
drv e1EV X6f3rog kC KVTroC XaXKtXarov, 
<U4ayEiov AUrva6v 7e, ITeX6KeW v dyvdG0o 

euoa"' &raip' wv T&W tpc3v, AvO,Ic3, vtv,> 
rov 6' aV' KTX. 

in which MvOC3 rwtv is allowed to contrast with the dppvOp'da described in 
,r6v 6' a) KTX. This also creates a more orderly syntax: huoaae can be taken 

anyway only with TOl /uie' KTX. For the postponed genitive compare e.g. El. 
1357-9, Hel. 1126-8. For the epexegetic ye with a noun in apposition see 
Denniston, Greek Particles, pp. 138 f. Polyphemus' cauldron makes a huge 
and terrifying a0ayeiov. The corruption was probably due to the scribe's eye 
passing from r6'v &'v to rdv &.' He then realized his error and wrote the missing 
lines in the margin. 

Axes were sometimes employed in the sacrifice,6 though not, so far as I know, 
for cutting the throat; but (despite 241-2) this is no normal sacrifice. Both axe 
and cauldron have replaced more civilized instruments. 

Brasenose College, Oxford RICHARD SEAFORD 

As Diggle observes (op.cit., p. 48). 6 e.g. II. 17. 520, Od. 3.442. 

A NOTE ON ARISTOTLE, POLITICS 1.1 

1252a 18-23 reads in Ross's text and lineation: 

c,,arep 'yap ev Troiq afXotq rd ai5v- 
Oerov p'yXpt rcZ davv0erov dvcdyKi7 6tatpeWv (ra&ra ydp Xd- 
xa,ra /QpWla Tob lTavTrc), oi5rco Kai ir6Xw e cn' v OryK etrat 20 
UKovoroVVe(-'bV6O/eOa Ka't lrepl OV1o)3 piaiXXov, 7T Te 6za- 
ovpotva eaXX'XwvCc KaU EL et TEXl)LVK 0v &VXETaL Xa3eiw 7rp'Ep 

emaaorovI rCWV fr,O~V&TV. 

Newman ad. loc. regarded it as 'on the whole .., most probable that both 
TOUTCOV and pKaOl) Tc)v evniOvr&v refer to 6Ucnorix6d , oi, ovoptur6, noXtrLKo', 
and faaLXLKdc', on whose generic differences Aristotle insists so strongly earlier 
in the chapter; Susemihl and Hicks ad. loc. merely asserted Newman's tentative 
view dogmatically, and it now seems to have become almost canonical. I think it 
needs to be challenged. 

The crucial word is Kat in a21 (commonly and perhaps justifiably omitted in 
translation): 'we shall see better about these as well, in what respect they differ 
from each other'. 'As well as what?', we naturally ask. Clearly the answer is the 
rv TOi aXotq... eXaXcLXtua piopia rTiovravroq, whose inspection is to be the 
model (65 irep ... oinrw Kai) for the examination of the constituent elements 
of the state (ir6Xw e LOl) Uv?yKecra twKo7rorl)Te): oiin'co Kat iro6Xw marks out the 
state as the particular a6-'eroz- that is to be analysed in accordance with the 

general method, and Kat TovTAL)Cr correspondingly marks out the parts of this 
UVVOeTlov as seen better as a result of the analysis. Just as ra&ra in a19 refers to 
aauvv0er.wv, the parts of any Uv'VEeTov, so does Tov"wTv refer to i 65v, the ele- 
ments of which the a6'vOerov that is the state is made up. Aristotle's argument 
and method is thus neat enough, being presented (intendedly or not) in the 
following form: 
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A = avolverov, a = ovvoecrwv, a = ravra. 
B = lr6dw, b = e Cr avUyKeTCLa, j = TrovTV. 

a and i are references (admittedly for different purposes) to a and b respectively. 
If this schema is accepted, rTOUrT) are not TroXtTKOo etc. but the a&ovOera of 

an oiita and hence of a rorXtc (master, slave; man, woman, etc., as discussed in 

subsequent chapters, especially 1.3 init.); a 7roXtrLKo, qua TroXtruKoC, does not 

qualify as an &oavveror). Aristotle's explanation is precise and full: and under- 
standing of the 'parts' of the 7roXtc facilitates understanding of the roles of the 
TnoXtruKd etc., because differences in the nature of these roles are in various 
senses dependent on the differences between the 'parts' (see Newman on 13 and 
on 20 sqq.). This point about the differences between the 'parts' is expressed in 
b6d46eOa Kac repi rTOVTOrV ipd\\Xo, ri re 6iokepovaot a\\X\XOv. To take rotvrTC 
as referring to ro\truloi etc. suppresses this important step in the argument. I 

translate/paraphrase: '. . .from an inspection of the parts of the state we shall 
see better both [re] the differences between these parts too (Kai 21) [sc. as we 
do in the case of the aavuOera of any avOverov] and (Kai 22) whether [as a 
result of seeing those differences], any systematic knowledge can be acquired 
about each of the roles mentioned [roXtrumco etc]. As Newman says, eKaorov 
picks up EKaTOZv in a10. To'rcoW and &a\XXXwov on the one hand, and pr0eTOvrWv 
on the other, thus have different references, as a natural reading of the Greek 
indeed suggests. 

This last point emerges from a consideration of the alternative posed by an 
imaginary objector: 'May not the schema A:a:a: :B:b:3 be misleading? Why 
should we not render "by examining the aavvOera of the Tro6Xt' we shall see 
better about the ?roXtrTKoi etc. also (i.e. as well as about the du6aOera)?" After 
all, on your own showing, the understanding of &avvOera facilitates the under- 
standing of 7roXtrtKoi etc.' This is indeed Aristotle's over-all point; but on this 
interpretation, rovtcor , aXXtXwpco, and ptIOevrov would all have the same 
reference (OroXmru/oi etc.), which for Aristotle seems uncharacteristically verbose; 
and in particular one would expect the sentence to end at eKaarov. 

Pace Newman, nothing can be argued about the reference of rovrTco from 
&taCfqpovota: in a10 iwa4Epel admittedly refers to ?roX\tKoi etc., but in a12 to 
the differences between obtia and 7r6Xlq. 

Of the translations I have been able to consult (most of them English) only 
Sinclair's (Penguin) and Ellis's and Warrington's (Everyman) refer roVrTco to cPv. 
So too does that of Jowett (1885), but in the 1921 revision of Jowett's version 
(The Works of Aristotle translated into English, vol. x) Ross adopted the other 
view. R. Congreve (The Politics of Aristotle, London, 1855) on irep TroVT)r 
stated roundly 'i.e. et cbv aryKerTat, the component elements'. 

University of Newcastle upon Tyne TREVOR J. SAUNDERS 

FIERY PARTICLES 

Attenderes Physicis; quaereres, utrumne ignis esset initium rerum, an vero1 
minutis editus et mirabilibus elementis perpetuus hic mundus, an mortalis esset. 

1 The Minor Declamations cannot be col.12,27 (an vero Ulpian). As to the 
dated; but it is noteworthy that utrumne.. . author, he was, if not Quintilian, someone 
an vero . . . is a late usage: Leumann- who had read Quintilian. For the present 
Hofmann-Szantyr, Lateiniscbe Grammatik passage, compare inst.or. 7.2.2 'ergo cum de 
ii.466 (Cyprian); also Thes. Ling. Lat. s.v. an re agitur aut quid factum sit in dubium 
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