
NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

ARISTOTELIAN EXPLICATIONS AND EMENDATIONS 

II. PASSAGES FROM THE DE ANIMA, DE PARTIBUS ANIMALIUM, 
DE GENERATIONE ANIMALIUM, DE MOTU ANIMALIUM, 

POLITICS, AND NICOMACHEAN ETHICS* 

1) De An. 419al-5: 

oV tdvta ? 6 paTa& v (ptci cvTrtv, daXX& pl6vov KdaUTou TOb OiKEtOV xpo)pa' evtL yap 
?v !ttv TO) (pcoTi o6X 6Opaia, ?v 68 zTO) cK6'rI tno1e a'TGrcltstv, oiov ir6d up6oTI (patv6Oeva 
KaLi kdaTovua (avcvupca 6' ori tlrauTa Evi 6v6pctt), oiov 6K) qq, oK pCK , K Kpai, Kpa iX0lu)v 
Kai EcTti65c Kcai 6opOtaXpoi. 

Aristotle has already alluded to the phenomenon here in question, at 418a26-28, 
OpabTv 8' T ci Xp(o.Cp T? Kati O X6y pq tv 'rTlcv i7eTciv, &dv6vu[tov 6& TV7YX6Vt1 Ov, 
where Ross tersely remarks, "This refers to phosphorescence." Luminescence is the 
more accurate term, since phosphorescence is luminescence due to the absorption 
of radiant energy emitted afterwards as light, but the two terms are often inter- 
changed. In a5 p6KlqS and K?rpaXai iXO63ov Kai klni6a& Kai 6qpOakpoi are examples 
of luminescence, K?pa(q is not. In spite of this, Kipa; is still printed in most stan- 
dard editions and commentaries of the De Anima, including, for example, those of 
Bekker, Torstrik, Trendelenburg, and Hicks. In 1866 H. W. Chandler conjectured 
Kpcac for K?paq. Exactly a century later Jannone and Barbotin in the Bude edi- 
tion printed KEpa; without comment. In his 1922 commentary to the De Genera- 
tione et Corruptione, H. H. Joachim quotes our passage with Kepa;, in the note to 
329b14-16. In 1969 Willy Theiler in his German translation of the De Anima 
rendered the Greek as "Horn"; he therefore read KspaS. Similarly, in 1986 Hugh 
Lawson-Tancred has "horn" in his English translation. Exceptionally, while printing 
Klpac in his 1956 OCT text, W. D. Ross remarked in the apparatus, "Kpac; TP 
(aliqui codices), an recte?" In his larger 1961 edition and commentary, he printed 
Kp&aq with the observation, "Some MSS in Themistius have Kp?as, and Kpsaq is 
much more appropriate here." Ross does not elaborate, nor, it seems, does any other 
commentator. (Strictly speaking, the manuscripts of Themistius' paraphrase do not 
have Kpcacq, but the plural KcpaTd TIVCOV (ov, along with the variant Kpxa T. r.) 

There is no reason to assume that Aristotle did not have the facts straight. Pliny, 
HN 11.151 also refers to such phenomena: "quin et in tenebris multorum piscium 
[sc. oculi] refulgent, aridi sicut robusti caudices putresque vetustate." For an excellent 

* This is Part II of a two-part article. For Part I, "Passages from the Physics, De Caelo, and De 
Generatione et Corruptione," see CP 91 (1996): 141-58. For a list of titles cited in this article, see p. 246 
below. 

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author. 
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account of luminescence, see E. Newton Harvey, Living Light.l In a later book of 
Harvey's, Bioluminescence, the first paragraph of the first chapter begins as follows: 

Whenever dead fish, flesh of animals of all kinds including man, eggs, sausages, and 
various dead invertebrates become luminous, it is practically certain that the light 
results from the growth of luminous bacteria. If the luminous material is dead vegetable 
matter, wood, roots, beets, potatoes, fruit, etc., the light is usually due to luminous 
fungi. Phosphorescence of flesh was known to Aristotle and has aroused interest and 
curiosity among the learned from the sixteenth century on.2 

The manuscript reading Kipac is easily explained. Many a scribe or scholar knew 
nothing of luminescent flesh; the reference was unintelligible. By contrast, Kcpaq, 
for more reasons than one, seemed to be appropriate. Aristotle is talking about things 
that shine (a4 djrpcovTa) in the dark. Lamps do so, in a sense, and lamps made of 
horn were common. oi KCtpdlVOt XVO voI Xd,trouCiv ?V To) CTKOTet is intelligible 
Greek; no matter that upon reflection it should become apparent that horn does 
not "shine" in the sense desiderated here. (Fire shines through horn.) Furthermore 
the color of horn in light bears a certain, if distant, resemblance to what is seen in 
luminescence. Aristotle, however, is explicitly discussing what is seen in darkness 
and what is not color, but something else for which he has no name. Another poten- 
tial source of psychological error is the general context of the entire section, namely, 
I O6ti, sight. For 6 KCpaTo?t6i ; (sc. XtLrcv) was a very common term for the cornea 
of the eye, KspaTosb6lq . .. 6t&. . t O kXdlctv 'rO tapaKuicu4svov uyp6v ?V6o0Ev c(t 
6ti KipaTro.3 In such circumstances the corruption of Kp?as to Kipag, involving 
no more than the simple metathesis of the letters p and E, was all but inevitable. 

What of the testimony of the Themistius manuscripts, which fluctuate between 
Kcpara and Kpca? Is Kpia a genuine trace of the original reading Kpaq,, or an in- 

telligent guess? Simplicius and Philoponus skirt the issue. Neither mentions either 
horn or flesh; both introduce other examples. Perhaps, whether they had Kpsao or 
Kcpaq, or both, in their texts, they could make nothing of either and remained dis- 
creetly silent. It matters little. There is no doubt at all that Aristotle wrote Kp;ac, an 
apt instance of luminescence. Of any future editor who does not print this word, 
let it be said that "when [he] waited for light, there came darkness." 

2) PA 670a23-30: 

Kap6iat JliV ov Krai 7Ptrap tlrtctv dtvacy7Kaia TOi; ioti;, il piv 6t& Trv Trq OEpp6TrqTOq 

dapxlv ... TO 6' Trnap TrfS RtiEICO; Xdptv. rdvTQa 6o o6EiT0 Ta X vaiupa Ouoiv TOUTOV, 

6t6Imep XEI trdavTa TO& vcaIlta 6o6 TOt oTrtidyva TauTta O6vov 6aa 6' avarvEi, Kal nrk6- 

pova rplTov. 

a29 tpvov om. P, probantibus Peck et During 

During ad loc.: "Peck cancelled p6vov which is impossible with regard to the 

subsequent TpiTov, for here only these three viscera are concerned. The stress lies 

1. Princeton, 1940. Harvey discusses fungi (piKrc;) on pp. 36-41, and fish on pp. 30-34 and 82-87: 
"Fish are the highest group of animals in which self-luminosity is known." Luminous flesh is discussed 
on pp. 6, 20, 26, 123, 127. 

2. Bioluminescence (New York, 1952), 1. 
3. Ps.-Rufus, Anat. 10, p. 170.11-12 Daremberg-Ruelle; similar etymologies of KgpcaToetiSg fre- 

quently occur in the medical writers. 
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on Kap6ia Kai f1 ap atiotv dvayKcaa Toi 6otq. In ?XEt is involved the sense 

?Ex1 ?t vdyKrS." On the contrary, 6ovov, placed emphatically at the end of the 
sentence, is certainly genuine. (Picture the sentence without uo6vov and try to dis- 
cover a motive for its interpolation.) The little word introduces an additional point: 
"All blooded animals need these two organs, for which reason they all have these 
two-only." The sense is that these are the only two organs all blooded animals 
must have. The Greek is admittedly a bit abrupt, but the final position of u6vov is 
significant and deliberate. Note that Aristotle did not write, for example, tO6nip 
rtdvia z& 'vatta povov ?xEt [or i?CEt Lovov] 60o Tz oirXdyXva Taura, which would 
have been a very different matter. Had Aristotle explicitly said "always" or "neces- 

sarily" the sentence would have been clearer, and it is not impossible that d&i 
(vel sim.) has fallen out, perhaps before or after ?Xet. Presumably the omission of 
p6vov in P, a manuscript long known to contain Byzantine conjectures, was delib- 
erate: someone did not understand the force of the word. 

During is wrong to say that p6vov "is impossible with regard to the subsequent 
TpiTov." The sense is: All ?vatia L,Ca qua evatpa must have only heart and liver; in 
addition, those 'ivatpa j ac that breathe must also have a third organ, the lungs. 
Aristotle taught that there were ?vatia cOa that did not breathe, which conse- 
quently did not need lungs, namely, the fishes.4 For him the lungs were an organ of 
narrower extension than heart and liver; some animals could do without them. 
p6vov makes explicit the relative ranking of these three organs. 

As for the phraseology, it is quite Aristotelian. With s&j.Ep .. a. . aua Ptvov 

compare 675a4-5: ... 6 KaX0o6ltvoS oKadpo, biS 61 Klat OK0?I gripuKacltv EkX6oyoc 
t& Larla ot6vog. Aristotle in fact characteristically places forms of 6uvos at the 

end of a clause or sentence: TCov 6' Xckkv ou6sv rGitXdyvov [sc. apart from the 
heart] dvayKailov eioz TO1g; loti, T6 6' inap u6vov 6t6n?p Kait TOUTO ougupaivEt 

irspi aUT6 p6vov (PA 677b5-7). A particularly clear example of this idiomatic 
usage of otvov may be seen at PA 688b20-21: 6 b? sTrai T6noq z-c&v '!tRrpooG0v 
cGKErcv Kai T Ov OCtcOCv SX?t iLCKOS p6vov, where the sense is that this bodily 
region alone, 6 [ztTaru TO6TOS, possesses the requisite length, not that "length" 
(uifiKo) is the only attribute that it possesses. 

3) GA 770al8-20: 

OGcov 68 cVeXEs; 1 Kati AJl itEipyt r1p6&V, ?K TOUTOV oi VEOTTOi yi7YvoVTa T?pa'T6(?6S, 
oStPa piLV Ci K(i paXit v pi[av XOVT?z, GK?Xr8 6? TzTTapa Kai rETpuyaq KTX. 

Peck, for example, renders " ... they have one body and one head, but four legs 
and wings ...." The Greek however would be more strictly rendered " .. they 
have a body and one head, but four legs and wings. . .", which is rhetorically 
inferior. Read coira !pv (<v) Kai KcqpaXhv piav KTX. The haplography assumed is 
of the easiest sort. Compare Michael's commentary, p. 187.23-26 Hayduck:... 
yivovTra oi T?epaTo6?15t VEOTTOtI Piav lPv ?0ovT?e KEcpaXtiV KCai ?'V ooa .. o .toav 

yap y:vrTat ?v oVov i0iav [Xov K?epa0X1v Kalt Ev o(0J1a, TTTrap0a 6? KCkXql KTl. I 

suppose that Michael reverses the order of "head" and "body" because in this 
context the parts rather than the whole are of primary interest. Note also Aristotle's 

4. See PA 676a26-28, 676b12-13; De Resp. 470b10, 480b12-20; De An. 41 lal. 
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fullness of expression elsewhere: piav yap dptoKpltov ano ltta; dvayKalov yiy- 
veOaut ouvouoiac Kaci [tta6t aKpioEcwg (GA 723b13-14); ?i 6i o Gpaivet e c?v65 

nGTcWpaTcoc rrevici yiyveo0at Kai plta ouvouoiac KTX. (GA 769b36-770al). 

4) GA 775al6-18: 

(Coo p?v ouv 6taKpiveTal 6it& TiV \yXp6TU a r pT ppa6tWOS (r y&p ldCKPtotl; ?rt\VI; OTi, 

trYtTE1 6' r) Ocplp6T1T, EcjETrTOV 56 TO OppI6TEPOV) KTl. 

Read ... il yap btaKptato; revt; (Tri) GCt. ... To say that 6tdKpton; is a nEct; 
without qualification is unusual; the two processes can even be contrasted: TOrTOU 
6' a'lTtov TO6 nrptiXov Kaci nokka Tr)v siot6vr0ov, olov ?viov 1l Tpopfl' rrTTOrTovrfl 

ptv yap Ka0?i6ouGtv, 6taKKptvopCvrS 6' 6y7ipovTra KUa KtVOoCtV c?auTo6; (Ph. 
259bll-13). Note also PA 672a20 where the same two verbs are distinguished: 
btaKpivouct Kai rTETTOuGI TfV 6ypo6Tqla. On the other hand to describe &tLKptotg 
as "a kind of concoction," rtigt Tt;, is unobjectionable sense; the addition of Tt5 

makes all the difference. It is also good Aristotelian usage. From the De Genera- 
tione Animalium alone compare the following examples: drctnia ydp TLS Kai 1] 

lactufID; oTtv (776a7-8); oa7rp6T1rg y&p Kali TEctq ?vavTiov, rT 6? t6ov oatr- 

p6OTrl Tri; oTIV (777al 1); Pio; ydp TI; KOal Tcv6uaTo6; E't t Kal yCvEcyt; Kai pOGic5t 
(778a2-3); doTvEicta 6 t? Tt ri ykavKoTrlq (779b12); ii T? ydp nokXt6rrl dco0evctd 

Tig CoYT TOU 6ypou TOV oV T(v ?r K? pdc(p Kal atCrcfic (780b6-7); Ti 61 papuTrlg 
Ui7?OpoXif Tr (787a2). In our passage a 't; placed after 7ncttS and before ?ort was 
at obvious risk of accidental omission. 

5) MA 699a14-17: 

c?T' y7p aUTO KIVOU6pEVOV KtIVc auTov, avadycK TtIVO d&KtvrTO Ot7yy7vov KIVEiv, Kai 

TOUTO prl6v Etlvat pOplov TO KlVOOVTO Tc' cT' 06 i; dKivrlTOV EOT TO KtVOUV, 6Ooio; 
oitVv ioecoO0at ToD KIVOUIVOU LV6ptov. 

17. ?aecoat : o-amt versio Leonici : ci. Jaeger quem Forster et Farquharson (ut vid.) 
secuti sunt 

Nussbaum prints '?asc0at in a17: "Jaeger and Forster emend to oTait, relying on 
Leonicus' erit. But Leonicus' translation is too free to be good evidence in a case of 
this kind, and no emendation is necessary." But surely Jaeger, and those who followed 
him, were not relying solely on the authority of Leonicus' version. At issue is not 
the relative credibility of the witnesses, but correct Greek usage. Nussbaum's state- 
ment that "no emendation is necessary" is just that-a statement-not demonstration. 

If one retains ioso0eat, two difficulties immediately confront us, as Jaeger doubt- 
less realized. The infinitive can only be governed by dvdyKrl understood from a14, 
and so the translators take it: "I1 faut 6galement qu'il ne fasse pas partie de ce qui est 
mu," Louis; "It must, equally, be no part of what is moved," Nussbaum. First 

difficulty: Why a future infinitive with dvdyKrl? Compare Goodwin, GMT2 ? 112-13. 
That irregular tense is unmotivated here. Second difficulty: Why oU68v and not 
uri6?V, the usual negative with infinitives not in indirect discourse? Thus two sole- 
cisms in two contiguous words. For correct usage, seek no further than this very 
sentence itself, a14-15: &vdyKnrl. . . TOUTO p6rcv eivat poaptov TOU KIVOUvToI. 

Compare also MA 698b18-20: dvdyKrl 6i TroUO 'Ecpov civat TOU KIvouPEVOu . . . 

KCti Oltptov p6rlv Sivat TOIO KIvouPlvoU TO OUTOc; cdKivrlTov. For oramt (common) 
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see, for example, 698b 7. Make the necessary correction to the indicative 'soTai and 

everything falls into place. It does not matter whether Leonicus translated freely, 
saw Iotat in a manuscript, or consciously corrected a corrupt EcOaLt--it is corrupt. 

EorTat and Eo?eocat (along with many other words ending in -oTat - -o9at) are 

frequently confused in the manuscripts. In the case of these two forms haplography 
or dittography of co was often a contributing factor. I give one illustration that at 
first glance may seem to offer support for ??Eoe0a in MA 699a17, namely, GA 
766a30-b4: 

Ei o1V TO p?lv appsV dPXl1 T1t Kai aITTov--ITI 6' appsv 6uvalaiT TI, 09fXu 6 

d6uvaTcE-T-if 6? 6uvdp?soc OpoS Kai TS1 daSuvapciaC TO RErTzTIKOV Civol At Pfl nTI ETTKOV 

TiqS cTaTTri Tp0otpf;, b EV EtV Troit Evai0toIS aliPa KlaXETlait V 6E TOIS a XXoto TO dvd- 

Xoyov, ToJTOUTO E T aYlTOV ?V Tfi p apX Kai TIQ popti T( CXovVt TTV T%S (puOKIfn; 

0Opp6TTITo CI pXrlv, dvayKalov apa EV Toi0; vaipoit; ouvictTao0ai Kapiiav Kai fi ippEv 

Coeo0alt f 0OifXu TO yyv6Opvov, Ev 6& TOI; iXXoli yvtEOtv ol0; 6UridpX T6 0QXu Kai TO 

dppEV TO Tr Kap&ia dvdaoyov. fi Eiv olv dpXfl TOV 9iXEo; Kai TOi appEvo; Kaci ! 
aiTia arUTl Kai EV TOUTO oTIV. 

bl i cEaYoal : o?Tat P 

As A. L. Peck (Loeb edition ad loc.) has remarked, this is an extremely important 
passage for understanding Aristotle's views on the organic seat, that is, according 
to him, the cause and source of sexual differentiation, namely, the heart or, in the 
case of "bloodless" animals, what corresponds to the heart (T6 &vdXoyov). In a36-bl 
we seem to have the sequence ?avaKaov . . . . . uvioTaoOaL . . . Kai . . . coC0Oat, a 

present infinitive and a future infinitive in coordinate dependence upon dvayKaiov. 
Peck renders, "From this it follows of necessity that, in the blooded animals, a 
heart must take shape and that the creature formed is to be [emphasis added] either 
male or female, and, in the other kinds which have male and female sexes, the 
counterpart of the heart." There are cases of future infinitive, exceptionally, where a 
present or an aorist would be normal (see GMT2 as cited above, p. 226), but they 
are rare. (I know of none elsewhere after avdyKfl or dvayKaiov.) They are em- 

ployed, irregularly, to achieve a particular emphasis. Such is not the case here, 
where elvat would have been normal and entirely satisfactory. One cannot avoid 
the strong suspicion that the solecistic '?iocOat here is nothing but a corruption 
due to the influence of the preceding ouvirTao0at. On the other hand, the variant 
reading slcTat could hardly be "governed" by dva7yKaov, which is doubtless why 
it has not found support. What to do? 

A careful reading of the whole paragraph will show that Aristotle's main purpose 
is to prove one thing, namely, that in "blooded" animals a heart must be formed, in 
"bloodless" animals its counterpart, in order to explain sexual differentiation. The 
conclusion of his argument, in its most succinct form, is this: dva7yKaov apa ev 

To01; vaioIt; CYVioTao0ai Ktaplav, ?v 6 Toi cXvov aoi yvaV TO T 1 KTapia davd- 

Xoyov (a36-b3). The only infinitive governed by dvayKaiov is ouvvia[o Oalt, once 
expressed and once understood. sTlati is sound; it occurs in an independent paren- 
thetic clause. Merely repunctuate and everything falls into place, thus: 

&vayKaIiov apa EV TOlv ovaiot; otUvicYTao90aI Kap6iav-Kai P IppEV oCatI f 0Q)x TO 

yIyvOpEvov--?v &6 TO;1g &XotIg y7VgItV oltg uEidpXi TO OflXu Kal TO appEv 'TO T'f Kap&ia 

dvdXo7yov. 
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The future indicative is particularly apt with TO yIyv6Ouvov as its subject: "and 
that which is in process of developing will be either male or female." For a similar 
parenthesis see the beginning of this paragraph, a30-31 (cited above p. 227). 

6) MA 699a17-24: 

Kcai TOUTO ' 6p0oc; X7eouGtv oi Xy7ovTs; Ort KUKXO (pCpopvrg rTf T pCctipctI o06' 6OTIOUV 

pvet p6ptplov . .d i6X' 6t TOq; or6koug o?ovTcti rtva tvactptv t XE1V, OU&V ?XOVTrCa 

[p1ye0o4; aXk' ovITacg cYSXa Kat1i oM7typdi, OU KatI&. npbOS yap T1x p6rl6pisiav oucriav lvatt 

TC)V TOlOTCOV prl68v6c;, Kati KtlV?iYoOa TTlV !tiav KiVrlYtV 07T6 6UOiV d6)UVC(OV' rOUig 6 

n6Xouv 66o _notou)tv. 

The identity of the thinkers whose views are set forth in this passage is a matter 
of controversy. "Probably some of the Physicists (Ph. 193b29). Possibly these 
were Pythagoreans ...," conjectured Farquharson, and Louis agreed. Jaeger (Aris- 
totle2, p. 356) wrote, "The hypothesis that the motion of the universe requires an 
unmoved fulcrum, that the two poles serve as such, and that they are therefore the 
unmoved first principle of the motion of the heaven, is clearly astronomical in 
origin.... We may suppose that some astronomer of the Eudoxian kind, such as 
Callippus, had taken up this sort of attitude towards the bold metaphysical in- 
ferences that Aristotle had thought it necessary to make from Eudoxus' theory of 
the spheres." Cherniss, followed by During, argued for Speusippos. Nussbaum felt 
it "impossible to identify convincingly the thinkers in question," but suggested ten- 
tatively that Aristotle might be, at least in part, criticizing his own earlier views.5 
Nevertheless, my impression, inevitably subjective, is that Aristotle has in mind 
contemporary views and, given the specific philosophical concerns of Aristotle in 
the De Motu Animalium, Jaeger's speculations may be on the right track. The re- 
lative scarcity, not to say total absence, of extant allusions before Plato to the 
plural ri6Koi in this technical sense is perhaps not due to chance. Nussbaum ob- 
serves, " ... of early philosophers, Anaxagoras alone is actually recorded to have 

5. As Nussbaum correctly remarks (p. 299), Aristotle sometimes uses a plural verb even when the 
primary reference is to one thinker. However, her appeal (p. 283) to MA 698a25 dg (spaui and Eth. Nic. 
1109a34 Kara T6V 6s6rspov, (paci, nrXo6v as plural verbs in parenthetical allusions specifically to Plato is 
unfortunate. (paci and x; (pacni with unexpressed subject are generic expressions; this is particularly clear 
in Eth. Nic., loc. cit., where (paoi serves merely to modify the familiar proverb 6 6os6Epog rkXo6q. For these 
usages see HSCP 75 (1971): 88, 104-5 and SGT, 146. Even the singular (prlui can be used with generic force 
equivalent to (paci; compare RhM 113 (1970): 84 and Dumbarton Oaks Papers 38 (1984): p. 162, n. 24. For 
some examples of plural verbs with specific reference to one individual (X?youct . . . Kai ol Jroitrai vel 

sim.) compare Orientalia Christiana Analecta 195 (1973) (= The Heritage of the Early Church, Rome), 
41. and. for Aristotle in particular, Pol. 1252b7-8, 1330al (where see Newman). A. E. Taylor on PI. Ti. 40 
B8--( p. 230) notes, "... Aristotle's common habit of introducing views which we can prove to be those of 
leading members of the Academy as the opinions of Ttv6C. In the Metaphysics, it is hardly too much to 
say, a view ascribed to Ttv?; regularly means an Academic theory." For some instances of Ttv/; referring to 
Plato and/or the Academy see Cael. 278al6-17, It'e yap 'oTTtv ?'ihq, Kaodnrp spacoi TtvC;; Get. Corr. 
337b8, 6o rtV?g dropo6cav (compare P. Shorey in CP 17 [1922]: 352 and Solmsen, p. 384, n. 18); Sens. 
443bl8, 1.oDrep Ttvg; (paotv (see Ross ad loc.); Newman at Pol. 1327b38. During, Aristoteles, p. 259, n. 87 
observes, "Es ist amuisant zu beobachten, dass [Aristoteles] von Xenokrates oft Tt;, adXoq TI; oder 6 &E 

sagt, von Speusipp aber stets o' ii, Trtv;." Aristotle's employment of ItvE; rather than explicit names when 
referring to Plato and the Academy was presumably a means of courteous disagreement. Naturally these 

phrases are not confined to references to the Academy. For pctaGi rtVE; of others see De An. 416b35; Sens. 
446b 18. 
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made poles an important part of his physical system" (p. 299). Strictly speaking, 
the testimonia to Anaxagoras have "pole" in the singular only; there is no talk of 
two poles (D-K A 1 [9]; A 42 [10,11]). Thus we find, for example, the expres- 
sion EK tfi KItVric?O TOi t6Xou. So also in Critias, frag. 18.5: TOV ATXdvtvtov 
Trlpouot c6kOov. Compare the X to Ar. Av. 179: it6oov yap ol iakaXoi oZX a;t oi 
vEcOTEpot oCTTEi6v Tt Kati 7tEpa; aovoq, dXXaka Tb ptiXov ajrav. The sense attrib- 
uted here to the "vE6cTEpot" is exactly that of Aristotle: itpcag = EXcXatov, oryiEiov = 

OCtyg1I.6 
Before proceeding, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of Aristotle's statement 

in a23-24: KtvEio0at TiV piiav KIVOCtv D6rT 6OOIV dO6UvaCov. The translators seem 
agreed as to the correct rendering of the Greek: "It is impossible for a single move- 
ment to be initiated by what is twofold," Farquharson; "It is also impossible for a 
single movement to be started by a dual agency," Forster; "It is impossible for a 
simple motion to be imparted by what is two," Nussbaum. This last scholar expli- 
cates the passage thus (pp. 297-98): 

Farquharson refers us to Ph. 259al8, where Aristotle urges that it is better to hypothe- 
size one unmoved mover rather than a plurality, if this is possible (cf. Metaph. 1076a4). 
But this seems a different point .... The passage can best be understood if we read ilv 
Iiav Kivrlclv to mean "a simple motion"-i.e., a motion which cannot be broken down 
into further simpler components.... Motion "according to the circle of the ecliptic" is 
a single motion, but has two components and a double origin (GC II.10, DC 11.12). In 
DC 11.6, Aristotle argues that if the moving heavenly sphere is primary and simple 
and unchanging, what moves it must be even more clearly so. 

This interpretation will not bear scrutiny. A single motion (pia Kivrlt;) and a sim- 
ple motion (&riXf Kivrlcwt) are not identical concepts, as Nussbaum is aware, al- 
though the same motion may of course be both. If Aristotle's intention had been to 
introduce the concept of "a motion which cannot be broken down into further sim- 
pler components," he surely would have used the correct term-&Tkiiv, not piav. 
He knew the difference; see Cael. 296b30-31: pia yap (popP TOV EVObg Keai &atkh TOV 

&dtXoi, and especially Metaph. 1072a32-34: 'EioTI 6 TO6 EV Kai T6O aZtkov o6 TO 
ar6T- T6 piv yap 'v pCtpov Orlpeivst, TO6 &6 &kXoiv rt ii?%OV aTr6. Ross notes 
ad loc.: "Aristotle seems to be intent on explaining what he means by 'simple', 
without any further motive." 

There is a further objection to this and other current interpretations. Everyone 
appears to understand the words Ktvgioea0 T Iv Uiav KivriItV unr6 6uoiv d6bvaZov 
(a23-24) as a general statement. Compare the versions cited above ("a single move- 
ment," "a simple motion"). In fact it must be particular and refer to this one case 
only, as the neglected definite article zfrv proves. The sense demanded by this un- 
exceptionable Greek is: "In addition to the other objection (rpb6g Ot trl&6Eiav 
o&oiav KT'.) it is also impossible for the one motion in question [sc. KUKXO) (ppo- 

E-vrl rlgS c(paipac, a18, cited above p. 228] to be imparted by two agents. But they 
make the poles two in number." The Greek for "it is impossible for a single motion to 
be imparted by two agents" is KtvEco0at uitav KIVrIVtv dUbO 6uoiv &bivarov. Such is the 

6. For orlEiov and acTtry1 see Ross at De An. 427a20. 
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difference that the presence or absence of an article can make.7 Once it is perceived 
that Tilv liav Kivrloiv must refer first and foremost to this particular case, it becomes 
clear that the number of movements, not their complexity, is the primary focus here. 
The following sentence, TO/0; 06 nm6;ou 60o0 motoUItv, further confirms this. 

The significance of this latter sentence has not been appreciated. Aristotle pro- 
ceeds thus: "Those who think that the poles possess 6tvatui; are wrong.... Also 
it is impossible for the single motion of the sphere to be caused by two movers." 
The two movers are obviously the poles and in the plural the poles, oi ri6?ot, are 
always two. There was never any question of three or more poles. This argument 
therefore seems complete at... 6t 6 6uoiv 6u6varov (a23-24). What we expect is 
no following sentence at all, or else, for example, oi 6k Tr6Oot 6io, a correct, if 

unnecessary, addition. Michael Ephesius paraphrases oi n6r kot ooX ?1i, &dk& 
6?o. This is better, but ignores the crucial verb, notIoucv. (Compare p. 231 below.) 
Consider two passages. First, [Arist.] Mund. 391b19-392al: 

TOU 6 u6pircavTroqS oupatvou T? Ki t K6cypt) oPottpoEt6oq VO q K(tai KtVOUIVOU . . . 

v6keXie)6), 6Uo aKivrlTta ? &dv6yKcrlS oTi orlpt,i1a, Ka0taVTIKpU dkkkrjXov, KarOt6sp Trl ?v 

6Tpvc) KUKX;opopoupivVl; ocpaipCt, oTrep&t pLivovta Kcti iUViXovTa Trlv ocpiapav, irEpi t 

6 Rtca 7KO KaKOO oTVprTtt U KovTa0 t 6?8 OU)TOtI 6kot 6' 51'v ?i volcjatpi v rgE- 

euoy7tvrlv U90ioav, {V TtIV?g 60ova KaXOUOI, St6tETpOg e6YTat TO0 KO6oOU, peoov ptEV 

EXouoa Tt]V y7lv, TO0i 6O 66o n6OXou9 tirpara. 

The similarities with our passage are obvious and the meaning of oi 6Xkot is clear. 
Contrast with this passage Cael. 293b30-33: ?vtot 6I Kai Ktk? vI?V1]V ?1r TO K?V- 

Tpou (paotiv actTlv iT ?Gt0a Kal KtV?io90t rE?pl TOV 6it6t aVVTO6 T?Tapt?vov 76kov, 

65)rg?p iv r0 T) T tcti yypcrcpaTat [= 40B]. The Timaeus passage is a famous crux, but 
the meaning of ir6kog (singular!) is not in doubt. The word does not refer to the 
poles at each end of the axis, but to the axis itself; it answers to &6cov in the De 
Mundo passage. 

In older Greek Tr6Xo9 had two fundamental meanings, first, the "vault of heaven" 
in a general sense, as we find it used in Aesch. PV 429, o6p&dvov . . . r6)kov, of the 
Atlas myth (compare the meaning "concave sun-dial," so called from this n6Xkog 
being shaped like the vault of heaven, as LSJ state8) and then, more specifically, 
"axis of the celestial sphere" (LSJ), as in Timaeus 40B. The oldest use survived in 

7. Compare Metaph. 1073a23-31: il ,lv yap &dpzX KCit TO6 rrpCTrov c vrv OVT( Kiv rT'ov Ktai Kao' a6-O6 
Kai KaTca ' oup33PYK6O, KtVOUV h6 TfV lTpTrlV ld'itiov Kv K iav KiVoitV' ?7ni ?6 TO KitvoutEvov dvdy7K 

i7r6 TtVO; KtVEsoG0a, Kai TO 7pEoTTOV KtaOVo aTOV K 6, Kat Triv dibtov KiVfotV U1O6 

dibiou KtvTo0itt Kai TrV iv 6ap iv6q, 6pCqtv 6 mVp&O, OppV o iap rv O avTq TIlV 6 v (popdv, Fv KIV?iv 

(paUpv TIV rp6T'rv o0ioav Kati dKivrlTov, aikXXa pop&; ouac r&T TOTV ntXavflTsv dTSiou;, KT;. In a28 TfrV 

piav the article is anaphoric and refers back specifically to the "primary, eternal, and single movement" 
(rTv 7rpcrOTrV d'itov Ka'ti piav Kivfloit) of a25; so also TIVf dit6ov Kiv9otV in a27. Here too translators 
render loosely: ". . one motion by some one thing" (Tredennick); ". . . a single movement by a single 
thing" (Ross). The specific movement uppermost in Aristotle's mind is the single movement caused by 
the first unmoved mover, T6 7rp)Trov KtVOVV dKivfTov. The immediately following words (6pOpev 6 ntapa6 

TI)v TOV TravTO TrIV an6tXqv (popdv, ilv KlIVtV (paUqP Tyrv 22p5Tnflv o6oiav KT);.) make this perfectly clear. 
The unconscious transition from particular to general is natural in a modern language. 

8. This meaning of nt6o,o has been called into question by D. R. Dicks, Early Greek Astronomy to 
Aristotle (Cornell, 1970), 165-66, who prefers to interpret or6oc, so used as merely another term for 

yv4wxrcv, "pointer" of a sun-dial. Whichever the meaning, my argument is not affected. 
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later poetry, Cleanthes, Hymn to Zeus v. 16: KaT' ai0lptov 0eiov n6rcov. These uses 
both normally occur in the singular. For the plural oi 76Xkot, in the more usual sense 
"poles," there seems to be no unambiguous evidence before Aristotle. In P1. Crat. 
405C: ... z. v 6TV O5 rUOT6Xqnv Kal Topi TzOV oopav6v, ov, S 67 "ri6oous" Ka;oikotv, Kai 
[Tzv?] ;trpi TzV ?V Tf (I6 ap6 poviav, ii 65] oOuVpovia KaktixTat KTz., it is not 

quite clear what he means by 7i6Xot, or indeed whether the word refers to r6Xrqotv 
or to oupav6v. Nevertheless the use of the plural is significant; it is proof that 
the sense of the term is changing. All the evidence suggests that "poles" is a more 
recent meaning, and the scholium on Ar. Av. 179 may well reflect genuine learning. 
Now the full import of Aristotle's statement tobq 65 n6Xkouq 60 rotoIUtv becomes 
clear. He does not say that the poles are two, as Michael explicates the passage, 
but that these philosophers posit two poles, that is, they are using 76Xkot in its 
more recent meaning, "poles," not in the older senses "heaven" or "axis." Aristotle 
is writing at a time when several senses of the word were still in use. A pas- 
sage from the spurious, and later, dialogue Axiochus (371B) illustrates this strik- 
ingly: . . . fT i T v;S T V Yt ix ?Xo6orlCU z& T( a C TO KOGpOU, TO) 65i 7t6Xou OVzo1 
opatpo?t60oo, ou TO6 pv ?Tcspov f]gtupaiptov ... T6 6 'iTspov KTc. To state that 
someone believed in two poles was by no means superfluous when there were 
still other beliefs involving the word n6Xko circulating. The upshot of this inquiry 
is that the thinkers in question, whoever they were, were most probably contem- 
poraries of Aristotle. ol 7c6kot tells us that. 

In stressing, as I have, that T1V piav Kivroiv indicates that Aristotle, for his 
own reasons, has made a particular statement, it was not my intention to deny that 
a principle of wider validity is also implied. Clearly it is. While Nussbaum cor- 
rectly states that Ph. 259a18, to which Farquharson made reference, makes a dif- 
ferent point, nevertheless, the subject matter of that passage is closely related to 
the principle implied here and Farquharson's reference was apt.9 Had he referred 
to the entire section, Ph. 259a6-20, it would have been even more apt. Guthrie 
(HGP VI.244 n. 1) has pertinently observed: "Aristotle certainly anticipated William 
of Ockham in the demand for economy of entia. Cf. Phys. 259a8 (of the First 
Cause): 'We must assume it to be one rather than many, and finite rather than 
infinite in number, for given the same results, one must always prefer the limited 
number.'" 

7) MA 700a6-11: 

?IRi 8 T(OV cOv o0 p6VOV TO O0TOX) [KiVT1Tov 6?c1 UTdpXEtV, datA KaXi ev auzoig Toit 

KtVOUpECVOt, KaTa TrOtOV ota KtVEt aOTaO aUr. 6Ea yap aOQTO TO piV flppEiv s Tv T 

KtVFtl0catt, tp6 O &dTrepet,66psvov TO KIVOUItEVOV KtVlOsGTat, OiOV av rt KtVr, T(OV popioV 
daTEspsisO1T ytp 0Tdrpov 6d Rpb6c pevov O6-apov. 

a8 aTouT : atTOvv, aOToiq vv. 11. 

The general sense of this passage is not in doubt, but the syntax of the Greek has 
not been satisfactorily explained. The difficulties are two: (1) there is no apparent 

9. Actually the reference is not original with Farquharson. Michael Ephesius at this point in his 
commentary remarks 6c; ev osoiS I)UKOS bb6EcKTact (p. 108.5 Hayduck); the modern editor supplies the 
reference-06 p. 259al8. 
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subject for ?v a6TToiq KtVOutvoti in a7 and the sentence is consequently ungram- 
matical and dangling;'0 (2) np6b 'o in a9, as the Greek now reads, must refer back to 
T6 65 Kltvcio0at, which gives a sense the opposite of what is required. Jaeger in his 
edition of the De Motu Animalium clearly perceived that there was a problem: 
"9 7rp6S b dicept66ioo vov-11 Od6Tpov fort. ex altera huius loci recensione orta, 
cum ad T6 6i i'pEpstiv nisi sensu referri nequeant; TO jiTv Ktvic? att, TO O6 
fpepI?iv tr. [= translatio Nicolai Leonici]." This suggestion that the remains of a 
second "recension" may be embedded in our manuscript tradition might remove 
the second difficulty mentioned above, but the first would remain. The chief merit 
of Jaeger's proposal lies in its diagnostic value; he saw that something was amiss. 
The fact is that np6b 'o has no intelligible antecedent, expressed or implied, as the 
text now stands. 

During attempted to set things right by a change of punctuation: "Kein Heraus- 
geber hat bemerkt, dass 700a8-9 6ei-Ktlvio0at eine Parenthese ist, und dass np6b 
'o sich auf TO dKivrlTTo v v arTols bezieht."ll Nussbaum,12 agreeing with During 
that 6?T-Ktv?oeOat is a parenthesis, differed from him only insofar as she strongly 
favored the variant a6T&v (or even the other variant a6doiS) over at6TO5 in a8. She 

prints the passage thus: 

rti R6 TrOV 5O0V o0 povov TO OUT{OS 6tKiVlqTOV 65ei 67tdpxtV, daXX KOti ?v CUlTOt; TOi. 

KtVOUPCVOt, KaLaT TOTOV ooa KIVei autlta ara (5ei yap au0rTv TO ptV lprPt?iv TO? 

KtveioaOt), npo6 o 6 d7rpept66pvov TO KIVOICEVOV KIvfoGeTat, olov lV Ti KtIVf TOV 

popiov- d&7pei6eTTat yap 0dT?pov tq rpbqo peVOV OdTEpov. 

She observes: "Diiring's suggestion solves the difficulty and makes good sense. 
The main idea is that there must be something in the animal at rest, supporting 
itself against which what is moved will move: Tcp6 ; o refers back to (T6 dKivlT:ov) 
EV aurTol TO1 KI K atvou[vot a KtT TOrtOV. The parenthesis is added to remind us that 
when we say there is something at rest in the animal, that is because animals, un- 
like the heavenly bodies, must have an internal division and moved parts." It thus 
appears that, like During, Nussbaum explicitly supplies TO aKivqTTov to be under- 
stood with ?v cauToi; Toic; KtIVouPvot; Kara Tr6lov; in so doing they follow the 
main body of interpreters who, consciously or not, adopt such syntax. Farquharson, 
for example, translates, "Now in the animal world there must be not only an im- 
movable without, but also within those things which move in place, and initiate 
their own movement." That this represents Aristotle's meaning I would be the last 
to deny; whether the Greek of the manuscripts admits such a meaning may be ques- 
tioned. Before we consider this issue, however, we must examine the "parenthesis" 
interpretation. 

Nussbaum, as we have seen, placed the 6?i y&p clause between marks of paren- 
thesis, thereby agreeing with During; she translates " .. . there must be something 

10. The only way to construe the Greek as it now stands would be to supply TO oTIcX; dKivqTOV &6i 

utcdpXetv with Ev a6roUoi; TOIt} Ktvoupgvotq, which would then be contrasted with 7ti TO)V qacov. The sense 
rules this out absolutely. Un TCOv 6(sov is not contrasted with Ev a6UTOi; (they are identical), but with repil 
68 TOV dyg6X(v in all, whereas TO OUTOC aKtVvnTrov is contrasted with the subject (accusative) of the 
second clause. 

1 1. Review of Aristotele, "De Motu Animalium," ed. L. Torraca, Gnomon 31 (1959): 417. 
12. See her detailed discussion of the passage in "The Text of Aristotle's De Motu Animalium," HSCP 

80(1976): 143. 
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unmoved not only in this sense, but also, within the actual creatures moving from 

place to place-those, that is, which move themselves-(since they must have one 

part at rest and one in motion), there must be something against which [emphasis 
added] the moved part supports itself when it moves, as, for example, if it moves 
one of its limbs...." Again, the sense is unexceptionable, not so the syntax. The 
61T yap clause is rendered "(since they must have...)", that is to say, what is in 
Greek a coordinate clause is treated as if it were entirely subordinate. In fact 6es 
yap begins a new and independent sentence, and earlier editors were correct to the 
extent that they recognized this and punctuated accordingly, with a strong pause 
before 6ei yap.13 This results in two grammatically incomplete cola, one before the 
6?T yap sentence (&kk& Kai ev aiT5oi-t-aTa) and one after it (np6? '6o &daspiLt66ovov 
KTX.). 

To put this differently. Everyone agrees that 6Cei iTdpXs1V must be understood 
and must go closely with ncp6b '6 dase?p?t66vov KTc. (Compare Nussbaum's version: 
"... but also... there must be something against which . . . ".) But if the entire 
sentence has been interrupted by a coordinate parenthesis beginning 6ei yap, how 
can one then leap over that 6si, as it were, to supply another unexpressed 61s with 
rcp6o ? Such acrobatics are not credible. 

A closer analysis of the language will bring out more clearly the difficulties 
that the paradosis presents. The sense is not in doubt. Aristotle maintains that for 
motion to take place there must be something external to the moving object, some- 
thing itself at rest and unmoved. See, for example, 698b8-9: r&ctaa I ?v auOT 
lpSEtia OpCOC; aKupoqg, v Pir TIt ScoOEV nl &IanJXkcO psEovoV Kai aKivTyrov; 698b18-20: 

avdyKI . .. TOiTO 'T?pOV ?p Valt TOU KtVOUpSVOU, Kal OXOV O-kOU, Kai p6ptOV ptri?v 

ivalt TOU KIVOUVtVOU TO OUTC0g aKivrrTov. In the case of T& 4X,a, there must be not 

only something external to the animal at rest, but also something within it that re- 
mains (relatively) motionless, in order for motion to occur. Aristotle stresses this 
doctrine in the early chapters of the De Motu Animalium, for instance 698b 12-14, 
Oltsap ycp Kai ?V autx)0 6?iT TI aKiKVBTOV Slvat, Ei pstiXt KivsaoGai, OTWOr; ert 

pdtXkov sW 6sT Tlt svalt TO q5ou d&KivTrov (a passage that, incidentally, illustrates 

by its clarity how incoherent and abrupt the passage we are concerned with is). The 
difference between the sentence just quoted and our sentence is that in the former 
Aristotle is stressing the necessity of an external &Kiv-CTov, in the latter of an in- 
ternal dKivNTov, the emphasis in each instance corresponding to the neighboring 
context. 

If we paraphrase in Greek 700a6-1 1, it will be possible to isolate and illustrate 
the first specimen of bad Greek in the manuscripts. Aristotle might have written 
mi 6? TCOV ~'WV o0 pO6vov ?0 681 6TrdpXElV TtI dKiVTTov Xit Kal ?V aUOo1i 

KTX. (?v = "within" and is in contrast to '?o(; this is normal usage, as at 698b8 and 
12, both cited in the previous paragraph). Had he done so, there would have been 
no problem; 6sTi Uidpxtiv TI aKivrlTov could easily and naturally be supplied with 
?V auTooig: "And in the case of animals not only must there be something unmoved 

13. It is not my intention to deny the reality of parenthetic ydp clauses; see J. D. Denniston, The Greek 
Particles2 (Oxford, 1954), 68-69 and, for a clearer exposition, E. Fraenkel's note to Aesch. Ag. 800. One 
need only read the examples adduced by Denniston and Fraenkel to see that the present instance would 
hardly fit into such a category. 

233 



NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

outside, but also inside said animals that move locally etc." In such a sentence Tt 

aKivrlTov, the subject accusative of the infinitive clause, is generic and unqualified; 
it refers specifically neither to external nor to internal immobility. What kind of 
dKitvrl ia is involved we learn only from an additional predication (Emo-Ev); when 
't dKivrlTov is carried over to be understood with the second clause, it does not take 
EiO) with it. By contrast, in the sentence that the manuscripts actually present, the 
subject accusative of the first clause is Tr6 oT;rog dKivrlTov, in which oiU-or repre- 
sents E?0o or Ei0OEv (compare 698b20, quoted above, p. 233). That is, the subject of 
the first clause is specifically "that which is externally unmoved," not the generic 
"something unmoved," and it is impossible to carry this over to the second clause 
for the obvious reason that the consequent thought would be a contradiction. What 
editors have been forced to do, as we have seen, is to generate an unqualified TO 

dKivrlTov from TO oiT(oC d!KivrlTov to make do as the subject accusative of the 
second clause. Whether such an extreme sense-construction is ever possible I hesi- 
tate to say. However, having admitted it, the editors do not stop there but proceed 
to translate not TO dKivrTlov, but rt dKivrrTov, which is, of course, what the sense 

requires. 14 

The following remedy will satisfy both sense and syntax: 

Tui 6ri TCV qcov ou p6vov TO OTOC dQKiV1rToV 68i 7TdpXetV, dWX Kai ?v aVOTO t TOti 

KtVOUpLJVOtg KCaI TOTtOV 0oa KtVEi caUTO aUTr [68e yap auTou TO P[IV flpEfLiv TO 5k 

KtVEiGOal] Ttp6O 5 d&trepei66pevov T6 KIVOU6[tVOV KitVrcTat' (6Fi y&p a6rou TO P;v 

prpEiV TO R? KtViGcOat), olov &v TI KIVft TvyV popi0v irepsiei6Tal yap 0Tdrpov t6q Trp6g 

PEVOV odrTpov. 

With dkk& Kai u v (UTOI; KT?r. supply 61E 6r6dpxctv from the preceding clause; that 

is unexceptionable and presupposed on any interpretation of the sentence. The sub- 
ject of this "understood" l6rdpXEtv is then the unexpressed antecedent contained in 

nrp6'o : "... but also there must exist (something) against which . . . ". This is correct 

Aristotelian usage: . . . oi KIVEI TO rk0oiov oi TO &vacyKtcov Fivait mrpo6; ' dtrooTr- 

picrTalt ptvctv, " . .. because it is essential that that against which he is leaning 
should remain still" (699a7-8, tr. Forster). The subject of the infinitive [t?Vt1V is 

7p6?S '? d7ocTorpircTat or the antecedent implied by and contained in Tcpo6 '; gram- 
matically it may be explained either way (it amounts to the same thing) and makes 
no difference for our purposes. The crucial point is that the TI or KE;IVO that we 

expect before mpo6g 'o is unexpressed exactly as here. It may be relevant to recall that 

np6g 'b had become a fixed phrase, almost a formula, as is clear from 698bl1-2: ? 

aPX] rl Cpb; 6, n &PXrI, sIpcEtEi KIVOUV[tVOU TIO Popiou; see Nussbaum's note ad loc. 

There is more evidence. In the paragraph that immediately follows, which be- 

gins Ip' Oi l COV &dt6Xov (al 1), thereby answering to brti E TCoV 6cov (a6), Aris- 

totle wrote the following (a 17-20): 

TO)V ?e TOIOUTOV Trepi [tEV TCOV p((oV eipqTat- 
15 T& Yap TotauTa TTavTa dvdyK) KCai ?V 

aUTOIg ?~Xaiv TO lpcjtov, Kati E4~0 Tpbto d? tpfepdoTal. 

14. I do not misrepresent here; see, for example, the translations of Forster and Nussbaum. The incon- 
sistency is particularly clear in Nussbaum. 

15. For the collocation of these two genitives of respect, one with and one without preposition ex- 
pressed, see my forthcoming paper in Hermes, "On Some Genitives and a Few Accusatives in Aristotle." 
These usages are frequent in Aristotle (and are well documented elsewhere in Attic Greek). 
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For all such beings must have (1) inside themselves that which is at rest and 
(2) outside (that) against which they will support themselves. This is the same use 
of irp6o 'o with an unexpressed antecedent in a sentence of identical content.16 

A complicating factor in the understanding of our passage was the fullness of 
expression in a7-8, iv aCt-oi T0oiS KtVOV1PtVOt; KarT& TO6OV oaa KIVel aT&a aura. 

Since the medio-passive form KtVOup4VOtq was ambiguous, Aristotle added ooa 
KIVgi aut-ra au6a in order to make it clear that self-movers (in his restricted, non- 
Platonic sense of the term) were meant. Substitute a bare ev a6ToiS for this long 
phrase and it will become evident how close the parallelism between these two 
passages is.17 One may wish to consider rather the possibility of an anacoluthon 
caused by this long phrase Ev aTzoiS--ac6d; Aristotle often breaks off in mid- 
sentence. The reason why such an approach fails here is that, in the case of such 
anacolutha, the syntax of the new beginning after the break ceases to be anaco- 
luthic, whereas here we would still be left with a dangling irp6o 'o clause. 

A ratio corruptelae for the transposition of the sentence 6ie yap auToIro T-O tv 

ipeptclv T6 6 KitvetoOat is ready to hand. In the new position the preceding clause 
ends ... T KtVO6UpVOV Ktvic?Ta,ra, this clause . . . r6 6i Kitvi0a. A copyist, his 

eye going from T6 KIVO6tgVOV Kivi?CaCzR (or simply from KctvroYTal) directly to 
olov av rt, omitted the intervening &i yiap-T6 l KtvEio0at clause by a routine 
lipography. Note that the two groups of words have almost the same number of 
letters (thirty-nine and thirty-six respectively). The bypassed clause, as often, was 
later added in the margin and then restored to the text proper in the wrong place.18 

Still to be considered is the question of the variant readings a6Tro and a6urcov in 
the 68i yap clause. (The third variant au'TOiq deserves not a moment's thought.) 
Nussbaum comes out strongly in favor of a6r&v; to me it seems a patent lectio 

facilior introduced after its clause had been misplaced in the manuscripts to follow 
?v atbroi TroI KtVOU[tVO . .. ot. . O KIVCt autsr aur, where a plural seemed in 
place (and where there was no motivation whatsoever for a change to the singular 
aU6TO5: utrum in utrum abiturum erat?19). Once the 6Ci yap clause is restored to 
what I believe was its original position, the reason for Aristotle's shift to the singu- 
lar by a sense construction becomes clear. With the clause so placed Aristotle will 
have already mentioned the internal division in animals into that which is at rest 
and that which is moving. The particular situation, a moving component supporting 
itself against a component at rest, naturally suggests, in any given instance, a single 
(Coov, and it is not difficult to see why Aristotle wrote autroi. In fact, the singular 

16. It is unnecessary, and awkward, to carry over T6 spEcpoiv as the understood antecedent of nrpb6 o. 
To judge from the translations, interpreters do not so take the clause and 699a7-8 (cited abov-, p. 234) 
positively argues against such syntax here. (Cases such as 698b5-6 and bl14, where the antecedent of np6g 
O is Tt, are somewhat different.) 

17. Thus: ?iat T&v sOVw0v oO6 6vov T6 OUTsOs drKivrqrov 8Ti 6t dpct1v dtxX Kai ?v ut6roTi [sc. 6ti 
6iTdpXs;tv] 6pO 5 d?aepeit66vov TOoVOV KtVOpFVOV K rat ~ -t Totaura dvdyKT Kai kv aVTOoi; EXetV TO 
qpepobv, Kmai iE) [sc. EXtiv] rCpO 6 d0c peioerTat. 

18. Compare Johan Nicolai Madvig, Adversaria Critica (Copenhagen, 1871), 46-47: "Cum praetermis- 
sis oculo transiliente verbis coniuncta est transpositio quaedam, cum aliquid primum a scriba ad inferiora 
aberrante praetermissum postea aut ab ipso statim, animadverso errore, loco non suo inseritur, aut in 
margine sive ab ipso sive ab alio annotatum deinde ab alio novi exempli librario in contextu alieno loco 
ponitur, interdum etiam plurium versuum sententiae." 

19. Note that even if my transposition be not accepted, this argument holds true. aitoi? remains the 
lectio difficilior and should be printed. 
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aOTou is itself a minor piece of additional evidence in support of this transposition. 
auTou fits better in this position; the preceding singular TO Ktvo'j.tvov should be 
noted. For such a shift from plural to singular compare 698bl0-15: 'X1t yap T1V 

Oxopiacv o6 p6ovov &oov 1TI rla T a ouvTEivouGaV, adXIa Kai 7pbO T1]V TO 7TCavTOg 

KivrlTJV Kai (popdv. 6TisMp yap KaCi v caO5r [sc. rT cp, ] 68i Tt dKivnToV elval, el 

l.tkEt? KltvEc1o0t, OUTOS ?FTI ltOkXov tE4o 6?i T1 E1val1 TOO 4OtU dlKiVflTOV, np6bS 

dir?ptC66pEvov KLtvEITa T6 KIVO6peVOV. Observe that the context is very similar.20 

8) MA 700b29-701a2: 

OOTr 6XkoV OTI CTo t no :v 6OtOi(qO KIveITra TO dei KtvoupeVOv 716 TO dEil KIVOUVTO; 
Kal TO)V (0ov eKaUOTOV, ECT I ' 6 7 acXXo, 6t KOi Ti& Piv dei KtIVSiTOa, 1 65 TOV t0ov 
KivrGtI EX1 ei 7pact. TO 6 dai6tov Katov KCa, il TO dkr90J; Kai pOd)TL)S dayatov KaIl r ifi t OT 

p?v rOT 6i; pi), Ocit6Tpov Kal TIptiTEpov I OOTr' elvat rTp6OTpov. TO6 piv oUv 7trpTOV OU 

K1VOUplCVOV KtIVs, q 
' 

6 psC1t; Kal TO OpEKTtKOV KIVOUp?VOV KIVI?. TO 56 Te?XUTaiOV 

TCOV KIVOUPlV(OV OUK dvdyKTI KIV?IV ou6?v. 

b35 rip6Tpov : rp6g cTECpOV P: ipoTrpov (TI) Jaeger 

In 700b35 1p6OTrpov, the reading of all the manuscripts but P, cannot be correct, 
for it makes no sense ("the eternally beautiful and truly and primarily good ... is 
too divine and deserving of honor to be prior"). Jaeger's conjecture tcpOTrpOv (Tt) 

would remove this objection (". . . too divine and precious than to have anything 
prior to it," Forster) and the variant npp6 'ETCpov also makes sense (". . . too divine 
and too honorable to be relative to anything," Nussbaum). Bekker and Farquharson 
(neither of whom knew Jaeger's conjecture21 and who were therefore choosing be- 
tween a meaningless rp6Orspov and an intelligible rpb6g 'STpov) and, more recently, 
Torraca and Nussbaum accept P's npo6 '?T?pov. Forster, Louis, and During22 all come 
out in favor of Jaeger's irp6OTp6v (Ti). 

20. There is a further objection to a6,Tov, involving a question of Greek usage. Nussbaum under- 
stands ar,TOV as referring to the moving animals, which have just been mentioned. Query: What is then 
the most natural translation of 6iT yap IUTo6v TO puv ?lpEpeiv TO 6i Ktveo0ait? Answer: "For it is 

necessary that in the case of animals the one be at rest, the other in motion." In other words, 4x,ov, not 

p6ptov (not mentioned until 700a10), would normally be understood with TO PEV ... TO 6 .. ., and that 
gives an impossible sense. 

21. Farquharson, however, observed, "Perhaps Mich. had really 6COT' Elvai TI 7rpTEpov [sic]. Leon. 
'quam ut illo quicquam sit prius'." This is echoed by Nussbaum (p. 339): "Michael and Leonicus write as 
though they read Tpor6Tpov TI, and on the strength of this Jaeger emends the text." Michael's text is per- 
fectly straightforward and refutes these inaccurate statements outright: ... r6 '6' dvTt TOo 'yap', 'iv' n "6o 
yap aidiov KaX6v" . .. ErnlyayE [sc. ApoTOTEonAr] "TO y&p adttov KCtX6v Kai TO rpwT cd Kt q0 

&cya06v Kai Ph] rOT1 pUV tO70T 6' o0 ... 6T. . pov Ka0i Ti l.pTCEpoV ] do7T' lIvat 7rpO6TpoV." TOUTTCTtV 

OUIT(0o OTi OEt6TCpov, O)OTE Pl CXtIV aT0o5 p6OTEpO v TI KaTa T6O TioptV KT. (p. 114.10-15 Hayduck). 
Michael first quotes Aristotle's actual words, including the phrase 6OOT' elvat tp6OTpov, in that form, and 
then proceeds to paraphrase and interpret them. The beginning of his explication is clearly marked by TOUT- 

orTIV, and only thereafter does np6OTp6v T' make its appearance. So far from proving that Michael read 

np6TEp6v TI in his text of Aristotle, this demonstrates the very opposite. Michael had the same corrupt 
phrase 6oT' Elvat tipoTrpov as is found in the majority of the MSS and, as so often in such a situation, a 
meaning was forced out of the defective text. The interesting thing is the particular meaning that Michael 
gave to the words, for it shows what a Greek commentator thought the sense should be. (Nussbaum mis- 
represents Jaeger when she writes that he conjectured ntpo6tpov Tt "on the strength of" the possibility that 
Michael and Leonicus read this phrase in the MSS of Aristotle. He knew better, as his apparatus criticus, 
by its silence, makes clear: "pOTOV pov ?: 7p6 'rEpov P Tt add Jaeger." He may have been influenced by 
Michael's interpretation, but that is another matter.) 

22. "700b35 wahlt Torraca wieder mit P np06 ETECpov, besser scheint mit E, Michael und Jaeger 
7rpoTEpOV (TI)," review of Torraca's edition, 417. 
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Both texts make sense; the question is which of the two is more relevant to this 
context. In support of npb6s '?Tpov Farquharson compared Ph. 260a3-5: T6O pEV 
yap aKivrqTov dtAi TOV al'TOV KItVGlEt Tp6Oov Kai ptiav KivrGYiv, QTz oa 6'?V acT6 

!sctapd&Xov np6b T6 KIvoU6gvov. This makes the legitimate point that an unmoved 
mover is in no way changed in relation to that which is moved by it. Beyond illus- 
trating the familiar use of rcp6S = "relative to" the passage has no particular rele- 
vance to the passage under discussion. If Aristotle's main purpose in the (6cGT clause 
had been to stress the immutability of the primary good (= unmoved mover), he 
surely would have been more explicit;23 nothing here corresponds to the word 
p13Trap6 ov in Ph. 260a5, and that is significant. The main objection to (o)T' sivat 
np6bq 'cTpov is that the remark is too abrupt and allusive in this context.24 

Nevertheless, Nussbaum is emphatic in support of this reading: "The np6b 'rTspov 
of P and r ... gives a satisfactory sense and fits well with the passage .... . p6OTp6v 
zT ... makes a point that is not strictly relevant in the context.... In making the 
contrast between ivtWuXa and the unmoved mover, Aristotle sharpens the contrast 
between animals and spheres by pointing to the superior and unchanging nature of 
the latter's object of desire" (p. 339, emphasis added). "Superior nature" would be 
expressed by inp6TOp6v t far more emphatically than by np6b 'TcEpov. "Unchanging 
nature": the key word here, "unchanging," as we have seen, is not conveyed by rp6b 
'zTpov; moreover, Aristotle has already made this point, explicitly, in the preceding 
line, ... . . r OT !tv iro' OT ; 6'! .t (b34). Here he is making a new and distinct point, 
which, pace Nussbaum, seems most relevant to me. 

T6 P3SXTIOV Kai T6 TOTIpIlTSpOV tp6TSpOV tslva Tf (p6aOSt 6o0KI. So wrote Aristotle 
in the Categories,25 and the Greek commentator appears to have had the right 
instincts when he interpreted rCp6OTpov as rIp6Osp6v Tt in our passage.26 This fits 
well with the immediately following sentences: TO lIav oVv itp&Tov oU KIVOUgSVOV 
KlVSi, q 6' OpSp5.t Kali TO OpSKTIKOV KIVOp1SVOV KtvsI. TO 68 TSXsUTalOV T:OV Kl- 

voouvvc0v O6K dvayKtI KtIVIV o6t&v (700b35-701a2). Nevertheless, one recalls 
that Aristotle has a fondness for introducing a form of '?T?po5 in statements expres- 
sive of relative worth, for example: okwc 6' adi T6 P3?cItov Kai TItit&copov, Otou 

[t??&v ttItov ETEpov ?[tirot6i4 KTX. (PA 665a22-23). I would therefore propose 
the following slight modification of Jaeger's conjecture: 

. .. 0t6rTpov 0cai TIpItcEpov If 5(7c' slvtta ('Tepov) tp6OTEpov. 

'TEpOV makes the point even more explicitly than Tt. Moreover, '~Tpov TEpOTepov 
would explain the two manuscript variants more readily: (1) Tp6OrTpov in most manu- 
scripts could easily be the remnant of an original 'T&pov iTp6Orpov, the first word 

23. In fact he already has; compare next paragraph. 
24. Nussbaum's reference to Eth. Nic. 1 lOlblO-1 102a4, where Aristotle distinguishes between & T nat- 

VETa (Tr TJoi6ov Tt evca i Kat p6 Ti TtrC iXEtv) and T& Ti!pta, these latter being above praise and not relative 
to anything else, proves only how obscure an expression npO6q ETEpov would be here, if it be sound. In this 
passage of the Ethics, Aristotle takes some pains to make his distinction clear, and the issue that he raises 
there, namely whether Eo65atpovia is to be classed with T( nattverTd or rather with Ta uipota, is quite distinct 
from the subject under discussion here. 

25. Cat. 14b4-5. For similar phraseology see Hicks' note to De An. 430a18. 
26. Note that Michael writes ntp6Orp6v Tt KaTa TO6 iptov (p. 114.15 Hayduck); iRp6Oepoq, as is well 

known, is not confined to a temporal sense in Aristotle's philosophy, and one and the same thing may be 
"prior" in several senses at once. Such is probably the case here. 
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having dropped out by homoeoteleuton; (2) to explain P's irp6b 'Er?pov one need only 
assume that rp6OTcpov was first omitted, for the same mechanical reason, and then 
added above E'rpov, where, especially if it were abbreviated, it could have been 
mistaken for a np6b to go with T?rpov. See Eth. Nic. 1173bl where Tp6'Orpov and 

pbOi '?T?pov actually occur as variants.27 
But it is something more than either paleographical considerations or even 

general Aristotelian usage which leads me to think that (?Trpov) rrpOTEpov may be 
correct. It is the evidence of Ph. 8.7, a chapter that, unlike Eth. Nic. 1.12 (see 
above, n. 24), is of great relevance to the De Motu Animalium, both in general and 
in reference to this passage in particular.28 In that chapter the following expressions 
are to be found: diX' ?Tcpov dvdcyKr t K1VO6PEVOV ?ivat KaTc (popOv ipOTepov . . . 

?rTpov dvayc7Kr ov rp6OTcp6v TI Ktvcitota TCOV ytyvoi;voWv ov a0rTO Kai plt Yt- 

yv6OUvov, Kai TO6TOU Ectpov TtpO6rpov.29 Note also GA 742a19, T(PDUKEV ET?pov 
i'?Tpou rTpOT6EpOV. 

9) Pol. 1303b17-31: 

yiyvovTalt [Pv oVv ai oTadoict o0 T7rp'i PIKpoV aXX' ?K ptKpWV, OTaGr0touot 6T Icpi 

p?cydi7ov... Ot6Ercp dpXOptvcOv E6kaP3cioOat ci 6 TCV rotoIOtCV, KaCt 6tolaXev T&a TrOV 

ye?p6vtovv Kai 6uvOapCvov oTadoeet' Ev &dpX yap yiyverTa TO adpTpacflt, i 65' dpPxl 
XeLyTactt ?to0 sLlVCtt aMVTOv , (OCTE KOt TO Ev alr UTfl KpOv pdplpTpta dvd(Loy6v CoTI 

7tpO6 Ta ?V TOIi dkkoit pIpG.tv. 

What is the precise sense of the cOyTr clause at b30-31? Here are some typical 
renderings: 

1. H. Rackham. "... the beginning as the proverb says is half of the whole, so 
that even a small mistake at the beginning stands in the same ratio to mistakes at 
the other stages." He explains in a footnote "i.e. the ratio of being a half to a whole: 
a bad start does as much harm as all the later mistakes put together." 

2. E. Barker." . . . since, as the proverb goes, 'The start is half of the job,' a small 
mistake at the start is equal to all the mistakes made in the rest of the business." 

3. T A. Sinclair and T. Saunders." ... 'well begun is half done,' as the proverb 
says, so that a small error at the start is equivalent in the same proportion to those 
of the later stages." Footnote: "i.e. a bad start which vitiates the first half is as 
serious as all the mistakes of the second half and so stands in the 'same proportion' 
to the whole as they all do, i.e. the proportion of a half." 

4. Newman's note to b30 dvd;0oy6v ?TIrt TpOg rla ?v Troq &?oti [tpEotiv reads 

"'bears a similar portion to the errors in all the other parts,' i.e. is half of the whole, 
and therefore is equal to them, as they can be no more." 

Aristotle's words seem, at a first reading, straightforward enough, but the at- 
tempts to render and explain them tell a different tale. Despite the too literal inter- 
pretations of the commentators, dpx? iittou rtaVTOC6 is but an old and popular 

27. This was noted by I. Bywater, Contributions to the Textual Criticism of Aristotle's "Nicomachean 
Ethics" (Oxford, 1891), 15: "In 1173b2 the Kb reading tip6OTpov, for np6o 'ETepov, is apparently a mis- 
interpretation of TrTpErpov." (Trp is a known abbreviation for ncp6o.) 

28. For the significance of Physics 8.7 to the De Motu Animalium, see Nussbaum, pp. 322-28. 
29. 261.al-7. Note TEpov .. . . rp6oTp6v Tt in 261a6. Jaeger's rp6OTrp6v (Tt) is correct Greek (compare, 

for example, Metaph. 1057b5, 1087a32), but, for the reasons given. (ETrpov) rpO6rTpov seems preferable 
here. 
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proverbial saying (explicitly stated to be iv TatiS Tapotlialt at P1. Leg. 753E) and 
hardly to be pressed au pied de la lettre. (Comparable in tone is Hes. Op. 40, o6Ui? 
'loaoiv 6ocp 7TrioV iittau TCVTOC6.) It means simply that the beginning of any un- 

dertaking is extremely important. By contrast, &vdooy6v iot nprp6 is a technical 
expression with a precise meaning. In order to extract a sense from this passage 
scholars have been forced (1) to treat both expressions with the same degree of 
precision, a doubtful procedure, and (2) to understand "all" with& ar ?v Toig a?otg1 
pgipotiv (compare, e.g., Barker's "equal to all the mistakes"). In fact, the sentence, 
as it stands, appears to be a conflation of two distinct thoughts: 

1. One mistake in the beginning is equivalent to all other mistakes later. 
2. Even a small mistake in the beginning is equivalent to large mistakes later. 

Scholars tend, perhaps only half-consciously, to introduce the first of these state- 
ments here. Note that "all" appears in all four accounts above, either in the transla- 
tion or in the explanation of it. Even if one were to grant that the notion "all" can 
be supplied with tr& v Tzoi~ aXXotg Itpcatv, this interpretation seems excluded by 
the presence of tIKp6v. The natural contrast would be "one mistake" - "all mis- 
takes." If one interprets as Newman, "the errors in all the other parts," a similar 
objection applies; the contrast to that is "an error in the beginning," not "a small 
error in the beginning." The second statement seems more apt here, and is favored 
by b17-18, yiyvovxai 1tv OVV ai cTla'cEt oD T7pi piKpov d?' ?K CtKpoV, GTXa- 

uotdouoti 5O nipi peydciov. The difficulty is that this thought cannot be gotten out 
of the Greek, where idiom demands that with r& Ev TzoiS DXoti; peapotv in b31 
one supply d6apTzpaxTa-and only dLapzTiiLaa. Perhaps read: 

)TTSE Kali r6O v aOTlr PItKpOv cLddpTrpLa dvdXoy6o p -cv eo pO EV iXK aXotS iC.pEoa 

(<peydka). 

For the concept compare ai yap dpXz y0ai Yt0 O ait o a Kpa i 6$uvcdei ptydX7at 
Eioiv (GA 788a13-14) and OTI 6? Ptcp& pe?TapoXi/ ytyvopvrq Ev dpXf teydPXag 
Kai 7iodX&g TrcoIi 6aIpop&S a&ro0v OU6K &6rikov (MA 701b24-26). See also Cael. 
271bll-13 (cited by Newman who did not perceive its significance): TO6Tou 6' 
ai'otov OTtI PL dpX] 6UVDdeit p1EioV 1 6EysOie, 6ioitep TO ?V &dPXj !IKpov v TI I 

TzEXeuTfi yiyvesal ta4L1ys0eg. For ?iyaq in "dpXir" proverbs compare dpXi1 
TcavT6O ipyou t7yKGTOv (P1. Resp. 377A), and 7tyoGTov 6ir ravT6vg dpac0ataO KTar 
pU6ov dpXylv (Ti. 29B). So too in Aristotle, 71ytvTOv y&p 'io(g dpxi iravT6O, 6cnTcp 
i7yc?Tat (SE 183b22-23); see also [Pr.] 892a29-30. The falling out of MEFaXa after 

MEPoti is not difficult. Observe that this proposal produces an exact correspon- 
dence both in sense and in style: T6 iv dpXf CIKpOV &PdpTpiua T- ?6 iv TOig; akoti 
OtpoEP 1 C8ydXa (sc. dcapTp'rllaTa). 

10) Pol. 1331a19-23: 

TEti 6? 6gi T6 Otv 7Th fiOoq T'OV TCOXiTO&V ?v CYUCYGTiOIl KaTaEVELqTo9al, la& &6 TZiXq 
I6tsiXl(pac (puXaKTrlpio1t Kai TrupyolS KaTa TOIouq iTtcriKipouq, 6Tkhov (; au0t rrpoKa- 
X/irTc T rapaoKEaKudtiV via TO V ouoGUoTiov Ev orTOTOq TOi (pU)aXKTcrpiotq. 

a21 aGT& : at6T Bonitz : TzaTa Ross 

Few have understood that a6ir in a21 is an example of a well-established idiom. 
Newman, who retains it in his text, compares 1325b33, irei 6 rtcppoq0 iaGTeat Tz 
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vuv EiprlJtEva rEpi aT(OV, which is irrelevant. Bonitz (p. 125a35-36) compared Cat. 
8a38, Top. 102all, b21, where marginally relevant expressions such as Ozt ... 
TrdvTa Ta vv p5l0EvTa TootaXT' oYTli, 6ikov 4 a61TCOV (= Top. 102a10-l1) occur, yet 
strangely conjectured auT6 for auT&, a conjecture which Susemihl pronounces 
"certainly right." Susemihl-Hicks compare (after Vahlen) De An. 416al 1, aUTO 

[sc. TO rTBp] (paiVEcrat pvov... TpE(p60Evov, which explains nothing. Ross, obvi- 
ously dissatisfied with both aOTa and aXTO6, printed Tai5Ta; this gives a satisfactory 
sense but is stylistically flat, especially as the next sentence begins Kai TauXTa CtlV 
6fi TOVTov 6v Tlt 6MaKocurot ITOV TpOp6nov, where TaLTa has a somewhat different 
and more general reference. 

The basic idiom involved here can be seen at Ar. Lys. 375: A. TO6piv Coi np 
KaMTaCposgcq; B. TOUpyov TdX' aUiT 68iE1t, where Wilamowitz remarks concisely 
"spater lasst man Tropyov fort." For examples of the full expression see Demos- 
thenes, CS aTOr6 TO Epyov ?6rI8 oCEv (35.17); E65iGooE 6' caibTO TO6 pyov (56.13). 
Sometimes the aTc6 is unexpressed, o( TO ... p.yov E6floyoacv (Dem. 57.25); rT 

p7yov 6E6iXcoKE (Isae. 7.12). Often the substantive rather is omitted, a6rT oE 
6i6tdEa (P1. Prot. 324A), aDTO6 oot rTdXc 6fr|cOEt (Cri. 108C), (pr ... 6g. . 6i 
aoTo (Theaet. 200E, where see the scholiast). Compare further Jebb on S. OT 
1294; van Leeuwen on Ar. Ran. 1261; Pearson on S. Fr. 388; Dodds on E. Bacch. 
973-76; LSJ s.v. arTog I.1. On occasion the verb alone, with no subject at all 
expressed, makes do, &6iEtIv EOtK?V (Ar. Vesp. 994, see MacDowell ad loc.); 6OKci 
6' 4toiy' . . . itv (Dem. 2.20); irpoi6v 6' ?TI oaptEGTEpov 66iE{t (P1. Phlb. 20C: 
"The regular formula is co6r6 6iEEt . .. But 6iEtEI and 68qacTEi are used also 
without a)rT." Bury ad loc.). 

6fkov cO U aTr& ntpoKakEiTCtt capaoKr)dEitv is an elegant elaboration of this 

idiom; in balder prose it would have been arT& i 6qooi aog 6bi apatKEUda1Etv. Bonitz 
seems at one time to have understood this, for, although the commentators appear 
not to have noticed, he ignores his own conjecture aTr6 elsewhere in the Index 
Aristotelicus (p. 639a25-27, s.v. TrpoKakXeicOal): "'monere, hortari ut', caTu (Tr& tpd- 
yUTra) RcpoKaEirTa rrtapacGKEudcEtv Evta TCOV oUCOuITIrov rFl 12.1331a22." (The 
explanation in LSJ s.v. irpoKakiotoat 1.3: " . . . sc. rT tpdyyaTa. . .." presumably 
goes back directly to Bonitz.) Two objections will perhaps be raised to this inter- 
pretation. First, in such expressions the singular aXuT6 appears to have been usual 
(this may have influenced Bonitz to conjecture a6TO, although he does not say so 
in so many words); second, if a noun is expressed or understood, it is normally 
p70ov, which is not quite suitable here. Neither objection is valid. One need only 

adduce a few passages from the "best" authors: Tapya Kcai Ta TurrpaypEv' auTa 

6qrXdOGt (Dem. 19.167); cO aUTa Tr TpdypcaTa E6f6WKKEc (Aeschin. 3.141); 6c aXTo 
T6 rppayta E56Et4v (id. 2.13; contrast id. 3.62 cO aUTo B654ES TO Ep70ov). Another 

variation on this pattern can be seen at P1. Cri. 44D: cOTr 6i8 6jka Ta rap6vrTa vuvi 

OTt otoi T' giOiv oi irokkoi KT. (6qk?oi pro 56ika Cornarius; see Burnet ad loc.); cO 

a6Tr 6rkoil (Prot. 329B). The note of the Adamses ad loc. seems to have gone quite 
unnoticed: "6O aXTa 6rf?oi. The MSS read auTad, which most recent editors change 
to aurTo with Stephanus, regarding the idiom as analogous to that in 324A auTo CTE 
bi6i ... . . aoTa& 6brXoi is simply 'as things themselves', i.e., 'as facts shew': the 

reference is to the speech which Protagoras has just delivered. Compare Arist. Pol. 
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IV 12.1331a21 6qkov tg aTia ErpoKaXimTal KTX. and (with Heindorf) Xen. Cyr. VI 
1.7 oUK olbta ?iv Eyco7y, ' 1 T 6&i X6yov, OTIou a6ita Ta Epya 6EiKVUGI TO KpaToTOV." 

This is basically correct, although the Adamses are wrong to regard such expres- 
sions as a)To6 6t6deit and aiXTo6 6TXoi as distinct usages. 

Finally, nrpoKakctial itself is but an elevated substitute for the verb poav, which 
is more common in such contexts: TO6 cpayita (pav?p6v oCYTIV' ac6T yap [poa (Ar. 
Vesp. 921); T& iErpayystv' auaT& pBo (Dem. 19.81; note the plural subject); (paiveaot 
6i Kaci auzTa r oczoteila ... 3o. . v (Arist. Metaph. 1091a9-10). So far therefore 
from being corrupt, 6ikov (be auTa& tpoKaXeiTra is as good an example as any of 
the Attic elegance of which Aristotle is capable. Even the introductory phrase 
6fIov () may have been deliberately chosen: the more common 6fXov o6z, coming 
before a6zd, would have produced hiatus, which Aristotle often avoids in his more 
carefully composed passages.30 

11) Eth. Nic. 1097b8-13: 

TO 6' 0aUTcpKC? X7yo0eV OUK CtUT(O PlLOV, TO) O)V't 3iov IOV(OTrlV, aktk Kai yov?euo KcXi 

TCKVOIt KaCi 7UVCttK Kti Kdt Ucg TO1 (piXotI Kai KToXiTaCt, rtiEt6i (pucYet JToXiTIKOV 6 avOpc0- 

7cog. TOUT6cV ?e XqlriTcog OpoS TIt' E7?KTeiVOVTI yap Eni TOU; yovETi Kai TOiT) airoy6voug 
Kai TOv (piXo0v TOiS (pikougS ei aTrctpov mp6Ocrtv. 

b12 yovei : yovEic (TC)v yoveov) Rassow : rpoyovous H. Rackham 

Burnet observes at b12, "Er7i Tzos yovi9S. This is not consistent with 10, even if 
yovicq can stand for rIpoyovous. Rassow's yovoil TCOV yoveov (Forsch. p. 111) is a 
highly probable conjecture." Unless I am misunderstanding his note, Burnet is put- 
ting too fine a point on it when he asserts that yovCit in the sense of nip6yovoI 
would be inconsistent with b9-10. If the text is sound, the sense is as Ross trans- 
lates: "But some limit must be set to this; for if we extend our requirement to 
ancestors and descendants and friends' friends we are in for an infinite series." 
Note that TOV (pic0ov TOi6 (pikouV in b13 is not support for such an expression as 
zo6S yoviqg TOiv yoveov. The former phrase is "horizontal" in time, and had to be 
used (for want of any other means of expressing the thought); the latter phrase, by 
contrast, is "vertical" in time and expresses a somewhat different type of relation- 
ship. The parallelism is illusory. Note also that yuvaclKi and nroXirtat in blO are 
not taken up in b12; neither admits of such extension. In sum, Aristotle in b12-13 
takes into account as much as possible all the entities mentioned in b9-10. The 
question is whether he expanded upon yovrIot Kai TEKvo0t by introducing 
specifically "grandparents and grandchildren" (as, for example, Rassow, Burnet, 
Thomson, and Tredennick take it) or rather by a more extended allusion to "ances- 
tors and descendants." The latter is surely to be preferred. Tzog drtoy6vouv in b12 is 

30. Approximately three out of every four instances of 6lkov co5 in Aristotle occur before a word 
beginning with a vowel (ca. 77 out of 103 occurrences). There are about 450 examples of 6fXov ort; of 
these less than half (ca. 192 cases) occur before vowels and even in this group more than fifty percent 
occur before o6, o6K, o6lbv vel sim. There is an obvious tendency to avoid hiatus. This pattern, inciden- 
tally, does not favor Ross's conjecture traia. Had Aristotle used that word, he would more probably have 
simply written oTt rauTa (6fXov oTt being commoner than 6kXov Co5). 
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clear proof of this, and Eig c reitpov Trp6cttv in b13 argues for the terms of wider 
extension.31 

If this analysis is correct, the only stumbling block is yoveic in b12. Can it be 
used in the sense of "ancestors" or must it be emended? Some scholars, as we 
have seen, have decided the latter. Rackham actually suggested replacing yovei; by 
tpoy6vous, although he stopped short of printing in his text this Gordian solution. 
That yovCit may mean "ancestors" is recognized by LSJ, who cite Hdt. 1.91, Is. 8.32, 
and Arist. GA 722a8. Bonitz adds HA 586al. However, in all these passages the 
word is further modified, so that its meaning is not in doubt, for example, tItzrtTOt 
yovE;6, oi davOO;v yovei;.32 At Eth. Nic. 1097b12 yovciq seems to have no such 

qualifying modifier and occurs but two lines after the same word has been used in 
its ordinary sense of "parents." It is understandable that some have found this 
excessive.33 

Another passage from this same book of the Ethics, 1 100a26-30 (missing both 
from LSJ and from Bonitz), is strong evidence that yovEgi is sound here: 

6f]ov 6' OTI Kcai Troit; TooTrflact T1p6 ro0TU yoVei; TarroavTOrc t( Xctv a(XDo0Uo VCXETaI. 
&CTORtOV 61] yiyvot' av, ei ouC4eTUFp3adXotot Kta6 r TEOvc; Kai yiyvotro Orl Thv e066aiptov 

ntdXkv 6' aiXto-' aiTonov yi Kai TO p6 rqv piS6' :ri Trva Xp6vov ouvtKveio0at lra TOWv 

K7y6vWov Toi; yovecatv. 

The antecedent of actroiD in 27 is rTOUg cK7OVOUt (a24). Ross: "... and clearly too 
the degrees of relationship between them and their ancestors may vary indefi- 
nitely ... it would also be odd if the fortunes of the descendants did not for some 
time have some effect on the happiness of their ancestors." This passage not only 
provides two examples of yov7i; = np67ovoi (a26, 30), but clearly favors the view 
that Aristotle in the earlier passage was not thinking of the narrower pair "grand- 
parents - grandchildren" (a26-27 TOit d&Too:luaOcl np6t TroU; yov:ci; nTavro6caTcrot 

EX?tv). 
The imaginary difficulties raised here are as good an illustration as any of the 

advantages that a native speaker enjoys. We are troubled by the seemingly abrupt 
use of yovwi; in two distinct senses in such quick succession; an ancient Greek 
would have taken the transition in stride and, in particular, Aristotle's own pro- 
clivity for using the same word twice in close proximity but with different mean- 
ings is well known. In reality the shift of meaning is not abrupt at all, but clearly 
demarcated by the adjacent language. In b12 yovUi; is explicitly contrasted with 
dr67yovot and that alone would show that "parents" is not its meaning; the opposite 
of yOVEiq in that sense is ztKva, as in b9-10 above. Moreover, the preceding words 

31. Beware of appealing to Aspasius' commentary in support of TOUC YOVEiq (rT&v yovc0v). His re- 
marks ad loc. are expansive; he fills out Aristotle's language to give the following contrasting pairs: 
yovcosv yoviqt Kai ol Orti T6O av 7TardvxT - TgKVa TEKVV Kcai 6Xc0s oi EKyovot. That is a general "an- 

cestors/descendants" scheme. Compare Aristotle himself at Eth. Nic. 1100a20-21 Kai TrKVCov Kai 6kXsc 

oryo?6vcv. Various expressions for "descendants" are found in the literature, for example II. 20.308: Kai 
Trai6ov 7maTi?, Toi K?v pTr6thCOE y7vOvTaIt; Tyrt. 12.29-30W: rati6.; .. .Kai rtai6)v rtm6i Kcai y7voc 
i^onioCo; Solon 13.32W: i atacT?; rOUTcwV 1 y7voq oriomo0o; Eur. HF 8: nrai&ov ntatio, 796: T;KVWV TcKVOtq. 

32. Compare R. Renehan, "Aristotle as Lyric Poet: The Hermias Poem," GRBS 23 (1982): 261. 
33. It is curious that no one has conjectured what Aristotelian usage clearly points to, were any change 

necessary, namely TOU; (dvo)9E;v yovei,. See GA 722a7-8; HA 586al. 

242 



NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

announce unambiguously the introduction of additional entities over and above 
those mentioned in b9-10: "One must set a limit (6poS). For if one extends to ..." 
JtccKTcIvovTI states explicitly that it is a question of going beyond parents and 

children to more distant relatives. The force of the double preverb mIcEK- is pro- 
nounced; the English verb "extend" captures the real flavor of the Greek word very 
imperfectly. This the native speaker could hear for himself without need of exe- 

getical commentary. 
All this is well and good, but, one may object, why did not Aristotle simply write 

urpoy6vouq instead of yovsi1 in b12? p6Oyovoi, not yovsiq, seems the natural coun- 

terpart to rt6oyovot. With this question we come to the heart of the matter. Aristotle 
wrote yovsiS because it was le mot juste for his argument. The lexica and the 
commentators tell us that yovsic, in its transferred sense, is a synonym of tp6Oyovot 
and, for convenience, hitherto I have been writing as if that were true. In fact, they 
are not synonyms. rtp6yovoi, literally "those born before," can be used in the most 

general way and often connotes ancestors of a people or nation collectively rather 
than of particular families. yoviqS, when used of ancestors, can only mean direct, 
lineal ancestors-parents, grandparents, great-grandparents and so forth. Aristo- 
tle's argument in our passage requires that he mention such direct, lineal ancestors 
and no others, hence his choice of yovsiq rather than the more general term 
rp6yovot.34 He knew exactly what he was doing-and in so doing he was writing 
correct classical Greek, not some idiosyncratic or solecistic version thereof. 

For my assertion that yovsi1 always means ancestors in a direct line of ascen- 
dency I can refer to no modern authority. I confine myself therefore to a higher au- 
thority, the texts themselves. That such is the meaning in Herodotus, where the sins 
of the fathers are visited upon Croesus, is clear: T1V Trzrpjt.tvnv goipav dt6UvaTd 
yo'rt fTo(pu7yiv Kai 0Fco. Kpoioo 6t 5 7Tr p7TOU yovu0oc &apapPdSa l ktXrU KT?I. 

(1.91). Isaeus is explicit: yoviq . . . ifl [tlTrflip KtXi MaTlt p Kai iraCiroq Kaf Tf011r 
Kai To6T(OV unrTlnp Kai cTarflp, ?&v ert CotGIV (8.32). Note the qualification, "if they 
are still alive." Isaeus is discussing the law that required one to support one's 
yovicq. It would be so exceptional for great-great-grandparents to be still living, 
that he need not mention them. In other words, Isaeus restricts yovi;q here to three 
generations only from practical considerations; there is no such limitation of mean- 
ing inherent in the word, as other passages prove. Most significant of all is a 
passage from the Aristotelian corpus where, in a "parents and more distant ances- 
tors" collocation, a different word is used for parents in order to save yovsiq for the 
most distant lineal ancestors: SotK:Tcq . . . y?vvioccastv f Troiq &vc00v 
yovioitv.35 Here two other collocations are avoided, (1) Toi; yovs5oiv i1 TOoi 
&iv0oFv yovtoiv, because this would have been intolerably awkward, and (2) Toiq 

34. That 7tp6yovot also includes ancestors in a direct familial line is of course true; my point is merely 
that, unlike yoveiq, it is not restricted to such, and hence would have been a less precise word here, as 
Aristotle appears to have felt instinctively. In fact, had he wished, he could have written TOUq npoy6vouq, 
as GA 769a4-5 shows. 

35. HA 586al. This passage is from Book 8 (9) of the HA, the genuineness of which some scholars have 
questioned, in whole or in part. See During, Aristoteles, p. 506 and F Solmsen, "The Fishes of Lesbos and 
their Alleged Significance for the Development of Aristotle," Hermes 106 (1978): 469-70 with n. 8 for fur- 
ther references. Whether Aristotle or some Peripatetic wrote these words makes little difference; I am illus- 
trating Greek usage, not some special vocabulary of Aristotle's. 
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yEvviicjaltv fi Toit yovEaItv, because this would have been intolerably unclear.36 
As parallels for yoveig used of ancestors compare the plurals maT?p?eg and pinTrpSpc. 
The former (= "forefathers") is not uncommon; for the latter see Hdt. 1.173.5: 
KaTrao 4t EOuTbOV u rvlTp60ev Kai Tfq pIrLTp6t dtvav0cL Tat Tai trtT?:pacq. 

That Aristotle writes TOU; dnoy6vouS in b12, so far from being an argument 
against yovEiS (i.e., by seeming to expect its usual opposite, ToiV5 ripoy6voix), is in 
fact in perfect accord with it. np6yovot, "those born before," as we have seen, need 
not imply a family connection; by contrast, d6oyovot, "those born or descended 
from," explicitly connotes descent (Tniyovot and piTuayEvci; are the more precise 
analogues to rp6yovot). "Sometimes da6 denotes remote, and iK immediate des- 
cent," LSJ s.v. dc6 III.l.a, who cite TOU5 Civ dmo6 0?cJv, TOU; 6' ?; aU6TrV Tov 
O0eCv y?yov6oTa (Isoc. 12.81); /pEiJt vopi/op?Lv Hnporiv elva ain' ou fI)i7 t yy76- 
vap?v (Hdt. 7.150.2; Xerxes is the speaker). Here Aristotle has in mind primarily 
lineal descendants after the first generation and dn6oyovot serves his purpose very 
well. So too Herodotus in the famous story of Glaucus son of Epicydes (6.86.6), 
points the moral thus: rFka6Kou vv oUrm TI dr6oyovov ?crTI o6?v. In other words, 
at 1097b12, ETti Tro6; yovsit Kai rTO; dnoy6vouS, the choice of the word dr6oyovo 
(= "descendants"), placed in collocation with yovcic, helps to define the specific 
meaning of this latter word here. 

To return to the general sense of the passage for a moment. As noted above, 
some scholars take the reference in b12 to be explicitly to grandparents and grand- 
children only. This is why Rassow's conjecture yoveiW (-Tr)v yov&ov) has found 
some favor. Thus the Penguin translation of the Ethics by J. A. K. Thomson 
(revised by Hugh Tredennick in 1976) has ". . . if we extend the application to 

grandparents and grandchildren and friends of friends it will proceed to infinity." 
Let us be clear that, whether or not one accepts my defense and explanation of rtri 

TOU5 yovwit in b12, Aristotle here wrote not of "grandparents and grandchildren" 
but of "ancestors and descendants." (How can grandparents and grandchildren "pro- 
ceed to infinity"?) The Greek itself establishes this beyond doubt: dn6yovot does 
not mean "grandchild." uibo5; and vi6fl, Uitov5X6 and uicovr (these latter said to be 
less Attic) are the words for that. At a later period cKyovo0 and Eyyovoq sometimes 
mean "grandchildren," but not dr6oyovot.37 

12) Eth. Nic. 1160a14-25: 

atl (tsv oUv aXXal KOlVoVita KaoTta tpft TOtp (YUIt(pcpoVToq etpiCVTCa, oloV r7To-TflpEC !.tV 

TOo KaTr TOV ntroUv RrpOg 7pyatiav Xpcpi.T(0v 1i TI TO-OoTOV, Uo-rTpaTir)Tat 6s TOU KaCTa 

TOv t6iXspov, sieT XplpraTdov elIT VIKfql r Or6kXecs 6psyOe6[vot, 6ptoico &? Kai (puXratt 

Kai 6-rI6OTat. [Evitat 6 TOV KOIVOVItOV Wt' 65ovqv 6OKOUGIt yiyveoat, 0tolooTYCV Kat 

opavoTCov actrt tyap 0uoiaog 'veKa Kati uvouCiatg.] rtacltt 6' Jattat 6T6 T1rV TOXITIKtV 

oliKaoiv lvaCt o0 yap TOD nuapovToq ouC.tpcppovTO rr toXtITIKT ?0pis.Tat, &kX' ei airavTa 

TOV Piov * * OuCiatq TS tMOOUVtri KCoi etpi' TaUTaCg ouv66oou, Tltpd; (Te) d7rovp;ov0Te TOI; 

0Eoi;, Kai aOTOi; d&vaoTa6oet5; opi(ovTEq ps80' 6ovfl;. 

36. For this reason the presence of avwco0v in the collocation at HA 586al is not a decisive argument for 
inserting (<av0A9v) at Eth. Nic. 1097bl2, where there is no such collocation. Compare above, n. 33. 

37. Eyyovoy, which seems to have acquired a life of its own, is actually the same word as EKyovoq 
in origin. See on this Wilamowitz, Sappho und Simonides (Berlin, 1913), p. 92, n. 2; Wyse on Isaeus, Or. 
5.19; W. S. Barrett on Eur., Hipp. 447-50. 
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I have reproduced Bywater's text of this troublesome passage, which has exercised 
scholars. Bywater himself also suggested that a19-20, [vtat 6? ... mv.ouciac;, 
should perhaps be transposed to go after Piov in a23.38 Burnet writes, "It is clear 
that Bywater is right in holding that b23 Ouoia; Te? IotoivTE? K.T.X. is continuous 
with a19-20 ivtuxt & ... c. vootia;g. I think it safer, however, to assume an inter- 

polation than a dislocation, and b21 ntcaat . . . b23 piov is not wanted here." Accord- 

ingly he deletes these words. One more specimen of criticism must suffice: Richards 
states: "1160a14-25. In this difficult passage Muretus' transposition of sentences 
seems to me to deserve very serious consideration. He puts 6toiuo ... 6rt. . oat after 
ouvouoiac in 20, and then 'vtat &6 . . . 6rirat (in its new place) after TOv piov in 
23, thus making rotoivTrq etc. agree properly with (pu siTal Kai 6riq6uza."39 (Muretus 
thus appears to have partially anticipated Bywater's transposition.) A completely 
satisfactory solution is probably not attainable. One thing seems certain to me. 
Those who, like Fritzsche, Grant, and Burnet, explain the participles in a23-25 (not- 
oiTEq ... d. .ovspovrc ... ro.piLovT?;) as governed by a KOtv(tvoi implied in KOI- 

vovt)v (a19), are assuming a sense construction that is impossible here. There are 
numerous anacolutha in Aristotle's writings. If we analyze them carefully and strive 
to hear them as an ancient Greek would, almost invariably the reason for the ana- 
coluthon becomes apparent and it can be seen that Aristotle is actually expressing 
himself quite naturally. aliud est Graece, aliud grammatice loqui. For this extremely 
abrupt shift no such explanation is forthcoming, and no true parallel from Aristotle 
has been adduced. It follows that either some transposition or the positing of a 
lacuna after Ipiov in a23 seems unavoidable. 

I have but one slight contribution to make. The following sentence occurs in 
Isaeus: d&6Koi)lat yatp DTh6 TCOV 6$1tOTrOV, O'Lg TIpstopav Ptv dXooTepoI)VTa; oD 

pai6ov, &daR;z c90at 6? dr&6l?g [Sylburg: f&xox MSS], ps0' Xv vdvyKTi tKait auv- 
ouciag KOtlv&g TotEicsTat (frag. 4 Thalheim = Dion. Hal. Isoc. 10). One manuscript 
has an erasure of two or three letters after &vd7yKl Kai and, whatever that may 
mean, something does appear to be missing. Sauppe conjectured avdyKTl Kai 
(06stv Kai) ouvouoia; KOtlv&gq oi?ioalt, which Thalheim printed; Radermacher 
filled the lacuna with (cGuv06Etv Kai). I proposed .u0' Jov avdy7KI (Kai Ouoiag) Kai 

ouvounoiac Kolvc&; 7oto?loat, comparing Isoc. 4.43 ... (xtKcq K:ai OCvoiaq Kolv&g 
7iorlcyapuvoug and 19.10... o.0Te O9Uoiav OVTE 0OEcpiav OUT a`kkiqv ?opTPV o0- 
6&Piav Xcpig dXXkkXcv i7yo0mv.40 Since theta and omicron are often confused in 
uncials, accidental omission of Kcai Ouoiag before Kai ouvoUoiag would have been 

easy. The collocation 0uiciag 'FvcKa Kai cyuvouc)iag in a20 is a good parallel for 
my proposed supplement in Isaeus; compare also Ouicsiag Tc? rOIOUVTEg; Kaci Trpi 
TaTaUT uv66bovq in a23-24. 

What is of interest for the Aristotle passage is that Isaeus specifically associates 
OucTiat Kai cauvouoiat with 6rlpoTal (and this is equally true, if one prefers a verbal 
supplement there, 06?tv or cuv069?v). There is the same association in the Ethics 
passage, al 8 6ooicOq 6 Kai (puTraT Kaci 6rio6raT-especially so if one transposes 
those words along the lines, say, of Muretus. Indeed it is perhaps not excessive 

38. I. Bywater, "Aristotelia. III," JPh 17 (1888): 69-71. 
39. H. Richards, Aristotelica (London, 1915), 33-34. 
40. R. Renehan, "Isocrates and Isacus: Lesefriichte," CP 75 (1980): 252-53. 
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to adduce the Isaeus fragment as some slight support for the transposition. On 
the other hand, a procedure such as Bywater's, which deletes a19-20 as an in- 

terpolation, thereby taking along with it the words Ouoiat; 'VEKU Kai ouvoucioU;, 
would remove the reference and that is scarcely an improvement. Ouoiac... 
ouv66ou; in a23-24 may compensate somewhat for this, but so long as the possi- 
bility of a lacuna after Piov in a23 has not been excluded, doubts about this must 
remain. 

The evidence is somewhat less positive than one would wish, as is so often the 
case in philology. One does what one can. 

ROBERT RENEHAN 

University of California, 
Santa Barbara 
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