NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

PLATO AND ARISTOTLE: eddcipovic, é€is OR évépyero?

In this paper I should like to discuss various
passages relevant to the Platonic and Aris-
totelian definitions of eddaipovia. First among
these are the following:

Plato Philebus 11D4-6:

Qs viv udv éxdrepos EEw Yuyis kal Sudbeary amopaivew
Twa émyepioe Ty Suvapévmy avlpdimois méaw Tov Blov
eddaipova Tapéxew.

Clement of Alexandria Stromateis 2. 21-22, p.
500 (Potter):

Znedovrmds Te 6 IINdrwvos adeddidods Ty ebdoupovioav
dnolv éw elvor Tedelav év Tols kara ¢vow Exovow,
3 &w dyafaw . . . Bevoxpdrns te 6 Kadynddvios v
ebdarpoviav Gmodldwor xkrijow Tis olkelas dperfs el
Tiis OmmpeTucijs avTh Suvdpews.

Aristotle Ethica Nicomachea 1. 8, 1098b31-1099a3:
Siapéper 8¢ lows ob pukpov év kriioer § xpijoer 76
dpiaTov modaufavew, kai v el ) dvepyelq. Ty pév
yap éw évdéxerar pndév dyalov dmoredelv dmapyovoay,
olov 7@ kafevdovri ) kai ENws mws éénpynrdre, TV
8 évépyeiav oly oldv Te mpafer yop €€ avaykis, Kal
eb mpafer.t

By insisting that ed8apovia is not a possession
or state (a krfous or é€is) but rather an exercise
or activity (a xpijois or évépyewn), Aristotle
quite clearly parts company with Speusippos
and Xenocrates (assuming, of course, that their
views are correctly expressed by Clement).
But he does not part company with Plato.
R. A. Gauthier and J. Y. Jolif2 have shown:
(1) that Plato’s eddowpovie is an activity; (2)
that his €€us is equivalent to Aristotle’s xpnots;
and (3) that Aristotle is aware of (1) and (2).

But Gauthier and Jolif weaken the force of
their own demonstration. They argue that “‘la
précision avec laquelle Aristote distingue du
vocabulaire platonicien son propre vocabu-
laire ne permet pas de lui attribuer une
méprise sur ce point; mais il a pu reprocher &
Platon, méme si théoriquement il le faisait

1. See also 1. 5, 1095 b32-33: Soxel yip évdéxeabou kol kabed-
Sew Exovra T dpetiy ) dmparTeiv Sua Blov. Cf. 1.7, 1098a3-7; 4.
1, 1120a8; 5. 1, 1129b31; 10. 6, 1176a32-b6; and finally, Pol.
7.7, 1328a38, where eddaipovia is defined as dperfis evépyera
Kkal xpiois Tis TéAewos,

consister dans l'usage, d’avoir pratiquement
traité le bonheur comme une possession.”3
Furthermore, they overlook the ultimate point
which is implied by (1), (2), and (3), namely,
(4) that it is Plato’s distinction between «77jois
and ypfjous (or between krfows and €€is) which
is the source of Aristotle’s distinction between
&s and évépyewa and, quite probably, between
Svvauis and évépyeie. In this paper I wish to
establish the truth of (4). Before doing this,
however, it will be necessary to review briefly
the evidence which establishes the truth of (1),
(2), and (3).

(1) In Philebus 11D Plato does not define
the Blos eddaipwy as a é€is. In fact, he seems to
suggest that this Blos arises out of a certain
é¢is which is precedent to it. In other words,
he seems to intend a distinction between the
Blos and the éis. However, as Reginald
Hackforth rightly noted,* no such distinction
is made explicit in the course of the dialogue,
and we are left to conclude that the Bios
evdaiuwy is identical to the éis. But this does
not mean that Plato thinks that eddaipovia is
a merely passive state. In fact, he explicitly
repudiates this view in the Euthydemus when
he says, u7) pdvov kextijobor 76 TowabTa aya-
B¢ Tov pédovra eddaipova éoeobar, aAAe Kol
xpiobar adrols 7) ovdév Spedos Tijs rrroews
ylyverar (280D5-7).

(2) More important, Plato gives the term
&5 an active sense. In Theaetetus 197B, the
Platonic Socrates draws a distinction between
possessing knowledge (émoriuns krijois) and
having knowledge (émornuns €€is). To explain
and illustrate this distinction Socrates says
(197B8-10): 0d Tolvvv pot TadTv daiveTar TG
rertfiofon 76 Exew. olov {udriov mpiduevds
Tis Kol yrpaTis GV i) pop@v, Exew pév ovk

2. L’Ethique a Nicomagque: Introduction, traduction et com-
mentaire, II (Louvain, 1959), 66.

3. Ibid.

4. Plato’s Examination of Pleasure (Cambridge, 1945), p.
13, n. 2.
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av adrov adTd, kextiobal ye pnv daipev.’ By
using the substantive 76 éyew to signify an
actual having, Plato guarantees to the term
é€is a meaning equivalent to that of yp7jois or
évépyea. It seems quite likely that this is the
meaning which Plato intends in the Philebus.

(3) Aristotle was aware of this meaning.
In Metaphysics 5. 20, 1022b4-5, he says:
"E.fl.s 8% AG”}’G’TO‘L gVOt ,uév Tpé'TTOV OEOV €’V€’p’y€bé
Tis Tob éxovros kai éyouévov.6 This meaning
of é¢is comes under the category éyew.” But
Aristotle does not intend it in any other pas-
sage of the corpus that I can discover. It seems
natural to conclude, therefore, that Aristotle
took this meaning from Plato’s dialogues. If
s0, he cannot have intended to criticize Plato’s
definition of eddatuovic when he wrote E.N.
1. 8, 1098b31-1099a3, quoted above.

(4) This brings us abreast of the conclusions
of Gauthier and Jolif. I turn now to a closer
inspection of Theaetetus 197B ff. In this
passage, the Platonic Socrates sketches a
natural history of the human mind. According
to Socrates: (a) at birth, a man’s mind is a
mere “‘empty receptacle,” a bird cage without
birds; (b) as he matures, the man grasps
various ‘“‘pieces of knowledge,” various birds,
and stores them in his bird cage; (c) later, the
man retrieves from the cage any given bird
whenever his fancy or his circumstances so
dictate.

Corresponding to each of the three stages of
this natural history, there is a unique sense of
“x owns birds,” a unique sense of ‘‘x knows.”
These three senses embody Plato’s version of
the later, better-known Aristotelian-Scholastic
distinction between potency, first act, and
second act. In the Theaetetus, krijos signifies
first act (having to hand); é€.s signifies second
act (having in hand). In the Euthydemus,
krijows again signifies first act; ypfjois, however,

5. A similar transitive use of éew is found in Sophist
247TA5-6: > AAX’ oV Sikawoovvms éfel kal Tapovoiq ToLWTNY abTOV
ékdotny yiyveoBo kai T@v dvavtiwv T évavriaw. And in Laws
625C, v 7@v SmAwv €w means the actual carrying of arms.

6. See also 5. 23, 1023a8 ff.

7. Instances in this category are ‘“‘shod” (¥modéderar) and
“armed” (dmhioTar). See Categories 2a3 and C. M. Gillespie,
““The Aristotelian Categories,”” CQ, XIX (1925), 82-83.

8. Evéawpovia, in its primary sense, is the actual use of life’s
“‘good things.” The best of these good things is knowledge.
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signifies second act. But the distinction itself
is the same. And in both dialogues, second
act is considered as primary.8

In the Theaetetus, the distinction between
“possessing knowledge” and ‘“‘having knowl-
edge” is employed in an attempt to solve the
problem of error. In Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, the same distinction is employed in an
attempt to solve the similar problem of axpe-
ota. At 7. 3, 1146b31-35, we read:

ANY émel Sixds Aéyopev To émiotacfor (kai yop S
Exwv pév ol xpdpevos 8¢ Tfj émoTiuy kal S ypdpevos
Aéyerou émioracbor), Soioer T0 Exovra pév ui) fewpodvra
8¢ kal 76 Bewpobvra & w1 Sel mpdrrew [Tob éxovra kal
fewpodvra]- Tolro yap Gokei Sewdv, dAX ovk € um
Oewpdiv.

Furthermore, in De anima 2. 1, 412a19-29,
the distinction is employed to illustrate the
two principal senses of ‘‘actuality” (évreAéyerr).
Granted, in both passages Aristotle uses €yew
as equivalent to Plato’s kexrijofo and ypfHobfau
(or fewpeiv) as equivalent to Plato’s éyew. But
the distinction itself is the same.

If final evidence for the truth of (4) is
required, it may be found in Aristotle’s early
Protrepticus. The contents of Fragment 4
Walzer? are so similar to those of Euthydemus
280D-282D that it seems reasonable to con-
clude that Aristotle had the latter in mind
while writing the former. Furthermore, 280D—
282D is precisely that part of the Euthydemus
in which Plato distinguishes between xrijous
and. yp7jots. And this distinction is employed
throughout the Protrepticus—not only in Frag-
ment 4 Walzer, but also in Fragments 3, 5,
and 14. In the latter, one part 19 is especially
noteworthy:

, Ay Veaa N

dalverar dirrds Aéyeabar 16 Ly, 10 pév kara Svvapw
sy Ny P \ ; o

70 8¢ kar’ évépyeav: Spdvra yap elval dapev Goa Te
y Ay \ ) o aw

éxer Tav {bov 8w kol Sware mépuxev Seiv, wav

And the best possible object of knowledge is the divine.
Hence, eddaipovia, in its primary and ultimate sense, is the
active contemplation of the final end (or ends) of the universe.
In embracing each of these propositions, Aristotle follows
Plato’s lead.

9. Esp. p. 27, 1-8 (=Iamblichus Protrepticus 37, 3-11
Pistelii).

10. P. 56, 3-9 Walzer (=Iamblichus Protrepticus 56, 15-22
Pistelli).



246

plovra Tuyxavy, kel TG Xpwpeva T OSuvduer kol
mpoaBaddovra Ty SYuw. ‘Opolws 8¢ kai 76 émioracbo
kal 10 ywyvwokew, & pév 16 xphobar kel Bewpeiv
Aéyouev, &v 8¢ 10 wextfiobar THY Stvauw kai TRV
émariuny Exew.

This is a seminal statement of Aristotle’s later,
full-blown theory of potency and act.!! And
again, as in the Ethics and De anima passages
cited above, there is a striking similarity to
Theaetetus 197B.

I do not wish to suggest that the theory of
potency and act is Plato’s. Obviously, it is not.
Plato explicitly distinguishes between the
potential and the actual on only two occasions;

11. Metaphysics 9. 6-9, elaborated 1049b3 ff.; summarized
1051a4 ff.

12. Plato’s Progress (Cambridge, 1966), p. 4: “Aristotle
was, from pretty early in his career as a philosopher, quite at
home with the notion of Potentiality versus Actuality, and
with the kindred notions of Possibility, Contingency, Neces-
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and, apart from these occasions, he makes
little use of his distinction. Nevertheless,
Plato’s distinction between «rijois and ypjois
(or between krijois and é€us) is the source of
Aristotle’s distinction between é£is and évép-
yewa. This distinction provides the stimulus for
Aristotle’s development of the theory of
potency and act. The arguments of this paper
will, T hope, convince those, like Professor
Ryle,12 who deny the existence of any such
stimulus.

H. A. S. SCHANKULA

BaLLioL COLLEGE,
OXFORD

sity, and Impossibility. That the stimulus to Aristotle’s
thoughts on these modal notions came from recent or con-
temporary Megarians is a tempting guess. At least no such
stimulus could have come from anything written by Plato
with the dubious exception of his Hippias Minor.”

CATULLUS AND THE TRADITIONS OF LATIN POETRY

The Catullan revolution has become in
recent years a glib phrase used by many scholars
to denote the emergence into prominence of a
new type of poetry, partly dependent upon
Alexandrian prototypes. Unfortunately, that
phrase has tended to depict too vividly Catullus
and his contemporaries blazing a new trail in
virgin territory, thereby obscuring the hesitant
steps of the earlier Roman poets whom they
were following with confidence and flamboy-
ance. We can search with some success
amongst- Catullus’ predecessors for his hall-
marks.!

I
Alexandrian poetry: Strong Alexandrian in-

1. This article is not intended to be comprehensive, but
to discuss some of the distinguishing features of Catullus’
poetry. For general works in this field, see A. L. Wheeler,
Catullus and the Traditions of Ancient Poetry (Berkeley, 1934),
pp. 61 ff.; H. Bardon, “Catulle et ses modéles poétiques de
langue latine,” Latomus, XVI (1957), 614-27; K. F. Quinn,
The Catullan Revolution (Melbourne, 1959), pp. 1 ff.

2. For other Alexandrian influences, see O. Skutsch, The
Annals of Quintus Ennius (Inaugural Lecture, University
College, London, 1953), pp. 8-9, and J. K. Newman, Augustus
and the New Poetry (Brussels, 1967), pp. 64 ff.

3. For the evidence, see Aetia, Frag. 1. 2 Pf. and the
Florentine scholiast; Anth. Pal. 7. 42; Prop. 2. 34. 32; Fronto
ad Marc. 1. 4. 5. For the view that Callimachus did influence

fluence on Roman poets can be traced back
even to Ennius, the father of Latin poetry,
who adapted or translated Euhemerus, Sotades,
and Archestratus.2 Of considerably greater
interest for the study of Catullus is the fact
that in the proem to his most important and
mature work, the Annals, Ennius was, if not
influenced by, at least aware of, the literary
theories of Callimachus.3 Clausen4 believes
that the proem was polemical, to refute the
theories of Callimachus and to show that epic
could still be written. Skutsch5 has remarked
that Ennius was not only aware of these
theories, but was writing out of respect for
them (for since Ennius considered himself to
be a reincarnation of Homer,6 whom Callim-

Ennius, see J. H. Waszink, ‘“The Proem in the Annales of
Ennius,” Mnem., III (1950), 215-40; hoxvever, cf. also G.
Marconi, “Il proemio degli Annales di Ennio,” RCCM, III
(1961), 224-45; and H. Fuchs, “Zu den Annalen des Ennius,”
Mus. Helv., XII (1955), 201-5, who suggests the influence of
Stesichorus.

4. W. V. Clausen, ‘“Callimachus and Latin Poetry,”
GRBS, V (1964), 185-87.

5. Op. cit., p. 11. Although he has reservations about the
influence of Callimachus, he states that Ennius was thinking
of Callimachus.

6. Cf. Persius Prol. 2. 3; Skutsch, “Enniana, 1,”
XXXVIII (1944), 85-86.
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