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AN EXCERPT FROM BOETHUS OF SIDON'S 
COMMENTARY ON THE CATEGORIES? 

Theodore Waitz,1 in the section of his introduction to Aristotle's Organon called De 
Codicibus graecis organi, prints a number of passages found in various manuscripts, 
which are not to be treated simply as scholia on Aristotle, but are still of some interest 
to the student of Aristotle's logic. In this paper I am concerned with three leaves, fos. 
84-6,2 from Laurentianus 71, 32, a fourteenth-century manuscript containing 
paraphrases of several works, which Waitz uses for scholia on the Categories and the 
De Interpretatione. These leaves are in a different hand from the rest of the manuscript, 
and Waitz thinks they originated elsewhere. The heading is: 'IEpi Trs TroVb TOTE 

Karrlyopias, and the work falls into two parts, a discussion of Time, based on Physics 
4, and an independent section in which the category of When, which Aristotle does 
little more than mention in a number of lists, is treated at length. In Waitz' text there 
are a number of references to scholia: these are in fact from Simplicius' Commentary 
on the Categories, and a comparison with these and still other passages of Simplicius 
not mentioned by Waitz suggests that the author of this work was Boethus of Sidon, 
the Peripatetic. I propose to examine it and argue that it is indeed by Boethus. 

Boethus, known as 'the Peripatetic', to distinguish him from the Stoic philosopher 
of the same name, was head of the Peripatos in succession to Andronicus of Rhodes. 
There is some uncertainty about Andronicus' dates, but he lived some time in the 
middle of the first century B.C. and we may place Boethus somewhat later in the same 
century.3 Andronicus is well known as the editor, and in a sense the rediscoverer, of 
the esoteric works of Aristotle; it is less well known that he had an independent 
attitude to Aristotle and put forward what he presumably thought of as some 
improvements in doctrine. What concerns us here is his attempt to substitute the 
category of Time for that of When. In opposition to him Boethus may be seen as a 
conservative, coming to the defence of Aristotle against these innovations. In 
particular he is known to have written a commentary on the Categories: indeed 
Simplicius, in the introduction to his own commentary on that work,4 singles out 
Boethus as one who had 'deeper thoughts' about it, and called him o6 avtuadog. 
Simplicius refers quite frequently to his views, and is our main source for them. I 
suggest that Waitz' fragment is a section of Boethus' commentary. 

HepL TiS rob 7rOTE KarTryoppia [Waitz p. 19]* 

[line 42]METa e Tava rTrepL Tr TOTE Kar?7yop[ag LOKalV avE EtL) 8taXAalfev rpOrTEpov 

7TrpL XpOvov rTa Xpcgax0a EKOEtEVOVSv S TO 0 oIKEov Eva rTOV XpOvov Tr rolaVTr qtv. 

EaTLV ovv 6 Xp6vo0s iroaov avv~EXE [Waitz p. 20] yap ESELxXOq T()V tiop[twv aVTro 

TOV TE 7rapEA\AvO6Tros KaLL TroV JEXAAovroS Kara Tro avvr FVV7 EvtWV. WarTrep 8e 

EKaarTOV T(Jv VrO TO rTOYO'V avayotE'vwv, ELTE L WopLat9Evov AEyeLs dErTE avveXe, Tr 

tLEV V7TO TWVOS EVOS T7?V E'V aVTols tLE?TpElTat, wS' vOpWtrot oSEKa VrTO TLVOS T)V Ev 

* To facilitate commentary line numbers of Waitz' pagination are given in square brackets. 
This paper was originally read at a seminar on Space and Time in Antiquity in January 1980 

at the Institute of Classical Studies, London, and I wish to thank members of that seminar for 
many helpful comments. 

2 Printed in Th. Waitz, Aristotelis Organon Graece, I (Leipzig, 1844), pp. 19-23. 
3 For a recent study of Andronicus and Boethus see P. Moraux, De Aristotelismus bei den 

Griechen (Berlin, 1973), pp. 97-179. 4 1. 18, Kalbfleisch. 

398 



BOETHUS OF SIDON'S COMMENTARY? 399 

avrols, 7r SEa UEX7 7 OEtJEVWV 7 ^LETPOV E77 aU7 v0t 77LWVV OLOv 7oOa 7 T7 eZrTpOV Kara 

Tov avTOV 7pOTOV KaCL XPVOS EVl 7 YE OV 7WV ()v avveXW 7TOaUWV TOlS EavTov repeal 

IE7TpelETaL 0e/LEVWv '7f])uv E'a'XLUaTov 7rpos aLaOr7aLv XPOvov otov copav 77 rtlau TaVT7rS 
77 Kal ETEpOvV /LEpOS. EUTL oS OT7E Kal PLEL?iovl TLVl LIETpELTaL oloV 7FLlEpa Kal VVK7T Kal 

T7f , aolv 70V 7XLOU TfpLOOSC Kal prVlV Kal EvlavT(. [11] (TL TPLWV OV7V, 

pEWyE0OVS, OLOV a7Ta8L'Ov bE>pE delilV, E4 Ov 77 Klvr7als ylvE7Ta, Kal KIVr(?7EWS) KaQ 77v 
% I %, , ,1 t % , 

TO KLVovfLEVOV KlVELTaL, Kal XpOvoV, EV CO TO KLvovUJbEOV KLVElTraL TavTa ELTpOVJLV 

a'A7rAa Kal U17T aArfAWAwv PLETpovrTali. L-E7TpeL yap Kal 6 XPOCvos 7T-V KIl'VTaIV- 

EpwT-77GE'VT7E yap, 7ro0ar T7S 77 KltVr7aS, (atctev 7,FLepr7aTa' Kal avOLs 77 KLv77CLs rov 

Xpovov 7TOaos yap Xp6vos; yvwploIE'v OTL 7roAv, Eav 7TroAA7r 77 KiV77aiLS Kal aU0LS 

7-TO /fEyE0S 7q KlVr77lS LE7Tpel Kaal aVT'7LETpETlai yE v7TT aTro0 7TroAAX7v yaip fapUEv ooSov 

S 17 wOpeiLa roAAXIj, TroXAA7v OE raXALv Tropelav, o7rav r OO6s oS 7Kos t'Kav'ov Ex. Tpl(lJv 
OV OVT7WV TOVT7WV, oa EltV Tro tJ IEOoUOS O tlEpXo'LEOa, OTL ov1 (OV Kal OTl 7TraV E, 
Kal 7 KlV7aSg /7o,A77- OTl rpoa7, Kal OTl Toa70E, OSLa OS T-V Kl'V771CV 6 p6XOVOS rAov O 
7TOOV Kal OTt TOaOVOE,. [23] ETL OE OAov Kal EK TWOlVOE, OTt VVEXES 7TO(OV 6 XpOvol, 

EK TOv 7Tav TO Aaj4'avo6 jEvov vt7T av-rov pepos oLaLpeTov EtvaL. ov yap otatpovltes 
T pvov' pOo S alp apelov X7 Xvyotev Warep 7rl 7ov aptOiLOv Els T]n'v LOvaoaa 

aolapeTov ov'aav, aAAa Tp) eyeyeEL Kal T- KLvra'UE aKoAovOe aaO' rea E aE7p aVveX77 ova ' as 

Tlg EpEl. [27] Err7El oS E To) EYLe yEL EaTl rop TOrpoTEpoV Kal TO vaTEpoV, avayK7. Kal 

ev KLvrtaeL elvat To 7rpoTEpOV Kal TO VaTEpOv oSta Top LEy,EOS. ETL yE tfJi r Kal E'v r 

Xp6vl (Sa 7T1'V Kl'7rtalv- [30] Opi`;OEV OE 7O' XpOVOV a ) a AAo Kal aAAob vroAa#felv 
ro Te IrpOTEpOV VVV Kal To vaTepov Kal To iLETaCv avTcov ETEpOv' oTav yap erEpa 

ra aKpa rTOV ALE,0aov vo7aWJIev Kal 3ov)o eLrr 717 bVX( Ta vvv, rTO EL'V 7rportpo7V TO oE 

vaTEpov, TOTrE (a,e'v Xpo'vov Etvat. [34] TLVES 'EV OVV XpOVOV T' V -roV 7TaVTos 

7EplopaV Elp7Kaalv, ol (E TV -rov TravTos aalpav, EaTL oSE ov(TEpov a!A0es. 
7repL0opas /iev yap TO 1LEp0S OVK EUTL Treppopa, XpOvov oSe pEpog Xpovo- aAA' ovoSE 

XpvoS 77 roV 7rTavTos aoaipa, &S P TlVES (ptO770rav EK 0OV aoooTepa 7TrLeKTLKa elvaL. 

ot yap ovra) AEyoVTES TrpWrTOV LEV oV arAoyilovrTaL, E7lTEra Kal ETEpoS altapravovaL. 
TO yap TrepiEXeiv 7rpos -t Ov OLKEltS Ev ab(r)orTpot&S a7TyoOEOOat. ov yap a7rAW }7 TOV 

7TaVTOS (J(f)apa 7TEplEKTlK77 accoaTl'wv 7ravTcv, 6 (E XpO'pvoS TEplEKTLKOS 7T-Cv Elv yeveaUEL 

Kal 0opa Trpayp tralv. [43] po6ELe (' av i&AAo'v Kivo'a r Elvao Kal ,uETaoAA7ob 6 Xpol'vo, 
OVK EaTL SE. 7 fiEV yap EKaarTo [Waitz p. 21] LEoTagfoA-r Kal Klvr7aLs ev aVTw ) T. 
tieTapgaAAOVTl tUovOV ' EaTlV, OlOV EyCO KlVOVpat Kal EV EpOl ?7 KlV77alS), OV ,ulqv oE Kal 

eV aoC, 6 (e p6 vos oTLOLWS Kal tTavlTaxo Kal rapa raCalv. ETl KLlV7iLS L XEo' AEyErTa 
Kal Kaal tpaOVTOpa, Xpovo OoKETL, a'XAA TAroAvs Kal 6Aiyos. TO (e OC-lTTOV 

Kal PpaoveEpo,v ev' pv v yap AEyotLEV TO EV OALyA) XplOV'W 7oAV 

KLVOVJIEVOV, gfpaov (e To Ev wroAACp xpovo oAi'yov otarc7t,va Klvov1,IEVOV, ()aTE OVK 

EaTlV XPOV0)S KiV7/? 77 /g tErTagoA7, [8] aAA' ECaV apiOiOs^ 6V dpiC(WV, 6 o( 

apLtd6ovtl?voS. r777rfpEov 7W,S oaV Elv To' XPVOV6 apLOpov Kv7EfaEW%, apa (S* apt 0,obvvTa 

Trr7V Klv'7aot 7v S Vr av7-ps aptCJLOV)uevov. )ayEpov pr Trov XPO'VOV apL0uEl(a&0al 3E'V V0TO 

T7/S 7TpwrT7Sq Kal ar7Ar/s KCv7aEsUS T7rS KVKAOOPCK7S, av'rapCpidelv 8'E (TaALv avrT7V. 

EL p)rj yap V7TO xpovov 77 TOCavT77 KlV77aS, V7T70 TLVOS aptO/t7Y0erL av; T'V Tpw"T77V OV' 

Kal KvptLrTaTrV T(-)V KlV7raEbV T7-V KVKAXovOpLK77'V 6 XpO'VOS fkETpw'V KaT EKEL?vv Kal 
was AAag /IETpEl, coaTe T/Sg /ieV KVKA0of>o0pLK77s K'V75aEcS aplitgOS farat ? XpOVOS Kal 

ws apLO4L5eV Kal wd apCof(OpVLevosg, T6v 83E AoL7rWiv KlV7vUaEA)V WS apCf0LWlv ,Lovov ov 

,L7v KaL cow apt,t0povpevos ov 00oyap vS ftxS oa(o?Exs apl0os Ea-rat 6 Xp6Vos o wS 
apG,LOv1iepvos, a'AAa potvov o apit0lwOv. [20] ov Io,VOV (e T(VW KlVO7aECOV JEV7epOV 6O 

aa Opaof?V.. [3 .povov m. rec. add. 
b Ti aAAo KaL aAAo Waitz: rO aAAo aAAo ms. 

C OaTTov ms. 



xpOVc09, aAAa KaL TrwV l7plEtt(VW Ka't aiTat ya'p vI,To XpcwoV VLETPOVVTaL 7ThnV KaTa 

aUvJLfEf3?7KOs9 Ov' Yap KaOo' -q'pqU'at, a&AA&a KaGo Kai 7)pElat Kat Ev P0o7/ ELUL SL&'VEKEZ 

tL76q4EI7TOTE "7T'.TOi aa'TO 1crTarEvat, al aPX7 V EXEL XPOVLK77V 77pE/Lta Kat 
-Aos9, S~Aov 'Tt XP6VP Kal a'T7[LE-T-pEiTat, WLT1'E A6v7Ta E17PEEV ll7TPOV '-rTV 6V 

XP5VOs 7T E'V 'EVEUCEL P0?73, 7-rTs EcrTr KOLV17 KLV70ECWS9 KaL 7jpEELUasx [27] 8LaLpIEuTa 
SE 6 Xp'vos ELs liapEA-qAvO-Ta KaZ EL EAAoVTa, 6LaLpETatL 6S Ka-ra 7To viv. Kal t aTt Ti6 

v3v VEpasa gt V Toi 7apEAOwvTosg apX 6 -roiS E'ATov-os OV d' -g OIEp av ypa0rP -rT 
Ulr/ELOV Kal To KtvvtjLa EV KLVT/TEL, -rOiVTO Kal (T-6) viv 'v -rci )p vw. [31] T-rV S'E XP&Lav 

-qV 6 Xp5Vos9 Trp rraVTt 7TaPEXETaL SLKacLOV a'v E?1 7TpogOEEVaL 7Tpl xp6vov AEyovTrasx 
Cba/iEv 6 Ws 77 y'VEatLSg SLca Tov XpOvov EV IT4EL SLaKEKpL7CLTL W ELVIEP tt? -qv xp6vSo 

4UVYXVUOL5 av 7)V Kat 7TWV YEVEaEUEV KaXt TCOv Vpa4EEV 45 9aUVKEX GaOaL O9 4Em7Tt% -rwv 

TpwiKCJv T'a VbV. 
Since much of the first part of the fragment is closely related to Aristotle, I will 

summarize it, giving the relevant references to the Physics: 
(a) Waitz 19. 42 - 20. 10. Time must be discussed because it is connected with When. 

It is quantity (oroa6v); it is continuous, and is measured by its own parts (Physics 
220 a 27-32, b 20-23, 223 b 13-15). 

(b) 20. 11-22. Distance, movement and time are related: time measures movement, 
and is measured by it; movement measures distance, and is measured by it (Physics 
220b 14-32). Length is quantity, and so, therefore, is movement and so again is time 
(220 b 24-8). 

(c) 20, 23-7. Time is infinitely divisible, and therefore continuous (219 a 12, 
220 a28-3 1). 

(d) 20. 27-9. Distance (uEyEOog) contains prior and posterior, and so therefore does 
movement, and so again does time (219 a 16-19) 

(e) 20. 30-4. We say that we are dealing with time when the soul says that there 
are two Nows, prior and posterior. (My account summarizes a very difficult passage, 
which is almost a repetition of Physics 219 a 25-9. The manuscript text is corrupt, but 
Waitz has restored it convincingly by looking back at Aristotle.) 

(J) 20. 34-43. Two proposed definitions of time, both rejected by Aristotle, are 
rejected, with reasons. This follows Physics 218 a33-b 9, but for the first time 
something entirely new is added. Aristotle says that the view that time is 'the sphere 
itself' is too naive to be worth arguing against. Our author, however, does argue 
against it, saying that the reason for proposing it was that both the sphere and time 
are 'containing' (I1TEpVEKWdLKa), but (a) this is not a valid argument - presumably 
because it is of the form A is B, C is B, therefore A is C, which has an undistributed 
middle - and (b) containing is a relative term, and what the sphere contains, namely 
all bodies, is different from what time contains, namely things that are coming to be 
and passing away. 

(g) 20. 43 - 21. 8. The view that time is movement or change is also rejected 
(2 18 b 8-19). 

(h) 21. 8-20. Time is the number of movement, both numbering and numbered. This 
partly follows Aristotle's definition (219 b 5-8), but differs from it in important 
respects. I propose to leave discussion of this till later. 

(i) 21. 20-7. Time is also the measure of rests, because they too are in flux, and have 
their beginning and end in time. (This has some connection with Physics 221 b 7-32, 
but is not very close to it. The reference to flux (ko ') in this connection is foreign 
to Aristotle.) 

(j) 21. 27-3 1. Time is divided into past and future at the Now, which is like the 
cog~ UVVEAO'v-ra ELITELv del. mns. 
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point (ari,uCLov) in a line and the 'jerk' (Kiv'7ia) in movement. (This is a vast 
simplification of Aristotle, taking a little from 222a 10-12,231 a21-b20, and 241 a2-4, 
but ignoring many subtleties.) 

(k) 20. 31-5. Time is useful because it gives an order to events. (This short section 
picks up something from 218a25-30, and perhaps 222a22-7, but is not very close to 
it.) 

This brings us to the end of the Aristotelian section. It may be seen as preliminary 
to the category question which follows, and if so the most important point made is 
that time is quantity - specifically, the number of movement. 

The author of this section clearly had an excellent knowledge of Aristotle's Physics. 
It is worth noticing that Philoponus (In Cat. 5. 16-18 Busse) says that Boethus believed 
that one should begin the study of Aristotle with physics, because its subject-matter 
was the easiest for a beginner. Against this, however, it might be said that since 
Aristotle says so little about the category of When, either in the Categories or anywhere 
else, it would be natural for any writer to turn to the Physics. 

[Waitz p. 21, line 35] TLves tev ov TOV Xp6vov WaTrep 877 Kat TOv TO7rOV ov T) 

7rToa&, TOiS 8E 7rpOS T aVVETaCav Odl rTo lZV ToV Xp6VOV fJETpOV ElVaL KLV7aUEWS, 7OV 
E TrOTOiv 7rEpLEKTLKOV agw/iaTos Kal 7Trpas Tov 7TrpLexovToS, ev aXEaTL oS etvaL TavTa 

Kal o ala ravra VrTOKelaOatl rols 7TrpOs . (a/iev or 'WS TO 'rpOV erlTE Er' apLO/Iov 

rOv Aoyov EKO(SEj ere IETc fI eyEOovs oi8ro'v Ea'Tv, 
- 

yap avirT KaO avro 0eopelraL 
) KaTa T7rV R7pOS TO 1ETpOVEVOV a!vaopav Kal Ws 1ev KaO avro, 7TOOV Kal .jv 

rroatav rTavr-ov apXrl, oCS o& irpos TO pIETrpov1EVOV, rTTpS TL av EL). C(LaavTUs e Kal 
Tr T7)S KLV7ajEWS xETrpOV 6 XP6VOS, JEV K av Ka aTo' al olacaT rriia EXov, Trroov av 
elr 7 SL, E S 7TrpOs rVV KiTV)vLV, 7 rpOs KV, rp Kal OVOEv arorTOv KarT aAAXas Kal AXXas 
Ivvolas els OlaiOpovs Kair-yoplas vdayeaOal. ouaavrw oE Kal 7Tepl rTo (Waitz p. 22) 
rT7TOV' OTr Kara /Lev TrVV O8taLa-racv E'T(L/XVEla EaiL Ka Kara rOrT TO 7rOV, Ka' a o( 
rV7TV Trp rTO (TEPLEXOtEVOV aXaV Ov oVvavv OavtxaTOV el Kal 6 TOr7TOS elS TO 7TPOS TL 

avayOrTo carrep cKal XpOvos. OVK EaTLV oVv 6 Xpovos T roV Trore KaTr7yopia, AA' 
oVfi TO Ov Ev Xpo6v' 6 tIEV yap XPovos roaOV, rO oe Ov ev XpI vII oivaia ruXOV' AA 
oVfi TO UavOETov ef apL(foLv ar7' rT yap 7n KaTrr7yopta, tLA)I oSE LOv 7 aXEULas Tro 

7TrpadyaTros 7rpO rTOV XpOvov elOor7TOLEl TrV Tro 7T0io KaTrryopiav, olOV TO EV Xpovo 
elvaL rTOVTEaU v aVTO TOr XpovLiELV. Jaorep oE aAAo teEv Ea'rCL po6vuiLsL, aAA0o 8o T' 
KaTrd po6vraULV, TovTeaUL 'r ()pOVelV, Kal TrO /iV ear TOI TOL o7T0L'7 TOr S, OL ro 
Kal 6 Xp6vos Kal TO ev Xp6vo ElvaL SLeaT7rKE- Kal O6 IeV EFiL 7TOOV, TO oS Tr7S TOV 

7T0OT KaTr7yoplaS r-oAWrLKOV' oTav yap TL iTpay/a eEepOV ov rTO XpOVOV Kal ovX wg 
t/EpoS XpoVOv AatIavoYCL evov aXeaLv EX?ra Tpos TOV XpOvov Kal oLa TOVTO EV XpoVo 
oEUTv,b Wa7rep 7i Ev ZaAaaivl vavaXlia Ev TrOiS Ti- XpovP, TOTE arAAn Kar-lyopia 
yLveTraL, 7 ToV 7TOTE aAAi7 ovaa rrapa rO 7TOoav el0orroLouvev t LV EES TE IloiraaaOa 
Tro XpOVOV 0CEWpoUVtEvr 8E [6 /EV]C V xpovqo. 

[18] Kal Xp6vov /LEv SLa(opal TrapEAr)AvOo6s eveaTcrws te)AWv, Troib 6E rroTr 7- XOe 
avpLov Tri)1EpOV, rO pEzV OiKEI(oS EXOV 7TrpS TO riapeAOov rOo E Trpo irS TeAAov rO 8o 
rrpOs rO EVECTrS, el TrpoS vO VVX0jEPOv a,roATTO eLs' el 8o rTpos rTv TroV 7'ALov KVKAOV, 
avTl tLEV 7apEAoVTos o' 7TEopv (a, avrl St TOV )EAAOVrTOS TO ElS vEwTra, avTl 6e 
EvearcTros r TOi T7ES. Aol7TOv OS Kal aoptarwS eaUTL Aa3elv Sla(opas Trob v rE' rrp0s 

/1EV rO rKapov O r) Ori Kal appr, rrpos oe rO rapeAOov ro 7rdaAaL, rrpos o r tO eAAov 
-r ovtirw. [25] Kal 6 /eEv Xpovos a7reLpos, E7rTEp 77 yEVEaTL aUvEXT7S, TO oE rrorT 
Trr7repaaraL, oT Kal 17 ev av'r 7Trp&ats 7rerrepaacL/ev) Kal o6 /EV Xpovos OVK Ev Xpovcq, 
TO oS TTorE rTO Ev Xpo6V elV(aL 8rqAoi. 

a XIEL pr. m. 
b EaUT ms. Cf. Simpl. In Cat. 347. 3: .' Waitz. C 6 /LV secl. Waitz. 



[28] Toiv e Ev TLVL ev8eKaXCoW AEyoflevov AEyETat 7yap ev TLVL WS TO UaV,e[gEt KOS 

Ei Tr ova ia Kal Js Ta tiep4 Ev T~i 7. 'Aco Kal TO OAov Ev TOlZS iEpEULa Kal tSg TO et(lo 

ev T' vXr Kal ET L vTOL WS TO YV TOO yo V T70S eloeaL Kal Ta erlO] EV TCO yEVEL Katl 7rpo 
TOVTOLS7 Ta7 7TCV aPXOJE'vc v EV T) apXOVTL Kal Ta TOV apXOVTOS EV TOLS aPXoLevoLS 

Kal T7o C)S eV ayye[IC Kal TO )E TO7T(CO Kal XpOV(' TOaaVTaXwS oVv Aeyoli.vov TOV 

Ev 7TLVL dlOV 6a7optgatl, 8ta TL7 Ka7Ta /o,vas T(S ouo arXeaELt TauTaS oILtat KaT77yoplaL 
avveauTr7uav. AXyotlev -or' T. ftev aAAa cr7)tlaLvo6Lueva 7TOV EV TLVl aCVl4LTrA7p(TLKa EaTtv 

AXrjAAwv us a pr] KTal p O l 7K - T ov K Ta 7yEvr Kal Ta e(t37 Kal TO a(pXov Kal TO 

apxoL?evov. Ta 80 o ov oUvvCteva Xwupls V7TraT7rvaL S TO EV VA elSOS Katl u TO ev 

V7TOKiELiEVW aUrvpefE]KOS9, 0oTep Kal gLopr'7 TO7 VITOKELtLEVo v ylveTrat- SLO Kal KaAelrTaL 
KaT' EKELVO TO VTrOKELIEVOV OtoV AEVKOV Kal r5v7:ulEl,vov Kal cTl AAcwv KaT7r)yopLcwv 

7TdV 7T 7apxov. S ova vav ev e TOVTOLS TO ETEPOV Ev ETEpAC KVPlog, 

OT7e Arf7oE e (LVL a7TTArSc T epa aA7Arjwv KEXwpLU,tLeva KaO VTroaTraaLv, a'AAa Ka7T 

E7TlVOlav QLpOv'qv KaO' fV T'a yEv7 XWcopLo.l)EV; oa TOUTO fiLEV OV Ov oE KaT?lyoplas lOSLK?)S 

EKacaTov TWV TOLOVTWV EKplO9) d4lov, Ta [Waitz p. 23] ipEVTOL Ev XpO'VU Kal ev TOTT7 

EV TOVTOLS0 yap p1OVOL9, ErTre TO (.Ev 7TrepLXEL TO oE 7rTEPEXETal, EKaTEpoV T77V EaVTOv 

fvav ot aaclo.VTO9 Katl pLeETTepOV tE,povs TO?V ETEppov ylvop,Evov 7 78cO aVUJLITrArpoVVTOSg 
TO ETEpov. EV yap TOVTOlS' liO volS aVTO TO Ev TlVlt (vaLs TlS ad<bWpipa.ELvrl ylVEVTal KaTa 

Tt7V aXEaLV vX VeaTU((a. oLa Tavra Kal KaT.7yopLaS l(oaS EKaTepov TOVTCoV 7 l[WTal- 

)avepl)TaTa yap Ta ev Xpovu Kal ev TO7Tr) OvfTa ETEpa EcTT TOV Xp6vOV Kal TOV TO7rOV 

TOLyapovV Kal T7a avTa T( C a7pLOIJcO aAAOTE Kal aAAoOTE Ev aAAC) yLvovTaL TO7TC) Kal 

XpOVCt). 
I will now summarize the second part: 
(1) 21. 35 - 22. 17. Some have assigned time, like place, not to Quantity but to 

Relation, because it is measure. But measure can be looked at in two ways, as quantity 
as well as relation. Further, time is not the category under which When falls; When 
can be defined in terms of thing and time. 

(m) 22. 18-25. The differentiae of time and of When are different. 
(n) 22. 25-7. Time is infinite, but When is finite. 
(o) 22. 28 - 23. 8. There are eleven senses of 'in something'. 

When (' in time') and Where (' in space') are the only two cases where a category arises, 
because all other uses of 'in something' are in one way or another dependent on 
something else. 

Several sections of this are to be found almost word-for-word in that part of 
Simplicius' commentary on the Categories called 'On When and Where' (340-57 
Kalbfleisch), but scattered piecemeal. In it Simplicius sometimes deploys his own 
arguments, but he also makes considerable use of lamblichus' lost commentary on 
the same work. Archytas, Andronicus, and Plotinus play a prominent part in the 
discussions, and there is also a reference to Boethus. It is not always clear whether 
Simplicius is drawing on lamblichus or directly quoting from these authors: in the 
case of Archytas it seems to be sometimes the one and sometimes the other.5 But I 
am inclined to think that the passages which resemble the Waitz document all come 
from Iamblichus.6 

5 At 350. 10 it is clear that it is lamblichus who refers to Archytas, but at 352. 22 Simplicius 
appears to be quoting directly. 

6 The first passage, 345. 1-7, is covered by the words of lamblichus quoted in the following 
line. The second, 347. 1-4, is right at the end of what seems to be a long quotation from 
Iamblichus. The rest of 347 and 348 contain many passages. This section does not seem to be 
a direct quotation from lamblichus, but his name reappears at 349. 10 and he may well be behind 
what comes earlier. The next section, 349. 19-31, is more difficult: it contains two adjacent 
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A large part of this section is devoted to the question whether time is itself a category 
under which When falls, and likewise place a category under which Where falls. At 
342. 20-5 this view is attributed to Archytas and Andronicus, and this is repeated at 
347. 6-7, with Plotinus added at 347. 15 and 19. There follow some arguments and 
counter-arguments, which are not attributed directly to anybody, but the name of 
Boethus is mentioned in such a way as to connect him with them. I suggest that the 
arguments are wholly or mainly the work of Andronicus, and that most of the 
counter-arguments are due to Boethus.7 

The arguments and replies are: 
(1) (Simplicius 347, 19-21) Yesterday, today, and last year are parts of time, and 

should therefore be assigned to time. 
My comment. This is connected with Cat. 2 a 2, where Aristotle gives yesterday and 

last year as examples of When. It is here implied, though not stated, that since these 
examples of When are parts of time, When itself must be subordinated to time. 

Reply (347. 21-3). They are not parts of time, but contain a relationship (aXcatv) 
of the things which are in time to time, and these two (concepts) are different. 

My comment. Waitz 22. 18-25 (section (m) above) contains a distinction between 
the differentiae of time - past, present and future - and those of When, of which 
yesterday, last year, and 'of old' (7radAa) are related to past, tomorrow, next year, 
and 'not yet' (ovirw) to future, and today, this year, and now ( ar77, aprt) to present. 
The rest of the reply given by Simplicius has parallels elsewhere, as we shall see. 

(2) (Simplicius 347. 23-5) If yesterday is past time, or a measure of time, it will be 
a compound, if past is one thing and time another, and When will be two categories 
and not one simple one. 

Reply (347, 26-32). (a) What is animal and rational and mortal will then be three 
categories and not one. 

My comment. There is no parallel to this in the Waitz passage. 
(b) Yesterday is not simply past time: it is the bare relationship of thing to time 

that is the essence of yesterday. 
My comment. The last part of this is similar to Waitz 22. 6-7. 
(3) (Simplicius 347. 32-5) If 'when' means 'that which is in time', if it is a thing, 

like Socrates when you say 'Socrates existed last year', it is in a different category; 
if it means 'time', that too is in a different category; and if it means the compound 
it will not be in a single category. 

passages of Waitz with their order transposed, and follows what appears to be an objection by 
Simplicius to lamblichus at 349. 15. It is not impossible, however, that it should be a return to 
lamblichus. The final passage, 356.26-30, is not apparently near to anything from lamblichus, but 
may yet have come from him. In addition, the passages I refer to at 134-5 come at the end of 
a collection of problems and solutions and lamblichus is quoted as the authority for a number 
of these (e.g. 131. 10-17) and may be the source of these passages as well. Moraux, op. cit., p. 148, 
however, believes that Porphyry's lost work IpO 

' 
FESdAELov was an intermediary. 7 At first sight the arguments might be those of Archytas rather than Andronicus. The 

Archytas in question is in fact the Pseudo-Archytas who wrote the H1ep roV KaOoAov Aoyov 
quoted at length by Simplicius in this commentary, and also in his commentary on the Physics. 
Although Simplicius and most other commentators thought it was by the Pythagorean 
philosopher who was Plato's friend, it cannot be earlier than Aristotle's Categories. Thomas 
Szlezak in his Pseudo-Archytas fiber die Kategorien (Berlin, 1972), pp. 13-19, gives persuasive 
arguments for dating it to the period of renewed interest in the Categories which followed 
the work of Andronicus. In addition to Simplicius' long quotations couched in the artificial Doric 
affected by neo-Pythagorean philosophers, we possess a full Koine text. There are no arguments 
in it of the kind we are looking for, and for this reason, as well as on the grounds of date, it 
is reasonable to attribute these to Andronicus. 

403 



Reply (347. 35-7). It is neither the thing, nor time, nor the compound of these, that 
makes the category of When, but the bare relationship of thing to time. 

My comment. This is very close to Waitz 22. 3-6. 'It is not time that is the category 
of When, but it is not what exists in time either, for time is quantity, and what exists 
in time is substance; but it is also not the compound of both. For the category is simple, 
and the bare relationship of thing to time alone makes the category of When.' This 
in its turn is very close to Simplicius' reply (b) to argument 2 above. 

After giving this set of arguments and replies Simplicius goes on (348. 12): 'And 
Boethus supposes that time is one thing and what partakes of time and is in time 
another...' While this does not absolutely require us to suppose that what goes 
before also comes from Boethus, it does bear that interpretation. 

The report of Boethus' views goes on: 'and year and month are time, but year-long 
and month-long are what partake of time, just as thought ('bp6v-qiUS) belongs to one 

category, and what is by thought (Tr6 Kara qp6vr)aLv) i.e. thinking (Tor6 povElv), to 
another, and the one belongs to Quality, and the other to Action: so do time and what 
is connected with time (KaTa Xpovov) differ'. The first part of this is a variant of the 

point we have already considered in my comment on the reply to argument 1; the 
second, about thought, is identical in content, and very close in expression, to Waitz 
22. 8-11, where, however, there is the additional sentence at the end: 'the one is 
quantity, the other indicative of the category of When'. Here, then, we have a passage 
in Waitz which is directly attributed to Boethus by Simplicius. 

Simplicius 347. 1-4 is almost identical with Waitz 22, 12-16.8 It runs: 'When 
something which is different from time, and is not taken as a part of time, has a relation 
to time and for this reason is in time, as the Battle of Salamis is in this particular time, 
then another category arises, that of When, which is another beside that of Quantity.' 
Kalbfleisch prints this as the end of a long quotation from lamblichus which begins 
at 345. 8, and which contains a number of similarities with Waitz' passage, though it 
is in a more diffuse style. Waitz' author again has an addition, extending the last 
sentence with' being created in being distinguished from time but looked at as in time '.9 
Simplicius 348. 27-349. 1 resembles very closely Waitz 22. 28 - 23. 6; both ask how 
it is that although there are eleven senses of 'in something', only 'in time' and 'in 
place' give rise to categories. Both list the eleven senses, and the lists are identical in 
content and in order. This is remarkable because while many commentators list senses 
of 'in something', no others agree with this list, and they differ quite considerably 
among themselves.10 

8 It even has the reading 'aTL, which was in Waitz' manuscript, but which he wished to change 
to j. 

9 Simplicius' comment (347. 4-5), 'And this is the view of Aristotle', is puzzling, but it may 
refer back to the general claim that When is a category. 

10 Apart from Alexander and Plotinus, discussed below, I have found Plotinus, Enn. 6. 1, 
4 (nine senses), Porphyry, In Cat. 77. 18 - 78. 21 (nine), Themistius, In Phys. 108. 6- 111. 3 
(eleven plus one), Ammonius, In Cat. 26. 32 - 27. 2 and 29. 5-17 (both eleven, but not identical. 
Busse athetizes the earlier passage), Philoponus, In Cat. 32. 7-26 (eleven), Olympiodorus, In 
Cat. 47. 3-21 (eleven), Elias, In Cat. 149. 16-34 (eleven plus one), John of Damascus, Dialectica 
A@O'p. 106 Kotter (eleven), Sophonias, In Cat. 6, 12-17 (this is the anonymous commentary CIAG 
xxiii, ii) and Simplicius himself, In Cat. 46. 5 ff. (eleven plus one) and In Phys. 551. 11 - 553. 
11 (eleven plus one). Sophonias is derived from Simplicius, In Cat. 348, but even his list differs 
from that given by Simplicius here (and Waitz), and from all the others. There are two separate 
activities, to count and comment on Aristotle's own list, and to produce a list with exactly eleven 
items, any extra ones being mentioned separately. I hazard the guess that the canonical number 
of eleven originated with Boethus. 
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The starting-point for the majority1' is Aristotle's list at Physics 4, 210a15-24, 
which, according to how you count, lists eight or nine senses, but omits some 
important ones which Aristotle himself uses elsewhere."2 

Simplicius' and Waitz' list contains all but one of Aristotle's - the exception is 'in 
the good, and generally in the end' - expands Aristotle's 'in a vessel and in place' 
to two items, adds 'and the affairs of the ruler in the ruled' to 'the affairs of the ruled 
in the ruler',l3 and adds two items which are in fact used by Aristotle - 'in time' and 
'the attribute (rTO avt4fEpErKOl ) in the substance'.'4 Since the total is said to be eleven 
no item can have fallen out. 

After the list Simplicius and the Waitz document diverge. The latter argues that only 
'in time' and 'in place' can be the basis of categories because the rest can either be 
paired off- whole in parts and part in whole, species in genus and genus in species, 
ruler in ruled and ruled in ruler - or cannot exist separately, like form in matter and 
attribute in substance. Only in the case of time and place does the thing which is in 
one of them exist independently. 

Simplicius, having given the lists, and asked why only these two cases give rise to 
categories, brings in Plotinus (349. 5) who had a shorter list (see n. 10 above) but asked 
the same question, and Iamblichus (349. 10-15) who worked through Plotinus' list 
to dispose of it in various ways. After an objection to lamblichus' account we return 
to Waitz at 349. 19, which takes up 22. 45 - 23. 5 - 'only those cases where one thing 
contains and the other is contained, each keeping its own nature and neither becoming 
part of the other nor complementing the other'. For in these alone the 'in something' 
becomes a definite nature (06utg), existing according to relation (aXeotv). After two 
sentences not in Waitz Simplicius continues with 22. 37-45 (= 349. 26-34) which 
examines the individual cases.15 Thus the whole of Waitz' long passage is found in 
Simplicius, but divided into two sections with their order transposed. 

Simplicius, after a short discussion of place as well as time, brings back lamblichus 
at 350. 10, and the Stoics, Plato, and the Pythagoreans are discussed at length; but 
at 356. 26-30 he suddenly raises the question of the use of time, and repeats Waitz 
21. 32-6, after which Archytas returns. 

Let us now look at Waitz 21. 35-46, which I translate: 
'Some have assigned time and place not to Quantity, but to Relation, because time 

is the measure of movement, and place contains body, and is the limit of the container, 
and these are in relation (ev aXeaEL) and for this reason belong to the category of 
Relation (Tro Irrpos nTL).6 But we say that measure, whether it takes its reckoning over 
number or over length is twofold, for it is looked at either in itself or according to 
its comparison with what is measured. And in itself it is quantity and the starting-point 

11 The exception is Alexander of Aphrodisias, In De Anim. 13. 10 - 14, 3. which seems to be 
his own list, set up for the purpose of discussing how the soul might be in the body. Plotinus 
(Enn. 4. 3. 20-1) has a different list from that mentioned in n. 10; H. J. Blumenthal (AGP 50 
(1968), 255-61), cautiously argues that Plotinus could have read Alexander. 

12 Aristotle also refers to 'in something' at Metaph. J, 1023a23-5, but only to say that it 
follows the senses of 9XELv, which he has just listed. This is not very helpful. 

13 It seems to me possible that Aristotle originally listed this item too. It could easily have 
been lost by homoeoarcton. 

14 This sense is important in the Categories, e.g. I a20-b9. It was apparently connected with 
the Physics as early as Eudemus (Simp. In Phys. 128). For more on this see below p. 407. 

15 'In a vessel' is not considered, perhaps because Aristotle seems to treat it as one item with 
'in place'. At 350. 3 Simplicius gives an explanation of this kind, but it is not in Waitz. 

16 At 160. 12-15 Simplicius lists Boethus as one of those who used both Ta 7TpOS Tl and TO 

7rpos TL in connection with the category. 
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of all quantities, but looked at with regard to what is measured, it would be relative. 
Similarly time, the measure of movement, looked at in itself and as having an interval, 
would be some quantity, but with regard to movement, relative, and there is nothing 
absurd about referring something to different categories according to different ways 
of looking at them.'17 

The argument here is clear, but the target is not. If the passage is by Boethus, the 
target is likely to be Andronicus. It must be a Peripatetic, for 7rp6s rt is a Peripatetic 
category, and the only Peripatetic likely to be interested in category problems before 
Boethus is Andronicus. But if Andronicus postulated that time was itself a category, 
could he also have subordinated it to another category? 

Simplicius again gives us a clue: at 134. 5 he refers to Andronicus making place 
and time categories, and subordinating to them Where and When, and after some 
discussion of this point goes on (134. 25): 'If anyone thinks one should assign time 
to Relation, because it is the measure of movement, measure must be divided into two 
parts, either in itself or via the reference to what is measured. And in itself measure 
is quantity, and is the starting-point andgenus of all quantities'. The rest of the passage 
is very similar to the rest of the Waitz passage.18 Simplicius does not say explicitly 
that this is a reply to Andronicus, but it would read very well as such. 

The remaining evidence about Andronicus' views on categories is: 
(i) Simplicius (In Cat. 342. 21-5) links him with Archytas not only in having time 

and place as categories, but also in preserving the number of categories as ten. 
(ii) But at 63. 22 he is linked with Xenocrates19 as having limited the categories to 

substance and relation. 
(iii) And at 157. 18-21 Andronicus alone is said to have placed relation after all 

the categories because it is a aXsatS and like a 'sucker'.20 
One is left guessing about all this. I suggest that he had two supercategories of 

substance and relation, and placed time, although itself a category, under the super- 
category of relation. Then the argument against him would be telling if quantity came 
under the supercategory of substance.21 

At 348. 8 Simplicius says that 'some people' are confused, and develops the idea, 
which we have already met, that When and its related terms like 'last year' can be 
looked at in two ways.22 At 348. 17 he says 'But to take time (xpov'EtLv) indicates 
what is in time, and not time. For time does not take time, because time is not in time, 
and Xpov~ELv belongs to When, even if it uses the (grammatical) form of Action'. 
Part of this takes up a single sentence at Waitz 22. 8 - 'as to be in time is the same 
as Xpov[lElv'. That sentence does not fit well into its context as it stands, and it seems 
to me possible that Waitz' text, which rests on a single manuscript, has lost something 
here which resembled what Simplicius gives. 

Simplicius goes on (348. 21-2) to a new point, that time is infinite, but When limited, 
which repeated Waitz 22. 25-7. Here, however, Waitz' text is the fuller, having the 

17 Waitz connects this with Cat. 11 a 27, but that passage is not very close. 
18 Simplicius goes on (134. 33 - 135. 6) to discuss place in the same way, taking up the reference 

to it as containing body which we find at Waitz 22. 1-3, but in an expanded form. 
19 Since Zeller it has been supposed that Xenocrates was criticizing Aristotle. But this can 

be only an assumption. 
20 This takes up Nic. Ethics 1096a 22, where Aristotle says that the rp6os rt is like a sideshoot 

and accident of what is. 
21 Moraux, op. cit., p. 103 has a rather different account. 
22 This resembles Waitz 22. 18-25, but there are so many differences that neither seems directly 

derived from the other. 
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extra clause 'if genesis is continuous' to balance the clause 'because the action (Trp&:LS) 
in it is limited', which they both have.23 

Before leaving the second part of Waitz' document, let us look at Simplicius, In Cat. 
49. 31 - 50. 9. This deals with a puzzle about Aristotle's account of 'in a subject' as 
being 'in something not as a part, and not being capable of existing separately from 
what it is in' (Cat. 1 a24-5). For individual substances are in time and in place, not 
as parts, and not as capable of existing separately from time and place, and they should 
therefore be seen as 'in a subject'. Boethus replied to this that (a) moving things were 
not wholly in the place in which they moved, and (b) by the same argument they would 
also not be in a particular time, for time flows continuously and is always different. 
If then they are in time at all they are in time as a universal only. But according to 
Aristotle universals were not entities24 but' in something', and therefore what was itself 
in something could not be in the universal. 

This compressed and obscure argument may perhaps be interpreted thus: 
(a) Moving things are not in place in the relevant sense because they do not remain 

in any one place. 
(b) All things, moving or not, are not in time in the relevant sense because they do 

not remain in any one time.25 If they are in time at all, they are only in time as universal. 
But since universals themselves are in something, other things cannot be in them. 
Therefore things cannot be in time at all. 

Since it is not clear why things cannot be in things which themselves are in 
something, this argument is not compelling, and it is not likely that Boethus would 
have wished to say finally that substances are not in time at all. 

Simplicius goes on to provide a solution to the difficulties, suggesting the addition 
of 7rrapXov, or Evv7rarpXov, to the original definition. Since things are not in place and 
in time in the sense of v7rapXELv, the problem ceases to arise. Simplicius does not say 
whose solution this is. It could be a further contribution of Boethus, but it is not 
clear that it is so, and it does not get him out of the difficulty he has created for 
himself, that things are not in place or time at all. So all we get from this passage is 
confirmation that Boethus was interested in 'being in time'.26 

We now turn to the first part of Waitz' document. There are also indications in the 
commentators that Boethus' views were similar to some of those found here. Simplicius 
(In Cat. 433. 23 - 434. 19) gives a full account of his views on rest, which, like Waitz 
21. 20-7, refers to time as flowing,27 and concludes (434. 18-19) 'but perhaps neither 
movement nor rest is in relation to time, if time is the number of movement'. Since 
there has been no reference earlier to time as the number of movement, this looks like 
an ad hominem argument and suggests that Boethus did indeed hold that time was 
the number of movement. Themistius and Simplicius in their commentaries on the 

23 Simplicius has an odd sentence immediately afterwards, about When being banished from 
the divine - 'but these things must be included because of the customary use of language'. This 
seems to be his own comment. Sophonias, In Cat. 54. 28-9, clearly using Simplicius, has this 
sentence, and immediately before it has the missing clause EL7rEp 7) yeveaLs ovvExjs, which 
suggests that it was originally in Simplicius' text. 

24 Actually - 'the universal was not ev v7TroaTaaL, and if it was, it was not TL'. EV UTroaT'aaU 
is a post-Aristotelian expression, and presumably Boethus' own (cf. KaO' viro6araaLv at Waitz 
22. 45). 25 This is in harmony with the doctrine of Waitz 21. 20-7. 

26 The same problem, with a similar solution, is discussed by Dexippus (In Cat. 22. 26- 23. 
16 Busse). 

27 Waitz 21. 21 supports the reading KaTa ovUCLUEfl7qK- at Aristotle, Physics 221a8. The 
source of this passage may be Boethus' commentary on the Physics. 
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Physics add two more pieces of information: Themistius 160. 26-8, Heinze (= Simpl. 
759. 18-20 Diels),28 tell us that Boethus said that 'nothing prevents number (or 
perhaps the countable)29 existing apart from the one who counts' and a little later at 
163. 5-7 (= Simpl. 766. 16-19), that he said that 'no measure exists by nature, but 
both measuring (rO !ETpELv) and numbering (Tr a&pL0/Eidv) are our work'. This refers 
to Aristotle, Physics 223 a 16-19, which links time, number and soul, and suggests that 
Boethus adopted a critical attitude to that passage just as at Waitz 21, 9-20 there is 
a critical attitude to Aristotle's view that time is the number of movement only as 
numbered, not as numbering. 

It is not easy to reconstruct Boethus' views on time as the number of movement. 
To begin with, Aristotle's own account was not entirely clear. At 219 b 5-9 and 220 b 8-9 
he says that time is the numbered, and not that with which we number,30 but at 
223 b 15-23 he says that time is measured by movement and movement by time, which 
suggests that time is here number numbering movement. Or again it could be said 
that though time is measured by the circular movement of the universe (223 b 19) it 
in turn numbers all other movements. Again, with regard to the soul, Aristotle argues 
thus (223 a 22-9): 'If it is impossible for there to be someone who will count, it is 
impossible for there to be anything countable, so that clearly there could not be number 
either. For number is either the counted or the countable. But if nothing else can count 
except soul, and of soul, mind, it is impossible for there to be time if soul does not 
exist, unless that which time is exists, e.g. if movement can exist without soul. For prior 
and posterior exist in movement, and time is these things qua countable'. 

Boethus, according to Simplicius, agreed with Aristotle that counting and measuring 
are the work of the soul, but he seems to have differed from him in making time as 
number yet independent of the counter, just as the perceivable is independent of the 
act of perception. The second quotation must be seen as part of an argument that time 
is not merely measure or number, because it is independent of the soul, but measure 
is bound up with the soul. 

All this is consistent with the view expressed at Waitz 21. 8-20, where time is the 
number of movement, both as numbering and as numbered - numbered by the 
circular movement of the universe, but in turn numbering that and all other 
movements. This gives a kind of independence to time, though it is open to criticism: 
in what sense can it be said that time actually numbers or counts? 

Simplicius, as we have seen, doubted whether time could be the number of 
movement if movement and rest were relations (aXaEcrLt) to time. Boethus certainly 
held the latter view, and it is probable that he held the former. He does not himself 
discuss their relationship in the material we have nor, presumably, was any such 
discussion known to Simplicius. But his skill in argument suggests that he would have 
had no great difficulty in answering Simplicius, perhaps by his device of looking at 
things in different ways. 

So far I have dealt with the content of the Waitz document; now I turn to the 
language and style. The language is post-Aristotelian: the use of aXgats is later than 
Aristotle, and words like TrEptEKTtKOS first recorded as used by Zeno,31 XpovtKOs and 

28 Since Simplicius refers to Alexander here, Moraux, op. cit., p. 170 thinks that both 
Themistius and Simplicius were using Alexander. 

29 Themistius has TOYv aptOt6v, Simplicius r6 apfptft8r7Tv. Simplicius gives Alexander's 
solution, that Boethus was right if the existence of number lies in being counted, but the countable 
can exist apart from being counted. This seems to support Simplicius' reading. 

30 Though at 219b8 Aspasius supports the opposite reading. 
31 SVF 1. 33. Zeno uses it of heaven. 



817AwUtKOS also suggest a later date. But these and other expressions32 are consistent 
with a first-century date,33 and the concise and direct style, and the absence of 
references to later commentators, also suggest a fairly early date. 

It has been suggested that we have here a late compilation from Simplicius, but it 
is easier to believe that the Waitz text was written as a whole and not put together 
like a jigsaw puzzle. If so, it must be earlier than Simplicius and, if he got even parts 
of it from Iamblichus, earlier than him too. It is difficult to relate it to Plotinus, but 
that proves nothing, either way. Iamblichus died in A.D. 326, and I can find no earlier 
terminus ante quem. But since the earliest surviving commentary on the Categories is 
that of Iamblichus' near-contemporary Porphyry, that is hardly surprising. Alexander 
appears to have known Boethus' work directly, but his commentary on the Categories 
is lost. 

If this is indeed part of Boethus' work on the Categories, we may ask if there is any 
evidence of a similar study of the category of Where. We have noticed a number of 
passages where Boethus deals with place as well as time (see n. 18 above), and clearly 
some of his arguments about When could be adapted without much difficulty to 
Where. Simplicius' own discussion of Where (357-64) contains very little that is likely 
to be from such a work, but at 142. 34-6 there is a sentence: 'Above and below signify 
not place, but the category of Where, as yesterday and today signify not time, but 
When, that is TO KaTa- Xp6vov'. This is so similar to the general line taken by Boethus 
and the Waitz fragment about time, that it is hard to believe that it is not his: the 
only difficulty is that it is immediately followed by rair'a yap Ka' rT- 'AvSpoviKO 
80KEi.34 While this suggests that the view was held by someone else as well as 
Andronicus, it is odd that Andronicus is mentioned at all. 

Finally, if it is true that the Waitz document is by Boethus and that Simplicius got 
his information about Boethus from Iamblichus, it is remarkable how faithful 
Simplicius' wording is to the original. 

University of Liverpool PAMELA M. HUBY 

32 
YVXOl(jLEPOV, and p?pa as a fixed measure of time, which, as H. B. Gottschalk tells me, is 

associated with Hipparchus' work at the end of the third century B.c. 
33 Simplicius, In Cat. 58. 29 - 59. 4 has three adjectives formed with -ik- in seven lines of 

Boethus. 
34 Porphyry, In Cat. 107. 25-30 Busse, ascribes this view to Herminus, the teacher of 

Alexander of Aphrodisias. Busse, referring to Simplicius, wonders if Andronicus is meant instead 
of Herminus, but at 59. 17 Porphyry seems to imply that on another topic Herminus summarized 
Boethus, and it is rather Andronicus who seems out of place. 
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