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SOME PUNS IN ARISTOTLE

KENNETH QUANDT
University of California, Berkeley

The written oeuvre of Aristotle, as it has come down to us, has nearly
always been thought to be blissfully free from literary pretension and
unnecessary decoration, and to have sacrificed the seductive beauty of
Plato’s dialogues for the clarity of deliberate scientific discourse. Though
we often meet obscure passages, at least—it seems—the passages were not
obscure by design, artis gratia, and all we need to do is fill in the argu-
ment of which we have only an outline. Indeed the only horrific obstacle
for the sanguine and hardminded interpreter of Aristotle is the possibility
that the lecture notes we have were taken by a dull student. I should like
to apply a minor corrective to this generally correct prejudice that the
corpus lacks unnecessary cleverness. Beyond the famous cases of rhetori-
cal flourish (e.g., PA 1.5, of which Jaeger made so much)—passages that
seem highly inspired even if they employ commonplace rhetorical
tropes—there is to be seen a slight but consistent and habitual penchant
in the corpus for humorous verbal play !

The penchant is slight, for there seems to be only about one pun per
score of Bekker pages; but it is habitual, for there is no class or area of
study in which Aristotle totally avoids punning. Finally, it is consistent, in
the sense that the fifty or sixty double-entendres I have in mind can be
subsumed under three main headings: puns that exploit a double-
entendre merely for the sake of humor and liveliness, puns that embellish
criticism of predecessors with parody of their language or methods, and
puns that expedite in one way or another the presentation or proof of
Aristotle’s own views. Since the first class of puns is the most self-evident
type, let us begin with them.

A. MERELY HUMOROUS PUNS

No one will deny or fail to see that Phys. 4.8, 216a26-27, is an inten-
tional joke: kat ka8’ adTo d¢ oromodaL paveln dv O Aeyouévov kevov s

! I'should explain that I have here chosen to call even unconscious and unhumorous double-
entendres “puns,” believing as I do that some deeper, Huizingan sense of play, which I do not
fully understand, lies behind them all. Other terms might have been prematurely definitive.
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aAnbds kevov. It reminds us of Timaeus 55d, where Plato says that only
an inexperienced man (dmepos) will claim that there are infinitely many
worlds (dmetpot kéapot). Just as kevds and dmewpos can either be derogato-
ry adjectives or, as nouns, be technical terms of physics, so too the noun
romos affords to the punster its cognate adjective, &romos. Thus, Aristotle
can say that the kevdv, qua qualityless Témos, is dromov (Phys. 216bl1); or
(205bl ff.) that Anaxagoras’ theory that the infinite rests in place is ar-
gued ardmws. Better still, he can say that the theory that there is a Tdmos
for mathematical entities is dromov, for mathematical entities are no-
where (Met. N.5, 1092a17-21).

Equally idle is the word play on airia at Met. A.3, 984b18-20. In the
course of narrating his predecessors’ groping attempts to articulate his
four causes, he says that though Anaxagoras is well-known to have been
in touch with arguments based on a notion of vo¥s as the efficient cause,
airiav &’ éxeL mpdrepov ‘Epporiuos 6 Khalopevios eimeiv.?

There are cases where Aristotle uses puns to enliven the rather arid
business of a programmatic passage by exploiting a fortuitous homonomy.
Given that he very commonly desiderates a dialectical and aporetic re-
view of current opinions on a topic as a preface to his positive treatment,’
when the topic in question is music, he seizes the opportunity to call this
preliminary material an évddowov (Pol. 8.5, 1339al1-14). Likewise, in
the physical treatises he commonly prefaces positive treatment with a
collection of the phenomena connected with the subject of study, both the
ones observed and acknowledged by all and the less apparent or less rec-
ognized ones; but it is only in the Meteorology that he refers to the well-
known and “fixed” phenomena of this field of study as ra uy TAavavra
(347b35). Even though the metaphor of the wAdvy is very common for
mental confusion and wonder in Plato,* and not unexampled in Aristotle,?
the verb is never so used by Aristotle except here (Rhet. 1415al4 is not
parallel). Conversely, almost all instances of the verb occur among these
pages of the Meteorology, and in the de Caelo, to refer to planetary mo-
tion.

The puns of this type seem not to serve a very serious purpose, but
exhibit a sort of virtuosity that already is very common in Plato. If

2 On the expression, airiav éew (= laudari), of. Stallbaum ad Plato, Apol. 38c.

» Cf. An. Po. 90a38 ff., 99b17-19; Phys. 210b32-1all, 213a19-22, 217b29 ff.; de Caelo
279b6-12, 294b6-13, 308a4-7; GC 321b10-16; de An. 403b20; de Long. et Brev. Vit. 464b19-
22; de Spir. 470b10-12; Met. 995a27-b4, 1076al2 ff.; EN 1098b9 ff., 1129a5-7, 1145b2-7;
1181b12-23, and our 1339a11-14.

1t is a “favorite” metaphor in Plato, according to Hicks (ad Arist. de An. 402a21), who cites
Rep. 444b, 505b; Phaedo 81a; Parm. 135e. Cf. also 1. Loewanclau, “Die Wortgruppe mAdvy in
der pl. Schr.,” in Synusia (Festschr. Schadewalt), edd. H. Flashar and K. Gaiser (Heidelberg
1965) 111-22.

5 Cf. de An. 402a20-21; EN 1094b16, 17.
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anything, these puns lighten the serious tone of the lecture for a brief mo-
ment.

B. DOXOGRAPHIC PARODY

Of a different sort is a pun such as we find at de An. 1.4, 408a1-3,
where Aristotle criticizes the doctrine that the soul is an appovia: apudler
d¢ uaAlov kal’ Vyelas Aéyew dpuoviav . . . 7 kara Yoxfs. What is dif-
ferent here is that ambiguity is exploited in such a way as to parody a
given school or its doctrines, by making a play on one of its favorite
metaphors or technical terms. The parody is effected by criticizing the
doctrine in question with a statement that pits the term against itself.
Thus, in our present case, the doctrine that the soul is an &puovia (fitting
together) is not as fitting as another idea, namely, that health (do I dare
translate it “fitness”?) is an appovia. As if this were not enough, Aristotle
goes on to say that the apuovia-theory cannot easily be harmonized with
the facts (408a5). When the technical term Aristotle wishes to parody has
a secondary meaning that relates to the probity of an argument—as is the
case with appovia—the joke is ready-made.® In fact the joke about this
appovia-theory was already used by Plato in his account and criticism of
that doctrine (Phaedo 92 and 95); we can only imagine that the use of
the pun had become as common in the debate about this theory as was
the debate itself (cf. de An. 407b27-30).7

Double-entendre between logical consistency and musical concord is
available in many languages, and no less so in Greek. Terms like
ovudwrely and diagwrety, for instance, are stock metaphors for logical
consistency and inconsistency and are commonly so used by Aristotle
without humorous intent.® Thus, when a theory about music or a theory
that in itself uses musical metaphors or images is under review, the possi-
bilities for felicitous jokes or critical parody abound. We already noticed
the rather idle pun on évddoiuor, which meant both a musical and a
logical prelude; but in his criticisms of the Pythagorean theory of celestial

° So were the puns on rémos, kevdv and dmeipov. Perhaps it was due to its similarity, in Aris-
totle’s opinion, to his own dmokeiuevov that Anaximander’s dmeipov never undergoes semantic
ridicule of this sort.

7 The question whether oi é&v kow® ywdpevor Aéyou (alia aliis) are Plato’s dialogues, com-
mon talk, or Aristotle’s lost dialogues, is not affected by the presence of a pun here. For though
a lively pun might be thought to be the mark of a looser or more literary or “exoteric” work,
there are many puns elsewhere in Aristotle for which a vulgar proveniance has not been al-
leged, and probably could not be established. Cf. now K. Schickert, Die Form der Wilder-
legung beim friuhen Aristoteles (= Zetemata 65, 1977) 64, note 39. Parody of the &ppovia
theory reappears at 414b23.

* For cvupwveiv cf. EN 1098b9-18, 1119b15, 1179a16; for diapwveiv of. Bz. Index s.v., and
Met. 1085b36, where I read rpdmovs with Ross who followed Goebel. For more extended use
of the musical metaphor, cf. EN 1181a20-21.
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harmony, Aristotle seems to spare no opportunity to decorate his serious
refutation with whatever ridicule such stock ambiguities as these can
afford.

Thus, in Met. A.5, 986a3-8, Aristotle refers to the Pythagoreans as
harmonizing their harmony to the physical facts of the heavens. Now this
form of paronymy, where the act of theorizing is given a name on the
basis of the contents of the theory, is common and natural in Aristotle: in
place of Aéyer o¥rw yevéofar (ro mav), we often have oVrw yevva (ro
nav) (cf. Bz. Index 150a7-13), or for 7odro airlav €ivar Aéyer we can
have airiarac (cf. Bz. Index 23a43-51). But, as always, the original literal
meaning that under the habit of the idiom has become otiose can sudden-
ly come back to life (as when one’s leg is being pulled by a wrestler), so
as to effect a humorous double-entendre. In de Caelo 2.13, 293b1-10, for
instance, the Pythagoreans are said to have placed fire in the center of
the universe in order to protect it; in the sequel Aristotle criticizes them
for being afraid for the safety of the universe. And to return to our pas-
sage in the Met., we get the impression that the harmony in question
exists in the minds of the Pythagoreans, but not in the heavens. For exact-
ly this same parody of the Pythagorean mentality occurs in another pas-
sage in de Caelo 2.13, at 293a25-27. There they are said not to have
searched for a causal account of the phenomena, but instead to have
dragged the phenomena into agreement with their own conceptions, in
an attempt to ocvykoouetv. This very rare word conveys two meanings:
first, it means that it is thus that the Pythagoreans put together their
account of the cosmos; but at the same time it means that the primary
goal of the Pythagoreans is to put together a pretty picture. The word is
so rare that our account of its presence here needs to be exceptional.

Another such parody of the Pythagorean endeavor as mere fantasy is to
be found in de Caelo 2.9, where Aristotle treats their theory of the Har-
mony of the Spheres. At first, this theory is introduced as kouy@s and
wepirts (290bl4); after it is reviewed, and criticism begins, parody be-
gins. Kouyds and mepirrds are replaced with éuuerds and povoikds
(290b30-31). Perhaps even in the midst of the review Aristotle is pointing
up the overly abstract and a priori quality of their hypothesis of a set of
harmonic ratios (Adyot) between the heavenly spheres (290b21-24) when
he says that it is &Aoyor that we cannot hear the chord they produce
(b24-25).

One final passage in which I believe the Pythagoreans are being ridiculed
with verbal play is in the last chapter of the Metaphysics (N.6, 1092b26~
30).° Here the joke is based, not on an ambiguity between music and logic,
but on the strict and the loose meanings of &kp@ros (“unmixed” and “too

° That these arguments are directed against the Pythagoreans is shown by Ross, ad loc.
(2.493).
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strong,” respectively). Still, the joke parodies the same abstractness of
Pythagorean thought that the previous jokes parodied. Aristotle begins the
chapter by asking what, after all, is so good about having a mixture that
is expressible in numerical ratios? He continues: vwwt yap odfev
byteworepov Tpis Tpla &v 7 TO peAlkpaTov kexpau€vov, GANG waAAov
odeltjoeer av év odfevt Aéyw Sy vdapes d¢ 1) év dplbud dxpatov v
(1092b28-30). The counter-example he adduces is taken from the field of
medicine, where results matter more than nice theories. The diction of
the sentence is a bit strained by odfevi and dkparov: they are both over-
statements at first glance (for any dilution involves some ratio, even if not
a “rational” one; and conversely no dilution, whether done in accordance
with a simple ratio of integers or not, would be strictly dxparos). But then
the second meaning of dkparos, the meaning “too strong,” emerges. It
had been suppressed by the context, which had made so much of getting
the right ratio. But it is exactly this rationalistic prepossession that Aris-
totle is out to criticize.’® The double-entendre implies that the mathe-
matically exact but empirically ungrounded approach has no effect at all,
but that after being mixed with zealous exactitude the honeywater re-
mains from the practical point of view untouched (dxkparos), because it is
in fact too strong (dxparos).

Once we admit the existence of puns and other forms of word play in
Aristotle—jokes that enliven the discourse or further the criticism of a
predecessor by gilding the lily—a corollary ensues for the text-critic. If
punning is a stylistic trait, then a variant that contains a pun may be
preferable, ceteris paribus, to a variant that does not. We have such a set
of variants in Phys. 1.8, 191a23 ff., where Aristotle is attempting to con-
firm his doctrine that an account of yévesis requires three factors, and
not just two. Only with his theory can the old aporia of his predecessors
be resolved, he argues. Herewith he presents the circumstances that led
certain ancients to deny the reality of yéveais. These earliest investigators
took a detour, as it were, and were borne off onto a certain other road of
inquiry by dmepla (ut FI), or dmopila (ut EJ). In particular, they allege
that it is necessary that what ylyverat, yiyvera: either from the v or the
u7 8v; that neither of these generations or yevéaets is possible, for neither
what is ylyverar (it already exists), nor could anything ylyverar from
nothing, since there needs be something underlying yéveois. With these
arguments as their basis, they developed as entailments the allegations

* Ross notes (ad loc.) that the terms év ob6evt Adyw and dxparov are too strong, but by
merely mitigating them he only explains them away. Further, he seems not to recognize the
idiomatic use of dkparos (cf. Xen. Anab. 4.5.27). We have a similar idiomatic use in a context
about kpdats, in Plato, Phileb. 64e: an asymmetric mixing is fatal both to the elements of mix-
ture and to the mixture as a whole,

odd¢ yap kpagis, &AAd Tis dxparos cupmedopnuévy GAnbads 4
ToladTy ylyveral ékdoToTe SvTws TOS KEKTNMEVOLS TVUNPOPA.



184 Kenneth Quandt

that there is no plurality, but that all that exists is 70 év in and of itself
(191a23-33).

After refuting these arguments with his own distinctions (191a33-b29),
Aristotle returns at 191b30 to the programmatic format of the chapter
and rehearses 191a23-33 in shorter compass: as we were saying, the prob-
lems that led them to abolish becoming are now solved. For it was indeed
these problems that caused previous thinkers to turn off from the path
that leads to yéveais and ¢bopa, and to peraBolr in general. And this
(vmoketuévn) ¢pvats (that I have now introduced), if only they had seen it,
would have relieved their ignorance in its entirety (191b30-34).

Now the variants dmeipia and dmopia in 191a26 both have strong sup-
port from the tradition. While it would be a patent though rather point-
less word play to say that it was dmopia—lack of passage—that impelled
them onto a new path of investigation, to blame their divergence from
the facts of nature on inexperience (&wetpia) is a commonplace in Aristot-
le, and is given support by the final sentence of the chapter (esp. 6¢beioa
b33). In this case, then, the presence of a pun among the variants is not
sufficient to promote the variant in question.

Besides presenting an interesting set of variants, this passage is especial-
ly striking in its use and repetition of the 65¢s metaphor. Not only do we
have éferpamnoav twice (a26, b32), but we have the extension of the
metaphor in drwofévres (a26), and the rather artificial phrase (6d0s) émt
TNV yéveaw kat pfopav kat SAws peraBorny (b32-33). To remain within
the confines of any metaphor so scrupulously is uncharacteristic of Aris-
totle, and seems to me to put beyond any doubt that he means herewith
to refer to the poem of Parmenides. That it is only the Eleatics, and not
the several Presocratics listed by Alexander, that are being criticized has
already been argued by Cherniss, on the grounds that 8Aws peraBoAny
(b33) rules out all others;'' 1 would argue further that the attack is fo-
cused on the founder of that school.

To recite the many passages where Parmenides uses 636s is hardly nec-
essary; more interesting is the possible allusion of drwofévres (a26) to the
moving language with which Parmenides describes his mystical transport
in B.1 (note especially @cduevar, line 10, and mpodmeume, line 26). That
the 680s is Tis @AA7 seems to allude to B.1.26-27.

If Aristotle’s choice of words does constitute an allusion to Parmenides’
poem, to use Parmenides’ ceremonious metaphor against him is in itself a
parody. But the parody becomes all the more pointed when we notice
that dwwobévres may allude not only to the mystical transport onto un-
wonted paths, but also to B.8.27-28, where Parmenides says,

1 H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Presocratic Philosophy (Baltimore 1935) 254, note
61; cf. F. Solmsen, Phronesis 22 (1977) 10-12.
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3 \ /! \
émel yeveots kat GAebpos
ThiAe paX’ émhayOnoay, dmwoe 3¢ mioTis dAnbijs

Finally, we must recall the paradoxical contrast in Parmenides between
vision and blindness. The opinions of mortals are the divagations of blind
and deaf men (B.6.6 ff.), but their blindness and deafness are due to the
habit of looking and listening indiscriminately, and this very habituation
to éumetpia may debar them from the true path of the severe éeyyos of
which reason is the judge (B.7.3-6). Aristotle, on the other hand, alleges
that Parmenides’ aporiae would have been solved if only he had “seen”
(6¢pbetaa, b33) the vmokeyuévn ¢pvaus.'? All this then directs us back to the
crux that drew our attention to the passage in the first place: in saying
that Parmenides was blown off course from the road to yévesis and
¢bopa by émeipla, Aristotle would be turning the Parmenidean paradox
about the moAvmepov €Bos “on its head.” For Parmenides, éumepia is the
source of d0fa and the cause of the wanderings of mortals; in Aristotle’s
parody, Parmenides’ desiderated neglect of sense data becomes édmerpia,
and causes Parmenides’ wandering from the road to yévesis and ¢pfopa.
Thus our new “law” of the lectio jocosior might be borne out after all.!®

The line between an intended allusion and a locution that merely hap-
pens to remind us of some predecessor’s words, is admittedly hard to
draw. Our next passage is a borderline case. In Met. Z.11, Aristotle pon-
ders on the difference between things whose definition must refer to the
matter (e.g., man) and things whose definition does not need to refer to
the matter (e.g., circle). In the course of laying out the problem he men-
tions the doctrine that the definition of man needs to include a reference
to flesh no more than our definition of circle needs to refer to wood or
bronze, even though it is hard for us to separate in thought what we al-
ways experience together (the man and his flesh, 1036a34-b7). This doc-
trine serves to introduce the still more abstractionist doctrine that even
the mathematical matter (line) is not to be included in the definition of a
figure; that ultimately the definition of a plane figure is merely a number
(b7-17). This more extreme abstraction of essence from matter is then
criticized with a reductio (b17-21), and the “moral lesson” is drawn: 76
mavra dvayew obrw Kai aaipely Ty YAy meplepyor (b22-23: the terms

'z Cf. GC 325a13-15 for a similar mise au point.

'* These verbal allusions to Parmenides’ poem lend support to Joachim’s belief that GC
325a1-2 and al7 refer to Parm. DK B 8.1 and 8.51. On 325a1-2, Verdenius/Waszink (Aristot-
le on Coming-to-be and Passing-away [Leiden 19667] ad loc.) adduce de Caelo 298b12-14
and Met. 983b1-3 as places where Aristotle refers, with mept +7js &Anbeias, to philosophers
other than Parmenides. But they fail to cite, in our passage, &A7jfetav in 191a25, which sup-
ports Joachim. In further support of Joachim, note the possibly allusive 68 at 324b35. Might
bwepBavres THy alcOnow at 325a13 be in part a parody of Parmenides’ transport beyond the
world of sense? Note also the parody of Parmenidean speech at de Caelo 298b12: ToTEPOV
éorw 7 odx EoTw.
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dvayew and ddaety have been used throughout the chapter to refer to
(1) the reduction of a thing to its abstract essence, and (2) abstraction of
the form from the matter).

Aristotle then returns (b24 ff.) to the milder abstractionist theory he had
mentioned in order to introduce the extreme abstractionism that he had
actually refuted (b17-21): this comparison of man and circle as equally
abstracted from matter in their definitions 0d kaAds éxer amayer yap dmo
70D aAnfovs (b24-25). The singular bluntness of this expression with
dmdye seems to suggest that Aristotle is searching for a secondary conno-
tation. Besides “leading away,” émayer suggests the very method of re-
duction (&maywyn) being criticized. We may translate the ambiguity
with, “This reductionism reduces us to nonsense.”**

I should like to finish this section on doxographic parody with a few
passages that seem to play on Plato. For instance, when Aristotle sets to
criticize the theory of ideas in Met. M, he decides first to examine the
theory independent of its connection with ideal number theory (M .4, ad
init.). His wording is, mept d¢ Ty dedv mpdTOVY AdTHY THY KATA TNV
idéav dofav émoxenmTéor (1078b9-10). The locution is unmistakably the
Platonic expression for an Idea, but it is used against Plato to refer to
dofa rather than reality: “the d6fa itself, in accordance with its essential
characteristic,” is an undermeaning that is hard to miss. This is a piece of
bathos quite similar in method and tone to the undercutting of Parmeni-
des’ lofty path imagery.

When we turn to the historical review of Met. A.3-7, we meet a pas-
sage lively both in diction and in tone. There are several obscure or
coined terms,' and two rather striking metaphors (985a13 ff. and 987a2
ff.), as well as the dramatic daemon of Truth Herself operating behind
the scenes (984a18-19, b8-11; 986b31), and a passage about the introduc-
tion of vovs that uses an hyperbaton (votv 8¢ Tis eimwy évetvar, 984bl5)
as dramatic in its own way as the Lucretian fanfares for Epicurus (cf.
esp. 1.62-67 ff., 3.1-3 ff.). We have already found two puns in this pas-
sage (984b18-20, on airia, and 986a6, on é¢prjpuorror). Given these iso-
lated stylistic details, as well as the boldly speculative enterprise of the
whole review, would it be special pleading to accord to the curiosities of
language here a conscious design?

Two tentatively significant passages deserve at least to be mentioned, in
Aristotle’s chapter on Plato (A.6). First, is there a trace of ridicule when
Aristotle says that Plato introduced the ideas in order to account for the
Heraclitean flux of phenomena (del ye peraBaiidvrov, 987b7), and
called the relation between these ideas and the changing phenomena

' For a pun on another technical term of logic (mpéBAnua) cf. Plato, Soph. 261a.
¥ mpogeyixovro. 986a7; dméppiye, 986a34; évicas, 986b21; dacapnuifew, 986b22;
popvxorepov, 987al0 (cf. Ross ad loc.).
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“uébefis” by submitting the Pythagorean term, uiunots, to a change
(weTéBalev, bl0-11 and b12-13)? Second, when Aristotle accounts for the
fact that xwpiopds was possible only after the oxéyis év Tois Adyois was
introduced, by saying oi yap mpoTepor dahekTikils od peretyov (b32-33),
is he searching for a pun on uéfefis? The statement that previous thinkers
did not practice dialectic, if taken as a flat assertion, is otherwise very
hard to explain.'® But the term uéfefis has just been used several times,
and we have examples of puns constructed by drawing a verbal form out
of its cognate noun, in Plato.”

Finally, and perhaps most fantastic of all, is a certain locution used
twice by Aristotle, only in the course of criticizing Plato’s theories. In de
An. 1.8, 406a26 ff., where he is scrutinizing Plato’s definition of soul as 7o
éavro kwovw (cf. Ross ad loc., 187) he asserts,

~ \ ’ ~ ~ ’ 1 \ k] ’ el
wotat de PBiatot TS YuXTS KWTOELS €0OVTAL KAl NPEMLAL, 0VIE
mAarrew BovAouévois padiov dmododva.

In de Caelo 3.1, 299b15-17, against Plato’s theory that the planes are
elements, Aristotle asks, 76 7€ yap émt méowy cuuProerar TovTo (viz.,
that a weight could be composed of weightless parts) kat émt wolwy, wds
dioptodat u7 BovAduevor mAdrrew; In both cases it is clear that Plato is
being criticized; further it is well-known that Plato uses wAarrew and its
cognates in connection with his more tentative or mythical accounts,'®
and that Aristotle often expresses dissatisfaction with a merely poetical or
metaphorical treatment.'® But given the very common use of puns on
persons’ names in Plato,?® and the fact that Aristotle never uses this par-
ticular locution against other wAdrrovres, is it a mere coincidence here
that 6 wAdrTwY is 6 [TAdrwy?

C. PEDAGOGIC PUNS

The third type of pun or double-entendre 1 would like to treat may be
called pedagogical. For here the purpose of the verbal play is not parody
of someone’s views, nor, primarily, to enliven the discourse (though, as

16 In the “parallel” passage of Met. M. 4, Aristotle says, dtakexrixy) yap loxvs obmw 161’ v
(1078b25-26). Now just as the év Tois Adyots oxéyis of 987b31-32 seems to refer to Phaedo
99e-100a (cf. els Tovs Adyovs karadvydvra év éxelvois axomely T&Y SvTwy THY &Arjferav, and
7OV év Tols Adyots gromovuevov), so perhaps loxvs in 1078b25 refers to éppwpevéarepov in
Phaedo 100a, which itself echoes ioxvw in Phaedo 99c.

'" E.g., Phileb. 64e, quoted in note 10, above.

' Phaedrus 246c¢; Rep. 420c, 377c, 588b; Laws 671e; Tim. 26e.

' Cf. Bz. Index s.vv. mAGopa, mAagpuarias, mAaocparadns, mAarrew, and cf. Meteor.
356b15-17, 357a26-28; Met. 991a22, 1079b24 ff., 1073a22; Top. 139b34-35.

» Cf. on Meletus Apol. 25c, on Agathon Symp. 174b, on Gorgias Symp. 198c, on Ariston
Rep. 580b, on Alcinous Rep. 614b, on Polus Gorg. 463e, on Hades Phaedo 80d. Cf. also Tar-
rant, CQ 40 (1946) 116.
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we shall see, some pedagogical puns do make us laugh), but to promote in
one way or another the movement of Aristotle’s argumentation toward its
didactic goal. In some cases the double-entendre in question is more an
equivocation than a joke—an equivocation that Aristotle pretends or
seems not to see. And in some of these cases of equivocation the equivo-
cation, after it has served its special purpose in developing the course of
the argument, is discovered and removed.?' In other cases, however, it is
allowed to stand, even at the peril of the whole argument that is based on
it. In these last cases it is hard to decide whether Aristotle is simply in
error, or whether the equivocation is allowed to stand since he means to
be arguing only dialectically. Readers of Plato will find this difficulty
familiar.

In de Caelo 1.5, 271bl-17, Aristotle takes up the question whether
there exists an infinite body. By way of recommending this problem to
the reader he digresses to argue that this question lies at the bottom of
many disagreements among his predecessors (b4-9), and points to the
adage that even small disagreements on a fundamental level lead to large
disagreements later on. In order to put this idea “before our eyes” he
draws an analogy from mathematical theory (b9-11):

* ” Iy ! o ’ ! 13 ol \
olov € Tis €laxioTov €wwar Tt ¢arn peyebost ovTos yap
TobAAxLoTOY elcayayoy Ta wéyior’ &y kwioee TOY paby-
HATIKDY.

In all strictness the size of the hypothetical minimum has nothing to do
with the size of the large issues that are affected by introducing it. But
the analogy is meant to be taken loosely, and once Aristotle can set our
minds thinking this way he can move on to say that the problem of infi-
nite body is a large problem, not only because fundamental, but also
because infinite body would be quite a large thing (b12-15)! Of course, as
a formal argument this is vitiated by a metabasis eis allo genos, but the
argument is merely rhetorical and nothing of theoretical importance is
here at stake.

This topic, parvus error in principio, appears often in Aristotle.?? While
our passage from de Caelo exploits the ambiguity of parvus (a small error
vs. a small thing erroneously posited), there is a passage in Pol. 5.4 that
(naturally) plays on the ambiguity of principium (&px1n). In the course of
treating the causes of revolution, Aristotle notices (1303b17 ff.) that
oraats, although it ends up having a large effect, may begin from the most
petty disagreements, especially if the petty disagreements should obtain

2 On the pedagogical value of this technique cf. Rhet. 3.11 (1412a18-21).

2 E.g., SE 183b22-23; Mot. An. 701b24-26; GA 716b3-5, 766a28 ff., 788a13; EN 1098b7;
Pol. 1302a6; fr. 94 (Rose 1886). Cf. also Plato, Crat. 436d; Rep. 377a; Laws 753e, 765¢; and
Paroim. Gr. 3.13.
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among those in power (év Tots kvplots, b19). He gives an historical example
(b20-26) and then draws up a rule, that disagreements between leaders
must be carefully dealt with in their inception (&pxouévwr, b27), because
&v &pxd TO dudprnua § 8’ apx Aéyerar fjmav evar mavrds (b28-29).

Indeed there are several passages in which Aristotle plays on the wide
variety of meanings of this important word, épx7. At the end of Met.
A. (1075b37-6a4) he plays on the metaphysical and political senses of the
term, when, to cap off his refutation of the Academic theory that there
are many numerical apyal of reality, he says that reality does not wish to
be moAirebecfar kakds and quotes Homer (Il. 2.204): odx ayabov
moAvkotpavin els xolpavos érTw.?

Something more elaborate is going on in Met. N. 4, where he intro-
duces the religion of epic right alongside the theory of Speusippus about
the dpy1 of reality, effecting this strange juxtaposition by pretending that
for the epic poets, too, &px7 meant “principle” rather than “rule.” To
analyze the intricacies of transition and doxography in this chapter would
take us far afield, and I hope to be allowed to summarize. On the relation
of the apxal of reality to the so-called “good itself,” there arises a prob-
lem as to whether this “best” good is to be found among the apxat (either
as a member of the set or a characteristic of the set: éori T ékeivwv,
1091a32, is ambiguous), or whether on the contrary this best good is deri-
vative, appearing subsequently in the yéveais out of the épxal (1091a29-
33). A history of opinion on the subject is introduced (a33-b16), in order
to lend historical authenticity to the aporia (as yap, a34, indicates), but
also—as becomes subsequently clear—to give a shape to the aporia that
points to its solution. On the one side he aligns the theories of both “mod-
erns” and ancient poets, on the basis of a tentative analogy between their
accounts: both asserted that the good and beautiful is a later derivative of
the y€éveais from the apxai (a33-b6). But this analogy, based on an equiv-
ocation between dpyal qua principles and &pxai qua principals, is allowed
to dissolve: the poets, in asserting that the primordial elements of reality
(Chaos, etc.) are not sovereign goods, are not thereby asserting that the
dpyat of reality (principles) were not good from the start, but that there
were no rulers (&pxovres) at the beginning, and that governance (&px7)
was not present until the time of Zeus, the embodiment of 3ik7. It was
their mythological way of thinking that led these early poets to miss the
essential meaning of dpx7, for as we move on to the thinkers who sought
to curb the mythological method (uy pvéikds wdvra Aéyew, b9), and who
speculated on the dpx1 qua yevvijoay mpdTov, we find unanimity in the
opinion that this dpx7 was from the beginning dpiorov (b6-12). Finally,
in the camp of the other moderns who posited immobile realities (on pév,

# The “satiric” tone of this criticism is recently noted by John Dillon, The Middle Platonists
(London 1977).
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cf. Ross ad loc.), we find that their apx7, the One, is not only good in
their opinion but indeed identical with the good (b13-15).

Immediately after this review Aristotle presents a tentative, probabilis-
tic solution to the aporia (b16-19), which leads directly into a criticism
first of the view of the “other” moderns (b19-1092al1), and then of the
view of the moderns introduced with the theological poets at the begin-
ning of the review (1092a11-17).

What is at first curious about this passage (1091a29-2al7) is that the
aporia is given a lengthy historical background (a33-bl6) but a very
perfunctory and casual solution (b16-19). In fact we soon learn that Aris-
totle is more interested in criticizing the theory of the moderns (Aca-
demics) than in solving the aporia itself. The aporia, then, is merely the
vehicle of the criticism; and this leads us into an artful feature of Aristot-
le’s dialectical method of exposition. He finds ways to introduce an aporia
whose solution is (1) obscure enough that he can set his predecessors’
ideas into a context that is philosophically engaging and apparently un-
contrived, but (2) near enough at hand that he can solve it easily and
therewith speak with authority about the inadequacy of his predecessors’
views.*!

In our case it is in what purports to be an historical review of opinion on
the aporia, that artful design is especially prominent. First, Aristotle asso-
ciates Speusippus’ theory with the old “theology” of Hesiod and Homer by
means of an equivocation on apx7 (this is the pedagogical pun that drew
us to this passage in the first place). By so doing, Aristotle initiates an his-
torical review leading from Hesiod and Homer through Pherecydes and
the Magi, to Empedocles and Anaxagoras; but soon it becomes clear that
the motivation of this review is hardly historical, (1) because of the very
curious list of thinkers he has concocted, and (2) because of the arbitrary
use of Empedocles’ doctrine of ¢uAia.?> In fact the motive of this part of
the review is to establish a configuration of the “history of ideas” according
to which Aristotle’s chosen solution to the aporia is made to appear the
natural result of increasingly scientific habits of thought. Pherecydes and
the Magi are called in as the missing link between poetical theology and

** The extent to which this and related dialectical devices are implemented by Aristotle is
the subject of my unpublished dissertation, “Programmatic ARCHALI in Aristotle: A Study of
Aristotelian Expository Method” (DA 40.1,234A). Though some of his aporiae have already
been seen to be merely transitional devices, few scholars have noted that this is the rule rather
than the exception.

3 On (1), much of the usual Presocratic personnel is neglected; but more striking is the
presence of rarae aves. On (2), note that elsewhere Aristotle refers to ¢uAia as one of a pair of
opposite &pxal, the other being veixos, in order to gain support for his contention that yéveats
is from opposites. veixos is here suppressed, for on whatever grounds ¢tAia can be said to be,
qua ¢iAia, good, veixos would have accordingly to be called bad, and Empedocles’ apxai
would be no more good than bad.
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scientific philosophy. The “other” Academics are cited last because they
are chronologically posterior, but they are not included in the speculative
configuration: they are separated out by their exceptional hypothesis of
aklvyrot odalar.

When Aristotle then turns to solve the aporia, his choice for a primordi-
ally good &px1 both is confirmed by the developmental configuration of
the review, and exonerates philosophers other than the Academics from
criticism. The way is now clear for a lengthy attack on the vaguely Aca-
demic theory that adro 70 &, qua numerical generative principle of
reality, is good (1091b20-2all). After this, he reverts briefly to the Speu-
sippean theory and criticizes it only on the grounds that the didactic
analogy Speusippus used, that reality develops as it were biologically
from seed to fruit, is incorrect (al1-17).

The point of this rapid analysis of Met. N. 4 (and part of 5) was to
isolate the pedagogical use of a double-entendre on dpx7. We can now
see that by postponing to distinguish the two meanings of this word,
“principle” and “rule,” Aristotle enabled himself to present, in what pur-
ports to be an historical review, not only the Academic theories he wished
to criticize, but also an “argument from history” for the truth of his own
belief that the dpx7 of reality is primordially good. For once he intro-
duced the theologians in virtue of the similarity of their views to the
theory of Speusippus, he exposes the fact that the similarity is specious
and then moves forward in his review to the more scientific thinkers who
dealt with the more scientific notion of &px7 as yevviioar mpdrov, and
reaches what turns out to be a version of his own doctrine.

Another passage in which two meanings of apx7n work in such a way as
to promote Aristotle’s own theory is EN 1.2, 1095a30-b4. Aristotle is
laying the groundwork for his ethics, and turns to a problem about the
dpxal, namely that we must not overlook the difference between Adyou
that move forward from the dpyal amd those that move back toward the
apxal. Indeed Plato was right continually to puzzle out the methodologi-
cal problem of whether the path of investigation should move from the
dpyal or to them, just as the runner in the stadium may be running either
away from the judges and toward the turning post, or back. Now while it
is clear that we must begin (apkréov) from things known (uév, 1095b2, is
concessive), things known are of two sorts: some are known to us, but
others are known without qualification. It seems reasonable (icws), given
a choice between these two sorts of known things (o?v), seeing that it is
we who are composing the Adyos (futv ye), that we must begin it from
the type of knowns that are known to us.

It is by exploiting an equivocation on &py7 that Aristotle is able thus to
answer the Platonic aporia whether our Adyos is from the dpyal or to the
dpxal. His first step is to introduce, in a concessive clause, the blameless
lemma that we must begin our Aéyos from yvépipa. The substance of the
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Platonic dilemma is then recast in terms of an alternative between two
types of yvwpiua, where a Adyos that begins amo Ta@v fuv yrwpiuwy is
equivalent to a Platonic Adyos émt Tas épxas, and one beginning from ra
yvopya amAds is equivalent to a Platonic Adyos dmo &y apxdv.** But at
the same time, the terminology of the dilemma, where apy7 meant prin-
ciple, is continued by the word &pkréov, which has to do not with the
principles of a true Adyos, but merely the hypotheses of a valid or logical
one. Recast in this way, the dilemma can be solved: the only beginning
available to us is that of the yvapiua futv. But in the translation of the
Platonic dilemma into these terms, the substance of that dilemma has
been artfully sidestepped. In its original form, that dilemma would have
included the postulate that the Adyos émi ras dpxas, proceeding as it
must from é&pyal that are merely hypothetical éppai, cannot of itself
reach certain truth; that conversely absolute truth can only be reached if
the 6pual of the Adyos are identical with the apyal of reality, in which
case these dpual are no longer merely hypothetical, but are avvmébero
dpxai. The transition from the Platonic dilemma about &px7 (principle)
to the Aristotelian formulation of an apy7 (initium, 6pu, hypothesis) of
an account, was suggested first by the metaphor of the stadium, in which
apxn refers to the termini and initia of the race track in such a way as to
make the dpxn and the 6pu1j interchangeable (1095a33-bl1).*" The sug-
gested transition was formally secured in the next line (b2) by the use of
dpkréov (= det dpyeabar), which is the pedagogical pun of the passage.

Likewise Aristotle seems to be punning on &px7 in An. Po. 2.19,
100a12-13), when in describing the psychological process by which dis-
parate phenomenal experiences or impressions give rise to a cognition of
the universal or principle that orders them, he adduces a military
analogy:®*

% Cf. H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy (Baltimore 1944) 1.63,
note 51.

 Commentators tend to attribute this stadium metaphor to Plato, despite the fact that we
have no Platonic text in which it is used. And even if the imperfects 7jmdpet and é(rjre: refer to
oral teaching, still the attribution is not secure.

2 Ross, who had allowed this to be a word play (cf. comm. ad Met. 1076a3 [2.405]), in his
(later) edition of the Analytics (ad loc., 677) changed his mind and paraphrased, “until the
process of rallying reaches the point at which the rout began.” But it seems impossible to ex-
clude the double-entendre since the subject of the chapter is the apxai. Cf. Waitz ad loc.
(2.431), and H. G. Gadamer, Philosophical Hermeneutics (Berkeley 1967) 14. Gadamer (in
conversation) also drew my attention to an implicit pun, not unlike the ones we are here con-
sidering, except that it is not represented on a strictly verbal level in the text. It is Aristotle’s
choice of 76 ouév as the paradigm of enmattered quality (cf. esp. Met. Z. 5). The most
famous snub nose in Athens belonged to the very man who might have. but did not, separate
the by (Met. 1078b30-31).
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Of course punning will not be restricted to the word dpy7. In EN 2.9,
1109a30-35, after having argued that the practical virtues are means
(uéoa) between extremes (&kpa), Aristotle remarks that 70D péaov Tvyely
dxpws xalemdv, so that in some cases at least we must be satisfied with a
certain devrepos wAods, namely to seek merely to avoid the greater evil.
That striking the mean exactly is an extremely difficult task is here made
to be an admonition to follow a more moderate course.?® The argument
owes whatever cogency it has to the pun on dkpa and &kpws: for the more
specific rule that we must moderate between bad &feis by finding the
péaov of the continuum of which they are the &kpa, is now treated as
grounds for a more general rule, that we must be realistically patient and
moderate in this very attempt to moderate between extremes, exactly
because the latter is extremely hard to do. The mere fact that moderation
is highly difficult (another possible translation of &xpws) would be no
reason to abandon it; but if the degree of difficulty involved in pursuing
moderation between extremes were such that only an extremely conscien-
tious and scrupulous person could achieve it, we should be left with the
apparent paradox that only extremists could be moderate.

We may style the implicit argument in the following way. Aristotle is
arguing that the “spirit” of the law of moderation must serve as a correc-
tive to the “statutory” or “procedural” guidelines for moderation that he
has set up in this book (viz., the measurement of a mean between ex-
tremes): when a literal application of these guidelines becomes immoder-
ately difficult, the “equitable” spirit of moderation must intervene and
prescribe special measures (here a devrepos wAods).

The same analysis of the law of moderation into its spirit and its letter
is suggested by the pun. For heretofore, dkpa had been used in a narrow
and special sense, in the speculative construction of virtue as the mean
between extremes (dkpa); but in our passage, &kpws is no technical term,
but constitutes an appeal to the norms of common sense and reasonabil-
ity. This punning juxtaposition of a technical and practical or common-
sensical meaning of a word is therefore exactly parallel to the pun on
dkparos that we analyzed above (pp. 182-83). But there the motive was

* I believe that &kpws goes with both rvyeiv and xaAemdv. Gauthier (comm. ad loc.) takes it
with rvxeiv only, but the word order tells against this. Burnet seems (comm. ad loc.) reluctant
to allow it to be a pun: at first he calls it “almost an oxymoron,” and then he says, “but cf.
1107223, 70 péoov éori mws dxpov,” which is irrelevant since &kpov there has the technical
meaning, “extreme” (of a continuum). As for the proverb, devrepos wAobs, there appear to be
two meanings, either that it is a pis aller or that it is a safer though less ambitious course (cf.
schol. ad Phaedo 99d; Plato, Polit. 300c, Phileb. 19c¢; Arist. Pol. 1284b19). The avoidance of
danger seems to be involved here.
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to parody the Pythagoreans’ inordinate devotion to the project of co-
ordinating the world of sense with the world of mathematical symmetry
so that a merely symmetrically diluted (kexpauévov) potion of honeywater
may in practice prove too strong (dkparov); here the motive is to teach,
by reminding the student that since in the realm of ethics the desire for
axpiBeia must always be moderated, even the attempt to find and strike
the mean between two extremes must be conducted in a moderate way.

A special sub-class of pedagogical puns is formed by various types of
etymological word play. This sort of play in a philosophical context is
already familiar in the works of Plato, and especially in the Cratylus. In
Aristotle, etymologies are often used to provide paprvpia to some theory
of his own.*® In many of these cases it is difficult to believe that the ety-
mologies were taken seriously even by Aristotle: to whatever extent he is
proposing them fancifully, to that extent they can be likened to pedagogi-
cal puns.

A rather flat and quiet instance of etymological play appears in Aristot-
le’s famous treatment of the generation of bees, at GA 3.10. Aristotle
admits that he can reach only tentative conclusions on this obscure and
complex topic (cf. esp. 760b27-33), and after reaching the surest possible
conclusions through an eliminatio (759a8-60a4), he begins a section of
confirmatory considerations with the statement,

8vTos B¢ mepLTTOD TOD YEVOUS KalL iBlov TOD TV HENTTOY, Kal 1)
~ 5
Yéveais adTav dios eivar paiverar. (760a4-6)

The force of this confirmatory analogy depends on the fact that yévos
and yéveais are cognate.

Finally, let us turn to an etymological pun that is both instructive and
entertaining, at EN 1.6, 1097b22 ff. Here Aristotle proposes to reach a
definition of the good for man by way of a lemma (An¢fein, b24) on the
proper épyov of man, which he means to deduce through an eliminatio
(cf. Aeimerar, 1098a83). The crucial premise, on which the validity of the
eliminatio depends, is that man does have a proper €pyov, and Aristotle
argues for it by noting that various types of men have an épyov (e.g.,
cobblers); could it be, then, he asks, that dvfpwmov 8’ 0dd€év éorw, GAX’
apyov mépukey (1097b29-30)? The alternative to Aristotle’s assertion that
man has a particular function qua man, is that man having no function
(00d€v, sc. épyov) is therefore meant by nature to be lazy! This horrific
but jocular alternative is meant to encourage us to be good sports and
accept the premise so that the eliminatio can proceed. Once the elimi-
natio arrives at a proper function for man, the good for man can be de-

fined.

% Cf. de Caelo 270b16, 279a22; Meteor. 339b19 ff., 347a6-8; HA 493a22-23; PA 662b19
ff., 672b30 ff.; GA 736al8 ff.; EN 1103a17-18, 1132a30-31, 1133a30, 1152b7.
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I have sought herewith to present some new and rather novel insights
into the text of Aristotle. If one checks the commentaries he finds silence
usually, and awkward confusion from time to time, in the exegesis of
playfully ambiguous passages. 1 should like to be allowed to leave my
results in a preliminary and sketchy form, to say broadly that some puns
are merely nugatory, that others exhibit Aristotle’s infamous willingness
at times to ridicule his predecessors, and that a third type has a positive,
pedagogical function; and further, to avoid drawing lines between puns
that are conscious and intended and puns that only a psychoanalyst could
find significant, and puns that only an overly subtle philologist could
laugh at.

Truly, we should be pressing the text too far to argue that when Aris-
totle announces in Phys. 1.8 that his theory of the vmokeipevov is the sole
(novaxds, 191a23-24) solution to the Parmenidean aporia about yéveats,
that he is also ridiculing the paralyzing monism that led to it.*' But in a
similar situation, at GC 1.7, 323b1-12, it does not seem to me overly
subtle to sense a conscious parody when Aristotle says that among his
predecessors the belief that like is not affected by like, but only by unlike
(10 Gpotov w0 ToD Opolov wav dmabés éori . . .) was held likemindedly
(6povonTikds), especially since his own solution will constitute a compro-
mise between the extremes (323b29-33). Furthermore, there will be a
whole class of unconscious puns, like Polonius’ pun on “declension” in
Hamlet, that are really metonymies whose intrusion should be attributed
to the instantly senile garrulity of the short term memory, and its propen-
sity to re-use words that are still echoing there, as for instance Simplicius
in de Caelo 201.25-26: (Aristotle) éxet memepaouévor 8ri mwas 6 kdopos
memepacuvos 7o peyéler éariv. Perhaps Aristotle’s use of airia at Met.
984b18-20 was due to this. And in all candour I feel rather timid about
proposing that 6 7Adrrev is 6 TTAdrwy.

These disclaimers notwithstanding, there remains a recalcitrant resi-
duum of carefully and consciously constructed double-entendres in the
text of Aristotle as we have received it, whose presence must now be
acknowledged. Their presence suggests Aristotle’s own handiwork, rather
than merely the tachygraphic scribbling of a Tiro. If one should wish to
compare these phenomena with Aristotle’s explicit doctrine on the dy-
namics and utility of word play, he should consult Rhet. 3.10-11; he will
find Aristotle talking about the kinds of things that we have seen him do
in the treatises. That puns and word play have some real pedagogical
value for Aristotle will seem less strange if one reads de Mem. 451b22 #.,

*! A similar parody does seem to be intended by Plato, at Theaet. 183e: cf. Tarrant CQ N8
(1958) 160.
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on the mnemonic value of solecisms. Finally, though we may now find it
easier to imagine Aristotle having a sense of humor, we have not yet
found him funny enough to solve that old problem that embarrassed
Maslow into arbitrary emendation, at Demetrius, de Eloc. 128, where
Aristotle (’ Aptororélovs ’ Apioropavovs scr. Maslovius)®? is cho-
sen, along with Lysias and Sophron and without further comment, as an
exemplary exponent of lower comic ydpts.

32 Cf. app. crit. of Radermacher (Teubner 1901) ad loc.



	Article Contents
	p. [179]
	p. 180
	p. 181
	p. 182
	p. 183
	p. 184
	p. 185
	p. 186
	p. 187
	p. 188
	p. 189
	p. 190
	p. 191
	p. 192
	p. 193
	p. 194
	p. 195
	p. 196

	Issue Table of Contents
	Transactions of the American Philological Association (1974-), Vol. 111 (1981), pp. i-vi+1-256
	Front Matter [pp.  i - vi]
	The Legatio Asiatica of Scaurus: Did It Take Place? [pp.  1 - 9]
	The Origin and Function of the Naukraroi at Athens: An Etymological and Historical Explanation [pp.  11 - 16]
	The Verbal Art of Horace's Ode to Pyrrha [pp.  17 - 22]
	Propertius 3.8: Unity and Coherence [pp.  23 - 30]
	The Accusator as Amicus: An Original Roman Tactic of Ethical Argumentation [pp.  31 - 37]
	Iliad 1.4 f. and Catullus 64.152 f.: Further Considerations [pp.  39 - 42]
	A New Aspect of the Evolution of the Trimeter in Euripides [pp.  43 - 64]
	Notes on Seneca's Hercules Furens [pp.  65 - 70]
	The Thesmothetai and the Earliest Athenian Tyranny Law [pp.  71 - 77]
	Rhetorical and Poetical Thinking in Lucan's Harangues (7.250-382) [pp.  79 - 94]
	Epistolography, Literary Circles and Family Ties in Late Roman Gaul [pp.  95 - 109]
	The Apparatus Criticus to the Supplices in Page's Aeschylus Oct [pp.  111 - 134]
	Pindar, Archilochus and Hieron in P. 2.52-56 [pp.  135 - 143]
	Thales' Eclipse [pp.  145 - 155]
	The "Epiphany" of the Tetrarchs? An Examination of Mamertinus' Panegyric of 291 [pp.  157 - 166]
	On the Corycian Gardener of Vergil's Fourth Georgic [pp.  167 - 177]
	Some Puns in Aristotle [pp.  179 - 196]
	The Word Kairos in Greek Drama [pp.  197 - 213]
	New Evidence for the Dating of the Calendar at Santa Maria Maggiore in Rome [pp.  215 - 227]
	Lagobriga Expunged: Renaissance Forgeries and the Sertorian War [pp.  229 - 235]
	The Victor's Virtues: Pindar, Isth. 1.32 ff. [pp.  237 - 256]
	Back Matter





