
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.1 Nearly identical in length and content, they contain objections to 
the atomist theory of vision by means of the i;cowXa (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.2 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.3 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, III.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, II.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 KaTratvaaovuOaL (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: . .. . 
17(oaw Ar16dKpToq c'yKaTaL3vaaovOaOa Tad 

e't6wa 6ta TCJv nrOpcLv e(f T oca wpara ... 
(Quaest. Conviv. 8.10.2, 734 F = Diels- 
Kranz12, 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'Aphrodise (Paris, 1942), pp. 24-8). P. L. 
Donini (Tre studi sull'aristotelismo nel II 

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. 

2 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). 

3 This explanation is referred to in the 
context of vision by A. E. Haas, 'Antike 
Lichttheorien', Archiv fur Geschichte der 
Philosophie 20 (1907), 364, and passim, J. 
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 Theories de la vie et de la conscience 
chez Democrite', 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.4 
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.s 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.6 However, the doxographical tradition attributes 
the theory of idols also to Democritus.7 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 

ScjXa . .. n a 61uot6o1opqa arro rncv 6poplaevCv ovveXwcq a7rToppeovra KaL 
eIrTi1rrovTra rT 6o'4et rov o6pav rtcvro. 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 rrp6o $e rouv 6ta Tcrv eo)Xcov rT o6pav Xe7ovTra (134.30). Moreover, in 
De sensu 24.18-21 (= Us. 319) Epicurus is added as a representative of this 

4 For instance, H. H. Joachim in his Simplicius ought to be preferred to that of 
commentary to Aristotle's De Generatione Alexander (Metaphysics 36.25-7). 
et Corruptione 328a (Oxford, 1922), A. A. Long, 'Stoic Determinism and 
pp. 183-4, believes that of the two differ- Alexander of Aphrodisias De Fato (i- 
ent doctrines on mixture attributed to xiv)', Archiv fur Geschichte der Philosophie 
Democritus by Alexander and Philoponus 52 (1970), 247-68, states that Alexander's 
respectively we ought to prefer the one conclusions sometimes involve misrepresenta- 
reported by the latter. In this Joachim has tion of Stoics' views (ibid., p. 247). 
been supported recently by R. B. Todd, 5 Cicero asserts that in vision Epicurus 
Alexander of Aphrodisias on Stoic Physics followed Democritus: '. . . sunt tota Demo- 
(Leiden, 1976), pp. 184-5. criti ... imagines quae e'ibhwa nominant, 

D. J. Furley, Two Studies in the Greek quorum incursione non solum videamus, sed 
Atomists (Princeton, 1967), pp. 98-9, etiam cogitemus' (De fin., 1.6.21). 
believes that in the question on the parts 6 Theophrastus, De sensu 50-1. 
of the Democritean atom the testimony of 7 Diels-Kranz 67 A, 29-31, pp. 78-9. 

430 



ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS ON VISION IN THE ATOMISTS 431 

theory: vaTrepov 6e ot rrepi rTO 'EnrLKovpov .. . 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 

p. 440a 15 T6 lev O)V 67arTep oC' &pXatoLt XeyIev aTrppotav e?vat 
T7r Xpotav. 

'EKOeLevo? rTas 66dtas TrL 66o, KaO' '& at rw v n7rXedvov XPWCLdrTwv 
oavrTaaiaL KaTa itLw Trcv 'evavrL'Wv, TOV re keVKOV Kat TO)V lcAavoc, yTve- 

10 aOat t 6oKel Ev e 'V 6Sa lrpoKaTape(kXrl7JV7 Tept roEi padv brdO rCwv dp- 
xalwv, oeS dpa TroV 6pdv KaTr T7'v &dro rTCbV OpaWEVWv &idrppotav y7VO- 10 

z ̀evov ei'wXaa 7ydp wva 6juoLtouoppa dn6 rov TLZbpWi,evwv auvvexcIC d&rop- 
peovra Kat Ciu1Tnir ovrTa T13 6Vqet TO7 bpdv TLrCjTvro. TOIOVTOl 6 rgav o' 
TE 7repi AeVKLtlrrOv Kal A27jlKpTroc. Ol Kal ~K Trle rTWv hop&TWv 6Sa | t- 118 

15 Kp6rl7Ta rapaoeuec TV rwv ,7LV erTavP XpwClaTwVv qavraoiav eroiouv etxxa& 
Kai 'EiTre6OKX] oTJr TOr 6pdv ylveOal X'yeL, d; rpo 6Xi'yov OlWvrM6veuoev. 
o6r 6e jn 1 U)'yiT 66a SO 7L66 OuVTrw oL6v Te TO 6pdv yiveaOat, d&X' d; 
abTOA c 'e6eve , Vrno/LtvLoaKEO i7. /ad KaOOkov 6etKVVi OT1 pTL Kaira TaL d&rop- 5 

potia rTaC &ar TCJV ) PWCj'VWV 
' TO pv yiveaOat ooLv Te. eiyap oi'Tr, 61' 

20 a& aLT dLX avTTirl T6 7'et ' oTat, e'ye Ta drnoppEovTa a(ujaTa ovra Tr 

irninrTTlv aIra t 7 6paOetodC * ? * OVKbTl 7TpooO27KEV TO e' On6evov 

&TO7rov. e'i7 6' av, el e'in St' &4q, 6ELP ai'V e VXPO av XPv EPLO, POypo, <t7pov> 
Kal TC.v arrwr v evavTt)OEWcuv dvTLXaiaifdveaOalt ob6evos' 6e TOVTioV hvTL71Xn - 10 

TLK?/. 'TI el ovveEX7 &T7rO TCov bpcoli'vcLv &arppola, rWnc) obK dvaXiaKETal TaXew 

Tooaa6T77 aucwaTaKm7? hdroKplieoL aL7r' a&vrTv 'ywvoe'vnr ; ei 65 av'TL7poaKpi- 
veTra ab1Toi a&XXa, rrpCoTov iLev 6T& rt I TOVTO OVK b61 YiveTat er' abrCov, 119 
WJrTE ica [re] abTa s6taeLvetv; Tri Te aTria TOV c4ptLacELcvw avAeaOat 

5 Kal nraX&Lv bopoLUaevw? ALetouovaa; e'rreLTa nrcs 6oluXooaXr71LOva ;Sa,ovet; Ta 

iev -yap alroppeovTa 6olotlpoppa (6La TOVTO 'YOVV Katl Xp(Jp.dT(cV 2 OIPLS 

&vTLhat3adveTaOL) S* TpoKPda 6e rpoaKpLova 6ta TL TOlaVTa Te; Kat el avvex 5 

l a&rdppota ha' eKadoTOv Kal Kara TcdvraTa rd odpa, v7rwC ObK ei7ro6iaeti r 

&7roKptLvOEev T0 PO eO , 'a <roI> 0pepoapeo, iKa <> rpoaKp0To, Klv a TOTOt, tva 
10 (eprTat; 7rcS T 6 e7T 6vTTa o6V oVaoKe6aao7oerat &dvecLv 6VTWV; ObpCoev yap, 

K&LV &VE!pO 2 LeTatlb. eT't 7rc? 6tao7T'aro ahvrTLk )tlr 7LVerat, El T7a ei- 

7i'nrT0OvT 6O 6OaJXgk6 opa; irca 6e Kaot VOLTEC OK 6P6p?eOa, el OVTCOC 10 

Tarl Tri qep6dJeva aen7Ta; 6VV'OrTatL yap Kati MLvdvTcv 6Sa TCJLv r6pWV eiab 
xwpelv. 6Sa Tl 66 Kati TrlTeOe'vro TOV OpwuELvov <Troi 6?O6aX,MOl> obx 66d- 

15 AieOa; Kat yap 7TOT &droppevaeTaC ra el'6wXa Kal 68erat auTa 6 600aXMd&. 
57 6ia TIcO TO xpeiLa 7rPo6 TO 6bpav, 6eXOJevov TO 6bpWlevov rTOi*| 60ba- 120 

MOV, TyveTra; ETL Trot T' &rnoppeovTa rap&KerTat TrC 6OOaAC94 f TOTe 
pepeTaL, 6'rav ela avTa T7riuTpa0t. elt iei ourv rapaKetTat, o6' o6'wh; 

6laoaT7aTOc &vTriX71 L' ea'Tat el 6e TOTE peprTat, rpCTrov MELv bV nTXecovI 
20 XP6dVW Ta 7Tkelov &aeu7TroTa 6qdlueoa, o rep obx OVTw r ytvO d evov bpCjAIev 5 

etTa ei TC9 TOV aehoP TO ) npOTEpov ZtnoppeovrTO( Te Kal mTrinrTovTro TOV 



eitb6c ov ru 6o/et vroo r, 6o Kia aVro6' etnIritTeL Tr 6^/et, KaT' aVTroV TOr 

6tdoLaTl7a bpafrcaerat, IrpwCrov Auev nrwc roaoVTirov depa '7 6tLk SeeTat (KaO' 
eKaa7rrv 'yap 0opav el6WcXov ToaooTov &epa 6eoerTat, 6aoo earulv 6 leratv 

25 abroi re Katl TOi 6p3jetvov); eiLr a aeEL TWa iX)Vv r&a daroppeovra e'wXa, 10 
dw TOVTOV irpoW)Elv S6vaaOat; eira 7TdoJ, T6av ?vego? T, TOOTO 6eL t au ferat; 
6 yap dve?o obparat 7rapaaotpwv O v Lrbv TatrV apa. el 61i Tr& eiwha XeirrO- 
Tepa 6vra 6ta6S3elTrat TC v rCv &ve v 3iav, 7rCwo ovxt 6ita rT &Ipoc 6ta- 121 

56UaeTat; Tr 6i e'rat Kal TO &vat.terpovv TOv elatvt7a es Tr7V 6'iw U6pa; nirct 6e 121 
Kai 7TO Le'ye0oC Kai rT ox aXia T70 b6pwJtivov i 6OiPL Kpwei, KaTr 76 T ri KO6pnl 
Atyeeeoo 6eXOei.vn7 &ir TOOU (epoMevov elbtcov LPoptov; Kal tyap eit roAXdKi 5 
Kat iroXha 6exerat, nrCo) Kal SLa Tr &Ahore aiXo jsepoc Toi eibwcjov 6eTraL, 

5 Kal obxt &eit T aiTor Kal ?K a6taoTrr77rTv; ie 6e Kal T&e' 6 irapaKeitaevov, 
tic T avuveatC TO7UTWj e'v Tt 5`iet, cje Oearpov fl vadov 6oKelv eCepaKvat SLa 

OVTir iLKpC4ov iopiWv TC)v e'uTL7TTOVTCoV Liro TOV Lir' aiTrCo e16SCXov 4epopevov; 

7rc?; 6e obu ieTara &7r' aXXhA )v TLVV elCWA E ah'wv egrtrTO7rT6 v T otpetL Tv& 10 

Staairrdet TlZv Tr7, 64qeeW r TS TOV 7rPCbTOv auvvxeLav, el 6el TOoaaVTrKL Kal 

10 Troaaura e'it6wa evexOiavaL &nLr TLVO nTrpO avr7iv, Wj Kara TO T7r Kd6p7r 
tgeyee0o 6exoledvrWv &ir' avrcwv Tr Aoov het S6etaoat, AXX o arr' hAXov elScj- 
Xou gepo XalApi3dvovuav; 7rc.o 6e Kal &iro TrCv Xetwv cb? kcaXnlaTtlaeva 
Ta el?Zwa Xalagdavet, OVK 6XOvTWV eoX&d; ? irC'< hiro TiV KaTOTrTpov; 122 
T 7rnC?; at etoxat hio' W v 6ivaTraLt peaoat Aievovow ev Tn 6'et, el OVTfWf 

15 eaoTL XeTa K~al &aOevr Tra elSwXa, Kal o6 oavyxdovrai; Sia Tt 6e K&av 6XbYov 
&7eT?O6voTOf; TOV opLeli/vov, TauTa Le'vet t et W1Iv v T7r 6o'eL; TO 6e X(eetv 
jLvwir'eoOa TrV 5q6w br6O TUcV ,fepoMe'vwv eir' abT7v el cWAwv a Kal 6w- 5 

pi'eaOat Kal 7rpo; TO 6padv rapaoKeVa'eoa0ai oKCert TrpOVVTW)V earl TO 6da 

TCV el86oX.wv YvWeaOat TO opav. 6Xiov yap 6Tr luvw7ruaOela 1 6'iptL ro6 

20 TOLV eLb6wov aAXXo Tt OQ%erat, el MA'7 TO el5wXov. TL oVV' TauTa Kalt nrcz; 
Kal Taura Mev KaL TOLaVTa kx'yew K a Tt ? tpdo TOVS' a&o TrCv o6paTCwv haroppePv 10 

t Xe'ovTa4; Kal O6TcO' bpaa&OaL ra opcwAeva. 

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 

. . .8 there was an earlier9 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 

8 The text is corrupt here but does not This meaning is not given clearly in LSJ. 
bear directly on the main topic of this 10 The phrase o0 . . . 7rept AE6KTTrXOV 
paper. KaL Aita6KpLtTov could also refer to Leucippus 

9 The verb lrpoKaTaa3XXW with refer- and Democritus alone. On this usage see 

ence to doctrines has in Alexander fre- LSJ s.v. Iepl 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): WrpcTrov ... KaTa Polybius (F. Krebs, Die Prapositionen bei 

Tr6 oavvOe a bvve aT, ra; 7rpoKaTraie i3XMeiva; Polybius (Wurzburg, 1882), p. 103), and 

Tre Kal rpoetpnAei/va; -6Wd rwtv irept Trv probably in Demosthenes (Ps.?) 56.8: 60ev 

aeL,uMWv (6dota'; TOiQarf TE Kal e^eTate. For ... UveeTLA71O & Ta TepL rv arov . . . As far 

other examples see 37.6, 40.23, 67.24, as we can tell from the context Tra Wept rbv 

and his De sensu 67.18 (P. Wendland). aLTro is a circumlocution of trTo;. 
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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>1 and the <other>'2 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'3 --first of all, how will the eye be able to accommodate so much air? The 
travel14 of each idol"s will bring as much air as there is between it16 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 idol17 at different times rather than always the same section or one that is 

" tropob added by Thurot (Charles 
Thurot, 'Alexandre d'Aphrodisias. Com- 
mentaire De Sensu et Sensibili', Notices et 
Extraits des Manuscrits de la Bibliotheque 
Nationale 25 (1875), 118, n. 15. 

12 dXXhwv plausibly suggested by Wend- 
land. 

13 TO ... &roppOViTOV , despite its 

position, cannot refer to the air because the 
term &aoppefv 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 d1p TO ... hO. . ppeOVTO 
Te Kal etrlinrTOVTO TOtV eiG6wjov. 

14 Usener's emendation foptv of the 
MSS 6ta0opdv seems advisable. If 6tcuopav 
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 ioao Earlv b ueraTav . . . 
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 eicwAhov see n. 15. 

ls The singular ei6jhXou must be a 
generalization. Strictly speaking, the plural 
Ei6CJhwv is required because a single idol 
cannot make more than one 0opdc or have 
6tlaopal with respect to its own shape. 
This use of the singular is found also in De 
sensu 58.4: dXhoTe dlXo ouepo TOOV ei6lchov 
6Seeral ... 

16 Since abrov must refer to oipt in 57.23 
Wendland conjectures ab6rT. However, 
Alexander may have had the gender of 
b6OaXhoM6 in his mind here. 

17 For the singular ei6cwhov see n. 15. 
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not contiguous?'8 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 (rta) not disrupt the continuity of the 
vision <in the eye> of the first (sc. external object)"9 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 entirety20 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?2' Why do (sc. idols) from mirrors? Also, if the idols 

18 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 ... ovxl &eL ro aVrd. With respect to 
the meaning of Kait K 86taar- dT&rvV 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 iK 6taTorr6lTrwv is indicated by 
Mantissa 135. 12-14: &XXL 1rdOev Vye rt tro 
ei? XA Tercat (sc. o 6oOaXhio'a or 1 KOprT, 

roo ei6cbwov, Kai <obxt> 7roXXaiKl r6 avirTo 
f &\XXo rt LLOptoV FTTPPw TOVrTO KEiL?EVOV 
Kal 6teranaaeEvov elTa auvawVTLOevov; 

In the phrase KaiL K 6taaorrTdTuaW the 
sense requires h rather than Kai: f IK 
6taaoTrltAdTv. However, the substitution of 
Kal for i/ in comparable contexts is attested, 
e.g. in Soph. Phil. 1081: c KoiXa?q nerpap 
ytvaXov OepMlov Kaat 7raTyEcT6e . . . 

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 (Iierat6). 
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: TrctS oiOv TE r6 ToC a a awOjIva 
TO bppcoluevov; 7rc 6eI Tor6 AjeeOoC TO OLKELov 
eKaaTov; s6vaTat yap Kat r r V TW dhXXwv 
TO1 7rpWrTOt? 7rpoarrleoOai re Kai iMLTvvaOat 

20 The Greek here is not quite clear. In 
58.11 both SexoIaeV7r7 and 65etaaOat should 
have a direct object. I have taken &rn' av'rTv 
Tt as the object of bexoleviv and oXov as 
the object of 6etaaOat. The oiov, a plausible 
emendation of Usener for the MSS 6Xwv, 
refers, I think, to an idol: oXov eli wXov. 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: iva Au'i Kara-t uKpa 
&hXX' &Opov aiTro (sc. To 6pcWjevov, the 
external object) opay 6OKj (sc. fh O6t/). The 
dOp6ov here corresponds exactly to the 
Xoov. 

21 eaX7laTaOueva 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. eaXr7laTrtoaueva and 
aXgla 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: rCt; ... 
Levet abTr.Zv TO aXi<Pa Kati fi tloxfi Kai 
eicox77 ... Perhaps one could translate here: 
'the shape with its convexity and con- 
cavity'... In other contexts Alexander 
uses aoXfiua in a more general way, for 
instance, in 136.26: i7rwc 6e rTCv OX`7UdrTWv 
(sc. &vTtXaaL3dverat) .. .? 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 emanate2 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?23 

Those who assert that the eye is being stimulated by the idols moving towards it and 
roused24 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.25 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 

Ipo6c rovk 6 Ta C ri ? rcov eiw eXov tpm7rcJae? TOr opav X yovrac 
'yiveoOat. 

30 Hp?6 6 roo6S 6dt TCVb el6obCov rTO pdv Xeyovraq yiveaOat irpcTOrv pieV 
nrpooanopjlaetev dv TIt, Wrco OVK &vahiaKeTat ToaOVToCv Troppedo'vTv gKa- 
aroTV TCbv 6pcaeV ToV aXeWq, el 6e X'yotev &vrTLrpoaKpiveaOat abroTS dXXa, 45 
&Xh' ouiv TCJV &TroppEdvrTv Kat TrCv TpooKpwopeviv OVK 6vrcwv &h.hiXotq 
6AloooaXr776vCo (Ta& e'v yap &TroppeovTa ei6wAa Kalt bot4oop?a, r 6Se 

35 7rpoaKpwvogeva ox oiux OV 7rpoaKpoveat) OVK e'6et Ta viroKellaeva Kat bpcj- 
leeva blaowxooXrlova ,ulvetv, &dA&a dAore &AAoZov taXetv axLrAa. ETL nCcr 
avvexovq Tri 67roppoiac; YwoaeiV77r Kat nravraxov Kal 7ravTaxo6ev otov re 
TrLV 7rpdaKptWv TyveaOat; &XXAXotq 'yap &v Ta &troKppwolaeva TOLe TrpoaKptvo- 50 
lievot iaTwo6b'ot &6taXei7rrouv &dcorepot? T7S f)opdq ovaunq. &'TI 7rCo olOv 
re TOV 6taoraTaTao &1vrTIXgi.w ytweaOat, el ra e'i6cWa eaTL ra o6pdiieva; 
&venraa6roTOoq ry&p, 6v XeTyovaw 7rpoe0nlgrrTetv, 6 &6p, oV Ti noaOTrrt TO 

5 6iLaTr77a &valerTpelaOat. Kalt TL TO TerpoVV TOV &epa TOVTOV; I Kalt 7r'?W 150v 
ETL e6V06 TCr &vaPfX\ia Kat Ta iroppcoOev 6paTat; 17Tra 6e oo'v re Kat TCV 
arxla&Tov Kal TSV A LeLyeOaWv &vriTXTiw yiveaOat 6ta TrCv elSA).awv (a t3ov- 
X6oAevot awCew Ta ei'6wXa totot3aw), l'cye KaTa ( paxv i egrTowat? elt TOV 
6OOaAA6ov avTrwv yweTat; ov yap 677 iel'd6v caTt TO Tr7 KOpq7, b 6pCoJaev, 

10 IAy7eOoqS TOo ebw6Aov, o 6exo?leOa KaT' avro6v ei rTlv KOpnvr. el yap 
Kal avyXoppnaet9 ToI avrol S6ta TO TaXO o UovveX &o Kaa o Kal o 6e- 5 

uOat, adXa ro60ev ye 6rL TO req X7ip?erat roV el6tAouv, Kal <obVX> TroXXdKIt 
TO a6TO r dXXo Tt id6pov tr6pp&J TOVTOV Ke4.evov Kal SteUaraagevov eiTa 
auvvTtOelevov; rU)c,o6v Tre TO - ar ca acOiaw vaO TOV b6pcgpevov; rnCoc 66 TO 

15 leyTeOot T7 oKeov L0 EKaaTov; S6varat yap KaL Ta TrCV dTXw( v TO l 7TPoCTOtc 
nrpoaTIOeaOaL'Te Kait ilAyvvaOat Kal par KaT' oIKeLtav 7eptypa07pv gKaoaTov 
av6rTv bpaaOat, r776e arl.etlov TOV TavTa ILav TOVTOV Ta e'twa&Xa, TaOra 6e 
L77 tTOrTOV etvat. oAwe 6S' TLt ytveTa TTa rpoetaeXkOvTa; TO yap (voaaae- 10 
aOat abTa Xeyew KaTaG,vaaovAeva Kal avvT1OeaOat ev T4) 6OOaX,ALiA Xiav 

20 oaTi jvOtu06e?. iwro ?yap KaTafvaaovTat hf iewVet, TL b6e 6 oiKoSoawjv avTa 
AIgaabSov Kal avvTtOe&S; 5 rnCw -KLaTov aVTro)v KaT 

' 
itaV Ke.eLvoV i avv- 

exeta Kal TO layeOo KaLa TO ax orx,a 0aWeCTat; ncT? Se, el O'VTWC eoTL Ta 
e'v&Aa e6bratO, r7 eMlrTToae T77 el; TOr 6fOalaov au eve avTrwv TO oX/7jaa 
Kal / oxix' Kaal elaoxir Kal ob avyxetTat; nc? 6 e Kal a&rno rTv AXeiv 

25 ToIxcWv (A); 0aX7iaTtlaueva Xala,i&vet' TCa e'16woAa oux XoVTrwv etox&a KaL 15 

22 The Greek here appears to be, in less Kal &TE\O9VTO' TOV OpCjvToq avTa K&V etr' 

concise form: r77 7TC5 atl toxal TOVToyV T(v 6Xiyov gevet; 
eiw,\Xjwv & 0epeTat dTr' K?et'zVWV dp' .wV 24 6Sopieoat, the reading of the MSS, 
S6vaTat 0epeaOat . . . i.e. idols from those does not seem to have any meaning approp- 
external objects which, unlike mirrors, riate to this context. Wendland suggests 
etc., do have protuberances. 6teyelpeuoat from Mantissa 136.10. 

23 Because of the corruption in the last 25 This sentence assumes that if the idol 
part of the sentence the meaning is con- acts as a stimulus it cannot be seen (so 
fused but is probably the same as in Alex- Mantissa 136.9-11). 
ander, Mantissa 135.30: 6ta n . . . obxt 
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elaoX&d; rt.W 6e &rTO Trc KarTOrTpWv b6d,Tvc eaC(fawLvopevwv eKeVwotl Ta 
uXfluaTra XeiLwv O'VTWV; rTW 66 eLSichov dvro TOV ev TC KaTO6Trpw ei6wcAa 
TirAXw &dnoppEl ooaavra, Kal &s Tl Ev TOlS KarT7rTpotl ei6wXaa rTax7Tepa, 

cd TroaavTrv rt' a&rwv &droppo0Wv ,yiveaOat; 6ta Tt' 6e Kai pe'veL TaUra Kal 
30 ob KwelTat; 6tai rL 6e Kal ipvovTa oxlX Kal a7reh0ovro?T TOV bpCbvToa abra 

K&V ert' 6bhXiov j.evel; 6,t rTi b6 OVK e7r T7?ri etr7oavelaq Trv KaTordrTrpwv Ta2 20 

e'i6wa, &hAa ev S3id0e; Irwc; 6 o xl KaL, el ovrTw EoTalv evnraOl Kai 

ebKiVrnTa, &vp.ov 7Trveovro? oVb rapaaupovTra TC c &ppLt v c elatv; Tr 'yap 
Xheye 6teK7irTTTetv 6t' avrTCv TraL dAa 0epopeva ov OawovTv ' eaT0' rTV 

avveXElav TOO el6COjAo, npooaTL 6ea Kal OTepeoTrrd rTwa Kal &vrtrvgriav 
KaTaXhtrdvT.ov. oivrc y,ap aura .LeVOt, 6feK7TrL7TOl 6be bta TCV KevCWv Ta. 

Oepodleva. el 6e oarw Tv eKOXOa avbrTv h] KLvtaltS 6iK KhoL,C6bdwv Kai VJae- 
vwJo(jv, Ujc oaaow, Kal trd&a ponr] iKav6 irapaaopat avja, ',6et LIf bp&v 25 

5 TOVS KaTa dT6 ave,.ov hXXe7rovTaq. 'rt El ' e' a 'i6wa eaow abrTa Ta ea liTr- 
TovTa Kal bpdo,oeva, 6ta r rT. T opljleva 7roppw o 'va aliverat; 6TO 'yap lvw- 

rieaoOat Xhyetv <r]v o5qtv> VrrO TrCv el6cXLwov o Twv erSv ejw v aorl T ro bpav 
rotetv, &hXa dhXov TWva XP p Tprov 7lTrev aviro6, 6S' oV IV MV7WLaOeloa 

ri o6'it TO bopaTOv 6obETraL KaKeivy 7rpoahaXel- rTWC yapp oparTov eT TO E'l- 
10 6wXov yverTaL, el y,e ,o0vov 7rp6O TO r apaKevdoaua TT7V 0'w abvfrv 'Kal 6te- 

yelpat TO ei6Lbc ov XpfaOot6v Eoart; TO 6e Xe'yev TO irtooy TOV depo? TOV 30 

ACerTaV Too Tre opwJievov, do' ov rvra 6e'b6wa, Kal TOo 6&oOaXaiov TTrv vlTi- 

Xrq7Ltv 'ywveaOat rTOV btaoT7juaToc (TO0VTO yap brt6 TOv el6AJXov irpowOovfievov 
irpoeirtL7rTEtv T7' KOpr3 rtpo TOV el6wAbuov) &To7rLav ovbel.iav b7repd3aeLt. 

15 7rtC ya7p TO e'iwXfjov Svvarat TOv irpo avTrov irpow0elv &epa, 6v OuTW' eb- 

7ra6eO; Kal rtcq TOvTov r] KOprl 6exeTal, rTpoaETL Te io\xxaKit TOOOVTOV 66ee- 

Tat; ov ,yap evo6 eltJ,kXov eL7rT acoe Td opa&v Kaarov ovv TU)V Ei iTtrttOTv- 
TLr TOroOvTOv depa 2rpo7relJPet abrob el?k T7v KOp:fv, el gi pa Ta (06epo- 35 

,ueva et'fwXa &rTO T0o) bpopIevov ox o6re (3XFeret TOT'e ?epeTaL, &hxa 
20 TrapaKelJUeva TCp 6q50OaXAL, * ob yaap 677, OTe op4 6(OaXfiok, TOTre Troppel 

Ta c'6wXa. 7rWLD ovv Ta nrapaKel'Jeva CTLt 7Tpowooe TOv jLeTata a&epa; ETL 
el VirO TUov vepCj.WV )J.v aKLbvaTaL Ta e'cWA.a 6ta TO VTrOK&TW Kal Xe7rTO- 

Tepa Kal dpatfTepa TIrv J)(otv elvaL TOV c(epoieUvov &EPpoL bVrO TCUv a&v4e v. 

iTrCo piaa TOV &epa TO)TOV Olov TE eaTat arpoUwOev; 'ETl eL dXpOd eoTl Ta 

25 e'L6wXa Kal ToLaura avTa. 6XerTaL r7i OqtP, 7rTWL XpuW/dT.LTv &vTatagadverTat; 40 

rTLUL 6be TCbv UX77IdTujvV KaT' eXadXtTov auTra 6fexoiev77; WJToe ovre XPWo- 

paTLov) OVTE UaXrl.LaTwUv lv ylvotTO 7n Ot4t, eEL Tl &IKpiLOtLU terTadOl Kalt li 
rravTa alTOVJuevot? avTol t 6Lorl'77 lvo?; oWv Tt 6'V bi; eu'Tat; 

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?26 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.27 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 about28 that it (sc. the eye) will receive the contiguous part29 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 (avvrt0eLAevov), misplaced (6Seacraagevov) though it be?30 How is it 
possible to preserve3' 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.32 
In general, what happens to those33 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?34 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 concavities35 rather than have them obliterated? How does <the 
eye> perceive idols as though they had shape36 even when they <arrive> from walls smooth 

26 This meaning of KaTa 13paXv is con- 
firmed by De sensu 58.2-3: KaTa T6O Tri 

KO6pr jiey7e0oo 6?eXO,Mevr (sc. h oiLt) &rTO 
rotv (epO,JivoU eihov ,ldplov . . . and by 
Mantissa 136.25-6: ... . 6' qo' ... KaLT 

hdaxtLrov aTra (sc. Ta axri)ara 6eXo,ue'vr7) 

27 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& 3paXv. If the entire idol 
is not seen at once, how can its shape and 
size be established, objects Alexander. 

28 With do0ev 7-e oT I understand egraT 

or 'yeviaeTaL or something similar. 
29 fiS here cannot govern rov ei6cXhov 

because the meaning 'what is next to the 
idol' is not at all appropriate here. I take 
rTO i? 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 

the external object. 
30 I have taken 6teaoaaoe'vov closely with 

ouvrtOeAevov, as though the word-order 
were ecra Sleanraacevov ovVTLOELEvov. 

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. 

34 According to the dictionaries the 
adverb 6C,3a6aov is found only in Iliad 
15.505 and in Pausanias 10.20.8. In both 
cases it refers to wading. In the Iliad 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 iS3ailvet into the eye to deal with the 
KaTralSvaaoileva. The storage place of 
earlier idols seems to have been a problem 
already to Euclid: Kat r&t atria roOv &doKXrl- 
povoOal Ta eioKpwo tveva (I. L. Heiberg 
(ed.), Euclidis opera omnia, v. VII, 'Opti- 
corum recensio Theonis' (Leipzig, 1895), 
150.7-8 and 150.21-7.) 

35 See n. 21. 
36 See n. 21. 
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and devoid37 of convexities and concavities? How <does it> perceive the shapes <of 
objects> visible38 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?39 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> of40 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 downwind41 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: 
6b'tV &vaK\cara ... &nT ... r. iv . rwv rCov 

XO6vTrcv Xeiav r7v entdvetav . . . (Aristotle, 
meteorologicorum 372a29). Aristotle 
repeats this ibid., 373a35: ivaKXwlav7 . . . 

b 6t &i0d nr&vvTWv q5alv'eTat rTV hXeLa . . . 
Plato, too, associates smoothness and 
reflection: . .. . rnv rTJV KaroT7rpwv ei&w- 
Xhoiroav Ka irtdvra oaa lacavri Kal Xeta ... 
(Tim. 46A). 

38 For KaTOTrTpcv vb6LArv faioatvolievcwv 
Bruns adduces Mantissa 62.13-14 and sug- 
gests <4> vbaTLwv a)catvd.vaeva. It seems 
easier to posit <TCVW> LAfcawoiaVOvwv with 
Tov omitted because of haplography. The 
omission of <4>, too, could have occurred 
because of haplography, the scribe pro- 
nouncing / and , alike. A case of possible 
double haplography is reported by Robert 
Renehan, Greek Textual Criticism 
(Cambridge, 1969), pp. 94-5. 

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

40 The interpretation of tK here is not 
quite straightforward. If the tK 0hoLwu6c.v 
... is causal and explains why the Klvr?at 
of idols is easy, one would expect the 
presence of a participle in the prepositional 
phrase: ?K 0Xhoi6wvc KatC vievC6SZv 
<7re7rotr7i,evwv>. Causal force is given to 
the KK 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 EK hoO6Lawv. ... here is the 
equivalent of IunT6 fhontwCov ... 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 
bvieveq 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: 
lia7 6vvolavov irnoppEilaL Tra elwXa ardvra 
KaL Trov coto6 . . . 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 provehat ... should refer not to 
irtXCot 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 provehat 
atque propellat rather than with a tergo. 
This syntax was defended already by F. 
Susemihl and A. Brieger, Philologus 29 
(1870), 433. 

41 Kara rTv dveMov 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.42 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 itself43 this amount of air to enter the pupil 
unless it be true that the moving idols are carried from the thing seen44 not at the moment 
when one looks (sc. at the object) but rather are adjacent45 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),46 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 
(Desensu 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 4s After irapaKei:eva I supply oaTt. 0epe- 
not iTrotriav obv6etiav vTrepSdXXEt but rather Tat is excluded by the sense. 
6irorniav 7raaav vT?epaCL\XXEL. 46 VbroKdrT in roughly the same meaning 

43 For the MSS aLVToV Wendland suggests is now attested in an Epicurean source. In a 
TOv 7rpo aVTOV. However, avTov could be new fragment of Diogenes of Oenoanda we 
governed directly by the preposition irpo in read: r&a A,iv ov, OtMi, aKpa urruiicbjaTra, 

trpo7r'L4,et. This construction became rather Kai Tra VrOKi&r.T 6' aVrUcO ob oc . . . 
common in post-Classical Greek prose (W. (M. F. Smith, Cabiers de Philologie 1 (1976) 
Schmid, Der Atticismus in seinen Haupt- N. F. 44, Col. II, lines 5-8, p. 303). Taking 
vertretern, IV (Stuttgart, 1896), pp. 97 and brroKdTcw in a local sense (the idols being 
623). finer . . . underneath) does not seem to 

44 &rO' TOV 0EpOjLgvoUv could also depend make good sense because as far as we know 
on Ta (epo,iseva. The meaning remains the the idols were of equal fineness through- 
same. 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 13 5.6-22). 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.47 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 
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, Lucrece bridge, 1972), p. 85. 
et l'experience (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 Ka'rt Tr evaplo6rrov /eye0oc eic r iv 6itv 

(Ep. Hdt. 49) may have been intended by Epicurus to refer to an accommoda- 
tion of the idol to the size of the eye.48 In this he was followed by De Witt,49 
Diano,50 Westman,51 Arrighetti,52 and Barigazzi.53 These scholars have dis- 

regarded here the significance of the context. The fuller sentence runs: rvlrnv 
rTvcjv eT1etloaLrcov pilv a&ro rwv 7rpay!drCrwv .. .Kara ro evapiLorrov jLPyeOo? 
eil rniv 6otv 7Trv T iavotav . . . 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 XeTrr6rt7 but 
not to their size. However, De Witt and his followers contend that when using 
the word 1eiyeOoC in the phrase KaTa TO evapat,Trov iueyeoO Epicurus intended 
to refer to the reduction in size in transit rather than the fineness (Xeirro6rc) of 
the arriving idols. It seems to me that the context is entirely against their view. 
If the word JieyeOo 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.54 Nevertheless, they were not small but rather of great 
size.55 It is generally recognized that the term KarT TO revapldTrrov 0 juyeeoo 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 

48 Koenig, above, n. 3 and J. Woltjer, 52 Epicuro, Opere2 (Turin, 1973), 
Lucretii philosophia cum fontibus comparata p. 500. 
(Groningen, 1877), p. 87. 53 'Sui nuovi frammenti di Diogene 

49 'Epicurus, Iep cavrTauatca', TAPA 70 d'Enoanda', Prometheus 3 (1977), 6. 
(1939), 417. 54 Lucret. 5.1171, Cic. N. D. 1.49, Sext. 

50 'La psicologia d'Epicuro e la teoria Emp. Adv. math. 9.25 (= Us. 353). 
delle passioni', Giornale critico della filosofia 55 Sext. Emp., above, n. 54: giEydXcv 
italiana 9 (1941), 12. yap ei6Sjhwv ... r.poontrrrdvrov vnhXapoov 

5s Plutarch gegen Kolotes, Acta Philo- ... b7radpXEw TwLVa TOWOVTOVr OeoVS hIOpw- 

sophica Fennica, Fasc. vii, 1955 (Helsingfors, nropdpoovc. 
1955), pp. 165 f. 
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and Lucretius can be explained perfectly along traditional lines. Nothing in 
them justifies the assumption that by Karca To evapp6orrov ixyJeOo 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.56 It was suggested 
by Bailey57 that the term avvira7otC in the phrase t[d rad] [a]vvtiiae[tc] rdi 
e[it K]ev[0]rT7ra Kai Xe7r[To6r]Tra Kai ,ut[Kporr7]ra 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 avvi'ar7ot was adopted with a some- 
what different interpretation by K. Kleve.58 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.59 He asserts that the idea of reduction to scale is explicitly 
stated in Ep. Hdt. 50: Kara Or e& 7TrVKvo.ta 17 eyKardXeaW,ia roV eibc&Xov. 

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'.60 De Witt understands the eYKardTaetlua as the idol 
worn down in transit. The phrase Tr6 cZV WKvLwpua 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 &aroopavet 
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 e'KarTaXetl4La 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.61 This 
well-attested use of &eyKardXceqipa seems appropriate in this passage of Epicurus 
and must be preferred to the unsupported interpretation of De Witt.62 

56 See (24.43) in Arrighetti, above, n. 52, &epoq (popc 17roOpavolgevucv TOV KaTa' Tea 

pp. 207 f. and 584 ff. eSowXa nepaTrwv . . . 
57 The Greek Atomists and Epicurus 61 See discussion and references in R. B. 

(Oxford, 1928), pp. 412-13. Todd, 'Lexicographical Notes on Alexander 
58 Gnosis Theon, Symb. Osl. Supplet. of Aphrodisias' Philosophical Terminology', 

XIX (Oslo, 1963), pp. 16-18. Glotta 52 (1974), 210 f. 
59 Above, n. 49, 417-18. 62 The commentators' meaning of e-yKarCd- 
60 Adv. math. 7.208 f. (= Us. 247). In Xet,.iqa is also adopted for Epicurus by D. J. 

this passage Sextus explains why a square Furley, 'Knowledge of Atoms and Void in 
tower appears round if seen from far away: Epicureanism', Essays in Ancient Greek 
1K paKpov plev 6taaTr]iaroT p/tKpov 6pe TO'6 Philosophy, ed. John P. Anton with George L. 
TrTp7OV Kai arpo77Y6ov . . . . T bta TOV Kustas (Albany, 1971), pp. 610 f. 
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With Sextus Empiricus and the eyKard;XeWtia eliminated, De Witt's theory is 
now supported only by his interpretation of r7 et1 lrTKVCCla ... t o ei&mC ov.63 
Although De Witt is wrong in trying to foist the meaning of 'wearing away' on 
rTVKVCOaa, 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 rTO ir7 nvKvCola could perhaps 
refer to the collapse theory of Bailey64 and his predecessors who also postula- 
ted gradual reduction but, like Bailey, were unable to supply good evidence 
from the texts.65 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.66 Theophrastus says of the theory of vision of Democ- 
ritus: 6padv peV ouVv OlrOte T7j LaCdoe . .. rv zyap etqaatc OVK e?i669 v rKp Kopn 

yiveoOat, &d?d rTv depa rov plterai) rTc o0,ew Kal trov 6pCtplvov rvrro63vOa 
avareXX\dCev rov 'r6 opo 6pWeVyov Kai rov opvTroC.67 Burkert believes that in 
this passage the verb avaorteea6at 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 rov &apa .. rvTrovaoat avoreXXodlevov 
the Greek means that the air is being imprinted as it is being avareXX6pevov. 
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 rvnrovcOat, 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): rotavr7v eivat r7lv evrv1rwaot olov el eKIdketaC 
eic Krlp6v. 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 

63 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 rTd rVK- 
vwAoa refers not to the process of reduction 
in size of the idol but rather to the end 
product, i.e. TO IrTKviwoa is the reduced 
idol. 

64 Above, n. 57. 
6S The need for gradual reduction was 

stated by P. Natorp, Forscbungen 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 L.ucrez (Danzig, 1888), p. 10: 'dann 

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

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

67 Sens. 50 (= D-K, A 135, vol. 2, 
pp. 114.28 ff. or H. Diels, Dox. Graeci, p. 513). 
That avaouoTedlevov 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. 



momentary act rather than one signifying extended continuous pressure. If so, 
ovareOt61uevov 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: 6pav v olev rotcv Tri eICakdaet (ibid., 50). Earlier in his 
treaties he had criticized the ")a0aoatC-theory because it did not explain why the 
size of the external objects was not commensurate with their reflection in the 

eye: roVro 6 e OVKETn oavveov Lo? ovYre ra ipe60r7 aoul erpa ra opclpeva rots 
Ifabuawvoeadvoc ... (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: 
ra 6e peeOrl .. . . rtc Clacaiverat, KaiLrep eTrlXecpL aap Xeyetv oOK &lro6iS&oaw 

(ibid., 54). If the answer of Democritus to this problem had been given in the 
verb ovaoreXea6at 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.68 In 4.5.3.27-32 
Plotinus refers to a theory of vision which appears to be that attributed to 
Democritus by Theophrastus: El a&p r 7Trdaxot Tro Trov apo?, uOc/lartuloz 
bir7rovOev dvadKr7 7radoXew * Tro VTOe CorT o&ov v K77p( rtVrov yevreaOat. ipepo? 
6i EL roTV opaTov KaO' eK Taorov /lIopov rvUooVatL' cTore Kal TO vvaq0e( rqT 6'et 

idoptov roooVrov, 'uoaOv Kai rL KOprl TO KaO' acvr' iopov ' ov 6parotv 6eXotro da. vt3v 

be lTdv lre oparTa ... (text of Henry-Schwyzer). Plotinus here states that if the 

air-imprint theory were true our eye could not perceive the whole of the 

oparov but only a portion of it not larger than the pupil. But, objects Plotinus, 
we actually see the entire object: vov b6e rrv ... 6opara . ... 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.69 If they had been aware of a hypothesis of reduction, one 

68 Democritea (Leningrad, 1970). here to the problem of the large idols and the 
69 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 eltcwXa 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.70 
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 (KaCtr eppoc or KarTa .ieTroaouw). The pieces seen in 

temporal succession are preserved by memory and then put together by the 
mind: rov /pv ovv geeYovU 6ItXc daLvrkattdlverat (sc. ? 6't/tc), irore gev uodv, 
7rore 6?ei er Ia IVTj'lr Kai 6avoiaw (De nat. horn. 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.71 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: ov y&ap eov eicAXov CjluTTrroaet 
TO opdv. This is a doctrine familiar to us from Lucretius, who asserts several 
times that eyes are unable to see an isolated simulacrum (4.89, 4.1'05, 4.256 ff.). 

(v. p. 618 Kuhn) and p. 639 Mueller (v. 
p. 639 Kuhn), 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. born., p. 180 
Matthaei, who explicitly quotes from Galen. 

70 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. 
71 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.). 



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 ov ... v6os eibc?Xov irrcoaet r6 6opv cannot 
be explained in the traditional fashion.72 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-'yeveao rTcv e ?XA?Cv 'd41a vo'iLarn (Ep. Hdt. 48) 
-that there could have been an adequate supply of idols to carry out all these 

manoeuvres 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 

72 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 soKe ... . . bi rata Katl t. npoaf3oXi ander as support for the traditional expla- 
Ka. Coc cv bp&v r6 opw 'ievov. 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 ov 
... v6 e eieb&ou aIrrToaet r o6pav 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 7rdaXuet, then each 7radXotc 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. lHowever, 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.73 Although this passage in Epicurus, like the passages 

73 See, for instance, Bailey (above, Hdt. 50: rov T06 o Kat avvexov riv (pav- 
n. 57, 410), who detects the hint in Ep. rauaav &rro6t66vTwv (sc. TrCv rdTrwv). 



IVARS AVOTINS 

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. fIdt. 49-50: we are said to be able 6pav ... Kai btavoetodat 
... trvtrrv wrtv eretatovoovrv ?/iav air roWv rnpay,adrcov oioxpdCov re Kai 

opoia6pouopKv Kard TO evapio6rrov peiyeoo? el T71rv 6'Otv i} T?7V 5tavoLaV, cbKECo 

raic qopaic Xpc4eLvwv, elra 6ta ravTrrv riv atiriav rov eVY6 Kai ovvexo?v rT7? 

faavraoia'v arobdvdrov .. . Kai riv av Xdaf31vev bavraoiav em7XCrtKwc r) 
6Lavoy 7i Troit atiorlrrlpiotC eViTE Pop7lp Etire av0e0P7?KoTWv, liopt7? aortv arT?? 
TOV orepe/IVtOV, 'yVOlEV7? KarTa r6 E? 7rVKvCoia i7 eyKaTracXetpa rot ei6c?Xov 
(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 
eira ... & rob6tovrwov, rov ewv0? Ka oavvexov must be completed by rv-rov or 
e1ibXAov. Because of their speed (b6c ravrtfv vr?v airlav) 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 rov e'O6 Kai ovveXov?. 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 dirat Kai pati4 rTpoao3oXt? Kai c ' "v and also not 
KarTa uKpa &XX' eaOpov. The evidence from Alexander thus suggests a new and 
different interpretation of these lines of Epicurus: for this reason (sc. the rapidity 
of the 1rvTot) they (sc. the r7rot) provide the q5avraoia of a single idol, i.e. the 
constituent particles of which remain unnoticed.74 The two terms 'v and 

ovvex\E seem to be here practically synonymous. The e'v stresses, it appears, the 

aspects of singleness and completeness of the reconstructed idol; the ovvexe# 
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 ?iv &av Xd43coaev to e?6W&Xov. 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: 
rr6Oev ye76 OTt r6TO e X tJetraCo3 ei,5ov ... In the Epicurean passage, too, 
we encounter the expression r6 6e'I and in a similar context. The Ipop0/n which 
constitutes the favraouia is stated to come about ('ytvoiemV) Karac r6 Toei 
lTVKvlcoJa. 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 

74 Essentially the same meaning is avvex\? that presents us with a ckavraaia 
obtained if we keep the singular c&ro6t6dv- (sc. of itself).' The sequence of thought is 
roc, 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 ev and 
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can be attempted. TO e? ITrKVO'CKpa could refer to the reconstruction (avivOeaq) 
of an idol in the eye out of the pieces left there in succession (rTO etC) by the 

arriving idols. The meaning of rTiKVColia seems to be appropriate to the building 
up of a mosaic.75 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 idol.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 eyKarTdaXetpca. 
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.78 The same notion, if not precisely in 
the same language, is common also in Aristotle.79 In Aristotle an impression may 
be left both in the ala0o1Tr'pta and in the mind. Therefore it may be supposed 
that in Epicurus, too, the eyKaTrdXetia refers to such an impression, whatever 
its physical manifestation, left in the sense organs (alioTr/Trpta) or in the mind 
(6tdvota) by an earlier idol or idols.80 7TO t c -mVKVlcopa 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 TO e^r 7rlVKvwcola 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 rTO 6C lrKvwXcpla of an idol in the mind and of the eyKadTadXeJpa of an idol 
in the eyes is lacking, we can also assume that rT eT7c rrvKvcoLa and eyKaTdXeq.lia 
refer only to the eyes and the mind respectively. On either hypothesis TO 4icq 

will, of course, go only with the 7TKKvcopia. 
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 

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

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

77 This objection applies also to De Witt's 
hypothesis, mentioned above, that ro 
ic 7riTKv,aoa referred to the to-scale 

reduction of the idols in their transit from 
the object to the pupil. 

78 Above, n. 61. 
79 For instance, in De insomn. 459a24 ff.: 

T& yap aiarlar& KaO' c'Kacrov alaOr77irptov 
hriv ,l7Trowovatv alabOatv, Kal rT 'ytvwdoevov 
mvr' ablrCv 7r&00o ov ldvov )vvun&pxet ev TOts 
alaOrT7qpiolt evep'yovaCo v rCTv aloOaoewv, 
hka& KaL anreh.Oovaojv. The vtr' aiotlarTov 
7ra0oo can leave its impress also in the mind: 

hrop 7oete 6' dIv Tq 7rcLZ)? rOTe rot3 VLV ndOov? 

rrapdvTro TOU 66 l7rpadJyaTroC &r6'OivTO IV7- 
jlovetverac To grT irapdv. 6fiXov yap O 'TL 6e 

voTraat rotoTrov TO 'YL)VO6evOV 6lat T7r ala- 

OQraecw ev Tf uVX ... .-oIov 'woyp&dna 
T7 [ ITO nrado] obv >agev Tr7v 'ILV AV'rj77)v 
eivat. i7 yap 'ytLvofL'ev7 Ktivn7ra evar77at'verat 

owov rVrov rtva TOV ailOtaj aruaTO, KaO&rep 
ol oapa'yt'6devot Tol S6aKTrvXiol; (De mem. 
450a 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 avarroarppa/yiaatro in 
Ep. Hdt. 49. 

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



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.82 
Another 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.83 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. III, 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, 
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.) 

975 

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.): ra vor rv o'v ,ecowv P3Xecrdueva i7 XAvxir rrapaXacaqudvet. uera 

82 As 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 Avcwirrieaoa here by 'to 
be shortsighted' (Dictionnaire historique de 
la terminologie optique des grecs (Paris, 
1964), p. 264). 
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6e TacL rTv rrpojrowv ,ejirTrcaet eib5Aova nroponroeiral r2iLcv orw co 7 06ot 
Care, Kai L?i7 7rapoVT7cv &t rTCv nrpa^parcdrv a r6 nrpWTrov eiev, r7L o6pota roti 
rpCjTro rTt 6tavoi SeX0[r]Vat L... 

The lack of sufficient context does not allow us to determine whether this 
7ropornoteioOa (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 Diogenes) 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, 
pvornireoOat 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 
nTrepetatL and vjtql 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: 7rpo6 6 
7O 6't/et 1?) 7lrpoar'7rTew t T e'iSCoXov Qdo' 7T0 6rov OP vov eiC 7T Ktoaat airrilv 
7rpoc 7r KaTaXoape4v r7 6pojpieov ' epev (sc. Euclid) aiia'c 7rotairac.8 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 

84 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: rdXr? avvirreppXrra eXet (Ep. Hdt. 47) and cKJce rasl 0opat yXpcogievcv 
(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.85 It reads: rda Karorr'ptlKa eiadaetc yiveaOat Kar' eiboXc& V'iro- 
ordaeq (Plut.) (e,/adaeat (Stob.), emarTdaet (Gal.)) drtva cepea0atcu iv d0' 
i?lcwv, avviaraaOat be er ro TV Ka'rpov Kava dvTvrureptoarponiv (Plut.) (&vre- 
irttrpoor'lv (Stob.), avrtarpo0/nv (Gal.)). The terms v7rooardaet and em7raraaeL 
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 avviaraatOa . .. eri roo Karo6rpov KLT arvrertTpo,f7?v 
is not quite clear but seems to favour the doctrine found in Lucretius. It is true 
that avviloraOat a rcU rov KarorTrpov by itself points towards idols stationary, if 

only for a short time. On the other hand, the term &vrentorpobi (no doubt 

synonymous with the &vrtreptarpok7 and &vrtarpo7?k found in the other two 

passages) is connected, a few lines down, with the rebound of the 6L'bt after hit- 

ting bronze or a mirror (in a theory attributed to Pythagoras).86 If this meaning 
is adopted the phrase avvioTraOat ra e'ibXaa KLar' vrTe7rmorpo4v could mean 
that the idols appear (are found) on the mirror in order to be thrown back.87 
Another meaning for avrelrtarpoSrl 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. I. 52 (44), and 86 Dox. Graeci, p. 405.15-22. 
Galen, Hist. Philos. 95; the first two are 87 For this meaning of Kara + acc. see 
subsumed by H. Diels, Dox. Graeci under LSJ B III: Kar&a ?qtrv KT7rXCoaat, Kaara Oeav 

Aetius 4.14 (p. 405); the third is found ibid., iKEW, 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' 
&vrertoarpo(7lv. If this interpretation of Kar' avre7rtorpo/r'v is adopted, the phrase 
ovviorao0at Kar' avtre7rarpofTvl could mean that the idols are found (avvioraaOat) 
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 
Kar' avreirtorpo4fv 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.88 

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: ov yalp evacrooupayoaatro rda 'co (sc. 
external objects) rTv Cavrc v. w Otv rov re Xp biaro Kat Tr /J lop0kC. . .. ovrcoW 
cS rt7rcJv Ttvc2v (sc. the idols) eretot6vrow iriv a&Tr rTCWv rpaypadrwv .. . eli 
Tnri' 6'tPv ... (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.89 This subjectivist view in- 
evitably necessitates that idols (or air-imprints), too, be without colour. Whether 
the term dxpooo 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 

88 The passage containing the stationary -yXVKV, v6o41 7IrtKpOV, Tref 6' drol0aa Kal KevOV 

idols does not appear in De sensu. What con- (D.-K., v. 2, 68 A 49.8-9, p. 97). For a 
clusions can be drawn from this fact is general account see W. K. C. Guthrie, A 
uncertain. History of Greek Philosophy, II (Cambridge, 

89 The most famous of these expressions 1965), pp. 454-65. 
of subjectivity is vdOw 'y&aP xpotor, vdog 



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,90 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,91 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 
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91 Above, n. 4. 90 Above, n. 5. 
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