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:
ob mavta 8% Opatd iv goti doTiv, GAAE puoévov EkdoTov 1O oikeiov ypdupa: Evia yap
&v pEv 1@ QOTL 0dY, 6pdtor, v 8t 1@ okdTeL motEl aichnoty, olov T& MUPOIN PoLVOpEVOL
Kol Adpmovta (Gvovopa 8 E0Ti TodTa EVi OvOpaTL), olov PiKNG, Képag, Kepohal iyBdwv
Kol Aemideg xat 6@Baipol.
Aristotle has already alluded to the phenomenon here in question, at 418a26-28,
opatov & £0Tt YpdUA TE Kal O AOY® pev Eotwv eimelv, Gvdvupov & Tuyydvel 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 pikng and keparat iyB0wv kai Aemideg kai d@Baipoi are examples
of luminescence, képoag is not. In spite of this, képag 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
kpéag for képag. Exactly a century later Jannone and Barbotin in the Budé edi-
tion printed képag without comment. In his 1922 commentary to the De Genera-
tione et Corruptione, H. H. Joachim quotes our passage with xépac, 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 képag. Similarly, in 1986 Hugh
Lawson-Tancred has “horn” in his English translation. Exceptionally, while printing
xépag in his 1956 OCT text, W. D. Ross remarked in the apparatus, “kpéog TP
(aliqui codices), an recte?” In his larger 1961 edition and commentary, he printed
xpéag with the observation, “Some MSS in Themistius have kpéag, and xpéog 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 xpéag, but the plural képatd tivev {Gov, along with the variant kpéa 1. {.)
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 Il 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.! 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.”

The manuscript reading képag is easily explained. Many a scribe or scholar knew
nothing of luminescent flesh; the reference was unintelligible. By contrast, xépoc,
for more reasons than one, seemed to be appropriate. Aristotle is talking about things
that shine (a4 Adprovta) in the dark. Lamps do so, in a sense, and lamps made of
horn were common. ot kepdtivot Abyvor Adumovstv év 1@ okdrel 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,
7 Owig, sight. For 6 kepatoeidnig (sc. yitdv) was a very common term for the cornea
of the eye, kepatoedng . . . 8id 10 Adpmelv 10 mapokeipevov Oypdv Eviobev d¢
314 képatog.? In such circumstances the corruption of kpéag to képac, involving
no more than the simple metathesis of the letters p and ¢, was all but inevitable.

What of the testimony of the Themistius manuscripts, which fluctuate between
képata and kpéa? Is kpéa a genuine trace of the original reading kpéag, 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 kpéag or
képag, 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 kptog, 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:

Kopdia pEv odv Kai fmap mdotv Gvaykaia toig {@oig, N pEV did THv Tiig BeppdTnTOg
GpYNV . . . O & frop tiic mEwewg yAplyv. mavto 8t Seitar Té Evarpo dvoiv TtovToLv,
Siémep Exel mavia té Evaupa dVo T@ oTAGYYVe ToDTO pévov' 6ca & Gvamvel, Kai TAev-
pova tpitov.

a29 povov om. P, probantibus Peck et Diiring

Diiring ad loc.: “Peck cancelled povov 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 (udkng) 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 kepatoeidrig fre-
quently occur in the medical writers.
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on kapdia kol fmap micwv avaykaia toig {oig. In Eyet is involved the sense
gyet 2€ Gvdykng.” On the contrary, pévov, placed emphatically at the end of the
sentence, is certainly genuine. (Picture the sentence without pévov 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 pévov is
significant and deliberate. Note that Aristotle did not write, for example, &omep
ndvta t& Evoipa pdvov Exet [or £xer pévov] dVo 14 onAidyyva tadta, 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 dei
(vel sim.) has fallen out, perhaps before or after £yg1. Presumably the omission of
povov in P, a manuscript long known to contain Byzantine conjectures, was delib-
erate: someone did not understand the force of the word.

Diiring is wrong to say that povov “is impossible with regard to the subsequent
tpitov.” The sense is: All Evaipa {@a qua Evarpa must have only heart and liver; in
addition, those &voupa {@o that breathe must also have a third organ, the lungs.
Aristotle taught that there were £voipa {@o that did not breathe, which conse-
quently did not need lungs, namely, the fishes.* For him the lungs were an organ of
narrower extension than heart and liver; some animals could do without them.
povov makes explicit the relative ranking of these three organs.

As for the phraseology, it is quite Aristotelian. With dionep . . . Tabta pdvov
compare 675a4-5: ... 06 kahodpevog okapog, 0g 81 kal dokel pnpukaletv eOAOYOG
S tadta pdévog. Aristotle in fact characteristically places forms of povog at the
end of a clause or sentence: t®v & GAhov 008Ev omhayyvev [sc. apart from the
heart] avaykaiov &ott toic {Poic, 10 & Hmap pdvov: didmep kai TolTo cupPaivel
nept avto poévov (PA 677b5-7). A particularly clear example of this idiomatic
usage of pévov may be seen at PA 688b20-21: 6 3t peta&d t6mog 1@V Eunpocdev
okeMdv kal tdv dmiobev £yel pijkog povov, where the sense is that this bodily
region alone, 0 peta&d tomog, possesses the requisite length, not that “length”
(pfixog) is the only attribute that it possesses.

3) GA 770a18-20:

Goov 8 ovveyeig kol pf dieipyer pndév, &k todtwv oi veortol yiyvovion Tepat®delg,
odpa pEV Kol KEQOATV piav £xovies, okEAN 8 Téttapa Kol mrépuyag KTA.

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 cdpa pev (Ev) kai kepoAnv piav xtA. The haplography assumed is
of the easiest sort. Compare Michael’s commentary, p. 187.23-26 Hayduck: . . .
yivovtar ol tepatddelg veottol piav piv Exovieg kKe@aAfv kol Ev odpa . . . Stav
yap yévnrar v [Pov pilav Exov kepaifv kol Ev odpa, téttopa 88 okéAn kTA. 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. 411al.
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fullness of expression elsewhere: piav yap dndkpioiv dnd wdg Gvaykaiov yiy-
veabar ovvovoiag kal wdg dakpiceng (GA 723b13-14); ei 68 ovpfaiver & Evog
onéppatog mAsio yiyveobau kal pidc cuvovoiag kT, (GA 769b36-770al).

4) GA 775a16-18:

E00 pev odv Swakpiveton S thv wuypdtnta Bpadéec (§ yap Sidkplolg méyic o,
néttel 8 N BeppdTng, ebmentov 8t 1O BeppdtEpOV) KTA.

Read ... n yap duakpiog néyig (tig) éott. . .. To say that dwakpiog is a méyig
without qualification is unusual; the two processes can even be contrasted: tovtov
8 aitiov 10 mepiéyov Kai moAld T®V €lG1OvVTOV, olov EViov 1| TPOEY® METTOPEVIC
pev yap kabevdovotv, dakpivopévng & Eysipoviar kal Kivovoiv Eavtodg (Ph.
259b11-13). Note also PA 672a20 where the same two verbs are distinguished:
Sakpivovot kol méttovot thv Oypotnta. On the other hand to describe didkpioig
as “a kind of concoction,” néyig tig, is unobjectionable sense; the addition of tig
makes all the difference. It is also good Aristotelian usage. From the De Genera-
tione Animalium alone compare the following examples: dnewyia yap T Kol 1
potvoic éotv (776a7-8); conpdtng yap Kol méyig évavtiov, 16 8¢ mbov con-
potng tig éotv (777all); Blog yap Tig kai mvedpotdg £0TL Kol yéveolg Kol ¢Bioig
(778a2-3); dcbiveia 8 tig 1 yravkotng (779b12); 1 te yap mordTNg GoBiverd
tig goTt TOL Vypod 100 &v T@ EyKepalw koi ameyia (780b6-7); 1) d& PBapvng
vnepoyn Tig (787a2). In our passage a tig placed after néyig and before éott was
at obvious risk of accidental omission.

5) MA 699al4-17:

gite yop odTd Kivovpevov Kivel adTov, Gvaykn TivOg GKivritou Oryydvov Kivelv, Kol
TobTo UNdEv elvar péplov Tod Kivobvtog €1t €00 dxivnTov EoTt TO Kvobv, Opoing
00tV £cec0aL TOD KLVOUUEVOL HOPLOV.

17. £cecBon : €otar versio Leonici : ci. Jaeger quem Forster et Farquharson (ut vid.)
secuti sunt

Nussbaum prints écecbor in al7: “Jaeger and Forster emend to €ota, 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 écecbat, two difficulties immediately confront us, as Jaeger doubt-
less realized. The infinitive can only be governed by dvdykn understood from al4,
and so the translators take it: “Il faut également qu’il ne fasse pas partie de ce qui est
md,” Louis; “It must, equally, be no part of what is moved,” Nussbaum. First
difficulty: Why a future infinitive with évéykn? Compare Goodwin, GMT? §112-13.
That irregular tense is unmotivated here. Second difficulty: Why o08év and not
undév, 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, al4—15: dvdykn ... to0to undv eivar péplov 100 KLVODVTOG.
Compare also MA 698b18-20: avéykn 8t todto £repov elvar Tod Kivoupévou . . .
Kol poprov pndev eivar tod Kivoupévou 1 oltwg Gkivnrov. For £oton (common)
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see, for example, 698b17. Make the necessary correction to the indicative €otan and
everything falls into place. It does not matter whether Leonicus translated freely,
saw £otat in a manuscript, or consciously corrected a corrupt £ésgcfon—it is corrupt.

g¢otar and £ogobar (along with many other words ending in -ctol ~ -cBat) are
frequently confused in the manuscripts. In the case of these two forms haplography
or dittography of ¢o was often a contributing factor. I give one illustration that at
first glance may seem to offer support for €cecbat in MA 699al7, namely, GA
766a30-b4:

€l obv 1O pkv dppev Gpyn Tig Kai aitiov—EoTt & dppev T Svvatal T, Bflv 8 §
&duvatei—rtiic 8& duvdpsng 8pog kol Tig Gduvvapiag TO mEmTIKOV Elvon i pN mEmTIKOV
tfig DoTdTNG TPORTig, O Ev pEV Tolg Evaipolg alpa kodeitar &v 8t Toig dAlog TO dva-
Loyov, tovtov 8t 1O aitiov v TR Gpyfj kol 1@ popie TG Exovii THV THG QULOIKTG
BeppdTnTog Gpynv, Gvaykaiov dpa &v toig évaipolg ovvictacHar kopdiov kai §j dppev
goecBal A BFAv 1O yyvouevov, év 8t toig GALolg Yéveotv oig bmdpyst TO BfjAL Kai 1O
dppev 1O T Kapdig dvdroyov. 1 pEv odv dpyn Tod OMAeoc kai Tod dppevog Kai 7
aitio abTn kol &v TovTE EoTiv.

bl £cecba : Eotar 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 (16 dvdioyov). In a36-bl
we seem to have the sequence dvaykoaiov ... ocvviotacOBat . . . kol . . . EogcBat, 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 GMT ? as cited above, p. 226), but they
are rare. (I know of none elsewhere after dvaykn or dvaykaiov.) They are em-
ployed, irregularly, to achieve a particular emphasis. Such is not the case here,
where givar would have been normal and entirely satisfactory. One cannot avoid
the strong suspicion that the solecistic £oeoBat here is nothing but a corruption
due to the influence of the preceding cuvictacBar. On the other hand, the variant
reading éoton could hardly be “governed” by évaykaiov, 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: dvaykaiov &pa &v
101¢ &vaipolg cvvictacBor kapdiav, £v 8t 10ig dArolg yéveotv 10 tf kapdig Gvd-
Aoyov (a36-b3). The only infinitive governed by dvaykaiov is cuvictacBal, once
expressed and once understood. €otat is sound; it occurs in an independent paren-
thetic clause. Merely repunctuate and everything falls into place, thus:

dvaykaiov dpa &v toig &vaipog ovvictaclar kapdiav—xal fi dppev Eotar fi BAHIL 1O
ytyvépevov—-év 8k 10l dALoig Yéveowv olg dDmdpyet TO BfAL Kkal TO dppev TO Tf Kapdig
dvaloyov.
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The future indicative is particularly apt with t& yiyvopevov 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:

Kol To0T0 ¥ dpbdG Aéyovotv ot Aéyovteg 0TI KUKA® @epopévNg TG opaipag 008’ 6Tiodv
HEVEL POPLOV . . . GAA’ OtL TOUG mOAoug ofovrai Tiva dVvapy Exetv, obdEv Eyovrag
péyeBog GAL’ dvtag Eoyata kol oTiypdc, ob KaAdg. mpOc yap T undepiav ovoiav eivat
TV To0TEV PNndevog, Kol KiveioBal thv plav kivnowv Ond dvoiv adVvatov: tolg 8
nérovg dvo molovoLY.

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-
totle?, 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 Diiring, 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.?
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 néhot 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 g @asi and Eth. Nic.
1109a34 xatd 1oV Sevtepov, paci, mhobv as plural verbs in parenthetical allusions specifically to Plato is
unfortunate. gaci and dg @aci with unexpressed subject are generic expressions; this is particularly clear
in Eth. Nic., loc. cit., where gaoi serves merely to modify the familiar proverb 6 devtepog nhobg. For these
usages see HSCP 75 (1971): 88, 104-5 and SGT, 146. Even the singular ¢noi can be used with generic force
equivalent to gaci; 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 (Aéyovot . . . xai ot montai 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 P1. Ti. 40
B8--C'' {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 twvéc. In the Metaphysics, it is hardly too much to
say, a view ascribed to ttvég regularly means an Academic theory.” For some instances of tivég referring to
Plato and/or the Academy see Cael. 278al6-17, eite yop Eotv £idn, kabdnep gaci tveg; Gen. Corr.
337b8, 8 tveg aropobotv (compare P. Shorey in CP 17 [1922]: 352 and Solmsen, p. 384, n. 18); Sens.
443b18, Gonep Tvég pactv (see Ross ad loc.); Newman at Pol. 1327b38. Diiring, Aristoteles, p. 259, n. 87
observes, “Es ist amiisant zu beobachten, dass [Aristoteles] von Xenokrates oft tig, @hrog tig oder 6 3¢
sagt, von Speusipp aber stets ot 3, Tvc.” Aristotle’s employment of tivég 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 gaoi tiveg of others see De An. 416b35: Sens.
446b18.
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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 éx tfig Kwnoewg tod mokov. So also in Critias, frag. 18.5: tov AtAdvteiov
tpobol morov. Compare the £ to Ar. Av. 179: noélov yap ot maraiol ody G ot
vedTEpPOL ONPETOV TL Kol méEpag G&ovog, ALY TO mepiéyov dnav. The sense attrib-
uted here to the “vedtepor” is exactly that of Aristotle: népag = £oyatov, onueiov =
otyun.b

Before proceeding, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of Aristotle’s statement
in a23-24: xweicbou v piav kiviowy dnd dvoiv d&dVvatov. 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. 259a18, 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 tiv
piav kivnowv 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 I1.10, 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 (pio xivnoic) and a sim-
ple motion (4mAf| kivnoig) 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—anAfjv, not piav.
He knew the difference; see Cael. 296b30-31: pia yop gopét Tod £vog Kai GmAf Tob
amhod, and especially Metaph. 1072a32-34: §ot1 8t 10 Ev kai 1O GmAODV ob 1O
adT6" TO pEV yap &v péTpov ompaivel, T 8¢ Amhobv mhc Exov avtéd. 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 kwveicbor THv piav kivnow Onod dvoiv GdVvatov
(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 Trjv proves. The sense demanded by this un-
exceptionable Greek is: “In addition to the other objection (npdg ¢ pndepiav
oboiav KTA.) it is also impossible for the one motion in question [sc. kbxAe eepo-
pnévng tfic opaipag, al8, 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 kweioBot piav kivnow Hrd Svoiv addvatov. Such is the

6. For onueiov and otiypn see Ross at De An. 427a20.
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difference that the presence or absence of an article can make.” Once it is perceived
that v piov kivnow 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, Tovg d¢ moiovg dvo morodov, further confirms this.

The significance of this latter sentence has not been appreciated. Aristotle pro-
ceeds thus: “Those who think that the poles possess dOvauig 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, ot ndrot, are
always two. There was never any question of three or more poles. This argument
therefore seems complete at . .. bno dvoiv G8vvatov (a23-24). What we expect is
no following sentence at all, or else, for example, ot 8¢ ndrot Vo, a correct, if
unnecessary, addition. Michael Ephesius paraphrases ot 8t mélot oy eig, GAA
dvo. This is better, but ignores the crucial verb, notobowv. (Compare p. 231 below.)
Consider two passages. First, [Arist.] Mund. 391b19-392al:

to0 8t oUumavtog olpavod Te Kai KOOUOU O@QOPOEldoDg OVTOG KOl KLVOUREVOU . . .
Evdeheydg, S0 Gkivnta 2§ dvaykng oti onueia, Kataviikpd GAARAwv, kabdrep Tiig év
TOpVE KUKAOPOPOLHEVTG C@Paipag, GTEPER HEVOVTA Kal CUVEYOVTA THV opaipav, mept
6 mic Sykog kOKA® oTpégetalr KahoDviar 8t obTol méhor 8 Gv &l vorjcoupev éme-
Cevypévny edBeiav, Hv Tiveg GEova koAoboL, SIGpeTpog E0Tal TOD KOOHOUL, HEGOV pHEV
gyovoa TNV Yijv, Todg 8& Vo méhoug TEPaTA.

The similarities with our passage are obvious and the meaning of ot né)ot is clear.
Contrast with this passage Cael. 293b30-33: g€viot 8t kol Kewpévnyv €ml Tob Kév-
tpov gociv adtAv TAkecBur Kai KiveioBor mepi tOV 318 mavtdg Tetapévov morov,
donep v 1@ Twpaie yéypanta [= 40B]. The Timaeus passage is a famous crux, but
the meaning of nolog (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 dEov in the De
Mundo passage.

In older Greek ndlog had two fundamental meanings, first, the “vault of heaven”
in a general sense, as we find it used in Aesch. PV 429, odpdviov . . . mérov, of the
Atlas myth (compare the meaning “concave sun-dial,” so called from this nékog
being shaped like the vault of heaven, as LSJ] state®) and then, more specifically,
“axis of the celestial sphere” (LSJ), as in Timaeus 40B. The oldest use survived in

7. Compare Metaph. 1073a23-31: fj pkv yap dpyn kol 1o mpdTov @V dviwy dkivitov Kai Kab’ adtod
kai Katd oupPePnrdg, Kivodv 88 THv mpdTnv didov Kai piav kivnow: émel 8 tO KIVOUMEVOV GVAYKN
06 Tvog KiveioBar, Kai TO mp@TOV Kivobv dkivnrov elvar ka’ adté, kai THY didov kivnotv Omo
Gidiov KiveloBo kol THY piav O’ Evog, dpdpev 8t mapd THY ToD mMavtdg TAV GmAfiv @opdv, Hv Kivelv
QopEv THY TGNV ovoiav kal dxivnrov, dAkag popds oboag tag t@v mAaviitey didiovg kth. In a28 v
uiav the article is anaphoric and refers back specifically to the “primary, eternal, and single movement”
(thv mpdTnV Gidlov kai piav kivnowv) of a25; so also tv didov kivnowv 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, to mpdtov kivovv dxivnrov. The immediately following words (opdpev && mapa
v T0b mavtog THY Grifv @opdv, Hv Kivelv opkv TV mpédTny odoiav kth.) make this perfectly clear.
The unconscious transition from particular to general is natural in a modern language.

8. This meaning of nérog has been called into question by D. R. Dicks, Early Greek Astronomy to
Aristorle (Cornell, 1970), 165-66, who prefers to interpret mohog so used as merely another term for
yvépov, “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: xat’ aifépiov Beiov nérov. These uses
both normally occur in the singular. For the plural ot md)ot, in the more usual sense
“poles,” there seems to be no unambiguous evidence before Aristotle. In P1. Crat.
405C: . . . tnv Opod mOANOCLV Kol TEPL TOV 0VPavov, ovg 81 “nérovs” karoboiv, Kol
[tnv?] mept v év 1§ 37 appoviav, 1y 81 ocvppovia keieitor kTA., it is not
quite clear what he means by ndé)ot, or indeed whether the word refers to toAnowv
or to ovpavov. 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 Tobg 8& ndrovg dVo morobolv 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 méAiot 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: ... dte tiig pev yfig &yodong t& péca tod kdopov, TOb 8 mOAoL dvtog
GQa1poeldodg, ob 1O pEv Etepov Toaiplov . . . o 8t Etepov kth. To state that
someone believed in two poles was by no means superfluous when there were
still other beliefs involving the word nélog circulating. The upshot of this inquiry
is that the thinkers in question, whoever they were, were most probably contem-
poraries of Aristotle. ot tdhou tells us that.

In stressing, as I have, that tqv piav kivnow 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.” Had he referred
to the entire section, Ph. 259a6-20, it would have been even more apt. Guthrie
(HGP V1.244 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:
Emi 8¢ OV {dov ob pévov o oltwg dkivntov el Omdpyelv, GAAG Kol &v avtolg Toig
KLVOUREVOLG Kot TOmOV Ooa Kivel adtd abtd. Sel y&p adtod TO pEv Tpepeiv 10 8¢
KiveloBat, npdg O amepeldopevov 10 KIVOUpEVOV KLVHOETAL, 010V &V Tt KIvij TV popiov:
anepeideton yap Bdtepov dg mpdg pévov Bdtepov.
a8 avtol : avtdv, avtoig 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 @¢ &v tolg Quotkolg dédetktan (p. 108.5 Hayduck); the modern editor supplies the
reference—®6 p. 259al8.
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subject for &v adtoig kivovpévolg in a7 and the sentence is consequently ungram-
matical and dangling;'? (2) npoc @ in a9, as the Greek now reads, must refer back to
0 O xivelioBa, 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 mpog 0 dameperdopevov—11 Bdtepov fort. ex altera huius loci recensione orta,
cum ad 10 d¢ npepeiv nisi sensu referri nequeant; t& piv Kiveicba, 10 8
fipepeiv 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 npog © has no intelligible antecedent, expressed or implied, as the
text now stands.

Diiring attempted to set things right by a change of punctuation: “Kein Heraus-
geber hat bemerkt, dass 700a8-9 dei—kiveicbou eine Parenthese ist, und dass npog
o sich auf 1o dkivntov &v adtoic bezieht”!! Nussbaum,!? agreeing with Diiring
that dei—xiveicBon is a parenthesis, differed from him only insofar as she strongly
favored the variant adt@v (or even the other variant abtoic) over adtod in a8. She
prints the passage thus:

gni 8t @V {Pwv ob povov 10 oUteg dkivnrov Sel Omdpyetv, GAAG kol &v adtoig Toig
KLVOUHEVOLG Katd TOmov Goa Kivel adtd avtd (81 yap adt@dv to piv fpepeiv 10 8t
KiveioBat), mpdg O danepelddpevov TO Kilvovpevov Kivioetal, olov &v Tt Kwvfj t@dV
popiov: anepeidetar yap Bdtepov dg npodg pévov Batepov.

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: npog 6 refers back to (td axivnrov)
£v avToig Toig Kivoupévols kata tomov. 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 Diiring, Nussbaum explicitly supplies to dkivnrov to be under-
stood with év avtoig toig Kivovpévolg katd témov; 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 8¢1 yap clause between marks of paren-
thesis, thereby agreeing with Diiring; she translates *“ . . . there must be something

10. The only way to construe the Greek as it now stands would be to supply 1o obtwg dxivitov el
Ordpyetv with v abtolg toig Kivoupévolg, which would then be contrasted with ént tdv {dwv. The sense
rules this out absolutely. émi tdv {@wv is not contrasted with &v adtoig (they are identical), but with nept
8t tdv aydywv in all, whereas 10 oltwg dkivnrov is contrasted with the subject (accusative) of the
second clause.

11. 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
del 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 ¢i
vap 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 e yap.'? This results in two grammatically incomplete cola, one before the
del yap sentence (GAAd kai &v avtoig—oadta) and one after it (npdg O dneperdopevov
KTA.).

To put this differently. Everyone agrees that 8¢ bndpyeiv must be understood
and must go closely with npog 6 dnepetdopevov kth. (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 8¢1 yap, how
can one then leap over that 3¢i, as it were, to supply another unexpressed dei with
npog 6?7 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: ndca 7 &v adtd
Hpepia Spuc dkvpoc, av pn T EEwdev 1) GmAMC fpepody kol dxivirov; 698b18-20:
Gvaykm . . . tobto ¥tepov givar TOD KivoupEvoy, Kol Ghov Ghov, Kal poplov pndev
glvar Tob Kivovpévov TO obtwg dkivnrov. In the case of t& {da, 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 698b12-14,
Gomep yop kai &v adtd Se1 T1 dxivnrov eivar, i pélker KiveicBor, obtwg £t
pdarov Ew Sei 1 glvan tod {dov dxivnrov (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 dkivnrov, in the latter of an in-
ternal dxivntov, the emphasis in each instance corresponding to the neighboring
context.

If we paraphrase in Greek 700a6-11, it will be possible to isolate and illustrate
the first specimen of bad Greek in the manuscripts. Aristotle might have written
émt 3t AV [Pwv od pévov EEw del Omdpyev Tt dKivnrov GAAA koi &v adtoig
ktA. (8v = “within” and is in contrast to £€&w; 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; d¢i dndpyev 1 dkivnrov could easily and naturally be supplied with
év adtoic: “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
Particles? (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.
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outside, but also inside said animals that move locally etc.” In such a sentence tu
axivnrov, the subject accusative of the infinitive clause, is generic and unqualified;
it refers specifically neither to external nor to internal immobility. What kind of
Gkwvnoia is involved we learn only from an additional predication (§w~&v); when
Tt dkivnrov is carried over to be understood with the second clause, it does not take
£&o with it. By contrast, in the sentence that the manuscripts actually present, the
subject accusative of the first clause is 10 oUtwg ékivnrov, in which obtwg repre-
sents £&w or Ewbev (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 10
akivnrov from 1o oVtwg dkivnrov 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 dxivnrov, but Tt dkivntov, which is, of course, what the sense
requires. '
The following remedy will satisfy both sense and syntax:

gl 88 oV {dwv o0 povov 1o oltwg dkivnrov S mapyetv, dALd kal €v adToig TOig
KLVOUpéVoLg kotd Tomov Ooa kivel adtd adbtd [Sel ydp adtol T pev Tpepeiv 1o Ot
KiveioBal] mpdg O Amepedopevov 10 Kivovpevov Kivrjoetor (3l yap avtod TO pEV
fpepelv 10 8t KiveioBaw), olov dv Tt Kvf) Tdv popiov: drepeidetar yap Bdtepov dg mpog
pévov Batepov.

With dAAd kal &v adtoig kth. supply 8l Ondpyewv from the preceding clause; that
is unexceptionable and presupposed on any interpretation of the sentence. The sub-
ject of this “understood” dndpyewv is then the unexpressed antecedent contained in
npog O: . . . but also there must exist (something) against which . . . ”. This is correct
Aristotelian usage: . . . ob Kivel 10 mAoiov S tO dvaykaiov eivar mpdg O Gnootn-
pileton pévewv, “ ... because it is essential that that against which he is leaning
should remain still” (699a7-8, tr. Forster). The subject of the infinitive pévewv is
npdc O dmootnpiletar or the antecedent implied by and contained in mpog ©; 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 1t or ékeivo that we
expect before mpdg 0 is unexpressed exactly as here. It may be relevant to recall that
npoc o had become a fixed phrase, almost a formula, as is clear from 698b1-2: 7
apyT H mpOg O, 1) APy M, TiPERET KivoupEvou Tob popiov; see Nussbaum’s note ad loc.

There is more evidence. In the paragraph that immediately follows, which be-
gins mept 8t tdv qydywv (all), thereby answering to &ni 8¢ t@v {dov (ab), Aris-
totle wrote the following (al7-20):

OV & ToloVTOV TEPL MEV TOV (Wov e'l'p'm:ou'l5 T yap towdTa mMAVTO GVAYKTN Kal &V

adToig EeLv TO fpepody, Kol £&w mpdg O dnepeioetat.

14. 1 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 npdg © with an unexpressed antecedent in a sentence of identical content.!0

A complicating factor in the understanding of our passage was the fullness of
expression in a7-8, &v ad10i¢ TOIg Kivoupévolg Katd tomov 6o Kivel adtd adtd.
Since the medio-passive form kivovpévolg was ambiguous, Aristotle added Goo
Kwel avta adta in order to make it clear that self-movers (in his restricted, non-
Platonic sense of the term) were meant. Substitute a bare &év avtoig for this long
phrase and it will become evident how close the parallelism between these two
passages is.!7 One may wish to consider rather the possibility of an anacoluthon
caused by this long phrase &v adtoic—altd; 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 npog © clause.

A ratio corruptelae for the transposition of the sentence dei yap avTod 10 p&v
Npepeiv 10 8¢ Kiveloba is ready to hand. In the new position the preceding clause
ends . .. 10 Kwvovpevov kivrioeto, this clause . . .10 8¢ kiveicBar. A copyist, his
eye going from 1O xivodpevov kivfioetar (or simply from kivroeton) directly to
ofov &v t1, omitted the intervening 8ei yap—10 8 kuveicBor 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.'®

Still to be considered is the question of the variant readings abvtod and adtdv in
the 3¢t yap clause. (The third variant adtoig deserves not a moment’s thought.)
Nussbaum comes out strongly in favor of adtdv; to me it seems a patent lectio
facilior introduced after its clause had been misplaced in the manuscripts to follow
&v a0TOIG TOIG KIVOLMEVOLS . . . Ooa Kivel adtd adtd, where a plural seemed in
place (and where there was no motivation whatsoever for a change to the singular
adTob: utrum in utrum abiturum erat?'?). Once the 8¢1 yop 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
{dov, and it is not difficult to see why Aristotle wrote adtob. In fact, the singular

16. It is unnecessary, and awkward, to carry over to fpepodv as the understood antecedent of mpog 6.
To judge from the translations, interpreters do not so take the clause and 699a7-8 (cited above, p. 234)
positively argues against such syntax here. (Cases such as 698b5-6 and b14, where the antecedent of npog
§ is 11, are somewhat different.)

17. Thus: ént tdv {dov od pévov 1O obtwg dxivnrov Sei Omapyewv @Ahd xai &v avtoig [sc. el
Onapyev] mpog O GmepeldopEvov TO KIvoDpEVOV Kiviicetal ~ T& TOWDTA GvaYKN Kai év adtolg Exetv 1o
Npepodv, kai E€o [sc. Exev] npog O anepeioetan.

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. adtob remains the
lectio difficilior and should be printed.
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avtol is itself a minor piece of additional evidence in support of this transposition.
avtob fits better in this position; the preceding singular to kwobuevov should be
noted. For such a shift from plural to singular compare 698b10-15: £€xet yap v
Bewpiav ov povov Soov éni ta [P cuvvieivovoav, GAAGL Koi mpdg THV TOD mavtog
kivnowv kol @opav. domep vap Kai &v adtd [sc. 1@ (Bo] Sei T dkivnrov eivar, &
péMAEL KiveioBal, obtwg Tt pddiov EEm Sei Tt eivan tob {Pov dxivntov, mpdg O
Gmepetdopevov Kiveitar to Kivovpevov. Observe that the context is very similar.20

8) MA 700b29-701a2:

Gote Sfjlov OTL EGTL pEV T OMOiMG KIVEITAL TO del Kivoupevov DO Tob Gel KLvodvtog
kai 1dv {dov Ekactov, EoTt § ) dAAeg, S10 Kal T& pEv del Kiveital, 7 Ot @V {Bov
kivnolg £xel népac. 10 St Gidlov KaAdv, Kai TO GANBAS Kol mpdTOg dyaddV Kai um motE
uEv motE 8t pry, BetdTEPOV Kai TipidTEPOV T GOT £ivan TPOTEPOV. TO UEV 0LV TPBTOV 0D
Kivovpevov kivel, 1 8 Opeflg kai 1O OpeKTIKOV Kivodpevov Kivel. 1O 8 terevtaiov
TAV KIVOUREVOV OUK GVAYKT KLVETV OUBEV.

b35 npdrepov : npog Etepov P i mpdtepdv (t1) Jaeger

In 700b35 npdtepov, 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 npotepov (t1)
would remove this objection (“. . . too divine and precious than to have anything
prior to it,” Forster) and the variant npog €tepov also makes sense (. . . too divine
and too honorable to be relative to anything,” Nussbaum). Bekker and Farquharson
(neither of whom knew Jaeger's conjecture?! and who were therefore choosing be-
tween a meaningless np6tepov and an intelligible npdg €tepov) and, more recently,
Torraca and Nussbaum accept P’s npog €tepov. Forster, Louis, and Diiring22 all come
out in favor of Jaeger’s npdtepdv (t1).

20. There is a further objection to adt@v, involving a question of Greek usage. Nussbaum under-
stands avt@v as referring to the moving animals, which have just been mentioned. Query: What is then
the most natural translation of 8ei yop odtdv 1O pEV npepelv 10 8 kiveiobm? Answer: “For it is
necessary that in the case of animals the one be at rest, the other in motion.” In other words, {@ov, not
uoplov (not mentioned until 700a10), would normally be understood with 16 pgv . .. 10 8¢ . . ., and that
gives an impossible sense.

21. Farquharson, however, observed, “Perhaps Mich. had really ot glvai T npotepov [sic]. Leon.
‘quam ut illo quicquam sit prius.” This is echoed by Nussbaum (p. 339): “Michael and Leonicus write as
though they read npétepév T, and on the strength of this Jaeger emends the text.” Michael’s text is per-
fectly straightforward and refutes these inaccurate statements outright: . . . 10 ‘88’ dvti tod ‘yap’, TV’ B “td
yap didtov kardv” ... émnyaye [sc. AptototéAng] “10 yap Gidov KoAOV Kai 1O mMpdTEG Kol GANOdS
GyaBov kal pfy moté pkv moté & ov . . . Bedtepov Kai Tyudtepov fi dot’ elvar npoTEpOV.” TOLTESTIV
obtwc 0Tl BgioteEpoy, GoTE pi Exetv adtod mpdTepdv TL Katd O Tiptov KTA. (p. 114.10-15 Hayduck).
Michael first quotes Aristotle’s actual words, including the phrase o1’ elvar npétepov, in that form, and
then proceeds to paraphrase and interpret them. The beginning of his explication is clearly marked by rout-
¢otwv, and only thereafter does mpotepdv Tt make its appearance. So far from proving that Michael read
npdtepdv Tt in his text of Aristotle, this demonstrates the very opposite. Michael had the same corrupt
phrase ¢ot’ elva mpotepov 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 npétepév o “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: “npotepov : mpdg Etepov P 11 add Jaeger.” He may have been influenced by
Michael’s interpretation, but that is another matter.)

22. “700b35 wihlt Torraca wieder mit P npog Erepov, besser scheint mit E, Michael und Jaeger
npodTepdV (tv),” 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 npog €tepov Farquharson compared Ph. 260a3-5: 1o pgv
yap dxivntov Gel tOv adtdOV Kiviost tpoémov Kai piav kivnow, Gte ovdev avto
petaBairov mpdg 10 kvodpevov. 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 npog = “relative to” the passage has no particular rele-
vance to the passage under discussion. If Aristotle’s main purpose in the ¢ote clause
had been to stress the immutability of the primary good (= unmoved mover), he
surely would have been more explicit;?> nothing here corresponds to the word
petoBérrov in Ph. 260a5, and that is significant. The main objection to ot gival
npde Etepov is that the remark is too abrupt and allusive in this context.2*

Nevertheless, Nussbaum is emphatic in support of this reading: “The npog €tepov
of Pand I ... gives a satisfactory sense and fits well with the passage. . . . npdtepdv
Tt . .. makes a point that is not strictly relevant in the context. . . . In making the
contrast between £pyuya 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 npotepdv T far more emphatically than by npog £tepov. “Unchanging
nature”: the key word here, “unchanging,” as we have seen, is not conveyed by npog
£tepov; moreover, Aristotle has already made this point, explicitly, in the preceding
line, . . . pf mote pev moté 8¢ un (b34). Here he is making a new and distinct point,
which, pace Nussbaum, seems most relevant to me.

70 BEATIOV Kal TO TidTEPOV MPSTEPOV Eivan Ti} @UoeL dokei. So wrote Aristotle
in the Categories,” and the Greek commentator appears to have had the right
instincts when he interpreted mpétepov as npdtepdv Tt in our passage.?® This fits
well with the immediately following sentences: 10 pgv obv TPOTOV 00 KIVOOpPEVOV
KIvel, N & Opebig kai 1O JPeKTIKOV KIVOOHEVOV KIVET. TO Ot TeAevtaiov TAV Ki-
VOupEVeV oVK Gvaykn Kiveiv o0dév (700b35-701a2). Nevertheless, one recalls
that Aristotle has a fondness for introducing a form of €tepog in statements expres-
sive of relative worth, for example: iwg & et 10 BEATiov Kol TdTEPOV, SmOL
undev peilov €tepov Eumodiler kth. (PA 665a22-23). I would therefore propose
the following slight modification of Jaeger’s conjecture:

... Bedtepov kai TyidTEpOv | Got elvan (Etepov) mpdtepov.

£tepov makes the point even more explicitly than ti. Moreover, §tepov mpdtepov
would explain the two manuscript variants more readily: (1) npdtepov in most manu-
scripts could easily be the remnant of an original €tepov npdtepov, the first word

23. In fact he already has; compare next paragraph.

24. Nussbaum’s reference to Eth. Nic. 1101b10-1102a4, where Aristotle distinguishes between t& &nat-
VET (1 moTév TL Elvan Kal 1pdg i mog Exerv) and té tiwa, these latter being above praise and not relative
to anything else, proves only how obscure an expression npog gtepov 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 ebdapovia is to be classed with t& énauverd or rather with té& tipua, is quite distinct
from the subject under discussion here.

25. Cat. 14b4-5. For similar phraseology see Hicks’ note to De An. 430al8.

26. Note that Michael writes npétepov 1t katé 1o timov (p. 114.15 Hayduck); npdtepog, 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 npog €tepov one need only
assume that npdtepov was first omitted, for the same mechanical reason, and then
added above gtepov, where, especially if it were abbreviated, it could have been
mistaken for a npog to go with €tepov. See Eth. Nic. 1173bl where npotepov and
npog gtepov actually occur as variants.?”

But it is something more than either paleographical considerations or even
general Aristotelian usage which leads me to think that (Etepov) mpdtepov 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.® In that chapter the following expressions
are to be found: AN €tepov Gvaykm Kivodpevov givol Katd @opav TPOTEPOV . . .
€1epov Avaykaiov mpoTepdv TL KiveioBar T@V yryvopévov Ov adTd Kal um yi-
yvopevov, Kol tovtou étepov mpdtepov.2? Note also GA 742al19, mépukev Etepov
£TEPOL TTPATEPOV.

9) Pol. 1303b17-31:

yiyvovtar piv obv ai otdoelg ob mept wikp®V GAL’ EK Hikp@dv, otacialouot 3t mept
peydAwv . . . d16mep dpyopévov edraPeicbor dei T@OV TooLTOV, Kol dtoAvelv Tag T@OV
Nyepévov Kai duvapévev otdoes” &v Gpyfi Yop yiyvetar o dupdptnupo, 1 8 dpym
Aéyetal fjuov eivar mavtég, dote kai TO &v adTf pikpdv Gpdptnpa dvdioydv éoTt
npOC T& &V TOTG dALOLG HEPEDLY.

What is the precise sense of the @ote 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 dvdroydv &t mpog t@ év T0ig dAholg pépeciv 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, dpyf fijuiov mavtég 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 K" reading npétepov, for npog Etepov, is apparently a mis-
interpretation of mpetepov.” (nf is a known abbreviation for npog.)

28. For the significance of Physics 8.7 to the De Motu Animalium, see Nussbaum, pp. 322-28.

29. 261.al-7. Note Etepov . . . mpdTeEpoV T in 261a6. Jaeger's npotepov (tv) is correct Greek (compare,
for example, Metaph. 1057b5, 1087a32), but, for the reasons given. (Etepov) npdtepov seems preferable
here.
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proverbial saying (explicitly stated to be év toic mapowioig at Pl. Leg. 753E) and
hardly to be pressed au pied de la lettre. (Comparable in tone is Hes. Op. 40, o0d¢
{coolv 66w mAgov fjuov mavtdg.) It means simply that the beginning of any un-
dertaking is extremely important. By contrast, dvaloydv ¢ott mpog 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 ta év toig dAAolg
pépeotv (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 t& &v toig dAhoig pépeotv, this interpretation seems excluded by
the presence of pkpov. 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, yiyvovtar pgv obv al otdoelg od mept kpdV GAN £k pikpdv, ota-
cwlovot 8¢ mept peydrwv. The difficulty is that this thought cannot be gotten out
of the Greek, where idiom demands that with ta &v toig dAloig pépectv in b3l
one supply apaptipota—and only dpaptipota. Perhaps read:

dote Kai TO &v odTf] KOV GuapTNHA GVAAoYOV E0TL PO T &V Toig dAAOLG pépest
(peyara).

For the concept compare ai y&p dpyai peyédet odool pikpai Tf) Suvdpel peydiat
gioiv (GA 788al13-14) and dt1 8¢ pikpd petoforn yiyvopévn &v dpyf neydrog
Kal TOANGG motel Sapopdg dmoBev odk Gdniov (MA 701b24-26). See also Cael.
271b11-13 (cited by Newman who did not perceive its significance): tobtov &
aitiov Stt 1y Gpyn Suvaper peilov § peyéber, Si6mep 1O &v dpyf mikpov Ev T
tehevtf] yiyvetar mappéyebes. For péyag in “dpyn” proverbs compare dpyn
navtog gpyov péyiotov (Pl Resp. 377A), and péylotov 81 mavtoc dpEacdar katd
@vow apynv (Ti. 29B). So too in Aristotle, péyiotov yap iowg dpym mavtoc, Gonep
Aéyetar (SE 183b22-23); see also [Pr.] 892a29-30. The falling out of MET ala after
MEPeot is not difficult. Observe that this proposal produces an exact correspon-
dence both in sense and in style: 10 &v dpyfi pikpOv Gudptnua ~ té &v toig dAhoig
pépeot peydo (sc. Gpaptipota).

10) Pol. 1331a19-23:

énel 8 8l 10 pev mAfifog t@v mohtdv &v ovoottiog kotavevepfobor, Tt S Teiyn
e fipbar puraktnpiolg kol mipyolg katd témovg Emkaipovg, SfHAov bg avTd mpoK-
Aeltal TopacKevdlety Evia @V cvocttiov &v ToVToLg Toig PUAAKTNPIOLS.

a2l avtd : avtd Bonitz : tabta Ross

Few have understood that adtd in a2l is an example of a well-established idiom.
Newman, who retains it in his text, compares 1325b33, &net 8¢ meppopiactor Té
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viv gipnuéva mept adtdv, which is irrelevant. Bonitz (p. 125a35-36) compared Cat.
8a38, Top. 102all, b21, where marginally relevant expressions such as ot . . .
navta & viv Pnbévta towadt’ éoti, dfjhov &€ adtdv (= Top. 102a10-11) occur, yet
strangely conjectured avtd for adtd, a conjecture which Susemihl pronounces
“certainly right.” Susemihl-Hicks compare (after Vahlen) De An. 416all, avto
[sc. 10 nbp] @aivetar pdvov . . . tpepdpevov, which explains nothing. Ross, obvi-
ously dissatisfied with both avtd and adtd, printed tadta; this gives a satisfactory
sense but is stylistically flat, especially as the next sentence begins kai tadta pev
&M Tobtov dv Tig dtakoopnoeie TOV tpdTov, where Tabta has a somewhat different
and more general reference.

The basic idiom involved here can be seen at Ar. Lys. 375: A. todopov ob ndp
kotaoBéoeig; B. tovpyov tdy’ avtd Seifer, where Wilamowitz remarks concisely
“spiter ldsst man tovpyov fort.” For examples of the full expression see Demos-
thenes, @¢ adtd 10 Epyov &dnMAwoev (35.17); Ed9Awoe & avtd tO Epyov (56.13).
Sometimes the adtod is unexpressed, &g 10 . . . Epyov €dnhwoev (Dem. 57.25); 10
gpyov dedilwke (Isae. 7.12). Often the substantive rather is omitted, adté oe
5186&et (Pl Prot. 324A), adté oot tdya dnioocet (Cri. 108C), Eon . . . deilev
adtd (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. avtog I.1. On occasion the verb alone, with no subject at all
expressed, makes do, deifev Eowkev (Ar. Vesp. 994, see MacDowell ad loc.); doxel
5 Epory” . . . deietv (Dem. 2.20); npoiov & £t1 cagéotepov deiet (Pl. Phlb. 20C:
“The regular formula is adtd Seifer . . . But deier and dniwoer are used also
without a0td.” Bury ad loc.).

Sfhov ©¢ avtd mpokaleitar mapackevdlewv is an elegant elaboration of this
idiom; in balder prose it would have been adtd dnhiol tg dei napackevdletv. Bonitz
seems at one time to have understood this, for, although the commentators appear
not to have noticed, he ignores his own conjecture avtd elsewhere in the Index
Aristotelicus (p. 639a25-27, s.v. npokaieicBor): “ ‘monere, hortari ut’, abtd (& Tpd-
yuota) mPoKaAEITol TapaoKevdiely Evia t@v ovoottiov IIn 12.1331a22.” (The
explanation in LSJ s.v. mpokaiéopar 1.3: <. .. sc. t& mpdypata . ..” presumably
goes back directly to Bonitz.) Two objections will perhaps be raised to this inter-
pretation. First, in such expressions the singular avté appears to have been usual
(this may have influenced Bonitz to conjecture avtd, although he does not say so
in so many words); second, if a noun is expressed or understood, it is normally
gpyov, which is not quite suitable here. Neither objection is valid. One need only
adduce a few passages from the “best” authors: tdpya Kol T& mempaypév’ adTd
dnidoet (Dem. 19.167); dg adtd t& mpdypata dediioke (Aeschin. 3.141); og adto
10 mpaypa Edeiev (id. 2.13; contrast id. 3.62 a¢ avtd €deiée 10 Epyov). Another
variation on this pattern can be seen at Pl. Cri. 44D: abtd 8¢ dfjha T mapdvra vovi
31t olot T €iciv ot moAhot ktA. (dnhoi pro dfAia Cornarius; see Burnet ad loc.); ag
avtd dnhoi (Prot. 329B). The note of the Adamses ad loc. seems to have gone quite
unnoticed: “@¢ avtd dnroi. The MSS read avtd, which most recent editors change
to avté with Stephanus, regarding the idiom as analogous to that in 324A adt6 oe
S18dker . . . é¢ adta dnrol 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 8filov ¢ adtd mpokareitan ktA. and (with Heindorf) Xen. Cyr. VI
1.7 odk 01do pkv Eymye, €1 Tt 861 Adyov, omov adtd té Epya deikvuot TO KpdtioTov.”
This is basically correct, although the Adamses are wrong to regard such expres-
sions as avtd S1da&er and avtod Snhot as distinct usages.

Finally, npoka)ieitau itself is but an elevated substitute for the verb podv, which
is more common in such contexts: 1o mpdypo @avepdv éotiv: adtd yap Pod (Ar.
Vesp. 921); ta nenpaypév’ avta Pod (Dem. 19.81; note the plural subject); gaiveton
8t kol avtd @ oTovyeia . . . fodv (Arist. Metaph. 1091a9-10). So far therefore
from being corrupt, 8fjlov &g adtd mpokodeitar is as good an example as any of
the Attic elegance of which Aristotle is capable. Even the introductory phrase
dfhov ¢ may have been deliberately chosen: the more common 8fjAov 011, coming
before avtd, would have produced hiatus, which Aristotle often avoids in his more
carefully composed passages.3°

11) Eth. Nic. 1097b8-13:

10 & adtapkeg Aéyopev ovk adtd pove, @ (dvtl Plov povdtny, GAAY Kol yovebot koi
TéKVolg Kol yuvaikl kel Ohog 1ol @ilotg Kai mohitalg, meldh) evoEeL TOMTIKOV & GvOpw-
noG. TovTwV 3¢ ANmTéog Opog TG Emektelvovil Yap ML TOLG YOVELG Kol TOUG Gmoydvoug
KOl T®V QIAwV ToLG QLAovg £ig Gmelpov mpoEtoLy.

b12 yoveic : yoveig (tdv yovéov) Rassow : mpoydvovg H. Rackham

Burnet observes at b12, “&ni tovg yoveic. This is not consistent with 10, even if
yoveig can stand for mpoydvouvg. Rassow’s yoveig t@v yovéwv (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 yoveig in the sense of mpdyovou
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 t@v ¢idwv tobg @ilovg in bl3 is not support for such an expression as
ToUg yovelg t@v yovéwv. 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 yvovaiki and mohitaig in bl0 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 yovebot kai tékvolg 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. Tobg drnoydvoug in bl2 is

30. Approximately three out of every four instances of dfjlov &g in Aristotle occur before a word
beginning with a vowel (ca. 77 out of 103 occurrences). There are about 450 examples of &fjAov St1; of
these less than half (ca. 192 cases) occur before vowels and even in this group more than fifty percent
occur before ob, ovk, ovdév vel sim. There is an obvious tendency to avoid hiatus. This pattern, inciden-
tally, does not favor Ross’s conjecture tadta. Had Aristotle used that word, he would more probably have
simply written 611 tabta (3fjhov 1 being commoner than 3fjkov ac).
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clear proof of this, and €ig dnepov mpdeiotv in bl3 argues for the terms of wider
extension.’!

If this analysis is correct, the only stumbling block is yoveig 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 yoveig by
npoyovoug, although he stopped short of printing in his text this Gordian solution.
That yoveic 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, népntog
yovele, ot dvwdev yoveic.3? At Eth. Nic. 1097b12 yoveic 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.??

Another passage from this same book of the Ethics, 1100a26-30 (missing both
from LSJ and from Bonitz), is strong evidence that yoveig is sound here:

dfjhov & 0Tt KOl TOlg GMOSTHHAGL TPOG TOVG YOVEIG TavTodands Exetv adtodg EvaEyeTat.
atomov df yiyvort” av, &l cvppetaBdiior kol 6 TEBVE®G Kal yiyvolto OTE pEv evdaipwv
naiv 8 GOAog: drtomov St kai TO undev und’ &ni Tiva Ypovov cuvikveicBar Td TOV
£KYOVOV TOTG Yovebaotv.

The antecedent of avtovg in 27 is todg £ékyovoug (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 yoveig = npdyovor (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 10ig dnooTNpact TPOG TOLG YOVEIG TAVTOdATAdG
£yewv).

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 yoveig 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 yoveig is explicitly contrasted with
amndyovou and that alone would show that “parents” is not its meaning; the opposite
of yoveic in that sense is téxva, as in b9—10 above. Moreover, the preceding words

31. Beware of appealing to Aspasius’ commentary in support of tolg yoveig (tév yovéwv). His re-
marks ad loc. are expansive; he fills out Aristotle’s language to give the following contrasting pairs:
yovémv Yovelg kai ol £ml t0 dve mavteg ~ tékva TéKvev Kal Sheg ot Exyovor. That is a general “an-
cestors/descendants” scheme. Compare Aristotle himself at Eth. Nic. 1100a20-21 xat tékvev kat Shog
anoyévev. Various expressions for “descendants” are found in the literature, for example /. 20.308: xoi
naidov maidec, toi kev petémobe yévovrar, Tyrt. 12.29-30W: naides . . . kai maidwv naideg kai yévog
tEomiow; Solon 13.32W: fi naideg tovtwv § yévog tEoniow: Eur. HF 8: naidwv naisi, 796: tékvov tékvolg.

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 tolg (Gvwbev) yoveig. See GA 722a7-8; HA 586al.
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announce unambiguously the introduction of additional entities over and above
those mentioned in b9—10: “One must set a limit (pog). For if one extends to . . . ”
gnexteivovtt states explicitly that it is a question of going beyond parents and
children to more distant relatives. The force of the double preverb énex— 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
npoydvoug instead of yoveig in b12? npdyovor, not yoveig, seems the natural coun-
terpart to dndyovor. With this question we come to the heart of the matter. Aristotle
wrote yoveig because it was le mot juste for his argument. The lexica and the
commentators tell us that yoveig, in its transferred sense, is a synonym of npdyovou
and, for convenience, hitherto I have been writing as if that were true. In fact, they
are not synonyms. poyovot, 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. yoveig, 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 yoveig rather than the more general term
npdyovor.3* 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 yoveig 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: Tnv nenpopévnv poipav advvatd
¢oTL dnoguyelv kai 0ed. Kpoiloog 88 méumtov yovéog Guaptdda i&émince KTA.
(1.91). Isaeus is explicit: yoveig . . . giol uRINnp Kot mathp Kol mAnmog Kai THom
Kol TOVTOV pPRTNp Kol mathp, v étt (dow (8.32). Note the qualification, “if they
are still alive.” Isaeus is discussing the law that required one to support one’s
yoveic. It would be so exceptional for great-great-grandparents to be still living,
that he need not mention them. In other words, Isaeus restricts yoveic 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 yoveig for the
most distant lineal ancestors: &oikoteg . . . T0ig yevviicaowy § 10i¢ dvmBev
yovebow.?> Here two other collocations are avoided, (1) T0i¢ yovebowv 1 10ig
dvmbev yoveboiv, because this would have been intolerably awkward, and (2) toic

34. That npéyovor also includes ancestors in a direct familial line is of course true; my point is merely
that, unlike yoveig, 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 tobg npoydvou,
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 Diiring, Aristoteles, p. 506 and E 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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yevviicaoiv fj tolg yovebotv, because this would have been intolerably unclear.3¢
As parallels for yoveig used of ancestors compare the plurals ntatépeg and pntépeg.
The former (= “forefathers”) is not uncommon; for the latter see Hdt. 1.173.5:
katoAélel EouTOV PNTPdBey Kol THG UNTPOG Gvavepetol TG UNTEPQG.

That Aristotle writes Tobg dmnoydvouvg in bl2, so far from being an argument
against yoveig (i.e., by seeming to expect its usual opposite, Tobg mpoydvoug), is in
fact in perfect accord with it. tpdyovor, “those born before,” as we have seen, need
not imply a family connection; by contrast, andyovot, “those born or descended
from,” explicitly connotes descent (¢niyovor and petayeveig are the more precise
analogues to mpdyovot). “Sometimes dnd denotes remote, and ¢k immediate des-
cent,” LSJ s.v. 4né IIl.1.a, who cite tobg piv and Bedv, tovg & & adtdv tdv
Bedv yeyovotac (Isoc. 12.81); fipeic vopilopev IMéponv eivar an’ ob fueig yeyo-
vapev (Hdt. 7.150.2; Xerxes is the speaker). Here Aristotle has in mind primarily
lineal descendants after the first generation and andyovot serves his purpose very
well. So too Herodotus in the famous story of Glaucus son of Epicydes (6.86.5),
points the moral thus: Thadkov viv olte Tt dndyovov €ott 00dév. In other words,
at 1097b12, &ni Tolg yoveig Kol todg dmoyovoug, the choice of the word dandyovor
(= “descendants”), placed in collocation with yoveic, 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 yoveig (t@dv yovéwv) 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 £rt
ToUg yoveig in bl2, 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: dnéyovog does
not mean “grandchild.” vidobg and vidf, vievedg and viwvy) (these latter said to be
less Attic) are the words for that. At a later period £ékyovog and €yyovog sometimes
mean “grandchildren,” but not andyovoc.?’

12) Eth. Nic. 1160a14-25:

of pEv obv GAhar kKowvevial Katd pépn Tod CUMEEPOVTOG E@levial, olov MAMTFPES MEV
70D Katd TOV TAODV mpdg Epyaciav xpnudtov § Tt torodTov, cuotpatidtor 3 Tod KoTd
OV MOAepov, EiTE YpNUATOV Eite vikng f| méhewg dpeydpevor, dpoing S& kol QUAETL
kol dnuoétal. [Eviar 8¢ t@v kowvovidv 3 Hdoviiv dokodot yiyvesbot, Bacwtdv Kai
gpavict@dv' adtar yap Buciog Eveka Kal cuvovsiog.] ndcat & adtor HrO THY TOMTIKRV
toikaowy elvar: ob yap T0D TapéVTOG GUUPEPOVTOG T) ToMTIKT EgieTar, GAL™ &ig dmavta
oV Biov * * Buoiag te molodVTEG Kol mEPL TAVTAG GLVOSOVG, TIHAG (TE) GTOVEHOVTEG TOTG
Be0ic, kal abtoig dvanadoeig nopilovieg ped ndoviig.

36. For this reason the presence of dvw@ev in the collocation at HA 586al is not a decisive argument for
inserting (&voBev) at Eth. Nic. 1097b12, where there is no such collocation. Compare above, n. 33.

37. &yyovoc, which seems to have acquired a life of its own, is actually the same word as ékyovog
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 al19-20, &vior & . . . cvvovoiag,
should perhaps be transposed to go after Biov in a23.38 Burnet writes, “It is clear
that Bywater is right in holding that b23 6uciag te molobvteg k.T.A. is continuous
with al9-20 &viar 8t . . . cuvovoiag. I think it safer, however, to assume an inter-
polation than a dislocation, and b21 néoa . . . b23 Biov 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 opoiwg . . . dnpdtar after
ovvovoiag in 20, and then gvion 8¢ . . . dnudtar (in its new place) after Tov Biov in
23, thus making notobvteg etc. agree properly with guiétar kol dnpodtar.”>® (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-
obvteg . . . Gmovepovteg . . . mopilovteg) as governed by a kowvevoi implied in Kot-
vovidv (al9), 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 Biov in a23 seems unavoidable.

I have but one slight contribution to make. The following sentence occurs in
Isaeus: adikobpar yap OmO OV SNpotdv, OVG mEPLOPEV HEV GROCTEPODVIAE OV
pgdiov, anéyOecBar &t andec [Sylburg: fdéwc MSS], ped dv avdaykn txait ovv-
ovotag kowvag moteioBbat (frag. 4 Thalheim = Dion. Hal. Isoc. 10). One manuscript
has an erasure of two or three letters after dvaykn kai and, whatever that may
mean, something does appear to be missing. Sauppe conjectured dvaykn xai
(BVelv kai) ovvovoiog kowvag moteioBat, which Thalheim printed; Radermacher
filled the lacuna with (cuvBVev kai). I proposed ped” dv dvdaykn (kai Buciag) Kai
ovvovoiog kotvag moteioBat, comparing Isoc. 4.43 . . . edydg kal Buciag koivag
nomoapévoug and 19.10 . . . obte Buoiav obte Ogwpiav obt’ ANV Eopthv ob-
depiav yopig 6AAHAov Tyopev.*® Since theta and omicron are often confused in
uncials, accidental omission of kai Buciag before koi cuvovsiag would have been
easy. The collocation Busiag €veko kol cuvvovsiag in a20 is a good parallel for
my proposed supplement in Isaeus; compare also Buoiag e mowobvteg kai mepl
tavtag ouvodoug in a23-24.

What is of interest for the Aristotle passage is that Isaeus specifically associates
Buoiatl kai cuvovsiot with dnuéton (and this is equally true, if one prefers a verbal
supplement there, 6Vewv or cuvBVewv). There is the same association in the Ethics
passage, al8 opoiwg & kat guAéton kol dnudtor—especially so if one transposes
those words along the lines, say, of Muretus. Indeed it is perhaps not excessive

38. 1. Bywater, “Aristotelia. I11,” 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 al9-20 as an in-
terpolation, thereby taking along with it the words Buciag gveka kai cuvovciag,
would remove the reference and that is scarcely an improvement. Buciag . . .
ouvodoug in a23-24 may compensate somewhat for this, but so long as the possi-
bility of a lacuna after Biov 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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