabei n i c h t 
v o l I s t a n d i g erzahlt zu werden; andererseits kamen g an z e 
V o I k e r wie Lyder und Perser, sowie Stadte des kleinasiatischen 
Ostens und Westens zur sittengeschichtlichen Behandlung."42 Fur uns 
ist bier vor allem der zweite Unterschied von groBer Bedeutung. Die 
peripatetische ~{01-Literatur zur Zeit Diakaiarchs und Klearchs war 
also zur Exemplifizierung ihrer Typen von Lebensfiihrungsarten 
keineswegs auf die Vitae von Einzelpersonen festgelegt, sondern es 
konnten auch kollektive ''Sitten, Gebrauche, Lebensweisen" von 

39 Vgl. Leo (oben, Anm. 36) 98 (Diog. Laert. 5, 42: 3 BtichernEpl Piwv). Schriften 
dieser Art gab es aber It. Leo, 98, auch schon in der Akademie, z.B. von Xenokrates. 

40 V gl. 1 no. 5 und 33-52 und Wehrli (oben, Anm. 3) 536f. 
41 Vgl. Klearch bei Fritz Wehrli, Die Schute des Aristoteles. Bd. 3, 2nd. ed. (1969) 

frr. 37-62 und Wehrli (oben, Anm. 3) 549f. 
42 V gl. Wehrli ( oben, Anm. 3) 549f. Hervorhebung von mir. 
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ganzen Volkem und Stadten beschrieben werden, wie im Fall Klearchs 
solche der Spartaner, Lyder, Milesier, Skythen, Tarentiner und Meder. 
Von hier aus ist es nattirlich sehr leicht, eine Briicke zu Dikaiarchs Bias 
Hellados zu schlagen: Die Schrift steht grundsatzlich in der Tradition 
der im Peripatos erstmals bei Theophrast faBbaren und dann im 
Peripatos besonders gepflegten ~iot-Literatur, die Arten von 
Lebensweisen, Typen der Lebensftihrung, Sitten, Gebrauche etc. zum 
Gegenstand hatte und diese mit Hilfe von Beispielen individueller und 
kollektiver Lebensfiihrung illustrierte. Das Neue an Dikaiarchs Schrift 
ware von dieser Gattungstradition her gesehen 1 e d i g 1 i c h d i e 
Konzentration auf die monographische Behandlung 
e i n e s e i n z i g e n k o 11 e k t i v e n B i o s, n a m I i c h au f d e n 
V o I k s b i o s G r i e ch en 1 an d s. 

Mit dieser Einordnung des Bios Hellados als eines Sonderfalls der 
Gattung IIepl ~{rov ist allerdings noch nicht die unzweifelhafte Absicht 
Dikaiarchs erklart, den Bios Griechenlands auch in seinem vollen 
historischen Ablauf zu beschreiben, denn auf Vollstandigkeit in diesem 
Punkt war es ja, wie bereits erwahnt, in der IlEpt Pirov-Literatur 
off en bar nicht angekommen. Ich habe sch on erwahnt, daB Leo diese 
Eigenart des Bios Hellados auf eine Obertragung von Darstel­
lungsprinzipien der Einzelbiographie zurilckftihrte.43 Fur den 
individuellen Bios, wie er sich bei Aristoxenos herausbildete, war es 
namlicl1 sehr wahrscheinlich konstitutiv, daB nicht our die 
Lebensfiihrung, der Charakter der behandelten Person, sondern auch 
die vollstandige Lebensgeschichte eines Menschen beschrieben 
wurde.44 Dikaiarch ware dann von bier aus dazu angeregt worden, in 
Obertragung des PersOnlichkeitsbegriff s aus der indi viduellen 
Biographie nicht our den "Charakter,'' die Lebensftihrung (~io~) des 
griechischen Volkes, sondern auch <lessen Lebensgeschichte, 
''Biographie" darzustellen. So plausibel diese Erklarung zunachst zu 
sein scheint-sie verliert filr mich bei naherer Betrachtung doch 
erheblich an Oberzeugungskraft. Es mag durchaus sein, daB Dikaiarch 
bei der Wahl des Begriffes ~{o~ fur den Titel seiner Schrift auch unter 

43 S. oben Anm. 37. 
44 V gl. dazu Dihles Definition der Biographic: Sie (die Definition) besagt, daft man 

von Biographie als literarischer Gattung nur sprechen kann, wenn das Leben eines 
Menschen als ganzes ins Auge gefafJt, in seinem Ablauf, ... , dargestellt und als 
Verwirklichung eines moralisch bewerteten Charakters interpretiert wird, ... in 
Albrecht Dihle, Die Entstehung der historischen Biographie (Heidelberg, 1987) 8 . 
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dem EinfluB der ihm sicher bekannten Biographien des Aristoxenos 
und vielleicht auch seines eigenen biographischen Material in seiner 
Schrift IlEpt ~icov stand und daher auch die Komponente 
Lebensverlauf, Biographie im Titel mitschwingt. Ob damit aber das 
Merkmal des historischen Ablauf s, so wie es sich dann in der Schrift 
selbst zeigt, ausreichend erklart ist, mochte ich deshalb bezweifeln, 
weil dieser Ablauf kaum zu einer Biographie, sondem viel eher zu einer 
anderen Gattung paBt, und zwar zur Historiographie, genauer zur 
U n i v e r s a I g e s c h i c h t e. 

Bei dem von mir bereits anfangs erlauterten historischen Ablauf in: 
Anthropogenese (vie/Leicht sogar Zoogonie)-Kulturentstehung in drei 
Stufen-Orientalische Kulturen-Griechenland: mythische Zeit­
historische Zeit bis auf die Gegenwart des Autors drangt sich m. E. die 
Analogie zur Universalgeschichte formlich auf. Bekanntlich ist <las 
Jahrhundert Dikaiarchs auch das Jahrhundert der ersten Universal­
geschichte, ich meine die 30 Bucher 'Ia--copiat des Ephoros von Kyme 
(entstanden etwa von 350 bis 330). Sie reichten von der Riickkehr der 
Herakliden bis auf die Zeit des Autors, wobei nicht nur die Geschichte 
Griechenlands, sondern auch die barbarischer Volker miteinbezogen 
wurde. Universalgeschichtliche Ansatze zeigen auch die ebenfalls zur 
Zeit Dikaiarchs entstandenen Philippica oder <l>tAt1t1ttKat tlcrtopiat 
des Theopomp von Chios (geb. 378/377 v. Chr.). Obwohl vom Thema 
her auf Philipp von Makedonien und seine Zeit beschrankt, griff diese 
Schrift <loch weit dariiber hinaus und behandelte Weltgeschichte im 
Sinne von fr. 25 Jacoby: at 'CE 't&v EAAiivrov Kat ~ap~Clprov 1tp<l~e1c;. 
Es ist nun mehr als wahrscheinlich, daB sich Dikaiarch von diesen 
neuen Tendenzen in der Historiographie seiner Zeit bei seinem Plan hat 
anregen lassen, eine Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands zu schreiben. Die 
Ahnlichkeiten sind frappant, wenn man spatere uni versalgeschichtliche 
Darstellungen zum Vergleich heranzieht, die man auf grund ihres 
Erhaltungszustandes besser iiberblicken kann als die Werke des 
Ephoros und des Theopomp. Ich meine vor allem Diodors (1. Jhdt. v. 
Chr.) Bibliotheke in 40 Biichem, die ja in der Tradition der Universal­
geschichte des 4. Jhdts. steht. Der zeitliche Rahmen einer Universalge­
schichte reicht gewohnlich von den Anfangen bis auf die Zeit des 
Autors, bei Diodor vom Anfang der Welt bis zum Jahre 54 v. Chr. (so 
auch bei Nikolaos von Damaskus). Das gleiche Prinzip ist, wie wir 
gesehen haben, auch in Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados eingehalten. Der 
inhaltliche Ablauf bei Diodor liest sich streckenweise fast wie ein 
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Inhaltsverzeichnis der Schrift Dikaiarchs: Kosmogonie, Zoogonie, 
Kulturentstehungslehre (vielleicht nach Demokrit) (Buch 1), dann drei 
Bucher iiber barbarische, insbesondere orientalische Volker (B. 1-3), 
namlich Agypten (B. 1), Assyrer (u.a. Ninos), Chaldaer und andere 
Volker (B. 2-3). Ab Buch 4 folgen dann die Griechen, zuerst die 
mythische Zeit in B. 4-6, dann von 7-17 die historische Zeit vom 
trojanischen Krieg bis zum Tod Alexanders u. s. f. bis zu Caesars Ex­
pedition nach Britannien 54 v. Chr. Eine derart weitgehende Parallele 
kann m. E. nicht auf Zufall beruhen, sondern liefert ein beredtes 
Zeugnis fur den EinfluB der Universalgeschichte auf den Bios Hellados 
Dikaiarchs. 

Von der Gattungsgeschichte der Historiographie her gesehen ergibt 
sich also ein zweites Novum der Schrift Dikaiarchs: Er ging von der 
~{01-Literatur aus und konzentrierte sich dabei auf einen einzigen Bios, 
den Bios Griechenlands. Dabei war er aber auch an der vollstandigen 
Erf assung der historischen Dimension seines Gegenstandes interessiert 
und versuchte ihm dadurch gerecht zu werden, daB er sich der 
Darstellungsmittel der Universalgeschichte seiner Zeit bediente. Er 
wollte nicht einfach nur den Bios, die Lebensweise, die Sitten und Ge­
brauche Griechenlands, sondem e i n e U n i v e r s a I g e s c h i c h t e 
G r i e c h e n I a n d s u n t e r d e m A s p e k t s e i n e s B i o s, 
also eine Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands im 
v o l l e n S i n n e d e s W o rt e s s c h re i b e n.45 Dikaiarchs Schrift 
diirfte demnach kaum als das Ergebnis einer Obertragung von 
Prinzipien der Einzelbiographie (Charakter und Lebensgeschichte), 
sondern als eine Art Mischgattung zwischen der peripatetischen 1tEpt 

{3i©v-Literatur und der zeitgenossischen Universalgeschichte zu ver­
stehen sein.46 

45 Es handelt sich hier wohlgemerkt nur um eine erste vorlaufige Vermutung, die 
durch weitere griindliche Priifung der Beziehungen zwischen der Universalgeschichte 
von Ephoros bis Diodor und Dikaiarchs Bios abgesichert werden muB, eine wichtige 
Aufgabe, die im Rahmen dieses Beitrages nicht geleistet werden kann. Ich habe daher 
hier auf Einzelnachweise und Literaturangaben verzichtet. 

46 Zu priifen ware ebenfalls noch das Verhaltnis des Bios Hellados zur Ethnographie 
und weiterer verwandter Gattungen. V gl. dazu Albrecht Dihle, "Zur hellenistischen 
Ethnographie," in Grecs et Barbares, Entretiens VIII, 205-39 (Vandoeuvres-Geneve, 
1962) 205-39; Klaus E. Muller, Geschichte der antiken Ethnographie und 
ethnologische,i Theoriebildung, 2 Bande (Wiesbad~n, 1972/1980) 1:213-18 (Dikaiarch) 
und 11:26-42 (Varro); und Albrecht Dihle, Die Grieclien und die Fre,nden (Mtinchen, 
1994). 
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ad (4): AbschlieBend komme ich zur Frage, ob unsere Fragmente des 
Bios Hellados eine Gesamttendenz, eine Art zentraler Aussage 
erkennen lassen. Diese Aussage konnte-bei einer Sitten- und 
Kulturgeschichte ein naheliegender Gedanke-in eine kritisch­
moralisierende Richtung zielen. Die Sparlichkeit unserer Oberlieferung 
IaBt bier jedoch m. E. keine sichere Antwort zu. Es laBt sich namlich, 
wie schon gesagt,47 auf der Basis unserer Fragmente nicht nachweisen, 
ob eine moralisierende Betrachtung, wie sie unzweif elhaft in 56A 
vorliegt, das gesamte Werk durchzog. Die sonstigen Fragmente 
verhalten sich in diesem Punkt neutral und lassen sich ebensogut aus 
einem rein kulturaitiologischen Interesse erklaren. Wenn man dennoch 
an einer moralischen Gesamttendenz des Werks festhalten will, bleibt 
nur die Moglichkeit, sich auf 56A zu stiitzen und <lessen Aussage auf 
das gesamte Werk zu extrapolieren. Diesen Weg ist vor allem G. Bodei 
Giglioni gegangen. Fur sie ist der Bios Hellados ein Denkmal des 
Kulturpessimismus in der Zeit geographischer Expansion und 
politischer Krisen des 4. Jhdts. Aus einem Geftihl der Enttauschung 
iiber die krisenhafte Gegenwart sei eine idealisierende Aufwertung der 
Friihzeit entstanden, verbunden mit dem moralischen Apell vor allem 
zur Vermeidung von Krieg und Gemetzel, zum Vegetarismus, zur 
Reduktion der Bediirfnisse ilberhaupt im Sinne eines "Zuriick zur 
.Natur," ldealen, die von den Menschen der Vorzeit beispielhaft 
vorgelebt warden seien. Diese Tendenz verbinde Dikaiarch mit anderen 
philosophischen Richtungen seiner Zeit wie den Kynikern und 
Epikureern. Dikaiarch ware, so gesehen, eine frilhe Stimme im Chor 
hellenistischer Enthaltsamkeitphilosophen.48 Gegen diese Auffassung 
scheint mir eher Skepsis angebracht, ganz einfach deshalb, weil, wie 
schon gesagt, die wenigen auBer 56A uns verbliebenen Fragmente eine 
derartig dezidierte Aussage nicht ausreichend sti.itzen konnen. lch 
mochte mich in diesem Punkt <loch eher Wehrli anschlieBen, der dem 
Bios Hellados zwar einen durchgehenden moralischen Gesichtspunkt 
unterstellt, sich aber auBerstande sieht, unseren Resten eine einheitliche 
Konzeption in dieser Hinsicht abzugewinnen.49 

47 S. oben S. 290. 
48 V gl. Bodei-Giglioni ( oben, Anm. 2) passim, besonders 650f. 
49 s. oben S. 290 mit Anm. 33. 
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Nach der Beschreibung des Werkes selbst komme ich nun, wie 
angektindigt, zu meinem zweiten Punkt, der Nachwirkung des Bios 
Hellados. DaB Dikaiarchs Philosophie allgemein sich auch noch im 
intellektuellen Rom des ersten Jahrhunderts vor Chr. ungebrochener 
Aufmerksamkeit erfreute, ist bekannt und z.B. filr Cicero ausftihrlich 
von Smethurst dargestellt worden.50 Nachwirkungen speziell des Bios 
Hellados hat man allerdings bisher ausschlieBlich fiir Varro 
behauptet.51 Vor allem gait es als ausgemacht, daB Varros titelgleicher 
Schrift de vita populi Romani (= vpR) in vier Biichern, die man 
gewohnlich auf das Jahr 43 v. Chr. datiert, Dikaiarchs Bios Modell 
gestanden hat. 52 

Vor einer vergleichenden Betrachtung beider Schriften, die sich von 
daher sof ort anbietet, sind jedoch zwei prazisierende Vorbemerkungen 
notig. Zunachst ist Vorsicht geboten, wenn man Varros Schrift 
ausschlieBlich und direkt auf Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados zuriickfiihrt. 
Zweifellos kannte Varro Dikaiarchs Schrift aus eigener Lektiire, wie die 
beiden Erwahnungen in den res rusticae beweisen,53 und, obwohl er sie 
in unseren Fragmenten von vpR nicht nennt oder zitiert, laBt sich doch 
allein die Verwendung des Originaltitels in lateinischer Obersetzung 
kaum anders als ein Hinweis auf sein peripatetisches Gattungsvorbild 
verstehen. Dennoch ist auch ein zeitgenossischer Einfluss auf Varro 
nicht auszuschlieBen, ja sogar recht wahrscheinlich. Es gab namlich, 
wie schon erwahnt, zur Zeit Varros auf griechischer Seite noch eine 
weitere titelgleiche Kulturgeschichte in der Falge Dikaiarchs, und zwar 
die vier Bucher Bios Hellados des Stoikers Jason von Nysa-eines 
Enkels des Poseidonios und <lessen Nachfolger in der Schulleitung ab 
ca. 50 v. Chr.54 Zwar IaBt sich eine relative Chronologie der Schriften 

50 Vgl. Smethurst (oben Anm. 2). Zur Wirkung auf Lukrez vgl. jetzt Schrijvers 
(oben, Anm. 23) mit dem wichtigen Hinweis (294, Anm. 15) auf Elizabeth Rawson, 
Intellectual life in the Late Roman republic (London, 1985), die den Einflu8 Dikaiarchs 
auf Atticus, Cicero und Varro sehr hoch einschatzt (V gl. Rawsons Index s. v. 
Dicaearchus). 

51 Dazu mu8 nach Schrijvers (oben, Anm. 23) jetzt auch Lukrez gestellt werden. 
52 V gl. z.B. Hell fried Dahlmann, "Terentius 84," RE Suppl. 6 ( 1935) 1172-1277, 

1244; Wehrli (oben, Anm. I) 64; oder Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 84, 90-96. 
53 Ygl. Varro, res rusticae 2,1,3 (= 54) und 1,2,15 (= 55). Dazu wird ling. Lat. 

5,108f. gezogen. Vgl. dazu Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1245, dagegen Wehrli (oben, 
Anm. 1) 64. _ 

54 Jasons Fragmente sind nicht gesammelt. Nur ein Fragment (nicht aus dem Bios 
Hellados) bei Jacoby FGH III C 1 Nr. 162 (S. 182). Werkiibersicht im Suda-Artikel s.v. 
'lacroov (II p. 605). lch habe bisher erst ein Fragment aus dem vierten Buch des Bios 
gefunden: Herodian, Gra,n,n. Graec. III 1, 274, 2-10 Lentz. Es handelt von der 
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Varros und J asons nicht mehr hersteilen, aber die doppelte Parallele im 
Titel und in der Buchzahl (4 Bucher) ist fur mich so auffallend, daB ich 
eine direkte Beziehung zwischen beiden Schriften annehmen mochte. 55 

Wenn Varro in diesem Fall der Nehmende gewesen sein sollte, hatte er 
sich nicht nur von der alteren peripatetischen Tradition, sondem auch 
von dem an den Peripatos ankniipfenden ethnographischen und 
kulturhistorischen Interesse der zeitgenossischen Mittleren Stoa seit 
Poseidonios beeinflussen lassen.56 Dazu paBt gut seine Tendenz7 auch 
in anderen kulturhistorischen Schriften wie etwa in de gente populi 
Romani zeitgenossische Quellen, hier Kastor von Rhodos fiir die 
Chronologie, heranzuziehen. 57 

Zweitens muB man filr einen Vergleich zwischen Dikaiarch und Varro 
nicht nur vpR, sondem, wie man gleich sehen wird, auch noch de genie 
populi Romani ( = gpR ), eine Schrift in ebenfalls vier Biichem, in oder 
kurz nach dem J ahre 43 v. Chr. entstanden, heranziehen. Beide 
Schriften sind offenbar chronologisch und thematisch, von der 
Titelgebung und von der Buchzahl her als eine sich gegenseitig 
erganzende Einheit gedacht, die erst zusammen den von Dikaiarch als 
gattungstypisch vorgepragten Rahmen einer Kulturgeschichte 
abdecken.58 Fur Dikaiarch erstreckte sich der Gegenstand "Kulturge­
schichte Griechenlands" zeitlich von den Anfangen der Menschheit bis 
auf seine Zeit. Dies erfiillen erst beide Schriften Varros gemeinsam, 

Grtindung Alexandrias. Die Buchzahl 4 ist durch den Suda-Artikel gesichert. Die 
Yerfasserschaft Iasons von Nysa wird for den Bios Hellados allerdings auch 
angezweifelt. V gl. jetzt Peter Steinmetz, "§41. Die Stoa in der Mitte und zweiten Halfte 
des ersten Jahrhunderts vor Christus," in Die hellenistische Philosophie. Die 
Philosophie der Antike, ed. Hellmut Flashar, Bd 4/2 (Basel, 1994) 706f., 
Werkbeschreibung 709, 7 I 4f. Fragmente. • 

55 Diese These ist neu, sonst werden beide Autoren nur selten nebeneinander 
erwahnt, ohne die Frage ihrer Beziehung zueinander zu erortem (vgl. z.B. Martini [ oben, 
Anm. 2] 549, Schanz-Hosius, Geschichte der romischen Literatur I 566 und Wehrli 
[oben, Anm. 1] 64). Moglich ist natilrlich auch die gleichzeitige Nutzung Dikaiarchs 
durch Jason und Varro unabhangig voneinander. Dagegen spricht aber die auffallige 
Parallele der gleichen Buchzahl. Bei gegenseitiger Abhangigkeit kommt wohl allein eine 
Abhangigkeit Jason-Varro, nicht Varro-Jason in Frage. 

56 Vgl. E. Wendling, "Zu Posidonius und Varro," Hermes 28 (1893) 335-53 und 
Jurgen Malitz, Die Historien des Poseidonius, Zetemata 79 (Miinchen, 1983) 7, Anm. 
18; 23; 25, Anm. 166; 47, Anm. 98 und 82, Anm. 57. Dazu Della Corte (oben, Anm. 27) 
134 und A. La Penna, ''Alcuni concetti base di Varrone sulla storia Romana," Atti del 
Con§iresso Internazionale di Studi Varroniani. 2 vols. (Rieti. 1976) 11:397-407, 406ff. 

7 V gl. Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1240f. 
58 So schon Della Corte ( oben, Anm. 27) 130. 



300 Dicaearchus of Messana 

denn gpR reicht von den Anfangen bis in die romische Konigszeit, vpR 
dann von den romischen Konigen bis zur Zeit Varros. Auch thematisch 
bilden beide Schriften eine Einheit, indem sie am Leitfaden der 
politischen Epochengliederung eine vorwiegend aitiologisch orientierte 
Darstellung kultureller ( offentlicher und privater) Einrichtungen, Sitten 
und Gebrauche liefern. Und, obwohl es anders als bei Dikaiarch zwei 
Leitaspekte der Darstellung gibt, die zur Trennung des kultur­
historischen Kontinuums in zwei Schriften gefilhrt haben, namlich gens 
und vita, ist der gemeinsame Herkunftsbereich der Titelmetaphorik 
doch auch ein Zeichen fur die Zusammengehorigkeit beider Schriften.59 

SchlieBlich diirfte auch die gleiche Buchzahl nicht auf Zufall beruhen. 
Dies alles spricht fiir eine Synapse beider Schriften mit Dikaiarchs 
Bios. Fiir den Vergleich mit Dikaiarch ist vor diesem Hintergrund 
iibrigens schon jetzt festzuhalten, daB direkte stoffliche (nicht 
methodische) Parallelen, wenn tiberhaupt, dann nur in gpR zu erwarten 
waren, etwa in den beiden ersten Griechenland gewidmeten Biichern, 
denn vpR behandelt auschlieBlich die romische, nicht die griechische 
Kulturgeschichte. 

Ich fiihre also den Vergleich mit beiden Schriften Varros <lurch und 
beginne mit einer kurzen Beschreibung von gpR. Die Schrift umfaBte 
vier Bucher und ist, wie schon gesagt, nicht vor 43 v. Chr. geschrieben. 
Ca. 23 sichere Fragmente haben sich erhalten.60 Ihr Ziel ist es, wie 
schon die Titelmetapher zeigt, dem romischen Volk-der Familien­
geschichte eines Individuums vergleichbar-seinen Platz in seiner 
gens, der ''Volkerfamilie," anzuweisen, es also in eine im engeren 
Sinne genealogische und dartiberhinaus in eine allgemein mythologie­
und kulturgeschichtliche Reihe zu stellen, die von den Anfangen der 
Menschheit bis zu dem Punkt reicht, wo die individuelle Lebens­
geschichte des populus Romanus, seine vita also, beginnt. Die dazu 
notige Chronologie entnahm Varro, wie schon gesagt, Kastor von 
Rhodos, der in seinen sechs auf synchronische Vergleichung zielenden 

59 Gens und vita sind ja beide vom lndi vi du urn auf das Volk ilbertragene Metaphern 
(gens = "Familien"geschichte, vita: lndividuelle Geschichte eines Volkes). 

60 Grundlegend Plinio Fraccaro, Studi Varroniani. De gente populi Ro,nani libri IV 
(Padova, 1907), die Fragmente pp. 247-86. Die Fragmente auch bei Peter HRR II I Off., 
nach dem sie hier zitiert werden. V gl. auBerdem noch Dahlmann ( oben, Anm. 52) 123 7-
42; Lily Ross Taylor, "Varro's De Genie Populi Romani," CP 29 (1934) 221-29; Della 
Corte (oben, Anm. 2?) I 26ff.; und K. E. Millier (oben, Anm. 46) II:29f. Terminus post 
quern der Schrift ist 43 v. Chr., weil f. 9 Peter Hirtius und Pansa, die Konsuln des Jahres 
43, erwahnt werden. 
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Biichem Chronica eine vielleicht nur tabellarische Obersicht von den 
assyrischen Konigen bis zum Jahre 61/60 geliefert hatte.61 Von Kastor 
stammt vielleicht auch Varros Dreigliederung der Menschheits­
geschichte in drei Epochen, in <las ''adelon'' (von den unbekannten 
Anfangen der Menschheit bis zur Sintflut des Ogyges, bzw. -o~, bis . 
2376 v. Chr. also), <las ''mythicon" (von der Sintflut bis zur ersten 
Olympiade, also von 2376 bis 776 v. Chr.) und <las ''historicon'' (von 
der ersten Olympiade bis zur jeweiligen Jetztzeit des Autors~ also von 
776 bis im Fall Varros 43 v. Chr.).62 Man weiB allerdings nicht genau, 
wie sich diese drei Spatien auf die vier Bucher von gpR verteilt haben. 
Die Darstellung reichte insgesamt, der Konzeption der Schrift 
entsprechend, van den Anfangen der Menschheit zu Beginn des ersten 
Buches bis zur Griindungszeit Roms im vierten Buch, wobei es unklar 
bleiben muB, ob das vierte Buch schon mit der Friihphase der 
Konigszeit, also im wesentlich mit Romulus, endete oder noch die 
gesamte Konigszeit bis zur Vertreibung der Konige 510 v. Chr. 
einschloB.63 Wenig Sicheres IaBt sich au~h zur Binnengliederung sagen. 
Wie f. 5 Peter zeigt, kann das adelon our sehr kurz einleitend behandelt 
warden sein, denn dort heiBt es, daB Varro seine Darstellung mit der 
ogygischen Flut, also mit dem spatium mythicon ab 2376 begonnen 
babe. Durch f. 14 P. erf ahren wir, daB der trojanische Krieg das zweite 
Buch abschloB, nach Varros Rechnung also das Jahr 1176 erreicht ist. 
Da das mythicon aber bis zur ersten Olympiade reichte, muB sich 
dessen Beschreibung noch weit in das dritte Buch erstreckt haben, wie 
ja auch die Erwahnung Olympias im f. 15 P. beweist, <las ausdriicklich 
fur das dritte Buch bezeugt ist. Vielleicht fand Varro mit dem 
Epochendatum 776, der Grenze zwischen dem mythicon und dem 
historicon, sogar einen geeigneten SchluBpunkt fiir das dritte Buch, um 
dann mit der Griindung Roms als einem der ersten wichtigen Ereignisse 

61 Vgl. zu Kastor RE 20, 2 (1950) 1463f; Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1240f., KI. 
Pauly s. v. Kastor. 

62 Zur Chronologie der Schrift vgl. vor allem Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1237-41. 
Das von Censorin tiberlieferte Schema der drei Epochen (f. 3 P.) geht laut Reischl ( oben, 
Anm. 21) 88, Anm. 5 auf Eratosthenes zuriick (vgl. Jacoby, Frg. gr. Hist. 241, Komm. 
709 1 c). Vgl. auch Jacques Poucet~ ''Temps mythique et temps historique. Les origines 
et les premiers siecles de Rome," Gerion 5 (1987) 69-85. 

63 Zur Unklarheit der Verhaltnisse am Ende des vierten Buches vgl. Dahlmann 
(oben, Anm. 52) 1239. Die Erwahnung von Hirtius und Pansa inf. 9 Peter als Endpunkt 
der chronologischen Berechnungen Varros bedeutet naturlich nicht, daB auch die Schrift 
gpR in der Zeit Varros endete. Dieser Zeitpunkt ist erst mit dem vierten Buch von vpR 
erreicht. 
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der historischen Zeit im vierten Buch fortzufahren. Doch muB dies 
Spekulation bleiben. Die einzelnen Bucher waren dem griechischen 
Vorbild entsprechend nach Konigslisten gegliedert, das erste und 
zweite Buch behandelte u.a. die thebanischen, sikyonischen, 
argivischen und athenischen Konige bis zum trojanischen Krieg. 
Inwieweit die orientalischen Volker einbezogen wurden, ist nicht mehr 
auszumachen, unzweifelhaft liegt jedoch der Schwerpunkt auf der 
griechischen Geschichte.64 Das dritte Buch begann wahrscheinlich mit 
den italischen Konigen, zunachst mit den Konigen von Laurentum, 
denen dann die latinischen Konige und die Konige von Alba Longa 
folgten . Die Griindung Roms und die Liste der romischen Konige stand 
dann vielleicht am Anfang des vierten Buches. 

Es ging in dieser Schrift natiirlich auch um die Frage der physischen 
Abstammung des pqpulus Romanus, wobei die Hauptlinie der 
varronischen Genealogie der troisch-latinische Ursprung des romischen 
Volkes, wie man sie spater allgemein, etwa bei den augusteischen 
Dichtern, wiederfindet, gewesen sein diirfte. Aber gpR war ebenso 
sicher auch eine Kulturgeschichte im weiteren Sinne des Wortes, in der 
das romische Volk iiber die physische Verwandtschaft hinaus in eine 
''kulturidentische'' Reihe mit anderen Volkern, insbesondere mit den 
Griechen, gestellt wurde.65 In dieser Kulturgeschichte wurden nicht 
wie in der Historiographie die res gestae beschrieben, sondern es 
standen die Herkunft der instituta, der (offentlichen und pri vaten) 
Einrichtungen, Sitten, Gebrauche etc. im Vordergrund, wie Servius 
anlaBlich einer bestimmten von den Spartanern und Kretern iiber­
nommenen Tischsitte der maiores (f. 21 P. Im-Sitzen-Essen) sogar 
ausdriicklich f eststellt: ut Varro doc et in libris de gente populi Romani, 
in quibus dicit, quid a quaque traxerint gente per imitationem. Dazu 
paBt die Erwahnung altitalischer Disziplin allgemein (f. 20 P.) und 
weiterer kulturhistorische Details aus der romischen Frtihzeit bei 

64 Es ist den Fragmenten nicht sicher zu entnehmen, ob Varro der orientalischen 
Geschichte einen eigenenAbschnitt widmete. Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1241 glaubt 
an einen Wegf all der assyrischen Geschichte. Varro wird orientalische Ereignisse eher 
in der Art des Augustinus synchron-vergleichend in seine Darstellung eingeflochten 
haben wie z.B. die agyptische Geschichte inf. 12 oder 13 P. Die griechische Geschichte 
scheint jedenfalls den Vorrang gehabt zu haben. 

65 Dahlmann unterscheidet beide Aspekte (oben, Anm. 52) 1237, 1239 und 1242 
nicht deutlich genug. Klarer formuliert K. E. Muller (oben, Anm. 46) 11:30. Allerdings 
scheint Varro eine physische Abstammung der Romer auch von der Griechen in 
Erwahnung gezogen zu haben. Vgl. Augustinus, Civ. 18, 14 und Benedetto Riposati, M. 
Terenti Varronis de vita populi Romani (Milano, 1972) 268. 
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militarischen Ehrungen (f. 22 P.) und bei Wagenrennen (f. 23 P.). Ein 
deutliches kulturaitiologisches und insbesondere namens­
etymologisches Interesse ist ein weiteres Indiz fiir eine kultur­
geschichtliche Orientierung wie z.B. die Etymologien der Namen 
Athens (f.7 P.), des Areopag (f. 8 P.), des Serapis (f. 13 P.), des 
Beinamen Lykaios (f. 17 P.) und des Aventin (f. 18 P.) zeigen.66 

Eine der gesamten Schrift zu unterstellende ''Ideologie" im Sinne 
einer moralisch-kritischen iiber die rein kulturhistorische Wissensver­
mittlung hinausgehende Gesamtaussage, wie man sie, wie wir gleich 
sehen werden, fiir vpR ermitteln kann, laBt sich m.E. aus den 
Fragmenten von gpR nicht sicher entnehmen. Sie ist aber in den 
rombezogenen Teilen auch nicht auszuschlieBen, wo unverkennbar der 
nios maiorum wie in vpR behandelt wurde (f. 20-22 P.) 

Die Schrift vpR, wie gpR vier Biichern umfassend, muB zwischen 49 
und 32 v. Chr. entstanden sein. Meist wird sie aber aus den schon 
erwahnten Grunden in die zeitliche Nahe von gpR, also in das Jahr 43 
v. Chr. gertickt.67 129 Fragmente, iiberwiegend von Nonius bewahrt, 
zahlt Riposati in seiner immer noch grundlegenden Ausgabe von 
1939.68 Ich habe schon gesagt, daB vpR in mehrfacher Hinsicht die 
Entsprechung und Fortsetzung von gpR darstellt. Schon die Titelmeta­
pher vita-wie gens aus der Sphare des menschlichen lndividuums auf 
das Kollektiv populus tibertragen-ist in chronologisch komple­
mentarer Weise so auf gens bezogen, daB jetzt nach der "Familien­
geschichte'' der individuelle Lebensverlauf des romischen Volkes 
beschrieben werden soll.69 Entsprechend setzt vpR im ersten Buch da 
ein, wo gpR auf gehort hatte, namlich mit dem Beginn der romischen 
Konigzeit, wobei das MaB der Oberschneidung mit dem vierten Buch 
von gpR nicht mehr deutlich wird, und fiihrt dem Muster Dikaiarchs 
folgend die Darstellung bis auf die Zeit des Autors (49/48 v. Chr.) 

66 Das besonders haufige Hervortreten des Komplexes "Apotheose bedeutender 
Menschen" in den Fragmenten von vpR sollte man vors.ichtiger als Dahlmann (oben, 
Anm. 52) 1239 direkt auf Varro selbst zurtickfiihren, denn hier spielt auch die Exzerption 
des Augustinus eine erhebliche Rolle, der in civ. Dei nattirlich besonders an solchen 
Fallen interessiert war. 

67 V gl. Dahlmann ( oben, Anm. 52) 1243 und Ri posati ( oben, Anm. 65) 84-86. 
68 V gl. Riposati ( oben, Anm. 65), Abhandlung und ausfOhrliche Kommentierung der 

Fragmente 3ff., die Fragmente selbst 247-86. Vgl. zu vpR besonders auch noch 
Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1243-46; Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 84f., 91 f., 107-29; und 
K. Millier (oben, Anm. 46) 11:30-32. 

69 V gl. Dahlmann ( oben, Anm. 52) 1237. 
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fort. Damit ist natiirlich hier die universalhistorische Perspektive 
zugunsten einer Konzentration auf die rein romische Geschichte 
auf gegeben. 70 

Die Binnengliederung der vier Bucher ist noch recht gut erkennbar. 
Auf die Konigszeit im ersten Buch (wohl 753-510) folgte die friihe 
romische Republik des 4./3 Jhdt. (510 bis vielleicht 264, Galliereinf all, 
Samnitenkriege, Pyrrhus) im zweiten Buch, dann im dritten das 3./2. 
Jhdt, also die Zeit der punischen Kriege, sicher des zweiten bis zur 
Schenkung des Attalos (264?-133 v. Chr.). Das vierte Buch reichte 
schlieBlich von den Gracchen (133 v. Chr.) bis zum Biirgerkrieg 
zwischen Caesar und Pompeius (49/48 v. Chr.). In diesen historisch­
chronologischen Rahmen wird nun thematisch die Kulturgeschichte 
des romischen Volkes eingearbeitet, ein Verfahren, das wir ja schon von 
Dikaiarch her kennen. Auf Varros Beschreibung der vielfaltigen 
offentlichen und privaten Brauche, Einrichtungen und Lebens­
bedingungen des populus Romanus kann ich hier nicht im einzelnen 
eingehen.71 Sie umfaBt in groBer Spannweite im offentlichen Bereich 
okonomische und soziale Verhaltnisse, religiose Kulte, Tempelbauten, 
Kalender, politische Amter, Militaria, national- und volkerrechtliche 
Riten u.a.m. und im privaten Bereich Familienleben, insbesondere 
Rolle der Frau, Hochzeitsbrauche, Grabriten, Hausanlage, Hausrat, 
Speisen, Getranke, Kleidung etc. DaB auch hier wieder ein aus­
gepragtes kulturaitiologisches und insbesondere namensetymo­
logische Interesse am Werk ist, diirfte bei einem Autor wie Varro kaum 
verwundern. 72 

Mit vpR hat nun aber Varro zweifellos eine anders als in gpR auch aus 
den erhaltenen Fragmenten noch klar erkennbare generelle Wirkung 
erzielen wollen. Diese Gesamttendenz der Schrift ist bereits so 
eingehend von Dahlmann und vor allem von Reischl herausgearbeitet 
worden, daB ich mich hier kurz fassen kann.73 Reischls ausfilhrliche In­
terpretation der Fragmente von vpR hat ergeben, daB Varro hier 
keineswegs our kulturgeschichtliches Wissen vermitteln wollte, 

70 Aber das gilt ja auch schon ftir Dikaiarch, dessen Bias Hellados ja auch in eine 
Kulturgeschichte ausschlieBlich Griechenlands ausmtindete. 

71 V gl. Riposatis detaillerte Obersichten im lnhaltsverzeichnis XI-XV und zu den 
einzelnen Btichern (oben, Anm. 65) 1:91-93, II:164f., Ill:194f. und IV:231. 

72 V gl. Dahlmann ( oben, Anm. 52) l 243f. und Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) 86f. 
73Vgl. Dahlmann (oben,Anm. 52) 1243f. und Reischl (oben,Anm. 21) vor allem 

107-29. 



Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados 305 

sondern Kulturgeschichte mit Kulturkritik verband, mehr noch, seine 
"kulturgeschichtliche Forschung als einen Beitrag zur moralischen 
Emeuerung des romischen Volkes"74 verstand. In Fortsetzung ahnlicher 
Tendenzen schon bei Ennius und Cato maior wollte Varro vor allem den 
altromischen mos maiorum, die Schlichtheit, Anspruchslosigkeit, Ein­
f achheit des Lebensstils der Vorfahren und deren moralise he Integritat 
in einen tadelnden Gegensatz zum dekadenten Luxusstreben, zur Hab­
und Machtgier, zur selbstzerstorerischen Aggressivitat der eigenen Zeit 
setzen, um so dem allgemeinen moralischen Verfall seiner Gegenwart 
durch Besinnung auf die Tugenden der romischen Frtihzeit entgegen­
zuwirken. Diese Absicht ist von jener damals verbreiteten Vorstellung 
eines dekadenten Verlaufs der romischen Geschichte seit dem zweiten 
Jhdt. v. Chr. veranlaBt, der auf schadliche auBere Einfliisse und vor 
allem auf den Wegfall auBenpolitischer Bedrohung mit der Folge eines 
iiberhohten Wohlstandes zuriickgefiihrt wurde, eine Vorstellung, wie 
man sie, van Polybios und Poseidonios vorbereitet, im ersten Jhdt. nicht 
nur bei Varro, sondem bald danach auch bei Sallust vorfindet.75 

Ich komme nun am SchluB meines Beitrages zur Frage der Wirkung 
von Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados auf beide kulturhistorische Schriften 
Varros. Die Forschung hat sich, soweit ich sehe, in diesem Punkt fast 
nur zu vpR geauBert. 76 So steht es z.B. 1935 fur Dahlmann au Ber 
Frage,77 daB der Bios Hellados Varros "groBes griechisches Vorbild'' 
gewesen sei, aber dieses Vorbild liefere ihm nur den wissenschaftlich­
methodischen Rahmen, den er auf seinen romischen Gegenstand 
ilbertrage.78 Alles andere weise eher auf einen hohen Grad an 
Eigenstandigkeit Varros. Es gebe in vpR weder Erwahnungen 
Dikaiarchs noch inhaltliche Beriihrungspunkte, es sei denn, man wiirde 
vermuten, daB Varro <las dikaiarchische Dreistuf enmodell nicht nur in 
den res rusticae und ling.Lat. 5, 105ff., sondern auch am Anf ang von 
vpR behandelt habe.79 In der moralisierenden, nationalen Gesamtten-

74 Vgl. Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 102 in der Kapitelilberschrift. 
75 V gl. Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) l 29ff. 
76 Mit Ausnahme von Della Corte (oben, Anm. 27) 130 (s. o. Anm. 60) natilrlich, der 

ja, wie schon bemerkt, eine Aufteilung des bei Dikaiarch gebotenen Stoff es all:f beide 
Werke Varros vermutet, also eine Wirkung des Bios auch auf gpR unterstellt, wie ich 
finde, zu Recht. 

77 Vgl. Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1244f. 
78 Zu diesem Punkt sind Dahlmanns Ausftihrungen (1244f.) unklar formuliert 
79 So vermutet Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1245. Das Verhaltnis der beiden res 

rusticae - Stell en ( 1, 2, I 6 und 2, 1,3f.) zu ling.Lat. 5, 105ff. ist ein kompliziertes 
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denz der Schrift sieht Dahlmann sogar eine besondere Leistung Varros, 
mit der er sein Vorbild Dikaiarch i.ibertrifft, <lessen Kulturgeschichte 
''allein das objektive Ziel der Kenntnis, nichts Tendenzioses dariiber 
hinaus hatte.'' Diesem Urteil schlieBt sich Riposati 1939 voll an.80 Er 
sieht ebenf alls nur die Meth ode von Dikaiarch ubemommen, ansonsten 
tiberall Eigenstandigkeit, und in der "visione nazionale moralizzante"81 

sogar mit Dahlmann einen wesentlichen Vorzug Varros gegeniiber 
Dikaiarch. Der diff erenzierteste Vergleich, den ich kenne, stammt von 
Reischl. In einer eingehenden Analyse der Fragmente von vpR (unter 
stiitzendem Einbezug von Fragmenten aus den menippeischen Satiren) 
wird die zeitkritische Gesamtaussage der Schrift, wie ich sie schon 
erlautert habe (Stichwort: mos maiorum), n~u erarbeitet.82 Der 
Vergleich von vpr mit Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados folgt dann 11 ?f: Varro 
habe, so Reischl, gewohnliche, alltagliche Vorgange des Lebens 
bevorzugt, Dikaiarch die groBen Themen der Kulturgeschichte 
(Sozialverbande, Musik, Tanz, Dichtung, Philosophie). Varro stelle 
genauer dar und verwende die Etymologie als heuristische Methode 
weitaus intensiver als Dikaiarch. Varro habe mit der historischen Zeit~ 
Dikaiarch mit den Uranfangen der Menschheit begonnen und dabei 
dem Orient besondere Anerkennung zukommen lassen. Varro habe 
einen tibergreifenden Gesichtspunkt, eine einheitliche Konzeption (im 
Sinne Dahlmanns), Dikaiarch dagegen nicht (im Sinne Wehrlis). Er sei 
also, sodas Fazit (118), gewiB in der Idee, die Biographie seines Volkes 
zu verfassen, von Dikaiarch bestimmt. Im Resultat habe er aber ''andere 
Akzente, einheitliche Gesichtspunkte gesetzt~ die Geschichte in klar 
moralisierender Absicht zum Sittenspiegel fiir die Gegenwart werden 
I assen. ''83 

Sonderproblem, auf das ich hier nicht eingehen kann. V gl. auBer Dahlmann ( oben, Anm. 
52) l 244f. noch Ri posati (oben, Anm. 65) 264 und Reischl ( oben, Anm. 21) 89ff. Eine 
Behandlung des Dreistufenmodells in vpR weist Riposati (oben, Anm. 65) 264f. zuriick. 
Reischl geht auf dieses Probem nicht ein. Ich glaube mit Della Corte (oben, Anm. 27) 
130, wenn i.iberhaupt, dann an eine Darstellung in gpR. 

80 V gl. Riposati ( oben, Anm. 65) 82 und 264-69. 
81 Ebenda 264. 
82 Vgl. Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 102, bes. 107ff. Der Komplex der von Dikaiarch 

beeinfluBten Urzeitdarstellung in den res rusticae und ling. Lat. 5, 105, der bei Reischl 
88ff. zur Annahme einer reinen Aszendenztheorie bei Varro im Gegensatz zur 
ambi val en ten Aszendenztheorie bei Porphyrios/Dikaiarch filhrt, kann hier beiseite 
gelassen werden, weil Reischl ihn nicht zu vpR in Beziehung setzt. 

83 V gl. Reischl (oben, Anm. 21) 118. 
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Dieses Ergebnis bisheriger Forschung zur Rezeption Dikaiarchs bei 
Varro kann nach den vorangehenden Oberlegungen eigentlich in 
keinem Punkt zufriedenstellen. Grundsatzliche Bedenken habe ich 
schon friiher angemeldet (fehlende Beriicksichtigung zeitgenossischer 
Quellen, Synapse beider Schriften gpR und vpR rnit Dikaiarchs Bios 
Hellados). Es werden auBerdem zu weitreichende Schltisse aus den 
wenigen Fragmenten gezogen und die verwendeten Begriffe zu wenig 
iiberdacht, insbesondere der Begriff ''Methode." Gehen wir <las 
Ergebnis im einzelnen <lurch: Varro soil Dikaiarch gef olgt sein, aber nur 
in der Methode, sonst sei er eigenstandig. Dies ist im Prinzip wohl 
richtig, aber was heiBt ''Methode''? Dikaiarchs Methode besteht darin, 
aus einem universalhistorischen Ansatz heraus den vollstandigen 
historischen Ablauf der Menschheitsgeschichte von den Anfangen bis 
zur Gegenwart des Autors zugrundezulegen und auf dieser Grundlage 
ein auch zahlenmaBig bestimmtes chronologische Gertist bereitzu­
stellen, in das die nationale Kulturgeschichte als Hauptziel der 
Darstellung eingebettet wird. Zweifellos hat Varro diese Methode 
ubernommen, aber er erfi.illt die mit dem Gattungsvorbild gegebenen 
methodischen Bedingungen nicht allein mit vpR, sondern erst mit 
beiden Schriften zusammen. Er hat also keinen von Dikaiarch 
verschiedenen Zeitausschnitt gewahlt (Reischl). Warum Varro dabei 
aber genauer als Dikaiarch vorgegangen sein und die Etymologie 
intensiver genutzt haben soil (Reischl), laBt sich m.E. aus den 
Fragmenten nicht begriinden.84 

Die Eigenstandigkeit Varros wird zunachst daraus abgeleitet, daB 
keine Erwahnungen Dikaiarchs und keine inhaltlichen, thematischen 
Beriihrungspunkte vorliegen. Wieder liegt der Pehler in der einseitigen 
Berilcksichtigung von vpR. Ich babe schon gesagt, daB solche direkten 
Beziige wegen der stofflichen Parallelitat nur in gpR zu erwarten waren, 
und, wenn sie auch dort nicht zu beobachten sind, so kann das einf acher 
Oberlieferungszufall sein. Immerhin scheint aber gpR f. 3 Peter, in dem 
die Streitfrage der Anfangslosigkeit beriihrt wird, wie sie fur Dikaiarchs 
Bios Hellados u. a. auch von Varro bezeugt ist (53-54), dafilr zu 
sprechen, daB Dikaiarchs Urzeitlehre nicht nur in den res rusticae, 
sondern auch am Anf ang von gpR von Varro behandelt word en ist. 85 

Was vpR betrifft, so kann ein Autor, der die romische Kulturgeschichte 

84 Auch Dikaiarch verwendet ja die Etymologie 60 und 70, wie oft, laBt sich 
nattirlich nicht mehr entscheiden, ebenso wenig, wie "genau" Dikaiarch vorging. 

85 V gl. dazu oben Anm. 80. 
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zum Gegenstand seiner Schrift gewahlt hat, nicht gut konkrete 
thematische Parallelen zu seinem griechischen Vorbild aufweisen. Aber 
es gibt <loch auch Themengleichheit in einem abstrakteren Sinne, ich 
meine gleiche kulturgeschichtliche Themenbereiche, und hier gibt es 
durchaus Parallelen zwischen Varro und Dikaiarch (Standische 
Ordnung, Gentilizische Verbande, Tischsitten, Verhalten der Frau z.B.), 
die sich vielleicht noch vermehren lieBen, wenn wir mehr van 
Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados erhalten batten. Warum Dikaiarch eher die 
groBen und Varro eher die alltaglichen Themen vertreten haben soil 
(Reischl), will mir ebenfalls nicht einleuchten, denn Varro behandelt ja 
doch auch politische, religiose und soziale Themen von hohem Rang 
mit groBer Ernsthaftigkeit und Dikaiarch auch ''niedrigere" Themen, 
z.B. EBsitten in 57. Auch hier kann der Oberlieferungszufall wieder 
eine Rolle spielen. Das Fehlen des orientalischen Bereichs bei Varro 
(Reischl) wird ilbrigens wieder <lurch den synchronistischen Einbezug 
des Orients in gpR wieder wettgemacht. 86 

Eigenstandigkeit, ja sogar Oberlegenheit iiber Dikaiarch wird Varro 
vor allem wegen der deutlich zutage tretenden koharenten 
Gesamttendenz seiner Schrift zugesprochen. Hier gilt es nun m.E. 
besonders vorsichtig zu sein. DaB wir dem Bios Hellados keine 
einheitliche Gesamtkonzeption abgewinnen konnen, liegt, wie schon 
erlautert, vor allem an der Sparlichkeit der Zeugnisse, die es einfach 
nicht erlauben, hier wie Bodei Giglioni eindeutige Aussagen im Sinne 
einer Extrapolation des 56A auf die gesamte Schrift zu machen.87 

Ausgeschlossen ist sie deshalb aber keineswegs. Dikaiarch konnte 
ebenso wie Varro durchaus ein Kulturkritiker, ein laudator te,nporis 
acti gewesen sein. Wir wissen es eben nur nicht genau. Es ist jedenfalls 
keineswegs gesichert, da8 Dikaiarch nur neutrale Wissensvermittlung, 
und dartiber hinaus nichts Tendenzioses im Sinne hatte (Dahlmann). 
AuBerdem ist es eigentlich eine banale Selbstverstandlichkeit, daB der 
Autor einer romischen Kulturgeschichte entsprechend den besonderen 
Bedingungen seines Gegenstandes eigene Tendenzen und Wirkungs­
absichten verf olgt. Ich kann darin noch keine Eigenstandigkeit oder 
Dberlegenheit Varros Uber Dikaiarch erkennen. 

Was ich bis jetzt kritisch gegen die frilhere Forschung vorgebracht 
babe, scheint Varros kulturhistorische Schriften wieder mehr in die 

86 S. oben S. 302 mit Anm. 65. 
87 S. oben S. 297. 
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Nahe seines Vorbildes zu riicken und scheint die Eigenstandigkeit ihres 
Autors zugunsten einer vor allem methodisch, aber auch thematisch 
und "ideologisch" treuen Nachfolge Dikaiarchs einzuschranken. Wir 
diirfen aber nicht vergessen, daB es auch Unterschiede zwischen beiden 
Kulturgeschichten gibt und daB Varro zusatzlich zeitgenossischen 
Einflussen ausgesetzt war, die die Wirkung des Vorbilds Dikaiarch 
wieder relativieren konnten. Ich kann hier die Probleme nur streifen, 
die, wenn das bei unserer Oberlieferungslage iiberhaupt moglich ist, 
erst von weiteren Forschungen geklart werden rntissen. 

Man wiirde, was die Abhangigkeit Varros von Dikaiarch betrifft, sehr 
viel klarer sehen, wenn man genauer wiiBte, was er der peripatetischen, 
von Dikaiarch ausgehenden Linie und was er der stoischen Linie 
Poseidonios-Jason verdankt. Der Autbau der Kulturgeschichte Varros 
mit ihrer stofflichen Verteilung auf zwei Schriften in je vier Biichern 
und ihrer aspektuellen Trennung in gens (Vorgeschichte) und vita 
(Geschichte) wirkt wesentlich differenzierter als die drei Bucher 
Dikaiarchs, die beides in our einer Schrift abdecken. Hier konnten zeit­
genossische Vorbilder eingewirkt haben, man denke etwa an die 
erwahnten vier Bucher Bios Hellados des Jason von Nysa. Allerdings 
laBt sich nur fur den Aspekt ~{o~ ein griechisches Pendant in vier 
Btichern finden, ]eider keines in vier Biichern mit dem gens ent­
sprechenden yEVVEa.88 Vom Titel her hat Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados also 
offenbar nur auf den Teil der Kulturgeschichte Varros eingewirkt, der 
die eigentliche Vita des Volkes behandelt. Vielleicht ist hier ebenfalls 
zeitgenossischer EinfluB am Werk gewesen. AuBerdem ist in der 
Titelgebung Varros wegen der Kombination mit gens die individual­
biographische Metaphorik wieder starker als bei Dikaiarch betont, 
obwohl ihm samtliche anderen Bedeutungen von p{o~/vita (Lebens­
unterhalt, Lebensfiihrung, Zivilisationsstufe, Biographie) nattirlich 
ebe11falls gelaufig sind. Was den Gattungscharakter der Kultur­
geschichte Varros angeht, so hat er hier nicht wie Dikaiarch eine neue 
Gattung aus einer Mischung der Peri-Bion-Literatur und der 
Universalgeschichte erst schaffen miissen, sondem er konnte auf ein 
fertiges Gattungsmuster, eben den Bios Hellados selbst zuriickgreifen. 
Die universalgeschichtliche Komponente seines Unternehmens muB 
allerdings nicht allein auf dem Weg iiber den Rios Hellados Dikaiarchs 
zu ihm gelangt sein, sondern hier gab es moglicherweise ebenf alls 

88 So schon Dahlmann (oben, Anm. 52) 1241 . 
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zeitgenossische Eintltisse, und zwar von romischen Autoren. Ich meine 
vor allem die 3 Bucher Chronica des Cornelius Nepos (54 v. Chr.) und 
speziell fiir vpR den liber annalis des Atticus ( 4 7 v. Chr.). Von der 
Stellung der Kulturgeschichte Varros in seinem Gesamtwerk her ist 
zum SchluB noch festzuhalten, daB er seiner systematisch angelegten 
Enzyklopadie romischer Altertiimer, den A,itiquitates, eine 
chronologisch verlaufende Kulturgeschichte des romischen Volkes an 
die Seite stellen wollte. 

Diese letzten, natiirlich noch <lurch weitere Forschungen 
abzusichernden Bemerkungen wollten davor warnen, die Wirkung 
Dikaiarchs auf Varro vorschnell als eine ausschlieBliche und direkte 
Beziehung zu verstehen. Vielmehr wird sein EinfluB in einem Ausmaf3, 
das wir ]eider nicht mehr voll iibersehen konnen, nur mittelbarer, von 
zeitgenossischen Zwischeninstanzen iiberdeckter Art gewesen sein. 
Varro war namlich bei aller Pietat den literarischen maiores gegeniiber 
doch auch ein durchaus moderner Autor, der zeitgenossische 
Tendenzen (Kastor von Rhodos, Jason, Nepos, Atticus) geme aufgriff. 
Davon unbertihrt, ist er ein Zeuge der ungebrochenen Wirkung von 
Dikaiarchs Bios Hellados in Rom in der Mitte des ersten Jhdts. v. Chr. 
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The Controversia between Dicaearchus 
and Theophrastus about the Best Life 

Pamela M. Ruby 

I The Material Available 1 

I open with a warning about the nature of our material. We have a lim­
ited number of passages from, or references to, a fairly large body of 
written works by Dicaearchus. In the case of the discussion of the har­
mony theory of the soul there is at least enough for us to be able to work 
out something interesting, if not entirely coherent, but with most of the 
rest we have but a few pieces of the jigsaw puzzle and it is tempting to 
try to fit them together even though in fact they may be unrelated. We 
even have to be wary of any particular arrangement. In some cases an 
author gives us the title and even the individual book number on which 
he is drawing, and this provides a reliable starting point for assigning 
the passage to a certain group, but in others every editor must use his 
own judgment to assign a passage to one group or another, having him­
self decided on the number and name of these groups, and he is unlikely 
to be correct in every case. Wehrli tended to cut his material to the bone, 

1 References to Mirhady (this volume) are in bold type. References to Wehrli are to 
Die Schule des Aristoteles, vol. I (Basel , 1944/1968). 
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and in several cases only a fuller quotation makes the point at issue 
clear.2 

In the case of our present subject, the supposed disagreement between 
Theophrastus and Dicaearchus, there is no book title, and indeed no 
quotation. The sole passage directly bearing on it is 33 = 481 FHS&G,3 

from a letter of Cicero to Atticus (2.16 of the middle of 59 BC). The 
opening words of the excerpt-qua re incumbamus, o noster Tite, ad 
illa praeclara studia, et eo unde discedere non oportuit aliquando 
revertamur (''Wherefore, dear Titus, let us apply ourselves to those 
splendid studies and at last return to the place from which it was not 
proper ever to depart" [Fortenbaugh's translation])-enable us to see 
the context in which Cicero places this matter. It is in connection with 
his own turning from an active life, which he has been leading, to a lei­
sured one and the pursuit of certain studies, a course in accordance with 
the views of Theophrastus, whereas Dicaearchus had recommended an 
active life. The full letter opens with a discussion of Caesar's proposals 
for land distribution in Campania, and also mentions the activity of 
Pompey, at this time a member of the so-called first triumvirate, and the 
end of the letter returns to various public problems. In 2.17, written 
soon after 16 (May 59), Cicero is still concerned with Pompey, but at 
the end and the beginning seems to expect to continue a quiet way of 
life with what he calls, using the Greek term, adiaphora (indifferent 
things). We must not follow this hare too far, but it is a sign of Cicero's 

2 One passage should probably be eliminated. Themistius (Sophistes 285 = 6) re­
fers to four enemies of Aristotle: Cephisodorus who was a disciple of Isocrates and at­
tacked Aristotle in four books, Euboulides, the logician and author of the liar and other 
paradoxes, who is said by Diogenes Laertius (2.108) to have been a critic of Aristotle 
on many points, and Timaeus, presumably the historian from Sicily who spent most of 
his life in Athens and who was criticised on many counts by Polybius, including the fact 
that he attacked Homer, Aristotle and Theophrastus (Histories 12.11.5 and 12.23.8). The 
fourth supposed critic of Aristotle is named as Dicaearchus, but there are grave doubts 
about this. Dtiring, Aristotle in the Biographical Tradition, Studia Graeca et Latina 
Gothoburgensia 5 (Goteborg, 1977) 388, accepts Luzac's suggestion that the man meant 
was Demochares, who attacked the philosophers in Athens in 306, being then in his fif­
ties and so old enough to have attacked Aristotle. (Dilring is unwilling to change the text 
of Themistius because he thinks it may have been Themistius who was mistaken). 
Whereas for the others mentioned there is other evidence for atttacks on Aristotle, there 
is none in the case of Dicaearchus, unless we think that in writing on the Seven Wise 
Men (see below) Dicaearchus was attacking Aristotle's On Philosophy. We should prob­
ably ignore this particular passage. 

3 FHS&G = Theophrastus of Eresus: Sources for his Life, Writings, Thought and 
Influence, ed. W. Fortenbaugh, P. Huby, R. Sharples and D. Gutas (Leiden, 1992). 
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eclecticism that he can here bring in a notori 1ous Stoic term, and in this 
way ref er to a quiet life in which he has abandoned the pursuit of virtue 
in the political field. Like most politicians Cicero led a chequered life, 
sometimes in the thick of things and sometimes not. In his particular 
case there was the complication that he was an outstanding orator, who 
could play a part on the public scene, though not in a political way, even 
at a time when he was not active politically. 

The upshot of all this is that all we have is a passing reference to a dif­
ference of opinion between Theophrastus and Dicaearchus, and little 
more can be extracted from the remains of either: for Theophrastus 
pseudo-Plutarch, De placitis philosophorum 874F = 479 FHS&G, from 
the doxographical work which is part of our evidence for Aetius, talks 
of Aristotle and Theophrastus and almost all the Peripatetics as holding 
that "the perfect man must be one who both contemplates realities and 
engages in right actions'' (Fortenbaugh 's translation). Cicero, De fin. 
5. 73 = 480A and 5 .11 = 482 and Ambrose, De officiis ministrorum 2.2 = 
480B, also mention both Aristotle and Theophrastus, but none of them 
distinguishes between the two of them, and they can be ignored for our 
purposes. Theophrastus did write on the happy life (beata vita), as wit­
ness Cicero, De fin. 5.86 = 475 5.11 = 482 and 5.12 = 498, and probably 
Tusc. Disp. 5.24-25 = 493, but he seems to have been much more con­
cerned with the life of an individual affected by ill-fortune, following 
up some things that Aristotle_ said in his Ethics. 4 It is true that all of rele­
vance that we have from him are passages selected because they bear on 
the place of fortune in men's lives, and there may have been much 
more, but otherwise there survive only snippets from Athenaeus (489 
and 552B FHS&G) and an anonymous lexicographer (494A) which do 
not help. 

For Dicaearchus we have 8, also from Cicero's Letters to Atticus, 
2.12 ( 19 April 59), which repeats rather than adds to the point of 33, but 
is also puzzling; Cicero describes Dicaearchus as luculentus homo et 
civis haud paulo melior quam isti nostri adikaiarchoi. Luculentus can 
mean ''rich'' but here probably no more than ''fine," and adikaiarchoi is · 
primarily a pun. So we have: ''a fine man and a citizen in no small de­
gree better than those unjust rulers of ours." The word civis is puzzling, 
because, like the majority of the Peripatetics, Dicaearchus was an out­
sider in mainland Greece, and there is little evidence of his having spent 

4 E.g. EN 1.10 l 100a4-9; 7. 13 l 153bl9-21. 
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time in his home town, Messina. 5 So what did Cicero mean by calling 
him a civis? We will return to that question later. In 34 (Ad Att. 7 .3 of 9 
Dec. 50, nearly ten years after 25 and 27) Cicero refers to "that matter 
on which you say that you do not agree with Dicaearchus." The point of 
this has been disputed, but Shackleton Bailey6 says that it must have 
been in answer to Cicero's rueful confession in 7.1 that he wished he 
had stayed in Cilicia. Bailey thinks Atticus said something like this: 
''You would have done better to have stayed there, for I hold that 
Dicaearchus was wrong to advocate the active life, and in the present 
situation there is more trouble in Rome than in Cilicia." 

It is also at first sight a puzzle that the Epicurean Atticus is supposed 
to be a supporter of the active, non-philosophical life (33): as an Epicu­
rean he would be expected to avoid politics, and in fact he lived very 
much on the sidelines as compared with Cicero, making his home in 
Athens for many years, though he did move to Rome in 65 and helped 
Cicero in many ways. But, as Michele Ducos says,7 he was a Roman as 
well as an Epicurean, and he clearly was a political animal, taking an 
active interest in Cicero's political affairs. 

Much has been made of one small passage, a passing ref ere nee in one 
of Cicero's letters: we are constantly told of the well-known dispute be­
tween Dicaearchus and Theophrastus, and several attempts have been 
made to amplify the story in different directions: even the sober 
Regenbogen8 refers to the Streit between Theophrastus and 
Dicaearchus and says that it was famous in ancient times. Fortenbaugh9 

and Donini 10 interestingly relate it to views about the existence of the 
soul and intellect, while F. Muller's study of Cicero's De republica, 11 

with Dicaearchus in mind, relates the discussion of the best way of life 
in the Peripatos to the question of the origins of philosophical thought 

5 Little is known of Dicaearchus' life. J. P. Schneider, in Dictionnaire des 
philosophes antiques, ed. R. Goulet, vol. II (Paris, 1989-) 760-64 thinks he was born 
about 376, which would make him rather older than Theophrastus. 

6 Cicero s Letters to Atticus, vol. III (Cambridge, 1968) 289-90. 
1 Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, vol. I (above, n. 5) 664. 
8 RE suppl. 11 ( 1968) col. 1481 under Peri bion. 
9 Quellen zur Ethik Theophrasts (Amsterdam, 1984) 202--4. 
to La Philosophia Greca dal VI al IV Secolo> Storia delta Philosophia Ill (Milan, 

1975) 352. 
11 "'Das Problem Theorie-Praxis in der Peripatos-Rezeption von Ciceros Staats­

schrift/' in Cicero's Knowledge of the Peripatos, RUSCH IV, ed. W.W. Fortenbaugh and 
P. Steinmetz(NewBrunswick,NJ, 1989) 101-13. 
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(104). 12 This may be correct, but I wish to apply a more sceptical 
approach. 

II Cicero's Part 

Much of our information about Dicaearchus comes from Cicero and 
other Latin authors, Tertullian, Lactantius, Gellius, Censorinus, Varro, 
Pliny, and Martianus Capella, 13 and 36, though in Greek, is addressed 
to a Roman. Cicero, however, is ambivalent about him. While in 33 he 
has Theophrastus as his own friend, with Dicaearchus as that of Atticus, 
elsewhere, Tusc. Disp. 1.77 = 27, Dicaearchus is Cicero's deliciae meae 
(my darling)-here in connection with Dicaearchus' arguments for the 
mortality of the soul. Again in Ad. Att. 8.4.1 = 7 of 22 Feb. 49 about 
Dionysius, the tutor of his son who has turned out to be ungrateful, 
Cicero says that he has written a very polite letter to him, adding that he 
might have been sending an invitation to Dicaearchus or Aristoxenus, 
not a "chatterbox and incompetent teacher'' (Shackleton Bailey). 

Where did Cicero get his information? In many of his philosophical 
works he used doxographical material, 14 but the case of Dicaearchus is 
different. It is clear from Cicero's correspondence with Atticus that the 
two of them had access to a number of works of Dicaearchus still in cir­
culation: in Ad Att. 2.2 = 9 (60 BC) Cicero says he was holding the con­
stitution of Pellene in his hands and had a large pile of Dicaearchus' 
works at his feet, and thinks he has the constitutions of the Corinthians 
and the Athenians in his house in Rome; in 13 .31 = 11 A (May 45), fif­
teen years later, he particularly wants "those three books" which 
Shackleton Bailey thinks are the Descent. 15 Cicero has been expecting 
a visit from Atticus, but now thinks that he will be delayed, and is in a 
hurry for those books. In 13.32 = 11 B (also 45) he wants Dicaearchus' 
works called On the Soul and the Descent from Atticus, and also asks 
for the Tripoliticus and the letter to Aristoxenus. At this stage he may 

12 Wehrli (p. 50) thinks his frr. 29 = 43 and 31 = 36 are connected with this matter, 
and he may be right, but it is not obviously so. 

13 Cicero's interest in Dicaearchus is noticed also by W. Gorier, ''Cicero und die 
'Schule des Aristoteles' ," in RUSCH IV (above, n. 11) 250-51, but mainly from the 
point of view of the form of the dialogue. 

14 See RUSCH IV (above, n. 11) passim, esp. David Runia, "Aristotle and 
Theophrastus Conjoined in the Writings of Cicero,'' 29-33. 

15 That is, the Descent into the Cave ofTrophonius: Trophonius had an oracle near 
Lebadeia in Boeotia. 
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have been planning the Tusculan Disputations, and in that work, at 1.21 
= 19 he has a quotation from Dicaearchus. In 13.33 = 11C (also 45) he 
says that he has received the On the Soul and is waiting for the Descent. 
Cicero was, then, directly acquainted with a large number of the works 
of Dicaearchus, whom he greatly admired in spite of his occasional 
preference for Theophrastus. These were not only philosophical works: 
at Ad Att. 6.2 = 79 of 50 BC, Cicero indicates that he has drawn on 
Dicaearchus for the information, or misinformation, that all states in the 
Peloponnese had a sea coast. The reference appears to be to De 
republica 2.8, which Cicero claims to have taken over from 
Dicaearchus ''in so many words." 16 But in spite of all this background 
all we really learn from Cicero at 33 is that Dicaearchus much pref erred 
the practical life to the theoretical, while Theophrastus was of the oppo­
site persuasion. 

Cicero, then, had access to, and in some cases owned, a number of 
works of Dicaeachus. But with a few exceptions it is difficult to relate 
them to anything he wrote. It seems to be the same for Theophrastus. In 
the same month as he asked for the various constitutions of 
Dicaearchus, December 60, Cicero also asked Atticus to send him 
Theophrastus' On Ambition from Quintus' library (Ad Att. 2.3 = 436.21 
FHS&G). ln De div. 2.1 Cicero says that he has written six books on the 
republic, using Plato, Aristotle, Theophrastus, and tota Peripateticorum 
familia (''the whole school of the Peripatetics~'' which surely must in­
clude Dicaearchus17). In the case of Theophrastus it is not easy to be 
sure from the evidence we have what other books Cicero actually knew. 
I am inclined to think, however, as does Gigon, 18 that he also had the 
work on happiness, De beata vita, quoted in the De finibus, and, if 

. Gellius is right (1.3.10-12 = 534 FHS&G), Cicero also knew and used 
the De amicitia, though it is not possible to find many traces of it in his 
own Laelius or De an1icitia. The upshot of all this is that Cicero did 
have some works of Theophrastus and Dicaearchus in his hands, but it 
is very difficult to go further. Nowhere in any of his other references to 

16 10 = 13.30.2, which Shackleton Bailey puts just after 13.31, but both on 28th May 
45. Cicero has an idea for a conference at Olympia more Dicaearchifamiliaris tui, "in 
the way of your friend Dicaearchus." Bailey refers to Dicaearchus' Olympikos, 
Panathenaikos, Korinthiakos and Lesbiakos. 

17 Solmsen, "Die Theorie der Staatsformen bei Cicero de re publ. I," Philologus 88 
(1933) 338 argued that the De republica was based on Dicaearchus. 

18 '4Theophrast in Cicero's Definibus,'' in RUSCH IV (above, n. 11) 183. 
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either Theophrastus or Dicaearchus does he mention a controversy be­
tween them. There are places where it might have come in, and if he 
was aware of it in 59 BC as an important matter it is unlikely, with his 
remarkable memory, that he would have forgotten it later. Nor is there 
any positive reference in any of our other material. In Stobaeus Anth. 
2.31.124 = 465 FHS&G, without attribution beyond the name of 
Theophrastus, there is a passage in a protreptic vein which complains 
that men take great care over all other matters of life but do not worry 
about the best way of life. There is no positive doctrine here, but one 
could imagine that it was followed by arguments about the best way of 
life. Again 476 FHS&G, from a gnomologium written in the fourteenth 
century for school use, attributes to Theophrastus the statement that it is 
difficult to decide on the best way of life, and even more difficult to 
stick to it. But it is not said what the best way of life is. 

III Controversia 

What can we deduce from the word controv1ersia? Need it mean any­
thing more than a difference of opinion?19 We may compare the open­
ing of 38 where Diogenes Laertius (1.41) uses the word stasiazetai 
about the number of the Seven Wise Men (which appears to mean the 
names of those who made up that number); this can hardly mean more 
than that Diogenes, or his source, found different views in different 
sources. Hicks renders it "nor is there any agreement," and I myself 
would be happy with ''difference of opinion" for controversia. It is true 
that Cicero uses the expression tanta controversia, which might suggest 
something on a larger scale, but there is a complete absence of any other 
direct evidence to support it. 

How did Cicero get his knowledge even of this? In view of the fact 
that he had available so many of the works of Dicaearchus it seems pos­
sible that that knowledge also came directly from those particular 
works, though it cannot be ruled out that it came, for instance, from 
Antiochus. There is no evidence of a work by Dicaearchus which at­
tacked Theophrastus, nor for one by Theophrastus which attacked 
Dicaearchus, and the information in 33 must come from someone who 
was able somehow to compare the views of the two. This might force us 

19 Controversia is a common word in Cicero and other Latin writers. Brutus 18.62 
has controversia est inter scriptores de numero annorum, which seems very similar to 
the usage here. 
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back to a doxographical work, but it could equally be Cicero himself, 
though the latter, in writing to Atticus, takes it for granted that Atticus 
too knows about this controversia. 

Whatever the situation was, the background is likely to be Aristotle's 
discussion of the good life, and D. Frede20 suggests (96 n. 31) that 
Theophrastus and Dicaearchus may have been concerned with some­
thing ref erred to in Pol 1 .1 1323a22, where Aristotle says that he has 
said enough about the best life in his exoteric works, rather than with 
something in one of the Ethics. But were they,, as it were, engaged di­
rectly with one another in a "set piece" argument, or did they just write 
independently supporting different forms of life? Did they, perhaps, en­
gage in a philosophical ''joust" on the subject of the good life, before 
their assembled colleagues, and did someone then record it a11?21 But it 
is equally possible that each wrote separately on this matter. What we 
know of their works suggests very different styles: Dicaearchus appears 
to have been more discursive than Theophrastus, though Theophrastus 
had his discursive moments, and there are a number of possible homes 
for whatever arguments Dicaearchus may have given. Indeed he may 
not have given any arguments at all, but just stated his preference for 
the active life, which Aristotle does, after all, still honour. Aristotle's 
views are confusing, but D. Frede22 (82-83) has shown that he favoured 
''leisurely'' political activity as much as anything else. Further, for him 
there are two possible kinds of theoretical life, that of the contemplation 
of God, and that of study. Clearly it was the latter that Cicero was inter­
ested in. At De fin. 5.11 = 482 FHS&G he equates the contemplation 
and examination (cognitio) of things (rerum) with the life of the gods, 
and ''things'' here must mean things in the world; and at Tusc. Disp. 
1.44 45 = 484 FHS&G he refers explicitly to astronomy. 

20 "'Constitution and Citizenship: Peripatetic Influence on Cicero's Political Concep­
tions in the De re publica," in RUSCH IV (above, n. 11) 77-100. 

21 Gilbert Ryle, '-Dialectic in the Academy," in New Essa)'S on Plato and Aristotle, 
ed. R. Bambrough (London, 1965) 55, renamed uThe Academy and Dialectic," in Col­
lected PaJJers I, ed. G. Ryle (London, 1971) I 03, talks of ~'moots that are held, so to 
speakt on Wednesday evenings between a young Coriscus and a young Theophrastus, 
with the not very old Aristotle or Xenocrates acting as coach, umpire and time-keeper." 
In "Dialectic in the Academy," Aristotelian Dialectic Proceedings of the Third S)'mpo• 
sium Aristotelicum (Oxford, 1965) 75 and Collected Papers 1, 121-22 he thinks that 
written records of argument-sequences were kept and the arguments worked upon. 

22 Above, n. 20. 
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On the basis of 33 we might have concluded that Dicaearchus 
rejected the life of study in favour of that of action, but we know that he 
wrote a great deal, and that some of it was theoretical, like the discus­
sion of the ''harmony'' theory of the soul. In any case there is a query 
about what style of life should be regarded as that of action. For 
Aristotle it seems to have been a life of political activity, and while in 
33. Cicero uses the word praktikos of Atticus' way of life as the alterna­
tive to theoretikos of his own, in 8 the same Cicero refers to himself as 
philosophos but Atticus (Titus) as politicos, in effect equating the prac­
tical with the political life and the theoretical with the philosophical. In 
479 FHS&G from pseudo-Plutarch, the doxographical passage, a dis­
tinction is made between subjects which are ''theoretical," like whether 
the sun is a living thing, and whether the universe is infinite, and ''prac­
tical'' like how one should live, bring up children, rule and make laws. 
But both of these are subjects of study, not actions. 

IV Different Directions 

If we are to explain Cicero's silence about our controversia elsewhere 
than in his letters we should perhaps look in different directions, away 
from the more strictly ethical and philosophical matters about which he 
wrote so much. Dicaearchus may for example have dealt with the mat­
ter in his On Lives, that mysterious genus of works. Diogenes Laertius 
5.42 lists an On Lives in three books for Theophrastus, which 
Regenbogen 1481 thinks resembled the work of Clearchus, but nothing 
is known of its contents. Works called On Lives were also written by 
Heraclides Ponticus, Clearchus, and Strato. It is only for Clearchus that 
we have much information: he was clearly a favourite of Athenaeus, 
and among other works Athenaeus gives us a number of quotations 
from his 0,-1 Lives which ran into at least eight books. Most quotations 
are given in Athenaeus' Book 12 and are from Clearchus' Bo0k 4.23 

The emphasis is on examples of luxury and licentiousness from all over 
the world, given in considerable detail. While connected with "vices," 
which in theory might lead on to a discussion of "virtues," it is difficult 
to see them as mainly concerned with the question of the best kind of 
life. One might relate them to Theophrastus' Characters, although that 

23 Wehr]i 's 37-39, 41-43a, 44-51 a, 51 d-55, and 57-62 are all from Athenaeus. Cf. 
the Index of Texts and Passages in this volume. 
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is not known as On Lives, 24 or to his ''little golden book'' on marriage, 
of which we would know nothing were it not for the interest in virginity 
of fourth-century Christians and the decision of Jerome to quote at 
length from it (Adversus Jovinianum 1.47-48 = 486 FHS&G). By such 
a chance we know quite a lot about the work, but by no means all. In 
particular, was it serious, or was it part of a set of arguments on different 
sides?25 It would be in tune with the tone of what survives for 
Theophrastus to have also argued that it is best for the wise man not 
only to remain unmarried, but also to refrain from political life and de­
vote himself to his studies, and if he did that might give a basis for 
Cicero's remarks, whether Theophrastus' arguments were meant seri­
ously or not. But we do not know. 

To return to Dicaearchus' On Lives, Diogenes Laertius 3.4 = 47 
refers to the first book of that work for the report that Plato engaged in 
wrestling at the Isthmian games. This is all that we can be sure of, 
though several other remarks about Plato could well be from the same 
source.26 But we are left with no clear idea of what the On Lives was 
like. This work must be distinguished from Dicaearchus' Life of 
Greece, named in 60 and 63 (both Stephen of Byzantium), 58 and 59 
(Scholiasts), 72 and 77 (Athenaeus) and 62 (Hypothesis of the Medea), 
itself rather puzzling as it seems to cover much more than Greece alone. 
It is also listed by the Suda (under Dicaearchus: II I 062 Adler= 2; cf. 1 
no. 7a-f) as one of the two named books by Dicaearchus. The excerpts 
from it are largely factual, and although we have to allow for the inter­
ests of the excerptors it seems unlikely that there was room in it for a 
theoretical discussion of the value of different styles of life. That might 
send us back to the On Lives, but it is safer to confess our ignorance. 

24 R. Muller (above, n. 11) 103 and 112 n. 3 and 6 makes some relevant points. 
25 See W. W. Fortenbaugh, "Theophrastus, the Characters and Rhetoric," in Peri­

pate tic Rhetoric after Aristotle, RUSCH VI, ed. Fortenbaugh and Mirhady (New 
Brunswick, NJ, 1993) 24-25. 

26 Oswyn Murray, Early Greece, 2nd ed. (London, 1993) 166, writing in connection 
with what is supposed to be from Aristotle's Constitution of the Spartans (see below, n. 
36) says: ult was common in antiquity to quote one's main source of information for a 
subsidiary detail: originally the technique may have been an attempt to make a false 
claim to originality without losing the reputation for learned research; but by Plutarch,s 
day its was a mere stylistic device." To follow this through is beyond the scope of this 
paper, but it does raise new possibilities which should at some stage be considered. 
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V Seven Wise Men 

Another possibility for Cicero's ultimate source is Dicaearchus' ac­
counts of the Seven Wise Men, though this is not easy material. On the 
one hand there is an entirely factual approach: from Diogenes Laertius 
1.41-42 = 38 we learn that Dicaearchus paid attention to identifying the 
seven sages, accepting four names, Thales, Bias, Pittacus and Solon, 
and, with admirable caution, giving six other possibles, of which three 
were to be selected. But he also (Diogenes 1.40 = 37) raised a theoreti­
cal matter, denying that they were either wise or philosophers, but say­
ing rather that they were clever men (sunetoi) and lawgivers. Wehrli 
points us to Ulelius or De amicitia 2 where Cicero makes Fannius say 
to Laelius that men think that Laelius is the only wise man of his time. 
Cato was esteemed as wise for his all-round ability, and Atilius for his 
ability in civil law, but Laelius is wise in a different sense, not only for 
his natura et mo rib us (nature and character), but also for his studio et 
doctrina (interest in study and learning): he is wise not as the common 
herd think, but as do those (unnamed) who define it so strictly that they 
are not even prepared to call the Seven Wise Men truly wise; Socrates 
was the only wise man in Athens, judged the wisest even by the oracle 
of Apollo. Is Dicaearchus behind this? But Cicero himself admitted sev­
eral senses for sapiens. Aristotle also discussed several meanings of 
sophos in his De philosophia, fr. 8 Ross, in which Philoponus (In Nicom. 
/sag. 1.1) lists five senses that Aristotle said were used by the men of 
old: a) the invention of devices for living better, b) the skills to produce 
beautiful things, c) of the Seven Wise Men, the ability to devise laws, d) 
the work of scientists, and e) the knowledge of things divine. Since this 
was an exoteric work of Aristotle we would expect Dicaearchus to have 
known it, but it is not easy to relate it directly to what he said. 
Philoponus introduces his report with a long account of the disasters 
which Aristotle said had overwhelmed mankind, and this resembles in 
some ways Dicaearchus' account of the ways in which men perish 
(Cicero De off. 2.5.16 = 78), though it does not draw Dicaearchus' 
moral that many disasters are caused by men themselves, and the rela­
tionship between the two is not clear. Plutarch, An seni gerenda 
respublica 26 796C = 43 which, in spite of doubts, is probably from 
Dicaearchus,27 is also relevant: it says that Socrates was a philosopher, 

27 C. Natali, Bios theoretikos (Bologna, 1991) 142 on 43 says there have been 
doubts about how much of Dicaearchus is here, some limiting it to the meanings of 



322 Dicaearchus of Messana 

although his way of life was different from the accepted one for phi­
losophers. Although the reference here is to philosophy, not to wisdom, 
the tone of this passage is such as to make it likely that it was by 
Dicaearchus. But much of its content is trivial: Socrates did not stand 
on a pedestal or sit on a throne or have a set hour for teaching, but in the 
whole of his life displayed his philosophy. Is Dicaearchus here rejecting 
completely Plato's picture of Socrates as a thinker, or just objecting to 
the ''philosophical" trimmings of his contemporaries? In Codex Vat. 
435 = 36 Dicaearchus expands on what philosophy is, and says that in 
the past only the good man was a philosopher. They did not then en­
quire whether one should indulge in political matters and how, but actu­
ally did it well, and did not ask if one should marry, but actually mar­
ried. 28 One might see more serious digs at Dicaearchus' contemporar­
ies here, perhaps especially Theophrastus, who did ask if the wise man 
should marry ( 486 FHS&G), though in what spirit is uncertain, and we 
may tentatively suppose that Dicaearchus wanted to draw a contrast be­
tween those who called themselves philosophers in his own time, and 
those whom he regarded as the true philosophers of the past. These 
were people who took part in politics, and married, and behaved well. 
But we are left with the question why he would not allow that the Seven 
Wise Men, whoever they were, were wise and philosophers. 

He seems indeed to have turned his attention to some so-called phi­
losophers of the past as well as those of the present: in 37 he denies 
both wisdom and philosophy to the Seven Wise Men; in 36 he denies 
the name of wise to the Greeks who coined terse saws like ''Know thy­
self' and adds that those of old did not philosophise logoi (verbally?), 
but that wisdom was then the practice of noble deeds, but later it be­
came the art of popular speaking (logoi ochlikoi). Of the examples 
given, "Know thyself' and "Nothing too much'' are particularly associ­
ated with Delphi, 29 but they were also discussed by Aristotle in his De 

peripatos, but Natali accepts that what follows the reference to Dicaearchus is all genu-
• 1ne. 

28 The passage was found by von Arni m (H er,nes 27 [ 1892] l l 9f.) as an odd page 
in a manuscript mainly devoted to Synesius, written in a fourteenth-century hand. Af­
ter the quoted passage, he goes on to examples from Roman history: Appius and Pyrrho, 
Kaeso and the Carthaginians, and finally Romulus and Remus. Von Arnim notes a simi­
larity to Diodorust who like Dicaearchus was a Sicilian, but was a younger contempo­
rary of Cicero. 

29 The sayings of Delphi were widespread in the Greek area. The recent excavations 
at Ai Khanum on the Oxus have recovered an inscription which says that Clearchus set 
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philosophia, frr. 3 and 4 Ross. "Know thyself' and ''Nothing too much'' 
and the obscure remark about pledges are all there, and it is clear that 
there were many disputes about their origins. Some ascribed them to 
some of the Seven Wise Men. Aristotle himself, as reported by Synesius 
(Calvitii Encomium 22 85c [the first passage in De philosophia 8 Ross]) 
said that these short sayings were fragments of the philosophy of the an­
cients preserved after great disasters through their ''conciseness and 
cleverness'' (Ross). We have probably returned, then, to Aristotle's De 
philosophia, though Synesius does not name it, and perhaps 
Dicaearchus is attacking it, though again the position is unclear. 30 ''And 
nowadays he who speaks persuasively is seen as a great philosopher, 
but in times of old the good man alone was a philosopher." Wehrli con­
tinues the quotation to the final sentence in which the word phesi (he 
says) occurs: ''These," he says, "were the deeds and practices of men 
who were wise, but these utterances (i.e., the apothegms) are a tiresome 
thing." There seems to be a polemic here again against both men of 
Dicaearchus' own time, and some earlier ones. It worries me a little that 
among his contemporaries are, on this view, those who go in for popular 
speaking, but the words logoi ochlikoi are vague and we need not think 
of people like the second sophists or anything of that kind. 

It seems, then, that Dicaearchus objected to the activities of his con­
temporaries, possibly just those in the Peripatos, but possibly also the 
general philosophical community particularly centred on Athens, al­
lowing them the name of philosophers but d 1evaluing it with a contrast 

them up there. This Clearchus has plausibly been identified with Theophrastus' and 
Dicaearchus' contemporary: if so it confirms an interest in those sayings by the 
Peripatos. It has become possible to reconstruct a list of those sayings by the use of 
various pieces of evidence, particularly an inscription from the town of Miletopolis, but 
also, for example, from Stobaeus. The lists are not identical either in format or in sub­
stance, but they give us a good idea of the nature of the lists. Some have been influenced 
by Christianity, and that given by Stobaeus is given each in only two words. 

We all know "Nothing too much" and "Know thyself," and have accepted these as 
profound distillations of Greek thought. But what of the rest? Homespun morality at 
best: educate your children, praise virtue, obey the law, revere your ancestors, and so on. 
It is hardly surprising that Dicaearchus thought these unworthy of a true philosopher. For 
a convenient account of Ai Khanum and Delphic maxims in general see F. W. Walbank, 
The Hellenistic World (London, 1992) 60-61, 270. 

30 Theophrastus (Stobaeus Anth. 3.21.12 = 738 FHS&G) said that ''Know thyself'' 
was a proverb, but Clearchus said it was given by the god (Apollo?) to Chilon, and most 
people thought that it was invented by Chilon. Theophrastus seems to have been treat­
ing a proverb as something of which the origin was unknown, possibly agreeing with 
Aristotle that it was a survival from the very distant past. 
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with the men of the past who had lived upright lives and served their 
communities, concluding that if his contemporaries were correctly 
called philosophers these early sages should not be so called; I suggest 
that there was some work in which Dicaearchus both wrote about the 
Seven Sages and expressed his pref ere nee for the practical life, that is, 
the life of an upright citizen. Wehrli assigns the Wise Men passages to 
his section on Lebensformen and biography, but no book titles are to be 
found here, except at 47 about Plato, which was in the first book of the 
On Lives; they could, for example, belong to the next section, devoted 
to the three books of the Life of Greece. We can only guess. Someone 
somewhere knew this work and also knew at least one place where 
Theophrastus expressed a different opinion, and compared the two. 
Cicero and Atticus may or may not have known these original works. 

VI Dicaearchus' Life and Works 

There is some inconsistency in Cicero's attitude to Dicaearchus. On the 
one hand he is settling for a quiet life in the spirit of Theophrastus, but 
on the other he is asking for the works of Dicaearchus, and apparently 
intending to use them in his writing. But this inconsistency is inevitable. 
Dicaearchus was a writer: otherwise he would not have come into the 
picture. But he was not only a writer. Some of his activities could be 
seen as practical but non-politic.al, like his measuring the height of 
mountains, and producing a map of the world, and others as political 
but not practical like his constitutions of various Greek states. Living as 
he did at a time when the Macedonians put an end to the independence 
of Greece the opportunities for a traditional political life were limited, 
but he could write constitutions, and it is to these that I would like to 
turn. He clearly wrote several: we are told of constitutions by him of 
Athens, Sparta, Corinth, and Pellene, the latter being a small town near 
Corinth but belonging to Achaea, and it was some of these that attracted 
Cicero's enthusiasm. Were they the reason why Cicero called him civis? 
About them two important questions have to be asked: how were they 
related to Aristotle's collection of constitutions, and what were they 
like? If they were part of Aristotle's collection, and if Dicaearchus did, 
as is said, write a Constitution of the Athenians (Cicero Ad Att. 2.2 = 9), 
the Constitution of the Athenians that we possess should be his. There 
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have always been doubts about the authorship of that work. Rhodes31 

does not believe that Aristotle wrote it. 32 But there is a difficulty in sup­
posing it was the work by Dicaearchus admired by Cicero: in this one 
case we know what it was like. It has been dated to 328-325 and is a dry 
work, and it is difficult to imagine Cicero being excited by it. It is useful 
to pure historians, and to detailed constitutional specialists, but Cicero? 
But if this was by Dicaearchus, 33 it is reasonable to accept that other 
works in the collection were by him, such perhaps as the constitutions 
of the Pellenians and the Corinthians also mentioned in 9, but the evi­
dence is inadequate: the Aristotelian? Constitution of the Pellenians has 
only one fragment, 567 Rose, and that is, like the Constitution of the 
Athenians, on a dry factual matter about the men employed to hunt for 
the property of exiles. The Constitution of the Corintliians has two pos­
sible fragments, 516 and 517, though neither actually names its source, 
and they are not informative. 

We are left with one exciting possibility, the Constitution of Sparta, 
or rather of the Spartans. This work is in fact named only in 2, from the 
Suda, and it is there said that it was read out annually to the young men 
of Sparta for some time;34 it is not one that Cicero said he had, though 
he did ask for the Tripoliticus, to be discussed later. Was this Constitu­
tion of the Spartans the Constitution of the Lacedaimonians35 attributed 
to Aristotle? Was Dicaearchus the author of the one of which we have 
fragments in Rose 532-45?36 In several of these the author sets Aristotle 
alongside other writers who hold different views on the-matter in ques­
tion, but Dicaearchus is not mentioned at all. In view of the supposed 
popularity of his work with the Spartans this is odd, unless he did write 

31 A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia (Oxford, 1981) 62-63. 
32 Murray (above, n. 26) 30 says: "some of the political analyses are so crass and 

some of the documents so blatantly forged that many modern scholars have wanted to 
believe that the work was compiled by a rather unintelligent pupil of Aristotle." 

33 See W. Gorler (above, n. 13) 251 and n. 18. 
34 The Suda (II 1063 Adler) lists a second Dicaearchus who actually was a Spartan. 

He is said to have been a grammatikos and a student of Aristarchus (second century BC). 
Could there have been some confusion here? 

35 The Sp~rtans called themselves Lacedaimonians because they were the inhabit­
ants of Lacedaimon. . 

• 36 In Rose's fragments it is called the constitution of the Lacones or the constitution 
of the Lacedaemonians. 
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the one attributed to Aristotle. Oswyn Murray37 166ff. attributes a pas­
sage from Plutarch's Life of Lycurgus 6 (536 Rose, extended) in toto to 
Aristotle's Constitution of the Spartans.38 It includes a document giv­
ing a decree containing "the earliest surviving written Greek political 
constitution," a commentary, and a short passage from Tyrtaeus. 
Aristotle or Dicaearchus? 

What is meant by a constitution? In one sense, there can be only one 
constitution for any given place at any one time, and an account of it 
will just detail the existing laws and arrangements. There cannot be two 
such contemporary constitutions of, say, Athens, and what we have in 
the second part of the Constitution of the Athenians is of that kind. So 
where there are said to be several constitutions of one place these must 
be of a different kind, and we do have examples of these. The oldest is 
the pseudo-Xenophontic Constitution of the Athenians by the man 
known as the "Old Oligarch," written about the beginning of the 
Peloponnesian War and arguing that that constitution is well adapted to 
the interests of the democratic party. In contrast the genuinely 
Xenophon tic Constitution of the Spartans is a eulogy of the Spartan 
constitution, and such a work as might have been read out annually to 
the young Spartans. 

If the work attributed to Aristotle is by Dicaearchus, and if the numer­
ous passages where no title is given are all from it, what can we learn? It 
seems to have been very much on the same lines as the Constitution of 
th.e Athenians, but our sources are not of the kind to pick out much be­
yond facts. There is a lot about Lycurgus from Plutarch, and much from 
scholia and lexicographers. Murray thinks the Plutarch passage dis­
cussed above resembles the Constitution of the Athenians. 39 That sug­
gests that the Constitution of the Spartans was also dry.40 

37 Above, n. 26. 
38 In contrast to what he says about the Constitution of the Athenians, Murray takes 

it for granted that this work was by Aristotle, and goes on to argue that since Aristotle 
was an intelligent man it should be possible to make sense of what Plutarch says. 

39 Rose (ad 567) says that Cicero had the Constitution of the Pellenians among his 
books, referring to Ad Att. 2.2 and implicitly identifying Dicaearchus' work with 
Aristotle's. He does the same for the Constitution of the Corinthians (ad 516) and that 
of the Athenians (ad 381 ). 

40 The Spartan constitution was however a sensitive matter. For example Pausanias, 
the exiled king of Sparta, wrote a propaganda pamphlet on the constitution of Lycurgus, 
the original Spartan law-giver, at the beginning of the fourth century, and in Pol. 7 .14 
1333b 18 Aristotle, in his own account of the Spartans, refers to constitutions by Thibron 
and others, suggesting that there were many. 
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Wehrli thinks that the Tripoliticus, in which Cicero expressed his in­
terest, was identical with the Constitution of the Spartans. 88 is a report 
by Photius (Bibi. 37) from an anonymous Byzantine author of a dia­
logue on politics, who refers to an eidos politeias Dikaiarchikon (''a 
Dicaearchic form of constitution'')~a mixed constitution.41 It was a 
mixture of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy in their pure forms. 
Clearly there are similarities between such a constitution and that of 
Sparta, but it could also have been an ideal constitution like that of 
Plato. We may bring in here 86 from Cicero's De legibus (3.13-14 ). 
There it is clear that the veteres of the opening are Stoics, and that 
Cicero is contrasting their theoretical approach to politics with that of 
Plato and his successors, including Dicaearchus, who wrote ''with a 
view to things useful for the people and citizens." This broad front cov­
ers much variety, and we could suppose that Dicaearchus wrote in a 
number of genres, in particular an ideal constitution, the Tripoliticus, 42 

and several items in Aristotle's collection. 
According to our evidence Theophrastus wrote no constitutions, but 

he did write a work called Laws, which ran to 24 books and is fre­
quently quoted. Perhaps there was a division of labour in the Peripatos 
by which Theophrastus did laws, and Dicaearchus did constitutions. It 
is still puzzling that Cicero was apparently so enthusiastic about the lat­
ter.43 Could we understand Cicero's interest if we reflect that there are 

41 594 FHS&G is an obscure passage from Philodemus' Rhetoric 6 (P. Herc. 832 -
BT vol. 2 p. 57. 7-20) which speaks of Aristotle collecting laws along with Theophrastus 
and a large number of constitutions, but it is entirely open whether Theophrastus was 
involved in the latter. 

42 Josephus ContraApionem 1.220--21 says that the author of the Tripoliticus, whom 
he leaves unidentified, but says is not Theopompus, attacked the constitution of the city 
of Thebes. Further, Pausanias 6.18 .5 says that the Trikaranus was written by 
Anaximenes of Lampsacus and attacked Athens, Sparta, and Thebes. Anaximenes dis­
tributed it widely under the name of Theopompus to discredit the latter. The fact that 
both Josephus and Pausanias mention Thebes and Theopompus suggests that the 
Tripoliticus and the Trikaranus may be identical, and had nothing to do with 
Dicaearchus. 

43 These constitutions have turned up in Egypt. Our Constitution of the Athenians 
was discovered in Egypt in 1890, and there is also a papyrus from Memphis now in St. 
Petersburg (Pack2 2089)~ written at the beginning of the third century AD with a list of 
books, almost certainly from a private library, miscellaneous and arranged with no ob­
vious order, which lists not only Aristotle's Constitution of the Athenians but also his 
Constitution of the Neapolitans, along with Theophrastus' On Temperance(= 436 no.9c 
FHS&G) and a variety of other works. It is difficult to understand what attraction these 
two constitutions would hold for those inhabitants of Memphis. Or was it a school? 

I cannot resist quoting from Blass' preface to his Teubner edition of the Constitu• 
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similarities between his times and those of the Peripatetics? In both an 
established order was coming to an end, old freedoms were being lost, 
and a ''dictatorial'' rule was being established. This was to some extent 
understood: Cicero, when he came to write his speeches against 
Antony, called them "Philippics'' after Demosthenes' speeches against 
Philip.44 The parallels between the fourth century BC in Greece and his 
own time were certainly clear in Cicero's mind by the end of his life, 
when he wrote the ''Philippics," but when did the awareness start? Al­
ready, in his own consulate of 63, Rome was in trouble, and Cicero had 
to deal with Catiline. Pompey was an independent source of trouble, 
and one could see the old order threatened as the old order in Greece 
was threatened by the Macedonians. But we cannot go further because 
we know so little of the contents of Dicaearchus' works. 

Things in this account have not fitted well together. I have explored 
various areas where Dicaearchus might have said. something about the 
best life, that is, the Seven Sages, the ideal constitution, and his appar­
ent criticism of his fellow philosophers. The Suda 2, describes him as 
philosophos, rhetor and geometres (here surely a land-measurer), and 
while the first and last epithets are supported by our evidence, that of 
rhetor is puzzling. The Suda's reliability is not great, but is there some­
thing here? 

tion of the Athenians p. v: Fingamus nobis animo hominem in abdito aliquo angulo 
Aegypti viventem, qui cum libelli huius Aristotelei amantissimus esset, neque mercari 
poterat eius exemplum neque nancisci allud quam truncatum illud ("Let us imagine a 
man living in an obscure comer of Egypt, who greatly loved this little book of Aristotle, 
but could neither buy a copy of it nor get hold of anything except this truncated one"). 
This supposed devotion is also puzzling. 

44 In Ad Att. 12.9 of 46 Cicero calls Lucius Marci us Philip pus, consul of 56, husband 
of Caesar's niece and stepfather to the future Augustus, "son of Amyntas" after the fa­
ther of Philip of Macedon. 
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Neues ans Papyrus-Hypotheseis 
zu verlorenen Euripides-Dramen 

Wolfgang Luppe 

Bevor bier ilber Euripides-Hypotheseis selbst gesprochen wird, seien 
ein paar Oberlegungen iiber die Autorschaft dieser mythologischen 
Inhaltsangaben geauBert. Es liegt nahe anzunehmen, daB sowohl die 
zahlreichen Papyrusfunde aus einer alphabetisch nach dem 
Anfangsbuchstaben der Titel angeordneten Sammlung mythologischer 
Inhaltsangaben von Euripides-Dramen als auch der bisher einzige 
Papyrusfund aus einer gleichartigen Sammlung von Inhaltsangaben - - '"" von Sophokles-Dramen, 1 bei denen jeweils (neben dem mit ou / 11<; / chv 
&pxr, eingeleiteten Zitat des ersten Verses) der Titel u1t68ecrt~ in der 
Oberschrift erscheint, identisch sind mit dem <lurch Sextus Empiricus 
(2. Jahrh. n. Chr.), Adv. Math. III 3, fiir Dikaiarchos bezeugten Werk 
LltKatcxpxou 'ttVa<; U1to0Ecr£t<; i:&v Eupt1ttbou Kat I:ocpo1eAeou<; µu0oov 
(112). 

Diese Annahme wird dadurch bekraftigt, da8 die Hypothesis im 
Codex Laurentianus (12. Jahrh.) der ''Alkestis'' die Oberschrift tragt 

1 P. Oxy. 3653 (2.Jh. n.Chr.) Hypotheseis zu Na'U7tA.toi; 1Ca1anA.Erov, N16~11 (mit 
teilweise erhaltener Oberschrift ... n]c; ap[x~] 11cSe • Zitat-Rest, 11 b' un60ecrt<;) und 
vermutlich ( vgl. den Verf., ZP E 60 [ I 985] 11) Oibt1touc; Tupavvo<;. 

329 
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u1t60ecrt~ 'AAK~(J~tOO~ ~tKatcipxou (115A), da sich diese Hypothesis 
auf grund eines Papyrusfundes eindeutig als gekilrzte Fassung der in 
besagter Hypotheseis-Sammlung enthaltenen "Alkestis"-Hypothesis 
erweist.2 

Hinzu kommt, daB in Handschriften des ''Rhesos," <lessen Hypo­
thesis, wie ein Papyrusfund gezeigt hat, in jener Hypotheseis­
Sammlung mitenthalten war, in einer Debatte um zwei verschiedene 
Prologe dieses Dramas bemerkt wird: 

o youv L\tKatapxoc; E1Ctt0elc; 't~V U1to0Eatv 'tOU 'Pftaou ypciq>Et Kata. 
AE~tV outco<; • "<---> vuv EUCJEAllVOV q>Eyyo~ 11 Otq,pf\Aato~" (114); 

denn Zitat des Anfangsverses neben der Darlegung (EKtt0et~) der 
betreffenden Hypothesis ist gerade das entscheidende Kennzeichen 
jener Hypotheseis-Sammlung. Vervollstandigt man das ausdriicklich 
wortlich angefiihrte Zitat, das schwerlich aus dem bloBen Anfangsvers 
des Dramas bestanden haben kann ( deshalb die Annahme einer Lucke), 
zu <'Pftcro;, o-l> <Xpxll ·> vUv cUcrEA:11vov cpEyyoc; ii OtcppllAa'to;, so ware 
dies das wortliche Zitat der Einleitung dieses Dramas in jener 
Sammlung. Und das wortliche Zitat des Dikaiarchos dient in dieser 
Debatte ja als Beweis dafilr, daB es noch einen anderen - als den in 
unseren Handschriften enthaltenen - Prolog gegeben hat. Die Kiirze 
des Zitats braucht neben ausdriicklichem 1eair<l AE~tv m.E. keine 
Bedenken zu erregen: Aus der Hypotheseis-Sammlung war nur dies zu 
entnehmen, weil darin diesbezi.iglich nichts weiter gestanden hat. Vor­
ausgesetzt, diese Sammlung war ein Werk des Dikaiarchos, war ein 
solches Zitat ein exakter Beweis.3 

Die Oberlief erungslage scheint mir also dafiir zu spree hen, daB dieses 
Sammelwerk der Hypotheseis zu Euripides- und Sophokles-Dramen 
ein Werk des Dikaiarchos ist. 

Nun wird dagegen geltend gemacht, es handele sich dabei um eine 
falschliche Zuschreibung eines Werkes, das erst im ersten oder zweiten 
Jahrhundert n.Chr. verfaBt warden ware.4 

Es gibt fiir diese Annahme ebensowenig einen Beweis wie eine 
Widerlegung. Ich meine, man sollte zunachst der Oberlieferung 
vertrauen. Das MiBtrauen beruht darauf, daB man bloBe mythologische 

2 P. Oxy. 2457 = 1158, vgl. den Verf., Philologus l 26 ( 1982) I 0-16. 
3 V gl. dazu den Verf., ZPE 84 ( I 990) 11-13. 
4 Vgl. vor allem J. Rusten, GRBSt 23 ( 1982) 357-67. 
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Inhaltsangaben einem Schuler des Aristoteles wie Dikaiarchos nicht 
zutraut, d.h. sie fi.ir unter seiner Wi.irde erachtet. Dabei ist zweierlei zu 
beachten. Erstens sollte man bei der geringen Kenntnis, die wir 
tatsachlich von den Werken des Dikaiarchos haben, vorsichtig sein mit 
der Einschatzung, welcher Art ein jeweiliges Werk von ihm gewesen 
ist. Zweitens ist zu priifen, was denn ein solches Werk der 
mythologischen Inhaltsangaben, dessen Gestalt uns durch die 
Papyrusfunde hinreichend bekannt geworden ist, zu seiner Zeit 
tatsachlich darstellte. 

Es bestand neben dem Zitat des ersten Verses ausschlieBlich aus der 
Darstellung des Mythos in dem jeweiligen Drama, ohne daB auf <lessen 
szenische Gliederung eingegangen wird. Es ist reine Mythen­
wiedergabe. Es wird keinerlei Vergleich zu andersartiger Darstellung 
des betreffenden Mythos in irgendeiner Literaturgattung gegeben. Es 
wird nichts iiber die Plazierung im Agon, nichts iiber die Zeit der 
Auffiihrung gesagt (abgesehen von der relativen Chronologie in dem .. 
Falle, daB es zwei Dramen desselben Titels gab, wie das bei der Uber-
schrift <l>pt~oc; np&to~ und <l>pt~oc; 0EUt£poc; deutlich wird5). 

So sei auf die Griinde, die m.E. fur die Echtheit sprechen konnten, 
hier nochmals eingegangen. 6 

Zu bedenken ist in diesem Zusammenhang u.a. der Umfang des 
Werkes. Die bloBe Nacherzahlung der Mythengestaltung bei Euripides 
umf aBte, wie sogleich gezeigt werden wird, vermutlich 2 Roll en = 2 
Bucher. Das umf angreichere Dramenwerk des Sophokles laBt demnach 
mindestens 3 Bucher Mythenwiedergabe erwarten. 5 Bucher 
mythologischer Inhaltsangaben sind ein beachtliches Werk. Kritische 
Auseinandersetzung mit der jeweiligen Mythengestaltung und 
Vergleiche mit anderen Darstellungen batten dieses Werk sehr 
umfangreich und gewiB weniger tibersichtlich gemacht. Die 
systematische Auflistung der Auffiihrungsfakten einschlieBlich der 
Plazierung der jeweiligen Konkurrenten war ohnehin durch ein anderes 
Werk, Aristoteles' L\toaaKaAiat, gegeben. - Kann man dem 
Dikaiarchos nicht zubilligen, in einem solchen, zwangslaufig 
umfangreichen Werk sich darauf beschrankt zu haben darzulegen, wie 

5 Moglicherweise weist auch 101 auf eine derartige Zahlung, vgl. dazu den Verf., 
Hermes 119 (1991) 467-69 (ro~ qn1at L1tKaiapxo<; zu beziehen auf El<il ()£ l((Xt oi 
'1tp6tepov', OU '1"upavvov' au,:ov (sc. den betreffenden ''Oidipus") E1tl)'pCl(f)OVt€<;. 

6 Dargelegt von mir in Aristoteles, Werk und Wirkung, 1. Bd., Aristoteles und seine 
Schule, hrsg. von J. Wiesner (Berlin/New York, 1985) 610-12. Vgl. auch M. Haslam, 
GRBSt 16(1975) 151-55. 
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jeder der beiden Dramatiker in den einzelnen Dram en die bet re ff ende 
Sage gestaltet hat? Hat Dikaiarchos <loch offenbar, was er zu den 
Auffilhrungen zu sagen hatte, in einer anderen kleineren, ein Buch 
umfassenden Schrift 1tEpt ~1ovucr1a1<&v ayffivrov dargelegt (99: 
Ll11eaiapxoc; EV ,;q} 1tepl ~tovucrtcxi<:&v &yffivrov)? 

Setzt man ferner voraus - worauf auch die der ldentifizierung 
dienende jeweilige Angabe des ersten Verses zu weisen scheint-, daB 
ein gesicherter Be stand des Oeuvres der beiden Dichter noch nicht 
vorlag, sondern es Dikaiarchos war, der diese Bestandsaufnahme 
gemacht und sie durch Zitieren des ersten Verses sowie Wiedergabe des 
mythologischen Inhalts gesichert hat, ware das eine dem Aristoteles­
Schiiler von vornherein unwiirdige Leistung? Man konnte zugleich 
auch die alphabetische Reihenfolge als Ordnungsprinzip als 
''Erfindung'' des Dikaiarchos deuten. 

Ich meine also, man sollte mit der Deutung der Hypotheseis­
Sammlung als "Pseudo-Dikaiarchos" vorsichtig sein. 

Und nun zu einigen Einzelheiten dieser Schrift, dem eigentlichen 
Anliegen dieses Beitrages. 

Die groBe Zahl von Papyri - von denen in der Zwischenzeit mehr als 
ein Dutzend publiziert worden ist -, die Teile dieser Sammlung von 
Euripides-Hypotheseis enthalten, haben uns eine Menge von 
Inf ormationen fiber ungefahr zwanzig Dramen des Euripides gebracht, 
die verloren sind. (Dabei sind die unechten Tragodien "Rha­
damanthys,'' "Rhesus'' und ''Tennes" miteingeschlossen.) 

Durch den Zufall der Funde besitzen wir vor allem Reste von solchen 
Papyri, die Teile von Hypotheseis enthalten, die sich auf Dramen 
beziehen, deren Anfangsbuchstabe des Titels A ist oder ein Buchstabe 
aus dem zweiten Teil des Alphabets von Man. 

Allein die Hypothesis des 'AAe~av8po~ ist fast vollstandig erhalten, 
auch ein umfangreicher Teil des Anfangs der Hypothesis des AtoAoc; 
und der Auyri ist gefunden worden. Was die Hypothesis des 
TiaAaµ~brt~ betrifft, der zweiten Tragodie der Trojanischen Trilogie 
'AAe~avopo<; - IlaAaµ~0ll~ - TpcpU0e<;, so werde ich dartiber im 
weiteren Teil dieser Ausftihrungen sprechen, ebenso, wie ich iiber die 
ldentifizierung eines Fragments der Il£A1aoe~-Hypothesis handeln 
werde. 

Von den uns verlorenen Dramen mit dem Anf angsbuchstaben aus 
dem zweiten Teil des Alphabets besitzen wir - abgesehen von den 
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beiden soeben genannten mit II anlautenden Titeln - hauptsachlich 
Reste der Hypotheseis folgender Dramen: 

vom 'Pa8aµav0u~ das Ende der Hypothesis, 
vom LKEipcov und den LKUptot in beiden Fallen den Anfang der 

Hypothesis, 
vom LUAEU<; Anfang und Ende der Hypothesis - mehr iiber dieses 

Satyrspiel sogleich -, 
vom Tevv11c; das Ende der Hypothesis. 
Es liegen umfangreiche Teile von vier Tragodien iiber den Herakliden 

Tflµevo~ und seine Kinder vor. 
Von den Tragodien ~Y\Jf11tUA'fl, <l>ae0rov und ~tA01et~tll~ besitzen wir 

in jedem Fall den Mittelteil der Hypothesis, 
van den beiden <l>pt~o<; in jedem Fall sowohl Anfang als auch Ende 

der Hypothesis. 
Und es gibt noch mehrere kleine Fragmente weiterer Tragodien. 

Es kann nicht Auf gabe dieses Beitrages sein, den In halt all er dieser 
Teile darzulegen. Aber ich mochte einige m.E. besonders interessante 
Erkenntnisse und Probleme als Beispiele besprechen. 

Solche Erkenntnisse sind m.E. vor allem aus den zahlreichen 
Fragmenten der Sammlung von Euripides-Hypotheseis P. Oxy. 2455 zu 
gewinnen, die im 27. Band der Oxyrhynchos-Papyri von 1962 e-nthalten 
sind. Dieser Papyrus betrifft solche Titel, deren Anfangsbuchstabe zum 
zweiten Teil des Alphabets gehort, genauer gesagt, die von M-X 
reichen (also Hypotheseis von Dramen von M11octa-Xpucrt1t1to<;). Wie 
ich glaube, umf aBte diese Sammlung urspriinglich zwei Rollen, von 
denen uns in P. Oxy. 2455 nur Fragmente der zweiten Rolle vorliegen. 
Fiir diese Annahme konnte sprechen, daB sich unter den sehr zahlrei­
chen Fragmenten dieses Papyrus kein einziges Bruchstiick befindet, das 
auf einen Dramen-Titel geht, der mit einem Buchstaben aus der ersten 
Halfte des Alphabets beginnt. Auch vom Umfang her ware diese 
Annahme akzeptabel: Wir haben mit ungefahr 80 Dramen des 
Euripides zu rechnen. Bei 80 Dramen und einer durchschnittlichen Hy­
pothesis-Lange von etwas fiber einer Kolumne in diesem Papyrus 
ergabe sich ein Umfang von Ober 40 Kolumnen fiir jede der beiden 
Rollen. Das entsprache etwa dem Umfang einer Dramen-Rolle. 

Zu diesem Hypotheseis-Papyrus im einzelnen: 
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Anhand eines neuen Photos konnte von mir fr. 18 identifiziert 
werden.7 Dort laBt sich namlich in Zeile 15 Ka['te8]11K£V Et<; A[e]~Tl[ta • • 
herstellen, ''setzte in einen Kessel." Damit ist ein Stichwort zu einer 
bekannten Sage gegeben, namlich der von den Pelias-Tochtern. Als 
Objekt zu Ka[1:e8]111<:£V la8t sich dann Kp[t6v, ''Widder'' (Z.13 Ende) • 
verifizieren. Steht doch in der Inhaltsangabe des entsprechenden 
Euripides-Dramas bei Moses Chorenensis, p. 550f. Nauck2

: nempe ut 
Medea laniatum arietem in lebetem coniecerit. 

Es geht in diesem Hypothesis-Bruchstiick also ganz offensichtlich 
um Medeias Versprechen, den alten Pelias zu verjiingen, was sie zuvor 
an einem Widder exemplifiziert. Wir haben es also hier zweifellos mit 
der Hypothesis zu den ''Peliades," einer der Tragodien der ersten Auf­
fiihrung des Euripides zu tun. 

Diese Annahme wird durch die Fundumstande bestatigt: Auf der 
Rtickseite von diesem fr. 18 bef and sich namlich zunachst noch ein 
kleines Bruchstiick- jetzt fr. 141 -, das Barrett als Teil der bekannten 
''Orestes''-Hypothesis identifiziert hat. Vermutlich haftete dieses kleine 
Bruchstiick an der Stelle, wo es sich urspriinglich innerhalb der Rolle 
befand. Die dem Alphabet nach spateren Hypotheseis befanden sich 
weiter im Inneren der Rolle. So lag folglich auf der 'Opecr1t11c;-Hypo­
thesis ein im Alphabet folgendes Stuck. Das konnte sehr gut die 
IlcAtaOE~-Hypothesis gewesen sein. 

An Einzelheiten la.Bt sich nun zeigen, daB offenbar die ausfiihrliche 
Schilderung dieser Geschichte bei Diodor IV 51/52 sich an Euripides' 
Darstellung orientiert. 

Bei Diodor heiBt es, als von der Verjilngung des Pelias gesprochen 
war, £K1tA:rrr1oµevou OE ~OU ~acrtAero~ i;o 1tapa8o~ov -t&v Aoywv ("als 
der Konig erstaunt war i.iber das Widersinnige der Worte''). Am Anfang 
einer Zeile von fr. 18 steht oo~ov, das war also 1tapa.] I ◊o~ov. 

Diodor berichtet tpE<poµevou yCXp Kptou 1tOAUE~OU~ l((l't(l 'tllV OlKtav 

(''ein sehr alter Widder wurde in dem Haus gehalten''). Im Papyrus f olgt 
auf Kp[ tov nach einer kurzen Lucke fiofl. Man konnte an etwas wie 
Kp[ tOV yap 1taAatOV ]I 11811 denken. Diodor sagt µu8oAoyoucrt 't~V 
Mft8et<XV KatCX µ£AT) 0t£Aoucrav 'tO cr&µa 'tOU KplOU Ka0£'VTlaat 
("man erzahlt, Medeia habe den Leib des Widders zerteilt und ge-

1 Anagennesis 3 ( 1983) 125-41, und ZPE 60 (1985) 16-20. 
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kocht''). An der entsprechenden Stelle des Papyrus steht Kataµ[, also 
ist vielleicht 1ea1:CX µ[EAT\ 81EtA£v zu erganzen. Entsprechend heiBt es in 
der eben genannten Inhaltsangabe bei Moses Chorenensis laniatum 
arietem. 

Die Zeilenlange in diesem Papyrus ist aus den anderen Fragmenten 
bekannt. Der betreffende Absatz der Hypothesis konnte also gelautet 
haben: 

Kat to [OOKOUV EiVUl 1tapa]loo~ov roe, E<JttV ou[vatov µrixav11]lµacrtv 
8d~acra • Kp[ tOv yCXp 1taA.a.tOv ]I ~◊Tl Aa[~o ]UOa KatCX µ[EA1'\ OtelAev 
Kal]I 1ea[tE0]1'\KEv d~ A[E]~ri[ta Kal Ka0e'l'Tlcracra. I Exo{~crev li]pva, 

• 411 • • 

" ... und nachdem sie, daB das widersinnig zu sein Scheinende moglich 
ist, <lurch Tricks gezeigt hat; sie nahm namlich einen Widder, der schon 
alt war, zerlegte ihn, legte ihn in einen Kessel, kochte ihn und machte 
ihn zu einem Lamm." 

Ging es bier im wesentlichen um die Zuordnung eines Hypothesis­
Fragments zu einem bekannten Euripideischen Dramen-Titel, so lassen 
sich m.E. aus anderen Fragmenten dieses Papyrus neue Erkenntnisse 
ilber bisher teilweise unbekannte Dramen-Titel gewinnen. Und zwar 
erstens fiir die Tragodien aus dem Sagenkreis der Herakles­
N achkommen, speziell der Temeniden. Als diesbeziigliche Titel sind 
uns aus Zitaten und aus der Titelliste P. Oxy. 2456 bekannt: T11µEvoc; 
und T11µevi8at, ferner der nach dem altesten Temenos-Sohn benannte 
'ApxeAao~ und der Kpeacp6vtfl<;, betitelt nach dem Sohn des 
gleichnamigen Temenos-Bruders. Das sind allein vier Dramentitel 
dieses ·Sagenkreises, den Euripides also besonders bevorzugt hat. Nun 
zeigen m.E. die Fragmente jenes Hypotheseis-Papyrus, daB dies noch 
nicht alle diesbeziiglichen Euripides-Titel sein konnen, die es gegeben 
hat. Wir haben namlich aus jenem Papyrus vier groBere Hypotheseis­
Fragmente, die von Temenos bzw. den Temeniden handeln. Von diesen 
kann aber keines zum 'ApxeAaoc; oder zum Kpecrcp6vtfl<; gehoren, da 
diese Titel ja mit einem Buchstaben aus dem ersten Teil des Alphabets 
beginnen, unser Papyrus aber, wie die zahlreichen Fragmente zeigen, 
nur solche des zweiten Teils des Alphabets umfaBt. Jene groBeren 
Fragmente sind fr. 9, fr. 10 und fr. 11 und dazu noch P. Michigan 1319, 
ein Fragment, <las sich <lurch -Oberschneidung mit dem kleinen Frag-
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ment 107 unseres Oxyrhynchus-Papyrus als ein solches Hypothesis­
Fragment erwiesen hat.8 Vier entsprechende Hypotheseis-Fragmente 
also fur nur zwei Titel, ''Temenos'' und ''Temenidai''? Es scheint 
unmoglich, alle diese vier Hypotheseis-Fragmente in nur zwei 
Hypotheseis unterzubringen. Dagegen sprechen der Inhalt und der 
Umfang dieser Fragmente; denn der Gesamtumfang einer Hypothesis 
ist relativ beschrankt, umfaBt in jenem Papyrus jeweils ohne 
Oberschrift etwa 30-40 Zeilen, wie ich friiher zu verdeutlichen gesucht 
habe.9 Die vier Stiicke umfassen jeweils ungefiihr ein Drittel einer Hy­
pothesis. 

Fr. 9 und fr. 10 erzahlen zudem ausfiihrlich jeweils diesel be 
Begebenheit, die Aufteilung der Peloponnes an die entsprechenden 
Herakles-Nachkommen, wobei Argos dem Temenos zuteil wird, 
Messenien dem Kresphontes, Sparta den Aristodemos-Sohnen. Ich 
zitiere den diesbezi.iglichen Textabschnitt in der van mir10 e.g. 
erganzten Form: 

Fr. 9 Otl[o:]v[Eiµa]vto[;] 8£ tou 'O[~u]Aou t~V IlEAol[1t6vv11crov Et~] µepn 
tpla, i:[nv µ]iv 'Apydl[av cbtTlttllO]E Tll[µE]v[o<;] 1tpto[J3U]tato<; I 

• • • 

[rov, tiiv Oe] Mecrcrnviav e[Aa]PEv Kp[Ecrcpovltrt<; ---], tf\V o[e] . " 

AaK[rolviav ol 'Aptcrto]O~µ[ou] natOE~. 

"Als Oxylos die Peloponnes in drei Teile geteilt hatte, forderte 
Temenos als der AJteste die Argolis, Messenien nahm Kresphontes, 
Lakonien die Sohne des Aristodemos." 

Fr. 10 TftµEVO~ µEpicr[a~ I 'CllV xCOpav, T)V EiA~]q>Et, 1tap' £KOVt<.OV t[o 
"Aplyoc; EA6µE]voc; EKA[ll]pcocrnv· EAaxEv [Of I KpEcrq,6vt]ric; ~nv 
M£crcr17v{av, 'tOl~ [OE I 'AptO'to6fiµou] 7tCltcrlv - Namen - [L1tap]tn 
[1tpocre1tEcr ]Ev t& KA~ pro. • . ~ ~ 

"Als Temenos das Land, das er erobert hatte, geteilt hatte, verloste er 
es, nachdem er sich unter Zustimmung Argos genommen hatte. Es 
erlangte Kresphontes Messenien, den Aristodemos-Sohnen ... fiel 
Sparta <lurch das Los zu.'' 

8 Identifiziert von A. Harder, ZPE 35 (1979) 7-14. 
9 ZPE 72 (1988) 27-30. 
IO Prometheus 13 (1987) 193-203. 



Neue Papyrus-Hypotheseis 337 

Das kann unmoglich zweimal in ein- und derselben Hypothesis erzahlt 
sein, zumal der Sachverhalt sich in Einzelheiten in beiden Fragmenten 
deutlich voneinander unterscheidet: Hier teilt Oxylos - dort teilt 
Temenos. 

Von eben diesen Teilen der Peloponnes ist auch in fr. 11 berichtet: 11 

hier ist aber off en bar die Teilung sch on vorausgesetzt, aber andererseits 
ist dieses Fragment nach Anordnung und Wortlaut offensichtlich der 
Beginn einer Hypothesis; denn gro6erer Zeilenabstand zu Anfang des 
Fragmentes und Worttrennung erweisen den Anfang dieses Fragments 
m.E. als einen Hypothesis-'Kopf'. 

Dafiir spricht auch die ausftihrliche Vorstellung einer Person in 
diesem Fragment, die gerade fiir den Beginn einer Hypothesis 
bezeichnend ist: TetcraµE.]vo<; uio~ OOv 'Ope[a~ou Kat ut8ouc; I 

* 'Ayaµe]µvovo~, f3acrtAEU~ [---. Teisamenos schickt offenbar einen 
• 

Spaher in die an die Temeniden bereits aufgeteilten Gebiete der 
Peloponnes: O,nleneµ]\JfEV Ka'tciaK01tOV eic; L1tcipt[11v Kat I l((X/t<l 

• 

M]ecra~v11v. Dieses Fragment kann also schwerlich aus derselben Hy-
pothesis wie fr. 9 oder fr. 10 stammen. 

Von Weitergabe der Konigsherrschaft des Temenos an den ti.ichtigsten 
seiner Sohne, also schon von der nachsten Generation, ist andererseits 
in jenem mit fr. 107 sich liberschneidenden Michigan-Papyrus die 
Rede: 

T~µEvo~, () ~&v 'H paKAElbfuv 1tpEcr~uia1:o~, tnv ~acrtAEtav E<pT)crEv 
1tapa8COcrEt V 'tql Kata µcix11v aptatEUCJCX,Vtt t&v ui&v. 12 

Meines Erachtens konnen also die beiden uns bekannten Titel 
Tf\µevo~ und Tr\µeviOat nicht die beiden einzigen diesbeziiglichen 
Dramen des Euripides gewesen sein, deren Titel mit einem Buchstaben 
aus dem zweiten Teils des Alphabets begann. Es muB mindestens noch 
ein weiteres Drama der Temenos-Sage von Euripides gegeben haben. 
Gab es vielleicht Tnµev{Oat 1tp&1:ot und T11µeviocx1 8£trtepot, wie 
derselbe Papyrus durch Oberschrift eindeutig bewiesen hat, daB es 
einen <l>pt~o~ 1tp&--cos und einen cI>p'i~o<; Oeui;Epoc; gegeben hat? Das 
erschiene mir als die einf achste Losung. (Die Moglichkeit eines 
zweifachen T~µEvo~ ist ausgeschlossen durch den zufallig in fr. 8 

11 Zu diesem Fragment vgl. den Verf., APF 41 (1995) 25-33. 
12 Es ~berschneidet sich von dem bier zitierten Satz 11v ~aatA und µax11- Zu den 

weiteren Uberschneidungen vgl. zuletzt den Verf., ZPE 49 ( 1982) 15-19. 
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erhaltenen Titel Tllµcvoi;, o'O Upxll.) Eine andere MOglichkeit waren 
T11µ£vtO£c;, Tochter des Temenos. Steht doch bei Stobaios in allen 
seinen Zitaten, wo er den Titel im Dativ angibt, T11µEvtcrtv, was man 
bisher als Fehler ansieht. Freilich wissen wir nur von einer Temenos­
Tochter namens 'Y pv110CO. Oder sollte es etwa irgendeinen anderen 
Titel fur das betreffende Drama gegeben haben, <lessen 
Anfangsbuchstabe in der zweiten Halfte des Alphabets zu suchen ware? 
Aber daB der Titel einer Tragodie des Euripides, die noch der Verf asser 
der Hypotheseis gekannt hatte, uns ganzlich unbekannt geblieben ware, 
ist relativ unwahrscheinlich. (Bei einem Satyrspiel ist ein solcher 
Totalverlust eher denkbar, dazu sogleich.) Der Titel bleibt ungewiB, ein 
weiteres solches Drama auBer den T~µevo<; und T,iµEvi8at betitelten 
scheint mir jedoch aufgrund der besagten Hypotheseis-Fragmente 
gewiB. 

Noch ein weiteres Drama des Euripides, <lessen Titel zweifach 
vertreten war, glaube ich aus diesem Hypotheseis-Papyrus erschlieBen 
zu konnen, und zwar ein Satyrspiel. Bei Satyrspielen ist die Annahme 
des Verlustes eines Titels an sich von vornherein weniger proble­
matisch; denn ohnehin sind offensichtlich einige Satyrspiel-Titel des 
Euripides zu vermissen. Wir wissen namlich - von dem erhaltenen 
KuKAro\V abgesehen - nur von 6 Satyrspielen, die nachweislich nach 
Alexandria gelangt sind, da uns aus ihnen Fragmente zitiert sind, 
Aut6AuKoc;, Boua£tpt<;, Eupucr0euc;, Ltaucpoc;, LKEtprov, ruAEU<;. 
Durch Athenaios erfahren wir, daB es zwei Au~oAUKOt, Au~6AUKO~ A 
und A \)'tOAUKO<; B, gegeben hat (X 413C Eupt1tio11c; EV i-ip npffitcp 
Aut0Au1ecp AEY£t - es folgt fr. 282 N2). Bastianini und ich haben 
kilrzlich in einer Schtileriibung eines Wiener Papyrus - als zweites 
Zeugnis - als Oberschrift einer Hypothesis Au~oAuKo~ A identi­
fiziert. 13 Daneben kennen wir noch den Titel eines Satyrspiels, das zu 
Zeiten der Alexandriner verloren war, die 0£pta'tai, wie die 'Medeia' -
Hypothesis unserer Handschriften zeigt ( tpt to~ Eupt1tto11c; M110Et(f, 
<l>tAOKt'~"Cn, ~tKlUt, 0Eptcr'tcxt<; cratupot~. OU aqlsEtCXt). Bekanntlich 
wird aus Satyrspielen viel seltener zitiert als aus Tragodien. Von einer 
Reihe von Satyrspielen einiger Tragiker haben wir nur je ein einziges 
Zitat. Fehlte dies, fehlte oftmals unsere Kenntnis von dem betreffenden 
Satyrspiel vollig. Wir lesen in der vita des Euripides, daB acht 
Satyrspiele des Euripides bewahrt worden waren (p. 4 Schwartz: crcp 

13 Analecta Papyrologica I ( 1989) 31-36. 
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St'tUl OE autou ... , cra1uptKa 8e 11'). Wir kennen die Zeit dieser vita 
nicht. Nur wenn die Feststellung fur den Autor der Euripides­
Hypotheseis Gilltigkeit hat, ware ein weiteres Satyrspiel 
ausgeschlossen. Aber ich meine, der Autor der Hypotheseis konnte 
friiher sein als diese vita. Oder es gab Verwirrung durch die 
gleichartigen Titel verschiedener Satyrspiele. Vielleicht namlich 
wurden zwei Auffilhrungen eines Satyrspieles mit demselben Titel als 
ein Stuck gezahlt. 

Soweit allgemein zur Satyrspiel-Oberlieferung, nun zurtick zu 
unserem Papyrus: In den letzten Zeilen einer Hypothesis - auf fr. 8 -
steht eindeutig Kat tov LUAEa. Das ist also das Ende einer Hypothesis 
zum I:uAeu~ cratuptKo;. (4 Zeilen danach endet diese Hypothesis mit 
einer nicht vollbeschriebenen Zeile, und darauf folgt der nachste Titel: 
TfiµEVO~, ot &pxfi.) 

Aber in fr. 5 haben wir noch einen SchluB einer Hypothesis eines mit 
I, anlautenden Titels. (Denn auf diesen Hypothesis-SchluB folgt als 
weiterer l:-Titel auf demselben Bruchstiick die 1:0EvEf3ota-Hypothesis.) 
In dieser - der ''Stheneboia''-Hypothesis vorausgehenden - Hypo­
thesis ist vom Auftritt des Herakles die Rede: e]1ttcpav[ct]<; o' 
'Hpa[KAf\~. 14 Die einzige Tragodie, deren Titel neben der I:0evel301a 
noch mit l anlautet, sind jedoch lediglich die LKUptot, in denen es um 
die Abholung des Achilleus nach Troja geht. (Der Anfang dieser Hy­
pothesis ist uns <lurch einen anderen Papyrus bekannt.) Es kann sich bei 
fr. 5 also nur um ein Satyrspiel handeln, wie gesagt, eines mit L 
anlautenden Titels. Dem entspricht iibrigens auch der Auftritt des 
Herakles. 1st Herakles <loch eine haufige Figur im Satyrspiel. Man hat 
an den LKEipcov gedacht, dessen Hypothesis-Anfang wir besitzen. Aber 
der ''Skiron" gehort in die Theseus-Sage. DaB Euripides in der 
bekannten Sage den attischen Heros durch Herakles ersetzt hatte, 
erscheint jedenfalls abwegig. (Natiirlich kann nicht absolut 
ausgeschlossen werden, daB Herakles am Ende des Skiron-Satyrspiels 
auftritt, als Theseus den Skiron bereits getotet hatte, aber es ist 
zumindest hochst unwahrscheinlich.) Dann bliebe unter den dem Titel 
nach bekannten Satyrspielen, <lessen Titel auBerdem noch mit I: 
anlautete, nur der Ltcrucpo;. Daman von <lessen Inhalt so gut wie nichts 

14 £1tt<pavE1.~ bezeichnet in den Hypotheseis auch das Auftreten einer Person, vgl. 
Hyp. Orestes 'HAEKtpa Oe fEpµt6v11v E7tt<pCXVEtO"CXV £00JlCEV ei~ XEtpac; autot<; ... 
, ' ~' M '"'1 e7tl<pCXVEt~ Ue £V£AtaO~ ♦ • • • 
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weiB, kann man natiirlich alles unter diesen Titel stellen. Und so ist es 
auch geschehen. 

Aber es scheint einen anderen Anhaltspunkt zu geben: AuBer der 
Erwahnung des Herakles steht in diesem Bruchstiick -µ]EVO~ u1t[o] 'COU 

CY[. Danach bricht die Zeile ab. Das einfachste ware u1to tou 
2,u[Aero~. Dann stammt auch dieses SchluBsttick einer Hypothesis, wie 
das von fr. 8, aus einer LUAEU<;-Hypothesis. Da Herakles' Auftritt erst 
fi.inf Zeilen vor dem Ende der Hypothesis erwahnt ist, dtirfte ein groBer 
Teil dieses Syleus-Satyrspieles vor diesem Auftritt spielen, was nicht 
erstaunlich ware. Es gab dann zwei Satyrspiele dieses Titels, IuAeu~ 
np&to~ und ruAeu~ 0£U'tEpo<;, genauso, wie es einen Au1:6Au1eo~ 
1tp&10<; und einen Aui6Au1eo<; .0£U'tEpo; gegeben hat. Dazu noch 
f olgende Oberlegungen: 

Von der Existenz zweier Aut6AuKo; betitelter Euripideischer 
Satyrspiele wuBten wir bis vor kurzem (s.o.) allein <lurch jenes eine 
Zitat bei Athenaios (von insgesamt vier). Ware es da verwunderlich, 
wenn wir von zwei LUAEuc;-Satyrspielen ein entsprechendes Zitat nicht 
haben? Bei 20 aus den beiden <l>pt~o<;-Dramen mit Titel gegebenen 
Zitaten steht nur bei zweien der Zusatz 6e:6tEpo~. Den 17 Zitaten aus 
dem ersten "Hippolytos'' mit bloBem tv ( l1t1t0Au~cp ( oder ahnlich) steht 
ein einziges - fr. 442 N2 - mit der Angabe Ev 'lmtoA..U'tcp 1eaA..u1t'to­
µevcp gegeniiber. Der LUAEu~ wird uns aber insgesamt iiberhaupt nur 
dreimal ausdriicklich mit Titelangabe zitiert (fr. 692-94 N2). So steht 
der Annahme eines zweiten LuAeu; aus dieser Sicht nichts im Wege. 

Wir haben in dem StraBburger Papyrusfragment 2676 Aa, <las aus 
derselben Rolle stammt, noch den Anfang einer 'Syleus'-Hypothesis. 
(Der entscheidende Teil des Titels, der ilber die Duplizitat des Titels 
entschiede, ist nicht erhalten.) Gab es zwei LuAe:uc;-Satyrspiele, konnte 
jenes Bruchstiick sowohl zum Lt>Ac:u~ A als zum IuA£U<; B gehoren. 15 

Bis jetzt habe ich einen Fund nicht erwahnt, der in meinen Augen 
sensationell ist. Ich meine einen langen Papyrusstreifen aus der Hy­
pothesis zu dem verlorenen ersten ''Hippolytos," dem sogenannten 
KaAu1ti6µevo~ oder KataKaAu1tt6µEvo<;, P. Mich. 6222A. 16 Dieser 
Papyrus zeigt, daB dieser 'Hippolytos' in derselben Weise wie der 
zweite, der sogenannte L'tE<pav{a~, in Troizen spielt und teilweise in 
seinem Inhalt mit dem zweiten tibereinstimmt, auch was die 
Verfluchung und den Tod des Hippolytos betrifft. Der bedeutsame 

15 V gl. dazu den Verf., Anagennesis 4 ( 1986) 223-43. 
16 Vgl. dazu den Verf., ZPE 102 (1994) 23-39. 
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Punkt ist eine Szene, die nach meiner Meinung eine andere Interpreta­
tion des Beiwortes KaAu1t1:6µevoc; erfordert als man bisher 
angenommen hat, d.h. daB diese Tragodie mit diesem Beiwort versehen 
worden ware, weil Hippolytos, geschockt von Phaidras schamlosem 
und ehebrecherischem Anbieten ihrer selbst, sich aus Scham verhiillt 
hatte. Denn in dem Papyrus lesen wir in unmittelbarer Nahe 'tllV 
'l1t]1t0Au1:ou atoAftv und EKEA£Ucrc[v ... (K<X,1:<X)Ka]AU\j/<lµ£VOV ... 

x:a0icrat. Jemand spricht also fiber die Kleidung des Hippolytos und 
ordnet an, daB jemand sich hinsetzt, nachdem er einen Teil von sich -
ich meine, sein Gesicht bzw. seine Augen - verhiillt hat. Ich sehe keine 
andere Interpretationsmoglichkeit dieses Wortlautes, als daB jemand 
eine Person auffordert, vorzugeben, Hippolytos zu sein. Und ich 
vermute, der Zweck <lessen ist es, Phaidra zu priifen, die daraufhin, 
getauscht beim Zusammentreffen mit dieser verhiillten Person, ihre 
Leidenschaft in Gegenwart dieses vermeintlichen Hippolytos kundtut 
und so ihr Verlangen gegen ihre Absicht einer 6ffentlichkeit preisgibt. 
Als Person, die sie priifen will, kommt m.E. Theseus in Frage, der nach 
Verdammung seines Sohnes mi8trauisch geworden ist. Demnach muB 
der 'I1t1t6Au1:oc; (Ka1a)x:aAu1tt6µcvo<; ein falscher Hippolytos sein, 
namlich eine Person, die zum Zwecke der Tauschung Phaidras vorgibt, 
sie ware Hippolytos. Nattirlich bin ich mir dessen gewiB, daB es 
Bedenken geben wird, diese Interpretation anstelle der friiheren -
lediglich auf Vermutung aufgrund des Beititels beruhenden - zu 
akzeptieren. 

Ein anderer Michigan-Papyrus, der noch unveroffentlicht ist, enthalt 
das Ende der IlaAaµ11811c;-Hypothesis. Dieses zeigt, daB am Ende der 
Tragodie Nauplios, Palamedes' Yater, auf der Biihne erschien und dem 
Agamemnon drohte, Rache fur die Ermordung seines Sohnes zu 
nehmen. AuBerdem scheint deutlich zu werden, daB Palamedes' Bruder 
Oiax von den Griechen ins Meer geworf en und in Ietzter Minute durch 
die Nereiden gerettet warden war. 

Soweit einige Gedanken zu den Euripideischen Papyrus­
Hypotheseis, die uns so viele neue Erkenntnisse von wichtigen Teilen 
verlorener griechischer Literatur, namlich von zahlreichen Euripides­
Dramen, erbracht haben. 
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La Tradizione Papirologica di Dicearco 

Tiziano Dorandi 

I. Tra gli autori peripatetici i cui frammenti sono stati raccolti dal Wehrli 
nell' ormai classica raccolta Schule des Aristoteles quello che piu ha 
beneficiato di un rinnovato esame della tradizione papirologica e, senza 
dubbio, Dicearco. La silloge di Wehrli registrava tre passi estratti da 
opere di Filodemo. Nella sezione: ''Ober Lebensformen, Biographien," 
lo studioso riportava una brevissima testimonianza, recuperata dalla 
Academicorum historia (F 45 = 46C); in quella: "Homerfragen" alcune 
linee dal De musica (F 93 = 39). Tra gli: ''Unbestimmbares, Unechtes, 
U nsicheres," infine, un frustulo lacunoso (F 118 = 52) dal De Stoic is. 1 

11.1. La prima testimonianza-dalla Academicorum historia-era 
limitata da Wehrli alle sole parole: totau-ta y£ypacp61:o[~ 8]tKatapxou 
<I>1A6x[o]poc;£v'tqvcT)c; 'A't0[{]0[oc;] EK~m[t] 1tapE1tcn[cn~v] E1tl'to ... e 

• • • • • 
cosf laconicamente commentata: ''In fr. 45 ist der Inhalt des D.-Zitates 
nicht mehr f eststellbar. ''2 Quale he anno fa, con f elice intuizione, Gaiser 
e, tuttavia, riuscito a dimostrare non solo che il testo che precede quella 
frase deve essere restituito a Dicearco, ma che si tratta anche di una 

1 Cf. T. Dorandi, Testimonia Herculanensia, in CPF l 1 * (Firenze, 1989) 36s. 
2 Wehrli, SdA 1.55. 

343 
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citazione letterale, derivata, con buona probabilita, dai capitoli del Ilept 
~irov dedicati a Platone.3 

Per intendere come Gaiser sia giunto a f ormulare la sua ipotesi, sono 
necessarie alcune premesse generali sulla particolare natura del Papiro 
di Ercolano 1021, ii rotolo cioe che tramanda laAcademicorum historia 
di Filodemo.4 II PH ere. I 021 conserva la ''copia di lavoro," ii 
brogliaccio di Filodemo, come confermano le peculiarita della scrittura 
dall' esecuzione disordinata, le tecniche librare irregolari, le aggiunte, le 
espunzioni, i passi ripetuti, i segni che indicavano trasposizioni, 
inserzioni, probabili guasti testuali e ii fatto stesso che si tratti di un 
papiro "opistografo." Nel mettere insieme questa che potremmo ben 
definire una raccolta di materiale approntata in vista della stesura della 
sua opera sull' Academia platonica, ii metodo di lavoro di Filodemo non 
era stato molto di verso da quello di Plinio ii vecchio descritto dal nipote, 
Plinio ii giovane: liber legebatur, adnotabat1 excerpebat. Filodemo 
aveva letto le sue fonti, aveva indicato con segni i passi che gli 
sembravano utili per la sua opera, ne aveva fatto excerpta. La com­
pilazione era avanzata per gradi con cambiamenti, correzioni e aggiunte 
seriori, che si erano stratificate l 'una sull' altra. II risultato, quale 
leggiamo oggi sul PHerc. 1021, e una raccolta non sempre omogenea di 
estratti talora riprodotti alla lettera, talora rielaborati in varia misura, 
derivati da piu antichi autori che avevano scritto su Platone e sulla sua 
scuola. Una parte di questi appunti, per effettiva mancanza di spazio sul 
recto del rotolo, Filodemo aveva sistemati sul uerso: sono le colonne in-

• 
dicate con le lettere dell' alfabeto da Z a 0, oggi non piu leggibili 
sull' originale, ma conservate dall' apografo oxoniense del papiro. 5 Nel 
tentativo di ricostruire la successione dei capitoli dell' opera, si deve 
tenere canto che queste colonne, che contengono integrazioni aggiunte 
da Filodemo in momenti successivi, vengono a incunearsi nel tessuto 

3 Una prima notizia della scoperta Gaiser dette nella Neue Zurcher Zeitung del 6 
novembre 1981, 33-34. Essa venne ripresa e confermata dal medesimo nel suo articolo 
"La biografia di Platone in Filodemo: Nuovi dati dal PHerc. 1021," Cronache Ercolanesi 
13 ( 1983) 58-62 e, infine, nel volume: Philodems Academica. Die Berichte iiber Platon 
und die Alte Akademie in zwei herkulanensischen Papyri (Stuttgart e Bad Cannstatt, 
1988)97-100,307-66. 

4 Per una piu dettagliata analisi, cf. T. Dorandi, Filodemo. Storia dei filosofi: Platone 
e l'Academia (Napoli, 1991) 109-13 e id., "Den Autoren Uber die Schulter geschaut. 
Arbeitsweise und Autographie bei den Antiken Schriftstellern,'' Zeitschrift f. 
Papyrologie u. Epigraphik 87 (1991) 11-17. 

5 Cf. Dorandi, ibid. I 08s. 
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narrati vo principale secondo criteri e modalita variabili, da determinare, 
di volta in volta, a partire da elementi interni. Fondandosi su queste 
premesse, Gaiser ha, per primo, correttamente compreso che, nel caso di 
quell'opera specifica, nella redazione tramandata dal PHerc. 1021, 
esiste una interrelazione fra I' ordine di successione delle colonne e le 
singole fonti riportate da Filodemo, spesso nel loro dettato originale. 
Per la determinazione delle f onti, Gaiser applica, con ottimi risultati, al 
materiale raccolto da Filodemo ii metodo della stratificazione genetica. 
II rapporto fra la successione delle colonne e l' alternarsi delle f onti 
porta a presupporre tre strati nella formazione compositiva della 
Academicorum historia. La sezione su Dicearco,--.f;che corrisponde alle. 
colonne 1 *, 1, 2.1-5, con I' inserimento posteriore della col. Y, tra le 
colonne I e 2-dovrebbe esser fatta risalire, secondo lo studioso, gia al 
primo livello della stratificazione.6 

Questi, in breve, i moti vi e gli argomenti sui quali Gaiser f onda la sua 
attribuzione di quella pericope testuale al IlEpt ~irov di Dicearco. 
L' ampio brano che comprende le colonne 1 *-1-2.5 mostra una 
compatta unita testuale,7 la cui patemita e esplicitamente indicata alla 
fine (col. 2.4-5): 101au--ca yeypacp6to[~ L\]t1eatUpxou. I cinque 

• 
frammenti finora noti dalla Vita di Platone (F 40-44 Wehrli = 45-50) 
troverebbero tutti una corrispondenza nelle pagine estrapolate da 
Filodemo; la lingua stessa del brano si conforma all'uso del filosofo 
peripatetico e cosf pure la descrizione dei progressi delle scienze esatte 
nella scuola di Platone ( col. Y), che Dicearco pote avere derivati dalla 
storia della matematica scritta da Eudemo di Rodi (F 133 Wehrli), fonte, 
a sua volta, del compendia che leggiamo nel Commento agli Elementi di 
Euclide di Proclo. L'unico motivo che potrebbe essere addotto contro la 
paternita dicearchea, cioe la positiva descrizione di Platone fautore di 
un bias theoretikos piuttosto che di un bios praktikos, e riconosciuto da 
Gaiser piuttosto come un elemento indicativo della obiettivita del 
biografo peripatetico. 

Se l'individuazione e la delimitazione dell' estratto e risultata 
relativamente facile, ben piu complessa e perfino frustrante si presenta 
la ricostruzione di quel testo a causa dello stato gravemente lacunoso di 
larghe parti. Gaiser ha cercato con ammirevole maestria di restaurare ii . 

6 Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 76s., 87-96. 
7 S. Mekler, Academicorum philosophorum index Herculanensis (Berlin, 1902/ 

1958) 29 scorse tracce di Dicearco anche nella col. V, ma Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 101-
3 ha convincentemente dimostrato che f ante di questo pas so e piuttosto Filocoro. 
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frammento nella sua quasi totalita con risultati che, seppure 
soddisfacenti dal punto di vista sintattico-grammaticale e anche 
contenutistico, devono, purtroppo, essere presi in considerazione con 
estrema cautela, proprio perche basati, piu di una volta, su tracce fin 
troppo labili e frutto talora piu di interpretazione presupposta che di una 
concreta realta testuale.8 

Parallelamente alle ricerche di Gaiser, Lasserre aveva sviluppato 
I' ipotesi che nella parte iniziale della Academicorum historia filodemea 
fossero da individuare, semmai, resti del Ticpt IlAatcovo~ dell'allievo di 
Platone Ermodoro di Siracusa, che a sua volta avrebbe mediato quelle 
inf ormazioni dall 'omonimo scritto dell' altro discepolo della Academia, 
Filippo di Opunte.9 

Le colonne prese in considerazione da Lasserre sono in numero 
maggiore rispetto a quelle ritenute da Gaiser: X/Z, 3/5, Y, 1 *, 1-2.5 del 
PHerc. 1021 e ii fr. 13 del PHerc. 164 (il secondo esemplare, purtroppo 
molto frammentario, delta Academicorum historia di Filodemo10). Da 
Ermodoro sarebbero derivate a Filodemo le informazioni sui viaggi di 
Platone in Sicilia (col. X/Z), sull'ultima notte del filosofo (col. 3/5), 
sulla sua scuola e lo sviluppo delle scienze esatte (col. Y), sui suoi 
dialoghi (1 *-1-2.5). Gli estratti avrebbero formate due insiemi, ii primo 
dei quali riuniva tutte le notizie sulla vita di Platone, ii secondo 
esponeva l'attivita di Platone nell' Academia. La lunga citazione da 
Ermodoro sarebbe stata preceduta e interrotta da una avvertenza di 
Filodemo stesso all' inizio della col. X (11. 1-5), che Lasserre cosf rico­
struisce (a partire dai risultati di Mekler e Cronert): ou]K anet[Kotro~ 
En1]l-rtµffi[v ol]c; &A.A.01 ouv[l110o]v E[nt}tpExro -r<l ytypcx.µµEva ntpl 
Il[A]altroVO<; ci1t[a]v9' U1toypU'\j/a~ ixovlta ou~ro<; e interpreta: '' ... en 
retranchant, non sans raison, les passages sur lesquels s' accordaient 
d' autres auteurs, je passe en revue tout son ou vrage sur Platon et j 'en 
reproduis les grands lignes de la maniere que voici." Una frase che 
Gaiser intende, invece, come premessa di Filodemo a introduzione del 
suo resoconto della sola esperienza siciliana di Platone. 11 

8 Cf. T. Dorandi, Gnonion 63 (1991) 300-6. 
9 Cf. F. Lasserre, -'Hermodore de Syracuse dans PHerc. I 021 et 164? ," Cronache 

Ercolanesi 13 (1983) 63-74; Id., "Le barbare, le grec et la science selon Philippe 
d'Oponte," MH 40 (1983) 175-77 e De Leodamas de Thasos a Philippe d'Oponte. 
Temoignages et fragments (Napoli, 1987) 601-5, 668-69. 

10 Sui rapporti fra i due manoscritti, cf. Dorandi (supra, nota 4) 103-13. 
11 Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 165 e 391 s. 
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Contro molte congetture di Lasserre possono essere richiamate, in 
linea di massima, le critiche gia mosse da Gaiser: 12 L' au tore con cui 
colloquia Filippo di Opunte in col. 5.36-39 era un suo piu giovane 
contemporaneo, cioe Neante di Cizico e non Ermodoro; le notizie sul 
soggiorno di Platone in Sicilia derivano, per esplicita dichiarazione di 
Filodemo stesso (col. X 1-5), da diverse fonti, tra le quali forse anche 
Ermodoro; in col. X 7 e detto che Platone, alla morte di Socrate, aveva 
ventisette anni, mentre da Ermodoro (in Diogene Laerzio 3.6) sappiamo 
che ne aveva ventotto; none affatto certo che Ermodoro avesse scritto 
un' opera Ile pt TIA&~rovoc;; I' ipotesi che in col. 1.41 fosse indicato 
Filippo di Opunte e fondata sul solo supplemento: 0ta[o6xou; i paralleli 

• 
fra la col. Y 2-17 e ii commento di Proclo al I libro degli Elementi di 
Euclide sui quali Lasserre fonda principalmente la sua ipotesi di una 
derivazione dell'intera sezione da Ermodoro tramite Filippo di Opunte, 
sono invece sintomatici, per Gaiser, di una comunanza di fonte piuttosto 
con Eudemo di Rodi. 13 

Pure limitata dalle gravi lacune e dalle incertezze di lettura, 
l'acquisizione del nuovo frammento a Dicearco prospettata da Gaiser ha 
incontrato una positiva accoglienza 14 e risulta, per di versi motivi, 
meglio fondata della attribuzione a Ermodoro avanzata da Lasserre. 

Resta, cornunque, un aspetto che merita di essere riconsiderato, quello 
cioe della effettiva estensione della citazione di Dicearco. Per quanto 
riguarda la col. 1 *, l' estrema frammentarieta consiglia di non prendere 
posizione o di assumere un atteggiamento perlomeno scettico di fronte 
alle integrazioni di Gaiser. Ben piu complesso e, invece, il caso della 
col. Y per la quale Burkert, contro Gaiser, 15 ha messo in dubbio la 
paternita dicearchea e ha ne suggerito, con sostanziali e convincenti 
argomenti, una attribuzione a Filippo di Opunte.16 Innanzitutto, ii verbo 

12 Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 89-91. Cf. M. Isnardi Parente, MH 46 (1989) 153; T. 
Dorandi, Prometheus 15 (1989) 191 s. e id. (supra, nota 4) 86s. 

13 L'idea e sviluppata da F. Ferrari, Rivista di Storia dellafilosofia 48 (1993) 352-
53. Contra la paternita di Eudemo, senza tenere presente il passo filodemeo, si dichiara 
C. Eggers Lan, "Eudemo y el 'Catalogo de ge6metras' de Proclo," Emerita 53 (1985) 
127-57. Cf. Lasserre (supra, nota 9) 613- 17. 

14 Rinuncio a dare una dossografia delle voci favorevoli e indico, di volta in volta, 
soltanto i contributi di coloro che si sono dichiarati contrari. 

15 Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 76s. 
16 W. Burkert, "Philodems Arbeitstext zur Geschichte der Akademie," Zeitschrift 

f Papyrologie u. Epigraphik 97 (1993) 92-94 e Platon in Nahaufnahme. Ein Buch aus 
Herculaneum (Stuttgart u. Leipzig, 1993) 24-34. 
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1tap€ypa'lfa (Y 1) indica con chiarezza l'inizio di un nuovo estratto, che 
Filodemo aveva fatto sistemare sul uerso del rotolo in aggiunta e 
parallelamente alla citazione da Dicearco, che continua, invece, e si 
conclude con le linee iniziali della col. 2. II brano contiene una 
interessantissima descrizione del progresso della matematica e del ruolo 
giocato da Platone in questo processo. Sotto la guida di Platone con 
funzioni di architetto (11 . 4-5: <ipxtt£Ki;ovouv,ro~ . . . TIA&'trovo<;), la 
teoria delle misqre (µe.1:poAoy{a) e i problemi delle definizioni 
(opiaµoi) raggiunsero ii pin alto livello, dopo che Eudosso ebbe 
rinnovati i metodi antiquati di Ippocrate di Chio; anche la geometria, 
grazie all'introduzione del metodo delta analisi e di quello delle 
determinazioni (Otoptcrµoi) progredf; ne rimasero trascurate I' ottica e la 
meccanica (11. 1-17). II resto della colonna e troppo lacuno perche si 
possa ricavarne qualcosa di sicuro ne si puo fare affidamento sui 
tentativi di ricostruzione acuti, ma assai ipotetici di Gaiser e di 
Lasserre: 17 sembra di intuire un contesto polemico contro a1tcpµoA6yo1, 
che pensavano, nel loro piccolo, soltanto alla propria ''raccolta'' (II. 
20ss.) e di intravedere un accenno al problema (II. 32-33) dell' ''utile'' 
(ov11cr1µa) e del ' 'necessario'' (&.vayKata). In questa colonna non c'e 
niente, dunque, che riconduca a Dicearco, che, tra I' altro, non mostro 
mai interesse alcuno per le scienze matematiche. Anche la supposizione 
di Gaiser che gli stretti paralleli della col. Y con il Commento a Euclide 
di Proclo ne indichino una fonte comune in Eudemo pone gravi aporie: 
difficilmente Eudemo, in quanto peripatetico, avrebbe espresso un 
simile giudizio su Platone. La fonte di entrambi i luoghi-un autore 
platonico, vissuto f orse prima di Eudemo-non puo es sere che Filippo 
di Opunte, come gia aveva intuito Lasserre. Filippo, dunque, e non 
Dicearco e I' autore dell' estratto sul progresso della matematica nella 
col. Y che Filodemo riproduce nel suo dettato letterale. 18 

Un breve accenno, infine, alla recente suggestione di Voutiras, 
secondo cui dalle linee iniziali di col. 2 si dedurrebbe solo che fine di 
Filodemo era quello di contrapporre un perduto resoconto dossografico 
di Dicearco relative al pensiero della antica Academia ea Platone-non 
citato alla lettera-alla parallela rappresentazione del sesto libro della 

17 Cf. Dorandi (supra, nota 4) 207-10. 
18 L' ipotesi che f onte dell a col. Y sia Eu demo e stata ripresa con argomenti, a mio 

avviso, non convincenti, da L. Torraca: A . Tepedino Guerra e L. Torraca, Etica e 
astronomia nella polemica epicurea contro i Ciziceni, in Epicureismo greco e romano, 
a c. di G. Giannantoni e M. Gigante (Napoli, 1996) 1.149-50 n. I 02. 
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Atthis di Filocoro (<l>1Aox[o]po<; EV 't& ~ii~ 'A~O[i]o[o<;] EK1:00[t] " . . . . 
1tape1tat[crev] K.t.A.): tra le due fonti, Filodemo avrebbe considerato la 

• 
testimonianza di Dicearco piu attendibile e da pref erire a quella di 
Filocoro.19 

Se si escludono-per i motivi sopra indicati-le colonne 1 * e Y, 
questi i contenuti del nuovo frammento di Dicearco, a partire dal testo 
che ho stabilito nella mia edizione dello scritto filodemeo cercando di 
mantenermi, nei limiti del possibile, quanto piu aderente ai resti 
tramandati e rifiutando qualsiasi esegesi che parta da pericopi testuali 
interamente o in larga misura integrate. Dicearco <lava una valutazione 
positiva dell'opera di Platone: un rinnovamento della filosofia, 
l' euritmia <lei dialoghi, ii progresso della ricerca filosofica. La 
composizione dei dialoghi aveva sortito un benefico eff etto protrettico e 
aveva spinto innumerevoli lettori a filosofare, taluni seppure in maniera 
superficiale perche sviati dalla apparenza esteriore.20 Venivano in 
seguito menzionati alcuni discepoli che avevano ritenuto avere una 
scusa sufficiente della propria ignoranza o piuttosto essere in possesso 
della virtu (?), in quanta soli conoscitori del genuino pensiero del nobile 
e sapientissimo maestro, Platone ( 1 ). Alla rappresentazione dell' 
importanza e del valore della filosofia di Platone in Dicearco, Filodemo 
faceva seguire (col. 2.4-5: ~01au~a yeypacp6to[c; ~]tKatapxou) larghi 

• 

estratti dai libri Ve VI dell' Atthis di Filocoro (coll. 2 e V) relativi alla 
organizzazione dell' Academia, alla vita di Platone e alla fondazione di 
una comunita filosofica nella citta di Assa in Troade dopo la sua morte. 

11.2. In un altro passo della Academicorum historia, Filodemo aveva 
citato Dicearco. Il nome dello scrittore peripatetico si legge inf atti nel 
frammento 22 del PHerc. 164,21 che gia il Mekler22 era riuscito a 
collocare in corrispondenza della col. 11.17-21 del PH ere. 1021. La 
supposizione, confermata da Gaiser,23 mi sembra attendibile nonostante 
la lacunosita del passo. Filodemo riportava la citazione da Dicearco­
mediata probabilmente attraverso Ermippo-nel Bios di Cherone di 

19 E. Voutiras, "Sokrates in der Akademie: Die frtiheste bezeugte Philo­
sophenstatue," Mitt. Deut. Arch. Inst. (Ath. Abt.) 109 (1994) 146-55. L'ipotesi su 
Dicearco si inserisce in un piu vasto contesto volto a dimostrare che nella col. 2 della 
Academicorum historia di Filodemo si conserva Ia prima e piu antica testimonianza 
sicura dell' esistenza di una statua di Socrate nell' Academia. 

20 Interpreto cosf seguendo J. Barnes, Apeiron 22 (1989) 146s. 
21 Cf. Dorandi (supra, nota 4) 179 e 255. 
22 Mekler (supra, nota 7) XXs. 
23 Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 219 e 496s. 
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Pellene, atleta illustre, discepolo di Platone e Senocrate e poi tiranno 
spietato della sua patria.24 La lacunosita del luogo impedisce di 
determinare il contesto in cui esso ricorreva e i motivi che potevano 
aveme consigliato l'utilizzazione. 

11.3. Una probabile testimonianza delle Questioni omeriche di 
Dicearco si legge in un frammento del De musica di Filodemo. 25 II 
riferimento a Dicearco si colloca in un contesto polemico incentrato su 
un dibattito relativo al melos e alla musica. Filodemo riferisce, per poi 
criticarla, l'opinione del suo avversario stoico Diogene di Babilonia 
secondo cui la musica ha un valore educativo e risulta utile in quanto 
puo disporci a tutte le virtu. Un esempio del potere educative della 
musica-ammette Diogene-lo fornisce Dicearco, quando sostiene che 
I' aedo per gli antichi e sapiente, come lo aio8o~ <Xv~ p al quale 
Agamennone aveva affidato la moglie Clitemestra: niente, infatti, pote 
Egisto sulla donna fine he I' aedo le fu vicino e lei ne ascolto il canto (ll. 
20-29).26 Lo stoico elenca poi fra gli altri poteri (ouvciµEi~) del melos 
quello di far cessare le contese sia fra gli uomini sia fra gli animali e cita 
a conf erma un luogo di Archiloco sul potere ammaliatore dell a poesia 
aedica e sulla sua capacita rasserenatrice (11. 38-39).27 La recente 
suggestione28 che anche queste argomentazioni e ii frammento stesso di 
Archiloco derivino a Diogene di Babilonia dalle Questioni omeriche <lei 
nostro filosof o peripatetico non e improbabile. 

11.4. Piu incerta e la presenza di una nuova testimonianza di Dicearco 
in un passo ancora dell'opera Sulla musica filodemea, prospettata dalla 
Rispoli. 29 Filodemo, in un contesto polemico, critica le idee di un 

24 II passo manca nella raccolta di Wehrli dedicata a Dicearco~ ma e raccolto tra i 
frammenti di Ermippo (F 89). 

25 Phld. De mus., PHerc. 1572, fr. 2.20-39 (= 39: limitato alle IL 20-29). L'ultima 
edizione del passo filodemeo e quella di G. M. Rispoli, ll primo libro de/ 1t£pt µoucrtlCTl~ 
di Filodenzo, in Ricerche sui Papiri Ercolanesi 1, d. F. Sbordone, 236-43 (Napoli, 1969) 
(fr. 37). Esso sara riproposto da D. Delattre nella sua edizione del De musica di 
Filodemo come col. 43. Per la delimitazione del frammento dicearcheo, cf. M. Gigante, 
"Filodemo e Archiloco," Cronache Ercolanesi 23 ( 1993) 5-10. 

26 Cf. Hom. Od. 3.267. La stessa esegesi ritroviamo nel F 123 W. di Aristosseno e 
nel 144 SOD di Demetria del Falero. Cf. F. Montanari (in RUSCH vol. 9). 

27 Archil. F 253 West. Una piccola, ma insidiosa lacuna (I. 39) ostacola Ia compren­
sione del testo. Una storia "sistematica" del frammento ha tracciato Gigante (supra, nota 
25). Lo studioso suggerisce di integrare: 1e11A&(v)ta.1 S' o'tt~ I [acr~]&v &01oa1~ e 
interpreta: "Siano ammaliati ciascuno dei cittadini dai canti," HSiano ammaliati i 
cittadini dai canti." 

28 Gigante (supra, nota 25) 8. 
29 Phld. De mus., PHerc. 225, fr. 22.14-20. 11 frammento, dopo G. M. Rispoli, La 
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avversario che riteneva la poesia la prima forma in cui la saggezza si era 
espressa e i poeti i primi saggi e avanza la teoria secondo cui la poesia, 
come forma del linguaggio umano, precedette la prosa (cosf deve essere 
intesa la inusitata espressione: EµµE~po; pritop11e11 alla I. 18 [ = 40] e 
I' &µetpov di l. 20 [ = 42]). 30 Quest'ultima concezione, in particolare, 
sottesa alle parole dell' avversario di Filodemo mostra evidenti rapporti 
con la tesi sull' origine e I' evoluzione del linguaggio attestata in tre passi 
di Varrone, Strabane e Plutarco31 per i quali la critica moderna ha 
supposto una fonte peripatetica, identificata talvolta in Dicearco.32 In 
entrambi i casi, la conoscenza poetica si configura come la piu antica 
f orma di sapienza, che col tempo si trasf ormo in pros a, e al poeta e 
attribuita la qualifica di saggio. La EµµE~po<; p111toptK~ viene inter­
pretata come 1tpffi1T') cro<pia nel senso che, in questa fase della civilta, il 
poeta e ritenuto importante per la sua esperienza qualificata del 
linguaggio metrico, che gli consente di esprimere la crocpta. Ma ii 
frammento di Filodemo f omirebbe anche due indicazioni supplemen­
tari: confermerebbe una origine peripatetica del trattato, f onte comune a 
tutti e quattro gli autori, e consentirebbe di determinare che fine 
dell' avversario era quello di mettere in rilievo, quale strumento 
espressivo e paideutico, Ia musica ancor prima della poesia. In questa 
affiorante e insistente mescolanza di antropologia e storia della cultura, 
che individua nella musica una forma di saggezza hen piu antica della 
poesia, pub essere indicata-secondo la Rispoli-una prova 
complementare a favore dell'ipotesi di identificare in Dicearco l'ignoto 
filosofo bersaglio delle critiche di Filodemo nel frammento del De 

• 
mUSlCa. 

saggezza poetica, in Atti XVII Congr. Intern. Papirologia (Napoli, 1984) 2.543-49, e 
stato riedito da D. Delattre, Cronache Ercolanesi 19 (1989) 133 (indicato come: col. 
101 * 32-43). Con sostanziali cambiamenti esso sara riprodotto dal Delattre nella sua 
edizione del De musica di Filodemo. Ringrazio l'autore per avere messo cortesemente 
a mia disposizione ii testo dei due luoghi filodemei quale da lui stabilito. La 
ricostruzione del testo presenta ancora diverse incertezze. La paternita dicearchea, 
condi visa da Gaiser (supra, nota 3) 97, e ritenuta assai incerta da Delattre. 

3o Rispoli, ibid. 544. 
31 Varrone, ap. lsid., Orig. 1.38.2 (= F 319 Funaioli); Strab. l .2.5ss. e Plut. De Pyth. 

orac. 405D-406F. St. Schroder, Plutarchs Schrift De Pythiae oraculis. Text, Einl. u. 
Komm. (Stuttgart, 1990) 53 richiama anche Max. Tyr., Diss. 4.3. . 

32 Una discussione dei testi e della bibliografia in Rispoli (supra, nota 29) 544 -48. 
Per Schroder, ibid., che non conosce ii contributo delta Rispoli, Plutarco e gli altri tre 
autori dipendono da una fonte comune che finora non e stato possible identificare con 
certezza. Nessuno di questi passi compare nella raccolta di Wehrli. 
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11.S. 11 norne di Dicearco compare anche in un frammentino incerto 
dello scritto Sugli Stoici di Filodemo, dal quale niente si ricava. 33 

Quanta mai dubbia l'illazione di Cronert34 che proponeva di integrare 
btCX I 'tOU ~Hpa]1e[AE]t'tou (1. ls.) e supponeva che la menzione di 

• 
Eraclito, in un' opera polemica contra gli Stoici, dovesse es sere fatta in 
un contesto polemico. 

11.6. Se si lasciano da parte le hypotheseis a drammi di Euripide e di 
Sofocle, 35 la presenza di Dicearco nei papiri di provenienza egizia e 
pres soc he nu Ila. II nome del filosof o peripatetico e stato, inf atti, 
intravisto da Page in alcuni frustuli estremamente mutili di un Trattato 
di poesia lirica, conservato dal POxy. 2506. 36 II fatto che nel 102 
Dicearco f osse accostato a Alceo porterebbe a ipotizzare I' eventuale 
traccia di una testimonianza dello scritto IlEpt 'AAKa{ou.37 

III. Queste in sintesi i risultati delta mia indagine sulla tradizione 
papirologica di Dicearco. Due nuovi testi sono stati individuati. II 
primo, estratto dalla sezione su Platone dell' opera Sui generi di vita 
(ITept ~ioov) contiene concrete informazioni sulla recezione del 
pensiero platonico e sulla Academia. L' acquisizione del frammento, 
seppure decurtato di una parte sostanziale rispetto alla originaria 
estensione definita da Gaiser, puo ritenersi ormai accertata. II secondo, 
ancora di non troppo sicura assegnazione, contiene significati vi 
complementi di carattere antropologico e storico-culturali rispetto al 
resto della tradizione a proposito della concezione che la musica 
rappresenta una f orma di saggezza piu antic a de Ila poesia. Se si accetta 
la patemta dicearchea, si potrebbe suppome, in via del tutto ipotetica, 
una sua eventuate derivazione dal Bio<; 'EAAClbo~. La revisione dei 
frammenti sicuri e gia riuniti da Wehrli ha consentito di ampliare 
I' estensione di uno con la citazione di un verso di Archiloco e di 
progredire nell'interpretazione dei rimanenti. Dubbia rimane la 
presenza del nome di Dicearco nei frustuli di POxy. 2506. 

33 Phld. De Stoicis, PHerc. 339 e 155, fr. 15 Dorandi (dal PHerc. 155 = 52). Cf. T. 
Dorandi , "Filodemo. Gli Stoici (PHerc. 155 e 339)," Cronache Ercolanesi 12 (1982) 
104el29. 

34 W. Cronert, Kolotes und Menedemos (Leipzig, 1906; Amsterdam, 1965) 192, s. v. 
Dikaiarchos. Contra, Wehrli SdA 1.80. 

35 Cf. W. Luppe, in questo volume. 
36 Riproposti, da ultimo, da F. Montanari, CP FI I** (supra, nota 1) 30-32: 44 IT(?) 

= 111. 
37 Cosf Page, ad Loe., richiamando i 105-110. 
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The Geographical Work of Dikaiarchos 

Paul T. Keyser 

Despite the exiguity of the remains, it appears that one can determine 
the focus of Dikaiarchos' work on geography. In this brief survey of the 
sherds, I try to summarize his interests and accomplishments in a syn­
optic way, placing them in their proper historical context. (Two pos-
sible new texts are discussed.) • 

I. Heights of Mountains 

118: Dicaearchus uir in primis eruditus regum cura permensus 
montis ex quibus altissimum prodidit Pelion MCCL passuum, 
ratione perpendiculi nullam esse earn portionem uniuersae 
rotunditatis colligens. (Pliny, HN 2.162) 

119: lCCXt ecrtt µev tfl; K UAA11v11c; to U'VO~ £A,(l(JCJOV cr1:a8irov 
tE', COc; ~tx:aiapxoc; &vaµ£µ£tpf11CCOc; cixocpatVE'tat. 1:0U Oe 
La~af3upiou EA<lcrcrrov ecrttv ii 1e<l0e~oc; cr1:aoirov (rt'). 
(Geminus, Elem. Astr. 17 .5) 

120: OEKCX 6e a'taO{rov EO'ttV fi 't&V uw11Aot<ltrov op&v 1tpo<; tU 
x0aµaACOtatcx 1:11<; Yll~ U1tEpox11 KO/t<X K<l0EtOV, x:a0U 'Epa,;o­
cr0ivri~ l(CX,t Li11eaiapxo~ £1>PTlKEVCX:t cpacriv, KClt opyavtK&<; OE 

353 
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tat; 't<X E~ a1tocr111µcitrov µEye011 µEtpoucrat~ Bt61ttpat~ 
tflAtKau1a 0eropettai. (Theon Smymaios, Math. (124 H.]) 

The altitude of the peaks in mountainous Greece was already an issue 
for the Presocratics. Anaximenes (fr. A 7 .6 DK 11 = Hippolytos, Ref. 
1. 7 .6) attempted to explain the setting of the sun and its rising using an 
aition entirely independent of the earlier mythical stories: the sun is hid­
den by high mountains which ring the flat disk of the Earth. This was 
presumably itself an analogy derived from local Greek experience: as 
one draws closer to western foothills, sunset on a given day of the year 
seems to (and indeed does) fall at ever earlier times (the corresponding 
phenomenon for sunrise in the east also of course). The shape of the 
Earth, according to Demokritos (fr. A94 DK 11 = Aetios 3.10.5) and 
Archelaus (fr. A4.4 DK11 = Hippolytos, Ref 1.9.4), was that of a bowl 
inside of which we dwell. Plato's picture in Phaedo 1O8D-l lOB (com­
pare even Tim. 34) is similar, although the bowl is there but one of many 
dimples in the spherical Earth. 

Earlier estimates for the heights of mountains were extreme.1 

Herodotos 4.184 records that Mt. Atlas is said to be so high that one 
cannot see its peak, but it is the Caucasus that he calls the highest moun­
tains of all: Hdt. 1.203. I would cite particularly Aristotle, Meteor­
ologica 1.13 (350a28-35), who gives as the height of the Caucasus the 
''fact'' that their peaks are lit for a third part of the night before dawn, 
and after sunset. But Aristotle has here (35Oa28-b14) an almost 
Presocratic or Platonic view of the local topography, according to 
which high mountains ring Greece and the Mediterranean frog-pond on 
all sides: the Caucasus to the East, the Pyrenees to the West, the (fictive) 
Rhipaeans to the North, and the Ethiopian highlands to the South.2 

Such was the background of Dikaiarchos' interest; his own context 
may have provided a motivation as well (to be discussed below). 

1 Wilhelm Capelle, Berges- und Wolkenholzen bei griechischen Physikern = 
ITOIXEIA 5 (Leipzig and Berlin, 1916) 3-15. 

2The Rhipaian ("Gusty") Mts. lay far to the North already in the fifth century B.C.E., 
according to four writers: Hekataios of Miletos, FGrHist 1 F 194 (Strabo 7.3.6); 
Hellanikos, FGrHist 4 F 187 (Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.15.72.2); the geographer Damastes 
of Sigeion, FGrHist 5 F I (Stephanos Byz., s.v. HHyperborians"); and fourth 
Hippokrates, Airs Waters Places 19 (2.74 L.), who may have imagined them as a high 
escarpment at the edge of the Skythian plain: Jacques Desautels, "Les monts Riphees 
et Jes Hyperboreens dans le traite Hippocratique Des Airs, des Eaux et des Lieux," REG 
84 ( 1971) 289-96. 
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Dikaiarchos seems to me to have made use of a newly-developed scien­
tific method by which for the first time ever the heights of the moun­
tains could be accurately determined.3 The new method was optical, as 
explained in 120 µ£1tpoucrat~ 016n1pat<;, which probably refers to a 
mirror, as in Euclid, Optics 19 (see Fig. 1).4 The older method, which 
involved no mirror or sighting instrument, and so would not be de­
scribed as performed with a dioptra, is explained in Euclid, Optics 18: 
similar triangles are determined using only a gnomon to measure 
heights. This method seems to require that one use the sun's rays in 
such a way that one would have to be east or west of the mountain, near 
sunset or sunrise respectively. (That restriction would apply to ordinary 
objects also, but it is relatively far easier to position oneself correctly 
with respect to a building than with respect to a mountain.) This 
method was quite old; and Eudemos in his history of geometry thought 
it went back to Thales (as it well could have).5 

A G 

B D E 
._--------z T 

Figure 1 

3 Contrary to Fritz Wehrli, Die Schute des Aristoteles, vol. 1: Dikaiarchos (Basel, 
1944) ad Loe., and to Per Collinder, "Dicaearchus and the 'Lysimachian' Measurement 
of the Earth," Sudhoffs Archiv fur Geschichte der Medizin 48 (1964) 63-78. Capelle 
(above, n. I) 17-18 takes "dioptra" seriously, but does not cite Euclid. • 

4 The dioptra was any of a wide variety of sighting instruments; the plural is doubt­
less a generalising one. For a dioptra only slightly later than Dikaiarchos, see Albert 
Lejeune, "La dioptre d' Archimede," Societe Scientifique de Bruxelles. Annales, Serie 
1: Sciences Mathematiques, Astronomiques et Physiques 61 (1947) 27-47. 

5 Thales fr. A20 DK 11 = Eudemos, Geom. fr. 87 Sp. (from Proklos In Euklid. Geom. 
[352.14 Fr.]): the theorem that triangles with one side and the two adjacent angles equal 
are themselves equal, and application of that theorem to determining the distance of 
ships at sea (the known length being along the shore). 1Thales, fr. A21 (Pliny HN 36.82 
+ Plut. Conv. Sap. 2 [147A]) and fr. Al.27 (D.L. 1.27), also measured the heights of the 
pyramids using their shadow and a gnomon-this is exactly the method of Euclid Op­
tics 18. 
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The new method of Euclid, Optics I 9, proceeded as follows. The rise 
from base of the mountain (B in the figure) to its peak (A in the figure) 
was determined from a known height (probably of a gnomon; GT in the 
figure) and known distances ( that to the base of the mountain, LB in the 
figure,6 and that to the known height, LT in the figure), by the means of 
similar triangles (ALB and GLT in the figure). The triangles could be 
known to be similar because of the equal-angle reflection law of light. 
(The angles ALB and GLT in the figure are to be formed by a ''vision 
ray'' falling from the eye G onto the mirror DE at the point L, and ex­
tending thence to the peak A.)7 Again, this is just as Theon records 
Dikaiarchos explaining (120): 1U e~ U1toa~11µ<X1:rov µey€011. Since 
Euclid here is the first to mention the equal-angle reflection law of light 
(citing his own [lost] Catoptrics), and is also the first to mention this 
method of determining heights, I suggest that Euclid ( or a contempo­
rary) was the first to discover the law and the method. Dikaiarchos may 
have been the first to apply it to measuring the heights of mountains, 
long a topic of wonder and myth. 

However he did it, his method seems to have tended to generate some 
sort of systematic error (perhaps a sighting error), and in fact the values 
recorded are ca. 1/6 ( 17 % ) high. The foil owing table will make this 
clear. 8 It should be noted that the modern heights are computed from 
sea level, while Dikaiarchos' were measured as rise from base. Since 
his peaks all rise from near sea level, if he measured from an inland 
base, the systematic error would actually be slightly larger than that 
given in Table 1.9 

6 This distance would have been determined by the simple techniques of horizontal 
surveying (known even to the Egyptians) of three or four points on a plain around the 
mountain, and geometrical computation from those. 

7 Vision rays are geometrically equivalent to light. They were the standard ancient 
theory of light at this time (Epicurean eidola notwithstanding): see Paul T. Keyser, 
"Cicero on Optics (Att. 2.3.2)," Phoenix41 (1993) 67-69 at n. 11. 

8 Following the plausible emendation rl' of G. Aujac for the numeral 1' in Geminos. 
9 Elevations and locations of mountains are determined from the gazetteer of the 

Times Atlas of the World, 8th ed. (London 1990). For the length of the passus in Pliny, 
I use I pes = 29.6 cm (and 5 pes = I passus): see Fr. Hultsch, Griechische und romische 
Metrologie, 2nd ed. (Berlin 1882) 30-31, 44-45, 697. For the stade, I use the standard 
HOlympic" stade of 177.6 m: see Hultsch 48-64, 696-99; C.F. Lehmann-Haupt, 
"Stadion (2)," RE 3A ( 1929) 1931-63; and Aubrey Diller, "The Ancient Measurements 
of the Earth," Isis 40 (1949) 6-9. If we were to use ''Eratosthenes' stade" of 157.5 m 
for Kyllene and Atabyrion, we would find equivalent heights of 2362 m and 1260 m, 
respectively-very close to the modem values. But I think it most improbable either that 
Dikaiarchos used Eratosthenes' value, or that later authors bothered to convert. 
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Table 1 
Dikaiarchos' Measurements of Mountain-Heights 

Peak (Region) Dikaiarchos' Height Modern Altitude 

1 Pelion (Thessaly) 1250 passus = 1850 m 1547 m (+20%) 

118 = Pliny 2.162 ? <10 st.>__..+ 15% (39°241 N 23°03' E) 

2 Kyllene (Arkadia) 15 st.= 2664 m 2376 m (+ 12%) 

119 = Gem. 17.5 (37°56' N 22°24' E) 

3 Atabyrion (Rhodes) <8> st.= 1421 m 1215 m (+ 17%) 

120 = Gem. 17.5 (36° 12' N 26°52' E) 

4 Olympos (Lykia) 2000 passus = 2960 m 2366 m (+ 25%) 

Dik. ?- = Sallust, ? <15 st.> ➔ + 13% (36°32' N 30°26' E) 

Hist. fr. 2.82 M. 

I have tentatively added Lykian Olympos to the list of mountains 
measured by Dikaiarchos, on the grounds that the error is not out of 
line for his work (especially if Sallust's source in fact recorded 15 
stades, and Sallust simply converted that to a round number of passus), 

and that the mountain is in the general region in which he made meas­
urements (and see §II). (Similarly, for Pelian, if we convert Pliny's 
1250 passus to stades, using his ow11 formula in HN 2.85, we get 10 
stades, which gives a height, 1776 m, much closer to the modern 
value-but we do not know that Pliny's 1250 passus was obtained in 
this way.) 

It is to be noted as well that the four ( or three) peaks attributable to 
Dikaiarchos are all close to or on his own line of ''zero" latitude (see 
§III below). Nonetheless, the only explicit reference to a region where 
he made measurements is the Peloponnesos, according to the Suda en­
try "Dikaiarchos'' (2), listing a title ''Measurements of Mountains in 
the Peloponnesos.'' Geminus does record a measurement on Rhodes. 

The source of the systematic error is of some interest. In Figure 1, 
the lengths GT (of the gnomon itself) and LT (from the foot of the gno­
mon to the center of the mirror) are unlikely to have been 
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mismeasured, as they were nearby and short. 10 The errors in the dis­
tance to the (inaccessible) interior base of the mountain are more likely 
to be random (though large) than systematic. I make two suggestions 
for the source of this systematic error (both may have been operating). 
In Fig. 2, one notes that for most mountains, Dikaiarchos would have 
been sighting to the ''military crest," unexpectedly closer to his posi­
tion, so that the apparent height would be increased. But not all moun­
tains have this shape (the Matterhorn being a famous exception). In 
Fig. 3, one notes that the air at lower elevations contains more water 
vapor, and would thus have a higher index of refraction, so that the ray 
from the mirror to the peak, assumed straight by Dikaiarchos, would 
have in fact bent in such a way as to produce a systematic overestimate 
of the height (temperature inversions of one sort or another might also 
have produced a similar effect). But the amount of overestimate would 
be less than 1 % due to humidity. 11 

After Dikaiarchos, others also measured the heights of mountains, 
presumably by more or less the same method, though there are traces of 
only a few (and most are probably mere guesses). Strabo 8.6.21 records 
that the height of the Acrocorinth was 3 .5 stades, but gives no authority; 
since the number is precise and accurate, it may be a measurement. 
Plutarch, Aemil. Paul. 15.6, preserves an epigram by a Xenagoras son 
of Eumelos celebrating his measurement of the height (10 stades plus 

10 The gnomon would have to have been recorded as, say, 7 (or more) feet long, when 
it was really 6 feet long, to generate the sort of error noted above. Equivalently, the dis­
tance LTwould have to have been recorded as, say, 5 1/7 feet (or less) long, when it was 
really 6 feet long. 

11 Even high humidity only increases the index of refraction of air by about 0.6%, 
and the excess height is proportional to that increase in index of refraction. 
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96 feet) of Macedonian Olympos, 12 possibly the rise from base, and 
probably the source of the remark in Apuleius (Socr. 8) and Martianus 
Capella (2.149) that Olympos is 10 stades tall. Less reliably, D.S. 
2.13.2 and 7 (= Ktesias, FGrHist 688 F 1.13.2, 7) records excessive val­
ues for the rise from base (£i~/1tpo; uwo~ &va'tEtvo-) of two peaks in 
modem Iran, Bagistanos (mod. Thq-e Bostan) and Orontes (mod. Kuh-e 
Alvand). One suspects that Ktesias was not relying on measurement. 
For Ky Ilene we have two records of its height later than Dikaiarchos: 
Strabo 8.8.1 records that ''some say'' the perpendicular height is 15 
stades, others 20 stades; while Apollodoros of Athens, On the Gods 
(FGrHist 244 F 130), states that it was 9 (Olympic) stades, less 80 feet, 
high (i.e., 5320 Greek feet). The latter is presumably a measurement of 
the rise from base. Finally, Pliny is pretty clearly guessing, or recording 
the length of the ascent, when he claims that the height of the Thracian 
Haimos (mod. Musala) is 6 Roman miles (Pliny 4.41); 13 even more ab­
surd is his value for the Alps: 50 Roman miles (Pliny 2.162). 

Moreover, it is recorded that later geometers improved on 
Dikaiarchos' method, and that mountain heights could be measured 
was known even into late antiquity. 14 Eratosthenes (fr. II.A.2 B) contin­
ued Dikaiarchos' work, and may be the source of one or both of the 

12 Plutarch (as he notes, Aemil. Paul. 15.3 and 16.2) is here following Polybios (29: 
lost), and a letter of P. Cornelius Scipio Nasica Corculum, cos. 162 B.C.E., cos. II 155 
B.C.E., on the war against Perseus, in 168 B.C.E. The epigram is doubtless from 
Polybios; cp. Capelle (above, n. 1) 21-23. 

13 Compare the tall tale about Haimos in Polyb. 34.4 = Livy 40.21.2 = Strabo 7.5. l. 
14 The Xenophon cited by Alexander Polyhistor (FGrHist 273 F 72; cp. perhaps F 

19.36) for 'Avaµetp11at~ t&v op&v probably wrote about oprov: Capelle (above, n. 1) 
23. 
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Table 2 
Later Measurements and Guesses of Mountain-Heights 

Peak (Region) 

1 Acrocorinth 

Strabo 8.6.21 

2 Olyrnpos (Macedonia) 

Plut. Aemil. 15.6 

3 Kyllene (Arkadia) 

Apollod. Gods fr. 130 

4 Kyllene (ibid.) 

Strabo 8.8. l 

5 Bagistanos (Iran) 

Ktesias fr. 1.13.2 

6 Orontes (Iran) 

Ktesias fr. 1.13. 7 

7 Kyllene (Arkadia) 

Strabo 8.8.1 

8 Haimos (Thrace) 

Pliny 4.41 

9 Alpes 

Pliny 2.162 

Height 
(Italics= Guesses) 

3.5 st.= 622 m 

(by?) 

10 st.+ 96 ft.= 1804 m 

(by Xenagoras) 

9 st. - 80 ft.= 1575 m 

(by?) 

15 st.= 2664 m 

(by?) 

17 st. = 3020 m 

25 st. = 4440 m 

20 st. = 3552 m 

6000 passus = 8880 m 

50,000 passus = 74,000 m 

Modern Altitude 
(*=rise from base) 

575 m (+ 8%) 

* 1900m ( + 5%) 

(35°44' N 27°11' E) 

* 1400m ( + 12%) 

(37°56' N 22°24' E) 

2376 m (+ 12%) 

(ibid.) 

* 2100 m ( + 44 % ) 

(34°22' N 47°08' E) 

* I 800 m ( + I 50%) 

(34°40' N 48°32' E) 

2376 m (+ 49%) 

(37°56' N 22°24' E) 

2925 m (+ 200%) 

(42°10' N 23°35' E) 

' f • • 

anonymous measurements in Table 2 above.15 In 62 C.E., Heron de­
scribes an improved method (Dioptra 13), by which the heights even of 
inaccessible mountains could be surveyed. In the second century C.E., 

15 In fact the measurement of Ky Ilene in Apollodoros is exactly IO of Eratosthenes' 
stades; equivalently, the given value of nine stades less eighty feet, if computed with 
Eratosthenes' stade, would give 1396 m, very close to the modern value of the rise from 
base. 
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the historian and philosopher Arrian, Physika (as preserved in Stobaios 
1.31.8 [246.14 W.]), recorded that by these methods a maximum height 
of 20 st. (3552 m) had been determined; evidently measurements had 
not been taken in India. Even as late as the fourth century, according to 
Kleomedes, Caelest. 1.7.121-30 (cp. 2.1.345-52), and the sixth cen­
tury, according to Philoponos, In Meteor. 1.3 (27 .9 H.), the method of 
measurement was·known and in use; Philoponos adds that the greatest 
height so determined was 12 st. (possibly referring to rise from base). 

II. S phericity of the Earth 

121: forrnam totius terrae ... rotundam globosam etiam 
Dicaearchus asseuerat. namque ortus obitusque siderum non 
diuersus pro terrae eleuatione uel inclinationibus haberetur, si 
per plana diffusis mundanae constitutionis operibus uno 
eodemque tempore supra terras et aequora nituissent, aut item 
si emersi solis exortus concauis subductionis terrae latebris 
abderetur. (Mart. Cap. 6.590-91) 

Dik.?: Kat µ~v Ei nAate'i Kat £1tt1teOq> tip crx~µatt EKEXPll'tO ii 
yn, ◊£Ka µupt&Oc.ov 11 OAn &v toU K6crµou 8t<XµEtpo<; ~v. tot~ 
µEv yap EV Aucrtµaxi~ l((X/t<l lCOpUq>ll~ ECf'ttV ~ '!OU 8p&1COV't0~ 

KEcpaA~, t&v O' EV LU~vn 't07t(l)V / \)1t£pK€tt<ll () KapKtVO<;. 'tOU 60 

OE Ota Aucrtµax{a~ KCXt tu11v11~ llKOVtO<; µt:cr11µ~ptvou 
7tEV'tEKat0EKCX'tOV µ€po<; ecrttV ~ (l7t() 'tOU ~pCXKOV'tO~ µexpt 
KapKtvou 1tEpt<pEp€ta, ID<; YE Ot<l 1:&v . crK10811 ptK&v 0£tK­
vutcxt. to bE tOU oAou KUKAOU 7tEV'tEKatb£Ka'tOV rceµ1ttOV tll<; 
8taµetpou ytVE'tat. av to{vuv £1tt1tEOOV uno0eµEVOt 'tf\V rf1v 
x:a0etOU<; E7t' ClU1:flV ayayroµev (l1t0 / t&v <iKpcov 1:11<; 65 

1tE.ptcpEpEta~ 'tll<; a1to tou Lip&Kov'toc; e1t1 Kap1eivov ftKoucr11<;, 
Eq>Cto/OVt<Xt 'tll~ Otaµe,;pou, rt Otaµe,;pet 'tOV Otex LUllVT\<; l((Xl, 

Aucnµax{a~ µEcniµ~ptv6v. Ecrtat o'Ov tO µEta~U t&v Ka0£trov 
µupta8rov 8uo • 6tcrµuptot y<lp arco Lur,v11~ ei<; Aucrtµaxiav 
crt&Otot. End o'Ov n£µntov tl); OAn<; OtaµEtpou toUto tO 
81<Xcrt11µa, OeKa µupt&8cov ii oAn I tou µ£crflµ~pivou 10 

81CXµe,;po~ )'EV~CTE'tat. OeKa OE µuptaOrov 'tllV Otaµetpov EXffiV 

o Kocrµo~ 'tOV µeytcr'tOV £~El KUKAOV µupt&Orov 'tptCXK:ovta • 
npo<; ov ~ Yll crttyµtaia o?>cra 1t£V'tE Kat £l1(0(jt µuptabmv 
E(J'ttV' () OE ~Ato~ 'tCXUtTl~ 7tOAU7tA<lO-lffiV EO-'ttV' EAaxtcr'tOV ~OU 
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' - , t , - ' ' ' ' \ , ' oupcxvou µEpo; unapxrov. 1tco~ ouxt Kat a1to touirov <pavEpov 
On µT\ ol6v 1:e EnlntOov dvat 'tl\v "fllv; (Kleomedes, Caelestia 
1.5.57-75) 

The hypothesis of the sphericity of the Earth was first advanced in the 
late fifth century, probably around 420 B.C.E. 16 This was accepted by 
Plato (see the Phaedo passage already cited), and by Aristotle, De caelo 
2.14 297a8-8b20. The status of the theory around 300 B.C.E. is rel­
evant; to this point I return below. 

Aristotle (De caelo 2.14 297b31-8a9) in fact uses just the argument 
that Dikaiarchos later did: that the fixed stars visible to an observer 
moving north or south on the Earth change (inclinationibus = latitudes). 
Wehrli argues that Dikaiarchos ref erred to the difference in rising times 
apparent to one going east or west (and, evidently, correctly taking ac­
count of the 4 minutes per day shift due to annual motion!). Indeed, 
moving from Athens (at ca. 23° 45' E) to, say, Side in Pamphylia (about 
7 .5° further east) would generate one half of one (equinoctial) hour dif­
ference in rising or setting times of the fixed stars.17 But the earliest re­
liable measurement of longitude (a necessary prerequisite for any such 
determination of the difference in rising times) was not made until over 
three centuries later (by Heron in 62 C.E.: see Dioptra 35). Moreover, I 
doubt if either eleuatione or inclinatione can possibly refer to motion in 
longitude (east/west). 

A generation before Dikaiarchos, Pytheas of Massilia had made fur­
ther confirming measurements of this effect of latitude on the appear­
ance of the fixed stars, traveling as far north as the Shetland Islands 
(T29 R. =Mart.Cap. 6.608-9). 18 He observed the angle of the pole and 
reported corresponding lengths of longest days of the year ( the standard 
way of reporting latitude at the time): T5 R. = Strabo 2.1. I 8; Tl 8a R. = 
Pliny 2.186-87; and Tl 8b R. =Mart.Cap. 6.595. 

Pliny 2.162 (118) explicitly states that the reason Dikaiarchos under­
took his measurements was to establish that mountains did not signifi-

16 A complex issue, into which I hope to delve at another time. In summary, there 
is no good evidence (though much bad evidence, of course) for an earlier publication of 
the theory, and there is plenty of corroborating evidence that theories of the shape of the 
Earth before this invariably assumed a more or less flat Earth. 

17 Similarly, 7.5° (or one half hour) west of Athens one finds Locri, and 15° (or one 
hour) east of Athens one finds Edessa. 

18 See C.H. Roseman, P),theas of Massilia: On the Ocean (Chicago, 1994). 
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cantly affect the sphericity of the earth. 19 A dispute about the evidence 
for the sphericity of the Earth, despite the long and weighty acceptance 
of that model, might have been relevant to Dikaiarchos, given the con­
temporary emergence of Epicureanism. Epicurus after all had used 
Anaximenes' old idea that the sun sets by going behind remote high 
mountains at the edge of the Earth ( cp. Epicurus Pyth. 92). That would 
explain Dikaiarchos~ interest in mountain heights-if Aristotle's (prob­
ably tralaticious) claims in Meteor. 1.13 were allowed to stand, the 
Caucasus would indeed do for such a sun-hiding mountain range. On 
the other hand, it may be that Dikaiarchos was also attempting to show 
that nearby mountains were of relatively little height, in order to sup­
port a ''dimpled-Earth'' model such as had been held by Plato (and per­
haps Aristotle). If local mountains were no more than 15 stades tall, 
then the Mediterranean area could well be deep in a dimple (ringed by 
the Caucasus, the Rhipaeans, the Pyrenees, and Mt. Atlas and the Ethio­
pian highlands, perhaps). That is consistent with a likely interpretation 
of 126 (below §III). 

Did Dikaiarchos himself make a measurement of the size of the 
Earth? Kleomedes 1.5.57-75 in the fourth century C.E. refers to an 
unattributed and undated measurement of the meridian Lysimachia-to­
Syene as 1/15 of the circumference (which would yield 30 myriad 
stades for the total). This measurement must be post-309/308 B.C.E., 
the foundation of Lysimachia.20 It is perhaps prior to Archimedes who 
mentions an estimate of 30 myriad stades for the circumference (Aren. 
1.8).21 Another possible, but by no means certain, date ante quern would 
be the more accurate measurement of Eratosthenes, giving 25 myriad 
stades.22 Collinder rightly points out that the particular measurements 
recorded in Kleomedes seem rather careless. The star said to be at ze­
nith at Lysimachia is in fact off by 12.5° (about 1/7 of a right angle, and 

19 Later, Eratosthenes (fr. 11.A.2 B = Simplic. In de Caelo 2.14 [549.32 H.]) also 
made such measurements for this reason. 

20 0.s. 20.29; J. Weiss, "Lysimachia (4),'' RE 13.2 (1927) 2554-56. 
21 Of course, Archimedes may be referring to some other measurement which merely 

happened to give the same value (or even only a value close to 30 myriad stades, which 
Archimedes then rounded off to 30 myriads). But Archimedes takes the 30 myriad 
stades as the agreed and only existing value. 

22 In fact measurements, even in modern times, need not converge monotonically to 
the correct value: Poseidonios' measurement (fr. 202 E-K) gave 18 myriad stades, far 
too small, but was considered authoritative even by Columbus. 
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easily measurable using the ancient instrument, a gnomon).23 The arc 
of meridian is not in fact 1/15 of the circle, but about 1/22 (a large and 
easily measurable difference).24 Such inaccuracy becomes less and less 
explicable the later the measurement is put, but it is not impossible that 
Dikaiarchos might have assigned the measurement to a less careful as­
sistant (or even made a rather poor measurement himself). Given his 
era, it is likely that Kleomedes was using some rather early authority as 
his unnamed source here; later authors (such as Eratosthenes and Posei­
donios) Kleomedes usually cites by name. In sum, an early source is 
likely, but not certain. 

I believe the decisive argument is this: in order for someone to have 
made the measurement at all, there must have been professional con­
nections between Lysimachia and Egypt. Before the Roman conquest 
of the eastern Mediterranean (a period too late for a source for 
Kleomedes or for a measurement of such inaccuracy), the only time 
such a thing was politically possible was when Ptolemy was an ally of 
Lysimachos (299 to ca. 281 B.C.E.), or more likely earlier when 
Ptolemy and Lysimachos were allies of Cassander ruler of Greece in­
cluding the Peloponnesos (308 to 302 B.C.E.).25 Both periods are only 
consistent with an attribution of this measurement of the size of the 
earth to Dikaiarchos (for or else we must believe that there was an oth­
erwise unattested coeval of Dikaiarchos also interested in the size of the 
earth and also connected with Lysimachos and Ptolemy).26 Given then 
that the measurement is by Dikaiarchos, the later period seems less 
likely, as Dikaiarchos is attested to have been a coeval of Aristoxenos, 

23 P. Collinder 1916 (above, n. 3 = 1964) rightly compares Aristotle's measurement, 
Meteor. 2.5 362bl0-12, of the constellation Corona, close to the zenith at Athens (within 
2 or 3 degrees). 

24 The third difficulty pointed out by Collinder need not be decisive: the distance 
Lysimachia to Syene is given as 2 myriad stades, when in fact it is close to 1 myriad 
stades. But accurate measurements of long distances in antiquity were notoriously dif­
ficult, and are often off by as much, even far later. 

25 I rely here and in the following sentences on the Cambridge Ancient History 6 
( 1927; repr. 1964) 489-504 and 7, sec. ed. ( 1984) 39-61. The era is not well represented 
in extant sources, and is complex, so caution is warranted. 

26 Theophrastos won't do, as he remained in Athens; Straton is likewise ruled out. 
It is not impossible that there was another such person, only very unlikely. Hugo Berger, 
Geschichte der Wissenschaftlichen Erdkunde der Griechen, 2nd ed. (Leipzig, 1903) 
370-73 attributes this to Dikaiarchos, arguing from the termini provided by the measure­
ments of Archimedes and Eratosthenes, and by the destruction of Lysimachia "nach dem 
Tode des Lysimachos" by the Thracians (but that is dated to ca. 200 B.C.E.), which was 
not rebuilt until 196 B.C.E.: cp. Weiss (above, n. 20). 
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and so would have been about seventy-five (in the earlier period, he 
would have been about sixty); moreover, at least in 299-288 B.C.E. 
De me trios was the ruler of the Peloponnesos, Dikaiarchos' adopted 
homeland, and no ally of Lysimachos or Ptolemy. 

This earlier date (305 ± 3 B.C.E.) is also consistent with the known 
locations of the mountains measured by Dikaiarchos: in Thessaly and 
Arkadia ruled by Cassander 311-302 B.C.E., and in Rhodes nominally 
free at the time but influenced by Ptolemy.27 Only at this time was it 
politically possible for Dikaiarchos to have done this, and only at this 
time could it be said that he measured mountains cura regum (118), 
meaning Cassander and Ptolemy. 28 Furthermore, the dating of 
Dikaiarchos' measurements of mountains to 305 ± 3 B.C.E. is consis­
tent with his use of Euclid, Catoptrics, that author being dated only to 
the reign of Ptolemy. 

I conclude that the measurement of the earth's circumf ere nee as 30 
myriad stades, recorded in Kleomedes, is indeed by Dikaiarchos, spon­
sored by Lysimachos and Ptolemy. Furthermore, both it and his 
measurements of the heights of mountains were carried out in 305 ± 3 
B.C.E., the latter sponsored by the kings Cassander and Ptolemy. 

III. Map of the Earth; Latitude Zero Line 

122: ol µEv o'Ov rcaAatol t'Tlv oiKouµ£vnv £ypa<pov 
cr~poyyUAflV, µecri,v be KEtcr0at 'tllV tEAAcioa Kat taUtll<; 
~EAq>ouc;. tOV oµcpaAOV yap EXEtV ~11<; Yll<;♦ 1tp&to<; 0£ 
~11µ6Kpt-ro<; 1t0At>1tetpo~ Clv11p ouve18ev O'tt 1tpoµT)Kr\<; ecrttv n 
yr\, ~µ16A1ov to µ17Koc; tOU 1tAa--rouc; £XOUcra. cruvTlvEcr£ ~OU'tq) 
Kat L\tKatapxo~ o ilept1ta1:11't1K6~. (Agathemeros, pr. 2) 

123: LitKatapxo<; OE opis£t ~iiv YJlv oux uoacr1v, ClAAa toµn 
cU8d~ U1ep&tcp U1tO c;-rnA&v 8uX LapOo'U~ LtKcA{a~ IltAo-
1tovv11crou Kapicx; AuKia<; IIcxµqruA{a~ KtAtKta~ Kat Taupou 
€~11~ £(0~ 'IµClou opou<;. 1t&v ~oivuv 't01tO)V 1:0V µev J36p£t0V' 
tOV be VO~tOV ovoµa~£t. (Agathemeros, pr. 5) 

27 If we include Lykian Olympos among the mountains Dikaiarchos measured, even 
Lykia fits here too, for Ptolemy briefly controlled it in 308-306 B.C.E., and not again 
until 296 B.C.E. and after. 

28 Cassander only declared himself Hking" in 306 B.C.E., and Ptolemy in 304 B.C.E.; 
but Dikaiarchos could have made his measurements in, say, 307 B.C.E. supported by 
both, and yet have the support of his work be credited to the two rulers as kings retro­
spectively in the tradition. 
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124: floAuPtoc; 0£ ~11v EupCOnriv xropoypaq,&v tOU<; µev 
apxcx{ou<; eav q,11cr1, ~OU~ 0' EK€tVOU~ £AEYXOVtac; t;etasEtV 
~tKaiapx6v 'tE l((Xl, 'Epatocr8ev11 'tOV 'tEAEUtatov 1tpayµa­
't£Ucr6.µevov 1t£pl y£roypa<p{a~ Kai Tiu0£av, U<p' oi> 
1tapaKpoucr811vat 7tOAAOU~ .... 'Epatocr8ev11 ... nu0eq, 0£ 
1tl<J'tEUEtV, lC<Xl tauta µ11oe ~ tKat&pxou 1tl(jt£1)(jUV'tO~. . .. 

'Epatocr0evou<; 0£ €tp17ta1. 111tept t<X kcr1tepta K:C(t 'tCX apKttK<X 

tll<; EupC01t11~ &yvota. aAA' £Keivcp µev K<lt LitKat<lpxcp 
cruyyvC0µ11, tot~µ~ Katt◊OUCJt 'tOU<; ~61tou~ EKEtVOU<; .... a1to­
<pClOEt~, a~ 1t0tOUVtCXt 1t£pt t&v ev 'tOU'tOt~ '!Ot~ t01t0t~ btaatT}­
µ&,;cov KUl EV &AAOt~ 1tOAAOl~ .... ~OU youv ~tKat<lpxou 
µupiou; µev Et7t0Vt0~ 'tOU<; £1tl crtf\Aa~ ci1to '!Tl~ TicA07tOV­
v~aou atabtOU<;, 7tA£tOU~ 0£ tOU'tO)V 'tOU~ £7tt tOV 'Aop{av 
µexpt tOU µuxou, 'tOU 8' E7t1 crtf]Aa~ to µexpt 'tOU nop0µou 
tptcrxtAiou~ a1too6vto<;, CO<; yiv£cr0at to AOt7tOV £1t'tCXK10'­

XlAtOU<; ~() ci1to 1top0µou µexpt crtflA&v. (Strabo 2.4.1-2) 

125: i1tKatapxo~ OE 1(0.t 'Epa'tocr0ev11<; Kat TioAu~tO~ l((Xl ol 
1tA£lCJ10l 1:&v (EAA:ftvrov 1tEpt 10V 1top8µov ci1tocpaivoucr1 ta<; 
cr~~Aa~ <~ou 'HpalCAEOU<;). (Strabo 3.5.5) 

79: Peloponnesias ciuitates omnes maritimas esse hominis non 
nequam sed etiam tuo iudicio probati Dicaearchi tabulis 
credidi. is multis nominibus in Trophoniana Chaeronis narra­
tione Graecos in eo reprehendit, quod mare tantum secuti sunt 
nee ullum in Peloponneso excipit. (Cicero, Ad Atticuni 6.2.3) 

First we must clarify Agathemeros' confusion in 122. He has misun­
derstood Dikaiarchos as agreeing with Demokritos about the shape of 
the Earth. In fact while Demokritos made the Earth flat and oblong (fr. 
B 15 DK 11 = Agathemeros), Dikaiarchos held the Earth to be spherical 
(121, above §II). What then did Dikaiarchos mean? He refers to the 
oikou,nene, i.e., the inhabited known land-mass (and in fact that is the 
word used here). The oiKouµ£VT) itself (not the Earth as a whole) was 
oblong. Later Eratosthenes agreed (fr. II.C.18 B = Strabo 1.4.5) and so 
it became a standard teaching. The idea is also in Aristotle, Meteor. 2.5 
362b 12-30; the ratio of the oblong varied in different authors. 

All of the these fragments very likely refer to the Periodos Ges, 
Dikaiarchos' description of the world. It was adorned with maps, as 
Cicero informs us (79), which were thus probably the earliest careful 
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("scientific'') maps of the world attempted in the Mediterranean area. 
(Already Babylonians drew schematic maps of the flat, round Earth, 
and there may well have been many similar sketches before 
Dikaiarchos.) 

As for the oblong shape of the oikoumene, Dikaiarchos' latitude zero 
(123) also became the standard device from Eratosthenes on. One pre­
sumes Dikaiarchos determined this line from records of the observa­
tions of the elevation of the pole ( equivalently, the length of the longest 
day of the year) at the various sites. It ran through Sardinia, Sicily, the 
Peloponnese, Karia, Lykia, the Tauros, and the ''Imaos," usually inter­
preted as the Himalayas. There must have been some error for Sardinia, 
for it lies north, not west of Sicily; moreover the latitude of the ''Imaos'' 
is likely to have originated with one of the philosophers in Alexander's 
retinue, and hence must be somewhere in Persia, Bactria, or the Indus. 29 

As noted above (§I), all of the mountains for which Dikaiarchos is 
known to have determined altitudes lie close to or on this line; he may 
well have also made the measurements of latitude, at least for the 
Peloponnesos, Karia and Lykia (he is said to have been ignorant of the 
western regions: 124). One could thus remark that by inventing this 
latitude zero, Dikaiarchos may be credited with inventing the notion 
that the Mediterranean Sea was the ''center" (perhaps the central 
dimple) of the spherical Earth. 30 

Two details (125 and 124) are worth attention. Dikaiarchos located· 
the famous mythical Pillars of Herakles at the Strait of Gibraltar, an 
identification which itself became standard, though not undisputed. 
Moreover (124), he recorded a number of distances, all extant ones be­
ing measured from the Peloponnese (his adopted home country). Two 
are seriously misestimated: to the Strait of Gibraltar is a myriad stades 
(which would be about 1800 km; in fact it is about 2400 km), and to the 
end of the Adriatic gulf is greater than that (i.e., greater than about 1800 
km; in fact it is just half the first distance, i.e., about 1150 km). 31 Again, 

29 There are several suspects: Nearchos (see Arrian Indica 25.4-8), Onesikritos 
(Pliny 2.183-85), and the source used by Diodoros of Sicily, 2.35.2 (probably 
Megasthenes). 

30 As pointed out by Stephen A. White at the conference. But the name "Mediterr­
ane-" first occurs apparently over five centuries later in Solinus 23.14 (ca. 210 C.E.), and 
compare Isidore Origines 13.16.1; "inner sea" is the usual Greek name (to the Romans 
it became '"our sea"). 

31 Compare n. 22 above. Given the accuracy of the third estimate, one may suppose 
that it is based on autopsy, while these two were based on hearsay of some sort. 
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as for 123, it would seem that Dikaiarchos did not make the measure­
ments in the ''west'' himself. The third (and shortest) distance is re­
markably close: to the Strait at Sicily is three thousand stades, which 
would be about 530 km: it is in fact about 550 km. 

Dikaiarchos' measurement of the whole Ie·ngth and breadth of the 
oikoumene is not preserved (only his ratio of 3/2 is: see 122).32 Berger 
argues that we may be able to infer a probable set of values: 
Dikaiarchos made the distance Meroe-Syene half a myriad stades, and 
the distance from Lysimachia to the Arctic Circle (said to be the limit of 
habitation by his recent predecessor Pytheas) he made one and a half 
myriads, for a total north-south extent of four myriad stades (thus the 
east-west was six myriad stades).33 Perhaps. 

1111. The Nile (126); Tides (127) 

126: aAAfl Kat dtKatapxo<; EV Ilep16ocp fi,<; £1( 'tll<; 
'A,;AaV'tlK'fl<; 0aACX/t~r\~ 'tOV N EtAOV &vaxc'icr0at ~ouAei-at. 
(loannes Lydos, Mens. 4.107 = Seneca, NQ 4A, fr. 6 G.) 

128: (1t&<; aµ1t©tt0£~ Kat 1tAT}µµupa,1 yivov~at) (dtKaicx.pxo~) 
o Mcacrftvto~ iiAicp 1eau'to<; ~iiv ai'ttav &va1:i8rtcrt, Ka0' ou<; 
µf:v &v 't61tou~ ylvn'tat 't'Tl<; yn~ 1tA.71µµUpovn 'ta 1ttAfX'Yl1, £~ cbv 
8' av tuxn 1tapa1tocr--r&; U1tOC1UV£A1COV~t. 't<XU'ta 0£ 
cruµ~aivetv 1tEpl 't<X<; k!pa~ Kett ~a<; µ£crrtµ~ptv&~ €K1CAtcr£t<; 
(Stobaios 1.38.2 [252 W.]). 

Dikaiarchos claimed that the source of the rise of the Nile ( a chestnut 
for two more millennia) was the Atlantic Ocean (126).34 The sugges­
tion that the Atlantic be the source of the Nile predates Aristotle's ani­
madversions on rivers (in Meteorologica 1.13 349b23-35 lal 8), and 
reaches back to Hekataios (FGrHist l F 302; cp. Herodotos 2.21, 23) 
and before him to Homer, Iliad 21.194-97. The Egyptians held almost 

32 If Dikaiarchos had made the Peloponnese the geometrical center of the oikoumene 
(as did those before Demokritos, see 122), then the length of the oikou,nene would have 
to have been just twice the distance Peloponnese-Gibraltar of a myriad stades. Thus 
the whole length would have been two myriad stades, far too small. But Dikaiarchos did 
not make Greece or Delphi the geometrical center. 

33 Berger (above, n. 26) 374-76. For Pytheas on the habitability of the the arctic 
circle, see Strabo 2.5.8. 

34 As Berger (above n. 26) 376-78, points out, avaxE'icr8a1 can only mean 
superfundi, not effundi. 
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the same belief, that Nun the primeval Ocean was the source of the life­
giving Nile (cp. D.S. 1.37.7).35 Dikaiarchos went back not to the Egyp­
tians or to Hekataios, but perhaps to the idea of Euthymenes of 
Massilia, who had observed a Nile-like river, containing crocodiles and 
flowing out of west Africa into the Atlantic (probably the Senegal), 
from which he thought the Nile took its mysterious rise (Seneca, NQ 
4A.2.22: Nilus fluit maior . .. minorque . .. ). 

What is the explanation of Dikaiarchos' peculiar idea? I suspect that 
he was assuming that the Atlantic Ocean was at a higher level than the 
Mediterranean, so that water could flow into the ''other" Nile, and then 
come down the Egyptian Nile. First, Aristotle had said that the Red Sea 
was higher than the land of the Nile (a canal from the Nile to that sea 
was abandoned when it was realised that the canal would flood the land: 
Meteor. 1.14 352b22-3 l). In the generation after Dikaiarchos, a similar 
theory about the seas was promulgated by Straton of Lampsakos (fl. 
287-269 B.C.E.). He seems to have argued that the current in the 
Bosporos from the Black Sea into the Aegean, and the current in the 
Straits of Gibraltar, from the Atlantic into the Mediterranean, could 
both be explained as flows due to differences in level of the basins 
(Strabo 1.3.4-5).36 Secondly, the idea that one river might have two 
outlets remote from one another was widely believed in Dikaiarchos' 
era, for the case of the Rister (a river considered very similar to the 
Nile: Herodotos 2.26, 33-34). The periplus (of ca. 360 B.C.E.) attrib­
uted to Sky lax records this belief (§20);37 as does Aristotle, History of 
Animals 8.13 598b15-18, claiming that the 1:ptxta<; fish swims up the 
Hister from the Black Sea, and down the other arm of the Hister to the 
Adriatic; so too does Theopompos, Philippica (FGrHist 115 F 129 = 
Strabo 7.5.9), writing perhaps around 330 B.C.E. Even two generations 
after Dikaiarchos, Apollonios of Rhodes made use of this belief to get 
his Argonauts out of the Black Sea ( 4.282-93, 323-26). 

35 See A.B. Lloyd, Herodotus: Book JI, v. 2 (Leiden, 1976) 100-1 ad 2.21. 
36 I am indebted to Sylvia Berryman for drawing my attention to this theory of 

Straton. To us the theory seems as irrational as it did to Strabo; but note that Straton 
does assume that the mechanism of flow was "downhill" from a higher basin to a lower, 
and recall that the first writer to explain liquid flow was Ktesibios of Alexandria, who 
flourished after Straton (i.e., ca. 270-260 B.C.E.): A.G. Drachmann, Ktesibios, Philon 
and Heron: A Study in Ancient Pneumatics (Copenhagen, 1948) 1-20. 

37 For the date of [Skylax], see Paul Fabre, "La Date de la Redaction du Periple de 
~ 

Scylax," Les Etudes Classiques 3 3 ( 1965) 353-66. 



370 Dicaearchus of Messana 

Like many other Greeks and Romans with some acquaintance with 
the outer Ocean, Dikaiarchos sought to explain the un-Mediterranean 
ebb and flux of that water. The tides were explained by Plato (Phaedo 
I 11E4-l 12B 1) as the breathing of the living Earth. Aristotle thought 
that winds were the efficient cause of ebbs and fluxes of the sea (cp. 
Meteor. 2.8 367a20--b7), at least for what we call not tides but tsunamis. 
Pytheas connected tides in the Atlantic with the phases of the moon 
(T26 R. = Aetios 3.17.3); he also noted that they were greater in wider 
seas (Tl 9 R. = Pliny 2.217).38 Much later, in the mid-second century 
B.C.E., Seleukos of Seleucia explained the tides as due to large-scale 
atmospheric motions initiated by the moon (Strabo 3.5.9);39 

Poseidonios in the first century B.C.E. also connected them with the 
moon (Strabo 3.5.8).40 

Dikaiarchos chose a theory of solar attraction (127): evidently he was 
arguing from a peripatetic model of evaporation according to which the 
sun ( or heat in general) attracts water. His thought is not entirely clear, 
as the preserved fragment refers to £KKAicre1<; (at dawn and noon), which 
ought to be some sort of deflections: but of what?41 Aristotle, Meteor. 
2.8 366al 3-23 uses the word of the change of direction of the wind at 
dawn. The sea winds in the Mediterranean do indeed suffer an ekklisis at 
dawn and noon, but also at sunset: has the sunset ekklisis fallen out of the 
text? The word is used in an astronomical sense, of the moon's deflec­
tion from a simple circular orbit, by Plut. Fae. Orb. Lunae 16 929C2. 
But no-one is recorded as having thought that the sun had such ekkliseis. 
Probably Dikaiarchos meant the winds; he may have decreased the 
ekkliseis to two in order to match the number of tides. We should recall 
that even now tides are complex to explain in detail, and the observed 
motions of water vary greatly depending on the sea and coast.42 

38 The latter point also in [Arist.] Problemata 23.17 933b5-10, without attribution 
(though almost certainly from Pytheas). 

39 H. Gossen, ''Seleukos(38)," RE2A.1 (1921) 1249-50; W. Kroll, "Seleukos (38)," 
RES. 5 (1931) 962-63; Berger (above, n. 26) 561-62. This is the Seleukos who fol­
lowed Aristarchos in advocating heliocentricity. 

4° Fr. 217 in L. Edelstein and I. G. Kidd, Posidonius I (Cambridge, 1972), and II 
( I 988) 767-76. 

41 Hippokrates Joints 62 (4.264 L.) calls the defect in cases of club-foot an ekklisis; 
and the word is found in a list of causes of unnatural humours: Humours 1 (5.476 L.). 
The word is a favorite of Epiktetos, who uses it of "inclinations of the will'' over sixty 
times. 

42 Cp. J. Oliver Thomson, History of Ancient Geography (Cambridge, 1948) 
204-5. 
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V. Spuria (12) 

Passing in the manuscripts as by Dikaiarchos is the torso of a verse 
periegesis of Greece addressed to "Theophrastos" (in 150 iambics; 
GGM 1.238-43), and three extracts from a prose work of the same sort 
(GGM 1.97-110). The verse has been shown to be by Dionysios son of 
Kalliphon ( of unknown date) through the discovery of an acrostic in the 
first 23 lines giving his name.43 The three prose extracts are probably 
by Herakleides ''Criticus'' (ca. 245 ± 15 B.C.E.), since a verbatim quo­
tation from one, made by Apollonios, Mirabilia 19 (ca. 100 B.C.E.), is 
attributed to Herakleides; his work was called On the Cities in Greece .44 

How either the iambs or the prose came to be assigned to Dikaiarchos 
one cannot say for certain; given his date, may we suspect that 
Herakleides in his (lost) preface referred to his recent predecessor, lead­
ing to the confusion? 

VI. Summary 

It is clear that, so far as we are informed, Dikaiarchos' main interest lay 
in what we would call physical geography. He is not recorded to have 
been concerned with chorography or topography or the sort of geogra­
phy practiced by Herodotos and by "Hippokrates'' in Airs, Waters, and 
Places. His focus is in keeping with Aristotle's in the Meteorologica, as 
well as with his own reputed materialism. For example, Dikaiarchos 
may well have been interested in measuring the heights of mountains so 
as to bring them within the grasp of his naturalistic logos-previously 
they had been mythically tall, their summits the foci of cult and the 
abodes of gods; now they were just tall piles of rock.45 The rise of the 
Nile and the reflux of the sea were famous paradoxa, held to prove the 
inexplicability of the natural world; Dikaiarchos evidently sought to ex­
tend the rule of human reason over these as well. There is an interesting 
lack of influence of the journeys of Alexander: one might have expected 
information about the mountains or rivers of that area, or more about 
the extent of the oikoumene in that direction than the mere ref ere nee to 
the latitude zero passing through the Himalayas (but perhaps that is 

43 H. Berger, "Dionysios (115)," RE 5.1 (1903) 971-72. 
44 H. Daebritz, "Herakleides Criticus," RE 8.1 (1912) 484-86. 
45 Capelle (above, n. 1) 37-38. 
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merely the misfortune of poor preservation). All of these fragments 
could fit comfortably into one book on the nature of the Earth 
(Ilepio8oc; r11~), and I am inclined to suspect that apparent references to 
other titles are in fact descriptions (titulature was hardly fixed in ca. 305 
B.C.E., prior to the founding of the Library). 

Indeed it is appropriate to remark that we seem to have lost a great 
deal (whether there were several books, or one book encompassing his 
whole work). Given Dikaiarchos' materialism, one might speculate 
that Byzantine Christians consigned his works (like most of those of 
Epicurus) to death by neglect (cp. 29 = Lactantius, Inst. Div. 7.13.7). 
But well into the Christian era, as late as Nemesios (Dikaiarchos 21 A), 
Simplicius (Dikaiarchos 26), and Stephanos of Byzantium (60, 63, 64) 
one could obtain some of Dikaiarchos' works.46 Rather it may have 
been a more subtle and pernicious factor: neglect of and indifference to­
wards science and its history. Certainly he was not lost due merely to 
replacement by later writers such as Eratosthenes: he was readily avail­
able to Cicero, and in any case what book is supposed to have replaced 
his work on measuring mountains? 

46 Perhaps even as late as Photios (88), the Suda (89), and Eustathios (61 ): but it is 
very hard to be sure these authors were citing directly. Photios is not here summariz­
ing the Politeia Spartiaton, merely ref erring to it. 
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