NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

ARISTOTELIAN EXPLICATIONS AND EMENDATIONS
1. 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 elsewhere! 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:

IMidtov 8¢ yevv@ povog: Gpa pv yap adtov 1@ odpavd [yeyovévai], tov & odpavov
yeyovéval enGiv.

b18 yeyovévar del. Ross

The understood object of yevv in b17 is ypdvov, Time. Ross defends his deletion
of yeyovévar by stating: “The argument requires us to treat yeyovévor in b18 as an
emblema and to supply eivor in thought.” That is all and it is not enough. It is true
that the repeated yeyovévor 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 pév clause; the infinitive must be expressed here to avoid an intoler-
able imbalance with the 3¢ clause. To see why Aristotle wrote yeyovévau in b18, and
not eivar 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: 6 &% ndg

* 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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ovpavog . . . yéyovev. That is the original of the 8¢ clause. 38B: ypévog 5" odv pet’
ovpavod yéyovev. That is the original of the pév clause. A pév clause with an eivar,
expressed or understood, would not be in agreement with Tim. 38B, the passage
Aristotle is paraphrasing. Restore yeyovévon in b18; the deliberate repetition of the
infinitive serves to reinforce Aristotle’s strong disagreement with Plato.

2. Cael. 272b9-11:

€l obV @melpog 6 YPOVOC OV | MEMEPACHEVT] GTOAVETAL KLVOLPEVT, Kol &v @ 1) &metpog
TV TEmEPAGUEVIYV EKIVIIBT GvdykT dretpov elvat.

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 deplagant pour perdre le contact est infini, celui dans lequel
la droite infinie parcourra le segment sera, de toute nécessité, infini également.”

The rub lies in the expression tfv nenepacpévny ékivnon, which is taken by the
interpreters to refer to the infinite line’s movement past the finite line.? The simple
accusative with ék1vii@n cannot convey such a meaning, a difficulty that Guthrie ap-
pears to have felt, since his translation suggests that he construed v nenepacpévnv
(sc. ypappnv) as an accusative of extent. This is not supported by any language in
this section or elsewhere.

The normal force of the accusative in thv memepacpévnv &kviln is shown
by other passages and not to be doubted. The accusative should be cognate, with
kivnow rather than ypapprv understood; the construction is common. Cael. 273b30—
31: &l yap 10 t006vde Pdpog THv TooTvie &V T@ddE T YPOVE Kiveiton KTh.; 274al3-
16: avaykn ... kal dA\ho &v 1@ avtd tobte memepacpévov Pdpog KiveicBai Tiva
nenepacpévnyv. (For the full expression see, e.g., Cael. 279b1: dnavctov . . . kivnowv
kwveitar.) So understood, the Greek gives unexceptionable syntax and perhaps is
what Aristotle wrote.? 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,
v menepacpévny in bll surely should contrast with f| dnepog and mean “finite
line,” just as does % memepacpévn in the preceding subordinate clause; the natural
noun to be supplied here is ypappn, not kivnoig. Secondly, if thv nemepacuévny
¢k meant what it naturally ought to mean, if, that is, kivnowv 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 amohdecBat in bl0 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, /ndex, 391a16-22, where, among other examples, he cites 273b30
and 274al16, but not our passage. See also Ross on Metaph. 1020a31 6 éxwvnion.
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not simply for it to move a finite distance,* just as above, conversely, the time re-
quired for a finite line to pass an infinite line was in question.? The desiderated sense
can be obtained by reading xai &v @ T drepog (mapd) THv memepacpévny EKviiOn
Gvaykn dnewov eivor. For the language compare 272b3-4: oddtv kwhder Tthv
Kwvovpévny map’ fipepovoav Odttov moperBeiv; b8—9: kivovpevny EvdEyetan v A
napd Kivovpgvnv thv B BpadVtepov nopehbeiv; 272a31-32: Siagpépet 8¢ ye oddEv
A v menepacpévny eépecBor mapd thv dnepov fj tHv dreipov map’ ékeivnv. See
further the uses of nopa in Ph. 239b33-240al8 (b34, a2-3, al0-12, al7). Acci-
dental omission of napd after Gnepog requires no elaborate defense.

3. Cael. 282b10-14:

ToD yop Get Gvtog Kol TOD Gel uR Svtog EotTi petald @ undétepov dxorovbel, Todto O
£0TL TO YEVNTOV Kol @BapTdv. Suvatdv yap Kal elvarl Kai pfy elvor dpiopévov ypévov
Ekdtepov. Aéyw § Exdtepov kol lval moodv Tiva xpdvov Kai uf) elvart.

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 ékdtepov to refer to eivor and pm
givar. Stocks refers it to t yevntév and O @Baptév, but the omission of the article
before @Baptév suggests that 0 yevntdv kol @Boptdv 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 10 yevntév and 10 pBaptdv as a single entity (“the generated-and-destructible” in
Guthrie’s rendering). Although in fact t& yevntd and & ¢Baptd 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): 1o yap yevnTOv Kai o POapTOVE dkolovBoboty GAAT-
Aow; again, the following sentences (b14-16) run thus: i toivov o1l Tt yevntov §
@BapTOV, Gvaykn Tobto petald eivar. Eoto Yap 1O A TO del dv, 1O 8t B 1O del pi)
6v, 10 88 I yevnrov, 1o 8¢ A phaprdv (emphasis mine). Moreover, Guthrie’s version
requires that the first ékdtepov be in some sort of apposition to eivar kai pf) eivan
(compare his translation), which is, to my ear, impossible Greek. Indeed the second
éxdtepov 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 tva meme-
pacuévny, not thyv memepacpévny, if kivnow is the unexpressed noun. What is the force of the definite
article on this interpretation? On the other hand, the propriety of thv if ypaupnv is understood is obvious;
1 dnewpog (ypappt)) and f) tenepacpévn (ypappt) constitute a natural pair of opposites.

5. In b10 understand tfig aneipov (sc. ypappfig) with i nenepacpévn dmordetan (as, e.g., at 272a23-24:
Gvdykn M dua v te A tiig B dnokedboBa kai thv B tfig A). Simplicius (p. 213.3-4 Heiberg) writes
mpocunakovely Sei 10 “Sia Tiig dneipov” (sc. ruotdoeng), which amounts to the same thing.

6. So the editors on slight MS authority. Most codices have 1o yap yevntov kai ¢8aptév (with the
second 1o omitted), which I prefer. The sense is not affected.
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maintained that Guthrie’s translation successfully sustains the equation of éxdtepov
and eiven kai pfy elven in this latter sentence, for it does not. Each ékdtepov clearly
must refer to 10 yevntov kai @Baptdv, for the Greek permits no other legitimate
construction and this word alone, with its comparative suffix, suffices to prove that
T0 YEVNTOV Kol ¢pBupTov is not thought of here as one thing. (For a discussion of 1o
¢Baptév and 10 debaptov with no explicit reference to t6 yevntév and 10 Gyé-
vnrov see Metaph. 1058b26—1059a14.) In short, the price that Guthrie would have
us pay in order to avoid taking 10 yevntov kai ¢8aptév in bl11-12 as synonymous
with 10 yevntov kal 10 ¢BopTov is too high, and completely unnecessary.

T0 YEVNTOV Kai @BapTov 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 dyafog
kai kaxog; Hippocr., Morb. Sacr. c. 17: dwaywvdokopev 1d 1 aioypd kai kord kKol
Kakd kol dyaBd kol 1déa kai dndéa. The manuscripts sometimes fluctuate. Accord-
ing to Allan:

... in the de Caelo Aristotle constantly has occasion to use such phrases as 1o Gvo kat
Kdtw, 0 kobpov kai Papv. A few manuscripts generally add a second 10, although E
never does so. There may be a slight difference in the sense; 10 kobgov kai Bapv would
stress the fact that these terms are a pair, and that what is said of xobgov applies also to
Bapd. Thus, at 281b3 £ott 8¢ 10 GdOvatov kol [t0] duvatdv kai [t0] webdog kai [t0]
GAn0Eg tO piv £E OnoBéoews . . . The words in brackets are omitted by E! J. Possibly we
should read 106 the second time, before yebdog; more likely the force of the first 1o con-
tinues, as with the figure outside a bracket in algebra.’

The difference in sense that Allan suggests cannot be demonstrated.® For instance,
Aristotle a number of times ascribes to Plato a material principle of being that he
calls to péya kai o pikpdv (see Ross on Metaph. 987b20). At Metaph. 1087b8
Tob peydhov kai pikpod 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.? Metaph. 1009a13—14: 1& dvtikeipeva yap SoEalovov
aMAoG ot dieywevopévor koi GAnBevovteg, “those who are mistaken and those who
are right are opposed to one another in their opinions” (tr. Ross). Jaeger prints ot
deyevopévol Kol (ol) dAnBedovteg, obviously to remove the apparent imbalance,
but, even without the second article, ot . kot 4. 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, 10 yevntov xai
@Baptév 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 kahOg kdyaBdg (one entity) with 6 dyaBog kat kakdg (two entities), and see the usage at Cael. 288b2-4: 10
Y&p mp®TOV TOL TPATOL KAl TO Anhodv Tob amhod kai Td deBapTov Kal dyévnTov 10D GBGPTOL Kal dyevijToL
Kiyntikév, where the context proves that 1o dgBaptov kai dyévnrov is felt as a unity—just as the context
at 282b10-14 (éxdtepov!) proves the opposite for 1o yevntov kat ¢Baptév. 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 kal oi ¢r-. Examples could easily be multiplied.!® 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 (tov ‘HpdxAelov matépa kol Evvdopov / . . . tpwtd).!!

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): €1 81 Zomiv Evia Suvatd kai lvan kKol pn, Gvdykn ypovov Tiva GpicBor
tov mAeloTov Kol Tob elvar kai tod pr, Aéyw & dv Suvatdv 1o mpdypa eivar koi
v duvatdv pmy eivar kod dSmolavodv kotnyopiav . . . €l yap pR EoTar mocdg Tig
[sc. xpovog], GAA™ KTA.

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 282b12—14; in each case he states that the time
is finite (dpicBor ~ @propévov) and then proceeds to be more explicit, specifically by
introducing his formal term for the category of quantity, tocdg (tocdg T1g ~ TOGOV
Twva xpovov). In 282b13-14, therefore, as this parallelism shows, the sentence Aéyw
8’ Exdtepov Kai g1vor Tocdv Tva ypdvov Kai pf) lvon is inserted as an explanation
or amplification of the preceding @piopévov ypdovov: “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 (rocdg) and
finite limit (dpropévog) in the case of time is clear from Cael. 282b20-21: nocdv
dpa Tva kol @piopévov ypdvov and 283a7 fj . . . dnewpov fi moooV TIva Gpiopévoy
xpovov . . . Here mention of the one (dpiopévov, b12) naturally led him to mention
the other (nocdv, b13) in further elaboration thereof, exactly as at the beginning of
the chapter.

4. Cael. 291b24-28:

dvoiv & amopiawv oboatv, mept Gv elkdtog &v doTIcODV GmopiGELE, TMEPATEOV AEYEV TO
aivopevov, aidodg a&iav elvon vopifovtag thy mpoBupiav pdiiov §i Bpdoove, €1 Tig S
10 Prhocogiag Styfiv kai pikpag edmopiog dyand mept Gv Tag peyiotag Exopev dropiac,

b26 Bpdoovg : Bpacog  E Solmsen

Solmsen finely alludes to the “beautiful, remarkably personal sentiment of the pas-

sage”;!2 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, ta 8 pohdkid te kot otpopBddn, where Peck conjectured and printed (té)
otpoppadn, Diiring, De Partibus, p. 187, n. 1, remarked “Peck t& otpoppdsn, unnecessary, cfr. 668a23 &ni
@V dumelivoy te kol oukivov @UMwv, Vahlen, Beitrige zur Arist. Poetik, SbAkWien 56 (1867) p. 330:
«in der Nichtwiederholung des Artikels sowie der Pripositionen 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 G&iav by earlier interpreters and to the consequent sense: “ ‘evidence of
modesty’, Guthrie’s rendering of 0idobg 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 d&iav 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
G&iav. 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: 1owg piv odv T mept
gviov drogaivesOai Tt mepdobar Kal O mePL MAVIWV Kol TO maptévor pndev tdy’
av 86Letev elvan onueiov fi moAAfic ednBeiog fi moAAfig mpoBupiog. It seems apparent
that the translators, in their efforts to explicate the present passage, have taken their
cue from onpeiov.

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 (6pacoc). 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: nepi 31 tovT@OV {NTEIV pEV KaA®G
Eyel kal THV &l mAgiov oUVESLY, Kaimep MIKPOG €YOVTOG GQOPHAG Kol TocodTnv
anécTactv anéyoviag TdV mepl avtd cupPavoviov (292al4-17). It is a good thing
(kahdc Eyer), 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,!3 but in reality modest and commendable.

There remains the problem of the literal meaning of the Greek itself, and in par-
ticular of é&iav, which is admittedly difficult.!* To begin with, aidobg and 8pdooug
are a natural pair and should not be separated, Isocrates 1.189: tobg nemopvevpévoug

.. &Kk THg Gvoideiag kai Tod Opdoovg Kai T@V Emndevpdtov yryvdokopev. On

13. I understand that Guthrie is using “boldly” in a favorable sense and that Aristotle’s 8pdooug is a
term of derogation; even so, the introduction of the word here cannot but mislead.

14. Solmsen describes his conjecture 8pdcog as “a direct object of vopilovrag™ (?); I am not sure that
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 8pdcog presents a difficulty
(as Solmsen realized).



NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 147

the other hand, Solmsen was perfectly justified in criticizing “new meanings” of d&iog
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
&&ioc here.

So far from illustrating a novel sense of o, this passage preserves the adjective
used in a sense very close to its original meaning. LSJ correctly state that G&iog
comes from *dy-tiog; it is related to dyw = “draw down” in the scale, “weigh” (LSJ
s.v. dyo VI) and the adjective originally meant “counterbalancing,” “weighing as
much,” “of like value” and then, metaphorically, “equivalent to.” Herodotus 1.32.1:
*Q Eeive ABnvaie, 1) & Auetépn eddapovin obtw tol dnéppinton &¢ 1o undév, dote
o0t idwtéov Gvdpdv d&iovg fpéag énoincag; The force of a&iav here is much
the same. The preposition dvti is commonly used to express a comparable sense and
so too the related adjective avtd&iog. See Gow on Theocritus 17.114, dwtivav avtdé-
ov dnace téyvag: “avtdtiov: a heightened synonym for &€wov. 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. G€wog) did the same: a&iav . . . pdrilov A Bpdoouc, “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 aidobg d&iav eivor vopi-
Covtag v mpobBupiav pdriov fj Bpdoovg 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. G&iog c. gen. pers. in the sense
“worthy of ” is commonplace, and Aristotle could have written tod aidrjpovog aEiov
glvar vopilovtag v mpoBupiav pdriov ¥ tod Oapporéov. 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 tig in b26 to £€youev 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 aid@¢ 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 aidéc. !’

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

Fowke yop 1@ pEv dplota Exovr Dmdpyey 1O €0 Gvev mpdfeng, 1@ & Eyydtata S
OhiyNG Kkal pdg, Toig 8¢ moppOTAT® did MAEWOVLVY, domep EM CAPATOG TO PEV 0OSE yup-
valopevov b Exel, 1o 88 pikpd mepmatficav, t@ S kai Spopov Sl kai mAANG Kal
Kovicewg, maiv & ETépe o0’ Omooaolv movouvit Tovtd Y Gv £t dmaplar téyadov,
GAA” ETepov T

a26 kovioewg : Kwvroeng V.l.: kdkovticewg Bywater.

In a26 the variant kivrioewg, found in several manuscripts (F and M), is a triviali-
zation of the simplest sort. This chapter is concerned with motions, kivijoeig, and the
word has already occurred several times in it. The uncommon k6vioig was bound to
become kivnoig in this codex or that. Bywater condemned koviocewg: “. . . it is clear
that, whatever the word [Aristotle] may have used, he must have meant not a mere
accessory of or incident in wrestling (ndAn), but a distinct form of exercise. It seems
to me, therefore, that xai xovicewg may be a corruption; and I would suggest that
the original reading was probably kdxovticsac. . . . !¢ 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, “kévioig if
genuine is probably unique,” both with explicit reference to Bywater’s note. Allan,
Guthrie, and Moraux all record xdkovtiocewg 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 kovicewg...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 xovicewg with both dpopov and naing, both of which were dusty
activities in Greece, or more specifically with nding 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: . . . olov dpopov kai
naing kai thg &v 1@ modaietv yopvaoTtikfig StatpiPfig. TowadTn Yap 1 KOvicig dia
10 &v KoOvel yopvalesBon to nahaotpikd. How closely these two notions, kovig and
néAn, were associated in the Greek mind is suggested by Lycophron, Alexandra,
vv. 866—67 fifet 8t Tadpov yupvdadag kakotévoug / TaAng Koviotpag KTA.

Any lingering doubts about the correctness and appositeness of kovicewg here
should be removed by an appeal to Aristotle’s own words in the De Incessu Ani-
malium, 709a13-14, a passage that does not seem to have been adduced in this
connection: . . . ktvn@ein . . . &v olov &v toic moAaiotpalg ot S thig Kovews [Kovod-
oeag cod. Z!] mpoidvreg Emi tdv yovatov. !’

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 xévioig 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 JA (709a27) the noun kVpavolg = “waving,
undulating motion” occurs, thus: & . . . &noda & pEv Kupaivovta MPOEPYETAL . . . N Bk KOpavolg kapmn
¢otwv. 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, conquérir ce bien-la, mais il arrivera
a un résultat différent.” (Emphasis mine in each instance.)

Query: What is the precise sense of £tepév T1? Stocks seems to understand
&ya@ov with gtepév 1 (?) in contrast to tobto tdyabov, 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 16
eb 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 tobto
Y ... tdyaBo6v; 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 tobto 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 £tepdv ti (“something else” /
“un résultat différent”) 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 (GALd) 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 dyaf6v. One expects Aristotle to have made this more
explicit. In fact he has.

In English “something else” is vague and indeterminate; in Greek #tepog (and
dAroc) is often used idiomatically, in the specific sense of “other than good.” Such is
the use of £tepov Tt 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. €tepog I11.2: “other than should be, euphem. for xaxdc, maBeiv
pEv €0, maBeiv 8t Odtepa, S. Ph. 503; 4ydd’ f Bdtepa, iva undev einw gradpov D.
22.12: abs., Saipwv €. Pi. P. 3.34 . . . &av ta €. yneicovtat ot dikactai D. 48.30;
miéov Bdtepov Enoinoav did more harm (than good). Isoc. 19.25, cf. Pl. Phd. 114e,
Euthd. 280e . . .” The idiom continues to appear in the Roman period; LS]J cite Aris-
tides 2.117 J. Compare also Plutarch, Mor. 474C: ebyetan pgv 6 vodv Exov 1d
Behtiova, mpoodokd Ot «wai Odtepa. For dAlog so used see Dem. 21.218:
86Eete . . . GAhov Tvog frTiicBar (“to have succumbed to some other [i.e., baser]
motive,” Goodwin ad loc.); Pl. Protag. 351C: ... el 1 an adtdv dnofroetan
dAdo. So also with GAroiog, Hdt. 5.40: . .. tva pn Tt GAhoiov mept oeb Tmaptifjton
Bovrebowvtar (“dAloiov, schonend statt vedtepov oder geradezu kaxédv,” H. Stein
ad loc.).

With £tepév 11 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.!8

18. @\og is so used already in Hesiod Op. 344. For a few more examples of €tepog see GLN Il s. v.
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6. Cael. 308a29-33:

. ~ . 3 ~ . o I3 . \ P4 \ s .
GMADG pEV 0LV KOOV AEyopev TO Gve @epopevov Kai mpdg tO £oyatov, Papd 8 tO
AnA@G KAt Kol mpdg TO pécov. mpdg GAAo 8t kobgov Kal kovpdtepov, O dvoiv Exdviev
Bdpog kai TOv dykov Toov kdte eépetar Bdtepov @oet BatTov.

a30 10 anidg libri : anAdg 10 E™ (an recte?)
a31% : ob Prantl (probantibus Stocks, Allan, Guthrie) : te Moraux
a32 0drepov : Batépov 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 6atépov. The genitive seems to
be required to indicate the other term (npog @Aro), by comparison with which the
thing is said to be light, or lighter.”!® This reading gives a sense, but the abrupt
genitive Batépov is hardly idiomatic Greek. At a minimum Bywater should have
proposed . ..o . .. kato @épeton Batepov (Batépov) evoet Battov. See for instance
Gen. Corr. 323b4-5: 816 10 undev pdidov montikov f madntikdv eivar Bdtepov
Batépov; compare also Simplicius, quoted p. 151 below.

Stocks objected not to the style, but to the sense, of Batépou: “. . . 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 o0, a conjecture that, despite the favor which it
has found, is stylistically intolerable.?’ Aristotle is giving a definition here: “We
call [sc. Aéyopev, from a29] the relatively “light” and “lighter” that which . ..” On
no account should 6 be removed, it is exactly the word and case we expect
Aristotle to use to introduce the definition. Compare, for example, 311b14-16: Aéyw
8 anAd¢ xodpov O Gel Ave Koi Bapl O Gel Kdtw TEQUKE PEPECHL Ut KOAVOHEVOV.

Stocks’ objection to the sense is without merit, for, whatever text is accepted, the
phrases £xdvtov fdpog and kdtw @épetan still suggest the heavy rather than the light.
This has in fact troubled others; for example, the OCT editor Allan comments at a32:
“Post icov 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 mpog dilo
as “lighter” or “less heavy,” and kovedtepov can occur where it is actually a question
of two relatively heavy objects. This sense is explicit at 309b5-8: 10 yap aniidg
KoDPOV GEL KovPdTEPOV T@V EYOviwv Bdpog kol KAT® @epOpEVeV, 10 O KOv-
PSTEPOV ObK Gel KoDpov Sid TO AéyecBar kol dv Toig Eyovot Papog Etepov ETEpou

19. Bywater, “Aristotelia,” 242.

20. More specifically, the distance between ob and 8dtepov, 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, StldoTnua . . . A&yo
BV ypappdy, od undtv Eotv EEo Aofeiv péyeBog antépevov tdv ypappdv (Cael. 271b30-32; cf. also
279a23-24, Metaph. 1021b12, 1055a12-13, in all of which the genitive ob begins its clause smoothly
and naturally).
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KovpdTepOV, olov Yiig Udwp. Compare also the language at 308a35-bl: . . . nepi v
ovte Bopéwv kol kodQov tipfkact povov, Gowv Gpeotépov EYOviev Bapog
BdtepOV £0TL KOLPOTEPOV.

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 dvoiv £yoviwv
Bapog—the words, as we have seen, can be applied to the relatively light as well
as the relatively heavy—he shifted mentally from npdg dAro kobgov xoi kov-
@otepov to mpog dAro Bapyd kai BapVtepov. 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:

npog dAAo 8¢, enoi, kobpov, O kai kovedtepov Kaheital, TobTd EoTLy, O dvoiv Eydviev
Bdpog A pdAAiov KovedTnTa Kol T@V dyKov icov dviov tO Etepov BdTTOV TOD ETEPOL
dvo eépetar katd @vowy, Bapvtepov 8%, dtav Pdpog ppoiv Exdviev kal dykov icov
10 £tepov BaTTOV QEpMTAL (KAT®) KOTA GVoLY. adtdg 88 TO KovedTEPOV B¢ TPOG TO
Bapitepov Aeyduevov drodédmkey B¢ O peilov npdg to Eattov.2!

Furthermore, Simplicius’ paraphrase (i.e., . . . 0 dvoiv &yovtov Bdpog . . . TO Etepov
Bdttov tob £tépov dve @épeton . . .) shows that he did not question the correctness
of © 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 10 €tepov . . . Tob £tépov is not really in
“partial apposition” to 0, rather it is a substitution for o, which thus leaves that word
dangling. In Aristotle, where we have 8dtepov 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 dvoiv &yéviwv Pdapog, 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 Bopd kai BapVtepov, and not kobgov kol kovedtepov (compare the para-
graph above), a mental shift itself caused by Bdpog in the phrase dvoiv &yovtov
Bapog, is an indication of a certain confusion in the sentence. The real clincher, how-
ever, is 8dtepov, where one might expect rather 8atepov Botépov, phrasing that, as
we have seen, Simplicius actually used after & (1o ¥tepov . . . oD ETépov). Bdtepov
alone is explained by the fact that Svoiv @dtepov is itself a distinct idiom,22 and it
is this idiom that Aristotle is using here. The combination Svoiv 8dtepov (Svoiv
easily being carried over from the genitive absolute) renders a further genitive (Bat-
¢pov) superfluous.

Moraux’s 6te pro 6 (compare Simplicius’ Stav, 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 () and then, under the influence of the tempo-
ral genitive clause, continued as if he were giving a “when” (61¢) definition. Such a

21. P. 678.25-30 Heiberg.

22. Plato, Gorg. 275A: Gtav dpa dvolv kahoiv Bdtepov kdMhov fi; Leg. 843D: duoiv . . . Bdtepov
anepyaletar oyxedov; Ap. 40C: dvoiv yap Bdtepdv Eotiv 1O teBvdvar. (I cite a few Platonic examples that
are to hand; the usage is pan-Hellenic.)



152 NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

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

npdg GAAO 8 Kkob@ov kai kovedtepov [sc. Aéyopev] O, Suoiv Exdviwv Papoc kol TOV
Sykov Toov—kdtw @épetar Batepov evoeL BatTov.

)

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:

Shwg te 81 mept yevéoews kol gBopdg Thig dmAfig Aektéov, motepov Eotv fi obk Eott Kkal
nd¢ EoTly, Kol mept Tac dAhag kivrioele, olov mept avEnoeng kol GAhoboEnG.

For mept tag GAAag kivrjoelg in a27-28 the vulgate reading is nept 1@v AoV GmAdv
kwhoeov (Bekker, Prantl, Mugler, Forster); it lacks manuscript authority. Joachim,
who obelizes the phrase in his edition, puts the case succinctly:

nept tag GArag kwvroes. It is difficult, if not impossible, to defend the accusative here,
since the examples are in the genitive. Perhaps Aristotle wrote mept tfig GAANG Kivn-
oewg. The reading of Db (nept tdv dAlwv kiviicewv) is an obvious attempt to emend the
text. E adds anAag after dhhag (cf. also F and I'): but this has probably arisen from a
mere dittography of d\lag. For the distinction between dnioi and piktai kivioelg
(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 nept TOV GAov anidv kivioewv—the reading of Bekker and Prantl.

It is undeniable that the accusative phrase, both preceded and followed as it is by
nepi ¢. 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 Kol mept tag GAAAG KIVHOELG.

Kiwnoeig elnev avii tod petafordg N yap yéveols, dg adtog Egn év tf] Duoikii,
HETABOAT MEV 00 pévtol Kivnotlg. mTdoel 8 Gvti mrdoemg YpNoaro, aitlaTikny eindv
GVl yevikfic' Edel yap einelv ‘mept v GAAov Kiviioewv'. Eott & toobtov oy fipa mapd
101¢ mOAOLOTG, KOl mapd T@ motnTH

Bprvoug E&dpyoug, of te oTovoEGTAY GUTHY
avti tod Bprvov EEapyous. kat Aptotopdvng év’EkkAnclalovooig
@ YpLoOYOE, TOV Gppov dv Eokedacog,
OPYOLHEVNG HOL THIG YUVIKOG EOTEPAG
1 Bddavog EKTERTOKEY EK TOD TPHATOG.
1oV dppov yap oitlatikny elnev gt tob Sppov: T Bdhavog &k Tod TpTiMaTOG TOD Gppov

¢xnéntokev.?

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.?* The facts are these. Aristotle uses nepi 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 mepi c. gen.
has reference to a general area of inquiry, mepi 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,? I shall not repeat myself, but cite in illustration a single
passage, Rh. 1414a28-29:

mept pEv obv Tig Aékeamg eipnTat, Kol Kowvi} mept dmdviov kai idiq mept Exactov yévog:
rowndv 8t mept takewg eineiv.

Observe that in this passage Aristotle begins with mepi c. gen. phrases (nepi g
MEewg, mept andviov), switches to the accusative (nepi gkactov yévog), and then
returns to the genitive (nept taewg), exactly as in our passage. The addition re-
spectively of kowfj and idig makes particularly clear the difference in connotation
between mepi c. gen. and mepi c. acc. Current editions notwithstanding, there is no
sufficient reason to tamper with mept tag dAag kwvroeg at Gen. Corr. 315a27-28.

8. Gen. Corr. 315b1-4:

obte yap mept ad&roewg ovdelg oddtv Sidpioev, Gomep Aéyopev, STl R Kav & TLYOV
eineiev, 611 mpocidvrog avkdvoviar 1@ dpoiw (ndg 8t Tobto, oOKETL), OVdE Tepi pifewg,
008t mept TV GAAOV (G einelv oOSEVAC KTA.

b3 (tob 6poiov) 1@ 6poiw E. S. Forster

The interpreters appear to be in agreement on the sense and syntax of this sentence,
whether they accept Forster’s supplement (tob époiov) or not. “Il convient d’entendre
GtL mpooidvtog avEdvoviat 1¢ dpoie comme d11 mpocidvTog avEdvovtar Tob poiov
1@ 6poi,” Mugler ad loc. Verdenius and Waszink take a similar view: “The common
explanation of growth is, 611 Tpocidvtog av&avovtar t¢ dpoiw (315b3). Forster reads
oD Opoiov 1@ 6poie, 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 (adg-
dvovtan) is exceedingly difficult to accept. Moreover, when the unexpressed subject
(sc. T0b dpoiov) 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 1§ 6poie already thus awkwardly separated from npociévtog. Greek usage
is no different from English in this regard. That is to say, npociévtog 10d dpoiov
(sc. 1@ opoiw) is idiomatic, mpooidvtog (sc. Tob OGpoiov) @ Oupoiw 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: npocidvtog Tivoe adEdveshar Kot

24. The passages are, respectively, /. 24.721, where 8ptivoug is a v.1., 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 npociévtog cited by Bonitz, Index.
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amovtog @bivewv; 321a2l: mpooidvtog twvog; 321a25-27: pndevog ye mpoot-
OvToG . . . Kai pndevog dmidvtog; 321b12-13: 1o Hnopévovtdg te Tob avéavopévou
Kol mpootdvtog Tvog avédvesBat, dmovtog 8t @biverv; 321b22-23: 1o . . . 6twodv
pépog av&dvesOar kol mpooidvrog Tvdg KTh.; Ph. 214b2: ad&dvesbar od povov
gloldvtog Tvdg GALG Kot dAAowoet. It appears from this that Aristotle normally ex-
presses a subject with tpooiovtog and further that the subject is often the indefinite
pronoun tvég.2” Note that no dative governed by mpooiévtog is to be found in these
parallels.

Accidental omission of twvog after the letters -1dvtog would be very easy and I
think it probable that Aristotle in fact wrote Tivog in our passage.

I come now to 1@ 6poiw. Consider the following passage, Gen. Corr. 321b35-
322a4:

peilov péviol 10 Ohov yéyove TPooeABOVTOG pEV Tvog, O Kakeltat tpogn kai Evavrtiov,
petaBaiiovrog 8 eig TO avTO £180¢ . . . EGTL pEV YOp @g TO Opotov dpoie avEdverat,
Eott & d¢ dvopoip.28

Here we see abfdverar 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: ... td av&épevov mpoocHnkn Tvdg Spoiov avetar KTA.
(p. 115.5-6 Vitelli). Compare also Ph. 260a30-31 (cited above in n. 28); De Spiritu
483a32-33: 1@ Oupoiw 10 Spowov avéetar. Clearly avEdvovrar 1@ Opoip at 315b3
contains a comparable dative: “Things grow by means of what is like (sc. to them-
selves).” In other words, modern interpreters notwithstanding, 1@ Opoig is not a
dative governed by npocidvtog; it goes closely with ad&dvovtar. It thus appears
that, whether we retain npooivtog by itself or supply the only possible subject—
Tivoc—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 o1t Tpocidvtog ad&dvoviat T¢ dpoie
is primarily dependent upon 8ti pfy k&v 6 twyov eineev. 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. amévroc in Gen. Corr. 321a4 and 321b13 illustrates a correct and idiomatic omission of the subject
of a genitive absolute, namely Tivég understood from the preceding npociévrog Tivég. It should be obvi-
ous how very different this is from the supposed omission of tob opoiov in mpociévtog adéavovtat @
poip, where a preceding subject can hardly be “supplied” from a following indirect object. (Naturally, I
do not intend to suggest that mpociévtog, or its aorist tpocerB6vTog, can never occur with unexpressed
subject. Context decides.)

28. Forster conjectures, and prints: . . . o1t 8’ dg (TO dvépotov) avopoie at 322a4. This is merely fool-
ish. Compare Ph. 260a30-31: 10 yap ad&avépevov EoTiv pv (g opoiw avidverat, Eotiv & &g avopoiw; De
An. 417a18-19: EoTt piv ¢ HTO TOD dpoioL MaGYEL, EGTL 8E kg H1d TOD Gvopoiov.
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nothing more. Compare Ph. 245a27 (from the “textus alter”): npdofeocig yap 115 1
atEnotc.

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: Sokei & elvat 1) Tpoer) 10 Evavtiov ¢ &vavtio kTh. 416a29-32:
@act yap ol pEv Opotov T¢ Opoiw TpépecBat, xoBdmep kai ad&dvesBai, toig &
donep eimopev todpmolv Sokel, TO Evavtiov 1@ dvavtie, d¢ anadodc Svtog Tod
opoiov H1o Tod opoiov kth. In Gen. Corr. 1.7, 323b1-15 Aristotle, in a discussion of
action ~ passion (i.e., moeiv ~ ndoyewv), 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 Tuy®v, 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 1o
avkavopevov avgdvetar t@ Opoiw KTA. or TO dpotov ¢ opoim avEdvetar. 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, ad&dvovtar,
with no subject expressed, “people grow.”?? That is the everyday language that ot
Tuyovieg use. I therefore conjecture that Aristotle wrote:

olte yap mepl avkriceng ovdeig oOdEV didpioev, domep Aéyopev, Stipf kdv & TuYHV
eimetev, 6tL TpootdvTog (Tivdg) adédvovton [t@ dpoig] (Tdg 8t Tobto, oOKETL).

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 1@ 6poi
here:

kol mept avknoeng 3t ot pkv dilot Tocobtov Eipikacty, dcovrep &v Aéyol kai d Tuydv,
6tL mpoctdvtog Tvdg yivetar abénoig (ndg St mpdoeioly, dpa did mopwv §| cdpa did
chpatog dudv, ovkétt Tpootedeikaot. Tabta yop mavta Exet dmopiav. . ).

¢ 6uoie 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 n&g 8t tobto, ovkétt, which imply the absence of
any explicit formal explanation. Therein lies its genesis. 1@ 6poie is a marginal or
supralinear explanatory gloss on these very words, an explanation in nucleo.

9. Gen. Corr. 325b24-29:

... @onep &v 1§ Twaie yéypage TMAdtwv. tocobtov yap dlapépel Tod pi) OV adtov
pomov Aevkinme Aéyewv, St 6 piv oteped 6 8 Emineda Aéyel ta ddwipeta, kol & pEv
Gnetpoig dpicBar oyfuact tdv Gdpétev otepedv ¥kactov 6 8 Mplopévols, Emel
G3taipetd ye dupdTePOL AEYOLSL KOl MPIoHEVA GYHUACLY.

b28 tdv ddrapétev otepedv Ekactov  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 ad&dvovrar here “things grow” vel sim. I think the average Greek
(6 tuy@v) 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: undevog yap @oPepod ocuvpPaivovtog &v Toig
nafeot yiyvovra 101G tod @oPovpévou.
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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:

ob tobto Aéyel, STl Ekdotn dropog dmetpa oyxpata Exel (Bv ydp Exdotn elyev), GAA
St al dropor dnetpa oyHuoTa £1yov peploueva Kad® EKAoTnV. T AVTLOTPOPWG vontéov:
Kol 6 pEv T®V oynudtev gkactov ameipolg ddapétolg dpicBat, TovtéoTv ExacTtov
oyfina év émeipolg #6Tiv dtépolg, olov 1O oealpkdV TO KuPtkdv Kol TdV GAA@V
¥kacTov, $oTe Kal 0 oyfuata drepa elvat kal té Og Ekactov oyfjpa dropa.?

This exposition of doctrine is true enough, but the grammatical “inversion” (Gv-
TI6TpdPn) 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 aneipoig
oyxfuact loosely for tdv ancipov oynudtov évi, 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 piv [sc. Aéyet] dneipoig dpicOar oynpact TV Gdpétev oTEPEdY EKAC-
Tov, O 8t [sc. Aéyet picbai] dpiopévolg. Here the same verb, Aéyet, is to be supplied
with both subjects, 6 ptv . . . 6 8. That is crystal clear and no one would deny it.
Equally clear it is that the infinitive, dpic6ot, 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 t&v ddapétov otepedv
£kaotov is expressed in the first clause and no subject in the second, then Greek
idiom demands that t@v édipétev otepedv ikaotov be the subject of the second
clause as well. This results in the impossible situation that Plato’s adiaipeta 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” T@v ddmpétov Emnédwv xkactov 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: “ . . . I'un prétend que la totalité des corps solides indivisibles
est définie par des formes dont le nombre est infini, et I'autre que ses corps solides
(sc. élementaires) [emphasis mine] admettent un nombre limité de formes. . . .” That
is to say, Mugler does supply v ddimpétov otepedv Exactov 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& dwipeta in this passage,
as is obvious from the entire context. He has just contrasted Plato’s adiaipeta with
Leucippus’, the one being énineda, which must refer to Plato’s triangles, the other
oteped, a reference to the atoms. The following paragraph begins kai mept pev @V
adinpétov Emmedov . . . mept 8t OV ddupétev otepedv (325b33-35). Moreover,
the concluding clause of the very sentence at issue, namely, énet dwaipetd ye ap-
@otepOL Aéyovot kai @piopéva oyruactv, further guarantees the sense. &mel. . . ye
here has a concessive force (= “although”), a well-established use of Znei, especially
when combined with ye; see LSJ s.v. énei 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.”3!

The conclusion seems inescapable that t1@v adiupétev otepedv Ekaotov can-
not be retained here, because it would erroneously attribute ctepedt adwaipeta to
Plato. Remove the words, and the subject accusative that must be supplied with both
halves of the indirect statement instantly becomes té& Gdiaipsta (taken over from
the immediately preceding clause, 6 ptv oteped 6 & Enineda Aéyel Td &dioipeta).
Such an bnakovduevov is as natural as one could wish in Greek and the resultant
sentence is not only flawless syntax, but smoother style. (Note how t®v adionpétav
otepedv €Kactov interrupts the concise symmetry of the two balancing & pév/d 8%
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 “tvi” would have been more correct than “@piopévors” in describing Plato’s position, the “one” fig-
ure for him being the triangle as such: tpiyova yap . . . & npdta croiysia. 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 évi, 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 t1@v Gdapétev oTeEPEdV EKOC-
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: €xactov . . . 1OV Gdrapétev and 326al0: Ekactov OV
adwpétowv. In each instance Aristotle is writing—nept t@v ddipétov otepedv
(325b34-35).

ROBERT RENEHAN
University of California,
Santa Barbara
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