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

Theodore Waitz,! 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: Ilept 17)s Tod moTe
xatnyopias, 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.® 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,* singles out
Boethus as one who had ‘deeper thoughts’ about it, and called him 6 favudoios.
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.

Iepi i)s 100 moTE KATYYOplas [Waitz p. 19]*

[line 42]Mera 8¢ Tadra mept Tis moTé KaTyopias Sikatov av ety SiadaPeiv mpdTepov
mepl xpdvov Ta xpraiua ékbepévous Sua 76 olkeiov elvar Tov ypbvov T4 ToralTy pwri.
¥ 5 € /’ ’ \ . \ 3 e -~ ’ > -
€oTw obv 6 xpovos mogov: cuvexes [Waitz p. 20] yap édeixOn tv poplwv adrod
700 Te mapeAnAvléTos kai Tod péAdovros katd TO viv cuvmuuévwv. Gomep 8¢
ékaaTov TAV Ymo 16 TOaoY dvayouévwy, e€ite Suwpiauévov Aéyeis eite ouvexés, Ta
pev Omé Twos évos TV &v adrols perpeitat, ds wlpwmor déxa Smd Twos Tov &v

* 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.

* Printed in Th. Waitz, Aristotelis Organon Graece, 1 (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.
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® 7 GAXo xai &Ado Waitz: 76 Ao Ao ms.
¢ Barrov ms.
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xpévos, GAAa kal TGV Npeptdv: kal adTar yap vmd xpévov perpodvrar TAYY kata
aupBeBnids od yap kalo fpepiar, aAAL kald kal jpepiar kai év pot) elgr Sinvexei
undémote émi o adTod ioTdpevar.? A ws Te, €l dpxny Exel xpovikny N Hpepia kal
Té)os, §HAov 611 xpdvw kal adTy peTpeiTal, daTe ouveddvTa elmeiv pérpov éativ 6
xpbvos Tiis &v yevégel pofis, fTis éoTi Kown) Kwfoews kal fpeulas. [27] SiarpeiTar
8¢ 6 xpévos eis mapeAnAvléTa kai péAdovra, SiaipeiTar 8¢ kara 76 viv. kai éaTL TO
viv mépas pev Tod mapeAdévros dpyn ¢ Tod péAdovros, AN Smep &v ypauud TO
anueiov kail T0 kivnua év kiioet, TodTo kat (70) viv év 70 xpévw. [31] v 8¢ xpeiav
v 6 xpévos 7 mavti mapéxerar Sixatov dv ein mpoaleivar mepl xpbvov Aéyovras.
dapev 87 ws 1) yéveais dua Tov xpbvov év Tafel SraréxpiTar, ds, eimep un Jv xpévos,
abyxvais v fv kal TQv yevégewv kal TGV mpdlewv ds ovykexbobar Tois émi Taw
Tpwikwv Ta viv.

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 (moodv); it is continuous, and is measured by its own parts (Physics
220a27-32, b20-23, 223b13-15).

(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
220b14-32). Length is quantity, and so, therefore, is movement and so again is time
(220b24-8).

(¢) 20, 23-7. Time is infinitely divisible, and therefore continuous (219a12,
220a28-31).

(d) 20. 27-9. Distance (uéyeflos) contains prior and posterior, and so therefore does
movement, and so again does time (219a 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 219a25-9. The manuscript text is corrupt, but
Waitz has restored it convincingly by looking back at Aristotle.)

(f) 20. 34-43. Two proposed definitions of time, both rejected by Aristotle, are

.rejected, with reasons. This follows Physics 218a33-b9, 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’ (mepiexTixd), 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
(218b8-19).

(h) 21. 8-20. Time is the number of movement, both numbering and numbered. This
partly follows Aristotle’s definition (219b5-8), but differs from it in important
respects. I propose to leave discussion of this till later.

(9) 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 221b7-32,
but is not very close to it. The reference to flux (o7) in this connection is foreign
to Aristotle.)

(J) 21. 27-31. Time is divided into past and future at the Now, which is like the

4 s guveddvra eimeiv del. ms.



BOETHUS OF SIDON’S COMMENTARY? 401

point (omueiov) in a line and the ‘jerk’ (xivnua) in movement. (This is a vast
simplification of Aristotle, taking a little from 222a10-12,231a21-b20, and 241224,
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.
Itis worth noticing that Philoponus (/n 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.
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a

éxew pr. m.
b éorw ms. Cf. Simpl. In Cat. 347. 3: § Waitz. ¢ 6 pev secl. Waitz.



402 PAMELA M. HUBY

[28] Tob 8¢ év Tt évexayds Aeyouévov Aéyerar yap év T s 16 ouuPBeBnros
&v 7§ obolg kai s Ta pépn év 7@ Aw Kai 16 SAov év Tois épeot kai s 7o €ldos
&v 7§ DAy Kal ére pévrou s 76 yévos &v Tols €ideot kai Ta €idn év TR yéver kai wpos
TobTOIS TG TQWV dp)xopévwr &v TG dpxovTL kal Ta ToD dpyovTos év Tois dpxopévors
Kal 76 s &v dyyelw kal 16 év Témw Kal xpbvw' TogavTaxds odv Aeyouévov Tod
& T déwov dmopijoar, ia Ti katd pévas Tas 8o oxéoeis TadTas iBiar kaTyyopiar
ouvéarnaav. Aéyopev 81 Td pev GAXa onpawdueva Tod &v Twi supTAnpwTikd éoTw
AAMAwY G5 Ta pépy kal 16 Glov kal Ta yévn kai Ta €idn kai 76 Apyov kal TO
dpxdpevov. Ta 8¢ ob Suvdueva xwpls dmoaTivar s TO év UAy eldos kal ws TO év
vmoxeynéve ouuPeBnkéds, dmep kal popdn Tob dmoxeyuévou yiveTar 81 kal kadeiTa
kat’ éxeivo 16 Umokelpevov olov Aevkdv kal noénuévov kal émi GAAwy kaTnyopLiw
TOV T odolg vmapyovadv. Tds odv Av €in &v TobTows TO €Tepov év éTépw Kupiws,
67 undé elow amAds érepa AAMAwY kexwpiopéva kal’ méoTaow, dAda kar’
émivorav pudvy ka’ v 17d yévn ywpilopev; 8ia TodTo peév odv 008¢é karnyopias iBikis
éxaaTov TV TowiTwy éxpifn afov, Ta [Waitz p. 23] uévror év xpbve kai év Témw:
&v ToUTOLS Yap pbvois, émel TO pev mepiéxel TO B¢ TepiéxeTar, éxaTépou TV éavTod
ddow Staow{ovTos kai underépov uépovs Tod érépov ywouévov undeé supmAnpodvros
7'6 gTEpOV. éV ‘y&.p TOl’JTOLS y.évms (11376 7'6 EV TWL ¢l’lUl.$ TLS d¢wpwy.év‘q y{VETaL K(IT(‘I
v oxéow VpeoTdoa. dia TadTa kal karnyopias idias éxdrepov TovTwy NlwTAL
davepdTaTa yap 1a év xpbvw kal év Témw SvTa éTepd éaTL Tob xpdvov kal Tod TémoD"
Totyapodv kai Ta avta 7 aptfud GAdoTe kai dAdoTe év dAAw yivovTar Témw Kal
Xpove.

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.

(0) 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 Iamblichus’ 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 Iamblichus or directly quoting from these authors: in the
case of Archytas it seems to be sometimes the one and sometimes the other.> But I
am inclined to think that the passages which resemble the Waitz document all come
from Iamblichus.®

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

¢ 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 Iamblichus, 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.’

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. 2a2, 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 (oxéow)
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’ (wdAat) are related to past, tomorrow, next year,
and ‘not yet’ (odmw) to future, and today, this year, and now (187, dp7t) 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 Iamblichus at 349. 15. It is not impossible, however, that it should be a return to
Iamblichus. The final passage, 356. 26-30, is not apparently near to anything from Iamblichus, 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 Iamblichus 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 ITpos I'eSdAeiov was an intermediary.

? 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 ITepi o0 kafédov Adyou
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
Szlezdk in his Pseudo-Archytas iiber 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.
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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 () 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 (¢pévyais) belongs to one
category, and what is by thought (76 xara ¢pévnaw) i.e. thinking (76 ¢poveiv), to
another, and the one belongs to Quality, and the other to Action: so do time and what
is connected with time (kara ypévov) 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.% 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 Iamblichus 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 asin time’.*
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.!®

“ﬁlt even has the reading éo¢, which was in Waitz’ manuscript, but which he wished to change
to 7.

® 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, /n 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
A6’ 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 fI. (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 majority!! 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.!?

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’,'® and adds two items which are in fact used by Aristotle — ‘in time” and
“the attribute (76 cupfeBnrds) in the substance’.!* 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 (¢dous), existing according to relation (ayéaw). After two
sentences not in Waitz Simplicius continues with 22. 37-45 (= 349. 26-34) which
examines the individual cases.!® 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 Iamblichus
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 (év oxéoer) and for this reason belong to the category of
Relation (rois wpés 7.).1° 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

! 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.

2 Aristotle also refers to ‘in something’ at Metaph. 4, 1023a23-5, but only to say that it
follows the senses of éxew, 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. 1a20-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.

18 At 160. 12-15 Simplicius lists Boethus as one of those who used both ra mpés 7« and 76
mpds T 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.’*?

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 mpés ¢ 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 and genus of all quantities’. The rest of the passage
is very similar to the rest of the Waitz passage.!® 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:

(1) Simplicius (/n 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 Xenocrates!® 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 oxéots and like a ‘sucker’.2

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.?!

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 (xpovilew) indicates
what is in time, and not time. For time does not take time, because time is not in time,
and ypovilew 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 xpovilew’. 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

'7 Waitz connects this with Car. 11227, 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.

1% Since Zeller it has been supposed that Xenocrates was criticizing Aristotle. But this can
be only an assumption.

™ This takes up Nic. Ethics 109622, where Aristotle says that the mpés 7 is like a sideshoot
and accident of what is.

# Moraux, op. cit., p. 103 has a rather different account.

** 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 (mpaéis)
in it is limited’, which they both have.??

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. 1a24-5). 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 entities*! 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.* 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 dmdapyov, or évumdpyov, to the original definition. Since things are not in place and
in time in the sense of ¥mdpyxew, 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’.2¢

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,?” 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

# 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 Car. 54. 28-9, clearly using Simplicius, has this
sentence, and immediately before it has the missing clause eimep % yéveais ouveyss, which
suggests that it was originally in Simplicius’ text.

2 Actually - ‘the universal was not & dmoardoe:, and if it was, it was not 7¢”. & vmoardaet
is a post-Aristotelian expression, and presumably Boethus’ own (cf. ka8’ dméoracw at Waitz
22. 45). 25 This is in harmony with the doctrine of Waitz 21. 20-7.

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

¥ Waitz 21. 21 supports the reading kara ovuBeByxés 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),?® tell us that Boethus said that ‘nothing prevents number (or
perhaps the countable)?® 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 (76 perpeiv) and numbering (76 dpiBueiv) are our work’. This refers
to Aristotle, Physics 223a16-19, 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 219b 5-9 and 220b8-9
he says that time is the numbered, and not that with which we number,?® but at
223b15-23 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 (223b19) it
in turn numbers all other movements. Again, with regard to the soul, Aristotle argues
thus (223a22-9): ‘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 (oxéoes) 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 oxéots is later than
Aristotle, and words like mepiextikés first recorded as used by Zeno,* ypovixés and

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

?* Themistius has 7év &pfuév, Simplicius 70 dpibunrév. 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.
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dnAwTucds also suggest a later date. But these and other expressions®2 are consistent
with a first-century date,®® 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 lamblichus’ 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 76 kara ypévov’. 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 raita yap kai 7@ AvSpovicw
Soxei.®* 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 yuxBiuepov, and dpa 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.

38 Simplicius, In Cat. 58. 29 — 59. 4 has three adjectives formed with -ik- in seven lines of
Boethus.

3¢ 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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