
NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

ARISTOTELIAN EXPLICATIONS AND EMENDATIONS 
I. PASSAGES FROM THE PHYSICS, DE CAELO, 

AND DE GENERATIONE ET CORRUPTIONE* 

Aristotle, il maestro di color che sanno, continues to be the object of much serious 
study on the part of philosophers. With classicists, to risk an oversimplification, the 
situation tends to be otherwise. The Aristotelian corpus, apart from selections from 
the Poetics and Rhetoric, the Politics and Ethics, is largely ignored. Since Aristotle 
possessed one of the most acute intellects of all time, this is unfortunate. The rea- 
sons for this relative neglect are complex. One reason, however, is certain enough: 
the widespread fable convenue that he could not write elegant Greek. As a conse- 
quence most classicists-there have been notable exceptions-have chosen not to 
expend much effort on the study of his language, and much therefore remains to be 
done. I have argued elsewhere1 that not only was Aristotle a writer of distinction 
(as the general judgment of antiquity had it) but that he wrote by and large correct 
Attic Greek. There is no good reason not to turn to the Attic authors to explicate 
Aristotle and yet, curiously, this is seldom done. Be that as it may, the first step in 
understanding Aristotle's thought is to understand his words. Herewith are a few 
specimen attempts. 

1. Ph. 251b17-19: 

nhId-rtv 6k yevva !i6voq- apa piEV yap atDT6v T 6Z oupav4 [ysyoveval], Tov 6' oupavov 
y?yovivat (prlcYiv. 

b18 yeyovevat del. Ross 

The understood object of yevva in b17 is Xpovov, Time. Ross defends his deletion 
of yeyovivat by stating: "The argument requires us to treat y7yoveval in b18 as an 
emblema and to supply eIvat in thought." That is all and it is not enough. It is true 
that the repeated yeyovivat may strike one at first as redundant, but this is the 
redundancy of emphasis. Stylistically it is out of the question to "understand" any 
infinitive in the aev clause; the infinitive must be expressed here to avoid an intoler- 
able imbalance with the 65 clause. To see why Aristotle wrote yeyovIvat in b18, and 
not eivat or some other infinitive, one need only go to the Timaeus, the source for 
Aristotle's statements here, as has been recognized since antiquity. 28B: ' 6i i ag; 

* This is Part I of a two-part article. Part II, "Passages from the De Anima, De Partibus Animalium, De 
Generatione Animalium, De Motu Animalium, Politics, and Nicomachean Ethics, will appear in the next 
issue of this journal. For a list of titles cited in this article, see p. 158 below. 

1. "Some Special Problems in the Editing of Aristotle," SIFC ser. 3.10 (1992): 719-24. 

Permission to reprint this note may be obtained only from the author. 
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oupavb6 ... y?yovev. That is the original of the O6 clause. 38B: Xp6vo5 6' ovv prT' 

o6pavoi y?yov?v. That is the original of the p?v clause. A p/v clause with an divat, 
expressed or understood, would not be in agreement with Tim. 38B, the passage 
Aristotle is paraphrasing. Restore yFyovtvac in b18; the deliberate repetition of the 
infinitive serves to reinforce Aristotle's strong disagreement with Plato. 

2. Cael. 272b9-11: 

Ei ouv airetpoc 6 Xp6vo ObV t ?tnstpaopti vlr &TioXueTat KIvo4upvqr, Kcai v p ri m?Tetpo 

Ti]V 7rEt7rpacspLVlV KtVKOvr &vdtyKqr aTitpov EIaLt. 

Aristotle's argument is, as Guthrie's summary puts it, "A moving finite line, what- 
ever its length, would require an infinite time to pass an infinite line: but the converse 
must also be true, and an infinite line would require an infinite time to traverse the 

length of a finite line, however short." Such is clearly the general sense required. Can 
it be gotten out of the Greek? Stocks: "If, therefore, the time which the finite moving 
line takes to pass the other is infinite, then necessarily the time occupied by the 
motion of the infinite past the finite is also infinite." Guthrie: "If then the time taken 

by the finite moving line to clear the infinite must be infinite, so also must the time 
in which the infinite line moves the length of the finite." Moraux: "Donc, si le temps 
que met un segment se deplacant pour perdre le contact est infini, celui dans lequel 
la droite infinie parcourra le segment sera, de toute necessite, infini egalement." 

The rub lies in the expression Tiv 7E?r?paGo ?vi|v ?KItvrOfl, which is taken by the 

interpreters to refer to the infinite line's movement past the finite line.2 The simple 
accusative with ?Kitvf0rl cannot convey such a meaning, a difficulty that Guthrie ap- 
pears to have felt, since his translation suggests that he construed TlV T?CEc?paoupvrv 
(sc. ypagprlv) as an accusative of extent. This is not supported by any language in 
this section or elsewhere. 

The normal force of the accusative in TilV 7?i?rpa?ctpvrv i?Kitv10q is shown 

by other passages and not to be doubted. The accusative should be cognate, with 
KiV1o]tV rather than ypcapplv understood; the construction is common. Cael. 273b30- 
31: ei yap TO TO(O6v6? 3dpoq TrV TOCfV6? ?v TOi ? TO XpovPc KtV?itTat KT?I.; 274a13- 

16: vdyKcrl ... Kaci aXXo ?v TzO aTO TOUTO) z?7rcitp?pati?Vov pdpoS KIv?Eocai Ttva 

i?E7c?pactp?vrlv. (For the full expression see, e.g., Cael. 279b1: arauozyov ... KivqIotv 

Ktv?iTat.) So understood, the Greek gives unexceptionable syntax and perhaps is 
what Aristotle wrote.3 If so, the current translations, or rather interpretations, should 
be corrected, for they are misleading. 

The passage, however, does not seem quite satisfactory on such a reading. First, 

tilv cEir?tpaCp?vqv in bll surely should contrast with fl aicEtpoS and mean "finite 

line," just as does ri 7?7E?pactop?vi in the preceding subordinate clause; the natural 
noun to be supplied here is ypactppni, not KiVTot. Secondly, if Tiv 7rE?cEpaop?vqv 

?KtvT01]r meant what it naturally ought to mean, if, that is, KivrIotv were to be under- 

stood, then the converse argument is not made explicit, as we certainly expect it to 
be. The point is the time it takes specifically for an infinite line to pass a finite line, 

2. Note the use of drooXiEofatt in blO to mean "be clear of," "get past" (de lineis, quarum altera 
alteram praetervehitur, Bonitz Index, p. 84, 9). Aristotle uses it elsewhere in this section, 272a24, 26, b3, 
26. LSJ have missed this meaning of the verb. 

3. For this construction see Bonitz, Index, 391a16-22, where, among other examples, he cites 273b30 
and 274a16, but not our passage. See also Ross on Metaph. 1020a31 6 ?Ktvierl. 
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not simply for it to move a finite distance,4 just as above, conversely, the time re- 
quired for a finite line to pass an infinite line was in question.5 The desiderated sense 
can be obtained by reading Kai 

' v C f aEicntpo< (nap&) Tilv tcniEpaoGvInv KItv1K06r 

dvdyKrl aitctpov eivat. For the language compare 272b3-4: o6iev KO:k6Et TZV 
KIvou[t;vrqv nap' ipCptocoav Oa&tov ictapeXeOiv; b8-9: KtVOU.i?V1V v65XEcTat rlv A 

tcapa Ktvoou/vrlv Tzv B Ppa6uTe6pov rcapOLk0iv; 272a31-32: 6ta(ppet 65 ye oOu6iv 

i1 TcIv 7c?ppaoGivvTnv (pepeaOat Tcapa t ziv drh?tpov q zTiv aintpov Tap' ?KEivlv. See 
further the uses of ntapd in Ph. 239b33-240a18 (b34, a2-3, alO-12, a17). Acci- 
dental omission of ncapd after arctpog requires no elaborate defense. 

3. Cael. 282b10-14: 

TOU yap dOi OVTOq Kat ToD deai P[l OVTOq ?gTi CeTat), q prl6T&tpov dKoXkou0ei, TODTO 6' 

icTri T6 y7vrlT6v Kai (pOapo6v. 6uvaT6v yap Kal eIvar Kal p.i Etvat1 cIptI(avov Xp6VOV 
cKaTEpoV. Xyo7 6' EKaTEpoV Kcai ivl t OGO6V rnva Xp6vov Kai [hS elvat. 

Guthrie seriously misinterprets the Greek here. Both the authority of this distin- 
guished exegete and the idiom at issue, which still seems too little recognized, make 
a clarification desirable. He translates as follows: "... there is something between 
that which always is and that which always is not, something which is not implied 
by either of them, and this is the generated-and-destructible; for this is capable of 
both being and not being, each for a limited time. (When I say "each," I mean that it 
can for a given time be and for a given time not be.)." In a note accompanying his 
text Guthrie explains his interpretation: "I take kadTEpov to refer to elvat and 'P 
Elvat. Stocks refers it to T6 7yvqT6v and T6 (pOapT6v, but the omission of the article 
before (pOapt6v suggests that TO ycvrTOv Kaci (pOapT6v is being thought of as one 

thing. On the interpretation here suggested the parenthesis is a reminder of the thesis 
established at the beginning of the chapter, that the realization of opposite potential- 
ities must be successive and not simultaneous." 

Despite this pronouncement it is a priori unlikely that Aristotle is here thinking 
of T6 7yviz6v and TO6 (papr6v as a single entity ("the generated-and-destructible" in 
Guthrie's rendering). Although in fact rt yevrlT6 and Tr (pOaptd always imply each 
other in Aristotle's view, throughout this section he consistently treats them, for 
the purposes of his argument, as logically discrete. To go no further, consider the 
preceding sentence (b8-9): T6 7yp 7yvnTov Kai TO6 (pOap6v6 dKokou0oOkctv dakki- 
kiot; again, the following sentences (bl4-16) run thus: ei ToivuV eoni T 7yevrT'rv i9 
TpoapT6v, dvayKn TOiTto lcta civcat. oGTco yap TO A TO6 di Ov, TO 56 B TO6 dcai t 

6v, r6 & F ycvriTr6v, TO S& A qxOaprov (emphasis mine). Moreover, Guthrie's version 
requires that the first KadrEpov be in some sort of apposition to elva Kal t 'i e tvat 
(compare his translation), which is, to my ear, impossible Greek. Indeed the second 
KcdrEpov must break down completely on such an interpretation, nor can it be 

4. Moreover Cael. 274a16 (see p. 142, above) suggests that Aristotle would have written Ttva Ftere- 
paovevTvv, not T;V tFEnEpaeo[vTsv, if Kivrlotv is the unexpressed noun. What is the force of the definite 
article on this interpretation? On the other hand, the propriety of T;v if ypaKpptv is understood is obvious; 

T artEspog (ypcat[p) and q irtFspaopEvri (ypaepst) constitute a natural pair of opposites. 
5. In blO understand Tcg dtnEipou (sc. ypctapq) with q Tnerepacos.Ev dnok6tctat (as, e.g., at 272a23-24: 

dvdciYKI 6 a&a Ts)V Te A Tfij B dano?.us6o0at sai Tfv B Tfk A). Simplicius (p. 213.3-4 Heiberg) writes 
tpoouTiaKoUetv 6et T6 "&&a Tifl dtrtipou" (sc. 6tacTdoesox), which amounts to the same thing. 

6. So the editors on slight MS authority. Most codices have TO6 yp yevrnTv Kai (pOapT6v (with the 
second TO omitted), which I prefer. The sense is not affected. 
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maintained that Guthrie's translation successfully sustains the equation of EKrzepov 
and Elvat Kai Pt/ ivat in this latter sentence, for it does not. Each tKdTepov clearly 
must refer to TO yevrTT6v Kai (pOapT6v, for the Greek permits no other legitimate 
construction and this word alone, with its comparative suffix, suffices to prove that 
zT y7vrlTbv Kai (pOapz6v is not thought of here as one thing. (For a discussion of TO 

(pOapT6v and T6 a(pOapTov with no explicit reference to zTO yevrlv and TO dy7- 
vrlTov see Metaph. 1058b26-1059a14.) In short, the price that Guthrie would have 
us pay in order to avoid taking TO y?vrTl6V Kati (papo6v in bl 1-12 as synonymous 
with TO y?vrlTOV Kaci TO paprT6v is too high, and completely unnecessary. 

TO y7vrnzv Kai pOapTz6v is an example of the common Greek idiom in which the 
expected second article remains unexpressed. There is nothing irregular about omis- 
sions of this sort and the sense is not noticeably affected. Guthrie's notion (a natural 
assumption on the face of it and not peculiar to him) that the absence of the second 
article creates the impression of a single entity is not borne out by the evidence, for 
the article is often omitted even with contrasting pairs: Eth. Nic. 1102b5: 6 dyaO6g 
Kai KaKo6; Hippocr., Morb. Sacr. c. 17: 6taytvoYKosvL T6 T -c aioKxp& Kai a Kai 

KaKa Kai dtyaOe Kai i16a Kai drl6?a. The manuscripts sometimes fluctuate. Accord- 

ing to Allan: 

... in the de Caelo Aristotle constantly has occasion to use such phrases as TO avc( Kai 
KaCdT, TO Koi(Pov Kdai ap6. A few manuscripts generally add a second TO, although E 
never does so. There may be a slight difference in the sense; TO KoCUpov Kai 3ap6 would 
stress the fact that these terms are a pair, and that what is said of KOU(pov applies also to 
[Pap6. Thus, at 281b3 ?OTt 6i TO 5d6UvaTov Kai [TO6] 68vaTOv Ktai [TO6] 6eu5o6 Kai [T6] 

dI90 kTO p6 v r4 Ut6o0aoe . . . The words in brackets are omitted by E1 J. Possibly we 
should read TO the second time, before Wso6og; more likely the force of the first TO con- 
tinues, as with the figure outside a bracket in algebra.7 

The difference in sense that Allan suggests cannot be demonstrated.8 For instance, 
Aristotle a number of times ascribes to Plato a material principle of being that he 
calls TO [Pya Kai TO PtKp6v (see Ross on Metaph. 987b20). At Metaph. 1087b8 
TOU Pyd6Xou Kati tKpOU occurs; the phrase is sound and there can hardly be any 
difference in meaning in the case of this technical term. Where such variations oc- 
cur, I should imagine that sound and variety for its own sake, not sense, were nor- 
mally the determining factors.9 Metaph. 1009a 13-14: Tr avTtKtie?va Iyap 6o6douosiv 

akdkikost oi SIC?veGucGPvo Kai' aXrE0UovTEc, "those who are mistaken and those who 
are right are opposed to one another in their opinions" (tr. Ross). Jaeger prints oi 
5sIveY?uJPvot Kai (oi) d0kq0e6ovTCg, obviously to remove the apparent imbalance, 
but, even without the second article, oi 6. Kai a. is a normal way of expressing a 

7. D. J. Allan, "On the Manuscripts of the De Caelo of Aristotle," CQ 30 (1936): 18. 
8. It is important to be very precise on this point. I am not saying that, for instance, TO6 ycvn6v Kai 

qpOapT6v always means "the generable and the destructible" (two distinct entities) and never "the generable- 
and-destructible" (one combined entity). The phrase can mean both and both usages are idiomatic. Contrast 
6 KraX6 Kayac06 (one entity) with 6 &yaO6q Kai KaK6o (two entities), and see the usage at Cael. 288b2-4: T6 

yap iTp)oTOV TOV nTpbOTOr Kai TO aXnkouv TOD an&Xko Kai TO6 &(papTov Kai 7dEvqnTov TO d(pOdpTou Kaei &dyvTou 

KtVrlTtK6v, where the context proves that TO6 &qOapTov Kai &dvriov is felt as a unity-just as the context 
at 282b10-14 (kKdTrpov!) proves the opposite for TO6 yvnT6v Kai (pOapr6v. One could not wish for a 
clearer example of the flexibility of the Greek language in this regard. 

9. This is particularly clear from Plato's practice; see the examples set forth in J. Riddell's Digest of 
Platonic Idioms (Amsterdam, 1967), sec. 237. 
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contrasting pair and Aristotle may well have wished to avoid the sound and rhythm 
of Kai oi ak-. Examples could easily be multiplied.10 The important point to grasp is 
that this is a classical Greek idiom of general distribution, and not a usage peculiar 
to that artificial construct of scholars, "Aristotelian Greek." More evidence for the 

frequency of this usage in Greek and not just in Aristotle can be found in my note to 
Eur. HF 140-41 (zbv 'Hp6dKXtov rCatTrpa Kai 6uv6opov / ... ipotO).11 

To return to the original passage, Cael. 282b10-14. What is the sense? Despite 
his very forced misreading of the Greek, Guthrie understood the general purport of 
it. I would agree with him that there is an echo here of the opening of the chapter 
(281a28-33): Ei 6i aoztIv 'vta v6vaT& Kcit sIvat Ktai gn, avd'yKcr Xp6vov Ttva bpio0at 
TOV Tio Kai TOt iTvaV Kai TO) otr, s'yo ) 

' 
6v 6UVaTOV TO Jpayta ? ival Kca 

'v 6uvaT6v Pi1 sIvat Ka0' 6orotavoov KaTqyopiav... ci yap ti| eotalt 7roo6o TtS 
[sc. Xp6vog], adX' KTX. 

Here Aristotle sets down the principle that whatever has the capacity both to exist 
and not to exist can do either only for a definite and limited period ("quantity") of 
time. He reiterates this principle at 282bl2-14; in each case he states that the time 
is finite (cbpicOat - cbptogvov) and then proceeds to be more explicit, specifically by 
introducing his formal term for the category of quantity, nooo6S (ToocS6 TSt ~ nooov 

ztva Xp6vov). In 282b13-14, therefore, as this parallelism shows, the sentence ?yo0 
6' EKdcTzpov Kai ivat ntoo6v Ctva Xpovov Kai flq eival is inserted as an explanation 
or amplification of the preceding (optcigvov Xp6vov: "And I mean that each of the 
two (sc. the generable and the destructible) both is and is not for a certain amount of 
time." That Aristotle linked closely the separate notions of quantity (nroa6g) and 
finite limit (d)ptvogvoq) in the case of time is clear from Cael. 282b20-21: ToGo6v 

apa tva& Kai dptotpiC vov xp6vov and 283a7 ... aiXtstpov il Inoov Ttva coptoaptvov 
Xp6vov ... Here mention of the one ('bpitoypvov, b12) naturally led him to mention 
the other (noo6v, b13) in further elaboration thereof, exactly as at the beginning of 
the chapter. 

4. Cael. 291b24-28: 

6uoiv 8' Xnopiatv ouoaltv, tcepi JV ciK6TO: av 6a toov OnTopiomCtc, nitpaTEov Xy7ev T6 
(patv6opvov, ai6oi b diav elvat voiitCovTa(q Tiv itpoOuviav patkXov {i OpdooOu, eT TItg i6t 
TO (pIXooo(piaq &iSfyv Kai PtKptcp EUTiopiaq adyani Tpi r'V T&g; etyiagTaq 'o!Xev dniopia;. 

b26 Opdaou; : Opdaoo F. Solmsen 

Solmsen finely alludes to the "beautiful, remarkably personal sentiment of the pas- 
sage";12 one could fairly add that the words are notable for their scientific and for 
their philosophic tone as well. It would be a pity not to read them in their pristine 

10. At Part. An. 684b34, T& 6i [akictad T?e Kai c otIpo6l8i, where Peck conjectured and printed (Td) 
oTpop1l65r|, During, De Partibus, p. 187, n. 1, remarked "Peck ta oTpopSl36i5, unnecessary, cfr. 668a23 ?ti 
TdOV dxuekivcov Te Kaci OUKiV(V (p6XXc0v, Vahlen, Beitrdge zur Arist. Poetik, SbAkWien 56 (1867) p. 330: 
<<in der Nichtwiederholung des Artikels sowie der Prapositionen scheint Aristoteles, wenn ich recht beo- 
bachtet habe, weiter als andere Prosaiker zu gehen.> From my experience I can only confirm this observa- 
tion." This is correct, but misleading. It is not necessarily the case that Aristotle was by nature more prone 
to this use than others; rather, the subject matter and the concise style to which his extant treatises lend 
themselves created a situation where this usage would frequently be in place. I doubt that other Greeks in 
these circumstances would have differed significantly in their Nichtwiederholung des Artikels. 

11. "A New Commentary on Euripides," CP 80 (1985): 150-51. 
12. "Emendations in Cosmological Texts," RhM 124 (1981): 13. 
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form, if that is still within our reach. Solmsen objects both to the meaning given to 
the word d&iav by earlier interpreters and to the consequent sense: "'evidence of 
modesty', Guthrie's rendering of ai6ouS d{iav, does not do justice to Aristotle's 
thought. Neither thirst for truth nor the venturing from a small basis of asserted facts 
into the realm of hypotheses can be regarded as 'modesty'. And to translate daiav by 
'evidence' violates the meaning of the word." 

We may readily concede to this eminent scholar that the current versions repro- 
duce the Greek very freely at best and have taken some considerable liberties with 
adtiav. Stocks' rendering is similar to Guthrie's: "... we regard the zeal ... as a proof 
rather of modesty than of over-confidence." Nevertheless, even if they have not 
given us a literal version of the Greek, a parallel passage that occurs above, 
287b28-31, suggests that they have grasped the general sense: i'o%xS [tv ouv TO6 mrpi 
;viov d7Iopaiv?CTa ai Tt ripa&oGat KXai TO6 ripi ]TaVT(oV Kai TO rctaptctalt rf6v TdX' 

av 66?E?tv elvact oT?lioV i nokkXX ?6rl0?iactg fi rioXXsq tpoOupiag. It seems apparent 
that the translators, in their efforts to explicate the present passage, have taken their 
cue from CO?rl.iov. 

Solmsen has objected not merely to the Greek, but to the sense. I do not under- 
stand the latter objection. In both these passages Aristotle shows himself acutely 
conscious of the great difficulties involved in such intellectual experiments and feels 
it necessary to apologize for his apparent arrogance (Opdaoo). If one is acting from a 
"thirst for philosophy" and is willing to be satisfied with even mediocre and tenta- 
tive solutions to these enormous difficulties, then there is not boldness, but, para- 
doxically, a "modest" awareness of one's own limitations. The man who struggles on 
under such conditions is to be praised, not condemned. Such at least, so far as I 
can see, is the sense, which seems to me not merely unobjectionable, but even sub- 
lime-and sufficiently guaranteed by the beginning of the next paragraph, where 
Aristotle again defends his seeming presumption: irepi 68 TOUTOV r]T?LiV jtv Kacog 

?X?t Kai TIV ?7ti RTCXiOV GUVEGIV, Kai7r?p ttKpa ?EXOVTa; d(popp&d Kalt TOCa6UTI]V 

da6ooTaav adnZovTac TJOV rEpi a6Ta atupaVOvVTcV (292al4-17). It is a good thing 

(Kak6cJ X??t), says Aristotle, to seek to increase our understanding, no matter if our 

resources for so doing be ever so slight. This is clearly an expansion of the same 

apology we have just encountered above. In view of this Guthrie's version is extra- 

ordinary: "There are questions on which it is worth while seeking boldly to extend 
our understanding." Nothing in the Greek corresponds to the adverb "boldly." On the 

contrary, Aristotle's point is that such philosophic enquiries are not at all rash or 
bold,13 but in reality modest and commendable. 

There remains the problem of the literal meaning of the Greek itself, and in par- 
ticular of &diav, which is admittedly difficult.14 To begin with, a0iboi5 and OptiGoul 
are a natural pair and should not be separated, Isocrates 1.189: TO6 RC?7ropv?EU?voug 

. . . ?K Tga dvat6&iac Kai TO OpDt opd uc Kati TCOV ?7itTq6?uvaTTOV ytyvdOxKO?V. On 

13. I understand that Guthrie is using "boldly" in a favorable sense and that Aristotle's Opdoou; is a 
term of derogation; even so, the introduction of the word here cannot but mislead. 

14. Solmsen describes his conjecture Opdao; as "a direct object of vopiiovTa;" (?); I am not sure that I 
understand this. As he makes reference to a "zeugmatic" construction, apparently he would take the Greek 
as equivalent to "believing zeal to be worthy of respect rather than believing it to be boldness, if one . . ." 
This gives no very satisfactory sense and, on either rendering, the anarthrous Opdaooc presents a difficulty 
(as Solmsen realized). 
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the other hand, Solmsen was perfectly justified in criticizing "new meanings" of &itoS 
invented for this passage alone; he observes "LSJ which puts the passage in a cate- 
gory of its own [sc. 1.7] and proposes 'more like modesty than rashness' does not 
help matters." Granted that LSJ should not have isolated this passage as if it 
preserved a distinct meaning otherwise unattested, nevertheless their paraphrase-it 
is nothing more-is actually as good an approximation as any of the real force of 
iitoc here. 

So far from illustrating a novel sense of &itog, this passage preserves the adjective 
used in a sense very close to its original meaning. LSJ correctly state that aitoq 
comes from *dy-Tzto; it is related to 6ayo = "draw down" in the scale, "weigh" (LSJ 
s.v. &yo VI) and the adjective originally meant "counterbalancing," "weighing as 
much," "of like value" and then, metaphorically, "equivalent to." Herodotus 1.32.1: 
fQ e?ivE AOqvaie, /l 6' tpeTiprq ED6atspovi1q oiUco tot dtCEpputcat S z6 t u66v, O63oE 

oUs6 i6to-cTov dv6pCv doiouS qi?as ?7ioirCaaq; The force of d4iav here is much 
the same. The preposition dvTi is commonly used to express a comparable sense and 
so too the related adjective &vzdaitoS. See Gow on Theocritus 17.114, 6zTivav dvzd6- 
Iov cilactes trXvac: "dvrTdltov: a heightened synonym for aitov. The proper meaning 
of the compound is of equal value." It is doubtful whether a truly literal rendering 
of this passage into English is possible and the most one can do is establish the 
meaning of the original. That the translators have given free versions is hardly sur- 
prising. Bonitz (Index s.v. i_tog) did the same: d4iav ... . . XXov i' Opdtooug, "i.e. 

quam pro temeritate habendam," correctly. 
It is important to recognize the principle that the refusal of a phrase to pass over 

smoothly into another language is no necessary mark of inelegance in the original. 
Aristotle has crafted a splendid sentence here and it merits every admiration both for 
its thought and for its language. In particular, the colon aiboig da&iav esvat vopi- 
~ovTaq cTv 7tpoO9Upiav taXXov 1 Oppdooug is polished and epigrammatic; these are 
no secondhand goods. The following consideration may be helpful in understanding 
the words. What Aristotle is really saying is that philosophic zeal in confronting the 
deepest problems is something worthy of the truly modest man, not the bold man. 
That is, as I have indicated, a deliberate paradox. &tioq c. gen. pers. in the sense 
"worthy of" is commonplace, and Aristotle could have written TOU ai6ilpovoq dtiav 
elvas VopioVTa; TVTV iTpoOvPiav pakXXov j ToD 0appaksou. This might have been 
clearer, but it is less pithy. In other words, in artificial grammatical terms, what we 
have in this passage is a metonymy, res pro persona, and, since the person in ques- 
tion is in reality Aristotle himself, that is an extremely delicate and fine stroke. (Note 
the shift from ztI in b26 to EXopev in b28.) 

The picture that thus presents itself to us is of the great thinker refusing to aban- 
don enquiry before even the most difficult problems, such is his thirst for knowledge 
and understanding, but hardly so doing from any over-bold sense of confidence. 
Rather is he humbled all the while before the enormity of the task. "Modesty" is a 
very inadequate rendering of ai&66 here; the Greek word refers to Aristotle's respect 
for those profound philosophical problems that are his life's concern. Feelings of 
due modesty follow from, but are not quite identical with, such ai6d&.15 

15. Of this passage During, Aristoteles, 366, writes "Zum ersten Mal tritt uns hier die bescheidene 
Beurteilung seines Wissens entgegen, die er in seinen spaten Schriften so oft bekundet." 
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5. Cael. 292a22-28: 

OItKE yap TO !?vV aptoiTa CXOVTI U6dpXEtV TO EC' UVEU ptipdEoW, TO 6' 6 T7yUTaa t& 

6XiyrSq Kai Ptt-a, TOIS 6e tropp0artoTC0 6i T Xet6vcov, 6ioCTp ETi cdtpartlzo TO6 pIv oi6? yuVp- 
va6OpEvov E) EXEt, TO 6E ptKpt rcEpltrCaTiCaV, T0 8T KCti 6p6tOU v 8E Kta 7rdXTrq Kai 

KoViEOSc, drXt v 6 p t' 7Tcp o' aov TOVOIVTI TOUTOi6 y' av ETI DTCdpat Trdya06v, 
kdX' ?TEp6v zt. 

a26 KOVioEtCq : KItVFEtcX v.l.: KaKOVTi(cYEo) Bywater. 

In a26 the variant KrtvicrG(;, found in several manuscripts (F and M), is a triviali- 
zation of the simplest sort. This chapter is concerned with motions, KtvlcctS;, and the 
word has already occurred several times in it. The uncommon KO6VtYto was bound to 
become KivrqCts in this codex or that. Bywater condemned Koviogco;: "... it is clear 

that, whatever the word [Aristotle] may have used, he must have meant not a mere 

accessory of or incident in wrestling (7tidr|), but a distinct form of exercise. It seems 
to me, therefore, that Kai Kovicto(S may be a corruption; and I would suggest that 
the original reading was probably KeCKOVTIGcS;... ..6 His reasoning has been taken 

seriously and raised doubts. Stocks observes, "Perhaps it is best to keep the text, 
though there can be no certainty that it is right" and Guthrie adds, "KOVtotq if 

genuine is probably unique," both with explicit reference to Bywater's note. Allan, 
Guthrie, and Moraux all record KaKoVTLoEioc in the apparatus; Moraux evades the 

difficulty by the too free rendering ". . . pour un autre encore, la course, la lutte et 
les exercices sportifs sont indispensables." 

Guthrie conceded that Bywater's "reason for changing KOVIoec ... is not a 

strong one." I would prefer to say that it is no reason at all. That the third term must 
introduce a new and distinct form of exercise is hardly a necessary inference, for, 
whether we take KOVioGCEg with both 6p6poou and 7ndXlv, both of which were dusty 
activities in Greece, or more specifically with 7TcdiXr alone, a more usual collocation, 
the third element makes excellent sense as a descriptive elaboration of the preceding. 
Simplicius (p. 482.30-483.2 Heiberg) so understood the text: ... otov 6p6oovu Kal 

ndZkrag Kal Ti^ ?v TO) RtakaiEtv 7yuvaYTltKflg 6taTrpilpj. TolatlTO yap i1 K6OVIG b6t& 

T6 Fv KOV?t y)upvda4?oat rTa 7akatGTpIKa. How closely these two notions, KOVtq and 

idXr, were associated in the Greek mind is suggested by Lycophron, Alexandra, 
vv. 866-67 i4et 6i TaUpou yu7.vd6a( KMaKOUVOUx / ran6r[ KovioTpac KTcX. 

Any lingering doubts about the correctness and appositeness of KOviGCO)X here 
should be removed by an appeal to Aristotle's own words in the De Incessu Ani- 
malium, 709al3-14, a passage that does not seem to have been adduced in this 
connection: ... KVOin .. . &av olov ?v Ttat 7atXoaiGTpat; oi 6at Ti'q KOVEO; [KCOV6- 

otcoS cod. Z!] rcpoi6vuTe; xi T5&v yovadcOV.17 
Coming now to the final clause of this sentence (a27-28), we note that the ver- 

sions betray a certain inconsistency. Stocks: "... and there are yet others who how- 

16. "Aristotelia. IV.," JP 28 (1901): 241. 
17. That KOVtot; is hapax eiremenon bothered Stocks and Guthrie and, presumably, Bywater before 

them, although he is not explicit on this point. The objection is without merit and need not be rebutted in 
detail. It is enough to observe that on this same page of the IA (709a27) the noun KU6oUpevo = "waving, 
undulating motion" occurs, thus: ta . . 6. aroa T& pEV KUpaiVovma RepoEpXETat . . . i1 ?E Kupavo;t Kapcn7 
EoTtV. The word is hapax eiremenon; even Bonitz in his Index has missed it. 
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ever hard they worked themselves could never secure this good, but only some 
substitute for it." Guthrie: "... and again a fourth despite tremendous efforts cannot 
preserve this particular good, but only something else." Moraux: ". .. un autre 
encore ne pourra, quels que soient ses efforts, conqu6rir ce bien-la, mais il arrivera 
a un resultat different." (Emphasis mine in each instance.) 

Query: What is the precise sense of Trep6v rT? Stocks seems to understand 
6ya06v with e'zpov tI (?) in contrast to zoTzo Taya06v, but the context strongly 
suggests that what is contrasted is not another good, but something more or less 
opposed to the good. There is really only one good here, and it corresponds to TO 

e? in a23 above; what is ultimately at issue is the number and complexity of steps 
necessary to attain or approach that good. Note the interrupted word-order zTOzO6 
' ... TzdyaeOv; the separation of the words suggests that there are two substantives 

in apposition: "to another, no matter how much he may toil, this at any rate would 
still not belong-the good." Guthrie and Moraux, as well as Stocks, take TO5TO as 
an adjective ("this good"); the sense is little affected either way and it is doubtful 
whether a native speaker would have made any conscious distinction between 
these two somewhat artificial grammatical explanations. 

The real difficulty is that these literal renderings of 'Ecp6v zT ("something else" / 
"un resultat diff6rent") are intolerably vague. What is this something else? It cannot 
be anything particularly good because, despite all the effort expended, the intended 
good itself is not attained. Nor is it anything neutral, so to speak, for the structure of 
the sentence, with its clear contrast (akXX) suggests otherwise. It is therefore some- 
thing undesired and undesirable, at best a faute de mieux. In short, it is something 
bad relative to the contrasted dya06v. One expects Aristotle to have made this more 
explicit. In fact he has. 

In English "something else" is vague and indeterminate; in Greek ?TEpos (and 
aXkoq) is often used idiomatically, in the specific sense of "other than good." Such is 
the use of 'zsp6v -t here; it should have been recognized. (A glance at the trans- 
lations reproduced above will show that this meaning has been completely missed.) 
Compare LSJ s.v. EsCpo 111.2: "other than should be, euphem. for KaKO6, ra0siv 
Upv cD, raOsiv 6 06dscpa, S. Ph. 503; dyda' f Odczspa, iva prlSv EiTcO (pkapov D. 
22.12: abs., 6ai4tov E. Pi. P. 3.34 . &. v Ta e. Wrl(picTovat oi &KKacrai D. 48.30; 
7rk?ov Odrzpov 7rioirloav did more harm (than good). Isoc. 19.25, cf. P1. Phd. 114e, 
Euthd. 280e .. ." The idiom continues to appear in the Roman period; LSJ cite Aris- 
tides 2.117 J. Compare also Plutarch, Mor. 474C: 3XEzEat C EV 6 VOUV Ecx0v lZa 

pkzTiova, 7cpoo6oKa 6E KCat O6spa. For aoSXo so used see Dem. 21.218: 
O4TE ... o. . aou ztb rzTTCoO0at ("to have succumbed to some other [i.e., baser] 

motive," Goodwin ad loc.); P1. Protag. 351C: ... . . 'z dTc' a(Xc v da'oTCV TiOPEa 
iiko. So also with d&XoioS, Hdt. 5.40: ... 'va tV i Tt d~Xoiov rtEpi oD E7tapztlrTat 
pouvk6eoawvTar ("d&kolov, schonend statt vsoTezpov oder geradezu KaKov," H. Stein 
ad loc.). 

With ETspov zt so understood, the sentence loses the unsatisfactory vagueness 
that seemed to mar it. There is no reason whatsoever to deny to Aristotle an idiom 
so well documented in Greek early and late.18 

18. akXXo is so used already in Hesiod Op. 344. For a few more examples of 'ErEpoC see GLN II s. v. 
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6. Cael. 308a29-33: 

a&Xuc [4pv oV0v Koupov X7?yorpv T6 6avo (pp6piEvov Kai 7p6 TO oXaTrov, Papi 6 TOb 
actrXcO KcaTo Kai Rp6b Tr plaov. tp6O a6Xko 6i KONpOV Kai Kou(pOrTpov, b 6uoiv EX6VTCO 
Pdpoq Kai TOV OyKov ioYov KXtT(O (ppeTras 06Trpov (p6CiV OTTOV. 

a30 TO aX&cMS libri: ank6&S TO EreC (an recte?) 
a31 b : oi Prantl (probantibus Stocks, Allan, Guthrie) : orT Moraux 
a32 OdrTpov : OaT8pou Bywater (servato 6 in a31) 

This passage has caused much difficulty and is now generally pronounced corrupt. 
Specifically, no editor since Bekker has left the final relative clause as it is found 
in the manuscripts. Thus Bywater argued: "Read Oacrpou. The genitive seems to 
be required to indicate the other term (npb6g ikko), by comparison with which the 

thing is said to be light, or lighter."19 This reading gives a sense, but the abrupt 
genitive OaTrpou is hardly idiomatic Greek. At a minimum Bywater should have 

proposed ... . ... KadTo) (ppETat Od-rapov (OacTpou) (pose 0OdrTTov. See for instance 
Gen. Corr. 323b4-5: bt& TbO tr6iv PaU&ov TotrtIKOv i ica0erlTK6v ivvalt OdTpov 

OaTrpou; compare also Simplicius, quoted p. 151 below. 
Stocks objected not to the style, but to the sense, of OaT?pou: ". . the phrase, 

so emended, seems to be descriptive of the heavy rather than of the light." It is for 
this reason that he accepts Prantl's o05, a conjecture that, despite the favor which it 
has found, is stylistically intolerable.20 Aristotle is giving a definition here: "We 
call [sc. X7yoPsv, from a29] the relatively "light" and "lighter" that which .. ." On 

no account should b be removed; it is exactly the word and case we expect 
Aristotle to use to introduce the definition. Compare, for example, 31 lb 14-16: ?y70 

6' a&j)g KOU(pOV 0o tl avOt Kat papU O So p KaTO) T(P9cUKc (p?p?;o9at [it KOXU6OtCVOV. 

Stocks' objection to the sense is without merit, for, whatever text is accepted, the 
phrases X6VTCOV p3dpoq and KacT) (pppszat still suggest the heavy rather than the light. 
This has in fact troubled others; for example, the OCT editor Allan comments at a32: 
"Post 'aoov excidit fortasse rei comparate gravis descriptio." But Aristotle is here 
concerned with relative lightness and heaviness, in explicit contrast to their absolute 
counterparts that possess natural tendencies to move respectively (1) upwards and to 
the extremity (the absolute "light") and (2) downwards and to the center (the abso- 
lute "heavy"). In the case of such absolutes Aristotle's language must be very pre- 
cise; in the case of relative lightness and heaviness, taken together in express 
contradistinction to the absolute qualities, he may permit himself a certain laxity of 
expression, which is what he has done here. From the viewpoint of "relative" versus 
"absolute" it is not particularly important whether an object is described npb6 akXo 
as "lighter" or "less heavy," and KOUp6OrTpov can occur where it is actually a question 
of two relatively heavy objects. This sense is explicit at 309b5-8: TO y&p &aTX& 
KoU(pov dti KoU:pOTcpov T(OV XOvTwov p3dpoc Kat KarT0 (pEpoptvcov, TO &? KOV- 

(pO6Tpov OK 'oi KOU(pOV 6& TO6 k7y?o6at Kai ?v TOIT ?XOXut G 3podg rTpov ;T?rpOu 

19. Bywater, "Aristotelia," 242. 
20. More specifically, the distance between oi and 0dTSpov, which is supposed to govern it, and the 

nature of the phrases that separate them, introduce an awkwardness that fails to convince. There is all the 
difference in the world between this sentence so re-written and such a sentence as, say, 6td6oTT,ca . . . X7c0 

Tr)V ypappOv, oi prl6kv ioTtrv cO Xa?liv p;y700cg &Tr6Topvov T5OV ypapp4Cv (Cael. 271b30-32; cf. also 

279a23-24, Metaph. 1021b12, 1055al2-13, in all of which the genitive oi begins its clause smoothly 
and naturally). 
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KOulxpOTpov, olov y'f iD&op. Compare also the language at 308a35-bl: ... iepi T'&v 
OUTO) p3aptov Kai Koq(Pxv ?iprlKaoCt p6vov, 6TOv dutPpoT6pO v &X6OVTOV p3poS 
Odt?-p6v GYTI Koup6OTpov. 

This is strong evidence that the manuscripts are not defective here; rather, they 
reflect a natural conflation on Aristotle's part. As soon as he wrote 6ooiv EiO6vTov 
Pdpo--the words, as we have seen, can be applied to the relatively light as well 
as the relatively heavy-he shifted mentally from rp6q ai'Xo KoUpov Kai Kou- 
(p6T0 pov to rtp6qS aiXo pfapi Kai pap6Tspov. The essential point of his argument is 
not thereby affected, and Simplicius appears to have understood exactly what Ar- 
istotle intended. Compare his interpretation, which makes explicit what Aristotle 
leaves to his readers to supply: 

7po6q iXXo 6, (prloi, KOUpov, b Kai KOUcp6TepOV KatTrait, TObTO6 ictv, b 6uoiv X6ovTwv 
3dpo; f takkXXov KouOtpo6TTa Kai TrOv 6iKtov ItOv O6vtv TO ETepov OaTTOV TO-U irTEpou 
ivco (psprTat KaTca (putcv, PapTEpspov 68, 8Oav pdpog d!.(poiv X6OVTov Kai y7Kov ioov 

TO eTzpov OaTTOv piprqTra (KaTA)) KaTi (P)tIV. a6tb6S q TO KOUtpOzTpov (bq5 pb6 TO 

PapuTepov XEy6Opvov a7io66oiKe\'v OC TO ptErOV 7xpbO TO XarTTov.21 

Furthermore, Simplicius' paraphrase (i.e. . ... b )uoiv XOVTcV po ... pT6 Epov 
O&z-Tov TO ?T?ipou ivo qp?p?Tat ...) shows that he did not question the correctness 
of b here. He follows the paradosis rather closely, merely making the argument more 
explicit. Aristotle's Greek has caused trouble not only because he has indulged in a 
sense conflation, but also because there is a grammatical anacoluthon. Even in Sim- 
plicius the anacoluthon is present, since TO6 '?tpov ... 'TOb ?T?pou is not really in 
"partial apposition" to b, rather it is a substitution for 1, which thus leaves that word 
dangling. In Aristotle, where we have OdTpov alone, and not the fuller expression, 
the anacoluthon is more pronounced. 

What has happened is this. Aristotle began to give a definition of the form "We 
define as 'light' and 'lighter' that which. . ." and, at that point, introduced the em- 
phatic phrase 6uoiv x6OVTov p6dpoq, which has caused him to lose sight of his 
original construction. He makes a new start. The fact that he proceeds as if he had 
written p3api) Kai papuTSpov, and not KOU(pov Kai KOutpOTspov (compare the para- 
graph above), a mental shift itself caused by pdpog in the phrase 6uoiv FOX6vTOv 
pdpog, is an indication of a certain confusion in the sentence. The real clincher, how- 
ever, is O0d6pov, where one might expect rather Oc6tpov OaTrpou, phrasing that, as 
we have seen, Simplicius actually used after b (6 'pov . . . . . TOu Tpou). 0orcTpov 
alone is explained by the fact that 6uoiv O0dTpov is itself a distinct idiom,22 and it 
is this idiom that Aristotle is using here. The combination 6uolv O0d6pov (6?oiv 
easily being carried over from the genitive absolute) renders a further genitive (OaT- 
?poU) superfluous. 

Moraux's OT? pro 'o (compare Simplicius' oTav, 678.28H) may be flawless Greek, 
but it is not what Aristotle wrote. Rather, the merit of this conjecture, when com- 
pared with Simplicius' exegesis, is to help us understand Aristotle's anacoluthon: he 
began with a "that which" definition (b) and then, under the influence of the tempo- 
ral genitive clause, continued as if he were giving a "when" (6oT) definition. Such a 

21. P. 678.25-30 Heiberg. 
22. Plato, Gorg. 275A: oTav apa 6uotv KakXov OdrTpov acKtX.ov j; Leg. 843D: 6uoiv ... OTd&pov 

dnepy7dcat syXOE6v; Ap. 40C: ?uoTv yap O6aTp6v ?oTtv T6 TeOvdvat. (I cite a few Platonic examples that 
are to hand; the usage is pan-Hellenic.) 



NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

syntactical adjustment in mid-sentence is natural to the lecturer's style. We may 
demonstrate the thought sequence by punctuating thus: 

rtp6S aiXo 65 Koipo0ov Kri KouVpOTrpov [sc. X?yopCv] O, 6uoiv EX6vzTcv Pdpoc Kcai TOV 

OyKov 'IoOV-KdTcr) (ppeCTrat Odpov (p6oeC O0TTOV. 

I give a paraphrase (nothing more) to help clarify the sense and syntax: "We call 'light' 
and 'lighter' that which, when two bodies possess weight and are equal in bulk-then 
the one (of said two) by nature moves downward more swiftly." The grammar breaks 

down, but it is Aristotle who is responsible for that. Here, as so often, the fact that 
the paradosis does not submit to one convincing correction, plain prose though it 

appear to be, suggests that the text is exactly as it left the hand of the author. 

7. Gen. Corr. 315a26-28: 

6Xoc0 Te 68i rErpi yevioeocx Kal (pOopa&C T'q akXciq XEKT?OV, 7r6Tepv ?OTIV f1 O0UK COTI Klt 

Tno)S e?IV, Kai iEpi Tc&g ;JaXt KIVflcY1q, OIOV TEpi aUi 0loG060 Kali d&XoIc0acTO. 

For 7repi ta&q ac;a KItVrioCs in a27-28 the vulgate reading is nepi T-rv aiXkov &ar&v 

KtVflGcOV (Bekker, Prantl, Mugler, Forster); it lacks manuscript authority. Joachim, 
who obelizes the phrase in his edition, puts the case succinctly: 

iepi T&g i Xa t KIVretig. It is difficult, if not impossible, to defend the accusative here, 
since the examples are in the genitive. Perhaps Aristotle wrote mRepi Tiq tkdrl; KIVi- 

ccoES. The reading of Db (xEpi T(Ov XkkXv KtvTloe?OV) is an obvious attempt to emend the 

text. E adds anrkaq after kkXXa (cf. also F and F): but this has probably arisen from a 
mere dittography of akkaq. For the distinction between antCkai and VitKTal KIVostEI 

(cf. de Caelo 302b6, 303b5, and also Metaph. 1053a9) is between 'simple' and 'com- 

posite' movements... and is totally irrelevant here. There is no manuscript authority 
for Tinpi T&V hXXcov Tinv a tvflcv KIV v-the reading of Bekker and Prantl. 

It is undeniable that the accusative phrase, both preceded and followed as it is by 

inepi c. gen. phrases looks very odd to us. But if Aristotle used genitives here, 
whether singular or plural, it is very difficult to see how the accusatives got into the 

manuscripts-certainly not by conscious conjecture. Philoponus not only read the 

accusative, he comments upon it: 

p. 315a27 Kai TrEpi z&q akkaXc KtvrlGoiU. 

KIViloGE EriTV dvri TOU PeCTa3okd-q 1 yap yveaolS, (C5 auLt ctq: prl v Tfz uoIKf, 

pUTap3oXfh pv 00 pI:VTOI KiVrT.Io. 7TTYoe t 6c vTli iTGoecO) ?XprloaTo, aiTItaIKMlV EirtiOV 

dVT' yEVIKtng' s5it yap EiTei1V 'riEp T(OV Xkkxov Ktvi(ocov'. Eort 5? TOIOUTOV OXPCtpa Tcapa 

Tolq iaOaloTq, Kai Rap TO in rootrlf 

OprlvouS E?ipXouq, of TrE aTov6Ooaav dUrliv 

d&vi TOU OprlVov i?,dpXou.. Kai AptcTop6dvrl i?v 'EKKflXrlaaoucatS 

) XpuooXoe, rTV Oppov ov aK UaCaYC, 

6pXoup0v9l POu Tfi5 YUValKOc; eoirpaC 

Pq pdXavo OK7r87TCinTK?V cK TOU TpcpcIaoq. 

TOV Oppov yap taiiarcrTiK v Ei dtvTi Co ;pTOU Opp' 1i 3dhXavoq ?K TO) TpiVpacTOq TOU Oppou 

?KTrCIET'c)KV.23 

It is of interest that Philoponus appeals to "classical" usage to justify Aristotle's lan- 

guage. No matter that the two passages are not particularly relevant and that he gives 

23. Pp. 21, 30-22, 11 Hayduck. 
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a false reference.24 The facts are these. Aristotle uses inpi with both the genitive and 
the accusative, sometimes with no very apparent difference of meaning. But there are 
times when he distinguishes between the cases, the difference being that i6rpi c. gen. 
has reference to a general area of inquiry, nrtpi c. acc. to a more specific area to which 
attention is called. Both cases are found on occasion in the same sentence. As I dis- 
cuss this usage elsewhere,25 I shall not repeat myself, but cite in illustration a single 
passage, Rh. 1414a28-29: 

itepi p1V OUV TZf X4cEOS ?EpfzTat, Kat Kotvr 7tcpi txttvzOvV Kai i6ita irpi KaCtoTOV yvo;' 

OItO6v 68 ncpi zTa?go; EitCIv. 

Observe that in this passage Aristotle begins with rcepi c. gen. phrases (iTpi TlSq 
kX/4og;, nmpi &rdvTcov), switches to the accusative (7tpi KaGTcVTov y7voq), and then 
returns to the genitive (rEpi rTdSo;), exactly as in our passage. The addition re- 
spectively of Koitv and i6ig makes particularly clear the difference in connotation 
between irCpi c. gen. and T?tpi c. acc. Current editions notwithstanding, there is no 
sufficient reason to tamper with TCpi tt &;a X aXa Kitviloctg at Gen. Corr. 315a27-28. 

8. Gen. Corr. 315bl-4: 

oiU'r yp 1Trpi aUr06i?)c0 o066ii oUO6ev 68s6pcEv, 6ojmTp X7yo1tcv, O6t Pir KaV 6 'UXCDV 

EiscEEV, 6OT TcpoGo6vroq aCiASvovTaC TXO 6o1Oio (X7tS 6 TOUTO, OUKUTI), o068 TEPpi 1i[cw, 
o65e tepi ziv X aXov 5 ?eiTritv oD?Ev6; KTX. 

b3 (TOU optoiou) TOr o6oio E. S. Forster 

The interpreters appear to be in agreement on the sense and syntax of this sentence, 
whether they accept Forster's supplement (<TOu 'Ooiou) or not. "II convient d'entendre 
oTt tpoGo6vTog a5,dvovTat TCO 601oi0 comme ont TipootovTog at',dvovtra To' toioU 
TC, 6opoi)," Mugler ad loc. Verdenius and Waszink take a similar view: "The common 
explanation of growth is, o'ct rcpoot6vOcT auc6vovTat TO o6poip (315b3). Forster reads 
TOV 6Vtoiou T(C 6toipO, but Joachim rightly remarked that the subject of a genitive 
absolute is sometimes supplied from the context (cf. Bonitz, Index 149b37)."26 

This is unsatisfactory Greek and unsatisfactory sense. That a genitive absolute 
may have its subject unexpressed when the context makes it sufficiently clear is 
familiar grammatical doctrine, but that the verb in such an elliptical absolute con- 
struction would be separated from its object, direct or indirect, by a main verb (a64- 
dvovrat) is exceedingly difficult to accept. Moreover, when the unexpressed subject 
(sc. To0 o6toiou) and the expressed indirect object are the same word, differing only 
in case (as here), it would be very unusual for the subject to be omitted, particularly 
so with TC4 opoicp already thus awkwardly separated from Tipoot6v-Tog. Greek usage 
is no different from English in this regard. That is to say, TIpootO6vto; To 6Ogoio 
(sc. -TC) 60toi() is idiomatic, ripoot6vTo; (sc. -TO O6OIOU) rcp o6oiw is not. Forster 
seems to have understood this, but his own solution has little to recommend it, as 
will appear presently. 

Inspection of comparable contexts in Aristotle leaves no doubt of his normal 
usage with this participle: Gen. Corr. 321a4-5: npooI6vTo; ttvOg a6dvFaoaat Kicat 

24. The passages are, respectively, Il. 24.721, where Opivout) is a v.l., and Ar. Lys. (not Eccl.) 408-10. 
25. "On Some Genitives and a Few Accusatives in Aristotle: A Study in Style," forthcoming in Hermes. 
26. W. J. Verdenius and J. H. Waszink, Aristotle "On Coming-to-Be and Passing-Away" (Leiden, 1966): 

8-9. Note that the present passage is the only example of an absolute nipocnovTog cited by Bonitz, Index. 
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UTROVTOo pOivitv; 321a21: TrpootivroTo ttvO; 321a25-27: [trlEv6O yE rPpoIt- 
6VTO ... Kai prl6Ev65 dalt6vToq; 321b12-13: T6O UTROpVOVTOr6 T TOo atUavoplvov 
Kai rTpoct6vTo5o TtIVO a6dvEoa al, dlt6ovToS 65E pOivEtv; 321b22-23: TO ... 6Ttouv 

Vppog autdvEoaal Kai Tpoot6vTro ttvbo KT?.; Ph. 214b2: auctdvoealt o6 otvov 
Eiot6vTog ztv6o d?a& Kati dXXotCti)t. It appears from this that Aristotle normally ex- 

presses a subject with ripooit6VTo and further that the subject is often the indefinite 

pronoun Ttv6o.27 Note that no dative governed by rpoot6vToO is to be found in these 

parallels. 
Accidental omission of tivog after the letters -t6VTOg would be very easy and I 

think it probable that Aristotle in fact wrote ttvo6 in our passage. 
I come now to T ) opoip. Consider the following passage, Gen. Corr. 321b35- 

322a4: 

pE1iOV VT T v yp?Vy ov tv posXOEk6vroS p[lv rtVOq, B KaEIToat Tpo(0p Kaci ?vavTrov, 

pLETa3dXXov ToV 6 i TOi r T aTO6 16o0.. . it. . p ?v yap (6 Tr6 6potov 6poiop a4d6vTcat, 

oTI 6' 6( dXvoPoiWI.28 

Here we see a6cdvECat conjoined not with a genitive absolute, but with a plain 
dative, "in one sense like grows by like, in another by unlike." Philoponus correctly 
expands the Greek thus: ... zT aO46ptEvov rpoaO0Kln TIVO5 6opoiov aui6Tai KT . 

(p. 115.5-6 Vitelli). Compare also Ph. 260a30-31 (cited above in n. 28); De Spiritu 
483a32-33: lTx 6o0oic TO 6totov aiETcrat. Clearly a5davovTat T(Or) 6poop at 315b3 

contains a comparable dative: "Things grow by means of what is like (sc. to them- 
selves)." In other words, modern interpreters notwithstanding, TO 6opoic is not a 
dative governed by nrpotI6voc;; it goes closely with at4dvovTat. It thus appears 
that, whether we retain TrpoGI6vtro by itself or supply the only possible subject- 
TIv6O-the result is a double construction: "When something is added they grow 
by means of the like." This can hardly stand. 

Let us for the moment put to one side grammatical considerations and examine the 
sense of the passage. Joachim translated as follows: "For, as we are saying, none of 
the other philosophers made any definite statement about growth, except such as any 
amateur might have made. They said that things grow 'by the accession of like to 

like', but they did not proceed to explain the manner of this accession." This rather 
free rendering obscures the fact that the clause OTn rpoot6vroqc ai46vovalt T() o6poic 
is primarily dependent upon o6tt pu K&V 6 TUX)v EirctEv. Forster's version brings 
this out more clearly: ". . . except such as any man-in-the-street might make, 

namely, that things grow by the coming together of like with like." Now it seems 
to me that if one takes a hard look at this, the explanation of growth specifically as 
the accession of like to like is in fact a theoretical pronouncement and somewhat 
more technical than the average man-in-the-street is likely to have made. "Things 
grow when something is added to them": that is what the layman would say and 

27. d7rt6vToq in Gen. Corr. 321a4 and 321b13 illustrates a correct and idiomatic omission of the subject 
of a genitive absolute, namely TIVO6 understood from the preceding npot6ovrog Ttv6O. It should be obvi- 
ous how very different this is from the supposed omission of TOC 6poiou in nponot6voTq atrdvovTat TrO 

6o.oiqo, where a preceding subject can hardly be "supplied" from a following indirect object. (Naturally, I 
do not intend to suggest that inpovt6VTOq, or its aorist npooc0,06vToq, can never occur with unexpressed 
subject. Context decides.) 

28. Forster conjectures, and prints: ... soTt 6' xS (Or6 dv6potov) dvopoip at 322a4. This is merely fool- 
ish. Compare Ph. 260a30-3 1: TO y&p aOZav6pEvov EoTTV PEv cb; opoiW aa6VETUatt, sonTsv 6' oq dvotoi{p; De 

An. 417a18-19: onTt Pev 6 v6t6 TOUO 6[oiou rdoXEt, eonSt 65k UOr6 TOU dvopoiou. 
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nothing more. Compare Ph. 245a27 (from the "textus alter"): np6ao0Fctq ytp TtS i 
aiurlots. 

Furthermore, even as a formal theory the view that the process of growth was a 
case of "like by like" was less common than the competing "like by unlike" thesis. 
De An. 416a21-22: 6oKEi 6' sivat i1 Tpo(Pi TbO vavziov Tr E'vavTIcp KT?. 416a29-32: 
(paoi yap oi gv OOIOtoV Tz otoixp Tpa(pEaOat , KaOtdiep Kai aU66ddvEOa, Tzoi 6' 
6onTTEp E'ItcolEV TOiUpTatXv 8oKEi, TOb VCavTIOV T C EvavTiO, c(O d7ca0eooS OVTO5 TOU 

6goiou 61i6 TO 6opoioo KTz. In Gen. Corr. 1.7, 323bl-15 Aristotle, in a discussion of 
action - passion (i.e., Trotirv - tdoyXE v), explicitly identifies the theory that Like 
cannot be affected by Like as the common view of earlier thinkers, singling out 
Democritus, exceptionally, as an advocate of the contrary theory that Like does af- 
fect Like. (In our passage Democritus is also singled out, 315a34-35.) Now, if the 
average man, 6 uXcvv, were asked how growth occurs, he would say by the intake 
of food. Ask any parent: "Eat your dinner so you will grow up to be big and strong." 
That is all. In the illustrative parallels cited above two patterns appear, either rT 
auOav6otEvov audv?ELat T o[Coico KT;. or TO OjOIOV TZ otoicp aucdvraIt. The sub- 

ject is either "that which grows" or "the like" followed by a verb in the singular. 
That is precise and scientific style. Here we find the generalizing plural, au6dvovrat, 
with no subject expressed, "people grow."29 That is the everyday language that oi 
TUX6VTEc; use. I therefore conjecture that Aristotle wrote: 

oUTr yap Tr?pi a*io?ec( ou6eig OU66v 6utptocv, 6o7nEp 70yoPev, 061t Pi Kav 6 'rTV)V 

elTetev, OTIt ipoCot6vTO (<TtVo6) aU6dvovrTa [-T 6p0li9] (nC&C 6' rOUbO, o6Kert). 

Unless I am very mistaken, this reconstruction and interpretation is strongly sup- 
ported by Philoponus (p. 22.15-19 Vitelli), who betrays no awareness of -TC 6 ooip 
here: 

Kati TrEpi auOqocsWq oi 0pv a15 ot TOGOUTOV eipTlKaJtv, OGovTrep tav k7yot Kai 6 TUX6v, 
Ont 7poCtI6v-10; TrIV6 yiv?Tat a6U tot(; ((i) 6 t np6octcntv, apa 6t& no6pov fi oJ4a St a 

(T6)PaTog 6tt6v, OUKCTI TipoozTe0iKaos. TauTa yap 7tdvTa e dtnopiav. . .). 

TC 6otoip does not belong here. To the objections against it already raised, add also 
that, as being part of a formal theory of explanation, it appears inconsistent with 
the immediately following words ntOX 6i TOiTO, OUKETI, which imply the absence of 
any explicit formal explanation. Therein lies its genesis. rxC o6oi{p is a marginal or 
supralinear explanatory gloss on these very words, an explanation in nucleo. 

9. Gen. Corr. 325b24-29: 

... t6oTtEp ?v TO4 Ttptaiqp 7Yypa(p? IXdaTCv. ToooTTOv y&p 6taqP pep TOi at/t TOV aUz6v 

Tp6nov AeuKinintrq X Oye8v, OTI 6 p?v CrepEL 6 6' ?tiinc6a yct T6 dactipeTa, Kai 6 Atv 

Tnsi[poit copiooal oXi0taGt TCOV adiatp?Tprv aTEp?cV EKaoTov 6 o? npopt(Civoti, bsit 

dactipeTd ye dpatp6rpotpol youot Kai 6ptopMva o)lXpaciv. 

b28 T6OV d6tatp?Tcp v CTTepE&v cKaTaov del. Joachim 

Forster accepted and printed without comment Joachim's deletion in b28, but 
Mugler retains the manuscript reading (silently ignoring Joachim's proposal) as 

29. The translators usually render a4d&vovtra here "things grow" vel sim. I think the average Greek 
(6 ruvXZv) would think primarily of people, but nothing hinges on this. For such a subject-less verb used 
primarily of humans see, for example, De. An. 403a23-24: pl6ev6qg yap poDocpob oUtpaivovTo; kv Trol 
7td0eot yiyvovTCtt Troit To) (pooouPUvou. 
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does Williams in his 1982 translation, who renders the passage thus: "This account 
(of Plato's) is to this extent different from that given by Leucippus, that in the latter 
solids, while in the former planes are regarded as the indivisibles, and in the latter 
each of the indivisible solids is bounded by (one of) an infinite number of shapes, 
in the former by a limited number, whereas both say that they are indivisible and 
defined by their shape...." In a note ad loc. Williams expresses the opinion that 
"Aristotle writes carelessly. But it is simpler to make sense of his words by inserting 
(one of) in the translation, than by suppressing, as Joachim and Forster do, the 
words translated 'each of the indivisible solids'." 

In short, Joachim's proposed deletion has not carried the day. He gives his reason 
for removing the words in his commentary, at 325b28: "I have ventured to excise 
these words, since they would mean that each indivisible solid was defined by an 

infinity of figures and each indivisible plane by a finite number of figures-which 
is absurd." Joachim's objection to the sense has some force; Philoponus had already 
perceived the difficulty, but could do no better than point out what the sense ought 
to be and then, clearly dubious as to whether the Greek before him would admit of 
that sense, suggest an alternative interpretation of the Greek, which is impossible: 

ou TzOTO X;y?i, OTt KKcdoTrl aTo[Po a&iretpa AXiPaTa iX?i (%v yap CKalTIq CIXEV), &X' 

O6t ali aotoi dinurpa ot Xpacta e'1tov [pepti6pcva Kac' KariYTzv. Ti avzTlaTppo)0 vOrqTov- 
Kai 6 PIV Tz)V (CXrpdCLoV CKaCzTOV &detipotg &6dtatpTOti cOpi(Oac, TOUTCyTIV KaOCYTOV 

oxipa ?v dtTEipOIt; CTriV &drpotq, OIov TO MpaipoKOV TO KUI3tKOV Kai TO)V dcov 

ZKaOTOV, O)GTE Kai T& oCX0ta'c-ta &iLElpa 1Vctti Tad 6p' U KaCroYTOV o a aTOa.30 

This exposition of doctrine is true enough, but the grammatical "inversion" (&v- 
iotTrp6(poq) to which Philoponus must resort to get it can hardly be extorted from the 

Greek. Clearly this passage contains a real problem-a greater one, I think, than has 
been perceived-and Williams' appeal to "careless writing" is an inadequate explana- 
tion. There are no grounds for believing that Aristotle would or could use dircipotu 
cXiicaOt loosely for TOv dtrcipov oXqPdTcov ?vi, and, even if there were, a more 
fundamental objection to the transmitted text still remains. 

Aristotle is quite explicit. Leucippus's indivisibles (i.e., the atoms) are solids, 
Plato's indivisibles are planes (i.e., the triangles of the Timaeus). This difference is 
fundamental and familiar. Consider now the grammatical form of the disputed sen- 
tence, 6 ptev [sc. Xyeti] d7r?ipot5 iOpio0ai cXziaoi TOV d6iatlpTOcv cTEpeCOv EKao- 

TOV, 6 56 [sc. kLyEti 'ipioOalt] optojitvotg. Here the same verb, ??yc?I, is to be supplied 
with both subjects, 6 piv ... 6 O6. That is crystal clear and no one would deny it. 

Equally clear it is that the infinitive, 5picfat6, expressed only in the first half of the 
indirect statement, is to be supplied with the second half as well. The same must be 
true of the subject accusative of the indirect statement. If TCV dblatpT(cov oTE?p?v 

CKaioTOV is expressed in the first clause and no subject in the second, then Greek 
idiom demands that T&CV d6SlatpTov GTcp&COV SKaCGTOV be the subject of the second 

clause as well. This results in the impossible situation that Plato's d6oaipeTa are de- 
scribed as solid, contrary both to the facts and to Aristotle's explicit statement in the 
immediately preceding clause. Williams has in fact so translated the passage, appar- 
ently without realizing the implications of his version: ". . . in the latter [sc. Leu- 

30. P. 162.22-27 Vitelli. 
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cippus] each of the indivisible solids is bounded by (one of) an infinite number of 
shapes, in the former [sc. Plato] by a limited number .. ." Not even Joachim grasped 
this serious objection to the manuscript reading, for in his notes he writes as if one 
could "understand" zTv d6tacp?Tp v 7intni&O? v ?KaGTOV in the second half (". . . each 
indivisible solid ... each indivisible plane... " quoted in full above). The sense 
may cry out for some such supplement implying planes, but to supply it would be 
to strain the Greek language beyond its limits. The natural supplement is clear, and 
clearly gives the wrong sense. 

Mugler's attempt to evade the difficulty that a natural rendering of the Greek en- 
tails is unconvincing: " . . . l'un pretend que la totalite des corps solides indivisibles 
est definie par des formes dont le nombre est infini, et l'autre que ses corps solides 
(sc. elementaires) [emphasis mine] admettent un nombre limite de formes .. ." That 
is to say, Mugler does supply TCOv 6Statpi-o V oTrcPEcOv EtKaoTOV with the second 
clause, but apparently understands it to refer not to the Platonic triangles (which can 
hardly be described as corps solides), but to the elements determined by the five 
"Platonic" figures of the Timaeus (pyramid, cube, octahedron, dodecahedron, icosa- 
hedron). Such are certainly not what Aristotle means by t dS6taips at in this passage, 
as is obvious from the entire context. He has just contrasted Plato's dbtaip-Ta with 
Leucippus', the one being ?ritrc?a, which must refer to Plato's triangles, the other 
oT-cpEd, a reference to the atoms. The following paragraph begins Kci nEpi p?iv TOV 
dStatpTwov r[tOScov ... np. . pi 6 TC dStatipitcWv GTTp&OV (325b33-35). Moreover, 
the concluding clause of the very sentence at issue, namely, nrei dStaipe-cd ys dtp- 
(pOcepot 70yoUCo Kai Wpopaic;va oXJ!taGcv, further guarantees the sense. ;nei... 7e 
here has a concessive force (= "although"), a well-established use of ?I?ci, especially 
when combined with ye; see LSJ s.v. Entci B.4.a and Bonitz, Index, 266a55-56. The 
sequence is as follows: "Leucippus says that the indivisibles are solids, Plato that 
they are planes, and the former adds that these indivisibles are determined by an 
infinite number of shapes, the latter by a definite number-although both agree that 
(1) indivisibles exist which (2) are determined by shapes."31 

The conclusion seems inescapable that Tzv dt&ab p?T(ov GTppeOv 'EKaGTOV can- 
not be retained here, because it would erroneously attribute oTcepe& d&baip&ra to 
Plato. Remove the words, and the subject accusative that must be supplied with both 
halves of the indirect statement instantly becomes lr dbtaipEca (taken over from 
the immediately preceding clause, 6 tEv orcpsit 6 6' ?7i7s6a iy? dtia btaipEra). 
Such an U6naKoUo6tEvov is as natural as one could wish in Greek and the resultant 
sentence is not only flawless syntax, but smoother style. (Note how -Tcv &6daStp/c0v 
oTepEov E'KaoTov interrupts the concise symmetry of the two balancing 6 [sv/6 6e 
clauses.) Joachim has the merit of pointing out one serious objection to the para- 
dosis; he failed to note the more decisive one. 

31. The determinate number of triangular shapes or figures for Plato is two, the right-angled isosceles 
triangle (i.e., the "45-45-90 triangle") and that particular right-angled scalene triangle whose hypotenuse 
is twice the length of its shorter side (the "30-60-90 triangle"). Philoponus, who became confused here, 
states that "Evi" would have been more correct than "6(psopmvots" in describing Plato's position, the "one" fig- 
ure for him being the triangle as such: Tpiy0va yap . . . T npcoTa -oioteia. See Philoponus's whole state- 
ment, p. 162.6-19 Vitelli, whence it will be apparent that he was in difficulties from which he never quite 
succeeded in extricating himself. (Incidentally, I suspect that Mugler's interpretation is based on some of 
Philoponus's remarks in this section. Possibly also Williams' notion, that "<one of)" is to be understood, 
was suggested by Philoponus's ?vi, although the "one" in Philoponus has a quite different reference.) 
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Some anonymous scholar in antiquity may have felt the need of an explicit subject 
accusative and attempted to supply one by inserting T-rV d6tatpitmv oTepEov cEKao- 

TOV. The sense thereby imposed is doubly false, both limiting each several atom by 
an infinite number of shapes and attributing solids, not planes, to Plato as his ulti- 
mate elements. The materials for such an interpolation or gloss were ready to hand; 
see, to go no further, 326al: 'KacGTOV ... TOV d6iatcttpov and 326al0: 'KaoGTOV TO)V 

dabtatpT(zv. In each instance Aristotle is writing-T epi TiOV dbtatptctov oTEpEOv 

(325b34-35). 

ROBERT RENEHAN 
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