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Abstract: In paragraphs 5 and 86 of the De sensibus Theophrastus gives a brief
report of Plato’s views on the sense of vision and its object, i. e. colour, based on
the Timaeus. Interestingly enough, he presents the Platonic doctrine as a third
alternative to the extramission and intromission theories put forward by other
ancient philosophers. In this article I examine whether or not Theophrastus’
account is impartial. I argue that at least some of his distortive departures from
the Platonic dialogue are due to his Aristotelian inheritance, even though they do
not always represent Aristotle’s expressed views.
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Theophrastus discusses Plato’s theory of vision in three paragraphs of the De
sensibus (DS), namely in paragraphs 5, 86, and 91.* In paragraphs 5 and 86 Theo-
phrastus gives an abbreviated account of the Platonic theory of the sense of vision
and its object, namely colour, which is based principally on Plato’s Timaeus,?
while in paragraph 91 he criticises Plato’s views on the subject. Intriguing though
they may be, Theophrastus’ critical remarks are not my topic here. Rather, [ want
to focus on Theophrastus’ report of the Platonic doctrine of vision and ask the
following obvious questions: Does Theophrastus present it in a reliable manner
or does he distort it? And if it turns out that he does actually distort it, can we
explain Theophrastus’ tendentious account as the result of his Aristotelian inher-
itance?

No doubt I am not the first to ask these questions: George Stratton, in his
comments on the De sensibus, John McDiarmid, Tony Long, Han Baltussen,

1 All references to Theophrastus’ De sensibus are from Hermann Diels’ edition in his Doxographi
Graeci (1879, pp. 499-527).

2 It is not unlikely that Theophrastus was aware of Plato’s similar definition of colour in the
Meno (76D4-5), but I agree with Stratton (1917, p. 159 n. 11; see also, McDiarmid 1959, p. 59; Long
1996, p. 346) that his summary of Plato’s doctrine of sense perception “seems to be drawn exclu-
sively from the Timaeus”.
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and Kelli Rudolph, in their scholarly books and articles, all raise the general
issue of how closely Theophrastus follows Plato’s Timaeus. In fact, it has been
claimed, on the basis of the many similarities in the vocabulary and phraseol-
ogy between the De sensibus and the Timaeus, that Theophrastus wrote his work
having the Platonic dialogue “spread out before him” (Stratton 1917, p. 203 n. 203;
McDiarmid 1959, p. 59). But it has also been argued, this time on the basis of
the omissions and obscurities of Theophrastus’ text, that there are occasions in
which Theophrastus “either overlooked or rejected the evidence of the Timaeus”
(McDiarmid 1959, p. 60). Finally, the suggestion has been put forward that the De
sensibus may have been composed of notes or excerpts made from the Timaeus
either by Theophrastus himself or by a pupil (Long 1996, p. 362; Baltussen 2000b,
p. 130).

Although my study of the De sensibus paragraphs on Plato’s theory of vision
cannot settle the general issue concerning the overall composition of Theophras-
tus’ text, in what follows I claim that Theophrastus does not give an impartial
report, but a rather biased interpretation of the Platonic account of vision and its
object. And the same holds with regard to the second question about the motiva-
tion behind Theophrastus’ distortive departures from the Platonic doctrine. For it
is true that the particular case of Theophrastus’ reading of Plato’s theory of vision
cannot decide the general issue of an interpretatio Aristotelica throughout the De
sensibus, which is the view introduced by McDiarmid (1959) but undermined by
Baltussen (2000b, pp. 126-129). Still, in this article, I try to demonstrate that at
least some of Theophrastus’ diversions are due to his Aristotelian perspective,
even though they do not represent Aristotle’s expressed views.
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I Theophrastus, De sensibus 5:

Plato’s theory of vision

I.1 The text and its composition.

Let me begin with Theophrastus’ summary of Plato’s account of vision in DS 5, as
it is printed in the standard edition by Hermann Diels:

KO TRV pEV Oty TIOLET Tupog (810 Kol TO Xp@pa AGYQ TV’ GTIO TV CWHATWY CURHETPA LOPLX
i 6er Exovoav), WG Gmoppoiig Te yvopevng kai déov cuvappdttey GAAARAOLG Eloboav
HEXPL TVOG oUPPVETDAL Tfj ATOppPOT| Kai 0DTwG Opdv MUaG: Womep GV €ig TO péoov TIBeLg TV
£owTod 80EaV TV TE PAOKOVTWYV TPOOTUTTEWY TNV SV Kal TV PEPeadat TpOG Al TNV GO
T@v opat@v. (Theophrastus, DS 5 500.8-13)

A couple of emendations are, I think, necessary:

1.

David Sedley (1992, p. 30 n. 26) points out that the text of the first sentence is
ungrammatical, so he repunctuates it and adds the connective <8&>:

Kol T pev SPv motel mupdg (810 kai O xpdpa @AdYa TV’ &md TV CWHATWY CUHHETPX
popla tii 6et Exovaav, WG ATOPPOTG T YIVOpEVNG Kai €0V EvappotTtey dAARAoLG.) EEloboav
<8&> péXpL TVOG oupPYESHOL Tfi Aroppof] Kail oUTWE Opav AUES.

I agree with him.

All the manuscripts have oOv appéTTewy instead of ouvappoTTey, which is
Diels’ own correction. The corruption from cUVAPHOTTELV to OUV APUOTTELV
can of course be easily explained, but I prefer to read évappoTttew, since
ovvVapUOTTELY is nowhere to be found in the surviving Theophrastean works.
On the other hand, there are eight occurrences of évappéttewv in the De
sensibus® and, among them, we find another occurrence of évappottewv
aAARMotg, which also refers to the fitting into each other of the fire emanated
from within the perceiving animals and the fire emanated from the visible
objects.*

Hence, I think that DS 5 should read:

Kol TRV pév St motel mupde. (810 kai O xpOpa @AGya TV 41O TOV CWHETWY CUMHETPX
popta Ty dpet Exovoav, WG GOPPORG TE YIVOPEVNG Kol €0V EvappotTely GAAAAOLG.) £§loDoav

3 DS 7500.19 and 27; 9 502.5; 12 502.27; 13 503.6 and 11; 14 503.13; 15 503.21.
4 DS 13 503.4-6: énetta év aOToig TOIG EMpU)oLS Ti HaAAOV aioBroeTal T0 év @ {ww THp f| TO
£KTOG, elnep vappdTTouotv GAARAOLG.
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<B&> pEXPL TIVOG CUNEPVETDAL Tf| &rtoppofi Kol oUTwG Opdv ARES DoTEp GV £i§ TO pEoov TIBEIg
Vv &auTtod 86&av TV Te PAOKOVTWY TIPOCTUTTEWV THV Btv Kal TWV QEPETBAL TTPOG AVTAV
4o TV OpaT@V.

And I translate it as follows:

Vision he connects to fire. (That is why he also considers colour to be a kind of flame coming
from bodies, having its parts commensurate with vision — on the grounds that there is an
effluence and they must fit into each other.) It <i. e. vision> proceeds from the eye up to a
point and coalesces with the effluence, and that is how we see; as if he places his own view
midway between the views of those who say that vision impinges <upon the visible objects>
and of those <who say> that something is borne from the visible objects to vision <i. e. to the
organ of vision>.

DS 5 seems to draw material from various Timaeus passages; in particular, Theo-
phrastus combines Plato’s theory of vision, as this is summarised in 45B2-D3, with
the definition of colour in 67c4-7.° In Timaeus 45B2-D3, Plato claims that there is
a stream of fire particles issuing from our eyes which coalesces with daylight in
such a way that they together form a single homogeneous and uniformly affected
visual body extending from our eyes to the object we see. It thus constitutes some
kind of extension of our visual organs and helps us to actively focus on and be, as
it were, in touch with the visible object. Vision results because the effluence from
the visible object, i. e. its colour, causes in this visual body changes that are trans-
mitted to our eyes and, from there, to our soul. In Timaeus 67c5-7, Plato defines
colour as a flame issuing from an object that has fire particles commensurate with
those of the visual body, so as to produce the sense of vision.

But are these two Platonic passages, and thus Plato’s theory of vision, con-
sistent? Is it possible that the visual body extends all the way to the visible object,
as it is suggested by the early passage, and at the same time a fiery effluence
emanates from the visible object and meets the visual body, as it is suggested by
the definition of colour? This issue of Platonic consistency has recently given rise
to discussions among scholars, who are interested in the passive and active char-
acter of Plato’s perceptual theory;® but the same issue had already puzzled the
ancient readers of the Timaeus, and Theophrastus seems to be chronologically
the second on this list just after Aristotle.

5 Most scholars are in agreement on this issue, e.g. Stratton (1917), pp. 160-161 n. 15; Sedley
(1992), p. 30; Long (1996), pp. 350-351; Baltussen (2000b), pp. 128-129. On the other hand,
Rudolph (2018), pp. 155-159 defends an alternative position, according to which Theophrastus’
report of Plato’s theory of vision and its object depends on Timaeus 64D—E and 67C—68D.

6 See e. g. Gronroos (2001), pp. 31-35; Remes (2014).
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1.2 Theophrastus’ interpretation and its influence

In DS 5 Theophrastus reports that, according to Plato, the visual stream emanat-
ing from our eyes consists of fire particles. He also reports that this visual stream
proceeds from our eyes up to a point (uéxpt Tvog), where it coalesces with the
effluence from the visible object, i. e. its colour, which also consists of fire parti-
cles. No doubt Theophrastus’ summary is brief. Indeed, it is extremely concise to
the point of crediting Plato with a theory of vision that is “misleadingly crude”, as
Long (1996, p. 351) characterises it, since it makes no reference at all to some of the
important aspects of the Platonic doctrine. For instance, it omits the central role
daylight plays in the sense of vision; it also overlooks the fact that vision occurs
when the visual body, being changed by the effluence from the visible object, is
transmitted back to the eye and affects the soul; finally, it does not present Plato’s
distinction between different varieties of fire (Timaeus 58c5-D1), that is, between
the flame that burns and the fire particles that constitute the visual body as well
as the effluence from the visible object.” But can it be that Theophrastus’ brief
account is nevertheless accurate?

In the last sentence of DS 5 (500.12-13) Theophrastus remarks that, by stating
what he states, Plato places his theory midway (ig 10 péoov) between, on the one
hand, the theories according to which we see because something from the eyes
impinges upon the visible object and, on the other hand, the theories according
to which we see because something emanates from the visible object. In other
words, Theophrastus remarks that Plato places his theory between what we
would nowadays refer to respectively as the extramission and the intromission
theories of vision. But who are the ancient philosophers whom Theophrastus has
in mind here as proponents of these theories? The Atomists, with their theory of
images (ei8wAa), could of course be counted among those who claim that we see
because something emanates from the visible object; and Empedocles, too, with
his theory of effluences (&noppoai), could be included in the same category. As
to those who claim, on the other hand, that we see because something from our
eyes impinges upon the visible object, it has been suggested that it could be the
Pythagoreans and Alcmaeon.? I have nothing to add to all this. What is significant
for my purposes, though, is to underline that Theophrastus phrases the last sen-

7 Baltussen (2000a), p. 231, however, notes that Theophrastus’ addition of Ttv’ to @Adya in his
report of the Platonic definition of colour (Timaeus 67¢5-7: G GUUMOVTA HEV XPOOG EKANETOEY,
PAOYQ TOV CWPATWV EKGOTWV GTIOppEOVTaY, OPel CUPRETPA pOpLa Exovaav TPoG aioBnoty) “may
qualify the special nature of the fire in the eye, viz. non-burning fire”.

8 See Beare (1906), p. 49 n. 3; Burnet (1908), p. 224; Stratton (1917), p. 161 n. 16.
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tence in such a way so that Plato’s theory is presented as a third alternative. More-
over, the last sentence clearly implies that this is not what Plato himself states,
but how Theophrastus interprets the Platonic doctrine (®omep Gv).

Does Theophrastus borrow this interpretation from Aristotle? There is no sur-
viving treatise by Aristotle that discusses in a detailed manner Plato’s theory of
vision. Only in the De sensu, does Aristotle refer explicitly to the Timaeus doctrine
that vision is due to light emanating from the eyes; it is, in fact, in this passage
that he conflates Plato’s theory with that of Empedocles, before he starts criticis-
ing both of them together:

If the visual organ were fire, which is the doctrine of Empedocles, a doctrine taught also in
the Timaeus, and if vision were the result of light issuing from the eye as from a lantern, why
should the eye not have had the power of seeing even in the dark? It is totally idle to say, as
the Timaeus does, that the visual ray coming forth in the darkness is quenched. What is a
quenching of light? That which, like a fire of coals or an ordinary flame, is hot and dry is,
indeed, quenched by the moist or cold; but heat and dryness are not evidently attributes
of light. And if they are attributes of it, but belong to it in a degree so slight as to be imper-
ceptible to us, we should have expected that in the daytime the light of the sun should be
quenched when rain falls, and that darkness should prevail in frost weather. After all, flame
and ignited bodies are subject to such extinction, but experience shows that nothing of this
sort happens to the sunlight. (Aristotle, De sensu 437°11-23; trans. J. I. Beare, modified by
]. Barnes)’

Contemporary scholars, however, have much disputed Aristotle’s claim that
Empedocles postulates a visual stream issuing from our eyes;'° and it is worth
noting that Theophrastus’ account of Empedocles’ theory in the De sensibus does
not imply it (Sedley 1992, p. 26). Moreover, although in DS 91 Theophrastus recog-
nises a similarity between Plato’s and Empedocles’ theories of vision, this simi-
larity is strictly limited to their understanding of the nature of colours as effluenc-

9 émel el ye mhp R, kaBdmep "EpmedorAiig oot kol &v ¢ Tipaiw yéypamtay, kai GUVEBaLVe TO
Opav EELOVTOG oTep €k AapmTiipog T PWTAG, 8ta Ti 0l Kal &V Td oKOTEL Ewpa &v 1 Gig; TO &
amooBevvuoBal @avat év T@ okOTeL £§lo0Doav, Womep O Tipalog AEyel, KEVOV £0TL TAVTEADG: TiG
Yap GnooBeats ewTOC £0Ttv; oBévvuTal yap i Uypd fi Yuxp® T0 Beppdv kai Enpdv (olov Sokel T6
T’ £V 101G GvBpaKMBETLY elva Ttip Kol 1 PAGE), MV TG PwTL oD8ETEPOV PaiveTar Itdpyov. ei 8 dpa
OTIGPYEL PEV GANK SL&k TO NpEpa AavOdvel APGS, £8eL pued’ fEPav Ye kal év 1@ DBt drooBévvuabal
TO QG Kal €v Tolg tdyolg pdANov yiyveaBat okOTOV- f| YOUV GAOE Kol T& TIEMUPWHEVA CWUATA
TAoeL TOUTO- VOV §” 008EV cupBaivel TolohTov.

10 On the different interpretations put forward by contemporary scholars concerning this issue,
see lerodiakonou (2005a), p. 26 n. 41.
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es.! Besides, in DS 5, Plato’s theory of vision, which undoubtedly assumes both a
visual stream issuing from the eyes as well as effluences emitted from the visible
objects, is placed on its own in Theophrastus’ alternative third category, distinct
from Empedocles’ theory, and midway between the extramission and the intro-
mission theories. It is, therefore, reasonable to infer that on this particular point
Theophrastus’ interpretation is not directly influenced by Aristotle.

Why does Theophrastus interpret Plato in this way? As Sedley (1992,
pp. 30-31) convincingly argues, Theophrastus wants to justify his classification
of Plato, which we find right at the beginning of the De sensibus, as a philoso-
pher who explains sense perception on the basis of the like-by-like principle. For
although it is true that Plato in the Timaeus explicitly mentions this principle
when he talks of the coalescence of the visual stream issuing from the eyes with
daylight, Theophrastus in his account adduces this same principle for another
reason; that is, in order to explain the general character of Plato’s theory of vision
in terms of the coalescence of the visual stream issuing from our eyes with the
effluences from the visible object. And it is precisely this coalescence that occurs,
according to Theophrastus, somewhere between our eyes and the visible object.
Indeed, Theophrastus’ attempt to portray Plato as a like-by-like theorist clouds
his judgement to such a degree, as Long (1996, p. 351) suggests, that he does not
register the fact that the coalescence about which Plato talks in the Timaeus is of
fire particles that are alike, i. e. those issuing from the eyes and those of daylight,
whereas the coalescence that Theophrastus has in mind concerns fire particles
that are merely commensurate, i. e. those issuing from the eyes and those issuing
from the visible objects.

Aristotle does not classify previous theories of vision in the way Theophrastus
does. There are of course passages in Aristotle’s treatises, in which he introduces
classifications of earlier philosophers on the basis of the like-by-like principle,*?
but in the particular case of vision Theophrastus is the first to use this principle
and interpret Plato in such a way so that he can fit him accordingly in his classi-
fication. Hence, although Theophrastus’ interpretation of the Platonic theory of
vision is not directly influenced by Aristotle’s own statements, the Aristotelian
roots of Theophrastus’ endeavour are obvious.

Was Theophrastus’ interpretation influential in the history of the reception of
Plato’s theory of vision? Interestingly enough, the same interpretation of Plato’s
doctrine as a third alternative is to be found in Alexander of Aphrodisias’ com-

11 DS 91 527.6-8: miepi 8¢ XpwpdTwv 0XedOV Opolwg EpmedokAel Aéyet: TO yap oOppeTpa EXELV
popLa i OeL TO TOIG TOPOLG EVAPUOTTELY ETIV.
12 See e. g. Aristotle, De anima 1.4 416°29-°9; 11.5 417°18-20.
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ments on Aristotle’s De sensu. The Aristotelian passage (De sensu 2 438%25-27),
on which Alexander comments, criticises both those according to whom we see
because something emanates from our eyes and reaches as far as the stars, as
well as those who hold that we see because what emanates from our eyes goes
out only a certain distance and blends there with something else. But although
Aristotle does not refer to Plato by name, Alexander attributes the latter theory
explicitly to him:

Of those who gave similar descriptions of how seeing is produced some thought that what
comes out from the eyes is extended as far as the <body> being seen, as the mathemati-
cians <think>, who say that we see by means of rays which come out from the eyes and are
extended as far as the <bodies> being seen... Others say that the light that is sent out from
the eyes proceeds as far as a certain point and then comes to be commingled with the light
outside and seeing comes about when this light, which is established from both and fused
together, impinges at its boundary on the eyes and announces the affection to the eye, as
seems <to be the case> to Plato. (Alexander of Aphrodisias, in De sens. 27.26-28.15; trans.
A. Towey)*

It seems, therefore, that both Theophrastus and Alexander follow an Aristotelian
perspective in understanding Plato’s theory as a less extreme case of an extramis-
sion theory, which Theophrastus clearly treats as a third alternative between the
extramission and the intromission theories of vision defended by previous phi-
losophers.

On the other hand, there are authors in late antiquity who do not adhere
to Theophrastus’ interpretation of Plato’s theory of vision. The account of the
Timaeus passages on vision that we find, for instance, in Alcinous’ Didaskalikos
(The Handbook of Platonism), seems to be much clearer and more precise, even
though it has been misleadingly regarded as directly or indirectly influenced by
Theophrastus’ De sensibus:'*

Having placed upon the face the light-bearing eyes, the gods enclosed in them the lumi-
nous aspect of fire, which, since it is smooth and dense, they considered would be akin

13 énel 8¢ TV opoiwg Aeyovtwv TO 6pdv yiveobal ol PEv PEXPL TOD OpwWHEVOL NyoDVTO TO EELOV
artd T@v 6@OaAu@V Groteiveabat, WOTEP of pHaONpATIKOL, OLTVEG 8L AKTiVWYV EELOVEWV GO TWV
O@OAAU@V Kal PEXPL TOV OPWHEVWY GTOTEWVOREVWY Opdv TIUAG AEYOUOtl ... ol 8& péxpL TVOG TO
EKTIEUTIOUEVOV GTIO TOV OPOAAIDY PDG TIPOTEVAL Paaiy, EMEITa CUPLYES YiveaBal T@) #Ew QwTl
Kol TOUTOV TOD €€ GppOlv GUETAVTOG TE KAl CUHPUVTOG PWTOG KATA TO TEPAS TOIG OPOANUOTG
TIPOOTINTOVTOG Kal StayyeAAovTog TO TIdB0G TG O@OOARD TO Opdv yiveabat, wg IMAGTwVL SoKeT,
Ap@oTEPAG PN ot TAG 80Eag GTOMOUG,.

14 Dillon (1993), pp. 143-145. On the other sources for the composition of Didaskalikos’ account
of Plato’s Timaeus, see Whitaker (1989).
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to the light of day. This flows out with the greatest ease through the whole of the eyes,
but especially through the mid-part of them, which is the purest and most refined. This
becomes blended with the external light, like to like, and produces the sensation of sight.
For this reason, when at night the light departs or is obscured, the stream from within us no
longer coalesces with the adjacent air, but is kept within, and smoothes out and dissolves
our internal movements, and becomes an inducement to sleep; and that is why the eyelids
close. (Alcinous, Didaskalikos 18; trans. J. Dillon)

That is to say, the author of the Didaskalikos mentions the principle of like-by-like
in connection with the coalescence of the visual stream issuing from the eyes
with daylight, just like Plato does, whereas Theophrastus does not even mention
the role of daylight.

Similarly, Galen’s presentation of Plato’s theory of vision cannot be said
to follow Theophrastus’ report. For although he divides previous theories of
vision into the two main categories that Theophrastus also uses, namely into the
extramission and the intromission theories, he does not support the view that,
according to Plato, what emanates from the eyes travels only up to a certain dis-
tance (De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis VII 5.1-7 452.30-454.9). More specifically,
before he presents his own theory of vision, Galen rejects all intromission theo-
ries that presuppose something emanating from the visible object, be it corporeal
or not. He then defends the extramissionist theory, and the Platonic influence
is here clear, that we see because something emanates from our eyes, namely
the innate pneuma, which strikes the surrounding air and at once forms together
with it a unified homogeneous body that enables us to see. But although the
innate pneuma plays a crucial role also in the Stoic theory of vision, Galen makes
clear that he disagrees with the Stoics. According to him, the effect of the innate
pneuma on the surrounding air does not create something like a walking-stick, as
the Stoics claim, which extends all the way to the visible object, because for Galen
it would be absurd to claim that the amount of innate pneuma issuing from the
eyes is enough to reach a far away object. To explain better the effect of the innate
pneuma on the surrounding air, Galen at De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis VII
5.1-7 454.10-16 uses the analogy of the effect of sunlight on the air; just like sun-
light touches the upper limit of the air and transmits its power to the furthest
distance, the innate pneuma from our eyes produces instantaneously by its first
impact on the surrounding air - lit from above by sunlight — an alteration that
spreads to the whole of it and assimilates it to itself:*

15 On Galen’s theory of vision and his stance towards the Platonic and Stoic doctrines, see
Siegel (1970), pp. 10-126; Boudon-Millot (2012); Ierodiakonou (2014) and forthcoming.
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If then sight alone of the senses, when it perceives the sense object that moves it, uses air as
a medium, not as a kind of walking-stick, but as a homogeneous part that forms one body
with itself, and if sight alone has been given this exceptional ability, along with the ability
to see by reflection, one may reasonably assert that it needed luminous pneuma flowing in
from above which assimilates the surrounding air to itself upon encountering it and, as it
were, striking it. (De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis VII 5.41 460.28-33; trans. Ph. de Lacy,
slightly modified)*¢

By presenting his theory of vision in this way, Galen seems to understand and
interpret Plato’s theory as a precursor of his own."” For although he does not
adopt Plato’s fire particles and replaces them instead with the innate pneuma,
he seems to think that he adheres to the Platonic doctrine when he claims that
the innate pneuma coalesces with daylight in such a way that it instantaneously
assimilates the surrounding air, and thus endows it with the ability to see.

Hence, there seems to have been in antiquity two different readings of Plato’s
theory of vision: The Aristotelians offered an interpretation, according to which
the visual body coalesces with the effluences from visible objects somewhere
between our eyes and the objects we see, whereas Galen defended the view that
what emanates from our eyes immediately assimilates the surrounding air to
itself. Which of the two lines of interpretation can be said to be more accurate
and reliable? This is not the topic of my article, here, but I find it quite plausible
that Plato himself was not clear on this subject. Hence, it should not surprise us
that Theophrastus interprets Plato’s theory as he does, namely that the visual
stream coalesces with what emanates from the visible object somewhere midway,
whereas Galen offers a different interpretation, according to which it is the coa-
lescence of daylight with the visual stream, or otherwise said, the assimilation
of daylight to the visual stream, which plays the important role in the sense of
vision.

16 &imep oLV 1 BYIg pévn TV BAAWV aichnoewv aicAdveTal Tob KIvVoDVTOg AbTHY aicBnTod Sid
péoov Tob Gépog, ovy wg BakTnpiag Tvog, GAN WG OpoeL80DG TE Kail CUPPLODE £auTii Hopiov Kal
povn ot &aipeTov anTi §€8oTan peTd Tod Kai 8 dvakAdoewg Opav, eikOTWE £8eNBN TVEDHATOG
dvwoev EMPPEOVTOG aYOEIBODG, & TIPOOTITOV T(H MEPLE GEPL Kal 01OV EMMAFTTOV ADTOV EQUTEH
OUVEEOHOLWOEL.

17 The only explicit statement to this effect is in Galen’s De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis (VI
8.35 414.24-27), where he claims to have elsewhere shown that the Timaeus account of the pro-
duction of mixed colours is correct in every respect. Also, it is worth noting that Galen is explic-
itly said to have followed Plato’s theory of vision in Nemesius’ De natura hominis 7 (58.14-15:
TaAnvog 8¢ oupewvwg IAGTwvL Tept Tiig dPews v Td ERSOUW TAS ovppwviag Aéyel); and the
same statement is later made by Meletius (De natura hominis 71.12-14).
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The study of the later tradition shows that, whether or not Theophrastus’
interpretation is more faithful to the Platonic theory of vision, it seems to have
been rather influential, even though none of the late-antique authors copy The-
ophrastus slavishly. More specifically, in Aétius’ De placitis, Plato’s doctrine is
characterised by the notion of co-illumination or coalescence of light (cuvavyela),
which is never used by Theophrastus, but describes the coalescence of the fire
particles issuing from our eyes with those from the objects we see in the same way
as Theophrastus does in DS 5, namely midway:

Plato <says that we see> through co-illumination, the light from the eyes streaming out over
a certain distance into the congeneric air, and the light travelling from bodies is borne in
the contrary direction, while that in the air in between, which <sc. air> is easily diffused
and flexible, extends itself together with the fiery element of vision. This is called Platonic
co-illumination.'® (Aétius, De placitis 4.13.11 404.14-21; trans. J. Mansfeld)

And we find the same description of Plato’s theory of vision in Nemesius’ De
natura hominis:

Plato, however says that it is a meeting of the light from the eyes, so far as it flows into the
air that is homogeneous with it, and of the light travelling in the opposite direction from
bodies, while the light in the air between, which is easily diffused and changed, extends
away to the fiery element of sight.' (Nemesius, De natura hominis 7 58.11-14; trans. R. W.
Sharples and Ph. J. van der Eijk)

The term cuvavyela is defined in the Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek Lexicon as “the
meeting of the rays of sight from the eye with the rays of light from the object seen”,
but I think that it is more complicated to determine what exactly this meeting,
coalescence, or fusing of light refers to in the context of Plato’s theory of vision.
Since both Aétius’ and Nemesius’ texts are late, Baltussen (2000a, p. 232)
rightly points out that cuvavyela describes the Platonic theory in a “modern-
ised” language, just like in the case of the use of the terms cuvavyaopdg and
ovvavyalw.?® On the other hand, his suggestion concerning the meaning of

18 MAATwV KaTa ouvadyela, ToD PEV €K TV OPBOALDY QWTOG EML TTOGOV GTOPPEOVTOG EIG
TOV Opoyevi] Gépa, T00 8¢ Gno [pev] TV CWHATWV PepOpévoy, <ToD 8¢ Tepl> TOV pPETOEY
dépa 0BLEYXUTOV BVTA KAl EDTPEMTOV CUVEKTEWVOUEVOD TG TUPWSEL TG OPews. avtn Aéyetal
MAQTWVIKT] GUVODYELQL.

19 NAGTWV 8¢ KaTd GUVADYELAY TOD PEV EK TV OPOAAIDY PWTOG ET TTOGOV ATIOPPEOVTOG EIG TOV
OpOYeVR GEPQ, TOD BE GO TMV CWHETWV AVTIPEPOUEVOV, TOD BE TEPL TOV PeTAED Gépa eVBLaYUTOV
GvTa Kal EUTPEMTOV GUVEKTEIVOHEVOL TG) TIUPOELSET TG OPewS.

20 Plutarch, De facie in orbe lunae 929B: cuvavyoaopdv; Aétius, De placitis 3.1.6, 365.17-20:
ouvavyaopov; Damianus, Optica 6.1-5: guvavyalovoag.
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this term sounds at first confusing: In his article (2000a, p. 232) he claims that
ovvavyela refers to the fusing of the light coming from the eyes with that coming
from the visible object, whereas in his book (2000b, p. 100) he presents it as the
fusing of the light coming from the eyes with daylight. But, of course, if we focus
on the literal meaning of the noun cuvavyela, both these cases can be regarded
as cases of the fusing of different kinds of light. In fact, both Aétius and Nemesius
seem to understand it as referring to the fusing of all three lights that are neces-
sary for us to see an object; that is to say, cuvavyela refers in these texts to the
coalescence of the light issuing from the eyes with daylight and, subsequently,
with the light issuing from the visible object.*

So, although Aétius and Nemesius are in line with the Theophrastean inter-
pretation of Plato’s theory of vision, according to which the light issuing from our
eyes meets midway the light issuing from the objects we see, they both seem to be
closer to Plato’s account than Theophrastus, who does not even mention the role
of daylight in vision. Hence, this small detail could be used as further evidence in
favour of the view that the Aétian passage does not really represent a rephrased
version of Theophrastus’ brief account.??

21 The term ouvavyela is also found in Byzantine texts. Michael Psellos (1018-1076) uses it to
summarise Plato’s theory of vision and understands it, just like Theophrastus does, as the coa-
lescence of light coming from the eyes with that coming from the visible objects (De omnifaria
doctrina 89 and 108). Moreover, Psellos explicitly says that, according to Plato’s account, ef-
fluences from the objects we see coalesce with those from our eyes at some point midway. On
the other hand, the 13% century scholars, Nicephorus Blemmydes (Epitome physica 1193C-1196C)
and Sophonias (in De an. 75.2-5; 7712-24) understand it as the fusing of the light from our eyes
with daylight, and present the theory involving cuvatyela as a third alternative theory of vision,
although they do not attribute it to Plato. In fact, this third alternative theory, which is their
preferred one, describes the coalescence of the light issuing from our eyes with daylight in a
way very similar to the assimilation doctrine defended by Galen. It seems, therefore, that Psellos
adheres to the Aristotelians’ interpretation of the Platonic theory of vision, whereas Blemmydes
and Sophonias are influenced by Galen. See Ierodiakonou (2019), pp. 168-73.

22 [ am sympathetic to Baltussen’s attempt to rebut Diels’ idea that Theophrastus is the only
source of the De placitis, but I disagree with him when he concludes that De placitis 4.13.11 bears
“no resemblance to passages in Theophrastus” (2000a, p. 237). Baltussen (2000a, p. 233) sus-
pects that “a condensed version of systematic nature previously existed in the source used” by
Aétius. See also, Mansfeld’s contribution in this volume, pp. 146-167.
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Il Theophrastus’ De sensibus 86:
Plato’s theory of colours

I1.1 The text and its omissions

Let me next focus on the second passage in the De sensibus, in which Theo-
phrastus presents Plato’s theory of vision, and especially his theory of colours as
objects of vision:

T0 8¢ Xp@dpa PASYa £iva 4rd TV CWHATWV COUPETPA POpLa Exovoav Tf BEL AeUKOV pPév TO
BLokprLTikov, pédav 8¢ T oUYKPLTIKOV v Abyov [8€] Tolg epl TV adpka Beppois kai Yuxpoig
Kal Toig mept TNV yADooov aTpu@voig kai Spipéat, Aapmpodv 8¢ 10 mup®d8eg Acukdy, Ta 8¢
GAAa £k TOOTWV- &v oig 8& Abyotg, ovd’ el Tig eibein ypiivaw Aéyewv @notv, Mv ovk Exopev
eikoTa Adyov 1j dvaykaiov- 008’ el melpwpévw pr yiyvolto, ov0Ev &tomov, GAA& TOV BedV
8Uvaobat TobTo Spév. (Theophrastus, DS 86 525.19-26)

First, a textual remark: In line 525.23 all manuscripts read T0 &ep@8eg Acvkdv,
but Diels prints 10 up®8eg Aeukov.? I agree with Diels for reasons that will soon
become clear, and I suggest to translate DS 86 as follows:

Colour is a flame from the bodies which has parts commensurate with vision. White is what
divides <vision>, whereas black is what compresses <it>, in an analogous way to hot and
cold in the case of the flesh, and to astringent and pungent in the case of the tongue. Bright
is the fiery white, and the rest <are mixed> from these. But in what proportions, he says
one should not state, even if one knew them, since we do not have a likely or a necessary
account of them. Nor is it at all surprising if on experiment the outcome is different, but god
has the power to do this.

There is no doubt that in DS 86 we find Theophrastus’ abridged report of the Pla-
tonic theory of basic and mixed colours in the Timaeus (67D2-68B1) as well as of

23 Diels attributes this correction to Schneider, but Schneider’s edition (1818, vol. I, p. 683) has
T0 Gep@deg Aevkov. Schneider also notes, though, that the term dep®8eg does not occur in Plato
and the text here appears corrupt (1818, vol. II, p. 624: Sed in Platonis libris vocis dep@®8eg vestig-
ium nullum extat, et locus Theophrasti minus integer esse videtur). But it was actually Wimmer
(1862, pp. XII and 32) who first corrected it to T0 Tup@8eg Aeukdv. Baltussen (20004a, p. 233 nn. 19
and 22) points out that the use of mupwdng in Aétius’ De placitis 4.13.11 (t® mupwdet Tiig OPewg)
seems peculiar, because “it mostly occurs in meteorological contexts”. However, he himself
gives the Aristotelian example of the eyes that are called mupw8n with reference to Empedocles
(GA 779"15), and he overlooks the correction by Wimmer and Diels in Theophrastus’ DS 86. More-
over, Tupwdng is once used by Plato himself (Critias 116c2) and six more times by Theophrastus
(DS 77 522.16; Physic. opin. 12.90; De lapid. 69.7; Fragm. 5 19.6; 6 12.3; 27.9).
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Plato’s claim concerning the impossibility of using an empirical method for the
production of mixed colours (Timaeus 68B6-8 and 68D2-7).2* Interesting though
it may be, I do not want to focus here on Plato’s twice repeated claim, but on
how Theophrastus summarises the Platonic account of basic colours that runs
as follows:

Now the parts that move from the other bodies and impinge on the visual body are in some
cases smaller, in other larger than, and in still other cases equal in size to, the parts of
the visual body itself. Those that are equal are imperceptible, and these we naturally call
“transparent”. Those that are larger compress the visual body while those that are smaller,
on the other hand, divide it, and so are akin to what is hot or cold in the case of the flesh,
and, in the case of the tongue, with what is sour, or with all those things that generate heat
and that we have therefore called “pungent”. So black and white, it turns out, are the affec-
tions therefrom <i.e. of those bodies which compress and divide the visual body>, which,
though occurring in a different class, are the same <as these other affections>, but appear
different for the reasons given. This, then, is how we should speak of them: white is what
divides the visual body, and black is what does the opposite. Now when a more penetrating
motion of a different kind of fire pounces on the visual body and divides it right up to the
eyes, and forces its way through the very passages within the eyeballs and melts them, it
discharges from those passages a glob of fire and water which we call a tear. The pene-
trating motion itself consists of fire, and as it encounters fire from the opposite direction,
then, as the one fire leaps out from the eyes like a lightning flash and the other enters them
but is quenched by the surrounding moisture, the resulting turmoil gives rise to colours of
every kind. The effect so produced we call “dazzling”, and that which produces it we name
“bright” and “brilliant”.? (Plato, Timaeus 67D2-68B1; trans. D. J. Zeyl, modified)

Since the approximately twenty-one lines of this Timaeus passage are reduced
by Theophrastus to about four, it is not unexpected to detect in DS 86 many

24 On different interpretations of Plato’s account of basic and mixed colours, see Brisson (1999);
Levidis (2002); Struycken (2003); Ierodiakonou (2005b).

25 T QEPOUEVA GO TAV GAWV |.10plO( spmm'ovm TE €ig TRV SY1vV Ta pév ENGTTW, TG 8¢ peilw, T
8’ loa 10T adTig TG Spewg pépeaty stvat T pév ovv o dvaiodnTa, & 81 kai Stapavii Aéyopey, Ta
8¢ peilw kai ENdTTw, T& PV GuyKpivovTa, T& 8¢ Slakpivovta alThy, TOIG TIEPL TV 0&pKa BePOTg
Kol YPuypolg kai Toig Tept THV YAQTTAV GTPU@PVOILG, Kol Soa BeppavTika Gvta Spiea EKaAETOpEY,
aBeA@d eivat, T& Te Aevkd kal T& péAava, ékeivwv madApaTa yeyovota v BAAw yével Ta abTd,
@avtaldpeva 8¢ dANa S1d TahTag TAG aiTiag. oDTWE 0DV ADTA TPOCPNTEOV: TO UEV SIOKPLTIKOV
1§ Oewg Aevkdy, TO & évavtiov adTod péAav. TNV 8 GELTEPAV POPAV Kal YEVOUG TTUPOG ETEPOL
TIPOOTIITOVOAV KAl Slakpivovoav TV 6PV pEXPL TAOV OPPETWY, aDTAS TE TV OPOAAUDV TAG
B1e£080u¢ Blg Siwbodoav kai TiiKovoav, TP PEV ABpGOV Kal V8WP, 6 Bdkpuov KaAoDpEY, EKETBEV
gkyéovoav, aTHy 8¢ oboav mp &€ Evavtiag dnavidoav, kal ToD pév Ekmnd®vTog mupog olov
&’ &otpanilg, Tod & elowovTog Kal mEPL TO VOTEPOV KaTaoREVVUHEVOD, TIAVTOSANMV €v Tf
KUKNOEL TAUT YLYVOUEVWY XPWHATWY, HOPHAPUYAG HEV TO TAOOG TPOCEinopey, 10 8¢ TobTo
AmepyalOpevov Aapmpov Te Kail OTIABOV EMWVOUATOLEY.
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omissions from Plato’s account, as Baltussen rightly points out (2000b, p. 118).
For instance, Theophrastus does not refer to Plato’s notion of the transparent
(8lapaveg), although he does discuss it both in DS 26 and in DS 80 when he pre-
sents the relevant doctrines by Alcmaeon and Democritus respectively; in fact,
the omission of the Platonic account of the transparent is rather surprising, since
this notion plays an important role in the Aristotelian theory of vision. Needless
to say, Theophrastus nowhere mentions any of the nine mixed colours whose pro-
duction Plato presents in some length later on in the Timaeus (68B5-C7).

11.2 Plato’s list of basic colours

In DS 86, after presenting Plato’s definition of colour, which is very similar though
not identical to that of DS 5,2° Theophrastus lists three of Plato’s basic colours,
namely white (Aeuk6v), black (uéAav), and bright (Aaprpdv). The definitions of
white and black, as what divides and what compresses vision respectively, follow
closely Plato’s definitions (Timaeus 67£5-6); and the same holds for the analogy
with the sense of touch and the sense of taste, which is also to be found in the
relevant Timaeus passage (67D7-E2). What is puzzling, however, is what comes
next; that is, the definition of the colour bright as “the fiery white”, and the omis-
sion of Plato’s fourth basic colour, namely red (¢puBpov: Timaeus 68B1-5). Con-
temporary scholars do not comment on the first point, but they do notice the
second and try to explain it: Stratton (1917, pp. 212-213 n. 228) thinks that red
is missing “from Theophrastus’ account by some clerical blunder”, while Long
(1996, p. 359) agrees with Stratton that we must assume here “a short lacuna in
which Theophrastus mentioned this”; thus, both of them decide to introduce
ellipsis points in Diels’ edition after the definition of the bright.

I, on my part, do not think that Theophrastus’ omission of red as the fourth
of Plato’s basic colours is innocent and, in my opinion, one should try to explain
this ommision by considering it together with the bewildering definition of the
colour bright. So, how are we supposed to understand the definition of the bright
as the fiery white? For if Theophrastus treats the bright as a kind of white, then it
cannot be said to be a basic colour. Also, what does it actually mean to say that
the bright is the fiery white? For all colours and, for that matter, all basic colours
are constituted in Plato’s view of fire particles, and their differences depend on
the different sizes of these particles; the colour bright, in particular, is constituted
of fire particles that, according to the Timaeus passage just quoted, are smaller

26 Note that in DS 86 Theophrastus defines colour as a @A6&, whereas in DS 5 he defines it as a
PAOE T1G; see also above, n. 7.
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than the fire particles that constitute the colour white. This is, after all, the reason
why I agree that it would be absurd in a Platonic context to keep the manuscripts’
reading 10 &ep@®deg Aeukdy, and I think that the emendation 16 TUP®Beg AeukoV
improves the text (DS 86 525.23); that is, it does not make sense to connect the
bright with the element of air, since being a colour means that it consists of fire
particles.

Hence, in order to give a satisfactory explanation of the definition of the
colour bright, I make the following suggestion: In presenting the bright in DS 86,
Theophrastus does not take into consideration the relevant passage from Plato’s
Timaeus, but is influenced by Democritus’ account of this colour, an account
which he himself gives in the De sensibus passages dedicated to Democritus’
theory of vision:

On colours, he says that there are four simple ones. White is what is smooth. For whatever
is not rough or shadowy or difficult to penetrate, anything like that is bright. Bright things
must also have straight pores to let the light pass through... the brightest are those which
have the most and the finest fire, while those which have less, thicker in texture, are redder,
as the fine-textured is hot... Thus gold and bronze and similar colours come from red and
white; they get their brightness from white and their reddish tinge from red.” (Theophras-
tus, DS 73-6 520.24-522.3; trans. C. C. W. Taylor)

These Theophrastean passages suggest that, according to Democritus, all white
objects are bright due to their atomic surface structures that have straight pores,
and thus let the light pass through. Also, Democritus seems to have claimed that
both white and red objects have atoms similar to those of fire, but the bright-
est or whitest objects have many and very small such atoms while red objects
have fewer and bigger ones. So, brightness for Democritus characterises all white
objects; indeed, it characterises only white objects. The exclusive attribution of
brightness to the colour white is further confirmed, in my view, by what Democri-
tus is reported to have said about mixed colours; when objects of mixed colours
are bright, for instance the colours gold and bronze, it simply means that they
contain the colour white to some degree.

According to Theophrastus’ report, therefore, Democritus treats the bright
as a kind of white and, in particular, as a kind of white that has the most and
the finest fire. Unfortunately, though, Theophrastus is our only ancient source on

27 TV 88 XpwHATWY GAK PV Aéyel TETTApa. ASUKOV HEV 0LV givail TO AgTov. O yap &v pi| Tpoyd
pund’ émokidln pnde Suodiodov 1, TolohTOV Mdv Aapmpov eivait. Sei 8¢ kai VOVTpUTA Kai Slavyf
Ta Aopmpd eival... AapmpdTaTa pEV Yap eivat T& MAEIoTOV €XovTa Kai AenTdTaToV Tp, £pubpoTEPQ
8¢ Ta MO TEPOV Kol EAATTOV... 0l0V TO EV XPUOOELSES Kail TO ToD yahkoD kol Tév TO TolohTov £k
70D AevkoD kai ToD Epubpoid- TO PHEV Y&p Aapmpov Exetv €k Tod Aevkod, To 8¢ UmEpubpov Gno Tob
£pubpod.
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this topic, and there are many difficulties in figuring out how we should under-
stand the nature of Democritus’ basic colours, and especially the bright as a kind
of white.”® But, at least, it should be clear from all this that contrary to Plato’s
Timaeus, in Democritus’ view, the bright is not a basic colour.?

Furthermore, Theophrastus states in the De sensibus not only that Democri-
tus’ basic colours are the colours white, black, red, and greenish-yellow (xYAwpov),
he also stresses that Democritus is the only among previous ancient philosophers
who postulates four basic colours:

First of all, there is a problem in positing several principles; the others posit only white and
black, as the only simple ones.*® (Theophrastus, DS 79 522.26-27)

My contention, therefore, is that in Theophrastus’ view Plato postulates only two
basic colours, namely white and black, just like Empedocles.3* A further argu-
ment in favour of this claim is that both Theophrastus (DS 91) and Aristotle (De
sensu 2 437°11-23) underline the Platonic dependence on Empedocles’ theory of
colours, without mentioning any difference concerning their doctrines on the
number of basic colours. Besides, it is worth stressing that contemporary schol-
ars still disagree about the basic colours presented in Plato’s Timaeus, which cer-
tainly suggests that the relevant Platonic passages allow different interpretations.
And it seems that in DS 86 Theophrastus, for his own reasons, offers us one such
interpretation, according to which Plato’s basic colous are just the white and the
black.

To conclude, my study of the De sensibus paragraphs on Plato’s theory of vision as
well as on his account of basic and mixed colours confirms the generally accepted
view that Theophrastus’ report is extremely truncated and his approach is rather

28 On different interpretations of Democritus’ account of basic colours, see Baldes (1978); Max-
well-Stewart (1979); Struycken (2003). See also, Kelli Rudolph’s contribution in this issue.

29 An objection could be raised, though, that in DS 86 Theophrastus’ text implies that the bright
is a basic colour. For, after mentioning the white, the black, and the bright, Theophrastus states
that the mixed colours are produced from these (t& 8¢ GAAa £k ToOTWV). The contested issue,
here, is of course the reference of ToUTwv. Baltussen (2000b, p. 118) translates the phrase as
“all other colours are derived from the extremes (i.e. white and black)”, although this does not
correspond to the text. But if the bright is a kind of white, To0twv can understood as referring to
the basic colours white and black as well as to the bright as a kind of white.

30 TIp@Tov pév ovv T mAeioug doSoiival Tag &pydg ExeL v dropiav- ol yop GANOLTO Aeukdv kai
TO pHEAQV WG TOVTWV GA@V BVTWV POVWV.

31 Iargue in favour of the view that Empedocles postulates only two basic colours, namely white
and black, in Ierodiakonou (2005a).
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narrow. It also confirms the suspicion, already expressed by contemporary schol-
ars, that the De sensibus’ oddities and obscurities cannot always be explained
on the basis of textual problems or as copyists’ mistakes. What I have tried to
give, here, are some further examples of such oddities and obscurities that can
be better understood if one treats Theophrastus’ text as offering not a mere report
of the Platonic doctrines, but an interpretation that is heavily “coloured” by his
Aristotelian inheritance, even if it does not follow ground already covered by
Aristotle himself.

Acknowledgement: The research for this article was funded by Riksbankens
Jubileumsfond, Sweden, as part of the programme Representation and Reality
(2013-2019), hosted by the University of Gothenburg (http://representationand-
reality.gu.se). I would like to thank Istvan Bodnar for his helpful suggestions,
which greatly improved an earlier version of this article.

Bibliography

Baldes, Richard (1978): “Democritus on the Nature and Perception of ‘Black’ and ‘White’”,
Phronesis 23, pp. 87-100.

Baltussen, Han (2000a): “Plato in the Placita (Aétius bk. 1V): A Dielsian Blind Spot”, Philologus
144, pp. 227-238.

Baltussen, Han (2000b): Theophrastus against the Presocratics & Plato. Peripatetic Dialectic in
the De sensibus. Leiden: Brill.

Beare, John I. (1906): Greek Theories of Elementary Cognition from Alcmaeon to Aristotle.
Oxford: Clarendon Press (Photomechanical reprint: New York: Thoemmes, 1995).

Boudon-Millot, V. (2012): “Vision and Vision Disorders: Galen’s Physiology of Sight”.

In: M. Horstmanshoff, H. King, C. Zittel (eds.): Blood, Sweat and Tears — The Changing
Concepts of Physiology from Antiquity into Early Modern Europe. Leiden: Brill,
pp. 551-567.

Brisson, Luc (1999): “Plato’s Theory of Sense Perception in the Timaeus: How it Works and
What it Means”. In: ). J. Cleary and G. M. Gurtler (eds.): Proceedings of the Boston Area
Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, vol. 13, Leiden: Brill, pp. 147-176.

Burnet, John (1908): Early Greek Philosophy. 2" edition, London: Adam and Charles Black.

De Lacy, Phillip, ed./trans. (1980): Galen. On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (Corpus
Medicorum Graecorum\ 4,1,2), vol. 2. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

Diels, Hermann, ed. (1879): Doxographi Graeci. Berlin: Reimer (4™ ed., photomechanically
reprinted from the sheets of the 1¢t ed. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1965).

Dillon, John (1993): Alcinous. The Handbook of Platonism. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Gronroos, Gosta (2001): Plato on Perceptual Cognition. PhD dissertation in Philosophy,
Stockholm University.

lerodiakonou, Katerina (2005a): “Empedocles on Colour and Colour Vision”, Oxford Studies in
Ancient Philosophy 29, pp. 1-37.


http://representationandreality.gu.se
http://representationandreality.gu.se

DE GRUYTER Theophrastus on Plato’s Theory of Vision =—— 267

lerodiakonou, Katerina (2005b): “Plato’s Theory of Colours in the Timaeus”, Rhizai 2,
pp. 219-233.

lerodiakonou, Katerina (2014): “On Galen’s Theory of Vision”. In: Peter Adamson, Rotraud
Hansberger, James Wilberding (eds.): Philosophical Themes in Galen, Bulletin of the
Institute of Classical Studies 114, suppl. vol., pp. 235-247.

lerodiakonou, Katerina (2019): “Byzantine Theories of Vision”. In: Stavros Lazaris (ed.):

A Companion to Byzantine Science. Leiden: Brill, pp. 160-176.

lerodiakonou, Katerinai, forthcoming: “Galen in Dialogue with Plato and the Stoics”. In: Matyas
Harvda and R. ). Hankinson (eds.): Galen’s Epistemology.

Levidis, A. V. (2002): “Why did Plato not Suffer of Color Blindness? An Interpretation of the
Passage on Color Blending in Timaeus”, in M. A. Tiverios and D. S. Tsiafakis (eds.), Color
in Ancient Greece. The Role of Color in Ancient Greek Art and Architecture, Thessaloniki:
University of Thessaloniki, pp. 9-21.

Long, Anthony A. (1996): “Theophrastus’ De sensibus on Plato”. In: Keimpe Algra, Pieter van
der Horst, David Runia (eds.): Polyhistor. Papers offered to J. Mansfeld on the occasion of
his sixtieth birthday. Leiden: Brill, pp. 345-362.

Mansfeld, Jaap (2019): “Echoes of Theophrastus’ De Sensibus in Books 4 and 1 of the Aétian
Placita”, Rhizomata 7, pp. 146-167.

Maxwell-Stewart, P.G. (1979): “Democritus on the Colour White (Theophrastus, De sensu 73)”,
Liverpool Classical Monthly 4: pp. 197-198.

McDiarmid, John B. (1959): “Plato in Theophrastus’ De sensibus”, Phronesis 4, pp. 59-70.

Remes, Pauliina (2014): “Plato: Interaction Between the External Body and the Perceiver in the
Timaeus”. In: José Filipe Silva and Mikko Yrjénsuuri (eds.): Active Perception in the History
of Philosophy. From Plato to Modern Philosophy. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 9-30.

Rudolph, Kelli (2019): “Democritus’ Theory of Colour”, Rhizomata 7, pp. 269-305.

Rudolph, Kelli (2018): “Theophrastus and the Authority of the De Sensibus”. In: Jenny Bryan,
Robert Wardy, James Warren (eds.): Authors and Authorities in Antiquity. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 139-161.

Schneider, Johann Gottlob, ed. (1818): OEO®PASTOY EPEZIOY TA 2QZOMENA. Vol. |. Theophrasti
Eresii quae supersunt opera et excerpta librorum quator tomis comphrehensa (De sensibus
on pp. 647-685); Vol. Il. Versionem Latinam librorum De historia et De causis plantarum,
et plerumque libellorum physicorum contines. Cum curis posterioribus editoris (De
sensibus on pp. 616—625). Leipzig: F. C. G. Vogel.

Sedley, David N. (1992): “Empedocles’ Theory of Vision and Theophrastus’ De sensibus”.

In: William W. Fortenbaugh and Dimitri Gutas (eds.): Theophrastus: His Psychological,
Doxographical and Scientific Writings. New Brunswick: Transaction, pp. 20-31.

Sharples, Robert W. and Philip J. van der Eijk, trans. (2008): Nemesius. De natura hominis.
Liverpool: Liverpool University Press.

Siegel, R. E. (1970): Galen on Sense Perception. Basel/New York: S. Karger.

Stratton, George M. (1917): Theophrastus and the Greek Physiological Psychology before
Aristotle. London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.

Struycken, Peter (2003): “Colour Mixtures According to Democritus and Plato”, Mnemosyne 56,

pp. 273-305.
Taylor, C. C. W. (1999): The Atomists: Leucippus and Democritus. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press.

Towey, Alan, trans. (2000): Alexander of Aphrodisias. On Aristotle On Sense Perception.
London: Duckworth.



268 —— Katerina lerodiakonou DE GRUYTER

Whittaker, John (1989): “The Value of Indirect Tradition in the Establishment of Greek
Philosophical Texts or the Art of Misquotation”. In: ). N. Grant (ed.): Editing Greek and
Latin Texts. New York: AMS Press, pp. 63-95.

Wimmer, Christian (1862): Theophrasti Eresii quae supersunt omnia. Vol. lll: Fragmenta.
Leipzig: Teubner, pp. 1-34.

Zeyl, Donald ). (trans.) (1997): Plato. Timaeus. In: John Cooper (ed.): Plato. Complete Works.
Indianapolis: Hackett.



