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Preface

This volume of Rutgers University Studies in Classical Humanities,
no. XI in the series, is the third devoted to Theophrastus’ colleagues,
pupils and successors, i.e., those Peripatetic philosophers, whom Fritz
Wehrli brought together under the label die Schule des Aristoteles.
Volume IX focuses on Demetrius of Phalerum, who was Theophrastus’
pupil and for ten years the ruler of Athens. Volume X has Dicaearchus
of Messana, Theophrastus’ fellow-pupil within the Aristotelian
Peripatos, as its subject. The present Volume, no. X1, concentrates on
Eudemus of Rhodes, who, like Dicaearchus, studied under Aristotle and
alongside Theophrastus. This concern with die Schule des Aristoteles
will continue with the next two volumes: Lyco of Troas and
Hieronymus of Rhodes will be the subjects of Volume XII, and Aristo
of Ceos will be featured in Volume XIII. All three belong to the post-
Theophrastean Peripatos. Like Volumes IX and X, so Volumes XII and
X111 will present the ancient sources with translation as well as discus-
sion by various scholars. Volume XI is different in that it is entirely
composed of articles which discuss Eudemus from differing points of
view.

Many of the papers within this volume were originally presented at
a conference on Eudemus held in Budapest, Hungary. The conference
was long in the planning stage. Preliminary discussions began in 1993
and continued into 1995 when a firm decision was reached to make
Eudemus the topic and Budapest the site of the 1997 biennial confer-
ence sponsored by Project Theophrastus. Istvdn Bodndr accepted re-
sponsibility for making arrangements in Budapest: he reserved rooms
in the Guest House of the Eétvés University and booked the Faculty
Hall of the University for meetings. Nevertheless his efforts would be
undone by the Rector of the University. Six months before the meeting
was scheduled to begin, all reservations were canceled to make room
for a conference that the Rector decided to sponsor. That was a rude jolt,
but not a knockout blow. Thanks to Mr. Csaba Szabd, Director of Inter-

vii



viii  Eudemus of Rhodes

national Programs at the Gaspar Kéroli University of the Hungarian
Reformed Church, dormitory space and lecture rooms were made
available at Kéroli University. We express our gratitude to Mr Szabé for
making possible at short notice a fine conference in a delightful city.
For financial and organizational assistance, we are grateful to the Hun-
garian Academy of Sciences, the Hungarian National Fund for Scien-
tific Research, the Hungarian National Committee for Technical
Development, the Division of History of Science of the International
Union of History and Philosophy of Science , the Departmental Group
of Philosophy and the Department of Symbolic Logic and Methodol-
ogy of Science of the Eétvds University. For financial support we also
wish to express our thanks to the Research Council of Rutgers Univer-
sity.

IB and WWF
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Eudemus in the Arabic Tradition!

Dimitri Gutas

I. Introduction

The information on Eudemus of Rhodes that can be recovered in
Arabic sources falls into three categories: there is a full collection of
sayings (Section II below and Appendix), some incidental biographi-
cal notices that mainly state his relation to Aristotle and Theophrastus
(Section III), and a number of references to his views on logic which
he held in common with Theophrastus (Section IV). No work of his is
reported to have been translated into Arabic or is known to be extant.
Apart from the sayings, therefore, Eudemus has no independent per-
sona or presence in Arabic but rides on the coattails primarily of
Theophrastus. This is hardly surprising, given the little information on
Eudemus that was available even in Greek at the time of the rise of
Islam.

! An initial draft of this paper was delivered at the Theophrastus Conference in
Budapest, July 1997. 1 wish to thank the participants for a number of helpful comments
and suggestions. I am also grateful to Franz Rosenthal for sharing with me, on this
as on previous occasions, some of his insights and vast knowledge of matters
gnomological.



2 Eudemus of Rhodes

What is surprising is the collection of sayings. It is found only in the
major Arabic gnomologium known as the Siwan al-hikma (Depository
of Wisdom Literature), compiled around 1000 a.p. from material trans-
lated from Greek in the previous two centuries. As reconstructed below
(see the edition in the Appendix and the translation in Section II), it
contains 29 sayings,’ though the original entry may have been longer.
Even so, 29 sayings is a goodly number for a philosopher who survived
so poorly in late antiquity and who was virtually unknown in Arabic.
Now this collection is unique when viewed both from the Arabic and
Greek side. That no other Arabic gnomologium has any section on
Eudemus or even a saying attributed to him is quite remarkable, given
that he is introduced in the Siwdn as a prominent student of Aristotle.
On the Greek side, it is even more astonishing that, as far as [ am aware,
none of the very extensive Greek gnomologia has any sayings by
Eudemus. The question of the sources of the Siwan for the entry on
Eudemus thus imposes itself.

Certain considerations limit the parameters within which the answer
is to be sought. In the first place, the section on Eudemus in the Siwdan
is so located as to make it certain beyond a reasonable doubt that the
source was a Greek gnomologium. It comes right after the entries on
Aristotle and Theophrastus. and it is followed by that on another, uni-
dentified, philosopher ("shwlws), who is also said to have been a stu-
dent of Aristotle and a close colleague of Theophrastus and Eudemus
(see n. 22 below). There is thus absolutely no doubt that the Eudemus
in this part of the Siwan is indeed Eudemus of Rhodes and not another
person whose name, in the complicated history of the transmission of
these sayings within Greek, from Greek into Arabic, and within Arabic,
was mistaken for or transformed into his.

Second, since Eudemus was almost completely unknown in Arabic,
as already mentioned, there would have been no incentive to attribute
to him forged sayings or sayings by others. Not only was he unknown
in philosophy, but what is even more important when considering pos-
sible cases of pseudepigraphous literature in Arabic, he was unknown
even in alchemical and magical literature, which contained a long list
of names of famous Greeks, including Theophrastus, who allegedly
wrote on alchemical and magical subjects. Thus the entry on Eudemus
in the Siwan cannot but ultimately be of Greek origin.

2 Or possibly, in a conservative count, 27. See below in Section II, note to saying
28.
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The compiler of the Siwdn may have been drawing here also, as in
the preceding section on Theophrastus,® upon different Greek sources
in Arabic translation. This is partially substantiated by the disparate
nature and contents of the sayings. There are sayings that are both
apophthegmata and chreiai in form, as well as homoiomata (nos. 2, 4),
and in one case (no. 9) we have what appears to be a double transmis-
sion of the same saying. There are sayings on the usual subjects of ig-
norance (nos. 2-3), the ethos theory of music (no. 8), death (nos. 11-12,
29), good fortune (nos 15, 23), rulers (no. 28), etc. There is also, how-
ever, misogyny (nos. 9-10), a subject concerning which it is not clear
whether it was prevalent outside Cynic circles and the ancient philoso-
phers they idolized (like Socrates); and although Eudemus was not
among them, it may be significant that two of the sayings by Eudemus
(nos. 13 and 26) are also attributed to Socrates in the Arabic
gnomologia. There are, furthermore, some relatively extensive didac-
tic passages (nos. 5, 7, 14) which appear like quotations from longer
works. The one from Herodotus (no. 5) could easily be ultimately de-
rived from one of Eudemus’ Historiai, in which he demonstrably in-
cluded material from the ancient Near East.* Finally, assuming the
compiler to have worked from different sources, misattribution cannot
be ruled out either: sayings under a different original name could have
been mistaken or misread for those by Eudemus. None of this, however,
can be established with any certainty; there is simply not enough evi-
dence to help decide whether this selection from various sources was
made by the compiler of the Siwan himself or it had already been made
by his source, a translated gnomologium which included this section on
Eudemus.

The absence of Eudemus from any extant Greek gnomologium
makes impossible even an educated guess about the Greek source of the
Siwan. One immediately thinks of the Eudemian Ethics, but there are
no specific correspondences between any of the 29 sayings and
Aristotle’s work, despite the superficial overlap between some of the
topoi of the sayings and the Fudemian Ethics—one would like to com-
pare, for example, saying number 12 with 1229b34-1230a4, or num-
ber 19 with 1238a14-26. One would thus have to postulate one or more
Greek gnomologia with some sayings attributed to Eudemus, which

3 See the discussion in Gutas (1985) 83.
4 Cf., e.g., the comments by Wehrli (1969) 119-20 on some of the sources of
Eudemus for his astronomical information.



4 Eudemus of Rhodes

eventually found their way into Arabic. The origins of this
gnomologium (or gnomologia), its transmission and disappearance in
Greek. and the particulars of its reappearance in Arabic are problems
that still need to be investigated.

11. Sayings by Eudemus
from The Depository of Wisdom Literature

EUDEMUS. He was also one of Aristotle’s students who taught his
knowledge and philosophy and wrote books on the strength of
Aristotle’s works, in the manner of his composition, and in his tradition.

1. He was asked, “Why do you <never> refuse those who ask you?” “So
that,” he replied, ““1 will never have to ask anyone who may refuse me.””?

2. He said: That which prevents a drunk from feeling the prick of the thorn
stuck in his hand also prevents an ignorant man from experiencing the
pain of folly lodging in his heart.

3. He said: Do not confide anything to an ignorant man because he cannot
keep it secret; only a wise man® can keep a sccret.

4. He said: Just as an arrow that hits a stone is deflected from it, so also an
cvil word shot at a good man has no effect on him but the fault reverts to
the shooter.

5. He urged his students to be generous in dispensing philosophy. He said:
“Take as model the practice prevailing in Assyria:’ The practice there is

3 The addition of the negative by Dunlop in his Arabic edition, absent from all the
manuscripts, may be required for the sense: a person who has a reputation of never
refusing to give (more likely money than advice) can safely expect his fellow citizens
to return the favor when he does the asking. Without the negative, however, the say-
ing becomes sharper, if the sense could be elicited that one should never give (money)
lest he becomes impoverished (because of excessive philanthropy) and finds himself
in the position of having to ask and not being given-

6 Or, *a philosopher,” hakim.

7'The text has Assos, but this story from Herodotus |.196 clearly refers to Assyria.
Assos is the most likely reading of the spelling of the name (>sws) in the unique manu-
script (Fatih 3222) of the Multasar Siwan al-hikina where this saying occurs. A parallel
passage in another recension of the Siwdn, in which this saying is attributed to Plato,
has “as-Sas al-Agsa,” “the Farthest Sas;” this refers to the Moroccan Sas near the Atlas
and is clearly a scribal “emendation™; for this version see Gutas (1975) 119-21, 336~
37. In Herodotus (1.196), however, the custom described here is attributed to the
Assyrians, thus almost certainly making Assyria the reading of the proper name (see
Gutas, ibid.). It is tempting to read the name as Assos in the Troad and thus put Eudemus
also among the group of philosophers around Hermias, as W. Jaeger (1948) would seem
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that the beautiful daughters of its inhabitants send their dowries to the ugly
ones so that these can be in demand for their wealth just as the beautiful
ones are in demand for their beauty. You, my students, are in demand for
{your] philosophy; give, then, liberally some of it to the ignorant so that
they can benefit from it and so that your excellence become manifest and
your philosophy bear fruit among them!”

6. He said: The vocable is matter, the meaning form; speech is appearance,
and style the beauty of appearance.

7. He was asked, “How far has your thought reached?” “It has reached,” he
replicd, “a level encompassing the entire extent of the thoughts of my
contemporaries. Whenever I examine the cxtent of a thought by reflection,
I acquire a comprehensive knowledge of its extent, not having failed to
gain cognizance of it, and I know that I have surpassed it.

A man knows more than someone else only when he acquires a com-
prehensive knowledge of the sum total of his [the other person’s]
thought—I mean the farthest point to which his thought has reached, and
the sum total of the paths it has become aware of and followed in accor-
dance with the level it has reached in procceding along the right way.? One
then exercises his thought as if there were a limitfed scope] in everything
that his thought concentrated on; and when a man knows the way to pro-
ceed, he is safe from erring and slipping.”

8. He said: The true and clear melody is that which expresses fully the high-
mindedness of the soul. Any craftsman who can reveal, to the highest
possible degree. the form which is in the soul so that it comes out until it
becomes perceptible, is wise.

9.1 He said: The most vicious predator is a stepmother.’

9.2 He was asked, “What can detract from [the viciousness of] a predatory
animal?” “I don’t know,” he replied, “any predatory animal more vicious
than a stepmother.”!0

to believe (see p. 110 n. 2 of the preceding page), though K. Gaiser does not mention
him at all in this context. On the other hand, it seems more plausible that the story itself
about Assyrians was retold by Eudemus, on the basis of Herodotus, in one of his cultural
histories, and from there adapted, with the moral attached, for the gnomologia (this
hypothesis, which I now consider more likely, 1 did not entertain in my study cited
above.)

8 There is a slight textual uncertainty here. With a different emendation of the text
(preferred by Badawi), the phrase “in accordance with” could be read with the fol-
lowing sentence. The general meaning, though, seems to be clear: when one knows
how to proceed, the thoughts that need to be considered become circumscribed and
thus more amenable to analysis.

9 For imra’atu l-ab = pntpuid, see GALex p. 17, s.v. ‘abun’ 6.

10 Apparently this saying was transmitted in two forms, as an drdgneyue (9.1) and
as a ypela (9.2); the author or a redactor of the Siwan put both together.
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10. He was told, “So-and-so, your enemy, has died.” “I wish,” he replied, “you
had said that he got married.”

11. He looked at a dead man and said, “Here is a warner who, soundless, is
calling out to the heedless; motionless, is moving those looking at him;
and insentient, is arousing the senses.”!!

12. He said: Just as death is something bad for those for whom life was good
so also is it good for those for whom life was bad. So death is not an ab-
solutely bad it is <also> good <—no, rather death is neither good nor bad
but> it becomes good or bad only with reference to something [else].'?

13. Asked whether there was anyone in the world that is faultless he replied,
“No, because someone faultless is immortal.”!3

14. He was asked about the amount of benefit people derive from philosophy.
He said: “When a person brings together all [parts of] philosophy and is
both surrounded by and encompasses them, he becomes like someone
who, having completed his crossing of the sea and reached the destination
of his journey, looks back at the others who are beset by encircling waves
and raging winds.”!*

15. He said: It is good fortune for a man that his appetites pass away; it is also
good fortune for him to be obliged to serve philosophy and its adherents.

16. He also said: Be content with just enough [for a living];'? for anything
beyond that has disastrous outcome and grave consequences.

17. He said: Beware of discord because it cultivates evil just as rain cultivates
seed.

18. He said: Undertaking the unbearable is foolishness; pursuing the unattain-
able is distressing; promising the unrealizable is shameful; spending use-
lessly is mismanagement; and attaining undeservedly a high position is
standing on the brink of disaster.

19. He said: Fate'® subducs time, and the vicissitudes [of fate] subdue gener-
ated beings.

1 This saying is similar, though not exactly parallel, to numerous sayings uttered
by philosophers at Alexander’s tomb. For a general orientation see Brock.

12 This saying, in exactly the same wording, is attributed to Anaxagoras by Mubagsir
(p. 317 Badawi) and by Tawhidi in his Risalar al-Hayar (p. 68 Kaylani). Sahrazari’s
lacunose text abouve is completed from Tawhidi.

13 Cited under the name of Socrates by Ibn-Abi-Awn 50/714 in Rosenthal.

14 Sahraziiri alone adds a final phrase “while he is at rest and calm,” which would
appear to be an addition in the Arabic transmission either by Sahraziiri himself or his
immediate source.

I3 For the concept and cultural context of “sufficiency” (kafdf). see the passages
cited by Ullmann in WKAS 1 244b30-245b14.

16 Fate in the sense of eternal time, da/ir, which most likely renders here the Greek
aiov (cf. GALex p. 10; s.v. “abadiyyun” 4.1), while “time,” zamdn, would be a trans-
lation of xp6vog.
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20. He said: A tongue that is used in mentioning the first creator ought not to
engage in obscenities.

21. He said: The person who sees people’s defects most clearly is he who is
blinded by his own flaw.

22. He said: God alone is perfect; he did not exempt any of his creatures from
defect.

23. He said: The fortune of someone endowed with reason is a spiritual!”’
[good] fortune, while the fortune of someone endowed with ignorance is
his [il]] fate.

24. He said: Success comes through determination, determination through
pondering over [matters}, and pondering through safeguarding secrets.

25. He was asked, “When is simple-mindedness praised?” “When it is con-
nected with nobility,” he replied. “And when is intelligence blamed?”
“When it is associated with lowliness.”!8

26. He said: Nothing is more precious than life, and no fraud graver than
spending it for any [purpose] other than [the pursuit of] cternal life.!?

27. He was asked what the impossible?® is and he replied, “What has no form
in the soul.”

28. He said: When a ruler favors you, be with him like a spearhead even if he
is friendly with you, for you cannot be sure that he will not turn against
you; treat him gently as you would a child, and talk to him as he pleases.?!

29. He said: That which consoled you for [the death of] your father will also
console your sons for you[r death].

17 +Spiritual,” riiani, may be translating O¢elog, “divine,” here; see GALex p. 10;
s.v. “abadiyyun” 3.2.

'8 Apparently here nobility and lowliness of birth are intended. Cf. F. Rosenthal
Ibn-Abi-*Awn 66/730, for a similar set of questions asked of an anonymous philosopher.

19This saying is attributed in the Mubtasar also to Socrates (f. 6a) and to an anony-
mous companion of Aristotle (f. 16a).

20 Arabic muhal, the logically impossible or absurd.

2} This and the following saying occur in the Muhitasar only, represented by the
unicum MS Fatih 3222. In this MS, the end of the section on Eudemus is not marked
by the name of the following philosopher whose sayings are recorded (Cshwiws); the
name of >shwlws is missing, as are the brief biographical sentences about him (see
below, no. 1.2 in Section I11). The sayings of >shwlws follow uninterruptedly after those
of Eudemus. The saying which comes after no. 29 here is attributed to >shwlws in the
Muntahab, and this is how we can tell that the Eudemus section has actually ended
in the Mulitasar. But since nos. 28 and 29 occur only in the Muhtasar, we cannot tell
whether they were attributed to Eudemus or>shwlws in the original Siwan. If they were
sayings by *shwlws, then the Eudemus section in the Siwan would contain twenty-seven
sayings.
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Eudemus of Rhodes
II1. Biographical References to Eudemus

Depository of Wisdom Literature (Muntahab Siwdan al-hikma,
11.1172-75, 1231-32 Dunlop):

1.1 [From the life of Theophrastus, FHS&G 4A]: [Theophrastus]
was assisted in the instruction of the students of philosophy and of
beginners, and in the performance of the tasks entrusted to him, by
Eudemus and ‘shwlws,?? both of whom were also among the emi-
nent pupils of Aristotle.

1.2 [From the life of >shwlws]: >shwlws was also one of the ma-
Jjor companions of Aristotle the philosopher. He was equal in impor-
tance to Theophrastus and Eudemus, which we mentioned earlier.
Alexander [the Great] thought very highly of him and counted him
among his peers.

Ibn-an-Nadim, Index (al-Fihrist, p. 255.15 Fliigel = Gutas (1985)
p. 82, no. I):

I found on the flyleaf of a volume written in an old hand the
names that have reached us of the commentators on the logical and
other philosophical books by Aristotle. They are Theophrastus,
Eudemus, Herminus (?),%> Boethus, Iamblichus, Alexander,
Themistius, Porphyry . . .

Mubatsir ibn-Fatik, Choicest Maxims and Best Sayings (Muhtar al-
hikam, 183.6—11 Badawi = Gutas [1985] p. 78-9, nos. IV.1, 3), in
the life of Aristotle:

Aristotle had many students among kings, princes, and others.

22 The name remains unidentifed; see Gutas (1985) 74 note b. One would expect

Clearchus and Dicaearchus, the two closest colleagues of Theophrastus and Eudemus
in the Peripatos, but the skeletal form of the name could not support such a reading.
What it could support is Antigonus, possibly Antigonus the Great, especially since in
the brief biographical notice on him in the Siwdn he is said to have been highly re-

spected by Alexander the Great, and confused in the Greek sources with Antigonus

Gonatas, the great patron of philosophers in Athens. But all this is speculation.

23 This is either a doublet for Eudemus (the two names in Arabic transcription look

very similar) or a reference to Herminus, the teacher of Alexander of Aphrodisias (ct.

Gottschalk 1987. 1158). The context in which this name is found in the Filirist would

lend support to the former alternative, although the re-ocurrence of the doublet in
Muba¥3ir and Ibn-al-Qifti in items 3 and 5 below would indicate the latter.
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The following are some of the most excellent ones among them
who were famed for their knowledge, distinguished in philosophy,
and known for their noble descent: Theophrastus, Eudemus,
Alexander the King, Eudemus,? >shwlws, and others. . . . Helping
and assisting Theophrastus in this [task, i.e., in his professorial
duties] were two men, one of them called Eudemus and the other
>shwlws. They all wrote books on logic and philosophy.

4. Masadi, at-Tanbih (121 de Goeje = Gutas [1985] p. 82. no. II):

We mentioned in the book Varieties of Knowledge the reason why
political philosophy began with Socrates and then [continued with]
Plato, then Aristotle, then his maternal aunt’s son, Theophrastus,
then Eudemus, and those who came after him, one after the other.

5. Ibn-al-Qifa/Zawzani, History of the Philosophers (al-Muntahabat
min Ahbdr al-hukama@, p. 59.18-60.3 Lippert):

5.1 Eudemus. One of the Byzantine philosophers who became
pre-eminent in his time in instruction in this field. He was an au-
thority on the philosophy of Aristotle and wrote works comment-
ing on some of his books.

5.2 Eudemus.? Byzantine philosopher who engaged in this field.
He instructed his contemporaries and commented on some of the
books by Aristotle.

IV. Logic

1. Ibn Butlan, Against Ibn Ridwan (= Gutas [1985] p. 90-1):

On the causes why he who learns from oral instruction by teach-
ers learns better and more easily than he who learns from books: ...

24 Muba¥gir’s text has >rminds. but this would appear to be a doublet for Eudemus
rather than a reference to Herminus. The context here would hardly justify a reading
of Herminus; see the note to the preceding entry.

25 |bn-al-Qifti’s text has actually >rminus, though this is possibly a doublet for
Eudemus; see the preceding two notes. Alternatively, both entries 5.1 and 5.2 in Ibn-
al-QifTi could refer to Herminus, rather than to Eudemus, since the person is described
as a “Byzantine™ (Rim1), which is Ibn-al-Qift1’s designation for scholars who lived
in Imperial times, as opposed to “Greek™ (Yanani) for authors of the classical and
Hellenistic periods.
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[Another argument in support of this is] that which the commen-
tators have said about the substitution of the simple negative
[proposition] by the modified [/equivalent] affirmative [proposi-
tion]; for they agree that this section would have never been under-
stood by a reading of the book had not Aristotle’s disciples,
Theophrastus and Eudemus, heard it explained by their master, If
this is so, then understanding from a teacher is better than that from
a book.

Farabi, On Aristotle’s De Interpretatione 4, 17a6-7 (53.6-12
Kutsch and Marrow = FHS&G111C):

[Aristotle] does not examine the composition of hypothetical
[statements] at all in this book, and only slightly in the Prior
Analytics. The Stoics, on the other hand, Chrysippus and others,
examined it thoroughly to the point of excess, made a thorough
study of hypothetical syllogisms-—as Theophrastus and Eudemus
had done after Aristotle’s time—and claimed that Aristotle wrote
books on hypothetical syllogisms.

Averroes on Prior Analytics 1.8 (29b26~30a2):
Averroes, Quaesita 4 (Masa’il 4, p.114.10 Alawt = FHS &G 98B):

Our purpose in this essay is to enquire into the premise which is
called existential and absolute: what it is and what Aristotle’s doc-
trine about it is, for the commentators have disagreed about this
matter. . . .

The doctrine of Theophrastus [and of Eudemus and Themistius]
is the following: an absolute and existential premise is one from
which have been omitted both the mode of possibility and the mode
of necessity, neither one having been explicitly stated in it, while
the matter in itself is either necessary or possible.

3.2 Averroes, Quaesita 7T (Masa@il 7, p.156.14 <Alawi = FHS&G 98D):

Some of them [the commentators] said that what is meant by the
existential premise is that the predicate belongs to the subject ab-
solutely, and that this [premise] subsumes the necessary, the pos-
sible, and the actually existent. Al-Farabi related that this is the
doctrine of Theophrastus and Eudemus and of those who professed
their view.
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4. Averroes on Prior Analytics 1.9, 30a33-30b6
4.1 Averroes, Quaesita 5 (Masa’il 5, p.127.7 <Alawi = FHS&G 105):

Theophrastus, Eudemus and many of the ancient Peripatetics,
and Themistius among the later ones, charged Aristotle emphati-
cally with having committed an error when he said about syllo-
gisms containing a mixture of existential and necessary premises
that the mode of their conclusion follows the mode of the major
premise. They said that on the contrary the mode of the conclusion
follows in every kind of mixture the inferior of the two modes pos-
ited in the premises.

4.2 Averroes, Quaesita 8 (Masa’il 8, p.176.13 Alawi = FHS&G 1061):

All commentators agree that Aristotle held that the mode of the
conclusion follows the mode of the major premise in the first, sec-
ond, and third figure. . . . No one among the ancients, like
Theophrastus and FEudemus, nor Themistius among the later au-
thors, supported him in this view. They said that the mode of the
conclusion follows the mode of the inferior premise, i.e., that in this
sort of mixture it follows invariably the absolute premise and not
the necessary in any way.

4.3 Averroes, Talhis of Prior Analytics (p.179.8 Jéhamy = FHS&G
106H):

Theophrastus and Eudemus among the ancient Peripatetics,
Themistius among the later ones, and those who followed them are
of the opinion that the mode of the conclusion follows the inferior
of the two modes, that is, that in such a combination it is found in-
variably to follow the absolute premise, since absolute existence is
inferior to necessary existence.

4.4 Averroes, Talhis of Prior Analytics (p.211.22 Jéhamy = FHS&G
106H app. font.):

This is what appeared to be the case to Theophrastus and
Eudemus among the ancient Peripatetics, that the mode of the con-
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clusion in mixed [syllogisms] always follows the inferior of the two
modes of the premises.
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Appendix
Text of Eudemus’ Sayings from the
Siwan al-Hikma

The sayings of Eudemus in Arabic are to be found only in the famous
gnomologium Siwan al-hikma (The Depository of Wisdom Literature),
compiled around 1000 a.p. from material translated in the previous two
centuries. This gnomologium has not survived intact in directly trans-
mitted manuscripts but indirectly, in two ways: in three separate abridg-
ments and in quotations by later anthologists.?® The original entry on
Eudemus in the Siwan (Depository) can thus be reconstructed on the
basis of the selection of Eudemus’ sayings offered in two of the three
abridgments, the Muhtasar and the Muntahab Siwan al-hikma (Abridg-
ment of and Selections from the Depository of Wisdom Literature), and
in the work of one anthologist, Sahraziri’s Nuzhat al-arwah wa-rawdat
al-afrah (Spiritual Entertainment in the Garden of Delights). The other
recensions of the Siwan or anthologies drawing on it do not cite
Eudemus. In addition, none of the other great Arabic gnomologies of
the 9th—11th centuries (those by Hunayn, Ibn-Hind{i, and Mubaggir),
has sections on Eudemus. The reconstruction of the Eudemus entry in
the original Siwan can only be partial; we cannot know that the three
sources we have (the Muhtasar, the Muntahab, and Sahraziiri) among
them selected all the sayings it contained. Nevertheless, the sayings are
given in identical sequence in all three sources, and their total number,
twenty-nine, is high enough for a philosopher of Eudemus’ rank as to
generate the impression that we have recovered, if not the entire entry
in the lost Siwdn, then definitely a very large part of it.

The Arabic edition of the sayings of Eudemus for the purposes of this
paper has presented some particular problems, all having to do with the
nature of the Arabic gnomologia and the state of the available editions.
Of the three sources mentioned above, the Muhtasar is the least prob-
lematic. It is extant in a single manuscript preserved in Istanbul in the
Fatih collection, no. 3222, to which I have access in the form of a mi-
crofilm. Its readings are accordingly fully recorded in my text and ap-
paratus.?’

26 For details see Gutas (1982) 646-47; 1985, 68-69.
27 The text of the Mufitasar from this manuscript was printed as part of a University
of Chicago doctoral dissertation by R. Mulyadhi Kartanegara, The Mukhtasar Siwdn
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The Muntahab presents a more complicated picture. It is extant in
four manuscripts, three in Istanbul and one in the British Museum. [
have a microfilm of one of the Istanbul MSS only, Murad Molla 1408.
There are also two independent editions, one by D.M. Dunlop and the
other by >Abdurrah«man Badawi. Dunlop’s edition, which is based on
all four MSS, is essentially a collation copy of the readings of three
MSS against the fourth, and its relatively full documetation of variant
readings is useful. Badawi’s edition, on the other hand, although based
on the three Istanbul MSS, has spotty and occasionally inaccurate docu-
mentation of variant readings.?® For this reason I have used the text
edited by Dunlop and Badawi as controlled by my reading of Murad
Molla 1408 on the few occasions of their divergence. For the appara-
tus I recorded the variants of the other MSS as recorded by Dunlop, but
not by Badawi, for the reasons given in Gutas (1982) 649. In order to
indicate the derivative nature of my information about the readings of
MSS to which I did not have access, I marked the sigla of the MSS with
a raised letter, the editor’s initial.

The situation is similar with the text of Sahraziri. There are numer-
ous MSS and three editions that I know of, by Ahmed, Aba-Rayyan,
and Aba-Suwayrib, all quite poor. The text on Eudemus in Sahraziiri is
quite short, however, and a measure of control over the editions has
been gained by my recourse to the London MS British Museum Add.
25738. Variant readings recorded in Ahmed’s edition have also been
indicated by a raised initial letter marking the MS sigla.

Two other factors complicate the process of editing the sayings of
Eudemus. One is the uniqueness of the Siwan entry on Eudemus. As
mentioned carlier, there are no traces whatsoever in the Greek tradition
of any sayings ascribed to Eudemus; the edition of the Arabic sayings
can thus expect no help from the Greek. The second is that some of the
sayings ascribed to Eudemus in the Siwdn may appear elsewhere in the
voluminous Arabic gnomologia under different names.” A proper

al-Hikma of ‘Umar b. Sahlédn al-Sawi, Chicago 1996. It offers no improvement on the
text of the manuscript but rather adds mistakes of its own. It has not been taken into
account.

28 See my comparative review of these editions in Gutas (1982) 648-49. Cf. also
Daiber (1984) on Dunlop’s edition.

29 The few instances that I have noticed have been cited in the notes to the trans-
lation.
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evaluation of the text of the Arabic sayings is thus feasible only in the
context of the entire corpus of Arabic gnomologia, something which
could not be undertaken for the purposes of this paper.

Under these circumstances, it seemed best to provide an apparatus
criticus that would present the documentation completely, i.e., a posi-
tive apparatus. All variants in the MSS of all the works accessible to me
have been fully recorded. The procedure with the Muhtasar 1 have
mentioned above. For the Muntahab 1 recorded fully the readings of
MS Murad Molla 1408, and for the rest  used the variants recorded by
Dunlop. However, Dunlop’s apparatus is negative, so although theoreti-
cally every time the reading of a MS is not recorded in the apparatus the
inference is that it is identical with that accepted in the main text, I have
refrained from drawing the inference and adding these supposed read-
ings in my apparatus. The reader should keep in mind that for the
Muntahab variants, the absence of a reference to some of the MS read-
ings is due to Dunlop’s negative apparatus. For the text of Sahraziiri,
finally, given the paucity and unreliability of the documentation of the
variants in the three editions, I have drawn primarily on the British
Museum MS, whose readings are fully recorded, and gave the variants
listed by one of the editors, Ahmed, only in circumstances where they
were of obvious merit.

In the apparatus fontium, the numbers following the name of the
sources refer to the relative sequence of the sayings in each source.

Abbreviations

add.  added in; added by (for material missing in the mss and added
by editors in angular brackets < >)

app.  apparatus criticus

appar. apparently (ur videtur)

codd. codices, when all the mss agree on a reading

conj. conjecture(d) by

corr.  corrected by or in, of a miswritten skeleton (rasm), in cases of
ralirif

mrg.  margin

om. omitted by or in
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read. reading by orin, in cases of unpointed or wrongly pointed skel-

eton (tashif)

secl.  secluded by (an editor in square brackets [ | for material in the
mss that is to be deleted)

Sigla

Muhltasar Siwan al-hikma

F

MS Istanbul, Fatih 3222, {f. 34r—v

Muntahab Siwéan al-hikma

A

Bd

Cd

Dd

Badawi

Daiber

Dunlop

Mhb
Sahraziiri

Z

Jﬂ

LE]
Vil

Ahmed

Abii-Rayyan

MS Istanbul, Murad Molla 1408, ff. 31r—v

MS London, British Museum Or. 9033, readings as
recorded by Dunlop

(¢ in Badawi) MS Istanbul, Besir Aga 494, readings
as recorded by Dunlop

(v in Badawi) MS Istanbul, Kgpriilii 902, readings as
recorded by Dunlop

Badawi cdition, pp.178-81

Daiber (1984), pp.48-67

Dunlop edition, lines 1200-29

Agreement of all MSS and editions of the Muntahab

MS London, British Musecum Add. 25738

(_» in Ahmed) MS Manchestcr, John Rylands, rcadings
as recorded by Ahmed

(o in Ahmed) MS Salar Jung, Ta‘rih 10, readings as
recorded by Ahmed

(J—i in Ahmed) MS As«afiya, Ta‘rih 686, readings as
recorded by Ahmed

Ahmcd edition, pp.303-4

Abii-Rayyan edition, pp.314-135

Abi-Suwayrib Abi-Suwayrib edition, pp.175-76

Sz

Agreement of all MSS and editions of Sahraziri
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Eudemus and the Peripatos

Hans B. Gottschalk

Aristotle the philosopher, being sixty-two years of age, became sick and
weak in body, and there remained little hope of his life. The whole band of his
followers then waited upon him, requesting and entreating that he would him-
self appoint a successor to his office and school to whom, after his decease, they
might apply themselves as to himself, in perfecting those studies in which they
had hitherto been instructed by him. There were at that time many in his school
who were very accomplished, but two of particular merit, Theophrastus and
Eudemus. In talents and learning these exceeded the rest. Theophrastus was
from the island of Lesbos, Eudemus from Rhodes. Aristotle replied that he
would comply with their request, as soon as an opportunity presented itself. A
short time after, when all those were present who had consulted him about their
future master, he said that the wine he was drinking did not suit his health; it
was disagreeable and harsh; he must therefore look out for some foreign wine,
from Rhodes or from Lesbos. He begged they would provide him with some of
each sort and said that he would use that which agreed with him best. They
hasten to find, procure and bring him these wines. When Aristotle, calling for
the Rhodian, tastes it, “This,” says he, “is a strong wine, and palatable.” He next
asks for some Lesbian and tasting that too, “Each,” says he, “is certainly a good
wine, but the Lesbian has the sweeter flavour.” When he said this, it was evi-
dent to all that, with ingenuity and modesty, he had fixed not upon his wine, but
his successor; namely, Theophrastus the Lesbian, a man equally remarkable for
the charms of his eloquence and his good conduct. Not long after, Aristotle
dying, they all became the followers ofTheophrastus.'

1 Aulus Gellius 13.5 = Eud. fr. 5W =Theophr. § FHS&G; tr. W, Beloe (1795) slightly
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This pleasant tale was told by Aulus Gellius, writing about the
middle of the second century ap, and is quite unhistorical: Aristotle died
in Chalcis, where he had fled to escape from the political upheavals in
Athens following the death of Alexander the Great; his school was in
abeyance and his will contains no hint that he expected it to revive.? But
it seems to have exercised considerable influence on the nineteenth-
century view of Eudemus which is basically the one still current:
Eudemus as the faithful follower of Aristotle who loyally performed the
tasks assigned to him during his master’s lifetime and continued his
teaching after his death. There is a good deal of truth in this, but in many
ways Eudemus’ work and career were different from those of most
members of the school. He may have been a German professor’s ideal
of a Peripatetic, but he was not a typical one. In what follows I shall first
discuss our knowledge, or perhaps I should say, our ignorance of his
career, then his writings, and lastly I shall try to determine what we can
say about the character of his work and his contribution to the school.

1

Very little is known about Eudemus’ life. We are not told that he
belonged to Plato’s Academy, but he must have been a member of
Aristotle’s school for quite a long time; if he joined it soon after
Aristotle’s return to Athens in 336 Bc, he must have been born some
years before 350. Presumably he stayed until Aristotle left Athens in
323 and then returned to Rhodes, where he would have enjoyed the
security of a citizen and presumably had some property. There he seems
to have founded a school, if that is not too grand a title for what must
have been virtually a one-man band. We hear that a nephew, Pasikles,
may have compiled the essay which later became the second book (Al-
pha Elatton) of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, but even this is not certain and
none of Eudemus’ pupils seem to have attained much distinction. Two
Rhodian Peripatetics are known in the third century, Praxiphanes and
Hieronymus, but there is no positive evidence that either attended his
school; both had different interests from his and Hieronymus lived
considerably later. Probably Eudemus’ school did not survive him. The
only relevant piece of evidence we possess, a report in Athenaeus that

altered. The story is repeated by Walter Burleigh, Vita Arist. p. 246 Knust.
2D.L. 5.11-16; cf. Gotischalk (1972) 314-42, esp. 317.
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the kings of Egypt acquired valuable Aristotelian manuscripts for their
library from Rhodes as well as Athens, suggests that Eudemus’ collec-
tion became available during the second or third decade of the third
century, just when one would expect him to have died (we have no di-
rect information about the date of his death.® But Athenaeus is not a
reliable witness; the most we can say is that his assertion shows what
he, and presumably his readers, were prepared to believe.

Our ignorance about the circumstances of Eudemus’ life is connected
with one of the few facts about him which can be firmly established: he
seems to have been virtually unknown in the Hellenistic era. Neither
Cicero nor Sextus Empiricus, who relied on Hellenistic sources for his
knowledge of the Peripatetics, mention his name. The doxographers,
including Arius Didymus, say nothing about his teaching.* Diogenes
Laertius (1.9, 1.22 = Eud. fr. 89, 144W) cites him twice as an author-
ity for the doctrines of earlier thinkers, but has no biography of him and
does not refer to him in the Life of Aristotle (his name is included in the
list of Aristotle’s pupils in the Vita Latina and conjecturally in the Vita
Marciana,* as well as the Arabic tradition). Clement of Alexandria cites
his Astrologikai Historiai once (fr. 143W), but has nothing to say about
his doctrines. It was only after the revival of Aristotelian studies initi-
ated by Andronicus that the “Peripatetic scholastics” rediscovered
Eudemus’ systematic works and came to apppreciate their usefulness
for understanding Aristotle. It could have been Andronicus himself who
found copies in some neglected corner of his home town, perhaps in the
possession of Eudemus’ descendants, but again we are not told that he
edited them.

However it came about, three systematic works by him, the
Analytika, Peri Lexeos and Physika, circulated in the first two centuries
ab. Alexander quoted them freely and Galen wrote a commentary on
the Peri Lexeos.® Of the later commentators, who are our primary

3 Cf. Gottschalk (1972) 339f.

4 BEudemus’ name only occurs once in Diels” Doxographi Graeci (p. 492.3 = Simpl.
In Phys. 700.16 = Theophr. Phys. Op. fr. 15 [150 FHS&S] = Eudemus fr. 82aW). This
fragment, dealing with Plato’s explanation of time, came to Simplicius from Alexander,
who will have taken it from Eudemus’ Physika.

5See Diiring (1957) 157 and 106. The Vita Marciana is corrupt at this point and
has been restored from the V.Lat. For the Arabic tradition see Diiring (1957) 188, 200,
218.

6 Galen, Libr. Prop. p. 118 M; the text is corrupt and has been restored by Miiller
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sources of the Analytika and Physika, Simplicius appears to have read
the Physika for himself (see frr. 43—4W), but the rest probably derived
their quotations from Alexander, directly or through intermediaries.
Simplicius regularly refers to Eudemus by name, while Themistius and
Philoponus frequently quote him without naming him, and occastonally
include some detail omitted by Simplicius. In the same period the
Eudemian Ethics, now generally accepted as a genuine work of
Aristotle, was often attributed to Eudemus, e.g., by Aspasius,’ and this
may be the reason why we have no ethical fragments under his name.
Aelian and Apuleius refer to animal stories supposedly written by him;
some modern scholars have regarded them as spurious, but there is no
real evidence as to this (I shall come back to this). The only works of
Eudemus occasionally quoted by writers dependent on the Hellenistic
tradition are his Histories of Arithmetic, Geometry and Astronomy, but
most of the longer fragiments even of these have come to us from the
Neoplatonist commentators on Aristotle or on mathematical writers.

Looking at the list of Eudemus’ works, one thing strikes us immedi-
ately: the absence of the popular, “exoteric” writings on ethics and lit-
erary history which bulked large in the output of most Peripatetics and
became the hallmark of the school in the Hellenistic period. Eudemus
concentrated on the hard core of Aristotle’s philosophy, and most of his
writings, like the pragmateiai of Aristotle and Theophrastus, were
closely connected with his teaching. This may account for his failure to
make any impact on a wider public; on the other hand, he was the only
pupil of Aristotle, other than Theophrastus, known to have taken an
active part in the propagation and development of the doctrines found
in Aristotle’s school treatises.

IT

Those works of Eudemus of which we have any real knowledge fall
into two groups: systematic and historical. The second group, contain-
ing the histories of arithmetic, geometry, astronomy and perhaps the-

(1891) LXXXV. Wehrli did not include this testimonium among Eudemus’ “fragments,”
but cites it {p. 89) in his commentary on frr. 25-9. We also have an isolated fragment
of a work [Tepl yoviag, transmitted by Proclus (= fr. 30W). The attribution of a Cat-
egories 10 Eudemus by some late authors is baseless; see Gottschalk (1987) 245ff,

7 Aspasius fn Eth. Nic. 151.24 et passim (see the index in Heylbut’s edition); cf.
Gottschalk (1987b) 1101, 1157f., with references.
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ology, is generally assumed to have been conceived as part of a greater
project, initiated by Aristotle himself: a series of surveys covering all
the philosophically interesting fields of knowledge, which included
Theophrastus’ Physikai Doxai and Menon’s latrika, as well as those of
Eudemus. They will have been compiled during Aristotle’s lifetime at
Athens, the only place where Eudemus could easily have got hold of the
necessary research materials.

This raises the question whether, or to what extent, his reading of his
sources was affected by Aristotelian preconceptions, a question which
has long bedevilled our understanding of Theophrastus’ historical
works. But it looms less large in connection with the history of math-
ematics, since in most respects Aristotle’s teaching was in accord with
the assumptions of mainstream mathematicians, e.g., in accepting the
“Euclidean” notion of space, if you will allow the anachronism. The
only point on which there was a fundamental disagreement between
him and any major group of mathematicians was the existence of indi-
visible lines, and here Eudemus adopted the Peripatetic position. Thus
he agreed with Aristotle in rejecting Antiphon’s attempt to square the
circle as contravening a basic principle of geometry, the infinite divis-
ibility of magnitudes.® In general, however, these works seem to have
contained more straight reporting, and less criticism, than the Physikai
Doxai. In particular, many of the extant fragments make a point of de-
termining who first discovered a phenomenon or theorem, but then such
observations are easier to make and more illuminating in connection
with the special sciences than the history of philosophy.

When we turn to Eudemus’ systematic writings, the situation is more
complicated. We have fairly extensive fragments of three: the Analytika
(frr. 9-24W), the Peri lexeos (frr. 25-9) and the Physika (frr. 31-123).
Like the corresponding works of Aristotle and Theophrastus, they re-
flect Eudemus’ lectures closely (see in particular fr. 88), even if they
were more than lecture notes in the ordinary sense. Yet there are differ-
ences between them which are not only due to the differences of their
subject-matter. The Physika, of which we have by far the fullest reports,
was based on a course of lectures covering the same subjects as
Aristotle’s Physics in the same order (see especially fr. 98), except that
it contained nothing corresponding to Book 7 of our version. The ex-

8 Fr. 140W. But the sentence near the beginning of the extract printed by Wehrli
(1969, 57.27t.) which contains a verbal echo of Aristotle (Phys. 185al8), is the work
of Simplicius; he only refers to Eudemus later, at 59.11.



