ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS ON VISION
IN THE ATOMISTS

In discussing the atomists’ theory of vision modern accounts have quite
neglected to take into account two sections of Alexander of Aphrodisias on

this topic.! Nearly identical in length and content, they contain objections to
the atomist theory of vision by means of the €idwAa (henceforth ‘idols’). In
form they consist of a series of questions purporting to contain atomist doctrine.
Each question is followed by objections to its subject-matter. Most of the
questions contain doctrine known to us already from other sources.? However,
one of the questions attributes to the atomists a solution of a problem of vision
by idols which has quite escaped all the better-known and more recent accounts

of atomist epistemology.? This solution explains how idols emanating from
large objects enter the pupil of the eye and are able to be perceived as wholes.
In another question Alexander attributes to the atomists the notion that the
idols may have served merely to arouse and make ready the eye for vision. This

! P, Wendland (ed.), ‘Alexandri in librum
de sensu commentarium’, Commentaria in
Aristotelem Graeca, 111.1 (Berlin, 1901),
pp- 56.6-58.22 (henceforth De sensu)
and I. Bruns (ed.), ‘Alexandri Aphrodisiensis
praeter commentaria scripta minora. De
anima liber cum mantissa’, Supplementum
Aristotelicum, 11.1 (Berlin, 1887), pp. 134.
28-136.28 (henceforth Mantissa). The
Mantissa may not be an original part of the
work of Alexander going under the title
De Anima (Bruns, ibid., v). Bruns is never-
theless convinced that most of Book 2 is
by Alexander (ibid.). In fact, the informa-
tion in this section is somewhat fuller than
that found in the corresponding section in
De sensu. If its author was not Alexander,
he was certainly someone well acquainted
with atomist writings. This is suggested, for
instance, by his use, in reference to the
idols, of the term karapvoootabar (135.
19-20). The only other instance of the use of
this verb or a related one in a similar context
occurs, as far as I know, in a passage attri-
buted by Plutarch to Democritus: . .. 8§
¢now Anudkpiros ¢ykarafvogovadat Td
eldwla 81a TWY TépwWY €1 T4 owuara . . .
(Quaest. Conviv. 8.10.2, 734 F = Diels—
Kranz'?, Democritus A 77).

P. Moraux thinks it very probable that
the section of the Mantissa considered in
this paper was a part of a series of studies on
the De sensu of Alexander. He makes no
firm statement on its authorship (Alexandre
d’Apbrodise (Paris, 1942), pp. 24-8). P. L.
Donini (Tre studi sull 'aristotelismo nel 11

secolo D. C. (Turin, 1974), p. 159) thinks
that the author of the Mantissa, if not
Alexander himself, certainly belonged to his
school. Therefore there seems to be no
reason why the question of authorship
should prevent us from making use of the
information contained in this passage. For
the sake of convenience I shall use the name
of Alexander to refer in the rest of this paper
to the author of the Mantissa.

? In De sensu 56.10-16 Alexander groups
Empedocles with Leucippus and Democritus
as representatives of the same theory of
vision. In consequence, one might consider
that he could have attributed the atomist
doctrines found in the chapters in De sensu
and the Mantissa also to Empedocles. How-
ever, when dealing with some aspects of
vision in more detail Alexander clearly
separates Empedocles from Leucippus,
Democritus, and Epicurus (ibid., 23.5-24.9
versus 24.10-27).

* This explanation is referred to in the
context of vision by A. E. Haas, ‘Antike
Lichttheorien’, Archiv fiir Geschichte der
Philosophie 20 (1907), 364, and passim, }.
Zahlfleisch, ‘Die Polemik Alexanders von
Aphrodisia gegen die verschiedenen Theorien
des Sehens’, ibid., 9 (1896), 149-55, A.
Koenig, Lucreti de simulacris et de visu
doctrina cum fontibus comparata (Greifs-
wald, 1914), pp. 91-2, and Ch. Mugler,

‘Les Théories de la vie et de la conscience
chez Démocrite’, R PH 33 (1959), 24.
However, these scholars make very slight
use of it.
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theory seems to have escaped scholarship even more completely. For both of
these theories Alexander is our only source of information.

Alexander does not mention his sources. Should we believe that all of the
doctrine which his questions impute to the atomists was, indeed, theirs? It
seems to me that in principle we have no reason to treat Alexander with more
suspicion than other evidence. The great majority of the writings of Democritus
and of Epicurus is lost. We know very little of the teachings of the later Epi-
cureans and of the possible supplements to their philosophy which they may
have excogitated to defend it against the attacks of their Hellenistic competitors.
Nor is much Epicurean doctrine found in the writings of men living in the Roman
period. Therefore, it is quite possible that atomist doctrine found in Alexander
and not attested elsewhere may be genuine. The plausibility of each item has to
be considered separately. In general, Alexander’s record for veracity and accuracy
is rather good. His accounts have been questioned here and there but there

appears to be no major scandal.*

Because of our lack of information we cannot in most cases determine
whether or not the atomist doctrines mentioned by Alexander were held both by
Democritus (and Leucippus) and Epicurus.® In our two passages a clear differen-
tiation between Democritus and Epicurus can, it seems, be made on only one
point. In the Mantissa, 136.24, the idols are said to lack colour. As will be
discussed later on, this statement cannot be made of the Epicurean idol. Alex-
ander also does not mention the air-imprint theory of vision attributed to
Democritus by Theophrastus.® However, the doxographical tradition attributes
the theory of idols also to Democritus.” Therefore the omission of the air-
imprints need not mean that specifically Epicurean doctrine was followed by

Alexander here.

Alexander himself does not mention Epicurus by name in these two accounts.
There is evidence, however, which indicates that he did not differentiate in his
mind among the views on this point of Leucippus, Democritus, and Epicurus. In
De sensu 56.12 ff. he states that he is opposing the theory of vision of those who
€BwAa . . . Twa OUOLBUOPPA ATO TWY OPWUEVWY TUVEXWS ATOPPEOVTA KAl
euminTovta T 6YeL ToU 6pav fiTiovTo. As representatives of this theory he men-
tions only Leucippus and Democritus. No names are given in the corresponding
section in the Mantissa (pp. 134 ff.) but all atomists appear to be covered by the
phrase mpos 8¢ Tovs Sud T eBWAwWY T0 Opav Aéyovras (134.30). Moreover, in
De sensu 24.18-21 (= Us. 319) Epicurus is added as a representative of this

* For instance, H. H. Joachim in his
commentary to Aristotle’s De Generatione
et Corruptione 328a (Oxford, 1922),
pp- 1834, believes that of the two differ-
ent doctrines on mixture attributed to
Democritus by Alexander and Philoponus
respectively we ought to prefer the one
reported by the latter. In this Joachim has
been supported recently by R. B. Todd,
Alexander of Aphrodisias on Stoic Physics
(Leiden, 1976), pp. 184-5.

D. J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek
Atomists (Princeton, 1967), pp. 98-9,
believes that in the question on the parts
of the Democritean atom the testimony of

Simplicius ought to be preferred to that of
Alexander (Metaphysics 36.25-7).

A. A. Long, ‘Stoic Determinism and
Alexander of Aphrodisias De Fato (i-
xiv)’, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie
52 (1970), 247-68, states that Alexander’s
conclusions sometimes involve misrepresenta-
tion of Stoics’ views (ibid., p. 247).

® Cicero asserts that in vision Epicurus
followed Democritus: ‘. . . sunt tota Demo-
criti . . . imagines quae e{8wAa nominant,
quorum incursione non solum videamus, sed
etiam cogitemus’ (De fin., 1.6.21).

¢ Theophrastus, De sensu 50-1.

7 Diels-Kranz 67 A, 29-31, pp. 78-9.
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theory: UaTepov 8¢ oi mept Tov "Emikovpov . . . Since the De sensu is a com-
mentary to Aristotle, it is not surprising that atomist philosophers found in
Aristotle himself - Leucippus and Democritus- should be mentioned more
frequently by Alexander than Epicurus. Moreover, differences between the
views of Democritus and Epicurus on vision need not affect the specific problem
discussed by Alexander: how are effluences from large objects--Alexander
mentions temples and theatres—able to be perceived in their entirety by the much
smaller eye?

Since the Greek of these two passages is not everywhere perfectly clear, I
have translated them and discussed the more difficult parts in detail. The rest
of this paper will be devoted chiefly to a discussion of those sections which
introduce atomist doctrine not encountered in other sources.

This is the Greek text as found in the CAG editions and a translation of the
two passages:

De sensu 56.6-58.22

. 4402 15 TO uév ovv COAMEP 0L APXAIOL NEYEW ATOPpOLAY €lval
p \ ’
Y Xpoudy.

*ExBéuevos Tas 86kas Tas §vo, kab' as ai v TAeWrwy XpwrdTwy
¢pavraoial kara piEw TV évavtiwy, 70D T€ A€VKoD Kal Tob uélavos, yive-
10 ofac T Sokei ev ) Ay 8ka mporaTaBefAnuévn mept Tod dpav VIO TGOV &p-
xalwv, W dpa Tob 6pav karta THY &md TWY 6p WuEvwWY aTdppolay ywo- 10
wévov - €l6wAa yap Twa duoduopda amo TV dpwWUéVwWY oVVeXQS dmop-
péovra kai éumintovra T el Tod dpav fiTLGvTO. TOWDTOL 8¢ Hoav of
Te mepl Aedkummov kal Anudkpirov. ol Kal &Kk THS TWY dopdTwy 8ia | - 118
15 KPOTNTA MAPabéoews TNV TGV LeTAE) XPWHATWY pavragiay émolovy - AANG
kal 'EumeSokAfic obTw 70 6pav ylveahatl Aéyet, (S TPO OA(Yov EMVNUOVEVTED.
7L 8€ un dyns M 80ka undé obTws oidv Te T Spav yYweabar, AAN’ we
abroc Edeter, Dmouuvarel Ruas kadolov Setkvds 8Tu un Kard Tas amop- 5
polas 7as amo Ty 6pwWUEVWY TO 6pav yiveobar oldv Te. €l yap ovTw, 8¢
20 apnc N avriAny s T4 dyeL éoTal, elye & amoppéovra owuara dvra TR
éunintew adra T N 6padeladov * * » oUKETL TPOTEONKeY TO éMduevo
lromov. €in 8" 4w, el €ln 8¢ apns, Sew adTHY Yuxpod Oepuod, bypod <inpod>
Kal Ty anT EvavTioew avTihaufdveaal - obSevos 8¢ TovTwy dvTiAnm - 10
Tk, €70 €l oVVEXTIC ATO TWY dpwWuévwr aAmdppoLa, TS oDK AvaliokeTal Taxéws
TOOAUTNS oWHATKAS dTokploews an’ adT Qv ywouévns; el 8¢ avrimpookpi-

veTat abroic dANa, mpTov uev 81 T( | TovTo 0VK hel YWeTalL ém’ adTOY, 119
dorte (oa [Te] abra Sapévew; 1is Te alria Tob Wplonévws adteahar

5 Kal MAAW WPLTUEVWS LeEWDaOAL; ETTELTa TS OUOLOTXNMOVA SLapéveL; TA
1év yap amoppéovra duowuopda (8ta TobTo Yoiv Kai xpwudTwy N Syis
avtikaufdrerar) - Td 8¢ mpoakpwiueva Sta T TowadTd EaT; Kal €l ouvexXNS 5

1 &mdppoia ad’ €kdoTov kai katd mAvTa TG MopLa, WS OUK EuTodioeL TA
amokpwipeva Tois pepopévois, iva <un> mpookpn,  Exeiva TovTows, Wwa umn

10 dépnTal; TS 8¢ AemTd dvTa od okedaodnoeTal dvéuwy dvrwy; dplopey ydp,
kv dvepos ) peTakd. €Tt QS StaoTNUaTos AvTIANYLS yweTal, €l TA éu-
minTovTa, 6 6PBaALOS Opd; TS 8¢ Kal uvovTes ovk oYoueda, el obrws 10
€07l T7d Ppepopeva NemTd; SuvnoeTal Yap KAl MUOVTWY Sid TV TopWY elow
XwpPEew. §ta 7 8¢ kal émirefévTos Tob dpwuévov <Tois dpOaiuois> obx dYd-

15 uneba; kai yap T6Te dmoppevoeral Td elSwAa kal séteTal abTa 6 dpharuds.
71 81a 7{ pwToS XPela TPOS TO dPaY, SeXOUEVOV TO dPLOMEVOY TOD"| dpBal- 120
unov, ylerau; ére firol 7d dmoppéovta mapdkeral T dpBarud A TdTe
péperar, Srav elc adrd ¢moTpapy. el uév odv mapdketrat, ovd’ SAws
SwagTiparos avriAnyis €ota- el 8¢ ToTe Péperat, mpWTOY Mév EV TAelovt

20 X006V T4 TA€eloV apeoTTA dYopeda, Smep obx oiTwS Ywipevor dpuey - 5
eita el TG Tob &€pocs ToD MpdTepov AmoppéovTds Te Kal EUmiMTOVTOS TOD
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el6rhov T dYeL Moo, 0 Kal adros éuminTel T1f SYeL, kat' adrods T
SudaTnua 6padnoeTaL, TPTOY UeV TS TogobTov hépa M dYic SeteTat (kab'
EKAOTNY Yap Popav elbAov TogovTov dépa SékeTat, 6a0s éaTiv O peTakD

25 adTob Te Kal TOU 6pwWuéVoY); eiTa kel Twa laxvy Td droppeovTa eldwa, 10
W TobTOY MPOowWOely Stvadbay; elta ms, 8Tav aveuos , TovTo €TL dWONTETAL;
6 yap dvepos dparaL Tapagvpwy Tov peTakl dépa. €l 57 Td eidwia AemTo-
Tepa drra Suabve|Tal THY TGV Avéuwy Blav, s obxi Sta Tob &épos Sa- 121
Svoeral; T( 8¢ €aTa kal TO dvaueTpoiy Tov elowvTa els THY dYw dépa; mis ¢ 121
kal 70 éyebos kal TO axfipa ToD 0P WKEVOY T BYLS KPWeL, KaTd 70 TRS KOPTS
1évebos Sexouévn amo Tod Ppepopévov elbwNov popov; kal yap €l moARdKiS 5
kal moAAG §éxeTat, ms kal §td T({ GANoTe AANO uépos Tob eiddAov SéteTat,

5 kal ovxl del TO abro Kal ék SlaaTnudTwy; el 8¢ Kal del T0 mapakeiuevo,

Tis f) gtvbeais TobTwWY v T4 BYet, s BéaTpov i vady Sokelv éwpakévat 5id
OUTW KIKD OV oPLwY TG EUTNTOVTWY & ToD &’ abTWY €lSWAOU Pepouévov;
TG 8¢ ob peTakd an’ AAAWY TwOY elbWAWY éumaTovTwY T SYEL Twa 10
Swagmdoel T RS SYews RS Tob TP WToV Guvéxetav, el Sel TooavTdkis kal

10 Togabra €BwAa évexfipvar &mo Twos mPOS abTNY, WS KaTa TO TAS KOPNS
pévyeboc Sexopévny &m’ abrov TL Shov hel SéEagdar, GANo am’ GANov €ibL)-
Aov wépos Aaupdrovaav; mws 8¢ kal &md TV Aelwy WS ETXNUATIOUEVA

t& eiswAa Aappdvet, 00K ExOvTwy Eoxds; i miuc &mo TV KaTéTTPWY; 122
i mGos ai ékoxal &p’ wv Svvarat pépeabdar uévovaw év T SYe, el obTwWS

15 ¢o7i hentd Kal bofevii Ta elSwAa, kal od avyxéovral; Sua T( 8¢ kK&v dONiyov
AmeABOVTOS TOD dpwiévoy, TaiTa uével T T €& v & T BYeL; TO 8€ Néyew
powmigeabar THY BYw OO TRV Pepopévwy ém’ adTiy eldWAwy Kai Sio- 5

piteafar kal mpoc T6 bpav mapacKevdseadal oUKETL THPOVVTWY EaTi 70 Sua
TGw elSWAwp ylweadar 10 6pav. SHlov yap 8TL pvwmiodeioa A Syis HTO
20 70D €lbWIAOV dANO TL BeTat, el un 70 elbwov. T{ odv TabTa Kai mws;
kal Tavra uév kal Towavra Aéyew Eati mpos TOVS Amd TG OpaTioy Amoppeiv 10
7L AéyovTac kai odTws 6pachal Ta 6pwWieva.

To assert as the old philosophers did 7
that colour is an emanation

After setting forth the two doctrines according to which the appearance of the majority of
colours occurs through mixing the opposites <the colour> black and <the colour> white
..., there was an earlier® doctrine about vision <propounded> by the ancients; it asserted
that vision took place by means of emanation from the things seen. They attributed vision to
certain idols, similar in shape <to these objects>, emanating from them continuously and
striking the eye. This opinion was held by Leucippus and Democritus and their followers'®
who were also attributing the appearance of the intermediate colours to the juxtaposition
of particles too small to be seen. Empedocles, too, explains vision in this way as he (sc.
Aristotle) recalled shortly before. He also mentions that this doctrine is unsound and that
vision cannot come about in this way but rather in the manner demonstrated by himself
when he showed in a general way that vision could not occur by emanations from things
seen. For if it did, perception by vision would be by touch if, indeed, the emanations being

® The text is corrupt here but does not This meaning is not given clearly in LS].
bear directly on the main topic of this 10 The phrase oi . . . mepi Aevkimmov
paper. kal Anudkptrov could also refer to Leucippus

°® The verb mpokaraBdAAw with refer- and Democritus alone. On this usage see
ence to doctrines has in Alexander fre- LSJ s.v. mep! C 1.2 where the earliest
quently the meaning ‘earlier’, ‘previous’. example given is one from Plutarch. How-
See, e.g. in his In meteorologicorum . . . ever, this idiom is found at least as early as
114.7 ff. (M. Hayduck): mpdTov . . . Kara Polybius (F. Krebs, Die Prapositionen bei
70 gvvnbes avTe, Tas mpoxaraPefAnuévas Polybius (Wiirzburg, 1882), p. 103), and
Te Kai mpoelNuévas dme Twwy mepl TWY probably in Demosthenes (Ps.?) 56.8: 60ev
oewouv 66kac TiBnol Te Kal ékerdgec. For ... QUVETWNON TG mepl TOV airov . . . As far
other examples see 37.6, 40.23, 67.24, as we can tell from the context 7d mepi T6v

and his De sensu 67.18 (P. Wendland). oirov is a circumlocution of oiros.
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bodies, by impinging . . . (text corrupt here) . . . he failed to add the consequent absurdity.
If it were touch, it (sc. vision) would necessarily have perception of cold, hot, wet, <the
dry>"! and the <other>'? tactile opposites; but it perceives none of these.
Moreover, if emanation from the things seen took place continuously, why does not the
detachment of so much bodily substance from them lead to their rapid disappearance? But
if other bodily substance is added to them in exchange, first of all why does this <exchange>
not accrue to them in perpetuity so as to preserve them in the same state? Why do they
increase and, then, decrease in a regular manner? Secondly, how do they maintain the same
shape? Although the emanations are of the same shape (it is for this reason that eyes perceive
colours, too) why is the replacement matter of the same kind? Furthermore, if the emana-
tion from each object is continuous and with respect to all of its parts, how will the efflu-
ences not get in the way of the arriving replacements? Or the replacements hinder the
motion of the effluences? Or, how will they (sc. the idols), being fine, not be scattered if
there are winds? For we see even if wind is between (sc. the eye and the external object).
Moreover, how is distance perceived if the eye sees those (sc. idols) which strike it?
If the moving <idols> are so fine, why do we not see even with our eyes shut? For they
will be able to enter through the pores even if we close our eyes. Also, why do we not see
if the thing seen is placed on our eyes? For then, too, the idols will emanate and be received
by the eye. Or, if the eye receives the thing seen, why is light needed for vision?
Furthermore, the effluences are either adjacent to the eye or move when the eye is turned
towards them (sc. the external objects). If they are adjacent there will be no perception of
distance whatsoever. If on the other hand they move at that moment, then first of all more
time will be required for us to see the more remote objects; we are aware that this is not the
case. Next, if according to them distance will be perceived by the amount of air which, too,

enters the eye—<this air> belongs with the idol which emanates before (sc. the air) and
enters the eye!'? —first of all, how will the eye be able to accommodate so much air? The
travel'® of each idol'* will bring as much air as there is between it'® and the thing seen.
Secondly, will the emanating idols have any strength to push forward this air? Next, how
will it (sc. idol) survive in wind? For we see that wind displaces the in-between air. If,
indeed, being finer, the idols evade the force of the winds how will they avoid slipping
through the air (sc. the air’s particles)? Also, what will measure the air which enters the eye?
Moreover, how will the eye distinguish the size and the shape of the object seen if it
receives a section of the moving idol corresponding to the size of the pupil? For even if the
eye receives many (sc. such sections) repeatedly, how and why will it receive a different
section of the idol'” at different times rather than always the same section or one that is

! gnpov added by Thurot (Charles
Thurot, ‘Alexandre d’Aphrodisias. Com-
mentaire De Sensu et Sensibili’, Notices et
Extraits des Manuscrits de la Bibliothéque
Nationale 25 (1875),118, n. 15.

2 gAAwv plausibly suggested by Wend-
land.

13 705 . . . amoppéovros, despite its
position, cannot refer to the air because the
term amoppeiv is used in Alexander only of
emanations from an external object.
Nowhere else is air mentioned as an emana-
tion from an object. Therefore, the con-
struction must be: 6 &np 709 . . . &moppéovrds
T€ Kal éuminTovTos 7oV €(6LOAOV.

4 Usener’s emendation ¢opdv of the
MSS Swapopdv seems advisable. If swapopdv
is retained, the text would be stating that
the quantity of air pushed forward by an
idol depended not only on the distance
covered by the idol but also on its size and
shape. Since larger external objects emit
larger idols, this notion is, of course, entirely

reasonable. However, other sources do not
mention it. Whichever text we prefer, the
remaining part of this sentence cannot be
literally true. The air pushed by an idol
cannot be all the air 600 €07y b peraty . ..
It would have to be a column of air of the
same frontal area as that of the idol. To what
extent the atomists were aware of all these
considerations is not known. For the singu-
lar el6cbAov see n. 15.

'S The singular e{6c)Aov must be a
generalization. Strictly speaking, the plural
el8WAwv is required because a single idol
cannot make more than one ¢opd or have
Swapopal with respect to its own shape.

This use of the singular is found also in De
sensu 58.4: dANoTe dANo uépos Tob eSOV
Sékerat . . .

16 Since avTod must refer to §yis in 57.23
Wendland conjectures adric. However,
Alexander may have had the gender of
opOaruds in his mind here.

7 For the singular el5)Aov see n. 15.
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not contiguous?'® Even if it receives each time the adjoining (sc. part), how can they be
joined together in the eye so that we seem to have perceived a theatre or a temple as a
product of the entrance (into our eyes) of such small sections of the idol travelling from
them (sc. from the theatre or the temple)? When (or ‘if’) parts of some other idols fall into
our eyes in the intervals, how will some of them (rwd) not disrupt the continuity of the
vision <in the eye> of the first (sc. external object)'? if it is necessary for so many idols
to be carried for so many times from some (sc. object) to it (sc. the eye) in order that the
latter, as it keeps receiving something from them (sc. from each idol) corresponding in size
to the size of the pupil, always receives an idol in its entirety?® although (or ‘as’) it (sc. the

eye) keeps obtaining a different part from a different idol?
Why does sight receive idols even from smooth <objects> as though they had shape
although they have no protuberances??' Why do (sc. idols) from mirrors? Also, if the idols

8 As becomes clear later in these
passages, Alexander assumes that in the
atomist doctrine the small parts of each
successive idol emanating from an object
and entering the pupil are somehow re-
combined in the eye to form a likeness of
the external object. In order for such a
recombination to be successful Alexander
assumes that those parts of successive idols
which (sc. parts) enter our pupils must
correspond to successive contiguous parts
of the external object. If we were to receive
the same section of each successive idol—
for instance, the upper left-hand corner of a
house—obviously no truthful reconstruction
of the likeness of the external object could
occur. This last notion is referred to in the
Greek by . . . o0xl &ei 76 adrd. With respect to
the meaning of kaiék Swaornudrwy the
context indicates that Alexander is here
holding against the atomist doctrine the
possibility that those parts of successive
idols which (sc. parts) enter our pupil will
not necessarily be parts representing con-
tiguous parts of the external object. For
instance, when looking at a man, the pupil
could from the first idol receive part of an
eye, from the second a part of the big toe,
from the third a small wart, and so on. In
such a case the reconstructed likeness of
the man would have all the parts, but in
monstrous disarrangement. That this is the
meaning of éx §taogrnudrwy is indicated by
Mantissa 135. 12-14: &ANG mdBev e 87t 70
EEfic AMyeTal (sc. 6 dpBaluds or 7 kopn,
700 €ibWAov, kal <odxl> MoOANdKS TO abTO
1 Ao TL uopLov T6PPW TOUTOV Kelievoy
kal 1eoTacuévov eTa cuUTIOéUEVOY;

In the phrase xai ék StaoTnudrwy the
sense requires f; rather than kal: 9 ¢k
Swaornudrwv. However, the substitution of
kal for #f in comparable contexts is attested,
e.g. in Soph. Phil. 1081: w kolAag wérpag
YUalov Bepuov Kal mayerwses . . .

19 Alexander assumes here that while
the representation of one external object
is being built up in the eye by the addition

of parts of successive idols from that
object, parts of idols from other objects
will be entering the eye as well (ueratv).
How will these other parts be kept from
being integrated into the reconstruction of
the idol of the first object? That this is the
correct interpretation of the words of
Alexander seems clear from Mantissa
135.14-16: ms oldv Te T0 owua gwdfvar
TOU Opwuévov; WS 8¢ 7O uéyedos T6 olkeiov
éxkdarov; Svvaral yap kal 7a TWOY AAWY
T0iC MPUWTOLS MPOoOTIBedhal Te Kal piyrvabal

2% The Greek here is not quite clear. In
58.11 both Sexouévny and §étacbat should
have a direct object. I have taken an’ avrwv
7¢ as the object of Sexopévny and 6Aov as
the object of 6étagbar. The dMov, a plausible
emendation of Usener for the MSS 8Awv,
refers, I think, to an idol: 8Aov €i6 wov. In
De sensu 60.3-7 Alexander observes that
although the pupil may be admitting only
parts of idols of an object at one time, we
nevertheless feel that we are beholding the
same object at once in its entirety rather
than part by small part: iba un kara pwped
AAN’ &0pdov avTo (sc. 70 dpuuevov, the
external object) 6pav Sokq (sc. % Byic). The
46pdov here corresponds exactly to the

SAov.
at

éaxnuariopéva here has a peculiarly
narrow meaning. Obviously, smooth objects
like water or mirrors are perceptible and do
have a shape. However, here and in Alexan-
der, Mantissa 135.24 ff. éoxnuarouéva and
oxfina are defined as idols displaying to

our eyes protuberances and hollows. On the
other hand, in 135.22 ff. ibid., Alexander
seems to be separating them: 7w .. .

Hével adTWY TO oxAMa Kal i ekoxn Kkal
€elgoxn . . . Perhaps one could translate here:
‘the shape with its convexity and con-
cavity’ . . . In other contexts Alexander
uses oxfua in a more general way, for
instance, in 136.26: 7Ws 8¢ TWY oxNUdTWY
(sc. avtihappdverad) . . .? Here he is talking
about any external object.
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are so fine and so weak, why do the protrusions from those objects from which idols with
protrusions can emanate?? remain in the eye and not be obliterated? Why even for a short
time, with the thing seen removed, do they remain . . . (text corrupt here) from which in
the vision???

Those who assert that the eye is being stimulated by the idols moving towards it and
roused?* and prepared for vision may no longer maintain that vision is brought about by
idols. For it is obvious that if the eye is stimulated by the idol it will see something else if
not the idol.?* What, then, are these things (sc. the ‘something else’) and how (will they be
seen)? These are the types of arguments available against those who maintain that some-
thing emanates from the objects of vision and that the things seen are seen in this manner.

De Animi Mantissa 134.28-136.28

[1pos ToUS Sud THS TV EBWAWY EUNTWOEWS TO Opay AéyovTas
Yiveabar.

30 Tpos 8¢ Tovs id TV elSWAWY 70 dpdv Aéyovras yveahal TpOTOV MéV
mpooamopnaetey dv Tic, WS obk dvallokeTatl Too0VTWY AmoppedvTwWY Eka-
07OV TWV dpwpéVWY Taxéws, el §¢ Aéyotev dvTimpookpiveshar avrois dAAa, 45
AN’ oDY TGV AmoPPEGVTWY KAl TWY TPOOKPWONEVWY 0K OVTWY AAAAAOLS
dpotooxnudvwy (Ta uév yap dmoppéovra elbwia kai duowduopda, T §é

35 TPOOKP WIUEVA 0VX 0UTWS MPOTKP VeTat) ovk €8eL T4 Umokelueva kal 6p -
ueva dpowoxnuova uévew, AAAa dAAoTe aAMolov loxew oxnua. ére mlos
ouvexoUs TRS dmoppoias ywouévns Kal mavTaxov Kal TavTaxdfev oiov Te
Y mpdakpow yweobar; AANNAows Yap Gv Ta dmokpwiueva ToiS TPOOKP Wo- 50
Wévows éumodiol dSalelnTov AppoTépols Tic popdcs olons. €Tt més oidy
7€ 70U SlaoTuaros &vTiAnyw yesbal, €l Ta €BwAd éoTi Td dpLoueva;
avemalofnros ydp, dv Aéyovow mpoeumintew, é &np, o Tf T00OTNTL TO

5 dudoTnua avapetpeiofat. kal T( TO peTPOUY TOV dépa TOUTOV; | Kai wS 150v

€T €00) T avapréyal kal Td meppwheY dpaTaL; TS 8¢ oldy Te Kal TV
OXNUATWY Kal TOVY peyedow avTiAnyw ylweshar 8ua TV eldWAwr (& fov-
AOuevoL owsew Ta elSwla mowbow), el ye kata Bpaxy M Eunrwors el Tov
6pOarudr adTOY yerat; ob Yap 87 ueifdv €aTL TO THS KAPNS, T Op WuEV,

10 uéyebos 1o €ldAov, 8 Sexdueda kat’ adrovs els THY kopNY. el yap
Kal ovyxwpnoeLé Tic adroic 8ud 76 Taxos guvexws Ao kal dANo Séxe- 5
abat, AANG mdbev ye OTL TO EENc AnYeTal Tob elbwAov, kai <ovxi> moANdKs
70 ayTo 1) ANo TL udpov TéPPwW TOUTOV Kellevov kal Steomaouévov elra
OVVTIBENEVOV; TGS, 0l0V TE TO TWMA OwWOAVAL TOD OPWUEVOV; TGS 8¢ TO

15 wéyehos 10 olkeiov €kaoTov; Suvaral yap kal 7a Twv EAAWY Tols TPWTOW
mpooTifeabal Te kal plyvvobal kal un kat’ olkelav meprypapny EkaaTov
avr@v épacbat, undé onueiov 7oV TabTa Mév TOVTOY TG €BwAa, TabTa 8¢
W7 TOUTOV €eivat. SAwS 8¢ T{ YlweTat Td mpoeloeAdovTa; TO YA PUAATTE- 10
g0a. abdTa Aéyew karafvooovpeva kai ovvtiBeadal ¢v TG 6POaLE Alav

20 Lol uUBdes, Tob yYap kataBuooovTal f uévet, Tis 8¢ 6 oikoSoulov avra
&upadov kal ovwTfels; ) mws ékdoTov abTww Kkat' islav kewévov 1) cuv-
éxeta kal 70 uéyebos kai 10 oxfHua paleray; TWs 8¢, el obrwe éoti Td
elSwha evmadi, T EunTdoel T els 7OV dPHAAUOY uével abTOV TO oxXAUA

kai % ékoxn kal elooxm kal ob ouyxeiral; m@s 8¢ kai &md TV Aelwv
25 TOlXWY WG éaxnuaTiopéva Aaufdvel Ta eldwia ody éxovTwy ékoxas kal 15

22 The Greek here appears to be, in less
concise form: % mWs al foxal TovTwWY TWY
eldWAwWY & péperal an’ Ekelvwy &g’ Gv
Svvaral pépeobac . . . i.e. idols from those
external objects which, unlike mirrors,
etc., do have protuberances.

33 Because of the corruption in the last
part of the sentence the meaning is con-
fused but is probably the same as in Alex-
ander, Mantissa 135.30: 6ua 7( . . . obxi

kal ameAovTos To¥ dpwrTos abTa Kby én’
OA{yov uéve;

2 swplteabar, the reading of the MSS,
does not seem to have any meaning approp-
riate to this context. Wendland suggests
Steyelpeadar from Mantissa 136.10.

25 This sentence assumes that if the idol
acts as a stimulus it cannot be seen (so
Mantissa 136.9-11).
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€lgoxXds; TS 6€ amo TV KaTONTPWY V8ATWY Eudatwouévwy ékelvows Ta
oxnuata helwy SvTwy; m@Ws 8¢ eldwAov dvroc 70D év TG KATOMTPW €edwa
maAw amoppei TooavTa, kal 8ta 7 év Tois KaTdMTPOIS €BWAa TaxuTepa,
WS TooavTNY &m’ abTOY dmoppony ylweohay; Sua T( 8¢ kal uével TavbTa Kai
30 oV kweiTay; 8wt 7( 8¢ kal uévovra odyl kal &meNdvTos Tob 6P OYTOS adTa
kdv &m’ ONlyov uéver; Sua T( 8€ odk émi TRS émupavelas TWY KATOMTPWY TA 20
eldwAa, dANa &v BdOet; mes € odxi kal, el 0UTwWS éoT ebmadn kal
evkivnTa, avéuov mréovTos ob mapacvpovrtal TW Aépt v @ elow; 76 yap
Aéyew SiekminTew 8’ adTww T4 AANa Ppepdueva od owdVTWY EOTL THY
ovvéxetav Tob elbWAoV, mpoaéTL §€ kal oTepedTNTA Twa Kkal dvTiTumiay
KATAMTOVTWY. 0UTWS Yap abTa Mévol, StekminTol 8€ 814 TWVY KevWY TA
Pepdueva. €l §€ EoTw eBkoNoS abT@WY N KIMGLS éK GAOLWEWY Kal Vue-
vwdWY, WS paow, kal maga ponn ikavn mapactpat adrd, E8eL un dpav 25
5 TOUS KaTa TOV dveuov Aémovtas. €1 el Ta elbwAd éaTw adra Ta éunin-
TOVTA KAl OpLMeEVa, §1a T( TA OpLWIKEVa TOPPW OVTA PpalveTal; T0 Yap MVwW-
miteabal Néyew <tnw Pw> OO TWY elbWAWY 0d TGV €ldWAWY éaTi T0 dpav
nowelv, AANG dANov Twa xpM TpSmov tnTelv avrols, 8¢ ob puwmofeioa
71 8Yis 70 6paTov SYeTal kikelw mPoaPalel- TS yap dpaTov €TL 70 €l
10 Swhov ylverat, €l ye udvov mpoc 76 mapackevdoal Tny SYw adTny kali Ste-
Yeipat 70 €l8wWAOY XpNOUOY E0TW; TO 8¢ Néyew T¢ TMOOG TOD Aépos TOD 30
KETAED TOD Te OpWUEVOY, &’ 00 Td eldwAa, kal Tob 6pBaiuod THy dvri-
Anyw ylveaBar Tob StaoTnuaros (TobTo yap Hmo Tob elbWAov mpowbhovuevor
TMPOEUTIMTEW TT KOPT PO TOD €lbLWAOV) dTomiav obSepiav mepfaANet.
15 TS Yap 70 €idwov Svvarat Tov mpd avTob mpowlelv dépa, v obTws €b-
maféc; kal mS TobTOY N KOPN SéxeETAL, TPOTETL TE MOAAAKLIS TOGOUTOV 8éke-
TaL; 00 Yap EVOS EIBOAOV EUTTWOTEL TO 6PV - EKAOTOV 0OV TGV EUmATOV-
TwWv TocoiToY dépa mpoméupel abTob els TNV kOpnw, €l un dpa Ta Pepd- 35
weva €idwia ano Tod dpwuévov ody OTe fAémeL ToTe PépeTar, AANG
20 mapakeluera Q) 6POAALG - ol Yap 61, 6Te 6pa OPOaNLdS, ToTE AmopPEl
7d4 €lBwAa. TS olv TG Tapakelueva ETL TPOWoEL TOV ueTakd dépa; €Tt
el Umo Tww avéuwr un okidratal Td eldwia 8d 70 bmokdTw Kal NemTd-
TEPA Kal ApaldTepa TNV GUOW eivatl 700 Gepoévov &épos bmo TWY avéuwy.
néoc Gpa TOv dépa ToTov 0ldY Te €oTaL MpowWBEWw; ¢t €l dxpod éaTi TA
25 eldwAa kal Towabra adTa séxeTal | BYLs, TWS xpwuATWY dvTihaupaveTal; 40
mOs 8¢ TGOV OXNMATWY KaT EAdXLoTOY abTd Sexopévn; WaTe olTe Xpw-
pdrwr obre axnudTwy &v ylvoiro A 8Yis, el Tis AkpBws EteTdfo kai un
mévra alrovuévors adrois 8idoin - Twos odw €Tt Syuc €oTal;

Against those who maintain that vision
comes about by the impact of idols

Against those who say that vision occurs by means of idols one could start by adducing
another difficulty: with so many <idols> emanating why is each thing seen not used up
quickly? Should they answer that they assimilate other <material as replacement>>, never-
theless what emanates, and what is added are not of similar shape; what emanates is idols
and of a shape similar (sc. to the objects) whereas the additions are not added in the same
form. Therefore, the underlying objects of vision ought not to have kept the same shape but
rather a different one at different times. Also, if the emanation goes on continuously,
everywhere, and from all quarters how can addition take place? Since the motion of both
the separating and the accreting matter is continuous one would expect the two to interfere
with each other.

Moreover, how can the perception of distance take place if what is seen is the idols? The
air which they say falls (sc. into our eye) in advance (sc. of the idol) and the quantity of
which is supposed to serve as the measure of distance cannot be perceived. Also, what is it
that does the measuring of that air? Also, how do we see things even far away immediately
upon beginning to look up?

Moreover, how is it possible to obtain perception of shapes and sizes by means of the
idols (it is in order to account for them (sc. shapes and sizes) that they manufacture their
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idols) if they enter the eye a small section at a time??® For the size of the pupil, by means

of which we see, is surely not larger than the idol which according to them (sc. the atomists)
we receive into the pupil.?” Even if one should concede to them (sc. the atomists) that
because of their speed successive particles are received without interruption what will bring

it about?® that it (sc. the eye) will receive the contiguous part*® of an idol and not repeatedly
the same part or a different part situated far from it (sc. from the part received before it) yet

subsequently added on (ovwrféuevov), misplaced (Steamaouévov) though it be?3® How is it
possible to preserve®' the body of the thing seen? How the size peculiar to each of them?
For it is also possible for idols of other things to be added to the first ones and to be com-
mingled with them so that none of them is seen in its peculiar outline and there is no
distinguishing mark of the fact that these idols belong to this object, but those do not.*?
In general, what happens to those®® which entered first (sc. the pupil)? To say that they
sink in and are preserved and combined in the eye is very fanciful. Where do they sink or
remain? Who is the one who steps in to build them up and to put them together?** Or, if
each of them lies by itself, how can continuity, size, and shape appear?

Also, if the idols are so easily affected why, when they enter the eye, do they retain their
shape, convexities, and concavities®® rather than have them obliterated? How does <the

eye> perceive idols as though they had shape®

6 This meaning of kara Bpaxv is con-
firmed by De sensu 58.2-3: kara 76 TS
K0pNS uéyebos Sexouévn (sc. i) ByYis) amo
70U pepouévov elduAov udptov . . . and by
Mantissa 136.25-6: .. .1 8y . . . kar’
&éNdxtoTov avta (sc. 7a axNuara Sexouern)

?7 Alexander here seems to be assuming
tacitly that if the idol is to enter the eye
entire, the pupil must be larger than the
idol. But, says Alexander, the pupil is not
larger than the idol. Therefore the idol
which, according to the atomists, does enter
the pupil must be reconstructed in the eye
out of the parts of successive idols which
have entered kata Bpaxv. If the entire idol
is not seen at once, how can its shape and
size be established, objects Alexander.

2% With mdfev ve 67 I understand éorat
or yevnoerat or something similar.

2% ¢tnc here cannot govern 700 €i8uWAov
because the meaning ‘what is next to the
idol’ is not at all appropriate here. I take
70 é£A< as a noun here. If the correct repro-
duction of the external object is to be
reconstructed in the eye from the succes-
sive pupil-sized sections of the idols given
off by the object, the sections must
presumably enter the eye in the correct order
(see n. 18 for more detail). In other words, if
of idol A the pupil receives part 1, then of
idol B it should receive and retain a part
which in the external object is situated next
to part 1 of idol A rather than another part
1 or a part not situated next to part 1 in

even when they <arrive> from walls smooth

the external object.

30 | have taken Sieomaouévov closely with
avvnee_’uevov, as though the word-order
were €lTa Steomaouévov ovvTiféuevon.

31 Preserve in our perception, of course.

32 Alexander here seems to be picturing
the representations of several external
objects built up in the eye and each consist-
ing of a mixture of parts derived from the
idols of all these external objects. The
result, of course, will be representations
bearing no certain and perceptible relation-
ship to the external objects.

33 The reference is to the parts of the
idol entering the pupil.

3 According to the dictionaries the
adverb éuBadov is found only in Iliad
15.505 and in Pausanias 10.20.8. In both
cases it refers to wading. In the lliad the
word is used in a sarcastic reproach. Ajax
asks the Argives whether they expect to
return home by wading if they now permit
Hector to burn their ships. A sarcastic
meaning is quite possible in our passage,
too: Alexander may be conjuring up a man
who éupalvet into the eye to deal with the
karafuvooovueva. The storage place of
earlier idols seems to have been a problem
already to Euclid: kai 7i{s airia 700 &moxkAn-
povobar Ta elokpwinevas(l. L. Heiberg
(ed.), Euclidis opera omnia, v. VII, ‘Opti-
corum recensio Theonis’ (Leipzig, 1895),
150.7-8 and 150.21-7.)

%% See n. 21.

36 See n. 21.
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and devoid®’ of convexities and concavities? How <does it> perceive the shapes <of
objects> visible*® in mirrors and water although <the latter> are smooth?

Also, how do so many idols emanate in turn (or: back) if what is (sc. visible) in the
mirror is an idol? Why are the idols in the mirrors thicker so that so much can emanate
from them? Why do they stay <still> and not move? Since they stay why don’t they
remain, even if for a short time, after the departure of the beholder?** Why are the idols in
the back of the mirrors rather than on their surface?

If <the idols> are so easily affected and moved why are they not, when wind blows,
displaced by the air in which they are situated (or, perhaps: why are they not displaced
together with the wind in which they are . . .). Those who profess to maintain that the
idol stays together and, in addition, have it retain its certain solidity and unyieldingness
may not assert that the others (sc. the idols) as they move, pass between them (sc.
between the particles of the air and the wind). In such a case it would be they, (sc. the
air and the wind) that stood firm and it would be the objects in motion that passed
through the void passages (separating the particles of air and wind). Also, if they (sc. the
idols) are easily moved <consisting as they do> of** bark-like and membranaceous
<material>, (or: if they are easily moved by <things> bark-like and membranaceous), as
they say, and if any impulse is sufficient to displace them, those looking downwind*' should

be unable to see.

Moreover, if what strikes the eye and is seen is the idols why do the things seen appear to
be at a distance? Those who say that <the eye> is stimulated by the idols are not making

37 The smooth walls must be thought
here to be functioning, like water and
mirrors, as reflecting surfaces. This follows
from Alexander’s interpretation (p. 141.30-
5, In meteorologicorum . . . (Hayduck))
of Aristotle’s reference to smooth surfaces:
OYis dvakAdrat . . . &mo . . . mdvTwy TOVY
&xovTwy Aelav THY emupdveiav . . . (Aristotle,
meteorologicorum 372329). Aristotle
repeats this ibid., 373335: vakAwuévn . ..
) 8Yis amo mavrTwr palverTal Twv Aelwv . . .
Plato, too, associates smoothness and

reflection: . . . THY TV KaTOTTPWY €W~
Aomotlav kal mdvra doa ¢upavi) kal Aeia . . .
(Tim. 46A).

3% For katonTpwv V8dTwv éudatwoudvwy
Bruns adduces Mantissa 62.13-14 and sug-
gests <> V8dTwv éupawdueva. It seems

“easier to posit <TWr> éupawouévwy with
T7Wv omitted because of haplography. The
omission of <7i>, too, could have occurred
because of haplography, the scribe pro-
nouncing 7j and ? alike. A case of possible
double haplography is reported by Robert
Renehan, Greek Textual Criticism
(Cambridge, 1969), pp. 94-5.

3% The beholder here must be looking
in the mirror at his own image.

4° The interpretation of éx here is not
quite straightforward. If the ék ¢pAowwsOV
.. . is causal and explains why the kivnaws
of idols is easy, one would expect the
presence of a participle in the prepositional
phrase: &k prowwdw kal duevwswr
<memownuévwv>. Causal force is given to
the ék by H. Lackenbacher, WS 32 (1910),
229. He does not, however, discuss the
awkwardness of the Greek.

It would be rather more natural to

assume that éx ¢pAowwdOv . . . here is the
equivalent of vmo pAowwdv . . . and refers to
agency. The Greek would then be stating
that the idols are easily moved by things
bark-like and membranaceous. These

latter objects would have to be other

idols. In other words, Alexander would be
saying that idols are so light that they are
easily moved even by objects as light as
other idols. (The idols are referred to as
Vuéves in a new fragment of Diogenes of
Oenoanda, discovered and published by

M. F. Smith, AJA 74 (1970) N. F. 1,

Col. 3.2-3, 57. The connection between
idols and bark is found in some MSS of
Plutarch, Non posse suaviter ... 1106 A:
un Svvauévovs dmoppiyat Ta eldwia mavra
kal Tovs PpAotovs . . . Lucretius likens the
simulacra to membranae in 4.31 and 4.51
and to cortex in 4.51).

The notion that one idol may be moved
by another may be present in Lucretius
4.183-98, esp. 193-4. A. Barigazzi has
argued strongly that the parvola causa . . .
quae provebat . . . should refer not to
mdAow in a physical object but rather to
one idol’s striking another from behind
(PP 13 (1958), 269-73). It is essential to
add to Barigazzi’s argument that procul in
Lucret. 4.194 must be taken with provebat
atque propellat rather than with a tergo.
This syntax was defended already by F.
Susemihl and A. Brieger, Philologus 29
(1870), 433.

4! katd Tov dvepov could also mean: in
the wind, when wind is blowing. However,
idols would not necessarily be lost to the
beholder if he were walking against the
wind.
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the idols the cause of vision; they must search for some other process by which the eye,
after being stimulated, will see the external object and take notice of it. How can the idol
still be visible if it is useful only for making the eye itself ready and for rousing it?

But to assert that it is through the quantity of air located between the thing seen, from
which the idols come, and the eye, that distance is perceived (they say that this quantity is
pushed ahead by the idol and strikes the pupil before the idol) surpasses no other ab-
surdity.*? If the idol is so easily affected how can it push forward the air situated in front
of it? How can the pupil accommodate it? Rather, how will it accommodate many times
that amount? For seeing requires the entrance of more than one idol. In consequence, each
of the entering <idols> will send ahead of itself** this amount of air to enter the pupil
unless it be true that the moving idols are carried from the thing seen** not at the moment
when one looks (sc. at the object) but rather are adjacent*® to the eye. For, indeed, the
idols do not emanate when the eye looks <at them>. If so, how will the adjacent (sc. idols)
still be able to push forward the air between (sc. the eye and the object of vision)? More-
over, if winds do not scatter the idols because they are in nature below (sc. in size or per-
ceptibility),*® finer, and thinner than the air blown by the winds, how will they at the same

time be able to push that air ahead?

Also, if the idols are colourless and are perceived as such by the eye, how does it per-
ceive colours? How does it perceive shapes if it receives them (sc. the idols) in the form of
very small particles? In consequence, if one questioned them closely and did not grant
them all their postulates, there could be vision neither of colours nor of shapes. What,

then, will remain to be seen?

Although there are not a few differences in detail between the two passages,
the chief questions addressed to the atomists are the same in both passages:

a) If the emanation of the idols is incessant why are the external objects not
used up (De sensu 57.1-57.10; Mantissa 134.30-135.2)?

b) How can distance perception be explained if vision takes place by idols
(De sensu 57.11-12, 57.17-58.1; Mantissa 135.2-6, 136.11-24)?

c) How can the eye perceive the size and shape of the external object if
from each idol reaching it the pupil can receive only a section no larger than the
pupil itself (De sensu 58.1-12; Mantissa 135.6-22)?

d) Problems connected with the reflection of idols from mirrors and other
smooth surfaces (De sensu 58.12-13, 58.15-16; Mantissa 135.24-32).

e) Is the role of the idols merely to prepare the eye for vision (De sensu

58.16-20; Mantissa 136.6-11)?

In De sensu an introduction precedes the questions (56.8-23). This intro-
duction is lacking in the Mantissa. On the other hand, the Mantissa alone attri-
butes lack of colour to the idols (136.24-5). In general, the numerous differences
in the wording and the more minor points of content show that neither passage
is a direct copy of the other. On the other hand, their similarities are so notice-
able that they cannot fail to be very closely related. Perhaps they both share a

42 From the context one would expect
not &romiav oddeulav vmepBdAAet but rather
aromiav mdoav vmepfdAAet.

4% For the MSS adrob Wendland suggests
T0v mpo avTov. However, adTob could be
governed directly by the preposition mpd in
mpoméuyet. This construction became rather
common in post-Classical Greek prose (W.
Schmid, Der Atticismus in seinen Haupt-
vertretern, IV (Stuttgart, 1896), pp. 97 and
623).

44 amd Tob pepouévov could also depend
on 7d pepdueva. The meaning remains the
same.

4% After mapakelueva I supply éore. pépe-
7at is excluded by the sense.

4 Ymokdrw in roughly the same meaning
is now attested in an Epicurean source. In a
new fragment of Diogenes of Oenoanda we
read: T4 uév odv, Ppnul, Gkpa cuuTTWLATA,
Kai TG YTOKATW 8 abTWY o) MOAAY . . .
(M. F. Smith, Cabiers de Philologie 1 (1976)
N. F. 44, Col. II, lines 5-8, p. 303). Taking
dmokdTw in a local sense (the idols being
finer . . . underneath) does not seem to
make good sense because as far as we know
the idols were of equal fineness through-
out.
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common source. If the passage in the Mantissa was written by some follower of
Alexander it is reasonable to surmise that he used the passage in De sensu as his
model.

At first sight it may be surprising to notice that in his refutations Alexander
fails to make use of some of the stock difficulties aimed at the theory of idols:
the apparent roundness of the square tower at a distance, the bent oar, the use of
images in thought (how can we think of Britain?), etc. However, in his questions
Alexander appears to be interested chiefly in demonstrating that ocular vision
by means of idols cannot account for the observable facts and, therefore, vision is
not caused by idols. We do see distance, shape, size. External objects are not
being quickly worn down. The difficulties with the tower and the oar concern
more the trustworthiness of information derived from the idols than the
question of their very existence. Alexander wants to prove that idols play no
part at all in vision rather than that we cannot always trust them.

As mentioned above, the account of Alexander attributes to the atomist
doctrine of vision features not known to us from other sources. It also states
that the idols are colourless. As far as I know, this is the only passage which
explicitly predicates lack of colour in the idols. I shall now examine these
novelties in greater detail and discuss what in them may modify or improve our
understanding of some passages of Epicurus and Lucretius.

The most striking and important of the new doctrines attributed by Alex-
ander to the atomists is the one which explains how the eye deals with large
idols (De sensu 58.1-12; Mantissa 135.6-22). Those from certain external
objects—Alexander mentions theatres and temples—cannot enter the pupil
entire. However, experience shows that such objects are nevertheless perceived
by us. The atomist explanation, according to Alexander, stated that part of
each successive idol emanating from such objects entered our eyes and that
these parts were recombined in the eye in the form of a complete idol. (Although
Alexander is silent on idols smaller than the pupil, they must have been able
sometimes to enter the eye entire and, therefore, did not always need to be
reconstructed.)

This doctrine is in several aspects strikingly different from views universally
held on vision in the atomists. There seems, for instance, to be near-unanimous
agreement in modern scholarship that in order to be perceived, idols from the
outside had to enter the pupil entire, i.e. they had to be smaller than the pupil.
Large objects give off large idols, yet are capable of being perceived. If they
enter the pupil entire they must, therefore, somehow have shrunk in transit
from the external object to the eye. This view has been held by nearly every
scholar.%” Several of them believe they have found support in the texts for
this reduction. Alexander’s account, on the other hand, does not involve the
requirement that idols, in order to be perceived, be reduced to the size of the
pupil in their travel to the eye.

Since Alexander was more or less a contemporary of Diogenes of Oenoanda
and a capable philosopher and historian of philosophy, his account of the idols

47 Explanations not involving reduction Bailey in his commentary on Lucretius
Y

in the size of the idols were attempted by thought that this problem was never faced
C. Giussani, T. Lucreti Cari De Rerum by Epicurus (III, p. 1208). In this he was
Natura, Excursus I to Book IV, p. 285 followed by J. M. Rist, Epicurus (Cam-

n. 1 (Turin, 1897) and M. Conche, Lucréce bridge, 1972), p. 85.
et l'expérience (Paris, 1967), p. 102. C.
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deserves to be examined. Should it indeed conflict with earlier atomist sources,
we would have to assume that there had been divergences or later developments
in the school despite the fact that Alexander appears to consider it valid for all
the atomists. However, it seems to me that there is no good evidence in the
sources in support of a uniform reduction of the idols. I shall now examine the
opinions in favour of the reduction theory in detail.

References to the reduction of idols have been discerned in Epicurus, in
Sextus Empiricus, and in Democritus. Koenig, perhaps following a remark made
by Woltjer, suggested that the phrase kara 70 évapuorTov uéyefos eis v Syw
(Ep. Hdt. 49) may have been intended by Epicurus to refer to an accommoda-
tion of the idol to the size of the eye.*® In this he was followed by De Witt,*
Diano,®® Westman,’! Arright:tti,sz and Ba.rigazzi.53 These scholars have dis-
regarded here the significance of the context. The fuller sentence runs: TmwY
TWWY EMELTLOVTWY U A0 TWY TPAYMATWY . . . KATA TO EVapUoTTOV WéYEDOS
€is Ty OYw 7 v udvowav . . . The mention of the entrance of the idols either
into the eye or the mind immediately calls to mind the distinction between the
mind- and the eye-idols found in Lucretius 4.722 ff., especially 4.752-6.
Lucretius there distinguishes between two classes of idols on grounds of their
fineness rather than of their size (4.726-9, 747, and 752-6). Epicurus, too,
when introducing the idols in Ep. Hdt. 46 and 47 refers to their Aen767n¢ but
not to their size. However, De Witt and his followers contend that when using
the word péyefos in the phrase kata 70 évapuorTov uéyebos Epicurus intended
to refer to the reduction in size in transit rather than the fineness (Aen70T1¢) of
the arriving idols. It seems to me that the context is entirely against their view.
If the word péyebos referred to the size of the idols, then the larger idols would
presumably be entering the eye, the smaller the mind. Now, there is evidence
that the mind idols could be very large. For instance, the idols of the gods were
perceived by the mind.** Nevertheless, they were not small but rather of great
size.® It is generally recognized that the term kard 70 évapudTTov péyebos in
Epicurus points to the theory of perception by means of effluences and pores
developed by Empedocles. This theory postulated different sizes of pores for
different effluences. Difference in the size and shape of foramina and the cor-
responding semina in the process of taste is mentioned by Lucretius (4.648 ff.).
There is no hint in this theory of any reduction of the size of the effluences to
suit the pores. When we find in Epicurus the concepts and vocabulary attributed
to Empedocles we would be very rash to detect behind them the radically new
and unattested concept of reduction of idols to scale. All that we can reasonably
infer from Epicurus here is that the idols which entered the mind were different
in size in some unspecified way from those which entered the eye. They had to
be different in size because, apparently, the pores of the body differed from
those of the eye (Lucretius 4.728-31). In other words, the statements of Epicurus

52 Epicuro, Opere® (Turin, 1973),
p. 500.

% Koenig, above, n. 3 and J. Woltjer,
Lucretii pbilosopbia cum fontibus comparata

(Groningen, 1877), p. 87.

49 ‘Epicurus, Iept ®avraoias’, TAPA 70
(1939), 417.

S0 ‘La psicologia d’Epicuro e la teoria
delle passioni’, Giornale critico della filosofia
italiana 9 (1941), 12.

! Plutarch gegen Kolotes, Acta Philo-
sophica Fennica, Fasc. vii, 1955 (Helsingfors,
1955), pp. 165 f.

%3 ‘Sui nuovi frammenti di Diogene
d’Enoanda’, Prometheus 3 (1977), 6.

%% Lucret. 5.1171, Cic. N. D. 1.49, Sext.
Emp. Adv. math. 9.25 (= Us. 353).

55 Sext. Emp., above, n. 54: ueydAwv
Yap €lWAWY . . . mposmATOVTWY VTéAafor

. Umdpxew TwAS TowUToUS Heods dvhp -
TOoOPPOVS.
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and Lucretius can be explained perfectly along traditional lines. Nothing in
them justifies the assumption that by kara 70 évapudrrov péyefos was meant,
as asserted by De Witt and his supporters, ‘according to the proportionate size,
that is reduced to scale’.

Another supposed reference to the diminution in size of idols in Epicurus
has been found in a papyrus of Book 2 of his Peri physeos.5® It was suggested
by Bailey®” that the term owvi{nois in the phrase 8i[a ras] [oJovignoe[is] Tas
elic klev[d]rnTa kai Nen[TéTInTa kai ui[kpdrn]Ta referred to the gradual col-
lapse of the hollow idol in transit as it was beaten upon on all sides by atoms
or compound bodies. This meaning of ouwi{now was adopted with a some-
what different interpretation by K. Kleve.® However, the meaning of the entire
column is quite obscure. The work done on it has been discussed by Arrighetti
(above, n. 56), who cannot see how the interpretation of Kleve can fit into the
context. Certainly, it seems to me that this obscure passage cannot override the
explicit statements of Alexander, i.e. it does not establish against him that the
idol of a large object shrank in transit to the size of the pupil.

A third supposed proof in favour of the reduction of idols was found in
Epicurus by De Witt.*® He asserts that the idea of reduction to scale is explicitly
stated in Ep. Hdt. 50: Katd 70 €8S mUkvwua 1) éyKaTdeypla Tov €idwhov.
According to De Witt, the meaning of this phrase is made clear by a passage in
Sextus Empiricus who ‘explains the reduction of images according to Epicurus
as being effected by the detrition of the edges of the idols during their transit
from the object to the eye’.®® De Witt understands the éykardAewypa as the idol
worn down in transit. The phrase 70 €&n¢ mikvwpua refers, he says, to ‘the orderly
reduction or the reduction to scale’.

First of all, it seems to me that the example of Sextus cannot possibly refer to
orderly reduction, the kind of reduction that is indispensable if the reduced idols
are to give us truthful information about the external world. The verb amofpavew
refers to breaking rather than to gradual wear. Moreover, Sextus himself uses it
to refer to a deformed idol, one that does not give us true information about its
source. In any case, wear no more than breakage will preserve a correspondence
between most large external objects and their pupil-sized remains. In general,
changes in idols due to damage—wear, breakage, etc.- must be kept strictly
apart from the notion of orderly, to-scale reduction.

Also, the term éykardAeyspa is used frequently as a technical term in the
theory of perception by the commentators on Aristotle and refers usually to
an impression or memory left in one’s mind by an earlier sense perception.®' This
well-attested use of éykardAeyuua seems appropriate in this passage of Epicurus
and must be preferred to the unsupported interpretation of De Witt.%

6 See (24.43) in Arrighetti, above, n. 52,
pp. 207 f. and 584 ff.

57 The Greek Atomists and Epicurus
(Oxford, 1928), pp. 412-13.

8 Gnosis Theon, Symb. Osl. Supplet.
XIX (Oslo, 1963), pp. 16-18.

** Above, n. 49, 417-18.

6% Adv. math. 7.208 f. (= Us. 247). In
this passage Sextus explains why a square
tower appears round if seen from far away:
&K LaKPOD UEV SLATTNUATOS MUIKPOV OPG TOV
TOpyov Kal GTPOYYVAOV . . . TR §td TOU

4épos Pop@ AmMoBPaAVONEVWY TWY KATA TA
elSwAa mepdTwv . . .

¢! See discussion and references in R. B.
Todd, ‘Lexicographical Notes on Alexander
of Aphrodisias’ Philosophical Terminology’,
Glotta 52 (1974), 210 f.

%2 The commentators’ meaning of éykard-
Aewpa is also adopted for Epicurus by D. J.
Furley, ‘Knowledge of Atoms and Void in
Epicureanism’, Essays in Ancient Greek
Philosophy, ed. John P. Anton with George L.
Kustas (Albany, 1971), pp. 610 f.
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With Sextus Empiricus and the éykardAeyipa eliminated, De Witt’s theory is
now supported only by his interpretation of 76 én¢ mkvwa . . . ToV €idHAov.®
Although De Witt is wrong in trying to foist the meaning of ‘wearing away’ on
TUKVWHA, a meaning inappropriate both to the idiomatic range of the word and
to the notion of proportionate reduction of the idol, he could nevertheless be
thought to be on the right track. The phrase 70 é&n¢ mUkvwua could perhaps
refer to the collapse theory of Bailey® and his predecessors who also postula-
ted gradual reduction but, like Bailey, were unable to supply good evidence
from the texts.®® In this difficult passage of Epicurus this interpretation does
not seem to be any less plausible than the others so far offered. However, it is
obviously incompatible with the doctrine explicitly attributed to the atomists
by Alexander. The best and most plausible interpretation of this Epicurean
passage would be the one which could harmonize it with the text of Alex-
ander. I shall propose such a harmonization later in this paper. If I am success-
ful, my interpretation should from the point of view of method be preferred
to those which cannot coexist with the evidence of Alexander.

Recently Burkert has brought forward a passage on Democritus from Theo-
phrastus which in his opinion refers to the reduction of the idol, or its equivalent
in Democritus, in the air.% Theophrastus says of the theory of vision of Democ-
ritus: 0pav Uév ovv ToLel TN €UPATEL . . . THY Yap EuPacw ovK €vdus év T KopY
yleahar, GANG TOV dépa TOV MeTAE) THS OYEwWS Kal Tov Opwiévov Tumovofar
OUOTENNGUEVOY UTIO TOU 0popévov Kai Tov 0pwowtos.5” Burkert believes that in
this passage the verb ovoTéAAeofau refers to the reduction in size of the air-
imprint as it is being transported toward the eye. It seems to me that Burkert’s
proposal cannot be right. In the phrase T0v aépa . . . Tvmovofatr ovoTENNOUEVOY
the Greek means that the air is being imprinted as it is being oUoTEAAGUEVOY.
The two actions are coextensive in time. If we accept Burkert’s interpretation
that the air-imprint keeps being reduced in its path up to the eye then the
Greek forces us to assume that the action of Tumovafat, too, continues until the
imprint reaches the eye. This is unlikely to be the theory of Democritus. Theo-
phrastus tells us that Democritus compared the imprinting of the air to an
imprint made in wax (ibid., 51): TowwTv eivar Y évTimwow olov el ékudtewas
€iS knpov. It seems that the act of imprinting wax by means, for instance, of a
signet ring would normally be pictured by Democritus and his audience as a

% De Witt’s theory has been supported
with some changes by R. Westman, above,
n. 51, 165-6. Westman differs from De Witt
in not mentioning the passage of Sextus
Empiricus and in suggesting that 70 mik-
vwpa refers not to the process of reduction
in size of the idol but rather to the end
product, i.e. 70 mOkvwpa is the reduced
idol.

64 Above, n. 57.

¢ The need for gradual reduction was
stated by P. Natorp, Forschungen zur
Geschichte des Erkenntnisproblems im
Altertum (Berlin, 1884), p. 226: ‘Dass es
(sc. das Bild) der Grosse nach mit der
Entfernung abnimmt, ist klar’, and by H.
Schiitte, Theorie der Sinnesempfindungen
bei Lucrez (Danzig, 1888), p. 10: ‘dann

konnen wir uns vorstellen dass alle dicht
vor einander stehenden und bis an die
Pupille unsers Auges reichenden Bilder
bestindig sich verkleinern, bis das erste
Bild an der Pupille einen Durchmesser haben
muss, der gleich ist demjenigen der Pupille
selber.’

¢ W. Burkert, ‘Air-Imprints or Eidola:
Democritus’ Aetiology of Vision’, ICS 2
(1977), 99-101.

$7 Sens. 50 (= D-K, A 135, vol. 2,

pp. 114.28 ff. or H. Diels, Dox. Graeci, p. 513).

That gvoTeANdpevov in this passage of Theo-
phrastus referred ‘to the decreasing size of
the image on its way to the eye’ was already
asserted, although without argument, by

R. E. Siegel, Galen on Sense Perception
(Basel, 1970), p. 18 n. 22.
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momentary act rather than one signifying extended continuous pressure. If so,
ovaTeANOueEVoY is better envisaged as front-to-back rather than uniform all-round
compression of the section of air involved.

Furthermore, there is evidence that Theophrastus did not attribute any reduc-
tion to the air-imprints of Democritus. He states that Democritus attributed
vision to reflection: 0pav uev ovw moiel 4 éuddoet (ibid., 50). Earlier in his
treaties he had criticized the éugaois-theory because it did not explain why the
size of the external objects was not commensurate with their reflection in the
eye: TOUTO & € OUKETL OUVEIBOY WS OUTE TA MEYEDN OUMMETPA TA OPWUEVA TOIS
éupawouévols . . . (ibid., 36). Democritus must obviously have been included in
this criticism. Theophrastus also stated that Democritus had not been successful
in explaining the problem of how the true sizes of external objects were reflected:
7a 6€ neyéln . . . TS éupailveral, Kalmep EmyeLpNoas Aéyew ovK Amodibwow
(ibid., 54). If the answer of Democritus to this problem had been given in the
verb ouaTé\Aegfat one would expect Theophrastus to have known this. If he
believed it, he would not have lumped all the reflection theories together as
defective; if he did not, one would expect him to have delivered a refutation.
The most reasonable explanation of this evidence indicates that Theophrastus
was not aware at the time of any shrinkage of the imprints of Democritus.

A further objection to Burkert’s theory seems to be found in a passage of
Plotinus not adduced either by Diels-Kranz or by Luria.*® In 4.5.3.27-32
Plotinus refers to a theory of vision which appears to be that attributed to
Democritus by Theophrastus: Ei yap 81 ndoxot 70 700 4€p0S, 0WHATIKWS
Snmovfey avdykn mAdoxew - ToUTo 6€ €aTw 0iov €V KNP TUTOY Yevéolat. UéPos
51 Sei Tob oparod kab' ékaaTov udptov Tumovahar - LOTE Kai TO ouvagés TR Bet
LOpLOY TOGOUTOV, 600V Kai 1 KOpN TO Kal’ avTo udéptov Tob 6paTod 6€xotro dv. vy
8¢ mav 1€ 6paras . . . (text of Henry-Schwyzer). Plotinus here states that if the
air-imprint theory were true our eye could not perceive the whole of the
6pardv but only a portion of it not larger than the pupil. But, objects Plotinus,
we actually see the entire object: viv 8é mav . . . opdrar . . . Therefore, the air-
imprint theory cannot be true. If Plotinus had known that the imprint was
supposed to shrink in transit, his refutation would not have been valid.

It appears, then, that none of the references in the sources so far adduced by
scholars convincingly supports the belief that in the atomist doctrine a large
idol, if it was to be perceived entire, was assumed to have shrunk in transit to
the size of the pupil. On the other hand, statements by ancient authors from
Theophrastus onward clearly imply that they were unaware of any such theory.
Theophrastus reproached Democritus for not explaining the tiny reflection of
an external object in the eye. The other authors criticized the atomist theory of
vision on the grounds that idols of large objects seen by us could not possibly
enter the small pupil.®® If they had been aware of a hypothesis of reduction, one

% Democritea (Leningrad, 1970). here to the problem of the large idols and the

$° For the criticism of Theophrastus see small pupil. An even earlier objection to a
above, n. 67, Sens. 36, 50, and 54. The similar theory of vision is attributed by
other type of criticism may have begun with  Plutarch to Hieronymus of Rhodes (Quaest.
Cicero, who jokingly mentioned to Atticus Conviv. 1.8.3, 626 A-B). It is rather certain,
the difficulties which the atomist eiSwAa however, that the doctrine attacked by
might experience in trying to squeeze Hieronymus could not have been that of
through the small windows of his house any known atomist. Other objections are

(Ad Att. 2.3.2). He may have been alluding found in Galen, Plac., pp. 615-16 Mueller
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would expect them to have mentioned it, if only in rebuttal. As far as I know,
the only theory apart from that of Alexander which attempts to explain how we
can perceive objects too large to be taken in by one glance appears in Nemesius.”
It makes no mention of any reduction in size and although not based on the
theory of idols, has some similarity to that attacked by Alexander of Aphrodisias.
According to this theory, we see objects which are too large to be taken in by
one glance piece by piece (katd uépos or kata perdfaow). The pieces seen in
temporal succession are preserved by memory and then put together by the
mind: 70D L€y obv ueyéfous Suxws avTidauBdverar (sc. 1 6YIS), mOTE uev uovn,
moT€ &€ HeTa uvmuns kai Suavoias (De nat. hom. 184). The two theories share

the basic notion that when perceiving a large object as a whole we perceive it

by means of a mosaic built up of pieces of the size of our pupils. Of course,
neither of these two theories explains how we can judge the true size of an
external object. The difficulty is especially acute for the atomists because their
theory, as given by Alexander, would seem to entail the physical reconstruction
in the eye of an idol of the same size as its external object. If a large idol need not
be reduced to the size of the pupil before it enters the eye then we would expect
reduction in its reconstruction. The idol of the temple or of the theatre could
obviously not be restored to its original size within the largest head. However,
Alexander strangely does not seem to have noticed this obvious weakness in

the theory which he was demolishing.

At this point it seems clear that we have no evidence for a consistent and
thought-out hypothesis of an orderly reduction in transit of the idols. The
account of Alexander must now be recognized as the only extant explicit atom-
ist theory of how large idols were dealt with by the eye.” It must be remembered
here that Alexander’s account is restricted to ocular vision and does not mention
at all the entrance of the idols directly into the mind. There seems to be no
explicit information on how large-sized idols were supposed to enter the mind.

If we start from the assumption that Alexander’s atomist doctrine on large
idols was, as he asserts, held by all the atomists, some new interpretations seem
advisable. For instance, a unanimously held view on atomist perception may
have to be reconsidered. In Mantissa 136.17 Alexander states that the entrance

of a single idol is not sufficient to cause vision: o0 yap évos €ibwyhov éunTwoet
70 0pav. This is a doctrine familiar to us from Lucretius, who asserts several
times that eyes are unable to see an isolated simulacrum (4.89, 4.105, 4.256 ff.).

(v. p. 618 Kiihn) and p. 639 Mueller (v.

p. 639 Kiihn), in Plotinus, 4.5.3 and,
possibly, 4.6.1, in St. Basil, Against Euno-
mius 3.6, in Macrobius, Sat. 7.14.11, in

St. Augustine, Ep. 118.29 (P. L. 33, p. 446),
and in Nemesius, De nat. hom., p. 180
Matthaei, who explicitly quotes from Galen.

7° Above, n. 69, 184-5. W. W. Jaeger
argues that the source of Nemesius here was
Galen (Nemesius von Emesa (Berlin, 1914),
P. 32). Galen, however, when mentioning
the inadequacy in this area of Aristotle,
Epicurus, and some unnamed philosophers
(above, n. 69, pp. 638-9) suggests nothing
better. If he had had a theory of his own,

one would expect him to mention it here.

! It is very interesting to notice that the
brilliant Giussani (above, n. 47), although
ignorant of the passages in Alexander, offered
a tentative atomist solution for the large-idol
problem which is precisely that given by
Alexander. Giussani, of course, saw its
weak spot and thought that the required
reduction of the large idol took place
during its rebuilding in the eye. On this
point he went beyond our evidence. It is
relevant to the discussion on the reduction
in size of idols to note that in Giussani’s
opinion the reduction of entire large idols
to the size of the pupil was inconceivable
in Epicurean doctrine (ibid.).
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However, neither he nor any other source gives an explicit reason for this asser-
tion. Scholars as a rule assume that a steady stream of idols is required because
the thinness of a single idol prevents it from being perceived by itself. This is a
reasonable explanation and is, perhaps, supported by the rather unclear examples
in Lucretius 4.259-68. However, if we now take into account the new informa-
tion from Alexander there is a different explanation possible for the need of a
steady stream of idols. As was discussed earlier in this paper, a steady stream of
idols is required in the account of Alexander because, of each idol which
approaches the eye, only a section the size of the pupil can enter. A stream of
them is needed to supply all the pieces required to reconstruct in the eye an idol
representing the entire external object. Alexander makes no mention whatso-
ever of the interpretation prevalent today, the one that maintains the need of a
steady stream of complete and undivided idols if vision is to take place. What is
more, his account definitely suggests that as soon as they are reconstructed in
the eye, we see the idols singly (i.e. a single idol is not too thin to be perceived
by itself). Therefore, his statement 0V . . . €v0¢ €iduHAov EUmTLO0€L TO GpaAV cannot
be explained in the traditional fashion.” In its context it can only mean that
vision cannot occur at the entrance of one idol because one idol leaves behind
only one piece of itself whereas we become conscious of seeing only after the
eye has reconstructed the entire idol (De sensu 60.5-6). If we continue to
accept the prevalent explanation of the Lucretian passages, then we have to
assume that there were two distinct steps in the atomist theory of vision, each
warranting the statement ‘we cannot see an idol in isolation.” It is, of course,
not utterly impossible that two, not one, series of idols were required in the
atomist doctrine of vision. The first series, the one mentioned by Alexander,
could have consisted of idols each supplying one piece towards the reconstruc-
tion of one complete idol. The second series, the one encountered in Lucretius,
could consist of the reconstructed idols; these reconstructed idols would convey
a perception to the eye only if being incessantly added to. The rate of produc-
tion of the idols was so rapid—yéveois TV eidwAwy dua vonuart (Ep. Hdt. 48)
—that there could have been an adequate supply of idols to carry out all these
manceuvres that preceded vision. Although the two-series hypothesis may seem
to explain some parts of Lucretius better, its complexity is against it. Also, it
is difficult to believe that identical-sounding statements in Lucretius and in
Alexander should each refer neatly and exclusively to only one series of the
two-series hypothesis. On balancing the probabilities, it seems to me much more
likely that the relatively crude system of vision of the atomists would be satisfied
with the single-series doctrine. After all, it would seem utterly indispensable for
the atomists to provide a detailed explanation of the large-idol problem. Never-
theless, there seems to be no evidence that they had any theory of reduction
whatsoever.

If we incline to believe that the atomists held a single-series doctrine, then the
account in Alexander is superior with respect to detail and explicitness. It seems
to me not possible to subsume it under the theory developed by scholars to

7 De sensu 60.3 ff.: although the eye one idol has been reassembled. Mugler
receives only a piece of each idol, it never- (above, n. 3, 24-5) uses the text of Alex-
theless Sokei . . . we dmat kal ui@ mpoaforf ander as support for the traditional expla-
Kkai G &v bpav 16 dpcopevov. In this passage  nation, but the context is against him.
an object is said to be seen as soon as
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interpret the statements in Lucretius. On the other hand, it seems to me that the
passages in Lucretius can be interpreted in the same way that the statement o0
... évos €ibuwAov éunTwoeL TO Opav must be interpreted in Alexander. When
Lucretius says that a steady stream of idols is needed for vision to be possible,
he may mean, like Alexander, that a stream of simulacra is necessary to build

up piece by piece a single complete idol in the eye. If this is true, then we may
also assume that when Lucretius states that we cannot see an idol in isolation, he
is referring, like Alexander, to those idols which each supply only one piece of
the mosaic. Like Alexander, he must be assumed to believe that, when rebuilt,
each single idol can be perceived by our eyes in isolation. No steady stream of
such complete idols needs to be postulated for Lucretius any more than for
Alexander.

The three passages where Lucretius asserts that eyes are unable to see an
isolated simulacrum (4.89, 4.105, and 4.256 ff.) seem to me to offer no
obstacle to this new interpretation. The wind-example in 4.259-64 can easily
be explained to support the theory in Alexander. Each imperceptible puff of
wind and cold can correspond to the single and unperceived piece left behind
by each idol. The total and perceived effect of the breeze, made up as it is of the
separate puffs, corresponds to the idol perceived when reconstructed. In fact,
this explanation of the breeze seems to me to be smoother and more pertinent
than those attempted on the old interpretation of the stream of simulacra.

The knocking-on-the-stone example remains somewhat obscure on either
hypothesis. If we assume, as does Bailey in his commentary, that the impres-
sion of hardness conveyed by the stone comes about by the combined effect
of many imperceptible mdAoews, then each a0 could equally well represent
the whole idol of the traditional theory or the piece of an idol of the new one.

An objection to the new hypothesis might be detected in Lucretius 4.745-7:

quae (sc. simulacra) cum mobiliter summa levitate feruntur, 745
ut prius ostendi, facile uno commovet ictu
quae libet una animum nobis subtilis imago;

It could be assumed that when the poet writes quae libet una, he may here be
opposing a mind-simulacrum to those which enter the eyes, the latter being
perceived only in a stream, the former also in isolation. However, the context
indicates that Lucretius is stressing here not an opposition of one to many, but
is rather asserting that because of the speed of these images and the receptivity
and fineness of our minds any one (quae libet una) of these idols, even though
very light, can easily (facile) move our minds. In other words, having earlier in
this passage stressed repeatedly the fineness of the mind-idols, Lucretius is
now forestalling the possible objection that these idols could be too fine to be
perceived by the mind. To sum up, it seems to me that all references in Lucretius
to the need of more than one idol for vision to be produced can also be explained
along the lines of the theory found in Alexander. It is the better method to prefer
a hypothesis that has a single explanation of identical statements in both Lucretius
and Alexander to one that requires a separate explanation for each.

It has been said that the need in vision for a steady stream of complete idols is
also hinted at by Epicurus.” Although this passage in Epicurus, like the passages

73 See, for instance, Bailey (above, Hdt. 50: 100 évog kai guvexovs THv pav-
n. 57, 410), who detects the hint in Ep. Taclav &amodidovTwy (sc. TGOV TVTWY).
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in Lucretius discussed above, can offer certain support to that hypothesis, its
acceptance would involve us in the same double explanation of the series of
idols that the retention of this traditional explanation required in the case of
Lucretius and Alexander. Also, it seems to me that the Epicurean passage can
be explained even more smoothly on the hypothesis that a stream of idols was
required not because the thinness and lightness of the idols made them imper-
ceptible separately, but rather because the stream of idols served to supply
pieces needed to build up the mosaic of a complete idol. These are the perti-
nent lines of Ep. Hdt. 49-50: we are said to be able dpav . . . kai SavoeicOar
... TUTWV TWWY EMELTIOVTWY NIV ATTO TWY TPAYUATWY OUOXPOWY TE Kal
OMOUGPPwWY KaTd TO évapudTTor uéyedos eis Tnv SYw i Ty Sudvowar, WKEwS
TAIS POPAiS XPWUEVWY, €iTa 81d TAVTNY THY airiay ToU €S KAl OUVEXOUS TNV
davraoiav amoddovTwy . . . Kal v av Adfwuer pavraoiov émPBANTIKWS T]
Swavolg 1 Toic aiohnTnplows eite Lopdns eire auuPefnkdrwy, uopen éoTw abrn
TOU OTEPEUVIOV, YWOUEYN KATA TO €ENS TUKVWMA 1) €YKATANEWMA TOV €iBLONOV
(text of Arrighetti).

Some changes in the traditional explanations are required to interpret this
passage in the light of the atomist doctrine found in Alexander. In the phrase
eita . . . anodiSovTwy, TOU évos Kal guvexovs must be completed by TUmov or
€idc>Nov. Because of their speed (8wa TavTny v aitiav) those idols which each
supply a piece destined for the reconstructed mosaic are not perceived separately.
With the help of Alexander, then, we can give a more precise meaning to the
phrase ToU €vos kai ouvexoUs. In De sensu 60.3-7 Alexander declares that when
the pupil receives fragments of idols, the viewer does not perceive them but
rather the reconstructed idol dma$ kal wd mpoofoly kat ws €v and also not
Kard Ukpd GAN’ @fpdov. The evidence from Alexander thus suggests a new and
different interpretation of these lines of Epicurus: for this reason (sc. the rapidity
of the 7Umou) they (sc. the TUmot) provide the gavraaia of a single idol, i.e. the
constituent particles of which remain unnoticed.” The two terms €v and
ovvexés seem to be here practically synonymous. The €V stresses, it appears, the
aspects of singleness and completeness of the reconstructed idol; the ovvexés
may refer to the notion that the rapidity with which the successive parts arrive
prevents us from perceiving the time intervals between the arrivals.

If we use Alexander as our guide, a new interpretation can be offered also
for parts of the much-disputed section from 7w dv Adfwuer to €idwhov. In
Alexander’s account vision is provided by the reconstruction of the idol. In
Mantissa 135.12 Alexander asks how on the atomist account the parts involved
in the reconstruction will be conveyed to the idol in their proper sequence:
T00ev ye 611 TO €ENS AThPeTal ToV €ibwAov . . . In the Epicurean passage, too,
we encounter the expression 70 €76 and in a similar context. The pop¢n which
constitutes the gavraocia is stated to come about (Ywouérn) KaTa 70 NS
mikvwua. In both passages, then, the topic would be the construction within us of
something to be perceived. The language of Alexander is quite clear whereas
that of Epicurus is difficult. With the aid of Alexander an elucidation of Epicurus

7+ Essentially the same meaning is ouvexés that presents us with a gavracia
obtained if we keep the singular &mo56v- (sc. of itself).” The sequence of thought is
Tog, the reading of all the manuscripts. less smooth; on the other hand the reading
On this reading we translate: ‘for this of the MSS is kept.

reason it is an idol which is €v and
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can be attempted. 70 €£nS TMUkvwua could refer to the reconstruction (ourfeais)
of an idol in the eye out of the pieces left there in succession (70 €£1S) by the
arriving idols. The meaning of mUkvwua seems to be appropriate to the building
up of a mosaic.”™ It is at this point that one is most tempted to discover in

Epicurus a reference to the much sought-after reduction in area of a large ido

1'76

However, the apparently total silence of the sources on the notion of a to-scale

reduction of idols seems to me a sufficient objection to this supposition.

77

Much has been written about the possible meanings of the word éykardAewpua.
In view of the widespread and consistent use of this term in the commentators
on Aristotle we must agree with Todd that it must in Epicurus, too, refer to

something left in us by sense perception.”

® The same notion, if not precisely in

the same language, is common also in Aristotle.” In Aristotle an impression may
be left both in the aiofnrnpwa and in the mind. Therefore it may be supposed
that in Epicurus, too, the éykardAeyiua refers to such an impression, whatever
its physical manifestation, left in the sense organs (aiofn71pw) or in the mind
(8udvowa) by an earlier idol or idols.?® 70 é&n¢ mMikvwua may, then, refer to the
perception by the eyes or the mind of an idol freshly reconstructed in the eye

or the mind. There is, of course, no evidence in Alexander or elsewhere on how
idols entering the mind may have been handled. Therefore we cannot prove
directly that the process referred to by 70 €£n¢ mikvwpa also applied to the
mind. However, in Ep. Hdt. 49-50 the reception and perception of the sight-

and mind-idols are treated together in the same terms.

81

If it is thought that the evidence for the presence in Epicurean philosophy
of 70 é£nS mkvwia of an idol in the mind and of the éykaraleyua of an idol
in the eyes is lacking, we can also assume that 70 €£7S mUkvwua and éykardhewpa
refer only to the eyes and the mind respectively. On either hypothesis 70 ééne
will, of course, go only with the TUkvwua.

The pertinent passages in Lucretius and Epicurus can thus offer support both
to the traditional and the new interpretation of the statement found in Lucretius
and Alexander that our eyes cannot see a single idol. However, it seems prefer-
able to adopt the interpretation derived from Alexander. First, it allows us to
explain some parts of Epicurus’ Ep. Hdt. 49-50 less vaguely than they had been
explained before. Secondly, the traditional explanation was developed without

7 For occurrences see the index in
Arrigh.?, above, n. 52, 779 and H. Usener,
Glossarium Epicureum (Rome, 1977),
pp. 591-2.

¢ This was suggested by Giussani,
above, n. 71.

"7 This objection applies also to De Witt’s
hypothesis, mentioned above, that 76
é¢nc mokvwpa referred to the to-scale
reduction of the idols in their transit from
the object to the pupil.

78 Above, n. 61.

7 For instance, in De insomn. 459324 ff.:
TG yap alonTd kad’ €kaoTov alobnTnplov
huiv tumowdow alonow, kal 76 ywduevov
b’ adTWV Tdhos ob udvov EvumdpxeL €V TolS
alofnTnpios évepyovalov TGV alobnoewr,
aAAa kal ameAfovov. The O’ alobnTiov
maBos can leave its impress also in the mind:

amopnoete 8 dv TIs WS moTE TOV WéV TABoUS
mapovTos TOL §€ TPAynaTos &movToS [vn-
LOVEVETAL TO M) TapOv. SHAoV Yap OTL el
vofoat TolUToY TO YUYVOuevoY 8ia TAS ala-
6noews &v T4 Yuxq . . . —olov fwypddnud
7t [70 mdBos] ob papev T EEw uviuny
elvat- i Yap yryvopévn kivnow évonualverar
olov TYmOV TWwa TOV alofnuaros, kaddmep

ol appayitouevol Tois Saktuliows (De mem.
4502 25 ff., Ross's text).

80 Such impressions either in the eyes or
in the mind could be referred to elsewhere
in Epicurus by the évamooppayioairo in
Ep. Hdt. 49.

8! C. Diano states of Epicurean percep-
tion: ‘identica alla percezione degli occhi
€ quella della mente’ (‘La psicologia d’Epicuro
e la teoria delle passioni’, Giornale critico
della filosofia italiana 20 (1939), 133.



450 IVARS AVOTINS

knowledge of the account of Alexander. It explained the available information
as well as could be expected, but it is not satisfactory for Alexander, whereas
the explanation derived from Alexander is satisfactory also for Lucretius and
Epicurus.®

Anothér novelty attributed by Alexander to the atomists is the idol-as-
stimulus theory (De sensu 58.16~20; Mantissa 136.6-11). In this theory the
idols are used as spurs, as it were, to prepare the eye for vision.® In the Mantissa
136.10 Alexander states also that the idol is, in this theory, useful only to
prepare the eye and is itself not perceived. In the Mantissa this strange doctrine
is adduced as one of the atomist arguments meant to explain why physical objects
are seen to be far away. However, in De sensu it is not connected with distance
perception but rather, it appears, with problems presented by mirrors.

The closest parallels to this doctrine are found, as far as I know, in Lucretius
4.962-85, esp. 975-7, and in one of M. F. Smith’s new fragments of Diogenes
of Oenoanda, AJA 75 (1971),N. F. 5, Col. 11, lines 3-14, 359-60). In the
Lucretian passage the poet states that if we had earlier concentrated on watching
a festival, we might still, even when wide awake, continue seeing the festival
after it is over:

cum iam destiterunt ea sensibus usurpare, 975
relicuas tamen esse vias in mente patentis,
qua possint eadem rerum simulacra venire;
per multos itaque illa dies eadem obversantur
ante oculos, etiam vigilantes ut videantur
cernere saltantis et mollia membra moventis.

(Martin’s text, 5th edn.)

980

Although several difficulties remain, the main idea seems clear enough. Pro-
longed concentration on eye-idols may allow the same idols (eadem rerum simul-
cra) to enter our mind (vias in mente patentis) even after the physical objects are
no longer close enough to be seen in the normal fashion by the eye. This picture
has some resemblance to the theory of Alexander. The idols received by the eye
during the games have imparted a type of disposition to the beholder which
permits him to see the same objects under radically changed conditions. To that

extent the idols received during the games can be said to have prepared the
eyes. Apparently the same situation is present in the fragment of Diogenes of
Oenoanda (loc. cit.): 7¢ Um0 Tww dYewr BAemdueva 1) Yuxn mapalaupdveL. ueTa

82 A mentioned above, I have assumed
throughout this paper that Alexander’s
knowledge of the atomists’ doctrines
attacked by him was indeed accurate. How-
ever, it is somewhat disturbing that neither,
for instance, Theophrastus in his account of
Democritus, nor Galen, when he demands
how large Epicurean idols could enter the
pupil (above, n. 69, 639 Mueller and Kiihn),
mentions the theory found in Alexander.
Various answers are possible. Theophrastus
may have omitted it in his brief account or
found it unsatisfactory. Galen may have
been ignorant of it or, also, found it an
unsatisfactory answer for his problem.

Alternatively, Alexander’s theory may have
arisen after the death of Epicurus and may
not have found entry into the Epicurean
orthodoxy. It may even have been excogi-
tated after the death of Galen. However, I
felt that it was worth while methodologically
to take Alexander’s assertions at face value
in order to see what new light they could,
on that assumption, shed on Epicurean
philosophy.

83 Mugler, disregarding the context,
wrongly renders pvwmitesfa here by ‘to
be shortsighted’ (Dictionnaire bistorique de
la terminologie optique des grecs (Paris,
1964), p. 264).
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8€ TAS TWY MPWTWY EUNTWOEL EBWAWY TOPOTOLELTAL WY 0UTWS 1) PYOLS
WaTe, Kal un TapovTwy €TL TWY TPAyMATWY A TO TPWTOV €ibev, Td Guowa ToiS
mpwrows ) Savoig SexB[nvar . . .

The lack of sufficient context does not allow us to determine whether this
nopomoteiofat (a notion quite similar to the viae patentes in Lucretius) also
requires intensive and prolonged previous concentration on the same eye-idols.
Nevertheless, there is again present a certain similarity to the doctrine of
Alexander: idols have served to prepare the beholder to see in a different
manner.

Obviously, the parallelism is rather incomplete. In Diogenes of Oenoanda
eye-idols have prepared the beholder to receive similar idols into the mind.

In Alexander the mind is not mentioned. Also, Alexander states that idols
serve to prepare the eye and cannot themselves be seen. Both in Lucretius and
Diogenes the first set of idols is seen in its own right. Also, in Lucretius and
Diogenes the first set of idols is succeeded by more idols. Alexander, on the
other hand, intimates that if the idols serve only to rouse vision, vision itself
must occur by means of something other than idols. Various hypotheses can
be proposed. It could be assumed that the accounts differ because Alexander
(or, less likely, Lucretius and Dlogcnes) had misunderstood their common
source. Or, Alexander’s account is different because in discussing eye vision
only he is talking about a related, but not identical, aspect of atomist vision.
However, without more information nothing conclusive can be said.

Some other similarities to Alexander’s account can be found. For instance,
mvwmieofar reminds one of Lucretius’ use of lacessere with reference to the
simulacra (e.g. 4.729,4.731, 4.753, 4.758, and elsewhere). The idols exert
émépetots and vUELS in Sextus Empiricus (P.H. 3.51). However, these similarities
appear to be accidental.

Another similarity is found in Theon’s account of Euclid’s Optics: mpos 8¢
70 T OYEL u1) mpoominTEW Tt €IBWAOY ATO TOU OPWEVOV €IS TO KWioaL abTnY
TPOS T0 KaTalafeiv T0 dpwuevor épepev (sc. Euclid) airias Touavras.¥ Taken in
isolation this sentence could mean that, just as in Alexander, the idol'serves to
prepare the eye for seeing the external object. The context shows, however,
that it is the idols here that are seen. Again, one could speculate that Alexander
or his source had drawn unwarranted conclusions from this type of imprecise
Greek. »

To sum up, Alexander’s doctrine is without a really close parallel in the
atomist system. Moreover, it is quite unlikely that any atomist could have
propounded it in all the detail found in Alexander. The notion that idols could
in some way serve to prepare vision is found in Lucretius and Diogenes and,
therefore, need not be disbelieved if encountered in Alexander. It is less likely
but not impossible that these preparatory idols were themselves not seen.
Lucretius states that if we do not concentrate on an object our eyes do not see
it well (4.811-14). Unperceived preparatory idols could possibly have been
justified along these lines. The least credible part of Alexander’s account is the
one which contemplates vision without idols among the atomists. It is true that
in the air-imprint theory of Democritus effluences from the physical object do
not seem to enter directly the eye of the beholder. However, it is unlikely that
Alexander had this theory in mind because it is implausible, as well as completely

8 Above, n. 34, p. 148.20-2.
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unattested, that the arrival of the Democritean air-imprint was preceded in the
eye by expergefactory idols. Moreover, Alexander himself attributes to Demo-
critus vision by idols rather than by air-imprints. Now, it is inconceivable that an
atomist who adhered to an Epicurean type of idol theory of vision could have
held that anything but idols could convey to us visual information of an external
object. Also, when Alexander insinuates no-idol vision into the doctrine of
atomists, his language suggests that he could be drawing his own conclusions
from the notion that idols may serve as stimuli rather than supplying attested
atomist doctrine. It seems likely that at least on this topic Alexander’s account
is inaccurate.

When dealing with mirrors Alexander appears to be attributing to the
atomists a theory which disagrees with information found in Lucretius. In the
Mantissa 135.27-30 he assumes that, when an object is seen in the mirror,
vision occurs because an idol of the object remains stationed in the mirror and
emits other idols. Lucretius, of course, explains mirrors differently. According
to him idols, when hitting a shiny surface, are bounced back by it undeformed
(4.98-109).

It is certainly the account of Lucretius which agrees better with the teachings
of Epicurus. According to the latter, the images are characterized by motion and
speed: Tdxn avumépfAnTa éxel (Ep. Hdt. 47) and Wkéws Taic popais xpwuévwy
(ibid., 49). Lucretius, too, in contexts not dealing with mirrors, lays lengthy
emphasis on the speed of simulacra (e.g. 4.176-209). Since the theory of Lucretius
allows simulacra to remain in motion it must be given preference over that found
in Alexander. ‘

Our third source of information, the doxographical tradition, is couched in
uncertain Greek. Depending on interpretation, it could support either Alexander
or Lucretius.? It reads: 7as karomTpwas éupdoeis yiveola kat’ eibuAwy vmo-
ordoes (Plut.) (éupdoews (Stob.), émoTaces (Gal.)) drwa pépeodar uév ap’
WY, ovvioTacfar € émt ToU kaTomTpov kara avrimepioTpopny (Plut.) (avre-
moTpogny (Stob.), avTioTpodnv (Gal.)). The terms VmooTdo€lS and €mMOTATELS
could refer to stationary idols, but also to the fact that idols are, or seem, to be
in some way in, or on, mirrors without implying that they remain there for an
extended period. The phrase ouvioTaofas . . . €T TOD KATGMTPOV KAT' AYTEMOTPOPTY
is not quite clear but seems to favour the doctrine found in Lucretius. It is true
that ovvioTagOar ént 700 KaTomTPov by itself points towards idols stationary, if
only for a short time. On the other hand, the term avtemoTpodn (no doubt
synonymous with the avrimeploTpogn and avrioTpodn found in the other two
passages) is connected, a few lines down, with the rebound of the dyus after hit-
ting bronze or a mirror (in a theory attributed to Pythagoras).®¢ If this meaning
is adopted the phrase ovvioTacfal 7d €idwAa kar’ avTemaTpogny could mean
that the idols appear (are found) on the mirror in order to be thrown back.’’
Another meaning for avTemoTpom etc. is suggested by that Lucretian passage in
which the poet explains why in mirrors the right side appears on the left:

85 Accounts are found in Plutarch, Epit. pp- 636-7.

4.14-15, Stobaeus, Ecl. 1. 52 (44), and 8 Dox. Graeci, p. 405.15-22.
Galen, Hist. Philos. 95; the first two are 87 For this meaning of xartd + acc. see
subsumed by H. Diels, Dox. Graeci under LSJ B III: kaTd Aninv ékmAdoat, kata féav

Aetius 4.14 (p. 405); the third is found ibid., fikew, etc.
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planitiem ad speculi veniens cum offendit imago,
non convertitur incolumis, sed recta retrorsum 295
sic eliditur . . .

(4.294-6 Martin’s 5th edn.)

The recta retrorsum appears to be a perfect translation of the Greek kar’
avremoTpogny. If this interpretation of kat’ avremorpodny is adopted, the phrase
ovvioTaclar kar' avtemoTpodny could mean that the idols are found (ovvioraofar)
on the mirror turned around (in the Lucretian sense). Although this second
interpretation seems to do better justice to the Greek, the first must be preferred
on grounds of content. The three doxographical passages seem to have as their
purpose to explain not why in mirrors right and left appear reversed but rather
why objects are seen in mirrors at all. Whichever of the two interpretations of
kat' avTemoTpodny we may prefer, neither of them requires the notion of idols
standing still in mirrors. Therefore these doxographical passages need not support
the account of Alexander. However, some connection between the doxographers
and Alexander cannot be excluded. Therefore we must not necessarily assume
that the account of Alexander, even though it posits stationary idols, represents
invention or distortion by Alexander himself.3®

Finally, the colourless idols. In the Mantissa (136.24-5) but not in De sensu
Alexander attributes them to the atomists. Now, in no other source is the term
‘colourless’ applied explicitly to the atomist emanations. Epicurus certainly
believed that the idols possessed colour: o0 yap évamooppayioairo Ta ékw (sc.
external objects) TV €auTwp YUOW TOU T€ XPWMUATOS KAl TS HOPPNS . . . OUTWS
WS TUTWY Twwv (sc. the idols) EMELTOVTWY MUY ATO TWY TPAYMATWY . . . €IS
Y 0w . . . (Ep. Hdt. 49). Lucretius, too, gives colour to the idols themselves:
ab rebus . . . rerum simulacra feruntur . . . simili forma atque colore (4.163-7).
Therefore it is likely that here Alexander has followed a Democritean source.
Although there is disagreement on the precise nature of Democritus’ epistemo-
logy, some sources, at least, state that Democritus attributed colour not to any-
thing outside us but rather considered it a product of our senses due to changes
in them caused by the impact of external matter.®® This subjectivist view in-
evitably necessitates that idols (or air-imprints), too, be without colour. Whether
the term dxpo00¢ was first applied to idols by Alexander or his sources cannot
be established and is not important. The importance of this passage lies else-
where. It is the only one in the two accounts which contains matter not only
not found in Epicurean sources but also probably assignable to Democritus.
The other novelties—the reconstructed idols, the stationary idols, and the
stimulus-idols—cannot, because of lack of evidence, be assigned with any con-
fidence to any particular atomist school or epoch. Can we assume on the strength
of this one passage that the source or sources of both accounts of Alexander
may have been writings owing nothing to doctrines peculiar to Epicurus? It
seems that this hypothesis cannot be proved. It is true that in the two accounts
of Alexander there is no doctrine, as far as I can see, which on available evidence

8% The passage containing the stationary YAUKD, VoUW MKPOY, éTeTi 8’ dToua kal Kevoy
idols does not appear in De sensu. What con-  (D.-K.,v. 2, 68 A 49.8-9, p. 97). Fora
clusions can be drawn from this fact is general account see W. K. C. Guthrie, A
uncertain. History of Greek Philosopby, 11 (Cambridge,

8% The most famous of these expressions  1965), pp. 454-65.
of subjectivity is vduw yap xpoun, Véuw
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must be Epicurean and could not have been held by Democritus. On the other
hand, we possess too little of Democritus in this area for us to be certain, despite
Cicero,%® that nothing in the two accounts was excogitated by Epicurus or by
another atomist.

In conclusion, a more general question. In his two accounts Alexander has
supplied us with material partly attested elsewhere, partly found only in him.
In view of scholars’ interest in Alexander’s reliability,! what can be said about
the over-all accuracy of his testimony on atomist philosophy? Wherever we can
test him against other material he, or his sources, cannot be accused of outright
error or gross distortion. The one possible exception seems to be his intimation
that there were atomists who believed that vision of external objects could
occur without idols. One could wish that Alexander had introduced atomist
doctrine in the form of statements rather than obliquely by questions because
in the latter case it is more difficult for the reader to decide whether a doctrine
is being asserted or only inferred. In our two accounts it cannot be clearly
demonstrated whether or not the question form has impaired Alexander’s
veracity or accuracy.

To sum up, the examination of the content and method of presentation of
these two accounts shows that Alexander’s evidence can neither be accepted nor
discarded a priori. Each datum has to be scrutinized separately.

University of Western Ontario IVARS AVOTINS

%0 Above, n. 5. °! Above, n. 4.
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