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We have no external evidence for a victory by Cratinus in the 450s and Kapki]vog
would fit perfectly well. Alternatively, in col. ii.9 of the same inscription the frag-
mentary KA[ has been restored to read Kda[vBapog, for a victory before 422 B.c., but
this too could just as easily be Kal[pkivoc.'® (IG 22 2325 lists each poet only once,
so these would be mutually exclusive possibilities. The dates in question—the 450s
or 420s—are consistent with what could have been Carcinus’ career.)

With so few hard facts and with evidence of marginal credibility I make no
claim to certainty. But the case for Carcinus as a tragic poet perches on especially
fragile twigs: a conjectural restoration in the Fasti and inferences in the scholia.
The weakness of the case for his tragic career opens up the possibility that Carci-
nus was a kopodonotdg who wrote a play titled Mveg (probably with an animal
chorus). Allusions to him in Aristophanes and in some scholia are not inconsistent
with this, and with so many tragic playwrights in the succeeding generations, in-
cluding his grandson of the same name, it is understandable that he was thought to
be a tragedian himself.'®

KENNETH S. ROTHWELL, JR.
Boston College

18. For the restoration of Cantharus see E. Capps, “Epigraphical Problems in the History of Attic
Comedy,” AJP 28 (1907): 199.
19. The author gratefully acknowledges the helpful comments of the two anonymous readers for CP.

OF MICE AND MEN IN ARISTOTLE

De Motu Animalium 698b12-18:

Gomep Yap kai &v adtd Sei T dxivnrov elvar, i pédder Kiveiobot, obtog Tt pdriov
EEw 3eT T eivan 10D L@ov dxivntov, mpog O dmeperdépevov Kiveitar TO Kivobpevov. gl
yap Ymoddoet dei, olov 10ig puot toig év tfj Yf A 10ig év Tfj dupe mopsvopévorc, ob
npoeLoLy, odd Eotar obte mopeia, €i pui) 1 yij pévor, obte nifioig f vedotg, el ui 6 anp
fi f) 6aratta dviepeidor.

16 toig pvoi toig €v T Yij: T0ic &v Tf) ¥§ puoiv YV b, poot: oot E tf} ante v{j
om. b, TOpeELOpEVOLG post YT by, post ¥f} et post dupe Y

The ofov clause in b15-16 has bedeviled editors and interpreters, and the MS vari-
ants, which I have taken from Nussbaum’s admirable edition (Aristotle’s “De Motu
Animalium”: Text with Translation, Commentary, and Interpretive Essays [Prince-
ton, 1978]), show clearly that the Byzantines also felt a difficulty here, since, with
the exception of the omitted t{j before y{j in the b, group (doubtless a mechanical
lipography), all the variants are deliberate attempts to restore some sense by con-
jectural intervention.

Aristotle asserts here that, for movement to be possible, not only must the moving
animal have within itself some part that remains at rest but, even more importantly,
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there must be an external medium of resistance that is itself unmoved and against
which the moving animal can support itself. (The principle is of some importance for
Aristotle’s philosophy, as he points out just above in b10-12 &yetL yap thv fsopiav ob
povov Goov émi td (@ cuvteivovoav, GALL Kai mpdg THV 10D Maviog Kivhotv kai
@opav.) In b15-18 Aristotle considers the hypothetical situation in which the exter-
nal medium of resistance continually gives way and offers no support; in such a case
there can be no movement.

The olov clause in b15-16 appears to give one or more specific exempla in illus-
tration of such an hypothesis. The chief, but not the only, stumbling block to ex-
tracting sense from the passage would seem to be év 1§ yfj; “unqualified earth is
not a shifting medium,” as Anthony Preus remarked.! There are other problems of
interpretation. Does toig év tfj dupe mopevopévoig refer to men walking on sand
(as many, perhaps most, take it) or does the phrase rather refer back to the mice? In
other words, does Aristotle introduce here two separate species of {@a, each repre-
sented in one medium of resistance, or one species in two media of resistance?
And whether one or two species, is the first (or only) species mice or is that word
itself (pvoi) corrupt? A number of conjectures has been proposed. Not one is, in
my view, correct. Moreover it is a remarkable fact that every conjecture known to
me can be shown to be wrong, simply on the basis of the Greek itself: all entail
Greek that is either actually incorrect or that, if translated correctly, gives a wrong
sense for this context.

Here are the several proposals that have been put forward:

1. &pvor for ptior Diels, reported and printed by Werner Jaeger in his 1913 Teubner edition
of the De Motu Animalium.

2. 10ig mooi [toig &v TR YR A] toig év T dupe mopevopévorg Platt (in JP 32 [1912-13]:
295).

3. 10ig puot év 1§ Le1d { 10ic v Tfi dupw mopevopévoig A. S. L. Farquharson (in his Oxford
translation of 1912). Forster, in his 1937 Loeb edition, argued that the form {én would be
“nearer to the MS reading” than {e1d.

4. 101G puol 10ig év TNA@ f toig év Tff dupe mopevopévorg M. C. Nussbaum (“The Text of
Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium,” HSCP 80 [1976]: 140-42, where she accepts G. E. L.
Owen’s suggestion that pvot is used in the meaning “mussel,” a class of shellfish).

5. 10ig &pdor toig &v MA@ fi toic &v Tfi dupe mopevopévorg Nussbaum, “De Motu Anima-
lium.”

6. toic pvoi [t0ig év TR Yfi fi] Toic &v TR Ghe mopevopévorg J. Barnes (CR 30 [1980]: 223—
24, in a review of Nussbaum’s edition).

It will repay the effort to examine each of these proposals. Diels’ conjecture épvot
would remove the mice altogether and replace them with a different creature, the £ uig

1. Aristotle and Michael of Ephesus. On the Movement and Progression of Animals. Translated, with
introduction and notes by A. Preus (Hildesheim and New York, 1981), p. 119. Aristotle might have illus-
trated his point by introducing animals attempting to move on or in a medium not natural to them, for
instance land animals walking on water. Michael in fact uses this illustration in his commentary to the
IA, p. 138.16-18 (Hayduck) . . . 5 ovpPaiver t0ig nefoic i tod Udatog' 0UdEV yap abtdv dnepeical Tovg
nédag dVvatar, Gote mopeiav morjoachat v 1@ Udatt kTA. It may be taken as certain that no illustration
along such lines lies concealed in this passage of the MA, for, were it so, it would have been more natural
for Aristotle to use generic terms (ta neld, ta yepoaia, Ta £vudpa, etc.) rather than mention any particu-
lar animal, mouse or other, with an apparently pointless specificity. Interpretation should start from the
assumption that the animal(s) and medium(s) in question are not alien to one another.
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(or ép{)g),z a kind of freshwater tortoise. Jaeger accepted this conjecture, as does
Nussbaum in her edition. The conjecture is ingenious, but as turtles move with rea-
sonable ease over shore mud and sand, the relevance of the exemplum is not appar-
ent. Professional zoologists could perhaps remove my doubts on this score, but it
would be to no purpose. For the evidence is impressive, and derived from Aristotle’s
own writings, that £u0g is a noun of feminine gender.4 The phraseology toig £éudot
101G . . . 101G . . . mopevopévolg, despite its appearance in distinguished editions, is
ungrammatical Greek.?

2. The aspiration is uncertain; as I shall be quoting the readings of specific scholars on occasion, a cer-
tain inconsistency between smooth and rough breathing will be apparent below. It does not affect the argu-
ment. (I am inclined to prefer, on no very strong grounds, the form &uvg.)

3. Aristotle does not seem to have thought of these creatures as “sliding about” (Nussbaum, “De Motu
Animalium”, p. 288); see IA 713a17-25, HA 558a8-11, 589a28-30, all passages that hardly suggest that
he conceived of them as slipping about with difficulty. In any event, this interpretation implies the accep-
tance of the conjecture ¢v nnA@, which I hope to demonstrate below to be unjustified.

4. Here is the evidence: 1) Resp. 470b19 &t1 8¢ ai £pddeg te kol yeAdvar; 2) HA 558a8-9 1y & £udg
¢&oboa £k Tod Bdatog tiktel, dpvéaca BoBuvov MmO, kai Eviekoboo kataleiner kTA.; 3) HA 589a28
olov ai 0’ Euideg kol 10 @V Putpdywv Yévog; 4) PA 671a31 1| & éudg odte KUGTIV 0UTE VEPPOLG EYEL; 5)
PA 671233 1y p&v odv éudg xtA.; 6) IA 713a16—17 olov of te kpokddethot kai cadpot kal dokalaPdral kot
«€1?> £pvdeg te kal yehdvai. (For my conjecture <ai> here, compare above, Resp. 470b19 [= example 1].
Nothing depends upon the correctness of this.) The only potential evidence contra is HA 600b21-22 kai
Yap 1 eEAGVN TOV poldwTtdv éoTt Kai 6 £uve. In view of the materials given above, this passage ought to
be, and usually has been, dismissed. (The Balme-Gotthelf Loeb edition of HA 7-10 (1991) prints 6 dpig
without comment or recording of variants.) The vv. Il. ad loc., 6 pg and ai pdg, show what happened. Un-
cial epsilon and omicron (€, o) were often confused, and the sounds € and a1 had in time become identi-
cal. The uncommon word £puvg, by one route or the other, generated all three readings: 6 £pdg, 6 pdg, at
udg. Camus conjectured épvg and Piccolos 1y épvg. Aubert and Wimmer bracketed the entire sentence as a
gloss. (As we are concerned with Greek usage and not specifically Aristotelian usage, the question of the
spuriousness, in whole or part, of the later books of the HA may be disregarded here.) Nussbaum (*De
Motu Animalium”, p. 287) writes “there are no extant references [sc. to the £éuic] outside Aristotle.” In this
she is almost certainly wrong, for an occurrence of the word probably is to be found in a fragment of Aris-
totle’s own student Theophrastus, frag. 171 (Wimmer) . . . paivetor 8 odv . . . énapgotepiletv, ob Tfj Tpoof
kal tfj Slayoyf kabdnep § @dkn Kai 1 pdg kol Etep’ Gtta . .. Here fy épig is Schneider’s correction;
Wimmer printed éudg without article. (It would make little difference: with the article omitted the 1 before
@K is naturally carried over; compare, e.g., Resp. 470b19, cited above, ai §ptdeg te kol yeAdvar. This
can occur even when the following article would be of different gender, e.g., GA 786bl ai dvepfvor xai
oefikes.) The MSS have neither £udg nor 1) éudc in this fragment, but 1) pc and 6 pic; in other words, they
show the same sort of corruptions as have been generally assumed for HA 600b22. On the interesting ques-
tion whether uig, in addition to its meanings “mouse” and “mussel,” also was used of some sort of sea
animal, perhaps even a turtle, see D’Arcy Wentworth Thompson, A Glossary of Greek Fishes (London,
1947), pp. 167-68. Sir D’Arcy concluded “it looks as though ¢udg were an unfamiliar word, apt to be re-
placed by pdg, but with more or less recognition of its proper meaning.” Finally, one should beware of pos-
iting &pvg, 6 and 1y, with the masculine used of males, the feminine of females. Such distinctions do occur,
chiefly with the higher or commoner animals (e.g., GvBpomnog, 6, 1| and Bodg, 6, 1y, although even in such
cases the distinction is often not observed), but most {@a have one fixed gender for both male and female.
Thus in HA 558a7-8 (above) Aristotle writes 7| 8 £udg £&loboa ¢k 100 Udatog tiktel . . . Kai éviekodoa
kataleinel not because the female tortoise lays the eggs but because £pdg is of feminine gender. As W. S.
Barrett has concisely remarked in a note to Eur. Hipp. 231 (in a similar context; compare also his note to
v. 18), it is “a question not of sex but of gender.” Thus Pliny, HN 9.76.166, in a passage that ultimately
must go back to this very passage of Aristotle, as the precise details common to both make clear, writes
mus marinus in terra scrobe effosso parit ova et rursus obruit terra, tricesimo die refossa aperit fetumque
in aquam ducit. Somewhere in the tradition Aristotle’s éuig had become pig and was so taken over into
Latin, appearing in Pliny as the mus marinus: despite the fact that the egg-laying female is in question, the
masculine gender mus marinus remains. This general practice is common to Greek and Latin; many exam-
ples could be provided. Recall also such expressions as 6 6fjAvg 6pedg (HA 577b22) and dvBpwmoc . . . kai
6 Bfjkug kat 6 dppnv (PA 688b31), where we might expect rather 1y 8keta dpevg and 1y BrjAera GvBpwmoc.
Aclian NA 12.10 refers to 6 8fjlug pig.

5. Itis essential to distinguish clearly between 1) carelessly composed Greek, including anacolutha, and
2) incorrect and subliterate Greek. It is well known that Aristotle is quite capable of the former, especially
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Admirable scholar though Platt was, his conjecture as well must be rejected. He
set it out as follows: “If the ground is to keep on giving way beneath you, you can’t
get on. For puot read noot with E and omit toig £v tf] yij together. SY already omit
101, and I take it that 8v y§j was a variant on év Gupe.” (nooi in E cannot be origi-
nal; it is either slip or conscious conjecture, more likely the latter.) Many verbs of
motion are accompanied by an instrumental dative nooi, but 08¢ as subject of
such a verb is quite a different matter. nooi toig év tf) Gupe nopsvopévorg is as odd
a phrase as “the feet that are travelling on the sand” is in English.6 (As for the no-
tion, not peculiar to Platt, that év tfj yfj is a variant or gloss on év tfj dupe, I hope
to show below that the very opposite would be closer to the truth.)

At this juncture we would do well to determine whether 10ig¢ év T dupe
nopgvopévolg can mean “when men walk on sand” here, for the words are often so
understood, however the rest of the clause be interpreted: “for mice walking in
grain or persons walking in sand” (Farquharson); “when mice walk upon loose soil
and when persons walk on sand” (Forster); “as when tortoises walk in mud or men
on sand” (Nussbaum in her edition). Jaeger also seems to have accepted this inter-
pretation, to judge from the fact that he places a comma after toig év tf} vf),
thereby separating rather than linking together the two cola. These versions are all
mistranslations of the Greek.

Consider. That ot év tfj duue mopsudpevor may mean “those who walk on
sand,” “persons walking on sand,” is certain. However, in such an expression the
article serves to make the participle a substantive; that is its function in the phrase,
and once having performed its function it cannot be called upon to perform an-
other. In other words toig év tfj dupe cannot then correspond to toig &v tfj Yij;
rather, the one substantive, toig ntopgvopévoig, would correspond to the other sub-
stantive, toig pvoi. Then toig pvot would be modified by toig év t{] y{j and toig
nopevopévolg by év tf dupe. Both expressions are, in and of themselves, quite cor-
rect, but they do not balance each other at all. The situation can be simply stated:
once nopgvopévolg has become a substantive by its collocation with toig (and only
so could the meaning “people walking on the sand” be gotten out of the Greek), it
is no longer available to modify as well toig pvoi toig év tfj vf; it has been “com-
mitted” to toig év 1fj dupe and to that alone. The correct translation would thus be:
“. .. to the mice, those on the earth, or to persons walking on the sand.” The first
colon has been deprived of the participle that it needs to balance the second colon.
Notice that in all the English versions given above a verb is instinctively, but un-
justifiably, supplied with the first substantive.

There is another consideration that refutes “persons walking on the sand” as the
correct interpretation. Such an interpretation violates Aristotle’s own usage. In his
zoological treatises (and elsewhere) man is but one of many species of 1& {Ga and
Aristotle regularly refers to him by the name of the species—dav6pamnoc. If he were
giving two exempla here involving two distinct {@a, one of which happened to be

in lecture notes and memoranda intended primarily for his own eyes (not incidentally the case with the De
Motu Animalium); he is no different from many another professor in this regard. But to introduce by con-
jecture into his text such bad Greek as a false gender is quite another matter and hardly justifiable.

6. Barnes also had doubts about the correctness of such Greek: “I do not know if A. could say that feet
nopevovrar” (“Review of Nussbaum,” p. 224).
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man, he would have used the two nouns that precisely identified the two species in-
volved (. .. pvot...f avBpodnoig. . .), and not the participle used as substantive.’
Consider the following examples, but a few of many: EN 1155a18-19...00
pdvov év GvBpodmnotg ALY kai v Spvict Kol toig mAeiotolg tdv (dwv. HA 507b16
olov &vBponog Ug kVov dpktog Aéov Avkoc. Long. 465a4-5 ... olov &vBpomov
npd¢ Tnmov. PA 674a2 . . . olov 0¢ kai dvBpmmoc kai kbmv. 674a25 . . . olov dvlpo-
mog kol kVov kai AMéov. In PA 676b31-32 mice and men appear together: . . . olov
2V 1@ OV pudv [sc. yével]. tovtov § doti kol 6 GvBpomog. If the species “mice”
and “men” were being contrasted, there would have been an explicit mention of
both pdeg and GvBponot and that we do not have.

Consider next Farquharson’s treatment of the passage. His note on 698b15-16
in his Oxford translation goes as follows: “Leg. olov toic pvoi év 1fj {eid i toic &v
tf) dupe mopevopévols . . . Mich. had yfj but did not understand it: in his Commen-
tary to de Inc. (p. 138.18) he illustrates the same point by Badioig gig GAo mAfpN
k€yypov.” Whether the omission of toig after toig pvoi was intentional on Farqu-
harson’s part or a mere slip I cannot say. (It has no MS authority, since only those
MSS that place pvot after v tf} y{j omit this toic; the sequence toig pvot év is ap-
parently found in no MS.) If such is really the text that Farquharson intended (no
one seems to have attended to this omitted toig, nor do the editors report it under
his name), then it is even clearer that nopgvopévorg could only go with the second
member of the clause and not with pvoi, producing a sense that is hardly accept-
able as we have seen. And how does Farquharson render the passage? “. .. as it
does for mice walking in grain or persons walking in sand”: Two mistranslations,
whether or not he omitted the toig after pvoi (“mice walking,” “persons™).

Why Farquharson conjectured (eid is apparent. He objected, as others have, to
Yil, as being too resistant a medium, the opposite of what seems wanted here, and,
on the basis of an illustration in Michael’s commentary (not here, but on IA 705a3—
25), sc. Badiowg €ig aro mhfpn kéyypov) at p. 138.18 (Hayduck), he proceeded to
search for some word for “grain” that bore any paleographical resemblance to yf.
Curiously, it does not seem to have occurred to him that Michael’s own example
(xéyypoc), so far from supporting any form of {eud, is in fact an argument against
it. The reason why Michael chose kéyypoc as an illustration in his /A commentary,
loc. cit., is not far to seek. As Ingemar Diiring has observed in his commentary to
the De Partibus Animalium (Goteborg, 1943), at PA 679a33, kéyypog is in Aris-
totle “the standard object of comparison for something very tiny.” See also Bonitz,
Index Aristotelicus (Berlin, 1870), p. 380b2-5. Now in his comments on IA
705a3-25. Michael is in fact expanding upon Aristotle’s remarks at MA c. 2, the
passage that is our present concern. Consider his language: . . . dndéxertan 8¢ toig
uev mefoig mpdg thv mopeiav §i v drow 1 yfj i Edhov A nétpa fi GAAO TL yeddec
kail otepedv (p. 138.10-12 [Hayduck]). He lists a number of “earthy and solid”
substrates of motion, beginning with 1} yij itself (note the article), which is as genus
to species vis-a-vis the following list. Michael proceeds almost immediately thus:

7. Note also that this participle, mopevopévoig, would be ambiguous: masculine or neuter? In this con-
text, where 16 (@ are at issue (compare especially 698b10~11), it would be surely the latter. Compare
Michael of Ephesus ad loc., p. 105.24-26 (Hayduck) réyet ‘el yap Onoddoel kai vmeiler dei 1) yij toig év
fi Yfi mopevopévorg pueiv’ (éotw yap Adyov Evekev ta mopevdueva pds). This is one more argument against
referring the participle specifically to “persons.”
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Somep éav te VvmowEpmTal O Vmokeipgvov kai £keevyn, O ovuPaiver éni Tvov,
wappov, KEyypov, kapbev kai GAAov moAdv kTh. (p. 138.12-14 [Hayduck]).
Here he lists some examples of relatively unstable substrates, beginning with sand.
Michael thus gives pride of place to earth and sand respectively, the two examples
that we find in Aristotle. The other examples are clearly Michael’s own additions.
There is no support whatsoever here for the notion that Aristotle mentioned not
sand, but some type of grain.8

The notion that pvoi here means “mussel,” not “mice,” suggested by the emi-
nent interpreter of Greek thought G. E. L. Owen, and approved by Nussbaum in
her HSCP paper, is ingenious, but it cannot be correct. For this ignores the very se-
rious objection that the phrase év tfj yf clearly refers to land animals, ta neld,
whereas mussels and other bivalves are marine creatures that do not have feet.9
Furthermore such an interpretation strains the Greek. It is true that p¢ may mean
“mussel” and Aristotle so uses it, but always where the surrounding context makes
the sense plain, e.g., HA 528al4-15 t@v 8¢ &180pwv [= “bivalves”] ta pév éotv
avamtuktd, olov of te KTévec Kai ol pveg ktA.; PA 679b26 1 8¢ Sibupa, oiov
ktéveg kol poeg. Here, by contrast, in a theoretical discussion of animal locomo-
tion in general, the introduction of shellfish without adequate identification is sim-
ply too recherché to be intelligible. No Greek seeing here the words 1oi¢ pvoi toig
¢v 1) YR fj toig év 1) dupe mopevopévoig could fail to think of mice.

Perhaps mindful of this, Nussbaum conjectured év mnA@ for év tfj yfj to go with
Owen’s interpretation of pvoi = “mussels.” The conjecture is improbable: év 1@
i@ would be the corresponding analogue to év 1§} dupe; the absence of the
article with nn\@ in this sentence is enough to condemn it. (Another normal corre-
spondence would be ¢v i@ ~ év dupe.) Nussbaum quotes in support of her con-
jecture HA 599b26-27 gokel 8¢ ta pév év tf) dupe @ & &v 1@ nnAd. If anything,
this sentence is an argument against anarthrous év mni@. Compare further HA
591b11-12 vépovtar . .. OV TNAOV Kai 1o @bkog Kal 1O Ppvov kth.; HA 592a9
avaBorobtar o Bdwp kol 6 TNAoG Ond mvevpdtey KTA.; Long. 466b26 obte ta mela
év 1fi Yf obte t& Evudpa v tfj Bardttn. Had Aristotle mentioned mud here, and
nothing suggests that he did, he would have written ¢v 1@ nn\@ to balance év tfj
&upo. Even in Aristotle’s most loosely composed lecture notes there is a difference
between compendious Greek and unidiomatic Greek.

In her edition Nussbaum gave up Owen’s suggestion that the pveg here were
mussels, but retained her conjecture v nnA@: “This now seems wrong to me: The

8. Forster attempted to increase the transcriptional probabilities by a minor change: “The form (én
may be nearer to the MS. reading” (Loeb edition [Cambridge, Mass., 1937], p. 445). This suggestion
points the pitfalls of a mechanical approach to scholarship. (én may be nearer to the ductus litterarum than
Ce1d, but it would intrude itself into the text with a rather large millstone around its neck. It is in the wrong
dialect. The Attic tongue, even as written by Aristotle and Theophrastus, retained long alpha after an epsi-
lon; the eta in {én rules it immediately out of court. (For {eid see further the appendix below.)

9. Strictly, modern zoologists describe bivalves as having an organ called a foot—one foot; they be-
long to the class of pelecypods (= “hatchet-foot™). Aristotle himself does not so describe them. For him all
animals possessed of feet, whether bipeds, quadrupeds, or polypods, must have an even number of feet.
See, e.g., HA 489b19-23, /A 708a21, 708b20. As regards the motion of testaceans, such as the mussel, he
was genuinely puzzled, /A 714b13-16 1a & dotpakédepua Kiveltal pév, Kiveital 8 rapd gvo: ob yép
20TL KIVITIKG, GAL™ G pEV pOVIIE KOl TPOCSTEQUKSTA KIVNTIKG, g 8E mopevtika povipa. It is surely out
of the question that the sole exemplum that Aristotle would choose to illustrate motion would be a prob-
lematic creature that he has described as not strictly mobile and capable of movement only “contrary to
nature.”
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second toig is much better taken with ‘people’ understood: and the creatures who
slip about in the mud are unlikely to be sea-dwellers. They may be the mice of the
MSS. But I now find Diels’ emendation of pvoi to éudor (reported and accepted by
Jaeger) the most attractive solution” (“De Motu Animalium”, p. 287). Thus the text
to be found in the most recent edition is oiov toig éuvot toig &v mnAd fj toig &v T
appe mopevopévolg, translated by the editor “as when tortoises walk in mud or
men on sand.” The various objections to this text and translation have all been dis-
cussed above.

The final proposal to be considered is that of Jonathan Barnes in his 1980 CR re-
view of Nussbaum’s edition (p. 224): “I suspect that dupe is a corruption of GAg
(cf. Michael, in 1A 138.17-21), and that A. wrote: t0ig pvotl 10ig &v Tf] GA®
nopevopévoigc—that, after all, is where A.’s audience will have seen mice, and
where mice do scrabble about.” (Barnes accepts Platt’s deletion of toig év tfj ¥
f.) Michael’s words are: o¥8gv yap adtdv [sc. t@dv neldv] dnepeioor tovg TOdag
ddvatal, Gote mopeiav motoacot v 1@ Udatt, 088t gig GAm TANPN KEYYPOL YWPLg
ayvpov obong M Badiowg pedia yivetar ktA. Here are two examples, land animals
(1) attempting to move on water, represented as impossible, and (2) walking onto a
threshing floor full of grain, represented as difficult. Barnes’ conjecture introduces
a solecism that is the very contrary of that proposed by Nussbaum. She suggested
év mNA@, where one would expect v 1@ nni@. Barnes proposes év tfj GAw, where
one would expect év &\o. Earth, sand, water, mud—these are natural elements, and
regularly (not invariably) occur with the article;'? not so dwc. The phrase év f)
aA@ should refer to one specific threshing floor (= “on the threshing floor” and not
“on a threshing floor”), which is not the sense wanted. Nor can the article be de-
fended here as a “generic” use. Michael’s own phrasing in this passage illustrates
clearly these two distinct usages: ...£¢v 1@ Udati 008t ei¢ diw ..., that is, ar-
throus and generic water followed by an anarthrous and indefinite threshing floor.

All attempts to emend this passage seem to start from the same assumption,
namely that the ofov clause must introduce one or more actual examples, taken from
life, which illustrate Aristotle’s point. This immediately creates two distinct prob-
lems, each of which has caused a good deal of confusion. Jonathan Barnes has put
the first problem as well as any: “The first thing to see is that t§§ y§i will not do:
earth is a resistant medium par excellence, and cannot be cited as something which
dnoddoer Gei.”!! This explains all the attempts to rewrite év tfj y{j; it is an invalid
objection (compare below). The second problem, arising from the same assumption,
entails that the unstable medium of resistance is only relatively, and not absolutely,
so. Compare A. Preuss: “Michael errs in assuming that absolute stability is required
for movement, for Aristotle clearly means relative stability. . . . The mice (or tor-
toises) and men walking in loose earth, grain, mud, sand, or whatever, need some
friction, but not absolute immobility of the footing.”'? But the sentence in which
the olov clause occurs as an exemplum, so far from positing relative stability, ex-
plicitly posits absolute instability on the part of the medium of (non-)resistance and

10. Compare my remarks in “Some Greek Textual Problems,” HSCP 67 (1963): 275 on Lucian Ver.
Hist. 1.7.76 . . . to0¢ dAAovg ix80g rolg dmo tod Béarog.

11. “Review of Nussbaum,” p. 223.

12. “On the Movement and Progression of Animals”, p. 71 on MA 698b15.
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therefore a total absence of motion. This becomes clear if one “strips” the sentence
down to its basic proposition: &l y&p Onodwoet Gei . . . 00 mpderoiv, 008 Eotan ovTE
nopela . . . obte ntfjowg f veboug. This is absolute, not relative, language. How any
example of any actual creature that really is in motion, howsoever cumbersomely,
can illustrate absolute instability, even imperfectly, is not apparent, for all such mo-
tions necessarily involve a relatively stable, or unstable, medium of resistance.!?

It is not difficult to surmise why Aristotle has expressed himself in absolute terms
here, even though relative language would have sufficed for ta {@a. He has just
stressed that the general principle of motion involved is not confined to the animal
world, but applies to the entire universe, 6 5hog oVvpavog (compare above, pp. 245—
46). In the latter case there is something absolutely resistant in the strictest sense, Tt
gwBev amAdg fpepobv kol dxivntov (678b9), namely 10 mpdtov kivobv; this is
completely external to the universe. The npdtov kivobv is the culmination of Aris-
totle’s thought about motion and is very present in these chapters; that he uses abso-
lute language is fully intelligible once this is perceived. The next thing to grasp,
crucial for an understanding of the passage, is that the entire sentence, including the
olov clause, is hypothetical. Mice can scamper over earth or sand, but here the ofov
is part of a “what if,” not a real, situation: what if earth or sand were not mediums
of resistance, and absolutely so? Then mice, for example, could not move over
them. (I suppose that Aristotle chose mice because of their small size; on this hy-
pothesis even a very light creature could not progress.) Aristotle intends us to sus-
pend our belief in the actual attributes of earth and sand to make the illustration fit
his hypothesis—ei yap Onodmoet dei. The truth of the matter is that he had no good
exemplum from the physical world to illustrate such a hypothesis and he would
have done better to have given none. The natural tendency of readers to make the
olov clause—whatever the creatures envisaged in it—correspond exactly to physi-
cal realities has been at the core of all the confusion.

Had Aristotle employed a contrary-to-fact condition, his meaning might have
been clearer. But once again a close inspection of the Greek is illuminating; notice
that the protasis is neither “more vivid” (¢av c. subj.) nor “less vivid” (i c. opt.),
but the so-called “most vivid,” or “minatory-monitory,” &i with the future indica-
tive, which is a very emphatic construction. Aristotle has a proclivity for the future
indicative in expressing a89vata. Thus in the next chapter of the MA, 699b8—11 he
writes tocadTnV obv Serjoer THv dVvapv given T YRS . . . el 8 tobTo ddYvatov
ktA. There is a very clear example at GA 787a8-10 &i OBV KaTd TOV AEYOHEVOV
Eotaw Soptopdv O 6L Kai Papy, cupPriceTon t6 adtd eivan Papvemva kol peya-
Adpova kol 6E0eeve kKol pikpégeva. Todto 8¢ yebdog. Compare also Met. 992b7-8
nepi e Kiviioewe, €l pEv Eotar Tadta kivnow, Sftov 6Tt kKivijostar ta i8N [which
is an &8Vvatov]. In our passage the future indicative vnoddoet, joined with dei,
serves to bring out the dvvatov “most vividly.”

I now reproduce the entire sentence and give a free translation, with what is un-
expressed but implied therein supplied between angular brackets, in the hopes that
an intelligible interpretation of the Greek will thereby emerge:

13. That Aristotle is not thinking of an animal attempting motion on a medium of resistance unnatural
to it (for example t& mef& ént tob Udaroc), which would provide a clear, if imperfect, illustration (since
that too involves relative instability), we have noted; see above, n. 1.
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gl yap bnoddoet dei, olov Toig puoi toig &v tfj ¥ fi Toig év Tff dupe nopevopévolg, ob
npdeioty, 008’ Eotar obte mopeia, €l pf) 1) Y pévor, obte nrfioig fj veboug, ei pf 6 afp
| 1} Bdratta dvepeidor.

For if (the external medium of resistance) shall always give way beneath (the animal),
as for example (if earth shall give way without cease beneath) mice walking on it, or
on sand (if you will), (then the animal) shall not move forward, and there shall be nei-
ther motion on land, unless the land should resist (as, in fact, is actually the case apart
from this hypothesis) nor flight nor swimming, unless air or sea should offer counter-
resistance (as of course they do in reality).

Observe now the style of this sentence. The apodosis that we expect to follow the
protasis ei dnoddoet dei is simply ob npdeioty, 068 Eotar obte mopeio obte nrfioig
f veboig. That is straightforward and emphatic. The two &i utj clauses may seem a
superfluous interruption of the flow of the sentence. In fact, they serve a definite
purpose; they are Aristotle’s reminders that the entire sentence is hypothetical and
does not correspond to any reality in the phenomenal world. I have tried to convey
their force in the paraphrase given above. Michael has been dismissed by modern
commentators for failing to understand the text; his remarks are very concise, but,
if I mistake not, they show that he understood the sense perfectly: Aéyet [sc. Apio-
ToTEANG] “el Yap Vmoddoet kai Vnei&el Gel N ¥A Toig &v Tfi Yfi mopevonévorg puciv
(Eoto yap Adyov Evekev td mopsudpeva pdg), odk Eotar mopeia” (p. 105.24-26
[Hayduck]). To recapitulate: there are three basic media of resistance in the physi-
cal world—earth, air, water. Aristotle proposes a “what if?” situation. What if
these media, for instance earth, failed to perform their natural functions of resis-
tance, what, then, would be the consequence? He tells us the answer—no local mo-
tion would be possible. The sentence is hypothetical from beginning to end, and
objections such as that of Barnes to év tfj yfi (“earth is a resistant medium par ex-
cellence”) are beside the mark.

It remains to explain the meaning of the words 1o &v tfj Yfj fi Toig v tf] dupe,
which have caused no little confusion. At first sight the reason for this mention of
both earth and sand rather than the one or the other alone is not apparent and clearly
confused those Byzantine scholars who rewrote the clause (see the apparatus criti-
cus). On grounds of sense also some scholars (Platt, Barnes) have deleted the words
t0ig év t{j yfi fi. Again, as we have seen, both the nouns in question, yfj and dppe,
have been conjecturally replaced by others ((eid, {én, nn\@, dAw). But that earth,
Y7, as one of the three fundamental media of resistance (along with air and water),
would naturally be mentioned here ought now to be apparent. (Indeed the clause
just below in b17, ei pf M) y# uévot, strongly suggests a previous mention of yf, as
Erwin Cook has pointed out to me.) Sand is added merely as a particularly unstable
species of earth in an attempt to make the hypothetical situation easier to picture. It
does not seem to have been noticed that the word order shows that neither earth nor
sand can easily be deleted here as an interpolation or later addition. For had Aristo-
tle mentioned only one of the two, the natural word order would have been toic &v
h Y1l mopevopévorg puaiv (or toig év Tf) dppe KkTA.), with the prepositional phrase
inserted between t0ig and mopevopévoic—which is exactly what we find in
Michael’s commentary, p. 105.25 (Hayduck). (Beware of inferring from his silence
that he did not also have f t0ig 2v tfj Gupe in his copy of Aristotle!) On the other
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hand, there is a well-known usage of 7 to signalize not so much a strict disjunction
as a correction or restriction: “It should be remembered that Aristotle sometimes
uses the term 7 in order to correct or to restrict a preceding statement.”!# Once this
usage is recognized, olov t0ig puoi 1oig év Tf) ¥fi fj 10ig v Tf Gppe Topevopévolg
becomes more intelligible: “take the case of mice, those that is to say moving on
earth—or more precisely those moving on sand.” (The first article, before pvoi, is
presumably generic.)

Thus the language of this sentence, despite the various assaults upon it, is unob-
jectionable; the fact remains that the thought contained in it is confusing. The re-
sponsibility for this is to be laid at the door of Aristotle himself. He has attempted
to describe two things that are ultimately incompatible and thus has produced a
sentence that is to a certain extent at cross purposes with itself. First, as we have
indicated, he proposes a hypothetical situation that entails absolute instability.
Then, in an attempt to assist his audience in picturing such a situation, he intro-
duces a specific illustration. This immediately introduces a case of relative, not ab-
solute, instability. The reason why he mentions sand in particular is not far to seek.
Under the general category of the element earth, it would be difficult to conceive of
a better and more familiar example of an earthy, non-resisting medium than sand.
One need only think of our sand egg-timers or of sand slipping through one’s
fingers in order to picture its instability.'® But a medium of relative non-resistance
it remains. The exemplum thus illustrates only imperfectly what it was intended to
illustrate.

APPENDIX: (e1d and Cewai

For all that I reject any form of {g1d as a conjecture in this passage (see above), we may
not part company with it quite yet, for the word has not received adequate treatment. To be-
gin with, Forster’s only authority for his conjecture év tfj {én is the form (én in PPetr. 2,
p. 69. The document in question is a letter, said to be of the third century B.c. and written in
ordinary “Attic” koiné, that is to say, in a Greek where one would not expect such a form as
{én. The editor of the papyrus, J. P. Mahaffy, states the following: “The hand is very bad,
and the lines irregular. The writer's o and n are hardly distinguishable [emphasis mine].” A
new inspection of the papyrus might well reveal that the form occurring therein is actually
Céa, a well-attested spelling.

Nussbaum, HSCP 80 (1976):140-41, makes the following statements: “Farquharson’s
suggestion 2v tf} {e1q . . . must be rejected. {eid, in its everyday use designating animal fod-
der, occurs invariably in the plural (Hom. Od. 4.4 [sic: read 4.41], Hdt. 2.36, etc.). Its only
attested use in the singular is a technical name for a species of grain (Theophr. H.P. 8.9.2).”
These remarks are inaccurate and appear to be based on the entry in LSJ, which is itself
defective.

14. W. J. Verdenius and J. H. Waszink, Aristotle on Coming-to-Be and Passing-Away® (Leiden, 1966),
p. 19. They give examples. Compare also R. D. Hicks on De An. 416all adto . . . pévov t@v copdtov i
v ototyginv, “1 is corrective, ‘I mean’.” De An. 419b24, Gonep v el cwpdv fj dpuabOV ydupov TimToL L
pepdpevov tayl, may be comparable. See the commentators ad loc. For this and related uses of 1 see fur-
ther W. Wyse on Isaeus 6.16 (p. 502), the apparatus criticus to T. W. Allen’s edition of the Ps.-Hdt. Vit.
Hom., 305, 333, 420, and my remarks in “Aristotle’s Definition of Anger,” Philologus 107 (1963): 68.

15. I am aware that neither of these comparisons involves sand functioning as a medium of resistance
for motion. They are nevertheless suggestive of the peculiar instability of sand. For sand as an unstable me-
dium consider the following sentence: “when it comes to the allegedly pervasive and irresistable influence
of science in society, Appleyard ventures onto sandier ground [emphasis mine].” T. Ferris in an article in
The New York Review of Books 40.9 (13 May 1993), p. 17.
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LSJ give two meanings for (g1d, 1) “one-seeded wheat, Triticum monococcum” and 2) “rice-
wheat . . . {. dixoxxog, Triticum dicoccum.” Most of the examples in LSJ occur under the first
meaning, Triticum monococcum. Note that LSJ s.v. tign also define that word as one-grained
wheat, einkorn, Triticum monococcum; compare H. Rackham’s note to Pliny AN 18.81: “Zsi&
(8ixoxkoc) and SAvpa were both varieties of two-grained or ‘emmer’ wheat, while tign = (eid
&mAf) was one-grained or ‘einkorn’ wheat (Triticum monococcum).” For more precise details on
the different types of grain see J. André, L'alimentation et la cuisine a Rome (Paris 1961), p. 53,
with references there given. From Nussbaum’s account quoted above the following assertions
may be extracted: 1) {e1d had an “everyday” use, specifically in the sense of “animal fodder”;
2) this everyday use was found invariably in the plural; 3) the word also had a technical use as
the name of a species of grain; 4) only in this technical use is the singular attested. Not one of
these assertions can be accepted without qualifications; some are plainly false.

That {e1d in common speech meant specifically animal fodder is apparently an inference
based on the beginning of the LSJ entry: “one-seeded wheat, Triticum monococcum, used as
fodder for horses, Hom. only in Od.; nap & £Balov {eudg, dva & kpi hevkdv Epebav 4.41,
cf. 605 . ..” It is perfectly true that in the fourth book of the Odyssey (euwai is used as horse
fodder and doubtless it continued to be used for animal fodder; compare Theophr. Hist. Pl.
8.9.2 6. ..xapnodg [sc. of the Leid] mpooging ndot toig {oig. But the word was also very
commonly used with the meaning food for humans. The next passage cited in LSJ (the
Greek is quoted) is Hdt. 2.36, where he tells us that the Egyptians made their bread from it.
Xen. An. 5.4.27 (also in LSJ) mentions its use as food among the Mossynoeci on the south
coast of the Euxine. Attic Greeks were familiar with the employment of the grain for human
consumption, as is clear from two comic fragments (neither in LSJ), Aristoph. frag. 428
K.-A. dpakovg, mupovg, nricdavny, xovdpov, Leldg, aipag, oepidaiiv (note especially this last
word = “the finest wheaten flour” according to LSJ) and Pherecr. frag. 201 K.-A. xvdpovg,
dedaxnv, Lewdg, aipag, dkedvovg.

To distinguish between a “non-technical” and “technical” meaning of (eid is artificial; to
attempt to establish on the basis of such a distinction a rigid rule whereby the non-technical
meaning is used in the plural only, the singular being confined to the technical meaning, is
wrong. Both meanings are equally technical or non-technical (I prefer the latter); Galen
6.516.17 Arockovpidng 8¢ &v devtépe mepi UAng [= 2.89] tadta ypdger: {ia doomn, 1) pEv yap
amhfy, 1 8¢ Sikokkog kaheirat. The reality is that where the singular is used it is usually col-
lective; this is normal Greek. Compare the way such words as mvpdg or kapndg occur in ac-
tual use, or take, for that matter, Michael’s illustration, which inspired Farquharson’s
conjecture in the first place, xéyypoc: Herodotus uses this word both in the singular
(1.193.4) and in the plural (4.17.1). Michael himself used the collective singular. It remains
true that some words occur more frequently in the plural (xpibai, SAvpar etc.), but appeal
must not be made to that fact to deny the correctness of the singular.

In the absence of evidence from Aristotle’s own writings the most pertinent evidence is to
be sought in the botanical works of Theophrastus, Aristotle’s chief assistant in that area of
research, and it is remarkable that he has been largely ignored. There are at least fourteen
occurrences of {ewd in Theophrastus. (LSJ cite only Hist. Pl 8.9.2; add Hist. Pl. 2.4.1,
4.4.10, 8.1.1, 8.1.3, 8.8.3; and Caus. Pl. 4.4.5, 4.6.3, 5.6.12. Some of these passages contain
more than one example of the word.) Of these, eleven are examples of the singular and three
of the plural. Of the plural examples, two of the three occur in passages side by side with the
singular (Hist. Pl. 8.1.1; Caus. Pl. 4.4.5, 6.6.12; singulars occur in the last two passages).
Farquharson’s év tfj {e1d is wrong, but it is not wrong because it is singular.

R. RENEHAN
The University of California,
Santa Barbara
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