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EMENDATIONS OF [IAMBLICHUS], 
THEOLOGOUMENA ARITHMETICAE (DE FALCO) 

The reputation Theologoumena Arithmeticae has acquired is largely that of being an 

odd, and frequently opaque, compilation of arithmological lore. As a sourcebook for 
this aspect of the Pythagorean tradition it is, of course, invaluable. However, its poor 
reputation is increased, and its historical value lessened, by the depredations time has 

wrought on the text. ThA was never great prose: it is a compilation, largely from the 
lost Theologoumena Arithmeticae of Nicomachus of Gerasa and from Anatolius' Peri 
Dekados; and the text which cannot be safely or conjecturally assigned to these two 
sources often reads like little more than the written-up notes of some student. 

However, the treatise contains passages of considerable lucidity, within the context of 
its peculiar framework. 

The starting-point of this present textual investigation is that certain passages can 
be restored to their original clarity, or something like it.' I would even go so far as 
to claim that some of the emendations I will suggest are uncontentious and obvious. 
This claim is made not out of arrogance, but out of recognition of the simple fact that 
the text of the treatise has not been critically studied enough. There have been two 
useful editions2 and a number of articles,3 but anyone reading ThA cannot fail to be 
struck by the periodic opacity of the text, or to realize that while this opacity is 
sometimes due to the subject matter, it is also often due to textual errors - which may 
be corrigible.4 However, some passages seem likely to remain irrecoverable in 
detail. 

There are in fact many more places than those mentioned in this article where I 
would differ from de Falco's text (see the appendix to this article). Since there is no 

point in rehearsing the work of other scholars, however, I have confined myself to 

discussing those passages where I have an original emendation to propose. Both 
Dodds and Oppermann, in their reviews of de Falco's edition,5 remarked on the 
conservative nature of his text, and Dodds added: 'A good many passages still invite 
the acumen of the ingenious reader.' It is in this spirit that I approach the text. 

I. De Falco, 5.8 

The context (from Nichomachus)6 is a discussion of the rationale of calling the monad 
'androgyne'. One reason (4.17-5.2) is that it alone is even and odd, and even number 

1 I am grateful to the anonymous referee, to Professor John Dillon, and to the Editors for 
help both general and particular. 

2 By F. Ast (Leipzig, 1817) and V. de Falco (Leipzig, 1922; Teubner series). De Falco's 
edition gained extra notes by U. Klein in 1975. The only edition prior to Ast's was C. Wechel's 
editio princeps (Paris, 1543), which de Falco dismisses as 'nullius pretii'. Ast's edition was based 
on the editio princeps, but has the saving grace of a number of judicious emendations. De Falco, 
however, was the first to undertake a thorough collation of the manuscripts. 

3 The bibliography is not extensive: the only substantial item to add to Klein's bibliography 
on pp. xviii-xxiii of the Teubner is L. Taran, Speusippus of Athens (Leiden, 1981), 140-2, 
257-98. 

4 Of course, the opacity of the subject matter means that in emending the text one has to 
beware of emendations which are suggested merely by one's own incomprehension. 

E. R. Dodds, Classical Review 37 (1923), 138; H. Oppermann, Gnomon 5 (1929), 545-58. 
6 Oppermann (see previous note) contains the best analysis of the structure of ThA, as 

consisting of excerpts from various sources. Note, however, that Oppermann overlooks the 
excerptor's ont at 71.13. 

215 



216 R. A. H. WATERFIELD 

is traditionally female, while odd number is male. At 5.2 Nicomachus turns to a 
second reason: '...but also because it [the monad] is taken to be both father and 
mother, since it contains the principles of both matter and form.' As so often in 
ancient arithmology, we are on the grounds of Greek embryology. The background 
here is clearly Aristotelian: it is stated at De Generatione Animalium 729a, for 
instance, that the father gives form to the embryo, while the mother gives matter. 

Now, the point about the monad which is stressed throughout ThA is that it 
contains in potential everything actual. The Stoic/biological term C(7TEp/LaT'LK6S- is 
used to describe this (e.g. 1.10). Not surprisingly, the same point is stressed in the 
present embryological context (5.5-10): 

TO &' TrrEplLa Kal O orAEwv Ka adpOaEvwv Oov E7T' av'tb 7TapEKT7KOV a7TroaTapEv adSdKptTov TE 

T7-V dp_AOWlv cfUOLV 7TapExEL KaV T7j IE Xpt TLVOS KLV-jaEL, fpE?ofgO0aL 8E dpPXodEVov 0VTroV0fOat 

ldXaAavtv Aotl7Tv E7TL OaTepov KaL evdaAAaev E7TrLSXETal, /JeElOV tr7To vvadlews ELs evepyeLav. 

This is de Falco's text. I have no doubt that in line 2 KLVrUEL, which I find 

incomprehensible, should be KVUa'tE. This is a simple corruption, and the passage can 
now make good sense: 

The seed which is, as far as its own nature is concerned, capable of producing both females and 
males, when scattered not only produces the nature of both without distinction, but also does 
so during pregnancy up to a certain point; but when it begins to be formed into a foetus and to 
grow, it admits then of distinction one way or the other and of variation, as it passes from 
potentiality to actuality. 

The tenet of ancient embryology which is being assumed is made clearer at 
61.13-63.1 (see also 52.5-8 and 64.7-9): that the first few days of pregnancy (cf. 'up 
to a certain point') are somehow prior to the beginning of the formation of the 
embryo. Once the embryo is being formed, however, it is now either male or female, 
and certainly is by the time of articulation of limbs, which was supposed to be thirty 
days for male embryos, forty-two for females.7 

II. De Falco, 10.7 

This line occurs towards the end of a sustained image, which starts at 9.14, of a race- 
course.8 The image is applied both to square numbers and heteromecic numbers.9 In 
short, the race-course relevant to a square number n2 is an outward journey (rrpoosog, 
9.22) of 1 + 2 + 3... + n, where n is the turning-point (Ka7t-7r p), and a return journey 
(errdvoSos) of (n- ) + (n- 2)... + 1. Thus 1 is both the starting-point and finishing- 
post of the race, and the total of (1 2 + 3... +n)+ ((n - l)+(n - 2)... +1) is n2. 

It is rather more difficult to apply the same image to heteromecic numbers. The 
formula, according to Heath,10 is that the heteromecic number n(n- 1) is formed of 
an outward journey of 1 + 2 + 3... + n, where n is the longest side of the heteromecic 
figure, and a return journey of ((n - 2) + (n- 3)... + 3 + 2). 

It is not unimportant to see that Heath has inverted the outward and return 
journeys, at least as far as ThA is concerned. What is of relevance to Nicomachus (the 
author of the present excerpt) is that the source of squares is the monad and the 

7 See also [Hippocrates], On the Nature of the Child 18. 
8 On this image, see T. L. Heath, A History of Greek Mathematics (Oxford, 1921), i. 114; and 

M. L. D'Ooge, F. E. Robbins and L. C. Karpinski, Nicomachus of Gerasa: Introduction to 
Arithmetic (Macmillan, 1926), p. 247. 

9 Heteromecic numbers are oblong numbers whose sides differ by a factor of 1. These were 
the type of oblong numbers with which the Pythagoreans were most impressed, because any 
heteromecic number is the sum of two equal triangular numbers, and is also the sum of 
successive even numbers. 10 Loc. cit. 
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source of heteromecics is the dyad (9.14-17, 9.23-10.1), since the gnomons consisting 
of the successive odd numbers surround the monad and form squares, while the 

gnomons consisting of the successive even numbers surround the dyad and form 
heteromecics. Translated into the 'race-course' image, the 'source' is the starting- 
point of the race. It follows that the formula for heteromecics should be n(n- 1) = 
(2 + 3... + n) + ((n- 2) + (n- 3)... + 1), so that the dyad, the source of heteromecics, 
begins the formula. The importance of this inversion of Heath's formula will become 
clear in a moment. 

Nicomachus' use here of the race-course image concludes in a puzzling fashion. 
'The dyad is the cause of things which are altogether dissimilar' (9.23-10.1) because 

(10.4-8): 

Ev rrj aVTrj Tro KaTrrrpds rTE Kat vvaarls Kal vartKrAyos ELKOVt rT)v lEv yevvav 6otoOls 74 tiovas 
TTapEXELV Oa'vETaL, US TOV TraVTOV K al aTrAAbs 8tLa/ovrs alcr'a, TTrV 68 0opav Kal ircavo8ov 

rraprAAay.ivtws Trrpos TOVS rrporTpovs 3ovasv dva86ExerOaL, cus VAKg rs VTrdoTaaotS Kal qOopas 
7Traris aVaSEKTLK4j. 

To take the same image of turning-point, finishing-post and starting-point, whereas the 
monad...seems to give rise to generation, the dyad seems to admit destruction and to admit a 
return journey (ErradvoSov) which is different from the former ones (rovs rrporCpovs), since it is 
a material substance and capable of admitting every kind of destruction. 

The slight emendations which I propose will now seem quite straightforward, but 

they needed this much background context. There are two puzzles in the sentence just 
translated: (1) What is the reference of rovs rrporEpovs? (2) Why does Nicomachus 
think he has proved that the dyad 'admits destruction'? 

As the text stands, it is hard to find a reference for Trov rporepovs. They could be 
the journeyings of the monad, but there is no need for this to be mentioned: it goes 
without saying that the two race-courses are different. Moreover, this reference still 
fails to explain why the dyad has been shown to admit destruction. 

Alternatively, 'the former ones' could be the outward journeys of the dyad; but at 
the very least rovs Trpor-epovS should then be made singular to provide a proper 
comparison with the singular C7rrdvo8ov. Something along these lines is, I believe, 
correct. But since Nicomachus has explicitly recalled the race-track image, I suggest 
we read Trov 7rpodoovs. We should then also pluralize E7rdvoSov to Trravd'ovs. It is 
easy to see how 7rravd'ovs could have become singular, since it so closely follows 
0Oopdv. The change from 7rporepovs to 7rpoodSovs does not seem extreme. 

The text now claims that the dyad 'admits return journeys which are different from 
its outward journeys'. Not only have we restored the text to clarity, but we can also 
understand why the dyad is said to admit destruction. It is standard Neoplatonic 
doctrine that destruction is severance from one's source, while existence requires 
continual linking with the source.11 On my revised version of Heath's formula, it is 
clear that whereas heteromecics start from their source, the dyad, they do not return 
there: they are liable to severance from their source. 

III. De Falco, 11.4 

The emendation that is required here seems straightforward. It is being explained that 
the dyad gives the nature of equality, which is the dyad's property primarily, to 
'everything which directly relates to it' (ros TrrpoarjKovaLv aVtr7 rdiat, 11.2). The 
unknown author from whom this passage is excerpted then goes on to give two chief 

1 See e.g. Proclus, Elements of Theology, Proposition 46: rrTv TO qOELpdO'EVOV roarTTav rTiS 
EavTOV aLtI'as qbOeLpeTat. 



reasons for this (ov xLzvov...dXAA KaL, 11.3 and 11.6). But after ov tLOdov and before 
the first reason is given, an unwieldy parenthetical clause is inserted (11.3-5): 

C ,v eVEpyELta laOT7TroS TrpO-rr]q icaawv 7rapeaXEv 7TTir8oOS TE Kat arTEpEO) Ev TrE TrO 8V0o 

17jKOVS TrE Kal rTAdTrov Kal Ev TO) OKTCo TTpOS TO7VTOt f3daovU TE Kal Vi'ovg. 

This would translate: 'And this is why it [the dyad] is the first to express actual 
equality in a plane and solid fashion - equality, in the two, of length and breadth, and 
in the eight, of depth and height as well.' Clearly, instead of v'o in line 1, we must 
read 8': 'equality of length and breadth in the <plane number) 4, and equality of 
depth and height as well in the <solid number) eight'. Two is not considered to be 
a plane number by these Neopythagoreans (see 53.21-2), but rather as a source of 
number (see e.g. 23.9-11). What is being talked of here is the dimensional equality 
which the dyad 'causes' when it is raised to a plane figure (its square, 4) and to a solid 
figure (its cube, 8). 

IV. De Falco, 11.15-16 

Shortly after the passage discussed in the previous section, the treatise goes on 
(11.13-16): 'This is apparently why Plato in Theaetetus went up to 16, but 
stopped "for some reason" at the square whose area is 17 feet, when he was faced 
with (Trpo) the manifestation of the specific property of 17 and the manifestation of 
a certain shared equality. '12 

Immediately before this sentence, we have a clear discussion of the number 16, 
which is the context of the 'This is why' at 11.13. I translate 11.9-13: 

And this number [16; reading oviToS with E] is evidently in a sense a sort of mean between greater 
and lesser in the same way that 2 is. For the squares before it have perimeters which are greater 
than their surface areas, while the squares after it, on the other hand, have perimeters which are 
less than their surface areas, but this square alone has perimeter equal to surface area. 

This is true. The square whose area is 16 has four sides each of which is 4 in length, 
so the sum of the sides is equal to the area, whereas larger and smaller squares differ 
in the respects in which our treatise claims that they differ. So when the text goes on 
to talk about 'a certain shared equality', this can only refer to the equality between 
the area of this square and the sum of its sides. The mention of 17 is then nonsensical. 
Whether or not 'shared' is precisely the correct word here (some of the manuscripts 
give illiterate alternatives for ?0EOEKTOV, such as fivOEKTrtKOV), the very talk of equality 
shows that the author is referring to 16, since he has just been at pains to demonstrate 
that 16 has equality (as 2 does). It follows that we should read EKKaL'8eKa instead of 
E7rTaKaLiEKa in lines 15-16: 'when he was faced with the manifestation of the specific 
property of 16 and of a certain shared equality.' 

V. De Falco 14.21 

Another simple emendation is required here. The text at present reads (14.20-15.5): 

TEAELOS yE /77V tSLaLTEpov Trcv AAcov E(TLV, OTl Ol daro /tova$og ?Se?s raoL eVpLOKovTrat t expt 
TeTpa8os ACyuO o lov f 8ovd8os, Tpta8os, Eca8os, SeKCao8S 7} iLEV yap itovas asg TruVotz,lv UovdSa 

for], 7r 8S TptLas tLovdSt Kal vdaSt, <r1 8e eas g ILovdSt SVdaS TpLa'St>, SeKCLg SE ILovLSt 8vdSL TpLa '8 

TeTpaLl. TrAEov OVV Tl 77 TptLasg XetV (aLveTaL Tq) (VV?EXrxS ELval TOVTOLS, otg Kat {r77 

V7adpXet 
12 On the failure of this, as of all similar ancient and modern explanations of Theaetetus 147d, 

see M. F. Burnyeat, 'The Philosophical Sense of Theaetetus' Mathematics', Isis 69 (1978), 
489-513. 
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Moreover it [the triad] is perfect in a more particular way than the other numbers, because [ort] 
consecutive numbers starting from 1 and going up to 4 are found to be equal. I mean, that is, 
1, 3, 6, 10. 1, as the basic number of this series, is equal to 1; 3 is equal to 1 +2; 6 is equal to 
1 + 2 + 3; 10 is equal to 1 + 2 + 3 + 4. So 3 seems to have something extra in being successive to 
those numbers to which it is also equal. 

The start of this passage is muddled. Why should 'consecutive numbers from 1 to 
4' be glossed as 1, 3, 6, 10? All is solved if instead of ort we read ots or, perhaps better, 
OTOlS: 'Moreover 3 is perfect in a more particular way than the other numbers to 
which consecutive numbers starting from 1 and going up to 4 are equal. I mean, that 
is, 1, 3, 6, 10.' Then indeed 3 is the only number which is successive to those numbers 
to which it is also equal (see also 18.3-5, 26.15-27.16). 

VI. De Falco, 24.11 

De Falco correctly marks a lacuna in the text (24.8-12): 

at TE Ev dAAj)AaLs Kca 3t' d AA,tjAwv EcLatperws tlovo ov! a evr3EKvLat ovpavJ KTLV(aEtI rTeCapes 
at yevLKatc, rrpodrw .IEV Sta roT KaO' EKaOrTOV KcAlca (LEorovpavr71aro7, ... dvwo e Stia To 

avafepolJVov VTrEp rTV OpLgpovTa, KaITCW SE a TOL6 8VO,E`VOUV. 

In his apparatus criticus, de Falco suggests that the lacuna would have started 
Odrrvaco e, but goes no further. Obviously, in a situation like this, one can make no 
pretence at certainty, but the following text is plausible: orTL'uw &e dta T1o 

I(eEovpavrj7luaros v7ro yrjv. The whole sentence printed above would translate: 'And 
heaven has four characteristic movements, which are interrelated and mutually 
dependent, and are special to it alone: forward through the mid-heaven in each 
latitude, (backward through the nadir,) upward through something rising above the 
horizon, and downward through something setting.' If I stand facing east, then this 
is an adequate description of the apparent movement of the heavenly bodies, as they 
appear to circle around the Earth. 

VII. De Falco, 26.20-1 

In strict mathematical terms, 6 is the only number within the decad which is perfect: 
it is equal to the sum of its factors (1, 2 and 3). However, there are looser senses of 
'perfect' according to which not only 6, but also 1, 3 and 10 are perfect numbers too. 
The triad is perfect because it contains beginning, middle and end and because it is 
successive to the numbers to which it is also equal (14.21-15.1, 27.5-7, 44.15-22); the 
decad is perfect because it is the limit of natural number (27.10-15, 83.6ff. - the latter 
passage is from Speusippus, fr. 4 Lang, fr. 28 Taran). 

What about the monad? Basically, it is perfect because 'it contains everything in 
potential and lacks nothing' (26.21-27.1), but there is also an argument that it is 
perfect in the strict mathematical sense of the word:' For if any kind of thing is perfect 
when it is equal to its parts, then even though the monad has no parts, still as a whole 
it is equal to itself, so it would be perfect' (27.3-5). The tension, and hence the need 
for justification, in calling the monad perfect in the mathematical sense of the word 
is obvious: if a perfect number is defined as a number which is equal to the sum of 
its parts, then since the monad has no parts, it should not strictly be called 
perfect. 

This tension is also present at the beginning of the section justifying calling the 
monad perfect. The text, however, is acknowledged to be corrupt. De Falco, 
following a conjecture of Ast's, reads (26.20-27.1): 

8 OCQ 



7Tp&TOV EV 
V 

yap aUVV0?ToV aVT7) r71 LOVaS TEAEOTdr7TOS TrpOrTov TrVa Exovaa V T7) 7TarVT 

EXELtV ovvdaLEL eV EavTr Kal /vrlSEVOS 7TpoaoelaOaL. 

The chief difficulty here is dauvv' rov, which is isolated, as the text stands, and hard 
to explain. The best explanation is to understand ov and translate with concessive 
force: 'Firstly, although the monad itself is incomposite, it has a kind of perfection 
in containing everything in potential and in lacking nothing.' 

I have no doubt that this is the sense required, but we can find it more easily in the 
following text: 7rp(i)rov LEV yap daavOerov ov TL avirT) 

X 
i?ovda... In the first place, it 

is easier to give a participle concessive force if it is explicit in the text than if it is merely 
understood. In the second place, this suggestion does less violence to the manuscript 
readings, which vary between EvavvOerTW tiova'd, davvOcE'rw fVvdSL and avEv avvOETco 

'Lovd&, all of which are followed by j atvrr) Lovas. It is quite conceivable that the final 
-v of aavvOErov, followed by ov rt, could have been corrupted to ptova'8. 

VIII. De Falco, 28.10 

Here is the context (28.4-10): 

E7T'l 0E pLovadOs dava LEOaOV Kal E8SoLaoS0 KVPUtK6V X?)PLi,)V KVpUKO'S EIKOTI)S, KpOLJLOV 

t,daiara r7js ESooIdaVos eiv rois appcOTar7jaalv ova77s, r7TLSrAodrEpov ol larpo{, KaOdnTEp 
'I7TnOKpdaT7'r, Tr7v rETpada AsyovUa KotvovOVJCV 6ooaoXEPEjTrpdov rows T 'nflSop.Sdt iv r, SLa 

7rdvrov evepyeL'a, (EL- Kal aAAws awvvarTTrOevv 
r 

Trj Olpo,LaSt SEKaSa adTroreAEL reTrprr)V 

KVPULK7j TETrdprT1S Xopas 7rapEKT7LKV. 

This sentence is typical of many in ThA: it seems to defy comprehension at first 
(and second) sight. It translates as follows: 

Since 4 is cubic and lies mid-way between the cubic places of the monad and the hebdomad, it 
is not surprising to find doctors like Hippocrates (for the hebdomad is particularly critical in 
illnesses) manifestly saying that, in the real world in general, the tetrad has broad links with the 
hebdomad ;13 and besides, the joining of the tetrad with the hebdomad makes the decad fourth 
and gives rise to a fourth cubic place. 

Clearly, the sentence takes something for granted, and if we do not know what it 
is that is being assumed, the sentence is opaque in the extreme. More to the point, it 
seems that some scribe also failed to understand it, and introduced a slight error. 

The immediate context provides no clues at all as to what is being assumed: the 
sentence is an isolated paragraph among other similarly isolated sentences, each 
making a new point about the tetrad. However, once we see what is being assumed, 
things start to fall into place. 

The Neopythagoreans were fascinated by the fact that in the series which start with 
1 and proceed by doubling or trebling, etc., square and cube numbers fall at regular 
intervals.14 The double series is 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, 512; the treble series 
is 1, 3, 9, 27, 81, 243, 729, 2187, 6561, 19683. In these series (both taken up to ten 
'places'), squares fall at the first, third, fifth, seventh and ninth places, while cubes fall 
in the first, fourth, seventh and tenth places. 

This is obviously the missing context of our puzzling sentence. The medical 
application of these series, which our sentence mentions in passing, is also given in 
ThA (68.11-70.22); but since that is a passage with its own textual problems, I reserve 
discussion for later. 

13 See e.g. Aphorisms 3.24: 'In the progress of a disease, the fourth day in every seven-day 
period is significant.' 

14 In our treatise, see 54.13-55.1 and 68.11-70.22. Otherwise see e.g. Theon of Smyrna 
34.16ff. (Hiller), and Nicomachus of Gerasa, Introduction to Arithmetic 2.20.5. 
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To annotate our sentence in this context, the first part refers to the fact that the 
first, fourth and seventh places in such series are 'cubic places' (i.e. places where cubes 
fall). The last bit is somewhat more obscure, but certainly refers to the fact that the 
cubic number which occupies the tenth place is always the product of multiplying 
('joining') the cubic numbers which occupy the fourth and seventh places. 

All is now clear - almost. The rerdapr-t v in the last clause is nonsensical. To say that 
the combination of the fourth and seventh cubic places 'makes the decad fourth' at 
best refers to the fact that the tenth place contains the fourth cube in the series, but 
that both strains comprehension and is adequately covered by KvfLKtS T rerapT7rq 

xwpas rTapeKTtKjv. The TerTdpTrr must be excised, or (perhaps slightly better) 
changed to rETa'prTSr while the second rerdprTr is excised. In either case, it looks as 
though a careless scribe has allowed a word to be repeated. 

IX. De Falco, 32.20 

In the course of discussion of the pentad, the five regular solids (pyramid, cube, 
octahedron, dodecahedron and eicosahedron) are inevitably quite often mentioned. 
At the point with which we are concerned, they have just been listed, and then the text 
goes on: wv n avyKoPVwaTLS rrdaAv TrV f3aoaEv els Trv r7evardos 8tTrAaTdacLrat 

Ao'yov, 'the sum of whose bases, moreover, is doubled up to the principle of the 
pentad'. I can make no sense of this at all. The sum of the bases or faces of the five 
regular solids is 50 (4 + 6 + 8 + 12 + 20), so one can see intuitively that there might be 
something here relevant to the concerns of our author (who is here embellishing on 
Anatolius 33.10 [Heiberg]). But why should 50 be said to be doubled 'up to the 
principle of the pentad'? I suggest that we read [eLs] rov rTevrdaos 8eKa7TAraatda'e 

Aoyov, 'is ten times the principle of the pentad'. This at least makes sense, and the 
periphrastic use of Aoyos is familiar from elsewhere in ThA (e.g. 2.20, 30.9, 66.22; the 
middle reference is again from Anatolius). 

X. De Falco, 35.8 

This is close to the beginning of a lengthy excerpt from Nicomachus on the relation 
between the pentad and justice. He begins here by defining justice in general as 'that 
which gives what is appropriate 'Kad rT and governs equality in the soul'. There is no 
reference for the feminine EKaTr). The virtues have just been mentioned in the 
previous line, but the notion of justice giving what is appropriate to each virtue 
(including itself?) is difficult to make sense of. One's suspicion that the neuter EKadau 
is required is corroborated when we find, at 37.1, that throughout this passage 
Nicomachus has been bearing in mind the 'Pythagorean' definition of justice as 'the 
power of repaying what is equal and appropriate, being encompassed by the mean of 
a square odd number'. The formula is general; the neuter dKaTcar in 35.8 retains the 
generality. 

XI. De Falco, 41.3 

The pentad is called 'Nemesis', Nicomachus informs us (40.19), and to back up this 
attribution he explains how things are distributed (vExe?lv) in five-fold ways. There are 
five elements (40.20-1), and the heavenly bodies have five movements (40.21-41.2). A 
different set of five movements among the heavenly bodies is supposed to be given in 
41.2-3: 

e Tra a Ka-T' ETi'KVKAoV Aorlptyly.of Svafv 7rrp07rTo8(LatL 71 advaro&7To8L,L(j, ot4aA)'Tr77Tt LLa Trj 
KaTa bvaIv- 
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This would translate: 'Further, <it distributes (vdEtL, 40.19)> those heavenly bodies 
which are on epicycles to two stationary modes, or to progression, or to retrogression, 
in one natural regularity.' 

There cannot be the slightest doubt that there is something wrong with this text. It 
is not just that it is difficult to derive a five-ness from it; more to the point is that the 
Greeks were well aware,15 and developed the theory of epicycles to explain, that some 
of the 'planets' appear to move irregularly: they go forward for a while, but then 

appear to loop back on their trail (go retrograde); the two stationary modes are those 
between progression and retrogression, and vice versa. However, the sun and moon, 
as the Greeks were by the same token equally well aware, do not have irregular 
motion: they proceed smoothly, and the standard word for their smooth procession 
is o6taAdorrs. I therefore think that it is necessary to read <ra Sc /U7>) 6oaaAodr)r: the 

planetary movements are five-fold because those on epicycles have four movements, 
while those which are not on epicycles have a single regular movement. 

XII. De Falco, 46.4 

The sequence of thought of the surrounding passage is, as the text stands, hard to 
follow. Nicomachus is trying to link the hexad with the soul, so that he can argue that 
just as the soul informs matter, so does the hexad. His basic tactic in this passage is 
to argue that the soul is 'harmonic', and so is the hexad. Thus, at 45.16-46.4, he 
claims that the soul unifies and makes harmonious the warring components of the 
physical body. Next he argues that the hexad is intrinsically concerned with 'the 
elementary principles of harmony', the sesquialter (3:2) and sesquitertian (4:3), or 
musical fifth and fourth, because they require respectively a half and a third, and 6 
is the first number to contain and bring into harmonious association its half (3) and 
its third (2). 

As the text stands, these two stages of the argument - the bit about the soul and the 
bit about the hexad - are connected by a comma followed by EL 8e yE at 46.4. There 
is certainly something wrong with the be, as de Falco notes in his apparatus criticus, 
because in what follows there is no conceivable apodosis to a conditional clause. But 
by suggesting that the Se be omitted, de Falco is making the argument about the 
harmony of the hexad part proof of the argument about the soul, which is highly 
illogical: the fact that the sesquialter and sesquitertian entail a half and a third is no 
conceivable proof of the soul's making bodily components harmonious. 

I suggest that the two stages of the argument need to be kept more distinct. Since 
something is wrong with EL Se yE anyway, these are the words which attract 
emendation, and ETt 8E does the trick. We then get a passage with a clear train of 
thought: the soul makes harmonious the physical components of the body 
(45.13-46.4); moreover, harmony is based on the sesquialter and the sesquitertian, 
which are subsumed under the hexad (46.4-13); therefore, the hexad is the number 
of the soul (Q.E.D.). 

XIII. De Falco, 51.6 

51.4-25 contains a most methodical and careful argument: 
a&rT yap iIovados avvExr)s aLuXPLI 7Sdaos r7 7rpo'ooso, arTO be :daoos 0Irl T0!v 8r iTAacar v r 

/.OVaLKj, arTo b TOVTOWV r tS E a ivTra T oAa o8TELaTvovaa KaOadptLolS, f r7l U8 yOVtcOTxrrTOr 

'rTTaL,V t)V Kati vvEapLtjvwv Kal tdaAAOV' EadV TE yap (Ka-r Tra vK XLKKad arvTOXETEvt/aTar 

15 See e.g. T. L. Heath, Aristarchus of Samos (Oxford, 1913), G. E. R. Lloyd, Greek Science 
After Aristotle (London, 1973). 



&TrAdata Kai Tpt7TAaaLa) 7 poas 7Tp rO aaLos a7T e'aos La SWEKa8O5 Xwpp SLrraawls, Edv rE 8t' 

oKTJKaL8sKad8 os TplTAaatuoW avrLTE7TA7Xpo'Tat EKaaTOV Sta'aT77ra, waTre Svo Aa/teiv I, Ea- 5 
T77Tas, Trjv iEV rTaV7rC iEpet Trv aKpv avrv vrepexovadv re Kat vTrepexo/LviTv, Triv 8 CraK 
tev KaT'' dptOlfO V7TEPXOvaav, aw SE V7rrTEPEXOLEV'V, t tr lXlto V TE Kal E7TlTpLTwV 

tlaaT7ridrTwv Adyovs avadeaaoBa, <KaL)> KaO' efcarepov 7TrVTWS r7 87Aov7evv7 qvaErTaL 

CwoyovLra- v tiEV yap rT StrXaaW To) Katl Tr 13 't!eaa0aevTWv TO 7! 'Kal B, (KaL ra AEXO)VTa 
Tpav6S daTroTEAeadvTrv), r6TO oio rdv awv avarlnta 6 Ae' CcaSL atvTr0ev irrdnatLtvov Xpovov 10 

arroTeAEh TOV TrwV aLt 'p lEpwv, E'V ,v T r 'Kal L7'7 r 0' Kal rTa [' LEaEohA7q8EiVTa Kat T7rv avT77v 

EvaAAahh dplovtKOV v aaXEtv adro8Svra, avyKEcfaAaLt8E'VTa TO pte' daroTeAei, s rTj aVrlT ;edOS 

aV17fOels TOV TV T V O' LtVoJV ad7ro8oaELt adpLO/ldV, 7rIepwv ova aor oare dtqiLOTEpovs roVs 

woyovLKOVS TVTOVtVS XpdVOvUS prTjlaOa T7rs iSa'os8, cOs dav bvXOEL80ots. 

The emendation, or rather addition, that I want to suggest is predicated simply on 
the methodical nature of the argument here. What is said in lines 1-3, where the 
argument is announced, does not fully capture what actually occurs in the subsequent 
lines. The subsequent argument is that when 6 is doubled or trebled, the harmonic and 
arithmetic proportions gained in the series 6, 8, 9, 12 and 6, 9, 12, 18 yield, when their 
sums are multiplied by 6, respectively the total of days of seven-month and nine- 
month children. 

On de Falco's text the TroVrwv in line 2 must refer to the doubling of six; but the 
argument in fact goes on to talk about both the doubling and the tripling of six. 
Accordingly, I suggest inserting Kal Trp7TrAaawv after 8trAaat'wv in line 1, so that the 
introductory announcement of the argument is fulfilled by the argument itself. The 
omission through homoioteleuton is, of course, a common scribal error. 

XIV. De Falco, 53.24-54.6 

It is worth printing the whole argument (53.7-54.6) which provides the context of 
these difficult lines:16 

Tr7S ouv ' To) 5 dptoO a 4v?aEwsaE 8tareivova7Rs TrToS EL tivXjs avyyevetav Kal e18orrot07Lav, 
cvUAArTTrLKa av Kat Ta' vrro HAanTvos Aeyd0leva els TOVTOV TOV Trp7TOV eVpeOElT' TO yap 
avtyKpLtxa, ad' oi q rjs fvuXoyoviwas 8avotwro KaKl rTOV i`Xp,S ETrTaKaatetKoaa7TAaai`ov itotpcv 
dTroaTacrat, eao8tKOv Kal KaT' avTov T vrdpXELt esi oV3ev aAAo adrTSoVTa 7 els aVTrv TrV TrepL 
Etda8os V!)' r.t6Lv AXeXOe?Lav LSloTdrTa. E,reL yap avWrT oV {IOVOV adprtorepLaaov rTrS t.Lovdaos 5 

evapyes rTL 7TrpO TWV adAAwv xo/otLa, TrpWrUTarT evaVTLwVVtxotu.eva Kat aVTWVVtoVVTra 

exovOaa Ta tdopta (TrpTrov v LE ', pitav 8e y', KTOV a', Aov Se '), aAAa Kal TOV TTpoTro KarT 

EvEpyEtav TrepLtaaoV Kal TroV) ofJIow apTLrov aOyKptlad EaTty daa Kalt ,ttav oai TOVrTO tOv77 airo 
TrdaVTOV Tr)v EVTOS oeKa8oos, Oare VrrdpXELv Tpaves T7S adLEpLou ova as Kal T77s tOepLarT7S 

5L[y/La, ETEpOLqK1K9S 8E avrTtKpvS TrpO TWV aAAwv, va8oos TroVo OVK evAdyws EXetv VO/LtLOlEpV,Ss, 10 

Kal Trpos TOVTOLS arTEpEpeOS 7TpWTro dpitOftV Treq(parat, Kal el aKaAr7voS, dAA' owv TPLX77 
8oaaTaTOs olS Ta9s iEasCoTrTraS 77 AaxLaTrr) avlLTraacSv KaT avTrf7 Trol TE l8LOts tiLEpEat TEAeLiw 

EeETaoplEVwY, ELKO'g tSla dTrdvaTa TraVa TO KEpaaLa O6 HAd'Tr aUveKepdaaaTo, TrpWrTOV tEv 
TSjs TOV daPEep'aTov ovia'as, 8ErTEpOV 8E Ti/S t EptTr9s, TpTroV 8E Trs (e a:dLolv, tva 8vo ovTa 

TpLTa Kaf' EKaTepov uTrdpx'j 7/ Tpta KaTa avTSOLaaToAXv trrTad, laov TO) 8l Tpta -J Tpt 8v'o, 15 

7TEplacraOV KaL apTLOV Kat apTLto7EptOaaov, TETpady)voS, ETEpOftL7JKT7S. 

The textual difficulties of this passage lie in the last 5 lines, on which de Falco's 
comment, with a dryness which only an apparatus criticus permits, is simply 'vix 
intelligenda'. 

The unknown author of this argument is trying to support his association of the 
hexad with bvXboyovt'a, which has been running for several pages, by reference to 
Plato (Timaeus 35a-b). This is done at both a particular and a general level. In 
particular, since Plato's psychic mixture is composed of divisible and indivisible 
being, and the hexad is composed of divisible even number and invisible odd number, 

16 I have changed TOU at line 54.3 to Trn, as de Falco himself suggested in his apparatus 
criticus. 
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then the association between the two is claimed to be reasonable. In general, the 
hexad is the first heteromecic number, the first solid number (it is called 'scalene', 
which is one of the varieties of solid number, at 48.5-6), and the first perfect number. 
As the 7TvO,u'v of all these series, it is an especially venerable number and worthy to 
be associated with bvXoyovLa. 

That this is what is going on in this argument is clear enough from a glance at the 
text. But we must face up to the problems which make the concluding clauses at best 
murky and at worst incomprehensible. I have three emendations to propose. 

The problems start with the attribution of solidity to the hexad (lines 1 Iff.). Down 
to LECaoTdrlasg, we are all right, though some interpretation is needed: 'And in 
addition it has been discovered to be the first solid number (even if scalene, 
nevertheless it is three-dimensional because of its means).' This is presumably an 
obscure reference to the idea, familiar from Timaeus 32a-b onwards, that a solid 
requires two means. 

The next clause presumably refers to the fact that 6 is the smallest perfect 
number - 'the smallest of all the numbers which fall under it and are completely 
counted by their own parts'. But in order for this to be clear, we have already taken 
this as a separate clause. The easiest emendation to effect this is to assume that a 
connective Se has dropped out between j and ,AaXLarr-. In this way, we get sense out 
of the words, and provide a clause which is on a par with the other clauses which 
make up the argument: the list of attributes of the hexad is contained in a long 
subordinate clause introduced by 7TEL' in line 5 and proceeding by a variety of 
conjunctions - ov do'vov (line 5)... aAAa KaL (line 7)... e (line 10)... Ka 7TrpOS' 'rovrot 
(line 11), and now also $' (line 12). 

Immediately following this passage, the argument continues: ' For all these reasons, 
Plato blended the mixture in a reasonable way (the first ingredient being indivisible 
being, the second divisible being, and the third the being which consists of both 
together, so that two things may each be third (-rpta) or, conversely, three things 
two-fold (&rTrd)), as being equal to 2 x 3 or 3 x 2.' The whole sentence, and especially 
the mention of multiplying 2 and 3, surely make it clear that TptTra', 'three-fold', 
must be required in line 15, not Trpita. 

Finally, I can make no sense of rerpa'ywvos, ETEpoFlr7K7s in line 16. It has just been 
claimed that the hexad is ETEpotxjK1qS par excellence (line 10), but it is nowhere 
claimed (how could it be?) that it is a square number. Moreover, there is no masculine 
noun around with which these two adjectives could possibly agree; we have just had 
a string of neuters agreeing with KEpaaUa in line 13. I suggest that TE7pdywvos, 
ETrpoturtjK'c be excised. They are presumably a gloss which has crept into the text, 
though it is hard to see how rETpdywvOS arose even as a gloss. 

XV. De Falco, 57.5-6 

Nicomachus is suggesting a number of reasons for the hebdomad having Athena's 
epithet of 'forager' (dyeAeL'a). The final reason, which is said to be 'more 
Pythagorean' (56.13-14), is that holy men like Zoroaster called the stars 'flocks' 
(dyeAas, 56.15; adyAovs, 57.4), there being, of course, seven primary 'stars' - the five 
visible planets, the sun and the moon. This in turn led these holy men, 'by the 
insertion of the "g", to call the stars "angels" (Kara 7rap4l7TrTwatV 86 roVi ycd4lla 

6e>0apiLdvcoss ayyWAovs)'. 
As the text stands, Nicomachus is somewhat scathing about this move from 

dyeAovu to ayyWAovs: he says that they 'corruptly' (i8b0app,Evws) call the stars 



'angels'. But this scathing tone cannot be correct. Apart from the general 
consideration that Nicomachus was a Pythagorean, and that he himself says that this 
is an attribution of which the Pythagoreans approve, he also goes on to agree that 'the 
hebdomad is in this respect most truly dyyEAt'a' (57.8-9). Accordingly, I suggest that 
we change 4OaptLEvws to f>0bapiL'vov: 'By insertion of the lost "g", they call the 
stars "angels".' 

XVI. De Falco, 68.9 

The excerpt is from Nicomachus; the context is a list of seven-fold things (e.g. the 
seven 'black' internal organs, the seven channels in the face). At 68.7, he turns to 
geometrical research (68.7-11): 

Kacl Ev yeWCLE TpLiKaiS KEICEULaV 7TTa' EL'S'q TV 7rap' aVTroiL dpX)v, arfLLEiov ypacLtLL7 i7Tafdveta 
ycwt'a UaXQ/a arEpE(Ov E7TL7rTOV, Kal ET Tr <Tra> TV aToLXELLTxwrLv ErETadaeLs E7TLSEXOfEVWV 

7rA)povvr7aL' TrpLyVOV ya&p ywovcal TpEiS Kat 7rAevpal L'oaL Kal avTo TO 4ifaaS6v ev. 

Editors recognize that there is something wrong with UaTOLXELWCOv in line 2: 
reference to 'writers of Elements', which is what the word means, seems entirely out 
of place. Ast suggested arotXoLXeL8ES, according to de Falco's apparatus criticus; but 
de Falco omits to mention Ast's other suggestion, oroLXEeo&wsv, which is, I believe, 
far closer to the correct reading. 

Whatever the clause KaCt ETTa...7rTAqpofvrTa means, it is supposed to be explained 
by what follows, as the introductory yap shows: 'For a triangle has three angles, an 
equal number of sides, and its area is single.' Now the triangle is frequently called, 
not quite T0rotLXELwes, but ToXotxELwcorTarov, the most elementary plane figure: 
compare, for instance, 18.20 and 22.7-8. Neither of these two passages is definitely 
excerpted from Nicomachus, but if a Nicomachean parallel is required, Introduction 
to Arithmetic 2.7.4 may be cited. It makes sense, therefore, to suggest aroLXEt- 

w8aTavraTWv as the probable reading. All we need now is a sense of 7rTA-povaOat 
which fits, and it is surely not too far-fetched to think that it can mean 'be the 
7rA 'pwpla (sum) of'. The clause as a whole now reads: KaL E7TTra TWV UTOLXiL- 

oEardaTrcov ETardaets CErL8EXoLevWv 7TrAqpo3vTra (omitting <Ta>, which was de 
Falco's attempt to solve the problems of the clause). This means: 'And seven is the 
sum of the most elementary to admit investigation.' Geometrical investigation has 
just been mentioned in the previous line, and the author goes on to provide the 
sum - three sides plus three angles plus one area makes seven. 

XVII. De Falco, 68.20-69.3 

This is a most difficult passage (witness de Falco's 'corrupta videntur' and 'vix 
intelligenda'), and it would be foolish to claim to have written the last word on it. 

The anonymous author is relating tertian and quartan fevers to the 'proportionate 
series' which start with the monad and either double or treble into the successive 
stages. We have already noted (Section VIII above) the regular spacing of squares and 
cubes in these series. Our text mentions this fact (68.17-19)17 and relates it to tertian 
and quartan fevers. Tertian fevers occur every other day, and so fall in the equivalent 
places to those occupied by squares in the series; quartan fevers are likewise 
analogous to cubes. 

The author wants to make this analogy even tighter by claiming that somehow 
tertian fever is like squares, and quartan fever is like cubes. Quartan fever is related 

17 I suspect that we should add KVwgoV 8E ia5OVwv ', in 68.19. 
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to cubes in 69.6-8: cubes are stable, and so is quartan fever (see 27.16-28.1 and, for 
instance, [Hippocrates], On the Nature of Man 15). It is worth noticing how quartan 
fever is related to cubes before turning to the troublesome passage where tertians are 
related to squares, not only because it at least is clear, but also because it shows the 
vagueness and speciousness of the type of connection the author is trying to 
establish. 

The indubitably corrupt Greek of the sentence where tertian fever is related to 
squares is as follows (68.20-69.3; note that the genitive is governed by fLErEXovatv in 

69.4): 
ltov yap TOt iv E yoAELvov TrpLtatUov Tpaywvp p darTp'a orIrotovpLEVOv oia TO ETrLTrEowv 

TptLYVWV KaTdpXEtV, WoV TO oavUuiETpOTa7ov TETpaycovov laoT-dr7a opOoyWVL[ov Kal TrTAEvpWv 
EXEL, Kat TpO cs aLTO6 eTVOVTal. 

If it is worth attempting a translation of such garbled Greek, it would be somewhat 
as follows: 'Tertian fever is particularly like a square because a square [or the fever] 
is the source of plane triangles whose most symmetrical [or commensurate] square has 
equality of rectangle and sides, and is made regular in relation to itself...' 
Alternatively, the last bit could be '...whose equality of rectangle and sides the most 
symmetrical square contains, and is made regular in relation to itself'. 

There are several questions raised by the passage. The first oddity is the claim that 
a square is the source of triangles. Could ETrTrLEov TpLtyVWV mean 'the areas of 

triangles'? It does make some sense to say that a square is the source of the areas of 
triangles, in so far as a common method for determining the area of a triangle is to 
extend it into a rectangle and halve the area of the rectangle. But I defy anyone to find 
this consideration helpful towards making sense of the passage. Therefore, ErtTLcUwv 

TpLywvwv does mean 'plane triangles', as it appears to, and an emendation is 
suggested by the fact that no Pythagorean would say that squares were the source of 
triangles, but rather the other way round: triangles were taken to be the source of 
squares because the addition of any two successive triangular numbers makes a 
square number. This is standard Pythagorean doctrine (see, for example, Theon 
41.3-8, Nicomachus, Introduction to Arithmetic 2.12.1). Alternatively, and equally 
Pythagorean, triangles were taken to be the source of squares on the authority of 
Plato's Timaeus, where the squares which form the faces of the cube of the element 
earth are formed from four isosceles triangles (55b). I therefore tentatively propose 
the reading (e)> E7TL7Treov TpLyWovwv - 'tertian fever is particularly like a square 
because a square originates out of plane triangles.' The omission of Ef before iTr- by 
haplography is easy to understand, given the close resemblance of S to n. 

Questions still remain, but one further simple emendation will help a great deal. If 
instead of OpOoywvL'ov we read dpOijs ywvt'as, then the rest arguably falls into place. 
The text would now translate: 'Tertian fever is particularly like a square because a 
square originates out of plane triangles, whose equality of right angle and sides the 
perfectly commensurate square contains, and is made regular in relation to itself.' 

A little earlier, I mentioned two possible ways in which triangles are the elements 
of squares. It now rather looks as if the Timaeus model is the more relevant, since it 
forms squares out of equal right-angled triangles, rather than out of two unequal 
triangular numbers. 

The final question, of course, is what on earth all this has to do with tertian fever. 
If we now recall the loose reasoning in the sentence where quartan fever was related 
to cubes, the answer is that it need have very little directly to do with tertian fever. 
In short, it seems that tertian fever is related to squares only because squares are 
formed of triangles and both triangles and tertian fever are three-fold. 
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XVIII. De Falco, 76.8-9 

Nicomachus is giving two reasons for calling the ennead a limit. The grammatical 
construction of the second reason (76.9-11) is clear: it is &ta- To with the infinitive 
(dvaUarpE(ELv). The construction of the first (76.7-9) is currently far from clear: we 
have both mr~ roV3 with an infinitive (elvaL) and a perfect indicative (av/j~1i^e Ke): 

ov yap idovOV E7TL To) 7r' EvvdrTO TO'VOV tL7?KETL ELvat aOvlJ fUgeKe Aoyov 7TrpaLTepW ILovULKov 

7TLJLoptus. 

It is tempting to delete rnl ro as reduplicating Eir' evvdrov. Ast chose this solution, 
in conjunction with the addition of a necessary O-n or the like after ,dovov. But the 
manuscript P (as reported by Ast, but not in de Falco's apparatus criticus) reads 
avfLJfUPP7KEV; and I am more tempted to read av3,erEqK7evaL, as the infinitive governed 
by rl 7 rov, and in turn governing elvaL. The only alternative idea which occurs to me 
is to read ErrTEtL instead of i7Tr roV. 

Teddington, Middlesex R. A. H. WATERFIELD 

APPENDIX 

I list here, for the sake of completeness, those places where I prefer the reading of 
some other scholar, or of some manuscript, to that of de Falco's Teubner text. For 
these and other suggestions made since the original publication of the Teubner, see 
Klein's notes in the second edition of the Teubner (1975), pp. xxvi-xxviii. 

2.19 T-j (de Falco); 3.9 aTra' (Ast); 4.3 r-j KaO' 'Kaarov V'Ar (de Falco); 5.22 dpX7js (older 
MSS.); 7.3 o7-t (Oppermann); 7.16-17 -T atrod (Dodds); 9.3 ovarTj -aTL (Ast); 9.12 dpXrj (Ast); 
9.13 7TrlPovr (Ast); 9.17 yvCoAoves (Becker); 10.2 yvwldovwv (Becker); 11.9 o'-ros (MS. E); 
11.19 7rp;-?7 (Oppermann); 19.17 or a3 (Oppermann); 20.23 [KaL] (de Falco); 22.11 
7rITTrOi&v (some MSS.); 25.19 KEctaArj (Wechel); 31.7 elt (Oppermann); 38.2 T-a daro6 -rcv (de 

Falco); 38.14 7rpO6 T-')v nra'ailyya (Delatte); 40.4-5 [Ka&a KalI TO TO o'1 (Oppermann); 42.9 
rrpdvota, (cf. J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists [London, 1977], p. 360); 44.4 Ei7rTEAovs (Ast); 
44.10-11 rpavodr7pos (de Falco); 45.8-9 el &lapOpw-rtKj (Dodds); 47.7 6TO (Ast); 47.14 rptX 
(Dodds); 54.3 Tris f (de Falco); 58.9 7rp6s avtra's (Dodds); 58.21 KaTra 'raV-r (de Falco); 
60.18-19 ?xivov evda'Av Kal Lud, v (Roscher); 67.2 el (de Falco); 69.24 rt;Vrwv (Ast); 72.9-13 r/)v 
Se EK oVO rTTpCow'V dpiT07TorepL'aUWv, T7jS /LEV vvdtaELt,T7js SE EVEpyiELa, Tr7V TK TO 

' 
Katl ' - r7v 

8e EK ovo 7TpO(W'}v 7TEptoLaov, r77TEp aTOLXiELr S'q els yEvv'rqUL KVU)oV UavvOeaL KaL 7TrpWT7) 
uavAAagri, T-7)V K TOV y' Kai E' Trot tELV 7rpO avTovU...(Oppermann); 73.9 [trap' oaov] (de Falco); 
76.12-13 8LaypdaLiLaTr (Ast); 81.14-15 aTrTo 7ro Kal iT-V /LEXpl TeTrpdSos elval aVcTv-rLa (Ast); 
81.17 KaTaAa[lgavotE`vwv (Becker ap. Burkert); 82.19 om. (<7rep'> (MSS.); 85.14 rq/v <(E' 
(Lang); 86.19 se7rs TOVS (Ast); 87.3-4 yivov'TaLt Epr1 IeV ErITa, apLO/Los oE, o Ve' (MSS.). 
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