
RHETORICAL BALANCE IN ARISTOTLE'S DEFINITION 
OF THE TRAGIC AGENT: POETICS 13 

The most recent attempt to explain Aristotle's use of &4gapria in Poetics 13 is 
that of T. C. W. Stinton (CQ N.S. 25 (1975), 221-54). Stinton insists that 
a,uapria must not be restricted to any one definition, but should be understood 
to include a 'range of applications' embracing both moral error and 'ignorance 
of fact' (p. 221). To determine what &aapria must mean in Po. 13, Stinton relies 

upon a detailed examination of usages of &papria and its cognates in the moral 
and ethical writings of Aristotle. This approach is, of course, not new; it was used, 
among others, by van Braam, Hey, and Glanville, and more recently by Ostwald 
and Bremer, with varying results.' Neither the arguments of these scholars for 
various particular meanings of 4taaprna, nor Stinton's effort to embrace them all, 
however, seem to satisfy the context in which the term appears. In fact, &aLaprta 
has been studied as if it could be divorced from other ethical terms present in 
the immediate context, and from the arrangement - that is, the rhetorical 
structure of balance and contrast - in which these terms are related to each 
other. It is the aim of this paper to analyse the entire definition of the tragic 
agent (1453a 7-10) for the relation of &iapria to the other ethical terms in the 
definition, and for the rhetorical structure of the whole sentence. In the absence 
of other determinants this may well be the best source of evidence. It is also the 

only source still insufficiently explored.2 
Aristotle's stipulations for the perfect plot in tragedy (1452b 28 ff.) are well 

known. The finest kind of tragedy must have a plot complex in nature, which 
imitates events arousing pity and fear. Since the events depicted must arouse 
these emotions, three possibilities for the general outcome of the plot are un- 

acceptable: (1) virtuous men (ermetel?) should not be shown changing from good 
to bad fortune (et e tXrvxta ec 6varvx)iav); much less (2) should bad men (loX- 
Or7povc) be shown changing from bad fortune to good; nor even (3) should a very 
bad man (akd6pa rompodv) be shown changing from good fortune to bad. Only 
the third of these possibilities could satisfy our natural sympathies (r6 ?ttcav- 
Opcorov), and, more importantly, none of them would be either pitiable or 
fearful. To be fearful the plot must involve an agent like ourselves; to evoke 

pity the plot must involve an agent who experiences undeserved misfortune. 
At this point (1453a 7) Aristotle takes up the kind of character ideally 

suited to generate a tragic plot, and it is this sentence we would like to scrutinize 
- not immediately for the meaning of liuaprta, but for the meaning and position 

1 P. van Braam, 'Aristotle's use of by the high frequency of hgapria (or 

'ApLapTna', CQ 6 (1912), 266-73; 0. Hey, cognate) meaning 'mistake' in the other 

'AMAPTIA', Philologus 83 (1928), 1-17, treatises of Aristotle, conclude that &aLaprta 

137-63; I. M. Glanville, 'Tragic Error', CQ has this meaning in Po. 13. Glanville and 
43 (1949), 47-57; M. Ostwald, 'Aristotle on Stinton find in the review of &a,aprTa and its 
Hamartia and Sophocles' Oedipus Tyrannus, cognates in Aristotle too diverse a range of 
Festscbrift Kapp (1958), pp. 93-108; meanings to conclude with certainty that in 
J. M. Bremer, Hamartia (1968), pp. 4-64. Po. 13 it means only 'mistake'. For a dis- 
Hey and Bremer trace d&apria and its cussion of Ostwald's views see pp. 64 f. below. 
cognates from Homer onwards, while van 2 The other terms in the definition 
Braam and Glanville concentrate on specific were treated briefly by A. W. H. Adkins 
passages from the Nicomachean and (CQ N.S. 16 (1966), 78-102). 
Eudemian Ethics. Bremer and Hey, judging 
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of the terms surrounding that famous word. The definition of the tragic agent 
falls naturally into four units.3 (1)6 i,rj7re &perP ba?t po KCai btKatoovT, (2) 
luTTre tal KaKiav Kai tloXOr7piav jerCaT3dXXawv eti rnv 6vorvXiav, (3) XXd 6?' 
dtuapTrav Ttva, (4) rw ev ev e'ydX72 b566 ovrcov Kai ElrTViqt. It seems to us that 
the pairing of nouns in clauses (1), (2), and (4) is significantly balanced, and 
helps to define the isolated term &auaprna in (3); and that (4) is not an after- 

thought, as scholars have sometimes held, but an essential element of a 
carefully constructed definition in the form 

not a b, 
and not c d, 

but x, 
and e f, 

where ab, cd, and ef are meant to be considered both in relation to each other, 
and to x. 

We shall begin our discussion with an analysis of the pairing of terms in (1). 
The first qualification of the tragic agent is that he must not be outstanding or 
specially distinguished (bta0epcov) either in virtue or in justice. In the second 
book of the Nicomachean Ethics (1105b 19 ff.) Aristotle gives a formal defini- 
tion of rA0K7 dapeTrl, beginning with its generic classification. aperT} is distinguish- 
able from emotions like pity and fear, which do not involve choice, and from 
capacities, which are for the most part innate (E.N. 1106a 3-10). aperT}, neither 
involuntary nor innate, is rather a disposition (etc) which must at once make a 
man good and good at performing his natural functions (1106a 22-4). In this 
regard aperr7 is the mean not only of emotion but also of action, and through 
the observance of this mean we can avoid deficiency and excess, as well as all 
other forms of error (r6 a61uapravetv 1106b 16-29). aperfl, then, is a disposition 
of the soul by which a man chooses a proper course of action and deals pru- 
dently with his emotions (1106b 36-1107a 2). Since it governs action, dpetrT 
becomes practically synonymous with 6ucatooatvr7, the second term in (1). 
Aristotle clarifies the fine distinction between these two terms in another 
section of the Nicomachean Ethics (1129b 26 ff.). 6Katooav6m is perfect 
apeT7?, not in its absolute sense, but aperri Trpoq erepov (1129b 26-7, 1130a 
10-13). While it does not exhaust Aristotle's thoughts on 6tKatoCav7?, this 
differentiation is significant for the context of Po. 13, in which both terms 
figure so closely. In clause (1), then, Aristotle qualifies the moral character of 
the tragic agent. He must be lacking (but not completely lacking) in two ethical 
dispositions, one absolute (dperrT), and one co-operative (6tKatoouvr?.It is not 
sufficient for his downfall that he should be virtuous in himself but ignorant of 
his social obligations; or that he should be formally and perfectly just to others 
but lacking in inherent virtue. The two terms in (1) are chosen to supplement 
each other. 

Now let us turn to clause (2), iL 7Te 6tuL KaKtala Kat ILoXO6ptav !ueraOdXXcov eic 

3 Although in general the Poetics the last having received an earlier treatment 
appears to be written in a haphazard manner, in the Poetics. See Gerald F. Else, Aristotle's 
important definitions like that of the tragic Poetics: The Argument (1957), pp. 221-32. 
agent show deliberate construction. Similarly It is clear from the Topica (139b 12-140b 
the definition of tragedy (1449b 24-8) is 26) that Aristotle regards clarity of language 
carefully laid out by Aristotle in a quadri- and succinctness as two necessary elements 
partite structure, with every element except of a well-constructed definition. 
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rov bvarvXiav. Although the grammatical structures linked by rTTre ... . trre 
shift here from a dative of the respect in which the man is not distinguished to 
a prepositional phrase describing the cause of his ruin, the emphatic parallelism 
is obvious enough. It is generated by the repetition u/r6e ... KaiL/lr7TE . .. Kai, 
and underlined by the word order, which gives KaKia and ,uoXO7pia a primary 
position in the second clause. Indeed it is emphatic enough that the reader may, 
if he likes, understand both the literal meaning that the agent falls 'neither 
through KaKia and ,loXO6rpia', and the meaning, suggested by the juxtaposition 
of these terms with those in (1), that he is no more 'distinguished' for these 

qualities than he is for aperrT and Su<cKoav'vr. That, of course, is implied already 
in the stipulation that the agent is IueCraT and not a(d5pa rroMrlpdc. However, 
although the parallelism of these terms is evident, it is not possible to establish 
a more exact double antithesis, in which dperr7 corresponds to KaKLa, and 
6&Katoavmr to u0oXOripia. The former pair of terms are assuredly opposites, as the 

disposition KaKl'a consists in the very same extremes of which &perrl is the mean 
(E.N. 1106b 33-4). ,loXOrpita, however, seems not to be a disposition opposed 
absolutely to ctKatoovul; according to Aristotle's general usage it is more often a 
variant term for KaKta itself, and its presence is perhaps more significant as a 
balance to paired terms in (1) and (4), and a contrast to the single term j.tuaprna 
in (3), than in itself. 

When we turn to (3) &a da 6t' &auapriav rva, we can see first of all that a clear 
opposition to clause (2) is intended by the formula 'not a but b'. The emphasis 
which dpaprTa receives from this construction is amplified by the absence of 
a pair term in (3) to balance the sets of words in (1) and (2). In this regard we 
agree with Adkins that 'the form of this distinction, as Aristotle expresses it, 
gives great emphasis to 6t' aiaprtav rtvd' (p. 89). Dawe (p. 93) and Stinton 
(p. 225), who find no such emphasis, are clearly not considering the rhetorical 
form of the whole sentence. Lucas seems right in saying that 'he chose the 
present form to bring out a contrast between a moral and a non-moral cause of 
tragic action . . .'4 But surely, also clause (1) is as strongly contrasted with (3) 
as (2). That is, the deaaprta and the fall are not caused by the agent's moral 
defects, but neither are they rendered improbable or repulsive by his outstanding 
virtues. 

Thus far we suppose that most, if not all, modern critics of the passage 
would agree. The two most interesting questions which remain seem to us (1) 
the choice of the word dlLaprLa: does it have the same meaning as daLldpTr7/Lta, a 
particular error or mistake, or is it a disposition of character to make such 
errors, as Ostwald argues;5 and (2) is &!uaprna completely divorced from moral 
considerations, or can it be brought into line with Greek morality in general 
and Aristotle's in particular by some other line of argument? 

It is quite plausible that &agaprTa in clause (3) could simply refer to a single 
error, as it does in numerous contexts elsewhere in Aristotle. In this regard 
Ostwald fails to the extent he insists that dpaaprta cannot refer to a particular 
act (= &LadpTtr7lla) on the basis of what he observed to be a 'remarkable degree 
of consistency' (p. 104) in Aristotle's use of aluapTta and a&,dprrila. Yet the 
point Ostwald raises about the possibility of dpaaprta meaning more than 'a 
particular mistake' has not been sufficiently answered by recent scholars.6 It 

4 D. W. Lucas, Aristotle: Poetics (1968), s M. Ostwald, op. cit. (n. 1). 
pp. 143-4. 6 Other than Bremer, discussed below, 
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is not enough, as Bremer does, to cite examples of Aristotle using dqiaprta to 
refer to a mathematical or scholarly error, or to offer a generalization that in 
the plural aaiapria refers to a number of individual mistakes.7 Ostwald main- 
tains that &uapria in Po. 13 refers to a disposition which gives the tragic agent 
'the capacity of making mistakes'.8 He argues that Aristotle's choice of atpapria 
instead of &ludpTrlLua in this passage would thus be in line with the usual dis- 
tinction in Greek between noun forms in -ta and -La. The weight of Ostwald's 
argument, however, rests not so much on this distinction as on the parallels he 
offers for d4papria in Po. 13, which are more relevant than Bremer's counter- 

examples. In E.N. 1148a 3, for example, Aristotle uses dJaaprLa in the same 
context with &Kpaoaa and KaKia: i7 Lcv zyap aKpaoia e-yercat olvX oC 4aaprca 
o6vov d&hd Kal cS KaKia rtC. In this phrase atLapria appears as the middle 

term between two dispositions, the latter of which is one of those present in 
(2) of our definition. Surely it makes better sense to understand that lack of 
self-restraint is censured as a 'proneness to make mistakes' rather than 'a 
mistake' (in a particular instance).9 Furthermore, the formula 'not only a but 
even b', where oapapria is a and KaKLa b, demonstrates that at least one type of 
proneness to error is less reprehensible than KaKLa. Similarly in Po. 13 the con- 
text of the definition seems to tell us that duaprTa, whatever its exact nature, 
does fall short of, and consequently may be distinguished from, the disposition 
KaKLa. Such a distinction is worth making in the definition of the tragic agent, 
chiefly because a propensity to error may also be characteristic of the wicked: 
a&voet iev ovv rV c 6 p dox077por ai 8el rTparrEtV Kai chv OECKTeov, Kai 6ta T7rV 
T0oavTrIlv auapriav d6tKol Kai 6Xcow KaKol yirvovrat (E.N. 11 Ob 28-30). Here 
aliapria refers to a mistake-making propensity which must embrace excess and 
deficiency, a disposition opposite to ape7r? and almost identical to KaKta. Clearly, 
then, there is a sense in which aLpapnia may be ascribed to the wicked (and may 
itself be a moral term), and a different sense in which it may denote a propensity 
to error which is less objectionable than KaKta, and hence distinct from that 
characteristic of the pioXO7rp6o or KaKOq. In this regard, perhaps the best argu- 
ment in favor of Ostwald's interpretation of 64aaprna is the structure of rhetorical 
balance and emphasis10 which we have observed in (1), (2), and (3). In the 
absence (partial or total) of the four moral dispositions in (1) and (2), Aristotle 
would then be requiring a disposition which is intermediary between the two 
sets of moral terms, and in itself without moral force. 

Supposing we are right in preferring Ostwald's interpretation of a&Laprna to 
Bremer's, however, it remains to enquire what sort of disposition to error is 
involved, and from what source it comes. Clause (4) of the definition, rc,v ev 

leyaXq) 677 6rco(v Kai ervXiCa, has usually been treated by scholars as a mere 
pendant to the definition, requiring high social status of all tragic agents, not 
merely the ideal one in question. But it seems to us that it is in fact this clause 
that offers the vital specification that is needed about the nature and source of 

only R. D. Dawe (HSCP 72 (1967), 120-1) 9 Bremer (p. 55) seems to abet more 
states objections to Ostwald's interpretation than hurt Ostwald's case when he unaccount- 
of &bapria. Stinton (p. 236) in disputing ably inserts rT? after &aapria in this passage. 
Ostwald merely refers to Bremer's inadequate 10 This is not to deny that the emphasis 
discussion, though he does defend Ostwald on clause (3) would not be as great if 
against at least one of Dawe's criticisms. a&japria is really the equivalent of &aaprrlc,a 

Bremer, op. cit., p. 55. in this context. 
8 Ostwald, op. cit., p. 104. 
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this disposition to err. That clause (4) can be taken in chiastic opposition to (1) 
is suggested by the parallel word order, with the participles between the two 
nouns: 

(1)6 olAre aperC 6taepcoyW Kai 6ucKuoaiv4 
(4) rTcov lieydaXr3 6d OV TrovV Kai evrvXia 

In that case, jaeydTXr and 5tapEpcov are also parallel (i.e. the agent does not 

possess great virtue and justice but does possess great reputation and prosperity). 
Aristotle would then be requiring a tragic agent whose 66oa and evrvXia in life 
are to some degree above his true character. Or, to put it another way, though 
only a peirat) rovircov in the moral world, he is of great eminence in the world of 
fame and prosperity. We think it can be argued, from Aristotle's general discus- 
sions of the moral effect of 60da and evrvXia on men of less than perfect virtue, 
that 65da and evrvXia can themselves be the source of error-prone states of mind. 

Of the terms in (4), eVTVuia is the more sufficiently defined in Aristotle's 

writings. Aristotle emphasizes the difference between evirvXa and ev&attpovia in 
both his Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics. While et6aSltovia is an activity of 
the soul (E.N. 1098a 12-20; E.E. 1219a 35-9), it cannot be sustained without 
external goods, which are the mark of evrvXia (E.N. 1099a 30-2; 1099b 6-8). 
On the other hand, although evTrvXa is the material condition which always 
accompanies the absolute activity, evbatovia, it may also occur without the 
latter. evrvXta is nowhere in Aristotle considered an activity of the soul: rather, 
when it occurs apart from ev6aauiovia, eVTVXta is the product of an irrational 

impulse which makes men succeed illogically (E.E. 1247b 1-1248a 15). Such 
irrational impulses are not of human origin, but are dispensations from the gods 
(E.N. 1179b 21-3; E.E. 1248a 25-33). In the context of Po. 13, evrvXia is then 
an extrinsic condition which consists in the acquisition of goods which do not 
form part of the content of aperit. In spite of the fact that (1) stipulates that the 

tragic agent must not have great apetrn or btKatouvrT, he nevertheless in (4) has 

great extrinsic prosperity, as the result, perhaps, of divinely-inspired impulses. 
d56a (= fama) does not receive a detailed treatment in the ethical treatises 

of Aristotle, in all probability because the implications of the term were a 

philosophical commonplace in his own day.T" In the Nicomachean Ethics 
Aristotle finds 665a objectionable as an index of a man's real worth because it 

represents the judgment of the majority and because this judgment is based 

only on superficial appearances (E.N. 1179a 13-16). The common man seeks 
bdoa from all quarters, and because bo6a for him is not an end in itself so much 
as a means to acquire further benefits, it is sought from those who are capable 
of rewarding him (E.N. 1159a 18-21). Those who are wise will seek to attain a 
good bo6a only from the good and knowing, as a confirmation of their own 
virtue (E.N. 1159a 22-4). As a consequence such men will act in accordance 
with aperr even if their actions do not result in a good d66a, in the ordinary 
sense (E.E. 1216a 19-22). For Aristotle, then, 8d6a may be an unworthy 
substitute for aperr7 and an inaccurate gauge of it. 

" The possibility that a disparity could opposite, the perfectly unjust man with the 
exist between a man's 66fa and his personal 660ta of perfect justice (Republic 361 a-d). 
worth, unthinkable in the morality of It is interesting that in this passage we find 
Homer, was generally recognized by the the phrases rrTv .LeiyLTrlTv 5otav and 66oav 
fourth century. So it was not difficult for TrTv ge'ytorrv, which resemble the opening 
Glaucon to imagine the perfectly just man of (4) ev /,eyaX b6oT. 
with the 66ta of perfect injustice, and his 

66 
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Thus the type of tragic agent Aristotle's stipulations call for may be under- 
stood as follows. He is the sort of man who is distinguished in respect of what 
Aristotle commonly calls ra KTOr6, without being distinguished in the virtues of 
mind and conduct which should ideally accompany reputation and fortune. 
This means that, although as specified in (2) he is not markedly vicious, and thus 
below our sympathy, he is to a certain extent more vulnerable than he should be 
to reversal of the same destiny that brought him his good fortune. 

It remains to show that the possession of great 6d6a and ei)rvia without the 

corresponding virtues can be a cause of &giaprta. Here many different texts can 
be offered in proof, for both Greek popular morality and the writings of Aristotle 
insist on nothing so much and so frequently as the tendency of the wealthy and 
the fortunate to forget their mortality and their weakness, and to consider them- 
selves secure from misfortune when, by merely being human and alive, they 
cannot be. 

The idea that wealth and power in the hands of ill-equipped and irresponsible 
men could result in ruin is familiar to us from the early poets. Solon carefully 
distinguishes apeT?i, a fixed human quality not subject to reversal, and 7rXofTro?, 
which is implicitly unstable and often leads in a progression from KOpOC to ij3ptc 
to ultimate drr.12 The vtYptc Solon ascribes to the prosperous is not caused by an 
inherent baseness of character, but by a combination of good fortune and lack of 
mental excellence: rtret 7ap KOpoC iVppw orav iroXvc o6Aoc erTraU/avOp&croLt 
oTrdaoto pJ v6oe daprtoC 

r 
(Sol. 6 3-4). The latter passage from Solon is not only 

quoted by Aristotle (Ath. Pol. 12.2), but also paraphrased and glossed in an 
Aristotelian fragment (R 57): TKTret yap, ?c Qrlaltv iTrapoitia, Kdpoc AEv biptv, 

nrathevaia 6e Uer' ITouoac a dvotav.13 In this statement we see the essence of 
Aristotle's criticism of the rich and fortunate. Their chief characteristic, ,3Bptc, is 
proverbial, but the danger they represent to themselves and their state lies in an 
unhealthy combination of power and lack of intellectual training. 

This gloss of Solon's thought is but a part of a larger Aristotelian fragment 
which survives from Stobaeus and independently in a papyrus recently edited.14 
It is, on excellent grounds, considered a part of Aristotle's Protrepticus, and 

During in his edition of the fragments argues convincingly that R 57 (= During 
B 2-5) belongs to the opening of that work.15 We know that Aristotle, at the 
beginning of this treatise, used an elegant paradox: he congratulated the addressee, 

12 Sol. 13, 15 (West). 
13 It would appear that Aristotle's man- 

ner of glossing the proverb of Solon is 
influenced by Plato's definition of tragedy 
at Phil. 47 d ff. Plato says that tragedy in 
life and on the stage is caused when ignor- 
ance and power are joined (6yvota zyap il 
pEiv TrV iaXvpC?v QxOpa re Kat aixpa&; 
3AXac3epa y&ap Kat 'roit rehXa abr1) re Kat 
uoaat eiKOve? abr&fc eaiiv 49c 1-3. Perhaps 
the manuscripts are right in reading dvota 
rather than dyvota. The latter is Cornarius' 
emendation, which must be made no less 
than five times (38 c 8, 48 c 2, 49 c 2, 49 
d 9, 49 e 6), mainly to bring the sentence 
quoted into line with the neighboring dis- 
cussion of yvCoOt aavTov (48 c-d). Plato 

himself says at Tim. 86 b that divoa com- 
prises both iavla and &iAaOia, so there is 
perhaps some reason why the MSS. reading 
should be followed; in addition, cf. the uses 
of &v6drroC and &vor7ratvew at Phil. 12 d and 
49 b 1. In that case, there may even be a 
verbal echo of the Philebus in Aristotle's 
fragment. But whether we read dyvota or 
dvota, what Plato is defining seems to us very 
close to what Aristotle means by &,aapTia. 

14 Stob. iii. 200 Hense; The Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri iv. 666. 

15 Ingemar During, Aristotle's Pro- 
trepticus: An Attempt at Reconstruction 
(Studia gr. et lat. Goth. xii, 1961). For the 
purposes of this discussion we use During's 
numbering of the fragments. 
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King Themison of Cyprus, on having acquired irXouroc and bo6a, not because 
these acquisitions are valuable in themselves, but because they are assets in the 
study of philosophy (B 1). During believes that the fragment containing the 
Solonian proverb followed the opening almost immediately to demonstrate that 
external goods without purity of soul and education lead to misfortune. Examples 
of mere prosperity bringing on ruin are meant for our observation so that we 
may see that happiness does not consist in riches (6ei Tr7v TOVT7CV Oewpovra 
arvXiav Jevetv Kai voatiLuv T7lv evbatJaoviaLv OVK ev Tr 7roXX\ KeKrf77noaL yt vea- 
Oat iuaXXov 1 tv r7c TLr T r'v T v XIv 5tcKeloCOat B 2). Just as the body which is 
dressed in splendour but unhealthy within cannot be considered happy, so the 
man who is decked out in external goods but is himself worthless cannot be said 
to experience true happiness (r rotoo T ovT alvOpcoTrov evbaqiova 7rpooayopevreov 
CarTV, OVK &av rTOiC KTOd Xa4lTrpc&c KEXop77 ePteV0o, aroSdc pr67evdCIo ito c B 2). 
Those possessed of many external goods value those possessions more than the 

goods of the soul; hence they are pathetic because their worth in possessions is 

greater than the worth of their own nature (oic TrXovoe ai`av r7vl KTrloV ecvat 
uv4L3p3r77Kev Tr?C Lbtac 06oewcj, &a0iouc ro ovroO eivat 6ei vopietv B 3). It is in this 
context that the Aristotelian gloss of Solon occurs. The proverb may be that 
KdpO? in the fortunate produces i3f3pt, but Aristotle adds that avota is produced 
in them when lack of education is yoked with power. In fact, he says, for those 
who are not virtuously disposed in soul, wealth (or strength, or beauty) cannot be 
considered in the class of good things. These conditions only hurt those who do 
not have the wisdom to deal with them, and the wealthier an uneducated man is, 
the more hazardous the 'advantages' of wealth are to him (roaovrTW 1leiwC Kai 
1rXel. rTv K6KTpE'OV f\amrrovocv, (eav) avev Oqpovaeco? vrapa7evovrat B 4).16 In 
the fragments B 2-4 we may have the basic meaning which is implicit in the 
definition of the tragic agent in Po. 13 - namely, that a man having great eTrvxia 
and b6da without sufficient &perrf or 6tKatooavr is inevitably liable to develop a 

mental deficiency, &,uapr'a (= avota), which ultimately causes his fall to mis- 
fortune. It is perhaps significant that B 2-4 also contains instances of theatrical 
imagery which may help explain why Aristotle thinks such events in a play 
educational. In real life, Aristotle implies, a rich but not particularly virtuous 
man seems decked with splendid riches in a manner reminiscent of the tragic 
stage(Xra/aTpcg Kexop7Ty?71Aevoq B 2).17 And the pathetic spectacle (Oecopobvrag B 

2) of the prosperous falling from power helps us to see that riches are not an end 
in themselves, and not valuable except to educate the soul in virtue. Aristotle 
seems to envisage the rich and fortunate of myth and history acting out their own 
downfall for our enlightenment. Indeed, During even conjectures that the missing 
bridge between the beginning of the Protrepticus and his fragment B 2 may have 
mentioned myth (i.e. the traditional subjects of tragedy) as a source of exempla 
for the moral point Aristotle is trying to make.18 Whether that is so or not, it is 

16 Cf. E.E. 1248b 27 ff., where Aristotle E.N. 1099a 33). In the more elevated style 
makes a similar statement about the harmful of the Protrepticus and emphasized by 
effects wealth and good fortune may produce XaairpC., it seems more a 'live' metaphor 
in men of insufficient wisdom. than elsewhere. 

17 The metaphorical use of xoprryetv, and 18 During (op. cit., pp. 176-7) para- 
in particular of KEXOpr 'rtEevo? Tro? EKrTO phrases what must have been included in 
a&yaOoig and the like is common enough in the missing section of the Protrepticus par- 
Aristotle (e.g. E.N. 1101a 15, 1117a30, tially as follows: 'Both from your knowledge 
1l79a 11); cf. the similar use of dxop 'yr ro? of myth and history and from personal 
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evident from the fragments we do possess (B 2-4) that the same discrepancy 
between internal and external worth implied in the structure of Po. 1453a 7-10 
is singled out by Aristotle as the cause of a fall from good to bad fortune. 

It cannot be coincidence that similar damning descriptions of the rich, 
reputable, and unwise occur in the Rhetoric precisely in the sections we are 
always taught to consider most relevant to the Poetics: the discussions of pity 
and fear (1382b 2-1387a 5). Aristotle defines as one of the elements involved 
in fear the expectation that misfortune might befall us. Consequently, those 
who cdosider themselves beyond the reach of misfortune, at any one time or for 
all time, are incapable of anticipating fearful things (Rhet. 1382b 29-33). In this 
class Aristotle especially identifies men in great prosperity and reputation, in 

language which is strikingly similar to (4) of our definition: OVK oiovrat 65e 7raOeiv 
&v iovre ot ev e rv E tiatq eyadXatL o6vreq Kati OKOVrVTe (Rhet. 1382b 35-1383a 1). 

The phrase oi ev ev rvXtdat ueJdXatqia oreq is reason enough to consider the 
attributes of this group in the Rhetoric pertinent to the tragic agent, who is 
one rwo v lev yeaX 6dt2 ' rocovr Kai evrvXia. These are insolence, contemptuous- 
ness, and rashness (6i3ptarai 6XcopKa Xypo ai Opaoel? (nroete e rotoUVTov? 7TXovro 
ioaxv) roXvultXia 5valutc) Rhet. 1383a 1-3). Characteristics such as these not only 
tend to reduce the possibility of the fortunate man feeling fear, but they also 
interfere with his capacity to feel another emotion essential to tragedy, pity: 
oire ol v7repevbaqpovelev olo6evot (e\eoVotv), &XX' v[piTovatv (Rhet. 1385b 21-2). 
Those who are most capable of feeling a moderate (i.e. the right) amount of pity 
and fear are, among others, the educated, for they are skilled at reckoning what 

might happen to them (oi 7retratLevuevot evX6oytarot ydp Rhet. 1385b 27-8). On 
the other hand, the fortunate but uneducated man feels less pity and less fear 
not only because of his if3pt, but also because he is unable to reckon what fate 

may have in store for him (Tm7r' ev lf13ptlrtIK btaOoae (Katl yap OVTrot a&X'y6Orot 
TOv ireioeaOai T) Rhet. 1385b 31-2).19 It appears, then, that pity and fear, the 
very emotions which tragedy most of all works upon, are deficient in the figure 
Aristotle describes in Po. 13. If we remember that aperi7, the disposition the 
tragic agent is not distinguished in, is the mean of emotions like pity, fear, and 
anger, it is easy to see why the tragic agent might stray from a middle course in 
human emotion. He seems naturally inclined to become deficient in some 
emotions (pity and fear), and excessive in others (anger and insolence). It is 
clear from the passages we have already cited that V3ptl is one of the most con- 
sistently mentioned attributes of the rich and fortunate.20 But Aristotle also 
clearly identifies anger as an emotion which easily exceeds the limits of proper 
indignation in men of high standing. 6pyr is the emotion which characteristically 
arises in men who believe they have a right to be held in high esteem by those 
inferior to them in wealth and power (Rhet. 1378b 34-1379a 4). Moreover, if 
such men are accustomed to receiving honour from their inferiors, they become 
angry when they sense that their reputation is dwindling (Rhet. 1379b 4-6). 
Excess in insolence and anger, as well as deficiency in pity and fear, seems to be 

experience you will remember instances of success was, the deeper they felt their 
pride coming before a fall: you have seen failure and bad fortune . . .' 
men who have put too much faith in wealth, 19 Cf. Rhet. 1391a 33-1391b 1: bTreprl- 
good fortune, and power and met with a 0avcjrepot aev oiv Kat a&iOXYtoorrepot 6ia 
sudden change, a Pera3oXhA TOV 3iov E riv ebrvTvav. 
evrvxtLa eLc arvXtav. The greater their 20 Cf. Pol. 1295b 6-20. 
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characteristic of any man who is (a) uneducated in aperT and (b) rcwV ev eUeadX\n 
62O 6ovrcov Kat ev7uXiaL.2 

It seems evident, then, that the aiapria of the tragic agent consists in his 

capacity to stray off course in both his reasoning and emotions. This b&iapnTa 
in part results from his lack of distinction in aperr7 and 6u<aooaorv, but that con- 
dition alone will not produce the dl,apria necessary for tragedy. Such &diapria 
must occur in a character whose high fortune and public acceptance involve him 
in situations where his acuaprna has important consequences (c4rapria Ley7Ld7, 
1453a 16). Whatever proportions this &,uapria assumes in the tragic agent, it 
must not be so severe as to become indistinguishable from the form of 4caprta 
which is synonymous with KaKxa (E.N. 11 0b 28-30). Only by staying within this 
limit may 6Jiaprita still arouse our feelings of pity and fear. 

Though this interpretation of 4IuaprT differs somewhat from that of Dawe, it 
does not contradict his perceptive thesis (independently formulated by Bremer, 
and accepted with some modification by Stinton) that &luapra is the Aristotelian 
term for poetic and tragic drtr.22 What Dawe failed to mention in his discussion 
of dr77 and aiuapria was the strong association in tragedy and early Greek poetry 
of drTr and iljptc, and, in turn, the association of iiplfp and 6oXo? (= ebrvuia). The 
paradigm for Solon and the tragedians (and Herodotus for that matter) may be 
stated thus: wealth and good fortune (= KOpoc, oA,Xos ) beget l3Bptc, which leads to 
mental blindness (aTr) and brings about the fall of the great. Aristotle's paradigm 
is a little more complicated but is in essence the same. Wealth and good fortune 
in the hands of those who, because of a lack of education in aperr? and 6uKatooavrm, 
are ill equipped to deal with prosperity, produces in them a characteristic 
tendency to miss the mean in their thinking and in their emotional state. It is 
not simply that evTrvia begets f3opt? and ,3Bpti leads to a mental blindness (drT?), 
but that evrvXtia and &arat6evaia in virtue beget an erroneous state of mind and 
an erratic emotional state which ultimately brings misfortune. This is Aristotle's 
prescription for the tragic plot and for the tragic agent who must fall in such a 
way as to arouse our emotions. Indeed, the reason we feel some confidence in our 
rhetorical analysis of Aristotle's definition is that the sentence now presents us 
with such commonplaces as Aristotle, and most Greeks, believed to be the 
foundation of wisdom. Oedipus' acuapria, through which we see him falling into 
bvarvXia, is indeed, as Dawe argued, what an earlier stage of Greek thought 
would have called his danr. But this arr/ is partly caused by that success and high 
reputation at Thebes which made Oedipus forget, until trouble came, the anxious 
pursuit of his identity and fate which was so important to him before he 
triumphed over the Sphinx and won the kingship. a4aprTta finds expression not 
only in his ignorance but in his over-confidence concerning his powers of detec- 
tion and in his princely arrogance to Tiresias and Creon. Fate may indeed punish 
a successful man's roseate view of his own character and future far beyond 
anything he could be said to deserve. Because such a man, not perfectly 6eErttK, 

is like us he inspires fear; and because he does not deserve his suffering he inspires 

21 By now it should be obvious how our ttueLtK TWv v ie'adXu 60/tj OvTov Katl 

interpretation of Po. 13 differs from that of evrvTX i. 
Adkins (op. cit. (n.2), pp. 98-9), who 22 Dawe, op. cit. (n. 7), pp. 89-107). 
believes Aristotle's tragic agent must be 
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pity. And we learn from his fate, which embodies truth KaOodov, the beginnings 
of wisdom: Ovrlra 0povetv.23 

The University of Texas at Austin 

23 We are very grateful to Professors A. A. 
Long, Michael Wigodsky, and Michael 
Gagarin, as well as the two referees, for 
their criticisms and their assistance in 
improving our presentation of this paper. For 
its central thesis, and for any faults that 

DAVID ARMSTRONG 
CHARLES W. PETERSON 

remain, we are of course responsible. We 
regret that it was not possible for us to see 
John Moles, 'Notes on Aristotle's Poetics' 13 
and 14, CQ N.S. 29 (1979), 77-94, in time to 
take account of it in our discussion. 
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