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the Academy, and Heliodorus confirms that this is the right interpreta-
tion.

It follows that the house in Melite was quite separate from the garden.
Cicero’s letter to Atticus in which he refers to the “ruins in Melite”
(quae de parietinis in Melita laboraui [Ar. 5.19.3]) suggests that the
property was a town house, to be distinguished from the suburban garden.
It is possible that it also had its garden and that Pliny had this in mind
when he said that Epicurus was the first to have a garden in a town
(HN 19.51); more probably Pliny did not distinguish between the actual
city of Athens and the suburban area outside the walls.
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TEXTUAL COMMENTS ON TIMAEUS 27 C-D

Joun WHITTAKER

IN AN ARTICLE entitled “Timaeus 27 D 5 ff.,” published in Phoenix 23
(1969) 181 ff., I argued that at Tim. 27 D 6 f. we should read not ¢ 7¢
yuyvépevor pév del but simply 7i 76 yiyvbuevov pév, rejecting the dei as a
tendentious interpolation inserted into the text in later antiquity in
support of the non-literal interpretation of Plato’s account in the Timaeus
of the creation of the universe.

I have in the meantime had occasion to note that the manuscript
evidence is much more strongly in favour of my thesis than I had sup-
posed. According to Burnet and Rivaud the éei in question is attested in
both Parisinus gr. 1807 and Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 173, but in the case of
neither manuscript is this information correct. In the Palatinus (fol.
127 verso) the &ei is lacking entirely, and the apparatus of Burnet and
Rivaud should be corrected accordingly.! In the Parisinus (fol. 118 verso

It is perhaps appropriate to point out here that the hand of Vaticanus Palatinus gr.
173 seems to me indistinguishable from that of Vindobonensis phil. gr. 314 fol. 1-112,
copied by an otherwise unknown 'Twdwryys ypapuarids in the year 925. The text of the
two manuscripts is written in the same minuscule hand and shows the same range of
abbreviations, whilst the scholia are in an identical half-uncial hand and display the
same mixture of uncial and minuscule elements as well as the same abbreviations. Like-
wise, the half-uncial script in which titles and subscriptions are executed is identical in
the two manuscripts. On the Pindobonensis cf. J. Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener
griechischen Handschriften (Vienna 1920) 17 (Bick’s Tafe/ I shows fol. 110 recto with the
subscription of 'Twéryys ypauparikés); L. G. Westerink and B. Laourdas, “Scholia by
Arethas in Pindob. phil. gr. 314,” ‘ENAquicé 17 (1960) 105 ff.; H. Hunger, Katalog der
griechischen Handschriften der Gsterreichischen Nationalbibliothek 1 (Vienna 1961) 405 f.;
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388 PHOENIX

col. 1) the é&el is indeed present but has been cancelled by dots placed
above the & and i by the corrector whom Burnet identifies elsewhere as A?
(cf., e.g., the case of mp at Tim. 27 C 4 which has been similarly cancelled
by means of dots; cf. further below), but who in this and many other
instances is not necessarily distinguishable from, and should in my
opinion not be distinguished from, the first hand. Since the scribe of
Parisinus gr. 1807 usually erases his mistakes, the employment of dots
suggests hesitation on his part rather than the desire to delete entirely.
I suspect therefore that dei was already cancelled by means of dots in the
exemplar of the Parisinus? and that the scribe, in conformity with his
usual practice with regard to corrections made in his exemplar,® has
reproduced them in his copy. Thus, though the éei in question is not
entirely absent from the manuscript tradition (it appears, e.g., as a
marginal correction in Vaticanus gr. 226, fol. 111 verso, and, as I have
noted in my “Timaeus 27 D 5 ff.,” in a number of ancient citations of the
relevant text), there is little indeed to support it.

In my above-mentioned article (p. 184, n. 15) I discussed briefly a
further instance of tendentious emendation in the textual tradition of the
Timaeus at 27 C 4 f., where according to both Burnet and Rivaud the
text should read as follows: #pds 8¢ rovs Tepi 70D wavrds Noyous worelodai mp
wéXhovras, §j yéyover f kal dyevés éorw. Philoponus (De aetern. 186. 17 fi.
Rabe) reports that in order to provide textual support for the non-literal
interpretation of the Timaeus Calvisius Taurus (whom Philoponus quotes
verbatim) read at Tim. 27 C 5 el xal &yevés torw. Philoponus goes on to
quote a passage from Alexander of Aphrodisias’ lost commentary on the
De caelo in which the latter criticized in no uncertain terms those who
tampered with the transmitted text of Plato at this point by altering
7 to el (De aetern. 214. 10 ff. Rabe) : yelotot vép eigww of wepdpevor 76 4 els 76
€l perayphdew kal dvaywdbokew ‘el yéyover, el kal dyeves taTw’ - wpds yap TH
dromov elvar 76 peTaypddew Td py obTws éxovra Tpodér kal &diavénTéy toTw kal

L. G. Westerink, dnonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy (Amsterdam 1962)
pp. L. f.; P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin (Paris 1971) 216; L. G. Westerink,
“Marginalia by Arethas in Moscow Greek Ms 231, Byzantion 42 (1972) 201 f. For
unstated reasons Bick (Joc. ¢it.) claims South Italian provenance for the Vindobonensis.
For a bibliography of Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 173 cf. P. Canart and V. Peri, Sussidi
bibliografici per i manoscritti greci della Biblioteca Vaticana (Studi e Testi 261 [Vatican
City 1970]) 253.

3The practice of cancelling by means of dots goes back to antiquity; cf. the examples in
E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Oxford 1971), Palaeographical
Index, s.v. “cancel dot.”

3Cf. the instance (noted by H. Alline, Histoire du texte de Platon [Paris 1915] 188) on
fol. 202 verso col. 1 of the Parisinus in which the scribe has written ai+ pefofar without
there being any indication of an erasure under the =-. Similarly (cf. Alline, /oc. cit.) on
fol. 240 there are two whole lines made up of +’s but with no sign of any erasure beneath
them. Cf. further T. W. Allen, “Palacographica III: A group of ninth-century Greek
manuscripts,” The Fournal of Philology 21 (1893) 51.
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obdauds Tols tépetfs Aeyouévois auvdder 76 Aeyduevor dx’ alrdv- kAt It is not
absolutely apparent whether the reading to which Calvisius Taurus gave
his adherence was that condemned by Alexander (el vé yovey, €l kal dyevés
totw) or § véyover €l xal &yevés torw (on which reading cf. below). Philo-
ponus, De aetern. 186. 17 ff. Rabe, suggests, but hardly confirms, that
Calvisius preferred the former reading. If this is really the case, then
Calvisius Taurus was perhaps the prime target of Alexander’s attack. Be
this as it may, it is not without importance for the history of the text that
Alexander of Aphrodisias was not alone in accusing Platonists of delib-
erately falsifying the transmitted text of Plato. It is possible that
Plutarch had in mind no more than forced interpretations when he wrote
(De an. procr. in Tim. 1013 D f.) ... ol wAeloror Tav xpwuévewr MAdrwr
¢ofovuevor kal wapapvdobuevor wavra unxavdvrar kal wapafiafovrar kal
oTpéPovawy, s TL dewdv kal appnrTov olduevor detv TepikaNvmTew kal dpvetadar,
THY Te TOD Kbomov THY Te THs YuxAs alrod yévesw kal cloTacw, . ... But the
charge of premeditated falsification is repeated by Aeneas of Gaza
(Theophr., PG 85, col. 884): Bothovrar uév of & 'Axadnuias weidew, Gs ob
Sdwadwrvet IINGTwy adrds éavt@. voquarta kal dvopara s &v édehwat peTaTidévTes
Womep ol Tovs xpnouols wpds THY éavt@v PolNpow épunvelovres. Aokobor B¢ uot
wavreNds UPpifeadai. The extent to which already in antiquity the text of
Plato was deliberately tampered with in matters of detail but of nonethe-
less crucial concern is a topic which calls for detailed investigation.®
Also in my account of Tim. 27 C 4 f. I was in my above-mentioned
article misled by wrong information presented in the apparatus of Burnet
and Rivaud. At Tim. 27 C 4 both editors correctly indicate that in
Parisinus gr. 1807 (fol. 118 recto col. 2) xp has been marked with dots
(thus #7i).% But both editors have failed to note that at Tim. 27 C 5 the
Parisinus reads not § yéyover but #i yéyover with a dot above the iota of #i.”
‘For Alexander’s views on the interpretation of the Timacus cf. also Simplicius, In De

caelo 297. 9 ff. Heiberg. Simplicius quotes Alexander verdatim but with considerable
disapproval.

SAnother obvious instance of minute but crucial tampering with the text of Plato is at
Tim. 40 B 8 f., where Plato’s answer to the question whether or not the earth rotates
upon its axis depends on whether we read on the one hand eiAN\ouévny or elhovuérny, or
on the other hand {N\ouévny or even iNNouévny 8¢ 79v. Cf. in particular Rivaud’s
discussion of this problem (Timée, Critias [Paris 1925] 59 ff.) and further F. M. Cornford,
Plato’s Cosmology (London 1937) 120 ff. The vacillation between eiN\\ouévny and
{N\opévny could conceivably be (though I am sure it is not) simply an iotacistic con-
fusion. But the insertion (or removal?) of 74¥ can only have been deliberate tampering.
The correct reading, since so much hinged upon it, was a matter of dispute throughout
the entire post-Platonic period. One is reminded of the cunning alteration of éuoobotos
to duotobotos practised by Eusebius of Nicomedia and others at Nicaea; cf. Philostorgius,
Hist. eccles. 1. 9 (= PG 65. 465).

*But probably by the scribe himself and not, as the editors suggest, by Burnet’s A2,

"The dots on #ni and #i as well as on ael at Tim. 28 A 1 are all clearly visible in
H. Omont’s facsimile edition of the Parisinus (Platon: Oeuvres philosophiques, fac-similé
en phototypie du manuscrit grec 1807 de la Bibliothéque Nationale [Paris 1908] 2 vol.).
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The form #¢ is of course meaningless, and the ¢ has in consequence been
cancelled by means of a dot by, I believe, the scribe himself following the
example of his exemplar. In other words, the reading 4« (which looks like an
unhappy conflation of 4 and ) has been hesitatingly corrected to 4 in
Parisinus gr. 1807 and probably therefore already in its exemplar. Here
again then both Burnet and Rivaud have wrongly reported the reading of
the Parisinus. Moreover, both editors wrongly present their version of the
text of Plato (§ véyover 4 kal dvevés toTw) not only as though it were that of
Parisinus gr. 1807 but also as if it were that to which Proclus, in his dis-
cussion of the passage in question, makes reference in the following terms
(In Tim. 1.218. 28 ff. Diehl): wé\w Tolvww 76 7 Yéyover  kal dyevés éoruw of pév
EEnynoavro 10 pév wpbrepov 7 dacivavres, 70 8¢ debTepor Yt daavTes, ool paoiy
abrov ipety wepl Tod wavtés, kad Soov yéyover 4w’ aitias, el kal dyevés taTw, Wva
yevbuevov adrd Jewphoavres Ty & alrd Ppbow ratidwuev. Proclus’ words can
only be correctly understood when one realizes that he is here using 5 not
simply to represent the letter esa but rather as a phonetic equivalent
which in the case of the text in question might equally well stand for e
as for 4 or §.2 Once one has noted this important fact, it becomes obvious
that in the above passage Proclus is referring not to the reading preferred
by Burnet and Rivaud but, as his explanation indicates (8coc ¢paciv adrév
&pely wepl ToD wavTés, kad Soov yéyovey &’ alrias, €l kal &yevés éoTw), to the
reading § yéyovey el kal dyevés torw. Proclus in the continuation (I# Tim.
1. 219. 2 ff. Diehl) seems to suggest that this latter reading was that
preferred by Albinus (kai 8 ye IINardwikos 'ANSivos &£l kard IINdTwva Tov
Kkbopov dyévnTov SvTa yevéoews dpxiy Exew* xkt\). Proclus goes on to indicate
that some scholars read (In Tim. 1. 219. 14 f. Diehl) § véyove kai § éyevés
¢or, and that (In Tim. 1. 219. 20 ff. Diehl) Toppipios 8¢ kai 'IauBAixos
dudbrepa Yulobow, Wwa §j 76 Neydpevov, ToTepov yéyove TO TaY § dyevés tati (i.e.,
either §f yéyover i) kal dyevés totuw® or more probably el véyover 4 kal dyevés
¢orw). From the point of view of the reconstitution of the correct text as
Plato wrote it, it is of considerable importance that in listing the variants
preferred by different scholars and the various possible interpretations of
the text in question Proclus makes no reference whatsoever to the reading
preferred by Burnet and Rivaud. Thus, not only does their reading not
have the support of Parisinus gr. 1807, but it was also apparently un-

#This point escaped me at the time of writing my ““Timaeus 27 D 5§ ff.” as it likewise
escaped A. J. Festugitre, Proclus: Commentaire sur le Timée, traduction et notes vol. 2
(Paris 1967) 42 f.

This is the reading of Vindobonenses suppl. gr. 7, 21 and 39, as well as Parisinus gr.
1812 (all correctly reported by Rivaud). Unfortunately the passage in question is not
included amongst the extracts from the Timaeus in Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 173. On the
possibility of 4 . . . 4 in indirect alternative questions cf. E. Mayser, Grammatik der
griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemierzeit 2. 3(Berlin/Leipzig 1934) 53 f.
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known to Proclus or at least not thought worthy by him of consideration.
We would do well therefore to reject the choice of Burnet and Rivaud, and
instead throw in our lot with Porphyry and Iamblichus (cf. above), with
Philoponus,® and also Proclus himself (cf. In Tim. 1. 236. 4 and 1. 275.
10 Diehl), all of whom seem to have preferred el véyover 4 kal dyevés torw. 1!

MEemoriaL UNivERrsiTY oF NEWFOUNDLAND, ST. JoHN'S

10Cf., e.g., De aetern. 136. 8; 139. 7; 153. 3 f.; 156. 15 f.; 214. 8 f. Rabe (quoting
Alexander of Aphrodisias, for whose testimony cf. also Simplicius, In De caelo 297.
19 f. Heiberg).

U] was able to examine Parisini gr. 1807 and 1812 on numerous occasions in 1970/1971;
Vindobonenses phil. gr. 314 and suppl. gr. 7, 21 and 39 in October 1970; Paticani gr. 226
and Palatinus gr. 173 in May 1971 and again in May 1972. I am deeply grateful to M.
Ch. Astruc for rechecking in January 1973 all the passages in Parisinus gr. 1807 to which
I have made reference. I am happy to report that M. Astruc shares my opinion that the
dots above éel, 77i and #i are the work of the scribe himself. For support of my research
I am indebted to the Canada Council.
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